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Introduction

The object of the research is to discuss separately a number of
essential issues of the history of the Armenian language which has
not only linguistic value but also poses a great importance from the
point of view of both historical grammar and comparative
linguistics.

The immense data on the Armenian language enables to
develop and study more thoroughly: it also outlines the probable
ways of how the research on the history of the Armenian language
should develop under new circumstances on the basis of the
previously gained material.

This study summarizes the research of some essential issues of
the Armenian language in its ancient historical aspect, which also
briefly outlines the results of the studies by different scholars. A
part of the research was published earlier as scientific articles,
another part was introduced as reports at various conferences. And
the other part of the research will be published here for the first
time.

The first chapter discusses some fundamental issues of the
history of the Armenian language. The solution of problems
supposes a more detailed and extensive study of various facts and
evidence of the Armenian language broadly implementing the
latest linguistic data about the history of different stages of the
Armenian language.

The second chapter refers to a very important phenomenon, that
is the history of IE plosives and their occurrence in the Armenian
language. The latter shows that this phenomenon is not clearly and
completely applied in Armenian. The above mentioned will give the
etymology of a number of Armenian words that haven’t ever been
studied before or have had ambiguous explanation. These words
have become the subject of this study. The latter will allow to
illustrate several phenomena which haven’t been revealed before.

The third chapter touches upon the etymology of a number of
Armenian words of IE origin. Those words either haven’t been
studied etymologically before or only to a certain extent. The latest



data introduced in the comparative studies of the IE languages is
used parallelly to the data about the traditional etymology. The
etymology of the Armenian words of IE origin enlarges the
vocabulary of the native semantic groups connected with different
fields of life.

During the last three or four decades the study of the IE
languages has entered a new development stage and acquired a
great interest. New studies have appeared, scolars have begun
investigating completely new issues. Some models with incomplete
explanation have been targeted again, taken a new modification or
interpretation.

In the field of comparative linguistics more realistic principles
and approaches are worked out, which are nothing but further
development of a number of methods and rules in comparativeness.
Thus appear new criteria about the relationship of the languages
and the history of linguistic phenomena which are substantiated
from the point of view of different etymological studies [cf.
Jakobson 1957; Axo6con 1963: 95-105; I'amxpenudsze/Hsanos
1984, etc.].

In the latest studies of the prehistoric (pre-literary) period of the
Armenian language some researchers have focused on issues which
have become the center of attention especially with mentioned
criteria. Because of its features of archaism the data on Armenian
acquires comparably great interest among scholars.

The expression and description of both invariant (common) and
variative (partial) units acquire greater significance not only for the
reconstruction of the IE parent language but also for the discussion
of modern trends on split, individual development and contacts of
the coherent languages. In some cases theoretical generalization is
considered to be ideal and in other cases separation and variative
studies seem perfect [orcayran 1982: 59-67; Djahukyan 1987].

Many problems of the Armenian comparative lexicology can be
revised through comparative and typological studies and also by
means of so called variative studies.

This work touches upon the variativity of some IE words root
and several noteworthy problems on the variative study of



Armenian which will enable linguists to begin broader research of
the subject in the future. The initiation of these studies supposes a
new detailed and broad study of different Armenian roots. Thus,
several matters on root and form of lexis may become a subject of
interest from different aspects which will create a real basis for
new etymologies or edition and revision of the old ones. Because
of the importance of such issues we are going to investigate
problems of the variative reconstruction and typological analysis,
the solution of which will make it possible to describe newly the
root structure of both Armenian and cognitive languages.

We give the etymology of some words taking into account
especially the principle of the variative studies.

The author expresses his acknowledgement to N. M. Simonyan
for her comments and valuable observations on this study.
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Abbreviations

1. Languages and Dialects

Afgh. - Afghan

Agn. - Agnean (dial. Toch. A)

Agh. - Aghul (lang.)

Akkad. - Akkadian

Alb. - Albanian

Anat.(Anatol.) - Anatolian (lang.)

Arab. - Arabic

Aram. - Aramaic

Arm. - Armenian

Arm. (Gyp.) - Armenian (Gypsy)
(dial.)

Avar. -Avarian

Av. (Avest.) - Avestan

Beng.- Bengali (Hind.-Hindi)

Corn. - Cornish

Cim. - Cimric

Cun.Luv. - Cuneiform Luvian

Darg. - Darginian

Engl. — English

Gaul. — Gaulish

Georg. - Georgian

Germ. - German

Gk. - Greek

Gk. (Eol.) - Greek (Eolic)

Gk. (Hom.) - Greek (Homeric)

Goth. - Gothic

GZ - Georgian-Zan

Hier. Luv. - Hieroglyphic Luvian

Hind. - Hindi

Hitt. - Hittite
Hurr. - Hurrian
Ind.- Indian

Iran. - Iranian (Avestan)

Kart. - Kartvelian (languages)

Khot.- Sak. (Scyth.) - Khotanese
(Middle Sakian)

Khutch. - Khutchanian (dial. Toch. B)

Kurin. - Kurinian (dial. Lesgin)

Lak. - Lak (language)

Lat. - Latin

Let. - Lettish

Lezg. - Lezgian

Lith. - Lithuanian

Luv. - Luvian

Megr. - Megrelian

Mit. - Mitanian (language)

MLGerm. - Middle Low German

Myc. - Mycenaean Greek

OAgh. - Old Aghul

OArm. - Old Armenian

OChin. - Old Chinese

OCim — Old Cimric

OCS - Old Church Slavonic

OEngl. - Old English

OGk. - Old Greek

OHedr. - Old Hebrew

OHG - Old High German

Olc. - Old Icelandic

Olnd. - Old Indian

Olr. - Old Irish

OLat. - Old Latin

OPers. - Old Persian

OPruss. - Old Prussian

ORuss. - Old Russian

Osc. - Oscan

OScand. - Old Scandinavian (lang.)

Oss. - Ossetic

Pahl. - Pahlavi

Pal. - Palaic

Parth. - Parthian

Pel. (‘Pelasg.”) - Pelasgian

Pers. - Persian

Phryg. - Phrygian [Pre-Gk. (Hom.)]

Pruss. - Prussian

Russ. - Russian

Scyth. - Scythian

Sem. - Semitic

Slav. - Slav(on)ic

Sogd. (Manich.) - Sogdian
(Manichaean)

Sumer. - Sumerian

Tabas. -Tabasaran (lang.)



Tchan. -Langue de Tchanes
Toch. - Tocharian

Ugar. — Ugarit (lang.)
Urart. — Urartian

2. Other abbreviations

abl. - ablativ

accus. — accusative

anat. — anatomic(al)

art. — articulate(d)

bot. - botanical

cas. - case

cf. - confer (confirm)

DAL - “Dictionary of the Armenian
Language”

dat. - dativ

dial. - dialect(al)

e. g. -exempli gratia

etc. - et cetera

gen. - genitive

ib. (ibid) - ibidem

id. -idem

IE - Indo-European

i.e -idest

instr. - instrumental

lang. — language(s)

loc. — locative

medic. — medic(in)al

metaph. - metaphoric(al/ly)

miner. - mineral(ogical)

MSL - “Memoire de la Société de
linguistique de Paris”

mus. - music(al)

NAD - “The New Armenian
Dictionary”

nom. - nominative

pl. —plural

relig. - religious

sing. - singular

verb. - verbatim

zool. - zoological
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Part I.

Armenian Etymology
and Variative Reconstruction
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0. Preliminary

Regardless of the attempts made in comparative and typological
research devoted to the prehistory of languages in different periods
of development of Linguistics to sketch the approximate picture of
the kindred languages in order to restore the proto-language
(prototype language) from which languages as dialectal groups or
dialects have deviated, the problem of common prototype language
remains hypothetical.

The problem of common prototype language gives a rise to
divergence of opinions in modern science as well. In order to solve
the problem different methods and approaches of comparative as
well as typological research have been proposed, various
complementary and contradictory principles have been applied.
Yet it has been impossible to outline the complete and real picture
of genetically related languages though discussions going deep into
the past have been expanded in that sphere. “However deep we
may probe into the past of the IE languages, we cannot find a
complete identity in vocabulary and grammatical structure. For this
reason the common language which can be reconstructed
represents a unity of very closely related but not completely
identical tribal dialects”[Georgiev 1981: 320].

Thus, not only invariative but also variative reconstruction of
real introduction of the original picture, e. g. of the system of
plosive consonants of Indo-European languages have been
proposed [Szemerényi 1970; I'amkpenuose /Hsanos, 1972: 15-18;
Djahukyan 1982: 59-67].

According to this the appliance of the principle of variative
reconstruction of the original state of languages is of primary
importance. The variative studies of the original state of genetically
related languages operates within the boundaries of probability like
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any other compatarive-typological examination of languages in
general.

Thus, in a brief summary we represent some contemporary
problems of the history of the Armenian language. Besides we
examine the partial reflection of the traditional shift of the Indo-
European plosive consonants, revert to Indo-European
variativeness and accordingly to variative manifestations in
Armeninan, namely to the question of variative restoration of the
Armenian word root.

Data collected from OIld Literary Armenian language and
dialects have been used to a great extent especially new analysis
and convincing motivations on them to make theoretical
acknowledgments.
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1. Current Issues of the Study of the History
of the Armenian Language

1.The history of the Armenian language has developed
considerably and has yielded great achievements. Yet, there are a
number of unsolved problems the solution of which becomes vital
in the modern stage of the development of the Armenian studies.
Thus, it is essential to carry out research in that direction [cf.
Hambardzumyan 1995: 92-99]. As a cognitive language to other IE
groups, the Armenian language becomes rather significant as a
language source and typologically prominent among ancient
languages of the Asia Anterior and others as well. It includes
several linguistic phenomena such as phonetics, vocabulary and
syntax which are attributed as following:

a) Archaic which are illustrated only in etymological
researches;

b) Phenomena which testify about the interaction between
neighbouring and related languages, not yet completely studied:;

c¢) Provide more comparable facts and typological evidence than
has been exposed before.

Thus, the interest in this kind of elements is increasing and it
becomes a matter of significant concern.

2. The history of the Armenian language is a comparably
vast field of research because of its phonetic and syntactic
structures, rather ancient layers of vocabulary, the written and
spoken variations, the older strata of the vocabulary, the
relation between the dialects and the literary variants at
different stages of language development, as well as the
differences in discourse of pre-written and written periods. The
latter is associated with the attributes of time period, area and
practical characteristics.
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3. The history of the Armenian language is divided into two
large phases; pre-literary (the beginning of the 3" millennium B.C.
till the end of the fourth century A.D.) and literary (or written)
phase (from the fifth century till nowadays) [Hibschmann 1883,
and 1895-1897; Adjaryan 1940-1951; Djahukyan 1987]. The
recent studies denote that Armenian and some cognitive languages
(Greek-Armenian-Indian-Iranian dialects) separated from other IE
dialects at the same period of time as the Anatolian languages (4"
millennium B.C. and even earlier) [I'amkperuose/Heanoe 1980,
and 1981, 1984; Heposnax 1981: 24]. In the history of the
Armenian language the two-stage separation is explained by the
following reasons:

a) Regardless of the lack of written manuscripts, the time of
split dates back to the unknown period, that is when the related IE
dialects and dialect groups were gradually becoming distinct,
however, not completely separated yet.

b) In the 4™ millennium B.C. the first separations began when
Armenian got isolated from the related languages (Anatolian, Indo-
Iranian, Greek ) and formed a dialect which gradually developed
into a separate language (the 3™ millennium B.C. when the first
separation of the IE languages started).

c) A comparably new phase started for the new written
Armenian in the fifth century A.D. connected with the adoption of
the Armenian alphabet. Especially after putting ‘Mesropyan letters’
into practice Armenian started to develop, change in different
development stages, namely, Ancient, Middle and Modern periods
with numerous dialects and practical varianties.

This period differentiation is widely accepted in Armenian
Studies and there is no need for further changes in it [Djahukyan
1987: 20-26]. It is obvious that the expressions of different
development periods of the language are connected with the
adoption of the Armenian alphabet in the fifth century (405 A. D.)
and the new literature which thrived as a result of that fundamental
event. The latter is rather arbitrary as it is connected with cultural
changes and doesn’t express the merits and measures in the
development of the written language.
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3.1. The pre-written history of the Armenian language is a more
difficult aspect to study. There are various, often controversial
sources of information and written evidence about the peoples who
had cultural or social contacts with the Armenians.

The information is sometimes ambiguous. There are also
difficulties in analyzing and interpreting the cuneiforms or other
existing writing forms (vimagir ‘lapidary letter’). The history of
writing period was monotonous and simple because the rules and
the writing traditions were kept faithfully and precisely. The word-
lists preserved in various manuscripts testified about the stated
practice.

Non-homogeneity of the linguistic elements and the typology
itself is specific to the pre-written period while the history of the
written period demonstrates structural and typological cohesion. It
is mainly linked with the written traditions of Ancient Armenian
which became a foundation for the further development of various
dialects. Thus, in pre-written period the phenomenon called
“income components, mixture and interaction” as, in contrast to
“basic layers” [Djahukyan 1987: 257-293, 382-417] is called
borrowings in written period and they are mainly taken from other
languages into Armenian and not vice versa.

3.2. The history of Pre-Literary Armenian is chronologically a
rather long period. Its origin hasn’t received a thorough illustration
yet, and its typology is still incomplete. Several features of
Armenian, in comparison with other languages, and typological
description of IE languages are revealed in the study. As a result, a
number of theories about those features, the degree of coherence to
other languages, typological description and other views are
exposed as well. In that sense the research of Djahukyan becomes
radical [/[oicaykan 1960, and 1963, 1964, 1967, 1982 etc.;
Djahukyan 1970; 1972, and 1987 etc.]. Presently, due to the
achievements in the study of the history of the Armenian language
there is still an immense work to do in order to enlarge and
broaden this field.

The studies about the history of that period are confined mainly
as research of some phonetic and typological forms or the
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examination of some word stems and morphemes (morphology).
Little research is done about the comparative syntax, the Armenian
sentences and morphologic phenomena in comparison with Indo-
European languages [cf. Meillet 1962; Benveniste 1969].

In the recent years great efforts have been made in the field of
comparative semantics of IE languages where the material on
Armenian is also implemented. That topic has a vital value in
scheming and giving the complete picture of different areas of the
IE life [Benveniste 1969; [amxpenuose/Hsanos 1984].
Furthermore, during this kind of investigations it is important to
use the data of Armenian not having found any attention yet. For
example, Gk. ,liov xPrxlog ‘sun-ring; sun-wheel’ and the Arm.
wplg-w{l [areg-akn] ‘sun’, (verb.) “sun-ring; sun-wheel’ [cf.
Heposnax 1981: 30].

The history of pre-literary period has different phases of
development and various new research methods of implementation
are necessary to be applied in order to distinguish these periods.
All these current attempts can be classified into two types; they
refer to the chronology of various linguistic data and, occasionally,
linguistic facts are used to differentiate the period [cf. Hibschmann
1898: 128-172; Fourquet 1948; Zabrocki 1951; Aghayan 1961: 67-
90; Jrrcayran 1967: 313-332, and 1987: 20-33 etc.]. In our opinion
nowadays it is relevant to make a distinct and comprehensive
division of the pre-literary period at present. Without a complete
division based on detailed linguistic data it will be very difficult to
depict the relation of the Armenian language within the IE
language family tree or with other related languages, to show the
development of Armenian and its interaction with other languages.
By distinguishing the different development periods we realize the
close unity of the IE, Armenian- Iranian dialect correlations, the
intensive interaction between North-Caucasian (Khur-Urartian)
and Iranian languages [cf. Heanos 1984: 61-62].

In the recent years the view that Armenian had features of
Ancient IE consonants was a matter of serious discussions. First of
all it refers to the system of plosive consonants [lamxpenuoze
1984: 31-34, and I'amkpenuosze/ Hsanos 1984: 44-49; Haudricourt
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1975]. It is stated that the Armenian consonant system is closer to
IE language prototype system which gives us the reason to modify
the traditional approach about the “consonant shift”
[lamxpenuosze/Heanos 1984: 44-46]. There arise the hypothesis
about the glottal consonants which brings to the necessity of new
description of the Armenian consonants. This is especially due to
the data gathered on the dialects where the voiced aspirates occur
beside the “pure” voiced consonants as variations of the same
phoneme [cf. T'amxpenuose/HMsanoe 1984; Illupokos 1972,
Heposnax 1981: 39-40]. Other common type of consonant shifts
and expressions (like palatalization, shift, the allocation of the
fricatives and sonorous consonants etc.) brought to compliances
functioning with certain sound rules as well as to numerous
exceptions (deviation from the common rules) which caused
various parallels [Jorcayrsan 1984 146-160]. It is known that the
Arm. words pmf [Sun] ‘dog’, ulmdln [skund] ‘little-dog’
originated from the IE *k’uwon, *k’uon-to. It is also known that in
some words the IE phoneme group exposed the Arm. y [§ ] and in
the other case ug [sk] [cf. Adjaryan 1977: 534-535, and 1979: 230-
231; Szemerényi 1964; [lcayrxan 1967: 189, 228; Djahukyan
1987:134 etc.].Then, we have the Arm. aplwi(p) [erkan(k%)] ‘mill,
mill-stone’ that originated from IE root *k*°ray- ‘grinder’ [cf.
Adjaryan 1973: 61; Jowcayrkan 1967: 226; I'amxpenruose/ Hsanos
1984: 693].

We assume that the Arm. (dial.) undfy [sinel] ‘to grind into big
pieces; to break the corn into two’ also originated from the same
word-stem with the shift of the main two phonemes forming the
word root [see Hambardzumyan 1996: 191-192]. In both cases we
deal with the phenomena of phonetic shift that was put into
practice in different periods. This and the other parallel cases from
the same source of words in Armenian confirm that the language
developed and was affected to changes in different periods. We can
confirm the existence of various development stages, as each
period brought its specific rules, and, as a result, nowadays there
are lots of Armenian words that were subjected to various
consonant modifications left from each stage. The genealogical and
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chronological studies of these words denote that some of them are
expressions and the result of the existing modification of a certain
period , the rest are exceptions and deviations of the rules. The
problem is whether the rules occurred in the same period of the
Armenian language development and are the result of completely
different changes, or they are the result of consecutive periodical
changes.

The above mentioned can refer to various cases of simple and
palatalized consonant words that are semantically grouped by some
scholars [cf. [orcaykan 1967 300-313; I'amxpenuosze/Heanos 1984:
42-43].

Thus, we assume that the division of different historical periods
of Ancient Armenian must completely be based on a greater
number of linguistic data, whereas facts and conditions should not
be considered essential. Furthermore, the linguistic data should be
observed thoroughly, that is it should be a matter of inner
reconstruction, external comparison, typological coincidences,
corresponding analyses and, if necessary, we should work out new
methods that will serve a thorough and broad study, together with
the existing ones. And this kind of approach, will certainly promote
the classification of more realistic system of Armenian at its earlier
stages as well as the complete description of the language history.

The thorough study of the language history is scholarly
essential and it will exclude all types of hypotheses and “theories”,
various views and images which are not based on real evidence.

3.3. The written period of Armenian history is consistently
divided into several stages. At present three stages of the language
development are accepted undisputedly. They are Old, Middle and
Modern Armenian with both literary and non-literary forms or sub-
periods [Djahukyan 1956, and 1964]. The division is arranged
according to both external conditions and linguistic issues.

Yet, there is biased approach to the separation of the stages. For
instance, Middle literary Armenian which included two sub-
periods was described as Cilician Armenian variant. It is not clear
if the separation was carried out only for the literary language of
the Cilician Armenian or for Armenian as a whole with its all
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areas, variations, etc. Accordingly, we assume that the issue needs
a meticulous revision, especially, when the preserved written
materials enable us to do so.

Since the beginning of the written period till the 20s of the
twentieth century Classical Armenian (“Grabar™) was used as the
only dominant language or in some cases parallel with other
languages. In this sense a special attention should be paid to Old
Literary Armenian and to the language used much later as
Common Grabar, as well as the interaction and influence of
Grabar, Middle and Modern Armenian should be observed [cf.
Hambardzumyan 1990]. The solution to issues should be based on
new linguistic confirmations and written manuscripts. Thus,
Modern Literary Armenian has a rich vocabulary and a variety of
terms but it goes on enhancing due to the relation with the Grabar
(especially in the 18™ and 19" centuries). Both Middle Literary
Armenian and Modern Armenian with its two variations have
constantly prospered, becoming more complete due to their
correlation with Classical Armenian (Grabar) and, still, keep
improving their structure with the application of Grabar
[Hambardzumyan 1990: 62-127, 128-261].

Finally, it is essential to clarify the sub-periods of Modern
Armenian in connection with the recent data on the topic. The new
study of the linguistic data enables us to make the precise stage-
division free of external impact or other negative pressure.

4. Another current issue in the history of the Armenian
language is the study of its dimensional variations. After collecting
the data, the formation of the dialect map is greatly beneficial for
detailed and comprehensive study of the history of the Armenian
language.

4.1. In this regard it is hard to solve instantly the problem where
Armenian was split from the related IE proto-language and what
other languages were associated with it during its detached
development. The above-mentioned issues have always been the
matter of scholars’ interest. In different periods there were
completely different approaches to the solution. Recently
especially at the IE language study there is a new approach
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according to which the birthplace of the IE proto-language must be
found in Asia Anterior [Heposnax 1981: 25; I'amkpenudsze/Hsanos
1984: 859-957, 890]. It is known that the separation of the IE
languages took place in the fourth millennium B.C., as it was
mentioned above, which became the source of separate languages
(dialectal clusters) and Armenian started its development being
used on its own and associated with other languages. Hence, it is
necessary either to deny this new approach if it has no scientific
proof or a completely new approach should be developed to study
the pre-literary period problems concerning the internal (linguistic)
features, the language environment and the contacts with the
neighboring nations. It is also essential to base our study on
complete and complex language associations instead of separate or
random cases [cf. Djahukyan 1985: 151-160, and 1990: 1-16,
1997: 45-66 etc.].

4. 2. In its written period Armenian was not applied persistent
by manners because of the loss of independent government,
prosecutions by the neighboring nations, the migration and other
unfavorable reasons which often occurred in the history. This kind
of events are inevitable, and their impact on the language
development is obvious

In the period of Classical (“Mesropyan’) Armenian we observe
the Old Armenian language in its initial form. However, it hasn’t
preserved the features specific to certain areas. Theoretically, the
existence of those local features is not excluded, since the Old
Armenian had its literary principles and traditions of oral
interpretations maintained by the Armenian and foreign translators.
It was too difficult to find the specific features of the spoken
language of that time, though some of them were found by the
Armenian scholars [Aytonean 1866; Adjaryan 1951; Djahukyan
1972 etc.]. In the Armenian version of the “Bible” and in other 5"
and 6™ century translations the traits and peculiarities of “the
native dialect” of the translators are somehow evident. The
comprehensive study of the vocabulary of “The New
Armenian Dictionary” (vol.1-2,Venice,1836-1837) gives the
opportunity to confirm that the OId (literary) Armenian had
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some dialectal basis and besides the literary language local
variations (dialects) were used with the interactions of which a
lingual idiom (koine < Gk. xorv%  ‘common; jointly, conjointly’)
was created. It began serving as basis for the Old (literary)
Armenian as a means of written communication. Later, those forms
caused the development of a new language, that is the system of
Middle Armenian. In this sense the history of the literary period of
Armenian turned out to be significant especially connected with
the study of the variations of the literary language and the dialects
of Middle Armenian.

4.3. Later the local variations of the language grew further apart
as:

a) the written sources contain lots of local (dialectal) forms and
deviations from the literary language standards,

b) the study of the latter is conducted thoroughly which is
connected with the elucidation of the background of Middle
Armenian, as well as, its dialects. Afterwards, in the new period,
due to migration, foundation of national colonies, new schools and
universities which were far from the motherland, the number of
Armenian dialects grew to such an extent, that dialects and
separate speech-forms expressed more variety of local features
than those in previous centuries. There is a great number of
theoretical and individual studies on dialect and speech. The
creation of the typology of the various dialects of that period and
demonstrating them in the dialect atlas has become an important
undertaking. Boundless scientific efforts and motivation is
necessary for the accomplishment in that task.

The formation of the catalogue, the typology and cartography of
the new literary language and certain modern dialects will enable
us to picture the past and the current state of the Armenian people.
The scientific study of the Armenian dialects will provide a basis
for further standardization of modern Armenian language which is
very vital nowadays.

5. In all stages of development the Armenian language has had
some prominent traits which have undergone changes from time to
time, but, as a unity, they characterize an ancient nation with

25



cultural, scientific and linguistic traditions, as well as, its
sociopolitical relations.

5.1. Ancient Armenian with its vocabulary, phonetics and
grammar emerged through the interaction which has been the
subject matter of the above mentioned linguistic phenomena. Thus,
the vocabulary that preserved after the process of separation from
IE languages was categorized into semiotic (thematic) groups, i.e.
with clear differentiation according to their practical use [cf.
Adjaryan 1940: 108-113; [ocayxkan 1967, and Djahukyan 1987;
Tamxpenuosze /Heanos 1984, etc.].

Respectively, the following issues have been focused on:

a) a great number of Armenian words that have not been
etymologically explained,

b) dialectal words that have not been included in the Armenian
word-stock or dictionaries of standard language,

c) further semantic analysis and categorizing according to the
semantic (thematic) meaning of the words which will enable us to
find their complete semantics.

Thus, as we have mentioned above, the Arm. &phwii(p)
[erkan(k)] ‘mill, mill-stone’ and undty [sinel] ‘to grind into big
pieces; to break the corn into two’ are included in a subgroup of
the semantic (thematic) group “natural farmstead”. The second is a
dialectal word which becomes a matter of semantic analysis only
because of its phonetic correspondence and semantic closeness to
the first word.

5.2. Both the written and pre-written periods of the Armenian
language have some differences in their practical aspect. They are
well-observed in the vocabulary, as the latter changes more quickly
than other linguistic phenomena. In OId literary Armenian there
were more works of religious character and more translations of
the same nature than in Middle Armenian. Fiction was specific to
later Armenian. Historicographical works were equally common in
Old, Middle and Modern Armenian, mainly written in Old
Armenian (Grabar). Middle Armenian is copious with works on
natural science, e.g. medicine, human anatomy, horse breeding, as
well as law, trade, management and works concerning other fields

26



of life. Modern Armenian is characterized by its broad practical
implementation. Press and publishing was a feature of this era.

The main object of the history of Armenian is to study Old and
Middle Armenian with reference to existing database, to classify
them scientifically according to their linguistic criteria. The
language of mass media, in the new period, which is significant
from the point of view of customizing and accomplishing the
language, hasn’t been completely investigated, moreover, it has
never been a matter of study from the viewpoint of linguistic
description.

6. The long history the Armenian language has been a matter of
separate sphere of investigation and has always been analyzed and
revised as a vivid expression of the Armenian mentality and
identity.

It has always been investigated as a subject of grammar,
lexicography, syntax and linguistics. However, Armenian is a state
language today, and it must become a subject of thorough and
comprehensive study more than ever. We have been granted with
enormous literature which has become the matter of scientific
assessment. The fundamental concern of Modern Armenian
Studies is not only to maintain that tradition but also to develop
and expand it to a new scientific level.
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2. The Non-Complete Shift of IE Explosives
in Armenian

1. Armenian and other IE languages indicate common origins
through their phonemic systems, not only for vowels and
diphthongs, but also for consonants. The IE system of explosives is
reflected in Armenian differently than in other languages.
According to G. Djahukyan, this is the result of four types of
processes:

1) plosive shift;

2) plosive palatalization;

3) affricate and sonorant change;

4) consonant cluster change [/[orcayxan 1967: 73-81].

There is no unified approach for the reconstruction of the
system of plosives, a fact which causes certain problems. Until the
1960s, the traditional consonant system was accepted [Brugmann
1904; Szemerényi 1967: 96-97; [ocayksn 1967; Djahukyan 1990:
2-3]. Djahukyan indicates that “Classical Indo-European linguistics
had assumed a paradigm of about twenty plosives, characterized by
a series of voiced and voiceless consonant, aspirates and non-
aspirates, labials, front-lingual (apical) and back-lingual
consonants, with back- lingual consonants including a number of
palatalized, regular, and labialized consonants” [Djahukyan 1987:
37] Correspondingly, a “protostate’ of plosives could be
reconstructed for Armenian, with sixteen possible consonants
rather than twenty. Instead of having three series of back-lingual
consonants, just two series could de isolated: palatalized and
common fricatives which also include archaic (labialized)
sounds.Thus, the possibility that the IE “three series of back-
lingual (labialized) and the archaic (palatalized), *b, *k'h and *k*h
voiceless aspirates are reflected in Armenian, is brought into
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guestion” [Djahukyan 1987: 37-38]. This means that the Armenian
data does not completely reflect the system in reconstruction, i.e.
there are some missing data (“empty cages”).

It should be noted that there are also some other missing points
in the case of the IE back-lingual labialized (archaic) voiced

aspirate *g*h and the voiced *g¥ the common voiceless aspirate
*kh, the front-lingual voiceless aspirate *th, and voiced labial *b".
In Djahukyan’s work all Armenian words and roots of IE origin
are compiled (established before the 1960’s and featuring signs of
plosive consonant shifts). There are no sufficient data pertaining to
the above-mentioned consonants [Zowcayxkan 1967: 82-154, and
1982: 45-54].

In the recent past, attempts have been made to revise that
system, particularly with respect to the shift of plosives. The
attempts are based not only on the evidence that in the IE system
glottalized consonants are a distinct category [cf. Hopper 1973:
141-166, and 1977: 41-53; Haudricourt 1975, and Hagége/
Haudricourt 1978: 123-125; Bomchard 1981: 333-335], but also
the existence of such consonants is possible in Armenian [Solta
1963; Kortlandt 1978: 9-16; I'amkpenudsze/ Heanoe 1984: 41-45].
This possibility is closely associated with the shift of Armenian
plosives - hence the assumption that Armenian glottalized
consonants are the indirect reflection of equivalent IE plosives. Cf.
IE *t’'om > Arm. i [tun] ‘house; home’, rather than IE *dom >
Arm. wmnii [tun] ‘house; home’, IE *¢’6- > Arm. i [tam] ‘to
give’, rather than IE *do- > Arm. wmunf [tam] ‘to give’, etc.
[Iamxpenuosze/Heanos 1984: 41].

To these attempts, and in favor of the Armenian traditional
system of explosives, serious objections have been made
[Horcayran 1982: 59-67, and 1990: 1-16]. The matter can be solved
by correcting the regularities and obvious deviations of the shift, as
well as explanting the origin of some words that haven’t been
etymologically studied yet. From that point there is much work to

! In this part of the book the orthography of the IE phonemes and words are given
according to traditional transliteration [see Jorcayxan 1967]:
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do which should be proceeded by the detailed analyses that the
statistic data provides [see Hambardzumyan 1996: 30-31].

2. The shift of the Armenian plosives demonstrates both
regularities and exceptions. If we were to judge by the data of
etymologized words before the 1960s, it would become obvious
that those regularities constitute one third of the number of
exceptions  [[orwcayxan 1967: 86-154]. According to our
calculations, there are 100 cases of regular shifts and 347 cases of
exceptions. The so-called unshifted reflection of IE plosives in
Armenian can be explained as a result of two processes:

1) normal deviations,

2) extraordinary cases.

Onomatopoeia, the reduplication of the lexical root, and other
secondary processes (i.e. the influence of neighbouring sounds) can
be considered normal deviations; there are 20 cases of this type.

There are 327 cases of extraordinary cases of deviation, 159 of
which do not fall into the category of a consonant shift [Jorcayxan
1967: 100-127], 161 cases reflect the IE consonant system without
shift [[orcaykan 1967: 128-153], and 7 cases are the result of the
second shift [[orcayran 1967 153-154].

3. It is known that in words and word roots, plosives are shifted
in four positions: in initial position before a vowel, between
vowels, after consonants, and before consonants. Correspondingly,
the examined 100 cases could be divided into four groups:

a) 39 cases in initial position of words before vowels: cf. IE
*bha- > Arm. pw-Gunf [ba-nam] ‘to open’, IE *daivzer > Arm.
uwygn [taygr] ‘brother-in-law’, IE *pedo-m > Arm. htun-nj [het-
oy] ‘trace; track’, IE *phaolo > Arm. aniy [p°ul] ‘phase, stage’ etc.

b) 25 cases between vowels: cf. IE *au-dh-o > Arm. win (wi-n-
nj) [awd (awd-oy)] ‘shoes’, IE *steib(h)o > Arm. wwnfpuybif
[stipem] ‘to insist’, IE *matér > Arm. dwyp [mayr] ‘mother’, IE
*meu-thi > Arm. dnp [moyt‘] ‘pillar, pilaster; support’) etc.

c) 18 cases after consonants: cf. IE *ambho- > Arm. wup(nny)
[amb(of})] ‘entire, whole; complete’, IE *k'erdi > Arm. upyn [Sirt]
‘heart’, IE *penk‘e- > Arm. halqg [hing] “five’ etc.
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d) 18 cases before consonants: cf. IE *bhrater > Arm. &npwyn
[etbayr] ‘brother’, IE *septpz > Arm. tipl (Luupl) [ewtn
(eawt’n)] ‘seven’, IE *trees > Arm. Lphp [erek‘] ‘three’, IE
*dhsg'h-na > Arm. guwpe-Gud [darn-am] ‘to turn, returm’ etc. [cf.
Jorcayksan 1967: 86-97].

If we set apart the forth position before the consonant where we
have no single example of being submitted to any plosive
consonant in conformity with regularity, then in the rest three
cases, i.e. in initial part of the word before the vowel, between the
vowels and after the consonants, the plosives reveal “non-
complete” reflection.

In this respect, the following should be noted:

3. 1. In initial position of words before vowels, there are three
cases of “non-complete” reflection:

a) The IE back-lingual (labialized) *g*h is not presented in any
word or word root in Armenian, unlike the IE *bh, *dh and *gh,
which are reflected in Armenian as g [b], z [d], ¢ [g]. Cf. IE
*bha-n > Arm. pwlwd [banam] ‘to open’, IE *bha-nis > Arm.
pwd [ban] ‘speech, word; mind’, IE *dhal- > Arm. guwy-wp [dal-ar]
‘fresh; green’, and IE *ghssi > Arm. qupyp [gars] from which
qumpbyh [garseli]) ‘abominable’ [Zocayrkan 1967: 86-87, and
1982: 46].

b) Armenian has no word or root in which the IE apical
voiceless aspirate *th is reflected. However, the IE *ph and *kh
consonants correspond to the Armenian ¢ [p°] and /fu [x]. Cf. IE
*pholo > Arm. wanyy [p°ul] ‘phase, stage’, IE *phelg- > Arm. pligy
[petk] ‘shutter, window-shutter’, IE *khad-s- > Arm. juwo-wGtid
[xac-anem] ‘to bite; to nibble’ [/forcayxan 1967: 89, and 1982: 48].

c) Armenian has no word or root which reflects the IE back-
lingual (labialized) voiceless aspirate *k‘h. However, the IE
consonants *ph and *kh correspond to the Armenian 2 [p°] and p
[k] (compare the above-mentioned case b).

3. 2. In the position between vowels, there is only one case of
“non-complete” reflection, namely the IE back-lingual (labialized )
*k*h, for which Armenian has no correspondence; the IE *ph, *th
and *kh consonants are rendered in Armenian by 2 [p°], p [t°], and
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Ju [X]. Cf. IE *eph- > Arm. &atuf [ep°em] ‘to cook; to boil’, IE
*doph- > Arm. wmmplif lIgnpts [top°em, dop’em] ‘to stamp, to
stample’, IE *meu-thi > Arm. dnjp [moyt’] ‘pillar, pilaster;
support’, IE *mukho > Arm. -dnzfu [mux] from which déntGwdnifu
(zhGEy) [jernamux (linel)] ‘to undertake’ [Zorwcaykan 1967: 93, and
1982: 49].

4. There are five cases of “non-complete” reflection in the
position after consonants.

a) For the IE labialized (archaic) voiced aspirate *g*h we have
no correspondence in any word or root in Armenian. However, the
IE consonants *bh, *dh, and *gh are present in Armenian as p [b],
n [d], and ¢ [g]. Cf. IE *ambh- > Arm. wup-(nye) [amb-(off)]
‘entire’, ‘whole’, ‘complete’, IE *sybh > Arm. wpp- & [arb-em] ‘to
drink, to get drunk’, IE * gendha > Arm. gadn [gind] ‘earring’, IE
*srungh- > Arm. pmlql [fungn] ‘nostril’ [forcayran 1967: 93-94,
and 1982: 50],

b) For the IE voiced aspirate *b there is no reflection in any
word or root in Armenian, unlike the IE consonants *d and *g
which are presented in Armenian as w2 [t] and 4 [K]. Cf. IE *kerdi
> Arm. upymun [sirt] ‘heart’, IE *ang-//*ank- > Arm. wdliq( I/
whlhmG  [angiwn, ankiwn] ‘corner’ [orcayrkan 1967: 94, and
1982: 507,

c) For the IE back-lingual voiced aspirate *g* there is no
reflection in any word or word root in Armenian, unlike the IE
consonants *d and *g (see the above-mentioned case under b),

d) Armenian has no word or word root in which the IE common
voiceless aspirate *kh is presented. However, the IE consonants
*ph and *th are rendered in Armenian as ¢ [p°] and p [t°]. Cf. IE
*phamph- > Arm. yuudip- (hwidip-npm < *uuadih-pnipu)
[pCamp®- (p‘amp®-ust < *p‘amp®-bust)] ‘bladder; bullet’, IE *por-
thu-> Arm. (bot.) npp (nppuwnmil) [ort® (ort“atunk) ‘vine; vine-
stock, grape vine’ // (zool.) Anpp [hort®] “calf® [[Jorcayxan 1967: 94,
and 1982: 50].

