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Der lexikalische Einfluss des Tschechischen auf die Ubersetzung
des Neuen Testaments von Miktaws Jakubica (1548)

Dieser Beitrag ist den tschechischen lexikalischen Entlehnungen in der niedersorbischen Ubersetzung des Neuen Testaments
von 1548 gewidmet. M. Jakubica benutzte beim Ubersetzen die tschechische Bibel, was das Lexikon des Denkmals
erheblich beeinflusste. Das Hauptziel des Artikels ist die Untersuchung der lexikalischen Bohemismen, die von den
Polonismen unterschieden werden miissen. Die Ergebnisse der Studie zeigen, dass der polnische lexikalische Einfluss
minimal war, wahrend der tschechische lexikalische Einfluss im Gegensatz dazu ziemlich stark in Erscheinung trat. M.
Jakubica entlehnte tschechische Worter aus einer Vielzahl von lexikalisch-semantischen Gruppen, einschlieBlich
Konjunktionen und Pripositionen. Mit Hilfe von Bohemismen bildete der Ubersetzer eigene Wortschopfungen.

Czech Lexical Influence on Miklaws Jakubica’s New Testament
Translation (1548)

This article is devoted to Czech lexical borrowings in the Lower Sorbian translation of the New Testament of 1548. M.
Jakubica used the Czech Bible for the translation, which significantly affected the lexical basis for this historical document.
The main purpose of the article is to study lexical influences of Czech, which should be distinguished from the lexical
influence of Polish. The results of the study show that Polish lexical influence was minimal, while the Czech lexical
influence, by contrast, was quite strong. M. Jakubica borrowed Czech words from a variety of lexical-semantic groups,
including conjunctions and prepositions. The translator created his own words by using loans from Czech.
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1. Introduction

The first translation of the New Testament in Lower Sorbian by Miktaws§ Jakubica has
been the object of several studies. Researchers have mainly been interested in its lan-
guage. The translation was based on the Luther Bible, with the Czech Bible used as an
auxiliary text (KYAS 1964; SCHUSTER-SEWC 1967: XIV-XXIV; SCHUSTER-SEWC 2005:
25). Obviously, Jakubica wrote in his native Eastern Lower Sorbian dialect, by now dead.
The translation also contains a considerable number of Bohemisms and Polonisms. Bo-
hemisms were borrowed into the Lower Sorbian text from Czech sources, while lexical
Polonisms penetrated from neighboring Polish dialects. The influence of the Polish lan-
guage has been extensively researched. The Eastern Lower Sorbian dialect belongs to a
transitional dialect, which bordered on the Western Polish dialects. For this reason, the
language of the translation contains a number of phonetic and morphological features that
are common to it and Polish, but alien to other Sorbian dialects (SCHUSTER-SEWC 1967:
XXXV-XXXVII; STIEBER 1974). Special attention has been paid to the influence of Up-
per Sorbian on the translation of the New Testament (SEWC 1997: 39-49). Among other
things, the localization of the dialect, its internal peculiarities and external influences, and
even the translator’s origins are discussed in the scientific literature (MUKA 1909; STIE-
BER 1974; SCHUSTER-SEWC 1967: VII-XLIV; SEWC 1997; PETROVA 1969; LEWASZKIE-
WICZ 1995: 20-22; LEWASZKIEWICZ 2007; LEWASZKIEWICZ 2017: 364—366; TEICHMANN
1995; TEICHMANN 2001; TEICHMANN 2013; TEICHMANN 2015).

This article examines the Czech lexical influence on the New Testament. This problem
has drawn the attention of researchers on several occasions. In 1862, Korla Awgust Jenc¢
noted several Czech words that had been borrowed into the translation, explaining that
scholars of that time “&&sku ry¢ na pomoc brali” ‘the Czech language was taken to help’!
(JENC 1862: 49). A connection between the Lower Sorbian text and the Czech Bible was
soon established. Hermann Lotze compared the translation with the Severin Bible (Bible
Severynova) of 1537 (LOTZE 1867), August Leskien showed coincidences with the Vene-
tian Bible (Bendtska Bible) of 1506 (LESKIEN 1876). Vladimir Kyas made a detailed com-
parison of the New Testament with several editions of Czech biblical texts and established
that Jakubica used the edition of 1545 prepared by Jan Had on the basis of the Severin
Bible of 1537 as a source (KYAS 1964). Similar conclusions were independently reached
by Heinz Schuster-Sewc. This researcher also noted that the dependence on Had’s edition
is not absolute, there are enough places in the Lower Sorbian translation that do not co-
incide with it. Schuster-Sewc suggested that Jakubica also used other Czech sources and
was generally well acquainted with the Czech biblical tradition (SCHUSTER-SEWC 1967:
XIV-XXIV).

As for the Czech linguistic influence, it extends first of all to the orthography and
lexicon of the text (SCHUSTER-SEWC 1967: XV—XXXII; TEICHMANN 2001 80-86). As
Doris Teichmann has fittingly remarked about Jakubica: “Von der tschechischen Lexik
und Orthographie lieB} er sich — auf jeder Seite des sorbischen Neuen Testaments ablesbar
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— inspirieren und oftmals stark beeinflussen” ‘He was inspired and often strongly influ-
enced by Czech lexis and orthography, which can be seen on every page of the Sorbian
New Testament’ (TEICHMANN 2013: 106). Although researchers have repeatedly pointed
out the large number of Bohemisms in the translation, they have not been studied exten-
sively. According to Tadeusz Lewaszkiewicz, “jezyk przektadu nie zostat jeszcze dogleb-
nie opisany. Wydaje si¢, ze najmniej wiemy o czeskich elementach jezykowych” ‘the
language of the translation has not yet been described in depth. It seems that we know the
least about Czech linguistic elements’ (LEWASZKIEWICZ 2007: 113).

Remarks on the Czech origin of some words can be found in the works of Schuster-
Sewc (SCHUSTER-SEWC 1967: XVI-XXIIL; SEwc 1997: 38-39). The researcher points
out that Czech lexemes could be borrowed either unchanged or adapted according to Sor-
bian phonetics. He also noticed that the origin of some words cannot be precisely deter-
mined. For example, roZda used by Jakubica may be an old East Lower Sorbian dialect
word or it could be borrowed from Cz. vrazda. The translator could have adapted the
Czech loanword by omitting the prothetic v- and replacing the reflex -ra- in the group
*tort with the reflex -ro- characteristic for the Sorbian languages (SCHUSTER-SEWC 1967:
XVII). Information on the Czech origin of some words in the New Testament can also be
found in the “Historisch-etymologisches Worterbuch der ober- und niedersorbischen
Sprache” (HEWS).

The issue of Czech influence was partly touched upon in an article by Teichmann.
According to her, Jakubica did not have a good command of the Czech language and most
likely used a manuscript rather than a printed edition of the Czech Bible. This is the only
way to explain the numerous errors made by the translator (PETROVA 1969: 279, 281). In
addition, the researcher noted several phonetic features indicating that the respective
words were borrowed from Czech, such as the absence of prothetic w-, i- or j- (osten,
opona, orlica, obcowanie), the absence of softening of consonants (ctnost, cty instead of
cCi, cynitelow, Wottetcz), the presence of the reflex -ra-, -la- in the groups *fort, *tolt
instead of -ro-, -lo- (kolikrat, dwakrat, se brani¢, wlastny, zlacany; PETROVA 1969: 280—
281).

In the last section of the article, the author considers the lexical features of the trans-
lation. Several words have been attributed “do stownictwa wiasciwego tylko Jakubicy”
‘to a vocabulary specific only to Jakubica’: drjewsko, chlebi¢ se, chybac, doba in the
sense of ‘measure’, dokonaly, garceja, jarski, jary, jargi, tebka (PETROVA 1969: 284). As
our further analysis will show, dokonaly and febka are Bohemisms borrowed from the
Czech text.

