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EXPONENT *BOGO-/*-BOG'b IN THE PROTO-SLAVONIC COMPOSITES

Summary. The paper aims to the historical-linguistic study of Proto-Slavonic anthroponyms-composites paradigm
with the stem *bog-. The topicality of this paper is determined by a declining interest in research of Old Slavonic lexical
heritage in Slavonic historical and modern onomastics. The purpose of investigation is the description of the structural
and semantic peculiarities of anthroponymic composites with Proto-Slavonic component *bog-. The object of the research
is a sum of nomina personalia, taken from accessible Slavonic written sources (mainly collections of Slavonic personal
names, to a lesser extent — monuments of different times), which are formed by the way of compounding. Etymological,
morphological and lexical-semantic features of Slavonic proper names as well as reconstructed Proto-Slavonic prototypes
constitute the subject of the study. As the result of proposed research, the fragments of the paradigm of Proto-Slavonic
composites with exponent *bogo-/*-bogs are reconstructed; etymological ambiguity of some dithematic proper names is
commented; morphological and semantical (ideological) peculiarities of archaic Slavonic anthroponyms-composites are
highlighted. Conelusions. Proto-Slavonic binominal nomina propria with the component *bogo-/*-bogs are attested as
prepositive determinatives as well as a postpositive defined word. Preliminary results of the group reconstruction of
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the units, containing the viewed linguistical object, indicate the high degree of the stem *bog- productivity. Particularly
Proto-Slavonic vocabulary included at a minimum 69 prototypes with viewed etymon. The significant number of the
paradigm with the exponent *bog- impels us to make the conclusion about significant role of *bog-names as words-ideas
in the Ancient Slavonic poetic text as whole. Their religious-ideological, ritual, legal load allows to assume their original
belonging to the lexicon of a language of ritualized actions closely related to the traditions of name-giving. Exactly within
the compound-words the tracks of the long-standing use of *bog- with the legal terminological meaning «a share (in com-
mon good)» are traced. Examples of Slavonic poetic speech manifest syntactic counterparts for two-stem personal names;
on the basis of these syntactic constructions corresponding anthroponyms perhaps arose. The perspectives for further
research are to attract to the analysis the system of structurally identical, and etymologically related, and typologically
close anthroponyms from the onomastic vocabulary of Iranian languages and the comparative analysis of their cultural
semantics.

Key words: Proto-Slavonic, reconstruction, anthroponym, composite, diachrony, synchrony, philology, paradigm, pro-
totype, semantics.

1. Introduction

Formulation of the problem. The word *bogs ‘god’ in Slavonic religious culture share the fate of
similar sacral terms in another Indo-European languages. All of them took a part in the formation of
formulaic expressions complex with the certain religious-ethical burden, needed to build the oral texts
of the ideological content, cf. *modliti boga, *xvaliti boga, *bogs vésts, *bogs (vese) vidits, *da soditv
bogy, *sodi bogs, *bogs (ne) dajv, *boga radi, ¥*bogsme zaklinati, *bogs estv syvédoks (cf. Croat. «Bog je
svidok svojem éudu» [19, p. 67], Rus. 6oz céudemens), *bezs boga, *boZvjo dars, *milosts bosvja, *mirs
boéyjv, *vol'a bodvja, *Evrtva bogu, *terbo klasti bogu, *terba bogu and so on. However, there are three
circumstances that distinguish origin and semantic volume of words for designation of the God in the
Slavonic (and Indo-Iranian) languages on the one hand and in the rest languages on the other hand.

Firstly, it is about, that the word denoting ‘god’ in Hittite, Latin, Greek, Celtic, Baltic and oth-
er languages belongs to co-called «inherited lexicon» (its cluster of religious terminology) that is one
goes back to the Proto-Indo-European language condition (cf.: [16, p. 692-693; 39, p. 167-168; 35,
p- 309]), whereas Slavonic *bogs as a sacral term was derived at the Slavonic from the reflex of PIE
verb *bhag- ‘to allocate a share’, ‘determine a share’, thus having developed the sememe ‘God’ as ‘who
allocates/determines a share’ — ‘deity (of wealth, well-being)’ or as personification of the sememe ‘a
share’.

Secondly, the Arian cognates of viewed Slavonic word manifest the same semantic shift, cf. (*bhag- >
*bhdg-o- ‘a share’ >) Olr. *baga- ‘a share’, fate’, ‘destiny’ and personified ‘God’; OInd. bhdga- ‘well-be-
ing’, ‘property’, ‘happiness’ and ‘name one of deities’, ‘Lord God’ (V. S. Rastorgueva and J. I. Edelman
in [ESIA]J; cf. also [12, p. 19-20]). It is presumed, that Slavonic *bogs as a religious term was formed
under the Iranian influence in the Scythian epoch (0. N. Trubagchev; two hypotheses as regards belong-
ing *bogs to inherited vocabulary or loan words see (1) ESSA: with a short review of the literature;
(2) A. E. Anikin «Russian etymological dictionary» (Issue 3, p. 293): detailed review of existing ety-
mological versions). This semantic shift did not affect words with the same etymon in other languages,
where we find the only meaning ‘a part’, ‘a share’ as in Tocharian (Toch.A pak, Toch.B pake) or ‘eat’ as
in Greek (qpayelv).

