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‘PERSON’, ‘SELF’, ‘SOUL

Semantinés dinamikos universalumas:

nuo ‘kuno’ iki ‘asmens’, ‘savasties’, ‘sielos’

ANNOTATION

The research is aimed at describing a relevant regularity in semantics development
tending to be universal due to the evidence in many languages. In the focus of the research,
there is an identical sequence of stages of semantic evolution ‘body’, ‘corpus’ — ‘person’,
‘self’, ‘soul’ and its outcome revealed in the languages under analysis. The reviewed semantic
shift is presented in genetically related and unrelated languages in different periods of their
history, which makes it possible to define it as a phenomenon diachronically reproduced
at each chronological cross-section. The postulate of the universality of the semantic
correlation between ‘body’, ‘body parts” & ‘soul’, ‘spirit’, ‘person’, and ‘self’ is based on
the reliably established regular sequence of “steps” from the etymological ‘body’ to other
meanings in the languages of eleven genetic families. This correlation of sememes can be

defined as a cluster of chains of semantic changes. Despite some differences, these chains
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still fit into the framework of the same semantic model, which was implemented in different
conditions, from which these differences originate. That is, all variants of semantic shifts
took place under certain conditions and were included in the “operational field” of one
model.

KEYWORDS: semantic universality, correlation of meanings, linguistic typology,

model, pronoun, compound word, reflex.

ANOTACIJA

Tyrimo tikslas — aprasyti atitinkama semantikos raidos désninguma, kuris dél jrodymy
daugelyje kalby yra universalus. Tyrimo objektas — identiska semantinés raidos etapy seka
‘kiinas’, ‘korpusas’ — ‘asmuo’, ‘asmenybé’, ‘siela’ ir jos rezultatai atskleisti analizuojamose
kalbose. Apzvelgiamas semantinis poslinkis pateikiamas genetiskai giminiskose ir
nesusijusiose kalbose skirtingais jy istorijos laikotarpiais, o tai leidzia jj apibrézti kaip reiskinj,
diachroniskai atsikartojantj kiekviename chronologiniame pjivyje. Semantinés koreliacijos
tarp ‘kuno’, ‘kuno daliy’ ir ‘sielos’, ‘dvasios’, ‘asmens’, ‘savasties’ universalumo postulatas
yra pagristas patikimai nustatyta désninga ,,zingsniy"“ seka nuo etimologinés ‘kuno’ iki kity
reik¥miy vienuolikos genetiniy $eimy kalbose. Sig sememy koreliacija galima apibrézti kaip
semantiniy pokyc¢iy grandiniy klasterj. Nepaisant kai kuriy skirtumy, Sios grandinés vis
tiek telpa j vieno ir to paties semantinio modelio, realizuojamo skirtingomis aplinkybémis,
rémus, i§ kuriy ir kyla Sie skirtumai. Tai reiSkia, kad visi semantiniy poslinkiy variantai
vyko tam tikromis salygomis ir buvo jtraukti j vieno modelio ,,operacinj lauka®.

ESMINIAI ZODZIAI: semantinis universalumas, reikSmiy koreliacija, lingvistiné

tipologija, modelis, jvardis, sudétinis zodis, refleksas.

1. INTRODUCTION

1.1. There has been established a special tradition of studying the problem
of typicality and even universality of semantic changes. However, it hasn’t
been generally accepted so far, existing as a sum of ideas in the works of
representatives of different linguistic schools. Originally narrowly defined by
Michail M. Pokrovskij as a phenomenon of the regularity of interruptions
of meaning in the languages of Europe (according to him, ‘identical, rather
original, meanings in several languages independently of each other are worked
out in the same way’; Pokrovskij 1895: 13), it (or an idea close to it) was later
embodied in a purely practical application by Carl Darling Buck namely in his
work A dictionary of selected synonyms in the principal Indo-European languages
(Buck 1949). For a long time, the aspect of the search for universals in the
semantic dynamics of words remained the prerogative of etymological studies,
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where the persuasiveness of the interpretation of the reconstructed meaning
and its evolution depends on the reliability of typologically similar examples
from other languages. In particular, the focus on typological analogies in
semantics distinguishes such fundamental works on etymology as the Historical
and Etymological Dictionary of the Ossetian Language (1958—1995) by Vasilij
I. Abaev, as well as the Etymological Dictionary of Slavic Languages (1974—
2021) published in Moscow and the recent Etymological Dictionary of Germanic
Languages (2010) by Victor V. Levitsky. However, etymological studies, by
their wide range of tasks, are not limited to the recalculation of typological
analogies in the development of meaning and do not establish the areal of their
distribution; they only collect facts for their own needs, which can become the
basis for future theoretical research in the relevant field of universology.

1.2. The findings of etymological and semasiological research works on lexical
meaning in synchrony and diachrony require a theoretical basis for numerous
examples of the typicality and regularity of semantic dynamics in time and space.
There is a need in the theory which might elaborate methodological principles
for describing and verifying models of semantic change common to a large
number of related and unrelated languages. The corresponding set of theoretical
and methodological issues has been partially analyzed in the recent (1) studies
by Anna A. Zalizniak, who was the first to analyse the universals in polysemy
and proceeded to elaborate a catalogue of semantic transitions (Zalizniak
2013: 397-409; 2018); (2) studies by Elena G. Mikina (Mikina 2009; 2012;
2020; 2022) on the semantic evolution of Latin and Romanic verbs of speech.
E. G. Mikina’s works illustrate organic synthesis of comparative-historical
linguistics and linguistic typology since the chains of stages of the dynamics
of meaning are established against a broad Indo-European background. Close
ideas are set out in: (Nerlich 1992; Geeraerts 1997: 28 and next).

1.3. There is the search for answers to two of the fundamental questions which
are relevant to the current state of this issue. The first one is about the balanced
relationship between the synchronous state of semantics and its historical
dynamics in the scientific apparatus of research. It is known that ‘semantic
evolution and synchronic polysemy are two sides of the same phenomenon’
(Zalizniak 2013: 413), but it is not known (resp. not obvious) whether this is a
particular case of semantic derivation in the language(s) of a particular epoch
or whether we are dealing with an ancient correlation of sememes, reproduced
in a late chronological slice. Both of these phenomena need to be distinguished.
For example, Indo-European verbs with a reliably established primary meaning
‘to find’ regularly have the secondary sememe ‘to give birth’ (: Ossetian aryn
(Southern waryn), erun ‘to find” and ‘to beget’, Pamir Ormuri var- ‘to find’ and
‘to give birth’ ~ PIE *yer- ‘to find’ (Abaev 1958: 73—-74); Russian dial. pe6snenok
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natidemcst ‘a child will be born’, Ukrainian dial. snatimu dumuny ‘to give birth
to a baby’, Serbian dial. nawo ce deme and other ~ *na-juti (ESS] XXII 113—
114, 116; Tolstaja 1997: 290-291)) with the relevantly ancient age. By the
way, among the Slavs, it arose within the framework of the language of the
ritual (still pagan!) action of deceiving fate: a newborn was allegedly brought
by a guest who found a child on the road. Thus, there may be presumed the
reproduction of long-established semantic relations in the late period of the
history of the languages of the two groups. But in the case of Turkic fap- ‘to
find’, ‘to give birth’ (Abaev 1958: 74) there is no such clarity as used to be in
Proto-Turkic (Starostin, Dybo, Mudrak, eds., 2003: 1436: *tap-; TeniSev et al.
2006: 208, 288) or even ancient Turkic language condition (VII-XIII cc.) as
only the first meaning was attested (DTS 533), however, there is no data on the
meaning of ‘to give birth’ for *tdp- in the antiquity, so it can be seen as a local
late semantic derivation in one of the languages. Well, the cultural conditions
of this derivation among the Indo-Europeans (Iranians, Slavs) and the Turks
do not coincide either.

The second one is that each example of the presumably universal type of
semantic development should be considered “under a magnifying glass” and
verified by a sufficient number of arguments. The collection of evidence for each
case, its verification, classification of the collected material and its explanation
is time-consuming and very laborious work, but almost always such research
leads to very interesting results. The works on linguistic comprehension of
many of these phenomena of semantics are yet to come, especially since the
importance of studying universals in the dynamics of lexical meaning has not
yet been fully realised.

2. OBJECTIVE AND TASKS

An interesting example of the correlation between the ‘body’ & ‘person’,
‘self’, and ‘soul’ sememes which are studied here, with some reservations, can
be regarded as an illustration of the thesis about the universality of some models
of semantic development. This correlation has been ignored in the specialized
literature, and meanwhile, there have been scientific prerequisites for this for a
long time. For example, in the electronic catalogue “The Catalogue of Semantic
Shifts” (Zalizniak et al.: https://datsemshift.ru/shift4380), the transition of
‘body’ — ‘self’ in several non-Indo-European languages is noted. Although “The
Catalogue” simply records the synchronic correlation of these sememes, the
data collected prompts the search for manifestations of a similar correlation in
the Indo-European languages and the study of the conditions of its appearance.
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Accordingly, the objective of the research is to describe the model of semantic
development ‘body/part of the body’, ‘corpus’ — ‘person’, ‘self’, ‘soul’
(or its variants) and to prove its universal nature, i.e. its implementation in
the lexical and semantic systems of languages of different genetic families in
synchrony and diachrony.

The achievement of this objective involves the fulfilment of several tasks,
namely: 1) to summarize all known evidence of the correlation of the sememes
‘body’, ‘corpus’ & ‘person’, ‘self’, ‘soul’; 2) to prove the direct nature of semantic
derivation in all (if possible) cases, excluding the possibility of mediating
(intermediate) stages; 3) substantiate the reproducibility of the model under
consideration on different chronological slices in the history of the languages
involved in the analysis; 4) to find out the reasons for this semantic shift.

3. MATERIAL AND METHODOLOGY
OF RESEARCH

3.1. The study involves the lexical material of eleven genetic families of
languages, in which we see the implementation of this model of semantic
development. As far as we know, these data have not yet been the object of a
special (within the framework of the outlined problem) linguistic research and,
accordingly, the typological similarity of different words, demonstrating the
commonality of their semantic development, is not noted and explained.

Since the primacy of the meaning of ‘body’ concerning sememes ‘self’, ‘person’,
‘soul” etc. is essential to the proposed study, the first step in the procedure
of proving the originality of the somatic meaning is to refer to the findings
of etymology and reconstruction. These data are presented in etymological
dictionaries and paragraphs of comparative grammars. The numerous facts
in these sources often need to be generalized against a broad typological
background. If we are dealing with languages whose vocabulary has not yet
received etymological elucidation, the material is extracted from the available
grammatical descriptions of these languages, their vocabulary and texts. This
applies to a greater extent to the Algonquian and Austronesian languages. Since
this article is not a corpus study but aims to substantiate the universality of one
model of semantic derivation, it seems to us sufficient simply to indicate its
manifestations in several languages of each of the considered language families.

3.2. When analyzing the material, we relied on the general theoretical
principles of working with the dynamics of the semantic structure of the word,
outlined in the works of our predecessors, namely: (Budagov 1963; Stern 1964;
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Trubatiov 1964; Schuster-Sewc 1975; Nerlich 1992; Geeraerts 1997: 23—122;
Traugott 1999; Traugott, Dasher 2002; Geeraerts 2010: 25—41; Mikina 2012).

The tasks of the study determined the choice of its methods. In particular,
some techniques of the following methods are used here: (1) comparative-
historical (to clarify the relative chronology of the states of semantics of the
objects (words) under consideration in different periods of their history and to
determine the genetic relationship of the compared lexemes); (2) typological (to
describe heterogeneous units with similar semantic evolution); (3) the method
of commenting on dictionary entries (to clarify the logic of development and
direction of semantic connections between the sememes of a certain lexeme).
They are implemented within the framework of the analysis procedure, the
essence of which is described through:

— the sum of the criteria for selecting the material for the study;

— interpretation of the material under study;

— a scheme of representation of facts (see section 4).

