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(Н 'А Я Р  i£i IT n r ^ -Y T ^Nfĉ sX WsĴ  »-->, .AX«̂  J&sdt ILL lL.-.v.cí'Ai íÁ. AH

AKADÉMIAI KIADÓ*BUDAPEST









THE CALQUES OF GREEK ORIGIN IN THE MOST 
ANCIENT OLD SLAVIC GOSPEL TEXTS





THE CALQUES OF GREEK 
ORIGIN IN THE MOST 
ANCIENT OLD SLAVIC 

GOSPEL TEXTS

A theoretical examination of caique phenomena 
in the texts of the archaic Old 

Slavic gospel codices

by
Nándor Molnár

AKADÉMIAI KIADÓ, BUDAPEST 1985



This monograph is published by Böhlau Verlag as Vol. 47 
in the series of Slavistische Forschungen

ISBN 963 05 3250 6

©  Akadémiai Kiadó Budapest 1985

Joint edition published by 
Akadémiai Kiadó, Budapest 

and
Böhlau Verlag, Köln-Wien

Printed in Hungary



To My Wife and Family





TABLE OF CONTENTS

Preface...................................................................................... .............., ...................................  9

PART O N E ..................................................................................................................................  13
Introduction..................................................................................................................................  13

The most ancient Old Slavic gospel te x ts ............................................................................  13
Immediate Greek sources of the Old Slavic gospel texts ..................................................  15
The Latinisms of the Old Slavic gospel te x ts ......................................................................  18
Popular characteristics in the vocabulary of the Old Slavic gospels................................  26

Moravianisms.—Moravian and Greek word-doublets ..................................................  27
Bulgarian and Macedonian (East and West Bulgarian) lexical variations..................  30
Parallels between the literary Old Slavic language and the Bulgaro-Macedonian
dialects..................................................................................................................................  32
Proto-Bulgarian (Turkic-Bulgarian) peculiarities ..........................................................  34

Principles and terminological problems of the caique phenomena .............. ...................  34
The concept of ca ique ...............   35
A brief historical survey of the theory of caiques. (A critical review and some addenda) 37
A graphic presentation of loan translations and popular etymologies........................  40
Proposed terms for caique types ......................................................................................  64

Texts and methods applied in examining loan translations..............................................  66

PART TWO ................................................................................................................................  71
The reflection of the Greek vocabulary in the caiques of the Old Slavic gospels..............  71

Glossary entries: x—* ..............................................................................................................  71

PART T H R E E .................................................................................................................... .X .. 294
Sum m ary......................................................................................................................................  294

Recapitulation..........................................................................................................................  294
The distribution of the caiques studied according to several viewpoints ............................  302

Distribution according to topics............................................................................................  302
R eligion................................................................................................................................  302
Ethics and jurisdiction........................................................................................................  302
Politics and jurisdiction......................................................................................................  303

7



Psychology............................................................................................................................  303
Everyday life, miscellaneous topics....................................................................................  304
The numbers of the distribution according to topics.......................................................  304
Distribution according to the type of word form ation..................................................  305
Distribution according to the type of caique ..................................................................  305
Distribution according to part of speech..........................................................................  305

Abbreviations used in the glossary ..........................................................................................  307

Bibliography ................................................................................................................................ 309

Indices............................................................................................................................................ 327
Old Slavic index ...................................................................................................................... 329
Greek-Old Slavic in d ex ..........................................................................................................  334
Index of n am es........................................................................................................................ 341

8



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 brief monograph 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.
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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, I surveyed all the gospel loci in order to collate the possible variations 
of the Old 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, I examined the 
possible impact of Luther’s translation on them, too. I 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 Old 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, I 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, I added some introductory 
chapters, too, related to certain general problems. By means of these I primarily 
sought to make a contribution to the theory and terminology of caiques, 
adapting some results o f 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, I 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 István Kniezsa and Gyula Moravcsik, Regular Members 
of the Hungarian Academy of Sciences, my former professors; I will always 
remember the wise and benevolent teachings of these great men with gratitude. I 
also feel indebted for useful advice to my good friends, the Greek-Catholic 
Bishop of Hajdúdorog, Msgr. Dr. Imre Timkó and Father Mihály Máté 
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, I would like to 
mention the kind and valuable philological remarks of László Hadrovics 
and István Borzsák, Members of the Hungarian Academy of Sciences. I 
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 Pál Heltai Ph. D., for reviewing the English text; I feel deeply 
indebted to Attila Hollós, Lecturer of the Loránd Eötvös 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 Böhlau Verlag.
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PART ONE

IN T R O D U C T IO N

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. 
It is enough to refer to different views expressed by V. Jagic, G. Voskresenskij, J. 
Vajs, M. Weingart and K. Horálek 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. Horálek 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 Old Macedonian and 
Western Church Slavic traditions of a Serbo-Croatian character. (439, p. 15.)

On the other hand, Horálek 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 Horálek’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 ж and oy. Some examples of this confusion of 
letters and sounds, respectively, are: мжжнк ‘to the husband’, мжл|»у ‘the wise’ 
(masc. dat. or fern, acc.), no orwixw; ‘as usual’, ляСЬъке ‘of the love’, лроугоукк ‘the 
other’ (sg. fern. acc. or instr.), отъпоушткно ‘left, pardonned’.

Another characteristic phenomenon of the Marianus is the use of the noun 
kokot7> ‘cock’ instead of коу|>ъ. (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 (7 1 ,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, brief aprakoi 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 de facto  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 Grießbach 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 Ibn 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. It is 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 I 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’s opinion, 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 (К-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 I (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. I 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 o f 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 o f 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 o f the problems o f the 
Latinisms of the archaic Old Slavic texts as well.

As early as in the second half of 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 
(Göttingen, 1913) and with Brandscheid’s Vulgata edition (Freiburg im 
Breisgau, 1901), in order to ascertain the extent of La tin 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 o f explaining these “Latinisms” on 
the basis o f another Greek codex, which might be discovered in the future.

It would not be reasonable to examine Pogorelov’s theses in detail here 
because I 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) гольцы ~  castellum (Greek: кшцг|) ‘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 rkck (or the vocalized 
later form: r« k corresponding 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 кюцг): the 
Latin interpreters used the nouns castellum, civitas, vicus, the Old Slavic 
translators ehe nouns г̂ &дкц.к and rkck, respectively. The later Russian Church 
Slavic text uses «лет«, the Kralice Bible the diminutive noun mistecko.

b) rt> cove ~  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, тъцктъно can be found; the Kralice Bible 
uses the word nadarmo.

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

c) ми(гъ имити ~ pacem habere (Greek: etor|veú(ű) ‘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 мир> пиите 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 ёуете. The Gothic comparison is 
also interesting as Wulfila’s translation is also thought to have been subject to a 
strong Latin influence. The Old 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) )<е\ аж възаакъ ~  gratias agens (Greek: eí>xaeicrríicra<; 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 Old 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: 5ó£,av 5oúq or 
5i5tbv) while after the Latin phrase we could rather expect a form like
БЛАГ0АЬ(*НИ6 КЪЗААМч.

The later Church Slavic translations do indeed contain the expression къзаьвъ 
благо аа^ иик or the participle благоаа(>икъ; 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 I 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 8ó£av Soßvai, or a similar 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 eCxaQlOT£co 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 по̂ калб which is an 
immediate and precise reflection of the meaning of the Greek ейха61ПТ1П<та?-

e) П)гьлюбъ1 ткорити ~  adulterium committere (Greek: рококо), ‘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: мл, 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 п(гблюбы 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 тко|>ити 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 прлк>БЪ1 ткорити and прлюкъ! д-ьти in the Savvina Kniga 
originating from the 10th century. Later the compound verb 
прлюкол-ьйсткоклти also occurs in the Church Slavic texts, according to the 
sense of the compound noun прлюБолиноние. Conev (71, p. 101) considers the 
more “simple” noun прълюкъ! 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, прлюкъ! 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 *кь лроуг(ом)оу любъ1 (л-кжмше), 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 ткорити), 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  прсвити гл&кж ~  in capite vulnerare (Greek: КЕфаХопою) ‘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 Old 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: и тому камнями разбйли гОлову ‘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 a judgement on the 
so-called “Latinisms” of the Old 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, of course, 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, I think, they 
made too much allowance for deceptive appearances.

We must not forget either that the Old 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 o f 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 o f 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 Old 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. (Szántó, Konrád: A katholikus 
egyház története.—The History of the Catholic Church. Budapest, 1983, Vol. I, 
p. 276.)

Consequently, in the question o f 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 I 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 Old Slavic gospels in relation to each other, not even inside one codex. 
In other cases, however, the peculiarities of Latin character (e.g. KocQrcov 
tpéQTyce ~  плодь сътко)>ите ~  fructum faciatis; pf| е1стеуеукт]<; fyiäs eíq 
neiQQtCTpóv ~  не къкеди нлсъ къ нлплсть ~  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. Horálek 
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. Horálek 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

25



indicate, as I 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 I 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;

c) 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 
Safárik and Jagic until recent times (Kul’bakin, Il’inskij, Sobolevskij, Obiak, 
Lavrov, Scepkin, Valjavec, Vondrák, Polivka, Pogorelov, Conev, Mircev, 
Seliscev, Horálek—to mention only a few scholars). But I 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. 463^471) and in 187, pp. 261-270, too. He does not 
agree with Vondrák’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. Tóth, Imre: Life and Activity o f Constantine-Cyril and 
Methodius. Budapest, 1981. pp. 98-99.)

a) Here, e.g., the noun жизнь preserved its original meaning, ‘life’ as the 
Greek £<öq, while its doublet, the noun животъ acquired the meaning ‘animal’, as 
the Greek ^röov, 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 животъно« which corresponds precisely to the neutral 
adjective form £öx>v, while the noun животъ re-acquired its original meaning, 
‘life’ as we can see it in the texts of the Byzantine liturgy, e.g. in the Easter 
Troparion: и сжштимь вт> гоовоу животъ пода.|>ова.л7> ‘and for people being in their 
graves He bestowed life’.

b) As a calque-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 át7iEL9<bv iTtqy^axo is 
rendered as L оуш ьдъ възвиси 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 
оуда.ви ca is naturally a Byzantine-style correction of the Preslav-Bulgarian text- 
revising activity.

c) A similar situation arises in the case o f the doublet вол* ~  потоп?., 
interpreting the Greek ó катакХистрос; ‘the Flood’. While the Zographus and 
Marianus apply the phrase доньдежс придс вода, ‘till the Water came’ for 
translating the original Sox; f|X3Ev ó катакА.истц6? ‘till the Water came’, the 
Assemani and Ostromir show the variation доньдежс поиде потопъ ‘till the Flood 
came’. The Latin texts use the word diluvium so this cannot be the source of вода.; 
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 потопъ — a caique neologism that was created on the model of the 
word катакХооцсх;.

d) A doublet analogous to the above is the pair съньмъ and съБсуь ‘council’ in 
Mt 26,59: omne concilium, quaerebant falsum testimonium ‘and all the council 
(Sanhedrin) was seeking false evidence’. The Old Slav codices render this 
passage as L съньмъ кьсь искААуж лъжа съкидитсм>, similarly to Latin 
“constructio ad intellectum”, except the Ostromir and Savvina where we can 
read с ъ б о кьсь etc. 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 събо|гь appeared in the 
liturgical application of the Eastern and Southern Slavic peoples; thus it 
probably took its origin in Bulgaria, and consequently the word сьньмъ is a 
Moravianism. (Cf. the Proto-Slavic *sbjbmb -» 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: ö oí>v ó 0eó<; cmvé^eu^ev, itvSyamoi; pq 
XíűQt é̂xa) ~  quod ergo Deus coniunxit, homo ne separet ‘that God has coupled, a 
man should not divide’. While the archaic codices generally translate this as с-жс 
оуво богъ съчста, члккъ да  не |>азлжчаатъ. The Savvina renders it as еже ovbo богъ 
съкеде, etc., and it adds to the sentence as completion the words женж « 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 o f the other archaic texts in 
Mt 5,45, too: Kai ßßexei £rci 5iKaíou<; Kai &Síkou<; ~  et pluit super iustos et 
iniustos ‘and He gives rain to the just and the wicked’ is interpreted as a rule as l 
дъж дитъ на П(>лкьдънъ1 и на непръкьдънъ! but in the Savvina Kniga this passage 
with the word на обидъликыа, instead of ha негуАкьдънъ!. This latter is a caique 
of the Greek &8iko<;, just like the Latin iniustus, while the Gothic invidipa which 
is a derivate of the verb invindjan ‘to turn away, to lead out of one’s way’, is just as 
an arbitrary caique neologism as обидъликъ in the Savvina Kniga (its etymology, 
according to Meillet and others, is *ов-кид-, i.e. it developed from a verbal stem 
and reflects an attitude similar to за-кидокати.

g) In Jagic’s opinion the composition мало- мошть is also a Moravianism, 
which corresponds to the sense of the Greek ávájtqeo«;, киХХсх;; 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 достоинъ to be a Moravian idiom in the
earliest Old Slavic codices for interpreting these the Greek while the
Savvina Kniga produces a locution нл полови in Mt 10,37; oűk éotív цоо ä^ioc 
~  non est me dignus, ‘he is not worthy of me’ which it translates н-встъ ми н\ 
полов-* (all the other 5 archaic codices: нистъ мене лостоинъ). It is certain that the 
enclitical dative ми instead o f the genitive form мене points to the Bulgarian 
character of the Savvina; at the same time, the relations o f лостоинъ with the 
verb досто-вти and the noun лосто-кние show that the adjective was occasionally 
used for interpreting the Greek & îoq. The Latin non est we (ablative) dignus and 
the Gothic nist m eina  (genitive) vaird, are the translations of the Greek texts; 
perhaps they had exerted some influence on the differences in the Old 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 Old Slavic caiques. At this point Horálek 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. яшх!;: мис\~влюуло ‘plate’ Mt 14,8; Lu 
11,39. уб^рцата: коукъки ~  кънигы ‘debenture’; ‘Scripture’: Lu 16,6-7; 23,38 
705,47, 7.15. ураццатео«;: кънижвникъ~кънигьчии ‘scribe’: Mt 23,14, 23,15, 
23,23; 8,19; 23,29; 23,34 nXoiov: лллии~ко()\влк ‘ship’: Jo 6,17; Me 1,19-20; 
3,9; 4,36-37; 5,18. явграацое;: илплсть ~  искоушени« ‘temptation’: Mt 6,13; 
26,41; Me 14,38; Lu 8,13; 22,28; 40,46; 4,13; 11,4. As for исквушение, it can be 
found in Lu 4,13 and 11,4 only, but it is unknown in the ancient aprakoi.

ß) Some Greek doublets are, e.g.: катаяетааца: кхтлпстлзмл ~  опонл. 
‘coverlet, curtain’: Mt27,51; Lu 23,45; Me 15,38. The word опонл does 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 злкисл, покоив, 
злнлк-ксъ. скрур: скинии ~  к(»къ ‘tent, shelter’: Mt 17,4, Me 9,5; Lu 9,33; Lu 
16,9. (The later codices apply the words с-внв, кжштл, уолм-ь.) Exactly this non- 
uniform word usage indicates that at first, similarly to the case of клтлпетлзмл 
the noun скинии 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.

а) пог|>жжлти ~  къдьти секе къ къок никою ~  jtioreúeiv éotuTÓv tvvi ~  
credere seipsum alicui ‘to rely on somebody’. In the archaic Old Slavic codices in 
our apparatus, in Jo 2,24: amöq 5É 6 Tr)croC<; owe éníoreuev éautöv аитоц ~  
ipse autem Jesus non credebat semetipsum eis, ‘Jesus himself, however, did not 
rely on them’ is translated as follows: съыъ же исъ ие къдъъше севе къ к-вр и)сь, 
while the later East Bulgarian codices apply the verb погржжлти (cf. Russian 
погружйться, but Bulgarian погрйжа 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 къдллти севе, 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 o f Church Slavic, but with the suffix -ва-: 
Russ. вдавАться, В. enáeaM ce, as the aspectual doublet of вдйться, or вдам ce, 
respectively'.

b) достояние ~  насл-ьдио are the translations o f the Greek KXr|eovo|xia, with 
the meaning ‘inheritance’, occurring four times in the gospels, as in Mt 21,38: 
каг oxöpcv xf|v K^pcovopiav aűtoC ~  et habebimus hereditatem eius ‘and let us 
have (take off) his inheritance’. The earliest Old Slavic variations render this 
sentence as l  оудръжимъ досго-ьние его, but the later East Bulgarian texts carry 
the word насл-кдио instead of достояние его; the word family o f нлслтдие 
includes the verbs насл-кдити, .насл-едокати, насл-вдьсткокати and the adjective 
наслидннъ 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 достояние primarily means ‘possession, 
fortune’ today, the noun наследие means ‘inheritance, bequest’.

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

c) искони ~  исп(гъкл serve to render phrases like in ’ &ехЛ<5> &СХЛ?> év 4рхЛ 
‘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, as e.g. in Mt 19,4: ő n  ó ktíoo«; бете’ ápxrií ~  4uia Яи‘ fecit [hominem] ab 
initio ‘that who created [the man] from the beginning’. The earliest Old Slavic 
versions say here -кко съткори i искони.

Similar loci: Mt 19,8; Lu 1,2; Jo8,44, Jo 15,27; Jo 16,5 and Jo6,64(^4oxf|<;), 
Jo 1,1 and Jo 1,2 (év 4exÜ)- The later versions have the form исп(гька, but the 
archaic ones also apply this word in Jo 16,5: таСта 8ё űpiv éE, АрхЛ? oük elnov ~  
haec autem vobis ab initio non dixi ~  си)<ъ ж« вамъ испить ra нс p-t;X"A ‘but I did not 
tell you these from the beginning’. The Latin ab initio, in principio do not suggest 
a special, strict relationship to any of the Old Slavic solutions mentioned but the 
Gothic fram fruma.fram frumistinjram frumistja do; especially the Gothic fram  
fruma and the Old Slavic исп(гькл match each other almost word for word.

d) нАтрути ~  напитати ~  TQÉcpco ‘to nourish’. This Old Slavic doublet 
occurs once in the gospel texts, Mt 25,37: Kúqie, лоте oe ev5o|iev nEivcovra Kai 
éSöÉ\]/apEv; ~  Domine, quando te vidimus esurientem et pavimus te? ‘О Lord, 
when did we see Thee famishing, and did we nourish Thee?’ The archaic 
manuscripts translate this question as follows: ги ког да та кид-вхомъ аднжшта, i 
НАТ|»\рсомъ. The later codices use the verb напитати here; even among the 
arcnaic ones we read ндпитдхоиъ in the Ostromir, and нд-питтхомъ 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 пит-сти or 
ПИТАТИ, respectively, in Mt 6,26, and къспит-кти (къспитати) in Lu 4,16. Step by 
step, the verb питати and its prefixed derivates displaced the verbs питтти and
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нлтроути in later linguistic records of Church Slavic (and the къз- and nx- 
prefixation of пит-ьти also disappeared). The Latin version applies the verb 
pascere (in Lu 4,16: nutrire) for translating XQ£<po), and the Gothic fodjan, so 
these simple verbs could not play a role in the creation of the Slavic compound 
verbs.

e) мхоустити ~  нькхдити (and their synonyms) reproduce the meaning of the 
Greek яе(Эш in Old Slavic. Thus e.g. in Mt 27,20 we read: oi 5é &QXteQ£4  X!*i ° i  
ÄQeaßuTEQOi gncicrav xoix; őxXooq ~  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 л^иери же и ста^ьци 
нлоустишА нлрды, but in the Ostromir and Savvina the predicate is нхдхкиша, 
and in the Assemani мхоучишж. In addition the following synonymous verbs can 
be found in the Old Slavic New Testament texts: оук-ыитхти, оутолити, оумоли- 
ти, ткеуити, П(П>пи(лти and припи^ти. The Latin versions as a rule apply 
persuadere; in the Gothic these loci cannot be found. Thus, the Old Slavic verbs 
were used for rendering the Greek Tteiiko according to the sense of the original 
locus, choosing between the verb ньоустити having the primary meaning ‘to put 
into the mouth of somebody’, and нлкхдити the basic meaning of which was ‘to 
lead onto it’. The Russian наводить and навести or the Bulgarian навеждам, 
however, show that the East Bulgarian variant was the stronger rival (although it 
is certain that the Russian verbs наускать, наускивать (наустить) ‘to set on, to 
investigate, to turn loose on’ have preserved the relationship with ихоустити.

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 Old 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. сжвотх (just as the German 
Samstag!) from the popular Greek plural form oä(ißaxa instead of the literary 
K O i v f ]  and the Byzantine oaßßaxov enable the conclusion that Cyril
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(Constantine), the Byzantine хает°фйА.а1; 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 I 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; o f course, 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:

Bulgaro-Macedoman .. Place ofOld Slavic . Meaning... dialects • ... occurrence
__________ _ ______________________________(2)________________________________ ^ ________________________________ (4)

балтоучади братучеди ‘cousin’ Kostura
събикл ее бива ce ‘to have a set-to’ Tetevo
кънезллпж внезапъ ‘unexpectedly’ Prilep
гллголъ глагол ‘voice’ Kustendje
гллголъ глагол ‘bell-clapper’ Kostura
недьи^ти недеал ‘to pardon’ folk songs
лке^ьникъ двернице ‘doorkeeper’ folk songs
дъкицл девица ‘girl’ folk songs

(Tetevo)
‘bridegroom’ Rhodope

Збрбти  ее оузре ce ‘to observe’ Gablov,
Tärnovo

искоусити искуси ‘to ask about’ Ochrida
коузьиьць кузничи ‘blacksmith’ folk songs
лъстбкицл лествица ‘ladder’ Macedonia
лить ми кстк (не) мне лет Т may (not) do it’ Ochrida

(nuctk)
ложе ложе ‘bed’ Räzlog
лъжь доже ‘liar’ Ochrida,

Kazanlyk
мждьнъ мудно ‘slowly’ Vidin
немошть, -ьнъ немощь, -ица ‘sickness’ all over the

country
нежить нежить ‘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 бреме ‘burden’; весло ‘oar’; 
двояк ‘double’; единок ‘solitary’; двоеобразник ‘astute man’; лествица 
‘ladder’; листопад ‘fall of the leaves, autumn’; нагон ‘instinct’; обещник 
■professed monk’; одеяло ‘blanket, coverlet’; пасинок ‘stepson’; пащерица 
‘stepdaughter’; ужина ‘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 Old 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: кмть ‘face, presentment, idol’; кхпиште ‘place of the кхпъ, or 
‘the presentment itself’; бомалинъ ‘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 
боли^ инъ; its doublet is комисъ from the Byzantine tcopqq (latin comes).

From among the words ending in Turkic suffix -чии, Seliscev considers only 
the word схмкчии ‘functionary, leader’ to be of Turkic origin; in his opinion, the 
others (сокхчии ‘cook’, шхркчии ‘artist’, к(гьмкчии ‘steersman, governor’, 
кънигъчии ‘clerk, scribe’ are fully Slavic words consisting of a Slavic root and a 
Slavic suffix *-ък + п, *-bk +  ii.

In relation to the gospel texts, it is the noun кънигъчии 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 зхпечьтл-вти 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.
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The concept o f 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 o f 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 o f 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. Volapük), and in the “a posteriori”-type artificial 
languages as well, either “schematic” as Esperanto, Ido, 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 Old 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 o f the theory o f 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 пароход ~  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 “Bildungslehnwörter” (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 ~  отстояние ‘distance, difference’; 
anständig ~  пристойный ‘proper, decent’; Ausstellung ~  выставка ‘exposi
tion, exhibition’ (French ‘exposition’); Bildung ~  образов4ние ‘formation, 
instruction’; Lage ~  положёние ‘condition, situation’ (French ‘situation’); 
nachgiebig ~  подйтливый ‘compliant, indulgent’; Entwicklung ~  развитие 
‘development, evolution’ (French ‘evolution’); umständlich ~  обстоятельный 
‘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 wohltätig ~  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 ’’Begriffslehnwörter” (conceptual 
loanwords), and he also determines a new group among them which he calls 
“freigeschaffene Ersatzwörter” (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 
dromedarf ius) ‘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 l’oubli de la forme 
antérieuse . . .  Au contraire, l’étymologie populaire se reduit á une interpretation 
de la forme ancienne . . .  Ainsi, dans un cas c’est le souvenir, dans l’autre l’oubli 
qui est á la base de l’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 irr the 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.

If one 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 : a x =  b : x, where

_  a \b
a

If we substitute the French word 'pardonner 'for a, impardonnable for a, and
., _ , , . , . . . impardonnable x décorer ,, . . .  -decorer for b, the wanted x (=  b.) i s --------------- ------------------=  indecorable (of

pardonner
course, we have to be aware of the phonetic law of regular variation of in ~  im in 
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 was für ~  Russian что за parallelism, and the
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A graphic presentation o f loan translations and popular etymologies

a) Real full loan translation
(A compound, or a derived word, a word group, or an expression)

Language of origin: Internal form conveyed (Receptor*!
(Source*) j S? Adopting language:

I 3 Alien internal form
I e.

Language of origin: I) external form conveyed |  (Receptor)
(Source) Adopting language:

Own external form

b) Partial loan translation 
(The former categories)

Language of origin: Internal form и  (Receptor)
i n Adopting language:
! § Alien (but sometimes partly
i 5> own) internal form

________________ I I
Language of origin: A part of the external form (Receptor)
(Source) conveyed Adopting language:

Partly alien, partly own 
external form

c) Popular etymology. Type I.
(Type: d ro m ed ariu s  ~  T ram pe ltie r)

Language of origin: 0 internal form conveyed (Receptor)
(Source) Adopting language:

Own internal form 
I

Language of origin: External form conveyed, (Receptor)
(Source) ---------------------------------- 1 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 каЭ’ evőt ~  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 
állattenyésztés in Hungarian, but jószágtenyésztés also among the Hungarians 
living in Y ugoslavia; similarly, German Filmserie is filmsorozat in Hungary, but
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d) Popular etymology, Type 2. 
(Type: S au e rk rau t ~  ch o u cro u te )

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) ---------------------------------- Ц Adopting language:

Alien but accommodated 
external form

e) Analogous word formation

Basic word of the analogous |-------------------------------- * Basic word, made analogic
pattern

í Í
Word derived from the analo- I Derived word, made analogic

a. 1
gous pattern T--------------------------------

sorozatfilm among the Yugoslavian Hungarians. (Cf. Hernádi, S.: Szó—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 králik, Polish królik ‘rabbit’ are real semantic 
borrowings on the basis of Middle High German Kiiniklin (cf. 
Bavarian Austrian Königlhas ~  Könighase, 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
übersetzung”), 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) ca iques 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 sem antic ca iques 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’ o f 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, nächst der Lehnbedeutung häufigste und am wenigsten 
untersuchte Einwirkung ist die Lehnübersetzung. Eine schwächere Form der 
Lehnübersetzung ist die Lehnbildung, eine selterne Art des Einflusses: die 
Lehnschöpfung."

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 ~  Old High German hohfater, or Latin 
oratorium ~  Old High German betehus.

c) The term Lehnschöpfung or Neuschöpfung 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 Lehnübersetzung ‘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 Prägung ~  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 ~  Old 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 
question, 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 Lehnübersetzung”), 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 Lehnübersetzung” 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 o f origin; 
this situation, in Betz’s opinion, is indicative o f 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 in judging 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 o f 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 Königsmörder 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 ~  
rückwärtsgehen ‘to fall behind’, intromission ~  Einführung ‘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

45



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 Old Slavic 
privative compound непрхзлкнъ — word for word: ‘non-empty’ — a much more 
proper and more pleasant solution for Greek ёукио<; ‘gravid’ than the later къ 
Hji-feM» им^шткнл or HM̂ iiiTKNX къ жтужк-к (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 herumführen; cela ne compte pas~ das zählt nicht m it; ne rien 
laisser á désirer ~  nichts zu wünschen übrig 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. трефа» ~  нхпитхти 
and NXTjiovjTM ‘to nourish’, rceipacrpcx; ~  искоушенис and нлпхетк ’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 of caiques. 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 o f 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 áré 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 “гальки” and “полук4льки”.

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 o f 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:

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

In a 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 neologisms, structural caiques (compound or derived loan translations) 
and semicaiques (partial loan translations). For our subject, i.e. the caiques of 
the Old 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. АЙВ?; SiEQxopat in Attic 
‘to pass through’ but in New Testament also ‘to proceed’, cf. Hebrew ЧЭХ ; to 
£>гща: Attic ‘speech, words’, but New Testament also ‘command’, cf. Hebrew 
"13T ; <péQío: Attic ‘to bring, to fetch’ ~  New Testament also ‘to lead’, cf. 
Aramaic Ь щ  ; 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: t ó t é  oí év írj TooSaíqt c p e i r y é T w a o t v  e i q  i á  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 ríj égfpcp ‘in the desert’ parallel to ferti та őqt| ‘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 “(ЗЛО ‘desert’ for the Aramaic Л10 
‘mountains’ and ‘uncultivated area’, and not the Proto-Semitic form “1ЭТ *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 quelqu’un 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 о1ко5оцёа> in the use 
of the Greek Church Fathers. (Cf. also Russian Church Slavic домост^й!)

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 of from  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 o f 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 o f the father ~  la maison du pere), or, e.g. the dialectal superlative 
forms of the Gipsy adjectives: n aj sukäre (Slavic superlative), m ai sukäre 
(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 o f 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 ~  Old High German translations to Greek ~  Old 
Slavic relations as well (cited from Betz’s work, 42, p. 210):

“Es kann nicht nur sprachlichs Unvermögen sein, das diese neuen seltsamen 
und so oft um Lateinischen klebenden sprachlichen Gebilde schafft, es muss eine 
bestimmte Überzeugung 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 fügen 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 “ божик слоко” 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 Lehnprägung which is common in 
German linguistics (‘loan impression’). Within this he distinguishes the 
following groups (we mention his Greek-Old Slavic examples only):

a) Lehnübersetzung (‘loan translation’): translation of the alien model (either 
of a compound or a derived word) e.g.: nX.eov-e^ia ~  ли^о-имкстиие ‘avidity’; 
(iovó-KEgoit; ~  ино-рогъ ‘unicorn’; ygappottEijc; ~  кънигънии ‘scribe’; íeqeúc; ~  
скат-йтсль ‘priest’; яо>а-тг|с, ~  г^д-ьникъ ‘citizen’.

h)Lehnübertragung (‘loan metonymy’): only a partial borrowing of the alien 
model, by means of a new derivational pattern, e.g.: шо-Эеспа ~  къ-сынение 
‘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’ ~  покои ‘sleeping’, but in the Bible 
translations also ‘death’ as in Greek; fixoq ‘voice, echo; liturgic mode of singing’ 
~  гллсъ ‘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.: 
KOQEÍav JTOieiv ~  шксткис ткорити ‘to cover a distance, to make a journey’.

e) Lehnsyntax (‘loan syntax’): imitation of an alien syntactic feature (function 
or construction), e.g.: ёлт^х»™ aütőv, eí ti ßtettei ~  ‘interrogavit illum, quid 
videret’ ~  къпр&мп« i, мпте чкто кидитъ ‘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.: Эео-атоул? ~  вого- 
стигь ‘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 Lehnschöpfung (‘loan creation’) by Betz as 
caiques.
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g) 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.: еб-Хофту; ~  аок^-гокиимъ ‘pious’, 
‘cautious’, Ttaeá-TtToapa ~  гр)(Ъ-п&д&ние ‘crime’, atb-tpQtov ~  иило-мжлрьнъ 
‘intelligent’, еб-хелотос; ~  док(»о-пот(гьвкмъ ‘useful’.

In the case o f 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 Lehnschöpfung 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 o f Lehnwendung and Lehnsyntax together by Schumann 
does not seem fully justified inasmuch as the former category is rather more of a 
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 o f 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 Old English and 
French-Norman).

I. 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 o f 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 o f caique

1. IFLO+ E F AL-»Cacw, CaDW, or CaPh Real structural caique (compound or
derived), or phraseological caique

pp + pp
2. IFlo + — —-------- - -» CaP, Partial translation (semicaique)

X or у

3. M, 0 + EFal -» Ca^ Semantic caique

4. MLO (IFal + EFa l) -» 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, у = 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 Éva 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 Lehnübersetzung (compound or derived caique) and Lehnübertragung 
(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 Lehnprägungen, 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. É. 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 É. 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 Böhlau Verlag appeared (in the 
same year as Eva Martins’ work) a valuable study by Robert Zett, under the title 
Beiträge 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 Lehnprägungen, 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 Эеск;, скатъ ~  
&yio;, íeqcx;, ncro ~  oügotvo;, рли ~  xatpáSeicroc;, goyss. ~  ßX.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. Lehnübersetzung: as German Wolkenkratzer ~  English skyscraper; 
German Zufall ~  Latin accidens, or as до\*х«кеник7. ~  nvEupocTtxcx; Geistlicher 
(‘priest’), м1р.нинъ ~  xoaptxot; Laie (‘layman’), ломост(>ой ~  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. Lehnübertragmg: 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) navf|yugi; ~  туьжкстм, Eisenbahn ~  zeleznica ‘railway’, Bleistift ~  
olovka ‘pencil’, i.e. the compound word is rendered by a simple (mostly derived) 
word;

b) umoctmo. ~  povaarqeiov, скатотл,имстко ~  sacramentum, Vaterland ~  
patria, Fegefeuer ~  purgatorium, etc., i.e. the simple word is rendered by а 
compound;
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c) 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, Fußball ~  nogomet, etc., i.e. the second 
part of the model compound is transformed;

e) <piA.oXoi5oeo<; ~  уоулолювивъ, 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.: Ei>A.aßq<; ~  
дов^гокиинъ, liotxeotfuptov ~  ллыотркп-кликъ, ладаятюра ~  груьплдлмис. 
Dutch admiraliteit ~  Russian адмиралитейство. (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. Lehnschöpfung: 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. ODYYEvqq ~  съ(Х>дъникъ, оърфгЛетгц; ~  съплимемкникъ, French contem- 
porain ~  Russian современник, German Mitschüler ~  Russian соученик, 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 Teilübersetzung (Russian: полук&пька (‘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.: ЗеоотоуЛ? ~  вогостигъ ‘who hates (or is hated by) God’, German 
Baumwolle ~  Czech bavlna, Polish bawelna ‘cotton’.

Zett also deals with the “décalquisation” of proper names in Serbo-Croatian 
which also belong to the various groups of Lehnprägungen, both personal and 
family names and geographical names; but naturally there is no semantic caique 
(Lehnbedeutung) among them. Using his terminology, they are mostly 
Lehnübersetzungen, Lehngliedzusätze and Lehnschöpfungen, sometimes moti
vated by popular etymology as Lavoslav ‘Leopold’ (on the basis of Latin leo 
‘lion’), or Orahovica ~  Kaguaiq (on the basis of the Greek кадиа ‘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 évÉQYEia and eqyov, the classical terms of Aristotle and
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Humboldt, or of the contraposition of “supralangue” — “infralangue” in J. 
Dorn brovszky’s essay (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 
of compounds, 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 nyelvújítás 
‘language reform, neologism’ German Teilnahme ~  Hungarian részvétel 
‘partaking, participation’, etc.;

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

c) adverbial relation, e.g. German Steinwand ~  Hungarian kőfal ‘stone wall’, 
German Goldring ~  Hungarian aranygyűrű ‘golden ring’, German Lederhand
schuhe ~  Hungarian bőrkesztyű ‘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. (организ4тор) =  учредитель ‘organizer’; Syn. (бить) 
= колотить ‘to beat’; Syn. (большой) =  значительный ‘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. X language (ad libitum)I = у  language (ad libitum) II where x  means the 
original language and у  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 (átxeiQonoír|To<;) -*■ Old Slavic (нержкоткоргл), or Syn.
( á x e i e o n o i r i T o q ) ,  - *  НС()^К0ТК0^НЛ.

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. If we 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 is just 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 o f 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 ракроЭицос; ~  Latin longanimis ~  German
langmutig ~  Hungarian hosszútűrő. 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 
denominál verb: ракеоЭиргТ ~  patientiam habebit. The author of the essay 
deals mainly with the German and the Hungarian parallels, pointing out that in 
the course of almost five hundred years the solutions késedelmes a haragra (word 
for word: ‘dilatory for rage’) and hosszútűrő (‘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 o f 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 ракеоЭиреТ in ’ zm olq  and the Latin expression patientiam habebit 
in illis. In the Church Slavic, in other biblical loci we find for ракдоЭоцос; the 
corresponding adjective ллъготкрпиликъ, and for ракдо&ицесо the correspond
ing verb ллъготкрп'кти; their continuations in Old Russian are: 
долготьрпъливъ, долготерпкти, and in the Kralice Bible dlhocekajici i.e. 
‘long-waiting’.

The Hungarian hosszútűrő ‘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 of comparing 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.)
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Thus, for the texts to be analyzed here the subject of the multicolumnal 
manuscript work of Imre Timkó-Nándor Molnár 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, SavócTtp Oávatov TtaTqoo«; ~  
Church Slavic съмкрии, съикръ попрхкъ ‘Thou hast trodden death by death’. 
The Hungarian translation deviates from its liturgic models: Legyőzted halállal 
a halált, not similarly e.g. to the French but to the German versions: É crasant 
la morte par votre mort, but den Tod überw indend 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 o f translations is as follows: рлтц t&v катщоицеуюу ~  
дл никътс ш 0>глмненкнъ1)(?> ~  Romanian ей 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 катщоицЁУо«; 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 
László 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): Gyűlést tenni ~  uciniti zbor ‘to hold a meetihg’, búcsút 
venni ~  vazeti (prijeti) prostenje ‘to take leave o f ’, szerencsére vetni ~  zaloziti na 
(za) srecu ‘to leave to chance’, szerencsét kísérteni ~  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 napáldozat ‘sunset’ that also has its
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Balcanic parallels: Greek ó f)Xio<; ßaoitaüei ~  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: Veliki post ~  Nagyböjt ‘Lent’; 
Vodokrsce ~  Vízkereszt ‘Epiphany’; Svijecnica ~  Gyertyaszentelő ‘Can
dlemas’; Velika Nedelja ~  Nagyhét ‘Great Week’; Cvetna nedelja ~  
Virágvasárnap ‘Palm Sunday’; mesopust ~  húshagyó ‘Carnival Tuesday’; 
[meso-JVazem  ~  Hús vét ‘Easter’; Blazena Góspa ~  Boldogasszony (word for 
word: ‘Blessed Lady’) ‘Holy Mary’; also the Slovak zeleny stvrtok ~  Hung. 
zöldcsütörtök ‘Holy Thursday’. The Hungarian verb szerezni ‘to acquire’ also 
had the meaning ‘to prescribe, to found’ in Old Hungarian, on the basis o f 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 o f 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 
originär 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—141): French bel esprit ~  German Schöngeist; French esprit du siede ~  
German Geist des Jahrhunderts; Latin Scripturae ~  Old English Gewritu; 
Greek-Latin astrologus ~  Old English tungol-witega; Greek-Latin geometria 
~  Old English eorth-craeft; Greek-Latin evangélium ~  Old 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 o f 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; цг/уа<; ‘big fever’ and 
nuQETÖq ptKQoq ‘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, передовой борец, Hung, békeharc ~  Russ, борьба за мир, 
Hung, pártaktíva ~  Russ, партийный актив 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 mqsopustb 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 hús-hagyó, and for Easter, similarly, the longer Hús-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 is J. Harmatta (166) who cites interesting 
Hungarianisms in our Latin chronicles, thus e.g.: nomen bonum accipere ~  jó  
nevet venni, ‘to take a good name’; nasci in mundum ~  a világra születni ‘to be 
bom into the world’; magnum aldumas (\) fecerunt ~  nagy áldomást 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: áldomás ‘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, fésű ‘comb’ seem to be caiques because the 
Hungarian word may be a derivation from the noun fő  ‘head’, resembling the 
Slovenian derivation from the noun glava ‘head’. The Old Hungarian főmeredek 
’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 I 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 “tükörfordítás”, 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 I 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 o f 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 
“Lehnprägungen” (‘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 real structural caique could be applied to denote perhaps the most 
striking type of caiques, named “Lehnübersetzung” by Betz and called “not 
caique” in French; in English it is often referred to as “loan translation”. The 
term I 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.g. óX.iyÓ7uoto<; ~  мьлови|Гь ‘pusillanimous’, yvcogtó<; ~  знлсмъ ‘known’.

c) From among the terms semicaiques or partial translation loanwords, the 
first type is already used in Russian (nonyicánbKa) 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 полукйлька) is the above-mentioned Эеоотиур<; ~  
погостигъ ‘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 “Lehnschöpfung” 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 a compound 
or a derived word.

d) The above-mentioned categories, regarded as “ Lehnschöpfung” 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 
“Lehnübertragung” 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.: ő Ьяохеир^ ~  
лии,ем1;(гл ‘hypocrite’, та а^ира ~  оп(скскмъи.и ‘azymous bread’, 6 о1ко8еспс0тг|<; 
(ävileamoq) ~  лошкитъ (члокъкъ) ‘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: tükörkifejezés ‘mirror expression’).

g) It is 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, I 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 “látszattükörszó” ‘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 
of the Greek Latin-O'.d Slavic critical apparatus and the terminology of caiques 
I intend to use. Here I 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 
question 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 XXXIII—XLIII; K. Horálek: Úvod do studia slovanskych jazikű. 
Prague, 1966.)

e) On the basis of Blahoslav’s translation (made in 1564) another Czech 
version with some Western Slovak features appeared in Bratislava (Preßburg, 
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 Old 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. I took the traditional style 
of English gospel texts into consideration, nevertheless I 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 I 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 
Horálek 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 I 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 (Balázsfalva) and Fägäräs (Fogaras). As the author’s 
preface (кът|гь четитсую 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, кивлии» \декъ 
л8мн«^елскъ с«()ыпт8р> 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 o f 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 o f Sibiu is independent o f C orel’s 
translation, and it is much later than the Bible published in Brasov (Kronstadt, 
Brassó). 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 (Gyulafehérvár), 
independently of Magister Fülöp’s (Philip) printing work in Sibiu, though both 
of them manifest a Church Slavic and Romano-Orthodox character.
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l) The Albanian text I used was an edition with the title Dhiata ё 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, 
Gáspár Károli’s translation (1590) (204), from this “translation of clear delivery 
and of true Hungarian style” as Prof. R. Szentiványi, 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 Károli) 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). Károli 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 Károli 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 Pázmány, 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 I use Károli’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 
Sándor Sik’s translations of the psalms in verse. In certain cases to supplement 
Károli’s text, I 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 György Káldi S. J. (1626) rewritten by Béla T árkányi (1862-1865) 
and later by István 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 
Gál and István Kosztolányi.)

n) In the analysis we also examine how the Old 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).

o) 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 Old 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

T H E  R E F L E C T IO N  
O F T H E  G R E E K  V O C A B U L A R Y  

IN  T H E  C A L Q U E S  
O F T H E  O L D  SL A V IC  G O SPE L S

GLOSSARY ENTRIES 
(Л—Ж)

A

1. Акление ~  f] átváSet^u;, f| ÓTixaaía
‘appearance, apparition’. Lu 1,80: Kai f|v év xaiq ёелроц ecoq f]|iéeaq 
ávaőeí^ecix; aűxoíj nQÖq xöv ’Iaga^T.. ~  í kh kt> novcTbitffcXb- до дкнс Ä кЛены. 
скоего къ laki. ‘and He was in the deserts till the day of his appearance before 
Israel’. Lu 24,23: K a i  ónxaaíav ЬуугХш  éíogaKÉvat, ~  l вклепке аклт, 
кид-вкъша. ‘ . . .and the vision of Angels they s a w . . . ’ Its best-known form is: 
акление. In other Old Slavic texts this word corresponds to the Greek énupáveia, 
árcó8eic,ic;, őpapa and Эеаца as well. Its caique compositum is когснАилемие ~  
©eotpáveia (’Em«páveia) (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 ává8eil;i<;. Luther’s text applies the 
deverbal Erscheinung here.

In the later Church Slavic texts its synonyms also appear as iioiakaínhí, 
отък(гытис, кидинше, припылие and похождение. In the Kralice Bible zjeveni and 
videni can be found, respectively; in the Russian texts the form явление has 
survived.

The Romanian text uses the deverbal noun arätare — 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 кидер, 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 qe 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 écűQapévov ‘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 лкление (мжлшие) are: В. 
явлёние, явяване ‘vision, appearance’; Russ, явлёние; Sr.-Cr. jäe.nbäH»e 
‘greeting’, a!sojáen>eH>e; Cz. (jév); Sík. (javjavo); P. (jaw ‘sunshine, daytime’, 
jawnosc ‘publicity’); M. ()авка ‘secret meeting place’); H.So. (jewisco ‘stage’), 
(zjewjenje ‘phenomenon’), (widzanje ‘sight’); L.So. (jawny ‘clear’) (wizenje 
‘vision’), Ukr. явления.

— Real structural caique.

2. (къ) лкленис придетъ ~  eiq cpavegöv ёлЭп (fiX.9ev)
‘to come to light’. Lu 8,17: . . .  oi>5e áotÓKQtxpov ö об pf| yvcoaOfj Kai etc; 
cpavegóv cXOq. ~  ни оутхеыо еже nc кждетъ познкыо l къ лкление придетъ. ‘ . . .  nor 
а hidden thing that should not be known and come to light’. Similar locus: Me 4, 
22. Its more familiar form was: къ нскление при деть.

The Latin text applies the locution in palam veniat; in the Gothic we can find 
the phrase in sve-kun pamma qimait 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 зиътън'ымъ стлти, сев« нл нскьмостъ 
принести as well.

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

The Romanian texts present the idioms si sä пи iasä la arätare and сь нй ъ1е лл 
ърътъръ ‘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 par faqe. In the Hungarian, the translation of Károli 
applies the beautiful but now obsolete expression világra kelni ‘to come to light’, 
but in its later version the negative locution világra ne jőne ‘that should not come 
to light’ was used.

Expressions similar to Old Slavic can be found in other Slavic languages, too, 
e.g. Sík. vyjst' na javo; L.So. na swétlo (ne) psizo; Cz. vyjlti na svetlo; P. wyjsc na 
jaw; Sr.-Cr. изййи на видело; 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 при-, 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 -бкление in this 
phrase, but in the other texts the way of writing хкление is found, except the 
Savvina Kniga which also presents the depalatalized (but in a different way) 
form твене. In the later Church Slavic texts the palatalized way of writing 
(лкленик is general.

— Phraseological caique.

Б

3. ве(з)зхконие ~  q ávopía
‘unlawfulness, crime’. The Old Slavic word serves in other texts for reproducing 
the Greek nouns napavopia, ávópr|pa, ioeßeia, buCTOEßeia and 5uaoeßr|pa, 
too; later also ávxivopía and йЭЕюрск; occur. Mt7,23: . . .  áutoxtoeette 6lk £pou 
oi égyai^ópevoi xqv átvopíav; ~  отидите отъ мене л^лхииитт везхконие. 
‘ . . .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: йя0огг|Т£ i.n époG rtáviteg oí égya^ópEvoi xqv átvopíav 
~  йКтвпйте © мене ккси ткойацПи кеззлкони (Church Slavic of Russian 
redaction). ‘Go away hence, all of ye, who are doing the unlawfulness’. Similar 
loci: Mt 23, 28; 24, 12; 13, 4 l. In the translation of this latter there stands 
ке(з)зхконение in the Marianus (see there). i

In the Kralice Bible we read the similar noun compositum nepravost; in the 
Russian text the word беззаконие 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 átvopía is the reproduction of the Hebrew noun ilVlS , cf. Ps 
119,3: of) yótp oi épya^ópevoi tr|v átvopíav ev ztxlq ó5oí<; ocOrroO énoQEÚ9qoatv ~  
не ко кеззхкон?А, KY, nSTÓXY. eró x°AÚiha (Church Slavic) ~
: p V n  f o n i a  ЧК ‘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 коз- prefix and the noun зхкон7> and provided with the abstract or 
collective suffix -ие.
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In the later Church Slavic text везвожие, п^тикозхконкностк and незлконьность 
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 färädelegea, фъ(гл де лице 
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-udhärine corresponding to the Latin iniquitas. In 
Hungarian, Gáspár Károli’s texts use the word álnokság ‘perfidy’ mostly, but in 
some cases there are solutions such as bűn ‘sin’, törvényellenes bűn ‘sin against the 
law’, gonosztevés ‘wicked deed’, and only very seldom the word-for-word 
privative compositum törvénytelenség ‘unlawfulness’. This fact indicates that 
Károli 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 átvopía.

The single 3  o f везхконие 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 3 3  in всз-злконие.

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 не-, 
or other ways of reproduction. In details: В. беззаконие (беззакбнство, 
беззакбнщина. He3áKOHHOcr); Sr.-Cr. безбкогье (He3áKOH>e); Russ, беззаконие 
(беззаконность, беззакбнщина, незаконность); Ukr. беззакония (неза- 
кбншсть); М. 6e33áKOHeH; Cz. (bezákonnost, nezákonnost); Sík. (nezákon- 
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 вез- 
compositions are more genuine than the не- compounds, and they are more 
precise reflections of the Greek original; the не- 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 Old Slavic texts, too. Besides, most of the ne- composita in the 
Czech language are not inherited from Old 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 -ьство- and -щина-suffixed nouns developed into popular forms from
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Old Slavic suffixes. The difference between the вез- and не- 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. ве(з)злконение ~  q ácvopía, (cf. ве(з)з^коние)
‘unlawfulness, sin’. In other Old Slavic texts it is used for translating the Greek 
ávópripa as well. In the gospel texts it is exclusively in Mt 13, 41, in the text of 
Codex Marianus: K ai cmHi^oumv i  трс; pamtaiaq aírcoC Ttávra та cncavSaXa 
K ai Toüq Ttoiouvraq тру ávopíav ~  i съвертъ отъ црстки-к его ккса склидилы i 
ткор.1|1АЮч везлконение. ‘and they will gather all the misdeeds and those who do 
the unlawfulness from His kingdom’.

In other codices везлконие can be found, as e.g. in the Zographus: i съвержтъ 
отъ njknu ero rca ckxhauaw i tbô aiiitaia везлконие- This word is mentioned by 
Jagic as well (187, p. 282), without explaining its causes. 11 seems 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 кез(з)лконвникь and the deverbal abstract 
noun suffix -ение added to the pass.part.perf. stem of a supposable verb, 
*во(з)злконити; cf. ке(з)злкомокгл-и ~  ávopéio. In the Psalterium Sinaiticum we 
find this noun in the form везлконвник as well, Ps 102,3.

— Real structural caique.

5. бозаконьникъ ~  (Ó) ätvopoi;
‘unlawful (person), sinner’. Me 15,28: Kai цета ávópcov éX.oyío9p. ~  I съ 
воз̂ коньникомл. причътенъ ríí. ‘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: еже и чъ вез^конкникл! къмини са, i.e. with 
the aoristos form of the synonymic verb кьм-бнити ca instead of the compound 
praeteritum perfectum П(>ичьтенъ бъ| of the verb причкети.

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, К, V, T, c. FF, L, z); 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 Old Slavic noun всзлконьникъ is applied, in other texts, for interpreting 
the Greek adjectives roxeávopoq, (ixaptmoq as well. In the later Church Slavic 
texts rynuihumoi, зълодии are also applied.

In these loci the Kralice Bible has the adjective nepravny, the Russian Bible 
text the compositum злодЪй, similarly of Church Slavic origin (see there) and 
corresponding to the German Übeltäter in Luther’s text (the Stockholmján 
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 átvopía. In the 
Romanian texts we can find cei färä-de-lege resulting from the ávopía; in the 
Albanian, similarly, there is a privative compound té-paudhété.

In Hungarian, Károli 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 Old Slavic noun in other Slavic languages are: B. 
беззакониях; Sr.-Cr. 6 e3 áKOHÜic; Russ, беззакониях (беззаконница); Ukr. 
‘idem’; Cz., Sík. bezzákonník (obsolete); P. bezzakonnik (obsolete); M. 
(беззаконен); L.So. bjezzakonoski (obsolete), (gresnik); H.So. (njesprawny 
‘unjust, false’, njezakonski ‘unlawful’).

— Real structural caique.

6 . везкодвнъ ~  &vu5ßoq
‘waterless, dry’. Lu 11,24: . . .  5téexet<n St’ átvú5Q(ov tóncov, CptoOv ócvárcaucnv 
~  п л о д и т ь  съккозз; кезкодъньл мисть HUTA покоя. ‘ . .  .he is walking through 
waterless places, seeking rest’.

In later Church Slavic texts we find the simple adjective соу̂ сь 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 dürre Stätten ‘dry places’.

The Romanian translations, using the expression färä de apä, до \пъ,
point, first of all, to Old Slavic because of the basic parallelism of фъ(гь до ~  вез-. 
The Albanian téthaté means simply ‘dry’, so it is not a caique. Károli’s 
Hungarian translation presents the solutions száraz ‘dry’, víz nélkül való ‘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 Old Slavic word; the Kralice Bible applies 
the adjective suchy ‘dry’.

The other Slavic equivalents o f the Old Slavic word are: В. безводен; Sr.-Cr. 
бёзводан; Russ, безводный; Ukr. безводний; M. безводен; 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. вездънл ~  f| äßuacroq
‘abyss, depth, hell’. Lu 8,31: ..  .iva uq éjtixái; aűxoíq síq tí)v dcßoaaov 
ámeX-Seív. ~  дх нс иокслитъ íw7> къ ксзлъиж (ти.4. . .  that Не should not send 
them to go into the depth’.

The Old Slavic translators apply this composition, in other texts, for rendering 
the Greek ßußoq as well, — sometimes in the abstract form всздлник.

The later Church Slavic texts use the words глжкинх, п(юплстк as well.
The Latin text adopted the word abyssus from Greek; the Gothic af-grundi is a 

good caique neologism foi the Greek, reflecting an outlook slightly different 
from that of Old Slavic in this case. In Luther’s translation the denominál die 
Tiefe ‘the depth’ occurs.

The Romanian translations apply the adverb adinc as a noun, or the Middle 
Bulgarian (Church Slavic) loanword кездънъ. The Albanian text reflects, with 
its compositum pa-fundjät, 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 без дна or без дну occur; we can read (do) propast ( -i) in 
the Kralice Bible.

The other Slavic word: В. (бездънен); Sr.-Cr. (бёзданй); (бёздагьй); Russ, 
бездна (бездонный); Cz. bezedny.bezdenny; Sík. 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. бездонний; M. бездон; 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 + 
ßuCTCT0q> ßußöq ‘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. вездънъ ~  avuSgoc;
(See also везкодънъ)
‘waterless, dry’. Mt 12,43: diéexexai 5i’ qcvúSqcüv xcmcov £t|toüv ávánaomv, Kai 
OÚX EÚQÍCTKEl. ~  П(ГЕуОДИТЪ СКВОЗЬ КеЗЛЪНМ5 U-fcCTV huta покои, ‘ . . . h e  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. вездънвнъ ~  SvuSeoq 
(See also везкодкнъ)
‘waterless, dry’. In Lu 11,24 (only in the Nikolja Gospel). The forms вездънъ 
and вездънл are copying faults which, supposably, came into being by 
contamination, and cannot be found in the other Slavic languages.

— Real structural caique.

10. вез(д)(>лзоум* ~  áoúvEToq
‘unintelligent’. Mt 15,16: áxpqv ка1 6цец áaóvEToi боте; ~  едънлче ли къ1 

вездрьзоумл е-сте ‘are ye also unintelligent (for these)?’
In later Church Slavic terms нерзо^мвнл, несъмлклкнъ, съом-илсъшвдлшк 

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 

нб-гцълегьто()7>, which would correspond to a Middle Bulgarian form нерлзоумеиъ 
rather than to the Greek or Latin words. The Albanian pament corresponds to 
the Latin and Old Slavic alike. The Hungarian solution of Gáspár Károli is 
értelem nélküli i.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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неразумйтъ, corresponding exactly to the Greek átoűveroi; (and—being a 
Protestant edition—to the German unverständig of Luther’s text, too).

The equivalents (adjectives and nouns) of the Old Slavic word in other Slavic 
languages: В. (безумен, безумец, безумник); Sr.-Сг. (бёзуман, безумник); М. 
(безразумен); Russ, (безумник, безумница, безумец, безумок); Ukr. 
(безумний, безумец); Cz. bezrozumny, (nerozumny); bezrozumu; Sík. (nero
zumny); L.So. (njerozymny); H.So. (njerozumity, njezrozumny); P. 
( nierozumny ).

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

11. везомвстко ~  fi ávocíőeia; (&n ónpátcov)
‘impertinence, insolence, impudence’. Lu 11,8: . . .8iá ye xqv áivaíSeiav абтоС 

ёуер&ЕЦ 5юое1 оситф őctcűv xqt^ei. ~  nъ зл везомкстко его' къстлкъ длстъ ewov 
елико трвоуетъ ‘ . .  . but because of his impudence, after getting up, he will give 
him what he wants’.

In the later Church Slavic use весстыдьстко, везов^лзие 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 
unverschämtes Geilen ‘his insolent impudence’.