Later on, the issue of Czech borrowings was approached more fundamentally by
Teichmann. The researcher divided them into three groups. The first group includes Sor-
bian words written according to the rules of Czech orthography: prwny (instead of pir-
wny), vieknu¢ (instead of leknuc), hlej (instead of lej), gmenowatcz (instead of mjenowac),
wuzytek (instead of wuzytk) etc. The second group includes “Swiadome zapozyczenia z
czeskiego” ‘conscious borrowings from Czech’, which are represented by lexical Bohe-
misms (branié, chlubié se, pokrytc, spaseny, Selma, wzacny, etc.) and errors resulting
from Jakubica’s misunderstanding of Czech words (wirknu¢ instead of Cz. urknouti, wik-
nué¢ — Cz. vyknouti, vslowane — Cz. usilovani). The third group includes words transcribed
from Czech texts, i. e. mechanically transferred from the original source without adapta-
tion (hrlo, zwasek, Orlicy, rauhanae, zlatti, etc.; cf. TEICHMANN 2001: 80-83).
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2. Material and Methodology

The words for this analysis were selected from two sources: “Stownik z Jakubicoweho
Noweho Zakonja” (St. JAK. 1; St. JAK. 2), the card catalogues for which were collected
by Leskien, organized by Michal Hornik, and prepared for printing by Arnost Muka; and
“Stownik doloserbskeje récy a jeje narécow”, published by Muka (MUKA 1911-1928).
We realize that it would be preferable to work directly with Jakubica’s text and the edi-
tions of the Czech Bible. According to Roland Marti, the “Stownik z Jakubicoweho No-
weho Zakonja” is not complete, many words are missing. The researcher studied bor-
rowed lexemes and found that some words he discovered in the text were not included in
the “Stownik” (MARTI 1997: 70). It was not the purpose of this article to compile a
complete list of Bohemisms that occur in the New Testament. We hope to conduct a larger
study in the future using not only dictionaries but also texts.

In most cases, the selection was based on two criteria: 1) the word from Jakubica’s
translation must not occur in Upper and Lower Sorbian languages and their dialects; 2)
the word must be similar to Czech and/or Polish words. The influence of Upper Sorbian
on Jakubica’s text has already been studied (SEWC 1997: 39-49), so instances where a
word from the translation is fixed in Czech and Upper Sorbian but absent in Polish and
other Lower Sorbian dialects (e. g. kuzfowas, kuztowane, kuztarstwo, kuztar) are ignored.
In our opinion, this is an issue for a separate study. The main task of this paper is to
identify Bohemisms and Polonisms. If it is possible to screen out Polonisms, the nature
and intensity of the Czech lexical influence on the New Testament will be established.

As mentioned above, in the translation process Jakubica used not only the Severin
Bible in the 1545 edition, but presumably also other Czech texts. For this reason, it was
decided to work with dictionaries of Old Czech: “Slovnik starocesky” by Jan Gebauer
(GEBAUER 1903-1904), “Maly staroc¢esky slovnik” by Jaromir Béli¢, Adolf Kamis, Karel
Kucera (MALY STC.), “Starocesky slovnik” (STCS), and “Elektronicky slovnik staré
&estiny” (ESSCQ). It is quite possible that Jakubica borrowed words from many Czech
sources. The study also includes lexical material reflected in dictionaries of Old Polish:
“Stownik staropolski” (SLSTP) and “Stownik polszczyzny XVI wieku” (Stp XVI). Ety-
mological dictionaries and other historical-lexicological works were used where appro-
priate, e. g., “Historisch-etymologisches Worterbuch der ober- und niedersorbischen
Sprache” by Schuster-Sewc (HEWS), “Stownik etymologiczny jezyka polskiego” by An-
drzej Bankowski (BANKOWSKI 2000), “Bohemizmy w jezyku polskim: stownik” by
Mieczystaw Basaj and Janusz Siatkowski (BASAJ/SIATKOWSKI 2006), and “Obcojezycz-
ne wptywy — zwlaszcza czeskie — na jezyk Mikotaja Jakubicy” by Teichmann (TEICH-
MANN 2001).

The collected material was divided into three groups. The first includes words that
count as Bohemisms. The second group is comprised of Polonisms. The third group in-
cludes words that can be considered both Bohemisms and Polonisms. The borrowings are
analyzed as follows. For the selected lexemes from Jakubica’s translation, the
corresponding words from Czech and/or Polish are given. Upper and Lower Sorbian
words may be cited for comparison. Words from one word family are grouped into one
dictionary entry. The lexical material is often accompanied by comments.
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3. Results

Group 1: Lexemes that were most likely borrowed from Czech and count as Bo-
hemisms

In addition to Czech, some words also correspond to Polish words, but in Polish they
count as Bohemisms:

bedliwy (SL.JAK. 1: 93; MUKA 1911-1928: 1/22) — OCz. bedlivy (ESSC; GEBAUER 1903~
1904: 1/32; MALY STC.: 17)

branjes se (SL. JAK. 1: 93), obrana, obranc (SL. JAK. 2: 5), branas, branas se (MUKA
1911-1928: 1/70) — OCz. brdniti, braniti sé (ESSC; GEBAUER 1903—1904: 1/94), obrana
(STCS 9: 131-135; MALY STC.: 236), obrancé (STCS 9: 135-136; MALY STC.: 236). Cf.
OPol. obranca, obrani¢ (SLSTP 5: 366), obrana, brani¢ (BASAJ/SIATKOWSKI 2006: 190),
which count as Bohemisms, as indicated by the reflex -ra- instead of -ro- (ibid.).
According to Teichmann, branic¢, obrana, obran(e)c in Jakubica’s translation are Bohe-
misms (TEICHMANN 2001: 81). Branjes se can be considered a phonetic Bohemism, cf.
USorb. broni¢ (so), LSorb. bronis (se) (HEWS: 70; PETROVA 1969: 281). Muka noted
that the verb branas is iterativum-imperfectum to the verb bronis (MUKA 1911-1928:
1/70), so it may be a Lower Sorbian word, not a loanword. However, in the “Stownik z
Jakubicoweho Noweho Zakonja” the verb bronis is not recorded, there is only branjes se,
which is not found in the Sorbian languages except in Jakubica’s translation. In addition,
it is not entirely clear why Muka gave the form brana(!)s. For example, Teichmann, who
worked directly with the text, recorded the infinitive brani¢ (TEICHMANN 2001: 81).
Based on the above, we consider branjes se to be a phonetic Bohemism, meanwhile
obrana, obranc count as lexical Bohemisms.

bzes, bzene (SL. JAK. 1: 93; MUKA 1911-1928: 1/107) — OCz. bdieti, bdenie (ESSC;
GEBAUER 1903-1904: 1/31; MALY STC.: 16)

céizadoscéiwa (SL. JAK. 1: 93), céizadosc¢iwy (MUKA 1911-1928: 1/116) — OCz. ¢stizado-
stivy (ESSC)

chluba, chluéene, chlubis se (St. JAK. 1: 100; MUKA 1911-1928: 1/486), pochlubis,
pochlubowas, pochlubjenje (SL.JAK. 2: 14), pochlubis, pochlubowas, pochluberie (MUKA
1911-1928: 2/108) — OCz. chliiba, chlubiti sé (ESSC; GEBAUER 1903-1904: 1/538-539;
MALY STC.: 78), chlubenie (GEBAUER 1903—1904: 1/538), pochlubiti sé, pochlubovati sé
(STCS 18:481; MALY STC.: 323). Cf. OPol. chluba, chiuba, chlubié sig, chtubi¢ si¢ (SLSTP
1: 237) that replaced the original OPol. chelpa, chelpi¢ sie, chetbi¢ sig (SLSTP 1: 232—
233). Forms with the combination -/u- (-fu-) appeared under the influence of the Czech
language (BANKOWSKI 2000: 1/137; BASAJ/SIATKOWSKI 2006: 35-36). Teichmann con-
siders chlubi¢ se, chlubjenje, pochlubjenje in Jakubica’s translation as Bohemisms
(TEICHMANN 2001: 81); pochlubowaé was borrowed from Czech (SEWC 1997: 38).

chwalitelny, chwalitebny, chwalobnitelny (SL. JAK. 1: 100) — OCz. chvalitebny, chvali-
tediny (ESSC; GEBAUER 1903-1904: 1/569; MALY STC.: 81)
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ctnostny, ctnost (SL. JAK. 1: 94) — OCz. ¢stnostny (ESSC), Estnost, ctnost, ¢snost, cnost
(ESSC; GEBAUER 1903-1904: 1/193; MALY STC.: 37). The word was borrowed from
Czech (PETROVA 1969: 280).

