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BuopaHsi cTarTi 3 eTHMO/IOTIYHOIO CJIOBHUKA NPACIOB’SHCHKUX
noeTuKaJLHUX Gopmya 3 iHT0€EBpoNelicbKIMH MapaieasiMu

Summary. We proposed a corpus approach to the study of the poetics of
related Indo-European folklore traditions. Since in folk poetics, lines’ clausules
play a primary role in organizing the text, acting as "nests" of formulas and
syntactic organizers of lines, we proposed to focus on the reconstruction of the
class of words that could be used in the string clausule in the Common Slavic,
and probably the common Indo-European period. In this way, we can come to
the reconstruction of the core of the thesaurus of formulas. Elsewhere we have
given a list of common Slavic clause words. The task of the present publication
is to trace the development of the discovered formulas against the common Indo-
European background. For this purpose, the following texts were annotated
according to the same principle (with double slash // the boundaries of lines were
marked): “Iliad” and “Odyssey”, “Rig Veda”, Latvian mythological songs. Then
these texts were processed with a free software tool AntConc. As a result, for each
tradition, its own classes of clausule words were found, which were compared
with the Proto-Slavic ones.

The next stage involves comparing the main formulaic phrases found in the
clauses of different Slavic traditions with etymologically related or semantically
equivalent words of the ancient Greek, Latvian, and Vedic traditions, which also
have a high frequency in the clausules.

The presence of etymologically related words in different traditions in the
clausule provides valuable material for a comparative and historical study of
poetic syntax, and more broadly — syntactic distribution and compatibility of
proto-language units, since most syntactic patterns were lexically related, that
is, they could only be filled with certain classes of vocabulary (Stepanov 6 ).
Therefore, the comparison of clauses is a kind of databank for finding out the

! JTocuikeHHs: BUKOHAHO B pamMkax poekTy 2020.02/024 1 «ExomiHrBiCTHYHI MOy CH
JIMCKYPCUBHOTO MPOCTOPY YKpaiHW B €BPOINEHCHKOMY TMOJIKYJIBTYPHOMY KOHTH-
HyyMi», o ¢inaHcyeTbes: HanionanbHuM (HOHIOM JIOCIiKEHb YKpaiHH.
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distribution of certain words in a sentence, namely at the beginning and at the
end, in two poetically most significant positions.
Slavic clausules *gordw, *kons, *mati, *slovo, *govoriti, *moldw, *golva,
*godv, *polje, *vino, *léto, *gospodv, *morje, *dvory, and *zemja were analysed.
Key words: corpus linguistics, folklore, stylistics, metrics, digital humanities,
Homer, RigVeda, Latvian songs.