Thirdly, Slavonic *bogs in the Proto-Slavonic period was used not only with the meaning ‘God” but
also as ‘a share’ (cf. subst. *bog-acs, adj. *bog-ats ‘who has a large share in the common good’), which
is traced in the anthroponymes-composites. The exponent *bog- as a part of compound-words (romina
personalia) can not always be explained as ‘God’, instead manifesting more archaic semantics ‘a share’
(as a part of composites it denotes ‘holder of a share’). In this regard Slavonic dithematic personal
names differ from Greek, Latine, Hittite, Baltic, Germanic etc. theophoric anthroponyms, where a part
‘God’ is applied in the direct meaning only.

A special investigation of the Slavonic lexical family with the stem *bog- in point of view of its
semantic, derivational potential and its comparison with the paradigm of etymologically identical In-
do-Iranian words is the task that requires a separate monographic study on comparative-historical
linguistics. It can hardly be overemphasized the importance of that kind research for Indo-European
diachronic linguistics by virtue great cultural significance of Slavonic *bogs and its genetic counterparts
in the vocabulary of other languages. And, of course, first of all the comparative-historical study of
mentioned lexical cluster is very necessary for the reconstruction of initial stages of the Slavonic sacral
texts history. A first step towards the system description of ancient Slavonic words with PIE etymon
*bhag- in diachrony is the reconstruction of paradigm fragments with *bogo-/*-bogs on Proto-Slavonic
chronological slice. This problem is only partly solved up to now, which determines the topicality of
proposed investigation.

Aims and objectives. The main purpose of our study is to reconstruct Proto-Slavonic stratum of com-
pound words with the exponent *bogo-/*-bogs (the core of *bog-names paradigm). All other tasks are:
1) to determine the diapason of semantical valency of the stem *bog- by establishing the sum of words,
which were able to be combined with the *bog- within the composites; 2) to determine syntactic correlates
for dithematic personal names (it is about the phrases on the basis of which this names arose); 3) to de-
rive etymological and semasiological definitions for unclear cases. The object of the research is nomina
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personalia, taken from Slavonic written sources (namely, collections of Slavonic personal names, to a
lesser extent — monuments of different times), which are formed by the way of compounding.

Reference to previous studies. Proto-Slavonic anthroponyms (as well as proper names of separate
Slavonic languages) with the analized exponent have been already under consideration by many scien-
tists. It is worth mentioning classical onomastic works by Witold Tashicky (cf. first of all his great work
as the editor of the «Stownik staropolskich nazw osobowych», 1965-1985), Tadeush Milewski («Ewo-
lucja morfologiczna indoeuropejskich ztozonych imion osobowych», «Ze studiéw nad antroponimig in-
doeuropejska» [25; 26]), Stanislav Rospond («Stowianskie nazwy miejscowe z sufiksem -jo» [30]),
Kazimierz Rymut («Zaséb lekseméw w prastowianiskich imionach ztozonych» [32]), V. L. Vasiliev («Sla-
vonic Toponymical Antiquities of the Novgorod land», 2012) and in-depth studies on Slavonic, Indo-Eu-
ropean etymology and comparative-historical linguistics by academics O. N. Trubachev, V. N. Toporov,
V’ach. Vs. Ivanov, dedicated, among other things, to analysis of Slavonic nomina personalia with
*bog- on the broad Indo-European background. Here we should mention numerous great achievements
of many more linguists, which collected appropriate onomastic data and gave a preliminary assessment
of this material. Their studies in the present paper (see below) are used.

Analysis of the latest research and publications. By virtue the practical specificity of the selected
type of research, we provide a critical review of our predecessor’s scientific versions directly in the pro-
cess of work with every analyzed example, if necessary.

2. The main part. Here we present the core of reconstructed ancient paradigm of Proto-Slavonic
theophoric or «bearing a share» names.

2.1. The word structure (list of prototypes).

*Bez-bogs: Bulg. Bes6oe — mycrotoponym [7, p. 726] < *Bbes6oes «Who is deprived of his share»
(in the common good).

*Beélo-bogs: Serb. *Benoboe — theonym, cf. a phraseological expression «He Bunetu 6eroz 6oza» [7,
p. 428], OCzech Bélboh [32, p. 8], cf. ORus. theonym *B5bao6oes, which is attested as a part of some
Ukranian mycrotoponyms (Bbirobosxcruys, Binoboeis ete.).

*Bogo-buds: OCzech Bohobud [32, p. 8, 9].

