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ON THE TR,ANSCR,IPTION OX' AR,MENO-KIPCHAK

BY

E. SCHUTZ

Nearly half a century has passed since the first publication of Kipchak
literary records in Armenian scriptl yet it was only later that J. Deny stressed
their fundamental importance for comanistic studies. J. Deny's paperg
aroused the interest of scholars, and this resulted in the publication, in
recent years, of several Armeno-Kipchak texts that could be found in
different countries.s

X'ollowing this impetus, increased attention has been devoted to the
significance of Armeno-Turcica, it will be, therefore, perhaps not without
interest to make a, cursory surrrey, from the Armenistic point of view, of the
relevant and still up-to-date text, editions and treatises.

The first report of scientific value in the Armenistic literature on our
subject was written by the Venetian Mekhitarist, Minas Bzhshkiantsa whose
work has conserved fundamental and unique data concerning the scattered
and assimilated Armenian colony of Podolia. M. M. Bzhshkiants wished to
acquaint the dispersed Armenians with the history of the destruction of Anir
and the dispersion of the Armenians, arrd iq this connection he gave a detailed
description, based on investigations on the spot, of the Armenian colonies
in Eastern Europe. fn 1808, he visitedtheArmenians of Transylvania, Molda-
via, Bolgaria, in 1820 he went to Galicia, Tataria Minor (Novo-Rossia) and
Tauria (Crimea).

Speaking of the Armenian cultural monuments, M. Bzhshkiants describes
the Armenian magistrative-judicial, ecclesiastical-administrative and religious

l The historical and tinguisbic backgrounil of the question \ir'B,s outlined by F.
Kraelitz-Glreifenhorgt as oarly as 1912 who also gave the Armono-Kipchak transla,tion
of a psatn for a sa,rnplo (WZKM XXVI, pp. 30?-324). IIe pointed. out the close rela.
t.ion of Armeno-Kipchak to lhe Coman (op. ait. pp. 312-313), but the major work he
planned to writo 6a this subject hag never been published.

2..//. July--.Sept. 1921, pp. 134-135.
3 The works of T. I. Erunin, J. Deny, M. Lewicki and R,. I(ohnowa.
a The vicar of Tauria,
5 : Bagratid Armenia.
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documents written in the ..Tat&r" language which he came across in Lvov and
Kamenets and even publishes exeerpts from some of them. This rich Armeno_
Kipchak material has since passed, in its major part, into libraries in poland,
to Kiev, into the libraries of the Mekhitarists of vienna and venice, the
Bibliothdque Nationale and other libraries. \4/e are still far from knowing
all the documents in the public libiaries all over the world ancl in priva1e
possession. M. Bzhshkiants himself complaints that many codices haie been
lent to readers and have never been restored.

These codices have been repeatedly mentioned in Arnrenistic literature,
{br the most part with reference to M. Bzhshkiants, but the Armeno-Kipchak
linguistic docume nts- have been looked upon bv Armenian philologists rather
as some sort of curiosities and we re considere d beyond the iimits of Armenistics
in the strict sense ol'the word.

while editing the weli-known law-book of Mekhitar Gosh compilecl in
the l2th century and wiciely used during the subsequent centuries; v. Zh.
Bastamiants was cc)ncerned also with the paris manuscript of the Armeno_
Kipchak translation6 but, as he writes in the preface to the critical edition,
his knowledge of Azerbaijani helped him precious little in coping wiilr this
language, nor \4'as the assistance of an Armenian student from constantinople
with his knowledge of osmanli any more 

'seful, 
because of the ..corrupt style,,

of the text.
Y. zh. Bastamiants ignores M. Bzhshkiants' reports and believes that

the translation of the law-book was meant rather for the crimean Armenians
living in Tatar environment.?

H. K. Kushnerian who in lgg3 went on a pilgrimage to the famous
fmage of the virgin at Kamenets, in his report on the journey mentions the
'ratar Janguage of the Podolian Armenians (of Kamenets;: ..Frc,m the end of
the l6th century... until l62b (sic!) theyexchanged their smooth Armenian
language for the rude language ofthe Tatars who ravaged and destroyed their

6 Datastanagirlc' Hayoc', Valarsapat lgg0 pp. 4g-b0.
? Kh. samuelia,n also seems to share this opinion. see Aprvraucxzfi cyge6Hurc

Mxurapa Forua. Yerevan. 19b4. p. XXXIV. note l.
Hitherto there is b.ut one Arrnenio-IGpchak linguistic document figuring as of

"crimean" origin, the one obtained from crimea by abb6 Frangois sevin coilecting
oriental manuscripts in 1728-l?30 in Constantiuople for the Paris royal library (Sevini
letter of Dec. 2, 1729, t'o the minister Maurepas, apuil: Fr. Macler, catalogui p. x1ys.
Since the codex ls not included in Macler's catalogue, it eannot be a^scertained whetherit was originally written in Crimea or obtained, from Podolia. This question can hardly
be solved until the whole Armeno-Kipchali material is collected, ihe ma1erial known
so fan comes at any rate from Podolia. Neither Bzhshkiants nor I(ushnerian makas
mention of such records either from Crimea or from among the codiees the Armenians
settled in l??8 in the Yekaterinoslav province had taken along, though both of tiu-
visited these Armenian colonies.
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homes".8 Judging by these words, rr. K. Kushnerian must have had rather
superficial information on the Kipchak language of the Podolian Armenians
which he regarded as that of the Mongol-Tatars.

one of the principal works in Armeno-Kipchak research {br the Arme-
nologists is Gh. Alishan's 

"ditiott 
of sources.e This contains the annals of Kame-

nets-Podolsk in Armenian from 1430 to 1611, in Armeno-Kipchak from 16ll
to 1624 and again iu Armenian from 1649 until 1652, as well as the relevant
colophons written in the Podolian Armenian colonies and the pastoral letters
of the Armenian Catholicoses. It is to Alishan's credit that he took the great-
est care in publishing this linguistic material which was but partly intelligible
to him. He was well aware of the historical value of the text, and in oqe ol
his comments refers even to the necessity of a translation: "For those knowing
'rurkish this language is not unintelligible if no Polish and fotherJ foreign
v'ords are mixed with it ; yet if someone is versed in both flanguages], he can
easily translate it into our language or any known European language,,.ro
The Armenian material of the Kamendts was indeed made use of in works
on the dispersion of the Armenians, yet the Armeno-Kipchak part has not yet
been given a comprehensive linguistic treatme nt as a whole. J. Deny did make
an attempt to make up for this deficiency but his above-mentioned edition
relies only on the fragmentary Paris manuseript.ll

The catalogues of Armenian manuscripts are important aids in the inves-
tigation of Kipchak texts. owing to the abundance of Armeno-Kipchak texts
in Vienna, as well as to the scientific de scription of the codices, foremost import-
ance should be attributed to H. Y. Tashian (Dashian)'s catalogues covering
the manuscripts of the vienna Holbibliothek (vienna l89r) and of the Mekhi-
tarist library (Vienna 1895).

For the description of Armenian manuscripts in some European libraries
and private collections we are indebte d to Fr. Macler. rris lack of knowledge
in Turkology, however, impeded him in giving a thorough description of the
Kipchak material; for his catalogue of the Armenian manuscripts kept in the
Bibliothdque Nationale he borrowed the short descriptions of the kipchak
documents from abb6 Martin's hand-written catalogue. Fr. Macler was the
one to call attention to the only extant Armeno-Kipchak printed book knowrr
so far, a, prayer book published in 1618 in Lvov, lLre Alyy{ bdtdlcd.Lz

8 Patmut''i,ult gatt'a,lee,nut'ea,n, Xrimu kayoa' (T\e history of the Crimean Armenian
colony). Venice f895 p. 197.

s Kamemia', Taregirlc' hagoa'Lehastan'i, ew ilumenz:ay (I(amenits, the Chronicle of
the Armenians of Poland and Rumania), Venice 1896.

Lo lbid. p. 67.
11 In his publication J. Deny never refers to Gh. Alishan's eclition of the complete

Venice manuscript.
12 Prepared for publication b.y the author.

t4l
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Macler's catalogue of Armenian manuscripts compiled iq lg2b in Lvoy
registers a period of transition.rs Some of the items listed cau be found in the
manuscript collections of different libraries in Poland.

