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ROMANIAN HARNIC ‘INDUSTRIOUS, HARDWORKING’
ASAKEY TO THE ETYMOLOGY OF THE UKRAINIAN I'4PHHH ‘BEAUTIFUL, GOOD”!

Rezumat
Cuvantul roméanesc harnic, ‘muncitor, sirguin-
cios’ — cheia etimologiei cuvantului ucrainean capruii
‘frumos, bun’

Se propune o noua etimologie a cuvantului ucrainean
rapHuit ,,frumos, bun” si a celui romanesc harnic. Potri-
vit ipotezei, sursa cuvintelor sus mentionate este verbul
proto-slav cu sensul ,,a munci din greu”. Existenta acestui
verb este evidentiatd prin existenta cuvantului ucrainean
[rapyBaru] cu acelasi sens, precum si de analogiile sale
directe atat in limbile slave de est, cat si In unele limbi sla-
vone de vest si slavone de sud. Originea acestui verb pro-
to-slav poate fi clarificata prin referirea la doua dialectisme
ucrainene, asemanatoare in semantica, dar diferite fone-
tic si, dupa cum se crede, prin origine. Cuvintele acestea
[rapa] si [rapa] au sensul de ,,car cu o lada pentru transpor-
tarea pamantului sau nisipului; sanie pentru transportarea
incarcaturilor mari”. Intrucat in acest caz exista o identitate
semantica incontestabila a ambelor forme (practic identice
si fonetic), nu putem, contrar versiunilor exprimate mai de-
vreme, sd despartim una de cealaltd in problema originilor.
Diferenta fonetica trebuie explicata, aparent, prin diferenta
de timp de imprumut. Prin urmare, trebuie sa presupunem
ca sursa verbului proto-slav, care a dat atat cuvintele ucrai-
nene [rapyBaTu], rapHuii (precum si [rapHuk] ,,muncitor la
carutd”), cat si cuvantul romanesc harnic, a fost un cuvant
imprumutat la nivel proto-slav cu sensul ,,caruta”. Totusi,
pare preferabil sa vedem ca sursa de imprumut nu cea ger-
manad (Karre ,,carutd, roaba”), ci romana (car ,,caruta”).

Cuvinte-cheie: romani, ucraineni, interetnice, ling-
vistice, interactiuni.

Pe3rome
PymbiHCcKOe harnic ‘padoTauii, TPy101100MBbIH’
KaK KJII0Y K 3THMOJIOTUH YKPAUHCKOTO 2ApHUil
‘KpacuBblIii, Xopomuii’

[TpennoxkeHa HOBasi ATUMOJIOTHSI YKPAaUHCKOTO Tap-
HUM ‘KpacUBBIA, XOPOUIMH M PYMBIHCKOTO harnic ‘pa-
OoTsIui, TPynoaroOuBkIii’. COrIaCHO THIIOTE3E aBTO-
pa, UCTOYHUKOM U YKPAWHCKOTO 2apHUU, U PyMBIHCKOTO
harnic sBISETCS TPacIaBsSHCKHH TJIAroyl CO 3HAYCHHUEM
“TsDKENOo, ycepaHo padboTtaTts’. O ero CymecTBOBaHUM CBHU-
JETEeIbCTBYIOT YKPAMHCKOE THAIIEKTHOE [rapyBaTH] ¢ TeM
)K€ 3HaYCHHEM, a TAK)Ke ero MpsMble aHAJIOTUH KaK B BOC-
TOYHOCJIAaBAHCKHUX W HCKOTOPBIX 3allaTHOCIABAHCKUX, TaK
U I0)KHOCJIaBSHCKHX si3bIKkax. [IponcxoskaeHue 3Toro no3zi-
HEeIpAacJaBsSHCKOTO IJI1aroJia BHISICHIETCS [TPU 00paIleHUH K
JABYM YKPaWHCKHUM JUAJICKTU3MaM, CXOJJHBIM B CCMAaHTUKE,
HO pa3InYaronMcs (GOHETHUYECKHU, U, KaK CUYHTACTCS, 110
MPOHMCXOXICHHUIO, a UMEHHO — [rapa] u [rapa], IMeoLM
3HA4YEHHE ‘BO3 C SIIMKOM JUIs MEPEeBO3KU 3EMJIM WMJIM Iie-
CKa; caHH JUIs TIepeBO3KHU 0oJbIKX rpy3oB’. [Tockonbky B
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JTAaHHOM ClTy4yae HaOIro1aeTcsi 0ecCropHOe CeMaHTHIeCKoe
TOXKJECTBO 00euX (QopM (MPaKTHYCCKH TOXKICCTBCHHBIX
1 (DOHETUYECKHU), MBI HE MOJKEM, BOIIPECKH BBICKA3aHHBIM
paHee BEepCHsIM, OTPBIBATh APYT OT JIPyra U BOIPOCHI MX
npoucxoxacHus. DoHeTHUeCKass pa3HUIA JODKHA 00b-
SICHATBCS, 10 BCCH BHIUMOCTH, Pa3HHICH BO BPEMCHU
3auMCTBOBaHUs. [lo3TOMY, HA/lO TONAraTh, UCTOYHUKOM
MTO3/THEMPACIIABSIHCKOTO TJIarojia, JaBIICTO W YKPAUHCKUC
[rapyBaru], eapuuii (a Taxke [rapHuK]| ‘pabOTHUK TNpH
moJIBoJIC’), U PYMBIHCKOE Aarnic, CTal0 3aUMCTBOBAHHOC
Ha TpaciIaBSHCKOM YPOBHE CJIOBO, 0003HauaBIlIee MOBO3-
Ky. OmHaKo, KaKeTcs: 0ojee MPEeNmOYTHTEIBHBIM BUICTh
B Ka4eCTBE MCTOYHUKA 3aMMCTBOBAHUS HE HCMCIIKHI S3bIK
(Karre ‘B030K, Tauka’), a pyMBIHCKHH (car ‘TIoBO3Ka’).