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

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

In Hungarian Gáspár Károli uses the obsolete word szorgalmaztatás 
‘intrusion’; in more recent texts tolakodás ‘importunity’ can be found. In the 
modern Catholic version of 1967 we can read alkalmatlankodás ‘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 неотступность.

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 Old Slavic word are: В. безочие, 
безочливост; безбк ‘blind’; Sr.-Cr. бёзочност; бёзочнйк, бёзочнак ‘insolent 
man’; бёзок ‘blind’; Russ, безбчьство ‘insolence’ (Church Slavic word); 
безокий ‘blind’, безочнйк ‘blind’, безочнЪ ‘precipitately’ (Church Slavic 
word); Cz. bezoky ‘blind’; Slk. (bezocivost’, bezocnost); P. (bezocnosc ‘infamy, 
ignominy’); Ukr. (безокий ‘blind’); M. (безочен); Beloruss. (6Í3bókh ‘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 везоБ<лзи« 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: око, dualis очи ~  овр\37> ‘face’. 
Naturally, an original "'бсз-окъ 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 чвств, чьстъ 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 átvotíSeoc as áv +  eíSeia or 6cv +  
TSeat instead of the actual ócv +  ai'8eiot (áv + 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 mäy be related to the Greek бел’ óquáxcov construction as well, though the 
Etymologic Dictionary of O.N. Trubacev (430) asserts that it was a Proto-Slavic 
formation.

12. Bf3 ®VMHf ~  p ácpQooúvr), p átvoíot
‘folly, madness’. Me 7,22: . . .  6ф»аА.цо<; 7tovr|Qó<;, ßLaccnpripiat, imeßrupavia, 
á(pQooúvr|’ ~  око лжк&ко хоулснис rp>AWHH' RC3 0 VMKC ‘ . . .wicked eye, curse, 
arrogance, f o l l y . . . ’ Lu 6,11: atöroí óé ёяХрстЭрстау ávoíac;, ~  они же 
Рплъниша ca везоумии ‘ . . .  but they were filled with madness.’

In other texts the Old Slavic word reproduced the Greek words ánóvota, 
rcaQtxvoia, TtaeacpQovia, átyvtopovía, dtyvcopooijvri, paviat, too.

In later Church Slavic we can also read несъмъклкнвностк, глоупостк 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 áctpQocxúvr) and ácvoía so 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 
нсвуни in both cases). This original uniformity seems to follow the Old Slavic 
всзоумис (or the later везоумкстко).

In the Albanian the nouns (márrezi and märri, can be found, derived from the 
adjective márre ‘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 (тога, тапё) ‘to take away’.

Károli’s Hungarian text applied the derived words bolondság and balgatagság 
‘folly, madness’; in its later version esztelenség ‘nonsense’ can be found; this 
word was already used in the Hungarian codices of the 15th century (Jordánszky 
C., Érdy C.) and later, as the interpretation of the Latin words imprudentia, 
insania, insanitas, vesania, dementia, inconsiderantia. Perhaps the Old Slavic 
всзоумис and везоумкстко, 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 безумство, бЪшенство; in the 
Kralice Bible, however, bláznovství 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: В. безумие 
(безумство, безумщина); M. безумие; Sr.-Cr. бёзумл>е (бёзумица, 
бёзумност); Russ, безумие (безумство, безумщина, безумность); Ukr. 
безумшсть; Cz. bezumí (bezumnost); nerozum; Sík. 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 áccpgoaúvri and ácvoía alike. 
Its relation to the other Slavic equivalents appears to be partly similar to the 
relation of кодънъ and везлънл.

13. вбзоумкнъ ~  otcpQcov
‘Senseless, nonsensical’. Lu 11,40: cmpqovec;, oi>x ő rcoipoaq to e ĉoOev Kai то 
ÉCTCO&ev értőiT|(JEv; ~  всзоумкни- нс оке ли есть- съткорилъ ккнкшкнсс t 
кънжтрвн’сс слтксуилл ‘Senseless! Whether not Не who created the extrinsic, also 
made the intrinsic?’ A similar locus: Lu 12, 20.

The Old Slavic adjectives всзоумкмъ and всзоумЛк were applied in other texts, 
as translations for the Greek adjectives naQÓccpQcov, ácyvcbpcov and цатаю<; too.

In later Church Slavic the adjectives неслмлклкнл, сгоумлсъшклвшк(ий) 
also appear.
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In the Latin we find the adjective stultus; in the Gothic these loci cannot be 
found. The Romanian applies the adjective нсввнъ, the Albanian the above- 
mentioned márre.

The Hungarian text, in Károli’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 blúzén is used; in the modern Russian 
gospels; нерозумный and, continuing the Old Slavic, безумный.

The other equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: В. безумен (слабоумен); 
M. безумен; Sr.-Cr. бёзуман (нёразуман); Russ, безумный (безумленный, 
безумймый, неразумленный); Ukr. безумний (нерозумний); Cz. bezumny 
(nerozumny); Sík. bezumny (nerozumny); P. (nierozumny); H.So. (njerozumny, 
njerozumity); L. So. (njerozymny), blazny.

— Real structural caique.

14. кезоумкАь ~  &(pQ(ov 
(See всзоумкыт»)
‘senseless, nonsensical’. Lu 12,20 (only in the Savvina Kniga).

The Russian безоумливый and the Bulgarian безумлив were formed from 
this Old Slavic variation with the suffix *-bo.

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

15. кес-печхли ~  átpÉQípvoq (&|i£ßi|ivco<;)
‘care-free, safe’. Mt 28,14: K a i  б р а д  á|i£QÍpvouc; погрето|i£v. ~  t къ1 вес печлли 
съткоримъ. *.. .and we make you care-free’.

In later Church Slavic texts we we read веспечвиъ, вссскорвкно, too.
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, daß ihr sicher 
seyd.

The Romanian färä de grije дс грижс shows an Old Slavic influence; the
Albanian moskini is also a privative (or negative) solution. In Hungarian, 
Gáspár Károli used the old adjective bátorságos ‘courageous, safe, care-free’, 
but in the modern version we can read a verbal construction: kimentünk titeket a 
bajból ‘we shall save you from the danger’.

The Russian text applies a similar solution: H3ÖáBHTH отъ неприятности; in 
the Kralice Bible there also stands bezpecny uciniti ‘to make careless’.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word: В. (безпёчен); Russ 
(беспёчный); Ukr. (безпёчний, безтурббтний; Cz. (bezpecny), Slk. bezpec- 
nostnv); P. (bezpieczny); L.So., H.So. (bjezpiecny, bjez piecza) (obsolete); M. 
безпечен; Sr.-Cr. бёспечан (obsolete).
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— Real structural caique. The Slavic equivalents cannot be related directly to 
the Old Slavic form but they are mostly its derivatives with the suffix *-no.

16. Бс(с)пенллкнъ ~  &né()i|ivo<; (&(ieqíhvox;)
(See вес-п«члли)
‘care-free, safe’. In Mt 28,14 (only in the Codex Assemani).

From this variant comes the Russian беспечальный. As for the Slavic and 
non-Slavic equivalents, see the entry for вес-печхли.

In the later Church Slavic texts this adjective often occurs, and it serves for 
interpreting the Greek adjectives бслдаурюу, &Ялжо£ as well.

— Real structural caique.

17. ве(с)чьстии ~  &Ttpo<;
‘despised’. Mt 13,57... oíik eotiv лдофтуггц; &Tipo<; ei pf| év тг| TtocrgíSi ~  
н-всть njx>j»oicb вечвстиг тъкмо къ скошв отчстки' ‘ . . .  there is no prophet 
unesteemed, if not in his native country’.

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

The Old Slavic composition, and its derivation ве1| 1кствнт> also reproduce the 
Greek negative-suffixed participles f)Tipr|aapévo<;, &ti|ko9eí<;.

In later Church Slavic texts нечкетвнъ, непочкеткнт», непочвтик7> 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 вез-чести occurs (a restituted etymological form).

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

The Albanian text renders this expression by using the privative pa-udérqim. 
Károli translates this expression into Hungarian by a postpositional noun 

tisztesség nélkül (‘without honour’), leaning upon the Vulgata. (In the Roman 
Catholic translation of the Greek text: sehol nincs kevesebb becsülete ‘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: В. (бёзчъстен); 
Sr.-Cr. (бёшчастан, непбштен); M. (бесчес(т)ен); Russ, (бесчёстный); 
Ukr. (бесчёсний); 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 Old Slavic, but independently from the caique discussed above.

18. BeqjKCThNft ~  fycipricrapévoq, pnptopévo«;
(See: ве(с)чьсти.)
‘despised’. Me. 12,4: ..  . kAkeivov /аЭо(к>/,г|сгауте<; ёкЕсраХшюаау алссттеТлау
aŰTOV flTlgropÉVOV ~  L ТОГО КХМОНИСМЬ ВИКЪШ« ПрОБИША ГЛЛКЖ «MOV • L nOC7w\AI!JA
вештьстънл • . . .  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 вссчвстк.
It is the *-ло-suffixed derivate of the above-mentioned caique, and it stands 

near to the perf. participle pass, of a verb *вс1|1встити (cf. В. безчестя; Russ, 
бесчестить; M. бесчести).

Its other Slavic equivalents see above.
— Real structural caique.

19-21. бсштадъ, вештлдл, вештлдвнъ ~  атекуод
‘childless’. Lu 20,30: . . .  Kai oöroq anéOavev arexvot; ~  t tv. оумр-втт, 
вештАдх • ‘ . .. and this also died childless’.

Similar loci: Lu 20,29; 20,30. In the Zographus Lu 20,28 shows the form 
вештАдьнъ, and in the Marianus вештАдт»; Lu 20,30: вештАдьнъ.

In later Church Slavic texts везд-втьнъ also appears.
In the Latin text the prepositional word groups sine filiis, sine filio, 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 prase färä copi, but Micu-Clain used фъръ 
дс фгчори; this latter reminds us of the Old Slavic, while the recent translation 
seems to imitate the Latin version.

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

G. Károli renders this concept by the phrase magzatok nélkül which seems to 
follow the Latin version sine semine. In recent Hungarian translations we can 
read utódf ok) nélkül 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 détí; the Russian translation presents 
a relatively later adjective, бездётный.

The other equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: В. безчёден; Russ. 
бecчáдный; Sr.-Cr. бёшчедан (but this word has a meaning ‘unchaste’ as well);
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М. бесчеден; Ukr. бездггний, безплбдний); Cz. (bezdetny ); Sík. (bezdetny, 
neplodny); P. (bezdzietny, nieplodny); H.So. (bjezdzécny), L.So. (bjezdzecy).

— Real structural caiques.

22-23. влагоколити, влагоизколити ~  eí>5okéü) (гибокт^ста)
‘to take pleasure in'. Me 1,11: oü el ő moq рои ó &уаяг|т0<;, év croi £б6сжг|ста ~  
T7.I оси енл Md клзЯювАеим • о тевт вллгоколиул ' 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 o u v e u S o k e w , too. In later Church 
Slavic texts we find the expressions за aor(X> оузнАти, за влаго примати 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 влаго(-из-)колити. Luther’s text uses the expression Wohlgefallen 
haben feC8oKÍav sxeiv ~  complacentiam habere).

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

Károli’s Hungarian translation aims at achieving elegance of style therefore 
he varies the solutions megengeszteltettem T have got reconciled’, megnyugod
tam ‘I have taken my repose’, megörvendezteti ‘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 въ которомъ моё благоволеше, similar to Luther's translation: 
an dem ich Wohlgefallen habe.

As for Lu 3,22, the archaic texts present the verb влагоколити, and they do 
the same in Lu 1,11 as well, except the Nikolja Gospel where влагоизколити 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 
вллгоколеиие 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), I think that the 
verb влагоколити preceded влагоизколити.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic words: В. благоволя; Sr.-Cr. 
благовблети; Russ, благоволить, благоизвблить, благоизволять; Ukr. 
благоволйти; M. благоволи; Cz. (byti blahovolnym), Sík. ( by t’ blahovolnym); 
P., H.So., L.So. (bye blogowolnym obsolete) miec (тёс), (més) dobre 
zbodobanje.

— Real structural caiques, strengthened with the prefix благо- which ensures 
heavier stress in reproducing the Greek eík 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 as a “ complemented  real structural  ca iq ue” (cf. also 
in Bally’s cited work (21) the “détail surajouté”.

24. клм околение ~  f) eő5oKÍa
‘benevolence, goodwill’. Lu 2,14: Kai érri yf)<; eIqt|vt| év ávÖQcbnoit; Et>5oKÍa<; ~  
i нл, земи ыи(гь • къ чй/вуь БлгчгокоЛенис ■ ‘and on the Earth: peace to the people of 
goodwill’. Similar locus: Lu 10,21.

In other Old Slavic texts the Greek compounds ouvEuSoKÍa and eO- 
yvcopooóvri ‘goodwill, noble way of thinking’ are also rendered by this Slavic 
deverbal composition. In later Church Slavic texts съизколсние, 3 ^,\oroakctro, 
блм'осклонкностк 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 б08ок1а 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 Old 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 na zemipokoj, lidem dobrá 
vitle ‘and on the Earth peace, to the people goodwill’. But the Russian version 
follows the Old Slavic: и на землЪ' миръ, въ человЪкахъ благоволёше.

The Romanian texts give a similar nominative construction intra oameni 
bunävoire (Micu-Clain also: квнъ romjk). 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 pelqim nde njerezit 
‘approval in the people’ where the deverbal noun pelqim corresponds to the 
Latin complacentia or approbatio ‘approval, endorsement’. (Cf. Latin placere.)

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

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: В. благоволёние; 
Sr.-Cr. благо(из)вблен>е; Russ., Ukr. благо(из)волёння (-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, вльго^олемие can be found. Cf.
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Jagic, (187, p. 282; see also the preceding entry). It should also be remarked that 
вльгоизволити and Бллгоизколение 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 -из-.

25-29. БЛХГОКИСТИТИ, блхгок-бштхти, бллгок-бстоклти, бллгок-бстбкокхти, 
бллгокистбсткоклти ~  еиаууЕЩорои, ебауугАлстастЭаи
‘to preach the Gospel, to tell the good news (message of joy)’. Lu 1,19: A.aXrj<rai 
7tQÖ<; OE Kai еиаууеАлааст&а! ctoi xaCxa • ~  гллти тсби • i блмокг.стит! тсби се • 
‘and I have been sent to speak to these and to tell thee the message of joy’. 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 бллгокиштхти 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 
вллгокистклти and бл&гок-бстбкокхти instead. However, the Marianus, Assemani 
and—from among the later gospel texts—the Galician and Jurjev Gospels use 
бллгок'БСТбкоклти. These latter forms seem to be relatively later Middle Bulgarian 
variations (cf. e.g. the South Bulgarian dialectal verbs with the suffixes -orxm, 
-укш).

In later Russian Church Slavic texts the periphrases, припокБльти рьлостк, n\  
зншость лькьти льдостьнжк?; к-есть 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 рёг kéto which means, word for word, ‘that I should 
give thee a good word about these’. As for the Hungarian texts, Károli translated 
frealy, taking account of the nuances of the context with a good sense, thus e.g.: 
örvendetes dolgokat jelenteni ‘to announce the gospel’ ( = ‘joyful matters’), 
tanítani ‘to teach’, evangéliumot prédikálni ‘to preach the gospel’ etc.

(Károli’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’, EÍ>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 üdvösséget hirdetni ‘to announce the salvation’, and mostly, az örömhírt 
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 verkündigen ‘to announce, to preach’.)

The Greek verbal composition was imitated in the Old 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 a great joy’. It is 
only in the modern Russian text that we cannot find the verb благовестить, but 
the expression is similar to the Old Slavic and Czech texts: возвЪшйть великую 
рйдость ‘to announce a great joy’.

Other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic клм окистити: are: В. благовеста, 
-явам (obsolete verbs); Sr.-Cr. (благовести ‘the feast of Annunciation of 
Blessed Virgin Mary on the 25th March); Russ, благовёстить, -вещёть, 
-вёствовать; Ukr. благовютити; L.So. (zapowédas wilikéó radosc); H.So. 
zapowédac (wulke) radosc; Cz. blahovéstiti; Sík. (blahozvesí, -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. вллгодить and кллгодлть ~  i) yágic;
‘grace’. Lu 1,30: pf| tpoßoü, Mapiáp • e6qe<; jclq xáptv mxQÖc тф Эсф. ~  нс koi са 
млрис • 0Б(тте ко кллголить отк к л • ‘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 tó х®ектца, too.

In these loci we can read кллгод-ьть and кллгодлть in the Marianus, variatim, 
for the Greek Х“6Ц- (Actually, however, кллгод-вть seems to point back to a 
compound EÜEßyema in Greek. (But while the Ostromir applies кллгодлть 
consistently, the Assemani, Zographus and Nikolja Gospel only know the form 
кллгодить. On the basis of these facts we must consider the variant кллгсд-ьть as 
an older one. This latter occurs in some psalter translations (Psalters of Cudovo 
and Bologna) as well. In much later Church Slavic texts милость, кллгослокснис, 
кожыл ллскл 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 кллгодлть that survived in Russian ecclesiastical style (although, 
exceptionally, the cited modem version also renders it in Lu 2,52 as любъвй (see 
Russian любовь ‘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 (-Ц); 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 Károli applies the 
ancient word kegyelem (originally: 'clemency, pardon’, though in Lu 2,52 he 
says testének állapotában '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 Old Slavic caiques. These nouns are deverbal 
compounds: вльгодитк seems already to have been in use as early as in the 
earliest Old Slavic, because later the verb лити 'to do’ was, step by step, 
supplanted by the secondary formation д-кльти primarily perhaps because the 
compound noun вллгодлтк (that proved to be a more vigorous expression, on 
the basis of its relation to the verb дьти 'to give’) also gave the charitologic- 
dogmatic advantage of designating the xáQ1? as a 'gift from above’; in this way, 
it was a more serviceable term from the viewpoint of Christian charitology than 
вллгодитк that could have been interpreted as human action, too. Therefore it 
was влм одлтк that mostly spread into the other Slavic languages, and was later 
supplanted by other words of a similar basic meaning.

The form вльгод-втк, being a Moravianism, soon became isolated in the 
Balkanic environment.

The other Slavic equivalents are: B. önarofláT; Sr.-Cr. благодат ‘blessing’ 
(also: благодет); M. благодат; Russ, блапдать (благодёть); ‘virtuous’; 
(eÜEQYEoía); Ukr. благoдáть; Cz. (blahodétnost); Sík. (blahodarnost); P. 
(dobroczynnosc); H.So. (dobrociwosc); L.So. (dobrocynstwo, gnada).

— Caique compounds, but not of the same type. The composition вллгодитк 
is a semantic caique as it reproduces an alien word in o n e  of its particular 
specialized meanings; if it 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 ел&годьтк it seems to be a 
supplemented semantic caique or caique neologism or, in Schumann's German 
terminology, a “Lehngliedzusatz” inasmuch the noun длтк in itself could have 
reproduced the dogmatic meaning ‘gift’ of the Greek word. Nevertheless, the 
prothesis кллго- was not at all unnecessary: Schumann’s remark, that the Slav 
Apostles translated the Greek ei> with вльго- 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 вльгодьтк, which corresponds to the Greek a
concept characteristically supernatural in Christian terminology.

32-33. КЛЬГ0ЛКТКН7> (-*), КЛЛГ0Л̂ ТКН7> (-ь) ~  K£X<XQlT(űpéV0<; (-Г|)
‘full of grace’. Lu 1,28: xodpe, KexotQixcopevri, ó kúqio<; цеха стой. ~  о\ \ oyi са 
клгкгодитънм; гк еь tokoiír- ‘Hail, Mary, full of grace, the Lord is with Thee’.

In later Church Slavic texts: клм ослошглн'л (-л), вллгодлтьюч исполн«нь too.
The Latin text uses the word group gratia plena, the Gothic anstai andschafta; 

the Latin, Gothic and Old 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 milostí obdarená ‘presented (fully) with grace’; in the modern 
Russian version we can read a predicative adjectival (perfect participle) form: 
благословённа.

The Romanian text, with its translation plina de dar resembles the Latin 
version; the Albanian о e-mhushure me hire seems to go back to a popular Latin 
plena cum gratia or a tcoivp or a popular, Low Greek nXf|QT|5  цеха xf|<; x«QiTO<;.

Károli’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: В. благодйтен; Sr.-Cr. 
благбдатан, благодетан; Russ, благодйтный; Cz. (blahodéjny), blahodétny; 
Sík. (blahodarny), P. (blogoslawiona); Ukr. благодйтний (благодшний); M. 
благодатен; 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. вльгодителк, вллгодхтелк ~  (6) ейедуехг|<;
‘benefactor, well-doer’. Lu 22,25: кои oi é^oucná^ovxeq atixtov suegyexcti 
KaX,ouvxai. ~  i окльдьшмтс йми- вллгод-птеАе нгч>ии,мжтъ са- ‘and their 
commandants are called benefactors’.

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

In later Church Slavic the compounds дов^дителк, aor|»tro|>7> 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. l,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 Old Slavic word is used in Russian as благодйтель, but the 
Kralice Bible uses the later equivalent dobrocinec.

The Romanian fäcätor 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 jótevő of 
Károli 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.

В. благодётел; Sr.-Cr. (благодетан; добротвор, доброчйнац); M. (доб- 
ротвор); Russ, бл ап ^ тел ь , благодётель (добродётель); Cz. (blahodéjny ); 
Sík. (blahocinny); P. (dobrodziej, dobroczynica); Ukr. (благодшник); L.So. 
(dobrosel, dobroselnik ); H.So. (dobrociwy).

— Real caique compounds. The older Блхгод-ктелк interprets the Greek 
eűeeyÉTri«; more exactly, but, as for its content, the later Блхгодлтелк also stands 
near to it. Probably the verb длти, applied very often in everyday life, influenced 
its development and made it a variant of блыодитслб.

36. бльгооб̂ збнъ ~  euoxfipcov
‘well-shaped; noble’. Me 15,43: £3.9<»v ’Icocrqcpó ánö 'AgipocSotiaq, ебохлцшу 
ßouXeuTTy;, ~  придс исифъ отъ г^имхт’еьх • бллгообйьзкнъ съкиткникъ • 
‘ . . .coming Joseph Arimathaeus, the noble councillor’. In other Old Slavic texts 
this compound adjective is used for rendering the Greek ейяеелту; ‘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 блхго(К>д ъ н ъ , зихтънъ, 
почьтенънт. 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 pocestná osoba ‘respectful person’, which also 
refers to morality; there is a similar case in the Russian text, too: it applies the 
epitheton знаменитый ‘famous’, ‘well-known’.

The Romanian text reproduced this locus with the adjective (or participial) 
form чинститъ 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 Old Slavic вллгооБрлзБнъ. The Albanian derbim (or ndérshém) 
‘esteemed’ took the origin from the verb nderój ‘to esteem', thus it seems to 
follow the Latin. As for the Hungarian texts, Károli used the adjective 
tisztességes ‘honest’, ‘honourable’, but the modern Catholic versions write 
előkelő ‘distinguished, high-born’.

The other Slavic equivalents: В. (благороден ‘high-born’); M. (благоро
ден); Sr.-Cr. (благородан); Russ, блaгooбpáзный (благородный); Ukr. 
благообр4зний; (благородний); Cz., Slk. (blakorody, blahorodny, blahoro- 
zeny); P. (wielmozny); L.So. (slachotny); H.So. (slachotny, slachtacinv)■

— Real structural caique and, at the same time, a semantic caique. If we 
observe the different meanings of the Russian благообразный, 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 Ебахлрозу. 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 istenfélő ‘god-fearing’, which has become a 
constant epitethon ornans of Joseph Arimathaeus for the Hungarian 
Greek-Uniated.)

In the noun бллгооболзбыбство (I Cor 12,13) this polysemantic tendency was 
evidently even stronger, therefore it was later substituted by or used alternately 
with the words Бллгокоутлние, вллгопотрББСтво, Блмоу-крм пение, used in the later 
texts very often.

37-38. вллгословити, вллгословестити ~  еъкоуш , (ngooEuxopai)
‘to bless’. It is вллгословити that occurs predominantly, thus e.g.: Mt 5,44: 
йуалате Toüq ёх$е°б<; бцшу Kai ёлЛоуеие toúq Kaxaecopevooq ópaq- ~  
Яювите врлгы влша • Благословите кльнжн!ТА1А вы’ ‘ . . .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: катЕиХбуег.

The verb бллгослоесстити which was a derivation from one of the old sigmatic 
stems of the noun слово 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 
бллгослоеити which was often used in other relations.

In later Old Slavic texts we can also read the forms бллгословл(лти, 
вллгословесити, -словествити, -словесовлти, -словествовлти.
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It is striking that the Synoptic Gospels apply the verb ei>X.oyéco 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 eűayyÉXiov 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 Xóyoq стесгарксореуо«;, the 
“ Incarnate Verb”.

In the much later Church Slavic (Russian Church Slavic) the expressions 
пожетхнис- ,\дти [желлти, съклзьти] 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 ьллгослоки (a loanword of 
Church Slavic origin) and кимеквкенть (a real structural caique after Greek, 
Latin or Old Slavic); the later ones mostly use the latter form (binecuvänta). The 
Albanian bekój ‘to bless, to consecrate’ is a simple translation. The Hungarian 
texts render ihe compound word of these passages with the ancient verb áldani, 
megáldani ‘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 благословить and благословлять (an aspectual pair of 
verbs).

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic verbs are: В. благословя, 
-явам; Sr.-Cr. благослбвити, благосйл>ати (this»latter seems to be a popular 
etymology after the noun сйла ‘strength’, that fully corresponds to the Christian 
dogmatic sense, too); Russ, благословить, благословлять; Cz. blahoslaviti 
(dobroreciti, pozehnati); Slk. blahoslavit’; P. blagoslawic; Ukr. благослбвити; 
M. благослови, благословува; L.So. (pozegnowas); H.So. (pozehnowac).

— Real structural caique (after the Greek or Latin). The Western Slavic forms 
are consciously popularized forms, influenced by сльзд ‘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 кллгословдгь ‘blessed’, and the

93



related denomial noun влмжлокио 'bless(ing)’ are used commonly in Old and 
later Church Slavic.

39. влхготко(>ити ~  átyaSoKoiéco
‘to do good’. Lu 6,33: Kai у iß  éáv Ауа9оло1Г|те to6<; АуаЭояоюиуш<; űpaq, 
noía őpív écrrív; ~  t miit« влкготкорите • вллготворАШттмъ клыъ ■ кк-в
клмъ )<к\лк есть • ‘and if ye do good your well-doers, what love is in you?’ Similar 
locus: Lu 6,35.

In other Old Slavic texts the Greek verbs eímotétú, Eoegyetéa), 
6tya9(o)£eyé(ű are also interpreted by this Slavic compositum.

In later Church Slavic: вллгодв»*ти, док^ткорти, лов(юдвтелвстков\ти 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/»ш/> 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 клмоткорити 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&óv (or noteco ei»), or to тко(»ити дов|К>. 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 Károli was jó l tenni (word for word: ‘to well- 
do’) with a free order of words; in the later Catholic versions the syntagm jót 
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, сдёлать добро occurs.

The other equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: В. (благотворен съм); 
Sr.-Cr. (благотвбран сам); M. (благотворен сум); Russ, благотворить 
(добротворйть); Cz. blahotvoriti (obsolete); Slk. (byt' blahocinnym); P. (byc 
dobroczynnym); Ukr. бути благотвбрним); 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. клхжити ~  paKagi^o)
‘to say somebody blessed’. Lu 1,48: í5oü y äg  Алб too vöv ракадюбспу ре ласгаа 
aí yeveaí ~  «  во отъ сели влхжатъ мл ккси (»оди. ‘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 b ea ta m  d icere  ‘to 
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 denominál verb 
formation that corresponds to poocagi^eiv just like б л а ж и т и . Luther’s text 
applies the expression se lig  preisen .

In later Church Slavic texts: ш с и ч а т и ,  п ^ с л л к л и т и ,  .з а  с ъ ч а с т б л и к а г о  м о ч и т а т и .

The Romanian verb fe r ic i  points to a Greek or Old Slavic model. The version 
m t > K w p >  ф с р и ч и ,  this future form, corresponds to the Albanian do  té  m e lum ero, 
n jen e(in the use of both the future tense and the denominál 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 
Illyrian 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. Károli follows the Vulgata with his 
translation boldognak m ondani  ‘to say (somebody) happy’; in later Catholic 
versions bo ldogn ak h irdet  ‘to declare somebody happy’. The Kralice Bible uses 
the verb b lah oslav iti  as well; in the modern Russian version the derived and 
prefixed ублажйть (and its aspectual doublet: ублажить) occurs.

The equivalents of the Old Slavic word (partly, with a very modified 
meaning): В. блйжа ‘to break the fast’, 'to ea t s w e e ts ’; Sr.-Cr. блйжити ‘to 
calm’, ‘to appease’; M. блажи ‘to sweeten, to dulcify’; Russ, блáжить ‘to praise’ 
(yблaжáть, ублажить ‘to carry favour with somebody, to coddle’); Cz. b la z iti  

‘to bless, to praise’ (obsolete); Slk. blazit'  ‘to make happy, to say happy’; P. 
(uszczgsliw ic  ‘to say happy’) Ukr. (величйти ‘to praise’); L.So. (s tro w is  ‘to 
praise’); H.So. (s tro w ic  ‘to praise’, zehnac  ‘to bless’).

— Real structural caique, formed after the Greek model from the adjective 
баагъ ‘good, blessed’ (ракарю^: poocagítcü =  kamt»: блажити).

4L баажснъ ~  paicágioq
‘happy, blessed’. Mt 5,3: Moucápioi oi ätwxoL тф TrvEÚpati, őti aírrröv écrnv q 
ßam^eia tcbv oűgav&v ~  б л а ж « н и  n h i i i t h i  a x o m k  • к к о  т н \ъ  е с т ъ  i q i c o  н в с к о е  

‘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 1,45; 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 с ъ ч а с т б а и к ъ  and в л м ’о п о л в ч е н ъ ,  

Б Л \ г о с л о к е н ъ ( н ъ ) ,  too.
The Latin text applies the adjective bea tu s  ‘happy’ (originally, the participle 

perf. pass, of the verb beare  ‘to make happy, to gladden’). In the Gothic text the 
already mentioned form an degs  is used. Luther’s translation uses the adjective 
se lig  here, but its synonyms: geseg n et g lück lich , geben edeit  are also used in 
German with this meaning.
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In the Romanian the part. perf. pass.fericit belongs to the verb ferici ‘to make 
happy’, just in the same way as бллжснъ to вллжити, or the Latin beatus to beare.

The Albanian version uses the simple adjective lum ‘happy, lucky’. In 
Hungarian, Károli 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 
бдёженъ has remained.

Other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: B. блáжeн; Sr.-Cr. 
6ná*eH(ü), (благословёнй); M. блажен; Russ, блйженный; Ukr. блйженний;
Cz. blazeny; Slk. blazeny; P. (blogi, szczqsliwy); 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 вллжити and, as distinct from the adjective бллгъ, it especially 
expresses the religious meaning of the Greek adjective ракадю^ ‘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. бт>(г)стко ~  f| cpuyi)
‘run, escape, flight’. Mt 24,20: ядооЕбхестЭе 5e íva pf| yevqTou q tpuyq űp&v 
XEtpövoc рг)5ё oaßßöiTq) ~  Молите же ca дл nc Бикдеть втстко шпс • зими ни къ 
ожботж • ‘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 киглстко (if it is not a simple “lapsus calami”).

Instead o f б-к(г)стко, in other Old Slavic texts we can read втжлние. In later 
Church Slavic texts б-бгъ, б-бгмшс, побигъ also occur.

The noun of the Latin texts, fuga and that of Gothic, plauhs (and Luther’s 
Flucht and Lauf) are also deverbal; but the Romanian fuga 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 futás is 
also a deverbal derivation in Károli’s text from the verb futni, ‘to run’, just like 
the later menekülés, from the stem of the verb menekülni ‘to fly, to escape’.

A similar derivation appears in the Kralice Bible: béh, bézení, earlier utíkáni; 
in the modern Russian text, where бегство has been preserved.
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The equivalents of the Old Slavic word in other Slavic languages are: B. 
бягсво (бяг, 6erá, бягане). Sr.-Cr. бёгство (бёг); Russ, бёгство (побёг); Cz. 
(béh, bézení, béhání); Sík. (heh, behanie, beznost'); P. (bieg, bieganina); Ukr. 
(öiráHHB); M. бегство; L.So. (bég, béganje, bézanje); H.So. (béh, béhlosc).

— Real structural caique. It is the lack o f  exact 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. ккскноклти ca (висити ca) ~  SaipovíCopai, (aEA.r|viá£o|iai)
‘to be obsessed, to be moonstruck’. Mt 12,22: Tőre 7iQocrr|véx9r| аитф 
Saipovi£ópevo<; тисрХос; Kai кмсрос; • Kai édegáneucrev airuóv, ~  Tогдд п и̂киса 
ш оу в-всъноуькштв ca слипъ í нимъ • i ицили i • ‘Then an obsessed, blind and 
dumb man was brought to Him, and He healed him.’

In the Zographus we read глоууь ‘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 оутрхтити рлзоумъ, въсх им-кти, 
съоумл съходити also appear.

In the Latin text the expressions daemonium habere, a demonio vexatus can be 
found; the verb oeA.r)viá^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 o f OEXr|viá£opai is unknown in Gothic gospels.

The Romanian expressions f t indracit ‘to be obsessed by devil’ and f i  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 5atpovi£opai, but ze léngát e henese is an explicit 
rendering of ocA.r|viá£opai. (It is interesting that the Albanian name of ‘epilepsy’ 
is even today sémundja ё henes ‘sickness o f moon’.)

In the Hungarian text the words ördöngős ‘devilish’, ördögtől gyötört 
‘tormented by devil’, kórságos ‘sick, epileptic’ and recently holdkóros ‘lunatic’, 
ördögtől megszállt ‘obsessed by the devil’ occur, these words and expressions are 
also known from the medieval manuscripts.

Instead of the Old Slavic к^скноклти ca, in the later Church Slavic texts the 
verb кисити 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 dábelstvím posedly ‘obsessed by devilishness’ and 
námésícník hyti ‘to be lunatic’, probably influenced by Latin; in the modern 
Russian version the adjective form бксновйтый is found but, sometimes, the
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verb бЪсноваться and its perf. part. act. бЪсновйвшийся, and the translation of 
the two Greek verbs united in one expression: въ новолунш бЪсноваться ‘to be 
obsessed in (by) the New Moon’.

The equivalents of the Old Slavic words in other Slavic languages are: B. 
беснувам, беснёя; Sr.-Cr. бёснети (бесан бйти); М. беснее; Russ, бёсно- 
ваться, исбёсить; Cz. bésniti, bésnovatise; Sík. besnet, besnit’sa; P. biesic (obsolete 
form); Ukr. бюитися; L.So. (blaznis); H.So. (blaznic).

— The word е-кскноклти ca is a semantic caique, perhaps a Moravianism, in 
contrast to the later кксити ca that seems to be a Bulgarian Serbo-Croatian 
variant. The older form goes back to the Proto-Slavic noun r-всъ 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 r-bckhb that also exists in the Old Slavic texts in the sense of 
the Greek participle Saipovi^ópevoi; (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>.qviá^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 волхвъ ‘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.

К

44-45. кслинити and келичьти (later also келичиклти) ~  peya^uvo)
‘to praise highly, to glorify’. Lu 1,46: Kai eluev Mapiáp’ MayaA-Cvei q v|/u%q цои 
töv KÚQiov, ~  i |*че млри-к • келичитъ лм1л won ru • ‘and Mary said: My soul 
glorifies the Lord’. Similar passage: Mt 23,5 (with ксличлти).

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 
denominál formation, similarly to Greek and Latin. Wulfila, otherwise, also 
interprets the Greek So^á^to ‘to glorify’ with mikiljan; for this Greek word we 
find honorificare in Latin, and еллклъти in Old Slavic (Me 2,12). In later Church 
Slavic texts просл^вл^ти, п^ши&ти, кадвытлти, and къздкиглти also play a 
role.

The Russian-type Church Slavic (and modern Russian versions) have 
preserved the Old 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 slävi, 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 madhój comes from the adjective madh ‘big, great’, and meant 
originally ‘to increase, to enlarge’, just as the Romanian verb. Károli’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 Károli 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 o f the Old Slavic word are: В. величйя; Sr.-Cr. 
велйчати; Russ, велйчить, величать; Cz. (z)veliciti, (z)velicovati; Slk. velicit’; 
P. wieliczyc, wieliczac (wielkoczynic; wielbic; wychwalac, slawic, powifkszyc, 
przesadzac); Ukr. величйти; M. велича; L.So. wjelicas, wjelicys; 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. сллвити, у;вллити) 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 (величити, всличлти and later 
велевити) can be explained on an immediate Greek basis; their presence in 
Western Slavic languages seems to be a Moravianism.

46. величие, величкетво ~  то péya (та реуайа), (то peyaLeiov, р peyaLeiÓTq<;) 
‘greatness, magnitude; great things’. Lu 1,49: öti énoíqoév poi реуаЯя ó 
SuvaTÓq ■ Kai &yiov то övopa аотоС, ~  ько сътвори мкнт величие силыш ■ Í сто 
ш а  его • ‘because the Powerful hath done to me great things, and holy is His 
name’. Similar locus: Lu 9,43 (in the Greek text: реуаХгютр«;). In other Old 
Slavic texts the Greek tó рёуеЭо<;, f) psyataoemyp are also rendered as величие.

It must be remarked here that the majority of the Greek codices use the word 
peyateiov; Merk’s bilingual edition applies, however, the variant (та pcyótLa (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,
а 102б)‘
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The later Church Slavic texts contain ксличьстко, ксликол-впис, ксликомочьность 
on one hand and великан (гвчь, келикок л^ло on the other.

The Latin texts interpret the original with the substantivized adjective form 
magnum (plural magna), or with the denominál 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 denominál derivation mikilputps, correspond
ing precisely to peyaXEiorqi; and magnitudo, resp.

The Romanian texts distinguish the derivates märirea 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 Old Slavic (Church Slavic) 
ксличьк; 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 große Dinge and Herrlichkeit. 
So did Károli, too, in the Vizsoly Bible: he translated the original strongly and 
expressively, with nagyságos dolgok ‘powerful things’ and nagyságos erő 
‘powerful strength’. The modern Catholic Békés-Dalos version chose the 
solution nagy dolog ‘great thing’ and nagyság ‘greatness’, according to the 
context.

Other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic noun are: В. величие (величинй, 
величие (величинй, вeличáнcтвo, величество, величйвость); М. величие 
(величина, величество); Ukr. велйччя (величинй, велйчшь, велйчшсть); 
(величина, величество); Ukr. велйчия (величинй, велйчшь, велйчшсть);
Cz. (velicina); Sík. (velicina. velicenstvo); P. (wielebnosc); L.So. (wjeliknosc, 
wjelikosc); H.So. (wulkosc).

— Real structural caique. It does 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. кстъш\ти ~  noiXaiopou
‘to grow old, to age, to olden’. Lu 12,33: лтрстате éairtoí«; ßaM-ävTta pf] 
7ta>.txioúp£va, 9r|aauQÖv ávÉK^eintov év тоц oüßavoti;, ~  ткорите кълмъдиштс 
нс кстъшыжштс • с т у ш и т  нс скждисмо • н\ нсуь • ‘make yourselves non
oldening purses and inexhaustible treasure in the Heavens’.

Other Old Slavic texts sometimes use the verb ткл-кти for interpreting the 
Greek word.

The Latin inchoative-moment^neous verb veterascere accentuates the sense of 
the Greek text very strongly (the denominál 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 стг^ти and 
състл()ити 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 съ к хи only); in the Albanian the loanword of Latin origin vjeterohet can 
be read.

In Hungarian, Károli uses the archaic verb megavulni, also a denominál 
formation from the adjective ó- *av- ‘old’. The Catholic translation of 
Békés-Dalos, more exactly, speaks about ki nem merülő 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: влагЬлища невепвдюцря. Consequently, the 
influence of Luther’s German text machet euch Säckel, die nicht vera lten  was 
not a requisite for these translations.

Other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word: В. (вехтёе, вёхна); Russ, 
ветитть; 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. RHA'fcNHt ~  tó ößapa, f) óntaaía, то eí5o<;
‘sight, vision, apparition, ghost’. Mt 17,9: pqóevi eÍ7tqT£ tó ŐQOcpoc ёох; об ó oíöq 
той áv&Qcímoi) ёк vekqüjv ёуееЭг) ~  hhkomov же не пок-ьджте кидьмич, • 
донкдеже сн7> члкчкекы и37. мр.ткт>1)С7. К7>ск(гьснетъ. (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 бятаспа); Lu 9,29 (to elSoq); Jo 5,37 (to elSoq).

Other Old Slavic texts apply this word for rendering the Greek words Beat 
(Вер) ‘look, sight’, Зеосцос ‘idem’, öv|nq ‘sight, seeing’, ‘face’ as well. In later 
Church Slavic texts (лкление, видь, зь(н»ние also appear.

The Latin text interprets the Greek ŐQOtpa and бятаспа by visio, while e!5oq 
by species.

In Gothic the translation of Mt 17,9 cannot be found; q о я тата  is rendered 
with the deverbal noun siuns, this same also means &vaß>»sv|n<; in Lu 4, 18, and 
ßAineiv ip Lu 7,21 (these were translated into Latin as visus, into Old Slavic as 
П|»зк(>ч;ние); tó elSoc; is also interpreted in Gothic as siuns.

The Romanian translation generally uses ксдиние and кедирел, 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’, faqe ‘face’, reminding us of Latin (and slightly, of Greek) versions.
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In the Hungarian version of Károli the words látás ‘sight’, amit láttatok ‘that 
you saw’ can be read for the Latin visio, and ábrázat ‘face’ for the Latin species. 
Recently, in keeping with the context, jelenés ‘apparition’ and kísértet ‘ghost’ 
also occur.

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

As it can be seen, the Old Slavic translation shows a parallelism in the passages 
mentioned with Gothic, first of all (кид-вние ~  siuns), but not without 
exceptions: in other passages прозкрние 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: В. видёние (вйждане); Sr,- 
Cr. вй!)ён>е (прйвид); Russ, видёние; Cz. vidéní; Sík. videnie; P. widzenie; Ukr 
видшня; M. (вид, призор); 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. кинопиицх and кинопиккпа ~  ő oivoTtóxq?
‘wine-bibber’. Mt 11,19: кой ^eyoucnv ■ i5oú SvOgomog qxryoq кай oívo7iótt|<;. 
xeXcovüv cpíXot; K a i  apaexco^üv. ~  í  г А к к т ъ  се ч к ъ  идкцх í пиккпл • 

м7>злошы1.ш7>• лромтъ- i гршкникомъ■ ‘ . .. and they speak: Behold! The man, 
heavyeater and wine-bibber, the friend of publicans and sinners’. Similar locus: 
Lu 7,34 (кинопиккцл).

In the Greek texts oivoßagf|q ‘heavy from wine’ and oivoßgexpc; ‘soaked from 
wine’ also occur. In the Marianus we can find киномиицл in both cases. In later 
Church Slavic the simple шлнъ 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 Weinsäufer ‘wine-bibber’ appears.
The Romanian text renders it with bäutor 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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Károli’s Hungarian translation renders these loci with an adjective of 
frequentative character részeges ‘drunkard’ although the compound borivó, that 
is an exact equivalent of the Greek, Latin or Old Slavic words, has been known 
since earlier times (cf. e.g. Bálint 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 piján vina; the Russian 
version interprets this locus with a relative-subordinate clause: который любит 
пить вино ‘who likes drinking wine’ in both cases.

Other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: В. винопийца; Sr.-Cr. 
BHHÖnnja; Russ, винопийца (винопйтельница); Cz., Sík. (piják vina, vínodus); 
Ukr. (п’янйця); M. винопиец; Р. (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 Weinsäufer in Luther’s text.

51-52. kaka7iHkctkci, кллдмчьсткие ~  f) fyyepovia, q agxq  
‘reigning, power, authority’. Lu 3,1: 'Ev era 5e пеутекоибекатф rqg fiyepoviaq 
Tißegiou Kaiaagoq, ~  къ hatos ж« ил дкатс лито- кллдычксткл • тикерки 
кесло-к •. ‘In the fifteenth year of Tiberius Caesar’s reign’.

Similar passages: Lu 20,20 (кллдънкстко); Lu 12,11 (кллд-ычксткие); both of 
them render the noun ágxq. I*1 later Church Slavic texts we see кллсть, 
кллдъпесткоклнис too.

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, impärätie andstäpänire 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 
правлён1е, власть, начйльство 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.

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

Other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: В. владйчество; Sr.-Cr. 
влйдъчьство (old form), владичйнство), ‘eparchy, episcopate’); Russ.
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владычество (владычествование); Ukr. (владйцтво); Cz. (vladárství); Sík. 
( 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. кодьнъ трждъ имм ~  ó ű5q(o\|/, кодотрждокитъ ~  vÓQaytuKÓq 
‘hydropical, dropsical’. Lu 14,2: Kai i5ob avSpionoq тц f)v ubpamiKcx; 
ёцядостЭеу aŰTOö. ~  t се члккъ единъ имъ1 кодъны трждь къ П(гвдъ. (It is not to 
be found in the Zographus.) ‘and behold, there was a hydropical man in front of 
Him’.

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

In the later Russian Church Slavic the popular form код»лночкий 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 

idropicä 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 страждущий водною болёзнью ‘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 (wódnica) seem to be of popular origin.

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

The Old Slavic compound word has an immediate continuation in the Russian 
only: водотрудие ‘hydropsy’ (but also водянёя болёзнь). The expressions: B. 
HMátoiyb водна болесть; Sr.-Cr. ймеНи водна болесть 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 т р д ъ and the derivated adjective т^ждънъ 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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5 4 . roaonoc7> ~  p  i> 5 g ia

‘water bucket’. Jo 2,6: f|aav 8e £keí A.ÍOrvai úőgíai et, ката töv KaSagicrpöv t&v 
Tot)5aícov Keípevat, ~  ки ж« tov кодвносъ iiiíctk по очиштению (юдтаскоу 
лежАштк- 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 кодовозъ(-кх), ведро 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 Károii’s Hungarian text the compound 
kőveder ‘stone bucket’ (on the basis of Latin hydria lapidea or Greek XiSávp 
úŐQÍa). In the recent Hungarian texts we find kőkorsó ‘stone jug’ as well.

A similar word group can be found in the Králice Bible: kamenné stoudvé; in 
the Russian the Church Slavic кйменный водоносъ has been retained.

In Luther’s translation we read the plural (steinerne) Wasserkrüge.
The other, Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: В. (водоносен and 

водоносец ‘water-bearer (man)’; Sr.-Cr. (водонось old form ‘water bucket’) 
водоношан ‘idem’; Russ, водонос, -ец, -ица ‘man-bearer’; ‘water bucket’; 
Ukr. водонос ‘idem’; M. водоносец ‘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; Slk. vodnik 
‘water-bearer, woter-goblin, troll’; vodnák ‘water-snake’; L.So. wodnik ‘water 
tank, water tower, water-bearer’; H.So. wódnik.

— Caique neologism (pseudocaique) that does not interpret the original word 
part for part (in Greek we should expect the form ú8qo-<póqo<; in this case 
(‘water-bearer’), but it was motivated by the Greek word.

55. воеводх ~  ó отдатрусх;, ó руерму
‘commander, superior leader: Lu 22,4: Kai án£A.9ö)v ouvE7.á7.paEV toí<; 
áQXieQeuCTív Kai атдатруоц то к щ  аитоц яадабф aírróv. ~  í шьдъ глх 
хр̂ иереом-ь • í воеводы^ • кхко ím7> подлеть, ‘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 нхд7>зирхтелк, з^осЕмотрителк are later formations.
The Latin texts interpret сггеатг|у0(; 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 ч«й мхй мхрй, 
later with the word capeten in Lu 22,4, and with domnu or degätor 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 отратг|у0<;, but in a reverse order. The 
Greek pyepcov, however, is rendered with the deverbal noun qivernitar 
‘gubernator, governor’.

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

In the Vizsoly Bible Károli translated the Greek argatpycx; with a genitive 
construction templomnak Fejedelmi ‘Princes of the church’ into Hungarian, and 
the pyepcov with helytartó ‘governor-lieutenant, vice-regent’. The Catholic 
Hungarian translation of Rome, 1967, uses the words elöljáró ‘superior’ and 
helytartó ‘vice-regent’, respectively, the Budapest edition o f 1973: templomőrség 
vezetői ‘leaders of the church guard’ and helytartó ‘vice-regent’, resp.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: В. воевода, 
войевода, войвода; Sr.-Cr. во)вода; Russ, войвода; Ukr. воевода; M. 
во]вода; Cz. vojevoda; Sík. vojvoda (vojvodca); P. wojewoda; L.So. wojwoda; 
H.So. wójwoda.

— Real structural caique but (imview of its general presence in the Slavic 
languages) it is not impossible that it reflects not only the Greek отдаттуусх; but 
also the Old High German heri-zogo ‘the army’s leader’ (Modern High German: 
Herzog). The Greek pycptbv is also rendered by носкодь, so the Old Slavic word 
was, perhaps, known by the Old Slav interpreters as a common military and 
administrative term, on the basis of the Byzantine сттратруо«;, 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. кссслис ~  p йуаМластц
‘jubilation, exultation'. Lu 1,14: кай ёсггаи xaQ® ooi кай áyaMáaoiq, Kai 
лоА-Xoi tn\ тт) yevéoEi оаяоО yagpaovrai. ~  í кждеть теки рлдостк í кеселке • i 
mhos и о (юждкстк-к его кл.чдрхдосчжгл са ■ ‘ . . . 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 рхдостк, ликоклиие, отрхдл, 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 Károli’s solution is a denominál noun vigasság ‘gaiety’ from the 
adjective víg ‘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 весёл1е.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: В. весёлие; 
Sr.-Cr. весёл>е; Russ, веселие (весёлье, весёльство, вёселость); Cz. veselí 
(veselice, veselost); Sík. veselie (veselica, veselost); P. wesolosé; Ukr. веалля 
‘nuptials’ (весёлклъ, весёлоип ‘gaiety’); М. (веселба ‘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 denominál (Адостк 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 кеселие and 
радость, or &yaX.A.iam<; and xotpá, resp. But the general occurrence of the word 
кссслис- in all the Slavic languages makes doubtful its having been formed after a 
Greek pattern, and from the common psychological nature o f meaning it can be 
considered rather as an Indo-European parallelism, thus being in Old Slavic a 
seeming loan translation (“phaenocalque”) only.

5 7 - 5 8 .  К7>ДК0()ИТИ CA, К7.ДКЛ^\ТИ ca ~  о п Ш ^ о ц о о

‘to stay, to sojourn, to dwell’. Mt 21,17: Kod катоЛпиЬу айтоСх; г£со
xfjq nókcojq eiq Bqbavíav, Kai г|С>>лст&г| ekei. ~  и остмгъ а  и.чидс к/,in, из iy\M  
къ ки-влнимч • и оулко(,и тоу' (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 К7>дкл.р;ти is used by the interpreter.

In the later Church Slavic texts we find остхти ca, къзати  секи въ1кхнис, too.
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: säläqlui ‘to 

dwell’ and petrecea ‘to spend the time’ (but in Micu-Clain’s text, the verb съ 
зъкоки, ‘to stay, to tarry’ is the second variant. The Albanian version uses the 
expression shkoj nátén ‘to spend the night’ in both cases. In the Hungarian, 
Károli (and his modernizers also) uses the expression szálláson 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 
tölteni az éjszakát ‘to spend the night’ and the verb maradni ‘to remain, to stay’.

The Kralice Bible renders these passages by means of the verbs zústati ‘to 
remain’ and pfebyvati ‘to dwell’; the former seems to imitate the Latin manere 
and Luther’s bleiben (über Nacht). In the modern Russian version the
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expressions провести ночь ‘to spend the night’, проводить ночь ‘to pass the 
night’ play the role of equivalents for the Greek verbs (as the aspectual 
equivalents of the Old Slavic variations).

Other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic verbs are: Russ, водвориться, 
водворяться ‘settle’; Sr.-Cr. yfleápa™ 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 French faire 
la cour or German den H of machen ‘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 ошХл£о|дои.

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

59. къзглькьниид, (Аъхътор>) ~  tó rcpocncetpáLaiov
‘pillow, cushion’. Me 4,38: Kai айтсх; f|v év тт) neópvij étet то яеосткефаХ,аюу 
каЭейбсоу ~  í в-к сьмъ нл кр>мт> • нх лох7>то(Г15 С,ЬПА ' (Zographus text.) ..  . нл 
къзгл\кьнии.и. . .  (Marianus text.) ‘and Не was on the stem of the ship, sleeping 
on the pillow’.

The Cyrillic-letter marginal note in the Zographus applies the translation 
к(гьмл instead of лохъто(гь; other Old Slavic texts use it in its more archaic form 
A'bX’bTOjTb; the variants къзглькис, къзгллкшцл can also be read.

In later Church Slavic texts къзгллкьникъ, изьгллкие, з&глькъкъ 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 cäpätiiul ‘pillow’ points to the 
influence of Greek or Old Slavic texts. The Albanian andénákrérei (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(páA.aiov (a word 
actually existing in classical Greek) or полъглькие 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 Károli’s 
Hungarian compound word főalj (in later versions fejalj). This compound, 
however, was later replaced by the common words párna and vánkos ‘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 возглавие, but возглйвница 
has also been preserved (the more popular form is подголовье).

Other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: В. възглйвница; Sr.-Cr. 
узглавница (узглавак); Russ, возглйвница (возглавие, взголовие); Ukr. 
(пщгол!вя, шдголовач); М. возглавница; Р. wezglowie; Sík. (podhlavnica); 
Cz. (poduska); H.So. (pódus '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 подъ 
and oyxo.

60. къздл^ние ~  tó ácvTooióöopa
'retribution, return’. Lu 14,12: ргрсоте K a i a ö r o i  ávTiKa^Écycúaív cte K a i yévTycai 
ávranóSopá croi. ~  едл коли í ти тлкожде къзокжтъ и кждегь ти къздллнке 'not 
so that they should also reinvite thee, and then a retribution will happen to 
th ee .. . ’ (In the Zographus there is a later Cyrillic-letter addition).

Its phonetic (and morphologic) variant is къздь^ник (twice in Psalterium 
Sinaiticum), and a similar formation from the aspectual verbal doublet is 
клздлнис (also twice in Psalterium Sinaiticum). In Old Slavic texts other than the 
gospels, въздл(аник also renders the Greek (Зсушлобостц, átviápEuJnc;, äcpoißri 
which have similar meanings as the word ávtanóSopa.

In the later Church Slavic the use of зьпллтл, (кы-) илгржденис 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 Тп(>8м8тъ ‘loan’ and the verbal form räspläteasca ‘it 
should be returned’. The Albanian qpagim points, first of all, to the Latin 
retributio. Károli solves the problem of rendering this concise Greek or Latin 
passage with a Hungarian word group a jótétemény 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 visszaadják neked ‘and they return it to thee’; similarly in the 
Budapest edition of 1973: és viszonozzák 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: и неполучйл ты 
воздаяшя ‘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: В. въздаяние; Sr.- 
Cr. (узданица, уздагье); Russ, воздаяние (вoздáниe, вoздaвáниe); Cz. vzdání 
‘hand-over, capitulation’: Slk. vzdanie ‘idem’; P. (oddanie, poddanie ‘idem’); 
Ukr. (Biaaána, noflána ‘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. къзллти ~  ävTocrto5i5ü)pi (4vTano5oövat)
‘to repay, to return’. Lu 14,14: Kai ракадюд ёот), öxi oí>k exouaiv 
ácvxanoSoűvaí aot • аутало5о9рстстоа yáp ctoi ev xrj ávacrráoEi xüv StKaícov.
~  L ВЛХЖОГЛ в ж л е ш и  • ККО NC 1МЛТ71 ТИ ЧСС0 R 7> 3 .\,vm  • К Ъ Х \ \ ( Т Ъ  во ТИ СА • К7,

K7iCKpxjuicNB€ M()\kka7>n7>i)C7> • ‘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 къзллти corresponds to the Greek ätpeißco, too, with 
the meaning ‘to return, to reply’.

In later Church Slavic texts (r7>i-) нхгрхлити, зхплхтити, къзкрхтити 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 räspläti ‘to pay back’ in this 
locus; in the Albanian, we can find the verb qpaguaj which is quite similar. Károli 
applies the Hungarian verbs fizet, 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 вoздáти. 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 Old Slavic verb are: В. въздйм 
(възд4вам); Sr.-Cr. (уздати ce ‘to hope’); Russ, воздйть (вздáть; вoздaвáть, 
вздaвáть); Ukr. (в1дд4ти, одпдйчити); Cz. vzdáti (vzdávati) ‘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 Old 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. къзглм’ола.ти ~  катг|уодёо>
Чо accuse’ Мс 3,2: kcxí nagexrigouv aöxöv ei xoíq aaßßacnv OegaTteúoEt aüxóv, 
íva катту/одт^стюшу абтоб. ~  i иьзи^Я^ж i • Яште къ сжкотж сп.-пли тъ i • дл нл 
hfK къзпйжтъ • *.. .and they watched Him whether He healeth on Saturday, so 
that they should be able to accuse Him’. Similar passages: Lu 1 i ,54, Mt 12,10.