Anomauin. Mu 3anpononysanu KopnycHuil nioxio 00 6USYeHHs NOEMmuKU
CYMIHCHUX THOOEBPONENCLKUX (PonbKAOpHUX mpaouyiu. OCKitbKu 6 HapooHiu
noemuyi Kiay3ynu psokie i0ieparoms 20106HY POlb 8 OP2AHI3ayil meKkcny, 6u-
KOHYIOUU PONb «2HI30a» hopmyl ma CUHMAKCUYHUX OP2aHi3amopie paoKie, mu
3anpononysanu 30cepeoumucst Ha peKOHCMpPYKYIi Kaacy ciie, sKi 30cepeoicysa-
JUCSL Y KAAY3VIL Y 3a2ANbHOCI08 SIHCOKULL I, MAOymb, CRibHOIHOOEBPONELCOKULL
nepioou. Takum wuHoOM, MU MOACEMO NPUUMU 00 PEKOHCMPYKYii A0pa me3aypycy
Gopmyn. B inwomy micyi Mu nHasenu nepeix 3a2anbHoc108 SIHCLKUX CiG-PeUeHb.
3asoanns yiei nyonikayii — npocmedicumu po3euUmox SUAGLEHUX QopMYIL HA 3a-
2anvroeeponelcokomy mai. s ybo2o 3a mum camum RPpUHYunom (i3 noosiiHoio
KOCOI0 PUCKOIO // NO3HAYEHO Medxci paoKie) Oyiu anomosani maki mexcmu: «lni-
aoay» ma «Oadicesy, «Pie Beday, namuceki mighonociuni nicui. Ilomim yi mexcmu
oYU 00pobeHi 3a 00NOMO20K0 OE3KOULMOBHO20 NPOSPaMHO20 3acoby AntConc.
YV pesynomami ona koscnoi mpaduyii 6ynu 3sHatlOeni 61aCHI KAACU KAaAY3VIbHUX
Cni8, KL NOPIGHIOBANUCA 3 NPACI08 AHCcbKuMU. Hacmynnuii eman nepedbauag no-
DIBHANHA OCHOBHUX OPMYILHUX Ppa3, WO 3YCMPIUAIOMbCA Y PEUEHHAX PIZHUX
CO8 AHCOKUX MPAouyitl, 3 emumMon02iYHO NO8 A3aHUMU ADO CeMAHMUYHO eKGi-
BATEHMHUMU CTIOBAMU OABHLOSPEYLKUX, TAMBIUCLKUX A 8eOUUHUX MPAOUYill,
AKI MAKodic Maroms 6UCOKY yacmomny @ kiaysyiax. Haaenicme emumonociuno
CNOPIOHEHUX Ci8 Y PI3HUX MPaouyisax y Kaay3yii 0ae YyiHuutl mamepian 0is no-
DIBHAIBHO2O A ICMOPUYUHO2O BUBYEHHSI NOCMUYHO20 CUHMAKCUCY, d wupue —
CUHMAKCUYHO20 PO3NOOITY MA CHOAYUYBAHOCI NPAMOSHUX OOUHUYb, OCKITbKU
Oinbuwicms munie peueHv Oyiu 1eKCUYHO 36 s13ari, moomo ix MoxicHa Oy10 3an06-
HUmMU Jue negHUMU Kaacamu nekcuku. Tomy nopignsanns peuensb € niocmasoro
0711 3 ACY8AHHS PO3NOOLILY NEBHUX CII6 y PeUeHHI, a came Ha NOYAmKY ma 6 KiHyi,
mobmo noemuyHo HAOLbW 3HAYYWUX no3uyiax. IIpoananizoeano ciog siHcobKi
xaaysynu * gordwv, * konw, * mati, * slovo, * govoriti, * moldv, * golva, * godv, *
polje, *vino, * leto, * gospods, * morje, * dvore ma * zemja.

Kniouogi cnosa: xopnycna ninesicmuxa, (onskiop, Cmunicmuxa, Mempuxa,
yugpposa symanimapucmuxa, Iomep, Pueseda, 1amucoKi HApoOHi NiCHi.

Introduction. The main tool of modern comparative historical
linguistics is reconstruction, the procedures of which have not changed
significantly since the 19th century. This study proposes to enrich the
reconstruction procedure with the possibilities of the corpus approach.
Modern comparative historical linguistics reconstructs not only individual
words and word forms, but also small sections of ancient texts. This is
possible due to the significant conservatism of traditional folklore.

Thus, if there are combinations of etymologically related words
in several related traditions, then most likely they were already in the
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maternal tradition. Numerous (several hundred) poetic clichés of the
common Indo-European tradition have already been reconstructed. As
C. Watkins noted in his keystone work "How to kill a dragon in Indo-
European’: “These formulas are the expression of an underlying semiotic
system. They are not remembered and repeated merely because they
delight the ear; rather they are signals, in poetic elaboration and as verbal
art, of the relations of things: of the traditional conceptualizations, the
perception of man and the universe, the values and expectations of the
society.” [11] Thus, the study of the thesaurus of general formulas of
related traditions is an important tool for the study of not only poetic
language, but also prehistory.

Methods. In our other publication, we proposed a corpus approach to the
study of the poetics of related Indo-European folklore traditions [7]. Since
in folk poetics, lines’ clausules play a primary role in organizing the text,
acting as "nests" of formulas and syntactic organizers of lines, we proposed
to focus on the reconstruction of the class of words that could be used in
the string clausule in the Common Slavic, and probably the common Indo-
European period. In this way, we can come to the reconstruction of the core
of the thesaurus of formulas. Elsewhere we have given a list of common
Slavic clause words [7]. The task of the present publication is to trace
the development of the discovered formulas against the common Indo-
European background. For this purpose, the following texts were annotated
according to the same principle (with double slash // the boundaries of lines
were marked): “Iliad” and “Odyssey”, “Rig Veda”, Latvian mythological
songs [8; 9]. Then these texts were processed with a free software tool
AntConc [4]. As a result, for each tradition, its own classes of clausule
words were found, which were compared with the Proto-Slavic ones.