KiroueBbie €10Ba: pYMBIHBI, YKPAWHIIBI, MEKITHH-
YECKHE, I3bIKOBBIC, B3AUMOJICHCTBUSI.

Summary
The Romanian harnic ‘industrious, hardworking’
as a key to the etymology of the Ukrainian capnui
‘beautiful, good’

The author suggests a new etymology of the Ukrain-
ian rapuuii ‘beautiful, good’ and the Romanian harnic
‘industrious, hardworking’. He thinks that a Slavic (of the
Proto-Slavic time) verb with the meaning ‘to work hard’
was the source of both mentioned lexeme. The existence of
this verb is supported by the Ukrainian dialectal [rapyBatu]
with the same meaning, which has direct analogies both in
East Slavic, some West Slavic and South Slavic (Serbian,
Slovenian) languages. The origin of this Slavic verb can
be explained through the analysis of two other Ukrainian
dialectal words that are semantically close to each other,
but differing in phonetics and, as some researchers believe,
according to origin. The mentioned words are [rapa] u
[rapa], with the meaning ‘a cart with a box for transporting
earth or sand; a sledge for transporting large loads’. Since
in this case there is an indisputable semantic identity of
both forms (practically identical phonetically as well), we
cannot, contrary to the versions expressed earlier, separate
from each other the question of their origin. The phonet-
ic difference has to be explained by the difference in the
time of the borrowing. Thus, the author thinks that the
for-Slavic verb, which became the source for the Ukrainian
[rapyBaru], capnuii (as well as [rapuuk] ‘cart worker’), and
the Romanian harnic, came from a word borrowed during
the Proto-Slavic time with the meaning ,cart’. However,
contrary to the previous opinion, the author thinks that this
borrowed word comes not from the German Karre ‘kart,
wheelbarrow’, but from the Romanian car ,cart’.

Key words: Romanians, Ukrainians, interethnic, lin-
guistic, interactions.
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The Ukrainian rapuuii ‘beautiful, good’ has
not an acceptable (and recognized) etymology at
present. The “Scandinavian” version of A. S. Mel-
nichuk (ECYM 1: 476), also accepted by the au-
thors of ECYM, does not withstand, in my opinion,
critical analysis. Actually, the authors of DCCA
dictionary consider it “extremely doubtful”; they
think that the “origin of the Ukrainian eapnuii” is
“unclear” (3CCH 6: 103). Likewise, A. E. Anikin
(in the “Russian Etymological Dictionary”, POC)
says that the “Scandinavian etymology” of this
word is “unacceptable” (Aruxun 2016: 106). The
same is A. F. Juravlev’s opinion: “This version is
extremely doubtful” OKypasnes 2005: 76).

The authors of ECYM think that “from the
Ukrainian eapnuii comes the Romanian harnic*
(ECYM 1: 476). They mention here the Bulgarian
xapen and the Macedonian apen with the identi-
cal to eapnuii meaning. However, the 9CC5 and
POC dictionaries believe that these South Slav-
ic analogies (as well as the Greek yopig ‘beauty’,
i.e., they think the source of the mentioned South
Slavic words) are ,,phonetically unlikely” (3CCA
6: 103), or, at least, ,,require complex reservations*
(Anukun 2016: 106; see also: XKypasnes 2005: 76).

