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We shall not cease from exploration
And the end of all our exploring
Will be to arrive where we started
And know the place for the first time
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Introduction

he rise and the origin of the sound x-, in particular in the initial position, is one
of the major puzzles of the Slavic phonology. It is symptomatic that most of
what the renowned Czech etymologist Vaclav Machek wrote in his rather scepti-
cal introduction to his first larger study on this topic (Machek 1930: 60f.) holds true even
after more than 70 years: “Od doby, kdy vy§la prace I1’jinského, bylo o této t&zké otdzce
dosti psano, aniz se vysvétlila néjak podstatng. [...] Kdo by chtél v nyné&jsi dobé revi-
dovat celou otazku, musil by o tom napsati celou knihu, jejiz vysledky by mozna byly
dost hubené a sporné. [...] Také si ne¢inime nadgji, Ze tato kapitolka n&jak silné pohne
tim balvanem. [...] Piispé&je-1i ten 1 onen tim, Ze pfesv&d¢éive vyloZi aspon jedno zdhadné
slovo, bude véci pomozZeno 1épe, nez kdyby znovu jednal o celé otazce tim zpiisobem,
e by konfrontoval a kritisoval jednotlivé vyklady, ale pfi tom nep¥inasel nic nového.”!
Each of these statements could be an epigraph of my contemporary work. Even
I presume that the right way to the elucidation of the whole dark question is thorough
etymological analysis of individual words with initial x- (cf. Rejzek 1995, 1998, 2000).
On the other hand, I am convinced that, with a certain lapse in time, it is also necessary
to give a synoptic view of the whole question. Since the time of IIjinskij and Machek
the etymological research has progressed, bringing both new explanations of individual
words and even new theories on the rise of Slavic x-. As far as I know, the synop-
tic view of the whole question has not been delivered in recent decades. I1I’jinskij’s
work (I1'jinskij 1916) which Machek praises for its “unique exhaustiveness and perfect
completeness” (l.c.) is difficult to attain, and, after 90 years, most of its explanations
look excessive and outdated. It only confirms the legitimacy and necessity of the new
recapitulative view of the problem.
I decided to follow this procedure:
1) Describe the problem of the rise of Slavic x (also in the non-initial position).
2) Qutline the existing opinions on the rise of Slavonic initial x- and review all hitherto
considered possibilities.

' Since the work of ITjinskij was published, this difficult question has been dealt with fairly without being
explained somehow fundamentally [...] He who would like to review the whole question nowadays would
have to write the whole book whose results might well be scanty and questionable. [...] We cannot hope
that this small chapter will move the rock somehow more strongly [...] If anyone contributes by persuasive
explanation of at least one puzzling word, he will help the matter better than if he confronted and criticised
individual explanations but would bring nothing new.
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3) Analyze etymologically the PS lexicon with the initial x- and assess the possible
sources of x- and the chronology of its rise.

In view of the nature of the problem, we can hardly expect that this work will solve
the complex question of the Slavic initial x-, or, speaking in Machek’s words ,,will
move the rock somehow more strongly“. I consider it realistic, however, to expect that
the work will bring some new etymological solutions, and — in some aspects — also
a new view of the whole question.

10

I. The rise of Slavic x in the
non-initial position — the ruki rule

# cfore we devote ourselves to the rise of Slavic initial x-, it is necessary to ex-
amine conditions of the rise of x in the non-initial position and its phonologization
@ in the PS phonological system.

As is well known, Slav. x arose from the [E *s in the position after i, u,  k, if not
followed by an occlusive. This sound change which was first described by a Danish
linguist Holger Pedersen (Pedersen 1895) and which is accordingly called Pedersen’s
or ruki rule provokes several questions:

1) Why does the change take place just after i, u, 7, k7 (These sounds differ greatly in
function and articulation.)
2) What was the process of the change? (Because of the articulatory difference between

s and x it is unprobable that the change would have been realized directly.)

3) What are the areal and chronological contexts of the change?
4)How can one explain the instances in which x does not follow after original i, u, , k
(e.g. PS *paxati, *koxati, *soxa)?

Conditions and area of the retraction

Phonetically speaking, the ruki rule says that in some IE languages s is retracted in
the position after the mentioned sounds; that is to say, it shifts its articulation back.
The results of this shift differ among languages, as well as some restrictions of its effect.
The change was carried out most consistently in Indo-Iranian languages — the results
are § in Old Iranian (Avesta) and cerebral (cacuminal, retroflex) s in Old Indian. The
Baltic languages display a rather restricted distribution of § after ruki in Lith. whereas
Latv. and OPr. seem not to be affected by the change. There are also references to § after
rand k in Arm. (another satem language) but scholars are divided in this issue (cf. Stang
1966: 95). The situation in Alb. is even more unclear. By virtue of the Indo-Iranian and
Baltic evidence, the interstage § is assumed for Slavic as well.

Heterogeneity of the sounds that produce the change s > x is apparent. The high
front vowel i, the high back vowel u, the liquid 7 and the back obstruent & are phoneti-
cally different sounds, and their impact on the following spirant seems not to have any
common denominator.
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Shevelov’s phonetic explanation of the change in Slavic is that the s articulation was
raised in connection with the retraction of the top of the tongue curve in the position
after i, u, » The change of s after & is treated separately as an articulatory assimila-
tion:

ks > kx > (xx) > x

This x is supposed to operate as a kind of catalyst which contributed to the transfor-
mation of the various allophones of s into a new common sound x, a new PS phoneme
(Shevelov 1965: 128; Leska 2003: 124).

The phonological explanation, based on the opposition of markedness and unmar-
kedness, was proposed by Andersen (1968: 175). In his view, i and u share one relational
property with &k and g (which is usually not included in the formula, but evidently
should be): the high vowels i and u are marked with respect to the diffuse vs compact
opposition, for the optimal vowel is compact; the back obstruents k a g are marked with
respect to the compact vs diffuse opposition, for the optimal consonant is diffuse. If
one assumes that the liquid » was marked with respect to the interrupted vs continuous
opposition, then the establishment of the s/x variation, or, as Andersen states, s, /s, varia-
tion can be described as a markedness assimilation: after segments marked with respect
to a secondary resonance feature (diffuse vs compact in vowels, compact vs diffuse
in obstruents, interrupted vs continuous in liquids) s becomes marked (i.e. compact).

Andersen’s conception was questioned by Vennemann (1974: 94, note 7) who is
particularly puzzled by the conclusion that s becomes compact after r because r is inter-
rupted, and after i and » because i and u are not compact. Vennemann'’s solution seems
to be more simple and plausible. In the feature system of Chomsky and Halle (1968)
the ruki class can be described as [ anterior, — low] provided that the articulation of
Slavic » was retroflex like in Sanskrit. The retroflex » does explain its influence on s.
That / has a retracting (as well as raising) influence on s is known from palatalization
processes in many languages. The velars » and k are back segments; that they should
retract a dental segment is not surprising (cf. also Whitney 1960: 180a). However, from
the retracting influence of i, u, k does in no way follow that the affected segment should
be retroflex. Vennemann, starting from the fact that languages do not tolerate indefinite
proliferation of allophons, explains the change s to s not only after r-sounds but also
after i, u, and k as a merger of the acoustically similar allophones on auditory grounds
(Vennemann 1974: 92-93).

It is assumed that the IE s, when subject to the retraction, was apical and not coro-
nal as in most contemporary IE languages. The IE consonants r and s were the only
representatives of their classes (sibilant and vibrant, respectively) which implies their
relative latitude in articulation (cf. Bi¢ovsky 2005: 19£.).

As is indicated above, Pedersen’s rule omits the sound g in his inventory of sounds
that bring about the change of the IE *s into PS. The etymology of some words (straxs
< *strog-so, *stréxa < *stroig-sa) and the system aspect imply, however, that it should
be included (in fact, most scholars assume assimilation of voice gs > ks). Unanimously
enough, it is assumed that the change did not take place after [E *k’a *g’, because
the [E *k (reliable examples for *gs are lacking) was realized as s (k"> s and s + ¢
then merged into one s) and in Lith as § ("> § and § + s merged into §) in contrast
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with OlInd. where is A in this position and Olran. with § (probably k% > k5 > 5§ > §).
Cf. Lat. axis ‘axis’ (IE *aks-) beside OCS oss, Av. asa-, Ol. dksa-; Lat. dexter ‘right’
(IE *deks-) beside OCS desnw, Av. dasina-, Ol. ddk§ina-. Another solution is offered
by Andersen again (1968: 175f. and 1970: 15£.). In his opinion, PS s <IE *k’s can also
be interpreted to mean that it may be the continuation of the original £’ after which
an s, (later x) has been lost, possibly at the stage when *k’ was realized as a palatal
affricate. He seeks to support this risky idea by Lith. forms of the sigmatic future like
nes (from *nes-s-0) ‘he/she will carry’ a ve§ (*vez-s-0) ‘he/she will transport’, where
§ (from IE *%”) a Z (from IE *g”) absorb the following s, while the regressive assimila-
tion is common elsewhere (sibilant clusters in words like iSsemti, uZsakyti are realized
like [s]). Andersen explains this phenomenon by the change *s > s, (later Lith. §) also
after IE *k’and by the subsequent merge of both sounds. However impressive this mor-
phophonemic rule seems to be, I am rather skeptical about it. The mentioned effect can
conceivably be explained by the progressive assimilation, and also cannot be taken as
evidence for Slavic. The development of s after *k’is difficult to determine principally
because we do not know the exact phonetic quality of IE *k’, or what it sounded like,
on its way to Slav. s at the moment, when the change s > x after i, u, 7, k began. Having
considered all the conditions I rather incline to the traditional view that the change s > x
after k£’ did not take place in Slav.

The different treatment of [E *kt s in Slav. and Indo-Ir. is one of significant differences
between Indo-Iranian and Slavic. It convinces some scholars that the ruki change is not
an IE dialectal innovation, but only a result of a later language contact. Shevelov (1965:
128) argues that the change s > ¢ in Indo-Iranian was part of a general trend to make
dentals retroflex after i, u, # & (in this position also ¢, th, d, dh, n > ¢t th, d dh, n) while
Slav. does not attest any trace of such a change. This argument was rejected by Cvetko-
Orednik (1998: 55) who claims that dental retroflexes in Indo-Ir. obviously arose under
different conditions (see Wackernagel — Debrunner 1978: 166f.).

In contrast with Indo-Ir., Slavic s did not change after i, u, r &, if followed
by an occlusive. Thus we have ORuss. pichati ‘to stamp’ (from *peis-a-) besides
OCz. piest ‘stamper, piston’ (from *pois-to-), whereas there are Av. pi§ant- ‘crushing’
and Olnd pista- ‘ground’. This difference is also disputed by Andersen (see in particu-
lar 1968: 189) who considers a possibility of the Slav. development s > s, (i.e. later x) in
these positions, though his explanation is less than persuasive. We can admit, however,
that the first stage of the retraction took place in Slav. even before an obstruent, and that
reversion to the original state was a matter of the further development.

Shevelov introduces another argument supporting the idea of the later contact of
Indo-Ir. and PS. He explains that the former carried out the change of I[E *s not only af-
ter the original *r, but also after » arisen from IE */. This implies that the Indo-Ir. change
s > g took place only after the change / > r, which is purely an Indo-Ir. innovation.

There is less of a resemblance between Slav. and Balt. Lith. s > § regularly after , £
but not regularly after i, . Latv. and OPr. do not manifest any changes of s after i, u, 7, £
at all. Lith. change after i, u is quite exceptional (e.g. maifas ‘bellows’ as compared with
OCS méxs, vétusas ‘old’ as compared with OCS vervxs, jusé ‘fish soup’ as compared
with OCS juxa ‘soup’), it occurs, however, also before an occlusive (cf. Lith. diskus
‘clear’ as compared with OCS jasns). Thus, it is preferable to assume that the change in
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Lith. took place also after i, u; we avoid thus the paradox that the change would happen
only partially in comparison with Slav. while at the same time with no restriction by
the following occlusive as in Slav. Karaliunas (1966: 113-126), who closely studied
this question, explained the failed execution of the change due to various morphologic
and morphematic factors. Other authors, nevertheless, consider s after i, u as regular
and they try to explain the above-mentioned examples with § by different etymological
connections (Endzelin 1911: 29£.) or by mixing with non-Baltic dialects (Stang 1966:

94--99).

The second step — retraction § > x

Whereas Slav. shares the first stage of the retraction with the languages discussed above,
the second stage — the transition into x — is often viewed as a specific Slav. development.
This view is not quite right because the same kind of retraction (s > kh) can be found
in MiInd. languages (Prakrits) and even in some Sanskrit texts (Lazicius 1933: 196f,,
Wackernagel — Debrunner 1978: 1, 136).

The whole process of the change of IE s > Slav. x is said to have a parallel in Spanish,
cf. Lat. saponem ‘soap (acc.)’ (alveolar s) - MSpan. xabon (palatal §) - ModSpan. jabon
(velar x). Also here the dorso-alveolar Lat. s became cacuminal g at first (Entwistle 1944:
33). This rare phonetic development, however, probably took place under the influence
of Arabic, and therefore is a non-system change which does not testify to the Slavic
change too much. More inspiring seems to be the Spannish (more exactly Castilian)
development of the sub-system of unvoiced sibilants. In the late Middle Ages, Castilian
developed three articulatorily close sibilants: dorso-alveolar /s/ (< /ts/ < Lat. ce, ci),
apico-alveolar /§/ (< Lat. s) and postalveolar /§/ (< Lat. /lji, Tks/ et. al.). As a reaction
to this situation, the system mantained the central sibilant and distanced the articulation
of the other two — to the front (/s/ > /6/) and to the back (/§/ > /x’/ > /x/) respectively
(Zavadil 1998: 241f.). The starting situation in Early PS seems to have been very simi-
lar: the original IE k’on its way from the palatal affricate to the alveolar (?) sibilant, the
apico-alveolar (?) /s/ from IE s and the retracted postalveolar (?) /3/ after i, u, r, k. The
further articulatory shift of § to x is then a manifestation of the contrast optimisation
in the sibilant system. (For application of this theory to modern Slav. languages see
e.g. Padgett — Zygis 2003). We can assume that this process started after the de-affrica-
tion of the Slav. continuant of IE £,

Some scholars expressed the view that the stage with § survived until the “classical”
PS and then it merged with the results of the first palatalization of velars. The change
§ > x would have taken place only before the back vowels, actually by a reverse analogy
according to the pairs g-d?, k-¢ (Meillet 1934: 30; Vecerka 1972: 53f; as a possibil-
ity also Lamprecht 1987: 30; Comurie 1993: 66 et al.). From the phonological point of
view, this assumption is implausible — not only because of the supposed contrast opti-
misation in sibilants, but also because of the whole consonantal system of that period.
This system included four groups: labials, dentals, palatovelars (which meanwhile were
merging into hissing sibilants s, z) and velars. The only hushing sibilant would not have
had any counterpart in the system. Moreover, the putative rise of x from § by a reverse
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analogy lacks conviction and parallels (Shevelov 1965: 127). Also PS loanwords from
Gme. and other languages in which the original fricative is realized as x show that
the velar fricative in Slavic probably existed as far back as the early contacts with
these languages. Phonological facts indicate that the newly developed $-like sibilant
immediately shifted its articulation further back until it changed into a velar fricative.

Phonologization

No less important than the process of the change s > x is the question of the phonolo-
gization of the newly established sound. At first, x-sounds in the position after i, u, », k
were only positional variants of the original s. The phonologization of the distinction
s — x was enabled by some consequent changes whose relative chronology, however,
is not exactly known.

The phonologization of x is usually ascribed to the merger kx > x, by which x ap-
peared in other positions than after i, u, 7, k. For instance, 1. sg. aor. sigm. *rék-s-om
(PS inf. *rekti) is attested in OCS as réxw. It is possible, however, that the group kx
existed in the language for a longer time and underwent simplification only in the
period when a similar change affected other consonant clusters (Shevelov 1965: 128).
It is even more chancy to ascribe the phonologization of x to the spread of this sound
in other positions caused by a morphological analogy (eg. aorist daxw from dati). This
morphological leveling would have hardly taken place if x had not been a phoneme
by then.

Andersen (1968: 176) considers three changes as relevant in this context:
a) IE *sg(h)- > Slav. x, b) IE *k’> Slav. s and ¢) simplification of the clusters stop +
fricative.

As far as the last change is concerned (after which s got to the positions after i, u, 7,
and x appeared in a different environment, e.g. PS *kysati from IE *kiits- and *straxw
from *strdg-so-), there is a well-founded assumption that it ocurred considerably lat-
er. (Even Andersen admits this fact, though he somehow relativizes it.) The change
a) directly concerns our topic ~ the rise of the initial x- (see 11ig-Svity¢ 1961: 93n.).
Although Andersen does not doubt it, I consider as questionable not only its chronology
but its very existence. (It will be discussed in a later chapter). Thus, the only indisput-
able change in this regard is the change of IE *k’into Slav. s, which merged with the old
IE s (in Andersen’s conception s, ) and got to the opposition with x (s,) from IE *s in the
position after i, u, r (cf. PS *porse ‘pig’ and *porxsv ‘dust’). This chﬂange — as we shall
see further — is in a close system and time relationship with the change s > x, and we can
consider it as essential even for the phonologization of the newly-established sound x.

Let us follow Andersen’s other deductions relating to PBalt. and PS responses of
IE *k’and *s. Their relationship is shown in the following table (Andersen 1968: 182,
1980: 14):

Proto-Slavic Lith.
Afteri u, v, k xX:.s §
Elsewhere K s 8
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These morphophonemic alternations had — in Andersen’s view — the following
consequences: (1) Due to the originally limited occurrence, the x was invested with
expressive value outside its original environments. This determined its utilization in
various derivational and lexical neologisms. (2) As a consequence of the respective
distribution of x and s, x ~ s alternations were “predictable” from an underlying x, but
not from an underlying s (as a merger of the original [E s and IE *k°). In other words, in
all categories where s alternated with x after the phonologization of the x : s opposition,
the basic morpheme shapes contained x. It is only in these terms that one can under-
stand why x was generalized rather than s in the categories where the two phonemes
alternated (Andersen 1968: 180).

The same could apply for s ~ § alternations in Lithuanian. As a consequence of the
merger of *k’ with s, (3), § ~ s alternations were predictable from an underlying s, but not
from an underlying §; hence all morphemes presenting this alternation had to have basic
shapes with s. This is how Andersen explains the reintroduction of s after i, u, 7, k in
such Lith. words like ausis, blusa (Andersen 1968: 183f.). The situation in the Baltic
languages is rather complicated, and as it does not concern our topic immediately, we do
not have to address it here. For Slavic, however, this idea provides interesting grounds
for the generalization of x in morphological categories (Loc. P1., 1* sg. aor. and impf.
and 2™ sg pres.) which does not have a straightforward explanation otherwise.

Relative and absolute chronology
and the question of Iranian influence

Apparently, the change s > § (> x) in Slav. and Balt. is closely connected with the change
k’> s or §, respectively. Whereas in Slav. the reflex of IE k’merged with the original 5,
in Balt. the result was s, which, concurrently, developed after i, u, r, k (for more details
to mutual interconnection of the changes see Andersen 1968 and 1980). From the point
of view of the relative chronology, it is clear that the change s > x in Slav. started before
the change &’ > s (or better to say the merger with the original IE 5) was completed.
This is evident because this newly risen s was not changed after i, u, r, k (cf. PS *porse
from IE *pork’-). Assuming that there were transitional stages for both changes, the
parallel development of these changes can be outlined as foilows:

s>’ >x'>x
>t (>8>

Other known facts of the relative chronology do not make dating the change s > x
much easier. It is clear that ferminus ante quem are the oldest borrowings from Gmce.
(after 200 B.C.). On the one hand, Pedersen’s rule does not affect them any more
(c.f. OCS (is)kusiti from Goth. kausjan), on the other hand, Gme. 4 is systematically
rendered as Slav. x, thereby showing that it was a full-fledged phoneme at that time
(cf. OCS chiébv from Gme. *hlaiba-, OCS chyze from Gme. *hiisa- (hiizd-)). The
change s > x also must have taken place before the simplification of consonantal clus-
ters (PS *kyséls from IE *kiits-, *bésw from IE *boids-), but this change was even later
(it is usually dated back only to the first centuries A.D.). On the other hand, the obvi-
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ous term post quem is the loss of aspirates (even in the case that we shall not assume
[E *kh to be one of the sources of x like Shevelov 1965: 137). The span of time in which
this change occurred is thus more than thousand years: from the half of the second mil-
lenium B.C. until the first centuries B.C.

To explain the close correspondence of the phonological phenomenon in Slav. and
Indo-Iranian is possible — as indicated above — in two ways: either as an old dialec-
tal phenomenon inherited from IE period, or as a consequence of a later contact and
influence of Indo-Iranian on PS. The first opinion can be grounded on the traditional
view of the satem change as an ancient dialectal phenomenon which should presumably
be in a chronological context with the change of another series of velars — labiovelars.
Following this thinking, the change of s after i, 4, », £ would be a dialectal phenomenon
which covered a major part of the satem areal (with equivocal evidence in Alb, and
Arm. and some restrictions in Balt.), and which was connected with the sarem change
(cf. Martinet 1955: 240; Kurylowicz 1956: 372-375; Stang 1966: 95; Gamkrelidze —
Ivanov 1984: 128). The idea of later influence of Iranian on Slav. was refused by
Cvetko-Orednik (1998: 55), who dates the change to the protolanguage, and accounts
for a protolanguage tendency which was realized irregularly on the part of the IE terri-
tory. Entwistle (1944: 32) considers the change ‘post-Indo-European’, and dates it back
to the period before 1500 B.C. (ct. also Beekes 1995: 30).

The other group of linguists, who ascribe the change to the later Iranian influence on
PS, can argue that the PS crystallized at the edge of the Proto-Baltic areal not too long
before the half of the first millenium B.C. (This late genesis of PS is widely believed
now.) Since the results of the change of s after i, », # & in Baltic and Slavic are different
enough, we should not date the change too early to the PBalt. period. It is also assumed
that one of the factors that contributed to the emancipation of PS was the contact with
[ranian tribes (Scythians) in the area north and northwest of the Black Sea approximate-
ly in the 7%-6" cent. B.C. (to the question of Iranian contacts with Slavs in that period
see e.g. Zaliznjak 1963; Abajev 1965; Trubadev 1967; Reczek 1985). Besides Shevelov
whose arguments are given above, the Iranian influence is also accepted by Lamprecht
{1987: 30) who dates the interval of the change s > x to 700-200 B.C., and by Erhart
(1982: 20) who counts on an Iranian influence not only for the change s > x and satem
change but also for some morphological phenomena. Quite naturally, PS tribes that
were in the closest contact from the geographical point of view were impacted by Irani-
ans most. The situation of the ruki change (and, in fact, also satem change) corresponds
with this assumption: the phonological correspondences between PS and Iran. are the
most noticeable whereas the Baltic, and possibly Arm. areal is affected by the “wave”
of change more or less marginally (see Pisani 1967: 17).

It is not easy to decide the power of Iranian influences here, although chronological
and areal facts support it. Nevertheless, it is always precarious to explain phonological
changes by foreign influence since the phonology is considered to be the most resistant
of all language levels in this respect. Moreover, the ruki change seems to be in a close
connection with the satem change. We would have to (like Erhart) assume that even
the satem change took place under the Iran. influence, which is disputable. A compro-
mise solution could be based on the famous thesis that the phonological system does
not accept external interventions that would conflict with its structural needs (Vachek

17



1962: 45; cf. also Lamprecht 1958: 91). From this, we can infer, that the tendency to
retract s after i, u, 7 k was common to all satem languages, and that the Iran. influence
only developed this tendency and contributed to its manifestation. In their eventual
results, the ruki and satem changes were the earliest phonological phenomena that
divided Balt. and Slav. languages.

Most scholars consider the change of IE *s > PS *x after i, u, #, k and its subse-
quent phonologization to be the primary source of Slav. x. Nevertheless, some linguists
believe in the existence of the velar fricative in the IE consonantal system, whether
outside the traditionally reconstructed system (Merlingen 1958), or instead some of
its members (Martynov 1968). Since these hypotheses are motivated, first of all, by
the efforts to explain cases with the initial x-, I shall comment upon them within the
investigation of that problem.

18

I1. The survey of opinions
on the rise of initial Slavic x-

# he question of the rise of Slavic initial x- was tried to be solved by Pedersen and
other linguists practically simultaneously with the formulation of the rule about
. the rise of PS x after IE i, u, », k which could have been applied to the initial
position only in a very limited number of cases (initial cluster ks-). Pedersen himself
considered a possibility of the rise of the initial x- from IE *kA- and stated nine words
of this kind (Pedersen 1895). Pedersen was opposed by Uhlenbeck (1904/5) but the idea
of the rise of x- from *kh- continued to exist. It was revitalized by Endzelin (1911) who
did not consider Pedersen’s examples convincing but himself stated nine other words in
which Slav. x- corresponded with Balt. k- a Gmc. h-: the starting consonant was IE *kh-
again. 19 other examples were collected by Petersson (1914). Iljinskij (1916) gave
22 examples of Slav. x- from IE *kk- in the most thorough and comprehensive work
concerning PS x- so far. The rise of Slav. x from IE *kh was conceded also by Meillet
(e.g. 1934: 23) although he cautiously stated only a couple of the most probable cases.

The idea that Slav. x- derives from IE *kk- was reconsidered after the reassessment
of the reconstructed system of IE occlusives and its reduction to three series — voiced,
voiceless and voiced aspirated. IE &k thus lost the status of a phoneme. Modern
historical-comparative linguistics normally do not count k4 as a source of Slav. x (except
several examples where &k may be from & + a laryngeal, see Kortlandt 1994: 110; Bee-
kes 1995:132). In 1958, Merlingen, however, reconstructed IE spirant *x (Merlingen
1958) whose continuation is supposed to be Slav., Arm., Iran. and Hitt. x, Olnd. &4, Gr.,
Alb., Gme. 7 and Balt., Lat., Celt. k. His deductions, however, were not accepted.

In his works from the 1930s, Czech etymologist V. Machek raised the point that
PS initial x- is an affective transformation of IE *k, *g (Machek 1930 and particularly
1938-39). Some examples are apparent (hrtan — chitan) and a number of Slav. words
with an initial x really may be labelled as expressive. On the other hand, to account
for sound changes being caused by language expressivity is risky and unreliable (see
criticism in Golab 1973: 131).

As stated above, one of the unquestionable sources of the initial x- is IE *ks- by
Pedersen’s rule. Pedersen himself found the only apparent example (xudw); besides
this, he also applied this rule to the etymology of Slav. choditi, which he connects with
Gr. 0d6¢. He derives this from IE *sed- by the impact of prefixes ending with i, u, »
(often accepted even now). No other authors could add many more examples based on
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IE *ks-, e.g. Iljinskij (1916) provides fewer than ten examples. Attempts to enlarge the
number of words with a *ks- by the reduction of IE roots (Melnycuk 1966 explains
altogether 31 (!) words from IE *kes- ‘cut’) can hardly be persuasive from the semantic
point of view. This source of Slav. x- remains limited to a few examples.

Another theory assumes the rise of Slav. x- from the IE initial cluster *sk- (Briickner
1923). The problem is that the regular reflex of IE *sk- is Slav. sk; thus, we have to
search for some restricting conditions for the change *sk > x. Attempts to restrict the
effect of this change only to initial clusters *ski- (Petersson 1914) or *ski-, *skr-, *sky-
(Mann 1958) are not well-founded; the labelling of the change as affective (expressive)
brings about the above-mentioned problems. Although some of Briickner’s equations
are rather unrealistic, the correspondence 1E *sk- — Slav. x- is generally acknowledged
and included in contemporary etymological expositions (c¢f. ESSJa 8, ESJS 4).

An original idea was presented by V. IlLi¢-Svity¢ (1961). He noticed that PS did
not preserve IE *sg-, while Lith. changed it to sk-. In his view, Slav. continuation of
IE *sg- is just x-. In spite of the subtlety of this idea (it was adopted by e.g. Schuster-
Sewc 1978, 371 and Andersen 1968, 19 and 1970, 176), it is lacking in sufficient lexical
support, and definitely cannot explain the majority of examples with Slav. x-.

The last decades also saw two theories connecting Slav. x with [E *&’. Martynov (1968)
considers the whole series of traditional palatovelars fricative, meaning that Slav. x is
a continuation of IE *k’ for the most part (he admits also s-mobile as a source of the
initial x-). Schuster-Sewc first derived some words with §- from IE *(s)k - (1985). In his
most recent contribution to the topic, he suggests that x is a continuation of IE *4’, which
could have been realized in Slav. in two ways — *&’> s°> s, or *’> 5’ > § > x (2000).
Some of examples on the correspondence of IE *k”and Slav. x are plausible enough.

There are other interpretations of Slav. initial x-, which, however, do not have
a character of a regular sound change; rather, they explain individual words or groups
of words ad hoc. Pedersen considered the change sv- > xv- for words xvala and xvors.
Today, the explanation from IE s- is used for xvéjati (cf. ESSJA: 8, 124) and a couple
of other words. Machek, on the other hand, counts for chromy, chvéti and chvory with
an expressive prothetic x- (Machek 1968: 206, 210 and 211).

Unsatisfactory explanation of the rise of the initial Slav. x- from the phonological
standpoint leads some scholars to look for other solutions. For example, Zubaty ex-
pressed an idea that the number of instances of the initial x- could be of interjectional
nature, and that the linguists would have to resign to the requirement of the standard
etymology in usual sense of the word (Zubaty 1945: 166-167). Another solution was
submitted by Golab (1973) who attempts to explain a number of PS words with an
initial x- as loanwords from Iran., or at least words formally influenced by Iran.

The foregoing survey shows that all existing attempts to create a universal
explanation of Slav. x- are ineffectual. It is necessary to carefully reconsider all the
above-mentioned theories and, generally, all potential sources of Slav. x-, and then to
establish their material support and mutual relations by a thorough study of the Slav.
lexical material.
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1I1. Potential sources
of the word-initial x-

Slavic x- of an onomatopoeic origin

lthough contemporary scholars do not allow for the existence of [E kh- or *x- as
an independent phoneme, it is assumed that a similar sound appeared in some
words of an onomatopoeic nature. Zubaty writes on this topic: “Hlaska ch-,jakoZto
hlaska zv1ast& blizka pouhému nesly$nému dechu, je velice dilezita v o!aoru tvofeami
slov interjekcionalnich povahy nejprimitivngjsi, blizkych jesté nejzékladnéjéirp prv’kvurvg
lidské mluvy. [...] Nelze pochybovati, Ze ch- byvalo proto v prvnich Gtvarech hds.ke fedt
hlaska velice astd, a aZ jazykozpyt o néco disledngji nez posud bude sledovati p'rvky
této povahy v jazykovych tGtvarech vyvinutj$ich, zajisté najde hojné stopy interjekci
s ch- i v nich ...”? (Zubaty 1945: 166). In the IE languages, however, we find ‘the only
reliable and widespread evidence of this sound in derivatives of the interjection *kha
kha (*xa xa) expressing a loud laugh — PS *xochotati, *xochotv, *xachati, OHG ka-
chazzen, kichazzen, AS ceahhettan ‘to laugh loudly’, Lat. cachinnare ‘id.’, cachinnus
‘laughter, guffaw’, Gr. kayddw (from *yayadw) ‘1 laugh loudly’, Arm. xaxank ‘laughter’,
OL. kékhati *he laughs’ (Pokorny 1957: 634), with other vowels then, e.g. Cz. chichotat
se, Sln. hikitdti se, Lith. kikénti ‘id.”, OHG huohon “to sneer’, Gr. kexdlw ‘1 sneer’ etc.
As is obvious from the above-mentioned derivatives of the interjection *kha kha, tbe
original Slav. velar spirant often corresponds with the velar occlusive in onomatopgelc
words of other IE languages. That is how it is in Lith., as is seen from the comparison
of several Balt. a Slav. words that are formally close — PS *xrostati, OCS xroste ‘locust’
_ Lith. kramséti ‘to crunch, to nibble’; Russ. xrjuikat’ ‘to grunt’ — Lith. kriukséti ‘1d.’,
Russ. xrjas¢ ‘gristle’— Lith. kremzlé ‘id.”, OCS xritati ‘to scold, to reprove'—i Lith. kréitéti
‘to quarrel, to be quarrelsome’. In other examples Slav. x- in onomatopoeic word§ cor-
responds to IE *sk- or *s- (see examples in respective chapters). Examples of similar
formations with the initial velar spirant are in Arm. — xrxnjal ‘to neigh, to scream’, xrkal
‘to snore’, xréotil ‘to wheeze’ (Merlingen 1957: 66), but the number of Slav. onomato-
poeic words with the initial x- does not have parallel elsewhere. '
Slav. imitative words can be divided into two main groups. The first group includes
words with xr- imitating shrill, hoarse, grating sounds ~ e.g. OCS xrakati ‘t0 001.1gh’,
OCS xrapati ‘to snore’, Cz. chrestit (from PS *yrestiti) ‘to rattle’, OCS xripota

2 The sound ch, a sound particularly close to the inaudible breath, is very important in the sphere of forma-
tion of the most primitir\)/c interjc:(:)t;ional words, close to the most basic elements of the human spe%ch [fﬁ]
Indubitably, ch used to be a very frequent sound in the carly formations of human speech, ax;d “;1 en th lcl
linguists follow elements of this naturc in more developed language structures more cosistently, they wi
definitely find numerous marks of interjections with ch even in them. ..
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ihoz‘lrseness’, Pol. chrobot “din, rustle’, Cz. chroustat ‘to crunch’, OCS xrost» ‘locust’
(or bug, cockchafer’, see ESJS: 4, 228), Russ. xrilpat”’ ‘to break, to crack’. The second
f;g:}; t;n?tl(l)xdgeri :C/igx;ise a\:l’xtt;)gll- ci;r;itatigg lapping, slapping, ?Iicking sound’s —eg. Ukr,
 gre , . cnlapac “to spatter, to splash’, Pol. chlastaé ‘to slap, to
beat, ’to prattle’, Russ. xlebmit”‘to slurp, to gulp’, Cz. chlemtat ‘to slop, to slurp’, Russ
,:(l)ist?l’ ‘to’ v;'{hip, tc; beat’, OCS xlgpati, xlepati ‘to scrounge’, Russ.—’OCS xhp’ati ‘t(;
sob, to cry’, . xljtpat’ ’ it ip’ :
S0 to° lrgrw’ t sisa ‘jcej:pdczn 1?’) squelch, to smack’, Russ. xlystdt’“to whip’, Pol. chiysngé
‘ An onomatqpoeic origin is also probable for PS *xapati, *xopiti (OCS xapati
to snatch, to bite’, Pol. chapaé ‘to catch’, Cz. chdpat ‘to comprehend’ etc.) }f }i
used to be genetically connected with Lith. kapt! ‘snap!’, Lat. capere ‘to.t’ IV(V p
gre;jp’, Gr. kdmrery ‘to snatch, to snap’, Ger. haben ‘to have” (IE'*kag— ‘to catci\’e’setz
! (;)m?trtz;)(/i igSf9.Li;2/"/')j3(}"7<))di13},n<c)gl)i;acn on(l))matoxc)ioeic affinity of these words is m(,)stly
1. : s corrobor: imi i
incoglpatible words like Fr. happer ‘to (s)'naattih’},)yG(:rl.le/:aj;[r)r;iar"tobustnz}:::(})lmt]Oglcau’y
Gr.Tamo,uaz. ‘I touch, take’ and similar words in non-IE languages (ESJ’S' (4)1 5; ?2),
o hf ‘plemtgde of Slav. onomatopoeic apd imitative words with the initial’x- (ir;
) }pc rison with othfar IE languages) is definitely conspicuous, and is hardly imaginable
rle hout exxsten_ge of Fhe phoneme x in PS consonantal system. I assume that the imi-
.atwe vyf)rds with x- are the part of a broader expansion of this sound in Slav. which
1s manifested both in the initial position and in suffixes and grammatical e. :lv o
. Il seems that the number of Slav. onomatopoeic, Imitative words {1},1“%]5-
}1)111:1’2}1 );— could be j:ven higher. Unfortunately, etymolo’gy has not yet fulﬁ‘;ﬁad Zt'u?
efy I};} Z]o gof;laeikt:;t Sesr;{z(i)cxil e(;x];egl slo}x(/aidjeji’ch.i ;;)i’wod marne¢ posud zabyva mysli
tymologt, s | » Zakuklenymi obménami Gtvar( pivodng interiek-
cmndvlmch ' (Zubaty 1945: 167). Zubaty gives an example of a wgrd T y TJ% ]
;f:tteec;z, ai/:j@;f:),r ocz_ofg, chot, chytit, chvafitz} whose mpeanings shoulg ggltj g:(:s;l:
drate ’Semann‘é c\tfm;i,ect\;(/; gcziljr; tz;]ses;znes 1am m]]qxtative b;sis. I attempted to find some
© ‘ s av. caytati and other Slav. words in chy- i
Rejlzek 1995. Unfortunately, the character of thes ' oo ing
thgr rel'ationshilp.‘ In short, onomatopoeic words ::allogisirirggretgift usar?ﬁ?ti? rOSVImg
lexis with the initial x-, though their exact mapping out may nevel: be succissfiil‘ll.

PS loanwords with initial x-

fvci)gln\évlords from the langtlages that had a velar fricative at the time of possible contacts
i S avs are another possible source of Slav. words with the initial x-. It is particu-
rly Gmc. fmd [ranian languages that come into question from the IE group, and Altaj
languages from non-IE languages. > e
, Vz‘il()izl,;;lrzglp on(s{t often discussed is loanwords from Iranian. This group’s existence
nitted — 1n particular, if we admit an Iranian i i
litt , n influence in phonology and
morphology, it is natural to count upon an adequate influence even in the lfx};con

. pelhdps, in the course of time words whose origins have OCCUplcd Ctylnologlbts minds to no effect will
. g v v
turn out to be eventual, dngulSCd alteldtl()llS of Ollgllla“}’ interjectional fOI”lathl\S
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To prove individual instances is, however, practically impossible. This also applies
for words with the initial x-. Probably, some of them are Iranian loanwords, but this
classification is not generally accepted.

An extreme standpoint on this issue was taken by Golab (1973). Aware of unsat-
isfactory phonological explanations of Slav. x-, he attempts to clarify a lot of Slav.
words with the initial ck- as iranisms. He counts both on lexical borrowings, and also
on a secondary phonemic readjustment of inherited Slav. words to the Iranian phono-
logical system. (As an illustration of such a readjustment he quotes the fashionable
Czech pronunciation of some Polish words at the tum of the XV and XVI centuries,
e.g. hanba instead of ganba.) This theory opens a wide field to him for the search of
Iranian patterns of Slav. words ~ even if he discusses chiefly those words for which
Iranian etymology is proposed for the first time, he finds 13 putative loanwords: chajati,
chochati, cholste, chotéti, chovati, chre(d)noti | chie(d)ngti, chvala, chvatiti [ chytiti,
chvé(ja)ti, chvoja, chvosts, chynoti, chula. In the absence of any reliable loanwords
from Iranian, 13 is a rather puzzling number (from the point of view of the statistical
linguistics it is criticized by Manczak 1975), and even etymologically, most explana-
tions are not convincing (cf. e.g. the explanation of PS *xovati from Iran. pronominal
adjective hava- ‘one’s, own’). It was perhaps only Golab’s etymology of PS *xvala that
has met with a better response. This episode will be commented later.

Putative Iranian borrowings also face the difficulties concerning their chronology. The
period of prehistoric Slav.-Iran. contacts was very long — Scythians resided in the territo-
ries north of the Black Sea from ¢. 700 B.C. to 200 B.C., Sarmatians from c. 200 B.C. to
200 A.D, After a break, the contacts continued between East Slavic and modern Iranian
languages. Thus, the PS character of some borrowings is questionable. Such is the case
of the word chata ‘hut, cabin’, which is regarded as PS by ESSJa (8: 21), although the
focus of its occurance is in Ukr. From Ukr. it has spread to the neighbouring languages.
The word is borrowed from Iran. *kata- — whether directly after the spirantization & > x
in some Iran. languages (ESSJa: l.c.), or via Old Hungarian (e.g. Vasmer 1964-1973:
4, 226), is not substantial for the matter. In any case, it was later than in the PS period.
By no means can Cz. chatr¢ ‘shack, hovel’ be classified as an Iran. loanword (ESSJa:
8, 22). Its ch- is secondary (OCz. katr¢, katréé), and the word can be connected in all
probability with Sik. kotré, koterec, kotrec ‘pen, cote, coop, shanty’ (Rejzek 2000: 330).

The following words can most likely be treated as Iranian loanwords:

PS *xorna ‘food, fare’ < Iran. *c¢'ar- ‘eat, feed’

This explanation is preferred e.g. in ESSJa (8: 76f.) and ESJS (4: 226£.), for details see
Reczek (1985: 16). There is a word-formation and semantic parallel to the Slav. word in
Av. x’arana- ‘food, drink’. The sound correspondence is not perfect — we would expect
PS form *tvorna. The original meaning has been preserved in South Slav. and Plb.;
West Slav. and East Slav. shifted the meaning to ‘care, protection’.