*Bogo-dals/*Bogs-dals: Bulg. Bozodax [1, p. 190], OCzech Bohdal: Bogdal, 1088, Bohdal plebanus,
1268 [17: 1, p. 77], Czech Bohdal ([24, p. 16]: 6oes), OPol. Bogdat: Bogdal de Xans, 1376 [38: I,
p. 190], Pol. Bogdat [24, p. 16].

*Bogo-dans/*Bogs-dany: Bulg. Boedan, Boedan ([5, p. 79]: «given by God», corresponds to Greek
Beo0dbatog), OSerb. Boevdans, XII [4, p. 84], Czech Bohdan, Upper Sorbian Béhdan (ESSA), OPol.
Bogodan: Uilla Bogodani, 1175; Bogdan: Villa piscatorum cum his ... Crisan, Bogdan, Carz, 1136 [38:
I, p. 187, 190], ORus. Bozodans, Bozdans, 1470, Ukr. Boeddn, Belarus. Bazddn (for more details see:
[25, p. 52] and the second volume of ESSA).

*B]ogo-dams: Serb. Bozodap [9, p. 147], OPol. Bogodar, 1265 [38: I, p. 190], Ukr. Bozodap [6,
p- 92].

*Bogo-gosts: Slav. Boggost [29, p. 7]. That is «God’s guest»?

*Bogo-xvals: OPol. Bogofat: Bogophalus, 1265, Magister Bogofalus, 1250 ([38: I, p. 190]: to Bog-
chwat, Boguchwat), Kashubian Bogochulaus, XII [4, p. 85].

*Bogo-l'ubs: Serb. Bozowy6 ([23, p. 113]: ‘deo carus’; [2, p. 39]: as translation of Greek name
Osdprrog), Bogoljub [11, p. 971, 992], OCzech *Bohol'ub, cf. deanthroponymic geographical name Bo-
hol'ubi, -I'ub: De Boholib [17: 1, p. 77], Ukr. Bozoar06 [6, p. 92].

*Bogo-méry: Slav. Bagamér (Pannonia), Bagamer, Bogomer — toponyms = Bogomér-jb» [30, p. 45].

*Bogo-mils: OBulg. Bozomuns, Bulg. Bocomun ([5, p. 79]: ‘dear to God’ = Rus. ‘KTo Mux Gory),
Serb., Croat. Bozomun, Bogomil ([23, p. 113]: ‘deo carus’; [2, p. 39]), Sloven. Bogomil [36], OCzech
Bohomil: Bohomilus, 1321 [17: 1, p. 77], OPol. Bogomit: Bogomil, 1146 [38: I, p. 190], Ukr. Bozcomu.n
[6, p. 92] and so on. See also: [30, p. 45].

*Bogo-miry: Bulg. (rarely) Boeonup, 1905 ([5, p. 79]: ‘peace from God’ = Rus. ‘mup ot 6ora’), Serb.
Bozomup (2, p. 39], OSloven. Bogomir: Bochmir [20, p. 111], OSlovak Bogomir, cf. «Bogomirovyjm
tynem na Rohacke» (Rohatej Skale), (in Hungarian rendering) Bogomeri, Bogomeria — hydronym
[37, p. 44, 45, 50] < *Bogomir or (if Hungarian forms reflect primordial *¢) *Bogomér. See above
*Bogomers.

*Bogo-slavs: Bulg. Boeocaas ([5, p. 79]: ‘one who glorifies God’), Serb. Bozocaas [7, p. 31, 84, 86],
Sloven. Bogoslav [21], OPol. Bogostaw: Bogozlauus, 1168 [38: I, p. 191], Pol. Bogostaw [33, p. 802],
Kashubian Bogoslav, X1I [4, p. 85], Ukr. boeocaas [6, p. 93].

*Bogo-sods: OCzech Bogosud (15 — M. A. Moroshkin).

*Bogo-vids: Serb. Bozosud [2, p. 39], derivative with -ov-itjs Bozosudosuti, XVIII (Split) [7, p. 81],
OCzech Bohovid, 965 (15 — M. A. Moroshkin). The meaning was «[ Who has] face of deity»? The ty-
pological parallels in the Middle Iranian anthroponymy are traced.

*Bogo-vits: OPol. Bogawetz — toponym = *Bogowic < *Bogovit-j» with *vits ‘dominus, who has
power’ ([30, p. 45]: less probably is to single out here an etymon *vids ‘visus’), Rus. Boeosum [29, p. 7].
It is possible to propose an alternative version of explanation of the second part as *vits (< *uik-tu- ~
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Lat. victima in according to V. N. Toporov) ‘sacrifice, victim’. Thus semantics of composite as whole can
be reconstructed as «Sacrifice for a deity» = «Who is intended for God».

It seems to be controversial the interpretation Slav. Vit as the result of a rethink by Slavonians-pa-
gans of the name of a Christian saint, that is saint V4t. It is assumed that name of saint Vit got to Slavo-
nians even after the first baptism (I century A. D.) and firmly came into their use. See: ([4, p. 86—-86]:
with reference to a work by A. Kirpichnikov).