Criteria

1. The lexemes employed in the study have two poles of the semantic
spectrum: ‘body/part of body’, ‘corpus’ VS ‘person’, ‘self’, and ‘soul’.

2. There must be derivative relations between both groups of meanings,
namely: the sememes ‘person’, ‘self’, and ‘soul’ are derived from ‘body’ or ‘part
of the body’.

3. Within a cluster of the sememes ‘person’, ‘self’, and ‘soul’, derivation
relations are also allowed in some cases.

4. It is taken into account that sememe ‘(my)self’ in the body may develop
under the three following conditions: a) due to the morphological modification
of the body (by affixation); b) as a part of composite words; ¢) syntactically, i. e.
in the function of the reflexive pronoun (‘self’ as ‘my/its/his body’). The last
condition is true only for several languages of the same branch of the Indo-
European family and sporadically several languages inside the Indo-European
lingual areal.

5. Lexemes in which intermediate sememes are marked between both clusters
of meanings, excluding the direct semantic derivation of ‘body’ — ‘person’,
etc., are excluded from consideration as they do not correspond to the model
of semantic derivation. However, this criterion cannot always be met due to
the lack of written monuments in some languages or the low level of their
etymological development.

6. Lexemes with the same type of semantic correlation that arose in different
cultural-semiotic (mythological, religious, apotropaic) conditions (cf. above the
example of the correlation ‘to find’ : ‘to give birth’) are also not taken into
account.
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Interpretation (general grounds)

1. The nature of the correlation of the meanings of one word or group of
cognates is described by employing modelling, but any model must be verified
through typological parallels corresponding to the sum of the parameters
specified by the model. This means that the direction and result of semantic
development (primarily in cases requiring semantic reconstruction) have
been proved on the condition that the same vector of evolution of meaning,
its initial, intermediate and final stages can be traced in different words from
different languages. What is crucial for analysis is only the fact of the relevant
chronology of the semantic states of the word evidence and the verification
of the preservation of the sememes’ correlation as primary and secondary in
different languages in different periods of their history.

2. The wider the geography of the model’s implementation (it is marked in
many languages), the higher the probability that we deal with a universal type
of semantic evolution.

3. If the material reveals the relevance (urgency) of the mentioned type of
semantic derivation on several chronological slices or even over the course of an
entire historical period, one should speak not of an innovation in the semantic
structure of words that arose at some point in the history of the language, but of
old relations of semantic derivation reproduced in diachrony.

4. PROCEDURE

So, here are some facts pro domo sua of the universality of the transformation
of lexical meanings with this vector. The study involves the following order of
presentation of facts and their analysis.

4.1. Evidence of Indo-European languages

4.1.1. Iranian lexicon

Proto-Iranian *griua- ‘neck, nape of the neck’, whose reflexes display the
following meanings (with the extension of semantics to ‘body in general’):

Khwarezmian yryw ‘body’ & ‘soul’ and further there are indicated meanings
‘self, herself, himself, yourself’, secondary to ‘soul’ (Edel’'man 2008: 57), cf.
combination of words y' yryw ‘by myself; himself’; further cf. Sogdian ‘yryw,
man. yryw ‘body’ & ‘person’, ‘soul’, ‘self’ (Livsic 1962: 128, 192; Rastorgueva,
Edel’'man 2007: 291-292; Gharib 1995: 130, 167), Middle Persian griw [glyw!]
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‘neck’, ‘throat’, griw [glyw!, gryw] ‘self’, ‘soul’ (MacKenzie 1986: 37; here both
words are given in different dictionary entries), gryw, gryyw [griw] ‘neck’, ‘form’
& ‘self’, ‘soul’, cf. Gryw hsyng ‘Primal Man’ VS gryw zyndg, gryw jywndg ‘Living
Soul’ (Durkin-Meisterernst 2004: 164).

Such examples are interpreted as a semantic branch (Rastorgueva, Edel’'man
2007: 292) or semantic development (Edel’'man 2008: 57), but the reasons and
conditions of this semantic specialization are not explained.

Here are examples of the use of Sogdian yryw as the equivalent of a reflexive
pronoun in the following phrases: "XRZY ZNH yrywh nwsk(w?) myn’'m —
‘Then I consider myself immortal’ VS "XRZY ZNH yrywh 'mrtch myn'm, lit.
‘then I consider myself dead’ (Livsic 1962: 128, 192).

For the semantic development ‘body limbs’, ‘body parts’ — ‘body in general’
in the Iranian examples cf. the recent study of Velizar Sadovski (Sadovski 2017:
567-599; in particular see p. 577 and 579).

Proto-Iranian *fana- ‘body’: Avestan tanu- ‘body’ & ‘person’, ‘itself’ (one
was used also as a reflexive pronoun) (Bartholomae 1904: 633; Abaev 1979:
261), cf. *[...] hilat ma vohu pairt.jasat manangha / parasatca ma ci$ aht kahiia
aht / kaOa aiiars.daxsara forasaiiai disa / aibt 0fahu gaeOahu *tanusuca’ — °[...]
when he *surrounds me with good thought / and asks me *“Who are you? Whose
are you?’ / How would you *submit your day(ly)-*mark-earnings for questioning /
*regarding your herds and persons’ (Skjerve 2018: 121).

Further cf. Old Persian tanus (tn“us) ‘body’, ‘trunk’ & ‘person’, ‘self’ (Hinz
1973: 152; Abaev 1979: 261: ‘is also used as a reflexive pronoun’), Khwarezmian
tn ‘body’, ‘trunk’ & ‘self’, cf. y" tn’h ‘his body’ and ‘himself’ (Benzing 1983:
612), Middle Persian tan [tn!] ‘body’ & ‘person’, ‘self’, cf. xwes tan ‘one’s self’
(MacKenzie 1986: 81; Durkin-Meisterernst 2004: 324), Persian fan, tana,
Pahlavi tan ‘body’ & ‘person’ (Abaev 1979: 261), Zaza tan ‘human, person’ <
*tanu- ‘body’ (Cabolov 2010: 373), Persian tin ‘body, flesh’ & ‘person’, ‘(hu)
man’ (Rubincik 1970: 398).

As we can see, in Iranian *tani- is often used as a reflexive pronoun. Aryan
*tani- also performs the same function in the Dardic and Indo-Aryan languages
(see below). In general, the semantic spectrum of Proto-Iranian *fani- is
identical to the set of basic meanings of its Indo-Aryan etymological counterpart
(see below). It is permissible to speak of two probable conditions in which this
lexeme developed the meaning ‘myself’, and ‘self’.

1. In the word combination Avestan tanu- with xva- ‘its, his’, ‘self’, ‘itself’,
‘himself’, cf. auuaenata siica mananha / auuarand vici@ahiia narsm.naram x*axiiai
tanuiie — ‘Observe through (this) flame by (your) thought / the *preferences of
discrimination (= judgement) (made) man-by-man for his own body’ (Skjzrvo
2018: 34, 82), cf. above Middle Persian xwes tan. The same is likely to be
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assumed for the Old Indian tani- ‘self’, cf. svdya tanva (an example is adduced
from: Mayrhofer 1992: 621). Thus, ‘one’s/own body’ — ‘myself’, ‘self’,
‘person’.

2. In the word combinations and composites, formed based on the word
combinations with the reflexes *tani-, cf. Young Avestan tanu.karata- adj. ‘made
by oneself, self-created’ (Bartholomae 1904: 636), tanum (a)guz ~ Old Indian
tanvam gith ‘to hide’ (Mayrhofer 1992: 622) = ‘hide yourself”.

The development of the semantics ‘body’ — ‘personality, person (= one,
the only)’ is also observed in morphological derivation, cf. Pahlavi tantha
‘alone’ (MacKenzie 1986: 82), Persian tanha ‘alone’, ‘singular’, ‘only’, derived
from tan ‘body’ employing the adverbial suffix -tha (Cabolov 2010: 373—-374).

Proto-Iranian *$arah- ‘head’:

Sogdian sr- /sar/ ‘head’ (— ‘self’) is used as the equivalent of a reflexive
pronoun in the following phrases: ZKw srw nws’kw myn’'m — ‘I consider myself
happy’ (lit. immortal), prw srw pcyrf’n — ‘(the order) I will surely carry out’, lit.
‘T will take it on [my| head (= on myself)’ (Livsic 1962: 128);

Ossetian s@r ‘head” — ‘person’, there is also a usage functionally close to
‘self’, ‘myself’, cf.: (a) ‘nal ma xassys de s@rma’ — ‘you have become squeamish
about me’; (b) (Kosta) ‘ademy farnzj k,y skenin maxicen kad 2mz sar!’ — ‘If
only I could create for myself honour and dignity with the farn of the people!’, ‘dz
seryl ma ‘rxzessaj — ‘may you sacrifice me for yourself (‘your head’)(Abaev

1979: 73, 74).

Oppositio

Here it is advisable to point to the reverse order of the semantic development,
which is also attested in the Iranian vocabulary. It is about the reflexes of Old
Iranian *vi-ana- ‘breathing’ (Bailey 1943: 106—107), *vyana- (Nyberg 1974:
106), cf. its cultural semantics in: Middle Persian jan [y’n!] ‘the animal spirit
of man’ (ibid.: 106), Persian jan ‘soul’, ‘spirit’, ‘life’ & ‘live body’ and ‘essence’,
‘child, kid, baby’ (Rubinc¢ik 1970: 425; Avdoev 2017: 18). Here the group of
sememes ‘soul’, ‘spirit’, ‘life’ is primary, motivated with the primordial meaning
‘breathing’ (cf. Proto-Slavonic *duxwv ‘spirit’, *dusa ‘soul’ (poetic ‘life’: Russian
dywa most ‘my life’) : *dysati, *(vvz)doxnoti ‘to breathe’), meanwhile sememes
‘live (= breathing) body’, ‘essence’ (— ‘child, kid, baby’) are secondary.

It should be pointed out, that semantic derivation ‘breathing’ — ‘soul’ —
‘(breathing) body’ — ‘essence’ — ‘child’ is an example of relatively late
chronology because the Middle Persian texts do not contain pieces of evidence
of antiquity ‘body’, ‘child’.
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Like somatic vocabulary, words with the meaning ‘breathing’ (— ‘spirit’,
‘soul’) can be isofunctional reflexive pronouns, as they also develop the sememe
‘self’, cf.:

Avestan (Gathas) vyana- (in at 3 vaotat ahuré mazda ... vyanaya — ‘then
he himself spoke Ahura Mazda with wisdom’) (Bartholomae 1904: 1478: oi +
*yana-) = *vyana- ‘breathing’. In (ibid.): ‘meaning and etymology are uncertain’,
but according to Harold Walter Bailey, ‘may be understood of the ‘self’, but can
hardly be explained of the intelligent soul’ (Bailey 1943: 107). So, a probable
semantic chain is ‘breathing’ — *‘breathing body’ — ‘self’;

Khotanese uysana ‘breath’ (*uz-ana-) and uysana ‘self’ (*uz-anaka-) in
uysana distai ttifia dgria — ‘thou (as a hare) didst cast thyself into the fire’ (ibid.);

Ancient Greek Uy ‘aspiration’, ‘breath’, ‘soul (of the deceased)’, ‘spirit’
(Beekes 2010: 1671) and ‘themselves’ in Homer’s “Iliad”, cf.: mohlag &
ipOinovg Poyag AidL mootapev / Nodwv, avtovg 8¢ éldola Tedye xivesov...
(Homeri 1920: Book I, lines 3 and 4) — ‘[The wrath of Achilles| sent forth to
Hades many valiant souls of heroes, and made them themselves spoil for dogs...".
Here the pronoun themselves refers to the dead bodies (= souls) of the heroes
(this example was courteously adduced by the reviewer of this article, and the
authors of the paper express their deep gratitude for this fact).