PS *xvala ‘praise’ < Iran. *x*ar- ‘fame’

The hypothesis about the Iranian origin of the word is based on a recognition of the
frequently discussed Iranian influence on Slavic in the sphere of religious terms. Golab,
who raised the point for the first time (see above), draws attention to the exact parallel
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of the Slav. name Boguchvalv in Middle Persian Bagafarna (< *Bagaxvarna). He starts
from Iran. *v*arya- (cf. Av. x*arana- “fame’) which passed into Slav. as *yvala by Alanian
(Sarmatian) change -ry- > -/-. A slightly different explanation is offered by Martynov
(1983: 53f.) who starts from Iran. *v'arati ‘he celebrates, he praises’ and its deverbative
*x'ard, Skythian *x'ald which was adopted by Slav. as *vvala. There is also a new sug-
gestion based on a completely different base (Loma 2000: 346): Skyth. *hvala ‘good
word’ from *hu- ‘good’ and al- ‘speak’ corresponding to Av. ad-, Olnd. ah- on the
premise that IE *dh > Skyth. */.

PS *xoméstorv ‘hamster’ < Iran. *hamaestar- ‘opponent’ (?)

This is a very problematic word. It is only attested in Russ.-OCS choméstors, abbre-
viated forms are in East Slav. (Russ. chomjdk) and Pol. (chomik). Nevertheless, the
form choméstory had to be PS since it was borrowed as OHG hamustro (Ger. Ham-
ster), OSax. hamustra ‘id.”. Moreover, the second part of the word is probably in Lith.
stdras ‘souslik, sisel’, the first one in Laty. kdmis ‘hamster’, Lith. kdmas ‘rat’. Thus,
choméstory looks like an old compound. However, neither of these compound parts can
be satisfactorily explained as autochthonic (the attempt in ESSJa: 8, 68f. is rather forced).
Therefore, the attention is turned to Ayv. hamaestar “who strikes to the ground, enemy’,
Per. hamestar ‘opponent’ (Vasmer 1964—1973: 4, 260; EWD: 503), although this ex-
planation brings considerable semantic problems. Machek’s explanation that a hamster
bends ears of grain down to the ground to easily reach the grain (Machek 1939: 21 1) can-
not be regarded as plausible. More natural is an assumption that the Iran. language which
was the source of the borrowing already used the word in the figurative meaning ‘enemy,
opponent’. Such a motivation of the appelation of hamster is plausible — especially when
we take into account his agricultural harmfulness, his characteristic rage and even his
opposition to people (Vasmer: .c. gives the parallel from Turkic languages ~ Shorian
yrlak ‘hamster’ from yr- ‘to be hostile’). Another clue that it is a borrowing from Iranian
could be the fact that hamsters come from Eastern Europe — perhaps just from the area
north of the Black Sea. Slavs would have taken its name from Iranians and transmitted
it to Germans who then spread it further to Romance languages (cf. Sp., Fr. hamster).

Iranian origin is quite unanimously assumed even for PS ethnonym *vwrvare
(OCS pl. Chrovati etc.) nowadays. It is based on the inscriptions from II-11I cent.
A.D. found at the estuary of Don and containing the name Xopovadog, Xopoaboc. Sub-
sequent etymological interpretations differ; for details see ESJS: 4,229 aESSJa: 8, 149f,

Also PS *xemels ‘hop’ (OCS xméls, xmelb etc.) is, in all probability, from Iranian
although not as an exclusive Slav. borrowing. Rather, it is a migrating term which
penetrated into a number of European and Asian languages (cf. NLat. Aumulus, NGr.
xovueli, Olcel. humli, humall, Fin. humala, Hung. koml6, Vogul. gumlix, Chuvash xam-
la). Its origin is seen in the same source as Oset. xumaellaeg, which is reconstructed
as *xum-ala-ka- or *haum-ala-ka, and cognate with Av. haoma- ‘intoxicating drink’
(ESSJa: 8, 141f; Snoj 1997: 172).

Other borrowings from Iran. are disputable since the explanations either do not
sufficiently take into account the semantics and areal incidence of words, or they only
work with hypothetical, unattested Iran. material. Even so, if the word in question is
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ultural word of the area, then it is possible to think about s?lme (;asesh(?f ht}?is é:f:d
h oV’ * ‘greyhound’ which is bas
in mi tymology of PS *xwrtv ‘grey is |
[ have in mind e.g. Martyno‘v se e from
iciple *hrta-, and corresponds to Olnd. s;
on the unattested Iran. particip ria-, i (Mastynoy 1983 49). Although
_ sdrati ‘he chases, runs, flows’ from ser- ;
Séngtysmology is only hypothetical, the fact that greyhound comei from1 t?; (?{)I:zigi:
in i i an interesting attempt to expla
1d speak in its favour. There is also an in ’ 0 explain obscure
Egsg‘;sxgga I()OCS chaloga ‘hedge’, Sln. hahiga ‘seaweed , S./Cr. haluga drxlﬁ9 ;ch;
:r’) as a borrowing from Scythian. This conclusion is fmgl(;ibmg";ii(;li 5197 lc—onsmicts,
L i ; : 348; 2000b: 87f.) later re
ithout any material support; Loma (ZQOOa. ; 2 :
gzizh‘;gn *xalan}éa from Olran. *falanga which he considers 1t;)hbe at‘k))orro‘\;vm%( fﬁgrgr}
F i run
/ ‘ ’. The development of the meaning would have een , 16

O i 1 i h ser, rather to the initial meaning
‘paling” —> ‘fence’. Slavic material points, owever, her ‘ ;
T:/iciirw%)rk’ (Machek 1938: 193; Holub — Kope¢ny 1952: 138) or growth, brush

(ESJS: 4, 215). N
WO(I)td is( easier to reliably identify borrowings from the Germanic languages, though

often there is no concurrence of views even here.

*lgbw ‘bread’ < Gme. *hlaiba- ‘id. . . . 5
I”l)“gda); mostly accepted as a borrowing as early as Gmc. (ESJS: gl 219,.5822;“8,62;1; ,
Machek 1968: 199; Newerkla 2004: 105) although ever} the fohrrowx egtical m Ooth
hiaifs cannot be excluded (Kiparski 1934: 199-200). The idea o tbe ggn e
shi;S of both words (IE *kloibho-) (Pedersen 1895: 50) has been abandoned.

PS *xlévp ‘cowshed’ < Gme. *hlaiwa ‘dug-out (st.xelt‘er)’ or,Goth: ‘ﬁiazwb grae:l\:; e
‘Usually explained as a loanword from Gotb. hlaiw ‘grave’, possi y‘ 51 1ec_out ot e
semantic difference) from Gmc. *hlaiwa- with the supposed megr}xsr§g4 g 1gg' e
e o6 2005: 1. 1 ;}70&}1(-.‘“533“% SSZénlgz)df;ig:r?agie e;;pl’anati(’ms rega.rd—,
30; Bezlaj 1976--2005: 1, 197, Kiparski : Al ; s regarc:
i S - bstratum (Machek 1968: 199), or as an au
:/v(&)zr(tihree:l\:tgldtsbpéhikrl)etfbI‘};:Jasr:iry’ (Bri‘xclfner 1927: 179; Sc.huster‘Sewc 1978: 385) or
IE *kes-, *ks- ‘to cut’ (Mel'ny¢uk 1968: 217) are not plausible.

3 * ‘wise, educated’ < Goth. *handugs ‘wise’ » ' .
Ftsa xggr(;gc?nl;w in OCS, East Slav. (cf. Russ. xuddznik ‘artist’) and qu. (arc‘haxc ch@g/ogl
‘negf nice’). An apparent loanword from Gme., in all probal?lllty fiom Got}?.,dw iiree;i
howe’ver only handugs ‘wise’ is attested while the PS form pom;‘ to ?agfzgs (re&;rancy

' us ¢ ")y (ESJS: 24; ESSJa: 8, 88). This slight disc
bably from handus ‘hand”) (ESIS: 4, 224, : :
Ic)i;c::s noil alter the fact that it is one of the least disputable Gme. borrowings.

*Satv, $ata ‘clothes, dress’ < Gme. *hétaz ‘id.” . o
ftSis S:tt:sted only in West Slav. (Cz. Sat, Pol. szata) and m*t;},l? wes(h oth F;E(‘,S,itiilj;;
Sa f the borrowing is Gme. *hétaz whic
areal (Ukr., Br. §dta). The source o . e,
PG jss ‘id.’ 19641973 1V, 412; Mache
i G hdz ‘clothes’, Ger.d. hdss ‘id.” (Vasmer /3 1 : :
l2nl ’%iewéﬁkla 2004: 110). Slav. changed x > § (Ist palatalization of velars) and sub

sequently regularly € > a.
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PS *xulmw ‘hill’ < Gme. *hulma- ‘rise’

Attested in all Slav. languages (Cz. chlum, SIk. chim, Russ. xolm, S./Cr. him ete., in Pol.
only as toponym Chefm), the word is considered to be a borrowing from Gme. *hu Ima-
which is reflected e.g. in Olcel. holmr ‘island’, holmi ‘height’, Ger. Holm i sland, spit

of land, hill’ (Kiparski 1934: 179; ESJS: 4, 221; ESSJa: 8, 138; Vasmer 1964-1973:
IV, 255; Bezlaj 1976-2005: 1, 199 et al.). There is no reason to explain Slav. and Gme,
words from Old European substratum (Machek 1968: 200) because Gme. *hulma- can
be painlessly derived from IE *te/- ‘to protrude, to rise’ (Pokorny 1957 544; Kluge
1989: 314). The proponents of the autochthonic word origin mainly argue with ORuss.
Selomja, Solomja, Russ.d. Selém ‘hill, crest’ from *Selme, *Selmw which are interpreted
as ablaut variants of *va/ms, but most likely they are metaphoric innovations of PS
*Selms ‘helmet’ from Gme. *helmaz (Kiparski 1934: 179; Vasmer 1964-1973: 1v, 424).
Also Briickner’s argument that the word in question is a much-used term pertinent to

the land, topography and so forth (Briickner 1927: 178) does not seriously challenge
the theory of the borrowing,

PS *xysnv/xyze, *xySa/xyfa < Gme. *his(a)

Slav. languages display a variety of forms ~ the most frequent are the continuants of
PS *xvy$a/xyza (Cz. chyse, Slk.d. chyza, US chéza, OPol. chyza, Ukr. xyZa, Russ.d.
xiZa, Sln, hisa, $./Cr.d. hisa, hiza, Bulg. xiZa, all with the basic meaning ‘simple dwell-
ing, hut’), then of PS *xyso/xyze (OCS xyzw ‘shack, small house’, S./Cr.d. his ‘hut’,

Pol.d. ¢chyz ‘shack’), rarely also of PS *xysalxyza (S./Crd. a Pol.d)) and *vsu/xyZe
(S./Crd., Pol.d.). The borrowing from Gme. *hiisa- ‘dim’ is generally accepted
(OHG hiis, E. house, Sw. hus). Problems are caused, however, by prevailing Slav. -z-
(-s- variants are only found in Cz., Sin. a S./Cr.). Some scholars assume Gme. accent
variant *Aiizd- which, however, has no support but PS *xyzs (Berneker 1908-1913: 1,
415; Kiparski 1934: 177%). The possibility of two different borrowings from Gme. is
mentioned e.g. by Bezlaj 19762005 (I, 194) and Machek (1968: 212). Others believe
that the -z- only emerged on Slav. ground (Martynov 1963: 46n. and ESSJa: 8, 165).

PS *vorogy ‘banner, standard’ < Goth. Arugga ‘pole, staff’

The word is common Slavic — in all probability borrowed — but the source is unclear.
Earlier, the prevailing opinion was that PS chorogy is a borrowing from Mong. oron-
80, orungo ‘id.’; the inicial x- was usually (erroneously) explained through the Turkic
mediation (Vasmer 1964-1973: 1V, 268; Machek 1968: 278; Bezlaj 1976-2005: 11, 21
et al.). Mong. pedigree was convincingly rejected by Ligeti on the basis of detailed
analysis of the Mong. word (see ESJS: 4, 223; Trubadev’s additional remarks to
Vasmer 1964-1973: 1V, 268). The belonging of the word to u-stems - typical of bor-
rowings from Gmc. - can serve as another argument (ESSJa: 8, 82). In view of that, an
old explanation from Goth, hrugga ‘pole, staff’ {(suggested already by Miklosi¢ 1886:
89) comes to the fore again, a semantic parallel being seen in ORuss. Stjag ‘standard’
from OSw. stang ‘pole, shaft’ (ESSJa: l.c.). However, the phonological problem of this

etymology is the explanation of the Slav. -o-; therefore Sobolevskij assumes a Goth,

compound word *harrunga < *hari-hrugga, literally ‘military staff’ (Sobolevskij
1911: 481).
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putative Slav. borrowings from other languages:

PO *xalupq<ll'uyi§.e;kfcfutl;12 oVrVe(:;rtl gcll:\i)iﬂareal (Cz., Slk. chalupq, US khalupa, .LS;
Ly u:n overlap to the East Slavic (Ukr. chaliipa) might be borrtolxylixglg
lt?r(())lr'rlégl;lufs?l,ated evidence is even in Sln. and .SS/lCr éiz;ys’;hlr?)l’gh l&i)‘mh:gisati; ) (3)/%
’ . . r :
e bOfrOWl(ﬂé’,SfSTJO: ;llgﬁne’:toz:l.l)).o i"slllisyexplanation is based on thp Closg
o ch' 1arflguag;: resembian::e of PS *kolyba ‘shepherd’s hut’ (Wa?lacl'nan an
Semantl(': and k;)r;crz sba, Sln. koliba, S./Cr. koliba, Bulg. koliba etc.) Whl(ih 1ska [tezm
S k()[lbtg,'(i .astofal ,culture (cf. Hung. kaliba, Rom. colibd, Alb. Icalzveé, ;}ﬁcg,
Zzlfl:)irp?urrishpkaliba). The source is seen inSGSrJ. Koglé,lﬁg ‘]h7u)t, (S)t;ar:}t,};t t:cncoum’ ar;
: i a: 8, 16-17).
hOW?VeT’ digre tOfbtehej1 vl:/zﬁiovl:;?gb:nw;rl(l)p(«i‘.ed. Illyf. *kaliitba would have passe;c}
mty “g;;\f’ eacilg*rlf:lyoba and also — through the mediation of sorge ?n;c.eifsegctézge f)c;) -
con Jift , i v. -a- {instead of a -o-
Sonaf{t o _has ;);i?tlz‘?(;'tigse tzr?}?éegztl(;y?lljble (an(d the subseque.nt'lengthenﬁng)
1 t‘)y tTlel S same (Ilyr.?) origin can also be assumed for a similar Nor: em
oo, 1.L').d el a ‘old wooden hut’ (see Polak 1973: 273-—274). On ‘the con raré/,
& e It99 gl%ﬁ? and some others see an autochthonic suf@t -upa in the }\:{ort(;
ﬁopegtl}?;z.ss r;me of the opponents of the idea of the borrowing has been able
ev ,

explicate the root chal- satisfactorily.

‘ ?

PS *xréns ‘horseradish’ < Chuvash xaren (.?), _unkﬁol\;zgzgigl;ggz n( gld loanword. The
Slavic word of uncertain origin, in a . d obscure
o s vy Gl b oot s
itv ‘wild radish’ (by Theophrastus, corroborate ‘ < is i
Gr;llgﬁal:s}?]argn ‘kien’ (Résinen 1967: 558; Machek 1968: 299). Eorse;icéljanlc e of
0 usV;o t}fia Black Sea coast, a fact which rather weakens the TL}r 1c Prso rcertain
dﬁgeng?d (ESSJa: 8, 92). Still, overall circumstances of the borro»r;r}/}g5 é;:/ 775, Bezla;

cht‘Zither explanation can hardly be preferred (see Vasmer 1964 IV, 2705

1976-2005: 1, 202 et al.).

* tv ‘collar, yoke” < Mong. khomut ‘yokes, cushlqns under ca{nelss/aél;ilzo’(:ll(;‘)
PS Tvic s d (dCz chomiit, Pol. chomato, Russ. xomuit, Sln. homét, S. .I Vie“;
Bl 'Vtvo(r)CS xorr‘zgtb' Sorb. reflects a PS -ots ~ US khomot, LS c{wmot). axll pew
o x;{”i“ ,'co—cultural céntext (collar came to Slavs and to Eu‘rope in ge:trll.ern xom
e s, Ol:l borrowing from Altaic languages (Mong. (k)hom ‘yoke, cushio P
- EaSt),dzHe’ 1. khomut, hence Tat. komyt, Chuvash khomyt, xomet, Kirg. ot
o be ausible (Machek 1968 203; Bezlaj 1976-2005: L 199). From v
g to‘be ; ali' mmet, Kumt ‘collar’ was borrowed (the assumption of a ger(; e
langl']ageli' Geré hllllster-éewc 1978: 394 — cannot be accepted). Another Ger.l lworLith.
. lg‘“ Cdialectal (West and South) Hamen (cf. Dutc‘h‘haam), as well as L .
thf o ¢ 1lng,‘leather bridle’, however, also offer a possibility to derive eve.rgl u )g
];ri)”rfrllgs*((i)}c)om— ‘compress, t,ighten’, in Slav. with suffixes -otw, -gt» (ESSJa: 8, 69).
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That' is just the nasal in Slav. which is the main argument against the borrowing from
Altaic languages (Vasmer 1964-1973: 1V, 260). Machek (l.c.) attempts to solve this
problem by the dissolution of the geminate -t~ > -nz- but it is also possible to as-
Zume a secondary nasalization or folk etymology, which is, after all, admitted even
y ESSJa (l.c.). Loma (2002) unconvincingly suggest , wi
by o gly suggests a Slav. borrowing from Iran.
The identification of the loanwords is im

. : . portant for the chronology of Slav. x-
2o.rrowmis congalp a s(oiul;ld alien to the phonological system of the recge}i/ving lanéjaéif
it is usually substituted by a similar sound existing i :

: 1 g in the language. On the basi

;ihg O}:dSSt borrowings from Gmc., we can argue then that the phonologization of x iv:i
tms ted as early as abou? IL. cent. B.C.; if we recognize borrowings from Iran., the
erminus a quo will be shifted even a couple of centuries before ’

Slavic x- as a continuation of 1E *x- or *kh-

As a third possible natural source of Slav. *
: e natu av. *x-, we should considera h i
or ’Zc lexose continuation could be a velar fricative in Slav. eretupoetical & T
e lii 1iirrient1foned above in the survey of opinions on the rise of the initial Slav. x-
e 1 Eg ; Z;S (t) gle end of the 19™ and the beginning of the 20" centuries often con‘sid’
~ "kn- 1o be a source of Slav. x- (Pedersen, Endzelin, P i :
, , Petersson, Meillet). It
apparently related to the fact that the seri i ¥ ) 120)
' yr es of voiceless aspirates (tenues aspirat
waa; Ecx:)rémldefed as a full-fledged part of the IE consonantal system. After the rerc)i:gt::rz
o ; gxilk\;es to only three series, however, this interpretation lost its justification
s 1,35) Nz could have been treated as a part of an ‘affective subsystem’ (Shevel()\;
ot m.terpr& atievc)art.}gless, Shevelov seems to overestimate the role of IE *kh- (k“in
on), 1f he regards it as a kind of catalyst of the cha i
: nge s > x in Slav. As
:;e COlild sfee in the ghapter apout the words of onomatopoeic origin, the only l'eal\i/alﬁ;
a\rAn,fl le o IE affectwe *kh- is the interjection of laugh *kha kha. ’
specu] qli;:vt};er? Ex;s 22h0ther reliable instance of an equation Slav. *x- ~ OInd. (and thus
atively th-, inside the word the connection of PS *0 '
cculatively I ’ 1e socha ‘forked b ’
;‘::;::1 ngh.* }s(cyrk;z(h;){anch » Olnd. $dkha, Arm. cax “id.”, Goth. héha “plough’ ever;?gft?g
ar(h)d, was usually considered to be certain (Meillet ’
19631973, (11 pr s U5t cor ain (Meillet 1934: 23; Vasmer
/ , ; y 1957: 523; Machek 1968: 565 et al.). Si
comparative Indo-European linguistics explai : omneotion ki e
( : e plain Olnd. 4% as a connection k + laryn-
%g;lé-ﬂiz gomt may be raised that Slav. x is sometimes of the same origin (e.g B:erl}clgs
Other. , ). (Ijnfortunately, the reliable evidence is limited to this sole exa;ni)le (few
semanft:i)édmp es suggested by Kortlandt 1994: 110). Moreover, despite the strikin
semantie cories‘pondepce: .tvhe equation socha — $dkha has been challenged since it§
eabhel T;rllc (fjt ’1\2[11};11051;; liSI6zg 313) which also led to an alternative explanation
sek- enbec 04: 99; Walde — Hof : ;
e Berls) 1976.2005: 11 28 alde — Hoffmann 1980: 2, 484; recently
In 1958, W. Merlingen presented a new solution. He postulated a velar spirant x as

far back as f()r the IE guag i {
protolan ua i i i i
(M ¥ | : ): e with the fO”OWlﬂg continuants in the IeSI)eCthC
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Hitt. x (written as h)

Iran. X
Arm. X

Slav. X

Ind. kh

Gr. h

Alb. h
Gmc. h(<k)
Pre-Gr. k> kh
Balt. k

Lat. k
Celt. k

Merlingen’s arguments were primarily based on the situation in Slav. and Arm.

where velar fricatives exist while in other series only occlusives oceur (¢, p; th, ph, re-
spectively). He also claimed that initial x before a vowel in Avesta has been preserved
as x while fand th do not ocur in the word-initial position in autochthonic words. This
new conception enabled him a number of new etymologies, from which he emphasizes
the elucidation of some Greek words with spiritus asper, including the famous equa-
tion of Gr. 666¢ with Slav. *xoditi. Thus, he can avoid the solution with a prefix (see
s.v. xoditi) and the ambiguity in the relation to IE *sed- ‘sit’ (polysemy, or homony-
my?). The interrelation of the only IE spirants x and s then, in Merlingen’s view, causes
the alternation s/x in some evident cases (Slav. *xroms —~ Olnd. sramd- ‘id.”).
Merlingen proposes a considerable number of 69 IE roots with x, from which
58 examples concern an initial x-. Like in the case of Golab’s inferences about Slav.
loanwords from [ranian, there is a certain amount of skepticism based on the statistics
even here. If an x should have been a full-fledged IE phoneme, its distribution in IE roots
would have to be more proportional. The list of roots shows, however, that the problem
of x concerns, above all, the initial position. Merlingen also cites at least 7 onomato-
poeic roots which are irrelevant for a genetic comparison. Moreover, it must be said
that some equations do not bring any new solutions — e.g. for Russ. x/ud, Lith. sklanda
and uncertain Gme. *hlunda- ‘chunk of wood’, the traditional *(s)kl- can be recon-
structed as well as Merlingen’s *(s)x/-, for the above mentioned Gr. 66dg, Slav. xoditi
the traditional solution is sufficient, too (Ger.d. hatschen is definitely beside the point).
Nevertheless, Merlingen’s hypothesis can be queried primarily from the typological
point of view: The existence of other spirant than *s in the IE consonantal system is
highly improbable (cf. Andersen 1968: 175, note 15), even more doubts are raised
by Merlingen’s reconstruction of IE *x* (53), supported only by three questionable
examples and not contributing to higher symmetry and plausibility of the reconstructed
system anyway (after all, Merlingen does not outline his overall conception of the sys-
tem). Other reservations can be against sound responses of alleged IE *x in individual
IE languages. With exception of Olnd. and Arm. where kk and x respectively are results
of a special development, all other responses undoubtedly have different sources than

the hypothetical *x. This fact weakens Merlingen’s reconstruction, too. Some interest-

ing new etymological connections of largely Greek, Armenian and Old Indian words

can not trump all these reservations.
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SOIIle Ot IVIeIh“ €n’'s ldeaS are [)a] tla”y C()Iltmued by Maltyll()\/ 1968 W]l() { lall“s
adit. 1, l p v ( » g ’ g ) ( )

tlle W]l()le series ()1 t1 {(l 10na alﬂla |Ze(l e]aIS k 7n) to be tllcan\/e. Vbe Sha“

b i

Slavic x- — IE *gf-, *f-

Mart 1391 i i 1
ynov 1968: 1391.). Here is the list of, in my opinion, the most plausible parallels

(Lf. Slﬂ]ilar hstlngs b - t. n au”l()]s 1% ”l con [(lela])le ([ ere

PS *vlodw ¢ T~ Li 7 ¢
o Cong:] e?; tiz(glzif;alg[ ~ Lith. sklanda “pale’, Laty. sklanda ‘pole’, less persuasive is
cel. hlunnr (< *hlunbar) “circular log for shifting of ships’

PS *xvoja ‘branch of conifer’ - 5 7
¢ — Lith. skuja “fir needle. fi i ’ Z
(pl) ‘needles, branches of conifer’, perhaps even OIri’shrvSZ‘ ?1112(\:)\/11)}:2?331 . shas

PS * 6 > , ¢
xorbro ‘brave’ — Latv. skarbs hard, rough, harsh’, OIcel. skarpr ‘sharp, hard’

PS *vredeéri, e i
xredéti, xrednoti ‘to wither, to languish’ — Lith. skrsti (1 sg. pret. skrend, 7)
. . Skrendaii

‘to become cov in di i
ered in dirt, to stiffen’ ] ¢
Wikl ) » OHG scrintan “to crack’, Norw.d. skrinta ‘to

PS *xlebo ‘watergate, ca '
, cataracts’ (7) — T T s g ¢ . .
across” (?7) — Lith. sklembti ‘to slip, to slide’, skigsti ‘to slide

PS *ipw (from *veip-) ¢
Xeip-) ‘arrow, thorn’ — Lj Srae ¢ -
club’ 0’ - Lith. skiépas graft, scion’, Lat. scipio ‘stick

PS *xabv ‘weak, feeble’, xabiti ‘spoil, thw

sour”’ art’ — Lith. skébas ‘sour’, skébti ‘to turn

% 3 bl M
PS *xuds ‘poor, small’ - Lith, skaudiis ‘painful, severe’

Several : :

dence 0??{1 2151:13 Cdl(lj bg found in the realm of onomatopoeic words Although the evi

their al temationt:/?r/ § 15 not as strong as those words which are related genetic:ﬁm

~Lat, scroo i1 - xj; Sca:] hardly be coincidental — cf. PS *vrakati ‘to hawk toc }{;
: re 1a., Xrapati *to snore’ — [, oy ¢ ’ oug

, — Latv. sk ¢ » e

szclh — Latv. skraustér “to crunch, to crack’ ‘ rdpet “to scrape’, PS *xrusteti ‘to
though s i - )

absolute agg ree;nézteq?at;lons of genetically related words look plausible, there is no

Slav. 1. ~ ool Gmo the form‘ and meaning in any case. Moreover t,he equation

- C. etc. sk- still does not necessarily mean that Slav’ x- < [E *sk.
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(cf. 111ig-Svityg 1961). Therefore, the attention should be turned to the Slav. lexical
material, and the alternation x-/sk- should be first examined within Slav. languages.
Though some doublets of this kind are quoted in the literature (e.g. Machek 1930: 74),
no comprehensive survey has yet been done in this field (see also Rejzek 1998 from
which the most of following examples are taken).

Before 1 deal with initial sk-/x- I should mention the alternation of Slav. sk/x 1n the

middle of a word. Let us consider the following instances:

Pol.d. lesktaé, Russ.d. loskordt’ ‘to tickle’ — Cz. lechtar, lochtar “id.”

Russ. pljuska ‘cupula, acorn-cup’ — Cz. plucha ‘awn’

Cz. plosky “flat’ — Cz. plochy ‘flat’, Russ. ploxdj ‘bad’

Sik. tliaskat’ ‘to smack’ — Cz. tlachat ‘to gabble’

Cz. troska ‘wreck’— Cz. trocha ‘a bit, a little’ (Machek 1930: 71, 74; Holub — Kopetny
1952: 390)

Except the last, somewhat questionable example (cf. Machek 1968: 652 where the
equation is not mentioned any more), the alternation sk/x obviously concerns etymo-
logically identical words. Nevertheless, as the sk occurs in the morpheme boundary,
some examples can be explained by different word-formative suffixes (cf. Snoj’s ex-
planation of PS *plosks from IE *plok-sko- and *plochw from IE *plak-so- in Bezlaj
1976-2005: 111, 60). Moreover, the first and the fourth examples fall within the sphere
of affective lexis. Thus, the evidence for the alternation sk/x in the middle of a word

is not very conclusive.
Some apparent examples of the alternation of initial sk-/x- within Slavic languages

can be drawn from the realm of onomatopoeia again. Examples:

OCS skripati ‘to be noisy’, Russ. skripét’, Cz. skiipat ‘to creak, to screech’ — Russ. xri-
pét’ ‘to be hoarse’, Sin. hripati ‘to wheeze’

OCS skrobotv ‘rush, roar, rattle’ — Pol. chrobot, Ukr. xrobot ‘id.”
Pol. skamraé, Cz. skemrat ‘to whimper’~ Pol. chamraé ‘id.’

Pol. zgrzytac ‘to gnash one’s teeth’ — ORuss. xritati s¢ ‘to jeer’

More valuable for comparative linguistics are, however, instances of alternations in non-
onomatopoeic words. Although some of them can be labelled as affective, I consider

the evidence they provide quite important.

Pol. skropawy, US Skropawy, Slk. Skrapaty ‘rough, uneven’ — S./Cr. hrapav,
Pol. chropawy, Cz.d. chrapaty, rapaty ‘id.’

The forms are based on PS (s)korp- whose closest relatives probably are Lith, kdrpa
‘wart’, Norw. skorpa ‘crust, skin’, all from IE *(s)korp-, an extended variant of the
root *(s)ker- ‘to cut’ (Pokorny 1957: 944 without Slav. material; besides, he has a ho-
monymous *(s)ker- ‘to wrinkle; coarse skin, crust etc.’ (933) which would correspond
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better semantically to Slav. words). In my opinion, both roots can be connected al-
though Pokorny prefers the connection of the latter *(s)ker- with another homonymous

*(s)ker- ‘to twist, bend’). There are also forms without s-mobile in Slav. (Ukr. koropavyyj,
Russ.d. koropdvka ‘toad’).

Russ.d. §¢iryj ‘real, frank’, Ukr. §¢yryj ‘real’, Pol. szczery ‘genuine, real’ (szczere pole
‘flat field”), OCz. ¢iry ‘sheer, open’ — Russ.d. §irdj “clean, open’, Cz. Siry ‘wide, open’,
OCS Siroks ‘wide’ etc.

The first group of words is connected with Goth. skeirs ‘clear’, Olcel. skirr ‘pure,
clear, clean’, Ger. schier ‘clean, sheer’, Engl. sheer although the initial IE form is not
sure (*sk’i-ro-, Pokorny 1959: 917; *sk(’)ai-ro-, Snoj 1997: 634). The etymological
interpretation of the second group of words with initial §- is less certain (see cf. Vasmer
1964-1973:1V, 442; Machek 1968: 609) but strong semantic links between both groups
indicate the same origin. For further comments see SIR(OK)b.

ORuss. skaredw, skaréds, Pol. szkaradny, Cz. Skaredy ‘ugly’ - OCz. Seradny, Serédny,
Cz. Seredny “id.’, LS Soradki ‘sweepings’

An etymological basis of these words is usually seen in IE *sker-(d-) ‘excrement, dirt,
dung’ which also continues in e.g. Hitt. §akkar ‘excrement’, Gr. okwp ‘id.”, Lat. siicerda
‘pig excrement’, Olcel. skarn ‘dung’ and maybe also PS *sprari ‘to defecate’, Russ. sor
‘dirt, dung’ (from the variant *sk ‘er-). West Slav. variants with §er- are alternatively also
explained from *sk'er- (Schuster-Sewc 1978: III, 1441) although the expected result
- in view of serati and sor — would have been *ser-. Machek’s assumption of a vowel
metathesis and a simplification of *ice- to fe- seems implausible. In my opinion, it is
necessary to reconstruct Late PS variants *skareds /skarédws and *eredw/ *Serédn (see
OCz. doublets sefadny, Sefédny), the latter forms being based on PS *xer- (cf. Briick-
ner 1927: 549; Holub ~ Kopeény 1952: 368).

Sln. $kiliti, Slk. Skailit — Sln. hiliti, S./Cr. hiljati “to squint’

This equation is mostly overlooked but there are good arguments for its consideration.
The forms with x- have been associated with PS *xpliti ‘to incline, to stoop’, while the
forms with §k- are suspected of being borrowings from OHG skiliken ‘to squint’ (also
with respect to Cz. §ilhar which is a transparent borrowing from MHG schilhen — see
Skok 1971: 1, 666; 111, 400, Bezlaj 1976-2005: 1, 193; Snoj 1997: 636). Slk. skilit,
however, cannot be deduced from Ger. Also, the absolute agreement in the meaning
of the compared words is noteworthy. Therefore I prefer to explain all the forms from
PS *skiil-, *skoul-/xiil- ‘crooked’, an I- extension of IE root (5)keu- ‘to bend, twist’ (see
Gluhak 1993: 608; Pokomy 1957: 588 has this root without s-mobile). See also XYLITL

Pol. poskromié “to tame’ (originally ‘to clip bird’s wings’) — S./Cr. hrom, Russ. xromdyj,
Cz. chromy ‘lame’

This equation is based on the explanation from IE *skram- (Ger. Schramme ‘scratch’),
a derivative from IE *(s)ker- ‘to cut’ (there are, however, alternative explanations, too
~ see XROM'b). Meanings of the word *vroms and its derivatives in Slav. languages
show that it could originally denote not only lameness, but various kinds of crippling
or injury (of arms, chest or other parts of body, cf. SIn. hrome prsi ‘crippled chest’)
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ibili ion is rather weakened by the fact that
SJa: 8, 102). The credibility of the equ§t10n is rath : )
ngSutataive original *sk- is attested only in an isolated Polish word while the forms with

x- have all-Slavic occurence.

Some other doublets can be found in Slav. dialects. Thus, the Russ. cho;: ’mear’xi‘r.\g :m};)th};
and ‘measles’ occurs in two different dialects alongside variants kgr 1, sl;o;l; ; 'f;t h(is?lte !
) ’ 1979: 92). Moravian dial. chadld
bably from IE *(s)ker- ‘to cut”) (Merkulova an - .
Iijsr(z,b?/io};xsly a cognate of Slk.d. skoblat (sa) ‘to scratch (oneself)’, Pol. d;lglec’t? l\c/i[;sg)}izi
i i¢ ¢ > and skowyczenie ‘whine
ate forms like chawocié ‘to squeak (as a .man'en) an ¢ ‘whine'( ‘
T(;%r(‘): 74) and allegedly even charpa alongside literary skarpa, squr -pa ‘ditch ('Schus
ter-Sewc 2000: 26) which is manifestly a relatively young borrgwmg from Itf. s.cargt);z.
The doublets examined so far have not shown any notaple dxfferen.ce‘s.as a'1 asll e
individual Slavic areas are concerned. Nevertheless, several mstance; }?f mxtlz:l.x-t d;:stlirrr‘;
i i t to the rest of Slavic. The most inte
ited to the Bulgarian language area, 1n contras ’ cmost injerest
i upn . Bulg. xrdlup ‘hollow tree’ — OCS skralupa ,
example is OCS xralupv ‘hollow’, ‘ ' St toriume
. skorlupa “shell’, Cz. skraloup ‘crust, skin of mi ,ro / ' i
?i;lsists ;iros: pirt we can identify PS *(s)kora ‘crust, cortex’). Anothler ;cnterlestgg e);ﬁ:;e
5, xrilé ‘gi : ia’ whi ds to Pol. skrzele, Cz. skf
i lg. xrelé, xrilé *gills, branchia® which correspon : skrel
?;Z:;El; tg"ro’rcrrl Pol.), S./Cr. krélje. Bulg. x-, however, is not absolutely Egs.oglzllt)edpl‘n tﬁls
is also ‘ . ~hielisée ‘id.” (ESSJa: 8, . Finally,
instance — there is also a strange OCz. hapgx ¢ 2SS Jnally
i i ‘chi k’, Mac.d. arbol ‘chip of glass, chippe
there is Bulg. xdrbel ‘chipped bowl, notch, nick’, ‘bol *chip 5 chipped
1 Jes] ‘ ick’, cf. also Russ. §cerbatyj ‘dented, chipp
bowl’ as against Bulg. §¢drbel ‘notch, nick’, s0 Ru ) b P
ivy ‘id.” 1 i this case considered to be P5, see
d OCz. §cerbivy ‘id.” (variants with x- are even }n. ‘ ‘ : see
%nSSJa' 8, 145), all these forms together with Latv. §kirba ‘crevice, crac}( or OHG sgtrbi
‘chip (;f élass’ ’being from IE *(s)kerb(h)- ‘to cut’. Rather less persuasggsaltz;)ggtlr:?
i i i i Bulg. chlija ‘stream’, chlujati “to
ssible, is the etymological connection of wjati “to
gggv(: with [E *(s)kleu-/(s)k leu- ‘to flow’ (see Mladenov 1941: 669). 4AThe‘0bv.x§us 1501
lation of the above-mentioned forms with x- indicates that the matter is a specific :rc;a
phenomenon which could have appeared only after the breakdown of Sllav1cdutnhlitsy;nastt jrr
istori i ic linguistics has not yet explore .
as I know, historical and comparative Slavic ling . ; :
® Innsome words (the material can be retrieved mainly frgm Czech dialects) we .fa.ce
another problem: the doublet forms with sk-/5k- are obviously of secondary origin.

Examples are:

i i ' * ‘Jarynx’
Cz.d. $krtdn — Cz. chitdn (expressive variant to hrtan from PS *gurtans larynx’)

Cz.d. skriina, Skruna ‘dandruff, filth in hair’ - Cz.d. chrouny, chruny ‘dandruff, unkempt
hair’, LS k$una ‘itch’ (Machek 1930: 87)

Czd. sklostivej, OCz. skidostivy — OCz. chulostivy, Cz. choulostivy ‘delicate,
sensitive’

Cz.d. skamradi — Cz. chamrad, chamradi ‘trash, lumber, brushwood’

Cz.d. §kiidr — Cz.d. chiidr ‘mocking name for hand’

esis in words

iti initial x- is ¢ ed, particularly its prothesis in v
4+ Bulgarian shows other pecularities as far as initial x- is concerned, p y o

like xrema ‘cold’, xldcam ‘(1) hiccup, sob’, xripam alongside ripam *(I) jump’, xldzgam alo
(1) slip, slide’.
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Cz.d. skmouFit se — Cz. chmuris se ‘to frown’
Skriby — Chfiby (PS *xribs *hill”)

Skarabela (Czech surname) — Cz.d. charabely ‘a decrepit man’.

(except the last equation cf. Machek 1930: 76 where some other, more debatable ex-
amples are given)

With the exception of the first word, the etymologies of these are not very clear.
Some of the doublets may concievably display an original sk- like, perhaps, Skriby —
ChFiby as compared with Pol.d. skrzybiet, Cass. skrebt alongside OPol. krzebt krzebiat,
chrzebt, chrzbiet, Pol. grzbiet ‘back’ (see XRIBB, XRbBLTE). Nevertheless, the rare
dialect occurence of other sk-/sk- forms gives evidence that the reversed change x > sk
could have occurred in some areas. Machek(1930: 75) explains this phenomenon as a
reversed analogy. This would mean, however, that the change sk > x was still alive in
the period when the dialects of individual Slav. languages were being formed, which is
much later than has been estimated so far.

What has been said so far about IE-Slav. or internal Slav. sk-/x- doublets is a justifi-
cation for the assumption that the change sk- > x- in some Slav, words really happened.
After all, this is admitted almost unanimously. All the reservations about this change are
directed at the fact that this change is irregular, and we are not able to tell the condi-
tions and circumstances under which it takes place (it was already Briickner 1923: 226
who came to such a pesimistic conclusion). As is generally known, there are many ex-
amples where IE sk- corresponds with appropriate Slav. sk- (cf. Tlli-Svitye 1961: 95).
Attempts to restrict the change only to a certain sound environment - e.g. a cluster
ski- which is unknown to Slavic except prefixed words (Petersson 1914), or ski-, skr-,
sku- (Mann 1958) - are not persuasive in light of the above-mentioned examples of
initial sk-/x- alternations.

An interesting solution was suggested by Bicovsky (2005). He assumes that the
original IE sk- > §- > x, and the new sk- appeared as a result of regeneration of s-mobile
in Slavic, similar to that in Baltic or Germanic (see Southern 1999). The whole theory,
however, seems to make little sense chronologically.

The change sk- > x- may be understood as an incidental, facultative change; in some
opinions it is an expressive, affective one (Machek 1930: 81; Sheveloy 1965: 136).
Golab (1973: 130) argues that the only evidence for expressivity of this change would
be two variants of Slav, words — one neutral in sk-, and the other one, expressive, in
x-. Clear examples of this kind are missing from the above-mentioned doublets but the
whole matter could be concieved in a different way. Namely, it could be argued that
the change sk- > x- affected particularly the expressive lexicon itself, in other words,
the expressive words in sk-. Most of the discussed doublets could indeed be labelled
as expressive although we always find examples like PS *3cir, — *$ire or Latv. skarbs
~ PS *x0rbrv which can hardly be included.