djabel, djablowski (St. JAK. 1: 95; MUKA 1911-1928: 1/168) — OCz. diabel, dabel
(ESSC; GEBAUER 1903-1904: 1/240; MALY STC.: 43), didblovsky (ESSC). Cf. OPol. dia-
bel, dyabel, diabol (SLSTP 2: 50-51), diabelski, dyabelski (SLSTP 2: 50), diablow(y), dya-
blow(y) (SLSTP 2: 51). As for the lexeme djabel, a phonetic influence of Czech or Polish
can be admitted, cf. USorb., LSorb. djabo/ (HEWS: 151). It is not entirely impossible that
it is a dialect word (ibid.). Djablowski is an obvious lexical Bohemism.

diugomysl, dlugomysiny (SL. JAK. 1: 95; MUKA 1911-1928: 1/169) — OCz. dlihomysl,
dlithomysiny (ESSC). Cf. OPol. dlugomysiny (SLSTP 2: 62), diugomysinosé¢ (SLp X VI 5:
55-56). In Polish, these are probably also Bohemisms, as the words were sporadically
attested in works dependent on Czech texts (Bible of Queen Sophia, mammotrekts, Leo-
polita’s Bible).

dobrjecynjenjve (St. JAK. 1: 95), dobrecynene (MUKA 1911-1928: 1/175) — OCz. dobré
cinenie (ESSC)

dokawaz (SL. JAK. 1: 9V6; MUKA 1911-1928: 1/183) — OCz. dokavadz, dokavadze, doko-
vadz, dokovadze (ESSC; GEBAUER 1903—1904: 1/284-285). It belongs to the Bohemisms,
cf. USorb. dokelz, LSorb. dokulaz (HEWS: 158).

dokud, dokudz, dokusch, dokudsch (SL. JAK. 1: 96), dokud, dokuz (MUKA 1911-1928:
1/183) — OCz. dokud, dokuds, dokudze (ESSC; GEBAUER 1903—1904: 1/284-285). It is
considered a Bohemism (HEWS: 158).

dom(n)is, domywasch, doméwas, domneny, doméwanje (SL. JAK. 1: 96), domnis (domis),
domniwas (domiwas), domeéwas, domneny, domewane (MUKA 1911-1928: 1/187) — OCz.
domnieti, domnavati, domnievati sé, domnény, domnievanie (ESSC; GEBAUER 1903—
1904: 1/293-294; MALY STC.: 49). Cf. OPol. domniema¢ (si¢), domnimac (si¢) (SLSTP 2:
119-120).

dosagnus (SL.JAK. 1: 96) — OCz. dosahmiti (ESSC; GEBAUER 1903—-1904: 1/303; MALY
STC.: 51), cf. USorb. dosahnyé (TROFIMOWIC 1974: 32), OPol. dosiggngcé (SLSTP 2: 142)

douffanje (SL. JAK. 1: 96) — OCz. doufinie (ESSC; GEBAUER 1903-1904: 1/315-316;
MALY STC.: 53). Cf. OPol. doufanie (SLSTP 2: 220). It appeared in Old Polish religious
texts under Czech influence (BANKOWSKI12000: 1/310; BASAJ/SIATKOWSKI 2006: 53).

drak (SL. JAK. 1: 96; MUKA 1911-1928: 1/196) — OCz. drak (ESSC; GEBAUER 1903~
1904: 1/325)

gros (SL.JAK. 1: 98; MUKA 1911-1928:1/333) — OCz. gros, kros (ESSC: GEBAUER 1903—
1904: 1/393-394; MALY STC.: 62). Cf. OPol. grosz (SLSTP 2: 496-499), USorb., LSorb.
kros (HEWS: 682). The word was borrowed from Czech as early as the 14th century into
Polish and East Slavic languages (BANKOWSKI 2000: 1/483; BASAJ/SIATKOWSKI 2006:
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64). It was probably already well known to the Sorbian languages in the 16th century.
However, a Czech phonetic or graphical influence on the gros (instead of kros) cannot be
excluded.

hadkas, hadkanje, hadkawy (St. JAK. 1: 99), hadkas, hadkane, hadkawy (MUKA 1911—
1928: 1/347) — contamination OCz. hadka (ESSC) and hddati, hadanie, hadavy (ESSC;
GEBAUER 1903—1904: 1/397-398; MALY STC.: 63). It is considered a Bohemism (HEWS:
257), cf. LSorb. gadas, gadarne (MUKA 1911-1928: 1/238). OPol. gada¢ sie is a semantic
Bohemism (BASAJ/SIATKOWSKI 2006: 60).

hojny, hojnos¢ (SL.JAK. 1: 99; MUKA 1911-1928: 1/395) — OCz. hojny (ESSC; GEBAUER
1903-1904: 1/451; MALY STC.: 69), hojnost (ESSC; GEBAUER 1903-1904: 1/451). Cf.
OPol. hojny (SLP XVI 8: 357-360), which belongs to the Bohemisms (BANKOWSKI2000:
1/529; BASAJ/SIATKOWSKI 2006: 71).

hudc (SE. JAK. 1: 99; MUKA 1911-1928: 1/423) — OCz. hudec (ESSC; GEBAUER 1903—
1904: 1/515; MALY STC.: 75)

Jizwa (SL.JAK. 1: 101; MUKA 1911-1928: 1/554) — OCz. jiezva, jiezev (ESSC; GEBAUER
1903-1904: 1/648; MALY STC.: 89)

kacerski, kacerstwo (St. JAK. 1: 101; MUKA 1911-1928: 1/562) — OCz. kaciersky, ka-
cier'sky, kacérsky (ESSQ), kacierstvo, kacierstvo, kacérstvo, kacéistvo (ESSC), cf. USorb.
kecar, LSorb. kjacar (HEWS: 509). OPol. kacerz (SLSTP 3: 216) is recognized as a Bo-
hemism (BANKOWSKI 2000: 1/603; BASAJ/SIATKOWSKI2006: 82).

koliko (SL. JAK. 1: 103) — OCz. koliko, kolik (ESSC; GEBAUER 1903—1904: 2/82; MALY
STC.: 100), cf. USorb., LSorb. kelko (HEWS: 512). In the New Testament the word was
borrowed from Czech (HEWS: 602).

kolikrat (St. JAK. 1: 103), pétkrat, petkrat (St. JAK. 2: 13), trikrat, trikraty (SL. JAK. 2:
25), welekrat (SL. JAK. 2: 33) — OCz. kolikokrat, kolikkrat (ESSC; MALY STC.: 100),
pétkrat(e) (STCS 15: 157), trikrat, trikrdte (ESSC). -krat instead of USorb. kré¢, LSorb.
krot (HEWS: 676—677). In this case, the reflex -ra- in the consonant group is observed
instead of -ro-, characteristic of Sorbian languages (PETROVA 1969: 281).

kotory3to (SL.JAK. 1: 102), kétory3to (MUKA 1911-1928: 1/687) — OCz. kteryZto (ESSC)

kral, kralowas, kralowski, kralowy, kralowstwo (St. JAK. 1: 102; MUKA 1911-1928:
1/694, 695) — OCz. krdl (ESSC; GEBAUER 1903-1904: 2/126), kralovat, kralevati (ESSC;
GEBAUER 1903-1904: 2/127-128; MALY STC.: 106), krdlovsky, krdlevsky (ESSC; GE-
BAUER 1903-1904: 2/128; MALY STC.: 106), krdlovy, krdalevy (ESSC; GEBAUER 1903—
1904:2/129; MALY STC.: 106), krdlostvo, krdlestvo (ESSC; GEBAUER 1903-1904: 2/128—
129; MALY STC.: 106). It is an old Bohemism that penetrated the Sorbian languages in the
11th and 12th centuries: “dosta so w tutym casu ¢€ska poz€onka krdl ‘rex, Konig’ do
serbs¢iny, Stoz swédci wo wulkim prestizu ¢€skeje kralowskeje wySnosée w tehdysimaj
Luzicomaj. Céski wuraz naruna pii tym starSe serbske krél/krol” “at this time the Czech
loanword kral ‘rex, Konig’ entered the Sorbian language, indicating the high prestige of
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Czech royalty in then Lusatia. The Czech word replaced the Old Sorbian krdl/krol” (SCHU-
STER-SEWC 2005: 24), cf. USorb., LSorb. kral (HEWS: 662—663). OPol. kral, kralewski,
kralowa¢ are regarded as phonetic Bohemisms (BASAJ/SIATKOWSKI 2006: 104).

lebka (SL. JAK. 1: 104), tebka (MUKA 1911-1928: 1/780) — OCz. lebka (ESSC; GEBAUER
1903-1904: 2/213; MALY STC.: 118). Cf. OPol. (tebka) lapka, tepka (SLSTP 4: 110) be-
longs to the Bohemisms (BASAJ/SIATKOWSKI 2006: 132). Jakubica borrowed the word
from Czech (SCHUSTER-SEWC 1967: XVI).