*Bogo-vojv: Serb. Boeosoj [2, p. 39].

*Bogo-volds: OCzech Bohovlad [32, p. 18].

*Bogo-volsts: OPol. Bogowtosc: Bogovloscz, 1353 [38: 1, p. 191].

*Bogu-dars: OCzech Bohudar: Obiit Bogudar Kosm. pokraé., 1134 [17: I, p. 78], OPol. Bogudar,
1265 [38: I, p. 195].

*Bogu-xvals: OCzech Bohuchval: Bohuhualus, 1280, filiae Bohuchwalonis, 1391 [17: 1, p. 78],
OPol. Boguchwat: Boguchual, 1204, Boguchwal, 1388 [38: I, p. 195], PPom. Boguchval [32, p. 8,
11], ORus. Boeyxeans, 1510 (ESSA) OUkr. ITaBma Boeyganrs, 1547, OBelarus. Boeyxsan, 1555 [3,
p. 44]. For more on this, see: [25, p. 50] and the second volume of ESSA.

l b*f?ogu—l’ubb]: Bulg. Bozoaio6 ([5, p. 79]: ‘1o6umerit 6orom’), Serb. Boeowyo [9, p. 64], OCzech Bohu-
‘ub [32, p. 12].

* Bogu-meéry: Sorab. Bohumér [30, p. 45].

*Bogu-mils: Sloven. Bogumsil, OCzech Bohumil: Bogumilus canonicus, Bohumilus, 1289 [17: I,
p- 77], Czech Bohumily ([24, p. 16]: 60es), OPol. Bogumilo Liber Fundat, XIV (16 — M. A. Moro-
shkin), Pol. Bogumit [33, p. 805], Ukr. Boeymux [6, p. 93]. Cf. also Pol. toponym Bogumitowice [24,
p. 16], derived from relevant anthroponym. Also see: [30, p. 45].

*Bogu-mirs: Slovak Bohumdr [28, p. 144], derivative Pol. Bogumir-ski [33, p. 805].

*Bogu-mosty: OCzech Bohumest: Bogumeft [17: 1, p. 78]. As regards word composition cf. OCzech
Bolemest [17: 1, p. 78].

*Bogu- orda/*Bogu -rads: OPol. Bogurad, 1388 [38: I, p. 198], Pol. Bogurad [33, p. 806].

*Bogu-slava, *Bogu-slavs: 0Czech Bohuslaua abatlssa, 1333 [13, p. 357], Czech Bohuslav [24,
p. 16], Slovak Bohuslav [18], Bohuslava [28, p. 144], OPol. Bogustaw: Boguzlau, 1206 [38: 1, p. 199],
Pol. Bogustaw [33, p. 807], Kashubian fem. Boguslava, XIII [4, p. 85], Rus. toponym Boeyc.zmsm; [24,
p. 16], Ukr. Bozycaas [6, p. 93]. Also see: [30, p. 45—46].

*Bogu-sods: OCzech Bohusiud: Boguzud, Bohusud de Beczwarz, 1295, Bochusud [17: I, p. 79],
OPol. Bogusqd ~ *sodi- : *soditi ‘to judge’ [32, p. 15].

*Bogu-téxs: 0Czech Bohutéch (Bogucea) [24, p. 34] ~ Rus. méwums, y-mézxa, Czech tésiti.

*Bogu-tols: OPol. Bogutol, 1150 (16 — M. A. Moroshkin).

*Bogu-véds: OPol. Boguwiad ~ *védo- : *védéti ‘to know’ [32, p. 17].

* Bogu-volste: 0Czech Bohuvlast ~ *volsti- : *volstiti ‘to rule’ [32, p. 18], OPol. Boguwtosc: Bogulost,
1265, Boguwvloscz, 1350 [38: I, p. 205].

*Bogu-Zivs: Serb., Croat. Bogusiv [23, p. 106].

*Bose-bors: OCzech BoZebor [32, p. 8], OPol. Bozebor, XIII [4, p. 85]. That is «God’s load» (Rus.
«Koro mecér Bory», «Bosba Homay).

*BoZe-dars: Bulg. Boacudap ([5, p. 80]: ‘gift from God’; as translation of Greek @e63wpoc), Maced.
Bosxcudap (cf. name of a famous Macedonian linguist Boacudap Bunoeckn), OSerb. Bosidarius, 1354
(18 — M. A. Moroshkin), Serb., Croat. BoZiddr, Boddar ([23, p. 114]: ‘divinum donum’ or ‘divinum
donum habens’), Boacudap ([2, p. 39]: as translation of Greek name @eddwpog), Bosidar [11, p. 970,
980], Czech BoZidar [24, p. 16], OPol. Bozydar [32, p. 8], Pol. Bozedarz [24, p. 16] < *Bosedar-jv,
Ukr. Bosxcudap [6, p. 95].

*Boge-lisa (2): OSloven. BoZelisa: Boselisa [20, p. 111].