The next stage involves comparing the main formulaic phrases found
in the clauses of different Slavic traditions with etymologically related or
semantically equivalent words of the ancient Greek, Latvian, and Vedic
traditions, which also have a high frequency in the clausules.

The presence of etymologically related words in different traditions in the
clausule provides valuable material for a comparative and historical study of
poetic syntax, and more broadly — syntactic distribution and compatibility
of proto-language units, since most syntactic patterns were lexically related,
that is, they could only be filled with certain classes of vocabulary [3, p. 6].
Therefore, the comparison of clauses is a kind of databank for finding out the
distribution of certain words in a sentence, namely at the beginning and at the
end, in two poetically most significant positions.

Each clause is actually a nest of formulas ending or starting with a
specific element. It is the clausule that organizes the entire poetic line,
since its position is fixed by metrics, not just semantics and syntax.
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Most of the sentences of the Proto-Indo-European language, like
many other languages of unwritten societies, had to be simple [1]. At the
earliest stage of its existence, the Indo-European language was probably
the language of the active structure “with interspersing of ergative
phenomena” [3, p. 11]. It is clear that, with reconstruction as a tool,
by comparing the clichés of different traditions and reconstructing the
prototype we can access the last stage.

So, the following types of simple sentences can be distinguished
[3, p. 11-12]: 1) inactive subject (thing) + inactive verb (“The snow is
melting”); 2) active subject (a person or something similar to a person)
+ active active verb (“person/god is walking”); 3) active subject + active
verb + inactive object (Bear lays a stone). The following types are less
represented, which, nevertheless, could well be found in poetic texts:
4) active subject + active verb + active object (“Man kills a man”);
5) inactive subject + verb + inactive object (“Snow covers the earth”);
6) Inactive subject + verb + active object (“snow covers the man”).

Emphasizing the dependence of syntactic types on their lexical
content, Stepanov cites the following opinion: “In the vast majority of
cases, abstract syntactic patterns are not (lexically — N.N.) free” [3, p. 15].
Hence follows “a tendency to prohibit certain types of lexemes in certain
syntactic positions” [3, p. 15]. The Proto-Slavic language had to inherit
all types of sentences characteristic of Proto-Indo-European.

A.S. Melnichuk [Melnichuk] draws attention to sentence types with
one main member, which are not in the above list of Stepanov, namely —
7) a sentence with a principal subject member and 8) a sentence with a
-verb form. If syntactic types are not lexically free, thence follows their
connection with lexical oppositions [3, p. 19].

The fixed position of formula expressions makes it possible to make
observations about the probable distribution of words in some types of
sentences at the Proto-Slavic and sometimes at the Proto-Indo-European level.

However, the word order in the Indo-European sentence remains an
important issue. For types 7 and 8§ it is trivial, while for types 1-6 it is
reconstructed from the data of most Indo-European languages as Subject
Verb Object (SVO). This was the main, but not the only possible word
order. So, the marked order of words VSO is considered probable, which
could be characteristic of emotional speech, and in Celtic languages it has
become the norm.

The above discussion is important because it shows that either SVO or
VSO word order have no impact on the clausule classe of the vocabulary.
Thus, we reconstruct a class of formulas that was mostly objects of
mythological narratives. Sporadically, these include other types of
syntactical elements (subjects and verbs), but they are less numerous.
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Also it is important to note that the actors of mythological narratives were
often interchanging their roles, whereas objects with which they were
operating were defining the essence of a certain mythological motive.

Each entry is structured according to the following principles: English
translation of the meaning; Proto-Slavic proto-form and its Indo-European
ancestor; clause words of all Slavic traditions, together with the most common
combinations; if available — related clauses from Greek, Latvian and Vedic
traditions; Indo-European reconstruction. At the same time, the clarification
of the fact of the use of a word in the clause position is also a reconstructed
fact. Abbreviations: CS — Common Slavic, BY — Russian bylinas,
DU — Ukrainian dumas, SL — Slovenian epic folksongs, SE — Serbian and
Croatian epic folk songs, BU — bulgarian epic folk songs, GR — Homeric
corpus, LV — Latvian mythological songs, VD — RigVeda corpus, RE —
reconstruction of Indo-European formula. To avoid misinterpretations,
dictionary meanings are given in the original (French, German or Ukrainian).
The number in brackets after the word gives an absolute number of its
occurrences in the clausule position of a line in the corpus. Words in brackets
before the word gives alternative combinations occurring in the corpus.

