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TYPOLOGY IN SEMANTICS
(THE LANGUAGES
OF DIFFERENT STRUCTURE)

Annotation. The investigation examines some
issues of the modern typological and general
linguistics. In particular, it is about the long-mooted
problem of the universality of the semantic changes
(semantic dynamics), focused on finding the system
of proofs of the existence of such types of lexical
semantics development, which are peculiar to the
languages of many and, ideally, all of the famous
genetic families. The elaboration of the issue
in question is very important not only for the further
development of the theory of typological linguistics
and general, (comparative-)historical semasiology,
but also for the development of the ideas of such
a direction of science as the linguistic picture
of the world and equally for the practice in the field
of translation.

The author's goal is to describe a number
of interesting regularities in the semantic evolution,
a part of which is attested in many languages and
therefore it tends to universality. It refers to the
cases in which the same vector of change in the
original lexical semantics and the identical sequence
of stages of their semantic evolution are presented.
Thus, asserting the universal nature of any semantic
shift is possible by taking into account the four
main criteria applicable to the typologically similar
examples, namely the following: a) the same initial
state of semantics for the units being compared (both
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etymologically related and unrelated); b) the equal direction of the semantic
dynamics; c¢) the equal sequence of the semantic development stages; d) the
equal end result of the semantic evolution.

The coincidence of all the four criteria in each considered case, firstly,
indicates the correctness of the comparison of the examples in different languages,
secondly, gives grounds for extrapolation and further typological generalization
of the available material, and thirdly, allows to describe the dynamics of the word
meanings through the models of the evolution of their semantics, i. e. the schemes,
the contours and range of which are given by these criteria.

The typological investigation of the lexical semantics as the main technique
for verification of the preliminary results implies building the izosemantic series
of words, i.e. the series of words exhibiting identical semantic changes or links.
In fact, probability of a semantic shift as it is and stating its results in the
lexical semantics of the heterogeneous units in the vocabulary of the different
languages is conditioned by applying the mentioned technique.

According to the results of the preliminary observations it seems possible
to single out some patterns in the evolution of the lexical semantics, verify them
via data of several genetic families, and describe them in the form of models
of the semantic development.

It is impossible to model the same scheme of the semantic development
for a certain part of examples in the languages being compared, however,
it is acceptable to determine the common semantic specialization, which affected
the system of cognates as the objects of comparison. This applies to the data
of the Iranian and Slavonic languages. Most likely here we deal not with the
typological similarity, but with the common heritage in the lexical and semantic
system of both groups of the related languages. This implies the preservation
of certain common innovations developed by Iranian and Slavonic ethnic groups
through cultural interaction during the earliest epoch.

Keywords: model of semantic development, typological analog, cognate,
prototypical situation, correlation of meanings.
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0. Introduction

0.1. The topicality of the study. The need to search for manifestations
of universality in semantic dynamics, as well as attempts to describe
them, is obvious in view of the tendency that has emerged in recent
decades to consider the meaning of entire classes of words of entire
language groups from the standpoint of historical typology (see: Traugott,

48



Typology in Semantics (Languages of different structure)

Dasher, 2002; Mixkina, 2009; Mikiua, 2012; Mikina, 2020; Mikina, 2022;
Iliadi, Derik, 2024 (here the special literature is overviewed) etc.). The
development of this problem is very important not only for the further
development of the theory of typological linguistics and general,
(comparative-)historical semasiology, but also for the development
of ideas of such a direction of science as the linguistic picture of the
world, and equally for practice in the field of translation.

0.2. The aim of the study. The aim of the proposed study is to identify
and describe patterns of lexical semantic development common to languages
of different structures belonging to different genetic families. In other
words, it aims to identify typologically similar examples of meaning
disruptions in language material from several families.

The complexity of studying the dynamics of lexical semantics stems
from the difficulty of defining the patterns that govern it. This is objectively
true, since, unlike phonetics, morphology, and syntax, semantics is not
formally characterized, so the shifts at work within it are elusive and
the semantic connections between lexemes ambiguous. However, the
difficulty of detecting such patterns is not equal to impossibility, as they
can be reliably identified using the typological method. In other words,
if a semantic shift or a series of successive changes are observed (with
greater than chance probability) in several languages, especially those
that are genetically unrelated, then we are dealing not simply with
the dynamics of meaning within clearly defined boundaries, but with
a semantic phenomenon with a pronounced tendency toward universality
(albeit a highly arbitrary one). The introduction of new data into scientific
circulation often confirms that this phenomenon is semantic frequentality.

0.3. The methodology of the analysis. The scientific problem is the
procedure for detecting semantic changes of this kind (their verification
as such, their tendency towards universality), as well as their description.

The procedural scheme is based on: a) four basic criteria applicable
to typologically similar examples; b) methodological techniques. Thus,
the criteria are:

1) the same initial state of semantics for the units being compared
(both etymologically related and unrelated);
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2) the equal direction of the semantic dynamics;

3) the equal sequence of the semantic development stages;

4) the equal end result of the semantic evolution.

Etymological data (referencing the literature on etymology
or etymological analysis proper) and diachronic semasiology are
methods for establishing the initial (and subsequent) link in a chain (pair)
of semantic changes, while linguistic modeling is a means of constructing
a reconstructable history of lexical semantics and describing the
directions and stages (phases) of its evolution. The contours and scope
of models (schemes) of semantic development are determined by the
criteria listed above.

The coincidence of all the four criteria in each considered case,
firstly, indicates the correctness of the comparison of the examples
in different languages, secondly, gives grounds for extrapolation and
further typological generalization of the available material.

The typological investigation of the lexical semantics as the main
technique for verification of the preliminary results implies building
the izosemantic series of words (in Western European linguistic
investigations this technique is known as semantic parallelisms and
semantic shift models), i.e. the series of words with the same semantic
changes or links. In fact, probability of a semantic shift as it is and
stating its results in the lexical semantics of the heterogeneous units
in the vocabulary of the different languages is conditioned by applying
the mentioned technique.

The order of correlating the sememes of all words included
in the analysis is determined by the method of explanatory semantic
transformation. This involves presenting (describing) semantics in such
a way that the connections between the meanings of a single word and
their correlation with the meanings of cognates become clear.

The material of the study. The factual material of the proposed
study consists of vocabulary and, in some cases, textual material from
several language families: Indo-European, Turkic, Mongolian, Semitic,
Dravidian, Tungus-Manchu, and Chukotko-Kamchatkan. The examples
of these languages have varying weights in the study's structure, but they
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are sufficient to confirm the existence of one or another type of semantic
shift within the genetic family under consideration.

Sources of Indo-European language material frequently used in the
proposed study are: “Etymological Dictionary of the Slavonic Languages:
Proto-Slavonic Lexical Fund”, edited by O. N. Trubachev, A. F. Zhuravlev,
and J. J. Varbot (1974-2021. Vol. 1-42), further in the text — EDSL;
“Yaghnobi-Russian Dictionary” (by M. S. Andreev, V. A. Livshits, and
A. K. Pisarchik. In: Andreev M. S., Peshchereva E. M. The Yaghnobi
Texts (1957, pp. 217-391), further in the text — Yaghn.; “Dictionary
of Russian Folk Dialects”, edited by F. P. Filin, F. P. Sorokoletov, and
S. A. Myznikov (1965-2021. Vol. 1-52), further — DRFD; “Materials
for the Dictionary of the Old Russian Language According to Written
Monuments” by I. I. Sreznevskii (1890-1912. Vol. I-11I), further — Srezn.

Typology in semantic dynamics

1. Common semantic specialization of etymologically identical
vocabulary in the languages of the Indo-European family

1.1. Development of legal semantics

1. The development of legal terminological semantics ‘to evidence
in some verbs (and the derivative nouns — ‘witness’, ‘evidence,
testimony’), continuing Iranian *kas- : Proto-Slavonic *kaz-, which
go back to the variative PIE etymons *kak-, *k*ok- : *k'eg- ‘to see;
to appear; to show (up)’ (Rastorgueva, Edelman, 2011, 4: 323-324)
or *kek- : *keg- ‘to show’, ‘make a sign’ (the meaning ‘to speak’ in the
“Etymological Dictionary of the Slavonic Languages” is defined as the
secondary to ‘to show, make a sign’; EDSL, 1983, 9: 169).

