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Lith. ziauris ‘grausam’ is linked by Fraenkel to the word nest ziaudis Ziaurus [oft bei Daukantas]’, 

iiudris ‘rauh, uneben’, Ziudréti ‘rauh, uneben werden’; these are associated in turn with either Lith. 

Zati Cugrunde gehen’, zudyti ‘umbringen’ or Russ. *ynd ‘Entsetzen, Elend’. But Fraenkel’s comparison 

falls short both phonologically (the derivation of *ziaur- from *ziaud(r)- is not evident) and semantically 

(the basic meaning of *ziaur- is ‘cruel’ rather than ‘rough, coarse’). A better-motivated solution is sug- 

gested by the semantic relation Lat. ferus : ferox: Ziauris may be seen as a ‘state I’ formation (*g"éur-) 

to the state II of zvéris (*¢"uér-). In this explanation, (*g"éur-) would originally have represented a 

thematic adjective of appurtenance, refashioned in Lithuanian as a u-stem. 

Lith. Ziauris, -i (stem Ziaiir-) ‘cruel, ferocious, brutal, savage’ is linked by Fraenkel 
(1965: 1303) to the word nest Ziaudus “= ziauriis (oft bei Daukantas ...),” Ziaudris, 

Ziudrus ‘rauh, uneben’, Ziudréti ‘rauh, uneben werden’, all of which are said to belong 

either to the set of Lith. Ziti ‘zugrunde gehen’, zudyti ‘umbringen’, Latv. zaudét 

‘vernichten, verlieren, verderben’, or to Russ. acydd ‘Entsetzen, Elend’ (which itself 

may be related to the ziiti set: Vasmer, Trubaéev 1987,,: 63). Under the entry Ziudris 

(characterized as the “Tiefstufe zu Ziaurts”), Fraenkel expands this set of phoneti- 
cally and semantically disparate items to include Ziubris ‘rauh, uneben’, Zittbrinti ‘rauh 
machen’, and under nuzurdoti, nuzurdoti (1962: 514) ‘zu Tode qualen’ we read: “Nach 

meiner Ansicht sind die Worter verw. mit lit. Ziawrtis ‘grausam, erbarmungslos, wild, 

rauh’, Ziaudus dass[elbe]...” 
Regarding the comparison of Ziaurtis to Ziaudis and related forms, it is difficult 

to imagine how the -d- of the latter stem (to say nothing of the -b- of ziubriis) could 
be reconciled with the -r- of Ziaurtis, unless the source of both words is taken to be 

*ziaa-, with an optional -d- enlargement (IEW 448 *gheu-, *gheu-d- ‘verschwinden, 
umkommen’, the source of Ziti) together with the -r- suffix present in Zaudrits (to 

Ziaudus; cf. also dial. skaudrits ‘aStrus, piktas’ alongside skaudus, Skardzius 1941: 

300). 
But this direction need not be pursued, since Ziaurtis and Ziaudus are not easily rec- 

onciled semantically. Buga (1959: 327, 688) presents this semantic sketch of Ziaudiis: 
“CypoBblii, WepxoBaTbIii, HermaqKHit; ... acerbus; ... chropawy’. The ‘cypopprii’ mean- 
ing seems to be typical in reference to the wind: sziaures ar kitti Ziaudi wiejej; ‘6r’s yra ... 

Ziaudiis ir nepatogus’ (Daukantas); NW Zem. Ziaudrus ‘cyposbiii, MpOHM3pIBaIOMUMit, 

ocTpbrii; wepmiaBbiii, HepoBHIt; hirtus’; NW Zem. Ziudrus (reduced grade of Ziaudris) 

‘epmlaBblii, Hermagkuit (Siurkstus)’, Ziudréti “craHoBUTbCA WeplulaBbIM: nuzitidro 

rankos nit bulviy rinkimo’. To this we can add Vitkauskas (1976: 453, 458): Ziaudriss, 
Ziudrus “SiurkStus, kietas’: (examples appear in dialect form in the original) marskiniai
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Ziaudri buvo ... kaip Sepeciai; pakulinis Ziaudrus: nugara draské; vikéris Zudrus: pjausta 
lieZuvj gyvuliy; pakulinis labai Zudrus audeklas. 

It seems clear from these glosses and samples that the central meaning of the 
Ziaud(r)-, Zittdr- root is ‘rough, coarse, harsh’, rather than ‘cruel, ferocious’, and thus 
there is no need to link Ziaud(r)us, Ziudrits semantically (any more than phonologi- 
cally) with Ziauriis. The occasional contexts in which the usages may coincide (for 
example, in reference to a harsh ~ raw ~ cruel wind) should not obscure this fact. 