The type of semantic development ‘breathing’ — ‘soul’, ‘spirit’ — ‘self’,
‘person’ also tends to be universal, since it is noted not only in Indo-European
but also in Semitic languages, cf.:

Slavonic *dusa ‘spirit’, ‘soul’ (related to *dwvxnoti, *dysati ‘to breathe’, ‘to
sigh’) — ‘person’, ‘human’, cf. Russian nu dywu ‘not one person’, ‘nobody’,
name dyw = namo wenosek ‘five people’;

Semitic: Arabic nafas ‘breathing’, nafs (nefs) ‘soul’, ‘vitality’, ‘vital force’,
‘essence’ & ‘person’, Aramaic nafstT ‘my soul’ & ‘my identity’, ‘my “ego’’, ‘my

self’ (Abaev 1973: 196) ~ *naf- ‘breath’ (Orel, Stolbova 1994: 395-396).

4.1.2. Indo-Aryan lexicon

Above, we have considered the correlation of sememes in the reflexes of
Proto-Iranian *tani-. The same situation is represented in Sanskrit, where
tanith ‘body’ & ‘person’, ‘self’ are attested (Monier-Williams 2002: 435). The
meaning ‘person’ in tanii- also appears in the composition of compound words
tanu-krit ‘forming the person’, fanii-pana ‘protection of the person’ etc. Monier
Monier-Williams (ibid.), which are often collapsed phrases. It was from these
composites that tanii- was abstracted with innovative semantics.

This word is often used like a reflexive pronoun in Sanskrit, where tdnu-ndpat
‘son of himself; self-generated’ (ibid.), tanva tdnaca ‘with oneself and one’s
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descendants’, tanii-kft- ‘self-created’, tanvam gith ‘to hide’ (= ‘hide yourself)
(Mayrhofer 1992: 622) are attested. Similarly in NW-Prakriti tanuvaka-
(Mayrhofer 1956: 475). The same state of semantics is attested in the Dardic
languages (see below).

4.1.3. Dardic lexicon

Proto-Aryan *tani- ‘body’ in the Dardic languages has changed its
grammatical status, having turned into pronouns, cf.: Kashmiri pan ‘himself,
myself’, as well as ‘body’, panun ‘one’s’, Shina tomii ‘one’s’, (reflexive) Khowar,
Kalasha tan, Pashai tanuk, Gawar-Bati, Tirahi tanu and others, as well as Phalura
teni ‘one’s’ < *tan(u)wa- (Kogan 2005: 182-183), cf. also Torwali tanu ‘one’s
own’ (Mayrhofer 1956: 475) and Khowar tan ‘self’, ‘own’ (Mayrhofer 1992: 621).

Cf. Pashai tanek = sér-a eke jay-a ma b-e-c-e — ‘“May you never gather together
in one place’ (Lehr 2014: 195: ‘the categorial status of tanek is unclear’), where
tanek may be equal ‘yourself’ = ‘your own bodies’.

Pashai tanek as a reflexive possessive form reveals the mechanism of sememe
‘self’ development: it is constructed from the word tan ‘body’ + nominalizing
suffix -ek (ibid.: refers to Georg Morgenstierne).

4.1.4. Ancient Greek lexicon

oopa ‘living body’ & ‘human’ as ‘himself’, cf. xal yonuata xal ta ¢qvtdv
oopata = (their) property and themselves (Dvoreckij 1958: 1596). The
correlation of sememes that developed in the ancient Greek period was preserved
(reproduced) in Medieval Greek, cf. here copa as ‘body’, ‘body of Christ, the
sacramental bread’ & ‘slave’ (Sophocles 1900: 1065). The sememe ‘slave’ = ‘a
nameless person’.

There is presupposed for odpa a pre-form *tuoH-mn with a basic meaning
‘compactness, swelling’ (?) or *(s)tioH-mn ‘what has stiffened’ (Beekes 2010:
1439-1440).

4.1.5. Latin lexicon

corpus, -oris ‘body, flesh’, ‘corpus’ & ‘person’, ‘human’, cf. liberum corpus =
free person, nostra corpora = nos ‘we’ (Forcellini, Gesner, Bailey 1828: 498;
Dvoreckij 1976: 264). The second set of meanings is an innovation of Latin,
since for the Proto-Indo-European prototype of Latin corpus only the sememe
‘body’ is reconstructed (PIE *krp-os- ‘body’, cf. MIr. cri ‘body’; Vaan 2008:
137);
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The possibility of semantic development was discussed above, namely
‘body part’ — ‘person’ etc. This evolution may be exemplified by the Latin
pectus, -oris ‘bosom’, ‘heart’, which is used as ‘person’, ‘human’ in Ovid’s
Metamorphoses, cf. ‘Aut ultor vestrae, fidissima pectora, mortis, / Aut comes,
inquit, ero’ (Ovidius 1984: Book III, line 58 sq.), where fidissima pectora = the
most loyal/reliable people. Typologically this transfer was supported with Russ.
poetic sepuvie cepdya = loyal people, where cepdya — Nom. plur. to cepdye ‘heart’.

4.1.6. Hittite lexicon

tuekk-/tukk-, tuekka- ‘body’ (pl. ‘body parts’, ‘limbs’) & ‘person’, ‘self’ (<
PIE *tuék ~ Sanskrit tvdc- ‘skin’). The meaning ‘self’ < *‘one’s body’ appears in
the singular (Kloekhorst 2008: 885). Semantic innovation of the Hittite period.

4.1.7. Germanic lexicon

Middle English bodie, bodi ‘body’ & ‘person’, cf. permutability of body and
self in my ioly body and my jolly self (Mayhew, Skeat 1888: 31).

It is difficult to figure out the nature of the relationship between sememes
‘body’ and ‘person’, ‘human’ in the modern English word body, if not to attract
typologically similar lexical units. However, the inner logic of the semantic
derivation in this word is clarified when including it in a wide typological
backdrop.

German Leib ‘body’ in the early period of New High German was used also
as ‘person’ alongside with later ‘corpus’ (Kluge 2002: 566).

4.1.8. Slavonic lexicon

Russian meno ‘body’ has recently acquired the meanings ‘person’, and
‘human’ in the modern colloquial speech, cf.: co muoil pazeosapusano mesro 6
doymrcnocmu dupekmopa — I was talking to the body in the position of the director;
omkpviéaemcst déepv u svixodum mesto — the door opens and the body comes out.
However, the phraseology of the XIX century somewhat increases the age of
this semantic development in the Russian language, cf. He mamoe mesro nonaso
6 desto (Dal’ 1989: 263) — about an unexperienced person in a difficult situation.

4.1.9. Baltic lexicon

Latvian augums ‘height’ and ‘stature’, ‘human’s figure’, which in the poetic
text gets a new meaning ‘(my)self’ as ‘my body’ (manu auguminu), cf. in “Kur
tu jasi, balelini”: ‘Skir, Dievini, manu celu / Sarga manu auguminu / Lai godam
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es varetu / Ienaidnieku uzvaret.” (Lyrics Translate 2024) — “Choose [for me], dear
Dievs [supreme deity of the Baltic pantheon or Christian God], my pathway /
[And| protect me (= my body/stature) / So that I could, in glory, / Prevail over
[my] enemies’ (this example was foregrounded by Professor Grasilda Blazieng,
and in this connection we express our deep gratitude to her).

4.2. Evidence of the languages,
belonging to other genetic families

4.2.1. Finno-Ugric lexicon

In the Finno-Ugric lexicon, our attention is attracted to a Hungarian personal
pronoun of a courteous appeal, cf. Maga ‘you’ (one person), Maguk ‘you’
(many people), which contain maga, going back to mag ‘body’. Furthermore, in
Hungarian reflexive-amplifying pronouns denoting ‘self’ were formed from mag
‘body’ + appropriate personal-possessive suffixes, cf. mag-am ‘myself’, mag-ad
‘yourself’, mag-a ‘himself’, mag-unk ‘we ourselves’, mag-atok ‘yourself’, mag-uk
‘themselves’ (Majtinskaja 1976: 392, 394).

4.2.2. Turkic lexicon

Proto-Turkic

Turkic (Osman) beden ‘body’ & ‘myself’ (Vladimircov 1989: 261), Uyghur
dial. boj ‘body’ & Altai poj ‘myself’ (used with possessive affixes), ‘self’ &
‘somebody’ etc. (Sevortian 1978: 177), ‘persons’, ‘people’. Cf. Old Turkish
‘kalin bod kara bas’ — ‘a dense mob, common people’, 1622 (Clauson 1972: 296—
297: bo:d ‘stature’ and ‘self’).

Both sememes are assumed for the Proto-Turkic period: *bod (1) ‘body’,
‘stature’, (2) ‘self’ (as a result of *bod pronominal usage) etc., but for the older
(Proto-Altaic) chronological slice, only the sememe ‘body’ (‘intestines’, ‘belly’)
is reconstructed (TeniSev 2001: 266; Starostin, Dybo, Mudrak, eds., 2003: 365).
See also (Sevortian 1978: 177): ‘body’ is the oldest meaning while the sememe
‘myself’ arose later.

Thus, here we have an example of the reproduction of ancient (still proto-
linguistic) semantic relations in the later periods of the history of the Turkic
languages.
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4.2.3. Mongolian lexicon

Mongolian budin, budiin ‘body’ & budiim ‘his’, ‘own’, beje ‘body’, ‘selthood’,
‘essence’, ‘alone’, Mongorian Bije ‘body’, ‘trunk’, ‘plant stem’ & ‘person’
(Sevortian 1978: 178), cf. especially Mongorian 67jepa ‘personally’, literally — ‘by
a body’ as a noun with the marker of an instrumental case -pa; also cf. 6ijepena
‘on yourself’, literally — ‘on its body’, which is the form of the locative with the
marker -pe & the marker of reflexus possessivum -ua (Sanzeev 1953: 172, 173),
Mongolian (written form) beye ‘body’ & ‘person’, ‘myself’ (Vladimircov 1989:
261). Cf. in the written monuments, where beye, bei is attested as ‘person’ and
‘myself”:

“sayi beye yuyen saki’at ger iyen tegusgen cidaju’ as ‘person’ (Haenisch 1952:
22);

‘Bii bei ~ ee uji-sen” — ‘I saw myself (Martin 1961: 121).

4.2.4. Tungus-Manchu lexicon

Manchu 63jo ‘human’, ‘man’, ‘male’, ‘person’, ‘generation’, ‘age’ & ‘body’,
Evenki 63j2 (6oje) ~ 65i ‘human’, ‘self’, 65j (6ej, 6vj) ‘human’, ‘man’ & ‘body’,
63j2 ‘body’ & ‘self’, ‘body, flesh, corpus’, ‘life, being’, ‘person’, ‘self’, ‘own’
(Manchurian) (Sevortian 1978: 178; Vladimircov 1989: 261);

Udihe 6515 (in the function of the noun) ‘myself’ (‘Baiisnus, 63iianus
[...] W2y #orgur’sum 6Guma?!” — ‘[Laughs at me|, and he himself, and he
himself ... what kind of erpmgira?!’) & ‘(the human) body’ (‘Hyauu 63iisnu
noupop cywanuuu!’ — (about the shaman) His body started shivering as if in fever)
(Simonov, Kialundziuga 1998: 217-218).

The correlation of the sememes ‘body’ : ‘person’, ‘human’ : ‘myself’ in
the words with this etymon is present in all languages of this genetic family
(Cincius, ed., 1975: 122—-123). However, without historical data, it is difficult
to talk about the primacy or secondarity of meanings. In “The Catalogue”
(for Evenki 69e there are only two meanings ‘body’ — ‘person’; Zalizniak et al.:
https://datsemshift.ru/shift3666) the direction of the semantic derivation is
not defined (ibid.: https://datsemshift.ru/shift4380), which is correct in the
absence of etymology.

