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PREFACE

Nearly twenty-five years have passed since the publication of Kurt Schumann’s
essay Die griechischen Lehnbildungen und Lehnbedeutungen im Altbulgarischen
(Greek loan formations and loan meanings in Old Slavic) in the 16th volume of
Max Vasmer’s Slavic series in Wiesbaden. In about two thirds of this work which
is not very long for its subject—consisting only of 66 pages—but which is very
important, the author enumerates the caique phenomena of Old Bulgarian (Old
Church Slavic) in alphabetical order. His vocabulary presents, for each Old
Slavic caique, the Greek model or prototype, as well as the place of the earliest
provenance. Of course, he could not go into a more detailed investigation of the
constituents of this word stock consisting of more than 1200 words in his essay as
such an undertaking would have filled bulky volumes.

Nevertheless, this briefmonograph is a very valuable starting point for further
studies of Old Slavic caiques. Not only the enumeration of Old Slavic and Greek
parallels or their distribution into thematic word groups proved to be a very
valuable work in Slavic philology, but also the theoretical foundation which
Schumann laid down in the first third of his book. Schumann has credit for a
proper appreciation of Old Slavic stylistic art, for a fair-minded evaluation of the
technique of interpretation of the Slav Apostles and their disciples and, first of
all, for the creative development of the principles and terminology related to
caiques in general, and to the Old Slavic texts in particular.

Schumann adopted his terminology mainly from W. Betz who had applied
them to Old High German texts, comparing them to their Latin parallels or
originals. This adoption turned out to be useful for Slavic philology not only in
regard to German language literature on the subject, but in studies written in
other languages, too. Moreover, the Betz-Schumann caique terminology, as
evidenced by later linguistic studies in other fields, can also be well utilized with
minor alterations in examining caiques in other languages and of different origins.



Of course, Schumann’s essay—primarily because of the contradiction
between its brevity and the multiplicity of the studied matter—cannot be
considered an exhaustive discussion of the Old Slavic caiques of Greek origin
but rather as a very useful practical compendium and, at the same time, a good
theoretical starting point. The parts of the material contained demand a more
detailed explanation and examination in themselves, too; as for the theoretical
foundation, there will always be more work to do with its expansion and
development.

To accomplish a part of this large-scale endeavour was my aim with this
monograph. I did not investigate caiques in all the Old Slavic texts, but only in
the gospel texts which are or can be assumed to be most archaic; in these,
however, | surveyed all the gospel loci in order to collate the possible variations
of the OId Slavic translations. In addition to the immediate Old Slavic-Greek
parallelisms, I also took into consideration the Latin, Gothic (and sometimes the
Old High German) texts, and some later Slavic, (Czech, Russian and, sometimes,
Slovak, Low Sorbian) translations. As for these latter texts, | examined the
possible impact of Luther’s translation on them, too. | examined the
congruences, differences or non-existence of the Old Slavic caiques in the
modern word stock of the more important living Slavic languages as well, taking
into consideration the fact that, especially the Old Russian, Middle Bulgarian
and Old Serbian languages (i.e. literary works) used the OId Slavic caiques as a
rule, under the influence of Church Slavic texts. At the same time, in order to
contribute to the study of linguistic interference, | also examined the gospel loci
in question and their relation to some other South-Eastern European languages
(Romanian, Albanian, Hungarian) in their gospel texts. Before the glossary
part, that is the backbone of the whole work, | added some introductory
chapters, too, related to certain general problems. By means of these | primarily
sought to make a contribution to the theory and terminology of caiques,
adapting some results of special and general linguistics. It is for this reason that
the Bibliography contains so many works which do not bear on the problems of
the Old Slavic texts, but provide data on the phenomenology of caiques.

On the whole, although my work encompasses less material of the investi-
gated Old Slavic texts and words, | have nevertheless gone into greater depth
as far as the comparisons and theoretical discussions are concerned than
Schumann did in his valuable essay. (My own search for materials for this
work began in 1954.)

Although the subject of this work does not really require an examination of
the problem of the original place, date and circumstances related to the Old
Slavic gospel codices of the 10th and 11th centuries, or of the translation
technique of the text that have been handed down, nevertheless I think it
reasonable, before discussing the problems of Old Slavic caiques in detail, to
define which codex texts will be examined, what is meant by the word “caique”,
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and how this linguistic phenomenon appears in Old Slavic. Therefore these
questions will be touched upon in the chapters of Introduction.

I would like to express my gratitude to everyone who has assisted me in this
work in the theoretical, editorial and technical respects. Special thanks are due
to the late Professors Istvan Kniezsa and Gyula Moravcsik, Regular Members
of the Hungarian Academy of Sciences, my former professors; | will always
remember the wise and benevolent teachings of these great men with gratitude. |
also feel indebted for useful advice to my good friends, the Greek-Catholic
Bishop of Hajdudorog, Msgr. Dr. Imre Timké and Father Mihaly Maté
Volosinovszky O.S.B.M., for their technical aid for putting down this work and
for their theoretical and practical guidance in Eastern Liturgy, that has retained
so much of the biblical way of thinking, of both earliest Christendom and Old
Slavic Christianity.

I owe a debt of gratitude to other hermeneutists, exegetists, classical
philologists and Slavists as well. In connection with this work, | would like to
mention the kind and valuable philological remarks of Léaszl6 Hadrovics
and Istvan Borzsdk, Members of the Hungarian Academy of Sciences. |
wish to thank Lajos Kiss Ph.D., D.Sc. Ling., who, as the appointed reader of this
work and himself an eminent expert in the caique problem, contributed much
valuable advice; to Pal Heltai Ph. D., for reviewing the English text; | feel deeply
indebted to Attila Holl6s, Lecturer of the Lorand EOtvds University of
Budapest, for the preparation of the indices, and for the final, very con-
scientious reviewing of this work, though— caused by lack of time— I could not
take all his recommendations into consideration; and, last but not least, to Prof.
Dr. Reinhold Olesch for the inclusion of my monograph in the series Slavistische
Forschungen published by the Béhlau Verlag.






PART ONE

INTRODUCTION

THE MOST ANCIENT OLD SLAVIC GOSPEL TEXTS

As it is known, there is no agreement on the dates of origin and the respective
ages of the archaic Old Slavic “tetraevangelia” and “aprakoi” among scholars.
Itis enough to refer to different views expressed by V. Jagic, G. Voskresenskij, J.
Vajs, M. Weingart and K. Hordlek on the priority of certain codices. However,
some noteworthy accords of opinion can be found. It does not seem accidental
that Jagic, in his edition of Codex Marianus (Saint Petersburg, 1883) did not take
the “lectiones variantes” of his “apparatus criticus” only from the texts of
Zographus, Assemani, Ostromir and Savvina Kniga, but with good sense also
from the Nikolja Gospel. M. Weingart, in addition to the Assemani, considers
the same Nikolja Gospel, or rather its protograph, a very ancient text, and he
thinks the Ostromir and Marianus to be the youngest redactions among the
archaic group, corrected on the basis of the Byzantine Greek text—though he
considers the Marianus to have originated from a primary text, identical with the
Zographus (450, pp. 20-25).

It is, perhaps, not without any interest to mention K. Horalek who, following
G. Voskresenskij’s theory of four redactions, divides the Old Slavic and Church
Slavic manuscripts into four groups. He places the Codices Assemani, Savvina,
Ostromir and Marianus at the head of the first, so-called archaic group in
which he also mentions, as does Voskresenskij, the Nikolja Gospel, saying that
according to Danicic, this codex of Serbo-Bosnian-Bogumilian character
originated in the beginning of the 14th century.

In determining the age of the Nikolja Gospel, we must consider M. Weingart’s
opinion, who believes the Nikolja Gospel to be the revision of a very ancient
Glagolitic text. So this gospel is relatively new as a codex, but as a text it precedes
the Archangelsk ‘prakos-evangelion, the Dobrejso tetraevangelion and the
Hvalj’s “rukopis” (manuscript), too, which is a “sbornik” (collection) of
Serbian-Bogumilian character. As for the age of the protograph of the Nikolja
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Gospel, A. Vaillant had a similar opinion saying that its extant Cyrillic MS goes
only back to the 14th or 15th century, but this codex seems to be the copy of an
ancient Glagolitic manuscript which contains both OIld Macedonian and
Western Church Slavic traditions of a Serbo-Croatian character. (439, p. 15.)

On the other hand, Horalek sees the ancient Cyrillian style of translation
mostly in the Zographus and Marianus; as for the Assemani and Ostromir, he
considers them to be much more uniform texts where the rigid imitation of the
Byzantine text-type imposed many more Grecisms on the translators than can
be found in the superior Cyrillian-Methodian translation.

This fact, of course, strongly influenced the increase of the number of
syntactic caiques as well. In this respect, the Savvina Kniga occupies middle
ground. We can find some texts in it, markedly altered compared with the
Zographus and Marianus, but in Horalek’s opinion it dates back to a
protograph which surpasses the age and textual integrity of the Assemani (178,
pp. 291-293).

Although scholars do not perfectly agree upon the mutual date relations of the
most ancient Old Slavic gospel texts, it seems we have to regard Jagic’s above-
mentioned Marianus edition as the basis of our Old Slavic gospel text
examinations, i.e. to deal with the caiques of the following codices: Zographus,
Marianus, Assemani, Savvina Kniga, Ostromir, Nikolja Gospel.

The basis of Jagic’s edition is the Marianus, from the orthographical and
phonetical points of view it is the Zographus that seems to be more original.
Jagic’s statement about the Marianus cannot be left out of consideration either
(also quoted by 185, p. 172, namely, that the Marianus originated without any
doubt from a Serbo-Croatian territory (Bosnia, Zachlumie, or Dalmatia), since
this codex sometimes confounds » and oy. Some examples of this confusion of
letters and sounds, respectively, are: MiokHK ‘to the husband’, mxn|»y ‘the wise’
(masc. dat. or fern, acc.), no orwixw; ‘as usual’, Cbuke ‘o f the love’, npoyroykk ‘the
other’ (sg. fern. acc. or instr.), oternoywTkHo ‘left, pardonned’.

Another characteristic phenomenon of the Marianus is the use of the noun
kakot?>‘cock’ instead of Koyj>b (Conev also quotes Miletic’s opinion who thinks
these features to be North Macedonian, and not Serbo-Croatian).

As for the Zographus, Conev quotes Jagic’s verdict on it (71,1, p. 167), who
asserts that this codex came into being in Bulgaria at the end of the 10th or at the
beginning of the 11th century. Consequently, though the Marianus is a
translation nearer to the original text regarding its technique (since the
Macedonian and Bosnian-Bogumilian texts were less affected by the Byzantine
unification), nevertheless the Zographus shows a more ancient Old Slavic
phonetic structure due to its Bulgaro-Macedonian origin, and also represents a
more original phonetic state compared with the Marianus.

In recent years L. P. Zukovskaja has also devoted several studies to the origin
and interdependence of the archaic Old Slavic texts. She divides the Slavic gospel
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MSS of the 10th-14th centuries into four groups or principal types:
tetraevangelia, Sunday (holiday) aprakoi, briefaprakoi and entire aprakoi (463,
p. 225). She does not always agree in her conclusions with the opinions of other
Slavists—e.g. those of A. S. L’vov (263) and L. Moszynski (309)—nevertheless
she shares the opinion that in accordance with the needs of liturgy and
missionary work the aprakoi-evangelia had been prepared first, then these were
later expanded into tetraevangelia by the Slav Apostles themselves.

As for the interdependence of the Old Slavic evangelia, Moszynski’s position
is similar to that of E. M. Vcrescagin (444), who represents Moszynski’s
derivational theory in a table, too (p. 15). According to this, two redactions came
into being from the primary brief aprakos text, translated by the Slav Apostles.
The text of the Assemani originated from the first redaction; the aprakos
protograph which served as a common source for the protographs of the
Savvina Kniga, and the common tetraevangelion protograph of the Zographus
and Marianus from the second one. (In this derivational table, naturally, the
existing defacto are only the two aprakoi, the Assemani and the Savvina Kniga,
and the two tetraevangelia, the Zographus and the Marianus; the alleged
“connecting” protographs are only hypothetic sources.)

Taking all this into consideration, and also the correlations of the date of
origin and the linguistic features of the codices (including the Ostromir and
Nikolja Gospel which have survived in later copies only, but also date back to
the ancient basic texts) I shall make the above-mentioned six codices, considered
the most archaic ones by Jagic and Vaillant, the subject of my investigation from
the point of view of the Old Slavic caiques of Greek origin.

IMMEDIATE GREEK SOURCES OF THE OLD SLAVIC GOSPEL TEXTS

The most excellent exegetes and critics of the New Testament from Griel3bach to
Soden, divide the Greek New Testament codices essentially into 3 main versions,
namely the Hesychian or Egyptian (Alexandrian), the Judean or Syro-
Palestinian (Western) and the Syro-Constantinopolitan redactions; these
types are marked by Soden as H-, I- and K-recensions (the I-recension is also
called W-recension by English Bible scholars). The source investigations and
critical comparisons have also shown that the textual variations, if we disregard
the so-called “apocryph” and “heretic” redactions of the early times, exhibit a
far lower number of divergences in the 2nd-3rd centuries than later, in the
4th-9th ones.

At the same time, from the second half of the 7th century, the number of the
H-recension codices decreased. This seems to be in close connection with the
Arabian occupation of Egypt in 640 by Amar lbn al-As. However, the number
of I-(W)-recension codices also decreases, especially the original forms. There is
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no doubt that this fact is also related to the spreading of the Islam, because Syria
and Palestine, which earlier had a major part in transmitting both the oral and
written Christian teachings in the East and West alike (Asia Minor, the Balkan
Peninsula, Italy, Armenia, Georgia, Persia, Asia Interior, India), became
possessions of Khalifa Omar in 636 in the wake of the Damascus and Yarmouk
battles. This circumstance had also contributed to the increasing growth of the
significance of the texts belonging to the sphere of the K-recension texts,
paralleling the Chrysostomos’ Liturgy (the “domestic” liturgy of Con-
stantinople), gaining hegemony over the Alexandrian Mark’s Liturgy and the
Syrian Jacob’s Liturgy with the shrinking of the Empire although it was precisely
the latter which was the source of Chrysostomos' and other Byzantine liturgies
(Basilios’and Gregorios’ Liturgies) just as the Greek New Testament texts of K-
recension originated from the Syrian Lukianos. Itis a fact that the texts of the I-
(W)-recension were more and more influenced by the K-recension texts, and
during the 9th-10th centuries some “compromise” texts arose.

From the point of view of Old Slavic textual criticism these compromises
(mixed texts) are the most important as they served as sources for the Old Slavic
protographs. Already Dobrovsky thought that the Old Slavic text can be traced
back to a mixed type. In his opinion the basis of the Old Slavic gospels was a
Byzantine redaction but influenced by the variation of the D-codex, which was
transcribed into Byzantinian Greek. J. Vajs has, in essentials, the same opinion
and he reconstructed and published the Old Slavic text of the four gospels with a
Greek text and “lectiones variantes” in 1935-1936. He said that the Western
countries did not appreciate the significance of the textual criticism of the Old
Slavic New Testament translations, although it was impossible to understand
some loci of the Greek original without knowing the Old Slavic versions, as far
as the reconstruction of the missing parts of Western recensions was concerned.

This opinion is maintained by Milos Weingart (450, pp. 20-28) too. On my
part | could also add that the Balkano-Slavic Bogumilian and the Russian “Old
Faith” (s.-c. “heretical”, Niconian) texts are sometimes of vital importance for
the reconstruction of the original manuscripts of the so-called apocryph books
(apocryph *“gospels™, “ascensions”, “creations” and “apocalypses”).

In Weingart’s opinion the primary Cyrillian-Methodian texts were translated
on the basis of the Western Greek recension at the end of the 9th and at the
beginning of the 10th century respectively, and these translations were later
corrected on the basis of the Byzantine redaction. So he postulates the same
equalization in text development as Dobrovsky, but in the opposite direction.
He thinks the Western recension was safe in a Bogumilian and Catholic
environment but not in areas under the direct influence of Byzantium (East
Bulgaria and Russia). So, in Weingart’sopinion, we can find the I-(W)-recension
in Croatian-Glagolitic texts of Croatia and Dalmatia and in West Macedonia,
mostly in the codices Assemani and Nikolja Gospel, but hardly in the codices
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Marianus and Ostromir; the Zographus and Savvina Kniga, although of
Bulgarian origin, occupy middle ground between Assemani and Marianus.

In his arguments Weingart relies on J. Vajs who, in his work, on the basis of
Westcott and Horn, enumerates the more important Grecian codices of the
6th 12th centuries which might have been the immediate sources of the Old
Slavic New Testament texts. Among the uncial codices he mentions the Codex
Purpureus Petropolitanus (Codex N, or, with Soden’s sign: e 19) from the
6th-7th centuries, the Codex Romanensis from the 2nd century (Codex E, or e
18) which are Byzantine (K-type) redactions. Among the minuscular codices he
enumerates Codex 1 (Soden: e 254), Codex 13 (e 368), Codex 565 (e 94) and
Codex 33 (5 48) which originate from the 9th-13th centuries. These are also
Byzantine recensions but they share several features with the Western—even
the Alexandrian—type.

Vajs showed in a detailed statistics that the Marianus and Zographus contain
the most Antiochian-Byzantine peculiarities, while the Assemani and Nikolja
the most prae-Syrian ones; the Western and Alexandrian features can be found
chiefly in these two codices, while they hardly occur in the Marianus and the
Ostromir.

It is also characteristic that among the gospels it is St. John’s Gospel that
contains the most | (W) qualities, and St. Mark’s the least. In Vajs’ opinion, this
phenomenon is connected with St. John’s Gospel the greatest (90%) and with St.
Mark’s Gospel to the least (47%) extent; because of the liturgical practice we
assume the “aprakos” translations to be earlier than the tetraevangelia.

In my opinion the greater antiquity of the Old Slavic St. John’s Gospel texts
can be proved by the fact that the Bosnian and Macedonian Bogumils—being
spiritualists-dualists of Manichean-Paulikian origin—had greater esteem for St.
John’s Gospel than the Synoptical Gospels, thus they were certainly more
attached to the older Old Slavic text of the original St. John’s Gospel, than the
Orthodox Bulgarians and Russians, who were influenced more immediately by
Byzantium. For this very reason, we also share Weingart’s opinion rather than
Vajs’ theory. | also consider the Western and the mixed, “freer” texts,
respectively, to have been the first models, which were more and more unified
with the K-recension from the beginning of the 10th century.

In addition, we must take into consideration that among extant Greek gospel
texts only some parts of St. Matthew’s and St. John’s Gospel can be traced back
to dates earlier than the 4th century, e.g., some Egyptian papyri from the 3rd
century. The oldest gospel fragment we have at present, the Ryland Papyrus
from the beginning of the 2nd century, contains a coherent part only from the
Passion story of St. John’s Gospel, Jo 18, 31-33 and 37-28, the interrogation
before Pilate. The Greek codices of St. Luke’s and St. Mark’s Gospels, being
later texts, do not belong to the I- and H-recensions to the same extent as the
texts of St. John’s and St. Matthew’s Gospels do.
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With respect to the increasing uniformity of the Old Slavic texts (particularly
of the later ones) it is important to take into consideration a remark of
Verescagin’s (444, p. 18), who states that the Greek New Testament editions,
compiled on the basis of some 3rd-4th century MSS are much less useful in the
search for the Greek original of the Old Slavic translations than the later
editions. Thus, e.g., the non-critical Venetian Greek edition of 1879, which is a
complete “evangelion” based on a uniformed K-recension, shows many more
identities with the Old Slavic and Church Slavic literary monuments than the
Greek MSS either of the 2nd-4th, or of the 7th-8th centuries.

In the last analysis, the Greek texts of the 9th century seem to be more
important than any other in the search for Greek sources of the Old Slavic texts,
since it may be rightly supposed that Constantine (Cyril) had access primarily to
the manuscripts of his own time.

Of course, we have to add to Verescagin’s opinion that Constantine, a
“cartophylax”, the librarian of the Hagia Sophia, had the possibility to come
across some earlier codices, too, and perhaps among these MSS there were also
some less unified ones which might have caught his attention. Perhaps
Saloniki—the ancient Christian Thessaloniki—also possessed certain New
Testament textual traditions, different from those of Byzantium and the
“Slovjane”, the Slavonic inhabitants of Macedonia, from the 6th-7th centuries,
surely got their Christian faith on the basis of less centralized biblical and
liturgical texts than people of the later Byzantine age (11 th—15th centuries). (444,
pp. 90-91.)

THE LATINISMS OF THE OLD SLAVIC GOSPEL TEXTS

The deduction of the Old Slavic gospel protograph (or, perhaps, protographs)
from a H + I(W)-type Greek original with a tendency for unification with the K-
type texts, i.e. the supposition of a translation made from a “compromise” or
“neutral” Greek text, in my opinion, solves most of the problems of the
Latinisms of the archaic Old Slavic texts as well.

As early as in the second halfof the 18th century some Slavists(e.g. G. Dobner
and J. Dobrovsky) made a conjecture about the possible Latin original of the
Old Slavic translations, or, at least, of a strong Latin influence exerted on
these texts. It was V. Pogorelov who emphasized the opinion that the very
considerable Latin influence on the Old Slavic codices can only be explained by
the immediate effect of Latin texts (343).

Pogorelov compared the St. Mark’s text in the codices Marianus, Zographus,
Assemani and Savvina Kniga with Soden’s Neues griechisches Testament
(Gottingen, 1913) and with Brandscheid’s Vulgata edition (Freiburg im
Breisgau, 1901), in order to ascertain the extent of Latin influence in Old Slavic.
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He found that a great number of phenomena could only be explained with the
supposition of at least the occasional use of the Vulgata by the translator,
although he does not exclude the possibility of explaining these “Latinisms” on
the basis of another Greek codex, which might be discovered in the future.

It would not be reasonable to examine Pogorelov’s theses in detail here
because | shall reflect on them when we come to Old Slavic lexical caiques. At
this point I only mention the cases which appear to be most probably influenced
by the Vulgata. In my opinion, Pogorelov’s most important lexical Latinisms
are as follows:

a) ronbubl ~ castellum (Greek: kwur]|) ‘village, town’; Me 6, 6; Mt 14, 15; Jo
7, 42; Jo 11, 1 In respect of its grammatical form it corresponds to the Latin
word which also contains a diminutive suffix. But it arouses suspicion that, in
contrast with the four loci cited, in 10 others we can find rikd< (or the vocalized
later form: r kcorresponding to Latin castellum. In our opinion the Old Slavic
interpreters, just like the pre-Vulgata and Vulgata translators, showed an
intelligent and exquisite taste in the interpretation of the Greek word kiour): the
Latin interpreters used the nouns castellum, civitas, vicus, the Old Slavic
translators ehe nouns M&aku,Kand rkek, respectively. The later Russian Church
Slavic text uses «neT«, the Kralice Bible the diminutive noun mistecko.

b) reecove ~ in vanum (Greek: porcriv) ‘in vain’: Me 7, 7. The Latin influence
seems to be certain; but there is also a chance of influence by some (as yet
unknown) non-K but Western Greek versions. In the Russian-redaction Church
Slavic an adverb of similar meaning, rsuktsHo can be found; the Kralice Bible
uses the word nadarmo.

The OId Slavic word in the later Church versions occurs in the form h\ coyk as
well, and is very productive in forming compound words as, e.g., covkcaorhk,
oyMIccACRK which  became synonyms of the words movctocaorhk and
MBHOMOM/UTO/VTHUK ‘chatter, loquacity’. As for the primary base of coy«, L’vov does
not adopt the general opinion on the Indo-European stem *keu-, *kou-
(Sanskrit quinyas, Gr. tcoiXoq, Latin cavus), but he believes the word to have a
Proto-Bulgarian origin (cf. Chuvas cyii ‘to lie’, cya ‘untruth’; in his opinion the
Old Turkic root goes back to a Chinese word, czui ‘sin, crime, fault’.

¢) A mnTy ~ pacem habere (Greek: etor|vel(d) ‘to have peace’: Me 9, 50.
It seems to be nearer to the Latin than the Greek which has its immediate
analogy with the Gothic translation: gavaintpeigai sijaip ‘pacifici estis’. The Old
Slavic mmp> nunTe means, however, ‘pacem habete’ as we can see in the Latin
text; it is not impossible that there was a Greek codex, we do not know of at
present, which contained the variant Eteftvqv éyete. The Gothic comparison is
also interesting as Wulfila’s translation is also thought to have been subject to a
strong Latin influence. The OIld Slavic expression is preserved in the Russian-
redaction Church Slavic texts as well; in the Kralice Bible we find a similar
caique, pokoj miti.
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d) e\ ax Bu3aaxs ~ gratias agens (Greek: ei>xaeicrriicra<; giving ihanks’: Me
8, 6; 14, 23. The Gothic text uses the verb aviliudon, related to the noun aviliuj)
‘thanks’. This latter seems to be a compound from avi ‘praise’ and liup ‘saying,
song’.

The OId Slavic participial collocation, if it is considered a phrase, suggests a
Latin text, but the microphilological analysis does not show the analogy to be as
unambiguous as Pogorelov thought it to be. As for the Old Slavic phrase, a Latin
laudem dans or laudem dedens may correspond exactly (in Greek: 56£,av 500q or
5i5tbv) while after the Latin phrase we could rather expect a form like
BA0AR(*H/B KE3AAVH

The later Church Slavic translations do indeed contain the expression kvsassb
6naro aa” nuk or the participle 6naroaafmks; the Kralice Bible, however, suggests
a Latin form: gratias (per)agens by the phrase diky uciniv. But the grammatical
expression of the archaic Old Slavic texts with the participle praeteriti activi | of
a perfective verb reflects exactly the Greek aoristos participle, therefore from a
morphological point of view it stands nearer to the Greek than to the Latin text.
Although the Latin influence may be supposed (because of the Old Slavic two-
word composition)—and it is not impossible, either, that once a Greek text will
be found where the 86£av SoRvai, or asimilar expression is used,—it seems to be
more plausible that the Old Slavic expression praises, first of all, the art of
translation of the Slav Apostles as a well-found caique neologism. For its
creation, apparently, the Greek eCxaQOTEco provided the immediate impulse.
(Similarly to the Gothic verb aviliudon in Me 8,6 which is perhaps a semicaique,
created under the influence of the loanword aivxaristia ~ Greek efiyaeurria,
and which also renders the phrase x®Qtv exeiv )

It is also possible that the Latin, Gothic and Old Slavic translations are
caiques which came into existence independently of each other, motivated by the
Greek verb. The Savvina Kniga, however, contains the form no™kan6 which is an
immediate and precise reflection of the meaning of the Greek eiixa6 k-

e) MNrwoeu TKopUTU ~ adulterium committere (Greek: pokoko), ‘to commit
adultery’ Me 10, 11.

In all these three languages as well as in Gothic we can find similar
prepositional governments (Greek: ént, Latin: super, Old Slavic: mn, Gothic:
du+ acc.), and this fact proves a dependency on the Greek text as original.
Without a more detailed analysis, the Old Slavic expression may seem to be the
caique of the Latin phrase; however, its use is not exclusive.

In my opinion, these expressions came into existence independently of each
other, under Greek influence, so they are independent Latin and Old Slavic
neologisms, respectively. The noun n{emose! itself is a compound word but its
origin is to be found somewhere else than the Latin *ad-alterium; if it had been
based on a Latin model, its Latin original would probably have been a certain
super-amatio or trans-amatio. The verb Tko> also seems to differ in its original
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meaning from the Latin committere. It should also be noted that the Latin texts
generally do not use the expression adulterium committere but the Greek
loanword, the deponent verb moechari, while the Old Slavic texts usually have
the expressions MuK>bbl TkopUTM and NpMOKL! A-bTW in the Savvina Kniga
originating from the 10th century. Later the compound verb
MPAKOKON-bIACTKOKTK also occurs in the Church Slavic texts, according to the
sense of the compound noun npnobonnHoHke. Conev (71, p. 101) considers the
more “simple” noun npwioke! to be a Bulgarian provincialism from the
neighbourhood of Recen—though it is also possible that it was carried over into
the vernacular from the language of the Church.

In any case, both components of the Latin and Old Slavic expressions are
based on different underlying concepts. The Old Slavic, npntoks! would require
the postulation of a Latin phrase like (trans)-grediens amor as its original, and
on the basis of the Latin *ad-alterium we could expect in Old Slavic something
like *kb npoyr(om)oy nroGe (N1-K0KMLLE), or a similar expression. Much later, in the
Czech Bible of Bratislava published in 1786 we do indeed find the verb
cyzoloziti (word for word: ‘to go to bed with a stranger’); this compound may
have come into being on the basis of the primary meaning of the Latin
adulterium.

As for the second part of the Latin and Old Slavic expressions (the veros
committere and Tkoputu), they also reflect different ways of thinking. The
primary meaning of the Latin compound verb is: “to join up together, to let go
together’, but the Old Slavic verb meant originally ‘to create, to produce’. We
may assume, however, that the first Old Slavic interpreters did not always take
account of the basic meanings of the components in the expressions, since the
concept itself must have been known to the heathen Slavs. The Slav Apostles
themselves were Greeks, and not Italians or Slavs, so they regarded the
components as unified words in themselves, and they often translated an
expression with an expression. However, as we know how talented they were in
translating, we may also believe that thev could render the simple Greek verb
without recourse to the Latin, by means of a successful neologism or, perhaps,
a popular expression.

0 npceuTK m&kk ~ in capite vulnerare (Greek: KEgaXonoto) ‘to wound (on) the
head’: Me 12, 4.

The meaning of the expression may refer both to blows delivered with the fist
on the face and to causing a head wound by throwing stones. The first meaning is
attributed to this text by Streitberg (394, Vol. 2, p. 179), but the concordance
of the parallel verse (Mt 21, 23) renders the latter meaning more probable. The
Gothic text uses the expression haubip vundan brahtedun i.e. ‘caput vulneratum
faciebant’. Both the OId Slavic and Gothic texts seem to point to the Latin
version. However, the Old Slavic codex contains a free translation, and it
reproduces the primary concrete sense of the Greek verb with great plasticity.
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The various older and more recent translations and their exegeses conceive of
this expression as referring to mistreatment resulting from disrespect; cf. e.g. the
version of the Kralice Bible: kamenovavse ranili v hlavu ‘throwing stones to him
they wounded him on the head’.

A different interpretation may also be found, however, e.g. in the Russian
translation of the Stockholm edition (1960) that explains this locus as an
intended wounding with stones: 1 ToMy KamHAMKU pa3b6iinm rOnosy ‘and they
wounded him on the head with stones’.

After a more detailed examination the other lexical and phraseological
caiques of Latin origin, offered by Pogorelov, turn out to be partly spontaneous
Old Slavic neologisms, partly accidental similarities, and there are only a few
uncertain cases whose sole explanation may be Latin origin. In addition to the
philological evidence, objective evidence is supplied by liturgy in the embolismus
attached to the end of the Old Slavic Lord’s Prayer text. While the Old Slavic
liturgical texts join the clausula “For Thine is the kingdom, and the power, and
the glory, now and ever and forever” to the “Our Father”—just like the Greek
gospel and liturgical codices—we cannot find this doxology in most of the Latin
translations, and until the Second Vatican Synod, in the Latin mass the priest
prayed here, exclusively, the oratio “Libera nos, quaesumus, Domine”. This
latter had been formed, in all probability, in the course of the 6th century at the
latest, since it is known from the Latin “Sacramentarium Gelasianum” et
“Sacramentarium Gregorianum” established in the 7th- 8th centuries. The
Sacramentarium was made obligatory by Charlemagne for the whole Frankish
Empire, so we can rightly suppose that the German missionaries used this
Roman embolismus among the Moravians, too, in their Latin liturgies. The
afore-mentioned doxology, however, can be found in most Eastern rites and
liturgical texts (in Coptic-Sahidi, Syrian, Armenian and Georgian manuscripts).
It is also worthwhile considering that none of the Greek codices in which the
doxology “For Thine is the kingdom” can be found (with Soden’s symbols: e
014, e 050, £93 and 5 368) is of K-recension, i.e. they belong to the non-unifying
texts. The Old Slavic gospel texts generally do contain this embolismus.

Considering all the above-mentioned facts, we must also take into account the
circumstance that even the most ancient Greek gospel protographs (written
presumably as early as in the second half, or in the last third and at the end of the
1st century) had been influenced by the Latin language, as a consequence of the
unified administrative, legal, financial and military systems and other
homogenizing factors of the Roman Empire. The number of loanwords in the
Greek New Testament in the first manuscripts is already in excess of 60. Only
half of this number are proper nouns; the other half, however, are related to the
above-mentioned thematic groups; in addition a lot of Latin-imitating set
phrases and sentence sequences can be found even in the oldest Greek gospel
texts. Therefore, in the author’s opinion, it is necessary to take into account the
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primary Latinisms in the Greek original when trying to form ajudgement on the
so-called “Latinisms” of the OIld Slavic translations.

The greatest number of Latinisms is to be found in St. Mark’s Gospel;
however, there is also a great number of Aramaisms, which appear to be
indicative of the author’s mother tongue. It can be felt that he writes in the
everyday Greek of the Roman citizens which is variegated with Latinisms; or
perhaps the Greek translation of a possible Aramaic original was made in an
Italian milieu. Besides, the “Latinisms” of St. Mark’s Gospel can be found in
many cases even in the most ancient Greek H- and J-recensions. In a number of
loci, however, it is noticeable that the Old Slavic translation does not correspond
to the Latin expression precisely either, so we can suppose that the first Slav
interpreters sometimes translated from the Greek freely, according to the sense,
therefore their versions do not always correspond exactly either to the Greek or
the Latin manuscripts. The hypothesis of heavy reliance on the Latin translation
is also inconsistent with the fact that the Old Slavic formulation in many loci
seems to be rather more parallel with the Gothic translation of Wulfila than with
the Latin. (Naturally, it is a different question that Wulfila s translation in the
Codex Argenteus also relied, to some extent, on the Latin text as well as the
Greek original).

Latinisms can be found, ofcourse, not only in St. Mark’s Gospel, but in other
parts of the New Testament as well, especially in St. Matthew’s and St. Luke’s
Gospels, and in the Actus Apostolorum whose author is probably the same
person as the author of St. Luke’s Gospel. (This supposition was supported by
the Church tradition as well.) But St. Matthew’s Gospel is so rich in Aramaisms
that this gospel was the first where Aramaean origin, supplemented by other
sources, was hypothesized. St. Luke’s Gospel and the Praxeis Apostolon,
however, may be attributed in some scholars’ opinion to the same author as the
Greek text of St. Paul’s Epistle to the Hebrews (originally written, in all
probability, in Aramaic), whose classicizing Hellenistic style, which imitates the
older Greek historiographs, also reveals, among others, the fact that the author
might have lived in an Italian environment for a while. But as a whole, St. Mark’s
Gospel seems to be most “Latin” from among the Greek texts, so it is easy to
understand that it was this gospel where the exegetists of the Old Slavic codices
suspected most direct Latin-Old Slavic connections; however, | think, they
made too much allowance for deceptive appearances.

We must not forget either that the OIld Slavic texts with a “Latin” character,
and especially their Glagolitic copies have survived mainly in Bosnia and
Dalmatia, i.e. in a Roman Catholic environment, so the permanency of the
“Latinisms” in the Glagolitic texts was perhaps supported by their greater
outward similarity to the texts of the Vulgata and the Roman liturgy.

Besides the common H- and I-recensioned Greek sources of the Old Slavic
and Latin texts, and disregarding the primary Latinisms of the most ancient
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Greek protographs (first of aii those in St. Mark’s Gospel), we can trace back the
Latinisms of the Old Slavic texts to a certain indirect Latin influence as well, that
can be observed in some passages used in liturgy which were translated from
Latin in Moravia and Pannonia probably before Cyril’s activity (perhaps under
some Old High German and, later, Italian influence), such as the Lord’s Prayer
text and some other gospel parts of pericopal (aprakos) character, too. These
Latinisms could have been transferred into the Old Slavic text through the
contemporaneous linguistic properties of Moravian or Pannonian Slavic,
taking into consideration also that before the activity of the Slav Apostles in
Moravia, the Christianization of this territory had been commenced, first of all,
by East Frankish, namely Old High German-speaking missionaries on the basis
of Latin texts. Taking into consideration Cyril’s great knowledge of languages, a
certain influence of Samaritan, Syrian and perhaps also of Coptic texts is
possible, and even more probable is the influence of the Gothic Bible translation
studied during the time of his preparation to the missionary work in the Balkans.
As for the pre-Cyrillian missionaries, some influence of Old High German on
Old Slavic can also come into account besides the Latin, through the early
Moravianisms. Presumably, some Armenian and Georgian translations may
have been available for Cyril as well.

Otfrid’s period of activity (863-871) roughly coincides with that of Cyril and
Method, so there is also a chance that the Old High German rewriting of
Tatianus’ Diatessaron also had some influence on the earliest Old Slavic gospel
texts, perhaps by virtue of its Syrian features, although there are no Syrian
codices which could be considered the immediate source of this Old High
German gospel harmony but rather more the works of the Anglo-Saxon Alcuin,
Bede and Hrabanus Maurus, called Magister Germaniae.

Naturally, some part ot the Old High German influence is questionable
because the first Old Slavic texts were not gospel harmonies but aprakoi. So it is
not quite certain that the Moravian popular-liturgical texts were influenced at
all by the Diatessaron, either before Cyril’s activity or in the time of the Slav
Apostles. In any case, we may suppose that some Latinisms, inasmuch as they
cannot be traced back to either the Latinisms of the ancient Greek texts or of a
Greek W-recension that served as a common source for the Latin and Old Slavic
translations, penetrated the OId Slavic gospels primarily through the
Moravianisms.—It is a fact that the Old Slavic gospels (and liturgic texts)
obtained a great success among the Moravians as they were fully intelligible for
them in the Slav Apostles’ missionary work. (Szant6, Konrad: A katholikus
egyhaz torténete.—The History of the Catholic Church. Budapest, 1983, Vol. I,
p. 276.)

Consequently, in the question of Latinisms we must take a much more
cautious and moderate stand than Pogorelov did on the one hand, and,
on the other, some earlier scholars, who overvalued the significance of the
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pre-Cyrillian Latin-German evangelization of the Moravian and Pannonian
Slav peoples. In this connection | should like to mention only two recent
opinions. E. M. Verescagin calls our attention to the fact that there exists
no Greek manuscript which could correspond in every respect to the wording
of the OId Slavic gospels in relation to each other, not even inside one codex.
In other cases, however, the peculiarities of Latin character (e.g. KocQroov
PéQTyee ~ nnogb ceropume ~ fructum faciatis; pf| elcreyeyktl<; fyids eiq
neiQQICTpOv ~ He KbKeau HICb Kb HAMICTb ~ ne nos inducas in tentationem)
correspond, beyond any doubt, to the ancient way of thinking in Latin, but these
locutions appear in a number of other languages in Europe as well (444, p. 122).
Let us add also that in Hungarian we find phrases that agree with the Greek
versions in both cases, although all our archaic Biblical translations and ancient
liturgical texts were prepared on the basis of the Latin versions. This again
confirms Verescagin’s view (and that of L. Huntley, cited by him). The same
view is held by the present author, as expressed earlier in this book. This is the
principle of the parallel but independent development of caique neologisms,
implying that the character of word compositions can lead to similar results in
two (or even more) languages independently of each other, when translating
from the same third language.

The other, to some extent compromise opinion, is represented by K. Horalek
who does not exclude the Latin influence but believes that Cyril may have used
sometimes the Latin text as an aid (not only the Vulgata, but also the Vetus
Latina, and in some places perhaps even the Syrian text). Also he translated from
the very first from Greek texts whose word use is near to that of the Latin texts.

K. Horalek admits that a number of “Latinisms” can be explained from the
Greek texts of the W-type but even so he does not rule out the possible Latin
translations having been used as sources for the Old Slavic texts. In his paper he
also refers to the fact that the use of the Latin textual traditions is in keeping with
Cyril’s harmonizing tendencies, as shown, first of all, by the use of St. Peter’s
Liturgy, reflecting Eastern and Western Christianity alike. In his opinion the
number of Latinisms is probably even higher in the Psalter, and on the face of it
his argumentation appears to be plausible.

But well-founded doubts emerge on the part of the present author. Notwith-
standing all his harmonizing tendencies, why should Cyril, who was a Greek and
had a good knowledge of the Macedonian Slavic language of his age, have been
compelled to have recourse to the Latin (or even the Syrian) language when he
was translating from Greek into Slavic? Taking his great knowledge of
languages into consideration, the influence of Coptic, Samaritan and even
Arabic could be postulated with the same probability: he presumably borrowed
some letter forms from the former two languages, and he must have known
Arabic because, as his Legend relates, he had tried some missionary work in
Mesopotamia as well. The examples of Latinisms mentioned above may
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indicate, as | pointed out, knowledge of the Gothic text, too: in the Balkans and
to the north of it as well as in Italy, Hispania and the Crimea there were still a few
Goths in Cyril’s time. There were some scattered groups maybe, by the Ister also
in the 9th century, and in Crimea, perhaps until the 17th century, too.

The Moravianisms may also reflect Old High German features. In this | come
nearer to Verescagin’s opinion: there is, sometimes, a danger of overestimating
the role of Cyril’s many-sided knowledge of languages and looking for its
manifestations even in cases where we could rather speak about an instinctive
stylistic creative power, or about popular locations, or simply about psycho-
linguistic parallelisms. The fact of taking over some letters does not necessarily
involve lexical influence by the source language, just like the spontaneous
parallelisms in human thinking and expression do not mean borrowing, either.

Therefore, summarizing the problem of Latinisms in the Old Slavic gospels we
must state that they can be traced back at least to three principal sources:

a) The common I-(W)-, sometimes H-type Greek sources of the Old Slavic
and Latin texts;

b) The primary Latinisms of the most ancient Greek protographs, first of all
those in St. Mark’s Gospel;

¢) An indirect Latin influence that can be observed in Moravian and
Slovenian, perhaps pre-Cyrillian (partly—maybe—is result of Old High
German, Italian or Irish missions) popular-pericopal texts (e.g. the Pater
Noster).

The other “Latinisms” are presumably the creative inventions of Cyril
himself, but in part they can be explained as fortuitous phenomena having,
perhaps, psycholinguistic reasons.

POPULAR CHARACTERISTICS IN THE VOCABULARY
OF THE OLD SLAVIC GOSPELS

In the discussions related to the place and language of origin of the Old Slavic
gospels the idiomatic differences of the Old Slavic gospel versions, and the
different parlances of the codices have been dealt with by Slavists, over many
long decades, beginning from Dobrovsky, Miklosich and Kopitar through
Safarik and Jagic until recent times (Kul’bakin, II'inskij, Sobolevskij, Obiak,
Lavrov, Scepkin, Valjavec, Vondrak, Polivka, Pogorelov, Conev, Mircev,
Seliscev, Horalek—to mention only a few scholars). But | wish to mention only
four names now, whose works reflect four different aspects of the question of the
popular features.
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Moravianisms.—Moravian and Greek word-doublets

V. Jagic deals with the question of Moravianisms in the Appendix of his edition
of the Codex Marianus (pp. 463471) and in 187, pp. 261-270, too. He does not
agree with Vondrak’s opinion about the Pannonian origin of the Marianus and
Zographus, in contrast to the Bulgarian origin of the Assemani and Ostromir
because some word-doublets may have been created in Moravia as well, and
later their differentiation may have taken place in Bulgaria. (The Moravianisms,
partly, may have risen owing to the earlier Irish, Scottish and Italian missionary
work as well.) (Cf. also H. Toth, Imre: Life and Activity of Constantine-Cyril and
Methodius. Budapest, 1981. pp. 98-99.)

a) Here, e.g., the noun >u3Hb preserved its original meaning, ‘life’ as the
Greek £<6q, while its doublet, the noun »wBoTb acquired the meaning ‘animal’, as
the Greek ~roov, e.g. in the works of Johannes Exarcha. The latter Old Slavic
noun then lost this later meaning, which came to be expressed by the
substantivized adjective »mBoTbHo« which corresponds precisely to the neutral
adjective form £0x>v, while the noun »wBoTb re-acquired its original meaning,
‘life’ as we can see it in the texts of the Byzantine liturgy, e.g. in the Easter
Troparion: MCXKWTUMb B>r00BOY XXVBOTb Mya[>0easir> ‘and for people being in their
graves He bestowed life’.

b) Asacalque-like solution, there is an interesting difference in the translation
of Mt 27, 5 between the Marianus and Zographus, on the one hand, and the
Ostromir and Savvina, on the other. The Greek text &7iEL9<bv iTtqy”axo is
rendered as L oywbAb Bb3BUCKM ca ‘and going away, he hanged himself.
Undoubtedly, this latter translation stands nearer to the Greek original, and the
former corresponds to the Latin el abiens se laqueo suspendit, similarly to the
Gothic: jah galeipands ushaihah sik. Thus, the simplest explanation of the
difference seems to be if we assume that the Latin, Gothic and the earliest Old
Slavic texts go back to an undiscovered Greek MS of W-recension, or, which is
perhaps more probable, to the looser wording of the translators deriving
primarily from the effort to give a close translation of the content. The later
oyfa.eu ca is naturally a Byzantine-style correction of the Preslav-Bulgarian text-
revising activity.

c) A similar situation arises in the case of the doublet Bom* ~ noron?,
interpreting the Greek 6 karakXuctpoc; ‘the Flood’. While the Zographus and
Marianus apply the phrase goHbgexc npuac soma, ‘till the Water came’ for
translating the original Sox; fiX3Ev ¢ katakA.icTug? ‘till the Water came’, the
Assemani and Ostromir show the variation goHbaexc nowge notors ‘till the Flood
came’. The Latin texts use the word diluvium so this cannot be the source of Bofg,;
in the Gothic text this passage is missing. Consequently, the wording of the
earlier Old Slavic gospel texts was perhaps a free translation “ad intellectum”,
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and the word notors — a caique neologism that was created on the model of the
word KaTakXooLcX;.

d) A doublet analogous to the above is the pair cbHbMB and cbbcyb ‘council’ in
Mt 26,59: omne concilium, quaerebantfalsum testimonium ‘and all the council
(Sanhedrin) was seeking false evidence’. The Old Slav codices render this
passage as L CbHbMb KbCb WCKAAYK rmoka CbKUaMtcem>, similarly to Latin
“constructio ad intellectum”, except the Ostromir and Savvina where we can
read cv 60 Kuchetc. As we have seen, the Latin interpretation is concilium; in the
Gothic this locus is not comprised. Comparing all this from the etymological
viewpoint, we can conclude that the two Old Slavic words seem to be neologisms
which came into being under Greek influence. The word cxsdmsappeared in the
liturgical application of the Eastern and Southern Slavic peoples; thus it
probably took its origin in Bulgaria, and consequently the word cbHbM®b is a
Moravianism. (Cf. the Proto-Slavic *shjbmb -» Polish sejm ‘meeting,
Parliament’.)

e) Similarly, differences of word usage can be found between the Savvina
Kniga and the other archaic Old Slavic gospel codices (Zographus, Marianus,
Ostromir, Assemani) in Mt 19,6: 6 oi>v 0 0ed<; cmvé™euev, itvSyamoi; pq
XiliQt™éxa) ~ quodergo Deus coniunxit, homo ne separet ‘that God has coupled, a
man should not divide’. While the archaic codices generally translate this as cic
0YBO 6ors chucTa, WIKKb na He PasmxuaaTs. The Savvina renders it as exe ovbo 6ors
CbKefe, etc., and it adds to the sentence as completion the words >eHX « a ‘his
wife’ that may be a contamination with the end of the following verses; it may
have taken its origin from a Greek recension which served as a basis for the Latin
pre-Vulgata codices Veronensis, Colbertinus, Brixianus and Corbeillensis: ne
separet uxorem suam ‘should not separate his wife’ (this passage does not exist in
the Gothic). — Pogorelov sees, of course, a great number of Latinisms in the
Savvina Kniga as well (343).

f) The parlance of Savvina Kniga differs from that of the other archaic texts in
Mt 5,45, too: Kai BRexei £rci 5iKaiou<; Kai &Sikous ~ et pluit super iustos et
iniustos ‘and He gives rain to the just and the wicked’ is interpreted as a rule as |
LBXANTB Ha MN(>KeAbHBL U Ha HeMpbKbAbHB! but in the Savvina Kniga this passage
with the word na o6uabnukeia, instead of ha HeryAkbgbHb!. This latter is a caique
of the Greek &8ikos,just like the Latin iniustus, while the Gothic invidipa which
isa derivate of the verb invindjan ‘to turn away, to lead out ofone’sway’, isjust as
an arbitrary caigue neologism as o6nannmks in the Savvina Kniga (its etymology,
according to Meillet and others, is *oB-kug-, i.e. it developed from a verbal stem
and reflects an attitude similar to sa-kugokaTu.

g) In Jagic’s opinion the composition mano-mowTs is also a Moravianism,
which corresponds to the sense of the Greek avajtgeo«;, kuXXcx;; in fact, it is a
living adjective form in the Czech and Slovak languages even today (malomocny
‘weak’).
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h) Jagic also considers the adjective foctomHb to be a Moravian idiom in the
earliest Old Slavic codices for interpreting these the Greek while the
Savvina Kniga produces a locution Hn nonosu in Mt 10,37; o(ik éotiv 1,00 "ioc
~ non est me dignus, ‘he is not worthy of me’ which it translates H-BcTb Mu H\
nonos-* (all the other 5 archaic codices: HUCTbL MeHe NOCTOMHD). It is certain that the
enclitical dative mu instead of the genitive form meHe points to the Bulgarian
character of the Savvina; at the same time, the relations of noctouHb with the
verb gocto-8T1 and the noun nocto-kHve show that the adjective was occasionally
used for interpreting the Greek &"iog. The Latin non est we (ablative) dignus and
the Gothic nist meina (genitive) vaird, are the translations of the Greek texts;
perhaps they had exerted some influence on the differences in the OIld Slavic
texts.

i) Jagic mentions many more examples on the Moravian doublets in his
Entstehungsgeschichte (186, pp. 270-421) and they will be referred to again in the
detailed treatment of the OId Slavic caiques. At this point Horalek should be
mentioned who, in his Evangeliare (178, pp. 34-35) explains that there are a lot
of Greek loanwords among these doublets parallel to the original Slavic words.
These can be found, first of all, in the pericopae; it can be supposed that the
tetraevangelia came into being by supplementing these aprakoi-evangelia.

a) Some Moravian doublets are, e.g. Awx!;: muc\~sntoyno ‘plate’ Mt 14,8; Lu
11,39. y6”™puaTa: KOyKbk/~ KbHUrbI ‘debenture’; ‘Scripture’: Lu 16,6-7; 23,38
705,47, 7.15. ypauuareos;: KbHWXBHUKb~KbHUIbYMM ‘scribe’: Mt 23,14, 23,15,
23,23; 8,19; 23,29; 23,34 nXoiov: nnnun~ko()\enk ‘ship’: Jo 6,17; Me 1,19-20;
3,9; 4,36-37; 5,18. gABrpaauoe;: WIM/ICTb~ MCKOYyLLEHW« ‘temptation’. Mt 6,13;
26,41; Me 14,38; Lu 8,13; 22,28; 40,46; 4,13; 11,4. As for ncksyLLeHVe, it can be
found in Lu 4,13 and 11,4 only, but it is unknown in the ancient aprakoi.

) Some Greek doublets are, e.g.: KaTadeTaala: KXTANCTA3MA ~ OMOH1
‘coverlet, curtain’: Mt27,51; Lu 23,45; Me 15,38. The word ornoHndoes not occur
in the most ancient aprakoi, although it seems to be an ancient Moravianism: it
can be found in the Czech, Slovak and Polish languages (and due to the Church
Slavic influence, in Russian and Ukrainian); later also we find 371Kucn, nokous,
3MHK-KCb. CKPYpP: CKUHUM ~ K(»Kb ‘tent, shelter’: Mt 17,4, Me 9,5; Lu 9,33; Lu
16,9. (The later codices apply the words ¢-BHB, roxwmn, Yorvkb.) Exactly this non-
uniform word usage indicates that at first, similarly to the case of KITANETN3M/
the noun ckuHWM was generally applied as a non-translated loanword, or
perhaps, it was a word from Cyril’s own Macedonian dialect that he brought
with himself into Moravia from the region of Saloniki. In any case, Jagic’s
theory of the Cyrillian authorship of the aprakoi and the later Methodian
authorship of the tetraevangelia implies, in the present author’s opinion, that the
earliest West Bulgarian (Macedonian) idioms of the Slav Apostles which they
had brought from Saloniki were in a state of weakening, together with their
Grecisms, compared with the Moravianisms at the time of the supplementing of
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the pericopae into the full texts of the tetraevangelia; but as the later translators
and transcribers soon had to take shelter in the Balkan peninsula and to transfer
their place of activity to Bulgaria, the Moravianisms were soon ousted by a new,
puristic, Preslav Bulgarian (East Bulgarian) usage that shows a Byzantinian
character in its content.

We can find as many as 90 Grecisms, which had not been translated at first but
later obtained their loan meanings just in the first Pannonian and Moravian
gospel pericopae because of the special historical conditions while the ancient
non-translatable Grecisms of the other biblical and liturgical texts (not
considering the names of the months and feasts) were no more than 40. This fact
again testifies to the ancientness of the pericopae. In any case, it would be worth-
while comparing the earliest Old Slavic aprakoi with the Old High German
gospel harmony and its Greek, Latin and Syrian sources, and generally, with
other Syrian, Armenian, Samaritan and Coptic gospel texts (as has already been
attempted between the Latin, Gothic, Old Slavic, Syrian, and Armenian texts,
either in pairs, or by three or four), because of Cyril’s very great knowledge of
languages, and the earlier Syro-Palestinian and Egyptian Greek recensions he
may have used. (As it was mentioned, naturally, the parallelisms obtained
cannot be always considered to be the results of some direct influence).

Bulgarian and Macedonian (East and West Bulgarian)
lexical variations

The question of the correlation of Moravianisms and Bulgarianisms, if taking
the historical conditions into consideration, leads us onto another field of the
popular character of the Old Slavic gospels, namely to the differences between
the Macedonian (West Bulgarian) Glagolitic and the East Bulgarian Cyrillian
manuscripts. Seliscev makes mention in his work (381, I, pp. 31-32) of the
difference that appears between the more mental way of translation in the
Macedonian MSS, and the more verbal character in the East Bulgarian ones; he
enumerates 15 doublets of this sort. From among these only the calque-like
compounds will be examined here in some more detail.

a) Mor>¥KMN ~ KbAbTU CEke Kb KbOK HUKOO ~ jtioreleiv éotuTOv twi ~
credere seipsum alicui ‘to rely on somebody’. In the archaic OId Slavic codices in
our apparatus, in Jo 2,24: amdq 5E 6 TrcroC<; owe énforeuev éautdv anuTou, ~
ipse autem Jesus non credebat semetipsum eis, “‘Jesus himself, however, did not
rely on them’ is translated as follows: Cbblb *€ VCb Ve KbbblLie 0eBe Kb K-BP W)Cb,
while the later East Bulgarian codices apply the verb norpxoxmmm (cf. Russian
norpy>nTbcs, but Bulgarian norpitxa ce). The Latin non credebat semetipsum
follows the original more rigidly than the Old Slav expression does; it cannot be
found in the Gothic text. The early kbannTu cee, in this use, is also one of Cyril’s
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own successful creations; the verb later became common in Russian and
Bulgarian as well under the influence of Church Slavic, but with the suffix -Ba-:
Russ. BgaBATbCS, B. endeaM ce, as the aspectual doublet of BanTbCSA, Or BAam ce,
respectively".

b) pocTtosiHWe ~ Hacrmsamo are the translations of the Greek KXr|eovolxia, with
the meaning ‘inheritance’, occurring four times in the gospels, as in Mt 21,38:
Kar ox0pcv xflv K™pcovopiav alitoC ~ et habebimus hereditatem eius ‘and let us
have (take off) his inheritance’. The earliest Old Slavic variations render this
sentence as | oygpbXnmb focro-bHue ero, but the later East Bulgarian texts carry
the word macmauo instead of pgoctosHve ero; the word family of HncnTave
includes the verbs HacrianTn, Hactepokatn, HaceascTkokaty and the adjective
HacrmgHHs Which occur several times even in the archaic texts. Both nouns have
been preserved through Church Slavic, but with a difference in their meanings:
while the Russian and Bulgarian pgoctosHue primarily means ‘possession,
fortune’ today, the noun Hacnegme means ‘inheritance, bequest’.

Similar loci for this word pair are: Me 12,7; Lu20,14and Lul2,13; this latter
contains the form gocro-kvb« which is a more popular form.

C) uckoHn ~ ven(rekn serve to render phrases like in” &Jks>  &CXIT>év 4pxJ1
‘in (from) the beginning’; the first Old Slavic form is more archaic while the
second form can be found in later manuscripts. They occur in 9 loci of the
gospels, ase.g. in Mt 19,4: 6n 0 ktioog GEE apxrii ~ 4uia M‘fecit [hominem] ab
initio ‘that who created [the man] from the beginning’. The earliest Old Slavic
versions say here -KO CETKOPU i VICKOHW.

Similar loci: Mt 19,8; Lu 1,2; Jo8,44, Jo 15,27; Jo 16,5 and J06,64("4oxf|<;),
Jo 1,1 and Jo 1,2 (év 4exU)- The later versions have the form wcneka, but the
archaic ones also apply this word in Jo 16,5: TaCta 88 (ipiv éE Apx/1? otk elnov ~
haec autem vobis ab initio non dixi ~ 1)<k 3« Bamvsb vavmera HC pEXA‘but | did not
tell you these from the beginning’. The Latin ab initio, inprincipio do not suggest
a special, strict relationship to any of the OId Slavic solutions mentioned but the
Gothicframfruma.framfrumistinjram frumistja do; especially the Gothicfram
fruma and the OId Slavic ven(mekn match each other almost word for word.

d) HATPYTW ~ wHarwrarn ~ TGO ‘to nourish’. This Old Slavic doublet
occurs once in the gospel texts, Mt 25,37: Kugqie, note oe eboliev nEivcovra Kai
6SOE\)/apEv; ~ Domine, quando te vidimus esurientem et pavimus te? ‘O Lord,
when did we see Thee famishing, and did we nourish Thee?’ The archaic
manuscripts translate this question as follows: ™ rapga Ta kugsxomb agHKLITA, |
HAT\pcomb. The later codices use the verb wanutaru here; even among the
arcnaic ones we read HagNUTAXoub in the Ostromir, and HA-NUTTXOMDB in the
Sawina. In Jagic’s opinion this is a direct Moravian or Pannonian Slavic
influence. In fact, the archaic codices also use the simple verbs nut-ctu or
MATATU respectively, in Mt 6,26, and KbCnUT-KTN (ksenratw) in Lu 4,16. Step by
step, the verb nuraTun and its prefixed derivates displaced the verbs nutTtTn and
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HATpoyTK in later linguistic records of Church Slavic (and the kb3- and nx-
prefixation of nuT-bTK also disappeared). The Latin version applies the verb
pascere (in Lu 4,16: nutrire) for translating X&), and the Gothic fodjan, so
these simple verbs could not play a role in the creation of the Slavic compound
verbs.

e) MXOYCTUTU ~ HbKxauTh (and their synonyms) reproduce the meaning of the
Greek sie(3win Old Slavic. Thuse.g. in Mt 27,20 we read: oi 56 8QX¢eE4 X*i °i
AQeaRUTEQOI gncicrav xoix; 6xXooq ~ principes autem sacerdotum et seniores
persuaserunt populis ‘but the superiors of the priests and the elders persuaded the
people’, and this sounds in the Zographus and Marianus as 1™*\1epu e n cta" by
HoyCcTUWA HApZAbl, but in the Ostromir and Savvina the predicate is nxaxkuwa,
and in the Assemani mxoyuunk. In addition the following synonymous verbs can
be found in the Old Slavic New Testament texts: OyK-bIMTXTW, OYyTONIUTK, OYMOSIN-
™, Tkeyutw, Mm@ and npunu™Tu. The Latin versions as a rule apply
persuadere; in the Gothic these loci cannot be found. Thus, the OIld Slavic verbs
were used for rendering the Greek Tteiiko according to the sense of the original
locus, choosing between the verb HboycTUTK having the primary meaning ‘to put
into the mouth of somebody’, and HnkxanTK the basic meaning of which was ‘to
lead onto it’. The Russian HaBogMTb and HaBecTu or the Bulgarian HaBexaam,
however, show that the East Bulgarian variant was the stronger rival (although it
is certain that the Russian verbs HayckaTb, HayCKMBaTb (HayCTUTb) ‘to set on, to
investigate, to turn loose on’ have preserved the relationship with nxoyctuTn.

Parallels between the literary Old Slavic language
and the Bulgaro-Macedonian dialects

In addition to the foregoing mention should be made of at least one other aspect
of the lingual popularity of the archaic OIld Slavic codices, namely the fact that a
significant part of their word stock (and what is more, a great number of the
words which may be considered to be loan meanings) do not seem to have been
merely the creations of an artificial or purely literary language, but they can also
be found in many living Bulgarian dialects. Naturally, in the case of many of
these words—especially of those, definitely belonging to theological and
liturgical terminology—there can arise a well-grounded supposition that they
became rooted in the vernacular under the more than millennial influence of
Church Slavic on the Bulgarian and Macedonian dialects. However, there are
many words among them which are so closely related to everyday life that the
primacy of the dialects may be supposed with more reason. Moreover, some
popular Grecisms of the Cyrillian translations as e.g. oxBoTx (just as the German
Samstag!) from the popular Greek plural form o&(iBaxa instead of the literary
koivil and the Byzantine oalRaxov enable the conclusion that Cyril
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(Constantine), the Byzantine xaeTt°dinAal; in Saloniki (Thessaloniki) was
familiar with the Middle Greek popular language as well and sometimes used the
popular Middle Greek words when he started creating a written language from
the simple Macedonian (West Bulgarian) “govor” of his city.

It is no wonder then that e.g., Conev in Part | of his Istorija .. . (71, I, pp.
83-108) deals in detail with the dialectal equivalents of the earliest Old Slavic
texts. He offers an alphabetical glossary of the Old Slavic words which are not
used any longer in the common Bulgarian language but are still found in some
Bulgarian dialects (in the following decreasing order: South-Western or
Macedonian, South-Eastern or Rhodopeian, North-Eastern and North-
Western) either the words themselves or their derivates; ofcourse, some of them
have undergone substantial semantic changes. These examples show that the
popular word stock has been freely drawn upon by Cyril and Method.

From our point of view the following data and relations may be relevant:

i Sae Rlgrgi e . Mz il
@ A @
6anToyuanm 6patyuean ‘cousin’ Kostura
CLoUKN €8 6uBa ce ‘to have a set-to’ Tetevo
KbHE3/ UMK BHe3anb ‘unexpectedly’ Prilep
rVIro/Tb rnaron ‘voice’ Kustendje
ranrons rnaron ‘bell-clapper’ Kostura
HefbU™N N Hefean ‘to pardon’ folk songs
JIKE™NbHUKD [BepHuLe ‘doorkeeper’ folk songs
AbKUL fesunua ‘girl’ folk songs
(Tetevo)
‘bridegroom’ Rhodope
36p6Tn € oy3pe ce ‘to observe’ Gablov,
Tarnovo
UCKOYCUTN NCKyCcu ‘to ask about’ Ochrida
KOY3bUbLb Ky3HUYM ‘blacksmith’ folk songs
NBCTEKMLN necteuua ‘ladder’ Macedonia
NNTb MU KCTK (He) MHeneTt T may (not) do it’ Ochrida
(nuctk)
noxe noxe ‘bed’ Rézlog
JThXb LloXe ‘liar’ Ochrida,
Kazanlyk
MXIbHb MYZAHO ‘slowly’ Vidin
HEMOLLITb, -bHb HeMOLWb, -nLa ‘sickness’ all over the
country
HEeXUTb HEXUTb ‘Sedum tectorum’ Sumen, Mace-
donia, Kotel

Conev also mentions Sapkarov’s collections which contain a great number of
words known from Old Slavic and also found in some dialects, especially in
Western Macedonia, near to Lake Ochrida. Some of these might be considered
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in connection with the caique problem, such as 6peme ‘burden’; Becno ‘oar’;
aBosk ‘double’; eguHok ‘solitary’; gBoeobpasHUK ‘astute man’; necteuua
‘ladder’; nuctonag ‘fall of the leaves, autumn’; HaroH ‘instinct’; o6eliHNK
mprofessed monk’; ogesano ‘blanket, coverlet’; nacnHok ‘stepson’; nawepuua
‘stepdaughter’; y>xnHa ‘a snack before dinner’ and some others.

Proto-Bulgarian (Turkic-Bulgarian) peculiarities

Seliscev (381,1, p. 33), dealing with the Codex Suprasliensis (which has an East
Bulgarian character), mentions some Turkic-Bulgarian words unknown from
other OId Slavic manuscripts. This is due to the historical fact that the Proto-
Bulgarian influence on the South-Eastern Slavic dialects was strongest in the
Eastern part of Bulgaria.

Such words are: kmTb ‘face, presentment, idol’; kxnuwTe ‘place of the kxnv, or
‘the presentment itself’; éomarmis ‘aristocrat, landlord, gentleman’ from the
Turkic word boy ‘size, height’ or boylu ‘adult’ or bay ‘rich, noble’ (cf. Bayan, the
most famous khagan of the Avars); eiiau ‘landlord, aristocrat’ from the root of
6o’ nnb; its doublet is kommucy from the Byzantine tcopgq (latin comes).

From among the words ending in Turkic suffix -unu, Seliscev considers only
the word cxmkunmn “functionary, leader’ to be of Turkic origin; in his opinion, the
others (cokxumn ‘cook’, wxpkumm ‘artist’, k(remkumm ‘steersman, governor’,
kbHurvumm ‘clerk, scribe’ are fully Slavic words consisting of a Slavic root and a
Slavic suffix *-bk + n, *-bk + ii.

In relation to the gospel texts, it is the noun kbHMrbUMKM that may command our
interest, primarily because its root also seems to be rather of Turkic-Bulgarian
origin than of Scandinavian, or Sumerian-Accadian-Armenian descent (265);
furthermore, the adverb coye mentioned above in connection with the Latinisms
and the verb 3xneusTn-8T Which, in the former author’s opinion, goes back to a
Proto-Bulgarian base word rather than Caucasian one. A discussion of these
words will be presented in the Glossary in some more detail.

PRINCIPLES AND TERMINOLOGICAL PROBLEMS OF THE CALQUE
PHENOMENA

Before tackling the theme of Greek-Old Slavic lexical relations, testifying to the
borrowing of the “interior form of language”, it seems appropriate to briefly
survey the general problems of caique phenomena.



The concept of caique

Although the literature dealing with caiques, compared to other research fields
in linguistics, cannot be said to be very extensive it may be stated that the
linguists who dealt with the question of loan meanings, made a considerable
progress in the more exact elaboration of the problems and in establishing a
more sophisticated terminology in their “thesauri” of examples and in their
theoretical definitions.

Their theories are more or less comprehensive and in essentials reconcilable;
they can also be complementary to each other.

Linguistic reflection or, it least, its most common form, which can be
perceived by anyone who speaks at least two languages on ttn acceptable level,
generally means that a lexicographic or phraseologic unit, or a morphological or
syntactic regularity of a language is reproduced, part by part, by means of the
corresponding elements of another language, in its entirety. The semantic
congruence between the elements may be full or partial, and some transitory
forms are also possible in this respect, both towards loan words and simple
translations. In other words, it is the “internal” form of language that gets
adopted, and not the “external” form of the language; i.e. the construction and
meaning, not the sound envelope, although some of the transitory forms
mentioned (semicaiques or partial translations, hybrid word compositions) can
combine the adoption of extrinsic and intrinsic linguistic forms. In Deroy’s
opinion (85, p. 216), the caique is “the (most) discreet variation of the linguistic
borrowings, that does not offend the linguistic sensitivity of those, who use it”.

The role of loan translations seems to increase in importance in the linguistic
activities of individual peoples and of mankind as a whole as all the nations move
towards a unified human culture and world civilization. Because of the many-
sided relations between individuals and peoples, the whole sphere of material
and cultural life has for many decades shown a tendency towards unification. It
is no wonder that as early as in 1874 F. Miklosich (289, p. 740) stated that the
analogous phraseology of the European languages was displacing the specifi-
cally Slavic expressions, and the peoples partaking of the common European
culture are united, so to speak, into a single idiom. In the last third of the 19th
century this phenomenon was named bv Miklosich very aptly “Neo-
Europeanism”. Partly, our neology in Hungary also served this aim in the
18th-20th centuries (18). This tendency had been observed earlier, too, and since
it has been evident both on small (interstate, regional) and on large
(intercontinental) scales; thus a century alter Mitdosich’s statement we can
rightly add to the terms “Neo-Europeanism” and “Pan-European”, terms
referring to such cultural and linguistic spheres as “Eurasian”, “Eurafrican”,
“Euramerican”, “Afroasian”, “Ameroaustralian”, etc. B. L. Whorf, e.g.
introduced the term “SAE = Standard American-European” in his book (456).
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Hungarian is a secondary SAE language as stated by Gy. Szépe (406, p. 21). In
fact, in some respects, e.g. with reference to the general use of a large part of
scientific and technical terminology, we may speak about worldwide language
contacts. In this way, caiques do not only assist in ensuring the so-called
“linguistic purity” but they are also fundamental means for the cultural levelling
that began in Europe as early as in the 18th century.

A great number of examples of borrowing inner and/or outer linguistic forms
have been provided, in a wider sense, by various mixed, secret (either clandestine
or esoteric) and artificial languages since Antiquity. The archaic Latin ritual
language of the heathen Roman priesthood is full of Etruscanisms, and in the
Middle Ages, e.g. Saint Mechtild’s “lingua ignota” is a real “glossolalia” in the
religious sense, or in the modern history, e.g. the “macaronic” Italian-Latin
poems of Folengo, or those of Magister Stopinus, we can find the characteristics
of the bi-, tri-, or multilingualism just as much as in the esoteric-sacral languages
of the Indonesian, Polynesian, African or Red Indian (Ameroindian) peoples, or
e.g. in the mixed Arabian-Persian-Turkish texts of the Balaibalan, that came
into being in the early modern age, on a “Hurufi-Moslem” medium. The taking
over of inner and outer linguistic forms appears even more manifestly in the
“lingua franca”-type languages (Pidgin and Creole types) which have developed
in a natural way. This latter category represents a transitory state from mixed
languages serving regional communication aims towards popular, and even
national languages deriving from a mixture of languages, as e.g. Papamiento in
some islands of the Caribbean Sea, etc. (33). Caused by bilingualism, “the
speakers of one language may oegin to use a simplified form of the other group’s
tongue (pidginization), which in turn is passed on to children as their first or
mother tongue (creolization)”. (Lieberson, St.. Language Diversity and
Language Contact. Stanford, Ca., 1981, p. 133))

The situation is similar, although more complicated, in the so-called “mixed-
type” artificial languages (e.g. Volapuk), and in the “a posteriori”-type artificial
languages as well, either “schematic” as Esperanto, ldo, or “naturalistic” as
Interlingua; whether it is a “zonal” language project as Idiom Neutral, or an
“intersystematic” as Interlingua, the mixture of several intrinsic and extrinsic
forms is characteristic (409).

Because of an increasing recognition of the importance of caique phenomena,
the interest of linguists has from time to time turned towards the problems of the
principles and terminology of caiques, as manifested in some sections of the
scholarly works on OId Slavic, and also in some articles concerned exclusively
with the problem of caiques. In view of the fundamental importance of these
problems for the present monograph, we shall briefly survey the theoretical
statements of the literature of caiques illustrated with the authors’ examples
(without the claim of completeness), and we shall make some remarks and
addenda to them; finally, we shall attempt to explain our own view of terminology.
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A brief historical survey of the theory of caiques
(A critical review and some addenda)

After the above-mentioned statement of Miklosich, almost a quarter of a
century had passed until Jagic’s essay on Slavic word composition appeared
(187); later he devoted a special chapter in his principal work, the Entste-
hungsgeschichte. ... to this question (186). Here we can content ourselves with
mentioning only one of his statements, namely, that Slavic languages originally
had no special inclination to create compound words; thus the calque-type Old
Slavic (largely later Old Slavic or Church Slavic) composita, established under
Greek influence, were essentially as foreign to the Slavic languages as the Polish,
Czech, Croatian, Slovenian or Russian caiques created in the 19th century
primarily under German influence. Consequently, German Dampfschiff ~
Russian napoxog ~ Polish paroplyw ~ Slovenian parabrod ‘steamship’ are as
alien to the original Slavic linguistic outlook as Czech okamzeni or Polish
okamgnienie ‘moment’ (word for word: ‘twinkling of an eye’) created also on the
model of a German word: Augenblick.

S. Singer takes his material, besides Slavic, from other European languages as
well (385), and he divides caiques into two groups: “Bedeutungsentlehnungen”
(borrowings of meaning) and “Bildungslehnwdrter” (loanwords by derivation).
From among his examples let us mention here some German-Russian parallels
(though some of them, in the present author’s opinion, may also be regarded as
caiques from French words: Abstand ~ oTcTtosaHue ‘distance, difference’;
anstandig ~ npucToliHbIN ‘proper, decent’; Ausstellung ~ BbiCTaBKa ‘eXposi-
tion, exhibition’ (French ‘exposition’); Bildung ~ o6pa3oB4Hune ‘formation,
instruction’; Lage ~ nonoxénue ‘condition, situation’ (French ‘situation’);
nachgiebig ~ nognTnmebii ‘compliant, indulgent’; Entwicklung ~ passutue
‘development, evolution’ (French ‘evolution’); umstandlich ~ o6cToaTenbHbIN
‘circumstantial, intricate’.

The theory and terminology were further developed bv K. Sandfeld-Jensen
(372) who, on the basis of a number of Germanic, Neo-Latin, Slavic, Finnish and
Hungarian examples, makes a distinction between freer, neologistic loan
translations, half-borrowed, half-translated new words and caiques proper. As
an example for the first group he mentions Latin paeninsula ~ German
Halbinsel ‘semi-island’ as a characteristic word pair, for the second group
German wohltatig ~ Danish velddaedig ‘charitable, beneficent’, and for the
third Latin paeninsula ~ French presort-He.

In the same year as Sandfeld-Jensen’s appeared O. Weise’s book (452), in
which the author refers to caiques as “’Begriffslehnwdrter” (conceptual
loanwords), and he also determines a new group among them which he calls
“freigeschaffene Ersatzworter” (freely established substitute words). As an
example, he brings forth the parallel between French milieu ~ German Umwelt
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‘environment, surroundings’, the creation of a new word moulded on the pattern
of an alien word, i.e. in essence he recognizes caique neologisms.

Three years later a linguistic work of fundamental importance appeared, that
of F. de Saussure (374), where we can also find some interesting remarks
concerning the conceptual sphere of caiques. Speaking about folk etymology, he
cites several compound words deriving from a false “recognition” of the
meaning of a word of another language. Thus e.g. French aventure ‘adventure’
received the form Abenteuer in German: it seems it was associated with German
Abend ‘evening’ (perhaps because adventures were usually narrated (or effected)
in the evening). German Sauerkraut gave rise to French choucroute ‘crusty
cabbage’ (word for word ‘picked cabbage’); the intention to make the word
“more meaningful” resulted in a re-ordering of constituents as well. Similarly,
Greek-Latin margarita ‘pearl’ in the gospel texts became mari-preor in Old High
German, i.e. ‘maritime pebble’, and Latin carbunculus was transformed by folk
etymology into Karfunkel (because the ‘burning coal’ or the ‘carbuncle’
scintillates, or seems to throw out sparks: German Funkel ‘spark’). French
escarboucle took its origin from the same Latin word, with the same meaning,
but its form was associated with French boucle ‘bracelet, snap’. Greek-Latin
dromedarfius) ‘one-humped camel’ has become by German popular etymology
Trampeltier from the German words trampeln ‘to patter’, ‘to shamble’and Tier
‘animal’, though the description ‘pattering’ or ‘shambling animal’ does not fit
only camels or elephants, as in the cited locus of the gospel (the story of the
Three Magi).

On the whole, Saussure’s examples are either partial translations or semiloan
translations (semicaiques) or caique neologisms deriving from a false “re-
cognition”, like most of the composita of popular etymology.

After this statement it is worthwhile reverting to a profound observation of
Saussure’s that analyzes the similarities and differences of analogy and popular
etymology. Both have the common property that in them we apply meaningful
elements placed at our disposal by language. But their radical difference appears
in their psychological origins: “L’analogie suppose toujours I’oubli de la forme
antérieuse ... Au contraire, I’étymologie populaire se reduit & une interpretation
de la forme ancienne ... Ainsi, dans un cas c’est le souvenir, dans I’autre I’oubli
qui est & la base de I'analyse, et cette différence est capitale” (374, p. 216).

Now, if we relate this statement to the concept of loan translation, we may
infer that loan translation is a doublefaced phenomenon for which the
statements made on the psychological bases of both analogy and popular
etymology are equally valid. In order to create a loan translation, it is required,
on the one hand, to well remember the meaning and “interior linguistic form” of
the language of origin: the way of word composition, the formation or
combination of words (otherwise, instead of loan translation, another kind of
translation would arise, right or unright); on the other hand, it is necessary to
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forget the sound envelope of the foreign word compositum, word group or
expression, the “exterior linguistic form” (otherwise, instead of loan translation
a loanword would arise, perchance phonetically accommodated to the adopting
language, or just a full or partial popular etymology). Consequently, loan
translation, if we consider its origin, is a bipolar phenomenon, and it shows a
“dialectical” bipolar unity: as for its “internal linguistic form”, it belongs
primarily to the language of origin; its “external linguistic form™, however, joins
it principally to the adopting language. It should be noted, however, that in
many cases, especially irrthe case of partial translations and caique neologisms
of a popular etymology character, the new word created clearly indicates that
neither of these forms can be considered as belonging to a single group of
linguistic borrowings. Robert Bead calls the multilingual parallel phenomena
“the intersection of the diachronic and synchronic axes”. His selected
multilingual (German-French-Russian-Modern Greek) lexical parallels are
mostly morphologic, in less part phraseologic caiques. (The Indo-European
Lexicon. Amsterdam-New York-Oxford, 1938, 1981. dd. 281—308.)

In our opinion, there is another doctrine of Saussure’s that has a reference to
the caique problem: i.e. if we apply the thesis of the contradiction of syntagmatic
and associative relations, to the contradiction between real and virtual
mnemonic sequences, the opposition of their existences “in praesentia” ~ “in
absentia” to the translation forms, then per analogiam we can draw a parallel
between the poles of antithetic notion pairs. If we represent the psychic process
between them by means of vectors, we come to the results seen in the Graphic
presentation of loan translations and popular etymologies on pp. 40—41.

This figure can also be represented in the form of a proportion, cf. Saussure’s
French example: pardonner: impardonnable = décorer: indécorable.

Ifone of the four members is unknown, we can deduce it from the other three,
e.g.: pardonner: impardonnable = décorer : x (= indécorable), or, in other
words, it can be represented as a simple equation with one unknown:

a:ax= b:x, where

a\b
a

If we substitute the French word ‘pardonner *for a, impardonnable for a, and

décorer for b, the wanted x (= b.) is Impardonnable x decorer _ indétorable (of
pardonner

course, we have to be aware of the phonetic law of regular variation ofin ~ imin
French words inherited from Latin).

In more recent years one of A. Meillet’s works on general linguistics (274) also
deals with the problems of borrowing and he also mentions two phrases as
examples for caiques: the German wasflr ~ Russian 4to 3a parallelism, and the
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A graphic presentation of loan translations and popular etymologies

a) Realfull loan translation

(A compound, or a derived word, a word group, or an expression)

Language of origin:

(Source*)

Language of origin:

(Source)

Language of origin:

Language of origin:

(Source)

Language of origin:

(Source)

Language of origin:

(Source)

Internal form conveyed
i
I 3
| e

I) external form conveyed |

b) Partial loan translation
(The former categories)

Internal form "
in
1§
i 5>
11
A part of the external form
conveyed

c) Popular etymology. Type I.
(Type: dromedarius ~ Trampeltier)

0 internal form conveyed

|
External form conveyed,

1

(Receptor*!
Adopting language:
Alien internal form

(Receptor)
Adopting language:
Own external form

(Receptor)

Adopting language:

Alien (but sometimes partly
own) internal form

(Receptor)

Adopting language:

Partly alien, partly own
external form

(Receptor)
Adopting language:
Own internal form

(Receptor)

Adopting language:

Alien, but accommodated
external form

*The terms “Source” and “Receptor” are used for the language of origin and the adopting
language, respectively, by Nida and Taber (317).

Greek kad’ evét ~

Low Latin *cata unu (Spanish cada uno, Italian caduno)

compositions (he speaks of the latter ones as of the models for the hybrid word
compositions). Sometimes it occurs that the same compound has got a twofold
calquization in another language. E.g. German Tierzucht ‘animal husbandry’ is
allattenyésztés in Hungarian, but jészagtenyésztés also among the Hungarians
living in Y ugoslavia; similarly, German Filmserie isfilmsorozat in Hungary, but
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d) Popular etymology, Type 2.
(Type: Sauerkraut ~ choucroute)

Language of origin: Internal form conveyed (Receptor)

(Source) » Adopting language:
Alien but accommodated in-
ternal form

Language of origin: External form conveyed " i (Receptor)

(Source) Ll Adopting language:

Alien but accommodated
external form

e) Analogous wordformation

Basic wordof the analogous | * Basic word, made analogic
pattern

7 ~
Word derived from the analo- | 1 Derived word, made analogic

gous pattern

sorozatfilm among the Yugoslavian Hungarians. (Cf. Hernadi, S.: Szé—beszéd.
— Word and Speech. Budapest, 1981, p. 229.)

A German translation of an essay by the Danish linguist O. Jespersen was
published at the same time as Meillet’s book (193). It also alludes to the caique
problem in brief (p. 197), citing examples mostly on the basis of the aforesaid
work of K. Sandfeld-Jensen, with a special reference to the Danish language.

Prof. B. O. Unbegaun rendered great services to linguistic science (434) not
only by giving a detailed explanation of caiques in the Slavic languages but also
by clarifying, in a general way, the theoretical and terminological problems of
loan translations. In the introductory part of his work he states: “Le caique est
un emprunt de la forme interne.” In his opinion, consequently, the phonetic
form only belongs to the adopting language, while the sense of the word or
expression is linguistic content, borrowed from the language of origin. Thus,
there exists something common between the caique and its source, namely the
process of expressing. Therefore, a loan translation attains a real and permanent
existence only if the internal form of the word is immediately comprehensible. If
this identity of inner forms is lacking, no caique is possible; in this case the sense
(*“Sinn”) is common in the two languages but the signification (“Bedeutung”)
differs. This is the case of simple translations, as a rule.

However, it is not important that the internal form should have the right
etymology in the adopting language. Popular etymology is just as suitable
for the creation at the internal form as the right etymology, so it can give rise
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to a real caique there. Thus, Czech kralik, Polish krélik ‘rabbit’ are real semantic
borrowings on the basis of Middle High German Kiiniklin (cf.
Bavarian Austrian Koniglhas ~ Konighase, while the literary Modern High
German form is Kaninchen), although the Middle High German word is based
on a popular etymology from Latin cuniculus ‘rabbit’, as in Middle High
German this word was felt to be a diminutive of Kiinik ‘king’.

Unbegaun also calls attention to the fact that certain syntactic relations can be
found in almost all European languages, as e.g. sommeil profond ‘profound
sleep’, pecher en eau troublée ‘to fish in troubled waters’, lune de miel
‘honeymoon’, dent de sagesse ‘wisdom tooth’, etc. These expressions were
taken over by one language from another in succession. Here not only single
words were translated, but also word groups which comprise and supersede
the aforesaid elements with respect to the meaning of the whole expression.
Unbegaun also makes a distinction between the concepts of caique (*Lehn-
Ubersetzung”), the caique sémantique (“Lehnbedeutung”), and the caique
phraséologique (“Lehnwendung”).

A caique always presupposes bilingualism, emphasizes Unbegaun. If
bilingualism extends to the educated layers only, then the caique, owing to its
origin and sphere of application, will be a “mot savant”; however, if
bilingualism involves most layers of a nation or nationality, then several caiques
of “mot populaire” character can come into being. These latter “popular” loan
translations belong, first of all, to two special categories: they are a) either
structural (part for part) caiques as e.g. German Pech haben ~ Slovenian
iméti smolo, i.e. they are the loan translations of whole expressions or
syntagmata, b) or they are semantic caiques when an existing word of the
adopting language receives a new meaning or new meanings which could only
come into being on the basis of the meanings of the model words, as e.g. the
secondary meaning ‘to read’ or the Slovenian verb brati on the basis of the
double meaning ‘to collect” and ‘to read’ of German lesen, which, on its part,
reflects a similar dual meaning of its model, the Latin word legere (cf. also the
meanings of Greek Aiyoa), originally ‘to collect with sorting out’.

These two kinds of loan translations have become important in the popular
language because the adopting language can carry out loan translation with its
existing linguistic means without being required to create new “internal forms”.
As a result, the popular language rarely forms “common” or “real”,
“structural” caiques, i.e. compound or derived structural loan translations.

The loan translations of “learned” (or frequently and more precisely:
pedantic or hypercritical) character are, however, mostly word compositions
and derivations. This method of creating loan translation can flourish only in
languages where it belongs to the usual methods of enlarging the word stock.

The capacity and inclination of Slavic languages to décalquage (‘making loan
translations on the basis of words of alien languages’) is less than that of the
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German languages, but it is stronger than in Latin and Neo-Latin languages as
observed by Unbegaun. To this general statement it should be added that the
role and significance of caiques varies in every single language, depending on the
people and the historical conditions; this is also true for individual Slavic
languages. Generally, it can be considered characteristic that most of the Slavic
languages, in most ages, showed a preference for phraseological and semantic
caiques over morphological ones in a strict sense, i.e. to compound and derived
caiques. Words of the latter type were created, from time to time, mostly under
some alien literary influence.

This is in agreement with Unbegaun’s theoretical position, cited above, that
the popular language prefers semantic and phraseological caiques to com-
pounds; in the popular language even suffixed caiques outnumber compound
caiques. In the middle of 9th century, the Old Slavic language was a very young
popular language, compared to Armenian, Greek, Latin and Gothic with their
written records, not to speak of such languages as Greek, Hebrew,
Syrian-Aramaic or Coptic, Armenian, Georgian and Iranian, to enumerate all
the languages that could have exerted some influence on the Cyrillian or
Methodian translations—not speaking of course, in this relation, about other
old languages which could not do so as Sanskrit, Ethiopian or Arab. In any case,
it seems to be reasonable to distinguish and separate “caiques savants” and
“caiques populaires” in this respect, i.e. “literary” and “popular caiques”.

Unbegaun’s theoretical results were further developed by W. Betz (42) in the
theoretical introduction of his work, in its dictionary material and summarizing
tables alike. In this monograph Betz determines (42, p. 2) how one language can
exert an influence on another, and he provides a classical characterization of
caique types. “Das bekannteste und siehbarste wichtigste—die Lehnbedeutung,
die eindringlichste, nachst der Lehnbedeutung hé&ufigste und am wenigsten
untersuchte Einwirkung ist die Lehnubersetzung. Eine schwéachere Form der
Lehnibersetzung ist die Lehnbildung, eine selterne Art des Einflusses: die
Lehnschopfung.'

Subsequently, he gives a more detailed classification of loan translations,
illustrated by Latin ~ Old High German parallels.

a) He assumes the concepts Lehnwort and Lehnbedeutung to be well-known,
therefore he does not explain them. The former corresponds to the category of
loanword, the latter is identical with the semantic caique.

b) The term Lehnbildung means the partial translation of an alien word, i.e.
one of the components is translated precisely, but the other receives a much freer
treatment as e.g. Latin patriarcha ~ OIld High German hohfater, or Latin
oratorium ~ Old High German betehus.

c) The term Lehnschépfung or Neuschdpfung means the creation of a new
word in the adopting language modelled on a word of the language of origin,
when the adopting language does not imitate the model either in compounding
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or derivation, but it endeavours to reflect its meaning, connotational content
and emphaticum. Whether a new word belongs to this group is much more
difficult to decide than in the former cases. Such words in Betz’s glossary are e.g.:
Latin substantia ~ Old High German gitragida; Latin experimentum ~ Old
High German arsuahnissa; Latin experientia ~ Old High German pifindunga.
For practical purposes, we call such calque-like words caique neologisms.

d) The term LehnUbersetzung ‘loan translation’ corresponds to the caique
type which an ordinary “bilingual” person without any linguistic experience is
able to notice; in our opinion, even more easily than the semantic caique that
Betz considered the most frequent and well-known type of caique, i.e. the
translation of compound or derived words, or expressions into another
language, constituent for constituent. Betz keeps on stressing that here a
profound amalgamation of two languages takes place; the Pragung ~ typus
(‘stamp’, in this relation, the caique of Greek rimo?) of an alien language will be
“formed once more” with the linguistic matter of the adopting language. That is,
a concept from the language of origin creates a phonetic form for itself in the
adopting language, as in Betz’s examples; Latin abstinentia ~ Old High German
firhabida ‘abstinence, abstention’; Latin praeiudicium ~ Old High German
furgisona ‘prejudice, preconception’; Latin conscientia ~ Modern High German
das Gewissen ‘conscience, conscientiousness’.

After presenting his caique terminology, Betz expresses his opinion that there
are two very important theoretical problems that can be raised concerning the
origin of loan translation (naturally, he deals with the questions on the basis of
his concrete subject, i.e. Latin ~ OId High German linguistic relations). These
two questions are:

1. Was the new word really first formed on meeting the supposed language of
origin?

2. Was the adopting language enriched in its expressive potential (by
compounding, derivation or establishment of a new figurative expression)
through the creation of a new word?

A positive reply to the second question includes the affirmation of the first
guestion, too. If the answer to the second question is negative there are two
alternative replies to the first. Consequently, the similarity of two words,
showing a parallel inner form and meaning in two languages, can produce
three cases:

a) The new word in the adopting language means an enrichment of expressive
means, and the word comes into being due to the encounter with the language of
origin; in this case the word is a real structural caique (in Betz’s terminology:
“echte LehnUbersetzung”), or a real partial caique (in Betz: “echte
Lehnbildung”).

b) The new word does not mean an enrichment of expressive means in the
adopting language, but it is certain that it came from another language; this
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word is not a real structural caique or a real partial caique, respectively (in Betz’s
terminology: “unechte Lehnubersetzung” and “unechte Lehnbildung”). In our
opinion, however, the fact of superfluousness and needlessness cannot be the
basis of a formal category; if a new word came into being according to a foreign
pattern, it has to be considered as a caique even if a corresponding term had
existed much earlier. This category of Betz’s can be applied only if the stylistical
value of a word is in question in the adopting language. (A number of such
caiques went out of usage during the lingual reforms of several languages, as a
rule.)

c)  The new word does not mean an expressive enrichment in the adopting

language and it is also probable that it did not come into being under the
influence of another language, supposed to have been the language of origin;
this situation, in Betz’s opinion, is indicative of a structural correspondence
between two related languages (“Bauentsprechung”). This third category is that
of phenocalques in our terminology, the examination of which does not fall
within the scope of the subject of loan translations. We also wish to remark here
that such structural correspondence or an expression based on a similar
metaphor is possible not only between related languages; therefore it very often
happens that in the case of adjacent but unrelated languages some puristical
cultivators of the language consider certain word groups, derived or compound
words to be loan translations although they came into being without any
influence from a foreign language (cf. the putative “Germanisms” of the
Hungarian language).

Some problems of detail concerning caiques are dealt with by Ch. Bally (21).
His remarks, relating primarily to Franco-German language contacts, can also
be applied injudging contacts between other languages. He stresses, e.g., that in
French there is a number of compound words of Latin-Greek origin which do
not bear any semblance to the simple French equivalents of the Latin-Greek
constituents of which they are composed. Thus e.g. French régiddé ‘regicide’
does not have anything in common with the words roi ‘King’and tuer ‘to kill” in
its external form; neither does anthropophague ‘man-eater’ with homme ‘man’
and manger ‘to eat’, in contrast to German Koénigsmorder and Menschenfresser.
The German language is much more inclined to good compositions than
French, therefore existing French composita are less forceful and expressive
than their German equivalents, as shown by Bally’s examples: rétrograder ~
rickwartsgehen ‘to fall behind’, intromission ~ Einflhrung ‘reception, coming
into force’, inoxydahle ~ rostfrei ‘rust-proof’.

Bally’s statement about the difference of French and German in their abilities
for compounding words (and thus, for creating caiques) sustains Unbegaun’s
aforementioned opinion about the differences of Neo-Latin and German
languages in creating loan translations. But the question arises whether this
forceful compound word is more successful from the viewpoint of content than
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reproduction of the sense by explicative loose translations, partial translations
or caique neologisms? It is not at all! Thus, e.g., is not the primary OId Slavic
privative compound Henpx3nkHb — word for word: ‘non-empty’ — a much more
proper and more pleasant solution for Greek éykuo<; ‘gravid’ than the later kb
HHaW umAMwitkHn or HWNTKNX K6 xTyk-K (word for word: ‘having in her
womb’)? (Mt 24,19; Me 13,17; Lu 2,5; 2,21; 2,23.)

Bally makes another observation in relation to the German-French parallels
(21, p. 304): “Les caiques (ou emprunts par traductions) différent parfois de leur
modéle par quelque detail surajouté ...” He mentions the examples as follows:
tiré par les cheveaux ~ an den Haaren herbeigezogen; mener par le bout de nez
~ an der Nase herumfuihren; cela ne compte pas~ das zahlt nicht m it; ne rien
laisser & désirer ~ nichts zu winschen Ubrig lassen.

In these parallels, the “détail surajouté” ‘auxiliary detail as a surplus’ (we
could call this more freely as a “supplementary element for increasing the
strength of meaning”) lends such a liveliness and suggestiveness to the German
word groups that cannot be found in French.

We can state that this phenomenon often plays a role in the earlier Old Slavic
caiques, too. It may be supposed that it is just this presence of the “détail
surajouté” that is the cause of the fact that Greek non-prefixed nouns and verbs
were often translated into Old Slavic by prefixed words, e.g. Tpea» ~ HXMUTXTU
and NXTjiojT™ ‘to nourish’, rceipacrpex; ~ wuckoyLleHc and HANXeTK “temptation’
etc. Inasmuch as the use of these additional elements occurs in the case of all the
categories of ordinary and loan translations in Old Slavic, we cannot consider it
to be a special type of caique, but a general feature of Old Slavic translation
techniques based, in the last analysis, on a conscious or unconscious endeavour
to achieve precision and vigour, just as in the case of the German-French
parallels.

In the elaboration of the theoretical concepts in the examination of caiques, E.
Haugen (167) followed an independent path. He proceeded from the notion of
“Sprachmischung” ‘mixing of languages’ mentioned already by Hermann Paul
(333) but he added that a speaker who is in possession of his normal abilities,
always knows which language he is using in speaking or writing and reading,
therefore we can never properly speak of a full mixing of languages.

Haugen’s new viewpoints and his new kind of synthetism exerted a beneficial
influence on the theory ofcaiques. He pointed out several transitory phenomena
between loan translations, on the one hand, and accidental similarities and
simple translations, on the other. The cardinal points of his system were
established on the basis of the linguistic features of the English or mothertongue
speech of non-English people (Norwegians, Portuguese, Italians, Germans)
living under American conditions. Therefore, the “classical” forms of loan
translations, stressed by Unbegaun and Betz, play a minor role in Haugen’s
theoretical works. For our subject, the Greek ~ Old Slavic lexical reflections,
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the statements of the former scholars are, however, more important; Haugen’s
terminological innovations and theoretical theses appear more useful in
examining bilingual phenomena in living Slavic languages, although his fine
distinctions aré illuminating in studying caiques of all types.

In the last two decades Soviet linguists have also shown increased interest in
interlinguistical problems. Thus, L. A. Bulachovskij’s university textbook (61)
deals with the problems of caiques in a separate chapter, explaining the origin of
the word “caique” (French “caique” means ‘copy, taken on a transparent linen
or paper’), and he supplies Russian examples for caiques and semicaiques
(hémicalques); he also calls them “ranbkn” and “nonyk4nbkn”.

L. Deroy (85) does not mention Bulachovskij’s book, although his
bibliography includes many Eastern European works. His 500-page essay deals
in detail with all kinds of linguistic borrowings, thus e.g. with semantic
borrowings as well, but he does not mention the term “caique”; he only states
that a language can borrow not only whole words from another language but
also their parts, the morphemes and phonemes. Then he adds:

“Muais il arrive souvent également que on prenne & I’étranger quelque chose
de plus immatériel: des significations nouvelles, qui viennent s’ajouter aux sens
anciens de mots traditionnels. C’est I’emprunt sémantique.”

Ina footnote L. Deroy remarks that the German term for semantic borrowing
is “Bedeutungsentlehnung” (85, p. 93). However, his large example material
makes up for the laconism shown in the determination of concepts. Apparently,
he adheres to a stricter than necessary interpretation of the idea of “borrowing”,
thus he only includes semantic caiques (“Lehnbedeutung”) in the category of
“semantic borrowing”, and he does not extend this category to the groups of
caique neologismes, structural caiques (compound or derived loan translations)
and semicaiques (partial loan translations). For our subject, i.e. the caiques of
the OId Slavic gospels, some of his examples from the Greek text of the New
Testament are very valuable: some words are indicative of translation from
Hebrew or Aramaic, therefore they have an additional meaning (difference or
surplus) if compared to Attic Greek usage. Such words are, e.g. xaQ®: Attic
joy’ ~ New Testament also ‘feast, banquet’, cf. Hebr. AB?; SIEQxopat in Attic
‘to pass through’ but in New Testament also ‘to proceed’, cf. Hebrew U3X ; to
Erwa: Attic ‘speech, words’, but New Testament also ‘command’, cf. Hebrew
"13T ; g¥Qo: Attic ‘to bring, to fetch® ~ New Testament also ‘to lead’, cf.
Aramaic b w ; SiScopi: Attic ‘to give’ ~ New Testament also ‘to place, to set’,
cf. the Hebrew verb ]D) .

Sometimes the Greek text of the gospels only renders one of the meanings (not
always the most proper one) of a word supposed to be of Aramaic origin, as e.g.
Mt 24,16: toce Of év irj TooSaiqt cpeiryeTwaoty eiq ia OPr) ~ tunc qui in Judea
sunt,fugiant ad montes ‘then who are in Judea, should escape to the mountains’
where we do not know why the Evangelist should lay stress on escaping to the
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mountains in Judea that is full of mountains. However, in Lu 15,4 we find the
syntagm év rij égfpcp ‘in the desert” parallel to ferti Ta 6qt| ‘onto the mountains’
in Mt 18,12. The solution is, as Deroy (85) points it out on the basis of his
exegetic sources, primarily P. Joiion’s studies, that the supposed Semitic source
of Matthew’s Gospel used the Hebrew “(3/10 ‘desert’ for the Aramaic /110
‘mountains’and ‘uncultivated area’, and not the Proto-Semitic form “13T *dabr
‘mountains’ known from Arabic and Ethiopian. The Old Slavic gospels, as well
as the later Slavic translations, use a “décalquage” reflecting the Greek (and
Latin) texts which give different and imprecise translations of the Aramaisms of
the three loci mentioned.

From among the semantic caiques of Christian terminology presented by
Deroy let us mention only two: The French expression édifier quelquun par sa
conduite ‘to set a good example for somebody’ (and, by this, ‘to be edifying for
him”) is considered by Deroy and his source. Bally (21, p. 176) to be derived from
the secondary meaning of the Latin verb aedificare in its Low Latin form, and
the Latin word, in this case, is the loan translation of Greek olko5ouéa> in the use
of the Greek Church Fathers. (Cf. also Russian Church Slavic gomoct/ial)

The other example is taken from H. Kronasser’s (234) work which is
mentioned there in relation to M. Luther who used the Hebrew text of the Old
Testament in his translating but also took the Latin and Greek versions of his
predecessors into consideration. Luther rendered the Hebrew adjective DDH by
the-Middle High German from ‘good, brave, honest, legal’. But the Hebrew
word occasionally has the additional meaning ‘pious, devoted’ which follows
naturally from the world view of the Bible; in such loci Luther could have used
more properly the Middle High German words gotvorhter, gotwert, gotliep,
gotelich, as these German words had already existed. However, he adhered to a
consistent German translation; therefore, the original meaning offrom almost
fell into the background.

It is also worth mentioning that I. Rizescu’s work (363) divides caiques into
two principal groups: lexicological and grammatical caiques. In the first group
he makes a distinction between semantic caiques, involving enrichment of
meaning, and lexicological caiques proper which interpret a compound or
derived word or an expression components by components. With respect to the
creation of loan translations, he is of the opinion that there is a direct proportion
between the caique-producing ability of a language, and its general capacity to
create compound and derived words.

In our opinion, every language is able to create derived words in a wider sense,
even isolating languages, for which the almost fully assimilated compounds (in
practice, ex-compounds) play the role of derived words; classical examples for
this phenomenon can be found in Chinese. Therefore, loan translations may
come into being in every language; it is just the Chinese structural caiques, or
rather, caique neologisms that prove this thesis. It is a fact, however, that the
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practical ability for creating compound words varies from language to language,
thus the chance of forming loan translations is also different for each language.
This shows a correlation with the second rule established by Rizescu:
“grammatical” caiques (i.e. the décalquage of a morphological or syntactical
law of one language in another) can be formed in every language much less easily
than lexical caiques. This is only natural because the internal laws of a language
cannot be changed easily; these laws are modified much more slowly than the
word stock. The history of languages offers few examples for such changes. See,
e.g. the so-called “French” comparative and superlative of English adjectives
(more statical ~ plus statique), or the so-called French genitive, also in English
(the house of the father ~ la maison du pere), or, e.g. the dialectal superlative
forms of the Gipsy adjectives: naj sukére (Slavic superlative), mai sukére
(Romanian superlative), leg-sukari (Hungarian superlative) ‘most beautiful’,
where the alien particles of the same sense are used to create tne superlative of the
original Gipsy adjectives.

Finally, the author states that the greatest need for loan translation arises
when translating from one language into another, if they are very distant from
each other. On the other hand, peoples endeavouring to establish a common
culture, e.g. socialist states, must also resort to loan translations, e.g. in order to
unify their common ideological, political or technical terminology; in some
cases, the décalquage is a concept in close connection with standardization.

Betz’s terminology is used and completed by H. Gneuss (131) who dealt with
Old English caiques, and similarly it is the terminology of Betz that K.
Schumann also uses in his work (379) relating to loan translations, since he
considers it very exact and well-suited. Schumann extends the validity of Betz’s
results, obtained for Latin ~ OIld High German translations to Greek ~ Old
Slavic relations as well (cited from Betz’s work, 42, p. 210):

“Es kann nicht nur sprachlichs Unvermdgen sein, das diese neuen seltsamen
und so oft um Lateinischen klebenden sprachlichen Gebilde schafft, es muss eine
bestimmte Uberzeugung dahinter stecken, etwa derart, dass das Wort Gottes in
strengste Treue wiedergeben werden muss, wenn es sich auch noch so schwer in
die eigene Sprache fugen will.”

However, as we shall see in the course of our examination of Old Slavic loan
translations, Schumann might have been mistaken in thinking that Betz’s
evaluation could be applied “ohne weiteres” (‘without further ado’) to the Old
Slavic translations. Bearing in mind Jagic’s, Conev’s and Seliscev’s fair and
positive evaluations, it seems safe to say that Cyril’s and Method’s translations,
although closely following the “6oxuk croko” in their faithful respect for the text
of the Bible and in their humility in interpreting it, are also characterized by the
stylistic art of the writer’s personality. The first Slavic translators of the Bible
freely drew upon the Slavic word stock brought from their native country but
they also applied a number of variants from the Slavic linguistic features of their
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new environment to enable them to always render the Greek original by the most
suitable version.

Betz’s and Schumann’s opinion may hold true for Wulfila’s Gothic Bible
translation, because for this interpreter, apparently, a close literal translation of
the text is more important than the “linguistic field”. In Wulfila’s case the
statement that, first of all, text exerted influence on another text, not one
language on another language, seems to be justified. Naturally, due to the
widespread use of the Gothic language and liturgy among other Eastern
Germanic tribes, their close relation and the temporary supremacy of the Goths
over other Germanic tribes of Arian confession, a number of conscious “parole”
phenomena probably developed later into conscious “langue” phenomena in
Gothic, diminishing the distance between the “mots savants” and *“mots
populates” of this language.

Otherwise, Schumann illustrates Betz’s terminology by Greek-Old Slavic
examples, too, and he amends it as follows: for all borrowings of non-phonemic
character taken together, he applies the term Lehnprédgung which is common in
German linguistics (‘loan impression’). Within this he distinguishes the
following groups (we mention his Greek-Old Slavic examples only):

a) Lehnibersetzung (‘loan translation’): translation of the alien model (either
of acompound or a derived word) e.g.: nX.eov-eNia ~ W 0-UMKCTUVe ‘avidity’;
(iov6-KEgoit; ~ mHo-porb ‘unicorn’; ygappottEijc; ~ KbHUIMbHUKM ‘scribe’; fegedc; ~
ckart-vitons ‘priest’; A0>a-Tric, ~ rA-bHUKb ‘citizen’.

h)Lehnulbertragung (‘loan metonymy’): only a partial borrowing of the alien
model, by means of a new derivational pattern, e.g.: Wwo-3ecna ~ Kb-CbHeH/E
‘adoption for sy’s son’.

c) Lehnbedeutung (‘loan meaning’): an additional taking-over of meaning in a
word of the adopting language derived from an equivalent word in the language
of origin, e.g.: Koipr)aiq ‘sleeping, death’ ~ nokon ‘sleeping’, but in the Bible
translations also ‘death’as in Greek; fixoq ‘voice, echo; liturgic mode of singing’
~ [ick ‘voice’, but on the basis of Greek, the liturgical meaning is also found.

d) Lehnwendung (‘loan version’): imitation of an alien turn of speech, e.g.:
KOQElav JTOieiv ~ LUKCTKVC TKopuTw “to cover a distance, to make a journey’.

e) Lehnsyntax (‘loan syntax’): imitation of an alien syntactic feature (function
or construction), e.g.: 8nT"x»™ altdv, ei ti Btettei ~ ‘interrogavit illum, quid
videret’” ~ KbMp&Mrk i, MNTe 4kTo KMAMTHL ‘he asked him about what he saw’.

f) Teillehnwort (‘partial loanword’): a word of the adopting language,
consisting of an alien part and a loan translational part, e.g.: 3eo-aToyn? ~ BOrO-
cturb ‘god-hater’. This rare category was later referred to by Betz as mere
translation. However, Schumann does not regard such new formations on alien
bases (caique neologisms), termed Lehnschdpfung (‘loan creation’) by Betz as
caiques.
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9) On the other hand, he sets up a new category of caiques which he calls
Lehngliedzupatz (‘loan member addition’), thus developing Betz’s terminology.
This new category is derived from the contamination of analogous and loan
translation. In this way compound or derived words from the language of origin
are translated by a word group, consisting of two or more elements, but one of
these is the equivalent of the whole original compositum or derivatum, without
the other part(s) as well. Thus, e.g.: e6-Xohty; ~ aok™-rowwmmes ‘pious’,
‘cautious’, Ttaea-TtToapa ~ rp)(b-n&a&Hue ‘crime’, atb-tpQtov ~ NMNO-MKIPbHBL
‘intelligent’, e6-xenotoc; ~ pok(»o-not(rbBkvb ‘useful’.