For Lith. Ziaurits, semantic parallels such as Lat. ferus : ferdx, Russ. 36epp : 3eepcKUull 
‘brutal’, and Lith. zvéris : Zvériskas suggest rather a comparison with Lith. Svéris ‘wild 
animal’. Consider also Zem. Zvéris in the sense of ‘kas Ziaurus’ (Vitkauskas 1976: 462) 
and the fact that Lith. Zvériskas, a transparent derivative of Zvéris, is defined by the 
‘DZ as ‘Ziauris”. 

Given the semantic rapprochement Ziauris : Zvéris, we turn next to the phonetic rela- 
tionship between the two words. A Lithuanian sequence §’V,, 7°V- (represented ortho- 
graphically as 5iV-, iV-), such as we have in Ziauris, reflects in principle an ancestral 
*kiV-, *giV-. One Balto-Slavic source for such sequences is found in tautosyllabic 
*(C)éu- > (in Baltic terms) (C)iau-: IEW 597 *Kéu[e]r- ‘Nord, Nordwind’ > Lith. 
sidur-[é] ‘north’, IEW 684 *leud"i- ‘Nachwuchs, Volk’ > Lith. lidudis, SI. *Ijud-?. Ac- 
cordingly, the most likely antecedent for a Lithuanian root of the shape Ziaur- would be 
*g“eur-. The tone of the original (acute or circumflex) cannot be deduced from Ziaurts, 
since modern u-stem adjectives tend to generalize accent paradigm 4, i.e., impose cir- 
cumflex metatony: Siduré ‘north’ : Siaurits, stem Siatir- ‘Siaurinis’ (StundZia 1995: 94). 

We arrive then at a comparison of a pre-Baltic *g”eur- (essentially ‘Zvériskas’) and 
*g"uér-, IEW 493 ‘wildes Tier’, the source of Lith. véris ‘id.’. Since this relationship is 
(to use Eric Hamp’s term) one of an ‘adjective of appurtenance’ *g"eur- to a nominal 
base *g”uér-, and such adjectives are formed by thematic derivation and the addition 
of the “vocalism e in the first possible position” (Hamp 1978: 186, 193-94), and 
moreover are oxytonic (Hamp 1984: 141), we are dealing in fact with a thematic stem 
*g"euro-. Gotab (1967: 770) refers to the derivational process involved here as (a 
type of) vrddhi, and explains it at greater length: “Vrddhi can be defined as a type of 
secondary (denominative) adjective-generating derivation which combines two de- 
vices: a) suffixation (chiefly -o/e- and -(i)io/e-); b) gradation of the initial syllable of 
basic word (noun). The gradation of the vowel in the initial syllable ... can be inter- 
preted as the result of the ‘addition’ or ‘insertion’ of e to the basic vocalism @ ...” 

Yet another semantic parallel of this sort is provided by Slavic *sverpo/sveréps (e.g. Russ. ceupensiii), 
ultimately to IE *g”uér- ‘animal’ (Holzer 1989: 78-81, in his provocative theory of a Slavic wordstock 
reflecting an adstrate [possibly Cimmerian] influence). 

On the development of *ew in both Slavic and Baltic, see Arumaa (1964: 86 ff. and 96 ff.). Arumaa 
challenges Vaillant’s claim that the change took place only before a soft consonant: “Vaillant ... macht den 
Wechsel slav. u ~ iu, balt. au ~ iau vom harten oder weichen Charakter des folgenden Konsonanten 
abhangig, wofiir aber cine sichere Beweisfiihrung unmdglich ist, weil die lautliche Spaltung hier schon in 
den Urzustand dieser Sprachen zuriickzuverlegen ist und wir einer sicheren Kontrolle dafiir entbehren.” 
Shevelov (1965: 273) is more categorical: “Yet an examination of every instance shows that the only pho- 
netic reflex of eu was [Slavic] ji, while all other forms are due to extra-phonetic factors and constitute 
deviations of a later date”.
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Our thematic derivation *g*eurd- < *g"yér- thus parallels that of the (substantiv- 
ized) adjective *deiud- (Kurytowicz 1968: 303: ‘himmlisch’ > ‘Gott’) to the original 
base *dieu- (of OI dyduh, dyoh) through the reduced grade *diu/diu, except that the 
intermediate stage of a reduced-grade **g”ur- (to *g”uér-) is apparently unattested. 
Regarding such ‘Schwebeablaut’ relations (which continue the state I and II forma- 
tions of Benveniste’s binomial roots), Szemerenyi (1980: 126) says that the assump- 
tion of a reduced-grade stage is not necessary: “In einigen Fallen (z. B. bei mittlerem 
R) kénnen Umstellungen stattgefunden haben, d. h. *terp- direkt zu *trep- geworden 
sein”, 