2 See Pedersen 1951; Hamp 1954: 40; I'amkpenuoze/Heanoe 1984: 6-7 ( cf.
Joicaykan 1982: 59-67; F'amkpenuose/Hsanos 1984: 1317-1318).
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e) Armenian does not have any word or word root in which IE
voiceless aspirate *k*h is presented. This is, however, not the case
with the IE *ph and *th (see the previous case d).

Thus, we have nine cases of incomplete reflection, or a “rule”
according to which the shift of plosives is an exception within
regularities. A closer look at these regularities shows that a
substantial part of the back-lingual (labialized) consonants, and one
of each set of a front-lingual consonants are “incompletely”
reflected or rather not reflected in the shift of plosives. What is the
reason? What kind of results can be expected from future
investigations? These questions still need to be answered by
comparative linguistics.

5. In other positions, the shift of the Armenian plosives present
the following quantitative regularities.

5.1. In initial position the words before vowels:

a) the IE voiced aspirates *bh, *dh, *gh are rendered in
Armenian as g [b], z [d], ¢ [g] in ten words and word roots. Cf. IE
*bhero > Arm. phpkif [berem] “to bring’, IE *dhé-no > Arm. ki
< *n(h)- Gk [dnem <*d(i)-nem] ‘to put’, IE *ghomo- > Arm. gnu
[gom] “cattle shed, cow shed; stable’ etc.,

b) the IE voiced *b, *d, *g (*g*) as 42 [p°], p [t°], & [K] in seven
words and word roots. Cf. IE *belo > Arm. whnbd [petem] ‘to
excavate, to unearth’, IE *do-e-mi > Arm. unwf [tam] (< ww-1f
[ta-m]) ‘to give’, IE *gur-no-s > Arm. (anat.) ymnl (>lnG-wl)
[kuin (>krn-ak)] ‘back; shoulder’, cf. (dial.) (anat.) dnint (>dnd-
2 [euin(> ¢in-ik)] ‘thigh, hip’, ‘throw off, overthrow’, IE *g“ou-
> Arm. 4y [kov] ‘cow’ etc.,

c) the IE voiceless *p, *t, *k (*k*) as 4 [h] or ; [y], @ [(zer0)], p
[t], p [K] in 12 words or word roots. Cf. IE *pel-nu-mi > Arm.
h&npnid [hetum] “to fill (in); to pour’, IE *pol- > Arm. jnj-ny [yol-
ov] ‘full, a lot of, many, much’, IE *pod- > Arm. mu-4 [ot-n]
‘foot’, IE *a-n > Arm. pw(-wud [tan-am] ‘to wet; to drench’, IE
*kpg- > Arm. pwd-y [k°am-el] ‘to press out’, IE *k*a-m > Arm.
puw-Gh [K°a-ni] ‘how; how much’ etc.,

d) the IE voiceless aspirates *ph and *kh as ¢1 [p°] and /u [X] in
ten words or word roots. Cf. IE *phelg- > Arm. watipl [p°elk]
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‘shutte; window-shutter’, 1E *khai-t- > Arm. fuwj-p-tuf [xay-t°
em] ‘to sting, to bite’ etc.

5.2. Between vowels:

a) the IE voiced aspirates *bh, *dh, *gh (*g*h) correspond to the
Arm. 1 [v (W)], 7 [d], ¢ [g] in seven words and word roots. Cf. IE
*bhsa-bh- > Arm. wuwg [avaz] ‘sand’, IE *au-dh-o- > Arm. on
(<*wup) [od (<*awd)] ‘air’, IE *meigha > Arm. uiq [meg] ‘haze,
mist’, IE *g'hag*h > Arm. dwgq [jag] ‘young, youngling’ etc.,

b) the IE voiced *b, *d, *g and *g*h to wy [p], w2 [t], & [K] in five
words and word roots. Cf. IE *steibo- > Arm. uupuybd [stipem]
‘to insist’, IE *yedo- > Arm. gl [get] ‘river’, IE *bheg- > Arm.
pLl-wabdy [bek-anem] ‘to break’, IE *reg‘os- > Arm. &-pkl-ny [e-
rek-oy] ‘evening’ etc.,

c) the IE voiceless *p, *t, *k and *k*to z [v (W)], 2 [t] (or s [y]),
p [K] in eight words or word roots. Cf. IE *prep- > Arm. &ptijif
[erevim] ‘to appear’, IE *auti- > Arm. wip (>op) [awt® (>0t)] (cf.
opluuli [ot°evan] ‘shelter, lodging; dwelling’, IE *matér > Arm.
duyp [mayr] ‘mother’, 1E *tek- > Arm. php-tu [t°ek®-em] ‘to
incline, to tilt; to bend’, IE *lik- >Arm. jpwlbd (<*;(h)p-wbh)
[Ik°anem (<*I(i)k°-anem)] ‘to abandon’ etc.,

d) the IE voiceless aspirates *ph, *th and *kh are reflected in
the Armenian 1 [p], p [t] and p [K°] in five words or word roots.
Cf. IE *eph- > Arm. &alaf [ep®-em] ‘to cook; to boil’, IE *meu-thi
> Arm. dnjp [moyt®] “pillar, pilaster; support’, IE *mukho > Arm.
tnifu [mux] ‘smoke’ etc.

5.3. After the consonants (sonorant or plosive):

a) the IE voiced aspirates *bh, *dh and *gh are reflected in
Armenian as g [b], z[d] and ¢ [g] in four words or word roots. Cf.
IE *s/bh- > Arm. wpp-&d [arb-em] ‘to drink, to get drunk’, IE
*wendha > Arm. ghdn [gind] ‘earring’, IE *srungh- > Arm. nniliql
[fungn] ‘nostril” etc.,

b) the IE voiced *d and *g as the Armenian w2 [t] and 4 [K] in
two words or word roots. Cf. IE *k'erdi > Arm. ufymn [sirt] ‘heart’,
IE *ang-//*ank- > Arm. wdlq-pudllwGl-puG [ang-iwn, ank-iwn]
‘corner’ etc.,

34



c) the IE voiceless *p, *t, *k and *k* as the Armenian g [b], n
[d] and ¢ [g] in five words or word roots (sonorisation of the
voiceless). Cf. IE *kpi- > Arm. pupp [Karb] ‘asp(ic); viper’, IE
*ar-t- > Arm. wpn [ard] ‘now’, IE *snerk-> Arm. Ghpqbi [nergew]
‘down, underneath’, IE *penk“e > Arm. ajtig [hing] “five’ etc.,

d) the IE voiceless aspirate *ph and *th are reflected in
Armenian as ¢1 [p] and g [t°] in two words or word roots. Cf. IE
*phamph- > Arm. (anat.) tuwdis-nipn [ptamptust] ‘bladder;
bullet’, IE *por-thu > Arm. (bot) np-p (appunnmdl) [ort
(ort‘atunk)] ‘vine; vine-stock, grape vine’, ‘calf’ etc.

e) the IE *t in the clusters *bt, *kt, *pt result in the Armenian p
[t in five words or word roots. Cf. IE *gjb-ti- > Arm. Juwpp
[kart?] ‘angle, fish-hook’, (dial.) ‘marc (of hen)’, IE *galakt >
Arm. Jupd [kat'n], (dial.) fwng [kakc?] ‘milk’, IE *pter-i-ski- >
Arm. pn-s-puf (<*p(f) -5 puf ) [t56-¢5-im (< *t°(i)-¢%-im)] “to fly, to
fley away’ etc. [see Jorcayran 1967: 86- 95].

6. Etymological essays written later on, especially in the 1960s,
introduce some additional observations and corrections into this
guantitive picture. Here are some of them [Hambardzumyan 1996:
95, and 1998: 25-26]:

a) Based on Hiibschmann’s data, Adjaryan connects Arm. nuijy
[dayl] (also (dial.) guy [dal]) ‘milk resin’ with the Arm. pa&d
[diem] ‘to breast-feed’ deriving it from the IE form *dhal-(also
*dhéi-, *dhé-, *dhai-,*dhi-) [cf. Hibschmann 1983: 437; Adjaryan
1971: 611-612, 668], although in J. Pokorny’s dictionary the Arm.
nuuyy [dayl] is derived from the IE *dbaili [Pokorny 1959: 829-831].
Djahukyan indicates the IE root *dhé(i)- from which he derives the
IE *dhée-; from this he originates the Arm. pa&d [diem] ‘to
breast-feed’, and from the IE root *dhai-li- the Arm. guwy; (wy)
[dayl (dal)] ‘milk resin’ [forcayran 1967:247, and 1987: 119, 211].
According to this, Arm. 7 [d] corresponds to the IE *dh and not *d,
if we ignore the more probable IE form *dhal-, from which the
Arm. nuy-wp [dal-ar] ‘fresh; green’ originates.

b) According to Adjaryan, Arm. ganj (also gayp, and gfr) [gihi
(giyi, gi)] ‘a sort of tree’ originates from the IE *wita [Adjaryan
1979: 627]. He also considers the Georgian yvia ‘a sort of tree” and
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Tush (Georgian dial.) ywié ‘a sort of tree’ to be borrowings from
the Arm. ghhp [gihi] ‘a sort of tree’. As a proof he compares the
Arm. gadGh [gini] ‘wine’ ~ Georg. ywini, ywino ‘wine’ and the
transition Arm. ¢ [g] ~ Georg. yw (instead of Arm. *qu/*qm: [*gw
/*gu] ~ Georg. yw) [Adjaryan 1971: 554, 558]. Djahukyan does not
give the etymology of Arm. gaaj [gihi] ‘a sort of tree’ although he
mentions for the transition of Arm. qAdp [gini] ‘wine’ ~ Georg.
ywino ‘wine’ the IE *g*hinso- with a question mark [Jocayrsn
1967: 53; Aghabekyan 1998: 49-144].

Another example for the transition of the IE *g*h > Arm.
labialized q¢’(< or *q¢'/l ¢™) [g' (*g"//*g")] to Georg. yw is the Arm.
yhpwy [virap] “pit; cellar, prison® ~ Georg. ywirabi ‘opening,
aperture; hole’ which derived from the IE *g*hirap-(?) [cf.
Jorcayksn 1967: 53].

The Georgian must have borrowed these words before they
became the Arm. qplh (<*q¢"plh <*qmipGh) [gini (<*g'ini
<*guini)] and yapwy (<*q@" ipwyy <*qnippuny) [virap (< *g'irap
<*guirap)]. The proto-Armenian forms *q™atp (< *qnipth [*g'ini
or *gowini]) and *q™ iy (< * gy [*g'irap or *gowirap])
are hypothetical [see Hambardzumyan 1996: 31].
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3. The Variativity of the IE languages
and Some Questions on Variative Studies of Armenian

1. The principal (formula) completeness of linguistic studies
includes certain structural regularities and typological similarities
along with different specific features and non-typological qualities.

a) As a subject of the study of the development constancy
(diverse periods) the linguistic phenomena appear free, and as a
subject of a certain period (contemporary period) they appear in
relation to objective distribution. These phenomena are in invariant
(common) and variative (specific) relation at different stages in the
history of the related languages or languages in different
genealogical closeness.

b) So far the problems of the correlations of the invariant
(common) linguistic phenomena have got the foremost significance in
the studies of the IE languages. On that account a number of theories
were practiced, some schools were opened, different methods and
principles were worked out, various phonetic and other rules were
applied, different approaches were used which most of the time
completed each other, but sometimes also excluded each other.

c) The history of the IE languages is much older than it is
accepted and its clarification based on the linguistic studies can’t
be considered sufficient. During the prehistoric and historic stages
those languages had the function of communication regardless of
their similarities and closeness. While initiating the study of the
living and “dead” (old) languages known to us only through
written sources and literary manuscripts we must pay attention to
the fact that first of all they were all natural and living means of
communication.

Therefore while sketching the prehistory or the main history of
those languages we must be led not only by the invariant but also

37



by the variative forms and formulas. In order to reconstruct any
prehistoric status of these languages it is necessary to solve the
phenomena which occurred as a result of convergantion and
divergention. Thus, the IE languages also could be changed, and
they were distinguished because of the internal and external factors
of development.

d) Being a consequence of the social, periodic and local
development and a result of the expression of the structural factors,
as signs of the language, the invariant and variative forms describe
a certain language in its progress and shifts, its correlation and
interaction with other languages [see more details in
Hambardzumyan 1977: 5-9; 1978: 50-54; 1981: 182-192 etc.].

e) At the early stage of the study of the IE languages the main
attention was concentrated on the external side (form of
expression) of the linguistic phenomena. Recently the problems
concerning the semantic side (form of content) of these phenomena
have parallel to the form become the matter of great importance
[cf. Buck 1949; Dumezil 1968; Benveniste 1969; I amxperudse/
Heanos 1984 etc.].

f) At different stages of linguistic studies the investigation of
various linguistic patterns was carried out from the view of either their
form or content. That’s why most of the time both these approaches
were severely criticized and considered formalisms, logicisms etc. In
these cases it was not necessary to avoid the extremism. More than
that the practical side of these factors was ignored.

The study of the phenomenon can be considered sufficient only
if it is based on the structural side ( form of expression), semantic
side (form of content) and practical side (functional form) of the
linguistic unit because the subject of the study is characterized
based not only on its structural-semantic attributes but also on its
practical features.

The smallest element of each level of the language becomes a
matter of interest only with the unity of these three forms which
enables us to give a comprehensive account of the corresponding
units (phonemes, root words, morphemes or any syntactic segment)
[cf. Maxaes 1967 26-33].
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2. The language, as a subject of a separate study, is examined
by different linguistic scientific circles. So it is natural that they are
separated and classified in accordance with basic linguistic-
semantic criteria.

a) Like many of his predecessors Djahukyan gives a
comparably determined classification of linguistic scientific status
considering that the universality (the dimensions of the concept) of
the subject, its historic quality (the study of target subject in its
diverse and contemporary periods) and variativity (invariant as an
ideal condition and variative as a subject presenting the real
condition) are the most significant qualities.

Separate studies are being written based on this comprehensive
theoretical approach. They have not only linguistic-awareness
feature but they also concern certain languages including IE
languages, the clarification of some problems in the comparative
investigation of the Armenian language and the solution of some
disputable problems [see Jowcaykan 1976: 45-55, and 1978: 35-43,
1984: 59-67, 1999: 76-217 etc.].

First, we want to mention that from the viewpoint of our
interest this type of classification with its main features
corresponds to the outlook we had earlier [cf. Hambardzumyan
1978: 50-51]. Besides, this kind of classification allows us to
realize not only the Armenian comparative-typological
observation but also the variative-typological study based on the
already known data and the data or the theories recently worked
out. It’s worthwhile mentioning that Djahukyan remarks “in its
broad interpretation the basic meaning of the concept of
variativity  including  dimensional-local, =~ contemporary-
chronological, social-practical, systematic-structural variations”
[orcayran 1978: 42].

b) Such an approach, if not completely, is mainly based on the
predecessors’ viewpoints and attitudes (compare the separation of
the IE dialects, the disconnection of IE “lingual period”,
localization of the languages etc.) [Meillet 1908, and 1931;
Bonfante 1931: 69-185; Porzig 1954 (Russ. vers. 1964); I'eopeues
1958: 276-283; Georgiev 1981 etc.].
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This reality is obvious especially when the problem of the IE
dialects becomes the subject of study [cf. Djahukyan 1987, 58-64,
Iupokos 1988, 45 etc.]. We also mention that according to such
separation, inequality and the general linguistic variativity, the
studies which appeared later and those which were devoted to the
description and differentiation of the shift of the IE plosive
consonants acquire special significance, cf. the classification of
languages according to the attribute of centum//satom, and
decem//taihun etc. [see, e. 9. Hsanos 1958 12-23; Hopper 1981.:
133-142 (Russ. vers. 1988: 173-182), Mayrhofer 1983 (Russ. vers.
1988: 520) etc.].

¢) Unlike some earlier or other modern researchers, Djahukyan
considers the variativity as a separate branch of linguistic and
comparative study, in which linguistic phenomena have certain
development perspectives. According to it we can assume that it is
possible to make corrections or give new solutions to many
unsolved or incomplete issues of the Armenian pre-writing or
writing periods e.g. a more accurate description of the plosive
consonants preserved in Old Armenian literary works, the
expression of the IE vowels in Armenian especially with their
attributes of length and shortness, the nature of the Armenian root
word construction, and the separation of specific root word, the
genealogical clarification of the words, morphemes and root words
which do not have received their etymology or have only partial
and incomplete etymology etc.

3. Comparably later Djahukyan also developed the idea of the
language variativity, when in the mid 60s of the 20th century he
tried to investigate the problem of the consonant system of the
Armenian and other IE languages, practically paying special
attention to etymological doublets and their reconstruction [see
Horcayrsan 1967: 300-313].

a) The variativity of the linguistic examples have awareness-
psychological base, it is conditioned by the physical and
physiological attributes of the mother tongue [cf. Brymgpuro 1968:
35-86]. Linguistically variativity is a separated study of the plan of
expression of different communication (linguistic) units containing
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certain plan of content. According to it we can say that the
dichotomy of language and speech mentioned by F. de Saussure is
connected with style or stylistic uniqueness since style is the
difference  between the  communication means [see
Hambardzumyan 1981: 184]. Such an approach has linguistic,
awareness and much more significance.

We should pay attention to the following consequences as well:
in the 60s of the same century H. Martinet devoted a whole study
to the variants of the language structure stating that language
variants can be investigated not only according to their attributes of
time and dimension but also according to their structure and the
shifts that have occurred in the language system [see Martinet 1962
(Russ. vers. 1965: 450-464)]. With this study on the one hand we
focus our attention on language structure, different expressions
(variations) of phonetic, semantic transitions of the language, on
the other hand we practically raise issues relating to diachronic
assessment (in this case chronological and loc al) [Mapmune 1965:
450-455].

At the same time in Russian linguistics the concept of variative
study appeared which was connected with the analysis of word
variants and so called ortology as an independent branch of
synchronic study with potential separation [cf. Axmanosa 1957:
192-230; @uaun 1963: 128-133; Axmawnosa /benvuuxos /
Becenumckuii 1960: 35-42; Cemeniox 1965: 48-55 etc.]. In this
case the subject of the interest was the problems of the synchronic
study of modern Russian such as the choice of different parallel
forms of phonetic or other units of different linguistic level forms,
the preference of the accurate and accepted forms from different
linguistic and stylistic variants etc. There was the urgency of
forming a special discipline to study these issues. However, they
were unjustly and severely criticized as if they were already a
matter of interest of the language norm, stylistics and other
disciplines [see Cxkpebnes 1961: 140-142].

In addition, the question of the synchronic study of the word,
syntactic and different variants of Russian, German and other
languages becomes research matter [cf. Iop6auesuu 1978].
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Comparably later separate linguistic works were devoted to the
problems of the variative reconstruction of the ancient status of the
IE languages (phonetic, root word, morphemes and syntactic
structure etc), as well as to the similar expressions in related
languages [cf. Tueunetiwmeunu 1972 48-52; Knviuxos 1975: 100-
110 etc.].

b) Later Djahukyan paids special attention to the Armenian
double and parallel forms including the possible dialectal examples
into the existing facts [Jorcayran 1983: 23-34, and 1985: 151-160,
1983: 5-116, 1984: 146-160; Djahukyan 1976, 1987: 252-265,
363-382; Simonyan 1979; Sukiasyan 1986 etc.].

c¢) From the point of view of our target issue, the disconnection
of Armenian as a separate IE language, the research of the possible
variants of the dialects existing in the transition period from the
ancient Armenian to the Old Armenian, becomes more important.
No doubt there were dialectal variations at different stages of pre-
writing Armenian, which somehow have become the basis for
general Armenian [cf. [lamrxanos 1869, amd 1875 (twice), 1882,
and 1884 etc.; Mcepuany 1897, and 1901; Msereants 1898, and
1899 etc.). At the present stage of the Armenian studies the
importance of that question is quite a different matter.

In the paper we are going to discuss the dialectal variants
connected with the consonant shifts, their first palatalization and
other phenomena in syntactic and morphologic (root forming)
parallels along with the differences between the standard language
and dialect, the structural regularities and some peculiar cases.

From the point of view of the Armenian variative-typological
studies the solution of these types of questions anticipates new
problems.

4. The history of the languages, the assessment of the
phenomena referring to their interaction can become a separate
object of examination. According to the attribute of variativity
Djahukyan classifies the following disciplines;

a) disciplines which study the phenomena of invariants ( as
ideal ) which first of all are expressed as a standard language (e.g.
literary language), or gradually transform into such one (e.g.
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universal language, reconstructing proto-language, automatic
translation of the language) etc.;

b) disciplines which demonstrate the variativity (inconstancy)
of the phenomena, i. e. different variants of a certain language or
generally all the languages (e.g. invariant linguistics, variative
linguistics) etc. [Zorcayxan 1978: 42].

a. In this thesis Djahukyan means the variativity (inconstancy)
in a broad sense and includes the dimensional-local, contemporary-
chronological, social- practical, systemic-structural variations of
the language that can be expressed united, parallel or separately
according to the certain approach connected with the subject
(object) of study [Zorcayran 1978: 42-43; Hambardzumyan 2001:
203-218]. Furthermore, genealogical and typological variants occur
during the separate or related study of the IE and other languages
regardless of the degree of the relation of those languages.

During the study of the languages of such relations we have to
consider the occurring expressions of the synchronism and
diachronism of the phenomena along with the circumstance in
which the languages exist in the course of their development or
stopped being a living means of communication. Their existing
changes (variations) are a result of the extra-lingual (external)
factors and intralingual (internal) cause (in broad sense-language
factors), and a certain short period [Hambardzumyan 1978: 50-54].

b. We are apt to think that these variants are primarily
characterized as self-directed linguistic phenomena in their steady
development, in the settings of some interaction with
corresponding phenomena of other languages. Those interactions
can exist among both related and non-related languages, both in
close or distant circumstances, in nostratic frequency or possible
generalization.

Thus, at different phases Armenian was linked with related and
non-related (as they can be considered) languages and as a result
Armenian provided or borrowed words, root words, suffixes and
other forms, which were utilized along with the Armenian
equivalents as variants. At the time they have been used either as
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parallel forms and variants or in the new settings one of them
expresses superiority over the other and excludes it.

c. According to it the current problem of the history of the
Armenian language is to study these types of variants in order to
discover the correlations, the estimation of the phenomena
inherited from the IE period along with those acquired at the period
of independent development. Linguistic variativity has the
opportunity of new investigation perspectives connected with the
study of Indo-European languages, with its distant relatedness, as
well as with the comparative and etymological study of nostratic
languages.

5. As an IE language, Armenian includes such linguistic
variants, which were used both in pre-writing and writing periods.
So far there has been no special research devoted to the separate
and complete study of those variants. Armenian can provide
copious data with its special features because it has a long history
and it contains lots of archaic traits of the IE Armenian and is
comparably abundant in linguistic variants [cf. auxperuosze/
Hesanoe 1984: 41].

For the current comparative study of the Armenian language we
need to use intensively the existing methods and work out new
ones for the investigation of the linguistic variants. We also need to
generate new approaches to the accumulated data and the
principles of their analysis, as well as to suggest new theoretical
principles, new methods for application, etc. [Hambardzumyan
1998: 11-13, and 2001: 201-218, 2001: 21-22, 2003: 125-127].

a. The doublets and parallel forms separated by Djahukyan create a
base for broad research on the variativity using new approaches and
principles. These doublets and parallel forms are practiced as variants
attributed to specific period of time in different regions. The genetic
interpretation and comparative analysis of these or similar forms in a
definite period of time, local forms and practices denote that some of
them are the result of certain rules that worked at a certain period of
time in a certain dialectal area and had a certain practical value. The
rest of the forms were exceptions from the rule and didn’t cover any
linguistic area.
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A Dbroader and updated study of the corresponding facts of the
Armenian language with new principles and implementation of
existing literary monuments, dictionaries and co-dictionaries of the
dialects reveal new data, allow further, more detailed and complete
analysis.

We mean that the latest studies on the IE languages having been
written since the 70s, and having explained the data on Armenian
with a new approach contribute greatly to the study of the
Armenian variative forms connected not only with the new type of
reconstruction of the IE root words but also connected with the
more organized utilization of those root words.

b. The newest comparative and typological studies of the
Indoeuropean languages confirm the necessity of the
reconstruction of the phonetic, syntactic and lexical variants which
will enable us to comprehend the pre-1E stage. Furthermore, it is
hard to show if all the related languages were separated from the IE
in the same way or if it is possible to reconstruct the IE
protolanguage, if it is also likely first to receive a general IE
language then separate the related languages and the dialectal
subgroups in each group. Thus, the comparative and typological
database on IE languages allows us to reconstruct the variative
forms, which could have been the reason of the corresponding
forms of the related languages. During the process of their
independent development those forms appear in either invariant or
variative types according to the existing conditions. So the data on
Armenian enables us to compare a great number of variative forms
(root words, suffixes and other linguistic elements) to reconstruct
the IE protolanguage, as well as to confirm the accuracy of such
reconstruction and to denote more distinct borders [cf.
T'amxpenuose/Hsanoe 1984: 200, 221-223, 263 etc.].

c. The existence of the Armenian double or parallel forms is the
result of different consonant shifts. In Djahukyan’s list the number
of those examples surpass more than several hundreds [[Joccayxsan
1967: 300-313] and most of the variants are characterized with
regional attributes. These become a special matter of interest in
another work of Djahukyan [Djahukyan 1985: 151-160]. It is
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worthwhile mentioning that literary and dialectal variants are
copious in Armenian and they have been analysed in different
studies. That’s why in our further studies it is essential to complete
the existing lists formed by other scholars as well as to examine the
whole linguistic material in a comparably new and broad
theoretical environment.

The source of the Armenian phonetic, syntactic and lexical
variants is the language derived within the period of IE
generalization. It has got its manifestation in dialects and expresses
variativity specific to the semiotics, synonyms, homonyms and
other similar attributes of the IE period at the same time preserving
the features peculiar to IE languages.

Djahukyan considers the pre-writing period variants of
different Armenian phases as archaic dialectal phenomena and
mentions that their comprehensive study and chronological
distribution, especially for pre-writing period, is a matter of
future research. At the present stage of scientific development
it is only possible to make general observations [Zocayxsan
1984: 252].

For instance, as the general and initial meaning of ‘to fill, pour,
flow’, ‘filled, full’ along with further acquisition ‘to spread, to
stretch, to broaden’, ‘area, spread” and for other meanings we have
the Armenian following examples:

1) h&y- [het-] Any- [hol-], Auwy- [hal-];

2) jtup- [yet-], joj- [yol-], A@)n- [y()H];

3) 1h (*-np) [N ()], (q) &y [(2)et-], ng- [oF-];

4) hwn- [hat-], hng- [hot-];

5) wy- [al-], wy-[ak-], A(p)r- [W(E)I-];

and other roots which form a number of words and morphemes
used in the Armenian literary and dialectal variants and probably
had their initial expressions at the pre-writing period.

Thus we can suppose that from the point of view of the
Armenian lexical and semiotic variativity (even with the separation
of homonyms) those stem-words are lexical variants of the
Armenian pre-writing and writing periods and express the
variativity with different semiotic correspondence which remained
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from the period of IE unity and have various principles of the
phonetic and morphologic explanation.

We should also mention that previous scholars etymologized
most of the root words, which go back to any IE variant. The
problem is that the systematic study of the facts confirms the
accuracy of these etymologies and furthermore becomes a realistic
and trustful sowice for the etymology of new words. A number of
words and roots that didn’t have their etymology obtain their
genealogical analyses and comprehension which we are going to
discuss further.

If we use the above mentioned approach to solve the occurrence
of variative root words it becomes clear that they are expressions
of the IE root variants like *p®™el-H-, *p™I-eH- and *p®/H- which
are derived forms. These are different derivations of the same root
word, i.e. they are different degrees of IE root words of mobil
vowel alternation (Schwebeablaut) used with guttural (laryngeal)
suffix [cf. Anttila 1969: 145-147, apud I'amxpenuosze/Heanos 1984:.
232-242].

We should note that the Armenian expression of the IE first
degree vocalic alternation root word *p®el-H- proves the existence
of such root word in other languages along with Indo-Iranian ones.
It is attributive and specific to Armenian and the mentioned
phenomenon denies Antila’s statement according to which that
type of root word can hardly be common for the Indo-European
period [cf. I'amxpenuose/Hsanos 1984: 234-235].

Thus, the number of the Armenian expressions with such lexical
variants increase on account of the possible etymology of the
words and root words which haven’t had their etymology or have
an unknown origin. New phonetic rules are being established
which supply the number of already known rules (confirmed by
Hubschmann and his followers) and become a realistic foundation
for the chronological, local and practical study of the Armenian
variative root words and the broad study of expressions justified
with their own status (we’ll consider those expressions separately).

d. The comparative-variative study of the Armenian language
gives us the chance to have a complete idea not only about the
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individual development of the linguistic phenomena inherited
from IE but also about the preservation of the inherited features.
As a result of the phonetic, semiotic and other types of grouping of
the root words and words, new root words and morphemes appear
during the development of the Armenian language and obtain
independent application and when we reconstruct those glosses we
can speak about their genetic similarities i.e. they are derived from
the same root word.

As a consequence in order to comprehend the understanding
‘animation’ (‘fauna and flora’) the IE variative word-root *k°i-,
and *k ei- have recently been reconstructed, at the period of IE
unity it was probably expressed with both primary and secondary
(derivative, syntactic etc.) structural forms [cf. Kypurosuu 1971:
122-126]. We are inclined to think that lots of widely used
Armenian literary and colloguial (dialectal) forms concerning to
the fields of “animal world-fauna” and “plant world-flora” are
originated from the above mentioned variants and their derivations.
According to it we can distinguish two types of root words and root
forms:

1. a) y&(w)-1 jhw- [ke(a)-, kea-];

b) ytwg- (§kg-) [keac’- (kec™)];

C) yhwb-(hLa-) [kean- (ken-)];

d) fhwbu- (§hGu-) [keans- (kens-)];

e) tuwlig- (§hlg-) keanc’- (kenc®-),

f) yabn- (§hGnwa-) [kend- (kendan-)] etc. [see Adjaryan 1973:
564-565; Djahukyan 1987: 129-209 etc.].

2. a). opy- I own- (<*op-, * owr-) [cil-, cat- (<*ci-, *ca-)];

b) otmy-, opn-, opun- (cf. pd-dpug) [cet-, cit, ciwt (cf. an-jiwd)];

C) dtr-, dhy-, dhiy-, dng- [et-, Cit-, Ciwt-, ¢ot-];

d) ohup-, s [Sit-, Siwk-];

e) dnnp-, dbp- (cf. dbn-ni4) [jot-, jet- (cf. jet-un));

f) gng- (i. e. gng-mdall guig-nitG or gon-nil) [c°ot- (cot-un,
c’awl-un)] ‘stem, stalk’ etc. [see Adjaryan 1973: 435, 438-439,
463, and 1977: 203-204, 517-518, 1979: 460, 466 etc.; Bediryan
1975: 451-459, and 2012: 18-20, 27-28 etc.; Djahukyan 1987: 124-
125 etc.].
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First, the mentioned root words and root forms (morphemes)
have either simple or derived structure and they are effected by
different vowel and consonant changes. Besides they have their
variative and similar expressions either only in literary language or
only in dialects, though they have some specific stylistic
differences in the literary manuscripts (e.g. gnpmif [c°otun],
guigmilll gonni G [c®awhun, cotun] ‘stem, stalk’ etc). We should
pay attention to the fact that some of the mentioned root words
haven’t got their precise etymology yet.

We get the chance to establish more precise phonetic
correspondences during the variative-genealogical examination of
the forms presenting certain semiotic regions. We are also able to
confirm the nature of the root words and words with comparably
true etymology or of those that need of further etymology.

The variative forms of the above mentioned semantic groups
are first of all attributed to the contradiction of the plosive
[affricate consonants before the initial vowel: cf. Arm. gadllopG
[kin,cin] ‘woman, wife; born, birth’ < IE *k’en- [see I'amkpenuose
/Heanoe 1984: 41-42]. In their turn the variations of plosive-spirant
consonants express the variativity of the contradiction in the
guality of voiceless/non-voiceless and voiced/non-voiced
consonants. The forms with the latter type of contradiction are
more common in both literary and dialectal Armenian variants [see
Horcayrsan 1967: 167 etc. ].

It’s worthwhile mentioning that the singular instrumental case and
generally the plural of the Arm. Z4 [kin] ‘woman, wife’ derives with
the help of w [a]: cf. LwGwdp I/§Gun [kanamb, knaw] (instr.),
[witup [kanayk®] (pl.) < IE *k °en-, *k °(e)naH,-s, and n [o] deriving
particles in singular forms J(ng [knoj] (gen.), 4angk [knoje] (abl.), so
they cause phonetic-syntactic variativity in the system of old literary
Armenian.That variativity is more connected with the expression of
the Old Armenian general noun concept than with the expression of
grammatical concept of plural forms [cf. Djahukyan 1959; Tymansan
1978: 306; I'amxpenuose/Hsarnos 1984:185,758].

Afterwards, the semantic (thematic) group of the fauna
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(“animal world”) encloses variativity of the contradiction of the
plosive //affricate connected with the parts of body, precisely, with
the upper and lower limbs: cf. fmindlldninG [Kuin, cuin] ‘back;
shoulder’, ‘throw off, overthrow’ < IE *géu-, and *keu- [see
Horcayxsan 1967: 68, 167, 199 etc.; Aghayan 1974: 88-91, 102-108;
Hanneyan 1979: 154, 158].

These and similar root-words become the base for the forms

like nawl [kinak] (anat.) ‘back; shoulder, mGunn [kinat]

(anat.) ‘armless, one-armed’, drdpl [¢rnik] (dial.) ‘throw off,
overthrow” (Mush, Alashkert etc.) and others not only in literary
manuscripts but also in dialects.

However, literary and spoken (dialectal) variants of the
Armenian language along with chronological, dimensional variants
comprise a number of words and root words with such
contradictions. These root words haven’t received their
genealogical study especially from the viewpoint of comparative-
typological study [cf. Simonyan 1979: 188-248]. One of the best
modern works of this type detects such variativity as an expression
of phonetic and lexical archaism as compared with the Old
Armenian literary canonic system and the variativity of the
phonetic level becomes a matter of special attention [see Simonyan
1979: 210-248].

Such consonant and vowel shifts occur at the pre-writing period
of the IE unity and the period of the Armenian independent
development. They caused the formation of the variativity of the
same words and root words which present distant semantics and
syntax.

e. From the viewpoint of the origins of the Armenian words or
root words and the tribal correlations (cultural, also mythological),
the variative research creates real status for the new comparative-
etymological approach. This new approach makes the latest
explanation of the basic questions on the history of pre-literary
period as well as the accurate etymology of previously incomplete
etymologies or the etymology of other words and root words
accidentally.
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Obviously, this type of task is necessary for the complete and
convincing solution of the major problems of the Armenian pre-
writing period. It has prior consequence because the modern
studies of the IE languages suggest a more important role to
Armenian because of its old archaic features [cf. I'amkperuosze /
Hesanoe 1984: 16-17, 41- 43 etc.].

It refers not only to the real value of the Armenian phonetic
system [see Mayrhofer 1988: 530, gloss.73], the etymological
reconstruction of morphological and derived forms, the
clarification of the correction and distributive relations but also to
the interpretation of legends, the specific features of poetic works
and the structural principles of old Armenian original works
(texts), which originated from the IE family.

Thus, the people who used the IE dialects had completely
different perception like fuuty [xmel] ‘to drink (water)” and pufuy by
[ompel] ‘to drink (a refreshing liquid)’ which has the IE variants
*ek™°- and *p™oH(i)- [see I'amkperuose/Hsanos 1984: 702-703].

We have different Armenian forms to express the meaning of
‘to use liquid” which probably originated from IE language itself.
This approach makes the new analyses of some Armenian words
and morphemes rather realistic. They are found both in the
Armenian literary and spoken (dialectal) forms as well as the forms
in children’s vocabulary.