Iranian cognates: Middle Persian (early) gukah {gwk’s},
(late) gugah ‘witness’ < *yi-kasa-, Middle Persian (early) gukahih
{gwk’syh} ‘evidence, testimony’, Classical Persian guwah ‘witness’,
guwahi ‘evidence, testimony’, Tajik guvoh (jurid.) ‘witness’, ‘witness
statements’, guvohi ‘evidence, witness statements’, and also Parthian
wigah {wyg’h} ‘witness, evidence, testimony’ (a borrowing from the

b
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early Middle Persian?) (Rastorgueva, Edelman, 2011, 4: 326, 330;
Durkin-Meisterernst, 2004: 352), Persian govahi ‘witness statement’,
govahi dadan ‘to give evidence’ (Voskanian, 1986: 616), Tajik guvohi
dodan ‘to bear witness’ (FRT, 2007: 213).

Slavonic cognates are represented by: Old Russian nokaszaTh ‘to prove,
to witness’, cf.: “Aa o RAHNOMb CBIPBLUENHH MOKASATH He MOTbIH, HA ApOVTOK
AA HE MPHIATS SOYAGTB”; MoKA3ANHE ‘testimony’, comp.: “ARALIKBIHMD
MOKAZANHIMB  RARAKNLIMME BB NAMATH BbIBARLIEM? W MOAAMARLIKME”
(Srezn., 1902, II: 1099), Old Serbian (“Zakon Vinodolski”) “Owhe ako
¢¢ KH MPUKAKE MPeA AROPOM MPHT?E NOKAZANE, HMA TOMAKNOYTH CREAOKH
M OyKA3ATH AA Tako &T” (i. €. “If anyone comes to the palace (in public
places) with a denunciation of the crime that had occurred, then
he must present witnesses and prove, that is really so”), where the verb
oyiazath has special legal terminological meaning ‘to prove (through
witnesses), to witness’, cf. (in the same text) in the similar contexts the
form with other prefix, but identical meanings “ako nokake BeépORANHM
CREA0ICOM”, “'T‘GP BH €& MOPAO MOKAZATH TPHMH AOBpHMH Mymn” (Jagic,
1880: 41), “TG? ¢¢ MOpE MOKABATH EANHM CRUA0KOM”, “MOKA3ATH MOAOBNHMH
crepoun” (Jagic¢, 1880: 46-47), “ako BH KH MPeA ABOPOM MOKA3ZAA ROAA
nocTARHA cRepoke” (Jagi¢, 1880: 65), “nokasamn no cgepouux” ete. (Jagic,
1880: 35-36: see here more details about legal semantics of the Old
Serbian verbs with the root ka3—; comp., in particular p. 37-38, 41,
43, 4647, 65, 71) etc.

Given the relative antiquity of these forms, the emergence of the
semantics ‘witness’, ‘testimony’, ‘to bear witness’ can logically be dated
to the period of the development of ancient Iranian and Slavonic
judicial terminology. Reflexes of this etymon are present only in the
Aryan (Iranian, Old Indian), Slavonic, and, to the same extent, Greek
languages, of which this meaning is found only in Iranian and Slavonic
lexemes. This situation need not be interpreted as a random typological
coincidence, as it could equally be a matter of shared ancient heritage,
i.e., a product of cultural interaction between some ancient Iranian and
Slavonic peoples during the era of their joint development within the same
geographical area.
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Although specialized literature typically discusses linguistic
interaction between Slavs and Eastern [ranians, and the cited examples
belong to the vocabulary of Western Iranian languages, this circumstance
nevertheless does not contradict the above-formulated assumption about
the preservation of the legacy of cultural contacts in the memories
of speakers of both linguistic traditions. However, modern scholarship
possesses only fragmentary information about the lexicon of ancient
Eastern Iranian dialects. Therefore, it is not always possible to confidently
assert the absence of forms with a particular meaning, nor to assert their
former existence without sufficient evidence. For example, the Proto-
Iranian etymon *kas- has Eastern Iranian reflexes, which, in the most
ancient period of the history of the Eastern Iranian languages, could
theoretically be used with the corresponding terminological (legal)
meaning.

2. The development of legal semantics in Iranian and Slavonic
reflexes of PIE *gheul-/*ghuel- ‘crooked’.

Iranian cognates: Ossetic zylyn, zulun ‘crooked’ and ‘wrong,
unjust’, ‘guilty’, fezylyn kenyn (iskeej) ‘find someone guilty’, zylynzinad
‘guiltiness’, linked to zi/ ‘slanting, sloping’ (Abaev, 2021, IV: 320: the
etymological identification with the Proto-Slavonic *z»/v, Russian zr0ii;
see also: Abaev, 2021, I: 211: wvzeer ‘bad’, ‘evil’, where ‘crooked’
— ‘bad’, ‘evil, angry’), Persian, Pahlavi, Parthian ziar ‘false’, ‘lie’,
‘deception’, Avestan zirah- ‘injustice, unfairness’ (Abaev, 2021, 1V:
316; Vasmer, 2012: 99).

Slavonic cognates: Old Russian 30, 30 “sin’, (derivatives) 3BA0BA,
3A0BA ‘vice’, ‘deceit, slyness’, ‘sin’, 3BA0Bb, 3A0Bb ‘Vice’, ‘deceit, slyness’
(Srezn., 1890, I, 1000-1001), where the meaning ‘sin’ can be understood
as a kind of religious wrongdoing, offence, then ‘deceit, slyness’
agrees well with ‘lie’ and ‘deception’ in the Iranian cognates. Thus the
development of religious and legal semantics in the above mentioned
group of lexemes can be presented schematically as follows:

1) ‘crooked’ — ‘wrong, unjust’, ‘unfair’, ‘guilty, guilty person’ (—
‘guiltiness’, ‘guilt’, ‘sin’)’;
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2) ‘crooked” — ‘false’, ‘lie’, ‘sly, crafty’ (— ‘deceit, slyness’,
‘deception’).

Cf. a similar vector of the evolution of the meaning in the reflexes
of the Proto-Slavonic *krive ‘crooked’: Bulgarian xpus ‘crooked’ and
‘guilty’, Macedonian kpus ‘crooked’ and ‘false’, ‘guilty person’, Czech
krivy ‘crooked’ and ‘unfair’, ‘unrighteous’, Old Polish krzywy ‘crooked’
and ‘false’, ‘unfair, unjust’, ‘guilty’, ‘indictee’, Ukrainian (old) xpusuwiii
‘deceitful, false’, (modern) xpusuu ‘crooked’ and ‘false’, ‘unjust, unfair’
(EDSL, 1985, 12: 171-172).

On the semantic development of ‘crooked’ — ‘false’ — ‘unfair,
unjust’ — ‘evil” see: (Abaev, 2021, IV: 320).

3. The development of legal meaning in the derivatives from the
verbs or the nouns with the speech semanics.

Iranian material: Dari dial. (Herat) ozorvdni ‘marriage proposal’
< ozor ‘asking, request’ + suffix -vdn- (see: “Herat dialect of the Dari
language of modern Afghanistan” by Yu. A. loannesian, 1999: 51).

Slavonic typological analogues are presented by Serbian, Croatian
npocuoba ‘marriage proposal, matchmaking’ < mnpocumu ‘to ask
in marriage’ and dial. ‘to ask’ (according to “Serbo-Croatian-Russian
Dictionary”, compiled by I. I. Tolstoi, 1957: 767), cf. also Russian
dial. (Novosibirsk) sanpociime neeecmy ‘to ask the father for his
daughter's hand’, ‘to pay the bride prices’ (DRFD, 1974, 10: 359).

The vocabulary of other languages also has a typological analogy.
In particular, the Latin verb petere ‘to ask’, ‘demand, require’, which
developed legal semantics ‘to ask in marriage’ as a part of legal

EE 1]

formulas (formulaic expressions) “alqam expetere”, “alcis matrimonium
petere”, “petere sibi filiam alcis” (the examples are from “Russian-Latin
Dictionary” by V. V. Musselius, 1891: 332) attracts attention. However,
it should be noted that the very speech meaning in the verb is not the
original, being only the result of the metaphorical use of the sememes
of physical action ‘to try to’, ‘to strive to’, ‘to work towards’, ‘to seek’,
‘to harass’ etc. (the word has a rather complex and quite broad spectrum

of the meanings; on the etymology of the verb and the reconstruction
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of its meaning see: de Vaan, 2008: 463—-464). In this case the semantics
‘to ask in marriage’ can be considered as secondary to such meanings
as ‘to seek, work towards’, ‘to harass’, cf. Russian dobusamucs npasoui,
uckamov npasowt in the meaning ‘mpebdosamev npasow’ (‘to demand the
truth’), dobusamvcs pyxu [neByuiku/xeHiunsl| ‘get the approval for
marriage (hand and heart)’. Accordingly, the development ‘to ask’ — ‘to
ask in marriage’ is not self-evident for Latin peto, -ere.