With the phonetic development of *g”eurd- to the recognizably Baltic shape *Ziau- 
ra; we have a form with the appearance of an o-grade (Baltic a-grade) adjective. Such 
adjectives (chiefly deverbal) in Baltic were susceptible to a shift to the originally 
reduced-grade oxytonic u-stems: “the notable fact of Baltic is the appearance of o- 
grade bases in -u-stems: karttis ‘bitter’, gajus ‘lively, vivacious’, etc.; or even of pseudo- 
o-grade: saldis ‘sweet’” (Hamp 1984: 141; Vanags 1989: 118 suggests a motivation 
for this large-scale shift). Accordingly, the thematic oxytone *Ziaura- was refash- 
ioned as the u-stem *Ziaurt-. 

In summary, we have an oxytonic thematic adjective of appurtenance *g”euré-, es- 
sentially ‘zvéri8kas’, to the inherited base *g”uér- ‘zvéris’, by a Schwebeablaut deriva- 
tional process. This yielded, by regular phonetic change, a ‘pseudo-o-grade’ Ziauré-,4 
which together with other thematic o-grade adjectives was refashioned as a u-stem, 
giving the modern Ziauris ‘cruel, ferocious’. 

Having secured the antecedent *g”eurd- of Lith. Ziauriis, we might ask if this base is 
reflected in Slavic as well; the expected formal development of the root *g”eur- in 
Slavic would be *Zur-, through the intermediate stage *ziour-, with a change of the 
-eu- diphthong analogous to that in Baltic (for Slavic Z from z of palato-velar origin 
plus 7, note Russ. é ‘hedgehog’ < *eg"'io- = Lith. es). In fact, a verb Zuriti (se) is 
widely attested in the Slavic languages, but in a bewildering array of meanings, sum- 
marized as follows. 

Czech zufit (intransitive only, replacing older Czech zujiti se) presents a single un- 
ambiguous meaning: ‘rage, be furious’ (Poldauf 1971: 1213); ‘csupencrBosatp’ 
(Pavlovic 1989: 808), which appears again in the derived adjective zurivy ‘raging [mad], 
ferocious, furious’ (Poldauf, loc. cit.)°. 

According to Dybo (1981: 40) Lith. 2éris shows apophonic root length which was generalized in this 
root as early as Indo-European. Others posit a laryngeal base here. As noted above, the original situation is 
obscured in Ziaurits by a tendency to generalize circumflex stems. 

I would tentatively suggest that an intermediate Baltic stage *Zeura- is reflected in Fi hirved ‘dreadful, 
frightful, horrible, hideous’, which lacks an etymology in both SKES 78 and SSA 167. Finnish h is the 
expected reflex of a Baltic palatal; concerning the regular metathesis of -ur- > -rv- in Finnish, see 
Koivulehto (1991: 34). The pattern example is Fi. karva ‘hair’ < Baltic *gaura- ‘id.’ 

Machek is undoubtedly correct in treating Cz. zufit (for *Zu/it) as the result of dissimilation: on the one 
hand, the Czech root zur- is isolated (Machek suggests Slovak zurit’, zuirit’ is borrowed from Czech), and on 
the other hand there is no Zur- in Czech. Old Czech zeriti, brought into the equation by Holub (1952: 440), 
hardly belongs here.
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In Polish the now archaic zurzyé sie (reflexive only) has as its core meaning ‘be 

angry, indignant’, or, marking greater intensity, ‘rage, storm’ (Doroszewski 1968: 
1458: ‘gniewaé sig na kogo, oburzaé sie, srozyé sig’), as in Czech. Kartowicz (1927: 