We consider that the following root words and morphemes
containing the Armenian plosive and fricative consonants originate
from the IE *ek™°-:

1. funid [xum] ‘to drink’, funfunif [xoxum] ‘gorge, ravine’,
[unfundly [xoxomel] ‘to water, to irrigate’, funfunifi [xoxumn]
‘irrigation’, funfung [xoxoj] ‘voice of water’ (also funnfung I/
[Junnfunbe [xotxoj, xotxonj]) (id.), funfumnfy [xoxotil] ‘to dare; to
attack, to assault’, fufumi (dial.) [xxum] ‘to swallow; to gulp
down, to absorb’, fufuuly (dial.) [xxmel] (id.) etc. [cf. Adjaryan
1973: 386-387: Jowcayxan 1967: 119: Djahukyan 1987: 314, 591
etc.];

2. nid [kum] “drink, mouthful’, Zuyuuy [kmkmal] ‘to
stammer, to falter’, Luml (dial.) [kmuk] ‘the upper part of the
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throat to the palat’ etc. [cf. Adjaryan 1973: 658; /[orcaykan 1967:
148; Djahukyan 1987: 591 etc.].

First, none of the above mentioned words have had their
etymology. The rest are considered either onomatopoeic words or
borrowings from other languages. We can suggest that they
originated from another language presumably from IE *ek™°-. The
data listing about the Armenian literary and colloquial (dialectal)
variants make it possible to study the above mentioned questions or
the like. The study becomes completely realistic especially when
we use the latest data about the related languages and rely on the
possibilities and corresponding principles of comparative-
typological variativity.

Then, Arm. pdwbd (< pd-wb-d ) [ompem (< am-pe-m)] ‘to
drink’ originated from the IE *p™oH(i)-. It is in variative relation
with the words Awdpnp (< h-wd-pn- i) [hamboyr (< h-am-bo-yr)]
‘kiss’, phmul (< phb-p-wl) [beran (< be-r-an) ‘mouth’ if we
acknowledge the initial root word variants pn-//w&- [bo-//pe-], and
pb- [be-] of the pre-writing period [see Hambardzumyan 2003: 41].

Adjaryan connects sl [ompem] ‘to drink’ to mdfiy (< *nmduy)
[ump (<*oump)] ‘sip’, fudfly [xmel] ‘to drink’, funzdf [xum] (id.) and
considers it unetymologized word [cf. Adjaryan 1977: 599-600].
Djahukyan like Zolta [see Solta 1960: 90-91] separates the
morphemes - [am-] and -w&if [-pem] and consequently connects

them with IE *anti ‘opposite, in front” or *dhos “bellow, under’ and
IE *pa(i)-//*pi- ‘to drink’ [see Djahukyan 1987: 52, 144 etc.]. He also
believes that the proto-form puwbd [ompem] ‘to drink’ produces
some difficulties which makes us to confirm a hypothesis because
“nify [ump] ‘sip” has Armenian features with the reconstruction of
the analogy 7z [u]” [Djahukyan 1987: 187]. It is necessary to add that
later the researchers considered the Arm. pufiylf [ompem] ‘to drink’
to be originated from the IE *p™oH(i)- with the separation of the
guttural element from the vowel of the main simple word stem and
that phenomenon forms a long vowel in the pre-writing Armenian
which is not specific to the writing period [cf. I avkperuose/Hsaros
1984: 426, 702-703; Matipxogep 1988: 127].
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6. During the last two decades the comparative-etymological
study gives a special significance to the Armenian language among
the other related Indo-European languages as well as in the unity of
other related languages. Regardless of its amount and the
accuracy, the data about Armenian is widely considered along with
other languages while investigating the diverse approaches and
principles for different theories and scientific analyses.

The Armenian language became noteworthy in the
traditional and modern comparative study because of its
ancient (archaic) features, long-lasting history, independent
preservation during the separation and diffusion of the IE
languages and for many other reasons. Both foreign and
Armenian linguists have their immense contribution to that
area. Most of the Armenian linguists have been faithful to the
traditional theories, developed and tried to make them as
much perfect as possible, the rest have expressed their
individual approaches and expanded rather unique ideas.

We assume that at the current stage of the IE comparative-
typological study, it is necessary to implement the Armenian
glossary which has been included in historical, etymological and
other dictionaries, in various studies of researchers, in the
Armenian dialects, widely etc. The core problem of the modern
Armenian studies is to reveal it and include as much new
information as possible. For the realization of this problem it is
necessary to follow the principles of the comparative-typological
linguistics and if possible to apply new approaches and new
principles.

The implementation of the variational approach in the study of
the history of the Armenian pre-writing and writing period makes it
possible to solve a number of problems concerning the relations of
Armenian and Indo-European along with other related languages.

The new etymologies of the words (roots) representing
correction of relative timeline (approaching the true time),
consonants, vowels and other varieties have more importance in
the history of language, as well as etymological revisions, the
confirmation or definition of new regularities by means of inner
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reconstruction, etc. Later we need to clarify whether this or that
variativity  has been formed within the Armenian language or
within the IE language in general or inlater periods.

Adjaryan has gathered together all varieties existent in
Armenian handwritten (manuscripts) and pen written (books) that
anyhow reflect the pronunciation of the time as oral penetration
[Adjaryan 1957] . Djahukyan completes them basing on Armenian
dialectological data [Djahukyan 1972]. However, there still are pen
written and oral words and word-forms that can separately be
studied from the point of view of the analysis of the Armenian
variative etymology.
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4, The Variative Reconstruction of the Armenian
Roots of IE Origin

1. The comparative-typological study of the IE languages has
interested many scholars for three and a half decades. Several
works have been published in Russian and other languages which
claim that though chronologically Armenian was recorded
comparably later, still it possesses such features and traits which
are very valuable for the re-estimation and correction of the nature
and proximity degree of the related languages.

Armenian contains a lot of evidence on the phonetic system,
morphological and grammatical structure which might have a
decisive role in outlines of general status of IE, split up of the
related languages. It might help also for inner language (dialect)
perception of core problems of the typological parallel forms [see
Simonyan 1979; Aghabekyan 1979].

2. In this case we are more interested in the principle problems
of the IE root word reconstruction which concerns the variativity of
the root words. According to the data of both pre-written and
written periods, Armenian contains a great number of variative root
words which are a result of manuscript variants (forms set forth
from the script writers) and dimensional, chronological and other
type variativity [cf. Adjaryan 1971: 773-842; J[lxcayxan 1967:
300-349 etc.].

The results of the latest research denote that it is impossible to
reconstruct any root words, morphemes or other linguistic
examples of common Indo-European without taking into
consideration the variativity of the concept, as well as
mythological, cultural and other factors. This feature has long been
neglected, i.e. the examples have been studied only according to
the principles of phonetic-grammatical correspondence [see
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Adjaryan 1971-1979; Aghayan 1974; /lxcaykan 1967; 1982 etc.].
Thus the problem of the variative reconstruction and typological
analysis of the Armenian root words of IE origin stands out as one
of the branches of the modern Armenian studies.

3. We have already mentioned that in recent years the issue of
the variative study of the Armenian root words of IE origin has
drawn attention of several scholars [see Hambardzumyan 1997:
149-152; 1998; 2002: 43-59; 2002: 242-260; 2003: 39-43 etc.].

Here we should state, that the research of the Armenian root
words of the IE origin could solve a number of problems connected
with not only the explanation of the words and root words of
“unknown origin” but also with the words which have incomplete
etymology and need comparative-typological corrections.

The Armenian Root Theory supposes to apply the latest data
accumulated in the study of the phonetic system and grammar
structure of related languages and if possible, compare them with
the database of Armenian with necessary corrections.

4.Thus, some foreign and Soviet linguists, not irrespective of
previous achievements [see Pedersen 1951; Martinet 1962: 67-78
etc.] set forth the idea of reconsidering the traditionally
reconstructed system of IE plosive consonants because the
aspirates might have had glottal or ejective articulation
[l amxpenuosze/Usanos 1972:15-18; Gamkrelidze/lvanov 1973:
150-156; Hopper 1973, 141-166; 1977: 41-53 (Russ. vers. Xonnep
1988: 160-172) etc.]. According to Hopper, the plosives in Eastern
Armenian are aspirates and a bit glottalized [Hopper 1981: 133-
142, and 1988: 173-182].

But T. Gamkrelidze and V. lvanov think that the system of
Armenian plosives inherited the Indo-European inventory with the
oldest features, and according to them it is obvious not only in
some modern dialects but also in old Armenian literary variants
[see I'amxpenuosze/Hseanos 1984: 17, 41 etc.].

5. The latest studies have caused different problems pertaining
to the exclusion of voiceless aspirates from the system of plosive
consonants, the triple row classification of back lingual plosives,
the new elucidation of the attributive structure of Indo-European
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guttural and aspirate phonemes etc. As a result, the necessity of the
use of the corresponding Armenian data increases.

Consequently, until the recent time the Armenian variative root
words atun(p) [het(k%)] ‘track; footprint, footstep’, mun(4) [ot(n)]
‘foot” and & [yet] ‘back, backwards’ were considered to be
reconstructed from IE *pedo [see Adjaryan 1977: 82-84;
Djahukyan 1987: 14, 185, 214 etc.]. The latest studies concern the
IE variative root words *p®™ezs’-//*p®or - in which the particle *t’
probably had the glottal articulation and it is best expressed in
Armenian (a number of root words are expressed with Mesropyan
voiceless w1 [t] either separately or in their variations which reflect
that phenomenon. Cf. umuf [tam] “to give’, nunbd [utem] ‘to eat’,
tmnifi [tun] ‘house’, wiju [tiw] ‘day, time, a part of the day’ etc.

According to the regular expression of this phonetic rule in
Armenian and the expression of IE *p in Armenian 4 [h], z [w] or g
[zero], and uy [p], we can assume that the Armenian word wuyunuly
[aptak] ‘slap in the face’ originated from the IE suchlike root word
variants.

In this case we can suppose that first, the Armenian word
‘aptak’ hasn’t had its accurate etymology, besides, the data of the
related and non-related languages prove that IE root words *p®ez -
11*p™or - have the meaning of mu(p) (pl.) [ot(k%)] “foot’ which
denotes both “front” and ‘back feet’. Consequently, we can assume
that the component of the Arm. wyunuly (w-uym-wly) [aptak (a-pt-
ak)] ‘slap in the face’ is -wun- [-pt-] and it originated from the
above mentioned root word (cf. OInd. upa-bda- ‘stomp’, Av. fra-
bda “front foot’, a-bda ‘a place not to step’, GK. «z-i-fda ‘the day
after a holiday’, ‘on one foot’ (with the precise meaning)
[Famxpenuosze / Heanos 1984: 154-155; Maipxoghep 1988: 126,
136-148].

In Old literary Armenian the word wuyunwly [aptak] ‘slap in the
face’ acquires narrower meaning ‘hit with a hand’ to distinguish
from the word wpwgp [ak‘acti], (dial.) pwgh [Kaci]) ‘kick; hit
with a foot’. We should mention that the root word of the latter is
wp- [ak®-], which initially had the meaning of ‘foot’; cf. vwpwpty
(uwyp-wp-)) [sayt‘ak’el] ‘to stumble’, wnwptiwy (wn-wp-twy)
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(relig.) [arak®eal] ‘apostle; missanger’, wnwpplh (wn-wp-plfh)
[arakini] ‘virtuous; honest’, pwpdmupbing (pwpdp-wp-tug)
[barjrak’eac’] ‘a person of a long shank’ etc.

The Arm. word hwdpnp [hamboyr] ‘a kiss’ initially was
considered a word of unknown origin. Djahukyan considered it
derived from the lranian form ham-bod [Adjaryan 1977: 25;
Djahukyan 1987: 530]. As mentioned above, Adjaryan
connected the Armenian verb pudwbd [ompem] ‘drink” with the
supposed root word mzduy [ump] ‘sip’ while Djahukyan believed
“it to be originated from the present tense of the thematic double
form”, stating that “it is hard to reconstruct its protoform” and
the “word mdwy [ump] ‘sip’ has an Armenian origin” [see
Adjaryan 1973: 124, and 1977: 599-600; Djahukyan 1987: 187].
However, we are apt to think that the particles of pn-//w&- [bo-,
pe-] and p& [be-] ‘drink’ in the Arm. hwdpnp (h-wd-pn-jn)
[hamboyr (h-am-bo-yr)] ‘kiss’, pudwbkd (pu-wb-d) [ompem (om-
pe-m)] ‘to drink’ and p&pwd (ph-p-wé) [beran (be-r-an)]
‘mouth’ are variative root words which are in close relation with
their phonetic expression and semantic frequency. The
variativity is supposed to occur long before the Old literary
Armenian. They are the expression of the IE *p™oH-, its double
form *p™ip™oH-, and according to Mayrhofer, *peh- form etc.
[lamxpenuose/ Hsanos 1984: 220, 402; Maiipxoghep 1988: 127];
see the comparative forms of the related languages at the same
place. The Armenian particles wd- [an-] ‘un-’, pd- [om-] ‘on,
upon’, mwd- [ham-] ‘on; to’ can be compared with the Arm.
wldknnghl; [anjeroc’ik] ‘serviette’, pupnlhd [ombrnem] ‘to
understand’, awdpnn [hamboyr] ‘kiss’ and other compounds.

6. Until recent years the study of the Armenian root-word
structure especially the phonetic rules and the degree of relatedness
was mainly realized according to the principles of relationship of
Hibschmann’s school the phonetic rules and the degree of
relatedness. The latest comparative-typological studies of the IE
languages touch upon the problem of reconsidering those
principles [see e.g. I'amxperuose/Heanos 1984: 31-34, Kortlandt
1983: 54-70, Mayrhofer 1983; Maiipxogpep 1988: 507-530 etc.].
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Thus, the preservation of the archaic forms in the Armenian
phonetic structure which was not wholly and completely expressed
in the Mesropyan writing becomes a significant base for the study
of the Armenian pre-written period as well as for the
comprehensive and detailed study of various phenomena common
in IE [Maupxogep 1988: 530, footnote 73; see Hambadzumyan
2002: 15 etc.].

As a result, there rise essential questions one of which refers to
the variative reconstruction and typological analysis of the
Armenian root words of Indo-European origin. In order to solve
this problem there is need to generate new principles and
approaches and use them in certain researches. The new principles
and approaches must preserve the traits of the traditional principles
including broader use of linguistic phenomena. We believe one of
those principles is the detailed and careful variative-typological
study of the Armenian root word structure, its phonetic and
morphologic (as well as syntactic/poetic speech, etc.) structure.

7. Naturally, the variative reconstruction of IE root words was
the target for previous scholars, and there is a conventional
tradition on this matter. The development and accomplishment of
these new principles and approaches may become a new branch of
study which will contribute to more detailed assessment of the
Armenian core phenomena (of IE origin and comparative-
typological ) as well as clarification and solution of many unsolved
problems. All those phenomena have been studied from the
linguistic point of view which ignores the semantic side,
particularly the concepts inherited from IE and somehow expressed
in the Armenian mythology, legends and other cultural inheritance.
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Part 1.

The Etymology of the Armenian
Words of IE Origin
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0. Preliminary

1. The questions concerning to the history of the Armenian
language remain in the center of the scholars’ attention. There are
certain achievements in this field that have become a matter of
further studies. However we distinguish some problems which
have not found their complete explanation yet. The latter mainly
refers to the phonetics, syntax and lexicology. There is a large
group of words of Indo-European origin that need thorough
etymological study.

The etymological study of most of these words and the
occurrences of phonetic shifts could seem essential concerning
several unsolved issues in accordance with the study and
evaluation of the Armenian language.

2. Regardless of the previous etymological studies there are a
great number of Armenian words that are considered to have Indo-
European origin. They are based on etymological data and also are
confirmed by the correspondence between the Armenian and other
related languages.

The etymology of the Armenian words which have Indo-
European origin is not based on random classes (e.g. according to
the alphabetical order) but on the semantic groups they are
included in according to their position in 23 semantic (thematic)
groups stated by G. Djahukyan [see Djahukyan 1987: 46-58, 204-
222; cf. Buck 1949; Benveniste 1969 etc.].

Therefore, the following Armenian words of IE origin are
included in five semantic groups directly. Some corrections are
made as a result of semantic changes due to the development of the
Armenian language.

For instance, the word wnop [atjik] ‘girl” according to the data
of manuscripts has the concept of the semantic group of ‘humanity,
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gender, age, family relation’[Djahukyan 1987: 207-208]. The new
data shows that the word formerly meant ‘a woman grounding
flour’, in other words ‘a person of feminine gender working in
natural farmstead’. That meaning is older than the one mentioned
in the manuscripts. Thus, the word wrepl [atjik] girl’ is included
in another semantic group indicating “food and drink, food
preparation and cutlery”. The latter is related to the group denoting
“physical actions or arts and handicraft performed with different
tools, material and product” [Djahukyan 1987: 213-214]. The
above mentioned group also includes the Arm. (dial.) undty [sinel]
‘to grind into big pieces; to break the corn into two’.

The Arm. (dial.) ¢'uyq'uyp [g'alg'ali] ‘two-wheeled cart’ has IE
origin and is included in the semantic group of farming. Later the
Arm. uwyy, (dial.) usy [sayl (sel)] ‘cart” acquired a name of another
concept. The other glosses of this group are the Arm. Guni [kamn]
‘thresher’ and Arm. wpwd( [asan] ‘thresh, thrash of ear’;
‘threshing, thrashing of ears’.

The Arm. wmnwfunyp [artaxoyr] ‘tiara, mitre, diadem’,
Juwnumn (bot.) [xavart] ‘greens, vegetables, legumes’, upg (gen.
pl.) [tic] (< wpp [tik’]) ‘age‘ that were metaphoric units in Pre-
Christian ideology belong to different semiotic groups according to
their different meanings. While observed in their broad meanings
these words belong to the semantic groups of “feelings, character,
moral and esthetic understandings” and refer to words connected
with culture.

The Arm. pwlidn [tanjr] ‘thick; dense’ of the IE origin is
analysed for its need of phonetic structure correction in the root
stem and it belongs to the semantic group of “dimensional relations
of place and shape” [Djahukyan 1987: 215-216].

3. The new etymology and the etymological corrections of these
words are based on the data of the comparative study of the Indo-
European languages. Thus, we tried to preserve the existing
traditional approach as well as to update the study according to the
current data. The ancient layers of the Armenian vocabulary may
become a matter of semantics and word-investigation as a result of
our achievements and thorough analysis.
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4. A part of the Armenian vocabulary has been considered
“uncertain” or “not etymologized”. At different periods the
etymological traditional means and methods (rules) had their role
in the clarification of the Armenian wordstock. Great work is done
by the followers of Hiibschmann and other scholars.

At recent times the etymology of the Armenian vocabulary has
been studied more by foreign linguists than by Armenian scholars
themselves.

5. Like other cases Root Theory (especially etymology) also
supposes to carry out the research considering the existing
achievements and data as well as to produce and set forward new
principles, means and methods of analysis which will promote the
accomplishment of further studies.

6. The part of the Armenian vocabulary of unknown origin or
with incomplete etymology can become matter of interest if we
state new phonetic rules regarding the phenomena of certain
phonemes, phoneme clusters, syllable structure or stress. The new
rules must be the logical result of the data in both literary language
and dialects including the variativity of time, area and language
practice.

As we have already mentioned the variative study of this
phenomenon was ignored by the followers of “Hibschmann’s
school”. The only exceptions are Djahukyan’s works and some
other books that somehow demonstrate etymological doublets and
parallel forms [see Hambardzumyan 2002: 22].

7. We keep on reflecting the etymology of some words via the
comparative-typological methods. They refer to certain semantic
groups and complete the set of the words and root words of IE
origin.

Consequently, by means of the etymology of the Arm.
wunniwd [astuac] *god’ we may speak about the supreme God of
the Armenian mythology as well as to complete the semantic group
of religion, superstition and prejudice [cf. Djahukyan 1987: 50,
273-274 etc.]. Affected by the Iranian pantheon, instead of it we
have the name Uwuwnnrwo [astuac] ‘God’ of native IE origin as the
top of the Armenian pantheon.
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With the etymology of the Armenian words ouu(f) [caw(i)]
‘azure; sky-blue’ and fup [Kayt] ‘basket” we enlarge the number
of the Armenian original words and study them in relation with
Hittite-Luvian (Anatolian) languages. The study is performed with
the principle of utilizing and comparing the data of Old Armenian
(Grabar) and dialects with other languages.

Below we present the study of some Armenian words in their
semantic groups. The study is comparative research of Old
Armenian and dialect data viewing them as options and as such
comparing them with other languages: not only by the usage of
known phonetic rules, but also by newer explanations and possible
confirmations of new ones.
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1. Arm. atjik < IE *al-

1. The Armenian word wnohl [atjik] girl, virgin’ has IE origin
and belongs to the semantic group denoting ‘mankind: gender, age,
family relations’ [Djahukyan 1987: 145, 207 etc.]. The subject of
our interest is the IE semantic root-stem from which the word was
originated [cf. Hambardzumyan 1997: 149-152].

2. The word wneply [akjik] girl, virgin® was used in the
Armenian manuscripts in the fifth century. It consists of the root-
stem wnhe [atij] and -Aaf [ik] softening-familiarizing suffix. The
word wnhe [atij] was also used in ancient times. The word had
several meanings; a)’maid, maiden, virgin’; b) ‘young woman’, c)
‘maid, servant’. Much later it got the meaning of ‘a daughter, not
a male child’ [Adjaryan 1971: 129]. The initial form of the word
wnohl [aljik] was wrhd [alic]. So the fricative voiced o [j] was
replaced by voiceless 4 [¢] probably under the influence of 7 [1]
[see ibid].

It is supposed that some Armenian words with -Ag [-ik] suffix,
as well as the word wnopl [atjik] in Pre-Armenian had the root-
particle -afa [-ikn] (< IE *-i-kon), because later in Grabar (Old
Armenian) such words had internal declension; e.g. ownpl [catik]
(<*ownplyd [catikn]) ‘flower’, (gen.-dat.) ocwnlwi [catkan] ‘of
the flower’, dwdmly [manuk] (<*dwamyld [manukn]) ‘baby,
infant; child’, (gen.-dat.) dwdélwd [mankan] ‘the child’s’, wnopl
[aljiK] (<*wnyopyd [atjikn]), “girl, virgin’, (gen.-dat.) wnelwl
[atjkan] “girl’s’ etc. It means that the sonorant & [n] was dropped
[Meillet 1936: 80; Djahukyan 1987: 238, 356, 368].

In Old Armenian (Grabar) the word wrpye [atif] is used with its
common meaning as “girl, virgin, maiden” [see Timotheos Kuz
1908: 238; “Knik® hawatoy” 1914: 168 etc.]. In the future the word
aquired other meanings like “immoral, depraved” [see Eusebeos
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Kesaratsi 1818: 204 etc.] and as we can see below all these
meanings were the result of further development.

3. H. Adjaryan considered the word wnpyg [atij] (<wnpd [atic]
‘girl, young, lady’ (also ‘proostitute, strumpet, women of easy
virtue”) as “non-etymologized word” (i. e.”anstoyg bar") and “as a
borrowing from Khaldi (Urartian) language” [Adjaryan 1979: 129,
1940, 186] in another work. In his early studies Djahukyan gives
the etymology of the word wifip [atij] (< wyhd [ati€]) [Hocayrsan
1967: 121; 1982, 122]. In his first study he mentions its connection
with the words wr/fu [atx] ‘family” and wrwfupd [ataxin] ‘servant,
maid-servant’. “Meillet connects the words wnownopt [atjaljin]
‘servant’ and wnopl [atjik] ‘girl” with the IE *al- ‘to grind, to
mince, to crush’’[orcaykan 1967: 121]. Later this important
observation was ignored.

Afterwards Djahukyan states the new etymology of the word
wihye [atij] from the IE *pa-li form [Djahukyan 1987: 145]. Being
concordant with Adjaryan he considers the word wnopl [atjik]
‘girl’ as a borrowing from “Urartian” as one of the words denoting
family relationship [[orcaykan 1987: 436].

4. Lately there is an opinion that the word woman in some IE
dialects has the meaning of ‘grind, mince the corn’ (< IE *mel-
‘crush, mince, grind’ has been said connectedly (< IE *m/-//*mul-
‘mill, mincer’); cf. Lat. mulier ‘woman’ etc. The Arm. wnohl
[aljik] ‘(young) woman’ is considered to be related to the Arm.
wnuy [atal] ‘to grind’ and  whuupp [atawri] ‘mill, grind’
[l amkpenuoze/Hsanos 1984: 692-693].

The authors of this new view also state that grinding and
mincing are phenomena connected with natural farmstead which
were mainly conducted by the female, the woman. In this sense, it
is a remarkable fact that hieroglyph Hitt. SALM*ARA means
‘miller’ or literally ‘grinding-woman’[see idem].

The authors observe that the occurrence of the “mill, grinder”
dates back to the fifth millennium B.C. (the north part of Iran,
which also finds its expression in Egyptian culture) and it was
brought to Europe through Middle East [idem, 693-694]. There is
the view that in the Indo-European dialects the word stem *mel-
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(‘mince, crush, grind’) later got the new expression of *a/- which
is connected with the Arm. wnuwy [atal] ‘grind’, wrnuiph [atawri]
‘mill, grind’. Cf. Gk. i 1éw ‘mince’, Av. asa-, and *arta- ‘ground’,
Pers. ard “flour’, Hind. and Beng. az “flour’ etc. [idem, 693].

5. Obviously, the Arm. wropy [atjiK] (< *whe-pl [atij-ik]) “girl’
and wnuy [atal] ‘to grind’, wrhuuph [atawri] ‘mill, grind® are
originally close and connected to a certain fact of IE natural farmstead.
But the existing ancient pre-writing root stem w- [at-] (*wy- [al-]) is
not connected with the IE *mel- and it is completely different.
Gamkrelidze and Ivanov do not distinguish this kind of root stem.

It does not mean that the origin of the Arm. wruy [atal] ‘to
grind’, wruwiph [atawri] ‘mill, grind’ is unknown. On the contrary,
it is known that the words originated from the IE root stem *al-
[Adjaryan 1971: 118]. Djahukyan thinks that the word wiyuy [atal]
‘to grind” comes from the IE root stem *ala-, and the word
wnuupp(p) [atawri(k®)] ‘mill, grind from the IE *alatrio-. They
both have the common root stem as the IE origin *al-. Those are
just the statements that Hibschmann and Adjaryan stated
[Hubschmann 1895-1897: 414; Adjaryan 1971: 118].

6. Meillet pays special attention to the Armenian word wnuy
[atal] ‘to grind’ and its derivatives and finds a certain connection
between the Arm. wnuy [atal] ‘grind’ and the GK. iiéw ‘mince’
[Meillet 1924: 4-6; 1978: 227-228]. The connection was found out
even earlier, at the beginning of the last century. In one of his
articles G. Aivazovsky denotes the similarity between the Arm.
wnuy [atal] ‘to grind” and GK. i/éw ‘mince’ [Aivazovsky 1852:
15]. Later other authors describe the same coincidence [Adjaryan
1971:118]. Meillet describes this concept in its complete
expression with the implementation frequency of this IE
phenomenon (in IE dialects Baltic, Slav, Celtic, Italian, Albanian
used the various dialects). He mentions that the northeastern group
word-stem *mel- expressed the meaning of wnuy [atal] ‘to grind’,
‘to mill” while eastern group (Indian, Iranian, Greek, Armenian)
used the word-stem *al-. According to this the existence of the
word-stems *mel- and *al- become an important and unavoidable
attribute to distinguish the dialects in IE languages.
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Recently there has been an attempt to consider the IE *h,elhl- as
the source of the Arm. wrwd [afam] ‘I grind” and the Gk. itéw
‘mince’ as well as to show the IE origin of the Arm. duwy&d [malem]
‘to geld, to castrate’ from IE *m(u)elh,- [cf. Barton 1996: 21-27].

7. The same distinction by Meillet referred to the IE *al-, while
some Armenian words of the Indo-European origin refer to the IE
*mel-. For instance, the Arm. duy- [mal-] ‘to mince, to crush’
originates from the IE *mel- which has various expressions in the
Arm. duwyly [malel] ‘to geld, to castrate’, dwdply [manrel] ‘to
grind, to crush’ (i.e. ‘reduce into small pieces’), dwyty [masel] ‘to
wear out, to rags’, pwpnky [jardel] ‘to mince, to crush, to wear out’
as well as 4mnby [kitel] ‘to castrate, to emasculate’, wdnpdunnky
[amorjatel] ‘to castrate’, the word-stem dnz- [mul-] with its
derivatives djwnug [mlatact] ‘a mill’, djuzty [mimlel] “to rub, to
scratch’, dwdny [mamul] “(printing) press’, the word-stem utz-
[met-] and its derivatives dg-p [met-k°] ‘sin> and dan-uf [mel- m]
‘mild, soft’ etc. [Adjaryan 1977: 255 ]. Furthermore there are a
number of words in the Armenian dialects that originated from that
special word-stem. According to this peculiarity Armenian belongs
to the IE northeastern group marked out by Meillet.

8. Summarizing the historic, cultural and linguistic facts we can
say that the Armenian word wnopy [atjik] girl; virgin® has been
originated from the form wnpy [atij] (< *wrypd [ati€] ) and refers
to the IE *al-. Thus the word-stem wiy- [at-] (<* wuy- [al-]) of the
Arm. wnopl [aljik] ‘girl; virgin’ had the meaning of "to grind
with grinding stones, a working homemaker". Later the meaning
was narrowed from " a feminine working at the natural farmstead"
to "a woman, non male child", then to "virgin, maiden”, and much
later to "a wicked, immoral woman". The semantic changes are the
result of perpetual linguistic development. Since the 5" century the
Arm. wnohl [aljiK] (<wnpy [ati]] - < *wnha- [ati¢]) has been used
with its new meaning. The later was testified by the Armenian
written traditions and acquired the exact modern meaning.

9. The new interpretation of the Arm. wnopl [akjik] (<wnhy-
[atij] < *wpha- [atic]) can be considered complete if we illustrate
the -pip [1j] (*-pd [i€]) particle (component) of the word.
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We have several words in Armenian with the particle -ad [ic],
e. 0. wundha [atawnic] (bot.) ‘vervain; holy herb’, wmmnpd [artic]
(bot.) ‘vetch’, jmpd [luic] ‘worm’, Junyhd [kapic] 1)’a measure of
trade’; 2)‘a helmet (or peel) for legs’, Junpa [kawic] ‘chalk’,
Unuha [kopi¢] ‘gravel, pieces of stone’, wunnpa [pati¢] (bot.) 1)
‘peel, skin’; 2) ‘spur’; 3) ‘trunck’), Aunnpd [hati¢] (bot.) ‘corn’,
wunnwinha [patatic] (bot.) ‘ivy’, nunpd [uti¢] ‘moth’ etc.

The Armenian words with particle -4 [i¢] are historically and
linguistically divided into several groups:

a) words which have not been etymologized yet, e. 9. wnuiGha
[atawnic], wpnpd [arti€], Juuipd [Kawic], gmypd [Kopicl, hwwnpd
[hati¢], wwnwnha [patati€], wunnpd [patic] etc.;

b) words of the IE origin, e. g. ympd [lui€] (< IE *plusos),
nunha [utic] (< IE *od- ) etc.;

c) borrowings from Iranian, e.g. Juwyha [kapic] (~ Pahl. kapic)
etc. [cf. Djahukyan 1993: 257-269].

The following words of the IE origin have the particle -4 [i¢],
the Iranian borrowing fJunypa [kapic] also has that special particle.
We may assume that the particle -a4 [i¢] is a later expression and
the Armenian language has borrowed it from the Iranian language.
The simple word-stems Zw: [kav] (miner.) ‘clay’, hwuwn- [hat-],
wunn- [pat-] etc. in the words Juwi-pd [kawic], hAunnpd [hatic],
wunnhd [pati¢] etc. support this hypothesis.

10. If in these words, with the exception of the word Junypa
[kapi¢] ‘peel’, the particle -pd [i€] is not the result of Iranian
influence (according to the law of analogy, which is quite difficult
during affixation) we can draw a hypothesis according to which a
particle similar to the Iranian ending -4 [i¢] was used in the pre-
writing and ancient stages of the Armenian language. That particle
was used in the word wzpe [atij] (< whpa [akic]), as well as in
[myha [kopic] (< fnuwy-pa [Kop-i€]) (cf. fnuwp [copar] ‘confines,
boundaries’, i. e. ‘divided, shared’) as a component and not as a
derivation.

11. Thus we can assume that the Armenian word winoply [atjik]
(< *wnhy [atij] < *wnhd [ati¢]) has an IE origin and comes from
the IE *al- with the meaning of ‘a person working in the natural
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farmstead, a homemaker’. Not previously etymologized and later
derived from IE *pa-li- form the Arm. wnhyo [atij] has probably
originated from the IE *al- from the historical, cultural and
etymological points of view.

In this way we make corrections in the semantic (thematic)
group of the Armenian vocabulary.
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2. Arm. aftamu#t < IE *alghi-

This word exists in the explanation of the head word wnouwninine
[atjamutj] “twilight, dusk’, i. e. whpunudnupn [attamult] “darkness,
obscurity’, and jfuwnun [xawar] ‘gloom; gloomy’ (also ‘darkness,
obscurity’) [see Eremia Meghretsi 1975: 12]. There is also a version
with w2 [t] determinative in declined form wzuapg [attic®!] ‘dark’ (wn
[af] salt’), which is explained as wununnniyy [attattuk] “saliferous
ground, salt-mine’, but the main meaning bears the word wngun ‘dark’
as salty places are very humid.

According to “The New Armenian Dictionary” the word
wnuwdnuyn [attamult] (see wnowidnine [atjamutj]) is explained
as a place where the dark falls. Consider an example from
Oskeberan: “bppl opG wwpwdwibgun, b whyuuwdnigm tnkda,
qununily dnohlG qGw wywlytpmpl h punupG” [ibrew awrn
tarazamec‘aw, ew attamutt efen, gattuk mucin zna asakertk’n i
katak°n] "When the day turned into evening, and it got dark, the
disciples brought him to the city in secret” [NAD, 1836: 44]. Also
"wnowny, is the same as wpowdmne [as wnoniduing Or
wmnidunyn) and wpumuwdnum etc.” [see ibid, 1836: 43]:

Adjaryan uses the root wry [alj] ‘dark’ to form wped [arjn]
‘black’, and at the same time he mentions that it has two more
forms wne wnye [alj alj] ‘darkness’ and wrun [att] ‘gloom, dark’,
which are not used separately and wnomppui(i [atjut’iwn] ‘gloom;
blackness’, winowny [aljalj] ‘fog’, wnowinine [atjamulj] *twilight,
dusk’; darkness’, wmnpowdnohd [atjamijin]  ‘on  twilight’,
wnewunobuyy [aljamijeal] ‘to get dark’, whpunudniqn [alttamutt]
‘darkness; blackness’ (see also the root dmmn [muit] which
derives from it [cf. Adjaryan 1971: 135, 335].

It is considered as a loan word borrowed from north Caucasian
languages, which in Djahukyan’s opinion is not right [{orcayxsn
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1967: 171; Djahukyan 2010: 39]. Djahukyan doubts about the
origin of this word: "if wpunuwiinigun [attamutt] is not a compound
word or a reduplication, it means there is a model of surplus
sonorous, which became very common in the Armenian language
later" [Djahukyan 1987: 252; 2010: 39].

But the word is not a reduplication for the particle « [m], but for
waf [am]. And this is not only true for the word wrowny [aljalj]
‘fog’, but also wyownine [atjamutj] twilight, dusk’, ‘darkness’,
wewdnohl [atjamijin] “at twilight’, whowdnekuy [atjamijeal] ‘to
turn dusk’ words. Moreover the word wnowdnine [atjamutj]
’twilight, dusk’, ¢ darkness’ does not mean simply ‘dark; gloom’,
but “thick (bushy) dark’.

In “Dictionary of Armenian Roots” the root dnzyu [mutt] ‘ash-
grey’ is considered as not current and it isn’t etymologized. The
words dpunwGuy [mitanal] ‘to cover with gloom’, diunpwpunn
[mitp©arat] ‘dispelling darkness’, digumuqgny [mitagoyn] ‘sombre,
obscure’, dpummphrd [mitutiwn] ‘darkness, gloom’, wryuwinigin
[attamult] ‘darkness’ are derived from it. It is also mentioned
that: "Pokorny 2: 274 and 275 Scheftelowitz’s description is
denied because of the sound 7 [1]. According to him that dnine

[mutj] “ash-grey’ originated from IE *mel- ‘black’ is suspicious. It
takes the independent root dnng-, which is only in wnowinine
[atjamulj] ‘twiligh, dusk’, which according to Adjaryan is the
reduplicated nform of the word wng with surplus « [m] (Meillet
also has the same meaning; see MSL 18, 253)" [Adjaryan 1977:
357]. This incorrect explanation has recently been considered as
right [see Martirosyan 2010: 37-39].

There is a contradiction from the point of view of explaining
wnewdnine [atjamulj] “twilight, dusk’ as a reduplicated word and
a word with surplus « [m].