The Old Slavic verb also renders the Greek А.аХ.ёы (ката xivoq) Чо defame’ in 
other texts.

In later Church Slavic texts октжинити, окличити 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 aixiáco chiefly by 
its meaning (aixia: causa ~  aixiáco: *ad-causare < accusare), but the Latin 
verb involves the public law process (causa ‘legal action, lawsuit’) just like the 
Greek каттууодёсо (‘to stand as an accuser on the áyogá’), and the Gothic 
vrohjan first acquired a similar meaning on the basis of кахруодёсо in Wulfila’s 
translation (in the case, it is a semantic caique).

The Romanian texts render the Greek word by the verbs invinui (кимок7>и.и, 
*invinovati), or by the expression aflä vina ‘to find fault in somebody’. The 
Albanian translation shows the verb perflos ‘to speak badly of, to accuse’.

Károli uses the Hungarian loanword of Slavic origin, vádolni (cf. the Old 
Slavic кьлити Чо excite, to irritate’, Church Slavic ‘to accuse’). Later, the 
frequentative form vádaskodni also occurs in Hungarian.

The Kralice Bible applies the verb obialovati ‘to accuse’; the Russian verb 
обвинить has the same meaning. All these solutions do not seem to take 
Luther’s expression auf jemanden 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, возглаголёть, 
возглаголйть ‘to speak badly o f.

—  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. къзлежлти ~  (ouv)áváKetnai, KaxáKEipai
‘to lay down to table’ Mt 9,10: Kai i5oi> лоЯЯо) xeX&vai Kai ápagTCüLoi 
éXSóvxet; ouvavéKEivxo тф Чг|стой Kai тоц цаЭртац aCxoö. — L се мънози rjn;- 
шьници • í мьзло^мкци прителъше къзлежг^ж съ исомк • í съ оученикъ! его •
‘ . . .  and behold, many sinners and publicans, having arrived, lay down beside 
Jesus and His disciples.. . ’
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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)vavocKEi|iai 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 къзлежлти but in the case of ouvaváiceipou they also join it with 
сънимъ ‘with him’, according to the sense, or, sometimes, with some other 
indicator expressing adverbial modifier of accompaniment.

In later Church Slavic we can read къехлити сл, кьеьсти (къслсти) 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 оъуомхкацаи, 
the interpreter made sure to render the prefix odv- by the adverbs pariter or 
simul. The Gothic text, similarly to Old 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 báshké me ‘to 
be together with’, and similar ones.

Károli’s Hungarian text exhibits great variety by using the verbs leülni ‘to sit 
down’, letelepedni ‘to settle down’, lakodalomhoz ülni ‘to sit down to a banquet’, 
asztalnál letelepedni ‘to settle down at a table’ etc. In recent texts generally the 
expression asztalhoz ülni ‘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 пекут ‘to sit down to table with 
somebody’; in the Russian we can find the preserved Church Slavic words 
возлёчь, возлежать.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: В. (възлягам ce, 
възлегна ce ‘to lie down on one side’); Sr.-Cr. (узлазити ’to go up’); Russ, 
возлежйть (возлечь); Ukr. возлежйти (возлягтй); M. (возлага, возложува).

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.: siqsc (siadac) do stolum; in Slk., 
similarly, sediet’za stolom. But in Cz.—as it is seen—the denominál 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.

112



64. К7>злешти ~  ávaK^ívopai, áváKEipai, ávartírtTto, катакХлvopai 
‘to settle down, to sit down’ Mt. 8,10— 11: ápf|v Xty(o őpív, rtag’ oí>8evi 
тосгабтру rtiariv év тф TagaqT, eügov. Хкуш 8ё ópív öti лоМ-oi átnő ótvotToWbv 
Kai Suagcöv f^ouaiv Kai avaKX.i8í]cravTai рета ’Aßgaäp Kai Тстаак Kai TaKtbß 
év Ttj ßaoi>,eiqt tüjv oogavcbv’ ~  лмин гл»ж клмл ■ ни кт> ели толик7>1 к-fcpi не
О К рТ Л  ■ Iл и ;  ЖС КЛМ7> • ЖКО MNOIIIH 0T7j КЛСТ0К7. • Í ЗЛПЛДЪ • ПОИДЖТЪ L К7>ЗЛАГЖТ7>

С7> лврлмомк i иелкомк * Í ткокомк • къ и.(рси нвсцжмк • ‘Amen, amen, I say to you, 
in nobody I 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, ávaK^ívopai) Mt 14,19; Lu 13,29. But the verb 
клзлешти corresponds to the Greek ávartírtTW in Mt 15,35: Kai rtagayysi^ac; тф 
оуА.ф ávattecreív érti tív yf)v ~  í повели нлгодоу клзлешти нл земли • ‘ . . .and 
commanding the crowd to sit down on the ground’.

Similar passages (Greek: ávartírtTo): 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 recum bere, d iscum bere  and accum bere  for 
rendering the Greek verbs again without differentiating between them, as in the 
cases when the Old Slavic translation used the related verb stem къзлежлти. The 
Gothic text—even more monotonously than the Old Slavic— uses the single 
prefixed verb an a-kum bjan .

As for the later Church Slavic and the Lutheran German use, see the entry 
К7>ЗЛеЖЛТИ.

For the Romanian, Albanian and Hungarian texts, we can say the same as in 
connection with къзлежлти ~  áváK Eipai; 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: В. (възлйгам, 
възложа ‘to lay down’); Sr.-Cr. (узлазити ‘to go up’); Russ, возлёчь, взлечь 
(возлежйть, взлагйть); Cz. (vzlaziti ‘to go up’); M. (возлага, возложува); Ukr. 
возлягтй (возлежйти, возлагйти).—The Western Slavic relations see in the 
entry кадлежлти.

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

65. къллгллиште ~  то ßa^AävTiov
‘purse, pouch’. Lu 10,4: pf| ßacrrâ ETE ßa^txvTiov,цг) rtpgav, pf| блобтрата 
~  ни носите къллгллиштл ни кртиштл • ни елпогл • ‘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 ßaÄAa). In later Old Slavic texts the 
Greek беарех; ‘shackles’ is also rendered with К7>ллгллиште in some cases. In 
later Church Slavic we also find mtiiikkt» (дл*а денегъ), ^рнилиште.
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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 ßtxXX.co or кллмлти, 
respectively.

The Albanian kuléte ‘purse, pouch’ seems to have been based on the Latin 
text. So does Károli, 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 мкшокъ ‘bag’ in these loci. It is 
not necessary in this case to suppose the influence of the corresponding German 
words, Beutel or Säckel on the basis of Luther’s text.

The other equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: В. вълагалище ‘store’; 
Russ, влагалище ‘husk’ (мешок ‘sack, bag’); M. влагалище ‘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 Büttel, furnished with a Czech suffix, 
and it has got into the Slovak, too, in the sense ‘mill sieve, bolting machine’. Sr.- 
Cr. ynäräH ‘dock-worker’, ‘mason’; ynára™ ‘to load’, ‘to put into’.

— Real structural caique. The Greek ßaXX.<xvriov is a deverbal noun formed 
from the verb ßaXXco (with the meaning ‘to put into’), and the Old Slavic 
кт>лхг\лишт( corresponds to this meaning and form precisely on the basis of the 
verb кълхгхти. 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. клмистити, клмтштлти ~  xwQew
‘to comprehend’. Mt 19.11: ó 5e elrtev aírroíq oü návxeq x^Qoücnv töv Xóyov 
toütov, &XX' oí<; SéSotou. ~  онл же рече и мл ■ не клеи клм-пстатл слокесе сего мл 
имлже длно естл •. ‘But Не 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 х“ бёсо and its Old Slavic 
equivalents, клмистити and клм вштлти 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 denominál formation of these verbs on the basis of the 
nouns xfopa and u кто, 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 éníorapat ‘to know’, Suvapat ‘to be 
able’ or ámééxofiai ‘to go away’.

In Later Church Slavic texts (поЪьзоум-ьти, п о н а т и ,  п о н и м ь т и  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 xwQÉcű occur 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 cäpäta, ‘to receive’ incapea ‘to find room in’ 
and infelege ‘to understand’. In the Albanian texts mostly the verbs kuptój ‘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 (*captäre and *presäre).

In the Hungarian text of Károli the verbs bévenni ‘to occupy’, béfogni ‘to seize’ 
can be found but, according to the sense, the verbs férni ‘to find room in’ and 
vettetni ‘to be thrown’ also occur. This points to the fact that Károli 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, 
fähen). In the Kralice Bible the corresponding words are mostly pochopili and 
chápati ‘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: В. вмёстя, вмёствам, 
вмёстям ‘to put in, to settle, to place; to find room’; Sr.-Cr. умештати ‘idem’; 
Russ, вместить, вмещать ‘to contain, to put in, to receive, to place somewhere’; 
Cz. sméstnati(se) (sméstnávatise) ‘to putin, to find room in’; Slk. 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. уммгпти, умщати ‘idem’; M. вме(с)тне, 
вме(с)тнува ‘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. к7>сслснмл ~  f) oitcoupevri
‘the inhabited earth, the world’. Mt 24,14: Kai KrjQux&fiOEtat touto to 
£0аууе>лоу тг|<; ßaaiX.£ia<; év őX.tj тт) oiKoupévi) EÍq paQTÚQiov jiöcotv totq 
eSvecrv, ~  i гцюповксть ca се ёвлкелие ирьствии (по) всей вселсн-ки въ
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свилителъстко ксимъ азЪ1ком7> • ‘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 Old Slavic texts it is also written as кшлепмл, but it occurs later 
mostly as ншлеымА (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 оуселенго* also occurs.

In later Church Slavic texts we read цил7>|й ськ-ктъ, ккск м1(ге, кксе c7>tro(KN7,noc, 
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 bóte ‘all the world’. Károli uses the noun föld, ‘earth’ and the attributive 
expression egész föld" the whole earth’ in his Hungarian translation; in modern 
times az egész világ ‘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 кселенмл.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: В. вселена ‘universe’; 
M. вселена ‘idem’ (вселенски ‘cosmic, worldwide’); Sr.-Cr. (усёлити ce ‘to 
move into, to colonize, immigrate’ (уселина ‘steep mountain, abyss’; усел>ёнйк 
‘settled, inhabitant’); васйона ‘universe’); Russ, вселённая ‘world’; L.So. (cety 
swét) (in Jakubica’s translation: po zalim Swesche); H.So. (wsón swét); P. (na 
calym swiecie); Cz. (vesmir); Slk. (vesmir).

— Real structural caique. It is precise interpretation of the Greek oíkoujiévt); 
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 васйона shows a popular etymology as 
influenced by сильнъ ‘strong’).

69. къск()ьснокение ~  p еуесстц, то éyeQ9f)vai
‘resurrection’. Mt 27,53: Kai £1;e>.9óvte<; ёк t ö v  pvrmeícov цета rpv cyepcnv 
aűxoi) EÍ<Tf]A.dov eiq r f |v  á y ía v  rcókív Kai évE (pavía3r)aav л о к к о ц . ~  í 
ишкдъше Í3 грокъ • по къскр>снокемт его • kt>nhaoiiia къ ct7>i г^ дъ • í -екиша ca 
мыогомъ. ‘and coming out of the graves, after this resurrection they went to the 
sacred town and appeared to many people’.

In other Old Slavic texts the Greek áváoracnq is also interpreted with 
къскркснокение. Similar gospel passage is: Mt 26,32 (in the Greek text:
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éyee3f)vai). In the later Church Slavic texts К7>(с)стхние 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 ávíatapai or ácvíarqpi, resp. As for the suffixed nouns both gyepai; 
and бмхотаоц could provide a model but (ivaoraoK; is more plausible, if we 
consider its prefixed basic verb.

In the Romanian texts the deverbal nouns Тк1\(гь, inviarea can be read, 
although in the modern translation we find a subordinate clause dar dupä ce voi 
invia ‘because after I 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 ипё ‘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 Károli’s Hungarian 
text; in Mt 26,32: minekutána pedig feltámadok ‘but after I have risen again from 
the dead’, but in Mt 27,53: Jézusnak feltámadása után ‘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. къскришснис); in the Russian, the Church Slavic коск̂ сенис; these forms 
may be related to Latin resurrectio and Luther’s Auferstehung'alike.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: В. (възкресяване); 
Sr.-Cr. (васкрсён>е, васкрснуЬе); Russ, (воскресёние, воскрешёние); Cz. 
(vzkfiseni, zmrtvychvstání); Slk. (vzkriesenie); P. (zmartwychwstanie); Ukr. 
(воскрешёння); M. (воскресение).

— 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 ácváorotcnq rather than Буерак;, which is 
translated without any décalquage. The cause of this fact might have been that 
the verb átvíorapai occurred much more frequently than éyeÍQCú in the sense ‘to 
rise again from the dead’. Thus the verbs хъскрсилти, k7>ck()kcnmth and their 
relations, used for interpreting äviотарой, were also used for translating éyeÍQto, 
and consequently for rendering the derivates, too.
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By the way, regarding the creation of the noun к7>ск(>кснокиние, since wteannot 
find a verb къскркснок-кти corresponding to it precisely, we can suppose that the 
adjective noKT>‘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 окънокление ‘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. кт>ск|>ксмжти ~  átvícrrapai, éyeÍQouai
‘to rise again (from the dead)’. Mt 17,9: pqSevi eíjnyre то őgotpa ё&х; об ó uiöq 
той ávDQÓmot) £к vekqmv éyegSrj ~  nhkomov же не пок-кдите шлянии- 
донъл^же снъ нлъкнекы изъ и уъ т т х ь  къскрснетъ. (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; У.19; 9,22; 11,32; 16,31; 18,33; 24,34; 24,46; Jo 11,23; 11,24.

Other Old Slavic texts use this verb for rendering the Greek <5cvaßi0co 
(dtvaßtwayopai) ‘to revive, to come to life again’ as well.

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

In later Church Slavic texts къ(с)стхти изъ М()ьткт>1)<ъ 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 ávíorapoci is rendered with the prefixed 
resurgere almost in all cases, while the simple éyeÍQopat 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 átv(á) + lorapai.

The Romanian text used the verb invia (cf. in Latin: in + vita, -ae) and, more 
seldom, the verb sä scuta ‘to get up’ in this locus. The Albanian translation 
consistently applies the denominál 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 Károli’s Hungarian texts the prefixed verb feltámadni 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: В. възкръсна; Sr.-Cr. yc[eác-]- 
крснути; Russ, воскреснуть (eocKpecáTb); Cz. (vzkfísiti se, zmrtvychvstáti): 
Sík. vzkrsnút’ (skrsnut) ‘to rise, to be established, to be born’; P. zmart- 
wychwstac; Ukr. воскреснути (воскресати); M. воскресне (воскреснува).

— 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 KgautEvóq ‘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) I think it got its special Christian 
meaning on the basis of the Greek New Testament.

71-72. КАСкрсити, къскршхти ~  ácvíorripi (átvÉorr|Ka), é^avíorripi, éyeÍQCü 
‘to arise again (from the dead)’ Jo 6,54: ó TQMytov pou xf|v сгадка Kai rcivcov poo 
tő alpa exci £wr|v aiámov, к&ую átvacrxfiaco aőxőv írj éaxáxq qpÉgqi. ~  m m
МОКК ПЛАТА L ПИНКИ MOW, KjTAKA IMAC ЖИЮТА К'КЧКНАСГО L АЗА КЪСКрШЖ L R7,
посл-вдкнии дкнк ‘who eats my body and drinks my blood, haveth eternal life, 
and I 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 кАскршАти, in the other loci, the perfective кАскрсити.)

In other Old Slavic texts these verb doublets render the prefixed verbs 
énavícnripi, fe^eyeigto, ouveyeíqcü ‘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 éyEÍgw, 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^avíorr|pi (оттёдра) expresses the idea of 
resuscitare semen and, that St. John’s Gospel applies the verb éyeÍQCo for 
rendering the conception of suscitare e mortuis ‘to raise from the dead’, rather 
than the verb átvícrrr|pi.

In later Church Slavic texts ожикжти also appears in a similar sense; but we 
read касстаыокити 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 
оттедра as it was mentioned above. The Gothic interpretation applies the 
prefixed verbs ur-raisan and us-satjan (the former also means é£,avímr|pi 
cntÉQpa)..

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
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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 
ngjállém, mentioned above.

Gáspár Károli’s Hungarian text uses the verb feltámaszt, derived from the 
simple támad ‘to come into being’. The sense o f ‘resuscitare semen’ is rendered by 
him with magot támaszt (a caique expression after Latin or Greek), later utódot 
támaszt (‘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 símé. Similarly, in the Russian text, this locus (Mt 22,24) contains the 
expression восстановить сЪмя, but the idea of resurrecting is rendered by means 
of коскрсити and коск^та/ги preserved from Church Slavic.

The equivalents of the Old Slavic verbs in other Slavic languages are: B. 
възкреся, възкресявам; Sr.-Cr. ус[вйс-]крснути, ус[вйс-]крийвати; Ukr. 
воскресйти, воскреитти; Russ, воскресить, воскреитть; М. (воскресне); Cz. 
vzkrisiti; Sík. vzkriesit’, P. wskrzesic; H.So. (woziwic, -jowac, fe e );  L.So. 
(wozywis, fow as(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. къск(мипбние ~  fi áváoracnq
‘resurrection’ Jo 5,29: ка! Йклодеиаоутои oi та йуаЭа notpoavTEt; eie; 
ávácrtamv £cof|<;, oi та (paö^a 7iQá£,avTE<; ец ávácrtamv kqíoeox;. ~  í изиджтъ 
сьткорыпеи кллть • къ къск(шпеньс жикотоу • \  сьткорыпеи ■ къ къекршеыие 
еждоу • ‘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 ё^ауаотастк;, ёуедстк; are also rendered 
in this way. In later Church Slavic we read къ(с)стлние, 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 ngjáll. ,

G. Károli and later Hungarian interpreters as well apply the deverbal noun 
feltámadás (in earlier times, also, sometimes feltámadat) from the intransitive 
verb (fel+  támad) feltámadni ‘to rise again from the dead’, sometimes the
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derivate feltámasztás from the transitive feltámasztani (this latter may refer to 
other people than Jesus Christ, too).

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

Other equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: В. възкресёние, възкресяване; 
Sr.-Cr. васкрсёшуе (васкрсён>е, вбскрс, ускрс, ускрсёгье, ускрснуЬе, 
ожив;ъён>е); Kuss. воскресение ‘resurrection’, воскрешение ‘raising somebody 
(actively) from the dead’ (воскрес and вскрёс ‘resurrection’, ‘Easter Feast of 
Jesus’, ‘Resurrection’, воскресенье ‘Sunday’); Cz. vzkfiseni; Sík. vzkriesenie; P. 
wskrzeszenie (obsolete form; today: zmartwychwstanie); Ukr. воскресения; M. 
воскресение; 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. кьскъжхгхшое, [олркхстомхтъ] ~  то 0А.окайтсора
‘holocaust, burnt offering’. Me 12,33: Kai tő átyarcav töv лХуотоу &<; éairröv 
7teQiCTcrÓTEf>óv écrriv TtávTcov Ttbv бХокаитюратсоу Kai Sucncöv. ~  í еже Аювити • 
ícKjibKuero жко секе • коле ест?, ккснул' юлоклкътомлтъ ■ Í жл>ткъ. ‘and it is more to 
love the fellow-man just as oneself than all the burnt offerings and sacrifices’.

In the archaic Old Slavic codices the loanword олоклктомлтъ is general, but in 
the Assemani and the А-variation of the Nikolja Gospel we find the décalquage 
кьсесъжм’лемъхъ (жртп>). In other Old Slavic texts usually the loanword 
олоклктомлтъ occurs (sometimes as a noun of feminine gender: олоклктомл or 
олоклктимл). 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 Old Slavic 
stem-based morphological system: the taking-over of the Greek neutral nouns 
ending in -та into the Old Slavic feminine а-declension. Some other Old Slavic 
texts use the variants кксежежение, кьсежегомъ, too.

In later Church Slavic texts кксссъжжени«, кксссъжиглемлж also occur.
The Latin text, like the majority of the Old 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 RhcccwKikrxeuoi.

The Romanian versions apply the “longer infinitive” form ardere ‘burning, 
destruction by fire’, or the Church Slavic loanword приыосъ ‘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’.)

Károli’s Hungarian text renders the passage, тседкгоотедоу éortv návrtov 
tő>v őXoKaimopáTwv Kai Oucnröv, with a simple and concise (although not quite 
literal) translation: többet ér minden áldozatoknál, ‘it is worth more than all 
immolations’. But in the later texts we find more precise interpretations as többet 
ér minden ég ő á ld o za tn á l és véresá ld o za tn á l ‘it is worth more than the 
burnt and other offerings’ (1967), and többet ér minden égő  vagy  b á r mi  más  
áldozatnál ‘it is worth more than all burnt or other offerings’ (1973). That is, 
Károli 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 zápal ‘burning, inflammation’; the 
Russian uses the exact caique всесожжёше ‘full burning, wholly burnt offering’, 
in Church Slavic way.

The Old Slavic word has a few exact equivalents in other Slavic languages; 
besides the Russian equivalent mentioned, in the Ukrainian we find the 
corresponding всеспалёння. The Old Slavic caique itself is not often applied in 
the Old 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: съжежшд|уд 
Ж|>ктк7>, and in the Tärnovo Gospel: жежем7.|уд Ж(гътк7> • As for the Apostolic 
Epistles, the plural form 0Х.окаитсоцата is rendered by the Old Slavic plural 
passive participial form съжежени(л.

Other equivalents in the Slavic languages: В. (съвсём изгаряща жёртва; 
Russ, всесожжёние; Ukr. вейчко сожжёте; М. (олокавтомат)(о№ form); Sr.- 
Cr. CBeröpyha жртва; Cz. (zápal) (today’s meaning is: ‘combustion’). Slk. 
(zápalka) (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): к«сожжен'1А in Ps 50,17, and ксссожжеглсмлж in Ps 50,20 (just like in the 
сдоужсвник7> edited in Pest, 1857). In the first centuries of Old Slavic literature the 
loanword одокдктомдгъ 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.
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75. къ(с)стлмие ~  f| áváaracn<;
‘rising, uprise’. Lu, 2,34: i5o() обто<; Keltái eit; ntcocnv Kai átváaramv лоШ оу év 
тф ’IapariA. Kai eiq стгщеюу ávtiX.eYÓnevov. ~  се лежите ск • нь плдьнь« í мл 
къста̂ нк« МНС1Г0М7)- къ 1ли • í къ зншснк« мррчьно. ‘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 Old Slavic word, of course, is a regular phonetic development from the 
prefixed composition *къз-стьние. In other Old Slavic texts it occurs in the form 
къстмлние as well, and the Greek (áv-)eyEQcnq is also interpreted with these 
variants. In later Church Slavic texts it alternates with хъскрниение and 
къскршше, too.

The Latin resurrectio and the Gothic us-stass, the words of the Vulgata and 
Wulfila’s translation in this locus for ávácnaon;, are also used for being 
interpreted by къскркскнокение, R7,скрипение (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, Károli uses the word feltámadás, as in the case of 
resurrection, and so do the later (also Catholic) translations.

The Kralice Bible, however, uses the word povstání that differs from the 
translation of ‘resurrection’ (as we have seen, this latter was vzkriseni); in the 
Russian, with another prefix, the noun восстание 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: В. възстание, въстание; 
Sr.-Cr. (устанак); Russ, восстание ‘getting up, uprising’ (in Church Slavic 
sense: ‘creation, creature, animal’ as well); Ukr. (устав4ння); M. востание; Cz. 
(povstání), vstání, vstávání; Sík. (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 къск|>кс7>нокение, къскрпнснис which 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 къ(с)стьние is, however, an exact 
equivalent of the original ávámacnq 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. къ(с)стхти, къ(с)стл,клти, ~  ávícrtotpai, éyeÍQopai, very rarely: 
é^avímapai, ЕгстЁруоцаи
‘to get up, to rise (from the dead)’. Mt 17,23: Kai ütioktevoüctiv a lk ó v , Kai rfj 
tqítt) qpÉgqc ёуееЭлоЕтаг. ~  i оуктжтъ i • тр«тии дьнь къстьнетъ. (Marianus 
text.) ‘and they will kill Him, and on the third day He will rise again’.

In the Codex Assemani: къскрьсыетъ Me 5,42: Kai eűOix; ávéorr) то Kogámov 
Kai ле(нея0ст£1 ~  í лкке къстл. дикицх Í )сфжллм1К. (Zographus text.) ‘ . . .and 
immediately rose the maid and walked around’.

Similar passages: къстлти: 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. къстхкхти: Mt 11,5; Me 4,27; Lu 7,22; 20,37; Jo 6,18.

The Old Slavic texts render the Greek verbs Syeigopai and átvíorapav with 
къстхти 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 átvícrrapat 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 къ(с)ст\кхти occurs very rarely in relation to the use of 
кт>(с)ст\ти. 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 кт>(с)стхти better than with 
anything else.

In later Church Slavic texts we find кмкркенжти, подьнати ca, дкигмати 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 átvarcr|8Éco with the same meaning.

The Gothic texts use the verb ur-raisjan and (in fewer cases) us-standjan for 
translating éyeígopai and ávíorapai. The verb us-standan is a close caique of
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*6tvä +  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
К7>СК|>КСЬНЖТИ).

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 sá scula.

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

In the Hungarian texts of Gáspár Károli and the later interpreters there is a 
great variety. ‘To rise from the dead’ is rendered with the verb feltámadni (see 
also the preceding entries), but the several human movements are interpreted by 
the verbs felállni and felkelni (‘to get up, to rise’), and in Jo 6,18 a tenger a nagy 
szélnek fuvása miatt háborog 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 волновйться, 
respectively.)

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: B. встана, вставам 
‘to rise, to revolt’; Sr.-Cr. устати, уставати, ycrajain; Russ. во(с)стать, 
Bo(c)cTaBáTb, встать, BCTaeáTb; Ukr. устати, ycraeáTH; M. востане; Cz. vstáti, 
vstávati (povstáti, povstávati); Sík. vstat’, vstávat' (povstat’, povstávat’); 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 átvíoranat 
ék veKQ&v or to éyeÍQopat, or to the not specifically religious 4vicna|ioci (or, in 
one case, the verb átvanqSéco with a similar meaning).

Old Slavic applies the verb doublets къстлти ~  кьстллти in all these senses; 
however, as we have seen, the archaic Old Slavic gospels used the werb 
къскркснжти for the ‘rise from the dead’ and, instead of r7>(c)ct\ th ~  rt>(c)cta.r&th, 
this has survived in Church Slavic liturgical and rhetorical usage. Cf. e.g. the 
Easter salutation of the Byzantine Christian Slavs: Христосъ RbCKjkce (Xgicrmq 
(ivecrrq) ‘Christ is arisen’, and the reply to it: rt> истин* R7>CK|»éce (’А^рЭох; 
átvéarq) ‘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 въ(с)стуги 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. къстоюл ~  f) (ivaToA.fi
‘ E a s t ’ . M t  24, 27: а к т е р  y a p  q  i a r p a n q  e ^ e p y e x a i  á t n ő  á v a t o A m v  K a i  c p a í v e t a i  

ea><; S u a p t o v ,  о й т а с  c a r a t  f i  r c a p o u a i a  т о й  u i o O  т о й  á v ö g a m o u  • ~  е к о ж е  к о

МЛ7>НИ (СХОЛИТЪ ОТ КЪСТОКЪ L äiKA'KiT?» СА ДО ЗМ 1\Д Ъ . ТХКО КЖДОТЪ L М^ИМ 1КСТКИС СНХ 

некого. (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 до злплдх; in the Assemani: сън\ нлокинк).
Similar passages: Mt 2,1; 2,2; 2,9; 8,11; Lu, 1,78; 13,29. In later Church 

Slavic texts вы^одъ, клсходъ (слъньна) 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 átvaroAq is a derivate of the verb 
ávaxéAAoi ‘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 räsärit, the derivate of the verb 
räsäri (of the Vulgar Latin *resalire) that means ‘to drive, sprout, spring up, go 
up’.

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

In Károli’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 of nap ‘sun’ and kelet ‘rise, East’. In Lu 1,78, however, he uses another 
version: the expression ivaxoAq i f  CvJ/ouc; is translated by him as a magasságból 
való Csemete ‘the Sapling from the altitude’, probably an allusion to the infant 
Jesus. The later version contains, however, an expression a naptámadat a 
magasságból ‘the Sun’s rise from the altitude’. According to the modern Catholic 
versions: a magasságból felkelő ‘who rises from the altitude (1967) or simply: a 
magasságból ‘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 востокъ of Church Slavic 
origin (Lu 1,78: къстокъ свыше ‘East from above’).
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The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: В. (йзток); Sr.-Cr. 
(исток); Russ, восток; Ukr. (схщ); M. (исток); Cz. ( vychod); Slk. ( vychod); P. 
(wschód); H.So. (wuchod); L.So. (wuchod).

— Real structural caique. It seems to have ousted other deverbal expressions 
from Old Slavic (истокъ, исхода, к-ыходл, с7додъ, кгсуод?,) 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’: оутро ~  рок; ~  aurora from the Indo-European stems *au-, 
*au-so-). Similarly to змидъ (злуодъ, зхклтъ) ‘West’, apparently, it was not 
fixed in Proto-Slavic as early as сикеръ ‘North’ and югъ ‘South’ were.

79. къторопрькъ~5еитее0ядо)то(;
‘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 5é év oaßßäxtp беитедоядотф бюсяодейЕстЭои aírcöv ~
БЫСТЪ ЖС КЪ СЖБОТЖ • КЪТ0р0Пр7,КЪ1 • LT И CMOV CKR03K C KMIK K.

‘Не happened on the second-first(?) Saturday to go through the sown fields’.
In the Codex Assemani we read стжозж. It is interesting that the compound 

беитедоядсото«; 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 Old Latin versions. It is conspicuous that these 
go back mainly to Caesarean variations, consequently, the Old Slavic 
translation could not set out from such texts (because they contain the 
compound къторопрккъ corresponding to the Greek word).

In a later Church Slavic explanation it is прккх  ̂ сжкоть no къторомоу дкжо 
жидовъ плсуж.

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 o f Easter’.

The Romanian 4 сжкътл лдоуш  4тмоу is the direct continuation of the 
Greek~(Latin)-01d Slavic line while the syntagm intr'o Sambata, a doua dupa 
cea dintäi a Pastilor represents a conscious exegetic attempt to interpret the 
Greek (or Old Slavic) expression.

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

In the Hungarian, Károli also tried to guess the meaning of the Greek 
expression: az elsőhöz hasonló második szombaton ‘on the second Saturday 
similar to the first’: the Catholic version of 1967 (Rome) translates it as
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másodelső ‘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 въ субботу 
пёрвую по второмъ днЪ nácxn ‘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. второ- 
пёрвый or второпёрший, respectively, and другопёрвый (другопёрший) ‘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.

8 0 . КЪ СЛЛСТК ~  fiSÉCDC
‘willingly, with pleasure’. Me 12,37: кой ó поХьс, ö/Áoc; f)Kouev схбтой рбеох; ~  í 
MHosn нл(»ли послоушллуж его къ сллстк 'and the big mass of people was listening 
to him willingly’. Similar locus: Me 6,20.

The later Church Slavic съ оудоколксткишъ, съ ньсллжденисмъ have been 
presented in Eastern Slavic.

The Latin libenter is an exact morphological and semantic rendering of the 
Greek adverb. The Gothic denominál 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 qSix; is 
‘sweet’, and the Old Slavic word renders this meaning better than the Gothic 
and Latin adverbs.

The Romanian translation of Micu-Clain follows the Latin version: r8k8(kocm, 
but Bishop Nicolae follows the Old Slavic in his modern version: cu dulceafä. 
The Albanian expression kam enda seems to reflect a Greek version xágtv exeiv 
or a Latin gratiam habere; thus it does not depend on the Greek qSÉox; 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 Károli’s Hungarian text we can read the adverb örömest ’with pleasure’ that 
alternates with the adverb szívesen ‘willingly’ (word for word: ‘heartily’) in the 
later versions.

In the Kralice Bible we find the adverb rád ‘with pleasure’; in the Russian text 
there are several expressions, such as съ удовольств1емъ, съ услаждёшемъ. 
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, всласть 
‘according to one’s will, as one pleases’ (the substantive form of the noun, of 
course, exists in other Slavic languages, too); B. (дрйго сърцё); M. (срце 
на драго); Sr.-Cr. (радосно); Р. (ehetnie, zradosciq); Cz., Sík. (rád); 
L.So. (rád, -o).

— Caique neologism, but near to the real structural caique.

81. клздкигнжти ~  éyeígm, énaígoa
‘to set upright, raise, resurrect’. Me 9,27: ó 8ё ’Iricroüq кратрегок; xrjq x£lQÖ? 
аСтоС pyeigev aCrcov, Kai ácvÉorr|. ~  ис ж* (мл i дл ржкж кьздкиже и • i клстл • 
‘but Jesus, taking his hand, raised him, and he got up.’

Lu 24,50: ínÓLQaq tök; X£Í6°^ аитой, EŰX.óyqaEV аСтоо;. ~  í клздкигъ (икни 
csői вл&гки ia • ‘ . . .and raising His hands, He blessed them’.

Similar passages: eyeigio: Mt 3,9; Me 1,31; Lu 1,69; 3,8; Jo 20,20; énaígw: 
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 къздкигмжти 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 К7>ск(гскити, подлнАти, 
къзксстй, пост&кити 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 Károii’s Hungarian translation the verb felemelni ‘to set upright’ is 
common in these cases; later the expressions kézenfogva felemelni ‘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, 
felsegítette ‘Jesus took his hands and helped him to rise’; in Lu 24,50: kezét 
fölemelve ‘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, взять 3á руку и поднять, or поднять 
руки 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 
Hände.)

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: В. въздигна; Sr.-Cr. 
уздигнути (уздизати); Russ. в(о)здвйгнуть (в(о)здвйгать); Ukr. воз- 
двйгнути (воздвигйти); М. воздигне (воздига); Cz. zdvihnouti (zdvihati); Sík. 
zdvihnút’ (zdvihat’); P. zdwignqc; 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 énaÍQco, 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, I consider the determination more 
exact if it is qualified as a caique of appearance (phenocalque) only. (Cf. the 
aforesaid statements related to the verbs въ(с)ст\ти and въ(с)ст\влти, too.)

82. Rwi/KCAjMTH ca ~  ßamtaüco
‘to reign, to rule’. Lu 1,33: кой ßaaitaüoEi érti töv oikov ’Iaic<bß гц  aíüva<; ~  t 
къилитъ ca К7> AOMOv • скковАи • въ R'KKTii • ‘and He will reign over the house of 
Jacob for ever’ (In the Savvina Kniga rt> rt>k7>, in singular accusative.) In the later 
Church Slavic texts the non-prefixed цксх^ити ca also occurs in a similar sense; 
just as u.'KC&phCTROR&TH (ca) and пхмовлти (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 denominál formations like the Greek and Old Slavic.

In the Romanian also the denominál verbs Тпърии and domni, respectively, 
can be found. The situation is similar in Albanian, too: the base of the verb 
mbreteroj is the noun mbret (mbretör-it) ‘king, ruler’. The Hungarian uralkodni 
that can be read in Károli’s text, is derived from the ancient úr ‘reigning prince, 
chieftain’ (nowadays this noun often means simply ‘Mr.’).

The Kralice Bible uses the denominál verb kralovati ‘to reign’ (from the noun 
Král ‘king’, originally the name of Charlemagne). The Stockholm Russian 
edition applies the verb царствовать from the Church Slavic цксл^кствовлти, 
a denominál formation from цксхрк ~  цисмк < xotícrag; the continuation of 
the Russian verb has an origin common with the Old Slavic. (All these 
translations are independent of Luther’s text that used a phrase for the Greek 
and Latin denominál verbs, namely ein König sein über ‘to be a king over

The other Slavic languages have no equivalents from the etymological 
viewpoint; the Russian воцарйться, воцарйться ‘to become a czar’, and their 
Ukrainian correspondents, can be traced back to Church Slavic influence, just 
like the already mentioned цйрствовать and its Ukrainian equivalent); 
similarly as Sr.-Cr. влйдати. В., M. владёя, too. The Western Slavic verbs of 
similar formation from the name of Charlemagne (Cz. královati, Slk. krafovat', 
P. królowac, 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 цислрьсткокгкти.)

83. выткни^ ~  та űvjncrra
‘height, altitude’. Mt. 21,9: draavvoi év тоц őxj/íorovq. ~  wc*h& къ къшгшихъ- 
' . . .  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 къкость, rwcot*, къипинх 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: та 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 
та fitveo or ёк twv &vio).

The Albanian translation presents the expression te-lártet, ‘the upper ones’. 
The use of the plural in the Czech vysosti is similar to the Old Slavic and modem 
Russian solutions.

Károli interpreted the Greek (or Latin) word with magasság, and magasságos 
menny (‘height’; ‘high heaven’); later magasság became common. But in Jo 8,23 
there is felülről for the Latin de supernis or the Greek ёк tqjv avco ‘from above’.

Luther’s translation also reflects this distinction: we find in der Höhe as a rule, 
but Jo 8,23: ich bin von oben herab.

The Old 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: В. (висотй, височина); Sr.-Cr. вйипьй 
(виейна, вйсост); Russ, вышний, высотй, высокий, высокость, вышина); 
Ukr. вйшшй (висотй, високий, висоюсть, вишинй, etc.; М. вишен, вишина, 
BHumja; Cz. vysny, vysost, vysota; Sík. 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 къшкнк which can be considered a superlative of кысокь, 
occurs in plural like the Greek superlative form üv|ncrra, points to the semantic 
influence of the Greek in the expression of the special religious sense.

— Semantic caique.
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84-86. вир ькти комоу, вир  имати комоу, в-кр имити комоу ~  яютеиш tivi, 
Tiícmv ёх® Tivi (éníoreuaa)
‘to believe, to trust (to) somebody’. (In negative form: нс кчти (нс имити, нс 
имати) в-я(гы ~  of) тпсгтеш), pf| лютеСю. átnicrtÉü) Tivi)

Mt 21,32: Kai o ó k  ёяютейаате аитф ~  i нс áctc cmov в и р  • (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 в-крти (чьто, чксомоу), with 
a similar sense, as it renders the Greek tuoteúm (níoreóopai) and neiSopai; the 
negative нс в-лрти, similarly, corresponds to the privative átnicrréa).

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); 5,47; 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 Old Slavic interpreters use 
вир 1ати if they translate the aoristos of the verb лктсебсо, and вир имати or 
в-лр им-кти 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 ri>p  iath, за прккдж 
држАти, 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 
7iioT£Úa>, through the basic noun л(сггц goes back to the Indo-European root 
*bheidh, like the Greek nei&o) ‘to persuade’, rceiSopai ‘to be convinced o f ; cf. 
also Latin fidere ‘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” (tűv 
Ttíorív éxóvtcov) instead of nimenóvTíov); 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 кир; имхти. 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 лютейсо rather with ки(юкхти than with 
expressions discussed (the ratio is about 7: 5; for its reasons, see ке(к>кхти.

In the Romanian text we see the verb credea (intränsul) ‘to believe in’ in the 
passages mentioned. In the Albanian, similarly, we find a simple verb, b'ésój ‘to 
believe, to think’. Károli’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: вТрить or поварить. (In Luther’s text also, we read the simple 
word glauben with a dative government.)

The other equivalents of the Old Slavic expressions are: В. ймам вяра, ‘to 
trust in sy’; Sr.-Cr. вёрмати ‘to esteem, to take into consideration’; Sin. verjet, 
verjamem ‘to believe sy’ (see Jagic 187, p. 85); Russ, (давйть et'py кому-либо‘to 
believe to sy’); Cz. (prikládati viru komu ‘to give credence to sy’); Ukr. йняти 
eipy кому ‘to believe sy’; M. (дава вера); Slk. (dat’ vieru коти ‘id’.); P. (dawac 
wiar% коти ‘id.’); L.So. (mes za werno ‘to believe it to be true’); H.So. (тёс za 
sprawneho ‘id.’).

The Old Slavic translators apply consistently the dative government after 
Rup ьхти (-имкти, -имити), and it is conspicuous that in these cases the Greek 
лютебсо also governs the dative (mostly, so do the Latin and Gothic verbs).

Jagic (187) consisders that the expression ru p  мчти existed earlier than 
ru(k>r\ 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 ru|>orxth in Isaiah 13,3 while the later ones applied кир мсти.

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 ru(x>ratm 
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 f/хти (-имхти, -имити) and к крсхлти, namely the 
difference of the governments of the Greek and, consequently, o f the Old Slavic 
verbs. (See also the entry for ru(>orxtm.)

— Real structural caique (because of the existence of the Greek niortv exto 
and the consistent government of the verb).
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8 7 . ккрока,ти  кт> кого ~  я и т х е б о )  eí<; x i v a

‘to believe in’. In negative use: нс кирмлти ~  об tuoteúoj, ámarétű, об яеОоцои.
Jo 10,42: Kai ло^-Xoi éníaxeuaav elq aűxöv ёкеТ. í мнози ктроклшА rk ticró 

Toy • ‘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 к-врити, прлкьдж дрьжАти as well.
In the Latin text we find crediderunt in eum; in the Gothic ga-laubidedun du 

im ma, 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 
тттхебм éjtí Xivv, nioTEÓto &Я0 xivoq we find к-вров\ти komov (чесомоу) or Е-вроклти 
о чшь, отъ чего. 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 стецуотгц; Kai x®64> ‘dignity and 
charm’. (As for the content, see к-врж ькти.) »

The Romanian text applies the verb credea intränsul also here; in the Albanian 
the verb, besój ‘to believe, to think’ is used. In Károli’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 вЬровать 
(увЪровать) въ кого.

The other Slavic equivalents o f the Old Slavic word are: В. вярвам (in older 
times also обвЪ'рвам); Sr.-Cr. вёровати у что (вёрити means ‘to trust himself to 
somebody); see also the above mentioned вёрмати); M. верува; Russ, 
веровать в кого-л. (вёрить, повёрить кому-либо); Ukr. в!рувати (в!рити, 
йняти BÍpy); Cz. verovati (se) v nékoho (vériti nékomu, ríkati na véru); Sík. 
verovat 'sa ‘to swear repeatedly, to promise solemnly’ ( vérit' niekomu, v niekoho); 
P. (wierzic w kogo, komu); H.So. werowac (so) ‘to trust (oneself); L.So. 
(wérowas ‘id.’).

The Old Slavic word might have been a popular formation, and it was 
consistently applied for translating tiioteóco ец xiva, with the same government 
(except the classicizing texts of St. Luke’s Gospel); but later the verb кирити of 
simpler formation and its compound overshadowed the verb ки^к^ти, which, in 
part, took on some additional meanings. The verb к-крити later supplanted the 
expressions к-крж ькти (-имлти, -имити), 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. вистьникъ (хннелъ) ~  ó dyykXoc,
‘angel, envoy’. Lu 9,52; teal tbtéoreiXev 4ууеА.оо<; kqö ядооюяои айтоС. ~  í 
посълл кистьникъ! п р дъ  лицемк CK0LMK • ‘and Не sent his angels before his face’.

Similar loci: Lu7,27: ьяьелъ; Mt. 4,11; Me 1,13; Lu 1,11 and in a great number 
of cases.

Besides, the Greek ЗсуувАо«; occurs in the Old Slavic as a loanword: \нкелт>; in 
such cases it renders the Hebrew malakh Jahvéh ‘Jahve’s envoy’ i.e. Mt 4,11. The 
word висткникт», 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 поеллъ, посълхнкмд 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 солт. and оунсникъ). The Albanian texts contain the deverbal 
nouns zedhenes (word for word: ‘voice-giver’) and dérguar ‘envoy’. Gáspár 
Károli’s Hungarian text uses the word követ ‘envoy’, but in the meaning 
‘heavenly envoy’ the loanword angyal (in Old Hungarian angyel, from 
Ecclesiastic Latin, perhaps through a Slavic language—Old Czech or 
Croatian-Glagolitic.

In the Kralice Bible the deverbal noun posel means ‘worldly (earthly) envoy’ 
while ‘heavenly envoy’ is and’el (borrowed from Latin); in the modern Russian 
both the Old Slavic words are to be found, and instead of кистьмикь we 
sometimes read посланникъ as well (from the same root, of course, as солъ or 
посолъ). 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: късткиикъ: В. 
вёстник ‘envoy, newspaper, journal’ (вестовй ‘messenger’); Sr.-Cr. вёснйк 
‘envoy, journal, newspaper’; Russ, вестник (вёстница; вестовой ‘messenger’); 
Ukr. b í c h h k  ‘envoy, journal’ (вютовйй ‘messenger’); M. веснйк ‘envoy, 
journal’; Cz. véstník ‘envoy, bulletin, journal’; Slk. vestnik ‘id.’; P. (wieszczy 
‘predictor, diviner’); H.So. wéstnik ‘envoy’; L.So. (wescar ‘soothsayer, oracle; 
wéscis ‘to divine’, zwesc ‘news’), хньелъ (in other works also written as хнъгелъ 
and хнгелъ); В. йнгел; Sr.-Cr. ан!)ел, äHljeo; Russ, йнгел (in some dialects also
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йньдел); Ukr. ангел (in older times also янгол);М. ангел; Cz. andél; Sík. anjel; 
P. angiol, aniol; H.So. jandzel; L.So. janiéi.

—  The Old Slavic word кистьникъ 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 кпд- (Indo-European *void, cf. Greek (p)oI5a 
'I 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 a.yyc.Xoq provides the base for the 
denominál verb *ayyeL- jco < &ууеХА.ш, while in Old Slavic the suffixed noun 
К15сткник7> is a denominál derivation from the deverbal noun ructk (*véd-tis; 
this comes from the verbal root rx>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 дыкелъ, 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.)

Г

90. глм5& жгьдоу, (-жгълд) ~  л К£фоЛг| (xfy; ycovicxq)
‘cornerstone, headstone’. Me 12,10: oűxoq éyevqSq ei? KE(paX.f|v ymvíaq ~  с к гм 
къ гллкж жгьлоу • ‘ . this has become the headstone’. Similar loci: Mt 21,42; Lu 
20,17.

In later Church Slavic texts we can find жгълъыъ|й кдм7>1, 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 
o f ‘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 
(áncgoyoovíaiov) 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] кефаТ-л xf|<; yraviocq was translated into Romanian as 
кдпудъ оумгюдвй by Micu-Clain (later also capul unghiului). In the Albanian we 
see a similar construction: krye qipi, corresponding also exactly to the Latin (and 
the Greek and Old Slavic) construction.
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Károli’s Hungarian text also adheres to the original: a szegletnek fejévé, but 
the later translations use the compound szegletkő, ‘cornerstone’, just like the 
German compound Eckstein in Luther’s translation.

A similar situation is found in the Kralice Bible: hlava uhlová ‘caput angulare’ 
but in Russian we meet a genitive, as in Old Slavic: niaBá 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): клменк егоже нев^готл. зиждлюими, сей выстк ко глхку оуглА. Its 
application is not confined to Ecclesiastical style; similar word groups express 
the idea o f ‘headstone’ in everyday usage. Thus, e.g.: В. (краеъгълен KáMbic); 
Sr.-Cr. угаонй камеи; Russ, краеугольный 0мень; Ukr. (нар!жний кймень); 
М. аголен камеи; Cz. úhelny kämen; Sík. 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 anguli and 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. горкницА ~  to otvcbyaiov (ácváyaiov)
‘dining room’. Me 14,15: Kai айтсх; úpív 5eí^ei áváyatov péya éarQCűpévov 
Eioipov’ ~  í тъ rama покажет*/» го(Г7>нии.ж къкокж ■ постълАнж готокж ■ ‘ . .. And he 
himself will 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 átvwyécov and átváyaiov, 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 átváyaiov, 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 ávóuceiov, having the 
same sense, from the prefixed verb ivonceipai ‘to lie to the table’ (in an antique 
way; &vá ‘above’ and KEipai ‘to lie’). In others’ opinion, it is connected with the 
verb ávoíyvopi ‘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 ávótKeiov, seems to be a popular etymology (and perhaps 
there was such secondary influence as well), not a real etymology.

The Old Slavic word, however, is a derivate of the adjective горьик formed 
from the noun горь ‘mount, height’, thus it was based on the true etymology of 
the Greek word.
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In other Old Slavic texts горница renders the Greek words of similar meaning 
to imegraov, q ótcegcori (here it is also a caique neologism).

In later Church Slavic texts тсршк, хижа 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 тшдуос; in the Greek, turris in Latin and стлъпъ in Old Slavic. (In 
the edition of 1840 of Luther's translation we find einen großen Saal for 
coenaculum grande and ávróyaiov peya, respectively.

The Romanian word foisor ‘balcony, terrace, porticus, tower’ is perhaps the 
derivate of the noun foaie (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-lárte 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. Károli renders the Latin coenaculum into Hungarian with an attributive 
expression vacsoráid ház ‘dining house’ (its contemporary meaning was ‘room 
for supper’). In the later Hungarian versions this locus (like the Greek катаХоца 
‘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’. Károli’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 комната and горница, respectively.

Other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: В. горница ‘high place’ 
(‘surface’, ‘surplus’); Sr.-Cr. горница ‘mezzanine, entresol’; M. горница ‘wild 
pear’; горниште ‘upgrade, precipice’; Russ, горница ‘room’ (obsolete); ‘back 
room, spare room, flat roof of the Oriental houses’; Ukr. ‘id.’; Cz. (hornica 
‘woman miner’); H.So. (hórnica ‘id.’); P. (górnica ‘id.’); L.So. (górnica ‘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 górnik, 
hornik (‘miner’) which are caiques of the German Bergmann. The Slovak word, 
however, is a real caique of the German Ober or Hungarian felső ‘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, 
too).

92-93. господь домоу, господина домоу (-дома) ~  ó Ыкобестлотр^
‘master of the house’. Mt 10,25: ei xöv oiKo8ecmÓTr|v Bee^eßoöX. ёяекойестои
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itócKp (läM-ov xoúq oíkkxkoíx; autoö. ~  лште гинл домоу кельзиколл нл(шпа • 
колми плч« AOM̂ uibfibMA его ■ ‘ 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: господь домоу); Me 14,14; Lu 14,21; 22,11.
In later Church Slavic use уоз^инъ доил, домокллдетель can also be found.
In the Latin versions, as a rule, we read pater familias ‘father of the family’. It 

is only 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: стъпжнвлвй клсси and 
istäpänul 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 Károli uses consistently the word gazda ‘master, 
landlord’. The modern Hungarian translations are more diversified as they vary 
the compound word házigazda (word for word: ‘house master’) with the 
explicative-possessive construction a ház gazdája ‘the lord of the house’, and 
with the word családatya ‘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 hospodár ‘master’, but in the modern Russian 
version хозяин дома ‘master of the house’ is used.

The continuations and equivalents of the Old Slavic genitive expression occur 
in ф е biblical-liturgical language. Besides, we find other expressions in the sense 
of ‘master of the house’, thus e.g.: Russ, домовладётель and хозяин; В. 
домовладелец, домовладётел; Sr.-Cr. куЬёвласнйк, куЬегазда, куЬёглава; 
М. владател (владеач), газда (на куката), кукен власник; Ukr. хазяш, 
господ4р; дoмoвлácник; Cz. domácí pan; Sík. majitel' domu, domácí pán 
(domovypán); P. pan domu, w lasciciéi 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 гллкл жгълл. Its variants are also господина хрлмл and 
господинъ эдлиииъ. (See the following entry).
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94-95. господина %ош\  (-оу), господина эдамина ~  ó 01Ко5£ст0тг)с;
‘the master of the house’. Mt. 24,43: ’Ekeivo 5e yivcocncETE őri eí T)5ei 6 
oÍKo5ecmÓTTi<; noíqt <poX.aicrj ó к Х.еятг|<; eqxetcu, ёуег|у0дг|СТЕУ Stv ~  ha ae rai 
знлете • ако A.I ure ви кадалъ  гнъ урАМА ra кжнк стрАжж тать  придетА • бьдала  
oyRc ви • ‘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 господина 
урАминА).

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, г о с п о д и н а  урАмоу, and г о с п о д и н а  урлминл can be read in the Savvina 
Kniga for the same locus.

In the later Church Slavic use домоеладальць, хозяина дома 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 господь or г о с п о д и н а  домоу. Similarly for the Slavic 
equivalents, it should be noted, however, that the noun урлмл took on the 
meaning ‘church, cathedral’ in most Slavic languages, obviously on the basis of 
expressions like господь храмъ, господина храмъ, храминъ господина, 
храмА господи. (Similar developments can be observed in the Neo-Latin and 
German languages, too, in such words as basilica, duomo. kuqkxkóv -* kiriha, 
kirche, church, etc.) Luther’s translation, with its Hausvater and Hausherr follows 
the Latin pater familias and Greek 01ко6еая0тг|<;, respectively.

— Caique expressions.

96. гражданина ~  Ó яоАлтту;
‘fellow citizen, compatriot’. Lu 19,14: oi 5ё яоАлтоа otutou épícroov aőróv, ка! 
áméareiA.av KQeaßeiav 0я1стм абтоО ~  i граждан« смоу • ненлкидАлуж его ■ í 
посалаша moahtr*  • rá слада его ’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 г р А д ь н и к А  

and житсаь(-ина) 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: я0Хл<;: (civitas): baurgs г р А Д А  

~  яоХлтту;: (con-)civis: baurgha: гражданина.
In Lu 15,15 the Old Slavic word is житель ‘inhabitant’ for яоЯлтту; 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 житель (meaning ‘inhabitant’) is 
compared to the juridical term гражданина ‘(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 gytetár to the noun gytét ‘town’ that the Albanian language borrowed 
from Vulgar Latin with a similar phonetic development as took place in 
Romanian.

In Károli’s older Hungarian text we can find the word lakos ‘inhabitant’, in its 
modern edition: alattvaló ‘subject, dependant’ and, if the context requires, 
polgártárs ‘fellow citizen’ as well. In the modern Catholic texts, it is also 
polgártárs in Lu 19,14, but polgár ‘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. Gál-I. Kosztolányi, 1981.)

The Kralice Bible applies the word mést’ané ‘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: гражданйнъ, in Lu 15,15: житель). 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 ло>дтг|<;).

Other equivalents of the Old Slavic words are: B. гpáждaнин ‘citizen’; Sr.- 
Cr. гра^анин; M. граганин (граганец ‘townman’); Russ, гражданин ‘town- 
dweller’); Ukr. (громадянин; городянин ‘townman’); Cz. (hradcan ‘inhabi
tant of the fortress’); Slk. (hradcan ‘id.’); P. (mieszczanin); H.So. (me scan); 
L.So. (mescan).

— Semantic caique (in contrast to грхлнникъ, Codex Suprasliensis 84,2) that
K. Schumann (379, p. 34) called “echte Glied-für-Glied Übersetzung” (‘real 
part-for-part translation’). Following Vasmer and Berneker, he contrasted this 
word with житель (as mentioned before).

97. Г|>ишьмикъ ~  ó ápaQT(oX.óq
‘sinner, transgressor’. Mt 9,10: кой í5oü noX.X.oi xeAiavai кой ápaQT0)X.oi 
éX.0óvT£<; ouvotvÉKeivTO тф Чистой — £ сс мънози гукшьнии,и í мыт\(к • 
пришклыне съ иТмт,. (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 арадтоЛск; occurs more 
often than in the other three gospels taken together. The cause o f this 
phenomenon may be the circumstance that apparently the author of this gospel 
endeavours to present Jesus Christ as the real Еоатрд 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 П(гкстл;п7>ниюл, кинокхтъ, 
покинкнъ also appear.
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The Latin text interprets this locus with the deverbal noun peccaior from the 
verb peccare ‘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 
denominál noun, Siinder, consistently.

The Romanian adjective päcätos is the continuation of a Vulgar Latin 
formation *peccatosus ‘guilty, culpable’. The Albanian fajtór ‘sinner’ is the 
derivate of the noun fa j ‘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 denominál form bűnös ‘sinner’ from the 
noun bűn ‘sin’, in Károli’s text and later also, up to the present.— Besides, the 
Greek йрадтоЛос; has become a Hungarian loanword, by a Turkish-Serbo- 
Croatian mediation: martalóc ‘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 (грёшник).

It should be noted that the Old 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 аросдтоЛос; and its translations by 
corresponding nouns in the Latin, Gothic, Romanian, Albanian, Hungarian, 
German, Czech and Russian texts, we find the adjective гукшьнъ in Me 8,38; Lu 
5,9; 13,2; 19,7; Jo 9,16 and 9,24.

The equivalents of the Old Slavic word exist in every Slavic language: B. 
грешник; Sr.-Cr. грёшнйк; Russ, грешник; Ukr. гршшик; M. грешник; Cz. 
hfisnik; Sík. 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 йрадтоЛо«;, Latin peccator and 
Gothic fravaurhts, in contrast to the Old Slavic where usage alternated between 
гршкмикъ 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 ацадтоЛсх;
‘woman sinner’. Lu 7,37: Kai I8oi> yuvp ртц f|v év тр rcóA.£i ацадтсоАхх;, ~  I се 
женх къ грлди • иже ки гршкниид • ‘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 пр-ьстжпъниил, покинкнь can also 
be seen.