In the case of these Old Slavic composita it is the second part that renders the
full sense of the Greek compound word; the first component is an emphatic
addition; in essence, it is similar to the “detail surajouté” mentioned by Bally
(21) for the German language as opposed to French (see above), and it means a
transition from analogous translations and structural caiques to caique
neologisms.

Schumann does not deal with Betz’s categories of Lehnwendung and
Lehnsyntax; he is interested in the single word or single expression (“einzelnes
Wort oder einzelnes Ausdruck™), not in word groups.

In classifying caique phenomena we shall refer back to the Betz-Schumann-
terminology; now we should like to make only two remarks:

1 In our opinion, both Betz’s Teillehnwort and Lehnschépfung and
Schumann’s Lehngliedzusatz belong to caiques; they represent transitory
categories from loan translation towards loanwords or analogous translation
and intralingual word formation, respectively.

2. The bracketing of Lehnwendung and Lehnsyntax together by Schumann
does not seem fully justified inasmuch as the former category is rather more ofa
lexicological and, besides, of a more permanent character than the syntactic
décalquage that is mostly of grammatical nature and is realized in highly variable
conditions. Although syntactic borrowings exhibit some degree of relation to the
Lehnwendung, still they stand nearer to morphological borrowings in view of
their formal and logical relations (inasmuch there are such morphological
borrowings between two languages, as in the case of OIld English and
French-Norman).

l. Fodor (115) deals with the role of linguistic borrowings primarily from the
viewpoints of history and cultural history (p. 196-210) and, on the other hand, of
the cultivation and correct usage of language. He points out the importance of
loanwords from the above viewpoints, but his statements mutatis mutandis,
apply to caiques, too. All kinds of linguistic borrowings indicate relation
between the two peoples, the educational level of the adopting people; in many
cases, to the origin or development of the object denoted, and the positive or
negative influence of the linguistic borrowing on the adopting language.
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The fact of this many-sided correlation is one and perhaps the most important
piece of theoretical evidence of support of the statement that linguistic
phenomena, in spite of the differences that show up both in the morphological
and genealogical classifications of languages, may ultimately be related to
common underlying principles. These are called by Noam Chomsky, the pioneer
of transformational generative grammar and one of the greatest linguistic
philosophers of America and of the 20th century, “deep structures” concerning
our “faculté de language” (“innate mental structure”) and our “tacit knowledge
that emerges with exposure to appropriate experiences” (psychological base!)
(69). As it may be assumed that nobody is predisposed to learn one language
rather than another, we can draw conclusions relating to this “innate mental
structure” from any language. This idea was also raised by Descartes, the great
linguistic philosopher of the 17th century, and in the experiments of Leibniz
aimed at developing a universal grammar, in the Grammaire of Port-Royal: all
grammars and languages have to satisfy some formal requirements.

Here the question may be raised on our part, whether the basis of caique
phenomena is the “deep structure” or “innate mental structure”, using
Chomsky’s terminology. We have seen that languages do not show the same
inclination (not even within the same family or group of languages) for loan
translations, or they have different preferences for the several types of caiques.
Nevertheless, the possibility or capacity for creating caiques cannot be denied
for any language, whether we are referring to caiques in general or some specific
type thereof. This statement may be evidenced by the religious works of the great
world religions, thus e.g. the Bible and some liturgical texts (holy mass,
sacramentaries, priestly offices), and also by some frequently translated
philosophical works, e.g. those of the classic thinkers of Marxism- Leninism,
and also some scientific, technical or literary works, translated into a wide
variety of languages. So we have to assume that, similarly to Chomsky’s
formula, general formulae can also be set up for caique phenomena which
express the mechanism of their possibility in a concise form. In our opinion, such
generative formulas can be, e.g. the following ones:

Formula Type of caique
1 IFLO+EF AL-»Cacw, CaDW or CaPh Real structural caique (compound or
derived), or phraseological caique
pp  +pp ) . -
2. IFlo+ — ot -» CaP, Partial translation (semicaique)
XOory
3. M,0+ EFal -» Ca® Semantic caique
4. MLO(IFal + EFal) -» CaNe Caique neologism (pseudocaique)
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The meanings of the symbols:

+ = connection LO = Language of Origin

-* = effect, result M = Meaning

AL = Adopting Language Ne = Neologism

Ca = Caique Pa = Partial

CW = Compound Word Ph = Phraseology

DW = Derived Word Se = Semantics

EF = Extrinsic Form of a word or expression X, y = a part of the word of expression
IF = Intrinsic Form of a word or expression

Similar symbols and formulas, but on general semantics, see e.g. in Uriel Weinreich’s book: On
Semantics. Univ. of Pennsylvania Press, 1980.

I think that these symbols and formulas could be the symbolic basis for
a generative theory and the representation of loan translations of different
kinds.

In 1971 Eva Ruzsiczky published a review (370) of Eva Martins
monograph (269). It was not only the linguistic interference studied on
Hungarian material by Eva Martins that Ruzsiczky evaluated (set a good
example for studying interactions between Hungarian and the continuous
languages), but she also criticized her theoretical, methodological and
terminological procedures. Eva Martins surveys the works of the authors who
have dealt with the problems of caique and concludes that of all them, despite
their deficiencies, have contributed to the clarification of the principles and
terminology.

She notes, however, that the different viewpoints of these linguists also lead to
one-sidedness. Thus, e.g., she considers it a fault that Betz’s terminology
separates form and content which leads, in her opinion, to the unilateral
stressing of the content side in the Lehnbedeutung (semantic caique), whereas in
the case of Lehnubersetzung (compound or derived caique) and Lehnibertragung
(loanword) to that of the formal side, although all kinds of borrowing and
transfer presuppose both the form and the content. Therefore, in Martins’
opinion, Betz’s separation of form and content in principle and in terminology
cannot be right.

At the same time, however, she introduces a new term for similar creations, the
term “literarische Lehngebrauch” (‘literary loan application’) corresponding to
all kinds of Betz’s Lehnpragungen, that should be considered a ‘similar literary
use’. By this she means, as her reviewer, Ruzsiczky states, the usage that e.g.
Kazinczy the great Hungarian neologist prompted by the literary fashion or a
foreign author’s individual style, applies in his works. E. Ruzsiczky regards as a
weak point in E. Martins’ terminology that the author of the monograph did not
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clear up either the relations between Betz’s terms and this “similar literary use”,
or the problem how the semantic caique and the “similar literary use” could be
identical, as the former can be both a “langue” phenomenon and a “parole” one,
while the latter is a typical “parole” phenomenon.

It seems to me that both E. Martins and E. Ruzsiczky present very useful
viewpoints, although they have to be supplemented. E. Martins’ new term, the
“literarische Lehngebrauch” is a useful one although it cannot always be
distinguished from Lehnbedeutung.

In the series Slavistische Forschungen of the Bohlau Verlag appeared (in the
same year as Eva Martins’ work) a valuable study by Robert Zett, under the title
Beitrage zur Geschichte der Nominal-Komposita im Serbokroatischen (459). He
supplies us with a classically concise definition of the most characteristic groups
of caiques: “die Nachbildung der Nominal-Komposita nach fremdem Muster.”
He calls the whole group of caique phenomena Lehnprégungen, stating that K.
Sandfeld-Jensen’s division (372) of these into three principal classes is basically
correct even today. R. Zett then presents a brief but comprehensive review of the
works devoted to caique problems, and states that his terminology is based upon
that of Betz, H. Gneuss (131) and K. Schumann (379). R. Zett divides the
caiques into 7 classes (459, pp. 2-28):

1. Lehnbedeutung: as German Ente from French canard ‘false report, hoax’
(*analoge Lehnbedeutung'). But such equivalents as Ron. for Sea, ckars ~
&yio;, ieqex;, noro ~ oligotvo;, pm ~ xatpaSeicroc;, goyss. ~ RX.aa(pr|pia don’t
belong to this category, but to the “Substitutierende Lehnbedeutung i.e. a subcate-
gory which includes the original sense of a lot of ancient Slavic words as Zett points
out. In our opinion, its place is between semantic caiques and simple translations.

2. Lehnubersetzung: as German Wolkenkratzer ~ English skyscraper;
German Zufall ~ Latin accidens, or as goVweruk/. ~ nvEUpocTtxcx; Geistlicher
(‘priest’), m1p.HMHB ~ xoaptxot; Laie (‘layman’), nomoct(>oii ~ oixovopoq etc.,
and the names of liturgical books. In Croatian Church Slavic we find a lot of
structural caiques of Latin origin: otkupiti ~ redimere, stozernik ~ cardinalis,
sjemeniste ~ seminarium, cistiliste ~ purgatorium, etc. — As for modem Serbo-
Croatian caiques, it is often difficult to decide whether a Latin, Neo-Latin
(French, Italian) or a German word was the model of the new word.

3. Lehnubertragmg: where the foreign model is only partially translated; the
translated part will be “modified, enlarged or reduced” as Betz, Schumann and
Zett state. Thus e.g.

a) navflyugi; ~ TybXxkcTm, Eisenbahn ~ zeleznica ‘railway’, Bleistift ~
olovka ‘pencil’, i.e. the compound word is rendered by a simple (mostly derived)
word;

b) umoctmo. ~ povaarqeiov, ckarornuvcno ~ sacramentum, Vaterland ~
patria, Fegefeuer ~ purgatorium, etc., i.e. the simple word is rendered by a
compound;
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¢) Bahnhof ~ kolodvor ‘railway station’, Landwirtschaft ~ poljopriveda
‘agriculture’, Blitzableiter ~ gromobran ‘lightning-conductor’, etc. i.e. the first
part of the model compound is transformed,;

d) Glaubensbekenntnis ~ vjerozakon, FuRball ~ nogomet, etc., i.e. the second
part of the model compound is transformed;

e) <piA.oXoi5oeo<; ~ yoynomoevBb, Schauspiel ~ igrokaz ‘dramatic piece’,
Ehrfurcht ~ strahopocitanje ‘homage, reverere’, etc. i.e. the parts of the model
compound are transposed.

4. Lehngliedzusatz, where a part of a compound caique is added to a
translation (or caique), which is meaningful even in itself, e.g.: B>Ad¥<; ~
LOBTOKMWHD, liotxeotfuptov ~ NbIOTPKM-KMKDL, NajadaTiopa ~ rpybnagimMuc.
Dutch admiraliteit ~ Russian agmupanuTeiictso. (In the two latter cases the
supplement is added in the second part of the word of the receptor language).
These new words also exhibit a certain relation to the caique neologisms.

5. Lehnschopfung: a formally independent new formation of a (mostly
compound, or derived) word, for translating a foreign (mostly compound or
derived, but often also simple) word. Thus e.g.: Kraftwagen ~ Automobil,
Weinbrand ~ Cognac, Umwelt ~ Milieu, Serbo-Croatian kazaliste ~ teatar,
glazba ~ muzika, etc. These words are the typical creations of a puristic tendency,
related primarily to the neologistic movements (linguistic reform in certain
languages).

6. Lehnwortbildungstyp: imitation of some foreign ways of word formation,
e.g. ODYYEwq ~ Cb(X>ObHMKb, Obpdor/leTry; ~ CbmMeMKHWKDL, French contem-
porain ~ Russian coBpemeHHUK, German Mitschiler ~ Russian coy4yeHuK, etc.
This type often produces analogous examples without a foreign model; if not, it
can hardly be distinguished from real structural caiques, in our opinion, in a lot
of cases.

1.Teillehnwort or Teilubersetzung (Russian: nonyk&nbka (‘half-calque’) here:
“semicaique” or “hémicalque”) comes into being when only one part of a
foreign compound word is translated, while the other part remains untranslated,
e.g.. 3eootoy/1? ~ Borocturs ‘who hates (or is hated by) God’, German
Baumwolle ~ Czech bavina, Polish bawelna ‘cotton’.

Zett also deals with the “décalquisation” of proper names in Serbo-Croatian
which also belong to the various groups of Lehnpragungen, both personal and
family names and geographical names; but naturally there is no semantic caique
(Lehnbedeutung) among them. Using his terminology, they are mostly
Lehnibersetzungen, Lehngliedzusédtze and Lehnschépfungen, sometimes moti-
vated by popular etymology as Lavoslav ‘Leopold’ (on the basis of Latin leo
‘lion”), or Orahovica ~ Kaguaiqg (on the basis of the Greek kagua ‘walnut’).

Probably even de Saussure himself could not decide in each case whether to
consider it “a langue” or a “parole” phenomenon. Whether we think of the
difference between évEQYEia and eqyov, the classical terms of Aristotle and
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Humboldt, or of the contraposition of “supralangue” — “infralangue” in J.
Dornbrovszky’sessay (101), proposed on the basis of the former contrasting pair
of concepts, or of Jespersen’s opinion who, in essence, considers Saussure’s
terms to correspond to the Aristotelian-Thomistic “actus” and “potentia” (the
“langue” is the norm, the “parole” is the individual variation), we must declare
in all these cases that both of the caique types mentioned occur in both
categories.

In categorizing caiques, Eva Martins devotes special attention to the grouping
ofcompounds, too. The basis of her classification is the part of speech of the first
component, and she lists her German-Hungarian parallel examples in
accordance with this principle.

She also deals with interpreting and qualifying phrases and multiple
compounds especially with prefixed and suffixed verbs and generally with
derived words in the role of caiques.

Her viewpoints concerning the classification of compound words (thus,
among them, real structural caiques) appear most useful in raising the problem
of relations. She establishes her grouping on the basis of the works of the
Hungarian linguists Zs. Simonyi and, partly, L. Deme. She distinguishes three
main groups of relation:

a) object relation, e.g. German Sprachneuerung ~ Hungarian nyelv(jitas

‘language reform, neologism’ German Teilnahme ~ Hungarian részvétel
‘partaking, participation’, etc.;

b) possessive relation, e.g. German Fensterglas ~ Hungarian ablakiveg
‘window-glass’, German Mondschein ~ Hungarian holdfény ‘moonshine’,
German Weltteil ~ Hungarian vilagrész ‘part of the world, continent’; etc.;

c) adverbial relation, e.g. German Steinwand ~ Hungarian kéfal ‘stone wall’,
German Goldring ~ Hungarian aranygydrd ‘golden ring’, German Lederhand-
schuhe ~ Hungarian b&rkeszty(i ‘leather gloves’, etc.

This third group includes a lot of transitory categories as some types are in
contact with the other two groups; or, as E. Martins herself admits an attributive
relation group can also be separated.

It should be mentioned here that E. Martins usually calls the word created on
the basis of a foreign model “Neologismen”, and the translations, created on the
basis of a foreign model but not translated part for part, “Nachneologismen”
‘neologisms on the model of an alien model’ (which we designate caique
neologisms or pseudocaiques).

It would be very instructive to examine caiques as models of speech acts, too.
J. D. Apresjan (14), on the basis of the works of two other Russian linguists (the
structuralists A. K. Zolkovskij and J. A. Mel’cuk) mentions “lexicological
functions” (LF) among the semantic models of analysis and synthesis. These
“lexicological functions” are lexical substitutions and lexical parameters, i.e.
operations, performed in translating into the “semantic language” in such a wav
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that “to a given word X another word Y is set into correlation so that it stands in
connection with word X in a way determined by its meaning, on the
paradigmatic and syntagmatic axes of the language”. One kind of lexicological
substitution is the synonym as a lexicological function. The author cites Russian
examples, such as: Syn. (opraHus4Top) = y4dpeauTens ‘organizer’; Syn. (6uTb)
= KonoTuTb ‘to beat’; Syn. (60/1bLI0I) = 3HaUNTeNbHbINA ‘big, important’, etc.
Here a question arises: if, in the case of caiques, we handle the words of the
original and adopting languages as the subjects of translating into the “semantic
language”, we could develop similar formulas for caiques, with some necessary
modifications. Such a formula, in my opinion, could be as follows:

Syn. Xlanguage (ad libitum)l =y language (ad libitum) Il where x means the
original language and y the adopting language. In concrete cases, the formulas
could be changed or supplemented by the letter signs of the languages involved.
But, if we regard this series as a genetical process (e.g. an Old Slavic caique of
Greek origin), we can apply the sign of development instead of equality:

Syn. Greek (atxeiQonoir|To<;) “m Old Slavic (HepXkKoTKopr/), or Syn.
(dxeieonoiriToq), -~ HC(O)"KOTKOMHA.

In my opinion, it is nght to treat the caique and its original as “synonyms”
because not only their meaning, but also their inner form (the way of composing
or deriving) is the same in the two languages, as one of them is the loan
translation of the other.

A contribution to the theory of caiques was also made by A. M. Rot (366-9)
who examines views concerning the causes and forms of bilingualism. He
emphasizes that the concept of “language contact” does not only refer to the
phenomena of bilingualism and multilingualism, or linguistic substratum. In his
essay he deals primarily with the linguistic contacts between the Finno-Ugric
and Eastern Slav peoples, and those to be found in the Carpathian Basin from
several points of view. In another essay (368) he examines the connections
between Carpathianisms and Balkanisms, and states that these two groups of
linguistic phenomena appeared mostly in the 2nd-9th centuries. He classes
loanwords and loan translations as “permanent language contacts” (366, p. 52).
Caiques may be formed due to “permanent external contacts” (resulting from
the contacts of languages belonging to different social-political units), but the
tendency to form caiques is much stronger in the case of “permanent internal
contacts” (when different language groups belong to the same social and
politicai communities). If we consider the formation of caiques, we can expect
that the caiques of a “mot populaire” character may have come into being in the
process of “intraregional” (sometimes only “marginal”) interactions. Loan
translations of “mot savant” character, however, could have been created in the
intercommunication of even such peoples which did not live in contiguous
territories, and not only in “permanent” but also in “casual” contacts.
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If we examine the creation of caiques from the viewpoint of directness of
intercourse, it is the natural language contacts that must be first taken into
consideration (these are, in general, permanent and intraregional), but
sometimes artificial linguistic connections can also be included (e.g. the study of
languages at school) which cannot always be regarded as purely casual, because
(366, p. 54 f.) as Rot points out, artificial contacts may develop into natural ones
by means of regular intercourse (e.g. continuous contact with foreigners, during
and after the study of languages at school).

All these conditions may promote, besides other manifestations of language
contacts, the creation of caiques. Ifwe describe early Greek-Old Slavic language
contacts of popular origin (and among them at least some of the caiques) in
Rot’s “contact terminology”, we can say that these linguistic contacts were from
the second half of the 7th century on intraregional, natural and permanent.

However, the situation is not so unambigous in the case of Old Slavic
translations of the gospels, psalms and liturgy i.e. the very earliest texts: they
represent casual, non-marginal, partly artificial language contacts, since their
beginning was caused by a historical event that can be related to a fixed date, the
well-known request of Rostislav, reigning prince of Moravia. So this first group
of written records of the Greek-Slavic language contacts was prepared for a
region remote from the contact area of the two language communities, and it was
supplied with the linguistic features of this distant country. But at the same time,
as it is made plausible by the comparative historical phonetics and morphology
of Slavic languages and, partly, by Bulgarian dialectology, in the neighbour-
hood of Saloniki these language contacts were mostly based on natural,
intraregional, permanent and internal language contacts (in Rot’s terms).

As far as the caiques of these religious texts are concerned, the greater part of
them may be supposed to have been the result of the above-mentioned casual,
non-marginal and artificial causes. This is proved, besides the historical
conditions and the objective semantic aspects of the loan translations, by the
difference that appears in the propensity of the Greek and the Slavic languages
for producing compound words. However, the fact that it isjust in the oldest Old
Slavic gospel versions that there is a relatively great number of semantic caiques
that seems to point to a natural, popular character.

From the viewpoint of the theory of caiques and, at the same time of the loan
translations of the gospels in particular Edit Hexendorfs (175) essay is especially
interesting because the author accentuates here that the caiques of Hungarian
Bible translations also differ depending on the language from which the
interpreter prepared the translation, and the language of some other texts that he
may have taken into consideration. While during the Middle Ages most
Hungarian Bible translators used only the Vulgata text, the Protestant
interpreters of the 16th century used the Hebrew and Greek texts as their chief
source; however, they also utilized the Vulgata for their aims, and in several
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cases, even the texts of Erasmus, Beza and Tremellius, just like Luther in his
German translation. Thus the linguistic sources and the types of the words
created are very different (175, p. 103); there are certain caiques which appear in
isolated cases.only, but there are also some recurrent ones, and some generalized
in the religious style. A few of them have found their way even into the standard

language.
The author examines (175) the interferential caique series, consisting of
Hebrew D'SX ~ Greek pakpo3uuoc; ~ Latin longanimis ~ German

langmutig ~ Hungarian hossz(tlré. The Hebrew expression originally meant a
person who is ‘waiting for a long time’, ‘patient instead of being angry’, ‘getting
enraged only late’. In addition to a number of loci in the Old Testament, this
compound adjective occurs once in the New Testament, too, in Lu 18,7 as a
denominal verb: pakeo3uprT ~ patientiam habebit. The author of the essay
deals mainly with the German and the Hungarian parallels, pointing out that in
the course ofalmost five hundred years the solutions késedelmes a haragra (word
for word: ‘dilatory for rage’) and hosszGt(iré (‘long-tolerating’, ‘having a long
patience’) proved to be best for Hungarian because in contrast to other
solutions, they were neither too ordinary, nor too general in their meaning, nor
too unusual or foreign-sounding word groups or compounds. From among the
two correlative caiques it is the former which exactly reproduces the sense of the
Hebrew word group while the latter is more characteristic of the general and the
Hungarian biblical language, and it is used outside the Bible translations as well.
It is not a caique in the gospel texts, therefore it will not be discussed here in
detail. However, it should be noted that recent Slavic and Hungarian
translations interpret this passage in different ways; some of them translate it as
‘although He delays in punishing those’ but others as ‘although He delays in
protecting them (his faithful)’, due to the extreme conciseness of the Greek
verbal form pakeo3upeT in’zmolqg and the Latin expression patientiam habebit
in illis. In the Church Slavic, in other biblical loci we find for pakgo3ouoc; the
corresponding adjective utbrotkpnuivks, and for pakgo&wueco the correspond-
ing verb Jsuterotkpn'kty;  their continuations in  Old Russian are:
LonroTbpnbaueb, gonrotepnktu, and in the Kralice Bible dlhocekajici i.e.
‘long-waiting’.

The Hungarian hosszatiiré ‘long-tolerating” seems to stand nearest to the
Slavic caique, but, taking its mediaeval antecedents and its Protestant origin into
consideration, we think it could have developed without Slavic influence. From
the viewpoint ofcomparing loan translations it is very instructive to place side by
side words of the same meaning in multilingual dictionaries, in multilingual
polytechnical vocabularies or in multicolumnal parallel texts of several
languages. (Cf. the earlier polyglottic editions and explanations of the Bible,
prepared by Jews, later also by Christians; naturally, the parallels do not mean
descendence if the historical facts do not support it.)

9



Thus, for the texts to be analyzed here the subject of the multicolumnal
manuscript work of Imre Timkd-N&ndor Molnar is important. In this work the
authors compare the Greek original text of St. John Chrysostomos’ Liturgy
with its translations into recent Church Slavic, Romanian, Hungarian, Latin,
English, French, German, Italian and Esperanto, and with the earliest
Hungarian translations which came into being at the end of the 18th century,
which in spite of their sometimes Romanian, sometimes Church Slavic (Russian,
Ukrainian and Slovak) character, contain a number of solutions indicative of
the Hungarian way of thinking. (It should be noted here that the Latin and
Western European translations were not originally prepared for liturgical aims,
but they can be applied for this purpose.)

We should like to mention only two examples from this work, which can be
considered phraseological parallels: Greek, SavocTtp Oavatov TtaTgook; ~
Church Slavic cbmkpun, cbuKpb nonpxkb “Thou hast trodden death by death’.
The Hungarian translation deviates from its liturgic models: Legy&zted halallal
a halalt, not similarly e.g. to the French but to the German versions: Ecrasant
la morte par votre mort, but den Tod Uberwindend durch deinen Tod ‘defeating
the death by your death’. However, the Greek text is reproduced very precisely
(even in its typography) ir. English: and by death thou hast trampled Death
‘by your [personal] death you have trodden under [defeated] the [universal,
menacing all the people] Death’ (421, p. 27).

A similar variation of translations is as follows: pnTy t&v KaTwounueywy ~
AN HAKBTC W O>rvHEHKHBL)(?>~ Romanian eli nimenca din cei chemati ‘[Let] none
of the catechumens [remain]’. Hungarian and other languages complete the
exclamation with the required verb. The Western languages do not translate the
participle katwonuEYoc; following the Latin translation; the Italian and French
texts apply the Greek-Church Slavic way of expression, in contrast to German,
English and Hungarian. The essential meaning of the texts, of course, is the same
in every version.

With respect to South-East European linguistic interrelations and caiques
Laszl6 Hadrovics’s observations on Serbo-Croatian caiques of Hungarian
origin in several versions of the Southern Slavic Troy Novel are very
enlightening. Disregarding now the great number of “lapsus calami” and
reflections of the Hungarian word order, we only refer to the semantic loan
translations (152, p. 137): Gydilést tenni ~ uciniti zbor ‘to hold a meetihg’, bacsut
venni ~ vazeti (prijeti) prostenje ‘to take leave o f’, szerencsére vetni ~ zaloziti na
(za) srecu ‘to leave to chance’, szerencsét kisérteni ~ kusati (pitati) srecu ‘to try
one’s fortune’. The parallelisms of verbs are the strongest proof for the loan
translation character of these Serbo-Croatian words, indicating a Hungarian
model, as L. Hadrovics pointed out.

In this respect, Papahagi’s essay (332) is very informative by giving an
explanation about the Hungarian compound napaldozat ‘sunset’ that also has its
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Balcanic parallels: Greek 6 f)Xio<; Baoitaliei ~ Albanian dielli péréndon ~
Romanian soarele asfin(e$te, word for word: ‘the sun is reigning’.

For the subject of the present study there are very important theoretical
considerations in an article by Lajos Kiss (218, pp. 165-770); he deal» with all the
Hungarian caiques of Slavic origin and classified them into several groups
stressing the fact that even in the most studied layer of these caiques, i.e. in
Hungarian ecclesiastic terminology, some of the problems relating to Slavic
origin remain to be solved, although much of the research work of Hungarian
Slavists has been directed toward this field in the past hundred years. In addition
to the above-mentioned examples, he sets up a parallel between some Hungarian
church words and their Serbo-Croatian correlates. Such caique correspondences
between Serbo-Croatian and Hungarian may be: Velikipost ~ Nagybdjt ‘Lent’;

Vodokrsce ~ Vizkereszt ‘Epiphany’; Svijecnica ~ Gyertyaszentel§ ‘Can-
dlemas’; Velika Nedelja ~ Nagyhét ‘Great Week’; Cvetna nedelja ~
Virdgvasarnap ‘Palm Sunday’; mesopust ~ hushagyé ‘Carnival Tuesday’;

[meso-JVazem ~ Husvét ‘Easter’; Blazena Gospa ~ Boldogasszony (word for
word: ‘Blessed Lady’) ‘Holy Mary’; also the Slovak zeleny stvrtok ~ Hung.
zoldcsutortok ‘Holy Thursday’. The Hungarian verb szerezni ‘to acquire’ also
had the meaning ‘to prescribe, to found’ in Old Hungarian, on the basis of Latin
and, as L. Kiss points it out, also on the basis of a Slavic (probably Old Czech)
language; hence we have the word szerzet ‘religious order’, and from this szer-
zetes ‘monk, friar’ (cf. Czech rehole ‘monastic life’ and reholnik ‘monk, regular’).
He points out the Slavic pattern in altogether 300 Hungarian words (218).

Besides the caiques of church terminology, many words belonging to other
categories are proved to be caiques of Slavic (often Serbo-Croatian) origin by L.
Kiss; these categories are geography, industry, commerce, state administration,
jurisdiction, military affairs, meals, parts of body, personal hygiene, maladies,
maternity, meteorology, botany, agriculture, superstitious beliefs, architecture
and even some often used numbers and adverbs.

In a great number of languages scientific terms can also be caiques from other
languages (from neighbouring languages, or from earlier works of foreign
authors in the given domain of science). The complexity of their meaning is
many-sided. As W. E. Flood states (114, p. X): “In addition to precision of
meaning and freedom from associations, most scientific words have a third
quality: by their form and structure they reveal something of their meaning.” In
my opinion, this “form and structure” can hardly be separated entirely from the
origindr meaning of the components, on the one hand, and from the language of
origin, on the other.

The meanings of scientific terms, however, are best represented in “thesauri”
as pointed out by B. A. Moskovic (308, p. 18).

As an illustrative example, R. Antilla’s Introduction may be mentioned
here for the “décalquage” of some scientific terms in other languages (13, pp.
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140—41): French bel esprit ~ German Schongeist; French esprit du siede ~
German Geist des Jahrhunderts; Latin Scripturae ~ OIld English Gewritu;
Greek-Latin astrologus ~ Old English tungol-witega; Greek-Latin geometria
~ OlId English eorth-craeft; Greek-Latin evangélium ~ OIld English godspell.

The formation of scientific (or technical) terms, whether they are caiques or
not, may affect different fields of speciality and different languages to a greater
or smaller extent. As K. Hausenblas states (168, p. 261) . .there may be
different degrees of terminologization; some words may be regarded as
semiterms, or terminoids.” Such semiterms or rather terminoids are used e.g. in
St. Luke’s Gospel, where the author speaks about TtuQetcx; uriye<; *big fever’ and
nuQETCY ptkQog ‘small fever’. Corresponding Latin, Gothic, Old Slavic, etc.
epithetical expressions do not count as real caiques, only as simple translations.
Nevertheless, for scientific terms (either original words, or caiques) and for
semiterms and terminoids alike it is true what E. A. Nida (317) asserts that the
term, as a lexico-semantic variant of the same word has a connection with the
other meanings of this word, through a minor or major component of meaning;
consequently, the knowledge of basis meaning can make easier the understand-
ing and retaining of the terminus technicus.

In the last analysis, for scientific terms, especially, if they are native words, but
many times for the caiques as well (first of all, for caique neologisms), it is also
appropriate to cite S. Ullmann’s opinion (432, p. 307): “Each language is
characterized by certain idiosyncratic tendencies, such as the predominance of
conventional or motivated words or the ratio of particular and generic terms.”

It being thus, it seems natural that several linguists propose to study
“monosemes” rather than words in the strict sense, such as A. A. Ufimceva
(431), A. L. Pumpjanskij (352), etc. (By the way, “monoseme” is Zvegincev’s
term (465) meaning a ‘minimal semantic unit’). — A. M. Rot (368, pp. 339-457)
enumerates a number of Russian-Hungarian caiques which have come about as
a result of the post-war connections between the two languages, such as Hung.
élharcos ~ Russ, nepegoBoi 6opel, Hung, békeharc ~ Russ, 6opbba 3a mup,
Hung, partaktiva ~ Russ, napTuiiHbli aktue and similar ones.

As the number of loanwords of Slavic origin is rather high in almost all these
categories, the creation of caiques in Hungarian can be supposed “a fortiori”.
The historical circumstances, the manyfold connections and blending of the
Hungarians and several Slav peoples render the caique character of the 300
Hungarian words, examined in L. Kiss’s essay, very probable (218).

J. Vas also dealt with the origin of our feast names (441), pointing out a
number of caique connections between Hungarian and other languages (Latin,
Greek, Old Slavic, other Slavonic languages, Old Turkic, Iranian, Caucasian,
etc.). He especially means the Slavic mgsopustb that, according to the well-
known Hungarian linguist, Zs. Simonvi, is the calaue of Italian carne-vale
(earlier, maybe, carne levare); the Slavic caique was briefly used as pust ‘leave’
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that influenced also the Serbo-Croatian name of Pascha: vuzem instead of the
longer meso-vuzem. For meso-pust, the Hungarian language has preserved the
longer hus-hagyd, and for Easter, similarly, the longer HUs-vét (meso-vuzem). —
Besides, the study of J. Vas also points out a great number of connections among
the other European languages (441).

Relating to Mediaeval Hungarian, it isJ. Harmatta (166) who cites interesting
Hungarianisms in our Latin chronicles, thus e.g.: nomen bonum accipere ~ j6
nevet venni, ‘to take a good name’; nasci in mundum ~ a vilagra sziletni ‘to be
bom into the world’; magnum aldumas (\)fecerunt ~ nagy aldomast tettek ‘they
made a great feast’ where aldumas is the Hungarian name of a heathen festival,
sacrifice and banquet, now used in a profane sense: aldomas ‘drink, toast’.

In other articles L. Kiss (218) provides some other valuable data about
Hungarian-Slavic linguistic interference. This work deals, first of all, with Slavic
caiques in Hungarian, so it draws our attention to some very interesting loan
translations as well, thus e.g.: Czech obchoditi ~ Hung, kereskedni ‘to trade, to
be in business’, but word for word: ‘to walk round’, though the Hungarian verb
was generally considered to be a derivate of the simpler verb keresni ‘to seek’
(and this latter, a derivate of the simple verb kérni ‘to ask for’). Similarly,
Slovenian glavnik ~ Hung, fésd ‘comb’ seem to be caiques because the
Hungarian word may be a derivation from the noun fé ‘head’, resembling the
Slovenian derivation from the noun glava ‘head’. The Old Hungarianfémeredek
’headlong, head first’ also seems to have been established under the direct
influence of Serbo-Croatian strmoglav. These caiques also show the wide range
of South-East European linguistic interference.

Generally speaking, Golovin’s assertion (133, p. 21) is true for every language,
who points out that a word usually incorporates two or three types of its
meanings, but in speech only one is manifested, and the others remain in the
background; most frequently the object meanings are manifested. Of course, in
the case of loan meanings, it is often the secondary, transferred meaning which
is borrowed.

To conclude this chapter, I should like to cite S. Ullmann’s brilliant summary
of meaning (432, p. 137): “The various semantic factors are indissolubly
intermixed: conventionality and motivation, onomatopoeia and popular
etymology, emotive meaning, synonymy, polysemy and homonymy form one
organic whole, a unique dosage and a precarious equilibrium, found nowhere
else—and, transcending the boundaries of language [these semantic factors are
also interlinked] with the general athmosphere, cultural aspirations and moral
outlook, peculiar to the age.”
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Proposed terms for caique types

The terms for caique types | propose are based on a terminology of Neo- Latin
and Greek origin which has been used by most authors on the subject, and on
which sometimes the non-Neo-Latin languages also drew for their terms, and
which appears most usable (applicable or translatable) from an international
point of view. Although the very precise German and English technical terms, in
my opinion, can be rendered into other languages, by means of “décalquage”,
instead of the terms “Lehnbildung” or “loan translation” it would be more
convenient to see the French term caique (and its Italian and Spanish parallel
“calco”), English “caique” or “calk” that has found its way into several Slavic
languages (Russian, Bulgarian, Ukrainian, etc.) as well, as is used by many other
languages as a linguistic term. The original meaning of the Neo-Latin word is
‘copy, imitation’, and this appears to be a better starting point than the terms
formed by means of compounds or phrases from the verbs “to loan” or “to
borrow”, as evidenced by the fact of the existence of caique neologisms and the
“literary loan use” (“literarische Lehngebrauch”, the term applied by E.
Martins (269). In Hungarian we apply the term “ttukoérforditas”, word for word:
‘mirror translation’, because the caique is, in one way or another, a ‘reflection’,
in a ‘mirror’ of the internal form or of the meaning of the alien word model;
sometimes the international term is also used, the Hungarianized form being
“kalk”.

All the authors reviewed contributed something to the understanding of
caique types, and the marking out of the main lines of research and the
ascertaining of some problems of detail. In their terminologies, however, there is
no perfect agreement in every respect, therefore we find it reasonable to use the
term “caique” in the sense used by Betz, Schumann and Martins (although the
latter’s “literarischer Lehngebrauch” will not be employed in this study). The
other authors’ terms might be used occasionally to express nuances. (This refers,
first of all, to Haugen’s and Rot’s terminology.) At the same time | wish to state
that I do not consider Betz’s and Schumann’s definitions of the semantic caique
that they call “Lehnbedeutung” incorrect; obviously, “loan meaning” for them
does not mean that the connection of meaning with that of the foreign model is
present exclusively in this type, but that this is the very type of caique which
shows the single characteristic feature of identity of a special meaning, since the
semantic caique in the adopting language takes over a special sense from the
model word of the language of origin that had not existed in the corresponding
word of the adopting language.

a) The term caique, as it is international, could be retained as a collective
noun for the designation of all loan translation phenomena, labelled
“Lehnpréagungen” (‘loan stampings’, ‘loan types’) by Betz. This concept
excludes simple translations, borrowings, loanwords and alien words, and
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popular etymologies (though some types of the latter categories border on the
concept of caique).

b) The term realstructural caique could be applied to denote perhaps the most
striking type of caiques, named “Lehnibersetzung” by Betz and called “not
caique” in French; in English it is often referred to as “loan translation”. The
term | propose would be convenient because the name would indicate the fact of
part for part translation. This type may be either a compound or derived word,
e.9. oXiyOuotos ~ MoBAIb “pusillanimous’, yvcogtés ~ 3HACMBL ‘known’.

c) From among the terms semicaiques or partial translation loanwords, the
first type is already used in Russian (nonyicanbKa) and Romanian (semicalc). It
may be used to denote not only single words, but also word groups and phrases
(e.g. Hungarian pechje van ‘he is down on his luck’ on the basis of German er hat
Pech ‘idem’. A typical Greek-Old Slavic hémicalque or semicaique (I recommend
these terms similarly to nonykiinbka) is the above-mentioned 3eooTuyp<; ~
norocturb ‘who hates God’, ‘God-hater’. Betz used the term Teillehnwort ‘partial
loanword’ for this category, and later he considered them simple loanwords. In
my opinion, they may be regarded rather as caiques.

I do not consider correct the term “hybride Bildung” or “caique hybride”
proposed by Jagic for this category; these names are rather more suitable for the
variations called “Lehnschépfung” by Betz and “Lehngliedzusatz” by Schu-
mann. In other words, the reference “hybridity” does not seem lucky, because it
may be due to widely divergent reasons and may appear in very different ways.
The semicaique, similarly to the real structural caique, may be either acompound
or a derived word.

d) The above-mentioned categories, regarded as *“Lehnschopfung” by
Schumann (indicating also Bally’s words with a “detail surajouté”) may be
denominated caique neologisms, or, eventually, pseudocaiques (in my opinion,
the first term is more usual and more precise). The category called
“Lehnubertragung” by Betz and Schumann alike, also belong to caique
neologisms. The three groups have it in common that the interpreter had to
create a new word by composition or derivation, in order to translate the word of
the original language, but the new word in the adopting language does not
correspond to its model part for part, although the model is reproduced in a
strikingly powerful way. Such caique neologisms are, e.g.: 6 baoxenp”™ ~
nvmem (I *hypocrite’, Ta a”mpa ~ on(ckekvibM ‘azymous bread’, 6 01ko8ecncOTr|<;
(avileamoq) ~ nowkuTb (Wiokbkb) ‘landlord’, etc.

Since these loan translations are, in a strict sense, neither real structural
caiques nor semantic ones, the term pseudocaique could also be applied and in
the case of “Lehngliedzusatz” and “détail surajouté” the term calquoide also
seems to be applicable. (These terms, however, would be serviceable for all
caique neologisms and often for popular etymologies as well, therefore they will
not be used in this work.)
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e) For words, the existence of which in the adopting language, before the
connection with the language of origin, may be assumed or proved but which
took over a special secondary meaning from foreign word models, a meaning
which had been unknown earlier in the adopting language, Betz and Schumann
apply the term “Lehnbedeutung”; in my opinion, they may be properly called
semantic caiques.

f) For reproducing foreign word groups and phrases by means of loan
translation some word groups and phrases may be established in the adopting
language es well. Betz presents them as “Lehnwendungen”, the English and
French authors know as “phraseological loan translations”, “caiques
phraséologiques”. These solutions are well-applicable in English as phraseo-
logical caiques. (In Hungarian: tukérkifejezés ‘mirror expression’).

g) Itis natural that there are not only words and phrases to be reproduced part
for part, but sometimes entire syntactic structures and, more scarcely,
morphological declensions and conjugation) phenomena also appear in a
calque-like fashion. These could be designated es syntactic or morphological
caiques, respectively.

h) In examining the material I am concerned with the archaic Old Slavic
gospel texts, | dealt with strictly lexicological phenomena only, the examination
of grammatical or stylistical “décalquage™ fell outside the scope of this work.
Similarly, I did not deal with parallel compounds, derivates or phrases which,
taking history into account, cannot be considered loan translations. If such a
linguistic phenomenon is accidentally touched upon, the term phenomenological
caique (German “Scheincalque”, Hungarian “latszattikdrsz6” ‘apparent loan
translation’) will be applied.

TEXTS AND METHODS APPLIED IN EXAMINING LOAN TRANSLATIONS

Entering now upon the extensive investigation which forms the backbone of this
work, something should be said about its method and arrangement, although
certain problems were touched upon in earlier chapters, especially the question
ofthe Greek Latin-O'.d Slavic critical apparatus and the terminology of caiques
I intend to use. Here | only wish to make the following additional remarks:

a) As mentioned above, the Old Slavic passages were mostly taken from
Jagic’s Zographus text and his comparative edition of Marianus. After the
Greek and Old Slavic citations, their English translations will be given, not from
a traditional Bible edition but on the basis of modern, exegetic explanations. J.
Kurz’s edition of the Assemani (237) also proved to be a valuable source.

b) The Greek texts were taken from Nestle’s (313) edition (considering also
Merk’s text (283).
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c) As for the other gospel texts, in the case of caiques the text of the Kralice
Bible also provides a lot of very interesting parallel solutions, in its more recent
edition as well. The title page of the latest edition, which has a Modern Czech
character, also refers to the 1613 edition; this was used by the British and
Foreign Bible Society (44) as well.

d) For the sake of comparison, we sometimes looked up the passages in
guestion in a Lutheran German edition, too (43), as it exerted certain influence
on the Czech texts, and the Sorbian ones, even more. This is well-illustrated by
Miklawus Jakubica’s (Kubike or Kubke?) Low Sorbian translation (Das
niedersorbische Testament des Miklawus Jakubica 1548. Hgb. von Heinz
Schuster-Sewc, Berlin, 1967) that was prepared, on the base of an early copy of
Luther’s German text, in a transitory High Sorbian-Low Sorbian language, full
of Czech loanwords. Caused by its place of origin Lubanica (Laubnitz) it may be
supposed that Jakubica’s Eastern Low Sorbian dialect was influenced by Polish
and Polabian elements as well. The Latinisms of the translation date back to the
Czech source following truly many loci of the Vulgata. (Op. cit., pp. VII—
XXIV and XXXI—XLIII; K. Horéalek: Uvod do studia slovanskych jazikdi.
Prague, 1966.)

e) On the basis of Blahoslav’s translation (made in 1564) another Czech
version with some Western Slovak features appeared in Bratislava (Preburg,
Pozsony), 1786 (320), the Old and New Testament together “in a carefully
revised new edition” as the title page says.

f) Much nearer to the OId Slavic (or Church Slavic) texts than the Czech texts
is, of course, a recent Russian translation which appeared in Stockholm in 1960
(49). Its orthography follows the pre-1917 norm; its wording, although
modernized, corresponds to the “Russko-Slavjanskij” ecclesiastic style. As a
Protestant edition, it was influenced, in the last analysis, by the German text of
Luther’s translation (of course, the occasional mediation of English and Swedish
may be possible!

g) The Gothic references have been taken from the Heyne Stamm edition
(176), and from Streitberg’s text (394).

h) For the Latin passages Merk’s bilingual (Greek-Latin) edition (283) was
used, together with the modern Latin version of Colunga and Turrado,
published in Madrid, 1965 (48) that renders the Vulgata text, corrected on the
basis of the Hebrew and Greek originals.

i) The citations have been translated into English. | took the traditional style
of English gospel texts into consideration, nevertheless | chose a somewhat
“eclectic” way of translating in order to get as near as possible to the original
sense of the Greek and Old Slavic texts.

j) In making references to Romanian, Albanian and Hungarian translations,
it was not the question of immediate sources | was examining but linguistic
parallelisms. The determination of the relation of cause and effect would require
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a long series of studies, therefore I did not follow the methods of Jagic, Vajs or
Horalek in these cases but the method of Papahagi and Andriotis. It means that
I endeavoured, first of all, to show the parallels appearing in the South-East
European linguistic geographical environment, but where it was possible I also
touched upon the other texts in certain cases. Generally, in the case of these
languages | contented myself with later translations without *“lectiones
variantes”, the main requirement being that these translations should be based,
if possible, on the Greek text.

k) One of the Romanian translations used is that of Nicolae, a Romanian
Orthodox bishop (319). In the epilogue he relates that he had examined a
number of Romanian and other translations, and it was the translation of
Nicodim patriarch and Gala Galaction that he primarily followed. Where the
text seemed to be ambiguous, he consulted the Greek original. Besides Nicolae’s
translation the Cyrillic Romanian text of Samuil Micu-Clain (46) was also taken
into consideration, which the author dedicated to Joan Bob, bishop and
metropolitan of Blaj (Baldzsfalva) and F&géras (Fogaras). As the author’s
preface (kbT|rb yetuTcyto T o the Reader’) shows, he translated the Bible from
Greek because of the exhaustion of the Romanian translation of 1688. As a
member of the “Latinistic triad” and a Greek-Uniate priest, he also had to take
the Vulgata into consideration and, on the other hand, the established
Romanian linguistic traditions. In Romanian, Old Slavic and Middle Bulgarian
played the same role as Latin in the Western European languages, and what is
more, in Transylvania he had to make allowance for a great number of
Hungarian loanwords, too. The double title of its work, B \geKb
N8MH«enckb c«()bIMm8p> bears the marks of this duality which caracterizes the
Latinistic direction of Micu-Clain and his spiritual fellows.

In addition to these, sometimes two facsimile editions were also used for
comparison, namely those of the Core$i Gospel (97) and the Evangheliar of Sibiu
(Hermannstadt, Nagyszeben) (339). To the former, the introductorv essav was
written by Florica Dimitrescu; to the latter Pro! Acad. E. Petrovici wrote the
philological introduction, and L. Demény the historical one.

In Petrovici’s opinion, the Evangheliar of Sibiu is independent of Corel’s
translation, and it is much later than the Bible published in Brasov (Kronstadt,
Brassd). The Sibiu edition, as its language indicates, was probably translated by
a Moldavian team of ecclesiastical translators. It should be noted here that
Ferenc Hervay’s essay (173—4) contain a number of valuable data tables related
to both gospel editions and generally, about Transylvanian and Wallachian
Cyrillic-letter manuscripts of the 16th century; he also establishes the fact that
Core$i and his son, Serban, and the Dyak (‘student, cleric’) Lawrence
pursued their typographic activity in Bra$ov and Alba Julia (Gyulafehérvar),
independently of Magister Fuldp’s (Philip) printing work in Sibiu, though both
of them manifest a Church Slavic and Romano-Orthodox character.
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1) The Albanian text | used was an edition with the title Dhiata & Ré (New
Testament) (92). As the French handwritten note on page 399 shows, it must
have been published before 1939; its orthography also suggests the period
between 1920-1940. It is not a Catholic edition (it presents tne text without
commentaries, and in Mt 6,13 the Lord’s Prayer ends with the ancient marginal
doxology, used before the Second Vatican Synod by the Protestants only). The
outer typographic form of the booklet also suggests an edition of the British and
Foreign Bible Society, and these publications are often the revisions of earlier
translations, by comparison with the original Greek.

m) The Hungarian parallels were taken from the so-called Vizsoly Bible,
Gaspar Karoli’s translation (1590) (204), from this “translation of clear delivery
and of true Hungarian style” as Prof. R. Szentivanyi, a Catholic exegetist
characterized this Protestant translation, without any religious prejudice (405, p.
389). The Hungarian Medieval Catholic codices translated the Holy Scripture
from the Vulgata, and the early reformers (before Karoli) made more use of
Erasmus’ Latin text than of his Greek Bible edition (which was also
reconstructed in some places on the basis of Latin). Karoli also used the Vulgata
editions for his Bible translation but he took the Hebrew and Greek texts for his
basis. (Lajos Dézsi describes the difficulties Karoli faced in translating, namely
that he was an old man when he undertook this immense work; the printer did
not know Hungarian well; later publishers could not eliminate all the errata,
caused by these circumstances, and misprints crept in even at later dates.)
Nevertheless, Hungarian Protestants have continued to use this translation with
only slight modifications up to the present day; its language, similarly to the
works of this near-coeval, Cardinal Pazmany, exerted an enormous influence on
the development of Hungarian prosaic style from the polemists of the
Reformation and Counter-Reformation even to Endre Ady and other
Hungarian poets and writers of the 20th century. For such reasons | use Karoli’s
translation when quoting Hungarian passages, but its 1912 and 1948 editions,
which are easier to read. The latter was revised on the basis of the Greek text.

I also take into consideration the recent Catholic editions, thus, first of all, the
Hungarian translation of Gellért Békés and Patrik Dalos (36), and the edition of
1973. As it is read in their Preface, the translation was prepared from the critical
Greek text of Merk (6th edition) but it also states the variant readings of the
Vulgata in parentheses or as a footnote. The parts with an inherent rhythm were
given a poetical form for, and the psalterial concordances were based upon
Sandor Sik’s translations of the psalms in verse. In certain cases to supplement
Karoli’s text, 1 also refer to the Hungarian codices from the Middle Ages and to
our printed translations from the Early Modern Age, first of all, the Catholic
translation of Gydrgy Kaldi S. J. (1626) rewritten by Béla Tarkanyi (1862-1865)
and later by Istvan Székely and his co-workers (1927-1934), revised on the basis
of the Hebrew and Greek original texts (403). (In 1981 a new Catholic edition of
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the New Testament appeared in Budapest, translated and explained by Ferenc
Gal and Istvan Kosztolanyi.)

n) In the analysis we also examine how the OIld Slavic ways of expression
considered to be loan translations appear in other Slavic languages. Therefore
we look at the correspondents or substitutions if they are of interest, of Old
Slavic words and phrases in the major living Slavic languages (Bulgarian. Serbo-
Croatian, Macedonian, Russian, Ukrainian, Czech, Slovak, Polish, Low and
High Sorbian).

0) The most reasonable procedure seems to be to enumerate the Old Slavic
loan translations in alphabetical order with the aforesaid data (and naturally

indicating the loci of occurrence), thus the central part of the work may be used
as a dictionary, too.

p) As it is a textual examination, the inductive method is followed, i.e. it is
only at the end of the entries, after supplying the above-mentioned data, that we
attempt the classification of the OId Slavic caiques of Greek origin into groups
according to the mode of derivation, the denotative meaning and part of speech,
in order to draw the obvious or probably final conclusions.
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PART TWO

THE REFLECTION

OF THE GREEK VOCABULARY
IN THE CALQUES
OF THE OLD SLAVIC GOSPELS

GLOSSARY ENTRIES
=X
A

1 AxreHve ~ f] atvaSetu;, f| OTixaala

‘appearance, apparition’. Lu 1,80: Kai flv év xaiq éenpou ecoq f]liéeaq
avadei~ecix; atixoij nQOqg x6v ’laga™T.. ~ i kh kenovcThitficXb- 10 AKHC Ax/TeHbl.
cKoero Kb k. ‘and He was in the deserts till the day of his appearance before
Israel’. Lu 24,23: «.i Onxaaiav byyrXw éiogakEvat, ~ 1 BKENke axs,
kmgskbwa. ‘. ..and the vision of Angels they saw...’ Its best-known form is:
akneHve. In other Old Slavic texts this word corresponds to the Greek énupaveia,
arcoBeic,ic;, 6papa and Jeaua as well. Its caique compositum is KorcHAwEWE ~
©eotpaveia ("Em«pdveia) (i.e. the feast named ‘Twelfthday”).

The Latin text, in accordance with the Greek, employs the nouns ostensio and
visio. In the Gothic texts the former citation exists only, with the compound un-
taikneina which is the precise reflection of avaseil;i<;. Luther’s text applies the
deverbal Erscheinung here.

In the later Church Slavic texts its synonyms also appear as iioiakainhi,
oTbK(rbITKC, KMAVHLLE, Mpunblive and noxoxgeHue. In the Kralice Bible zjeveni and
videni can be found, respectively; in the Russian texts the form asneHue has
survived.

The Romanian text uses the deverbal noun ardtare — originally an infinitive
with the meaning ‘to ostend’, ‘appearance’, in the former case; in the latter,
Bishop Nicolae freely uses a verb instead of the noun again, but S. Micu-Clain
applies the word-for-word interpretation kugep, similarly to the Core$i Gospel
where the noun ivire (the original infinitive of a verb meaning ‘to show’)
is used.

As to the Albanian text, a verbal construction ge dote deftehej can be found
there in Lu 1,80; in the verse Lu 1,80 the neutral form of the perfective participle
is used from the verb dukem, ‘to seem’: te-dukur ~ xb écliQapévov ‘the seen
(matter)’.
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The Hungarian translations also use a verbal construction in Lu 1,80, while in
Lu 24,23 we find the verbal noun jelenés ‘apparition, vision’.

Other Slavic etymological relations of the Old Slavic nknerve (Mxwme) are: B.
ABNEHME, ABABaHe ‘vision, appearance’; Russ, aBnéHue; Sr.-Cr. jae.nbdHhe
‘greeting’, alsojaen>eH>e; Cz. (jév); Sik. (javjavo); P. (jaw ‘sunshine, daytime’,
jawnosc ‘publicity’); M. ()aBka ‘secret meeting place’); H.So. (jewisco ‘stage’),
(zjewjenje ‘phenomenon’), (widzanje ‘sight’); L.So. (jawny ‘clear’) (wizenje
‘vision’), UKr. sBneHus.

— Real structural caique.

2. (Kb) NKreHuc NpugeTs ~ eiq cpavegdv éndn (fiX.9ev)

‘to come to light’. Lu 8,17: ... oi>5e 4tOKQbxpov & 06 pf| yvcoaOfj Kai etc;
cpavegov cXOqg. ~ HM OyTXebIO &%E nc KKAETH nosHkbio I kb JIKIEHVE MPUAETD. “... Nor
a hidden thing that should not be known and come to light’. Similar locus: Me 4,
22. Its more familiar form was: Kb HCKeHVe MPULETb.

The Latin text applies the locution inpalam veniat; in the Gothic we can find
the phrase in sve-kun pamma gimait which — in contrast to the Latin, but
somewhat similarly to the Old Slavic—seems to be an independent creation of
the translator.

In the later Church Slavic texts we find 3bTbH'bIMb CT/ITU, 08B« H1 HCKBMOCTb
npuHect as well.

In the Kralice Bible this is interpreted with a similar expression na svetlo vyjlti,
while in the Russian translation a reflexive verb, o6HapyxmBaTbca ‘to get
manifest” appears.

The Romanian texts present the idioms si sa nu iasa la aratare and cb HA ble M
BPLTHPL ‘that should not come to ostension’. Both of them show a relation to the
Greek text, and, to some extent, to the Old Slavic and Latin texts, too; just as the
Albanian solution e tre dale parfaqe. In the Hungarian, the translation of Karoli
applies the beautiful but now obsolete expression vilagra kelni ‘to come to light’,
but in its later version the negative locution vilagra nejéne ‘that should not come
to light’ was used.

Expressions similar to Old Slavic can be found in other Slavic languages, too,
e.g. Sik. vyjst’' najavo; L.So. naswétlo (ne) psizo; Cz. vyjlti na svetlo; P. wyjsc na
jaw; Sr.-Cr. m3itiiin Ha Buaeno; H.So. jasnic so ‘to come to light’.

It is conspicuous, however, that in all these constructions a prefix expressing
withdrawal is involved, while the Old Slavic verb is composed with the prefix
expressing approaching npu-, evidently from the standpoint of the speaker and,
at the same time, for a more accurate reproduction of the simple Greek verbal
form. In the above-mentioned non-Slavic examples we also find the concept of
approaching for the translation of the Greek verb, and not that of withdrawal,
or going out, just as in Luther’s German text the expression an Tag kommen
renders the original Greek.
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It may also be noted that the Codex Marianus shows the form -6krenve in this
phrase, but in the other texts the way of writing xkneHve is found, except the
Savvina Kniga which also presents the depalatalized (but in a different way)
form TBeHe. In the later Church Slavic texts the palatalized way of writing
(nkneHyK is general.

— Phraseological caique.

3. Be(3)3xKoHVEe ~ ( avopia

‘unlawfulness, crime’. The Old Slavic word serves in other texts for reproducing
the Greek nouns napavopia, avopr|pa, ioelReia, buCTOEeia and 5uaoelr|pa,
too; later also avxivopia and n3Etopck; occur. Mt7,23: ... dutoxtoeette 6lk £pou
oi égyai”™Opevoi xqv atvopiav; ~ O0TMAWNTE OTb MeHe NMNXMUUTT BE3XKOHME.
‘...Get ye from me who are doing the unlawfulness’.

This locus, essentially, is a reference to Psalm 6,9 which reads in the
Septuaginta as follows: 1i80orr|T£ i.n époG rtaviteg oi égya”dpEvoi xqv atvopiav
~ UKTBNiiTe © MeHe KM Troliaul 1 KessnkoHu (Church Slavic of Russian
redaction). ‘Go away hence, all of ye, who are doing the unlawfulness’. Similar
loci: Mt 23, 28; 24, 12; 13, 41. In the translation of this latter there stands
Ke(3)3xKoHeHVe in the Marianus (see there). i

In the Kralice Bible we read the similar noun compositum nepravost; in the
Russian text the word 6e33akoHune has survived.

(It does not seem to be accidental that all the quoted loci are taken from St.
Matthew’s Gospel, since the author’s apparent purpose was to present Jesus
Christ as the accomplisher of the Mosaic Law, the Torah. It is the same gospel
where most Hebraisms and Aramaisms can be found. Therefore, a number of
scholars, especially Catholic theologians, have thought St. Matthew’s present
Gospel text to be a Greek translation of an earlier but now lost Aramean text, or
a compilation of this “archi-Matthew’s” and the Mark’s Gospel.)

The Greek word atvopia is the reproduction of the Hebrew noun ilVIS ,cf. Ps
119,3: of) yétp oi épya’dpevoi tr|v atvopiav ev ztxlg 650i<; OO énoQEU9goaty ~
He KO KessXKoH?A, KY rSTOXY. erd x°AUinha (Church Slavic) ~
:pVvn fonia YK ‘because those who are doing the
unlawfulness, did not walk in His ways’.

The general interpretation of this Hebrew word, in our days, seems to be: ‘a
wrong deed, unlawfulness’. The objective equivalent of the Hebrew word,
consequently, is a privative noun in Greek, and accordingly, it was reproduced
by the Old Slavic interpreter with a privative compound word, consisting of the
privative ko3- prefix and the noun 3xkoH7> and provided with the abstract or
collective suffix -ve.
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In the later Church Slavic text Be3BoXMe, N"TUKO3XKOHKHOCTK and He3/IKOHbHOCTb
also occur.

The Latin texts interpret it by means of the compositum iniquitas which is also
a privative derivation that meant originally ‘unfairness, injustice’.

The Gothic interpreter used a similar composition, un-sibjana, which,
essentially, has the meaning ‘unrest, dissension’, or ‘unfriendliness, unkindli-
ness’. In this case the Latin and Gothic texts applied freer translations than the
Old Slavic did.

Among the Balkanic translations, the Romanian faradelegea, qw(rn ge nmue
composition or syntagm resembles both the Greek and the Old Slavic. In
Albanian the privative pa-nomi corresponding to the Greek txvopia alternates
with the similarly privative pa-udharine corresponding to the Latin iniquitas. In
Hungarian, Gaspar Karoli’s texts use the word alnoksag ‘perfidy’ mostly, but in
some cases there are solutions such as b(in ‘sin’, torvényellenes b(in ‘sin against the
law’, gonosztevés ‘wicked deed’, and only very seldom the word-for-word
privative compositum térvénytelenség ‘unlawfulness’. This fact indicates that
Karoli followed the earlier established ways of Hungarian translation, based on
the translation of the Vulgata, therefore he was not compelled to face the
problem of literal translation of the Greek atvopia.

The single 3 of Be3xkoHve corresponds to both the Proto-Slavic and Old Slavic
phonetic laws, but the later Bulgarian, Russian and Ukrainian redactions of
Church Slavic restituted the etymological form with a double 33 in BC3-31KOHME.

The word can be found in the Southern and Eastern Slavic languages, as a
rule, in this same form or with cognate affixes, while in the Western Slavic
languages it was only used in earlier times; the recent forms employ the prefix He-,
or other ways of reproduction. In details: B. 6e33akoHue (6€33aK6HCTBO,
6e33aKkoHLMHA. HeE3AKOHHOCr); Sr.-Cr. 6e36korbe (HE3aKOH>€); Russ, 6e33aKoHMe
(6e33aKOHHOCTb, 6e33aK6HLIMHA, He3aKOHHOCTb); UKr. 6e33akoHus (Hesa-
KOHLICTL); M. 6e33aKOHeH; Cz. (bezdkonnost, nezdkonnost); Sik. (nezakon-
nost'); P. (bezzakonnosc, bezzakonstwo (obsolete forms; nowadays mostly:
bezprawie, nieprawnosc); L.So. (njezakonski), (njepsawdosc); H.So. (bjezza-
konski, njezakonski).

It is well-known that in the Southern (and Eastern) Slavic the Bes3-
compositions are more genuine than the He- compounds, and they are more
precise reflections of the Greek original; the He- forms, however, seem to have
been of a more popular character. The Western Slavic ne- forms go back,
supposably, to the Czech-Moravian, and they were probably Moravianisms in
the archaic OId Slavic texts, too. Besides, most of the ne- composita in the
Czech language are not inherited from OId Slavic but, just as the similar High
Sorbian and Polish words, they were quasi-restored in the 14th century,
patterned after the Moravianisms of Old Slavic. Among similar derivata, the
Russian -bcTBO- and -wmHa-suffixed nouns developed into popular forms from
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Old Slavic suffixes. The difference between the Be3- and He- forms consisted,
essentially, in the same distinction that appears e.g. between the German word
Gesetzlosigkeit ‘unlawfulness’ and Widergesetzlichkeit’, ‘contrariety to law’;
besides, Luther’s translation applies the word Unrecht ‘unlawfulness’ in this
sense.

— Real structural caique.

4. Be(3)3nIKOHeHMe ~ ( acvopia, (cf. Be(3)3KOHVE)

‘unlawfulness, sin’. In other Old Slavic texts it is used for translating the Greek
avopripa as well. In the gospel texts it is exclusively in Mt 13, 41, in the text of
Codex Marianus: Kai cmHi”~oumv i Tpc; pamtaiaq aircoC Ttavra Ta cncavSaXa
Kai Toliq Ttoiouvraq Tpy avopiav ~ i CbBEPTDH OTb LYPCTKA-K €10 Kica crAMawsb i
TKop.1|1AGH Be3nKoHeHVe. ‘and they will gather all the misdeeds and those who do
the unlawfulness from His kingdom’.

In other codices BesnkoHve can be found, as e.g. in the Zographus: i cbBepXTb
0Tb NjKNU ero reca ckxhauaw | thoaiiitaia Be3/IkoHWe- This word is mentioned by
Jagic as well (187, p. 282), without explaining its causes. 11seems plausible that it
was the copyist’s “lapsus calami”. Maybe, it has come into being under the
influence of the double hn of the noun ke3(3)nKkoHBHWKL and the deverbal abstract
noun suffix -eHve added to the pass.part.perf. stem of a supposable verb,
*B0(3)31KOHUTH; cf. Ke(3)3MKOMOKI/I-M ~ &vopéio. In the Psalterium Sinaiticum we
find this noun in the form BesnkoHBHMK as well, Ps 102,3.

— Real structural caique.

5. 6osaxoHbHVKb ~ (O) dtvopoi;
‘unlawful (person), sinner’. Me 15,28: Kai ueta avépcov éX.oyio9p. ~ | cb
BO3KOHBHVKOM/1. NPpuUYbTeHb rii. ‘and He was counted among the unlawful men’.

It seems possible that the Greek word also alludes to the heathen Semitic god
Belial that was interpreted by popular etymology, in Hebrew and Aramaic as
‘without law’. Originally it meant, probably, ‘my Lord is God’.

In Lu 22,37 the translator’s exquisiteness reproduced the Greek text, wholly
identical with the former, as follows: exe 1 4b Be3"KOHKHUKN! KbMUHU ca, i.e. with
the aoristos form of the synonymic verb kem6HuTh ca instead of the compound
praeteritum perfectum M(>uusTeHb 61| of the verb npuuketw.

It is striking that two different verbs are used for interpreting two identical
loci, but this fact can hardly be brought into connection with the Latin text
which applies deputatus est in Lu 22,37, and reputatus est in Me 15,28 (except 12
codices: O, Ep, G, D, Qs, K, V, T, c. FF, L, 2); In the Latin texts the adjectives
iniquus and iniustus also alternate, but these variations are not parallel with the
variations reputatus-deputatus. So the twofold verbal use of the Old Slavic texts
seems to be caused by the great exquisiteness of style.
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The OIld Slavic noun Bc3nKOHBHUKS is applied, in other texts, for interpreting
the Greek adjectives roxeavopoq, (ixaptmog as well. In the later Church Slavic
texts rynuihumoi, 3bnoguun are also applied.

In these loci the Kralice Bible has the adjective nepravny, the Russian Bible
text the compositum 3noabii, similarly of Church Slavic origin (see there) and
corresponding to the German Ubeltater in Luther’s text (the Stockholmjéan
Russian edition being a Protestant one).

As for the Gothic un-sibjis, it meant originally ‘discordant, quarrelsome’, and
the way of compounding corresponds to the caique translation of atvopia. In the
Romanian texts we can find ceifara-de-lege resulting from the avopia; in the
Albanian, similarly, there is a privative compound té-paudhété.

In Hungarian, Karoli applies the plural forms latrok ‘robbers’ (the Hungarian
lator is, of course, borrowed from the Latin latro) and gonosz emberek ‘wicked
people’, as variations for the Latin adjectives iniquus and iniustus.

The equivalents of the OIld Slavic noun in other Slavic languages are: B.
6e33akoHuAx; Sr.-Cr. ¢ es@KOHUic; Russ, 6e33akoHusAx (6e33akoHHMUa); UKr.
‘idem’; Cz., Sik. bezzakonnik (obsolete); P. bezzakonnik (obsolete); M.
(6e33akoHeH); L.So. bjezzakonoski (obsolete), (gresnik); H.So. (njesprawny
‘unjust, false’, njezakonski ‘unlawful’).

— Real structural caique.

6. BE3KOABHb ~ &vUu5R0Q

‘waterless, dry’. Lu 11,24: ... 5téexet<n St’ &vi5Q(ov toncov, CptoOv éevarcaucnv
~ NNOLAUTb CbKK033; Ke3KogbHb MucTb HUTA nokos. “.. .he is walking through
waterless places, seeking rest’.

In later Church Slavic texts we find the simple adjective coy"cs as well.

In the Latin text the adjective inaquosus can be found, also reflecting the Greek
composition; in the Gothic this locus cannot be found. In Luther’s translation
we read durre Statten ‘dry places’.

The Romanian translations, using the expression fara de apé, [0 \nb,
point, first of all, to Old Slavic because of the basic parallelism of (b 0 ~ Bes-.
The Albanian téthaté means simply ‘dry’, so it is not a caique. Karoli’s
Hungarian translation presents the solutions szaraz ‘dry’, viz nélkil valé ‘being
without water’, this latter may be either a Latin or a Greek caique, or a free
translation by sense.

The Russian Gospel texts use the OIld Slavic word; the Kralice Bible applies
the adjective suchy ‘dry’.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: B. 6e3BogeH; Sr.-Cr.
6é3BofaH; Russ, 6e3BoaHbIN; UKr. 6e3BogHmin; M. 6e3sogeH; Cz. bezvodny; Slk.
bezvodny; P. bezwodny, H.So. bjezwodny (suchi); L.So. suchy (in the older texts
as well).
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— Itis considered a real structural caique, notwithstanding its highly concrete
meaning. In my opinion, this does not seem fully proven, only plausible, as the
concrete meaning could also have established a similar form for itself in Old
Slavic, independently of Greek. On the other hand, the former corresponding
regularly to Greek &v-u8eoq, in the beginning of the Slavic written literature,
weighs very much with the scholars who consider it to be a caique as e.g. Jagic
and, later, K. Schumann.

7. Be3gbHN ~ f| &Buacroq

‘abyss, depth, hell’. Lu 8,31: .. .iva uq éjtixai; alixoiq siq ti)v dcRBoaaov
ameX-Seiv. ~ AX HC MOKC/MTBL Wr> Kb KC3mbK (Tu.4... that He should not send
them to go into the depth’.

The OId Slavic translators apply this composition, in other texts, for rendering
the Greek RuRoq as well, — sometimes in the abstract form Bc3gHUK.

The later Church Slavic texts use the words rmkkuHx, ntorictk as well.

The Latin text adopted the word abyssus from Greek; the Gothic af-grundiisa
good caique neologism foi the Greek, reflecting an outlook slightly different
from that of OId Slavic in this case. In Luther’s translation the denominal die
Tiefe ‘the depth’ occurs.

The Romanian translations apply the adverb adinc as a noun, or the Middle
Bulgarian (Church Slavic) loanword ke3gbHb. The Albanian text reflects, with
its compositum pa-fundjat, either the Greek or Old Slavic forms. Hungarian
mélység ‘depth’is a simple translation, like Luther’s translation in die Tiefe; the
up-to-date Catholic versions use the noun pokol ‘hell’, according to the sense.
(This Hungarian word is of Old Croatian Slovenian origin with the meaning
‘pitch, tar’; ‘hell’; this latter meaning appears later in Bulgarian and Ukrainian
as well.)

In the Russian texts 6e3 fHa or 6e3 gHY occur; we can read (do) propast (-i) in
the Kralice Bible.

The other Slavic word: B. (6e3gbHeH); Sr.-Cr. (683gaHii); (683garbii); Russ,
6e3nHa (6e30HHBIN); Cz. bezedny.bezdenny; Sik. bezdny; P. hezdenny (in older
texts also bezedny and bezdny these latter forms were, probably, more original,
and they, perhaps, together with the Old Slavic word, suggest a possible Proto-
Slavic form, or which seems more probable, Western Slavic words once came
into being as Moravianisms in Old Slavic, and they spread starting out from the
Czech); Ukr. 6e3goHHuMin; M. 6e3goH; L. So. (bzez dna); H.So. (njedodnily
‘baseless’); bjezdno ‘depth’.

— Real structural caique, and, on the other hand, a semantic caique as well.
Its Greek original seems to be a compound from the a- privativum +
UCTCTOg> RBuRdq ‘depth, whirl’. There exists a tentative suggestion that it goes
back, through an Asian Semitic medium, to the Sumerian apsu or abzu that
meant the ‘fresh water of rivers’, in contrast to the Greek meaning of ‘marine
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depth’. If it were so, this would be an interesting example for linguistic change,
caused by the transformation of some potamic cultures into thalattical ones.

But the Old Slavic word can be a real caique in this case, too, as it came into
being on the basis of an etymology believed to be true: for the Slavic interpreters
the possible Semitic or even Sumerian origin of the Greek word could hardly
come into consideration.

Inasmuch as it means, in this relation, ‘the hell’, it is a semantic caique as well,
this secondary meaning being entirely taken over from the Greek context.

8. Be3gbHbL ~ avuSgoc;
(See also Be3KoAbHD)
‘waterless, dry’. Mt 12,43: diéexexai 5i” qoviSqciv XCmeov £t|toiiv avanaomy, Kai
QUX BIQICTKE. ~ MIBQITHL GBb KeTHHVE UFCTV huta mokow, *...he is
walking through waterless places, seeking rest’, and he does not find it. The same
is also in Lu 11,24 (but only in the Zographus), probably, it is a fault of the
copyist.

— Real structural caique.

9. Be3gbHBHL ~ SvuSeoq
(See also Be3KOAKHDB)
‘waterless, dry’. In Lu 11,24 (only in the Nikolja Gospel). The forms Be3gbHb
and Be3gbHN are copying faults which, supposably, came into being by
contamination, and cannot be found in the other Slavic languages.

— Real structural caique.

10. Be3(g)(>n3oym* ~ &oUvEToq
‘unintelligent’. Mt 15,16: axpqv kKal 6ueu &aOVETOi 6oTe; ~ egbHNYe /N Kb
Be3fpb3oyms ecre ‘are ye also unintelligent (for these)?’

In later Church Slavic terms Hep30MBH/1, HECBM/IK/IKHb, CbOM-WICHLLBA/ILLIK
also play role.

The Latin text, similarly to Old Slavic, interprets the Greek verb with sine
intellectu; it was not translated into Gothic.

The Romanian texts show the negatively prefixed caique forms nepriceput and
HO-ruwrersTo()7>, which would correspond to a Middle Bulgarian form Hepnzoymens
rather than to the Greek or Latin words. The Albanian pament corresponds to
the Latin and Old Slavic alike. The Hungarian solution of Gaspar Karoli is
értelem nélkalii.e. ‘without sense’, thus it is probably the result of the Latin sine
intellectu; in the modern Catholic versions we find this locus translated with a
finite verbal construction: Még ti sem értitek? ‘Do ye also not understand it,
either?’

In the Kralice Bible we can see the precise equivalent of Old Slavic (and Latin)
text: bez rozumu. In the Russian text a negatively prefixed participle form:
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HepasymiiTs, corresponding exactly to the Greek atoliveroi; (and—being a
Protestant edition—to the German unverstandig of Luther’s text, too).

The equivalents (adjectives and nouns) of the Old Slavic word in other Slavic
languages: B. (6e3ymeH, 6e3ymel,, 6e3ymMHUK); Sr.-Cr. (6&3ymaH, 6e3yMHUK); M.
(6espasymeH); Russ, (6esymHWMK, 6e3ymHuua, 6esymey, 6e3ymok); UKr.
(6e3ymHmiA, 6esymel); Cz. bezrozumny, (nerozumny); bezrozumu; Sik. (nero-
zumny); L.So. (njerozymny); H.So. (njerozumity, njezrozumny); P.
(nierozumny).

— Real structural caique, originating from a prepositional genitive with an
epenthetical n (a common phonetic phenomenon, in this position, of Germanic
and Slavic languages). Its relation to the other Slavic words is similar to that of
Ke3KoAbHb or bezedny.

11. BesomecTkO ~ fi Avocibeia; (&n Onpatcov)

‘impertinence, insolence, impudence’. Lu 11,8: .. .8ia ye xqv aivaiSeiav a6ToC
8yep&ELL 5ro0el ocnTlh éctalv xgt™ei. ~ nb 31 BE3OMkeTHo €r0° KbCT/IKb A/1CTH ewov
&Ko TPBOYeTH ‘.. . but because of his impudence, after getting up, he will give

him what he wants’.

In the later Church Slavic use BeccTbIIbCTKO, Be30B’V13ve also appear.

In the Latin text the word improbitas can be found; it does not occur in
Gothic. In Luther’s translation we find the attributive expression sein
unverschamtes Geilen ‘his insolent impudence’.

The Romanian texts apply the noun indréazneald that originates from the
reinforcing prefix in and the verb npb3Hn ‘to dare’ of Bulgarian origin, and the
noun obraznicie from the adjective obraznic ‘insolent, rude’ that is also formed
from the Church Slavic loanword oBpB'b ‘face, person’.

In the Albanian the term te-moyturpemeret is composed from the privative
prefix moy and the participle form turpémar ‘ashamed’.

In Hungarian Gaspar Karoli uses the obsolete word szorgalmaztatas
‘intrusion’; in more recent texts tolakodas ‘importunity’ can be found. In the
modern Catholic version of 1967 we can read alkalmatlankodas ‘bothering,
obtrusiveness’ that corresponds best to the context. The Old Slavic word did not
have any immediate influence in these cases, although in general the Old Slavic
words seem to have influenced the Hungarian word stock (see later).

In the Kralice Bible there is a form nezbednost in the cited locus; in the Russian
we see the similar negative composition HeOTCTYMHOCTb.

All these translations are not caiques of the Greek original in a stricter sense
but they are, partly, its simple translations (as the Romanian), or phaenomeno-
logic caiques (as the Latin), and partly, they are caique neologisms established or
motivated by the Greek (as the Old Slavic and perhaps the Albanian). As for the
origin of the Hungarian word, see Lajos Kiss’s books (216, pp. 73-78 and 218,
pp. 165— 166).
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The other Slavic equivalents of the OId Slavic word are: B. 6e30uue,
6e3ounmBocT; 6e36k ‘blind’; Sr.-Cr. 6&304HOCT; 6€304UHIAK, 6E304HaK ‘insolent
man’; 6é3ok ‘blind’; Russ, 6e36ubcTBO ‘insolence’ (Church Slavic word);
6e3okuii ‘blind’, 6esouHiik ‘blind’, 6e30uHDb ‘precipitately’ (Church Slavic
word); Cz. bezoky ‘blind’; SIk. (bezocivost’, bezocnost); P. (bezocnosc ‘infamy,
ignominy’); Ukr. (6e3okuii ‘blind’); M. (6e3oueH); Beloruss. (6i3bokh ‘blind’);
Sin. (bezok ‘blind’, bezocen ‘insolent’), L.So. (njezbednosc ‘insolence’, earlier
word); H.So. njehanbitosc, njehanbiciwOsc.

— Pseudocaique (caique neologism). Inasmuch we consider it a Balkano-
Slavic composition, it can be considered as a semantic caique, too. The influence
of the compound Be3ob<mu is conspicuous which has come through a similar
change of meaning, although it cannot be found in the earlier gospel texts. The
influence shows a “pars pro toto” character: oko, dualis oum ~ ogp\37> “face’.
Naturally, an original "6cs-oxs adjective may also be supposed which can be
found in Slavic languages with the meaning ‘without eyes blind’, and perhaps
there was a contamination whith the words uBcTB, UbcTb as well. Finally, it would
also be possible to speek about a “lapsus formae” or a speculative popular
etymology, too: the segmentation of the Greek atvotiSeoc as av + eiSeia or 6ov+
TSeat instead of the actual dov+ ai'8eiot (av + otiSox;).

The parallelisms with the Hungarian adjectives szemeden ‘blind’ and
szemtelen ‘insolent’, and their derived nouns szemetlenség ‘blindness’ and
szemtelenség ‘insolence’ are conspicuous. The Hungarian adjectives can be
found as early as in the middle of the 16th century (in the New Testament
translations of Johannes Sylvester), but in the meaning ‘insolent’ it also occurs at
the end of the 16th and at the beginning of the 17th century.

In Lajos Kiss’s opinion (216, 218) the Church Slavic words, as “semantic
indicators” or at least, “intensity-reinforcers”, could have promoted the change
of meaning in these Hungarian words. The Old Slavic—and the Hungarian—
word may be related to the Greek 6en’ 6quaxcov construction as well, though the
Etymologic Dictionary of O.N. Trubacev (430) asserts that it was a Proto-Slavic
formation.

12. Bz ®MVH ~ p acpQoolvr), p atvoiot
‘folly, madness’. Me 7,22: ... 6dwaA.Lo<; 7tovr|Q6<;, BlLaccnpripiat, imeRrupavia,
a(pQoolvr|” ~ ok MKEKD XoyncHUC M>AWHH RGoMVIKC “. . .wicked eye, curse,
arrogance, folly...” Lu 6,11: atéroi 6é é&aXpcT3pctay avoiac;, ~ OHU e
Prnbhuwa ca Besoymum ‘... but they were filled with madness.’

In other texts the OIld Slavic word reproduced the Greek words anévota,
rcaQtxvoia, TtaeacpQovia, atyvtopovia, dtyvcopooijvri, paviat, too.

In later Church Slavic we can also read HeCbMbK/IKHBHOCTK, /i0yrocTk as well.

The Latin text applies the interpretations stultitia and insipienta; the Gothic
un-viti and un-frodei. The Old Slav translator, it seems, did not find any essential
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difference between &ctpQocxivr) and &cvoiaso he interpreted them in the same way;
he does not seem to have been influenced by the varying ways of translation of
either the Latin or the Gothic text. Luther’s translation contains the noun
Unvernunft and the adjective unsinnig in these loci.

The Romanian versions use the words nebunia and manie (Micu-Clain applies
HCBYHM in both cases). This original uniformity seems to follow the Old Slavic
Bc3oymuc (or the later Be30oymMKCTKO).

In the Albanian the nouns (marrezi and marri, can be found, derived from the
adjective marre “fool, mad’, so the Albanian solution induces us to remember the
Latin stultitia, although the Albanian nouns and adjective are related in their
basic meaning to the verb marr or merr (Tora, Tané) ‘to take away’.

Karoli’s Hungarian text applied the derived words bolondsag and balgatagsag
‘folly, madness’; in its later version esztelenség ‘nonsense’ can be found; this
word was already used in the Hungarian codices of the 15th century (Jordanszky
C., Erdy C.) and later, as the interpretation of the Latin words imprudentia,
insania, insanitas, vesania, dementia, inconsiderantia. Perhaps the Old Slavic
Bc3oymmc and Be30yMKCTKO, or their other Slavic relations and equivalents could
have exerted an influence on the development of the Hungarian words.

In the Russian text we can read the solutions 6e3ymcTBO, 6bLUeHCTBO; in the
Kralice Bible, however, blaznovstvi and nemoudrost. The German equivalent
Unvernunft may also have exerted a “reinforcing effect” on the Czech and
Russian translations.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: B. 6e3ymue
(6esymcTBO, 6esymwimHa); M. 6esymue; Sr.-Cr. 06éymn>e (6&3ymumua,
6é3ymHoCT); Russ, 6esymune (6e3ymcTBo, 6e3ymuimHa, 6e3ymHocTb); UKr.
6e3ymwicTb; Cz. bezumi (bezumnost); nerozum; Sik. bezumnost'; nerozum,
nerozumnost’; P. (bezumosc, bezumstwo, nierozum); H. So. njerozum; L. So.
(njerozym). The Czech and Polish bez- forms are now obsolete, earlier
transitory Church Slavic influences.

— Real structural caique; it renders the Greek accpgoalvri and acvoia alike.
Its relation to the other Slavic equivalents appears to be partly similar to the
relation of kogbHbL and Be3bHA.

13. B630YMKHb ~ otopQoov
‘Senseless, nonsensical’. Lu 11,40: arpgowec;, 0i>X 6 rcoipoaq to ecoOev Kai To
ECTORev  ért6iT(JB; ~ BC30YMKHM- HC OKE /M €CTb- CHTKOPWTb KKHKLLKHCC t
KbHXTPBH'CC cTkeywn “‘Senseless! Whether not He who created the extrinsic, also
made the intrinsic?” A similar locus: Lu 12, 20.
The OId Slavic adjectives BcaoymkMb and Bc3oymw/IK were applied in other texts,
as translations for the Greek adjectives naQQoopQuov, &cyvebpeov and LaTao<; too.
In later Church Slavic the adjectives HeCAMAKMAKHA, CroyMACBLUK/BLUK(WIA)
also appear.

1



In the Latin we find the adjective stultus; in the Gothic these loci cannot be
found. The Romanian applies the adjective HceBHB, the Albanian the above-
mentioned marre.

The Hungarian text, in Karoli’s translation, has the adjective bolond “fool,
mad’ for reproducing the original, which was probably Latin in this case.

In the Kralice Bible the expected form blGzén is used; in the modern Russian
gospels; HeposyMHbIin and, continuing the Old Slavic, 6e3yMHbIiA.

The other equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: B. 6e3ymeH (cnaboymeH);
M. 6e3ymeH; Sr.-Cr. 683ymMaH (HEpasyMaH); Russ, 6e3yMHbIi (6e3yMIEHHbIN,
6e3ymiimblii, HepasymseHHbIR); Ukr. 6esymHuii (HeposymHuit); Cz. bezumny
(nerozumny); Sik. bezumny (nerozumny); P. (nierozumny); H.So. (njerozumny,
njerozumity); L. So. (njerozymny), blazny.

— Real structural caique.

14. ke3oyMKAb ~ &pQov
(See BC3OYMKbLITY)
‘senseless, nonsensical’. Lu 12,20 (only in the Savvina Kniga).
The Russian 6e3oymnmesblii and the Bulgarian 6esymnns were formed from
this Old Slavic variation with the suffix *-bo.

As for its Slavic and other equivalents, see in the entry for ke3oyMKHb.
m— Real structural caique.

15. kec-neuxm ~ AtpEQipvoq (&Ji£Ri|iveo<;)
‘care-free, safe’. Mt 28,14: «ai spas &/iEQIpvouc; NOrpeTolify. ~ t Kbi BeC MEWyn
CbTKOpMMB. *.. .and we make you care-free’.

In later Church Slavic texts we we read Becrieusub, BCCCKOPBKHO, 100.

The Latin text also presents a privative suffixed adjective: se-curus for
interpreting the Greek original. In the Gothic this locus cannot be found. In
Luther’s translation we find a paraphrase: wir wollen ... schaffen, daf ihr sicher
seyd.

The Romanianfara de grije Ac rpwic shows an OId Slavic influence; the
Albanian moskini is also a privative (or negative) solution. In Hungarian,
Gaspar Karoli used the old adjective batorsagos ‘courageous, safe, care-free’,
but in the modern version we can read a verbal construction: kimentink titeket a
bajbol ‘we shall save you from the danger’.

The Russian text applies a similar solution: H30BHTH 0Tb HENPUATHOCTK; in
the Kralice Bible there also stands bezpecny uciniti ‘to make careless’.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word: B. (6e3néueH); Russ
(6ecnéunbliii); Ukr. (6e3né4HniA, 6e3Typ66THMIA; Cz. (bezpecny), SIk. bezpec-
nostnv); P. (bezpieczny); L.So., H.So. (bjezpiecny, bjez piecza) (obsolete); M.
6e3neyeH; Sr.-Cr. 6écneydaH (obsolete).

82



— Real structural caique. The Slavic equivalents cannot be related directly to
the OId Slavic form but they are mostly its derivatives with the suffix *-no.

16. Be(c)neHkHb ~  &né()ilivo<; (&iegihvox;)
(See Bec-n«wim)
‘care-free, safe’. In Mt 28,14 (only in the Codex Assemani).

From this variant comes the Russian 6ecnevyanbHbiii. As for the Slavic and
non-Slavic equivalents, see the entry for sec-neuxim.

In the later Church Slavic texts this adjective often occurs, and it serves for
interpreting the Greek adjectives 6cngayproy, &Amkof as well.

— Real structural caique.

17. Be(C)ubCTUN ~ &TPo<;

‘despised’. Mt 13,57... oiik eotiv ngodryrry; &Tipo<; ei pf| év Tr| TtocrgiSi ~
H-BCTb pepddd BEUBCTUI TbKMO Kb CKOWB oructwd ‘... there is no prophet
unesteemed, if not in his native country’.

In the Zographus we Find the form BeuscTT, in the Marianus BeKcTUW.
Similar loci: Me 6,4; 12,4.

The OId Slavic composition, and its derivation Bei| ikcTBHT> also reproduce the
Greek negative-suffixed participles f)Tiprlaapévo<;, & ilko9eis,

In later Church Slavic texts HeUKeTBHb, HEMOYKETKHT», HEMOYBTUK7> also occur.

The expression sine honore in Latin is a privative solution resembling the Old
Slavic just as the Gothic un-svers. In Luther’s translation the word weniger is
used, which sounds somewhat euphemistic.

The Kralice Bible presents the prepositional phrase heze cti; in the Russian the
Church Slavic Bes-yectn occurs (a restituted etymological form).

The Romanian texts apply, on one hand, the Latin-like form fara trecere
and, on the other, the Greek-like privative participle form nesocotit, but in Micu-
Clain’s translation the interpretation qyppb usHCTe and HeumcTUTb can be found
(similar to those of Bishop Nicolae).

The Albanian text renders this expression by using the privative pa-udérgim.

Karoli translates this expression into Hungarian by a postpositional noun
tisztesség nélkil (‘without honour’), leaning upon the Vulgata. (In the Roman
Catholic translation of the Greek text: sehol nincs kevesebb becsulete ‘nowhere
has he less appreciation than...’ which is similar to Luther’s translation: gilt
nirgend weniger, denn...

The Other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: B. (6&34bCTeH);
Sr.-Cr. (68wyactaH, Hen6wTeH); M. (6ecuec(T)eH); Russ, (6eCUECTHbIN);
Ukr. (6ecuécHnin); Cz. (bezectny, bezestny, nepocestnv, nepoctivy); Slk. (nepo-
cestny); P. (bezczesny) (obsolete), bezeeny; L. So. (njecesny); H. So.
(njecestny).
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— Real structural caique. Its other Slavic equivalents originate from the form
supplied with the suffix *-no. The Czecz bezectny, and from this, the Polish
bezecny, show an original Western Slavic phonetic change; they were probably
derived from OId Slavic, but independently from the caique discussed above.

18. BegjKCThNIit ~ fycipricrapévoq, pnptopévo;
(See: Be(c)ubcTnn.)

‘despised’. Me. 12,4: .. . kAkeivov /a3o(K>/,r|crayTe<; EKEcpaXLutoaay anccrreTray
aJToV fTigropEVOV ~  LTAOKAVOH/AOML B/KH Lk MICE/ALLA ITTRKAMDV s LOCAWAIA
BELUTLCTLHA ¢ ... and throwing him with stones, wounded him on his head, and

they let him go unesteemed’.

For the Slavic and non-Slavic equivalents, see the entry for BccuscTK.

It is the *-no-suffixed derivate of the above-mentioned caique, and it stands
near to the perf. participle pass, of a verb *Bci|iBcTuTn (cf. B. 6e3uecTs; Russ,
GecyecTnTb; M. BecuecTn).

Its other Slavic equivalents see above.

— Real structural caique.

19-21. 6curragb, BELUTAL, BELUTNABHL ~ aTeKyop
‘childless’. Lu 20,30: ... Kai odroq anéOavev arexvot; ~ t tv. OyMp-BTT,
BelWTALX ¢ “. .. and this also died childless’.

Similar loci: Lu 20,29; 20,30. In the Zographus Lu 20,28 shows the form
BeWTAALHB, and in the Marianus BewTAO™; Lu 20,30: BelUTAAbHbL.

In later Church Slavic texts Be3a-BTbHb also appears.

In the Latin text the prepositional word groups sinefiliis, sinefilio, sine liberis
can be found; in the Gothic the privative composition un-barnahs. All these are
reflections of the Greek compositum; among them the Gothic word is a real
structural caique. Luther’s expression is erblos ‘without heirs, heirless’.

The recent Romanian text uses the praseféaréa copi, but Micu-Clain used dibpb
Ac dryopu; this latter reminds us of the Old Slavic, while the recent translation
seems to imitate the Latin version.

The Albanian translation applies a phrase pa-1éné jemijé ~ filium non
relinquens ‘not leaving a son’.

G. Karoli renders this concept by the phrase magzatok nélkil which seems to
follow the Latin version sine semine. In recent Hungarian translations we can
read utédfok) nélkil i.e. ‘without descendant(s)’. Thus the Hungarian solutions
remind us of Luther’s German translation erblos ‘without heirs’.

The Kralice Bible shows a form bez déti; the Russian translation presents
a relatively later adjective, 6e348THbIN.

The other equivalents of the OIld Slavic word are: B. 6e34égeH; Russ.
6ecuagHblit; Sr.-Cr. 66wveaaH (but this word has a meaning ‘unchaste’ as well);
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M. 6ecueneH; UKr. 6e3arrHuii, 6eannogHmin); Cz. (bezdetny); Sik. (bezdetny,
neplodny); P. (bezdzietny, nieplodny); H.So. (bjezdzécny), L.So. (bjezdzecy).
— Real structural caiques.

22-23. snarokonutu, Bnarouskonutn ~ ei>bokéu) (rMOOKT cTa)

‘to take pleasure in*. Me 1,11: ol el 6 moq pon 6 &yasr|T0<;, év croi £660kr|cTa ~
T7.1 oo eln Md kizHoBAeM » 0TeBT B/UIroKorMyn * 4hou art my Son beloved whom
I found pleasure in’. Similar loci: Mt 3, 17; 12, 18; 5; Lu 3, 22. 12,32.

In later Old Slavic it corresponds to the verb ouveuSokew, t00. In later Church
Slavic texts we find the expressions sa aor(%0y3HATU, 3a snaro npumaTu as Well.

The Latin uses the verb complacere; the Gothic however, applies the locution
vaila ga-leikan that seems to be a real structural caique of the Grek verb, like the
Old Slavic enaro(-us-)xonumn. Luther’s text uses the expression Wohlgefallen
haben feC8oKliav sxeiv ~ complacentiam habere).

The Romanian bine am voit (Nicolae, Micu-Clain: the same) represents a
Graeco Slavic imitation; the Albanian kam-pelqgyere, corresponds rather to the
Latin complacui that it comes from.

Karoli’'s Hungarian translation aims at achieving elegance of style therefore
he varies the solutions megengeszteltettem T have got reconciled’, megnyugod-
tam ‘1 have taken my repose’, megdrvendezteti ‘he has been delighted’, kedvem
tellett ‘I have taken pleasure in’etc., i.e. he translates according to the nuances of
the sense. Nowadays the phrase kedvem tellett ‘I have taken pleasure in’ is most
general in Hungarian, first of all, in the Catholic texts.

The Kralice Bible gives an expression mi se dobre zalibilo; the Russian text
interprets it as Bb KOTOPOMb MOé 6n1arososeLe, similar to Luther's translation:
an dem ich Wohlgefallen habe.

As for Lu 3,22, the archaic texts present the verb snarokonutn, and they do
the same in Lu 1,11 as well, except the Nikolja Gospel where snaronskonutn can
be read; this latter form is applied in ail the codices in the other gospel loci.

Taking into consideration that, from among the deverbal nouns, it is
B/VITOKONenve that seems to be older since Lu 2,12 and 10,21 contain this form in
all the archaic codices, and, as Jagic states, the Epistles and the Psalter also
render this translation in most of the manuscripts (187, p. 282), | think that the
verb snarokonutu preceded snarouskonutu.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic words: B. 6narosons; Sr.-Cr.
6naros6netn; Russ, 6naroBonuTb, 6N1aronsB6AnTb, 6naromsBonATb; UKr.
6narosoniitn; M. 6narosonu; Cz. (byti blahovolnym), Sik. (byt’blahovolnym);
P., H.So.,, L.So. (bye blogowolnym obsolete) miec (Téc), (més) dobre
zbodobanje.

— Real structural caiques, strengthened with the prefix 6naro- which ensures
heavier stress in reproducing the Greek eik K. Schumann (379, p. 14) mentions
it as an example tor his new term “Lehngliedzusatz” which could be named.
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perhaps, in English asa “complemented real structural caique” (cf. also
in Bally’s cited work (21) the “détail surajouté”.

24, kv okorere ~ f) e50Kia

‘benevolence, goodwill’. Lu 2,14: Kai érri y)<; elqtjve] év &vOQcbnoit; Et>50Kia<; ~
i H13eMU bU(Tb * Kb Yit/BYb Bruroka/BHc m“and on the Earth: peace to the people of
goodwill’. Similar locus: Lu 10,21.

In other OIld Slavic texts the Greek compounds ouvEuSoKia and eO-
yvcopoodvri ‘goodwill, noble way of thinking” are also rendered by this Slavic
deverbal composition. In later Church Slavic texts cbuskosicHve, 3 \orcekctrg,
6n1m'ocknoHkHOCTK can also be read.

The Vulgata passages show the attributive expression bona voluntas
‘goodwill’, here in genitive bonae voluntatis, corresponding to the Greek genitive
explicative similarly to the Gothic gods vilja. But the Old Slavic translation was
prepared from such Greek MS where 608ok1a stood in the nominative; a similar
text must have served as the original for Tatianos’s Syrian version, and also for
some other Syrian, Coptic-Bohairic, Armenian and Georgian interpretations,
and for the OIld Latin text of the Codex Rehdigeranus from Wroclaw (with
Merk’s sign: 1 1956). Thus the meaning of the second part of the Angelic
Doxology sounds as ‘and on the Earth goodwill in (or: among) the people’.
Another interpretation appears in the Kralice Bible: a nazemipokoj, lidem dobra
vitle ‘and on the Earth peace, to the people goodwill’. But the Russian version
follows the Old Slavic: n Ha 3emnb' Mupb, Bb YenoBbKaxb 61aroBoéLLe.

The Romanian texts give a similar nominative construction intra oameni
bunévoire (Micu-Clain also: kBHb ranjk). These translations are near to the
German conception where we read: und Friede auf Erden und den Menschen ein
Wohlgefallen.

The Albanian translation interpreted this locus as pelgim nde njerezit
‘approval in the people’ where the deverbal noun pelgim corresponds to the
Latin complacentia or approbatio ‘approval, endorsement’. (Cf. Latin placere.)

A similar solution can be found in Karoli’s Hungarian text: és az emberekben
jo akarat “‘and in the people goodwill’. This version is not quite the same as those
discussed above; it represents acompromise between the two main variants. The
Catholic Hungarian texts, however, follow the solution of the Vulgata: és a
foldon békesség ajéakaratu embereknek.

The other Slavic equivalents of the OId Slavic word are: B. 6n1aroBonéHue;
Sr.-Cr. 6naro(u3)s6nen>e; Russ., Ukr. 6naro(13)BonéHHs (-ie).

The Western Slavic languages substitute these forms with the words
blahovolnost, blahovule (blogowolnosc), (dobre podobanje) derived from the
same root but with other suffixes.

— Real structural caique. In the later manuscripts (Galician and Jurjev
Gospels) its complemented (“surajouté”) form, Bnbro”™onemue can be found. Cf.
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Jagic, (187, p. 282; see also the preceding entry). It should also be remarked that
BbrovizsonMTy and BrvrovskoneHvie become more elegant and exquisite forms of
politeness in the medieval and earlier modern Eastern and Southern Slavic
conversational style than the related words without -u3-.

25-29. B ML  6paokbLUTXTHN, GVITOKBCTOKTTY,  GIVTTOKOCTOKOKXTU,
6nnrokvctécTkokm ~  enayyELLLopown, ebayyrAncractdan

‘to preach the Gospel, to tell the good news (message ofjoy)’. Lu 1,19: AaXrj<rai
7tQO<; OE Kai emayyeAnaact&al ctoi xaCxa s ~ T[NTU Tc6u * | 6nMoKr.cTuT! TC6m C8
‘and | have been sent to speak to these and to tell thee the message ofjoy’. Similar
loci: Lu 2,10; 4,18; 4,43; 8,1; 9,6; 3,18; 16,16; 20,1; Mt 11,5.

From among these Old Slavic compound verbs 6nroxkmumxrui occurs the most
frequently (5 times); it is used when the Greek verb is in imperfective form. The
Codices Zographus, Ostromir and Savvina Kniga apply the variants
BITOKUCTKITM and 6n&aécTerokxu instead. However, the Marianus, Assemani
and—from among the later gospel texts—the Galician and Jurjev Gospels use
enroBCTerkorma. These latter forms seem to be relatively later Middle Bulgarian
variations (cf. e.g. the South Bulgarian dialectal verbs with the suffixes -orxm
-yKL).

In later Russian Church Slavic texts the periphrases, npMnokbLTA PLIOCTK, n\
3HLLOCTb NIbKbTU NBAOCTEHXK?; KecTs can also be found.

The Latin texts show the loanword evangelizare. Wulfila, however, created
caiques similar to those of the Slav interpreters: vaila-merjan, and in Lu 8,1:
vaila-spillon, cf. English go[od]-spel[lJ.

In South-Eastern Europe we can find the Romanian verb vesti (a loanword of
Slavic origin), and the semicaique bine vesti (literally ‘well-speak’ i.e. ‘to preach
good news’). The Albanian text uses a calque-like expression (phraseological
caique) t ap' zerin e-mire pér kéto which means, word for word, ‘that | should
give thee agood word about these’. As for the Hungarian texts, Karoli translated
frealy, taking account of the nuances of the context with a good sense, thus e.g.:
orvendetes dolgokat jelenteni ‘to announce the gospel’ (= joyful matters’),
tanitani ‘to teach’, evangéliumot prédikalni ‘to preach the gospel’ etc.

(Karoli’'s Hungarian interpretation is in agreement with the original
ideological character of Luke’s Gospel, which was to announce to the Hellenic
world in a more exquisite and refined Greek style that Jesus Christ had been the
real oioxf)Q, the effective ‘soul-healer’, therefore his teaching and the in-
formation about him are ‘good news’, Ei>ayyéA.iov.)

The later and recent Hungarian Catholic texts also use the above-mentioned
expressions and render the Vulgata or the Greek passages with such expression
as az Udvosséget hirdetni ‘to announce the salvation’, and mostly, az éromhirt
hirdetni, or vinni, or meghozni ‘to announce (to fetch, to bring) the message of
joy’; cf. the German Freudenbotschaft, literally ‘legacy of joyful message’, the
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parallel for these Hungarian expressions. (In the Lutheran German text,
however, the verb used is simply verkiindigen ‘to announce, to preach’.)

The Greek verbal composition was imitated in the OId Slavic verbs, and the
Kralice Bible follows this tradition when it says véci veselé zvéstovati ‘to
announce joyful things’ or velkou radost zvéstovati ‘to announce agreatjoy’. Itis
only in the modern Russian text that we cannot find the verb 6narosectuTb, but
the expression is similar to the Old Slavic and Czech texts: Bo3BbLIATL BENKYIO
piigocTb ‘to announce a great joy’.

Other Slavic equivalents of the OIld Slavic kim okuctuTh: are: B. 6narosecTa,
-aBaM (obsolete verbs); Sr.-Cr. (6narosectn ‘the feast of Annunciation of
Blessed Virgin Mary on the 25th March); Russ, 6n1aroBéctuTb, -BeLLETb,
-BécTBoBaTb; UKr. 6naroBiotnth; L.So. (zapowédas wilikéé radosc); H.So.
zapowédac (wulke) radosc; Cz. blahovéstiti; Sik. (blahozvesi, -ec ‘Evangelist’).
The lack of other Western Slavic equivalents than Czech confirms the fact of
loan translation in the Old Slavic language.

— Real structural caiques.

30-31. Bnarogutb and KAArognTb ~ i) yagic;

‘grace’. Lu 1,30: pf| tpoRoii, Mapiap * ebges jclg xaptv mQE T Scth. ~ HC koi ca
mpue « OB(TTe Ko KnronnTb OTK K e ‘do not fear, Miriam: Thou hast found grace
by God’. Similar loci: Lu2,40; 2,52; 4,23; Jo 1,14; 1,17. In other Greek texts it is
substituted by the deverbal noun té x®ekTua, too.

In these loci we can read knnrog-6Te and kANrognTh in the Marianus, variatim,
for the Greek X*6L- (Actually, however, knirog-sTe seems to point back to a
compound EUERyema in Greek. (But while the Ostromir applies knnrogits
consistently, the Assemani, Zographus and Nikolja Gospel only know the form
Knarogntb. On the basis of these facts we must consider the variant Knarca-bTb as
an older one. This latter occurs in some psalter translations (Psalters of Cudovo
and Bologna) as well. In much later Church Slavic texts M1I0CTb, KIVITOCSIOKCHUAC,
KOKbUT JUIcKn also render this concept.

The corresponding word in the Latin text is gratia, a simple translation of the
Greek original or rather a semantic caique caused by its special sense in religious
terminology. The situation is similar in the case of the Gothic word ansts, too. In
Luthers’s translation the general noun is Gnade, for this. From among the Slavic
variants, it is knarognTe that survived in Russian ecclesiastical style (although,
exceptionally, the cited modem version also renders itin Lu 2,52 as no6bBi (see
Russian nto6oBb ‘love’).

In the Kralice Bible the corresponding term is milost (originally: ‘kindness’,
but in ecclesiastical sense: ‘grace’). This word is well-known in every Slavic
language, and occurs as a loanword in the ancient Hungarian gospel translations
and other religious texts as well (cf. the earliest written record of appreciable
length in Hungarian, the Halotti Beszéd (Funeral Sermon) from the end of the
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12th c.); the Hungarian form was earlier miloszt, later malaszt, now almost
entirely obsolete (221).

In the Balkan Peninsula the Romanian \\fh, dar ‘gift, grace' is a Church
Slavic or Middle Bulgarian loanword, while har is a Byzantine Greek borrowing
from (-L); the Albanian hir also took its origin from this Greek word, with
an Albanian phonetic change. In the Hungarian language the earlier Catholic
version generally used the afore-mentioned malaszt, but Karoli applies the
ancient word kegyelem (originally: ‘clemency, pardon’, though in Lu 2,52 he
says testének allapotaban 'in the state of his body’ while the Catholic texts render
it as kedvességben ‘in kindness’.

The above-mentioned translations suggest that these words were created
independently of both the OId Slavic caiques. These nouns are deverbal
compounds: BAbLroguTk seems already to have been in use as early as in the
earliest Old Slavic, because later the verb nutu ‘to do’ was, step by step,
supplanted by the secondary formation g-knbtn primarily perhaps because the
compound noun ennrognTk (that proved to be a more vigorous expression, on
the basis of its relation to the verb gbTu 'to give’) also gave the charitologic-
dogmatic advantage of designating the xaQ1? as a 'gift from above’; in this way,
it was a more serviceable term from the viewpoint of Christian charitology than
BnnroguTk that could have been interpreted as human action, too. Therefore it
was B/M og/1TK that mostly spread into the other Slavic languages, and was later
supplanted by other words of a similar basic meaning.

The form Bnbrog-BTK, being a Moravianism, soon became isolated in the
Balkanic environment.

The other Slavic equivalents are: B. dnaroflaT; Sr.-Cr. 6narogat ‘blessing’
(also: 6naroget); M. 6narogat; Russ, 6nangatb (6naroféte); ‘virtuous’;
(eUEQYEoia); Ukr. 6narogatb; Cz. (blahodétnost); Sik. (blahodarnost); P.
(dobroczynnosc); H.So. (dobrociwosc); L.So. (dobrocynstwo, gnada).

— Caique compounds, but not of the same type. The composition Bnirogntk
is a semantic caique as it reproduces an alien word in one of its particular
specialized meanings; ifit was formed at first in Old Slavic because of translation
requirements, which is probable, it is also a caique neologism, or a real structural
caique after euegyeoia. As for the composition en&ogsTk it seems to be a
supplemented semantic caique or caique neologism or, in Schumann's German
terminology, a “Lehngliedzusatz” inasmuch the noun gnTk in itself could have
reproduced the dogmatic meaning ‘gift’ of the Greek word. Nevertheless, the
prothesis kro- was not at all unnecessary: Schumann’s remark, that the Slav
Apostles translated the Greek e> with enbro- when the Greek prothesis had a
strong attributive meaning, for when it made a considerable contribution to the
gospel is, essentially, a reference to the idea of “supernatural order”, i.e. an
indication, that the terms in question are related to that order. This is most
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conspicuous in the case of BabrogbTk, which corresponds to the Greek a
concept characteristically supernatural in Christian terminology.

32-33. KHUKIKH> (-*), KTTUTTKHA (-b) ~ KEXXQT(UEVOS; (-I1)
‘full of grace’. Lu 1,28: xodpe, KexotQixcopevri, 6 kugios Lexa crtoi. ~ A\ oyi ca
K/TKroguTbHM; TK eb tokoiir- ‘Hail, Mary, full of grace, the Lord is with Thee’.

In later Church Slavic texts: kM ocriowrnH'A (-1), BAUITOLTTBIOY WCTONH«HB t00.