lewhart (SL. JAK. 1: 104) — OCz. levhart, lebhart (ESSC; GEBAUER 1903—1904: 2/240).
Cf. OPol. lewart, leward (SLSTP 4: 26), which was borrowed from Czech (BANKOWSKI
2000: 2/26; BASAJ/SIATKOWSKI 2006: 121-122).

mistr (SE. JAK. 1: 105; MUKA 1911-1928: 1/903) — OCz. mistr, mistr, mistr, mist (ESSC;
GEBAUER 1903-1904: 2/370; MALY STC.: 138), cf. USorb. mister, LSorb. mejstar
(HEWS: 912). OPol. mistrz (SLSTP 4: 287-288) is considered a Bohemism (BANKOWSKI
2000: 2/192—193; BASAJ/SIATKOWSKI 2006: 159).

mramor (SL. JAK. 1: 106; MUKA 1911-1928: 1/936) — OCz. mramor (ESSC; GEBAUER
1903-1904: 2/405), cf. USorb. marmol, LSorb. marmor (HEWS: 888)

nadarmo (St. JAK. 1: 106; MUKA 1911-1928: 1/966) — OCz. nadarmo (STCS 1: 38-39;
GEBAUER 1903—1904: 2/445)

nebo, neb (SL. JAK. 2: 4; MUKA 1911-1928: 1/1003) — OCz. nebo, anebo, neb (STCS 3:
390-396; MALY STC.: 168). Cf. OPol. niebo, nebo (Stp XVI 17: 142), which came from
Czech (BASAJ/SIATKOWSKI 2006: 173).

njemluwnjatko, njemluwnjaty (St.JAK. 2: 4) — OCz. nemluvndtko (STCS 4: 546; GEBAUER
1903-1904: 2/564; MALY STC.: 181), cf. USorb. motwi¢, LSorb. molwi¢ (HEWS: 944—
945)

njeporusite(d)iny (SL. JAK. 2: 4) — OCz. neporusitelny, neporusitediny (STCS 5: 628;
GEBAUER 1903—-1904: 2/586—587)

njeposkwrnjeny, njeposkwrnjony (SL. JAK. 2: 4), poskwrnjenje, poskwrnowas (St. JAK. 2:
14) — OCz. neposkvriieny, neposkvriieny (STCS 5: 631-632; GEBAUER 1903—1904: 2/587,
MALY STC.: 189), poskvrnénie, poskvrnénie (MALY STC.: 341), poskvriiovati, poskvriio-
vati (STCS 19: 763; MALY STC.: 341). Teichmann regards (nje)poskurnjeny, poskurnjenje
in Jakubica’s text as Bohemisms (TEICHMANN 2001: 81).

njeprawedlnos¢, njeprawednos¢ (St. JAK. 2: 4) — OCz. nepravedlnost, nepravednost
(STCS 5: 644; GEBAUER 1903-1904: 2/590; MALY STC.: 190). Cf. OPol. nieprawiedInosé¢
(SLSTP 5: 218) belongs to the Bohemisms (BASAJ/SIATKOWSKI 2006: 176).

njesnesitelny (SL. JAK. 2: 4) — OCz. nesnesitelny, nesnesitedlny (STCS 5: 741; GEBAUER
1903-1904: 2/617; MALY STC.: 198)
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njesprawedliwy, njesprawedlnos¢ (SL. JAK. 2: 4-5), osprawedlenjeny (SL. JAK. 2: 5) —
OCz. nespravedlivy (STCS 5: 746—747; MALY STC.: 199), nespravedlnost, nespravednost
(STCS 5: 747-748; GEBAUER 1903—1904: 2/619; MALY STC.: 199), ospravedIneny (STCS
12: 670). Cf. OPol. sprawiedliwy SLSTP 8: 368-370), sprawiedlnosé¢, sprawiednosé
(SLSTP 8: 370), which came from Czech (BASAJ/SIATKOWSKI 2006: 335). In Jakubica’s
translation sprawedinosé is regarded as a Bohemism (SEWC 1997: 38).

njestydosc, njestydatos¢ (SL. JAK. 2: 5) — OCz. nestydatost (STCS 6: 770)

njeustawiczny (SL. JAK. 2: 5) — OCz. neustavicny (STCS 6: 830-832; MALY STC.: 205).
Cf. OPol. ustawiczny (SLSTP 9: 464—-465), which was borrowed into Polish from Czech
(BASAJ/STATKOWSKI 2006: 416).

njewuchylny (St. JAK. 2: 4), newuchylny (MUKA 1911-1928: 1/1059) — OCz. neuchylny
(STCS 6: 813)

njezbedny (SL. JAK. 2: 5), nezbedny (MUKA 1911-1928: 1/1060) — OCz. nesbedny,
nezbedny (STCS 5: 701-702; MALY STC.: 195). OPol. niezbedny (SLSTP 5: 261) is con-
sidered a Bohemism (BANKOWSKI 2000: 2/314; BASAJ/SIATKOWSKI2006: 180-181).

nowowerc (St. JAK. 2: 4; MUKA 1911-1928: 1/1018) — OCz. novovérec, novovérec (STCS
7: 987-988)

pirworozony, pirworozenje (SL. JAK. 2: 6), pirworozony, pirworozerie (MUKA 1911-1928:
2/50) — OCz. prvorozeny, prvorozenie (MALY STC.: 374). Cf. OPol. (pierworodzony) pir-
worodzony, pirzworodzony (SLSTP 6: 108), (pierworodzenie) pirworodzenie (SLSTP 6:
107) were documented only in the Bible of Queen Sophia, probably under Czech influ-
ence. OPol. (pierworodzeniec) pirworodzeniec, pirzworodzieniec (SLSTP 6: 107) is re-
garded as a Bohemism (BASAJ/SIATKOWSKI 2006: 222).

plawe (SL.JAK. 2: 14; MUKA 1911-1928:2/65) — OCz. plavec (STCS 16: 232; MALY STC.:
304), cf. USorb. pfuwar (TROFIMOWIC 1974: 174), LSorb. ptuwa¥, pléjar (MUKA 1911—
1928:2/70, 76). OPol. pfawca has been attested only in the Bible of Queen Sophia (SLSTP
6: 166), apparently a Bohemism.

pochybowas, pochybowanje, pochybowac (St. JAK. 2: 14), pochybowas, pochybowarie,
pochybowac (MUKA 1911-1928: 2/109) — OCz. pochybiti, pochybovati (STCS 18: 493—
494), pochybovanie (STCS 18: 494-495). Cf. OPol. pochybienie, pochybowaé, po-
chybujgcy (SLSTP: 205), Czech textual influence can be admitted (BASAJ/SIATKOWSKI
20006: 235-236).

pognutediny (St. JAK. 2: 14), njepognutediny, njegnutitediny, njepognutelny, njepohnu-
tedlny (SL. JAK. 2: 4) — OCz. pohnutediny (STCS 17: 451-452), nepohnutediny (STCS 5:
615; GEBAUER 1903—1904: 2/583; MALY STC.: 187)

pokrytc, pokrytstwo (SE. JAK. 2: 14; MUKA 1911-1928: 2/115) — OCz. pokrytec (STCS 18:
547-548), pokrytstvo (STCS 18: 550; MALY STC.: 327). Cf. OPol. pokryciec, pokryctwo,
pokrycstwo (SLSTP 6: 331), which were borrowed from Czech (BASAJ/STATKOWSKI 2006:
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246-247). Teichmann recognizes pokrytc, pokrytstwo, pokrytstwy in Jakubica’s New Tes-
tament as Bohemisms (TEICHMANN 2001: 81).

ponjewaz (St. JAK. 2: 14) — OCz. pona(va)dz, pornu(va)dz, ponéz (STCS 19: 642—-644;
MALY STC.: 333). Cf. OPol. poniewaz (SLp XVI 27: 212-217), which is considered a
Bohemism (BANKOWSKI 2000: 2/696—697; BASAJ/SIATKOWSKI 2006: 249-250).