Results and discussions. Fragments of the dictionary.

SETTLEMENT. CS *gordp « IE *ghor-dho-s “obropomxkene
micue” «— *gher- “orouysaru, oxormosaru” [2, v. I, p. 571]

BY: (Bo, cToNbHE, CTONBHBIN, KpallleH, KpaceH, ciaBHoi) Kues (132)
rpaz, Epycamum rpag; DU: y ropon, y Lapuropox (1); SL: béli grad (22)
Pusti, svitli, skalen grad; stoji béli grad; Turki pridejo pod grad; Je persla
v béli grad; SE: (ugem/ otuna no/on/y) [punuma/IIpuspena rpaga (20),
carpaauTi rpaja (8) Oujena rpaja, KaMeHy Tpajny, LapeBa rpaja, — ool
149; BU: (benero, Knucypa, Conyna, Crambouna) rpaga

GR Cognate Greek [5, p. 1270-1271]: y6ptog enceinte, cour: I 11
774, 24 640: aiel otevaym Kol kndeo popia Técow // avAfg v xOpToiot
KLUAVOOLEVOG KOTO KOTPOoV; mwiova punpio Koie foog Au tepmikepatve //
OOATIC &V xOpT®* Exe OE Ypvaelov dAelcov; Evoobev oA — awin (5), total
8. LV (rozu, $nori, abolu) darzina. VD 2.041.02¢ gantasi sunvatd grham,
3.060.05¢  dhiyésité maghavan dastso grhé. RE avAfic v yopte, dasiso
grhé, mapeBa rpana, rozu Darzina etc. — We may reconstruct: (X)XXX
*ghor-dhV:

HORSE. CS *kons — Uncertain etymology, maybe connected to Celt.
*konko- horse [2, v. 11, p. 446]

BY: Jlo6pa xons (146), Coero kous (2), bena xons (2), Tpu kons (1),
Hanowt koHs (1), Hakopmu koHs (1); DU: 0; SL: Bratca konji (5), dva
cerna konjica (3) dvanajst konjov (2), vran-konjica; SE: geTpbecT koHaka
(3); BU: Mos 0bp3a kons (61), mobpa koHs (8), BpaH koHst — total 112
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LV (sirmi, dzelten,i béri, déla, dieva, tadi, ménesa, kalti, dievina)
kumelini; (savu, jatu, abolainu, simts, zemu, peleku, niisveidusu, manu,
cieti a,raja) kumelinu; Kumelin§. GR No immediate Greek cognate.
Semantic equivalent in Homer: (pavoyog, oxéag, KaAAITpLyog, HANCEY,
gpradyevag, Kpatepmvuyog) itmovs. VD Semantic equivalent in RigVeda:
asvina (148): 8.035.15d adityair yatam asvina (8.026.07a 8.008.02a
8.009.14a 8.087.05a 8.008.11b etc.). RE (XX)XX *ekk"-V. Some
concrete formulas: VD adityair yatam asvina; LV Dieva jatu kumelinu —
IE *XX iat-V ekk"-V. Cf. [10, S. 241-242].

MOTHER. CS *mati, gen. *matere < IE *mater- [ESUM III, 414]

BY: Ponna marymika (17), ponHoii marymike (8), most matymika (9), ko
Mmarymike (7), y cyaapelHu y MaTymku (6), cBoeil marymike (5), crapoit
Matyiike (4), poaurenb-marymka (4), ponna matymka (3); DU: otenp
1 maru (5), mo matepi (2); SL: Draga mati (7), ena mati (2), luba mati
(2); SE: moja Crapa majka (21), muna majka (9), ocrapmia majka (7),
nociymao Majky (Majke) (6), crapy Majky (5), 005byouo majky (3) et al. —
total 157; BU: Crapa maiika (25), muina maiika (24), cBosita, MosTa
Malika — ooy 128

GR Cognate pnmp (Chantraine 699): (motip xoi) moOTVIO. UATNP;
(veivato, téke, HAvbe) punmp (73). VD matarah (18). LV (Saules mates
mares laumes) meita, (velna jodu jiiras Gausas) mati, (v€ja velu nak jiiras
raugu Mezu laumas déla) mate, saules meitu. RE IE (gen. of Subj.) +
*mater- // Cf. [10, A 396]

WORD/FAME. CS *slovo, pl. *slovese “Te, 1110 cka3zaHo «— Te, 1110
MokHa uyyTn”, connected with *slava “cmapa” [2, v. V, p. 306]