According to Djahukyan Arm. root wno-/lwnpm- [alj-, att-]
‘gloom, dark’ (from which wnowne [aljalj] ‘fog’, wyowdnine
[atjamulj] “twilight, dusk; darkness’, wnomppili [aljutiwn]
’darkness; obscure’, wnowdnopli [atjamijin] on twilight’,
wnowdnohly [atjamijik] Ctwilight’,  whuwdngn  [altamutt]
‘darkness’ etc.) originated from IE *alghi- (before *alghjo-)
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[*aghl(u)-] form. Cf. Gk. iyiI¢ ‘obscure; gloom, dark, darkness’,
OPruss. aglo ‘rain’ [see [orcayksn 1967: 171, 303 etc., Djahukyan
1987: 111, 207; 2010: 39], but on the other hand Armenian
(wnow-)dmne (?) [(atja-)mutj] < IE *mal- [before *mulghio- <
*mughlio- < *(s)meugh-//*(s)mughlio ‘smoke; fill with smoke’]
[see /cayxsan 1967: 171, 319 etc.; Djahukyan 1987: 138]. The
same is (wmpuw-)dnupn (?) [(alta-)mutt] “darkness’ < IE *maol-
[*mel-] [ibid ]. The etymology of these two is ambiguous, which
means that the identification is impossible. The latter becomes
possible for the previous etymology.

According to “The New Armenian Dictionary” Arm.
wnuwdnuyn [attamutt] is composed of the components wipun [att]
and dJmpmn  [mult], besides the etymology of the word
wmnuwidnun [attamutt] is not right. Like this word many other
words in the Armenian language, whose components are different
roots, have different structures, which means that they have
undergone vowel changes or are particles (cf. wzy-9- /| nig-p-[ at-j,
ut-j], w-w-llmig-w- [at-t | ut-t] etc.

For example:

1) Some words in the Armenian language have a reduplicated
structure, moreover they can contain a simple vowel or particle -~
[-am-], or w /lm [a, u], w //n [a, 0] vowel alternation, or without
vowel alternation. So all these words wre-wrne [atj-alj] ‘fog’ and
wno-wi-mne  [akj-am-ulj] twilight, dusk’, whur-wmn(my) [akt-
alt(uk)] ‘saliferous (ground), salt-mine’, wpur-wi-nupn [alt-am-utt]
‘darkness, obscurity’ and wph-unfwph-(Gd) [arh-am-arh-(em)] ‘to
despise; to disdain’, wy-wy(&d) [ayl-ayl(em)] ‘to agitate; to trouble’
and wrh-wd-np-(Gd) [at-am-ol(em)] ‘to change; to pervert’,
(rwqi)wnfu-wngfu [(bazm)atx-atx] ‘multichanged’ and wrfu-wi-
wfu [atx-am-atx] ‘changed’ are of the same type.

According to Adjaryan Arm. wph-wid-wph- [arh-am-arh]
‘shameful, vile» (from which we have wph-wd-wph-wép [arh-am-
arh-ank®] ‘contempt, scorn’, wph-wu-wph- & [arh-am-arh-em] ‘to
despise, to hold in contempt’ etc.)"is reduplicated from wph- [arh],
which is an unknown root, as compared with wifu-w- dwinfu [aix-
a-malx], fuwnl-w-dwnt [xarn-a-marn]" [Adjaryan 1971: 323].

74



2) Dulaurier was right, when he separated the particle -
[am] in the word wph-uwnf-wphby [arh-am-arhel] ‘despise, hold in
contempt’, also wrfu-wd-wnfu [atx-am-atx] ‘changed’, Aknd-wid-
pnd(niy) [hetj-am-otj(uk)] “close, stuffy; suffocating’ [Dulaurier
1870: 125-129; see Adjaryan 1971: 323].

3) There are many words originated by the same model, in
which there exists the particle w:- [-aw-] instead of the particle -
wi- [-am-], also wy-wy(&d) [ayl-ayl(em)] ‘to agitate, to trouble’,
wr-wi-wn (GU) [at-aw-at(em)] “to distort, to pervert’, etc.

According to Adjaryan the Arm. word wruwnun [atawal]
‘distorted, perverted; spoiled, weak (body)’ is reduplicated from
the form wnpy [at] of the word wy [ayl], which is not used
separately, so the old form of this word is wrnbiwn, the same is
true for the word wyuiyly [aylaylel] ‘to agitate, to trouble’ (=
wyknug by [aylewaylel]) <id.’, which originated from IE *alio-: cf.
Gk. ¢2lo¢ “other; another’, Lat. alius ‘other; another’, Goth. aljis
‘other; some other’ etc. [Adjaryan 1971: 122, 168- 169; Djahukyan
1990: 10, and 2010: 48].

4) For the Arm.word wnfu /lwfu [atx, ax] ‘lock; ring; property’
Adjaryan mentioned wgfuwdwgfu disregarding Dulaurier’s
opinion. As to Adjaryan this root is not etymologized ("wGuinn;q"
[anstoyg]) [Adjaryan 1971: 131-132].

5)The compound word A&ndunindniyy [hetjamtjuk] “stifling;
suffocating’ is derived from the word-root h&nd [helj] ‘throttle,
stifle” and is formed by the components A&nd-wd-(p)nd(nl)
[hetj-am-(2)4j(uk)]. According to Adjaryan’s dictionary the Arm.
word-root fulinn [xetd] ‘strangle’ with fuwtn /I fuwtd [xand,
xanj] ‘jealousy’, also Gwjfuwbd [naxanj] ‘envy; envous’, tinfuplin
Il hnfupdd [poxind,p°oxinj] ‘the flour of fried and ground wheat’,
Jupdn [xind] ‘joy, gaiety’//fulid(nn) [xnj(ot)] ‘give a coarse laugh’,
(metaph.) ‘seductress; dissolute, licentious’) etc. are not
etymologized.

6) According to Adjaryan the Arm. root wnung [atamot]
‘perverted’ has an "ambiguous meaning, and that is ‘go astray;
move a side; bend, warp; stray’. The meaning is seen from
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wnuwdnnfy verb"[Adjaryan 1971: 119]. The right meaning of this
word is driven by the authors of “The New Armenian Dictionary”
describing it as wyp-mi~uyn [ayt-um-ayl] “diverse, various;
different’, wy-br-wyy [ayl-ew-ayl] “id.’, where the verb group ; [l]
/I [1], particle -nzif- [-um-] and conjunction-particle -&z- [ew-] are
seperated [see NAD, 1836: 89].

There also exists the word ug(p) [al(k%)] ‘depth, deep (place)’
which give rise to the word wymg [aluc”] ‘interior, deeper’. In his
“Dictionary of Armenian Roots” Adjaryan mentions that this word is
found not only in Eznik’s work “Disproof of Sects”, but also in Petros
Duryan’s poem ‘Lamentation’, which remained erroreous in further
publications [Hambardzumyan 1990: 4, and 1991: 2]. This word can
also be found in S. Roshka’s dictionary. Adjaryan does not give any
etymology, but presumably it originated from IE *alio-.

7) Arm. wnp-mbGn [and-und] ‘abyss, gulf” has a simple
structure, but it is accepted as a word with negative particle wd-
[an-] and unexact root *pmdn [dund] ‘ringing; sound’ (in
Adjaryan’s dictionary it is mentioned with asterisk) which is
wrongly said to have originated from IE *dhundhos. Cf. Gk. i-
Poocog, OSlav.bez-diina, Russ. 6é30na, Germ. ab-grund, Gaul. an-
nwfn etc., that by no means is not right [see Adjaryan 1971:190].

We have the Arm. word a9 [unj] ‘under; depth; floor’ which is a
version of Arm. root wdin [and] ‘piece of ground; place’ with
distinction w //nz [a, u] and 7 //9[d, j]. It is used in old Armenian, for
example: “3npdwd jw9 nwnGu jtGmp, qug [twnG pln qbwnhG
wmwlth, jnpdwd h dwhu nnG6 jtGnih, gdwiu kwnG pln qtnhG
nwth: Uygw hwpgwiip pwquinpG Mupuphg Cwwnth G wut.
wnt” wmmp hGd ghwnty. n®Y GG GphGpG w)Gnphy’ gnpu nni pln 2249
ww(thp” [Yorzam yaj otns yenui, zaj learn ond getin tangi, yorzam i
jax otnn yenui, zjax learn ond getin tangi. Apa harc®aner t‘agaworn
Parsic® Sapuh ew asg: al, tur inj gitel: ov en lerink’n ajnok‘ik, zors du
ond unj tan&ir?] "When | used to stand on my right foot, the right
mountain was splashed under the ground, when I turned on the left
foot, the left mountain was splashed. Then King Shapuh of Persia
asks: Let me know, which were the mountains you splashed?"
[Phawstos Buzand 1987: 260].
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3. Arm. asan < IE *(e)s-en

1. There are lots of phenomena in the Ancient Armenian
vocabulary that have been preserved and nowadays they are either
of rare and specific use in literary or in dialects as names of narrow
application. They comprise some words belonging to the thematic
subgroup of agriculture (farming) and naming certain phenomena
connected with harvest. They have old origins and mainly come
from IE: wp [as] (bot.) ‘granule, grain (wheat corn)’ [see Qadjuni
1892: 17], wpwdl [asan] ‘thresh, threshing’, wpwmuy [asaray]
(wynpuiy [asoray]) (bot.) ‘rye’, qupp [gari] (bot.) ‘barley’ (< IE
*ghorio or *g"si-) [Djahukyan 1987: 128; I'umkpenudse/Hsaros
1984: 656], q/q/y [glgil] (dial.) (<*qAz-qpy [9il-gil]) and gny
[glul] (<*qp-qniy [gil-gul]) (dial.) (bot.) ‘great millet’, pwdé [dan]
(dial.) (bot.) ‘grain to grind’, Juy [kal] (yuwy-u-&; [kal-s-el]) ‘to
beat the grain’, ynptuwl [koreak] (> ynpkl [korek]) (bot.) ‘a kind
of grain; millet’, hwawp [hacar] (bot.) ‘spelt, german wheat’,
hwuly [hask] ‘ear, ear of grain (corn)’, Aunnply [hatiK] (> hwn-ply
[hat-ik]) (bot) ‘grain’, gnplwd [c‘orean] (> gnphl [c°oren])
(unpmid [sor-un]) (bot.) ‘a kind of wheat’, piun [KCist] (bot.)
‘awn, deard’ etc.

These and some other similar words are still considered as
“non-etymologized words” (Adjaryan). The etymology of another
group of words from different sources has in some way been
clarified.

2. The Arm. wpw [asan] ‘thresh, threshing’ is an agricultural and
farming lexeme, connected with harvest and presume corresponding
work may be still preserved in a number of dialects (Araratyan, Mush,
Alashkert, Kharabat, Goris etc.). There is a derivative word upw il
[asanel] ‘to harvest, to thresh’ which exists in subdialects too (the
same dictionary) [cf. Hambardzumyan 1997: 38].
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3. In the dialectal dictionaries the following definitions are
given for the word wpwihy [asanel] ‘to harvest, to thresh’: a)
wheat to hay, b) to fill the cereal crop into the thresh ground to
thresh [see Amatuni 1912: 384; Adjaryan 1912]. The word hasn’t
been a matter of etymological study before.

Recently Djahukyan has conducted etymological study on the
word wpwl [asan] explaining the word with the same way as
Adjarian did [Djahukyan 1993; 22-23; 1994, 75-76]. But A.
Margaryan objects to both explanations stating that the word has
the meaning of “threshing the hay in the turf” and its derivation
wyw(ly [asanel] bears the meaning of “to thresh the hay in the
turf” [see Margaryan 1994: 72-74].

It is necessary to mention that the definitions for these words
are rather precise and they derive from their application in dialects.
That’s why they don’t completely express the meaning of the root
word form of their origin which is connected with the word wpnili
[asun] ‘autumn’. Djahukyan’s observation is acceptable that this
word was used in ancient (pre-literary) period and it could have
been connected with the word wpnifi [asun] ‘autumn’ reasoning
that it is in autumn (‘arnid ’[asun]) that people start the harvest
‘wpwd’ [asan] [ibid, 22].

The word wypwd( [asan] denotes both “the cereal crop and
anything to thresh” as well as “the action of threshing, to turn the
hay from time to time and then make a pile”. According to it the
words wyw( [asan] ‘to thresh, threshing” and wpw Gty [asanel] ‘to
thresh, to harvest’ denote important work connected with the
harvest and that work precedes beating off the grain kernels and
cleaning the grain (give to the air by a pitchfork’; cf. Arm. (dial.)
Epaky [ernel] “beat off the grain’. Now it is hard to say what time
period or part of the year this phenomenon was specific to; at the
end of summer or the beginning of autumn or at quarter of the year
unfamiliar to us when the harvest took place (with its old meaning
“in autumn”).

4. As we mentioned before the word wpwé [aSan] is not
included in Adjarian’s etymological dictionary and the first
etymology of the word belongs to Djahukyan. According to it the
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word a) is probably connected with the word wpmd [asun]
‘autumn’, b) it is noted the latter is usually compared with its
Russ., Pruss. and Goth. forms, c) he denies the IE. prototypes *es-
en/r-, *os-en-r- which are based on Slav., Balt., Germ. At the same
time Djahukyan reminds about his previous suggestion, i.e. the IE
prototype *oskhon “which is the most probable but not pure”
[Djahukyan 1993: 22-23]. Djahukyan restructures the IE form
*oskhn for the word wpw( [asan]. This issue is very significant
and worthwhile for further investigations.

5. We may assume that the Arm. (dial.) wpwdé [asan] originated
from the IE *(e)s-en ‘time of reaping’; ‘summer’ [cf.
Tamxpenuose/Heanos 1984: 691, 868]. The authors who have
improved the restructure of IE *(e)s-en bring the following
parallels from the related languages: Gk. (Hom.) éz-wpn ‘the end
of summer’; ‘autumn’; ‘reaping period’, Goth. asans ‘crop’;
‘summer’, OHGerm. aran ‘harvest’ (Germ. Ernte), Pruss. assanis
‘autumn’, Olc. gnn ‘harvest’, ORusS. ocens (Abl. Sing. ocenu ‘in
autumn’), Hitt. zena- ‘autumn’ (Dat.-Abl. zeni ‘in autumn®) [ibid:
691]. The Arm. (dial.) wywd [asan], also wywGhy [asanel] and the
root-word wpwd [aSan] in other words must have originated from
the IE *(e)s-en.
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4. Arm. artaxoyr (< art ‘out’+*xad) < IE *ar-(t"o)-

1. There are a number of Armenian words that have apparently
been a matter of attention but they haven’t received their complete
etymology yet. One of them is the word wypunwfunp [artaxoyr]
‘shawl; covering’ mentioned in the extract from the Ancient
Armenian epic work “The Desire of Lady Sathenik” written by
Movses Khorenatsi. In the original text the word is used in the
following form:

“Stlsw) UwphGhly mhyhG mtGswGu'/
Qumnuwfunp juwiwupn b qupg fuwiwpdh”
[Tencay Satinik tikin teng‘ans/

Zartaxoyr xawart ew ztic® xawarci]

‘Queen Sat‘inik had great desire for the
vegetable artakhur and the shoot tits’
[Khorenatsi 1913: 84]°.

This fragment as we have mentioned is a piece of metaphor, and
the simile is achieved according to the pagan mentality
[Hambardzumyan 1995: 227-236]. It is necessary to remember that

it is a good example of pwdpwnul Gpglp [bambarak erger]
‘dissolute (amoral) songs’ in the Armenian epic work [see Ter-
Mkrtchyan 1979: 131; Jromesuns 2001: 58-65].

2. There is a lot of philological, linguistic and source-study
estimation literature on the elucidation of this fragment. Adjaryan
studied this problem not only as a separate unit but also connected
it with its bibliographical value [Adjaryan 1908: 124; 1971: 340-

% See Moses Khorenats’i, History of the Armenians, translation and commentary
on the Literary Sources by R.W.Thomson, London, 1978, p. 122.
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342] though there were several views which remained out of
Adjaryan’s notice.

3. Some of linguist-philologists considered the word
wmumwifunin [artaxoyr] *shawl; diadem’ as a borrowing which was
influenced by some word-structure changes. We agree with K.
Patkanyan’s opinion that “all the translators accepted the initial ¢
[] as a particle of Accusative (Objective) case. Only P. de Lagarde
[see de Lagarde 1877: 53] states qupumwfunjn [zartaxoyr] ‘shawl,
diadem’ and compares it with Pers. zardachwar ‘covering”
[Patkanyan 1882: 240; cf. Musheghyan 2000, 41-44, 81-82].

P. de Lagarde states that the particle ¢ [z] is undividable from
the word stem and it was derived from the Persian word zardxau
(‘name of a flower”) and it is nothing but the distorted (as Adjaryan
used to express: "perverted") form of the word zardxwar [de
Lagarde 1877: 53]. Hibschmann as we know denies de Lagarde’s
etimology stating that “the etymology and the application of that
word is still obscure” [Hubschmann 1895-1897: 150]. Later,
comparative-linguists such as Adjaryan and Djahukyan avoid to
give the etymology of the word considering it a word impossible to
elucidate thus giving no opinion on the existing view (e.g. de
Lagarde, Hilbschmann etc.) [Adjaryan 1971: 340-342; Djahukyan
1987: 367].

4. We think that the word wpuwfunp [artaxoyr] ‘shawl,
diadem’ is not a derivative word but it is a compound one and it
consists of wmn(w)- [art(a)-] ‘out’ used in Proto-Armenian [cf.
Adjaryan 1971: 340, column 2, up. 6] and funjn [xoyr] ‘diadem;
tiara’ (cf. wuwwfunipky [apaxurel] ‘to uncover the head’. The word
wmnwfunyp [artaxoyr] *shawl; diadem’ came from the dictionary
by Eremia Meghretsi not in that exact form but as wpunwpunipul
[artaxurak] ‘external wreath, or condition’ [Eremia Mekhretsi
1975: 41]. In the “Dictionary of the Armenian Language” by
Mkhithar Sebastatsi wypnuwifunin [artaxoyr] ’shawl; diadem® is
given as wpuwfunipuwly [artaxurak] ‘external wreath, or condition’
which is explained in the following way: “This word comes from
the word funjn [xoyr] which means ‘headpiece, i.e. hood or crown’
etc. And hence wpunufunipuly [artaxurak], i.e. visible headpiece
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which is called (dial.) dZawupy [mentil] ‘headpiece’ (was worn by
noblemen on their heads)” [Sebastatsi 1749: 112].

5. The word wyun [art] ‘out (of house); pasture; threshing’ was
used in Literary Armenian much later or exactly during the Post-
classical Armeninan, when wymn(w)- [art(a)-] ‘out’ was turned into
a prefix. In Hellenistic (Greecized) Armenian (after 460 AD ) it
was used as a prefix (equivalent to Gk. «y-, =& ; cf. with «ynvéo
‘to exhale’, «ypépw ‘to articulate’ etc. which was much later used
in Latinized Armenian (the equivalent of Lat. ex-; cf. ex-porto ‘I
win, take, carry’, exemplum ‘example, exponent’, experientum
‘experience, habit’ etc). Those words are used in Modern literary
Armenian.

However, we come to the conclusion that Arm. root wymun- is a
native word that first of all has to have the meaning of ‘to put, to
carry, be close, to unite’ the issue form IE *ar-(t"o)- that in its
general meaning meant ‘to suit; to unite’. In ritual and legal
meaning it meant ‘be proper, decorous; be correspondent to’ (cf.
M. Khorenatsi’s expression “mmyktu opkl F puquinmug” [Orpes
orén & t‘agaworac®) ‘as a rule for kings’ [Khorenatsi 1913]. Cf .
Hitt. ara ‘by a rule’, “ara ‘it not lawful, its unjust’, "Ara ‘Result’,
‘Right’ [cf. Arm. Upw Qtnkghl [Ara Getec’ik] (mythological
name)]*, Olnd. t&- ‘holy law’, ‘right, order’, Avest. arata- ‘law’,
OPers. arta- ‘law’, ‘right’, ‘holy right’, Gk. ¢poiov. dikaiov ‘just,
justful’, ‘rightious’, etc. [see I'amkpenuose/Heanos 1984: 810].

6. According to Hibschmann the word funjn [xoyr] ‘oriental
crown, wreath, headpiece, hood’ is a borrowing from Iranian <
Pahl. *xo0; cf. Av. xaoda- ‘helmet’, OPers. xauda- ‘hood, Parth.
xwd and xad, Pers. xai ‘helmet’, Afg.. xol, Os. xoda, xad ‘hood’
etc. [Hibschmann 1895-1897: 160; Adjaryan 1971: 392;
Djahukyan 1987: 527; Ilepuxanan 1993: 9-11 etc.]. The Iranian
forms were joined to make Lat. cado ‘canvas’, ‘helmet’ and they
became the IE *sgeu- ‘cover’.

7. According to that the first part of the word wmmnwjunp
[artaxoyr] ’shawl; diadem’ is a native word, the second one is an

* In this context the king’s name Upw Q-Lnkgl [Ara Gelec®ik] may have totally
a different comment which we will discuss later.
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Iranian borrowing of IE origin. Thus we can assume that it was not
a complete borrowing but only the second part was borrowed, i.e.
the word has an Armenian structure joint with -w- [-a-].

8. In the extract of our interest the word winnwfunp [artaxoyr]
‘shawl; diadem’ is used with the meaning ‘something outer, round,
spheral’, which in the context metaphorically means “testicle or
testicles”. It is worthwhile mentioning that in his “Dictionary of
Armenian Roots ” [Adjaryan 1971:339-342; 1973: 392] Adjaryan
emphasizes the word wpnwfunip [artaxoyr] only using the
meaning of the word from the original work by Khorenatsi which
is explained in a different way. It is the same as the word
wpuwfungp [artaxoyr] in Agathangeghos’s work [Agathangeghos
1909: 7].Those words are mentioned as different functions in
Adjaryan’s "Dictionary of Armenian Roots” and it seems that we
deal with two different words of wynunwjfunp [artaxoyr]. We don’t
agree with the statement. In reality Agatangeghos used the word
wpunfunyp [artaxoyr] with its initial meaning while Khorenatsi
used it as a metaphor, not the exact meaning of the word. Thus it is
not so accurate to mention this single word as an expression of
different words in Adjaryan’s dictionary. Both Agathangeghos’s
and Khorenatsi’s works testify the applications of this word in its
direct (and unfortunately no evidence is preserved) and metaphoric
meanings.
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5. Arm. astuac < IE *Has-t’ieg-0s

1. The Arm. wunnnuuo [astuac] ‘god’ hasn’t had a complete
and accurate etymology. Along with this word the Arm. wfpn [ter]
‘master, ower; lord’, gtnkly [c°erek] ‘day; daytime’, gfiytp [giser]
‘night’, wpbiwquy [arewagal] ‘sunrise; dawn’, dwjmuwdnin
[mayramut] ‘sunset, sundown’ and others have ancient (very old)
origin. The Armenian apostolic church gave new meanings to these
names at the same time preserving the antique meanings of those
and other similar words.

The word wunnnuuo [astuac] ‘god’ belongs to the original layer
of our language and corresponds to a number of parallel forms of
related languages. We follow the variative linguistic principle
while reconstructing the root words and words linking to it
[Hambardzumyan 1998; also 1999; Ambapyyman 2001: 21-22].

a) The detailed study of the analyses of the existing
observations, philological, etymological and source study
interpretations denote that the works about the Armenian word
wumniwd [astuac] ‘god’ cannot be considered complete and
precise [cf. DAL,749; NAD,1836-1837; Adjaryan 1971, 280-281,
Hilmarsson 1983: 5-15; Djahukyan 1986: 51-52; Hamp 1984: 87-
89 etc.].

b) The interpretations of the ancient authors are merely the
slight descriptions of the word wwnnnud [astuac] ‘god’
(wumnuwo < wun and wo or two [€ac], wgnm and wo [azdu ac],
waqnnuuo [azduac], and Awwnnpys [hastic’] or wwn [ast] ‘creator,
maker’ , juunnpu wonn [yastis acot] ‘id’, wu- [as-] ‘to say; word
and giving breathe’ and wnzwo [tuac] ‘giver’, etc.) [cf. Adjaryan
1971: 281].

According to the opinion of succeeding authors the Arm.
wuwmnuwd [astuac] has Iranian, Thracian or Phrygian, Urartian and
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other origin [cf. Hilmarsson 1983: 5-15; Djahukyan 1987, 274].
More accurate views are considered by the authors who tried to see
the particle of *wn [*tu- (or *wniwo [*tuac)) (cf. wifu [tiw] ‘day,
daytime’) as a separate component and connected it with the data
of the other languages. We mean the approach of the old scholar
Karapet Shahnazaryan, and new author V. Pisani [cf. Adjaryan
1971: 280-282; Pisani 1969: 257-269 and "Handés amsoreay"
("Monthly magazine™) 1961: 549-562].

c) V. Pisani reconstructs the form *sag'i-digz-ag' for the Arm.
word wumniwo [astuac], Djahukyan considers only the IE particle
*digz- and accepts the interpretation of (#)wuwniwd [(h)astuac]
‘confirmer, establisher’ [see Pisani 1969; Djahukyan 1986: 52].
The previous researchers see connection between the Armenian
words wuwnnuwo [astuac] and (A) wumnuwo [(h)astuac] but it is a
possible hypothesis not a final or an accurate view. Those who
accept this view don’t state any protoform. H. Pedersen following
Kluge’s ideas mentions some forms from related languages [cf.
NAD 1836: 320; Pedersen 1906: 239, 243, and 1982: 107, 111;
Adjaryan 1971, 281 etc.].

d) G. Melikishvili tries to connect the Arm. wuwmniwuo [astuac]
‘god’ with the Urart. Astiuzi ‘god; picture of god” which occurs in
one of the cuneiforms of Argishti. We can believe the reverse too,
i.e. the source of the Urart. Astiuzi ‘god; picture of god’ is the
form Arm. wuwnnnuwo [astuac] [cf. Melikishvili 1980: 35-36;
Djahukyan 2000: 128]. In this case Urartian form Astiuzi expresses
the phonetic state of the Armenian word (compare u [s] > 7 [3], m
[u] > pm [iu], o [c] > q [z] contradiction) which can also have the
factor of the specifics of cuneiform writing.

2. The variative forms of the Armenian writing and pre-literary
stages can certainly become a matter of origins and typological
studies of languages due to their forms (phonetic) and meanings
(the name of the subject/object). Consequently, the Arm.
wumnnuwo [astuac] ‘god’ can get its etymology based on both form
(morphologic) and semantic (a name of a concept specific to the
ancient world) with the help of the Armenian inner resources and
thus establish new data among the related languages.
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3. The Arm. wunnnuo [astuac] ‘god’ is not a simple but a
complex compound. As for the phonetic and semantic comparison
with the Indo-European languages it becomes real in a sense of
their original meaning and also typology of that single word. In the
most ancient Armenian vocabulary it had first and foremost
significance because of the social structure and spiritual
understanding of the world of myths and legends. The data of the
myths and legends of the related people is extremely essential for
the new variative interpretation of the word under examination.
They have got their parallels and associations in the traditions
preserved in the Armenian written and oral monuments.

a) We distinguish the particle *wnuuo [*tuac] in the Arm.
wuwmnnuud [astuac]. Cf. Hitt. sigzaz ‘daytime divinity’, Pal. tiaz
‘idem’, Luv. Tigat-‘the god of the heaven’, OInd. Dyau/ ‘heaven’,
Gk. Zeic (Gen. dioc ‘god’), Lat. deus (OLat. Diouis) ‘god’ etc.
[l amxpenuosze/Hsanos 1984: 36, 46, 223, 226-227, 242, 897,].

This form is also comparable because originally it refers to such
forms of the related languages that express the concepts of ‘god’
carrying the meanings of ‘to light’, to shine’, ‘to radiate’, ‘to
seem’, ‘to appear’ [see Watkins 1974: 101-110; I'amxperuose/
Hesanos 1984: 791].

Therefore, the Armenian names *wnnuo [*tuac] and (ww)-
o [(as)- tuac] must have initially denoted ‘light’ and ‘to
light’.

b) We can also separate the root-word *wum [tu] (articulated
*wmnm [tou]) which is parallel to the Hitt. sius (acc. siun, gen.
siunas); comp. Arm. Uwlwu-wn [Sanas-ar] ‘mythological name;
god’(?), perhaps and Uput-pp [Siwn-ik] ‘toponymic name’(?),
Luv. PTigzaz ‘god’, OInd. Dyaus ‘god’(also dyiuh ‘sky’; comp.
Urart. Diaui, which is a borrowing from Mitanian or through the
latter from Armenian), GK. Zei¢ ‘the god of the sky’ (gen. 4:Fdg,
Mik. Gk. di-we), OLat. Diousis (gen. Jouis ‘Jupiter’, Osc. Dilvei
‘to Jupiter’ etc. [l amkperuoze/Hsanos 1984: 227, 791; Weitenberg
1984: 172-179].

c) As we see most of the above mentioned meanings of ‘the god
of the sky and the sun’ in related languages are proper names. As a
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common name they have the IE *t’jeu- ‘god’; cf. Olnd. deva-
‘god’, Av. daéva- ‘demon’, Lat. deus ‘god’, di-vus ‘divine’, Olr.
dia (gen. dé) ‘god’, Olc. tivar ‘gods’, Pruss. deiws ‘god’, Lith.
diewas ‘god’ etc. [see [amxpenuosze/Heanos 1984: 791]. Most
probably this word is the source of the Arm. »a-p [di-k°] (<*wnp-tr
[ti-ew], articulate *wipi-&mi [ti-eu]) ‘gods’ [cf. Djahukyan 1986:
49].

d) These forms along with the root word variations *#’esu- and
*t’iy- are separated from the IE unity. IE *#’iy- ‘god’ expresses the
concept of ‘day’ [Pisani 1969: 257-269; Djahukyan 1986: 52] and
it best was expressed in Anatolian languages as well as in
Armenian. Cf. Anat. *Tiu- (Hitt. Siu-, Luv. *Tiga-, and Tigat- ‘the
god of the sun’, Pal. Tiza etc.) as well as (according to me) Arm.
i [tiu] ‘daytime’, ‘a part of the day’ and Urart. Sivini ‘god’
(mythological name), Hurr. Simigi etc. [see I'amxpenuosze/Hearnos
1984: 792; Djahukyan 1986: 45, 48-49; Amasxsan 1982: 141-143,;
Hmayakyan 1990: 44-45; Hmayakyan/Grekyan 2010: 3-19]. In
other languages this root-word has the following expressions:
OlInd. diva-, divya- ‘divine’ (e. g. Arm. wmiplokwl [tusnjean]
‘daytime’, articulated *wmnniplotuul [tousnjean]), Gk. diog, Lat.
dius (*digos) ‘devine’ etc. [see I'amrperuosze/Hsanos 1984: 242].

e) Hence, Armenian and other languages have ancient
expressions for the three variative states of the reconstruction of
the Indo-European proto-language with different stages of the root
word formation. They can be analyzed by means of utilizing the
applied variativity in root word structure.

4. Above we separated root-word *wmnmr [tu] in the form
*wmnnuo [tuac] (articulated *wnmi [tou]) as basic particle , so the
particle -wo [-ac] occurs as a separate element. We don’t have any
accurate explanation of its word forming (base forming) value in
the earliest or antiqgue Armenian. The same can be said about the
origin of that particle [cf. Djahukyan 1998: 5-45 etc.].

a) We suppose the Armenian particle -wo [-ac] has IE origin
and it can be confirmed with the latest data about the comparative
linguistics and the method of variative assessment of the data. The
Armenian particle -wo [-ac] originates from the IE morpheme *-o0s
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which along with the particle *-s- as nominative ending has
syntactic and semantic value in the IE languages. So T.
Gamkrelidze and V. Ivanov not independent from K. Shilds, find
that the IE endings *-os- and *-s- are attributes for the classified
group of living-beings while the group for not living-being gets the
IE ending *-om. Then, for the first case we have an active class and
for the second case we have a passive (object) one. They are
simply the attributes (endings) for the nominative and objective
cases [see I'amkpenuose /Heanos 1984: 272].

b) Accordingly the Arm. *wmnuwo [tuac] leads to the IE *¢’esu-
os (and *¢’eu-s) ‘god’; cf. OInd. devas, Av. daéva ‘demon’ (initial
meaning), Lat. diuus ‘god’, Olc. Tyr ‘the god of war’, Lith. diévas
‘god’ etc. [cf. Famxpenuoze /Hsanoe 1984: 46, 271-272, 799 etc.].

c) The Arm. *wnuwuo [tuac] was not used separately in Old
Armenian (Grabar) manuscripts, but the form wunnnud [astuac]
‘god’ supposedly comes from Pre-Grabar (ancient or prehistoric)
period. In Old literary Armenian such structure was considered as a
separate word though it must have had lexical (syntactic unit) value
before. The word wwunniwo [astuac] is comparable with the
complex word wnwiownn (wrpwinwnn) [arawot  (arawawt)]
‘morning’ not only for its semantic but also for its syntactic-
practical function.

5. The particle wu- [as-] in the word wunnnnuo [astuac] (<wu-
innwd [as-tuac]) as a separate root word probably originates from
IE *Has- ‘shrine; source of fire, fire (the main idea ‘sun’)’. In
traditional comparative etymology that root word is presented
without guttural feature, i.e. ‘fire’, ‘to burn’ and ‘to dry’, ‘to turn
into ash’, ‘ash’ in which the semantic variant is the Indo-European
root word *as- [Pokorny 1959-1969: 3-4]. We have a number of
Armenian root- words that bear the variants of the IE *Has- or *as-
(cf. wquqby [azazel] ‘dry, get dry*, waju( [aciwn] ‘ashes, cinder’,
nuwmpl  [ostin] ‘arid, dry® etc.) [see more details in
Hambardzumyan 2002: 30-31].

6. The Arm. wuwmnnnuo [astuac] (Juwnniwo [Astuac] ‘God’ at
the Christian period) has IE origin for which we reconstruct the

form *Has-tiey-0s. It is a derived form and its components have
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their correspondence in the other IE languages, especially in
Anatolian languages.

a) Consequently the form *Snuwo [Tuac] which was shaped
during the Armenian earliest or antique period can be considered as
a correspondence to Anatolian, Indo-Iranian, Greek and other
forms; cf. Hitt. Sivaz (<*Siy-az), Pal. Tivaz (<*Tig-az), Luv. Tiyat
(<Tig-at), OInd. Dyauh (<*Dya-uf), Gk. Zeig (< Ze-vg, Gen. Ai6¢
<* A1-6¢), Lat. deus (OLat. *Diou-is), Mik. Gk. di-we etc.

b) Keeping impartial to the discussions of the application of
such forms and their phonetic correspondences we have to mention
that the form *wnnwo [tuac] (as a mythoologic name *Sniwd
[Tuac] derives from the Armenian form *wm- [tu-] and it is
probably the name of the Indo-Eueopean origin ‘the supreme
power’ (initially ‘light’, later ‘God”) that in Pre-Grabar (ancient or
prehistoric) period has got its semantic and variative forms
‘sunlight’, ‘daylight’, ‘source of light’, ‘abode’ and ‘lighter’.

c) The etymological-typological analyses of the Arm. *wuniwd
(>*Snuwo) [tuac (Tuac)] as a mythological name (the name of
supreme divinity, i.e. theonym) can be a matter of a special study
when it will be discussed comparative-variatively with such names
as are whlinkily [pSerek] ‘crack’, watiply [p°etk] ‘curtain, wall of a
tent’, etc. The structure of the Arm. wunnnuo [astuac] as a word
unit was considered an independent phenomenon with its certain
connotation and application at a later period but not later than the
5" century A.D.That’s why many authors in different countries try
to find any explanation to that word and find out its primary
meaning.
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6. Arm. galgal < IE *kMe|-

The Arm. qunqun [gatgat] ‘wheel, gathering, appearance’
evidently has a double formation [Eremia Meghretsi 1975: 61]. We
cannot find it separately in Adjaryan’s “Dictionary of Armenian
Roots”, perhaps, for being reduplicated word. [Adjaryan 1971]:
Djahukyan’s “Armeinan Etymological Dictionary” lacks qunquun
[gatgat], but it has the form qun(q)unhy [gat(g)atel] ‘enlarge;
make large’ referring to qunquqpy [gatgazil] (misprint, in case of
qunqufy [gatgatil]). No other evidences of this word’s origin and
formation exists (see also qunhif [gatem] ‘cover; conceal; keep’)
[Djahukyan 1987: 155, 199 etc., and 2010: 146-147]:

It is a doubled complexity with the root qwz- [gat-] the main
meaning of which is ‘whirl> whereas in the original it is explained
as ‘wheel’.

If for the root qumz- [gal-] we understand ‘rotation’ as a
universal meaning, then it may also include not only ‘wheel’, but
also other two meanings of ‘gathering’ and ‘discovery’.