4. Emergence of the secondary legal semantics (obligation, duty,
alliance, agreement) in the verbs with the meaning ‘to tie, bind’ and their
derivatives:

(Iranian) Rushani, Khufi vind : Rushani vost, Khufi viist ‘to tie,
bind’, ‘to lock (the door)’, and also in Rushani set expression Sart
vestow ‘to enter into an agreement’ (Sokolova, 1959: 272-273), Shughni
visé, inf. vistow, (in Baju dialect) vis¢, viis¢ ‘to tie, knot, link; bind up’
and ‘conclude an agreement’ (< *band- : *bad- ‘to bind’) (Rastorgueva,
Edelman, 2003, 2: 69-70). Cf. also etymologically related Ossetic term
beeddgeejee, beeddgeej ‘on loan’, ‘for rent’ ~ beeddyn | beddun : bast ‘to
tie” (Abaev, 2021, I: 243), in which the shift ‘link’ — ‘agreement’ is also
present;

(Slavonic) Serbian/Croatian o6agézamu ‘to tie round’ and
metaphorical ‘to oblige’, Russian o06-6s13amb ‘to wrap, entangle
or to strengthen something with flexible material (rope, tape, wire), having
tied the ends’ > 06s3dmo ‘to prompt someone to return the favour’, cf.
also dial. (Ryazan) esizamscs ‘promise to do something’, 1873, (Irkutsk,
Tobolsk) cesizka ‘communication, acquaintance, friendship’ (DRFD, 6:
73; 36: 335) (the sememe ‘promise’ = ‘debt’, ‘oath, vow’, ‘friendship’ =
‘alliance’, ‘agreement’), the phraseologism ces3amb docoeopom
(knameoiui, obemom), Ukrainian 300606’s3damu ‘to oblige’ ~ 6’ s3damu
‘to tie’ etc.

The manifestation of this semantic trend is found outside the Iranian
and Slavonic vocabulary, cf. Latin vincire ‘to tie round, to wrap around’
and ‘to seal with an oath’: Jovis nomine vincta fides testimoniorum —
the correctness of witness testimonies, sealed with a name of Jupiter
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(by oath) (according to “Latin-Russian Dictionary” by 1. Kh. Dvoretsky
(1976), p. 1080). It is interesting that within the boundaries of the
Iranian lexicon afore mentiond semantic innovation is presented only
by the vocabulary of the Pamir branch of the Eastern Iranian languages
and Ossetic data.

1.2. The development of religious and moral semantics

The example of the similar evolution of meaning in Iranian and
Slavonic reflexes of the common Indo-European etymon is identical
specialization of Proto-Slavonic *sormw : Iranian *fSarma- ‘shame’
as the terms of religious and moral sphere.

Slavonic cognates: Old Slavonic c¢pams ‘shame’, ‘dishonour,
opprobrium’ and especially ‘timidity, reverence’ (“nmama sa[a]r[o]a[a]Ts,
KHKE CAOYKHMB OYTOABNO B[Oro]JRH ¢3 MoRBHHIEMb H ¢pamamMb”) (Slovnik
Jazyka staroslovénskeho, 1997: 149), Old Russian copomz ‘nakedness,
shame’, ‘sin (regarding fornication)’ (Srezn., 1012, III: 466).

Iranian cognates: Ossetic “fserm, “fsarm | wfsarm ‘shame’,
‘modesty, shyness’, ‘observance of decency’ (Abaev, 2021, I
482-483), w@¢capm ‘goodness’ (Iron avzadzy @mbaryngaenan
syrdwat, 2007: 482), Avestan (late) fSaraoma- ‘shame’, Middle
Persian Sarm ‘the same’, Sogdian (Buddhistic) §f 'r(m)- ‘the same’
etc. (Rastorgueva, Edelman, 2007, 3: 81-83), Persian Sarmandegi
‘conscientiousness’ (Voskanian, 1986: 689).

Parallelism is also observed in the semantics of desubstantive
verbs (and not only), cf.: Russian (Smolensk, Pskovian, Bryansk)
copomumopcsi  ‘to be ashamed, feel ashamed, be embarrassed’,
(Bryansk) copomnuswii  ‘shamefaced, modest, shy’ (DRFD, 2006,
40: 31), Ukrainian copomumucs ‘to be ashamed’, copom szuieuil
‘shy’ and Classical Persian, Dari Sarmidan (inf.), Tajik Sarmidan
‘to be ashamed, be embarrassed’, Khwarezmian (’)sprm ‘to be ashamed’,
Middle Persian sarmgén ‘ashamed, shy’ etc. (Rastorgueva, Edelman,
2007, 3: 82-83).

The related words in the other Indo-European languages demonstrate
the different, perhaps, more older meaning, cf.: Anglo-Saxon hearm
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‘grief, sadness, pain, suffering’, Latvian sérmelis ‘horror’, ‘terror’
(Abaev, 2021, 1. 482; Rastorgueva, Edelman, 2007, 3: 81).

Further, both lexemes in the Iranian and Slavonic languages develop
identical meanings in the substantive derivatives-somatisms, cf.:

(Iranian) Sogdian *sfar, *sfarm- (Sf 'r, $ff 'rm-) ‘shame’ and *sfarmak
($p°'rm’k) ‘genitals’ (Abaev, 2021, I: 482);

(Slavonic) Old Russian copoms ‘genitals’ (“A naponibl Ad ABROPKBI
XOAATE HAPBI A0} ABTB, A COpoMB Ne MOKPLITB”), ¢paMHLe ‘secret organ
of the body’ (“ARor poyicow cpaAMHLIA AbpKATH”), cpams ‘the same’
("M navALUA MIANHLH pYPATHEA, KAKYLIE HMB cpaMbI cBoOA”) (Srezn., 1912,
I11: 467, 476, 477), Russian dial. (Olonets, Kursk, Kaluga, Krasnoyarsk)
copom ‘about outer genitals of human’ (DRFD, 2006, 40: 30), Ukr.
dial. copomox ‘penis (in minor child)’, cf. also copomuys ‘pubic bone’
(Etumonoriunuit cnopauk, 2006, 5: 357).

1.3. The model of the semantic development ‘to sweep up’ — ‘to
steal’, ‘to thieve’

Iranian examples: Middle Persian rob- /lwp/ ‘rub’, ‘sweep (out)’
and rob /lwp/ ‘robbery’, Classical Persian ruftan ‘to sweep, broom’
and robidan ‘to steal’, Balochi ropag : rupt ‘to sweep, broom’
VS Dari-ye zartoshti ropvun, rofvun, -rop-, roftvun, -ruv- (to roftmun)
‘to steal, kidnap, thieve, rob’, and also ‘to sweep, sweep out’ < Iranian
*raup-, *rup-, cf. Avestan “rijp- ‘to lay waste, empty’ (?) (the example
is taken from: “Yezdi (Zoroastrian Dari)” by Molchanova Ye. K. In:
“Fundamentals of Iranian Linguistics: The Middle Iranian and New
Iranian Languages”, 2008: 266), Yaghnobi rant- ‘to sweep (up); to wipe’
and in the secret language — ‘to thieve’ (Yaghn. ci., 312).

Slavonic analogue is presented by Russian (colloquial, jargony)
noomecmu ‘to sweep up’ and ‘to take someone else's’, ‘to thieve’.

1.4. The model of the semantic development ‘to lead to the demise’
— ‘to lose’

Iranian examples are presented by Yaghnobi péndys-, pindays-
‘to lose’, Sogdian pn’ys-, pnys- < *apa-nasaya- along side with Sogdian
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nys- ‘to lead to the demise’, ‘to destroy, exterminate’ < *nasaya-
(Yaghn., 305).