These dictionaries both mention here some
thoughts of Tu. V. Shevelov, which do not exclude
the South-Slavic origin of the Ukrainian rapuwuii; he
wrote the following: ,,if this word is not borrowed
from Bulgarian“ (IlleBensoB 2002: 447). Besides,
he supposes it is doubtful that the Bulgaian xapen
comes from the Greek yapic ‘beauty’.

At the same time, the authors of C/IEJIM dic-
tionary (addressing the same South Slavic analogies
to explain the origin of the Romanian harnic ) did
not mention the Ukrainian eapruu at all (CJJEJIM
1979: 469). They believe that a Proto-Slavic word
*xappHb ‘graceful, benevolent’ (reconstructed by
them) was the source for the Romanian harnic,
as well as for the mentioned above South Slavic
words.

I suppose that everything explained above is a
nice demonstration of the complexity of the issue
and the inconsistency of the proposed etymologies;
no one of these can be accepted. And, consequently,
this demonstrates that we need to find some new
answers to the question of the origin of both the
Ukrainian rapawuii and the Romanian Aarnic.

Trying to suggest such an answer, let me start
from the thesis that the appellation to the Pro-
to-Slavic word (the idea, proposed by the authors of
CHEJIM) better correlates (regardless of the fideli-

ty of the etymology of C/IEJIM itself) with the fact
of wide range of analogies (including South Slavic
ones) than the version of ECYM, or the “Polish”
version of A. F. Juravlev.

Referring to the last mentioned version, we can
repeat with more reason the words of A. E. Anikin
concerning the analogies of the Ukrainian rapuuit
in the Russian area: “wide geography and the whole
range of semantics <...> the Ukrainian etymology
cannot explain” (Anukun 2016: 106). Besides, A.
F. Juravlev, as I can see, does not pays enough at-
tention to the phonetic-aspects of the etymology he
suggested, or the chronology of phonetic transfor-
mations (see the reasoning of Yu. V. Shevelov in
connection with the borrowing into the Ukrainian
language of the Romanian cirlig (ILleBenson 2002:
445-446), as well as of the authors of ECYM in
connection with the borrowing of Polish gara in the
Ukrainian dialects (ECYM 1: 469)).

And, as it is obvious (and as it will be addition-
ally shown below), in his hypothesis A. F. Zhurav-
lev took into account (as well as other etymologies
of the Ukrainian rapuuii proposed in the literature
today) by no means the entire range of available
analogies. That, by definition, is already a funda-
mental flaw in any etymology.

Here it is necessary to immediately stipulate
that I do not propose in this case to involve in the
analysis all, without exception, Slavic words that
are phonetically consonant with the Ukrainian
rapuuii. Among them, as I can see, there are words
that are neither semantically nor by origin connect-
ed with rapauii.

However, even excluding such (I believe
wrong) “analogies”, we have to take into account
a quite large amount of words, that are somehow
related to the problem of origin of the Ukrainian
rapauii, and are represented in all three groups of
Slavic languages.

And the fact of the presence of these numer-
ous, and represented, I repeat, in all three groups
of Slavic languages, as well as in Romanian, analo-
gies in connection with the Ukrainian rapauii puts
forward the idea of the authors of C/IEJIM that we
need to look for a Proto-Slavic source of the Ro-
manian harnic (and, consequently, of the Ukrainian
eapHuu) the most promising, in my opinion.

However, | cannot agree with the authors of
CHEJIM in their ignoring of the Ukrainian eapruii
in the context of the issue of the origin of the Ro-
manian harnic. Although, we actually cannot de-
rive the Romanian harnic from eapnuii, and not so
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much for phonetic reasons, but (as I will try to ex-
plain below) for semantic ones.

Let me mention here that in some Ukrainian di-
alects we see eapruii nameley in the same meaning
as the Romanian harnic. For example, in the dialect
of Bulaestian Ukrainians exists /rapuaucii/ ‘indus-
trious, hardworking’. The same meaning exists in
some dialects of Bukovina (CBI" 2004: 69).

Earlier I supposed (Pomanuyxk 2022) that in this
case we should think about the reversed Romani-
an influence. However, in the light of some facts
(see below) we, probably, should look for another
explanation. I mean we should suppose that these
Ukrainian dialects reflect the more archaic meaning
of eapnuii. The Romanian influence was only an
additional factor of conservation of this archaism.