K. Roszko has recently given a good description of the Armenian (includ-
ing Armeno-Kipchak) manuscripts in -Poland.la rhe list in volume XXr of
the Ro (p. 156) may be regardedasa supplement toitfor the Armeno-Kipchak
material.

Furthermore, the exploitation of the Armeno-Kipchak manuscripts
requires a thorough study of the contemporary cultural conditions of the
Podolian Armenians. In this field N. Akinian has made important contributions
having written the biography of the most significant notary of the Armenians
in Lvov, Minas Tokhatetsi, and having published the philological edition of
the "Travels" of scribe Simeon of Poland.16

The study of the history of the Podolian and Moldavian Armenians has
recently gathered considerable impetus in the Armenjan S,SR. A department
for the relations with the countries of people's democracy has been organized_
in the fnstitute of History of the Armenian Academy of S"i"n...ro euite a,
number of papers have already been published on the Podolian Armenians
in the journals of the Academy of Sciences of the Armenian SSR.rz Disregard-
ing no w, in compliance with the purpose of our review, the papers based on the
Russian-Polish material, among the treatises in Armenology we mention L.
Khachikian's paperle giving a good survey of the cultural life of the podolian
Armenians. Tle refers, among others, to the Kipchak part of the annals of
Kamenets (pp. 73-74) but makes no mention of other monuments of the
Kipchak language. Thus it remains an opeq question whether or not there are
Armeno-Kipchak texts among the codices that had come from podolia to the
Matenadaran.

ls nEA VII. p. 94 et seq.
LaCatalogue dee m,a,nusorits a,rmdniens et giorgiens, Warszawa lg58.
15 Hi,ng panduzt tataaac'ner (tr'ivo emigrant poets), Vienna lg2l. - Si,mdon ilprit

Lehaa'woy utegrut'iun (The travel accounts of scribe Simeon of Poland), Vienna lg36-
ro JAn important event right at the beginning of the activities of tho department

was the conference of Armenian and Ukrainian historians and philologists held in Yerevan
(Oct. 23 to 26,1969.). Only brief reports havo so far reached us on the discussions having
paramount importance for our subject: Bonpocu vcrapuLl,Ig60no. 2.p.220, Vxpeinrcxuir
ucropuunufi xypHar, 1960 no. f. pp. 143-145, Telekagir, Ig69 no. ll-12. pp_
r29-133.l

r? lletelcagir (Hseecnra AH Aprvr. CCP) and tbLe Patma-banasirakan Eandea (I,Icro-
p uxo{unoaoruqecxzfi xypHaa) starbed in 1958.

ts Eagkakan gattaaayrera Ulcrainagunt XVI-XVil darerum (The Anrrenian colo-
nies in the Ukrain in the l6th and l?th conturies), io. Tetekagir lg54 no. 4, pp. 46-g0.
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The recently published Russian, version of Hovhannes Ka.menflfsgtsi'g
contemporary chronicle in a great help is studying the Kamenets chronicle.re

The rendering of a text with the characters of another lauguage is neees-
sarily a, compromise, in which the phonetic system of the transeribed language
can only be approximated to a certain degree. Iu case of the Kipchak texts
in Armenian script the conditious of transcription are rather favourable since
the differentiated system of the Armenian alphabet is more or less suitable for
rendering the sounds occurring in the Kipchak language. Owing to the consid-
erable amount and volume of the texts we may have good hopes of threshing
out the problems in the orthography of the Armeno-Kipchak texts. The mate-
rial published so far is in itself sufficient to permit a preliminary suvey.

It is common knowledge that the Armenian orthography is particularly
conservative and has changed but slightly since the 5th century to our days.
Yet as a result of this conservatism the phonetical changes that have taken
place during the past fifteen centuries have remained hidden, and in Armerrian
texts these deviations can be traced only by considering certain fluctuations in
the spelling and the behaviour ofthe loan words.

The most important change that has taken place iu the phonetic system
of the Armeniau language over part of the speech area is the "secoud Armenian
Lautverschiebung". This is the most essential difference between the literary
Ianguage of the Armenian SSB, and the literary language of the Armenians who
have fled west since the llth century. From the standard language of the medi-
eval Cilician Llttle Armenia there is an unbroken line leading to the phonetic
system of the modern, so-called West Armenian literary language. Hence the
Armeno-Kipchak texts of the 16th and l7th centuries represent an important
stage between the two extremities of development and may proye useful in
studying the development of the so-called West Armenian phonetic system.

On the other hand, viewed from thrc side of Turcology, the "second Laut-
verschiebung" (having affected the sets of explosives and affricates) as well
as the phonetic system of the contemporary West Armenjan literary language
offer a possibility for the reconstruction of the phonetism of the Armeno-
Kipchak linguistic doeuments. This fact was recogniznd at the earliest stage
of research by the Turcologists studying the Armeno-Kipchak texts and was
duly considered when creating the transeription systems used in text editions
published so far.

rs Xot',i,ni patprazrni, patmut'iuna (Eistory of the l(hotin war) inPalma-banaei,rakam
Eand,es 1958 no. 2, pp. 268-286 ; for tho relation of the two chroniclw seo E. Tryja,rski's
peper! Przeglqd Orierrt. 1969 pp. 2Il-214.
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Nevertheless, in some publications we come across phonetic values dif-
lbring from the norms of "western" pronunciation. In the following we shall
make an attempt at elucidating these cases.

In his fundamental publication, the only edition of texts of the spoken
language so far, T. f. Hrunin adopts' the above principle. In his phonetical
comments of the text, however, he fails to give an unequivocal picture of some
problems. Ile states, for instance, that q is rendered by 4qa, Asa, rlo in the
texts.2o This should obviously be urrdBrstood to mean lhat j (dz) is rendered
by t while 9 and { are used for c (ts). This is not rrery signifieant for the
Kipchak because these sounds occur in the llkrainian, Polish and Armenian
s-ords only. There might arise some misunderstanding from his remark that
qa and qe are used for denoting q.21 'I. I. Hrunin in all probability refbrs to the
phouetic values of 1 and l. In the latter case the generalization may be
restricted to saying that the sound iis generally rendered by I ; while I might
almost be regarded as a lapsus ealami.22

Owing to the mixed use of the classical and modern westerq denomina-
tions of the Armenian letterS, T. I. Hrunin's comments on the rendering of
the sound ft are again somewhat ambiguous as far as transcription is concerned.
As he states k, in words with front vowels is represented by A.23 This statement
does not seem to be corroborated by the other linguistic documents where g
a,nd .p occur both without distinction. Nor is it unimportant that in the Polish
words with back vowels k is deuoted only by *e.24

As to the trauscription system of the Eph. J . Deny inserts the sounds not
reflected iu the script, and omits the aspiration of k and ,. - Since there is no
{'acsimile in his edition, it seems indicated to draw attention toafewmisspell-
ings liable to suggest {'alse conclusions. E. g. the sign of the plural: ritserleri, Ba

(recte: -lari,); kegi,rdi,ler 711 (r.: -lar); radicalendingin voiceless consonant f
initial consonant in inflectional ending: lcolcd,aTs, lli,gdan TL0,boluggay 912 (r.:
Itolcta, h[dfldgtan, bolurskag) ; y. hagti, hagi,p 4r3,la (write fufor h),' verb forms:
eddpglati,p 21e (r.: etip iplati,p), edi,gzo (r.; edi,r), edi,r LILB (t.: eti,p), etti, ed,i,I05
(r.: etdp edi,), olturur ed,r) 182 (r.: olturup ed,i,), angar 53 (r.: angdi,), bar ed,i, L67,

zo p. 95.
21 Probably these Armonian denorninations of letters reflecting no exact phonetic

values may have prompted the editors of tbe Dat. to confound the phonetic values of
tho affricates.

22 Seo below. - This phenomenon has been pointed out already by F. Ifuaelitz-
Greifenhorst, op. oit. p. 312.

28T.I.Ilrunin, op.oit. p.95.; - Bonpocu robrKosHaHvr lg58 no.6. p. lf4.
2a The a,bove-mentioneil regularity would among others make it advisable to dis-

tinguish the tenues and the tenuis aspirates in transcription which would also be useful
as far as the history of Armenian orthography (and phonetical development) is concerned.
Text editions in general neglect the aspiration, In the Dat. rt is marked,.though not with
conplete consequence.
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2011 (r.: bared,i,r),'inflectional ending, possessive personal suffix: etkan songra
36 (r.: etlcand,an songra), pohrebda 58 (r.: -ga), taylasZ 136 (r.: -si,n), d,i,nsdzdn

l51e (r.: d,i,nsi,zni,), ayi,na 161e (r.: agi,nd,a), kunlari,na 1912 (r.: kunlarinda),
babaslar 1913 g.: -l,ari,), gand,an 202 (r.: yand,a d,a), songfiun 2V (r.: song{nsun),
hi,pi,Iar 2010 (r.: -lari,), eto.