Slavonic analogues. The same ratio of the semantics of unprefixed
(‘to lead to the demise’) and prefixal (‘to lose’) verbs is attested
in Russian, cf. eyoums ‘to destroy’ along with dial. (Kursk, Oryol,
Voronezh) 3aeyoums ‘to lose something’, 1848 (DRFD, 10: 33),
Ukrainian 3aey6umu ‘the same’.

1.5. The development of the appeal semantics in the verbs with the
meaning ‘to turn, twirl’, ‘to swivel, turn round’

Such semantic derivation is illustrated by use of the verbs with
the meaning ‘to turn, twirl, swivel, rotate’ as verbum dicendi when
addressing to someone, cf.:

(Iranian) Rushani, Khufi garden : gardént ‘to rotate, swivel; knock
over; transubstantiate’ — the causative to gard : gaxt ‘to turn into’ and
‘to appeal to’ (cf. Rushani “mi96gi ¢ur tar xu yan gaxé” — “one day the
husband appealed to his wife”; Sokolova, 1959: 179);

(Slavonic) Russian o6pawamscs ‘to turn around’ and ‘to appeal to’,
Ukrainian 3eepmdmucs ‘make a turn to the side’, ‘to turn (around)’ and
‘speak when addressing someone, to appeal to somebody’ ~ sepmimucs
‘to spin’ (Proto-Slavonic *vertéti s¢ ‘to spin’, *ob-vortiti se ‘to turn
round’).

The same shift in the semantics is observed in the languages
of the Romance group, where an interesting case is also attested, cf.,
for example, an Italian verb rivolgersi ‘to turn back’ and ‘to appeal to’,
that is the reflexive form to rivolgere ‘to turn again; to spin; to direct;
to think about’ (from Latin volvére ‘to trundle; to twist, to turn’ + prefix
of repeated action re-; for more information on the development of the
meaning ‘to appeal to’ in Romance action verbs after their prefixation
via ad- and re- see: Mikina, 2012: 165-172). However, though the
mentioned lexemes demonstrate the common meaning development
‘to spin, turn’ — ‘to appeal to’ nevertheless, there is a noticeable
difference in character of generation and formal expression of a new
semantics, namely: if in the Iranian one is developed in the elementary
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(root) verb, then in the Slavonic and Romance a new meaning arose
in the prefixal verbs. We mean the semantics ‘to appeal to’ in the latter
two verbs directly depends on the extention of the word by a special
formant (Rus. 06-, Ukr. 3-, Ital. ri-), which brings a new component
in the semantic structure.

1.6. The model of formation of the semantics ‘unattractive, unpretty’
on the base of the nominal composition of the caritive or privative
prefix with the deverbal noun likeness, image

Thus, the meaning ‘unattractive, unpretty’, judging by the
morphological components of the word, is interpreted as ‘what is not
fitting’, ‘unseemly’, ‘who has no decencies’ (as a variant understanding
the semantics of the Iranian lexeme) or yet ‘imageless’, ‘who has
no semblance’ (for the Iranian and Slavonic exampes).

The Iranian material is presented by Rushani, Khufi bizib ‘unpretty,
bad, unsightly’, which is devided into bi-, bi- (nominal negative prefix)
and zib ~ zib ‘to befit, beseem’ (in the composition with zib dédow)
(Sokolova, 1959: 143, 146, 300). Thus, semantically it is ‘who has
no a semblance, face, image’.

The Slavonic analogue is Russian 6ezo00pasusiii ‘extremely ugly’,
‘ugly, ugly-looking” along with Old Russian se3ospassibin = (without
an image) ‘imageless’ (Srezn., 1890, I: 62), Serbian, Croatian 6e3zo61uyan
‘formless, shapeless’ < ooaux ‘form’, ‘appearance, look’.

If Rushani, Khufi prefix bi-, bi- is structurally and etymologically
identical with the Persian preposition bé/bi, which was often used also
as prefix (the examples see: EDSL, 1975, 2: 9), then we have one more
illustration of commonality of the model with PIE dial. *b(h)egh- in the
Iranian and Slavonic languages (both Persian preposition, particle, prefix
bé/bi < Iranian *bazi-, as well as Slavonic preposition, prefix *bez(s)
go back to this prototype; see: EDSL, 1975, 2: 7-9).

The same scheme of formation of the semantics (‘similar’, ‘alike’,
‘what has a semblance of’ — ‘who is devoid of similarity / who has
no similarity’ — ‘unattractive, unpretty, ugly’) in the Slavonic languages
is implemented by the model with the privative-caritive prefix *ne-, cf.
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Czech nepodoba ‘dissimilarity’ and ‘ugliness’, ‘hideousness’ < Old
Czech podoba ‘similarity’, ‘likeness, semlance’, ‘form’ (Maly staroCesky
slovnik, 1978: 208), Old Czech nepodobny (about the behavior)
‘unpretty’, ‘ugly, hideous’ < podobny ‘similar (to whom, what)’,
‘similar’, ‘same, equal’, ‘convenient’, ‘suitable’, ‘pertinent’, ‘good’
and ‘beautiful’, ‘pleasant, enjoyable’, ‘respectable’ (Maly starocesky
slovnik, 1978: 123, 208).

1.7. The model of formation of the semantics ‘useless’, ‘gewgaw’
on the base of the nominal composition of the caritive prefix with the
substantive deal:

(Iranian) Farsi-Kabuli nakar ‘useless’ — the composition of kar ‘deal’
with prefix na- with the meaning the lack of quality (see: “The Language
Farsi-Kabuli” by Dorofeeva L. N., 1960: 29), cf. also Tajik dial. vekor
‘unnecessary’, literary bekor from bé (< abé) + kor ‘deal’ (Rastorgueva,
1964: 48);

(Slavonic) Russian dial. (Petersburg, Kaluga (the beginning
of XX century) 6e30énp ‘something of no value, importance’, ‘a trifle,
gewgaw’ (DRFD, 2: 186) < *denv — the variant form (i-ocHoBa *délb)
to deno.

1.8. Formation of the geographic semantics in the somatic terms

The figurative use of the somatisms as the names of the elements
of the landscape resuled in the formation of their geographic meaning,
cf.:

‘mouth’, ‘lips’ — ‘gorge’, ‘river mouth’

(Iranian) Dari dial. (Herat) dane ‘entrance to the gorge’ < dan/
dahan ‘mouth’ (the example is taken from the work “Herat dialect of the
Dari language of modern Afghanistan” by Yu. A. loannesian, 1999: 49);
Wakhi yas ‘mouth’, ‘maw’ and ‘river mouth’ (from the Proto-Iranian
*gas-tra- ‘mouth’, ‘teeth’ (Rastorgueva, Edelman, 2007, 3: 104);

(Slavonic) Russian ycmwe, which derivationally depends on ycmd
‘lips” (it is about the derivational relationships of the Proto-Slavonic
epoch).
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Cf. also English mouth ‘mouth, lips’ and ‘river mouth’, in which
we have not a new word, formed morphologically like in the Iranian
(Dari) and Slavonic examples, but just a new metaphorical meaning;

‘neck’ — ‘mountain pass’

(Iranian) Dari dial. (Herat) gardane ‘mountain pass’ < gardan
‘neck’ (“Herat dialect of the Dari language of modern Afghanistan”,
by Yu. A. loannesian, 1999: 49);

(Slavonic) Russian nepeweéex in the meaning ‘mountain pass’ < wes
‘neck’.