The same meanings are for wwy [sayl] ‘an old wheeled
transportation’, (main meaning is ‘pulled by an ox a rough
carriage’, (metaph.) ‘Great and Little Bears’ constellation’, as well
as ‘North or North Pole’, ‘axis, shaft’, ‘a kind of musical sound’
etc.) and quyquyph [galgali] (dial. q'uyquyh [galg'ali]) ‘two-
wheeled one shaft transportation’ that come from the 1E *k™°el-
‘turn around, move’, ‘wheel, wagon’: cf. Olr. cul ‘cart’, Olc. hvel
‘wheel’, Pruss. kelan ‘idem’, Latv. du-celis ‘two-wheeled’, OSlav.
kolo, (gen.) kolese ‘wheel’, Lat. colus ‘winch’, ‘spinned thread,
yarn’ etc.

From the IE *k™°l- we also have the *k™°(e/0)k™°lo double
root form having genealogical reflection not only upon Armenian
but also other languages of Indo-European family: cf.Toch. A
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kukal ‘cart’, Toch. B kukale ‘idem’, Olnd. cakra ‘idem’ (in
Rgveda-) ‘sun wheel - wheel’, Gk. kdxloc “circle’, ‘wheel’, Phryg.
kixAnv (Hesich.) ‘a cluster of constellations’, and ‘cart’ etc.
[l amkpenuoze /Heanos 1984:718-719; Hambardzumyan 1998:
34-38].

It should also be mentioned that it is common with the
pronunciation of Arm. g/lu [g, s], also g /l; [t, 1]: cf. qup-&;
I uwyp-(wp)-ty [gayt®el, sayt™-(ak®)-el] ‘stumble’, opn /lopy (dial.
apy) [jit, jil] ([€il)] ‘nerv; tendon, sinew’, as well as post lingual
and palatal sounds.

The word qumnquip [gatgat] in the sense of ‘gathering’,
‘appearance’ is closer in form to the words qunquinuy [gatgatay]
‘clear appearance’, qhnqhn [getget] ‘turning’, ’turn’, as well as
qununly (<*qun-qun-ty) [gatatel(< gat-gat-el)] ‘abhor’. These
words are subject to a different discussion [see Eremia Meghretsi
1975: 61- 64]:

Derivationally the abovementioned words are identical to the
Arm. uwyy [sayl] ‘cart’[ibid].
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7. Arm. ampem < IE *p®™oH(i)-

The Arm. verb pdwly [smpel] ‘to drink (a refreshing
liquid)” in Adjaryan’s "Dictionary of Armenian Roots”, is
similar to the root nzdwy [ump] ‘mouthful; sip, gulp, drink’. In
Old Armenian (Grabar) manuscripts it appears also as pupéy,
pawhy, plipky, as pdpwdl nGupud ‘the upper part of the mouth;
the pharynx’ and as papniduyl/ papnidp, etc. It generally exists
in the words having the p/wy [b, p] and &/ [n, m] phonetic
changes [see Adjaryan 1977: 599-601].

In the part of the root history Adjaryan presents the attempts of
the past. The most notable of them are the opinions of Petermann,
P. de Lagarde, Hibschmann and Charpentier. However, their
explanations are incomplete. Thus, according to Adjaryan, the
origin of the word is unknown.

He also mentions that Petermann separates the particle p4- of
the root and the other part generates from Olnd. pa- ‘drink’. After
that de Lagarde compares it with the Olnd. pa- ‘drink’, and the
Gk. mivw ‘1 drink’.

According to Adjaryan, these are forms generated from IE *po-
/I*pi- . Cf. OlInd. pa-, also pibami ‘I drink> (Indic. Pres. 1 pers.),
Arm. (Gyp.) phty llypky [biel, piel] ‘drink’, Gk. wivew, (Eol.)
raova, rerdxo. (Indic. Perf.) ‘to drink’, zooig, maua ‘drunkenness’,
Lat. bibo (< *pibo) ‘drink’, potus ‘drink; beverage, liquor’, Olr.
ibim ‘I drink’, OCim. iben ‘a drink’, Corn. evaf ‘to drink’, OPruss.
pouit ‘to drink’, OSlav. piti , Russ. nums ‘to drink’, Alb. p7 ‘to
drink’ etc. Then, the following is mentioned: “In this rich linguistic
family, only Armenian has no cooresponding word to it. The form
puwyly is mentioned with its p sound (i.e. sound value - V. H.)
which resembles the IE po-/pai-llpi-, however, it does not go into
details” [ibid: 599].
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It is noteworthy that these "details" are the subject of later
discussions.

Then, comes Hiubschmann’s comparison with IE *po-/*pi- .
However, as Hibschmann and Adjaryan claim, this comparison
remains abstained [see Hibschmann 1883 (Arm. vers. 2004: 197);
Hibschmann 1897-1898 (Arm. vers. 2003: 447)].

Later on, S. Tervishyan made a partly correct description in the
etimology of muy [ump]. He mentions that it comes from the IE
*no-// *pi- by means of inversion, with the determinative 4 [n]
(*wm [pu] > * my [up] > mdy [ump] *mouthful; sip, gulp,
drink’). Adjaryan does not admit Meillet’s verson, as he mentions,
“a smart explanation”, especially as H. Hibschmann rejects it.
Charpentier connects nzifuy [ump] ‘mouthful; sip, gulp drink’ with
IE *po-/I *pi-, too. But he mentions that first there has taken place
repetition of the root IE *pop- and addition of the particle *popmo
and then inversion *pompo. This is the origin of the word muwy
[ump] which is incredible [see Adjaryan 1977: 600].

Adjaryan focuses his attention on the dialectal and childish
forms of this root. Thus, in some dialects we find nzdp (Kharberd,
Nor Nakhitschevan), puphaqg [ombig] (< puwyal [ampik]) (Arabkir)
‘a small drop’, in child language pn: [bu], pniw [bual, phayw
[biva], wn [pu], pufyn: [ampu] ‘water’, pupg [amag] (the latter is
found in the Svedia dialect child language). Moreover, there is an
opinion, that the existing dialectal form nzudpn: [umbu] ‘water’ in
other languages is a loan word from Armenian.

Perhaps, not independently Zolta tries to find another solution
to the etymological problem of the word pdwsd [ompem] ‘to
drink’, that’s why, first he separates the word into g and wbif
components correspondingly bringing them to IE *anti ‘before; in
front of * or *ndhos ‘under’ and IE *pa(i)-// *pi- ‘drink’ forms [see
Djahukyan 1987: 52, 144, 187, 244-245 etc.; Solta 1960: 90-91].
Zolta may have suggested such an approach basing on Petermann’s
and Adjaryan’s data.

Meantime he finds that reconstruction of earlier forms of
puwybaf is rather difficult.We suggest thematic reduplicated present
tense like in the forms Olnd. pibati, Olr. ibid ‘drinks’, Lat. bibo
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(*pi-bo) ‘I drink’ passing on *pibeti > *hipeti and later adding pén
(*pln-hhwk) >pdwyl [ond-hipe > ompe]. The word nmzdyy [ump]
was formed on the Armenian type by the help of the analogical
resconstruction of nz [u]: cf. mén ~ plnwpnyu [und - andaboys]
‘innate’, mls ~ pliswgp [unc® - an€‘ac’k®] ‘moustache’ on the basis
of the pair types [Djahukyan 1987: 187].

But for the forms IE *anti ‘in front of; before’, *pdhos
‘under’ the following is mentioned: “Pre-Arm. *andi- (*andi-
?) (IE *anti- ‘in front of; before’ and *pdhos ‘under’: the last
is used in the declined form) > OArm. pln [ond], it is rarely
used in confusion with 7 and w2 for p4wn (before the vowels),
pu- [om] (before the labial consonants) and p4- [on] (before
the other consonsnts); as a preposition it expresses the senses
of IE *anti- (‘in front of, in stead of ', ‘with, together’) and
*ndhos (‘under’), the last one is mostly used in the
instrumental case” [ibid: 244].

The etymological study was carried out in the same way in
traditional comparative linguistics [cf. Martirosyan 2010:277-279].

However, a lot of work has been done in the field of
comparative, etymologic-typological study where there are some
references towards Armenian facts, which can be used more
widely than before if we take into consideration facts in all
language forms. The etymology of the word puwy&id [ompem] is a
similar step based on the modern investigation data that enlarges
the possibility of wide usage of Armenian facts.

So the later researchers suggest that for the meanings of ‘to
drink> and ‘to swallow (the liquid)’ in general indoeuropean
language there are two different bases, IE *ek"°- and *p"oH(i)-.

In the first case cf. Hitt. ekuzzi ‘(he/she/it) drinks’ (3th pers. pl.
akuganzi ‘(they) drink’, Luv. aku-, Hier. Luv. aku-, Pal. ahu
‘drink’, Toch. AB yok- ‘to drink’, and for meaning of ‘water’ Lat.
aqua ‘water’, Goth. aha ‘river’, Olc. ceger ‘sea god’.

In the second case cf. Hitt. pas ‘swallow’, GK. wivew ‘I drink’,
rw6i  ‘drink (Imper. form)’, as well as Gk.. zwoua ‘drank,
drinking’, OInd. Pibati ‘drinks’, Lat. bibo (< bibére) ‘I drink’,
Olr. ibid “drinks’, Pruss. poieiti ‘drinks’, OSlav. pijo ‘I drink’,
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Alb. pi ‘to drink’, Arm. pdwbd [oampem] “drink’ [cf. Mayrhofer
1963. 286-287; I'amkpenuosze /Heanos 1984: 702-703].

It is supposed also that initially the IE *ek!™°. means ‘drink
(water)’, and the IE *p"oH(i)- - “drink (juice, honey, wine, sweet,
etc.)’ [see I'amkpenuosze /Hsarnos 1984: 703]. Note that this option
is better expressed in Armenian, e.g. cf. fudfy (9nip) [xmel (jur) ]
‘drink (water)’ and puwyly (nqtihg tuthsp) [empel (ogelic
xmi¢°k®)] ‘drink spirituous liquid)’.

There is a quite delicate difference of meaning in these two
Armenian roots. In Armenian water, as a beverage is saturating,
meanwhile honey, vinegar, wine, alcohol, etc. as a beverage in a
wider sense are spirituous juices: comp. on one hand Arm. gnin
Judity [jur xmel] “drink water’ and gaGh pdwly [gini ampel] “drink
wine’, on the other hand - Arm. pwdwl [bazak] ’glass’ and
puwwbwl [ampanak] ‘goblet; tumbler’ (also quiwp [gawat‘]
‘cup; wine glass’, ypnuwy [ktlay] ‘wine glass’) etc. Moreover,
water is a common liquid, while others are used in difeerent cases,
like in rituals, parties, etc. This is evident in all stages of Armenian.

Thus, more real bases are created to etymologically and
typologically analyze a great number of Armenian word-roots that
have or have not been explained. These word-roots are word forms
that refer to the spheres of general Armenian literary language,
dialects, child language and natural sounds.

Basing on this we suggest that this IE *ek!™°- generates the
following roots and root forms expressed by Armenian explosive
and fricative deaf consonants 4 // fu [K, x]. Cf.

a) funid- [xum] ‘to drink; drink’, funfund [xoxom] ‘gorge,
ravine’, funfunidly [xoxomel] ‘to water; to irrigate’, funfunidi
[xoxumn] ‘murmuring, gqurgling’, /funfung- [xoxoj] (also
[Junnfungl/ fungfuntip  [xotxoj, xotxonj]) <(voice of water)
grumbling; murmuring, gurgling etc.’, funfummnfy [xoxotil] ‘to
dare; to attack, to assault’, fufumdf [xxum] (dial.), and [fufudty
[xxmel] (dial.) ‘to swallow; to gulp down, to absorb’ etc. [cf.
Adjaryan 1973: 386-387; Djahukyan 1967: 119]. Here the first
component (root) is the fun-//funi- [x0-, xu-], while &= [m-] is
another type of component.

95



b) Gur- [kum-] ‘(one) drink; mouthfuly, Jdfduy [kmkmal]
‘stammer, falter; stutter’, as well as dfwy [mkkal] (*dpy-dpy-uy
[mak-moak-al, with metathesis) ‘sound of goat (kid)’, funify [kmuk]
(dial.) (anat.) ‘upper part of the throat up to the alveolar ridge;
palate’ [cf. Adjaryan 1973: 658; /[rcayxan 1967: 148, and
Djahukyan 1987: 591 etc.]. The first component here is the root
{nr- [ku-], while #- [m-] is the same component.

Coming up to this we stress the following:

1)Many of the words presented up to now have no certain or
any etymology, the other part has been considered either as a
natural sound word (root) of less significance than other types of
words (roots) or as a loan word from other languages.

2) The comparative analysis helps us to speak in favor of loan
words and words of similar sound formation being local.

3) Thus we can conclude that the units in comparison derive
from 1E *ek™°- root, the reconstruction of which is more evident
based on family languages and especially Armenian. This has been
practiced lately, especially using the principles of differential-
typological analyses.

IE *p"oH(i)- “drink (juice: honey, wine, syrup etc.) gives birth
to Armenian word puwkif ‘1 drink’, where we can separate the
components pud- (<*pb) [om- (<*on)] and wi-(dd) [pe-(m)]. They
have a great many versions not only in literary Armenian, but also
in the dialects. Adjaryan also brings examples from Armenian
dialects and child language: mzdp [umb] (Kharberd, Nor
Nakhitshevan), puphg (< pfypl) [ombig (< ampik)] (Arabkir) ‘a
small drop’, pm [bu], pnrw [bua] , ph-yw [bi-va] , wni [pu] , pupn
[ombu] ‘water; drink’, also pdpmg [onbug] ‘drink; beverage;
liquor’ (Svedia). In the language of Armenian Gypsies once again
according to Adjaryan we have the words pjaty [biel], whty [piel]
‘to drink’ [cf. Adjaryan 1977: 599-600].

First of all Armenian component wé- [an-] in the meaning of
‘to, on (towards)’, is also known in forms of wd- [am-], pu- [om-] ,
pd- [an-] that have local conventionality due to the pronouncing
quality of the primary component of the next syllable. Cf.:
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a) Arm. d&rd [jern] ‘hand (human part of body)’, literally

wldbnnghl [anjeroctik] ‘(table) napkin, serviette’ used for hand
cleaning, a handkerchief, paper, etc.” but 4ng- [kot-] resulting from
main root *4nppt (< Lnnd) [kotin (< kotn)] with generative stem
whlnphG (also wlgnnhl, pGyknhd, plgnghl) [ankotin (angotin,
anketin, angotin] ‘place to lie down’. Cf. also Arm. (dial.) qugad-p
[gotin-k°] (Karin, Alashkert), q’'ngpt-p [g’otin-k°] (Akhaltskha),
qonttp [gotenk’] (Thilisi) etc.

b) Arm. pwnGunf [barnam] ‘rise; lift, raise, pick up; stand up;
uplift’ from the word (A) wdpwnGunf [(h)ambarnam] ‘(whole) rise
up, ascend; mount’, while pap&d [berem] ‘bring, fetch® derives
from the word (A)widpbpkd [(h)amberem] ‘be patient, have
patience; sustain, stand, endure’, Awupbpmphil [hamberut®yun]
‘patience, endurance’ etc.

This particle wd~ [am-], by the way, is generally viewed as a
variety of the component Awif~ [ham-] «a widely used
prepositional particle» without the particle 2 [h] [Adjaryan 1977:
17-18] being considered as a Persian loan word (Av. hama-, OPers.
hama- ‘same, like whole’, etc), illustrated by the examples
wdpwnbuy [ambainal] ‘rise, go up’, wudpwpdnidG [ambarjumn]
‘rise, go up’ and other similar words. The same can be viewed in
the case of Awd~ [ham-] (expletive) [ibid: 18], examples are
hwidpwnGuy [hambarnal] ‘rise, go up’, Awdpbply [hamberel] ‘be
patient, have patience’, etc.

In this case it may seem that we study the sound changed form
of the native particle (< IE *an- ‘on, to, together’) which is a
general heritage in Persian and Armenian introduced as a separate
reflection.

c) Arm. oy [ciwl] (cf. ofy/oty, opan [cil, cel, cit] etc.)
“firewood, brushwood; shrub’ from the word pé-dpig (<p-opin)
[on-jiwt (< oan-ciwl)] ‘sprout, shoot; bud, leaf-bud’, of which
perhaps, the stems dnr- [ju-] (cf. dmz [ju] ‘egq’, dwq [jag] ‘(bird or
mammal youngling) young one’etc., from the form n //w [0, a] and
1/ [w, g] the change) ‘result, follower’ we have pé-dnr-puf (< pl-
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oni-pd) [an-ju-im (< an-cu-im] ‘sprout, shoot; arise, spring up’,
and from this particle and the root fuy- [kal-] ‘catch’ (<IE *g*-al-)
we have pd-fuyny [on-kalul] ‘perceive; take in’, pb-fGuynis [an-
kaluc®] ‘receiving; receiver’; (metaph.) “fiance, bridegroom’ etc.

The traditional opinion on this case statues that this particle derives
from ptip [and], when it is expressed mainly by an explosive consonant,
either with a root or word that begins with a vowel. Cf. plljbp < pli(z) -
b [onker < on(d)-ker] “friend’, painpudty < pd(n) - Gy [onkimel <
on(d)-ktmel] “dip (in, into)’ , plptin < pti(ny ) - plip [onter <on(d)-ter]
‘near; by’ (cf. wnplpbp [aront’er] ‘attached to, under; by, near’,
plplmulyuy [ont°erakay] “assisent’) etc. This viewpoint is not complete
and overall in his statement.

However in this case we confront three types of changes:

1) Reflection of IE derivative root or a part of the stem pdn [and].
Cf.: plipwtiwy ~ plip - wiiuy [ont‘anal] ‘run; go’ (< IE *sent- ‘go’);

pliowy (also plduwy ) [ancay (anjay)] ~ plio(/d) - wy [anc(/j)-ay]
‘present, gift; dedication’ (< IE *eng 'hati);

plnkn (cf. plnkpp, also plwnbkpp) [onder (onderk®, onterk®)]
‘entrails; bowels’ ~ pdnp(/n)-Gp [ond(/t)-er] (< IE *entero-
‘entrails; guts, bowels’);

phhhang [ankenul] ‘throw, throw about; pull, overthrow’ ~ u4ly
- Ltingy [ank-enul) (< IE *sengt- (*senk-);

plptntny [onternul]~ pl-phntny [oan-t°etnul] ‘read (aloud)’(<
IE *ter- “call; voice, give tongue’) etc.

2) Formation mainly refers not to the last particle of the final
element g [d], but to the version u4 [an] for (z2 [9] instead of w [a])
of the particle w4 [an], a complexion is formed from the unity of
endemic or loan word root. Cf.:

plyndly (<pd-, no pln)- 4y (<gn <*§ny)-(d)b; [onkimel
(<an, no and)- ki (<kut <*kul)-(m)el] ‘submerge, sink; plunge into
water’ (< IE *g’ul- ‘deepen, become deeper; go deep into’);

pliptip (< pd, no pln)-php [onter (< an, no ond)-t°er ‘near; by’
(< IE *pter- (*pet-) ‘leaf, sheet; blade’?) [see Djahukyan 1987:
144, 212] etc.
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3) The connection of this endemic or loan-word root particle. Cf.:

plngpyly (<pln - qpiky) [andgrkel (<ond-grkel)] ‘embrace,
envelope; include, cover’;

plinupdwl (<pln-wpdwl) [ondarjak (<ond-arjak)] ‘spacious,
roomy, expanded; wide, vast’;

plnhwinip (<plng-hwinip) [andhanur (<and-hanur)] ‘general;
universal, common’;

plinmGul (< plg-mGuwl) [ondunak (<ond-unak)] ‘able,
capable (of)’ etc.

d) From Arm. prGbd [brnem] ‘take or hold in the hand’ we
have pdpnGtd (<pd-pnGhd < * pl-pnGid) [ambrnem (< am-binem
<*an-brnem)] ‘take, understand’, (metaph.) ‘good, thoroughly’,
pupnGmy (<pd-pelnid < *pl- pploid) [ombrnum (< an-brnum
<*sn-brnum)] ‘understanding; take up (by mind)’ etc.

e) Also, we think, that the variant nzd~ Jum-] which is the
component (*nzd-wb-1) [um-pe-m] is found in the word nzuy
[ump] being a parallel to the particle pu- [am-] (pd- w&-d [om-
pe-m]) .

According to Djahukyan this distinction comes from the IE
prefix *an- ‘on, upon (of slope)’ and it is doubtful that “there is the
same prefix in  (AwdpwnGunf [(h)ambarnam], Awdpbpbd
[hamberem], Awd-nip [hanur] words which are mixed with Persian
prefix () wd- [(h)am-], (&) wd- [(h)an]. It’s not difficult to see the
variants of the same particle (*no/*na ) in Guw-fuwtd [naxanj] (cf.
Juwdn [xand], fuwdd [xanj]), if it has Persian origin” [Djahukyan
1987: 245].

It is remarkable that in the case of wd- [an-], Guw- [na-], and -pd
[-i¢], -mad [u¢], -wa [-af] (cf. wnpd [ati€] ‘seductress’, Luipd
[kawi¢] ‘chalk’, ppgpma [brduc] ‘a slice of bread’, wwplyma
[parkuc] ‘cartridge-case’, and wwnpd [pati€], wpdpd [aréic] etc.)
affixes coincide in Armenian and Persian, because they are cognate
languages, affixes are not borrowings.

99



We think that the roots which have labial explosive p [b]
consonants are descended from IE *p®oH(i)- “drink (jouce honey,
whine, etc)’.

a) Arm. hwdpnp < (h)-wd-pn-jp [hamboyr < (h)-am-bo-yr]
‘touching of lips (to someone or something)’ for a long time the
word has been considered as one with unknown origin, but
according to Djahukyan it is descended from Persian ham-bod ( cf.
Sogd. (Manich.) 'ngyé (*ham-baudaya-) ‘to kiss’ form and it is a
borrowed word in Armenian [Adjaryan 1977: 25; Djahukyan 1987:
530; Hambardzumyan 2003: 41].

We can think that the root of this word is pn- [bo-] having a
prefix and suffix.

1)There is 4 [h] intensive augmentum with the suffix. Cf.:

ni- [lu-] (zoe-p [lu-r] ‘news, piese of news’, jufy [lsel] ‘hear,
listen (t0)’) > A-ymz [h-1u] ‘obeying’;

qopr- [zor-] (qop-p [zor-K®] ‘army; forces’, gop-witiuwy [zor-anal]
‘grow strong; become stronger’) > Agop [hzor] ‘strenth, courage’;

wwmn- [lupwpo- [part-, parc-] (wwpo-wip [parc-ank®] ‘pride’,
wwno-Lawy [parcenal] “to be proud of’) > Awjwymn [hpart] ‘boast’;

dnun- [mut-] (dnun-p [mut-k°] ‘entrance’, dwn-wiity [mt-anel]
‘enter’) > A-dnun [h-mut] ‘keen’;

uljuy [skaj] < h-uluy [h-skay] ‘strong, great, courageous
(person)’;

ully [skel] < h-ully [h-skel] ‘work, stay guard awake, be
attentive’ etc.

2) On the other hand -(y)z2 [-(y)r] with the last stressed syllable,
which is probably descended from IE particle *-tero < -t(0)-+-ero-
(?). Cf. hwuwnnyp [hastoyr] (< hwwn) [hast] ‘very strong’, Gpnp
[nkoyr] ‘sieve; boulter’ (<IE *neik ‘sieve; sift’), or IE *-er/-or
particle: cf. wygn [taygr] ‘brother-in-law’, pnjn [k°oyr] ‘related
in kinship (of brother)’ etc. [Djahukyan 1987: 236-237, 239]:

b) According to Hibschmann and Adjaryan Arm. phpuw G (* wb-
p-wd) ‘mouth’ word is descended from IE *bher- ‘make a hole;
cut’, which has similarities in Lith. burna ‘mouth’, GK. pdpvv{ and
Lat. frumen ‘throat’ forms, which means °‘hole; opening’. As
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Adjaryan mentiones Hilbschmann wasn’t sure and he compared it
with Arm. pwh [bah] ‘spade; oar’, papn [bir] ‘pointed wood; pick’
[see Hibschmann 1897: 427, 429-430; Adjaryan 1971: 392-393,
441-442, 452].

This word is often used not only in Old Armenian, but also
in Middle and New Armenian, moreover sometimes with
component p4- [on-] in pdphpwil; [omberanel] ‘reduce to
silence’ word. For example: “Pwlqh pwgmdp GG
wlhGuwqubnp, qpuuwiup bt dnwuwpp, dwlwiwln np ph
prhwwnnipkGt wlGwmph GG, qnpu wuwpw L pdpbpwll, npp
quuitifu)l wmniGu YnpowGhaG, bt ntuniguwGtG’ qnp sk wpdwd,
Jwul quiyupunmptwG” [Kanzi bazumk® en anhnazandk®,
zraxawsk® ew mtaxabk®, manawand or i t°lpatut®eng anti en,

zors part & omberanel, ork® zamenayn tuns korcanen, ew
usuc‘anen, zor &¢°e arzan, vasn zawsak‘atut®ean] ‘There are also
many rebellious people, idle talkers and deceivers, especially
those of the circumcision; they must be silenced, since they are
upsetting whole families by teaching for sordid gain what it is
not right to teach’[Bible 1895: 1192]:

If we take into consideration the fact that sound *w&- [*pe-] >
ph- [be-] interchange belongs to prewritten period we can suggest
that Arm. phpmwd  [beran] means ‘opening of the lips® and not
exactly as ‘hole, opening’. In this case the etymology of the word
coincides with Hibschmann’s followers opinion (Walde, Boisacq,
Trautmann, Adjaryan etc.).

In Old Armenian there is a word pupbmuil; [smberanel]
‘prove, demonstrate; convince, persuade (to); force, oblige’, which
according to Adjaryan has *pntn-pbpwGly [*ond-beranel] structure,
yet we do not accept it as possible [Adjaryan 1971: 442].

According to H. Pedersen there are only few words in IE
starting with consonant *p. Many linguists agreed with him, others
not, but during the last decade it was offered to review the plosive
consonant system of Indo-European languages giving way to
glottals [see 'amkpenuose /Heanos 1984: 703; /[caykan 1982: 59-
67 etc.]. For that reason Armenian consonant system is considered
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to be essential and preserving archaic features [see I'amxpenuose
/Heanos 1984:. 16-17]. Djahukyan brings additional facts (words
and word roots) in IE*p that are seemingly reflected. This fact
must surely be admitted to solve this problem [/[{occayksan 1982: 61-
62].

The etymology of Arm. puuyku [ompem] <IE *pMoH(i)-drink’
is completed with IE *p-, which has general comparative value not
only for the Armenian language, but also for the study of Indo-
European languages.
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8. Arm. kamn < IE *ak™men

1. There is a number of Armenian words from the semantic
group ‘agriculture, vegetation’ that have IE origin, e.g. wdn
[and] ‘field, meadow’, wpop (< wpuwip) [aror (<arawr)]
‘plow’, wmn [art] ‘cultivating area’]), quph [gari] ‘barley’,
anwd [etan] ‘a farming tool’, 4nph [Kori] stream in the field’,
htpl [herk] ‘ploughed land’, gup(wd) [c®ak®(an)] ‘a farming
tool” etc.

The names of the crops, the toponyms, means of their
cultivation were very significant for IE languages. Thus, the
vocabulary about that area was rather substantial. There are a great
number of such kind of words in Armenian [see Adjaryan 1940;
Djahukyan 1987: 212-213]. For a lot of Armenian words the IE
origin has not been confirmed yet or are of unknown origin.

The Arm. Ludi [kamn] ‘thresher, beate’ also has an IE origin.

2. Given in Old Armenian sources, the word JuniG [kamn]
occurs twice with forms, e.g. fuumGu [kamuns] (acc. pl.),
[uwuwgt [kamac®n] (gen.-dat., abl. pl.) [see Oskeberan 1826: 745;
Buzand 1987: 220 etc.].

Philologist A. Vardanyan considers the abovementioned form
of Buzand Jwdwgl [kamac’n] as a mistake and makes Juwiwilg
[kamanc®] a correction in the original text regarding it as Jwut
[kamn] in nominative case, JuwumbGp [kamunk] in plural
nominative, Juwdwig [kamanc®] in plural genitive case which must
be accepted as an accurate view [Vardanyan 1921: 410-411]. This
word is used with its derivations such as Juwdwuuiyp
(qwiwuwy)  [kamasaylk®  (<kamasayl)]  ‘threshing-cart’,
Jwiwuwyhg  [kamasaylic]  (gen.  pl.)  ‘threshing-cart’,
JuwdlGuwywp [kamnavar] ‘drive of threshing(?)’ etc. [The Bible,
Yesay, 15: 10-11; Zagaria Sarkavag 1870: 83].

103



3. Adjaryan considers the word JwdG [kamn] as a ‘“non-
etymologized” word though he tries to connect it with similar
forms of related languages such as OSlav. eoymwsro ‘threching
floor’, Russ. eymu6 ‘threching floor’ and others because, as he
mentioned, “according to Pogodin [see Berneker 1: 362]” those
words are derived *gumino- in which *g* < IE *g“ous ‘cow, ox’,
ming, meti = Lith. minu, mifiti ‘to tread” [Adjaryan 1973: 502; cf.
Dacmep 1986: 474]. In his time A. Meillet denied this kind of
genetic connection [see Adjaryan 1973: 502].

Applying this existing etymological attempt, Djahukyan states
that Luni [kamn] originated from IE *gem- ‘to catch, to press , to
smash’ and fuf [kam] from |E *gm- [Jorcayran 1965: 256].

The same root stem precedes to Arm. dujly (<*da(p)u~j-by )
[¢mlel (< ¢(i)m-l-el) ‘smash’, and OScand. kumla ‘to smash, to
break, to press’, Russ. orcams, (sing. 1) ocmy “press; squeeze’ etc.
Later the part of Jwaf [kam] in the Arm. Jwdwhwply [kamaharel]
‘express’ associates with the root stem i [kamn] or i [kam]
[Adjaryan 1973: 500].

In this case we should mention that:

a) A. Vardanyan’s philological correction of regarding it a
misspelling of the word fJuwdwgli (< ) [kamac'n (<kam)] is
ignored;

b) Associating the form fuwuifG [kamn] to IE *gem- and non-
correct form fwud [kam] to IE *gz- is theoretically correct but
practically not acceptable;

c) The root words fuufa [kamn] and au=()-(&d) [¢m-(1)-em] are
not correlated, similar to the look of correlation between ‘to beat’,
‘to thresh’ and ‘to press’, ‘to smash’. Otherwise we have to prove
the original associations of the phonemes 4 [k] and 4 [¢] as
variations of the same root word.

Later Djahukyan considered the etymology of the word Juwil
[kamn] not accurate , consequently he questioned them as “a doubtful
form™ and the sign (+) denoted more credible [Djahukyan 1987: 125].
Those phenomena are expressed in the dictionary of J. Pokorny and
Adjaryan [Pokorny 1959-1969; Adjaryan 1973: 502]. Later in one of
his works Djahukyan mentions "Without knowing the origin of fuiG
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[kamn] “thresher’ it is impossible to assert if «f [m] belongs to the root
word or the suffix" [Zorcayxan 1982: 116-117, 222].

4. In our opinion the Arm. Jwu( [kamn] originated from the IE
*ak'men ‘stone’ as a noun with -4 [-n] base: cf. Olnd. man-
‘stone’, Lith. akmud, akmufis ’stone’, OSlav. kamy ‘stone’ [see
T'amkpenuose /Heanoe 1984: 112, 184, 297].

It is necessary to mention the following:

a) As arule IE * £™ turns into Arm. ¢ [c], «[s], 2 [§] and in
rare cases into 4 [K].

IE * £Makl. > Arm. guwju [c°ax]; cf. Olnd. sakha ‘branch’,
Lith. saka ‘branch’, Slav. socha ‘spike’, ‘plow’, posochi ‘cane’,
Goth. haoha ‘plow’;

IE * kMer- > Arm. upynn [sirt] ‘heart’; cf. Hitt. ki-ir ‘heart’
(gen.) kar-di-a ‘of the heart’, Gk. xapdia ‘heart’ and OlInd. srad (<
srad-dha) ‘to believe’;

IE * £"u(e/o)n- > Arm. smudi [sun], (gen. sing.) jwd [san]
‘dog’; cf. Cun. Luv. su-wa-na-i ‘dogs’, and Olnd. s(u)na, (gen.
pl.) stnas, Lith. Sud, (gen.) sufis, GK. xbwv, (gen.) xovéc ‘dog or
dog’s’ etc., as well as the Arm. ulmén [skund] ‘dog, doggie’; cf.
Lat. canis ‘dog’, Olr. cu, (gen.) con ‘dog’;

IE *syekMru- /*suek™uro- > Arm. ultunip [skesur] ‘mother
in-law’; cf. OSlav. svekry ‘mother-in-law’, Lith. sésuras, Olnd.
svasura, Gk. ®vpoc ‘mother in-law’, Goth. swaihro ‘mother-in-
law’ etc. [Iamkpenuose /Heanoe 1984: 94, 97, 100, 112; Dicayksn
1967; Szemerényi 1964: 291; Hanuu-Ceumeiy 1961].

b) It is known that the same association with its regularities and
exceptions is connected with the IE dialect group centum and
satam. In this case the IE back lingual palatal *k™ corresponds the
Armenian plosive 4 [k] and fricative uly [sk] as well as spirant 7 [§]
consonants [cf. A6aes 1956: 286-307, 293].

There is a completely different approach that attempts to
connect Arm. ufmitip [skund] (< IE *k’opon-to) with Khot.-Sak.
(Scyth.) or Scyth.-Slav. languages [46aes 1965: 21-22].
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9. Arm. sayl < IE *kM°e|-

1. The Arm. wuwy; [sayl] ‘ancient wheeled vehicle’ is used in
two different ways in the manuscripts; with its basic and
metaphoric meanings;

a) ‘a rough cart driven by oxen’:

“Gr nm quyu  hpwiwl wwgbu. wnlny  jepyptu
Gahwywnwging vwyu dwliywlg te JuGwlg dbtpng, i wntwg
ghwjnpG dtp wohgtp” [Ew du zays hraman tac‘es: arnul yerkres
Egiptac®woc’ sayls mankanc® ew kananc® jeroc’, ew areal zhayrn jer
acicek’] “‘You are further charged to say, “Do this: take wagons
from the land of Egypt for your little ones and for your wives, and
bring your father, and come’ [Bible, Gen. 45: 19];

“Gr wpwphl wjluytu npphpG bupwjbih. Gt G Gngw
3njutth wwyu pun pwlhglG @wpuinGh wppwjih” [Ew ararin
aynpes ordik’n Israyeli: ew et noc’a Yovsep® sayls ast banic’n
Parawoni ark‘ayi] ‘The sons of Israel did so and Joseph gave
them wagons according to the instruction of Pharaoh, and he gave
them provisions for the journey’ (Bible, Gen. 45: 21) etc.;

b) ‘Big and Small Dippers’:

“Np wpup qPuqiwumtinul te qG-hptpujunl te gUwd ta
qubtitiwpwlu hwpwing” [Or arar zBazmastetsn ew zGiseravarn ew
zSayln ew zstemarans harawoy] ‘Who made the Bear and Orion, the
Pleiades and the chambers of the south’ (Bible, Job. 9: 9);

“Puqiwumbnp b qghptpwywn v zwyg jhohG hnfuwGuy
witiliw)l wunbtnug” [Bazmastetk® ew giserawar ew sayld yisin
p‘oxanak amenayn astelac’] ‘Recalls the Constellation and Venus
instead of (all) other stars’ (see NAD, 1837: 692);

“QpuuhuwghG wunmbnpG, np jniwlg wppunpnu YnghG, huly
jndwlg htthnnwu wqpnG, hul jGpypwgonpowg wwyy, Gt h
Guiwjwpug puqinyp” [Hiwsisayin astetk’n, or yomanc®
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arkctoros koc‘in, isk yomanc® hep‘tas agron, isk yerkragorcac® sayl,
ew i nawavarac® bazmoyt®] ‘The brightest star in the northern
celestial hemisphere , called by some people Arcturus and by other
— Heptas Agron, and by cultivators carriage or cart, by sailors it
was termed as multitude (constellation)’ (Ibid.).

c) ‘north or northern pole’:

“Gnophippl  (utnulny) wn mpu  YnniwGu  wptuwphhu
funGwphtw) junhG. jupbu & jupbuinunu, h dheopbwj G h
w6 [ENiwrkn (setanoy) ar ¢‘ors kotmans asxarhis xonarheal
yarin. yarewels ew yarewmuts, i mijoreay ew i sayln ] ‘The edges
of it (table) — namely, the “horns™ directed towards the cardinal:
towards the East, towards the West, towards the Meridian, and
towards the Cart’ (Ibid.),

d) ‘axis’:

“hppmt wn hwunwunmb hdG zwyl qupuqupneuluyhG
fuwnugdniGu nipowGwyh Juptiny” [Ibru ai hastatun imn sayln
zaragasrjanakin xatacmuns Surjanaki varelov] ‘As some cart that
rotates speedily around itself’ (Ibid.) etc. [cf. Adjaryan 1979: 169;
Malxaseants 1945: 180].