The Latin text uses the word group gratia plena, the Gothic anstai andschafta;
the Latin, Gothic and OId Slavic versions show three different ways of
“décalquage” of the Greek perfect participle. Luther’s expression holdselige
seems to suggest a different dogmatic conception. The Kralice Bible interprets
this locus as milosti obdarena ‘presented (fully) with grace’; in the modern
Russian version we can read a predicative adjectival (perfect participle) form:
6/1aroc/ioB&HHa.

The Romanian text, with its translation plina de dar resembles the Latin
version; the Albanian o e-mhushure me hire seems to go back to a popular Latin
plena cum gratia or a tcoivp or a popular, Low Greek nXflQTjs uexa xfi<; x«QTO<;.

Kaéroli’s translation ingyen vagy kedves ‘Thou art kind gratuitously’, and its
later variant kegyelembe fogadott ‘(Thou art) taken into grace’, seem to reflect
the Mariological opinion of the Protestant interpretation, different from the
Catholic and Eastern Orthodox theology alike. The Hungarian Catholic
translations apply the variations malaszttal teljes, kegyelemmel teljes ‘full of
grace’.

Other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: B. 6narogiTeH; Sr.-Cr.
6narégataH, 6narogetaH; Russ, 6narogiTHbiid; Cz. (blahodéjny), blahodétny;
Sik. (blahodarny), P. (blogoslawiona); UKr. 6narogiiTHuin (6narogwHuii); M.
6narogateH; H.So. (plny gnade); L.So. (blahodéjny).

— Real structural caiques (but in a stricter sense, supplemented caique
neologisms and semantic caiques, too); cf. their basic nouns in the former entry.

34-35. BnbroguTenk, BAAroaxTenk ~ (6) elieqyexr|<;
‘benefactor, well-doer’. Lu 22,25: kou oi é”oucnd”ovxeq atixtov suegyexcti
KaX,ouvxai. ~ | OKAbAbLUMTC WMU- BAIrOA-MTeAe HIY>MUMKTL ca- ‘and their
commandants are called benefactors’.

In the Codices Zographus and Nikolja Gospel we can find, of course, the
variant BanrogBTenk; in the others, however, BAbrogbTeNK occurs.

In later Church Slavic the compounds o~ auTesnk, aor|»trof?also occur.

The Latin text uses the compound adjective beneficus which corresponds
exactly to the Greek compositum. In Gothic it cannot be found; the word
ansteigs, known from Eph. 1,6 may have stood in this passage. In Luther’s text
we read gnaedige Herren ‘goodwilling lords’ in this sense.
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The second OIld Slavic word is used in Russian as 6naroantenb, but the
Kralice Bible uses the later equivalent dobrocinec.

The Romanianféacator de bine and the Albanian mireberes alike might go back
to either a Greek or a Latin or an Old Slavic original, just as the word jotevé of
Karoli and the other Hungarian (older and recent) interpreters. The historical
conditions, however, make the possibility of Old Slavic (Church Slavic) origin in
the case of Albanian and Hungarian improbable.

Both the Old Slavic words have their equivalents in other Slavic languages,
too.

B. 6narogéten; Sr.-Cr. (6narogetaH; gobpotsop, fobpoyiiHay); M. (gob-
poTBop); Russ, 6nan~Tenb, 6narogétens (obpoaétens); Cz. (blahodéjny);
Sik. (blahocinny); P. (dobrodziej, dobroczynica); Ukr. (6narogwHuk); L.So.
(dobrosel, dobroselnik); H.So. (dobrociwy).

— Real caique compounds. The older Bnxrog-ktenk interprets the Greek
elieeyETri«; more exactly, but, as for its content, the later Bnxroantenk also stands
near to it. Probably the verb gnTu, applied very often in everyday life, influenced
its development and made it a variant of 6nsioguTcne.

36. &Brood™ 36HL ~ euoxfipcov

‘well-shaped; noble’. Me 15,43: £3.9<»v ’lcocrgcpd and 'AgipocSotiag, eboxnuy
BouXeuTTy;, ~ nMPUAC MCUD OTb TMMXT'ebX® 6rUIroo6/isskHb CbKUTKHUKD *
‘. ..coming Joseph Arimathaeus, the noble councillor’. In other Old Slavic texts
this compound adjective is used for rendering the Greek einsieenty; ‘well-
behaved, proper, attractive’ as well.

The other three concordant passages (Lu 23,50; Mt 27,57 and Jo 19,38) do not
contain this epitheton about Joseph Arimathaeus.

In later Church Slavic texts we find the attributes enxrofabHb, 3UXTbHb,
MoYsTeHBHT. as well.

The Latin text produces a translation “ad intellectum”: the simple adjective
nobilis ‘noble’ (originally, a derivate of the verb noscere, novi with the suffix
-bilis, meaning together ‘that is worthy of being known’).

The Gothic version contains the compound ga-guds ‘pious, unsophisticated’,
evidently on the basis of a traditional explanation the exegetists knew that the
Greek word meant a moral property, and not genealogical origin or external
good shape. Similarly, Luther’s text also interprets the Greek adjective with
ehrbar ‘worthy of esteem’.

In the Kralice Bible we find pocestnd osoba ‘respectful person’, which also
refers to morality; there is a similar case in the Russian text, too: it applies the
epitheton 3HameHuTbIl ‘famous’, ‘well-known’.

The Romanian text reproduced this locus with the adjective (or participial)
form uuHcTUTD earlier, but with the expression cu bun chip later; the former
interpretation seems to follow the Latin nobilis, while the latter points to the
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influence of OIld Slavic snroobpmeBHL. The Albanian derbim (or ndérshém)
‘esteemed’ took the origin from the verb nder¢j ‘to esteem’, thus it seems to
follow the Latin. As for the Hungarian texts, Karoli used the adjective
tisztességes ‘honest’, ‘honourable’, but the modern Catholic versions write
el6kel6 ‘distinguished, high-born’.

The other Slavic equivalents: B. (6naropogeH ‘high-born’); M. (6naropo-
feH); Sr.-Cr. (6naropogaH); Russ, 6naroobpasHblii (6naropogHsblii); Ukr.
6naroobp4sHnii; (6naropogHuin); Cz., Slk. (blakorody, blahorodny, blahoro-
zeny); P. (wielmozny); L.So. (slachotny); H.So. (slachotny, slachtacinv)m

— Real structural caique and, at the same time, a semantic caique. If we
observe the different meanings of the Russian 6naroo6pasHbiii, and also those
of Romanian cu bun chip (translated from Old Slavic), we can state that the Old
Slavic caique took over all the three basic meanings of Greek E6axnpo3sy. No
doubt, its primary sense was ‘well-shaped’, but already in ancient times it took
on the meanings ‘high-born’ and ‘noble-minded, moral’ as well. (It should also
be taken into consideration, that the Greek and Church Slavic liturgical texts,
such as the Divine Liturgy of Saint John Chrysostom have preserved the
adjectives of St. Mark’s Gospel, but Hungarian Eastern Orthodox liturgical
passages translate them with istenfél6 ‘god-fearing’, which has become a
constant epitethon ornans of Joseph Arimathaeus for the Hungarian
Greek-Uniated.)

In the noun ennroosonseeieTeo (I Cor 12,13) this polysemantic tendency was
evidently even stronger, therefore it was later substituted by or used alternately
with the words banrokoytaHue, sanronotpbbCtB0, Bmoy-kpm neHue, used in the later
texts very often.

37-38. B/VITOC/I0BUTK, B/UITOC/IOBECTUTU ~ ebKoyL, (ngooEuxopai)

‘to bless’. It is Bwrocrios/u that occurs predominantly, thus e.g.: Mt 5,44:
Myanate Tolq éx$e°6<; 6uwy Kai én/loyeme tolq Kaxaecopevooq oOpag- ~
FoBuTe B/Irbl Bwa ¢ Brarociosute KbHXHITALA Bl “. . .love your enemies, and
bless them who call down curses on you’.

Similar passages: Mt 14,19; 21,9; 23,39; 25,34; 26,26. Me 6.41; 8,7; 10,16;
11,9; 11,10; 14,22; 14,61; Lu 1,28; 1,42 (bis); 1,64; 1,68; 2,28; 2,34; 6,28; 9,16;
13,35; 24,30; 24,50; 24,51; 24,53; Jo 12,13. In Me 10,16: kaTtEuX6yer.

The verb ennrocnoeccrirn which was a derivation from one of the old sigmatic
stems of the noun coso occurs in Mt 26,26 and Me 14,22 in the Marianus. It is
conspicuous that it was applied in the description of the Last Supper;
supposably the established Old Slavic liturgical practice distinguished it from
énnrocroev Which was often used in other relations.

In later OId Slavic texts we can also read the forms 6nirocnoen(nTu,
BAINTOCNOBECUTH, -CNOBECTBUTH, -CNOBECOBATH, -C/IOBECTBOBATH.
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It is striking that the Synoptic Gospels apply the verb ei>Xoyéco in about the
same quantity, while it can be read in St. John’s Gospel only on one occasion. It
seems as if the authors of the synoptical texts used it so often because they were
influenced by the corresponding Hebrew verb: as they grew up in the
atmosphere of Jewish blessing liturgies. St. John’s eiayyEXiov TtveupatiKov,
however, written after the destruction of Jerusalem and the dispersion of Jews,
i.e. about the turn of the 1st and 2nd centuries (judging from the content of this
gospel), takes entirely other conditions and readers into consideration.
Therefore, the author of the fourth gospel considers it much more importani to
emphasize the appearance and activity of the Xdyoq crecrapkcopeyok;, the
“Incarnate Verb”.

In the much later Church Slavic (Russian Church Slavic) the expressions
NOXeTxXHUC- \4TW Dkenntn, cbk3bTu] also appear.

The Latin text uses the verb benedicere that seems to be a precise structural
caique of the Greek verb, although it was also known by the classical authors,
thus in Biblical and Christian application it is a semantic caique, if it is a caique
at all.

In the Gothic we find the denomical verb gapiupjan that is related to the noun
piup ‘goodness’, thus also a semantic caique after Greek (or Latin). Luther’s text
varies the verbs segnen, danken, loben, according to the sense.

The earlier Romanian texts alternately show wwirociokm (a loanword of
Church Slavic origin) and kuivekBkeHTb (a real structural caique after Greek,
Latin or Old Slavic); the later ones mostly use the latter form (binecuvénta). The
Albanian bekdj ‘to bless, to consecrate’ is a simple translation. The Hungarian
texts render ihe compound word of these passages with the ancient verb aldani,
megaldani ‘to bless’.

The Kralice Bible alternates the words dobroreciti (an exact structural caique)
and pozehnati (a loanword from the German verb segnen ‘to bless’). The Russian
text uses the verbs 6narocnosutb and 6narocnosnath (an aspectual pair of
verbs).

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic verbs are: B. 6narocnoss,
-aBam; Sr.-Cr. 6narocn6sutn, 6narocinn>atu (this»latter seems to be a popular
etymology after the noun ciina ‘strength’, that fully corresponds to the Christian
dogmatic sense, too); Russ, 6narocnosuTb, 6narocnosnatb; Cz. blahoslaviti
(dobroreciti, pozehnati); Slk. blahoslavit’; P. blagoslawic; Ukr. 6narocn6sutu;
M. 6narocnosu, 6narocnosysa; L.So. (pozegnowas); H.So. (pozehnowac).

— Real structural caique (after the Greek or Latin). The Western Slavic forms
are consciously popularized forms, influenced by cnb3g ‘fame’, or imitation of the
Old Slavic verb, according to the medieval Moravian-Czech-Polish ecclesiasti-
cal and literary relations. The Bulgarian and Macedonian imperfective forms are
popular creations. The Sorb verbs are loanwords of German origin (segnen ‘to
bless’, cf. the Czech verb!). The past participle kwrocnosars ‘blessed’, and the
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related denomial noun BavxIokuo ‘bless(ing)’ are used commonly in Old and
later Church Slavic.

39. Bxrotko(>¥mn ~  atyaSoKoiéco

‘to do good’. Lu 6,33: Kai yiR éav Aya9onoll|te to6<s AyaldosiotonyLu<; Gpad,
noia 6piv écrriv; ~ t miit« BIKIOTKOpUTE » BANTOTBOPALLITMDb Kiibib B KB
Kvb )<K\VKecTb ¢ ‘and ifye do good your well-doers, what love is in you?’ Similar
locus: Lu 6,35.

In other OId Slavic texts the Greek verbs eimotétl, Eoegyetéa),
6tya9(o)£eyé(l are also interpreted by this Slavic compositum.

In later Church Slavic: Bnanroge»*Tu, JOKTKOPTW, N0B(FO4BTENBCTKOB\TA also
occur.

The Latin text renders it with beneficere that is a merely phenomenological
caique: it often occurs in classical Roman literature, too. The Gothic/Hw> taujan
‘to do goodness’, since we do not know older Gothic texts than that of Wulfila’s,
may be a real structural caique or a phraseological one (caique expression),
similar to knmoTKopuTK in its composition. Luther’s text uses an exact caique:
wohlthun.

The Romanian facea bine, Albanian héj mire expressions have the same word
order, but inverted as against all the former solutions, and they are related to
either an original ttoieiv Aya&06v (or noteco ei»), or to Tko(pwm g, It is not
impossible, however, that the cause of the inverted word order was the same
tendency that established the characteristical Balkanic postpositive articles, i.e.
the marking of definiteness at the end of words.

The Hungarian translation of Karoli wasjol tenni (word for word: ‘to well-
do’) with a free order of words; in the later Catholic versions the syntagm jot
tenni, ‘to do good (thing)’ is used rather.

The Kralice Bible reproduces the Latin original with dobre ciniti (‘to well-do’);
in Russian the inverted word order, cgénatb JO6po occurs.

The other equivalents of the OId Slavic word are: B. (61aroTBopeH CbM);
Sr.-Cr. (6narotBbpaH cam); M. (6naroTBopeH cym); Russ, 61aroTBOpuUTb
(no6poTBOPITL); Cz. blahotvoriti (obsolete); SIk. (byt' blahocinnym); P. (byc
dobroczynnym); Ukr. 6ytn 6narotB6pHum); L.So. (bys dobrosiwym); H.So.
(byc dobrocelom, dobrociwym).

— Real structural caique; besides the Slavs of Eastern rite, it has also been
preserved in Czech as a Moravianism.

40. kot ~ pakKagi”™o)

‘to say somebody blessed’. Lu 1,48: i500 y4g Anb too ViV pakagiobcny pe sacraa
af yeveai ~ « B0 OTb cenm BmokaTs Mn kav foaun. ‘Behold, from now on all the
generations will call me blessed’.
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The Greek verb is reproduced in Latin with the expression beatam dicere ‘t0
say her happy’ (the passage is taken from the Magnificat which was sung by the
Blessed Virgin Mary). In Gothic the verb adaugjan is a simple denominal verb
formation that corresponds to poocagi™eiv just like snaxw-w. Luther’s text
applies the expression selig preisen.

In later Church Slavic texts: w cwuarn, nrcnnknutn, sa cvvacronnkaro mosnrarn.

The Romanian verbferici points to a Greek or Old Slavic model. The version
me>kwp> o cpuan, this future form, corresponds to the Albanian do té me lumero,
njene(in the use of both the future tense and the denominal verb formation). The
Albanian verb comes from the adjective lum ‘happy’. In the case of Albanian,
however, the influence of Byzantine Greek seems more probable than that of
Old Slavic, and the Albano-Romanian similarity is based on some, probably
lllyrian morphological features of the two languages which they had perhaps
shared even before the formation of the vulgar Balkanic Latin structure and
word stock of the Romanian language. Karoli follows the Vulgata with his
translation boldognak mondani ‘to say (somebody) happy’; in later Catholic
versions boldognak hirdet ‘to declare somebody happy’. The Kralice Bible uses
the verb blahoslaviti as well; in the modern Russian version the derived and
prefixed y6naxinTb (and its aspectual doublet: ybnaxuTtb) occurs.

The equivalents of the Old Slavic word (partly, with a very modified
meaning): B. 6nika ‘to break the fast’, 'to eat sweets’; Sr.-Cr. 6n/ixuTh ‘to
calm’, ‘to appease’; M. 6naxu ‘to sweeten, to dulcify’; Russ, 61&XuTb ‘to praise’
(ybnaxartb, yonaxutb ‘to carry favour with somebody, to coddle’); Cz. blaziti
‘to bless, to praise’ (obsolete); SIk. blazit' ‘to make happy, to say happy’; P.
(uszczgsliwic ‘to say happy’) Ukr. (Benuuiitn ‘to praise’); L.So. (strowis ‘to
praise’); H.So. (strowic ‘to praise’, zehnac ‘to bless’).

— Real structural caique, formed after the Greek model from the adjective
6aarb ‘good, blessed’ (pakapto”: poocagitcli= kambs 6navkuTi).

4L 6GamvwcHb ~ paicagioq

‘happy, blessed’. Mt 5,3: Moucépioi oi atwxoLTth TrvEUpati, &ti airrrév écrnv q
Bam”eia tchv 0ligav&V - snaw«in nniiieni axomk - kko TH\b ectb igico neckoe
‘Blessed are the poor in spirit because the Kingdom of Heavens is theirs.’

Similar loci: Mt 5,4-11; 11,6; 13,16; 16,17; 24,46; Lu 145; 6,21; 7,23;
10,23; 11,27; 11,28; 12,37; 12,38; 12,43; 14,14; 14,15; 23,29; Jo 13,17; 20,29.

In later Church Slavic texts we find c.vacrsanwcs aNd snwononsuens,
BM\rocnokens(nv), LOO.

The Latin text applies the adjective beatus *happy’ (originally, the participle
perf. pass, of the verb beare ‘to make happy, to gladden’). In the Gothic text the
already mentioned form andegs is used. Luther’s translation uses the adjective
selig here, but its synonyms: gesegnet gliicklich, gebenedeit are also used in
German with this meaning.
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In the Romanian the part. perf. pass.fericit belongs to the verbferici ‘to make
happy’,just in the same way as 6rvokeHb to B/UDKUTY, Or the Latin beatus to beare.

The Albanian version uses the simple adjective lum ‘happy, lucky’. In
Hungarian, Karoli also applies the simple, old adjective boldog ‘happy’
(originally, it perhaps meant ‘entranced, ecstatic’ among the shamanistic
Hungarians, and was the attribute of a female deity of old paganism;
Boldogasszony, literally: ‘Happy Lady’, later it became a name of the Blessed
Mary).

In the Kralice Bible, we find blahoslaveny in this passage, a part. perf. pass, of
the verb blahoslaviti ‘to bless’ (cf. above). In the Russian text the participle
646xeHb has remained.

Other Slavic equivalents of the OId Slavic word are: B. 6né&xeH; Sr.-Cr.
6na*eH (), (6narocnoBéHii); M. 6naxeH; Russ, 6akeHHbIN; UKr. 61AXeHHWIA;
Cz. blazeny; Slk. blazeny; P. (blogi, szczgsliwy); L.So. (pozegnaty, strowy);
H.So. (zehnaty, strowy).

— Semantic caique. The lack of real Polish and Serbian equivalents seems to
indicate that it is not of Proto-Slavic origin but a regular participial form of the
Old Slavic verb snmkmTn and, as distinct from the adjective 6nnr, it especially
expresses the religious meaning of the Greek adjective pakagto” ‘one who can be
called happy (blessed)’. On the creation of the Old Slavic word, maybe, the Latin
beatus made its influence, and Cyril evidently felt this perfective participle form
to be more solemn and impressive than the simple adjective.

42. e>(r)cno ~ f| cpuyi)

‘run, escape, flight’. Mt 24,20: s00E6xecT3e 5e iva pf| yevqTou g tpuyq (ip&v
XEtpdvoc pr)5é 0alRRoiTq) ~ Monure e ca an nc BUKIETb BTCTKO winc ¢ 3MMU HA Kb
oweonk * ‘Pray that your escape should not be in winter, neither on Saturday’.
(An addendum from the later text of the second copyist of Zographus, therefore
it was printed in “grazdanka”.) Similar locus: Me 13.18.

In the Assemani etctro occurs, too, which may be an assimilation of the
original kurnctko (if it is not a simple “lapsus calami”).

Instead of 6+(r)cna in other Old Slavic texts we can read BDkHMe. In later
Church Slavic texts 66rs, 66rmwce, nours also occur.

The noun of the Latin texts, fuga and that of Gothic, plauhs (and Luther’s
Fluchtand Lauf) are also deverbal; but the Romanianfuga cannot be considered
deverbal in Romanian. The Albanian te-ikuritei is formed from the part. perf.
stem of the verb iki (ika, ikur) ‘to go away, to escape’. The Hungarian futés is
also a deverbal derivation in Karoli’s text from the verbfutni, ‘to run’, just like
the later menekiilés, from the stem of the verb menekiilni ‘to fly, to escape’.

A similar derivation appears in the Kralice Bible: béh, bézeni, earlier utikani;
in the modern Russian text, where 6erctBo has been preserved.
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The equivalents of the Old Slavic word in other Slavic languages are: B.
6srceo (6ar, 6era, 6araHe). Sr.-Cr. 6ércTBo (6&r); Russ, 6érctBo (no6ér); Cz.
(béh, bézeni, béhani); Sik. (heh, behanie, beznost'); P. (bieg, bieganina); Ukr.
(6iraHHB); M. 6ercTBo; L.So. (bég, béganje, bézanje); H.So. (béh, béhlosc).

— Real structural caique. It is the lack ofexact etymological equivalents in
other Slavic languages that suggests that this word was formed in Old Slavic,
thus it could not exist before as a Proto-Slavic form. The Byzantine-rite Slavic
languages preserved it as an ecclesiastical “mot savant”, or a re-etymologized
form.

43a b. KKCKHOKITU ca (BMCMTW ca) ~ SaipoviCopai, (aEA.r|via£oliai)

‘to be obsessed, to be moonstruck’. Mt 12,22: Td&re 7iQocrr|véx9r| anTd
Saipovi£dpevo<; epXoc; Kai kvicpoc; « Kai édegéneucrev airuév, ~ Toran mikuica
LW 0Y B-BCbHOYbKLITB ca CAMMb | HUMDB ¢ i uumnn i+ ‘Then an obsessed, blind and
dumb man was brought to Him, and He healed him.’

In the Zographus we read rnoyyb ‘deaf’, too, in te continuation. Similar
passages: Mt 15,22; 17,15; Mc5,15; 5,16; 5,18; Lu 8,36; Jo 10,21.

In later Church Slavic texts the expressions oyTpXTUTWU P30yMb, BLCX UM-KTU,
CbOyM CbXoAMTY also appear.

In the Latin text the expressions daemonium habere, a demonio vexatus can be
found; the verb oeA.r)vid”opai, however, is rendered by the expression lunaticus
esse. The later obsessus (also a theological special term) has got the sample of
Luther’s besessen, too.

The Gothic translation alternates the caique neologisms unhulpon haban and
vops visan which render Saipovi®opai very satisfactorily, but the word-for-word
semantic equivalent of OEXr|vidafopai is unknown in Gothic gospels.

The Romanian expressions ft indracit ‘to be obsessed by devil” and fi lunatic
(lunatec) ‘to be lunatic’ point to the Greek and Latin alike. The Albanian te-
djallosuré and mundonete préj dallit (‘obsessed” and ‘tormented by the devil’,
resp.) are the correspondents of 5atpovifopai, but ze Iéngéat e henese is an explicit
rendering of ocA.r|viatopai. (It is interesting that the Albanian name of ‘epilepsy’
is even today sémundja & henes ‘sickness of moon’.)

In the Hungarian text the words 6rdéng6s ‘devilish’, 6rdogtél gyotort
‘tormented by devil’, kérsagos ‘sick, epileptic’ and recently holdkéros ‘lunatic’,
ordogtél megszallt ‘obsessed by the devil” occur, these words and expressions are
also known from the medieval manuscripts.

Instead of the Old Slavic K cKHOK/TTU ca, in the later Church Slavic texts the
verb kucutn ca also occurs, especially in the Byzantine Southern Slavic and
Russian redactions (cf. Jagic, 186, p. 283). In the Kralice Bible we can find the
corresponding expressions dabelstvim posedly ‘obsessed by devilishness’ and
namésicnik hyti ‘to be lunatic’, probably influenced by Latin; in the modern
Russian version the adjective form 6kcHoBliThIN is found but, sometimes, the
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verb 6bcHoBaTbCA and its perf. part. act. 6 bcHoBliBLUMIACA, and the translation of
the two Greek verbs united in one expression: Bb HOBOJIyHLI 6 bcHOBaTbLCA ‘to be
obsessed in (by) the New Moon’.

The equivalents of the Old Slavic words in other Slavic languages are: B.
6ecHyBam, 6GecHés; Sr.-Cr. 6écHeTn (6ecaH 6WTK); M. becHee; Russ, GECHO-
BaTbCA, NcbEcUTb; Cz. bésniti, bésnovatise; Sik. besnet, besnit’sa; P. biesic (obsolete
form); Ukr. 6outuncsa; L.So. (blaznis); H.So. (blaznic).

— The word exckHokTn ca is a semantic caique, perhaps a Moravianism, in
contrast to the later kkcut ca that seems to be a Bulgarian Serbo-Croatian
variant. The older form goes back to the Proto-Slavic noun rscs that meant ’evil
spirit” among the heathen Slavs, later it became the equivalent of the Christian
Greek-Latin religious terms satanas and diabolus. The immediate base of the
verb was an adjective rbckhb that also exists in the Old Slavic texts in the sense of
the Greek participle Saipovi~6pevoi; (Latin daemonium habens: see in Mt. 8,16;
8,28; 8,33, 9,32; Me 1,32; 5,15). (It is striking that the Old Slavic term was also
applied for translating the Greek oE”pvto”opat, although the other languages
surveyed usually interpreted this verb, as we have seen, with a word or
expression other than CTE>.qvia™opai.)

It seems that in the Old Slavic beliefs the concept of obsession by an evil spirit
was known (in this, the Eastern European shamanistic notions also played a
role, cf. the Russian BonxBb ‘magician’), but maybe, the ancient Slavs did not
attribute such a serious disease-causing effect to the moon, as many other
peoples did, or, perhaps Cyril did not suppose such an effect.

K

44-45, kcrvHnn and kenmvubTu (later also Kemmumkmi) ~  peya”“uvo)

‘to praise highly, to glorify’. Lu 1,46: Kaieluev Mapiap’ MayaA-Cvei q u¥@ Lomn
v KUQiov, ~ i [*ue MK« KenumuThb iMy1 won ru « ‘and Mary said: My soul
glorifies the Lord’. Similar passage: Mt 23,5 (with kcanuin).

The Latin magnificare is a semantic caique on the basis of Greek, because it is
applied in the secondary meaning ‘to extol, to glorify”in the biblical texts besides
its original sense ‘to make great, to enlarge’. The Gothic mikiljan is a verb of
denominal formation, similarly to Greek and Latin. Wulfila, otherwise, also
interprets the Greek So™a™o ‘to glorify” with mikiljan; for this Greek word we
find honorificare in Latin, and enktsti in Old Slavic (Me 2,12). In later Church
Slavic texts npoc”B™Mu, NMWNE&TU, KaaBbITATH, and Kb3akurntu also play a
role.

The Russian-type Church Slavic (and modern Russian versions) have
preserved the OIld Slavic verb, while in the Kralice Bible the verb velebiti can be
found, i.e. a verb of the same root but with a suffix different from that in Old
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Slavic. Luther’s German erheben to raise’, ‘to extol’ seems to have been a
strenghtening factor in these word uses.

In the Romanian the verb mari occurs here (in other cases, the verb slavi, a
Church Slavic loanword); its base is the adjective mare ‘big, great’ and the verb is
a semantic caique in biblical texts on the basis of Old Slavic or Greek. Similarly,
the Albanian madh6j comes from the adjective madh ‘big, great’, and meant
originally ‘to increase, to enlarge’, just as the Romanian verb. Karoli’s
Hungarian text contains the verb magasztalni ‘to glorify’, originally from a stem
related to the adjective magas ‘high’. The Hungarian verb, on the basis of the
Vulgata, was used before Karoli in the medieval manuscripts (the Codices of
Weszprém, Vienna, Comides, etc.) in the older (now obsolete) form magasz-
tani, for translating the Latin exaltare.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: B. Benuuiisi; Sr.-Cr.
Bennyatun; Russ, BeninunTb, Benuyatb; Cz. (z)veliciti, (z)velicovati; Slk. velicit
P. wieliczyc, wieliczac (wielkoczynic; wielbic; wychwalac, slawic, powifkszyc,
przesadzac); Ukr. sennuintn; M. Benmya; L.So. wijelicas, wijelicys; H.So.
(wulkoscic).

— Semantic caique. Because of the lack of exact Sorbic equivalents, Proto-
Slavic origin cannot be assumed, and there is another reason for supposing a
direct Greek motivation: the concept o f‘to glorify, extol, praise high’could also
have been expressed by means of other verbs (e.g. cnnsutw, y;Bmmn) which are
really of Proto-Slavic origin, and other verbs could also have been used for
interpreting a Greek (or any other) text. (Cf. the Hungarian equivalent
magasztalni that was used for interpreting the Latin verb magnificare and has been
retained in the translations revised on the basis of Greek, although the Hungarian
word is related to the adjective magas ‘high’ and not to nagy ‘big, great’).

A very precise Slavic caique interpretation of the Latin magnificare is the
Polish wielkoczynic; the other common forms (BenmuuTtn, BCAMw T and later
BenieBUTU) can be explained on an immediate Greek basis; their presence in
Western Slavic languages seems to be a Moravianism.

46. BeMHMe, BEMUKETBO ~ TO péya (Ta peyalia), (To peyaleiov, p peyaleiOTo<;)
‘greatness, magnitude; great things’. Lu 1,49: oti énoiqoév poi peyads 6
SuvaTOq mKai &yiov To 6vopa aoToC, ~ bKO CETBOPU MKHT Be/iAUve CUAbILL | CTo
wa eroe ‘because the Powerful hath done to me great things, and holy is His
name’. Similar locus: Lu 9,43 (in the Greek text: peyaXrioTp«;). In other Old
Slavic texts the Greek to6 péye3o<;, f) psyataoemyp are also rendered as Benmuve.

It must be remarked here that the majority of the Greek codices use the word
peyateiov; Merk’s bilingual edition applies, however, the variant (ta pcyotLa (a
plural neutral form of the adjective péyaq) because it is given by the most
respected manuscripts (B, S, L, W, D or, with Soden’s marks 8,, 82, e36, e014,

a1026)"
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The later Church Slavic texts contain Kc/m4sCTKO, KCIMKOMHBIMNC, KC/IMKOMOYBHOCTb
on one hand and BenmkaH (rBYb, KE/MKOK 1”10 on the other.

The Latin texts interpret the original with the substantivized adjective form
magnum (plural magna), or with the denominal noun magnitudo. The Gothic
text uses in both cases, similarly to Old Slavic, a denomial noun mikilei. Only the
Skeireins aivaggaljons pairh Johannen, this later, probably Gothic, explanation
of St. John’s Gospel, contains the denominal derivation mikilputps, correspond-
ing precisely to peyaXEiorqgi; and magnitudo, resp.

The Romanian texts distinguish the derivates méarirea and marimé according
to the Greek (and Latin) texts. The Albanian te-médha and madheri reflect the
same distinction.

The modern Russian version has preserved the OId Slavic (Church Slavic)
kemubk; the Kralice Bible, however, makes a distinction between veliké véd
‘great things’ and velikomocnost ‘greatness, magnitude’ similarly to Latin (and
Greek), and also to Luther’s distinction between grofRe Dinge and Herrlichkeit.
So did Kéroli, too, in the Vizsoly Bible: he translated the original strongly and
expressively, with nagysagos dolgok ‘powerful things’ and nagysagos erd
‘powerful strength’. The modern Catholic Békés-Dalos version chose the
solution nagy dolog ‘great thing’ and nagysag ‘greatness’, according to the
context.

Other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic noun are: B. Benuuune (BeMUMHIA,
Bennume (BENINMYMHIA, BEIMYAHCTBO, BE/IMYECTBO, BEMYIBOCTL); M. Benuune
(BennuunHa, Benn4ectBo); UKr. Beaiiuua (Be/MUMHA, BeNidYllb, BENNYLLCTb);
(BennuuHa, Benn4ectBo); UKr. Beniiums (BENNYMHIA, Beninullb, BEAAYLLCTDL);
Cz. (velicina); Sik. (velicina. velicenstvo); P. (wielebnosc); L.So. (wjeliknosc,
wjelikosc); H.So. (wulkosc).

— Real structural caique. Itdoes not seem to be a Moravianism, because only
the Byzantinian-cultured Slavic languages apply it. Its equivalents from the
same root, of course, are known in all the Slavic languages.

47. kcTbwW\TM ~ noiXaiopou

‘to grow old, to age, to olden’. Lu 12,33: nTpcTaTte éairtoi; RaM-avTta pf]
7ta>.txiolp£va, 9rjaauQOv AvEK eintov év ToL, oliRavoti;, ~ TKOPUTE Kb/IMbIULLITC
HC KCTBLUBDKLUITC® CTY LI U T HC CKKAMCMO * H\ HCcyb * ‘make yourselves non-
oldening purses and inexhaustible treasure in the Heavens’.

Other OId Slavic texts sometimes use the verb Tkn-ktm for interpreting the
Greek word.

The Latin inchoative-moment”neous verb veterascere accentuates the sense of
the Greek text very strongly (the denominal Latin verb comes from the same
Indo-European root as the Old Slavic verb: + vetes-, *vetos-). In the Gothic text
this passage cannot be found. In later Church Slavic texts we read ctr~*tu and
cec)UTn ca as well.
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The Romanian version uses the reflexive verb sa invechi, laying stress on the
medial meaning, and strengthening it with the pretix in- (Micu-Clain applied the
simple cb kKxnonly); in the Albanian the loanword of Latin origin vjeterohet can
be read.

In Hungarian, Karoli uses the archaic verb megavulni, also a denominal
formation from the adjective 6- *av- ‘old’. The Catholic translation of
Békés-Dalos, more exactly, speaks about ki nem meril6 erszények ‘non-
exhausting purses’ (36).

The Kralice Bible renders this expression with a subordinate clause: pytliky,
kteriz nevetseji ‘purses which do not grow old’. In the Russian text we find a
privative participial attribute: Bnarbnuwa Hesensgtoupsa. Consequently, the
influence of Luther’s German text machet euch Séckel, die nicht veralten was
not a requisite for these translations.

Other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word: B. (BexTée, BéxHa); Russ,
BeTUTTb; Cz. vetseti; H.So. (wjetsic ‘to increase’).

— Real structural caique. Its origin is proved by the scarcity of equivalents in
other Slavic languages: the word itself can be found in Russian and Czech, and
in Bulgarian there is a similar word from the same root. In Russian it is, of
course, an Old Slavic feature; in Czech it is perhaps a conscious renewing
(although it might have been a Moravianism in Old Slavic, too).

48. RHATINH ~ 6 0Rapa, f) 6ntaaia, T0 ei50<;

‘sight, vision, apparition, ghost’. Mt 17,9: pgdevi ei7tqTE t6 GQoyacéox; 06 6 0idq
Tol av&Qcimoi) éK vekqujv 8yee3dr) ~ hhkomov e He MOK-bDKTe KUAbMUY, ©
LOHKIeXe CH> Wikukekbl 137. MpTKI>)CY. Kr>ek(recHeTs. (Marianus text). ‘Don’t tell
anybody about the vision, until the Son of Man has not arisen from the dead’.
Similar passages: Lu 1,22 (q 6aTacna); Lu 9,29 (to elSoq); Jo 5,37 (to elSoq).

Other OId Slavic texts apply this word for rendering the Greek words Beat
(Bep) ‘look, sight’, 3emagc ‘idem’, dvinq ‘sight, seeing’, ‘face’ as well. In later
Church Slavic texts (kneHve, Buapb, 3b(H»HVe also appear.

The Latin text interprets the Greek OQOpa and 6aTacna by visio, while e!50q
by species.

In Gothic the translation of Mt 17,9 cannot be found; g oaTaTa is rendered
with the deverbal noun siuns, this same also means &al>»s\vn<; in Lu 4, 18, and
BAineiv ip Lu 7,21 (these were translated into Latin as visus, into Old Slavic as
M»k(>y;HE); t6 elSoc; is also interpreted in Gothic as siuns.

The Romanian translation generally uses kcanHue and keavipen, or vedenie and
chip, respectively, in accordance with the Latin vision and species, respectively.
This division reflects the Latin to some extent; the Albanian text shows similar
differentiations by means of the words te-faniture ‘ghost’, underrua ‘looking,
sight’, fage ‘“face’, reminding us of Latin (and slightly, of Greek) versions.



In the Hungarian version of Kéaroli the words latas ‘sight’, amit lattatok ‘that
you saw’ can be read for the Latin visio, and abrazat “face’ for the Latin species.
Recently, in keeping with the context, jelenés ‘apparition” and kisértet ‘ghost’
also occur.

In the Kralice Bible the word videni is applied as a rule (but in Lu 9,29 and Jo
5,37; tvar ‘face’ (corresponding to the Latin facies). In the modern Russian
version, it is interpreted similarly with BugeHue, but in Lu 9,29, very accurately,
as Bugbanua, and in Jo 5,37 simply nuua (genitive for the negative form of the
transitive verb BugbTb ‘to see’). The Czech and Russian translations seem here to
follow Luther’s translation (Gesicht for 6gotpot and ércxaoia, but Gestalt seines
Angesichts and Gestalt for elSoq).

As itcan be seen, the Old Slavic translation shows a parallelism in the passages
mentioned with Gothic, first of all (kug-BHMe ~ siuns), but not without
exceptions: in other passages npo3kpHue corresponds to the Gothic siuns. The
Romanian, Albanian and Hungarian texts seem to stand nearer to the Latin
version than to the Greek, and are more varied (similarly to the modernized
Czech and Russian texts) than the Old Slavic translations.

Other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word: B. BuaéHue (BiixxgaHe); Sr,-
Cr. gil)én>e (npinBng); Russ, BuaéHue; Cz. vidéni; Sik. videnie; P. widzenie; Ukr
BuAWHA; M. (Bug, npusop); H.So. (widmo ‘phantom’); L.So. widzenje.

— Semantic caique: apparently the word itself was not formed immediately
under Greek influence but the different abstract or concrete meanings of the
Greek words appear on the basis of such Greek texts at first (like the Latin vino
and the Gothic siuns).

49-50. kuHonumux and wmormkknia ~ 6 oivoTtdxqg?

‘wine-bibber’. Mt 11,19: koii “eyoucnv mi500 SvOgomog gxryoq Kaii oivoiottls,
xeXcovilv cpiXot; kai apaexcoNMiv. - i rakkts G uxks MAKUX | MMKKOA-.
M7>3/10LLbIL.LLI7>* fIPOMTE- | TPLUKHUKOMBE ‘. .. and they speak: Behold! The man,
heavyeater and wine-bibber, the friend of publicans and sinners’. Similar locus:
Lu 7,34 (KMHOMUKKLYT).

In the Greek texts oivoRagf|q ‘heavy from wine’and oivoR3gexpc; ‘soaked from
wine’ also occur. In the Marianus we can find kuHomumu in both cases. In later
Church Slavic the simple wnHb also occurs.

In the Latin translation potator vini ‘wine-bibber’ and libens vinum ‘wine-
lover’ can be read; in the Gothic, af-drugkja which is a caique neologism.

In Luther’s texts the compound Weinsdufer ‘wine-bibber’ appears.

The Romanian text renders it with bautor de vin that corresponds to the Latin
potator vini as a genitive-explicative construction. The Albanian vere-pires
composition also means ‘wine-bibber’, and seems to follow the Greek or the Old
Slavic.
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Karoli’s Hungarian translation renders these loci with an adjective of
frequentative character részeges ‘drunkard’ although the compound borivo, that
is an exact equivalent of the Greek, Latin or Old Slavic words, has been known
since earlier times (cf. e.g. Balint Balassi, the first great Hungarian lyric poet,
writing in Hungarian in the 16th century); recent translations apply this word.

The Kralice Bible uses a construction similar to Latin pijan vina; the Russian
version interprets this locus with a relative-subordinate clause: KoTopblii NO6MT
nuTb BUHO ‘who likes drinking wine’ in both cases.

Other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: B. BuHonwuiiua; Sr.-Cr.
BHHONNja; Russ, BuHoNWiiLa (BuHoninTensHULUa); Cz., Sik. (pijak vina, vinodus);
Ukr. (n’adiiug); M. BuHonwmen; P. (pijak, pijanica); L.So. (pijanc); H.So.
winopiwa.

— Real structural caiques which seem to be of Balkanic origin (the High
Sorbian word may be a loan translation from German Weintrinker, or directly a
“décalquage” of the compound Weinsaufer in Luther’s text.

51-52. kakafiHkotkd, knngmubcTkue ~ ) fyyepovia, q agxq
‘reigning, power, authority’. Lu 3,1: 'Ev era 5e neytekonbekatd rqg fiyepoviaq
TilRegiou Kaiaagoq, ~ Kb hatos X« W1 gkatc JINTO- KVIAbIMKCTK ® TUKEPKA
reco-Ke. ‘In the fifteenth year of Tiberius Caesar’s reign’.

Similar passages: Lu 20,20 (k1gbHKCTKO); Lu 12,11 (kig-biMKCTKYE); both of
them render the noun agxq. P1 later Church Slavic texts we see KWiCTb,
K/NAbMECTKOKHMC t0o.

The Latin texts use the abstract noun principatus, imperium, potestas,
magistratus which generally mean ‘reigning’. In the Gothic version, two abstract
nouns can be found: piudanassus and reiki, with a similar meaning.

In Romanian, impéarétie andstédpénire as deverbal abstract nouns may equally
suggest Greek, Latin or even Old Slavic origin. The same situation appears in
Albanian: the abstract mbreteri and pushtet may point to any of these three
languages.

As for the Slavic versions, the modern Russian text applies the deverbal nouns
npaenéHle, BNacTb, HaunbCTBO With a similar meaning; the Czech translation,
however, alternates the abstract cisarstvi and vrchnost with the concrete-
personal vladar ‘commander, governor’. The former nomina abstracta seem to
translate Luther’s Kaisertum and Obrigkeit, respectively.

Kéroli’s translation alternates the deverbal nouns birodalom, hatalmassag and
hatalom, according to the use of the Vulgata. The Catholic version of the two
Oratorians in 1967 made a distinction between the abstract uralkodés ‘reigning’
and the concrete hatésag ‘authority’, according to the sense.

Other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: B. Bnagiiuectso; Sr.-Cr.
BniigbubcTBo (0ld form), BnaguuinHcTBO), ‘eparchy, episcopate’); Russ.
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BnagplyecTBo (BnagplyvecteoBaHue); Ukr. (Bnagiuteo); Cz. (vladarstvi); Sik.
(vladarsivie); P., So. (wladnictwo, wladnosc).

— Real structural caiques, modelled on the Greek qyepovia. The similar
formations of the Western Slavic languages may have been patterned after Latin,
German or Hungarian.

53a-b. KogbHb TPXAb UMM ~ O (5q(d/, KogoTPXIOKUTL ~ VOQaytuKOq
‘hydropical, dropsical’. Lu 14,2: Kai i50b avSpionog Ty f)v ubpamiKcx;
guagoctIey alTOB, ~ t0e WIKKb 8AUH Db UMb1 KOAbHLI TPXAb Kb M(regs. (It is not to
be found in the Zographus.) ‘and behold, there was a hydropical man in front of
Him’.

The compound adjective KogOTPXKIOKUTL occurs in relatively later texts
(Synaxaria in the Zographus and Marianus).

In the later Russian Church Slavic the popular form kog»Houkmii also occurs.

In the Latin text we can read the loanword of Greek origin hydropicus; in
Gothic this locus does not appear.

The Romanian passage shows an hybrid expression (semicaique) bolnav de
idropicd on the basis of Old Slavic usage. In Albanian the loanword /-
idropikosuré can be of either Latin or Greek origin.

The Kralice Bible applies the adjective vodnatelny referring to voda ‘water’;in
the Russian version the word group cTpaxgyLuii BogHot 60n1é3Hb0 ‘suffering
from a watery disease’ seems to be an accurate analytical expression for
interpreting the original. The Polish wodnisty (wodnistosc) and the High
Sorbian wodnieny (wédnica) seem to be of popular origin.

In Karoli’s text we can read vizkérsagos, a compound form used before him
(cf. the Bible translation of Taméas Félegyhazi in 1586). The adjective means,
word for word, ‘waterdisease-having’; later its abbreviated form vizkéros has
become common. Luther’s German wassersichtig is a similar compound but its
direct influence on the Czech, Romanian or Hungarian translations cannot be
evidenced undoubtedly.

The OId Slavic compound word has an immediate continuation in the Russian
only: BogoTpyaune ‘hydropsy’ (but also BogaHéa 60né3Hb). The expressions: B.
HMatoiyb BogHa 6onectb; Sr.-Cr. limeHn BogHa 60necTb correspond exactly to
the Old Slavic expression. — In Western Slavic languages, partly, there are fully
other expressions: L.So. wodnjaty; H.So. wodniwy; P. wodnisty; Cz. vodnatelny;
Slk. vodnatel’.

— The earlier word group is a neologistic caique expression (strictly speaking,
a phraseological caique) in itself, although it translates a compound word. The
later form is a caique neologism, but near the real structural caique. In the Slavic
languages the noun T p g b and the derivated adjective T”YkabHb have taken over
the meaning ‘work’ and ‘difficult’, respestively, but in Hungarian the Slavic
loanword torongy has retained the medical meaning ‘therioma, ulcus’.
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54. roaonoc?™ ~ p i>5gia

‘water bucket’. Jo 2,6: flaav 8e £kei AlOrvai U6giai €t, kaTa tov KaSagicrpov t&v
Tot)5aicov Keipevat, ~ KM »« tov KOBHOCH iiiictk ro OUMLLITEHWIO (FOATACKOY
NeXALITK- there were placed six water buckets of stone there, for the
washing of the Jews’. Similar locus: Jo 2,7.

The Latin translations adopted the loanword hydria from Greek; in Gothic
this passage cannot be found.

In later Church Slavic texts kofoBosb(-kx), Begpo can also be found.

The Romanian version contains the noun vas ‘vessel’ of Latin origin,
sometimes in the form vasa; the Albanian éne ‘vessel’is also a simple translation
of the Greek or Latin text, just as in Karoii’s Hungarian text the compound
kéveder ‘stone bucket’ (on the basis of Latin hydria lapidea or Greek XiSavp
udQia). In the recent Hungarian texts we find kékorso ‘stone jug’ as well.

A similar word group can be found in the Kralice Bible: kamenné stoudvé; in
the Russian the Church Slavic KiimeHHbIi BogoHOCH has been retained.

In Luther’s translation we read the plural (steinerne) Wasserkruge.

The other, Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: B. (BogoHoceH and
BOJOHOcCeL, ‘water-bearer (man)’; Sr.-Cr. (BogoHocb old form ‘water bucket’)
BofoHowaH ‘idem’; Russ, BogoHOC, -eu, -Mua ‘man-bearer’; ‘water bucket’;
UKkr. BogoHoc ‘idem’; M. BogoHocey, ‘idem’.

The continuation of the Old Slavic word cannot be found in the Western
Slavic languages but there exist similar compounds there: P. woziwoda ‘water-
bearer’; nosiwoda ‘water-bearing vessel’; Cz. vodnik ‘undine, elf; SIk. vodnik
‘water-bearer, woter-goblin, troll’; vodnak ‘water-snake’; L.So. wodnik ‘water
tank, water tower, water-bearer’; H.So. wddnik.

— Caique neologism (pseudocaique) that does not interpret the original word
part for part (in Greek we should expect the form u8go<pségos in this case
(‘water-bearer’), but it was motivated by the Greek word.

55. BoeBoaX ~ O oTAaTpycx;, 6 pyepmy

‘commander, superior leader: Lu 22,4: Kai &nfA.98)v ouvE7.47.paEV tois
aQXieQeuCTiv Kai aTgatpyol To KW, aumTol, sagabg airrév. ~ i wbib X
X' VepeoMs ¢ | BOEBOABLIN * KXKO imProgneTb, ‘and going away, he conversed with
the high priests and leaders, how to hand Him over to them.’ Similar passages:
Lu 20,20 and Me 13,9 (in the Greek original we find iyyEptbv in these verses).

The Church Slavic Hxg7>3upxTenk, 3™ocEmotpuTenk are later formations.

The Latin texts interpret crrearr|y0(; with praeses, and pyepcbv with
magistratus; so they make a distinction between the two Greek words, thus
deviating from the later Old Slavic interpretation. In the Gothic we can only find
Lu 20,20, with the word kindins ‘governor-lieutenant, procurator’.

The Romanian version renders this concept with the expression 4 MxiA MXpiA,
later with the word capeten in Lu 22,4, and with domnu or degator in Me 13,9 and
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Lu 20,20, respectively (i.e. for interpreting the two Greek words we can find
three different Romanian interpretations).

The Albanian translation uses the expression te paret'e ushtetarevet that
corresponds to the content of Greek otpatr|y0<;, but in a reverse order. The
Greek pyepcov, however, is rendered with the deverbal noun qivernitar
‘gubernator, governor’.

The Kralice Bible applies Urednik and hejtman, respectively, the modern
Russian text the deverbal nouns HauiinbHMKb and npasuTenb, with similar
meaning. The corresponding words in Luther’s (Hauptleute, First and
Landpfleger) were not directly imitated.

In the Vizsoly Bible Karoli translated the Greek argatpycx; with a genitive
construction templomnak Fejedelmi ‘Princes of the church’ into Hungarian, and
the pyepcov with helytartd ‘governor-lieutenant, vice-regent’. The Catholic
Hungarian translation of Rome, 1967, uses the words el6ljar6 ‘superior’ and
helytarté ‘vice-regent’, respectively, the Budapest edition of 1973: templomd&rség
vezet6i ‘leaders of the church guard’ and helytarté ‘vice-regent’, resp.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: B. BoeBoja,
BoiieBofa, BoiiBoga; Sr.-Cr. Bo)Boga; Russ, BonBoga; UKkr. BoeBoga; M.
Bo]Boga; Cz. vojevoda; Sik. vojvoda (vojvodca); P. wojewoda; L.So. wojwoda;
H.So. wéjwoda.

— Real structural caique but (imview of its general presence in the Slavic
languages) it is not impossible that it reflects not only the Greek otgatTyycx; but
also the Old High German heri-zogo ‘the army’s leader’ (Modern High German:
Herzog). The Greek pycptbv is also rendered by Hockogpb, so the Old Slavic word
was, perhaps, known by the OIld Slav interpreters as a common military and
administrative term, on the basis of the Byzantine ctTparpyos;, and this double
meaning was reinforced in Moravia by the neighbouring Old High German
usage. Later, owing to the parallel development of meaning in the Slavic
languages, the word has come to be applied increasingly as a name of an
administrative dignity (as the Modern High German Herzog), although not
always hereditary as its Hungarian loanword herceg.

56. koocve ~ p iiyaMnacTy,
jubilation, exultation'. Lu 1,14: kain écrrav xa@Q® ooi kaii dyaMaaoiq, Kai
N0A-Xoi tn\ 1) yevéoEi 0as00 yagpaovrai. ~ i KK4eTb TeKU PgocTK | Kecerke © i
mhosy 0 (KOKOKCTK-K ero K.Uapxaocwxrii ca m*. . . and there will be joy for Thee and
exultation, and many people will rejoice in His birth’.
In the later Church Slavic use we find pxgocTk, fmkokmve, oTpxg, as well.
The deverbal Greek noun is rendered by the similarly deverbal exsultatio in
the Latin text, and in the Gothic also by the deverbal svegnipa (or svignifta).
Luther’s word is Freude, as a rule.
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The Romanian version applies the loanword veselie borrowed from Church
Slavic; in the Albanian we can read the simple noun gaz joy, laughter’. In the
Hungarian Karoli’s solution is a denominal noun vigassag ‘gaiety’ from the
adjective vig ‘merry’; this noun can also be read in the modern versions.

The Kralice Bible uses the equivalent word veselé; in the modern Russian
translation also we can find the Church Slavic secénle.

The other Slavic equivalents of the OId Slavic word are: B. Becénue;
Sr.-Cr. Becér>e; Russ, Becenve (Becénbe, BeCENbCTBO, Bécenoctb); Cz. veseli
(veselice, veselost); Sik. veselie (veselica, veselost); P. wesolosé; Ukr. Beanns
‘nuptials’ (secénknb, Becénoun ‘gaiety’); M. (Becenba ‘nuptials, banquet’);
L.So. wjasele; H.So. wjesolosc.

— It seems to be a real structural caique, but not with an exclusive
application. The later Old Slavic (Church Slavic) texts often use it alternately
with the denomindl (Agoctk which we can find in the archaic Old Slavic gospels,
for the interpretation of the Greek noun joy’. This alternation is
intelligible on the basis of the high degree of synonymity between kecerwe and
pagocTb, or &axXAiams; and xotpa, resp. But the general occurrence of the word
kooove- in all the Slavic languages makes doubtful its having been formed after a
Greek pattern, and from the common psychological nature of meaning it can be
considered rather as an Indo-European parallelism, thus being in Old Slavic a
seeming loan translation (“phaenocalque™) only.

57-58. K7>[OKOOUTW CA, K7.AKAMTU ca ~ onll ~oyoo

‘to stay, to sojourn, to dwell’. Mt 21,17: Kod kaTo/Inuby aiitoCx; reco
xfjg ndkcojq eiq Bgbaviav, Kai (CTI& ekei. ~ noc™Mba MumaC Ki,in, ns iy\M
Kb KHBHAVH M OyNIKoM  Toy' (The second copyist’s text in the Zographus.)
‘.. .and leaving them, He went out ot the City to Bethama, and He stayed there.’
Similar locus: Lu 21, 37, but here the form K7>gknp;mvis used by the interpreter.

In the later Church Slavic texts we find ocTXTU ca, kb3aTu CEKM BbiKXHUC, t00.

In the Latin text the verbs manere and morari occur. In the Gothic version
none of the two passages can be found.

The Romanian text, similarly to the Latin, applies two verbs: saléglui ‘to
dwell’ and petrecea ‘to spend the time’ (but in Micu-Clain’s text, the verb cb
3bKOKM, ‘to stay, to tarry’ is the second variant. The Albanian version uses the
expression shkoj natén ‘to spend the night’ in both cases. In the Hungarian,
Karoli (and his modernizers also) uses the expression szallason maradni ‘to stay
in the quarters (night shelters)’ in praeteritum imperfect (past tense); in the
modern Catholic versions, however, we can find the today used expression
tolteni az éjszakat ‘to spend the night” and the verb maradni ‘to remain, to stay’.

The Kralice Bible renders these passages by means of the verbs zUstati ‘to
remain’ and pfebyvati ‘to dwell’; the former seems to imitate the Latin manere
and Luther’s bleiben (Uber Nacht). In the modern Russian version the
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expressions NpoBecTn Houb ‘to spend the night’, npoBoAnTL Houb ‘to pass the
night” play the role of equivalents for the Greek verbs (as the aspectual
equivalents of the OId Slavic variations).

Other Slavic equivalents of the OId Slavic verbs are: Russ, BogsopuTtbCS,
BogBopaTbeA ‘settle’; Sr.-Cr. yfledpa™ ce ‘to make court’; M. dvori ‘idem’. It
seems that the Russian language has preserved the Old Slavic verbs under
Church Slavic influence. In Serbo-Croatian and Macedonian the corresponding
verbs seem to have come into being as phraseological caiques of the Frenchfaire
la cour or German den Hofmachen ‘to make court’, or perhaps on the basis of
Hungarian udvarolni idem’, so they are of later origin than the Old Slavic verbs.

All this seems to point to the creation of both Old Slavic words directly on a
Greek base. The Old Slavic perfective verb served for rendering the Greek
aoristos, while the imperfective was used by the interpreter for translating the
praeteritum imperfectum of owXnEojgom.

— Real structural caiques. (See also their variant, oynkepcru ca, in another
entry of the Glossary).

59. Kb3rbKbHUMA, (AbXbTOP>) ~ €6 rcpocncetpal.aiov

‘pillow, cushion’. Me 4,38: Kai aiitcx; flv év T1) nedpvij étet To sieocTkehaX,aroy
Kadelibcoy ~ | B-KCbMb HN K>MT>e HX NoX7>TOIBCH A" (Zographus text.) .. . HA
Kb3rMKbHUK.W. .. (Marianus text.) ‘and He was on the stem of the ship, sleeping
on the pillow’.

The Cyrillic-letter marginal note in the Zographus applies the translation
K(rewn instead of noxbTofb; other Old Slavic texts use it in its more archaic form
AbXBIgTh the variants Ku3ribkuc, Kb3rkwy can also be read.

In later Church Slavic texts Kb3r/yIkbHUKb, U3bI/IIKME, 3&ITbKbKb also occur.

The Latin cervical was formed from the Latin cervix ‘neck, nape of neck’. The
Gothic vaggari is related to the Old High German wanga (Modern High German
Wange) ‘cheek, face’. Consequently, the Old Slavic text followed the Greek
original more precisely than the Latin or Gothic did. Luther’s Kopfkissen,
Kopfpolster render the content of the word, but they are not caiques.

As for its original content, the Romanian cépétiiul ‘pillow’ points to the
influence of Greek or OId Slavic texts. The Albanian andénékrérei (literally
‘underheading’) shows an inner form similar both to Greek and Old Slavic, but if
it had really been a caique, its models would have been 7tQOKE(pédAaiov (a word
actually existing in classical Greek) or noseribkie that occurs in later Church
Slavic. Its meaning stands near to the Latin cervical to some extent, and it is
interesting that it is similar (although in inverse word order) to Karoli’s
Hungarian compound word f6alj (in later versions fejalj). This compound,
however, was later replaced by the common words parna and vankos ‘cushion,
pillow’ in the modern Catholic versions.
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The Kralice Bible uses the word poduska *cushion’, a similar compound word
from pod ‘below’and ucho ‘ear’ (its equivalents exist in Polish and Eastern Slavic
as well). In the modern Russian version we read Bo3rnaeue, but Bo3rnaiiBHuLa
has also been preserved (the more popular form is nogronosbe).

Other Slavic equivalents of the OIld Slavic word are: B. Bb3rniiBHuua; Sr.-Cr.
y3rnaBHuua (ysrnaeak); Russ, Bo3rninBHuua (Bo3rnaeme, B3ronosue); UKr.
(mwron'es, wgronoeay); M. BosrnasHuua; P. wezglowie; Sik. (podhlavnica);
Cz. (poduska); H.So. (pdédus 'sole, shoesole’); L.So. podglowk ‘cushion,
pillow’.

— Real structural caique. The Ukrainian and Western Slavic (Polish, Low
Sorbian) words show a contact with the Moravian and/or the Russian, or
perhaps are later formations, just like the later Church Slavic words with nogb
and oyxo.

60. Kb3g1HME ~ t6 acvTooidbopa

‘retribution, return’. Lu 14,12: prpcoTe Kai asroi avTiKa™Ecyclalv ceK ai YévTycai
avrandéSopa croi. ~ efn KoM i TM T/IKOXKAE Kb30KKTb UM KXKAEMb TU Kb3A/UTHKE 'not
so that they should also reinvite thee, and then a retribution will happen to
thee...” (In the Zographus there is a later Cyrillic-letter addition).

Its phonetic (and morphologic) variant is Kb3abHUK (twice in Psalterium
Sinaiticum), and a similar formation from the aspectual verbal doublet is
Kkn3g/HuC (also twice in Psalterium Sinaiticum). In Old Slavic texts other than the
gospels, sw3an(aHuk also renders the Greek (3cywnobocTu, atvidpEudnc;, acpoildri
which have similar meanings as the word avtanéSopa.

In the later Church Slavic the use of 3bnnnTn, (Kbl-) unrpxgeHnc also occur.

In the Latin text we can read retributio, in the Gothic usguldan which are
deverbal formations from prefixed verbs similar to the Old Slavic (retribuere 'to
give back, to recompense’, and us-gildan ‘idem’).

The Romanian texts render the Greek (or perhaps the Latin or Old Slavic)
word with the deverbal noun Tn(>8m81t ‘loan’ and the verbal form résplateasca ‘it
should be returned’. The Albanian gpagim points, first of all, to the Latin
retributio. Karoli solves the problem of rendering this concise Greek or Latin
passage with a Hungarian word group aj6tétemény megfizettessék ‘the good
deed should be remunerated’. In the later revisions also: visszafizettessék neked
‘it should be repaid to thee’, and in the Catholic translation of Békés and Dalos
in 1967: és visszaadjdk neked ‘and they return it to thee’; similarly in the
Budapest edition of 1973: és viszonozzak neked'and they recompense it to you’.

In the Kralice Bible this locus sounds: amelbysodplalu®thou shouldest have a
retribution’. The similar solution of the Russian text is: u Hemoayuinn Tbl
Bo3gadawa ‘and though didst not receive a return’. All these also remind us of the
Latin text and Luther’s translation: und dier vergolten werde.
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The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic words are: B. Bb3gasHue; Sr.-
Cr. (y3gaHuua, y3garbe); Russ, Bo3gasiHue (Bo3gaHue, Bo3gaBaHue); Cz. vzdani
‘hand-over, capitulation’: SIk. vzdanie ‘idem’; P. (oddanie, poddanie ‘idem’);
Ukr. (Biaadna, noflana ‘return’); H.So (wuzdace ‘goodwill’); L.So. (wudase).

— Real structural caique. The Western Slavic equivalents seem to be
formations later than the Old Slavic word, and their meanings do not show an
immediate relationship to that noun.

61. Kkb3NATM ~ avTocrto5i5U)pi (4vTano5odvat)

‘to repay, to return’. Lu 1414: Kai pakagtog éor), O0xi oik exouaiv
acvxanoSo(ivai aot ¢ ayTano509pcTcToa Yap ctoi ev Xj avacrraoEi xiv StKaicov.
~ LBAXXOrN sxnewwn « KKO NC IMAT71 T 4CCO R7>3.\,vm « KBbX\\(Tb BO T CA * K7,
KACKpGUId\BE M)\kkaPnE) P>+ ‘and thou shalt be happy that they cannot return it
to thee; because it will be repaid to thee at the time of the resurrection of the
true’.

In other Old Slavic texts kb3nnTK corresponds to the Greek &tpeif3co, too, with
the meaning ‘to return, to reply’.

In later Church Slavic texts (rFA-) HXTPXUTK, 3XMJIXTUTK, Kb3KPXTUTK also
appear.

The Latin retribuere and Gothic usgildan are prefixed verbs similar to Greek
and Old Slavic; between them the difference is that the Gothic verb expresses
more clearly that here we have to do not only with the simple meaning ‘to give
back’ but a certain figurative sense: ‘to repay’.

The Romanian texts, accordingly, use the verb raspléati ‘to pay back’ in this
locus; in the Albanian, we can find the verb gpaguaj which is quite similar. K&roli
applies the Hungarian verbsfizet, megfizet ‘to pay’. In the modern Hungarian
versions we see the verbs visszafizet ‘to repay’ and viszonoz ‘to return, to
recompense’.

The Kralice Bible renders this passage with the verb odplatiti ‘to repay, to
recompense’; the modern Russian version of Stockholm contains the Russian
Church Slavic Bo3gatu. These do not seem to have directly been influenced by
Luther’s text, similarly to Lu 14.12: Luther’s verb is vergelten here.

The other Slavic equivalents of the OIld Slavic verb are: B. Bb3aiim
(Bb3g4Bam); Sr.-Cr. (y3gaTtu ce ‘to hope’); Russ, Bo34liTh (B34aTb; BO34aBaThb,
B3gaBaTb); UKr. (Blgodtw, ognaniumtn); Cz. vzdati (vzdavati) ‘to repay, to
surrender’; Slk. vzdat’, vzddvat’ ‘to give over, to surrender’; H.So. wuzdac ‘to
seem, to mean’; L.So. (wudas ‘to surrender, to give up’); P. (odplacac, -ic).

— Semantic caique. The verb itself can generally be found in the Slavic
languages but the OId Slavic meaning cannot be explained on the basis of the
other Slavic equivalents; it can be understood from the Greek text only.
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62. kearnv'omTM ~  KaTr|yogéo>

Yo accuse’ Mc 3,2: kod nagexrigouv adxov ei xoig aallBacnv OegaTteUoEt alixov,
iva katTy/logr/cTiolly abT06. ~ i Mb3UNA™NK i e FALLTe Kb OKKODK C-MIA Th i ® 41 HA
HK kb3nikTb * *.. .and they watched Him whether He healeth on Saturday, so
that they should be able to accuse Him’. Similar passages: Lu 1i,54, Mt 12,10.

The OId Slavic verb also renders the Greek AaXébl(kaTa xivoq) Yo defame’in
other texts.

In later Church Slavic texts OKDKMHWTY, oknMuuTK are also used.

The Latin accusare and the Gothic vrohjan render the content of the Greek
verb without its formal structure, thus they can be considered simple
translations. Naturally, some common motives cannot be denied among the
three formations: the Latin accusare corresponds to the Greek aixiaco chiefly by
its meaning (aixia: causa ~ aixiaco: *ad-causare < accusare), but the Latin
verb involves the public law process (causa ‘legal action, lawsuit’) just like the
Greek KaTTyyogéco (‘to stand as an accuser on the ayoga’), and the Gothic
vrohjan first acquired a similar meaning on the basis of kaxpyogéco in Wulfila’s
translation (in the case, it is a semantic caique).

The Romanian texts render the Greek word by the verbs invinui (KavoK>nn,
*invinovati), or by the expression afld vina ‘to find fault in somebody’. The
Albanian translation shows the verb perflos ‘to speak badly of, to accuse’.

Karoli uses the Hungarian loanword of Slavic origin, vadolni (cf. the Old
Slavic kbt Yo excite, to irritate’, Church Slavic ‘to accuse’). Later, the
frequentative form vadaskodni also occurs in Hungarian.

The Kralice Bible applies the verb obialovati ‘to accuse’; the Russian verb
06BMHUTEL has the same meaning. All these solutions do not seem to take
Luther’s expression aufjemanden eine Sache haben into consideration. (Similar
to the expression in the Apocalypse 2,4: ich habe wider dich.)

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic verbs are: Russ, Bo3rnaronérb,
BO3rfaroniite ‘to speak badly of.

— Real structural caique. Besides Old Slavic, it can be found in Russian only
(taken over from Old Slavic but in a “palliated” sense). The other Slavic
languages seem to support its origin on an immediate Greek base, by their
“argumentum silentii”. Its original meaning, maybe, was ‘to raise one’s voice
against somebody’ which corresponds to the Bible’s style, also known from the
Psalms.

63. kb3nex M ~ (ouv)avaKetnai, KaxaKEipai

‘to lay down to table’ Mt 9,10: Kai i50i> nofifo) xeX&vai Kai apagTCuLoi
éXSovxet; ouvavéKEivxo Ty Yr|cToin Kai Tou, adpTau, aCxod. — Lee MbHO3M rjn;-
LWbHULUM * | Mb3N0MKLUM NPUTENBLLE Kb3EXI™HK Cb UCOMK ® | Cb Oy4eHVKb! ero e
‘... and behold, many sinners and publicans, having arrived, lay down beside
Jesus and His disciples...’



Similar passages: Mt 14,9; 22,10; 22,11; 26,7; Me. 2,15 (bis); 6,22; 6,26; 14,3;
14,18; 16,14; Lu 5,29; 7,37; 7,49; 14,15; 22,27 (bis); Jo 12,2; 13,28.

All the three prefixed Greek verbs mean originally: ‘to lie down (to table)’, and
m)vavocKEiiai has also the special meaning ‘to lie together (with others to table)’.
Among them, ivonceipat is the most frequent. The Old Slavic texts render all the
three verbs with kb3nexnTy but in the case of ouvavaiceipou they also join it with
cbHUMB ‘with him’, according to the sense, or, sometimes, with some other
indicator expressing adverbial modifier of accompaniment.

In later Church Slavic we can read KbexmTK C/l, KbebCTW (KbCacTw) as well.

In the Latin texts the verbs recumbere, discumbere, accumbere alternate
without being parallel to the three Greek verbs but, in the case of obyomxkauawm,
the interpreter made sure to render the prefix odv- by the adverbs pariter or
simul. The Gothic text, similarly to OIld Slavic, applies one way of interpreting
only, the verb ana-kumbjan.

The Romanian texts use the version sedea la masa cu, sedea la masa impreuna
cu ‘to sit down to table (together) with somebody’.

In the Albanian we find the verb rri (ndéjta, ndenja, ndenjur) ‘to stay, to
sojourn’ in the expressions rri nde mesalle ‘to be in a feast’ and rri bashké me ‘to
be together with’, and similar ones.

Karoli’'s Hungarian text exhibits great variety by using the verbs leiilni ‘to sit
down’, letelepedni ‘to settle down’, lakodalomhoz lni ‘to sit down to a banquet’,
asztalnal letelepedni ‘to settle down at a table’ etc. In recent texts generally the
expression asztalhoz Ulni “to sit down to a table’ occurs, just like Luther’s sitzen
zu Tisch (but also sich lagern in Jo 6,10).

The Kralice Bible contains the verb stoliti s nekyT ‘to sit down to table with
somebody’; in the Russian we can find the preserved Church Slavic words
BO3/1E84Yb, BO3/1eXKaTb.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: B. (Bb3nsram ce,
Bb3fnerHa ce ‘to lie down on one side’); Sr.-Cr. (y3nasmTtu ’to go up’); Russ,
BO3NeXNTb (Bo3neub); Ukr. BoznexinTn (Bo3nArTiA); M. (Bo3nara, BO3/10XKyBa).

As for the Western Slavic languages, in the L.So. New Testament translation
of Miklawus Jakubica (1548 y., editor: H. Schuster-Sewc, Berlin, 1967) we find
feschal za stolem. In H.So. the verbs wulezac, wulezec, wuléhac, wulehowac,
wulehnyc are used in original meanings; in P.: sigsc (siadac) do stolum; in Slk.,
similarly, sediet’za stolom. But in Cz.—as it is seen—the denomindl verb stolovati
‘to have a fich meal” also occurs in the given text.

— Semantic caique. Such a prefixed verb could have become into being
without supposing an immediate Greek influence, too, but its meaning in the
New Testament can be explained only on the basis of the antique Graeco-
Roman repast rules. It is also conspicuous that the Western Slavic languages do
not use this prefixed verb.
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64. Kr>znewmn ~ dvaK”Mivopai, 4vaKEipai, dvartirtTto, katakXnvopai
‘to settle down, to sit down’ Mt. 8,10— 11: 4pflv Xty(o 8piv, rtag’ oi>8evi
TocrabTpy rtiariv év T TagaqT, eligov. Xkyw 88 6piv oti NoM-oi atné GtvotToWbv
Kai Suagcov frouaiv Kai avaKX.i8i]cravTai peta ’ARgadp Kai TcTaak Kai TaKtbR
év Tf Raoi>eiqt tijv oogavchv’ ~ AMUH [hK KM B HA K> em TOUK>L kefepi He
OKpPT/l m1au; XC KIM7> « KO MNOIIH 0T7j K/ICTOKZ. « [ 3AMA4B « MOUAXKTD L K7>3MADKT7>
GENBPAMOMK i EIKOMK * T TKOKOMK Kb (I HBCLPKMK * ‘Amen, amen, | say to you,
in nobody | have found such belief in Israel. But I say to you that many people
from East and West will come, and will settle down with Abraham and Isaac and
Jacob in the Kingdom of Heavens...” (Marianus text.)

Similar loci (in the Greek, avaK”ivopai) Mt 14,19; Lu 13,29. But the verb
Kn3new Ty corresponds to the Greek avartitTWin Mt 15,35: Kai rtagayysi®ac; Tt
oyA.h avattecreiv érti tiv yf)v ~ i noBemm wironoy Kn3newm Hi 3emm ¢ “. . .and
commanding the crowd to sit down on the ground’.

Similar passages (Greek: avartirtTo): Me 6,40; Lu 11,37; 17,7; 22,14; Jo 6,10
(bis); 13,12; 21,20; 5,10 (bis).

The Latin text applies the verbs recumbere, discumbere and accumbere for
rendering the Greek verbs again without differentiating between them, as in the
cases when the Old Slavic translation used the related verb stem Kb3nexnTu. The
Gothic text—even more monotonously than the Old Slavic—uses the single
prefixed verb ana-kumbjan.

As for the later Church Slavic and the Lutheran German use, see the entry
K=3reymA

For the Romanian, Albanian and Hungarian texts, we can say the same as in
connection with Kw3neXnTM ~ avaKEipai; a similar statement can be made
relative to the Kralice Bible and the Stockholm edition of the Russian Bible text
as well.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: B. (Bb3niram,
Bb3noxa ‘to lay down’); Sr.-Cr. (y3nasuTu ‘to go up’); Russ, B03néub, B3/eyb
(BO3neXIiTh, B3nariTb); Cz. (vzlaziti ‘to go up’); M. (Bo3nara, Bo3noxxysa); UKr.
BO3NIArTI (BO3NeXNTW, Bo3narinTn).— The Western Slavic relations see in the
entry KaanexsiTu.

— Semantic caique. (Cf. the former entry for kn3nexitn).

65. KbaarmwTe ~ To BaNMAdvTiov

‘purse, pouch’. Lu 10,4: pf| Racrra™ETE Ba~txvTiov,ur) rtpgav, pf| 6no6Tpata
~ HW HOCWITE Kb/UTT/VIALLIT/T HU KPTULLTA © HX ennorn « ‘Don’t bear a purse, neither
a bag nor sandals’. Similar loci: Lu 12,33; 22,35; 22,36. The double -XX- in
Greek may be a popular etymology after RaAAa). In later Old Slavic texts the
Greek 6eapex; ‘shackles’ is also rendered with K7>anrvwmwre in some cases. In
later Church Slavic we also find mitiiikkt» (1% geHers), ~pHuUAULITE.
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The Latin text interprets this locus with sacculum ‘baglet’; the Gothic applies
the compound mati-balgs (word for word: ‘meal-bag’), very precisely and
illustratively.

The noun punga ‘purse’ in the Romanian texts seems to be deverbal and
related to the verb apune ‘to settle’i.e. it seems to be in the same relation to apune
as the Greek and Old Slavic deverbal nouns to the verbs XXX or knamaTK,
respectively.

The Albanian kuléte ‘purse, pouch’ seems to have been based on the Latin
text. So does Karoli, who applies the word erszény ‘purse’ consistently in
Hungarian. The Kralice Bible uses the word pytlik ‘small bag, satchel’; the
modern Russian version shows the synonymous MKLLOK®S ‘bag’ in these loci. Itis
not necessary in this case to suppose the influence of the corresponding German
words, Beutel or Sackel on the basis of Luther’s text.

The other equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: B. Bbiaranuie ‘store’;
Russ, Bnaranuwe ‘husk’ (mewwok ‘sack, bag’); M. Bnaranuwe ‘husk, sheat, case’;
Slk. (mesec, mesok ‘bag, purse’); Cz. (pytlik ‘satchel’;sak ‘sack, bag’); P. (teczka,
torba ‘purse’); L.So. (mesek) ‘purse, bag’; H.So. (sak ‘net, mesh, trawl’). The
Czech word is borrowed from the German Biittel, furnished with a Czech suffix,
and it has got into the Slovak, too, in the sense ‘mill sieve, bolting machine’. Sr.-
Cr. ynaradH ‘dock-worker’, ‘mason’; ynara™ ‘to load’, ‘to put into’.

— Real structural caique. The Greek RaXX.<xvriov is a deverbal noun formed
from the verb RaXXco (with the meaning ‘to put into’), and the Old Slavic
Kkr>nxr\mwm( corresponds to this meaning and form precisely on the basis of the
verb kwbnxrxt. The changed meaning (Russian ‘husk’, Bulgarian ‘store’,
Macedonian ‘husk, sheat, case’) is secondary. The absence of the word in other
Slavic languages also points indirectly to the Greek origin of the Old Slavic
formation.

66-67. KAMUCTUTU, KIMTWITATAN ~ XWQew

‘to comprehend’. Mt 19.11: ¢ 5e elrtev airroiq ou navxeq x~Qolicnv tov Xdyov
toutov, &X' ois SéSotou. ~ OH/T XE PEe UM B He KIeN knviicTaTn CIOKECE 02ro M
MM/DKe 4JTHO ecT/l . “‘But He said to them. “It is not all people who comprehend
this word but only they to whom it was granted”.” (The Zographus citation is
from a later copy). Similar passages: Mt 19,12 (bis); 15,17; Me 2,2; Jo 2,6; 8,37;
21,25.

It should be remarked here that ,the Greek verb x*“ 6éco and its Old Slavic
equivalents, knamuctuTn and kv BLITATU have the meaning o f ‘comprehending’
or ‘understanding’ in Mt 19,11 and 19,12 only; in the other passages they show
the original concrete meaning ‘to give place’ and consequently ‘to go away, to
withdraw’ or similar (sometimes transitive) meanings. All this can be
understood from the denominal formation of these verbs on the basis of the
nouns xfopa and u KT0, resp. It is also characteristic that it is St. Luke’s Gospel
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alone where we cannot find the verb xcoeéco; it seems that the author, aiming at
an imitation of classical Attic style, judged the verb x* eéo) to be too vulgar,
therefore he adhered to the older Attic verbs éniorapat ‘to know’, Suvapat ‘to be
able’ or &mééxofiai ‘to go away’.

In Later Church Slavic texts (MObb30yM-bTU, nowaru. nowume-w alSO appear.

The Latin texts apply the verb capere ‘to catch, seize, occupy, acquire,
understand’, in transitive and intransitive, personal and impersonal con-
structioits-alike. In the Gothic texts the translations of xwQExioccur in two
passages only: Me 2,2 and Jo 8,37; in both cases the prefixed verb ga-motan
occurs.

The Romanian text uses the verbs cdpata, ‘to receive’incapea ‘to find room in’
and infelege ‘to understand’. In the Albanian texts mostly the verbs kuptoj ‘to
understand’ and pres (prita, pritur) ‘to wait, to meet, to reply’ occur in the
passages mentioned; these verbs seem to have a Low Latin (Vulgar Latin,
Popular Roman) origin (*captare and *presére).

In the Hungarian text of Karoli the verbs bévenni ‘to occupy’, béfogni ‘to seize’
can be found but, according to the sense, the verbsférni ‘to find room in’ and
vettetni ‘to be thrown’ also occur. This points to the fact that Karoli did not
adhere to either the Greek or the Latin text at the expense of Hungarian usage. A
similar alternation can be seen in the modern Hungarian versions, too;
resembling, apparently, the variety of Luther’s word usage (fassen, gehen,
fahen). In the Kralice Bible the corresponding words are mostly pochopili and
chapati ‘to comprehend, understand’, and sméstnati se ‘to find room in’. The
modern Russian text applies the Old Slavic verbs in the sense ‘to understand
only, although they also have the meanings ‘to contain, receive, put in’.

Other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic verbs are: B. BM&cTs, BMEcTBaM,
BMECTAM ‘to put in, to settle, to place; to find room’; Sr.-Cr. ymewtatu ‘idem’;
Russ, BMecTUTb, BMeLLLaTb ‘to contain, to putin, to receive, to place somewhere’;
Cz. sméstnati(se) (sméstnavatise) ‘to putin, to find room in’; SIk. vmestit'(sa)
‘to bring into, to put in, to find room’; P. (zrozumiec, pojmowac ‘to
understand’); H.So. (rozumic ‘to understand’); L.So. (njepodschwachy) (in
Jakubica’s translation); Ukr. ymmromn, ymuwatm ‘idem’; M. BMme(C)THe,
BMe(C)THyBa ‘to place, to make sy get up’.

— Real structural caiques, both in their original concrete and in its figurative-
abstract sense. In the other Slavic languages, except the Russian which reflects
Old Slavic influences, too, it is a new formation, perhaps independent of the
influence of the New Testament.

68. Kr>coeHwn ~ ) oitcoupevri

‘the inhabited earth, the world’. Mt 24,14: Kai KrjQux&fiOEtat touto to
£0ayye>noy Ti<; RaaiX.£fia<; év 6X4 T1) oiKoupévi) Elg paQTUQiov jisoots totq
eSvecrv, ~ | TUOMOBKCTb ca C& EBMKe/ME MPbCTBUM (M0) Boe/i BORMCHKA Bb
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CBUWIMTENMBCTKO KCUMb asHikomPe ‘and this Gospel of the Kingdom will be
preached on the whole earth for witness to all peoples’. (The Zographus text here
is a second-hand copy). Similar loci: Lu 2,1; 4,5; 21,16.

In other OId Slavic texts it is also written as kwnenmn, but it occurs later
mostly as HwnebIMA (e.g. Codex Suprasliensis 232.2), both in the literal sense
‘inhabited earth’ and in the more general meaning ‘all over the earth, the world’.
In the Psalterium Sinaiticum (126, 127) the form oyceneHro* also occurs.

In later Church Slavic texts we read ui7>|i1 Cbk-KTb, KKCK mre, Kie cPtro(KINY nog,
too.

The Latin text renders these passages with the expressions universus orbis and
orbis terrarum. In the Gothic we can read the compound midjun-gards which is
not a real caique, either, but a caique neologism.

The Romanian lumea ‘world’, toata lumea ‘the whole world’ show the effect of
Latin in these loci. Similarly, the Albanian text applies an attributive word group
gjithé béte “all the world’. Karoli uses the nounféld, ‘earth’ and the attributive
expression egészfold' the whole earth’ in his Hungarian translation; in modern
times az egész vilag ‘the whole world” is also used, just as Luther’s translation
interprets these loci mostly with die ganze Welt.

The Kralice Bible, similarly, applies mostly the attributive groups vés svét,
vsecken svét ‘the whole world’. The modern Russian version preserved the
Church Slavic kceneHw.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: B. BceneHa ‘universe’;
M. BceneHa ‘idem’ (BceneHcku ‘cosmic, worldwide’); Sr.-Cr. (ycénutu ce ‘to
move into, to colonize, immigrate’ (ycennHa ‘steep mountain, abyss’; ycen>gHink
‘settled, inhabitant’); BaciioHa ‘universe’); Russ, BcenéHHasa ‘world’; L.So. (cety
swét) (in Jakubica’s translation: po zalim Swesche); H.So. (wsén swét); P. (na
calym swiecie); Cz. (vesmir); SIk. (vesmir).

— Real structural caique. It is precise interpretation of the Greek oikoujiévt);
it covers the original meanings more exactly than the Latin or Gothic
equivalents, and even more exactly, than the Romanian, Albanian or Hungarian
translations. The Byzantine Slavic languages have more or less preserved it and
its original meaning, too. (The Serbian BaciioHa shows a popular etymology as
influenced by cunbHB ‘strong’).

69. KuCK(bCHOKEH/E ~ P eyeccTl, To éyeQ9f)vai
‘resurrection’. Mt 27,53: Kai £le>.96vtes K tév pvrmeicov LeTa rpv cyepcnv
alixoi) Ei<TflAdov eiq rflv ayiav rcOkiv Kai évE(pavia3r)aav nokkouy. ~ i
NLWIKABLLE 13 FPOKb * M0 KLCKP>CHOKEMT &0 * kinhaoiiia kb cthi ! gb * | ekuwwa ca
mbloromb. ‘and coming out of the graves, after this resurrection they went to the
sacred town and appeared to many people’.

In other OIld Slavic texts the Greek avaoracnq is also interpreted with
KECKDKCHOKEHVe.  Similar gospel passage is: Mt 26,32 (in the Greek text:
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éyee3f)vai). In the later Church Slavic texts Kr>(ccxHe is applied as
well.

In the Latin text the word resurrectio can be read, but in Mt 26,32, similarly to
the original Greek, a verbal construction postquam autem resurrexere ‘but after
they rose again from the dead’.

In the Gothic text we can find Mt 27,53 only, with the deverbal ur-rists (from
the prefixed verb ur~reisan ‘to rise from the dead’).

The Latin, Gothic and Old Slavic nouns are, as it is seen, “nomina deverbalia”
alike, but their prefixes suggest that the Greek model of their basic verb was not
eyeiga) but aviatapai or acviarqpi, resp. As for the suffixed nouns both gyepai;
and 6mxoTtaol, could provide a model but (ivaoraoK; is more plausible, if we
consider its prefixed basic verb.

In the Romanian texts the deverbal nouns Tki\(rb, inviarea can be read,
although in the modern translation we find a subordinate clause dar dupé ce voi
invia ‘because after | have risen again from the dead’.

A similar differentiation can be found in the Albanian text as well: in Mt 26,32
we see the subordinate clause édhe pasi te ngjallem vné ‘and after that I rise from
the dead’, but in Mt 27,53 we can find the prepositional construction pas te-
ngjallurit ‘after the resurrection’.

It seems, consequently, that only Micu-Clain’s translation follows the Old
Slavic; the modern Romanian and Albanian versions follow the Greek and
Latin models, and these latters were also closely followed by Kéaroli’s Hungarian
text; in Mt 26,32: minekutanapedigfeltamadok ‘but after | have risen again from
the dead’, but in Mt 27,53: Jézusnakfeltdmadésa utan ‘after Jesus’ resurrection’.
The modern Hungarian versions apply, with a greater uniformity, the nominal
construction.

In the Kralice Bible, there can be found a relative form vzkfisenifrom the same
root (cf. KeckpuLLcHKC); in the Russian, the Church Slavic kock™ceHuc; these forms
may be related to Latin resurrectio and Luther’s Auferstehung'alike.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: B. (Bb3KpecsiBaHe);
Sr.-Cr. (BacKpcéH>e, BacKpcHybe); Russ, (BOCKpecéHue, BOCKpelléHue); Cz.
(vzkfiseni, zmrtvychvstani); Slk. (vzkriesenie); P. (zmartwychwstanie); Ukr.
(BOCKpeLéHHS); M. (BocKpeceHue).

— Real structural caique. The exclusiveness of the Old Slavic form shows that
it came into being on the basis of immediate Greek influence.

It is natural that it reflects the noun &cvaorotcng rather than Byepak;, which is
translated without any décalquage. The cause of this fact might have been that
the verb atviorapai occurred much more frequently than éelQClin the sense ‘to
rise again from the dead’. Thus the verbs xbckpcnnTn, kiPddkenmth and their
relations, used for interpreting dviotapoii, were also used for translating éyeiQto,
and consequently for rendering the derivates, too.
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By the way, regarding the creation of the noun K7>cK(>kcHoKMH/E, Since wteannot
find a verb KeckpkcHok-KTU corresponding to it precisely, we can suppose that the
adjective mKI>new’ may have played some part: the caique probably meant ‘new
getting-up’, ‘arising to a new life’ in this form which is like a popular etymology
(cf. also okbHokreHve ‘renewal’ and similar derivates as possible influencing
factors, serving also as the expressions of the Christian dogma about Christ’s
resurrection as the proof of redemption and regeneration of mankind)

70. Krod>koMKM ~  atvicrrapai, éyeiQouai

‘to rise again (from the dead)’. Mt 17,9: pqgSevi eijnyre To 6gotpa &x; 06 6 uidq
Toli &vDQOMOL) £K vekagmv éyegSrj ~ nhkomov ¥€ He MOK-KOUTE LUAAHUK-
[OHB/1YKe CHb H/TbKHEKbI M3b Mys T T xb KbCKPCHETL. (Marianus text.) ‘you should
tell nobody about the vision until the Son of God rises again from the dead’.

Similar passages: Mt 14,2; 20,19; Me 8,31; 9,10; 12.23; 12,25; 14,28; 16,9; Lu
8,55; 9,8; ¥.19; 9,22; 11,32; 16,31; 18,33; 24,34; 24,46; Jo 11,23; 11,24.

Other OId Slavic texts use this verb for rendering the Greek <ScvaldiOco
(dtvaRtwayopai) ‘to revive, to come to life again’ as well.

As for the gospels, the Greek texts apply atviorapat twice as often as
éyeieopat, which can be found in Mt 14,2; 20,19; Lu 9,8 only; i.e. the ratio of
atvicrrapoci and eyeigopai is 20:3.

In later Church Slavic texts kb(c)cTxTn 13b M)bIKI>D<b also appears in this
sense.

The Latin texts use primarily the verb resurgere, and rarely surgere; perhaps it
is not a chance event that the prefixed aviorapoci is rendered with the prefixed
resurgere almost in all cases, while the simple éyeiQopat is translated with the
simple verb surgere, almost exclusively.

In the Gothic the prefixed verbs ur-reisan and usstandan can be found which,
as for their composition, correspond to the Greek atv(a) + lorapai.

The Romanian text used the verb invia (cf. in Latin: in+ vita, -ae) and, more
seldom, the verb s& scuta ‘to get up’ in this locus. The Albanian translation
consistently applies the denomindl verb ngjallem ‘to rise again, to recover, to
grow stronger’. The two latter meanings are undoubtedly the secondary ones
because the underlying form is gjalle ‘life, alive’; thus the Albanian verb shows
the same composition as the Romanian invia ‘to restore life’.

In Karoli’s Hungarian texts the prefixed verbfeltdmadni is consistently used
that corresponds to tivierrapau and resurgere alike; the Hungarian word is of
uncertain origin, its relations have been known only since the 14th century only.
In the Kralice Bible an expression stati z mrtvych ‘to rise from the dead’ occurs.
The modern Russian version has preserved the Old Slavic verb. Thus, these
translations of the earlier Modern Age rendered the cited loci without bearing
Luther’s (auf)erstehen in mind.
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Other equivalents of the Old Slavic word: B. Bb3KpbcHa; Sr.-Cr. yc[eac-]-
KpCcHYTK; Russ, BockpecHyTb (eocKpecdTh); Cz. (vzkfisiti se, zmrtvychvstati):
Sik. vzkrsnat’ (skrsnut) ‘to rise, to be established, to be born’; P. zmart-
wychwstac; UKr. BockpecHyTu (BockpecaTu); M. BOCKpecHe (BOCKpPECHYBA).

— Semantic caique. Its original meaning might have been ‘to stand up, to
rise’; in Proto-Slavic, however, its basic sense had perhaps been ‘to turn
abruptly’ (if we conclude from its Indo-European relatives as Lithuanian
kraipyti ‘to turn over’ and Greek KgautEvdq ‘rapid, strong’). As its derivates can
generally be found in the Slavic languages, but the -n*- momentaneous suffix
occurs mostly in Southern Slavic languages (and, probably as a Moravianism, in
some Eastern and Western ones as well) | think it got its special Christian
meaning on the basis of the Greek New Testament.

71-72. KACKpCUTY, KbCKPLUXTU ~ &cviorripi (atvEorr|Ka), é~aviorripi, éelQQi
‘to arise again (from the dead)’ Jo 6,54: 6 TQMytov pou xf|v cragka Kai rcivcov poo
té alpa exci £wr|v aiamov, k&yto atvacrxfiaco adx6v irj éaxaxq gpEggi. ~ m m
MK TTIATA L I'HA MOV KTAA IMAC DHAOTA KKKHTO L ASA KBECKpLLMK L R,
noc/-BakHUM AKHK ‘who eats my body and drinks my blood, haveth eternal life,
and | shall raise him in the last day’.

Similar passages: Mt 22,24; Me 12,19; Lu 20,28; Jo 6,39; 6,40; 12,1; 12,9;
12,17; Jo 5,21; Mt 10,8. (In these two latter loci the Old Slavic gospels use the
imperfective KACKpWATHY, in the other loci, the perfective KAckpcuTn.)

In other Old Slavic texts these verb doublets render the prefixed verbs
énavicnripi, feMeyeigto, ouveyeiqgcui ‘to awake” as well.

It is worthwhile observing in the Greek texts that the verbs which express the
idea of ‘arising from the dead’ <4viarr|pi and éyEigw, occur more often in St.
John’s Gospel than in the three synoptic gospels taken together, i.e. the fourth
gospel lays even more stress upon this doctrine. It can also be observed that in
the Greek original texts the verb é~aviorr|pi (oTTégpa) expresses the idea of
resuscitare semen and, that St. John’s Gospel applies the verb éelQCo for
rendering the conception of suscitare e mortuis ‘to raise from the dead’, rather
than the verb atvicrrripi.

In later Church Slavic texts oxuiokTu also appears in a similar sense; but we
read kaccrabowm cuma in Mt 22,24,

The Latin texts use the verb suscitare mostly in this sense, but in the synoptic
gospels we find the expression resuscitare semen for rendering the ££,aviorr|pi
oTTegpa as it was mentioned above. The Gothic interpretation applies the
prefixed verbs ur-raisan and us-satjan (the former also means é£,avimripi
cntEQpa)..

In the Romanian translations, besides the verbs mentioned earlier, scula and
invia, we can find the verb ridica ‘to raise’ as well, especially in the sense
‘(re)suscitare semen’. In the Albanian versions the translators apply the

119



transitive verb ngjall with its different meanings (‘to revive, to raise from the
dead, to hail, to excite’), corresponding to the meaning of the intransitive verb
ngjallém, mentioned above.

Gaspar Karoli’'s Hungarian text uses the verb feltamaszt, derived from the
simple tAmad ‘to come into being’. The sense o f ‘resuscitare semen’is rendered by
him with magot tdmaszt (a caique expression after Latin or Greek), later utédot
tamaszt (‘to create posterity’). These solutions are similar to those of Luther’s
translation: auferwecken, but Samen erwecken.

The Czech text of the Kralice Bible interprets these passages with the prefixed
verb vzkrisiti, sometimes with the simple krisiti; semen resuscitare sounds here as
vzbuditi simé. Similarly, in the Russian text, this locus (Mt 22,24) contains the
expression BocCTaHOBUTL CbMms, but the idea of resurrecting is rendered by means
of kockpentn and kock”ta/ru preserved from Church Slavic.

The equivalents of the Old Slavic verbs in other Slavic languages are: B.
Bb3Kpecs, Bb3KpecsBam; Sr.-Cr. yc[Biic-]JKpcHyTHW, yc[Biic-]kpuiiBaTtn; Ukr.
BOCKPECWTN, BOCKPeNTTN; RUSS, BOCKPECUTb, BOCKPEUTTb; M. (BockpecHe); Cz.
vzkrisiti; Sik. vzkriesit’, P. wskrzesic; H.So. (woziwic, -jowac, fee); L.So.
(wozywis, fowas(se), zwymartwichstas).

— Semantic caiques. (As for their Indo-European etymology, see above.)
Both in the sense ‘suscitare e mortuis’and in the sense ‘resuscitare semen’it has a
special Jewish-Christian religious meaning, on the basis of the Bible.

73. kuck(MvnoHve ~ fi dvaoracng

‘resurrection’ Jo 5,29: ka! Vknogevaoyton oi Ta iiyada notpoavTEt; eie;
avacrtamv £oofls;, oi Ta (pad”a 1QEAVTES; e, dvacrtamv kgioeox;. ~ | nanmpxrs
CbTKOPbINEN KITb Kb KbCK(LLMEHBC YAKOTOY © \ ChbTKOpbINen Kb KbeKpLLebINE
expgoy « ‘and they will come who did good, to the resurrection of life, and who did
bad, to the resurrection of judgement’.

Similar passages: Mt 22,23; 22,28; 22,30; 22,31; Me 12.18; 12,23; Lu 14,14;
20,27; 20,33; 20,35; 20,36; Jo 5,29; 11,24; 11,25.

In the later Old Slavic texts the Greek é*ayaoTacTK;, 8yeacTk; are also rendered
in this way. In later Church Slavic we read Kb(C)CT/HVe, too.

We can find the nomen deverbale resurrectio in the Latin version used
consistently. Such consistency is shown by Wulfila as well with the Gothic us-
stass (deverbal noun from the verb usstandan; see above).

In the Romanian translations we read the substantivized “longer infinitive”
inviare from the aforesaid verb invia ‘to raise again, to wake up, to resurrect’.
Similarly, the Albanian translation contains the deverbal noun té-ngjallur
‘raising again, resurrection’ from the verb ngjall. ,

G. Karoli and later Hungarian interpreters as well apply the deverbal noun
feltamadas (in earlier times, also, sometimes feltamadat) from the intransitive
verb (fel+ tdmad) feltamadni ‘to rise again from the dead’, sometimes the
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derivate feltdmasztas from the transitive feltdmasztani (this latter may refer to
other people than Jesus Christ, too).

The Kralice Bible uses the deverbal noun vzkfiseni; the Russian text
BockpecéHue. (Luther’s translation also applies the deverbal Auferstehung.)

Other equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: B. Bb3KpecéHue, Bb3KpecsiBaHe;
Sr.-Cr. BacKpcéuwye (BacKpcéH>e, BOCKPC, YCKPC, YCKPCErbe, YCKPCHYybe,
0XMB;bEH>e); Kuss. BOCKpeceHMe ‘resurrection’, BocKpeLleHue ‘raising somebody
(actively) from the dead’ (Bockpec and BCKpéc ‘resurrection’, ‘Easter Feast of
Jesus’, “‘Resurrection’, BockpeceHbe ‘Sunday’); Cz. vzkfiseni; Sik. vzkriesenie; P.
wskrzeszenie (obsolete form; today: zmartwychwstanie); Ukr. BockpeceHusi; M.
BocKpeceHve; H.So. woziwjenje, zmortwychstanjenje; L.So. (wozywjenje,
zwumarlychstanje).

— Semantic caique (and the similar other Slavic equivalents are also of this
type). The heathen Slavic religious faith did not know the idea of the resurrection
of the dead but the New Testament texts use it consistently; the words could
have existed in all the Slavic languages in the sense o f ‘getting up, standing up’ or,
perhaps in Proto-Slavic more originally, ‘to become strong (again)’ or ‘to turn
over and backwards’ and in similar meanings.

74. KbCKBXXIXLUOE, [0NpKXCTOMXTH] ~ To OA.oKaiiTcopa

‘holocaust, burnt offering’. Me 12,33: Kai t6 atyarcav tov nXyoToy & éairrov
TeQCTorOTEROv écrriv TtavTeov Tty 6XokauTiopatcoy Kai Sucncov. ~ | exe Aositi «
ICKJIDIKUEID >KKD CeKe © KOME ECT?, KKCHYN' HOMIOK/IKBTOM/TTS B DKI>TKD. ‘and it is more to
love the fellow-man just as oneself than all the burnt offerings and sacrifices’.

In the archaic OId Slavic codices the loanword onoknKTowTTb is general, but in
the Assemani and the A-variation of the Nikolja Gospel we find the décalquage
KbCECHKMIEMbXb (kpTn>). In other OId Slavic texts usually the loanword
O/IOK/IKTOMTTB Occurs (sometimes as a noun of feminine gender: onoknkromn or
onoknktuwl). The borrowing shows well, on the one hand, the phonetic
properties of Byzantine Greek: the extinction of the older aspiration of vowels
and the establishing of the new at), eu fricatives (v or f) instead of the old
diphthongs, and on the other hand, the simplifying tendency of the OId Slavic
stem-based morphological system: the taking-over of the Greek neutral nouns
ending in -Ta into the Old Slavic feminine a-declension. Some other OId Slavic
texts use the variants KKCOXEXEHVE, KbCEKETOMb, t00.

In later Church Slavic texts KKCCCOKEHV, KKCCCHXMIIEMDK also occur.

The Latin text, like the majority of the OId Slavic versions, leaves the word
untranslated: holocautoma. In the Gothic, however, we can see an exact caique:
alabrunsts composed of alls ‘whole, all’ and brinnan ‘to burn’, just like the Old
Slavic RhccomKikrxeuoi.

The Romanian versions apply the “longer infinitive” form ardere ‘burning,
destruction by fire’, or the Church Slavic loanword nmpusoce ‘offer, gift’, but other
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Romanian texts render it with the Greek loanword holocaust or olocaust. In the
Albanian, we read a precisely corresponding composition te-gyithe-djégurate
(from the constituents gythe ‘wholly, fully’ and djégur ‘burnt, the past participle
of the verb djeg (dogja, djégur) ‘to burn’.)

Karoli’'s Hungarian text renders the passage, Tcegkrootregoy éortv navrtov
téx 6XoKaimopaTwyv Kai Oucnrdv, with a simple and concise (although not quite
literal) translation: tobbet ér minden aldozatoknal, ‘it is worth more than all
immolations’. But in the later texts we find more precise interpretations as tdbbet
ér minden égéaldozatnal és véresaldozatnal ‘it is worth more than the
burnt and other offerings’ (1967), and tébbet ér minden ég6 vagy barmi mas
aldozatnal ‘it is worth more than all burnt or other offerings’ (1973). That is,
Karoli did not use a caique, but the later Protestant, Catholic or Oriental
Hungarian translations apply consistently such words, although these do not
render the content of the Greek word so precisely as the Gothic or Old Slavic
caiques do: they do not translate the constituent 67.0- ‘wholly’. (Nor does
Luther’s translation where we find Brandopfer ‘burnt offering’.)

The Kralice Bible applies the word zapal ‘burning, inflammation’; the
Russian uses the exact caique Bcecoxokére “full burning, wholly burnt offering’,
in Church Slavic way.

The OId Slavic word has a few exact equivalents in other Slavic languages;
besides the Russian equivalent mentioned, in the Ukrainian we find the
corresponding BcecnaniéHHA. The Old Slavic caique itself is not often applied in
the OId Slavic texts, either: it occurs mostly in the Psalterium Sinaiticum (Ps
50,18; 19,4; 49,8). In addition to these, we find it in the Psalterium Paganorum
(Ps 19,4) and in Psalterium Bononense (Ps 38,9). Not the same, but a similar
wording can be found for Me 12,33 in the Dobromir Gospel: cwxexwalyg
Mok, and in the Tarnovo Gospel: >xexxem?.lys Xs>« As for the Apostolic
Epistles, the plural form 0X.okantcouata is rendered by the OId Slavic plural
passive participial form chxexeHu(n.

Other equivalents in the Slavic languages: B. (CbBCEM um3rapsilia >képTea,;
Russ, BcecoxokéHume; Ukr. Beliuko coxokéTte; M. (onokaBTomat)(oNe form); Sr.-
Cr. CBeropyha xptBa; Cz. (zapal) (today’s meaning is: ‘combustion’). SIk.
(zapalka) (old form, present meaning is: ‘matches’); P. (zupelnie spalajqca
oftara); H.So. (wsitko zapaljony wopor); L.So. (zapalony wsitko wopor)
(translation of Jakubica).

— Real structural caique; even in later times it was confined to an exclusive
ecclesiastical use (as in the Psaltyr Blazennago Proroka i Carja Davida, Lvov,
1893): k«conoreH"A in Ps 50,17, and kcccoxorersicwpk in Ps 50,20 (just like in the
choywesHK7>edited in Pest, 1857). In the first centuries of Old Slavic literature the
loanword ogokakTomMars and its variants dominate, but it is just the text of the
Assemani that warns us that we have to do with a very early loan translation.



75. kb(c)ctvme ~ f| avaaracn<;
‘rising, uprise’. Lu, 2,34: i50() 06To<; Keltai eit; ntcocnv Kai atvaaramv nolll oyév
Tt “lapariA. Kai eig cTrigeroy avtiX.eYOnevov. ~ G NexuTe cKe Hb MAbHb« i nn
KeCT@'Hke MHCIOMIE Kb UM e | Kb 3HLWICHK« MppYbHO. ‘Behold, this will be for
decay of many people and for resurrection of many people in Israel, and for a
sign that will be contradicted’.

The OId Slavic word, of course, is a regular phonetic development from the
prefixed composition *kb3-cTbHKe. In other Old Slavic texts it occurs in the form
kbcTMHKE as well, and the Greek (av-)eyEQcng is also interpreted with these
variants. In later Church Slavic texts it alternates with xbCkpHueHve and
KbCKpLULLE, too.

The Latin resurrectio and the Gothic us-stass, the words of the Vulgata and
Waulfila’s translation in this locus for avacnaon;, are also used for being
interpreted by KbCKpKCKHOKeHVE, R7ckpuneHre (see above).

The Romanian deverbal noun (“long infinitive™) sculare ‘rise, resurrection’
and the Albanian deverbal noun (from the past participle) té-ngriturit ‘upswing,
uprise’ express that here we do not have to do with supernatural resurrection
from the dead but ‘natural uprise’.

As for Hungarian, Karoli uses the word feltamadas, as in the case of
resurrection, and so do the later (also Catholic) translations.

The Kralice Bible, however, uses the word povstani that differs from the
translation of ‘resurrection’ (as we have seen, this latter was vzkriseni); in the
Russian, with another prefix, the noun BoccTtaHue expresses this difference.
Luther’s translation makes this distinction by means of the suffix: it uses the
substantivized infinitive Auferstehen for the natural meaning.

The other equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: B. Bb3CTaHWe, BbCTaHUe;
Sr.-Cr. (yctaHak); Russ, BoccTaHue ‘getting up, uprising’ (in Church Slavic
sense: ‘creation, creature, animal’ as well); Ukr. (yctaB4HHS); M. BocTaHue; Cz.
(povstani), vstani, vstavani; Sik. (povstanie); P. wstanie, wstawanie (powstanie);
L.So. (stawanje); H.So. (stanjenje).

The meanings ‘uprising, getting-up, establishing a rebellion’ of the Western
Slavic po-prefixed deverbal nouns are, of course, not directly related to the Old
Slavic word, but the corresponding words (without the prefix po-) can mean ‘rise
from among the dead’ as well. Apparently, this noun has a secondary but now
dominant meaning in the Eastern and Southern Slavic, too; e.g. in Russian in the
church usage of words.

It seems that the Old Slavic translators took care that here, instead of the
NouNs KeCK>KC7>HOKEHVE, KbCKPMHCHUC wWhich referred to the idea o f ‘resurrection’,
another word should be applied. The Latin and Gothic texts, as it is seen, did not
distinguish the words in this respect. The noun Kb(c)cTbHue is, however, an exact
equivalent of the original &vamacnq in this case, too: not in its secondary
figurative, but in the primary figurative sense that is near to the original concrete
meaning.
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— It seems to be a real structural caique if we consider again the Western
analogues of po-; but, considering the general and many-sided adaptability of
this word for figurative senses, it seems better to include it in the group of
semantic caiques.

76-77. Kb(C)CTXTH, KbC)CT/KTK, ~  avicrtotpai, éyeiQopai, very rarely:
é~avimapai, ErctEpyouan

‘to get up, to rise (from the dead)’. Mt 17,23: Kai utioktevoictiv alkdv, Kai rfj
taitt) opEgac 8yeednoETar. ~ i OYKTKTb i ® TP«TUM ibHb KbCTbHETH. (Marianus
text.) ‘and they will kill Him, and on the third day He will rise again’.

In the Codex Assemani: KbecKpbcbETb Me 5,42: Kai e(iOix; avéorr) 1o Kogamov
Kai ne(HestOCTEL ~ | IKKe KKCTN. guikmux | )oK (Zographus text.) *. . .and
immediately rose the maid and walked around’.

Similar passages: kectTU: Mt 1,24; 2,13; 2,14; 2,20; 2,21; 8,15; 8,26; 9,5; 9,9;
9,19; 10,21; 11,11; 12,41; 12,42; 16,21; 17,7; 24,7; 24,11; 24,24; 25,7; 26,46;
26,62; 27,52; 27,63; 27,64; 28,6; 28,7; Me 1,35; 2,9; 2,11; 2,12; 2,14; 3,26; 4,39;
5,41; 6,14; 6,16; 7,24; 9,27; 10,49; 10,50; 13,8; 13,22; 14,42; 14,57; 14,60; 16,6;
16,14; Lu 1,39; 4,16; 4,29; 4,38; 4,39; 5,23; 5,24; 5,25; 6,8; 7,14; 7,16; 8,24; 9,7;
9,22; 10,25; 11,7; 11,8 (bis); 11,31; 11,32; 13,25; 15,18; 15,20; 18,19; 21,10;
22,45; 22,46; 23,2; 24,6; 24,7; 24,12; 24,33; 24,34; Jo 2,22; 5,8; 11,29; 11,31;
14,31; 21,14. keCcTXkxT: Mt 11,5; Me 4,27; Lu 7,22; 20,37; Jo 6,18.