Cf. also English neck ‘neck’ and (geographic) ‘isthmus, neck
of land’ but without using a special derivational element for the
formation of the new word. So, here we see the same situation, that
is also observed in the correlation of the structure of English mouth,
on the one hand and the Iranian, Slavonic examples, on the other hand
(vide supra);

‘horn’ — ‘spur (mountain range, mountain chain)’

Russian ompoe ‘relatively short and narrow mountain range
(or mountain chain), which branches off the main, the larger mountain
massive or the chain and gradually lowers down to its periphery’ =
Lithuanian atragis ‘the same’. It is an example of the complete structural
and etymological identity, because both lexemes have both the genetically
common root poe- : rag- as well as the prefix om- : at-;

‘throat’, ‘neck’ — ‘bank [of the river]’, ‘the mouth of the river’

(Iranian) Pashto yara, Waziri ywora ‘neck’, but also ‘bank of a river’
(Morgenstierne, 1927: 27);

(Slavonic) Russian epuiea ‘long hair on the neck and along the spine
of some animals’ and dial. ‘fast current in the river bend, where a weir
is built’, ‘the steep bank of the river’, ‘mountain side, mountain slope’
(Proto-Slavonic *griva continues PIE *g*riua, which, judging by the
semantics of its reflexes, had the meaning ‘the back of the neck’, ‘back
of the head’, see, for example, (EDSL, 1980, 7: 129-130);

(Baltic) Latvian griva ‘delta, mouth of the river’, which also goes
back to the PIE somatism *g“riud ‘the back of the neck’ (vide supra)
(EDSL, 1980, 7: 130).
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1.9. The development of the verbal semantics in action verbs

It is about the cases of using the verba faciendi as verba dicendi,
which is why the verb of physical action acquires the semantics
of speaking. The specifics of this secondary verbal meaning depends
on what an action is denominated by the verb, cf. below ‘to beckon
with the hand’ — ‘to persuade’, ‘to lie, deceive’ and ‘put’, ‘to place
on’ — ‘to say’, ‘to utter’. In other words, the character of the semantics
of verbal action is determined by the type of the original physical action
designated by the verb.

1.10. The model of the semantic development ‘to beckon with the
hand, gesture’ — ‘to persuade’

We mean the case of using the verbum faciendi as verbum dicendi:

(Iranian) Yazghulami amdwd : amaw- ‘to beckon with the hand’ and
‘to soothe, persuade (the baby)’, cf. amaw in the combination amaw keg
‘to soothe (the baby)’ (Edelman, 1971: 11, 12);

(Slavonic) Bulgarian dial. mama ‘to call an animal or make him follow
you with food or a gesture’ and mdma ‘to deceive, lie’ (the reflexes
of *mamiti); Russian manums ‘to call, by making signs with a hand, a look
and so on’ and (metaphorically) ‘to entail, seduce, entice’, dial. ‘to deceive,
lie’, ‘to say, to report something, tell’, Ukrainian manumu ‘to call, to beckon
with the gesture or a look” and (metaphorically) (the reflexes of *maniti
(se), which, like also *mamiti, is finally derived from the root stem *ma- ~
Lithuanian moéti ‘to wave, give a sign’) (EDSL, 1990, 17: 189-190, 197,
198). The meaning ‘to deceive, lie’ here may be interpreted as ‘to make
insincere promises’, hence it, in essence, is equivalent to the semantics ‘to
soothe, persuade (the baby)’ in Yazghulami verb amdw.

1.11. The model of the semantic evolution ‘put’, ‘to place on’ — ‘to
say’, ‘to utter’

Iranian material: Yazghulami (a)wdd : (a)way- ‘to put, to place on’
(including on fire, to boil up), ‘to embroider, kint (a pattern)’, ‘light
a fire, make a fire’, ‘to take off clothes, shoes’ and (high style, folkloric)
‘to say, utter’ (see the examples of using the word in these meanings)
(Edelman, 1971: 18-19).

62



Typology in Semantics (Languages of different structure)

Germanic material is presented by the contexts of using English
to put ‘to lay’, ‘to place’, ‘to put down’, ‘to locate’ and ‘to say’, cp.
Simply put: you get paid for talking to people; If I could put a word
on it, it is democracy (put a word on ‘to find the word’ = ‘to say’).

1.12. The model of the semantic evolution ‘scrape up some flour’ —
‘the last child in the family (last-born, “scraped up” from the leftover
flour)’

Here we should point out the common for the Iranian and Slavonic
languages nature of the figurative designation of the last child in the
family as the last kid, which was “scraped up” from the leftover flour, cf.:

(Iranian) Persian set phrase fah-tagari — the last child of parents,
last-born (it was “scraped up” from the leftover flour at the bottom
of the clay pot; see: “Phraseology of the Modern Persian language”
by G. S. Goleva, 2006: 97);

(Slavonic) Russian dial. nockpédviue (Permian, Kostroma, Yaroslavl
etc.) ‘the last child in the family’, (Vladimir, Kaluga, Saratov etc.)
derivative nockpéoviuex ‘the leftover flour, scrapings (of the dough,
flour and so on)’ and (Permian, Ural, Kursk ‘the last child in the family’
(DRFD, 30: 172), where nockpeoviu — the derivative from the verb
nockpecmu, nockpedy ‘to scrape’.

Some other examples of the Persian phraseologisms ideologically
close to the Russian see (“Phraseology of the Modern Persian language”
by G. S. Goleva, 2006: 68, 124), namely the parallels to the follows set
expressions: Ha uyowcom eopby ezoums (in the Persian literally is carry
a load on someone's back) and xax cwip 6 macie xamaemca (in the
Persian literally is his bread is swimming in butter).

1.13. The model of the semantic development ‘heart’ — ‘belly’,
‘stomach’

The Iranian and Slavonic languages demonstrate the similarity in the
correlation between the meanings ‘belly, stomach’ & ‘heart’ within one
word. At the same time the sememe ‘heart’ is the primary, because the
following examples are the reflexes of the common Indo-European
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name of that organ (PIE *ghérd- (for the Iranian) and *krd- (for the
Slavonic)). So it turns out, the sememe ‘belly’ is the result of transfer
of the somatism /Aeart on the stomach “by contiguity”:

(Iranian) Middle Persian dy! /dil/ ‘heart’ (Durkin-Meisterernst, 2004:
150), Persian del ‘stomach’ and (secondarily) ‘heart’ (Voskanian, 1986:
156, 624);

(Slavonic)  Proto-Slavonic  *serdvce  ‘heart’ (as a  part
of the phraseologism) *na tvice svrdvce, Belorussian dial. nawuocépys
‘on an empty stomach’ etc. (EDSL, 1994, 21: 199), i.e. literally
is ‘on an empty (scrawny) heart’ = ‘stomach, belly’. Cf. also Russian
dial. (Tver) cépoye ‘stomach’, 1853 (DRFD, 37: 190) with the secondary
meaning from ‘heart’.

Of course, the Russian medical term orceryoouex cepoya does not belong
here, since one is the late literary calque of Latin ventriculus cordis.

1.14. The derivation of the names of the share from the verbs with
the meaning ‘to divide’, ‘to cut, slice’

The model of the formation of semantics ‘to cut’, ‘to divide” — ‘the
share’ is regular for the many languages and presented, for example,
in the Iranian and Germanic vocabulary.

Iranian material:

Proto-Iranian *par- ‘to separate’, ‘to divide into parts’ along with
modern Persian pdre ‘piece, snippet’, ‘piece of fabric’, ‘splinter’ and
‘the share’; Tajik pord ‘piece, snippet’, ‘piece of fabric’ and ‘part’, ‘the
share’; Kurdish p‘ar(a) ‘share, part’, ‘stake, divvy’; Talysh poa ‘the
share’, ‘piece’ (Rastorgueva, Edelman, 2020, 6: 164, 165);

Proto-Iranian *krt- ‘to cut’, ‘to cut through’ in the prefixed (*fra-)
form was the base for the derivative *fra-krtta-ka- > *fra-kysta-ka-
> Bactrian @poyiptiyo ‘part’, ‘share’, ‘contribution’ (Rastorgueva,
Edelman, 2011, 4: 311, 313);

Proto-Iranian *drau- ‘to devide, split’, ‘to allocate part of” >
*drau-nah- ‘part, share’, cf. Avestan (Gathas) draonah- ‘sacrificial part
of, share’, Avestan (late) draonah- ‘part, share (obtained by somebody)’
(Rastorgueva, Edelman, 2003, 2: 461).
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Germanic material: English shear ‘to cut’, ‘to slice through, carve
up’ (Old English sceran, scieran ‘to cut, slice through”) — the verb, from
which share ‘the share’, ‘part’ was historically derived (Klein, 1967, II:
729, 730: with the reference to shear).

1.15. The model of semantic development ‘to take’, ‘to grab, catch’
— ‘to understand’

Iranian material is presented by following examples:

Sogdian (Buddhistic, Manichaean) yrf-, (Christian) yrb- [yarv-]
or [yrav-] ‘to take, catch’ and ‘to understand’ (« “to catch™)’, ‘to know’
(Rastorgueva, Edelman, 2007, 3: 276: to Proto-Iran. *garb-, *grab- ‘to
grab’, ‘to take’, ‘to hold down’);

Khwarezmian yfy- [yifya-] (< *grbaia-) ‘to regard’, ‘to understand’,
‘to perceive’ « ‘to catch’, ‘to embrace’ (Rastorgueva, Edelman, 2007,
3: 275, 277: to Proto-Iran. *grb- ‘to catch’, ‘to take’, ‘to hold down’).