Among those who have hitherto published texts, M. kwicki and R,.

Kohnowa have come up agairst the greatest difficulties in transcriplion because
of all the Armeno-Kipchak documents the orthography of l}le Dat. adheres
the most strictly to the classical Armeniaq spelling. The spelling system here
adopted is not a rrery fortunate blend of transliteration and transcription.
The reading is made rather difficult by the Armenian transcription uncommon
in Turcology. Thus, for instance, the letter E having the phonetic value of
i (ie)ru is rendered by e, the letter 4 by a, while the sound !, when not reflected
in the original (which is particularly frequent in this text), is rrot transliterated.
fnadBquate ietters are frequent in the transcription, though of no serious
consequence thanks to the excellent facsimile. The Armenian letters are tabul-
ated alphabeticallyzo for the most part with their Western Armenian phonetic
values inMeillet's system.It wouldhave been advisable to includB # (t) and
o (o) which have belonged to the alphabet since the Middle-Armenian period
and to mark the different phonetic values some letters have in different posi-
tions. The authors ignore the "second Lautverschiebung" of the affricates.
The erroneous transcription of S and I is not particularly disconcerting because
the sounds c and d,z do nol occur in Kipchak words (but e. g. in Armeuian
words: \b73n'-t,7 L77v2' e : heriowacoy ; reele: hercaajoy). The rendering
of d by i is, however, somewhat misleading. The transcribed form of 6-L, for
instaqce, is throughout ian instead of ian. The letter I exceptionally occurring
in some cases (and standing for 6) is incorrectly rendered by f , ll,J,Jzl,
(Awnunfi,, recte: Onun6i,) 156v22; Ltz_he (r.: nedi,k) 160v15, 16615; +1Llc
('rzecznik') 190v13 ;Zb-r- $.: 6yyar-) lg0v16.

A pecularity in the social-cultural life of th Podolian [lasninns of the
16th and 17th centuries is that tbeir stand&rd language is tbe Kipchak. We
know this from scribe Simeon's rcport onerning tbe fint decades of the 17th
ceutury: "The Armenians of Lvov do not Lnow f[s &asr\ien language but
speak Polish and Kipchak, i. e. Tatar language".ta This is supported by

25 In my transcription I uso I(. Grdnbech's symbols. - The meanings of I(ipchak
words are not quoted, unless they fail to figure in J. Deny's e glossary or in
case of ambiguity.

28 Dat. p. 253.
27N. Akinian, S'imdon, p. 346.

l0 *ta Orienta,lia xII/1-3.
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Alembek's chronicle (1603-1605): ,,[ArmeniJ sacra in Ecclesia nativo ser-
mone semper peragunt, domi semper Tartarorum lingua utuntur"'28 But not
only their spoken language is Kipchak; this is the language in which their
official documents (protocols, minutes at tribunals), even the ecclesiastic ones

(marriage and birth certificates, wills [d,iat'i,k < 6w8fixr1/, marriage contracts

[grorenlc']), are d,rafted. Kipchak is used in ecclesiastic matters not only on

aocount of the population's requirements but also because the priests themselves

have but a scanty knowledge of Armenian. A satirical poem known as the

,,Vitrrasanut'iwn Nikolakan" says: "[The priests in Lvov] do not' know
the Armenian language and. do not understand what they read".2e This is
corroborated by Vardan Hunanian (in a letter of his written to the Armenians
of Tokat in 1703): ... . .in those times the priests wele very unlearned in erudi-
tion and inexperienced in the Armerfan language, as the people themselves".so

Though this picture is characteristic of most priests of local birth, but it
cannot be generalized. However different the value of our Kipchak texts is,
they all testify to the fact that their scribes and translators mastered both
Armenian and Kipchak relatively well, aud offer a fairly complete picture of
Kipchak phouetics.

In the Armeno-Kipchak texts of the 17th century that, we had the oppor-
tunity to examine certain letters generally denote the same sound in what-
ever position they stand, a fact that indicates the standardization of the
Armeno-Kipchak orthography. On the other hand, in the script of lhe Dat.
we find several phonetic forms unusual in Armeno-Kipchak texts. Most of
these forms reveal no Kipchak linguistic properties but are rather characteris-
tic of Armenian orthography. The discrepancies of spelling in the linguistic
documents are mainly due to the different degree in which the scribes mastered
the Armenian language, i. e. orthography.

In the following we wish to point out a few orthographical properties
deriving from the classical Armenian orthography (letters and letter groups)3l

which will permit the exclusion of phonetic forms incongruent with the Kipchak
pronunciation, fiom the texts transcribed

t (uz, bu, n,t, lrt)

In the early days of Armenian written literature the sign L was presum-

ably used to denote the semivocal q, (w) and formed diphthongs with vowels.

At any rate.there could be no great difference between the phonetic value of

28 EO XXI p. 158.
2e Gh. Alishan, Kantenio', p. 202.
3o lbid. p. I27.
31 Tho term ..lel,ter group" I apply to two cha,racters closely linkeil hisborically"

The two letters had earlier representod a closer phonetio unit (e. g. diphthong), i,he
pronunciation of which was later modified, yet tho lettor group has survived.
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. and that of y' because, beside the combinations -., &r- (t) and lqto n the letter
f was joined. (The letters uL were used for a on the model of the Greek ou.)
When not in preconsonantic position the pronunciation of a must have become
the same as that of {at a very early stage.In the period having now ounatten-
tion the letter r in intervocalic and final position had the same value as 1
which shows that its use is but an orthographical peculiarity.

-::) 

In the Armeno-Kipchak texts the iqtervocalic and final -. denotes
au. This is the symbol for att throughout tho Dat. (with the rare exception
6uLu'tuv [ianar:ar] l67v3,s,z). In llrre Eph. the letter group -,1 is more fre-
quent: beside ull'uLtL'n (alpaaud,) llrat, -y*,tn* 22L2; -{-L (aaal) 92;
btft dayaoatinvariably with zz, u7-Ll,uy-' (Stanislaa) 131?. The trend towards
the standardization of the spelling shows up even in Armenian words: instead
of Vuzl,p ('David') we find F-IIF 41e. - In the AB Nhe wotd aaaz is written
-u7in seven instances ar\d u{-Iin one. (Since late Middle Armenian the sign
p'o' (t'aw) ' has been used to stress the value o of . in manuscripts and later
iu print. Hence: i-7217. fn the Kipchak texts we have examined, the sign
t'a# occurs in a I'ew cases only.) The word dayaaat (the basis and in deriva-
tives) is written niue times with -., serren times with -y'.

In preconsonantic position the pronunciation of -. became short open
o as early as the end of the first millenium, and in Middle Armenian texts -.
and the new sign o are used alternately. In the transcription of foreign words
and na,mes, for instance: \uunut$1f ('Godfried Bouillon') HChr. 568, t?;

ItrLTL,ltrLTnJ ('Otto, German emperor') dbiil. p.53 &. passi,m. fn words other
than Armenian it oecurs in initial positiou and in uncial writing onlyl. Dat.
U.L(Ol) 168117, I8lr12, 18lva, 183v11, 1e. (In the transcriptiou erroneously:
O; the authors were probably disconcerted by the sign " used to stress the pro-
nunciation of lJt as o, a sign common in medieval Armenian texts.) But we
have a correct transcriptionin l].77*tr (O{ta) l59re, 163v3 ; 921-LLl' (Ohan-
nes) 2llr20 is missing irr the transcription. - This sign in the uncial writing
is maintairred throughout the AB too: IJ,'Fn.l (Otuz) 9O3, lJ.q1n. (Oylu)
l1.3tt, g,,p (At) 893, llcpynt (Otlu) 1186 (but with a minuscule letter: opyn'
dbdd.), ,l,uhLPnh (Tornu ) 1502.