The OId Slavic texts render the Greek verbs Syeigopai and atviorapav with
KbCTXTU alike (the other Greek verbs are nearly “hapax legomena” in the cited
passages). In the Greek text the verb Syeigopai means mostly (although not
exclusively) ‘to rise again from the dead’, but the verb atvicrrapat much more
rarely.

This difference seems to have its origin in a conception of death as if it were
slumbering — naturally, without denying the essence of death.

Translation by kb(c)cT\kxT occurs very rarely in relation to the use of
kr>(c)cT\T. This is evidently caused by the fact that all sorts of ‘standing up’ or
‘rising’ (either the common ‘getting up’ or the ‘rising of the foams of sea’ or the
‘rising again from the dead’ are instantaneous, sudden acts which can be
expressed perceptively with the perfective verb kr>(C)ctxin better than with
anything else.

In later Church Slavic texts we find KMKpPKeHXTW, noabHaT ca, akurmaTu ca,
too.

In the Latin text we can find, as a rule, the verb resurgere in the sense o f ‘rising
from the dead’ while in other cases the verbs surgere, consurgere, exsurgere ‘to
get up’; in one case we can even read exsilire ‘to jump up’ (Me 10,50), where the
Greek text contains the werb &tvarcr|8Eco with the same meaning.

The Gothic texts use the verb ur-raisjan and (in fewer cases) us-standjan for
translating éyeigopai and aviorapai. The verb us-standan is a close caique of
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*6tva + icTtanai, but the idea of ‘rising again from among the dead’ is chiefly
expressed, as we have seen before, by means of us-raisjan (see the entry for
K7>CK|>KCbHXTV).

The Romanian texts apply the verb invia here too, which expresses ‘returning
to life’, ‘rise from the dead’, while the meanings ‘getting up, jumping up’, etc. are
rendered with the verb s& scula.

This bipartition can be seen in Albanian as well: for éyEiQopat we read the
already mentioned ngjallem, while for aviorapat the verb ngrihem ‘to get up, to
rise, to revolt’ is applied.

In the Hungarian texts of Gaspar Karoli and the later interpreters there is a
great variety. ‘To rise from the dead’ is rendered with the verbfeltamadni (see
also the preceding entries), but the several human movements are interpreted by
the verbsfelallni andfelkelni (‘to get up, to rise’), and in Jo 6,18 a tenger a nagy
szélnekfuvasa miatt haborog vala ‘the sea was tossing because of the blowing of
the great wind’ where the Greek original applies the verb Steyeigopai. (This
latter is rendered by sich erheben in Luther’s text, and we find a clear distinction
between the general aufstehen and the specialized auferstehen, see above).

The Kralice Bible uses the verbs vstati, povstati.

The Russian text, however, has preserved the ancient Church Slavic usage (see
above). (The verbs applied in Jo 6,18 are zdvihati se and BonHOBITbLCS,
respectively.)

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: B. BcTaHa, BcTaBam
‘to rise, to revolt’; Sr.-Cr. yctatn, ycrtaBaTu, ycrajain; Russ. Bo(c)cTaTb,
Bo(c)cTaBaTh, BcTaTb, BCTaedTh; Ukr. ycTaTw, ycraeaTH; M. BocTaHe; Cz. vstati,
vstavati (povstati, povstavati); Sik. vstat’, vstavat' (povstat’, povstavat); P.
wstac, wstawac (zmartwychwstac ‘to rise from the dead’); H.So. (po-)stanyc,
(po)stawac (zwumrelychstanycj; L.So. stawas, stanus (zwumretychstanus).

— In accordance with their different applications, these Old Slavic verbs can
be considered as real structural caiques or semantic caiques, or (sometimes)
phenocalques. It depends on whether they correspond to the Greek atvioranat
ék veKQ&v or to éyeiQopat, or to the not specifically religious 4vicnalioci (or, in
one case, the verb atvangSéco with a similar meaning).

Old Slavic applies the verb doublets kbcTiTK ~ KbcTITK in all these senses;
however, as we have seen, the archaic Old Slavic gospels used the werb
KbeCKpKCHXTY for the ‘rise from the dead’and, instead of riXJct\ th~ r{dctar&eh,
this has survived in Church Slavic liturgical and rhetorical usage. Cf. e.g. the
Easter salutation of the Byzantine Christian Slavs: Xpucrock RiQjkee (Xgicrmq
(ivecrrq) ‘Christ is arisen’, and the reply to it: r&ncTuH* REGPER (CANP30X;
atvéarq) ‘indeed, He is risen’; see the Easter Troparion as well.

A similar development can be observed in the Southern and Eastern Slavic
languages (influenced by Church Slavic) while in Western Slavic the *“corn-
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petition” of the two verb groups has led to es(dctyru and its derivates gaining
ground. This is to be seen very markedly in Polish (but also in Czech and
Sorbian) where a special verb zmartwychwstac (and its exact equivalents in the
neighbourhood) can be found as an unmistakable expression for the ‘rising
again from among the dead’.

Naturally, these circumstances are also true, in general, for the proportion of
deverbal nouns, derived from these verb groups.

78. kectorn ~  f) (ivaToAfi

‘East’. M t 2427 akTep yap q iarpang eepyexai atné avatoAmyv Kai cpaivetai
ea><; Suaptov, ointTac carat fi rcapouaia Toih uioO Toil avégamou « -~ eKoXe KO
MI7>HU (CXONUTD OT KbCTOKD L&IKAKIT? CA 0 3M 1\4b. TXKO KXAOTb L MM IKCTKUC CHX
Hekoro. (Zographus text.) ‘as the lightning comes out of the East and it can be seen
unto the West, thus will also be the re-appearance of the Man’s Son’.

(In the Savvina Kniga we can read fo 3nnngx; in the Assemani: CbH\ HIOK/HK).

Similar passages: Mt 2,1; 2,2; 29; 811; Lu, 1,78; 13,29. In later Church
Slavic texts BbIofb, KICXoL4b (crmHbHa) can also be read.

In the Latin text oriens, the present participle of the verb oriri ‘to rise, come up’
can be found, while in Gothic, the nomen deverbale ur-runs from the verb ur-
rinnan ‘to come out, rise, come up’. Thus the Gothic noun is an exact reflection
of the Greek original where the, noun atvaroAq is a derivate of the verb
avaxéAAoi ‘to bring up, come up, rise, get up’. (A similar deverbal noun is
Luther’s Aufgang but we read Morgenland in Mt 2,1).

The Romanian text applies a deverbal noun r&sarit, the derivate of the verb
raséari (of the Vulgar Latin *resalire) that means ‘to drive, sprout, spring up, go

up’.

The Albanian expression lindja é diellit originally had the meaning ‘the birth
of the sun’; hence Lindje ‘East’, from the verb lind'io be born, come into being’.

In Kéroli’s Hungarian text we find a solution which is similar to both the
Latin ortus solis and to the Albanian expression, the compound napkelet,
consisting ofnap ‘sun’and kelet ‘rise, East’. In Lu 1,78, however, he uses another
version: the expression ivaxoAq i f Gdaw; is translated by him as a magassagbol
val6 Csemete ‘the Sapling from the altitude’, probably an allusion to the infant
Jesus. The later version contains, however, an expression a naptamadat a
magassaghbol ‘the Sun’s rise from the altitude’. According to the modern Catholic
versions: a magassaghdlfelkeld ‘who rises from the altitude (1967) or simply: a
magassaghol ‘from the Altitude” (1973).

The Kralice Bible applies the deverbal noun vychod (word for word: ‘going
out’), but in Lu 1,78, similarly to the Latin oriens ex alto, it is vysed z vysosti. In
the modern Russian text we generally find the word BocTokb of Church Slavic
origin (Lu 1,78: KbCTOKb cBblLe ‘East from above’).
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The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: B. (/3T0K); Sr.-Cr.
(nctok); Russ, BocTok; UKr. (cxw); M. (uctok); Cz. (vychod); Slk. (vychod); P.
(wschdéd); H.So. (wuchod); L.So. (wuchod).

— Real structural caique. It seems to have ousted other deverbal expressions
from Old Slavic (McTokb, Ucxoga, K-bIXo4/, C7404b, Kreyog?,) which have survived
in other Slavic languages, as already in Proto-Slavic the original Indo-European
word meaning ‘East’ or ‘daybreak’ had been lost (although, it has survived in the
sense ‘morning’: oytpo~ pok;~ aurora from the Indo-European stems *au-,
*au-so-). Similarly to smungb (3nyoas, 3xknTsb) ‘West’, apparently, it was not
fixed in Proto-Slavic as early as cukepb ‘North’ and tob ‘South’ were.

79. KbTOpPONPLKBL~5enTee0sAA0)TO(;

‘second-first’; some tentative attempts at interpretation: ‘the first (Saturday) of
the second year’ or ‘the first (Saturday) after the second day of the Jews’
‘Pascha’; or simply: ‘one Saturday’ as the Hungarian Catholic translation of
1973 (Budapest) interprets it egyik szombati napon ‘on one of the Saturday days’.

Lu 6,1: éyéveTO 56 év oalRRaxtp GemTepoafoTd 6rocsogeiECTIom aircdv ~
BbICTD C Kb OKEOTK « KbTOpOrp7,Kbl « LT CMOV CKRO3K CKMIK K.

‘He happened on the second-first(?) Saturday to go through the sown fields’.

In the Codex Assemani we read cokok. It is interesting that the compound
Geuntenosifcotok; cannot be found in the Washington Codex (e 014, an uncial
manuscript) and in some minuscular codices (e 178, e 376, e 100, e 1033),
furthermore in some Syrian and OId Latin versions. It is conspicuous that these
go back mainly to Caesarean variations, consequently, the OIld Slavic
translation could not set out from such texts (because they contain the
compound KbTOPorpKKe corresponding to the Greek word).

In a later Church Slavic explanation it is NPKKX™ OKKOTb N0 KTOPOMOY [LKXKO
XMLOBB M/ICYX.

In the Latin text we find the expected phrase secundus primus; in the Gothic
there is a similar anparfruma. All these go back, through the Greek, to some less
familiar Aramaism or Hebraism, about the meaning of which opinions are
divergent. According to the latest opinions it meant the “first Saturday after the
second day of Easter’.

The Romanian 4 okkbTn ngoyw 4tmoy is the direct continuation of the
Greek~(Latin)-01d Slavic line while the syntagm intr'‘o Sambata, a doua dupa
cea dintéi a Pastilor represents a conscious exegetic attempt to interpret the
Greek (or OId Slavic) expression.

A similar endeavour is evident in the Albanian translation, too: é-dyte pas
separesé, with a less satisfactory solution: ‘the second after the first’.

In the Hungarian, Karoli also tried to guess the meaning of the Greek
expression: az els6héz hasonld masodik szombaton ‘on the second Saturday
similar to the first’: the Catholic version of 1967 (Rome) translates it as
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masodels6 ‘second-first’, i.e. ‘the first Saturday after the second day of Easter’
(probably).

The solution of the Kralice Bible simply sounds as v druhou sobotu ‘on the
second Saturday’ while the modern Russian text gives the solution Bb cy660Ty
nNépByto N0 BTOPOMBb AHb nacxn ‘on the first Saturday after the second day of
Easter’. (Luther’s Aftersabbath suggests the same explanation.)

Other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: Russ, and Ukr. BTOpO-
népBbIii Or BTOpONépLUNiA, respectively, and gpyronépsbiii (apyronépLumnia) ‘best
of the second ones’; Cz. (druhoprvi ‘id’.).

These later meanings do not correspond to the Old Slavic word that has only
been preserved in Russian in its original meaning.

— Real structural caique.

80. Kb C//ICTK ~ fiSECDC

‘willingly, with pleasure’. Me 12,37: koli 6 noXsc, 8/Aoc; f)Kouev cx6Tol pbeox; ~ |
MHosN HA(»K nocnoyLw Ty ero Kb c/UicTK ‘and the big mass of people was listening
to him willingly’. Similar locus: Me 6,20.

The later Church Slavic cb 0OygOKONKCTKULLIL, Cb HbC/UDKAEHUCMb have been
presented in Eastern Slavic.

The Latin libenter is an exact morphological and semantic rendering of the
Greek adverb. The Gothic denominal adverb ga-baurjaba is related to the noun
ga-baurjous ‘mood, (good) humour’, but directly it is related to the adjective ga-
baurja which seems to be derived from the noun ga-baur ‘common repast,
banquet’. In the last analysis, the Gothic translation is an adverbial rendering of
the similarly adverbial Greek form. As against this, the Old Slavic expression
is less precise in form, but more faithful in its content to the Greek word
than the Latin and Gothic: the basic sense of the Greek adjective gSix; is
‘sweet’, and the OIld Slavic word renders this meaning better than the Gothic
and Latin adverbs.

The Romanian translation of Micu-Clain follows the Latin version: r8k8(koam
but Bishop Nicolae follows the Old Slavic in his modern version: cu dulceafé.
The Albanian expression kam enda seems to reflect a Greek version xagtv exeiv
or a Latin gratiam habere; thus it does not depend on the Greek gSEox; or its
Latin and Old Slavic translations, although it also shows a Biblical origin (cf. e.g.
Esther, 5,4; 5,8; 7,3; 8,5).

In Karoli’s Hungarian text we can read the adverb éromest "with pleasure’ that
alternates with the adverb szivesen ‘willingly” (word for word: ‘heartily’) in the
later versions.

In the Kralice Bible we find the adverb rad ‘with pleasure’; in the Russian text
there are several expressions, such as Cb YA0BO/bCTBleMb, Cb YCAKAELLEMD.
Both of these remind us of Luther’s gern, gerne, too, because of their basic
meanings.
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Other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic words are: Russ, BcracTb
‘according to one’s will, as one pleases’ (the substantive form of the noun, of
course, exists in other Slavic languages, too); B. (gpiiro cbpué); M. (cpue
Ha gparo); Sr.-Cr. (pagocHo); P. (ehetnie, zradosciq); Cz., Sik. (rad);
L.So. (rad, -o0).

— Caique neologism, but near to the real structural caique.

81. KM3OKUTHXTK ~ éyeigm, énaigoa

‘to set upright, raise, resurrect’. Me 9,27: 6 8é ’lIricroiiq Kpatperok; xrjq x£1QC0?
aCroC pyeigev aCrcov, Kai &cvEorr|. ~ vcx* (M1 i 41 PPROK Kb3AKWKE U ¢ | KICT/ *
‘but Jesus, taking his hand, raised him, and he got up.’

Lu 24,50: inOLQaq ik XEI6°/ auToli, EUX.6ygaEV aCToo;. ~ i KN3OKMMb (MKHM
csGi Bn&rkmn ia e ‘.. .and raising His hands, He blessed them’.

Similar passages: eyeigio: Mt 3,9; Me 1,31; Lu 1,69; 3,8; Jo 20,20; énaigw:
Lu 11,27; 21,28; Jo 2,19; 13,18.—This means that the ratio of the verbs eyeigio
and ercaigio, when they are interpreted by kb3gkurmxrtu in Old Slavic, is 7:4,
i.e. the Old Slavic interpreters perceived the idea o f ‘awaking’and ‘resurrecting’
very concretely.

In the later Church Slavic texts we can meet the verbs Kr>ck(rekmm, nog/iHATH,
KB3KCCTH, nocTt&kumn as well.

In the Latin text we find alternatives, the verbs suscitare ‘to awake’, elevare ‘to
raise up’, erigere ‘to erect’, exaltare ‘to exalt’, extollere ‘to extol’.

In the Gothic the verb ur-raisjan ‘to let to get up’, ‘to resurrect, to awake’ can
be read.

The Romanian texts apply the verb ridica ‘to lift, to set upright’ as a rule. In
the Albanian the verb ngré (ngrita, ngritur) ‘to lift, set upright’ occurs.

In Karoii’'s Hungarian translation the verb felemelni ‘to set upright’ is
common in these cases; later the expressions kézenfogvafelemelni ‘taking one’s
hand to set one upright’ and kezét felemelni ‘to lift his hands’ are used.

In the modern Catholic version we find in Me 9,27: megfogta a kezét,
felsegitette “Jesus took his hands and helped him to rise’; in Lu 24,50: kezét
folemelve ‘lifting His hands’.

The Kralice Bible uses the expressions pozdvihnouti rukou ‘to raise by hand’
and ujati za ruku a pozdvihnouti ‘to seize by the hand and to raise’.

In the modern Russian text, similarly, B3aTb 3a pyKy 1 NOAHSATb, OF MOAHATb
pyku is used, according to the context. (Analogous expressions can also be read
in Luther’s translation: ergreifen hei der Hand und aufrichten and aufhehen die
Hande.)

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: B. Bb3gurHa; Sr.-Cr.
y3ourHyTn  (ysgusatu); Russ. B(0)3aBiirHyTb (B(0)3gBiratb); UKr. BO3-
ABUArHYTY (BO3ABMIiATK); M. Bo3aurHe (Bosaura); Cz. zdvihnouti (zdvihati); Sik.
zdvihnat® (zdvihat); P. zdwignqgc; L.So. wuzwignus (wuzwigas); H.So
wuzdwignuc (wuzdwigac).
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Consequently, the Old Slavic word seems to be of Balkanic origin that has
been preserved in Eastern Slavic under Church Slavic influence; in Western
Slavic it might have been a Moravianism and it occurred with another prefix,
too.

— It is a semantic caique in interpreting the simple Greek verb feyeieco
inasmuch it concerns ‘getting up from the death, rising again from among the
dead’. As for the translation of énaiQco, it has a concrete sense ‘to lift, to set
upright’ and it could be considered a real structural caique if it was not so
common and concrete generally. Therefore, | consider the determination more
exact if it is qualified as a caique of appearance (phenocalque) only. (Cf. the
aforesaid statements related to the verbs Bb(c)cT\Tn and Bb(c)cT\B/ITH, 100.)

82. RM/KCAIMTH ca ~ Ramtalico

‘to reign, to rule’. Lu 1,33: Kol BaaitalioEi érti tov oikov "laic<b ruy ailiva<; ~ t
KbWMTb ca KEAOMDve ckkoBAV » Bo RKKIIi» ‘and He will reign over the house of
Jacob for ever’ (In the Savvina Kniga reerekr in singular accusative.) In the later
Church Slavic texts the non-prefixed LUKkex™TH ca also occurs in a similar sense;
just as UKCHCIRIRZIH (ca) and rixmosmn (ca) too, in the Church Slavic of
Ruthenian redaction.

The Latin versions contain the verb regulare in this locus, the Gothic the verb
[/riudanon; both of them are denominal formations like the Greek and Old Slavic.

In the Romanian also the denominal verbs Tnbvpun and domni, respectively,
can be found. The situation is similar in Albanian, too: the base of the verb
mbreteroj is the noun mbret (mbretdr-it) ‘king, ruler’. The Hungarian uralkodni
that can be read in Karoli’s text, is derived from the ancient Ur ‘reigning prince,
chieftain’ (nowadays this noun often means simply ‘Mr.’).

The Kralice Bible uses the denomindl verb kralovati ‘to reign’ (from the noun
Kral ‘king’, originally the name of Charlemagne). The Stockholm Russian
edition applies the verb uwapcteoBatb from the Church Slavic UKc/YKCTBOB/TTH,
a denominal formation from uUKoXpK ~ UMCMK< xoticrag; the continuation of
the Russian verb has an origin common with the OIld Slavic. (All these
translations are independent of Luther’s text that used a phrase for the Greek
and Latin denominal verbs, namely ein Konig sein Gber ‘to be a king over

The other Slavic languages have no equivalents from the etymological
viewpoint; the Russian BouapiTbcs, BouapinTbesa ‘to become a czar’, and their
Ukrainian correspondents, can be traced back to Church Slavic influence, just
like the already mentioned wulipctBoBate and its Ukrainian equivalent);
similarly as Sr.-Cr. Baigatn. B., M. Bnagés, too. The Western Slavic verbs of
similar formation from the name of Charlemagne (Cz. kralovati, SIk. krafovat',
P. krélowac, H.So. kralowac, L.So. kralis se could have been created from the
sixties of the 9th century on (at the earliest, under Charlemagne’s rule, or maybe
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one or two decades after his death), probably under some foreign influence (cf.
e.g. Latin regnare or imperare).
— Real structural caique. (Cf. the entry for UCIPECTKOKIKTA.)

83. BbITKHUN ~ Ta (vjncrra

‘height, altitude’. Mt. 21,9: draavvoi év Tou 6Xj/iorovg. ~ wc*h&Kb KbLUMLLNXb-
' Hosanna in the altitude (of heaven)!” (A second-hand passage in the
Zographus.) Similar passages are also: Me 11,10; Lu 2,14; 19,38; Jo 8,23.

In later Church Slavic the deadjectival nouns KbekocTb, racot®, kburmrx also
appear.

In the Latin text the neutral plural form of the adjective excelsus is applied, but
instead of excelsa we find superna in Jo 8,23 (in the Greek original: Ta avto). The
Gothic text presents a neutral noun hauhisti formed from the superlative
adjectival form hauhista ’highest’.

The Romanian interpreters render the Greek, Latin or Old Slavic superlative
(or superlative meaning) with cei de sus (which corresponds mainly to the Greek
Ta fitveo or €K twv &vio).

The Albanian translation presents the expression te-lartet, ‘the upper ones’.
The use of the plural in the Czech vysosti is similar to the Old Slavic and modem
Russian solutions.

Karoli interpreted the Greek (or Latin) word with magassag, and magassagos
menny (‘height’; ‘high heaven’); later magassag became common. But in Jo 8,23
there isfelllrdl for the Latin de supernis or the Greek ék tqgjv avco ‘from above’.

Luther’s translation also reflects this distinction: we find in der Héhe as a rule,
but Jo 8,23: ich bin von oben herab.

The OIld Slavic word, this neutral adjective form in plural, having a
substantivized meaning comes from a Common Slavic *vys-bnb that goes back
to an Indo-European root *upso(ko)-no (cf. Sanskrit upari, Greek (még, Latin
super, Gothic iup, Anglo-Saxon up ‘up’, etc.) therefore its etymological relations
are known in every Slavic language: B. (BUCOTW, BucoumHa); Sr.-Cr. BinnbiA
(BneiHa, BIcoCT); Russ, BbILWHWIA, BbICOTIA, BbICOKWI, BbICOKOCTb, BbILLWHA);
UKr. BiALWLWIA (BUCOT, BUCOKMIA, BUCOKOCTb, BULLKNHIA, etc.; M. BULLIEH, BULLNHA,
BHumja; Cz. vysny, vysost, vysota; Sik. vysny (vysocina, vysost; vysokosf); P.
wyszni (wysoki, wysoczyzna, wyzszosc, wysokosc); L.So. (wusy); H.So. (wy-
soki).

Thus, the adjective exists not only in Old Slavic (and in Russian); however, the
fact that the form kbwkHK which can be considered a superlative of KbICOKb,
occurs in plural like the Greek superlative form Gvincrra, points to the semantic
influence of the Greek in the expression of the special religious sense.

— Semantic caique.
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84-86. BUP bKTN KOMOY, BUP umarti KOMOY, B-KP UMUTK KOMOY ~ SrOTeunL tivi,
Tiicmv éx® Tivi (énioreuaa)

‘to believe, to trust (to) somebody’. (In negative form: HC K4TWU (HC UMUTK, HC
nmvatn) BAMbI ~ of) TrcrTeLw), pf| noteCro. atnicrtEd) Tivi)

Mt 21,32: Kai o6k ést0TelaaTe auTdh ~ i HC actc arov BMp * (The second
copyist’s text in the Zographus.) *... and ye did not believe him’. (In this verse it
occurs altogether 3 times.)

In other Old Slavic texts we can often find the verb B-kpTu (4bTO, Ukcomoy), with
a similar sense, as it renders the Greek tuoteum (nioreéopai) and neiSopai; the
negative Hc B-npTw, similarly, corresponds to the privative atnicrréa).

Similar passages in the gospels: Mt 21,16; 24,23; 24,26; 27,42; Me 4,40;
11,23; 13,21; 16,11; 16,13; 16,14; 16,16; Lu 1,45; 8,12; 16,11; 16,31; 22,67;
24,11; Jo 1,7; 2,22; 4,21; 4,48; 5,38; 5,46; (bis); 547; 8,24; 8,45; 8,46; 9,18;
10,37; 10,38 (bis); 11,15; 11,42; 11,48; 12,38; 13,19; 14,11; 14,29; 17,21; 20,25;
20,31.

In accordance with the Greek-Old Slavic “parallelism of aspect” (see about
this Boehme’s (57), and Pogorelov’s works (343) the OId Slavic interpreters use
BUp aTn if they translate the aoristos of the verb nkrce6eo, and BUpP vmarm or
B-np wm-kTun if they find this Greek verb in the imperfect action. As for the
content of these passages, it is conspicuous that these verbs occur more times in
St. John’s Gospel than in the three synoptic gospels taken together. This tallies
well with the aim of the fourth gospel, which was designed even by the Fathers of
the Church, to win over the people to the idea of Christ’s divinity, eternal
filiation and mission of Messiah, first of all those whom this gospel was
apparently written for: the people converted from among the heathens at the end
of the 1st century.

In later Church Slavic we can find the expressions rip iath, sa NPKKOX
LpXATH, too.

In the Latin text we find the verb credere which although it was not created
under the influence of the Greek verb, represents quite an expressive
reproduction of the conceptual content of the original. It is known that the verb
7iioTEUa>, through the basic noun n(crry, goes back to the Indo-European root
*bheidh, like the Greek nei&o) ‘to persuade’, rceiSopai ‘to be convinced o f; cf.
also Latinfidere “to trust in’. The Latin credere, however, is a fully assimilated
compound: *cred- + *dhi- ‘to put one’s heart onto somebody or something’.

The Gothic text applies the expressions galaubjan and ga-laubein habart. The
latter is remarkable from an Old Slavic point of view as it fully agrees with the
Old Slavic model of construction, and, supposably, goes back to a popular
expression, rcicmv exeiv (Latin: fidem habere). This Greek expression actually
appears in Me 4,40 in a negative form, and in Me 9,42 as a “lectio varians” (tdv
Tioriv éxoévtcoov) instead of nimendvTiov); this latter occurs even in such
authoritative manuscripts as the Codex Ephraimi rescriptus (83) and Codex
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Cantabrigiensis (65, and the corresponding Latin fidem habere in the Codex
Vercellensis of the 4th century, containing a Vetus Latina version. Curiously the
early Old Slavic texts do not give the expected variant kup; umxtu. But this
deviation seems intelligible if we consider that the first Old Slavic translators
were much less inclined for literal translating than the later ones were. Generally,
the Slav Apostles render the verb ntoTteiico rather with w(tokau than with
expressions discussed (the ratio is about 7: 5; for its reasons, see ke(&xo<Tin.

In the Romanian text we see the verb credea (intransul) ‘to believe in’ in the
passages mentioned. In the Albanian, similarly, we find a simple verb, b'éséj ‘to
believe, to think’. Karoli’s text, like the later Hungarian versions, too, uses the
simple verb hinni ‘to believe’.

The Kralice Bible applies the simple verb vifiti as a rule, just like the modern
Russian version: BTpuTtb or noBaputb. (In Luther’s text also, we read the simple
word glauben with a dative government.)

The other equivalents of the Old Slavic expressions are: B. iimam Bspa, ‘to
trust in sy’; Sr.-Cr. BépmaTu ‘to esteem, to take into consideration’; Sin. verjet,
verjamem ‘to believe sy’ (see Jagic 187, p. 85); Russ, (4aBiiTb et'py Komy-nm60‘to
believe to sy’); Cz. (prikladati viru komu ‘to give credence to sy’); Ukr. iiHATK
eipy kKomy ‘to believe sy’; M. (saBa Bepa); Slk. (dat’vieru koTwu ‘id’.); P. (dawac
wiar% koTw ‘id.”); L.So. (mes za werno ‘to believe it to be true’); H.So. (Téc za
sprawneho ‘id.”).

The OId Slavic translators apply consistently the dative government after
Rup bxtn (-umKTK, -uMnTK), and it is conspicuous that in these cases the Greek
notebeo also governs the dative (mostly, so do the Latin and Gothic verbs).

Jagic (187) consisders that the expression rup My existed earlier than
ru(a th in the gospels; however, it occurs rarely in the Acts and does not often
occur in the Psalms, either. He also demonstrated that it is the older manuscripts
that used ruporxth in Isaiah 13,3 while the later ones applied kup mcTn.

In my opinion in the case of the translation of the Acts and the Psalms the
popular (Pannon Slavic or, maybe, common Southern Slavic) verb rufaratm
may have ousted the expression requiring more complicated conjugation forms,
and when the Old Testament texts were begun to be translated, the interpreters
applied the archaic forms consciously. Of course, the arbitrary choice or lack
of accuracy of the transcribers, their inconsistent use of words could also play a
role in these deviations. In my opinion, in the beginning there was real
consistency in the use of Rup fixtn (-umxTu, -umnTn) and KKpexmy, namely the
difference of the governments of the Greek and, consequently, of the Old Slavic
verbs. (See also the entry for rufrxtm)

— Real structural caique (because of the existence of the Greek niortv exto
and the consistent government of the verb).
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87. KKpOKa,TM K> Koro ~ auTxeb60) ei<; xiva
‘to believe in’. In negative use: HC KUPWTIM ~ 06 tuoteloj, amarét(i, 06 seO ouom.

Jo 10,42: Kai no™-Xoi éniaxeuaav elq alixov ékeT. | MHO3M KTPOKMIWA rk ticro
Toy e+ ‘and many people believed in Him there’.

Similar loci: Mt 8,13; 18,6; 21,22; Me 5,36; 9,23 (bis); 9,42; 11,24; 16,17; Lu
1,20; 8,50; 20,5; 24,25; 24,41; Jo 1,12; 1,50; 2,11; 2,23; 3,12; 3,15; 3,16; 3,18;
3,36 (bis); 4,39; 4,41; 4,53; 6,29; 6,40; 6,47; 6,64; 6,69; 7,5; 7,31; 7,38; 7,39; 7,48;
8,31; 9,35; 9,38; 10,25; 10,38.

In later Church Slavic texts we can read K-BpuTH,  NPAKbHK APHXKATY as well.

In the Latin text we find crediderunt in eum; in the Gothic ga-laubidedun du
imma, i.e. the government of the verb is the same for all the four languages. But
this verbal government is not exclusive, as in Luke’s Gospel (1,20; 8,50; 20,5; 24,
25; 24,41) this government never occurs but, corresponding to the Greek
TTTXe6M éjti Xiw, nioTEOto &0 xivoq we find K-BpoB\Tn kamov (HeCOMOY) Or E-BooKTM
0y4Lb, 0Tb Yero. The reason is evident: the author makes a conscious effort to
imitate the Attic style of artistic prose, therefore he avoids the popular forms,
incompatible with the Attic principle of the creuyormy; Kai x®64> ‘dignity and
charm’. (As for the content, see KBK bKTW.) »

The Romanian text applies the verb credea intransul also here; in the Albanian
the verb, besdj ‘to believe, to think’ is used. In Karoli’s Hungarian text (and in
that of the later authors as well) we find the verb hinni vkiben ‘to believe in
somebody’ which naturally came into being under the influence of the Latin
credere in aliquem. (Luther’s text also applied a similar government: glauben an
jemanden.)

In the Kralice Bible the prefixed verb uveriti or the simple veriti is used; but in
the modern Russian text, we can see again the Church Slavic verbs BbpoBatb
(yBbpoBaTtb) Bb KOrO.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: B. BApsam (in older
times also 06Bb'pBam); Sr.-Cr. BEpoBaTu y UTO (BEpMTU means ‘to trust himselfto
somebody); see also the above mentioned BépmaTu); M. BepyBa; Russ,
BepoBaTb B KOro-f. (BépuTb, NOBEPUTL KOMY-1n60); UKr. B!pyBaTun (B!puTn,
iHaTy Bipy); Cz. verovati (se) v nékoho (vériti nékomu, rikati na véru); Sik.
verovat 'sa ‘to swear repeatedly, to promise solemnly’ (vérit' niekomu, vniekoho);
P. (wierzic w kogo, komu); H.So. werowac (so) ‘to trust (oneself); L.So.
(wérowas ‘id.”).

The OId Slavic word might have been a popular formation, and it was
consistently applied for translating tiiotedco ey, Xiva, with the same government
(except the classicizing texts of St. Luke’s Gospel); but later the verb kuputn of
simpler formation and its compound overshadowed the verb kn kT, which, in
part, took on some additional meanings. The verb kKo later supplanted the
expressions KKK bKtn (-MMATH, -uMnTK), too, because it could express the
governments of these verbs as well. Its equivalents in its original meaning exist
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mostly among the Slavic peoples of Byzantine rite; the Western Slavic languages
either use it in a secondary sense (Czech, Slovak, Low and High Sorbian), or do
not use it at all (Polish).

— Semantic caique.

88-89. BUCTbHUKBL (XHHeNb) ~ O dyykXoc,
‘angel, envoy’. Lu 9,52; teal thtéoreiXev 4yyeA.00<; kqé sigootosion aintoC. ~ |
MocH/ VT KUCTBHUKDB! Np 4b vuemk GELMKe ‘and He sent his angels before his face’.

Similar loci: Lu7,27: babens; Mt. 4,11; Me 1,13; Lu 1,11 and in agreat number
of cases.

Besides, the Greek 3cyyBAo«; occurs in the Old Slavic as a loanword: \HkenT>; in
such cases it renders the Hebrew malakh Jahvéh ‘Jahve’senvoy’i.e. Mt 4,11. The
word BUCTKHMKT», however, means a common terrestrial envoy. In the later Old
Slavic texts Uns word is the caique of the Greek privOrfy;, too, but it also nas a
pejorative connotation: ‘denunciator, traitor’.

In later Church Slavic usage the deverbal noe/uts, nocwkixHkME, also occur.

The Latin version applies the word nuntius ‘messenger’ for expressing an
earthly envoy, but in other cases they borrow the Greek word: angelus.
Similarly, in Gothic the noun aims means a terrestrial envoy, against aggilus
borrowed from Greek.

In the Romanian the deverbal vestitor formed from the Church Slavic
loanword vesti can be read in these loci (although Micu-Clain applies the Church
Slavic loanwords com. and oyHcHUKB). The Albanian texts contain the deverbal
nouns zedhenes (word for word: ‘voice-giver’) and dérguar ‘envoy’. Gaspar
Karoli’s Hungarian text uses the word kovet ‘envoy’, but in the meaning
‘heavenly envoy’ the loanword angyal (in Old Hungarian angyel, from
Ecclesiastic Latin, perhaps through a Slavic language—OId Czech or
Croatian-Glagolitic.

In the Kralice Bible the deverbal noun posel means ‘worldly (earthly) envoy’
while *heavenly envoy’is andel (borrowed from Latin); in the modern Russian
both the OId Slavic words are to be found, and instead of KUCTbMVKbL we
sometimes read nocnaHHuK®b as well (from the same root, of course, as cons or
noconb). The difference between heavenly and worldly envoys appears in
Luther’s text, too: Engel (Mt 4,11), and Boote (Lu 9,52).

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic words are: KbCTKUMKbL: B.
BECTHMK ‘envoy, newspaper, journal’ (BecToBii ‘messenger’); Sr.-Cr. BECHIiK
‘envoy, journal, newspaper’; Russ, BECTHUK (BECTHMLA; BECTOBOI ‘messenger’);
UKr. vicnne  ‘envoy, journal’ (BHOTOBI ‘messenger’); M. BeCHIK ‘envoy,
journal’; Cz. véstnik ‘envoy, bulletin, journal’; SIk. vestnik ‘id.”; P. (wieszczy
‘predictor, diviner’); H.So. wéstnik ‘envoy’; L.So. (wescar ‘soothsayer, oracle;
weéscis ‘to divine’, zwesc ‘news’), xHbenb (in other works also written as xHbrem
and xHress); B. Hren; Sr.-Cr. an!)en, @Hljeo; Russ, iHren (in some dialects also
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MHbgen); Ukr. aHren (in older times also siHron);M. anren; Cz. andél; Sik. anjel;
P. angiol, aniol; H.So.jandzel; L.So. janiéi.

— The OId Slavic word KuCTbHUKD is a caique neologism or semantic caique
after the Greek ayyeXoq that shows a direct relationship with the Old Persian
angaras known from Herodotos’s works in the sense ‘Persian riding post envoy,
stational rider’ (and, farther, with Sanskrit angaras ‘the gods’ envoy’). The Old
Slavic noun goes back to the root kng- (Indo-European *void, cf. Greek (p)ol5a
'l have known’, i.e. its basic sense was ‘informer, promulgator’. In addition to
the difference of the basic meanings, a difference can also be found in the descent
of the two words: in Greek the word ayyc.Xoq provides the base for the
denominal verb *ayyel- jco< &yeXAuwy while in Old Slavic the suffixed noun
KisctkvKr> is a denominal derivation from the deverbal noun ructk (*véd-tis;
this comes from the verbal root r<a-. But the contextual roles of the Old Slavic
and Greek words are often fully identical. The Old Slavic noun is supposably a
Moravianism that might have survived, on the one hand, in Czech (and hence, in
the Slovak and Sorbian languages), and could spread into Eastern and Southern
Slavic under the Church Slavic influence of the Byzantine Christianity. The
word gbikestb, however, is a Greek loanword borrowed in a special meaning only,
and compared to its original, wider sense it is a religious term (and thus it might
also be considered a semantic caique.)

r

90. IVB&XIBoy, (Kreng) ~ N1 KEdo/in (xfy; yoovioq)

‘cornerstone, headstone’. Me 12,10: olixoq éyevgSq ei? KEpaXfivymviag ~ ckrm
Kb IVIKKOKTBI0Y © © . this has become the headstone’. Similar loci: Mt 21,42; Lu
20,17.

In later Church Slavic texts we can find »Xrbmbbib|ii KIM>L, too.

These citations originally occurred in the Psalter, (e.g. Ps 117,22), and this
circumstance explains why we find this strongly oriented expression for the idea
of‘cornerstone’ or ‘headstone’. It is a manifest Aramaism in the Greek, which is
followed not only by the Old Slavic, but also the Latin: caput anguli. A similar
solution is presented by Wulfila’s Gothic version: haubif) vaihstins. It is
interesting to note that these languages have the composition of the
‘cornerstone’ type, too: in the Ephesian Epistle (2,20), there is a compound
(ancgoyooviaiov) which is translated into Latin as angularis lapis (or in an inverse
word order, while the Gothic text renders it with the exactly corresponding
composition vaihsta-stains.

The word group f] kepaT-n xfi<; yraviocq was translated into Romanian as
Kanyab oymriaaeii by Micu-Clain (later also capul unghiului). In the Albanian we
see a similar construction: krye qgipi, corresponding also exactly to the Latin (and
the Greek and Old Slavic) construction.
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Karoli’s Hungarian text also adheres to the original: a szegletnek fejévé, but
the later translations use the compound szegletkd, ‘cornerstone’, just like the
German compound Eckstein in Luther’s translation.

A similar situation is found in the Kralice Bible: hlava uhlova ‘caput angulare’
but in Russian we meet a genitive, as in Old Slavic: niaBa ynm.

As a Biblical expression it was used in the other Slavic translations, too: cf. in
the Church Slavic Psalter of Russian-Ukrainian redaction, where it is (Ps
118,22): KAMEHK Eroie€ HeBTOT/I. 3VKAIOMMKU, (e BbICTK KO TNXKY OyrnA  Its
application is not confined to Ecclesiastical style; similar word groups express
the idea o f ‘headstone’ in everyday usage. Thus, e.g.: B. (KkpaebrbieH Kavbic);
Sr.-Cr. yraoHin kamen; Russ, KpaeyronbHbli OMeHb; UKr. (HapDKHWI KAMEHb);
M. aroneH kamewn; Cz. Uhelny kdmen; Sik. uholny (rohovy) kamen; P. kamien
wqgielny (kamien narozny, naroznik); H.So. nuhelny kamjen; L.So. glowa
nugla; glowny kamen (old form).

All these exhibit similarity to the Latin caput angularis or caput anguliand to a
lesser extent, to the German compound Eckstein as well, because the Slavic lan-
guages prefer attributive and adverbial expressions to the composition of two nouns.

— Caique expression, created to satisfy the requirements of translating
biblical and liturgical texts; it is very expressive, but its application is limited.
The similar expressions of other Slavic languages might have been created on the
basis of other (Latin, German) models.

91. ropkHMUA ~ to otvcbyaiov (acvayaiov)

‘dining room’. Me 14,15. Kai aiitcx; Upiv Sei®ei avayatov péya éarQCUlpévov
Eioipov’ ~ 1 Tb rama NokedeT™/» ro(l >HAK KbKOKOK BIOCTRIAHXK roTolok m°. .. And he
himselfwill show you a large dining room with laid tables’. (Word for word: ‘and
that will show you a dining room, high, laid, ready’.) Cf. Lu 22.12.

The Greek word has the variants atwwécov and atvayaiov, and seem to be a
compositum from itvco ‘above’ and yaia ‘earth’, thus its literal sense being “(a
room) above earth’; it generally occurs in the meanings of ‘upper room’
‘mansard’ and ‘dinig room’. The form &tvayaiov, found in some manuscripts of
the gospels in the meaning ‘dining room’, as some exegetists think, might have
come into being under the influence of the deverbal noun avéuceiov, having the
same sense, from the prefixed verb ivonceipai ‘to lie to the table’ (in an antique
way; &va ‘above’and KEipai ‘to lie’). In others’ opinion, it is connected with the
verb &voiyvopi ‘to unlock, to open’ and hence the meaning ‘an open room’
(iditior domus locus, aedificium editum et ventis pervium). But this opinion, just
like the reference to avétKeiov, seems to be a popular etymology (and perhaps
there was such secondary influence as well), not a real etymology.

The OId Slavic word, however, is a derivate of the adjective ropuvk formed
from the noun rope ‘mount, height’, thus it was based on the true etymology of
the Greek word.
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In other Old Slavic texts ropruua renders the Greek words of similar meaning
to imegraov, q otcegcori (here it is also a caique neologism).

In later Church Slavic texts TcpLuK, xwwka can also be read.

The Latin versions render the original with the word coertaculum ‘dining
room’ (much less expressively than the Old Slavic translation). The Gothic
kelikn was used primarily in the sense o f ‘tower’ (Me 12,1; Lu 14,28); in these
cases we find Twayoc; in the Greek, turris in Latin and ctibns in Old Slavic. (In
the edition of 1840 of Luther's translation we find einen grofRen Saal for
coenaculum grande and avréyaiov peya, respectively.

The Romanian wordfoisor ‘balcony, terrace, porticus, tower’ is perhaps the
derivate of the nounfoaie (plural: foi) ‘leaf’ cf. its diminutivum foisoare ‘small
leaf’ i.e. the original meaning of the Romanian word may have been ‘a shed’ or
‘cottage with (from) foliage’, or ‘a room decorated with leaves’.

In Albanian the expression mbé te-larte nje dhome means, word for word, ‘in
excelso unam domum’ (‘in the height a room’) that is more of a description than
a real translation.

G. Karoli renders the Latin coenaculum into Hungarian with an attributive
expression vacsoraid haz ‘dining house’ (its contemporary meaning was ‘room
for supper’). In the later Hungarian versions this locus (like the Greek kaTtaXoua
‘room’, before this verse) is rendered with terem ‘room, hall’ but in the newest
Hungarian edition (1973) we find the precise emeleti helyiség ‘room on an upper
floor’. Karoli’s translation reminds of the text of the Kralice Bible (Me 14,14 and
15) where we find veceradlo both times while the Russian text of Stockholm
applies the nouns KoMHaTta and ropHuua, respectively.

Other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: B. ropHuua ‘high place’
(‘surface’, ‘surplus’); Sr.-Cr. ropHuua ‘mezzanine, entresol’; M. ropHuua ‘wild
pear’; ropHuwTe ‘upgrade, precipice’; Russ, ropHuua ‘room’ (obsolete); ‘back
room, spare room, flat roof of the Oriental houses’; Ukr. ‘id.’; Cz. (hornica
‘woman miner’); H.So. (hérnica ‘id.”); P. (gornica ‘id.”); L.So. (gbrnica ‘id.”;
Slk. (hornik; hornica ‘queen’ in playing cards).

The Macedonian and Western Slavic words are not continuations of the Old
Slavic one. The Macedonian noun originally meant ‘a mountain (therefore, a
wild) fruit’ and the Western Slavic nouns are the feminine variants of gornik,
hornik (‘miner’) which are caiques of the German Bergmann. The Slovak word,
however, is a real caique of the German Ober or Hungarian felsé ‘queen’ in
playing cards.

— Caique neologism, because of the meaning correspondence of the words
aveo and rofA : the idea of ‘height’ connects the two words (and the Gothic one,
t00).

92-93. rocrogb 4OMOY, FOCMoagnHa AOMOY (-goma) ~ O blkobecTtnoTp”
‘master of the house’. Mt 10,25: ei x8v 0iKo8ecmOTr|v Bee~eRodX. ésekoliecTomn
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itocKp (1aM-ov xoUq oikkxkoix; autod. ~ JILTe rvHn AOMOY KeMb3UKO/VT Hauna *
Kovm s AOMPIbfibMA erom © if they have called the master of the house
Beelzebub, how much more they did it with the inmates of his house.’

Similar passages: Lu 13,25 (here: rocnoge gomoy); Me 14,14; Lu 14,21; 22,11,

In later Church Slavic use yo3*1uHb gown, fomokngeTesbs can also be found.

In the Latin versions, as a rule, we read paterfamilias ‘father of the family’. It
isonly in Me 14,14 that dominus domus ‘the lord of the house’can be found. This
deviation corresponds to the sense because here it is not the meaning ‘father of
the family’ that is required, as in the parables. The person in question is a
historical person, namely the ‘master of the house’ where Jesus and his apostles,
as a haveriah, in their liturgically prescribed minimal number of persons, wanted
to consume the ritual Easter lamb, for celebrating the feast according to the
“Seder lei pesach”.

The Gothic heiva-fryuja, however, like the Old Slavic variants render the
Greek compound without any difference in all the translated loci.

The Romanian texts follow the Greek everywhere: cTbmkHBMBIA Kncck and
istdpanul casei, respectively. In the Albanian, similarly, the expression zot shtepie
‘master of the house’ ‘father of the family’ (secondary meaning) also
corresponds to the Greek.

The Hungarian text of Karoli uses consistently the word gazda ‘master,
landlord’. The modern Hungarian translations are more diversified as they vary
the compound word hazigazda (word for word: ‘house master’) with the
explicative-possessive construction a haz gazdaja ‘the lord of the house’, and
with the word csaladatya ‘father of the family’ on the basis of the Latin pater-
familias. Luther’s translation shows much more “official”” expressions: Herr,
Hausherr, Hauswirth.

In the Kralice Bible we read hospodar ‘master’, but in the modern Russian
version xo3anH goma ‘master of the house’ is used.

The continuations and equivalents of the Old Slavic genitive expression occur
in (e biblical-liturgical language. Besides, we find other expressions in the sense
of ‘master of the house’, thus e.g.: Russ, gomoBnagértenb and xo3sinH; B.
nomosnageney, gomoBnagéten; Sr.-Cr. KybéBnacHlik, Kyberasga, Kybérnasa;
M. Bnagaten (Bnagead), rasfa (Ha Kykarta), KykKeH BnacHukK; UKr. xassul,
rocnog4p; gomoBnacHuk; Cz. domdci pan; Sik. majitel' domu, domaci pan
(domovypan); P. pan domu, wlasciciéi domu; H.So. domnypan, wobsedzer domu;
L.So. pan domu, wobsednik doma.

The expressions, in part, mean the ‘possessor of the house’ as well.

— Caique expressions, the significance of its use is greater than that of the
similarly explicative rmvikn xrenn. Its variants are also rocnogmHa xpnawi and
rocnoguHb agmune. (See the following entry).
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94-95. rocnogmHa %OLL\ (-0y), rocnogyHa spammna ~ 6 01K05£cTOTr)C;

‘the master of the house’. Mt. 24,43: ’Ekeivo 5e yivcocncETE 6ri ei T)oei 6
01K 05ecmOTTi<; noigt poXaicrj 6 kXestrls egxetcu, éyerlyOar|CTEY Stv ~ ha ae rai
3HMeTe ¢ axo AlUre BU kagants MHb YPAVA ra KXHK CTPDAMOK TaTs NPULETA * 6onana
oyRe By » “if the master of the house knew at which hour the thief came, he would
be vigilant’. Similar locus: Lu 12,39 (here we find the variant rocnoavna
YPAMUHA).

The two variants represent the most important types in the archaic texts, but
they are not the only ones. E.g., in the Ostromir, Mt 24,43 there is an explicative
phrase, rocnoanna YPAMOY, and rocnoauna YPAMUHA can be read in the Savvina
Kniga for the same locus.

In the later Church Slavic use gomoenaganbub, xo3suHa goma also occur.

In the Latin text pater familias occurs in these passages; in the Gothic they
cannot be found.

As for the Romanian, Albanian, Hungarian, Czech and Russian texts, see
above the entry for rocnogs Or rocnoauwa fgomMoy. Similarly for the Slavic
equivalents, it should be noted, however, that the noun ypnmn took on the
meaning ‘church, cathedral’ in most Slavic languages, obviously on the basis of
expressions like rocnogb Xpamb, rocnoguna XPamb, XPaMUHb rocnoguna,
XpaMA rocnogu. (Similar developments can be observed in the Neo-Latin and
German languages, too, in such words as basilica, duomo. kugkxkév -* Kiriha,
kirche, church, etc.) Luther’s translation, with its Hausvater and Hausherr follows
the Latin pater familias and Greek 0lko6eas0Tr|<;, respectively.

— Caique expressions.

96. rpavkgaHuHa ~ OFIOAI'ITI'y;

‘fellow citizen, compatriot’. Lu 19,14: oi 58 s50AnToa otutou épicroov aérév, ka!
adméareiA.av KQealeiav 0slctmM abToO ~ i rpaxaan« CMOY * HEHNKUAAMTYX ero | |
nocanawa moahtr* ¢ racnaga €ro’but his fellow citizens hated him, and they sent
a legacy after him’.

In later Old Slavic texts the Greek noun is rendered by the caiques rpa gsnnka
and xwTcan(-una) as well.

In later Church Slavic texts maijiahhha, caobhratoab also appear.

The Latin text shows the classical word civis, the Gothic baurgha. This latter
might have been a caique since its relation to the Greek is similar to that of Old
Slavic if it is written in the form of a proportion: [0X<;: (civitas): baurgs rpana
~ A0XnTTy;: (con-)civis: baurgha: rpaxaganuna.

In Lu 15,15 the OId Slavic word is »xwuTenb ‘inhabitant’ for soAnTTy; in the
Marianus, although the Latin interpretation is here also civis; the Old Slavic text
seems to use a better-chosen word if the general >xutenb (meaning ‘inhabitant’) is
compared to the juridical term rpaxaanuna ‘(fellow) citizen’.
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In the Romanian texts the plural form cetafenii (in singular: ceta(ean) goes
back to the noun cetate ‘town, fortress’ (Vulgar Latin: *civitatem), just as the
Albanian gytetar to the noun gytét ‘town’that the Albanian language borrowed
from Vulgar Latin with a similar phonetic development as took place in
Romanian.

In Karoli’s older Hungarian text we can find the word lakos ‘inhabitant’, in its
modern edition: alattvalé ‘subject, dependant’ and, if the context requires,
polgéartars ‘fellow citizen’ as well. In the modern Catholic texts, it is also
polgéartars in Lu 19,14, but polgar ‘citizen’ (1967) or gazda ‘farmer’ in Lu 15,15,
according to the situation in the parable of the Prodigal Son. (Similarly also in
the translation of F. Gal-1. Kosztolanyi, 1981.)

The Kralice Bible applies the word méstané ‘citizens, town-dwellers’ here but
mésténin in Lu 15,15; this fine distinction, maybe, renders the difference between
‘citizen’ and ‘inhabitant’. The Russian edition of Stockholm follows the Old
Slavic (in Lu 19,14: rpaxgaHiiHb, in Lu 15,15: »xuTenb). Apparently, Luther’s
text has not exerted any influence on these modern translations; Biirger can be
read there in both cases, in accordance with baurgha and no>arr|<;).

Other equivalents of the Old Slavic words are: B. rpaxgaHuH ‘citizen’; Sr.-
Cr. rpa™aHuH; M. rparaHuH (rparaHed ‘townman’); Russ, rpaxgaHuH ‘town-
dweller’); Ukr. (rpomagaHuH; ropofsaHunH ‘townman’); Cz. (hradcan ‘inhabi-
tant of the fortress’); Slk. (hradcan ‘id.”); P. (mieszczanin); H.So. (mescan);
L.So. (mescan).

— Semantic caique (in contrast to rpxnHHMKL, Codex Suprasliensis 84,2) that
K. Schumann (379, p. 34) called “echte Glied-fiir-Glied Ubersetzung” (‘real
part-for-part translation’). Following Vasmer and Berneker, he contrasted this
word with »xuTtenb (as mentioned before).

97. M>ubMnkbs ~ 6 apaQT(0X.6q

‘sinner, transgressor’. Mt 9,10: koii 500 noXXoi xeAiavai ko apaQTo)Xoi
EX0OVTES;, OUVOLVEKeiVTO Tth UMCTON — £ ¢ MBHO3N TYKILHUAM | MBIT\(K *
NPULLK/bIHE cb uTwmr, (Marianus text.) ‘and behold, many publicans
and sinners coming lay down to the table (to eat) together with Jesus’.

Similar loci: Mt 9,11; 9,13; 11,19; 26,45; Me 2,15; 2,16; 14,41; Lu 5,30; 5,32;
6,32; 6,33; 6,34 (bis); 7,34; 15,1; 15,2; 15,10; 18,13; 24,7; Jo 9,25; 9,31.

It is conspicuous that in St. Luke’s Gospel the word apaaTo/Ick; occurs more
often than in the other three gospels taken together. The cause of this
phenomenon may be the circumstance that apparently the author of this gospel
endeavours to present Jesus Christ as the real Eoatpg to the converted heathens,
thus he often refers to His merciful character. His indulgent love for the sinners.

In the later Church Slavic practice the words T(rkCT/mN7>HAQN, KUHOKXT,
MOKVHKHL also appear.
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The Latin text interprets this locus with the deverbal noun peccaior from the
verbpeccare ‘to do wrong, to offend against’. In the Gothic the prefixed deverbal
noun is fra-vaurhts (from the verb fra-\aurkjan)\ the Gothic verb would
probably be *ver-werken in Modern High German).— Luther’s text also uses a
denominal noun, Siinder, consistently.

The Romanian adjective p&catos is the continuation of a Vulgar Latin
formation *peccatosus ‘guilty, culpable’. The Albanian fajtér ‘sinner’ is the
derivate of the nounfaj ‘sin, crime’ that seems to have been derived from the
Latin verb fallare ‘to deceive’ or, more precisely, from the substantivized
neutral form of its perfect participle, falsum ‘deception, fraud’. (Balkano-
Latinisms!)

The Hungarian language presents the denominal form b(inds ‘sinner’ from the
noun bdn ‘sin’, in Karoli’s text and later also, up to the present.— Besides, the
Greek pagrofloc; has become a Hungarian loanword, by a Turkish-Serbo-
Croatian mediation: martal6c ‘a Christian soldier in Turkish service’; later
‘brigand, robber, bandit’.

The Kralice Bible applies hfisnik, a noun from the adjective hfisny ‘guilty’,
corresponding to the Old Slavic word which has survived in the modern Russian
texts, too (rpéwHuK).

It should be noted that the OIld Slavic translations are much more exquisite
than all the other versions studied by us: they are more elegant than even the
original Greek, because, instead of apocgrofloc; and its translations by
corresponding nouns in the Latin, Gothic, Romanian, Albanian, Hungarian,
German, Czech and Russian texts, we find the adjective rykwbsHs in Me 8,38; Lu
59; 13,2; 19,7; Jo 9,16 and 9,24.

The equivalents of the OId Slavic word exist in every Slavic language: B.
rpewHuk; Sr.-Cr. rpéwHiik; Russ, rpewHuk; UKr. rpwwmk; M. rpewHuk; Cz.
hfisnik; Sik. hriesnik; P. grzesznik; L.So. grésnik; H.So. hrésnik.

— Semantic caique. Of necessity, it must have existed in a legal or moral sense
much earlier than the adoption of the Christian religion, but its Judeo-Christian
principial and casuistic moral sense became exclusive only under the influence of
Christian faith. The fact that we have to do with such a special meaning is seen
from the established homogeneity of the Greek ipaaTo/lo«;, Latin peccator and
Gothicfravaurhts, in contrast to the Old Slavic where usage alternated between
rpwkmnkb and rpniKN7>. From the beginning, however, the relatively simpler
noun, probably because of its easier declension is dominant over the less definite
and less concrete adjectival form.

98. rpiiihNMIiA ~ q auaarto/icx;

‘woman sinner’. Lu 7,37: Kai 180i>yuvp pTL flv év Tp rodALi auaarcoAxx;, ~ | @
YEHX Kb rpngm ¢ wxe Kn rpwkHmng ¢ ‘and behold, a woman was in the town, a
sinner’. Similar locus: Lu 7,39.
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In later Church Slavic texts feminine forms np-bCOKMbHWW, NOKUHKHL can also
be seen.

For interpreting the feminine Greek word v, ApapTcoAxx; ‘woman sinner’ in the
studied texts (except Hungarian) we can find the feminine forms of the
corresponding “substantiva mobilia”: the Latin peccatrix, Gothicfra-vaurhta,
Luther’s German Sinderin, Romanian pacatoasd, Albanian fajtére, Czech
hrisnice, Russian rp-bwHuua. In the Hungarian, of course, the word b(inds is
unchanged in these passages, too, but in the Gal-Kosztolanyi text (1981)
rosszhir(i né ‘defamed woman’ also occurs (Lu 7,39).

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are formed on the base ofa
uniform principle: B. rpewHuua; Sr.-Cr. rpewHuua; Russ, TpéwHuua; Ukr.
rpaHunua; L.So. grésnica; H.So. hresnica; P. grzesznica; Slk. hriesnica; Cz.
hrisnice; M. rpewwHuua.

— Semantic caique. (See also the above-said related to rpUbHNKS.)

n

99. AeCATUMHX ATTWU ~ 60TO6EKATOCO

‘to decimate, to give the tithe (tenths): Lu 11,42: 6/1Aa ouai Gpiv Tou
thaproatok;, 6rt 6To6ekaToCTe TO f|5U00pov Kai t6 nfyyavov Kai nav A.axavov
Kai siapepxecte Tgv kgioiv Kai ttiv dtyanqv T06 9eou. ~ Hb rope Kxvib B
(IPVC-BOMD © tKOIECATUHK [bETE OTb MATb1e | MUMXHB * | KKOVKOMO 3e/IK1 * | MUMO
poauTe OKAb | /IOKOKK Gk  “but woe is to you, Pharisees, because ye give the
tithe from the mint and from the rue and from all the (garden) vegetables, and ye
neglect the just judging and the love of God’. Similar passage: Lu 18,12.

In the later Old Slavic texts the Greek expression 6ekaTpy Soovai ‘to give the
tenth’ was also translated by the Old Slavic word group on which the Greek
expression, maybe a popular form, could have exerted a direct influence.

The Greek verb occurs in the Codex Vaticanus and 82(S) as well but in the
form 6ca06ekatedto. As for the Old Slavic, and later Church Slavic the expression
is sometimes replaced by the prefixed denomindl verb oTbaeCATLCTKOKNTY (See
there) that corresponds exactly to the Greek prefixed verb.

In the Latin texts we find decimare and decimas (partes) dare, from the
ordinal number decimus; the Latin expression corresponds to the Old Slavic
word group more than the Greek prefixed verb. Similarly, the Gothic expression
af-dailan taihundon dail ‘to divide the tenth part’is near to the Greek, Latin and
Old Slavic expressions alike. Luther’s German text uses the denomindl verb
verzehnten and the expression geben den Zehnten, as it is in Greek and Latin.

The Romanian texts present the verb ”eu8ii or the expression da zeciuiald; the
latter may reflect Latin, Greek, Old Slavic or even Hungarian influence.

Similarly, the Albanian japljep, ap; -dhashe, dha, dhenélté-dhjeterné ‘to give
the tenth’ may reflect Greek, Latin or Slavic influence alike. The corresponding
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Hungarian expression, tizedet adni was not applied by Karoli yet; he used the
verb megdézsmalni (a loanword derived from the Latin decimare) which today is
a synonym for lopni ‘to steal’, or dézsmdjat megadni ‘to give the tithe from
something’. Later, both in the Protestant and the Catholic versions, the
expression tizedet adni ‘to give the tenth’ has become common.

In the Kralice Bible we find desatky davati; similarly, in the modern Russian
text, 4aTb AECATUHY occurs.

Phrases identical with or similar to the Old Slavic expression can be found in
all the Slavic languages: B. giiBam pgeceTiiHaTa; Sr.-Cr. gaTu feceTiiHy; Russ,
fatb gecatiiHy; UKr. giBatu gecaTiiHy; M. gaBa feceTuHa; Cz. davati desatky;
Sik. davat' desiatinu; P. dawac dziesi$cin%; L.So. das desatk; H.So. dac dzesatk.
(Besides, these languages have the verbs expressing ‘military punitive decima-
tion’, too.)

— Caique expression, created to meet biblical and liturgical requirements,
perhaps in the living Slavic languages, independently ofeach other, due to Greek
and Latin influence among the Byzantine and “Latinizing” Slav peoples,
respectively. Since it was adopted by the language of ecclesiastic and civil law
and administration at an early date, it has survived everywhere. For the Old
Slavic expression itself, it is not necessary to suppose a Latin origin; the Latin
could play a role, at the most, as a stimulating factor in this process.

100. ANbXbHUKL ~ 6 OCpeiAETTY;

‘debtor; sinner’. Mt 6,12: <bq kot pueT<; 3uppKaLgy xoiq oqeiX ETai<; fincdv » ~ tko
i Mbl »TbNOYLUTEEMb 4/IbXXbHUKOMDb Hawmms * “. . .as we also forgive the sinners
against us.” Similar loci: Mt 18,24; Lu 7,41; 11,4; 16,5. (See also the following
entry for gnbXbeHb BbITU ‘to be indebted’, ‘to be a sinner’.)

As for Lu 7,41, the Greek original applies the pleonastic compound
XQeodgjetL ETqg.

The Old Slavic word renders the Greek present participle éipeitaov, too, in
later texts. In later Church Slavic (No)g/TKBMb, sakuHmesws also occur.

The Latin debitor and the Gothic skula—like the Old Slavic—reflect the
Greek deverbal noun as images in a mirror. Luther’s translation distinguishes
the concepts Schuldiger ‘sinner’ and Schuldner ‘debtor’, but its schuldig sein
means ‘to be indebted’ too.

The Romanian texts apply the words gutopHukb or datornic and gre$it (this
latter is of Slavic origin with the same etymology and sense as rpbLUbHUKD). In
the Albanian we meet the noun fajtor, which, as we have seen, belongs to the
Albanian synonyms of Auagto/ficx;; sometimes, the Latin loanword debitor or
detdr can also be found in this sense.

In the Hungarian, Karoli used the expression ellenlink vétett or vétkez6 ‘the
sinner against us’ in some loci, and the noun or adjective adds ‘debitor’ in other
ones (this latter meant originally ‘giver’, ‘who must give back’, a word
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established perhaps on the basis of the Latin dator or retribuens, or of the Vulgar
Latin tributarius). In the modern Hungarian version it sounds as az ellentink
vétkez6k in the Lord’s Prayer, and ado6s in the other passages.

The Kralice Bible uses the words vinnik ‘sinner’ and dluzen ‘debitor’,
according to the sense. The modern Russian text interprets these loci by means
of the Church Slavic gomkHiikb or gomkeHb (originally: ankkkHMK7> and
L' DKKHK, resp.)

The OIld Slavic word has equivalents in all the other Slavic languages: B.
ONBXKHUK; Sr.-Cr. QYKHIK; Russ, fo/mkHIAK; UKr. go/mKHUK; M. fomkHUK; Cz.
dluznik; Slk. dlznik; PI. dluznik; L.So. dluznik; H.So. dolznik.

— Real structural caique in the sense ‘debtor’, and semantic caique in the
meaning ‘sinner’. Its general spreading among the Slav peoples does not
diminish the probability of decalquage: it came into being necessarily in the
same way among the Byzantine- and Roman-educated Slavs influenced by
GipeiA-é-ny; and debitor—words formed and used in a similar way (as for the
Sorbian words, the influence of the German word Schuldner of Luther’s
translation must also be taken into consideration).

101. WTbXKHBL KbiTh (JJUDKKMB €CTb) ~ GtpetXETr<; elvat, 6tpeiX.0)

'to be indebted, to be obliged’; ‘to be a sinner’. Jo 13,14: oov &yto evu|/a Gptov
Toiic; nédaq 6 kugioi; Koii 5i5aoKa7.0q, Kaii (petq GtpeiA-ete ATArttaov vitcteiv X0iX;
Jidbotg ~ mMMATe Oyko N13b OYM-Myb K\LLM HODKTK | OyumTeNK B i rth ambrkibum €CTC
[(toyrn] p(»oyroy « oyMMKTK HOXK  ‘thus, ifi washed your feet, as the master and
teacher, ye are also obliged to wash the feet ofeach other’. Similar loci: Mt 18,28
(bis); 23,16; 23,18; Lu 7,41; 139; 16,5; 16,7; 17,10; Jo 19,7.

From among these, it is Lu 13,4 where the expression GtpetXéxriq elvat occurs
that is the real basis of J/TBXKHT. bwth; in the other enumerated passages the
Greek author uses the verb 6tpeitao.

Church Slavic uses ATBXKHb KMTU and KUHOKKUL (KMHOK/TTh, MPCTXKMKHDB)
BbiTW, respectively.

In the Latin also, the simple (fully assimilated compound) verb debere (from
*de-habere) can usually be read; itisonly Lu 13,4, where the version debitor esse
occurs, that corresponds to the Greek expression exactly. In the Gothic we
generally find the word group skula visan), also an exact equivalent to the Greek.
In Luther’s text in Jo 13,14 the auxiliary verb sollen appears, but in Lu 13,4 the
expression schuldig sein can be read.

The R'omanianft dator ‘to be a debtor’ is a similar phrase. The Albanian kdm
detyre, however, points to a Latin syntagm debitum habere ‘to have debt’.

The Hungarian translation of Karoli makes alternate use of the expression
addsnak lenni ‘to be a debtor’ and the verb tartozni ‘to owe, to be indebted’, but,
according to the sense, the phrase b(indsek voltak (Lu 134: ‘they were[more]
culpable’) is used just like the Romanian: aufost maipéacétosi, and the Albanian

145



ishirefajtore me tepere, in quite a similar sense. This difference is also shown by
the Kralice Bible: ze by oni vinni byli, and the Russian edition of Stockholm:
BUHOBHee 6bInK, although in the other loci they use dlitzen byti and fo/KeH ObITb,
respectively.

The exact equivalents of the Old Slavic expression can be found in every Slavic
language, on the basis of Greek, Latin and Old Slavic (in Western Slavic,
perhaps German) influence; in the edition of 1786 (Presspurk [Bratislava]) we
can find y wy mate geden druhému nohy omyvati. In L.So. text of Jakubica: Tak
tefch wie warn Te/chifoebu derifche tef! /noogy wumywatcz.)

— Partly real structural caique, partly semantic caique; cf. the entry for
LTBXKHUKD, t00.

102. pospn po™* ~ elivevnc

‘high-born, noble’. Lu 19,12: &&e>T0<; ti; elyevfi; nnopeb3r) eit; /tbpav
paKRav ~ uKb «Tepb J0BPA pol iie M1 CTRAHXK fiede ¢ ‘A high-born man went
away to a far country’.

' The later Church Slavic texts alternate the adjectives BropogbHb, 40BPOPOLbHD
with the expressions BoVIPKCKITO pofoy, K CTikoy in Russian Church Slavic.

The basic sense of Latin nobilis was originally ‘who can be known’, ‘well-
known’ cf. the root of Latin noscere ‘to know’ and, the praeterito-praesens novi
‘l have known’. The Gothic gddakunds, however, is a compound of similar
formation and sense as that in the Old Slavic. Luther’s translation applies the
substantivized form of the adjective edel ‘noble’: ein Edler.

The Romanian de bun neam or de neam bun follows the OId Slavic (and,
indirectly, the Greek); the noun neam is a Hungarian loanword in Romanian
(nem), meaning ‘kinship, race’. The Albanian i-fisgim has a meaning similar to
Romanian and, very interestingly, even to Hungarian where the word nemes
means the given person is of a known kinship (nem). In the later Catholic
versions the expression el6kel ember ‘highborn man’andféember ‘chiefperson’
are also used.

In the Kralice Bible we find a genitivus qualitatis, rodu znamenitého, similarly
to the modern Russian translation: BbICOKOro poja.

The OId Slavic genitivus qualitatis was later displaced by the compound
adjective poBpopogbHb. Its correspondents, however, except Russian, are less
often used in the other Slavic languages; instead, we can find the equivalents of
B/UITOPOLLHDL (see there).

— Real structural caique (or, considering the juxtapositive situation of the
Old Slavic words, it would be called, more correctly, a caique expression).

103. goBpoTKopur ~  atyatSoTtoiém
‘to do good to, to benefit sy’ Lu 6,35: n”~qv liyasiaTe Toii; éy&poii; up&v Kai
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aryaikmoiEtTe. . . ~ 0BA“® nwos6utc kawa i 6naroTsoput«. .. LOVE MOre your
enemies; do good to them’.

Instead of the generally used BnArotkoputv we find foBpoTkopu in the
Ostromir. In later OId Slavic (Church Slavic) texts it is used for rendering
Ebeeyete0), and can also alternate with pobpogurATY, 6Gaaropwarn,
QT BECTKOKAT/

As for the non-Slavic languages, see the entry snAroTkoputn.

In the Kralice Bible we can read the adequate expression dobfe einte; in the
Russian edition of Stockholm, however, the common 6naroTBopuTh is used.
Luther’s text uses wohl thun in this passage, too.

As for the other Slavic equivalents, we have already seen in connection with
BNArotkopri that the initial constituents émaro- and foBpo- besides the verb
TKopuTK, can also be added to the verbs umHuT and 4TTY (g1uaTk, 4 nnatn). But,
except the Russian go6poTBopuTb and its other Eastern Slavic equivalents of
Church Slavic pattern, the Slavic languages prefer the juxtaposition of the
related adjective or participle with the auxiliary verb bwtm than the compound
verbs mentioned.

—Real structural caique; in the archaic Old Slavic gospels it is a hapax
legomenon.

104-105. [OMOKKHOe MPUCT/IKIIEHME, JOMOKbHOK MPUCTAKLCTKO ~ ( 0iXovopicx
‘management of property, stewardship’. Lu 16,2: 6uto6og tov Xoyov rfiq
ofKovopiag 00U ~ kb3gaka6 OTHLKHTbL O MPUCT/IKIIEHUM [IOMOBKHVEM?, « ‘Give
account of your management’. (In the Nikolja Gospel: npucTkBCTKA TBOErO.)

As for the word npucTiknwm« it is common in the archaic gospels; mWcraxeemo
only occurs in the Nikolja Gospel. It may be conjectured that its protograph also
contained the former, and only a later transcriber substituted it by the form
mWicraxeetko, which must have been more familiar to him. This assumption is
also supported by the fact that from among the six codices consulted, it is only
the Nikolja Gospel that contains the possessive pronoun TBoeroas the translation
of oou. The five other archaic codices seem to have been based on Greek texts
where this word was absent. These Greek codices are, in Soden’s marks, as
follows: Eje, e5 el1260, eil32, e1443 377/, e33, e2. They are mostly of
Syro-Palestinian origin, there is no K-recension among them.

This phenomenon, like many others discussed in detail in the introduction,
warns us again that the archaic Old Slavic manuscripts were translated from a
Greek text more archaic than those of the K-recension, and the Old Slavic texts
came under Byzantine influence only later. It seems that the Nikolja Gospel, in
the form it has come down to us, was more strongly influenced by this unifying
tendency than the others. The later Church Slavic texts contain the more precise
caiques pomoyzakoHoHMH6CTBO OF AOMOCTPON respectively, and we can find the
expressions za OCLMOTPEHVIE OF OYYXOK[EHWE xossivicTea, t00.
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In the Latin text we read the deverbal noun villicatio, the final Latin base of
which was the noun villa ‘farmstead, ranch’ but immediately it comes from the
verb villicare ‘to run a farm, to manage an estate’. The Gothic fauragaggi
composition means, word for word, ‘before-going’. Both these words are
pseudocaiques (caique neologisms) related to the Greek, and they could hardly
exert any decisive influence on the formation of the Old Slavic word. (The same
can be said about the Old High German ambaht ‘duty, obligation’ of Otfrid).
Luther’s text applies a compound according to the sense: Haushalten
‘housekeeping’.

The OId Slavic word is a hapax legomenon in the gospel texts discussed: in Lu
16,3 and 16,4 we can read the expression crpoerve gomoy (but in the Latin, Gothic
and Old High German translations the aforementioned villicatio, faura-gaggi
and ambaht are consistently used). Luther’s translation also uses the word Amt
(continuation of ambaht) in these passages.

The Romanian texts interpreted this concept with the word ge”retiopue and
iconomie, respectively; the phonetical form of this latter shows that it is a New-
Greek loanword that has existed in Romanian since the 12th centurv. and by the
end of the 18th century it acquired the pejorative sense o f‘ruse, trick’, too. In the
Albanian the noun kudes ‘care, attention’ can be found here (and also in Lu 16,3
and 16,4).

In the Hungarian text of Karoli we find the noun safarsag ‘stewardness,
management’ from the Middle High German loanword schaffaere ‘id.” (maybe,
taken over through Slavic mediation), but the earlier Codex of Munich contains
the more archaic Hungarian deverbal folnagykodat; this comes from the
denominal verb folnagykodni of similar meaning, for which the basic word was
folnagy<falunagy, word for word ‘village major, judge’ (in modern Hungarian
the word Fdnagy has remained as a rare surname). The modern Catholic
Hungarian versions use the juridical term vagyonkezelés ‘management of goods’
or the more popular intéz6ség ‘stewardship, managership’.

In the Kralice Bible we find vladarstvi in the cited locus; in the Russian edition
of Stockholm ynpasnéwe (in Lu 16,3 more fully: ynpasnéiie foMOMbB).

In the other Slavic languages the exact etymological equivalent of the Old
Slavic expression cannot be found, although its constituents exist. In Russian the
word npucTaecTBO also occurs in the sense ‘duty of the farm manager (steward)’.
In Jakubica’s L.So. translation saftojanstwo occurs; in the text of the Bratislava
edition of 1786 we read wladarstwj.

— Caique expression, or more precisely, a transitional form between the
semicaique (partial loan translation) and the pseudncalque (caique neologism).
Its first component is the translation of the first constituent of the Greek
compound, but the second part is a free formation. As for NPUCTXKLCTKO, it is a
nomen abstractum from the deverbal noun npucteks which occurs in the
Southern and Eastern Slavic languages and means primarily ‘ajudiciary clerk of
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lower degree, bailiff’. As a loanword, it was adapted by Romanian with similar
meaning (but in older times it also meant ‘farm manager’), and by Hungarian
where it received the form poroszlé ‘bailiff’ and also pdroszté ‘id.” (with an
interesting popular etymology: por ‘process at law’ and oszt6 ‘distributor,
manager’). In Medieval Latin it often occurs as pristaldus ‘id.” (Cf. Kniezsa 221,
Vol. 1/1, p. 439-440).

106-107. AOMMIKNIAIA AOVEBIMIKNXON ~  Of KIQdCOl

‘household, inmates of the house’. Mt 10,25: si x6v 0iKo5ecmOTr)v BeeXeRolA,
énekoliectocy, rocrtp paAAov xoUq oikiockoik; Ctliiou. ~ MMTC ruHe [OMOY
Ke/IK3bKO/Ib HBPLUA © KOMIMM MbYe aommmkHawx €ro | “if they called the master of
the house Beelzebub, so much more the inmates of his house’.

In the Zographus, Assemani and Ostromir we find aommiikniaia, in the
Marianus aommiitkn/ma (instead of this, in the Nikolja Gospel: aommiitkn«). In
later Church Slavic variations we can read the words goMMnKHLL,
(ronr.cTremkHUKA(Y), venagb as well. A similar passage: Mt 10,36.

In the Latin text we see the plural form of the word domesticus; in the Gothic,
the composition inna-kunds (word for word: ‘innerborns’) ‘family, household’.
Luther’s German text also follows the Greek-Latin model in Hausgenossen.

The Romanian casnic is a formation from the original Balkano- Latin (and
common popular Latin) casa ‘house’ with the Church Slavic suffix of nomen
agentis -HVKb. In the Albanian, similarly to Romanian, we find the adjective
form shtepiék, the derivate of the word shtepi ‘house’. In the Hungarian, Gaspar
Karoli translated this locus with the expression (haz)a népe ‘the people of (his)
house’. This can be found in the later versions as well (but in 10,36 the recent
Catholic version, 1973, uses csalad ‘family’, coming of the Slavic unmngk ‘people
of the house’).

In the Kralice Bible the plural of the adjective domaci occurs; similarly, in the
modern Russian we find gox"wHwe.

The other equivalents of the OIld Slavic adjective are: B. novidineH; Sr.-Cr.
pomiibit); Russ. flOMAauiHul (gomoBoit); UKr. goMaLluHin (4oMoBIA, LOMOBUT);
M. gomaLueH (gomopogeH); Cz. (doméci, domovy); Sik. (doméci); P. domowy;
H.So. (domowy); L.So. domacny (domski, domny, domowny).

As it is seen, the equivalents of the Old Slavic adjectives are present in other
Slavic languages, too (except Polish and High Sorbian); in the Serbian the
meaning ‘household, inmates of the house’ can be found even today.

—Semantic caiques. It is without doubt that the existence of the Greek word
was not necessary for the formation of the Old Slavic adjectives, but the sense
‘household’ directly renders the Greek oikiockex; (or the Latin domesticus,
respectively, among the Catholic Slavs).
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108. JOMOLITH (YeOKVIKD), (AoMOBUTA) ~ 6 0lK08eoTtoxr|<; (UvRQwvoq)

‘father of the family’. Mt 13,52: 8ia xouxo rtaq yeappaxeix; paOrixeuQOeiq Xfj
BaoiANigt xcov oligetviv 6poidg éoxiv avOQibrocp 0iKoSecmoxi], ~ cero p\am
KOKT KHHAKHKbe HIADL CA IektO HRIOMD/e TBEKHDL ecTb  Yikoy
nomokutoy ¢ ‘therefore every scribe who is well versed in teaching about the
Kingdom of the Heavens, is similar to the father of the family’. Similar passages:
Mt 20,1; 21,33; Lu 14,21 (in part).

In later Church Slavic texts: CCMKCTKCHb, UM-bDKLUTBIN (I/IMUIMKK, t0O.

In the Latin text the appositive syntagm (homo) pater familias can be read,;
the Gothic text applies the compound gardawaldands which, word for word,
means a man ‘reigning over his house’, so it can be considered as the precise
counterpart of the original Greek. As for the OId Slavic, its characteristic
exquisiteness and variety of style appears here, too, in comparison to the Gothic;
namely, while the latter always renders the original in the same way, some other
solutions are also found in the Old Slavic texts. In Mt 10,25 and Lu 14,21 we read
recrio/mmr. siomcy, and for the latter the text of the Assemani uses rocrnosk

The Old High German reflects the Latin pater familias, but in an inverse
order: hiuiskesfater. The Romanian (omul) gospodar shows a solution based on
Greek-Old Slavic but without a real loan translation. The Albanian compound
zot-sthepie, word for word, reflects the Greek oiKoSecntéxrig, although the word
order is inverse: ‘lord of the house’, and it means commonly ‘head of the family’
or ‘master of the house’; maybe its model was a Latin expression dominus domus.

Karoli’s Hungarian text applies the words Gazda ‘host, master’, gazdaember
(word for word ‘masterman’, later: ‘husbandman’). In the later Catholic
versions, it is simply csaladatya ‘head of the family’ on the basis of the Vulgata;
recently, it has been interpreted as gazda ‘host’ or hazigazda ‘master of the
house’, according to the context. In Luther’s text the compound Hausvater
occurs mostly, but in Lu 14,21: Hausherr is used, which is nearer to the Greek
text (and the parable’s tone).

In the Kralice Bible we can find clovék hospodar similarly to the Latin homo
pater familias but, more precisely, with the sense ‘husbandman’. The modern
Russian version uses the simple xo3auMHb ‘husbandman’ or xo03sMHBb goma
‘master of the house’.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: B. gomoBut
(goMoBHUK); Sr.-Cr. (gomiibuH); Russ, gomoBuTbIA (-as); UKr. gomoBiATWiA
(xasaiiHoBITWIA); M. (@oMakuH, gomakuHka); Cz. domovity; Sik. domovity
‘commodious, liveable'; P. (domowy ‘of the house’); L.So. (domownik
‘caretaker, doorman’); H.So. (domowny ‘of the house’, domownik ‘concierge,
house porter, janitor’, domorodny ‘inborn, aborigine”).

— Caique neologism (pseudocaique) which was created on the basis of the
Greek text but renders the original Greek, instead of a compound, by a suffixed
form.
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109. npoxaBKkH'b ~ Keaxicreoi;

‘strongest, best, respectable, honourable’. Lu 13: ii5oce Koepo!
no(Qr|Ko"oi)9r|KOTi é&tvfodev itdioiv dtKQiRox; aoi YQa\/at, KQOmme
0BOINE, ~ 13 KQICA T MKHT XOKIbTHOm | CITAKI TOKCK)(be Kb ICTVHA MDjIAAOV
MNCATN Tc6T * CNABBbHBLI T codwric » ‘it seemed to me also (good) ... to write unto
Thee precisely, one after the other, oh respectable Theophilus’.

The interpretation gvmkbIreHb of the apostrophe kg&iote can be found in the
Zographus only; in the other archaic codices we read cngkkHb ‘glorious’.
However, this sense of gpbxakeHb was detected by K. Schumann in the
Psalterium Sinaiticum (15a 19 and 15b 1), too.

In later Church Slavic Bagro(»mHb, NPKBLCNOLbHDB, HAWIOYHbIMb, t0O0.

The word in the Latin text, optime, shows that the Old Slavic gospel
translations apply the adjective gppxakbHb in the same sense as the Psalterium
Sinaiticum. The basic meaning of the Slavic word points directly to the Greek:
TO kgditoi;: KAATKTTOA ~ bk AptokakbHb. This parallelism is not found in
the Vulgata; the epitheton optime is followed by Luther’s text, too: mein guter
Theophilus.

The assumption of Greek-Old Slavic similarity seems to be more correct here
than that of identity (considering the difference between the suffixes -voro<; and
-KHb).

The Gothic text, according to the probably proper sense of the Greek and
similarly to the Latin version, uses the word batista ‘best, most excellent’.

In the Old High German gospel harmony, due to the absence of St. Luke’s
Prologue, the corresponding superlative bezisto ‘best’ does not occur in the
phrase in question.

In the Romanian text, corresponding to the Greek and Old Slavic models, we
find the vocative form puternice (the basic form puternic ‘strong, powerful’ is a
word of Balkano-Latin origin with the Slavic suffix *-nikb), though in Micu-
Clain’s translation the vocative of a prefixed adjective, npsBHe can be read,
which stands much nearer to the Latin in its primary meaning.

The Albanian interpreter—also on the basis of the original Greek—applies
the expression pushtégim (pushtétshem) fort ‘very powerful’.

Karoli’'s Hungarian text uses the simple positive degree of the adjective jo,
‘good’ in the original meaning of the Hungarian word. In the modern Catholic
versions (e.g. I. Székely, 1927) we find the apostrophe kegyelmes ‘Excellency’
(word for word ‘gracious, merciful’) because in the opinion of the interpreter the
vocative kgatwTr ‘optime’ was the official apostrophization of the Roman
procurators and other functionaries of higher degree, and Istvan Székely wanted
to render this by means of our contemporary usage. In the Roman edition of
1967 we find nemes ‘noble’, and in our most up-to-date Catholic versions (1973
and 1981) tiszteletremélté ‘respectable, honourable’.
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In the Kralice Bible we can find the epitheton vyborny ‘eminent, excellent’; in
the Russian edition of Stockholm the compound gparonoy4TéHHbliii (word for
word: ‘highly esteemed’) expresses the high appreciation of the person
addressed.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: B. gbp>xaBeH ‘stately’
(obpxeniiB ‘vigorous®); Sr.-Cr. gpxxaBHi ‘stately’ (gpxéb ‘strong’); Russ,
fepxaBHbIli ‘powerful, mighty’; Ukr. gepxinBHuiA ‘stately’; M. gp>xaBeH ‘id.’;
Cz. drzavny ‘stately’; SIk. drzavny ‘id.’; P. dzierzawny ‘tenemental, lease’; H.So.
(dzerzec ‘to keep, hold’); L.So. (dzerzes ‘id.’).

— Real structural caique. As seen from the Slavic equivalents, the sense
‘optimus, excellent’ is the property of the Old Slavic only; the meanings ‘strong,
good’ of the other Slavic languages come from its relation to the verb nprkbTK,
and the meaning ‘stately’ has its origin in the immediate relation to pKAKN
‘power’, later ‘state’ (in Polish: ‘lease, tenure of land’). These Slavic meanings do
not seem to be continuations of the occasional Old Slavic sense. The Greek and
consequently the Old Slavic word use represents a case of the so-called “sporadic
changes of meaning”.

110. foyyokbHBL ~ Ttveugormeda, Toii TtVEUpaToq

‘spiritual, ghostly, psychical’. Lu4,14: KaiU7téorQev(>evoTrl|aoij<;évTfj 6uvauet
Tol reveligocTot; eis tflv MaAtAaiav' ~ | Kb3KPTK ca [Cb® Kb CUIN AXOKBHBM * Kb
rwraK « (Marianus text.) ‘and turned back Jesus, in the power of the Spirit, to
Galilea’.

The adjective goyxoBkHb occurs here as the rendering of a concrete possessive
construction; as for its abstract meaning nyeuuatnccx;, an example is cited by K.
Schumann from the Euchologium Sinaiticum (379): ab N-KCTPCb JOYXOKKUILXT
‘in spiritual [= pneumatical] songs’.

In later Church Slavic we also find goyLUKKKHbB, KCAMb AOYLUM OKLWTbIA and
6CCMN/IOTBLHL *

The Old Slavic text has a more abstract character in this locus of the Gospel
than the corresponding Latin, Gothic or Old High German translations where
we find the genitive forms Spiritus, ahmins and geistes, respectively. (Of course,
the latter ones render the original Greek more precisely; this genitive form
occurs in Luther’s text, in des Geistes (Kraft) ‘in the Spirit’s strength’.

The Romanian text also uses a genitive construction: kb neTepy A8y8n8u, or
later intru puterea Duhului ‘with (or: in) the power of the Spirit’. A similar
solution can be read in Albanian: mefugin® Frymese.

In Kéaroli’s Hungarian version we can also find the expression Szent Léleknek
erejével ‘with the power of the Holy Spirit’; similarly also in the later Catholic
and other versions. The situation is similar in the today Russian: Bb CLUTY ayxiA,
and in the Kralice Bible: vmod Ducha.
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The OId Slavic translation, consequently, is unparalleled in its attributive
form. The cause of this abstraction might have been that there were no sharp
limits between the functions of the possessive genitive and the denomindl
adjective; in this case the abstraction could have been only apparent. On the
other hand, the liturgical practice might also have ousted the concrete genitive
with the adjective aovxokiany, (cf. the cited locus of Psalterium Sinaiticum).

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: B. gyxoseH; Sr.-Cr.
Dyx0BiiH; Russ, Ayx0BHbI (gyxoBblid); UKkr. gyxoBHWiA (gyxoBuii); M. gyX0OBeH;
Cz. duchovny; Sik. duchovny; P. (duchowy); L.So.duchownv: H.So. duchowny
(duchowy).

— Real structural caique, with the Greek adjective nyeopatucck; as its model.
The Western Slavic words came into being under Latin (perhaps also German)
influence as parallel developments; a supposition of acommon Proto-Slavic (or
Pre-Slavic) origin does not seem to be an indispensable hypothesis.

111. Aoyupk monmntn ~ tf|v vja>xfiv TiSévai
‘to give one’s life for somebody’.

Jo 10,11: 6 noipf|V 6 kaXcx; xqv vimxfiv afrrou tiSqaiv imeg xcbv ngolicmov ~
MVCTAMK J0BPbI MOMbDKETH /ILDK CoHK 31 oKKHAe (Zographus text.) ‘the good
shepherd gives his life for his lambs’. [Tqv il/oxfiv "riUrlcnv ~ [oyunk no/mpkxeTs
means, word for word: ‘he puts (down) his soul (for somebody).] Similar
passages: Me 3,4; Lu 6,9.

The OId Slavic noun aoviiii occurs nearly fifty times in the archaic gospels,
but we can speak about a semantic caique in a few cases only; in other cases the
word is only a simple translation of the Greek vj/uxf) ‘soul’. When it is a semantic
caique, it means ‘man’s vigour’ or ‘human life’. This is the case in the above
expression which has, of course, the character of a caique.

In later Church Slavic we also find crreeskna ABYLLDK, OTBHIKTU XN3Hb K KOMO,
YEPKOK/ITU XM3Hb, t00.

In the Latin, Gothic and Old High German we find synonymous expressions
(the noun for ‘soul’ is feminine everywhere): animam dare, saivala seina lagjan
and selan giban, the Gothic verb follows the original Greek meaning ‘to put’ and
the Old High German the Latin dare ‘to give’. Luthet’s expressions are much
more varied: das Leben lassen, das Leben verderben and das Leben todten i.e. ‘to
leave (to destroy, to kill) life’.

In the corresponding passages the Romanian text uses the noun suBet (a
masculine noun, but originally neutral in the Balkano-Latin). In the Albanian
the nounjete means ‘life, being, existence’, consequently, the translation was not
strictly a “décalquage”.

Similarly, in the Hungarian text of Karoli ajé Pasztor életét adja a juhokért
‘the Good Shepherd gives his life for the sheep’ is found, i.e. Karoli did not
follow the Greek yoxn or the Latin anima literally, nor did the later Catholic
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versions. The latest Catholic translations (1967, 1973 and 1981) use the same
expression: ajo pasztor életét adja juhaiért.

In contrast to these, the Kralice Bible contains an expression fully
corresponding to the OIld Slavic: dusi pokladati. But the Russian text of
Stockholm is different: nonariite »um3Hb, word for word: ‘to put down (as a
pawn) one’s life’. n

The other equivalents of the Old Slavic expression: B. (a/iBam aywi mos
3a...); Sr.-Cr. (nono>kmitm XUBOT 3a...); Russ, nonoxutb gywy 3a... Ukr.
(BligaTn xnTTAa 3a...); M. nonara gywa 3a... Cz. poloziti dusiza nékoho; Sik.
(dusu dat’za); P. (dac swoje zycie za co); L.So. (das swoju dusu);.H.So. (dac
swoju dusu).

In the cited expressions the word ddsa has a meaning similar to the Old Slavic
semantic caique. This meaning—partly by Latin (or German), partly by Old
Slavic mediation—goes back to the New Testament, after all (just like the similar

expressions of other Christian peoples, t00).
— Real structural caique expression. In the languages of the Byzantinian-

cultured peoples itisof Greek origin. As for the Slavic peoples of Latin culture, it
was established on the basis of a Latin (perhaps also a German) source.

112, gblumnn ~ o retvaidSiov

‘writing table, tablet’. Lu 1,63: Koin oiTpcTok; rcivooddiov eyQavitev Xéycov
TmavvrigéarivévouoiocOToi). ~ IMCN(KUMKITBLUTULDKHAMCX * ria ¢ iobN7>ecTb ima
évoy « ‘and asking for a writing board, he wrote saying: “John is his name.”’

In Church Slavic texts of Russian redaction godgeukx also appears.

The Latin noun pugillaris is a derivate of pugnus ‘fist” (more precisely, its
diminutive, *pugillus; thus it meant a ‘writing board that was held in hand’, or
was ‘the size of a hand’. Thus, its basic meaning strongly differed from the
Greek. Similarly, the Gothic spilda also seems to be very distant from the Greek
basic sense as it is connected with the verb spillon ‘to announce, to tell’. The Old
High German compound scribsahs means ‘writing thing’ word for word, and can
be considered as a caique neologism (pseudocaique) related to both Greek and
Latin. Luther's Té&felein ‘tablet’is a precise explanation in German for the Greek
(or Latin) original.

In the Romanian texts we find the Greek loanword nxHekusnb, and the Slavic
word tablina (of Latin origin, with a Slavic diminutive suffix). The Albanian
dérrase téshkruari is word for word ‘a tablet for writing” i.e. a translation
according to the sense.

Karoli’s Hungarian'text gives the simple interpretation tabla ‘tablet’,
reflecting partly its Latin (and maybe, Greek) original; the later Hungarian
versions use kis tabla ‘small tablet’ (1967) and, more precisely, irétabla ‘writing
tablet’ (1973, 1981).

154



In the Kralice Bible the word desticka is a double diminution, just like the
Russian goweuka; its basic word, deska (doska) comes out, in the last analysis,
of the Greek Sicncog, just as the German Tisch, too, and the English dish.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: B. gbcuiiua; Sr.-Cr.
AAwumnya; Russ, (goweyka); Ukr. (goweuka, goctouka); M. gockuua; Cz.
(desticka); Slk. (dosticka); P (deszczulka); H.So. taflicka; L.So. tablica.

The modern Slavic words, however, have the basic meaning ‘small board,
small tablet, door plate (for the proprietor’s name)’; incommon usage they have
not the sense ‘writing table’. So the OIld Slavic word seems to have been an
occasional formation after the Greek model: niva™: nivaodSiov ~ \bcK\:
obvwtnung (with adoption of the meaning).

— Real structural caique; but it can be considered as a semantic caique, too.

113. gbHekbMMb Y p g\ ~ f| £(pr)peeia
‘daily turning’, ‘priestly class’, ‘priests’ succession one by one’. Lu 1,5: ’Eyeveto
év Tau, fipépau; "Hadh6om Ram~Eax; xfjg TouSaiaq IEQRUgTL, 6vopaxi Zayagiat;
it, é<prmEQia<; "ARia, ~ BBKTH Kb ibHM 1(10f\ Ly-K* blaenkn « lepi eTep, Imononk
3AyNpuK ¢ O0Tb AKHEKBHBUA UYpab! irhmia ¢ “There was in the days of Herod,
king of Judea, a priest, named Zacharias, from the daily turning of Abia’s
priestly class’.

In later Russian Church Slavic we also find gbHCKbHMN C/I0Y»XB/ OF AbHCKBHOK
crioyxebiik and, in another sense: Gaawb10r oyepib CKALLEHBHUYECKMYb YPAD W

This OId Slavic way of interpretation is found in the Zographus only; in the
Marianus we read the loanword edmmepu* (in the Assemani: cumc™mB). Thus,
the original creativity can be found in the text of Zographus as in several other
cases, too.

A similar locus is Lu 1,8 where the genitive construction év 11| ta~et T1y;
étpripeQIat; is rendered by Kb UMHOY Ypjbl crodas

The components of the expression can be found in every Slavic language, but
in the above-mentioned form (for rendering étprpEQIa) they are characteristic of
the OId Slavic only.

In the Latin text we find de vice, in ordine vicis suae, according to the sense.

In Gothic the preposition afar occurs in a substantivized application, in the
sense ‘offspring, clan, progeny’in Lu 1,5 while in 1,8 the noun kunji can be read
(in vikon kunijis seinis ‘in the order of his clan’). Both of these interpretations are
erroneous, because the basic meaning of étpripegia is not ‘clan, progeny’ but
‘priestly class, successive priestly service’ (cf. Zerwick, 458, p. 127: ministerium
sacerdotum certo dierum numero definitum; classis sacerdotum in singulas
hebdomades officio fungens). The original genealogic relation of these priestly
classes, however, cannot be excluded.

In the OId High German gospel harmony Otfrid versifies the above-
mentioned loci in this way: Zit nuard tho gireisot, Thaz er giangfurigot (I, 4,11)
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‘then the time has come that he should go before God’ or, in Latin translation:
‘tempus factum est tunc, utille iret ante Deum’. That is, Otfrid translates freely
and renders the original adverbial expression with a verbal syntagm. Similar
solutions can be read in Luther’s translation: Lu 1,5 Ordnung Abia, but in 1,8:
nach der Gewohnheit des Priestertums.

In the Romanian texts we find, according to the right sense, the locutions guH
pxaB 1 npoueum and din ceatd presteasca. In the Albanian the translation prej
femijes's" Aviajt seems to be inexact, asfemije means ‘family’.

Karoli’s Hungarian text does not leave any doubt in Lu 1,8: Lén pedig mikor a
részre osztott papsagnak rendi szerint 'it happened, however, when according to
the order of the priesthood, divided into parts..  but later: rendjének sordban
(“in the succession of his order’. In the modern Catholic versions: osztalyanak
rendjében ‘in the order of his class’ (1967) and osztalyanak sorrendjében ‘in the
sequence of his class’ (1973, 1981).

The Kralice Bible interprets Lu 1,8 similarly: vporadku tridy své, just like the
modern Stockholm edition of the Russian text: Bb nopsgkb cBo&i upefpl.

As it was mentioned above, the words gxkvekkmb and npgn have their
equivalents in all the Slavic languages.

—Caique expression; a prefixed compound is translated so that the first
component of the OId Slavic expression contains the basic sense of the original
Greek, while the other component supplements it according to the concrete
meaning. This type of translation is called “Lehnubertragung” by Schumann,
although in my opinion, it should be called “Lehngliedzusatz” in his
terminology; the parallel £cpr|peeia ~ akncekhma upugn resembles the parallel
pakpoduuly ~ gmerotkma much more than paeninsula ~ Halbinsel. In our
terminology, it could be denominated more precisely as a ‘“semicaique
expression”, or, translating Schumann’s “Lehngliedzusatz”: “supplemented
real caique expression”.

114. emm xwmKb [oxkwTk] ~ gpt9avg<; [<v]

‘half-dead’, word for word: ‘hardly alive (living; (being)’; but the Greek word
means primarily: ‘half-dead’]. Lu 10,30: ¢dv Kai EKbUaavxeq alixév Kai tiXrlyiq
kniMvxcc, 6¢Ttf|7.90v atpévxei; gpiOavf) ~ (ke i CbKabIwme i ¢ | T3Kbl Kb3NoXMLLE
otugowa | OCT/BbLLE | e XVKb OKLWTK ¢ ‘who plundered him, and beating him
black and blue, they went out, leaving him half-dead’.

For the last word of the cited locus we find the following variants: Savvina:
env xeoro ok T/, Nikolja Gospel: epk XMKb CKLITK, OStromir: esiv XK OKLLIT/.
In later Old (Church) Slavic texts of Russian redaction the variant Kok Kb can
also be found. Similarly the compound nonevpkTs and the forcibly descriptive
expression UM »wikb, M1 MPKTBb OCCUT.
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The Greek %nfkxviic; means, word for word, ‘half-dead’ while the Old Slavic
solution means, word for word, ‘hardly being alive’. Therefore the Latin
translation semivivus ‘half-alive’ is somewhat nearer to the Old Slavic, than the
original Greek. In the Gothic this half verse does not occur; the corresponding
form must have been something like halbs-daus.

The Romanian abia viu follows closely the Old Slavic: ‘hardly living’, the
Albanian per gjysmé té-vdekuré is, however, an accurate translation of the Greek.

In Kéroli’s Hungarian text the obsolete holt-eleven (word for word: ‘dead-
alive’) can be read that seems to be a quasi equalization of fyu&avTK and
semivivus. But in the later Protestant, Catholic and Oriental Christian
Hungarian versions we see félholt ‘half-dead’ everywhere, that can be the
reflection either of the Latin semimortuus or of the German halbtot (in Luther’s
translation, too) or of the surrounding Slavic peoples’ words alike.

In the Kralice Bible the expression odpolu zivy follows the Latin compound; in
the Russian the solution eggin xxusoii, however, follows the Old Slavic.

The second and third component of the Old Slavic expression is known in all
the Slavic languages but its first constituent survives only in its derivates and
compounds. For the idea of ‘half-alive’ there are other compounds in modern
Slavic languages (except Russian where we can meet it in the form ene »xwBoli
with the same sense as in Old Slavic).

The other equivalents of the Old Slavic expression are: B. (noflyMbpTHB);
Sr.-Cr. nonympTaB; RuUSS, enexuBoil (eaBii >XMBOR, MONY>XWBOW, Mony-
MEpTBbIin); UKr. (monymépteuii); M. (nonyxis); Cz. (polomrtvy); Sik. (po-
lomrtvy); P. (pdlzywy, pcdmartwy); H.So. (polwumrety); L.So. (polwumarly).

A part of these compounds may be the caiques of the Greek fipidaviy;, Latin
semimortuus, German halbtot (or, perhaps, the French moitié mért). The Polish
pélzywy (and through this the Russian nony>xusoii) seems to correspond to the
Latin semivivus. The Old Slavic expression, considering the equivalents ofenu in
the Western Slavic languages, is probably a Moravianism or an independent
creation of the translator. As for its establishment, the Latin semivivus or the Old
High German sami-quec might have exerted an influence, though this effect was
not a necessary condition of its coming into being. (Thus, e.g., English half-dead
and half-alive, Dutch half dood or Spanish mediomuerto, Italian mezzo morto
might have begun their existence independently from fpi&avry; or semivivus and
semimortuus.

— Caique neologism (pseudocaique).

X
115. »ectocpknk ~ f] okX.r)gokaas{a
‘hard-heartedness, heartlessness’” Mt 19,8: 6ri Moodofjg ngdq xflv

CTKARQOKOQilav Upwv &jiETQE»|/ev (piv arcoUoai idi; yuvaiKaq (pa>v ~ tko
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MOCT O >XEMX|I/IMI0 K/LLEMOY MOKOIM K/IMb NMOYCTUTY «Hi| kwia (Second-hand
text of the Zographus.) ‘because Moses commanded you to dismiss your wives
because of your hard-heartedness’. Similar passages: Me 10,5; 16,14.

In the later Church Slavic »ecTbKbC|>b/e varies with HeMWUIOMbAEMOCTb.

The Latin translation applies an explicative-genitive construction for
interpreting the Greek compound, duritia cordis; but the Gothic compound is
similar to the Greek: hardu-hairtei. The OIld High German uses genitive
expressions like the Latin: herti herzen and hertida herzen and so does Luther’s
translation: Herzens Hartigkeit which corresponds to the Latin text (but in
German we can find Hartherzigkeit, too).

The Romanian invéartosarea inimei is also a genitive relation, similar to the
Latin with the same meaning. The Albanian zeme-rashpérirmue means ‘heart-
hardness’.

The Hungarian translation, like the Latin, uses a genitive expression: Szivetek
keménysége ‘the hardness of your heart’ in all the three passages, but in the later
versions'we usually find keménysziv(iség ‘hard-heartedness’.

In the Kralice Bible the translation of this locus is tvrdost srdca, corresponding
to the Latin; in the modern Russian it is >xecTokocépale, which is a later variant
of the OId Slavic compound (and has Church Slavic antecedents).

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: B. (TBbpAocT Ha
cbpue, KameHHO cbpue); Sr.-Cr. TBpfo epue; Russ. >xecto(ko)cepane; UKr.
YKOPCTOKOCEPTCTb; M. (KecTMHa Ha epue); Cz. (tvrdé srdce); Sik. (tvrdost
srdca); P. (twardosc serca); L.So. (twardosc wutsoby); H.So. (twardowutrob-
nosc).

Thus, the original Old Slavic word has been preserved only in the Russian, as a
Church Slavism.

—Real structural caique.

116. »xutne ~ 6 Biog 6 noguovSy;

‘sustenance’; ‘wealth’. Me 12,44: aCtp 8¢ £k tf)<; loTepT)crea)s; afrtfji; raevra octa
elxev glRaA™V, 5>-ov tov Riov abTry; ~ J1CV OTb JINLLIEHME CKOErO © KKCE &/IMKO (MbJ/ILLe
KbKD>ME Kee XKNThE ke » ‘she, however, gave everything from her poverty that she
possessed, all her sustenance’.

Lu 16.11: ei ouv év Ta) 451kcp napoavqi tucttor olik éyévecjik, To a”r|9ivov Ty,
Uplv JuoTEUCTEi; ~ /ilWTe OYKO Kb HEM'VIKKAbH-bMb YXWUTU! ¢ He KbKTe K\»bHU ¢
K UTUH HTUb KbTO KbKe* KI>K Iver7le ‘so if ye will not be true in the false
Mammon, who will trust the real one to ye?’

Similar passages are: Mt 6,24; Lu 16,9; 16,13.

In these passages, however, the codices Zographus, Marianus and Savvina
Kniga only apply the deverbal noun »xwtue for interpreting the Aramaism of the
original Greek; the Assemani, Ostromir and Nikolja Gospel take over the
Aramaean word (preserved in the Greek and Latin alike) in the form mamoHT
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(MnmoHb). According to Gesenius its original form was JTDDQ ‘treasure’; in
Greek with assimilation, also -uu- occurs. As the real meaning of the Aramaean
word was ‘possession, wealth’ (not only ‘money’ and ‘gain’), therefore it seems
that the above-mentioned first three codices had used the word »wTue in a vider
sense than it had later. As the later texts show, »uTne was also used for
interpreting sometimes Ricoou; ‘living’, TQoepqg ‘nourishing’, (ivacrteotpfi ‘way of
living’ and soXntboua ‘government, constitution’. Perhaps it was because of this
polysemy that the Aramaean loanword wm&voHn was restituted (or left
uninterpreted) in the other three manuscripts. The Old Slavic and later Church
Slavic texts used also the synonyms »ukoTb and »u3Hb in similar meanings, but
they also used, more precisely, the words mneHue, KbbKeH/e and VIM-bHUE,
KOT/TTKCTKO, in the sense ‘wealth’.

The Latin gospel texts, as already mentioned, also preserved the Aramaism
(except Me 12,44 where, ofcourse, we read victus ‘living, victuals’. In the Gothic,
however, we find a very expressive compound: farihu praihus (word for word
‘wealth-abundance’.) The OIld High German compound lib-wara is also
noteworthy (word for word: ‘life-protection’); it may have exerted an influence
(together with the Latin victus) on the establishment of the Old Slavic word or, at
least, its use in this meaning. In Luther’s translation the term Mammon was
retained, but in Me 12,44: Nahrung is used, according toRioq and victus.

The Romanian text applies the deverbal noun avu(ie ‘wealth, riches’ for both
of the cited loci. In the Albanian we find gje ‘thing, goods, wealth’ in the first
passages, but the loanword mamuna in the other loci.

For purposes of comparison, Karoli’s translation is very instructive. In Me
12,44 the poor woman gives ‘all her living’ (minden 6 élését); in the modern
Protestant and Catholic versions: ‘all her wealth’ (egész vagyonat) or ‘all her
sustenance’ (egész megélhetését). Butin Lu 6,16 he interpreted the Aramaism as
‘by the false riches’ (a hamis gazdasagon). The later edition of this translation
and the Catholic versions return to the word mammon. (This is unnecessary, in
my opinion: the Hungarian words vagyon ‘wealth’ or gazdasag ‘riches’ are more
expressive, and many translations into other languages usually apply their own
native words; on the other hand, the Aramaean word has become international
in Christian culture and, beyond doubt, it really sounds more solemn in some
cases.)