Slavonic analogues: Russian nonumams (the factitive on the base
*po-jomg — praes. to *po-eti ‘to catch’). The meaning ‘capture the
essence, sense, reason or motive’ appeared in this verb, perhaps, as a part
of word combination *mysle poeti : *poeti mysle ‘to catch a thougt’, cf.
Russian nounamo mwvicaw, Serbian phraseologism yszemu mucao y enagy
‘start thinking, think through’ (Ortamesuh, 2007: 78). This shift is well
attested in the phraseology, cf. Russian on 6sicmpo cxsamvisaem =
he understands quickly, he quickly learns or cf. ynosums mwvican, Old
Russian oyrosumu mviciv, cf. «oymoBu MbICHb I€ro (CBSITOMOIKA)»
(Srezn., 1902, I1: 217).

It is also interesting the playing with an idea of an unexpected guess
as “the thought, which came” in some languages (Slavonic and Germanic
material) or as “an idea, thought that was born” (Baltic, Germanic and
Slavonic data). Sf. such examples:

a) Russian wmeicie npuwna ko mue = suddenly guessed, unexpected
insight, spontaneous guess along side with the similar English a thought
came to;

b) Lithuanian gimé nauja mintis (Lith. gimti ‘to be born’) = Russian
poounace nosaa muviciv (Baronas, 1967: 522), English the thought was
born.
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1.16. The formation of the phraseologisms with the meaning ‘to fall
silent’ (or rude demand to shut up) on the base of the figurative phrase
of the verb to hold and the noun tongue

The prototypical situation, within of which such set expressions arose,
may be illustrated by following examples of the different languages:

(Iranian) Khwarezmian yfs- ‘to fall silent” (< ‘hold the tongue’), cf.
2™ pers., sing. of imperat. yfs ‘shut up!” along with Khwarezmian (*)xf-
‘to take’, ‘to catch’ (< *grfSa-) (Rastorgueva, Edelman, 2007: 3: 277);

(Slavonic) Russian npudeporcu a3vix! = shut up! (along with Ukrainian
npunuu A3uxal, i.e. literally — ‘tie your tongue!’);

(Germanic) English hold your tongue! (to hold);

(Romance) Romanian a-si tine limba (in gurd) ‘bite the tongue’,
‘hold one's tongue’ (composition: tine ‘to hold’, limba ‘tongue’ (in gura
‘in the mouth’));

Greek paleye ) yAdooco cov! — hold your tongue! (to palevm ‘to
collect’, (metaphorically) ‘to hold back, ‘to calm, assuage’, yAdooca
‘tongue’, cov ‘your’) — hold your tongue!

2. The common models of the semantic development
in the languages of several genetic families
2.1. The sources of the semantics ‘sorcery’, ‘witchcraft’, ‘witchery’
in the languages of the world
The models, by means of which we can describe the ways of forming
the semantics ‘sorcery’ are the common for the languages of the different
genetic families.

2.1.1. ‘To know’ — ‘sorcery’, ‘magic’

The Indo-European languages:

Old Russian gabeTRO ‘magic’ < rBAATH ‘to know’ (Srezn., 1890, I:
478-480).

The Finno-Ugric languages:

Komi méodm ‘magic’ ~ méonwr ‘to know, get to know’, ‘to recognize,
guess’, moo ‘memory’ < Proto-Permic *t6d- ‘to know’ (Lytkin, Guliaev,
1970: 283).
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2.1.2. Verbum dicendi — ‘witchcraft’, ‘magic’, ‘charms’

This model of the semantic evolution reflects the different types of the
verbal actions, applied in the practice of witchcraft, namely: the solemn
utterance of the magic formulas (spells, healing spells, pronounced
rhythmically), recitation, summoning (spirits), demand, command, plea,
hypnotic speech. As an illustration of manifestation of the universality
in the semantic evolution this model is the most representative among
others, because one is attested in the languages of four genetic
families.

The Indo-European languages

German Bann ‘charms’ (Nur er kann den Bann brechen = Only
he himself can break the charms), ‘spell, incantation’, ‘curse, conjuring’
(War Obama in den diisteren Bann des Militirs gezogen worden? =
Perhaps Obama has fallen under the military's conjuring?), ‘charm’
(Alle, die sie erblicken, erliegen ihrem Bann = Everyone who ever
looked at her fell under her charm.).

The lexeme Bann (m.) ‘charms’ is an archaism, inherited from the
Proto-Germanic vocabulary, where its prototype *banna- (m.), besides
the semantics ‘charms’, had the meaning ‘invocation’, ‘order, command’
(cf. Old North bann ‘ban’) as abstractum to the verb of verbal action
*bannan- ‘to command, rule’, ‘to order’, ‘to summon, conjure’ (and
further to PIE stem *bha-n-, *b"énh,-e- — the base of praes. to *bha- ‘to
say solemnly’, cf. Sanskrit bhdnati ‘to say, speak’) (Kluge, 1989: 59;
Orel, 2003: 36; Kroonen, 2013: 52).

Scottish ubag, ubaidh ‘charms’, ‘charmingness’, Manx obbee ‘magic’
< *od-ba-t- from ba ‘to say, speak, talk’ (MacBain, 1911: 384).

Lithuanian Zavai ‘sorcery’ (Baronas, 1967: 387) — the deverbative
Zaveti ‘to exorcise’, ‘to charm, enchant’, cf. derivative from the
prefixal verb apZavai m. pl. ‘charms, sorcery, magic’ (Lithuanian Zav-
continues PIE *g"ouH-V < *g'euH- ‘to invoke’) (Smoczynski, 2019:
2177).

Proto-Iranian *iatu- ‘sorcery’, ‘magic’, ‘witchcraft’ (: Avestan late
yatu- ‘sorcery, magic’) ~ *ia- ‘to (strongly) request, demand’ (~ Old
Indian ya- ‘to ask, beg for mercy’) (Rastorgueva, Edelman, 2011, 4:
125, 133).
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The Dravidian languages

Kui kelpa (kelpi-) ‘to invoke, petition a deity, repeat incantations’
and ‘incantation’, ‘invocation’ ~ képa (képi-) ‘sorcery’, ‘witchcraft’
and ‘to bewitch, enchant, exert magical powers’ (Burrow, Emeneau,
1984: 182).

The Tungus-Manchu languages

Evenk anma- ‘sorcery’, ‘divination’, ‘hypnosis’ ~ Negidal
xanmy- ‘to roar’ (about the shaman during a trance dance) (Tsintsius,
1977, 2: 316). The attribution of the Evenk word to the category
of illustrations of the model “Verbum dicendi — ‘charms’, ‘sorcery’
is possible provided that the sememe ‘hypnosis’ = ‘hypnotic speech
of the shaman’, which seems to be indirectly confirmed by Negidal verb
(vide supra).

The Semitic languages

Semitic zm-:

Yem D ‘azzam ‘to practice witchcraft; exorcise spirits; look for
something with the help of magical actions’;

Ethiosem Gz ‘Zzm- ‘conjure, cast spells’, Amh azzdmd ‘practice
sorcery’ (< Arabic). Cf. also modern Arabic ‘azim-at-/ta- ‘zim- ‘to cast
spells, healing chants; bewitch’, ‘spell, incantation’, ‘healing charm’
(Belova, 2012: 164-165).