For interpreting the feminine Greek word ц йрартсоАхх; ‘woman sinner’ in the 
studied texts (except Hungarian) we can find the feminine forms of the 
corresponding “substantiva mobilia”: the Latin peccatrix, Gothic fra-vaurhta, 
Luther’s German Sünderin, Romanian päcätoasä, Albanian fajtóre, Czech 
hrisnice, Russian гр-Ьшница. In the Hungarian, of course, the word bűnös is 
unchanged in these passages, too, but in the Gál-Kosztolányi text (1981) 
rosszhírű nő ‘defamed woman’ also occurs (Lu 7,39).

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are formed on the base of a 
uniform principle: В. грешница; Sr.-Cr. грешница; Russ, трёшница; Ukr. 
граница; L.So. grésnica; H.So. hresnica; P. grzesznica; Slk. hriesnica; Cz. 
hrisnice; M. грешница.

— Semantic caique. (See also the above-said related to гришьникъ.)

Л

99. десАтинж д т т и  ~  ботобекатосо
‘to decimate, to give the tithe (tenths): Lu 11,42: бЛА.а ouai űpív тоц  
фарюаюк;, őrt бтобекатоСте то f|5úoopov Kai tő nfyyavov Kai nav A.áxavov 
Kai яарерхестЭе Tqv kqíoiv Kai ttiv átyánqv тоб 9eou. ~  Нъ горе кхмъ ■ 
флрис-ъомъ • tKO десдтинж дьете отъ мдтъ1 • í пигхнъ • Í кксикого зелки • i мимо 
родите сждъ í люкокк бжшж • ‘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 бекатру 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 бсяобекатебю. As for the Old Slavic, and later Church Slavic the expression 
is sometimes replaced by the prefixed denominál verb отъдесАтьсткоклти (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 denominál verb 
verzehnten and the expression geben den Zehnten, as it is in Greek and Latin.

The Romanian texts present the verb е̂ч8й or the expression da zeciuialä; the 
latter may reflect Latin, Greek, Old Slavic or even Hungarian influence.

Similarly, the Albanian japljep, ap; -dháshe, dha, dhenéltö-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 Károli yet; he used the 
verb megdézsmálni (a loanword derived from the Latin decimare) which today is 
a synonym for lopni ‘to steal’, or dézsmáját 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 desátky dávati; similarly, in the modern Russian 
text, дать десятину occurs.

Phrases identical with or similar to the Old Slavic expression can be found in 
all the Slavic languages: В. дйвам десетйната; Sr.-Cr. дати десетйну; Russ, 
дать десятйну; Ukr. дйвати десятйну; М. дава десетина; Cz. dávati desátky; 
Sík. dávat' 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 of each 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. длъжьникъ ~  6 ócpeiA-ÉTTy;
‘debtor; sinner’. Mt 6,12: <bq кой рцеТ<; Зирркацеу xoíq ó«peiX.ÉTai<; fincöv • ~  tko 
í мы »тъпоуштьемъ дльжьникомъ нашимъ • ‘ . . .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 длъжьнъ выти ‘to be indebted’, ‘to be a sinner’.)

As for Lu 7,41, the Greek original applies the pleonastic compound 
XQeoqjetLÉTqq.

The Old Slavic word renders the Greek present participle óipeítaov, too, in 
later texts. In later Church Slavic (по)длъжвмъ, закиниеъшь 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 диторникь or datornic and gre$it (this 
latter is of Slavic origin with the same etymology and sense as грЪшьникъ). In 
the Albanian we meet the noun fajtor, which, as we have seen, belongs to the 
Albanian synonyms of АцадтоЛсх;; sometimes, the Latin loanword debitor or 
detór can also be found in this sense.

In the Hungarian, Károli used the expression ellenünk vétett or vétkező ‘the 
sinner against us’ in some loci, and the noun or adjective adós ‘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 ellenünk 
vétkezők in the Lord’s Prayer, and adós 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 должнйкъ or долженъ (originally: длкжкник7> and 
дл'лжкнк, resp.)

The Old Slavic word has equivalents in all the other Slavic languages: B. 
длъжник; Sr.-Cr. дужнйк; Russ, должнйк; Ukr. должник; M. должник; 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 
óipeiA-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. длъжкнъ къ1ти (дллжкмъ есть) ~  őtpetXÉTr|<; el vat, ótpeíX.o)
'to be indebted, to be obliged’; ‘to be a sinner’. Jo 13,14: oov ёую evu|/a őptov 
тойс; nódaq ó kúqioi; кой 5i5áoKa7.oq, кай űpetq ótpeíA-ete áTArttaov vítcteiv xoíx; 
Jióbotq ~  мпте оуко лзъ оум-муъ к\ши нозжТк í оучителк ■ í rt>i длъжьии естс 
[Л(юугл] д(»оугоу • оуммк^ти нозж • ‘thus, if i washed your feet, as the master and 
teacher, ye are also obliged to wash the feet of each other’. Similar loci: Mt 18,28 
(bis); 23,16; 23,18; Lu 7,41; 13,9; 16,5; 16,7; 17,10; Jo 19,7.

From among these, it is Lu 13,4 where the expression ótpetXéxriq el vat occurs 
that is the real basis of длъжкнт. bwth; in the other enumerated passages the 
Greek author uses the verb ótpeítao.

Church Slavic uses длъжкнъ кмти and киноккиъ (киноклтъ, прстжпкнъ) 
въ1ти, respectively.

In the Latin also, the simple (fully assimilated compound) verb debere (from 
*de-habere) can usually be read; it is only 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'omanian f t  dator ‘to be a debtor’ is a similar phrase. The Albanian kám 
detyre, however, points to a Latin syntagm debitum habere ‘to have debt’.

The Hungarian translation of Károli makes alternate use of the expression 
adósnak lenni ‘to be a debtor’ and the verb tartozni ‘to owe, to be indebted’, but, 
according to the sense, the phrase bűnösek voltak (Lu 13,4: ‘they were[more] 
culpable’) is used just like the Romanian: au fost mai päcätosi, and the Albanian
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ishire fajtóre 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: 
виновнее были, although in the other loci they use dlitzen byti and должен быть, 
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 у  wy mate geden druhému nohy omyvati. In L.So. text of Jakubica: Так 
tefch wie warn те/chi foebu derifche tef! /noogy wumywatcz.)

— Partly real structural caique, partly semantic caique; cf. the entry for 
длъжкникъ, too.

102. доврл рол* ~  eűvevnc
‘high-born, noble’. Lu 19,12: äv&e«>T0<; ti;  eüyevfi; йлоребЭг) eit; /tbpav 
paKßäv ~  чкъ «теръ доврл ролл 1де мл стрлнж дллече • ‘A high-born man went 
away to a far country’.

' The later Church Slavic texts alternate the adjectives вллгородънъ, доврородънъ 
with the expressions во1лрксклго родоу, к. стлкоу 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 
‘I have known’. The Gothic gödakunds, 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 Old Slavic (and, 
indirectly, the Greek); the noun neam is a Hungarian loanword in Romanian 
(nem), meaning ‘kinship, race’. The Albanian i-fisqim 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 előkelő ember ‘highborn man’ and főember ‘chief person’ 
are also used.

In the Kralice Bible we find a genitivus qualitatis, rodu znamenitého, similarly 
to the modern Russian translation: высокого рода.

The Old Slavic genitivus qualitatis was later displaced by the compound 
adjective доврородънъ. Its correspondents, however, except Russian, are less 
often used in the other Slavic languages; instead, we can find the equivalents of 
вллгородънъ (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. довроткориги ~  átyatSoTtoiém
‘to do good to, to benefit sy’ Lu 6,35: n^qv йуаяате той; ёу&рой; up&v Kai
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áryaíkmoiEtTe. . . ~  овАче л ю б и т с  к а ш а  í  б л а г о т в о р и т « . . .  ‘Love more your 
enemies; do good to them’.

Instead of the generally used влАготкорити we find довроткорити in the 
Ostromir. In later Old Slavic (Church Slavic) texts it is used for rendering 
Ебееуетео), and can also alternate with доБродигАТи, баагодшати,
БЛАГО ДИТеЛБСТКОКАТИ.

As for the non-Slavic languages, see the entry БЛАГоткорити.

In the Kralice Bible we can read the adequate expression dobfe einte; in the 
Russian edition of Stockholm, however, the common благотворить 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 
БЛАготкорити that the initial constituents благо- and довро- besides the verb 
ткорити, can also be added to the verbs чинити and дтти (д -шати, д  плати). But, 
except the Russian добротворить 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. домоккное пристлкление, домокьно« пристАкьстко ~  q oixovopicx 
‘management of property, stewardship’. Lu 16,2: битобод töv Xóyov rfjq 
oÍKovopíaq oou ~  къздаждб отъкнтъ о пристлклении домовкнием?, • ‘Give 
account of your management’. (In the Nikolja Gospel: пристлкБсткл твоего.)

As for the word пристлклши« it is common in the archaic gospels; п и̂стакбстко 
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 
п и̂стакбстко, 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 твоего as 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, e1260, ei132, e1443, e377, e33, e22. 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 домоузакононичбство or домострой respectively, and we can find the 
expressions за осъмотрение or оуужждение хозяйства, too.
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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 Old Slavic word is a hapax legomenon in the gospel texts discussed: in Lu 
16,3 and 16,4 we can read the expression строение домоу (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 де^гетюрие 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 Károli we find the noun sáfárság ‘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 
denominál verb folnagykodni o f similar meaning, for which the basic word was 
folnagy<falunagy, word for word ‘village major, judge’ (in modern Hungarian 
the word Fónagy has remained as a rare surname). The modern Catholic 
Hungarian versions use the juridical term vagyonkezelés ‘management of goods’ 
or the more popular intézőség ‘stewardship, managership’.

In the Kralice Bible we find vládarství in the cited locus; in the Russian edition 
of Stockholm управлёше (in Lu 16,3 more fully: управлёше домомъ).

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 приставство 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 wládarstwj.

— 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 пристхкьстко, it is a 
nomen abstractum from the deverbal noun пристькъ which occurs in the 
Southern and Eastern Slavic languages and means primarily ‘a judiciary 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 poroszló ‘bailiff’ and also pörosztó ‘id.’ (with an 
interesting popular etymology: pör ‘process at law’ and osztó ‘distributor, 
manager’). In Medieval Latin it often occurs as pristaldus ‘id.’ (Cf. Kniezsa 221, 
Vol. 1/1, p. 439-440).

106-107. AOMMIIKNIAIA, AOM&IMTKN/XbN ~  OÍ OlKlOdCOÍ
‘household, inmates of the house’. Mt 10,25: sí xöv oÍKo5ecmÓTr)v BeeX^eßoüA, 
ёлекойестосу, rtócrtp paAAov xoúq oíkiockoík; ctüiou. ~  ммтс гинь домоу 
келкзъколь ньршА • колми иьче аоммикн1аьх его ■ ‘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 доммпкнШ, 
(юдт.сткемкники(!), челядь 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) casä ‘house’ with the Church Slavic suffix of nomen 
agentis -никъ. In the Albanian, similarly to Romanian, we find the adjective 
form shtepiák, the derivate of the word shtepi ‘house’. In the Hungarian, Gáspár 
Károli translated this locus with the expression (ház)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 család ‘family’, coming of the Slavic чимлдк ‘people 
of the house’).

In the Kralice Bible the plural of the adjective domácí occurs; similarly, in the 
modern Russian we find дох^шние.

The other equivalents of the Old Slavic adjective are: В. noviáineH; Sr.-Cr. 
домйЬй); Russ. flOMáuiHuü (домовой); Ukr. дoмáшнiй (домовйй, домовит); 
M . домашен (домороден); Cz. (domácí, domovy); Sík. (domácí); 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 oíkiockcx; (or the Latin domesticus, 
respectively, among the Catholic Slavs).
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108. домоштъ (челокикъ), (домовита) ~  ó oÍKo8eoTtóxr|<; (üvßQwvoq)
‘father of the family’. Mt 13,52: 8ia xouxo rtaq yeappaxeix; paOrixeuOeiq xfj 
ßaoiA^iqt xcov oügctvüv őpoióq éoxiv ávOQíbrccp oiKoSecmóxi], ~  сего р\ди
KhCUKT. КЪНИЖКНИКЪ • НЛОУЧЬ CA IисткиЮ HCRCKOVMOV • ПОДОБКНЪ естъ ч'коу
домокитоу • ‘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: ссмксткснъ, им-ыжштыи флмиликк, too.
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 Old 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 
гвсполимт. ломсу, and for the latter the text of the Assemani uses госполк

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 oÍKoSecntóxriq, 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.

Károli’s Hungarian text applies the words Gazda ‘host, master’, gazdaember 
(word for word ‘masterman’, later: ‘husbandman’). In the later Catholic 
versions, it is simply családatya ‘head of the family’ on the basis of the Vulgata; 
recently, it has been interpreted as gazda ‘host’ or házigazda ‘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 hospodár similarly to the Latin homo 
pater familias but, more precisely, with the sense ‘husbandman’. The modern 
Russian version uses the simple хозяинъ ‘husbandman’ or хозяинъ дома 
‘master of the house’.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: В. домовит 
(домовник); Sr.-Cr. (домйЬин); Russ, домовитый (-ая); Ukr. домовйтий 
(хазяйновйтий); М. (домакин, домакинка); Cz. domovity; Sík. domovity 
‘commodious, liveable'; P. (domowy ‘of the house’); L.So. (domownik 
‘caretaker, doorman’); H.So. (domowny ‘of the house’, domownik ‘concierge, 
house porter, janitor’, domoródny ‘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. лрьждвкн'ь ~  Keáxicrcoi;
‘strongest, best, respectable, honourable’. Lu 1,3: й5ос,е кберо!
no(Qr|Ko^oi)9r|KÓTi ätvfodev itöioiv dtKQißox; aoi YQá\|/at, KQÓmme
0Б0ф1^£, ~  1 3КОДИ CA í MKHT ХОЖДЫЛЮ ■ Í С П(7>КД ПО КСК)(Ъ • КЪ Í СТИНА ПО jIAAOV •
пслти тсбт • слдвъны т’софилс • ‘it seemed to me also (good) . . .  to write unto 
Thee precisely, one after the other, oh respectable Theophilus’.

The interpretation дмикыгьнъ of the apostrophe kq&tiote can be found in the 
Zographus only; in the other archaic codices we read слдккнъ ‘glorious’. 
However, this sense of дрьждкьнъ was detected by K. Schumann in the 
Psalterium Sinaiticum (15a 19 and 15b 1), too.

In later Church Slavic влдго(»лънъ, пркъс^одънъ, ндилоуныиь, too.
The word in the Latin text, optime, shows that the Old Slavic gospel 

translations apply the adjective дрьждкьнъ in the same sense as the Psalterium 
Sinaiticum. The basic meaning of the Slavic word points directly to the Greek: 
то kqóitoi;: кдаткттод ~  Д(»ьждкд: дркждкьнъ. 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 
-кнъ).

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, прввне 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 pushtéqim (pushtétshem) fort ‘very powerful’.

Károli’s Hungarian text uses the simple positive degree of the adjective jó, 
‘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 кдатштг ‘optime’ was the official apostrophization of the Roman 
procurators and other functionaries of higher degree, and István 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) tiszteletreméltó ‘respectable, honourable’.

151



In the Kralice Bible we can find the epitheton vyborny ‘eminent, excellent’; in 
the Russian edition of Stockholm the compound драгопоучтённый (word for 
word: ‘highly esteemed’) expresses the high appreciation of the person 
addressed.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: B. дъpжáвeн ‘stately’ 
(държелйв ‘vigorous’); Sr.-Cr. државнй ‘stately’ (држёЬ ‘strong’); Russ, 
державный ‘powerful, mighty’; Ukr. держйвний ‘stately’; M. државен ‘id.’; 
Cz. drzavny ‘stately’; Slk. 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 o f the Old Slavic only; the meanings ‘strong, 
good’ of the other Slavic languages come from its relation to the verb лркжьти, 
and the meaning ‘stately’ has its origin in the immediate relation to дркжА.кл 
‘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. доууокьнъ ~  Ttveugormcóq, той TtVEÚpaToq
‘spiritual, ghostly, psychical’. Lu4,14: KaiÚ7téorQev(>evóTr|aoij<;évTfj óuváuet 
той rcveűgocTot; eí<; tf|v  ГaA.tA.aiav' ~  i къзкрти ca Гсъ • къ сили дхокънви • къ 
гллил-иж • (Marianus text.) ‘and turned back Jesus, in the power of the Spirit, to 
Galilea’.

The adjective доуховкнъ occurs here as the rendering of a concrete possessive 
construction; as for its abstract meaning пувицатпссх;, an example is cited by K. 
Schumann from the Euchologium Sinaiticum (379): аъ п-кстрсь доухоккильх7' 
‘in spiritual [ =  pneumatical] songs’.

In later Church Slavic we also find доушкккнъ, ксдмь доуши сжштый and 
бссплотънъ •

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: къ пвтери Д8у8л8и, or 
later intru puterea Duhului ‘with (or: in) the power o f the Spirit’. A similar 
solution can be read in Albanian: me fugin’e Fry mese.

In Károli’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: въ сштУ духй, 
and in the Kralice Bible: v m od Ducha.
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The Old 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 denominál 
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 aovxokkmv, (cf. the cited locus of Psalterium Sinaiticum).

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: В. духовен; Sr.-Cr. 
духовйн; Russ, духовный (духовый); Ukr. духовний (духовий); M. духовен; 
Cz. duchovny; Sík. duchovny; P. (duchowy); L.So. duchownv: H.So. duchowny 
(duchowy).

— Real structural caique, with the Greek adjective луеоратисск; as its model. 
The Western Slavic words came into being under Latin (perhaps also German) 
influence as parallel developments; a supposition of a common Proto-Slavic (or 
Pre-Slavic) origin does not seem to be an indispensable hypothesis.

111. Аоушж полмлти ~  tf|v vja>xf|v TiSévai 
‘to give one’s life for somebody’.

Jo 10,11: 6 noipf|V 6 каХсх; xqv vlmxfiv afrrou tiSqaiv imeg xcbv ngoßcmov ~  
плст7>1(»к довры полыжетъ лшж сконк зл 0ККН.А • (Zographus text.) 'the good 
shepherd gives his life for his lambs’. [Tqv il/oxfiv "riUr|cnv ~  доушж полжгжеть 
means, word for word: ‘he puts (down) his soul (for somebody).] Similar 
passages: Me 3,4; Lu 6,9.

The Old Slavic noun aoviiií 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 сггьажти Авушж, отъджти жизнь зж кого, 
жеркоклти жизнь, too.

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 tödten i.e. ‘to 
leave (to destroy, to kill) life’.

In the corresponding passages the Romanian text uses the noun süßet (a 
masculine noun, but originally neutral in the Balkano-Latin). In the Albanian 
the noun jete  means ‘life, being, existence’, consequently, the translation was not 
strictly a “décalquage”.

Similarly, in the Hungarian text of Károli a jó  Pásztor életét adja a juhokért 
‘the Good Shepherd gives his life for the sheep’ is found, i.e. Károli did not 
follow the Greek vj/охл 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: a jó  pásztor életét adja juhaiért.

In contrast to these, the Kralice Bible contains an expression fully 
corresponding to the Old Slavic: dusi pokládati. But the Russian text of 
Stockholm is different: полагйть жизнь, word for word: ‘to put down (as a 
pawn) one’s life’. ■;

The other equivalents of the Old Slavic expression: В. (дйвам душй моя 
з а . ..); Sr.-Cr. (положити живот з а . . .); Russ, положить душу з а . . .  Ukr. 
(вйдати життя з а . . . );  М. полага душа з а . . .  Cz. poloziti dusiza nékoho; Sík. 
(dusu dat’ za); P. (dac sw oje zy cie za со); L.So. (das swoju dusu);. H.So. (dac 
swoju dusu).

In the cited expressions the word dúsa 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, too).

— Real structural caique expression. In the languages of the Byzantinian- 
cultured peoples it is of 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. дъштиил ~  to rctvaidSiov
‘writing table, tablet’. Lu 1,63: кой ойтрсто«; rcivoodöiov eyQav|tev Xéycov 
TmávvriqéarivővouoiocŐToi). ~  1исп(кииклъштицжнлпсх • гла • íobN7> естъ ima 
ёмоу • ‘and asking for a writing board, he wrote saying: “John is his name.” ’

In Church Slavic texts of Russian redaction дофечкх 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 Täfelein ‘tablet’ is a precise explanation in German for the Greek 
(or Latin) original.

In the Romanian texts we find the Greek loanword пхнекиль, 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.

Károli’s Hungarian' text gives the simple interpretation tábla ‘tablet’, 
reflecting partly its Latin (and maybe, Greek) original; the later Hungarian 
versions use kis tábla ‘small tablet’ (1967) and, more precisely, írótábla ‘writing 
tablet’ (1973, 1981).
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In the Kralice Bible the word desticka is a double diminution, just like the 
Russian дощечка; its basic word, deska (doska) comes out, in the last analysis, 
of the Greek Sicncoq, just as the German Tisch, too, and the English dish.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: В. дъсчйца; Sr.-Cr. 
дйшчица; Russ, (дощечка); Ukr. (дощечка, досточка); M. доскица; 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)’; in common usage they have 
not the sense ‘writing table’. So the Old Slavic word seems to have been an 
occasional formation after the Greek model: niva^: nivaodSiov ~  ,\ъск\: 
дъштиид (with adoption of the meaning).

— Real structural caique; but it can be considered as a semantic caique, too.

113. дьнекьммь ч р д \  ~  f| £(pr)peeia
‘daily turning’, ‘priestly class’, ‘priests’ succession one by one’. Lu 1,5: ’Eyeveto 
év тац fipépau; 'Ндфбои ßam^Eax; xfjq TouSaíaq ÍEQEÚq тц óvópaxi Zayagiat; 
it, é<prm£QÍa<; ’Aßia, ~  въктъ къ дьни 1(юд\ цу-к • Ыдеикл • lepi етер, lmcncwk 
ЗАулрии • отъ дкнекънъиА чрдъ! írhmía • ‘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 дьнскьнмл слоужвл or дьнскьнок 
слоужеыик and, in another sense: (>адъ1 or очердь скАщеньническиуь чрдъ  ■

This Old Slavic way of interpretation is found in the Zographus only; in the 
Marianus we read the loanword ефимери* (in the Assemani: сфиис^ив). 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 тт| tá^et тту; 
étpripeQÍat; is rendered by къ чиноу чрды  crocia •

The components of the expression can be found in every Slavic language, but 
in the above-mentioned form (for rendering étprpEQÍa) they are characteristic of 
the Old 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 kunjis seinis ‘in the order of his clan’). Both of these interpretations are 
erroneous, because the basic meaning of étpripegía 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 Old High German gospel harmony Otfrid versifies the above- 
mentioned loci in this way: Zit nuard tho gireisot, Thaz er giang furi got (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, ut ille 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 дин 
рждв лл процеци and din ceatä presteascä. In the Albanian the translation prej 
femijes's' Aviajt seems to be inexact, as femije means ‘family’.

Károli’s Hungarian text does not leave any doubt in Lu 1,8: Lön pedig mikor a 
részre osztott papságnak rendi szerint 'it happened, however, when according to 
the order of the priesthood, divided into parts. . but later: rendjének sorában 
(‘in the succession of his order’. In the modern Catholic versions: osztályának 
rendjében ‘in the order of his class’ (1967) and osztályának sorrendjében ‘in the 
sequence of his class’ (1973, 1981).

The Kralice Bible interprets Lu 1,8 similarly: v porádku trídy své, just like the 
modern Stockholm edition of the Russian text: въ порядкЪ своёй чреды.

As it was mentioned above, the words дкмеккмъ and ирдл have their 
equivalents in all the Slavic languages.

—Caique expression; a prefixed compound is translated so that the first 
component of the Old 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 “ Lehnübertragung” by Schumann, 
although in my opinion, it should be called “Lehngliedzusatz” in his 
terminology; the parallel £cpr|peeia ~  akncekhma чридл resembles the parallel 
ракроЭицюу ~  длъготк п̂а 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”.

e

114. ели жикъ [сжштк] ~  qpt9avq<; [<bv]
‘half-dead’, word for word: ‘hardly alive (living; (being)’; but the Greek word 
means primarily: ‘half-dead’]. Lu 10,30: o'v Kai EKbúaavxeq aüxöv Kai tiXr\yiq 
kníMvxcc, 6cTtf|7.9ov átpévxei; qpiOavf) ~  (же í съклышпе í • í тзкы къзложише 
отидоша í остлвьше í ели жикъ сжштк • ‘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: 
ели живого сжштл, Nikolja Gospel: елж жикь сжштк, Ostromir: ели жикл сжштл. 
In later Old (Church) Slavic texts of Russian redaction the variant кдкл жикъ can 
also be found. Similarly the compound полвмрктъ and the forcibly descriptive 
expression ии жикъ, ми мрктвъ occur.
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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 Károli’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 едвй живой, 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 еле живой 
with the same sense as in Old Slavic).

The other equivalents of the Old Slavic expression are: В. (полумъртъв); 
Sr.-Cr. полумртав; Russ, ележивой (едвй живой, полуживой, полу
мёртвый); Ukr. (полумёртвий); М. (полужйв); Cz. (polomrtvy); Sík. (ро- 
lomrtvy); Р. (pólzywy, 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 mórt). The Polish 
pólzywy (and through this the Russian полуживой) seems to correspond to the 
Latin semivivus. The Old Slavic expression, considering the equivalents of ели 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).

Ж

115. жестосркли« ~  f] окХ.г)докад5{а
‘hard-heartedness, heartlessness’ Mt 19,8: őri Mooöofjq ngöq xf|v
CTKAriQOKOcQöíav úpwv éjiéTQ£»|/ev űpiv arco^üoai iái; yuvaiKaq űpa>v ~  tko

157



мост по жепж|гллию клшемоу поколи клмъ поустити ж«нл| клша (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 жестъкъс|>ьлие varies with немиломьдьмость.
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 Old High German uses genitive 
expressions like the Latin: herti herzen and hertida herzen and so does Luther’s 
translation: Herzens Härtigkeit which corresponds to the Latin text (but in 
German we can find Hartherzigkeit, too).

The Romanian invärtosarea 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: Szívetek 
keménysége ‘the hardness of your heart’ in all the three passages, but in the later 
versions'we usually find keményszívűség ‘hard-heartedness’.

In the Kralice Bible the translation of this locus is tvrdost srdca, corresponding 
to the Latin; in the modern Russian it is жестокосёрд1е, which is a later variant 
of the Old Slavic compound (and has Church Slavic antecedents).

The other Slavic equivalents o f the Old Slavic word are: В. (твърдост на 
сърце, каменно сърце); Sr.-Cr. тврдо ерце; Russ. жесто(ко)сердие; Ukr. 
жорстокосёртсть; М. (жестина на ерце); Cz. (tvrdé srdce); Sík. (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. житие ~  6 ßiog 6 noquovSu;
‘sustenance’; ‘wealth’. Me 12,44: аСтр 8é £к tf)<; ú отерт) стеа)<; afrtfji; raevra оста 
elxev gßaA^v, 5>-ov töv ßiov абтгц; ~  л си отъ лишение скоего • кксе елико (мълше 
къкр>же кьсе житье ское • ‘she, however, gave everything from her poverty that she 
possessed, all her sustenance’.

Lu 16.11: ei ouv év та) 451кср napoavqi tucttoí oűk éyévecjík, то á^r|9ivöv тц  
úplv JuoTEÚCTEi; ~  лште оуко къ неп^лккдьн-ьмь жити! • не къкте к̂ (»ьни • 
къ  итин нтиь къто клык • кт|>ж 1мет71 • ‘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 житие 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 млмонт
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(млионь). According to Gesenius its original form was ]TDDQ ‘treasure’; in 
Greek with assimilation, also -цц- 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 житие in a vider 
sense than it had later. As the later texts show, житие was also used for 
interpreting sometimes ßicoou; ‘living’, TQoepq ‘nourishing’, (ivacrteotpfi ‘way of 
living’ and яоХлтБоца ‘government, constitution’. Perhaps it was because of this 
polysemy that the Aramaean loanword м&монл was restituted (or left 
uninterpreted) in the other three manuscripts. The Old Slavic and later Church 
Slavic texts used also the synonyms жикоть and жизнь in similar meanings, but 
they also used, more precisely, the words мление, к'ыжикление and им-ьние, 
коглткстко, in the sense ‘wealth’.

The Latin gospel texts, as already mentioned, also preserved the Aramaism 
(except Me 12,44 where, of course, we read victus ‘living, victuals’. In the Gothic, 
however, we find a very expressive compound: farihu praihus (word for word 
‘wealth-abundance’.) The Old 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 o f 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 toßioq 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, Károli’s translation is very instructive. In Me 
12,44 the poor woman gives ‘all her living’ (minden ö élését); in the modern 
Protestant and Catholic versions: ‘all her wealth’ (egész vagyonát) or ‘all her 
sustenance’ (egész megélhetését). But in Lu 6,16 he interpreted the Aramaism as 
‘by the false riches’ (a hamis gazdaságon). 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 gazdaság ‘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 пропитёние for the one, 
and богётство for the other.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: В. житиё ‘life’: ‘life 
and legends of a saint in the hagiography’; Sr.-Cr. жйЬе ‘life’; Russ, житиё 
‘hagiography’, житьё ‘life’ (житьё-бытьё ‘everyday life’); Ukr. житиё ‘hagio
graphy; життя ‘life’ (життя-буття ‘living, subsistence’); M. (жити бога ‘on my 
honour, I swear by God’; живеачка ‘life’); Cz. z it i‘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 житие, namely, жикотъ, жизнь, 
жикленик also have their correspondents in the living Slavic languages, and in 
Southern and Eastern Slavic they have replaced its older common meanings 
while житие 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 kt>ithc): житьё-битьё.

As for the synonyms, the correspondents have acquired some other meanings: 
жикотъ has also taken on the meaning 'womb, belly’; жито ‘cereals’, ‘wheat’ or 
‘rye’; жикмыик ‘nourishment’. In Western Slavic, the correspondents of житие 
have been preserved, though they are obsolete or have the meaning ‘way of 
life’ and are also reduplicated with the correspondents of къ1тие.

— Semantic caique, as it renders, in both cases, a special meaning of the 
original Koivf) Greek, and in its later Church Slavic sense (‘hagiography’ ~  
‘ßioq’), of Byzantine Greek.

117. житомирше ~  to mxopeTQiov
'weighed-out wheat, share of victuals’. Lu 12,42: öv катаотрои ó kóqio<; árú 
xf]q ÖEgomeíai; aőxoü xou öiöóvai év коаеф xó aixopexßiov ■ ~  егоже постлкитъ 
гнъ н^дъ ломоыь скоемь • дьтти къ кр;мА житоми(юниб. '. . .whom his master 
superimposed over his servants, to issue them their part of victuals in time’.

The Church Slavic M-tsjw *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 Gebühr 'allowance, annuity’ here.
There Romanian version, following the Latin, applies the syntagm mäsurä de 

gräu 'measure of wheat’. In the Albanian, however, we find the expression 
ushqimin e-ndrae which is like a transitional solution compared to Károli’s 
Hungarian text: rendelt eledel 'the ordered meal’.

In the modern versions we read élelmük 'their victuals’, and in the Catholic 
versions Ijúza mérték szerint 'wheat according to the measure’, búzarész 'wheat 
share’ (1967) or részük az élelemből '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 л̂-ъвх, 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 жито, however, are known from other Slavic 
languages, too, in the sense 'cereals’. Such compounds are, e.g.: Russ, 
житопроводйтель (-ница) ‘corn-dealer, grain-broker’; Sr.-Cr. житород 'corn 
yield’; M. житороден ‘corn-growing’; Ukr. житородний ‘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<; ~  жито +  jiétqiov ~  мнение.

3

118. (къ) заимъ дмати ~  Savéiba), хб<*<°
‘to lend, to loan’. Lu 6,34: Kai éácv 5aveí слуге uolq’ é v  iXníC,£t£ Xaßeiv, noía űpív 
Х^ец [éarív]; Kai ipaQTioXoi йсцадтоЛоц Saveí^oucnv íva inoLaßiocn v та íoa  
~  í Аште къ за!мъ даттс • отъ и’их'ьже ч\ете късприьхти • кат; kam )скала есть • (во í 
Г(гвшьнии.и гршкникомъ къ загмъ давить • да късп|)имжтъ рАкънА. ‘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 съсждити (сжжждати), 
одолжити, съдолжати, too.

Similar passages: Lu 6,35; 11,5. In the latter the aoristos of xeáw (мхеЛйО 
occurs.

As for the Latin text, we find the expression mutuum dare in Lu 6,34 and 35 
(but the simple verb Joenerari 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 kölcsönt 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 kölcsönöz also 
occurs later, and the now common compound (primarily) denominál expression 
of adverb + verb kölcsönadni, 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 дать взаймы (plural of дать взаёмъ).

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic expression are: В. дйвам на 
зйем; Sr.-Cr. дати у 3ájaM; Russ, дать взаймы; Ukr. (дйти впозички, 
позичйти); М. (заема); Cz. (dávati na úvér); Sík. dávat'na úver, 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 auf Kredit. 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 Old Slavic expression was originally 
invented by the Slav Apostles as a caique neologism.

119. злимолхкьи.к ~  ó SavEiorpc;
‘creditor’ Lu 7,41: 8óo ygeoipei^étai f|aav Saveiarfj tivi ~  ды и длъжкникх 
кихшете зммодхккцю . ‘A creditor had two debtors’. (Word for word:
‘There were two debtors [belonging] to a creditor.’)

In later Church Slavic texts съсждодьтелк and одолжителк 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 къмьтхрникъ ‘usurer’ (a New Byzantine 
Greek loanword with Church Slavic suffix), later only cämätar. The Albanian 
compound hua-dhenes corresponds exactly to the Old Slavic.

Károli’s Hungarian translation contains ‘lending man’ (kölcsönző ember); 
later the word hitelező ‘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” (ь):

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: B. 3aeMoaáBeu; Sr.- 
Cr. 3ajMonáeau; Russ. заимод4вец; Ukr. 3aHMonáeeub; M. за)модавец, 
заемодавец; Cz. (úvérca); Sík. ([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. зьконослрителк ~  ó vopo8t8ácncaX.o<;, ó vopiKÓq
‘jurisconsult, legist, teacher of law’. Lu 5,17: tcod ijoav KaOppevoi (fiapiomoi 
Kai vopoSiSáoKatan ~  i K-tuqc* с-кдлште фашиста • i зхконооунитслс • . .and
there were sitting Pharisees and teachers of law’. Similar locus: Mt 22,35, but 
vopiKÓ  ̂ ‘legist’ is in the Greek text here.

In later Church Slavic texts зхконкникъ and зхконокидт. 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 invátátor légii and invä{ätor 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 denominál noun nomtar can be read.

Károli’s Hungarian text applied the expressions a törvények doktorai ‘the 
teachers of the laws’ and törvénytudó ‘legist’ (word for word: ‘knower of law’); 
the latter has become common in H ungarian, though in a number of translations 
the word írástudó ‘scribe, exegetist’ (literarily: ‘writing-knower’) replaced it.

In the Kralice Bible the compound zákonoucitelé follows the classical 
languages (and it maybe a preserved Moravianism as well); the Russian text 
adheres to the use of the Old Slavic here.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: В. законоучйтел 
(законовёд); Russ, законоучйтель (obsolete); Sr.-Cr. (познйвалац зйкона); 
M. (законозналец) ‘teacher of religion’; Ukr. (законозмвець); Cz. zákono- 
ucítele (znaly zákonűv); Sík. (znaly zákonov); 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. зьконьникь ~  6 vopuccx;
‘legist, Scribe’. Lu 7,30: oi 5Ё qxxpioaioi Kai oi vopiKoi xqv ßoo>.f|v той Эеой 
fl9ÉTT|aav etq éauxoói;, pq ßannCT&evxe  ̂vn айтой ~  флриск! же i ;икоикнии.и 
съкжтъ кжии отък(гьгж кт> сек-в • не «(кштьше са отъ него. ‘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 зьконооучителк, з^конок-влъ 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 Old 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 Old 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 
törvény tudó, which later became common. (For all these variations, see the entry 
злконооучителк, too).

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: В. законник 
‘collection of laws’; Sr.-Cr. законйк ‘legist’; ‘collection of laws’; Russ, 
законник ‘legist, jurisconsult’; Ukr. законник ‘id.’; M. законйк ‘code of laws’; 
Cz. zákonik ‘legist’; ‘collection of laws’; Sík. zákoník ‘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 Old Slavic did. The Polish word received its sense, probably, 
after the Latin regularis (‘monachus’), and canonicus.

122. злпеч^тл-кти ~  atpeayíi^o
‘to seal up, to affirm’. Jo 3,33: ó Locß&v оштоС xí|v paQTUQiav éacpQáyiaE őxi ó 
©eöq áXr|í)f|<; éartv ~  примы его съкидителнстко злпечлтъл-к ико къ 
исти[нъ]ненъ есть (Marianus text.) ‘but he who accepts his witness, affirms that 
God is veracious.’

In the later Church Slavic texts we find з^печ\т\ти, -окгети many more times, 
and печьтинк поткрьдити, -оукр-кпити also appear.

In the Latin text the verb signare occurs. In the Gothic this locus cannot be 
found; in other passages where the Greek cKpQoryî 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 IV, 
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 стфдау(£а> 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 denominál verb intäri 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 Тсъммл ‘to mark’ is used, the popular 
continuation of Latin insignare, and in Mt 27,66 the Slavic loanword печетлви
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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 vúlé is ‘he puts a seal (on it)’ i.e. 
the figurative meaning of CT<peayi£a>, while in Mt 27,66 the verb sigurój can be 
read, according to the sense (from Vulgar Latin *securare ‘to assure, to affirm’).

Károli’s Hungarian text, stressing the primary importance of faith, uses the 
phrase valóban elhitte ‘he really believed it’, but its modern version returned to 
the perfective verb megpecsételni ‘to seal up’ and megerősíteni ‘to confirm’. In the 
modern Hungarian Catholic versions of Jo 3,33 we read bizonyítani ‘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 запечатлкть is preserved tor Jo 3,33, but in the concrete sense of 
Mt 27,66 we read: и приложили къ кёмню печёть ‘and they put a seal on the 
grave’.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic verb are: В. запечётвам; Sr.- 
Cr. запёчатити; Russ, запечатлёть, 3ane4áTaTb, запечётывать; Ukr. 
3ane4áTyBaTH (вщзначати); М запечати; Cz. zapecetiti, zapecetovati; Sík. 
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 печлть 
‘seal’) is uncertain. According to L’vov (262, pp. 221-22) it had a Proto- 
Bulgarian base in the Old Slavic from where it spread into other Slavic 
languages, too. L’vov thinks that the existence of this word in a number of T urcic 
languages, cannot be explained by borrowing from Russian. (In the opinion of 
other scholars, the word is of Georgian or Aramaean origin.)

123. 3bci?AhNMK7> ~  ó ёукаЭетос;
‘denouncer, spy’. Lu 20,20: tccd rtaoa9r|QfiaacvTE<; áuiéareiXav ёукаЭЁтои<; ~  i 
сагладакашс посъааша .члс%\'лник'Л1. (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 доноскчикь, нАоушьникъ.
The Latin insidiator shows the same conception as the Greek and Old Slavic; 

one who ‘sits into’ or ‘behind’ an ambush, is a ‘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 iscoadä ‘spy, secret envoy’ is related to the verb iscodi ‘to 

explore, spy out’ (perhaps a Slavic loanword: исходити, 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'.

Károli uses the participial noun leselkedő ‘peaping, lurking' in Hungarian; in 
the later translations we read cselszövő ‘plotter, intriguer’ that corresponds more 
closely to the original sense of the biblical word.

The Kralice Bible applices the word speher ‘spy’ (a German lqanword); in the 
modern Russian translation we find лук4вые люди ‘rouse people’.

Another Slavic equivalent of the Old Slavic word is: Sr.-Cr. (заседал). 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 Old Slavic.

— Real structural caique; it is similar to the Latin, but, apparently, it was 
independent of it.

124. знхсмъ ~  (6) yvcoorcx;
‘acquainted, acquaintance, friend’. Lu 23,49: eicrtqiceiaav 5e nitvzzc, oi yvcocrtoi 
абтф átnő hockqóSev ~  стотах^ же ккси знлемш его издалече, ‘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 зыхкомъ, знхкомьцк, too.
In the Latin the genitive construction, noti eius corresponds more precisely to 

the Old Slavic зыхши его than the Greek dative possessive oi yvtooroi абтф. 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: Gefährten ‘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 Old Slavic; in the Albanian, the participle njohur, 
from the verb njoh ‘to know’. Károli’s translation was az ő esmérői (in the 
modern versions: ismerősei) with a similar form and meaning.

In the Kralice Bible známí is found as it is expected; in the Russian a participle 
construction: всЬ же, знавшие 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. 3 NXTH ~  yi(y)vcbcTKtt)
‘to know somebody sexually’. Mt. 1,25: кой обк éyí(y)vtocncEV aurqv ёох; [об]
8T8K8V IHŐV TÖV KQÍŰTÓTOKOV ~  И NC 3NMIIIC KtA ’ ЛОНЪДСЖС (ЮДИТЪ CN7> СВОИ
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пръкиненк...  (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 rcpcorótOKOV 
‘first-begotten’ (accusative form) after the noun uíóv ‘son’ while we can read the 
corresponding epitheton primogenitum after the noun filium in Latin, and the 
apposition прькимьпь after снъ скои also in the Old Slavic (in our text it was 
completed from the Decan Gospel, already in a vocalised form). Similar 
passage: Lu 1,34.

The Old Slavic знлти, in other relations, is also applied in the later Church 
Slavic texts for translating the Greek verbs énímapai (éípíarapai) ol5a, 
ёл1у1(у)усЬстксо, nQOYi(y)vcoCTK(ü and yvtoQl ĉo.

Naturally, yi(y)v(űokcú and знлти, 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 V P  ‘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. ОГР ‘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 
njóh, in past tense. According to Károli’s Hungarian text, József nem esméré ötét 
(in the more modem versions: József nem ismerte meg öt ‘Joseph did not know 
her’.)

The Kralice Bible also uses the prefixed verb poznati, in the Russian text of 
Stockholm the simple verb знать can be found.

The Old Slavic verb знлти has got its equivalents in all Slavic languages, with 
this special sense, too.

— Semantic caique.

126. зълодии ~  Ó KaKoößYoq, tcaicöv tioicov
‘malefactor, evil-doer’. Lu 23,32: ’Hyovro 5e кой eteqoi koikoGqyoi 5Go oGv абтф 
ävoueeÖTjvca ~  кед илу* же i • (  шл зълод-ки д/.кл • съ ним7> оукитъ • ‘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 эъмтмуъ, зълоткоркид, з'ьлочинъ, 
зълочинъникъ, зълочинкцк 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 Übelthäter ‘id.’

In the Romanian we can read a genitive objective phrase: fäcätor de rele. In 
the Albanian, however, the compound keq-béres corresponds to the Greek, 
Latin (malefactor) and Old Slavic alike. The Hungarian translation has also 
been a similar compound, gonosztevő, 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: В. злодей; Sr.-Cr. 
(злочйнйц); M. (злочинец); Russ, злодёй (злотвор, злотворник, злочйнец); 
Ukr. (злочйнец, лиходш); Cz. zlodéj (zlocinec); Sík. zlodej; P. (zloczynca); 
H.So. zlodzij (zlóstnik); L.So. zlozej (zlosník).

— Real structural caique which could be explained on the basis of Greek, 
Latin, Gothic and Old 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. зълослокити ~  какоХ.оуёсо
‘to curse, to revile, to vilify; to blame, to scold’. Me 9,39: oüőeiq écrttv öq 
noiqoei Súvaptv érti тф óvópatí рои Kai SovqaETai тауи какоХ-оурста! pe • ~
NHKbTOJKí КО ОСТЬ • ТКОрИТЪ СИЛЖ ' 0 MOCMh LMCHH • Í КЪЗМОЖСТЪ КЪ CKOjTfc

зълословити 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 зълослокити, 
зълослокистити, зълослоквстксткокхти, зъло(М>чити and поыосити in this sense. 
(The зъло- compounded verbs are analogous to those of влхго- and дов(>о-.)

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 gräi de räu, the Albanian flas keq, which 
are the inverse forms of the above-mentioned; word for word: ‘to speak bad(ly)’.

Károli’s Hungarian translation presents different versions: gonoszul szólni ‘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 gyalázni ‘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: übel reden, but Me 7,10 and Mt 15,4: fluchen).

The other equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: В. злословя (-явам); Sr.-Cr. 
злословити; Russ, злословить (злорёчить, зла речь, -речйть; Ukr. злосло
в и т  (лихословити); М. (биде злогласен ‘to use rough words’) (word for 
word: 4o be of wicked parlance’); Cz. (zloreciti); Slk. (zlorecit’);  P. 
(zlorzeczyc); L.So. (zle powédas); H.So. (zle récéé.)

The Serbian злословит and злбреЬи, are obsolete (though we find many 
compounds in the language with зло-, зле-, зли- and злу-).

— 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. зълоткорити ~  каколтею
Чо do ill’. Me 3,4: Kai Aiyei абтоц e^eemv тоц aaßßaaiv áya9öv 7toif|oai b 
KaKonoifjoai; ~  i гли lm7> • достос ли кт> ежкоты док(х» тксуити ли з-лло тко̂ ити • 
‘and Не said to them: “Is it allowed on Saturdays to do good or to do ill?” ’ 
Similar locus: Lu 6,9. In other Greek texts какоидуею, too.

In the later Old and Church Slavic texts the Greek verb is also translated with 
зълочинити, зълолигАТи, зллодтисткоклти, зълод-ьллти, зллорокити, зълок 
П()инсс(и)ти and шкодити; 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 Old High German the fully identical ubilo tuon. Luther’s 
translation uses a corresponding phrase: Böses thun.

Just as in the case of какоХоуею ~  зълослокити, here also the Romanian facea 
räu 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 Károli’s Hungarian text the verb is not repeated, either: jó l 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: jó t 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 Old Slavic 
expression, just like the verb злодклать in the modern Russian translation, as 
opposed to добро дЪлать.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: В. (съм злотворен, 
злодёйствувам); Sr.-Cr. (злббити); M. (злоби); Russ, (злоделать); Ukr. 
(злод!яти, злочинйти, лиход!яти); Cz. (zle ciniti, püsobiti zlo); Sík. 
(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 Old Slavic compound nouns зьлоткор., зълечинъ, 
37>лод-ьи(чткителв) of their adjectival derivates + the auxiliary verb въгги can be 
found, of course, in every Slavic language (as we could see in Bulgarian; the 
Church Slavic зълоткорити (-ткорти) 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.

И (I, l)

129. изваклсмис ~  q (otno-) Xurptocnq, tö XOtqov
‘ransom’; ‘Redemption’. Mt 20,28: (ógueq ó uiöq too átvOpártou ovk fjXSev 
SiaKovqOqvai, &AAa Siaicovfjcm Kai SoCvai xqv i|/i>xqv aüxou Xútqov ávxi 
noXXibv. ~  t;ko же сП'л члчъскы нс придс да посАоуждгь cmov нъ мослоужити l ДАТИ 
дшнк скоглл изкаклсыис за ыъногы ■ (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) átvtíXuTga ‘id.’, too; instead of it in the later Church Slavic texts the 
synonyms съпасснис, осковождснис, отъкоуплснис 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 I.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 räscumpärare ‘price of 
recuperation’ is found in Nicolae’s translation, but only (гьск8мп7>|>А(>с in that of 
Micu-Clain.

In the Albanian the noun shperblim (qperblim) ‘reward, compensation, 
remuneration’ occurs in the sense ‘ransom’.
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G. Károli, like the Romanian, uses the expression váltságnak ára ‘the price of 
redemption’, or the simple váltság ‘ransom’; the latter has become common (but 
in St. Luke’s Gospel, according to the context, we find megváltás ‘Redemption’).

T he 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 искуплёние 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: В. избавлёние; Sr.- 
Cr. избавл>ёгье (йзбавлан>е); Russ, избавлёние; Ukr. (порятунок, врату- 
вйння, вйзвблення, звгльнення); М. (избавиште); Cz. ( vybava); Sík. 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. изкк^мъ(и) ~  (oi) íkLektoí

‘the elect, the chosen: Mt20,16: ttoXXoi уаее1отукА.г|то1, ó).íyoi 5e ёк)»екто( ~  
MTíHosn во снять зькхни • мхло же изкрлныхъ' (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 (e50), 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; 18,7; 
23,35.

In later Church Slavic texts кывв^нкны, отьмтнкны also occurs, for 
rendering fcni^EKToi, too. In later Old Slavic texts the Greek ёягХектсх; ‘id.’ is 
also translated with извк^нь.

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 
auserwählt (die Auserwählten).

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, zgjódha ‘to choose, to seek’. In the 
Hungarian texts also: a választottak ‘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. H36páH, -ик; Sr,- 
Cr. избран, избранйк; Russ, избранные, H3ÖpáHHHK; Ukr. (обраш, oöpáHeu); 
M. (избраник); Cz. (vybrany, vyvoleny, -ec); Sík. (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.

131a. издъунжти (издъуъ) ~  éiaivéio (é^énveucra), áno\|/óxco 
‘to breathe one’s last, to expire one’s ghost’.

131b. испоустити ао\' \ъ ~  át(pír|pi то nveCpa
‘to emit one’s soul’, ‘to breathe one’s last’. Me 15,37: 6 5ё ’1г|сгой<; &<рец cpcovqv 
реу<хА.г|у é̂ énvEUOEX- ~  И?же моуштк гллсъ велы • (.здыпе • ‘but Jesus, emitting 
a loud voice, breathed his last’ (emitted his soul).

Similar passages: Me 15,39; Lu 21,26; 23,46; испоустити доууъ, Mt 27,50; 
corresponding to the Greek and Latin (see later).

In later Church Slavic texts издыулти, издоунжти, отъдьти когоу доууь 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: &<pf|Ke(v) to TtveCpa абтоб.

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: Ху (гьпъюелтк). 
The Albanian translation is similar to the R om an ian :^  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 
Károli’s ancient text, but in its later version kibocsátó 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 испустйть духъ word for word ‘to let out (to give out) his 
breath’.

The other Slavic equivalents o f the Slavic word are: В. (издъхвам), 
(издъхнувам); (изпускам душата); Sr.-Cr. издйхнути (йздисати); 
(издахнуЬе); Russ, издохнуть (издыхйть); испустйть (перевестй) дух; Ukr. 
здохнути (здихати); М. (издише се); Cz. zdechnouli (zdychati); Sík. zdochnúi; 
P. zdechnqc (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 изл^илти 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 испоустити доууь, however, is a real caique 
expression, but its source may be another language (Latin, Gothic, Old High 
German).

132. изминл ~  tó átvráA.A.aypa
‘exchange, change, ransom’ Mt 16,26: f| ti 5cbcrei &v$Qumoq ávráAAaypa xf)q 
'ИХЛ? atöroö; ~  ли мкто длстъ чкт> изъм-кнмч зл д  fiira; скога;. (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 
ctXXoioxnq and <kvTotXA.ayr|.

In later Church Slavic texts we read отьминл, отъпллтл, въ1Коупъ, искоупление 
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: 4А.А.4ттш = минити 
= mutare =  maidjan, but dtvti Ф изл Фсит ф in). Therefore, we may consider 
that the Old 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 lösen ‘to redeem anew’ (but in Me 8,37 only lösen).
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In the Romanian the preposition word group in schimb ‘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 váltságot adni ‘to give a ransom’ and 
cserébe adni ‘to give in exchange for’.

In the Kralice Bible we find a similar expression: dáti odménu ‘to give a 
reward’; the modern Russian text renders it with the expression дать выкупъ ‘to 
give ransom’.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word яге: В. измёна, измяна; 
Sr.-Cr. измена; Russ, измёна; Ukr. змша; M. измена; Cz. zména; Sík. 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 ^утаТЛаут! 
rather than (ХУтаТЛауца.

—  Semantic caique, especially with the verb льти, in this biblical context. 

133-134. изнсмошти, изнемогхти ~  átSuvaréra
‘to be powerless, to be impossible’ Lu 1,37: őrt ойк dSuvaifioct пара той Эеой 
itäv фг|ра ~  ико нс гзнсможстъ отъ бх кбс-бкъ глъ • ‘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 rc(c)cmakhov БЪ1ТИ, осллбнжти 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 
unmöglich ‘because nothing is impossible by God’.

The Romanian (nu) este cu neputin[ä and the Albanian (пик) jet 'e pamundure 
indicate a Latin influence. In the Hungarian Károli’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 Károli, 
speak about an ‘impossible thing’ (Romanian: lucru, Albanian: punéj; in Micu- 
Clain’s text, however, we can read квкжтъ ‘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 тф 0еф  (just like 
Wulfila’s Gothic translation) with the meaning ‘to Good nothing is impossible’, 
and not the construction пара тф 0еф  [ойк áSuvomjoEi] ‘by God nothing is 
impossible’. Perhaps in this relation the original (näv) (bíjpa ~  (omne) verbum
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~  (ккск) гллголъ ~  (all) vaurd did not seem expressive enough to render the 
greatness o f God, so it was replaced by the noun лдбсуца ~  res ~  лило ~  taui.

The Kralice Bible paraphrases this word with a double negation: nebude 
nemozné. The modern Russian version applies a similar solution: не остаётся 
бессйльнымъ ‘does not remain powerless’. The subject of the sentence is, in 
both languages, the “word”: zádné slovo and никакое слово ‘not a single word’, 
respectively.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: В. изнемогна, 
изнембгвам, изнемощйвам, изнемощёя, съм слйбен); Sr.-Cr. изнембЬи, 
изнемйгати; Russ, изнемочь, изнемогйть; Ukr. знёмогти, знемйгати; 
знемочй, (знемочйти), знемогйти; М. изнемогне, изнемогна; Cz. znemoz- 
niti, znemoznovati ‘to make impossible’; Slk. znemoznit, znemozhovat' ‘id.’; P. 
zaniemóc, 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 Old 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 не-, they seem to be Moravianisms, compared with the кез- prefixed 
compounds.

135. им-вти f*Ko ~  exeiv <bq, exeiv őri
‘to take for, to regard as’ Mt 14,5: m i SéLídv avröv ámoKrelvou £<poßi)9r| röv 
őx^-ov, ön  tíx; 7iQocpíyrr|v ocűtöv eíxov. ~  í x°TA и »vehth оукои ca нля>ал • зл rfe 
•вко П(Ю(Х1КЛ iuu)(A i • ‘and wanting to kill Him, he was afraid of the people 
because they regarded Him as a prophet’. Similar loci: exco ox;: Mt 21,46; exw 
ö n  Me 11,32.

In later Church Slavic почитлти зл кого, ()лс(к)съмот(М5Ти клк 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 für jemanden and halten, daß. . .

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 лксл квмъ, лкел кс and лксл к8 лдсклолть 
as well; as we see, some of the Romanian solution render the Greek övtox; 
construction, too.

In the Albanian we also find a loan translation after Latin or Greek: kám per 
. . .  and kám se.
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A similar translation can be read in Károli’s Hungarian text, too: tartani 
valakit, mint ‘to regard somebody as’, but in Me 11,32 Károli gives a completely 
different translation: mert mindenek ily értelemben valának János felől, hogy ő 
igaz próféta 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: почит0ли (eró) за кого ‘to 
take for’.

In the modem Slavic languages this locus is rendered by means of the 
equivalents of the verbs мыслити, съмотрЪти, почитати, почьсти etc., but the 
Bulgarian имам за кого; 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 
halten für, etc.); in Czech (and through it, also in Polish) this expression may be a 
Moravianism.

— Real structural caique expression.

136. иноплсмсньникъ ~  (ó) <StA.A.oyevii<;
‘foreigner, alien’. Lu 17,18: oi>x £ŰQé9r|croiv ímoOTQÉ\)/avTE<; Öoövoti Só^av тф 
Эеф ei pf| ó áXXoyeviy; ofrroq ~  не ок(гьтж ca • къзк^и1тыпе са лати еллкж 
вг • тъкъмо 1ноплемег?ник7> ск ‘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 еллкж. In the Assemani the 
vocalized form иноплеменкникосъ, contains the demonstrative pronoun сь as a 
postpositive article, appearing in some Severo-Russkij (Northern Russian) 
dialects, too.

As for the original Greek compound adjective, it is the Old Slavic ино|»лъникъ 
that corresponds precisely to it; the compound иноплсменкникъ renders the 
Greek dMxxpuXo«; which can be seen in the Psalterium Sinaiticum although in 
the Codex Suprasliensis this latter Greek word is rendered with иносгрАньникъ. 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 4X.X.oyevq<; was interpreted by the 
caiques иноземьц,ь, штоужА«земьц.ь and штоужАбплсмснкникъ, too (this latter 
can be read as early as in the Euchologium Sinaiticum). In later Church Slavic 
HHocTjWNbUA, чтоужсст(»Аньи.ь also occur.