poruseny, porusitediny, porusitelnos¢ (SL. JAK. 2: 14) — OCz. poruseny (STCS 19: 725—
726; MALY STC.: 339), porusitediny (STCS 19: 727; MALY STC.: 339), porusitedlnost
(STCS 19: 726; MALY STC.: 339)

prawdom(u)luwny (SL. JAK. 2: 14) — OCz. pravdomluvny (STCS 21: 1087), cf. USorb.
motwié, LSorb. molwi¢ (HEWS: 944-945), OPol. prawdomowny (SLP XVI 30: 91)

prawedliwy, prawedInosé¢ (SL.JAK. 2: 14) — OCz. pravedlivy (STCS 21: 1092; MALY STC.:
361), pravedinost (STCS 21: 1093; MALY STC.: 361)

prazdny (St. JAK. 2: 14), wyprazdnis, wyprazdnjeny (St. JAK. 2: 34) — OCz. prdzdny
(STCS 22: 3-8; MALY STC.: 362), vyprdazdniti (MALY STC.: 595), vyprazdieny, vypra-
zdieny, vypraziteny (ESSC), cf. USorb. préz(d)ny, LSorb. prozny (HEWS: 1162—1163).
OPol. prazen, prazen, prazny (SLP XVI 30: 494-503) are phonetic Bohemisms due to the
reflex -ra- instead of -ro-, OPol. wypraznieni is considered a lexical Bohemism (BASAJ/
SIATKOWSKI 2006: 268-269).

predzwedel, predzwedenje (SL. JAK. 2: 14), prezwedel, prezwedenje (St. JAK. 2: 14) —
OCz. préd(v)zvedeti, préd(v)zviedati (STCS 25: 362-363), préd(v)zvedénie (STCS 25:
363), pré(v)zvédeti (STCS 26: 525-526; MALY STC.: 392)

pro (SL.JAK. 2: 15) — OCz. pro (STCS 22: 25-29; MALY STC.: 363), cf. USorb. pre, LSorb.
pse (HEWS: 1169)

prorok, prorokarka, prorocki, prorokski, prorokstwo, prorokowas, prorokowanje St.. JAK.
2: 15), prorok, prorokarka, prorocki, prorokski, prorokstwo, prorokowas, prorokowarne
(MUKA 1911-1928: 2/188-189) — OCz. prorok (STCS 23: 138-139; MALY STC.: 368),
prorocny, prorocsky, proroci, proroc¢ny STCS 23: 135-137; MALY STC.: 368), prorocstvie
(STCS 23: 137-138; MALY STC.: 368), porokovati (STCS 23: 140-141), prorokovanie
(STCS 23: 139-140; MALY STC.: 368), cf. USorb. profeta, LSorb. profet (HEWS: 1159).
OPol. prorok (SLSTP 7: 58—60) was borrowed from Czech (BASAJ/SIATKOWSKI 2006:
273) or Old Russian (BANKOWSKI 2000: 2/785-786). According to Schuster-Sewc and
Teichmann these words are Bohemisms in Jakubica’s New Testament (HEWS: 1160;
TEICHMANN 2001: 81). Prorokarka, prorokstwo are probably neologisms.

prospech (SL.JAK. 2: 15) — OCz. prospéch (STCS 23: 156—157; MALY STC.: 369)

pribuzny (SL.JAK. 2: 15), psibuzny (MUKA 1911-1928: 2/245) — OCz. pribuzny, privuzny
(ESSC; MALY STC.: 409)
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ranhas, ranhanje (SL. JAK. 2: 17), rauha¢, rauhanje (TEICHMANN 2001: 81) — OCz.
ruhati, ruhanie (ESSC). Teichmann considers them Bohemisms (TEICHMANN 2001: 81).

rozbroj (SL. JAK. 2: 17; MUKA 1911-1928: 2/326) — OCz. rozbroj (ESSC)

rozptylenje, rozptaleny (SL. JAK. 2: 17) — OCz. rozptylenie, rozptyleny (ESSC)

Styr (SL. JAK. 2: 23; MUKA 1911-1928: 2/675) — OCz. §¢ur, $¢ir (MALY STC.: 498). The
word was borrowed from Czech (SCHUSTER-SEWC 1967: XVI; TEICHMANN 2001 82).

welebis, welebnos¢, welebny (SL. JAK. 2: 33), zwelebil (SL. JAK. 2: 39), welebis, zwelebis,
welebny, welebnos¢ (MUKA 1911-1928: 2/864-865) — OCz. velebiti, velbiti, velebny, ve-
lebnost (MALY STC.: 561), zvelebiti (MALY STC.: 679). OPol. wielebi¢ (SLSTP 10: 154),
wielebny (SLSTP 10: 156—158), wielebnos¢ (SLSTP 10: 155-156) are regarded as Bohe-
misms (BASAJ/SIATKOWSKI 2006: 487). In Jakubica’s New Testament these forms were
borrowed from Czech texts (TEICHMANN 2001: 82; BASAJ/SIATKOWSKI 2006: 487).

wespolek (SL. JAK. 2: 33) — OCz. vspolek (MALY STC.: 579). Cf. OPol. wespolek (SLSTP
10: 86), which belongs to the Bohemisms (BASAJ/SIATKOWSKI 2006: 426—427).

widitedIny (SL. JAK. 2: 33), njewiditedIny (SL. JAK. 2: 5) — OCz. viditedIny (ESSC),
neviditedlny (STCS 6: 860; MALY STC.: 207)

wlastny (St. JAK. 2: 33) — OCz. viastni, viastny (MALY STC.: 570). Cf. OPol. wlasny
(SLSTP 10: 249-251), which is considered a phonetic Bohemism (BASAJ/SIATKOWSKI
2006: 442—-443). Jakubica also borrowed the word from Czech (PETROVA 1969: 280).

wobluda (St. JAK. 2: 33), wobluda (MUKA 1911-1928: 2/902) — OCz. oblud, obluda
(STCS 8: 68-69; MALY STC.: 230). The word is regarded as a Bohemism (HEWS: 1629;
BASAJ/SIATKOWSKI 2006: 188—189).

wotpjerac (SL. JAK. 2: 33), wotperac MUKA 1911-1928: 2/950) — OCz. otpierac (STCS
13:910)

wSetacnje, wsetecnos¢ (SL. JAK. 2: 34), wSetecnos¢, wsetacnosé, wsetacny (TEICHMANN
2001: 82) — OCz. vsetecny, véetecné, vSetecnost (MALY STC.: 582). OPol. wszeteczny was
borrowed from Czech (BASAJ/SIATKOWSKI 2006: 450—451). In Jakubica’s translation
these words are also Bohemisms (SCHUSTER-SEWC 1967: XVII; TEICHMANN 2001: 82).

wupelny, wupelnosé (SL. JAK. 2: 30; MUKA 1911-1928: 2/985) — OCz. iiplny (ESSC). Cf.
OPol. upelny, upetnie (SLSTP 9: 409), which are regarded as Bohemisms (BASAJ/SIAT-
KOWSKI2006: 412).

zly drug ‘a villain’ (SL. JAK. 2: 37; MUKA 1911-1928: 1/210) — OCz. zlodruh ‘a villain, a
scoundrel’ (ESSC)

zriZis, zrizenje, zridnje, zrizony (SL. JAK. 2: 38), zriZis, zrizene, zridine (MUKA 1911-1928:
2/1111), njezrizenje (SL. JAK. 2: 5), nezrizene (MUKA 1911-1928: 1/1062) — OCz. zriediti
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(MALY STC.: 674), zFiezeny (ESSC; MALY STC.: 674), neziiezenie (MALY STC.: 212), cf.
USorb. rjad, LSorb. réd (HEWS: 1218), LSorb. zrédny (MUKA 1911-1928: 2/1111)

zetnik (SL. JAK. 2: 40), zelnik (MUKA 1911-1928:2/1185) — OCz. délnik (ESSC; GEBAUER
1903-1904: 1/223-224; MALY STC.: 41). OPol. dzielnik (SLSTP 2: 289-290) was bor-
rowed from Czech (BASAJ/SIATKOWSKI 2006: 55). In Jakubica’s New Testament it is re-
garded as a Bohemism (SCHUSTER-SEWC 1967: XVII; SEWC 1997: 38).