*Boge-lvga or *BoZe-lvza: OCzech Boselze, Wthh is explained in relation with *ls&i- : *IsZiti (s¢) ‘to
scold’, ‘to berate’ [32, p. 12]. In my opinion, this interpretation is not satisfactory in semantic terms,
because motivation «That who is berated by the God», «The one who is scolded by the God» is ques-
tionable, as such. The proper names at Indo-Europeans were given to protect their carriers, wish them
to be holders of different ideas or to wish them happiness. On reaching the age of initiation a person
could get another name corresponding to qualities of his/her character. It is scarcely necessary to prove
that semantics « That who is berated/scolded by the God» does not correspond to mentioned functions
of proper names. The idea «That who berates/scolds the God» is impossible in principle. Here we most
likely are dealing with the name containing Proto-Slavonic *lvga, *lvza, cf. their reflexes: Rus. dial. #s2a
poss1b111ty, ‘hghtness, ‘relief’, ‘power, strength’, ‘what is allowed’, ‘what is freely’, OCS a»sa ‘possibil-
ity’, OPol. lza ‘as possible’, adv. 0Czech lz¢, Czech lze ‘as poss1ble (ESSA). Thus intended meaning of
*BoZe-lvbza was somethmg like «God’s permission».

*Bode-mirs: Bulg. Boacumup [5, p. 80], Serb. Boacumup [2, p. 39], OCzech BoZemir: Bozemirum,
1359 [17: I, p. 89], derivative Pol. Bosymir-ski [33, p. 929].

*Boge-mysls: Czech (old) Bohomysl, XIX, Sorab. Bademdusel = BoZemysle — deanthroponymic
place name (for more details see: [18, p. 34]).
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*Boz;e-slams: Sloven. BoZislav [36], OPol. Bozystaw, 1220, ORus. fem. Bosxcucaasa (19 — M. A. Mo-
roshkin).

*Boze-téxs: OSerb. Bosethech, Serb., Croat. BoZetjeh [23, p. 105], OCzech BoZetéch, Bostéch: Boze-
tech abbas Kosm. pokraé., 1095, Boztiech de Chunraticz, 1287 [17: 1, p. 89], Pol. Bozeciech [34, p. 14].

*Boge-vojb: OSloven. Bogivoj [36], Serb. Boaxcusoj (18 — M. A. Moroshkin), Slovak (old) BoZvoj [22,
p- 208], PPom. Bozvoj [32, p. 8].

*Cvrno-bogs: Rus. Yeproboave — place name in the former Pskov province [31, p. 106]. But a simi-
lar name (oikonym) in ancient Novgorod land is explained as the derivative of anthroponym * Yspro6yds
with taking into account of such historical forms of this toponym as Yeprnobwiu, Yeprnooyx (98 —
V. L. Vasiliev). . .

*Cwsti-bogs: OSloven. Castibog [36], OCzech Castiboh, Ctiboh [29, p. 26].

*Dadjv-bogs: OPol. Dadzbog, 1254, Dadibog, 1254 [38: I, p. 448] with imper. *dadj» (inf. *dati ‘to
give’, praes. ¥*dadmn) as the first component; Ukr. Jaxc6oe [6, p. 226], (derivative) ORus. nans [lanuio
Saznepesergun Jasxcbozosuus [8, p. 79].

*Dal'e-bogs: Ukr. Janebie, dem. Janreboxcur, cf. also Janribosa [6, p. 226] < ORus. */Jaxe6oes.

*Xmﬁli—bog?s: Czech Chwvaliboh [26, p. 377], OPol. Chwalibog [32, p. 8, 11], Pol. Chwalibdg [33,
p. 1471].

*Jako-bogs (?): Jacobog (= ‘mighty God’) — the name of a God of Antes, mentioned by Mauro Orbini
(with reference to Geremia Russo) in his «Regno de gli slavi hoggi corrottamente detti schiavoni», cf.:
«Della religione di quelli Anti scriue Geremia Russo negli Annali di Moscouia, che, fra gli altri Dei,
adorauano vn’ Idolo, cui fotto i piedi ftaua yn capo d’huomo, vn’ altro di leone, nella deftra mano teneua
vn dardo, e nella finiftra vna palla d’argento, e lo chiamauano JACOBOG, cio¢ Dio Forte» [27, p. 19].
Anyhow, the structure of the theonym is not clear.

*Jono-bogs: ORus. *HUnoboes, reconstructed with taking account of the toponym Hwo6osa (in the
former Yaroslavl province) (173 — V. L. Vasiliev), which is a derivative with possessive suff. -j-.

* Milo-bogs: Pol. Mitobog [33, p. 7253].

*Modli-bogs: OCzech Modliboh (182 — V. L. Vasiliev), OPol. Modlibog, ORus. Moau6oz [32, p. 8,
12], Ukr. Moauboz [6, p. 489]. T. Milewski characterized Pol. Modlibog as an innovation, because this
personal name is attested in the Polish only [26, p. 377]. However, this name is also known in Czech
and East-Slavonic languages and this fact indicates the antiquity of the anthroponym.