BY:TakoBo cnoBo (269), eauno cnoso (3), npyro cioso (1); DU:
[Ipomognsie cioso (3); SL: Vzemem od tebe slovo (1) naj slava Laudona
slovi (1); SE: bocuy cnaBny, bocue cnasue, CBeToj ropu cinaBHoj, bory
3a ciaBy — (8); BU: 0

GR [5, p. 541]: kAéog bruit qui court, mais plus souvent reputation,
renom, gloire: evpvkAetn (335), cf. [10, p. 370]. VE $ravah (35). Also cf.
Evp¥ can be cognate to Latvian jura. LV Semantic equivalent: Redzgja
vien kas mani dievs

TALK. CS *govoriti / *gavoriti < *gov- / *gav- «— IE *gou- /
*oou- “make noise, shout”

BY: Peub roBoput, Gec TOBOPHT, MIONOTKOM TOBOPHUT, XJIOIOTY
TOBOPHUT, pa3roBopsl rosoput (mo 1); DU: 0; SL: pravi, govori (8),
tak(o) govori (9); SE: pujeu ropopu-o/na (24) THXO TOBOPU-TH/0/N1a/1ie
(11) majum roBopuo (4), 6pary roBopuo (5), cectpa/Maiika/mnana/mapy/
MapKy/TiaacoM/Buna ropop- — oo 151; BU: Toop- (107)
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GR cognate Greek [5, p. 182-183]: Bon cri, clameur chez Hom. le cri
de guerre Bodm PBoricopat, efonca yooto (30) / adwvod E&fpye / ndov V@’
fuepov dpoe / dhooio tetapnmdpesdo; VE gavyuh (3), gavah (3) RE IE
*gou- + /monologue, relation of a story/

YOUNG. CS *moldp «— IE *med- / *met- kugaTH, MeTaTu
[2, v. IIL, p. 502]

BY: JloOpsiHtomka Mukutna (Hukwrnd) mian (31), AnernieHbka
(Anenra, Onémenpka) [TonoBuy miman (15), koponesud muax (2), BOPOH
winammme (2), Tyrapun 3meesnu muaza (1) ; DU: T'ereman(e) mononuit
(9), mani (mmHKapka, MUHKapKo) mojoxaas (7), auts monoxaee (3); SL:
(Marko, jager, ivan, gospod) mlad, sinka mladiga, $ribar mlad, pobi¢
mlad, zene mlade — 47; SE: JIBa Jakmuha mnana (13), qure mmago (5)
nBa yenarta mutaga (10) I'ojkoBuua mnazaa (5) yeno miano (2) — oo 85;
BU: mnan- (26): Momuynuna Miiajaa, FOHaKa MiIaja, 1Be siTapBH MITJIU,
IIBa MJIaja, IBE MJIaTUIN

GR opoAdvv mocnabiaroBaTh, MOM” SIKITYBaTH, 10 BPEIITI 3BOTUTHCS
JI0 i-€ KOpeHs met MeTath (TIop. poc. nomem — HOBOHAPOIHKEHI TBAPUHH )
(2, v. I, p. 502). LV (very distant) — (savu, zvaigznu, peléku, sudobra,
magonu, zida) m&teliti. Also exists in extended form with suffixes: BY:
(Hdo6poii, no6psiii) monozaen (106); DU: IManose-monoaui (12), npysi-
monoai (5), nodpumu monomsamu (2), kozaku-momoaui (1); SL: 0
SE: nBoe mmnanenana, ceeny mianeniy; BU: [Ise minagumnu (2). RE CS
*mold- //

HEAD. CS *golva < IE *gholu- [2, v. I, p. 551]

BY: (oTpyOuth, OTCEUH, MOBECS, OTIIMOWTH, CMAXHYTh, CTAaBUTh,
MOTEPsITh, YeCaTh, KIACTh) byiiHy ronosy (58), (kpu4aTh) BO BCIO TOJIOBY
(11), (Becenurcs) Oyiina rosnosa (6); DU: (Yepkeni, Camiiiia, 9epKeHi)
Tonora (3); SL: na glavi (4), glavo, odseka glavo (2), (sestre, voucja,
roso, noces, mertvecko, moja, mlado) glavo — 22; SE: Oxcujeue riiaBy
(15) (xto xomy — on miaBy Jla on Byky Ila on Mycu Te my jyHak ),
u3ryoutu miapy (9) Buie rnase (5) 4emo MyHIKy riiaBy, (TeOe, MeHe)
3a0onena rmasa (3) — total 130; BU: Pyca miaBa, Tpets riiaBa, TpH IJIaBbl,
// TIaBa MU Ipecevu, IJ1aBaTa Jaa TH OTPsKa, TVIaBa T¢ U3MH