--_ 'lUOf the letters fbr e only G occurs in connection with .in the Armen-
ian script (in case of minuscule letter in ligature t). In the Kipchak material
open e *o have the sign t{: eaet in both Dat. and AB t[tr passi,m; Eph.
Keaoroai,c gt{o7oll,t |-e, 52. The ligature t is used regularly in the Armenian
words, in Kipchak words we findit seldom, e. g. in lhe Dat.: -L (dea) I67ve, 11,

177122. (This form of writing was probably suggested by the Armenian word
Vh of the same meaning fand origin].) In the phrase n-2Ln.2,. (bad-ea-udu,

€rroneous transcription: badloaudu) l69rtt we have the Armenian conjunction

10*

t47
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l' (ero, jew)'and'. In Kipchak hendiadyses the conjunction n, (u) ,and, is
frequent. rn our example '. is replaced by t in order to avoid cacophony. The
pait.. - t permits the inference that in the mentioned hendiadyses we have
to do with the Armenian conjunction '..32

"'t- | rn Kipchak texts the regular sign for o is o though sometimes e.,,en z
occurs, v-ithout phonemic difference. The latter we come across most frequently
in oo, but this is due to the close orthographical link between the elements of
the letter grcup -4f in Armenian orthography. In the Dat. il is frequent in the
suffix groups -oaudu, -oalu and also in jdpu which is always written hhl,,l;
further jwuy b,'t,.fu, Krakoa ('Cracow') .pf-en{, Iloa ('Lvov') 1,7n,!, toloa
Foy{; in Kipchak morphologic pairs with u- s; unr,! (surs'water,) and
un't (soo), unut- (suv-'to love, like') and u,,t- (soa-) ehc.

In the language of the scribes the pronunciation of. in initial position
was obviously oo (as in the New Armenian literary language) because this
letter does not occur in this position. An exception to this is the case when -in compliance with the orthography of the Armenian literary languagess -- is fbllowedby '1,; in this case the initial a is pronounced o. Accordingly, we
find,'lfor oa also in initial position in the Dat.: ,{ (oa), n,l7-L2l,p (oaran-
itk;, ,47-L, (oaran-), n,!puV-, ,fir,-F- (oarat-), yet the sign o1 also appears:
o{r-F- (ourat-) 158121.

In the Eph.loo the letter group ',1is still frequent: 7,1,,1 (Iloa,Lvov,)
Ilt, 46,202t'34 btl',{ (iAXoo) 212, but: g{r* (6oara) lB3, ,foupo,! (Moslcaa)
(six times).

rn the AB, where an advanced standardization of the orthography can
be observed, the letter group o4! is used in the overwhelming majority of the
cases. fn initial and medial position its use is almost exclusive: o,! (oo),
o,tv-L2l,p (ooran6i,h), o,11,ut7-, o'!.f -F- (ourat-), o,!n.L. (oaun-), glr- (doora,),
uo,t- (soa-), uotlup (sooalt), uo,lnzg (soauk), 'o'!nJ- (soaun-), uo,!,J21n.g
(souundluk) ;buL goada ln'tnu 1'body, corps') l3b15. Thr same is found in the
suffix groups -oulu, -ousuz, -oauii,. fn final position, however, ,y' occurs still
rather frequently: q2l"o{ (byyoa) 93a, but qtry'!. t}EL, 1,7o,! (Itoa) frontp.l2,
juyoa ('church') is written five times wib}',,t and five timeswith o,l; iyyoa
('id.') twice with n,t and once with oy'.

32 Though in such hendiadyses even initial zr is gsnrlrlly preceded by the con-
junction rz, this fact does not contradict the possibility of Armenian origin of this con-
jrrnction, because for the conjunction ''anf nt is used exclusively from Middle Armenian
on. - tr'or another interpretation see J. Deny, Eph. pp. Z?-78.

33 That is, without the restriction as in Polish Armenian: Ilanusz, p. 22; Acha,-
rian, p. 38. Cf. Karst, p. 21, noto 4.

34 Jn 111 the transcrip!,ion Ilaa is a misspelling for -Ooa', whence tho conclusion
drswn therefrom (Epb. p.88) is void.
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'Ihe alternate occurrence of the Kipchak oo N,u,D (e. g. sua - sont ov)ran-

- uaran-) ma,y suggest the assumption that the use of the letter group of ,,1
would perhaps indicate a shift of the pronunciation toward. ua,s6 ye+, on realiz-
ing that also the unequivocal oo is often rerrdered by 'y', further that this
letter group occurs in anl position and that the standardization of orthography
entails a preference for o't, it becomes obvious that this phenomenon should
be looked upon only as an Armenian orthogiaphic peculiarity.

Should the dialectal pronunciation of a precoqsonantic '. happen to be
something Iike oo,s this does not necessarily mean the decomposition of the
letter group nqblu!, merely indicate that the first element in the sound group
is but an inserted vowel. Thus the word Ln.l,p-l Eph. 4Ls, noairag in the
glossary should be read rather n(a)airag. The correct reailing sf ul',rfnL nu

-LL-tr (Sdmeon Otsanna) Dat. !79vla is Bi,meon u Anna ('S. and A.'). iouap
157111, 6uaap 169v12, 6otsapLTSvz standingin the transcription of the Dat.for
6nuup should be corrbcted inlo iuap pronounced with a hiatus (cf. CC ioap).

t''l The letters /. in Old Armenian must have denoted originally the
sound group (diphthong) dw.Inthe course of the development of the language -with the coincidence of the values of . and 'L - in prevocalic and final lnsition
it has conserved its pronunciation fo up to our days. Before eonsonants (i. e.
in closed syllable also at the end of the words) it turued into a rising
diphthong @.

The history of the pronounciation of l. has not yet been worked up,
and their value in Middle Armeuian deduced by Karsts? cannot be regarded
as covering all ppssibilities. This sound group i. e. diphthong has generally
become monophthongal (u, e, i,). The pronunciation tz besidB u may be re-
garded as prorren, though the example ftl,n is not nonclusive because it may
be an earlier borrowing with sound replacement, its medieval re-adoption
heing ll'v, on the basis of the contemporary Greek pronunciation.ss The picture
ignores the "traditional" pronunciation ju which can preslrmably be traced
as far back as this period, and it is highly probable that many l. sigps eonceal
a ju with sound replacement'.

In modern West Armenian literary language the preconsonantic y'r ig
pronounced iu, iu, iii, ii.'n

In the Armeno-Kipchak texts here investigated /,r (occurring only in
preconsonantic position) denotes ju.Inlhe Dat. the phonetic value 7z is ren-

s For Middle Armenian cf. I(arst, p. 21.
36 Cirbied, Gramm. arm. p. 651.
3? Op. cit. pp. 22, 66, 118.
38 lliibschma,nn, Arm. Gro,mm. p. 357.
3e F. Feydit, Manuel ile langue a,rm., Pais 1948. p. 13.; A. Abeghian, Neamrrm.

Gramm., Berlin-Leipzig 1936, p. 21.
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dered by l. in the majority of the cases. fn the second syllable p is invariably
written }..' bujur- 27 times nnzptp-, bujurul- twien qncl,L(aLll (but cf.
p. I54 bujruy: uIoJTn+)- The same applies also to the initial position in most
cases: l,.p-p (jurak) 161C, 190v2, l,zrynt- (iuzlu) 170113. The situation
is, however, complicated by the inclination of the copyist to use & for the initial
i-. This has yielded the following variants, in which the sound i has a double
representation: Ll,'g 6iuk) 18711?, bl'+nL (iiuXu) 160v15, hl,L+','l'" (ii"-
gun-) 175r-20. The frequently recurring word iuz appears three times as b.L
and four times as hl'q..The fluctuation of orthography becomes obvious when
the two different kinds of spelling occur in one and the same Iine:. bl'La--J l.a
fiiuann iuz 'fae tb face').