*Myslo-bogs: ORus. *Muwicao6oes, whose reconstruction is on the base of the deanthroponymic top-
onyms, cf. Ukr. Mucno6ix, Belarus. Muicaa6ox [10, p. 275].

*Mosti-bogs: OSerb. Mstibog [29, p. 66], Czech Mstiboh, ORus. Mvcmovboes, 1202 as the combina-
tion of *mawstiti (in the imperative mood) & *bogs (ESSA).

*Na-bogs: cf. secondary grammatical form in Sorab. Naboz [29, p. 67].

*Ne-bogsjv, *Ne-bosv: Pol. Nebohy [33, p. 7657], which, judging by the orthography, belongs to
Czech anthroponymy, Ukr. He6oac [6, p. 507].

*Per-da-bogs: OPol. Przedabog, 1402 [38: IV, p. 359] ~ *perda- : *perdati ‘to give away’, ‘to hand’
[32, p. 13]. Good wish «Give [your] share»?

*Po-bogs: OPol. Pobog, 1420 ([38: IV, p. 295]: Pobog 1).

*Pylko-bogs: OPol. Petczybog: Nicolaus Pelczibog, 1396 [38: IV, p. 210], which is, probably, a form
with the results of partial rethinking. The semantics of *Pslko-bogs (~ *pslks ‘army’, ‘host’) was «[Who
is with] God’s army»?

*Sve-bogs: OCzech SvéboZ [32, p. 8], toponym OSlovak Svebods gozds (< *Swvebog-jo gozdsb) >
Hungarian Szébozgaz ([30, p. 134]: to sve- : PSlav. *svojs ‘suus’).

*Sveto-bogs: OCzech Svatiboh [29, p. 100].

*Swvojv-bogs: OCzech Svojboh: Zuoybog [14, p. 199] ~ *swvojs ‘one’s’ [32, p. 16].

*Une-bogs: OPol. *Uniebog, cf. secondary grammatical form in OPol. Unieboz: Unebosus, 1281 [38:
I, p. 185; V, p. 523]. The first part is the stem of PSlav. *unéjo, *unijo ‘better’ (compar. to *dobrs),
*unéti ‘to be full of energy’, ‘to be full of life’, ‘to be in the prime of life’, “to thrive’ (for more on this ex-
ponent in the anthroponyms see: [30, p. 142; 32, p. 17; 25, p. 54]).

*Vedi-bogs: Bulg. Bedu-602 — mycrotoponym [7, p. 726] < *Beduboes as name-wish «[Let] God
lead [you]» = Rus. «Benu [Te6:a] Bor».

*]Vbse—lgogﬁz OCzech *Vseboh, which is the word-forming base for toponym Vsebohy ([24, p. 46,
140]: 6vcw).

*Zeli-bogs: OSloven. Zalibog [21, p. 166].

*Zilo-bogs: Sorb. Zilobog ~ *Zilo- : *Zily ‘living’ [32, p. 18].

2.2. The compatibility of the stem *bog-/*boz-. All these personal names were formed due to a high
degree of the semantic valency of overviewed lexeme. One was able to attach a quite wide spectrum of
another stems. Let us view them.

The objects: *bors, *-buds, *dars, *gostv, *-zxvals, *lisa (?), *lvga or *lvza, *meérs, *mirs, *mys-
lo-/*-mysls, *moste, *polks (*pslko-), *-slavs, *sods, *téxs, *-toly, *-véds, *vids, *vits, *vojv, *-volds,
*volsto.

46



ISSN 2307—4558; ISSN 2414—9489. MOBA. 2023. \e 40

The attributes: (adjectives) *béls (*bélo-), *¢vrns (*évrno-), *dale, *lubs, *milo-/*-mils, *or-
ds/*rads, *svets (¥sveto-), *unéjo (¥*uné-), *Zive; (pronouns) *jeno- (*jons), *sve-, *svojv, *vose; (parti-
ciples) *dals, *dans, *&ils (*Zilo-).

The predicates: *cvste, *dadjv, *xvali, *modli, *mosti, *per-da-, *vedi, *Zeli.

The prepositional-prefixal components and negation: *bez-, *na-, *ne-, *po-.

2.3. Semantic peculiarities of *bog-anthroponymes. All known personal names of mentioned cate-
gory arose in two ways. Firstly, on the base corresponding word combinations with *bog- as the stem
of root noun and *boZ- as the stem of possessive adjective ‘god’s’ (Rus. 6oacui). These formulaic expres-
sions had a religious-ideological, ethical and ritual (*xvaliti boga, *modliti boga) meaning, obviously,
moved to the relevant anthroponyms, which became the carriers of different cultural meanings. Gram-
matical relationships between the parts of composites correspond to syntactic relationships between the
parts of relevant word combinations. For example:

*Bogo-dars ~ Croat. «ka ne mre nikadar, / vridna ¢as, nam ka je od boga ljepsi dar», «svakom milosti
vidnji bog darova» [15, p. 18, 69].