Group 2: Lexemes that can be considered as possible Polonisms

The Polish influence on the translation was the subject of a separate study. The reason is
mainly the transitional character of the dialect used by Jakubica. First of all, phonetic and
grammatical features common to the East Lower Sorbian dialect and the Polish language
were noted. Less attention was paid to lexical coincidences. Schuster-Sewc listed the fol-
lowing potential Polonisms: drwi, gnat, chrobry, panic, polick, ponukaé (ponukagucy),
robota, roZina, serce, slorice, wotworié¢, zdrowy, Zeby (SCHUSTER-SEWC 1967: XXX VIII).
It is worth noting that most of them are found not only in Polish but also in Czech, e. g.,
OCz. divi (ESSC; GEBAUER 1903-1904: 1/344-345; MALY STC.: 57), hnat (ESSC; GE-
BAUER 1903-1904 1/435; MALY STC.: 67), panic (STCS 15: 47-48; MALY STC.: 294),
policek (STCS 18: 579-580), ponuikati (STCS 19: 656—657; MALY STC.: 334), poniikajici
(STCS 19: 655), robota (MALY STC.: 416), rodina (MALY STC.: 417), otvoriti (STCS 14:
1037-1038; MALY STC.: 289), Ze by (MALY STC.: 686). Only for chrobry, serce, zdrowy,
cf. OCz. chrabry (GEBAUER 1903-1904: 1/550), srdce (MALY STC.: 472), sdravy, zdravy
(MALY STC.: 439) is it possible to exclude the Czech influence. The following list includes
both previously identified Polonisms and new ones discovered during our study.

chrobry, chrobros¢ (SL. JAK. 1: 99; MUKA 1911-1928: 1/500) — OPol. chrobry (SLSTP 1:
253), cf. USorb., LSorb. chrobly, USorb. chrobfos¢ (HEWS: 402—403)

dowor (SL.JAK. 1: 96; MUKA 1911-1928: 1/194) — OPol. dowora (SLP XVI 5: 545).
Schuster-Sewc considered the word to be Sorbian in origin and compared it with the
Polish one (HEWS: 163-164).

serce, sercny (SL. JAK. 2: 21; MUKA 1911-1928: 2/403) — OPol. serce, sierce (SLSTP 8:
150-154). In the Sorbian languages, Proto-Slavic *serdece was superseded by USorb.
wutroba, LSorb. wutsoba; in the East Lower Sorbian dialect the former lasted longer due
to its proximity to the Polish language (HEWS: 1284—1285).

wartko (SL. JAK. 2: 25; MUKA 1911-1928: 2/843) — OPol. wartko (SLSTP 10: 46). Schus-
ter-Sewc compared this Lower Sorbian word with the Polish one, but did not draw any
further conclusions (HEWS: 1583).

zapalisty (SE. JAK. 2: 35; MUKA 1911-1928: 2/1030) — Pol. zapalisty (SJP 8: 203), cf.
USorb. zapality (TROFIMOWIC 1974: 425)

zdrowy, zdrowos¢é, zdrowje, zdrowiser (SL. JAK. 2: 37), zdrowy, zdrowosé, zdrowe, zdro-
wiser (MUKA 1911-1928:2/1066) — OPol. zdrowy (SLSTP 11: 298-301), zdrowos¢ (SLSTP
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11: 298), zdrowie (SLSTP 11: 296-298). Cf. USorb., LSorb. strowy, strowos¢ (HEWS:
1365-1366).

Group 3: Lexemes that can be equally attributed to both Bohemisms and Polo-
nisms

In this case, we assume that it is impossible to determine exactly whether the words in
Jakubica’s translation were borrowed from Czech or Polish since they are well known
and common in both languages.

cesarstwo (SL. JAK. 1: 93;VMUKA 1911-1928: 1/125) — OCz. ciesarstvo, ciesarstvo, cie-
sarstvie, ciesarstvie (ESSC), OPol. cesarstwo (SLSTP 1: 220). Schuster-Sewc suggested
that the word is a dialectism (HEWS: 95).

clowjecenstwov(SL. JAK. 1: 94), clowecenstwo (MUKA 1911-1928: 1/128) — OCz. ¢love-
censtvie (ESSC; GEBAUER 1903—1904: 1/182—183; MALY STC.: 36), OPol. czlowieczen-
stwo (SLSTP 1: 387-388)

cozkoliwek (SL. JAK. 1: 94), cozkoliwek (MUKA 1911-1928: 1/134) — OCz. cozkolivek
(ESSC), OPol. cozkolwiek (SLP X VI 3: 692)

cudnje, cudnos¢ (St. JAK. 1: 94), cudne, cudnos¢ (MUKA 1911-1928: 1/137) — OCz. cud-
ny, cidny (GEBAUER 1903-1904: 1/147), OPol. cudny, czudny (SLSTP 1: 335), cudnos¢,
czudnos¢ (SLSTP 1: 334-335)

cuzozermc (SL.JAK. 1: 93; MUKA 1911-1928: 1/139) — OCz. cuzozemec (ESSC; GEBAUER
1903-1904: 1/150; MALY STC.: 32), OPol. cudzoziemiec (SLSTP 1: 336-337)

cynitel (SL.JAK. 1: 94), cynisel (MUKA 1911-1928: 1/147) — OCz. ¢initel (ESSC; GEBAU-
ER 1903—-1904: 1/176; MALY STC.: 35), OPol. czyniciel (SLP XVI 4: 291). The word was
borrowed from Czech according to PETROVA (1969: 280).

dlugosé (SE. JAK. 1: 95; MUKA 1911-1928: 1/169) — OCz. dlithost (ESSC; GEBAUER
1903-1904: 1/259; MALY STC.: 45), OPol. diugosé (SLSTP 2: 62)

dokonaly, dokonalos¢ (SL. JAK. 1: 96; MUKA 1911-1928: 1/183) — OCz. dokonaly, OCz.
dokonalost (ESSC; GEBAUER 1903—1904: 1/286), OPol. dokonaly (SLSTP 2: 119), cf.
USorb. dokonjanos¢ (TROFIMOWIC 1974: 29)

dokonas (SL.JAK. 1: 95; MUKA 1911-1928: 1/183), dokonanje (SL.JAK. 1: 95), dokonane
(MUKA 1911-1928: 1/183) — OCz. dokonati, dokonanie (ESSC: GEBAUER 1903-1904:
1/286; MALY STC.: 48), OPol. dokona¢ (SLSTP 2: 114-119), dokonanie (SLSTP 2: 119—
120)

doséignus (SL.JAK. 1: 95; MUKA 1911-1928: 1/192) — OCz. dostihniti (ESSC; GEBAUER
1903-1904: 1/309; MALY STC.: 52), OPol. doscigngé (SLP X VI 6: 481)
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dostatecny, dostatecnos¢, dostatnosé (St. JAK. 1: 96), dostatnos¢ (MUKA 1911-1928:
1/193) — OCz. dostatecny (ESSC; GEBAUER 1903-1904: 1/307), dostatecnost (ESSC;
GEBAUER 1903-1904: 1/307; MALY STC.: 52), dostatnost (ESSC), OPol. dostateczny
(SLSTP 2: 147-148), dostatecznos¢ (SLSTP 2: 147)

Jednostajny (SL. JAK. 1: 101; MUKA 1911-1928: 1/541) — OCz. jednostajny (ESSC; GE-
BAUER 1903—1904: 1/619-620), OPol. jednostajny, jenostajny (SLSTP 3: 153—154)

Jesli (SL. JAK. 1: 100-101; MUKA 1911-1928: 1/546) — OCz. jestli (ESSC; GEBAUER
1903-1904: 1/635), OPol. (jesli) jesli, jestli (SLSTP 3: 193—-194), cf. USorb. jeli, LSorb.
joli az (HEWS: 444-445)