4.2.5. Chukotko-Kamchatkan lexicon

Koryak ysux ‘body’ and ‘myself (Zukova 1990: 82). Cf. Mei, Ka'li-fiaut,
u"wik mina’yatin! — *‘Halloo, Painted-Woman! I will drop down myself!’ (lit. my
own body) (Bogoras 1917: 32).
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Koryak lexeme reproduces a very ancient state of semantics since both
meanings are reconstructed for the Proto-Chukchi epoch, cf. the semanticisation
of the Proto-Chukchi prototype *uviki ‘body’, ‘myself’ (Mudrak 2000: 146).
But the reconstruction of its Proto-Chukchi—Kamchatkan antecedent * uywiki
verifies only the sememe ‘body, carcass’ (ibid.: 146), which proves the
innovativeness of ‘myself’ for Proto-Chukchi. Thus, the relative chronology of
Proto-Chukchi—Kamchatkan ‘body, carcass’ > Proto-Chukchi ‘body’, ‘myself’
shows the semantic derivation of ‘myself’ from ‘body’, as in other cases.

4.2.6. Dravidian lexicon

The semantic shift, which is postulated in our study, is also attested within
two Dravidian word families (etymological clusters), cf.:

Tamil pinam, pinan ‘body’, ‘corpse’, ‘carcass’ & ‘disembodied soul’, ‘devil’,
‘spirit’, Manda pinam ‘corpse’, ‘dead body of animals’ etc., Tulu puna ‘corpse’,
‘dead body’ etc. (Burrow, Emeneau 1984: 368). Cognates from different languages
show the same set of meanings ‘body’, ‘corpse’, ‘carcass’, and ‘dead body’, while
‘soul” and ‘spirit’ are distinguished only in Tamil, which results in presupposing
local semantic innovation here ‘body’, ‘dead body’ — ‘disembodied soul’,
‘soul’. This way of semantic development (‘body’ — ‘soul’) is supported by the
pattern of the archaic tenseless negative, cf. yaareyum kaanoom — ‘I don’t see a
soul’ (lit. everybody not-seen). Adduced according to Schiffman 1999: 149.

Tamil mey ‘truth’, ‘reality’, ‘consciousness’, ‘soul’ & ‘body’ (used
euphemistically), meym-mai ‘truth’, ‘existence’, Manda mey, mai ‘body’ &
‘person’, Toda moy ‘body’, Kannada may(i), mey(i), mai ‘body’, ‘side’, ‘part’,
Tulu mai ‘body’ & ‘person’ (Burrow, Emeneau 1984: 458).

The specificity of the correlation between ‘body’ : ‘soul’ : ‘person’, presented
in the Dravidian examples, is somewhat different from the other viewed
cases. Particularly we have archaic meanings ‘body’ and ‘corpse’ (they are
used euphemistically and also in songs, that is in archaic speech forms, which
indicates their ancient) and innovative ‘soul’ = ‘disembodied soul’ (cf. above
Tamil pinam) — ‘person’. The main argument in favour of the primacy of the
sememe ‘body’ in Tamil mey, Manda mey, mai etc. and the secondarity of the
rest of the meanings is a reference to Tamil meni ‘body’, ‘shape’, Manda meni
‘body’, ‘shape’ etc., made by the authors of A Dravidian Etymological Dictionary
(Burrow, Emeneau 1984: 458, 461). Cf. also the prototype *may-(mt)- > *mé-nd-
for mey as ‘a body-part’ in: (Krishnamurti 2003: 483). Thus, the sequence of
stages may be presented as ‘body’ — ‘(disembodied) soul’ — ‘person’.

A different picture emerges in other examples, where ‘body’ — ‘live
(breathing) body’ — ‘soul’, ‘spirit’ / ‘person’, ‘self’ (in Iranian; see above)
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or ‘body (= main part of being)’ — ‘self (= own body)’, ‘person’, ‘soul’
(in other cases).

4.2.7. Vainakh languages

Chechen doz ‘heart’ & ‘soul’ (cf. dazaxe ‘at heart’, ‘in soul’) (Karasaev,
Maciev 1978: 147, 555), dyoe ‘heart’, Ingush dyoe ‘heart’, Batsbi dokI ‘heart’
(Deseriev 1963: 527) ~ Chechen deel ‘body’ (dezlan mexenaw ‘body parts’)
(Karasaev, Maciev 1978: 615), cf. ‘/loematipa Acnanbek / Illa rokkve ukkxuua, /
Loramuy wen 2epzex / Kademma u éavsua [...[ — ‘Aslanbek is brave in spirit, /
Bursting into the middle of the enemies, / Became a steel weapon / To cut down the
enemy [...[ (B. Saidov) (Index 2011: 67). Apparently, the sememe ‘soul’ is an
innovation of the Chechen word, since only the meaning of ‘heart’ is noted for
its genetic “counterparts” in other languages.

In all these cases we can see existing apart forms which continue an
etymologically common prototype. In Vainakh languages this one was divided
as the result of the primary alternation of vowels in the root (see for example:
Deseriev 1963: 527).

4.2.8. Afroasiatic lexicon

Semitic

Ge’ez ‘akal ‘body’, ‘limb’, ‘substance’, ‘hypostasis’ & ‘person’, ‘volume’,
Tigrigna 'akal ‘body’, Ambharic akal ‘person’ ~ Arabian ‘ukl- ‘corps’ (Belova
2012: 53). The antiquity of the correlation ‘body’ : ‘person’ derives from its
representation already in the ancient Ethiopian language (Ge’ez), now extinct.
As we can see, modern languages have retained this correlation.

Ge’ez sabal ‘body’, ‘flesh, piece of flesh’, ‘member of body’ & ‘(my)self’,
‘person’ etc. (Majzel’ 1983: 197; Leslau 1987: 3). Cf. >Emma ‘ayneka >enta yaman
tasehhetaka, melexa wa-" awde’a em-la ‘leka, ~esma yexéyyesaka kama [... | >emenna
>abaleka >em-kvellu [...] as ‘person’, ‘self’ (Lambdin 1978: 307).

Aramaic gup- ‘body’ & ‘personality’, ‘myself’, Hebrew gup-a ‘corpse’, (Post-
Biblical) gup ‘body’ and gap ‘myself’, ‘self’ (Majzel’ 1983: 197), be-gappo ‘with
own body = alone’, Tigre gof ‘body’, ‘heart’ & ‘soul’ (Cohen 1970: 108).

Arabic gutt-at- ‘body’, ‘corps’, Soqotri gitteh ‘corpse’, ‘body’ (ibid.: 199) <
*gtt ~ Egyptian ds [< *gs| ‘person’, ‘-self’ (Takéacs 1999: 255).

South Arabian gitt-eh ‘body’, ‘corpse’ ~ Egyptian (Pyr) 3s ‘myself’ <
Afrasian *gV¢-. See: (Majzel’ 1983: 197).

Epigraphic South Arabian g¢rb ‘body’, ‘(bodily) life’ & ‘person’, Sabaic
grb ‘body’ & ‘person’, Tigre gdrob ‘body’ & ‘person’ (Cohen 1970: 178) and
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Mehri garabet ‘mass’, ‘group of people’ etc. < *gVrVb- (Blazek 2020: 56: with
literature). It is an example of a relatively ancient chronology of ‘body’ : ‘person’
correlation since both sememes are attested in the Old Arabic vocabulary.

Cushitic

Beja gari ‘body’, ‘trunk’ & ‘self’, acc. garob (Rp) = garoot ‘body’” & ‘self’ ~
Se *gVrVb- (Blazek 2020: 56). Regarding other Semitic cognates see previous
item. Regarding the examples from Beja, the employment of the somatism body
in the function of a reflexive pronoun is achieved by employing a technique
similar to the one presented in Hungarian (see above). Here Beja gari ‘body’
is turned into ‘self’ due to the addition of the possessive suffix, cf. ugarooyu

‘myself’. In the same way the sememe ‘self’ is found in nifis ‘soul’ > unifsu

‘myself’ (BPG 2005: 225).

4.2.9. Algonquian lexicon

Mohegan-Pequot -ahak ‘body’ and ‘myself’ used as the reflexive pronoun,
cf.: “Tapi ni nukucusumé nahak’ — ‘I can wash myself ; ‘Mus numic wici kahak
wiwdhcumunsh’ — ‘I will eat corn with you' (Fielding 2006: 56). An illustrative
example of a change in the grammatical status of a word, accompanied by
the appearance of pronominal semantics. The antiquity of the grammatical-
semantic transformation is unclear.

Menominee (as a part of a one-word sentence) vail faskugcikew — has a
short body VS dni néyaw — myself (= my body). See: (MD 20-21, 151).

Arapaho (as a part of a one-word sentence) honoo3i3insinenoo — I am lying
on my back VS ceniiko'ooteihinoo — I am selfish (Cowell, Moss et al. 2012: 22,
177; DoReCo: doreco.huma-num.fr/languages/arap1274).

Natick or Wopanaak (Wampanoag) /hogk/ ‘a living body or personality’
& ‘creature’, ‘person’, ‘soul, spirit’, /-hogk(a)/ ‘body’, ‘self’, cf.:

‘[...], n noh keteahogkou pish tummuswau wutch ummissinninnutu, [...]" —
‘[...], that soul shall be cut off from his people; |...]’;

‘[...]. kah noh keteahogkou kesohkéadtog™ — ‘[...], and that person be guilty’
(AT 2011: 225, 226).

Cheyenne -vétove ‘body’ in the possessive usage develops the semantics
‘myself’ (Leman 2011: 12; ChD: https://www.cheyennelanguage.org/dictionary/
lexicon.php?letter=13#e21037).
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4.2.10. Austronesian lexicon

Malayo-Polynesian: Cham fraj ~ taj ‘body’ and ‘myself’, ‘our’ (Alieva,
Buj Kchan’ Tche 1999: 134). The direction and age of semantic derivation is
questionable.

Indonesian badan ‘body’, ‘torso’ & ‘myself’, ‘in person’ (Korigodskij 1990:
69). According to Robert Blust and Stephen Trussel (Blust, Trussel 2013: https://
www.trussel2.com/ACD/acd-lo_b.htm?zoom_highlight=badan), this word,
borrowed ‘from Arabic through Malay’, in all Austronesian languages means
‘body’. Thus, sememes ‘myself’, ‘in person’ result from semantic derivation in
Indonesian.

West Futuna-Aniwa hkano ‘body’, ‘flesh’, ‘essence’ (traditionally the most
important aspect of the self) & ‘soul’, ‘spirit’, ‘conscious self’, cf.: °[...] kaie uri
tano hkano’ — ‘[...[ but black is his body’ VS ‘[...] tiona nohkano’ — ‘his spirit,
mind (conscious self)’. However, the sememe ‘soul/spirit” ‘resulting from switch
by missionaries in significance of ata and hkano’ (Dougherty 1983: 263).

Malagasy tena ‘body’ is used for self, as there is no reflexive pronoun in
Malagasy, cf. namono téna izy — he killed himself (Parker 1883: 40).

sk ok sk ok sk

The material accessible for observation in some modern languages from
other families only confirms the correlation between ‘body’ & ‘human’, and
‘person’ (Zalizniak et al.: https://datsemshift.ru/shift3666), however, the
lack of data on their history and etymology makes it impossible to determine
the vector and degree of antiquity of semantic evolution. This concerns the
following languages: Cavineria (Tacanan family), Yuwana or Hodi (genetically
unclassified language), Otomi (the Oto-Manguean language family), Inanwatan
(Suabo) and Warembori (the Trans—New Guinea family of languages), Mikir (the
Sino-Tibetan language family), She (the Hmong-Mien (or Miao-Yao) family of
languages), Yaminahua (the Panoan family of languages).

5. RESULTS (SYNTHESIS
AND COMMENTARIEYS)

5.1. The reviewed material allows us to distinguish three notable features.
These include in particular:

A) Lexemes with etymological meanings ‘body (generally)’ and ‘corpus
(generally)’ are the regular base for the development of sememes ‘soul’, ‘self’,
‘person’ and less frequent cases when these secondary sememes arise in the
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words, denoting ‘neck’, ‘throat’, head’ or ‘heart’. A possible reason (mythological
background) for the semantic derivation of ‘heart’ — ‘soul’ was the archaic idea
about the heart as the seat of the soul or feelings, cf. Latin pectus ‘bosom’, ‘heart’
& ‘soul’ and above Vainakh, Afroasiatic (Tigre) examples and closest analogy in
Manda sondomme ‘heart as the seat of feelings’, ‘courage’ (Vydrin 1997: 234).