GR No immediate Greek cognate. LV Es parsitu Velnam galvu
/ Es sacirtu / Es parcirSu / Es sasitu; Sava galvina / uzlikuse galvina.
Semantic counterparts in Homeris epics: 0 6& @acydve avyéva Oeivog
// TN ot} TNk kdpn Pére: poekog avte // cpovdulmv Ekmadd’...;
péocov Elaocoev, amnpoev 6¢ youdle / avtfi obv TANKL Kapn:- €t &
dBpiov Eyyog // Mev év...; Kaotidvelpa dépog &ikvia Oefior. // pixmv
8’ g £tépmoe kapn Parev, i T Vi KN, // KOPT@...; £l O TETPAUUEVOY
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0&ET dovpli- // Ekhivin 8’ Etépmose Kkdpm, €mi d doTic EaeOn // Kol KOpYG. . .;
0¢ o1 moAAdwv moAlwv katélvce képnva...; Bopital ce KEAgvoe Khpn
kopdmvtag Ayoiovg (2). RE to cut someone’s head: Balto-Slavic *ker- +
*golv-, which can reflect Indo-European expression based on phonetic
tautology *ker- + *kar-.

YEAR / APPROPRIATE. CS *gods < *ghedh- / *ghodh-
“ginmoBignuii, crocoBHMi, 100puii” [2, v. I, p. 545]

BY: Tpu rona/ronsr (25), mects To70B (5), ceMu 10710B (4), MBaaLATH
ronoB (3), necaru romoB (2), Tpucta roaos (1) aBenammaru roaos (1),
BochMU rof10B (1); DU: muiibHOO roanHo0 (2), miBTopa roja, (MoJyHO4YHa,
nHemaciusa) roguna; SL: 05 SE: (3a geBert, netHaecT, moja, myHe, ceaam,
TpH, TPUAECET, yeTupH) rogun- — oour 81; BU: [leset romuna (36), Tpu
ronuHa (24), tpunecet rogunu (6) — ooy 90

GR [6,B. I, S. 5] ayoBoc. Not attested in Homeric clausules. LV Tris
gadini tautas naca / rauda — not in clausules. RE CS *gods //

PLANE / FLAT. CS *polje «— IE *p(e)la- miockuii, piBHUIi,
mMpokmii < *pel-/ *pol- mupoko Binkpure piBHe micue, npocrip [2,
v. IV, p. 487]

BY: (Bo, B, Ha) uncto none (152), yucrom mnosnu (57), Mo YUCTY OO
(48), u3 (co) uucta nons (35); DU: Yucroro nonst (2); SL: V Ravno pole
(8), v ravnem pol(j)i (2), stoji mi stoji pole (7), Stiroko polé (1); SE: (y
JI0B) y IuIaHuHy (25), Ha tanuse (10) 3emeHoM 1uiaHuHOM (5), Wapu
mwiaHuHy (2) — o6y 114; BU: lupoxo nosne, pamuo none (8)

GR [5, p. 359-360]: emmoAng a la surface de, superficiellement
emmolonog superficielle; Téhavog sxepToBHMIA TUPIT 3 OoporirHa [2, v. IV,
p. 487]. Not attested in Homeric clausules.

RE CS adj + *polje //

WINE. CS *vino < Germ. win < Lat. vinum [2, v. I, p. 377]

BY: (uapy, nonbsiHa) 3enena BuHa (42); DU: 0; SL: (pre)sladko vince
(2), sladkega romenega vinca (2); SE: niu- pyjHo BuHO (14) muTH BUHO
(12) xyny Bus- (11) upsenuky BuHoO (7) yamry BuH- (2) — o061 192; BU:
bnaro BuHO (4), 1Be 00YBM BUHO, ABE 3APaBUIM BUHO, pyHHO BUHO, Yallia

BHMHO, YEPBEHO BUHO, JIAJTHO BUHO, THiteT BUHO — 0011 27. GR [5, p. 785]:
oivov (32) RE CS *vino // < ? IE