Jisty (SL. JAK. 1: 101; MUKA 1911-1928: 1/554) — OCz. jisty (ESSC; GEBAUER 1903—
1904: 1/655—-656; MALY STC.: 89), OPol. isty (SLSTP 3: 46—49), cf. USorb., LSorb. wésty
(HEWS: 1591-1592)

kam (St.JAK. 1: 101; MUKA 1911-1928: 1/570) — OCz. kamo, kam (ESSC; GEBAUER
1903-1904: 2/15-16; MALY STC.: 92), OPol. kam, kamo (SLSTP 3: 229, 233)

kétwa (SL.JAK. 1: 102; MUKA 1911-1928: 1/687) — OCz. kotva, kotev (ESSC; GEBAUER
1903-1904: 2/116; MALY STC.: 105), OPol. kotew or kotwa (SLSTP 3: 364), kotew, kotwa,
kotwia (SLP XVI 11: 78), cf. USorb. kétwica, LSorb. kotwica (HEWS: 648—649)

kupectwo (SL. JAK. 1: 103; MUKA 1911-1928: 1/745) — OCz. kupecstvo, kupeCstvie
(ESSC; GEBAUER 1903-1904: 2/179; MALY STC.: 113), OPol. kupiectwo (SLSTP 3: 467),
cf. USorb. kupcowstwo, kupstwo, LSorb. kupstwo (HEWS: 730; MUKA 1911-1928:
1/748)

masé¢ (SL. JAK. 1: 106; MUKA 1911-1928: 1/86) — OCz. mast (ESSC; GEBAUER 1903~
1904: 2/320), OPol. mas¢ (SLSTP 4: 167—168), probably a borrowing from Czech in Jaku-
bica’s translation (HEWS: 891)

méskas, poméskas (St. JAK. 1: 106; St. JAK. 2: 14; MUKA 1911-1928: 1/889) — OCz.
meskati (ESSC; GEBAUER 1903-1904: 2/344; MALY STC.: 134), pomeskati (STCS 18:
614—615; MALY STC.: 331), OPol. mieszka¢ (sig), migszkaé (SLSTP 4: 239-242), po-
mieszka¢ (SLSTP 6: 369). Schuster-Sewc considered the forms to be Bohemisms (HEWS:
926).

mitowas, mitowanje, mitowany (SL. JAK. 1: 106), mitowas, mitowane, mitowany (MUKA
1911-1928: 1/901) — OCz. milovati, milovanie (ESSC:; GEBAUER 1903—1904: 2/364), mi-
lovany (ESSC), OPol. mifowac, mitowanie (SLSTP 4: 265-269), mifowan, mitowany (SLP
XVI 14: 249-250)

mstitel (SL. JAK. 1: 106; MUKA 1911-1928: 1/941) — OCz. mstitel (ESSC; GEBAUER
1903-1904: 2/412), OPol. msciciel (SLSTP 4: 362)
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njenawistny (St. JAK. 2: 4), nenawistny (MUKA 1911-1928: 1/1044) — OCz. nenavistny
(STCS 4: 572-573; GEBAUER 1903—1904: 2/573; MALY STC.: 182), OPol. nienawistny,
nienawisny (SLSTP 5: 205)

panowas, panic, panownik (SL. JAK. 2: 13; MUKA 1911-1928: 2/16—17) — OCz. panovati
(STCS 15: 55-57; MALY STC.: 294), panic (STCS 15: 47-48; MALY STC.: 294), panovnik
(STCS 15: 57-58), OPol. panowaé (SLSTP 6: 31-32), (panicz) panic (SLSTP 6: 26-27),
panownik (SLP XVI 23: 187-188)

pjekio, pjekelski (SL. JAK. 2: 6, 14), pekio, pekelski (MUKA 1911-1928: 2/39), pjekio,
pjekelski, pjekelny (TEICHMANN 2001: 81) — OCz. peklo (STCS 15: 125-126; MALY STC.:
298), Pekelsky anthroponym (STCS 15: 125), p(e)kelny, p(e)kelni (STCS 15: 124-125;
MALY STC.: 302), OPol. pieklo, piekiet, pkiet (SLSTP 6: 89-90), piekelski (SLP X VI 24:
57), piekielny, pkielni, pkielny (SLSTP 6: 88-89), cf. USorb. pjekio, LSorb. pjakio
(HEWS: 1076). Teichmann recognizes the words as Bohemisms (TEICHMANN 2001: 81).
It is obviously a semantic influence of Czech or Polish.

pocestny, pocestnos¢ (SL. JAK. 2: 14), pocestny, pocestnos¢ (MUKA 1911-1928: 2/87) —
OCz. pocestny (STCS 16: 311-312; MALY STC.: 309), pocestnost (STCS 16: 310-311;
MALY STC.: 309), OPol. poczesny, poczestny (SLSTP 6: 214-215), poczesnosé¢, poczest-
nos¢ (SLSTP 6: 214)

postuchac (SL. JAK. 2: 8; MUKA 1911-1928: 2/146) — OCz. posluchac (STCS 19: 775—
776; MALY STC.: 342), OPol. postuchacz (SLp XVI 28: 34), cf. LSorb. postuchar (MUKA
1911-1928: 2/146)

powinjen, powinnos¢ (SL. JAK. 2: 14) — OCz. povinen byti (STCS 20: 953-954), povinnost
(STCS 20: 952-953), OPol. powinien (SLSTP 6: 522), powinnos¢ (SLSTP 6: 522)

pozwas (SL. JAK. 2: 14), pozwas (MUKA 1911-1928: 2/168) — OCz. pozvati (STCS 21:
1022—-1024; MALY STC.: 358), OPol. pozvac (SLSTP 6: 548-551)

rozko§, rozkoSnik (SL.JAK. 2: 17; MUKA 1911-1928: 2/332) — OCz. rozkos (MALY STC.:
422), rozkosnik (ESSC), OPol. rozkosz (SLSTP 7: 530-531), rozkosznik (SLSTP 7: 531)

rozlicny (SL. JAK. 2: 16; MUKA 1911-1928: 2/333) — OCz. rozlicny (MALY STC.: 423),
OPol. rozliczny (SLSTP 7: 535-536). It is considered a Bohemism (HEWS: 1241).

rozmagali se (SL. JAK. 2: 16), rozmagas se (MUKA 1911-1928: 2/333) — OCz. rozmdahati
sé (ESSC), OPol. rozmagac sie (SLSTP 7: 538-539)

sweétski (SL. JAK. 2: 21; MUKA 1911-1928: 2/585) — OCz. svetsky, svécky (MALY STC.:
492), OPol. swiecki, swiecski, swietski (SLSTP 8: 60-62), cf. USorb., LSorb. svétny
(HEWS: 1387)

trestas, trestanje (SL. JAK. 2: 24) — OCz. tres(k)tati, OCz. tres(k)tanie (MALY STC.: 516),
OPol. treska¢, (tresktanie) tresktanie (SLSTP 9: 184). The word was borrowed from Czech
(SCHUSTER-SEWC 1967: XVI; SEWC 1997: 38; TEICHMANN 2001: 82).
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wedla (SL. JAK. 2: 33) — OCz. vedlé (MALY STC.: 560), OPol. wedle (SLSTP 10: 68)

welblaud (St. JAK. 2: 33), wjelblud, welbludowy (TEICHMANN 2001: 82) — OCz. velblud,
velbludovy (MALY STC.: 560-561), OPol. wielblgd (SLSTP 10: 150-151), wielbigdowy
(SLSTP 10: 151), cf. USorb. wjelblud, which was borrowed from Czech (HEWS: 1611).
In Jakubica’s translation the words are considered to be Bohemisms (TEICHMANN 2001:
82).

wonny (SL. JAK. 2: 33), wonny (MUKA 191 1-1928: 2/922) — OCz. vonny (ESSC), OPol.
wonny (SLSTP 10: 300). According to Schuster-Sewc, it is a Bohemism in Jakubica’s New
Testament (HEWS: 1653).

wozralc, wozratstwo (SL. JAK. 2: 34), wozralc, wozratstwo (MUKA 1911-1928: 2/969) —
OCz. ozralec (STCS 14: 1080; MALY STC.: 291), ozralstvie, oZralstwo (STCS 14: 1080),
OPol. ozralec (SLP XVI 22: 468), ozralstwo (SLP X VI 22: 468—469), cf. USorb. wozraw-
stwo (TROFIMOWIC 1974: 384)

wyborny (St. JAK. 2: 34) — OCz. vyborny (MALY STC.: 584), OPol. wyborny (SLSTP 10:
432-433), cf. USorb. wubérny (TROFIMOWIC 1974: 386)

zastuga (SL. JAK. 2: 38), zastuga (MUKA 1911-1928: 2/1042) — OCz. zdsluh, zdsluha
(MALY STC.: 637), OPol. zastuga (SLSTP 11: 190-191), cf. USorb., LSorb. zastuzba
(HEWS: 1737)

zatracys, zatracenje (SL. JAK. 2: 39), zatracys, zatracene (MUKA 1911-1928: 2/1050) —
OCz. zatratiti, zatracenie (MALY STC.: 640—641), OPol. zatraci¢ (SLSTP 11: 221-222),
zatracenie (SLSTP 11: 220). According to Teichmann, the words in Jakubica’s translation
were borrowed from the Czech text (TEICHMANN 2001: 82).