B) None of the presented examples has a full paradigm of meanings; they
demonstrate the lacunas in the semantic structure. The described picture is
presented in the table in the most general form.

Language Orlglnfﬂ Secondary semantics
semantics
Indo-European ‘body’, ‘head’ “so.u l,”, ‘self’ :person’: ‘one’s,
spirit human’| own
Iranian ‘body’ + + +
Indo-Aryan ‘body’ + +
Dardic ‘body’ + +
Ancient Greek ‘(living) body’ + +
Latin ‘body’ + +
Hittite ‘body’ + +
Germanic ‘body’ +
Slavonic ‘body’ +
Finno-Ugric ‘body’ +
Turkic ‘body’ + +
Mongolian ‘body’ + + +
Tungus-Manchu ‘body’ + + +
Chukotko-Kamchatkan |‘body’ +
Dravidian ‘body’ + +
Vainakh ‘body’, ‘heart’ +
Afroasiatic ‘body’, [‘heart’] + + +
Algonquian ‘body’ + + +
Austronesian
Cham ‘body’ + +
Indonesian ‘body’ + +
Malagasy ‘body’ +
West Futuna-Aniwa ‘body’ +
Other ‘body’ +

However, we can confidently speak about the universality of such types of
semantic development as (1) ‘body’ — ‘self’, ‘person’ or body’ — ‘self’ —
‘person’; (2) ‘body’ — ‘self’, [‘person’], ‘one’s own’; (3) ‘body’ — ‘soul’,
‘person’ (models 2 and 3 are represented in languages of three language families);
(4) ‘body’ & ‘person’. All of them turn out to be variant implementations
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of a single pattern of semantic derivation (cf. Geeraerts 1997: 23-24), the
difference between which is due to the grammatical (morphological-syntactic)
and cultural (worldview) conditions for the functioning of lexemes with the
specified set of meanings. About the local manifestations of this pattern ([‘body’,
‘dead body’ — ‘disembodied soul’, ‘soul’]; [‘body’ — ‘(disembodied) soul’ —
‘person’]; [‘body’ — ‘live (breathing) body’ — ‘soul’, ‘spirit’/ ‘person’, ‘self’];
[‘body (= main part of being)’ — ‘self (= own body)’, ‘person’, ‘soul’] etc.) see
above.

As for the low frequency of examples of semantic derivation ‘body” — ‘soul’,
‘spirit’ (which does not negate the fact that it is represented in languages of
several families), then this state in part may be explained as the consequence of
the realisation of the meaning ‘soul’ in special sacral terms, therefore it was not
necessary to extrapolate ‘soul’ on other words. But this conclusion needs to be
verified with the data of the written monuments.

C) The missing meaning of ‘self’ in the semantic range of some of the analyzed
words can be explained with the restrictions which are laid within the very
system of the language. In particular pronoun ‘self’ could be derived and exist
further only within a special grammatical class of words with their morphology,
therefore no other lexeme from another grammatical paradigm (substantive,
numeral) with other formal features could not produce appropriate pronominal
semantics. For example, such a picture is attested in Vainakh languages, where
the self can emerge only in pronoun paradigm and never among nouns, cf. here:
pronoun ‘self’ co (1 person, singular), xv6 (2 person), wa (3 person), sati-éaviu
(1 person, plural), watina (2 person), yapa wavws (3 person) & noun ‘soul’, ‘spirit’
doez, ca, ‘body’ dezl (Karasaev, Maciev, 1978: 146, 147, 552, 615). Thus, the
sememe ‘self’ can emerge in a noun only on the condition that there is no direct
dependence of pronominal meaning on the form, which ties semantics with the
certain grammatical class of words. The language system at least allows for two
conditions under which the words, denoting the body or its parts, develop the
sememes ‘self’ and ‘myself’: 1) in a certain context; 2) as a part of compound
words (see below).

5.2. Comments regarding the specific relationship between ‘body
& ‘person’, ‘soul’, and ‘self’. As illustrated above the reviewed semantic
correlation is attested in many languages. Leaving aside the meanings ‘brunch’,
‘plant stem’ as secondary (from primary ‘body’, ‘corpus’), a researcher should
give special attention to other meanings. First and foremost we can conclude
secondary ‘self’, ‘own’, ‘person’, ‘soul’ to ‘body’, ‘corpus’, and ‘trunk’, and
appeal to the data of vocabulary entries, texts, etymology, reconstruction (see
above) indicates it. So, it is possible to state a semantic universal shift but what
is its mechanism?

b
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A) Semantic side. Its semantic base (for some cases) probably was the
perception of the body as the main part of a human being, therefore ‘body’ or
‘head” — ‘person’, ‘self’; ‘body’ — ‘self’ — ‘person’. Variant development for
‘soul’: ‘living (body)’ and further — ‘spiritualized’ — ‘soul’.

If the lexemes are represented by ‘self’ and ‘person’ in the set of meanings,
then in most cases ‘person’ is secondary to ‘self’, since ‘self’ appeared in the
body when it is used as ‘one’s body’ = ‘(my)self’ (cf. also ‘body’ — ‘one’s own’,
‘own’ = ‘own body’), and then ‘person’, ‘human’ arose as a result of “alienation”
(abstraction) from the “pronominal” context.

The direct shift of ‘body’ — ‘person’, ‘human’ is based on synecdoche, as in
the case of the Russian meso ‘body’ and secondary as ‘person’, ‘human’.

B) Morphological factor. In some languages, the shift ‘body’ — ‘self’
took place in certain grammatical forms of the substantive body, where the
very conditions (grammatical semantics) have caused that. Thus, the semantic
mechanism ‘self’ «<— ‘body’ is based on the morphological modification of words
with the meaning ‘body’. Examples of that may be illustrated with the data of
the: (1) Pashai tanek as a reflexive possessive form to tan ‘body’; (2) Hungarian
language, where reflexive-amplifying pronoun self was formed from the
substantive mag ‘body’ + appropriate personal-possessive suffixes; (3) Beja
gari ‘body’, which is turned into ‘self’ due to the addition of the possessive
suffix; (4) Mongolian languages, where 67jepa ‘personally’ = ‘by a body’, that
is a noun with the marker of an instrumental case -pa; 6ijepena ‘on yourself’ =
‘on its body’ — the form of the locative with the marker -pe & the marker of
reflexus possessivum -ua. So, here semantics ‘self’, ‘myself’ developed in case
forms, meaning ‘by a body’ (— ‘personally’ — ‘myself’, ‘self’), ‘on its body’ (—
‘on yourself’, ‘self’), and in the noun body, extended with personal-possessive
suffixes (‘body” — ‘my, his body’ — ‘myself’ etc.).

C) Factor of stem composition. In some examples, the lexeme body
acquired sememes ‘self’, ‘myself’ within the frames of the phrases, which
later were turned into compound words. That is, word combinations with the
body were collapsed into a lexical composite, where the meaning ‘body’ was
neutralized just as ‘(my)self’, cf. Avestan tanu.karata- adj. ‘made by oneself : Old
Indian taniu-kft- ‘self-created’. A similar situation is represented in Hungarian
(see above), where ‘body’ was neutralized in pronominal derivatives.

Under the same conditions, semantics ‘person’ appears in the body: in
particular, in Old Indian tani- it also appears in the composition of compound
words tani-krit ‘forming the person’, tanii-pdana ‘protection of the person’.

D) Syntactic conditions. The meanings of ‘self’, ‘myself’, ‘(one’s) own’ in
the body appear as a result of its use in the sentence as a reflexive pronoun or as
a word functionally close to reflexive and possessive pronouns. The pronominal
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use of body itself was originally based on such phrases as Avestan xvaxiidi tanuiie
‘his own body’, Old Indian svdya tanva ‘one’s own body’ etc. Other examples
are presented sporadically in Middle Iranian, modern Iranian (Ossetian)
languages and in Turkic, Mongolian, Tungus-Manchu, Chukotko-Kamchatkan
etc. Cf. Mohegan-Pequot -ahak ‘body’ changed its grammatical status, being
integrated into the composition of the polysynthetic construction etc. Then, the
body in the pronominal function replaced similar constructions.

Conditions of emergence of ‘self’ in body

Conditions Morphological | Within compound Syntactic
variation words conditions

Languages
Indo-European + + +
Finno-Ugric +
Turkic +
Mongolian + +
Tungus-Manchu +
Chukotko-Kamchatkan +
Dravidian
Vainakh
Afroasiatic + +
Algonquian +
Austronesian +

E) The “zero semantic correlation” factor. However, there are languages,
where the above-described semantic shift is impossible. Particularly our attention
is attracted to such lexemes in the languages of Africa as Rwanda umu-biri
‘body’, Kinga emi-hano ‘bodies’ (Toporova 2000: 28, 29), Pulaar-Fulfuldé (Fula)
ter-gal ‘body’, ter-de ‘body parts’ (Koval’ 2000: 223), bandu ‘body’, Seereer fo
baal ol ‘body’, Wolof yar W ‘body’ ~ Seereer njer/cer ‘body’ (Pozdniakov 1993:
40, 101), Pulaar-Fulfuldé fitan-du ‘soul’, pital-i ‘souls’ (Koval’ 2000: 162: with
the reference to Edward Sapir). Words to denote ‘body’ and ‘soul” here belong to
different semantic classes: “active class” (class of active objects, active names) VS
“passive class” (class of passive objects, passive names) etc. The laws of these
classes do not allow the meaning of one class to be produced in the frames
of other classes. In other words, semantic derivation here is pretty strictly
regulated and distinct from other observed languages where the emergence of
new meaning is possible due to a broader spectrum of culture (religious, poetic
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and other) associations with a more free-flowing, flexible nature of relations
between meanings.

6. CONCLUSIONS

1. The vocabulary analyzed in this study provides sufficient illustrations of
the universality of the semantic derivation model implemented in different
languages of the widest geography (examples from 11 language families!). The
semantic and grammatical laws of these languages created the conditions for the
sum of similar semantic shifts, defined as multiple manifestations of this model.
Multiplicity presupposes the presence of a cluster of chains of semantic shifts
(see above), based on which semantic derivation is modelled.

2. In reality we have reasons for assertion about the direction of the semantic
derivation ‘body’ — ‘self’, ‘person’, ‘soul’, because ‘body’ and ‘corpus’ are
original, which is confirmed with the etymological data.

3. The reproducibility of the considered model in diachrony is proved by
its representation in the lexical semantics of languages in different periods of
their history. Late semantic derivation in languages where it was not previously
recorded testifies to the typicality of some semantic structures of linguistic
thinking.

4. We deal with one of the universal semantic shifts, however in the frame
of this semantic pattern its “technical aspect” (conditions and mechanism) of
meaning emergence of ‘soul’, ‘person’, ‘human’, and ‘self’ might be different. In
particular, the reasons for the generation of these sememes are determined by
the peculiarities of the world picture, the cultural background, the peculiarities
of the morphological variation of words, their function in the sentence and the
compositions that arose based on the corresponding word combinations.

REFERENCES

Abaev Vasilij 1. 1958: Abaes, Bacunuit M. Mcmopuko-amumoozuieckull cioéapb
ocemunckozo ssvika [Istoriko-étimologiceskij slovar’ osetinskogo jazyka] 1, Mocksa,
JTeruurpay: MsmarensctBo AH CCCP [Moskva, Leningrad: Izdatel’stvo AN SSSR].

Abaev Vasilij 1. 1973: Abaes, Bacunuit V. Hcmopuko-amumosozuueckuil coéapy
ocemunckozo ssvika [Istoriko-étimologiceskij slovar’ osetinskogo jazyka] 2, Mocksa,

Jlennnrpan: Hayka [Moskva, Leningrad: Nauka].

192 Acta Linguistica Lithuanica XC



Universality in Semantic Dynamics:
from ‘body’ to ‘person’, ‘self’, ‘soul’

Abaev Vasilij 1. 1979: Abaes, Bacunuit V. Hcmopuko-amumosnozuueckuil coéapy
ocemunckozo ssvika [Istoriko-etimologiCeskij slovar’ osetinskogo jazyka] 3, Mocksa,

Jlennnrpan: Hayka [Moskva, Leningrad: Nauka].