Beside the standardized form b,,"1. (jua-) (4th line) in Kraelitz's pub-
Iication we find I'F-p (jurak liues l3 and 20), l.S (iuz line 14). In the
Eph.: b,,a (juz) gls.Inthe AB - in course of theorthographicalstandardiz-
ation - we find almost invariably bnz is iuitial position and y, in medial
position for ju : juban- ; bn.q-L' 27a, iufl,a- ; bncfuyu- three times, iuyoa
always wil,h bnu, bnzfunt (juyu 'dream"1 27L, juk and derivative forms:
Lncp(,), iua- five times bnul-, juz L2 times bnq.In medial position: bujur-
invariably uInLJnLrJ. On the other hand, juru-; bnupnt- 1218, 13510, but
ItzTnt-' 472, jurak 23 times plus its derivatives: hnzpupQ)bul f,p-p 14615.40

It follows from our examples that iu the above cases f,e cannot be read ai

(which would yield iirak,'iizl,u,'iiz).ar Hence this cannot be judged by the same
standard as the renderings l,u - 'ii to be attributed to the influeqce of the
Armeniaqs of Turkey.a2

E.

The Kipchak velar i (y in our transcription) is rendered by the closest
related 2. But in the first syllable, in some sufTixes and inflectional endings
in writing it is often omitted. The problem of the representation of this sound
varies with the different texts. In the texts tendiug toward "phonetic" tran-
scription and thus departing from the classical Armenian orthography most
of the gr sounds ar€ repres€uted (by g), except mostly in cases when one of the
sounds iq the first or last syilable is a liquid (e. g. bfit; .ilu, -ap). In these

cases the editors of these texts fail to give an equivalenl to y in transcription,
except for J. Deny who marks itby (o) or without brackets or, in some cases,

ao As we have seen in other connections, the classical orthography wa^s conserved
latest by the uncial writing.

ar Eph. p. 83 sub: Auz. - Consequently, it is rather an orthographical feature than
a phonetic development in Armeno-Kipchak, as is assumed inPhil. Tura, Eund, p. 83.

a2.f . Den;z does not distinguish these trvo phonetic values thouqh is plausible in
supposing tha.t also the latter should be reckoned with. .&pla, p. f 9.
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omits it.a3 In the orthography of lhe Dat. gr is often absent, rror is it rendered
by any sign in the transcription ofthe text, in accordance with the system of
rausliteration of the authors.

In Armenian 4 is a mid-vowel assuming the timbre of its envirenmest,
pronounced with differenf intensity in differeut positions yet geaerally weakly,
whence the tradition of neglecting it in writing. Under the impression of the
written form of the words in which it occurs, the descriptive grammals gener-

ally treat it as being a euphonic inserted sound. fn many cases it carr be demon-
strated to derive from the reduction of vowels having full sonority (l' n.)

when these find themselves irr unstressed position in consequence of inflection
or word composition. fn Armenian the consonant groups are no real clusters

since there is in most cases some sound there reduced to a (2) which is not re-

flectedinwriting.This phenomenon can not always be grasped etymologically,
yet can at, any rate be demonstrated already in Old Armeniaq.a In syllables
originally containrng h or n. having become unstressed the reduction of the
vowels Lo a 12) is a phenomenon still surviving. (Reduction must be distin-
guished from the cases in which the sound simply falls out at the syllabic
limits. See e. g. in Middle Armeniau the dropping of - in the medial position.)
Reduction, however, often affects other sounds as wellin Middle Armeuiansand
is a frequentphenomeuon in dialects. InPodoliauArmenian, lbr instance, any
of the five principal vowels may be reduced to a.6 As to the group containing
co4sonant t r in final position in this dialect, H. Acharian describes it as a

local peculiaril,y,a though these forms were recorded by J. Ilauusz most prob-
ably under the influence of the written forms, and we are inclined to think
that we have to do with a sound group containing: consonant * a * r. (Cf.

Armeno-Kipchak --p (-il,yr 'is').
Further arguments in favour of the consonant clusters being merely

orthographical are as follows: at the point of separation g is inserted even if
originally abseut in script; in poetical works Z always forms a syllable eYen if
aot marked; medieval authors often use in writing Z eYen in prose texts. For
Armenian words occurring in Kipchak texts the classieal orthography is used

in most cases, but in the AB llie inserted letter 4 often appears also in Arme-
nian words, e. g.: "LdF-41 (The Holy Iady') J;}9d, ,ty+a,nh1 ('baphirn')
1.llrt, Lp-L (,sign') t66e.

On the basrs of gpelling of @ iarlga, etc. Z and r in these ca,ses are

supposed to be voiced consonats in Cumanjan. The above quoted Armeno-

aB Tho unwritten gt was, in his opinion, "sometimes, probablv" not pronouncod.
Eph. p. 19.

s Iliibschmann, Ohronologi.e, p. 157 ; Eequbae' p. 53.
a5 Karst, pp. 65' 39.
a6 llanusz, P. 93.
a7 Acharian, P. 32'
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Kipchak examples seem to be of similar nature. It must, however, be remem.
bered that in our texts the omission of y occurs also with other conso-
nants, e.g.: alyyd and derivates in Dat. always -y72, (btl, sayy{ and deriv.
u-ry2), ial,yyz always buyllt xyst(a o\ce bLub-, once fuufu-, tyndsvzlyT
FL\'UI" 16414, etc. fn the standardized spelling of the AB lhe U fu) is
rendered in the majority of cases. Bttt -lgy is represented by -/1, in some
30 per cent of the cases; further igyar- 8 times ttb*r. Lwice fu-p,, iazu1,
l0 times huzflu, 4 times h-21".

Most of the examples seem to point rather to an Armenian ortho-
graphical phenomenon, but on basis of a certain consistency in omission
we are inclined to think that the sonority of y in certain clusters was
perhaps reduced (9).

J-i,i
Most of the orthographical, i. e. phonetical problems are connected with

the letters used for i, i, an.d the pronunciation of the letter y. In Old Armenian
i, iwere usually represented by y. This use, however, was discontinued as early
as prior to the Middle Armenian period.

I

./- | Losing its sonority and intensity the initial i gradually turned into
A.lolteittet's opinionthetraces ofthe beginning ofthis process have beencon-
served iq the initial 1 of trl,un.L 'fifty' arrd the initial h of q,Lq 'five'.5o The value
D of initial 1 in Middle Armenian is attested by cases of double orthography.sl
This seems to be supported by the fact that, in medieval texts / is sometimes
found as a tentative spelling of the sound i in foreign words, e. g.: in the
chronicle of Grigor Akantsis2 jasay : l,-u-lu II2'', but luumlu XIIZ5, I or -u-lu
IV44, XII4; iarlgX : l,uo1ufu YIIg0; jaryuii, ; up7nz2l XII five times. The omis-
sion of i shows that the common nouqs that had soon become loan words
shared the fate of the Armeniaq initial 

"/, 
i. e. its transformation through a,

weak h into a very weak, unmarked aspiration. (Since the Middle Armenian
period 

"/, 
and sometimes (, have been used also for dBnoting the secondary

weak aspiration occurring before the original initial - and n.)

We find the same result in Podolian Armenian where the initial y is
pronounced either h or I (here and there secoudary aspiration also appears).5a
According to Acharian, the initial J : O iu the Podolian and neighbouring
dialects, while the words with an initial D (written) are literary adoptions.5a

This y is often left unrepresented even in the Armenian words occurring
in Kipchak texts, e. g.: n{uL(L)tu (Ooan[nJes) Dat. l80vt,a,2o, l]2\-LLgu

60 Esqu'isse, p. 80.
51 l(arst, p. 34.
52 EJ A8 Xrr/3-4.

ss llanusz, p. 69.
6{ Acha,rian, p. 91.
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(Olm,nnes) Dat. 2lb2o. In contemporary Armenian texts too, e. $.i uph-

F-q-L (apet'agan 'Japhetide'), uJ'futnzvp (aismawurlc' 'marfyrologium').55

That is why it may seem to be more correct to denote the initial y in the
Kipchak texts by h, or by ' or to omit it altogether, that is to transcribe

e. g. Eph. trn.L,!-1, 1n.Llru, trn,!-Lfu, J-+op as hunaar, huni,s, (H)otsanes,

(H)agop and uot, with an initial i; Dat- 1-p,.pl' l?7v15, rs should be tran-
scribed rather harut' i ( un ) t'han garut' i( a )n.

The contemporary initial i is represented by G. For instance, in Minas
dpir's colophon of 1565 the name of the papal legate sent to Lvov is written

$v-Lg\,,pn." fio\-L(t )s'Franciscus Johannes'.