Another important issue is the process of the change sk- > x-. The question is if
it happened directly or via metathesis sk > ks. This matter is discussed at length by
Machek (1930: 69f.). Although he theoretically admits both possibilities, he inclines
rather to the development with metathesis; on the one hand, because there was a pattern
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(original ks > x according to the Pedersen’s rule), on the other, bgc?};si Stténz m;}tlathelmj
ible | ” 5 1986: .; Shevelo
“ lausible in a vulgar language” (see also Arumaa I, :
1562??32). Machek (l.c.) further examines cases of the metathesis sk >.ks in othe;
IE lar‘lguages. He observes that the cluster sk (ks) is very s‘table asa rulf:, yet mstanc}:s 0
metathesis occur (in general, consonant clusters containing s are SLII:)]G‘Ct .to meta,t' Em:
more often than other clusters). Some examples: Lat. viscus - Gr. 1&6¢ ‘mistletoe’; ‘210
misceo ‘(1) mix’, Pass. Part. mixtus; OE. fix from fisc “fish , waxan from wasc;zn )
wash’, Lith. dréksti ‘to tear’, 1 sg. pres. dreskiu etc. Few reliable examplsls a(r;;I Oﬁnk?
‘e, in initi iti ds are generally more stable (Machek:
ever, in the initial position where the soun : b
?::mgives the only safe example which is onomatopoexg anyhow, and s0 doeihnot
a’rr;ount to much™). In this view, the distribution in Slgv. is somehow opposite — e‘:re
are not many clear examples of metathesis in the middle of quds. qut mSta?;;e]i
of the metathesis sk > ks (> x) are concentrated in the word-initial posn'xon. ‘Ma(, e
explains it as a kind of analogy to expressive words in.x- of ox}omatopoelc Ol‘lfm, as
anpexpression of an immediate effort to intensify their impression effect [...],. tg (L)IS z%sh 2
phenomenon more psychological than autonomously organ;c .(Mlat(:‘hetk II?ZLfI)(.)u]d).have
' initi i stioned by chronological facts.
metathesis of initial sk-, however, i1s questione . , : .
i i i rule was still operating (which was probably
had to occur in the period when the ruki ru oper s probably
i iod 1 f the first millenium B.C.). The above-m
elatively short period in the second half o : :
?icl)ned exzmples of Slav. sk-/x- doublets show, however, that the change sk > x must
been effective long thereatter. . .
hav’l?heechange sk > x i connected with one more problerp: the issue of s-mobile (§ee
e.g. Martynov 1968: 94). Since every initial sk- can theoretically bek (s)k-, th; a:.tematxye
ou cithe ile i tructed in Pokorny’s dictionary in
ces of x can be either sk or k. S-mobile is recons ‘ i
S;(())u"r/teof all IE roots in s-, or in 30 from 40 examples in Bruckner 1923, Orll the.ofher
hand, plausible etymological doublets with k-/x- alternations Zre Vay?fqrent );altr:;s::l;g
’ i F PS *xrénw or kosté from OCz. chvosicisce are -
(examples like Cz. kfen from : e e later sub-
ituti av.-IE parallels are considerably
titutions of &- for x-), and also plausible Slav. / :
i,;—/l;i The cited examples are PS *xvorsts ‘brush{wood), shr;bsz3 3a38)a%a§nit ObHS) h((;;vé
‘ 1 ’ -to- (Pokorny 1959: , xobo
‘bushes, shrubs, thicket’ from IE *kyors-to- ( ‘ !
ibly inst Li oti ¢ ” where, however, the IE root is recon
ssibly xabw) as against Lith. kabéti ‘to hang’ where, ‘ ’
S:)rixscfeg with s-mobile (Briickner 1923: 238 starts from BS *(s({kabt: ;c; hani ubp; e‘llt]tsgi
ile | i i *(s)ka(m)b- ‘to bend’, c.f. Slav. sko ,
while Pokorny cites the Lith. word under *(s) “to bend’, c.f. $ poba oo
1 f PS *xotéti ‘to want’ with Lith. keréti
clamp’), and perhaps also the connection o ‘ 5. 208 which
i i : ; : 66, 73; 1939: 212 and 1968: ,
tend’ (Briickner 1923: 228; Machek 1930: 66, 73; .
Kz)weve(r is not persuasive enough (to the etymology of the thh. word segtF:ta:etrlf}leé
1962—19’65' 247). Other exmples are even less plausible. We can infer gr(t)gntl \ ! feauy
. decisi i f sk- ) k- into x-, and that w
initial s- played a decisive role in the change ofs-k or (s) R
ilr::llla\lw?thpthz change sk > x and not £ > x. Admittedly, Machek a;lvl())cafs thcle t}ge:g}sl
i i i Machek 1939: 175-185), but he only ba
of an affective change k > x (in particular ’ . o only bases
i i 2 ¢ s (cf. Cz. chomoly alongside komoly, -plachn
t on several internal Czech examples (cf. Cz. ¢ : g
;l(())ngside -pldknout). Otherwise, his examples are not pe:s;xajlveb— .thesis arziiﬁrtt;dtltllz
ic origin, Lith. sklanda — PS *xlpdw obviously p ]
BS parallels of onomatopoeic origin, I . ‘ y point to e
[ hati can be explained by assimilation,
hange sk > ch, rare Slav. *cochati from *koc : ned & '
CSI:\I/l f—; [E parallels are dubious. All this shows that even if we admit an affective change
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k > x in a certain phase of the development of Slav. languages, its operation in (Early)
PS period is implausible.

Slavic x- — IE *sg-, *g-

In 1961, a resourcetul and original solution of the problem of Slav. initial x- was set
forth by talented Ukrainian linguist [11ié-Svity¢. In effect, it is a slight correction of
‘Siebs’ law’ (Siebs 1901) which says, in principle, that if an IE root began in a voiced
consonant, its doublet with s-mobile began in s + unvoiced consonant. Iig-Svityé
notices that the evidence for Slav. sk- from IE *s + g and *s + gh is very poor, if any,
and he concludes that the regular reflex of IE *sg- a *sgh- is Slav. x-.

It is no wonder that this systemic solution was well received by a number of
scholars who reproached previous theories (like that of Briickner and Machek) for
an incidentalness of the change and opacity of the conditions under which the change
took place. It was accepted e.g. by Schuster-Sewc in his dictionary (1978: 370), and
it was considered indisputable by Andersen (1980: 19) who explicitly claims: “The
correspondence IE *s + g(h) — Sl. x- is established on the basis of sixteen reliable
examples and, like the correspondence *s + g(h) — Baltic sk- is past dispute.” From
a theoretical standpoint, this conception is ingenious; let’s look, however, at whether it
is really founded on reliable evidence (cf. also Martynov 1968: 95n.).

First of all, it is necessary to point out that those “sixteen reliable examples” exemp-
lify the correspondence of Slav. x- with sk- in other IE languages, and are based on the
former theory of Briickner. [1li¢-Svity¢ starts his argumentation with them, but they
themselves cannot prove anything new. Afterwards, the author presents 8 examples in
which Slav. s&- corresponds with IE *s&- in order to show the questionability of the rise of
Slav. x- from IE *sk-. Only then does he provide examples that are supposed to corrobo-
rate his new hypothesis. He starts from the assumption that words beginning in original
sk- (in Slav. x- or sk-) must have at least partial doublets without movable s-. In his view,
the analysis of these doublets shows that the words with an initial x- (allegedly from sg-)
in Slav. correspond with forms in g-, gh- in IE languages, while Slav. words with an initial

sk~ correspond with doublets in k- as expected. Let us examine author’s five examples in
which Slav. initial x- corresponds with IE sk- (in author’s view from *sg(h)- and g(h)-).

Slav. *xuds ‘poor’, Lith. skiisti ‘to become ill’, Latv. skaust ‘to envy’ — Lith. gadsti
‘to complain, to moan’, Latv. gaust ‘id.”, Olcel. gauda ‘to curse’ {IE *ghoudh-)

Slav. *xrusts ‘cracking’, Lith. skriaudiss ‘fragile, brittle’ - Lith. graudus ‘id.’, OHG grioz
‘gravel’ (IE *ghreud-)

Slav. *xorbre ‘brave’, Latv. skarbs ‘rough’ — Olnd. pragalbhd- ‘bold, courageous’
(IE *ghorbh- or *gorbh-)

Slav. *$urati ‘to move clumsily’, Lat. scaurus ‘being flat-footed’ - Slav. guriti ‘to bend

down’ (Serb. giiriti se ‘to slouch’, giirav ‘bent’, gitra ‘hunch’), Gr. yupds ‘sehnuty’
(E *geau-r-/*gou-r-)
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Slav. *xotb ‘taste, appetite’, W. chwant (< *skant) ‘greed’ — Arm. xant ‘strong desire’
(IE *gha-n-t-)

The first equation is implausible from the semantic poim of view. F }36 quoted wto.rdi
with initial g- are usually explained as onomatopoeic (Slav. gust{h to playda 8 ralrr:,
i ’ Pokorny 1959: 403, 449). The second exam-
instrument” would belong here, too) ( : The secon o
1 ds of onomatopoeic nature, and the equation
ple operates with wor . : ¢ s e oo
lav. *rorbrv with Olnd. praga

count too much. The connection of S . I s pre
i : ; : 204), and was admitted also by Po y
d earlier by Machek (1939: 197£; 1968: 204), : ’ :
}()109S§9' 428). Olnd. word, however, is deduced from IE f“ghel— to call, cry (Pc_)korgy.
l.c; Mayrhofer 1956-1980: 1, 330), and even if we admitted somehow' its relatlons t1p
t'o élav word, Latv. skarbs definitely could not belong hgre (together with E. shqr;;l e ci
is froml [E *(s)ker-). The fourth, original equation, which 15: bas?d on two perlpf era
Slav. words, encounters semantic difficulties again. Slav. *su;ﬁatz )- attested,tzsbeallg s;

: " i ing ‘to shuffle (one’s feet)’ ~ seems

[ know, only in Cz. and Pol. in the meaning - seems L one

, ive ‘motion-imi ’ ds, comparable with Cz. courat
the group of expressive ‘motion-imitative’ Words, compat ¢
E(t)o loeitgr’ ;)oulat se ‘to sidle along’; the most logical derxvatlo(ril of SOllllth tS}}avﬁ t%L:r ez;z,
, i ient: is £ *oeu- “to bend’. Finally, the -

i can accept its ancientness at all, is from IE *geu ‘ !

;frr‘:lvje operatesf) with the old, but phonologically disputable equation ’:thb with opaque
W. chwant and Arm. xand; the former being deducefi more frqm [E *suent-. i
‘ Another group of five examples introduces equations in which SlaY. x- corrf?spg?
with 1E g-, gh-. In ILi¢-Svitye’s view, these examples reflect s-mobile only in Slav.

languages. o
Slav. *xoldw ‘cold’ — Slav. Zeldv (OCS slédica “frozen snow’), Goth. kalds ‘cold’,
Ger. kalt “id.” (IE *geldh-/*goldh-)

Slay. *rvosts ‘tail’ — OHG questa ‘bunch of leaves, broom’ (IE *gues-t-)

M * b £ k3 * -
Slav. *xwlbiti ‘to boast’ — Lith.d. gulbinti ‘to praise’, Olcel. gjalp ‘swagger’ (IE *ghlb
/*ghelb') i 1
Slav. *$ala (< *xéla), *xalv (S. $dla * joke’, Cz. sdlit “to delude’; Russ. naxdl ‘insolent
fellolw’) — Arm. xal ‘game’, Gr. ydli¢ ‘mocker, scoffer’ (1IE *gha-I-)

e’ gre ¢ : to nurse’ (IE *ghou-)
Slav. *xovati ‘to protect, to nurse’ — Lat. fovére "to warm up, (

All these etymological connections appear in the literature though somf are rrg:ft é);at?;,
i 1 ini f probability is more or less retiec
ble than others (in my opinion, the degree of p bilit .
f;u: Zrder of examples), and particularly the first equation 1slvery pl':lusxl}a\lf. (t)hr; E:ea;);h;;
it i i - i -ured only in Slav. roots while
d, it is hard to believe that s mobile occure ily | - 100ts Wh :
?rir(l:es lof it in other IE languages. Martynov also criticizes Hllc—SVlt)t"L slcogcep(;loniizr
i i Xi f other doublets of voiced ana voice-
another thing — he does not mention the existence 0 .
?ess than thogse which are connected with movable s (Magyn(;v t1 96%P9r7zuel.bgi.slgsswl:;1{7
jca ¢ ’ inst Lith. gulbé, Latv,, . .
‘gswan’, Russ. kolpica ‘young swan’ as agains . : o
’ issi ' - ain the main argument to
Thus, the missing Slav. reflexes for IE s + g(h) rem ‘ :
[lli¢-Svity&’s theory. Lith., on the other hand, displays both internal doublets like
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skudriis ‘quick, bright, clever’ — gudyiis ‘bright, clever’, and Lith. - Slav. doublets like
Lith. skildndis ‘pork stomach stuffed with minced meat (Lith. meal)’ - PS *elodvks
‘stomach’; Lith, (older) skrdoblas ‘hornbeam’ ~ PS *grabv ‘id.’. Nevertheless, I1li¢-
Svity¢’s attempt to solve the problem of initial x-, however resourceful and respectable
it may be, does not supply sufficient material evidence — it shows some plausible
parallels with Slav. x- and IE sk- on the one hand, and with Slav. x- and IE g- on the
other hand. An etymological interconnection of these parallels through s-mobile cannot
be considered successful.

Let us look, however, once again at the instances with Slav. x- corresponding
to IE *g-. It is particularly the above-mentioned PS *rolds as against Goth. kalds,
Ger. kalt *cold’ (IE *golHdho-), further related being Lat. gelidus ‘id.”, from IE *oelH-
‘cold, to freeze’. It is one of a few Slav. words with x- whose relationship can be
confirmed as reliable, Unfortunately, the interpretation of its initial x- is complicated
by Lith. $dltas ‘id.’ which must be reconstructed with an initial *k’(Lith. -r- as against
Slav. -d- has a parallel in another pair of adjectives: Lith. tvirtas — PS *tverdy ‘hard’).
Although both reconstructed variants of roots (namely *gol(H)dho- and *k ‘ol(H)dho-)
are considered etymologically identical, the very fact of their existence does not enable
an unambiguous interpretation of the rise of the initial x- in the discussed word (see
XOLDb).

The rise of Slav. x- from IE *o- (or possibly *sg-) would be more credible if we
found Slav. g-/x- doublets — analogically to sk-/x- doublets discussed in the previ-
ous chapter. As far as | know, there is only one instance of this kind, and even that is
questionable — PS *grobots (represented by Cz. h#bet and Pol. grzbiefy and *xroboty
(represented by e.g. OCS xroboto, S./Cr. hrbat, Russ. xrebét, Slk. chrbdr). The vague-
ness of this doublet is well documented by contradictory explanations in the reputable
Trubacdev’s dictionary — it states s.v. *grobuty that the form with g- is primary, and
questions the autonomy of the form *xrobote (the relationship of both forms is not
satisfactorily explained). PS *groboty is further connected with *grebti; the original
meaning would have been ‘comb’ (ESSJa: 7, 162). On the other hand, s.v. *xrebote
makes no mention of forms with g- at all. The word is connected with evidently close
*xribv (OCS xriby ‘back, ridge’, Sln. hrib, Cz. chiib ‘hill’), and the basic verb is found
in *skrebti ‘to scrape’. In this connection, Pol.d. skrzybiet is considered a possible relic
having preserved an original sk- (ESSJa: 8, 108).

Though the latter etymology can hardly be accepted without reservations, the idea
of primariness of the forms with g- s even less plausible — not only in view of related
words like *xribe and *xribote, but particularly because of the distribution of forms
in Slavic languages. The forms with &- are only in Cz, Pol. and Plb., and in view of
OCz. chrbet and OPol. krzebt, krzebiat, chrzebt, chrzebiet they seem to be second-
ary in Cz. and Pol. They might have developed by contamination with continuants of
PS *gvrbv ‘humpback’. The etymological connection of this word with PS *trebotn
was proposed by Machek (1939: 200), but his explanation *gbrb- > *rreb- is hardly
acceptable.

To exemplify the change g > x in Slav. languages some point to Cz. (expressive)
chitan, d. chrian, OCz, chrtan, chitén, kFtin, alongside neutral hrtan, OCS grutans
from PS *gwrians, *ewrtans. This example, however, is even less conclusive than
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the previous one. The word appears in various forms in Slav. I-anguages,. a voiceless
initial is besides OCz. also in Pol. krfan. A substitution £ ~ x is then quite ‘com(ringn
;n OCz. Berneker (1908-13: I, 372) explains that Czech forms were contaminated by

QCz. chr(s)tdalek, chftdalek, kitdlek ‘cartilage’.

Slavic x- — IE *s-

In view of the fact that IE *s is a main source of Slav. x in non-ir.lit.ia..l pOSlt‘l(‘)n, one
would assume that a number of explanations of Slav. x-in wor.d-xr.nt'xal plosmoél ar;
connected with it as well. What is found are explanations of mdu{ldua v;grhs at
hoc, but no coherent theory. Some instances are explained by the ruki r.ulc w 1(; ac s;
thrc;ugh prefixes or even through the last sound of the previous word in a set lexica
connection. .‘ ]
The most famous and most frequently accepted exampl’e o‘f alte,matxocrll of E.;li]v. ‘Jioane(:
IE *s- is PS *xoditi ‘to go (repeatedly)’ as against Gr. ?I&hogSIWay , gln é?::; L;qlly gx
; 1 ‘ ’ IE *sed- ‘to go’. The Slavic chang ally ex-
somewhere)’, ut-sad- ‘to leave’ from | : ]
;(ﬂained by impact of prefixes like *prei-, *per-, *ou-, after which ruki rule was applied

> x) (for details see XODITI). ' o o
¢ O)tcl)xe(r(;rlausible examples are as follows (for details see entries in the dictionary part

of the work). | |
PS *vvéjati ‘to tremble, shake"~ Lith. sv’ajo’ti ‘to dream’, originally ‘to wander around’,
E. sway from IE *suei- ‘to swing, sway

PS *vorv ‘ill, debilitated’ —~ Av. hara- ‘wound, injury’, OHG sweran ‘to hurt,
suppurate, swell’

e ed
PS *xroms ‘lame’ — Olnd. sramd- ‘id.

PS *xwrtve ‘greyhound’ — Olnd. syrd- ‘hunting’ ,
Lith. saftas ‘yellow-brown

Other examples of etymological connections of Slav. x- and IE ’f‘s' are less credltbil;;
they appear mostly as less plausible alternatives to other explanations. See e.g. entr
RMb, XbBBTS. o
XOThere are only a few s-/x- doublets in Slav. 1anguage‘s. Attenuo? is pdld’ t‘o fz. chm(z;.ra_
‘dense cloud; worry’, US, Pol. chmura ‘cloud’ alongside Cz. posgloufny % p(imry,retl‘asd
, ’ ‘ ’ ] i ‘dark’. This doublet is not interp
I’, Cass. smura, smyra ‘cloud’, Russ. smuryj : ted
E;xaequivocally {see XMURA), but the change s > x seems plau31ble. I;e‘re.hljet,?z C‘(:,I;:Ll;
i 1 i atopoeic words: Cz. svist ‘whistle, ,
sive doublets include expressive and onoma rds: C ! s, e
i SWi, ] 51 z. (older) chvistati ‘to whistle’, Pol. chwist,
ish’, Pol. swist, Russ. svist alongside Cz. (o ’ - ', Pol. « '
;‘less.d. xvistat’or Cz. (older) chlopati ‘to lap up, slop alongs‘lde slczpa;zb 1d.’, cﬁl(;ﬁel:
‘simple trap’ alongside Russ.d. slopéc ‘id.” and Russ.d. xmyz ‘low shrubbery’ whi

explained from *smyz» (ESSJa: 8, 46).
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Slavic x- — IE *k’-

The idea of the rise of Slav. x- from IE *k - took a long time to appear as an alternative
to previous theories. An apparent reflex of IE *k’ was Slav. s, and though there are
known exceptions to the sarem change, they never resulted in Slav. x. The most
plausible equation, PS *xoldw as against Lith. §dlras, was inconsistent with the facts of
other IE languages, which did not point to IE k. Usually, it was interpreted in another
way. Machek (1938: 190-193) adduced four examples showing how, in his opinion,
Slav. x- corresponds with OlInd. §- (Slav. xroms, xorna, xomotrs and xalpga), but he
assumed a development k> & > x in Slav.

In the year 1968, V.V. Martynov re-focused attention back to the rise of Slav. x in his
book on Slavic and Indo-European accommodation. He rejected the existing theories
about the secondary rise of PS x, and argued that PS x is of a solitary origin dating
back to pre-Slavic times. He based his arguments on Martinet’s proposition that new
phonemes emerge when some distinguishable marks are transmitted from one segment
of speech flow to another (in Martynov’s terms “linear modification”). Alternatively,
phonemes emerge due to the rise and the consequent consolidation of new sounds in
connection with the borrowing of foreign words (Martynov 1968: 99). Martynov thus
comes to a problematic conclusion that new phonemes do not rise from positional vari-
ants of old ones, and PS x then must be a continuation of a pre-Slavic x.

Martynov thus incorporates some of earlier Merlingen’s views. The essential
methodological distinction is, that Martynov does not reconstruct the velar spirant
outside the framework of the traditional IE consonantal system; he finds it inside the
system, in the controversial three series of IE velars. By virtue of a quite complicated
argumentation based on the general theory of accommodation, Martynov infers that
the difference between £, ¢’, g’h and k, g, gh could not be the opposition palataliza-
tion/non-palatalization; if so, both series would merge in positions before front vowels
(Martynov 1968, 88). Traditionally, &', g, g’h are considered palatalized velar (gut-
tural) plosives. Their qualitative distinction against pure velars in the position before
a front vowel thus must have been in the absence of one of these marks. The idea that
they are non-guttural is out of the question because they are reflected as pure gutturals
in the languages of the centum group. The same applies to non-palatalization because
these consonants are reflected as sibilants in the languages of sarem group. The only
possible alternative in Martynov’s view remains the reconstruction of the series of

palatalized guttural non-plosives, in other words fricatives x’, #’, H". This assumption
is supposedly corroborated by the fact that this series is mostly reflected as fricative in
satem languages. Because of the symmetry of the system, Martynov even reconstructs
a fourth series x, A, H, which includes laryngeals (1968: 91).

In another part of his book, Martynov addresses the problem of IE s-mobile. After
assessing the existing explanations of this complicated matter, he comes to the conclu-
sion that the alternation of an s with zero (#) may be interpreted as an alternation of an
s and a laryngeal in the beginning of a word, in his reinterpretation as an alternation s/x.
This explanation offers the following sources of PS x (Martynov 1968: 105):
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IE
1l x

2. sx/(s)x (x)x

3. skix(k)

4. slixl PSx

5. srixr

6. sm/xm

7. snlxn

This is an outline of Martynov’s inferences on thfa basis qf the intemal‘ reconstruc-

tion and theory of accommodation. In the last sc‘:Ctmn ‘of his work he m.es' C;odpro:e
these inferences by means of the external comparison. The examples are divided up to

several groups. . ‘ ’ ‘
From the heuristic point of view, the most important 1s the first group, which com

prises examples of the correspondence 1E &'~ PS x. Still garlier, Marty.nov adducesi
several Hittite-satem parallels in which Hitt. h corresponds with the expecle:i r,esponses
of the traditional IE k’. The actual examples for the correspondence of IE *k'~ Slav. x
are following (1968: 109£.): )

PS *xaloga (OCS xalgga ‘hedge’) — Olnd. sald- ‘fence, hedge’, sala- ‘shack, house,
chamber’ (IE *k’el- ‘to cover’)

PS *xoldw ‘cold’ — Lith. §dltas ‘1d.

PS *xolova (OCz. cholava ‘abit of fabric for binding of stockings’, L78 chélowa, cholz‘Jwy
‘trousers’, Russ. xoljava ‘high boot”) — PCelt. *colu (Ir. culaid ‘pall’), OHG helawa ‘oat
chaff’, Goth. huljan ‘to cover’ (IE *k'el- ‘to cover’) | |
PS *xolps (OCS xlapv ‘slave, servant’) — Lith. Selpti v‘to help’, Ger. he[/c‘zn 1d;
(IE *k’elb-/k’elp- ‘1d.”), the alleged semantic parallel in Olr. mug, maug ‘slave’,
Bret. mao ‘boy, servant’ — PS pomagati “to help’, all from IE *magh-)

‘food’) — Lith. $érti ‘to feed’ (IE *c’er- ‘to

PS *xorna (South Slav. xrana, Plb. chorna .
feed’), word-formation parallel in PS *sterti — *storna

— O] svayati ¢ ens’, Gr. ko “to be
PS *xovati ‘to nurse, protect’— Olnd. $vdyati (he) grows, strength

pregnant’ ( 1E *k’eu- ‘to swell”) , ,
PS *xudv ‘poor, thin’ — Lith. Sirdas “dirt, dung’, Latv. siids ‘id.’ (I}E *c'udh/ 1k ?zlih;g,
semantic parallel in OCS skvrena “dirt, spot’ — Russ. skvernyj ‘mean, ugly’, At
k‘akor ‘dung’ — Gr. kaxdg ‘bad’ ,
PS *xérw (Cz. Sery, Pol. szary, ORuss. sérv, Bulg.. ser® ’grc.ay’ ‘) - O’Icel. harr ‘grey, old’,
stangl. har ‘id.”, Mlr. ciar ‘dark brown’ (IE *k ‘eiro-/k’oiro dark’) |

t al.) — OHG huolen ‘“to deceive’,

Saliti salit “to delude’, S./Cr. Sdla ‘joke’ e to
R e € *’6l- ‘to delude, deceive’)

OE. holian ‘to slander’, Gr. knléw ‘to enchant’ (IE
PS *sarv (OCS Sare ‘colour; artist’, S./Cr. §dr ‘colour, colourful’, Ukr. Sarity *to go
red’ — Olnd. $ard- ‘colourful, motley’ (IE *k ‘e-ro-)

PS *$estv (Russ. Sest ‘long pole’) — Lith. §ékstis “wooden pitchfork with bent prongs’,
Olr. cecht “wooden plough’
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PS *§ibati (OCS Sibati ‘to whip’, Russ. Sibat’ ‘to throw’, Pol. szybki ‘quick’) — Olnd.
§ibham ‘quick’, OHG heiftig ‘swift’ (IE *k 'eibh- ‘quick, swift")

PS *§ipw (OCS Sipvks ‘(rose) hip’, Bulg. §ip ‘arrow’, S./Cr. §ip ‘edge, pillar’, Russ. Sip
‘prick, thorn’, Cz. §ip ‘arrow’) — Olnd. $épa- ‘tail, penis’, Lat. cippus ‘stake, column’
and scipio ‘stick, crutch’, Gr. axinwv ‘id.” (IE *(s)k eipo-)

PS *Caxnoti, daxati (Russ. Caxnut’ ‘to languish, fade away’) — Lith. kaéti ‘to weaken,
fade’, Olran. kasu- ‘small, futile’, Ger. hager ‘thin, skinny’ (IE *kak - ‘to grow thinner”)

PS *kyseéti (Russ. kiset’, Ukr. kydity “to swarm’) — Lith. kuséri ‘id.”, Gr. koxdw ‘to mix,
whirl’

PS *paxati (Bulg. paxam “to sweep’, Sln. pdhati ‘to blow’, Russ. paxat’ ‘to blow gen-
tly, sweep’ — Lith. pudsti ‘to adorn, decorate’, Olcel. faga ‘id.’, Dutch vagen ‘to clean’
(IE *pek’-/pok-)

PS *paxw/pazv (Bulg. pax, Russ. pax ‘armpit’, Cz. (older) pach ‘groin’/ OCS pa-
zuxa ‘armpit’, Sln. paz ‘point of contact, seam’) — Olnd. pdsa- ‘noose’, pasita- ‘tied’,
OHG fuogen ‘to connect’/ Gr. zdyn ‘trap, snare’, Lat. compdgés ‘connection, bond’
(IE *pak’-/pag'-)

PS *pléxw (Cz. ples, US pléch ‘bald (spot)’, ORuss. plésive ‘bald’) — Lith. pleike,
pleiseé‘bald spot’

PS *polxv (Bulg. plax, Ukr. polox ‘fright, confusion’, Cz. plachy ‘shy’) — Lith. pdlsas
‘pale, yellow-brown’, Lat. pallor ‘paleness, fright, horror’ (IE *palk’-7)

PS *ré&giti (OCS résiti “to loose, liberate’, Cz. Fesit ‘to solve’, Pol. rzeszyé ‘to bind”)
— Lith. raisyti ‘to bind’, Latv. rist ‘id.” (IE *reik’-)

Martynov’s twenty examples (13 for initial x-) certainly represent a good number.
Moreover, only a few etymologies can be regarded as markedly unconvincing (xovati,
polxw, paxati and xudhb). The other etymologies can hardly be challenged formally or
semantically, though alternative explanations can be preferred in many cases.

Another group of examples presents correspondences IE *s/# ~ PS x:

PS *xabw, xabina (Ukr. xabina ‘rod, switch’, Cz. chabi ‘brushwood, bushes’, Pol. cha-
bina ‘switch, twig’, with a contaminated suffixation Russ. xabazina ‘stick, pole’,
Uka. xabz ‘elder’, Slk. chabzda ‘id.” from PS *xab-bvzw) — Lat. sambiicus ‘elder’
(< *sab-bugos?), sabina ‘thuja’

PS *xlebo (OCS xlebs ‘cataract, watergate’, Russ. xljab’ ‘depth, abyss’) — E. slump,
Olnd. lambate “(it) hangs, sags’ (IE *(s)lemb-)

PS *xlongui, xlaniti (Sln. hlaniti ‘to catch to the trap’, Ukr. xlanuty ‘to eat greedily’,
Pol. chiongé ‘to swallow’) — Gr. dduog ‘larynx, gob’, Aduia ‘abyss’, Lith. ldminti ‘to
devour’

PS *xmurv (Russ. xmura ‘dark cloud, frowning man’, Cz. chmura, Pol. chmura ‘cloud’,
Cass. smura ‘id.”) - Gr. duavpds ‘dark, weak’
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PS *xodw — Gr. 6d6¢ ‘way’

PS *xoliti (Russ. xolit’‘to bring up, cultivate’) — Lat. alere ‘to feed, bring up’, Olr. alim
‘| feed’, Olcel. ala ‘to feed’

PS *xromw ‘lame’ — Olnd. sramd- ‘id.”

PS *xwrtv ‘greyhound’ — Olnd. srta- ‘hunting, chasing’ from sdrati ‘(he) drives,
chases’

PS *rxvéjati, véjati ‘to tremble, to shake’ — Lith. svajéti ‘to wander, to stagger’,
E. sway

PS *xvors (Russ. xvoryj, OCz. chvory, Cz. chory, Pol. chory ‘ailin'g’) — QOlran. x*ara
cwound’, OHG sweran ‘to ache, to swell’, W. chwarren ‘swelling’, Lat. verruca

‘wart’

141 1 Hoo
Four of these ten etymologies are traditionally explained as Slav. x- < IE s- (PS xodb,
xromw, xvéjati, xvors); also the equation Slav. xmura — Gr. auavpog. is ‘well know}rll,
though variously interpreted. Original explanations are those of Slav. xoliti a xertv. The

least plausible are the first three equations — the first one encounters too many fox.fxr?al
and semantic difficulties, the other two operate with words of an onomatopoeic ongin,

and the parallels are not persuasive anyway.
The third group of equations displays correspondences IE *sk ~ PS x

PS *xabiti (Cz. chaby ‘feeble, weak’ etc.) — Lith. skébti ‘to go sour’

PS *xajati (S./Cr. hajati “to care for’, Russ. xajat’ ‘id.”) — Osset. xsajyn ‘to care for’,
Toch. A ske, Toch. B skai ‘id.’

PS *xlodv (Cz.d. chloud ‘stick’ etc.) — Lith. sklanda ‘pale’
PS *xorbrv (Cz. chrabry etc.) — Latv. skarbs ‘sharp’, Olcel. skarpr ‘id.’

PS *xotv (Cz. chut atd.) — W. chwant ‘greed’, Olnd. kanti ‘desire, beauty’ (I‘E *PS
*xrednoti (Cz. chfadnout etc.) — Lith. skrésti “to wrinkle’, Norw. skranta ‘to get

thinner’

PS *xruste (Cz. chroustat etc.) — Latv. skraustét ‘to crack, crunch’

PS *xvoja — Lith. skuja ‘needles’, Ir. scé “hawthorn’

PS *xybati (Cz. chybit, chyba etc.) — Lith. skibti ‘to hurry’, Olcel. skifa ‘to move’,
Olnd. ksipati ‘(he) throws’

PS *sédv (OCS sédw, Cz. Sedy ‘grey’) - Lith. skaidriis ‘clear, bright’, Olcel. heid ‘clear,
bright sky’

PS *$ire (Cz. Sir(ok)y etc.) ~ Goth. skeirs ‘bright, clear’

Most of these etymologies are known from the aforementioned theori'es on the relation-
ship of IE *sk- a Slav. x-. The exceptions (and also the least plausible parallels) are
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the connections of PS *xote with Olnd. kanii- and PS *sédw with Lith. skaidrits and
Olcel. heid.

Other four groups are not directly connected with our topic, therefore I will sim-
ply list them here: correspondences IE *sk’~ PS (s)k, IE *k’s ~ PS k, IE # ~ PS &,
IE *k ~PS k, IE *¢’h ~ PS g.

If we look over the whole Martynov’s conception, we can see that he attemp-
ted to solve a whole series of problems of IE and Slav. phonology — starting from
the reinterpretation of the IE consonantal system, the process of “satemization”
and the genesis of Slav. x to the problem of s-mobile and finally to the exceptions
from the satem rule in Slav. and the problem of an initial £- in well known examples
kost and koza. As to the PS initial x, his theory enables him to interpret it not only
originally as an equivalent of IE (traditional) *k -, but also of *s-, *sk- and #, that is to
say, with a number of equations known from previous theories. Owing to most of the
examples for the correspondence of IE *k’and Slav. x being credible, the material part
represents a relatively strong point of Martynov’s argumentation. On the other hand,
Martynov’s theoretical construction as a whole cannot escape from the criticism (see
e.g. Savfenko 1974: 118). What is not particularly persuasive are the arguments for
the reconstruction of the IE series of velar fricatives (from which only a voiceless one
would be indeed materialized — moreover only partially — as a velar fricative in Slav.),
and the alternation of laryngeal and s as two allophones of s-mobile and the variance
in the word-initial position resulting from it. While the aforementioned resourceful
and simple I1li¢-Svity¢’s theory was called in question because of the lack of evidence,
Martynov’s theory seems to have an opposite problem: there are plenty of examples,
but the whole sophisticated theory gives the impression of a certain calculation and - to
use the author’s own term — accommodation to the problems that were to be solved.
Nevertheless, it is one of the serious and imposing attempts to solve the problem of
Slav. x-, and hence significant attention has been paid to it.

The connection of Slav. x- with IE *k’is also claimed by Schuster-Sewc (2000) in
one of the latest contributions to this topic. His classification of material and the group-
ing of examples also reflect a variety of alternations of Slav. x- (x- : (s5)k- : g/g’; x- :
(s)k-; x- : g/g et al.), but a number of examples are questionable. Schuster-Sewc comes
to the conclusion that the origin of Slav. voiceless x should be looked for particularly in
[E satem &, which could then freely (without a phonological restriction) alternate with
k and g/g’. In late BS, the palatal &’ developed into a palatal sibilant §, which yielded
to Balt. § (Lithuanian) or s (Latvian, Old Prussian), while in PS allophons § (> s) and

§ (> x) came into being. Owing to its facultative character and in the absence of a voiced
counterpart in the consonantal system, the allophone x was phonologically isolated
from the beginning. This resulted into its pushing out to the periphery of the system, and
to the acquisition of affective-expressive functions, which was connected with a certain
proliferation of x above the scope of its original occurrance.

The idea about the double realization of IE k’is interesting. I only add that Slav.
reflexes of IE *s after i, u, r, k and IE *k’then would be a symmetrical counterpart to
those in Lith. (cf. a similar chart on p. 6):
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Lith. Slav.
s after Lu,nk 58 §(>x)
k’ § s:85(>x)
Schuster-Sewc gives the following examples:

Sorb., Russ. Sersen ‘hornet’ — Cz. srien;
Russ., Ukr. §erst” ‘hair, coat’ — ORuss. serstp, Cz. srst (IE *k’er-st-);
Cz., Pol. chmura ‘cloud’~ Russ. smuryj ‘dark’, Cass. smura ‘cloud’, Cz.d. simura (1B
*k'em-),
OCS xladw — OCS slana ‘hoarfrost’ (<*k old/n-);

OCz. krchy ‘left’, Sin. k#§ ‘bushes’ — Cz. krs ‘scrub (tree)’, Ukr. kors ‘cleared ground’
(<*kurk’-);

a group of words on *troch- (Cz. trouchnivy ‘decayed’) — *tros- (trousit ‘to spill’) (with
a dubious assigning of Cz. trocha ‘a bit”) (<*(s)treu(n)k-)

ORuss. §izyj ‘blue-grey’ ~ Russ. sizyj ‘id.” (IE *keig ).

Although some of these equations can be considered suf:cessful, the generalize}non
of the origin of Slav. ¢k from k’can not be accepted. Particularly unsatlsfact'ox“y is an
explanation of Slav. and Slav.-IE doublets in ch-/sk- and ch-/s-, Where the origin from
IE k’is plausible only in a few instances (cf. author’s very questhnable denva,non (?f
Slav. *ch(u)mur-/*s(wmur- from IE *k’em-). Moreover, t.he putatl.v‘e chapge k> x1s
an incidental change — it is not possible to say under which conditions it takes place
and under which conditions &’ changes to regular s. 5 ‘

In spite of the implausibility of Martynov’s and Schuster—.Sewc’s theorle_s abo.ut tt}e
regular bond of Slav. x with IE *k’, both scholars take credit for a collectxor.\ of solid
material which indicates that even a rise of Slav. x- from IE *k’ should seriously be
taken into account in the discussion about the origin of Slav. initial x-.

slavic x- as a prothetic sound

Beliefs in the prothesis of Slav. x- can be based on some relatively plausible :xamplés
in respective Slav. languages. ESSJa uses this explanatxpn for Slav. ""xlamb, xle@a/b,
*clupati, *xlvkati. There are some Bulg. examples with a ;?rot,hetlcv X-, e‘.g. xripam
alongside ripam ‘(1) jump’, xldzgam alongside lazgam ‘(1) §11d§: R xlgcam () hiccup,
sob’, xrema ‘cold’ (see Rejzek 1998: 239). Machek explains in this way e.g. OCZ;
a Czd. chvor ‘keepnet’, which corresponds with Russ.d. vor ‘box-shaped keepnet
(Machek 1968: 211). It is characteristic of these examples, however, that th'e concerned
words are expressive, peripheral, with a restricted areal occurence and w1.th doublets
without an initial x-. A well-founded assumption then is that the fO@s with x- came
into being secondarily, and in the formative period of individual Slavic languages or at
least in the period of dialectally differentiated PS.
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If we try to extend examples of a prothetic x- by Slav.-IE equations, we shall hardly
find something even slightly persuasive. Machek’s conception of an expressive or
augmentative ch- applied e.g. to words chromy, chfib, chvila and chvéti (Machek 1968
s.v. and Introduction p. 13) did not generally win recognizion, moreover there exist
plausible etymologies of the mentioned words. Martynov (1968: 135) mentions the
only example of an alternation IE # - Slav. x, namely Slav. xoliti, Lat. alere ‘to feed’,
which can hardly be really queried formally and semantically, yet it is problematic
because of its isolation.

In sum, it seems obvious that the prothesis of x- could not have taken place earlier
than late PS period.

Résumé of potential sources of Slavic x-

If we disregard the implausible existence of an IE velar fricative, we can see from the
survey of the existing views on the rise of Slav. initial x-, that the following sources
can seriously be taken into account: 1E ks, &, k', g, sk, sk’, sg, s and with certain doubts
# (prothesis); that is to say, 9 sources altogether obtained by a comparison with other
[E languages. However, interpretations of these equations are completely unequivocal,
as gathered from the present material. The point is not only that the relationship of the
words is almost never provable, but also that equations are based on the responses for
[E velars k, g, k’, possibly with an s-mobile. In Slav. and also in Balt., it is just in velar
series that a certain mixing occurs both in the horizontal (a substitution voiced — voice-
less) and in the vertical direction (exceptions from the satem change) (Cariton 1991:
96-97) ~ cf. e.g. PS *slusati, *gluchv and Lith. klausyti ‘to hear’, for which a genetic
relationship is generally assumed.