The Kralice Bible uses zivnost in Me 12,44, but in Lu 16,11 it preserves
mamona. In the Russian edition of Stockholm we find nponutéHune for the one,
and 6orétctso for the other.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: B. »xuntuné ‘life’: ‘life
and legends of a saint in the hagiography’; Sr.-Cr. xiibe ‘life’; Russ, Xutuné
‘hagiography’, »xuntbé ‘life’ OknTbé-6bIThE ‘everyday life’); Ukr. xutuné ‘hagio-
graphy; »xutta ‘life’ OkntTa-6y1TA ‘living, subsistence’); M. (Okutn 6ora ‘on my
honour, | swear by God’; xxuBeauka ‘life’); Cz. ziti‘life, existence’; Slk. zitie ‘id.’
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(zitie-bytie ‘everyday life, existence); P. zycie 'life, way of life, scenes from
everyday life’; H.So. (ziwjenje 'life, nourishment’); L.So. (zywjenje ‘id.’).

The etymologically related synonyms of >xutuve, namely, >WKOTb, >XU3Hb,
XMKeHUK also have their correspondents in the living Slavic languages, and in
Southern and Eastern Slavic they have replaced its older common meanings
while >xutue itself has become the word for the ‘biography of saints,
hagiography’. But its abbreviated popular form lives in these languages for
expressing the idea of'everyday life’ or 'way of life’ (sometimes reduplicated by
the brief correspondents of ketthc): XUTbE-OUTLE.

As for the synonyms, the correspondents have acquired some other meanings:
XVKOTB has also taken on the meaning ‘womb, belly’; »xwTo ‘cereals’, ‘wheat’ or
‘rye’; XxvuKkMbIMK ‘nourishment’. In Western Slavic, the correspondents of xutue
have been preserved, though they are obsolete or have the meaning ‘way of
life’ and are also reduplicated with the correspondents of Kbiue.

— Semantic caique, as it renders, in both cases, a special meaning of the
original Koivf) Greek, and in its later Church Slavic sense (‘hagiography’ ~
‘Bioq’), of Byzantine Greek.

117. »xutomuplle ~ to mxopeTQiov

'weighed-out wheat, share of victuals’. Lu 12,42: 6v kaTaoTpou 6 koégios ard
xflq OEgomeiai; aéxoll xou 6id6vai év Koaed X6 aixopexRiov m ~ erowe NoCT/IKUTL
rHb HLb /IOMObIb CKOEMb * AbTTU Kb KP;MA XMUTOMU(OHKG. *. . .whom his master
superimposed over his servants, to issue them their part of victuals in time’.

The Church Slavic Mtgw *s a genitivus materiae, that also exists in
Russian today.

In the Latin text the genitive phrase 'measure of wheat’ can be read, as a caique
expression: in Gothic this passage cannot be found. The Old High German uses
the simple noun muas 'meal, appetite’ in this role.

Luther’s translation uses the deverbal noun Gebuhr *allowance, annuity’ here.

There Romanian version, following the Latin, applies the syntagm mésuré de
gréau 'measure of wheat’. In the Albanian, however, we find the expression
ushgimin e-ndrae which is like a transitional solution compared to Karoli’s
Hungarian text: rendelt eledel ‘the ordered meal’.

In the modern versions we read élelmuk 'their victuals’, and in the Catholic
versions ljlza mérték szerint 'wheat according to the measure’, blzarész 'wheat
share’ (1967) or részik az élelembdl ‘their share of victuals (1973); this latter
renders the essence of the Greek and Latin texts.

In the Kralice Bible we find vymefeny pokrm ‘measured-out victuals’, while
in the modern Russian version HBBX, i.e. neither is an established real
structural caique, though the Russian is near to it.

The components of the Old Slavic compound exist in all the Slavic languages
(cf. the former entry as well), but this compound is peculiar to the Old Slavic.
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(Some other compounds with »xwuTto, however, are known from other Slavic
languages, too, in the sense ‘cereals’. Such compounds are, e.g.. Russ,
XutonposogiTens (-Huua) ‘corn-dealer, grain-broker’; Sr.-Cr. xutopog ‘corn
yield’; M. xxutopogeH ‘corn-growing’; UKr. xuTopogHuin ‘id.”; L.So. zytokupc
‘corn-chandler’; H.So. zitoznéjak ‘cornharvester’, etc.)

— Real structural caique. A tavourable circumstance for its establishment
might have been the phonetic similarity of its components to those of the Greek
model: ovco<; ~ XWUTO + jiétgiov ~ MHEHWUe.

118. (Kb) saumb gamaTtn ~ Savéiba), xo<*<°

‘to lend, to loan’. Lu 6,34: Kai é4cv 5aveicnyre uolg’ é v iXniC,EtE XaBeiv, nofa (ipiv
X”ey, [éariv]; Kai ipaQTioXoi ticuagro/loy Savei~oucnv iva inoLaRiocnv Taioa
~ [ AwTe Kb 3a!Mb gatTc * 0Tb UUX'bKe Y\eTe KbCMPUbXTU © Kar; kam JaaraeCThb © (BO
M(rBLLLHAN.M TPLUKHVKOMDB Kb 3arvb gasuTh * aa KbC|)UMKTL pAKeHA ‘And if ye
lend to people from whom ye hope to get it back, what gratitude do ye wait for?
The sinners also loan to sinners, in order to receive back the same’.

In later Church Slavic texts we find the verbs cboXauTn (orotoxgatn),
Of0/MKUTW, cvaorpkarty, t00.

Similar passages: Lu 6,35; 11,5. In the latter the aoristos of xeaw (MxeJ1iiO
occurs.

As for the Latin text, we find the expression mutuum dare in Lu 6,34 and 35
(but the simple verbJoenerari in the second part of Lu 6,34), and commodare in
Lu 11,5.

The Gothic text applies the verb leikvan. The Old High German shows the
expression wehsal geban that follows the Latin, and both are very similar to the
Old Slavic construction. Luther’s translation uses the simple verb leihen,
similarly to the Gothic.

The Romanian da imprumut follows the Latin (or, perhaps, the Old Slavic),
just like the Albanian jap hua.

The Hungarian expression kdlcsont adni interprets the Latin mutuum dare as a
transitive verb + accusative, thus it has a more concrete meaning than its model
and many other of its translations. Naturally, the simple verb kélcsénéz also
occurs later, and the now common compound (primarily) denominal expression
of adverb + verb kdlcsénadni, too.

In the Kralice Bible the simple verb piijcovati figures in the translation of these
loci; in the new Russian text, however, the Church Slavic expression has
survived in the forms gaTb B3anmbl (plural of gatb B3aémb).

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic expression are: B. g/iBam Ha
3iem; Sr.-Cr. gatm y 3ajaM; Russ, gaTb B3saliMmbl; UKr. (giATu BMO3WYKY,
nosmuinTtn); M. (3aema); Cz. (davati na Gvér); Sik. davat'na Uver, pozicatj; P.
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(pozyczyc); L.So. (pozycowas, das na pozyck); H.So. (pozcowac, dac na
pozconk).

— It seems to be a caique expression on the basis of a Latin or German
(perhaps Old High German) word group. But it cannot be found in the Western
Slavic where we could expect it first of all; instead, we find other expressions,
pointing rather to the German borgen aufKredit. Therefore, we might suspect a
Moravianism that has already disappeared in its original form in the Moravian
region itself. Thus it is possible that the OIld Slavic expression was originally
invented by the Slav Apostles as a caique neologism.

119. 3nMmonxkbu.K ~ 6 SavEiorpc;

‘creditor’ Lu 7,41: 860 ygeoipei®étai flaav Saveiarfj tivi ~ AblN LABXKHUKX
KUXLLIETE 3MMOXKKLIFO . ‘A creditor had two debtors’. (Word for word:
‘There were two debtors [belonging] to a creditor.”)

In later Church Slavic texts cboxaoabTenK and opomkuTenk also occur.

In the Latin text Joenerator ‘usurer’ occurs; in the Gothic we find the
compound dulga-haitia meaning ‘debt-caller’; consequently, it could hardly be
the model of the Old Slavic word. Luther’s text follows the Latin by using the
pejorative deverbal noun Wucherer ‘usurer, extortioner’.

In the Romanian we find the word KbMbTXpHUKDL ‘usurer’ (a New Byzantine
Greek loanword with Church Slavic suffix), later only camétar. The Albanian
compound hua-dhenes corresponds exactly to the Old Slavic.

Karoli’'s Hungarian translation contains ‘lending man’ (kdlcsénzé ember);
later the word hitelez6 ‘creditor’ has become common.

The Kralice Bible uses the deverbal noun véritel, a caique of the late Latin
creditor (or German: Kreditor)-, the modern Russian text has preserved the Old
Slavic word with vocalisation of the soft “jer” (b):

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: B. 3aeMoaéBeu; Sr.-
Cr. 3ajMonéeau; Russ. 3aummopdsel; Ukr. 3aHMonéeeub; M. 3a)mogaBeu,
3aemogaBel,; Cz. (Gvérca); Sik. ([vyjpoziciavatei); P. (lichuriarz, paskarz);
H.So. (pozcowar); L.So. (pozycar).

— It seems to be a caique neologism but its immediate source is not clear.
Most probably, it was formed bv the influence of a verbal compound (see the
preceding entry), perhaps a Vulgar Latin *mutuum-dator or Old High German
*wehsalgebari.

120. 3bkoHOCpUTENK ~ O vopost8acncaX.o<;, 6 vopiKOq
jurisconsult, legist, teacher of law’. Lu 5,17: tcod ijoav KaOppevoi (fiapiomoi
Kai vopoSiSaoKatan ~ i Ktuqc* c-kanwe gawmcTa e i 3xkoHooyHuTencs . .and
there were sitting Pharisees and teachers of law’. Similar locus: Mt 22,35, but
vopiKON “legist’ is in the Greek text here.

In later Church Slavic texts 3XxKOHKHVKb and 3XKOHOKWAT. also appear.
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In the Latin text we can read legis doctor in both cases, which is a reflection,
even in the word order of the original Greek compound, though it is a genetive
explicative in Latin, not a compound. Similar interpretations can be found in
Gothic (witoda-laisareis) and in Old High German (ewa-lerari). Luther’s
compound Schriftgelehrte, though it also resembles the original Greek, reminds
us more of the Latin pseudocompositum.

The Romanian invatator légii and inva{ator de lege are genitive constructions
like the Latin (genitive explicative or objective, resp.). In the Albanian,
according to the difference of the citations in the Greek, the compound caique
nomesonjés and the denominal noun nomtar can be read.

Karoli’s Hungarian text applied the expressions a tdrvények doktorai ‘the
teachers of the laws” and torvénytudé ‘legist’ (word for word: ‘knower of law”);
the latter has become common in Hungarian, though in a number of translations
the word irastudé ‘scribe, exegetist’ (literarily: ‘writing-knower’) replaced it.

In the Kralice Bible the compound zakonoucitelé follows the classical
languages (and it maybe a preserved Moravianism as well); the Russian text
adheres to the use of the OId Slavic here.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: B. 3aKoHOy4iTen
(3akoHOBén); Russ, 3akoHoy4unTenb (obsolete); Sr.-Cr. (nosHiiBanay 3iiKoHa);
M. (3akoHO3Hanew) ‘teacher of religion’; Ukr. (3akoHo3mBeLb); Cz. zakono-
ucitele (znaly z&kon(v); Sik. (znaly zdkonov); P. (znajomek ustaw); H.So.
(zakonjeznawc); L.So. (zakonjaznajuci).

— Real structural caique, preserved in Bulgarian and altered Russian with
a partial meaning; similar compounds in other Slavic languages reflect the
changed sense of the Latin compounds legisperitus, iurisconsultus and the
German Gesetzkenner as well).

121. 3bKOHbHWKbL ~ 6 vopuccx;
‘legist, Scribe’. Lu 7,30: oi 5E gxxpioaioi Kai 0i vopiKoi xqv Roo>.flv Toi1 Seoii
fIOETT|aav etq éauxodi;, pq RanNCT&evxe™ vn aiiToli ~ APUCK! Xe | ;UKOUKHA.M
CbKKTb KKMN OTBK(IbNK K>Cek-B ¢ He «(KLUTbLLE ca orb Hero. ‘But the Pharisees and
Scribes ignored God’s intention at their own expense, and they did not receive
baptism by him.” Similar loci: Lu 10,25; 11,45; 11,52; 14,3 (and twice in the Lu
Synaxarion).

In later Church Slavic texts 3bKOHOOy4MTESK, 3 KOHOK-B/Tb can also be read.

The Latin translation applies the construction of genitive explicative or
objective legisperitus. In the Gothic we find the similar vitoda-fasteis which
means word for word ‘the preserver of the law’. The OIld High German
expression evva-gilerter is a true interpretation of the Latin. Luther’s translation
applies consistently der Schriftgelehrte or ein Schriftgelehrter, or the plural
Schriftgelehrten, following the Latin text.
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The Romanian text follows the OIld Slavic or the Greek by using the word
legiuitor. In the Albanian, similarly, the above-mentioned nomtar occurs here.
The Hungarian translation applied the above-mentioned compound
torvénytudd, which later became common. (For all these variations, see the entry
3/IKOHOOYUMTESK, t00).

The Kralice Bible and the Russian text of the Stockholm edition have
preserved the Old Slavic word.

The Other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: B. 3aKOHHWMK
‘collection of laws’; Sr.-Cr. 3akoHiK ‘legist’; ‘collection of laws’; Russ,
3aKOHHUK ‘legist, jurisconsult’; UKr. 3aKoHHUK ‘id.”; M. 3aKoHIAK ‘code of laws’;
Cz. zakonik ‘legist’; ‘collection of laws’; Sik. zakonik ‘id.”; P. zakonik ‘monk’;
H.So. zakonik ‘body of laws’; L.So. zakonik ‘id.’.

— Real structural caique. The meaning ‘code of laws’ is secondary in the
Slavic languages (the Russian and Old Serbian preserved the original sense here
too); the Western Slavic words did not form their similar words in precisely the
same manner as OIld Slavic did. The Polish word received its sense, probably,
after the Latin regularis (‘monachus’), and canonicus.

122. 3nneyw™MA-KTn ~ atpeayii™o

‘to seal up, to affirm’. Jo 3,33: 6 LocR&v owmoC xi|v paQTUQiav éacpQayiakE 6xi 6
©edq aXr|ifls; éartv ~ npuMbl €0 CbKUAUTENHCTKO 3MAMEWTTHFK UMKO Kb
ncTU[Hb]HeH® ecTb (Marianus text.) ‘but he who accepts his witness, affirms that
God is veracious.”

In the later Church Slavic texts we find 3 neu\T\TuK, -okreTM many more times,
and neysTUHK NOTKPbAUTY, -OyKP-KIUTK also appear.

In the Latin text the verb signare occurs. In the Gothic this locus cannot be
found; in other passages where the Greek cKpQoryi”a) has to be interpreted in its
primary concrete sense, we find faur-sigljan ‘to seal up’. In the Old High
German, for rendering the concrete meaning of acpgayi’*co (or rather to translate
the Latin munire) the verb gizéinon occurs, as (on the basis of Mt 27.66) in 1V,
36,7: Sie sliunno thes sar zilotun, thas grab gizéinotun ‘they hurried rapidly there
at once, they sealed up the grave’. So the Gothic and Old High German texts do
not yield data for the figurative application of ctdhoay(£a>while the Latin and Old
Slavic suggest clearly in Jo 3,33 the meaning ‘to affirm’ of the Greek verb.
Luther’s translation does not make any distinction between the primary and
secondary meaning: he applies the verb versiegeln in Mt 27,66 and Jo 3,33
alike.

The denominal verb intéri of the Romanian text means ‘to affirm’, from the
adjective tare ‘strong’ which goes back to the Vulgar Latin *tale (literary Latin
talis, -e, ‘such, this sort’), and the same verb occurs in Mt 27,66; but in Micu-
Clain’s older redaction the verb Tcemwmn ‘to mark’ is used, the popular
continuation of Latin insignare, and in Mt 27,66 the Slavic loanword nedyetsiBn
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appears with the original meaning of acppayi™™to, with the mediation of the
Hungarian loanword pecsételni ‘id.”.

The word-for-word sense of the Albanian ve vulé is ‘he puts a seal (on it)’ i.e.
the figurative meaning of ClT<peayifa>, while in Mt 27,66 the verb siguréj can be
read, according to the sense (from Vulgar Latin *securare ‘to assure, to affirm’).

Karoli’'s Hungarian text, stressing the primary importance of faith, uses the
phrase valéban elhitte ‘he really believed it’, but its modern version returned to
the perfective verb megpecsételni ‘to seal up’and megerdsiteni ‘to confirm’. In the
modern Hungarian Catholic versions of Jo 3,33 we read bizonyitani ‘to attest’,
and the primary meaning is expressed with lepecsételni ‘to seal up’in Mt 27,66.

The Kralice Bible applies the corresponding verb zpecetiti; in the Russian text
of Stockholm 3aneyaTnkTb is preserved tor Jo 3,33, but in the concrete sense of
Mt 27,66 we read: 1 npunoXxunm Kb KEMHIO NeyéThb ‘and they put a seal on the
grave’.

The other Slavic equivalents of the OIld Slavic verb are: B. 3ane4érBam; Sr.-
Cr. 3anéuatutn; Russ, 3aneyatnétb, 3aned4dTaTb, 3aneyéTbiBaTb; Ukr.
3aneddTyBaTH (Bwg3Hauyatn); M 3anedaTtun; Cz. zapecetiti, zapecetovati; Sik.
zapecatit; P. zapieczqtowac; H.So. (pjecat ‘seal, stamp’); L.So. ‘id.".

The Slavic words have, of course, a concrete meaning in their primary sense.

— Semantic caique in Jo 3,33, but it is a simple translation in Mt 27,66. The
origin of the Slavic word itself (more precisely, that of its base, the noun newrb
‘seal’) is uncertain. According to L’vov (262, pp. 221-22) it had a Proto-
Bulgarian base in the OId Slavic from where it spread into other Slavic
languages, too. L’vov thinks that the existence of this word in a number of Turcic
languages, cannot be explained by borrowing from Russian. (In the opinion of
other scholars, the word is of Georgian or Aramaean origin.)

123. 3c?ANNVKZ> ~ § 8ykaleToc;

‘denouncer, spy’. Lu 20,20: tcod rtacadr|QfiaacvTE<; auiéareiXav éykalETon<; ~ i
carnagakawic nocsaawa WY THIK/ L. (Marianus text.) ‘They kept an eye on
Him, and sent out spies’.

In the Zographus we find auaatca(a) here (probably: ‘hired spies’).

In later Church Slavic texts we find SOHOCKYMKb, HAOYLUBHWKD.

The Latin insidiator shows the same conception as the Greek and Old Slavic;
one who ‘sits into’ or ‘behind’an ambush, isa ‘spy’. The Latin caique seems to be
a more precise translation of the original Greek, bjut the Old Slavic is more
expressive. The Gothic ferja ‘pursuer’ seems to be related to the noun fera
‘region, side’, thus its basic meaning could not have been similar to the Greek.

Luther’s translation uses the nomen agentis Laurer ‘spy’ in this verse.

The Romanian iscoada ‘spy, secret envoy’ is related to the verb iscodi ‘to
explore, spy out’ (perhaps a Slavic loanword: ncxogutn, with the meanings ‘to go
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out, to go round, to look at everything'). The Albanian pergjonjes is related to
the verb pergjoj ‘to spy into, to ferret out'.

Karoli uses the participial noun leselkedd ‘peaping, lurking' in Hungarian; in
the later translations we read cselszové ‘plotter, intriguer’ that corresponds more
closely to the original sense of the biblical word.

The Kralice Bible applices the word speher ‘spy’ (a German Iganword); in the
modern Russian translation we find nyk4sbie ntogu ‘rouse people’.

Another Slavic equivalent of the Old Slavic word is: Sr.-Cr. (3acegan). From
the stem *za-séd- the Slavic languages formed some words with the meaning
‘assessor’, but in the Serbo-Croatian we can find a form and meaning similar to
the OId Slavic.

— Real structural caique; it is similar to the Latin, but, apparently, it was
independent of it.

124. 3uxcmb ~ (6) yvcoorcx;

‘acquainted, acquaintance, friend’. Lu 23,49: eicrtgiceiaav 5e nitvzzc, oi yvcocrtoi
abTdh atné hockadSev ~ crotax Xe KK 3HMeMW ero umsganede, ‘all His
acquaintance stood there from afar’.

The Old Slavic word, in later texts, renders the Greek adjective yv/~eipoq, too.

In later Church Slavic texts we see 3bIXKOMb, 3HXKOMbLIK, t00.

In the Latin the genitive construction, noti eius corresponds more precisely to
the Old Slavic 3bixwwm ero than the Greek dative possessive oi yvtooroi abTd. In
the Gothic this passage cannot be found, but, if concluding from other loci (Lu
2,44 and Jo 18,15) the interpreting word might have been kunips, just like in Old
High German where we find cund. Luther’s translation varies as the sense
requires: Lu 23,49: Verwandten ‘relations’, Lu 2,44: Gefdhrten ‘travelling
companions’, and Jo 18,15: bekannt ’known, acquainted’.

In the Romanian we can read cunoscut, a passive participle form correspond-
ing to the original Greek or OId Slavic; in the Albanian, the participle njohur,
from the verb njoh ‘to know’. Karoli’s translation was az 6 esmérdi (in the
modern versions: ismerdsei) with a similar form and meaning.

In the Kralice Bible znami is found as it is expected; in the Russian a participle
construction: Bcb >xe, 3HaBwwe ero ‘all, who have known Him’.

The equivalents of the Old Slavic word can be found in all the Slavic
languages, in the sense of “friend’, too.

— Semantic caique, inasmuch it renders this special meaning (related to
persons) of the original Greek. The other Slavic formations are intelligible on the
basis of Latin and German, too.

125. 3NXTH ~  yi(y)vehcTKt)
‘to know somebody sexually’. Mt. 1,25: koii 06K éyi(y)vtocncEV aurqv éox; [06]

8TBKBV IHOV TOV KQUTOTOKOV ~ U NC 3NMITIC KA * JTHHIDHC (KQUTh O B
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npbKMHeHK... (Marianus edition, Decan Gospel, Supplement), ‘and he did not
know her until she bore her first-begotten son’.

In the most authoritative Greek texts we cannot find the adjective rcpcortOKOV
‘first-begotten’ (accusative form) after the noun uiév ‘son’while we can read the
corresponding epitheton primogenitum after the noun filium in Latin, and the
apposition npekuMbMb after cHb ckom also in the OIld Slavic (in our text it was
completed from the Decan Gospel, already in a vocalised form). Similar
passage: Lu 1,34.

The OId Slavic 3HnTK, in other relations, is also applied in the later Church
Slavic texts for translating the Greek verbs énimapai (éipiarapai) ol5a,
én1yi(y)ycbetkeo, nQOYi(y)vcoCTK(U and yvtoQIco.

Naturally, yi(y)v(tokea and 3HATK, resp., occur many times in the gospel texts;
on these two occasions, however, we cannot speak of a simple translation but the
interpretation of a special meaning. The Greek verb is a Hebraism in this case
which renders the sense of the Hebrew verb VP ‘he has known, understood
somebody’; ‘copulated with a woman’, i.e. it expresses knowledge coming from
sexual experience. (In some scholars’ opinion, the Hebrew verb itself was a
euphemism that supplanted a similar sounding concrete verb referring to sexual
meaning as e.g. OI'P ‘he has copulated’, 2NP ‘he has desired a woman’, ‘he
has loved’, etc.).

In the Latin we find the corresponding word cognoscere with the same
metonymy; similarly in the Gothic, the verb kunnan can be read in Lu 1,34 only,
as Mt 1,35 has not been translated into Gothic. Luther’s German text uses the
words erkennen ‘to get acquainted’ and wissen ‘to know’ in these verses.

In the Romanian we find the corresponding verb cunoa™te, in the Albanian
njoh, in past tense. According to Karoli’s Hungarian text, J6zsefnem esméré otét
(in the more modem versions: J6zsefnem ismerte meg 6t “Joseph did not know
her’.)

The Kralice Bible also uses the prefixed verb poznati, in the Russian text of
Stockholm the simple verb 3HaTb can be found.

The OId Slavic verb 3HnTK has got its equivalents in all Slavic languages, with
this special sense, too.

— Semantic caique.

126. svnogun ~ O KaKodRYoq, tcaicdv ticicov
‘malefactor, evil-doer’. Lu 23,32: 'Hyovro 5e Koii eteqoi koikoGgyoi 5Go oGv abTh
avoueeOTjvca ~ Kemny™* e i ( LN 3bA0A-KN [/.K/T * Cb HAMZ> OyKUTB * ‘two other
evil-doers were also lead together with him to be executed’. Similar loci: Lu
23,33; 23,39; Jo 18,30.

In the later Old and Church Slavic texts 3bMTMyb, 3b/I0TKOPKAL, 3'b/IOHVHD,
3b/I0YNHBHUKD, 3B/I0UMHKLK also occur (and the vocalized forms of the diminutive
derivates).
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As for Latin, we find nequam, latro, malefactor in the different texts; from
these words malefactor is a real caique. The cited passage cannot be found in
Gothic, but in Jo 18,30 the corresponding compound ubil-tojis occurs, and the
similar ubil-unishto in Old High German. Luther’s text applies the correspond-
ing compound Ubelthater ‘id.’

In the Romanian we can read a genitive objective phrase: facator de rele. In
the Albanian, however, the compound keqg-béres corresponds to the Greek,
Latin (malefactor) and Old Slavic alike. The Hungarian translation has also
been a similar compound, gonosztevs, up to the present.

The Kralice Bible applies the compound zlocinec, of similar construction; the
modem Russian text has preserved the first Old Slavic word.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: B. 3nogeii; Sr.-Cr.
(3n04iiHiiy); M. (3noumHew); Russ, 310481 (3N10TBOP, 3/I0TBOPHUK, 3/104IAHEL);
UKr. (3nouiiHew, nuxoguw); Cz. zlodéj (zlocinec); Sik. zlodej; P. (zloczynca);
H.So. zlodzij (zl6stnik); L.So. zlozej (zlosnik).

— Real structural caique which could be explained on the basis of Greek,
Latin, Gothic and OIld High German alike, since it occurs in the Western Slavic
languages, too, though these latter ones can be Moravianisms taken over
through the Czech translations, or later caiques on a German model.

127. 3LM10COKUTN ~ KakoX.0y&co

‘to curse, to revile, to vilify; to blame, to scold’. Me 9,39: oliéeiq écrttv 6q
noigoei SUvaptv érti Th 6vopati pon Kai SovgaETai Taym kakoX-oypcral pe s ~
NHKbTOJKi KO OCTb * TKOpUTBH CWIDK' O MOCMh LMCHH« | Kb3MOXCTb Kb kT
3b/10CNIoBUTY ma ¢ ‘because there is nobody who accomplishes a miracle in my
name, and then would curse me’. Similar loci: Me 7,10; Mt 15/4.

In the later Old and Church Slavic texts also occur 3b/0CIOKUTY,
3b/I0C/IOKMUCTUTH, 3BSIOCTIOKBCTKCTKOKXTY, 3oy and noblocumn in this sense.
(The 3vs10- compounded verbs are analogous to those of Bnxro- and [oB(>0-.)

In the Latin texts the verbs maledicere and maleloqui occur, but the latter does
not mean ‘curse’, only ‘saying bad things about somebody’ and, accordingly, its
government is de + ablative case (not a dative as in the case of maledicere). The
Gothic ubilwaurdjan is a precise caique of Greek and Latin, like in Me 7,10. ubil
gipan ‘id.’

The Romanian text uses the phrase grai de rau, the Albanianflas keq, which
are the inverse forms of the above-mentioned; word for word: ‘to speak bad(ly)’.

Karoli’s Hungarian translation presents different versions: gonoszul széini ‘to
talk wickedly’, gonoszt mondani ‘to say evil(words)’, szidalmazni ‘to revile’. This
means, that in his Hungarian texts there is no established translation for this
Greek (or Latin) compound yet. This variability occurs in later Hungarian
gospel translations, too. In the Catholic versions of 1973 szidalmazni ‘to revile’
and gyalazni ‘to abuse, vilify’ are alternately applied.
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The Kralice Bible varies the solutions zloreciti, zle mluviti; the modern
Russian text has preserved the Old Slavic compound. The Czech translations
seem to follow the Latin distinction and, perhaps, Luther’s word use as well (Me
9,39: Ubel reden, but Me 7,10 and Mt 154: fluchen).

The other equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: B. 3nocnoss (-sABam); Sr.-Cr.
310cnoBUTK; RuUSS, 310CN0BUTH (3N10pEUNTb, 31a peyb, -peylitb; Ukr. 3n0cno-
BUT (nmxocnosutm); M. (buge 3nornaceH ‘to use rough words’) (word for
word: 40 be of wicked parlance’); Cz. (zloreciti); SIk. (zlorecit); P.
(zlorzeczyc); L.So. (zle powédas); H.So. (zle récéé.)

The Serbian 3nocnosuT and 3n16pebu, are obsolete (though we find many
compounds in the language with 3no0-, 3ne-, 3nu- and 3ny-).

— Real structural caique; for the explanation of its establishment the fact of
Greek influence is quite sufficient. The supposition of Latin, Gothic or Old High
German influence is superfluous, although for the Western Slavic equivalents
such a supposition may be correct.

128. 3LMOTKOPUTM ~ KaKO/TEK

Yo do ill’. Me 3,4: Kai Aiyei a6Tou, e eemv Toy, aalBBaaiv dya9dv 7toifloai b
KaKonoifjoai; ~ i M ImAe [OCTOC /I K> EXKOTbI JOK(X» TKCYUTU JIN 39V10 TKO'UITU
‘and He said to them: “Is it allowed on Saturdays to do good or to do ill?”’
Similar locus: Lu 6,9. In other Greek texts kakougyeto, too.

In the later Old and Church Slavic texts the Greek verb is also translated with
3bMOYNHUTK, 3bAOMIATK, 3IOATUCTKOKNTY, 3bA0A-bAATA, 3/VIOPOKUTK, 3bJIOK
MQuHcc()™m and  wikoauTwy; this latter is an Ukrainianism or a Polonism.

In the Latin text we tind the adverbial construction male facere, a precise
caique (but, opposed to the verb benefacere, the verb facere is omitted as it is
implied by male).

The Gothic text contains the caique expression unftiuf) taujan in a similar
sense, and the OIld High German the fully identical ubilo tuon. Luther’s
translation uses a corresponding phrase: Bdéses thun.

Just as in the case of kakoXoyeto ~ 3bocnokuty, here also the Romanianfacea
réu and the Albanian te-bejne keq are the inverse reflections of the Latin male
facere; in Micu-Clain’s Romanian text the verb is omitted in the opposition, as
in its Latin model.

In Kéroli’s Hungarian text the verb is not repeated, either: jolI vagy gonoszul
tenni ‘good or ill to do’; the order of the other components is the same as in
Greek and Latin (or Old Slavic).

In the modern Catholic versions we find a similar contraction and word order,
but with an accusative + a transitive verb: jot vagy rosszat tenni ‘to do good or
bad’. It seems that the Romanian, Albanian and Hungarian versions are the
result of free translation, similar to Latin, but different from each other.
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In the Kralice Bible the similar zle ciniti reminds us of the OIld Slavic
expression, just like the verb 3nogknate in the modern Russian translation, as
opposed to fobpo gbnarb.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: B. (cbM 310TBOpEH,
3nopéiicteysam); Sr.-Cr. (3n66utn); M. (3n06u); Russ, (3nogenatb); Ukr.
(3nog'atn, 3nouunHiiTK, nmxoalaTtun); Cz. (zle ciniti, pusobiti zlo); Sik.
(zle robit"); P. (wyrzqdzic zle); L.So. (cynis zle); H.So. (zle cinic). (The
Russian and Ukrainian languages also used the Church Slavic verbs mentioned
later.)

The equivalents of the OId Slavic compound nouns 3b/I0TKOP., 3b/IEYNHD,
37>nop-bu(utkmTenB) of their adjectival derivates + the auxiliary verb surrv can be
found, of course, in every Slavic language (as we could see in Bulgarian; the
Church Slavic 3bnotkoput (-TKopTK) in Russian is obsolete.

— Real structural caique. The fact that its derivates are also absent in the
Western Slavic languages makes it evident that it is a caique of Greek; this
opinion is also supported by the negative proof of the different word order in
Latin, too. The Western Slavic words, partly, point to a Latin or German
influence, partly to a later indirect Church Slavic effect.

na, 1)

129. veBariommc ~ (0 (otno-) Xurptocng, to XOtqov

‘ransom’; ‘Redemption’. Mt 20,28: (6gueq 6 uifq too atvOpartou ovk fjXSev
SiaKovgOqvai, &\Aa Siaicovfjcm Kai SoCvai xqgv iJ/i>xqv alixou Xatgov &vxi
noXXibv. ~ tkoxe d 1NWIHECKbI HC MPUAC aa MNOCACYXANb arov Hb Mocroyim LIATA
JUWHK adim verkakiceyc 3a bibHOTBI B (Second-hand text in the Zographus.)
‘because the Son of Man did not come to be served, but to serve and to give his
soul as a ransom for many people’. Similar loci: Me 10,45; Lu, 1,68; 2,38; 21,28.

In later Old and Church Slavic texts it was used for rendering the compound
noun f) &tvtiXuTga ‘id.’, too; instead of it in the later Church Slavic texts the
Synonyms curaccHic, OCKOBOXKICHWC, OTbKOYr/IcHMC can also be found.

The Latin texts apply the word redemptio for interpreting all these Greek
words, etymologically related to each other. In the Gothic we find luns ‘id.” (but
in Skeireins l.a. us-luneins), and in Old High German: ar-losnessi. All these are
deverbal nouns (cf. Latin redimere, Gothic lausjan and us-lausjan, Old High
German ar-losen. Luther’s text contains the nomen actiones Erlegung in these
passages (but Bezahlung in Me 10,45).

In the Romanian the explicative genitive pre( de réscumpdarare ‘price of
recuperation’ is found in Nicolae’s translation, but only (ea@wi>A>cin that of
Micu-Clain.

In the Albanian the noun shperblim (gperblim) ‘reward, compensation,
remuneration’ occurs in the sense ‘ransom’.
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G. Karoli, like the Romanian, uses the expression valtsagnak ara ‘the price of
redemption’, or the simple valtsag ‘ransom’; the latter has become common (but
in St. Luke’s Gospel, according to the context, we find megvaltas ‘Redemption’).

The Kralice Bible, similarly to these, uses the alternative solutions vykoupeni
and mzda na vykoupeni; the new Russian translation has preserved the Old
Slavic word in St. Luke’s Gospel, but replaced it with nckynnéuue in the two
other synoptical gospels, according to the sense.

All these later versions show the intention of the interpreters to draw a
distinction between the concepts of ‘Redemption’ and ‘price of Redemption,
ransom’.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: B. ns6aBnéHue; Sr.-
Cr. n3baBn>érbe (M36aBnaH>e); Russ, n3daBnéHme; UKr. (NOpSAITYHOK, BpaTy-
BIiHHSA, BI13BO/1EHHS, 3Br/IbHEHHS); M. (M36aBumwiTe); Cz. (vybava); Sik. bavenie;
P. (zbawienie, wybawienie); L.So. (wukupjenje); H.So. (wukup).

— Semantic caique. In some Western Slavic languages the corresponding
nouns of identical etymology cannot be found, and this also points to the fact
that it received its special ecclesiastic sense by the influence of the gospels: partly
on the basis of Greek texts, partly on the basis of Latin.

130. n3KKk™mb(M) ~ (0i) ikLektoi

‘the elect, the chosen: Mt20,16: ttoXXoi yaeeloTyKA.r|Tol, 6).iyoi 5e éK)»ekTo( ~
MTiHBN BO CHATb 3bKXHM * MX10 Y€ W3KP/HbIXb' (Second-hand text in the
Zographus.) ‘.. .because there are many invited, but only few elected’.

In this locus only the following Greek codices contain the cited sentence: T
(e5), C (53, D (a102ft), A (e76), 0 (eB0), 7 (e2g7) and 124 (e, 2U), i.e. mostly those of
H- and C-version; there is no K-recension among them. (Besides, this passage
can also be found in some Latin, Syrian, Armenian and Georgian manuscripts.)

Similar loci: Mt 22,14; 24,22; 24,31; Me 13,20; 13,22; 13,27; Lu 14,24; 187,
23,35.

In later Church Slavic texts KbIBBHKHbI, OTbMTHKHbI also occurs, for
rendering fcni“"EKToi, too. In later Old Slavic texts the Greek éarXekrcx; ‘id.” is
also translated with n3BK Hb.

The Latin translations use the corresponding past participle electus from the
verb eligere ‘to choose’; similarly, in Gothic we find the participium praeteriti
gavalips from the verb ga-valjan ‘to elect’ Luther’s text applies the past participle
auserwahlt (die Auserwahlten).

In the Romanian we find the past participle ales from the verb alegea with the
same meaning. In the Albanian, the similarly formed participium perfectum
zgjédhur can be read, from the verb zgjedh, zgjédha ‘to choose, to seek’. In the
Hungarian texts also: a valasztottak ‘the elected’.

In the Kralice Bible: vyvoleny forms a paronomasia with povolany ‘invited’. In
the modern Russian text the Old Slavic word has been retained.
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The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: B. H36péaH, -uk; Sr,-
Cr. usbpat, nsbpaHiik; Russ, nspaHHble, H3OpAHHHK; Ukr. (06paw, oopaHeu);
M. (n3bpaHuk); Cz. (vybrany, vyvoleny, -ec); Sik. (vybrany, vyvoleny); P.
(wybrany, wybraniec); L.So. (wubrany); H.So. (wubrany).

The Southern and Eastern Slavic words are, without doubt, the direct
equivalents or even continuations of the Old Slavic, with their suffixes; the
Western Slavic words, as their prefixes show, were translated from a Latin (and
partly German) source.

It would be real structural caique, if it were an occasional formation; but a
regular past participle, it is more properly regarded as a semantic caique, on the
basis of the special ecclesiastic sense.

13la. n3gbyHXTN (M3gbyb) ~ éiaivéio (6énveucra), ano\/éxco
‘to breathe one’s last, to expire one’s ghost’.

131b. ucnoyctuth ao\'\v ~ &t(pirjpi To nveCpa

‘to emit one’s soul’, ‘to breathe one’s last’. Me 15,37: 6 5& "1rjcroii<; &<pe, cpcovav
pey<xA.rly & ¢nvEUOEX- ~ V?Ke MOyLLUTK [/VICh Be/ibl * (.34bINe ¢ ‘but Jesus, emitting
a loud voice, breathed his last’ (emitted his soul).

Similar passages: Me 15,39; Lu 21,26; 23,46; ucnoyctutun foyys, Mt 27,50;
corresponding to the Greek and Latin (see later).

In later Church Slavic texts nsgblynTu, U3goyH>XTun, 0TbAbTN KOroy L0oYYb also
occur.

In the Latin texts the verb of similar construction exspirare occurs (but
emittere spiritum in Mt 27,50). In the Gothic we find the verb us-anan with the
same meaning (but affleton ahman in Mt 27,50).

In the Old High German, however, in Mt 27,50 we can read: liaz er sela sina
that corresponds to the Latin emisit (ille) spiritum suum ‘He emitted his ghost’.
In Greek we also find: &<pfiKe(v) to TtveCpa abT0b.

Luther’s translation contains the verb verscheiden (verschied, verschieden)
here (but verschmachte werden in Lu 21,26).

In the Romanian we find a$i-a dat Duhul ‘He has given up his soul’ in this place
as well as in St. Matthew’s Gospel (though in Micu-Clain’s text: Xy (rbrmbtoe/rK).
The Albanian translation is similar to the Romanian:” shpiritine.

The reason why the Romanian and Albanian translations (and, as we could
see, the Old High German gospel harmony (apply the parlance of Matthew’s
Gospel in Luke’s and Mark’s Gospel when speaking about Jesus’ death is that
out of respect they prefer to use an euphemism.

The Hungarian texts also show this euphemism: Jesus meghala (‘died’) in
Karoli’s ancient text, but in its later version kibocsatd lelkét ‘emitted his soul’; in
the Catholic versions kiadd lelkét ‘gave up his ghost’, then kilehelte lelkét
‘expired his ghost’ (1967 and 1973).
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In the Kralice Bible, besides the simple umreti ‘to die’, we can find the
expression dusipoustiti ‘to leave his soul”as well; similarly, in the Russian text of
Stockholm we read ncnycTiite gyxs word for word ‘to let out (to give out) his
breath’.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Slavic word are: B. (M3gbxBam),
(n3gbxHyBam); (usnyckam gywata); Sr.-Cr. wm3glixHytn  (A3gucatin);
(n3paxHybe); Russ, U3LOXHYTb (M34bIXITb); NCAYCTITL (NepeBecTil) ayx; UKr.
300XHYTU (3amxatn); M. (n3guwe ce); Cz. zdechnouli (zdychati); Sik. zdochnui;
P. zdechngc (zdychac); L.So. zdychnus ‘to breathe deep’; H.So. zdychnuc ‘to
heave a sigh’.

The Southern and Eastern Slavic words reflect the Greek original, the
Western Slavic the Latin (here the Old High German, as we have seen, cannot be
taken into consideration); the Sorbian words seem to be related to some Modern
High German verbs (atmen tief, aufseufzen, etc.) and are not directly related to
the Greek-Latin meaning, though similar expressions occur in every Slavic
language.

— The verb nsn™nntn may seem to be a real structural caique but, because
of its common occurrence in the Slavic languages, it can rather be considered a
semantic caique, the word group ucnoyctutu goyyb, however, is a real caique
expression, but its source may be another language (Latin, Gothic, Old High
German).

132. m3mmnHN ~ to atvrdAAaypa

‘exchange, change, ransom’ Mt 16,26: f| ti 5cberei &v$Qumog dvraAAaypa xf)q
"MIXJ1? atbrod; ~ /1 MKTO A4/1ICTb YKI>U3bM-KHMY 31 f fiira; aora;. (Second-hand text in
the Zographus.) ’.. .or what will a man give as an exchange for his soul?’
Similar locus: Me 8,37.

In other Old Slavic texts this word is also used for interpreting the Greek
ctXXoioxng and <kvTotXAayr.

In later Church Slavic texts we read 0TbMWUHA, OTBM/ITA, BbiKOYMb, UCKOYTI/IEHE
as well.

In the Latin we can read commutatio, in the Gothic this locus cannot be found,
but in the identical text of Me 8,37 the compound in-maidens occurs, a derivate
of the verb in-maidjan ‘to change, to alter, to transform’. (The Gothic noun also
occurs in Skeireins 46.) Thus the Old Slavic, Latin and Gothic deverbal nouns
correspond to the structure of the Greek, but only the basic words have the same
meaning; the prefixes are different. (By way of illustration: 4AA4TTIWI = MUHWTK
= mutare = maidjan, but dtvti ® nsn dcuT ¢ in). Therefore, we may consider
that the OId Slavic, Latin and Gothic words are semantic caiques, established
independently of each other after the Greek model. In Luther’s translation we
find the solution wieder I6sen ‘to redeem anew’ (but in Me 8,37 only l6sen).
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In the Romanian the preposition word group inschimb ‘in exchange’ occurs in
this locus; in the Albanian per kémbyerje, which is, similarly to the Romanian, of
Vulgar Latin origin (cf. *cambiare, *excambiare ‘to exchange’).

The Hungarian texts use the solutions valtsagot adni ‘to give a ransom’ and
cserébe adni ‘to give in exchange for’.

In the Kralice Bible we find a similar expression: dati odménu ‘to give a
reward’; the modern Russian text renders it with the expression gaTb BblKynb ‘t0
give ransom’,

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word sre: B. nsméHa, nsmsiHa;
Sr.-Cr. nsmeHa; Russ, nusména; Ukr. smwa; M. nsmeHa; Cz. zména; Sik. zména;
P. zmiana; L.So. (wuménjenje, zaménjenje); H.So. zména (zaména, wuménjenje).

The Slavic words generally have the meaning ‘mutation’, ‘exchange’ but they
do not show the sense ‘ransom’, thus we find a special reflection of meaning in
the Old Slavic. The other Slavic words would correspond to a Greek ~ytaT/layT!
rather than (XYTaT/layua.

— Semantic caique, especially with the verb nbTn, in this biblical context.

133-134. n3HCMOLUTW, M3HEMOrXTU ~ AtSuvaréra

‘to be powerless, to be impossible’ Lu 1,37: ért olik dSuvaifioct napa Toii Seoii
itdv (prjpa ~ KO HC MIBHCMOXCTDb O0Tb 6x Koc6kb Kb ¢ ‘because all the words are not
impossible by God’, or rather: ‘because all the words are not powerless by God.

In later Church Slavic texts rd 9arekhov BHTW, ocrveroki also occur.

In the Latin: impossible erit; in the Gothic: (n)-ist unmahteig. These
expressions render the sense of the original Greek, but in another morphological
category. The Old Slavic solution, however, interprets the compound Greek
verb part by part, with a verb and a prefix as a “détail surajouté” it achieves a
more lively expression than the original; ‘to come out of strength’. Lu 1,37 in
Luther’s text contains the following translation: Denn bei Gott ist kein Ding
unmoglich ‘because nothing is impossible by God’.

The Romanian (nu) este cu neputin[d and the Albanian (nuk)jet ‘epamundure
indicate a Latin influence. In the Hungarian Karoli’s text says mert az Istennél
nincsen semmi lehetetlen dolog (in the later version: mert az Istennél semmi sem
lehetetlen) ‘because by the God there is no impossible (thing)’. It is strange that
the Romanian and Albanian translations, similarly to the original text of Karoli,
speak about an ‘impossible thing’ (Romanian: lucru, Albanian: punéj; in Micu-
Clain’s text, however, we can read kBwkTb ‘word’, corresponding to the Greek,
Old Slavic and Latin wording.)

It seemis that the Hungarian, Romanian and Albanian texts, at least in part, go
back to a Greek version which contains a dative construction T Oed (just like
Waulfila’s Gothic translation) with the meaning ‘to Good nothing is impossible’,
and not the construction napa T Oed [olik &SuvomjoEi] ‘by God nothing is
impossible’. Perhaps in this relation the original (nav) (bijpa ~ (omne) verbum
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~ (kkek) rroms ~  (all) vaurd did not seem expressive enough to render the
greatness of God, so it was replaced by the noun naécyua ~ res ~ nuao ~ taui.

The Kralice Bible paraphrases this word with a double negation: nebude
nemozné. The modern Russian version applies a similar solution: He ocTaétcs
6eccnbHbIMb ‘does not remain powerless’. The subject of the sentence is, in
both languages, the “word”: z&dné slovo and H1MKakoe cnoBo ‘not a single word’,
respectively.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: B. u3HemorHa,
n3Hembream, M3HemoLl/iBam, WM3HEMOLLES, CbM CNibeH); Sr.-Cr. n3Hembbuy,
n3Hemiratn; Russ, M3HEMOYb, W3HEMOriTb; UKr. 3HEMOrTW, 3HemiiraTu;
3HEMOUYM, (3HEMOYITKM), 3HEMOTUTK; M. U3HEMOrHe, usHemorHa; Cz. znemoz-
niti, znemoznovati ‘to make impossible’; SIk. znemoznit, znemozhovat' ‘id.”; P.
zaniemdc, zaniemagac, ‘to make ill’; H.So. zanjemagac, L.So. zanjemagas.

The Eastern and Southern Slavic words have preserved the sense of the Old
Slavic verb, and are, undoubtedly, its continuations and derivates, or dialectal
variants. The Czech and Slovak words, however, reflect rather a German
influence; the Polish verb pair seems to be an independent dialectal develop-
ment, and its semantic evolution appears to point to the Latin adjective infirmus,
or which the OId Slavic verbs were formed quite independently.

They seem to be caique neologisms with the “détail surajouté” (without this,
they would be real structural caiques if we suppose the immediate effect of the
Greek privative compound on the Old Slavic.) Because of the use of the privative
prefix He-, they seem to be Moravianisms, compared with the ke3- prefixed
compounds.

135. vm-BTM KD ~ exeiv <, exeiv Ori

‘to take for, to regard as’ Mt 14,5: mi SéLiav avrov &moKrelvou £<pofRi)9r| rov
8xM-ov, 6n tix; 7iQocpiyrrv octitveixov. ~ | X°TA 1 »wehth OyKOU ca Hnsan * 31 fe
20 QK iuu)(A i+ ‘and wanting to kill Him, he was afraid of the people
because they regarded Him as a prophet’. Similar loci: exco ax: Mt 21,46; exw
on Me 11,32

In later Church Slavic nountnTy 3n koro, (Jo(Kcevor(VbTn KK also occur.

In the Latin text there are expressions which correspond exactly to the Greek:
habere sicut and habere quia. In the Gothic it is only Me 11,32 that contains this
expression: haben fiatéi. Luther’s solutions resemble the Greek and Latin
versions alike: halten fir jemanden and halten, daR. ..

In the Romanian we read avea pe el, avea ca el (in Me 11,32: avea credin(a cu)
Micu-Clain, however, used the versions r«cn KBMb, NiKen ke and rxen K8 nocknorms
as well; as we see, some of the Romanian solution render the Greek &vtox;
construction, too.

In the Albanian we also find a loan translation after Latin or Greek: kam per

. and kam se.
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A similar translation can be read in Karoli’s Hungarian text, too: tartani
valakit, mint ‘to regard somebody as’, but in Me 11,32 Karoli gives a completely
different translation: mert mindenek ily értelemben valanak Janos fel6l, hogy &
igaz préféta volt ‘because all people vere in this sense about John that he was a
real prophet’. The later texts—Catholic, Protestant and Eastern Christian,
too,—use the above-mentioned verb tartani with a metonymic dative govern-
ment: valakinek.

In the Kralice Bible we find the similar verbal government miti za koho; also
in the Russian version of the Stockholm edition: nountOnun (er6) 3a Koro ‘to
take for’.

In the modem Slavic languages this locus is rendered by means of the
equivalents of the verbs mbicnnuTn, cbMOTPbTH, NOUMTaATH, NOYLCTY etc., but the
Bulgarian umam 3a koro; Cz. miti za koho; Slk. mat’ za koho; P. miec zakogo
are hardly independent of the Old Slavic (and of such foreign models as German
haltenflr, etc.); in Czech (and through it, also in Polish) this expression may be a
Moravianism.

— Real structural caique expression.

136. VHOM/ICMCHBHUKDL ~ (0) <XAAQRMIS;

‘foreigner, alien’. Lu 17,18: oi>x £0Qé9r|croiv imnOTQRE)/avTES; Oodvoti Sé™av T
Seh ei pf| 6 &XXoyeviy; ofrrog ~ He OK(IbDK ca* Kb3KMMITbINE ca natun VKK
Bl * TbKbMO 1HOMever?Hik7> ck “Was there not found another than this foreigner to
come back, and to render thanks to God?’

In the Zographus and Nikolja Gospel we read ek In the Assemani the
vocalized form unHoryieMeHKHMKOCH, contains the demonstrative pronoun cb as a
postpositive article, appearing in some Severo-Russkij (Northern Russian)
dialects, too.

As for the original Greek compound adjective, itis the Old Slavic NHO|»TbHUKD
that corresponds precisely to it; the compound wvHoricMeHKHVKE renders the
Greek dMixxpuXo«; which can be seen in the Psalterium Sinaiticum although in
the Codex Suprasliensis this latter Greek word is rendered with MHOCTPAHLHMKD. It
is doubtless, however, that with respect to the half-Israelitic origin of the Samar-
itans, the Old Slavic expression seems even more precise than its Greek model.

In the later Old Slavic texts the Greek 4XXoyevg<; was interpreted by the
caiques MHO3eMbLLb, LUTOYXA«3eMbL,b and LUTOYXABNICMCHKHUKD, too (this latter
can be read as early as in the Euchologium Sinaiticum). In later Church Slavic
HHCTIWNOUA, yToykeeT(»AHbIb also occur.

The Latin alienigena corresponds exactly to the Greek compound. As for the
Gothic alja-kuns, it also corresponds etymologically to &xXAoyevqc;, but its
meaning covers AXXotpoXo«;, too: the Gothic kuni mav mean ‘genus, stem, sort’
alike. Luther’s text was the word Fremdling, a derivate of the adjective fremd
‘alien’.
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The Romanian de neam strain as a qualitative genitive construction renders
the sense ‘alien-born’ (in Micu-Clain’s text it is simply ctpuiHK). The Albanian
caique compound tjatere-kombes, seems to be similar to the Gothic.

In the Hungarian, Karoli applied the expression idegen nemzet ‘alien nation’;
later the Greek (or Latin) word was interpreted simply as idegen ‘alien,
foreigner’.

The Kralice Bible uses cizozemec which corresponds to Church Slavic
wToyxaesemel,; the modern Russian text has preserved the primary OIld Slavic
compound.

The Other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: B. (MHONMeMeHeH);
Sr.-Cr. wnHONNeMeHinK; Russ. wuHonnemeHHMK;  UKr.  MHONAEMLUHWK
(nHo3emel); M. (uHopopgeH); Cz. jinoplemennik; Sik. (inoplemenny); P.
(innoplemienny); H.So. (cuzozemski, -rédny); L.So. (cuzokrajny).

— Real structural caique. As for the Western Slavic languages, it seems to be a
Moravianism, spread by Czech mediation, although similar formations are not
unusual in these languages either.

137. wHouans ~ povoyEvry;

‘one-born, only-begotten’. Lu 7,12: Kai i50i> 6 "EKopi”exo Te3yr)«dss poxoyeyTy;
uiéq piycQi aUToC, ~ | « BmoLunaxok OyMKPbIMK CHb ¢ LNHAY, MecTepm aod » “and
behold, there was attended the funeral of a dead, the only-begotten son of his
mother’. Similar passages: Lu 8,42; 9,38; Jo 1,14; 1,18; 3,16; 3,18.

In later Old and Church Slavic texts the compounds MHOpOgbHBL, KANHOYAAD,
KaMHOpoabMb and KaunopoxaeHb render the adjective povoyEvric; (or, sometimes,
the simple povoq in this same sense).

In the Latin translations we read the parallel compound unigenitus (sometimes
the simple unicus). The Gothic text also renders the Greek original in a double
way: ainabour (but only in Skeireins 46, not in the gospels), and ainaha (in
feminine: ainaho). This dual interpretation, in Latin and Gothic depends
obviously on the solemnity of the text in question. In the historical narrations of
St Luke’s Gospel we find unicus or ainaha ‘only, unique’, but in the first, solemn
chapter of St. John’s Gospel the Latin translator used the compound unigenitus
‘only-begotten’, speaking about Christ as the only-begotten son of the Father.
(In Gothic the gospels do not contain these passages but we know the compound
aina-bour from the Skeireins).

The parallelism of these passages in Latin and Gothic seem to confirm the
assumption that the Gothic Wulfila, who may have been born in Dacia, knew
the early Latin translations and was familiar with the Latin liturgical use of the
word, too. (Cf. Streitberg, 394, p. XLI XL, discussing the relationship between
the Codex Argenteus and the Codex Brixianus, this Latin text of the 6th c., he
points out the Latin influence on Gothic). Luther’s translation uses ein einiger in
the cited passage, but eingeboren in St. John’s Gospel, when it refers to Jesus
Christ.
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In the Romanian, we also find a similar dualism here: unicus ~ singur, but
unigenitus ~ uni(a)ia nascut. Micu-Clain uses the latter as a rule, but he applies
another expression for rendering unicus, e.g. in Lu 8,42: Kb bk-6, HBM/IN IO PBTH ‘as
he had an only daughter, exclusively’.

The Albanian text also alternates the words vétem ‘single’ and vétém-lindur
‘only-begotten’, according to unicus and unigenitus, respectively.

In the Hungarian Karoli rendered this difference by egyetlenegy and egyetlen-
egyszuloétt (but in Jo 3,18 only egyetlenegy)’, the later Hungarian versions vary
the epithetons egyetlen and egyszulétt, according to the contextual sense.

From all this it is clear that only the Old Slavic translations used consistently the
same word for rendering the Greek original.

The Kralice Bible alternates the adjective jednorozeny and jediny depending
on the sense, like the Russian edition of Stockholm does with eguHopogHbIii and
€[MHCTBEHHbI.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: B. (egnHopogeH); Sr.-
Cr. unHouvegb (obsolete), CeHopogaH), OepgiiHau, )egiH4ye); Russ, MHo4ag,
NHoung(H)bIN, eguHoulia(H)bIA; UKr. (wopogew, OAHOPLUHWIA, eANMHOYNAHWIA);
M. (egHopogew); Cz. (jednorozeny); Sik. (jednorodeny.jedinék); P. (jedynak);
L.So. (jednorodny); H.So. (jednorddnik ‘kinsman’).

Thus, the original meaning ‘one’ of the Indo-European stem *eino- can be
found only in the OId Slavic, the modern Slavic languages use the pleonastic-
demonstrative *ed-eino- or *ed-ino to forming the equivalent compounds. But
some fluctuations can be seen already as in the most archaic Old Slavic texts
between wouags and cgHo-uags. Lu 7,12 in the Assemani: t>vijng\ cbiH*
canHouaabs MAT™M; Lu 8,42 in the Ostromir and the Assemani: kanHouagws
MbTepy; Lu 9,38 in the Ostromir, Zographus and Nikolja Gospel: kgnHouaak
mxtcpy; Jo, 1,18 in the Ostromir: TbKMO kamHouaab cHb MXTepu; Jo, 1,18 in the
Assemani: nc Tekvio cHb MbTcpY; Jo 1,14 in the Ostromir and Nikolja Gospel:
KauHouagsbro CbHb MbTCpW; Jo 3,16 in the Ostromir and Savvina Kniga:
similarly, kaunouagnaro Jo 3,18 in the Ostromir, Nikolja Gospel, and Assemani:
this same wkguHouagnro. The compound umHouagws can also be found in the
earliest translations of the psalms, e.g. in Ps 21,21 and 24,16; similarly, in
Hebrews 11,17, in the First Epistle of St. John 4,9 and in the Gospel of Sisman as
well. But later the form nguHouagbHs, then HAMHO(»AbHBL became predominant in
the biblical and liturgical texts as the common Slavic loanword uaaws (of
Germanic origin, perhaps Gothic or Old High German) was gradually ousted
from the compound, in favour of the more original Slavic stem (tog; it is also
characteristic that the Russian alone has preserved the Old Slavic compound.
But as a simple word, and in some other compounds, this loanword from the
Proto-Germanic *kendam < Indo-European *gentom (originally, a sub-
stantivized participial neutral form) has survived; see B. uégo ‘child’; Sr.-Cr.
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yéno ‘id.”; Russ, and Ukr. uingo ‘id.”; M. 4yego ‘id.”; yegam ‘to bear’; Cz. cad
‘boy’, cade ‘girl’; P. czqdo ‘child’ (obsolete words).
— Real structural caique.

138. HIgK\VIM ~  ékQO00

‘to disroot, to eradicate’ Mt 15,13: nacTa cptrteia v ouk ecpiitedctev 6 NaTr|g uon
6 oQOvio<; EKQINA)IfICTE I ~ KCHKD CXb aoe hi nxcxah ol MO noboki
(ckonnuTe ca.+ ‘€Very plant, that was not planted by my Heavenly Father, will be
disrooted’.

In later Church Slavic texts ke extn (> KOpKHKM) also occurs.

In the Latin text we also find a caique: eradicare. The Gothic Bible does not
contain this locus. In Luther’s translation the verb ausreuten can be found (as a
variant of ausroden ‘exterminate’).

In the Romanian we can read a paraphrase: se vasmulge de radéacine ‘it will be
torn off from the root’ (however, its meaning is the same: ‘it will be disrooted’).
But in Micu-Clain’s translation we can find an exact caique: Ac(rb47>uvHx ‘to
disroot’.

In the Albanian the passive future form do te gkulete belongs to the verb gkul
‘to pluck from’.

In the Hungarian text of Karoli, there is also a passive form (present and/or
future) kiszaggattatik ‘it will be plucked out’) in the later texts: kilépetik ‘will be
tom up’ or gydkerest6l kitépetik ‘it will be eradicated, will be torn up by the
roots’. (In the modern Catholic texts: tdvestl kitépnek ‘people will pull out the
ro<# [and branch] of it’).

’ The Kralice Bible and the Russian translation of the Stockholm edition use
tfie verbs vykoreniti se and nckopeHuUTbCA, respectively.

The other Slavic equivalents of the OIld Slavic word are: B. nckopeHs,
(nckopeHaBam); Sr.-Cr. UCKOPEHUTU (UCKoperbiiBaTh); RUSS, WCKOPEHWUTb,
(nckopensATb); UKr. KopeHiATh; (KopeHsATW); M. UCKOpHe (MCKOpHyBa); Cz.
(Vykoreniti, vykofenovati); Sik. (vykorenit'); P. (wykorzenic, wykorzeniac);
L.So. (wukorjenjowas); H.So. (wukorjenjowac).

Real structural caique which, as witnessed by the comparison to the
equivalents in living Slavic languages, was formed directly on the basis of the
original Greek in the Slavic dialect of Saloniki. In the Eastern and Southern
Slavic, it is a Church Slavic influence; in Western Slavic, we can find the
influence of Latin and Lutheran German texts.

139-140. nckonTtu, vckoywntn ~ ((4no-)8oklua™w, (Ek-)nErga™u

‘tp tempt’. Mt 4,1: Toté 6 Trictons; ayw,9p eis Tgv Eggpov vnd ToC nvEupatoq
NElpactarlyal ims ToW 8ialRd/,0i>. ~ TOrAX MC K7,UKGOEMI. ewicT? axomk kb
noycTwtfbK ¢ KKoycuUTU ca OT7>Herpy b3HK « ‘then Jesus was brought into the desert
by the spirit, to be tempted by the devil.’
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(In the texts of the Assemani, Ostromir and Savvina Kniga we can read the
supinum form uckoycuTs, instead of the infinitive uckoycuTn).

Similar loci: mckoyeut: Mt 4,7; Lu 4,12; 14,19; vckoywitn: Mt 16,1; 19,3;
22,35; Me 1,13; 8,11; Lu 11,16; 12,56; Jo 6,6; 8,6.

In the text of the Marianus we find okoywAATe in Mt 22,18, and in the
Zographus oxoywaerte. Later we find in the Church Slavic the expression na
rpys npukoguty ‘to lead into the sin’ as well.

The Latin translations render the Greek verbs by temptare and probare ‘to
tempt, to examine, to try’. In the Gothic, the corresponding verb is mostly us-
fraisan which corresponds exactly to the Greek (but, rarely, the simple fraisan
also occurs). In Luther’s text we usually find versuchen, but besehen is applied in
the sense ‘to try’, corresponding to the Latin verb probare as in Lu 14,19.

In the Romanian we find the verb ispiti ‘to search, to entice, to tempt’, a Slavic
loanword (cf. Old Slavic mnerwTntn ‘to test, to examine’). In the Albanian
translation, corresponding to the Latin word, the verbs ngashnéj ‘to entice, to
call” and provéj ‘to prove, to demonstrate’ are used.

In the Hungarian we read (meg)kisérteni ‘to tempt, to try’ in these passages,
but sometimes (e.g. Lu 14,19) meglatni ‘to catch sight of’ as well; this latter
changed into kiprébalni ‘to try out’ in the modern versions.

In the Kralice Bible it is the verb pokousiti that is generally used; in the
Russian edition of Stockholm, however, we can meet the Old Slavic verbs and
their derivates. All these solutions are fully independent of Otfrid’s verbs ruaran
‘to touch’ and faran ‘to tempt’.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: B. u3Kywi
(n3kywiiBam); Sr.-Cr. W3KYCUTM, KCKywWlaTu, WCKywiiBaTn; RUSS, UCKYCUTb,
NCKyWIiTb; UKr. cKyciiTu, cKywiTn; M. uckycu (MCKyllaBa, UCKyllyBa); Cz.
zkusiti, zkouseti; Sik. skusit; skusat} P. skusic; L.So. (spytowas); H.So.
(spytowac).

The Slavic words show that nckoycuty and mckoywwitu were not created due to
an immediate Greek influence but their special meaning of ‘tempting God’ or
‘leading into temptation’ are due to the Greek biblical texts.

— Semantic caiques, in the above-mentioned meanings.

141a~b. vckoycuTenk, (UckoywwA) ~ 6 neiQa™wv (6 neiQacnfy;)
‘tempter’ (‘devil’) Mt 4,3: Kai agooc3wwy & netgai”cov elnev aoTd ei uicx; ei 100
3eoR, eine i'va 0i XiSoi cfrroi oogtoi yévomat. ~ | WwWmenknn Kb McMoy avikkory, ©
iICKOYIiIAIA 1 | 6tuc « Aue CHI>ecn KK * (KUY aa KAVEM/C e YITKKM KOKMKTA » ‘and
coming the tempter said to Him: If thou art God’s son, say that these stones
change into loaves’.

In this locus the text of the Zographus chooses the following solution:
[LNBKO/TL, UCKOYLWAA 1 i pere e AwrTe cu* com etc.; in other archaic texts we can read
the nomen agentis uckoycutenk. This renders, partly, the essential content of the
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Greek word by another Greek loanword (from 6talotax; ‘devil” which meant
originally ‘accuser, calumniator®). In the later Church Slavic we meet the form
UCKOYCbHWKb and UCHBIT/TTeNb, t00. (The Greek 8iotRoX.o<; is sometimes translated
as Heran-K3HK ‘enemy’.)

In the Latin text the corresponding deverbal noun lentator can be read which
is a nomen agentis, similar to nckoycutesnb (while in the original Greek we find a
substantivized active imperfective participle). In the Gothic this passage does
not occur, but in I, Thessal. 3,5 the participial form sa fraisanda is found.
Luther’s translation renders the Greek (and Latin) word by the corresponding
Versucher.

The Romanian ispitator is also a nomen agentis, similarly to the Latin, but
from the Slavic loanword ispita (cf. above ucnutn). In the Albanian we also find
adeverbal noun, nget from the verb ngas ngét(6j) ‘to touch, to drive, to press, to
try’. In the Hungarian also, we meet the substantivized participle present form
kisért6 from the verb kisérteni ‘to try, to tempt’.

The Kralice Bible uses the deverbal noun pokusitel from the verb pokusiti (the
variant zkousitel also occurs). In the modern Russian edition the OIld Slavic
word has been preserved. All these do not achieve the variety of Otfrid’s gospel
harmony: farari (basic meaning: ‘dangermaker’), diufal ‘devil’, widarwerto
‘contrary’, ‘recalcitrant’ (the caique of Aramaean Satana).

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic words are: B. nckyciiten; Sr.-
Cr. nckycutenb (obsolete), (Mckywav); Russ, nckycutens; UKr. ckyciitens; M.
(nckyweHnk ‘novice, penitent’); Cz. skousitel (pokusitel); Slk. (pokusitel); P.
(kusiciel), H.So. (spytowaciel, spytowar); L.So. (spytowar).

The corresponding present participles can be formed from the verbs
concerned.

— Semantic caiques.

142. HXovineHve ~ @ TCapoCCTLCK;

‘temptation’ Lu 4,13: Kon odvteXectos; roxvm neigaapov 6 SidRo~oq anéotr|an’
a0TOV) QQxd KaiQoi) * ~ I ChbKOHBUXKN kkcako mokoviMEHME » AVBKOT.- OTUAE Or7>
ero fo K(mbern e (Marianus text.) ‘and finishing all the temptation, the devil
went away from Him for a while’.

Similar loci: Lu 11,4 and the Lu Synaxis (in the Marianus). In Lu 11,4 the
variant hmixctk can be found in the Marianus and the Ostromir, as an ancient
Moravkmism.

In later Church Slavic texts we find narbITXHUK, p\3Kb()/HWE, UCTN3XHKE, t0O.

In the Latin version we can see a nomen actionis of similar structure:
tentation. In the Gothic text the deverbal noun fraistuhni can be found as a
derivate of the verbfraisan ‘to try, to prove’. Otfrid’s gospel harmony applies
the word fara (basic meaning: ‘danger’) for rendering this concept in Il, 21,37,
in the paraphrase of the Lord’s Prayer.
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The Romanian texts contain the substantivized infinitive ispitirea in this
passage; in Albanian the corresponding nomen actionis is ngasje ‘temptation’
from the verb ngas (nget, ngava, ngare) ‘to touch’. From the noun a denominal
verb, ngashnjéj ‘to call, to allude’ is derived.

Hungarian kisértés is a similar nomen actionis from the verb kisért ‘to try, to
tempt’ (this verb comes from the older verb kisér ‘to accompany’).

The Kralice Bible contains the expected deverbal noun pokuseni; in the
Russian edition we meet the Old Slavic word. All these seem to be independent of
the German Versuchung in Luther’s text that follows the Greek (or Latin)
paitem.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: B. McKyLuéHue; Sr.-
Cr. nckywwérbe; Russ, nckylénue; UKr. ckylwéHHs; Cz. (pokus, pokuseni); Slk.
(pokusenie); P. (pokusa,pokuszenie); H.So. (spytowanje); L.So. (spytowanje).
These Western Slavic words are related to the later Church Slavic words
MOKOYLLIEHVE, UCTTBM/IHME and CKOyLLILLIVe.

— Semantic caique, on the basis of its special Christian religious meaning.

*

q
143. vermbnntn ~ (BK)n>.r|60a)

‘to fill, to fulfil’. Mt 3,15: asokardey 8& 6 Tqaougelnev owm* acpei; apTT o5to)$
yotg nprnoy eoriv f)piv a3.r6toctal ndaav8tKocioav)vr|v. ~ OTbKULLTMIb X Iic poe
Kb OVDy + QCTAHATBHT, » TIHKO FOMIBKHD HIVI> QT COKIHITU HODRKMp KB
‘but Jesus, answering, said to him: “Leave now this, because we need to fill all
the justice in this way”.’

Similar passages: Mt2,15; 2,17; 23,32; Me 1,15; Jo 3,29; 7,8; 15,11; 16,24;
17,13. In addition in a fully concrete meaning, Mt 13,48; Lu 3,5; Jo 16,6.

In the Zographus we find cbkonkugmv in Mt 3,15 instead of ncnimsnuty; as for
Mt 2,15 and 2,17 the verb cbkbrru occurs in the Savvina Kniga, Assemani and
Ostromir. In other Old Slavic texts the verbs CbKbiTU c o, czrkrkiiim tn, GOAPb v+ »
can also be read for the Greek eksaXt”cxo.

In later Church Slavic, however, KbT/bHUTK, OyNOK A4 TKO)UTH, MPOMSHECTU,«
KB3ATSVICTKOKITIV occur, too, as synonyms. The Old Slavic verni7>Humn, however, fs
also used for rendering the Greek verbs sAnN$w, s{ps>.r|LL and yepi~co ‘to fill in’.
In later Church Slavic they are also translated with egkpkwTH, JOKOMKUUTWY,
MOVBECI/ RE> ATIACTKO.

The Latin texts show the translation impleo, thus they apply a prefix with the
opposite meaning.

In the Gothic this locus cannot be found, but we know from Me 1,15 that the
prefixed verb us-fulljan (and the passive-reflexive us-full-nan) is applied by the
Gothic translator, i.e. a prefixation which corresponds exactly to the original
Greek. Otfrid uses the corresponding gustalih irfullen (I, 25,12); in Luther’s text
also we find Gerechtigkeit/zu erfillen.
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In the Romanian the verb implini is used, in accordance with the Latin; later
the simple plini as well. In the Albanian the verb mbush ‘to fill in’ and mbushem
‘to get filled” occur.

The old Hungarian bet6lteni ‘to fill in’and betolni ‘to be filled” are modified in
the modern texts and appear as megtodlteni and megtelni in concrete meanings, or
teljesiteni and (be)teljesedni, in figurative senses.

The Kralice Bible renders the Greek and Latin prefixed verbs mainly by the
simple plniti; the modern Russian translation has preserved the Old Slavic verb.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: B. u3nbaHA
(M3NBAHKX, M3NbAHABAM); Sr.-Cr. WcnyHUTW (M3NyTiBaTu); RUSS, MCMOAHUTL
(ncnonHATk); Ukr. cnonHnTy (cnonHAaTrn); M. ncnonHn (ucnonnysa); Cz. spinéti
(splnati); Sik. splnit (spinal; splnovat’); P. spelnic (spelniac); L.So. spolnis
(spolnjowas); H.So. (wupjelnic, -pjelnjec, -pjelnjowac).

For rendering durative or iterative action, the imperfective forms are used;
both the imperfective and the perfective forms are applied with the reflexive
pronoun if a passive or immanent sense has to be expressed.

— Semantic caique, in the sense of ‘(ful)filling’, ‘accomplishing’ of the OIld
Slavic word. As for the creation of the verb itself, naturally it is not necessary to
suppose an original Greek model. Compared to the Greek and its Latin
equivalent, it shows a striking parallelism with the Gothic.

144, vcnmbleHUC ~ To aXT/Xopa
‘fullness, plenitude, completeness’. Jo, 1,16: &xv éic Toin saXpoLupaTo; croC gpeiq
socvxes £3.alopev, Kai xapiv acvxi Xagixoi; ¢ ~ i 0Tb KWIKCMU-K €10 mw KbCU Mou-
JA)<oMb e Knbrogntb Kb3 KITOATTK ¢ ‘because we all have received from his
fullness, grace (for) after grace’.

The OId Slavic noun and its Greek model occur in Me 8,20, but in the meaning
‘rest, surplus’ (in the Latin: fragmentum). The later Old and Church Slavic texts
render the Greek word with CbKpbHeEHMC, 3XK(>bHCH/O, CbKOHbUXHME Wwhich
correspond rather more to the Greek xeXeicooK; or auvxe”eia than a”ppcoua.

The cited passage contains the denomindl abstract plenitudo in Latin; in the
Gothic it cannot be found. Luther’s translation renders this concept with Fulle
‘fullness’.

In the Romanian we find, similarly to the Latin, the abstract noun plinatate,
but in Micu-Clain’s interpretation we read rvwmmxot; which is in good agreement
with the Greek and Old Slavic nomen actionis by its meaning ‘pouring out’.
Similarly, the Albanian té-mbushurit (from the passive past participial form of
the verb mbush ‘to fill in’) seems to be nearer to the Greek and Old Slavic
deverbal abstract than to the Latin deadjectival noun.

In Hungarian, the different versions render the Latin model by teljesség
‘plenitude’ but, in older texts, we meet the equivalent of the Greek (and even of the
Old Slavic) deverbal abstract noun: a Szent Lélek kitbltetése 6 anppbipa
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(or £kaXre(ocTu) Toli ‘Ayiou nvelpaToq ‘the pouring out (or plenitude) of the
Holy Spirit’.

In the Kralice Bible we mostly find the deadjectival plnost; similarly, in the
modern Russian text we can meet the abstract noun nonHoTé.

The other Slavic equivalents of the OId Slavic word are: B. ucnibHeHue;
Sr.-Cr. vicriyHérbe (obsolete), (ucny(baBaibe); Russ, mcnonHéHme; UKr. CnoBHeHHS:
M. (ncnonHysaH>e); Cz. splnéni; Sik. splnenie; P. spelnienie; L.So. spelnjenje;
H.So. (wupjelnjenje).

— Semantic caique (cf. what has been said about ucnsbHuTK). The OId Slavic
word, corresponding to the Greek precisely, expresses the active origin and
nature of divine grace much better than the Latin deadjectival noun. The other
equivalents vary between these two senses. The Greek-Old Slavic parallelism in
Me 8,20 is due to the strict adherence of the Slavic interpreters to the original text
in that passage rather than the extension of the meaning of vcribHeHve (here the
“fullness” of baskets is concerned containing the fragments of several loaves).

145-146. ncnoKUAITU ca, naekakTyn ca ~ €e<;0poX.oyoCpai

‘to glorify, to extol, to confess, to acknowledge’. Lu, 10,21 ££,0poX,oyolipai crop
toxteq, kagie too ougavoC icat XA, Y)<; ~ KIOK-KI/MK TW ca 04 * Vi Hekee [ sem/h o
T glorify thee, Father, o Lord of the Heaven and the earth’.

Similar passages: wvcnok-kgimn: Mt 3,6; 11,25; Me 15; Lu 2,38; Jo 12,42;
ucnok-kavm: Mt 7,23; 10,32 (bis); Lu 12,8 (bis); 22,6; Jo 1,18; 1,20 (bis); 9.22.

It must be noted that the Old Slavic texts do not repeat the verb in the same
verse as the Greek texts do (thuse.g. in Jo 1,20 the verb mcrok kg ktu is only found
once).

In later Old Slavic texts the verbs ncHoOKMZOKNTY, MCMOK-KOBIKITTX also appear.
The late Church Slavic texts use the verbs nsunTn ca, grakokmm, KLKMATY,
KCnMuiTw, too.

In the Latin text the deponent verb confiteri is general; in the Gothic the
prefixed and-haitan can be read which corresponds mostly to a Greek
avOopo”oyéco with respect to its basic meaning and composition. The Greek
verb is as a hapax legomenon in the gospels. It seems the Latin translation did
not exert any influence on either Old Slavic or Gothic here, and these two were
also independent of each other. Luther’s translation uses the verb bekennen
mostly, but preisen in Lu 10,21, according to the sense of ‘glorifying’.

In the Romanian, if the sense o f‘glorifying’ is required, the verb mul(umi ‘to
thank, to be grateful’ is used; in other cases the verb marturisi ‘to confess, to
declare, to witness’ appears. A similar dualism exists in the Albanian passages:
falnderdj (filem nderse) and rreféhem are used alternately according to the
sense.

In Karoli’s text the expression vallast tenni (word for word: ‘to do confession’)
and the perfective verb megvallani ‘to confess’ were applied alternately; the
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former expression was replaced later by the expression halat adni ‘to give thanks’
and aldani ‘to bless’ or dicséiteni ‘to glorify’.

The Kralice Bible alternates the verbs chvaliti and vyznavati, according to the
context. In the Russian edition of Stockholm we find 06bsBUTbL and cniiBUTL on
one hand, and ncnosb'abiBaTtb on the other. (This latter also expresses the act of
confession in the sacrament of penance.)

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: B. ucnoesgam
(ncnoesageam); Sr.-Cr. ucnoégatn (ncnosegmtin); Russ, ucnosegatb (MCNoOBE-
abiBatb); Ukr. cnosiigatn; M. (ncnoséaysa); Cz. zpovidati se; Sik. spovedatsa;
P. spowiadac sit;; H.So. spowédaé ‘to confess, to enarrate’; L.So. spowezes ‘id.’

— Semantic caique; in the Church Slavic religious sense its general meaning is
‘to make a confession’, ‘to confess to a priest’. Its spreading into the Western
Slavic languages perhaps began as a Moravianism.

K

147 149. KOKOTOr/IMIMEHWC, KOyyor/IMreHue, (N bTensriineHnc) ~ q at"EKTOQogxovia
‘cockcrowing’. Me 13,35: 06k o(8aTe yatQ note 6 KOgiog xqq oiKiaq egEToa, f|
aj/é q peaovUKTiov f| 6/1eKTopocpoToK; ¢ ngelii ~ He KbCTC BO Kbrax Tk aomov
JIHACTL- KGN JVnonoy HALT e J1 Kb KO(QTTIUGRCs JOVTj» « ‘foryedo
not know, whether the lord of the house will come in the evening or at midnight
or at the time of cockcrow or in the morning.’

The Greek word is a hapax legomenon in the gospels. As for the archaic Old
Slavic texts, it is the Marianus only that uses the caique kokotor/cHic and this
circumstance also supports Jagic’s opinion about the origin of this codex in a
Serbo-Croatian environment (though in Miletic’s opinion, as mentioned earlier,
the peculiarities of the Marianus can be explained by North Macedonian origin,
t00).

The compound mbTenkrwcHue occurs only in the Nikolja Gospel among the
six archaic manuscripts; Weingart considers that this codex represents a
rewriting of an old Glagolitic text. Although Danicié thinks that this codex, in its
present form, has a Serbo”Bosnian-Bogumilian character, it is just the caique
mbTenkrnmneHve that warns that the source of this manuscript could be
somewhere in the central regions of the Balkan peninsula, since the word nsrenk
can be found in both the Serbian and the Bulgarian language (nétao and netén,
respectively, this latter exists in Macedonian, too) while kskst is the character-
istic word of the Serbo-Croatian areas, being an ancient Slavic onomatopoetic
word (as KOKdiiB and kd ovtb, 100).

All the other archaic codices show the caique koyporwwme which is
undoubtedly not a Southern Slavic compound but a Moravianism. The word
Koyre can be found in the Western Slavic languages as an obsolete word. Today
the words commonly used for ‘cock’are kohout and kokot in Western Slavic, and
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netyx in Eastern Slavic, but «.«su:i and koryT also occur. They are of
onomatopoetic origin (cf. kKokoTxXTV ‘t0 crow’).

The codices examined show the same alternative distribution and consistency
in the use of the basic words, too. (See Mt 26,34; 26,74; 26,75; Me 14,69; 14,72;
Lu 22,34; 22,60; 22,61; Jo 13,38; 18,27). Most of these loci are concerned with
the Passions’ History or with its prophesying related to St. Peter’s denying.

In later Church Slavic: KoypoKmKb, KOyporH-kHve, MsiH/e NToyyx also appear.

The Original Greek is rendered by galli cantus (word for word: ‘cock’s song’)
in the Latin translation, and in the low Latin the compound gallicantus also
occurs. The Latin interpretation can be considered a possessive or explicative
genitive construction; it has a calquoid character only because of the word
order, and, as for its content, itis not such an exact replica of the original Greek
as the OId Slavic compound. (The Greek (étcjcpcovéo) and the Old Slavic (kb3-)
rnxentu have the same meaning, but the Latin canere, cantare would correspond
rather to an archaic Greek verb &oiSiato, or an Attic koine, and Byzantine
dpvéco or LETITC0).

In the Gothic this locus cannot be found but we know from other passages
(e.g. Mt 26,75) that similarly to the Latin, a genitive construction hanino kruk
was used. The word order followed the Greek, and its content was also closer to
it. (Hruk, from the Indo-European *ger~, *qor-, meant a ‘rancous cry’, thus
‘crowing of ravens or cocks’ as well.)

In the Old High German text of Otfrid this compound word does not appear.
Though the author of this poetical work uses the verb krahan ‘to crow’ for the
‘cock’s crowing, nevertheless we also find the verb singan corresponding to the
Latin canere or cantare. In 1V, 13,35-36, both of these interpretations occur:

Thus lougnis min, zi wére
er hinaht hano kréahe.

In notlichemo thinge,

Er thaz hdan singe.

(In 1V, 18,34, however, we find the verb gi-kunden ‘to announce, to declare’as a
poetical paraphrase for the crowing of the cock:

Warum tho thio ziti,

Thez ther hano krati,

Thaz ouh thaz huan gikundti,
Thes selben dages kunijti.

A similar allusion can be read in the Heliand, 4690 ... that thu thines thiadnes
thriwo farlognis er hanocradi endi qui this, that ik thin herro ni si.

In the Romanian there is also a genitive possessive or explicative construction
like the Latin, but without an inverse word order: cantatulcoco$ului, or, in Micu-
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Clain’s text with a plural genitive: wxratems KkoWAI7> The basic sense of the
components, however, is in full agreement with the Latin.

The same can be said about the Albanian kendem té-kokoshit or, later, kenga
e-kenderit.

In the Hungarian text we can read kakassz6 (word for word: ‘cock’s word’) by
Kéroli, and the cock megszdlal ‘begins to speak’ in the other passages too. It
cannot be proved that the use of this word comes from OIld Slavic
KOKOTOraai | icNMI, KoyporLHve or their synonyms; nevertheless, it is perhaps not an
exaggeration to suppose, considering the early date of Slavic missionary work
among our people, that the Slavic effect promoted the spreading of the
Hungarian compound and its older variant tiksz6 (where the noun of Turkic
origin tik, modern Hungarian tyudk, was not confined in those times to the new
exclusive female reference ‘hen’), since the Slavic words are closer to the
Hungarian correspondents than the Latin gallicantus.

The Kralice Bible uses a subordinate time clause: kdyz kohouti zpivaji ‘when
the cocks are singing’. The modern Russian version uses a Latin-like expression,
NTHye NbTyxoBb (similar to Micu-Clain’s solution): ‘the singing of the cocks’.
Thus, all these seem to be independent of Luther’s Hahnenschrei ‘cock s crying’
which follows the Latin and Greek original.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: B. (KyKypiiraHe); Sr.-
Cr. (Kkykypek(iH>e)); Russ, (KypoKNNK, KK neTyxid); UKr. KyKypUKAHHS
(ronoweHns KoryTiA); M. (kykypiiraHe); Cz. (kuropeni); Sik. (kikirikanie); P.
(pianie koguta); L.So. (kokotanje); H.So. (kokotanje). The Sorbian languages
also use the expression kokat spewa ‘the cock sings’.

Thus we find compounds similar to the Old Slavic only in Russian and Czech;
in both languages they are obsolete. The Czech compound also implies, like the
verbal constructions in the other Slavic languages, that ‘the cock sings’, which
reflects a similar outlook to Latin gallus cantat. The primary meaning of
German Hahn and Slavic nutcgk, nktoyxb was also ‘singer’ (cf. the Latin canere
and Slavic nTTu, respectively).

— Real structural caiques; the Old Slavic words follow the content of the
Greek model much more closely than the Latin compound.

150. kMoo ~ to nteguyiov (q nTegn”)
‘top, roof; ‘wing; by-building” Mt 4,5: Tote napaXauBocvei aov 6 bidlRoXoq
eiq rflv dyiav noXay, Kai EarqoEv alixdv tni To nTegiiytoy Toit ieqod, ~ Torga
MOBLXTH | AUTKOAB * Kb Crbl FPAIL ' | nocTnky i Ha KiHAH Lo kkHTeMK « “then the
devil took Him into the holy town, and he set Him on the top of the Temple’.
Similar locus: Lu 4,9.

The Savvina Kniga interprets the Greek word in Mt 4,5 as ha kjiatu. As for
Lu 4,9, we find Ha kp>MT in the texts of the Marianus and the Nikolja Gospel. In
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the later manuscripts the words kKpu and ct™ rna can also be found; in later
Church Slavic N\owy5 nok(»Kb, U(>KCT]>oi(-K), as well.

The word Kowo, in the meaning ‘wing’, is the translation of g (in a
primary concrete sense) in Mt 23,37 and Lu 13,34, thus it cannot be considered
there as a caique.

The Latin text interprets nteguyiov with pinnaculum ‘ridge of house, fronton’,
but nZEQVZ, — with ala ‘wing’, thus it makes a distinction between the original
Greek nouns according to the context.

In the Gothic the quoted passage cannot be found, but in Lu 4,9 the
translation of nreguytov isgibla ‘gable, pike’. The loci with the noun atégu”, are
not translated into Gothic.

In the Old High German the equivalent of rcreQUyiov is oban-anti ‘upper part,
pike’ (word for word: ‘upper end’). Otfrid wrote on the basis of Mt 4,5 and Lu
4,9 in his work (I1, 4,53):

Er inan in ihie wenti
sazta in éban-enti.

The translation is made according to the sense, maybe as a caique neologism.
The parts, containing the word aTépbl;, are not elaborated in Otfrid’s work.

In Luther’s translation rcTERUyiov is rendered by Zinne and aTtépu”.. . with
Fligel.

In the Romanian we find aripa ‘wing’ for TITEQUyiov and sitépu!; alike. In the
Albanian there are two words: flété(ze) ‘wing’, and kneh; this latter has the
basic meaning ‘arm, shoulder’, but it also means ‘wing’, ‘help’, ‘sustainment’.

The Hungarian texts used the words tet6 ‘roof and szarny ‘wing, side of
building’; in the modern Hungarian versions orom ‘gable’ or parkany ‘border,
edge’ are applied.

The Kralice Bible contains the noun vrch ‘top, roof for these loci; in the new
Russian translation the Old Slavic word has been preserved, but in the form
KpbL/10.

As for the other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word koW is universal
both in its concrete and metonymic sense; later it even became the caique of
German Flugel “fortepiano’. In the Czech language, where it occurs as kridlo
(thus, with the suffix *-dhlom). Slk. kridlo has the concrete meaning ‘wing’
(though not exclusively); the noun pero is also used in the same sense. P.
skrzydlo, L.So. ksidlo, H.So. kridlo almost always have the concrete meaning,
‘wing’, H.So. kridlica, however, means ‘gable of house’. In Russian the word has
become Kpbino, probably influenced by the popular etymology in relation to oT-
KpbITb ‘to open’ and 3a-KpbITb ‘to shut, to close’.

— Itis a semantic caique in the sense aTee6ytoy ‘gable’, but it is only a simple
translation if it means atépu!; ‘wing’.
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151a—b Kp>KoTeueHve, K(rbkotoseHe ~ f] glicnq (toll) aipatoq

‘haemorrhage, flow of blood’ Lu 8,43: Kai yovf] ouaa év gicrei aipatoq ané
gifflv 6co6rka, ~ | >KeHX OKLITW Kb TOYEHLU Kybk/ B BTb ATIKOO HA Jec/1Te NTTOoY ©
‘and a woman, being in haemorrhage since twelve years’. Similar locus: Me 5,25.

The variant kpnkotoueHve can be found in the Savvina Kniga only. The other
archaic codices apply some possessive or explicative genitive constructions
according to the original Greek. Thus, in the Marianus we find K>ToueHUN KoK,
in the Ostromir: «7. TOUYEHUN KP>KI.

The same expression can be read in the concordant locus of Me 5,25 where in
the Ostromir we also meet Bb ToueHUM KpbBUW but in the Assemani: Kb TOYeHWN
KOP>He.

Thus, k™ koTo4eHve is a hapax legomenon in the earliest Old Slavic gospel texts.
(But the corresponding compounds often occur in the living Slavic languages;
see below). In Church Slavic texts kokoTok?,, KNTom owmive ‘bloodshed’, KonesHk,
HeKrb is sense o f’haemophilia also occur, and K(KoTOWKOCTK is very common.

In the Latin text we findfluxus sanguinis, a genitive construction correspond-
ing to the Greek, and in Me 5,25 there is a similar phrase profluvium sanguinis. In
the Gothic, perhaps in better agreement with the Latin than the Greek, we read
runs blofris. Otfrid’s gospel harmony applies a poetical expression (Ill, 14,
27-28): innanne thar brunno thes bluates Tunning of the well of the blood’.

The Romanian curgere sangelui and curgere de sénge are formed according to
the Latin pattern. The Albanian té-rrjédhjure gjaku is similar.

In the Hungarian the terms vérfolyas ‘blood-flow’ or vérzés (‘bleeding’) are
most common, but in the old manuscripts (e.g. in the J6kay Codex 68 times) and
in the Latin-Hungarian dictionaries of the 16th and 17th centuries (Calepinus,
Szenczi Molnér, Pépai Pariz) the genitive construction vérnekfolyasa (word for
word: ‘blood’s flowing’) occurs, in accordance with Latin. In addition to the
compounds where the second constituent is folyas ‘“flowing’, genitive con-
structions also occur in great numbers during the 16th-17th centuries;
consequently, we can suppose that this compound resulted from the contraction
ofa word group (as in many other cases) and, probably is not a loan translation
of the neighbouring Slavic or German (Blutlauf) compounds. (Luther’s text
applies a similar compound, Blutgang.)

In the Kralice Bible we find tok krve in Me 5,25, modelled after the Latin, buta
paraphrase can be read in Lu 8,43: kdo nemoc svou trpela ‘who suffered because
of her dise'ase’. In the new Russian text the Old Slavic word is preserved.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: B. KpbBOTeUYEéHUE
(kpbBOMponTKe); Sr.-Cr. (KPBOTOK, KPBONNNTEXe, KpBonponibe); Russ,
KPOBOTOYEHME  (KPOBOTOUMBOCTL, KpOBOTeYEHMe); UKr. KpoBoTéua
(KpoBoTouiBIOTE); M. (KpOBOTOK); (KpBO/MBarbe, Kpeonponutue); Cz.
(krvolok, tok krve); Sik. (krvotok, tok krvi); P. (tok krwi, krwotok,
krwewlqgczka), H.So. (cecenje kreje); L.So. sacanje kswé, ksawjenje).
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It appears from these data that no precise formal equivalent can be found for
the OId Slavic word except in Russian, where the Church Slavic liturgy preserved
the archaic word. However, there are etymologically related and similar
compounds (though they may be, partly, loanwords from each other). In the
Western Slavic a later German (and in the Slovak, Hungarian) influence can also
be supposed. In the Russian the compound KpoBoToueHue is probably not an
equalisation between the popular and the Old Slavic forms but the influence of
the simple TouéHne “flow’.

— Caique neologisms (pseudocaiques), formed, perhaps, on the model of the
adjective K"BOTOUMKb, occurring also in the archaic texts. The other Old Slavic
variants: ToudeHve K>ke (Kp>KM) and TeudeHve Kiuke (K(rbkv) must be considered,
naturally, as simple translations.

152, K(MbkoToumkb(-X) ~ aipo8£oa>v(-0oCaa)

‘haemorrhageous’. Mt 9,20: koWt 150i yuvf| ompodponoTx 6cobeka éTp — Lce >keHb
KPBKOTOUMKN © [I7>KT HI fecATe JHKIT> UMkt « (Marianus text.) ‘and behold, a
woman who was suffering from haemorrhage twelve years’. Similar loci: Me
Synaxarion and Lu Synaxarion in the Codex Marianus.

In the gospel texts, as we have seen, this compound adjective does not occur,
but we find a genitive construction in Me 5,25 and Lu 8,43: odoocv év 86oei
ai'paxoq ~ OKWTU Kb TodeHMM ~ (and Kb TedeHun) Kiotke (K(rbku) (but in later
Church Slavic texts Kotk is well-known).

In the Latin no adjective exists that would correspond to the idea of
‘haemorrhageous’; the Greek text is interpreted by means of a verbal
construction with an explicative genitive: quae sanguinis fluxum patiebatur
and quae erat in profluxio sanguinis (or: influxu sanguinis), respectively.

The first variant from among these (sanguinis fluxus) owing to its inverse
word order, reminds us of the compound kpxoToudeHve in the Savvina Kniga.

In the Gothic the participle form blofrarinands can be found, which
corresponds fully to the Greek present participle. In Luther’s translation the
compound Blutgang, mentioned above, appears with the verb haben ‘to have’.

In the Romanian we find an adverbial construction: ofemeie cu scurgere de
sdnge ‘a woman with flow of blood’; later a participle construction,
corresponding better to the original Greek: o femeie, intru curgerea séngelui
fiind ‘a woman, being in the flow of blood’.

In the Albanian the verb rredh ‘to flow’ served for creating an intransitive
verbal construction with the dative: nje grua ge i rrithé gjak nga veteheja (word
for word: ‘a woman, to whom blood flew from herself).

In the Hungarian Karoli follows the Latin text: egy asszony a ki ... vérnek
folyasat szenvedi vala ‘a woman who was suffering the flowing of the blood’. In
the later texts aki vérzésben (or: vérfolyasban) szenvedett ‘who sufferred in
bleeding (flow of blood).
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The Kralice Bible shows a construction that reminds us of the Hungarian:
Kterdz nemoci svou trapena byla ‘who was tormented by her disease’. The
modern Russian text uses a participial solution with the instrumental case of the
archaic compound: cTpagiBwas kpoBoTo4éwemb ‘sufferring (with) blood-
flow’.

As for the other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word, the Old Serbian,
Russian and Ukrainian have preserved the Church Slavic compound: Old
Serbian KpbBOTOUMBBL; Russ, KpoBoToumMBbINi; UKr. KpoBoTouiiBWiA; in the
Bulgarian we find a participial compound KpbBoTéueH (TeueHa) (cf. Russ,
KpoBOTEYHbI). The Czech krvacivy and its equivalents in the other Western
Slavic languages mean ‘haemophilic’.

The Russian and Ukrainian compounds are the heredity of Church Slavic, the
Bulgarian adjective is taken over from Russian. Thus, the Old Slavic word can be
considered acompound established under direct Greek influence. It seems more
expressive than its Greek model, since, in contrast to the Greek participle
meaning a temporary state, it suggests a permanent one.

— Real structural caique.

153. KpbcTUTENL ~ 6 Rot7meni)g, (6) Rarmi”ov

‘Baptist’ [originally: ‘a person who immerses (plunges) somebody into the
water, marking his repentance or rebirth’; later: ‘a person who christens
(baptizes) somebody’]. Mt 11,11: 4pf|v Xéyco (piv, onk 8ywiearon év yevwwqToiq
yuvociKtov pei~tov *It(étwot) Toit RoomerroR e ~ LWKH » rAM* KIMb * HC KbCTa Kb
(FOKACHMXb >keHan ¢ KAV (cara KpeTuTe/LL; « “Verily, |say to you: among the born
of women no greater man was born than John the Baptist’.

Similar loci: Mt 3,1; 14,2; 14,8; 16,14; 17,13; 21,32; Me 6,24; 8,28; Lu 7,20,
7,28; 7,33: 9,19.

In the Latin we meet the Greek loanword: baptista. In the Gothic, the present
participle of the verb daupjan ‘to immerse, to plunge, to baptize’ occurs: sa
daupjands ‘the baptizer’, corresponding to the Greek RanTtorfv; and f3comi”tov
alike. Similarly, Luther’s text applied the word der T&ufer, a caique of Greek
(or Latin) origin.

In the Romanian we find botezator from the verb boteza, in the Albanian
pagezor from the verb pag'ézdj. Both of these verbs are loanwords, thus they have
not the original sense of the Greek or Gothic words.

In the Hungarian the present participle Kereszteld can be read, from the verb
keresztelni ‘to baptize’. This verb is surely of Slavic origin in Hungarian, cf. Old
Slavic KIKCIMIM ‘to baptize’.

The equivalents of the Old Slavic verb exist in all the Slavic languages, their
basic source is the Greek personal name Xdicted<;. This word got into the Slavic
languages by means of two different mediations and with two different
meanings. The immediate source of the verb kpbcTutM in the Byzantine-rite

191



Slavic languages was the Gothic krist ‘cross’ that got into Southern Slavic in the
eastern part of the Balkan Peninsula and then, as an (Old) Church Slavic word,
into Old Russian. The derived verb kpbcTtuth originally meant, perhaps, ‘to
cross oneself’. In the Latin-rite Slavic languages, the verb krbstiti was formed
from the noun kre.nb ‘baptism’ that may have been taken over from the Old High
German krist ‘Christian’. From the Old High German noun, however, no verb
was derived with the meaning ‘baptize’. In both groups, the basic sense of the
Slavic words was ‘the person who converts somebody to Christ’s faith’, ‘who
makes somebody Christian’ (by preaching the Christian doctrine).

The Slavic word was borrowed by Hungarian perhaps after the Hungarian
conquest of the Carpathian Basin (A.D. 895 900), due to contacts with a
Byzantine-rite Slavic people (though such contacts had existed even before the
Hungarian conquest, especially with the Russians and Bulgarians). Cf. the
history of the Hungarian words kereszt ‘cross’, keresztény ‘Christian’ e.g. in
J. Melich’s work (227,1/2, pp. 324-330).

In the Kralice Bible we find by analogy the shorter krtitel; in the Russian text
of Stockholm the vocalized form kpectutens is applied, which is generally used
in Russian Church Slavic texts.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: B. kpbcTiiTen; Sr.-Cr.
KpcTiiTen; Russ, KpecTiiTtens; UKr. xpecTiiTens; M. kpctuten; Cz. krtitel; Slk.
krstitef; P. chrzcieiel; L.So. (Ksicowar); H.So. (krizowar). The Ukrainian form
seems to be influenced by the name xpbctoc. The Sorbian words
in the last analysis go back to the Latin crux (North Italian kruz) ‘cross’ as the
other Catholic Slavs also use this word for ‘Cross’, and neither the
Greek-Gothic-Old Slavic wikcra, nor the Church Slavic (Acnamare ‘crucifix’ and
its Byzantine Slavic variances (cf. Hungarian feszilet a Southern Slavic caique).

According to what has been said, these nouns can be divided into two groups,
and the words of the Latin-rite group do not have a common origin with the
words of the Byzantine-rite group. Therefore, we have to consider the Old Slavic
KIKCTUTC/IK @s a nomen agentis formed on the basis of a Greek model.

— Real structural caique.

154. KfKiimNne ~ t6 Roamapa, 6 Ronrnapcx;

‘baptism’. Mt 21,25: 6 Roomcrpat t6 'lcoavvoo 7t60ev flv; bt, oi>eav°l p éE
5tv9Q(bna)v; ~ KpAgiennc nosHOM orv. H0/14H kt>ca VKe ai igm 6ta meka* (Second-
hand text in the Zographus.) ‘from where was John’s baptism? from the heaven
or from men?’

Similar loci: BomTiapa: Mt3,7; 20,22; 20,23; Me 10,38; 10,39; 11,30; Lu3,3;
7,29; 12,50; 20,4; Raimcip6i;: Me 7,4; 7,8; in these passages the ‘washing-up of
the glasses and crockery’ is mentioned.

Corcerning Mt 20,22 and 20,23 it should be noted that there are a number of
Greek codices where there is no mention of baptism, and where it can be found,
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it seems to have been supplemented on the basis of Mt 10,38. It is primarily the
minuscular manuscripts of C- and W-recension from the 9th- 13th centuries
which contain it, besides the citations in Origenes’s and Chrysostomus’s works,
and in some Latin, Syrian, Armenian and Georgian translations. Consequently,
the Old Slavic translation here is based on the C- and W-type.

In the Latin texts the loanwords baptisma and baptismus can be found, but
their use does not follow the variations of R&nTutpa and Rantiapdq.

In the Gothic the passage quoted cannot be found, but in other loci (e.g. Me
11,30) we find the nomen actionis daupeins ‘baptism’, similar to the Old High
German douf.

Luther’s translation uses the word Taufe for RocrcTiapa, but Bonrnapex; in Me
7,4 and 7,8 is rendered with the prepositional infinitive zu waschen ‘to wash’.

In the Romanian the loanword botez, in the Albanian pagezim are nomine
actionis related to the corresponding verbs boteza and pagerdj, respectively.

The Hungarian keresztség is derived from the ancient kereszt ‘baptism’ that
was a loanword taken over from a Latin-rite Slavic language after the
Hungarian conquest of the Carpathian bpsin (cf. the former entry). In the
Kralice Bible we find krest, kftiny; in the modern Russian, KpeLuéLue occurs,
taken from later Church Slavic.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: B. KpblueHe; Sr.-Cr.
KpwTéTe; Russ, KpewwéHue; UKr. xperuéHHs; M. kpwreH>e; Cz. krest, krteni,
krtiny; Sik. krst, krstenie; P. chrzest, chrzczenie; L.So. (ksicowanje); H.So.
(krizowanje).

The Western Slavic words are probably not related to the OIld Slavic (the
Sorbian ones surely go back to kriz < Latin crux, in the last analysis); but as for
Byzantine Slavic languages, their common source was the Old Slavic (see above).

— Real structural caique.

155. KbHUrbUMKM ~ & ygappaxcix;
‘scribe’. Mt 23,13: Ouai 8e Upiv, ypappaTey, Kai gxxQicraioi fmoKQuai ~ Tok
KMN kevmrsuna | doxpucen i oynokput (A second-hand addition.) ‘woe to ye,
hypocritic Scribes and Pharisees’.

Similar loci: Mt 23,14; 23,15; 23,23; 23,29. (In this last, however, the
Marianus applies KbHWKKHUKB Which became common in later Church Slavic,
t00).

In the Latin the word scriba is applied, from the stem of the verb scribere ‘to
write’. In the Gothic these loci cannot be found, but from other passages (e.g. Mt
5,20; 8,19; Lu 9,22 etc.) we know that for this concept the Gothic text used the
word bokareis ‘scribe, writer’, derived from the word boka ‘letter’ (in plural:
‘writing, letter, book’).

In the Old High German a similar denominal formation, buahari is found, the
noun buoh ‘writing, book’. The Gothic and Old High German basic words, it
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seems, are related to Old English hoc, bece ‘beech’ and Old High German buohla
‘id.” (cf. Greek gmyos;, Latinfagus ‘id.”), because the ancient Germanic tribes used
pieces of beechen board or beech cortices for writing their runes on. — In
Luther’s translation der Schriftgelehrte is the standard word for this Greek (or
Latin) term just for vono8t8aoxaX.oc; and vopixog (see also the entries on
3bKOHOOYUMTENK and 3&KOHKHUKD).

In the Romanian we meet a similar form: cérturar, from the noun carta ‘book,
letter’; in the Albanian there exists the noun shkrénfés from the basic word
shkrénje ‘letter’ that is a loanword from the Balkano-Vulgar Latin *scribania.
Both of these words point to a Greek or Old Slavic influence, notwithstanding
the Latin origin of the Albanian primary word.

The Hungarian irastudo is an old participial compound containing a noun
without the accusative case ending that could be expected (word for word:
‘writing-knower’); it was formed probably on the basis of térvénytudo
‘legisperitus’, ‘legist’.

The Kralice Bible uses the word zakonnik, its meaning corresponding to the
Vulgar Latin, *legista, i.e. legisperitus. The Russian edition of Stockholm uses
instead of the word kbvHUrbuMmM (in dialectal Russian form: kHurouéii) the
COMMON KbHWKKHMKD, in Russian form: KHWKHUK.

The OId Slavic word is essentially, as it was formed and applied, the “lectio
varians” of KbHWKKHUKDL (see below), and — though it occurs in very ancient
codices — its use is much more limited. In some scholars’ opinion it is a Proto-
Bulgarian formation, and this explains why its role is negligible, in comparison
to that of KbHWKKHMKDB, since it was known only for a limited time, and
exclusively in the East Bulgarian region where the influence of Turkic Bulgarian
popular element was strongest. Since KbHUrbuMm was created later than
KBHWKKHMKD, it could not compete with the latter. But, as a significant number of
Slavists considers, KbHUrbUMM can be explained from a hypothetic Proto-Slavic
form *kbnig-bk-jis, too. Considering, however, the similar Proto-Bulgarian
words, the influence of the Turkic (Proto-Bulgarian) suffix, in my opinion,
cannot be excluded. (See also the problem of Proto-Bulgarian influence, dealt
with in the Introduction).

Real structural caique, but its formation was, maybe, influenced by the Proto-
Bulgarian suffix, and its content, by the Gothic bokareis (see below
KbHWKKHUKD); therefore it could be considered a caique neologism.

156. KbHWKKHUKBL ~ 6 Ypapuatenq

‘Scribe’, ‘legist’. Mt 12,38: T6ié 47tEKQIOrCTav oL tivég xrov ypappaTEaiv Kai

cpagtoaicov AEyovtE<; ~ TbrAb oTbkuriuma «TeEMU ® 0Tb KbHIDKKHUKL | (TbpUCHA

rAwunTe « “Then some of the Scribes and Pharisees replied to Him saying’.
Similar passages: Mt 2,4; 520; 7,29; 8,19; 9,3; 13,52; 151; 16,21; 20,18;

21,15; 23,2; 23,25; 23,27; 23,29; 23,34; 26,3; 26,57; 27,41; Me Synaxarion, bis;
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Me 1,22; 2,6; 2,16; 3,22; 7,1; 7,5; 8,31; 9,11; 9,14; 9,16; 10,33; 11,18; 11,27,
12,28; 12,32; 12,35; 12,38; 14,1; 14,43; 14,53; 15,1; 15,31; Lu 5,21; 5,30; 6,7;
9,22; 11,44; 11,53; 15,2; 19,47; 20,1; 20,19; 20,39; 20,46; 22,2; 22,66; 23,10;
Jo 8,3.