? I The final Jr was no longer pronounced in Middle Armenian and was

tlrerefore often omitted in writing as well.5? Yet under the infiue nce of the clas-

sical orthography - in proportion to the scribe's knowledge of it - it was

adopted &s a rule of spelling that final u and a (often eYen other vowels) might.

not stand" without a final (mute) .,1in foreign words either. Since in Armenian
there was no i pronounced at the end of polysyllabic words, the problem of re n-
dering the pronounced final 1 never arose. In ea,se of loan words ending in 7

the scribe had no other alternatire than to use the letter I which, however"

was not pronounced. This accounts for the fluctuation in the spelling of the

foreign words enfing in i. The / was now used now omitte d, yet of these cases

no conclusion ean be drawn as to the pronunciation ofthe final i in a foreign

word. For instance the Mongolian name dayatai is written puy-uu by Kirakos
Gaqdzaketsis8 and Q-7-u-,1by Grigor Akantsi.se The two different ways of
speiling cannot be regarded as a leasonable ground for the conclusron - as

F. W. Cleaves states - that the ending re presents a Mongolian -4,60 because

what we are up against is nothing more than a characteristic feature of medie-

val Armenian odhography.
The use of the final mute y is rather general in our Kipchak texts so that.

it coincides with the use of the i pronounced. The editors of the tejxts solve

this problem by not transliterating the mute y. This, however, may lead to
many a contlovelsy in transcription. Thus in the Dat. the mute 

"1 
is often repre-

sented while the pronounced 7 is omitted. This is particularly embarassing in
the case of the neg. opt. ',tuQuJ (-magai) and the supine -'rulu,1 (-rrrogo)-

If in the original the pronounced .1 is not written as, e. g. the opt. '11- in lhe
Eph.,6, it should be put down to mere inaccurateness in spelling.

as Akinian, Hing, pp. 155-156.
58 lbid. p. 65.
5? I(arst, pp. 22, 25, 60, 62-63.
68 Ed. Venice 1865, Name Indox.
5s EJAS 1949, Name Index.
60 lbid. p. 418.
3L EPh. P- 2L.
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The scribe of the Dat. (and. other monuments) sometimes compensates
the muteness of the final y by writing twoT letters, e. g.: ugynuQug (ajtmagai)
178117, u1oy,fulu,1,1 ftd,magaj) 162v10, etc. but sporadically only.

nJ, oJ I In Old Armeniau the diphthong o{ was represented. by ."7. This
situation changed when iu Middle Armenian the . became more closed.62 The
combination 'J assumed a new phonetic value before consonants,Gs such as,
for instance, in foreign words: u1-'\-ntrL ('Baldouin'), I_nJu (Louis,;.on When
in the 12th century the o was introduced to denote the open o, it became
possible to write the diphthong olin foreign words as oy.

The oi og is represented by oy also in the Armeno.Kipchak linguistic
monunents with "standardized" orthography, invariably in every position
i. e. either before vowel or before consonant, e. g.: in Lhe AB boj : u1o1, yoi
1'sheep') l"o,t,)toi- ('to put') fuoJ-,ojan- o1-L-.Inthe AB ui auldulare represent-
ed by '.7 (before both vowel and consonant), e. g.: uiat- o,J-F-, buiruy
nn L1 pn cfu , buirufii, 1n\l r,+ tl,.

In the Dat., however, o7 is more often written z"/ as against o/, e. g.:
1oi- proportionally 26 times fury and 7 times fuo1; boj four times qo1 and
twice qn1, Xoi6d Iu,JtJ, l?9v12. The two ways of spelling in these cases are
purely orthographical variations, the use of -y showing a conservative attach-
me&6 to the accustomed letter group.

On the other haqd, buiruy is written ten times nnJl,n+ in the DaL
which should obviously be read wilh uj (according to the modern literary
pronuaciation), and not with oi.The fact that yoj- is spelt now fu,1, now luo1.,
seems to coutradict our opinion, but - as we think - no absolute consistency
may be expected from a 16th century scribe. His style is characterized by the
struggle of the traditional Armenian orthography with the standardizing
tendency of adaptation to a foreign phonetic system.

The reading buiruy is supported by several facts: a) in the Dat. ilself
we find or\ca u1n11p,.fu (L64v22), b) lhe verbal stem is baitn-, c) ihe AB is
unanimous in giving the reading bujruy.

____:t) The weakening of initial, but maiuly of fiual / ryas not (or but
partly) shared by the y in medial position, having coqserved its value i, i up
to our days.

Most of the Kipchak i and rl sounds are represented medially by y, e. g.:

-J-b @iail, -17- (ajt-), 1ryq-F (hajbat), bryr- (Xait-),. in falling diph-
thongs throughout.

6s Karst, p. 21.
63 At the end of polysyllabic words tho letter 7 became mute while in monosyllabio

aouns the traditional pronunciation is o1.
s Karst, p. 25.
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Of the rising diphthongs the la is,however, often written hu, E.$. dunia
almost throughout -n.Lb-; eia in lhe Dat. fGa (but in. the AB fu-). Thie is
presumably due to the early diphthongization of medial 6a in Armenian. The

represeutation is not consistent: Dat. o,1-7- @iat-) l60vla, b1l, n&uV (uiat)
r75f.

There is a fluctuation of spelling in the sound combination dia, e- g-'.

Dat.bi.jan- is throughout u11,1-L',ti'iar is tll-r seven times and oqce Fh-r.
Ti,iasi,(d'i,r) '4orxHo, soll' is represented by Qy-'l', Fl1*'l'nine times, by

Q'hu'! once and occurs nine times as Vl,-o|,, Fh-,h; ot ni'iat (il^) is twice
Lt-p andthree times LP-p. The missing of the.l does not necessarilyinvolve

the absence of i or 2'. In Armenian orthography the glide is not marked at the

limit of compounds ending in 'i, e. g.: tl'-'-n7 (ci,[!]aaor 'horseman'), tlu'fln
(mi,[!]amid,'simple-minded'). In monographs on dialects the i is usually
marked. The forms c,iarsar, mi,amid of these words wele recorded by J. Hanusz

and II. Acharian from the Podolian dialect obviously under influence of the

written forms.
The glides in such groups of sounds as i'!y, g!i, etc- is problematical.

Inconsistent orthography may perhaps be due to varying pronunciation. E.g.
Dat. fusL (Xgi") 1?8123, bfi l"l,1pLn (xtiVnty) 162v3; AB buL (Xyin)
477, blt I"urL (Xyign) 50e and six times PUIL (Xgidn).In addition to
this, it would be imlrcrtant to investigate the question in eonnection with the
present ending it -Llr, -lrr @r -llr' -Ud- (But we find also: L'q.Ublt'q\t
Ig2rn 'we write'.) The frequent dissimilation of y, resp. ti makes the problem

even more involved.
Thus, the spelling might be regarded as Armenian orthographical pecu-

liarity. But not always. There might be a fluctuation in pronunciation as

indicated by the script in the above examples. (Further cf. CC yar, udan).

The double represeatation of i, ? also occurs, e. g-: Dat. vhplunlbu
QuH (kctpja-tgy) l62rs,1?0v?, 297rt7 ; +-PthJlL-v (tarbdiaf,) l82v1a (but
niqe times - h-f). In these cases there is, not, by all means gemination;
the fluctuation is rather an orthographical one, a border case of representing

the falling and rising diphthongs.

i-, i"' I The initial i in our Armeno-Kipchak documents is represented

invariably by 6 (except for the initial iu-). The initial E in preconsonantic

position, howevet, stands for je-. This corresponds to the pronunciation in the

mod€rn Armenian literar;r language.os

n'or denoting initial je- l}ne Daf. uses the traditional Armenian spelling,

i. e. L, e. g.: jeng- hL+- (bL'), jengil- LL+ly, ier br, iergo Lfu-.In the other textg
the standardized representation prevails, e. g.; Eph. ier lhtee limss 67 bu1

65 In Podolian Arrnenian the initirrl & is p.onounced 1e under stress onl.v, i.e. in
rnonosyllabic wr-'rds, otherwise it sounds e.
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three times Efr, jeber- twice Eqtr- but twice Ltqtr; in AB je- (,ear') is repre-
sented by the following spelling variauts: b, oncr-, Lf- Lwice; jel L7 twice,
bfu onee i jer ten times Gp, 26 times bfp ; jetid- once bTlZ: and once fi+it.

The use of 64 bssidr the orthographical * is found even in Armenian
words in the AB,e.g.: bfpovToLFT,LL.(,trinity,) 656, Ilgr+, L6E; Lfv,.uu,qf,r
('Jerusalem') 67e, 1495.