Theoretically, if we take into account s-mobile, we can reconstruct up to six starting
IE forms with velars as against Slavic forms with x-. If we considered IE labiovelars
and aspirates, the number would still increase. | can demonstrate this situation on the
etymology of PS *xolde ‘cold’ and its reconstructed parent forms:

IE *gold(h)-, based on the comparison with Goth. kalds, Lat. gelidus ‘id.’ and
OCS Zlédica (pre-Slav. *geld-) ‘freezing rain’ (ESSJa, Vasmer 1964-1973)

[E *k’old(h)-, based on Lith. $dltas ‘id.’, Osset. sald ‘coldness’, possibly OCS slana
‘hoarfrost’ (Martynov 1968; Schuster-Sewc 2000)

IE *kold(h)-, based on OCS kladedz, Russ. kolodec ‘well’ (the root is not considered

as parent, but its relationship is generally recognized) (Schuster-Sewc 1978; Machek
1968)

IE *(s)gold(h)-, which does not have a direct material support, but it is a variant of
IE *gold(h)- (11li¢-Svity¢ 1961)

IE *(s)kold(h)- and *(s)k 'old(h)- are pure theoretical constructs, which — as far as | know
— have not been reconstructed as parent forms; on the other hand, the root *gheld- is
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sometimes suggested in view of Olnd. hlddaté ‘it is getting cold’ (Kozlovskij 1888;
admitted by Mayrhofer 1956-1980; Vasmer 1964--1973).

Such examples show that a reliable basis for vx‘fords.with an initial x- m?en. frlom
a supposed IE velar is hard to find. But evena relationship between velgrs and a sibi an;
s and a possible prothesis (#) is knotty due to the 'satem change, s—mobzlg and suppose
k- prothesis in words like kost, koza (even if we disregard some speculative alFem?ttxonz
of initial g~s like *gnéde —*snédw, *glina — *slina etc:). Thus, t}.le de?en.mmatan 0
[E bases for Slav. words with initial x- is difficult even if the relationship is refatively
incing, like in the case of Slav. *xoldv.
Conl?lflg{ﬁ)g\;/s from what has been said so far that it is probably illusory to count on
a unique and regular source of Slav. x-. A characteristic feature (?f the current theorxe?s
on the rise of Slav. x- is a natural tendency to collect the maximum of examples in
favor of a theory (including those being etymologicglly very questlxonable, penphe.:ral,
onomatopoeic etc.), and ignore those examples wk}lch are not §uTtgble for the1 gx:lfcin
hypothesis. Yet only a complex analysis of Slav. le?(lcon with an mxt’l.z.il x—f;ould ea{n 0
more conclusive findings. Such a thorough analysis was Qopg by 1l JlﬂSli (1?1§) (see
Machek 1930: 60), but today its age and difficult accessibility indicate its hmxts.’ Ap
acceptable starting point of the analysis nowadays cquld be tht". Moscow Proto-.Sldw-c
dictionary (ESSJa 8, 7-166), because just the PS lexical fund is of paramount impor-
tance for the explicating this question. It is necessary, howeve?, to alr}epc.l sovme obvious
mistakes of this dictionary first, and to supplement words with an initial §- (from the
igl -} to the researched material. .
On%llzilsjct)he new objective research should be based on a thorpugh etymological
analysis of PS words with an x- and §- inherited from IE. .hmphz.tsxs should be put on
the reconstuction of original meanings of PS words — the point which has been met only
in the minority of the existing etymological expositions of PS x-.
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IV. Etymological analysis
of PS lexicon with initial x-/s-

# tymological analysis of PS words with an initial x- can be based — as I said before

~ on the material of ESSJa (words with an initial §- have to be obtained from

other sources). However, it is necessary to reduce the lexical material, since some
included words are clearly formed after the Common Slavic period (eg. Cz. chatré,
Russ. d. xdlez, xaljuza, Bulg. xrile, xdrbel), or are late borrowings (Slav. xata). A con-
siderable part of the PS lexicon with x- is represented by onomatopoeic words which
have to be excluded from the analysis on well-known grounds (there was a separate
chapter dedicated to them), and at last it is no use exploring evident loanwords (like
xalupa, xIébv, xIéve, xpdogs, xréns, xyza etc.)

The analysis then will concern words (and their derivatives), which are reasonably
considered to be ancient (ie. they are not late Slavic innovations). I aim at giving all
the acceptable explanations of these words and evaluating their probability. Predictably,
this is a controversial matter, and the chosen methodology could certainly be chal-
lenged. T will try to evaluate three characteristics of etymological connections of Slav.
words with their cognates in other IE languages: formal aspect, semantic aspect and
overall circumstances of the equation, particularly areal aspect — each of them being
evaluated in the scale A, B and C. Those sporadic expositions based on a borrowing
from a foreign language, onomatopoeic origin or a derivation from the Slav. base will
not be evaluated like this, but their plausibility will be indicated by their order within
the framework of the expositions of a given word.

When analyzing the formal aspect, [ will consider all the above-mentioned sources
of Slav. initial x- equally. The evaluation A means that a Slav. word formally corre-
sponds with its counterpart; the evaluation B reckons with a smaller formal difference
(in ablaut, in a stem-forming or word-forming suffix and suchlike); major, but still
by common methodological approaches healable differences are evaluated by the
grade C.

The evaluation of the semantic side presupposes a reconstruction of the original
meaning, particularly if there is a variety of meanings in individual Slav. languages. If
the original meaning corresponds with the IE equivalent, I will use an evaluation A.
[f the semantic difference can be healed by common semantic shifts or analogies from
other languages, I assess the equation as B. An evaluation C means a less than persua-
sive healing of the semantic difference.
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As the third aspect, I will evaluate the probability of the relationship within Fhe
framework of IE dialectal areals. It is based on the fact that, for example, exclu;we;
glav.-Gr. lexical isoglosses almost do not exist, \:Vhlle exclusxvc? Baltlo—Slav. lexxcl:a
connections are numerous. An evaluation A is assigned to equations like Slav.-Balt.,
or Slav.-West IE (without Balt., but with more }anguages of West 1E ar'eal. - Gmci.Ci
Lat., Celt.), an evaluation C to isolated parallels like Slav.~Qr. and Sl.av.—Hltt., B wgut
cover an area between these extremes. However, the evaluat}op of thx‘s aspc?ct takes fmho
account the whole context of the equation, e.g. an opaque origin or shm evidence 0 t e
compared word, or the fact that the compared word has a more plausible explanation
incol i ith Slav. x-. 4 .
1nc9rr§§ 2;it;t;llle1:1vark of the etymological plausibility will be obta.im.ed by an arithmetical
mean of the evaluations. In hopes of a finer grasping of the distinctions, .I use eva'lu—
ations A-, B-, C- as well, therefore the final mark also. must ha‘ve dfataﬂed gradmi;1
(A, A-, A--, A/B, B++, B+, B etc.). Certainly, I am -cons'cxous that in spite of the gtate :
objective criteria it is impossible to avoid a subjective view, and that the complexxty'to
the etymological equation cannot be completely graspcc} by the menFloned three cri e~1
ria. Nevertheless, I believe that the final count of evaluations of submitted etymologlya
expositions will testify many kinds of things to thc_e sources pf Slav. x-. (In connec;or}
with the evaluation of the plausibility of etymological equations, I‘retjer to the wo‘r o
Martynov (1963) in which the evaluation of Gmg.—Slav. etymologies in the scale ‘very
plausible’, ‘medium plausible’, ‘little plausible’ is used.)

The structure of the entry: S
Each entry consists of three parts: 1. listing of the forms in individual Slav. lan-

guages, 2. the discussion of possible problems of formal apd particularly semantic
reconstruction (heading Ree.:), 3. etymological expositions in the order of their sup-
posed plausibility and their evaluations (heading Et.:).

XAB-

OCS xabiti ‘to ruin, to spoil’, xabiti se ‘to deny 0.s., to avoid’, oxle‘ufti se ‘t.o decline,
to stop’, Bulg. xabjd ‘to waste, to spoil, to blunt’, S./Cr. (older) habiti ‘to S.p'()‘ll, to Qam-
age’, Sln. habiti ‘to ruin, to damage’, ‘to seize, to steal’, Cz. (older) chabz,tz to ruin, to
spoii’ Cz.d. chabit” “to steal’, Slk.d. chabit (sa) ‘to frolic, to fool arogmid,,‘ ORuss. xa-
biti ‘to reject’, xabitisja ‘to avoid, to steer clear of’, Russ. (older) xdbit’ ‘to catch, to
grasp’

S./Cr. habati ‘to wear out clothes’, ‘to spoil’, ‘to curse’, “to bungle’, Sin. hdbati se ‘to
boast’, Cz.d. chabanina ‘plain, bad meat’

Sin. (older) habéti ‘to grow weak’, Cz. (older) chabéti ‘id.
OCS poxabs ‘dull, shameless’, Cz. chaby ‘weak, feeble’, Slk. chaby ‘id.

S.-OCS xaba ‘damage’, S./Cr. (older) haba ‘damage, detriment’, Sln.d. hc?ba “wing",
Pol.d. chaba ‘jade’, Cass. xaba ‘old house, shack’, ‘skinny cow’, Russ.d. xdba ‘hole in
the road’, Ukr. xdba ‘jade’
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Sln.d. habina ‘thick branch’, SIk. chabina ‘broken branch, thick rod’, Cz.d. chabina
‘rod, switch’, Pol. (older) chabina ‘branch, rod, cane’, Ukr. xabina ‘rod, dry twig’,
Russ.d. xabina ‘river bight’, ‘factory’, ‘big house’, xabynja ‘bad room’

Cz.d. chdb ‘rod, twig’, ‘tops’

Cz.d. chdbi ‘brushwood, wicker, branches of conifer’, Slk.d. chabie ‘brushwood’,
Pol.d. chabie ‘brushwood, twigs’

Rec.:
Words with the root xab- have an unclear formal and semantic base. Most authors
assume that the mixing of several roots took place here. Quite distinctly, a semantic
scope ‘to ruin, to spoil, to damage; bad, feeble’ can be detached. Perhaps, the mean-
ing ‘to steal’ could also be derived from this group, but more likely it is, together with
meanings ‘to catch, to grasp etc’, connected with onom.-expr. words like xapati, gabati,
capati (Machek 1968: 194; ESSJa: 8, 7; Bezlaj 1976-2005: 1, 190; Vasmer 1964-1973:
1V, 215). The connection with meanings ‘twig, rod’ is implausible as well — this group
1s homogenuous enough to be a self-contained group (another question is a relation of
this group to xvbwtb, xvbb2b). The isolated meanings ‘wing’ (Sln.), *big house, factory’
(Russ.d.) et al. remain unclear.

ESJS (10: 576) presents the following outlook of formal and semantic development:
PS adj. *xabv ‘without useful qualities, weak’, derived verbs ‘to take useful qualities
away’ — ‘to ruin, to spoil’, reflexive ‘to deny o.s., to avoid’. It is not completely clear,
however, that the adjective was the primary form, because its evidence in Slav. lan-
guages is rather poor (Cz. and Slk. chaby is attested only from the middle period). The
verbs are treated as secondary by Machek 1930: 89; Machek 1968: 194; Stawski 1952:
L, 58, the opposite view is held by Machek 1957: 154 and ESSJa: 8, 9.

Et.:
1. PS *xabiti ‘to Tuin, spoil’, xab» ‘weak, feeble’ ~ Lith. skébti ‘to turn sour’, skébas
‘sour’, Latv. skabs ‘id.”
The connection of PS *xab» with the mentioned Balt. cognates was introduced by Briickner
(1924: 238) and has been preferred by other scholars, too (Machek 1930: 89; I1li&-Svity&
1961: 94; Martynov 1968: 139; ESSJa: 8, 8; ESJS 10: 576). Inquiry into the semantic
side of the equation shows, however, that the intersection of meanings should be found in
verbs — in folk notions of spoiling of food (for some details see Machek, 1.c.). Semantic
parallels can be found in Lith. skefbti ‘to cut deep into sth; to weaken, to go downhill’,
skiFbti ‘to turn sour’ or in Lat. acerbé ‘1 spoil’, acerbus ‘harsh, bitter’. A formal weak-
ness is the absence of Slav. *rab#i which would exactly correspond with the Lith. verb.
Pokorny (1959: 931) connects these words with [E skabh- ‘to cut’ (LIV: 496 ‘to
scratch, scrape’) which continues e.g. in Lat. scabere ‘to scrape’, Goth. skaban ‘id.’,
Lith. skabéti “to cut, to lop off’, skabiis ‘sharp’. The most plausible semantic develop-
ment seems to be ‘to cut’ — ‘to have a harsh taste’ — ‘to turn sour’ — ‘to spoil, to go
bad’. Snoj (1997: 164) indicates the development ‘to cut’— ‘to do injury, spoil’ which
I consider less plausible.
Evi: B B- A B+ sk-
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2. PS *xabiti ‘to ruin, spoil’, xabv ‘weak’ ~ Lith. kabéti ‘to hang’, kabiis ‘holding
tsli?pt)risingly enough, Briickner l.c. separates the verb from t?e adj. and connects 1%
with the group of Baltic words meaning ‘to hang, to tie etc. 'Schuster-Sewc (1978:
370) prefers this relationship also for *xabv. As to the semantic aspect, the develop-
ment ‘to be slack, weak’ — ‘to hang’ is suggested (ESJS Lc.). We sbould not gverlook,
however, that this comparison works with the meanings of Slav. adj. and Baltic verb. ‘If
we take into account the complex semantics of Slav. Words and the assumed semantic
development (see the previous explanation), the meanings of Balt. verbs do not blend
with them. See also XOBOTb.

Ev.: B- B- A B k-

*cabb ‘weak’ ~ Gr. kwedc ‘dull, faint, deaf’

’31".hli)sseq)flation often appears ir(f) etymological literature (Petersson 1914: 365; Mladenov:
664; Machek 1968: 194; Bezlaj 1976-2005: I, 190; Vasmer 1964-1973: 1V, 214), yet
it is less convincing than the preceding two. An isolgted ereek-Slav. parallel always
arouses suspicion (there are no IE cognates given in Frisk 1960-1972: 1, 847 nor
Chantraine 1968—1980: 528). Also the semantic and formal aspects are not w1'thout
problems. The addition of Lith. kapri ‘to become faint’ (Machek_: l.c.) only comp!lcates
the phonological side (the putative IE *ph), which also applies to the matching of
Lat. hebes ‘dull, faint’, Arm. xul ‘id.” (the putative IE *kh-) (Mladenov: 1.c.).

Ev:. B B C B k- (?)

XAJATI (SE)

Bulg.-OCS xajo ‘to brush sth aside, to defy’, “to kill the time, to loiter arounsl, t?
blunder about’, Bulg. xdja ‘to care’, S./Cr. hdjati (se) ‘to care, to‘p’a)‘l attention’,
Sin.d. hdjati (se) ‘id.’, Cz.d. chajat’ ‘to stroke, to cargss’, Pol.d. chajaé 7 to look f(?r,
to rake about; to stroke’, Cass. yajac ‘to fall (about rain, snow)’, ‘to run’, Sln(’:: Xc,y‘zc
‘to fall (about snow)’, Russ. (older) xdjat "*to curse, to scold’, zto care’, Russ.c{, xa{gt ’ t‘o
rebuke, to reprove’, ‘to interfere, to impinge’, ‘to throw one’s money about’, xdjat sja
‘to fawn on’, Ukr.d. xajaty ‘to leave, not to hinder’

Rec.: ’
Cass. and Slnc. words probably do not belong here (see Bory$ — Popovska-Taborska

2 277). ‘
199lefhe2 ’i/e)rb is attested in most Slav. languages, though Fhfi negative form *nechati
is more common. The question then arises whether the original form 'of th(? verb was
*xajati or *xati with a later extension like e.g. *déti, *déjati. The relationship between
*xajati and *nechati is not very clear. Miklosich (1'886‘: 85,2 1.2) separate'd bpth .wotds,
while Machek (1930: 107£.) started from the negative imperative *pechaj! (in his view
from *nechovaj!), and considered the form *xajati as secondary (South Slav.) (to. ar-
guments for the primariness of *xajati see Martynov 1968: 140). The more plausible
modification of this explanation was suggested by Go.latb (1973: 13.4), who assumes
the petrification of the imperative *ne chaji and its dec‘lmg to t‘he‘partlcle (like in Russ.
pust’), and the derivation of a new verb of the type *vitati, *vitajo.
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Another question is the relationship of *xajati and *Sajati (OCS *osajati ‘to refrain
from sth”), see ESJS 10: 603f.

Meanings in individual Slav. languages are varied, and even opposite (Bulg.-OCS, "

Ukr.). ESSJa (8, 11) tries to deduce all the meanings from an original ‘to totter, to
swing’. Regarding the semantic specification of most Slav. words and their possible IE
equivalents, it is more appropriate to reckon with the basic meaning ‘to heed, to care’
as early as PS period. Via the meaning ‘to interfere, to impinge’ (Russ.d.) we can even
get to ‘to curse, to scold, to reprove’, which is usually separated (Vasmer 1964-1973:
IV, 227 thinks about an expr. variant to *kajati ‘to punish, to rebuke’, Abaev 1971: 13
explains it from Goth. fajan ‘to reprove, to insult’). The transition to the meaning ‘to
caress’ does not pose any problem either. Perhaps, opposite meanings in Bulg.-OCS
and Ukr. could be explained by deprefixation (see also examples in Bezlaj 1976-2005:
I, 190).

Et.:

1. PS *xajati ‘to care’ ~ Osset. xsajyn ‘to care’, Toch. B skai-, A ske- ‘to worry, to strive’
This etymology was proposed by Cop (1954: 227f) and was accepted by Trubadev in
Vasmer 1964-1973: 1V, 228 and ESSJa: 8, 12, Martynov 1968: 140 and Snoj 1997: 378.
Cop adds other words like OE scir ‘employment, care’, OIr. scith ‘tired’, Gr. aokéw “to
adorn; to strive” and reconstructs an IE root *skéi- “to strive’ (unknown to Pokorny and
LIV). Windekens (1976-1982: 429f.) and Adams (1999: 707), due to the pres. forms
skenas, skainam, connect Toch. words with IE (s)k“ei- ‘to gather, put in order’ (s-mobile
not attested outside Toch.), pres. k“i-néu/nu- (LIV: 338). Semantically, however, the

homonymous root (s)k“ei- ‘to perceive, to observe’ seems to be closer.
Ev: B 4 C B sk~

2. PS *xajati ‘to care’ ~ OInd. ¢dyati ‘to observe, to respect’, PS *kajati ‘to admonish,
to rebuke’ etc.

As we saw above, some meanings of PS *xajati coincide with those of PS *kqg-
Jati. This verb is explained from IE k“ei- ‘to perceive, to observe’ from which LIV:
337-339 — on formal grounds — separates another *t“ei- “to pay for sth, to punish’
which is semantically very close to the Slav. verb, and has been identified with *kve;-!
(Pokorny 1959: 636f. et al.). Nevertheless, *kajati as a causative (IE k'di-ie-) can be
well matched with the former meaning (‘to admonish’ = ‘to make observe, to make pay
attention’). Another Slav. verb from the same root is *¢ajati ‘to expect’ (from kéi-).

The verb *xajati makes a similar pair with *$ajati. The meanings of both verbs (see sec-
tion Rec.) are well compatible with the supposed original meaning of IE k“ei- ‘to perceive,
to observe’. To explain the initial x-/5-, we would have to assume s-mobile in the root, and
the change sk- > x- (for *ajati *skéi- > xéi- > Sai-). To be sure, this is the main weakness of
this explanation, because s-mobile does not appear elsewhere in this root in IE languages.
Ev.: B-B B B- (s)k-

Unconvincingly Golab (1973: 134) starts from IE *kséi- (kpéi-) ‘erwerben, Verfligung
und Gewalt woriiber bekommen’ only for *Sajari while he interprets *xgjati as an
Iranian borrowing; the original meaning of both is ‘to hold, to keep’ in his opinion. For
other literature see ESJS: 10, 603-604.
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XALQGA »
OCS xalpga ‘hedge’, S./Cr. haluga ‘bmshwgod, drift—w’icker’, ‘dense “iOOd’. rav1§1ea:
Sin. (older) haldga, haliga ‘weeds, drift—wxcker,'algae , Cz. chal.uha. r?]artl)neha g) ’
(borrowed from South Slav.), but OCz. chaluznik ‘highway man (lurkmgvmt ‘eil us esk,,
Russ.-OCS, ORuss. xaloga, xaluga ‘hedge’, ‘street’,’ l}us's.d. xah,tzka aystack’,
Ukr. (isol.) xalitha ‘algae’, Br.d. xalitha ‘shabby cottage’, ‘wicker hut

Rec.: . o ]
The formation is not very clear; perhaps it has a suffix -oga, in dialects often sub

j 1 inati : . The original meaning seems to be
ect to various contaminations (see ESJS: 4, 215) 1g seems :
J‘hedge bushes (along the path)’ (ESJS: L.c.; Machek 1968: 195), from this via wicker’,

‘driftage’ also ‘algae’ etc.

Et.: o ’
1. PS *xaloga ‘hedge, bushes (by the path)’ ~ Olnd. §ald- ‘enclosure, mound, hedge’,

stla ¢ chamber’, Gr. kalid ‘shack, barn, nest’ '

frcixl: e}tl;rlrlxii:)gy proposed by Machek (1939: 193) (later retracted) and riau}trlogcguzc.e;l;;);
Martynov (1968: 110) (cf. also Gorjajev 1896: 394 and Holub — Kopecny N h.. )
has formal and semantic problems. We have to account for. thf: suffix -oga, w ;c 1S 1o
normally used for the derivation from the nouns. A semantic link seems to lie tke? r?:z:}r]\;
ing ‘hedge’ which is attested in OCS and Olnd. (Pokorny 1959: 553). If w<1a oqblln >he
complex semantics of Slav. and IE words, however, we get to the most p agm € g % :
nal meaning in Slav. ‘bushes (by the path)’ (see above).‘ In cgntrast, IE. v,vor s arel:1 as;h
on the meaning ‘enclosed, covered place’ (IE "fk ‘el- “to hlfig, to veil ).' Usu';xs y, the
meaning ‘shack, house’ in Slav. (Br.) is not considered as orlgm%l (ESJS: 4, 215).
Ev:. C B B B-- k-

Other etymologies are still less plausible, see the survey in ESJS Lc. and a new attempt
by Loma (2000a: 348, 2000b: 87f.).

XATRA

Cz. chdtra ‘rabble’
OCz. chatrny, chaterny ‘shabby, ramshackle, low’, Slk. chatrny ‘poor, shabby

Russ.d. xdtras tja ‘rags’
Cz. chdtrat ‘to get run down, to become delapidated’

Rec.: . o '
One of the words whose PS age is problematic due to the very limited occurence in

Slav. languages. It is possible that the Russ.d. word is not a cognate with the Cz. and
Slk. material.

Et.: L ’ ,
1. PS *xatra, *xatrati ~ Lith. skétrioti, sketrioti ‘throw one’s arms around

This equation (ESSJa: 8, 22) wrestles with semantic problems in particular. The
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supposed semantic shift ‘to extend, to stretch out’ — ‘to decompose’ — ‘to decay,

to
get run down’ tests the limits of acceptability. Major differences are also found when

comparing the formal side (ablaut, stem-suffix of the verb). Lith. verb is derived from

skesti ‘to widen, extend’ (Fraenkel 1962—1965: 804) which does not have a parallel in
Slav.

Ev: C C A4- B-- sk-

2. PS *xatrati ~ Lith.(older) katéti ‘to fade away, to decline’, skototi ‘to be lacking’
This Machek’s explanation (1939: 177 and 1968: 197, cf. also Holub — Kopeény 1952:
139) is even more questionable than the previous one. Besides formal differences, the
main problem is a dubious etymological background of the alleged Lith. counterparts:
Lith. katéti appears as a variant to more common kaséti (Fraenkel 1962-1965: 227),
and isolated skoroti (only in one place in Daukantas) seems to be a misprint or an inci-
dental methatesis for common srokd#i “id.’ (Fraenkel 1962-1965: 912).

Ev: C 4- C- CHt (s)k-

A connection with Slav. *Setati *Satati ‘to walk’ (Ondrug: 255-256) is formally and
semantically unconvincing.

XLEBb

OCS xlebs ‘watergate; cataract’, S./Cr. (older) hljeb, hieb, hljep, hlep, hlip ‘watergate,
damm; cataract’, Russ.-OCS xljabs ‘cataract, stream’, Russ.d. xljab’ ‘depth, abyss’

Rec.:

The original PS form is reconstructed as *xlebs, although there is some S./Cr. evidence
that points to an *-¢&-, Determining of the original meaning is difficult since the Greek
equivalent of attested OCS evidence Katappdrtyg is semantically broad — it can mean
‘waterfall, watergate, sluice-(gate)’ (cf. ESJS: 4, 220).

Et.:

1. PS *xlgbs of onom. origin

For several reasons, my first choice is an onom. origin of the word. This assumption
is based on a considerable variety of forms of the word and on a number of simi-
lar Slav. formations expressing a clicking or knocking sound (PS *vlebati, *xlebati,
*xlgpati, *xlepati, cf. Ijinskij 1916: 159). The comparison with Gme. words like
E. slump or Ger. schlampen *to sip, to slurp’, which are cognate only in the terms
of onomatopoeic and not genetic relationship as is sometimes suggested (Petersson
1914: 378f; Berneker 1908~1913: I, 388; Martynov 1968: 130; Vasmer 1964--1973:
IV, 248} is also convincing evidence. The word would then imitate the sound of water
flowing through the sluice or watergate (cf. ESJS: 4, 220). Trubadev’s objection that

the word is a technical term (ESSJa: 8, 33) is not relevant here (cf. e.g. Cz. kapka
‘valve, flap”).

2. PS *xlebs ‘watergate; cataract’ ~ Lith. skleribti ‘to slide aside’
The main formal shortcoming of this equation (preferred by ESSJa: l.c. and ESJS: le)
lies in the fact that there is no corresponding verb in Slav., and no corresponding noun

54

.
|
|
|

- in the noun. The semantic base of

in Li er, we would expect ablaut o grade' int 0 se ,
1;11 Létlt:x.vMV\?greg \\,Nould have been something like ‘slide bolt’ (from this ‘watergate and
the .
other meanings). "
Ev: B-B A B+
XLODB I N )
S./Cr. d. hlid “club, stake’, Sln. older and d. hlo'd“log’, ‘stick, stakf:, pole’, Srhfgﬁlf;bi

;fa '10;;\/’ Cz.d. chloud ‘stick, club’, Plb. chlod ‘id.”, Pol. d. c‘hlqd potatoe gn ohlrab
?opslzwitho’ut leaves’, ORuss. x/odw ‘rod, stick’, Russ. d. x/ud ‘pole for carrying ,

‘pole, stick’ etc.

form ings in individual Slav. languages
Formal reconstruction is without problems, meanings in individual S guag

point at the most probable initial meaning ‘pole, club’.

ft'];S *¢lodw ‘pole, club’ ~ Lith. sklanda “holt on the door’, Latv. sklanda ‘pale

Slav. and Balt. words formally differ only by a stem sufﬁx (Sl;w. co{~stertr(1) —wiaitt}.] a Vsat:rr:gr
Fraenkel (1962-1965: 809), however, also knows Lith. S/f an as,d e T
(1964-1973: 1V, 246) attaches a meaning ‘pale’. If the Lith. wor h;f,e orived o
Kiésti “to slide aside’ (ESSJa: 8, 38, Bezlaj 1976-2005: I, 197), ?Nek e to start o
ihegmeani11g ‘(slide) bolt’. The semantic development would be ‘sta z ;)n he funetion
£ bolt’ — ‘stake, pole, club’ (cf. Machek 1968: 200), the form could be ‘rg Dac
?o IE *(s)kel- ‘to’bend’. An etymological connection of the Slav. »9v702d1w61t7 2.3 gssj g
attested verb *xlednoti (Berneker 1908—1. 913: 1, 390; Skok 1?71—lsts the, mea,n o,
l.c.) is very questionable; its evidence in Slav. 1§nguage§ suggefethe o
\;/e'aken, to slacken’, which is hardly compatible with meanings o

lgglg.oifélav. and Balt. words are peripheral. and now oceur mostly 1rt1' ;l;ai:i:ic Sﬁ:;g'
times, Olcel. Alunnr ‘roll put under vessels’ is added, but this connecti

sk-
Ev.: A- A- A- i i3

XLbPb, XBLPD | | -
Slk. chlp ‘hair (on the skin)’, Cz. chlup id.’, Pol.d. chtupy ‘hair, fluffs’, Russ.d. xlop

‘(hemp etc.) waste’ ’ ’ ‘ ’
léulg.d. x6upka ‘wisp of hair, cotton, flax etc.’, Russ. xldpok ‘cotton

. E . * .
?S:::vidence in Slav. languages points at two different PS forms - *x»/ps and *x/vpb

The initial meaning is ‘hair, fluff, wisp of hair’.

Et.: .

*xlepb, Xulps of onom. origin o . ) e
é. I:liidzr?r{)g the glaracter of the word and its inconsistent PS tormf t.he 11{1}(]):2:::; e
e:planation is that it is an onom.-expr. word (ESSJa: 8, 41). In my opinion,
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baseis ‘to blow gently, to puff’(cf. also E. fluff ), related forms can be seen in Slnc. chalpac
‘to blow warmly’ or Russ.d. xolpit’ ‘to blow gently’. Cf. also XBLBITI (SE).

2. PS *xvlpw ‘tuft (of hair)’ ~ Latv. cilps, cilpa ‘noose’, Lith. kilpa ‘id”

Machek’s older explanation (1939: 181f.), which is admitted even by the authors of
Balt. etymological dictionaries (Fraenkel 1962-1965: 254; Karulis 1992: 1, 174), is
possible. Semantic difficulties are solved by Machek’s assumption of the original
meaning ‘knot, snarl’, from this ‘noose’ to Balt. and ‘tuft (of hair)’ to Slav. The cases
when Balt. -il- corresponds with Slav. -»/- are not isolated (Machek: L.c.).

Ev: B C A4 B k-

An implausible explanation, and one that is handed down in the Cz. etymological
literature, is that *v»/ps is connected with Lith. pldaukas ‘hair’ (Machek 1968: 200;
Holub — Kopeény 1952: 140). The metathesis and a different ablaut grade count for two
big formal concessions; moreover, the Lith. word is obviously derived from the verb
plaiikti ‘to flow’ (ESSJa: 8, 41).

XMURA

Cz. chmura ‘dense cloud; worry, grief” , SIk. chmiira ‘cloud’, US chmura, Pol. chmu-
ra ‘id.’, Slnc. ymura ‘cloud, shower’, Russ. xmuira ‘dismal weather’, ‘sullen person’,
xmuryj ‘sullen, frowning’, Russ.d. xmuiryj ‘grey’, Ukr. xmuira ‘cloud’

Rec.:
The reconstruction of PS form arouses some suspicions. Apparently, x- alternates with
s- in the beginning of the word (cf. Russ. smuryj ‘dark, gloomy’, Cass. smura ‘cloud’,
Cz. po§mourny ‘gloomy, dismal’). Besides the forms with -u-, forms with -a- also ap-
pear (Slk.d. chmdra, Pol.st. chmara, Russ., Ukr., Br. xmdra); they are usually explained
by contamination with the base which is in Russ.d. mar mar’ ‘mist, swelter’ (Machek
1968: 201; Vasmer 1964-1973: 249; ESSJa: 8,43. S./Cr. (older) hitmoriti se ‘to frown’,
nahumoriti se, nasumoriti se ‘to become gloomy’, S./Cr.d. sitmoran ‘gloomy’ point
rather at original *vumura than at the traditionally reconstructed *xmura (cf. Stawski
1952: 1, 71). It is not sure what is primary — if noun, or adjective.

The semantic side is without difficulties, the original meaning is ‘dark, gloomy’,
or ‘cloud’.

Et.:

1. PS *xmurv ‘dark, gloomy’ ~ Gr. buavpdc ‘dark, weak’

The alluring connection with the Gr. word often appears in the etymological litera-
ture (Martynov 1968: 132; Machek 1968: 201; ESSJa: 8, 44), sometimes Olcel. meyrr
‘brittle, loose’ is added (Pokomny 1959: 701; Vasmer 1964-1973: 11, 694). Slav. s-/x- is
explained from s-mobile; Machek’s assumption that x- is prothetic and augmentative is
much less plausible. The semantic side of the equation is without difficulties, yet I am
rather skeptical about this exclusive Slav.-Gr. isogloss (the addition of Olcel. word is
questionable), which does not have any solid background (cf. Frisk 1960-1972: 1, 88).
See also the above-mentioned question of the original PS form.
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Ev: A- 4 C B+ 5=

Other explanations are implausible, see newly Schuster-Sewc (1978: 387; 2000: 31)
from IE k’e(u)m-.

XOBOTb

OCS xobotw ‘tail’, Bulg. xobdt ‘proboscis’ (from Russ.), S./Cr. hobotnica ‘oct,op‘usl’l,,SLn.
(older) hobot ‘hollow, gnawed out fruit’, OCz. chgbot ‘narrow promontor;;’ ,bt'cu‘t ('1’y
Gebauer with a question mark) (Modern Cz. meaning frqm Russ.), OPol. cho otd al s
Pol.d. chobot ‘bee-seeker’s rope’, Slnc. y*ob*ot ‘fishnet }Vlth,a ‘sack—slzap‘ed gppefn 'age,,
Russ. xébot ‘proboscis’, Russ.d. xdbot ‘tail’, ‘narrow m.let , ‘sleeve’, ths; 0 ’rxlz'er :
‘sack-shaped part of a fishnet” et al., Ukr. xébor ‘fishing tackle made of wickery

Rec.: . . .
The basic PS form is clear. The original meaning probably was ‘tail’; other meanings are

secondary and figurative (ESJS: 4, 221). The question is what i.s the relationship’ of 'the
word to the group of words with a base xab-, nouns with meanings ‘b?anc’h, rod belEr;g
of particular interest. Cf. also the meaning of Russ.d. chabina ‘river bight’. See XAB-.

Et.:
* ‘tail’ ~ Lith. kabéti ‘to hang’

;"'hle)sfor)rcr(:zioéznrtl?ction of both words is rather loose. Brlﬁckner (1923: 238) reco_nstrpcts
BS *(s)kob- ‘to hang, attach’ (Slav. *skoba ‘hooked nail’ would be ’another dznvat;(v;).
Pokorny (1959: 918) adds OE. hop ‘circle’, Olcel. hop ‘small bight’ et z‘xl., an §’XpEde
BS-Gme. words from the denasalized variant of the. root *(;)kfzmb- to bend’. ven
Machek, who often changes his interpretations, consistently insists on the connection
with the Lith. word (1930: 73; 1939: 211; 1968: 202). Brﬁf:kner ‘and Mflchek suppt(l)s;z
the original meaning of the Slav. word to be ‘appendage’ (cf. in particular Mache

1968: 202). |
Ev: C B A B (s)k-

* ~ PS *xab- o
ZA.(}i)i?ecfoczgﬁ)ection with words from the root *xa.b- is questionable. A derlvanpél frg;n
*vabati (ESSJa: 8, 47) ignores a semantic disunity of the verb and the consi ext’g e
variance of all its meanings from the meaning of Slav. *xO'b'OI‘b. ‘The con.necf 10ns,
with *cabiti “to catch’ (Mladenov 1941: 670) or OCS oxabiti s¢ ‘to refrain from

(Briickner: l.c.). are equally semantically unsubstantiated.

3. PS *xobotv ~ PS *xpbati ‘to swing’ ‘ N ]
This connection was introduced by Iljinskij (1909) (cf. ESIS: 4,222, where it is regard

ed as semantically acceptable); it requires an original form *xvobotwv. For rese‘rvat:izor;s?
about this etymology see e.g. Berneker 1908-1913: 1, 391; Vasmer 1964—-1973: 4, 252;

ESSJa: 8, 47).
For other etymological attempts see ESJS: l.c.
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XODITI

OCS xodiri, Bulg. xddja, mak. odi, S./Cr. hoditi, Sin. hoditi, SIk. chodit, Cz. chodit

US chodzi¢, LS chojzis, Plb. chiidét, Sinc. cho3é
H 3 . 5 . 3 A rr ,
Russ. xodit’, all ‘to walk, go’ cho3éc, Pol. chodzié, Br. xadzic’, Ukr. xodyty,

OCS xodb *gait, running, action’ (similar meanings in other Slav. languages)

Rec.:

In terms of the pair *voditi — *xodw, th ion i i
. j » the question is which is primary. S -
ngc;S prefer the verb (e.g. Stawski 1952: 73; Skok 1971—-1975: I 6’r7}:/' gg};_egyrrzlglzo
2111;643011333prle\'§er2 St;e I;10un (Machek 1968: 202; Bezlaj 1976a2,005"I 198" \’/asme)xi
- 11V, ; ESSJa: 8, 49). Besides o-grade there is du :
: 5, also a reduc Sbd-
whose forms were employed in the system of the verb *ii. ¢ reduced grade Su

Et.:

1. PS *xodv, *xoditi ~ Gr. 86¢ ‘way’ ‘
Lrs, L. 000¢ “way’, Olnd. a-sad- ‘to get, to approach’, ut-sad- ‘to
;I;h;t;:dlgonal com%ar(‘ison with the Gr. word dates as far back as Bopp, and even now
rally accepted (e.g. Pokorny 1959: 887, Frisk 1960 : ’
1956-1980: 111, 473). The basic IE root i : : it g aythofer
19 , - The basic IE 18 reconstructed as *sed- ‘to go’, but i i
) .4 [ , but its relation-
Zl;lg tolIE sed- ‘to sit’ is not clear. One mostly thinks about a semantic diversiﬁcalt?:n
o 159139;20t whether by effect of prefixes (Pokorny: l.c., Vasmer 1964«1973' le
C:uzléijha ;2005: l.c)or anew way of transport (ESSJa: 8, 51). The roots, how.ev'e;
could th\/eehoign homo?gér;g: an the difference s - x (besides ablaut) could have re’
onymy (ESJS: 4, 223). Phonetically, the chan initi s
: ‘ , ge of the initial *s > *
usually attributed to the prefixes ending in -7, -u, -r (the ruki rule) altho;agh ;t wo)fllls

probably be the only case of this kind (see itici S

the crit - :
Martynov 1968: 133f. and Ondrus 1981: 251) i by Seuster-Sewe 1978: 390
Ev: 4- A4 B A/B '

L2420, §-

g;lirs?xglanzgions are implausible: an older connection with Olcel gata ‘way between

ces’, Ger. Gasse ‘street” (Machek 1939: 21 1) 1s formall isf i

‘ . ¢ s ‘ : y unsatisfactory, as is a

connection of Ondru$ (1.c.) with South Slav. setarsi ¢ o s with
ction o Le.) ’ . Se to go for a walk’; compariso i

Lat. scando ‘to ascend’, Lith. skéndeti “to be drowning’ (Briickner 1923:p229) :rs I‘:‘;;lh

Ské.sll o eXlCIld tO Op(‘l‘Il (SChuStel-SCWC. I.C. are [l()t convincin elthe[ ])Oth (()I“la”y
4 ) g *

XOLDbB
OCS xladv, Bulg. xlad, mak. lad, S./Cr., Sln. hldd, Sik., Cz. chlad. US chiod

PIb. chidd, Slnc., chiod, Pol. chis . .
‘cold, coldness’ , Pol. chléd, Br. xélad, Ukr., Russ. xdlod, all in the meaning

Rec.:
The reconstruction of the PS form and meaning is without any problems
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Et.:

1. PS *xoldw ~ Lith. §dltas ‘cold, freezing’

If we accept the possibility that x- corresponds with IE *k’- in some cases, there
are no problems in this comparison (see particularly Martynov 1968: 110; but also
Stawski 1952: 70; Matzenauer 1880: 218f.). Machek (1939: 195 and 1968: 198) starts
from a depalatalized *koldw, and there are also attempts to start from the initial *ks-
(Pedersen 1896: 391) or sk- (Briickner 1923: 217 and 1957: 180). For the explanation
of a suffix alternation #/d an analogic pair tverde — tvirtas “hard’ is pointed out. To
support the connection with the Lith. word they also adduce Lith. $alna ‘hoarfrost’,
OCS slana ‘id.’, which are based on IE *k’el-. The IE relationship is extended even
more by Av. sarata ‘cold’, ModPer. sard ‘id.’, Osset. sald ‘coldness’.

Ev: B A A A k-

2. PS *rolds ~ Goth. kalds, E. cold, Lat. gelidus ‘cold’

This explanation that xolds is an expressive variant of the root *geldh-/*goldh- is
preferred by e.g. Berneker 1908-1913: 1, 393; Vasmer 1964-1973: 1V, 256 and ESSJa:
8, 57. The last explains the spirantization g > x as a result of a formal fusion with
PS *golds ‘hunger’. The most serious objection against the etymological identity of
Slav. and Gme. words points out that the Gme. forms with -d- are actually participles
from a verb attested in Olcel. kala, OE. calan ‘to be cold’ (Martynov 1968: 110, see
also Pokorny 1959: 366), while in Slav. such a derivation does not work. On the other
hand, OCS #lédica ‘sleet’, Sln. Zled ‘id.” are adduced to support the etymology from
IE *geld(h). There is no material foundation for 111ig-Svity&’s explanation from initial
*sg- (I11ig-SvityE 1961: 96).