In the later Old and Church Slavic texts we meet the translations
KbHDKKKKHNKD, 3AKONONHK?>, 3n1koHooyumnTenk and Koykek>kK as well. (This latter,
maybe, shows an immediate Gothic influence coming from the Gothic loanword
koK “letter’; but the influence of Old High German buahari seems more probable.

As for the equivalents in the non-Slavic languages, see above (KbHUrbuun). In
the Church Slavic we can read the adjectives KbUMKKHK MMOKK), Oy4eHb(|)
(4eroK-KKe), too.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: B. KHWKHUK; Sr.-Cr.
KH>DKEBHIK, RuUSS, KHWKHUK; UKr. KHKHUK; M. KHWKEBHUK ‘writer, literator’;
Cz. kniznik ‘literate’; Slk. kniznik ‘id.’; L.So., H.So. ‘id.”.

The Western Slavic words, in view of their present meaning may be considered
to have come from the OId Slavic word, but it is more probable that they are
related to the adjective knizny ‘belonging to the books’ and/or the Old High
German buahéri. The other Slavic words come from the Old Slavic, with a
partial change of form or meaning. The Old Slavic word itself came into being,
like the Gothic bokareis and the Old High German buahari, on the basis of the
Greek YQui(j.pocT8K; (in the Low Latin: grammatista).

— Real structural caique; however the influence of the Gothic or the Old
High German word seems to be certain, since the Greek model could have been
rendered by the caique nMeKMeHbHWKDL, MUK or nucatenb, too (these forms
actually came into being later). Therefore it can be considered, similarly to
KbHUIMbYMK, a caique neologism, too.

157. nexmuTb (cb) ~ Keltat
‘it is predestined’. Lu 2,34: iSoi) ofrtoq keftou Elq tctiictiv Kai avacrramv rcoXWov
év T(h TcreapX. ~Ce NXUTH Cb- M1 MAAAMbE | bn KbCT/IHBE MVOMOMb B Kb iK1 *
‘behold, this is predestined for the falling down and standing up of many people
in Israel’. (In the Codex Assemani we find fiexcrock, a form with the postpositive
-Cb, vocalised regularly but not always; this -d<appears instead of ca, and its
vocalisation can be found in Northern Russian dialects, too. The Savvina Kniga
renders ntitak; ‘falling’ by nngnHue instead of nnacHwe, and the Ostromir
interprets 6cyaartaay, by KeCT/UHMe instead of KecTamuc.

The verb nexx1Tn appears in many other passages in the gospels, in its basic
meaning ‘to lie’ as a simple translation, but in the cited locus, it means to be
determined for something like the Greek xEixat.
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This is a Hebraism in the Greek as e.g. in Isaiah 844 where God is symbolized
as the “sanctuary and rock of offence for the two houses of Israel. A similar
application can be met in St. Paul’s Epistle to the Hebrews 9,27 where nexutb
translates the Greek otnoxeirai (later Church Slavic JIn\g-nncHo ectb, Latin
statutum est).

The Latin text renders the Greek verb with positus est ‘it has been placed’. In
the Gothic we find the verbal form ligit, fully corresponding to the Greek keitoci.
Otfrid’s Old High German text applies the auxiliary verb ist ‘is’, in a concrete
sense (I, 15,29):

Thiz kind is unter manne
Zi mengerere falle.

(“This child is, among people, for the fall of many [persons]’). Luther’s text uses
the locution wird gesetzt zum. ..

The Romanian text uses similarly the simple auxiliary verb este ‘is’ (but Micu-
Clain’s text shows a Latin reflection: (nete mrt ‘positus est’ similarly to the
Albanian eshte véne, from the verb ve (vura, véné) ‘to lay, to set’.

In the Hungarian translation Karoli used a passive past form: vettetett ‘it was
thrown’, and in Kaldi’s Catholic version: tétetett ‘it was placed’. In the modern
editions, however, we find the simple solution lesz ‘it will be’.

The Kralice Bible reflects a Latinism in its text: polozen jest ‘positus est’; the
new Russian edition preserved the form nexuTs, in accordance with the Church
Slavic.

The equivalents of the Old Slavic nexbTu exist in every Slavic language, but
this meaning comes undoubtedly from the Greek; it was rather the influence of
one text on another, than the influence of one language on another. Therefore, it
does not seem absolutely necessary to think of mediation by Wulfila’s solution
with the Gothic ligt.

— Semantic caique.

158, 159a-b. nu™onmkeTiue, nu\onmue, nuxouMraHve ~ fi nXeoveNia
‘avidity’. Lu 12,15: 6paTe Kad dmXacTcrectOe 6esio ndcTqg neoveNiae; ~ BHAOATTe
ca* [ X HUTE ca* OTb KCTKOIO SxobMW'B m “‘Attend and beware of every avidity’.

The variant nnxonmeeTkue can be found in the Marianus while the Zographus
applies nuxoumuT here, and the Nikolja Gospel nuxonmvbbive. All three words are
hapax legomena in the gospels.

The later codices show other variations, too: e.g. the Gospel of Tarnovo and
the Macedonian Acts of the Apostles: nunxoumuHug, Psalterium Sinaiticum:
yuxoemBeTko and  smxoumkcTko.  In Church  Slavic  texts  CkoymnBHOCTB,
CKPKOKBHUYBCTKO, KOP/ICTOMOBMK also occur.

In the Latin we read avaritia, from the adjective avarus. In the Gothic this
passage is absent but in Eph. 5,5 the compound faihu-frikei (word for word:
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‘goods-love’) occurs; thus the Gothic compound represents a successful caique
neologism. Luther’s translation contains the simple noun Geiz ‘avidity" here.

The Romanian pornire de inavu(ire 'desire of enrichment’, lacomie ‘avidity,
eagerness’ (in Micu-Clain’s text: kbmrpuc ‘usury’) words represent the inter-
preters’ exquisiteness. In the Albanian the deverbal lakmim ‘yearning, hungering’,
from the verb lakmdj "to covet, to yearn’ refers to avidity in a more general sense.

The Hungarian interpreters used the words lelhetellenség ‘insatiability’, later
generally the word kapzsisag ‘avidity’ (from the adjective kapzsi ‘avid’ which
comes from the verb kapni ‘to receive’).

The Kralice Bible translates this locus with lakomslvi "avarice, stinginess’; the
Russian edition of Stockholm uses the compound caique nto6octas”we (after
the Greek th/loxepbekx ‘love of lucre’ or d/loxTppoc-ioc ‘love of acquisition’).

The living Slavic languages have not preserved the compounds in question,
except the Russian and Bulgarian nuxoumcTtBo in the sense ‘usury, cor-
ruptibility’, but this cannot be found, as mentioned above, in the oldest gospel
texts.

Thus the Old Slavic forms are much closer to the original Greek (with respect
to the basic sense of their constituents) than the Gothic equivalent, although the
Gothic is usually more inclined to use literal translations. Nevertheless, the x>
compounds are not simple literal translations, if we take the basic meaning of
X"EovE”ia into consideration: its precise rendering would have been *konemmve,
*KALWTCMMU(, or even *MHoxemmuc, if we consider the etymological relation of
noxve, to KKKGVv, s*~Eov. The Greek compounds underwent a pejorative change
of meaning, and the OIld Slavic imxo ‘superfluous, excessive, lawless, bad’
followed this process, maybe, influenced by the Old Slavic nmMxkn ‘usurious
interest’ (from the Old High German lihan 'to lend’ + the Slavic suffix -kn).

— Real structural caiques.

160" 161. nmuem epre, inuom wiketke ~ ] UxOKgian;

'hypocrisy, dissimulation’. Mt 23,28: eggoQev 8é egte pEcrroi imotcgiaEax; Kai
ocvopiat;. ~ RELLKTP/MKAOY e 0CTe MITbHU SIMLEMTUMBLCTKUN U exankonmé * (Second-
hand addition.)"... inside, however, ye are full of hypocrisy and unlawfulness
(= wickedness)’.

In the Zographus we find the genitive form swH.LK>keTruT; instead of the
genitive smn.emk(Wn, used generally. The former is a hapax legomenon in the
archaic gospel texts.

Other loci for mnem-Tve in the gospels: Me 12,15; Lu 21,1. In later Church
Slavic texts of Russian redaction the derivates and compounds MPUTKOPKCTKO,
MOYCTOCKATKCTK/1, MCT/IEMKCTKO, (UIMEHKHUCTKO also render the Greek word.

In the later Old Slavic texts nmumpkceTko also occurs (cf. Jagic’s Entste-
hungsgeschichte, 186, p. 310). In the Gospel of Halic we read nnuen”Hue that
seems to reflect Greek XQOocoxoxoir|ai<; which actually existed but in the sense
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‘mask-making’ (fabricatio larvarum). Its relation to nmuenpuaTue see below, in
the entry for nuuemtp*. The compound nuuenpusATre corresponds to a Greek
*7tQoacD7toévbuai<;, *rcQoaamoavaiQeai<; ‘masking oneself, assuming a mask of
something’.

The Latin passages contain the loanword hypocrisis, but in Me 12,15 the
deadjectival noun versutia ‘ruse, trick’ can be read.

The Gothic liutei ‘hypocrisy’, alongside with the nomen agentis Huta
‘hypocrite’, is perhaps related to the verb liuton ‘to cheat, to deceive’. Luther’s
translation applies a nomen actionis here, die Heuchelei ‘dissembling, double-
dealing’ (as the term used for ‘hypocrite’ is generally der Heuchler ‘dissembler,
doubledealer?).

The Romanian nomen actionisfatérie comes from the verbfétari ‘to deceive,
to dissemble’ (but fatérnicie was formed from the deverbal noun fatérnic
‘hypocrite’.

As for the Albanian loanword ipocrisi, Greek, Latin and Italian borrowing
may be equally supposed.

The earlier form of the Hungarian word képmutatds was képmutalas
‘changing of face’ (cf. Guary Codex, 66). Its present form (since the 16th century)
is a popular etymology: instead of the obsolete Latin loanword mutalni (mutare
‘to change’) the original Hungarian mutatni ‘to show’ penetrated the compound,
transforming it into a popular etymology.

In the Kralice Bible pokrytstvi occurs (in a later variant: pokrytectvi). The
modern Russian text has preserved the Church Slavic nmueméple.

The other Slavic equivalents of the OIld Slavic word are: B. nuuemepue
(nmuemépcTBo); Sr.-Cr. (NpuTBOPHOCT); Russ, vuemépure (IMLEMEPCTBO, SnLe-
MEPHOCTb, /iMuemépctame); UKr. (nuuem!pcTBo, nueaeTso); M. iMLemepcTBo;
Cz. (licomérnictvi, licomérnost, pokrytectvi); SIk. (pokrytectvo, svatusstvo,
pokryteckosf); P. (hipokryzja); H.So. (hipokriza, pojatocina); L.So. (hypo-
kryza, falsna swétosc).

— Probably a caique neologism, formed from the compound nuuemTp. (see
below), just as the neutral adjective form nuuemepHo and the verbs nuuemTpuTy,
JMUeMKPKCTKOKTTM which do not occur in the archaic gospel texts. The Western
Slavic words related to nokpyt meant originally ‘self-concealment, clandestin-
ity’ (in a pejorative sense). (As for the supposed connection with a possible
*muemMl;n7>, see below nuuemTpsb).

162. Mn.emMKpb (YMOKpUTL) ~ O CTOXpNrL;
‘dissembler, hypocrite” Mt 6,5: Kai 6xav ngocTExncT3e, oltc écteade W, of
GnoKQiiai’ ~ i ergn mMomwm ca He KKaM o i vmeml>p>+ ‘and when ye are
praying, don’t be as the hypocrites’.

In Old Slavic singulars we can recognize the influence of the 9th century
minuscular codices as e.g. that of e76 and en76 (Soden’s marks!).
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Similar loci: Mt 7,5; 15,7; 23,14; 23,23; Me 7,6; Lu 6,42; 11,44; 13,15. In
other passages we find the loanword ynokputt instead, as in M1 6,2; 22,18; 23,13;
23,15; 23,27; 23,29; 24,51; Lu, 12,56. The archaic codices, apparently for
styhstical reasons, varied freely the words nuuem-b”™ and viiokpmt? In the later
Old Slavic texts the word nmuem Kb was applied for interpreting the compound
OaonXo<; ‘smeaking, sly, perfidious’, too. — The Church Slavic texts contain the
Words nO/CIOKATh MK)ALTbLK noTxwbirn, too.

In the Gospel of Halic we read nuueg-kvn which would correspond to a Greek
seoowunotcoilfmc; ‘mask-maker; a man masking oneself.

In the later Church Slavic of Russian redaction we can read M>vma>vi||1icA,
too.

In the Latin we find the loanword hypocrita; in the Gothic, the aforesaid
nomen agentis liata (or Huts as an adjective). In Otfrid’s gospel harmony, the
word lihizari meant ‘flatterer’ (11, 20,11), but driagari (11, 21,9) probably
‘deceiver’. Luther’s deverbal noun Heuchler has the primary sense of ‘double-
dealer’.

The Romanian fatérnic and the Albanian ipokriter show the expected
parallelism with the nomen actionis mentioned above (see fmuem-kpuc). The old
Hungarian képmutalé (word for word: ‘face-changer’) became later, by popular
etymology, képmutaté (word for word: ‘face-shower’).

In the Kralice Bible we read pokrytec; in the Russian edition of Stockholm the
Old Slavic nnuembpb has been preserved.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: B. nuuemép; Sr.-Cr.
nunuemep (Cr. licimer); Sin. licumerec; Russ, nuuemép; Ukr. nuuem!p; M.
nnuemep; Cz. licomér(nik), (pokrytec); Slk. (pokrytec, svdtuskar); P. licemier
nik (hipokryta, swiqtoszek); H.So. (swjatula); L.So. (swétarski).

— Itis a caique neologism if it was created for the purpose of translating the
Greek naokgnty,; which had meant originally ‘imitator, actor in the theatre’; in
Latin: ‘histrio’. But it is much more probable that originally it was used with the
double meaning of the Greek npoawsonol7)Tr|<;: ‘actor’ and ‘hypocrite’. The
Greek word in the Acts of the Apostles (10,34) spoctalloX.lprr|(;, means
‘(unjust) distinguisher of the persons, partial towards somebody’, and is
translated into Latin as acceptor personarum, however, perhaps due to the basic-
sense of its constituents, it was interpreted by the Slav Apostles also as ‘a person
taking over the face (of other persons)’, thus ‘dissimulator, dissembler,
hypocrite’. In its original sense, however, the more precise /muen()VWATKHBL
superseded it (in the Kralice Bible we also find the precise prijimac osoh after the
Latin, as in the Hungarian the compound személyvalogaté). In this case it is also
in connection with the Greek word spgoawso>,r|(u)\|na (in Rom. 2,11; Eph. 6,9;
Col. 3,25; James 2,1) rendered in later Old Slavic texts as swmn.enpuextuc (and
much later, in the Kralice Bible, as prijimani osoh), and by the compound
személyvalogatas in Hungarian (after the Latin personarum acceptio). The Old
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Slavic lunwuny could have corresponded to a Greek *Kf3oo0)7ronoit<; as well
‘face-maker?’); this Greek word actually existed in the sense ‘mask-maker’, and
its figurative sense can easily be supposed, which is also proved by the existence
of the later Old Slavic nuuea-ku. As a caique neologism, the word nuucmnp» was
highly appreciated by Jagic (“wunderbare Ubersetzung”).

That the Old Slavic word could mean ‘hypocrite, dissimulator’ indeed, seems
also probable from the original polysemantic meaning of MmupuTn itself as it is
seen in other Slavic languages (cf. Jagic’s remark about the Low Sorbian
reflexive verb nameras se ‘to simulate, to play-act, to pretend’ and the nomen
actionis naméranje ‘pretence, delusion’.

Some scholars (as Matzenauer, 271, e.g.) considered the Old Slavic word a
popular etymological variant of an older *rumewvkHT> with the meaning ‘face-
changer’ (maybe, a Lithuanian parallelism, very similarly to the later Old
Hungarian kép-mutalé. But this hypothetical Old Slavic form cannot be found
anywhere. Ifit had existed once and exerted an influence on Hungarian, it would
also have been preserved, probably at least in one Slavic language or dialect as
the source of the Hungarian word. But this is not the case, and borrowing in the
other direction is nonsense. The Hungarian compound, however, could perhaps
be established on the basis of the actually existing Slavic variants of mm,em>%
due to the polysemy of mKpuTK ‘to measure, to weigh, to try on, to fit on, to scale’
etc., by means of the Latin loanword mutare, similarly to, but independently of
the Lithuanian veidmainys ‘id.” (both of the Hungarian and the Lithuanian
missionaries were mostly Slavs). (See 218, pp. 112-113.)

163. mxeceBUMKTENK ~ 6 V[/EUS0paQTuq (6 »[/cnbouasnTnb)

‘false witness’. Mt 26,60: Kod ovy eugov NOXXUV tigocte®Oo6vtmv Veuéoli Ag-
taqwv. ~ | He oe(lTT>x Wi MHCrObIb JTHKEMb CbK-TyTe/lemMb npucTynuu«mn ‘and they
did not find [any proof), although many false witnesses came there’.

Similar locus: Mt 26,60 (second part of the verse) where we find a genitive
objective in the Savvina Kniga: cokugutenk nme>k\ ‘the witness of the lie’. (The
expression Siokecbk-ng-ETenk kwem see below in another entry.) The b of prothesis
Jike instead of Kis a Southern Slavic phonetism in some opinions. In the later
Church Slavic it was replaced by the popular etymology nkkecMugmTesk.

In the Latin the attributive phrasefalsus testis can be found. In the Gothic this
verse is not included but we know from other passages (e.g. Me 10,19 and Lu
18,20) that a compound, galiuga-veitvoda ‘lie-witness, mendacious witness’ was
applied in this sense. In Otfrid’s work we find the similar expression in plural
(lugge)urkundon (also in Luther’s text: vielfalscher Zeugen).

In the Romanian the adjectival construction martor mincinos ‘id.” appears in
this locus; in the Albanian, the phrase deshmi(m)tdr te-rrem ‘id’., inversely.

In the Hungarian we also see an attributive phrase: hamis tanu ‘id.”.
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The Kralice Bible uses the plural form falesni svédkové (in singular: falesny
svédek); the modern Russian text has preserved the Old Slavic compound, but in
the popular etymologic form (nxecBungeTens).

The other Slavic equivalents of the OId Slavic word are: B. nbxecBugérten;
Sr.-Cr. (nivkn>uB cBEROK); Russ, mxecsugetens; Ukr. (/mkecBLLoK); M. (naxeH-
cBefok); Cz. (lzesvédek); Sik. (lzisvedok, krivy svedok); P. (falszywy swiadek);
H.So. (falsny swedk); L.So. (falsny swede).

— Real structural caique, but in the Old Slavic it is still a borderline case
between the adjectival construction and the compound word: both its parts can
be declined separately. The Russian equivalent shows the popular etymological
influence of the verb Bugbtu (‘to see’) on (cvBUA'bTenb) ‘who saw the events’).
The Bulgarian word is perhaps borrowed from Russian, the Old Serbian had
been an archaism preserved up to the 18th century; however, the Western Slavic
compounds may be the caiques of a German compound Falschzeuge, too. The
modern Western Slavic and Serbo-Croatian equivalents have retained the stem
*sbved~, expressing the idea of ‘knowing something about’. The Ukrainian
shows the Western Slavic form with the Ukrainian development of »x, and the
Polish-type adjectival construction, too: anbiniiBuin ceiigok ‘id.’.

164a-b and 165. /TbXe CTHOKMKTENLCTKO, JI/)Ke CTHOKIDKTCILCTKUC, JTHKE ChKOKIKHME
~ f| v|/Eu5opotQTueiot

“false proof, false evidence, false testimony’. Mt 26,59: Oi 8E &exieReiq kal To
ouvéSaiov QAOV éMycouv v|/eo80iaQTt)Qlav kaTa Toli TqaoO ~ *e i
cTagun » | CENHVI> KiOK » (CKay>K siska CMKIKTESDK na [GA ‘But the high priests,
and all the Sanhedrin there, were looking for a false testimony against Jesus’.

This Old Slavic text variant appears in the Assemani exclusively: in the other
archaic manuscripts /ooKec KDKTeNb can be read, which indicates that the later
interpreters were translating from a Greek text where the form tenbopagTnga
occurred instead of den8opasntugla (supposably caused by the influence of the
following verse, Mt 26,60). This text, instead of 6 oixé8giov 6Xov, contained oi
neecthiiTeaT; its translation was the Old Slavic ctagun. Most of the Greek
codices share this property, and among the Latin manuscripts the Codex
Brixianus (Vic) and Codex Monacensis (Vile) as well.

Thus n'rokecbk-KDKTENKCTKO appears in the earliest Old Slavic gospel texts as a
hapax legomenon; it is, similarly, the identical mxecbloxmrHME, which occurs in
Mt 15,19'in the enumeration of the sins “coming from the heart”.

In the later Church Slavic we can find the popular etymological
TIOKCCBIOKIHKTCIIKCTKO.

As for the translation of the Greek uaatupwy and pagTugia ‘evidence,
testimony’ cbk-KMDKTeNKCTKO is the most frequent of all in the Old Slavic gospels (23
times); CbKKZ Kvne occurs only 4 times, and CbKOKA KTC/IKCTKMIC in a single locus (Jo
3,24). The difference between OKIOKIDKTENKCTKO and CHIoK-KMKC seems to have been

201



the result of dialectal differences: where both of these variants can be found for
one locus in all the archaic texts (Me 1,44), CbK-BATITENLCTKO appears in the
Codices Zographensis, Assemanianus and Savvina Kniga.

In the Latin text we find falsum testimonium in these passages. In the Gothic
Mt 26,59 and 15,59 is absent, though we can conclude from similar phrases that
the compound galiugaveitvodi was used in this sense. The variations veitvodei,
veitvodeins and veitvopia do not seem to amount to the use of caHBg-BTeNIKCTKO and
cbkunuHre. Luther’s mostly applied term is the attributive expression falsche
Zeugnis.

In the Romanian we find the adjectival construction marturie mincinoasa, in
the Albanian deshmin te-rrem, with the same meaning ‘false testimony’.

Karoli’s Hungarian text interpreted these loci as hamis bizonysag “false proof
or hamis tanusag ‘“false testimony’. In the recent texts, the word used in everyday
life and jurisdiction, hamis bizonyiték ‘false evidence’ occurs. All these are
attributive constructions.

The Kralice Bible reflects its original Latin with falesné svidectvi; in the
Russian edition of Stockholm we find the popularly Russified Church Slavic
word nKecBnAeTeNbCTBO.

The other Slavic equivalents of the OId Slavic word are: B
bXKecBnaeTencTBo; Sr.-Cr. (nakaHo cBefo4aHCcTBO); Russ, KeCBUAETENbCTBO;
UKr. (mkeeBLlgHHA); M. (naxnueo cBupaeTenctso); Cz. (lzisvédectvi, krivé
svédectvi); Sik. (lzisvedectvo, krivésvedectvo); P. (falszyweswiadezenie); H.So.
(falsne swédcenje); L.So. (falsne swédeanje).

The Bulgarian compound comes from the Russian, and the latter from the
Church Slavic, as influenced by kmnmxTu (cf. the entry for LmKeCHIOKANTENK).

— Real structural caiques, but only nxecbk-bauTensCTKo has been preserved
in the Russian. Hence it has been “repatriated” into Bulgarian. The variant
JTBXXeCbK-bAUTENKCTLLE seems to be an original Moravianism.

166. ke ki \TrcmarkokT ~  (henbopapTnieco
‘to testify falsely, to bear a false testimony’. Me 10,19: pf| tpovelcrqi;, pf]
poixelorji; pf| kAadt, pf| VeuBopag TUQII<TY<; » ~ He Np-K/ O™ [-bl * He OyKLL  He
OYKPAAN  He JThe CbKnauTeAKCTKoyW « ‘thou knowest the commandments: thou
shalt not make adultery, shalt not kill, shalt not steal, shah not testify falsely’.
As seen, the OId Slavic enumeration is different from the original Greek. The
cause is unknown; the translator may have used a different text as a source, or he
may have changed the order on purpose, e.g. for the sake of the rhythm, as
suggested by the verse punctuation. (If this is the case, the interpreter’s aim was
perhaps a textual emphasis or lightening from a catechetical point of view.)
Similar loci: Me 14,56; 14,57. In the later Church Slavic we read
JTHKECHKUANTENBCTKOBATH.
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As for the variants in the ancient manuscripts, the following distribution can
be found: Me 10,19: nbX1 CbK-KAUTENLCTKOBATK, in the Marianus, nbxm
cokauTenkeTkokT in the Nikolja Gospel; Me 14,56 mxu cmug-, in the
Zographus; Me 14,57: 30K cCbKug-, everywhere.

In the Latin text the translation, according to the sense, isfalsum testimonium
dicere ‘to say false evidence’; in the Gothic, visan galiuga-veitvode ‘to be a false
witness’, and galiug veitvodjan ‘to testify falsely’. In Luther’s text we read the
expressions falsch Gezeugnis reden, falsch Zeugnis gehen.

The Romanian marturisi mincinos ‘to testify falsely’ is close enough to the Old
Slavic though it is not its exact reflection; the Albanian ap deshmin té-rrém ‘to
give false evidence’ is nearer to the Latin popular form testimonium falsum
facere.

In Karoli’s Hungarian interpretations the expressions hamis tanubizonysagot
tenni, hamis tanusagot sz6lni, hamis vallast tenni also followed the Latinfalsam
confessionemfacere. In modern texts we mostly read the adverbial construction
hamisan tanGskodni ‘to testify falsely’.

In the Kralice Bible we find the expected phrases vydati falesné svédectvi and
dati krivé svédectvi after the Latin variant falsum testimonium dare and the
Germanfalsche Zeugnis gehen. The Russian edition of Stockholm has preserved
the Church Slavic form (with the above-mentioned influence of kuguTn):
mkecsugeTenbcTBoBaTb. The Russian Church Slavic texts contain the ex-
pressions He Mo NMPXKUA-B CKNUALYNTU, NIOKKHO CLUATTENIKCTKOKXTU as well.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: B. nbxxecBuabTencr-
BoBatu; Sr.-Cr. (pébu naxkaHo cBefoYaHCTBO); Russ, /HKECBUAETENIbCTBOBAT;
UKr. (mkeeBliumTn); M. (peye naxnuso cBuaetenctso); Cz. (dati krivé
svédectvi); Sik. (krivo svédeit’); P. (swiadczyc siqfalszywie); H.So. (swédcic
falsno); L.So. (swédeas falsne).

The Russian verb comes from the Old Slavic, and the Bulgarian from the
Russian.

— Real (structural) caique expression ifit is not acompound; ifso, itisa real
structural caique.

167. NbXecbBUA'BTENK kmith ~ \|/et>8opaQTi>gé(l

‘to be a false witness’. Lu 18,20: tat; ovtoAdd; 6iba?' pq potxelaqi;, pq cpovedaqg,
pg KAAK, pg vlfeuSopagu>gg(yq(;, ripa tév naréga aoi) icai tqv pgTEga ~
3MMOKNAM KUCU- He owrihe He Hie™ d i - He OYKP/OW- HC JTOHEEbK-KI-bTeNIK
BXAN 4bTW onf TBoero i bixte™K ¢ ‘thou knowest the commandments: thou shalt
not kill, shalt not commit adultery, shalt not steal, shalt not be a false witness,
esteem thy father and thy mother’.

This variant can be read in the Zographus; but in the Marianus: HU NbXK
Cbkua-BTeNb KXKAM, and in the Assemani and Savvina Kniga: HW bXu
cbkugutens. (The order of the commandment also differs in the archaic
codices.)
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Similar locus: Mt 19,18 (everywhere nme cbkugutenk Kmtn). In other
passages the Savvina Kniga contains the phrase H1 >k nocnoyuwm, and in later
texts the compound JTEXeNOC/IoY' LLKCTKOKITT also occurs.

In later Church Slavic the popular etymological nbXecMUANTENK kwim OCCUTS.

In the non-Slavic texts the above-mentioned interpretations can be read,
except the Gothic where, in Lu 18,20, we find a phrase, corresponding exactly to
the OId Slavic: ni galiuga-veitwods sijais ‘don’t be a false witness’, which also
proves the existence of the above-mentioned expression galiuga veitvoda visan
‘to be a false witness’ (Me 10,19; but the locus Mt 19,18 cannot be found in the
Gothic). As for the other correlations, see above.

— Caique expression, on the basis of a Greek compound word but, perhaps,
with a Gothic mediation.

168. nMbXb rpopoky, ~ 6 \|/ei>Soirlo<pTytri<;
‘false prophet’. Mt 7,15: MpaocTéxeTe &nd xebv \|fevbosno<pr|TiA)Y, ~ Kvew/ute
0Tb /TXL)CL NP> ‘Beware of the false prophets’.

Similar loci: Mt 24,11; 24,24; Me 13,22, Lu 6,26. Later the compound
men(ex)okb became common in Church Slavic.

The adjectival construction /mxvkv npopoHn that can be read in Me 13,22 in the
Nikolja Gospel, suggests a Serbo-Croatian vocalism and way of adjective
formation; thus it cannot be considered an archaic passage. In late Church
Slavic the attributive expressions JIOXKHT, MPOPOKb, HEMP&KKILKDL MPOPO0. Occur as
well.

In the Latin texts the adjectival constructionfalsus propheta and the borrowed
compound pseudopropheta alternate.

In the Gothic we find two partial compound translations (semicaiques) from
related stems: liugna-prophetus and galiuga-prophetus.

Luther uses the attributive expression die falsche Propheten.

In the Romanian an attributive construction appears, similarly to the Latin:
prophet mincinos; in the Albanian also, we find a loanword with the expected
epitheton: profét i-rréT.

The Hungarian texts vary, just like the Latin, the adjectival phrase hamis
proféta “false prophet” with the compound alpréféta ‘pseudoprophet’. In the
later translations the epithetic construction is more frequent, but the alternation
of the two forms does not show an exact parallelism between Latin and
Hungarian.

The Kralice Bible generally uses the expression falesny profét after the Latin,
while the Russian text retains the Old Slavic compound.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: B. nb)enpopok; Sr.-
Cr. (nd)icjbHB npopok, niixaH NPopoK); Russ, Hkenpopok; UKr. mkenpopok; M.
(nakeH npopok); Cz. lziprorok; Sik. lIziprorok; P. (falszywy prorok); H.So.
(falsny profét); L.So. (falsny profét>,
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— Real structural caique, though in the archaic Old Slavic texts the fusion of
the two words does not appear definitive. The lack of Polish and Sorbian
compound caiques seem to point to the Moravian character of this Old Slavic
expression (in Czech and Slovak, too).

The word ™ oka itself is also a caique (see later).

169. naxu XpUCTUM ~ Oi V)/cuddxei<Icoi

‘false Christ, pseudochrist’. Mt 24,24: eyep3pcToyTom yolg \|[/eu8oxeiOT° | K
V//euBoKQOcpf)Tal ~ kactawwkra KO navkun! YU i nawn ooiin ¢ *for there will
arise false prophets and false Christs’. Similar passage: Me 13,22,

In later Church Slavic nAxexpuctA is common. In the Nikolja Gospel we find
the plural mwmkm xpuctn which shows a Serbo-Croatian vocalism, thus it is not
an archaic locus. In later Russian Church Slavic nowaa XpuctocA and
MCIYYIKKIMK T XpreToch also occur.

In the Latin the loanword pseudochristus appears. In the Gothic this verse is
not translated, but in Me 13,22 the expected galiuga-xristjus appears as a
structural caique.

In Luther’s text we meet the plural attributive formfalsche Christi (the Latin
plural of the proper name has been preserved).

In the Romanian the adjectival phrase Xristos mincinos can be readjust as in
the Albanian: Khrisht i-rrhem (both of them with postpositive attributes).

In the Hungarian texts hamis Krisztus and alkrisztus alternate (even today).

The Kralice Bible contains the attributive phrase falesni Kristové (just as in
Jakubica’s Low Sorbian text), while the Russian text has preserved the
compound smkexpucTbl in the plural. As for the other Slavic equivalents of the
Old Slavic word, they—as in the case of J1AerpopokA—partly corresponding
compounds, partly adjectival expressions; in Old Serbian, however, we can find
NBXeXpUcTs, just as in Old Russian and Middle Bulgarian, too.

— Real structural caique, in a terminological development; but inasmuch
Christ is a non-translated Greek personal name, the compound is a partial
translation, i.e. a semicaique.

170. MAMOKTPA ~ GX.tyorcicxxoq
‘pusillanimous, faint-hearted” Mt 8,26: Kai Léyei auxotq' xi 5eiA.oi érne,
07Niyoniaxot; ~ irna ima ® UKTOCTATUKM ecTe MK » “And He says to them:
Why %e ye timid, ye faint-hearted?’ (Word for word: ‘of little faith’.) Similar
loci: Mt 6,30, 14,31; 16,8; Lu 12,28.

In later Church Slavic the derived manoxtQHY) occurs very often, and its
synonym is MAooyTKHA ~ 0OXiyovin)xo<; (word for word: ‘of little spirit’.)
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The Latin modicae fidei is a genitivus qualitatis, just like the expressions
minimaefidei and pusillaefidei which have a similar meaning, as the adjectives
modicus, pusillus and minimus nearly mean the same, ‘light, little’.

In the Gothic we find a participial form with an adverb: leitilgalaubjands. This
apostrophe is rendered by Luther by kleinglaubig, a compound adjective.

The Romanian translations render this passage with a phrase consisting of an
adverb and an adjective: putin credincios. In the Albanian, however, bese-paké is
a compound (with an inverse word order).

In the Hungarian, the adjectival expression kicsiny hit(i with the qualitative
suffix of the noun corresponds exactly to the Latin. (In recent editions we see the
more usual form kishit, a compound of similar construction and of identical
meaning.)

In the Kralice Bible the genitivus qualitatis 6 maié viry occurs, the modern
Russian text applies the adjective manosbpHbIii in the plural vocative.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: B. (MasioBepeH);
Sr.-Cr. (manogywaH, Manogywwun); Russ, manosep (manoBepHblit); UKr.
manoBép (manos!pHuii); M. manoBepeH); Cz. (malovérny); Sik. (maloverny);
P. (maloduszny; malowarkowie, 16th c.); L.So. (malowérjecy); H.So.
(malowériwy).

— Real structural caique. It may be considered as a Moravianism because the
suffixed form is universal in the Slavic languages—though the Western Slavic
forms can be explained, partly, by reference to a late German form kleinglaubig,
too.

N. B. Perhaps the Moravianism of similar construction (though here,
probably, not the caique) miomowTk exerted an influence on the establishment
of mokfgr Old Serbian manomoii(aHb); B. manomoLleH; Russ, MaslOMOYHbIN;
P. malomocny; L.So. malomocny; H.So. malomocny serve for translating the
Greek avaitriQog or kdXAd< and the Latin debilis, too.

In the Gothic we find the adjectives hamfs ‘lame’ and gamaips ‘cripple’,
respectively. In Luther’s text it is mostly Krippel ‘cripple’. The Ukrainian form
seems to be a Polish loanword. The Church Slavic miomoiiK and MUIOMOLLKHB
were changed to the adjectives HemOLLb, HEMOLLKHDB, MOSK, KOSIKHB (KOIKH/IKE) and
the noun sunkHukn. In the Old Slavic gospels we find maiomowmk in Me 9,43 and
Lu 14,14. The Greek word stock contains a compound oXiyoSQavqg which
corresponds exactly to the Old Slavic mnnomowk, but the Greek compound does
not occur in the well-known archaic Greek gospel codices. Thus the compound
ManomMowTb cannot be considered a caique of Greek origin here. It seems to
have been a caique neologism in interpreting the Greek ota3evf|<; and atxpcocrTo<;
in 1, Cor. 11,30, but it is more probably a real structural caique of the Greek
oXiyoaOevry; and 6XiyobQaviy;.
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The similar Greek compound adjective, 65nyo6aayTy;, does not occur in the
gospels, nor does 6ATyocTeyTy; but we can find these and others, e.g. 6cvanr)Qoi;,
QtééwaToq, daSevfy;, kuMxk; in other Greek scripture texts.

171-172. mumonTn, M1bbKTU ~ TtagelLeoCTopai, (&VTt)rcoiQff>.Sov

‘to come to an end, to pass away, to vanish’. Lu 21,33: 6 oligotvdq kan fi yfj
napeA.elicroytan,0l 5e >.6yoi pon 06 pp nageXe6eroytan. - hko 7 3*mah wumo
lact/>* h UI0KOCT MOM HC wiaTs N(Mn.TY ‘the heaven and the earth pass away, but my
words do not pass away’.

Similar loci: Mt 24,34; 24,35 (bis); 26,39,26,42; Me 14,35. In these verses the
verb nageXeunctopaa has the sense ‘to pass away, to come to an end’, but we find
wamowrn t0 QO across’ in other passages (Lu 10,31; 10,32, 22,59; Jo 9,1),
expressing a concrete local relation. In Mt 8,28 we read wu.x+.w in the
Zographus and the Marianus instead of mumonTy, in a concrete sense.

In the later texts the compound verbs mumorpnctn and nptutn can also be
found instead of mumo utw; they usually have a concrete sense. In Church Slavic
texts Mo, M(wwmn and npcTxTu also appear, in concrete and abstract sense
alike.

In the Latin texts transire occurs in the passage in a figurative sense, and the
verb praeterire, too. In the Gothic, the prefixed verb \>airh-gaggan ‘to go
through’ can express a figurative sense and a concrete local relation alike.
Luther’s text uses the verb vergehen in a temporal sense (e.g. Lu 21,31), but
vorubergehen in a local sense (e.g. Lu 10,31-32).

Similar is the situation to the Gothic in the non-Slavic languages of the Balkan
where the Romanian trecea and the Albanian shkoj verbs occur both in a
concrete and in a figurative sense in the passages where the Greek text applies
fAapeAxiicropon and &MMisfaar|X.9oy. But in the Hungarian, Karoli drew a
distinction between the figurative elmulni and the concrete elkeriilni. This
difference has been preserved up to now (but the concrete local meaning is
expressed by elmenni mellette ‘to go away beside’ as well).

The Kralice Bible has the verbpominouti in the cited passage; the Russian text
of Stockholm renders it by the verb npeiitii (cf. Old Slavic M(>Tm), but in a
concrete sense (as Lu 10,31; 10,32) we meet NnpoiATK MUMO.

As for the living Slavic languages, we do not find the derivates of the verb
npuTK, but mmmxTn or its aspectual pairs (above mumounTn). Such are, e.g.:
B. mMuHa, muHiiBam; M. mMuHyBa; Sr.-Cr. MUHYTU; RUSS, MWUHYTb, MWHaTb,
MUWHOBIiTb, MUHIABbIBaTb; UKr. MWUHYTW, MWHATW, MUHOBWATW; Cz. minoulti,
minovati; Sik. minut’; P. mingc(sig); H.So. minyc so; L.So. minus se, mijas se.

The OId Slavic miumo nTK has been preserved in the Serbo-Croatian mumobu,
mMumonn mmum6iiiém, but its traces can be found in other Slavic languages, e.g.
Cz. mimojdouci ‘passing (by), transitory’; Sik. mimoidUci ‘passer-by’.

207



The verb muHxTn seems to be Common Slavic but mumo utn is a later
compound that did not spread into every Slavic language. Thus, in the Marianus
and the Zographus we find muHxTn for Mt 8,28, but mmumo ntn appears in the
Ostromir; although, mmumo ntu can be found in each archaic manuscript. The
Czech and Slovak seem to point to the fact that it was a Moravianism, applied
in each Church Slavic redaction but not preserved fully, except in Russian and
Serbo-Croatian. The Cz. mimochodem ‘besides’, P. mimochodem, Russ,
Mumoxogom, Sr.-Cr. mimorpég ‘id’also indicate a similarity in outlook with the
Old Slavic.

— On the basis of the Greek nageAe6aouay, MUXTK is a semantic caique,
MmO UTK, however, is a real structural caique where it has the sense ‘to vanish,
to come to an end’, and is a simple translation in the concrete meaning ‘to go
across, to pass by’ (Greek avcmagfj~Oov).

173. MMMO XoaUTN ~ najénxopiu

‘to disregard’; ‘to omit, to pass away’. Lu 11,42; Kai nageaxeade tqv kgioiv Kai
xflv atyangv Toii 3e0C. ~ | MMMO X0auTe OKAb | /MMOKK MIMHK. ‘... and ye
disregard the justice and the love of God’.

The compound muMo xoamTu occurs in other passages as well (Mt 20,30;
27,39; Me 2,23; 11,20; 15,21; 15,29; Lu 18,36; 18,37) but not in the meaning‘to
disregard, to omit’; it mostly serves here for translating the concrete local sense
of the verbs nagayw and napanoge6bouab In the Macedonian Acts of the
Apostles it renders the verb biégxopai, too. In later Church Slavic npoxogntu,
npoxoxmyTmn also occurs.

In the Latin we find praeterire. In the Gothic, this locus is absent but we can
conclude from other verses (e.g. Me 2,23) that Wulfila translated all these verbs
(nagégxopai, nagayto, naganopetopai) with the prefixed verb frairh-gaggan ‘to
pass through’. Luther’sexpression in the passage of Lu 11,42 is tbergehen vor (+
dative), but vorubergehen, durchhingehen and wandeln in a concrete local
meaning.

The Romanian texts contain the expression lasa la o parte; in the Albanian a
similar solution is the phrase mbe nj’ané, from the verb le (lashe, 1éne) ‘to let’
and the noun ané ‘side’.

In Karoli’'s Hungarian text we read the compound verb hatrahagyni (word for
word: ‘to leave back’), that is an interpretation rather similar to those mentioned
above. In later texts we read other verbs which exhibit more abstract meanings:
elmulasztani ‘to omit’, elhanyagolni ‘to neglect’, semmibe venni ‘to disregard, to
disdain’.

As for the other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic verb, see what was said
in relation to muHXTU. Except in the Russian, mvmo X°AuTn has not been
preserved in living Slavic languages, but the instr. case of Mumoxoab occurs in
Russian and Bulgarian, in an abstract adverbial sense, as the Czech mimochodem
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(where the noun itself means ‘amble, pace’, perhaps by the influence ofjinochod).
In Serbo-Croatian where the continuation of mumo ntn has been preserved
(Mumonbun, mumobu), we find mumoin[3]nasmTn as its aspectual doublet; but in-
stead of mmmoxop (miimorpég) lives in an instrumental-adverbial sense:
‘besides, en passant’. The word occurs in Czech and Russian as a full paradigm
(though it does not belong to the basic vocabulary), and there exist some related
adjectival forms, too.

— It is a real structural caique in Lu 11,42; in other passages it is a simple
translation. It can also be a Moravianism: the derived nouns have been
preserved in Czech and in the Russian through Church Slavic as an entire
paradigmatic system.

174. wvmuorornv'onmie ~ p TioXiAoyia

‘loquacity, talkativeness; Mt 6,7: Sokouctiv yap 6xi év xf) noXuA-oyia auxdv
€icaKOUCT9fiaovxtxv ~ mMkHaTh ca uko Kb mMNost mvHM CKOEMK ®  OYC/TbUMNJTHU
BNUDKTL * ‘because they believe that they will be heard for their loquacity’.

The word noXuX.oyia and its Old Slavic correspondent are hapax legomena in
the New Testament. The use of locative is an Aramaism here.

In later Church Slavic MbHOro(rbHiC, MbHOTOC/IOKVC, MBHOTOKECWU/IOKbHIE also occur
(instead of mbHOro we find kere, to0o).

The Latin multiloquium appears to be a caique after the Greek, though it can
be met as early as in Plautus (Mercator 31,37).

In the Gothic there exists a similar compound: ftluvaurdei. But while in Gothic
we also read the related verb in this same verse (filu-vaurdjan) which is similar to
the Latin multum loqui, in the Old Slavic, in accordance with the Greek
RaxxoA,0yeo), another verbal compound can be found: nworniroum (Mt 6,7).
The compound mumvorneronrcr appears in the Codex Suprasliensis (70,10) in the
meaning ‘to chatter, to gabble’). (In this codex other M~Noro-compounds can also
be met with). It is impossible to decide whether the Old Slavic verb was a real
compound, but this supposition seems to be supported by the fact that the
compound verbs noXvXoyétii and TToXwAnkeco actually existed in the Greek.
The nominal compound was not quite established in Old Slavic (in kb
wwnosxrnaronnnun the cOMponents were apparently declined separately).

Otfrid uses the expression managfalton worto. In Luther’s text a subordinate
clause renders the Greek (or Latin) compound: wenn sie viel Worte machen.

In the Romanian an attributiva locution, vorhirea multéd corresponds to
TioXuXoyia (but m8nTb KoK by Micu-Clain). In the Albanian we also find a
postpositive attribute: fja-1éte e-shuma.

The Hungarian texts use the expression sok beszéd ‘much speaking’, and this
also appears in the later translations. In the latest Catholic versions (e.g. in 1973)
we can find some very elegant solutions with a re-verbalization: sz6t szaporitani
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(word for word: ‘to multiply the word’) and émlik bel6lik a szé ‘words are
pouring from them’.

The Kralice Bible and the Bratislava text apply the compound mnohomluv-
nost from the adjective mnohomluvny, in the modern Russian text the
synonymous MHorocnoBie appears that also goes back to the Old Slavic. — In
Jakubica’s translation we read this Low Sorbian variation: gdiby wele slow
czinili “if (when) they made many words’; after Luther’s version: wenn sie viel
Worte machen.

The OId Slavic word has been retained in the Russian only; the related
adjective exists in Russian and Serbo-Croatian (MHorornaronmsblii and
MHorornarcvbms, resp.) Similar adjectives exist in other Slavic languages, too,
e.g., the Macedonian mHoros6opnue, Czech and High Sorbian mnohorecny. etc.
In Russian we find a lot of synonyms of the OId Slavic noun, such as
MHoroBeiuaHie, MHorocsi6sle, MHOrOC/IOBHOCTb, MHOropéyle, MHoOrope-
4nBocTb, NycTOOicmie, nycTopeyne etc., on the basis of (or, influenced by)
Church Slavic. In Ukrainian similar compounds exist, but rather with the
popular antecedent parts 6arato- and Bene-. In Polish we find wieloméwny, a
similar compound.

— Real structural caique, though it was at first rather a caique expression
than a compound. The verb nmuxornnronrcr, which occurs in the same verse, can
be considered to have been originally an occasional word group for rendering
Borrto- (RaTTa-)7.0yea) and thus this is a simple translation rather than a precise
decalquisation: RanoT-oyeco seems to be related to the same root as it appears in
3aixagi™to ‘to stutter, to falter’, and thus, it is an onomatopoetic word (like
Latin balbutio and barbarus; cf. Berber).

175. MitNorouHNKINZ> ~ - 710X t) Tipos;

‘of great value, highly valuable’. Mt 13,46: eligrov 5& evoc noA.(mpov uapyagktiy
6tne>9mv nénpgakey ndvia 6aa e!xEV kan qyOQOUTEV alitov. ~ (ke OBPTb eauH?.
MNoroiiffcNNh KUCKPD © LUK7> Mpoax mee (M KHue ( koynm e« ... but having found a
highly valuable pearl, going away he sold all that he had, and he bought it’.
Similar locus: Jo 12,3.

The OIld Slavic compound has the meaning ‘highly appreciated, highly
esteemed’ in the Codex Suprasliensis (105,19), related to the verb upaco ‘to
esteem’, but in this same codex (492,28) it corresponds to the compound
no3.UTeXfig, with the meaning found in the gospel: ‘expensive, dear’. In Church
Slavic we meet the compound npron.T:HKHT>, too.

The Latin text applies the adjective pretiosus ‘valuable, expensive’ as a simple
translation. In the Gothic this passage cannot be found, but in Jo 12,3 the
compound filugalaubs is also an exact caique. Luther’s translation contains the
simple denominal adjective kdstlich (in the last analysis, from the Low Latin
*costare < constare ‘to cost’).
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1

The Romanian genitivus qualitatis, margaréta de mult pre{ reminds us of the
Latin, in respect of its word-for-word meaning. The Albanian translation uses
postpositive attributes with adverbs: shume té-vjejturé and shume té-shtréjté.

In the Hungarian: draga ‘dear, expensive’; also a compound in Mt 13,46:
dragakd ‘precious stone’ (word-for-word sense as in the English), but in the
latest Catholic texts, more exactly: igazgydngy ‘real pearl’.

The Kralice Bible speaks of a velmi draha perla ‘very expensive pearl’. In the
Russian edition of Stockholm we read gparoueHHas >emuwyxuHa ‘highly
valuable pearl’.

The OId Slavic adjective MbHOroUMbIKHL is common in the Byzantine Slavic
culture. The Western Slavic languages apply the compounds with drago-
(draho-, drogo-), the prototype of which can also be found in the Old Slavic, and
equivalents in Eastern and Southern Slavic languages.

— Real structural caique, corresponding to the basic Slavic meaning of the
noun HUNX(which, however, meant ‘penalty, ransom’ according to its principal
Indo-European sense; cf. Greek Ttoivp, Latin poena).

176. M-bab ~ 0 XaAKXY

‘(copper-)money’. Me 12,41: éSetbget Tilg 6 O0yXoq Rct/Aci yankoy eiq To
ya™oprASAKey ~ KULKUb KVKO HX(K>Ob e MELTCTb MUMb Bb (I3XPUNIK'LLDK « ‘He
was watching how the crowd of people were throwing money into the collecting
box’.

In the later Russian Church Slavic ygy&H7>1 feHbra (plur. acc.) can be read,
too.

In the Latin we read aes with a similar change of meaning; in the Gothic this
locus is absent. Luther’s text contains the commonly used noun Geld ‘money’
(originally a variant of the Germanic Gold'gold’; from the same Indo-European
base as Slavic xentb ‘yellow’).

The Romanian bani de araTa means ‘copper-coin’, a construction of genitivus
materiae. The Albanian tehola ‘small coins, change’ comes from the adjective
holle ‘thin, fine, slight’; cf. teholl ‘to roll out (the past). The Hungarian texts
simply use the noun pénz ‘money, coin’.

Simple nouns (without adjectives) figure in the Kralice Bible and in the
modern Russian text as well: peniz and geHbru, respectively. The Czech noun
has its correspondents in other Slavic idioms, too, e.g. Old Slavic nsHa6b (cf.
English penny, German Pfennig); maybe the Church Slavic word was the source
of the Hungarian noun pénz ‘money’.

The correspondents of the Old Slavic word exist in every Slavic language, in
the meaning ‘copper’, but the sense ‘money’ is found in the Old Slavic only, and
in this verse it meant only ‘small change’; obviously this was made of copper (cf.
Latin aes for the smaller denominations; the greater money, denarius, to
Spvagtov was rendered into Old Slavic by the word of German origin, rreNASh
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‘farthing, silver shilling” coming from a Common Germanic form *pennings
(which word is related perhaps to the German Pfanne, English pan, penny
meaning primarily ‘a round dish of balance’).

— Semantic caique. If the Old Slavic translator also used the Latin texts here,
the Latin aes and as could play a role as a secondary indicator for the use of the
loan meaning.

N

177a-b-c. mncnoly]gn nx cnofy]av, NXQ/QYOLINKADYRL, NXcno[y]a-k NXcno[y]am
~ oupnowa aumgsocna

‘in succession, each beside another’. (Word for word: ‘by table companies
(tents), by groups’, in the Greek text) Me 6,39: teal ETtéra™Ev aoToii;
(ivaickiSiivai natvxotc anLpkbena anpkbeTra ~ 1 NoKexd; VT, nocxmumi ia nca e nx
crikar> ¢ HX cn»gba. (The forms crioygy. and cnog/> may be word contaminations.)
‘and He ordered to them to make all of them settled, each beside another’.

In the Nikolja Gospel we read nx cnoya-E nx cnoygtswhich is a locative form.

Similar locus: Lu 9,14, but here the Greek text shows the syntagm KAnoTa<;
d)OEl ‘so to say by tents’, and the Old Slavic renders it with nx crogw.

Instead of the Latin translation secundum contubernia it would have been
more precise to render the original Greek with per convivia (actually used in Lu
9,14).

In the Gothic translation we find Lu 9,14 only; here we find a plural accusative
form kubitums, from the Latin loanword kubitus ( < cubitus) ‘lying; place at the
table’. In Luther’s translation the solution is: bei Tisch vollen; in Lu 9,14: bei
Schichten, a translation according to the sense.

The Romanian interpreters translated this Me 6,39 passage with the
reduplication mese mese ‘by each table’, following thus the Greek and Old
Slavic; a similar order and meaning appears in Albanian with the Greek-Latin
loanword truveza-truveza (< Greek TpaneHa ‘table’).

Karoli’s Hungarian interpretation presents a free transformation here: mint
szoktak asztalhoz ulni lakodalomban ‘as they used to sit to the table in the
nuptials’. In Lu 9,14 he simply says: minden rendbe ‘in all orders’. In the modern
Catholic version (e.g. in 1967, 1973 and 1981) we read csoportokban (‘in
groups’).

Similar solutions can be read in the Kralice Bible: posaditi vsechnim po houfich
‘that everybody should sit down, in groups’, and in the modern Russian
translation: no oTbaenéwsams ‘group by group’ and psgamn ‘order by order’.

The OId Slavic expression has been preserved in the Russian only, obviously
under the influence of Church Slavic. In Dahl’s opinion (81, IV, p. 294) its
original meaning was ‘down to the earth’. From this viewpoint the locative
(prepositive) case in the Nikolja Gospel is noteworthy. It seems possible that its
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basic meaning was 'area, field’; in this case the Old Slavic interpreters translated
this locus very freely, taking the context wisely into consideration.

— In the cited passages (in a double repetition) it is a syntactic caique, with a
solution near to the semantic caique.

178a-b. wacrawwuu«s, (OYUUTCAK) ~ O EAtOTATTY;, (6 KAOTYYTYITY;), (6 SiSdoK<xA.0q)
'teacher, master’. Lu 55: énwTtata, 5t° 0Xr|]g vuktés konracralae<; olSev
AXaBopEV' ~ NACTARhNHHC m OR HOIIITK KKCX TpoyX AbIMC CA +« HC HUYKCOXC.
'Master, we were working hard all the night, but we caught nothing’. Similar
loci: Lu 8,24; 8,45; 9,33; 9,49; 17,13.

The Greek compound éntoTatrTty; is a characteristic word of St. Luke’s
classicizing Gospel, while in the other three gospels we find the vocatives of the
nouns Ka&Tyyr|TTE and 5i84cncaXo<;. The Old Slavic texts sometimes use the
noun HXCTXKKHUK7> for rendering ka9uwir|xp<;, too (e.g. Mt 23,10); in other cases,
however, the deverbal noun ovimtcak appears for translating not only the
expected didaaxa”oq but kadryytycp«; as well.

In the Macedonian Acts of the Apostles (12th—4th cc.) we find mostly
n-tecToyn & Which (together with the verb nucrovaru) is @ living word in the
Eastern and Western Slavic languages. (It goes back to an Indo-European root
*poit~, identical with the root of the verb nuTnTn 'to nourish’). This Slavic word
became later, in Hungarian, pesztonka ‘nurse’, with a Hungarian diminutive
suffix.

The later Church Slavic texts use the abbreviated forms wxcrep>, wacrop,,
wancrop. as Well, coming through the Greek paiorcug (later also pacrroQa”, in a
popular form) from the Latin magister 'master, teacher’.

In the Latin translations we read praeceptor as a rule, corresponding to
éatoTartTy; (in other cases, the translation is magister).

In the Gothic, for érctotatT”?, the present participle taljzjands can be found
from the verb talzjan ‘to teach, to educate’. In other cases we can read the
deverbal noun laisareis which is related to the verb laisjan 'to teach’. Luther
applied the word Meister throughout.

In the Romanian the deverbal nouns invétator, the nomen agentis of the verb
inva(a 'to teach’ is used; a similar formation is the Albanian mesonjes from the
verb meséj ‘id.” (The primary meaning of the Romanian verb in the Balkanic
Low Latin may have been ‘to induce somebody to sin’: *in+ vitidre.)

The Hungarian texts, since Karoli have used the noun mester (in the last
analysis, from the Latin magister). But in Mt 23,16 where it is not Jesus who is
referred to Karoli uses the word doktorok corresponding to the Latin plural
form magistri and the Greek kal3ryytyraa (in the modern Catholic texts it is
vezet6k ‘leaders’).

The Kralice Bible uses the vocative of the loanword mistr (of Middle High
German, but eventually of Latin origin: magister)’, so do it the Slovak and Low
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Sorbian texts. The Russian edition of Stockholm has preserved the Old Slavic
word.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word have the meaning ‘teacher,
educator’: B. HacTaBHWK; Sr.-Cr. HACTaBHIK; Russ, HacTaBHWK; UKr. HacTaB-
HVUK; M. HacTaBHMK, P. (nastqwnica ‘regulator, adjuster’); Cz. (nastavajici
‘standing ahead, future’); Sik. (nastavajlci ‘id.”); L.So. (nastawajucy ‘coming
into being’; H.So. (nastawacy ‘id.”).

— Real structural caique, corresponding to éntotaxr|<; in Greek, part for part.
As for the Greek word ka$rlyr|xT)<;, the Old Slavic HACTXBbHUKDB is a simple
translation; or, in some cases, a semantic caique.

179a-b. HXC*IT7>N7>, (NXjAKHIKKNb) ~ £7tl0U0TOq
‘daily, supersubstantial, supernatural’ Lu 11,3: x6v goopov gpcav X0V é7uolicnov
8i50u %iiv x6 kad’ fApégav ~ nmiik H\OKHEKBH7>1 * M HXMb W1 KCWKb
L ’HK* ‘our daily bread [thou] give us every day’.

In the Zographus we find HxabHeKKMb, in the Savvina Kniga AbHeKKHb. In the
Nikolja Gospel a later phonetic variance, MHOOKWTKHL can be read which
perhaps also indicates that the numeral pronoun uHb began to take over the
sense ‘other’instead of‘one’; thus this compound may have meant: “ordered for
the following day”.

Similar locus: Mt 6,11 where, from among the archaic codices the Assemani,
Ostromir, and Nikolja present the form HxoKWTKHBL while in the Marianus and
Savvina Kniga we read NXCTXKiuxo (genitivus temporis); in the Zographus,
however, incompletely, the abridged form nxcrtoaiiit. . .

The compound nokkcoakHeKKHD is a later Russian Church Slavic variant just as
KKEAKHEKKHB and KOKIOAKHCKKHT» are.

As for the causes of the “lectiones variantes” and their relation to the Latin
translations see above, in the 3rd chapter of the Introduction (The Latinisms of
the Old Slavic Gospel Texts). But the Greek original could also have caused
some differences; because in this locus we can find a shorter variant: 86q fipiv
crgpeQov ‘give it to us to-day’.

In the Latin the adjective quotidianus ‘daily’ appears. In the older versions
(and even today in the Irish-Gallicane and Mosarabic liturgies) we also find the
adjective supersubstantialis ‘oversubstantial’ which gives a figurative meaning to
the word, referring to the Eucharistia. The Greek word can be explained in this
abstract way, too, though its everyday use supports the concrete explanation.
Most of the old Latin codices know this form. (The Ambrosian liturgy has
retained the word supersubstantialis.)

The Old High German text of Otfrid uses the word group thia dagalichen
Zuhti ‘the daily food’. In the Gothic we also find sinteins ‘daily’. Luther’s text
also interprets this adjective with taglich ‘daily’.
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The Romanian genitivus qualitatis de toate zilele and the Albanian 1é-
pérditéshmen also mean ‘daily’.

The Hungarian word is mindennapi, corresponding to the Latin quotidianus,
though sometimes the shorter form napi ‘daily’ occurs.

In the Kralice Bible the compound vezdejsi appears in the concrete Latin
meaning. The modern Russian translation has preserved the form HacywHbIi,
derived from the Old Slavic word.

The meaning ‘supersubstantial’, consequently, did not exert any influence on
these gospel translations.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: B. HacblueH; M.
HacyweH; Sr.-Cr. HacyiuHh; Russ, HacylHbIA, Hacywmin (HacTtosawmin); Ukr.
HacyXuHuin (HacywHuk ‘daily bread’).

The Western Slavic languages apply the forms corresponding to rbca and
NKHK.

— MBCXKLWWITKHD is a real structural caique, in both the supposed original senses.
Its external form exerted such an influence on Old Slavic language development
that, besides the form nbHCKKHB, in the Zographus a form bIAOBHekBHA also
appears. The variant naowumeva makes possible the explanation supersub-
stantial, too; the form nactoiaiiitb, however, has the meaning ‘real’. The Latin
edition of Madrid (1965) uses the version quotidianus in Lu 11,3, but
supersubstantialis in Mt 6,11, just like Merk’s bilingual editions.

The Mosarabic liturgical tradition supports the possibility of this double
sense. It must also be noted that the old codices S and D use here: 86q pplv
ofipegov which agrees with the Latin da nobis hodie, and the usual Church Slavic
text of the Chrysostomos’ Liturgy: gaskas nama OKMKCK ¢ ‘give us today’ which
follows the original Greek text of this liturgy.

180a-b. HeKBL3BANTMOAUTKHD, HcekassaarogaTkmva ~ &X®6ICTTC?

‘ungrateful, unthankful’ Lu 6,35: ... &rt aut6i; XQfin6i; eoriv éni Toii;
axaQlcrrouq k ai kovtiqoix; * ~ K< Ta kamt, €CTb B na He Kas6aarogvTaHaHa M |
sagaHa W ‘because He is also good to the ungrateful and the wicked’.

In the Zographus we find HekASBAAIommbHA! but in the Marianus
HeKASBNAIOSATKHA! (see also the difference between BnAlog-BTesiK and 6naroga-
Tenk). In later texts the privative compounds HeBNATQIAPKHA, HeBNATOMPWITbLMA
also appear.

In the Latin the corresponding privative adjective is ingratus. The Gothic text
contains the privative form unfagrs ‘improper, inconvenient’ (the opposite of the
adjective fagrs ‘proper, fit’ which is used for translating the original Greek
e(9ETOX; ‘useful” in Lu 14,35). The corresponding term in Luther’s translation is
undankbar ‘ungrateful’.

In the Romanian the privative adjective (originally: a nomen agentis)
nemul{umitor is formed from the verb mul(umi ‘to thank’.
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The Albanian translator used a paraphrase: ge nukja njéhéne te-mirené ‘who
did not recognise the good deeds’.

The adjective haladatlan ‘ungrateful’ in Karoli’s translation was later reduced
by the shorter form halatlan which is a privative adjective form from the noun
hala ‘gratitude’.

The Kralice Bible applies the adjective nevdecny, which is a privative form,
similar to the modern Russian He6naronplatHblii (but the latter also comes from
Church Slavic).

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: B. (HednaroflapeH);
Sr.-Cr. (HébnarogapaH); Russ, (He6nanaBApHbIA, HebnaronpuATHbIA); Ukr.
(HeBgaA4YHUM); M. (HebnarogapeH); Cz. (nevdecny); Sik. (nevd'acny); P.
(niewdzi~czny), L.So. (njezékowaty); H.So. (njedzakowny, njedzakny, nje-
dzakniwv).

The precise etymological equivalent of the Old Slavic word has not been
preserved in any of the Slavic languages. The Western Slavic languages (and the
Ukrainian, through the Polish) took over the base of their equivalent (*d%k)
from the German since the 14th century (cf. German Dank ‘thank’, borrowed
first probably by the Czech). The Eastern and Southern Slavic languages use the
privative form of swrom>:H7> only in Russian we find the privation of
nnrofgatkHb  preserved by the influence of Kb3kbrogebTkHL, As  for
Kb3B/UITO/TTbHD, its establishment was probably promoted by the existence of
the.expression Kb3gxTn ykeMc ~ elixaeiaréco, gratias agere, too.

— Real structural caiques.

181a-b-c. HR= MyKN'> (HCMOXKKHD), (HCbIOKIMKL) ~ &BUvarro

‘impossible’; ‘unpowerful’. Lu 18,27: ¢ Seeltiev W Gt6Uvaxa gapa 6cy3aLwnoL
Suvaxa kapa T e éativ. ~ Oblb e PEE HEKAAMOXKKNX OTb Ul<b Kb3MOXKHb OTb
KK eKTb ‘but He said: “Things which are impossible for men, are possible for
God™ . Similar loci: Mt 19,26; Me 10,27.

In the Latin we find the similar privative adjective impossible; in the Gothic:
unmabhteigs; in Luther’s translation the privative adjective: unmdglich.

The Romanian texts use the adverbial privative expression cu neputin\a; the
Albanian the privative pamundur from the adjective mundur ‘possible, powerful’
and the privative prefix pa- ‘without’ (also a preposition).

The Hungarian texts apply the privative lehetetlen ‘impossible’; in the modern
Catholic version nem képes ‘isn’t capable (of doing)’.

In the Kralice Bible we read coz jest nemozného (genitivus partitivus in
negatione) ‘what is impossible’. The modern Russian edition has preserved the
Church Slavic compound.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: B. HeBb3MOXeH; Sr.-
Cr. (Hémoryb); Russ. He[BO3]MOXHBbI; UKr. (Hemoxnisuin); M. (HemoxeH); Cz.
(nemozny); H.So. (njemédzny); L.So. (njemozny); P. (niemozliwy).
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— Real structural caique. The Western Slavic equivalents (and the
Ukrainian, borrowed from Polish) prove that the Old Slavic word was not a
Common Slavic form but was established under Greek influence in the Balkans
as privative adjective from the verbal stem kb3wmor- (K7,3mowtn) with the suffix

-KN7>.

182-184. Hek-Kpve, HEKMPLCTKO, Mek-bpkcTkve ~ f] atuoria
‘incredulity, disbelief. Me 9,24: 7uare6co Roqdei pou xfj aTtiorigt. ~ RoOWRRri1
MomMo3n MOemoy Hewvpki» » ‘I believe. Lord, but help my incredulity’.

In the Zographus we find Hekkpue, but in the Marianus HekupkcTkue. If we
compare these two oldest codices from this point of view, we find the following:

Zographus Marianus
Mt 13,58 NIUiKCTKM HOIG>()KCTHO
Mt 17,20 NRfGIhCTKH ncnd kctro
Me 6,6 NIKKiKCTKee NRCIRO
Me 9,24 NRJHic NRgICIRC
Me 16,14 HRKjire HRMCIRC

As we can see NORUKCIR- occurs more often than its synonyms, and NiK-kwe
appears most infrequently. It is interesting that in the Zographus we read NORbYe
when the Marianus applies ncrujikctro. Probably, it also depends on the work of
the later copiers. The other manuscripts show a solution similar to that of the
Marianus, but in the Assemani NORnjirecan be read for Me 9,24, resembling the
Zographus. It is possible that HtRujine had a “mot savant” character while the
two others were “mots populates”, NRJIKCTRe being a Moravianism (see e.g.
Jagic’s remark about the difference between the Czech suffix -stvi and the Slovak
-stvo which is a so-called “Slovako-Bulgarism™); thus herh(ketro is an original
Balkanism in the Old Slavic, too.

In the Euchologium Sinaiticum (44,b. 15.) we find the variant Rs RH>ewhich
corresponds even more precisely to the original Greek word. In later texts
MACRS>M also occurs which serves—together with Hekk've—for translating
6AnyoskTa, too. In the Macedonian Acts of the Apostles NRGXRANHC also
appears, and in the later Church Slavic texts of Czech redaction (originating
from Croatia) NIRKfA occurs, too.

In general, in the ecclesiastic texts of Northern Slav peoples we find the latin-
letter formj of NeR™"NocTk (cf. the adjective NeRUSHN).

The Latin interpretation was usually incredulitas, and a similar negative
prefixation can be found in Gothic: ungalauheins, from the verb galauhjan ‘to
believe’. Similarly, Luther’s text contains the privative noun der Unglaube.

Similar negations are also the Romanian necredin(a and the Albanian pabesi
or pabeseri alike.
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In the Hungarian a privative suffix is used in the word hitetlenség (hit “faith” ~
hitetlen “faithless’ ~ hitetlenség ‘“faithlessness’, in a religious sense).

The Kralice Bible uses the negative prefixation nevéra, nedovéra; in the
modern Russian translation we mostly find the Church Slavic Heetpie.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic words are: B. HeBépue; Sr.-Cr.
Heeepje, HeBépcTBO ‘treachery’, ‘incredulity’; Russ, HeBépue, HeBEPCTBO
(HeBépHocTb); Ukr. (HeB!pa, HeB!pwcTb), HeBlpcTBO; M. HeBepue (HeBepuua,
HeBep6a); Cz. (nevéra, nevérnost, nevéreni, nevérectvi); Sik. (nevéra, nevér-
nost"); P. (niewiara, niewiernosc); H.So. (njewéra, njewérnosc); L.So. (njewéra,
njewérnosc).

It can be seen from all this that the Old Slavic Hek-ve has been preserved by
the Byzantine Slavic ecclesiastic terminology only; the Western Slavic languages
put the negative prefix ne- to the old noun vara. The nouns suffixed with -octi,
coming from the adjective kpkvib are later formations. There are some
characteristic national forms also (Macedonian, Western Slavic); the Ukrainian
HeB!pa shows Polish influence but the other three Ukrainian nouns seem to be
taken over from Russian Church Slavic. In general, the correspondents with
-ocTb and -CIROcan also mean ‘treachery’, and ‘untruth’ as well (cf. also the Indo-
European relation of the word ki ‘faith’ to the Latin verus ‘true, real’ and Old
High German waéra ‘reality, truth’).

— All the three Old Slavic words (and their later Church Slavic variants as
well) are real structural caiques; Hekvpre seems to be closer to the original Greek
anioria. The other two variants gradually lost ground though originally Hekvpc
had been the least frequent in the archaic gospel texts.

185. Hex-MKH'N ~ aaTof

‘incredulous, unfaithful’: Me 9,19: d) yeved oenktux;, sox; noTe npdi; (potq
eCTOpPOH; ~ W PCe HEXKPLUB * A0 KIFb Kb KITA>BXAN. ‘Oh, incredulous generation,
till when shall 1stay among you?’ Similar loci: Mt 17,17; Lu9,41; 12,46; Jo 20,27.

The corresponding Latin adjective is incredulus; in the Gothic text we find the
adjective ungalaubjands, an active present participle with the negative prefix un
Similarly, Luther applies the privative denominal adjective unglaubig.

In the Romanian the expected incredendos occurs, a negatively prefixed
adjective; similarly, in Albanian pa-bésé is the corresponding form.

The Hungarian translations contain the privatively suffixed adjective hitetlen
(cf. the entry for Hexvpre etc.).

The Kralice Bible presents the Common Slavic nevérny, corresponding to the
Russian HeBepHbIi in the Stockholm edition.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: B. HeBépeH; Sr.-Cr.
HEBEpaH; Russ, HeBEPHbIN; UKr. HeB!pHWiA; M. HeBepeH; Cz. nevernv (nevérici);
Slk. neverny (neverecky); P. niewierny (niewerzqcy); L.So. njewerny; H.So.
njewérny.
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It should be noted (as mentioned in connection with HeBupre) that at present
the Western Slavic words are primarily used in the meaning ‘faithless,
treacherous’, and for expressing the sense ‘incredulous’ the negative participle
forms are applied. It seems that the Western Slavic words were independent of
Old Slavic, though for the Czech forms the possibility of a Moravianism may not
be excluded.

— Real structural caique. Its Proto-Slavic origin does not seem plausible,
parallel formations and borrowings are more probable (see also Hek-KPKbH).

186a-b and 187-188. Her/icb, TIXCUMTH), Horxcam, MErMNAN ~ acheoTo;, (06
allevvupevo;)

‘inextinguishable’. Lu 3,17: To bt &4dJQ0v kaTtakowabl nugi acrf3eorip. ~ \ niu-
Kbl CBHKEOKETb OrHeMK Ve rMwxkwTuMmK e ‘and He will burn the chaff with
inextinguishable fire’. Similar passages: Mt 3,12; Me 9,43, 9,45.

The latter forms occur in the Zographus and the Assemani while we find the
variant ticrxcdHMI7> in the Ostromir. This also occurs in Mt 3,12 and Me 9,43 in
general; but in Me 9,45 the shorter Herxeb is applied. In later Church Slavic the
active negative present participle HerxemxwTb can also be read.

The Latin inextinguibilis corresponds to the Old Slavic H«r\cumb precisely; the
Gothic un-bapnands which is a negative present participle from the intransitive
bapman ‘to cease burning’ corresponds rather to the Old Slavic Herncb. Luther’s
interpretation is ewig ‘eternal’ in these cases.

The Romanian nestins is a negatively prefixed past participle form from the
verb stingea ‘to extinguish’, just like the Albanian pa-shuar from the verb shu¢j
‘id.”.

The Hungarian word in Kéroli’s translation was megolthatatlan ‘correspond-
ing to the Latin inextinguibilis (and Old Slavic Herxeummb), which expressed the
negation of possibility (in contrast to the others, which correspond to the Greek
verbal adjective, thus meaning the negation of the fact itself). In the later
Hungarian text we read the simpler olthatatlan or ki nem alvé ‘not ceasing to
burn’, ‘inextinguishable’.

In the Kralice Bible we find a secondary word formation, neuhasitelny; the
modern Russian Heyracumsblii is nearer to the Old Slavic word.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: B. (HesiceH),
Heracum: Sr.-Cr. (HeyrirbuB, HeyrawleH, Heyriicue); RuUsS, Heyraeimblii
(Heyraeiiemblii, HeYrCHbINA, HeyralwéHHbIn); UKr. (HenoraeMmmia, HermweHHNA,
HeBraemMuiA, HeBriicHWUIA, Heriwnmewmii); M. (HeraceH); Cz. (neuhasitelny); Sik.
(neuhasitelny); P. (nieugaszony); L.So. (njegaseny); H.So.fnjehasany).

It can be seen that the Old Slavic forms have etymologically related
equivalents only in Russian and Ukrainian (where the Old Slavic forms were
continued), and in Bulgarian (taken over from Russian). The other Slavic forms
are relatively new.
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— Real structural caiques. The form verncumb renders the Greek aalieorot;
(perhaps there was also some Latin influence, in some nuances different from the
later Romanian and Albanian solutions); the variant Herecb indicate perhaps
Gothic influence (or, at least, similarity).

189a HemocTomMH?, ~ 4xQeio<;
‘useless’. Lu 17,10: Léyete 61t SodLoi dcygeioi éapev ~ [UTC MKO PoKA HEAOCTaHM
ecMb ¢ ‘Say that: “We are useless servants” ’.

The conjuction Tko occurs in the Marianus and the Assemani only. In the
Nikolja Gospel we find umbx« after rnure, and exe in the Assemani.

The Old Slavic HegocTonH?! means, word for word, <3ovéios ‘unworthy, indign’,
but its meaning is close to &xQeto<; ‘useless’, too, therefore it was suitable for
rendering this latter. In later Old Slavic texts it was actually applied for
translating avd”™toq, too. In Church Slavic we also find HerogbH?!, BECMO/IK3KHD,
HXMPACEHB in this sense.

The Latin inutilis and the Gothic un-bruks correspond to the Greek, as parallel
privately prefixed adjectives. A similar privation is the Romanian nefolojitor,
and the Albanian pavejuer (obsolete word; today: pa-vyer). All these adjectives,
and their bases come from verbal stems, cf. the corresponding verbs with the
sense ‘to use, to apply’ (Latin utor, Gothic brikjan, Romanianfologi, Albanian
yyen or vlen; this latter meant originally: ‘to be worthwhile’).

Luther’s translation applies the privative Unnitz (lieh) ‘useless’.

The Hungarian version generally uses the privatively suffixed adjective
haszontalan which comes from the noun haszon ‘use’; this old Hungarian form
has been preserved until our days, but in the latest Catholic translations (1973
and 1981) the more popular and more emphatic compound mihaszna (word for
word: ‘of what use?’) can be read.

The Kralice Bible contains the expectable neuziteeny, a similarly privative
adjective; the Russian edition of Stockholm renders this concept with the double
negation HW4Yero HecTolouHe i.e. ‘who are worth nothing’.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: B. HefoOCTOeH;
‘unworthy’; Sr.-Cr. HegocnaH; Ru. HegocToWHbii; Ukr. HegocToliHuiA;, M.
HegocToeH; Cz. (nedosti [adverb] ‘not enough’, nedostateeny, nedostacitélny
‘defective, incomplete’); Slk. nedostojny ‘unworthy’; P. (niedostateezny ‘not
enough, defective’); H.So. njedostojny ‘unworthy, indign’ (nedostatny ‘defective,
incomplete’); L.So. njedostojny ‘unworthy’ (njedostawacy ‘defective’).

The meaning ‘useless’ can only be found in OIld Slavic. The Old Slavic
JloctomHb was also applied in order to interpret the Greek ixavoq ‘enough’; as this
latter also meant ‘satisfying, suitable’, the Old Slav interpreters use HeaoCTOMH?!
for rendering the privative adjective axeeio? as well. In the other Slavic
languages it acquired a more expressive meaning: ‘unworthy, indign’. In Sorbian
and Slovak we can suppose a Moravianism, taken over from Czech. It is not
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probable at all that it was an ancient Proto-Slavic composition, but it could also
have been a very old dialectal parallelism (cf. also e.g. the names of Slav tribes as
Serb and Sorb, or Slovene, Slovincian and Slovak, Polish and Polyanin, the three
(or four) different tribes of Croatians, etc.).

— Real structural caique, if the mode of privative prefixation is taken into
consideration; but if we remember the other Slavic etymological or synonymous
equivalents, we can rather consider it a semantic caique or, perhaps, a caique
neologism.

189b. vekmomv?» ~ - atxpeio<;

‘useless’. Mt 25,30: Kai tov &xeeiov SoC”ov ékPaA-eTe eiq TO OKOTOM TO
6"WTegov * ~ i HEK/IOHMM/IErO IKT KbKP3-KTe 1 Kb THVDK KoM INKHS® » ‘and throw
out the useless servant into the external darkness’.

The OIld Slavic word is applied in other Old Slavic texts for rendering the
Greek axencrroc;, &50Kipo<;, too.

The verb kmountn. due to its meaning 5ev poi ~ opportet me T need’ is
suitable, in the forms of the present participle, with the privative common Slavic
prefix He, for rendering the meaning ‘useless’ of the Greek &X6£109> too.

In later Church Slavic texts ncioa®n?, KCCHONK3KHb, HCMOTPBBHA can also be
found.

As for the non-Slavic texts, cf. the former entry for HegocTOMH®.

In the Kralice Bible we find neuzitecny here, too; in the modern Russian text
the privative HerogHblii is known from the Church Slavic texts as well, together
with 6ecnonesHblii (sccnonkasun).

Except the Russian Hekntoulimbiii which is a Church Slavic borrowing, we do
not find any etymological equivalent in living Slavic usage.

— Real structural caique ifwe consider its privative composition. If, however,
we compare its literal meaning to the primary basic word kmouK ‘key, steer,
shepherd’s crook, government’ and hence to kmouMtn ‘to govern’, thus
ek perhaps meant a person ‘who cannot be governed’; ‘unsuitable,
unfit’ and, in this case, it can be considered a semantic caique, or a caique
neologism.

190a-b~C. HCMOKUHKHT», HCKUHKH?», BC3KMHKHT» ~ &cvalTiog, 4Scpoq

‘innocent’. Mt 27,24: ii3doc; eipi arto ToC aipaToq Toil biKaiou toutou- ~
HENOKWHKIA ccMK mOT/ K(FAKC cero n(>AKKNKHUKA. T am innocent of the blood of this
just person’. Similar passages: Mt 12,5; 12,7; 27,4.

In other Old Slavic texts the Greek adjectives SiKaiog, a#yK>HTO<; are also
interpreted by this word which, especially in Russian Church Slavic writings, has
the variants nckhnkn?and BC3KMHKHGL (Or the vocalised forms of these).

In later Church Slavic texts kesrpukH'n also occurs in this sense.
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In the Latin passages we find innocens, but also iustus, and the prepositional
solution sine crimine ‘without crime’. In the Gothic this locus cannot be found
but Mt 27,4 shows that the Greek original was interpreted with svikns ‘pure,
clean’. Luther’s unschuldig sometimes alternates with the prepositional noun
ohne Schuld, similarly to the Latin.

In the Romanian the privative compound of Church Slavic origin, nevinovat is
applied; in Albanian the similarly prefixed pa-fajm (from the noun faj ‘sin,
fault’).

In Karoli’s Hungarian text artatlan ‘innocent’ and igaz just’ vary, according
to the Latin innocens and iustus. On the basis of these, we could think that the
Romanian and Albanian translators leant on Old Slavic, in these passages at
least, because they also rendered the Greek &vaiuoq and otScpog with the same
word; though this is less probable in the case of Albanian; thus, the “common
Balkanic spirit of language” may have produced similar results.

The Kralice Bible, similarly to Latin and Hungarian, draws a distinction
between nevinny and spravedlivy. In the new Russian text we find npaBegHbIiA,
but also HeBMHOBeH and HeBWHeH (HeroBuHeH) from the same root.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: B. (HeBuHeH); Sr.-Cr.
(HéBWH); M. (HeBWH); RuUSS, HEMOBWHHbIV (HEBUHHbIA, HEBUHOBWTbIW, HEBUHO-
BHblIlA [-BeH]; UKr. HENOBWHHWIA (HEBIHHWIA, HEBUHOBITUIA); Cz. (nevinny); Sik.
(nevinny); P. (niewinny); L.So. (njewinowaty); H.So. (njewinowaty).

Apparently, the precise continuation of the Old Slavic compound has been
preserved in Eastern Slavic only probably on the basis of Church Slavic, while
the Western and Southern Slavic use adjectives corresponding to the later
Church Slavic HeKuHA, HEKUHOKNTT», nciiokhnok) t 7>

— Real structural caiques.

191a b. NGijAKKAKNTI, (Me[c]npky,kmmMKT>) ~ &Sncog, oi aSiKot

‘evil, wicked, unjust’. Mt 5/45: Kai Rgexci siti bitcaioix; Kai aSiKon®. ~ i
N'eXanTb HA TITAKCANDUA « 1 NeiijWKhAN\W e ‘and He gives rain to the just and to
the wicked’.

Similar loci: Lu 16,8; 16,10 (bis); 16,11, 18,6; Lu Synaxarion (bis).

The Old Slavic word serves for the rendering of the word group ou SiKatod,
too. In the later Church Slavic texts the vocalised form HenpnkeAmMKb occurs in
this sense and Ho™ koowarr. ‘unjustly judging’, too.

The corresponding Latin adjective is iniustus in the cited passage, but iniquus
also appears many times.

The Gothic in-vinds also renders the Greek Sveorgappévoi; ‘turned away,
inverted, wrong’. Originally, it agreed with this latter Greek passive perfect
participle in its basic meaning. Luther’s translation contains the substantivized
adjective die Bosen ‘the wicked’.
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The Romanian texts show the privative adjective of similar sense and
composition Henp«nT> The Romanian form goes back to a Low Latin
*nedirectus ‘not straight, not right, unjust’. In the Albanian, however, we find a
simple adjective: sthrember ‘curved, winding, oblique’.

The Hungarian text of Karoli contained the adjective hamis “false, perfidious’,
but later (and at present, too) we generally meet the adjectives gonosz ‘wicked’,
‘and blinds ‘sinful’.

The Kralice Bible uses the adjective nespravedlivy of the same root; the
modern Russian text has preserved the OIld Slavic in a vocalised form:
HenpaBeaHbIiA.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: B. HenpiiBegeH; Sr.-
Cr. H&npaBegaH; Russ, HenpiiBeaHblid; Ukr. HenpiiBegHuii; M. HenpaBegeH; Cz.
nepravdivy; SIk. (nespravedlivy); P. (niesprawiedliwy); H.So. (njesprawny);
L.So. (njepsawdosciwy).

Apparently, the OId Slavic compound HenpikkikMb might have been
established immediately on the basis of the Greek Ii6ucoc; which spread among
the Byzantine-rite Slav peoples by Church Slavic influence; into Czech,
however, it got with the other ecclesiastic Moravianisms of this language. The
Western Slavic words came into being independently of the Old Slavic word,
though some of them have their exact etymological equivalents in Old and
Church Slavic, too (cf. cnpkkgbnnkb).

— Real structural caique (first of all from the viewpoint of privative
formation.)

192. Nenf\AKRhANHK>~ O QK

‘wicked man’. Lu 18,11: cootieq 0i X0in0i tg>» 4voponov, olgkayeq, abvkoi, ~
B8O i M(aa yum « xbiiii ThNIMtw « nen“KKAKHUMK ¢ ‘as most people, rapacious,
wicked’.

As for the Latin, Gothic, Romanian and Hungarian, see ber"\KAKHT, but there
is a difference in Albanian where we find the privative adjectivepa-udhé ‘unjust,
unlawful’” which we have already met as the translation of &wvopo<; (see
scalsInkonsns). LUther’s text uses here the substantivized noun Ungerechte
‘unjust man’.

In the Kralice Bible the adjective nespravedlivy appears here, too. In the
modern Russian text we find 06iigumMkb, but xuwHMK also occurs, which is
known from the Ostromir as well (YbILKHUKD).

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: B. HenpliBegHuK; Sr.-
Cr. HénpaBegHiiK; Russ, HenpiBegHuk; Ukr. HenpiiBegHWK; M. HenpaBegHWK;
Western Slavic: cf. the entry for HenpkbAbHb.

— Real structural caique (in the archaic Old Slavic gospel translations a
hapax legomenon) which spread in the Byzantine-rite Slavic languages under
Old Slavic influence.
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193a-b and 194. Hep/30yMUKb, HeVI30yMIMBL ~ aolvsxot;, bEPI30YyMKHbL ~
avoriToq

‘imprudent, unreasonable, unwise’. Me 7,18: odxtoq Kai nueu, 4otvexoi éore: ~
T/IKO /N Kb He P/30yMb/IMKK ecTe » ‘thus are ye also imprudent?’

The form Hepnsoymukn occurs in the Marianus; in the Zographus we find
Hep/130yMb/IMKK but in Lu 24,25: HeCbMbIC/IbHD.

Both words are “hapax legomena” in the earliest gospel texts. In the Assemani
we find ne”vzoymkHu in the text of Lu 24,25. The Old Slavic words, however, were
used in the later texts, for translating the privative compound avor|xo<;, too.—In
later Church Slavic texts of Russian redaction we find B«3oymMkHb and cb oymn
wbabwwm as well in this sense.

The Latin imprudens is similarly a privative adjective in the corresponding
passage, while the Gothic unvita is a privative noun, from the stem of verb vitan
‘to know’. Luther’s translation was unverstandlich when speaking in a milder
sense (Me 7,18), but it applies the noun Tor (in plural) in the stronger,
condemnatory sense of Lu 24,25.

The Romanian word group nu pricepete renders the Greek adjective
(originally: negative of verbale adjective) with a finite verb, but Micu-Clain
translates it more precisely: s Wwii ko exxreal HMveneretopu (word for word: ‘are
you also unintelligent?’).

The Albanianjuna te-paTarré vesh means ‘you are of non-taking with ears’, as
the expression marr vésh is word for word: ‘to take into (or: ‘with’) ears’.

The Hungarian translations use the synonymic privative adjectives tudatlan,
oktalan, értelmetlen, but recently (1973) a construction with a finite verb as well:
Hat még ti sem értitek? (literally: ‘Even ye understand it not?’).

The Kralice Bible applies the attribute nerozumny; in the Russian text of
Stockholm we read HENoOHATAMBBLIA.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: B. Hepa3ymeH; Sr.-Cr.
HépasymaH, Hepasymn>uB ‘unintelligible’ (6e3 pasyma); Russ, HepasymMuBblij,
HepasyMHbIli (HepaccyanTenbHblii); UKr. Hepo3ymMHWA, HeposymniiBuii; M.
HepasyMmeH; Cz. nerozumny; Sik. nerozumny; P. nierozumny; L.So. njerozymny;
H.So. njerozumny (njerozumity ‘unintelligible’).

Apparently, from among the Old Slavic words nc przoymuks has not survived
because it was ousted by the palatalized bepBoymMkKT which agreed better with
the phonetic laws. This latter was promoted by Church Slavic in Russian; in
Serbo-Croatian, however, it did not preserve the original meaning, though it
goes back to the Zographus. In the Slavic languages the third form, HcN\zoymMKknn
has become common.

— Real structural caiques.

195. He|PKKOTKOp<b ~ &x£iQonoir|TO<;
‘made not with hands’. Me 14,58: « ai bnaxgilv ppegrav aM.ov &xeiecmoi'fltov
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01KOsOUr[oWw ~ i TPKMU JTTHAL . ino HEPKKOTKOPLLDK CI3VMXMK - . .and in three
days | shall build up another [church], made not with hands’.

It is a hapax legomenon in the earliest Old Slavic gospel texts (Zographus and
Marianus). In later Old Slavic it renders the word group oi) xeteo7lairTO<;, too.

In later Church Slavic text HepnukockwITHN also appears.

In the Latin the literal translation is non manufactum. In the Gothic there
exists a privative compound, similar to its original: unhanduvourhts.

The Romanian word group follows the Latin with its adverbial construction:
nefacut de mani. Similarly, the Albanian té-paberét me dore contains a negative
participle with an adverbial construction.

The Old High German expression ni mit stéinon gidanaz (Otfrid IV, 19,36)
means ‘not with stones made’. Luther’s text contains the precise caique
expression nicht mit Handen gemacht.

In Karoli’s Hungarian text we find an attributive clause: mely kéz nélkdl
csindltatott ‘that was made without hands’. In the modern Catholic version the
passive voice is replaced by a nominal predicate (1967): amely nem emberi kéz
m(ive ‘that is not the work of a human hand’, or more solemnly: amely mar nem
emberi kéznek lesz alkotasa ‘that will already be not the creation of a human
hand’ (1973, 1981).

The solution of the Kralice Bible is similar to the Latin, with its instrumental
construction: ne rukou udelany. The modern Russian text has preserved the Old
Slavic word.

The OId Slavic word has its precise etymological equivalents in: B.
HepbKOTBOPEH; RuUSS, HEPYKOTBOPEHHbIN and HepyKOTBOPHBbIA; UKr. Hepyko-
TBOpHMIA which is a Church Slavic influence; in Bulgarian, it may be a Russian
influence, too. The accessory form is created from a Church Slavic
HpHETKO KNI Here the lack of this compound in modern Serbo-Croatian and
Western Slavic shows its occasional formation on the basis of Greek.

— Real structural caique.

196a-b-c. HeC/vHb, (HeCONIKHB, MPRCKHI) ~ &voAod, (ocyosSluon)
‘unsalted, insipid’. Me 9,50: Jav se To aXotc; avakov yévqtai év tivt airco
&QTURETe; ~ /ILLTe /I e 00b HEeUTHA KKAETD © 5ueMb HK MosmTe » ‘but if the salt
will become insipid, what do ye salt it with?’

In the &ncient OId Slavic gospel texts the word Heennmn is a hapax legomenon. In
later Church Slavic texts the denomindl seccorkHT. has the same meaning.

We find a privative compound in the Latin, insulsus, just like in the Gothic:
unsaltans. Luther’s translation shows the adjective dumm ‘today: stupid, silly”).

Similar privative compounds can be found in the Romanian: nesérator, and in
the Albanian e-pashellirshime (this latter from the noun shellire ‘salty water?).
Both the basic words come, in the last analysis, from the Balkano-Latin forms of
Latin sal.
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In Karoli’s Hungarian translation the privatively suffixed form éretlen
‘unripe’ occurs, but in other similar texts: sotlan ‘unsalted’; this latter has
become general, but in the latest Catholic versions we read, according to the
sense, a transitive word group: ha a so elveszti izét ‘if the salt loses its taste’.

The Kralice Bible uses the corresponding neslany, and the modern Russian
has also preserved the Old Slavic construction: HO eXenun conb He coaoHa bygerT.
Here the participle form can be found, naturally, with the expected Old Russian
polnoglasie (pleophony, ‘completion’ of vowels).

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: B. HeconeH; Sr.-Cr.
HécnaH; Russ, HeconbHbI, HeCONEHHbIM, HeconoHbln; UKr. HeconoHuii; M.
HeconeH; Cz. neslany; Sik. neslany; P. niesolony; H.So. njesélny; L.So. njesolony.

— Semantic caique, in the sense ‘insipid, tasteless’. It is probably a
Moravianism which has got into the Czech and Slovak as well; in Polish and
Eastern Slavic the corresponding forms of polnoglasie can be found. In the Low
Sorbian a German influence (of the privatively prefixed past participle
ungesalzen) must also be reckoned with. The transitive sense may generally be
borrowed; the concrete meaning and the way of formation naturally preceded
the translation.

197. HeCTpoEHVE ~ (@ aKaTacrracna
‘rebellion, revolt’. Lu 21,9: 6rav se akoucnyrE TTOTXUOWA K ai /ikaTaaTaarac;, pq

7ttoq9f|Tc' ~ Gr,\> e oveOMHWTE KPAHM i HEETPOEHKY * He ovroitcca e ‘when ye will
hear about wars and revolts, do not get frightened’.

It is a hapax legomenon in the earliest Old Slavic gospel texts; later, in the
Russian Church Slavic, the Greek compound was rendered with BecriokoiictBoand
BECNOPAII>KT> (vocalized: KeCropgyioks), too. We can also meet other synonyms;
thus we see e.g. PA3AOPb, HEVOKOM and HeCHIVICYE.

The Latin translation applies seditio; in the Gothic this locus cannot be found.

Luther’s word is Emp6rung ‘rebellion’, corresponding to the Latin and Greek
alike, as a simple translation.

The Romanian long infinitive is turburare; this and the Albanian trazire mean
‘confusion, disorder’; neither is a compound.

The Hungarian partités meant originally “faction-making’; in later texts it is
replaced by lazadas ‘revolt’.

The OId Slavic word has been preserved in Middle Bulgarian and Old
Russian; in the latter we read even today HecTpoéwe (but in Ukrainian:
HecTpoiwcTb). A similar compound exists in Czech: nestrojenost. The
Bulgarian adjective HecTpoeH ‘untidy, disorderly’ has also been preserved.

— Caique neologism, which might have been a Moravianism (hence its
correspondent in the Czech).
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198. Hecr>M>CrikHb ~avor|Toq

‘foolish, unreasonable, stupid’. Lu 24,25: kai aOxdq elnev kgoc, alixo6q’ <b
avor|Toi Kai RBgacheiq xf| KapSigt ~ 1 tw Kb bMb W HKbMLL\BHBIK { MXXABHIN
cpbabub- ‘and He said to them: “O, ye foolish, and slow in your hearts™ .

In other OIld Slavic texts (e.g. the Psalterium Sinaiticum) it corresponds to
avooq, too. In Church Slavic texts kc30ymkHb, nepasoymMmMb and their variations
also occur for translating the Greek word.

The Latin stultus corresponds to the Greek in its content as a simple
translation; in Gothic this locus cannot be found.

The Romanian seems to follow the Greek or the Old Slavic with its negatively
prefixed passive past participle: nepriceput.

The Albanian te-Tarré is a simple translation on the basis of the Latin.

The Hungarian texts vary the synonims balgatag ‘foolish’ (now obsolete),
oktalan ‘unreasonable’, esztelen ‘senseless’. These are similar not only to the
Greek and Old Slavic but also to the Latin insipiens.

The Kralice Bible applies the precise etymological parallel nesmyslny; the
modern Russian text has also preserved the Old Slavic word in HeCMbICNEHHBbINA.
All these solutions seem to have been independent of Luther’s apostrophe: O, ihr
Thoren.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: B. HecmbcneH; Sr.-Cr.
HEécmmcneH(); Russ, HeCMbICNEHHbIN; UKr. (Hepo3ymMHMiA, HeTsima); M. (6ec-
mucneH); Cz. nesmyslny; Sik. nesmyselny; P. (nierozumny); L.So. (njeroz-
méjucy); H.So. (njerozumny, njerozumity).

— Real structural caique. It might have been a Moravianism, taken over into
Czech and Slovak as well.

199. HeOyMbKeHb ~ avircxoq

‘unwashed’. Mt 15,20: to 5e atvircxoiq xepciiv (payeiv 06 koivoi tév avOpamov.
~ K exe Ne OyMr.KeH\M PXKbMU -KCTU © N dd<q)7natt> uk&m ‘but to eat with
unwashed hands, it does not befoul the man’.

Similar passages: Me 7,2 and 7,5 (we find KOtvég ‘common’ in the Greek text).
In later Church Slavic it occurs rather as ne(oy)MbiTb.

In the Latin the literal translation is non lotus, but in Me 7,5, according to the
original, more precisely: communis.

In the Gothic Mt 15,20 cannot be found but in Me 7,2 and 7,5 we read the
privative past participle passive un-pwahans from the verb pwahan ‘to wash’.
Luther’s text generally applies ungewaschen ‘unwashed’.

The Romanian nespalat is a similarly prefixed past participle from the verb
spéla ‘to wash’and the Albanian pa-lare also comes from the verb lahem ‘to wash
(oneself), to take a bath’.

The Hungarian mosatlan (from the verb mosni ‘to wash’) is their privatively
suffixed parallel; often another privative adjective occurs: tisztatlan (from the
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adjective tiszta ‘pure, clean’ (borrowed from Slavic unctx or umcto, with an old
Hungarian substitution of the consonant c by t.

The Kralice Bible (neumyty) and the modern Russian text (HeymiiTbIi1) use
the common Slavic forms.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word: B. (HemiiT); Sr.-Cr.
HeymBeH; Russ, (HeymbITblii); UKr. (HeminTuin); M. (HemmeH); Cz. (neumyty);
Slk. (neumyty); P. (nieumyty); H.So. (njemyty); L.So. (njemyty).

Apparently, a form similar to the ancient Old Slavic can be found only in the
Serbo-Croatian, in the other Slavic languages the -*tb participle is general.
Taking the Serbo-Croatian form into consideration, we must consider
HeoymbkeHb to be of Middle Balkanian origin.

— It seems to be a real structural caique (but, as a translation of the Greek
koives in Me 7,2; 7,5, itis a semantic caique). It is remarkable that the Old Slavic
interpreter chose a solution similar to the Gothic in Me 7,5 by rendering the
Greek Koivoq (Latin communis) with HeoymbkeHb instead of okiiitk or
something similar. But this does not necessarily imply Gothic influence, because
some Greek codices of the 8th-9th centuries show a parallel avinxoq instead of
Kotvég (in e,n e76, S).

Whether Wulfila’s translation exerted or not an immediate influence on the
archaic Old Slavic gospel texts, could only be decided if all the Greek and Latin
codex sources ofthe Gothic and Old Slavic Bible translations were known. Since
this is not the case we must concentrate primarily on the Greek manuscripts of
the 7th 9th centuries, which may have been at Cyril’s disposal; however, some
characteristic features of the earlier texts may have been preserved in these later
texts.

If this likeness is not accidental, the source of the Old Slavic text may have
been a Greek manuscript which is as yet unknown

>-
200. HCLUKKCHBL ~
‘unsewn’. Jo 19,23: ijv 8k 6 xitrov aeea®°?\ ~ BK e ynToHb NoUKKINT. ‘but the
gown was unsewn’.

Itis a hapax legomenon in the earliest Old Slavic gospel texts. In later Church
Slavic texts He(c7>)uwmrT> is more common.

The Latin inconsutilis is also a privative formation but not a passive past
participle like the Greek; in the Gothic this locus is absent. Luther’s text shows a
privatively prefixed participle perfect umgenahet similarly to the original Greek.

The Romanian privatively prefixed passive past participle is necusut; in the
Albanian asimilar formation can be read, pa-qépuré (from the verb gep ‘to sew’).

In the Hungarian we find varras nélkul val6 ‘being without sewing’ in Karoli’s
text, but later the simpler privative varratlan ‘unsewn’ becomes common.

In the Kralice Bible the analogous form nessivany is used; the modern Russian
text contains HeCLITbINA, as separate words.
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The living Slavic languages use the -*tb forms of the passive past participle of
the verb wwntK as a rule, thus the Old Slavic word has no precise etymologic
parallels.

— It seems to be a real structural caique, since it may be presumed that the
establishment of this compound (notwithstanding its fully concrete meaning)
was conditioned by the requirements of translation. However, the word is a sort
of composition that might have been established fully independently, too.

201. HIOKOKHUK® ~ 6 [tacngs<;
‘insistent, violent’. Mt 11,12: Kai Biacrrai apna”ouaiv adtqv. ~ | mioxakHULM
KO)<AIMT;T7> e« “.. .and the violent take it away’.

In the Ostromir we find KbcybIcTMXTb Which presents a later development.

In later Church Slavic texts bXCWIKHUKb and UXCWIKCTKeHN also appear.

In the archaic Old Slavic gospel texts it is a hapax legomenon. It was formed
from the verb HxOKgMTK, occurring at the beginning of the verse, just as Riacrtqg
from the verb Ridi”o. In the later Church Slavic, especially in Old Russian and,
usually, Middle Bulgarian there is a more common form Hxcwl[K]HVUKb. Luther’s
translation uses a subject clause: und die Gewalt thun.

In the Latin we see violentus; in the Gothic the participle anamahtjandans
appears, from the verb ana-mahtjan ‘to be violent, to be robberish, to be unjust’.

The Romanian texts use an attributive clause: cei care intrebuinfeard staurinfa
‘who apply a force’ (but Micu-Clain used an adverbial expression: ueii 4w K>
cwneckn); in the Albanian we see the form sthrengimtar, from the verb sthrengdj
‘to enforce’, i.e. the solution is similar to the Greek and Old Slavic.

The Hungarian erds ‘strong’ was later replaced by the more expressive
erdszakos ‘violent’.

The Kralice Bible uses a clause: a ti, kteriz nasili cini; in the modern Russian
we find the participle construction ynoTtpe6nstoupe ycioie.

As for the living Slavic languages, the corresponding Bulgarian and Serbo-
Croatian words have the meaning ‘back house, lavatory’.

The Russian HygHuK ‘enforcing, tedious’ cannot have come from the Old
Slavic word, either (its origin was *nQdbnikb, and not *nqd-jbnikb, i.e. the base of
HIOKAKHUKD).

— Real structural caique.

202a b. o3 ~ nepnepyLu

‘to circumcise’. Lu 1,59: Kai éyéveto Ev xfj ppepac xfj 6ydoi] f]>,90v nepitepEiv
t6 naiSiov, ~ i Klicrv. K, oMK AhNhe npypk orfu3at?. 6TMwkTe » ‘and it
happened on the eighth day that they went away to circumcise the child’.
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Similar loci: Lu 2,21; Jo. 7,22 (in the latter passage it has an imperfective sense
and conjugation). In later Church Slavic texts the derived onpsokntn and
OKp3TXTK also occur.

The Latin parallel is circumcidere (it means, literally, ‘to cut around’ like the
Greek verb).

The Gothic bimaitan has nearly the same original meaning; in Luther’s
translations the similar beschneiden appears. (Its equivalent to Gothic,
etymologically, would be bemessen.)

The Romanian taia imprejur represents an adverbial construction instead of
prefixation, but in the Albanian we can find the prefix in the word rrheth-pres
(-préva, -prér'é) ‘to cut around’.

The Hungarian kérilmetélni ‘to circumcise’ is used today in this special sense
(religious and ethnographic) only, but its older form, kérnyilmetélni was applied
in a wider sense. (Today the Hungarian verb for non-ritual ‘cutting around’ is
kdrulvagni).

The Kralice Bible uses the form obrezovati (not only in the religious sense); the
Russian edition of Stockholm has preserved the Church Slavic verb.

The OId Slavic words and their derivates can be found in most Slavic
languages: B. o6psasBam, ob6pexa; Sr.-Cr. 66pesaTtu, o6pesiiBatn; RusS,
obpesaTb, 06pesiirb, 06pésbiBaTh; Ukr. 06p!syBaTn; M. 06pésBa; Cz. obfezati,
obrezavati; Sik. obrezai, obrezavat'; P. obrzezac, obrzezyc, obrezac, obrzezywac;
L.So. wobrézas, wobréznus, wobrézowas; H.So. wobrézac, wobrézowac.

— Semantic caique, for rendering the ritual concept. In the case of the
Western Slavic languages, naturally, a direct Latin influence must be supposed.
The living Slavic verbs may also express non-ritual ‘cutting round’ (the Polish
secondary derivation also means ‘to emborder, to trim, to hem’).

203. OKp;3/MHWEe ~ p NneartTopp

‘circumcision’. Jo 7,22: 6iot touto Manlaf):; 5é5cokev Upiv tpv neprroppy ~ cero
(Gxm pncTr, k> Mmoeli o6 XNHe e ‘therefore Moses has given you the
circumcision’. Similar locus: Jo 7,23.

The Greek nEprropp has come from the root of the verb nepnenyto by means
of dorocpeciivia ‘gradation’, ‘apophony?).

The Latin circumcisio comes from the above-mentioned verb circumcidere;
similarly, the Gothic bimait comes from the verb bimaitan, and Luther’s Modern
High German Beschneidung from beschneiden.

A similar derivation occurs in the Romanian taierea imprejur, from the verb
taia imprejur and the Albanian nomen actionis rrhet-presjene.

Instead of the Old Hungarian koriilmetélkedés (or kdrnyllmetélkedés) which
was a nomen actionis from the reflexive passive verb korilmetélkedni ‘to be
circumcised’ today we generally read kérulmetélés, from the above-mentioned
active verb kérulmetélni.
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The noun obfizka in the Kralice Bible is a popular Czech formation (with a
diminutive suffix); the Russian edition of Stockholm uses the Church Slavic word.

The OId Slavic noun has its etymological equivalents in the other Slavic
languages: B. o6bpssBaHe; Sr.-Cr. obpeséBarbe; Russ, o6pesaHune, 06 pesaHHe,
obpesbiBaHMe; UKr. obp!zaHHA, 0bpl3yBaHHS; M. obpessaHe; Cz. obrezovani
(obfezka); Sik. obrezanie; P. obrzezanie; L.So. (wobrézk); H.So. (wobrézk,
wobréz).

As for the meaning of the Slavic words, cf. what has been said concerning their
base word (especially in the case of the Western Slavic nouns).

— Semantic caique, because of its ritual sense. In Western Slavic, it was
probably formed under Latin influence (not excluding, of course, the reinforcing
impact of the German Beschneidung, especially through the Lutherian
translations into Sorbian and Czech).

204. okoviath ~ pcogadvopai

‘to deteriorate’. Mt 5,13: é6tv Se To &Xaq pcogocvOrj év xivi aAnaldpoeTon ~ AUT
Xe C0fb OKOYHETb. UMMK ocormTn ca. *  if the salt, however, deteriorates, with
what will it be salted?” Similar locus: Lu 14,34.

In the later Church Slavic texts okoyuti, OKOyAK/TTW, UCNPAYHXTW, MCMo(ImUTU ca
and oboy(Nawmm also appear. The Greek and Old Slavic verbs originally meant ‘to
become silly’.

The Latin evanescere means, properly speaking ‘to expire, to vanish’. In the
Gothic text this passage cannot be found, but in Lu 14,34 we read baups vairpan,
‘to become tasteless’ (originally: ‘deaf), ‘to loose its strength’.

Luther’s text follows the original Greek dumm werden ‘to become silly’.

The Romanian iyi vafi pierdut puterea (literally ‘to it the strength will be lost’)
was translated according to the sense (in Micu-Clain’s text more simply: cb K1
orBuji ‘it will be enfeebled”).

The Albanian uprishet is the past tense form of the passive reflexive verb
prishet ‘to deteriorate, to be destroyed’.