Alieva Natal’ja F., Buj Kchan’ Tche 1999: Anuesa, Hatanss ®., Byii, Kxaup
Txe. Asvik uam. Ycmuvie 2060pvr 6ocmounozo duanekma [Jazyk Cam. Ustnye govory
vosto¢nogo dialekta], Canxr-Ilerep6ypr: Ilerepbyprckoe BocrokoBemenue [Sankt-

Peterburg: Peterburgskoe vostokovedenie].

AT — The State of the Material: algonquian texts, available online, 2011. Available at:
https://web.archive.org/web/20120606165553/http://people.umass.edu/aef6000/
Texts/AlAlgonqui/Massachusett/Alia/Trmbll.pdf [retrieved 02.05.2024].

Avdoev Teimuraz V. 2017: Aspoes, Teiimypas B. Esudcko-pycckuil crnosapy
[Ezidsko-russkij slovar’| (Ferhengoke Ezdiki-Riisi), u. 1: Jlexcuueckuii crosapy [&. 1
Leksiceskij slovar’], Kanuaunrpan: Anoxpud [Kaliningrad: Apokrif].

Bailey Harold W. 1943: Zoroastrian Problems in the Ninth-Century Books, Oxford:

Clarendon Press.

Bartholomae Christian 1904: Altiranisches Worterbuch, Strassburg: Verlag von
Karl J. Triibner.

Beekes Robert S. P. 2010: Etymological Dictionary of Greek, with the assist. of
L. van Beek, Leiden, Boston: Brill.

Belova Anna G. 2012: benosa, Auna I'. 9mumonozuueckuli ciosapv dpesreapabekoil
wtexcuku (Ha mamepuare us6pannvlx mekcmos doucmamckoil nossuu) [Etimologi¢eskij
slovar’ drevnearabskoj leksiki (na materiale izbrannych tekstov doislamskoj poezii)],
Boin. 1 [vyp. 1], Mocksa: Wucrturyr Bocroxosemenuss PAH [Moskva: Institut
vostokovedenija RAN].

Benzing Johannes 1983: Chwaresmischer Wortindex, mit einer Einleitung von
H. Humbach, hrsg. von Z. Taraf, Wiesbaden: Otto Harrassowitz.

Blazek Vaclav 2020: An Excerpt from the Comparative and Etymological Dictionary
of Beja: Anatomical Lexicon. — Folia Orientalia 57, 25-125.

Blust Robert, Trussel Stephen 2013: The Austronesian Comparative Dictionary,
web edition. Available at: https://www.trussel2.com/ACD/ [retrieved 03.05.2024].

Bogoras Waldemar 1917: Publications of the American Ethnological Society 5: Koryak
Texts, ed. by F. Boas, Leyden: Brill.

BPG — Wedekind Klaus, Wedekind Charlotte, Abuzeinab Musa. Beja Pedagogical
Grammar, Aswan 2004 — Asmara 2005.

Straipsniai / Articles 193



ALEXANDER I. ILTADI, ILONA M. DERIK

Buck Carl D. 1949: A Dictionary of Selected Synonyms in the Principal Indo-European
Languages: A Contribution to the History of Ideas, Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Budagov Ruben A. 1963: Bygmaros, Pyber A. CpasnumenvHo-cemacuonozuuieckue
uccedosanust  (pomanckue s3viku)  [Sravnitel'no-semasiologiceskie  issledovanija
(romanskie jazyki)], Mocksa: MI'Y [Moskva: MGU].

Burrow Thomas, Emeneau Murray B. 1984: A Dravidian Etymological Dictionary,

2nd edition, Oxford: Clarendon Press.

Cabolov Ruslan L. 2010: Lla6onos, Pycnan JI. 9mumornozuueckuii ciosapy kypdc-
ko020 asvika [Etimologiteskij slovar’ kurdskogo jazyka] 2 (N-Z), pex. JI. H. Vimaxos
[red. D. N. Usakov]|, Mocksa: Bocrounas nureparypa [Moskva: Vostocnaja literatura].

ChD - Cheyenne Dictionary, available online. Available at: https://www.
cheyennelanguage.org/dictionary/index.html [retrieved 28.05.2024].

Cincius Vera I., ed., 1975: Iluanuyc, Bepa U., pexn. Cpasnumenvuoiil crosapv
MYH2ZYCO-MAHbUNCYPCKUX — SI3bIKO6: ~ MATepwaabl K  OTUMOJIOTUYECKOMY  CIIOBApIO
[Sravnitel'nyj slovar’ tunguso-man’¢zurskich jazykov: materialy k étimologi¢eskomu
slovar’ju] 1 (A-H), cocrasurenu B. A. Topuesckas, B. []. Konecuuxosa,
O. A. Koncrantunosa, K. A. Hosuxosa, T. U. Ilerposa, B. 1. Llunamuyc, T. I'. byraesa
[sostaviteli V. A. Gorcevskaja, V. D. Kolesnikova, O. A. Konstantinova, K. A. Novikova,
T. I. Petrova, V. I. Cincius|, /lenunrpaz: Hayka [Leningrad: Nauka].

Clauson Gerard 1972: An Etymological Dictionary of Pre-Thirteenth-Century Turkish,
Oxford: Clarendon Press.

Cohen David 1970: Dictionnaire des racines sémitiques ou attestées dans les langues
sémitiques, comprenant un ficher comparative de J. Cantineau, Paris, La Haye: Mouton
& Co.

Cowell Andrew, Moss Alonzo Sr. et al. 2012: Dictionary of the Arapaho
Language, 4th edition, Wyoming: University Press of Colorado.

Dal” Vladimir I. 1989: [ans, Bragumup W. ITocrosuywvt pycckozo napoda [Poslovicy
russkogo naroda] 1, Mocksa: Xygosxecrsennas nureparypa [Moskva: Chudozestvennaja
literatura].

DesSeriev Junus D. 1963: IHemepues, HOuyc II. Cpasnumenvro-ucmopuueckas
2PAMMAMUKa HAXCKUX sI3bIK06 U NPO6IIeMbl NPOUCXONCOeHUS U UCTOPUYECKO20 PA36UMUs
2opckux kaskazckux Hapodoe [Sravnitel’no-istoriCeskaja grammatika nachskich jazykov
i problemy proischozdenija i istoriceskogo razvitija gorskich kavkazskich narodov],
Tposubriii: YedeHO-MHTYINICKOE KHIDKHOe m3zaTenbctBo |Groznyj: Celeno-inguiskoe

kniznoe izdatel’stvo].

194 Acta Linguistica Lithuanica XC



Universality in Semantic Dynamics:
from ‘body’ to ‘person’, ‘self’, ‘soul’

DoReCo — Language Documentation Reference Corpus. Language: Arapaho. Available at:
https://doreco.huma-num.fr/languages/arap1274 [retrieved 28.05.2024].

Dougherty Janet W. D. 1983: West Futuna-Aniwa: An Introduction to a Polynesian
Outlier Language, Berkeley, Los Angeles, London: University of California Press

Publications in Linguistics 102.

DTS — ZIpesnemiopkckuii ciosapy [Drevnetiurkskij slovar’], pegakrops: B. M. Hazeses,
HO. M. Hacunos, 9. P. Tenummes, A. M. Illepbax [redaktory V. M. Nadeliaev,
D. M. Nasilov, E. R. Tenifev, A. M. géerbak], Jlenunrpan: Hayka JleHuHrpazckoe
orgenenne [Leningrad: Nauka Leningradskoe otdelenie], 1969.

Durkin-Meisterernst Desmond 2004: Dictionary of Manichaean Middle Persian
and Parthian, Corpus Fontium Manichaeorum Subsidia: Dictionary of Manichaean
Texts 3: Texts from Central Asia and China, Part 1, Turnhout: Brepols.

Dvoreckij Josif Ch., comp., 1958: Osopenxuti, Mocud X., cocr. pesnezpeuecko-
pycckuti cioséaps [DrevnegreCesko-russkij slovar’| 2, pen. C. M. Cobonesckuii [red.
S. L. Sobolevskij], ¢ mpwr. rpammaruxu, cocr. C. M. Cobonesckum [s pril. grammatiki,
sost. S. I. Sobolevskim], Mocksa: TVIC [Moskva: GIS].

Dvoreckij Josif Ch. 1976: popenxuii, Mocudp X. J/lamuncko-pycckuil crosapb
[Latinsko-russkij slovar’], pex. K. H. A6momckas, I'. A. Bapsimesa [red. K. N. Jablonskaja,
G. A. BarySeva|, usganue 2-e, mepepabor. u jom. [izdanie 2-e, pererabot. i dop.],

Mocksa: Pycckuit sispix [Moskva: Russkij jazyk].

Edel’man DZoj I. 2008: Dmensman, [Ixoit M. Xopesmuiickuit s3pik [Chorezmijskii
jazyk|. — OcHoebl upanckozo sI3bIKO3HAHUS: CPeOHEUPAHCKUEe U HOB0UPAHCKUE SI3bIKU
[Osnovy iranskogo jazykoznanija: sredneiranskie i novoiranskie jazyki], ors. pes.
B. A. E¢pumos [otv. red. V. A. Efimov], penrkonmerus M. H. Boromo6os, B. A. E¢umos,
M. Y. 9nensman [redkollegija M. N. Bogol'jubov, V. A. Efimov, D. I. Edel’'man],
Mocksa: Usmarensckas ¢upma «Bocrounas nureparypa» PAH [Moskva: Izdatel’skaja
firma “Vostocnaja literatura” RAN], 6—60.

ESS] XXII - 9mumonozuueckuil cosapb ciaassHckux sAsvikos. Ilpaciassanckuil
rexcuueckuii ¢ond [EtimologiCeskij slovar’ slavianskich jazykov. Praslavianskij
leksiceskij fond] 22 (*nadéliti — *narodv), pen. O. H. Tpy6aués [red. O. N. Trubaciov],
Mocxkea: Hayka [Moskva: Nauka], 1995.

Fielding Stephanie 2006: A Modern Mohegan Dictionary. For the Council of Elders,
reviewed by the Cultural and Community Programs Department. Available at: https://
ia902904.us.archive.org/16/items/mohegan-dictionary/MoheganDictionary.pdf.

Forcellini Egidio, Gesner Johan, Bailey James 1828: Totius latinitatis lexicon 1,

red. ]. Bailey, Londini: sumbtibus Baldwin et Cradock.

Straipsniai / Articles 195



ALEXANDER I. ILTADI, ILONA M. DERIK

Geeraerts Dirk 1997: Diachronic Prototype Semantics: A Contribution to Historical
Lexicology, Ser. Oxford Studies in Lexicography and Lexicology, Oxford: Clarendon Press.

Geeraerts Dirk 2010: Theories of Lexical Semantics, New York: Oxford University

Press.

Gharib Badrozaman 1995: Sogdian Dictionary: Sogdian-Persian-English, Tehran:

Farhangan Publications.

Haenisch Erich 1952: Sino-Mongolische Dokumente wvom Ende des 14.
Jahrhunderts, Ser. Abhandlungen der Deutschen Akademie der Wissenschaften
zu Berlin, Klasse fiir Sprachen, Literatur und Kunst Jahrg. 1953, 3; 1954, 2.
Deutsche Akademie der Wissenschaften zu Berlin. Klasse fiir Sprachen, Literatur und Kunst.
Abhandlungen; 1953, 3, etc. Berlin: Akademie Verlag.

Hinz Walther 1973: Neue Wege im Altpersischen, Wiesbaden: Otto Harrassowitz.

Homeri 1920: Opera, Tomvs 1, Iliadis Libros I-XII Continens, eds. D. B. Munro,
T. W. Allen, Ser. Scriptorum classicorum bibliotheca Oxoniensis, Oxford: Oxford

University Press.