In any case, it is worth noting that there is no
other meaning for Bulaestian /rapuu®ii/. If this is
a reversed Romanian influence, then as a result
of this influence the actual Ukrainian meaning of
this word was completely replaced. Then this, as it
seems, is interesting in itself.

Nevertheless, in this case it is especially worth
paying attention to the fact that Yu. V. Shevelov,
discussing (in the context of the question of the or-
igin of the fricative /r/ in the Ukrainian language)
the cases of r/x substitution in the Ukrainian area
(where he mentions the Ukrainian rapawuii, consid-
ering this word (if, I should remind, “it was bor-
rowed from Bulgarian” (IlleBensoB 2002: 447)) just
as a result of the substitution of /x/ for /r/), points
out that this substitution occurs in the borderlands
along with some other languages (Hungarian and
Romanian). He pays attention that this substitution,
for example, often exists in the medieval Moldavian
land ownership documents (IlleBensoB 2002: 447),
where we can see (in the documents of the early
XV century, i.e., early documents) some cases of
substitution of /r/ for /x/: moxuny — from moruiy;
XapwioBiy — from ['aBpHIOBIM; OYyXOpPCKBIX —
from oyropckbix. And, that is more important here,
the reverse substitution cases: Turomuposo — from
TuxomMupoBo.

Actually, if we approach it purely formally, this
fact, attested by Moldovan land deeds, removes the
objection about the phonetic impossibility of deriv-
ing the Ukrainian eapnuii from the Bulgarian xapen
(and, consequently, from the Greek yapig ‘beauty’).
Researchers suppose that namely ,,the existence of
r” in the Ukrainian rapumii is the reason of this im-
possibility (OKypasnes 2005: 76). However, namely
in Slavic dialects of the contact zone of Romani-

an-Slavic borderland the transformation of initial
/x/ to fricative /r/ was possible. Then, the form with
fricative /r/ spread through the entire Ukrainian
area.

However, the ,,Bulgarian version“ presumes
too late the appearance of the Ukrainian rapHwmii.
Fricative /r/ in the Ukrainian (future Ukrainian, of
course) area appeared, according to Iu. V. Shev-
elov, not earlier than in the XI century (ILleBenboB
2002: 446), while the possibility of r/x substitution
appeared even later. And this, apparently, does not
correlate well with the fact of the presence of broad
analogies in the Slavic and Romanian languages
noted above.

However, a more important consideration ex-
ists here. If we believe the etymology of the Roma-
nian harnic assumed by the authors of the CIAEJIM,
as well as the version that would try to proceed in
its explanation to the Greek yapic ‘beauty’, we have
to explain an extraordinary and actually inexplica-
ble, unmotivated semantic shift from the meaning
of the original Proto-Slavic (or Greek) word to the
meaning that is basic in Romanian, i. e. ‘industri-
ous, hardworking’.

Considering all of the above, I think that the
key to the etymology of both the Ukrainian eapruii,
and the Romanian harnic could be found if we
presume the existence of a Proto-Slavic verb with
the meaning ‘to work hard, to work diligently and
without interruption’. Its existence is proved by the
Ukrainian dialectal [rapyBatu] with the same mean-
ing (ECYM 1: 477-478). This verb exists in some
Bukovinian dialects (CBI" 2004: 69), and namely
in the dialects of Zastavna and Kitsmani districts
(these dialects, as I tried to prove earlier, are the
closest to the Bulaestian one), and, also, in the dia-
lects of Vijnitsa and Novoselitsa districts.

Besides, the Ukrainian dialectal [rapyBaru] has
some direct analogies in Eastern (Russian, Belorus-
sian), Western (Polish, Czech, Slovak), and South
Slavic languages (Serbo-Croatian, Slovenian).

Thus, we should mention here the Russian
dialectal [yxaputbcs] ‘to get tired’, the Belorus-
sian dialectal [rapaBamnp] ‘to work hard’, the Pol-
ish harova¢ ‘to work hard; to torture someone with
hard work’, the Slovak dialectal [harovat’] ‘to work
as a horse’ (ECYM 1: 477-478). More interesting-
ly, the Slovenian garati ‘to work hard’ (ECYM 1:
478; Bezlaj 1977: 138-139), and the Serbo-Croa-
tian harati se ‘to suffer, to grow old, to work (to
work hard)’ and xapan ‘worn out, shabby’ (ECYM
1: 478).
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The authors of ECYM, mentioning these anal-
ogies (ECYM 1: 478), exclude them de facto from
the analysis, and point out that these words ,,need
additional investigation“. However, I cannot agree
with such an approach, as well as with their sup-
position that the analogies (mentioned above) in
Western Slavic languages come from the Ukrainian
dialectal [rapyBatu].