Ev: B A A4 A-- g-

Both aforementioned and equally plausible explanations are often linked together, and
*k’el-/*gel- are considered to be variants of the same root (cf. ESJS: 4, 217 and also

Machek 1968: 198 and Schuster-Sewc 1978: 381; the last two consider some other
less plausible connections). Thus, the parent form of Slav. xold Temains unclear (see

also p. 46).

XOLEVA

OCS xoleva ‘shoe’, S./Cr.d. holeva ‘akind of stocking’, OCz. cholava ‘cloth worn
instead of socks’, US cholowy ‘trousers, pants’, LS cholowa ‘id.’, Pol. cholewa “upper
part of boots’, Slnc. ydlava, Br., Ukr. xaljava, Russ.d. xoljdava ‘id.’.

Rec.:
The formal side is not unequivocal (Martynov 1968: 111 reconstructs *xolova, OCz.

form points at original *volava). As an original meaning, I would postulate ‘cloth as
a footwear’; a semantic shift ‘footwear’ — ‘trousers’ is known from other instances

(Cz. kalhoty, Sln. hldce).

Et.:
1. PS *vol’eva ‘cloth as a footwear, something cut off” < PS *xoliti

In view of the same root *xol-, the connection with *xolifi (see s.v., c.f. XOLUIb)
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seems to be the most plausible, although the question is if the word is a direct derivative
from the verb (ESSJa: 8, 60; Briickner 1923: 235 and 1927: 182), or an independent
formation from the same IE base (cf. Schuster-Sewc 1978: 393). The initjal meaning

then would probably be ‘something cut off’. The addition of SIn. hldce, S./Cr. hlace
‘trousers’ to this group, as if from PS *volcg (Stawski 1952: 1, 74; Schuster-Sewc: l.c)
is quite implausible; these South Slav. words originate in all probability from MLat.
calcae ‘shoes’ (Bezlaj 1976-2005: 1, 195; Berneker 1908-13: I, 387).

2. PS *volova < [E *L’el- ‘to cover’

Martynov (l.c.) starts from IE *#'el- and gives a number of examples of the close se-
mantic relationship ‘to cover’ — “footwear” (e.g. Goth. skobhs, E. shoe and Welsh curan
‘id” from IE *(s)keu- ‘to cover’). The root *k’el-, however, does not display such
parallels; the closest cognates of the questioned word then are Ir. culaid ‘pall’, OE. huly
‘peel, cover’, OHG helawa ‘oat chaff’.
Ev.: B-C A4- B- k-

Romani cholov ‘trousers’ (Miklosich 1886: 86;
borrowing from Slav. (Stawski: l.c.).

Obviously wrong is the deduction from
Machek 1939: 211), the word itself is a

XOLITI

S./Cr. (older) héliti se ‘to act arrogantly, self-importantly’, Ukr. xolyty ‘to clean’,

Russ. x6/it’ “to care for, breed’, Russ.d. ‘to crop closely’, ‘to clean’, ‘to whip’, chdlit sja
‘to amuse 0.5, luxuriate’, “to wash 0.5’

OCz. chldcholiti ‘to soothe’, *

to flatter’ (< *xol-choliti), Cz. chldcholit “to soothe’,
Slk. chldcholit id.’

SIk. pachola, Cz. pachole ‘baby’, Cz.d. pacholek ‘unmarried boy’

, ‘servant, groom’,
Sorb. pachot ‘youngster’, Pol. pachole *child, boy’, Ukr. paxdlok

‘boy, servant’
Rec.:

The verb is actually found only in East Slav.; the S./Cr. w
derivatives are usually considered to be cognates, although the semantic base is uncer-
tain. For the derivatives of the type *pa-xol- I would incline towards the meaning ‘to
crop (closely)’. PS *paxols, *paxolvks would then mean ‘boy (after the first haircut)’,
cf. a persuasive parallel in Gr. xdpog, koipog ‘boy’ from xeipw ‘1 crop, cut’ (ESSJa:
8, 65). The form *paxole ‘baby’, formed by a specific Slav. suffix denoting the young,
would then probably be secondary. Other meanings of Slay. *xoliti show, however,
that we have to look for a broader, more general semantic base. Perhaps ESSJa 8,61)
is right in postulating — irrespective of their questionable formal reconstruction — that
the original meaning was ‘to scrape’, which could have been specified either to ‘to cut,
to crop’, or to ‘to clean, to wash’ and further to ‘to care for, to keep in cleanness’ and
probably via ‘to caress’ also to Cz. ‘to soothe, to console’. In this manner, the meanings
of the reflexive verb can be explained as well - Russ.d. ‘to amuse 0.8., to luxuriate’

(in fact ‘to care for 0.5., to be concerned by 0.5.”), and with another amplification of
a negative assessment S./Cr. “to act arrogantly’).

ord as well as the quoted
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. ffar & .t,,
Et.:S *xoliti ‘to scrape’ ~ Gr. oxdide ‘1 dig, scrape’, Lith. skélti ‘to cleave, to spli
1. PS *xoliti .

nnec t lx()zltl - ]a“lel ”lal[ Wlﬂ[ a ll]()l)lell[a‘l(: l(s-—()l- ([ 5 Sla ] C el]l U‘lk l9‘;8
co Wy Y

’ : ; Pok 1959:
216) — with a large family of IE *skelH , ‘to cut, to cleave’ (L1V: 500; Pokorny

X . ;
£). A formal parallel can be seen in PS *voliti from IE *yelH, (a causative), bu
923f.). A form

i ic side is not without
therwise there are no direct IE parallels with *s{col-.*Tllgelse‘riljggc ixsrllcz ;;in:o o
) i Slav. *skala , :
i i i i take into account that it * ©
e ?“i};earl, irfuj:\fling and that the semantic developm.ent of S"‘lxolzgei/se lc()(;r:npe ;t
keepd t(he i(r)lrc;ﬁ:ated above). At least a partial correspondence w1th1the av.
aS ) e 13 k (3 R
zzfld be seen in Alb. semantic transition ‘to cut” —> tendemesi N
j B 3
Ev.: B- B- A B | - o
2. PS *xoliti “to care, to breed’ ~ Lat. alere ‘to feed, to bring up’, Olr. alim
. X , , |
‘to feed, to bring up ‘ ' . | it this
Ol o ttothiepossibility of a prothetic x- 1n Slay., we must serllouglsy‘die?we o ore
If we accep lso (Martynov 1968: 135). Its most dlsputablg questlon is foe igntre
etymololz)%ly awith the prothesis — a reconstruction of th.e original mﬁgnxnganing e fon
e trmii’ EZsed on the literary Russ. Although the ancxgntness of ‘tfﬁls rlrtlin ng canro!
b breel ded, the explanation of its further development is ‘ra.their di 10;% o 6
behexc ueaniilgs in Slav. languages. As to the relation *xoliti = lpia)f;rzge,rly .
raved. " ip 1 d Celt. — cf. Lat. prolés 8 ] £
imilar relationship in Lat. an r pring
argue}d‘ o a:;m’l_ erllevertheless, the meaning of the prefix '*pc':- remamsotzizcg P
\S)}ll' . wIZ)rr(zlgs (l\)/lls:chek’s assumption (1968: 426) that pa- indicates a m
av.

tion should be rejected). .
Ev.: B B- A- b o it inse,
PS *voliti ‘to clean’ ~ Olnd. kSaldyati ‘(it) washes, cleans’, Lith. skaldauti ‘to nt
3. X0
i : 174 and
B §WIH blematic connection based on [E *ksol- was favored’by }\/Ig:l;eck 2111333‘58]& e
fgéssl?i&s) and then — extended by the Lith. wotr;ll -tl;i I\C/)I;cigyzip;eésim o
elationshi f all three words is questionable: . . &, and the
T}.l:rz;jit;s;;s‘h(lilt))oﬂows’ (Pokorny 1959: 487; Mayrhofer‘ lzs56;1'9k8_()).isl,n i?ezymologi-
w.l t d (which would have had to undergo a metathesis ks- ‘ K e sorpanoton
o Fraenkel 1962-1965: 793). There are als.;ol some seman A
F?Hy illcear St; scrape’ (ESSJa: L.c.) is actually the origin of‘ all ;hree t\zo\:/as,h :
lstuf';};:risis;that all their meanings coincide on an innovated ‘to clean,

ks~
Ev: B-B C ct

0 (prothesis)

XOLKD .
OCS xlakv ‘single, unmarried’, ORuss. xolokyj “id.

. 1 S age.
?ﬁec.;vord is attested only in OCS and ORuss., but apparently is of the PS ag
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Et.:

1. PS *xolkw ‘unmarried’ < Goth. halks ‘empty, vain, poor’

In the past, etymologists have determined that the Slav. word was borrowed from Goth.
(e.g. Uhlenbeck 1893: 485; Berneker 1908-1913: 1, 394; Feist 1923: 178, admitted
by Machek 1939: 211). The semantic difference sometimes seems to be a hindrance
(Kiparski 1934: 277; Vasmer 1964—1973: 1V, 256); to support the connection one can
compare Russ.d. pordZnjaja ‘non-pregnant’ (actually ‘empty’) as against Russ.-OCS
nechlakaja ‘pregnant’ (ESJS: 4, 217). Goth. halks, however, is etymologically unclear

— even the genetic relationship of both words is not out of the question (cf. ESJS: l.c.;
Mladenov 1910: 123f))

2. PS *xolkv ‘unmarried (young man)’ ~ PS *xol-sts, *xol-pv, *pa-xol-

The semantic and formal closeness of the above-mentioned words often leads to as-
sumptions concerning their autochthonic origin (e.g. Sobolevskij 1914: 444; Briickner
1923: 235; Bezlaj 1976-2005: 1, 195), although unusual derivative suffixes cause prob-
lems. The root *xol- is explained in various ways (cf. ESJS: l.c.); the most acceptable
seems to be the explanation of ESSJa (8: 61) from *xoliti in its ori ginal meaning ‘to crop
closely’, that is to say, in connection with the first haircut of boys (see XOLITI). The
close semantic bonds are apparent upon comparing *xolks with Russ. xolostdj ‘unmar-
ried’, Russ.d. also ‘cropped closely’ (Vasmer 1964-1973; IV, 257), and Cz.d. pacholek
‘unmarried boy’ (Machek 1968: 426). *Xolpw, in my opinion, strays somewhat from
this semantic field (although the diminutive *xolpwes in West Slav. semantically corre-

sponds relatively well), and also its formation with the suffix -p» seems to be the most
problematic (see XOLPb).

For other unconvincing etymologies see ESJS: l.¢.

XOLPB

OCS xlapwv ‘slave, servant’, S./Cr. (older) hldp ‘serf, servant’, Sln.d. Aldp ‘com-
mon, coarse man’, OCz. chlap ‘commoner, serf, peasant’, Cz., Slk. chlap ‘(big) man,
fellow’, UL (older) chtop ‘boy’, Slnc. chlop ‘man’, OPol. chiop ‘serf’, Pol. chiop ‘peas-

ant, villager’, Br. xaldp ‘serf; coarse man’, Ukr. xoldp ‘serf’, ORuss. xolopw “id.’,
Russ. xoldp ‘id.’

Bulg. xlapdk ‘boy; dolt’, Mac. lape ‘whelp; dolt’, Sln. hldpec ‘(farm) help’, Cz. chlapec
‘boy’, LS Kopc *id.’

Rec.:

The reconstruction of the original PS form is without problems. The word-formation
analysis, however, raises questions — if we take -pv as a suffix, such a formation in
Slav. is isolated (despite éop 1973: 46 whose evidence is not convincing). The original
meaning of the word is not clear enough. The authority of OCS and other old evidence
speak in favor of ‘slave, servant, man in a subordinate position’ (probably with a certain
social differentiation from a synonymous *orbs). It is definitely more plausible than

starting from the meaning ‘(strong) man’ (Machek 1968: 198) which appears only in
modern Slav. languages.
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fti;S *volpw ‘helper, servant’ ~ Lith. Selpti, Goth. hilpan ‘to help’

The advantage of this etymology is that we steer clear of the 7p£11'cf>blgmdof f‘ ng;gxaéé?
1 : ; din 1894: 274f.; Ondrus : N
larly Martynov 1968: 113; also Pogo '
gccffxfsi:rl-cglewcyl%llzy241f.). Ablaut conditions would be regulfar (o-s;en; in an :r%e?;
ious formal deficiency is the lack of an underlying v .
noun); nevertheless, an obvious . e b
d, analogically, of a corresponding nomen agen . | .
Sliv'ﬁ?h. nomef actionis Salpa ‘help’). Moreover, the Bal?. qnd Gme. rootigdsxgi'reg 512
2§s¥aut (Gmge. p reflects IE b), and other IE cognates are rlrlnss}l‘ng 5Plokomyt > I;mjor
‘ ’ ‘elb- wi tion mark). On the other hand, I canno
adduces IE *k’elp-/k’elb- with a ques the ott v
i i far ¢ ic side of the comparison 1s concerned. Y |
difficulties as far as the semantic si ' e e o)
1 llel: OCS pomagati, Goth. magan R :
e extiom BCAIL ‘slave’, Bret. mao ‘youth, servant’),
¢ ion’ — PCelt. *magus (Olr. maug, mug s ave’, Bret. '
hfeilp’ zmte‘(g;(;r’l all from IE ’i)mgh-. Even if we decline this paral!el (Pokornyg I959I
295 ’29§useparat’es both roots), the semantic transition can b? conm;ierded pllauzll irel.I Et
bvi ing * in a subordinate position’ only develop
is obvious that the meaning ‘slave, man in a su po only developed in I
i inui ial di 1 f. PS *orbw, originally ‘orphan’, Lat. ,
th a continuing social differentiation (c ’ phan :
\c;vrligix?ally probably ‘watchman (of the cattle)’ etc.), and the meaning ‘helper’ could
have been one of the starting points. .
Ev: C B 4 B

. PS *xolpw ~ PS *xolkv, *xolste ‘ P
%‘h{: cor)lcneition with the above-mentioned words (and also with Slav. *pa-chol-) is — due

i jons — quite common in the etymological
bsence of other persuasive explanations - qui the etymolo
E)tetrh;uares:cf particularly ESSJa: 8, 63). The alluring formal agc} semctgtlc mmli&;rzt&/ngf
‘ i i ities: the word-formation aspe -
se words, however, hides considerable opaci - tion @
;i:esrfﬁxes -p-, -k-, -st-), the semantic base (the supposed 0r1g19a1 .boy is noz1 ou}tJ to§'
the question, but in view of the overall semantics of Slav. *xolp® 1t‘ralse“s some ?u sd
'mdcéhe form’al base (the not very clear root *xol-). ESSJa (L.c.) explicates the mentione
words from *xoliti (see s.v. XOLITI, XOLK'b, XOLSTD).

*xolpw < Arab. or other, unknown language . . .
z‘}lzio;s(;épiﬁty of a borrowing is largely discussed. Siawskxf(l9é2. 1,t6§) p(())})nltes ?:VJL tilgit
¢ ’ from the name of subjugated pe s
the name of ‘slave, servant’ often comes : 4 . bich
i 5 this Slav. word). Some authors
. can hardly be put in concrete terms dxscu.ssmg is S v ! .
g?i‘r)‘lllfvafout an Arab. source: khalaf ‘progeny, Chﬂd,‘ family (Racevzi1 1?7?1)(.'01 1*(321 1;;
khalif(a) ‘deputy, protector’ that would have come into Slav. through Turk:
‘slave, serf” (Menges 1959: 187f.; Vasmer 1964-1973: 1V, 257).

P~ Li 311 ¢ >, Goth. skulan ‘id.

*volpw ‘slave, debtor’ ~ Lith. skeléti ‘to owe’, !

:SP; tgg é)ase of the explanation (1), there would be cognates pnl)lzl 1; B(’)a;:i.nzr;dogig;
‘ *— of. LIV: 499), but the formal and semantic shortc
O e e In s iti imi | reservations (lack of a Slav. verb and
tion are bigger. In addition to similar fqrma reservatic

qul:lt“;gmc agfnt noun respectively) there is a problem(atxc sufﬁ)é —;‘.7:1.(3;11\169 ;gm;;g

: ' ¢ ’ Tl :

. d with the unclear Goth. skalks se?vant see e.g. | r

if/lflossia;el‘gg;ing to the family of IE *skel- is questionable. Semantically, this etymology
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is based on the meaning ‘a man who fell into slavery because of debts’ which has sup-
port in ORuss. customs (ct. Machek 1968: 198); the question is, however, if we can also
transfer these customs to the Proto-Slavic, or even Early Proto-Slavic period.

Ev.: C- B- A B- sk-

XOLSTB

OCS xlastv ‘unmarried’, Sin. (older) Aldst ‘bunch of grapes without berries’, Cr.d.
(Chakavian) hlosfina ‘id.” Cz.st. chlasty ‘unmarried’, ORuss. xolostyj ‘single (man or
woman)’, Br. xalasty, Russ. xolostdj ‘unmarried’, Russ.d. also ‘close-cropped’, ‘poor
in blossom (about plants)’, ‘unsown {about field)’

Russ. xolostjak ‘unmarried man’, Russ.d. xolostdak ‘he-fish’

Br. xoloscic’ ‘to crack (a nut etc.) by banging’, Ukr. xolostdty “id.”, Russ. xolostit’ ‘to
castrate’, Russ.d. “to crop closely’, néxolost’ ‘non-castrated animal’

Rec.:

The word is limited to the East Slav. area since the Czech expression is probably a bor-
rowing from Russ., and Sln. and Cr. forms are interpreted in various ways, sometimes as
a product of contamination (Bezlaj 1976-2005: 1, 196). The original meaning is probably
attested in OCS and Russ.; the question is what the relation of the verb is with the mean-
ing ‘to castrate’. We can admit an association with *xlastati, *xlestati ‘to beat’ (Berneker
1908-1913: 1, 394; ESSJa: 8, 65) which is even more explicit in Br. and Ukr. meanings.

Et.:
PS *xvolstv ~ PS *xolkw, *pa-xol-, *xoliti
The areal and semantic closeness of *xolsts a *volkw is striking, but furthermore both
words are rather unclear. The most natural verbal basis of these words seems to be
that of *xoliti, although its etymology and semantic development are far from trans-
parent as well (see XOLITI) — cf. the striking correspondence in Russ.d. xélit’ ‘to
crop closely’ and Russ.d. xolostit’ ‘id.”, xolostdj ‘close-cropped’. The original meaning
would then be ‘boy (after the first haircut)’ (cf.. ESSJa: L.c.). However, the formation of
masculine animate nouns with suffixes -k» and -st» is very uncommon (therefore, the
Gothic etymology is preferred for *xolks). On the other hand, *xolst» seems to have
been originally an adjective, and then some word-formation parallels could be found
(e.g. PS *ul-stv ‘fat’). Cf. also XOLK'B and XOLPD.

To other, very doubtful etymologies see Vasmer 1964-1973: 1V, 258; the same
evaluation must be used for Golab’s complicated explanation from Iranian (Golab
1973: 117).

XOLUJb

Cz.d. choluj, chotoj ‘dried sprigs’, LS chohyj ‘plough’, Pol.d. choloj “stalk, culm, tops’,
Russ.d. xolj ‘servant, footman’, ‘bran, pollard’, ‘a small fence for fishing’, xalij
‘a stone protruding under water in the river’, xéluj ‘scum drifted by water’
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Rec.:

The wor
be reconstructed as
words — seems to be very difficult. In
words from Finno-Ugric languages W
Russ. xolij (Vasmer 1964-1973: 1V, 259).

d is uncertain phonetically and in particular semantic‘ally. The basic form can
*xolujb. Connecting the meanings — partlcula.rly those of Russ.d.
Vasmer’s view, the last three items could be loan-
hich have formally accomodated to the original

Et.:
*xolujb ~ PS *xoliti o
}IZZSJ a (SJ 65) regards *rolujb and its variants as a derivative from(the ro;t *xtohl—.rlnneg;e
’ . _ Tiag 5 1s ‘to cut’ (regarding the -
s view, the meaning that underlies all the wor(}s is
?;lth‘(::rvam footman’ cf. PS *xolp» which ESSJa derives from the same base). Perhaps
thigs can be a,ccepted in combination with the solution suggested by Vasmer (see above).

*kols ‘stake’ considered by Machek 1968: 204 and Schuster-

i ith PS '
e e oT8. 39018 for other explanations see Vasmer 1964-1973: l.c.

Sewc 1978: 392 is not very plausible,

XORBRb

OCS xrabrv, Bulg. xrdbar, mak. xrabar, S:/
(from Russ.), Sorb. chrobly, Slnc. chrqbrl, ‘
xorébryj (Russ. xrdbryj from OCS), all in the meaning

Cr. hrdbar, Sln. hraber, Cz., Sik. chrabry
Pol. (literary) chrobry, Ukr. and Russ.d.
‘brave, valiant’

Rec.: N ' -
The basic PS form is clear; it is usually supposed that it is an -r- extension of the origi

nal *xorbw, possibly under the influence of such adjectives 'like bystrv, ostry, chytre
(Endzelin 1911: 126). The meaning of the word is the same in all Slav. languages.

Et.: ‘ ’
1. PS *xorbrv ~ Latv. skarbs ‘rough, sharp’, Olcel. skarpr ‘sharp’, E. sharp

This is the most popular etymological connection — ifts commorllgge;sezi?i;?,a ggéa}lae;—
¢ ’ in: l.c.; Briickner : B 1 8,
i f the 1E root (s)ker- ‘to cut (Endzelin: Le,; . ‘ :
E/e;'Sl};)ng‘ 4. 225: Vasmer 1964-1973: IV, 264 et al.). Aggmantxc 'parallel 15‘ seen m,
La,t acer ‘sh’arp’ and also ‘resolute, fierce, severe’. The ac!dmon of Lith. garbé ‘honour
and other words of this root (Schuster-Sewce 1978: 403) 1s unacclfptable.
Ev: B B A B+t sk-

- lute’
2. PS *vorbrv ~ Olnd. pra-galbhd- ‘brave, reso ' ‘
This, a typical etymology of Machek’s (1939: 197 and 1968: 204)', 18 bgsecL on the
a rec’ement of meanings and willing to recognize some formal 90ncessmps — 1in this case,
: 1. Olnd. word, however, is anchored in the family of the 1E root

a sporadic replacement r- DWeVET, i ; amil o
*ghel- ‘to call, shout’ (originally something like ‘renowned, illustrious’ then), and the

connection of the Slav. word with this root is hardly conceivable (surprisingly enough,

i i i OlInd. word
: its it). Equally unacceptable is a connection of the
ok 10 e the provion 1 exposition (I1lig-Svity¢ 1961:96).

with the family discussed in the previous etymologica
Ev: C 4 C B-- g
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Other explanations are even less plausible (see ESJS: 4, 225).

XORMB

OCS xramy ‘building, house, dwelling’, Bulg., Mac. xram ‘temple, church’, S./Cr. hrém
‘id’, Sln. (older) hrdm, hram ‘room, temple’, Sln.d. ‘larger country building’, ‘granary,
warehouse’, ‘wooden cellar in a vineyard’, Slk. (lit.) and Cz. chrdm ‘temple, church’
(OCz. also ‘room’), LS chrom ‘building, house’, LS d. ‘adjacent building (usually with
a hayloft)’, Ukr.d. xorémy ‘hall, antechamber’, ‘large house’, ‘large shed or outhouse’,
ORuss. xoromw ‘building, house’, Russ.d. xorémy ‘wooden dwelling’, ‘house together
with farm buildings’, ‘cowshed’, xoréma ‘roof” et al.

Rec.:

A formal side of the reconstruction does not raise any questions. A semantic reconstruc-
tion is more challenging. In view of all attested meanings, I consider the semantic base
‘spacious (wooden?) building’ the most plausible. I prefer this more general reconstruc-
tion to the semantically more specific ‘log house’ (ESJS: 4, 226), and certainly to other
semantic reconstructions appearing in the etymological literature: ‘temple; massive,
strong house’ (Machek 1968: 204), ‘weaved shed’ (Schuster-Sewc 1978: 404) and ‘shed
on pillars, roof” (ESSJa: 8, 75). Beranova (2000: 205) points out that residential build-
ings (mud or wooden huts) were practically the same in villages and sites of ancient
settlement; only granaries, sanctuaries and larger constructions destined for temporary

shelter, not a permanent residence, were of a different character. Perhaps it was this
kind of building that was called *xormw.

Et.:

1. PS *xormmw ‘timbered house’ ~ OHG skirm, skerm ‘shield, protection, cover’
This etymology is based on [E *(s)kormo-, an extended o-grade form of IE (s)ker- ‘to
cut’ (Briickner 1923: 233; Holub ~ Kopeény 1952: 142; Stawski 1952: I, 78; ESSJa:
8, 75; ESJS: 4, 226 et al.). The original meaning would then probably be ‘timbered
house’, although it is necessary to say that we do not find a similar meaning any-
where else among copious derivatives of the mentioned IE root (Pokorny 1959: 938f.;
see, however, Gr. kopudc ‘log’ which is not particularly accented in this connection).
Gmc. parallels are semantically rather remote (in fact, the semantic motivation is ‘shield
from the cut-off skin’), but proponents of this etymology usually argue with OCS ¢rém
‘tent’ from IE *kermo-. Even here, | believe that the designation is motivated rather by
a cut-off skin or cloth. Thus, the semantic side remains uncertain, all the more so that
LIV: 503 states the meaning of IE *(s)ker- more precisely as ‘scheren, kratzen, absch-
neiden” which does not really correspond with the reconstructed meaning ‘timbered
house’. Perhaps it would be more appropriate to start from the meaning ‘tent, shelter
from the cut-off skin’ (Snoj 1997: 175), then ‘shelter, protection’ and — with the devel-

opment of ancient settlements — modifications of that meaning (see section Rec.).
Fv: B B B B sk~

2. PS *xormv ‘weaved hut’ ~ Arm. orm ‘wall’
The connection is based on IE *sormo- (Bugge 1896: 22f., Berneker 1908—1913: 1,397)
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from *ser- ‘to attach, to connect together’ (ngomy 1959: 911)’. The ?o}frgsp&ri‘dirﬁi
forms are in Arm. orm ‘wall’ and the semgntxcally remote Gr. dppog “chain lon he
neck); port’. The Slav. word is interpreted hk.e ‘house with walls from’V\;%aa/; gt

er’ (ESJS: 4, 226). This building technology is well attesEed (Bekrlanov; o .ed fro.n;
though ESSJa (8, 75) doubts, that the meaning ‘temple etc.” could have develop

this kind of construction. '

Ev: A B C B S

3. PS *vormv ‘weaved hut’ ~ Olcel. karmr ‘partition from boards’, Swed. karm
Sllizkee;;‘;zgition (Schuster—éewc 1978: 403), semantically si'mll’ar tokthe prle;/;c;.ls;gr;?
is based on [E *gormo- ‘wickerwork’ from *ger- ‘to turn, bind’ (Pokorny : ;
it is, however, semantically less compact after all.

Ev:. A C B- B- g~

4. PS *xormv ‘massive house’ ~ Olnd. harm}'ﬁ- ‘stronghold, castlg, mlaéllsi(‘)nlzr/. e
An old etymological connection (Kozlovskij 1888:'32}4; Endzelin 3 (M,a e
chek 1939: 193f), later extended by Hitﬁ. karimmi- ‘temple, syr;ag}(l)guef (Machek
1968: 204), has been rejected from phonetic reasons (Slav. x- < IE *¢ -;‘cﬁed s
1908-1913: l.c., ESSJa: l.c.), while the semantic side has not been questio 4 ¢ Cor;
lc.: “semantically alluring connection...”). 1 would pgt agree t}_lat th: 1slema e cor
respondence is sO smooth. We have seen that Fhe' onglr.\al meaning (l)( the \;I(Ocla st
be based on some primitive ways of house bulldxgg —.t gihfgﬁ,:]l; :rrc\lN:);at, hz‘dyi‘ad
i ction of the present word wi - Wo!
?kf?brflreSrt\ilr)legstlr:al;:isznl?(fuse, castle’ rrlzany centuries before the first timbered houses

appeared by Slavs rather lacks conviction. .,
Ev.: B B- B- B-- g

For other, absolutely implausible etymologies, see ESJS: l.c.

’

XORNA

OCS xrana ‘food, diet’, Bulg. xrand, mak. chrana, S./Cr., Sln. hrdng ‘iq.’,d(:z; }Eoldgg
chrana ‘protection’, Plb. chorna “food, diet’, Slnc. charna food, diet; feed’, ‘hay

’ ; ‘ ’ harna ‘cattle forage’
forage)’, OPol. chrona ‘“storage’, Pol.d. ¢ ; o o
OCngB'aniti ‘toprotect’, Bulg. xrdnja‘to feed’, Mac. xrani, S./Chr. },zrc‘x;nit‘zd 17d. I;ISblnc ZZ::;

e ’ init ‘to protect’, Cz. chranit ¢, .

‘to feed’, ‘to keep, save’, Slk. chranit rot : :
‘to feed’, Slnc. yron'ic ‘to protect’, Pol. chroni¢ *to protect, look after’, Ukr. xoronyty
‘to bury;, Russ. xoronit’ ‘id.” (xranit’ ‘to save’ from 0Cs)

Rec.: ‘ . N N .
The noun is usually regarded as primary 1n the pair *Jfornq - *xprmtt ‘(ESfSJz.’ Eﬁ%rz;lr,1
ESJS: 4. 227 Stawski 1952: 1, 81). The original meaning 13 vamusly to feed’, o

e ‘to,look after’ and ‘to protect’ with other modifications of the meaning. The

here then and “to protect’ (Machek 1939: 191

etymological separation of the meanings ‘to feed’
and 1968: 204) is groundless.
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Et.:

1. PS *xorna < Iran. h*ar- ‘to feed’ (Av. harana- ‘food’)

Newer etymological works (ESSJa: l.c.; ESJS: Lc.; Snoj 1997: 175) accept this as the
most plausible solution (see the chapter about loanwords).

2. PS *vorna ~ Lith. §érti ‘to feed’, Gr. kdpog ‘satiation’

Considering the genetic connection of the Slav. word, it is most plausible to start
from IE *k’erH- ‘to feed’ (LIV: 292; Pokorny 1959: 577) which — besides Lith.
and Gr. words — continues also in Alb. thjer ‘acorn’, Lat. Cerés ‘goddess of harvest’ and
Arm. serem ‘(I) produce’. The relation of Lith. §érti to PS *vorna would be the same as
in PS *sterti — *storna (cf.. Martynov 1968: 115; Stawski: L.c.). The primary verb being
unattested in Slav. can perhaps be explained through its replacement by the denomina-
tive *xorniti (Martynov: l.c.). Implausibly, Briickner (1927: 184) reconstructs for Slav.
and Lith. words the unfounded IE *sker ‘to eat’; similarly Mladenov (1941: 671) starts
from the vague semantic connection with IE *(s)ker- ‘to cut’.

Ev: C A A B++ k-

Other etymologies are not satisfactory, especially not phonetically so — there are out-
dated connections with Lat. servdre ‘to guard, protect’, Av. haurvaiti ‘(he) guards’
et al. from IE *ser- ‘to protect, to look after’ (Berneker 1908—1913: I, 398; Vasmer
1964-1973: 4, 266), or with OInd. $drman- ‘protection, refuge’ (Machek 1939: 191f.).
See also ESJS: l.c. and ESSJa: L.c.

XOTETI, XbTETI
OCS xotéti, xvtéti, Bulg.d. xta, S./Cr. hoyjeti, ht(j)éti, Sln. hotéti, Slk. chciet, Cz. chtit,

Pol. chcieé, Br. xacéé, Br.d. xcec, Ukr. xotity, xtity, Russ. xotét’, Russ. d. xotit’, xtet’, all
‘to want’

Rec.:

The doublet PS form is explained in three different ways: 1) both are ablaut variants
of the same value (Berneker 1908-1913: 1, 399; ESSJa: 8, 152); 2) the basic form is
*xotéti, the form *xw1éti is younger, developed by an allegro shortening (Machek 1968:
208; ESSJa: 8, 84); 3) the basic form is *xwréri (1sg. pres. *xot'g), and the inf. *xotéti
would then rise by analogy according to the pres. (e.g. Vasmer 1964-1973: IV, 270;
Schuster-Sewc 1978: 377). The meaning is the same in all Slav. languages.

Et.:

1. PS *x(vjotéti, *xvréti ~ PS *xvatati, *xytati

The explanation of a PS variant *xw#éti as a zero grade to *vvotéti with the reference
to a similar pair *xytati, *xvatati (Berneker 1908-1913: L.c.; ESSJa: 8, L.c.) is phoneti-
cally acceptable; it encounters, however, minimal evidence for the grade *xvot- — only
Russ.d. ochvdra ‘taste, liking” and ochvétit’ *to hunt’ is quoted (ESJS: 4, 224). A seman-
tic parallel is looked for in Latv. griber ‘to want’ — Lith. griébti ‘to catch, to grasp’.

2. PS *xoréti ~ Lith, ketéti ‘to intend, to be about to’
This connection is preferred by Briickner (1923: 228) and Machek (1930: 66 and
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73; 1939: 212; 1968: 208). The difference in aroot vowel is a certain shortcoming
_ areference to an analogical Slav. *voléti as against Lith. pavelt ‘(he) »\./ants.’ (Stawski
1952: 1, 62) is not accurate, because in the latter case the Lith. vert_> is primary and
Slav. derived. Fraenkel (1962-1965: 247) is skeptical about this equation and looks for
other, internal etymological connections.

Ev.: B- A- B B k-

Other etymologies are implausible (see ESJS: l.c.)

XOVATI

OCz. chovati sé ‘to keep away from, keep clear of’, Cz. chovat se ‘to be}}a_ve:,
OCz. chovati ‘to keep, preserve; to nurse, care for, breed’, Cz. chovat, Slk. chovat “id. ,
US chowaé ‘to protect, hide’, LS chowas ‘to hide’, LS d. ‘to bury’,’OPol., Pol. chowac
‘to keep, hide; to bury; to feed, breed’, Cass. chovac ‘id.”, Br. xovdc’ ‘t‘o_pr‘otect, hide;
to bury’, Br.d. xavdc’ ‘to breed, feed’, Ukr. xovdry ‘id.”, ORuss. xovatisja keep away
from’, Russ.d. xovdt’ ‘to hide, bury’

Rec.: _ S
The formal reconstruction is without problems. The meanings are similar in all Slav.

languages; nevertheless, their scale is relatively broa.xd (‘to protect’ — ‘tf) hide’ - ‘to
bury’ — ‘to feed, to breed’). The most plausible semantic base seems to be ‘to look after,,
to protect’, from which both ‘to keep, to hide, to bury.etc.’, and ‘to bre?ed, to nurse‘
could develop. It is definitely incorrect to look for two different etymologies of chovati

a chovati se (Machek 1968: 204).

Et.: .
1. PS *xovati ‘to look after, to protect’ ~ OHG scouwon, E. show, Lat, cavére ‘to be on

one’s guard’, Gr. koéw ‘(I) observe’, Olnd. kavi- ‘overseer, herdsman’ .

Most etymologists start from the IE root *(s)keuH, ‘to watch (out)” which has alre_a‘dy
been represented in Slav. by verbs *cuti ‘to feel, percei‘ve’ and probably *skumatlz. to
investigate, study’ (LIV: 507 and Pokorny 1959: 587 without the present verb; Briick-
ner 1923: 237; Holub — Kopeény 1952: 142; ESSJa: 8, 87; Schuster-Sewc 1978: 3.9‘9).
PS *rovati is a continuation of the grade *(s)kout, (like Lat. and Gr. verb w.hlch vdxffer
by a stem suffix), or *(s)kauH, (it agrees with a Gme. verb). The semantic shift ‘to
watch (out)’ — ‘to look after, protect’ is substantiated by a number of parallels (see
e.g. Stawski 1952: 1, 77).

Ev.: A- B A- B+ (s)k-

Other explanations are implausible. Machek (1968: 293) connects chovati Wlth
Lat. fovére ‘to warm up, nurse, take care of’ which agrees in some meanings but brings
forth hardly surmountable phonetic difficulties in the initial. 'Mafty.nov (19§8: 116) add‘s
Olnd. $vdyati ‘(he) grows, strengthens’ from IE *keu- V&fhlch is implausible semanti-
cally and — in connection with the Lat. word — also phonetically. Formally unacceptable
is the connection with Lith. saugdti ‘to keep, protect’ (Berneker 1908-1913: 1, 399;

Shevelov 1965: 135).
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XREDA

OCz. ch¥ieda, chiéda, chidda, chfada ‘a kind of sickness’

OCS oxreneti ‘to be hungry’, Cz. chfadnout ‘to fade away, decline’, Slk. chradnir
‘id.”, Pol.d. (isolated) ochrzely ‘thin, gaunt’

Russ.d. xrjadét’*to be growing thinner, to be poorly’, xrédit’“to grow old (about wolf)’,
‘to wither (about grass)’, ‘to be ill (about person)’

Rec.:

The root is poorly attested in Slav. languages (the OCS record is only from the 16" cent.
and OCz. nouns are attested only as dictionary entries — see Machek 1930: 102), yet its

ancientness is assumed. The verbal base *xred- ‘to fade away, to wither, to languish’
should probably be taken as primary.

Et.:

1. PS *wred- ~ Lith. skrésti “to become covered in dirt, to stiffen’, ‘to wear out’,
OHG scrintan ‘to crack’

This widely accepted equation can be supported by nouns like Lith. skrdnda ‘old bel-
lows’, OHG scrunta ‘crack, split’ (Berneker 1908~1913: 1, 401; ESSJa: 8, 93; Vasmer
1964-1973: 1V, 280; Fraenkel 1962-1965: 815). Machek (1968: 207) and Martynov
(1968: 1091 give rather different Gme. parallels — Norw.d. skranta, Dan. skrante “to
be growing thinner’ — which should probably be separated from the aforementioned
words. The similarities of the meanings cannot overcome the fact that the Gme. words
are very peripheral. On the other hand, the traditional connection contains an unex-
plained semantic shift ‘to crack, to wear out etc.” — ‘to fade away, to wither’. It is

possible to think about the onom. origin, particularly with respect to the meanings of
Gme. words.

Ev: A- C A Bt (BAC B) sk-

2. PS *xrednoti ~ OCS oxlegnoti ‘to weaken, decline’, OCS oxledanije ‘negligence’

This explanation, presuming an alternation x»-/x/- in the initial, is based on the Russ.-OCS
evidence for doublets oxlenoti / oxrenoti (Briickner 1923: 226; Machek 1930: 102 and
1939: 212; ESJS: 10, 578). The onomatopoeic origin would then be possible as well.

XRIBD

OCS xribv ‘back’, S./Cr. (older) Arib ‘hill’, Sin. hrib, OCz. chrib, Cz.d. kFib “id.’,
Russ.d. xrip ‘back (of horse)’, ‘backbone’

Rec.:

Russ.d. words with the voiceless labial in the end deviate from Slav. evidence which
Is rare anyway; their etymological identity with PS *xribw is plausible, however
(ESSJa: 8, 96; with hesitation Vasmer 1964-1973: 4,276 and ESJS: 4, 227). The se-

mantic development would be ‘back’ —» ‘mountain range’ — ‘hill’. Better attested is
a PS derivative *xrobotv, *xriboto, see s.v.
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f‘ti’:S syriby ‘back’ ~ OHG href ‘pack basket’, Olcel. hrip ‘wooden vessel’, Latv. kribas

‘wickerwork in sledge’ . ‘ -

g);'zhgv f}l(;st choice, I propose a new etymological connection based upon IE :(s)licrelb‘?o
hich is probably a labial extension of IE *(s)krei-, i-base from*the roF)t‘ (s)d erC o
‘l))vnd to twist’ (Pokorny 1959: 936; LIV: 509 makes the root (fl)klrez— tot e}s)e o
e seem to -
ircle’ i 1 The Gme. and Balt. formal parallels ‘

a circle’ tentatively mdependent)'. ' o e e . Other

ically rather remote, reflecting only the basic mea g nd, '
n:izgs:d);oms of IE *(s)ker- could provide us, however, W/ith S\ll)tﬁclz(xen(t) :féde(;ll)czfu /i(;(r,
. ¢ > or ‘hill’. Tt i Ger. Riicken ‘back’,

ition ‘to bend” — ‘back’ or ‘hill’. It is e.g ; ) ‘ ek
?':lr?ngtllcoeg hryggr ‘backbone’, Lith. kriduklas ‘rib’, alongside Ir. cryach h}e;ap, };)111‘;
(ljo;*r; OBr'et. cruc ‘hillock’, all from IE *(s)kreu-k-, a velar extension olf/I tH é u}-{r:;;e
of the.:, same IE root *(s)ker- (Pokorny 1959: 938). One (;a)n comlgar‘e aéi(; M ﬁom be
’ “ad.’ i CS grvbov ‘back’, OPr. garbis ‘m

‘basket’, Icel. karfa ‘id.” alongside O b . i
* - (for Slav. and OPr. words the base *gerb- is usually p er-
tvfiesrtb}tlo (W(::xd’ (Pokorny 1959: 387). A similarly motivated etymolog'y‘of Slav. ezzzsblz

’ S : bases it — in my opinion erron
i ted by Schuster-Sewc (1978: 401) who. ' .
f jI:;SZf; EI:E *};s)gerb— with an unattested s-mobile, and connects 1t not only with PS
*gurby but also with *gribe ‘mushroom’. “
Ev.: 4 C A- B+

2. PS *xribv ‘backbone, back’ ~ PS *skrebti ‘to scrape’, Latv. skrabt, E. scrape id.”,

robis ‘hole’ ' . ’
I}ggtﬁ-’aJS; r(OSbl;6) (z:onnects PS *xribw with an unattested *xrebti (< '*sk)“ebtt to scrgpsk),
thought njot to be of onomatopoeic origin. Semantically, the rqeanmg, L:)acszlgfac}))r;?,wﬁiCh
i : ings ‘hillock’, ‘point, tip” and “to
i dered to be related to the meanings h} , 'po . rape’ ,
i: Z(;Z‘flie: risky semantic transition. The putative semantic parall’e‘l in Lat. spina ‘thorn
and ‘backbone’ does not support the connection with ‘to scrape km any way.
Ev.: B-C A B- s s
Other explanations are not persuasive at all (see ESJS: 4, 228 and 230 an a: 8,
96 and 108).

