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ON SLAVIC ETYMOLOGICAL DICTIONARIES

Pa3marpa ce oOpana npacn. peun *¢elns 1 BEHE TOPOAHUIIE Y HOBHjUM
CJIOBEHCKMM €TUMOJIONIKAM PEIHUIMMA.

Kmyune pewu: mpaclioBeHCKH, IIPaHHIOEBPOIICKH, €THMOJOTH]a,
sexkcukorpaduja.

Although our reference resources have improved vastly over the past
few decades, we are still unfortunately not in a position where it will suffice
to consult one inclusive work to find the basic knowledge and evidence on a
general level for a fundamental Slavic lexeme. We may take as a useful ex-
ample the etymon *celnw, which is, after all, not unexplored. (I will discuss
on another occasion a different example for which the chance factor of al-
phabetization does not eliminate certain unfinished dictionaries.)

Machek Etymologicky slovnik jazyka ceského a slovenského is al-
ways worth consulting because he offers many imaginative and original, if
bold, ideas. This time, however, he does not (p. 75) offer such good cita-
tion of forms as other sources and collections. His conclusion ,,Psl. *éelns
puvodu nejasného® is not very encouraging, yet prudent.

Stawski SEJP 1 123, s.v. czlon, typically supplies an informative ci-
tation of forms: Pol. czfon 15th cent., czfonek membrum, articulus,
capitulum; Cz. ¢len (Stow. Prast. 2.125 shows the two lexemes, gen. -nu
and -na, Slovak. élen gen. -na, dial. ¢lan), clanek, dial. ¢lan, Russ. ¢len,
Ukr. ¢ten, detén, Russ. CS delonw, SCr. &ldan, Cakav. &lén. Though these
mentions are good, and we are especially grateful for the knowledge of
Cz. clanek (Stow. Prasi. 2.126: OCz. clének : clanek, Slovak dlanok,
élenok, clienok, ¢lonek pl. Elenki), Cakav. ¢lén, the range of Serbo-Cro-
atian forms in these standard works on other languages is insufficient to
make a reconstruction lucidly and unambiguosly supported.

Fortunately we now have Skok, ERHiSJ, which is always indis-
pensible for its Mediterranean, Balkan, and Romance coverage, priceless
for its cultural coverage, highly valuable for its essayistic discussion, and
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splendid for its bibliographic references. In the present instance much of
these virtues does not apply, but Skok nevertheless serves us where the
others fail us in establishing the exact vocalism of the etymon — and here
we sec the great value of dialect citation in all of etymology. Thus we
glean: c¢ldn 13th cent., ¢kldn, &ljan, dlijen, Tkav. dlin, ¢lén, dljen, ckljen
(without reproducing all dialect particulars), to which we may add from
Stow. Prast. 2.126 élanak, clanak, cljanak ~ §-, élénak, cljénak ~ §-; and
125, ckljan ~ §-, §ljén. This certainly gives us the material to recover ¢len.
We further learn that / comes from Jj by dissimilation with ¢, and therefore
that ja corresponding to e reflects *¢. All of this greatly illuminates the
cryptic mentions of Stawski (and of Vasmer), and occupies very little
space.

This entry of ERHiSJ 1 331-2 therefore goes far towards justifying
the reconstruction *c¢elns. We also learn usefully that Romanian cilen co-
mes from Russian.

Furthermore, in order to clarify the non-obvious Czech forms we
must turn to J. Gebauer, Historickd mluvnice jazyka ceského 1 1894, 205
(¢, ie se méni v a/d), where we will find czlenek and czlanek and a discus-
sion of the internal Czech development. Without this assurance the Czech
and Serbo-Croatian vocalisms remain ambiguous; an etymological dictio-
nary should not leave us in this sort of doubt. In this respect Stawski goes
part way by pointing out that in *cel-n» the *el becomes *o/ ,,po ¢, Z and
§“, thus yielding *c¢ol-n», and citing Meillet SC 69, 123.