*Bogo-lI'ubs ~ Croat. «Obuéu naoputi, tako te bog ljubi, / tere se uputi, a brieme ne gubi» [15, p. 442];

*Bogo-slavs ~ Croat. «duh moj tebe Boga slavi» [19, p. 32], slavni Bog [19, p. 34];

*Bogo-spds ~ Croat. «Da se uvistis koje tribe / svakom priti di Bog sudi, / di ée izvré van zale ribe
/ a razabrat dobre u sudi» [19, p. 12], Rus. dial. saying 6oz cydu meou xocmowru (that is ayrascmeo =
slyness) (I: 8 — V. 1. Dal’);

*Bogo-vids ~ Croat. Bog sve vidi [15, p. 410], Rus. 60z 6c€ sudum;

*Bogu-slavs ~ Rus. dial. saying xoau ne a0dsm 6 wecmo, un (max) Boey 6 caasy (I: 6 — V. L. Dal’);

*Boze-dars ~ Croat. boZi dar [15, p. 18], Rus. 6oxcudi dap and dap 6oxcuii;

*BoZe-mirs ~ Croat. «OdZdente zli nemir od vaSe mladosti, / a primte boZi mir pun svake radosti»
[15, p. 119] and good wish Mir boZji s tobom! [15, p. 263];

*Bo}ée—slam ~ Croat. bogja slava «pivaju se bodje slave» [19, p. 294, 336], Na slavu boZju! [15,
p- 201];

* Xwali-bogs ~ Sloven. hvala Bogu, Croat. «hvala vrada, velom Bogu, ki se obrada» [19, p. 145], Rus.
dial. Boey xsana, a ean (0o6pvim a0dsm) wecms u caasa (I 8 — V. 1. Dal’);

*Modli-bogs ~ Croat. «a gdje se, moj brate, ne moli bog, tu nie milosti bozje» [15, p. 143];

*Swveto-bogs ~ Croat. svet Bog [19, p. 486].

The semantical difference between compound words with *bogo- VS *bogu- is caused by the gram-
matical specificity of both forms of the stem. However, the details of their semantic distribution are not
always clear, cf. *Bogo-dars «Gift of God» (?), where *bog-o- is the root with connecting vowel -0-, and
*Bogu-dars «Gift to God», where *bogu is form of the dative case.

Secondly, it is about constructing of dithematic proper names by combining different exponents. The
syntactic correlates for these anthroponyms are absent therefore the very possibility of adding parts
depended on the semantic valency of *bog-/*boZ-. Among the names of this category, we would like to
highlight those in which *bog- probably had semantics ‘a share’ (in the common good). Cf.: *Bez-bogs
«[Who] does not have [its] share», * Bélo-bogs (only as personal name of a human!) «[Who has] a good
(white) share», *ébmo—boga «|Who has] a bad (black) share» (it should be noted, that black colour
at Slavonians not always symbolizes the misfortune or unhappiness), *Jono-bogs «[ Who has] other
share», *Na-bogs «[?] share», *Ne-bogs «[?] share», *Per-da-bogs «[Let the] share be transferred [to
you]» (good wish), *Po-bogs «[?] share», *Sve-bogs, *Svojo-bogs «[Who has his] own share», *Uné-
bogs «[ Who has] better share», *Vose-bogs «[Who has] all the shares».

3. Conclusions. So, the main purpose of suggested paper has been achieved, therefore it is possible
make some comments on the viewed linguistic units. The paradigm of lexemes, achievable for recon-
struction, containes 69 compound-words with PSlav. exponent *bogo-/*bose- VS *-bogs as the first (at-
tribute) and the second (object) part. This fact indicates the high degree of the stem *bog- productivity.
The high specific weight of the composites with the exponent *bog- impels us to make the conclusion
about significant role of *bog-names as words-ideas (mythopoetic complexes) in the Ancient Slavonic
poetic text as whole. Their religious-ideological, ritual, legal load enables us to assume their original be-
longing to the vocabulary of a language of ritualized actions (so-called «high language») closely related
to the traditions of name-giving. Exactly within the compound-words the tracks of the long-standing
use of *bog- with the legal terminological meaning «a share (in common good)» are traced. Examples
of Slavonic poetic speech manifest syntactic counterparts for two-stem personal names; on the basis of
these syntactic constructions corresponding anthroponyms perhaps arose.