Taking into account the entire set of analogies,
including both the cited South Slavic lexemes and
the Romanian harnic, we, 1 believe, inevitably
come to the need to see precisely the Proto-Slavic
verb with the meaning ‘to work hard’ at their ori-
gins.

Thus, according to my hypothesis, the initial
meaning of the Ukrainian eapnuii (as well as its
source, the Proto-Slavic adverb) was namely the
meaning ‘industrious, hardworking, diligent’. The
Romanian Aarnic concerved this initial meaning.

This hypothesis explains well the following
semantic evolution of the initial meaning to the
meaning ,beautiful, good*, which occurred later in
the Ukrainian and some South Slavic (Bulgarian,
Macedonian, Serbo-Croatian) languages.

Besides, it seems that this evolution was also
influenced (in Bulgarian xapen, Macedonian apeH,
as well in some meanings of Serbo-Croatian har,
haran (,,1° milost, <...> gratia” (Skok 1971: 655),
1. e. ,,gracefulness”), and (later and indirectly) in
Ukrainian rapamii) by Greek yopig ‘beauty’. How-
ever, | think that it was an additional factor, which
led to the strengthening and further development of
the semantics that was already present in the spec-
trum of meanings of the Proto-Slavic lexeme.

Also, in some Slavic languages (independently
of each other) occurred the semantic interference
of lexemes originated from the Proto-Slavic *g»rds
(and *gwvrdens(jb) ‘proud’ and lexemes like Ukrain-
ian rapuuii. This interference led to the appearance
of variants noted by A. F. Zhuravlev.

However, there is one more important question:
what was the origin of this supposed Proto-Slavic
verb with the meaning “to work hard”?

I think that we can receive the key through
the appellation to another two Ukrainian dialectal
words. They are similar in semantics, but differ in
phonetics, that is why the authors of ECYM believe
that these lexemes are different by origin also.

I ' mean here [rapa] ‘a cart with a box; large sled
on wheels for transporting large loads’ and [rapa]
with the same meaning. Phonetically they differ in
the first sound (in the first case it is fricative /r/,

and in the second it is a sonant sound); the authors
of ECYM think that the second word is borrowed
from Polish (in the Polish language it is also a bor-
rowing from German).

With regard to the former, they point to such
analogies as Old-Russian rapsr ‘ships’ and Czech
harovec ‘two-wheeled cart’, and believe that this
word is related to the same Old-Russian *eaps,
from which they made an attempt to derive the
Ukrainian rapHuid.

I agree that only the first Ukrainian dialectal
word (with fricative /r/) is related to the origin of
eapnuti. However, the fact is that both words are
semantically identical, and almost identical in their
phonetics. That is why we cannot, despite the opin-
ion of the authors of ECYM, to tear apart from each
other the question of their origin. The phonetic dif-
ference should be explained by the difference in the
time of the borrowing (and, respectively, by the dif-
ference of the source of borrowing).

Therefore, I think that the early (in the Pro-
to-Slavic times) borrowed word with the mean-
ing ,cart became the source of the Proto-Slavic
verb, which gave rise to the Ukrainian [rapyBaTu],
and then eapnuui. However, despite the authors of
ECYM’s opinion, I think that it is the Romanian
car ‘cart’ (see about this Romanian word: C/IEJIM
1978: 174) was the source for borrowing the
Ukrainian [rapa], and not the German Karre ‘wag-
on, wheelbarrow’ (ECYM 1: 469). Such an expla-
nation seems, in my opinion, preferable both from a
phonetic point of view and in the light of the territo-
rial distribution of the derivatives of this borrowing
in the Slavic languages.

The very important and interesting fact in the
context of the hypothesis I suggest is that the authors
of ECYM mention also a Ukrainian dialectal word
[rapuuk] ‘a worker with cart’ (ECYM 1: 469). This
word, as we can see, is almost identical in its phonet-
ics to the Romanian harnic.

Thus, based on all of the above, we can say that
the initial link in this etymological chain was a word
borrowed in Proto-Slavic from Romanian, which be-
gan to denote a cart for transporting large loads.

Note
' The research was supported by the National
Program of the Republic of Moldova (2020-2023),
project No. 96-PS 20.80009.1606.02: Evolutia
traditiilor si procesele etnice in Republica Moldo-
va: suport teoretic si aplicativ in promovarea valo-
rilor etnoculturale si coeziunii sociale.
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