In the Hungarian we read megizetlenil ‘to become tasteless’ in Karoli’s
translation, which corresponds precisely to the Greek mediopassive form; but in
the later (especially, Catholic) versions we see the active construction izét veszti
‘loses its taste’; in some versions megromlik ‘it deteriorates’ also appears.

The Kralice Bible uses a passive future form: bude zmarena from the verb
zmariti ‘to-destroy’; the Russian edition of Stockholm renders it with the
expression notepseT cuny ‘it loses its strength’.

The Greek pcogaivopai has the basic meaning ‘to become silly’, ‘to get mad’
(from the adjective piog6i; ‘stupid, silly’); the OIld Slavic okoyutn (okoymTw,
-ukrm) had the same meaning (on the basis of the adjective (koyn), as apparent
from the Church Slavic (preserved in the Russian 0bysaTb, 06yeBéTb ‘to become
a fool’).
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The other Slavic languages formed their homonymical verbs by the o6 -
prefixation of bxTn and oy-Tu (cf. e.g. Serbo-Croatian 063gmuTHn, ‘to grasp, to
have somebody in one’s power’; Russ, 06yTb, 06yBiTb ‘to put on one’s shoes’).
In Russian there exists also a verb 06yATb ‘to take hold of somebody’. All these,
ofcourse, have nothing to do with the Old Slavic verb. Thus it can be stated that
the OId Slavic and Greek words show the same change of meaning in the gospel
texts, i.e. the sense to deteriorate’ is a secondary one.

— Semantic caique, on the basis of the Greek gospel text.

205. oBHTOBAHME ~ ( tnayycXm

‘promise’. Lu 24,49: teal is oU &yto tenzocneXXo) tf|v tKayycXizv Toit jrctoex; pov
£op’ Gpag e ~ i e \;ib MocbbK OKUTOKSHKE OTb OM> Moero Hs Kk ‘and behold, 1 will
send [-pass] the promise of my Father on you’.

In the earliest Old Slavic gospel texts this is a hapax legomenon. In the later
Church Slavic text we can find the words 0BUTb, 0BbIP/IHVE, MPUOBULLTSHME as well.

In the Latin text we find promissum and later promissio. Into the Gothic this
verse was not translated, but we find ga-hait in Epistle to the Ephesians 2,12 and
in Paul’s other letters. Luther’s word Verheilung, follows the original Greek.

The Romanian text applies the deverbal nounfagaduin(a ‘promise’ from the
verb fagadui (this verb is borrowed from Hungarian fogadni ‘to promise’).

The Albanian té-zotuaratk is the substantivization of the passive past
participle of the verb zot6hem ‘to give a promise, to offer’; the formation follows
the Latin model.

The Hungarian igéret is a deverbal noun from the verb igérni ‘to promise’ and
may refer to the fact, process and result of the action alike. (The Rome edition of
1967 rendered the Vulgata text with the precise megigért ajandék ‘the promised
gift’ but the Budapest editions of 1973 and 1981 returned to the simpler igéret.

The Kralice Bible applies the deverbal noun zaslibeni ‘promise’, as expected.
The modern Russian edition has preserved the Church Slavic form.

The other Slavic equivalents of the OId Slavic word are: B. (06éT,
obentBaHe); Sr.-Cr. (obefiatbe); Russ. 06eTOBaHne; Ukr. o6HoBaHHSA, obit,
06HHMua; M. (obekaBaHe); Cz. obétovani ‘offer, sacrifice’; Sik. obetdvanie
‘offer, sacrifice’; P. (obiecywanie, obietnica, obiecanie, obiecanka); L.So.
(wobwiscenje ‘assurement, statement, explanation’); H.So. (wobwéscenje ‘id.”).

The OIld Slavic word, apparently, is a Moravianism which was later
substituted by o6urs, another deverbal noun from the same verb, in the
Commentaries of Psalms.

The OId Slavic compound, made up of the elements oBb and *(K)UT-0Kk-AM-Ve is
parallel to the Greek £4a(1)-ayyeA,-1a. There are of course differences between the
ways of compounding and the shades of meaning as well, and the relation of the
verb to the noun also differs in the two languages. The Slavic root is living in
other Slavic compounds, too. (Cf. the entry for oBuwTATI.).
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— Real structural caique, though the correlation of the details reminds us a
little of caique neologisms. (Cf. also the entry for the parallelism of kkCTKHUKZ>
and fbiresm.)

ic]
206. oBwnTaTM ~ énaycAAolca
‘to promise’. Me 14,11: Kai énriyyeilL.avco antd dgydeiov 5ouvat. ~ i oK-UTTN-
llia ca Woy cu(KK)KHKT 41TK © ‘and they promised to give him silver (money)’.

The reflexive form appears in the Zographus only. In the ancient Old Slavic
gospel texts it is a hapax legomenon. In other texts it serves for rendering the
Greek oovriOepai ‘to note, to observe, to state’, too, and it alternates with
ouToKTTM (cf. e.g. 3emsn, okuTOKNHKHMWI) ‘the promised Land, the Land of
Promise’. In later Church Slavic texts we can read the verb 0B-KTOKITW, orwrrsri
and npvoB-bIMT/TTI, 100.

In the Latin text we find the expected verb promittere; in the Gothic: ga~
haitan; Luther’s term is verheiBen, which seems to correspond exactly to the
Greek £7t(i)ayyé”™Aopai.

In the Latin text we find, instead of the expected verb promittere, the verb
constituere in Mt 26,15, and paciscor in Lu 22,5; in the original Greek: icrrrpi
(eorricrav) and owriSepai, resp.

In the Romanian the above-mentioned fagadui appears (borrowed from
Hungarian)fogadni ‘to promise’, ‘to pledge to do (or not to do) something’. The
Albanian translation applies the verb zotohem ‘to promise, to make an offer’.

The earlier Hungarian interpreters used the above-mentioned verb fogadni
and igérni; this latter has become common (used also in its perfective aspect
megigérni, especially in the modern Catholic translations as that of Rome in
1967; but the latest version of Budapest, 1973, returned to the imperfective igérni).

In the Kralice Bible we find the expected verb slihiti (cf. Polish sluhowac, High-
Sorbian slubic, slubjec, slubjowac, Sik. sitbit’, slubovat); the Western Slavic
words came about by borrowing the Middle High German of Early Modern
High German stem geloben ‘to promise’, Gelibde ‘promise, vote’. The modern
Russian text has preserved the Church Slavic o6buats.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word and of its derivates are: B.
o6ereasi, obewaBam; Sr.-Cr. 066EaTun, 06eToBaTK, 06eTMBIATU; RUSS, 06eMaETb,
00eTOBATh; Ukr. 061lndTu(csa), obwatun(ca); M. obeka, obekasa; Cz. (obétovati
‘to offer, to sacrifice’); Sik. obecat} P. obiecac, obiecywac ‘to promise’; L.So.
(wobwescis, -owas ‘to state, to assure’); H.So. (wobwescec, wobwescic, wohwesco-
wac ‘id.’).

In the OIld Slavic the verb was a Moravianism which, surely through a Czech
medium, spread into the Slovak and Polish as well. In the Czech and Slovak it
has developed into special religious terms (‘to offer in the mass’, or ‘to take a
religious vote’), as the related noun osuTOKHKE also did.

— Real structural caique (but cf. what has been said about oBuTOK/HVE).
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207. OKpPbCTBL XMKKLITEM ~ Of tiegioikoi

‘the living round about, the neighbours’. Lu 1,58: icai f)Kouaav oi negioiKoi Kai
oi auYYEved>otdxriq ~ | crsuma OKPLCTb XXMKOKUTLL © | POXAEHLE cia * ‘and her
neighbours and relatives heard it’.

Similar locus: Lu 1,65 (in the Greek text: oi jiegioiKoCvTeq, the active present
participle of the verb rtegioiKEco ‘to live round about, to live nearby’).

In the Latin text we find vicinus in both passages. In the Gothic bisitands, the
present participle of bi-sitan ‘to sit around, to live in the neighbourhood’, i.e.
nearly the same usage as in the Greek, and the later Old Slavic ox-oxak (literally
‘sitting together’; from this word comes the Hungarian szomszéd ‘neighbour?).

In the Romanian we read an expression corresponding to the Old Slavic or
Greek, locuitor dimprejur, while the Albanian interpreters use the simple word
fqui ‘neighbour’.

The Hungarian uses the loanword szomszéd, borrowed from a (precisely not
determined) Slavic language; its early occurrences (1322: szomszéd and 1345:
szumszéd) indicate that Church Slavic origin or double borrowing is possible.

The Kralice Bible uses soused; in the modern Russian the corresponding
cocTab alternates with the paraphrase >xuBywve BOKpyrbs HUxb ‘who live around
them’. (But the Russian language can express this concept by the nearly
identical, obsolete word group OKpéCTHble XuTenu, too).

— Real structural caique (or, perhaps more precisely: a caique expression).
Judging from the evidence of the Czech okres ‘district’, Slk. okres ‘id.’, P. okres
‘period’, L.So. wokrejs ‘circle’, H.So. wokrjes ‘circle, district’, in the Old Slavic it
might have been a Moravianism, but it was common in the Western Slavic; the
Sorbian words were probably influenced by the German Kreis ‘circle’. The Old
Slavic word exerted its influence on the Russian even later and in indirect ways,
too (okpécTHbIli ‘surrounding, neighbouring, environmental’, oKp&cTHOCTb
‘surroundings, neighbourhood, environment’).

208. okoyTreT ~ rceipaio)

‘to tempt’. Mt 22.18: ... xi pe neiga”exe, imoKQixai; ~ HKTO ma OKOYLLX/TE,
yrokputn. “. . .why do ye tempt me, hypocrites?” Similar passages: Me 10,2;
12,15; Lu 20,23.

In the Church Slavic texts nckoycuti, MalITXTWU, UX TPU b NpUKoauTK also
occur.

As for the non-Slavic languages, cf. the entry for uckoycuti, nckoywretn. These
latter characterize the Codex Assemani, while okoywxTu occurs in the Zographus
and the Marianus. In the Kralice Bible pokouseti appears; in the modern Russian
text we find McKywWweéTh.

The other Slavic equivalents of the OIld Slavic word are: B. (nokyLuésam); Sr.-
Cr. okywatu (okywésartn); Russ, okyléTbeca ‘to taste’; M. okywasa; UKr.
(mokyweéTbea) ‘to tempt’; Cz. (okouseti ‘to suffer’); Slk. okusit ‘to taste’;
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P. (pokusic ‘to tent’); L.So. (pokusas, pokusys, pokusowas ‘to bite a little’, pokusis
‘to sufter, to expiate, to repent’); H.So. (pokucec ‘to repent).

— Semantic caique, in its special religious sense; according to the evidence of
the Western Slavic words, it was probably a Moravianism; although its
spreading into the Serbo”*Macedonian territory may give rise to some doubts in
this respect. The verb may have been spread there by the Old Slavic texts.

209 210. onpmn.gnmn (ca), OYMIKKIUTKU (ca) ~ Sikocidoo, (B51coatolr|)

‘to be found veritable’; ‘to justify oneself, to be justified’. Mt 11,19: kaii
éSiKauoOri f) CTogpia art6 tdv rigyoav culm)<; e ~ i on”*Kan ca Mpmxg>ocT7> 0Tb
ANt uagb ckooy/l m‘and the wisdom was justified by her own children [deeds]’.

The citation reminds us of some loci in the Wisdom Books (Libri Sapientiales)
and of the Psalms.

Similar loci: orakkguTu: Lu 7,29; 7,35; 10,29; onpnebgimn: Lu 16,15; 18,14,

In the codices B, S, W (in Soden’s notations: 5,, 62, e 014) and in some
minusculars we find 4nd v Egywv airrfjc; ‘by her deeds’, instead of and t&v
TEKvmv auTriq ‘by her children’. Merk’s edition also uses this lectio varians,
supposably because of the authority of Codex B (Vaticanus). But in the majority
of Greek codices we can read tekvmv which was also the basis of the Old Slavic
translation. The other Slavic, Latin and Gothic texts are also based on the same
variant as ‘by her children’ or ‘sons’ of the wisdom: filiis and barnam,
respectively. Luther’s translation uses the calque-like rechtfertigen (sich) in
these passages, with the addition von ihren Kindern ‘by her children’.

The Latin text contains the compound verb iustificare ‘to make just, to prove’.
The Gothic phrase usvaurhts gadomida var literally means ‘as just it was
presented’.

The Romanian s'a conoscut de dreaptéd corresponds to the English ‘it turned
out to be right’, just as the Albanian dolli e-drej-te dituria, similarly to the later
Russian Church Slavic bfith KewikmeHb M(AKbAKHBEIMB BbiTW  noumT&ib 3N
NPKKANKMO, or to the transitive verbs oTbnoBuabTV and ockokogut as well.

In Karoli’'s Hungarian text we read the almost intelligible a bdlcsesség
megigazittatott az 6fiaitol ‘the wisdom has been set right by her sons’ which must
have been an archaism, or a misunderstanding. In the recent Protestant edition
we read the verb in the form igazoltatott ‘was justified’. In the modern Catholic
versions the Greek variants with 4nd égycov serve as a basis: A Bolcsességet
azonban sajat mdvei igazoltak (1967) ‘Her own works were justified by the
Wisdom” and:.A Boélcseség azonban igazolta magéat sajat tetteivel ‘But, the
Wisdom justified itselfwith her own deeds.” In the Budapest edition of 1973 the
translation of and ée7iwy ar)d tekvgjv alternates, according to the probable
original sense.

The Kralice Bible contains the verb ospravediniti; but the modern Russian
edition has preserved the Church Slavic onpasbgaTn(cA) and Gwth
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onpasbgeHa, respectively. Both the Czech and the Russian use the phrase ‘by her
children’.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic words are: B. onpasgiis
(onpaBgiiBam); Sr.-Cr. onpaBanTu (onpasuasaTn); Russ. onpiBauTb, onpas-
AiTb (onpliBabiBaTth); UKr. (BunpaBgaTu, BunpiiegyBaTtun); M. onp4sga; Cz.
(ospravedIniti, ospravedlnovati); Sik. (ospravedInit, ospravedinovat); P.
(sprawdzic si%); L.So. (wopsawdowas se); H.So. (wosprawnic soj.

In the Czech, Slovak and Serbian languages there exist some adjectival and
substantival relations of the Old Slavic verb (opravdivy, opravdovy ‘real, true’,
wopsawda ‘reality’, wopsawdny ‘real, punctual’, etc.)

— Real structural caiques, though no prefix can be found in the Greek words;
the OId Slavic verbs were probably Moravianisms.

211. on()\kb/"Hre ~ to SiKociroua

‘righteousness, justification, law, disposal’. Lu 1,6: ttogeuopevoi év hdaaiq xatq
évToXaiq Kai SiKatcbpacnv Toli Kugiou ueusiton ~ yogALIT* Kb 3MMokbbXb
KeM)(be | ONpP*Kba*HULCL THI)cbe BeCc Mopokiie ‘.. going [= living] in all the
commandments and disposals of the Lord, above [= without] reproach’.

In the Latin text we find the deverbal noun iustificatio which meant both
‘verification, proving’ and ‘right action’. The Gothic ga-raihtei corresponds to
the Greek StKaicopa and SiKouoouvri alike.

In later Church Slavic of Russian redaction its (partly, of another meaning)
SYyNnonyms are: wcruwu*; s*Ulut*, OF(»WJT¥; W3BKK/EHME, OCKOBOXIEHUC, o6t n
OCT*R7>; OBbIKHOKCHME, OB BT, oyu’YkacHUC. A part of these meanings can only be
attributed to the Greek original SiKaicopa, the others are later developments.

Luther’s word is Satzung ‘commandment, order, disposal’ for the Greek (and
Latin) nouns.

The Romanian hotérire ‘decision, resolution’ is the long infinitive of the verb
hotari ‘to decide’, borrowed from Hungarian hatar ‘boundary’, but originally:
‘possession, power" or the derived verb hatarozni ‘to decide, to command’. Micu-
Clain, however, applied the noun g*ntbue ‘righteousness, justification’which is
nearer to the Greek, Latin or Old Slavic models, just like the Albanian té-drejté.
(Similarly to the Romanian, it comes from Latin directus.)

The obsolete Hungarian rendelés ‘order, commandment’ in Karoli’s text
might have exerted some influence on the Romanian solutions, too. In the
modern Catholic versions we read térvény (1967) or rendelkezés (1973, 1981),
both having the sense ‘law; commandment, order’.

In later Church Slavic the word can often be the synonym of ccaaa+ and
unHon()*EneHuc ‘ritual, ceremonial order’ as well.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: B. onpaeudHHe; Sr.-
Cr. onpaBgarbe; Russ, onpasgitHue; Ukr. (BlinpaBaaHHs, BUMNpaBaMBaHHS); M.
onpaBgaHe; Cz. (opravdivost ‘reality’, spravedlnost ‘righteousness’, opravdu
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‘really, seriously’); SIk. (opravdivost’ ‘id.”, opravdu ‘id.”, spravodlivost’ ‘up-
rightness, honesty’); P. (sprawiedliwosc fjustness, righteousness’); H.So.
(wosprawnoscenje fjustification, verification’); L.So. (wopsawdowanje ‘id’,
wopsawdosc ‘reality, verity’, wopsawnjony justified in religious sense’).

— Real structural caique (cf. the entry for onpnkeautTn and onNPAKbAITY).

212. opfcdNMH ~ ta &c“upa

‘[The Feast of] Unleavened Loaves (Azymous Bread)’. Me 14,1: Tlv 8& to
nactea ka! Ta d”opa peta 500 ppegac; * ~ Kx>ke nbCyb i on“cN-bpn « Mo gbkoto
LKHOy m‘because it was Easter and the Feast of Azymous Bread after two days’.
Similar passages: Mt 26,17; Me 14,12; Lu 22,1; 22,7.

The singular form is onpckHbKbL ~ to a”upov, but onjredN7>i, too, occurs.

The Latin azyma is a plural neutral adjective form, borrowed from Greek; in
the Gothic the citation cannot be found but in Me 14,12 there is a loanword dage
azivme (plural genitive form) ~ qpEgq: t&v &pcov ‘on the day of the azymous
bread’. Luther also applies a plural genitive: Tage der siiBen Brote.

In later Church Slavic of Russian redaction we can find the word group He
KBMMeMKHb, too. ( This is the precise caique of the Greek a”opov.)

In the Romanian we also read the non-translated azima; in Albanian,
however, we find the caique pa-brumjete (from the privative prefix pa and the
noun brume ‘kneaded dough, leaven’), according to the parts of the Greek word.

In the Hungarian translation of Karoli we find the popular, but now obsolete
and arbitrary Pogacséas Innep (word for word: ‘Small-Cake Feast’), but later the
expression kovéasztalan kenyér (nnepe ‘the fast of unleavened bread’ or
kovéasztalanok Unnepe ‘Feast of the Unleavened’ became common.

The OId Slavic word has come from the adjective np>ceHb ‘fresh, new,
unsalted, sweetish’ and in the Kralice Bible we find the corresponding presnice.

The Russian edition of Stockholm has preserved the related variant
onpecHoku (regular analogous plural to the singular vocalized form onpbcHOK)
but we find the word groups onpbcHoYHble AHM and AHW HeKBILLEHHAro xgbba
in the Russian, too.

Other Slavic equivalents of the singular form of the Old Slavic word are: B.
(npecHIiK); Sr.-Cr. (npécHay, npécHuua); Russ, (onpecHoku; npocdopii); UKr.
(npockypii, npockypka); M. (npecHek); Cz. (presnice); SIk. (priesny chlieb);
H.So. (njekisaty chleb); L.So. (njekisany chleb).

The Old Slavic word, in singular, has some etymologically related words in the
Byzantine Slavic languages and in the Czech. However, in general, the Greek
loanword 7iQoa(poQa: in Ukrainian npockypii, in Romanian: prescurd; as a
liturgical concept, with its original meaning ‘the brought-afore bread, the
offering’ it has ousted onpkeHHbLY to some extent from official ecclesiastic use. It
seems to have been used in plural for the expression of the name of the feast; in
later Church Slavic it was often replaced by onpuchHOIhM/i gKHW.
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— Its singular form is a caique neologism (pseudocaique); but in plural it is
also a semantic caique, in connection with the name of the Jewish feast, which
exerted an important influence on the Christian liturgy, too (the azymous
Eucharistical Sacrifice of the Roman Catholics and the United Armenians).

213-214. OCTXKWTW, OCTXKMITU ~ &KX (atpiripi)

‘to pardon, to forgive’. Lu 11,4: Kai atpeq qptv tat; apagriaq fpfi)v, Kai yag
auioi a<piopev navri écpei/covu ripiv ~ i ocntm nxmid (b nmiia ¢ o i owm
OcTaKBKoM7> * KCVKOMOY [UTBKKHMKOY nmikmov ¢ ‘and pardon us our sins, just as we
also pardon to all the sinners against us’.

Similar locus: Mt 6,12 in the Codices Assemani, Savvina and Ostromir, but in
the Zographus and the Marianus we find oT'bioyctuti(!). In a number of cases
this pair of verbs has a concrete meaning ‘to let off or ‘to send away’ i.e. they are
simple translations. The later Russian Church Slavic texts contain the verbs
npoctytn (MKQ|1bTN), M3KNUHUTKU (ca) and NMKXUnTK, too.

The Latin text renders these verbs with dimittere; the Gothic with afletan;
both these verbs meant originally ‘to let off. The Romanian language applies the
verb ierta (it comes from the Balkanian Latin *libertare ‘to set free’); the
Albanian fal means ‘to pardon’ and is connected with falem ‘to pray’, fala
‘salutation’; all the three words come from the Old Slavic ykxsix ‘praise, glory’
and XKbMTW ‘to praise’.

From the Hungarian verbs megengedni and megbocsdjtani (earlier:
megbulcsatani), the second one has become general. The old megbulcsatani form
indicates the relation to the noun bucsu ‘parish feast, farewell’ of Old Turkic
origin (borrowed before the Hungarians’ settlement in their present country);
the Turkic word also meant originally ‘letting off, so it could express the idea of
‘taking adieu’, too. All these are independent of Luther’s German vergeben
which seems to have followed originally a Low Latin *perdonare (see the Neo-
Latin languages and the English pardon).

The Kralice Bible applies the common Slavic odpustiti, the modern Russian
edition uses the verbs npocTinTe and npoLiiTh.

The other Slavic equivalents of the OIld Slavic words are: B. ocTassl, ocTaBam;
Sr.-Cr. ocTaBUTKM, ocTaBn>atu; Russ, ocTaBWUTb, ocTaBnAaTb; Ukr. octaBuT,
ocTtaBnATW; M. ocTaBu, octaBa; Cz. ostaviti, ostavovati; Sik. ostavit'; odstavido
put aside’ (Czechism); P. odstawic ‘to put aside’; L.So. wostajis, wostajas ‘to put
aside, to delay’; H.So. wostajac ‘id.”.

The primary meaning of the Slavic verbs is ‘to let away’ or ‘to put aside’. For
expressing the idea of ‘pardoning’ mainly the equivalents of otbnoyctutn are
used.

— Semantic caiques, in their special religious sense.
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215-216. ocanumi, OCULLATU ~ BALLKKXCTCO, (ESHOKKIIPO)
‘to overshadow’. Lu 1,35: Kai 56vapi<; injacrroo énKTKidaei ctoi' ~ 1 cuan
RAinihifwo oc-B'HATH Ta * ‘and the power of the Highest will overshadow thee’.

Similar passages: oc-Bhitu: Lu 9,34; ocut3tu Me 9,7 (this latter form is,
essentially, a graphic variant of octniath). In later Church Slavic we find
3NMT-KHUTK, OKbT-BHUTK and, in a secondary sense, nogatu as well.

The Latin text uses the corresponding obumbrare; the Gothic, similarly, ufar-
skadvjan. (As we see, the four languages use prefixes with different basic
meanings: the Greek éal means ‘on’, the Latin ob ‘in front of, over, against’, the
Gothic ufar ‘over, above’ and the Old Slavic dK ‘around’. Without any doubt,
the Old Slavic solution is the most plastic, testifying to the good stylistic sense of
the Slav Apostles). Luther’s Uberschatten corresponds etymologically to the
Gothic, although there is no evidence that Luther knew Gothic.

In the Romanian we find a verb without prefix, umbri; in the Albanian the
denominal verb hiesoj has no prefix either (from the noun hie ‘shadow’, which
seems to be etymologically related to the Greek cnaa ‘id.”.

The Hungarian translations used the denominal, prefixed perfective verb
megarnyékozni from the noun arnyék ‘shadow’. In the modern versions we
mostly find the phrase elborit or beborit arnyékaval ‘will cover thee with His
shadow’.

The Kralice Bible uses a denominal verb, following the instantaneity of Latin:
zastiniti (from the noun stin ‘shadow’), while the modern Russian text has
preserved the Church Slavic verb oceHuTb.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic words are: B. oceHu (oceHsiBa);
Sr.-Cr. oceHuTun; Russ. o(b)ceHnTb, 0(6)ceHATb; Ukr. ocwumTtn, oceHATH; M.
(oceHyBa); Cz. (zastiniti, zastihovati); Sik. (zatienit'); P. (zacienic, zacieniac);
L.So. wobsenis, wobsenjas (wobsenjowas); H.So. wobscénic, wobscénjec
(wobscénjowac).

— Real structural caiques in the special sense of Lu 1,35 (it is difficult to state
the difference here between the influence of one language on another and the
impact of one text on another). But as the Sorbian forms show, the Old Slavic
words might have been formed independently of any translation requirements,
too; in this case they are semantic caiques, which, as originally “parole
phenomena” (in Saussure’s terminology), occupy a special place in Christian
ecclesiastical terminology, too.

217. QWK ~ 6 sauy,
‘servant’. Mt 8,6: koqie, 6 s1aL, poo B3 rpai év irj otKiqt AafgaXunkoc. ~ e
OTPOKb MOW IOKMTb Kb JIOMOY ocppd/brse .. .O Lord, my servant is lying in my
house, paralysed’.

In later Church Slavic c[g]noyrg and pokbs also appear.
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Similar passages: Mt8,8; 8,13; 14,2; Lu 7,7. Only those verses are included in
this list, where 6 say ~ ofkb has the meaning ‘servant’; the primary sense,
‘son’ is naturally not a caique in Old Slavic, but a simple translation.

The Latin puer is not a biblical gospel term: the oldest names of Roman slaves
already contain this element, e.g. Marcipor [= Marci puer] ‘Mark’s slave’,
Lucipor [=Luci(i) puer] ‘Lucius’s slave’, etc. The Gothic piu-magus is an
explicative, tautological compound from pius ‘slave’ and magus ‘son’; both of
the components appear separately, too, in the sense ‘servant, slave’. (The use of
magus in this sense may be either a Latin or Greek influence). Luther’s text uses
the common word Knecht in these passages.

The Romanian slugé is a Church Slavic borrowing. The Slavic c[s]nyrx, in
some scholars’opinion, was formed as a nomen agentis from the stem of the verb
cnoy-Tu ‘to hear, to listen, to obey’ (like the Latin cliens or cluens, from the same
Indo-European root *klou); but according to recent opinions it was directly
related to some Celtic word (Irish sluag ‘mass’, Welsh Hu ‘army’, etc.) and,
therefore, meant originally ‘common soldiers, army’ in a collective sense; it
happened only later that people began to use it as a masculine singular noun.

The Albanian sherhetor ‘serf, servant’is a nomen agentis from the verb shérboj
‘to serve’, coming from Latin servire.

The Hungarian szolga is the same Slavic loanword as Romanian sluga.

The Kralice Bible uses the word sluzebnik which is the result of a multiple
word formation (sluha-*sluziti->sluzba-*sluzebny), this word in Church Slavic
means ‘ritual book’. The Russian text has preserved the Church Slavic cnyra.
Neither of these translations apply otrok, though both languages have this word,
with the meaning ‘slave’ in Czech, and ‘adolescent, teen-ager’ in Russian.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: B. oTpok
‘adolescent’; Sr.-Cr. (cnyra); Russ, oTpok ‘adolescent’; Ukr. oTpok ‘id.”; M.
(cnyra); Cz. otrok ‘slave’; Slk. otrok ‘id.”; L.So. wotrosk ‘servant’; H.So. wotrock
‘id.” P. (sluga).

In the OId Slavic it was, without any doubt, a Moravianism; the word used
commonly for the idea of ‘slave’ or ‘servant’ was b (and later coTn). The
Czech and Slovak words have preserved the secondary meaning of the Greek
word (which might have been the original meaning of the Old Slavic word, as the
etymology of *ompokb allows this conclusion), but the Sorbian words can be
Bohemianisms, too.

As the Greek aay was translated into Old Slavic with orpoky, also when it
meant ‘son’or ‘boy’, the meaning ‘slave, servant’ may be regarded as a semantic
imitation.

— Semantic caique.

218. OTL/CATKCTKOKKTV ~ 1A/106eKaTCX0
‘to decimate, to give the tithe’. Mt 23,23: 6ri anobekaTo6Te t5 qSuoapov Kai 1o
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avgSov Kai t6 KUpivov, Kai achl|kaTe ca Baeuxega Toit VOPOU, XqV kgictiv Kai X8
ZXcoq Kai xrjv jiicmv' ~ TkO OTbAECATBCTXOYETE matsr u KOMP» U KUMUHD |
OCT/IKVCTE TAKBLLIAM 3/IKOHN » CKKAB | MANOCTL | RNt (Second-hand text of the
Zographus.) ‘because ye give the tithe of the mint, dill and fennel, but ye omitted
what is more important in the law: the righteousness, the charity and the truth’.

The same Greek verb is translated more freely as gkaTtbHx gnmu (annmu) ‘to
give the tithe’ (see that entry) in Lu 11,42 and 18,12.

In the Latin text decimare is the most common translation, but in Lu 18,12:
decimas dare. Only this passage can be found in the Gothic translation,
translated by the caique expression afdailjan taihttndon ‘to deal the tenth’. This
passage is rendered in Luther’s translation by the expression geben den Zehnten,
but the common verb is verzehnten.

The Romanian da zeciualé follows the Latin decimas dare or the Old Slavic
naTun accatvHk, but Micu-Clain’s ?eu8n follows the Latin decimare in Mt 23,23
and Lu 11,42, The Albanian text, however, contains the expression jap
té-dhjetten®® from the suppletive verb jam [dhéshe, dha, dhene] ‘to give’ and
dhjete ‘tithe’.

As for the Hungarian and Slavic translations, see agccatuHa gatw.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: B. (aam geceTiiHaTta);
Sr.-Cr. (néceTkoBatu); Russ, (qatb gecatuny); UKr. (aliTn gecatuny); M. (naBa
pecetuHa); Cz. (dati desetinu); SIk. (dat’ desatinu); P. (dziesigtkowac, dac
dziesi%cin%); L.So. (das zasetk); H.So. (dac dzesatk).

Thus the Old Slavic word has no directly related equivalent in the living Slavic
languages. Therefore, taking also the parallelism of the prefixes into con-
sideration, we must assume that the Old Slavic word came into being under
Greek influence.

— Real structural caique.

219. o>t ~ 6MoKaAGirai (5ToKa7/mKTCo)

‘to disclose’. Mt 11,27: Kai ¢ £av BooXgxav 0 uid<; <5tnoKaxXd\/ai. ~ i eMoyxe
KOMMTe CHb OTHKPATU » “.. and to whom the Son wants to disclose it’. Similar loci:
Mt 10,26; Lu 2,35; 10,21; 12,2; Jo 12,38.

In Mt 13,35 the verb égebqopai appears in the Greek text with the same
meaning. In Me 2,4 the verb crreya”co has a completely concrete sense (‘to open
the roof),’so oTekpnTK is a simple translation here. In later Church Slavic texts
kuvarvmy, OTRQATH and NpyHECTU na crttaoctk (Ha sHamocTk) also occur.

In the Latin text we find revelare, a privative prefixation of velare ‘to hide’. In
Gothic the cited verse cannot be found but we read and-huljan ‘to discover, to
detect, to reveal’ a privative prefixation of the verb huljan ‘to cover’. Luther’s
corresponding term is offenbaren ‘to make manifest’.

Similar negative prefixation appears in the Romanian: descopera (cf. coperi,
acoperi ‘to cover’). In the Albanian: zbulgj.
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In the Hungarian we can read megjelenteni, felfedni, kijelenteni ‘to reveal, to
discover’, but in the recent translations we see hirdet ‘to announce, to preach’
and, in a passive reflexive sense, megnyilvanul ‘to appear, to manifest itself, or
nyilvanossagra kerul ‘to become known’, ‘to become public’. In the Kralice Bible
the verb zjeviti is general, in the passive voice (jest zjeveno). The Russian
translation has preserved the Church Slavic usage (0TKpbITb and OTKpPbITbCSA).

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: B. 0TKpiis
(oTkpnBam); Sr.-Cr. oTKpuTK (0TKpiiBaTK); RUSS, OTKPbITb (OTKPbLIBIATL); UKr.
BLKPITK (BWKpuBITK); M. oTKpue (oTkpuea); Cz. odkryti (okryvati); Sik.
odkryt' (odkryvatj; P. odkryc (odkrywac); L.So. wotksys (wotksywas); H.So.
wotkryc (wotkrywac).

The OId Slavic word, consequently, seems to be of Common Slavic origin, but
in its figurative sense it can be considered to have followed the Greek model.

— Semantic caique.

220-221. orAbeHe OkpreHre ~ n\ 6CTTOKV T

‘revelation, interpretation’; ‘enlightening’. Lu 2,32: gxk; eiq 4s0k<5/1m\|gy éOvtov
Kai 60£,av Aaol croi TaQagl. ~ CKUTb Kb OKLKAHIE iataiiky, » | caaak/kagiv trolxt,
wwm * ‘light for the enlightening of the heathens, and glory for Thy people,
Israel’.

The variant ok(rekeHve appears in the Zographus and the Marianus, in the form
best corresponding to the Proto-Slavic phonetic laws. In the Assemani and
Savvina Kniga we find o'k kwwe. Both variants are hapax legomena in the
archaic Old Slavic gospel texts. In other Old Slavic texts we find oK7WiKreHc, too.
In later Church Slavic texts oTbK(rbITvC, KbHIK/EHVE, Nicorbii iTeHne and MACTAKIeHVe
also occur.

The Latin revelatio and the Gothic and- huleins are nomina actionis from the
above-mentioned verbs. Luther’s text uses an infinitive construction: zu
erleuchten die Heiden ‘to enlighten the heathens’.

In the Romanian we find a verbal construction ‘ce sd descopera, but in Micu-
Clains’ text nBmuHgp ‘illustration, declaration’ can be read. Similarly in the
Albanian there is a nomen actionis, te-ndrituri from the verb ndrit ‘to be bright,
to glisten’.

In the Hungarian the old variant was megvilagosittatds ‘being enlightened’
(today megvilagitds ‘enlightening’), sometimes even shorter: megvilagositas
‘lightening’.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: B. (0TKpuBiiHWe,
oTKpliThe); Sr.-Cr. (oTKpibe); Russ, (0OTKpbiBaHWe, 0TKPbITUE); UKr. (BLLKPUT-
Ta); M. (oTkputue); Cz. (odkryvani, odkryti); Sik. (odkryt); P. (okrycie,
odkrywka); L.So. (wotksywanje); H.So. (wotkryce).

The living Slavic languages have not developed an *en suffixation from the
original reduced y-stem of the verb kputu (ky/.R-), only the suffix *-t has survived.
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Besides, the Western Slavic languages apply the etymological equivalents of
n3'blkneHve and o[ Tb]TkopeHuc as well, from the stems of the verb corresponding to
n3TkUTKN and o[te]tko(umn. Therefore, or*Km>cHa cannot be considered a
Common Slavic word but much rather a Balkano-Slavic one (just like
He(oy)M?*KeHbl and HCLbKeHb). It was formed under the direct influence of the
Greek 4s0kaXT|n<; or at least, it has acquired its figurative sense due to Greek
influence. The living Slavic languages show similarly (*-n~) suffixed deverbal
nouns of the derived imperfective *-va- verbs as a rule, with the sense of process).
— Semantic caique.

222-223a-b. 0TbNOYyCTUTK, OTLMOYLTATIA, (0TbNOYCKATN) ~ acppKa (atcpirpt)

‘to forgive, to pardon’. Mt 6,12: Kai acpeq qpiv Ta ckpe/lpparta gpwyv, ax; Kai
acpgKapev xoiq 6<peiX.éxaiq qpWV B~ oTsnoyctn HW D AAKrbl naiii(/\) ® UKo

i Mbl OTBHRNOYWTAEMb ANbXKHUKOM?. vawum?* ‘ANd forgive us our trespasses just as

we also forgive our trespassers’ (‘those who trespass against us’).

In the Assemani, Savvina Kniga and Ostromir we find ocrakurn and
octAknutu. In later Church Slavic texts we also find otvjiovckath an erroneously
reimperfectivated form (from oTbnoywTATI); These verbs were used (with the
prefixes no-, u3- and cb-), in other Old Slavic texts, for rendering the Greek
6moAo) ‘to solve, to pardon’, too. In this sense we can also read the verbs
ni>octutn and [olckosoautu in other Old Slavic texts; in Ukrainian-Slavonic type
of later Church Slavic use we also find nrxeauntu and oxasutn.

As for the non-Slavic translations, the Kralice Bible and the Russian edition
of Stockholm, cf. the entry for ocrakutu and ocrakmaru.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic words are: B. oTnywam
(oTnyckam, otnycHa); Sr.-Cr. oTnycTuTe, OTNywTaTW; RuUSS, OTMAYCTUTb,
OTnyutdTh (0TnycxaTh); UKr. BWnyCcTUTY, BLAyNwTK; M. OTRYLWITK, OTAYLWTA;
Cz. odpoustéti; Sik. odpustit', odpustat; P. odpuscic, odpuszczac; L.So. wotpuscis,
wotpuscowas; H.So. wotpuscic, wotpuscowac.

Consequently, the Old Slavic verb pair is Common Slavic, but its ecclesiastical
meaning ‘to forgive, to pardon’ may have been due to some ecclesiastical texts
(Greek or Latin, according to their rite); first of all, the Lord’s Prayer.

— Semantic caiques.

224-225. oTbnoylwTCcHUC, octaknchuc ~ f| acpeok; [tmv apaQTitov]
‘pardon, forgiving, remission’. Me 14: ka! kpeuctawy Rdomerpa pexavoiaq eiq
atcpecnv 4paQxidlve ~ | nfonokr,aak KPbINTCHUC nokaanuto * Kb OTT>MOY|NTeHMC
" ‘and preaching the baptism of repentance for the remission of sins’.
Similar loci: Me 3,29; Lu 1,77; 3,3; 4,18. Usually we find otbnoywutenuc in the
archaic gospel, but the Zographus applies ocraknciuc in Lu 1,77, and the
Assemani in Lu 3,3.
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Both words are also used in other Old Slavic texts for rendering aoyyvwpri and
Stveon;. (Both Greek words have the sense ‘remission, pardon’ as well). In later
Old Slavic and Church Slavic texts we can read the words oTbpign, nmuicHle,
obreryeHve and ocEoKkoxeHVe, too, for rendering acpeak;, avyyytouT) or &erne;.

The Latin remissio (from the verb remittere ‘to let away’ and the Gothic af-
lageins (from the verb af-lagjan ‘to put down’) express different juridical and
psychological moments of the ‘pardoning’. But in the Gothic gospel translation
(Lu 1,77 and 4,19), and Skeireins 42 we find the deverbal nouns af-lets andfra-
lets which, derived from the verb aj-lelan andfra-letan, correspond to the Greek
and Latin terms as caiques. Luther’s Vergebung probably follows the Low Latin
*perdonatio (see the entries for oTbnoycTUTM and OCT/IKUATW).

Though these Gothic deverbal nouns (and their basic verbs) show a similarity
of meaning and structure with the Old Slavic oTbnoywreHne and the Gothic af-
lageins with the Old Slavic octekneHue, it is not too probable that they, or the
Latin remissio, were the models for the OId Slavic words or their loan meaning:
their formation, supposably, is older than the contacts of the Slavs with the
Greek, Latin or Gothic biblical texts, and for the semantic borrowing of the
internal form of the Greek gospel texts offer a satisfactory explanation, without
any other mediation, if we think of the necessity of establishing a Christian
terminology.

The Romanian nomen actionis iertare, a “longer infinitive”, comes from the
verb ierta (Vulgar Latin *libertére ‘to make free, to absolve’). In the Albanian we
find the deverbal noun ndjesé (originally, a substantivized infinitive of the verb
ndjej ‘to forgive, to pardon’).

The Hungarian words of Karoli are megbocsajtas ‘forgiving’, bocsanat
‘pardon’ and elengedés ‘remission’; in the modern texts bocsanat is common but
occasionally we also meet the noun kegyelem which has a dou.ble religious
meaning: ‘grace’ and ‘pardon’ (corresponding to Greek xagtt; and Stcpemg, or
Latin gratia and remissio, respectively.)

While the Kralice Bible applies the more recent phonetic variant odpusteni, the
Russian edition of Stockholm contains another Church Slavic word: npotuetue.

The other Slavic equivalents of the OId Slavic words are: B. oTnyuiéHe,
otnywsaHa; Sr.-Cr. (oTnywtaH>e, nywreH>e); RuUss, oTnyLeHne, ocTaB/eHne
(oTnynuwHbe, OTriycKaHHe, npowgHue); UKr. BLynyLwEHHA (30CTEBMEHHSA, 30C-
TEBMEHHS, BLUNYCKEHHA); M. (oTnyckaHe); Cz. odpusteni; Sik. odpustenie; P.
odpuszczenie; L.So. wotpuscenje; H.So. (wotpusk).

Church Slavic adopted the deverbal noun octnEneHve formed from the verb
octrevmm in liturgical use, instead of otnnoywrebive. Thus e.g. in the anaphora text
ofthe Chrysostomos’ Liturgy, celebrated in every Slav country of Byzantine rite,
the act of transubstantiation of the bread ends with the following words: to integ
(ipov kKACLEvov eit; atpemv dApagniiv ~ vKe 3/1 gW SOMUMCC Kb OCT/ETIEHVE MPOK-/1
‘which is broken for you for the remission of sins’. Similarly, the act of
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transubstantiation of the wine ends with the following words: To titweq Upcov Kai
nokkéw éyxvvénevov elq atpeatv apagticdv ~ o€ 3a Bbl 1M 3a MIHOMbI
vervkacva(@a ke oCTAKAIHHF rpxoks « ‘which is shed for you and for many people,
for the remission of sins’. Perhaps, this probable Moravianism means more in
liturgical use than the remission of sins for the people; in the holy mass, which,
according to the sacramentological dogma, is the mysterious renewal of Jesus
Christ’s sacrifice made on the cross, these words mean the ‘setting aside’ of the
sins by the act of redemption, completed by Christ’s passion and death, and this
is expressed by the word 6KpeCcTK; ~ ocrakovic
— Semantic caiques.

226. nakbiGbmc ~ ( nakiyyzveai'x

‘rebirth, regeneration’. Mt 19,28: atpqv kkyw @ipiv &ti ouew, of &KoXou9qoavTE<;
pot, év Tr| Ka™tyYeveoigt, ka3pcTect3e Kai autdi étti 5(bbeka 9gévous... ~ ammn
I'AN KAV KOKbI||1750HLLON TOVEHE> e R>MAKBBHATLLL. . .CAOCT« Kb IHAIPKHOHA
accarc npctonoy... (Second-hand text of the Zographus.) “... Verily | say unto
you that ye who were following me, ... in the rebirth... will sit on twelve
thrones...”’

In the Ostromir we see Kb NAKbIBLITKE i.e. an accusative form with the meaning
of the former directive case; in the Savvina Kniga, however, we find a verbal
construction iiaki Bxgeto ‘ye will exist anew’. The Greek editions differ in the
variations naXivyeveoia and TtaXivyEvecria (the first one is more etymological,
but the two forms are graphic variants only).

The word is a hapax legomenon in the Greek and Old Slavic gospel texts; as
for the New Testament, it occurs in the Epistle to Titus, 3,5 as well. In the later
medieval Church Slavic texts (especially in the Russian redactions)
MAKm10OHKEHE, Kb3pokaeHve and i b)d gtannc also appear in this meaning; the
second form has become later the caique of the Rinascimento, Rinascita,
‘Renaissance’.

The Latin regeneratio corresponds precisely to the original Greek. In the
Gothic translation this locus is absent (in the Epistle to Titus, too); maybe, the
word us-stoss, corresponding to Greek atvacnagK; ‘resurrection’ was applied
here if ifwas translated into Gothic at all, but this is uncertain. Luther’s word,
Wiedergeburt reflects the Greek and the Latin alike.

The Romanian na$terea din nou ‘birth anew, rebirth’combines the meaning of
Latin renovatio and regeneratio in it (Micu-Clain applies the expression HAiiiep
Lc aporo ‘the birth at a second time’, ‘the second birth'). In the Albanian we read
krijeset te-ré ‘new creation’ (cf. Latin creatio nova; the noun seems to be a
loanword of Latin origin and to refer to the eschatological idea of
nnokaTaaTtacTu).
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The Hungarian version was Gjonnan vald sziiletés ‘a birth anew’ by Karoli but
the modern (especially, Catholic) versions use the word megujulas ‘renovation’
and Ujrasziletés ‘rebirth’.

The Kralice Bible contains a version similar to the Romanian: druhé narozeni
‘second birth’. The Russian edition of Stockholm preserved the Church Slavic
naknobITre here, but in the Epistle to Titus 3,5 we read Bo3poxgéiue ‘rebirth’.

The living Slavic languages use some compounds with the words pogb or
poxaeHue, such as B. (Bb3poxgeHue); Sr.-Cr. (Mpenopol)eH>e, M3HOBapOl)eHL>E);
Russ, (naknpoxgéHue, HOBOPOXAEHWE, BO3POXAEHWE); nakubbiTue; UKr.
(BwpoxgéHHSA); M. (npépoasa); Cz. (pferod); Sik. (preporod, znovuzrodenie);
P. (odrodzenie); H.So. (znowanarodzenje); L.So. (znowanarozenje).

— The OId Slavic word, apparently, was established under Greek influence
and, as for its basic sense, it is perhaps more successful than the original Greek,
inasmuch it refers not to the process of ‘rebirth’ but the result or fact of ‘being
anew, existing anew’. In this sense it is one of the most successful word creations
of the OId Slavic translations. The living Slavic words were motivated by the
Greek or Latin original and, apparently, by the later meaning, ‘Renaissance’ as
well. The effect of a Greek ttouivouoiot is also not excluded in Old Slavic; the
Macedonian form is, maybe, a Moravianism, taken over from the gospels.

— Real structural caique.

227. nog7>Homve ~ o UTtondbtov

‘footstool, tabouret’. Mt 5,34-35: pf) 6péom oOtaog- .. .uryrr év ifj yfl cm
imorcobidv écmv t&v rcoStbv anTob » ~ He knaTn ca OoTBHXKAK. . , Nh 3LLIMXK XKD
NOABLHOXMC ECT7> bWMb er0. .. ‘don’t swear at all neither by the earth because it is
the footstool of His feet’. Similar loci: Mt 22,44; Me 12,36; Lu 20,43.

In later Church Slavic ckxmbl1 and CTONKUK nogbHorbl also occur.

The Latin scabellum is a diminutive formation from scamnum ‘bench’. The
meaning of the Gothicfotu-bourd was originally: ‘footboard’. Luther’s text uses
the loanword Schemel, related to the Latin scamnum and scabellum; it comes
from Later Latin scamillus, a secondary form of scabellum (diminutive of
scamnum).

In the Romanian we find asternut ‘bedding, couch, resting-place’ from the
verb a$terne ‘to lay out’in the cited verse, but scaun ‘tabouret’ in other passages.
In the Albanian text we read the Byzantinian, or New Greek loanword fron,
from 9qgé6vos.

The Hungarian zsamoly ‘“footstool, tabouret’ is a German loanword
(Schemel).

The Kralice Bible applies podnoz in this locus. This new formation is similar to
the Old Slavic. In the modern Russian text the Old Slavic word has been
preserved.
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The other Slavic equivalents of the OId Slavic word are: B. nogHoxwue
(nogHoxka); Sr.-Cr. nOgHox)e (nogHoxak); Russ, nogHoxue (NOLHOXKA,
nogHora); Ukr. wguoka; M. nogHoxue (nogHox)e); Cz. (podnozka, pod-
nuzka); Sik. (podnozika); P. podnéze, podnézek); H.So. (podnoha, podnoza,
podnézka); L.So. (podnozk, podnoga).

— Real structural caique. Taking the evidence of Western Slavic words into
consideration, it was perhaps a Moravianism in the OId Slavic (though in
Western Slavic there are no forms corresponding exactly to nogbHOXWC).

228. mavmeax ~  ( ttagalRo™q

‘parable’. Mt 13,18: "Ypetq oiiv (3ckobaarte tf|v rcagalloLqv roO cmeigavTog. ~
Bbl e OyC/TbHHUTE NPUTBWK CUKBLLIXErO. “Ye, then, hear now the parable of the
sower’.

Similar loci: Mt 133; 13,10, 13,13; 13,24; 13,31; 13,33; 13,34-bis; 13,35;
13,36; 13,53; 15,15; 21,33; 21,45; 22,1; 24,32; Me 3,23; 4,2; 4,10, 4,11; 4,13
(bis), 4,30; 4,33, 4,34; 7,17; 12,1; 12,12; 13,28; Lu 4,23; 5,36; 6,39; 84; 8,9;
8,10; 8,11; 12,16; 12,41; 136; 14,7; 153; 18,1; 18,9; 19,11; 20,9; 20,19; 21,29;
Jo 10,6; 16,25 (bis), 16,29. Furthermore, it occurs in the Marianus Synaxaria
(Me Syn.: once, and Lu Syn.: 4 times).

The later Church Slavic texts of Russian redaction use the synonymes
rono6eHCTKO, CH EBblEHVE, M3peyeHrie and rocriokuux as well.

The occurrence of the word [and concept] parable (nagocfoLg ~ npuUTBLYX)
gives us a characteristic cross-section about some peculiarities of the gospels.
While this word appears in the synoptic gospels in equally high numbers (if we
also consider the relative brevity of St. Mark’s Gospel), we hardly meet it in
St.John’s Gospel. This correlates with the difference which distinguishes the
popular parable style of the synoptic evangelists from the speculative-
metaphysical manner of narration in the fourth gospel.

In the Latin text the loanword parabola appears (sometimes: similitudo
‘comparison, analogy’, e.g. Lu 21,29). The cited locus cannot be found in
Gothic, but in Lu 4,23 and in other passages ga-juko ‘confrontation, parallel’
occurs. Thus the Gothic word comes from another (totally different) usage than
the Old Slavic and Greek words: these latter mean, literally, ‘throwing beside,
by-casting’, while the Gothic word has the sense joining together’. Luther’s
words, das Gleichnis, follows the Latin similitudo (Greek: q 6poiéxqq, to
6Lolcoua).

The Romanian pilda is a Hungarian loanword (példa, see below) while the
Albanian paravoli is a Greek (Byzantine or New-Greek) one.

The Hungarian példabeszéd and példazat ‘parable’ also appeared in the
original shorter form (see Jordanszky Codex, 393, 394). This word is of Middle
High German origin in the Hungarian (bilde ‘face, visage, picture’, cf. Modern
High German Bild ‘picture’). On the basis of the Latin similitudo the older
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Hungarian gospel texts applied the word hasonlatossag, too (from the adjective
hasonlatos ‘similar’); and the simple word példa was also common (today it
means ‘example, instance’).

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: B. nputya; Sr.-Cr.
npiiva; Russ, nputya (Npiitka); Ukr. npuTtya; M. npuka (npuke); Cz. (prislovi);
Sik. (prislovie); P. (przyslowie); H.So. (prislowo, prikiad); L.So. (psislowo,
psiklad).

Thus, the Old Slavic word came into being supposably under direct Greek
influence. Its structure consisting of the prefix npu- (expressing approach) and
the stem of the verb Tbk-HX-TM ‘to push’ with the suffix *-ia corresponds,
component by component, to the Greek compound napa-Ro”-fi (cf. juagsc
‘beside’, R43.Xxo< *R&A.-j-(0 ‘to throw, to cast’). This Old Slavic word again
testifies to a remarkable ability for word creation, and it renders the original
content of the Greek noun much better than many other solutions do (e.g.
Gothic ga-juko, Hungarian példabeszéd, Western Slavic pri-slovie, etc.).

— Real structural caique which has been preserved in the Slavic languages of
the Byzantine cultural zone. As for the Catholic Slavic translations, it is the word
priklad that approaches best the basic meaning of the Old Slavic (and Greek)
compound.

229. NpUWbLAKUL ~ 6 TrpocrpXurox;

‘proselyte, neophyte’; “foreigner’; ‘newcomer’. Mt. 23,15: cm neeiayere xf|v
MA-aCTcrav Kar rpv £,r|Qav 7toifjaai Eva nQocrflAUTOv, ~ Tko noxoaute mK u
COYMIDK * CTKOPUTW eaMHOro npubibll e (Second-hand text in the Zographus)
‘because ye walk around the sea and the mainland, in order to get even one
proselyte’.

In the Old Slavic texts npuKNKn.K rexch also occurs for interpreting the Greek
TtaQoIKEQ) ~ peregrinus sum ‘to be alien, to be a newcomer’ (Lu 24,18). The later
Church Slavic texts contain the words ORp\i|itN7. and 4TOYX(4)KMKLK,
respectively.

In the Latin text we find the Greek loanword proselytus in the quoted verse,
but peregrinus in Lu 24,18. In the Gothic, it cannot be found. Luther’s text uses
Judengenosse ‘associated to the Jews’ in Mt 23,15, but Fremdling “foreigner’ in
Lu 24,18.

The Romanian translation also uses the loanword proselit, but Micu-Clain
applied a caique: KMHUTHMKBL Which may have been the imitation of Hungarian
jovevény ‘newcomer’, from the Balkano-Latin stem veni (past participle vinit)
and the Slavic suffix *-nikb. The Albanian te-khtyere derived from the verb khtej
‘to turn’ or ktéhem ‘to return, to change faith’.

The Kralice Bible and the Russian edition of Stockholm use the vocalized
forms of the OId Slavic noun, in the sense ‘proselyte’, but in the meaning
‘foreigner’ they use prichozi and npuwégunii, respectively.
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In the Hungarian translation of Géspar Karoli we read a transformed
construction: hogy poganyhol Zsidot tegyetek ‘that ye make a Jew from a
heathen’. Similar interpretations can be found in the later Hungarian texts (e.g.
in the Catholic edition of 1967: hogy csak egy embert is zsidéva tegyetek ‘that ye
make, at least, one man into a Jew’) but the latest Hungarian Catholic version
(1973) uses the word attér6 ‘converted’ for this concept, and Hungarian
theological literature uses the Latin loanword prozelita and konvertita, but also
attéré ‘converted’ (1981). As for Lu 24,18, it is rendered with jovevpny
‘newcomer’ and (in the Catholic versions): idegen “foreigner’, as a rule.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: B. npuwenéy,; Sr.-Cr.
(povmbak); Russ, npuwéney (Npuwnbiin), npuwnéy; Ukr. npuwéney, (Npuxwe);
M. (npo3enuT, TyruHeu “foreigner’); Cz. pfislec; Sik. prislec; P. przyszlysz; H.So.
(konvertit, wobroceny); L.So. (prozelit, wobroceny).

Thus, the OId Slavic word can be considered to be a Moravianism which got
into the Bulgarian and Eastern Slavic languages, too, as a Church Slavic word
and, at the same time, it has been preserved in Czech and Slovak (and imitated in
Polish).

— Real structural caique, which corresponds, component for component, to
the original Greek model (hpoq ~ npy; gXux- ~ WbAb (WKL); -0<; ~ Proto-
Slavic *-ikos). The Old Slavic language uses a perfect participle active stem here
with the nomen agentis suffix -buk < Proto-Slavic *~ikos; the prefix npu- <
Proto-Slavic *prei- corresponds to the sense of Greek tigoc; (and it is also
etymologically related to it).

230-231. NPMbXTh, NPUBXTKHL ~ BeKTOg

‘beloved, favourite’. Lu 4,19: KrQi3"ai évtain6v kugiou Sektév. ~ NPOMNOKMANTY
mTo rHe npuvete, “...and to preach the Lord’s beloved year’. This New
Testament locus is taken over, almost word for word, from Isaiah 61,2.

Similar loci: Mt 13,57; Me 6,4; Jo 4,44. But in Lu 4,24: ...cm 065eiq
Tleodomyrr|<; GekTcx; éoriv év tf| toxtqiSi abTo6 ~ TKO HMKBLTOPbDKE MPOPOO.
NPVYM.TKHT. Kb OTEHKCTKUM CUOLLIK. ‘because no prophet is beloved in his fatherland’.

Apparently npubxts, the past participle of the verb npugtn corresponds
closely to the Greek 5ektos, adjectivum verbale of the verb 6éxouom ‘to receive,
to accept’. Jhe adjective npuaTbHb is a derivate of the verbal adjective with the
suffix -KH (*-in). In later Church Slavic texts npuNATT. also occurs, the passive
past participle of npuHgTW.

In the Latin text we meet the corresponding acceptus, perfect participle of the
verb accipere. In the Gothic the adjective anda-nems ‘pleasant, convenient’ is
formed from the compound verb and-niman ‘to accept, to receive’. Luther’s
word angenehm originally meant ‘accepted’.
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The Romanian piacut ‘pleasing, agreeable’ is the past participle passive of the
verb placea ‘to please, to like’, but Micu-Clain’s version uses the past participle
passive npumnTs from the verb npymm ‘to receive, to accept’; which is, in some
scholars’ opinion, a Church Slavic loanword (cf. npymx, the 1st person of the
verb npwATn). However, according to other opinions, it comes from the Latin
verb premere ‘to grasp, to hold’. (The first opinion seems to me more acceptable,
but the Latin verb may have been a supplementary and reinforcing factor.)

The Albanian te-pelgyeré “fit, proper’ comes from the verb pélgéj ‘to please’ (a
Latin loanword from placere).

The older Hungarian versions use the adjective kedves, ‘dear, favourable’ but
the recent ones, especially the Catholic translations, employ other solutions.
Thus e.g. the Rome edition of 1967 mentions az Ur Kegyelmének esztendeiét
‘the years of the Lord’ grace’, and the Budapest edition of 1973 says: elérkezett
az Or esztendeje 'the Lords year has come’, in Lu 4,19.

As for the second citation, the Rome edition uses a periphrastic interpretation
in Lu 4,24: sehol sincs a profétanak kevesebb becsilete, mint sajat hazajaban ‘the
prophet has less honour nowhere than in his own native country’, while in the
Budapest edition we see the close and simple translation egy proféta sem kedves
hazajaban ‘no prophet is beloved in his native land’. (This Biblical passage is
used as a proverb in Hungarian: Senkisem préféta a sajat hazajaban ‘Nobody is
a prophet in his own motherland’, just as in a number of other European
languages, after the abbreviated Latin version: Nemo est propheta inpatria sua.)

The Kralice Bible uses the adjective vzacny ‘precious, valuable, rare’. The
modem Russian edition, however, applies the compound adjective 6naronpuar-
Hblli (~ ei>bektoc;), ‘agreeable, convenient, advantageous’ in the first citation,
and the verbal form He npnHMMmiAeTcs (~ erd He NnpuHMMIAKOT) ‘he is not accepted’
in the second one.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic adjective participle NpUbXTbHb
and its derivates are: B. npuaTeH; Sr.-Cr. npii)ataH; Russ, NpusTHbIA; M.
npHjaTeH; Ukr. (cnpusaTtniiBnia, npuémunin); Cz. (prijemny); Sik. (prijemny); P.
(przyjemny); L.So. (psijmany); H.So. (prijomny).

The functional equivalents of the Old Slavic past participle passive can be
found, naturally, in all the Slavic languages.

— The participial form npubbTb is a semantic caique in its sense ‘beloved’
‘favourite’, but the derived npumyTkHb may be considered to be a real structural
caique in view of its creation under direct Greek influence (which is very
probable because of its general use in the Byzantine Slavic languages).

232. MALI ~ 7QOITEIU
‘to prophesy, to foretell’. Mt 11,13: toxvisi; yap 0i ApogrpL koii 6 vopo<; émn<
Tcoavvoo éTtQotpiyreocaav * ~ kev ko MKW jmkoht>s [0 &Hb nffuna ¢ ‘because
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all the prophets and the Law till John the Baptist were foretelling this’. (In the
Ostromir the verbal form is: nmkkoLwg).

Similar passages: Mt 26,68; Me 7,6; 14,65; Lu 22,64; Jo 11,54.

The Slavic verb corresponds to the Greek ngoXiyto (ngorTnoy, ngoelar|k:a),
too. In later Church Slavic we find npopun>Ty, NPBALCHKIZ&TN, Kbinelumn and
MPOPOYLCTKOKYTY, t0O0.

In the Latin text we find the loanword prophetare. Wulfila translated the
Greek compound verb with the caiquefauragipan ‘to foretell’. (In other passages,
however, we find the Greek loanword praufetjan, e.g. in Me 7,6 and 14,65.)
Luther’s weissagen seems to be a caique neologism after Greek ngoTxyto or Latin
prophetare, but it dates back to the Old High German wizzago ‘Schauer, Seher’.

The corresponding Romanian word is generally profeti, but in some loci (in
Mt 11,13, too) we meet profetira. The Albanian profitepsi is a New-Greek
loanword from (&)npo(pr|Tedha (koine: éngodryTteocta). (Cf. also the entry for
npOpOHhCTRORBTH.)

In Karoli’s Hungarian text the verb (meg)préfétaim ‘to prophesy, to have
prophesied’ had been common, but later eleve megmondani ‘to foretell’ and
(meg)jovenddlni ‘to tell the future’ became general in Catholic versions, too.

The Kralice Bible uses the verbal caique prorokovati and, when the context
requires, the verb hadati ‘to guess’. In the modern Russian text the npo™TTn
equivalent npopeyub appears, sometimes (e.g. Jo 11,51) we also meet the verb
npegbekasatun (similar formation and meaning).

The other Slavic equivalents of the OId Slavic word are: B. (mpopeki,
npopiyam); Sr.-Cr. npopehn (npopiinatn); Russ, npopeyb (MPOPULIATH,
npopekiiTb); UKr. npopekTit (npopixdTH, npopuiiitn); M. (npopokysa); Cz.
profici (profeknouti) ‘to declare, to divulge’; Sik. (prorokovat); P. (pro-
rokowac); L.So. (profecis); H.So. (profecic).

Apparently, the verb is unknown in Western Slavic (the Czech profeknouti
seems to be a later formation, and profid [se] a Moravianism).

— Real structural caique.

233. mpopoky ~ O spodTyrTy;

‘prophet’. Lu 1,76: Kai ov 8k, natSiov, ngodrycty; i>i(&c7tou k/Ip3pon] » ~ i rbl
oTpoyA mpopete Kbiuihfiuro NbptHciim ca ¢ ‘and thou, Child, wilt be called the
Prophet of the Highest’.

Similar passages: Mt 1,22; 2,5; 2,15; 2,23; 3,3; 4,14; 5,12; 5,17; 7,12; 7,15;
8,17; 10,41; 119(bis); 11,13; 12,17; 12,39; 13,17; 13,35; 13,57; 14,5, 16/4;
16,14; 21,4; 21,11; 21,26; 21,46; 22,40; 23,30; 23,31; 23,34; 23,37; 24,11; 24,15;
24,24; 27,9; Me 6,4; 6,15; 8,28; 11,32; 13,14; 13,22; Lu 1,70; 3,4; 4,17; 4,24,
6,23; 6,26; 7,26(bis); 7,28; 7,39; 9,8; 9,19; 10,24; 11,29; 11,47; 11,49; 11,50;
13,28; 13,33; 16,29; 16,31; 18,31; 24,19; 24,25; 24,27; Jo 1,21; 1,23; 1,25; 1,46;
4,19; 4,44; 6,14; 6,45; 7,40; 7,52; 8,52; 8,53; 9,17; 12,38.
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From the frequency of the word noGrxs ~  7iQocpfiTrjg— naturally taking into
consideration the direct circumstances of usage and other linguistic peculiarities
— we can draw characteristic conclusions about the first “reading public” (i.e.
the first audience) of each gospel. This word appears most frequently in St.
Matthew’s Gospel and, together with the many other Aramaisms occurring in
the text, supports the opinion that this gospel made use of the earlier Jesus-
biograph (the Aramaic source-material of the St Mark’s and St. Luke’s Gospels)
and was written originally for the Jews of the 1st century in Palestine, who also
knew Greek (at least some of them), but were loyal to their Aramaic mother
tongue; alternatively, it may have been translated into Greek from an original
Aramaic text. It came into being, in its present form, probably about 65 A.D., i.e.
before the destruction of Jerusalem. From the viewpoint of Christian missionary
work, itwas important to justify Jesus’ deeds, referring to the prophets, for a Jew
audience, and to indicate the fact that many of Jesus’ contemporaries had
regarded him as a prophet. The occurrence of the word is perceptibly less frequent
in St. Luke’s and St. John’s Gospel; the former written probably between 65-70
A.D. for the information and use of an audience of Hellenized Jewry of non-
Aramaic mother tongue, and the latter for the “heathen-Christians” of Hellenistic
culture (probably written after 90 A.D.). The least is spoken about prophets in St.
Mark’s Gospel (written before 65 A.D.?) according to some opinions not only
because of its brevity, but also because this gospel, as its many Latinisms also
show, was prepared for Italian listeners and readers for whom references to the
prophets of the Old Testament would hardly have meant anything important.

In later Russian Church Slavic texts npnbck\3*Tesnb, KoIr&Aarc/b also occur
but the latter — mostly with a profane meaning — ‘diviner’, ‘who finds out
something’.

In the Latin the loanword propheta appears; in the Gothic also praufetus.

Similarly, we find loanwords in Romanian (préféta), in Albanian (profit)
and in Hungarian (préféta). Luther’s text also uses the loanword Prophet.

The Kralice Bible and the Russian edition of Stockholm apply the Old Slavic
word in their phonetic development.

The other Slavic equivalents of the OIld Slavic noun are: B. npopok; Sr.-Cr.
npopok; Russ, npopok; Ukr. npopok; Cz. prorok; Sik. prorok; P. prorok; L.So.
(profét)-, H.So. (profét).

It seems that the OId Slavic word is a Moravianism which spread among the
Slavs of Byzantine rite under Church Slavic influence, and among the Latin-rite
Slavs, maybe, it spread from Czech into Slovak and Polish.

— Real structural caique.

234, U(HBHGvM ~ i) neocppTy,
‘woman prophet’. Lu 2,36: Kai f)v"'Avva spocpr|Ty, ~ |kt " opouwre>« ‘and
there was Anna, the woman prophet’.
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In the Codex Marianus we also find this word in the Lu Synaxarion.

In later Church Slavic texts Mbabck&3&TenbHUN.& also appears.

In the Latin text we read prophetissa; in the Gothic we also find a similar
formation: praupheteis. Luther uses the word Prophetin, also a regular
formation from the masculine noun.

Similar solutions appear in the Romanian: pro6féta, and in the Albanian:
profitereshe.

In the Hungarian we see a nominal compound proéfétaasszony ‘prophet
woman’, but later less solemnly: préfétand ‘id.”; the newest Catholic texts,
partly, returned to the former.

In the Kralice Bible the caique prorokyne of similar formation appears, but the
modern Russian text adheres to the Old Slavic word. t

The other Slavic equivalents of the OId Slavic word are: B. npopounua;
Sr.-Cr. npopouunua; Russ, npopounua; UKr. npopouuua; M. npopounua;
Cz. (prorokyne); Sik. (prorokyna); P. (prorokini); L.So. (profetka); H.So.
(profetka).

— Real structural caique.

235. ipHVWHCIIO ~ g ngocpgTEIa

‘prophecy’. Mt 13,14: Kai atvankqQoinai aoTol, q rceotpgxeia 'Haaiou
kéyoucra « aKofj iikouoete Kai oU pg auvqgre, Kai RkenovTEq RKE\/ETE Kai o> pq
{OQtE. ~ | cwer>lkncrr>ca Ime * MHICUCTIO ic\ hho FTIKKLLITEE  C/I0YYbMK OYC/TBAMNUTE
i He IMXTB px3oymMuTL » 3 Kj>Aiim oyamnT« « i He IMvre KigeTu, ‘that the prophecy
of Isaiah should be accomplished on them that says:

“Hearing ye hear, but ye do not understand. Seeing ye see, but ye do not see.

A similar locus can be found in the Codex Marianus, in the Synaxarion of
St.Mark’s Gospel.

In later Church Slavic we find the deverbal nouns neyeHue, M(rKabLCHLK\3XHNK,
HjriABOKEICTE and knmxgmiuc as well (but partly in a profane sense).

In the Latin we find the loanword prophetia. In the Gothic this verse is not
translated but in other passages there appear equivalent loanwords: profeti (I,
Cor. 13,8) and profetja (I, Cor. 14,22). Luther’s translation contains the noun
Weissagung, a nomen actionis from the verb weissagen (see the former entry).

The Romanian profe\ie is used in the locus mentioned; the Church Slavic
loanword prorecie and the Romanized long infinitive: prorocire also occur in
other biblical passages. The Albanian profiti is a Byzantine-Modern Greek
loanword while the later profeci seems to be a Western European one. The earlier
Hungarian profétalds was replaced later by the word jévenddlés “foretelling’,
originally meaning “future telling’.

The Kralice Bible uses the related form proroctvi; the modern Russian
translation has preserved the OIld Slavic word in a vocalized form as
NpopoYecTBO.
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The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: B. npopoyecTso; Sr.-
Cr. npopouéHcTBO; Russ, npopoyectBo; UKr. npopouTtBo; M. nNpopoLlTBO;
Cz. proroctvi; Slk. proroctvo; P. proroctwo; L.So. (profecenje); H.So. (profe-
cenje).

— Real structural caique. The Western Slavic words seem to be Moravian-
isms which got through the Czech into the Polish and Slovak (and, perhaps,
from Polish into Ukrainian). As for the Sorbian forms, the Latin-German
loanword Prophet was the starting-point for the Sorbian verbs and the deverbal
nouns, formed from them.

236. iijop ICTKoKKTH ~ nQOcpr{Ted(d [nmodor|T<xEco]
‘to prophesy, to predict, to foretell’. Mt 7,22: o> T ad Ovopati
éneodpl|TelicTapey; ~ bC Kb TBOE /M ima MPOPOHKCTKOK)COMB * ‘not in thy name were
we prophesying?’ Similar loci: Mt 15,7; Lu, 1,67.

In later Church Slavic we read npo”™kniTu, npopuwIT and MP-K/bMOK-KCTW, t0o.

As for the non-Slavic equivalents, see the entry npopewmn, with the
complementary remark that in the Hungarian text of Karoli we find the verb
tanitani ‘to teach’ in the citation (though in other passages profétaim, derived
with a Hungarian suffix from the Latin loanword pro6féta). In Catholic versions
préfétdim and jovenddini or josolni ‘to prophesy, to foretell’.

As for the Kralice Bible and the Russian edition of Stockholm see M~ wTN.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: B. npopo4yycTByBam
(npopokyBsawm); Sr.-Cr. (MpopokyBaTu); Russ, npopo4yécTBoBaTb (MPOPOYUTD,
npopexaTh, npopokoBatk); Ukr. (npopokysatn); M. (npopokyBa); Cz. (pro-
rokovati); Slk. (prorokovatj; P. (prorokowatj; L.So. (profecis); H.So.
(profecic).

— Real structural caique. The Serbo-Croatian, Macedonian, Ukrainian and
Western Slavic words are later formations. In the Russian it isa Church Slavism,
in the Bulgarian it may be a Russism.

237. NPKKOKBL3NEeXCHVe ~ q NawToxAncna
238. MPKKOKB3NIMHWE ~ ( figtoToXxalebpHa
“first seat, place of honour, head of table’. Me 12,39: ko 7iQurcoKa9e5eia<; év
xat<; onyaytoyau, Kai spiotokTncnac; év Tou, Sdrtvoiq ~ [ NOKNECTAIHUKT; HI
CoU7>MMLLIT G B i KKOKK3IKCHKM M1 Renepacb ¢ ‘[ They willingly takej the places
of honour in the synagogues and feasts’.

The variant npkoke3nxrnHve in the Lu Synaxarion (Codex Marianus) is
evidently a later form.

In later Church Slavic npxieKb3bC-KMME, MEPKOK (= KVB7>HOK) MKCTO also
appear.

In the Latin we find an attributive expression, primus decubitus; in Gothic this
locus cannot be found. Luther’s version is a free verbal construction: Undsitzen
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gerne den an in der Schulen und tber Tisch im Abendmahl ‘and they sit willingly
above in the schools, and by the head of table in the feasts’.

The Romanian text contains a plural form cele dintéiu locuri (in Micu-Clain’s
version: nokepu maii inahnti). In the Albanian we see vende tepare (plural form).

Karoli’s Hungarian text contains the phrase az eldl valo ilés ‘the sitting (seat)
before’; later it was replaced by az els6 székek ‘the first chairs’ orféhelyek ‘the
first seats, heads of tables’.

The Kralice Bible uses predni stolice (word for word: ‘(be)fore-chair’); in the
modern Russian text nepsoe mecto ‘first place’ can be found.

The living Slavic languages apply attributive expressions for interpreting this
locus.

— Real structural caiques.

239-240. npuneTn, NPAXHKTU ~ sagebtoka (napabiScogi)

‘to betray’; ‘to bequest’. Jo 13,21: &pflv apflv kéya 6piv én eit; (pchbv
TeQOO0UR ue. ~ avwn ammn » TAK kawt, KO Qbbb OB K MpACT MA
‘Verily, I say unto you indeed, that one of you will betray me’. Lu 1,2: Ka3w0<;
nagéSocrav gpiv oi 45’ iQ/qt; ainToATcn Koii ns/N\aetoa yevopevot Toii A.Gyou ~
BkOie Mpawa HamPe rhirkiiih NKOHU camokmakup * | C0yrbl Criokecn ‘as they
bequested it to us who were eyewitnesses and interpreters of the divine word’.

Similar passages: npgAtn: Mt4,12, 104; 10,17; 10,21; 17,22; 24,10; 24,14;
26,16; 26,21; 26,23; 26,24; 27,3; 27,4; Me 3,19; 7,13; 9,31; 13,12; 14.10; 14,11;
14,18; Lu 1,2; 4,6(bis); 10,22; 12,48; 21,16; 22,4; 22,6; 22,21; 22,22; 24,7; Jo
6,64, 6,71; 12,4; 13,2; 13,21; 19,30; npaAATn: Mt 26,25; 26,46; 26,48, Me
14,42; 14,44; Lu 22,21; 22,48; 23,46; Jo 13,11; 18,2; 18,5; 21,20.

Naturally, the above list contains only the passages where this verb pair has a
transferred meaning and not the concrete meaning ‘to hand over’, the meaning
‘to betray, to treason’ is found in most of the loci quoted, and ‘to bequest’, ‘to
bequeath’ is found especially in the Prologue to St.Luke’s Gospel.

The OId Slavic verbs with the basic meaning ‘to hand over, to surrender’ are
only apparent caiques (phenocalques) in relation to sagoiiH6eoLy since similar
prefixed verbs also appear in a number of other (even non-Indo-European)
languages. In later Church Slavic texts we can read the verbs nsbiHUUTH, BUAaTK
for ‘betraying’, and otbaxTn and (reipkavmu for ‘handing over’, too.

In the Latin translation, we find a verb of similar structure and meaning
tradere, in Gothic ga-levjan, both in the original sense ‘to hand over’and the two
figurative senses ‘to betray’ and ‘to bequest’. Luther’s translation distinguishes
the verbs verrathen ‘to betray’ and (Uber-)geben ‘to hand over, to bequest.’

In the Romanian we mostly find the verb da ‘to give’ (in the cited locus: da
prins), but Micu-Clain uses the verb knHge ‘to sell’ in the sense ‘to betray’.

The Albanian interpreters also apply different verbs for rendering these
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concepts: the Latin loanword trahtdj only means ‘to betray’, and the verbjap
(dhéshé, dhéne) can be used in the concrete and figurative senses alike.

In the Hungarian we find elarulni for the sense ‘betray’ (originally, the
Hungarian word meant ‘to sell, to offer for retail’), and reank hagyni ‘to
bequeath to us’ or él6nkbe adni ‘to put before us’ (at present, in an intransitive
form: ahogy rank maradt ‘as it passed to us’. Generally, the verb is adni ‘to give’
and atadni ‘to hand over’ in the concrete meaning.

In the Kralice Bible we find zraditi ‘to betray’ and vydati ‘to bequest’. In the
modern Russian text we can find npegatb for ‘to betray’, but nepegiTb for ‘to
bequest’ and ‘to hand over’.

The etymologic equivalents of the Old Slavic verb pair can be found in every
Slavic language, but the meanings ‘to betray’ and ‘to bequest’ are characteristic
for the Byzantine Slavic (Southern and Eastern Slavic) languages only; the
Western Slavic equivalents mostly have the meaning ‘to sell, to offer for retail.

— Semantic caiques. As this verb pair exists in every Slavic language, it is
evident that these words were not established by Greek influence, but the already
existing verbs took on two special meanings in the Old Slavic and transmitted
them to the Eastern and Southern Slavic languages. Besides, in the meaning ‘to
betray’, the Byzantine Slavic languages also apply the etymological equivalents
of n3an-bHKTYK (original meaning: ‘to [ex-] change’), and ott>-, ri- and u3-ngTn ‘to
give out somebody to others’. In the Western Slavic languages, the concept o f‘to
betray’ is expressed by the equivalents of us-pgantn (Cz. zraditi, zradivati; Slk.
prezradit; prezradzat’, P. zdradzic, zdradzac; L.So. zradzis; H.So. zradzic.

The concrete basic meaning of the verb (‘to surrender’) and one of its
figurative senses (‘to betray’) occur together in the Anaphora of Chrysostomos’
Liturgy, thus resulting in a play on words in the Greek and Church Slavic texts
(in Latin, too).

... tf) vdkti f) 7iaQs5i50TO, patXXov 5e éautdv TtotgeSiSou (meg xqq Toik
Koaloo Conii ~ REMK Kb Toke NNg&AMa, caovb cese nA\LAALLe 34 MIpCKAi
XuKoTb ~ illa nocte, qua traditus est, aut magis seipsum tradidit pro vita mundi...
Its translation into German (by D. Plazidus De Meester) tries to render this play
cn words as ... inder Nacht, in der er [ den Feinden] tbergeben wurde, oder sich
vielmehr selbst zum Heile der Welt tberlieferte.

Similarly, in the earlier Hungarian Greek Catholic liturgical language, the
verb atadni was used (though this verb generally has the meanings ‘to hand over’
and ‘to bequest’ but is not used in the sense o f‘betray’); azon az éjszakan, melyen
atadatott, vagy inkabb 6nmagat adta ata vilAgé leté ért*  on the night when
He was betrayed, or rather, when He surrendered Himself for the life of the
world...’

This play on words shows that the first composer of St.John’s Liturgy and
some of its foreign interpreters were acquainted with the affinity of the words
which meant both ‘to betray’ and ‘to surrender’.
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241. npn~Hune ~ f] TxagaSootq

‘tradition’. Mt 15,2: 5i4 ti oi pa3pxao cron roxgalaivoucnv xqv 7tagasoaiv xwv
rcgealluxEgcov. ~ ne YKTO OyYeHULM TKOM NPCTXXMMXKTD N«;4//IHWE OTKUK. ‘Why do
thy disciples trespass the tradition of the ancestors?’ Similar loci: Mt 15,3; 15,6;
Me 7,3; 7,5; 7,8; 7,13.

The later Church Slavic texts also use the words okbluxii, oycTxkb and o6Pags.

In the Latin we find traditio. In the Gothic this locus cannot be found but in
Me 7,3 we find ama-filh ‘tradition, prescription’, from the verb ama-filhan ‘to
hand over, to bequest’. Luther’s expression, Aufsatz, corresponds to the Greek
and Latin in its structure and basic meaning.

The Romanian interpretation uses the word rénduidla ‘order’ (but in Micu-
Clain’s text we find the Church Slavic loanword oBbubii ‘use’). The Albanian text
uses the Latin loanword fjaté ‘word, speech, command, order, tradition' (from
the Latinfata ‘the said words’).

In the Hungarian we find rendelés ‘order, commandment’in Kéaroli’s text, but
today the word hagyomany ‘tradition’ is common.

The Kralice Bible uses ustanoveni here; in the modern Russian text we find
npugaHne, which is also a Church Slavism.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: B. (npeAaHHe); Sr.-
Cr. (npeflame); Russ, (npeflaime); Ukr. (nepeAdna, nepek43suyaii); M.
(npegaHwue); Cz. (prédavani); Sik. (predavanie); P. przedawanie); L.So.
(psedanje); H.So. (prédanje).

— The Byzantine Slavic words have the meaning ‘tradition’; the Western
Slavic ones mean ‘handing over’, ‘selling’ or ‘offering for retail’. The precise
etymological equivalent is lacking in every Slavic language mentioned. The
meaning ‘tradition’ of the Southern and Eastern Slavic words is a Church Slavic
influence (the form of the words is also Church Slavic).

— Semantic caique.

242. M(wpaxrenk ~ 8 7tgo8oxr|q

‘traitor, betrayer’. Lu 6,16: kod ToUSocv ’Icncagubd, 6g éyévexo 7tgo8oxr|q. ~ i
nopK IdkIMOTKOKElo  (x« réi i M(reaxTe8k « ‘and Judas Is-Karioth (=the man
from Karioth) who became later a traitor’.

The word is a hapax legomenon in the earliest Old Slavic gospel texts.

Later Church Slavic also uses the deverbal nouns 3xn(tognT«ik and
N3MEHUTEK.

The Latin version also has a similar compound, proditor (perhaps due to
Greek influence); in the Gothic the present participle active ga-levjands comes
from the verb ga-levjan ‘to betray’; the present participle preserved its verbal
government (accusative): ina ‘him’. Luther uses the nomen agentis Verréther.

The Romanian tradator is an imitative formation after the Latin traditor;
similarly, the Albanian trathé'tuer, is a nomen agentis from the verb trathedj, a
Latin loanword.
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In the Hungarian we find a noun which was originally a participle present
active from the verb arul ‘to offer for retail’, ‘to betray’. In later texts the noun
was sometimes replaced by the corresponding verbal expression aki késébb
elarulta 6t ‘who betrayed Him later’.

The Kralice Bible applies the noun zradce (cf. Church Slavic nspxgutn); the
Russian edition of Stockholm, however, has preserved the Old Slavic word.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: B. npegiten; Sr.-Cr.
(NpépaBHiik, M3ga)Hiik); Russ, npegntens; UKr. (3piigHuK, 3anpogasel); M.
npegaten; Cz. (zradce); Sik. (zradca); P. (zrada); L.So. (psedawas); H.So.
(predawar).

The Western Slavic words derived from the equivalents of n”gxTw,
np>axkxt mean primarily ‘seller, shop assistant’. The words meaning ‘traitor’
are formed from the equivalents of Church Slavic (see the entry for npgxtn).

— Semantic caique.

243. n(rkg>pove ~  to 7tQoabX.tov
“forecourt, porch’. Me 14,68: Kai ££,)>9v £Eg) etq to rrgoavAiov ~ [ u13nge Kbbib
HX nreg'nokopre. ‘and he went out into the forecourt’.

The Greek word is a hapax legomenon in the New Testament. Though we can
find it in most Greek manuscripts, its use is not exclusive: in Codex W (in
Soden’s notation, eii 14) we find the expression ey rqv ¢co aiiX.qv ‘into the outer
court’, and corresponding translations in some Georgian and Syrian codices.
However, in the codices B (a 1026), 0 (e 050), 13 (e 638), 69 (5 505), 230 (e 173)
and accordingly, in the Syrian translation of Eusebius Theophrastus we read the
phrase ey tgv QOCTau>qgv (and its Syrian equivalents, resp.) The OIld Slavic
translation followed the majority here, as the compound npabskcyme points to
the original npoauXtov.

The OId Slavic word is a hapax legomenon in the earliest Old Slavic gospel
texts. In the later Church Slavic texts we meet the synonyms npabakupue,
n>vrkop> and  nxnepk as well.

In the Latin translation we see a prepositional expression, ante atrium. A
similar, but simpler solution was applied by Wulfila: faur gard ‘to the front of
the house’ (faur means ‘to the front of, and gard ‘house’. In Luther’s text we can
find the caique Vorhof corresponding to the Greek original.

The Romanian translation corresponds partly to the Vulgata as it uses a
prepositional construction, inaintea curtu. A similar solution can be read in the
Albanian, perpera hoborrit ‘forecourt’, ‘in front of the court’.

In the Hungarian Bible translation of Karoli we find the translation és kiméne
atornacbha ‘and he went out into the porch’, but in the modern versions we read
ezzel kiment az el6csarnokba ‘after this he went out into the vestibule’. The later
word is closer to the Greek and Latin as a structural caique.
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In the word group of the Kralice Bible, pfed sin, the noun meant ‘hell’, but
later also ‘porch’. The modern Russian text uses the expression Ha nepéaHuii
asop ‘into the front court’.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: B. (npeagsepue);
Sr.Cr. (npépsop)e); Russ, npepnsopue (npepnsépue, npeasépue); Ukr. (ne-
peaB(pok); M. (npeasepwue); Cz. préddvori (préddvefi), Sik. (preddomie); P.
(przedsionek); L.So. (pseddomje); H.So. (predomje).

Thus the Old Slavic word seems to be a Moravianism, preserved in Czech and
spread by Church Slavic in Serbian and Russian, creating also the phonetically
and semantically similar compound npgbaku”ne (literally ‘in front of the
door’). In Western Slavic a similar compound has been established by means of
the noun dom ‘house’ (Slovak predomie literally means ‘in front of the house’).
The changing or substitution of npa®b into nNjM could have been caused by the
ancient Proto-Slavic phonetic law of open syllables (or the tendency for the
haplology of the double consonants dd).

— Real structural caique.

244, npxpeputn ~ TiQoelQIIK® [npoX.eyio]
‘to foretell” Mt 24,25: i50i) ngoeigrpca Uptv. ~ G npxaepy;b KxMb ¢ ‘behold, |
foretold it to you’.

In later Church Slavic text np-bXaecbkx3xT¥ and MPKKAWOKUCTUTL also
appear.

The Latin praedixi (praedicere) is parallel to the Greek. In the Gothic the
citation is absent but in Me 13,23 we find the corresponding foura-gateihan ‘to
foretell, to preach’. Luther’s (zu)vorsagen is a precise caique of the Greek and
Latin verb alike.

Similar meanings but with a postpositive adverb can be found in the case of
the Romanian: spune dinainte, and in the Albanian thorn (thashé, théne)
perpara.

The Hungarian translation was ele ve megmondani (word for word: ‘before to
say’) in Karoli’s text, but in the modern editions we find el6re megmondani (the
adverb has a more modern form).

The Kralice Bible applies a compound predpovédéti. The Russian edition of
Stockholm uses a phrase: Hiinepegb cica3aTh, with the same meaning.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: B. (npegpiiuam,
npeapeKkin, Npeackiixa, npeackiissam); Sr.-Cr. (npopéiun, npopiuaTtn); Russ,
(Npegpéub, npeppekiiTh but: npbxaepéueHHblt ‘afore-mentioned’, npeacka-
31Tb, MPEACKM3bIBaTb, CKasiiTb HiiNepeab, CKiAsbiBaTb H.); UKr. (npegpekTii,
npegpukatn); M. (npegpede, npegpekysa); Cz. (prerici, pfefeknouti se,
vfefikati); Sik. (preriect; prerieknut, prehovorit) ; P. (przemoéwic, przemawiac);
L.So. (psedses); H.So. (predrec).
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The Western Slavic verbs have the sense ‘to permit, to engage, to intervene’,
i.e. they differ from the Old Slavic compound (or verbal expression) more than
the Southern and Eastern Slavic verbs do. The Sorbian words may be the caiques
of German Vorrede ‘preface’ as well. The Old Slavic word has no absolutely
exact parallels (its prefix was a comparative adverbial form).

— Real structural caique.

245. npxpgekb3nx;ra.Hue ~ f| apcoxokArsncna
‘head of table, first seat, place of honour’. Mt 23,6: tpiXoimv Sé xpv
AaMXOKACNay év xou, deinvou; ~ IOBATD e MPXKAEKB3NKI&HMU tu Keyepxb-
(Second-hand text in the Zographus.) ‘they like the first seats at the banquets’.

The word TtgtoxoicXicria, occurring in Me 13,39, was translated with the
similar compounds npbKokayexeHe and MpbkoKbIXIXMKe into Old Slavic, as
mentioned above. These latter correspond to the original Greek more precisely,
but Moka68L3NN.HME, a freer formation, maybe, corresponds better to the
original sense.

As for the equivalents of the word, see the entry for M>KOK>TDHAC,

— Real structural caique.

246-247. npxpgecugnHuc ~ P ngcnxotcaScSgia, npgbcupgnHuve -~ @ f}
rtgioxoK>.iaia

‘place of honour, first seat’. Mt 23,6: teai xaq ngcoxoicaSeSgiac; év xal, auva-
ycoyay, ~ i npxgeesgnnu!; wi cbHbMUTUXN ¢ (Second-hand text in the
Zographus.) ‘and [they like] the places of honour in the synagogues’.

Similar passages: npxgec-naxHue: Me 12,39; npavengbHue: Lu 11,43; 14,7;
20,46.

In later Church Slavic texts npxgekb3bc-na&HMe and iirkkoc mucto also occur.
This later corresponds to npcoxokXnTta in Lu 14,7 and 20,46.

In the Latin text we find prima cathedra. In Wulfila’s Gothic text all these loci
are absent. Luther’s text c mtains a verbal construction in these loci: Sie sitzen
gern oben an in den Schulen ‘they like over-sitting in schools’. (See
M(FMKAGE B3/ HAC.)

The Romanian dintdiu sedun and the Albanian vendot' e-pare (postpositive
attribute) seem to follow the Greek and the Latin alike.

The older Hungarian el6tlés (‘fore-seat’) corresponds most to the Old Slavic
MN(Tabel5a\Hne and so does the Albanian expression, if we consider the meaning
of its etymological relationship: vendoésem ‘to settle down’). But in Hungarian
the word el6iilés was later replaced by els6 helyek “first places’ or elsé székek “first
chairs’; in Catholic versions also féhelyek (word for word ‘chief places’).

In the Kralice Bible we find a translation, semantically similar to the
Hungarian, pfedni stolice “first chairs’. The modern Russian text has preserved
the Church Slavic npegc”gaLue.
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The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: B: (npcacenéten-
cteo ‘Chairmanship, presidency’); Sr.-Cr. npecégarbe ‘id.”; Russ. npescegéHue
(NpegcungeHne, npeacegaTenbcTBo, -cTBUe) ‘before-sitting, presidency’; Ukr.
(Micue ronosii, ronosysiiHHSA ‘id.”); M. (npBo cegano); Cz. (pfesedani ‘taking
another chair’, predsednictvo ‘presidency’); SIk. (presedanie, ‘chairmanship’,
predsednictvo ‘id.”); P. (przewodnictwo ‘id.”); L.So. (psedsedstwo ‘first seat, place
of honour’); H.So. (predsedzec ‘to sit before’).

Thus the Western Slavic words have no direct relationship to the Old Slavic,
they have other concrete meanings, or they are collective nouns formed from
predsednik which seems to be the caique of German Vorsitzer or French
président.

— Real structural caiques.

248. nputn ~ nageXeuctopar (nagegxopar)

‘to pass away’. Me 13,31: 6 ougavex; kod g yq napeLeucrovxai, oi 88 LOyoi pou
ol nagetedaovxai. ~ Meco i 3emMnn np!aeTsb W1 MOM CIOKECT HC MPefKTb * “The
heaven and the earth will pass away, but my words will not pass away’. Similar
loci: Mt 5,18(bis); Lu 16,17; 21,32.

In later Church Slavic texts muHxTK and nkwn also appear.

When nputu corresponds concretely to pExelLelcropai (pexégyopai) ‘to go
through (from one place to another)’, it cannot be considered a real caique, but a
formation similar to that in Greek and other Indo-European languages).

As for its equivalents, see the entry for MumonTH, MUHXTW.

— Real structural caique.

249a-b. npuanuxn, npuwnute ~ (»nepnegraak

‘beyond measure, very much’. Me 7,37: kai CnEgneguicrcn; é”enXpcraoyxo
Txyovxcq * KaAIK; ndvxa neno(pkEY, ~ i npepg nuyn o auknemok A r/vvnTe «
AOKp Kke Tkoputs * ‘And they were wondering very much, saying: “He did
everything well”.’

Both the Greek and the Old Slavic word exist as a hapax legomenon in the
gospel texts. The Old Slavic adverb occurs in the absolute comparative degree
npugnuwe in the Ostromir, and in the Savvina Kniga without the “détail
surajouté” as .

In later'Church Slavic texts kxkekwn (keekwn), kenikvii and npugobunkHo can also
be read.

In the Latin we see an augmentative expression, e¢ amplius which cannot
compete, however, with the Greek and Old Slavic absolute superlative sense.
The Gothic ufar-assau is the dative of the noun ufar-assus ‘surplus, overflow’,
and corresponds to the Greek words of similar sense 6negneptocToy
ncagaTAoyxiik; and kad’ i“"EgRoLqv (8nl péyicxa) occurring later in other
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biblical and theoretical passages. Luther’s text contains a similarly strong
augmentative expression Uber die MaRe.

The Romanian expression peste masura ‘out of measure’ is a good equivalent
of the Greek and Old Slavic word. The Albanianfort tépere means ‘very much’.

The OId Slavic word has been preserved in the Russian only. The Kralice
Bible, however, shows a similar compound prevelmi. The modern Russian
edition applies the adverb upesBbluaiiHo ‘extraordinarily’ (word for word:
‘beyond the custom’).

Karoli’s Hungarian text used the now obsolete expression felette igen
‘exceedingly very’; the modern Catholic versions apply the now common
adverbial expressions magukon kivil ‘besides themselves (with wondering)’ in
the Rome edition (1967), and szerfolott ‘beyond measure, overmuch’ in the
Budapest editions (1973, 1981).

— Real structural caiques; in the Russian, it occurred as a Church Slavic
word.

250. nponp3nTn ca ~ wueTauopgobuoa

‘to be transformed, to alter, to be transfigurated’. Mt 17,2: Kai pexepoQcpcoori
epngoaSev alxwv, ~ 1nmoRjiMM ca n”~yb HumK. (Second-hand text in the
Zographus.) ‘He was transformed before them’. Similar loci: Me 9,2; Lu 9,29.

In later Church Slavic texts we also read npmuuutn ca and Nxscankutn ca.

The Latin deponent verb transfigurari corresponds precisely to the Greek
medial form pexatpoQuEopai. In the Gothic the cited passage is missing, but in
Me 9,2 we read the reflexive verb in-maidjan sik; the reflexive formation is
similar to the OId Slavic, but the prefix np- corresponds better to the Greek Lexa
than the Gothic in. Luther’s sich verklaren means originally ‘to brighten up, to
become clear, to enlighten oneself’; but in Lu 9,29: ward die Gestalt seines
Angesichts anders ‘the form of His face became different (another)’.

In the Romanian we meet a similar reflexive formation: se schimba (from the
Balkano Latin *excambiare). The Albanian nderrdjfytyréne ‘to change one’s
face’ is a description of the original sense.

The Hungarian translation elvaltozni meant originally ‘to be changed’,
corresponding to Latin mutari.

The Kralice Bible applies a reflexive formation similar to the Old Slavic,
proméniti se, while the Russian edition of Stockholm has preserved the Old Slavic
word.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic verb are: B. npeo6pasu ce,
npeobpasiix ce (npeobpasyBam ce); Sr.-Cr. npeb6pasnTn ce (MpeobpasiiBaTy ce,
npeobpaxasaTtn ce), Russ, nNpeobpasinTbesa (Mpeobpa3oBaThbes, Npeobpaxkarses);
UKr. npeobpasiiTucs, npeobpaxiTnca; M. npeobpasm ce; Cz. (preformovati
se); Sik.preobrazit'sa; P. przeobrazic sic (preobrazac sig); H.So. (preménic so,
preménjowac so); L.So. (pseménis se, pseménjas se, pseménjowas se).
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The Polish and Slovak words seem to be Moravianisms; but it is more
probable that they are Latin caiques. Their eventual Russian or Ukrainian
origin is not probable.

— Real structural caique.

251. n(Msctxnatu ~ roxQaRaivco (nagégxopai), 6ckéqekd

‘to trespass’. Mt 15,3: Siét ri Kai npew, nagaBaivexe xf)v évxo>,flv xo6 SeoCSidt
xf)v ttagaSocnv Uptov; ~ M0 YKTO kw MP>CTKMBLETE 3anonTK KXTX * 3a. N\GANHE
ke » ‘and ye, why do ye trespass the commandment of God?’

Similar locus: Mt 152. As for Me 7,13, the verb npemxnbTu renders the
meaning of the verb 6tKéedw which has a similar meaning ‘to invalidate’, but is
an entirely different composition. In atksgeto there is an « privativum, and
Kogot ‘to make valid’.

In later Russian Church Slavic texts nar niatn @N0 narwarwcars Can also be
found.

The Latin transgredior is an exact parallel to the Greek (but in Me 7,13
rescindere is the free translation of ancgdco). In the Gothic this locus is missing
(just as Mt. 15,2), and we find blaujan ‘to terminate, to put an end’. Luther’s
caique is Ubertreten (but in Me 7,13: aufheben).

The Romanian interpreter rendered this concept with the verb calcé ‘to tread
down’ (but in Me 7,13 desRintad ‘to put an end, to annul; (Balkano-Latin *des-
Ide-ex] + *fientiare ‘to take out of the being, of the existing’).

The Albanian translation applies the verb skhel ‘to tread down’, in all the three
passages.

In the Hungarian Karoli used the verb megrontani ‘to destroy, to corrupt’, but
in Me 7,13 eltérdIni ‘to wipe out, to abrogate’. In the modern Protestant and
Catholic versions we read eltérni ‘to deviate, to prevaricate’, athagni ‘to
trespass’, kijatszani ‘to outwit’, megszegni ‘to break’, and similar synonyms.

In the Kralice Bible we find the verb prestupovati, corresponding to the Old
Slavic (but Me 7,13 contains the verb rusiti ‘to disturb, to put an end’). The
Russian edition of Stockholm has preserved the Church Slavic word (but in Me
7,13: ycTpaHaTh ‘to eliminate, to remove’).

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: B. npectbnam
(npectbnBam); Sr.-Cr. npectynatun; Russ. npecryndTh; UKr. npectyniitn; M.
(npectynga); Cz. pfestoupiti (prestupovati); Sik. prestupovai; P. (przeste-
powac); L.So. psestupas (psestupowas); H.So. prestupac (prestupowac).

— Semantic caique. As for the Western Slavic, the supposition of a
Moravianism or a formation after Latin or German seems to be equally justified.
But the sense ‘to trespass the law’ is peculiar to OIld Slavic; the similar meanings
in Western Slavic may have been Latinisms or Germanisms, too.
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252, npcrxnutn ~ sAagr)A.Qoy (Aapegxouar)

‘to trespass’. Lu 15,29: kal oo6&noTte evxo”*qv croii nagfi>-9ov, ~ 1 HUKODKE
3/MOK-bAN Tkooa He NACXNN/ACh ¢ (In Old Slavic with a double negation!) ‘and |
never trespassed any of thy orders’.

The OId Slavic word is a hapax legomenon in the earliest Old Slavic gospels.
As for its non-Slavic equivalents see the entries for npcmxnnTn and MuMonTH
(MURXTW).

The modern Hungarian translation is megszegni ‘to break, to commit a breach
of (law)’.

In later Russian Church Slavic texts the verbs Hx(»ywmTn, n(wWnNTKTK also
occur. The Kralice Bible uses prestoupiti; similarly, the Russian edition of
Stockholm uses npectynuTs.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: B. npectbus, -ux; Sr,-
Cr. npectynute; Russ, npectynutb; UKr. npectynute; M. npectanu; Cz.
prestoupiti; Sik. prestupit’; P. przestqpic; L.So. psestupis; H.So. prestupic.

— Semantic caique; in more details, see the entry for np;coknxTu.

253. msHavkbHUKE ~ 6 KegpaTicrtqc;

‘money-changer’. Jo 2,14: Kai edgev év T lead Tolg >koAobyTa:; Roa<; Kai
jtpoRata Kai nepkrregac; Kai To6” kepparkrroce; Kadr|pévou<; ~ i okpbTe Kb
LIMEKBe TXUTBKLLTARX. OKbLAT Koflbl ¢ LTO/KKN * | mbHadKKHVKBI cbaatiTa. ‘and
in the Temple He found them who were selling oxen and lambs and doves, and
the money-changers sitting there’.

The OId Slavic text uses this free translation in Lu 19,23, too. In this respect it
is parallel to the Gothic: deviating from the Latin, in the Gothic text we find du
skattjam here (skattja means ‘money-changer’).

In later Church Slavic the analogously formed variant nuNAShNHK?> also
appears.

In the Vulgata we find the word nummularius, formed from nummulus in a way
as mHavkbHMKDB from miinask. In the Gothic this passage cannot be found, but
the noun skattja in Lu 19,33 was similarly formed from the noun skatts ‘money,
coin’ as the Latin and Old Slavic parallels, while the Greek keguatTwTTy; as a
nomen agentis may be derived from the verb kegpat”~co that means ‘to mint’,
and only secondarily from the noun kegpa ‘coin, change’. Luther’s text uses the
nomen agentis Wechsler.

The Romanian uses the expression schimbétor de bani ‘money-changer’ (but
in Lu 19,23 simply: schimbétor)-, in Micu-Clain’s text we read Hetoa7/Top>
‘merchant, sensal, from the Balkano-Latin *negotiatorem. The Albanian
truvezar is formed from the Greek loanword truveza ‘table, bank’ (Greek: f)
TpasE™a), but in Lu 19,23 the Albanian interpreter follows the Greek (and the
Latin).
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The Hungarian texts use pénzvalté and this word has been preserved in the
modern versions (in Lu 19,23 we find an addition according to the context: a
pénzvaltok asztalara ‘onto the table of the money-changers’).

The Kralice Bible uses the compound penézoménec, imitating the German
Geldwechsler ‘money-changer’. In the Russian there is a genitive objective:
MKHOBLUMK®D [eHerb (similar to the Romanian expression).

The OId Slavic word has been preserved in the Russian, Czech and Slovak
only, therefore we must consider it to be a Moravianism; the word nuHASh
‘money’ itself was an Old High German loanword in OId Slavic ie. a
Moravianism (for the equivalents of the Old High German word, see e.g.
Modern High German Pfennig, English penny). The Russian word is a Church
Slavism.

— Real structural caique.

254. p[3]c-n(AHve ~ 1) 6racTTiopa

‘diaspora, dispersion’. Jo 7,35: pf| eig Tqv diaortogacv t6x 'EkkpvcDV pékkei
rcoQEeCT&al ~ CAX We PrICVXHME CIMHECKO ~oLmeTsb utu. (Cyrillic-letter marginal
remark in the Zographus.) ‘perhaps He wants to go to the diaspora of the
Hellens’.

Both the Greek and the Old Slavic words are hapax legomena in the gospel
texts.

In later Church Slavic the sense dispersion is also rendered with ~3cbTxHuKe
and (3T>T7>HHC,

The Latin dispersio and the Gothic distaheins equally mean ‘dispersion’
(nomina actionis from the verb disperdere and dis-tahjan, respectively). Luther’s
translation applies an attributive subordinate clause: umdie Griechen .. . die hin
und her zerstreut liegen ‘among the Greeks, who live dispersed here and there’.

The Romanian cei impréa~tiafi intre Eleni is an expression from the verb
impras$tia ‘to disperse’. In the Albanian we find a relative clause: gejane perndare
nder Grekerit ‘who were dispersed among the Greeks’, from the verb pérnddj ‘to
disperse’.

Similarly, Karoli’s Hungarian interpretation is also a subordinate clause: kik
a gorogok kozt eloszlottak ‘who were distributed among the Greeks’. In the
modern versions we find a poganyok kozt él6 telepesek ‘the settlers living
among the heathens’ (Rome, 1967) and a szérvanybanélégorogok ‘theGreeks
living in a diaspora’ (Budapest, 1973).

The Kralice Bible uses the verbal noun rozptyleni ‘dispersion, distribution’. In
the modern Russian version we see the etymological form of the Old Slavic
word: enniiHcKoe pascbsHue.
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The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: B. (pascénBaHue
‘dispersion’, pascémsaHe ‘absence of mind’); Sr.-Cr. pacejaHOCT ‘absence of
mind’); Russ, (paccésHocTb ‘absence of mind), paccéaHue ‘dispersion’; M.
(pacejyeane ‘id.”); Ukr. po3asHHsa (po3atoBaHHSA) ‘id.”); P. rozsiewanie siq ‘id.’);
L.So. (rozsewanje ‘dispersion, sowing’); H.So. (rozsymjonawanje ‘id.”); Cz.
(rozsévani ‘id.”) Slk. (rozsievanie ‘id.’).

— Real structural caique and, at the same time, a semantic caique as well; this
latter meaning is more important from the viewpoint of the Greek influence on
Old Slavic. The Western Slavic words come from a verb, formed independently
of Old Slavic. The special sense of the Greek original has been preserved in the
Old Slavic only and in Russian, influenced by Church Slavic. (In scientific style
the word diaspora, in all European languages, is common.)

255. pKOTROjENA> ~  XEiQonoigxo;

‘made with hands, man-made’. Me 14,58: 6xi f)pei<; r)Koloapev oclixoli X.éyovxoq
6xi 8yro KaxoJ160t0 XOv vadv xoUxov X8V xEipoTtoirixov ~ kko WEi cnfun\ x<ms i
rmawTK. UKonsb (MmBop vk NpKoKK cvn; (\dukorko()ois;. ‘[that] we heard that He said
[that] “I shall demolish this church made with hands”.’

This word is a hapax legomenon in the Greek and Old Slavic gospels.

In later Church Slavic the compound pkocbTKO™Mb and PKKOCLAWIAHB also
appear.

In the Latin text we find the compound manufactus, and in the Gothic: handu-
vaurhita, of the same structure, and meaning. In Luther’s version this is rendered
by an attributive subordinate clause: ... den Tempel, der mit Hé&nden
gemacht ist.

In the Romanian the prepositional expressionfacut de mani can be read, just
as in the Albanian: te-béré me dore. In the earlier Hungarian version, following
the Vulgata text, the phrase kézzel csinalt ~ manufactus, ‘hand-made’, ‘made
with hands’is used; but in the modern versions we read kézzel épitett ‘built with
hands’ or emberi kéz épitette (word for word: ‘human-hand-built’). In the
Catholic version of 1973 and 1981: amely [ mar] nem emberi kéznek lesz alkotasa
‘that will not be a creation of human hands’.

The Kralice Bible uses, according to the sense, the expression rukou udelany
‘made with hand.” In the modern Russian text the Church Slavic word has been
preserved; its shorter negative form, HepykoTBOpHbIV is known from classical
Russian literature, too. (Cf. 2ukovskij’s and Puskin’s selfobituary poems
entitled Pamjatnik ‘Memorial’; see the entry for HepkOTKOpeHb.)