726) notes the additional senses kwasié sig ‘become embittered’, byé markotnym ‘be 
gloomy, sullen’, and also chetpic sie ‘boast, brag’, nadymaé sie ‘put on airs’. 
Lower Sorbian (Mucke 1928,: 1161) has both a transitive Zwrif ‘sauer machen; 

iibertr. erbittern, ce1aTb KUCJIbIM, 03106/11Tb, OxKecTOYATD’ and a reflexive with the 
meaning ‘sauer werden; iibertr. sich erbittern; cKucaTb, O3106/ATbCA, THEBATECA, 

oxectouatbesn’, hence essentially the ‘gniewaé sig’ and ‘kwasié sie’ meanings found in 

Polish. 
The East Slavic languages lack the ‘be angry/furious’ meaning. Belorussian and Ukrai- 

nian share a core sense of ‘grieve, be distressed’ (verb) and ‘grief-stricken, distressed’ 
(adjective): Belorussian scyptiuua ‘rpycTuTb, MewannTbes; KpyyHHutEcs’ (Atraxovic 

1988,: 414); oeypiiueya CoB. 3axcypiuoya ‘cKOp6eTb, IpeqaBaTbca mesa’ (Nosovié 

1870: 158); Ukrainian »cypimy, -10, - uu ‘coKpylaTb, KPyUIMTb, MeyasHTh’, #cypluimuca, 

-10CA, -UUICA “TIeYANMTbCA, PPYCTHTb, TOpeBaTb, KLPYYMHUTbCA, KPYUIHTbCA; YHBIBATD’ 
(Kiri¢éenko 1953: 505). In addition, Belorussian and Ukrainian show comparable 
deverbal nouns and corresponding adjectives: Br. »yp6d, »yp6dma (pa3r.) ‘rpycTs, 
Tewaslb, KPyuHHa’, #cypOdmuol ‘TpyCTHbIM, NevabHbIii; CKOpOHbIi’ (Atraxovié 1988: 

413); Ukr. ocypéd ‘neuanb, rpycrs’, wypmieuil ‘nevanbubrii, rpycrupiit’ (Kiricenko 

loc. cit.). Ukrainian, however, also provides the base from which the verbal »cypuimu(ca) 

is derived: (Kiriéenko 1953: 506, s.v. acyp6d) 06.1. #cypd, PelK. acyp ‘Meyamb, TpycTe’ 

and the corresponding denominal adjective »#ypwii ‘nmevanbubii, rpycTHbIit; 
COKPYIEHHbIit’. 

The central meaning of Russian xcypiimo, -pr, -piiwe (transitive only) is ‘scold’: 
‘(pasr.) Heath 1érkKui BEITOBOp; cuerka OpaHuTE’ (OZegov 1989: 199). The word 
seems to be attested no earlier than Avvakum’s Kumue (1673). The reflexive 
o«ypimeca, -piocb, -piiueca is known dialectally in the meanings of ‘ropeBats, 
tlewauTpes’ (southern Russian) and ‘sopyarb, Opanursca’, which reappears in the 
derived ocyptiao, »xyptiaa ‘grumbler’ (SRNG,,: 231). As in Ukrainian, dialectal Rus- 

sian also has a#o%pneui, acypnou ‘neyanbubtit’, although the base 2#yp seems to be ab- 
sent in Russian. 

South Slavic introduces the meaning ‘hurry’, in Slovene (archaic) Ziriti se, -im, and 
SCr opumu ce, which alongside its core meaning also shows (dialectally) ‘complain’, 
which Petleva (1969: 178) connects with the ‘grieve’ and (for non-reflexives) ‘scold’ 

meanings found in East Slavic. 
The above survey suggests a consistent distinction between a West Slavic *Zuriti, 

which is typically reflexive/intransitive, lacks a derived noun Zurbd, and centers around 
the notion of ‘anger, rage’; and the rest of Slavic, where the range of meanings is more 
scattered, but ‘grieve, cause grief’ is typical, and the deverbal noun Zurba is found 
along with an apparently underived base Zur, Zurd. 
Among the Slavic etymological dictionaries consulted, Briickner (1957: 668) is alone 