2. The thorough etymological attempt of the word uwy; [sayl]
belongs to E. Liden (see “Handés amsoreay” 1905: 192).

According to him the word was a borrowing from Phyr. *satilra.
His idea was accepted by his followers [Boisacq 1923: 854;
Pokorny 1959: 339; Adjaryan 1979: 169].

Other forms are considered to have been derived from this word
like the Gk. oaniAla ‘constellation, Big dipper” (Hesich.), odzivy,
(gen. pl.) camvéw ‘chariot, cart’(HH= Hymni Homerici, Eur.
=Euripides, Anacr.=Anacreon). So the Greek word has Minor
Asian origin. Furthemore, according to Djahukyan, the word uwj;
[sayl] has either an Arm.-Phryg. origin from the IE *&’at- “to fight,
to struggle’ or it is a borrowing from the neighboring nations.

In the first case, the word is studied with the relation of the
Phryg. kat- ‘struggle’ < IE *k'at- ‘struggle’ and the Arm. wwy
[sayl], mentioning the following notice.

1) “It is not likely that the Armenian word originated from this
word-stem: the hypothesis is based on the comparison of the Arm.
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and Phryg. odriiia constellation’, and cérivy ‘chariot’: a) the
etymology of these words is not certain; b) It is not convincing that
the initial meaning of this word is ‘chariot’; c¢) this Armenian word
is probably a borrowing from a Minor Asian language and these
words belong to that language” [Djahukyan 1970: 21].

2) There are two different opinions about the Arm. uwyy [sayl]
i.e. it has the meaning of the constellation of “Big and Small
Dipper”. The linguists who are in favor of the close relations
between Armenian and Phrygian tribes consider the words cdtidla
(“the Constellation of Big Dipper”) and ¢@rivy ‘chariot’ to stem
from the IE *k'at- ‘struggle, fight’ as the meaning of sdriila

‘chariot” and the Phryg. origin word *satila. Other linguists
consider this word as a simple borrowing [Adjaryan 1940: 141, and
1979: 169].

It is hereby definite to characterize the word as a Phrygian one.

It is also not proven that the original meaning of the word
‘chariot’ comes from an IE *k'at-. If the Arm. uwy; [sayl] is a
borrowing from a Minor Asian language we can assume that the
consonant *-t was changed into ; [y] and the loss of the following
vowel occurred in the period of Ancient Armenian (after the XII
cent. B. C.) [Djahukyan 1970: 18].

The second case considered the fact that “R. Schmidt (see
“Glotta” 44, 1967: 148-151) made an attempt to prove the
Thracian origin of the word odntlo ‘(one) constellation
(*’chariot’; ‘cart’)” [Djahukyan 1987: 311]. The solution to the
problem adds even more complexity to further researches.

3. The etymological attempts are becoming unconvincing as we
study the new data about the concept of ‘wheel, vehicle’ in the IE
languages and other facts from the Armenian literary monuments
and the Armenian dialects.

In this case we deal with the native word and not with a
borrowing. We assume the Arm. wuwy; [sayl] is native stem from
the IE *k!"Pel- ‘wheel, vehicle’. There are similar words in related
languages, e.g. Olr. cul ‘cart’, Olc. hvél ‘wheel’, Pruss. kelan
‘wheel’, Let. du-celis ‘two wheeled’, OSlav. kolo (Gen. kolese)
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‘wheel’, (Pl. Nom.-Acc.) kola ‘cart’, Lat. colus ‘weaver, weaving,
thread’ [see I'amkpenuosze /Heanoe 1984: 258, 718-719].

Later the IE form was formed from the vowels *k°l- to spin’
which has the associations in related languages, e.g. Olnd. cérati
‘to turn’; ‘to wander’; ‘to go’, Av. caraiti ‘to turn’, Gk. (Hom.)
wéiw, (medic.) mélouaz ‘move, budge; advance’, Alb. siéll ‘to turn,
to spin, to bring’ etc. [idem, 718].

That vehicle was first used in the territory stretched between
Transcaucasia and Upper Mesopotamia in the fourth millennium B.
C. and later it was spread to other areas [cf. idem, 869-870].

4.We should consider we have dublicated form *kI"°(e/o)k!™°lo-
from the 1E * kI"Pl- which occurred in related languages such as
Toch. A kukal ‘cart’, Toch. B kokale ‘cart’, OInd. cakra ‘wheel’
(also ‘sun wheel’, and ‘period of year’ in Rgveda-, cf. with Arm.
wpbquld [aregakn] ‘sun wheel’; ‘period of year’, Av. caxra-
‘wheel’ (cf. Arm. gwhpuy [jahray] ‘weaving machine’, swpfu
[¢‘arx] ‘wheel of fortune’, dwjup [Gaxr] ‘to spin, to turn’,
dwfuwmul [Caxarak] ‘wheel’, ‘wheeled instrument’) [cf.
Hibschmann 1895-1897: 186; Adjaryan 1977: 172-174], Gk.
(Hom.) xoxlog ‘circle, wheel’, xixia (pl.), Phryg. xixinv
‘(constellation of) Big Dipper’, ORuss. xoza ‘(constellation of) Big
Dipper’, Olc. hjol, hvél ‘wheel’, OEng. hweogol, hwéol ‘wheel’,
Eng. whell ‘id.’, MLGerm. weél ‘wheel’ etc. [l amxpenuose /Hsanos
1984: 718, 737-738, 869-870, and Illupoxos 1991: 57-64].

According to typology the double root-word occurs not only in
the IE languages; OHebr. gigal, galgal ‘wheel’, Aram. galgal
‘wheel’ (cf. Georg. gorgal ‘wheel’;circle’), Sum. gigir ‘chariot,
cart’ etc. (lamxpenuose /Hsanos 1984: 718,).

5. According to the structure and semiotic correlation of the IE
* kI"oe|- or the reduplicated word stem *k"°(e/0)k(™°lo- as well as
typological similarities of these words in non-IE languages, we can
state that the origin of the Arm. wwy; [sayl] ‘cart’ and q'wyq wyh
[g'alg'ali] ‘two-wheeled cart’ preserved in several dialects is much
older than the existing opinion about it. It would be more accurate
to say that those are native words rather than borrowings. We can
also state that the dialect word q'wyq'uyh [galgali] (Mush,
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Alashkert etc.) is older than the word uwy; [sayl] if we take into
account that in the mentioned form the palatalized (not glottalized)
q' [97] types must have preceded u [s] (¢'wy- [g'al-] and its double
form q'wy-q'wy-p [g'al-g'al-i]).

On the other hand we can assume that:

a) it is a hereditary feature from the period of IE unity, e.g. IE
*k["o(e/0)k"Plo- > Arm. (dial.) ¢ wy-q'wy-p [g'al-g'al-i];

b) According to the abovementioned there must be (typological)
associations with Sum. GIGIR ‘chariot’, OHebr. gilgal, galgal
‘wheel’, Aram. galgal *wheel’ as IE *k["°ek!"°lo-, Sum. GIGIR,
Sem. *galgal, Georg. (Kartv.) gsgar- (and *bsbar) and OChin. (<
IE) *gr ‘holy horse’ have the same typological equivalence and the
same semiotics (‘cart’ > ‘pulling force’ > ‘horse’) i.e. semantic
development [Greppin 1998: 85-86].

6. As a cultural (especially as ritual) phenomenon the Arm.
uwyy [sayl] and q'wyq uyp [gialgiali] have certain “"heritage’” with
mythical changes of the meanings of IE * kI"%I-

Arm. wuwy [sayl] (‘two or four-wheeled vehicle’), and
q'uyq' uyp [g'alg'ali] (‘two-wheeled vehicle’) must have had a very
significant role not only in the cultural life of Armenia but of Asia
Anterior as well.

The two-wheeled and four-wheeled vehicles found during the
excavations conducted in Lchashen and in other places in Armenia
date back to be remaining from the 2™ millennium B.C. [cf.
Tuomposckuii 1959: 153; Martirosyan 1969: 39-40] though there
were attempts to consider them from much earlier period. The figures
of carts illustrated on some dozens of cliffs in Syunik in 4"-3"
millennium B.C. are parallel to the figures of one-wheel (i. e.
q'wyq uyh [galgali] - V.H.), two-wheel (i.e. vy [sayl - V.H.) round-
wheeled, wooden carts with bars found at Sevan area in Nerkin
Getashen (New Adiaman) by E. Lalayan and in Lchashen by H.
Mnatsakanyan, this goes back to the end of the 2" millennium
[Mnatsakanyan 1960: 139]. Meanwhile, in the recent years especially
in 1970s the linguistic and archeological researches date back to
period even further to the 4™ millennium [cf. Littauer-Crouwel 1974
20-37,and 1977, 1-7; I'amxpenuose /Meanos 1984: 718, 869-870 etc.].
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7. Arm. uwy; [sayl] (< IE *k[™°%l-) is a newer form, the phonetic
transition is the following:

a) IE *k["° > Arm. u [s], and b) IE *e > Arm. & [e] (> wy [ay]:
cf. Arm. (dial.) ufy [s€l] ‘cart’ in which the form £ [€] is considered
a new dialect phenomenon initiated from the Old Armenian
(Grabar) wy [ay] diphthong through the rules of diphthong
simplification.

Yet, Arm. q'wyq' wyh [g'alg'ali] must be older because:

a)IE *k™° > Arm. ¢ [g] (palatal or glottal g’) transition is an old
phenomenon (cf. IE *p™%enk™e > Arm. Apdq [hing] “five);

b) we have IE *e/o ablaut of some degree Arm. w [a] (not wy
[ay] or (dial.) & [e] or k. [€] as in the word uky [s€l] ‘cart’), i.e. the
diphthong wy [ay] in wwy; [sayl] parallel with w [a] which is
common in Armenian (comp. nuy > nuy [dayl > dal] ‘beestings’,
dwypn > dwply [mayr > mar-el] ‘sunset’ (cf. dwymuidnin
[mayramut] ‘sun-set’) [Djahukyan 1986: 29-33].

Thus, we can assume that the Ancient Armenian words wuwyy
[sayl] and *q@'wy [g'al] (>q wyq wyh [g'alg'ali]) have an IE origin,
i.e. they are not borrowed from any other related or not related
languages during their interaction. According to this the word uwyy
[sayl] and its dialect correspondences q'wy-q'wy-h (< q'uy) [g'al-
g’al-i] (<gal)] belong to the Armenian semantic group of Indo-
European origin ‘agriculture, vegetation’ and at the same time to
the group of ‘religion, prejudice’ related to the belief of the ‘2nyp
[Boylk‘] or Big Dipper constellation” and to the former
imagination of ritual practices of some phenomenon or phenomena
existent in the Armenian imagination.
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10. Arm. smel < IE *K’%er-

1. In the Armenian written sources we have never come across
the word unéty (un G-&) [stnel (st n-el)] ‘to grind’ but it is used in
several Armenian dialects (Mush, Alashkert, Bulanukh, Aparan
etc.) and denotes ‘to grind the corn into big pieces’. We find this
word in Adjarian’s and S. Amatuny’s dialect dictionaries as well as
in E. Lalayan’s ethnographical journal [Adjaryan 1911: 984;
Amatuni 1912: 599; Lalayan 1916: 77].

Nowadays the word is included in the mentioned dialects.

2. The word unbhly [stnel] “to grind’ is not included in
Adjaryan’s “Armenian Root Dictionary”, as well as in other
scientific works about the Armenian etymology [cf. Adjaryan
1979; /]caykan 1967, and 1982; Djahukyan 1987 etc.].

Thus, we can say that the word unéhy [sinel] has never been a
matter of etymological study. It is explained with the specific
application of the word i.e. with its dialect feature. Arm. un(it;
[stnel] is a native word and it has been preserved to modern times
with its dialect or non-literary application. It names a perception
originated from IE and denoting a theme connected with natural
farmstead [see Hambardzumyan 1996: 191-192].

3. We must seek the meaning of the verb unéfy [sinel] in the
word hunnply [hatik] ‘corn, grain’, because the initial meaning of
the word ‘to grind’ was ‘to break the grain into two pieces’.
Adjaryan finds the application of the word only in Mush dialect
and gives the definition as “to grind in big pieces so that the grain
is broken into two or three pieces” [Adjaryan 1911:984].

4. It is known that IE *g'ernos means ‘grain’, it is connected
with the concept to sow the seed and is specific to IE Western
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languages [Adjaryan 1940: 16]. As usual for the concept (meaning)
of ‘to mince, to grind’> the IE *k°rdu- ‘mill’ is used for the
meaning of ‘grind, mince’ [l amxpenuose /Heanos 1984: 693].
According to it the Arm. &plwl (*b-fp-wh) [erkan (*e-kr-an)]
‘grindstones; mill’ originated from the IE *k°ray- ‘mill’ (cf.
*g°rawana-, *g‘rou-and, *g‘rana) [Hubschmann 1897: 444-445;
Adjaryan 1973, 61; [orcayran 1967, 226; 1987: 129, 450].

5. In our opinion the Arm. (dial.) urd(&j) [srn(el)] ‘to grind’
derives from IE *kern ‘mill’ and variations of this root word are
IE *k er- or *k”r- (comp. Goth. -gairnus ‘mill’ , Olc. kvern
‘grindstones’, Olnd. guru- ‘heavy’, GK. fapi¢ ‘heavy’, Lat. grauis
‘heavy’, Let. dzimus ‘grindstones’, Lith. girnos (pl.) ‘grindstones’,
OSlav. zrunovi ‘mill’ [l amkpenruose /Heanos 1984:175].

According to it at the earliest stages of Armenian, i.e. at the period
when Armenian became a separate language, the root-word *nl-wi(<
*p-wd) [rk-an (<*kr-an)] in the word &-pl-wl (<*&p-wh) [e-rk-
an (*e-kr-an) and the root-word wunf- (<ur-G-) [sin- (<si-n-)] in the
verb un-G-4; [st-n-el] are variations of the same root word with
different vowels and /u [k/s] variation. This kind of distinction comes
from the period of unity with IE because in IE we see the variation of
*°ern- and *k °ray- [op. cit., 693, 868, 873].

It is worthwhile mentioning that the authors consider the first
and dated to the third millennium B.C. to be the period when these
tools (‘mill” and ‘grindstones’) were brought to Europe from Asia
Anterior (see op. cit., 694, 869).

It is known that IE *kern ‘grindstones’ is a borrowing from
Semitic languages; cf. Sem. *gurn- ‘cornfield, current’ > Ugar. grn
‘current’, Akkad. mak/grattu ‘current, pressing place’, OHebr.
goren ‘current’, Arab. garana ‘to mince, to grind’], gurn- ‘gurrnt’
[op. cit., 873-874].

Thus, the origin of both words &pjwé [erkan] ‘grindstones’ and
the Arm. (dial.) und(&;) [sin(el)] ‘to mince in big pieces’ have

113



lasting history and they are old borrowings from Semitic languages
[cf. Djahukyan 1987, 450].

According to it the Arm. (dial.) undby [sinel] belongs to the
thematic subgroup of tools, material, product in the group denoting
“Miscellaneous physical acts and those pertaining to certain special
arts and crafts, with some implements materials, and products,
other miscellaneous notions” [cf. op. cit., 213-214 etc.].
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11. Arm. tic® (< tik°) < IE *di-t

1. Those are not the only words in the section by Khorenatsi
“The Desire of Lady Sathenik” that haven’t been completely
studied, even more there is another word uj1g (<uafip) [tic® (<tik‘]
‘age’ that needs etymological study. There were various
controversial views, different accounts including the correction and
edition of the original text, attempts to explain the word w/ig [tic‘].

2. In the original text the word is used in its declined form:

“Stlsw) UwphGhly mhyhG mtGswGu'/
Qupuwfunjp fjuwiwpn b guisg fuwiwpdh”
[Tencay Satinik tikin teng‘ans/

Zartaxoyr xawart ew ztic® xawarci]

‘Queen Sat‘inik had great desire for the
vegetable artakhur and the shoot tits’
[Khorenatsi 1913: 84].

We think it represents the declined form of the Arm. wuijp [tik‘]
i.e. it is not used as a non-singular word but a plural form in
genitive-dative case. The latter is an initial form and must be very
common in Ancient Armenian. The singular form of the word * w2
[ti] “‘day’ has not been found in written sources but it must have the
meaning ‘day, epoch, period, era’ [cf. Djahukyan 1987: 117, 217,
269, 401]. Djahukyan gives that word the common meaning ‘age’
too. The definition of this word fixed in the dictionary is ‘time-
denoting’. In this context the word wj-p [ti-k°] ‘age’ has
metaphoric meaning and comes from its original, direct meaning.

3. It is known that the Arm. wp-p [ti-K°] ‘age’ originated from
the IE *di-t, (cf. Engl. tid ‘time, hour’). At the same time it is
necessary to mention that Djahukyan considers the form wf [t€],
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wfr [ti] (< IE *dei) to be general for the root stems wi-p [ti-K°]
‘lady’ and w1 [ti] ‘day’.

It makes us think that the form wpg [tic®] ‘age’ (PI.) in the word
combination quifig Juwnwpop [ztic® xawarci] ‘shoot, tendril of
plants’ is the plural genitive-dative form of the Arm. wp [ti] and its
plural form is wp-p [ti-k]. The possible parallel preserved among
the related languages is the Engl. tid (‘time, hour’) but the
likelihood of other forms is also potential if we illuminate the
parallels in the Armenian dialects and related languages.

4. In the fragment of “The Desire of Lady Sathenik” the
particle g [z] is a prefix and not an indivisible part of the root word
as some researchers have stated. Thus the singular nominative case
form of the word is wmh [ti] and the plural nominative case form is
wfi-p [ti-K°] ‘age’which later was turned into non-singular noun.
The word ti is declined as a common word i.e. as a non-single
word.There is an obvious grammar change of a common word into
non-singular form; cf. pa (> gp-p) [di (> di-k%)], (gen.-dat. pl.) nag
[dic®] ‘gods’ etc.
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12. Arm. t°anjr < IE *t’ps-u-

1.Regardless of the importance of the data for the etymology of
the words and for the study of the Armenian pre-writing period
history the data cannot become a basis for the further investigations
if it is not recruited with new etymology or if the words don’t get
their new accurate etymology and typology. From this point of
view it is necessary to mention a number of words the etymology
of which has still been considered incomplete or unpersuasive. A
good example of that is the Arm. pwidp [t°anjr] ‘thick, immense,
bulky’ which has been studied by several scholars but according to
new data we can consider it as originated from IE and possessing
different phonemic structure.

2. As we said the origin of the Arm. pwidp [t°anjr] has not
been completely studied yet. At different times it has been
connected with different IE forms because of the different types of
consonants in the root word.

2.1. The etymology of the Arm. pwdidpn [t°anjr] has a long
history which can symbolically be divided into two stages: pre-
Adjaryan and post-Adjaryan.

a) For the first stage Hubschmann’s etymology is very
important according to which the Arm. pwddp [t°anjr] originated
from IE *tenk- [Hibschmann 1895: 448]. Adjaryan accepts that
concept and separates the prototype *tzg'hu- [Adjaryan 1973: 152-
153]. Djahukyan regards G. Zolta’s etymology the most
remarkable. He believes that as a vowel bearing IE form the Gen.
sing. form pwddm [t'anju] of the word pwddp [t°anjr] is the
closest to Lith. tankus ‘thick, frequent’ [Solta 1960: 223;
Djahukyan 1987: 197].

b) In this case Djahukyan has a completely different opinion.
He thinks the IE *tenk- and *thengh- are the same *ten- ‘to draw,
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to pull’ with growths *-k- and *-gh- [Djahukyan, op.cit.; cf.
Sukiasyan 1986: 91,16] and he also gives IE *thengh- as a root
form, *tng'hu- or *tng'hiu- as the source of the word pwdidn
[t°anjr]. But Djahukyan has a question mark on this i.e. he
considers them doubtful prototypes [Djahukyan 1987: 152, 109].

2. 2. All these facts prove the origin of the Armenian word
pwldp [tanjr] and the etymology of the word seems complete
and final. Later this etymology is regarded questionable, especially
by Djahukyan.

That’s why we emphasize Hllbschmann’s etymology about the
IE possible prototype for pwiédp [tanjr]. Adjaryan accepts that
etymology and comes to the conclusion that “the parallels in
related languages must have instigated the Arm. pwddp [t°anjr]
from the IE *tzkd-". Then he adds that “our word pwdédp [t°anjr]
originated from IE *tpg hu-"[Adjaryan 1973: 153].

In his later works Djahukyan reflects on the etymology of this
word [Horcayran 1967, and 1982; Djahukyan 1987] and mentions
another form (*tzg'hiu-) parallel to the form (*tzg'hu-), together
with the sonant of the root forming vowel, but both of them seem
guestionable.

New data of cognate languages greatly contribute to the
solution of the problem. But before referring to them let’s
remember that Hibschmann himself had mentioned about these
parallel forms, however they haven’t been paid careful attention to
at that time. Likewise also Adjaryan writes about it in his
“Dictionary of Armenian Roots”. Finally, J. Pokorny mentions the
following data in his dictionary: Avest. ang- (anjasante) ‘pull,
seek; draw’, Lat. tema, (gen. sing.) temonis ‘harness, gear’, Olc.
pungr ‘thick, bushy; dense’ etc. [Pokorny 1959: 1067-1068]. G.
Zolta adds another parallel from the related language i.e. Lith.
tankus which initiates a new study on the word pw/dp [t°anjr] and
thus illustrates a number of cognates to other languages.

2.3. It is notable that Adjaryan considers those parallels
comparable with another Armenian form *pwtigp [t°angr] with the
same meaning in the pre-writing period. Later at the writing period
we have the traditional form pwdédp [t°anjr]. The question is if it is
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possible to prove that at the stage of separate development
especially at the pre-writing period there occurred the internal shift
of the word *pwiigp [t°angr] > pwidp [t°anjr], because of the *q
[g] > ¢ [z] shift i.e. plosives obtained fricative attributes.

So we can conclude the following.

a) This assumption is based on the possible existence of the
correspondence IE *g > Arm. 4 [j]: cf. IE *b™g®-u > Arm.
pwpd-p  [barj-r], (gen. sing.) pwpd-m [barj-u]) ‘high’, IE
*gMalg®™- > Arm. dwny [jatk] ‘walking stick’, 1E *g™em-s >
Arm. ddlint (< d(f)d-tnb) [jmern (< j(i)m-ern)] ‘winter’ etc.

b) Otherwise it is possible to compare the Arm. pwiq [t°ang]
with the Arm. pwlignigly [t“anguzel] ‘to avoid because of fear or
shame, to run away’ (according to M. Djakhdjakhean’s
Dictionary); cf. “Gwd pt pwilignighgtp. qh nnip wikGhptwa
nuwnwnpp tntipmp” [Kam t°€ tanguzicek®: zi duk® amenekean
datawork® eteruk®] ‘Will you show partiality towards him, will you
plead the case for God?’ [The Bible, Job. 13: 8]; Gk. # dmootedetde
‘to escape because of fear and awe’, also with the words pwlignigh
[t°anguzi] ‘indolent, idle, lazy’ separating the common meaning of
“to dense, to thicken”. The word pwiq [t°ang] is considered a
borrowing from Pers. tang [Adjaryan 1973: 151-152].

3. The Arm. pwddn [tanjr] originated from a completely
different source i.e. from the IE *#’ns-u- ‘thick, dense, solid,
intense’ which is parallel to Hitt. dassu ‘strong’, for which the
forms Hitt. *da(n)su- < *dzsu-, and Gk. daoic ‘dense, thick’, Lat.
densus ‘thick’ are reconstructed [see I'amxpenruosze /Heanos 1984:
200]. We’ll mention the Hitt. form dankuli < dankui ‘thick, dense’
[Asanos 1977: 26].

3.1. For the IE *t’ > Arm. p [t], and IE *n > Arm. wd [an]
association we’ll bring the following parallels:

a) IE *t’el- > Arm. p&n [tet] ‘long, pile’, phry-&uf [tel-em] “to
pile in length’: cf. OSlav. di-liti ‘to grow long’, Russ. orums ‘to get
long’, Olc. talma ‘to stop, to prevent’ [see I'amxperuosze /Heanos
1984: 230; Djahukyan 1987, 158];

b) IE *bpdh-s- > Arm. (wuw)uwld- [(pa)panj-] ‘to get dumb’
and wwuwddfy [papanjil] ‘grow dumb’ etc.
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3.2 The IE *s > Arm. 4 [j] association is a matter of a separate
study connected with the expressions of the IE plosive consonants
and the problems around it.

3.3 Finally, there is the particle *u in the IE form *t’zs-u- that
appears in the Armenian inclined forms, Gen. sing. pwéd-m [tanj-
u] ‘of thick’, nominative plural pwéd-ni-Gp [tanj-u-nk®] ‘thicks’
and the nominative singular is not preserved for unknown reasons.

Thus we can assume that the etymology of the Armenian
puwlidp [tanjr] is connected with the form IE *t’zs-u- and not with
*tng hu-.
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13. Arm. xawarci < Arm. xaw- + IE *trag'-

1. The questionable word in the fragment of "The Desire of
Lady Sathenik" by Khorenatsi is fuwnwpop [xawarci] ‘shoot,
tendril of plants’:

“Stlsw) UwphGhy mhyhG mtGswGu'/
Qupuwiunjp fuwiwpwm b quhg fuwiwpdp”
[Tencay Satinik tikin teng‘ans/

Zartaxoyr xawart ew ztic® xawarci]

‘Queen Sat‘inik had great desire for the
vegetable artakhur and the shoot tits’
[Khorenatsi 1913: 84].

The etymology of this word is still undecided.

2. The word fuwnwpoh [xawarci] ‘shoot, tendril of plants’, in
our opinion has the same origin as the word fuwiwymn [xawart]
‘greens, vegetables; legums’. Still they are being studied separately
because of their special importance in Khorenatsi’s fragment as
well as the obvious significance of those words in the Armenian
lexicon.

As a difference to the word Jjuwnumn [xawart] ‘greens,
vegetables; legums’ the word fuwiwnd [xawarc] has changed into
noun due to the word-structure particle f [-i]: cf. q&p-p [ger-i]
‘captive’,ghl-h [gin-i]‘wine’, jg-f [y-i] ‘pregnant’, duwp-j [mayr-
i] ‘type of tree’, w&i-p1 [teg-i] ‘place’ etc.[Djahukyan 1987:231].

They differ from each other with wm [t] ~ o [c] sound
correlation: cf. wypwo-&y [arac-el] ‘graze, pasture’ ~ wpown (<
wymwim) [arawt] ‘pasture, common pasture’, fuwin [Xayt] ‘bait,
lure’~ fuwjo [xayc] ‘bait, lure’, whno [pitc] ‘unclean’ ~ wnur-np
[ptt-or] ‘turbid, muddy’ etc.
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Djahukyan doubtfully connects the word fuwrnop [xawarci]
‘shoot, tendril of plants’ with fuwu [xaw] ‘nap; pile, fluff” because
of its later application fuwiwpopy [xawarcil] ‘medical herb’
[Djahukyan 1987: 598].

This kind of associations are very common in G.Ter-
Mkrtchyan’s view [Ter-Mkrtchyan 1979: 133].

But Djahukyan believes that in this case the word can be
considered as an example of association between Armenian and
South Caucasian (Kartvelian) languages. He also adds that the
similarities between fuwnupop [xawarci] ‘shoot, tendril of plants’
and some other words "must be regarded as non-typical
[contaminal?] case". According to Djahukyan only the following
words are comparable; fuwnupo [xawarc] ‘shoot, tendril of plants’
(later fuwinwpopy [xavarcil] ‘medical herb’(?), from Arm. juwu
[xaw-] ‘nap; pile, fluff® ~ Georg. ywarjli ‘weed, unkindness’,
Megr. yurjul ‘plague, misfortune’, Laz (Chan.) yurjul poison,
misfortune, Georg.-Zan. *pwarj/ ‘Folium temulentum; seed’
[Djahukyan 1987: 598].

3. In both words fuwiwyn [xawart] ‘(vegetable) garnich’ and
Juwnupop [xawarci] ‘shoot, tendril of plants’ the second root stem
wpno- [arc-] originated from IE *traog’- ‘to graze, pasture’. For the
first case we have IE *g’> Arm. w1 [t], and the second case - IE *g’
> Arm. ¢ [c] correspondence which is different root stem
coherence common in Ancient Armenian if we exclude the
possibility of period difference.

4. In this piece of the epic the word fuwipop [xawarci] means
‘shoot, tendril of plants’ but metaphorically it has completely
different meaning as in the case of fuwrwmn [xawart] ‘(vegetable)
garnich’. In difference to wymunwfunyp, which meant ‘covered with
goat fur, (something) round and outcasted’; here with
‘shameless’(i. e. ‘impolite; not suitable’) style the word fuwiwpoh
‘shoot, tendril of plants’ is mentioned.

In the end we should mention that these four questionable
words of etymological study are used in two word combinations
i.e. qumnuwfunp fuwnumn [zartaxoyr xawart] ’shawl; covering
garnich’ and quipg fuwnwpop [ztic® xawarci] ‘dainty food’ (also
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‘age , years; time of life’). The first is a postpositional attributive
word combination and the second is a preposition possessive word
combination. In one case the prefix g [z] is used in its precise place
and in the other case it is used with the object. For the second case
we would have a canonic form if the combination gfuwrwnop npg
[zxawarci tic®] ‘dainty food’ was used instead. We must take into
consideration that this phenomenon is obvious in Ancient
Armenian stage.

Thus, the words wymmwfunin [artaxoyr] ‘shawl; covering’,
Juwnumn [xawart] ‘(vegetable) garnich’, wpg [tic] ‘age’ and
Juwnupop [xawarci] ‘shoot, tendril of plants’ used by Khorenatsi,
if we take into consideration their usage in the Armenian epics and
in the figurative speech we can observe them as “cultural” words, i.
e. ‘emotion (with some physical expressions of emotion);
temperamental, moral, and aesthetical notions’, words belonging to
thematic subgroup [cf. Djahukyan 1987: 218].

123



14. Arm. xawart < Arm. xaw- +1E *trag’'-

1. This word is also used in the ancient Armenian epics "The
Desire of Lady Satenik™:

“StiGswy UwphGhy mhyhG mbGswGu'/
Qupnumwun)n fuwiwmn b quhg fuwwpoh”
[Tencay Satinik tikin tenc‘ans/

Zartaxoyr xawart ew ztic® xawarci]

‘Queen Sat‘inik had great desire for the
vegetable artakhur and the shoot tits’
[Khorenatsi 1913: 84].

And it occurs in the word combination like (q)wpmunwfunn
Juwnwumn [(z)artaxoyr xawart] ’shawl; covering garnich’ as a
back-position attribute expressing metaphoric quality. We don’t
find this word in Eremia Meghretsi’s dictionary and Mkhithar
Sebastatsi gives the following definition to the word: "It is a simple
(cf. ‘common’ V.H.) vegetation or greenery edible by people with
or without boiling.... like salads, dill and suchlike etc." [Sebastatsi
1749: 375, col. 2]. Later the majority of the researchers follow the
opinion of Sebastatsi, so do the authors of “The New Armenian
Dictionary” and consider this word fuwiwmn [xawart] (vegetable)
garnich’ as a plant name.

We approve Adjaryan’s approach to the etymology of this
word and mention that he considers the word fuwiwpn [xawart]
‘(vegetable) garnich’ to be the adjectival object for the back-
position attribute wymwfunp [artaxoyr] tiara, mitre, diadem* and
they make the word combination wmnwfunip fuwnumn
[(z)artaxoyr xawart] ‘shawl; covering garnich’ [Adjaryan 1973:
351-352].
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2. The word fuwiwymn [xawart] consists of the parts fuw: [xaw]
and wymn [art]. The first part fuwn [xaw] ‘fuzz, hair cover, thick
layer’ is not an etymologized word but wymun [art] ‘field” is rather
old. The latter has absolutely no connection, at least at the period
of early Armenian, with the word wyn [art] ‘out, outside’ as a part
of the word wmumwfunp [artaxojr] ’shawl; covering® which was
broadly used in ancient Armenian. In our opinion wyun [art] in the
word fuwnwun [xavart] is etymologically connected with other
words i. e. on the one hand it has similar sources with wpunn
[arat] ‘to graze’, wyunn [araut] ‘grass, pasture’ and on the other
hand with the words wpwo(Ly) [arac(el)] ‘graze, pasture’,
(nnwpwo  [(twarac]  [<*(wmwp)wpwo)]  [*(tuar)arac]
‘herdsman, cowboy’ (i.e. nnnwup < |E *diparo +Arm. wynuo [arac]
‘graze, pasture’), and with the dial. word wpd(wy) [arj(al)] ’graze,
pasture’; for the sounds w1 [t] ~ o [c] cf. fuwin [xayt] ‘bait, lure’~
[Juwyjo [xayc] ‘cheerful’, pnun [but] ‘breeded’, pur-&; [bt-el]
“fatten, feed (up)’ ~ pnjo [boyc] ‘to breed’, pnio-w Gk [buc-anem]
‘breed’, wpno [pitc] ‘foul, unclean.” ~ wnur-np [pit-or] “dirty’, A-
wwman [h-part] ‘proud’~ wwpo-LGunf [parc-enam] “brag, be proud
(of)’, wmunmuGby [tatanem] ‘shake; whiver’ ~ JwowlGhd
[cacanem] ‘to wave’, fulinn [xetd] ~ A&nd [helj] ‘chock’ etc.

3.The root-word wpunn [arat] and wpwnn [arawt] ‘pasture’
(vocalic alternation wi//un [a//au]) originated from IE *trag*t. Cf.
Gk. paoyw ‘to graze, to eat’, Toch. AB trask ‘to chew’ [see
Djahukyan 1987: 153 , 253; Jowcayxan 1982: 57].

Then, wyun [art] “field’ is derived from the same word stem; cf.
Arm. (dial.) wpdwy [arj-al] ‘graze’ forming vocalic alternation low
zero degree [see Adjaryan 1957, 37]. That’s why in Armenian we
have to distinguish three homonyms of wynn [art] “cornfield, field’
(< IE *agtro “field’), wmn(w)- [art(a)-] ‘out, outside’, also as a
prefix mentioned ‘out-‘) and wpwr- [art-] (<IE *trag*: ‘to graze,
pasture’). We must assume that etymologically the word wpun-
[art] ‘pasture, to graze’ is connected with the words wpunn [arat]
‘to graze’, wpwunn [araut] ‘pasture’ as words from the same
source. Djahukyan conducted the etymology of the words wyun
[arat] and wyrwin [araut] and considered them to originate from IE
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*trag -, which can be considered completely acceptable in this case
[see also Abrahamyan 1958: 62-63].

Though his approach is completely convincing and acceptable
but it is still incomplete as he covers only the etymology of the
words wpunn [arat], wmwnn [araut] and wymwo(ly) [arac(el)]
excluding the word wyna [art] which has ancient application and is
closely related to the above mentioned two words. Thus this group
is complete with the word wymun- [art-] ‘pasture, to graze’ and is
connected with the semantic group of "agriculture, vegetation".

4.The component wyun [art] in the compound word fuwiwmn
[xawart] is native and has IE *trag* ‘to graze, pasture’. Later that
word was linked with fuun [xaw], as a second component of a
compound word, which was used metaphorically in Khorenatsi’s
work, which means that the usage of the main direct meaning
refers to an earlier stage. Thus we can assume that the word
Juwnumn [xawart] in the section of our interest has the
metaphorically meaning of ‘covered with short hair, fuss’ or
‘appearing from under the short fuzz, naked’.
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Part I11.

Some IE paralleles between Armenian
and Ancient Anatolian Languages
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0. Preliminary

1. The researches of the recent two or three decades have set
forward completely new problems about the IE languages and
there has risen the necessity to reconsider the traditional
approaches. They somehow refer to different associations of
Armenian and Ancient Anatolian (Hittite-Luvian) languages.

Regardless of the classification accepted in the 1970s the Hitt.-
Luvian languages are presently divided into two subgroups; Hitt.-
Lidian (Hittite, Lidian and Carian) and Luv.-Likian (cuneiform
Luvian, Hieroglyphic Luvian, Likian A, Likian B and Palayian).
Chronologically they are divided into three periods, i.e. Early (18"
-12™ centuries B.C.), Middle (15/13™ -8" centuries B.C.) and Late
(8" -3rd cent. B.C.) [cf. Heposuax 1981: 11-12].

The attributes of such classification are the internal tribal
contact of these languages and their dialectal variativity [cf.
Heanos 1982, 48-50].