The Latin alienigena corresponds exactly to the Greek compound. As for the 
Gothic alja-kuns, it also corresponds etymologically to áXAoyevqc;, 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 стръинк). The Albanian 
caique compound tjatere-kombes, seems to be similar to the Gothic.

In the Hungarian, Károli 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 
штоуждеземец; the modern Russian text has preserved the primary Old Slavic 
compound.

The Other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: В. (иноплеменен); 
Sr.-Cr. иноплеменйк; Russ. иноплеменник; Ukr. иноплемшник 
(иноземец); M. (инороден); Cz. jinoplemenník; Sík. (inoplemenny); P. 
(innoplemienny); H.So. (cuzozemski, -ródny); 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. иночадъ ~  povoyEvry;
‘one-born, only-begotten’. Lu 7,12: Kai i5oi> é^EKopí^exo теЭуг)ксЬ<; рохоуеуту; 
uiöq piycQi aŰToC, ~  í «  1змошлахж оумкрыик снъ • LN0HAA7, мастери croci • ‘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 инородънъ, кдиночддъ, 
кдинородъмъ and кдииорожденъ render the adjective povoyEvric; (or, sometimes, 
the simple povóq 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 näscut. Micu-Clain uses the latter as a rule, but he applies 
another expression for rendering unicus, e.g. in Lu 8,42: къ ък-6, нвмли ю фътъ ‘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 Károli rendered this difference by egyetlenegy and egyetlen
egyszülött (but in Jo 3,18 only egyetlenegy)', the later Hungarian versions vary 
the epithetons egyetlen and egyszülött, 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 единородный and 
единственный.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: В. (единороден); Sr.- 
Сг. иночедь (obsolete), ОеДнородан), Оедйнац, )едйнче); Russ, иночад, 
иночйд(н)ый, единочйд(н)ый; Ukr. (шородец, одноршний, единочйдний); 
М. (еднородец); Cz. (jednorozeny); Sík. (jednorodeny.jedinák); P. (jedynak);
L.So. (jednorodny); H.So. (jednoródnik ‘kinsman’).

Thus, the original meaning ‘one’ of the Indo-European stem *eino- can be 
found only in the Old 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 ино-чадь and сдино-чадь. Lu 7,12 in the Assemani: t>vijnq\ сын* 
сдиночадъ млт^и; Lu 8,42 in the Ostromir and the Assemani: кдиночадъ 
мътери; Lu 9,38 in the Ostromir, Zographus and Nikolja Gospel: кдиночадк 
мхтсри; Jo, 1,18 in the Ostromir: тъкмо кдиночадъ снъ мхтери; Jo, 1,18 in the 
Assemani: nc тъкмо снъ мътсри; Jo 1,14 in the Ostromir and Nikolja Gospel: 
кдиночадъъго сънъ мътсри; Jo 3,16 in the Ostromir and Savvina Kniga: 
similarly, кдиночадлаго Jo 3,18 in the Ostromir, Nikolja Gospel, and Assemani: 
this same кдиночадллго. The compound иночадъ 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 ндиночадънъ, then ндино(»дънъ became predominant in 
the biblical and liturgical texts as the common Slavic loanword чадъ (of 
Germanic origin, perhaps Gothic or Old High German) was gradually ousted 
from the compound, in favour of the more original Slavic stem (юд-; 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 В. чёдо ‘child’; Sr.-Cr.
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чёдо ‘id.’; Russ, and Ukr. чйдо ‘id.’; M. чедо ‘id.’; чедам ‘to bear’; Cz. cad 
‘boy’, cade ‘girl’; P. czqdo ‘child’ (obsolete words).

— Real structural caique.

138. HCKOjKNMTM ~  éKQl̂ ÓCO
‘to disroot, to eradicate’ Mt 15,13: ласта cptrteia qv ouk ecpútedctev ő латг|д цои 
ó ot>QÓcvio<; éKQi â)9fiCTEtai ~  кьс-ькт» схдъ сгожс hí nxcxah оць мои ncbck7>i • 
( с к о п н и т ь  ca . • ‘every plant, that was not planted by my Heavenly Father, will be 
disrooted’.

In later Church Slavic texts кы^ ехти (ct> коркнкм-л) 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 va smulge de rädäcine ‘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: дс(гьд7>чинх ‘to 
disroot’.

In the Albanian the passive future form do te qkulete belongs to the verb qkul 
‘to pluck from’.

In the Hungarian text of Károli, there is also a passive form (present and/or 
future) kiszaggattatik ‘it will be plucked out’) in the later texts: kilépetik ‘will be 
töm up’ or gyökerestől kitépetik ‘it will be eradicated, will be torn up by the 
roots’. (In the modern Catholic texts: tövestül kitépnek ‘people will pull out the 
rö<# [and branch] of it’).
’ The Kralice Bible and the Russian translation of the Stockholm edition use 

tfie verbs vykoreniti se and искорениться, respectively.
The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: В. искореня, 

(искоренявам); Sr.-Cr. искорёнити (искорегьйвати); Russ, искоренить, 
(искоренять); Ukr. коренйти; (кореняти); М. искорне (искорнува); Cz. 
(Vykoreniti, vykofenovati); Sík. ( 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. ископти, искоушлти ~  ((4ло-)8ок1ца^ш, (ёк-)лЕ1да^ш 
‘tp tempt’. Mt 4,1: Tóté ó Тг|стои<; аущЭр eí<; Tqv Egqpov vnö тоС nvEupatoq 
Л£1дастЭг|уа1 í m ö  той 8iaßö/,oi>. ~  тогдх йс к7,.чксдем7. е ы с т 7> д х о м к  к ъ  

noycTwtfbK • ккоусити ca от7> нспри ьзни • ‘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 искоуситъ, instead of the infinitive искоусити).

Similar loci: искоусити: Mt 4,7; Lu 4,12; 14,19; искоушлти: 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 окоуш А А те in Mt 22,18, and in the 
Zographus окоуш А ете. Later we find in the Church Slavic the expression na 
груъ прикодити ‘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 иегштлти ‘to test, to examine’). In the Albanian 
translation, corresponding to the Latin word, the verbs ngashnéj ‘to entice, to 
call’ and provój ‘to prove, to demonstrate’ are used.

In the Hungarian we read (meg)kísérteni ‘to tempt, to try’ in these passages, 
but sometimes (e.g. Lu 14,19) meglátni ‘to catch sight o f’ as well; this latter 
changed into kipróbálni ‘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: В. изкушй 
(изкушйвам); Sr.-Cr. изкусити, йскушати, искушйвати; Russ, искусить, 
искушйть; Ukr. скусйти, скушйти; М. искуси (искушава, искушува); Cz. 
zkusiti, zkouseti; Sík. skúsit; skusat’; P. skusic; L.So. (spytowas); H.So. 
( spytowac).

The Slavic words show that искоусити and искоушлти were not created due to 
an immediate Greek influence but their special meaning o f ‘tempting God’ or 
‘leading into temptation’ are due to the Greek biblical texts.

— Semantic caiques, in the above-mentioned meanings.

141a~b. искоуситслк, (искоушл1А) ~  ó neiQá^wv (6 neiQacnfy;)
‘tempter’ (‘devil’) Mt 4,3: Kai ядоос^Эшу ő netgái^cov elnev аотф ei uícx; ei тоО 
3eoß, eine i'va oi XíSoi cfrroi ocqtoi yévomat. ~  l шиетжпи къ йсмоу дикколу, • 
icKoyiiiAiA и í ótчс • Аште снт> еси кжш • (>кци да КАмемис се улкки кжджтл • ‘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: 
диъколъ, искоушАА и i pene • Аште си* сси etc.; in other archaic texts we can read 
the nomen agentis искоуситслк. This renders, partly, the essential content of the
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Greek word by another Greek loanword (from ötaßotax; ‘devil’ which meant 
originally ‘accuser, calumniator'). In the later Church Slavic we meet the form 
искоусьникь and иснъгглтель, too. (The Greek 8iotßoX.o<; is sometimes translated 
as непаи-кзнк ‘enemy’.)

In the Latin text the corresponding deverbal noun lentator can be read which 
is a nomen agentis, similar to искоуситель (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 ispitátor is also a nomen agentis, similarly to the Latin, but 
from the Slavic loanword ispita (cf. above испити). In the Albanian we also find 
a deverbal noun, nget from the verb ngas ngét(ój) ‘to touch, to drive, to press, to 
try’. In the Hungarian also, we meet the substantivized participle present form 
kísértő from the verb kísérteni ‘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 Old 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: В. искусйтел; Sr.- 
Cr. искуситель (obsolete), (искушач); Russ, искуситель; Ukr. скусйтель; M. 
(искушеник ‘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. HCKovi пение ~  ó тсаросстцсх;
‘temptation’ Lu 4,13: коп odvteXecto«; roxvm neigaapöv ó Siäßo^oq алёотг| ал’ 
aÖTOV) QtQxi KaiQoí) • ~  I. ськоньчхкл kkcako mckovi пение • диьколт.- отиде от7> 
йего до К(гьыени • (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 иагытхник, р\зкь()лние, истлзхние, too.
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 verb fraisan ‘to try, to prove’. Otfrid’s gospel harmony applies 
the word fára (basic meaning: ‘danger’) for rendering this concept in II, 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 ngásje ‘temptation’ 
from the verb ngas (nget, ngáva, ngáre) ‘to touch’. From the noun a denominál 
verb, ngashnjéj ‘to call, to allude’ is derived.

Hungarian kísértés is a similar nomen actionis from the verb kísért ‘to try, to 
tempt’ (this verb comes from the older verb kísér ‘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) 
pa item.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: В. искушёние; Sr.- 
Cr. искушёгье; Russ, искушёние; Ukr. скушёння; 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 
покоушение, испъплние and скоушшие.

— Semantic caique, on the basis of its special Christian religious meaning.
*•I

143. исплъпити ~  (ёк)л>.г|б0а)
‘to fill, to fulfil’. Mt 3,15: аяокдгЭец 8ё 6 Tqaouqelnev оштф" acpei; артт oöto)$ 
yótg лрглоу eoriv f)pív я3.г|бюста1 näaav8tKocioav)vr|v. ~  отъкиштмгь же йс рсче
КЪ ЙСМОу • ОСТДНИ П'ЫН’Т; • ТДКО КО П0Д0ВКН0 НДМ7> ССТЪ С7Ж0ПЧДТИ НСТЖЖ ПрДКЪД* ’
‘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 съкопкчдти in Mt 3,15 instead of исплъпити; as for 
Mt 2,15 and 2,17 the verb съкъгги occurs in the Savvina Kniga, Assemani and 
Ostromir. In other Old Slavic texts the verbs съкъ1ти c a ,  c z ^k ^ k i i i m t h ,  'дойрын и т и  

can also be read for the Greek екяХт^схо.
In later Church Slavic, however, кътлънити, оулок'лдч:тко()ити, произнести,« 

къздт5Йсткоклти occur, too, as synonyms. The Old Slavic испл7>нити, however, fs 
also used for rendering the Greek verbs яА.г)$ш, я{ря>.г|Ц1 and yepi^co ‘to fill in’. 
In later Church Slavic they are also translated with едкркшити, докоикчити, 
ПрОИЗКеСТИ R7> дтйстко.

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 erfüllen.
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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 mbúshem 
‘to get filled’ occur.

The old Hungarian betölteni ‘to fill in’ and betolni ‘to be filled’ are modified in 
the modern texts and appear as megtölteni and megtelni in concrete meanings, or 
teljesíteni 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: В. изпълня 
(изпълних, изпълнявам); Sr.-Cr. йспунити (изпутйвати); Russ, исполнить 
(исполнять); Ukr. сполнити (сполняти); М. исполни (исполнува); Cz. spinéti 
(splnati); Sík. 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 Old 
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. исплъиенис ~  то яХт^хора
‘fullness, plenitude, completeness’. Jo, 1,16: őxv éic той яХрошрато«; сштоС qpeíq 
яоcvxe<5 £3.aßopev, Kai xápiv ácvxi xágixoi; • ~  i отъ кил^ксми-к его mw кьси пои- 

. 1А)<омъ • Кльгодить къз кллгодттк • ‘because we all have received from his 
fullness, grace (for) after grace’.

The Old 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 съкрыненис, ,зхк(>ынсниб, съконьчхние which 
correspond rather more to the Greek xeXeicooK; or auvxe^eía than я^ррсоца.

The cited passage contains the denominál abstract plenitudo in Latin; in the 
Gothic it cannot be found. Luther’s translation renders this concept with Fülle 
‘fullness’.

In the Romanian we find, similarly to the Latin, the abstract noun plinätate, 
but in Micu-Clain’s interpretation we read плиихот; 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 kitöltetése tő ялррыра
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(or £кяХг1е(остц) той 'Ayíou nveúpaToq ‘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 полнотё.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: В. исплънение; 
Sr.-Cr. испунёгье (obsolete), (испу(ьава1ье); Russ, исполнёние; Ukr. сповнення:
M. (исполнуван>е); Cz. splnéní; Sík. splnenie; P. spelnienie; L.So. spelnjenje; 
H.So. ( wupjelnjenje).

— Semantic caique (cf. what has been said about исплънити). The Old 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 исплънение (here the 
“fullness” of baskets is concerned containing the fragments of several loaves).

145-146. испокидлти ca, испок-кдкти ca ~  e<;opoX.oyoCpai 
‘to glorify, to extol, to confess, to acknowledge’. Lu, 10,21 ££,opoX,oyoüpaí crop 
toxteq, kúqie too ougavoC icat xf)c; yf)<; ~  кпок-кдлик ти ca оче • гй нексе Í зсмЛа • 
Т glorify thee, Father, о Lord of the Heaven and the earth’.

Similar passages: испок-кдлти: Mt 3,6; 11,25; Me 1,5; Lu 2,38; Jo 12,42; 
испок-кдити: 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 (thus e.g. in Jo 1,20 the verb испок кд кти is only found 
once).

In later Old Slavic texts the verbs иснокидоклти, исмок-кдыклти also appear. 
The late Church Slavic texts use the verbs п^изилти ca, дгакоклти, къплкл1лти, 
ксличлти, 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 
ávOopo^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 märturisi ‘to confess, to 
declare, to witness’ appears. A similar dualism exists in the Albanian passages: 
falnderój (fülem nderse) and rreféhem are used alternately according to the 
sense.

In Károli’s text the expression vallást 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 hálát adni ‘to give thanks’ 
and áldani ‘to bless’ or dicsőíteni ‘to glorify’.

The Kralice Bible alternates the verbs chváliti and vyznávati, according to the 
context. In the Russian edition of Stockholm we find объявить and слйвить on 
one hand, and исповЪ'дывать 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: В. исповядам 
(исповядвам); Sr.-Cr. исповёдати (исповедити); Russ, исповедать (исповё- 
дывать); Ukr. сповйдати; М. (исповёдува); Cz. zpovídati se; Sík. spovedat’sa; 
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.

К

147 149. кокотоглмпенис, коууоглмпенис, (п ьтслвглл!пенис) ~  q át̂ EKTOQoqxovía 
‘cockcrowing’. Me 13,35: обк о(8ате yátQ поте ó KÓgioq xqq oiKiaq eg^EToa, f| 
óvj/ё q peaovÚKTiov f| бЛекторосроток; q ngcűí ~  нс кьстс во кьгдх fk aomov 
IljlHACTb- KCMCjTb ЛИ • ЛИ полоу НОШТИ • ЛИ КЬ КОу()ОГЛЛ111СНВС • ЛИ OVTj» • ‘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 кокотогллшснис 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, 
too).

The compound мътслкгллшснис 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 
иътелкглл1 пение that warns that the source of this manuscript could be 
somewhere in the central regions of the Balkan peninsula, since the word п втелк 
can be found in both the Serbian and the Bulgarian language (пётао and петёл, 
respectively, this latter exists in Macedonian, too) while kököt  is the character
istic word of the Serbo-Croatian areas, being an ancient Slavic onomatopoetic 
word (as KOKoiiiB and koi ovtb, too).

All the other archaic codices show the caique коурогллшшие which is 
undoubtedly not a Southern Slavic compound but a Moravianism. The word 
Kovjre 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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петух in Eastern Slavic, but k o k ó u i  and когут also occur. They are of 
onomatopoetic origin (cf. кокотхти ‘to 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: коурокликъ, коуроп-кние, м-яние питоуух 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, it is not such an exact replica of the original Greek 
as the Old Slavic compound. (The Greek (étcjcpcovéo) and the Old Slavic (къз-) 
глхеити have the same meaning, but the Latin canere, cantare would correspond 
rather to an archaic Greek verb áoiSiáto, or an Attic koine, and Byzantine 
űpvéco or цеТл̂ со).

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 *qer~, *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 IV, 13,35-36, both of these interpretations occur:

Thus lougnis min, zi wäre 
er hinaht háno krähe.
In notlichemo thinge,
Er thaz húan singe.

(In IV, 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 háno kráti,
Thaz ouh thaz huan gikundti,
Thes selben dáges kunjti.

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: кжтатвлъ кокошил0|Г7>. 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 kakasszó (word for word: ‘cock’s word’) by 
Károli, and the cock megszólal ‘begins to speak’ in the other passages too. It 
cannot be proved that the use of this word comes from Old Slavic 
кокотогaai iicNMí, коурогшние 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 tikszó (where the noun of Turkic 
origin tik, modern Hungarian tyúk, 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, 
пТние пЪтуховъ (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: В. (кукурйгане); Sr.- 
Cr. (кукурек(йн>е)); Russ, (куроклйк, клик петухй); Ukr. кукурикйння 
(голошения когутй); М. (кукурйгане); Cz. (kuropení); Sík. (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 питсдк, п ктоухь was also ‘singer’ (cf. the Latin canere 
and Slavic птти, respectively).

— Real structural caiques; the Old Slavic words follow the content of the 
Greek model much more closely than the Latin compound.

150. кридо ~  to nteguyiov (q лтеди^)
‘top, roof; ‘wing; by-building’ Mt 4,5: Tote napaXaußocvei ocGtöv ő biäßoXoq 
eiq rf|v áyíav лоХлу, Kai EarqoEv aűxöv tni то лтедйуюу той íeqoö, ~  тогда 
поьхтъ i диткодъ • кь сгы грАдъ ' Í постлки i на KjiHAH Ц(гдк’ккнтсмк • ‘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 на кр>мт in the texts of the Marianus and the Nikolja Gospel. In
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the later manuscripts the words кри and ct̂ nä. can also be found; in later 
Church Slavic ,\ошу5 пок(»къ, и(>ист|>ой(-к\), as well.

The word крило, in the meaning ‘wing’, is the translation of q (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 o f house, fronton’, 
but nzÉQvZ, — 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 is gibla ‘gable, pike’. The loci with the noun ятёди ,̂ are 
not translated into Gothic.

In the Old High German the equivalent of rcreQÚyiov 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 (II, 4,53):

Er inan in ihie wenti 
sazta in óban-ent i .

The translation is made according to the sense, maybe as a caique neologism. 
The parts, containing the word ятёрЫ;, are not elaborated in Otfrid’s work.

In Luther’s translation rcTEßüyiov is rendered by Zinne and ятёри^.. . with 
Flügel.

In the Romanian we find aripä ‘wing’ for TiTEQÚyiov and ятёри!; 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 tető ‘roof and szárny ‘wing, side of 
building’; in the modern Hungarian versions orom ‘gable’ or párkány ‘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 
крыло.

As for the other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word крило is universal 
both in its concrete and metonymic sense; later it even became the caique of 
German Flügel ‘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 крыло, probably influenced by the popular etymology in relation to от
крыть ‘to open’ and за-крыть ‘to shut, to close’.

— It is a semantic caique in the sense ятеебуюу ‘gable’, but it is only a simple 
translation if it means ятёри!; ‘wing’.
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151 a—b кр>котечение, к(гькоточение ~  f] gúcnq (toü) aipatoq 
‘haemorrhage, flow of blood’ Lu 8,43: Kai yovf] ouaa év gücrei aipatoq ánó 
éifflv бсобгка, ~  I женх сжшти къ точенш куьки ■ Ьтъ д'лкою на. деслте лттоу • 
‘and a woman, being in haemorrhage since twelve years’. Similar locus: Me 5,25.

The variant крлкоточение 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 К7> точении кр>ке; 
in the Ostromir: «7. точении кр>ки.

The same expression can be read in the concordant locus of Me 5,25 where in 
the Ostromir we also meet въ точении крьви but in the Assemani: къ точении
ко7>ке.

Thus, к^коточение 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 кокоток?,, к̂ глкоп̂ олитие ‘bloodshed’, колезнк, 
неджгъ is sense o f ’haemophilia also occur, and К(Глкоточикостк is very common.

In the Latin text we find fluxus 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 (III, 14, 
27-28): innanne thar brunno thes bluates Tunning of the well of the blood’.

The Romanian curgere sängelui and curgere de sänge are formed according to 
the Latin pattern. The Albanian té-rrjédhjure gjaku is similar.

In the Hungarian the terms vérfolyás ‘blood-flow’ or vérzés (‘bleeding’) are 
most common, but in the old manuscripts (e.g. in the Jókay Codex 68 times) and 
in the Latin-Hungarian dictionaries of the 16th and 17th centuries (Calepinus, 
Szenczi Molnár, Pápai Páriz) the genitive construction vérnek folyása (word for 
word: ‘blood’s flowing’) occurs, in accordance with Latin. In addition to the 
compounds where the second constituent is folyás ‘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 
of a 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, but a 
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: В. кръвотечёние 
(кръвопролйтие); Sr.-Cr. (крвоток, крволйптёже, крвопролйЬе); Russ, 
кровоточёние (кровоточивость, кровотечёние); Ukr. кровотёча 
(кровоточйвють); М. (кровоток); (крволивагье, крвопролитие); Cz. 
(krvolok, tok krve); Sík. (krvotok, tok krvi); P. (tok krwi, krwotok, 
krwewlqczka), 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 Old 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 кровоточение is probably not an 
equalisation between the popular and the Old Slavic forms but the influence of 
the simple точёние ‘flow’.

— Caique neologisms (pseudocaiques), formed, perhaps, on the model of the 
adjective к^воточикъ, occurring also in the archaic texts. The other Old Slavic 
variants: точение кр>ке (кр>ки) and течение к(гьке (к(гьки) must be considered, 
naturally, as simple translations.

152. К(Гькоточикъ(-х) ~  aipo§£oa>v(-oCaa)
‘haemorrhageous’. Mt 9,20: кой 15ой yuvf| оирофроиотх бсобека ётр — L се жень 
кръкоточикл • Д7>кт нл десАте л-ктт> имжшти • (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: oöoocv év §óoei 
ai'paxoq ~  сжшти къ точении ~  (and къ течении) к(гьке (к(гьки) (but in later 
Church Slavic texts К(Гькоточикт> 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 flu x u m  patiebatur 
and quae erat in proflu x io  sanguinis  (or: in flu x u  sanguinis), respectively.

The first variant from among these (sanguinis fluxus) owing to its inverse 
word order, reminds us of the compound кржоточение 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: оfemeie cu scu rgere de 
sänge  ‘a woman with flow of blood’; later a participle construction, 
corresponding better to the original Greek: о femeie, intru curgerea sängelui 
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 qe i rrithé gjak nga veteheja (word 
for word: ‘a woman, to whom blood flew from herself).

In the Hungarian Károli follows the Latin text: egy asszony a ki . . .  vérnek  
fo ly á s á t  szenvedi vala ‘a woman who was suffering the flowing of the blood’. In 
the later texts aki vérzésben (or: vérfolyásban) szenvedett ‘who sufferred in 
bleeding (flow of blood).
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The Kralice Bible shows a construction that reminds us of the Hungarian: 
Kteráz nem ocí svou trápena byla ‘who was tormented by her disease’. The 
modern Russian text uses a participial solution with the instrumental case of the 
archaic compound: страдйвшая кровоточёшемъ ‘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 кръвоточивъ; Russ, кровоточивый; Ukr. кровоточйвий; in the 
Bulgarian we find a participial compound кръвотёчен (течена) (cf. Russ, 
кровотёчный). The Czech krvácivy 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 a compound 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. крьститель ~  6 ßot7mcni)q, (6) ßarmi^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 űpív, оик ёущедтои év yevvqToiq 
yuvociKtov peí^tov ’Itúótvvot) той ßoomcrroß • ~  шин • rÄt* клмъ • нс къста къ 
(юждснмхъ жснами • коАи! (оана крститс/Ц; • ‘Verily, I 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 ßanTtorfv; and ßoomi t̂ov 
alike. Similarly, Luther’s text applied the word der Täufer, 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'ézój. 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 Keresztelő can be read, from the verb 
keresztelni ‘to baptize’. This verb is surely of Slavic origin in Hungarian, cf. Old 
Slavic KjiKCTMTM ‘to baptize’.

The equivalents of the Old Slavic verb exist in all the Slavic languages, their 
basic source is the Greek personal name Xqicttck;. This word got into the Slavic 
languages by means of two different mediations and with two different 
meanings. The immediate source of the verb крьстити in the Byzantine-rite
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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 крьстити originally meant, perhaps, ‘to 
cross oneself’. In the Latin-rite Slavic languages, the verb krbstiti was formed 
from the noun кгь.иь ‘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 креститель is applied, which is generally used 
in Russian Church Slavic texts.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: В. кръстйтел; Sr.-Cr. 
крстйтел; Russ, крестйтель; Ukr. хрестйтель; M. крстител; Cz. krtitel; Slk. 
krstitef; P. chrzcieiel; L.So. ( Ksicowar); H.So. (krizowar). The Ukrainian form 
seems to be influenced by the name хрьстос. 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 кйкста, nor the Church Slavic (Аспатигс ‘crucifix’ and 
its Byzantine Slavic variances (cf. Hungarian feszület 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 
к(1кститслк as a nomen agentis formed on the basis of a Greek model.

— Real structural caique.

154. KfKiimNne ~  tö ßoamapa, 6 ßonrnapcx;
‘baptism’. Mt 21,25: tö ßoomcrpat tó 'Icoávvoo 7tó0ev f]v; bt, oí>eav°ü p éE, 

4 5tv9Q(bna)v; ~  KpAqiennc полном orv. юлдн kt> ca иксе ai iám óta maka • (Second
hand text in the Zographus.) ‘from where was John’s baptism? from the heaven 
or from men?’

Similar loci: ßomTiapa: Mt3,7; 20,22; 20,23; Me 10,38; 10,39; 11,30; Lu3,3; 
7,29; 12,50; 20,4; ßaimcipöi;: Me 7,4; 7,8; in these passages th e‘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 ßäлтитра and ßantiapöq.

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 ßocrcTiapa, but ßonrnapex; 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 pagerój, 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, крещёше occurs, 
taken from later Church Slavic.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: В. кръщене; Sr.-Cr. 
крштёте; Russ, крещёние; Ukr. хрегцёння; M. крштен>е; Cz. krest, krteni, 
krtiny; Sík. krst, krstenie; P. chrzest, chrzczenie; L.So. (ksicowanje ); H.So. 
( krizowanje ).

The Western Slavic words are probably not related to the Old 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. кънигьчии ~  ó ygappaxcix;
‘scribe’. Mt 23,13: Ouai 8e úpív, урарратец Kai qxxQicraioi fmoKQuai ~  Го(к 
клм'л кьмигъчиа i фхрисеи i оупокрити (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 кънижкникъ which became common in later Church Slavic, 
too).

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 denominál formation, buahári 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 <рт)уо<;, Latin fagus ‘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 vono8t8áoxaX.oc; and vopixog (see also the entries on 
зъконооучителк and з&конкникъ).

In the Romanian we meet a similar form: cärturar, from the noun cartä ‘book, 
letter’; in the Albanian there exists the noun shkrónfés from the basic word 
shkrónje ‘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 írástudó 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 törvénytudó 
‘legisperitus’, ‘legist’.

The Kralice Bible uses the word zákonník, its meaning corresponding to the 
Vulgar Latin, *legista, i.e. legisperitus. The Russian edition of Stockholm uses 
instead of the word кънигъчии (in dialectal Russian form: книгочёй) the 
common кънижкникъ, in Russian form: книжник.

The Old Slavic word is essentially, as it was formed and applied, the “lectio 
varians” of кънижкникъ (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 кънижкникъ, 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 кънигъчии was created later than 
кънижкникъ, it could not compete with the latter. But, as a significant number of 
Slavists considers, кънигъчии 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 
кънижкникъ); therefore it could be considered a caique neologism.

156. кънижкникъ ~  6 Ypapuatenq
‘Scribe’, ‘legist’. Mt 12,38: Tóié á7tEKQi0r|CTav оштф ti vég xröv ypappaTÉaiv Kai 
cpagtoaícov A£yovtE<; ~  Тъгдъ отъкчшгшиа «теми • отъ кънижкникъ l фърисъи 
гЯшите • ‘Then some of the Scribes and Pharisees replied to Him saying’.

Similar passages: Mt 2,4; 5,20; 7,29; 8,19; 9,3; 13,52; 15,1; 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 
кънижкккникъ, 3AK0NbNHK7>, злконооучителк and коукъкл|>к as well. (This latter, 
maybe, shows an immediate Gothic influence coming from the Gothic loanword 
кокл ‘letter’; but the influence of Old High German buahari seems more probable.

As for the equivalents in the non-Slavic languages, see above (кънигъчии). In 
the Church Slavic we can read the adjectives къиижкнк мжжк), оученъ(|) 
(челок-ккъ), too.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: В. книжник; Sr.-Cr. 
кн>йжёвнйк; Russ, книжник; Ukr. кнйжник; M. книжевник ‘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 Old 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 buahäri. 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 bökareis and the Old High German buahäri, on the basis of the 
Greek YQot(j.pocT8Ú<; (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 пиекменьникъ, писл|>к or писатель, too (these forms 
actually came into being later). Therefore it can be considered, similarly to 
кънигъчии, a caique neologism, too.

Л

157. лежитъ (сь) ~  Keltát
‘it is predestined’. Lu 2,34: iSoi) ofrtoq keítou EÍq tctüctiv Kai ávácrramv rcoXWov 
év тф ТстеарХ. ~се лежитъ сь- мл плдлиье l ыл къстлнье миогомъ ■ къ йи • 
‘behold, this is predestined for the falling down and standing up of many people 
in Israel’. (In the Codex Assemani we find лежстось, a form with the postpositive 
-сь, vocalised regularly but not always; this -ck appears instead of ca, and its 
vocalisation can be found in Northern Russian dialects, too. The Savvina Kniga 
renders лтйак; ‘falling’ by плдлние instead of плдсние, and the Ostromir 
interprets бсуаатаац by къстллние instead of кьстлиис.

The verb лежлти 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 8Д4 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 лежитъ 
translates the Greek otnoxeirai (later Church Slavic Лп^д-плсно есть, 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 keítoci. 
Otfrid’s Old High German text applies the auxiliary verb ist ‘is’, in a concrete 
sense (I, 15,29):

Thiz kind is unter mánne 
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: (лете rmc 'positus est’ similarly to the 
Albanian eshte véne, from the verb ve ( vura, véné) ‘to lay, to set’.

In the Hungarian translation Károli used a passive past form: vettetett ‘it was 
thrown’, and in Káldi’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 лежитъ, in accordance with the Church 
Slavic.

The equivalents of the Old Slavic лежьти 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. ли^оимкетше, ли\оимие, лихоимгчние ~  fi nXeove^ía 
‘avidity’. Lu 12,15: брате к ad фиХастстестЭе бело nácTqq n^eove^íae; ~  вЯюдтте 
са • Í х^ните ca • отъ ксткого лихоьми'В ■ ‘Attend and beware of every avidity’.

The variant лихоимветкие can be found in the Marianus while the Zographus 
applies лихоимит here, and the Nikolja Gospel лихоимьыие. All three words are 
hapax legomena in the gospels.

The later codices show other variations, too: e.g. the Gospel of Tärnovo and 
the Macedonian Acts of the Apostles: лихоимини«, Psalterium Sinaiticum: 
лихоемветко and лихоимкстко. In Church Slavic texts скоупвноств, 
скркоквничвстко, корлстолювик 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: къмгрис 'usury’) words represent the inter
preters’ exquisiteness. In the Albanian the deverbal lakmim 'yearning, hungering’, 
from the verb lakmój 'to covet, to yearn’ refers to avidity in a more general sense.

The Hungarian interpreters used the words lelhetellenség ‘insatiability’, later 
generally the word kapzsiság '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 любостяэ^ше (after 
the Greek фЛохербекх 'love of lucre’ or фЛохтррос-йос 'love of acquisition’).

The living Slavic languages have not preserved the compounds in question, 
except the Russian and Bulgarian лихоимство 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 лих<>- 
compounds are not simple literal translations, if we take the basic meaning of 
x^EovE^ia into consideration: its precise rendering would have been *колеимие, 
*кАштсими(, or even *млножеимис, if we consider the etymological relation of 
noXvc, to кккóv, л -̂Éov. The Greek compounds underwent a pejorative change 
of meaning, and the Old Slavic лихо 'superfluous, excessive, lawless, bad’ 
followed this process, maybe, influenced by the Old Slavic лихкл 'usurious 
interest’ (from the Old High German lihan 'to lend’ + the Slavic suffix -кл).

— Real structural caiques.

160  ̂161. лицем ерие, лицом илксткие ~  f] úxÓKgian;
'hypocrisy, dissimulation’. Mt 23,28: eggoOev 8é egte pEcrroi imotcgiaEax; Kai 
ocvopíat;. ~  R7> шжтрлждоу же осте плъни лицемтигьсткии и екзлкони-ё • (Second
hand addition.)'. . .  inside, however, ye are full of hypocrisy and unlawfulness 
( = wickedness)’.

In the Zographus we find the genitive form лин.ш-к|>ксткит; instead of the 
genitive лип.емк()И1л, used generally. The former is a hapax legomenon in the 
archaic gospel texts.

Other loci for липем-т^ие in the gospels: Me 12,15; Lu 21,1. In later Church 
Slavic texts of Russian redaction the derivates and compounds приткоркстко, 
поустоскАтксткл, пстлемкстко, флменкнистко also render the Greek word.

In the later Old Slavic texts лицширкстко also occurs (cf. Jagic’s Entste
hungsgeschichte, 186, p. 310). In the Gospel of Halic we read лицел^ние 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 лицеприятие see below, in 
the entry for лицемтр*. The compound лицеприятие corresponds to a Greek 
*7tQoacD7toév5uai<;, *rcQoaamoavaÍQeai<; ‘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 actionis fätärie comes from the verb fätäri ‘to deceive, 
to dissemble’ (but fätärnicie was formed from the deverbal noun fätärnic 
‘hypocrite’.

As for the Albanian loanword ipocrisi, Greek, Latin and Italian borrowing 
may be equally supposed.

The earlier form of the Hungarian word képmutatás was képmutálás 
‘changing of face’ (cf. Guary Codex, 66). Its present form (since the 16th century) 
is a popular etymology: instead of the obsolete Latin loanword mutálni (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 лицемёр1е.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: В. лицемерие 
(лицемёрство); Sr.-Cr. (притворност); Russ, лицемёрие (лицемёрство, лице- 
мёрность, лицемёрствие); Ukr. (лицем!рство, лицедшетво); М. лицемерство; 
Cz. (licomérnictví, licomérnost, pokrytectvi); Slk. (pokrytectvo, svätusstvo, 
pokryteckosf’); P. (hipokryzja); H.So. (hipokriza, pojatocina); L.So. (hypo- 
kryza, falsna swétosc).

— Probably a caique neologism, formed from the compound лицемтр. (see 
below), just as the neutral adjective form лицемерно and the verbs лицемтрити, 
лицемкрксткоклти which do not occur in the archaic gospel texts. The Western 
Slavic words related to покрути meant originally ‘self-concealment, clandestin- 
ity’ (in a pejorative sense). (As for the supposed connection with a possible 
*лицем1;п7>, see below лицемтръ).

162. лии.емкръ (уиокритъ) ~  ó Стохрпгц;
‘dissembler, hypocrite’ Mt 6,5: Kai őxav лдостЕйхлстЭе, oütc ёстеаЭе щ  oí 
űnoKQiiaí’ ~  i егдл молиши ся не кжди икс» í лии.ем1>р> • ‘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 упокритъ 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 лицем-ь^ and viiok|>mt7>. In the later 
Old Slavic texts the word лицем к|гь was applied for interpreting the compound 
ОяоиХ.о<; ‘smeaking, sly, perfidious’, too. — The Church Slavic texts contain the 
Words nOV'CTOCKATb, П0К|)7>1ТЫ1,К, потхшыгл, too.

In the Gospel of Halic we read лицед-ки which would correspond to a Greek 
яеоошлотсо1Г|тг|с; ‘mask-maker; a man masking oneself.

In the later Church Slavic of Russian redaction we can read П(>итко|>имж1||1йсА, 
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 lihizäri meant ‘flatterer’ (II, 20,11), but driagäri (II, 21,9) probably 
‘deceiver’. Luther’s deverbal noun Heuchler has the primary sense of ‘double- 
dealer’.

The Romanian fätärnic and the Albanian ipokriter show the expected 
parallelism with the nomen actionis mentioned above (see лицем-крис). The old 
Hungarian képmutáló (word for word: ‘face-changer’) became later, by popular 
etymology, képmutató (word for word: ‘face-shower’).

In the Kralice Bible we read pokrytec; in the Russian edition of Stockholm the 
Old Slavic лицемЬръ has been preserved.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: В. лицемёр; Sr.-Cr. 
лицемер (Cr. licimer); Sin. licumerec; Russ, лицемёр; Ukr. лицем!р; M. 
лицемер; Cz. licomér(nik), (pokrytec); Slk. (pokrytec, svdtuskár); P. licemier 
nik (hipokryta, swiqtoszek ); H.So. (swjatula); L.So. (swétarski).

— It is a caique neologism if it was created for the purpose of translating the 
Greek ияокдитц; 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 лдоашяояо17)тг|<;: ‘actor’ and ‘hypocrite’. The 
Greek word in the Acts of the Apostles (10,34) ядосташоХ.Г1рлтг|(;, 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 лицеп()И1Аткнъ 
superseded it (in the Kralice Bible we also find the precise prijimac osoh after the 
Latin, as in the Hungarian the compound személyválogató). In this case it is also 
in connection with the Greek word ядоашяо>,г|(ц)\|па (in Rom. 2,11; Eph. 6,9; 
Col. 3,25; James 2,1) rendered in later Old Slavic texts as лип.еприьхтис (and 
much later, in the Kralice Bible, as prijímání osoh), and by the compound 
személyválogatás in Hungarian (after the Latin personarum acceptio). The Old
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Slavic Липшиц could have corresponded to a Greek *Kßooo)7ronoiö<; 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 лицед-ки. As a caique neologism, the word лицсмир» was 
highly appreciated by Jagic (“wunderbare Übersetzung”).

That the Old Slavic word could mean ‘hypocrite, dissimulator’ indeed, seems 
also probable from the original polysemantic meaning of мирити 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 *лии.ем-кнт> with the meaning ‘face- 
changer’ (maybe, a Lithuanian parallelism, very similarly to the later Old 
Hungarian kép-mutáló. 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 лии,ем1>(Г?>, 
due to the polysemy of м крити ‘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. лъжесъвиджтелк ~  6 v|/Eu50paQTuq (6 »[/сибоцадтиб)
‘false witness’. Mt 26,60: Kod ovy  euqov noXXüv tiqocte^Oóvtmv v|/euőo|í O!q- 
túqwv. ~  í не ое(П;тж ■ i мнсгоыъ лъжемъ сък-плитеЛемъ приступи и«мл ‘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: стжидителк лъж\ ‘the witness of the lie’. (The 
expression лъжесък-пд-Етелк kwtm see below in another entry.) The ъ of prothesis 
лъже instead of к is a Southern Slavic phonetism in some opinions. In the later 
Church Slavic it was replaced by the popular etymology лкжесмидителк.

In the Latin the attributive phrase falsus 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: viel falscher 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 tanú ‘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 (лжесвидетель).

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: В. лъжесвидётел; 
Sr.-Cr. (лйжл>ив свёдок); Russ, лжесвидетель; Ukr. (лжесвщок); M. (лажен- 
сведок); Cz. (Izesvédek); Sík. (Izisvedok, 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 видЪти (‘to see’) on (съвид'Ьтель) ‘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 ж, and the 
Polish-type adjectival construction, too: фалыпйвий свйдок ‘id.’.

164a-b and 165. лъже стжжджтельстко, л/,же стжжджтсльсткис, лъже съкжджние 
~  f |  v |/E u5opotQ T ueío t

‘false proof, false evidence, false testimony’. Mt 26,59: Oi 8Ё äexießeiq ка1 то 
ouvéSqiov ÖÄ.OV é^fycouv v|/eo8o|iaQTt)QÍav ката той TqaoO ~  же i
стадии • í C7>NhM7> ккск • (скадуж льжа смжджтеЯж na ÍCA • ‘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 лжжес'лкжджтель can be read, which indicates that the later 
interpreters were translating from a Greek text where the form феиборадтида 
occurred instead of феи8орадтид1а (supposably caused by the influence of the 
following verse, Mt 26,60). This text, instead of tö oi>vé8qiov őXov, contained oi 
леесфйтедт; its translation was the Old Slavic стадии. Most of the Greek 
codices share this property, and among the Latin manuscripts the Codex 
Brixianus (Vic) and Codex Monacensis (Vile) as well.

Thus л'лжеськ-кджтелкстко appears in the earliest Old Slavic gospel texts as a 
hapax legomenon; it is, similarly, the identical лъжеськжджние, 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 
лкжссъкжджтслкстко.

As for the translation of the Greek цадтиршу and pagTugia ‘evidence, 
testimony’ ськ-кджтелкстко is the most frequent of all in the Old Slavic gospels (23 
times); съккд кипе occurs only 4 times, and съкжд ктслксткис in a single locus (Jo 
3,24). The difference between сжкжджтелкстко and стжжд-кмис seems to have been
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the result of dialectal differences: where both of these variants can be found for 
one locus in all the archaic texts (Me 1,44), ськ-вдтггельстко 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 сднвд-втелкстко and 
съкилиние. Luther’s mostly applied term is the attributive expression falsche 
Zeugnis.

In the Romanian we find the adjectival construction märturie mincinoasä, in 
the Albanian deshmin te-rrem, with the same meaning ‘false testimony’.

Károli’s Hungarian text interpreted these loci as hamis bizonyság ‘false proof 
or hamis tanúság ‘false testimony’. In the recent texts, the word used in everyday 
life and jurisdiction, h a m i s  b i z o n y í t é k  ‘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 лжесвидетельство.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: B.
лъжесвидетелство; Sr.-Cr. (лажано сведочанство); Russ, лжесвидетельство; 
Ukr. (лжеевщёння); M. (лажливо свидетелство); Cz. (Izisvédectví, krivé 
svédectví); Sík. (Izisvedectvo, 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 киджти (cf. the entry for дджесъкждителк).

— Real structural caiques, but only льжеськ-ьдительстко has been preserved 
in the Russian. Hence it has been “repatriated” into Bulgarian. The variant 
лъжесък-ьдителкстше seems to be an original Moravianism.

166. лъже с'лк к, \ттсд1аткоклти ~  феиборартидесо
‘to testify falsely, to bear a false testimony’. Me 10,19: pf| tpoveúcrqi;, pf| 
poixeúorjí; pf| kAévJ/tj«;, pf| \|/eu8opagTUQÍi<Tr|<; • ~  не пр-кЛю™ д-ы • не оукш • не 
оукрдди • не лъже ськидитеАксткоуи • ‘thou knowest the commandments: thou 
shalt not make adultery, shalt not kill, shalt not steal, shah not testify falsely’.

As seen, the Old 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 
лъжесъки дительстковдти.
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As for the variants in the ancient manuscripts, the following distribution can 
be found: Me 10,19: льжл ськ-кдительстковлти, in the Marianus, льжи 
съкидителксткоклти in the Nikolja Gospel; Me 14,56: лъжи смид-, in the 
Zographus; Me 14,57: лъжж съкид-, everywhere.

In the Latin text the translation, according to the sense, is falsum 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 märturisi 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 Károli’s Hungarian interpretations the expressions hamis tanúbizonyságot 
tenni, hamis tanúságot szólni, hamis vallást tenni also followed the Latin falsam 
confessionem facere. In modern texts we mostly read the adverbial construction 
hamisan tanúskodni ‘to testify falsely’.

In the Králice Bible we find the expected phrases vydati falesné svédectví and 
dati krivé svédectví after the Latin variant falsum testimonium dare and the 
German falsche Zeugnis gehen. The Russian edition of Stockholm has preserved 
the Church Slavic form (with the above-mentioned influence of кидити): 
лжесвидетельствовать. The Russian Church Slavic texts contain the ex
pressions не по прхкид-в скидьчити, ложкно сшдттелксткокхти as well.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: В. лъжесвидЪтелст- 
вовати; Sr.-Cr. (рёЬи лажано сведочанство); Russ, лжесвидётельствовать; 
Ukr. (лжеевщчити); М. (рече лажливо свидетелство); Cz. (dáti krivé 
svédectví); Sík. (krivo svédeit’); P. (swiadczyc siq falszywie); 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 a compound; if so, it is a real 
structural caique.

167. лъжесъвид'втелк k7>it h  ~  \|/et>8opaQTi>gé(ú
‘to be a false witness’. Lu 18,20: tát; óvtoA-ócí; óiba?' pq potxeúaqi;, pq cpoveúaqq, 
pq KA.év|/q<;, pq v|/eu5opagu>gq(yq(;, ripa tóv naréga aoi) ícai tqv pqTÉga ~  
злпокиди киси- не ovrih • не Н(гьлк>™ c/,tko(xi - не оукрлди- нс лъжееък-кд-ьтелк 
вжди чьти опд твоего i ыхте̂ к • ‘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: ни лъжк 
съкид-втель кжди, and in the Assemani and Savvina Kniga: ни лъжи 
съкидитель. (The order of the commandment also differs in the archaic 
codices.)
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Similar locus: Mt 19,18 (everywhere л'лже съкидителк кмти). In other 
passages the Savvina Kniga contains the phrase ни лт>жл послоушли, and in later 
texts the compound лъжепослоу'шксткоклти also occurs.

In later Church Slavic the popular etymological лъжесмидителк kwtm occurs.
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 Old 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. лъжь пророку, ~  6 \|/ei>Soirßo<pTytr|<;
‘false prophet’. Mt 7,15: Пдостёхете &nö xebv \|/еи5оядо<рг|тй)У, ~  КлисмЛите 
отъ лъжш)съ П(Х>(»К7> • ‘Beware of the false prophets’.

Similar loci: Mt 24,11; 24,24; Me 13,22, Lu 6,26. Later the compound 
лъжеп(х»()окъ became common in Church Slavic.

The adjectival construction лъжики пророни 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 ложкнт, пророкъ, немр&ккдъкъ пророю. occur as 
well.

In the Latin texts the adjectival construction falsus 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-ггёт.

The Hungarian texts vary, just like the Latin, the adjectival phrase hamis 
próféta ‘false prophet’ with the compound álpróféta ‘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: В. лъжепророк; Sr.- 
Cr. (ná)icjbHB пророк, лйжан пророк); Russ, лжепророк; Ukr. лжепророк; М. 
(лажен пророк); Cz. Izíprorok; Sík. Iziprorok; 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 п^ ока itself is also a caique (see later).

169. л а ж и  христи ~  oi v)/cuöóxei<Tcoi
'false Christ, pseudochrist’. Mt 24,24: еуерЭрстоутои уölq \|/eu8óxeiOT° l KQd 
v|/eu8oKQOcpf)Tai ~  кастаижта ко лажи! уи • i лажи1 n̂ ô oii.n • 'for there will 
arise false prophets and false Christs’. Similar passage: Me 13,22.

In later Church Slavic лАжехристА is common. In the Nikolja Gospel we find 
the plural ллжики христи which shows a Serbo-Croatian vocalism, thus it is not 
an archaic locus. In later Russian Church Slavic ложкиа христосА and 
мсп̂ лккдик'л христосъ 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 form falsche 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 álkrisztus 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 лжехристы in the plural. As for the other Slavic equivalents of the 
Old Slavic word, they—as in the case of ЛАжепророкА—partly corresponding 
compounds, partly adjectival expressions; in Old Serbian, however, we can find 
лъжехристъ, 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.

M

170. мАлоктрА ~  őX.tyórcicxxoq
‘pusillanimous, faint-hearted’ Mt 8,26: Kai Léyei auxotq' xí 5eiA.oí érne, 
ó^iyóniaxot; ~  í г л а  i m a  • чкто статики есте МАЛоккри • ‘And Не says to them: 
Why %re 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 малокт(ЖН7) occurs very often, and its 
synonym is МАлолоуткнА ~  óXiyóv|n)xo<; (word for word: 'of little spirit’.)
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The Latin modicae fidei is a genitivus qualitatis, just like the expressions 
minimae fidei and pusillae fidei 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: leitil galaubjands. This 
apostrophe is rendered by Luther by kleingläubig, 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-ракё is 
a compound (with an inverse word order).

In the Hungarian, the adjectival expression kicsiny hitű with the qualitative 
suffix of the noun corresponds exactly to the Latin. (In recent editions we see the 
more usual form kishitű, a compound of similar construction and of identical 
meaning.)

In the Kralice Bible the genitivus qualitatis ó maié víry occurs, the modern 
Russian text applies the adjective маловЪрный in the plural vocative.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: В. (маловерен); 
Sr.-Cr. (малодушан, малодушии); Russ, маловер (маловерный); Ukr. 
маловёр (малов!рний); М. маловерен); Cz. (malovérny); Sík. (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 kleingläubig, 
too.

*

N. B. Perhaps the Moravianism of similar construction (though here, 
probably, not the caique) млломоштк exerted an influence on the establishment 
of мллок-fcjrb. Old Serbian маломой(анъ); В. маломощен; Russ, маломочный; 
P. malomocny; L.So. malomocny; H.So. malomocny serve for translating the 
Greek áváitriQoq or kdXAck; 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 Krüppel ‘cripple’. The Ukrainian form 
seems to be a Polish loanword. The Church Slavic млломо1| 1к and млломощкнъ 
were changed to the adjectives немощь, немощкнъ, полк, колкнъ (колкнлкъ) and 
the noun вилкникл. In the Old Slavic gospels we find млломоштк in Me 9,43 and 
Lu 14,14. The Greek word stock contains a compound oXiyoSQavqq which 
corresponds exactly to the Old Slavic млломоштк, but the Greek compound does 
not occur in the well-known archaic Greek gospel codices. Thus the compound 
маломошть cannot be considered a caique of Greek origin here. It seems to 
have been a caique neologism in interpreting the Greek ota3evf|<; and аффсосгто<; 
in I, Cor. 11,30, but it is more probably a real structural caique of the Greek 
oXiyoaOevry; and óXiyobQavíy;.
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The similar Greek compound adjective, бЯлуобдауту;, does not occur in the 
gospels, nor does бАлуостЭеуту; but we can find these and others, e.g. 6cvánr)Qoi;, 
QtééwaToq, áaSevfy;, kuMxk; in other Greek scripture texts.

171-172. мимоити, миыжти ~  TtageLeoCTopai, (&VTt)rcoiQf|>.Sov 
‘to come to an end, to pass away, to vanish’. Lu 21,33: 6 oügotvöq кай fi yfj 
ладеА.ейсгоутаи,о1 5e >.óyoi рои об рр ладеХебсгоутаи. ~  hko í 3 *mäh м и м о  

lact7> • ь. слокссл мои нс шатъ п(пи.ти ‘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 ладеХеистораа has the sense ‘to pass away, to come to an end’, but we find 
м и м о и т и  ‘to go 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 м и н ж т и  in the 
Zographus and the Marianus instead of мимоити, in a concrete sense.

In the later texts the compound verbs мимогрлсти and пртити can also be 
found instead of мимо ити; they usually have a concrete sense. In Church Slavic 
texts П|>оити, П(шити and прстхти 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 
vorübergehen 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 shkój verbs occur both in a 
concrete and in a figurative sense in the passages where the Greek text applies 
яадеАхйсгорои and &УГ1яадт|Х.Эоу. But in the Hungarian, Károli drew a 
distinction between the figurative elmúlni and the concrete elkerülni. 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 прейтй (cf. Old Slavic П(>тити), but in a 
concrete sense (as Lu 10,31; 10,32) we meet пройти мимо.

As for the living Slavic languages, we do not find the derivates of the verb 
прити, but миижти or its aspectual pairs (above мимоити). Such are, e.g.: 
В. мина, минйвам; M. минува; Sr.-Cr. минути; Russ, минуть, минать, 
миновйть, минйвывать; Ukr. минути, минйти, миновйти; Cz. minouti, 
minovati; Sík. minut’; P. minqc(sig); H.So. minyc so; L.So. minus se, mijas se.

The Old Slavic мимо ити has been preserved in the Serbo-Croatian мимоЬи, 
мимойПи мимбййём, but its traces can be found in other Slavic languages, e.g. 
Cz. mimojdouci ‘passing (by), transitory’; Sík. mimoidúci ‘passer-by’.
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The verb минжти seems to be Common Slavic but мимо ити is a later 
compound that did not spread into every Slavic language. Thus, in the Marianus 
and the Zographus we find минжти for Mt 8,28, but мимо ити appears in the 
Ostromir; although, мимо ити 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, 
мимоходом, Sr.-Cr. мймогрёд ‘id’ also indicate a similarity in outlook with the 
Old Slavic.

— On the basis of the Greek ладеАебаоцац миижти is a semantic caique, 
мимо ити, 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. мимо ходити ~  ладёдхорш
‘to disregard’; ‘to omit, to pass away’. Lu 11,42; Kai ладедхеаЭе tqv kqíoiv Kai 
xf|v átyánqv той ЭеоС. ~  í мимо ходите сждъ í люпокк пжинк. ‘ . . .  and уе 
disregard the justice and the love of God’.

The compound мимо ходити 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 ладауш and ларалодебоцаь In the Macedonian Acts of the 
Apostles it renders the verb biégxopai, too. In later Church Slavic проходити, 
прохождлти 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, ладаую, naganopeúopai) with the prefixed verb frairh-gaggan ‘to 
pass through’. Luther’s expression in the passage of Lu 11,42 is übergehen vor (+  
dative), but vorübergehen, durchhingehen and wandeln in a concrete local 
meaning.

The Romanian texts contain the expression lasa la о parte; in the Albanian a 
similar solution is the phrase /<? mbe nj’ апё, from the verb le (lashe, 1ёпе) ‘to let’ 
and the noun апё ‘side’.

In Károli’s Hungarian text we read the compound verb hátrahagyni (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 минжти. Except in the Russian, мимо х°Аити has not been 
preserved in living Slavic languages, but the instr. case of мимоходъ 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 of jinochod). 
In Serbo-Croatian where the continuation of мимо ити has been preserved 
(мимойЬи, мимоЬи), we find мимой[з]лазити as its aspectual doublet; but in
stead of мимоход (мймогрёд) 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. мъиогоглм'олмше ~  p TioXiAoyia
‘loquacity, talkativeness; Mt 6,7: Sokouctiv yap öxi év xf) noXuA-oyia auxöv 
eioaKOUCT9 fiaovxtxv ~  мкнатъ ca uko къ mnos-r гллни скоемк • оуслъиплни 
влчджтъ • ‘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 мъного(гЬнис, мъногослокис, мъногокесилокьние also occur 
(instead of мъного we find келе, too).

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 
ßaxxoA,oyeo), another verbal compound can be found: ли^огллголлти (Mt 6,7). 
The compound мимогльголгсги 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 noXvXoyétü and ттоХиАлкесо actually existed in the Greek. 
The nominal compound was not quite established in Old Slavic (in къ 
м ъ н о в -к г л а г о л л н и и  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 multä corresponds to 
TioXuXoyía (but м8лтъ коркл by Micu-Clain). In the Albanian we also find a 
postpositive attribute: fja -lé t’e 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: szót szaporítani
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(word for word: ‘to multiply the word’) and ömlik belőlük a szó ‘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 Old Slavic word has been retained in the Russian only; the related 
adjective exists in Russian and Serbo-Croatian (многоглаголивый and 
многоглагсиьив, resp.) Similar adjectives exist in other Slavic languages, too, 
e.g., the Macedonian многозборлив, Czech and High Sorbian mnohorecny. etc. 
In Russian we find a lot of synonyms of the Old Slavic noun, such as 
MHoroBeiuáHie, многослбв1е, многословность, многорёч1е, многоре
чивость, nycTOOicmie, пусторечие etc., on the basis of (or, influenced by) 
Church Slavic. In Ukrainian similar compounds exist, but rather with the 
popular antecedent parts багато- and веле-. In Polish we find wielomówny, a 
similar compound.

— Real structural caique, though it was at first rather a caique expression 
than a compound. The verb лихогллголгсги, which occurs in the same verse, can 
be considered to have been originally an occasional word group for rendering 
ßorrto- (ßaTTa-)7.oyea) and thus this is a simple translation rather than a precise 
decalquisation: ßanoT-oyeco seems to be related to the same root as it appears in 
ßaixagi^to ‘to stutter, to falter’, and thus, it is an onomatopoetic word (like 
Latin balbutio and barbarus; cf. Berber).