Some remarlcs on palatalizatdon

Palatalization is indicated by the frequent use of L ot Gt aftnr tc (7, g)
instead of the f that one might expect. The use of G was observed also by i.
Deny in different textss who has included three of such cases in his glossary:
keg- (keg-), kel- (kel-),Ioetyoya.In our texts this phenomenon is quite 

"o--orr.rn the Dat. we have, for instance, ke6- three times as ,rtt-, ett and three
times as 712-; kedmdd gLq'z l90v1a brft lcedir- *tlr- l63r1a ; kel- 17 times
+fu @ty) but 16 Limes vLr- (cFt-); kelti,r- four times rtrcl,r- @txpl,p-) bat
three times +btthr-; Icerak is throughout (88 times) TL?-e (tLt -.p); kerd is itt-
variably (four times) +hr? (e|rli; kez is always written pLq (ighr times).
At the same time e in the syllable ken- is consistently written t, e. g.: kendt
(48_ times) ptL-\, rtL-\,; kensi, (three times) +tL"l,; kenga{, Jr; (six times)
gtLQ-2, -7'.

fn the first part of the AB k (7, *e) is followed now by f now by ,-. Begtn_
ning from page 63 a third spelling (6f) alternates with the previous two, e.g.
keda twelve times 7f1- (Ctt4, bul 7h2- 1686 and +Ltt- lIOz ; lceii,r_ six times
Cttlr- @ttlr-\ but pbf2l,v- 16913 ; hel- nine times af3 (Cfz_) but five times
+Ltr; lcelti,r- five times ttrclr' @trchr-) buL pL[74,r-, +Lttrlr. 67s,
1388; lceralt .pLf-p 511 aud *tr-+ l2*; kerakslz VbfVugu\a l,lr}s; keri, three
times .Ptrl, but twice pbVl' and four times ebtrh kez throughouL gLu.v fn the
AB even the spelliug of the syllable ken- is fluctuating: kend,i, ss iimes etL-\,five times CEL-I and seven limes ph[L-V.

The use of bt ean be attested even iq Armenian words: kero(a)pe (,che-
rtb') gbvn,tpf 1285, .pty,{et lb71, but phfTopf 7510.

rt is a quesiion open to doubt whether to regard the phonetic value je
of the alternating spelling, i. e. the palatalization of the ft as generally valid
for all cases, or to see a fluctuation of the pronunciation in the ftuciuating
spelling. We are inclined to believe that the latter alternative is more probable.

Here is the conclusion J. Deny has drawn from the above phentmena of
orthography, resp. pronunciation: ..cette observation est importante parce

6c Thero is no ora,mple for this in Llne Epk.
6? The uaiform written forrrr of lcez rtuy.have been influenced by the spelling of

tho Armenian wotd pb7 (,to you,).
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qu'elle permet de supposer que la mouillure dtait tout dB m6me plus divelopp6e
en arm6no-coman que ne I'indique I'orthographe gdn6rale de cette langue".es

In this assumption of J. Deny's a cousiderable part must have been played by
the possibility of a parallel with the palatalization in the Karaim. On the
problem of velar, resp. palatal vocalism in Armeno-Kipchak I wish to comment

on another occasion. All I wish to say here is that the orthography of the

texts here investigated does not permit any inference as to the general validity
of this phenomenon. Thus the origin of this, in our opinion peculiar, pheno-

menon should be investigated iu itself beyond the limits of the Kipchak
language.

The first obvious possibility that suggests itself is to look for some expla-

nation in Armenian. Palatalization is a characteristic common to many an

Armerrian dialect (Van, Qarabay, Had,rut', Maraya, Agulis, Ifrmia, Kardevan,

Meyri, etc.). It is conspicuous that in the dialects palatalizalion, affects in the

first place the sounds g, k andlc'.Bft' one must, not be misled by this resem-

blance, because other sounds are also subject to palatalization, such as f and

l', and even unvoiced affricates, not, only in initial but also in medial and final
position. In addition to this, palatalization occurs not only before palatal but
also before velar vowels. Thus the origin of this phenomenon must be looked

for somewhere else.

Considering the masses of Armeniau immigrants into Podolia from terri-
tories under Ottoman Turkish rule, one might be inclined to attribute palatali-
zalion to Osmanli influence. This explanation, however, dOes not seem to be

probable because palatalization is not restricted to ft in Osmanli either where

it occurs also before velar vowels.
This phenomenon may more probably be ascribed to Polish influence

because ft before e is always palatalized in Polish. This assumption seems to be

supportod by the fact that iu the Polish sound gloup lc * e no palatalization
occurs, as can be observed in the material of the Dat. in the syllable ken-. (In
lhe AB compensation, on the one hand, and the fluctuation of the spelling,

on the other, has become general.)
In a few words J. Deny mentions another kind of palatalization illustrated

by five examples.oe He quotes the plural bi'lgar from T. I. Ilrunia's first sample

of texts. It, must, however, be remembered that such "lnlatalized" forms

abound in T. L Hrur1in's texts. J. Deny includes into the glossary of his Eph.

more of them, at least, those in which palatalization occurs before vowel:

kla- (lcl,ya-), bi,ta (bdlya), Iloa (Il'yov). By quoting these examples J' Deny

wishes to support the assumption that in Armeno-Kipchak the palataliza-

tion was more developed than is indicated by the general orthography of the

68 Epk. p. 19.
6s lbid. p. 20.
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language. rt must, however, be realized, that T. r. Hrunin uses the m in ord.er
to distinguish the sound from the Slavic velar l, which shows that from these
data no conclusion can be made concerning palatalization. Hence the form of
the above mentioned bilyarin normaltranscription would Ttebilar.?oJ. Deny,s
other example, gyegrelil is transcribed in rhe Eph. as ggeryelc 122g) while ihe
manuscript has rfrfc which deprived this form of its conclusive value. As to
the examples otlgag and bafii,styag,in, r was not in a positiou to check them-
(The latter is not included in the glossary.) The t (?) in dyortungi in alrprobab-
ility cannot be accounted for in the Kipchak.

At any rate, this question requires a more detailed examination with
due regard to the iadividual data; a few sporadic data, as we have seen, can
hardly be regarded as sound basis for general inferences. rn the Dat., for in-
stance, the consequently recurring E in the words zera and, he6 (|bpq, 4b2y
seems to suggest palatalization. The only support we have in accounting for the
tonality of the vowel is the 6 in the original of these words (tJ, j, e*). [rtmight be a similar orthographical phenomenon as the transcriplion d-f ctosed
i by h in Middle Armenian texts, e.g. *k-F oFr. l6gat, ,7,Lf2t*2 s6n6chal
(Karst, p. 19.).] This, however, hardly entitles us draw general conclusions be-
cause at the same time the words pe{a (t:.,) and pedalca,r are written with f:
Ft2u' -gu77. In the AB both aboye-mentioned words occur with f. ttr-, ttt-

. u-t L-
The Armenian sibilant * unvoiced stop were closely linked as e arly as

in old Armenian. No euphonic souud could separate them but in initial iosi-tion they preceded them (in pronunciation but not in spelling). That, for in-
stance, o- -L-1 was prortoun ced astanal can be concluded from the conj unctive
aorist.?2 This property of the group sibilant * tenuis has been conserved up
to our days. In the sound group un a,r,d. ?- Lhe - has remained a tenuis in spite
of the "second Lautverschiebung" in Middle Armenian, that is u- and z-
were used to reuder the d and .ff of foreign words, respectively. Examples:
luunbl (OIdX'rench chastel), rfulunn (mnistre) i.s el,L*tr el-umuon 1,()ullle-
aume Bastarde') Hchr.Agao;nn.4 $ucu n2 ft1,2(Luc d'Austriche') HChr.60zt,
6326.74

fn most of the dialects of the western type, this pronunciation. has been
conserved in every combination of s, .i * p, t, ft. This phenomenon can be

70 Tho form bi of bi,j occurs in the text of the Eph. itself t,oo: anyng bililcd (- qt,-
tJ,pl' 'ht" Ilighness') 98 which J. Deny, however, transcribe,s inLo bigliki,