2. The associations of the Armenian and Hittite-Luvian
languages have been a major subject for both Armenian and
foreign orientalists, linguists, professionals on epigraphy and other
researchers. The interest has grown greatly since the second half of
the twentieth century when the orientalists finally deciphered most
of the signs of the cuneiform system and could observe the
relatedness of Hittite and other IE languages [see Spenean 1920:
48-123; Kronasser 1956; Hsanos 1963; Kopoaes 1976 etc.].

a) G. Ghapantsyan and G. Djahukyan have their great
contribution to this problem. Their works especially with
etymological attempts were apparent achievements in
etymological-lexical analyses. Ghapantsyan judges from
linguistic, historical, cultural and mythological points of view [see
Ghapantsyan 1931, and 1947, 1956-1975, 1961: 146-219 etc.].
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Djahukyan mainly makes evaluations about the glosses (items) of
vocabulary, the original equivalents of the words, makes some
corrections and additions and states certain phonetic rules [see
Djahukyan 1970: 123-167, and 1987: 311-321]. He also considers
that both languages have plosive shifts in the consonant system and
describes these features while other researchers describe the
attributes of the shift in Hittite-Luvian languages [Djahukyan
1970:130-132, 134].

b) Later such works were written but the authors study special
cases especially in etymology [see Greppin 1980; 1982, 65-71,;
Kossian 1994: 63-65 etc.]. The detailed study of the vocabulary of
Luwian, Lydian and other languages shows that a great number of
Armenian phenomena are associated with the corresponding units
of these languages with their phonetic peculiarities and semantic-
cognitive relations.

In the recent years the comparative-typological studies on the
IE languages have set forward such theories according which along
with Hittite-Luvian languages Armenian also has ancient (archaic)
features concerning to Indo-European condition and though the
Hittite-Luvian records date back to earlier periods yet the
Armenian records still preserve features of the same importance
[Famxpenuoze /Heanos 1984; Matipxoghep 1988: 530 etc.].

Nowadays Armenian acquires more significance in the study of
the Indo-European languages than it had before. At present new
approaches are applied to solve the existing problems and as the
latest authors mention in their works published during the latest
two or three decades, the data on Armenian, once almost ignored,
is accurate and valuable containing ancient and typological features
which are extremely useful for the reconstruction and description
of the IE condition.

According to such views we are going to consider a
phenomenon refering to Armenian-Luvian word equivalents. It’s
worthwhile mentioning that according to the latest data those types
of equivalents are numerable and they are not the result of regular
borrowings but tribal frequency expressed in different languages.
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1. Arm. cawi ~ Luv. tayi-

In this case our subject of interest is the Arm. owzp [cawi] ‘blue
eyed’ and its Luvian equivalent taui- ‘eye’.

1.The Arm. word Jwiji [cawi] ‘blue eyed’ is used in the literary
works of the fifth century:

“G1 wotp Juwgmguwiikpn wnohy vh Ynju GihG hwdtiwwn,
gtinny W hwuwlwi, wyu Jwifs, jolu dhwlihgu, phpu
fuwpuntiw)” [Ew acer kac‘uc®aner aljik mi koys nmin hamemat,
gelov ew hasakaw, ac¢‘s cavi, yawns miakic®s, bibs xarteas] >And
brought about a virgin similar to the previous one with the stature
beautiful and slim with sea-blue eyes shading into brown, ached
eye-brows’ [Oskeberan 1862: 660; cf. NAD];

“Uju wlnl, wukl, quiqpwhtp i dwih tir thwpthwn E p
OGL” [Ays anun, asen, gangraher ew cavi ew p‘arp‘a i cne] ‘This
name, they say, with wavy hair and blue eyes and is smiley-face by
birth’ [Barsegh Kessaratsi 1830: 119; cf. NAD] etc.

“The New Armenian Dictionary” [NAD 1836: 1013] explains
the words «onjuqnjG wgop, wGnj) Juumwuwly wnbtuwlbjbtop,
fTuwynwlyG» [covagoyn acok’, anoys kaputak tesaneleok”,
xaytakn’] ‘sea-blue-color eyes, pleasant blue view, blue-eyed” and
gives the New Armenian translation wymgq, wlnipwsnip [pluz,
anusac‘ui] ‘blue-eyed’. In this explanation the word wiinjy [anoys]
‘sweet’” must be interpreted as ‘pleasant, funny, dear, lovely’ [ibid,
217]

Adjaryan gives the definition of the word ows [cawi]
‘pleasantly blue-eyed’ which is the exact explanation of “New
Dictionary of the Armenian Language” [see Adjaryan 1973: 450].
Both dictionaries include the two variants of the forms oJwifip
[cawir] ‘sea blue’, and Jdwiply [cawik] ‘bluish green” which can be
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a special matter of discussion (we’ll not reflect on them now
leaving for another time).

2. It is commonly known that H. Adjaryan and G. Djahukyan
revealed the etymology and morphology of the word owz/ [cawi]
‘blue eyed’. However, the word Jwiji [cawi] ‘blue eyed’ hasn’t got
its vigorous etymology or any equivalents in other languages yet.

a) Adjaryan believes the attempts of the previous etymology of
the word owizpr [cawi] are inaccurate even the ones made by the
authors of “New Dictionary of the Armenian Language” and S.
Tervishyan. It is necessary to mention that S. Tervishyan considers
owi [caw] ‘blue eyed’ as the initial form of the word ony/ [cov]
‘sea’. Adjaryan supposes the possible associations with Caucasian
languages: cf. Avar. zob, Darg. dzubri, Kurin. ccaw, Tabas. dzav,
Agh. zaw, Lak. ssau. Like Trubetskoy Adjaryan also mentions that
all these words have the meaning ‘sky’ and are related to each
other [Adjaryan 1973: 450]. Adjaryan states that the word ouup
[cawi] can be understood as ‘sky blue’ [ibid].

In another work Adjaryan assumes the word owzfr [cawi] ‘blue-
eyed’ has Urartean (“Chaldean™) origin i.e. it is a borrowing [see
Adjaryan 1940: 151].

As we see the solution to the issue has remained indistinct.

b) Djahukyan focuses on this word in his later work. He follows
the opinion of Adjarian and considers the word ouwzp [cawi] as an
Urartean borrowing [Djahukyan 1987: 436, 609-610]. Later on, in
another chapter of the same work speaking about the possible links
between the Armenian and East-Caucasian (Nachian-
Daghestanian) languages he includes the word dwip [cawi] in the
list of the word equivalents [Djahukyan 1987: 604-615]. In fact it
is mentioned that at first "H. Adjaryan considers 11 words as loan-
words from Eastern Caucasian languages”, however he rejects
some of them and adds others, including the word w1 [cawi] [see
Djahukyan 1987: 609].

According to it the Arm. ouuzji [cawi] ‘blue-eyed’ (< ‘sky blue’)
is observed as one of the 16 borrowings from the East-Caucasian
(Nakhian-Daghestanian) languages: comp. Lezg. yyas ‘sky’,
OAgh. y(y)sa ‘sky’ (ibid, 609). It’s worthwhile mentioning that the
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equivalent is included in Adjaryan’s “Dictionary” along with other
words [Adjaryan 1973: 450].

In two of his previous works Djahukyan speaks about the possible
associations among the Armenian, Hittite-Luvian and Caucasian
languages, connected with general concepts of ‘eye’ and ‘sky-blue’. For
example, in many works on Indo-European, Khuro-Urartian and
Caucasian languages Djahukyan compares the IE *dei- ‘to shine, to
radiate, to sparkle’ and their forms with the words Kartv. te- ‘light’, ten-
‘to make visible, to enlighten’, ca- ‘sky’ [/forcayksn 1967: 66, 182]. On
the other hand the Kartv. form ca- ‘sky’ is compared with Lak. ccab,
Lezg. yyas, Tabas. 03a6 etc. [ibid, 182]. It is worthwhile adding that in
the same work the author compares the IE *ok* ‘to see’ and *ok*,
*ok“e - ‘eye’ and their parallel forms with the Georg. uga ‘to see’, also
with some resemblance to Kartv. twal- ‘eye’, Georg. twal- and other
forms [ibid, 98].

In his last works Djahukyan mentions the following: “There are
words, which are common in Hittite-Luvian, Armenian and a
number of Caucasian (especially Kartvelian) languages, and their
source is still doubtful” [Djahukyan 1970: 157]. As an example,
some parallels like Luv. taui- ‘eye’; present’ ~ Kartv. twal- ‘eye’
are drawn in the footer.

c) Summerizing Adjaryan’s and Djahukyan’s lexicological
(root-words) and etymological analyses we may observe, that in
some cases there are certain parallels between Arm. Jwip [cawi]
‘blue eyed’ and (Eastern) Caucasian, between Armenian and
Kartvelian (see Kartv. twal- ‘eye’), as well as between Urartian
languages.

3. In written works the Luv. taui- ‘eye’ is used both as an
incoherent word or as a part of lexico-morphological structures like
the forms tawi- or dawi- and da-a-u-i-is (nom. sing.), da-a-u-wa
(pl., nom.-acc.), tauswassi- or dauswassi- ‘visual’ [see Laroche
1959: 96]. Luv. taui- is compared with the first two parts of the
word Ta-pa-U-i-ma-an which occurs on the Capadocian tablets
(3-2" and the beginning of the 2™ millennium) found in the Old
Assyrian trade colonies in Minor Asia [cf. Goetze 1954: 351-352;
Laroche 1966: 183; I'amxpenuose /Heanos 1984: 860].
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a) Some scholars examined the association of the sounds Hitt. s-
~ Luv. t-: cf. Hitt. sakuga ‘eye’ ~ Luv. taui- ‘eye’, Hitt. puisyant-
‘animal’ ~ Luv. puitzali-‘animal’ etc. [see Iamxpenuose /Hsarnos
1984: 861] on the one hand and the association of the sounds Hitt. t
~ Arm. ¢ [c] on the other: cf. Hitt. tapiu(za)i- ‘smoke’ ~ Arm.
onifu [cux] ‘smoke’, (gen. singl.) ofun; [cxoy] [see Djahukyan
1970: 157; 1987: 203, 314 etc.]. Consequently, there is great
possibility that the Luv. t ~ Arm. ¢ [c] sounds appear coincident in
their phonetic aspect.

In order to show the equivalency of the Hitt. sakuwa ‘eye’ ~
Luw. taui- ‘eye’ it is sensible to make a quotation “As for the
aspirates in the Hitt. language s- is regularly used in cases when the
corresponding consonant is missing in other languages... In the
same way Luv. d- corresponds to Hitt. s-: cf. Hitt. sakuua, Lat.
ocu-(lus), Luv. dawi- ‘eye’ (kw->w- obscuration) in the word”
[Msanos 1982: 33].

b) It is essential to add that there is the following opinion about
the correspondence of Hitt. §- ~ Luv. t-:

“Different Indo-European sibilants *s- and *s- are observed in
Hittite and Luvian languages. It is known that there is a similar
sound *s (cuneiform §) in Hittite and Luvian which derives from
Hitt. s ~ Luv. s correspondence while the Indo-European *3- has
different correspondences in Hittite and Luwian. Thus we have
Hitt. s ~ Luv. t type of correspondence between those languages;
cf. Hitt. sakuwai ‘eye(s)’ ~ Luv. taw-i ‘eye(s)’” [lamxperuose
/Heanos 1984: 122]. As for phonetic association we may observe
relations between Hitt. k and Luv. g (zero).

c¢) Accordingly we may confirm that the Hitt. s (cuneiform s),
Luw. t ~ Arm. ¢ [c] are phonetic parallels, however the Arm. ¢ [c]
perhaps is closer to Luvian interdental pronunciation of IE *§ [see
Tamxpenuose /Heanos 1984: 122).

From this point of view the Armenian phonetic variations ¢ [c]
~ w [t] or u [s], as well as Arm. g [c°] ~ 2 [§] and p(u) [t°(s])
become very remarkable:

Cf. Arm. wpwoty [aracel] ‘to graze’ ~ wymwnn [arawt]
‘pasture’, owowdlby [cacanel] ‘to wave’ ~ mwumubby [tatanel] ‘to
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swing’ ~ uwuw(ity [sasanel] ‘shake, shake loose’, kg [vec] ‘six’
~ Yi(nmwuwb) [ves(tasan)] ‘sixteen’, and wp(unit) vat®(sun)
‘sixty’, (dial.) ywgmé [vac®un] ‘sixty’ and a number of other
variations.

Such a parallel is rather strong especially on the basis of the
articulating similarity of the sounds Hier. Luv. t, Hitt. z (perhaps s)
and t and the Arm. ¢ [c]; in Anatolian languages they have been
lateral phonemes somewhat close to semi-fricatives [cf. Hsanos
1963: 76-77, 97-98].

4. The Arm. owp [cawi] ‘blue eyed’ and Luv. taui- parallel
forms have Indo-European origin. We must also take into
consideration that according to the mythology of Indo-European
peoples the light (the sun) comes from the sea. We are not going to
discuss how well this legend is preserved in the historical-
mythological ‘memory’ of those people or to make an attempt to
connect the Arm. owpr [cawi] ‘blue’ with the word on/ [cov] *sea’
or the other meanings of that word.
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2. Arm. kayt® ~ Hier.Luv. kati-

The history of the study of Armenian and Ancient Anatolian
(Hittite-Luvian) languages starts at the 20s of the twentieth century
and covers two periods (the middle of the 20s-70s and 70s to
present days). During the first period the subject of interst is the
clarification of the tribal relations between the compared
languages, the vocabulary and partially the norms of grammar (N.
Martirosyan, G. Ghapantsyan, N. Adonts, H. Adjaryan, G.
Djahukyan, |. Diakonoff, A.Goetze, E. Forrer etc.). During the
second period linguistic, political, cultural record-source,
toponymical problems and others become the matter of study (L.
Barseghyan, V. Khachatryan, A. Kossian, J. A. Greppin, O.
Karuba, V. Haas, M. Salvini, J. Puhvel, J. Tishler etc.).

There are a number of words, root-words, affixes and other
morphemes that don’t have their etymologies yet. They are
significant not only as separate units but also from the view-point
of their origin and assosiations with other languages.

Below we examine a separate issue connected with Armenian
and Hettite-Luvian relations.

1. The Armenian Juyp [kayt®] ‘pot, basket” and Hier. Luv. kati-
‘cup; goblet” correspondence has never been a matter of
comparative-etymological study by any researcher yet.

2. The general denotation of the Arm. fJuyp [kayt® ] is ‘a
basket’, ‘a pot’ Adjaryan like H. Manandyan has a more precise
definition for it, i. e. ‘a basket, a container to measure sixty
liters’(it is also mentioned that a liter is 1,3 kilograms) [Adjaryan
1973: 505].

We have two homonyms for this word; Jwjp [kayt®] ‘a toy for
teeth of a baby’ and fuwyp [kayt® ] ‘to hop, dance of joy’. The first
cognate does not have its etymology yet and the second one,
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according to Djahukyan, originates from the IE *kai-t- ‘light’
[Djahukyan 1970: 98].

Using Djahukyan’s examples about the second cognate we can
make additional observations. Later on Djahukyan considers the
word Juwyp [kayt®] as a dialectal variation of the words juwn [xal]
‘game’, Juwpwinidl [kak’awumn] ‘to walk gracefully’, wywp [par]
‘a dance’, gmg [c‘uc’] ‘hof’ [see Djahukyan 1987: 399]. In his
previous work Djahukyan writes the following about the origin of
the word: “Below we make a list of the Armenian words without
confirming their Pelasgian or Thracian origin because: a) a number
of researchers believe that dissimilated desaspiration observed in
some Pelasgian words occured in Greek as a result of the influence
of the specific phonetic rule in Greek (Grasman’s law); b) in some
cases we deal with the Iranian source i.e. with the kh > Arm. fu [X]
transition typical to Iranian...” [Djahukyan 1970: 98]. Along with
other 18 counterparts he mentions the words Juwyp [kayt® ] ‘hop,
dance of joy’ , Juw pty [kayt“el] ‘to have fun, to hop, to dance’ - IE
*kai-t- ‘light’ (cf. OHGerm. heitar, Germ. heiter ‘merry, lively’
[ibid].

In this case alienating the Iran. kh > Arm. fu [x] transition
specific to Iranian and supporting the Armenian 4 [K] / fu [X]
variation we can associate the word Jup [kayt‘] with Arm. jfuwjmn
[xayt]; cf. Arm. fuunnnnnpl [xatutik] ‘motley; dandelion’ and
Juwiin [xayt] ‘happiness, joy’(Adjaryan 1973: 326-327). Adjaryan
considers these cognates to get their source from the IE *khaid-
and mentions resemblances in a number of related languages like
OHGerm. heitar ‘bright’, Germ. heiter ‘merry, bright’ etc. As we
see these are the same examples used by Djahukyan to confirm the
connection between Arm. Juwp [kayt’] and IE *kai-t-.

As a result we can assume that the Arm. Juyp [Kayt‘] and
Juwin [xayt] have the same origin; For that reason Adjaryan and
Djahukyan separate IE *kai-t- or *khaid- with their voiced/
voiceless, voiceless/voiceless-aspirated variations.

a) It is a plausible guess that the initial and the oldest form of
the word Arm. fuip [Kayt®] ‘basket, pot’ is Jwp [kat] because of
the addition of the sound ; [y] refers to later written monuments.
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Moreover, the appliance of the diphthong of simple vowels is a
comparably late period phenomenon in the Indo-European related
languages: cf. Germ. heiter ‘merry, bright’, Goth. heito ‘warm,
fever’, Let. kaists ‘shining with joy’ etc. [Adjaryan 1973, 326].

b) The initial application of the word is in the “Bible”: “Gt
wiwwuwpbwg Uphqtw, i wn tpybphip Guwlwy @ Gpynw
wdwlu qhliny tr hhGq nsyjuwp hwumgbtw] ti hhGq wpnm
thnfulnny te fuyp dh swdfis, i unuwnhmu tpytiphp, G by b
Jtpwy hpny” [Ew acapareac® Abigea , ew ar erkeriwr nkanak ew
erkus amans ginwoy ew hing oc¢°xar hasuceal ew hing ardu
p‘oxndoy ew kayt® mi ¢‘amic®, ew patatits erkeriwr, ew ed i veray
isSoy] ‘“Then Abigail made haste, and took two hundred loaves,
and two bottles of wine, and five sheep ready dressed, and five
measures of parched corn, and hundred clusters of raisins, and two
hundred cakes of figs, and laid them on asses’[The Bible, A Kings
25: 18-35]. This part is a translation from the Greek origin: ‘kai
—onevoev APryato kai —Aafev didkociovg ¢ptove kai dvo dyyeia
otvov kai mévte npAPata memompéva kai mevte owpr i Apitov koi
yopop —v otogidog kai Swociog raldbac kol —0eto £mi tolg
Avovc’ [The Bible, Bas., 4, 18-20].

The following comments are rather important.

1) Zohrapian’s text of the “Holy Books” (see “Holy Bible. Old
and New Testaments”, editor |. Zohrapean, Venice, 1805) contains
the Armenian expression Juwjp up swufs [kayt® mi ¢amic®] ‘a pot
of raisins’ and such comments: ”Hebrew hwptip nnynjq swiisng
[harewr otkoyz ¢‘amcoy] ‘a hundred bunches of raisins’, i. e. the
Hebrew text can be translated in different ways”;

2) according to the Hebrew text the later translations
contain dissimilar phrases: hwpymp nnlyniyq swips [haryur
otkuyz ¢“ami¢] ‘a hundred bunches of raisins’ or &y
quipinin swidps [mek zambyut ¢ami¢®] ‘a basket of raisins’
[see The Bible, 1896 (printed copy): 361, and 1981: 377,
1994: 377, 1994, 1999: 351 etc.].

3) Only Etchmiadzin version applies the new meaning of the
word Juyp [kayt®] as ‘a basket” which is rather close to the concept
of quupynmin [zambyut] ‘a basket, a pot’.
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Afterwards, Old Armenian translation suggests Greek
correspondences i yysia, oipi, youop, and waldbog for Arm. wdwl
[aman] ‘receptacle; pitcher, crockery’, wpnm [ardu] ‘(measures)
unit of weight’, Zuwjp [kayt] ‘pot, basket’ and wwnunnfun
[patatit] ‘bunch; cluster’ , however only the latter is a loan word,
the rest are translations.

Consequently, the Greek phrase youop —v  ocrapidog is
translated into Old Armenian (Grabar) as Juwjp up swips [Kayt® mi
¢amic¢’] “a basket of raisins’ and in New Armenian (Ashkharabar)
the same expression is translated as hwpmp nnhnyq swidhs
[haryur otkuyz ¢‘ami¢] ‘a hundred bunches of raisins’ or u&l
qupnig swidfis [mek zambyut ¢“amic’] ‘a basket of raisins’. It is
obvious that the word Jwjp [kayt‘] ‘pot, basket’ has not found its
implementation in New Armenian because of its semantic
obscurity. Thus, the application of that word is limited only within
the Armenian semiotics and its source must be found in Ancient
Armenian.

c) Adjaryan refuses the existing etymology and interpretation
attempts about the word Zuwyp [kayt]. The explanation of the
author of “The New Armenian Dictionary” is rather noteworthy. It
runs as follows: “as root word for harvesting, i.e. fpng [kt°oc’],
ppng [Ktoc?], §kyp [kett”] ‘basket of grapes, raisins or grape
bunch’”’[NAD, 1837: 1044]. The explanation nnin;q Gnghl
[otkoyz noc‘in] ‘bunch of raisins, grapes’ (i.e. for grapes and
raisin- V.H.) considers the translation of the “Holy Bible”, while
the other cases consider the definition of ‘pot, basket’. The authors
of NAD also add that the literary word jazp [kett] ‘basket’ has
the anticipatoral phoneme 7 (t) which is present in the dialectal
form fung (katc®) ‘milk’. Moreover, literal forms of fpng [kt°oc]
and dialectal ppng [K't°oc?] are also mentioned which suggests
being derived from Juyp (<Jwp) [kayt®, kat] root.

The authors of NAD point out the native names which are
loans with substantial measure units gpufuz [griu] ‘measure (of
bread,wine etc.)’, pnn [Kk°or] ‘sort of measure’, wpnpn: [ardu] ‘a
kind of measure’ gnunp [gomor] ‘sort of measure’which have their
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semantic and lexical application in the Holy Bible and its
translations. It is reasonable to assume that Adjaryan could have
admitted this prestigious explanation as a base for the etymology of
the word Jup [kayt].

Both the words wpnm [ardu] ‘a kind of measure’ used in the
Holy Bible and fuyp [kayt’] (< *fwp [kat]) are featured with
phonetic mutations which are vital for the comprehension of the
Armenian historical phonetics. According to the Greek scholars the
Arm. wpnm [ardu] is a loan word from OGk. ipwfn ‘name of
Persian measure®, i. e. “the Greek authors have passed on to us and
from which the Arab. irdabb or ardabb forms have been loaned”
[see Adjaryan 1971: 310].

d) The word fuyjp [kayt’] has not had any comparative-
etymological explanation yet. It was used during the later centuries
as a common name of a container of grain (barley, wheat, corn
etc.) [Adjaryan 1973: 505]. Later on etymological studies do not
comprise the assessment of the word Juwjp [kayt‘] ‘basket, pot’
[see Djahukyan 1970; 1987: 311-321; Greppin 1980; 1982 etc.].

3. We are apt to think that the Arm. fup [kayt’] ‘basket, pot’ has
Indo-European origin and its counterpart is the Hier.-Luv. kati- which
is associated with Greek (even Pre-Greek or Pelasgian) forms.

a) Before we reflect the phonetic association between Hitt.-Luv.
(Anatolian) and Armenian languages or the etymology of the word
[uwjp [kayt®] ‘basket, pot’, we should mention that it is considered
a loan word from Hittite-Luvian languages to Greek at a very early
period. Apparently, the word was borrowed through Pre-Greek
(Pelasgian). Theoretically the Pre-Greek xn6ic ‘basket, pot’ and
kabidor ‘pans, basket’ are also loan words with the similar B and A
types i.e. with the Pre-Greek and Kretominoian form ka-ti [see
Chadwick/Baumbac A 1963: 209].

The Pre-Greek xn0ic and xd6ido:r are loans from the earlier
period of Anatolian languages especially from the hieroglyph.
Luv. kati- (see I'unoun1967: 168). Furthemore, we can confirm
that those Pre-Greek cognates are loan forms, with the help of
the evidence of the existing “voiceless aspirates in (pre)Greek
is a contradiction to Hittite-Luvian simple voiceless
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consonants and this fact supposes the subsistence of a mediator
language” [cf. Tunoun 1967: 168].

b) We should notice that later on Djahukyan, perhaps not
independent from Gindin’s view, finds the Pelasgian “consonant
system like Armenian had consonant shift: IE *bh, *dh, *gh > Pel.
b, d, g, IE *b, *d, *g > Pel. p, t, k, IE *p, *t, *k > Pel. ph, th, kh (the
aspirate shift is not observed only in rare cases which is explained
with the difference of times they are borrowed)" [Djahukyan 1970:
83-84]. This phenomenon is proved by V. Georgiev [see I'eopeues
1958, and Georgiev 1981; see also Gindin’s thesis in: “Bonpocsi
azeixosnanus” 1959: 106].

¢) In this case the mediator language could be only Pelasgian:
cf. Pre-Greek-Anatolian *gati- > Pre-Greek (Pelasgian) *kathi- or
*khathi- > Gk xn6i¢c though the invariant form for Pre-Greek
(Pelasgian) is *k(h)athi- [see I'urnourn 1959: 106, 185].

As a result we can claim that there exists the correspondence
among Anatolian (Hitt.-Luvian) g > Pelasgian k and Anatolian
(Hitt.-Luwian) t > Pelasgian th etc. (Gindin, op.cit.). Notably, this
theory was based on the thesis that in Luvian the gati- , and not the
kati- form could be reconstructed.

4. If we discuss the Arm. Juwyp ‘basket’, the Hier.Luv. kati- and
Pre-Greek *k(h)athi- (variants: *kathi- and *khathi-), Kretomin.
ka-ti, Gk . knBig and ka6wor with their initial meanings, i.e. the
concept which is common for all of them (‘to separate, to acquire,
to achieve, to store, etc.’), it can be concluded that they all are
related with Gk. ktdopon ‘I achieve’, xt%po ‘achievement; share’,
Mik.Gk. ki-ti-me-na ko-to-na ~ xkriuéva xroiva “to give land, share
of land’, and Ind. ksatrdm and kgatriya (initial meaning) a share, a
piece of land’ [see Msanoe 1965: 39, 289; I'amxpenuose/Heanos
1984: 148, 788 etc.].

a) Hier.Luv., Pre-Greek (Pelasgian) and Modern Greek and
other languages root-words contain simple vowel in contrast to
Armenian diphthong wy [ay]. Yet, this phenomenon is not limited
to the above-mentioned languages. Adjaryan considers the initial
variant of that word to be with the vowel w [a]. This type of root
words refer to the old period of Armenian which appeared only in
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literary works. The registers of the Armenian dialects testify that
they are a manifestation of much earlier facts.

It is a common rule from the comparative-etymological
viewpoint: cf.

quyp [gayt] ‘to slip, to fail, to make a mistake’, and g/ [ged]
‘mistake’, gpp [git°] or gmip [gut®] (dial.) gpsy [gtel]) ‘to mislead,
to destroy’:

nuyy gy [dayl, dal] ‘beestings’, and paly [diel] ‘to
breastfeed’;

Juply [vaytel] ‘to empty, to fill out’, and ywpty I nply
[vatel, vot‘el] ‘id.’, ypptuy [viteal] ‘to pour to the end’;

guyp llgunn [ctayt®, cfayt] ‘to spring, the hop, spring
(something)’ and (dial.) gup#y [c®at’el] ‘to pee’;

owppy Il dwppy [cat’il, jatcil] ‘to spring’;

guyy Il gupwl [cfayl, ctalak] ‘pubis’ (according to Adjaryan an
unknown word though is has IE origin);

yuuyy/ihun//ihng [peayl,pot] ‘brilliance; wave, flutter’, yrw by
[pCaylel]  ‘shine, glitter’, trwngaunp [pCaiptatel]  ‘gleam;
sparkle’, yannty [potel] (idem), yannipngly [pColpSotel] (idem) etc.
[see Adjaryan 1971:510-511, 611, 619, and 1979: 300, 449, 476-
477; Hambardzumyan 1998: 25-26; Simonyan 2008: 3-6 etc.].

b) Fostering Adjaryan’s correction of the word fup [kayt‘]
into fJwp [kat®] in one of the original works we conclude that
those words are plausible variants (in written sources) which
had lexical-communicative value. Conversely, as the common
denotation of the word Juwp [kayt] is ‘to gather, to separate’
we can state that the words gap [Kit] ‘the product from the
cattle’ and gnip [kut] (cp. wyqtlnip [aygekut]) ‘the blossom
and harvest of the orchard’ are variants (see "The Bible" the
meaning of ‘basket, pot’ for the word Zujp [kayt]) along with
the Arm. (dial.) ppty [K°t°el]// ppt; [K°t°€l] ‘to milk; to harvest
the orchard’, png [kt°oc®] ‘the container for the harvest;
basket, pot’, (dial.) ppng [K°t°ot‘] [id.].

According to Adjarian the last three words are word stems or
root word alternates and haven’t got their etymology yet [Adjaryan
1973: 585]. The list can be furthered with the Arm. (dial.) ppi/&;
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Ippypy [Ktvel, kKtvil] ‘to clean the hair from nits, to clean the
hair’ (e.g. Mush, Alashkert etc.).

5. Consequently, we can assume that Juyp [Kayt] (< Jwp
[kat)), gap [Kit], 4np [kut’] and others are Armenian alterations
and have IE origin. The comparison of the data of the related
languages enables us to reconstruct a counterpart, which was the
source for the above mentioned forms IE *gat-i- with the particle
*-i- as the basic vowel [according to Adjaryan the word fuyp
[kayt®] belonged to the /1 [i] declination in Old Armenian.

Finally, we should mention that Zwp [kat®] ‘to pick, to store, to
obtain, to separate, etc.’, is a completely different root-word as
compared with word fuwpd [kat®n] ‘milk, product’.
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Index of Words

Armenian

wquqlby [azazel] ‘dry; get dry’
88

wqnnt wolwqgnnuuo [azdu ac,
azduac] 84, 87

wy- (*wy-) [al-] ‘dark’ 46, 68, 69

wyp, (gen.) wymig [alk®, (aluc®)]
‘dept’ 76

wiy- [at-] 46, 68, 69, 72, 75

wrwy [atal] ‘grind, mill” 67- 69

wwfuhl [ataxin] ‘servant,
maid-servand’ 67

wuidnn(fd) [atamot(im)]
’agitate; trouble" 74, 75

wnunung(bd) [wnbra
[atawatem, atewal]
‘perverted’, ‘agitate, trouble’
75

wnuiGhd [atawnic] ‘mill” 70

wipuiph(p) [atawri(K)] ‘mill®
67, 68

wnhye (wnhao) [atij, atic] 66,
67,69, 70, 71, 99

wnfu lwfu [atx, ax] ‘family’67,
75

wrfuwdwnfu [atxamatx] ‘stupid,;
foolich’ 74, 75

wno/mine [alj, ulj] 72-74

wrown [atjalj] 72-74

wnowdnine [ajamulj] ‘twilight’
72-74

wnowdnobuy [atjamijeal] 72, 73

wowdnohl [atjamijik] 73

wnowdnohl [atjamijin] 67, 72,
73

wnohl(4) (*wpo-pl)[atjik(n)
(*atij-ik)]’girl’ 62, 63, 66-70

wompful [aljut’iwn] 72, 73

wmeonidwne [atjumalj] 72

wiu [ngun [att, utt] “dirt, filth®
72-74

wumuqn(my) [attatt(uk)] 72,
74

wunudnigun [attamutt] 72-74

-wd/-ni & [ag, ug] (suffix) 99

wapi G [aciwn] ‘cinders’ 88

wid-/wid- (-nrd=) [am (um)]
(prefix/infix) 73, 75, 76, 96,
97,99

wdwd [aman] ‘receptacle’ 139

wipwiniiuy [ambarnal] 97

wipwipdnidi [ambarjumn] ‘ise,
goup’ 97

wilpnne [ambotj] all” 30 32

wnnpdunnky [amorjatel]
‘castrate’ 69

uyqklnipe [ajgekutc] ‘grape
harvest’ 142

wyy [ayl] ‘other’ 75

wyjujy( i) iy (&)

[aylayl(em)/ayleuayl(em)]
‘different’; ‘agitate, trouble’
74,76

wynmduyn [aylumayt]
‘agitation; distortion’ 76

wi-/ - [an, na] (prefix) 58,
76, 96, 98, 99

wligmbG (whlhnb) [angiwn
(ankiwn)] ‘cormer,turnig”)]
’corner, turning’ 32, 34



wlignnhli (walynnhb) plignnht
(ptfEnhd) [angotin
(ankotin), angotin (anketin)]
(dial.) ‘bed’ 97

wn [and] ‘there, over there’ 76,
103

wimh [andi] ‘before’ 94

wlnmn [andund] ‘abyss,
gulf’76

wldbnngpl [anjerocik] 58,
97‘serviette’

wy [a8] ‘granule, grain (wheat
corn)’ 77

wpwl[asan] ‘threshing’ 63,77-
79,

wyw by [asanel] "thresh’ 77-79,

wpwpuy lwynpuy [asaray,
asoray] ‘rye’ 77

wpm( [asun] ‘autumn’78, 79

wuwfumply [apaxurel] ‘to
incover the head” 81

wuyunly (w-wn-wly) [aptak (a-
pt-ak)] ‘slap in the face’ 57

wnwiow (wnwiwnn) [arawot

(arawawt)] ‘morning” 88

wnwphuy [arak®eal] ‘messanger’
57

wnwiphlh [arakCini] ‘virtuous’
58

wnplpplp [atont’er] 98

wu- [as] 84, 88

wuwm [hwwnfs [ast hastic] 84

wumn wo lwun Fuo [ast ac,ast

gac] 84

wunnw o [astuac] ‘god’ 64, 84-
86, 88

wummuwo (Uunniwd) [astuac
(Astuac)] ‘God’ 64, 88

(wu)-mnuwo [(as)-tuac] 86

165

wmwo(hy) [arac(el)] “graze,
pasture’ 121, 125,126, 134
wpunn [arat] ‘vice’ 125, 126
wmwim/wpow [arawt, arot\ |
‘pasture’ 121, 125, 126, 134
wnwiy? lupon [arawr, aror]
‘plow” 103
wpplaf [arbem] “drink’ 32, 34
wpn [ard] ‘now, at present’ 35
wpnm [ardu] ‘(measures) unit of
weight’ 139, 140
wpbquilid [aregakn] ‘sun’ 20,
109
wpbnuquy [arewagal]’sunrise;
dawn’ 84
wnh-[arh] 74
wphwdwph(-wp) [arhamarh(-
ank®)] ‘contempt’74
wphwdwph(-Gd) [arhamarh
(-em)] ‘despise’ 74, 75
wpdwy [arjal] (dial.) ‘graze,
pasture’ 125
wpoli [arjn] 22
wmn [art] “field’80, 82, 103, 126
wmn(w)- [art(a)] (prefix)
‘outside’ 81, 82, 125
wpuwfungp [artaxoyr] ‘tiara,
mitre, dianem’ 63, 80-83,
122,124,125
wpunwifumpuuly [artaxurak]
‘external wreath or condition’
81
wmnwfunipky [artaxurel] ‘to
uncover the heag’ 81
wpnpd [arti¢] ‘vetch’ 70
-wi- [-aw-] (infix) 75
wiwq [awaz] ‘sand’ 34
win [awd] ‘shoe’ 30
win [awd] ‘air’ 34
wip [awt’] ‘shelter; dwelling’ 34



wp- [ak®-] “foot’ 57

wpuigh [akac‘i] (pugh [kac®i])
(dial.) ‘kick’ 57

(puwqu) winfu-wnfu [(bazm)atx-
atx] ‘multichanged’ 74

puiduily [bazak] ‘glass’ 95

puih [bah] ‘spade’ 101

puwl [ban] ‘speech’, affer’ 31

puwlunf [banam] ‘open’ 30

punliund [barnam] ‘rise, lift;
raise, pick up; stand up;
uplift’ 97

puwndp [barjr] ‘high’ 119

puwpdmuptwg [barjrak’eac®] ‘a
person of a long shank’ 58

pk-[be] 58, 101

phlpwGid [bekanem] ‘annul,
reserve’34

plhpw (“wyb-p-wi) [beran (pe-r-
an)] ‘mouth’ 52, 58, 100, 101

phpkd [berem] ‘bring” 33, 97

phEy (whky) [biel (piel)] ‘drink’
92, 96

phyui [biwa] ‘water; drink’ 93,
96

hp [bir] ‘pointed wood; pick’
101

po-lyb- (p-) [bo-, pe- (be-)]
‘drink’ 52, 58, 100, 101

Fnyip [boylke ‘Big Dipper
constelation’ 111

pnjo (prrdw ki) [boyc
(bucanem)] ‘breed, rear;
breeding’ 125

pni/pniw ("wynt) [bu, bua (pu)]
‘water; drink’ 93, 96

pnunl panky [but, btel] breed,
rear’ 125
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prikd [binem] ‘held; keep’ 99

pppnid [brdud] ‘a slice of bead’
99

quyquy(h) / q'uyq wy(h)