175. MftNorou,HNKN7> ~  7ioX.t)Tipo<;
‘o f great value, highly valuable’. Mt 13,46: eűgröv 5ё evoc noÄ.(mpov царуадкт^у 
6tne>,9mv лёлдакеу л ót v ia  ő a a  e!xEV кап qyÓQOUTEV aűtóv. ~  (же овртъ един?. 
MNoroii/fcNNh кискръ • шкл7> мродх псе (м книс ( коупи 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 Old Slavic compound has the meaning ‘highly appreciated, highly 
esteemed’ in the Codex Suprasliensis (105,19), related to the verb upáco ‘to 
esteem’, but in this same codex (492,28) it corresponds to the compound 
no3.UTeX.fiq, with the meaning found in the gospel: ‘expensive, dear’. In Church 
Slavic we meet the compound лргои.т:нкнт>, 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 denominál adjective köstlich (in the last analysis, from the Low Latin 
* cost are < constare ‘to cost’).
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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: drága ‘dear, expensive’; also a compound in Mt 13,46: 
drágakő ‘precious stone’ (word-for-word sense as in the English), but in the 
latest Catholic texts, more exactly: igazgyöngy ‘real pearl’.

The Kralice Bible speaks of a velmi drahá perla ‘very expensive pearl’. In the 
Russian edition of Stockholm we read драгоценная жемщужина ‘highly 
valuable pearl’.

The Old Slavic adjective мъногоциыкнъ 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 o f the 
noun H.UNX (which, however, meant ‘penalty, ransom’ according to its principal , 
Indo-European sense; cf. Greek Ttoivp, Latin poena).

176. м-ьдь ~  ó xotA.KÓq
‘(copper-)money’. Me 12,41: éSetbget Ttüq 6 öyXoq ßct/Aci уалкоу eiq то 
уа^офиАякеюу ~  кидкиь км<о нх(К>дъ • мештстъ миль въ (лзхфиллк'шж • ‘Не 
was watching how the crowd of people were throwing money into the collecting 
box’.

In the later Russian Church Slavic мид(&н7>1 деньга (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 желтъ ‘yellow’).

The Romanian bani de агата 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 деньги, respectively. The Czech noun 
has its correspondents in other Slavic idioms, too, e.g. Old Slavic п-ьнабь (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 
Spvágtov was rendered into Old Slavic by the word of German origin, rreNASh

1
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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. мл спо[у]ди nx спо[у]ди, NX СИОУДЫ NX СП0УДЪ1, NX спо[у]д-к NX спо[у]ди 
~  оирлоша аидяоспа
‘in succession, each beside another’. (Word for word: ‘by table companies 
(tents), by groups’, in the Greek text.) Me 6,39: teal ÉTtérâ Ev аотой; 
(ivaickiSiívai nátvxotc аицжЬспа аицжЬстга ~  Í покех-t; ймт, посхлити ia пса • nx 
сп«дт>| • нх сп»дъ1. (The forms споуду. and спод7> 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 споуд-Е nx споуд-ts which is a locative form.
Similar locus: Lu 9,14, but here the Greek text shows the syntagm кАлота<; 

d)OEÍ ‘so to say by tents’, and the Old Slavic renders it with nx сподъ.
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 тралена ‘table’).

Károli’s Hungarian interpretation presents a free transformation here: mint 
szoktak asztalhoz ülni 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: по отьделёшямъ ‘group by group’ and pядáми ‘order by order’.

The Old 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. н а с т а к к и и к ь ,  (оучитслк) ~  ó ёяютатту;, (6 каЭтуутугту;), (ó Si5áoK<xA.oq) 
'teacher, master’. Lu 5,5: ёлштата, 5t’ öXr|q vuktó<; колгасга\ае<; oü5ev
^ X a ß o p E V '  ~  N A C T A R h N H H C  ■ OR H O I I I T K  К К С Ж  Т р о у Ж Д Ы М С  C A  • Н С н и ч к с о ж с .

'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 ёлютатту; is a characteristic word of St. Luke’s 
classicizing Gospel, while in the other three gospels we find the vocatives of the 
nouns ка&тууг|тт£ and 5i8ácncaXo<;. The Old Slavic texts sometimes use the 
noun нхстхккник7> for rendering ка9щг|хр<;, too (e.g. Mt 23,10); in other cases, 
however, the deverbal noun ovimtcak appears for translating not only the 
expected öiöáaxa^oq but каЭтуутуср«; as well.

In the Macedonian Acts of the Apostles (12th—14th cc.) we find mostly 
n - f c C T o y N 7> which (together with the verb п и с т о к а т и )  is a 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 питлти '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 м х с т е р > ,  м А с т о р , ,  

м А и с т о р .  as well, coming through the Greek paiorcug (later also pácrroQa ,̂ in a 
popular form) from the Latin magister 'master, teacher’.

In the Latin translations we read praeceptor as a rule, corresponding to 
ёяютатту; (in other cases, the translation is magister).

In the Gothic, for ётсютатт^, 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 invätätor, the nomen agentis of the verb 
invá(a 'to teach’ is used; a similar formation is the Albanian mesonjes from the 
verb mesój ‘id.’ (The primary meaning of the Romanian verb in the Balkanic 
Low Latin may have been ‘to induce somebody to sin’: * in + vitiäre.)

The Hungarian texts, since Károli 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 Károli uses the word doktorok corresponding to the Latin plural 
form magistri and the Greek каЭтуутугаа (in the modern Catholic texts it is 
vezetők '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 o f the Old Slavic word have the meaning ‘teacher, 
educator’: В. наставник; Sr.-Cr. н4ставнйк; Russ, наставник; Ukr. настав
ник; M. наставник, P. (nastqwnica ‘regulator, adjuster’); Cz. (nastávající 
‘standing ahead, future’); Sík. (nastávajúci ‘id.’); L.So. (nastawajucy ‘coming 
into being’; H.So. (nastawacy ‘id.’).

— Real structural caique, corresponding to éntotáxr|<; in Greek, part for part. 
As for the Greek word ка$г|уг|хт)<;, the Old Slavic нлстхвьникъ is a simple 
translation; or, in some cases, a semantic caique.

I79a-b. HXC*IIIT7>N7>, ((NXjAKHiKKNb) ~  £7tlOÚOTOq

‘daily, supersubstantial, supernatural’ Lu 11,3: xöv qcqxov qpcav xöv é7uoúcnov 
8í5ou %iív xő каЭ’ f^pégav ~  nmiik н\дкнекън7>1 • дм нхмъ ил ксикъ
д ’нк • ‘our daily bread [thou] give us every day’.

In the Zographus we find нхдьнеккмъ, in the Savvina Kniga дьнеккнъ. In the 
Nikolja Gospel a later phonetic variance, иносжшткнъ can be read which 
perhaps also indicates that the numeral pronoun инъ began to take over the 
sense ‘other’ instead o f ‘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 нхсжшткнъ while in the Marianus and 
Savvina Kniga we read NXCTXKiuxxro (genitivus temporis); in the Zographus, 
however, incompletely, the abridged form n x c t o a iiit . . .

The compound покксбдкнеккнъ is a later Russian Church Slavic variant just as 
кжедкнеккнъ and кхждодкнсккнт» 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: 8öq fipiv 
crqpeQov ‘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 täglich ‘daily’.
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The Romanian genitivus qualitatis de toate zilele and the Albanian 1ё- 
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 насущный, 
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: В. насыцен; M. 
насушен; Sr.-Cr. HácyiuHh; Russ, насущный, насущий (настоящий); Ukr. 
насухцний (насущник ‘daily bread’).

The Western Slavic languages apply the forms corresponding to rbca and
ЛКНК.

— иьсжшткнъ 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 льнсккнъ, in the Zographus a form ЫАДвнеквнА also 
appears. The variant насжштвма 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: 8öq pplv 
ofipegov which agrees with the Latin da nobis hodie, and the usual Church Slavic 
text of the Chrysostomos’ Liturgy: даждв nama дкикск • ‘give us today’ which 
follows the original Greek text of this liturgy.

180a-b. некъзвллгодиткнъ, нсказваагодаткма ~  &х®61СТТО?
‘ungrateful, unthankful’ Lu 6,35: . . .  őrt autói; XQfi^ói; eoriv éni той; 
áxaQÍcrrouq K a i  kovtiqoíx; • ~  kko та kamt, есть ■ na не казбаагодитанана ■ í 
задана ■ ‘because He is also good to the ungrateful and the wicked’.

In the Zographus we find некАЗВААГодитынА! but in the Marianus 
некАзвлАгодАткнА! (see also the difference between влАГод-втелк and благода- 
телк). In later texts the privative compounds невлАгодАркнА, невлАгоприлтьмА 
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 
eű9ÉTO<; ‘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 njóhéne te-mireпё ‘who 
did not recognise the good deeds’.

The adjective háládatlan ‘ungrateful’ in Károli’s translation was later reduced 
by the shorter form hálátlan which is a privative adjective form from the noun 
hála ‘gratitude’.

The Kralice Bible applies the adjective nevdecny, which is a privative form, 
similar to the modern Russian неблагопр1ятный (but the latter also comes from 
Church Slavic).

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: B. (HeönaroflápeH); 
Sr.-Cr. (нёблагодаран); Russ, (неблапдвдрный, неблагоприятный); Ukr. 
(невдячний); M. (неблагодарен); Cz. (nevdecny); Sík. (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 вллгодх|>ьн7>, only in Russian we find the privation of 
пллгоддткнъ preserved by the influence of къзкльгодьткнъ. As for 
къзвллгодлтьнъ, its establishment was probably promoted by the existence of 
the.expression къздхти укьмс ~  eűxaeiaréco, gratias agere, too.

— Real structural caiques.

181a-b-c. HCR7>3 Mo;KhN7>, (нсможкнъ), (нсыожликъ) ~  &5Ú varro«;
‘impossible’; ‘unpowerful’. Lu 18,27: ó SeeItiev ш  ótőúvaxa дара бсуЭдшлоц 
Suvaxä кара тф Эеф éativ. ~  оыъ же рече некадможкихл отъ ч!<ъ къзможкнь отъ 
кк ежтъ ‘but Не 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: 
unmahteigs; in Luther’s translation the privative adjective: unmöglich.

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: В. невъзмбжен; Sr.- 
Cr. (нёмогуЬ); Russ. не[воз]можный; Ukr. (неможлйвий); M. (неможен); Cz. 
(nemozny); H.So. (njemózny); 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 къзмог- (к7,змошти) with the suffix
-KN7>.

182-184. нек-крие, некирьстко, мек-ьрксткие ~  f] á tu o ría
‘incredulity, disbelief. Me 9,24: 7uare6co ßoqöei рои xfj áTtioríqt. ~  R-kpovfUR гй •
помози моемоу некиркк» • ‘I believe. Lord, but help my incredulity’.

In the Zographus we find неккрие, but in the Marianus некирксткие. If we 
compare these two oldest codices from this point of view, we find the following:

Zographus Marianus
Mt 13,58 NCKUjiKCTKMc нскз>()кстко
Mt 17,20 NiR-fcjihCTKHe ncrx̂ kctro
Me 6,6 NCK-KjiKCTKne NeRnphCTRO
Me 9,24 NeRUjHIic NCRfcjlhCTRHC
Me 16,14 HCR-Kjine HCRUfKCTRHC

As we can see NCRUfKCTRHe occurs more often than its synonyms, and NiK-kwe 
appears most infrequently. It is interesting that in the Zographus we read NCR-b̂ ne 
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 NCR-njine can 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”, NtRUjiKCTRne 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 hcrh()kctro is an original 
Balkanism in the Old Slavic, too.

In the Euchologium Sinaiticum (44,b. 15.) we find the variant Re3 RHj>ne which 
corresponds even more precisely to the original Greek word. In later texts 
MAA0Ri5j>Mf also occurs which serves— together with нек-к̂ ие— for translating 
бАлуоякта, too. In the Macedonian Acts of the Apostles NiRi5jXiRANHC also 
appears, and in the later Church Slavic texts of Czech redaction (originating 
from Croatia) NCR-KfA occurs, too.

In general, in the ecclesiastic texts of Northern Slav peoples we find the latin- 
letter formj of NeR̂ hNocTk (cf. the adjective NeRUj>hN7>).

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(á 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: В. невёрие; Sr.-Cr. 
Heeepje, невёрство ‘treachery’, ‘incredulity’; Russ, невёрие, невёрство 
(невёрность); Ukr. (нев!ра, нев!ршсть), нев!рство; М. неверие (неверица, 
неверба); Cz. (nevéra, nevérnost, nevérení, nevérectví); Sík. (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 нек-лрие has been preserved by 
the Byzantine Slavic ecclesiastic terminology only; the Western Slavic languages 
put the negative prefix ne- to the old noun vára. The nouns suffixed with -octk, 
coming from the adjective ккркмъ are later formations. There are some 
characteristic national forms also (Macedonian, Western Slavic); the Ukrainian 
нев!ра shows Polish influence but the other three Ukrainian nouns seem to be 
taken over from Russian Church Slavic. In general, the correspondents with 
-ость and -CTRO can also mean ‘treachery’, and ‘untruth’ as well (cf. also the Indo- 
European relation of the word к-крл ‘faith’ to the Latin verus ‘true, real’ and Old 
High German wära ‘reality, truth’).

— All the three Old Slavic words (and their later Church Slavic variants as 
well) are real structural caiques; некирие seems to be closer to the original Greek 
ánioría. The other two variants gradually lost ground though originally нек ирис 
had been the least frequent in the archaic gospel texts.

185. нех-мкн'л ~  аяютод
‘incredulous, unfaithful’: Me 9,19: d) yeveä оелктих;, sox; лоте npöi; űpotq 
e сторон; ~  w рсде нехкршъ • до кол-ъ къ клс7> вждл. ‘oh, incredulous generation, 
till when shall I stay 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 denominál adjective ungläubig.

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 некирие etc.).

The Kralice Bible presents the Common Slavic nevérny, corresponding to the 
Russian неверный in the Stockholm edition.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: В. невёрен; Sr.-Cr. 
нёвёран; Russ, невёрный; Ukr. нев!рний; M. неверен; Cz. nevernv (nevérící); 
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 невирие) 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 M oravianism may not 
be excluded.

— Real structural caique. Its Proto-Slavic origin does not seem plausible, 
parallel formations and borrowings are more probable (see also нек-кркыъ).

186a-b and 187-188. неглсъ, тгхсимтф), нсгхсаи, иегмпАи ~  асфеото«;, (oő 
aßevvupevo«;)
‘inextinguishable’. Lu 3,17: то bt ä%UQOv катакошаы nugi acrßeorip. ~  \  плц- 
къ1 съжежетъ огнемк ие гмижштимк • ‘and Не 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 ticrxcHM7>i in the Ostromir. This also occurs in Mt 3,12 and Me 9,43 in 
general; but in Me 9,45 the shorter негхеъ is applied. In later Church Slavic the 
active negative present participle негхемжшть can also be read.

The Latin inextinguibilis corresponds to the Old Slavic н«г\симъ precisely; the 
Gothic un-bapnands which is a negative present participle from the intransitive 
bapman ‘to cease burning’ corresponds rather to the Old Slavic неглсъ. 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 shuój 
‘id.’.

The Hungarian word in Károli’s translation was megolthatatlan ‘correspond
ing to the Latin inextinguibilis (and Old Slavic негхеимъ), 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 olt hatat lan or ki nem alvó ‘not ceasing to 
burn’, ‘inextinguishable’.

In the Kralice Bible we find a secondary word formation, neuhasitelny; the 
modern Russian неугасимый is nearer to the Old Slavic word.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: В. (неясен), 
негасим: Sr.-Cr. (неугйгшьив, неугашен, неугйсив); Russ, неугаеймый 
(неугаейемый, неугйсный, неугашённый); Ukr. (непогаеймий, негйшенний, 
невгаеймий, невгйсний, негйшливий); М. (негасен); Cz. (neuhasitelny); Sík. 
(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 иеглсимъ renders the Greek aaßeorot; 
(perhaps there was also some Latin influence, in some nuances different from the 
later Romanian and Albanian solutions); the variant негьсъ indicate perhaps 
Gothic influence (or, at least, similarity).

189a недостоин?, ~  4xQeio<;
‘useless’. Lu 17,10: Léyete ölt SoöLoi dcygeioi éapev ~  гл1тс ико рьки недостани 
есмь • ‘Say that: “We are useless servants” ’.

The conjuction тко occurs in the Marianus and the Assemani only. In the 
Nikolja Gospel we find имъж« after глите, and еже in the Assemani.

The Old Slavic недостоин?! means, word for word, <3cvá£,io<; ‘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 ává^toq, too. In Church Slavic we also find негодьн?!, весполкзкнъ, 
нхпрлсънъ 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 brükjan, Romanian foloqi, Albanian 
уyen or vlen; this latter meant originally: ‘to be worthwhile’).

Luther’s translation applies the privative Unnütz (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 ничего нестоюине i.e. ‘who are worth nothing’.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: В. недостоен; 
‘unworthy’; Sr.-Cr. недослан; Ru. недостойный; Ukr. недостойний; M. 
недостоен; 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 Old Slavic. The Old Slavic 
Лостоинъ was also applied in order to interpret the Greek íxavóq ‘enough’; as this 
latter also meant ‘satisfying, suitable’, the Old Slav interpreters use недостоин?! 
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. исключим?» ~  átxpeío<;
‘useless’. Mt 25,30: Kai töv &xeeiov SoC^ov ёкРаА-ете eiq то окотом то 
é^WTegov • ~  i неключимлего рлкл къкрз-кте и къ тъмж кром глпкн3̂  • ‘and throw 
out the useless servant into the external darkness’.

The Old Slavic word is applied in other Old Slavic texts for rendering the 
Greek axencrroc;, &50Kipo<;, too.

The verb ключити. 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 не, for rendering the meaning ‘useless’ of the Greek &X6£109> too.

In later Church Slavic texts ncioa?>n7>, ксснолкзкнъ, н с п о т р в ъ н л  can also be 
found.

As for the non-Slavic texts, cf. the former entry for недостоинъ.
In the Kralice Bible we find neuzitecny here, too; in the modern Russian text 

the privative негодный is known from the Church Slavic texts as well, together 
with бесполезный ( в с с п о л к з ь н л ).

Except the Russian неключймый which is a Church Slavic borrowing, we do 
not find any etymological equivalent in living Slavic usage.

— Real structural caique if we consider its privative composition. If, however, 
we compare its literal meaning to the primary basic word ключк ‘key, steer, 
shepherd’s crook, government’ and hence to ключити ‘to govern’, thus 
исключим?» 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. нспокинкн7», нскинкн?», всзкинкн7» ~  ácvaÍTioq, áScpoq 
‘innocent’. Mt 27,24: йЭфос; eipi атто тоС aípaToq той biKaíou toútou- ~  
непокинкил ссмк ■ отл к(глкс сего п(>лкклкникл. Т 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 SÍKaioq, ávéyK>.r|TO<; are also 
interpreted by this word which, especially in Russian Church Slavic writings, has 
the variants nckhnkn7> and всзкинкнъ (or the vocalised forms of these).

In later Church Slavic texts кезгришкн'л 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.

I n the Romanian the privative compound of Church Slavic origin, nevinovat is 
applied; in Albanian the similarly prefixed pa-fajm (from the noun fa j ‘sin, 
fault’).

In Károli’s Hungarian text ártatlan ‘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 ävaiuoq and otScpoq 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 праведный, 
but also невиновен and невинен (неповинен) from the same root.

The other Slavic equivalents o f the Old Slavic word are: В. (невинен); Sr.-Cr. 
(нёвин); M. (невин); Russ, неповинный (невинный, невиновйтый, невино
вный [-вен]; Ukr. неповйнний (невйнний, невиновйтий); Cz. (nevinny); Sík. 
(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 некинл, некиноклт7», nciiokhnok\ t 7>.

— Real structural caiques.

191a b. Nciij>\KKAKNTi, (ие[с]прк1,лкликт>) ~  äSncoq, oi aSiKot 
‘evil, wicked, unjust’. Mt 5,45: Kai ßgexci siti bitcaíoix; Kai aSÍKon^. ~  í 
Л'ьждитъ нл iijtAKCÂ NbUA • í NeiijWKhÂ NW ■ ‘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 SÍKatoq, 

too. In the later Church Slavic texts the vocalised form непрлкеАликъ occurs in 
this sense and нсп̂ косжакит. ‘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 Sveorgappévoí; ‘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 Bösen ‘the wicked’.
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The Romanian texts show the privative adjective of similar sense and 
composition нелр«пт7>. 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 Károli contained the adjective hamis ‘false, perfidious’, 
but later (and at present, too) we generally meet the adjectives gonosz ‘wicked’, 
‘and bűnös ‘sinful’.

The Kralice Bible uses the adjective nespravedlivy of the same root; the 
modern Russian text has preserved the Old Slavic in a vocalised form: 
нeпpáвeдный.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: B. непрйведен; Sr.- 
Cr. нёправедан; Russ, непрйведный; Ukr. непрйведний; M. неправеден; Cz. 
nepravdivy; Slk. (nespravedlivy); P. (niesprawiedliwy); H.So. (njesprawny); 
L.So. (njepsawdosciwy).

Apparently, the Old Slavic compound непрлкклкмъ might have been 
established immediately on the basis of the Greek йбисос; 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. спрккдьликъ).

— Real structural caique (first of all from the viewpoint of privative 
formation.)

192. NenjWkRhAbNHK7>~ Ó OtblKOq
‘wicked man’. Lu 1 8 ,1 1 : cootieq  oi Xoinoi tg >v ávöpónov, ölqkayeq, a b v K o i , ~  

■BKo i П(юни1 чци • xbiiiiThNMtw • иеп^ккАкниии • ‘as most people, rapacious, 
wicked’.

As for the Latin, Gothic, Romanian and Hungarian, see ыеп̂ ккАКнт», 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 &vopo<; (see 
б с з [ з ] л к о н ь н ъ ) .  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 обйдчикъ, but хищник also occurs, which is 
known from the Ostromir as well (уыщкникъ).

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: В. непрйведник; Sr.- 
Сг. нёправеднйк; Russ, непрйведник; Ukr. непрйведник; M. неправедник; 
Western Slavic: cf. the entry for непркьАьнъ.

—  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. нерлзоумикъ, неллзоумливъ ~  aoúvsxot;, ыерлзоумкнъ ~  
ávóriToq
‘imprudent, unreasonable, unwise’. Me 7,18: oőxtoq Kai ицец áoúvexoí éore: ~  
тлко ли къ1 не рлзоумьлики есте • ‘thus are ye also imprudent?’

The form нерлзоумики occurs in the Marianus; in the Zographus we find 
нерлзоумьлики but in Lu 24,25: несъмысльнъ.

Both words are “hapax legomena” in the earliest gospel texts. In the Assemani 
we find ие^лзоумкни in the text of Lu 24,25. The Old Slavic words, however, were 
used in the later texts, for translating the privative compound avór|xo<;, too.— In 
later Church Slavic texts of Russian redaction we find в«зоумкнъ and съ оумл 
шьдъш1и 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 vitán 
‘to know’. Luther’s translation was unverständlich 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: л8 шй кой ежтедй нмиелегетори (word for word: ‘are 
you also unintelligent?’).

The Albanian juna te-ратаггё 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: 
Hát 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 непонятливый.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: В. неразумен; Sr.-Cr. 
нёразуман, неразумл>ив ‘unintelligible’ (без разума); Russ, неразумливый, 
неразумный (нерассудительный); Ukr. нерозумний, нерозумлйвий; М. 
неразумен; Cz. nerozumny; Sík. nerozumny; P. nierozumny; L.So. njerozymny; 
H.So. njerozumny (njerozumity ‘unintelligible’).

Apparently, from among the Old Slavic words nc- рлзоумикъ has not survived 
because it was ousted by the palatalized ыерлзоумкликт» 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, нс^лзоумкил 
has become common.

— Real structural caiques.

195. не|1Жкоткор<ъ ~  &x£iQonoir|TO<;
‘made not with hands’. Me 14,58: K a i  5na xgiüv ppegrav aM.ov &xeiecmoi'rTtov
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о 1ко6 оцг|ош ~  í  тркми Л'лн7>1 • ín o  нержкоткоршж слзижлж • . .and in three
days I 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) xete0 7 loir|TO<;, too.

In later Church Slavic text нерлчкосълиллнл 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: 

ne facut de máni. Similarly, the Albanian té-paberét me do re contains a negative 
participle with an adverbial construction.

The Old High German expression ni mit stéinon gidánaz (Otfrid IV, 19,36) 
means ‘not with stones made’. Luther’s text contains the precise caique 
expression nicht mit Händen gemacht.

In Károli’s Hungarian text we find an attributive clause: mely kéz nélkül 
csináltatott ‘that was made without hands’. In the modern Catholic version the 
passive voice is replaced by a nominal predicate (1967): amely nem emberi kéz 
műve ‘that is not the work of a human hand’, or more solemnly: amely már nem 
emberi kéznek lesz alkotása ‘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 Old Slavic word has its precise etymological equivalents in: B. 
неръкотворен; Russ, нерукотворенный and нерукотворный; Ukr. неруко- 
творний which is a Church Slavic influence; in Bulgarian, it may be a Russian 
influence, too. The accessory form is created from a Church Slavic 
H6j»<KK0TK0j)KNT>. 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. несллнъ, (несолкнъ, прпскнл) ~  ävoAoq, (осуоЛцод)
‘unsalted, insipid’. Me 9,50: Jav 8 e то aXotc; avakov yévqtai év tívt airco 
átQTÚaETe; ~  лште ли же соль нееллнл кждетъ • 5 чемь нк молите • ‘but if the salt 
will become insipid, what do ye salt it with?’

In the áncient Old Slavic gospel texts the word нееллмл is a hapax legomenon. In 
later Church Slavic texts the denominál вессолкнт. 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: nesärätor, 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 Károli’s Hungarian translation the privatively suffixed form éretlen 
‘unripe’ occurs, but in other similar texts: sótlan ‘unsalted’; this latter has 
become general, but in the latest Catholic versions we read, according to the 
sense, a transitive word group: ha а só elveszti ízét ‘if the salt loses its taste’.

The Kralice Bible uses the corresponding neslany, and the modern Russian 
has also preserved the Old Slavic construction: но ежели соль не coaoHá будет. 
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: В. несолен; Sr.-Cr. 
нёслан; Russ, несольный, несолённый, несолоный; Ukr. несолоний; M. 
несолен; Cz. neslany; Sík. neslany; P. niesolony; H.So. njesólny; 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. нестроение ~  q акатасгтаспа
‘rebellion, revolt’. Lu 21,9: őrav 8 e акоиспугЕ ттоТхцоид K a i йкатаатаагас;, pq 
7ttoq9f|Tc' ~  Gr,\> же ove домните крдни i неетроенки • не ovroítc са • ‘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 Беспокойство and 
веспорАдт>к7> (vocalized: кеспордлокъ), too. We can also meet other synonyms; 
thus we see e.g. рдздоръ, неиокой and несъгллсие.

The Latin translation applies seditio; in the Gothic this locus cannot be found.
Luther’s word is Empörung ‘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 pártütés meant originally ‘faction-making’; in later texts it is 

replaced by lázadás ‘revolt’.
The Old Slavic word has been preserved in Middle Bulgarian and Old 

Russian; in the latter we read even today нестроёше (but in Ukrainian: 
нестройшсть). A similar compound exists in Czech: nestrojenost. The 
Bulgarian adjective нестроен ‘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. нес7>М7>1Слкнъ ~ávór|Toq
‘foolish, unreasonable, stupid’. Lu 24,25: K a i  aOxöq elnev kqöc, aüxoóq’ <b 
ávór|Toi Kai ßgacbeiq xf| KapSiqt ~  í tw къ Ьимь w нкъмш\ънык í мждънлл 
срьдьцшь- ‘and He said to them: “О, ye foolish, and slow in your hearts’” .

In other Old Slavic texts (e.g. the Psalterium Sinaiticum) it corresponds to 
avooq, too. In Church Slavic texts ксзоумкнъ, иердзоуммъ 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-таггё 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 несмысленный. 
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: В. несмъслен; Sr.-Cr. 
нёсмислен(й); Russ, несмысленный; Ukr. (нерозумний, нетяма); M. (бес- 
мислен); Cz. nesmyslny; Sík. 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. неоумъкенъ ~  avircxoq
‘unwashed’. Mt 15,20: to 5e átvírcxoiq xepciiv (payeiv об koivoi töv avOpamov. 
~  к еже Ne оумг.кен\ми ржкьми -ксти • Ne ckk()7,natt> чк& ■ ‘but to eat with 
unwashed hands, it does not befoul the man’.

Similar passages: Me 7,2 and 7,5 (we find KOtvóq ‘common’ in the Greek text). 
In later Church Slavic it occurs rather as ие(оу)мъ1тъ.

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 nespälät is a similarly prefixed past participle from the verb 
späla ‘to wash’ and the Albanian pa-lare also comes from the verb láhem ‘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: tisztätlan (from the
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adjective tiszta ‘pure, clean’ (borrowed from Slavic чистх or чисто, with an old 
Hungarian substitution of the consonant c by t.

The Kralice Bible (neumyty) and the modern Russian text (неумйтый) use 
the common Slavic forms.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word: В. (немйт); Sr.-Cr. 
неумвен; Russ, (неумытый); Ukr. (немйтий); M. (немиен); 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 
неоумъкенъ to be of Middle Balkanian origin.

— It seems to be a real structural caique (but, as a translation of the Greek 
k o iv ó <; in Me 7,2; 7,5, it is 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 неоумъкенъ 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 
Kotvóg (in е ,л, e76, S30).

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 o f the 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. нсшккснъ ~
‘unsewn’. Jo 19,23: ijv 8k ó xitröv а ееаФ°?\ ~  вк же уитонъ NcuiKKtNT». ‘but the 
gown was unsewn’.

It is a hapax legomenon in the earliest Old Slavic gospel texts. In later Church 
Slavic texts не(с7>)шитт> 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 a similar formation can be read, pa-qépuré (from the verb qep ‘to sew’).

In the Hungarian we find varrás nélkül való ‘being without sewing’ in Károli’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 несшйтый, as separate words.
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The living Slavic languages use the -*tb forms of the passive past participle of 
the verb шити 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.

2 0 1 . нжждкник^ ~  6  ßtacnq<;
‘insistent, violent’. Mt 11,12: Kai ßiacrrai ápná^ouaiv aötqv. ~  í нжждкници 
къс)<7>1тмгг;т7> e • ‘ . .  .and the violent take it away’.

In the Ostromir we find късуыстмжтъ which presents a later development.
In later Church Slavic texts ыхсилкникъ and ихсилксткенл also appear.
In the archaic Old Slavic gospel texts it is a hapax legomenon. It was formed 

from the verb нжждити, occurring at the beginning of the verse, just as ßiacrtqg 
from the verb ßiäi^o. In the later Church Slavic, especially in Old Russian and, 
usually, Middle Bulgarian there is a more common form нхсил[к]никъ. 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 intrebuinfearä staurinfá 
‘who apply a force’ (but Micu-Clain used an adverbial expression: чей че К7> 
силеск7>); in the Albanian we see the form sthrengimtar, from the verb sthrengój 
‘to enforce’, i.e. the solution is similar to the Greek and Old Slavic.

The Hungarian erős ‘strong’ was later replaced by the more expressive 
erőszakos ‘violent’.

The Kralice Bible uses a clause: a ti, kteríz násilí cini; in the modern Russian 
we find the participle construction употребляюцре ycioie.

As for the living Slavic languages, the corresponding Bulgarian and Serbo- 
Croatian words have the meaning ‘back house, lavatory’.

The Russian нудник ‘enforcing, tedious’ cannot have come from the Old 
Slavic word, either (its origin was *nQdbnikb, and not *nqd-jbnikb, i.e. the base of 
нжждкникъ).

— Real structural caique.

0

202a b. ок(П>злти ~  лерперуш
‘to circumcise’. Lu 1,59: Kai éyéveto Év xfj ррердс xfj óyöói] f]>,9ov nepitepEiv 
tö naiSíov, ~  í K/.icrv. к/, ocMKi AhNh • придж or|>u3at7. бтмчжте • ‘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 imperfecti ve sense 
and conjugation). In later Church Slavic texts the derived опрзоклти and 
окрзтхти  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 körülmetélni ‘to circumcise’ is used today in this special sense 
(religious and ethnographic) only, but its older form, környülmetélni was applied 
in a wider sense. (Today the Hungarian verb for non-ritual ‘cutting around’ is 
körülvágni).

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 Old Slavic words and their derivates can be found in most Slavic 
languages: В. обрязвам, обрежа; Sr.-Cr. ббрезати, обрезйвати; Russ, 
обрезать, обрезйгь, обрёзывать; Ukr. обр!зувати; М. обрёзва; Cz. obfezati, 
obrezávati; Sík. obrezai, obrezávat'; 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. окр;злние ~  p ледгторр
‘circumcision’. Jo 7,22: 6iot touto Manlaf):; 5é5cokev üpív tpv лерггорру ~  сего 
(>хли длст7, kxm7> моей 0Ej)%3 XNHe • ‘therefore Moses has given you the 
circumcision'. Similar locus: Jo 7,23.

The Greek лЕрггорр has come from the root of the verb лерпецую by means 
of óorocpcüvía ‘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 körülmetélkedés (or környülmetélkedés) which 
was a nomen actionis from the reflexive passive verb körülmetélkedni ‘to be 
circumcised’ today we generally read körülmetélés, from the above-mentioned 
active verb körülmetélni.
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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 Old Slavic noun has its etymological equivalents in the other Slavic 
languages: В. обрязване; Sr.-Cr. обрезёвагье; Russ, обрезание, o6 pe3 áHHe, 
обрезывание; Ukr. обр!зання, обр!зування; М. обрезване; Cz. obrezovaní 
(obfezka); Sík. 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. okoviäth ~  pcogadvopai
‘to deteriorate’. Mt 5,13: éötv Se то äXaq pcogocvOrj év xivi аАлаЭроетои ~  л и т  
же соль окоунетъ. чимк осолитл са. ‘ if the salt, however, deteriorates, with 
what will it be salted?’ Similar locus: Lu 14,34.

In the later Church Slavic texts окоуити, окоуАклти, испрлунжти, испо(ггити ca 
and оБоу(№дити 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 va fi pierdut puterea (literally ‘to it the strength will be lost’) 

was translated according to the sense (in Micu-Clain’s text more simply: съ кл 
•опвцй ‘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 megízetlenül ‘to become tasteless’ in Károli’s 
translation, which corresponds precisely to the Greek mediopassive form; but in 
the later (especially, Catholic) versions we see the active construction ízét 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 потеряет силу ‘it loses its strength’.

The Greek pcogaivopai has the basic meaning ‘to become silly’, ‘to get mad’ 
(from the adjective píogói; ‘stupid, silly’); the Old Slavic окоуити (окоуити, 
-1лклти) had the same meaning (on the basis of the adjective (коуи), as apparent 
from the Church Slavic (preserved in the Russian обуять, обуевёть ‘to become 
a fool’).
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The other Slavic languages formed their homonymical verbs by the 0 6 - 
prefixation of ьхти and оу-ти (cf. e.g. Serbo-Croatian обэдмити, ‘to grasp, to 
have somebody in one’s power’; Russ, обуть, обувйть ‘to put on one’s shoes’). 
In Russian there exists also a verb обуять ‘to take hold of somebody’. All these, 
of course, have nothing to do with the Old Slavic verb. Thus it can be stated that 
the Old 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. овнтовяние ~  q tnayycXm
‘promise’. Lu 24,49: teal i8 oú ёую t^enzocneXXo) tf|v tKayycXizv той jmctqcx; рои 
£cp’ úpáq • ~  i се \;ib посьЯьк окитокяние оть оп> моего ня къ1 ‘and behold, I 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 овить, овырлние, м риовиштяние 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 Verheißung, follows the original Greek.

The Romanian text applies the deverbal noun fägäduin(ä ‘promise’ from the 
verb fägädui (this verb is borrowed from Hungarian fogadni ‘to promise’).

The Albanian té-zotuarat’e is the substantivization of the passive past 
participle of the verb zotóhem ‘to give a promise, to offer’; the formation follows 
the Latin model.

The Hungarian ígéret is a deverbal noun from the verb ígérni ‘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 megígért ajándék ‘the promised 
gift’ but the Budapest editions of 1973 and 1981 returned to the simpler ígéret.

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 Old Slavic word are: В. (обёт, 
обеитване); Sr.-Cr. (oöefiátbe); Russ. oöeTOBáHne; Ukr. обНовання, o6ít, 
обНница; М. (обекаване); Cz. obétování ‘offer, sacrifice’; Sík. obetövanie 
‘offer, sacrifice’; P. (obiecywanie, obietnica, obiecanie, obiecanka); L.So. 
(wobwiscenje ‘assurement, statement, explanation’); H.So. (wobwéscenje ‘id.’).

The Old Slavic word, apparently, is a Moravianism which was later 
substituted by обить, another deverbal noun from the same verb, in the 
Commentaries of Psalms.

The Old Slavic compound, made up of the elements овь and *(к)ит-ок-ям-ие is 
parallel to the Greek £я(1)-аууеА,-1а. 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 овиштяти.).

232



— Real structural caique, though the correlation of the details reminds us a 
little of caique neologisms. (Cf. also the entry for the parallelism of к-ксткник7> 
and лыгелъ.)

;iC]

206. овшптлти ~  ёпаусААоцса
‘to promise’. Me 14,11: Kai énriyyeíLavco айтф ágyóeiov 5ouvat. ~  í ок-иттл- 
IIia ca шоу съ(кк|)кникт>1 длти • ‘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 
овитоклти (cf. e.g. земли, окитоклнкнмл) ‘the promised Land, the Land of 
Promise’. In later Church Slavic texts we can read the verb ов-ктоклти, or-кштлти 
and приов-ыитлти, too.

In the Latin text we find the expected verb promittere; in the Gothic: ga~ 
haitan; Luther’s term is verheißen, 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 fägädui appears (borrowed from 
Hungarian) fogadni ‘to promise’, ‘to pledge to do (or not to do) something’. The 
Albanian translation applies the verb zotóhem ‘to promise, to make an offer’.

The earlier Hungarian interpreters used the above-mentioned verb fogadni 
and ígérni; this latter has become common (used also in its perfective aspect 
megígérni, especially in the modern Catholic translations as that of Rome in 
1967; but the latest version of Budapest, 1973, returned to the imperfective ígérni).

In the Kralice Bible we find the expected verb slihiti (cf. Polish sluhowac, High- 
Sorbian slubic, slubjec, slubjowac, Sík. síúbit', slubovat’); the Western Slavic 
words came about by borrowing the Middle High German of Early Modern 
High German stem geloben ‘to promise’, Gelübde ‘promise, vote’. The modern 
Russian text has preserved the Church Slavic обЬщать.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word and of its derivates are: B. 
обегвдя, обещавам; Sr.-Cr. обёЕати, обетовати, обетивйти; Russ, обеидеть, 
oöeTOBáTb; Ukr. об1ифти(ся), общяти(ся); М. обека, обекава; Cz. (obétovati 
‘to offer, to sacrifice’); Sík. obecat’; P. obiecac, obiecywac ‘to promise’; L.So. 
(wobwescis, -owas ‘to state, to assure’); H.So. (wobwescec, wobwescic, wohwesco- 
wac ‘id.’).

In the Old 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 овитоклние also did.

— Real structural caique (but cf. what has been said about овитоклние).
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207. окрьстъ жикжштеи ~  oí tieqíoikoi

‘the living round about, the neighbours’. Lu 1,58: icai f)Kouaav oi negíoiKoi Kai 
oí cruYY£ve4> otöxriq ~  i слъшшма окръсть жикжигш • i рожденье 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 сж-сждк (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 
сосТдъ alternates with the paraphrase живущие вокругъ нихъ ‘who live around 
them’. (But the Russian language can express this concept by the nearly 
identical, obsolete word group окрёстные жители, 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 (окрёстный ‘surrounding, neighbouring, environmental’, окрёстность 
‘surroundings, neighbourhood, environment’).

208. окоутгети ~  rceipáío)
‘to tempt’. Mt 22.18: . . .  xí pe neigá^exe, ímoKQixaí; ~  нкто ma окоушхлте, 
упокрити. ‘ . . .why do ye tempt me, hypocrites?’ Similar passages: Me 10,2; 
12,15; Lu 20,23.

In the Church Slavic texts искоусити, иаштхти, их гри^ъ прикодити also 
occur.

As for the non-Slavic languages, cf. the entry for искоусити, искоушгети. These 
latter characterize the Codex Assemani, while окоушхти occurs in the Zographus 
and the Marianus. In the Kralice Bible pokouseti appears; in the modern Russian 
text we find искушёть.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: В. (покушёвам); Sr.- 
Cr. окушати (окушёвати); Russ, окушёться ‘to taste’; M. окушава; Ukr. 
(покушёться) ‘to tempt’; Cz. (okouseti ‘to suffer’); Slk. okúsit ‘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. опрмп.длти (ca), оп^лккдити (ca) ~  Sikocióco, (ё5исоаюЭг|)
‘to be found veritable’; ‘to justify oneself, to be justified’. Mt 11,19: кай 
éSiKauoOri f) CToepía ártó tűv rlgyoav сштт)<; • ~  i оп^кди ca • Прмжд|>ост7> отъ 
дилъ чадъ скоьул ■ ‘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: оп|аккдити: Lu 7,29; 7,35; 10,29; опрлвьдлти: 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 ánö tcűv Egywv airrfjc; ‘by her deeds’, instead of ánö t&v 
TEKvmv auTriq ‘by her children’. Merk’s edition also uses this lectio varians, 
supposably because of the authority of Codex В (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 dreaptä corresponds to the English ‘it turned 
out to be right’, just as the Albanian dólli e-drej-te dituria, similarly to the later 
Russian Church Slavic b7>ith къилкленъ П(Акьдкнъ1МЪ, въ1ти почит&нъ зл 
прккдикмо, or to the transitive verbs отъповидьти and оскокодити as well.

In Károli’s Hungarian text we read the almost intelligible a bölcsesség 
megigazíttatott az őfiaitól ‘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 ánö égycov serve as a basis: A Bölcsességet 
azonban saját művei igazolták (1967) ‘Her own works were justified by the 
Wisdom’ and:.A  Bölcseség azonban igazolta magát saját tetteivel ‘But, the 
Wisdom justified itself with her own deeds.’ In the Budapest edition of 1973 the 
translation of ánö ёе7юу ar)d tekvgjv alternates, according to the probable 
original sense.

The Kralice Bible contains the verb ospravedlniti; but the modern Russian 
edition has preserved the Church Slavic оправьдати(сА) and Gwth
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оправьдена, respectively. Both the Czech and the Russian use the phrase ‘by her 
children’.

The other Slavic equivalents o f the Old Slavic words are: В. оправдйя 
(оправдйвам); Sr.-Cr. оправдити (оправцавати); Russ. опрйвдить, оправ- 
дйть (опрйвдывать); Ukr. (виправдати, випрйвдувати); М. опр4вда; Cz. 
(ospravedlniti, ospravedlnovati); Sík. (ospravedlnit, ospravedlnovat); 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 Old Slavic verbs were probably Moravianisms.

211. оп()\кьл^ние ~  to SiKociroua
‘righteousness, ’justification, law, disposal’. Lu 1,6: ttogeuopevoi év náaaiq xatq 
évToXaíq Kai SiKatcbpacnv той Kuqíou йцецятои ~  уодАшт* къ злпок-ьльхь 
кси)(ъ • i опр*къд*ни1)сь гн1)сь • вес порокл. • ‘ . .  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 SiKouooúvri alike.

In later Church Slavic of Russian redaction its (partly, of another meaning) 
synonyms are: и с т и н * ; з *Ц 1и т * ,  ог(»*л*; извккление, осковожденис; об(>а д ъ , 

oycT*R7>; овъ1кноксние, овътй, оуч^ждснис. 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 hotärire ‘decision, resolution’ is the long infinitive of the verb 
hotäri ‘to decide’, borrowed from Hungarian határ ‘boundary’, but originally: 
‘possession, power' or the derived verb határozni ‘to decide, to command’. Micu- 
Clain, however, applied the noun д^птъце ‘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 Károli’s text 
might have exerted some influence on the Romanian solutions, too. In the 
modern Catholic versions we read törvény (1967) or rendelkezés (1973, 1981), 
both having the sense ‘law; commandment, order’.

In later Church Slavic the word can often be the synonym of о б а а д ъ  and 
чиноп()*Еленис ‘ritual, ceremonial order’ as well.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: B. onpaeuáHHe; Sr.- 
Cr. оправдагье; Russ, оправдйние; Ukr. (вйправдання, виправдивання); M. 
оправдане; Cz. (opravdivost ‘reality’, spravedlnost ‘righteousness’, opravdu
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‘really, seriously’); Slk. (opravdivost’ ‘id.’, opravdu ‘id.’, spravodlivost’ ‘up
rightness, honesty’); P. (sprawiedliwosc ‘justness, righteousness’); H.So. 
(wosprawnoscenje ‘justification, verification’); L.So. (wopsawdowanje ‘id’, 
wopsawdosc ‘reality, verity’, wopsawnjony ‘justified in religious sense’).

— Real structural caique (cf. the entry for опрлкьдити and опрлкьдлти).

212. onp'fcChN'Mi.H ~  tá  äc^upa
‘[The Feast of] Unleavened Loaves (Azymous Bread)’. Me 14,1: TIv 8ё to 
паства ка! та ä^opa рета 5óo рредас; • ~  Кж же пьсуь í on^cN-bpn • по дькою 
дкноу ■ ‘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 опрскнъкъ ~  to a^upov, but onjn>chN7>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) ~  qpÉgq: t&v át^úpcov ‘on the day of the azymous 
bread’. Luther also applies a plural genitive: Tage der süßen Brote.

In later Church Slavic of Russian redaction we can find the word group не 
квмиеикнъ, 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 Károli we find the popular, but now obsolete 
and arbitrary Pogácsás Innep (word for word: ‘Small-Cake Feast’), but later the 
expression kovásztalan kenyér ünnepe ‘the fast of unleavened bread’ or 
kovásztalanok ünnepe ‘Feast o f the Unleavened’ became common.

The Old Slavic word has come from the adjective пр>сьнъ ‘fresh, new, 
unsalted, sweetish’ and in the Kralice Bible we find the corresponding presnice.

The Russian edition of Stockholm has preserved the related variant 
опресноки (regular analogous plural to the singular vocalized form опрЪснок) 
but we find the word groups опрЪсночные дни and дни неквйшеннаго хдЪба 
in the Russian, too.

Other Slavic equivalents of the singular form of the Old Slavic word are: B. 
(преснйк); Sr.-Cr. (прёснац, прёсница); Russ, (опресноки; просфорй); Ukr. 
(проскурй, проскурка); М. (преснек); Cz. (presnice); Slk. (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 проскурй, in Romanian: prescurá; as a 
liturgical concept, with its original meaning ‘the brought-afore bread, the 
offering’ it has ousted опркеннъци 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 onpuchHO'ihM'/.i дкни.
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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. остхкити, остхкмлти ~  ác<pf)Ktx (átpíripi)
‘to pardon, to forgive’. Lu 11,4: Kai atpeq qptv tát; ápagríaq f)pfi)v, Kai yäg 
aúioi á<píopev navri ócpeí/covu ripív ^ í остхки nxm7i Г(гк)(Ъ1 nmiia • lro í слми 
0стак8ксм7> • ксикомоу длъжкникоу 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 от'ыюустити(!). In a number of cases 
this pair of verbs has a concrete meaning ‘to let o ff  or ‘to send away’ i.e. they are 
simple translations. The later Russian Church Slavic texts contain the verbs 
простити (п|Ю1|1ьти), изкинити (ca) and п^кхчити, too.

The Latin text renders these verbs with dimittere; the Gothic with afletan; 
both these verbs meant originally ‘to let o ff. The Romanian language applies the 
verb ierta (it comes from the Balkanian Latin *libertare ‘to set free’); the 
Albanian fa l means ‘to pardon’ and is connected with fálem  ‘to pray’, fala 
‘salutation’; all the three words come from the Old Slavic укхлх ‘praise, glory’ 
and хкьлити ‘to praise’.

From the Hungarian verbs megengedni and megbocsdjtani (earlier: 
megbulcsátani), the second one has become general. The old megbulcsátani form 
indicates the relation to the noun búcsú ‘parish feast, farewell’ of Old Turkic 
origin (borrowed before the Hungarians’ settlement in their present country); 
the Turkic word also meant originally ‘letting o ff , 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 простйть and прощйть.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic words are: В. оставя, оставам; 
Sr.-Cr. оставити, оставл>ати; Russ, оставить, оставлять; Ukr. оставит, 
оставляти; М. остави, остава; Cz. ostaviti, ostavovati; Sík. 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 отъпоустити are 
used.

— Semantic caiques, in their special religious sense.

238



215-216. осанити, осишдти ~  ёяшккхстсо, (ёяюккйро)
‘to overshadow’. Lu 1,35: Kai 5óvapi<; ínjácrroo énKTKiáaei ctoi' ~  í сидл 
RAinihifwo ос-в'нитъ та • ‘and the power of the Highest will overshadow thee’.

Similar passages: ос-внити: Lu 9,34; оситзти Me 9,7 (this latter form is, 
essentially, a graphic variant of octniath). In later Church Slavic we find 
злт-книти, окът-внити and, in a secondary sense, подати 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 ёя1 means ‘on’, the Latin ob ‘in front of, over, against’, the 
Gothic ufar ‘over, above’ and the Old Slavic o[k] ‘around’. Without any doubt, 
the Old Slavic solution is the most plastic, testifying to the good stylistic sense of 
the Slav Apostles). Luther’s überschatten 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 
denominál verb hiesoj has no prefix either (from the noun hie ‘shadow’, which 
seems to be etymologically related to the Greek cnaá ‘id.’.

The Hungarian translations used the denominál, prefixed perfective verb 
megárnyékozni from the noun árnyék ‘shadow’. In the modern versions we 
mostly find the phrase elborít or beborít árnyékával ‘will cover thee with His 
shadow’.

The Kralice Bible uses a denominál verb, following the instantaneity of Latin: 
zastiniti (from the noun stin ‘shadow’), while the modern Russian text has 
preserved the Church Slavic verb осенить.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic words are: В. осени (осенява); 
Sr.-Cr. осенити; Russ. о(б)сенйть, о(б)сенять; Ukr. осшити, осеняти; М. 
(осенува); Cz. (zastiniti, zastihovati); Sík. (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. OTjWKT. ~  6 яац
‘servant’. Mt 8,6: kóqie, ó яац  poo ß^ß^rpai év írj otKÍqt яадаХипкос. ~  ги • 
отрокъ мои дожить къ ломоу ослдбЛонъ • ‘ . .  .О Lord, my servant is lying in my 
house, paralysed’.

In later Church Slavic с[д]лоугд and рдкъ 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 яац ~  от|х>къ 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 slugä is a Church Slavic borrowing. The Slavic с[ъ]лугх, in 
some scholars’ opinion, was formed as a nomen agentis from the stem of the verb 
слоу-ти ‘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 shérbój 
‘to serve’, coming from Latin servire.

The Hungarian szolga is the same Slavic loanword as Romanian slugä.
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 cnyrá. 
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: В. отрок 
‘adolescent’; Sr.-Cr. (слуга); Russ, отрок ‘adolescent’; Ukr. отрок ‘id.’; M. 
(слуга); Cz. otrok ‘slave’; Slk. otrok ‘id.’; L.So. wotrosk ‘servant’; H.So. wotrock 
‘id.’ P. (sluga).

In the Old Slavic it was, without any doubt, a Moravianism; the word used 
commonly for the idea of ‘slave’ or ‘servant’ was ъ (and later сло\тл). 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 *отрокъ allows this conclusion), but the Sorbian words can be 
Bohemianisms, too.

As the Greek яац was translated into Old Slavic with отроку, also when it 
meant ‘son’ or ‘boy’, the meaning ‘slave, servant’ may be regarded as a semantic 
imitation.

— Semantic caique.

218. отъл«са.тксткоккти ~  йлобекатсхо
‘to decimate, to give the tithe’. Mt 23,23: őri алобекатобте tő qSuoapov кай то
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avqSov Kai tó KÚpivov, Kai афГ|кате cá ßaeuxega той vópou, xqv kqíctiv Kai xö 
zXcoq Kai xrjv jiícmv' ~ тко отъдесАтъстхоуете mat »ír и копр» и киминъ i 
остлкисте ТАЖЪШАи злконл • сккдъ i милость i RHjNifc • (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 дкатьнж длти (дллти) ‘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 zeciualä follows the Latin decimas dare or the Old Slavic 
дат и дссатинж, but Micu-Clain’s ?еч8и follows the Latin decimare in Mt 23,23 
and Lu 11,42. The Albanian text, however, contains the expression jap 
té-dhjetten’e from the suppletive verb jam [dháshe, dha, dhene] ‘to give’ and 
dhjete ‘tithe’.

As for the Hungarian and Slavic translations, see дссатина дати.
The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: В. (дам десетйната); 

Sr.-Cr. (дёсетковати); Russ, (дать десятину); Ukr. (дйти десятину); М. (дава 
десетина); Cz. (dáti desetinu); Slk. (da t’ desatinu); P. (dziesiqtkowac, 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. отт>кр»1ти ~  6moKaA.6i|rai (5тока7лжтсо)
‘to disclose’. Mt 11,27: Kai ф £äv ßoöXqxav ó uiö<; <5tnoKaXú\|/ai. ~  i емоуже 
колите снъ отъкрлти • ‘ . .  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 égeóqopai appears in the Greek text with the same 
meaning. In Me 2,4 the verb сгтеуа с̂о has a completely concrete sense (‘to open 
the roof),'so отъкрлти is a simple translation here. In later Church Slavic texts 
къиакити, OTROpiTH and принести na crttaoctk (на знамостк) 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: zbulój.
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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, megnyilvánul ‘to appear, to manifest itself, or 
nyilvánosságra kerül ‘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 (открыть and открыться).

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: В. открйя 
(открйвам); Sr.-Cr. открити (открйвати); Russ, открыть (открывйть); Ukr. 
вщкрйти (вщкривйти); М. открие (открива); Cz. odkryti (okryvati); Sík. 
odkryt' (odkryvatj; P. odkryc (odkrywac); L.So. wotksys (wotksywas); H.So. 
wotkryc (wotkrywac).

The Old 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. от7>К(Гькение, окркение ~  r\ бстгок0Лт|л<;
‘revelation, interpretation’; ‘enlightening’. Lu 2,32: qxk; eiq 4яок<5Ли\|ду éOvtov 
Kai öó£,av Ä.aoß стой TaQaqL ~  скитъ к ъ окръкянке ia.ta.ik7, • l caxrak Люд i и troÍxt, 
шли • ‘light for the enlightening of the heathens, and glory for Thy people, 
Israel’.

The variant ок(гькение 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 от^к^кшие. Both variants are hapax legomena in the 
archaic Old Slavic gospel texts. In other Old Slavic texts we find ок7илкленис, too. 
In later Church Slavic texts отък(гытис, къндкление, níocr-bii 1тение and мдстдкление 
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 sä descopera, but in Micu- 
Clains’ text лвминдр ‘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 megvilágosíttatás ‘being enlightened’ 
(today megvilágítás ‘enlightening’), sometimes even shorter: megvilágosítás 
‘lightening’.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: В. (откривйние, 
открйтие); Sr.-Cr. (открйЬе); Russ, (открывание, открытие); Ukr. (вщкрит- 
тя); М. (откритие); Cz. (odkryvaní, odkryti); Sík. (odkryt); P. (okrycie, 
odkrywka); L.So. (wotksywanje); H.So. (wotkryce).

The living Slavic languages have not developed an *en suffixation from the 
original reduced у-stem of the verb крити (ку/.R-), only the suffix *-t has survived.
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Besides, the Western Slavic languages apply the etymological equivalents of 
из'ылкление and о[тъ]ткоренис as well, from the stems of the verb corresponding to 
изткити  and о[тъ]тко()ити. Therefore, от7*К|гг>кснис cannot be considered a 
Common Slavic word but much rather a Balkano-Slavic one (just like 
не(оу)м?*кены and нсшъкенъ). It was formed under the direct influence of the 
Greek 4яокаХт|п<; 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. отьпоустити, отъпоуштАТИ, (отъпоускАти) ~  асррка (átcpírpt)
‘to forgive, to pardon’. Mt 6,12: Kai acpeq qpiv та скреЛррата qpwv, áx; Kai 

ácpqKapev xoíq ó<peiX.éxaiq qpwv ■ ~  о т ъ п о у с т и  н ш ъ  д л к г ы  n a iii( / \ )  • и к о  

i  м ы  о т ъ п о у ш т А е м ъ  д л ъ ж к н и к о м ? . н а ш и м ?*, ‘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 остакити and 
о стА к л и ти . In later Church Slavic texts we also find otvjiovckath an erroneously 
reimperfectivated form (from отъпоуштАти); These verbs were used (with the 
prefixes по-, из- and съ-), in other Old Slavic texts, for rendering the Greek 
ómoÁ.úo) ‘to solve, to pardon’, too. In this sense we can also read the verbs 
П|>остити and [о ]сководи ти  in other Old Slavic texts; in Ukrainian-Slavonic type 
of later Church Slavic use we also find пл-квачити and охавити.