zjisk, zjiskas (St. JAK. 2: 39) — OCz. zisk, ziskovati (MALY STC.: 655), OPol. zysk (SLSTP
11: 521-523), zyska¢ (SLSTP 11: 523-525)

zlocyne (SL. JAK. 2: 37), ztocyric (MUKA 1911-1928: 2/1089) — OCz. zlocinec (ESSC),
zloc¢incé (MALY STC.: 660), OPol. zloczyrnca (SLSTP 11: 393)

zprawa, zprawowas, zprawc (SL. JAK. 2: 22), sprawa, sprawowas, sprawc (MUKA 1911—
1928:2/500) — OCz. sprdva, spravovati, spravcé (MALY STC.: 470, 471), zprava, zpra-
vovati, zpravee (MALY STC.: 670), OPol. sprawa (SLSTP 8: 361-362), sprawowaé (SLSTP
8:372), sprawca (SLSTP 8: 362)

zwykle (SL. JAK. 2: 39) — OCz. zvykly (MALY STC.: 682), OPol. zwykfy (SLSTP 11: 521).
4. Discussion

4.1 Bohemisms

The first group includes loanwords whose Czech origin is quite convincing. As a rule,
these words had correspondences in Czech, but not in Polish. If there were corresponding
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words in Polish, they belonged to the Bohemisms. The probability that these Bohemisms
could have entered Jakubica’s translation through Polish dialects is extremely low. Most
Bohemisms were borrowed into Old Polish written texts, only some of them were later
assimilated into the common Polish language.

By their nature, the Bohemisms found in the New Testament are ‘ephemeral’, i. e.,
they do not occur in the Sorbian languages apart from in this work. Exceptions are gros,
as well as kral, kralowas, kralowski, kralowy, kralowstwo. These words were borrowed
from Czech in an earlier period, so Jakubica was probably familiar with them.

This paper has focused on the study of lexical Bohemisms, but several phonetic Bo-
hemisms have also been found: branjes se, djabel, prazdny.

4.2 Polonisms

The second group is represented by a small number of words that were presumably bor-
rowed from Polish. The influence of the Czech language is excluded. It should be noted
that there is no complete certainty that the words listed were borrowed. Some of them
may count as dialectisms (dowor, wartko, zapalisty) or archaisms (serce, sercny). The
derivatives zdrowos¢é, chrobros¢ could have been formed independently. According to this
point of view, the lexical influence of Polish on the translation was minimal.

4.3 Uncertain cases

The third group consists of loanwords that can be classified as both Bohemisms and Polo-
nisms. These words do not occur in the Sorbian languages, but are widespread in Czech
and Polish. Thus, in Jakubica’s text, Bohemisms are represented by a large group, while
Polonisms are very rare and their Polish origin is doubtful. Polish phonetic and grammat-
ical influence on the work cannot be denied, but lexical influence remains unlikely. In our
opinion, the borrowings from the third group appeared in the translation thanks to the
Czech language. There is no reason to consider them as Polonisms. Consequently, the
words from the first and third groups count as the Bohemisms.

Despite the fact that Jakubica’s translation is a significant work of religious literature,
the translator borrowed not only religious vocabulary (djabel, djablowski, kacerski, ka-
cerstwo, nowowerc, pjeklo, pjekelski, pokrytc, pokrytstwo, prorok, prorokowas, proro-
kowanje, rozkosnik, trestas, trestanje, wozraic, wozralstwo), but also words from other
lexical-semantic groups, e. g. names of animals and mythical creatures (drak, lewhart,
welblaud, welbludowy, Styr) or names of social and political realities (cesarstwo, clo-
wjecenstwo, cuzozemc, kral, kralowas, kralowski, kralowy, kralowstwo, mistr, panowas,
panic, panownik, swétski, zfocync). In particular, the translation contains a substantial
body of vocabulary that characterizes human intellectual activity and emotional-psycho-
logical states (bedliwy, céizadoséiwa, ctnostny, ctnost, dokonaty, dokonatos¢, dosagnus,
douffanje, milowas, mitowanje, milowany, njenawistny, njeprawedlnos¢, njestydatosc,
pocestny, pocestnosc¢, pochybowas, pochybowanje, pochybowac, wyborny, etc.). Words
that are not usually included in lexical-semantic groups were also borrowed, such as con-
junctions (dokawaz, dokud, dokudz, jesli, kotoryzto, nebo, neb, ponjewaz), prepositions
(wedla, pro), numerals (kolikrat, pétkrat, petkrat, trikrat, tFikraty, welekrat) and adverbs
(nadarmo, wespolek, zwykle).
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4.4 Source languages

As far as their origin is concerned, Bohemisms from the New Testament are mostly de-
rived from Proto-Slavic bases. Only a small number of words were adopted from Western
European languages through Czech mediation: cesarstwo (< L. Caesar), djabel, dja-
blowski (< L. diabolus, Gr. 3uafforog), drak (< L. dracé, Gr. dpaxwv), gros (< L. grossus),
kacerski, kacerstwo (< OG. or MHG. katzer, kether < L. cathari, Gr. kaBopdq), kral (<
OHG. Kar(a)l), lewhart (< MHG. lewehart, lebhart, lebart(e), leparte < L. leopardus),
mistr (< L. magister), mramor (< L. marmor, Gr. pdppapov). The general trend, however,
is that in the 14th—16th centuries Czech was most often the intermediary language.
Thanks to the Czech language, words were borrowed into other Slavic languages from
Latin (and Greek), German, Hungarian, and Romance languages. Jakubica’s translation
shows a different picture: first of all, the translator borrowed vocabulary of Slavic origin.
Probably, Jakubica tried to enrich his translation with Bohemisms, which were easily in-
tegrated into the Lower Sorbian text and looked like native words.

4.5 Author’s neologisms

Among the borrowed vocabulary, there are examples of neologisms original to the author.
Jakubica not only borrowed ready-made words, but used them to create his own. For
example, prorok, prorokowas, prorokowanje derive from OCz. prorok, porokovati, pro-
rokovanie. Other derivatives prorokarka, prorocki, prorokski, prorokstwo should be at-
tributed to the author’s neologisms, since such derivatives are not recorded in the dictio-
naries of Old Czech. Examples of authorial word creation include chAwalobnitelny, had-
kas, hadkanje, hadkawy, njestydos¢, njegnutitediny, pochlubjenje, pochybowac, wupet-
nosé, zridnje.

5. Conclusion

Researchers studying the Lower Sorbian translation of the New Testament should take
into account the Czech influence on this text. It is known that Jakubica used the Czech
Bible in the course of his work. It has already been established that the translator turned
to the Severin Bible published in 1545 by Had, but it is possible that Jakubica also used
other Czech biblical texts. As a result, the translation contains a significant number of
Bohemisms.

The main objective of our article was to study the influence of the Czech language on
the lexicon of the New Testament. Since researchers have also noted borrowings from
Upper Sorbian and Polish, it was necessary to separate them from the Bohemisms. Ini-
tially, we excluded words that could have been borrowed from Upper Sorbian. The re-
maining words were divided into three groups: 1) Bohemisms; 2) Polonisms; 3) lexemes
common to the Czech and Polish languages, which can equally be considered Bohemisms
or Polonisms. Based on the results of the study, it was found that there are very few lexical
Polonisms in the text, often their Polish origin is doubtful. Bohemisms, in contrast, are
represented by a large group, and there was usually no doubt about their origin. Taking
this into account, it was concluded that the borrowings from the third group should also
be attributed to Bohemisms. Thus, the lexical influence of the Czech language on the text
was quite strong. Bohemisms represent various lexical-semantic groups, including con-
junctions, prepositions, numerals, and adverbs. First of all, Czech lexemes, which go back
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to Proto-Slavic bases, were borrowed, which made it easy to integrate them into the
Lower Sorbian text. The translator was inventive in borrowing Bohemisms, often using
them to create his own words.

In conclusion, we would like to emphasize that Jakubica’s New Testament is a very
valuable written document for all Slavists, especially for historians of Slavic languages.
We sincerely hope that in the near future a dictionary of Jakubica’s language will be pre-
pared and published in accordance with the latest achievements of linguistics.

Abbreviations

Cz. — Czech, Gr. — Greek, L. — Latin, LSorb. — Lower Sorbian, MHG. — Middle High
German, OCz. — Old Czech, OG. — Old German, OHG. — Old High German, OPol. — Old
Polish, Pol. — Polish, USorb — Upper Sorbian
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