2.1.3. ‘Curative spell’ — ‘sorcery’, ‘divination’

Mongolian dom ‘healing charm’ and ‘magic’, ‘quackery’, ‘sorcery’,
‘divination’ (MoHTO0J OpOC IANTIPIHTYH uX ToNb, 2001, 1: 717: dom III),
dom ‘sorcery or ceremony of get rid of diseases or disasters’, genetically
linked with Turkic @zom, which has the meaning ‘fairy tale’, ‘foretelling,
prediction’, ‘utterance’, ‘song’ in the Turkish dialects (“Etymological
Dictionary of Turkic Languages”, edited by L. S. Levitskaia, 1989, 4:
220-221). The very same Mongolian word finally goes back to *kemehe-
‘to tell fortunes, predict’, ‘to explain’ > Khalkha xemeé- ‘to speak, say’,
‘to explain’). In the written monuments this Mongolian verb is attested
in the meanings ‘to speak’, ‘to order’, ‘to proclaim the solemn’,
‘to announce’ (Comparative Grammar of Turkic Languages, 2006:
214-215).
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2.1.4. ‘Deception, lie’, ‘fiction’ — ‘magic formula’, ‘magic song’

This model illustrates well the understanding the verbal attributes of the
sorcery (spells, magical formulas, magic songs) as hypnotic speech, used
for the deception, suggestion, seduction of the recipient, cf.: Persian afsin
‘spell’, ‘magical formula’, ‘magic song’ and ‘cunning, ploy’, ‘deception,
lie’, ‘insidiousness’, ‘harm’, ‘fiction’ (Vullers, 1855: 113) along with
Persian afsana ‘saying, utterance’, ‘story’, ‘fairy tale, ‘tradition’, erected
to the Old Iranian root *su- and linked to Middle Persian awsiid ‘spoken’
and the derivative awsiidak ‘enchanted’ (“Etymological Dictionary of the
Kurdish Language” by R. L. Tsabolov, 2001, I: 18).

2.1.5. ‘To send a curse’ — ‘sorcery’

Komi mwubixéoom ‘sorcery’ ~ mubikGoust ‘to spoil, mess up’,
obsolete ‘to send a curse’, ‘to lead to the demise’, etymologically related
to Mansi Sdkdtim ‘put a spell on’, N sakdti ‘to deteriorate’, ‘to die’
(Lytkin, Guliaev, 1970: 291).

2.1.6. ‘Spoilage’, ‘harm’ — ‘sorcery’

The meaning ‘sorcery’ in the examples are set out below reflects
“highly specialized” magic actions, aimed to put a jinx per the person
or a domestic animal.

The Indo-European languages:

Latin maleficium ‘damage’, ‘harm’ and (plur.) ‘evil spell’, maleficum
‘sorcery’, ‘charms’ < male-facio, -ere ‘to cause harm’, ‘to do bad’.

The Mongolian Languages:

Mongolian orcamea ‘spoilage” and ‘sorcery’ (Monrom opoc
JITAPIHTYH uX Tonb, 2001, 1: 293).

The Dravidian languages:

Ma. (Malayalam) mattam, mattu ‘sorcery’, Tu. (Tulu) mdta ‘sorcery,
witchcraft’ and ‘wickedness’ (Burrow, Emeneau, 1984: 426).

2.1.7. ‘Spell’, ‘conjuring’ — ‘sorcery’

The Turkic languages:

Uyghur arvys ‘spell’ and ‘sorcery’: “gamay butilarnyy qylmys
jaratmys arvySlaryn qyly¢ iizd kesdr men” — «I will cut through with
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my sword all the sorcery created by the demons» < Turkic *arva- ‘to
conjure’, ‘to bewitch’, cf. Uyghur arba-/arva- ‘to conjure’, Kirgiz
arba- ‘to persuade’, Western Yugur arva- ‘to whisper’, ‘to chant
an incantation’ (Comparative Grammar of Turkic Languages, 2006:
614-615).

The Chukotko-Kamchatkan languages:

Itelmen jonajo ‘sorcery’, ‘conjuring’ ~ jouajo- nl jonajoc inf, ‘to
conjure somebody, take an oath from someone’, cf. kamma m’usackuusu
n’ouys, mjanajyozau: i’ jansxu — I'm dying, my son, I beg you: go to [...]
(The Complete Itelmen-Russian Dictionary, 2021: 165).

2.1.8. ‘To poison’ — ‘sorcery’, ‘magic’

West Futuna-Aniwa fegeitua (alt. fegetua, fegeatua) ‘to poison’, ‘to
bewitch’, ‘to curse’, ‘to work magic’ ~ fegaitu (alt. fegeitu) ‘sorcery’,
‘magic’ (Dougherty, 1983: 240).

2.1.9. ‘Brewing magic potions’ — ‘sorcery’
Latin veneficium ‘poisoning’, ‘brewing magic potions’ and ‘sorcery’,
‘magical brews’.

2.1.10. ‘Brew’, ‘potion’ — ‘charms’, ‘sorcery’

The Indo-European languages:

Latin venénum ‘magic brew, magic potion, elixir’ and ‘charms,
enchantment’.

The Semitic languages:

Ge’ez Saray ‘incantation, magic, charm, witchcraft, sorcery,
enchantment, spell, poison, healing, medicine, cure, bandage’ = ‘poison,
healing, cure, medicine, medication, bandage’ and ‘spell, magic, amulet,
sorcery, witchcraft, charms’. Cf. the semantics of such its etymologic
correspondeces: Ar. Sary ‘colocynth’ (which has a bitter taste), Te.
sara (sry) ‘cure, treat medically’, saray ‘remedy, poison’, Amh. saray
‘poison, poisonous philter’ (from Geez), sdrdyyd ‘to poison’ (Leslau,
1987: 536).
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2.1.11. Neutralization of “magic” semantics: ‘sorcery’ —
‘deception, lie’, ‘focus, trick’, ‘slyness’, ‘knavery’

The pricess of neutralization of the meanings ‘magic’, ‘sorcery’,
‘witchcraft’ also shows a tendency to universality, as evidenced
by the geography of the languages, where this process is attested.
In particular, one is presented in the languages of the three genetic
families.

The Indo-European languages:

German Zauberei ‘sorcery’, ‘magic’ and ‘focus’. The semantics
‘sorcery’ here is more ancient; cf. Germanic *faubra- m. ‘sorcery’,
‘charms’, to which German Zauber goes back through a chain of mediating
links of the phonetic evolution (Kluge, 1989: 806), and also Old North
taufr ‘sorcery’, going back to the same Proto-Germanic prototype (Orel,
2003: 402: *taufran). Cf. in the contexts: “Ist keine Zauberei, nur ein
alter Trick von meiner GroBmutter” — “This is not magic, it is just an old
trick of my grandmother.” and “Bei der Zauberei geht es um Rétsel,
Illusion, Hasen aus einem Hut zu ziehen!” — “Magic is riddles, illusions
and pulling rabbits out of hats!”.

Middle Persian borrowing *awsiin ‘spell, incantation’ in the Turkic
languages (in the literature is defined as Persian *ovsun), along side
with the meaning ‘sorcery’, ‘witchcraft’, ‘magic’, developed the
semantics ‘focus’, ‘deception, lie’, cf.: Altaic obyzyn ‘focus, turning,
transformation’, Tuvan ovuzin ‘cunning, slyness, deceit, insidiousness,
knavery, insinuative tone’ (Comparative Grammar of Turkic Languages,
2006: 617). However, in the Turkish this Iranian loan word saves only
first “magical” series of sememes, cf. afsun ‘sorcery’, ‘witchcraft’,
‘magic’, ‘spell’ (see: TRS, 1977: 27).

The Turkic languages:

Proto-Turkic *jelvi ‘sorcery’ > Old Turkic jelvi ‘magic, sorcery’ along
with Tuvan ilbi ‘sorcery’ and ‘focus’ (Comparative Grammar of Turkic
Languages, 2006: 616-617);

Turkish gozbagr ‘sorcery, magic, witchcraft’ and ‘a show
(of something) based on deception; trick of the eye via a ploy; focus,
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juggling’ (TRS, 1977: 357). Maybe, it is a result of playing with the idea
of “sorcery for eyes”, since we deal with the composite, where the first
part is the name of eye, i.e. giz;

Turkish nirenk ‘cunning, deception’ and ‘sorcery, witchcraft’ (TRS,
1977: 679). We should notice, that not every name of the sorcery
is semantically neutralized. For example, from a wide range of Turkish
synonyms, designating the sorcery, magic, witchcraft, charms, this
process affected the only afore mentioned units, while other words
(afsun, afsunculuk, bagi, biiyii, biiyiiciiliik, fiisun, sihir, sihirbazlik) are
outside its area of activity.

The Mongolian languages:

Mongolian wuz6» ‘sorcery, magic’ and ‘focus’ (Mounrom opoc
JATIPAHTYH uX Tonb, 2001, 1: 416).