As for the non-Slavic translations, the Kralice Bible and the Russian edition 
of Stockholm, cf. the entry for остакити and остакмати.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic words are: В. отпущам 
(отпускам, отпусна); Sr.-Cr. отпустите, отпуштати; Russ, отпустить, 
OTnyutáTb (oTnycxáTb); Ukr. вщпустити, вщпупщти; M. отпушти, отпушта; 
Cz. odpoustéti; Sík. odpustit', odpúst’at’; 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. отъпоуштснис, остаклснис ~  f| асреок; [tmv ápaQTitöv]
‘p a rd o n , forgiving, rem ission’. Me 1,4: к а !  креисташ у ßdom erpa pexavoíaq  eiq 
ätcpecnv ápaQxiöűv • ~  í п(юпокт;д а 1а  крыптснис покаанию • къ 0тт>поу|птенис 

' ‘an d  p reach ing  the  b ap tism  o f  repen tance fo r the rem ission o f  sins’.
Similar loci: Me 3,29; Lu 1,77; 3,3; 4,18. Usually we find отъпоуштенис in the 

archaic gospel, but the Zographus applies остаклснис 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 отърлдл, пмщсн1е, 
облегчение and осЕокождение, too, for rendering асреак;, аиуууюцт) or & verne;.

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 and fra- 
lets which, derived from the verb aj-lelan and fra-letan, correspond to the Greek 
and Latin terms as caiques. Luther’s Vergebung probably follows the Low Latin 
* per donatio (see the entries for отъпоустити and остлкити).

Though these Gothic deverbal nouns (and their basic verbs) show a similarity 
of meaning and structure with the Old Slavic отъпоуштение and the Gothic af- 
lageins with the Old Slavic остекление, it is not too probable that they, or the 
Latin remissio, were the models for the Old 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 o f 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 * libertäre ‘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 Károli are megbocsájtás ‘forgiving’, bocsánat 
‘pardon’ and elengedés ‘remission’; in the modern texts bocsánat is common but 
occasionally we also meet the noun kegyelem which has a dou.ble religious 
meaning: ‘grace’ and ‘pardon’ (corresponding to Greek xágtt; and Stcpemq, or 
Latin gratia and remissio, respectively.)

While the Kralice Bible applies the more recent phonetic variant odpusteni, the 
Russian edition o f Stockholm contains another Church Slavic word: прощеше.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic words are: В. отпущёне, 
отпущвана; Sr.-Cr. (отпуштан>е, пуштен>е); Russ, отпущение, оставление 
(отпупщнье, OTriycKáHHe, прощёние); Ukr. вщпущёння (зостёвлення, зос- 
тёвлення, вщпускёння); М. (отпускане); Cz. odpusteni; Sík. odpustenie; P. 
odpuszczenie; L.So. wotpuscenje; H.So. (wotpusk).

Church Slavic adopted the deverbal noun остлЕление formed from the verb 
остлеити in liturgical use, instead of отлпоуштеыие. Thus e.g. in the anaphora text 
of the Chrysostomos’ Liturgy, celebrated in every Slav country of Byzantine rite, 
the act of transubstantiation of the bread ends with the following words: to integ 
űpöv kA,(Ó|1£vov eit; atpemv ápagnüv ~  иже зл gw лом им ос къ остлЕление грдок-л 
‘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: то ütceq úpcov Kai 
n o k k ő w  é y x v v ó n e v o v  elq  ätpeatv ápagticöv ~  ю»же за вы и за млногы 
изликасма(а къ  ocTAKAíHHf грхокъ • ‘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 бкрестк; ~  остаклсмис.

— Semantic caiques.

П

226. пакыбытис ~  q n a k iy y zv e a i'x
‘rebirth, regeneration’. Mt 19,28: átpqv ккуш  űpív őti оцец oí áKoXou9qoavTÉ<; 
pot, év тг| Ka^tyYeveoíqt, каЭрстестЭе Kai autói étti 5(Ь6ека 9qóvou<; . . .  ~  амин
l'AW; KAMT» KKO КЫ ||17>Д7»ШСИ ПО M7>H1> • R7> МАКЫВЪИТШ . . .САДСТ« И КЫ НА Д7Ж0Ю НА
дссатс прстолоу. . .  (Second-hand text of the Zographus.) ‘ . . .  Verily I say unto 
you that ye who were following me, . . .  in the rebirth. . .  will sit on twelve 
thrones. . .  ’

In the Ostromir we see къ пАкывытие i.e. an accusative form with the meaning 
of the former directive case; in the Savvina Kniga, however, we find a verbal 
construction iiak7»i вждето ‘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) 
ПАКт»1(х>ждение, къзрождение and ко(ъ)с(с)танис also appear in this meaning; the 
second form has become later the caique of the Rinascimento, Rinascita, 
‘Renaissance’.

The Latin regenera tio  corresponds precisely to the original Greek. In the 
Gothic translation this locus is absent (in the Epistle to Titus, too); maybe, the 
word u s-stoss, corresponding to Greek átvácnaqK; ‘resurrection’ was applied 
here if ifwas translated into Gothic at all, but this is uncertain. Luther’s word, 
W iedergeburt 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 
дс адою ‘the birth at a second time’, ‘the second birth'). In the Albanian we read 
krijeset te-гё ‘new creation’ (cf. Latin creatio nova; the noun seems to be a 
loanword of Latin origin and to refer to the eschatological idea of 
йлокатаатастц).
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The Hungarian version was újonnan való születés ‘a birth anew’ by Károli but 
the modern (especially, Catholic) versions use the word megújulás ‘renovation’ 
and újraszületés ‘rebirth’.

The Kralice Bible contains a version similar to the Romanian: druhé narozeni 
‘second birth’. The Russian edition of Stockholm preserved the Church Slavic 
пакибытие here, but in the Epistle to Titus 3,5 we read возрождёше ‘rebirth’.

The living Slavic languages use some compounds with the words родъ or 
рождение, such as В. (възрождение); Sr.-Cr. (препоро1)ен>е, йзноваро1)ень>е); 
Russ, (пакирождёние, новорождение, возрождёние); пакибытие; Ukr. 
(вщрождёння); М. (прёродва); Cz. (pferod); Sík. (preporod, znovuzrodenie); 
P. (odrodzenie); H.So. (znowanarodzenje); L.So. (znowanarozenje).

— The Old 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 Old 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 ttoüivouoíot is also not excluded in Old Slavic; the 
Macedonian form is, maybe, a Moravianism, taken over from the gospels.

— Real structural caique.

227. под7>ножие ~  tö Ú7tonóőtov
‘footstool, tabouret’. Mt 5,34-35: pf) ópóom ötaoq- . . . цтугг év ifj yf| cm 
ímorcóbióv écmv t&v rcoStbv аитоб • ~  не клати ca отънждк. . , nh зшмж жко 
подъножис ест7> ысилмь его. .. ‘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 скхмыл and столкцк подъногы also occur.
The Latin scabellum is a diminutive formation from scamnum ‘bench’. The 

meaning of the Gothic fotu-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 9qóvo<;.

The Hungarian zsámoly ‘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 Old Slavic word are: В. подножие 
(подножка); Sr.-Cr. п0днож)е (подножак); Russ, подножие (подножка, 
поднога); Ukr. шдшжжа; М. подножие (поднож)е); Cz. (podnozka, pod- 
nuzka); Sík. (podnozika); P. podnóze, podnózek); H.So. (podnoha, podnoza, 
podnózka); L.So. (podnozk, podnoga).

— Real structural caique. Taking the evidence of Western Slavic words into 
consideration, it was perhaps a Moravianism in the Old Slavic (though in 
Western Slavic there are no forms corresponding exactly to подъножис).

228. пйитъчх ~  q ttagaßo^q
‘parable’. Mt 13,18: 'Ypetq oiiv (Зскобаате tf|v rcagaßoLqv roO cmeigavToq. ~  
Вы же оуслънните притъчж сикъшхего. ‘Ye, then, hear now the parable of the 
sower’.

Similar loci: Mt 13,3; 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; 8,4; 8,9; 
8,10; 8,11; 12,16; 12,41; 13,6; 14,7; 15,3; 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 
подобьнстко, съ^ЕБыение, изречение and послокицх as well.

The occurrence of the word [and concept] parable (nagocßoLq ~  притъчх) 
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 őpoióxqq, to  
6цо1соца).

The Romanian pildä is a Hungarian loanword (példa, see below) while the 
Albanian paravoli is a Greek (Byzantine or New-Greek) one.

The Hungarian példabeszéd and példázat ‘parable’ also appeared in the 
original shorter form (see Jordánszky 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 hasonlatosság, 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: В. притча; Sr.-Cr. 
прйча; Russ, притча (прйтка); Ukr. притча; M. прика (прике); Cz. (prisloví); 
Sík. (prislovie); P. (przyslowie); H.So. (prislowo, prikíad); L.So. (psislowo, 
psiklad).

Thus, the Old Slavic word came into being supposably under direct Greek 
influence. Its structure consisting of the prefix при- (expressing approach) and 
the stem of the verb тък-нж-ти ‘to push’ with the suffix *-ia corresponds, 
component by component, to the Greek compound napa-ßo^-fi (cf. juxqóc 
‘beside’, ßä3.Xxo< *ßäA.-j-(o ‘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. пришьлкць ~  6 тгросгрХито«;
‘proselyte, neophyte’; ‘foreigner’; ‘newcomer’. Mt. 23,15: cm neeiayere xf|v 
MA-aCTcrav каг rpv £,r|Qav 7toifjaai Eva nQocrf|A.UTOv, ~  тко походите мо(К и 
соуппж • сткорити единого пришьлъцл • (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 пришклкп.к rt>ith also occurs for interpreting the Greek 
TtaQoiKEO) ~  peregrinus sum ‘to be alien, to be a newcomer’ (Lu 24,18). The later 
Church Slavic texts contain the words 0Rp\i|itN7. and чтоуж(д)кикцк, 
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: кинитникъ which may have been the imitation of Hungarian 
jövevény ‘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 Old Slavic noun, in the sense ‘proselyte’, but in the meaning 
‘foreigner’ they use prichozi and пришёдший, respectively.
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In the Hungarian translation of Gáspár Károli we read a transformed 
construction: hogy pogányhól Zsidót 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 zsidóvá tegyetek ‘that ye 
make, at least, one man into a Jew’) but the latest Hungarian Catholic version 
(1973) uses the word áttérő ‘converted’ for this concept, and Hungarian 
theological literature uses the Latin loanword prozelita and konvertita, but also 
áttérő ‘converted’ (1981). As for Lu 24,18, it is rendered with jövevpny 
‘newcomer’ and (in the Catholic versions): idegen ‘foreigner’, as a rule.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: В. пришелёц; Sr.-Cr. 
(доииъак); Russ, пришёлец (пришлый), пришлёц; Ukr. пришёлец (прихщец); 
М. (прозелит, тугинец ‘foreigner’); Cz. pfislec; Sík. prislec; P. przyszlysz; H.So. 
(konvertit, wobroceny); L.So. (prozelit, wobroceny).

Thus, the Old 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 (npoq ~  при; qXux- ~  шьдъ (шклъ); -o<; ~  Proto- 
Slavic *-ikos). The Old Slavic language uses a perfect participle active stem here 
with the nomen agentis suffix -ьцк <  Proto-Slavic *~ikos; the prefix при- <  
Proto-Slavic *prei- corresponds to the sense of Greek tiqoc; (and it is also 
etymologically related to it).

230-231. приьхтъ, приьхткнъ ~  öeKTÓq
‘beloved, favourite’. Lu 4,19: Kr|QÍ3̂ ai évtainőv kuqíou 5ektóv. ~  пропокидити 
лито гне примете, ‘ ...a n d  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 o65eiq 
71еофтугг|<; бектсх; éorív év tf| toxtqíSi абтоб ~  тко никъторыже пророю. 
прим.ткнт. къ отенксткии сиошк. ‘because no prophet is beloved in his fatherland’.

Apparently приьхтъ, the past participle of the verb придти corresponds 
closely to the Greek 5ektó<;, adjectivum verbale of the verb бёхоцои ‘to receive, 
to accept’. Jhe adjective придтьнъ 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 приндти.

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’.

249



The Romanian piacút ‘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 примитъ from the verb прими ‘to receive, to accept’; which is, in some 
scholars’ opinion, a Church Slavic loanword (cf. примж, the 1st person of the 
verb пршАТи). 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 Úr K egyelm ének esztendeiét 
‘the years of the Lord’s grace’, and the Budapest edition of 1973 says: elérkezett 
az Or esztendeje 'the Lord’s 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 prófétának kevesebb becsülete, mint saját hazájában ‘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 próféta sem kedves 
hazájában ‘no prophet is beloved in his native land’. (This Biblical passage is 
used as a proverb in Hungarian: Senki sem próféta a saját hazájában ‘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 in patria sua.)

The Kralice Bible uses the adjective vzácny ‘precious, valuable, rare’. The 
modem Russian edition, however, applies the compound adjective благоприят
ный ( ~  eí>5ektóc;), ‘agreeable, convenient, advantageous’ in the first citation, 
and the verbal form не принимйется ( ~  erő не принимйют) ‘he is not accepted’ 
in the second one.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic adjective participle приьхтьнъ 
and its derivates are: В. приятен; Sr.-Cr. прй)атан; Russ, приятный; M. 
npHjaTeH; Ukr. (сприятлйвий, приёмний); Cz. (príjemny); Sík. (príjemny); 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 приььтъ is a semantic caique in its sense ‘beloved’ 
‘favourite’, but the derived примчткнъ 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. ПМ0СШТИ ~  7tQOCpT|T£Ú(Ú
‘to prophesy, to foretell’. Mt 11,13: toxvtei; yap oi ярофгрш кой ó vópo<; ёсо<; 
Tcoávvoo éTtQotpíyreoaav • ~  кем ко п(Ю(хш.и i ;mkoht> • до й&нь п(х>(шпа • ‘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: пмккошд).

Similar passages: Mt 26,68; Me 7,6; 14,65; Lu 22,64; Jo 11,54.
The Slavic verb corresponds to the Greek ngoXiyto (лдогТлоу, лдое1дг|к:а), 

too. In later Church Slavic we find прорип>ти, прълъсъклз&ти, кыпешти and 
пророчьсткокути, too.

In the Latin text we find the loanword prophetare. Wulfila translated the 
Greek compound verb with the caique fauraqipan ‘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 лдоТхую 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 (ё)лро(рг|тефа (koine: ёлдофтутеоста). (Cf. also the entry for
npOpOHhCTRORbTH.)

In Károli’s Hungarian text the verb (meg)prófétáim  ‘to prophesy, to have 
prophesied’ had been common, but later eleve megmondani ‘to foretell’ and 
(meg)jövendölni ‘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 hádati ‘to guess’. In the modern Russian text the про^тти 
equivalent проречь appears, sometimes (e.g. Jo 11,51) we also meet the verb 
предъеказати (similar formation and meaning).

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: B. (прорекй, 
прорйчам); Sr.-Cr. npopehn (прорйцати); Russ, проречь (прорицйть, 
прорекйть); Ukr. проректй (npopixáTH, прорщйти); M. (пророкува); Cz. 
profici (profeknouti) ‘to declare, to divulge’; Sík. (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. пророку ~  Ó ядофтугту;
‘prophet’. Lu 1,76: Kai ov 8k, natSiov, лдофтусту; í>i(ác7tou кЛрЭроп] • ~  i гы 
отрочА прорежь 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; 11,9(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 п0О|юкъ ~  7iQocpf|Tr|q — 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) o f 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, it was 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 прлъск\з*тель, кыг&ддтсль 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 (próféta), in Albanian (profit) 

and in Hungarian (próféta). 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 Old Slavic noun are: В. пророк; Sr.-Cr. 

пророк; Russ, пророк; Ukr. пророк; Cz. prorok; Sík. prorok; P. prorok; L.So. 
(profét)-, H.So. (profét).

It seems that the Old 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. 11(Ю(Ючипл ~  i) леосрртц
‘woman prophet’. Lu 2,36: Kai f)v"Avva яросрг|тц, ~  Í, к-t: п̂ орочип> • ‘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 П0ъдъск&з&тельнип.& 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: próféta, and in the Albanian: 
profitereshe.

In the Hungarian we see a nominal compound prófétaasszony ‘prophet 
woman’, but later less solemnly: prófétanő ‘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 Old Slavic word are: В. пророчица; 
Sr.-Cr. пророчица; Russ, пророчица; Ukr. пророчица; M. пророчица; 
Cz. (prorokyne); Sík. (prorokyna); P. (prorokini); L.So. (profetka); H.So. 
(profetka).

— Real structural caique.

235. rijXijWHKCTKo ~  q ngocpqTEÍa
‘prophecy’. Mt 13,14: Kai átvankqQoínai аотоц q rceotpqxeía ’Haaiou q 
kéyoucra • aKofj iíkoúoete Kai oú pq auvqre, Kai ßkenovTEq ßk£\|/ET£ Kai oí> pq 
íöqtE. ~  í събт>1Клстт> ca Ím e  • п(Ю(к>чкстко íc\ hho глккштее • слоууъмк оуслъппите • 
í не ÍMXT6 рхзоумити • 3 Kj>Aiim оузмит« • i не ÍMvre к и дети, ‘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 печение, П(гкдъсък\зхни«, 

rijrtiA'Ei toKtiCT'E and клп’хдмшс 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 prófétálás was replaced later by the word jövendölés ‘foretelling’, 
originally meaning ‘future telling’.

The Kralice Bible uses the related form proroctvi; the modern Russian 
translation has preserved the Old Slavic word in a vocalized form as 
пророчество.
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The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: В. пророчество; Sr.- 
Cr. пророчёнство; Russ, пророчество; Ukr. пророцтво; M. пророштво; 
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. iij)0j)0‘)hCTK0KikTH ~  nQOcpr|Teú(ű [лдофг|т<х£со]
‘to prophesy, to predict, to foretell’. Mt 7,22: oi> тф аф óvópati 
ёлеофГ|тейстареу; ~  ыс къ твое ли im a  пророчксткокл)сомъ • ‘not in thy name were 
we prophesying?’ Similar loci: Mt 15,7; Lu, 1,67.

In later Church Slavic we read про^клти, прориилти and пр-кльпок-ксти, too. 
As for the non-Slavic equivalents, see the entry прорешти, with the 

complementary remark that in the Hungarian text of Károli we find the verb 
tanítani ‘to teach’ in the citation (though in other passages prófétáim, derived 
with a Hungarian suffix from the Latin loanword próféta). In Catholic versions 
prófétáim and jövendölni or jósolni ‘to prophesy, to foretell’.

As for the Kralice Bible and the Russian edition of Stockholm see м^ш ти. 
The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: В. пророчуствувам 

(пророкувам); Sr.-Cr. (иророкувати); Russ, пророчёствовать (пророчить, 
npopexáTb, пророковать); Ukr. (пророкувати); M. (пророкува); 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 is a Church Slavism, 
in the Bulgarian it may be a Russism.

237. прккокъзлежсние ~  q лдштохАлсла
238. мрккокъзллглние ~  q лдютохаЭебрна
‘first seat, place of honour, head of table’. Me 12,39: кой 7iQürcoKa9e5eía<; év 
xat<; оиуауюуац Kai ярютокТлспас; év тоц Sdrtvoiq ~  Í п^кжлестдлникт; нл 
сьи7>ми111ти̂ ъ ■ i п̂ ккоккзлежснки мл Rcnepqcb • ‘[They willingly takej the places 
of honour in the synagogues and feasts’.

The variant пркокьзлхглние in the Lu Synaxarion (Codex Marianus) is 
evidently a later form.

In later Church Slavic пржлекъзъс-кллмие, перкок ( =  гллв7>нок) мксто 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: Und sitzen
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gerne den an in der Schulen und über 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 dintäiu locuri (in Micu-Clain’s 
version: локври май ín a h n t í). In the Albanian we see vende tepare (plural form).

Károli’s Hungarian text contains the phrase az elöl való ülés ‘the sitting (seat) 
before’; later it was replaced by az első székek ‘the first chairs’ or főhelyek ‘the 
first seats, heads of tables’.

The Kralice Bible uses predni stolice (word for word: ‘(be)fore-chair’); in the 
modern Russian text первое место ‘first place’ can be found.

The living Slavic languages apply attributive expressions for interpreting this 
locus.

— Real structural caiques.

239-240. прилети, прдхнкти ~  яадебюка (napabíScogi)
‘to betray’; ‘to bequest’. Jo 13,21: &pf|v ápf|v kéya őpív ö n  eít; űpcbv 
TtaQOCÖOŰOEt це. ~  амин амин • ГАНК K A M T ,  ККО СДИЫЪ ОТТ» КАСТ» ПрДАСТЪ МА. 
‘Verily, I say unto you indeed, that one of you will betray me’. Lu 1,2: каЭю<; 
nagéSocrav qpiv oi 4я’ iQ/qt; айтоятсп кой йя^детоа yevopevot той A.óyou ~  
•вкоже П(н»даша нам?» • r7»ir7»iiih икони самокидкци • i слоугы слокеси ‘as they 
bequested it to us who were eyewitnesses and interpreters of the divine word’.

Similar passages: ирдАти: M t4,12, 10,4; 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; прдААти: 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 Old Slavic verbs with the basic meaning ‘to hand over, to surrender’ are 
only apparent caiques (phenocalques) in relation to яадойнбсощ 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 изыниити, видати 
for ‘betraying’, and отъдхти and (гыржчити for ‘handing over’, too.

In the Latin translation, we find a verb o f 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 (über-)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 кинде ‘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 trahtój only means ‘to betray’, and the verb jap 
(dháshé, dhéne) can be used in the concrete and figurative senses alike.

In the Hungarian we find elárulni for the sense ‘betray’ (originally, the 
Hungarian word meant ‘to sell, to offer for retail’), and reánk hagyni ‘to 
bequeath to us’ or élőnkbe adni ‘to put before us’ (at present, in an intransitive 
form: ahogy ránk maradt ‘as it passed to us’. Generally, the verb is adni ‘to give’ 
and átadni ‘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 предать for ‘to betray’, but передйть 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 изи-ьнити (original meaning: ‘to [ex-] change’), and ott>-, r7>i- and из-лдти ‘to 
give out somebody to others’. In the Western Slavic languages, the concept o f ‘to 
betray’ is expressed by the equivalents of из-рдлити (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) vdktí f) 7iaQs5i5oTO, pätXXov 5e éautöv TtotgeSiSou (meg xqq той 
коацоо Conii ~  R7> MoqiK, къ тоже п^д&д|ид, сдмъ севе п^ддАше зд мГрский 
жикотъ ~  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 . . .  in der Nacht, in der er [ den Feinden] übergeben wurde, oder sich 
vielmehr selbst zum Heile der Welt überlieferte.

Similarly, in the earlier Hungarian Greek Catholic liturgical language, the 
verb átadni 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 éjszakán, melyen 
átadatott, vagy inkább önmagát adta át a világ é l e t é é r t ‘ on the night when 
He was betrayed, or rather, when He surrendered Himself for the life of the 
w orld .. . ’

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. п р л ^ н и е ~  f] TxagáSootq
‘tradition’. Mt 15,2: 5iá tí oí раЭрхао стоп roxgaßaivoucnv xqv 7tagá5oaiv xwv 
rcgeaßuxEgcov. ~  ne чкто оученици ткои прстжпмжтъ п«;дллние откцк. ‘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 окычхй, оустхкъ and об|>а д ъ .
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 ränduiälä ‘order’ (but in Micu- 
Clain’s text we find the Church Slavic loanword овъиьй ‘use’). The Albanian text 
uses the Latin loanword fjaté  ‘word, speech, command, order, tradition' (from 
the Latin fata  ‘the said words’).

In the Hungarian we find rendelés ‘order, commandment’ in Károli’s text, but 
today the word hagyomány ‘tradition’ is common.

The Kralice Bible uses ustanoveni here; in the modern Russian text we find 
придание, which is also a Church Slavism.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: B. (npeAáHHe); Sr.- 
Cr. (npefláme); Russ, (npefláime); Ukr. (nepeAána, перек4звичай); M. 
(пpeдáниe); Cz. (prédáváni); Sík. (predávanie); 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. П(шдхтслк ~  ő 7tgo8óxr|q
‘traitor, betrayer’. Lu 6,16: kcxí ToúSocv ’Icncagubö, őq éyévexo 7tgo8óxr|q. ~  í 
июдж icKXjMOTKCK&kro • (ж« rái í П(гвдхте8к • ‘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 зхп(юдлт«лк and 

изменителк.
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 Verräther.

The Romanian trädätor is an imitative formation after the Latin traditor; 
similarly, the Albanian trathé'tuer, is a nomen agentis from the verb tratheój, a 
Latin loanword.

257



In the Hungarian we find a noun which was originally a participle present 
active from the verb árul ‘to offer for retail’, ‘to betray’. In later texts the noun 
was sometimes replaced by the corresponding verbal expression aki később 
elárulta őt ‘who betrayed Him later’.

The Kralice Bible applies the noun zrádce (cf. Church Slavic изрхдити); the 
Russian edition of Stockholm, however, has preserved the Old Slavic word.

The other Slavic equivalents o f the Old Slavic word are: В. предйтел; Sr.-Cr. 
(прёдавнйк, йзда)нйк); Russ, предйтель; Ukr. (зрйдник, запродавец); M. 
предател; Cz. (zrádce); Sík. (zradca); P. (zrada); L.So. (psedawas); H.So. 
(predawar).

The Western Slavic words derived from the equivalents of п^дхти, 
пр>дхкхти mean primarily ‘seller, shop assistant’. The words meaning ‘traitor’ 
are formed from the equivalents of Church Slavic (see the entry for прдхти).

— Semantic caique.

243. п(гкд7>дко()ис ~  to 7tQoa6X.tov
‘forecourt, porch’. Me 14,68: Kai ££,f)>,9ev f,E,g) etq to rrgoavAiov ~  Í изиде къыъ 
нх пгкд'лдкорие. ‘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, ей 14) we find the expression ец rqv ê co aüX.qv ‘into the outer 
court’, and corresponding translations in some Georgian and Syrian codices. 
However, in the codices В (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 ец  tqv 7tQOCTau>.qv (and its Syrian equivalents, resp.) The Old Slavic 
translation followed the majority here, as the compound прдълксуие points to 
the original npoauXtov.

The Old Slavic word is a hapax legomenon in the earliest Old Slavic gospel 
texts. In the later Church Slavic texts we meet the synonyms прдъдкирие, 
п(>иткор> and пхперк 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 o f ,  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 Károli we find the translation és kiméne 
a tornácba  ‘and he went out into the porch’, but in the modern versions we read 
ezzel kiment az előcsarnokba ‘after this he went out into the vestibule’. The later 
word is closer to the Greek and Latin as a structural caique.

258



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 на перёдний 
двор ‘into the front court’.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: В. (преддверие); 
Sr.Cr. (прёдвор)е); Russ, преддворие (преддвёрие, предвёрие); Ukr. (пе- 
редв(рок); М. (предверие); Cz. préddvorí (préddvefí), Sík. (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 прдъдкч^ие (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 п р дъ  into njMi 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. прждерити ~  TtQoeÍQilK® [лдоХ.еую]
‘to foretell’ Mt 24,25: i5oi) ngoeigrpca úptv. ~  Се прждеру;ъ кхмъ • ‘behold, I 
foretold it to you’.

In later Church Slavic text пр-ъждесъкхзхти and пркждшокистити 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 ( tháshé, théne) 
per par a.

The Hungarian translation was ele ve megmondani (word for word: ‘before to 
say’) in Károli’s text, but in the modern editions we find előre megmondani (the 
adverb has a more modern form).

The Kralice Bible applies a compound predpovédéti. The Russian edition of 
Stockholm uses a phrase: нйпередь cica3áTb, with the same meaning.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: В. (предрйцам, 
предрекй, предскйжа, предскйзвам); Sr.-Cr. (прорёйи, прорйцати); Russ, 
(предрёчь, предрекйть but: прЪждерёченный ‘afore-mentioned’, предска- 
зйть, предскйзывать, сказйть нйпередь, скйзывать н.); Ukr. (предректй, 
предрикати); М. (предрече, предрекува); Cz. (preríci, pfefeknouti se, 
vfefikati); Sík. (preriect’, prerieknut, prehovorit’) ; P. (przemówic, 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. прждекъзлх;га.ние ~  f| ярсохокАлспа
‘head of table, first seat, place of honour’. Mt 23,6: tpiXoümv Sé xpv 
ядмхокАлспау év хоц öeínvou; ~  лювдтъ же прждекъзлкг&нми tu кечерхъ- 
(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 прькокадлежение and прькокъзлхгхмие into Old Slavic, as 
mentioned above. These latter correspond to the original Greek more precisely, 
but П|тждб8ъзл^гл.ние, a freer formation, maybe, corresponds better to the 
original sense.

As for the equivalents of the word, see the entry for П(>ккок7>зл̂ гхнис.
— Real structural caique.

246-247. прждесидлнис ~  p ngcnxotcaScSgia, прдъсидлние ~  f} 
rtgioxoK>.iaia
‘place of honour, first seat’. Mt 23,6: teái xáq ngcoxoicaSeSgiac; év хац auva- 
усоуац ~  i прждеевдлпи!; ил сънъмитих^ • (Second-hand text in the 
Zographus.) ‘and [they like] the places of honour in the synagogues’.

Similar passages: прждес-пдхние: Me 12,39; прдъепдьние: Lu 11,43; 14,7; 
20,46.

In later Church Slavic texts прждекъзьс-пд&ние and i i^kkoc mucto also occur. 
This later corresponds to лрсохокХлта 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 s itzen  
gern oben an in den Schulen ‘they like over-sitting in schools’. (See
П(ГПЖД6ЕЪЗЛЛГЛНИС.)

The Romanian dintäiu seäun and the Albanian vendot' e-pare (postpositive 
attribute) seem to follow the Greek and the Latin alike.

The older Hungarian előülés (‘fore-seat’) corresponds most to the Old Slavic 
П(тдъс15д\нис and so does the Albanian expression, if we consider the meaning 
of its etymological relationship: vendósem ‘to settle down’). But in Hungarian 
the word előülés was later replaced by első helyek ‘first places’ or első székek ‘first 
chairs’; in Catholic versions also főhelyek (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 предс^даше.
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The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: B: (прсдседётел- 
C T B O  ‘chairmanship, presidency’); Sr.-Cr. пресёдагье ‘id.’; Russ. председёние 
(предсидение, пpeдceдáтeльcтвo, -ствие) ‘before-sitting, presidency’; Ukr. 
(Micue головй, головувйння ‘id.’); M. (прво седало); Cz. (pfesedani ‘taking 
another chair’, predsednictvo ‘presidency’); Slk. (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. прити ~  ладеХеистораг (ладедхораг)
‘to pass away’. Me 13,31: ó оugavex; kocí q yq napeLeúcrovxai, oi 8ё Lóyoi рои 
oú nageteóaovxai. ~  песо í земли пр!детъ ■ л мои слокесл нс преджтъ • ‘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 минжти and п(к»ити also appear.
When прити corresponds concretely to pExeLeúcropai (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 мимоити, минжти.
—  Real structural caique.

249a-b. придлихл, пришлите ~  (»лерледюаак
‘beyond measure, very much’. Me 7,37: K a i СлЕдледшстсл; ё^елХрстаоухо 
Txyovxcq • каАдк; návxa лело(рк£У, ~  i пред лиул • диклелхж сд гЛиипте • 
д о к р  кксе ткоритъ • ‘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 
придлише in the Ostromir, and in the Savvina Kniga without the “détail 
surajouté” as ли о̂.

In later'Church Slavic texts ккекмл (кеекмл), келкми and придоБилкно can also 
be read.

In the Latin we see an augmentative expression, eö 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 бледлерюстоу 
лсдфаТАоухйк; and каЭ’ i^EgßoLqv (ёл1 péyicxa) occurring later in other
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biblical and theoretical passages. Luther’s text contains a similarly strong 
augmentative expression über die Maße.

The Romanian expression peste mäsurä ‘out of measure’ is a good equivalent 
of the Greek and Old Slavic word. The Albanian fort tépere means ‘very much’.

The Old Slavic word has been preserved in the Russian only. The Kralice 
Bible, however, shows a similar compound prevel’mi. The modern Russian 
edition applies the adverb чрезвычайно ‘extraordinarily’ (word for word: 
‘beyond the custom’).

Károli’s Hungarian text used the now obsolete expression felette igen 
‘exceedingly very’; the modern Catholic versions apply the now common 
adverbial expressions magukon kívül ‘besides themselves (with wondering)’ in 
the Rome edition (1967), and szerfölött ‘beyond measure, overmuch’ in the 
Budapest editions (1973, 1981).

— Real structural caiques; in the Russian, it occurred as a Church Slavic 
word.

250. пропрзити ca ~  цетацорфобцоа
‘to be transformed, to alter, to be transfigurated’. Mt 17,2: Kai pexepoQcpcóöri 
epngoaSev aüxwv, ~  l njmoRjiMM ca п ^ уь  ними. (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 п р м и н и т и  ca and П(х>слл.кити ca.
The Latin deponent verb transfigurari corresponds precisely to the Greek 

medial form pexatpoQuÉopai. 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 Old Slavic, but the prefix n p - corresponds better to the Greek цеха 
than the Gothic in. Luther’s sich verklären means originally ‘to brighten up, to 
become clear, to enlighten oneself’; but in Lu 9,29: w ard die Gestalt seines 
Angesichts anders  ‘the form of His face became different (another)’.

In the Romanian we meet a similar reflexive formation: se schimbá (from the 
Balkano Latin *excambiare). The Albanian nderrój fytyréne ‘to change one’s 
face’ is a description of the original sense.

The Hungarian translation elváltozni meant originally ‘to be changed’, 
corresponding to Latin mutäri.

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: В. преобрази ce, 
преобразйх се (преобразувам ce); Sr.-Cr. преббразити се (преобразйвати ce, 
преображавати ce), Russ, преобразйться (преобразоваться, преображаться); 
Ukr. преобразйтися, преображйтися; М. преобрази се; Cz. (preformovati 
se); Sík. 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. П ( М > с т ж п л т и  ~  r o x Q a ß a i v c o  ( n a g é g x o p a i ) ,  ó c k ö q c k ű

‘to trespass’. Mt 15,3: Siót rí Kai ирец nagaßaivexe xf)v évxo>,f|v xoö ЭеоС Siót 
xf)v ttagáSocnv úptov; ~  по чкто kw пр>стж пьете запоит дк кжтж • за. п^дАине 
кмпе • ‘and ye, why do ye trespass the commandment of God?’

Similar locus: Mt 15,2. As for Me 7,13, the verb претжпьти renders the 
meaning of the verb ótKöeów which has a similar meaning ‘to invalidate’, but is 
an entirely different composition. In á t K ö g ó t o  there is an 4  privativum, and 
кодою ‘to make valid’.

In later Russian Church Slavic texts n a ^ h i a t h  and п а т ш а г и к а т и  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 áncögóco). 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 übertreten (but in Me 7,13: aufheben).

The Romanian interpreter rendered this concept with the verb calcä ‘to tread 
down’ (but in Me 7,13 desßintä ‘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 Károli used the verb megrontani ‘to destroy, to corrupt’, but 
in Me 7,13 eltörölni ‘to wipe out, to abrogate’. In the modern Protestant and 
Catholic versions we read eltérni ‘to deviate, to prevaricate’, áthágni ‘to 
trespass’, kijátszani ‘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: устранять ‘to eliminate, to remove’).

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: В. престъпям 
(престъпвам); Sr.-Cr. преступати; Russ. npecrynáTb; Ukr. преступйти; M. 
(преступва); Cz. pfestoupiti (prestupovati); Sík. 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 Old Slavic; the similar meanings 
in Western Slavic may have been Latinisms or Germanisms, too.

263



252. прстжпити ~  яадг)А.Эоу (яаредхоцаг)
‘to trespass’. Lu 15,29: ка1 ообёлоте evxo^qv стой nagfí>-9ov, ~  l николиже 
злпок-ъди ткооа не п^стжпи^съ • (In Old Slavic with a double negation!) ‘and I 
never trespassed any of thy orders’.

The Old Slavic word is a hapax legomenon in the earliest Old Slavic gospels. 
As for its non-Slavic equivalents see the entries for прстжплти and мимоити 
(минжти).

The modern Hungarian translation is megszegni ‘to break, to commit a breach 
of (law)’.

In later Russian Church Slavic texts the verbs нх(»ушити, п(шплтжти also 
occur. The Kralice Bible uses prestoupiti; similarly, the Russian edition of 
Stockholm uses преступить.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: В. престъия, -их; Sr,- 
Cr. преступите; Russ, преступить; Ukr. преступите; M. престапи; Cz. 
prestoupiti; Sík. prestupit’; P. przestqpic; L.So. psestupis; H.So. prestupic.

— Semantic caique; in more details, see the entry for пр;стжпхти.

253. п-ьнажьникъ ~  6 KegpaTicrtqc;
‘money-changer’. Jo 2,14: Kai eöqev év тф 1едф Toüq жоАобута:; ßoa<; Kai 
jtpoßata Kai лерктгедас; Kai тоб^ керраткттосс; Ka9r|pévou<; ~ í окрьте къ 
Ц(ГЬК7>ке П(Х1ЛХЬКШТАЬХ. 0КЫ1.А Í колы • L голжки • í п-ьнажкникы с-ьдашта. ‘and 
in the Temple He found them who were selling oxen and lambs and doves, and 
the money-changers sitting there’.

The Old 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 nuNAShNHK7> also 
appears.

In the Vulgata we find the word nummularius, formed from nummulus in a way 
as п-ьнажьникъ from п-iínask. 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 кедцатштту; as a 
nomen agentis may be derived from the verb кедрат^со that means ‘to mint’, 
and only secondarily from the noun кедра ‘coin, change’. Luther’s text uses the 
nomen agentis Wechsler.

The Romanian uses the expression schimbätor de báni ‘money-changer’ (but 
in Lu 19,23 simply: schimbätor)-, in Micu-Clain’s text we read нетоа,7Л'ор> 
‘merchant, sensal, from the Balkano-Latin * negotiatorem. The Albanian 
truvezar is formed from the Greek loanword truveza ‘table, bank’ (Greek: f) 
траяЕ^а), but in Lu 19,23 the Albanian interpreter follows the Greek (and the 
Latin).
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The Hungarian texts use pénzváltó and this word has been preserved in the 
modern versions (in Lu 19,23 we find an addition according to the context: a 
pénzváltók asztalára ‘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: 
мкновщикъ денегъ (similar to the Romanian expression).

The Old Slavic word has been preserved in the Russian, Czech and Slovak 
only, therefore we must consider it to be a Moravianism; the word nuHASb 
‘money’ itself was an Old High German loanword in Old Slavic i.e. 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.

P

254. р[з]с-п(Ание ~  г) бгасттюра
‘diaspora, dispersion’. Jo 7,35: pf| eiq Tqv diaortogácv tő>v 'EkkpvcDV pékkei 
rcoQEÚecT&ai ~  сдх w> рлсихние слинъско ^оштетъ ити. (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 ^зсътхние 
and ()хзт>г7>н\нис.

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: um die Griechen ..  . die hin 
und her zerstreut liegen ‘among the Greeks, who live dispersed here and there’.

The Romanian cei imprä^tiafi intre Eleni is an expression from the verb 
imprä$tia ‘to disperse’. In the Albanian we find a relative clause: qe jane perndare 
nder Grekerit ‘who were dispersed among the Greeks’, from the verb pérndój ‘to 
disperse’.

Similarly, Károli’s Hungarian interpretation is also a subordinate clause: kik 
a görögök közt eloszlottak ‘who were distributed among the Greeks’. In the 
modern versions we find a pogányok közt élő te lep esek  ‘the settlers living 
among the heathens’ (Rome, 1967) and a szórványbanélőgörögök  ‘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: еллйнское разсЪяние.
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The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: В. (разсёивание 
‘dispersion’, разсёиване ‘absence of mind’); Sr.-Cr. pacejáHÖCT ‘absence of 
mind’); Russ, (рассёяность ‘absence of mind), рассёяние ‘dispersion’; M. 
(pacejyeane ‘id.’); Ukr. розаяння (розаювання) ‘id.’); P. rozsiewanie siq ‘id.’); 
L.So. (rozsewanje ‘dispersion, sowing’); H.So. (rozsymjonawanje ‘id.’); Cz. 
(rozsévaní ‘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. pK0TR0j)€N7> ~  xEiQonoiqxo«;
‘made with hands, man-made’. Me 14,58: őxi f)peí<; r)Koúoapev ocűxoü X.éyovxoq 
őxi ёую кахоЛбою xöv vaöv xoüxov xőv xEipoTtoirixov ~  kko wt.i сл7>ии\ х<'мъ i 
гмлштк. UKo лзъ (лзор’ик пркокк сии; ()Дчкотко()снжи;. ‘[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 ркосътко^иъ and ржкосъдилАнъ also 

appear.
In the Latin text we find the compound manu factus, and in the Gothic: handu- 

vaurhita, o f the same structure, and meaning. In Luther’s version this is rendered 
by an attributive subordinate clause: . . .  den Tempel, der m it Händen  
gem ach t ist.

In the Romanian the prepositional expression fäcut de mäni can be read, just 
as in the Albanian: te-Ьёгё me dore. In the earlier Hungarian version, following 
the Vulgata text, the phrase kézzel csinált ~  manufactus, ‘hand-made’, ‘made 
with hands’ is used; but in the modern versions we read kézzel épített ‘built with 
hands’ or emberi kéz építette (word for word: ‘human-hand-built’). In the 
Catholic version of 1973 and 1981: amely [ már] nem emberi kéznek lesz alkotása 
‘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, нерукотворный is known from classical 
Russian literature, too. (Cf. 2ukovskij’s and Puskin’s selfobituary poems 
entitled Pamjatnik ‘Memorial’; see the entry for неркоткоренъ.)

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: В. ръкотворен; Sr.- 
Cr. (рукотворац ‘handworker, craftsman’); Russ, рукотворённый (рукотвор
ный); Ukr. (рукотворний); M. (рукотворба ‘hand-made article’); Cz. (rukou 
udelany); Slk. (rukou udelany); P. (rqkq 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 ()жкот80(»ьнт> form. (The Western Slavic parallels seem to go back to a 
Latin or German model).

C

256. сьмокидьць ~  6 абтоятг)?
‘eyewitness’. Lu 1,2: каЭех; ларгбостау qpív oi 4л’ айтолтои K ai

ímriQémt yevópevot той коуоь ~  ькоже п^ дмпа ншъ. к'мкъшо íckonh 
слмокидьци i слоугы слокеси. ‘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 очекидьцк, очокидънъ and съкидъкъ 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 au fost märturi cu ochi ‘who were witnesses with eyes’. A similar 
clause is used by the Albanian interpreter: qe i pane me sy ‘who saw it with eyes’ 
[sy =  ‘eye’, shóh (pashe, pare) = ‘to see’, me =  ‘with, by’].

In the Hungarian we can read the expression szemmel látói ‘the seers of these 
with their eyes’, but in the modern texts we see szemtanú ‘eyewitness’ as a rule.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: В. (очевидец); Sr.-Cr. 
(очевйдац); Russ, самовидец (самовйдник, очевйдец); Ukr. самовйдец; M. 
(очевидец); Cz. (ocity svédek); Sík. (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. CTjwcHHt домоу ~  q olKovopia
‘management of estate’.Lu 16,3: őri ó KÜpioq pov 4<paiQeüai xf|v oiKovopvav 
4<p’ ёроС ~  -ько fi, мои отъемлстъ ст(ю«нис домоу отъ мкнс. ‘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 домоккное приплкление ~  
olKovopia.
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In later Russian Church Slavic texts п^кождение, оууАждемие and 
н\д7>зи(1гкТслкстко (иминий) appear, too.

In the Kralice Bible we see vládarstvi; the Russian text of the Stockholm 
edition uses the regular Russian government of the “verba directionis” and the 
related deverbal nouns: управление домомъ.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic expression are: В. (домоуправ- 
лёние), домостройство, домостроительство ‘tenement, maintenance’; Sr,- 
Cr. (домаЬйнство, домйрство); Russ, домострой, домостройство, домо
строение, домостроительство (домоправйтельство, домоводство); Ukr. 
домострой (доморядництво, домоуправлёння, ДОМОбуд1вНИЦТВО); М. 
(господаруване); Cz. (vladarství, domovnííctví); Sík. (domovníctvo, majetkovy 
dvor), P. (domovy dozor, dozor nadmajqtkiem); H.So. (domownictwo, wuprawa 
[nad] métkom); L.So. (domownictwo, wjezenje domu).

— Caique expression, a freer and more concrete translation of otKovopía 
than домокьное пристхкление. 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. ст(>оити kt> домоу ~  oÍKovopéco
‘to be the manager (bailiff) of a house (estate)’. Lu 16,2: árcóboq töv Xóyov xrjq 
o iK ovopiaq  стой • oó yap búvi] éri olK ovopeiv. ~  къздхждь откктт. ő 
П)>ист\к8ении домокьн-ьсмъ. нс оуко можсши ст(>оити къ домоу. ‘ . .  .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 стой ‘of thou, thy’ cannot be 
found in the oldest manuscripts, but we find it in the Codex Cantabrigiensis (6th 
c.) 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 нлдьзирлтсль, злсъмотритслк, 
оупрькитсль уоз^йсткх(-омъ), too.

The Latin text renders the Greek verb with the denominál verb villicare, from 
villicus (just as the Greek oÍKOVopéto comes from oiKovopoq). The Gothic faura- 
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 /I econom ‘to be a manager’ (but 
in Micu-Clain’s text: фи исп^шикь with a Church Slavic loanword for the 
concept of ‘manager, bailiff”).

The Albanian expression te-jesh kujdestár means the same (jes.jéta.jétur ‘to 
remain, to exist’, and kujdestár ‘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 
Károli’s translation: mert nem lehetsz sáfár ‘because thou mayst not be a
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manager any more’. But in the earlier medieval codices we find the obsolete 
denominál verb fónagykodni from the contracted compound fónagy (from falu- 
nagy ‘village mayor’) that exists as a family name only in present-day 
Hungarian. In the later Catholic versions we read another denominál verb, 
sáfárkodni, from the Middle High German loanword sáfár (schafTaere), and this 
passage sounds as mert tovább nem sáfárkodhatol ‘as thou mayst not manage any 
more’. The latest Catholic versions (1967, 1973) returned to the nominal 
expressions: mert nem lehetsz tovább az [én] intéző[-m] ‘because thou mayst not 
be [my] bailiff any more’.

In the Kralice Bible the momentaneous verb vládnouti ‘to reign, to manage’ 
occurs in this locus. The Russian edition of Stockholm uses the verb управлять 
‘to direct, to manage’.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic, expression are: B. (yпpáвя 
домът, глёдам си домакйнство); Sr.-Cr. (управл»ати, газдовати); Russ, 
строить дом (домостройничать); Ukr. (домовлёсничати, домобудницати); 
М. (господарува); Cz. (safariti, spravovati); Sík. fsafárit’, hospodárit’, 
gazdovat’, spravovat'); P. (sprawowac, zaradnqc); 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. съконкчлние ~  q oovreX-eia
‘finishing, consummation, end’. Mt 13,49: оптом; em at év тг] auvxetaíqt топ 
ad(övo<; • ~  тлко кждстъ къ съконкчлние к-вкл. ‘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 оконьчлние, смешение and наполнение, 
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 
TeXeÍMcm; ‘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 is am 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-mbarúaret, also a past participle from the verb mbarój ‘to 
finish, to end’. In the Vizsoly Bible (Károli) we find the deverbal noun végzet 
(from the denominál 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 Latin fatum and Greek 
potQce, eipaQ|iévr| 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 skonání, from the same root *kon-, but of a 
different formation (skonáti ‘to finish, to accomplish’). The Russian edition of 
Stockholm applies the word кончина, from the same root which also occurs in 
the sense с п т е Ы а  in other Old Slavic texts (in the form конкчинл).

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: В. (кончина ‘end, 
death’); Sr.-Cr. (скончйна ‘id.’); Russ, скончйние (кончина); Ukr. скшчйння 
(ckíh, сконання); М. скончание ‘death’; Cz. (skonání); Sík. skoncanie 
(skonanie); P. (ukonczanie); L.So. (skoncowanje) ‘annihilation’); H.So. 
(skóncenje ‘finishing, accomplishing, end’).

Consequently, the Old 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 конкчинх and конкчлние, too, it is just the relative rarity of 
съконкчлние 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. сънкмиште, съБориште ~  т) ouvaycoyq
‘synagogue . Mt 6,2: шотгед oí блокдиай noioumv év taíq auvaycoyaíc; Kai év 
ratg QÚpatq, öncoq őo^aaOöcnv ímö xtbv ávOgcontov • ~  ико е-пок(>ити ткорлтъ къ 
сънъмишти)<ъ • i къ стъгнххъ ■ л х  П(Юслхкатъ ca отъ чкъ • ‘ . . .  as the hypocrites 
do it in the synagogues and in the streets that they be praised by men’.

Similar loci: сънкмиште: 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; съкориштс: Lu 6,6; 12,11; Jo 9,22; this variant appears instead of 
сънкмиит in all the passages, but only in the Ostromir.

In Mt 5,22, сънкмиште is not applied for interpreting ouvaycoyfi but for its 
synonym auvéÖQtov. In several passages (in the supplemented or later re-copied 
texts) we find the beginning vocalization of ъ in сънкмиште in the form 
сонкмиште: 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 сунлгогл and the synonyms 
сьврлние, школь, рллл, and молилигь 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 gaqiman ‘to convene’), which also renders the Greek ouveSqvov in the 
gospels, and érciouvaytöyq ‘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 zsinagóga are also 
loanwords. The Kralice Bible, however, uses the words skola ‘school’ and 
shromázdení ‘convening, gathering’ from the verb shromázditi ‘to call together, 
to assemble’), which seems to imitate the Latin concilium and convocatio as well.

In the modern Russian text the loanword синагога is common, though the 
vocalized сборище (<съво(>иште) and сонмище 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: В. (събор); Sr.-Cr. 
(cáöop); Russ, сборище, соборище ‘group, crowd’, сонмиште (сонм) ‘throng, 
crowd’; Ukr. зббрище (сонм) ‘id.’; M. (збор); Cz. (snem, sbor); Slk. (snem, 
sbor); P. (sejm, sbór); L.So. (sejm); H.So. (sejm).

The living Slavic equivalents of съворъ show the meanings ‘meeting’ (national, 
political or informal), ‘grouping’, and those of сънкмъ ‘national assembly, 
parliament’. The ecclesiastic meaning is overshadowed (but Russian соборище 
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 
сънвмишт* goes back, undoubtedly, to a Moravianism as the Western Slavic 
words indicate; this suggestion is proved—negatively—by the fact also that 
съвориште which is a diminution of the Southern and Eastern Slavic съко(гл, 
occurs in the Ostromir.

The cause of applying the local suffix -иште 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 сън-ьмл and съ-во(гь. (See the entry for these.)

— Semantic caiques.
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262-263. съмкмъ, събо|гь ~  то ZuvéöQiov
‘assembly, council, Sanhedrin’. Mt 26,59: Oí 5ё &exiEQEÍ<; Kai tő abvéSgiov 
ÖX.OV é^fytouv 4>euőo(iaQT»)QÍav ката той ’1г|стой отток; aŰTŐv OavaTwatocnv ~  
fy’XMepeM же i стадии • i сьмыаъ ккск • икллуж лъжл съкпдителк мл йл ■ к ко дл 
оукитжть 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 сомьмъ in the Marianus. In some 

loci(Mt 10,17; 26,59; Lu 22,66 and Jo 11,47) cbRojrb appears instead of съньмъ 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 сунедринъ 
(суыгедрнъ) and суыодъ as well, and they vary the translations смулние, рлдл, 
съврлме, гуомлдл and еждилиште, 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 сько(гъ~съкориште 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 
báshkéndénja is a compound, which consists of báshké ‘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 gyülekezet ‘convening, meeting’ (a deverbal noun 
from the immanent verb gyülekezni ‘to assemble, to get together’), was later 
replaced by the word tanács ‘council, advice’. Bible manuals and Jesus- 
biographies belonging to the genre of gospel harmonies (“diatessarons”) 
sometimes apply the Aramaized form Sanhedrin of the Greek odveSqiov . In the 
latest Catholic versions (1967, 1973, 1981), we find főtanács ‘supreme council’, 
but in some cases (e.g. Mt 10,17) we also find bíróság ‘tribunal, court of justice’, 
according to the context.

A similar solution can be found in the Kralice Bible as well: rada ‘supreme 
council’, but shromázdení ‘assembly’. In the modern Russian text the loanwords 
синедрюнъ and синагога have been preserved.

As for the living Slavic equivalents, see the entry for the word pair сьикмиште 
~  съв<уиште. Concluding also from that, we can see that сънкыъ is a 
Moravianism, but с ъ бо jib  a Balkanism.

— Semantic caiques.
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264. съпл.с«ниб ~  tó CTCOTT|Qiov
‘redemption, salvation’; ‘good luck, fortune’. Lu 2,30: ön  el6ov oi ótpOaXpoí 
рои то CTonf)gióv стой, ~  ико кидистс очи мо1 сменке твое • ‘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 отъкоупленис and оскокожл«ние.
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 otô co ‘id.’.

The Romanian mäntuire is originally the older “long infinitive” of the verb 
mäntui ‘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'étój ‘to save’.

In Károli’s Hungarian text we find Idvezítő (its present-day literary form is 
üdvözítő) ‘saviour’ in this locus. In the recent Catholic versions (1967, 1973) the 
word üdvösség ‘salvation’ is common, from the adjective üdvös ‘salutary’. If the 
word refers, however, to Christ himself, as in Lu 1,69, the corresponding term is 
Szabadító ‘Rescuer, Liberator’, a participle present from the verb szabadítani ‘to 
liberate, to make free’ (today mostly with a perfective prefix: megszabadítani). 
The Hungarian correspondents (on Latin base) of cmrcf|Qiov are megváltás, 
(meg)szabadítás, üdvözítés, üdvösség ‘redemption, salvation, liberation’.

In the Kralice Bible these are various interpretations: spaseni ‘salvation’; 
vykoupeni ‘redemption’; vysvobozeni ‘liberation’; uméníspasitelné ‘knowledge of 
salvation’ (Lu 1,77); similar ones occur in the Bratislava edition, too. In Jaku- 
bica’s translation we find the word zárowiczel, a caique of German Ausgleicher. 
In the Russian edition of Stockholm, the Church Slavic съплсение has survived 
as an ecclesiastic term (спасёте).

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: В. спасение; Sr.-Cr. 
cnäc ‘id.’!); (cnáceme); Russ, спасёние (спасёнье); Ukr. (спасшня); M. (спас 
‘id.’!); Cz. spaseni, spása; Sík. spasenie (spása); (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 
спас, спас are synonyms of съпьсителк 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 *ст>-плс- ‘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. съгшъ, съпхсителв ~  ő Lcoxf|e
‘Saviour, Redemptor, Rescuer’. Lu 2,11: cm етёх&П uptv сттцзедоу Ештт е̂, őq 
Éorív xqiotöc; xüßioq, év nótai Aauí5. ~  -вко роди ca клмт» • дкнкск спъ • (же естъ 
yh fk  ' къ пал к дкк-в • ‘because today a Saviour was born to you, who is Christ 
the Lord, in the town of David’. Similar loci: съплсъ: Jo 4,42; съплситель: Lu 
1,47.

In the later Church Slavic texts отлкосмителк, изкхкитель and осководителк can 
also be read.

In the Latin text we find Salvator corresponding to Lcoxfie (where this term is 
translated into Old Slavic by сьплсъ), but salutaris in Lu 1,47 (where the Old 
Slavic .translation is съпьсение). 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 Wulfila’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 mentül ‘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 shpetój ‘to save’ by 
the mediation of the nomen actionis shpetim ‘saving, liberation’ (cf. the entry for 
съпшмие).

In the Hungarian translation, Károli applied different nouns of participial 
origin: Megtartó ‘Defender, Preserver’; later Megváltó ‘Redemptor’; Szabadító 
‘Liberator, Rescuer’. In the modern (especially Catholic) Hungarian texts we 
mostly find Üdvözítő ‘Saviour’, or the loanword Messiás (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 спасйтель, and 
спасъ also occurs, especially in the liturgic texts.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic words are: В. спасйтель, спас; 
Sr.-Cr. спйсител> (спйсилац; избйвител., избйвилац); Russ, спас, спасйтель 
(избавитель); Ukr. спасйтель (избавйтель); М. спасител; Cz. spasitel; Sík. 
spasitel’; P. (zbawiciel); L.So. (pasar); H.So. (Mesias, swobodzer).
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Perhaps the establishment of the difference between съплсъ and слплсителк 
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. соддлиит ~  f| каЭебра
‘seat, chair’. Mt 23,2: in i xfiq Mwüctéük каЭЁ5ра<; ёкаЭшау oi ураррахец Kai 
oiOapiamoi. ~  нлмоесж0кжсждьли1рис-1?д>жкънижъни11,и1 фашиста- (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 с-пддлиште can be considered here a simple 
translation, in contrast to the citation where каЭебра means, in figurative sense, 
the ‘office of teachers of the Law’).