XRIDDB

OCS chridw *hill, rock’, Bulg. (older) chrid “hillock, hill, mountain’: B‘L'xlg’.d. also chrit,
rit. Mac. rid ‘hill”, $./Cr. hrid and hrida, rid ‘rock’, Sln. (older) hrid ‘id.

%?;'\:Nord is only recorded in the South Slav. area. The original meaning was probably

‘rock’, the meanings ‘hill, mountain’ could perhaps be ascribed to the inﬁuc;nt;ee i(;fett};f
word ;‘vribb. The similarity of these words causes some authors to SL;P;;oré o
mologi;:al connection, but I believe this is erroneous (Skok 1971-1974: 1, R

1976-2005: 1, 203).
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Et.:

PS *xridv ‘rock’ ~ Goth. dis-skreitan ‘to dig (up)’, Ger.d. schritz ‘crack, cleft’

If we accept the meaning ‘rock’ as the primary one, it is possible to base the etymology
on IE *(s)krei-d- from *(s)ker- ‘to cut’, and to connect it with the above-mentioned
Gme. words. Semantic parallels are in Lat. ripés ‘rock’ — rumpé ‘(1) break’ and

Slav. *skala ‘rock’ — Lith. skalg ‘splinter” from IE *(s)kel- ‘to cut, to split’ (ESSJa: 8,
97, Machek 1939: 212-213).

Ev: A-B B B+ sk-

The restricted incidence of the word (South Slav. area) leads some authors to the

assumption of its origin from a pre-IE substratum (Skok 1971-1974: 1, 687) which is
hardly provable. Other etymologies are implausible.

XROMB

OCS xromw, Bulg. chrom, Mac.d. rom, S./Cr. hrém, Sln. hrom, Slk., Cz. chromy, Sorb.

chromy, Plb. chriimé, Sinc. xromi, Pol. chromy, Br.d. xramy, Ukr. xromyj, Russ. xromdyj,
all ‘lame’

Rec.:
The formal and semantic sides of the PS reconstruction are without troubles.

Et.:

1. PS *xromv ~ Olnd. sramd- ‘id.’

This widely accepted equation (e.g. Miklosich 1886: 91; Machek 1939: 191; Pokor-
ny 1959: 1004; Vasmer 1964-1973: IV, 277; Bezlaj 1976-2005: I, 204; Mayrhofer
1956-1980: III, 556) has the perfect semantic correspondence, and only a minor
formal difference in the quantity of the root vowel. The correspondence of initial
Slav. x- and Olnd. s- is acceptable in the present conception (IE *s- as one of possi-
ble sources of Slav. x-), so there is no need to look for intricate phonetic explanations
(see ESJS: 4, 228). A certain weakness — as there always is in such cases — is the

isolation of the Slav.-Olnd. isogloss. Machek’s addition of Ger. lahm ‘id.” (1968: 202)
is absurd.

Ev: A4-4 C ﬁi §-

2. PS *xromw ~ Ger. Schramme ‘scratch, scar’, Pol. poskromié ‘to tame’

Briickner (1923: 234 and 1957: 184) and ESSJa (8, 102) start from IE *(s)ker- ‘to
cut’ (with a nasal extension *(s)kr-om-). They assume a semantic development ‘cut’
—> ‘crippled, maimed” — ‘lame’ which is unfortuntely not self-evident, although the
contention that the Slav. word denoted not only the lameness but also the mutilation of

other body parts (ESSJa I.c.) can partially be supported by West Slav. and South Slav.
material (see p. 32).

Ev.: B B-B B- sk-

3. PS *xromw ~ Ger. krumm ‘bent, crooked’
Schuster-Sewc (1978: 404) starts from the broad meaning ‘to bend, to twist’ of two
synonymous IE roots *(s)ker-, *ger- without saying which one is supposed to be the
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f the Slav. word. The compared Ger. krumm is a continuafion ot: thi;gt.e;l?(’ige;i
b (:‘ rumbh- ;“grenzbh~ which is also represented in PS *grobw roggh (E .t havé
g?}:;nSliv *xro;nb would then have to proceed from IE *gr-om- which does no

continuants elsewhere. .
Ev: C B B B

XRbBBTD, XRIBbTD

j i mak. ‘rbet, S./Cr. hfbat, Sln. hrbet,
o xrblzbtgllfgbz}tzt;)e}?ucl’%;'egzzlt(,leg))cz.r Z[;zizet, Cz. hrbet, Cz.d. kl‘ibei,’ US chribjet,
oS Chrba't,b' t ‘ "}xre’bt L’S ksebjat, Plb. grebat, Slnc. yFebt, kiebt, yieb et, Cass. also
US’ d. Chlg’eb]’et’ ;kr“'eb ’;c OPol. krzebt, krzebiat, chrzebt, chrzebiet, Pol.’(older) 'chrzl);-
Sk'r‘tzblt”osl erzlfiét Pol.d. ;hrzybt, skrzybiet, Br. xrybét, Ukr., Russ. xrebét, all with the
friZz;ning.s%back, ’backbone’, figuratively ‘mountain range’ etc.

?texics‘:is formally a rather difficult word. As a rule, it is regarded as a derivative from

PS *xribv by an unusual suffix -sfv which ha§ ’been corrfpared ‘;v;tfththfégL-‘ﬁsi;; Wl;i:;i

i rds like *olkviv ‘clbow’ or *nogwute ‘nail (e.g.ABrulckner + 160; awskd

llr:);;(') 1. 366: Schuster-Sewc 1978: 401). The forms with -i- are mostly 1r};erpre o

a‘full. al;laut :grade. The initial is varied — g-, k- and sk- arise tlpxereh alons%lil etia(c)r.‘ Sinee
(or h respectively) is only in Plb., Modemn Pol. and Modem Cz.,t € as! 195;)2' norihe

go;riginal initial g- (Machek 1939: 200 ar(xld 1.968: i15}317é ;{S()Jl;{bg— 11;(’)7;))?;::21):1“6 im.plaUSible

1 : i W 1 8, .

anOI;SlgtE%e)ntil’}(])Fcis Sajtfci é’alsng:)r:';; ::itt;atliztilgiriial sk- could then be surviving archaisms

see p. 38). Pol.d. .

if we accept the foregoing etymology of the word *xribs.

lSZ::‘e: 5.v. XRIB'D; for some other autonomous etymologies see ESIS: 4, 230.

XUDB N
¢ insigni small’, Bulg.d. xud ‘bad’, S./Cr..hz‘ld, bad’,

OSCS zu;]fso ?"2;} I:::i(zl);, tllrl‘lsrll%nslfli; a;;;d ‘bad’ (but shujsati A‘to be gettir}g th{r}neij ), Slkr.

?huc;y “thin’, OpCz.,, Cz. chudy ‘poor’, Sorb. chudy ‘pOOI, tl,lm’, Plb. c’h‘t?lzil:,e [tj);r , )1:;(;}5 J,

unhealthy’, Slnc., Cass. yudi ‘thin, poor’, Pol. chuaﬁj id. g Br. ;l’l'd%}thm b;(y .

‘thin, bad’, ORuss. xudyj ‘bad, unstable, weak, poor’, Russ. xudoj ,

g(;ct;e three basic meanings ‘thin’, ‘poor, needy’ and ‘bad’, the last one is the young-

i ings. The
est — evaluative adjectives like this usually deve(iqp f;on:1 czlc}er S}é&::xf}i; 1;161::;11;?1%; e
’ ct.. .
ings ‘thin’ and ‘poor, needy’ often go han in han - 0Cz. bt t
mean;?ng) E?JS 4 I;30) reconstructs as the original meanng t}pp , Putftl:; Oslnge
me‘?ln i(bCS ORL’XSS. OCz.) seems to favor the meaning ‘poor, pmful (cf. e11 e
evilmea[:; meani;lg in Cz. hubeny from hubiti ‘to exterminate which 2hzas a paralle
zrith. skurduis ‘poor’ from skeFsti ‘to kill’, see Fraenkel 1962-1965: 822).
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Et.:

1. PS *xudb ‘poor, insignificant, small’ ~ Olnd. k$édati “(he) beats, crushes’, ksudrd-
‘small, tiny’ ,

In the light of OCS meanings, this explanation seems to be the most plausible (Berneker
1908—‘1913: I, 405; Pokorny 1959: 625; Vasmer 1964—-1973: 1V, 282; ESSJa: 8, 112;
Bezlaj 1976-2005: I, 206). The IE base would be *kseud- without any other cog,nates:
(LIV: 332; Melnycuk 1968: 214f. takes it as an extension of IE *kes- ‘to cut’), and
the PS x- would have developed properly according to Pedersen’s law. Unlike EéSJa'
Le. I'do not believe that a suffixal -»- in some Slav. dialectal forms like Pol. chuder;
lawy, Russ. chodorba would etymologically correspond with the same sound in the

Olnd. word. The weakness of this etymology i i i i
gy is the isolation of this Slav.- . pé
(cf. Stawski 1952: 1, 87). e SaveOind. paralll

Ev.. B A- B- B ks-

2. PS *xudh ‘thin, poor’ ~ Lith. skaudiis ‘sore, painful, severe’

The Qhonetically flawless connection (Briickner 1927: 186) encounters semantic dif-
ﬁgultles. Stawski (l.c.) assumes a semantic development ‘sore, sick’ — ‘debilitated
thin” — ‘bad’ which is unfortunately not supported by convincing semantic parallels,
The etymological isolation of the Lith. word is inconvenient; also, the connection wit};
Qr. oxvbpdc ‘morose, gloomy, sad’ from IE *skeud- (Pokorny 1959: 955) is not seman-
tically persuasive, and would semantically distance us from the Slav. word. ESSJa (le)
attempts to connect Lith. skaudiis with the Olnd. words quoted in the first expositio.n
on the assumption that the metathesis *ksoud- > *skoud- took place in Lith, The se-

mantic c?loseness of these words, however, is not great enough to justify such a formal
concession.

Evi: A C B B she

3. PS *xudv ‘thin’ ~ Olnd. ksédhuka- ‘hungry’

Even this equation is formally and semantically quite acceptable (Machek 1939: 174
and 1968: 209, admitted by Mayrhofer 1956-1980: I, 294 who does not rule out even
e;planatlon L.); its drawback, again, is the lack of other relations {Mayrhofer: l.c. also
gives Av. S'lfd— ‘hunger’) and the uncertain IE root (no reference in Pokorny or LIV)
Olpd. -uka 1s an extending suffix, to the semantic aspect cf. mutually related Gr Ampdg-
‘thin’, Aé¢ “hunger’ (Pokorny 1959: 661). '

Ev:. B B B- B- ks-

XULA

QCS xu/a, ‘scolding, dc?famation, calumny; blasphemy’, Bulg. x#la ‘slander, insult,
fi.lshono‘ur ; Mfic. xula ‘id.’, S./Cr. hiila ‘blasphemy’ S./Cr.d. ‘insult, rebuke’, Sin. hula
insult, indignity’, Ukr. (literary) xuld ‘insult, blasphemy’, ORuss. xula ‘rebuke, deg-

radation, iﬂsult, blasphemy” RUSS. xl{[d ;insult Indl nlt L] B d 1 ‘ . ,
from chvala) » Indignity” (Br.d. xula ‘praise’ probably

QCs xulljli ‘tlo reprove, scold, blaspheme; to accuse’, Bulg. xulja ‘to reprove, insult’
Mac. xuli, S8./Cr.d. hiiliti, Sln. hiliti, Russ. xulit’‘id.’ ,
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Rec.:
What is primary — the noun or the verb — is not clear. The further etymologizing of

the word depends on how we view its relationship to the antonymous *yvala, *xvaliti.
A number of authors assume the same etymological base for both words (Kiparski
1934: 35; Briickner 1923: 232; ESSJa: 8, 115 and 118). Br.d. xula with the meaning
‘praise’ is sometimes adduced as an argument; on the other hand, it is correct to point
out that both antonyms could influence (contaminate) one another or that Br.d. xula
could develop from xvala due to a sporadic dialectal change (ESJS: 4, 231).

Et.:

1. PS *xuliti ~ PS *xyliti, *xuliti ‘to bend, incline’

Questionable as all the explanations are, the connection of *xula, *xuliti with *xyliti,
*xuliti (Berneker 1908-1913: 1, 406; Vasmer 1964-1973: IV, 283; Bezlaj 1976-2005:
1, 206) seems the most acceptable at this point. Admittedly, the semantic transition ‘to
bend, to incline’ — ‘to reprove, to insult’ is troublesome, but if we recognize the act
of humiliation itself and not its verbal manifestation as a basic semantic motivation, it
is certainly possible. Perhaps Czech words like choulit se ‘to cower, to cringe, to hud-
dle’, OCz. chiilost ‘timidity’, chilostivy “timid, faint-hearted, (over)sensitive’ (cf. also
S./Cr. older hiliti ‘to oppress’) can play an important role in the explanation of the
semantic development of the Stav. word. (Other than this, xula and its family is absent
in West Slav. languages.) The semantic development in South and East Slav. languages
then can be envisaged as ‘to bend, to incline’ — ‘to press, to oppress’ — ‘to degrade,
to insult etc.”. See also XYLITL

2. PS *xula ~ Olcel. skvala ‘to speak loudly, call’
This equation reckons with the etymological identity of *xula and *xvala based on the

common meaning ‘to speak loudly’, see XVALA.

3. PS *xula ~ IE *suel- “to (re)sound’
Like in the previous case, this etymology is based on the common explanation of *xula

and *xvala see XVALA.

Other explanations are even less acceptable. This applies also to Machek’s connec-
tion (1930: 99; 1939: 213) with PS *kuditi “to reprove, to insult’, which assumes an
implausible derivative *kud-la which would have changed to *xudla with an expressive
- and further to xula in South and East Slav. (ESJS: 4, 231 regards as acceptable; for

other explanations see ibid.).

XVALA

OCS xvala, Bulg. xvald, mak. fala, S./Cr., Sln. hvdla, Slk., Cz. chvdla, Sorb. chwata,
Cass. yvala, Pol. chwala, Br., Ukr,, Russ. xvald, all ‘praise’, also ‘glory’ (OCS, West
Slav., East Slav.), ‘thanksgiving’ (South Slav.) etc.

OCS xvdliti, Bulg. xvdlja, S./Cr., Sln. hvdliti, Slk. chvdlit, Cz. chvalit, US chwalic,
LS chwalis, Plb. cholé (3 sg. pres.), Sinc. yvalec, Pol. chwalié, Br. xvalic’, Ukr. xvalyty,
Russ. xvalit’, all ‘to praise’.

75



Rec.:

The question of the primariness of *vvala and *xvalisi is not clear; more often, how-
ever, it is the noun which is considered to be primary. It is then often etymologically
connected with its opposite *xula (see XULA). Their common semantic base would
be ‘to speak loudly, to call’ which could develop into both ‘to reprove, to scold etc.’
and ‘to praise’ (cf. Olcel. 46! ‘praise’, OE. hol ‘slander’).

Et.:

1. PS *xvaliti ~ Olcel. skvala ‘to speak loudly, call’

The connection of *xvaliti (and also *xuliti) with the Olcel. word was introduced by
Briickner (1923: 232 and 1927: 187) and Kiparski (1934: 35), as the best alternative ac-
cepted by others (Vasmer 1964-1973: 1V, 228; Stawski 1952: 1, 90; Bezlaj 1976-2005:
[, 207; ESJS: 4, 232). The semantic side is acceptable, though a formal difference is the
quantity in the root (Slav. a ~ IE 4, 6); we have to start, however, from IE *skyal- or
*skyol-, and not *sk“ol- which is reconstructed for the Olcel. word by Pokorny (1959:

550). The root can be of an onom. origin (cf. E. squall); the Slav.-Olcel. parallel is
isolated otherwise.

Ev:. B B B B k-

2. PS *xvala < Iran. *F*ar- *glory’ et al.
There are several versions of the borrowing from Iranian (see the chapter about loan-

words) which — though risky — can be accepted phonetically and also in view of the
sacral character of the word.

3. PS *vvala ~ IE *suel- ‘to (re)sound’

This connection held by ESSJa (8, 118) and repeated by Gluhak (1993: 272) is prob-
lematic phonetically and semantically. ESSJa assumes that Olnd. svarati ‘(he) shines’
and ‘(he) sounds’ is polysemous (though the explanation that it is an ancient symbolism
lacks conviction), and starts from IE *suel- ‘to burn, to swell’ (Pokorny 1959: 1045;
LIV: 553). The latter meaning, however, is commonly connected with IE *suer- ‘to
sound’ (besides the Olnd. word, there is also Goth. swaran ‘to swear’, OE. and-swaru
‘answer’ etc.) (Mayrhofer 1956-1980: 111, 562; LIV: 557, Pokorny 1959: 1049 dis-
tinguishes *syer- ‘to speak, to sermonize’ and *suer- ‘to buzz etc.’ but admits their
etymological identity). Though ESSJa (8, 115) admits this explanation s.v. *xula and
relativizes it by saying that, after all, various extensions of IE *sye- are involved, this
does not resolve the etymological isolation of the supposed base *suol-.

Ev: C B-B B 5-

Other etymologies are even less plausible; see ESJS: L.
XVATATI

OCS xvatati ‘to grasp’, Bulg. xvdtam, S./Cr. hvatati, Sin. hvdtati “id.”, Slk. chvatat
‘to hurry’, Cz. chvdtat, US chwataé, LS chwatas ‘id.’, Slnc., Cass. yvatac ‘to catch’,
OPol. chwataé, Br. xvatdc’, Ukr. xvatdty, Russ. xvatar’id.’, Russ.d. also “to hurry’ and
‘to do well’, cf. also xvdta ‘hunting’.
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OCS xvatiti ‘to catch’, Bulg. (older) xvdtja ‘to hunt’, S./Cr. hvariti ito catch’, Slln‘.,(older)
hvatiti ‘to take’, OCz. chvatiti ‘to catch’, Cz. -chvdtit, US chwacic, LS chwasis, Slnc.,
Cass. yvacéc, OPol. chwacié, Br. xvacic’, Ukr. xvatyty, Russ. xvatit id.

Rec.: ‘ . y ‘ ]
*Xvatati, *xvatiti is usually connected with *xytati, *xytiti; regarding ablaut propor

tions c.f. PS *kvasiti : *kysati or OCS chvors . Russ. chiryj ‘ill’..T‘he group .Of Wor‘ds
around *xotéti is sometimes added as well (see XQTETI). The original rncjz‘mmg 1s ‘to
catch, to grasp’; the West Slav. meaning ‘to hurry” is secondary, but there is no reason
to etymologically separate it (like Machek 1968: 210).

Et.:
See XYTATI

XVEJATI (SE)

Russ.-OCS xvéjati (se) ‘to move, shake’, Slk. chviet (sa) ‘to tremble, sh‘alfe’, ‘Cz. ch)zet
(se) ‘id.”, US chwie¢ ‘to move, swing, blow’, LS chwjas ‘to blow’, cﬁwzas se ‘to s’w,mg
to and fro, shake’, Pol. chwiaé ‘to shake, sway’, chwia¢ sig ‘to oscillate’, Br. xvéc ca,

Ukr. xvijatysja ‘id.’

Rec.: ‘ ‘ .
The word is missing in South Slav. Elsewhere it has a unified form and also a basi-

cally unified meaning (the semantic base would be ‘to sway’). The existence of ‘P'Ol.
dialectal forms chowieraé sie, chowieruta¢ leads some authors to t{le reconstrfxctgn
of the root xov-/xv- (Stawski 1952: 1, 92) or xov-/xbv-. (‘SchL::ster:S‘ewc 1978: 4 %
which is implausible, as is the reconstruction of the original *xvépti on the base o

OCz. chvéplati sé ‘to move, to waddle” (Machek 1968: 210).

gg.*xvéjati (se) ‘to sway’ ~ Lith. svajoti ‘to dream’, E. sway, MLG swaien ‘to sway,
le’ . 2 .

tl?h‘g?ngfst plausible base proves to be IE *syeH(i)- ‘to sway, to swing (LIV: 551 w11tt91(1)§1f
the Lith. word; Pokorny 1959: 1041 without BS words; fuljther Berneker l908~' ) 5:
I, 408; Vasmer 1964~1973: 1V, 230; ESSJa: 8, 124; Siaw.sklz l.c.; Shevelov 19‘65‘ j (i
1\’4artynov 1968: 137). The Lith. word, which is semaml‘ca.lly rather .remote? {s ad(e
to this group on the basis of the assumption Athat the original meaning was ;o gtdg‘
ger, to oscillate’. Formally, the words differ in the ablaut grade (Slav. has the basic
grade*syé- < *syeH-). .
Ev: B A B (without the Lith. word)

B B A (with the Lith. word) B+t S~

Other etymologies which consider connections with Slav. wprds *xvoja (C.f' Endzglin
1911: 127) or véjati (cf. Martynov: L.c.) are less than persuasive; for some implausible
explanations see also Machek 1939: 203 and 1968: 210 and Schuster-Sewec: l.c.
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XVOJA

S./Cr.d. hvdja ‘branch’, Sln.d. héja ‘fir, conifer; branches of conifer’, SIk. chvoja (older
chvoj) ‘branches of conifer; sprigs’, OCz. chvojé ‘branch of conifer; conifer’, Cz.d. and
older chvoj, chvoje ‘branches of conifer; pine’, Cz. chvoji ‘branches of conifer’, US
(older) chdja “pine’ (today chéjna), LS d. choja ‘id.’ (lit. chojca), Plb. ch'iigja ‘id.”,
Pol.d. choja “conifer, branches of conifer’ (lit.. choina), Br., Ukr. xvdja ‘pine’, Russ.

xvdja ‘needles; branch of conifer’, Russ. d. also ‘twigs’, Russ. d. xvoj ‘coniferous
wood’.

Rec.:

The basic PS form is *tvoja - only on the basis of Cz., SIk. and Russ. dialectal evi-
dence can we think about a doublet *xvojb ( ESSJa: 8, 125). The quoted Slav. meanings
unequivocally display that the word originally denoted a conifer or its basic parts
(needles?) with consequent metonymical shifts (tree — branch — needle or other way
round). It is illogical to infer from the peripheral meanings in S./Cr. and Slk. that the
original meaning was ‘branch generally’ (Machek 1968: 211).

Et.:

PS *xvoja *(branch of) conifer’ ~ Lith. skuja “fir needle, fir or pine branch’, Latv. skujas
(pl.) ‘needles, branches of conifer’

This commonly accepted equation’s strongest point is the correspondence of se-
mantically quite specific Balt. and Slav. words (Berneker 1908-1913: I, 408; Bezlaj
1976-2005: 1, 199; Vasmer 1964-1973- 1V, 233; 11lig-Svity& 1961: 93; Martynov 1968:
145; Schuster-Sewe 1978: 391; ESSJa: 8, 126 et al.). Machek’s objection (l.c.) that
Lith. skuja normally means ‘cone’ is inaccurate; Lith. dictionaries unanimously give
the basic meanings as ‘needles, branches of conifer’. The difference in form presup-
poses the IE (BS) doublet form *skuoi-/*skuj-. The family is sometimes extended by

Celtic continuants, e.g. Olr. scé ‘hawthorne’, Corn. spethes ‘blackberry bush’ (Pokor-
ny 1959: 958).

Ev: B-A A AB k-

XVORSTH

OCS xvrasts ‘brushwood’, xrasm ‘oak’, Bulg. xrast ‘bushes’, Mac. rast ‘oak’,
S./Cr. hrdst “id.”, S./Cr.d. also ‘bushes’, Sin. hrdst ‘oak’, Sln.d. Ardst ‘brushwood’,
Slk. chrast ‘undergrowth, thicket’, OCz. chrast, chrastie ‘brushwood, bushes’,
Cz. chrasti *id.’, chrast ‘tops’, US chrést ‘bushes, brushwood’, OPol. chrost, Pol. chrust
‘id.”, Br. xvérast ‘brushwood’, Ukr. xvorost, Russ. xvérost “id.’

Rec.:

The formal reconstruction is without difficulties (the cluster chvr-, which arose by me-
tathesis, was simplified to chr- in West and South Slavic languages). The basic meaning
is probably ‘bushes, brushwood’ although its development into the meaning ‘oak’ in
one area (South Slav.) and “dry tops’ in another (Cz.) is difficult to explain. Machek
separates these meanings and looks for three different etymologies (Machek 1939: 182;
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1959: 277, 1968: 205), which is not persuasive; nevertheless, the contamination with
other roots is possible.

Et.: ’ ‘
1. PS *xvorsts ‘bushes, brushwood’ ~ Ger. Horst ‘bushes, brushwood, grove’, OE. Ayrst

‘hillock, bushes’, E. hurst, W. prysg ‘grove’ .
Th}ifalostrii(ing formal and semantic similarity with Gme. and Celt. Words favors5 Fhlxs Zeé)lh
mology (Pokorny 1959: 633; Vasmer 1964-1973: IV, 231; Bezlaj 1976-200 .E ,b ;
Schuster-Sewe 1978: 406; Mladenov 1941: 122) although the reconstructed .I af)es
raise some misgivings. Gme. and Celt. words presuppose IE *kuys-to- ('rf;ggrdlng otte?r
possible cognates see Pokorny: l.c.), and Slav. requires *kyors-to-; the mltlé’ll IE 1100 xs.
reconstructed as *kyres-, *kuers-, *kuys- ‘woody'plant, bushes, grove, tree’ (Pokorny:
l.c. with a question mark), and even *k“res- (Snoj 1997: 176).

Ev: B-A B B+ k-

S *xvorste ‘bushes, grove, oak’ of an onom. origin . .
’zf'hli)sbe;;lzgzgon from agn onomatopoeic base is semantically acceptable (Mlklosgg
1886: 92; Berneker 1908-1913: 1, 408; Kiparski 1934: 36; ESSJa: 8, 131), cf.eg O 1
Suma ‘wood’. It must be observed, however, that the ver.bfll fonnat}ons, sup?osedi
primary, are poorly represented in Slav. Ianguages‘(*xvorstztl attested in West Slav. and
partially in East Slav. can be secondary) (Stawski 1952: I, 83), and that the suppose
onom. root *xvorst- is unusual within other Slav. onom. roots anyway.

A similarity with Bas. korosti, khorostii, gorosti ‘llex aequifolium’ is probably co-
incidental (Machek 1939: 182 thinks about the pre-IE sub§tratum, ESSJa: .l.c. abou(;
the “elementary” relationship); regarding other etymologies, see Vasmer: lc. an

ESSJa: l.c.)

XVORDB

OCS xvors ‘ailing, ilI°, Slk., Cz. chory ‘id.” (OCz. ch(v)ory also ‘ﬁ:{ntl(:igt(;:d, feeblfi’),
Sorb. chory ‘ailing, ill’, Plb. chiiore “ugly, repulsive’, Pol. chory ‘ailing, ill’, Br. xvéry,
Ukr., Russ. xvéryj ‘id.’

Rec.: . I
The basic root form xvor- alternates with forms xur- (OCz. chury, churavy ‘thin, in

firm’) and xyr- (US chyrny ‘ailing’, Russ. xiryj ‘id.”). The Word i_s not .attested in South
Slav. Presumably, the PS meaning was ‘ailing, sick’; meanings like this, however, usu-
ally develop figuratively from more specific meanings.

Et.: ‘ ,
1. PS *xvore ~ Av. kara- ‘wound, injury’, OHG sweran ‘to hurt, to swell, to fester

Most explanations are based on IE *syer- ‘to cut, to fester’ which‘ contmu‘es ‘t;tymo—,
logically also in Olr. serb and W. chwerw ‘bitter’; some also add Lith. svar‘uslv e;;g.
(Berneker 1908-1913: I, 409; Pokorny 1959: 1050; Vasmer 1964-1973: 1V, Th',
ESSJa: 8, 132; Martynov 1968: 138 - the last two look for even broader context). This
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comparison presupposes the semantic development ‘sore, inflamed’ — “ill’ (cf. Russ.
bolét’ “to hurt, ache’ and ‘to be ill").
Ev: B B A- B+ -

2. PS *xvors ~ Toch. B kwdir ‘to grow old, to be infirm’, Lith. girti ‘to crumble’, gvérti
‘to get loose, to become rickety’

Machek: l.c. starts from IE *gyer- and gives the above-mentioned Toch. and Balt.
cognates. Lith. girti is also quoted by Schuster-Sewc (1978: 397) who reconstructs
IE *(s)g(u)er-. The Lith. word can hardly be separated from gvérti (Fraenkel 1962-1965:
179); however, further etymological connections are not certain. The same applies to
the Toch. word. Even the assumption of a semantic development ‘crumbly, decaying’
—» ‘ailing, ill” is not persuasive enough to support this etymology.

Ev.; B C B B-- g

Other explanations are phonetically or semantically unacceptable, see e.g. Vasmer: l.c.

XVOSTDb

OCS xvosts “tail’, S./Cr. (older, isol.) Avost ‘id.”, Sln. (older) Avdst ‘tail, stripped bunch
of grapes’, Slk., Cz. chvost ‘tail’, Plb. chdst ‘oven brush’, Pol.d. chwost ‘tail’, Br. xvost
Ukr. xvist, Russ. xvost ‘id.” ,

Cz. (older) chvostati ‘to whip, to swish’, US chostaé ‘to punish, to rebuke’, Pol. (older)
chwostaé ‘to Whlp, to flap’, Br.d. xvastac’ ‘to eat’, Ukr. xvdstati ‘to snap the whip; to
lash (about rain)’, ORuss. xvostati ‘to whip’, Russ. xvostdt’ ‘to whip, to swish’

s

X ¢ 119 Aw v il . .
Bulg. x\jc?sc horsevtful , Sin. Avésé “horsetail; bunch of straw’, Cz.d. chvost “horsetail’,
LS chosé, Br. xvosé, Ukr. xvisé, Russ. xvosd ‘id.”

Other derivatives: OCz. chvostisce ‘broom’, US chos§éo ‘rod’, perhaps even Sln. hést(a)
‘wood’ (Bezlaj 1976-2005: 1, 200)

Rec.:

The basic form is PS *rvoste with the prevailing meaning ‘tail’, yet the original mean-
ing seems to be rather ‘rod, birch’ (according to Machek 1968: 211 ‘the birch used in
Fl}e bath”), surviving as a relic in Plb, and some derivatives. The meaning ‘tail’ is clearer
if assumed to be secondary (regarding the secondariness of expressions denoting ‘tail’

see Stawski 1952: I, 93). The question of the primariness of the noun or the verb will
be discussed below.

Et.:

1. PS *xvostati of an onom. origin

It is possible to agree with Machek (1968: 211) who regards *xvosts as a deverbative
from *xvostati. The verb, though less attested in Slav. languages than the noun, has
broade.r semantics than only ‘to flap with atail’ or ‘to birch, to cane’, and the de-
verbative formation is more plausible in the case of meanings like ‘tail’ or ‘birch’.
Moreovc':r, the verb can be ranked among other similar onomatopoeic words such as
*xlastati/*xlestati/*xlostati, *xvistati, possibly also *xrvastati. Machek’s comparison
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with Lat. quatere ‘to shake, to beat’ could only be accepted as an example of the ‘ele-
mentary’, onomatopoeic relationship.

2. PS *xvosts ~ MHG queste, quast ‘tuft of sprigs or leaves, broom’

The striking closeness of the Slav. and Gme. words (cf. also Swed. gvast, Norw., Dan.
kost ‘tuft of leaves, wicker broom’; OHG questa means, however, ‘apron of leaves to
cover up the private parts’, EWD: 1068) leads to suspicion of borrowing, either from
Gme. to Slav. (e.g. Uhlenbeck 1891: 486; Machek 1930: 107; as against Bemeker
1908-1913: 1, 409), or from Slav. to Gme. (Machek 1968: 211; Bezlaj 1976-2005:
1, 207). Most authors, however, admit the cognation of Slav. and Gmc. words, although
the mutual relationship is not clear (cf. in particular Stawski 1952: 1, 93 who adds also
OPr. twaxtan ‘small birch to the bath’ which is also mentioned by Bezlaj: L.c.; further
Endzelin 1911: 127; Machek 1939: 214; Vasmer 1964-1973: 1V, 232; Schuster-Sewc
1978: 398). The IE base would be *guos-to- from *gyes- ‘branches, greenery’ (Pokorny
1959: 480). Gmc. words, however, can also be deduced from *guos-do- whose continu-
ation is probably Slav. *gvozdv ‘forest’, further complicating the mutual relationship.
Ev.: A- A- B B+ g-

Other explanations are less plausible. ESSJa: 8, 134 starts from *xvot-to- and connects
the word with *xvatati which does not satisfy semantically. Worthy of mention is Ja-
kobson’s (1959: 274) connection of the word with the wide range of words in *xvo-,
*xva-, *xve-, *xou-, *xy- with the meanings ‘to swing, to throw, to catch etc.”, which
only illustrates the semantic specificities and mutual interconnections of the words
in x- with consequent difficulties in etymologization. Regarding further literature see
ESSJa and Vasmer: l.c.

XBbBbZb, XbBbTh

Sin.d. habeza ‘Sambucus ebulus’, Slk. chabz, chabza, chabzda ‘elder’, LS chabZe
‘brushwood, bushes; Sambucus ebulus’, Pol. (older) chabaz, chabuz ‘weeds’, Ukr.d. xa-
buz ‘weed grass’, xabdz ‘brushwood, wicker’, xabz, xabza ‘elder’, xébza ‘Sambucus

ebulus’

Bulg.d. abid ‘Sambucus ebulus’, S./Cr. dpta “id.”, S./Cr.d. and older habad, habat,
hdpta, habd, Sln. habdt, habet, hebat, hebed et al. ‘id.’, Cz. (older) chebd, chebdi,
OPol. chebd, chbed ‘id.’, Pol.d. chebda ‘grass’, chepta ‘weed grass’, Ukr.d. xopra,
chipta “id.’, Russ. d. xobdta ‘husk’

Sin. hobétje ‘algae’, Cz.d. chabdi ‘brushwood, bushes’, Pol.d. habudzie ‘weed grass’,
Russ. xabazina ‘pole, stick’ et al.

Ree.:

The reconstruction of the original form is impossible; the word has been changed by
a number of irregular processes, in particular by contamination. Besides the forms with
an initial x»-, it is also possible to reconstruct — even more frequently — xa- (cf. Bezlaj
1976-2005: 1, 189, according to ESSJa: 8, 136 just these forms have risen by contami-
nation). The structure of most formations is opaque (Martynov 1968: 129 speaks about
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a contaminated suffixation). While the suffix -»» is found in Slav. (derivatives with
-d- are perhaps due to the assimilation of voice), -z-suffixation is unknown. Therefore,
a contamination with the word for ‘elder’ (bvzw et al.) is presumed. The point at issue
is words’ relation to the group of words from xab- denoting ‘twig, switch etc.” (see
XABITTI); their etymological relationship is often supposed (Stawski 1952: 1, 58; Vas-
mer 1964-1973: 1V, 213, Machek 1939: 139),

Semantically, a common denominator is ‘weed plants, bushes’. Remarkably specific
is a meaning ‘elder Sambucus ebulus’ represented in all languages where the expres-
sion exists.

Et.:

The plausibility of etymologies — in particular the phonological reconstruction — goes
beyond our criteria in this case; therefore, the probability of respective explanations
will not be evaluated.

1. A relatively acceptable view is that the group of words around *v»bwts and *xabina
is related to a group around the verb *xabiti ‘to destroy, to spoil” compared with Lith.
skobti ‘to turn sour’ (Stawski: 1.c.). The initial meaning would have been ‘something
bad, useless’. Since PS *xabina, Cz. chdb etc. mean ‘twig, switch etc.” without any
negative connotations, I suggest there is a direct connection with Lith. skabyti ‘to
tear, to scrape’ in this case (similarly, although with a different basic reconstruction
Schuster-Sewc 1978: 372). Both Lith. words are considered to be cognates, the base
is IE *skabh- ‘to cut, to scrape’ (Fraenkel 1962-1965: 812). The splitted polysemy
then could have been one of the sources of meaning contaminations. Word-forma-
tion processes stay unexplained, but we can count on a contamination with PS *buzs
‘elder’. The connection of the discussed words with *xobors, assumed by Berneker
1908-1913: 1, 175 and Vasmer: l.c., is questionable.

2. Machek (1939: 139) connects Slav. chabina, chabute etc. with an isolated Lith. kébti
‘to grow around, to become covered’, which semantically accounts only for a part of
Slav. material. Word-formation problems remain the same as in the previous exposition.

3. Martynov (1968: 129) directly compares PS (North-Slav.) *xab-bvze with Lat. sam-
biicus ‘elder’ provided that it is from *sab-bitkos < *sab-bigos. To support this phono-
logically somewhat hazardous etymology he quotes Lat. sabina ‘thuja’ as an equivalent
of Slav. *xabina, which lacks conviction semantically. The connection of Lat. sambiicus
with *bvze was assumed by Machek (1968: 53) as well, but, curiously enough, he did
not give thought to this possible explanation of Slav. xabvzs etc. although he changed
his view on this word several times.

4. ESSJa (I.c.) reconstructs parallel PS *cvbuzn/*cvbwze and *xw»bwts, which consist of
‘an expressive prefixal element’ *x»- and PS *buzs, *bwzw (cf. Cz. bez, Russ. buzina
‘elder’) or *butv (cf. Russ. bdrva ‘tops’) respectively. This is very implausible, par-
ticularly for the latter form because PS *buts is semantically very remote from the
putative derivatives. Also, the fact that the meaning ‘elder’ is evenly distributed among
forms with -z- and -#- (in South Slav. - forms actually predominate) speaks against
a mere contamination of both semantically different bases. Moreover, the prefix *xo- is
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unusual; it would perhaps be more appropriate — considering the given Sla;v. mate;al
_ to reconstruct a prefixal *ra-, which ESSJa uses in other instances (e.g. *xamordb).

This modification, however, does not make this etymology less tenuous.

There are other explanations, mostly considering a borrowing of Slav. words (cf. Machek
1968: 197).

XBLBITI (SE), XBLPITI (SE)

Bulg.d. xdlbam ‘to blow (about wind)’, Slk. chlibit’ sa ‘to boast’, Cz. c.h’lubi‘t‘ se;’,
Pol. chlubié¢ sie alongside chelpi¢ sig, Pol. older also chelbié sie, Stnc. chwlpié sq 1d.’,

Russ.d. xolpit’ ‘to blow gently’

Rec.: o ‘
The PS form split — versions with -b- and -p- are almost evenly distributed. If we ac-

cept that the West Slav. material is a cognate with Bulg. gnd Ru?.s. v'vords, the initvial'
meaning will probably be ‘to swell (up), to bloat’ (cf. a similar motivation for Cz. pysny

‘proud’ etc.).

Kt.: .
1. PS *cwlbiti (se), *xvipiti (s¢) of an onom. origin o

Because of the character of the word and its fluctuating form, an onom.,orlgm is the most
plausible. A semantic transition would be ‘to swell (up)’ —> ‘to boast’ (see above).

* iti (se) ~ Lith. gulbinti ‘to praise, to celebrate’ ‘
?f‘hli)ssco):nl:é?io(ne)is both pﬁonologically and semantically quitg accvepta‘tilje. Thg main
inconvenience of Lith. gulbinti is its isolation (only attested in Juskevic’s dllctlor}ar){
from the end of 19" cent., dropped also by Fraenkel 1‘962~1965).*Germafuc fom:s
(OHG gelph ‘bragging’, OE. gielpan ‘to boastf) from IE *ghelbh-, .ghoell‘)- 1F(v) csz.ry', cz
shout’ can be added (Machek 1939: 198 and 1968, 200; Pokorny 1959: 428; Illi¢-Svityc
1961: 96-97), but they are formally more remote.

Ev.: B-4A B B+ 2-

* iti (se) ~ Lith. skélbti ‘to announce, to proclaim’ N
Znifhefgllbal:—ggt. equation (Briickner 1927: 178; Machek 1930: 73; I'Iolub.w Kopegn‘y
1952: 140) which is, however, semantically and formally more remote. Lith. word is
probably based on IE *skel- ‘to shout, to yell’ (Pokorny 1959: 550).