?L Eph. p. 20.
72 Esqu,i,sse, p. 53.
?3 l(arst, p. 33.
74 Owing to the incorrect division of the sequence of letters the denomination of

rank was interpreted as a French proper nanne and included in the Inclex as Dos ile Riche.
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observed in the Suceava Armenian dialect as well, though ,- is sometimes

pronounced .sd. H. Acharian, however, attributes this - w-ith good reason -io the influenoe of the literary language.?5 This pronunciation has been con-

served iq Podolian Armenian too and without exception at that: ,tuuuull

oastkg, -uutn.-t ostad'd,2, {\byna'l hri,dta'g, TuZn tagt.76

Following the western Armenian literary pronunciation the editors of
o11r Kipchak texts write sd, dd, for uur, Z'n resp. instead of sf, {t, e. g.: Kraelitz
Iine l0 ntutnnufu (recte: ustumn).n This orthographical phenomenon (occurring

also in the orthography of Turkish speaking Armenians) Kraelitz erroneously

regardS aS a ..Konsonantenwandel".?8 ExampleS frOm the [qt,.; uunl,6uL

(asti,ian) 1?0v18, ntunufu (.yap) @sAlgfl three times, aLUat (ust-) wilh
different possessive suffixes occurs 24 times ; g1,l,uu,-L (krdstan) 25 times ;

{rl7-- ftri,{ta) five times ; unovot (storoa) 180115. Nor is 4a{ plonounced sb

but sp ; uulVuzn,lu7u-tr (sprauooatsa) 173v5-

The use of ur, Z,t for sf, Cf, resp. is gaining ground with the standardiza-

tion of the orthography. In l]ne Dat. we already fiail nuluv (ustnt) 173v21 ;

#r\z,t-l (trl,{ta) 167v10, I82v23 i u,toltluh( (stolmistr 'magister stabuli'}
295v1e; u'tul,ouTu (starosta) four times. Irr the Eph. lhe signs 17, 27 prevail:
hplLouV Qganost) 22L oV-vnuV'o (starosta) 210; nzuV (ust) 4e,13rr- 1fn the

forms sd,aranyesi, 2L? arrLd ,sd,urmoaat 33 the d is a misspelling in the transcription
since the original is u,V*7-LL[uL a\d 77ntV,fo,tur7.) Besides, sf and .{f *'ere

sometimes rendered by the letter group 'p and ?F, e. g.'- p-2p-7-L (kadtalan

'castellanus') 63, 91.

The letter group uo, Ltn in initial position represented originally asl and

aJd, respectively. It cannot be ascertained for sure whether the above examples

were prouounced with or without a prosthetic sound.'l'he chances are that both

prouunciatious were current. 'Ibe name Stecko in the Eph. is writte n u,Ttgpo 18,

with M. Bzhshkiants funLgpn.?e'Ihe readings Bclimbol, Sd'mbol in lhe Eph'

(p. g2.) would be correctly stimbol (or with an undistinctly pronounced pros-

tletic sound). In Armenian texts we find different spellings of 'stambul', but
anyway sf is rendered, here too, by un;in, Abraham Ankiwratsi's and Arakel

Bayishetsi,s l5thcentury jeremiadsonthefallof Byzantiumwe fiud: fununfulnT,

flnyrqoland fuuytrqoy. In scribe Simeon's travel accounts: lJnu'fqoy, U-f'r'tot'
Also the initiai letter group ,{ allows of two possible readings: lJlnunug Slcudar

or askud'ar; ult1t, up-y- (<K-l) (a)skele, (a)sltala.

In the ABbolh spellings occur: -ou7 (d,ost) 15t0, fuuuryu,'71fu (yasta-

Iyflthteetimes.Thesignsuu,Lnhaveprovedmostpersistentinthewords

15 Op. ait. Pp. r08-r09.
?6 llanusz, p. 41.
?? In brackets I give the correat pronunciation only.
78 Studien zum Armem'isah-Tilrhi'sahen, p. 20.
7s Op. o'it. Document A. D. 1463: p. 87.



E. SCEUTZ

lcristan, ust, fri,dta: p7l'o--l'['p (krdstanlik) l3B?, ust 16 times ntun sy1[ g

f,ivvyss ntuT; fri,{ta eight times wilh 7n and five times with 27. The conservatism
of the orthography of krdstan artd fri,dta has possibly been enhanced by their
resemblance to their Armenian equivalents: pvltun,Lbug (h'rdstonga) and.
\pL2nuQ (hredtag,.from the same root as frt{ta).

To sum up it may be said that sf and .ff could be reqdered either by u-
resp. 2u or by u7 resp. Z? without dif{'erence in phonetic value.

The orthography of our Armeno-Kipchak texts is essentially a uniform,
"phonetical" system of spelling which suggests the idBa of applying a unilbrm- .system of transcription to it.In our analysis above we wished to draw attention
to cases in which certain features of this spelling system mix with certain pro-
perties of the classical Armenian orthography. Since the ..traditional" repre-
sentation of certairr sounds or sound groups is not consistent, the transcription
systems employed so f'ar have sometimes ignored these ..exceptions". The
transliteration of these orthographical "exceptions", howeyer, is liable to
disintegrate the general picture of the Armeuo-Kipchak phonetic system and
arouses doubt as to the possibility of an unequivocal interpretation of the
sounds.

As to the basis of the transcription system, we would like to desist from
the Armenian system of transcription because it is the phonetic system of the
Kipchak that is to be represeuted. The Armenian script enables us in most cases
to ascertaiu the Kipchak phonetic value of the letters. Ilence the application
of the Turcological trauscription seems to be more adBquate. J. Deny,s system
lies close at hand but the diacritical signs entail printing difficulties. That is
why r have adopted here K. Grrnbech's signs (supplemented for foreign
words).

Owing to the orthographical properties of Classical Armenian, the trans-
literation does not give, as we have seen, an adequate picture of the Kipchak
phonetic system. A compromise seems therefore to be indicated consisting in
the adoption of the literal transcription with the amendment of italicizing the
letters representing phonetic values differing from the usual orthography, as
e. g- bujruy, bujur-, fridta, etc. (rn these examples r have italicized. two letters
because we are faced with the traditional spelling or letter groups.) This method
can, unfortunately, be applied for running texts only, for quotations of
single words the use of the original characters is anyway advisable.*



ON TEE TRANSCRIPTION OT ARMENO.KIPCEAK

ABBREVIATIONS

Ilrunin T. 14. Fpyrz:f.; .IlausmuuKu n0n06eqtcoeo flsbtqa XVI eerca. Inj ,Arcadenrcy B. A.
fopdaeacrcouy rc eeo ceuudecflmunnmunemuro. Cfopnurc cmamert. M. 1g53. pp.
90-97.

IGaelitz F. v. IGaelitz-Groifonhorst:, Bpraahprobe eimes armenisah tataTi,saken DialelAes
in Polen. In:. WZKM XXVI. p. 307-324.

Eph. J. Deny: DArrndno-Oorna,n et les "Ephdm,4ri.d,es" ile Ka,m'i,em'i,eo (1604-1613),
Wiesbaden 1957.

Dal. M. Lewicki, R,. I(ohnowa: La aersion turque-ki,ptahalc d.u,Oode iles lois iles
Armindems pohmalis" d,'apris le nts. no. 1916 de ta Bibliothdque Ossol,tneum.
Ir.z RO XXJ. pp. 153-300.

AB Ayot'k' h,abarakaa' k'r,istond'ia' - Alyg& Bitiki. Ilov 1618.
HChr. Ilethum, Seigneur of Coricos: Relation of Chronicles . . . In: V. A. Ilakobian,

Manr 1amanakagrufgunner XIII-XVIII dd. [Shorb chronicles of the XIII-
XVIII centuries, vol. II. Yerevan 1956. pp.37-80.]

Esquisse A. Meillet: Esqui,sse d'une gran'tm,ai,re aomparde de I'arm,6nien alassique, 2. ed.
Vienne 1936.

I(arst J. I(arst: Eistoriache Grantmalilt des Kililcisak-Armenisahen Strassburg lg0l.
Ilanusz J. Ilanusz: Lauilehre der poln'isah-armeni,sahen Mund.art oon Rutg in Galiz'i.en.

Wien 1889. (Sonderabdruck a,us WZKM Bd I-m.)
Acharian E. Ada.rian: K'nnut'gun Aidiali fuifuii. fThe dialect of Kuty, Suceava and

Transylvanial Yerevan 1953.

l6l

1l ncta Orientatia xII/1-3.