Index 2011: Index of /pdf/Books/Linguistics/Mega linguistics pack/Caucasian/.
Available at: https://theswissbay.ch/pdf/Books/Linguistics/Mega%?20linguistics%20
pack/Caucasian/ [retrieved 01.05.2024].

Karasaev Aisas T., Maciev Achmet G. 1978: Kapacaes, Aiicamn T., Marues,
Axwmet I'. Pyccko-ueuenckuti crosapy [Russko-CeCenskij slovar’], ors. pex. 1. FO. Anupoes
[otv. red. I. J. Aliroev], pexn. A. T. Kapacaes, A. [I. Tumaes, A. V. Dcxamxues [red.
A. T. Karasaev, A. D. Timaev, J. U. EschadZiev|, sn. Bepcus [¢l. versija], Mocksa:

Pycckuit s3p1x [Moskva: Russkij jazyk].

Kloekhorst Alwin 2008: Etymological Dictionary of the Hittite Inherited Lexicon,
Ser. Leiden Indo-European Etymological Dictionary, 5, Leiden, Boston: Brill.

Kluge Friedrich 2002: Etymologisches Wérterbuch der deutschen Sprache, bearb. von
E. Seebold, 24., durchges. und erw. Aufl., Berlin, New York: Walter de Gruyter.

Kogan Anton [I. 2005: Koraun, Amtron W. Jlapdckue ssviku. Ienemuueckas
xapakmepucmuka  [Dardskie jazyki. GenetiCeskaja charakteristika], Mocksa:
Wspatenscras pupma «Bocrounas nureparypa» PAH [Moskva: Izdatel’skaja firma
“Vostocnaja literatura” RAN].

Korigodskij Robert N. 1990: Kopuronckuii, Pobepr H. Lomvwoii undonesuticko-
pycckuti ciosape [Bol’Soj indonezijsko-russkij slovar’] 1 (A—L), Mocksa: Pycckuii si3p1x
[Moskva: Russkij jazyk].

196 Acta Linguistica Lithuanica XC



Universality in Semantic Dynamics:
from ‘body’ to ‘person’, ‘self’, ‘soul’

Koval’ Antonina I. 2000: Kosans, Arroruna 1. Mopdemura nynap-¢ynsdyasme
[Morfemika pular-ful’ful’de]. — Ocrosvr agpukarckozo ssvikosnanus: mopdemuxa,
mopgononozus [Osnovy afrikanskogo jazykoznanija: morfemika, morfonologija], ors.
pen. B. A. Bunorpagos [otv. red. V. A. Vinogradov|, Mocksa: Bocrounas mureparypa
[Moskva: Vosto¢naja literatura], 103—290.

Krishnamurti Bhadriraju 2003: The Dravidian languages, Ser. Cambridge Language
Surveys, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Lambdin Thomas O. 1978: Introduction to Classical Ethiopic (Ge’ez), Ser. Harvard

Semitic series, 24, Missoula, Montana: Scholars Press.

Lehr Rachel 2014: A Descriptive Grammar of Pashai: The Language and Speech
Community of Darrai Nur: A dissertation submitted to the faculty of the division of

the humanities in candidacy for the degree of Doctor of Philosophy, Chicago, Illinois.

Leman Wayne 2011: A Reference Grammar of the Cheyenne Language, 4% edition,
Raleigh: Lulu Press.

Leslau Wolf 1987: Comparative Dictionary of Ge'ez (Classical Ethiopic) — Ge'ez-
English, English-Geé' ez, with an Index of the Semitic Roots, reprinted, Wiesbaden: Otto

Harrassowitz Verlag.

Lyrics Translate 2024: Kur tu jasi, balelini. Available at: https://lyricstranslate.com/
en/kur-tu-j%C4%81si-b%C4%811eli% C5%86i-where-will-you-ride-brother.html.

Livsic Vladimir A. 1962: Jlupumn, Bragumup A. Coeduiickue dokymenmul ¢
2opvt Mye. Umenue, nepesod, kommenmapuii [Sogdijskie dokumenty s gory Mug.
Ctenie, perevod, kommentarij], o 2: FOpuduueckue dokymenmvr u nucoma [vyp. 2:
JuridiCeskie dokumenty i pis'ma], Mocksa: M3marenscTBO BOCTOYHOW IHUTEpATYPHI

[Moskva: Izdatel’stvo vosto¢noj literatury].

MacKenzie David N. 1986: A Concise Pahlavi Dictionary, reprinted (with

corrections), Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Majtinskaja Klara E. 1976: Maiitunckas, Knapa E. Berrepckuii si3pik [Vengerskij
jazyk]. — OcHosvt ¢unno-yeopckozo szvikosnanus. Mapuiickutl, nepmckue u yzopckue
asviku [Osnovy finno-ugorskogo jazykoznanija. Marijskij, permskie i ugorskie jazyki],
Mocksa: Hayka [Moskva: Nauka], 342—414.

Majzel’ Solomon S. 1983: Maiizens, Comomon C. Ilymu paséumus KOpHe6020
¢onda cemumckux szvikos [Puti razvitija kornevogo fonda semitskich jazykov], Mocxksa:
Hayka [Moskva: Nauka].

Straipsniai / Articles 197



ALEXANDER I. ILTADI, ILONA M. DERIK

Martin Samuel E. 1961: Dagur Mongolian Grammar, Texts, and Lexicon, Based
on the Speech of Peter Onon, Indiana University Publications, Ser. Uralic and Altaic
Series, 4, Bloomington: Indiana University; The Hague: Mouton & Co.

Mayhew Anthony L., Skeat Walter W. 1888: A Concise Dictionary of Middle
English from A.D. 1150 to 1580, Oxford: Clarendon Press.

Mayrhofer Manfred 1956: Kurzgefafites etymologisches Wérterbuch des Altindischen
1 (A-TH), Heidelberg: Carl Winter Universititsverlag.

Mayrhofer Manfred 1992: Etymologisches Worterbuch des Altindoarischen 1,
Heidelberg: Carl Winter Universitdtsverlag.

MD - Menominee Dictionary: English—Menomine, available online. Available at:
https://web.archive.org/web/20200712174150/https://staticl.squarespace.com/
static/53129c¢d4e4b06c7ef09b071b/t/53271601e4b055350d944£15/1395070465326/
Menominee+Dictionary+English-Menominee.pdf.

Mikina Olena H. 2009: Mikina, Onena I'. Ilpo yHikampHiCTD Ta 3aKOHOMIPHICTS Y
cemaHTHuHiN eBosoril [Pro unikal’'nist’ ta zakonomirnist’ u semanty¢nij evoliuciji]. —
Bicnux doneyvkozo nayionamvnozo yuisepcumemy [Visnyk donec’koho nacional’'noho

universitetu], cep. b: I'ymanimapni nayku [ser. B: Gumanitarni nauky] 1, 59-63.

Mikina Olena G. 2012: Mikina, Onena I'. Iecmopuko-cemacionoziune Jocioxcenmst
JIAMUHCOKUX | pOMancbkux Oiecitié mMosjieHHss Ha indoesponeticokomy ¢oni [Istoryko-
semasiolohi¢ne doslidzennia latyns’kych i romans’kych diesliv. movlennia na

indoevropejs’komu foni], Jorensk: FOro-Bocrox [Donec’k: Yugo-Vostok].

Mikina Olena H. 2020: Mixkina, Onena I'. EBomrontis Bifg ‘paxysaru’ 1o ‘posmosimatu’
K ceMaHTHUHa yHiBepcanis [Evoliucija vid ‘rachuvaty’ do ‘rozpovidaty’ jak semantycna
universalija’]. — Bueni sanucku THY imeni B. I. Bepnadcvkoeo [VCeni zapysky TNU imeni
V. I. Vernads’koho], cep. @inonozis. Coyianvni komynikayii [ser. Filolohija. Social’ni
komunikaciji] 31(70), 1/3, 115-119.

Mikina Olena H. 2022: Mikina, Onena I'. Icropis maruHCchKOrO miecnmosa inquam,
inquit SIK TiOTBEepKeHHSI ceMaHTWUHOI yHiBepcamii [Istorija latyns’koho diéslova
inquam, inquit jak pidtverdzennia semanty¢noji universalii]. — Bueni sanucku THY imeni
B. I. Bepnadcvkozo [Veni zapyski TNU imeni V. I. Vernads’koho], [Vceni zapysky
TNU imeni V. I. Vernads'koho], cep. ®inonozis. XKypnanicmuxa [ser. Filolohija.
Zurnalistyka] 33(72), 4/2, 19-24.

Monier-Williams Monier 2002: A Sanskrit-English Dictionary: Etymologically and
Philologically Arranged with Special Reference to Cognate Indo-European Languages, ed.
E. Leumenn, 22 edition, Delhi: Munshiram Manoharlal.

198 Acta Linguistica Lithuanica XC



Universality in Semantic Dynamics:
from ‘body’ to ‘person’, ‘self’, ‘soul’

Mudrak Oleg A. 2000: Mygpak, Omer A. Imumosnozuueckuil c06apb 4yKomcko-
kamuamckux s3vikos [Etimologiceskij slovar’ ¢ukotsko-kaméatskich jazykov], Mocksa:

Aspiku pycckoit kympTypsr [Moskva: Jazyki russkoj kul'tury].

Nerlich Brigitte 1992: Semantic Theories in Europe 1830—1930. From Etymology to
Contextuality, Ser. Amsterdam studies in the theory and history of linguistic science. Studies

in the history of the language sciences, 59, Amsterdam Philadelphia: J. Benjamins Co.

Nyberg Henrik S. 1974: A Manual of Pahlavi, Part 2: Ideograms, Glossary,
Abbreviations, Index, Grammatical Survey, Corrigenda to Part 1, Wiesbaden: Otto

Harrassowitz.

Orel Vladimir E., Stolbova Olga V. 1994: Hamito-Semitic Etymological
Dictionary: Materials for a Reconstruction, Ser. Handbook of Oriental Studies, Sec. 1: The
Near and Middle East, 18, Leiden, New York, Koln: Brill.

Ovidius 1984: Metamorphoses: in Two Volumes, translated by F. ]J. Miller, revised by
G. P. Goold, Cambridge: Harvard University Press.

Parker G. W. 1883: A Concise Grammar of the Malagasy Language 4, ed. R. Rost,
Triibner’s collection of simplified grammars, London: Triibner & Co., 57 and 59, Ludgate
Hill.

Pokrovskij Michail M. 1895: IHokposckuii, Muxaunr M. Cemacuomozuueckue
uccedosanus 6 obacmu Opesnux szvikos [SemasiologiCeskie issledovanija v oblasti
drevnich jazykov], Mocksa: Yuusepcurerckas tunorpadus [Moskva: Universitetskaja

tipografija].

Pozdniakov Konstantin I. 1993: Ilosgusaxos, Koucrantun WU. Cpasnumenvras
2paMMamuka  amjuaHmu4yeckux si3vikos. FImenuvie kiaccol u  QoHo-mopoozust
[Sravnitel'naja grammatika atlanti¢eskich jazykov. Imennye klassy i fono-morfologija],
Mocxkea: Hayka [Moskva: Nauka].

Rastorgueva Vera S., Edel’man DZoj I. 2007: Pacropryesa, Bepa C., 9 ebman,
Ixoit 1. 9mumorozuueckuii cnosaps upanckux ssvikos [Etimologiceskij slovar’ iranskich

jazykov| 3 (F—H), Mocksa: Bocrounas mureparypa [Moskva: Vosto¢naja literatura].

Rubinc¢ik Jurij A. 1970: Pybununk, lOpuit A. Ilepcudcko-pycckuii crosapb

[Persidsko-russkij slovar’] 1, Mocksa: Pycckuit si3pix [Moskva: Russkij jazyk].

Sadovski Velizar 2017: The lexicon of Iranian. — Handbook of Comparative and
Historical Indo-European Linguistics. HSK 41.1, ed. by J. Klein, B. Joseph, M. Fritz, in
cooperation with M. Wenthe, Berlin, Boston: De Gruyter Mouton, 566—598.