Ev.:. C B A B sk-

XBRPA, XbRBA, XbRBb

‘a ki ’ hrpa ‘cornflower’ , OCz. chrpa,
S./Cr. hrbut ‘akind of cornflower’, Slk. (OIQer) chrp ‘
charpa, Cz. chrpa, Cz.d. charpa and charba “id.”, Pol. chaber ‘cornflower Centaurea

cyanus’

Rec.: o
The PS form is less transparent — its reconstruction 1s usually based on the doublet

i 1 is ssociation
*xurb-, *xurp-. Pol. chaber is explained by a metathesis of consonants andana
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.thh the family of Slfw. xab- (cf. XBBDBTD). This is an interesting S./Cr.-Cz./Slk.-Pol
1sogloss with a specific botanical meaning; cf., however, also S./Cr. hrb ‘a kir.ld of"

plant’, S./Cr. isolated harbuda ‘a kinf of grass’. P ‘ e .
a broader original meaning “a weed plant”. grass’, Pol. charp ‘weed’ which implies

Et.:
PS *xvrba, chorpa ~ IE *skerb(h)-, *skerp- ‘to cut’
gz ;l;?nf;»; fnf}igo;?ble etyénsoslogies, [ prefer this connection, which is based on the broad
e IE root. Ja (8, 146) derives *xvrb- from *(s)k i
broad negative semantics of these root e b o 0 (he
‘ i oots (cf. e.g. Bulg. xdrbel ‘chipped b
nick’ alongside §¢cirbel ‘notch, nick’, S./Cr.d. (h)rbi i T heside OGS
nick eS¢ , » 5./Cr.d. (h)rbina ‘chip of glass’ beside OCS ¢&ré)
1d.” etc.), which is understandable when denoti . ot o
, 4 enoting weedy grasses. Th ivati
the term can be based on the connecti ¢ D oF Ca. osion
‘ lon of ‘weedy grass’ and ‘sharp’ (cf. C i
sedge’ from ostry ‘sharp’); on the other h i bt bl s
: ; and, the characteristic sh fb
ly indented blooms of the pl ol
plant Centaurea (comnflower) off her i i
(cf. Lith. skifpstas “a kind of elm’ fr mmming rom doecty
om the same IE root stemming fi i
dented leaves). Alternatin i o elsehers (oY
d . g -b- and -p- in the root have parallel
Skerbala a Skerpele “splinter’ (Pokorny1959: 943-945) ’ el clsewhere (e Latv.
Ev.:. B C B B-- . k-
B-- sk-

Implausible is Machek’s connection with OE. curmelle (Machek 1968: 206-207)

g
a“d the alle ed ] lllllltlve };Ui can ()I‘lglll, most ()thel dlCthn ries ¢

XDBRTH

Bulg. xrdt, Mac. 'rt, S./Cr. h#t, Sln. hr
, . ’rt, S./Cr. , . hrt, Skk., Cz. chrt, US chor y
Slnc. yart, Br., Ukr., Russ. xort, all ‘greyhound’ 5 chorts LS, Pol. chart,

Rec.:

The formal and semantic sides of the PS form are clear. The Russ. word-connection

chortyj pes together with a t-suffix typi ici
or ypical of participl
originally been an adjective (ESSJa: 8, 148). perticiples show that the word may have

Et.:
1. PS *xorty ~ Olnd. spra- ‘hunting’
;I}’l}:: tehtyrrgilaglcal czlonnection (Martynov 1968: 137; Moszynski 1957: 136) supposes
¢ Slav. word is a t-participle from an unattested ' i i
OlInd. sdrati ‘(he) flows, hurries i B (1 ponding with
, » pursues, hunts’ (part. srta-) from IE * ‘
move fast’. A supporting argument for thi is i Al i
. 1s hypothesis is found i icipi
forms with -/- attested in OSerb. chruls * o 1060110
. chrole “fast’, S./Cr. hrd “id "(Ma 1 :
perhaps also Cz. chrieti “to hurry” (Machek 196 . Cor o th ety
. s a a 8: 206). A weakness of this
is that it is only based on a specifi i i o 1 relatomit s
pecific connection with Olnd.. a furth i ip i
formally po et & -» a further IE relationship is
y more remote. Martynov later (1983: 49) modified his vi
' . : $
the effect that Slav. *vurts is a borrowing from an unattested Olran. *hrta-cone\;ll)e;l(ti(j
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ing with the above-mentioned Olnd. srfa-. The credibility of this etymology, however,

is diminished by the unattestedness of the Iran. word.

Ev: A-B C B- 5~

2. PS *xwriv ~ Lith. saftas ‘light-brown, russet (about horse)’

ESSJa (8, 148) starts from a homonymous IE *ser- ‘reddish’, first of all from the con-
nection with the above-mentioned Lith. word (Latv. sdrts means ‘red in face’). The
argumentation of the authors that dogs are often denoted by means of colors seems
to me rather unfounded — particularly in view of the authors’ reference to the hitherto
unpublished entry *puss (its intimated motivation by color is implausible). On the other
hand, Ger. Riide ‘hound’, often compared with the present word, may be connected with
the word for ‘red’, although there are also other possibilities (EWD: 1144). With regards
to the transfer of the color of dog to horse, ESSJa gives an interesting Russ. muchortyj
‘brown, with yellowish spots (about horse)” which is probably a cognate of *xvrtv.

Ev: B C A4- B- 5~

Other etymologies are less plausible. A variously interpreted connection with Ger. Rii-
de, OHG rudo ‘hound’, which was popular at one time (Enzelin 1911: 127; Berneker
1908-1913: 1, 412; Vasmer 1964-1973: 1V, 268; Bezlaj 1976-2005: 1, 204; Machek
1968: 207) is not usually accepted now (PGmc. form was apparently without an initial
*h-). A connection with PS *skorv ‘fast’ (Briickner 1927: 176; Mladenov 1941: 672) is
formally difficult, implausible also is a connection with Lith. kzrsi “to run fast’ {Machek
1939, 216) whose original meaning was ‘to heat’ (Fraenkel 1962-1965: 319). Cf. also

ESSJa and Vasmer: L.c.

XYBATI

Sln. hibati ‘to reproach, to scold’, Sik. chybat ‘to feel a deficiency, to lack’, OCz. chy-
bati “to doubt’, Cz.d. chybat ‘to throw’, Cz.d. chybat ‘to lack’, LS (older) chiblas “to
roll (when walking)’, Pol.d. chybaé ‘to run, to rush; to swing, to rock’, Pol. chybnqé
‘to move, to rock; to start running’, Ukr. xybdty ‘to swing, to sway’, Russ.d. xibdt’ ‘id.”

S./Cr. (isol.) hiba ‘mistake’, Sln. hiba, SIk., Cz. chyba ‘id.” (OCz. ‘misgiving”), US chiba
‘except (for)’, LS chyba ‘mistake’, OPol. chyba ‘id.’, Pol. chyba ‘perhaps; unless’,
Ukr. xyba ‘mistake’, Russ.d. xiba ‘fence sitter’

OCz. chybéti ‘to lack’, US chibje¢ ‘to make mistake’, Ukr.d. xybiry ‘to lack’

Rec.:
There is no reason to separate the meanings ‘deficiency, mistake’ and ‘to sway, to

swing’ (Machek 1930: 93f. did so, but he revised his view later). We should start from
the verb *xybati ‘to swing, to vacillate’, from here *xyba ‘doubt, misgiving, mistake’
and other derived meanings ‘to make a mistake etc.” (in details Machek 1968: 211; un-
convincingly regarding the semantic development Briickner 1923: 233 and 1927: 188;
Holub — Kope&ny 1952: 145). An important question is the relationship of *xybati and
*§ibati ‘to whip, to throw’ in view of a number of parallel formations: e.g. Cz.d. chybat
‘to throw’ — Pol. szybaé, Ukr. §ybaty “id.”, Pol. chybki — szybki ‘quick’, Cz., OPol. chyba
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‘mistake’— Russ. o§ibka ‘id.’, Sln.d. hiba ‘stalk; a kind of beech’ — §iba ‘a kind of
beech’, Pol. chybaé ‘to swing, to rock’ — Sln. $ibiti ‘id.”. Most authors (e.g. ESSJa:
8, 154; Holub — Kopeény 1952: l.c.; Stawski 1952: 1, 94; Bezlaj 1976~2005: 1V, 193)
recognize an etymological connection of both etymons, but [ cannot see any reliable
phonological explanation for this.

Et.:

1. PS *xybati ~ Lith. siubudti ‘to swing’, Latv. Saubities ‘to doubt’, Saubas ‘misgiv-
ings’

My preferred etymology is a connection with Baltic words which perfectly reflect the
semantics of Slav. family and formally differ — if disregarding the initial alternation
~ only by ablaut (cf. Bezlaj 1976-2005: I, 193). Fraenkel (1962-1965: 787 and 779)
derives the Lith. word from siaibti ‘to rage’ and further from [E *seu(e)- whose other
variant is *suei- (see XVEJATI). For Latv. words, Karulis (1992: II, 342) — perhaps
more appropriately — assumes a formal development *$aub- < Balt. *siaub- < IE
*seub- and further from IE *seu- ‘to bend, to twist, to set in motion’ (Pokorny 1959:
914; LIV: 487 reconstructs *seuH, ‘to drive, to keep in motion’). A semantic develop-
ment towards the meanings ‘to swing, to sway’ and ‘to throw’ is indeed conceivable;
the difference in ablaut (Balt. *seu- ; PS *sii-) was mentioned above.

Ev: B A- A A/B -

2. PS *cybati ~ Olnd. kSubhyati, kiobhate “(he) totters’, Av. x§aob- ‘get excited’

This connection is usually taken for granted in the etymological literature (Berne-
ker 1908—1913: 1, 412; Pokorny 1959: 625; Machek 1968: 211; Vasmer 1964-1973:
1V, 234; Stawski 1952: 1, 95; Bezlaj 1976-2005: 1, 193; LIV: 332 et al.), yet I con-
sider it less plausible than the previous one. Its main shortcoming is the isolation of
the Slav.- Indo-Iranian parallel. Also, the semantic side seems to correspond less than
in the case of Balt. *siaub-. Some scholars try to match Baltic and Indo-Iranian words
on the premise that *ks- > s- in Baltic, but this lacks evidence. The form subdti ‘to
swing, to rock’ which is sometimes quoted in this context (Berneker: l.c. and after him
Stawski: l.c. and Vasmer: l.c.) is not a real form, there is only Lith. siubdti. Another
attempt to extend the family of IE *kseubh- is found in ESSJa: 8, 154 (see below).
Ev.: A- A- B- B+ ks-

3. PS *xybati ~ PS *skubati ‘to jerk, to pull out’, Lith. skubti ‘to hurry’, Ger. schieben
‘to push’, Goth. af-skiuban ‘to push away’

The connection with this family was introduced by Briickner (1923: 233 and 1927: 188)
who compared Lith. skub(r)is ‘quick’ with Pol. chybki ‘id.”. ESSJa (8, 154) attempts
to combine this explanation with the previous one on the assumption of a variant root
*skeubh-/*kseubh-. It is true that meanings ‘to swing, to rock’ on the one side, and
‘to hurry’, ‘to push’, ‘quick’ etc. on the other side are quite close (the initial mean-
ing being ‘to set in motion’), and we certainly find numerous parallels such as this.
Nevertheless, | would rather reject the connection of both roots, because the family
of IE *skeub(h)- seems to be semantically based elsewhere (Pokorny 1959: 955, LIV:
507), and transitive meanings that would justify this solution are missing. It follows
from this that even the connection of *xybati itself with the family of IE *skeubh-

86

produces formal and semantic difficulties (such as unattested original *xubti and the
existence of parallel *skubati in the meaning ‘to jerk, to pull out’).
Ev.: B- B A- 8 sk-

4. PS *xybati ~ PS *gybati ‘ .
Machek (1930: 95 and 1939: 194) assumes an expressive transformation of PS *gybati
(cf. also Holub — Kopegny 1952: 145). This is usually rejected (Vasmer 1964-1973: 1V,
324, Stawski 1952: 1, 95), though there are actually no formal and semantic obstacles

of this connection.

XYLITI (SE)

Bulg.d. xili sa ‘to bare one’s teeth (about horse)’, S./Cr. (older) hiliti “to oppress, t:)
squeeze’, Sln. Ailiti ‘to bend; to squint’, OCz. chyliti (sé) ‘to tilt to one side, to mcl.x’ne. ,
Cz. chylit (se) ‘id.’, Slk. chylit' ‘to incline’, US chilié, LS chylis ‘id.’, OPol. chylt? sz@
‘to fall, to go down, to lean’, Pol. chyli¢ “to lean, to incline’, Slne. chilec, Br. chilic’,
Uker. xylyty, Russ. xilit’, xilit’‘id.”

S./Cr. (older) hiljati ‘to wrink’, Slk.d. chil'ac Se ‘to lean’, US chile¢ (sg), LS chylas
(se) “id.”, OPol. chylac sig ‘to fall, to go down’, Pol. chylaé ‘to lean, to mcl'u.l’e’!, Slr}c.
yilac “id.’, Br. xiljdcca ‘to tilt, to totter’, Ukr. xyljdty ‘to swing’, Russ.d. xiljat sja “to
swing, to rock’

Bulg. xilen ‘worried’, Sln. (older) hil ‘bent, curved back’, Cz.d: chyly ‘inclined’,
Pol. chyly “wobbly, inclined’, Br. xily ‘bending’, Russ. xilyj ‘weak, infirm’

S./Cr. (older) huliti se ‘to bend’, Sln. huliti ‘to bend, to incline’, Slk. chulit' sa ‘to cower,
to huddle’, Cz. choulit se ‘id.”, choulostivy ‘delicate, (over)sensitive’

Rec.:
The verbs are usually considered to be derived from the adjective *xylv (ESSJa: 8, 156;

Vasmer 1964—1973: IV, 236 et al.), which is tentatively interpreted as the [-participle
from an unattested original verb. The semantic closeness of *xybati raises a question of
the relationship of both verbs. Also questionable is the relationship of *xy{iti gnd *xula
(see XYBATI, XULA). The initial meaning of *xy/s is apparently ‘bent, inclined’.

Et.:

1. PS *xyliti, *xuliti ~ PS kuliti ‘id.” < 1E *keu- “to incline, to bend’

This connection is considered the most plausible by some authors {(Machek 1939: 170;
Bezlaj 1976-2005: I, 193 and 206, Stawski 1952: 1, 95), because it can be supportéd
by variant *kuliti (se) ‘id.” attested in Pol., Br., Ukr. Other similar words are quoted.m
this context as well — Sln.d. &iliti ‘to twitch ears’, S./Cr. éuliti 1d.”, Sin. Sul, Sulav ‘Wlth
stunted ears’, Ukr.d. cula ‘short-ear sheep’ — which are supposed to document various
reflexes of IE *keu-/*xeu- and *kou-/*xou- ‘to bend’ (Bezlaj: l.c.). Gluhak (1993: 608)
puts also Cr. $kiljiti ‘to squint” here (cf. Sln. hiliti ‘id."), and starts from *(s)keu-. Tbxs
is probably also what ESSJa (8, 158) is getting at when referring to PS *skula (details
will probably be given there). IE parallels with [~extension do not exist.

Ev: C A B B k-
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2. PS *xyliti ~ IE *geu- ‘to bend’

Schuster-Sewc (1978: 381) bases his etymology — in keeping with his conception then
~ on IE *(s)geu- ‘to bend’ (s-mobile would have only been in Slav., however), which
might be a voiced variant of *keu-. The /-derivatives that he quotes, however, have the
explicit meaning ‘something round, bulge and suchlike’ (cf. also Pokorny 1959: 396f),
which does not correspond much with the meanings of Slav. words. Also, Machek
(1930: 95) starts from *geu- regarding chyliti and chynoti as special formations from
the root *gyb- ‘to bend’ from which he has derived chybati as well.

Ev: C A- B B- g-

3. PS *xyliti ~ IE *seu- ‘to bend’

If we start from the initial meaning ‘to bend’, another IE synonymous root should be
mentioned, namely *seu- (Pokorny 1959: 914) which also figured in the exposition of
Slav. *xybati. Thus, both these verbs with noticeable semantic correspondences could
be connected. On the other hand, we do not have any examples of /-suffixation from
this root, and the clarification of formal relations would be rather speculative anyway.
See also XYTATI 3.

Ev: C-A B B- kS

Connections with isolated Alb. (Berneker 1908-1913: I, 413; Vasmer 1964-1973:
1V, 237) or Greek words (Machek 1968: 212; Petersson 1914: 362) are unconvincing,
see also ESSJa: 8, 158,

XYNITI

OCS xyniti ‘to deceive’, S./Cr. (older) hiniti ‘to deceive, to pretend’, Sln. hiniti id.’,
Russ.d. xinit’, xinit’ ‘to reprove, to rebuke, to criticize’

Rec.:
The common semantic base of the South Slav. and Russ. words is hard to find. The
meanings are so different that it is reasonable to doubt their etymological identity.

Et.:

1. PS *xyniti ~ PS *xyliti, *xylo

The major asset of this traditional connection (Berneker 1908—-1913: I, 413; II’jinskij
1916: 106; Vasmer 1964-1973: IV, 238; Bezlaj 1976-2005: 1, 193) is a broad semantic
base ‘to bend, to incline’, from which the above-mentioned semantic divergence can
be explained (Russ. xinit’ then semantically corresponds with xu/it’ which is usually
connected with *xpliti as well). The other meaning ‘to deceive’ is close to two other
words with xy-, namely *xybati ‘to swing, to vacilliate’ and *xytati ‘to catch’ (cf. Lith.
apgauti ‘to deceive’, Lat. decipere ‘id.” which are derived from the respective words
meaning ‘to catch’); the mutual interconnection of all these words is then in question
(cf. exposition 3 for the following entry).

2. PS *xyniti ‘to deceive, to pretend’ ~ IE *skeu- ‘to cover’
This explan.at'ion is preferred by ESSJa (8, 157), Snoj (1997: 169) and Gluhak (1993:
260). The initial IE form would have been *skii-n- which can be compared with
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Olnd. skundti ‘(he) covers’, Olcel. skaun(n) ‘shield’ et al. Unconvincing, however, is
the construction of the semantic development ‘to cover sth’ — ‘to pretend, to deceive’
(Snoj: L.c.): such a transition of meaning does not have a parallel in this root and can
hardly be regarded as persuasive (Cz. pokrytec ‘hypocrite’ from pokryt ‘to cover’ is
not an argument, because it came into being through folk etymology). The Russ. word
would then probably have to be separated.

Ev.:. B C-B B/C sk-

XYTATI

OCS xytati ‘to catch’, Bulg.d. xitam ‘to hurry’, Mac. ita ‘id.’, S./Cr. hitati ‘to cach, to
hurry, to throw’, Sln. Aitati ‘to catch, to throw’, hitati se ‘to hurry’, Sik. chytat ‘to catch’,
Cz. chytat ‘id.”, US d. chitaé ‘to throw’, LS chytas ‘id.”, OPol. chytaé (Pol. chwytac)
‘to catch’, Br.d. xitdc’ ‘to swing, to rock’, Ukr. xytdty, Russ.d. xitat’ ‘id.”, alongside
Russ.d. xitit’ ‘to take, to steal’

OCS xytrs ‘clever, skillful, zealous’, Bulg. xitar ‘crafty, ingenious’, Mac. itar ‘clever,
agile, crafty’, S./Cr. Aitar ‘quick’, Sln. hiter ‘id.’, Sln. older also ‘crafty’, Skk. chyt-
1 ‘quick, clever’, Cz. chytry ‘clever’, US chétry ‘quick, extensive’, LS chytSy ‘capable,
truthful; nice, good, lively; wily’, Slnc., Cass. chitri, chétri ‘clever, cunning’, Pol. chyt-
ry ‘cunning, wily’, Pol.d. ‘clever; quick; hungry, greedy’, Br. xitry ‘cunning’, Ukr. xytryj
‘cunning, clever’, Ukr.d. also ‘quick’, Russ. xitryj ‘cunning, crafty, skilful®

Rec.:
*Xytati has been connected with *xvatati (for details see XVATATI). The East Slav.

forms with a specific meaning are sometimes separated and regarded as r-intensives
from *xybati (ESJS: 4, 233), which seems to be plausible, nonetheless, there are certain
semantic connections between both verbs. For *xytati and *xvatati we have to start
from the meaning ‘to do quick moves’, to ‘to grasp sth quickly’ or ‘to throw’, and then
to ‘to hurry etc.’.

The adj. *xytre is viewed as a derivative from *xytati by the vast majority of etymo-
logists. Its basic meanings faithfully reflect the original semantics of the verb - grasping
quickly’, then ‘quick-witted, clever” and ‘quick in motion’ (the second two meanings
are incomprehensibly separated by Machek1968: 212). Machek’s objection is that the
nonproductive suffix -r» does not couple with new verbal formations, particularly not
with intensives. However, this can be rebuffed by the fact that the secondariness of
*xytati (perhaps except East Slav. forms) is uncertain. Machek’s suggested relationship
with Lith. gitdras, gudriis ‘clever, wise, cunning’ can be accepted only if we accept the
etymological connection of *xyrati with Lith. gduti ‘id.” at the same time (see below).

Et..

1. PS *xytati, *xvatati of an onom. origin

In the absence of satisfactory etymological connections it is possible to think about
an onomatopoeic (interjectional, imitative) origin (Zubaty 1945: 167, after him hesita-
tingly Stawski 1952: 1, 94; Bezlaj 1976-2005: 1, 194; ESJS: 4, 233). Machek (1968:
210) only applies this explanation to *xvatati (he separates *xytati and even Cz. chvdtat
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‘to hurry’), which is in his view a t-intensive from an imitative root *xvap-, rhyming
with chap-, lap-, chriap-, all of them expressing similarly swift motions.

2. PS *xytati ‘to catch’ ~ Lith. gduti, Latv. giit id.’

This connection introduced by Machek (1939: 199 and 1968: 212) is usually rejected
on phonological grounds (Vasmer 1964-1973: IV, 230; Stawski: l.c., ESSJa: 8, 160;
Bezlaj 1976-2005: 1, 194), although ~ if disregarding the initial consonant — the main
problem lies in the extension of the Slav. verb by a formant -ta- (in Machek’s view
an intensive). The Balt. verbs are most likely based on IE *geu- ‘to bend’. Karulis
(1992: 1, 328) assumes a semantic development ‘to bend” — ‘to bend an arm’ — ‘to
grasp, to catch’.

Ev: C-4- A4 B g-
3. PS *xytati ~ Lith. siaiisti ‘to wrap (up), to surround; to rage, to roister; to throw with
a swing; to fan (grain)’, Latv. aust ‘to beat, to whip’, Ger. sieden ‘to boil’

As an alternative, I suggest a connection of *xyrati with the above-mentioned Balt.
verbs. The meanings of Slav. and Balt. words intersect in ‘to throw’, but the rest is also
quite compatible, based on the initial meaning ‘to move quickly’. Other relationships
are not self-evident. LIV: 489 only connects the Balt. evidence with Gmc. verb “to
seethe’ and reconstructs IE *seut- ‘to boil, to seethe’. Pokorny (1959: 914) views the
original meaning a little more broadly as ‘to seethe, ta be in a swift motion’ and also
adds Russ. Sutit’ ‘to joke’ (cf. also Vasmer 1964-1973: IV, 491, EWD: 1290) which
would decrease the probability that *xyrari belongs to this family. On the other hand,
Karulis (1992: 11, 343) starts from IE *seu- ‘to bend, to twist, to set in motion’ (but LIV:
487 has *seuH, ‘to drive, to keep in motion’) which was also discussed s.v. XYBATI
and XYLITIL If I have pointed out some semantic correspondences between Slav.
verbs with xy- (see also Rejzek 1995), I should notice also that Baltic verbs derived
from IE *seu- display correspondences of their own and even with similar formants ~
cf. Lith. siaibti ‘to ravage, to rage’, siailsti (see above) and perhaps also Latv. Saulis

‘fool’. The whole matter is rather complicated and requires an original study.
Ev: C B- A B- $=

ESSJa (8, 123) prefers old Vaillant’s etymology of *xvatati, *xytati from the IE pro-

nominal root *sye- (‘to grasp’ as if from ‘to appropriate’) (Vaillant 1946: 44) which
I find unconvincing.

SALITI

S./Cr., Sln. $aliti se “to joke’, Sik. sialit ‘to delude’, Cz. $dlit *id.”, OCz §ieliti “to drive
mad’, Br. Salic’ ‘to frolic, to fool around’, Ukr. Sality, Russ. §alit’ ‘id.’

Bulg.d. Salja se ‘to be crazy’, Slk. saliet ‘to be mad’, Cz $ilet, Pol. szaleé, Br. Saléc’,
Russ. §alér ‘id.”

Bulg. Sala ‘mischief’, S./Cr., Sln. $dla ‘joke’, Slk. §ial’ ‘illusion, mistake’, Pol. szaf
‘excitement, madness’, Russ. §al’ ‘mischievousness; fury’
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Rec.: . ' N o
As early as PS we obviously have to deal with two verbs — intransitive *$aleti ‘to be

mad, crazy’ and transitive *5aliti ‘to drive sb mad, to infamatg’ (Mach’ek 191‘59: 184 gncl,
1968: 601). There is no reason to separate the meanings fto ¥nfatuate and ‘to flecel\fe
as Machek does, although defining the original meaning is difficult. A connection with
Russ. naxdl ‘impudent fellow’ et al. is plausible.

iﬂ.t'és *saliti (< *xvél-) ‘to delude, to drive mad’~ Gr. kniéw ‘(1) bewitch, decex\‘/e,
excite’, Goth. hélon ‘to slander’, Olcel. hdla ‘to praise, to boast’, OHG huolen ‘to
’Cf};;atconnection with the Gr. word seems to be formally and semantically the most
plausible (Machek 1968: 601; Holub — Kopeény 1952: 367'; Martynov_l 968:-12(?). The
Gme. words differ in ablaut, formally even more remote is Lat. calvi, C'alvfi‘e to de-
ceive, to equivocate’. The IE base is *kelH, ‘to delude, to pretend, to decex\_/e. (Pokom}/
1959: 551; LIV: 312). Since the evidence is only from centum languages, it is theoreti-
cally possible to reconstruct IE *k’elH, (Martynov: l.c.). o

Ev: B A- B B+ k-(k’-)

2. PS *5aliti ~ IE *skél- ‘to cut’ ‘

This connection (Mladenov 1941: 691; Gluhak 1993: 602) is ungtmfactory both from
the phonological (a lengthened grade of this root does not occur in ver’ps) and from the
semantical viewpoint (the semantic base is too broad, and the §emantxc parallel based
only on S./Cr. phraseological connection dobro mu je odrezao is insufficient).

Ev: C C A B sk-

3. PS *ala, *salb ‘joke, mischief” ~ Arm. xaf ‘game’, Gr. Xd/lzg ‘turbulent, fu'rxous"
An unconvincing old connection based on an initial *gh- or dlrectly' reckoning w1ti‘1
the IE velar spirant (Iljinskij 1916: 155; Petersson 1914: 167, Merh.ngen 1959: 60;
Tlie-Svity& 1961: 97) clashes particularly with the unclear etymological background
of Arm. and Gr. words

Ev. B B C- B/C gh-

SERB/SERD, SEDD, SEDD
OCS sérv ‘grey’, Bulg. ser, Serb. sér, Cr. sijér ‘id.’, Sln. sér ‘grey, l’ig}}t’, Slk., Czs‘“er_)j
‘poorly lit, dim’, US séry ‘grey’, LS §ery, Pol. szary, Br. Séry, Ukr. siryj, Russ. séryj ‘id.

OCS sédw, Serb. séd, Cr. sijéd, Sln. (older) séd, Slk., Cz. Sedy, Sedivy, US Sédéiwy,
Cass. §ady, Pol. szady, Ukr. sidyj, Russ. seddj, all ‘grey’

l/iedci.t:ferent initial in West Slav. languages in contrast with East Slav. and Sout'h Slav.
unambigously points to PS *xérb, *xédv and the subsequent 2‘“" ;‘)alatahzatx?n, ‘al-
though some have concluded otherwise (c.f. Pokorny ¥959:. 541; Vecerka .1972. 43f).
The form *xédw is usually regarded as secondary, having risen under the influence of
formally similar denotations of colors blédw, gnédv, smédo (Machek 1968: 604; Vas-

91



mer 19641973 111, 590; Bezlaj 1976~2005: III, 222). Martynov (1968: 146) treats
it as an independent word which is a cognate with Lith. skaidris ‘bright, light’. The
semantic side is clear.

Et.:

1. PS *xérv ~ Olcel. harr ‘grey, old’, OE. har ‘white with age, venerable’, E. hoar
The closeness of the PS word with Gme. *haira- is evident enough to be noticed by
an overwhelming majority of etymologists (Martynov 1968: 118; Vasmer 1964-1973:
111, 611; Pokorny: l.c.; Skok 1971-1974: 111, 232; Machek: l.c.). The Gme. words are
undoubtedly based on [E *k ‘oi-ro- (MIr. ciar ‘dark-brown’ from IE *k’ei-ro- is quoted
as another cognate) from *k’ei- ‘dark, grey’ from which Slav. sive ‘grey’ and sin’s
‘blue” are probably also derived. IE &’ as a source of PS x is not generally recognized,
and thus some authors attempt to otherwise delineate the relationship of Slav. and
Gmec. words (see below).

Evi: A A B A k-

2. PS *xérv ~ IE *(s)k’ei- ‘to shimmer through; glint, shadow’

Gluhak (1993: 547) assumes the Slav. development *skoi- > *ksoi- > *xoi- and de-
rives words discussed in the previous exposition from IE *()k’ei- which continues
e.g. in OCS sijati ‘to shine, to dawn’ and sénw ‘shadow’. Likewise, Machek (1968:
605-606) is not satisfied with the initial [E *k’oiro-, and adds Olcel. skaera, skaerr
‘dusk; dawn’, Swed. skdr ‘light’, Dan. skoer ‘id.” (Pokorny 1959: 918 has this family
under *sk’di-, *sk’2i-, and the same root is mentioned by Gluhak, but Machek speaks
about *skei-). Both Pokorny and LIV (494, as *sk'eH(i)-), however, reconstruct the
root with a regular s-, not s-mobile, which rules out the connection with Gme. *haira-.
Even the semantic difference between the root *(s)k 'ei- and PS *xérs is significant — the
meaning of Cz. fery which is referred to support this equation is obviously secondary,
while otherwise Slav. languages concur in the meaning ‘grey’.

Ev: B B B B sk(’)-

3. PS *xérv ~ Av. xfaeta- ‘bright, shiny’

Slovenian etymological dictionaries (Bezlaj 1976-2005: II1, 229; Snoj 1997: 563) ac-
cept this Slav.-Iran. equation presented by Cop 1959. An asset of this etymology would
be a regular rise of x- from £s-. On the other hand, the differences in both the suffix and
the meaning, and the isolation of the equation make it less plausible than the others.
Moreover, the Av. word probably only yielded to metathesis, and consequently belongs
to the root discussed in the previous exposition (see Snoj 1997: 634).

Ev.: B- B B- B-- ks-

Other explanations are implausible (cf. Vasmer 1964-1973: 111, 611).

SESTH

OCS Sestv, Bulg., Mac. Jest, S./Cr., Sln. §ést, Slk. Sest, Cz. Sest, US §és¢, LS Sesé,
Plb. sest, Pol. szesé, Br. sesé, Ukr. Sist’, Russ. Sest’, all ‘six’
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Rec.:
PS *Sesty, originally evidently an abstract noun, is derived by suffix -#» from one of
several variants of the IE cardinal numeral ‘6’ (see below).

Et.:

PS *Sesty ~ Lith. Sesi, Goth. saihs, Lat. sex, W. chwech, Av. x§vas etc.

This is the only Slav. word with an original initial x- whose etymology is beyond dis-
pute, though the exact parent form is not certain even here. Usually, they reconstruct
dialectal IE *ksek’s- as a variant to the preponderant IE *s(i)ek5- which continues in
Balt. (except OPr.), Gme,, Lat., Gr,, Celt., Alb., Toch. and Olnd. (Pokomy 1959: 1044;
Vasmer 1964—1973: IV, 433). Theoretically, Slav. might go back to the latter form
as well (provided that s > x), but taking into consideration that the initial ks- is also
elsewhere (Av. x§vas from IE *ksuek 5-), the form allowing a regular change ks- > x- is
preferred. Snoj (in Bezlaj 1976: 4, 36) points out that Slav., Balt. and Indo-Ir. forms
display the effect of ruki rule in anlaut, and explains it by the influence of the previous
numeral (*penk®, *suek’s). Pedersen (1895: 77) and Arumaa (1986: III, 192f.) assume
that §- arose by assimilation.

Ev: A-A A4 A- ks-

SETRITI

Slk. Setrif ‘to economize’, Slk.d. atrit ‘to look, to observe’, OCz SetFiti ‘to observe, to
heed, to have regard’, Cz. Setfit ‘to investigate; to economize, to spare’, Pol.d. szatrac,
szatrzyé, szetrzy¢ ‘to have regards (7)’, szatrzyé sie ‘to steer clear of”

Rec.:

The root vowel is debatable — Czech historical linguistics usually start from the form
with -e- (cf. Machek: 1968: 606), though some OCz. evidence justifies the reconstruc-
tion *§otriti as well (Reinhart 2000: 109£.). The original meaning was probably ‘to look,
to observe’ (Machek: 1.c.). The word is closely restricted as to the area; 1ts ancientness,
however, is not usually questioned. The connection with Sln. §dtriti ‘to do magic’ is not
clear (cf. Snoj in Bezlaj 1976-2005: 4, 13)

Et.:

1. PS *3etriti ~ Lith. skatytis ‘to have regard, to pay attention’, Latv. skatit ‘to look at’
This Balto-Slav. equation seems to be the most likely of all the implausible etymolo-
gies of this difficult word (Machek: 1968, 606), although there is a difference in ablaut
and in r-formant in Slav. This suffixal -r- is compared with synonymous formations
*(s)motriti and *patriti. Vasmer (1964-1973: 111, 692) derives the former from the
unattested adj. *motrs, corresponding with Lith. matris ‘watchful’ from the underly-
ing matyti ‘to watch’. The Latv. has an adj. skatrs ‘lively, merry’ whose putative Slav.
counterpart could have been the base of the verb. At this stage, however, semantic
problems occur. At the synchronic view, the semantic side of the Slav.-Balt. equation
seems to be perfect; the Balt. words, however, conceal considerable semantic changes.
They are deduced from IE *skeHt- ‘to jump (about)’, cf. the primary Lith. skasti ‘id.”
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(Fraenkel 1962-1965: 798; Karulis 1992: 11, 198). The supposed semantic develop-
ment is ‘to jump (about)’—> ‘to be lively, agile’—> ‘to be watchful, alert’ - ‘to watch,
observe” (Karulis: l.c.). Because of the isolation of the West Slav. word, it is difficult
to accept the same exacting semantic development for the Slav.; nonetheless, a certain
isolated West Slav. relic of the mentioned root cannot be excluded.
Ev.: C B- A- B sk~

2. PS *§étriti ~ PS *sétiti “to look at’, Lith. skaityt ‘to count; to read’

This resourceful connection (Reinhart 2000: 109f.) enables the explanation of two not
very etymologically clear words with a complementary distribution in the West Slav.
and South Slav.-East Slav. areas respectively (cf. OCS posétiti ‘to see sb, to visit’,
Russ. posetit’ ‘id.”) from the Early Slav. *xoit- (r-extension in West Slav., however,
remains unclear). The putative IE root is *k“ei-f- ‘to pay attention, to heed’ (cf. also
xajati) which, however, appears with s-mobile in Baltic only and with a rather shifted
meaning: Lith. skaityti ‘to count, to read’ and Laty. skaitit ‘to count’, §kist ‘to mean’. On
semantic grounds, however, the linking of *§ét7iri, *sétiti and the Baltic words together
is improbable.

Eve: C C A4- B/C (s)k-

3. PS *§etriti ~ Toch. A Sotre, Toch. B Sotri ‘sign’

In view of the present little satisfactory explanations of Slav. Serriti, I propose this ety-
mological connection. I base it on the fact that the synonymous and structurally similar
verbs *patriti and *(s)motriti are probably derived from nominal formations *patrs
and *motrv (see explanation 1). Such a word-formation base can be also assumed for
*§erriti. This basic *Setrv then could correspond with the cited Toch. words (from
IE *sek"-tr-) meaning ‘sign, token’; the initial IE root would be *sek” ‘to observe, to see;
to show’, originally ‘to scent, to follow’ (Pokorny: 897n.; LIV: 475 not very convinc-
ingly as ‘to join’; the basic meaning ‘to follow’ seems to be more plausible to me). The
meaning of the Slav. verb would then be ‘to notice (signs), to observe’. A drawback of
the explanation is the poor formal correspondence in Toch. only. See also Cop 1959:
185f. who had the same Slav.-Toch. equation, but different IE connections.

Eve: B-B C B/C S-

Ondru§ (1981: 248f.) implausibly connects *Setriti with South Slav. §etati, Satati ‘to
walk’, and adds opaque Sln. Sarriti ‘to walk crooked’, Bulg. Satrja ‘to move’. The basis
of the connection to Lith. §arrija ‘impetouos, strict woman; witch’ (Briickner 1927:
542; Holub — Kopeény 1952: 368) is probably no more than a formal resemblance, also
implausible is a borrowing from an unattested Iran. *kSatrava- (Trubacev 1965: 5in.).

SEGA

OCS Sega ‘joke’, Bulg. Segd ‘id.’, Cr. §éga ‘joke, mockery; custom’, Sln. §éga ‘cus-
tom’, SIn.d. ‘good humour, wit’, ORuss. Sega ‘joke’

Rec.:
This word is restricted to the South Slav. area (ORuss. Sega probably is — in view of
the reflex of the nasal - a loan from OCS). The original meaning probably was ‘good
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humour, joke’ (Snoj 1997: 630). It is interesting that the words with similar meanings
are often etymologically unclear in Slav. languages (cf. South Slav. Sala, Russ. Sitka,
Sin. burla, Cz. vtip, Zert and $prym). Furlan (in Bezlaj 1976-2005: 1V, 28) starts from
the meaning ‘to move quickly’.

Et.:

1. PS *$ega < Turk. saka ‘joke’ or another borrowing .

Skok (1971-1974: 111, 385) points out that the word. can be a borrovxfmg from Turk.
The phonetic forms of both words are considerably different, but the hm%ted currency
of the Slav. word and the absence of its plausible sources as an autochthf)mc word forc.c
us to allow for this explanation. Slav. material shows that t}'le words Whlch are semanti-
cally alike are often loans — cf. Cz. Zert and Sprym, both ‘joke’, which were borrowed
from Ger. and underwent certain irregular formal processes (cf. Machek 1968 s.v,,

Newerkla 2004; 230, 245).

2.PS *5ega~ Goth. saggws ‘singing, music, reading’, OHG sang ‘so‘n‘g’, Gr. o,ucp;? ‘voxce:
utterance, prophecy’, MW. de(h)ongl ‘to explain’, Prak. samghai ‘to ‘say,.to instruct
As the second choice, I suggest this new explanation from IE *seng“h- ‘to sing, to fore-
tell” (Pokorny 1959: 906f.; LIV: 481). A formal difficulty is tl}at we would expect an
usual o-grade in an d-stem abstract noun. As to the serpantxc difference, one can point
at Lat. iocus ‘joke’ (and Lith. judkas, Latv. joks id.’, if they are not borrowmgs. - see’
Karulis 1992: 1, 357) from IE *jek- ‘to speak (in particular solemnly or beseechingly)
(Pokorny 1959: 503).

Ev.: C B-B B/C 8-

3. PS *Sega ~ Olcel. skakkr ‘crooked’, Ger. hinken ‘tq limp’, Olnd. khd;zjazi .‘id.’
Mladenov (1941: 693) and Gluhak (1993: 604) start from IE *(s.)keng— to llmp;
bent, crooked’. The formal problems are the same like in the previous explanation,
but the semantic equation ‘joke’ = ‘something bent’ is very unconvincing (cf. Vasmer
1964-1973: 1V, 421).

Ev.: C C-8B [San (s)k-

A formally and semantically implausible connection with an extended v’ariant of th.e
IE root *kes- ‘to scrape, to comb’ (Gr. {oivew ‘(1) scrape, cgmb, batter’, Lat. sentis
‘thorn-bush’) is preferred by Snoj 1997: 630. Furlan (in Bezlaj 1976-2005: 4, 29) sug-
gests the connection with OHG swingan ‘to swing’.

SETATI (SE)

OCS setati s¢ ‘to roam around’, Bulg. $étam, Mac. Seta ‘id.”, S./Cr., Sln. (91d?r? .s‘etqn’
(se) ‘to walk around’, OCz. Sdtati (sebi) ‘to stagger, to totter’, Satnuti s¢ "10 ﬂlf
(?), Pol.d. uszataé sie ‘to get tired (by walking etc.)’, Ukr. Satatysja “to Izang about’,
ORuss. Satati sja ‘to wander about’, Russ. Sarat'(sja) ‘to wobble, to totter

Ree.:
The verb is usually reconstructed as PS *Sefati (se) (but Machek 1968: 603 has doubts,

and Ondrus 1981: 248-249 reconstructs it alongside with PS *Setati and *jatati).
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Acorpmon semantic base ‘to move to and fro” becomes apparent from the attested
meanings.