in linking the Polish zurzyé sig with the East and South Slavic forms; curiously, the 
semantically identical Czech zu/it is not mentioned. Machek (1968: 589 s.v. zufiti)
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appropriately unites the Czech and Polish forms without mentioning East and South 
Slavic, while Vasmer, Trubaéev (1987,: 68 s.v. oypiimo), Cernyx (1993: 309 s.v. 
ocypime), and Mel’nyéuk (1985: 210 s.v. acypiimu, xcypimuca) make no reference to 
the West Slavic forms; the East and South Slavic forms are compared with OI ghords 
“CTpaliHbIH, yKACHbIii, CTPeMHTeIbHBI’ and Gothic gaurs ‘BosMyuléHHBIit, 
omeyaneHHblit’ (IEW 453 *ghou-ro-s ‘furchtbar’, ‘voller Furcht’). Cernyx, while con- 
ceding that the root is etymologically unclear (Mel’nyéuk agrees) and that the mean- 
ings in the modern Slavic languages are quite divergent, ventures that the older mean- 
ing for the Russian term was ‘cause someone grief’, ‘upset someone’, whence also ‘rush’ 
and ‘worry’. Baltic *gur-, with the general meaning of ‘impoverishment’, may also 
belong here (Toporov 1979: 346 ff., s.v. gurins ‘OexHpiit’). This leaves us with the ques- 
tion of the origin of the West Slavic forms. 

For Lower Sorbian Zwif ‘sauer machen, iibertr. erbittern’, Zwrif se ‘sauer werden, 
iibertr. sich erbittern’ and for the occasional meaning ‘kwasié¢ sie’ of the correspond- 
ing Polish verb, a solution is suggested by Mucke’s note accompanying the formally 
corresponding adjective Zuriwy (comparable to Czech zurivy) ‘widersetzlich; 
ynpsMblit...”: “abg. v. Zur”, that is, derived from the widespread West Slavic word for 
a sour mash used for soup or bread, the generally accepted source of which is MHG 
sur ‘sour’. The verb Zuris may either be a direct derivative of LSo. Zw; or the original 
meaning of the verb may have been extended from ‘be angry’ to ‘be sour, bitter’ through 
a folk-etymological association with Zur. 

Brickner offers no etymology for zurzyé sie. Machek sees Czech zu/iti (se) and Po- 
lish zurzyé sie as deriving from an earlier *vz-juriti (he adduces Pol. jurzyé sie ‘fly into 
a rage’, ‘fume, storm’, Ukr. xasopumuca ‘get angry’) through a false break (*v-zjuriti ) 
and Z- from the sequence zj-. Although the semantics are suggestive, the comparison 
cannot be upheld: the word seems not to know a prefix vz- or v- (modern Czech uses 
only na-, roz-, vy-, za- with this root). More importantly, the palatalization of z+j 
across a prefix-root morpheme boundary is not expected at such a late stage in Slavic 
(although r+j > ¢ is found in e.g. Russ. oxymumoca < om+iomumeca : Lith. jadsti, 
justi; Vasmer, Trubaéev 1987, 179). 

In fact, the etymology of the otherwise isolated West Slavic *Zuriti (se) is, from our 
newly-gained Baltic perspective, clear: it is a denominal verb from the same base as 
Lith. Ziauris ‘cruel’, in Slavic terms *g”eur- > *ziour- > *Zur-, the Schwebeablaut 
form to *g’wér- ‘wild animal’. Indeed this connection was precociously hit upon by 
Josef Jungmann in his 1839 Slovnik éesko-némecky (1839: 793) under the lemma 

ye zurivy, where he notes “cf. zwé#.” In its derivational semantics, West Slavic *Zur- (< 
*g"eur-) : Zuriti (se) is analogous to Russ. ceupensiii : ceupencmeogamb, or, using a 

e Cf. Brickner (1957: 668): zur— niemiecka nazwa ‘kisielu’; od 15. wieku ogélne, przejete na calym 
Zachodzie stowianskim (u nas, Stowiencéw, Czechow, Luzyczan), a od nas na Rusi; z niem. sir (dzis sauer) 
‘kisty’. Grinaveckiené (1975: 174-5) treats Br. acyp ‘OBCAHDbIit KHCeb’ asa borrowing from the Baltic 
source of Lith. Zitiré, Zitira and Latv. Ziira, Zire, arguing that the Baltic forms have the broader semantic 
range and are therefore original. But this argument does not take into account the presence of Zur in Polish, 
Upper and Lower Sorbian, Czech, and even Slovene, where it cannot possibly represent a borrowing from 
Baltic.
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closer formal analogy (a reflexive -umb verb), Russ. 6ec : 6ecumoca. Alongside the 
verb *Zuriti (se), West Slavic has apparently lost the original base preserved in 
Lithuanian Ziauris, a phenomenon not unknown in the history of Balto-Slavic (e.g., 
Sl. *roka ‘hand’ : Lith. ranka : rinkti ‘gather’ : Sl. *retete [Russ. pmyme] ‘mercury’ : 

Lith. risti : ritant- ‘roll’). 
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