The perspectives for further research are to attract to the analysis the system of structurally identi-
cal, and etymologically related, and typologically close anthroponyms from the onomastic vocabulary of
Iranian languages and the comparative analyzis of their cultural semantics.
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ERCIIOHEHT *BOGO-/*-BOG'H Y IIPACJOB’AHCbRNX KOMIIOSUTAX

Amnorania. Crarta Mae Ha MeTi iCTOPHKO-MOBHE JOCJHi/FEHHA CyMH IPACIOB AHCHKUX aHTPOIOHIMiB-KOMIIOSUTIB i3
KOpeHeBOI0 0CHOBOI *bog-. MeTa cTynii — omuc CTPYKTYPHU Ta 0COOIMUBOCTEH CEeMAHTUKY AHTPOIIOHIMITHAX KOMIIOSHTIB i3
IIPaCJI0B’ AHCHKUM KOMIIOHEHTOM *bog-. 00 6KT HOCHiKeHHA — YTBOPEHi MIJIAXOM CKIAJAHHA «OCHOBA - CJIOBO», «CIOBO
-+ caoBo» maBHi caoB’sinchki Nomina Personalia, exciiepmoBaHi 3 HOCTYNHUX MHCeMHUX Hepesa (B OCHOBHOMY — 8i-
6paHb CJIOB'AHCHKUX 0COOOBUX iMeH i (MeHINOH Mipol) mam ATOK MUCEeMHOCTi pisHoro dacy). IIpegmer — etumoJoriu-
Hi, poHeTHUHI, MOP(OJIOTiTHI, JeKCUKO-CEMAHTHIHI BJIACTHBOCTI iCTOPUIHO 3aCBi[I€HUX CJIOB'AHCHKUX 0COO0OBUX HAs8B i
PEKOHCTPYOBAHUX TIiJl Yac aHaJi3y MpPACIOB AHCHKUX apXeTHmiB. Pe3yrsrTarn nociiimeHHA: 3/ificHeHO PEKOHCTPYKIIiI0
(parMeHTa CHCTEMH MPACJIOB AHCHKUX IBOUIEHHUX JeKceM (0COG0BUX HA3B) i3 eKCIOHEHTOM *bogo-/*-bogs; TPOKOMEHTO-
BaHO €THMOJIOTIYHO HEOJHOBHAYHI 0c0G0Bi HA3BH; BUCBIT/IEHO MOP(OJIOTIYHI Ta CEMAHTHYHI BIACTUBOCTI TPACIOB AHCHRUX
oco6oBux iMeH-KoMmIosutTiB. Brenoskn. KommoneHt *bogo-/*boZe-/*-bogs y mpacioB aHChKUX guTeMaTHyHuXx Nomina
Propria sacBiguenuit Ak mnpenosuTHBHEe 03HAYEHHA, Tak 1 AK IOCTIO3UTHBHE o3HadyBaHe. [lomepenui pesyabraTu rpy-
I10BOi PEKOHCTPYKII OOWHUIG, AKi OCTAIN B I'Hi3Zi B OCHOBOW *bog-, 3aCBiY4yI0Th BUCOKMI PiBeHb ii IPOLYKTUBHOCTI.
3okpema, NpacioB AHCHEUI OHOMACTHYHUH BOKaOy€Apiii HaxidyBaB, Ak MiHiMyM, 69 bog-rommosutiB. Bucora mpomyx-
TUBHICTb ITAPAJUTMU 3 €KCIOHEHTOM *bog- CIIOHYKA€ /10 BUCHOBKY IIPO BHAYMMICTH po.i bog-aHTPONOHIMIB fAK ciaiB-imeit
y JaBHBOCJOB AHCHKOMY MOETHYHOMY TeKcTi. IXHe pedirifiHo-ineoJsoriine, puTyaabHe, IpaBoBe HABAHTAMEHHA [03BOJIAE
nepen6adaTy iX HaJeKHICTb 10 CJIOBHUKA MOBH PUTYaJi30BaHUX [iil, Ge3M0CePefHbO TTOB A3aHUX i3 TPAIUIIAMY TaBaHHA
imen. Came y craIafii KOMIIO3UTIB 36€piral0ThCA CIiM JABHHOI0 BUKOPHCTAHHA *bog- i3 IPaBOBUM TePMiHOJIOTiYHUM BHA-
qeHHAM ‘(cycminbHA) moua’. [Ipuraamu ci10B'AHCHKOrO MOETHIHOTO MOBJIEHHS JE@MOHCTPYIOTH CHHTAKCHYUHI BifTOBITHUKN
CJIOB’AHCHKUX JBOOCHOBHUX 0COOOBMX Ha3B; Ha 0asi WX CHHTAKCUYHUX KOHCTPYKI# Oynu cdopMoBaHi BifmoBimHi aH-
tponoHiMu. IlepenekTHBH TONAJbIINX NOCTiIEKeHh YATA0ThCA B 3AIyIeHH] CTPYKTYPHO iEHTHYIHUX T4 eTUMOJOTITHO
CIIOPiHEHUX i TUMOJOTIYHO OJMBBKUX AHTPOIOHIMIB i3 OHOMACTHYHOTO BOKAOYJIApPiA ipaHCHKUX MOB i KOMIIAPATHBHOMY
aHaJi3l IXHbOI KyIbTYPHOI CeMaHTHURHU.
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