In later Russian Church Slavic столъкъ and екдкеко 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 кахаакпушак; ‘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 (Opóvoq). 
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: 
tanítószék (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 Old Slavic word are: В. седйлище 
(ceÄänxa); Sr.-Cr. (сёдало); Russ, ceдáлищe; Ukr. (адалка); M. (седало); Cz. 
(sedátko, 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 
throne!’

— Semantic caique. In the Psalterium Sinaiticum (142 b. 18) it has a meaning 
similar to our citation: ‘council, meeting’.

T
2 6 8 . т(гъ )съ тъ  ~  XÖ Xf.tcxóv

‘penny, small change’. Lu 12,59: . .  .ecoq Kai xő eoxatov ^enxóv ало8ф<;. ~  
дондеже Í послждьн’и! трк^отк къздлси • ‘ . . .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 Old Slavic and later Church Slavic texts, however, use the loanword 
л«пт\ (the plural form of Xektóv, which was adopted by Old Slavic as a noun of 
the a-declension; it occurs as л-ьпт*, too. In late Russian Church Slavic the 
loanwords гроши, деньги and монет* 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 Scherßein, 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 
фим>р> in all the three loci. (The Hungarian fillér has been, for more than a 
century, the hundredth part of Hungarian monetary units,—the korona, pengő 
and forint—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 Xejitóv (Хеятос) 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 лёпта can be found 
but in Lu 12,59 we read the obsolete полушка ‘a fourth part of the копёйка 
(word for word: ‘the halflet’).

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: B. (Tpoxá ‘crumb’); 
Sr.-Cr. (траха ‘id.’); Russ. (Tpoxá, трохи), трошки ‘a few, little’); Ukr. (трохи, 
трошки ‘id.’); M. троха ‘crumb’); Cz. trochet (trochytek, trocha, troska, 
trosicka, trosinka ‘a few, a bit’); Slk. (trocha, trochu ‘a few, a bit’); P. (trochq, 
troszkg, troszeezka ‘id.’); L.So. (tsocha ‘a little’); H.So. (trósku ‘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 
Xejtxóv.
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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.

oy

269a-b. оулкорити ca ~  Г|йХл£0цг|У, оудкАрнгги ca ~  (ai>A.í£opat)
‘to sojourn somewhere, to spend the night’. Lu 21,37: tök; Se vóktok; 
é^eexópevoi; г|1Ш£ето eiq xö ÖQoq то KaXoúpevov feXauov • ~  i, ноштикк 
оудкАр&ш« ca (суодь k'/> ro<rt> • нмицашш сл»нт>. ‘ . .  .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 исходе 
оуАкьрлшс ca can be read while the other four archaic manuscripts apply the 
verb къдкл(гел.тс ca (see the entry for къдксуити ca and къдклрьти 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 (^двсуити ca 
and клдкл()НкТи ca.

In later Church Slavic texts остьти ca and къзати сект bwrahmc can also be 
read.

— Real structural caiques.

270. оузкрити ~  öieß êvj/ot (öiaßXxrccü)
‘to take care of; ‘to set oneself to’. Mt 7,5: tcai töte ötaß>.£\|/et<; ^KßaXevv то 
Kápcpot; ík  той ócpSaXpoü той áSeXcpoO стой. ~  í тъгдь оузкриши Ь ати í 
сжчкцк• (з очесе крьть твоего• . .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 оузк(шти occurs about fifty 
times for rendering the Greek ÓQáco (elSov, öv|/opai, ócpOf|cropai), deáopai, 
Oecoqéco, ß^enrn and fepßXETtü), 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 оузкрти, оукидити, and овлчити 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 (páshe, páré) means ‘to see’.
As for Hungarian, Károli rendered the original text with gondolj arra ‘think of 

that’, but in the later versions we generally find lásd or lássad, corresponding to 
the Latin (or Greek) use of word as e.g. in Káldi’s Catholic version (and in its 
later revisions, e.g. in those made by Tárkányi, and by Székely). In the Rome 
edition of 1967 we read . .  .akkor majd elég tisztán látsz ahhoz, hogy kivehesd a 
szálkát felebarátod szeméből ‘ . . .  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 hozzálátsz (-hatsz) ahhoz, hogy kivedd a szálkát 
embertársad szeméből ‘ . . .  and then you may set yourself to 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 увидеть ‘to see’ which is often used in 
a figurative sense, too.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: B. (cb3pá, сьзрях, 
съзйрам); Sr.-Cr. узрети; Russ, узрёть (узревйть, узырать); Ukr. узр1ти; M. 
узрее; Cz. uzríti; Sík. 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. оуиь(ггк-кти ~  Savatmoro (9a varr óm)
‘to order to kill’. Lu 21,16: Kai Savaxcbaouatv tit, úptőv, ~  Í. оум^гьткдтъ отъ 
клсь ■ ‘ . . .and they will order to kill some of you’.

In later Church Slavic texts оукити, длкити, ооморити and отънати жикотъ 
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 tödten 
which comes from the noun Tod.

The Romanian versions use the denominál 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 (mór, moare, murim, murit) ‘to die’. In the Albanian we find the 
verb vras ( vret, vráve, vrár'é) ‘to kill’. In the Hungarian the factitive-perfective 
verb megöletni ‘to order to kill’ was applied, later the perfective megölni ‘to kill’; 
in the later (1973) Catholic version we read: s némelyek meghalnak közülietek 
‘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: В. умъртвя 
(умъртвйх); Sr.-Cr. умртвити; Russ, умертвить (умертвлять); Ukr. умёр- 
твити (умертвляти); М. умртви; 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, 
оум|>ктк1;ти 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 denominál formation like the Greek 
(from the Greek noun Sávaxog ‘death’ and the adjective v e k q ó c  ‘dead’, and from 
the Old Slavic мрктъ ‘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 (III, 
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. оуничкжити ~  e^ou5evr|9fjv, оуничкжлти ~  (é^oubevóco, é^ou9evé(ú) 
‘to disregard, to treat disrespectfully’. Me 9 ,12: Kai люд ycypanxat ёл1 tóv uiöv 
той átvDeómou, íva noKkh ná9f| Kai é^ou8evr|9rj ~  i к\ко естъ пемно о ент, 
чТц и м ь  • д ь  много пострьждетъ • í  оуничьж А тъ 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: оуничкжьти: Lu 18,9; in the Greek text we find é^ou9evéra here, 
also a prefixed verb of similar formation.

In later Church Slavic texts прзкрти, ненькид-кти, покорити, оустадити, ни 
къ что держьти 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 Gothic fra-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 4Эетёю and катафдюуёю 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 дефьймл ‘to disdain, to disparage’). In the Albanian we find the 
verb qnderój ‘to dishonour, to outrage’ in the cited passage while in Lu 18,9 the 
expression in question is the following: edhe пик i zimine per gje te-tje-rete ‘and 
they did not think anything of others’.
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In Károli’s Hungarian text we see semminek állítani Чо set’ or Чо assert 
somebody for nothing’ which solution follows the original Greek (and 
resembles the Old Slavic as well), but later semmibe vétetni Чо be taken for 
nothing, to be disdained’, and gyalázatot tűrni Чо suffer ignominy’, megvetni 
Чо despise, semmibe venni Чо 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 neváziti ‘to ponder for nothing, to set at naught’. The 
Russian edition of Stockholm has preserved the Church Slavic words: быть 
уничижен and уничижйть, respectively.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic pair of words are: B. (yHH3á, 
унизявам, унижйвам); Sr.-Cr. (унйзити, унижйвати); Russ, уничижить, 
уничижйть; Ukr. (унйзити, унижйвати); М. (унижи, унижува); Cz. (za nie 
neváziti); Sík. (nevázit' si); P. (unizyc, unizac); L.So. (njewazys); H.So. 
(njewazic sej).

Apparently, the Old 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 низк- (existing, otherwise, in Russian as well).

—  Real structural caique. As for the prefix of the verbs, perhaps the phonetic 
form of Greek oöSeveco and oűOevéco influenced the interpreters’ choice (as we 
see that it, is rendered here, mostly not with изъ, but with oy-).

X

274a-b. ул-вви прлложени(* [ул-кви кь пшатв] ~  oí йртог ттц; ядоЭёсгЕах; 
‘sacrificial bread [bread of memory], Mt 12,4: Kai xofx; ügtouq Trjq лдоЭёоЕох; 
éqxxyov, ~  i ул-ввы прлъложении сън-встъ- ‘ . . .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 Old Testament story, which is alluded to in the three gospel passages, 
took piacéin King David’s time and was written in I Kings 2 1,6 where the Greek 
expression 6 &qtoi;  той лдоаежои substitutes the common 6 äcgioq ттц; 
ттдоОёоЕах;, 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 поскжштснъ or вллгослокенъ уливт> as well, 
but ул-ввъ липа in Leviticus 25,58 (oi agioi той тсдоститтои).

The Greek ядоЭеак;, and the Latin propositio may both mean the concrete 
‘placing in front o f  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 Old Slavic verbal stem. Gothic hlaib ~  Old 
English hláf ~  Old Slavic къ 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 pánile punerii inainte renders the concrete sense very correctly 
(‘the breads of placing before’; the Albanian büket 'e parévenjese may go back to 
the Greek, Latin and Old Slavic alike.

The Kralice Bible contains chleby posvátné ‘sacred breads’ here; the Russian 
edition of Stockholm has preserved the Old Slavic expression.

In Károli’s Hungarian text we find an attributive word group (az Isten 
asztalára tett) szent kenyerek ‘the holy bread (put on the table of God)’, but later 
szentelt kenyerek ‘sacred breads’. In the various revisions of Káldi’s Catholic text 
(Székely, Békés-Dalos) we find the attributive expression kitett 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 felajánlott kenyerek ‘the offered breads’ occurs). The latest Hungarian 
Catholic versions (Budapest, 1973 and 1981) also contain szent kenyerek, in the 
gospels, and felajánlott kenyerek ‘offered breads’ in the other loci.

The constituents of the Old 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. )с(лнилип1тс ~  то фгАактрдюу
‘phylactery, frontlet, tephillin’. Mt 23,5: rcXoiTÚvoucnv yócQ xőt (puXaKTpQia 
QtÖTcäv кой peyaX.úvooCTiv та KgácnteSa tő>v ipaxicov auxüv ~  рмпир-ыж-гъ же 

^ nhxhiiix^kou • величмлтъ полг>мстъ1 къ скрилии ризъ CRoiyrb 1 (Second-hand 
text in the Zographus.) ‘because they broaden their phylacteries and make larger 
the fringes of their gowns.’

The word )срьнилиште occurs in Lu 12,24 as well, but it is the simple 
translation of the Greek and Latin бс7гоЭт1КГ| ~  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 фиЯ.актрбюу comes from the stem of the 
verb филбахо) (‘ фиХак-j-ca) ‘to preserve’, thus фиХактррюу 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 хлкорие). The Albanian ruajtje ‘preservation’ is the precise caique of the 
Greek word.

Károli’s Hungarian text retained the Latin loanword fdaktérium, but its 
modern editions apply homlokszíj ‘frontlet’. The Catholic versions 
[Káldi Tárkányi-Székely; Békés Dalos; Kosztolányi (1973) and Gál 
(Kosztolányi) (1981)] use imaszíj 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 näpis ‘inscription’, obviously referring to the 
Thörah 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 фи^актррюу and the 
Old Slavic ^ анилин its 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 Shemä, 
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 of conservation’: 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: В. хранилище ‘barn’; 
Sr.-Cr. хрйнилйште; Russ, хранйлище; Ukr. (сховище); M. (храна ‘food, 
meals’); Cz. (chranidlo); Slk. (chranidlo); P. (chronienie ‘protection’); L.So. 
(chronjenje); H.So. (chronjenje ‘id’.)
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The words хранилище and chranidlo have the meaning ‘storehouse, 
repository’ in the living Slavic languages, and they do not have the meaning 
‘phylactery, tephillin’. Thus, the Old 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.

И

276-277. ц-ьсАрьсткие, ii/kĉ kctro ~  q ßacnX.eia
‘kingdom’. Mt 6,10: ёХ.9ато) f| ßamLeioc aou • ~  ль  п(>ил«тъ црсткие твое • ‘Thy 
kingdom may [should] come’.

Similar loci: ц-ксАрксткие: 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; 18,4; 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 1,14; 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; 
ij.u c a |>kctro: 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 ßamtaicx) 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 rcagaßo^q ~  притъчА, since the word ßamLeia is applied by 
the synopticists mainly in the parables, with the well-known starting words: 
'iipoiGjSq q ßamAeicf xcov oügav&v...  ~  подоккно кстъ цисааксткис некое ~  
Simile (factum) est regnum coelorum. . .  ‘The kingdom of Heaven has become 
similar to . . . ’. But in the fourth gospel, the expression ßacnXcia t&v ougavöv 
occurs only in the conversation with Nicodemus and in the interrogation by 
Pilate.

In the later Church Slavic texts we meet the words к ^а и н а , крАлеккстко and 
госоульрнстко too.

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 denominál 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 и 
rixu, Sanskrit rädj, etc.

The Romanian impärä[iä is a similar deverbal suffixation from the verb 
impära ‘to reign’, just as the Albanian mhreteri from the verb mbréterój ‘to reign’ 
(the basic word being the noun mbret ‘king’).

The Hungarian ország (in Old Hungarian: uruszág) is general (it was an 
obsolete formation from the noun úr 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 denominál noun királyság formed from the Slavic loanword 
király <král, from the name of Charlemagne), as it is found in the Old and 
Middle Hungarian (Codex of Érsekújvár 345b, Chronicle of Heltai 36b) later in 
the sermons of Pázmány, and in Káldi’s Bible translation, although its meaning 
is ‘regia dignitas’, ‘royal dignity’ in these texts. The caique expression mennyek 
országa can be considered general in Hungarian ecclesiastical style correspond
ing to the Latin regnum coelorum.

The Kralice Bible contains the expectable word království here. In the Russian 
we find царство, царствие going back to the Church Slavic uhĉ hCTRo, 
цьсьрьсткие from цислркстко, цисл^ьсткие, a suffixed denominál noun from 
цисьрь <  Greek kocictocqc Latin Caesar. (From the Old Slavic word, the 
Hungarian császár ‘Emperor’ has also its origin.)

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: В. вдрство; Sr.-Cr. 
uäpcTBo; R. uápcTBO, uápcTBHe (napcTBOBáme); Ukr. uápcTBo; M. nápcTBO. 
All of them are the continuations of the reduced-vowel цьсарство or 
цьсарьствие. The Serbo-Croatian цёсар(ство), Russian кёсарство ‘empire’ are 
later words; they designated chiefly the Byzantine imperial power.

In the Western Slavic Cz. carství, carstvo; Sík. 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 císárství, Sík. 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. království; Slk. 
krälovstvo; P. królestwo. Similarly, the L.So. kejzorstwo and H.So. kezorstwo 
are denominál 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 цииркстко 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 ßaoiX.eioc. The Old Slavic цислрк itself might also
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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 кдойгц;, and the existence 
of a Proto-Slavic *ксса|>к render it more probable that among the Greek and the 
Southern Slavic people alike, the Greek ßaotXeix; was used at that time in the 
sense ‘emperor’ as an equivalent of каТстосд, and the semantic changes had 
already been completed in the period when ц-т;сх()кстко was formed.

But it is surprising that, in contrast to the predominant number of 
цисг^кстше, the occurrence of циса^кстко 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,i?CAj>KCTRo is for Balkanic origin, with a Greek (and maybe Gothic) 
motivation, but аисхрксткие is a Moravianism from a Latin (Old High German) 
loanword uncxj)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. n-RC&fKCTROR̂TH ~  ßaaiAewi)
‘to reign’. Lu 19,14: of) 9éX.o(iev toCtov ßamXeüam £<p fiuäq. ~  не )с»штем7> 
семоу • д а  иёсоуетъ н а д л  n a m h  • ‘ . . .  we do not want this man to reign over us’. 
Similar passage: Mt 2,22.

In much later Church Slavic texts господкстхохати, панохати and k̂ aacrath 
also occur; the latter two are Western Slavisms.

In the Latin text we find regnare, a denominál 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 impärä(i (but Bishop Nicolae applies the 
verb domini; both verbs are of Balkano-Latin origin). The Albanian mbreterój 
has a similar meaning, and is a denominál formation from mbrét ‘king’.

The Hungarian translations contain the common uralkodni ‘to reign’ (from 
the noun úr ‘Sir’, originally: ‘Sire, king’), though in the Middle Hungarian texts 
we find the verb királykodni, too (as in the Gospel Explanations of the Telegdi 
Codex 1,147, and in the Sermons of Pázmány 674) from the Slavic (probably 
Croatian) loanword király ‘king’.

The KYalice Bible translates this locus with the corresponding denominál verb 
královati which exhibits some similarity to Luther’s German translations (König 
war ‘he was king’ and herschte ‘he reigned’, resp.).

The Russian edition of Stockholm uses the verb дарствовать, going back to 
the Church Slavic.
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The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: В. (царувам); Sr.-Cr. 
(даровати); Russ. цёрствовать (царить, даровать); Ukr. (царювёти); M. 
дари, царува); Cz. (cárovati); Sík. (cárovat’); 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 цх|>оклти is a much later Church Slavic 
(and popular Russian) form from *цкса(>сжати; 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. královati, Slk. panovat’, 
kralovat’; P. królowac, rzqdzic, kierowac, L.So. kralis se, H.So. kralowac).

— Real structural caique.

4

279-280. четк))ьтоклхсткник7>, четк(>ьтоклАстьц,ь ~ ő TETgatgyriq 
‘tetrarch’. Lu3,19: ó 8i: 'Нуфбгц; ó xexQaáQxriq, pAeyxópevoq iin опЗтой ~  i.00дь  
же HeTRjTbTORAxeTKHHKb • оеличасмъ lmk • ‘Herod, the tetrarch [was also] re
primanded by him’.

Lu 9,7: "Hkouctev 5Ё Tfgcpbqg ó тетдаадхп«; та ytvópeva rom a ~  слъша же 
ирод четк(Жтокл\степ.к въ1шжштаа отъ него кксж. ‘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 TETQágxr|<; is also a special gospel word, not 
occurring in the other books of the Bible). — Luther’s translation contains the 
caique Vierfürst.

The form чсткерокллстсцк is a later one, vocalized from the original
Ч6Т8()КТ0КЛАСТКЦК.

In later Church Slavic texts (the vocalized) четке(гпжлАстник7> is common, 
instead of HCTRfhTORAACTKHHK^.

Instead  o f  the o rd ina l num eral iCTRphTo-composition, the com pound ing  with 
the collective num ber h c t r c j i o  also  appears: ч е т р < ж л л с т к н и к 7 > .

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 q 
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 TETQaQXEÍa 
‘tetrarchy’ or, more precisely, for the translation of the “genitivus absolutus” 
construction of the verb тетдадхёю ‘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: мАТ(>8лви(>8тор (while he also uses 
TCTfAjiych 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 ctvrták (just as Hungarian negyedes), 
perhaps not without the influence of the Lutherian translation Vierfürst; the 
modern Russian text contains the Russian vocalized development of the Old 
Slavic word: чeтвep(т)oвлácтник.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic words are: В. четврьтовлйс- 
тник; Sr.-Cr. чётвртовласнйк; Russ. четвер[т]овлйстник; Ukr. (четверто- 
влйдар); M. четвертовластник; Cz. (cetvrták); Sík. (stvrtivladär); 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. четк̂ ктокллстксткоклти ~  tetqocqxécű
‘to reign as a tetrarch’, ‘to be a tetrarch’. Lu 3,1: кш xETeaaexoCvxoq xrjq 
Ta^tXaiaq'Нефбои, ~  i чбтк^токллстксткосчжштю • гьлилееьк tj)oA0v • ‘ . . .and 
when in Galilee Herod reigned as a tetrarch’. Similar loci: in this verse (Lu 3,1) 
twice. In later Church Slavic text четрокллсткоклти 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: fu n d .. .  tetrarch al Galilei írod. Micu-Clain used 
a similar solution, but with a good caique expression: стъпъниыл к nvrjw пьре 
дин галил-е а . . .  ‘reigning over the fourth part of Galilee’. But in Nicolae’s 
translation a temporal clause occurs here: pe cän d...  e r a .. .  írod tetrarch al 
Galileii. Similarly in Albanian: kur ishte Irodhi katrurderatés, i.e. translating 
tetrarch with the real structural caique katrur-dheratés.

In the Hungarian, Károli applied the same construction (temporal clause) 
with a caique expression: mikor volna.. .Galileának n egyedes fe jed e lm e  
Heródes (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 четверовлйстствовать though in the Russian edition of Stockholm 
we find the temporal clause with the expression четверовластником быть, just 
as in the Kralice Bible where byti ctvrtákem ‘to be a tetrarch’ occurs.

The living Slavic languages apply similar constructions.
— Real structural caique.
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282-283. 4i\oR'fcKoovF>HHii,h, члов-вкооукиицл ~  ó áv&Q(ö7roKTÓvo<;
‘homicide, killer, murderer’. Jo 8,44: éiceivo<; 4v9q(űtoktóvo(; f|v ólk iexpi;, ~  
онъ чкооувиид Et: (скопи • ‘that was a homicide from the beginning’.

The Old Slavic words and their Greek original are hapax legomena in the 
gospel texts (they occur only in I,Jo 3,15).

The compound члокикооувиицк can be found only in the Marianus; in the 
other archaic codices the simple оувиицв was used. (The form члок-екооукиинь as 
the simple оувиицх 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 Mörder as 
the Slavic оувиицв (оувийид).

The Romanian genitivus explicativus omoritor de oameni has the variant 
ucidator de oameni in Bishop Nicolae’s text. Micu-Clain used the popular form 
оучиглш 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, njerivrúsés (from njeri 
‘man’ and vrásés ‘murderer’.

In Károli’s Hungarian text we find the obsolete caique ember-öldöklő; 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 человЪкоубшца 
of the Old Slavic. In the Kralice Bible vrazedlnik is an obsolete compound (word 
for word: ‘murder-doer’) whose components are known from Old Slavic крыв 
‘enemy’ and д-вти ‘to do’.

The other Slavic equivalents o f the Old Slavic words are: В. чловекоубйец; 
Sr.-Cr. (човеко-) убйца; Russ, (человеко-) убийца; Ukr. (чоловкоубшник); M. 
чловекоубйец; Cz. (zabiják, vrazedlnik); Slk. (zabijac, vrazedlnik); P. 
(zabójca); L.So. (zabijar); H.So. (zabiwak).

— Real structural caique. It seems (on the basis of the Balkano-Slavic 
languages) that чловикооувиииА came into being in a Serbian linguistic sphere, 
but члокикооувиицв 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.

Ш

284-285. швсткие ткорити, iiibctec ткорити ~  rcoQeiav rcoiEiv
‘to walk, to come (a way)’, ‘to cover a distance’. Lu 13,22: Kai SienoeeneTO ката
гоЗАяц Kai кюцас; SiSámccov Kai Ttopeíav notoúpevoq etq ’IepocroAupa. ~  í
ri|xi)coíKAíduiic сквози г^дъ! í Rhen. . .  í iiikctrhc TROjiA R7> 1лыъ. ‘and He was walking
through the towns and the villages, [teaching] and covering the distance to
Jerusalem.’
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The form iiikctkc occurs in the Marianus only; the other archaic MSS contain 
the more usual word шьстки«.

In later Russian Church Slavic text М(Х>;колити плтк and «ж-кроити п ж т к  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 cälätori means ‘to wander, to make a journey’. But 
Micu-Clain’s version contains a real caique expression: кллъ флчел, and we see a 
similar one in the Albanian text, too: hej (hera, Ьёгё) udhé.

The simple Hungarian menni ‘to go’ varies with the later tartani valahová ‘to 
head for somewhere’. In the recent Catholic versions keresztülmenni ‘to go 
through’ (1973) and áthaladni ‘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 
направлять путь ‘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. 
творя шествие; Russ, творить (путе-)шествие; Ukr. творити шёствие 
(проходйти путь); М. твори шествие 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 *шклт>-.

— Real (structural) caique expression.

IA

286-287. ьхркмкникъ, 1\ркм кничк ~  tó fmo^üyiov
‘draught-animal’ ‘she-ass put to a yoke’, ‘beast of burden’. Mt 21,5: Kai 
£ n i ß e ß r | K ( b c ;  é r t i  övov K a i  é r t i  rt&Xov uíőv úrto^uyíou. ~  и късидъ нл о с л а  и  ж р- 
КА сил ь(>смничл. (Second-hand text in the Zographus.) ‘ . . .and getting on an 
ass, and on the foal of a beast of burden’. The и is a graphic variation here, 
instead of ix.

In later Church Slavic texts иоллАрьмьникь and полъа()ьмкничк 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 крьмьникъ is common in the archaic Old Slavic gospels, but in the 

Savvina Kniga we find the denominál adjective •ь()ьмкничь.
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 of ass’, which corresponds to érci rcoAov övöd, 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, fiúi celui de supt jug. 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 szamár vemhe (word for word, ‘the foal of the ass’) was 
common in the older translations, but in the modern versions we read: a 
teherhordó állat 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 oslátku lé jhu podrobené 
‘and on that ass-foal, subdued to the yoke’. The new Russian text follows the 
Greek original precisely: на молодомъ ос лк, сынк подъяремной ‘on a young 
ass, foal of a subjugated she-ass’.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: В. (подярмувано 
Marápe); Sr.-Cr. (подармлено Márape); Russ, ярёмник (ярёмница, 
подъярёмная); Ukr. (ярёмна, пщярёмна); М. (под)арумвана магарица); Cz. 
(jhu podrobeny, -á); Sík. (podjarmená oslicka); P. (osiol jarzmowy); L.So. 
(woslowa zapségnuta); H.So. (zapragnutá wósla).

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 подъ-prefixations are real structural caiques).

A, (IA)

288. азыци ~  та eOvq
‘the heathens, the pagans’. Mt 20.19: Kai nagaboxrouaiv afrröv тоц eOveoiv • 
~  и П0ъ,\длжтъ i азъжомъ • (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 погоне, нк(»ли and (а з^ зинци occur 
in this meaning, too.

The Latin gentes meant ‘nations, peoples’ originally, but in the Bible —  
according to the Hebrew and the Greek та eOvq — means the same as the much 
later word pagani. The original sense of this latter was ‘the inhabitants of л pagus 
(‘village’), i.e. ‘people who, in their remote village, had not heard anything about 
Jesus Christ’ in the second half of the 4th century. — In the Gothic text this locus

290



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 азъщи ‘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 pägani is of Latin origin, just as in the Hungarian the Latin 
(perhaps Slavic-mediated) loanword pogänyok applied by Károli. The Albanian 
котЬёсе or kombét are the definite plurals of the noun komb ‘nation’.

The later Church Slavic orthography distinguishes №зъжъ ‘people, heathens’ 
from азыкъ ‘tongue’.

The Kralice Bible uses the Latin loanword pohané that has its equivalent in the 
Church Slavic as well: пог\н(-ин)ъ, and in all the living Slavic languages. The 
Russian edition of Stockholm, however, shows a denominál formation of this 
word, namely язычник (see the following entry).

The equivalents of the plural form азыци can be found in every Slavic 
language, but (except the Old Russian) only in the meaning ‘languages, tongues’. 
In the Old Russian (Russo-Slavic) азыкъ also meant ‘tribe, nation’ and аз'/.щи 
‘foreigners, heathens’. The living Slavic languages apply, however, alternately 
the equivalent of погьмиыъ and азычкникъ used for this concept.

— Semantic caique.

289. лзычьыикъ ~  ó éSvikck;
‘a heathen, a pagan’. Mt 18,17: ecrao ooi актер ó £9vikö<; Kai ó тб7л>уг)<; ~  дл 
вждетъ ti ъко аз’ычкникъ i иыт\уъ • (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 погмшн'л and идолослоужителк, 
too.

The Latin texts use the Greek loanword ethnicus (the Greek word itself comes 
from tó 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 азъщи. The Albanian 
gjentár or gjindár comes from gjini ‘sex, gender’; see also gjinde ‘a number of 
people’, gjindt ‘people, men’.

Later Church Slavic orthography distinguishes (ьзычкникь ‘heathen’ and 
а з ы ч ь н и к ъ  ‘chatter’.

For the Kralice Bible and the Russian edition of Stockholm see the entry for
АЗЫЦИ.

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: В. езйчник; Sr.-Cr. 
(поганйк, поганйн); Russ, язычник (поганец meaning also: ‘hideous, nasty
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fellow’); Ukr. язйчник (погйнин is an obsolete word); M. езичник (obsolete) 
(поган: only in some dialects, but in the literary language: ‘a hideous man’); Cz. 
(pohan, pohánek, pohánka); Sík. (pohan, pohanca, pohánka); P. (poganin, 
poganka); L.So. (pogan, pogánka); H.So. (pohan, pohánka).

Thus it appears that the Greek caique was ousted by the Latin loanword 
поглнъ, but the Old Russian and Bulgarian preserved the Cyrillian Old Slavic 
word. The Church Slavic поглнинъ, introduced early, existed already in archaic 
Old Slavic, borrowed either from Latin paganus directly, or from the Hellenised 
form ttáyavoq. (Perhaps the Hungarian borrowed it from one of the Slavic 
languages: pogány.) 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).

Л\

290. жзилишт« ~  то SeopcoTTiQiov
‘jail (gaol)’, ‘prison’. Mt 11,2: 'O be Toxxvvriq öckoúctou; év тф бестрют^е^Ф 
CQya той XqvcttoC ~ löxnt> же слъшлвъ въ жзилишти лт;лх . . .  ‘But John, 
meanwhile, heard in the prison about the deeds of Christ’.

In later Church Slavic texts we meet the synonyms пл'вн'ь, зхтвормие and 
ткмкииц\, 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 Gefängnis.

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 П(>инсо\р> (from the 
Vulgar Latin *prensoria ‘prison’. The Albanian burg ‘jail’ comes from the Greek 
Kugyói; ‘tower, fortress’.

In the Hungarian we find fogság ‘captivity’ in the earlier texts, but later 
börtönház (originally: ‘the executioner’s house’), and from this the now common 
börtön.

The Kralice Bible contains the word vézení which comes from the past 
participle passive form vezen ‘captive, prisoner’. In the modern Russian text we 
find темнйца ‘gaol’ (originally: ‘a gloomy place’) from the Old Slavic ткикницх, 
cf. тьмьнъ ‘dark, gloomy’; its equivalents can be found in every Slavic language. 
From the Slavic noun (probably, from the Croatian as a juridical-administrative

292



term) is taken over the Old Hungarian timnuc (today with a dissimilation: 
tomlöc.

The other Slavic equivalents of the Old Slavic word are: В. (тъмнйца, затвор, 
тюрма); Sr.-Cr. (тймница, сужан>ство); Russ, узилище, узйльница, тьма, 
темнйца); Ukr. (в’язнйця, темнйця); М. (темница); Cz. (temnice); Sík. 
(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 жзл ‘shackles’ on the model 
of Greek Seapcx; ~  deopcoTfipiov, with the suffix expressing place.

293



PART THREE

S U M M A R Y

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, I can say that the philological research 
concerning the antiquity o f the gospel texts o f the Old Slavic codices enables the 
conclusion that Horálek 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 ь and ъ 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 is just 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 in judging 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) As for the Greek sources o f the 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”, Xóyoq той ©еой, 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.

с) I gave a full account of the real and alleged Latinisms of the 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 Italian and Irish-Scottish missionaries’ 
activity.

Our text comparisons have also shown that in the case of the Old Slavic 
caique—if we 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. крьстъ, ц-ьса̂ ь) 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 Old 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, I 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 нс- 
prefixed and -ксткис-suffixed words can be considered in many cases to be 
Moravianisms, in contrast to the кез-prefixed and -кстм-suffixed Bulgarianisms.

Similar contrastive pairs seem to be, e.g., the doublets сънкмъ and съвор. and 
their derivates съньмиштс and съвориштс, нлплсть and hckoviiichhc, etc. If the 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 упокритъ ~  лицемъ(гь, 
клт&петхзмх ~  ононл and the like show the spreading of the latter forms. Thus 
they highlight the dialectic contradiction that it is just 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 искони ~  испрькл—if 
it originated under New Testament influence at all—may suggest that the 
Macedonian искони reflects the Greek or él; and the East
Bulgarian испркл 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 û u a  and от(х>ч а , which, 
as very commonly used words, cannot be proved to have had the parallel Greek 
cpogiiov and nocíötov 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 o f Proto-Bulgarian (Turkic-Bulgarian) words in the 
gospel texts, it is the word кънигъчии 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 (соклчии, ша^книи, схмкчии, к(г/>мкчии), 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

298



(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. I believe that the study 
of the 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 Old 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 Old 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 o f 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 Old 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 §incai), 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 Gáspár Károli’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’s gospel translation may also have exerted some influence on Károli’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 o f Károli’s text could be (especially on the language of the 
codices in the 14th 15th centuries). In this respect, the influence of Old 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 къзльти and пезочкстко which have
their parallels {hálát 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—13th 
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 o f 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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T H E  D IS T R IB U T IO N  
O F T H E  C A L Q U E S S T U D IE D  

A C C O R D IN G  TO  
SE V E R A L  V IE W PO IN T S

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, Ыагепъ;

Chleby predlozenija;
Des^tinQ dajati;
Izbavlenie, izbbrany, iskusiti, iskusati, iskusitelb, iskusenie, isplbniti;
Kbnizbnik, krbstitelb, krbstenie;
LbZb ргогокъ, lbzb Christb;
Maloverb;
Nevérie, nevérbstvie, nevérbstvo, пеуёгьпъ;
Obrézati, obrézanie, obétovanie, obéstati, okusati, oprésbnica, ostaviti. 

ostavléti, otbpustiti, otbpustati, otbpustenie, ostavlenie, otbkryti, otkrbvenie, 
okrbvenie, oséniti, osénéti, otbdes^tbstvovati;

Pakybytie, pritbca, prisblbcb, proresti, ргогокъ, prorocica, prorocbstvo, 
prorocbstvovati, prezderesti, préobraziti s?;

Sbnbmiste, sbboriste, бъпъгпъ, 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;

302



DlbZbnikb, dlbZbnb byti, dobrotvoriti;
Gresbnikb, grésbnica;
Lichoimie, lichoimanie, licemérbstvie, licemérie, Нсетёгъ, Ibzesbvédételb. 

lbzesbvédételbstvo, 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, éetverovlastbCb, cetverovlastbstvovati; 
Drbzavinb. dobra roda;
Grazdaninb;
Inoplémenbnikb,
Nastavbnikb, nestroenie;
Ötrokb, Qziliste;
Ra(s)séjanie;
Voevoda, vbcésariti s§, vladbébstvo, vladbébstvie.

PSYCHOLOGY

[JJAvlenie, vb avlenie pridetb;
Bez(d)razuma, bczumie, Ьегитьпъ, bespecali, bespecalbnb, blagovoliti, 

blagoizvoliti, blagovolenie, bésnovati s?;
Duchovbnb, dúsa;
Nerazumivb, nerazumblivb, nesbmysibnb, nQzdbnikb;
Unicbziti, unicbzati;
Veselie, vbméstiti, vbméstati, vbslastb, vidénie;
Zestosrbdie.
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E V E R Y D A Y  L IF E , M IS C E L L A N E O U S  T O P IC S

Bezdbnb, bezdbnbnb, bezdbna, bezvodbnb, best^dbnb, best^db, bested a, 
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, nasQ§bnb, negasy, negasimb, nevbzmozbnb, neslanb, 

neumvenb, nesvenb;
Obujati, okrbstb zivQStei;
Pételbglasenie, podbnozie, prij^tbnb, prij?tb, prbvovbzlaganie, predbdvorie, 

prézdevbzléganije, prézdesédanie, predbsedanije, préiti, préizlicha, рёп^гьшкъ;
RQkotvorenb;
Stroenie domu, stroiti кь 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;
Éitomérenie, zitie.

THE NUMBERS OF THE DISTRIBUTION 
ACCORDING TO TOPICS

Topic Number %

Religious (in narrower sense) 94 32.41
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 of everyday 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 вез- and не- 
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 1.38

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 denominál in a minority).

Even the number of semantic caiques surpasses that o f the caiq ue 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 10.4
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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 
ВЛАГ0-, лок(в-, зъло-, M7iNoro-, м а л о - and similarly prefixed types belong to this 
category.
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ABBREVIATIONS 
U S E D  IN  T H E  G L O SSA R Y

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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оумркткити 278 
оуничкжити, -жлти 279 
оучителк 213

улики гцм^дъложентл 280 
урлнилиште 218

циломжд|ЖН7> 51 
и.ч;сл()ксткие, -стко 283—285 
ц-кс\(»ксткоклти 285

четк(жтокллсткникт., -кллсткцк 286 
четкрктокллстксткоклти 287 
члок-ккооувиицл 288

шксткис ткорити 50, 288

(лркмкникъ 289 
(лркмкничк 289

аз'лщи 290, 291 
азычкникъ 291

жзилиште 292

упокритъ 198
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G R E E K -O L D  SL A V IC  IN D E X

äßucracx; Бездъил 77 
otyat&0 £Qyć(i) вллготкорити 94 
áyaSoxoiéto вллготкоаити 94, 

Д0Б|»ТК0|>ИТИ 146 
diyacAAiacm; веселие 106, 107 
áyyéLoq к-бстьыикъ, лнКелъ 135, 

136
áyvtonovía везоумие 80 
áyv(0 |iooúvTi везоумие 80 
áyvcűjxcüv везоумкнъ 81 
äSixoq неп()лкклкникт> 223, 

непрлккдвнъ 28, 222, 223 
áSóxinoq меключимъ 221 
áőuvacxéoo изнемоглти, -мошти 174 
áSúvatxoq некадможкнъ 216 
белица оприснъци 65, 237 
&Эфо<; Ne(no)KHNKN7> 221, 222 
oiíliOQQooDcra кркоточикл 190 
átxaxaoracría иест(»оение 226 
dtXUQÓCO . ПОИСТЖПЛТИ 263 
áLexTOQoqxovía коуюгллшение 185 
áTAoysvíy; ииоплеменкникъ 176 
(Шхпаюц изминл 173 
áüA.ó(puA.(x; иноплеменкникл 176 
&Ялжо£ веспечллвиъ 83 
&цаех(оЯ.0<; гришкиикъ 141, 

гршвнииА 142

6t|iEißtl) клзллти 110 
ánéeHivoi; вес-печлли 82, веспе-

чллвнъ 83
dt(ioißfi къзАМ&иие 109 
Ävotßioco, ÄvaßuBcrxonai къск̂ кс- 

нжти 118
6tvaßtev|n<; П(юзврмие 101 
áváyaiov пукницл 137 
áváSei^iq лкление 71 
dcvacíÖEicc везонкстко 79 
ótvaíxicx; иепокинвнъ 221, 222 
áváx£i|iau къзлежлти 111, 112,

къзлешти 113, 137 
ávax7,ívo|iott кьзлетти 113 
0Lva.Xoq месллнъ 225 
ává^ioq нелостоинъ 220 
ávanr|6éco къстлти 125 
<xvá7tr|QO<; млломоштв 28, 206, 207 
ávacxínxo) къзлешти 113 
(хуаатастк; къскрксыокение 116, 

въск^шение 120, къстлние 123, 195 
ávaxoLf] въстокъ 126 
ávéyxX.r|XO<; не(по)кинкнъ 221 
aveavq отъпоуштение 244 
áv9Q(ö7toxxóvo<; члов-ькооувиицл 

288
avinxoq неоумъвенъ 227, 228

334



át vicrratnai къскрвснжти 117, 118,
къста(ка)ти 124, 125 

átvíarrim къскрвснжти 117,
къск^сити 119

átvóryroi; нерАзоумвнъ 224,
несъмемслвнъ 227 

ácvoíoc везо\’мие 80 
átvonía везАконие 73, везАконение 75 
ävonoq везАКонвникъ 75 
ätvouq несъмъклвнъ 227 
бсутоЛАлуцсх изм-вна 173 
6сут<хцеи|/к; къздм&ние 109 
átvxanoSíSconi къздати ПО 
átVT0í7tÓ8O)iQt К7»ЗДА1АНИе 109 
otvranoSocnt; къздА»Ание 109 
átvurtaQÉQXo|iai (6cvxixocoeqx£ctOcu) 

-roxQfiT.Sov мимоити 207 
otvuöQoq везкодвнъ 76, вездъ(нБ)нъ 

78
ät^ioq достойна 29 
átTUcrréa) не к-суити 132, не r-выкати 

134
átniciiía нев-врие 217 
&яюто<; нев-врвнъ 218 
átnóSei^iq Авление 71 
átxoSexocxócü десдтинж да»ати 143, 

отъдесАТВСтковАти 240 
бсяобохгца^св искоусити 179 
&яоЭт1хг| у^Анилиште 281 
бсяохоЛояхсо отък(гыти 241 
(4яох0еХи\|п<; отъкрьвение 242, 243 
4я0х£1Тоа лежитъ 196 
бсяоХбхесоац извАвление 170 
бсяоХиш отьпоустити 243 
átrobvoioc везоумие 80 
аядауцсоу веспечАлвнъ 83 
аффасрое; нешввенъ 228 
аффсоатос; маломоштв 206, 207 
&eroq: oí ágról xfyq ядоЭеоЕсое;

ул-вви П(П5Дъложени1А 280 
áiQXf| владънвство 103; бея’ (é£;) 

átQXÍ|<5 искони, испрьвА 31, 298

ädßemoi; негАсимъ 219 
äCT9evf|q неджжвнъ 206, м а л о м о ш т в  

206, 207
átdúveroq вездрАзоумА 78, 

нерАзоумливъ 224
átrexvoq вештАДА, вештАд(вн)ъ 84 
átrináí̂ co: see бсицсодец, fjxi|ir|cra|iE- 

voq, fjrinconévoi;
апцсх;, áxi|i(ü3£Íq ве(с)чвстъ 83 
айЯл^оцоа въдво|>ити са 107, 

оудкгуюкти са 277 
асихояхту; с а м о ки  д  ви. в 267
a cpecnc; остАвление, отьпоуштение

243—245
ácpírim (aor. acpf|xa) о с т а к и т и  238, 

отъпоустити 243; ~ хо яуеица 
испоустити доууъ 172 

ácpQoaúvri везоумие 80 
acpQCüv везоумвЛв 82, везоумвнъ 81 
átxáQidxoq везАконвникъ 76, 

некъзвлАгод-втвнъ 215 
б^ецюяентугех; нержкотворенъ 57, 

224
otXQeíoe; недостоинъ 220, неключимъ 

221
йхел^ое; неключимл 221

ßacA.A.6tvxiov кълАГАлиште 113 
ßotÄAco кълагати 113, 114 
ßi^xi^cov к(1встителв 191 
ßáяxldца крвштение 192 
ßaxxia|xöq к()В111тение 192 
ßomxiaxi]!; крветителв 191 
ßamXeia п-всАрвствие 283, 284 
ßamtaüco къц-вса()ити са 130, 

11/БСА|>БСТК0ВАТИ 285 
ßaxxaXoyeci) лиуоглАголАТи 209 
ßia^co нжждити 229 
ßvQcarrjq нжждвникъ 229 
ßiot; житие 158, 159 
ßT^ceiv п(юзв(гвние 101 
ßuöoq вездьнА 77
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уЕцй̂ ю испланити 182 
yxyvöxrxco знати 166 
yVCŰCJTÓq 3 N A C M A  65, 166 
удаццата Б о у к А к и ,  каыигы 29 
удаццатеб^ камигьчии 29, 50, 193, 

канижкыика 29, 194

бахцст^оцах r u c h o r a tm  са 97 
SavEÍ^oo ( r a )  з а й м а  a a i a t h  161 
ŐavEiarfjq з а и м о д а к к ц к  162 
8ехтсх; при!Ат(кн)л 249 
8ecth(űttiqiov жзилиште 292, 293 
8eX)T£QÓXQ(OTO<; R A T O pO f ip K R A  127
SiaßAina) оузьрити 277 
SiaßoXoi; неприязнь 181 
8xacraogá pAcuiANnc 265 
8х8<хстхаЛо<; оучитель 213 
8iÉQX0|iai мимоуодити 208 
SiEorganfiévoi; N c n p A R M h N A  222 
8íxaxo<; NcnoRHNKNA 221, г̂ к д к н а  

28, 222
8ixaioav>VT| опрАккдАние 236 
Svxaióío опрлккдлти (ca) 235 
8хха1соца омрликдлние 236 
8oxi|iá£ü) искоусити 179

éyEÍgCO КАСКрКСНЖТИ 117, кАскрисити 
119, КАЗДКИГНЖТИ 129 

éyEÍgojxax кАскрксижти 118, 
r a c t a ( r a ) t h  124, 125 

ÉyEQÜflVai KACKpRCNORCNHO 116, 117 
EyEgm^ RACKpKCNORCNHC 116, 117, 

КАСкришение 120 
éyxáOEtoq ЗЛСКДКНИКА 165 
Eyxuoq Н С П р А З Д К Н А  46 
É9vr| а з а щ и  290 
£9vxxó<; а з а н к ы и к а  291 
£Í8og КИД'КНИС 101 
EigriVEÚCŰ мирА имити 19 
£ÍCTÉgxo(xai к а с т а т и  124
éx̂ EXTÓq ИЗБЬрАНЪ 171
éxxEiQá^co искоусити 179

ÉXXVÉÍO ИЗДАуНЖТИ 172 
éxQi^óa) искорснити 179
éxCpCÚVÉO) КАЗГЛАСИТИ 186 
é âváarocaxq клскришенис 120 
é^aví спадах к а с т а ( ка) т и  124 
é âvíoTTim вАскрисити 119 
ё^оцоХоуоицах и с п о к к д а т и  c a  184 
&;ou9ev£G) оунинкжАти 279 
ёлаууЕХла o r u t o k a n h c  232 
ЬхаууЁААоцаи о б ш и т а т и  233 
éjcaígco кАздкитжти 129 
éxíT-EXTOi; изБкрАнъ 171 
ёяхохктхсх; n a c a ii i t k n a  214 
ёяхахха^ю осинити 239 
ёлхататту; н а с т а к к н и к а  213, 214 
éxxtpávExa a ra ch h c  71 
ЕйаууЕЩоцах б л а г о к и с т и т и  87 
EUyEVTiq ДОБрА РОДА 146 
EÍ)8oxé(o (aor. £Í>8óxr|aoc) бааго( и з ) -  

r o a h t h  85
e ü S o x ío c  благоеоасыис 85, 86 
EŰEgyECTÍa БЛАгодитк 89 
EÖEgyETECO БЛАГОТКОрИТИ 94 
EŰEgyÉTty; БЛАГ0ДUTCÁK 90 
Ei)Xaßf]i; доБрогокиинА 51, 55
EÜX.OyÉtO RAArOCAORHTH 92, 93
Eünoxéíü БЛАГОТКОрИТИ 94 
EÜaxflIJfflV БЛАГООБрАЗКНА 91 
EŰXagXOTÉCÖ в а з д а т и  увАлж 216, 

уВАЛЖ КАЗДАВА 20 
£UXgT|OTO<; доБропотриБкнъ 51
ё<рт|ЦЕд1а д к н с в ь н а !а  нридА 155 
EXEXV ŐTX (róq) иыити (Ако 175

£сот1 жизнк 27 
î CÖOV Ж И ROTA 27

f)y£HOVÍa КЛАД AI Ч KCTR0 103 
f|y£|i(bv КОСКОДА 105 
fi8Écoq rá слАстк 128 
fl|ix9avfi<; ели жиRA 156, 157
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гуицг)аацёуо<; ве(с)чкстк 83, 
Kei|ihCTKH7> 84

г)Т1цсоцёуо(; ве1|1всткмъ 84 
fix°<; гллсъ 50

Ooívcxtócü оумрктвкти 278 
9ёа (9ér|) видтмие 101 
Эёаца явление 71, вид-вине 101 
Эеоатиул^ вогостигъ 50, 55, 65

íeqeíx; сватитсль 50 
txavcx; достоинъ 220

xaOéöga с-кддлиште 275 
хаЭлУЛ^Л? илстдввиикъ 213, 214 
хахоХоуёсо зълословити 168 
xaxóv: xaxóv xoicbv зълод-ви 167 
xaxoxoiéü) зълотворити 169 
xaxoOgyoq з'ллод-ки 167 
xaxáxf.i|iai възлежлти 111 
xaxaxXívo|iai кьзлешти 113 
хахахХостцо«; потопъ 27, 28 
хахалёхааца опоил 29 
хахлуодёш възгдлгодлти 111 
XEÍxai лежитъ (сь) 195 
ХЕдцахюхту; пинажкникъ 264 
ХЕсраХаюсо f 100кити гллвж 21 
ХЕсраХл ytovíaq гллкл жгълоу 136 
ХБхадисоцёусх; вллгодиткнъ 90 
х^леоуоц1а достокемие, нлсд-вдие 

31 щ
хо(цлш<5 покои 50 
xoivoq _ неоумъкенъ 227, 228 
хосущ хск;  м1ргсенинъ 54 
XQáxicrxoí; дрвжлвьнъ 151 
xuXXóq млломоштв 28, 206, 207 
хюцл грлдвцк 19

Хелхоу тркуотк 275, 276 
Xúxgov изклвление 170 
Хбхдсоац изклвление 170

|iaxagí£co вллжити 94, 95 
цахадих; вллженъ 95 
цахдоЭицёсо длъго трьп-вти 59 
цахдоЭицюу длъготрьп-вливъ 55, 

59, длъготрвпА 156 
цацсоуас; житие 158 
liacvía везочмие 80 
liaßxugia, цадхбдюу слкч;дт;телк- 

ство 201
цахлу в?> соуе 19 
liEyáXa, HEyaXEÍov, цвуаХЕЮтл«; 

величие 99
HEyaXúvcú величити 98 
цЕуаХсообул величие 99 
Ц£Уе9о<; величие 99 
цЕхацодфоицоа пр-воврлзити с а 262 
HOixáö) П(И>лк)кт>1 творити 20 
(iovaoxf]Qiov слмостлнъ 54 
HOVoyEvfii; единочАдъ 178,

и н о ч а д ъ  177 
|J.OVÓX£QCOq ИИОроГЪ 50 
цсодайуоцаа окоу^ти 231

уощхск; злконооучителк 162,
ЗЛКОНКНИКЪ 163

vono8v5áoxaXo<; злконооучителк 
162

oixiaxoí д о м л ш ( т ) к н к м а  149 
о{хо8еол0хл<; г о с п о д и н ъ  домоу 138, 

г. урлмл (урлминъ) 140, домовитъ 
65. 150

(ЯхОУОЦЁО) СТрОИТИ къ доиоу 268 
oixovonía домовкное пристлвление 

(мристлвкство) 147, строение домоу 
267

oixovóno^ домострой 54 
огхоицЁУЛ вдседенд|д 115 
oivoßagf)«; кишпиипд 102 
OtVoßQEXTte кинопиицд 102 
01У0Л0ХЛ<; винопиицл, -пивкцл 102
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ó^iyoS gavriq  маломошть 206, 207 
бХлуоякта мАловтрие 217 
оАдуояютос; млловкръ 65 
öXiyoaOEvry; маломоштв 207 
ókiyói|/t>xo<; иАлодоушкнъ 205 
оХохаихсоца вксесъжАГАемое 121 
ощха: án' őppáxajv везочвство 79 
бяхаспа Авление 71, вид-выне 101 
ögapat Авдеине 71, видение 101 
ótpevXéxrig длъжвникъ 144; ~  elvai 

ДЛЪЖКН7> ВЪ1ТИ 145 
ócpeíXto длъжвыъ въ1ти 145 
б\|/ц вид-вние 101

я а ц  отрокъ 239, 240 
roxAmopai ветъшАти 100 
яаХлууЕУЕта ПАКывъ1Тие 245 
navT)yi)Qvq тръжкство 54 
xagaßaivco  пристжпАти 263 
naßaßoX f] притъчА 247, 248, 283 
ладауа» мимоуодити 208 
я а д а 8 ( 8 соц1 ( а о г .  яад Е З со х а) 

П(М>д а ((а)ти 255 
яадабостк; пр-вдА1лние 257 
roxgávoia везоумие 80 
w xgávopot; везлконвникъ 76 
ладаяодЕбоцои мимоходити 208 
ладалхсора гриуъпАДАНие 51, 55 
ладакрдоу(а везоумие 80 
roxgácpgcov везох'мкнъ 81 
XQtQÉQXO(iO(l МИМОХОДИТИ 208, ирт-

стжпати 263; (fu t. ладЕХЕистоцаи) 
мимоити, минжти 207, 208) п|гвити 
207, 261; (аог. 2 яадг|А.Эоу) П(хв- 

стжпити 264
nctgoixéco пришвлвцв kait и 248 
пеОоз иавадити, нАоустити 32; 

n e íd o p a i в-врж ьлти 132, в-вровАти 
134

ЯЕгда^со искоусити 179, окоушАти 
234

neigá^cov искоусителв 180

neigacruoq искоушеиие 29, 181, 
напастк 29

k eq ío ix o i, xEQioixoCvTEq окрвстъ 
ЖИКЖШТС1 234 

Я£01ТЕЦУ(0 ОВр-ВЗАТИ 229 
ЯЕд1тоцт1 овризАиие 230 
я(цяХг|Ц 1  исплънити 182 
я 1у<хх18ю у  дъштии,А 154, 155 
ЯЮТБОСО в-крж 1АТИ 132, ВТрОВАТИ

134; ~  éauxóv xtvi могржжлти, 
въдлти севе въ в-врж н-вкого 30 

я(отк;: я1сгау ёха  в-врж им-вти 
132, 133

x^EOVE^ia лиуоим(Ан)ие 196, -имв- 
ствие 50, 196 

яХт^Осо исплънити 182 
яЛг|(к > ( 0  исплънити 182 
яА-г^дсоца исплънение 183 
яА.ОЮУ корАвлк, ладии 29 
яУЕицапхос; доууоввникъ 54, 

доууовьнъ 152
яоАдхгц; грАждАнинъ 140, 141 
яоХиХоу(а мъногоглАголАние 209 
яоХотеА .^  мъногоц-внвнъ 210 
яоЯ.0Т1цо<; М Ъ Н О Г О И / В Н В Н Ъ  210 
яодБ(а: яодгдасу яшеду шкствие 

творити 50, 288 
я д а у р а  д в л о  175 
ядЕстОбхЕдо! стлркци 2 0 1 
ядоабАдоу пр-вдъдворие 258 
ядо80хг|<; п р д л т е л ь  257 
ядоА^усо (аог. ядоЕТяоу) прорешти 

251; (pf. ядо£1дг|ха) првждереш ти 
259

ядоЭ Е ац : o i ätgxoi xf|<; ядоОЁОЕОх;
уливи прпдъложени!А 280 

ядооЕ0хоца1 влагословити 92 
ядоспг)Я.ихо(; пришкльцк 248 
ядоахЕфаА.о'.юу възглаввница, 

дъуъторъ 108
ядосяояоу: ó &Qzoq xoö ядосиояои 

ултвъ  линл 280
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7iQO(pr|xeúcD прорсшти 250, 
пророчьствокАти 254 

Ttgotpryteia пророчество 253 
леоф^тг)«; пророкъ 251, 252 
7tQO(pf|Tl? пророчиил 252
7iecűToxtx9e6QÍa прьвов7>злАГАНие 

254, П|гьдъсч5Данис, П|гиждесч;ДАНие 
260

jigcoToxA-UTÍai прьвовъзлсжение 254, 
пртдъстдАнис, пртждсвъзлтгАнис 
260

xteqoyiov крило 187, 188 
xteqoI; крило 187, 188 
яхюсп? паданкс 195

фг)ца глаголь 174 
фбот? агц ах о ?  кръвотсчение, -точение 

189

aß evvu ni :  об a ß ev v u ne v o ?
неглсимъ 219

оеХт̂укх̂ оцоп ктсновлти са 97 
otjjieqov дьньсь 214, 215 
ттоцЕтеюу житомтрение 160 
axA.r|QoxaQŐía жестосрьдие 157 
axr)vfi кровь 29 
атратг!у0<; воеводл 105, 105 
ouYYEvfiq сьродьникь 55 
a\JYYvrá(ir| отьпоуштение 243 
аоцлоотоу: аицлоага аоцтсоага на 

спо(у)ды на смо(у)ды 212 
аищроХетгц; съплеменкникь 55 
auvotYCOYTi сьньмиште, сьвориште 

270, 271
o u v a v á x £ i |ia i  възлеж лти 111, 112 
ouveöqiov  сьн ьм и ш те  270, 271, 

съньмъ, сьворь 272
auvtEXEÍa ськоньчАние 183,269,270 
acpQaYÍ̂ co злпечАтлтти 164 
oonfie сьпАСИтель, сьпась 274, 275 
aanf^eiov сьпАсение 273 
CTÓxpQCüv итломждрьнь 51

t e Xeíco o k ;  сьврыпение 183, ськонь- 
ЧАние 269
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