Straipsniai / Articles 199



ALEXANDER I. ILTADI, ILONA M. DERIK

Sanzeev Garma D. 1953: Camxees, I'apma [. Cpasnumernvhas epammamuxa
MOHzoTbeKUX 53v1k06 [Sravnitel’'naja grammatika mongol’skich jazykov] 1, Mocksa: AH

CCCP [Moskva: AN SSSR].

Schiffman Harold F. 1999: A Reference Grammar of Spoken Tamil, Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Schuster-Sewc Heinz 1975: Modellierung semantischer Prozesse und
Etymologie. — Slawische Wortstudien, Sammelband des internationalen Symposiums
zur etymologischen und historischen Erfoschung des slawischen Wortschatzes (Leipzig,
11-13.10.1972), Bautzen: Domowina-Verlag, 12—-19.

Sevortian FErvand V. 1978: Cesoptan, IOpsaug B. Imumornozuueckuil crosapb
miopkckux si3v1k06. O6uemrokckue u Mexcmropkckue ocnosv na 6yxey « by [Etimologiceski
slovar’ tiurkskich jazykov. ObsCetiurkskie i meztiurkskie osnovy na bukvu “B”] 2,
Mocxkea: Hayka [Moskva: Nauka].

Simonov Michail D., Kialundziuga Valentina T. 1998: Cumonos Muxawnn /1.,
Ksnyunsrora Banenrtuna T. Crosapy yOseetickozo sisvika (xopcekuii duanexkm) [Slovar’
udegejskogo jazyka (chorskij dialekt)] 1, Crenmes: Wsmanme A. Maesuua [StenSev:

Izdanie A. Maevica].

Skjerve Prods O. 2018: An Introduction to Old Avestan, 3 version, unpublished,
available online. Available at: https://www.academia.edu/72414767/01d_Avestan_
Primer [retrieved 03.05.2024].

Sophocles Evangelinos A. 1900: Greek Lexicon of the Roman and Byzantine Periods
(From BC 146 to A—D 1100), New York: Charles Scribner’s Sons.

Starostin Sergei A., Dybo Anna V., Mudrak Oleg A., eds., 2003:
Etymological Dictionary of the Altaic Languages, Leiden: Brill.

Stern Gustaf 1964: Meaning and Change of Meaning. With Special Reference to the
English Language, 2" edition, reprinted, Bloomington: Indiana University Press.

Takacs Gabor 1999: Etymological Dictionary of Egyptian 1: A Phonological Introduction,
Ser. Handbook of Oriental studies, Sec. 1: The Near and Middle East, 48, Leiden, Boston,
Koln: Brill.

Tenifev Edgem R. et al. 2001: Tewmmmes, 9urem P. u mp. Cpasnumesnvho-
ucmopuueckasi pammamuka miopkckux ssvikos. /lexcuka [Sravnitel’no-istoriceskaja
grammatika tiurkskich jazykov. Leksika], 2-e u3z., mon. [2-e izd., dop.], pen. komrerus
A. B. Osi60, W. B. Kopmymmusn, JI. C. Jlesurcas u ap. [red. kollegija A. V. Dybo,
I. V. Kormusin, L. S. Levitskaja i dr.], pex. Toma E. A. Ilomenyesckuii [red. toma
E. A. Poceluevskij], Mocksa: Hayka [Moskva: Nauka].

200 Acta Linguistica Lithuanica XC



Universality in Semantic Dynamics:
from ‘body’ to ‘person’, ‘self’, ‘soul’

TeniSev Edgem R. et al. 2006: Tenumes, darem P. u gp. CpasnumernvHo-
ucmopudeckasi 2pamMmMamuka miopkckux s3vikos. Ilpamiopkckuil sisvik-ocnosa. Kapmuna
MUupa npamropkckozo smHoca no danHvim s3vika [Sravnitel’ no-istori¢eskaja grammatika
tiurkskich jazykov. Pratiurkskij jazyk-osnova. Kartina mira pratiurkskogo etnosa po
dannym jazyka], Mocksa: Hayka [Moskva: Nauka].

Tolstaja Svetlana M. 1997: Toncras, Csermana M. M3 momecckoit obpsamosoit
nexcuku: Hawtocy dums [Iz polesskoj obriadovoj leksiki: naslos’ ditia]. — Ykpaincvkuii
dianekmogoziunutl 36ipnux [Ukrajinskyj dialektolohi¢nyj zbirnyk| 3, Kwuis: Hosipa
[Kyjiv: Dovira], 287-292.

Toporova Irina N. 2000: Tomoposa, Mpuna H. Mopdemura u mopdonomorus
HMEHHU CYIIeCTBUTENIPHOTO B s3bikax Oamry [Morfemika i morfonologija imeni
susCestvitel'nogo v jazykach bantu]. — Ocnosb appukarckozo sizviko3Hanus:: Mopgemuka,
mopeponosozus [Osnovy afrikanskogo jazykoznanija: morfemika, morfonologijal, pes.
B. A. Bunorpazos [red. V. A. Vinogradov|, Mocksa: Bocrounas nureparypa [Moskva:

Vostocnaja literatura], 9—45.

Traugott Elizabeth C. 1999: The Role of Pragmatics in a Theory of Semantic
Change. — Pragmatics in 1998. Selected Papers from the 6" International Pragmatics
Conference 2, ed. J. Verschueren, Antwerp: International Pragmatics Association,

93-102.

Traugott Elizabeth C., Dasher Richard B. 2002: Regularity In Semantic Change,
Ser. Cambridge Studies in Linguistics, 97, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Trubaciov Oleg N. 1964: Tpyb6aués, Oner H. cMomaaTs» n«taste». O Heobx0mMMOCTH

993

CEeMAaCHOIOTNYecKOro ciaosapsi Hosoro tuma [“Molcat’™ i “tajat’”. O neobchodimosti
semasiologiCeskogo slovaria novogo tipa]. — IIpobemor undoesponetickozo s3bIKO3HAHUSL.
Imiodbl no  cpasHUMeTbHO-UCMOPUUECKOLl 2paMmamuke UHOOe6PONelicCKUX — A3bIKO6
[Problemy indoevropejskogo jazykoznanija. Etiudy po sravnitel’no-istori¢eskoj
grammatike indoevropejskich jazykov], ors. pexn. B. H. Tomopos [otv. red.

V. N. Toporov], Mocksa: AH CCCP [Moskva: AN SSSR], 100-105.

de Vaan Michiel 2008: Etymological Dictionary of Latin and the other Italic Languages,
Leiden, Boston: Brill.

Vladimircov Boris J. 1989: Buagumupnos, bopuc fA. Cpasnumenvnas epamma-
muka MOH20JIbCKO20 NUCbMEHH020 3bIKa U XaIxackozo Hapeuus. Beedenue u onemuka
[Sravnitel'naja grammatika mongol’skogo pis'mennogo jazyka i chalchaskogo narecija.
Vvedenie i fonetika], 2-e usg. [2-e izd.], Mocksa: I'maBHas pepaxijus BOCTOUHOM
nureparypst usf. «Hayka» [Moskva: Glavnaja redakcija vosto¢noj literatury izd.
“Nauka”].

Straipsniai / Articles 201



ALEXANDER I. ILTADI, ILONA M. DERIK

Vydrin Valentin F. 1997: Beinpun, Banentus @. Crienpr uMeHHOM KiTaccudpuKanuy B
s3pikax MaHze [Sledy imennoj klassifikacii v jazykach mande]. — Ocnosbt adppukarckozo
a3viko3uanus. HMmennvie kamezopuu [Osnovy afrikanskogo jazykoznania. Imennye
kategorii], pen. B. A. Bunorpazmos [red. V. A. Vinogradov], Mocksa: Acmekr Ilpecc
[Moskva: Aspekt Press].

Zalizniak Anna A. 2009: 3anumsuak, Aunpa A. O HOHATUM CEMAHTUYECKOI'O
nepexoga [O poniatii semanticeskogo perechoda]. — Komnvromephas nunzsucmuka
U UHMeJITeKIMyasibHble MeXHONo2UL: No Mamepuanam excezo0noli Meicdynapodnoil
kongepenyuu «/Juamroe 2009» [Kompiuternaja lingvistika i intellektual’nye technologii:
po materialam ezegodnoj Mezdunarodnoj konferencii “Dialog 2009”] 8(15), 107—-111.

Zalizniak Anna A. 2013: 3anususax, Auna A. Pycckast ceManmuka 6 munoJjiozuyieckotl
nepcnekmuée [Russkaja semantika v tipologiCeskoj perspektive], cep. [ser.] Studia
philologica, Mocksa: f3pikm crnaBsHCKOM Kynbrypsl [Moskva: Jazyki slavianskoj
kul’tury].

Zalizniak Anna A. 2018: The Catalogue of Semantic Shifts: 20 Years Later. —
Russian Journal of Linguistics 22(4), 770-787.

Zalizniak Anna A. et al.: The Catalogue of Semantic Shifts. Available at: https://
datsemshift.ru/shifts [retrieved 04.05.2024].

Zukova Alevtina N. 1990: Xyxosa, Anesruma H. Crosapb kopskcko-pycckuii u
pyccko-kopsikekuil — okono 4000 cnos [Slovar’ koriaksko-russkij i russko-koriakskij —
okolo 4000 slov]: mocobue mms yuamuxcs HauaapHOHN MmKoIHL [posobie dlia u¢ascichsia
nacal’noj skoly|, 2-e usj. mopab. [2-e izd. dorab.], Jlenunrpan: ITpocsermenne, JTeannrp.
org-uue [Leningrad: Prosvescenie, Leningr. otd-nie].

Semantinés dinamikos universalumas:

< — 9 . [IrY s ¢ . S 6 b
nuo ‘kuno’ iki ‘asmens’, ‘savasties’, ‘sielos

SANTRAUKA

Somatiniy zodziy, reiskianc¢iy ‘kiinas’ arba ‘ktino dalis’, stebéjimas vienuolikoje genetiskai
skirtingy Seimy kalbose atskleidzia jdomia tokiy zodziy sememy koreliacija. Visy pirma,
kontekstai, kuriuose somatizmai pateikiami, be kita ko, butinai parodo, kad jie vartojami
kaip ‘asmuo, zmogus’, ‘a8, savastis’ ir ‘siela, dvasia’. Toks sememuy santykio désningumas
vargu ar yra atsitiktinis, o semantiné-tipologiné analizé, atlikta atsizvelgiant j etimologijos

ir lingvistinio modeliavimo duomenis, suteikia rimty priezas¢iy manyti, kad tokie gausiis
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atvejai atskleidZia universalios semantinés kalbinio mastymo struktiros apraiSkas. Sia
struktira galima apibrézti kaip semantinio darinio tipg, perteikiama semantiniy poslinkiy
grandinémis: [‘ktnas’ — ‘siela’], [‘kiinas’ — ‘asmenybé’, ‘Zmogus’], [‘’ktinas’ — ‘savastis’ —
‘a8 pats’], [‘ktinas’ — ‘savastis’ — ‘asmenybé’ — ‘Zmogus’]. Kartu jie sudaro daugiamatj
semantikos kurimo modelj su vienu vektoriumi. Galima daryti prielaida, kad modelis
neapsiriboja tam tikru kalbos istorijos laikotarpiu, bet yra atkuriamas diachroniskai dél jo
vaizdavimo skirtinguose sinchroniniuose pjaviuose.

Sio tipo semantinio darinio realizavimo niuansai visi§kai priklauso nuo salygy (veiksniy)
visumos — semantinio, morfologinio, kamieno komponavimo ir sintaksinio veiksnio.

Nagrinéjamas semantinés darybos tipas budingas ne tik afrikiecCiy kalboms dél specifinés
ju semantiniy santykiy sistemos organizacijos pagal zodziy, priklausanciy skirtingoms
klaséms ‘aktyvus’ ir ‘pasyvus’, principg, todél ‘aktyviajai’ klasei buidinga semema ‘siela’

negali bati jkinyta leksemoje i§ ‘pasyviosios’ klasés.
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