Et.:

1. PS *Setati (s¢) ~ Lith. skasti (1 sg. pres. skantit) ‘to jump’, Ger.d. schot ‘spawn’
Lat. scatére ‘to stream, to bubble out; to swarm’ ’
This explanation (Machek 1939: 217; Skok 1971-1974: III, 389; Gluhak 1993: 605:
Yasmer 1964-1973: 1V, 413), based on Pre-Slav. *skent-, has to reckon with a nasai
infix for Slav. (like in the Lith. present tense), whereas the forms of the putative cog-
nate_s are based on IE *skeH!- ‘to jump (up)’ (LIV: 498, similarly Pokorny 1959: 950
‘to jump, to bubble out’). The same initial form, i.e. *skent-, is also cited by Mladenov
1941: 693, the connection with Gr. kévipov ‘goad, whip’ is, however, semantically un-
acceptable (regarding [E *k’ent- ‘to prick, to stab’ cf. Pokorny 1959: 567, LIV: 290).
Not even the original meaning ‘to jump, to bubble out’ is without problems: it means
more like a swift motion up and down the vertical axis, whereas the Slav. word denotes
clovser to l.onger—lasting motions in the horizontal axis. A broader semantic base ‘(any)
§w1ft motion’ can be found in Gme. words meaning spawn and various kinds of small-
ish fish (Pokorny 1959: 950) or in OCz. Satmiti sé (whose meaning is uncertain because
of its isolation). A
Ev.: C B- A- B—- sk-

2.PS *Setati (s¢) ~ Lith. sigisti “to send’, OHG sind ‘way’, Olr. sét id.”, Av. hant “to get to’
At first sight this is an alluring connection which includes IE *sent- “to go, to head for’
(Ppkomy 1959: 608 and LIV: 483 without Slav. words; Vasmer 1964-4’973: Iv, 413
with adrpission of initial 4s-). However, it encounters more semantic difﬁculties’ than
tbe prev10$s explgnation. The semantic feature ‘heading for a destination’, characteris-
2:for8 IHECSQ/I;-I:—, is absent in _Biav. (but OCS seste “clever’ prol?ibly belongs here).

SIBATI

PCS a“ibati ‘tp whip’, Bulg. §ibam ‘to whip; to blow sharply’, Mac. §iba ‘id.”, S./Cr. §ibati
‘tO switch (witha rod)’, Sin. §ibati ‘id.’, Slk., Cz.d. §ibat ‘to switch, to lash’, Pol.d. szybaé
to throw’, Ukr. Sybdry “id.”, Russ. §ibdr’ ‘to switch; to throw’

S./Cr. §iba ‘rod’, Sin. §iba, US §iba, LS §yba ‘id.’ ¢ i i i
) , Siba, vba “id.’, Pol. szyb b
a whistle in the air’ 20 "an object fiying with

Slk. Sibky, Pol. szybki, Br. §ybki, Ukr. Sybkyj, Russ. §ibkij, all ‘quick’

Cz. §i1?erzice, USv:v“ibjen'ca, LS Sybjenica, Pol. (older) szybienica, Br. Sybenica, Ukr. §)-
benycja, Russ. Sibenica, all ‘gallows’, originally probably ‘a place where offenders
were lashed’

OCE (is."iti. se, oSibati s¢ ‘to avoid’, OCz. ositi lice ‘to slap sb’s face’ (probably from
PS *oSibti), Cz. oSivat se ‘to fidget’, it sebou ‘to fidget, to be restless’
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Rec.:
Besides the all-Slav. (except Sorb.) Sibati, some relics in Cz. and the derivative

Sibenica in the North Slav. languages point to *§ibti being primary. The meanings
‘to beat, to switch’ and ‘to throw’ should certainly not be separated (as done by
Miklosich 1886: 339), for their semantic basis is ‘a swift move by hand’. A number
of parallel formations with the same meaning indicate the connection with XYBATI

(see there).

Et.:

1. PS *ibati, *3ibti ~ Lith. siubtioti ‘to swing, to vacciliate’, Lith. siaiibti ‘to rage,
to ravage’

This connection with Lith. words looks formally and semantically close, although
only a few authors notice it (Briickner 1923: 559:; Skok 1971-1974: 111, 391). From
the synchronical standpoint, Slav. Sibati and Lith. siabioti exactly correspond one to
another (like Slav. §iti — Lith. siaiti ‘to sow’). Nevertheless, the Lith. words are traced
back to IE *seuH, ‘to drive, to keep in motion’ (LIV: 487), which could be a good
departure point of the Slav. and Balt. meanings, but whereas in Balt. it materializes as
siau-, in Slav. it becomes — if we accept the traditional relative chronology in which
the monophthongization of diphthongs only follows after PS umlauts — *s'u- and
not *siu-; the expected form would then be PS *Subati. To be sure, ESSJa (8, 154,
s.v. *xybati) derives *Sibati from *xjub- < *ksiub- < *kseub-/ *skeub- (see also XY-
BATI) but this hazardous phonological process is not grounded in any way. The
details of the formal relationship of Slav. xybati and Sibati and Lith. siubiioti thus
remain unclear.

Ev.: B-B A B+ s-(?)

2. PS *sibati ~ OHG heifti “fierce, wild’, Olnd. §ibham ‘quick’

Together with Martynov (1968: 122) it is possible to derive the Slav. word from
[E *k’éibh- ‘quick, fierce’ (Pokorny 1959: 542). The cited root is adjectival, however,
whereas in Slav. the verb is undoubtedly primary. Apart from this, one can hardly object
to this equation.
Ev.; B A- B

3. PS *3ibati ~ Olnd. kSipdti ‘(he) throws’

Proponents of this widely accepted equation (Pokorny 1959: 625; Machek 1939: 175;
Mladenov 1941: 693: Holub — Kopedny 1952: 368; Vasmer 1964-1973: 1V, 435; Skok
1971-1974: 3, 391; Mayrhofer 1956-1980: 1, 289; LIV: 333, Snoj in Bezlaj 1976-2005:
IV, 40) condone evident sound discrepancies. The difference in the voice perhaps would
be surmountable, but — in such an isolated equation — it certainly does not inspire con-
fidence. More troubles appear with adding Av. x$vifira ‘quick, agile’ and x§vaéfaiiat.
astra ‘waving the whip” (Vasmer: L.c.; LIV: l.c; objections by ESSJa: &, 155; Martynov
1968: 122) which assumes IE *ksyeib- and raises the question why y has disappeared
in Slav. and Vedic (for some parallels see Snoj in Bezlaj: l.c.). Vasmer and LIV also
add Gme. *swaipa- (cf. Olcel. sveipa ‘to throw’; a connection with the Gme. words is
preferred by Machek 1968: 607 also); Pokorny 1959: 1041 and Southern 1999: 86, on
the other hand, derive Iran. and Gme. words from [E *sueib- and also cite Latv. svaipit
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‘to whip’ from IE *syeip-. Thus, we are faced with a number of roots with fairly identi-
cal meanings, but a considerable diversity in form (ks-/s-, -u-/-0-, -b/-p). I conclude
that PS *§ibati cannot be matched with any of them without considerable phonologi-
cal difficulties.
Ev.: B-A B- B ks-

SIPH

0OCS ij‘ilpbk'b. ‘wild rose’, Bulg. $ip ‘thorn, prickle, tip’, Mac. §ip *wild rose’, S./Cr. §ip,
SIn: Sipek “id.’, Slk., Cz. $ip ‘arrow’, US §ip, LS $ypa, Pol. szyp ‘id.’, Pol.d. szypa
‘quill’, Br., Ukr. $yp ‘thorn, prick, pin’, Russ. §ip “id.’

Rec.:
The formal reconstruction is without problems; the meanings in Slav. languages, despite

some specific developments in respective areas, point to the basic meaning ‘something
pointed, sharp (thorn, arrow-tip etc.)’.

Et.:

1. PS *§ipv ~ Lat. cippus ‘stake, pillar’, Alb. thep ‘peaked rock’, Olnd. $épa ‘penis’
A formally and semantically acceptable base for the Slav. word is IE *k ‘eipo- ‘stake
pointed wood or stone’ (Martynov 1968: 123; Pokorny 1959: 543 without Slav. word)’
A certain difference in the character of the denoted objects (‘thorn, prickle, quill” x ‘stakc;

stone’) is not a problem — the common semantic base is ‘something pointed’.
Ev: A B B B+ k-

2.PS *ipv~PS8 *§¢ipati, Lith. skiépas ‘graft’| E. shiver, Lat. scipio ‘stick’, Gr. oxinwv ‘id.”
The slav. word can also be explained from IE *skeip-, a labial extension of the root
*skei- ‘to cut, to separate’ (Briickner 1923: 562; Snoj 1997: 634; Fraenkel 1962-1965:
805).‘The formal correspondence of the compared Gme., Gr. and Lat. words is lesser.
than in ‘the previous explanation (a different auslaut), and the semantic side is less
convincing (the meaning ‘something split off, cut off’). The closeness of Lat. Scipio
and cippus may prompt a question if all the above-mentioned words are not cognates
(cf. Pokorny 1959: 543 and 922; Southern 1999: 25), but the reconstruction *(s)k eip-
—however possible for centum languages is — would separate the root from IE *skei- ‘to
tcut, t}? sepa}:afe’ which is unlikely. It is better then not to link both groups of words
*(;iz;?rﬁomk*i;g; can be easily deduced from IE *k’ei- ‘to sharpen, to grind’, and
Ev: A- C A4 B+ sk-

Semantically improbable is the connection with Olnd. k$ipati ‘(he) throws’ (Mladenov
1941: 694; Vasmer 1964-1973: 1V, 440), further with Gr. {ipog ‘sword’ (Machek 1939:
218), which is suspected to be of the Sem. origin, and on chiefly phonological grounds i£
1s necessary to totally reject the explanation via metathesis from *pisks ‘quill’ (Mach’ek
1968: 609; admitted by Holub —~ Kopeény 1952: 369).
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SIR(OK)B
Sin. §ir ‘spacious, broad’, SIk. §iry, Cz. §iry ‘vast, open’, Russ. §irdj ‘id.”

OCS sirokw, Bulg. $irék, Mac. Sirok, S./Cr. Sirok, Sln. §irok, Skk., Cz. Siroky, US Séroki,
LS Syroki, P1b. sariit e, Pol. szeroki, Br. Syroki, Ukr. Syrokyj, Russ. Sirdkij, all ‘broad, wide’

Rec.:
The primary adj. is *$ir», and the extension by suffix -0k- is the same as is in other spa-

tial adj. (*vysokw, *globokw, daleks). The basic meaning ‘broad’” may have developed
from ‘open, vast, clear’.

Et.:
PS *$ire ~ Goth. skeirs ‘clear’, MHG schir ‘clear, pure’, Olcel. skirr ‘id.’, E. sheer
The connection with Gme. words is generally accepted (Briickner 1923: 547; Mladenov
1941: 694; Pokomy 1959: 918; Skok 1971-1974: 111, 395; Holub — Kopetny 1952: 369;
Martynov 1968: 147; Snoj 1997: 634; with reservations Vasmer 1964-1973: 1V, 442,
The trouble is that Slav. has other adjectives which correspond with Gme. words more
exactly, namely Cz., Slk. ¢iry ‘clear, pure’, Pol. szczery ‘pure, genuine’, Br. Scyry, Ukr.
$éyryj, Russ. §¢iryj “id.. These words presuppose the initial *skeiro-, *skiro- (for the
Cz.-Slk. branch that is apparently without an s-) and not *sk 'fro-, which is usually recon-
structed for Gme. (Pokorny: L.c.; EWD: 1198 et al.). Therefore, some etymologists think
about gothisms in Slav. languages, the possibility of which seems to be corroborated
by the absence of the word in South Slav. (Uhlenbeck 1893: 492; Kiparski 1934:162;
Martynov: l.c.; Pokorny: l.c.; as against Vasmer 1964-1973: 1V, 508). The etymological
relationship, however, is more plausible regardless of the original status of the velar
(cf. Snoj: l.c. who admits both variants; we also may reckon with a dispalatallization
of sk - in Slav.). In my opinion, *§ire and *§¢irv/*¢irv are semantically toned doublets
with a differentiated anlaut (x- - (5)k-) that we know from other similar instances. The
question is why and how the original form was differentiated, and also whether or not
this differentiation reflects the doublet sk-/sk - (cf. the chapter about Slav. x- and IE *sk).
Reservations about the semantic difference between Slav. *3ir(ok)» and Gme. words
recede in the light of remarkable parallel expressions like Cz. Siré pole and ¢iré pole, Russ.
Gisto pole ‘clear field’, which point to the semantic development ‘clear, open’ — ‘broad’.
Ev:. A B B B+ sk-

Other explanations are implausible (cf. particularly Machek 1968: 609).
SISBKA
OCS §isvka, Bulg.d. §iska, Mac. Siska, S./Cr. §iSka, S./Cr. §iSka, Skk., Cz., US Siska,

LS $yska, Pol. szyszka, Br., Ukr. §ySka, Russ. §iska, all in the basic meaning ‘cone’ (only
in Sln. ‘oak gall’) with a number of metaphorical shifts

Rec.:
PS *ispka is most likely a diminutive from the original *§isa attested e.g. in Pol.d. szysza

‘id.”. Another cognate is probably Russ. §i§ ‘cone, haycock, no dice (thumb between two
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fingers as a gesture for nothing)’. However, the deduction from the verb *§ifari, attested
nowadays in S./Cr. §ifati ‘to clip” and Bulg. $iskam ‘(1) stab’, and the reconstruction of
the original meaning as ‘something cut off”, figuratively ‘trifle, thing of low value’ (Snoj
1997: 634) is very speculative. The sound cluster §i§- implies a reduplication.

Et.:
All the explanations up to now have been unconvincing, and in particular formally they
go beyond our criteria. Therefore they will not be evaluated.

1. PS *§isvka ~ Lith. kenkdreZis, Latv. Siekurs “id.”, Lith. kéke ‘cluster’, Latv. cekuls
‘plume’, Olnd. §ikhd- ‘plume, top’

It is interesting that the Balt. ‘cone’ words are also based on areduplicated form
*ke(n)k-, probably with the meaning ‘to hang, to dangle’, which could be connected
with IE *kek-/*k ’ek- ‘protruding, sharp’ (Karulis 1992: 1, 188) and other above-men-
tioned words. Slav. *vocholv is usually added here as well. The vocalism of Slav.
*§i§- (-i- must be from -ei- or -I-) blocks its placement in this group; nevertheless,
here we obviously deal with expressive IE roots whose reconstruction is uncertain
(Pokorny does not adduce any of them). There are also attempts to find a connection
with Lat. cicer ‘chickpea’, Arm. sisern, Gr. (Mac.) xikkeppor ‘id.” from IE *k’ik ‘er-
‘pea’ (Fraenkel 1962-1965: 235), which is, however, rather remote semantically, and
moreover suspected to be of a non-IE origin.

2. PS *isvka < Altaic languages

The borrowing from Altaic languages is suggested by Mladenov (1941: 694) and Gor-
jajev (1896: 423} (each from a different source). The latter’s connection with Turk.,
Shorian §i$ ‘abscess, tumescence’ is quite tempting (cf. the above-mentioned Russ. §if),
but due to the character of the word implausible (cf. Vasmer 1964-1973: 1V, 445).

3. PS *§isvka < IE *si(k)s- ‘to cut’

Snoj (1997: 634) gives this etymology citing as cognates — besides S./Cr. §isati ‘to cut’
—also Lith. §iksna “fine leather, belt’, Latv. siksna ‘belt’, Lith. §ykstis ‘mean’ and S./Cr.
interesting South Slav.-Balt. parallel). The difference in Lith. and Latv. anlauts and Olnd.
Sikya- ‘sling, strap’, however, clearly point at IE *k’ik- ‘belt, strap(?)’ (Pokorny 1959:
598). Yet the suggested semantic development (see section Rec.) is very implausible.

4. PS *isSvka < IE *sk’ei- ‘to cut’
Schuster-Sewc (1985: 744) starts from the reduplicated form *xi-xi < *skei-skei- and
connects the word with Lith. skuja ‘branch of conifer, needles, cone’ (see XVOIA).
Machek (1968: 610) compares the same words, but at the expense of absolutely un-
acceptable formal concessions: metathesis k-j > j-k which results in *$ska, and an
intensive reduplication to *§iseka.

5. PS *isvka < PS *§ichv < §iti ‘to sow’

Furlan (in Bezlaj 1976-2005: 4, 48f) regards *$isvka as a diminutive from *Sichw,
which is supposed to be derived from *$iti (-so- suffixation). The original meaning
would then be ‘knot’ (see also Briickner 1927: 562).
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$bSTD

Br. Sost, Russ. §est, Russ.d. Sost, all ‘pole, bar’, Russ.d. Sest also ‘yard, hearth et al.’

Rec.: '
The word is limited to the East Slav. area, yet it is apparently PS. It is reconstructed

either as *$bsto (Vasmer 1964-1973: 1V, 432), or as *Sestv (Martynov 1968: 121—122)
depending on two different etymological solutions which have an effect on the semantic
reconstruction as well. Meanings ‘yard, hearth etc.” can perhaps be understood from
‘the place marked off with poles’ (Vasmer 1964-1973: 1V, 433).

Et.:
1. PS *§estw ‘pole, bar’ ~ Lith. §ékstis ‘wooden pitchfork with bent prongs; bar on the

wagon for the ramming of hay’ ' .
Formally a relatively accurate comparison, both words only dlffgr in t}}e stem suffix.
Likewise, the semantic closeness of the Slav. and Balt. words is obvious, although
East Slav. evidence does not explicitly point to the original meaning ‘forked branch’ as
Martynov (L.c.) claims. He traces the words back to IE *k’ek-st- and further connect’s
them with Olr. cecht ‘plough’, PS *soxa ‘forked branch’ etc. from IE *k’ak- ‘branch’,
which makes him admit an irregular ablaut grading. However, BS form can also be
based on IE *k’es-t- (k in Lith. may be parasitic like in auktas, tukstantis etc.), and
then the IE base would be *k’es- ‘to cut’; formally closest to the Slav. word would be
OIr. cess ‘spear’ from *k’estd (Pokorny 1959: 586 without BS words). In any case,
Slav. § (< x) corresponds here with IE k.

Ev.: B A- A- Bi+ k-

2. PS *§bsts ‘pole’ ~ Lith. Sieksta(s) ‘trunk lying on the ground or in the water; stocks
(as a torture instrument)’, Latv. sieksta, sieksts ‘id.’

Even here the formal comparison is trouble-free if we assume a reduged grade for Slav.
(b < i) and full grade for Balt. (ie < ei). The putative shift of meaning in Slav. would
be ‘lying trunk, log’ — ‘pole’. Other connections are opaque; the resemblance of .the
Lith. word from the previous explanation is apparently coincidental. Thg anlaut po1pts
to IE *k-. Karulis (1992: 11, 176) starts from IE *kei-sta- (with a parasitic Ba%t. -k- like
in other instances) from *k’ei- ‘to lie’ (LIV: 284; Pokorny 1959: 539-540 without BS
words), which semantically does not seem too convinecing, but it does not alter the fact
that the Balt.-Slav. equation is plausible. ’

Ev: B B A B+t k-
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V. The interpretation
of the etymological analysis

Findings

from the analysis in advance from the reasons given on the page 48 I eliminated

some other words whose Early Slav. existence is very questionable. E.g. I left out
the word *xujs ‘penis’, which a number of authors etymologically connect with *rvoja
(cf. ESSJa: 8, 114), but its ancientness is questionable. Rare evidence in Bulg. and Pol.
is most likely borrowed from Russ. (Slawski 1952: 1, 89); on the other hand, Vasmer
19641973 does not even have this word in his dictionary. (Regarding a possible origin
from *xolujb see Schuster-Sewe 1963: 862). Likewise, I put aside abstruse words *vala
or *$are which are probably loanwords (cf.. Bezlaj 1976-2005: 1, 191 and. Vasmer
1964-1973: 1V, 407 respectively), and words on *§i- and *§y- (*§ija, *Sulo, *$ute et
al.), which can be deduced from the initia] s-. All things considered, I dealt with the
following words:

I analysed altogether 55 lexical units with the initial x- or §-. Besides words excluded

xabiti, xajati, xalpga, xatra, xlebv, xlody, xlops, xmura, xobotw, xoditi, xoldw, xol ‘eva,
xoliti, xolkv, xolpw, xolstv, xolujb, xorbrv, xormu, xorna, xotéti xovati, xreda, xribv,
xrids, xromv, xrobotv, xudv, xula, xvala, xvatati, xvéjati, xvoja, xvorstw, XVOre, Xvostv,
xbbutv /xvboze, xulbiti (s¢), Xorpa, xvrte, xybati, xyliti, xyniti, xytati, $aliti, Satati,
Sérv/$édy, Sestv, Setriti, Sega, Sibati, Sipw, Siroks, §iSvka, Sostv

Let us look first at the results of the analysis from the standpoint of the first-choice
etymologies of individual words. In 9 instances I assume that the word was most likely
derived from one of other words on the list or it has the identical origin with it (xo! ‘eva,
xolstv, xolufe, xotéti, xrobvte, xula, xvatati, xyniti, $ibati), in 5 instances I prefer the
explanation from an onomatopoeic base (xlebs, xlvpv, xvosts, xvlbiti xytati), and in
3 a borrowing (xolks, xorna, Sega). In two instances, the word’s etymology has been
$o opaque that I resigned myself to assessing the plausibility of explanations (xvbwzo
with its variants and §isvka).

There are 36 words left then, whose most plausible source of initial x- was deter-
mined on the basis of the comparison with other IE languages (I considered all the
putative phonological sources as equal). IE *ks-, the only regular source to the effect
of ruki law, worked out as the most plausible solution only in 3 instances (xajati, xuds,
Sesto - the last one possibly from s-). The initial IE sk- was the most promising source
of Slav. x- in the greatest number of instances — 17 altogether (xabiti, xatra, xlodh,
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xoliti, xorbrv, xorms, xovati, xreda, xribw, xridv, xvala, xvoja, xbrpa,’s'etim, tsegtatz:
Sirokw; in the case of xobotw it can be an initial k-), The reflexes vovf IE k - seic?m ?bzct);
respond best with Slav. x- in 7 instances (xaloga, xoldi?, .)C.Olp’b, serb/ser;:l, stp;la, ses O%
in the case of Saliti it is possible to proceed from an mx‘txal k—*) as do il e rtet e)}g)e o
IE *s- (xmura, xoditi, xromv, xvéjati, xvors, ).m;rt"?, xybati). IE *k- tum; ‘OL; Sothe e
most plausible counterpart of Slav. x- rx)1e;c31); in 2 msta:ces (xvorsts, xyliti, plu

- i alternative solutions), - in none. o
abol‘;‘ewr::ztlrr?r?lzgize the evaluation of the plausibility of all the rele\{ant etymtc\)log}eats 12
view of their possible source, we get the foilowmg charf (numbers in pare}rllt ?Se: aa.
alternative solutions into account, and I put aside two isolated sources, that s to say

sk’- (B++) and prothetic x- (B-+)):

kes- sk- $- k- k g
A
A- 1
A- 2 !
A/B 2 3
B++ 4(5) 1 4 ! :
B+ 1 5 1 2(3) 1(2) 1

It follows from this survey that the least disp.utable etymology. among ?S words V?;:
the initial x- (§-) is that of numeral Sests (evaluation A‘—). The pla:xsﬂ.)fhty Ioé f}k;(-’w'a:s_%xand
to the etymological connection of PS *§érb/s§rb with Gme. hfna— }f o :;(”’O/d(h),
to two mutually exclusive expositions of PS “‘xo{db - ffom {:E gold '~hdr114 . (Izl ndd.
The evaluation A/B was assigned to the connect19qs of PS ) xlgdb wit . ’1 . sd ta thé
*xyoja with Lith. skuja, *xybati with Lith. sitthéti, *xoditi with Gr. 606¢ and to

*yvéjati from 1E *suéi-, etc.
etyrlrt‘(i)ior%gt:l)rgl —vajs I pointed out in the respective sectign - that the assesslmgfr:t 012 tl};z
plausibility of etymologies is rather precariou;land subJeBc:I\t/e.s /i\dat)eeosvzgtlg ZCSSL; iy

i again that the equation like e.g. Slav. x- ~ Balt. sk- '
f:;:rtxeglg\tl.txdial;.t\/et, I ass?tme that my analysis is ablhe to present some cl;)nclusmrllcs1
concerning the sources of PS x-. First of all, IE *ks- which a number gf‘alg or? v&lot\ixon
like to regard as the main source of PS *x- (the only regular) ha§ provedtobe a sgeran
only in few instances. Besides *sk-, whose gorrespondences with Slav. x'-tngeEgik % mg

accepted (though the interpretations are variant), the corrgspondences wi I and
*s- gained ground as well. The latter has been only explalneq by some vtclzln 1 alier
tions following ruki law (auslaut i, u, # k and anlaut s-; applied e.g. t(? el e yormbi}j
of *roditi), but this hardly holds water. On the other hand, only few examples ¢

rate Machek’s hypothesis about the affective change k, g > x.
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Interpretation

These findings are difficult to interpret. The three supposed main sources of PS *x-, that
is to say *sk-, *s- a *k’-, look rather heterogeneous. However, it is possible to presume
that the rise of *x- only took place after the merging of s (< *k’) with the original IE
s in Slavic. Then, actually, all three changes could be interpreted as incidental changes
§ > x (in the first case *sk- > *xk- > *x-).

The causes of the supposed change are not clear. It is possible to reconsider the
opinion that it was the expressiveness (affectiveness) of words that had a great effect on
the irregular rise of the initial x-. Although the corpus of PS words with x- is not large,
it is possible to notice certain semantic areas in it, and the semantic closeness of some
words with x- is quite striking ~ cf. the meanings ‘swift, rolling or swinging movement’
(xytati/xvatati, xybati, xyliti, §ibati, xvéjati, Setati), ‘physical indisposition, weakness’
(xabiti, xatrati, xromw, xvore, xudv, xredua), ‘stick, branch, something hanging’ (x/ods,
xoluju, xvoja, xvoste, xobots, xujs, $isvka, §estv), ‘brushwood, weeds’ (xaloga, xvorsts,
xvrpa, xvbuze), and ‘to observe, to care for’ (xajati, xoliti, xovati, Setfiti). On the other
hand, words like xoditi, xormu and $iroks can hardly be labelled as expressive.

The assumption that x could rise from s (< *kt’) in some words requires a reconsi-
deration of the chronology of the rise of the PS initial *x-. This chronology is usually
ignored — most authors implicitly assume that the initial *x- emerged more or less at
the same time like x after i, , # k, although the latter is obviously prior (cf. Savéenko
1974: 116: “Najbolee drevnim, po vidimomu, javijaetsja obrazovanie xizs v nenadal’noj
pozicii”). In this connection, it is necessary to tackle again the question of whether the
main source of the initial x~ could not be *sk- metathesized to *ks-, from which x would
rise regularly according to the ruki law, as is often assumed.

I mentioned phonetic aspects of such a metathesis on the p. 34f. There are also,
however, chronological arguments that give evidence for a much later development
of the alternation sk-/x-. The retraction of s after i, u % k had been in effect for a rel-
atively limited period of time (see Shevelov 1965: 137, Lamprecht 1987: 30). We
know that the change did not work any more in the time of the first Gothic loans
(*-kusiti < Goth. kausjan), in the time of the elimination of the consonantal groups

ds, ts (*bésv < *bhoid-so-), and even in the time of the merging of new s originating
from *kt’with the original IE *s (c.f. *porse < *pork’-). On the other hand, the alterna-
tion sk-/x- seems to be still occurring in the end of the PS period, if we can infer from
doublets like OCS skralupa — xralupw, Bulg. $édrbel — xérbel etc. This evidence, in my
opinion, contradicts the explanation via metathesis sk > ks.

[ would also like to draw attention to one thing that has not been dealt with yet. If we
study PS words in which s regularly yielded x after i, u, , k, we see that most of them
have formally and semantically reliable counterparts in Baltic (Lith.) - c.f. *bloxa ‘flee’
- Lith. blusa “id.”, *gorxw ‘peas’ — Lith. gaffas ‘a kind of grass’, *juxa ‘soup’ — Lith.

jusé ‘fish soup’, *krusiti ‘to crush, to break’ — Lith. kriausyti ‘to butt, to push’, */éxa
‘patch, strip of field” - Lith. lysé ‘id.”, *méx» ‘bellows’ — Lith. maisas ‘id.”, *muxa ‘fty’
-~ musé ‘id.’, *snoxa ‘daughter-in-law’ — Lith. snusa ‘id.’, *suxs ‘dry’ — Lith. saiisas
‘id.”, *sersens ‘hornet’ — Lith, §irfe ‘id.”, *uxo ‘ear’ - Lith. ausis ‘id.”, *vetvxs ‘old’
— Lith. vétusas “id.’, *verxws ‘hill” — Lith. virsis ‘id.”, *vese/vese ‘all’ — Lith. visas ‘id.”.
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If we ignore the occurrences of suffixal -x, which are often disputable as to their an-
cientness (e.g. *gréxn, *sméxv, *spéxv, *straxv), we find a minimum of PS instances
without a corresponding counterpart in Baltic. This reflects, in my opinion, the time of
the ruki change which in effect concludes the period of — in traditional terms ~ BS unity.
Nothing like that is found in words with initial x-: assessing the probability of etymolo-
gies, we see that even the most promising Slav.-Balt. equations (*xoldb — Sdltas, *xlods
— sklanda, *xvoja — skujc) are less than conclusive. To argue for these equations only
by stating that the words in question are expressive and peripheral is in;ufﬁcient. In my
opinion, this situation is brought about by the fact that the rise of x- in most words is
later, from the period when the basic BS constituent of lexicon was increased by other
ingredients in the complex process of PS glottogenesis. .

Shifting the rise of the Slav. initial x- closer to the period of classical PS
[40-8% cent. A.D.] enables us to interpret this change as a part of expan.sion of the sound

x in morphology (leveling in favor of x- in the endings of sigmatic aorist, 2 sg pres. and
loc. pl.), word-formation (x-suffixation of the type *cuxati, *mat’exa or Cz. hoch) and
possibly also lexis (onom. words with xr- and xl-). '

The morphological leveling in verbal forms had to take place quite early — before
the simplification of consonantal clusters ds, ts [which Shevelov dates back to 1*-5%
cent. A.D.] if we can infer from the forms like OCS 1 sg aor. sigm. véss (< *ye’d—s.-omv).
compared to védéxs (< *yoid-é-s-om) or 2 sg pres. dasi (< dad-s- 'compan'ed to imasi
(< *im-a-s-). There is no reason to assume that the leveling in nominal endings wogld
have occurred in a different period. We can presume then that all the endings in which
s and x had alternated according to the ruki law (if preceded by a vowel and not followe.d
by a consonant) were leveled in favor of x by the beginning of the classicgl period. This
implies, apart from other things, that nom. sg. had the ending -x not only in i-stems and
u-stems but probably also in dominant o-stems, jo-stems elc. (Kortlandt.l994: 98 even
suggests the change of any word-final -s into -A which is not very plausible).

This massive spread of x at the expense of s in endings could even have resulted
in the reassessment of the distribution of s and x in the word-initial position. I do not
venture to say what the clue of this reassessment was and which word-boundary phe-
nomena were in effect. It seems to me that for some instances of Slavic sk-/x- doublets
we may think about a kind of x-mobile as a variant of s-mobile. This idea perhaps is not
so far-fetched in light of Southern’s words at the end of his extensive work on the rege-
neration of s-mobile in Germanic where he mentions “composite nature of s-movable,
not as a structure, but as a multiple-sourced feature of language”. Further he states: “This
cumulative causality, with its conspiring linguistic catalysts, may be applicable to the
solution of other causally (and distributionally) knotty processes, by considering thgm
as outcomes of linguistic source-conspiracies. [...] S-mobile is an apparatus, a dynamic,
a cyclically re-emerging process, an alternation; it is reinforced by such extraneous
features as expressivity; it is not a grammatical rule.” (Southern 1999: 299-300). Much
of these characteristics seems to apply to the Slav. word-initial x- as well. After all, the
Slav. s-mobile itself should be studied closer — the conservative view that it is (only)
an IE heritage (e.g. Kara§ 1973) is — also in view of Southern’s book — hardly tenablg.

The alternation sk-/xk- (> x-) would then explain the relationship of sk and x in
Slavic dialectal words which can hardly be explained phonetically long after the ruki
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rule (and the putative metathesis) ceased to work. It is probably not a coincidence that
these words often have three anlaut variants — e.g. Pol. skrzele, S./Cr. krélje, Bulg. xrf/é'
Pol. skropawy, chropawy, Ukr. koropdvyj; R.d. skor xor, kor. These wor,ds are obvi—,
ous.ly from a different chronological layer than those like *xoditi, *cormuw, *xvala with
their s_table all-Slavic forms and occurrences. The rise of Slavic x- thus’seems to be
a multiple-sourced and varied process. It was not necessarily primarily affective, but
the expressive character of the word could have made it easier. ,
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Conclusion

x- which was supposed to result both in some new individual etymological
solutions and in a new synoptical view of the whole issue.

Based on the etymological analysis, new solutions were proposed for words xribv,
xytati, Setriti, Sega, mostly as alternatives to other less persuasive explanations. Modi-
fications of older solutions with some new arguments are to be found e.g. with words
xajati, xoliti, xormw, xybati, Sibati, Siroks, §iSeka, Sbste.

Etymological analysis showed that we can hardly count on just one source of the PS
word-initial *x-. Loanwords and words of onomatopoeic origin form only a part of the
PS lexis with x-. The regular rise from IE ks- is limited to a few examples. The sources
of IE x- thus have to be found in other IE sounds and clusters.

The most frequent counterpart of Slav. x- is sk- in other IE languages. Some reliable
sk-/x- doublets inside Slav. languages corroborate this fact well. Several PS *x- words
have the most plausible counterpart in IE *s- (cf. also Slav. *smura/*xmura) and se-
veral have it in [E *%'-. However, IE *k- and *g- seem to have a very modest position
in this respect.

The striking disproportion between Slav.-Balt. responses following the ruki rule
on the one hand and those with Slav. word-initial x- on the other hand (and also some
obviously young, territorially narrowly limited Slav. sk-/x- doublets) leads me to the
assumption that the initial x- appeared in most words considerably later than the change
s > x after i, u, . k took place. My overall outlook of the problem of the rise of the PS
initial x- is then as follows:

The change s > § after i, u, 7, k started in the first millenniwm B.C. and was closely
connected with the satem change k' > s. The first stage of the retraction s > §, attested
also in other satem languages, was followed — probably immediately — by further retrac-
tion to the velar fricative x. This change had to be finished before the oldest loanwords
from Gmc., possibly Iran., reached Slav., because their velar fricatives are rendered as
x. It was probably only at this stage, when the phonologization of the new sound took
place (through the simplification kx > x or the merger £’ > s). Even then, however, the
new phoneme seems to have been seen as strongly marked and poorly integrated to
the system, which was caused by 1) its isolation in the PS phonological system; 2) its
rather restricted distribution (inside the word only after i, #, r and instead of an original
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ks, and in the beginning only in several loanwords and perhaps a couple of words with
initial ks-; and 3) its presence in some interjections (e.g. laugh). The weak integration
of the phoneme on the one hand, and its affective-expressive function on the other hand,
could lead to its expansion on several levels:
- morphological (in s/x ruki rule-based ending alternations)
- word-formational (suffixes, mostly expressive)
— lexical (onom.-expr. formations with initial chr-, chl-)

and possibly
~ phonological (the rise of initial x- instead of sk-, s-)

The whole expansion started with the morphological leveling, probably in the first
centuries of our era. This process led to the irregular distribution of x and s within
words - it was generalized in endings after any vowel if not followed by a consonant,
probably including also nom. sg. endings of the nominal inflection. On the other hand,
the word-initial occurence of x was limited to the above-mentioned instances. This
discrepancy could provoke the redistribution of s and x in the word-initial position.
The details of this process are not clear, but it was probably reinforced by expressivity
of words. I tend towards this kind of phonological solution because the alternations
sk > x and s > x can hardly be explained phonetically if we accept that the ruki rule
did not work any more.

If the redistribution of x in the word-initial position had been connected with a final
-X In nom. sg., it had to stop after the loss of this consonant in the word-final position.
It was probably not too long after -x had expanded (the loss of -5 is usually dated back
to 5th cent. A.D). The obvious terminus ante quem x- had to get into the initial position
in autochthonic Slav. words was the 1st palatalization of velars.

Incidentally, the word-initial s- was reduced to A- in a number of [E languages (geo-
graphically closest to Slav. are Iran. and Alb. where even sk- > A). However, in the
absence of reliable equations and owing to the overall character of the change, a foreign
influence on the rise of initial Slav. x- is out of the question.

In conclusion, the problem of the rise of the PS x-, its conditions, the process itself
and the chronology remain quite opaque. I tried to find some new arguments, to point
out some new connections and to contribute at least in some details to the elucida-
tion of the whole problem, which — I dare to say — will hardly ever be completely and
satisfactorily solved.
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Abbreviations
A. Languages
Alb. Albanian
Arab. Arabic
Arm. Armenian
Av. Avestan
Balt. Baltic
Bas. Basque
Br. Belorussian
Bret. Breton
BS Balto-Slavic
Bulg. Bulgarign
Cass. Cassubian
Celt. Celtic
Corm. Cornish
Cr. Croatian
Cz. Czech
Dan. Danish
E. English
Fr. French
Ger. German.
Gme. Germanic
Goth. Gothic
Gr. Greek
Hitt. Hittite
Hung. Hungarian
IE Indoeropean
Iliyr. Tilyrian
Ir. Irish
Iran. Iranian
Lat. Latin
Latv. Latvian
Lith. Lithuanian
LS Lower Sorbian
M... Middle...ﬁ
Mac. Macedonian
MHG Middle High German
MLG Middle Low German
Norw. Norwegian
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0...
0OCS
Olcel.
Olnd.
OPr,
OSax.
Osset.
P...
Per.
Plb.
Pol.
PS
Rum.
Russ
S./Cr.
Sem.
Serb.
Skt.
Skyth,
Siav.
Sik.
Sln,
Sorb.
Sinc.
Span.
Swed.
Toch. (A, B)
Turk.
Ukr.
Us

w.

B. Periodicals

AslPh
BSL
BSOAS
IF
IJSLP
IORJaS

JIES
P
KSIS
KZ
LF
MSL
NR
PF
RES
RFV
RO
RS
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Old...

Old Church Slavonic
Old Icelandic, Old Norse
0Old Indian

Old Prussian
Old Saxon
Ossetic

Proto-...

Persian
Polabian

Polish
Proto-Slavic
Rumanian
Russian
Serbian-Croatian
Semitic

Serbian

Sanskrit
Skythian

Slavic

Slovak
Slovenian
Sorbian
Slovincian (Pomeranian)
Spanish

Swedish
Tocharian (A, B)
Turkish
Ukrainian

Upper Sorbian
Welsh

Archiv fiir slavische Philologie

Bulletin de la Société de Linguistique de Paris

Bulletin of the School of Oriental and African Studies
Indogermanische Forschungen

International Journal for Slavic Linguistics and Poetics
[zvestija Otdelenija ruskago jazyka i slovesnosti Imperatorskoj
Akademiji Nauk

The Journal of Indo-European Studies

Jezyk polski

Kratkije soobigenija Instituta slavjanovedenija

Zeitschrift fiir vergleichende Sprachforschung (Kuhns Zeitschrift)

Listy filologické

Mémoires de la Société de Linguistique de Paris
Nase fe¢

Prace filologiczne

Revue des études slaves

Russkij filologiteskij vestnik

Rocznik Orientalistyczny

Rocznik slawistyczny

SaS Slovo a slovesnost

Slavonic and East European quiew )
EI;I}E(F}K Shornik filosofickéj fakulty University Komenského
Slavia occidentalis o
ESFFBU Sbornik praci filosofické fakulty brnénské university
SR Slavistiéna revija _ . .
Ps Transactions of the Philological Society
UAJb Ural-altaische Jahrbﬁpher
Via Voprosy jazykoznanija
Z81 Zeitschrift fiir Slawistik ‘ .
ZslPh Zeitschrift flir slavische Philologie

C. Other linguistic and textual abbreviations

adj. adjgctive
aor. aorist
cf. compare
d. dialectal
.8 for example
et al. and other

etc. et cetera, and so on

expressive

?Xpr‘ and following (pages) i cited
'Bid ibidem, same reference-locus as already cite
;d. ' idem, same meaning

ie. that is to say

isol. isolated dab

lc loco citato, see reference cited above
o'n‘om onomatopoeic

0.5. onegeﬁ'

part. participle

pl plural

pres present tense

sb spmebody

sg smgulaf

sth something

S.V. sub vocem, see entry

vs. versus
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