Vasmer REW 111 345 gives a learned range of forms, but they are not
in all respects the optimum set of citations: Russ. uzen is itself from
Church Slavonic; ORuss. celenvkws, Carpath.-Ukr. dial. celenky
‘Fingerglieder’, Srb. CS é&lans < *¢lénw, Bulg. dlan, ¢l’an ‘Ast’, SCr.
¢lén, &lanak, Sloven. ¢lén (Stow. Prast. 2.125, 126: ¢lén, &lén, clének), Cz.
élen, Pol. czion (so too for Kasub., and 17th c. Lower Lus. — Stow.
Prast.), cfonek, Upper Lus. cfonk (Stow. Prasl.: ¢lonk, cton, Lower Lus.
clonk). Besides these leave many of the doubts or incomplete patches that
Stawski leaves; indeed, the latter is a considerable improvement on the as-
pects which have already been mentioned.

Yet Stawski is less good on the matters external to Slavic that
formed a strong part of the experienced Vasmer’s arsenal. Stawski men-
tions as cognate: Slavic kol-éno, Lith. kelys ‘kolano’, Greek xwAov,
oxéAog, Skt. kata < *kol-to- ‘Hiifte’.! But Vasmer is more critical: He
sees as cognates koléno, Greek xwAov, kmAéa, Attic koA ‘Hiiftknochen’,

1 See E. P. Hamp, ,,On the Indo-European origins of the retroflexes in Sanskrit®, JAOS
116.4, 719-23, note 9, for references to my revision and formulation of Fortunatov’s Law.
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KAV, -Nvog ‘id.’; he is rightly less certain of a relation to Greek
oxéroc,? etc.

In fact, there are two general remarks to make here. Because of the
meaning it is likely that koléno and Lith. kelys derive from the IE base
*kwel- ‘(re)turn’ vel sim., as Pokorny (IEW 640) has it. If that is so, they
cannot on phonological grounds be related to Greek x®Aov or xoAm,
K@ANV, nor to okérog. I now believe I have shown that k@Aov was a set
(IE *I + laryngeal) base (TA@ocoroyia 2-3, 1983-1984, 163-8). In that
case, it cannot be directly related to Skt. kata-, although *¢éélnws could be
related as *kela-no- if it were originally acuted.

The Dmumonozuueckuti caosape caasanckux asvikos 4 (1977) 44-5,
*¢elnv and *éelnvkw, brings us no new crucial data or opinions, but re-
wards us with good references to the literature.

The IE background to our etymon remains obscure.

Pe3zume

Epux I1. Xemm

O CJIOBEHCKHM ETUMOJIOIIKAM PEYHUIIUMA

Pasmarpame ogpeqHuLa Y HOBHjHM CIIOBEHCKMM €THMOJIOIIKMM peYyHHIMMa nocsehennx
mpacl. pedH *Celnv W BeHHM pedieKCHMa HIycTpyje pa3InuuTOCT BHXOBHX IPHCTYNA H BOOM
3aKUbYYKY [d EBEHO HHIOEBPOICKO IOPEKIO OCTaje HejacHo, y3 OmacKy jJa ce mopebema ca
npaci. *kol-éno, nut. kelys wra. < mpame. *kel- ‘oxperatu ce’ u ca rpu. x@Aov mehycoGHo
HCKIbYYYjy, jep je, 33 pasiHKy OJi IIpBOT, OBaj APYTM KOPEH IO CBOj IPHIHIH CaApixaBao
JapHHTaN, ¥ ped *delnv OH ce Tana CBECTH Ha Hera IOJ NPETIOCTaBKOM Ja je MpBOGHTHO Grula
HAaIJIalIeHa aKyTOM.

2 See now E. P. Hamp, ,,The laryngal heteroclites“, in R. Bielmeier and R. Stempel
edd., Indogermanica et Caucasica: Festschrift fiir Karl Horst Schmidt zum 65. Geburtstag
(Berlin: de Gruyter, 1994), esp. p. 38, ,,CDIAL 13073 sakthdn-, nom. sakthi“, Indo-Iranian
Journal 40 (1997) 259, and Linguistica (Ljubljana) 2003: sdkth-, supti-, + Alb. sup.