SUMMER. CS *léto naiiteruiima mopa poky, pik «— IE *le-
ocJ1a0HyTH, BimycTUTH OF *1€to- Tenumii yac, Jiro, 1ens [2, v. I11, p. 270]
BY: naBenamnars siet (22), tpuHanuare jet (9) msaTHaaath Jet (4);
DU: (mHor-) mita (14); SL: Sedem l1ét (3), tréh 16t (2) pérve léta, (2),
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devet let (2), céle 1éta (2), petnajst 1ét (1), dugo 1ét (1) SE: mporer (?);
BU: Bcuukoro nieto (2), mposer (3)

No immediate Greek cognate. LV Distantly connected: Léni leni
Dievins brauca, Dievinam /éni zirgi. RE CS *1ét- X //

MASTER / HOST. CS *gospods < IE *ghosti-pot-s < *ghostis +
*pot(i)s [2, v. I, p. 575]

BY: Ha rocriona (3); DU: (cTanm Ha/i HAIIMMU JIOMaMHU, MY KHIIbKAM
no6pom) rocriofapsimu (4), l'ocionm (2); SL: Mlada gospa (13), Zlahtna
gospa (10), mladi/zlahtni gospod (10); SE: Llape rocionune (16) aparn
rocriofapy (16) aBopy rocrnonckome (11) jepuna rocmoha (7) — o6mr 172;
BU: Moe rocniogune, rocrnogape, rocrnoz (57)

GR [5, p. 931]: moo1g €poux, vieux terme i.-e. qui désigne I’époux en
tant que maitre de la maison. [locaiv (4), Cf. [10, A 142, A 396]. LV Lidz
pasam debesim. VE patih (45) RE

SEA. CS *morje < IE *mori mope, 6os0To [2, v. III, p. 513]

BY: cune (cuné) mopé (mope) (56); DU: Ha yopHOMY MOpi (MOPIO)
(8), 3 wopHoro mops (2); SL: sivo morje (9), sivem morji (3); SE: npexo
Mopa (6) cume Mope (2); BU: LppHo(T0) Mope (38), cTpene Mope, cliaHo
Mope, peko Mope 59 — total.

RE No cognate in Greek [5, p. 420]. LV 3micToBuii BiANOBIIHUK:
Jarina. CS *morje //

COURTYARD. CS *dvorp < IE *dhuor- npocrtip, 3aMmkHeHn#
BOpOTaMu, 3aropoaa [2, v. IL, p. 18]

BY: [lupokwuii (mupokoi, mmpok) asop (47); DU: Y mrromuHiM nBOpI
(1); SL: na cesarski dvor, bratca dvor, ino dvore, do lubinega dvora, kraj
dvora; SE: bujeny/y / rocnioncke/napese apopy/e — total 113; BU: /IBopbe,
JIBOPH, IBOPOBE — 00111 34 — IUPOKH JIBOPhE, PAMHH/PaBHHU JIBOPHE

GR [5, p. 446-447]: Bvpa porte, battant de porte. Homeric clausules:
®vpale (27). LV Pie Dievina namdurim, Pie Dievina nama duru; dara

RE Indo-European XX *dhuor- //

SOIL. CS *zemja < IE *ghdem- / *ghdom- 3emus [2, v. I1, p. 259]

BY: (Bo, 0, Ha) chIpy 3emutto (64), (Bo, 10) cbipoii 3emnu (34), chipa
3emist (12); DU: 0; SL: 0; SE: Ha 3emibH, (Kako majie 3Muja) Ha 3eMIBHUILY
—19: BU: Brnamkara 3ems1, Hemeuka 3emst, TopHa 3eMsi, JOJTHA 3eMsl, TIO
3eMH, cypoBa 3emsl (2) 1rbpHa 3ems (3)

GR yOov, yopoi, yopmiog [2, v. 11, p. 259]. Homeric clausule: yopdle
(26), cf. [10, par. 480, 483, 484, 485, A1377, A1378]. LV (8ai, devu, tai,
jurinu, auseklitis) zem&. RE XX ghdem- / *ghdom- //
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Conclusions. It was found that a significant number of Common
Slavic formulas are of Indo-European origin, that is, their etymological
ancestors or semantic equivalents were used in clauses already in the
Proto-Indo-European era. Other words began to be used in clauses not
earlier than the Proto-Slavic era, being a Slavic innovation against the
Indo-European background. In the further publications, we are about to
analyze the rest of the list of Common Slavic clausule formulas.
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