2.2. The model of the semantic evolution ‘sorcery’ — ‘name
of a demonic creature’

The Indo-European languages:

Old Indian yatu- ‘sorcery; magic’ and ‘kind of a demon’ (Rastorgueva,
Edelman, 2011, 4: 133).

The Turkic languages:

Proto-Turkic *jelvi ‘sorcery’ > Yakut ilbis ‘spirit of bloodlust’
(Comparative Grammar of Turkic Languages, 2006: 616-617).

2.3. The development of the semantics ‘head’ in the names of
vessels

The metaphorical use of the round vessels, boxes, and buckets
names as the somatism khead in the different languages is universal and
presented by many examples. Some of them we have already considered
earlier (Iliadi, 2022), therefore the appropriate material is given here
in highly simplified form.

The Indo-European languages

The Slavonic languages

Proto-Slavonic *casa ‘bowl’, ‘cup’, ‘goblet’ — ‘braincase’, ‘skull’
(: Russian udwa ‘antique vessel for drinking in the shape of a hemisphere’
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and dial. wawa ‘braincase’, ‘skull’), and also the cases of the
morphological derivation, comp. with suffix -k- in Polish czasza ‘bowl’
> czaszka ‘skull’;

Proto-Slavonic *cerpw ‘clay vessel’, ‘clay potsherd” — ‘skull’;

Proto-Slavonic */ubw (: Polish dial. fub- ‘crust’ and ‘vessel in the
shape of a deep vat for washing’) > *lub-an’a ‘skull’ (the derivative
with suffix -an’-).

The same category of the examples includes the following lexemes
too: Russian xomenox ‘small cauldron’ and metaphorically ‘head’ (cf.
as a part of set expression meou komenok ewé eapum = you have not
forgotten how to think yet or your head has not forgotten how to think
yet), Ukrainian maximpa ‘a wide cone-shaped clay pot for grinding poppy,
hemp or flax seeds’ and metaphorically ‘human head’; Belorussian
maxompa ‘type of clay pottery (originally for grinding poppy seeds)’ and
dial. maxamwipa ‘head’ (ETumonoriunuii cnoBuuk, 1989, 3: 365-366).

The Baltic languages

Lithuanian kidusas, kiaiisas ‘cup’ VS ‘skull’ (kiauSas galvos, that
literally is “cup of head”).

Latin zesta ‘a clay vessel, pot, mug, or jug’ and ‘skull’ > French téte
‘head’.

The Romance languages

Italian coppa ‘cup, bowl’, ‘goblet’, coppo ‘jug, pitcher’ VS coppa
‘back of the head, nape’ (V. 1. Abaev). See: (Iliadi, 2022: 7);

French carafe ‘jug, pitcher’, ‘decanter’ and metaphorically ‘head’;
carafon ‘carafe’ and ‘head’ etc. (according to V. G. Gak (“To the Problem
of General Semantic Laws”), in the French popular language the long
series of vessel names is figuratively used for denoting the head).

Indo-Arian

Old Indian kapdla ‘cup’, ‘jar’, ‘dish> — ‘skull’, ‘cranium’;

Old Indian karpara ‘cup’, ‘pot’, ‘bowl’ — ‘the skull, cranium’ and
also ‘shell of a tortoise’, ‘potsherd’.

Iranian

Yaghnobi kalla (dial. kall) ‘head, top’, but also Yaghnobi kdlla
‘pitcher, jug made of burnt clay’ (Rastorgueva, Edelman, 2011: 4: 189);
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Persian jumjuma ‘wooden cup, cup, bowl’ and Tajik ‘skull’
(“Etymological Dictionary of the Kurdish Language” by R. L. Tsabolov,
2010, II: 499).

The Germanic languages

Proto-German  *haubida-/*habuda- ‘vessel’ and ‘head’
(V. V. Levitskii).

Gothic *vairnei ‘skull” < (hypothetical) *“vessel’, ‘bowl’ (according
to Ph. W. Lehmann, “Shift of meaning from ‘vessel’ to ‘skull, head’
quite common”; Lehmann, 1986: 197). For more details, see: (Iliadi,
2022: 9-10).

The Celtic languages

Irish clagun ‘flagon’, ‘lid” and ‘skull’ (O’Reilly, O’Donovan, 1864:
121).

The Dravidian languages

Ka. burade, burude, burudi ‘gourd-bottle’, ‘calabash’, ‘dry gourd’
and ‘head’, ‘skull’, Tu. burude ‘bottle made of the shell of a coco-nut,
gourd, etc.” and ‘skull’, Te. burra ‘empty shell of a long gourd’ and
‘head’, ‘skull’ (the related forms designate the different types of the
vessels made of pumpkin shell or coconut shell) (Burrow, Emencau,
1984: 383).

Ta. mantai ‘mendicant’s begging bowl’, ‘earthen vessel’ and ‘head’,
‘skull’, Tu. mande ‘large earthen vessel’ and ‘skull’, ‘head’ (Burrow,
Emeneau, 1984: 414).

In the Dravidian languages this semantic correlation is very ancient,
because it is found for the Proto-Dravidian language condition, cf.:
*put-V ‘gourd shell’, ‘skull” (Krishnamurti Bhadriraju, 2003: 484, 529).

The Dravidian data given above presents examples of the specific
correlation between two meanings of one lexeme, namely — ‘empty shell
of a long gourd’, ‘gourd shell’ and ‘head’, ‘skull’. A direct analogy for
such cases is found in the languages of Indo-European family, where
we can observe the following semantic shifts: 1) ‘shell, crust, bast, bark’
— ‘bowl, vessel/box made of shell, crust, bast, bark” — ‘skull” or more
simple ‘shell, crust, bast, bark’ — ‘skull’; 2) ‘shell” — ‘hollowed, empty
nut’ — ‘vessel made of hollow nut’ (for more details see: Iliadi 2021).
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The process of the semantic development ‘head’, ‘skull’ in the
lexemes, denominating ‘vessel’, ‘box’, proceeded in two main directions.
The first implies an extension of the vessel name with the suffix, which
brought into the word an added meaning, for example, the semantics
‘similar’, ‘alike’, ‘resembling’, cf. Polish czasza ‘bowl’ > czaszka
‘skull’, Proto-Slavonic */ubw ‘crust’ and ‘vessel’ > *lub-an’a ‘skull’.
By the way, existing descriptions of the suffixal system, for example,
of Slavonic languages usually overlook this derivational semantics.

The second possible vector of the forming the semantics is the using
the vessels names as the part of the collocations with the somatism
head, like, for example, in the case of Lithuanian kidusas, kiatiSas ‘cup’
and ‘skull’, where the second sememe developed, probably, within the
expression kiausas galvos = “cup of head”. This assumption is evidenced
by the compound words, formed by the composition of “head & name
of the vessel” and occupying an intermediate position between the
syntactic constructions like Lithuanian kiausas galvos, on the one hand
and the names of the vessels with the metaphorical semantics ‘head’,
on the other hand. Cf. Ossetic kwxc | kexce ‘a large shallow wooden
bowl, bowlful’ and the composite sergexc | sergexce ‘skull’ with
seer ‘head’ as the first part (Abaev, 2021, IV: 227), i.e. literally — ‘bowl
of the head’, like in the Lithuanian collocation (vide supra). Thus, the
semantic development in such examples can be conditionally represented
as a sequence ‘cup, bowl’ — ‘head-cup/bowl’, ‘cup that looks like

a head’ — ‘head’.
sksksksksk

The outlined above observations the lexical meaning in the
languages of several genetic families give sufficient grounds to talk
about the existence of the universals in the semantic dynamics.
Particularly, the material collected here, in most cases allows
to trace down implementation here of a range of the common models
of the semantic development, which in itself indicates the common
constitutive (structural) elements in the organization of their lexical
and semantic systems. The types of semantic shifts, described

75



Typological and Contrastive Aspects of Translation (on the material of related
and non-related languages within different functional styles and genres)

here, well illustrate of the law by Hans Sperber, according to him,
“If at a certain time a complex of ideas is so strongly charged with
feeling that it causes one word to extend its sphere and change its
meaning, we may confidently expect that other words belonging
to the same emotional complex will also shift their meaning”. They
verify and its formulation itself, about which in due course Stephen
Ullmann noted: “Stated in these terms, Sperber’s law is no more
than a bold generalization which would have to be extensively tested
in different languages and periods” (Ullmann, 1963: 190).
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