[galgal(i), g'atg'al (i)] (dial)
‘cart’ 63,90, 109-111

quu (k) / qunquin (ki)
[gal(em)//gatgat(em)] ‘whirl;
enlarg’ 90, 91

quinquq(hi) [gatgazim] ‘whirl’
90

quyp (Ep)[gayt*(el)] ‘stumbling;
stumble’ 91, 142

quiph [gari] ‘barley’77, 103

qupy(Ep)[gars(eli)] ‘disgusting’
31

quiupe [gawat] ‘cup’ 95

qbin [get] ‘river’ 34

qbipp [geri] “prisoner’ 121

qln [ged] ‘mistake’ (dial.) 142

gpty [gt°l] (dial.) ‘to mislead, to
destroy’ 142

g/t lophfvgfyf 191, gihi, giyi]
‘sort of tree’ 35, 36

ghplqmip [git°/gut’] ‘mislead,
destroy’ 142

qh19hy/ahrqny [gilgil, gilgul]
(dial) ‘great millet’ 77

ghtin [gind] ‘ear-ring” 32, 34

qghGh [gini] ‘wine” 36, 121

gfybn [giser] ‘night’ 84

gy [glul] (dial) ‘great millet
77

qnyhlip/q nyhlp/qnylip
[gotinke, g'otinke, goténke]
(dial) ‘bed’ 97

k)l



qmif [gom] “cattle shed; cowshed’
33

qnifnp [gomor] ‘sort of measure’
139

gppu [griv] ‘measure (of bread,
vine etc.) 139

g"hiif [¢'ini] ‘vine’ 36

g ppury [gUirap] ‘pit’ 36

nuy /nuiy [dal, dayl] (dial.)
‘colostrum; beestings’ 35,
111, 142

nuwy/muyy [dal, dayl] ‘colostrum;
beestings’ 35, 111, 142

nuwyun [dalar] ‘green’ 31

i [dan] (dial.) ‘grain’ 77

nwnGud [darnam] ‘become’ 31

nh [di] ‘dead body’ 116

nhby [diel] ‘breastfeed’ 35, 116,
142

n(p) G [d(i)nem] “to put’ 33

nhp/ghg [dikS, dic?] ‘God(s)’
87,116

nmipld [ nanihd [dop®em,
top°em] ‘to stamp, to
stample’ 32

*pmln [*dund] ‘ringing; sound’
76

truwd [etan] “pitchfork’ 103

bnpuyp [etbayr] ‘brother’ 31

tun [et] “afterwaeds; back’

bpklhny [erekoy] ‘evening’ 34

bplipd [erewim] ‘be seen’ 34

kpkp [erek] ‘three’ 31

bplwli(p) (* b-fp-wly)
[erkan(k®), ekran] ‘mill, mill-
stone’ 20, 21, 113

-li1- [ew] (infix) 76

tip(6)] tup(6) [ewt'n, eawt‘n]
‘seven’ 31

Lplif [ep®em] boil’ 32, 34

quidpping [zambiwd] ’a basket, a
pot’ 138

(@) tn-Ing- [(z)et-, of] ‘full,
plenty’ 46

gop(p) [zorke] ‘army; forces’
100

gopwiiuy [zoranal] become
stronger’ 100

Epliky [€rnel] (dial) ‘deat off
the grain’ 78

pu-/pi- [om, on] (prefix) 52, 58,
93, 94, 96, 98, 101

pupky/phpky [ombel, onbel]
(dial.) ‘drink” 92

pupbpully [amberanel]
‘convince, persuade (to);
force, oblige’ 101

puphg [ombig] ‘a small drop’
93, 96

pupnGEd (-nud)/“nhpplbd

(-n1d) [ambrnem, -um,

anbrnem, -um] ’understand’
58, 98, 99

pupnt /pdunt [ombu, ompu]
(dial)) 93, 96

pupg [omoag] (dial. ) ‘drink’ 93

puyuwiwl [ompanak]
‘drinking-glass’ 95

puwy~/ply(-ty, -bd) [omp-,
anpel,- em] ‘drink’ 51, 52,
58, 92-96, 99, 102

puuk [ompe] ‘drink” 94

puupl [ampik] ‘a small dop’ 93,
96



phpwi /phuyui [onban, onpan]
‘the upper part of the
mouth; the pharynx’ 92

phpnig [onbug] (dial.) ‘drink;
beverage; liquor’ 96

pang/pinn [ond, ont] ‘with;
together; under’ 94, 98

plmupnyu [andaboys] ¢ innate’
94

phnupdwl [ondarjak |
‘spacous, roomy; wide’ 99

‘nln-pEpuwiky [*ond-beranel]
‘prove; convince; oblige’ 101

pangnlky [ondgrkel] ‘embrace,
envelope; include, cover’ 99

plnkp(p)/plunkp(p) [ander(k’),
onter(k®] ‘entrails; bowels’
94, 98

pb(m)pkp [an(d)ter] ‘near; by’
98

pa@)iknp [on(d)ker] ‘friend’98

pa(m)ynudty [on(d)kimel]
‘submerge, sink; pluge into
water’ 98

plnhwinip [ondhanur]
‘general; universal(of)’ 99

‘ninhpuyk [*ondhipe] ‘drink’ 94

plnniinuly [andunak] ‘able.
capable (of)’ 99

plpwiliuyg [ontcanal] ‘run; go’
98

phplnbng [ont°einul] ‘read
(aloud) 98

phplkp [ont’er] ‘near; by’ 98
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phpkpwluy [ant’erakay]
‘assisent’” 98

plduyy/piduy [oncay, onjay]
‘present, gift; dedication” 98

plushin/phdpin [onciwl, onjiwt]
‘sprout, shoot; bud, leaf-bud’
48, 97

padnipu/piadnipu [oncuim,
anjuim] ‘sprout, shoot;
arise, spring up’ 97, 98

phluyniy [enkalul] ‘perceiver;
take in’ 98

plluynis [onkaluc®] ‘receiving;
receiver’ 98’

palkany [ankenul] ‘throw;
pull, overthrow’ 98

phahkp [onker] ‘friend’ 98

palhnuky [enktmel] ‘ submerge,
sink; plunge into’ 98

plswgp [anc‘ac’k’]
‘moustache’ 94

pwlwf [tanam] ‘to wet; to
drench’ 33

puulig [t°ang] ‘dear; precious’
119

pulignqgly [tanguzel] ‘to avoid
because of fear or shame; to
run away’ 119

puwllmaqp [tankuzi] ‘indolent,
idle, lazy’ 119

pulidp (*pulign) [tanjr
(tangr)] ‘thick; dense’ 63,
117-120

pl(-tif) [t°et(-em)] “to pile in
length’ 119

lpnidp/plpnidy [terumb,
teerump] ‘half drunk’ 92



phptf [t°ek’em] “incline, to tilt;
to bend’ 34

PP nspd [tE()resim] “to fly; to
fly away’ 35

-hl(t) [ik(n)] (sutfix) 66

~ha /po [i&, 1] (suffix) 69, 70,
99

1h (*-np) [1i ()] 46

July (qni-, jni-p)[Isel (lu-, lur)]
‘hear, listen (to) 100

Jpd [luic] “flea’ 70

[(A)pwku [I(i)kanem]
‘abandon’ 34

Juwow Gl [xacanem] ‘to bite, to
nibble’ 31

Juwin [xal] ‘play’ 137

Juwphid [xayt°em] ‘to sting, to
bite’ 34

Juwgo | fjuwgin [xayce, xayt]
‘bait, lure’, ‘cheerful’ 121,
125

Juwpin [xayt] ‘dandelion’ 137

Juwgin [xayt] ‘happiness, joy’
137

Juwlin |nGd [xand, xanj]
‘jealousy’ 75, 99

JuwnGuidwind [xarnamain]
‘mixed’ 74

Juuninninply [xatutik] ‘motley;
dandelion’ 137

Juwi [xaw] ‘nap; pie, fluff’ 122,
124-126

Juwiwp [xawar ] “gloom;
gloomy’ 72

Juwnupo/ fuwinupdop [xawarc,
xawarci] ‘shoot, tendril of
plants’ 116, 121, 123
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Juwinwmn [xawart] ‘greens,
vegetables; legums’ 63, 121-
126

Juunpopy [xawrcil] (dial.)
‘medical herb’ 122

Jubnn [xetd] ‘strangle’ 75, 125

Juplm [xind] ‘joy, gaiety’ 75

Jufunidd (Jufudly) [xxum, xxmel]
(dial.) ‘to swallow; to gulp
down, to absorb’ 51, 95

kg (funid-) [xmel (xum-)]
‘drink’ 51, 52, 95

Julid(nn) [xnj(ot] ‘give a coarse
laugh’ 75

[Junfuni(ty) [xoxom(el)] ‘to
water, toirrigate’ 51, 95

Junfuniidf(lr) [xoxum(n)]
‘murmuring, gurgling’ 51, 95

[unfung/funnfungl funnfunly

[xoxoj/xotxoj /xotxonj] ‘voice of
water; murmuring’ 51, 95

Junfumnfy [xoxotil] ‘to dare; to
attck, to assault’ 51, 95

Junyp [xoyr] ‘diadem,; tiara’ 81,
82

dur-/ "5p- [ca, ci] (verb. root)
48

Swipfry/dupefay [cat©il, jatcil]
(dial.) ‘to spring’ 142

owowliky (-tf) [cacanel, (-em)]
‘wave’ 125, 134

ownhly(f) [catik] ‘flower’ 66

owi(f) [caw(i)] ‘pleasantly blue-
eyed’ 131-133, 135

owrply [cawik] ‘bluish green’
131

Owifin [cawir] ‘sea blue’ 131



otug- | opn-1 Sy - [cel-, cit-,
ciwl] (cf. pl-dpun [ on-jiwl])
‘sprout, shoot” 48, 97

opy-lown- (*opr-, *ow-) [cil-,
cal- (*ci-,*ca-)] (verb. root)
‘firewood, brushwood; shrub’
48, 97

omif [cov] ‘sea’ 132, 135

ontfu (ofumny) [cux (cxoy)]
‘smoke’ 134

quy - [kal] ‘catch’ 98

Guyy (Juwyuly) [Kal (kalsel)] ‘to
beat the grain’ 77

g [kalc®] (dial.) ‘milk’ 35,
139

Jud(G) [kam(n)] ’thresher’ 103-
105

Juidwhwnply [kamaharel]
‘express’ 104

Juifwuugy [kamasayl]
“‘threshing-cart’ 103

JuwidGuiip [Kamnavar] ‘drive
of threshing” 103

quyp (<qup) [kajt’, kat] ‘pot,
basket’ 65, 136-141

fuip (<qup) [kayt’, kat®)] ‘to
gather, to separate’ 142,
143

Luigp [Kayt®] “a toy for teeth of a
baby’ 136

Juyp [kayt®] ‘to hop, dance
of joy’ 136, 137

Luigply [kaytel] ‘to have fun, to
hop, to dance’ 137

[wpl [Kat'n] ‘milk’ 35

Juwwhda/nyhd [Kapic, kopic]
‘size; a mesure of trade’ 70

Lupp [Kart®] ‘angle, fiish-hook’
35
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Y (-hd) [kaw (-i¢)] “clay;
chalk’ 70, 99

Juwpuwinid( [kak®awumn] “to
walk gracefully’ 137

yb(w)- Ew- [ke(a)-, kea-]
(verb. root) ‘life’ 48

ytwd- (§h4-) [kean- (ken-)]
(verb. root) ‘life’ 48

yhwlu- (fhbu-) [keans- (Kens-)]
(verb. root) ‘life’ 48

Ltwlg-(§lbg-)[keanc’-(kenc®-)]
(verb. root) ‘life’ 48

ftiwg- (§hg-) [keac®- (kec*)]
(verb. root) ‘life’ 48

§l e [keltc] ‘basket of grapes’
139

[tilin- (§bliguwi-)[kend-
(kendan-)] (verb. root) ‘life’
48

gpnuy [ktday] ‘ vine glass’ 95

png lppng [kt°oc’, kt°oc®)
(dial.) “(large) basket, pot’
139, 142

Uhp [Kit°] ‘grape harvest’ 142,
143

gl (JuwlGwdp, G, Qubugp,
Yling, iingk) [Kin, kanamb,
knaw, kanyk®, knoj, knoje)]
‘women, wife’ 49

gpdl opd [Kin.cin] ‘women, wife;
born, birth’ 49

Yy (dyhuy <* dyudluy)

[kmkmal (cf. mkkal <

*mkmkal)] ‘to stammer, to
falter’ 96

huml [kmuk] (dial.) ‘the upper
part of the throat to the palat’
51, 96



gnn(-a, -pi) [kot(-n, -in)] ‘side’
97

gnuywp [kopar] ‘confines,
boundaries’ 70

4myf [kov] ‘cow’ 33

nplwly (§nphl) [koreak(korek)]
‘millet’ 77

gnpp [kori] ‘stream in the field’
103

ymp [kut’] ‘grape harvest,
vintage’ 142, 143

gnuf [kum] “drink, mouthful’
51, 96

gmnl (§nGwl) | dnind [Kuin
(krnak), ¢urn] ‘wing; arm’,
‘back’ 33, 50

UnGunn [kinat] ‘armless, one-
armed’ 50

gmunky [kitel] ‘to castrate, to
emasculate’ 69

hwn-/hnn-[hat, hot] (verb.
root) 46

hwawp [hacar] “spelt, german
wheat” 77

(h)wi-[ham] (prefix) 58, 97, 99

(A) wpwniiuy [hambarnal]
‘rise, go up’ 97, 99

(A) wupkpky [hamberel] ’be
patient, have patience’ 97,
99

(h) wupbkpniphrl
[hamberutwn] ‘patience,
endurance’ 97

hwidpnip (h-wd-pn-jp)
[hamboyr] “kiss’ 52, 58, 100

(h)w - [han] (prefix) 99

hwinip [hanur] ’common’ 99
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hwul [hask] “ear, ear of grain’
77

huwnuin(nyp) [hastoyr] ‘very
strong’ 100

(A) wunnuwo [hastuac] ‘god’
85

hunnpy [hatik] “grain’ 70, 77,
112

hunnpd Thati¢] ‘corn’ 70

hbn-1 hny-/huy - [het, hol, hal]
(verb. root) 46

hind [helj] ‘chock’ 75, 125

hbndwidndmly | hEndwidpnd(nl)
[hetjamatjuk, hetjamatj(uk)]
‘stifling; suffocatinh’ 75

hbnnud [hetum] “fill (in); pour
out’ 33, 46

htun(-p, -ny) [het-K’,-0y] ‘trace;
‘track’ 30, 57

h&ply [herk] ’ploughing, tillage’
103

hptq [hing] “five’ 30, 35, 111

hqgop [hzor] ‘strenth, courage’
100

Ayni [hlu] ‘obeying’

huniwn [hmut] ‘keen’ 100

hnpp [hort] ‘calf’ 32

hupwmn [hpart] ‘boast’ 100, 125

huljuy [hskay] ‘strong, great,
courageous (person)’ 100

huljky [hskel] ‘work, stay guard
awake, by attentive’ 100

dwq [jag] ‘young one’ 34, 97

duwmnly [jatk] ‘scutching” 119

dbn (8Ln-ma) | dng- [jet, jet-
umn, jot-] ‘roof, house-top’
48

d&pi[jein] ‘hand; arm’ 97



d(p)utnd [jimern] ‘winter’ 119

dni [ju] ‘egg’ 97

dwfuwmuly [Caxarak] ‘wheel’;
wheeled instrument’ 109

dwfup [¢axr] *to spin, to turn’
109

a1 ahn-l apun- ang- [Eel-, Cil-,
¢iwl-, ¢of] ‘branch’ 48

a(p)uply [E(i)mlel] ‘smach’104

antpy [Einik] (dial.) ‘thigh, hip’,
‘throw off, overthrow’ 33, 50

duwy(ky) [mal(el)] “to geld, to
castrate’ 69

dwidny [mamul] “(printing)
press’ 69

duyp [mayr] ‘mother’ 30, 34,

duyp (Swpky) [mayr (marel)]
‘sunset’ 111

dwpnudnnn [mayramut] ‘sunset,
sundown’ 84, 111

dwpp [mayri] ‘type of tree” 121

vwipky [manrel] ‘to grind, to
crush’ 69

dwlmy (i) [manuk(n)] ‘baby,
infant’ 66

tuipky [masel] ‘to wear out, to
rags’ 69

ubn(t)/dEn(p) [metm, metk®]
‘mild, soft’, ‘sin’ 69

Ukqg [meég] ‘haze, mist” 34

UFiunpy [mentil] (dial)
"headpiece’ 82

djupug [mlatace] ‘a mill’ 69

dydzly [mimlel] “to rub, to
scratch’ 69

dqunugnyi [mitagoyn] ‘sombre,
obscure’ 73
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dnuw Gy [mittanal] to cover
with gloom’ 73

dunnipiG [mitut®iwn]
‘darkness, gloom’ 73

dunwpunn [mitapCarat]
‘dispelling darkness’ 73

tngp [moyt®] “pillar, pilaster;
support’ 30, 32, 34

Uniy- [mul] (verb. root) ‘a mill’
69

-Unifu [mux] (dbrbw-dnifu
(zh6ly) [jernamux (linel)]) ‘to
undertake’ 32

dmfu [mux] (dial.) ‘smoke’ 34

dmne | dnugun [mutt, mulj]
‘ashgrey’ 72-74

Unmun(-p)/un(-wiky) [mutke,
mtanel] ‘entrance’, ‘enter’
100

Juwuwnhu wonn [yastis acof]
‘creator, maker’ 84

Jbn-1(p) - jng-[yet-. y(a)l-, yol-]
(verb. root) ‘change’ 46

gl [yet] ‘back, backwards® 57

Jif [yh] ‘pregnant’ 121

Jnynif [yolov] “full, a lot of;
many, much’ 33

Guhnwbd [naxanj] ‘envy;
envious’ 75, 99

Ghpgtr [nergew] ‘down’ 35

ipnjp [nkcoyr] ‘sieve; boulter’
100

2hn-[ppin- [8it-, Siwt-] (verb.
root) ‘squint-eyed’48

oml [$un] ‘dog’ 21, 105

nuwmpb [ostin] ‘arid, dry’ 88

mun(-G, -p) [ot (-n, -k%)] “foot’
33,57



npp (nppunnniily) [ort
(ortcatunk)] ‘vine; vine-
stock, grape vine’ 32, 35

swpfu [Efarx] ‘wheel of fortune’
109

wwnunn/un [patatit] ‘bunch;
cluster’ 139

(wuw)upulia (-hy) [papan;il]
‘grow dumb’ 119

wunn(-hd) [pat(- i¢] ‘pod’70, 99

wunmughd [patatic] ‘ivy’ 70

wuwp [par] ‘dance, dancing’ 137

wupo(-wlp, -Ghwd) [parc

(-ank®, -enam)] ‘brag, be
proud (of) 100, 125

wuplnid [parkud] ‘cartridge-
case’ 99

wwyun [part] ‘pride’ 100

wk(* wk-) (verb. root) ‘drink’
58, 101

whnbd [petem] ‘to excavate, to
unearth’ 33

whky [piel] ‘to drink’ 92, 96

whno [pitc] ‘unclean’121, 125

wunnp [pitor] “turbid, muddy’
121,125

owhpuy [jahray] ‘weaving
machine’ 109

owpnky [jardel] ‘to mince, to
crush’ 69

ohn/opy/d&hy [3it, 3il, ¢il] (dial)
‘nerv; tendon, sinew’ 91

nniligl [rungn] ‘nostril” 32, 34

uwyy luly (ufy) [sayl, sel (s€l)]
(dial.)] ‘cart’ 63, 90, 91, 106-
111

uwp(wp )by [sayt®ak’el]
‘stumble’ 57,91
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Uwlwu-wn [Sanas-ar]
(mythological name ) God’(?)
86

uwuwGly [sasanel] ‘shake, shake
loose 135

upyun [sirt] ‘heart”’heart’ 30, 32,
34, 105

Upi-Gfip [Siw-nik°] (toponymic
name) 86

uljuy [skay] ‘strong, great,
courageous (person)’ 100

ulfy [skel] ‘work, stay guard
awake, be attenitive’ 100

uljbumnp [skesur] ‘mother-in-
law’ 105

uljm g [skund] ‘dog doggy’ 21,
105

unpni( [sorun] ‘a kind of wheat’
77

unl(ky) [stnel] (dial.) ‘to mince
in big pieces’ 21, 26, 63, 112-
114

unhuybd [stipem] ‘to insist” 30,
34

Juplyl ynplyl Juply (Jhpliw)
[vatel, vot‘el,vayt’el
(vit°eal)] ‘to empty’, ‘to fill
out’, to poue to the end’ 142

Yuwp(um )/ Jugni G [vat®sun,
vac‘un] (dial.) ‘sixty’ 135

Yt (umuw4) [vestasan]
‘sixteen’ 135

i/lig [vec®] “six’ 135

ypmuyy [virap] “pit; cellar,
prison’ 36

tuwyl i [tal, tam] “to give’ 29,
33,57

tnuygn [taygr] ‘brother-in-law’
30, 100



i [tatanem) ‘to shake;
shake loose’ 125, 134
wbnh [teti] ‘place’

nl/f(p). (genpl) inpg [tz
tike), tice] ‘day’; ‘age’ 63,
115,116, 123

wkp [ter] ‘master, owner, lord’
84

*np-k1 (art. inp-knor) [tiew,
tieu] god” 87

wiju [tiw] ‘day; daytime’ 57, 85,
87

*wni [*wni- [(art.) wnn [tu,
tu- (<tou-)] (verb.root) 85-
87, 89

*wmnuwo (* Sniwod) [*tuuac,
*Tuac] ‘giver’;‘god’ 84-89

o [tuarac] ‘herdsman,
cowboy’ 125

mmpliobwd [(art.)
*wmnmplokw )] [tusnjean,

tousnjean) ‘day;
daylight” 87

wni (i [tun] ‘home’29, 57

gufu [c‘ax] “firewood,
brushwood’

guypguyun (quiply) [cayts,
ceayt, ccatel] ‘to spring, the
hop, spring (something)’ 142

guyj] (quiuly) [c*ayl (calak)]

‘pubis’ 142

gunnil (gnnnil, gonni i)
[c®awhun, c®ot-un] ‘stem.
stalk’ 48, 49

gupwi(i [c’ak®an] ‘a farming
tool” 103

ghinkl [cCerek] ‘day; daytime’ 84

gnp(ha, Ewi-) [coren, -ean ]
wheat 77
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gnig [c°uc®] ‘hof” 137

nidp (nudpnt)/mduy [(art.)
*nnidyy] [ umb, ump
(oump)] ‘water; drink> 52,
58, 92-94, 96, 99

nilip [unj] “under; depth; floor’
76

ninly [utel]’to eat” 57

niha [uti¢] ‘moth’ 70

thundih- (hudani ) [p°amp®
(p°amp‘ust] ‘bladder; bullet’
32, 35anot’

g (hwn, o) [p°ayl (p%at,
pol)] ‘brilliance; wsve,
glutter’ 142

thuwyby [innly (runranfy,
(spnmpepnnty) [paylel, potel,
p‘atp©atil, p°olpotel] ‘shine;
glitter; gleam; sparkle” 142

thtiply [p°etk] “shut; window-
shutter’ 3133, 89

thknkl [peetek] ‘crack’ 89

shnfuplinl yinfupdd [poxind,
p°oxinj] ‘the flour of fried
and ground wheat’ 75

tiny [pul] ‘stage, phase’ 30, 31

puifly [Kamel] “to press (out)’
33

pwih [Kani] ‘how; how much’
33

pupp [K°arb] ‘asp(ic); viper’ 35

puigh [keac<i] ‘kick’ 57

pplilppl [Kt%l, k't (dial.) ‘to
milk; to harvest the orchard’
142

ppng [Kt°oc’] (dial.) ‘basket’
139, 142



ppyby Ippypy [K tvel, Ktvil]
(dial.) “to clean thehair (from

nits) 142

phun [Kist] (dial.) ‘awn, beard’

77

pnjp [keoyr] ‘sister’ 100
pnn [Kor] ‘sort of measure’ 139

on [awd] ‘air’ 34

op (cf. opliwilr ) [awte
(awt°ewan)] ‘shelter,
lodging; dwelling’ 34

Indo-European

*aghl(u)- 74
*ag'-ro 125
*ak®men 103, 105
*al- 66, 68-70
*ala- 68

*alotrijo- 68
*alghi- 72, 73
*alghio- 73

*alio- 76

*ambh- 32
*ambho- 30

*an- 97, 99
*anti(-) 52, 93,94
*ang-/*ank- 32, 34
*ar-t- 35
*ar-(t"o)- 80, 82
*as- 88

*au-dh-o- 30, 34
*auti- 34

*belo- 33

*bha- 30

*bha-n 31
*bha-nis 31
*bheg- 34
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*bher- 100
*pherd 33
*bndh-s- 119
*phrater 31
*b(h)gg(h)-u- 119
*phsa-bh- 34
*daiuer 30
*dei(-) 116, 133
*do-1e-mi 33
*daili 35
*diparo 125
*di-t 115
*diu- 85
*dom 29
*doph- 32
*do- 29
*dhal- 35
*dhal- 31, 35
*dhe- 31
*dhe(i)- 35
*dhei- 35
*dhele- 35
*dheé-no 33
*dhoi- 35
*dhoi-il- 3
*dhi- 35
*dhrg'h-na 31
*dhundhos 76
*ek™°- 51, 94-96
*eng'hoti 98
*entero- 98
*eph- 32, 34
*-er 100
*(e)s-en 77,79
*es-en/r- 79
*galakt 35
*gat-i- 142
*gem- 104



*geu- 50 * | MzkM- 105
*gm- 104 * & My(e/o)n- 105
*grb-ti- 35 *kWer- 108
; * ko(e/0) K™°l0- 90, 109, 110

*gumino- 104 * k(h)oe k(h)olo_ 110

* -NO-
~gur-no-s 33 kMol 90, 106, 108-111
g'ernos 112 *k*%i- 48
*ghprilo 77 *c%n- 49
*ghomo- 33 0
*g . *k’°(e)naH,-s 49
ghysi 31 *k%r-/*k % 112, 113
*g'hag*h 34 *k%r- 113
*g(h)alg(h)_ 119 *k°%- 48
*g™em-s 119 *k*ray- 21, 113
*gWri- 77 *kta-m 33
*g*hinio- 36 *lik*- 34
*g*hirap- 36 *matér 30, 34
*g*ou- 33 *mel- 67-69, 73, 74,
*g'ous 104 *meigha 34
*grana 113 *meu-thi 30, 32, 34
*g°rawana- 113 :ml_'/ *mul- 67
*Qroy-ana 113 *Qzll;;ﬁ 69
*Has- 88 w)elllz .
*Has-tieu-0s 84, 88 :mulghlo—/*mughllo—74
*h,elhi- 69 *mukho 32,34
*;ag'i-diu-ag' 85 rold_hOS 52, 93, 94

; *neik 10
*kai-t- 137 nerx
*keu_ 50 *[]O'/ n@‘ 99
me 33 od- 70 )
*Lerr *ok!-/*0ks- 133
Kp- 35 *-om 88
*k’at- 107, 108

s *-or 100
*k’en-49 *.05 87
*Kerdi 30, 32, 34 *os.6mr- 79
:k:ogon—to 105 *oskhon 79
k’yon 21 *oskhn 79
*k’u(?n-to 21, 105 *pedo 57
*khald- 137 *pedo_m 30
*khad'S' 31 *peha_ 58
*khai-t- 34 *pel-nu-mi 31
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*penk*e- 30, 35,
*pa-li- 67,71
*phamph- 32, 35
*phelg- 31, 33
*phalo 30, 31
*pMel-H- 47
*pMet/ *pMot’- 57
*p™-eH- 47
p™-H- 47
*p™oenk™% 111
*p(h)ip(h)OH_ 58
*pMoH(i)- 51,52, 92, 94-96, 100,
102
*pi-/*pi- 52, 92, 93
*po-/*po- 92, 93
*po-/*po(i)- 52, 92
*pod- 33
*pol- 33
*pompo/*popmo 93
*pop- 93
*por-thu- 32, 35
*prep- 34
*pter- (*pet-) 98
*pter-i-ski 35
*regfos- 34
*sengt- *(senk-) 98
*sent- 98
*septm 31
*(s)meugh-/*(s)mughlio- 74
*snerk- 35
*sqeu- 82
*srbh- 32, 34
*srungh- 32, 34
*steib(h)o 30
*steibo- 34
*suek™ru/*suk™uro- 105
*ta-n 33
*teu- 87
*tek-34

177

*t’el- 119

*ten- 117

*tenk- 117

*ter- 98

*-tero(< -t(0)-+-ero-) (?) 100
*thengh- 117, 118
*t’ewu-0s 88

*t’1eu- 87
*t’1eu-08/*t’1eu-s 88
*t’1u- 87
*tng'hu-/*tng'hiu- 118
*tnk'u- 118
*tng'hu-/*tng'hiu- 117, 118, 120
*t'ns-u- 117, 119, 120
*’om 29

*1°6- 29

*trezes 31

*trog'- 121, 122. 124-126
*yedo- 34

*uendha 32, 34

*wita 35

Hittite

akuuanzi 94
ara/PAra/"ara 82
dankui dankuli 119
*da(n)su- (<*dpsu-) 119
dassu 119

ekuzzi 94

huisuant- 134

kar-di-a (gen.) 105
ki-ir 105

pas 94

Sakuya /sakuuai (gen.) 134
Siu- (Anat. *Tiu-) 87
§iun (acc.) 86

Siunas (gen.) 86

Sius 86



Siuaz 86

Sivaz (<*Siy-az) 89
tahhu(ua)i- 134
zena- 79

zeni (dat.-abl.) 79

Luvian

aku- (Hier. Luv.) 94

da-a-u-i-i$ (nom. sing.) 133
da-a-u-wa (pl. nom.- acc.) 133
dauswassi- / tauswassi- 133
dawi- / tawi- 133, 134

huituali- 134

kati- (Hier. Luv.) 136, 140, 141
Su-wa-na-i (Cun. Luv.) 105
Ta-ua-U-i-ma-an 133

taui- 131, 133, 134, 135
*Tiya- / *Tiu- (Anat.) 87
Tiuat- (*Tiu-at) 86, 87, 89
PTivaz 86

Palaic

ahu 94

tizaz 86

Tiia 87

Tivaz (*Tiu- az) 89

Tocharian A/B

kokale (Toch..B) 109
kukél (Toch. A) 90, 109
kukale (Toch..B) 91
trask (Toch. A/B)

yok- (Toch. A/B)

Old Indian
cakra- 91, 109
carati 109
deva- 87

diva-/ divya- 87
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devah 88

dyauh 86

Dyauh (*Dya-uh) 87, 89
Dyaus 86

gurG- 113

man- 105

pa- 92

pibami 92

pibati 93, 94

rta- 82

sakha 105

srad 105

srad-dha 105

Stnas (gen. pl.) 105
§(u)na 105

$vasura 105
upa-bdéa- 57

Indian
ksatram 141
ksatriya 141

Bengali (Hindi)
ata 68

Armenian. (Gipsy)
phiy [biel] lwypby [piel] 92

Avestan
a-bda 57
ang- 118
anjasante 118
arota- 82
*arta- 68
asa- 68
Caraiti 109
Caxra- 109
daéva- 87
fra-bda 57
hama- 97



Xaoda- 82

Old Persian
arta- 82
hama- 97
xauda 82

Pahlavi
kapi¢ 70
*x00 82

Parthian
xwd /xud 82

Sogdian (Manichaean)
’Byd (*ham-baudaya-) 100

Ossetian
xoda / xad 82

Afganian
xol 82

Persian

ard 68

ham-bod (Iran.) / ham-bod 58,
100

tang 119

xoi 82

zardachwar 81

Greek

i-pvoocog 76
iAo 68,69
iAoc 75

¢potov. Sikauov 82
i ptafn (OGk.) 140
ixA\0¢ 74

Bapve 113
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daocvg 119

AFéc (gen.) 86

A6¢ (<*A-6¢) (gen.) 86, 89

Stog 87

di-we (Mik.-Gk.) 86, 89

x- 82

«kVpC’)C 105

«T(—l’—B(SO( 57

«x- 82

«XTvéw 82

«xQépw 82

*gati- (PrGk.-Anat.) 141

Zevg (*Ze-0c) 86, 89

pAlov kOKAoc 20

k&Oot (Pr.Gk.) 140,141

kapdia 105

ka-ti (Kret.-Min., Pr.Gk.) 140

*kathi (Pr.Gk.) 141

*k(h)athi- [Pr.Gk.(‘Pel.’)] 141

knbic (Pr.Gk.) 140, 141

ki-ti-me-na ko-to-na (Mik.-
Gk.) 141

xowif] 25

kTdopan 141

kTsua 141

kTiputva krotva (Mk. Gk..) 141

xkOKAx (pL) 109

kUKAo¢ (Hom.) 91, 109

xOwv 105

Kuvog (gen.) 105

ém-opn (Hom.) 79

médopat 109

méAw (Hom.) 109

memoxka (Eol.) 92

mivw (Eol.) 92,94



w0o6( 94

mopa (Eol) 92,94
TOved 92

nloic (Eol.) 92
ot 107, 108
ocatvéw (gen.pl) 107
oartivn 107, 108
POy 125

@apuve 100

Phrygian (and Brygian)
kat- 107

kikinv 91, 109

ohtidha (*satilia) 108
c©tivn 108

Albanian
pi /pi 95
siéll 109

Latin

alius 75

aqua 94

bibo (*pi-bd) (<bibére) 92, 94
canis 105

colus 90, 109

dénsus 119

deus 86, 87, 89

Diouis [*Diou-is (OLat.)] 86, 89
Dilvei (Osc.) 86
dius / di-vus 87

diuus- 88

*diyios 87

ex- 82

exemplum 82

experimentum 82

ex-portd 82

frumen 100

grauis 113

180

Jouis (OLat.) (gen.) 86
mulier 67

ocu-(lus) 134

*pibeti (<*hipeti) 94
*pibd (*pi-bo) 92,94
potus 92

temo [-nis (gen. sing.)] 118

Old Irish

ca [ con (gen.)] 105
cul 90, 108

dia [dé (gen.)] 87
ibid 93, 94

ibim 92

Gaulish
an-nwfn 76

Old Cimric
iben 92

Cornish
evaf 92

Gothic

aha 94

aljis 75
asans 79
heito 38
hoha 105
-gairnus 113
swaihro 105

German

ab-grund 76

aran (OHGerm.) 79
Erte 79

heitar (OHGern.) 137
heiter 137, 138

vel (MLGerm.) 109



Old Icelandic
hjol 109

hvél 90, 108, 109
kvern 113

talma 119

tivar 87

Tyr 88

pungr 118

®ger 94

onn 79

English

hweogol / hweol (OEng.) 109
kumla (OScand.) 104

tid 115, 116

whell 109

Prussian

aglo (OPruss.) 74
assanis 79

deiws 87

kelan 90, 108
poieiti 94

pouit (OPruss.) 92

Lithuanian
akmud 105
akmufis 105
burna 100
diéwas 87
girnos (P1.) 113
mifiti 104
minu 104

Saka 105
§eSuras 105
Sufis (gen.) 105
Sud 105

tankus 118

Lettish
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du-celis 90, 108

dzirfius 113
kaists 138

Old Slavian

bez-dina 76

di-liti 119

goymsno 104

kamy 105

kola (nom-acc. pl.) 109
kolo [kolese (gen.)] 90, 108
pijo 94

piti 92

posochii (Slav.) 105
socha (Slav.) 105
svekry 105

zrianovi 113

Russian

0é3mHa 76

rymad 104

mmTthe 119

®aTb [xmy (sing.)] 104
koina (Old Russ.) 109

ocenb [ocenu (abl. sing.)] 79
muTh 92

Sumerian
gigir/ GIGIR 109, 110

Ijurrian
Simigi 87

Urartian

Agtiuzi 85
Diauhi 86
Sivini 87

Semitic
*gurn- 113



*galgal- 110 uca 133

Akkadian Megrelian
mak / grattu 113 yurjul 122
Ugarit (lang.) Laz [Chan. (lang.)]
grn 113 yurjul 122
Old Hebr. Aghul (lang.)
galgal (Aram.) 110 zaw
gigal 109 n(uba (OAgh.)
gilgal 110
goren 113 Avarian

zob 132
Arabic
ardabb / irdabb 140 Darginian
garana 113 dzubri 132
gurn- 113

Lak (lang.)
Georgian ccab 133
*br-bar- (Kartv.) 110 ssau 132
ca- (Kartv.) 133
gorgal 109 Lezgin
grgar (cf. *br-bar-) (Kartv.) 110 ccaw (Kurin. (dial. Lesgin)
yw 36 132
ywarjli 122 nuab 132, 133
*ywarjl (Georg.-Zan.) 122
ywia / ywié [Tuch (Georg. dial.)] Tabasaran (lang.)

35, 36 m3ab 133

ywirabi 36 dzav 132
ywini / ywino 36 )
te- (Kartv.) 133 Old Chin
ten- (Kartv.) 133 *gr (< 1E) 110

twal- (Kartv.) 133
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