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: B. pbKOTBOpeH; Sr.-
Cr. (pykoTBopal, ‘handworker, craftsman’); Russ, pyKOTBOPEHHbI (pyKOTBOP-
HbIn); UKr. (pykoTBopHMiA); M. (pykoTBopb6a ‘hand-made article’); Cz. (rukou
udelany); Slk. (rukou udelany); P. (rgkq tworzeny); L.So. (rukou wucinjeny);
H.So. (rukou wudzelany).
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— Real structural caique. The Balkano-Slavic words are obsolete in the
biblical sense. The secondary Russian and Ukrainian adjectives originate from a
shorter (aorso(eHr> form. (The Western Slavic parallels seem to go back to a
Latin or German model).

C
256. cbMOKuUgbUb ~ 6 abToATr)?
‘eyewitness’. Lu 1,2: ka3ex; napréoctay qpiv oi 4n’ alTonTon Kai
imriQémt yevépevot Toli KOyob ~ bKOKE N gmna Hwb. KMKbLWO ickonh

C/IMOKMABLLW | Crioyrbl criokecu. “as they, who were eyewitnesses and servants of the
word since the beginning bequested to us’.

The word is a hapax legomenon both in the Greek and in the Old Slavic
gospels.

In later Church Slavic there occur o4ek/abLK, 0HOKUABHBL and CbKUABLKD as well,
showing a well-discernible Western influence.

In the Latin this locus is translated with a subordinate clause: qui ipsi viderint
‘who saw it themselves’.

The Gothic silba-siuneis corresponds precisely to the Greek (and Old Slavic)
as it means, word for word, ‘self-seer’. In its sense, Luther’s version follows the
original Greek: die es von Anfang selbst gesehen.

The Romanian interprets this locus with a relative-attributive clause, similar
to Latin: care aufost marturi cu ochi ‘who were witnesses with eyes’. A similar
clause is used by the Albanian interpreter: ge i pane me sy ‘who saw it with eyes’
[sy = ‘eye’, shéh (pashe, pare) = ‘to see’, me = ‘with, by’].

In the Hungarian we can read the expression szemmel 1atoi ‘the seers of these
with their eyes’, but in the modern texts we see szemtan( ‘eyewitness’ as a rule.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: B. (oueBngeu); Sr.-Cr.
(ouesiigay); Russ, camoBugel, (caMoBigHMK, odeBiigel); Ukr. camosiigel; M.
(oueBungeu); Cz. (ocity svédek); Sik. (ocity svedok); P. (swiadek naoczny);
H.So. (wocity swédk); L.So. (wocny swédk).

— Real structural caique. Except Russian and Ukrainian, we see everywhere
caiques of later Western European origin. (In the Eastern Slavic languages the
word has been preserved by Church Slavic influence.)

257. ChjweHH gomoy ~ g olKovopia
‘management of estate’.Lu 16,3: 6ri 6 KUpiog pov 4<paiQeiiai xf|v oiKovopvav
4’ époC ~ -bkofi, MM OTBEM/ICTB CT(HXHUC OMOY OTb MKHC. ‘because my lord takes
off the management of the estate from me’. Similar passage: Lu 16,4.

As for the non-Slavic equivalents, see the entry for foOMOKKHOe NpuNIKIeHVe ~
olKovopia.
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In later Russian Church Slavic texts n”koxgeHue, oyyAxaemve and
H\I7>31(1rKTCKeTKo (MMUHWIA) appear, too.

In the Kralice Bible we see vladarstvi; the Russian text of the Stockholm
edition uses the regular Russian government of the “verba directionis” and the
related deverbal nouns: ynpaBneHue JOMOM®b.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic expression are: B. (zomoynpaBb-
NéHne), LOMOCTPOMCTBO, JOMOCTPOUTENBLCTBO ‘tenement, maintenance’; Sr,-
Cr. (aomabitHcTBO, gOMIApCTBO); Russ, LOMOCTPOi, AOMOCTPONCTBO, AOMO-
CTPOEeHMe, LOMOCTPOUTENBLCTBO (f4OMOMNpaBiiTeNbCTBO, 4OMOBOACTBO); UKr.
LOMOCTPOR  (BOMOPSAAHMLTBO, AOMOynpaBnéHHsa, JOMOGyalsHLITBO); M.
(rocnopapyBaHe); Cz. (vladarstvi, domovniictvi); Sik. (domovnictvo, majetkovy
dvor), P. (domovy dozor, dozor nadmajqgtkiem); H.So. (domownictwo, wuprawa
[nad] métkom); L.So. (domownictwo, wjezenje domu).

— Caique expression, a freer and more concrete translation of otKovopia
than pomokbHoe npucTxkieHve. In the Byzantine Slavic languages we find some
compounds of a later type instead of the above, which are more exact equivalents
of the Greek.

258. cr(ovmm ke>gomoy ~ olKovopéco

‘to be the manager (bailiff) of a house (estate)’. Lu 16,2: arcobo(Jtsv Xbyov xrjq
oiKovopiag croiie 00 yap bdavi] éri olKovopeiv. ~ Kb3aXX4b OTKKIT.
IM>1cT\K8eHMM LIOMOKBH-bCMb. HC OyKO MOXCLLM CT(>0MTU Kb Jomoy. ‘.. .Give account
of thy management because thou canst not be the manager of my estate any
more’.

In the Greek text the atonic pronominal genitive ctoii ‘of thou, thy’ cannot be
found in the oldest manuscripts, but we find it in the Codex Cantabrigiensis (6th
¢.) and in certain 6th-9th-century codices; the Latin and Gothic texts contain its
equivalents (tuae and peinis, respectively).

In later Russian Church Slavic texts we read HALb3VMPATC/b, 3/ICBMOTPUTCIK,
OyMPLKUTC/b YO3MACTKX(-OMB), t0O0.

The Latin text renders the Greek verb with the denominal verb villicare, from
villicus (just as the Greek o[KOVopéto comes from oiKovopoq). The Gothicfaura-
gaggja visan means, word for word, ‘to be a fore-going’ i.e. ‘manager, steward’.
Luther’s translation contains the expression Haushalter sein.

In the Romanian we find a similar expression /l econom ‘to be a manager’ (but
in Micu-Clain’s text: ¢wm ncnwuke with a Church Slavic loanword for the
concept of ‘manager, bailiff”).

The Albanian expression te-jesh kujdestar means the same (jes.jéta.jétur ‘to
remain, to exist’, and kujdestar ‘manager, supervisor’, a nomen agentis from the
verb kujdésem ‘to take care of, to provide’).

In the Hungarian text we find a similar solution with the verb lenni ‘to be’ in
Kéroli’s translation: mert nem lehetsz safar ‘because thou mayst not be a
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manager any more’. But in the earlier medieval codices we find the obsolete
denominal verbfénagykodni from the contracted compoundfénagy (fromfalu-
nagy ‘village mayor’) that exists as a family name only in present-day
Hungarian. In the later Catholic versions we read another denominal verb,
safarkodni, from the Middle High German loanword safar (schafTaere), and this
passage sounds as mert tovabb nem safarkodhatol ‘as thou mayst not manage any
more’. The latest Catholic versions (1967, 1973) returned to the nominal
expressions: mert nem lehetsz tovabb az [én] intéz8[-m] ‘because thou mayst not
be [my] bailiff any more’.

In the Kralice Bible the momentaneous verb vladnouti ‘to reign, to manage’
occurs in this locus. The Russian edition of Stockholm uses the verb ynpasnate
‘to direct, to manage’.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic, expression are: B. (ynpass
JOMBT, rnégaM cu fOMakiHCTBO); Sr.-Cr. (ynpaen»aTu, rasgosatu); Russ,
CTpOUTb AOM (goMocTpoHmyaTh); Ukr. (gomoBnécHnuaTn, LOMobygHULATW);
M. (rocnogapyBsa); Cz. (safariti, spravovati); Sik. fsafarit’, hospodarit’,
gazdovat’, spravovat’); P. (sprawowac, zaradngc); L.So. (gospodaris); H.So.
(hospodaric).

As we can see, ft is the Russian language alone where an expression
corresponding etymologically to the Old Slavic can be found, due to Church
Slavic influence.

— Caique neologism expression.

259. CbkOHKWIHVE ~ ( oovreX-eia

‘finishing, consummation, end’. Mt 13,49: ontom; emat év Tr] auvxetaiqt Ton
ad(6vo<; » ~ T/IKO KXKACTH Kb CbKOHKWIHVE K-BKM. “Thus it will be at the end of the
world as well’. Similar loci: Mt 13,40; 28,20.

In later Church Slavic use we can find okoHbWIHVe, CMeLLieHWe and HarnosnHeHwe,
too.

The Latin deverbal noun consummatio is related to the more abstract verb
consummare ‘to sum up, to accomplish’. In Wulfila’s translation it cannot be
found, but in Lu 1,45 the noun us-tauhts is applied for interpreting the Greek
TeXelMem; ‘consummation, completion, fulfilment’ from the verb us-tiuhan ‘to
sum up, to finish, to realize’; probably, this noun was used for Mt 13,49 as well if
it was translated into Gothic by Wulfila at all. Luther’s word isam Ende der Welt
‘at the end of the world’, ‘in the last days’.

The Romanian sfarjit ‘and, finish, exit’comes from the verbi//rp ‘to finish, to
accomplish’ (originally, the neutral form of the past participle). In the Albanian,
we find the word té-mbarQaret, also a past participle from the verb mbardj ‘to
finish, to end’. In the Vizsoly Bible (Karoli) we find the deverbal noun végzet
(from the denominal verb végezni ‘to end’; its starting noun was vég ‘end’, and
this root word has replaced the earlier and longer derived noun in the modern
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Hungarian versions. (The variant végzet corresponds to Latinfatum and Greek
potQce, eipaQliévr| and végeou;).

As it is seen, a compound corresponding precisely to the Greek can be found
in the Old Slavic only; the Latin semantic and the Gothic structural caique are
formed on the basis of a different spirit of language, and in the Romanian,
Albanian and Hungarian texts, which are younger than the Old Slavic, yet other
internal linguistic forms appear.

In the Kralice Bible we read skonéni, from the same root *kon-, but of a
different formation (skonati ‘to finish, to accomplish’). The Russian edition of
Stockholm applies the word koHuunHa, from the same root which also occurs in
the sense cnTebl a in other OId Slavic texts (in the form KoHK4YWHN).

The other Slavic equivalents of the OId Slavic word are: B. (koHu4MHa ‘end,
death’); Sr.-Cr. (ckoHuiiHa ‘id.”); Russ, CKOHUiHME (KOHUMHA); UKr. CKLWYiiHHSA
(ckih, CKOHaHHA); M. ckoHuaHue ‘death’; Cz. (skondani); Sik. skoncanie
(skonanie); P. (ukonczanie); L.So. (skoncowanje) ‘annihilation’); H.So.
(skéncenje “finishing, accomplishing, end”).

Consequently, the OId Slavic word has been preserved by Russian and
Ukrainian only, due to Church Slavic influence.

— Real structural caique. Since the Greek ouvxetaia isfoften translated into
Old Slavic as koHkuMHX and KOHKWIHVe, too, it is just the relative rarity of
cbkoHKWIHVe which indicates that the Slav Apostles applied this derivate as a
caique in the sense ‘the finishing of all things’, ‘the end of the world’.

260-261. cbHKMULLITE, cbBopuLLTe ~ T) ouvaycoyq

‘synagogue . Mt 6,2: wotreq oi 6n1okgmali noioumv év taiq auvaycoyaic; Kai év
ratg QUpatq, dncog 6o aaQdcny imd xtbv d&vOgeontov ¢ ~ 1KO eTOK(>VTY TKOP/TH Kb
CbHBMULLITM)<b * | Kb CTBIHXXb X M&nxkats ca OTb UKb* ... as the hypocrites
do it in the synagogues and in the streets that they be praised by men’.

Similar loci: cbHkmuwTe: Mt 4,23; 5,22; 6,5; 9,35; 10,17; 12,9; 13,54,23,6;
23,34; Me 1,21; 1,23; 1,39; 3,1; 6,2; 12,39; 13,9; Lu 4,15,4,16; 4,20,4,28; 4,33;
4.38; 4,44; 6,6; 7,5; 8,41; 11,43; 12,11; 13,10; 20,46; 21,12; Jo 6,59; 9,22; 12,42;
16,2; 18,20; cbkopuwrce: Lu 6,6; 12,11; Jo 9,22; this variant appears instead of
cbHKMUUT in all the passages, but only in the Ostromir.

In Mt 5,22, cbHkmMuLLTe is not applied for interpreting ouvaycoyfi but for its
synonym auvéOQtov. In several passages (in the supplemented or later re-copied
texts) we find the beginning vocalization of b in cbHkMmMwTe in the form
coHkmmTe: Mt 6,5; 9,35; 12,9; 23,6; 23,34; Me 1,21; 1,23; 12,39; Lu 12,11;
13,10; Jo 6,59; 9,22.

With respect to the frequency of the Greek word in the gospels it is striking
that the three synoptic gospels highly surpass St. John’s Gospel from this
viewpoint. This divergence supports the opinion that the fourth gospel was
written in a non-Jewish environment; it was intended for the *“heathen-
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Christians”, i.e. probably for an audience who were acquainted with the
Hellenistic syncretism, perhaps in Ephesus itself, as it is referred to in several
statements of Irenaeus and Eusebius and in no case earlier than towards the end
of the 1st century, just as his First Epistle. (His Second and Third ones are
earlier.)

The later Church Slavic texts use the loanword cyHnrorn and the synonyms
CbBP/HYE, WKO/b, pruin, and Momwwmrb as well, with different nuances.

In the La*;n texts the loanword synagoga appears. The Gothic equivalent of
the Codex Argenteus is the deverbal noun ga-qumps ‘convening, meeting’ (from
the verb gagiman ‘to convene’), which also renders the Greek ouveSqvov in the
gospels, and érciouvaytdyq ‘reunion’ in Thess 2,1. Luther’s translation uses the
noun Schule ‘school’, laying the stress on the ‘teaching’ function of this
institution.

The Romanian sinagog, Albanian sinagoge and Hungarian zsinagéga are also
loanwords. The Kralice Bible, however, uses the words skola ‘school’ and
shromazdeni ‘convening, gathering’ from the verb shromazditi ‘to call together,
to assemble’), which seems to imitate the Latin concilium and convocatio as well.

In the modern Russian text the loanword cuHarora is common, though the
vocalized c6opuile (<cbBo(>uwTe) and coHmule are known in Russian. The
word skola in the Kralice Bible seems to have been the imitation of Luther’s
Schule.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic words are: B. (cv60p); Sr.-Cr.
(c&bop); Russ, coopulLe, cobopuLe ‘group, crowd’, coHMuLLITe (COHM) ‘throng,
crowd’; Ukr. 366puLe (coHm) ‘id.”; M. (36op); Cz. (snem, sbor); SIk. (snem,
sbor); P. (sejm, shor); L.So. (sejm); H.So. (sejm).

The living Slavic equivalents of ceBopb show the meanings ‘meeting’ (national,
political or informal), ‘grouping’, and those of cbHKMb ‘national assembly,
parliament’. The ecclesiastic meaning is overshadowed (but Russian cobopwutie
has the meanings ‘cathedral’ and ‘synod’).

As we can see the Slavic languages (except the Church Slavic-influenced
Russian) have preserved only the forms without the diminutive suffix. The word
CcbHBMULLT* goes back, undoubtedly, to a Moravianism as the Western Slavic
words indicate; this suggestion is proved—negatively—by the fact also that
cwBopue which is a diminution of the Southern and Eastern Slavic cuo(rn,
occurs in the Ostromir.

The cause of applying the local suffix -mwte must have been that the
interpreters wanted to distinguish the conception of permanent, but of less
importance oovayrayri from an ad-hoc odveSqiov, and especially, from the
public body of the Great Sanhedrin itself which was rendered by the non-
diminished compounds cbH-bMN and cb-Bo(b. (See the entry for these.)

— Semantic caiques.
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262-263. CbMKMb, ct6dms ~ TO ZuvedQiov

‘assembly, council, Sanhedrin’. Mt 26,59: Of 5¢ &xXEQEI<; Kai 6 abvéSgiov
GXovénfytouv 4>eudo(iaQT»)Qlav kaTa Toii *1r|cToit orok; aUTOv OavaTwatocny ~
fy"XMEVKe | CTagum © | CbMblab KKCK ® UK/TYXK JTHKN CbKNANTENK M1 A1 B KKO AN
oykuDKTb i. ‘and the high priests and the whole council were searching false
evidence against Jesus, in order to sentence him to death’.

Similar passages: Mt 10,17; Me 14,55; 15,1; Lu 22,66; Jo 11,47.

In Mt 10,17 we find the later vocalized form combMmb in the Marianus. In some
loci(Mt 10,17; 26,59; Lu 22,66 and Jo 11,47) coRgjrbappears instead of CbHbMb in
the Ostromir, just as in Mt 26,59 in the Savvina Kniga, and Jo 11,47 in the
Zographus.

The later Russian Church Slavic texts use the loanwords cyHefpuHb
(cybiregpHb) and cyblogb as well, and they vary the translations cmynHue, pngn,
cuBpve, ryomngn and exaunuwite, according to the sense.

The Latin texts use the noun concilium. In the Gothic the cited passage cannot
be found but in Me 14,55 and 15,1 we read ga-faurds ‘convening, Sanhedrin’.
The Latin concilium is a verbal abstract formed from *con-calare which—in view
of the basic meaning of calare ‘to call’ is not likely to have influenced the Slavic
words. The influence of the Gothic word would be more imaginable, but we do
not see any reason why the two wholly different Gothic words would have
resulted in the relationship cbko(re~cbkopuiume in the Balkano-Slavic linguistic
medium. Luther’s usual word is Rath ‘Council’ (but Rathhaus ‘council house’in
Mt 10,17).

The Romanian sinedriu is a Greek-Latin loanword. The Albanian
bashkéndénja is a compound, which consists of bashké ‘commonly, together’
and ndénja ‘stay, sojourn’ (This latter is a verbal abstract of the suppletive verb
rrhi, ndéjta, ndénja, ndénjur, ‘to stay, sit down, dwell, sojourn’.

The earlier Hungarian gyulekezet ‘convening, meeting’ (a deverbal noun
from the immanent verb gyllekezni ‘to assemble, to get together’), was later
replaced by the word tanacs ‘council, advice’. Bible manuals and Jesus-
biographies belonging to the genre of gospel harmonies (“diatessarons’”)
sometimes apply the Aramaized form Sanhedrin of the Greek odveSgiov. In the
latest Catholic versions (1967, 1973, 1981), we find fétanacs ‘supreme council’,
but in some cases (e.g. Mt 10,17) we also find birdsag ‘tribunal, court of justice’,
according to the context.

A similar solution can be found in the Kralice Bible as well: rada ‘supreme
council’, but shromazdeni ‘assembly’. In the modern Russian text the loanwords
CMHefploHBb and cuHarora have been preserved.

As for the living Slavic equivalents, see the entry for the word pair cbMkMuLLITe
~ cbB<yuwre. Concluding also from that, we can see that CbHKbb IS a
Moravianism, but cweojib a Balkanism.

— Semantic caiques.
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264. cvnnc«hng ~ tO CTCOTT|Qiov

‘redemption, salvation’; ‘good luck, fortune’. Lu 2,30: 6n el6ov oi 6tpOaXpoi
pou To CTonf)gi6v CTOl, ~ WMKO KUAUCTC 04/ MO1 CMEHKE TBOe * ‘because my eyes have
seen Thy salvation’. Similar loci: 1,69; 1,71; 1,77; 3,6; 19,9; Jo 4,22.

The later Church Slavic also uses the words 0TbKoyr/ieHC and OCKOKOX/KHVE.

As it is seen, the majority of occurrences can be found in Zacharias’ Chant,
called Benedictus after its Latin introductory word in Lu 1,68-1,79 as a canticum
in the extramissal texts of the Latin liturgy. (The intramissal Benedictus is the
second part of the post-prefational doxology, Sanctus; both chants are the well-
known and permanent subjects of Christian musical compositions.) Luther’s
translation alternates the word Heiland ‘Saviour’ {Heil ‘Salvation’), and the verb
retten ‘to save’.

The Latin salutare, a substantivized neutral adjective form in the modern
Vulgata revisions, has been replaced by the noun salus, applied also many times
in Catholic liturgic and extraliturgic texts. The Gothic naseins ‘saving, hail’
comes from the verb nasjan ‘to save’ which corresponds to the Greek oto™*co ‘id.”.

The Romanian méntuire is originally the older “long infinitive” of the verb
mantui ‘to liberate, to relieve’ (a loanword from Hungarian: menteni ‘to save, to
rescue’). The Albanian shpetlm ‘liberation’ is a verbal abstract from the verb
shp'étdj ‘to save’.

In Karoli’s Hungarian text we find Idvezit6 (its present-day literary form is
Gdvdzit6) ‘saviour’ in this locus. In the recent Catholic versions (1967, 1973) the
word Udvdsség ‘salvation’ is common, from the adjective Udvds ‘salutary’. If the
word refers, however, to Christ himself, as in Lu 1,69, the corresponding term is
Szabaditd ‘Rescuer, Liberator’, a participle present from the verb szabaditani ‘to
liberate, to make free’ (today mostly with a perfective prefix: megszabaditani).
The Hungarian correspondents (on Latin base) of cmrcf|Qiov are megvaltas,
(meg)szabaditas, tdvozités, Udvosség ‘redemption, salvation, liberation’.

In the Kralice Bible these are various interpretations: spaseni ‘salvation’;
vykoupeni ‘redemption’; vysvobozeni ‘liberation’; uménispasitelné ‘knowledge of
salvation’ (Lu 1,77); similar ones occur in the Bratislava edition, too. In Jaku-
bica’s translation we find the word zarowiczel, a caique of German Ausgleicher.
In the Russian edition of Stockholm, the Church Slavic cbiviceHre has survived
as an ecclesiastic term (cnacére).

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: B. cnaceHue; Sr.-Cr.
cnac ‘id.’!); (cnaceme); Russ, cnacéHue (cnacéHbe); Ukr. (cmacwHs); M. (cnac
‘id.’!); Cz. spaseni, spasa; Sik. spasenie (spasa); (zbawlenie); H.So. (spasc ‘to
save, to preserve’); L.So. (pasenje ‘safety, watching’).

The word seems to be a Moravianism just because of the lack of precise
etymologic equivalents in the Polish and Sorbian. The Macedonian and Serbian
cnac, cnac are synonyms of cenbcutenik in Old Slavic, though it is possible that
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these Balkanic forms are originally not masculine but neutral substantival or
participial forms of the stem *cr>mnic- ‘to save’.

— Semantic caiques inasmuch they render the special syncretistic-Christian
terms EcorfiC ‘Saviour’ (and not ‘rescue’ of a general or military type).

265-266. cbruwb, cuixentens ~ 6 Lcoxfle

‘Saviour, Redemptor, Rescuer’. Lu 2,11: cm eTéx&I uptv cTTuzeqoy Eume, 6q
Eoriv xqiotoc; XURiog, év notai Aaui5. ~ -BKOpoay ca kvim»e IKHKCK CITb © (Ke eCTh
yhfk ' Kb nan KKk-B ¢ ‘because today a Saviour was born to you, who is Christ
the Lord, in the town of David’. Similar loci: cbrvics: Jo 4,42; conicutens: Lu
1,47.

In the later Church Slavic texts 0TIKOCMUTENK, N3KXKUTESb and OCKOBOAWTE/K can
also be read.

In the Latin text we find Salvator corresponding to Lcoxfie (where this term is
translated into Old Slavic by cbnncy), but salutaris in Lu 1,47 (where the Old
Slavic .translation is cbinbceHve). It seems that the Latin terms differ according to
the adjectival (or rather appositional) role of the Greek aoyrfie (salutaris), and
to its independent substantival use (in Latin: Salvator).’

In the Gothic we find the present participle nasjands from the verb nasjan ‘to
save’ in both of St.Luke’s passages (Jo 4,42 does not occur in Waulfila’s
translation), i.e. the Gothic translation does not distinguish the two functions of
the Greek noun. Luther’s term Heiland is one of the oldest German words of
Christian terminology which corresponds to the Greek and Latin words alike, as
an old participial form (cf. the Old Saxon Heiland).

In the Romanian texts the equivalent mentil ‘to liberate’, a loanword from the
Hungarian verb menteni ‘to save, to liberate’ (today its prefixed perfective aspect
is nearly more common: megmenteni).

The Albanian shpetimtar is a nomen agentis, from the verb shpetéj ‘to save’ by
the mediation of the nomen actionis shpetim ‘saving, liberation’ (cf. the entry for
CbMLLMMe).

In the Hungarian translation, Karoli applied different nouns of participial
origin: Megtartd ‘Defender, Preserver’; later Megvalté ‘Redemptor’; Szabadit6
‘Liberator, Rescuer’. In the modern (especially Catholic) Hungarian texts we
mostly find Udvézit6 ‘Saviour’, or the loanword Messias (Hungarian form of the
Latin Messias, through Greek, coming from the Hebrew-Aramaic Massiah.

In the Kralice Bible the noun spasitel is common; in Jakubica’s translation
zdrowiczel; the modern Russian text has also preserved the term cnaciitenb, and
cnacb also occurs, especially in the liturgic texts.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic words are: B. cnaciTens, cnac;
Sr.-Cr. cniicuTen> (cniicunauy,; nsbieuTen., nsbnsmnnay); Russ, cnac, cnaciTenb
(n36aButens); Ukr. cnaciitens (usbasiitens); M. cnacuten; Cz. spasitel; Sik.
spasitel’; P. (zbawiciel); L.So. (pasar); H.So. (Mesias, swobodzer).
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Perhaps the establishment of the difference between cbrvick and canncuTenk
was influenced by the parallelism of Latin salvator and salutaris (salutare); this
parallelism can be stated, in any case, for the earliest gospel texts. The Moravian
character of these words is also more probable.

— Semantic caique, for rendering the Christian-Judaistic syncretical mean-
ing ‘Saviour’ of the Greek Ewxqp (and not of some liberator in general).

267. coppnnunt ~ f| kadebpa

‘seat, chair’. Mt 23,2: ini xfig Mwiictéiik Ka3ESpa<; ékalwway oi ypappaxe, Kai
oiOapiamoi. ~ HAMOECHKOKKOKIEMLPUC-1?0>KKbHWKBHN1L, 1] hawmcTa- (Second-
hand text in the Zographus.) ‘The Scribes and Pharisees have set in Moses’
chair’.

Similar loci: Mt21,12; Me 11,15. (In this latter passage the seats of the Temple
sellers are mentioned, thus the word c-nggnmwte can be considered here a simple
translation, in contrast to the citation where ka3e6pa means, in figurative sense,
the ‘office of teachers of the Law’).

In later Russian Church Slavic ctormbkb and ekakeko also occur in this sense.

In the Latin translation the loanword cathedra is used. In the Codex
Argenteus this citation cannot be found, but in Me 11,15 the concrete sense of
‘seat’ is rendered by the deverbal noun sitls (from the verb sitan ‘to sit’) which is
applied for translating the Greek kaxaaknywak; ‘dwelling place, nest’ as well
(Mt 8,20; Lu 9,58). Luther’s text uses the noun Stuhl ‘chair’ as a rule.

The Romanian scaun means ‘chair’ in a concrete and figurative sense alike.
The Albanian fron ‘small chair without dorsal’ is a Greek loanword (Opdvoq).
The Hungarian szék similarly means ‘chair’ in both its concrete and figurative
meaning, but in some newer editions, as in 1967, the more precise word is:
tanitészék (word for word: ‘teaching chair’).

In the Kralice Bible we find stolice; in the modern Russian the Old Slavic word
is used.

The other Slavic equivalents of the OIld Slavic word are: B. cegnnuiie
(ceAanxa); Sr.-Cr. (cégano); Russ, ceganmue; Ukr. (aganka); M. (cegano); Cz.
(sedatko, sedadko); Slk. (sedadlo,sedielko); P. (siedanie); L.So. sedlo (sedlisco
‘residence’); H.So. (sedlesko ‘chair, throne’) in the popular exclamation: Boze
sedlesko; corresponding to the sense ‘Woe is me!’; word for word: ‘God’s
thronel’

— Semantic caique. In the Psalterium Sinaiticum (142 b. 18) it has a meaning
similar to our citation: ‘council, meeting’.

T
268. T(rp)cbTb ~ XO Xftexov
‘penny, small change’. Lu 12,59: .. .ecoq Kai x6 eoxatov “enx6v ano8¢<;. ~
poHpexe [ nocrmxapHWl TPKNOTK Kbagyicn » “. . .till thou hast not repaid the last
penny’.
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The Greek word originally meant ‘small, tiny’. In the Greek text similar loci
are: Me 12/42; Lu 21,2.

The other OId Slavic and later Church Slavic texts, however, use the loanword
n«nt\ (the plural form of Xektov, which was adopted by Old Slavic as a noun of
the a-declension; it occurs as f-bMT*, too. In late Russian Church Slavic the
loanwords rpowm, feHbr and MoHeT* also appear.

The Latin texts apply the noun minutum, which was the neutral form of the
past participle passive of the verb minuere ‘to make smaller, to lessen’. In the
Gothic the cited passages cannot be found.

Luther’s translation contains the noun Scherf ‘penny, little gift’ and its
diminutive Scherfein, respectively.

As for the Romanian, Bishop Nicolae applied the corresponding Romanian
ban in the cited passage but lepta in the other two, which points to the mediation
of the Old Slavic text. Micu-Clain, however, used the Hungarian loanword
tdum>p> in all the three loci. (The Hungarian fillér has been, for more than a
century, the hundredth part of Hungarian monetary units,—the korona, pengé
andforint—but it was known as early as in 1425, its original meaning being ‘the
four’ or ‘fourth’, a loanword from the Middle High German vierer ‘id.’).

In the Albanian we find the Turkish (originally, New-Greek or Byzantine
Greek) loanword asper in the cited locus, from itentea ‘white coin’. This
substantivized Greek feminine adjective form got into all the Balkanic
languages, and from Serbo-Croatian into Hungarian as well: oszpora an
obsolete word for ‘an old silver coin’and for ‘the priest’s or schoolmaster’s gift’).
In the other two loci te-imete can be read, from the adjective imte ‘little, small’,
thus it seems to be a caique for the Greek Xejitov (Xesoc) or the Latin minutum;
but the difference between the citation and the two other passages is the same as
in the Romanian.

In the Hungarian we find the above-mentioned fillér in all the three cases.

The Kralice Bible uses the German loanword halér (from the Middle High
German heller) in the cited verse, but the obsolete sarta “farthing’ also occurs in
the other loci. In the modern Russian edition the loanword nénta can be found
but in Lu 12,59 we read the obsolete nonywka ‘a fourth part of the konéiika
(word for word: ‘the halflet’).

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: B. (Tpoxa ‘crumb’);
Sr.-Cr. (Tpaxa ‘id.”); Russ. (Tpoxa, Tpoxu), Tpowkn ‘a few, little’); Ukr. (Tpoxu,
Tpowku ‘id.’); M. Tpoxa ‘crumb’); Cz. trochet (trochytek, trocha, troska,
trosicka, trosinka ‘a few, a bit’); SIk. (trocha, trochu ‘a few, a bit’); P. (trochq,
troszkg, troszeezka ‘id.”); L.So. (tsocha ‘a little’); H.So. (trésku ‘id.”).

The word must be of Common Slavic origin in the sense ‘crumb’; in the Old
Slavic the diminutive took on the meaning ‘penny’ on the basis of the Greek
Xejtxov.
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The sense ‘a little, a few’ in the living Slavic languages is a regular change of
meaning (cf. e.g. Latin mica ‘crumb’ > Romanian micu ‘little, small’).
— Semantic caique.

0y

269a-b. oynkopytn ca ~ TAXAEOUrY, OyaKAPHITY ca ~ (ai>A.ifopat)

‘to sojourn somewhere, to spend the night’. Lu 21,37: wk Se wvoktok;
g eexopevoi; rlllfeto eig x6 OQoq To KaXolpevov feXauove ~ i, HOLTUKK
OYAKAP&LLI ca (cyodb KEIte nmmuaww O»HT>, ‘.. .but at night going out, He
spent the night on the mountain, called the Mount of Olives’.

This variant is taken from the Zographus text; in the Nikolja Gospel ucxoge
oyAKbp/ic ca can be read while the other four archaic manuscripts apply the
verb Kbakn(ren.tc ca (see the entry for Kbakcynt ca and KbAKIpbTU ca).

As for the earliest Old Slavic gospel texts, this pair of verbs (or, more precisely,
the imperfective form) is a hapax legomenon.

As for their Slavic and non-Slavic equivalents, see the entry for (“aBcynTtn ca
and KK)HKT ca.

In later Church Slavic texts ocTbT! ca and kwbsaTu CEKT bwrahme can also be
read.

— Real structural caiques.

270. oy3kpuTtn ~ Oiel3"evj/ot (GialRXxrecll)

‘to take care of; ‘to set oneself to’. Mt 7,5: tcai tote 6tal3>.£\|/et<; ~KRaXew TO
Kapcpot; ik Toi 6cpSaXpoll Toli aSeXcpoO CToin. ~ | Tbrab Oy3KpuWwM batum i
oxukuk® (3 04ece KpbTb TBoEroe . .and then set thyself, to throw out the thorn
from the eye of thy fellowman’.

As for the earliest Old Slavic gospel texts, the verb oy3k(wmv occurs about fifty
times for rendering the Greek OQéco (elSov, 6v|/opai, dcpOficropai), dedopai,
Qecopog, 3enrn and feplXETR), but, in these cases, we do not find the figurative
sense ‘to take care of, to set oneself to” which can be seen in the cited verse.

In the later Church Slavic texts oy3kpTu, oykuautn, and osnumtn also occur.

The Latin texts also use the corresponding verb videre ‘to see’. In the Gothic
this passage cannot be found. Luther’s translation shows the verb besehen.

The Romanian vedea does not differ from the Greek, Latin and Old Slavic
usage; similarly, the Albanian shoh (pashe, paré) means ‘to see’.

As for Hungarian, Kéaroli rendered the original text with gondoljarra ‘think of
that’, but in the later versions we generally find lasd or lassad, corresponding to
the Latin (or Greek) use of word as e.g. in Kaldi’s Catholic version (and in its
later revisions, e.g. in those made by Tarkanyi, and by Székely). In the Rome
edition of 1967 we read .. .akkor majd elég tisztan latsz ahhoz, hogy kivehesd a
szalkatfelebaratod szemébdl ... then you will see clearly enough to take out the
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thorn from thy neighbour’s eye’. In the Budapest editions of 1973 and 1981 this
passage sounds: .. .s akkor hozzalatsz (-hatsz) ahhoz, hogy kivedd a szalkat
embertarsadszemébdl ‘... and then you may set yourselfto taking out the thorn
from your fellowman’s eye’.

In the Kralice Bible the meaning of the verb prohlédnouti is ‘to review, to
examine, to come to know thoroughly’. The Russian edition of Stockholm
renders this locus with the perfective verb yBugetb ‘to see’ which is often used in
a figurative sense, too.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: B. (cb3pa, cb3psix,
cb3iipam); Sr.-Cr. y3peTn; Russ, y3péTb (y3peBiiTb, y3blpaTb); UKr. y3pltu; M.
y3pee; Cz. uzriti; Sik. uzriet’; H.So. (pohladac, wuwidzec); L.So. (poglédas,
widas); P. (uwidzec, pogledac).

— Semantic caique. Naturally, this secondary sense can be found in all the
living Slavic languages where its etymologic equivalents exist; there is no
necessity to suppose everywhere a Greek, Latin or other foreign effect. But in the
case of Old Slavic we may consider that the figurative sense was due to the
influence of the Greek text as a “parole” phenomenon.

271. oyvb(rTK-KTM ~ Savatmoro (9avarrém)
‘to order to kill’. Lu 21,16: Kai Savaxcbaouatv tit, Gptév, ~ [ oym rbTKITH OTH
ke m“. . .and they will order to kill some of you’.

In later Church Slavic texts oykuti, o/KUTK, 0OMOPUTA and oTbHaTy XUKOTb
also appear.

In the Latin text we find the expression morte efficere. In the Gothic this
passage is not translated. Luther’s version presents the factitive verb tddten
which comes from the noun Tod.

The Romanian versions use the denominal verb omori which was formed from
the Church Slavic (Middle Bulgarian) loanword omor ‘murder’; the word was
phonetically adjusted to the original Romanian (Balkano-Latin) words moarte
‘death’, muri (mér, moare, murim, murit) ‘to die’. In the Albanian we find the
verb vras (vret, vrave, vrar'é) ‘to Kkill’. In the Hungarian the factitive-perfective
verb megdletni ‘to order to Kill” was applied, later the perfective megdlni ‘to Kill’;
in the later (1973) Catholic version we read: s némelyek meghalnak kézilietek
‘and some of you will die’, similarly in the 1981 edition, too.

In the Kralice Bible the German loanword zmordovati occurs (German Mord
‘murder’). In the modern Russian text the Old Slavic verb has been preserved.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: B. ymbpTBS
(ymMBpPTBIAX); Sr.-Cr. ympTBMTK; RUSS, ymMepTBUTb (yMepTBAATb); UKr. ymép-
TBUTKU (YMepTBNATWM); M. ympTteu; Cz. umrtviti (umrtvovati); Slk. umrtvet’
(umrtvovat’); P. umartwié (umartwiac) ‘to torment’; L.So. (wumoris ‘to order to
kill’); H.So. (wumoric, wumorjowac ‘to torment till death’).
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As the etymological equivalents of the Old Slavic verb exist almost in all the
living Slavic languages, we can suppose it to be a Moravianism which was,
however, not the result of Latin influence. As we have seen, the Latin text
interpreted this verb with a word group here—and the verb mortificare which
appears in the Vulgata text of St.Paul’s epistles cannot be supposed to have
exerted an immediate influence on the earliest Old Slavic gospels. (Besides,
oyM>KTKi;TW appears in the Euchologium Sinaiticum, 89 b. 22 as well, as it renders
the Greek verb vetcgoCpati of similar sense.)

The Old Slavic word, consequently, is a denominal formation like the Greek
(from the Greek noun Savaxog ‘death’and the adjective vekqsc ‘dead’, and from
the OId Slavic mpkTs ‘id.” participial adjective, respectively). If we seek another
source for the Old Slavic verb as a Moravianism, the Old High German verb gi-
doten ‘to kill'"" must be taken into consideration, which is a similar prefixed
formation from the adjective dot ‘dead’; but its occurrences in Otfrid’s text (111,
26,54; and V,4,43) do not cover, from the viewpoint of content, the Greek
citation. Therefore we can conclude, on the basis of all these, that direct Greek
influence seems to be most probable of all the possibilities.

— Real structural caique.

272-273. OYHUUKOKUTI ~ e ouSevr|9fjv, OYHUUKKITTU ~ (é”oubevdco, é”ou9evé(l)
‘to disregard, to treat disrespectfully’. Me 9,12: Kai ntog ycypanxat énl tév uiov
Toli atvDeémou, iva noKkh na9f| Kai é™ou8evr|9rj ~ i K\KO eCTb MEMHO O eHT,
uTuMMb * ib MHOMO MOCTPBXAETD » i OYHUUBXATD i+ ‘But how is it also written
about the Son of Man that be should suffer much, and he should be treated
disrespectfully?’

Similar locus: oyHmuKokeTM: Lu 18,9; in the Greek text we find é™Mou9evéra here,
also a prefixed verb of similar formation.

In later Church Slavic texts Np3Kp TN, HEHbKUA-KTW, MOKOPUTK, OYCTaAUTU, HA
Kb YTO JepXbTu can also be found.

The Latin text uses the words contemnere and aspernari ‘to despise, to disdain
(according to the sense, in passive voice as well). The Gothicfra-kuns wairdan
‘to become disregarded’ renders the Greek (and Latin) passive voice while in Lu
18,9 fra-kunnands is the present participle active from the verb fra-kunnan ‘to
despise’ which renders the Greek 43eTéto and katadgatoyéto as well, correspond-
ing literally to this latter. Luther’s text uses the verb verachten (in passive:
verachtet werden).

In the Romanian we read the expression socoli drept nimic ‘to value directly
for nothing’, and in Lu 18,9: dispre[ui ‘to depreciate’. (Micu-Clain, however,
uses the verb gedbiimn ‘to disdain, to disparage’). In the Albanian we find the
verb gnder¢j ‘to dishonour, to outrage’ in the cited passage while in Lu 18,9 the
expression in question is the following: edhe nuk i zimine per gje te-tje-rete ‘and
they did not think anything of others’.
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In Karoli’s Hungarian text we see semminek allitani Yo set’ or Yo assert
somebody for nothing’ which solution follows the original Greek (and
resembles the Old Slavic as well), but later semmibe vétetni Yo be taken for
nothing, to be disdained’, and gyalazatot tlrni Yo suffer ignominy’, megvetni
Yo despise, semmibe venni Yo set at naught. The Hungarian translations of
1973 and 1981 és megvetésben lesz része; literally ‘and he will have a part in
despise’.

In the Kralice Bible we find za nie polozen byti ‘to be taken for nothing, to be
set at naught’, and za nie nevaziti ‘to ponder for nothing, to set at naught’. The
Russian edition of Stockholm has preserved the Church Slavic words: 6bITb
YHUUMKEH and YHUUWXKIATB, respectively.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic pair of words are: B. (yHH33,
YHU3ABaM, YHWXiiBaMm); Sr.-Cr. (YHN3MTW, YHWXIABaTU); RUSS, YHUUMKUT,
YHUUWKIATE; UKr. (YHA3MTK, yHWxiiBaTK); M. (YHWXN, YHUXKYBa); Cz. (za nie
nevaziti); Sik. (nevazit' si); P. (unizyc, unizac); L.So. (njewazys); H.So.
(njewazic sej).

Apparently, the OId Slavic pair of words has been preserved in the Russian
only, influenced by Church Slavic. In other Slavic languages doublets of similar
meaning exist, but from the root Hu3K- (existing, otherwise, in Russian as well).

— Real structural caique. As for the prefix of the verbs, perhaps the phonetic
form of Greek o6Seveco and otiOevéco influenced the interpreters’ choice (as we
see that it, is rendered here, mostly not with n3b, but with oy-).

X

274a-b. yn-Bu npanoxeHn(* [ynkeu Kb nwate] ~ 0oi Aptor TMy spo3écrEax;
‘sacrificial bread [bread of memory], Mt 12,4: Kai xofx; ligtouq Trjg ngo€oEoX;
€0Xxyov, ~ i yn-BBbl MPABAOXKEHUN CbH-BCTL- “...and how did they eat the
sacrificial bread [= loaves] as well?’

Similar loci: Me 2,26; Lu 6,4. (It occurs later in the Epistle to the Hebrews 9,2
too.)

The OId Testament story, which is alluded to in the three gospel passages,
took piacéin King David’s time and was written in | Kings 21,6 where the Greek
expression 6 &qtoi; TOM Nnpoaexom substitutes the common 6 &acgioq TMy
TTa0080EaX;, strictly corresponding to the original Hebrew genitive construction
NAN, mentioned in Leviticus 24,5-9. (The sacrifice designated there was ordered
already in Exodus 25,30!)

In later Church Slavic texts we find MoCKOKLTCHbL OF B/UITOC/IOKeHb YriBT> as well,
but yn-BBb nvna in Leviticus 25,58 (0i agioi Toin TcoocTUTTOM).

The Greek ago3eak;, and the Latin propositio may both mean the concrete
‘placing in front of and the figurative ‘offering’ thus their imitations also vary
between these two senses. In the Latin text the panes propositionis corresponds
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precisely to the double meaning of Greek, just as the Old Slavic expression does.
The citation is missing in Gothic but we find the corresponding phrase hlaibs
faurlageires in Me 2,26, which also reflects the original, and its verbal base
corresponds etymologically to the OId Slavic verbal stem. Gothic hlaib ~ Old
English hlaf ~ Old Slavic Kb were the dialectal variations of the same Indo-
European root.

Luther’s text uses the compound Schaubrote (word for word: ‘view-breads’ or
‘memorial breads’).

The Romanian panile punerii inainte renders the concrete sense very correctly
(‘the breads of placing before’; the Albanian biiket ‘e parévenjese may go back to
the Greek, Latin and Old Slavic alike.

The Kralice Bible contains chleby posvatné ‘sacred breads’ here; the Russian
edition of Stockholm has preserved the Old Slavic expression.

In Karoli’s Hungarian text we find an attributive word group (az lIsten
asztalara tett) szent kenyerek ‘the holy bread (put on the table of God)’, but later
szentelt kenyerek ‘sacred breads’. In the various revisions of Kaldi’s Catholic text
(Székely, Békés-Dalos) we find the attributive expression Kkitett kenyerek
‘placed-out breads’ following the concrete sense, but in the Rome edition of 1967
we again find szent kenyerek ‘holy breads’. (In the Epistle to the Hebrews 9,2,
however, a felajanlott kenyerek ‘the offered breads’ occurs). The latest Hungarian
Catholic versions (Budapest, 1973 and 1981) also contain szent kenyerek, in the
gospels, and felajanlott kenyerek ‘offered breads’ in the other loci.

The constituents of the OId Slavic expression has existed, of course, in all the
living Slavic languages, but the whole expression follows the Greek text (as
for the Western Slavic languages, the Latin influence could have the same
result).

Considering the Gothic expression, its influence on Old Slavic might be
supposed, however, the Old Slavic expression could have come into being
without Western influence, merely on the basis of Greek.

— Real structural caique expression (or, which is similarly acceptable, a
semantic caique).

275. )c(nHwwrare ~ TO rAakTpAy
‘phylactery, frontlet, tephillin’. Mt 23,5: rcXoiTUvoucnv yooQ xdt (puXakTpQia
QOTcy Koii peyaX.ivooCTiv Ta KgacnteSa ts> ipaxicov auxilv ~ pMIMp-bbk-b xe
N nhxhiiix™ou® BE/IMUMATDL NOAF>MCThL Kb CKpWMM prsb CRiwb 1 (Second-hand
text in the Zographus.) ‘because they broaden their phylacteries and make larger
the fringes of their gowns.’

The word )cpbHumwre occurs in Lu 12,24 as well, but it is the simple
translation of the Greek and Latin 6c7/ro3rlkT] ~ horreum ‘barn’ thus it is used in
an entirely different sense there.
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The Church Slavic texts use this word in the sense ‘barn, gaol, sentry, watch-
post’, too.

In the cited passage we find the loanword phylacterium, in the Latin
translations; its original, the Greek dmA.aktpbioy comes from the stem of the
verb mnbaxo) (‘ pmnXak-j-ca) ‘to preserve’, thus puXakTpptoy meant originally
‘sentry, watchtower’ and also, later, ‘amulet, talisman’; on the basis of these
latter meanings it was used in the Septuaginta for rendering the Hebrew ritual
paramentum tephillin ‘prayer lash’. In the Gothic this passage cannot be found.

Luther’s text contains a compound, Denkzettel (word for word: ‘memorial
note’).

The Romanian text uses the loanword filacterie (though Micu-Clain uses the
word xnkopre). The Albanian ruajtje ‘preservation’ is the precise caique of the
Greek word.

Karoli’s Hungarian text retained the Latin loanword fdaktérium, but its
modern editions apply homlokszij ‘frontlet’. The Catholic versions
[Kaldi Tarkanyi-Székely; Békés Dalos; Kosztolanyi (1973) and Gal
(Kosztolanyi) (1981)] use imaszij which can be considered to be a more exact
translation (as only one of the tephillin lashes was fastened to the forehead
during the prayers, while the other to the left leg).

The Kralice Bible uses the word népis ‘inscription’, obviously referring to the
Thorah citations; the new Russian edition has preserved the Old Slavic word
(and in Lu 12,24 also, in the sense ‘barn’).

Though the sense of the cited verse refers to the ostentatious and showy
widening of the phylactery as a ‘prayer-lash’, the Greek pu”akTpptoy and the
Old Slavic ™ anwwits correspond better to the idea of the Hebrew tephillin,
which originally meant not only ‘lash’, but also ‘box’, fastened to the lash (in
modern Hungarian also, it is sometimes translated by imatok ‘prayer box’) in
which four passages of the Bible, among others the confession of faith Shema,
Yisrael can be found written on pellicles and serves for reminding the people of
God’s love (cf. Exodus, 13,9; Deuteronomium, 6,8). Thus tephillin, word for
word, really meant a ‘place ofconservation’: concretely, the ‘conservation of the
pellicles” and figuratively, the ‘conservation of the faith and love for God, of
His Law and commandments’. The Hebrew mystical exegetists deny the
talismanic, pagan origin of the tephillin, and they find its parallel in the Canticum
Canticorum (Sir-Ha-Ssirim), 8,6; Embrace me as a seal to thy Heart, i.e. to the
‘taking the divine commandments into the heart’. At any rate, Luther’s word
alludes to the pellicles and their biblical texts, corresponding to the medieval
Hebrew exegetist, Rasi Semuel ben Meir.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: B. xpaHunuue ‘barn’;
Sr.-Cr. xpWiHuniiwTe; Russ, xpaHinuuwe; Ukr. (cxoBuie); M. (xpaHa “food,
meals’); Cz. (chranidlo); SIk. (chranidlo); P. (chronienie ‘protection’); L.So.
(chronjenje); H.So. (chronjenje ‘id’.)
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The words xpaHunuwe and chranidlo have the meaning ‘storehouse,
repository’ in the living Slavic languages, and they do not have the meaning
‘phylactery, tephillin’. Thus, the OId Slavic word has no direct etymologic
equivalents in Western Slavic; the Southern Slavic has preserved it in the sense
‘barn, storage’ only, without any reference to ‘tephillin’; it has been preserved in
the sense ‘phylactery’ exclusively in Russian.

— Real structural caique; if, however, we suppose its previous existence in
Old Macedonian, in the sense ‘storehouse’ its literary Old Slavic sense is a
semantic caique.

7

276-277. U-bCAPLCTKYE, il ke kero ~ RacnX.eia
‘kingdom’. Mt 6,10: éX.9aro) f| BamLeioc aou ¢ ~ Nb N(>WTb LPCTKVE TBOE * “Thy
kingdom may [should] come’.

Similar loci: wkcApkeTkve: Mt 4,8; 4,23; 5,3; 5,19 (bis); 6,13; 6,33; 7,21; 8,11;
8,12; 9,35; 10,7; 11,11; 11,12; 12,26; 12,28; 13,11; 13,19; 13,24; 13,31; 13,33;
13,38; 13,41; 13,43; 13,47; 13,52; 16,19; 16,28; 18,1; 18,3; 184; 18,23; 19,12;
19,14; 19,23; 19,24; 20,1; 20,21; 21,31; 21,43; 22,2; 23,14; 24,14; 25,1; 25,34;
26,29; Me 114; 1,15; 4,11; 4,26; 4,30; 9,1; 9,47; 10,14; 10,15; 10,23; 10,24;
10,25; 11,10; 12,34; 14,25; 15,43; Lu 1,33; 4,5; 4,43; 6,21; 7,28; 8,1; 8,10; 9,2;
9,11; 9,27; 9,60; 9,62; 10,9; 10,11; 11,2; 11,17; 11,20; 12,31; 12,32; 13,18;
13,18; 13,20; 13,28; 13,29; 14,15; 16,16; 17,20 (bis); 17,21; 18,16; 18,17; 18,25;
18,29; 19,11; 19,12; 19,15; 21,31; 22,16; 22,30; 23,42; 23,51; Jo 3,3; 3,5
ijucapkctro: Mt 3,2; Me 13,8 (bis); Lu 11,18; 21,10 (bis); 22,29; Jo 18,36 (ter).

It is surprising that these doublets (and, in the original Greek, the
corresponding Ramtaicx) occur in a very small number in St.John’s Gospel,
compared to the synoptical gospels. This difference shows a parallelism to the
frequency rate of rcagallo”™q ~ npuTbYA, since the word RamLeia is applied by
the synopticists mainly in the parables, with the well-known starting words:

'ilipoiGjSg g RamAeicf xcov oligav&V... ~ MOAOKKHO KCThb LpcaakcTiC HEKDE ~
Simile (factum) est regnum coelorum. .. ‘“The kingdom of Heaven has become
similar to ...’. But in the fourth gospel, the expression BacnXcia t&v ougaviv

occurs only in the conversation with Nicodemus and in the interrogation by
Pilate.

In the later Church Slavic texts we meet the words «rauna, KOATEKKCTKO and
rOCOY/IbPHCTKO t00.

The Latin regnum is an old *no-suffixation from the verbal stem *reg ‘to
reign’, in an originally neutral past participle passive sense ‘the reigned land’ or
‘the fact of reigning’. Similarly, the Gothic piudanassus ‘kingdom’ comes from
the denominal verbpiudanon ‘to be a king, to reign’. Luther’s translation uses the
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noun Reich, from the same Indo-European root as regnum, rex, regere, Gallic n
rixu, Sanskrit radj, etc.

The Romanian impéré[ia is a similar deverbal suffixation from the verb
impéara ‘to reign’, just as the Albanian mhreteri from the verb mbréteroj ‘to reign’
(the basic word being the noun mbret ‘king’).

The Hungarian orszag (in Old Hungarian: uruszag) is general (it was an
obsolete formation from the noun dr when this meant ‘chief of tribe’, later
‘reigning prince’, then ‘king’). But as early as at the end of the 11th century there
appeared the denominal noun kiralysag formed from the Slavic loanword
kirdly <kral, from the name of Charlemagne), as it is found in the Old and
Middle Hungarian (Codex of Ersekijvar 345b, Chronicle of Heltai 36b) later in
the sermons of Pazmény, and in Kaldi’s Bible translation, although its meaning
is ‘regia dignitas’, ‘royal dignity’ in these texts. The caique expression mennyek
orszaga can be considered general in Hungarian ecclesiastical style correspond-
ing to the Latin regnum coelorum.

The Kralice Bible contains the expectable word krélovstvi here. In the Russian
we find uapcTBo, uapctBue going back to the Church Slavic uhc™hCTRo,
UpCbpbCTKVE from  UMCpKeTKO, Ui scTkue, a suffixed denominal noun from
umcbpb < Greek kocictocae Latin Caesar. (From the OIld Slavic word, the
Hungarian csészar ‘Emperor’ has also its origin.)

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: B. BgpcTBO; Sr.-Cr.
udpcTBo; R. udpcTBO, udpcTBHe (napcTBOBame); Ukr. uapcTBo; M. napcTBO.
All of them are the continuations of the reduced-vowel ubcapcTBo or
ubcapbcTBUe. The Serbo-Croatian uécap(cTBo), Russian KécapcTBo ‘empire’ are
later words; they designated chiefly the Byzantine imperial power.

In the Western Slavic Cz. carstvi, carstvo; Sik. carstvo; P., H.So., L.So. carstwo
do not belong here, as they are not the etymological equivalents of the Old Slavic
word, but Russian loanwords, used to denote the Russian ‘tsarism’, and
‘tsaristic power’.

The Cz. cisarstvo and cisarstvi, Sik. cisarstvo, P. cesarstwo have the sense
‘empire, imperial rule’, i.e. the Old Slavic semantic content has been lost and it
has been replaced by the derivates of the common name formed from the Old
High German personal name Karl (Charlemagne): Cz. kralovstvi; Slk.
kralovstvo; P. krélestwo. Similarly, the L.So. kejzorstwo and H.So. kezorstwo
are denominal formations from the loanwords kejzor or kezor, respectively
(German Kaiser), and the sense ‘kingdom’ is expressed by the L.So. kralojstwo,
H.So. kralowstwo in these languages. The Southern and Eastern Slavic
continuations of uMmpkcTko had the meanings both ‘kingdom’and ‘empire’; the
latter originated from the Byzantine connections, the former was the survival of
the Old Slavic semantic content. The Old Slavic word does not directly reflect the
Byzantine meaning but, perhaps, influenced by the Gothic piudanassus it became
the equivalent of the Greek RaoiX.eioc. The Old Slavic umcnpk itself might also

284



have been the borrowing of the Gothic kaiser and the sense transformation
‘emperor’ > ‘king’ might have taken place in the South Slavic dialect of
Thessaloniki, although the Byzantine use of and kgory;, and the existence
of a Proto-Slavic *rocspcrender it more probable that among the Greek and the
Southern Slavic people alike, the Greek RaotXeix; was used at that time in the
sense ‘emperor’ as an equivalent of kalcrogg, and the semantic changes had
already been completed in the period when uTex()kcko was formed.

But it is surprising that, in contrast to the predominant number of
umerKeTLe, the occurrence of upca™KkeTko is almost at a minimum; the former
seems to have a Moravian character, the latter may be a Balkano-Slavic
formation. On the basis of Western Slavic data (e.g. Old Czech ciesar, Cz.
cisafstvi) we could suppose that the Old Slav interpreters used a double source
here: U”"OAICIRO is for Balkanic origin, with a Greek (and maybe Gothic)
motivation, but avcxpkeTkue is a Moravianism from a Latin (Old High German)
loanword uncj)K Cyril’s and Method’s Macedonian Greek origin and the
translation requirements of the Greek text, however, ensured the unified sense of
the two words. (See also: Kniezsa, 221, 1/1, pp. 121 and 268-269).

— Real structural caiques.

278. NRCEIKCIRORYH ~  RaaiAewi)

‘to reign’. Lu 19,14: of) 9éX.o(iev toCrov BamXelam £ fiudq. ~ He )oslLmenr>
CEMOY ® na MECOYETb Hamn namh « *... We do not want this man to reign over us’.
Similar passage: Mt 2,22.

In much later Church Slavic texts rocnoaxcmxoxam, naHoxamm and Kaacrath
also occur; the latter two are Western Slavisms.

In the Latin text we find regnare, a denomindl formation from the noun
regnum. The Gothic piudanon ‘to be king, to reign’ is a verb formed from the
noun piuda ‘people, folk’.

The Romanian texts use the verb imparé(i (but Bishop Nicolae applies the
verb domini; both verbs are of Balkano-Latin origin). The Albanian mbreteroj
has a similar meaning, and is a denominal formation from mbrét ‘king’.

The Hungarian translations contain the common uralkodni ‘to reign’ (from
the noun Ur ‘Sir’, originally: ‘Sire, king’), though in the Middle Hungarian texts
we find the verb kiralykodni, too (as in the Gospel Explanations of the Telegdi
Codex 1,147, and in the Sermons of Pazmany 674) from the Slavic (probably
Croatian) loanword kiraly ‘king’.

The KYalice Bible translates this locus with the corresponding denominal verb
kralovati which exhibits some similarity to Luther’s German translations (Kénig
war ‘he was king” and herschte ‘he reigned’, resp.).

The Russian edition of Stockholm uses the verb gapcteoBaTthb, going back to
the Church Slavic.
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The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: B. (uapysam); Sr.-Cr.
(papoBatun); Russ. uépctBoBaThb (LapwuTb, gaposaTb); Ukr. (uaptoBétn); M.
fapw, uapysa); Cz. (carovati); Sik. (carovat); P. (byc carzem); L.So.
(kéjzoris); H.So. (kézoric).

Thus, the precise etymological equivalents of the Old Slavic word do not exist
in the living Slavic languages. The verb ux>okmu is a much later Church Slavic
(and popular Russian) form from *uxcafeamn; in the Czech, of course, it may be
a later Russian borrowing. The Western Slavic languages form the verbs with the
meaning ‘reigning’ from quite different stems (cf. Cz. kralovati, SIk. panovat;
kralovat} P. krélowac, rzqdzic, kierowac, L.So. kralis se, H.So. kralowac).

— Real structural caique.

4

279-280. YeTK))bTOKIXCTKHUKT>, YeTK(>LTOKIACTELLL ~ 6 TETgatgyriqg

‘tetrarch’. Lu3,19: 6 8i: "Hy6ru,; 6 xexQadQxrig, pAeyxdépevoq iin on3dToi ~ icofb
»e HTRTOICRAETKHHKD cervmiaovs Inke ‘Herod, the tetrarch [was also] re-
primanded by him’.

Lu 9,7: ""Hkouctev 5E Tfgcpbag 6 TeTaaagxn«; Ta ytvopeva roma ~ cmsia e
1pog, YeTKOKTOKN\CTeN.K sbiskiuTaa OTb HEro Kkok ‘But Herod, the tetrarch heard
all that happened’.

The two Old Slavic words are hapax legomena in the earliest Old Slavic
gospel texts (the model, the Greek TETQégxr<; is also a special gospel word, not
occurring in the other books of the Bible). — Luther’s translation contains the
caique Vierfirst.

The form ucTkepokicTeuk is a later one, vocalized from the original
UBT8()KTOKNACTKLIK.

In later Church Slavic texts (the vocalized) YeTke(mIACTHUKZ> is common,
instead Of HCTRfTORAACTKHHK".

Instead of the ordinal numeral iCTRphTo-composition, the compounding with
the collective number ncercjio also appears: verp<xnncrcnne?>.

The Latin translations contain the loanword tetrarcha, and in the Gothic we
also find taitrarkes (it is an exact borrowing of the original, when the Greek g
still had the value of e. and not i as in the time of the Old Slavic translations). In
Lu 3,1, however, we can read a real structural caiquefidur-raginu for TETQaQXEla
‘tetrarchy’ or, more precisely, for the translation of the “genitivus absolutus”
construction of the verb TeTgaaxéto ‘to reign as a tetrarch’.

The Romanian tetrarh is also a loanword, but Micu-Clain (maybe influenced
by Church Slavic) uses a caique in Lu 3,19: MATE8®BA>8T0p (While he also uses
TCTiAiych in Lu 9,7). A similar caique is the Albanian katrurderatés.

The Hungarian negyedes fejedelem is a caique, too (word for word: ‘the
[ruling] prince of the fourth part’); this has been preserved in the latest editions
(but Hungarian biblical literature prefers the term tetrarcha).
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The Kralice Bible contains the word ctvrtak (just as Hungarian negyedes),
perhaps not without the influence of the Lutherian translation Vierfirst; the
modern Russian text contains the Russian vocalized development of the Old
Slavic word: yeTBep(T)OBNACTHUK.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic words are: B. 4eTBpbTOB/IAC-
THUK; Sr.-Cr. 4éTBPTOBNAcHIK; Russ. yeTBep[T]oBniicTHMK; UKr. (4eTBepTo-
BNingap); M. yeTBepToBnacTHuK; Cz. (cetvrtak); Sik. (stvrtivladar); P. (czwar-
towladca); H.So. (tetrarche); L.So. (tetrarcha).

Thus, Church Slavic influence has helped to preserve one of the Old Slavic
words in Russian and the Southern Slavic languages.

— Real structural caique.

281. YeTK KTOK/VICTKCTKOKITIN ~ tetoocopécii

‘to reign as a tetrarch’, ‘to be a tetrarch’. Lu 3,1: kw XxETeaaexoCvxoq Xrjq
TantXaiaq'Hed60omn, ~ i YGTKNOK/VICTKCTKOCUKLLITIO * Mb/veebK tj)ofov « “. . .and
when in Galilee Herod reigned as a tetrarch’. Similar loci: in this verse (Lu 3,1)
twice. In later Church Slavic text 4YeTpoKINCTKOKATA also occurs.

In the Latin text, instead of a verbal form, we find an “ablativus absolutus
mancus” with the ablative case of the Greek loanword tetrarcha. In a later
similar manner, we find the construction “dativus absolutus mancus” in the
Gothic with the dative of the real structural caique fidur-ragini ‘tetrarchy’. —
Luther’s text contains the expression ein Vierfiirst sein ‘to be a tetrarch’.

In the Romanian there are several solutions. In the Bucharest edition of 1909
we find a gerund construction: fund... tetrarch al Galilei irod. Micu-Clain used
a similar solution, but with a good caique expression: CTbMbHWbIN K NVIjw Mbpe
OVH ranunea. .. ‘reigning over the fourth part of Galilee’. But in Nicolae’s
translation a temporal clause occurs here: pe cdnd... era... irod tetrarch al
Galileii. Similarly in Albanian: kur ishte Irodhi katrurderatés, i.e. translating
tetrarch with the real structural caique katrur-dheratés.

In the Hungarian, Karoli applied the same construction (temporal clause)
with a caique expression: mikor volna.. .Galilednak negyedes fejedelme
Herddes (in the modern version: mikor volt i.e. an indicative past instead of the
obsolete conditional).

Church Slavic influence caused the Old Slavic word to be preserved in the
Russian as yeTBepoBnicTcTBoBaTh though in the Russian edition of Stockholm
we find the temporal clause with the expression 4eTBepoBNaCTHNUKOM ObITb, just
as in the Kralice Bible where byti ctvrtakem ‘to be a tetrarch’ occurs.

The living Slavic languages apply similar constructions.

— Real structural caique.
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282-283. A\oRfckooHHiIh wios-BrooykumL ~ 6 Av&QB7roKTOWS;
‘homicide, killer, murderer’. Jo 8,44: éiceivo<; 4v9q(litoktovo(; flv 6k iexpi;, ~
OHb YKooyBung, Et: (ckorm « “‘that was a homicide from the beginning’.

The OIld Slavic words and their Greek original are hapax legomena in the
gospel texts (they occur only in I,Jo 3,15).

The compound wiokukooysumuk can be found only in the Marianus; in the
other archaic codices the simple oyBumug was used. (The form wioxekooykmHb as
the simple oyBumLx occur in later copies.).

The Latin homicida is a precise parallel to the Greek, like the Gothic mana-
manfrrja ‘man-killer’, too. Luther’s text contains the deverbal noun Mdérder as
the Slavic oyBumLB (oyBuiing).

The Romanian genitivus explicativus omoritor de oameni has the variant
ucidator de oameni in Bishop Nicolae’s text. Micu-Clain used the popular form
oyumrnw wich meant ‘devil’ as well (but only in the singular definite form:
uciga$ul), evidently on the basis of this biblical verse.

The Albanian text contains a real structural caique, njerivrasés (from njeri
‘man’ and vrasés ‘murderer’.

In Kéroli’s Hungarian text we find the obsolete caique ember-61dokl§; in the
later and modern texts the simple noun of uncertain origin, gyilkos ‘murderer’ is
commonly used.

The Russian edition of Stockholm has preserved the variant yenosbkoy6LuLa
of the Old Slavic. In the Kralice Bible vrazedInik is an obsolete compound (word
for word: ‘murder-doer’) whose components are known from OId Slavic KpbiB
‘enemy’ and g-8Tu ‘to do’.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic words are: B. unoBekoyo6iiel;
Sr.-Cr. (40BeKo-) ybiiua; Russ, (YenoBeko-) youiiua; UKr. (40n10BKOYOLLHMK); M.
ynosekoybiiey; Cz. (zabijak, vrazedlnik); Slk. (zabijac, vrazedlnik); P.
(zabéjca); L.So. (zabijar); H.So. (zabiwak).

— Real structural caique. It seems (on the basis of the Balkano-Slavic
languages) that unoukooyBUMMA came into being in a Serbian linguistic sphere,
but unoknkooyBuMLB in a Bulgarian one, or it may have arisen at the boundary of
these two territories, as two different dialectal variants of the Old Macedonian.

L

284-285. LUBCTKME TKOPUTH, iiibctec TKOpUTU ~ rcoQeiav rcoiEiv

‘to walk, to come (a way)’, ‘to cover adistance’. Lu 13,22: Kai SienoeeneTO KaTa
ro3Asu Kai kwouac; SiSdmecov Kai Ttopeiav notoUpevoq etq ’lepocroAupa. ~ i
ri|xi)coiKAduiic ckBoan r™gb! | Rhen. .. 1 iiikctrhc TROIARBUIbL. “‘and He was walking
through the towns and the villages, [teaching] and covering the distance to
Jerusalem.’
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The form iiikctc 0ccurs in the Marianus only; the other archaic MSS contain
the more usual word LLCTKV«,

In later Russian Church Slavic text M)&KVM NATK and «K-KPOUTU « « +« also
occur.

The Latin text contains a similar expression, although it is a parallel
development rather than a caique: iter facere. In the Gothic this locus is not
translated. Luther’s interpretation is a similar expression: er nahm seinen Weg
‘he took his way’.

The Romanian simple verb calatori means ‘to wander, to make ajourney’. But
Micu-Clain’s version contains a real caique expression: kanb ¢ayen, and we see a
similar one in the Albanian text, too: hej (hera, béré) udhé.

The simple Hungarian menni ‘to go’ varies with the later tartani valahova ‘to
head for somewhere’. In the recent Catholic versions keresztilmenni ‘to go
through’(1973) and athaladni ‘to pass, to walk through’can be read; in the 1981
edition we read megtenni az utat ‘to cover the distance, to make the way’.

The Kralice Bible applies the reflexive verb se hrati ‘to be up and go’. The
Russian edition of Stockholm applies the elegant, modern expression
Hanpas/AaTb NyTb ‘to direct one’s way towards’ which, nevertheless, resembles
the Old Slavic.

Some of the living Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic expression, such as B.
TBOpA LecTBue; Russ, TBopuTb (nyTe-)wectBue; UKr. TBOPUTWU LUECTBUE
(npoxoanTn NyTb); M. TBOpM WecTBUe continue the Old Slavic expression, while
the corresponding Western Slavic expressions contain the words cesta,
cestovanie or put'instead of the Southern and Eastern Slavic nouns formed from
the verbal stem *Lwkir>-,

— Real (structural) caique expression.

1A

286-287. bXPKMKHUKb, \PKMKHWYK ~ t6 fmo~Uyiov
‘draught-animal’ ‘she-ass put to a yoke’, ‘beast of burden’. Mt 21,5: Kai
EniBenr|K (bc; érti OVOV K ai erti M&Xov UiBv artouyiou. ~ U KbCUAb HNocna w XKP-
KA cmn b(>eMHnan. (Second-hand text in the Zographus.) ‘.. .and getting on an
ass, and on the foal of a beast of burden’. The u is a graphic variation here,
instead of ix.

In later Church Slavic texts nonnApbMbHMKb and nonva(emkHuuk also occur.

The cited locus shows the influence of Isaiah, 62,11 and Zachariah, 9,9 from
the Old Testament, and it is similar to Jo 12,15.

The form kpbMbHUKDB is common in the archaic Old Slavic gospels, but in the
Savvina Kniga we find the denominal adjective *b()bMKHUYb.

In the Latin text suhiugale is applied, which corresponds precisely to the
original Greek. In the Gothic this passage cannot be found. (In Jo 12,15 we find
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ana fulin asilaus ‘on the foal ofass’, which corresponds to érci rcoAov 6véd, or the
Latin super pullum asinae).

Luther’s text uses the expression die lastbare Eselin ‘the burden-bearing she-
ass’ in this locus.

The Romanian adverbial solution is a paraphrase compared to the Greek,
Latin or Old Slavic, fiti celui de suptjug. The Albanian bir mezisterviture is a
simple genitive connection (but rather a genitivus explicativus or originis than a
possessivus): ‘the son of a trained ass’.

The Hungarian szamér vemhe (word for word, ‘the foal of the ass’) was
common in the older translations, but in the modern versions we read: a
teherhordé allat csikaja ‘the foal of the beast of burden’ which corresponds better
to the original.

The Kralice Bible uses a paraphrase in this locus: i na oslatku 1éjhu podrobené
‘and on that ass-foal, subdued to the yoke’. The new Russian text follows the
Greek original precisely: Ha M0O/1040Mb OC/IK, CbIHK MOABAPEMHOIA ‘On a young
ass, foal of a subjugated she-ass’.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: B. (nogspmysaHo
Marape); Sr.-Cr. (nogapmneHo Marape); Russ, ApEMHUK (ApEMHMUA,
nogbapémHasn); UKr. (ApémHa, nwsapémHa); M. (nog)apymeaHa marapuua); Cz.
(jhu podrobeny, -4); Sik. (podjarmend oslicka); P. (osiol jarzmowy); L.So.
(woslowa zapségnuta); H.So. (zapragnuta wosla).

Thus, the Old Slavic words seem to be special Old Slavic formations, and they
can be found in the sense ‘she-ass (put to the yoke)’ only there.

— Semantic caiques (and, perhaps, caique neologisms as well). The Southern
and Eastern Slavic nogb-prefixations are real structural caiques).

A, (I1A)

288. asbium ~ Ta eOvq

‘the heathens, the pagans’. Mt 20.19: Kai nagaboxrouaiv afrrév Tou, eOveoiv ¢
~ U Ib\WIKTD | aswroms * (Second-hand text in the Zographus.) ‘and they will
deliver Him to the heathens’.

Similar loci: Mt4,15; 5,46; 6,7; 6,32; 10,5; 10.18; 12.18: 12.21; 20.19: 20.25;
21,43; 24,9; 24,14; 25,32; 28,19; Me 10,33; 10,42; 11,17; 13,10; Lu 2,32; 12,30;
21,24 (bis); 21,25; 22,25; 24,47; Jo 7,35.

In later Church Slavic texts, sometimes noroHe, HK(» and @3” auHum occur
in this meaning, too.

The Latin gentes meant ‘nations, peoples’ originally, but in the Bible —
according to the Hebrew and the Greek Ta eOvg — means the same as the much
later word pagani. The original sense of this latter was ‘the inhabitants of npagus
(‘village’), i.e. ‘people who, in their remote village, had not heard anything about
Jesus Christ’ in the second halfof the 4th century. — In the Gothic text this locus
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is absent but in other passages (e.g. in Me 10,42) the word piudos (plural form of
the noun piuda ‘nation’) is used for interpreting this term (just as in Greek and
Latin). In the Old Slavic the use of asbwu ‘tongues, languages’ in the sense
‘peoples, heathens’ is a pars pro toto phenomenon, a well-intelligible metonymy.

Luther’s text contains the word die Heiden (originally ‘the inhabitant of a
heath’, ‘wild’).

The Romanian pagani is of Latin origin, just as in the Hungarian the Latin
(perhaps Slavic-mediated) loanword poganyok applied by Karoli. The Albanian
koTbéce or kombét are the definite plurals of the noun komb ‘nation’.

The later Church Slavic orthography distinguishes N&wxb ‘people, heathens’
from aseiks ‘tongue’.

The Kralice Bible uses the Latin loanword pohané that has its equivalent in the
Church Slavic as well: nor\H(-uH)b, and in all the living Slavic languages. The
Russian edition of Stockholm, however, shows a denominal formation of this
word, namely a3bivHUK (see the following entry).

The equivalents of the plural form aseiym can be found in every Slavic
language, but (except the Old Russian) only in the meaning ‘languages, tongues’.
In the Old Russian (Russo-Slavic) aseiks also meant ‘tribe, nation” and as'/up
‘foreigners, heathens’. The living Slavic languages apply, however, alternately
the equivalent of norbMubib and assiukHuks used for this concept.

— Semantic caique.

289. M3blUbbMKb ~ 0 éSvikek;

‘a heathen, a pagan’. Mt 18,17: ecrao ooi akTep 0 £9vikos Kai 6 167nyr)s ~ an
BX/ETH ti bKO a3 bmukHukb | MbIT\yb ¢ (Second-hand text in the Zographus.) ‘he
be for thee as a heathen and a publican’. Similar locus: Mt 6,7.

In later Russian Church Slavic texts we find normwH'n and 1aonocioy»UTenk,
too.

The Latin texts use the Greek loanword ethnicus (the Greek word itself comes
from 6 e9vo<; ‘the people’). In the Gothic this citation is not contained but in Mt
6,7 we find paipiudos ‘the peoples’. For this caique, just as for the Romanian and
Hungarian, cf. the above-mentioned remarks about asvwwu. The Albanian
gjentar or gjindar comes from gjini ‘sex, gender’; see also gjinde ‘a number of
people’, gjindt ‘people, men’.

Later Church Slavic orthography distinguishes (b3blukHUKbL ‘heathen’ and
asmusnuxs Chatter’.

For the Kralice Bible and the Russian edition of Stockholm see the entry for
A3bLIN

Luther’s text uses the above-mentioned der Heide ‘the heathen’. (The German
and English words are the caiques of the Latin paganus.)

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: B. e3ii4HuK; Sr.-Cr.
(noraHiiK, noraxiH); Russ, s3bl4HMK (MoraHey, meaning also: ‘hideous, nasty
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fellow?); Ukr. s3ityHuK (NoritHWH is an obsolete word); M. e3nyHukK (obsolete)
(noraH: only in some dialects, but in the literary language: ‘a hideous man’); Cz.
(pohan, pohanek, pohanka); Sik. (pohan, pohanca, pohanka); P. (poganin,
poganka); L.So. (pogan, poganka); H.So. (pohan, pohanka).

Thus it appears that the Greek caique was ousted by the Latin loanword
nornHb, but the Old Russian and Bulgarian preserved the Cyrillian Old Slavic
word. The Church Slavic nornHuHb, introduced early, existed already in archaic
Old Slavic, borrowed either from Latin paganus directly, or from the Hellenised
form ttayavoq. (Perhaps the Hungarian borrowed it from one of the Slavic
languages: pogany.) In the Old Slavic the original Latin meaning ‘a man living in
the pagus’, a ‘villager, who is not in contact with Christendom’, was not felt any
more, and even less in the related Slavic languages, or in Romanian and in
Hungarian.

— Semantic caique (or, from the viewpoint of the basic meaning, caique
neologism).

290. »3umwTt« ~ TO SeopcoT TiQiov

jail (gaol)’, ‘prison’. Mt 11,2: 'O be Toxxwriq éd<actoy év T bectprioT/ e NP
CQya Toit XauottoC ~  I>e CTbLIBL Bb XK3UNLLITU JT;/1X ... ‘But John,
meanwhile, heard in the prison about the deeds of Christ’.

In later Church Slavic texts we meet the synonyms mni'BH'b, 3xTBOpMMe and
TKMKuunU), too.

Both the Greek and the Old Slavic words are hapax legomena in the gospel
texts.

The Latin vincula meant originally ‘shackles, irons’. The Gothic karkara is a
Latin loanword from the plural form carcera of the singular career ‘gaol’.
Luther’s text applies the deverbal noun das Gefangnis.

The Romanian inchisoara ‘gaol, prison’ meant originally ‘a place for locking
up captives’ (Vulgar Latin *inclosaria from the verb inclodere or Classical Latin
includere ‘to close’. Micu-Clain, however, used the word M>vHco\p> (from the
Vulgar Latin *prensoria ‘prison’. The Albanian burg jail’ comes from the Greek
Kugyéi; ‘tower, fortress’.

In the Hungarian we find fogsag ‘captivity’ in the earlier texts, but later
borténhaz (originally: ‘the executioner’s house’), and from this the now common
borton.

The Kralice Bible contains the word vézeni which comes from the past
participle passive form vezen ‘captive, prisoner’. In the modern Russian text we
find Temniiya ‘gaol’ (originally: ‘agloomy place’) from the Old Slavic TKUKHWMLY,
cf. TembHb ‘dark, gloomy’; its equivalents can be found in every Slavic language.
From the Slavic noun (probably, from the Croatian as ajuridical-administrative
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term) is taken over the Old Hungarian timnuc (today with a dissimilation:
tomldc.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: B. (TbMHiALa, 3aTBOP,
TiopMa); Sr.-Cr. (TiMHMUA, Cy)XaH>CTBO); RuUSS, y3unuile, ysiinbHuLa, TbMa,
TeMHiina); Ukr. (B’A3Hius, TeMmHiiud); M. (TemHuua); Cz. (temnice); Sik.
(temnica); P. (ciemnica); L.So. (samnica); H.So. (cémnica).

Thus, the Russian language has also preserved the Church Slavic word
(although it is obsolete now). In the other Slavic languages, as we see, entirely
different words occur for expressing the concept of ‘prison’ and ‘gaol’ (‘jail’).

— Real structural caique, formed from the noun »3n ‘shackles’ on the model
of Greek Seapcx; ~ deopcoTfipiov, with the suffix expressing place.
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PART THREE

SUMMARY

RECAPITULATION

The investigation of the caiques of Greek origin in the most ancient Old Slavic
gospels has been carried out in this work on the basis of critical evaluation of the
literature related to different aspects of the question.

As evidenced by the literature, many problems of detail concerning both the
archaic Old Slavic gospel (and other) texts and the Greek original are still
waiting to be clarified. At the same time, valuable assistance in researching the
establishment and essence of caiques was lent by interlinguistics, which,
analyzing language contacts and interference, has enriched the theory and
terminology of caiques with a number of general conclusions and particular
facts. Parallel to it, the methods of generative and transformational grammar
have also proved to be readily applicable for representing some caique phenomena.

a) As for questions of detail, | can say that the philological research
concerning the antiquity of the gospel texts of the Old Slavic codices enables the
conclusion that Horalek was essentially right in assuming, with respect to
translation technique, that Cyrillian text can be found primarily in the
Zographus and the Marianus, disregarding, of course, their phonetic in-
novations (especially the change of b and b in the Zographus and the
pronounced vocalization tendency of the Marianus). In many cases, valuable
variants have also been preserved in the Assemani and the Savvina Kniga. From
among the six archaic codices discussed the texts of the Ostromir and the Nikolja
Gospels are perhaps the latest. Even if we suppose that they go back to an earlier
protograph, it isjust the evidence of the text variants containing the caiques that
shows that they cannot compete—in their present form, at least—with the
antiquity of the Zographus or the Marianus.

In my opinion, the passages examined in connection with the caiques also
warn us to avoid extreme positions injudging the relative antiquity of the above-
mentioned manuscripts.
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We should also take into consideration the fact that if we define the content of
the term “Old Slavic”, we must admit that in its pure form it is rather a linguistic
norm which might have prevailed in the translation of the Slav Apostles, but
already the firs,t generation of their disciples carried over the peculiarities of their
respective Slavic mother tongue (dialect) into what we usually term, much more
exactly, “Old Church Slavic”.

b) Asfor the Greek sources ofthe Old Slavic texts, the analyses relating to the
caiques show that in the earliest Old Slavic texts a great number of “lectiones
variantes” which (in Soden’s symbols) date back to some Greek texts of H- and
I-recensions, i.e. to the Egyptian and Syro-Palestinian types, or to the
“compromise” texts, formed from the above-mentioned Near East types and the
already unified texts of K-recension (Constantinopolitan). These “compromise”
Greek texts have retained many of the peculiarities of the Alexandrian and
Caesarean texts, consequently the earliest Old Slavic texts, translated from them
and protected against unification due to their geographical situation, their partly
Bogumilian, partly Latin-rite milieu on the peripheries of Byzantium, allowed
greater stylistic freedom in the four different gospels than the later, purely K-
type East Bulgarian (Middle Bulgarian) versions which tended to enforce
standardization.

In part, this more liberal Greek source type might explain the fact that the first
interpreters had the opportunity to practise their translating art more freely. The
more independent Greek text variants did not hinder the endeavour for elegant
style so much as later, unified variants did. Thus, it is easy to understand that the
number of real, established structural caiques is relatively small; however, many
more alternative translations can be found, either simple translations or
semantic caique and caique neologisms. Sometimes caiques and loanwords
alternate with simple translations.

It can be observed that the number of caiques increases in a direct proportion
to the temporal order (lateness) of the manuscripts. In the Zographus or
Marianus we often find a free translation in loci where later real structural
caiques or at least caique neologisms appear, e.g. in the Ostromir or in the
Nikolja Gospel.

It is evident that the relative freedom of the Greek texts, considered to have
been the sources for translation, would not be in itself sufficient explanation for
all these phenomena: the Vulgata, Mesrop’s and Wulfila’s translations had been
made 400 years earlier, supposably from even more independent Greek texts;
nevertheless, they are much less varied. In the variety of the Old Slavic texts—
thus, among others, in the multiplicity of caiques—some special factors played a
decisive role, such as Cyril’s splendid stylistic sense, his extensive knowledge of
language, the rivalry of Bulgarianisms and Moravianisms and the endeavour
for their neutralization or compensation, and the repeated change in the
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geographical and, consequently, the linguistic (dialectal) environment of the
translations and manuscripts, respectively.

The fact that, notwithstanding the freer Greek sources and the stylistic aims of
the Slav Apostles, we find caiques even in the earliest Old Slavic gospel texts (we
put their number at 290), is due to such factors as (1) the strict adherence to the
“Verbum Dei”, Xdyoq Toii ©eoli, the special terminological requirements of the
new faith, and (2) the endeavour to render precisely certain linguistic reflections
of a geographical and historical environment, alien to both the interpreters and
their audience. With respect to the aim of the translation, it was the former factor
that resulted in a certain number of caiques; with respect to the content, the
latter condition was probably more important. As apparent from the Glossary,
the text to be translated required the calque-like rendering of words and
expressions related to different socio-economic conditions.

c) lgave afull account ofthe real andalleged Latinisms ofthe archaic Old Slavic
gospels in the Introduction. Thus, here I only recall the conclusions which were
drawn there, after the textual analysis of the peculiarities, which are most likely
to be Latinisms. The principles stated there are confirmed by the detailed
examination of the caiques of Greek origin. Indeed, there are Latinisms in the
Old Slavic texts, but the calque-like words and expressions seem to be much
less attributable to the Latin than it was supposed by some scholars. The
comparisons made on the basis of the analyses reveal that the Latin language
was much less inclined to apply compounds and caiques than the earliest Old
Slavic did.

Cyril (and his immediate followers) often use a caique when we find a
loanword or simple translation, sometimes a verbal government or an
attributive expression in Latin; the opposite case is very rare. But where the
Greek compounds or phrases are rendered by caiques in both the Latin and the
Old Slavic, the Old Slavic passage can often be explained from the Greek directly
without any difficulty. In many cases, the Latinisms got into the Old Slavic texts
in an indirect way, through the Moravianisms, or, maybe, as the continuation of
a popular liturgic style that was perhaps influenced by pre-Cyrillian Old High
German, or—even much less—by some lItalian and Irish-Scottish missionaries’
activity.

Our text comparisons have also shown that in the case of the Old Slavic
caique—ifwe consider only linguistic (structural) similarities—we could suspect
almost as many Gothisms as Latinisms. In view of the concrete historical
conditions, Latin influence must be given priority; however, some Gothic
parallels which elucidate the Old Slavic text better than the Greek and Latin do,
cannot be explained as fortunate coincidence. Naturally, we must bear in mind
the principle referred to already in the Introduction that in addition to the
possibility of the common utilization of the Codex Brixianus, the existence of a
latent Greek version as a common source may also be assumed. We must not
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forget either that certain loanwords (e.g. KpbCTh, U-bCa™) indicate Gothic
influence on Balkano-Slavic; Cyril and Method had several possibilities to get
in touch with the remaining Goths either in the Balkan Peninsula or even before,
in Khazaria (or later, in Italy) or at least with their Bible translations and liturgy,
not to speak about the material of the Constantinopolitan imperial library.

If we do not accept the assumption of a common but as yet undiscovered
Greek source, we may form relatively more definite opinion in the cases of Old
Slavic passages, parallel to Gothic. As described in detail in the Introduction,
besides the Greek texts of H- or I-version, common for the Latin and OId Slavic
translations, the alleged Latinisms could also be caused by two major motives:
the original Latinisms of the Greek protograph, and the Latin-mediating Old
High German influence in Moravia. On the other hand, no such factors have to
be assumed in the case of Gothic influence. (However, due to our deficient
knowledge of the Gothic remnants in the Balkan and Italy in the 9th century and
the incomplete account of Cyril’s sojourn in Khazaria, | did not dare attribute a
greater role to the Gothic influence than to the Latin.) We must also consider
that this Latin applied fewer caiques than the Old Slavic, but the Gothic more:
thus, necessarily, there was more chance for parallels to emerge between Gothic
and Old Slavic than between this latter and Latin. The possibility, however, that
the stylistic features of Wulfila’s translation, which used compounds and caiques
in great number, reinforced the tendency for caiques in Old Slavic, cannot be
regarded either as proved or refuted, again because of the lack of knowledge
about the remnants of the Goths in the 9th century.

d) Some light has also been thrown on the popular peculiarities of the word
stock in the Old Slavic gospels by the analysis of the caiques, although all the
problems discussed cannot be solved. It is relatively easiest to draw the line
between the Moravianisms and Bulgarianisms. Among the caiques, the Hc-
prefixed and -kctkuc-suffixed words can be considered in many cases to be
Moravianisms, in contrast to the kes-prefixed and -kctm-suffixed Bulgarianisms.

Similar contrastive pairs seem to be, e.g., the doublets cbHkMb and cbBop. and
their derivates cbHbMUMLUTC and CLBOPULLITC, HAM/ICTb and hckoviiichhe, etc. 1fthe Old
Slavic words have been preserved in Czech, it very often indicates a
Moravianism; even in cases when the word can also be found in Slovak, Sorbian
and Polish, because these latter could take it from Czech (especially in the case of
Slovak). The investigation of caiques allows the conclusion that the number of
Moravianisms was considerably high in Old Slavic, though it is not the
Moravian origin that was characteristic for the Old Slavic caiques. The caique
problem, in an indirect way also sheds some light on the question of popular
Grecisms. The doublets of the archaic texts such as ynokputs ~ mUeMb(rb,
KNT&MEeTX3Mx ~ oHoHN and the like show the spreading of the latter forms. Thus
they highlight the dialectic contradiction that it isjust the increasing Byzantinian
influence that tends to oust the popular Greek loanwords (and, of course, those
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of “mot savant” character, too), substituting caiques for them, more and more.
This fact, on the other hand, stresses the dialectic contradiction in language
development that a loanword often becomes an element of the popular language
much quicker (especially, if it becomes the source of a family of words in the
adopting language, and it fits in with the phonetical system, too) than a caique
that consists of native elements of the adopting language, but reflects a different
outlook. A great number of examples can be found in various languages (among
others in English, if we take the extinct Old English caiques of Latin origin and
their Latin or Norman-French substitutes).

Less light was thrown by the examination of caiques on the difference between
the Préslavian (East Bulgarian) elements of Preslav and the West Bulgarian
(Macedonian) elements of Ochrida. and on the victory of the former over the
Macedonian elements, as the examples, mentioned in the Introduction, can be
considered caiques only in a broader sense. (But the doublet vckoHn ~ ncnpbki—if
it originated under New Testament influence at all—may suggest that the
Macedonian wuckoHu reflects the Greek or él; and the East
Bulgarian ucnpkn the Gothic from fruma. Wulfila’s (and also, for a time,
Theodoric’s) Goths were indeed settled in the eastern part of the Balkan
Peninsula, but here again the difficulty arises that has been said about the Gothic
influence in general.

As for the Macedonian-West Bulgarian popular character of the Old Slavic
word stock, the caiques of the archaic gospel texts do not seem to offer important
data. Even if we suppose that a part of the known caiques had existed before the
translation of the Greek texts into the Macedonian-West Bulgarian dialects, i.e.
they were not New Testament and liturgical caiques, it appears that these, in
their greatest part, do not occur in the gospels (except r'uua and orfea, which,
as very commonly used words, cannot be proved to have had the parallel Greek
cpogiiov and nocittov as models for their creation. Most words, enumerated by
Sapkarov and Conev appear to be simple translations rather than caique
neologisms. But concerning the words of strictly ecclesiastic character we can
suppose that they became “mot populaires” from “mot savants” i.e., here, from
ecclesiastic language.

Finally, as for the layer of Proto-Bulgarian (Turkic-Bulgarian) words in the
gospel texts, it is the word keHUIBYMM ONly that can be considered to be a caique
(a Slavic or, perhaps, Turkic-Bulgarian) basic word, with a Turkic-Bulgarian
suffix, though in some scholars’ opinion, the suffix may also be of
Proto-Bulgarian origin). Considering similar formations which occur in other
texts (CokumK, WaKHUK, CXMKUMK, K(r/>Mkann), the Proto-Bulgarian origin appears
to be more probable than the palatalization of the original Proto-Slavic suffix.
We cannot deny the possibility of complex or secondary causes as a
methodological principle; in this case, perhaps, the Proto-Bulgarian
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(Turkic-Bulgarian) word formation reinforced the trend of Old Slavic phonetic
and morphological development, caused by the similarly sounding words.

e) Concerning problems of principle and the terminology a detailed, although
not exhaustive, summary was given of the development of the concept of caique,
on the basis of the most important works on the subject. | believe that the study
ofthe Old Slavic caiques proved inductively the theoretical conclusions drawn in
advance from the literature by the deductive method.

From the point of view of both linguistic psychology and lexicology, caiques
may be regarded as a phenomenon showing a bipolar, dialectical unity of
contradictory facts. From a psychological aspect the caique is a dialectic,
paradoxical-seeming phenomenon because it reminds us of the older form (i.e.
the meaning and structure—composition or affixation—of the foreign model)
and at the same time we must forget the sound envelope of the original word (i.e.
we must replace it with the corresponding constituents of the adopting
language). From a strictly linguistic point of view, however, a caique also means
a bipolar-dialectic unity because it is linked to the original language in respect of
its etimology and structure (compounding, affixation, phrase, etc.), but by virtue
of the actual morphophonological form of its constituents it belongs to the
adopting language. Any of caiques found in the Old Slavic material examined,
especially the real structural caiques and the semantic caiques, makes evident
this doubly bipolar-dialectic dualism in the phenomenal unity of such words or
expressions.

In the author’s opinion the OIld Slavic caiques also demonstrate the necessity
of the terminological differentiation that he endeavoured to establish by
coordinating the data of the reference works. The author tried to solve this
problem by developing a terminology of his own to express the categories
considered most common, on the basis of the best-known international terms.

Comparing the OIld Slavic caiques to the word stock of the living Slavic
languages, the picture obtained was the same as the preliminary picture obtained
on the basis of the frequency of compounds and caiques in the living Slavic
languages, recorded in the literature, though not in every detail. The Russian
language seems to prefer caiques much more than it does in actual fact, if we
approach it from the side of biblical and liturgical expressions only; and the
position is the same in the case of Ukrainian and Bulgarian, even if not to such a
great extent. But we have to take into account the more than millennial influence
of Old Slavic through Church Slavic on these languages, and also the effects of
Russian on Ukrainian and Bulgarian. In the Serbian, however, we often find
Church Slavic calque-like formations or other translations later than Old Slavic.

This is also the situation—naturally, even more—in the Western Slavic
languages, although the Czech Moravianisms sometimes indicate a direct
relationship to the Old Slavic; their influence has extended, in some cases, to
Slovak, Polish and even Sorbian. Polish, on the other hand, has been an
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important source for the Ukrainian word stock, so the Ukrainian shows a
double influence of Old Slavic, from two directions and through two media; of
course, the Church Slavic influence from the Russian direction is much more
important. The Western Slavic languages, however, sometimes show the
influence of the Lutheran translation and other German effects. These effects
appear, now and then, in the other compared Slavic and non-Slavic texts of the
16th—20th centuries.

Summing up, we can state that the originally slight number of Proto-Slavic
compounds was considerably increased with the caiques of Greek origin, but
neither these nor other foreign influences could strengthen the propensity of
Slavic languages for caiques to such a great extent that we could speak of a
common Slavic linguistic feature here. However, it is a fact that they provided a
number of models for certain Slavic languages, especially those of the Eastern-
rite (Byzantine Slavic languages).

It can also be stated, even on the basis of the comparison of the relatively few
Balkanic (Romanian and Albanian) and Hungarian gospel texts that the
Romanian translations are significantly indebted to the OId Slavic (naturally,
through Church Slavic or Middle Bulgarian), but these effects were often
modified by other (Greek, Latin and Hungarian) impacts. The Hungarian
influence on the Romanian gospel texts is due not only to the Transylvanian
origin and the Hungarian education of Samuel Micu-Clain; it had started much
earlier, in the 17th century, with the initiatives of the Calvinist Transylvanian
Princes to prepare Romanian Bible translations. It was also due to the
Hungarian peculiarities of the Romanian language, established during the 8
centuries of Hungarian-Romanian coexistence in Transylvania. On the whole,
Micu-Clain’s text is a compromise between the older translations exhibiting
Middle Bulgarian influence, his own linguistic and literary endeavours, and
those of his friends, from ’’the Latinistic triad” (Samuel Micu-Clain, Petru
Maior, Gheorge 8incai), his Hungarian education and the principles of
coordinating his translation with the Greek original and the Vulgata.

The Romanian text shows a number of parallels with the Albanian text in the
examined passages (the used Albanian text appears to be a revised edition of the
older versions, checked against the original Greek published by the British and
Foreign Bible Society). These Romanian-Albanian parallelisms are especially
remarkable in the word order of the verbal governments and attributive
constructions; they may be traced back, partly, to the neighbouring Middle
Balkanic origin of the two peoples. Besides, the Albanian translation contains
somewhat more compound caiques than the Romanian. It seems that the
internal regularities of Albanian permit their establishment more than those of
Romanian which is the continuation of the Balkanic popular Roman (Low
Latin) idiom. We must also reckon, however, with a stronger influence of Greek
(Byzantine and Modern Greek) models in Albanian, perhaps stronger than in
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Romanian. In the Albanian, of course, the Hungarian peculiarities known from
Romanian are absent, and the relations to Church Slavic are even more remote.
In contrast to this, the Latin and, maybe, the New-Greek and Italian influence
seems to be stronger.

As for the Hungarian, the author studied mainly Gaspar Karoli’s Vizsoly
Bible (1590) in looking for possible caiques, but he found that this translation
had relied on a much more established usage than the Romanian and Albanian
texts had. The cause of this phenomenon is, evidently, that it could lean on the
Hungarian Vulgata versions of the Middle Hungarian Codices and the first
reformators, and on their revisions after Greek, respectively. Therefore, the
number of caiques (compounds and affixations) in the Vizsoly Bible is notably
lower than in the Romanian and Albanian. We can find mostly semantic caiques
and caique neologisms in it, but the number of simple translations is higher.

Luther’ gospel translation may also have exerted some influence on Karoli’s
text, as on the Western Slavic translation as well—as we can see it from the Czeh
and Low Sorbian texts.

It is an entirely different problem how great the Slavic influence on the
Hungarian antecedents ofKarolis text could be (especially on the language of the
codices in the 14th 15th centuries). In this respect, the influence of OId Slavic
used to be considered practically excluded, and that of Church Slavic negligible.
However, due to the very close relationship and the recurrent contacts of the
Slavic languages among themselves, it is possible that the Slav missionaries used
such Church Slavic expressions as Kb3NbTW and nesoukcTko which have
their parallels {halat adni and szemtelenség) in the Hungarian, surely, not by
chance. The nomadic, then conquering and later Christianized Hungarian
people also had contacts with the Byzantine Slavic Christendom in the 9th—3th
centuries, but some transient contacts with Byzantium must have existed some
three or four centuries earlier, too (at the time of the Hungarians’ sojourn by the
Azovian and Black Sea).

In general, it can be said that the languages of South-Eastern Europe are
characterized by interwoven parallelism in respect to the caiques of gospel texts,
too. Therefore, a great number of detailed studies are required for explaining the
mutual influence of different texts, separating the “langue” and “parole”
phenomena in them, distinguishing the common and general features from
occasional and particular ones.
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THE DISTRIBUTION
OF THE CALQUES STUDIED
ACCORDING TO
SEVERAL VIEWPOINTS

DISTRIBUTION ACCORDING TO TOPICS
(IN LATIN ALPHABETICAL ORDER)

RELIGION (IN THE NARROWER SENSE)

Blagovéstiti, blagovéstati, blagovéstovati, blagovestvovati, blagovestbstvovati,
blagodétb, blagodatb, blagodétbnb, blagodatbnb, blagodételb, blagodatelb, blago-
sloviti, blagoslovestiti, blaziti, blarens;

Chleby predlozenija;

Des™MinQ dajati;

Izbavlenie, izbbrany, iskusiti, iskusati, iskusitelb, iskusenie, isplbniti;

Kbnizbnik, krbstitelb, krbstenie;

Lbzb proroks, Ibzb Christb;

Maloverb;

Nevérie, nevérbstvie, nevérbstvo, neyérbns;

Obrézati, obrézanie, obétovanie, obéstati, okusati, oprésbnica, ostaviti.
ostavléti, otbpustiti, otbpustati, otbpustenie, ostavlenie, otbkryti, otkrbvenie,
okrbvenie, oséniti, osénéti, otbdes~tbstvovati;

Pakybytie, pritbca, prisblbcb, proresti, prorokb, prorocica, prorocbstvo,
prorocbstvovati, prezderesti, préobraziti s?;

Sbnbmiste, sbboriste, 6urerms, sbbon>, sbpasenie, sbpasitelb, sbpasb;

Veliciti, velicati, velicie, vbskrbnQti, vbskrbsnoverne, vbskrésiti, vbskrésati,
vbskrésenie, vbsesbzagaemoe, vb(z)stati, vb(z)stavati, vb(z)stanie, vbzdvignpti,
vysbnaja, vérp j?ti, verQ imati, vér«? iméti, verovati, vestbnikb;

Zapecailéti.

ETHICS AND JURISDICTION

Be(z)zakonie, bez(z)akonenie, bez(z)akonbnikb, bezocbstvo, be(z)cesti,
bestbstbnb, blagotvoriti;
Clovékoubiicb, clovékoubiica;
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DIbZbnikb, dibZbnb byti, dobrotvoriti;

Gresbnikb, grésbnica;

Lichoimie, lichoimanie, licemérbstvie, licemérie, HceTérs, Ibzesbvédételb.
Ibzesbvédételbstvo, Ibzesbvédenie, Ibzesbvédételbstvovati, Ibzesbvédételb byti;

Nevbzblagodatbnb, nevbzblagodétbnb, nedostoinb, nekljucimb, nepovinbnb.
nepravbdbnikb;

Opravbditi, opravbdati;

Prédati, prédaati, prédajanie, prédatelb, préstQpati, préstQpiti;

SamovidbCb;

Vbzdajanie, vbzdati, vbzglagolati;

Zakonoucitelb, zakonbnikb, zasédbnikb, zblodéi, zblosloviti, zblotvoriti.

POLITICS AND JURISDICTION

Blagoobrazbnb;
Césarbstvo, césarbstvie, césarbstvovati;
Cetverovlastbnikb, éetverovlastbCh, cetverovlastbstvovati;
Drbzavinb. dobra roda;
Grazdaninb;
Inoplémenbnikb,
Nastavbnikb, nestroenie;
Otrokb, Qziliste;
Ra(s)séjanie;
Voevoda, vbcésariti s§, vladbébstvo, vliadbébstvie.

PSYCHOLOGY

[JJAvlenie, vb avlenie pridetb;

Bez(d)razuma, bczumie, berunTtbnb, bespecali, bespecalbnb, blagovoliti,
blagoizvoliti, blagovolenie, bésnovati s?;

Duchovbnb, dusa;

Nerazumivb, nerazumblivb, nesbmysibnb, nQzdbnikb;

Unicbziti, unicbzati;

Veselie, vbméstiti, vbméstati, vbslastb, vidénie;

Zestosrbdie.
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EVERYDAY LIFE, MISCELLANEOUS TOPICS

Bezdbnb, bezdbnbnb, bezdbna, bezvodbnb, best*dbnb, best*db, besteda,
be(g)stvo;

Chraniliste;

Domovbnoje pristavbstvo, domovbnoje pristavlenie, domasbnb, domastbnb,
domovitb clovekb, dbstica, dbnevnaja creda;

Glava ogblu, gorbnica, gospodb domu, gospodinb domu, g. chrama, g.
chraminb;

IzdbchnQti, izména, iznemosti, iznenogati, imeti jako, inoc~db, iskoreniti;

Jarbmbnikb, jarbmbnicb, jele zivb, j?zyci, j~zycbnikb;

Kokotoglasenie, kuroglasenie, krilo, krbvotocenie, krbvotecenie;

Lezati;

Mimochoditi, mimo iti, minQti, mbnogolagolanie, mbnogocénbnb, medb;

Naspudb-naspudb, nasQ8bnb, negasy, negasimb, nevbzmozbnb, neslanb,
neumvenb, nesvenb;

Obujati, okrbstb zivQStei;

Pételbglasenie, podbnozie, prij~tbnb, prij?tb, prbvovbzlaganie, predbdvorie,
prézdevbzléganije, prézdesédanie, predbsedanije, préiti, préizlicha, pénrbLuKb;

RQkotvorenb;

Stroenie domu, stroiti kb domu, sbkonbcanie, sedaliste;

Sbstvie tvoriti, sbstbe tvoriti;

Udvarjati s?, uzbreti, umbrtviti;

Vetbsati, vinopiica, vinopiicb, vodbnb trQdinb, vodbnotrqdovitb, vodonosb,
vbdvoriti s?, vbzglavbnica, vbzlezati, vbzlesti, vblagaliste, vbselenbnaja, vbstok,
vbtoropibnb, vbzaimb dajati;

Znajemb, znati, zaimodavbcb;

Eitomérenie, zitie.

THE NUMBERS OF THE DISTRIBUTION
ACCORDING TO TOPICS

Topic Number %
Religious (in narrower sense) 9% 3241
Ethical-jurisdictional 49 16.90
Political-jurisdictional 20 6.90
Psychological 26 8.96
Everyday life, miscellaneous 101 34.83
Total: 290 100.00

As it can be seen, the number ot the caiques belonging in a narrower sense to
the religious topics, in the occurred Old and New Testament texts, does not
amount to one third of the total number of the other categories. If we consider

304



this type compared to the miscellaneous category ofeveryday life we can observe
that the two categories are about equal, and the other three categories seem to
represent a transition between the first and the last.

But as we know, the gospels are narratives of historical character, including
popular parables of allegorical character and ethicai-metaphysical “orations” of
didactic-contemplative character (the term “orations” is used here in both the
Antique Roman and the Christian Latin liturgic sense). This proportion does
not characterize, naturally, the word stock of the gospels as a whole but the
distribution of caiques according to topics casts light upon the needs for the
creation of new words in the adopting language, and upon the interpreter’s ad
hoc needs and activities at the same time.

DISTRIBUTION ACCORDING TO THE TYPE OF WORD FORMATION

Compound Derivate Word group Modification of meaning
Numbers 69 186 30 15
% 23.22 61.14 10.36 5.28

It seems that derived words are in absolute majority over the other categories.
So are the compounds as against the total number of word groups and
modifications of meanings. Of course, the dividing lines grow indistinct between
the first two categories, as some derived words (especially the Be3- and He-
prefixed ones) can also be considered privative compounds.

DISTRIBUTION ACCORDING TO THE TYPE OF CALQUE

Real structural Caique Semantic  Caique neologism  Other types
caique expression caique (pseudocaique)
(compound or
derivate)
Number 174 30 66 16 4
% 60 10.34 22.76 5.52 138

We can see that real structural caiques are in absolute majority in the archaic
Old Slavic gospels (and, concluding from the former Table, the derived words
are deverbal in their majority, and denominal in a minority).

Even the number of semantic caiques surpasses that of the caique expressions
doubly. The number of caique neologisms, indicative of the personality (and,
perhaps’, the everyday usage) of the interpreter is also considerable.

DISTRIBUTION ACCORDING TO PART OF SPEECH

Noun Adjective Adverb Verb Phrase (Expression)
Number 128 51 2 79 30
% 44.4 17.6 0.6 27 104
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This Table cleany snows the relative predominance of nouns compared to the
other form classes. (Evidently, the categories of numerals and pronouns testify
to the relatively high stability of Proto-Slavic and, at the same time, the
conservation of the structural and lexicological elements of Indo-European.) The
high number of the substantival caiques also shows the predominance of
structural decalquisation; semantic caiques occur among the verbs in a greater
number. The distribution of adjectives is more proportional. Naturally, real
structural caiques appear among the verbs, too; first of all, the compounds of

BNATO-, OK(B-, 3b/10-, M7iNoro-, mano- and similarly prefixed types belong to this
category.
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ABBREVIATIONS
USED IN THE GLOSSARY

B. = Bulgarian
Beloruss. = Belorussian
Cz. = Czech

H.So. = High Sorbian
L. So. = Low Sorbian
M. = Macedonian
P. - Polish

Russ. = Russian

Slk. = Slovak

Sin. = Slovene
Sr.-Cr. = Serbo-Croatian
Ukr. = Ukrainian
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