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ON THE TRANSCRIPTION OF ARMEN O-KIPCHAK

BY
E. SCHUTZ

Nearly half a century has passed since the first publication of Kipchak
literary records in Armenian script! yet it was only later that J. Deny stressed
their fundamental importance for comanistic studies. J. Deny’s paper?
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.?

Following 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 survey, 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 Bzhshkiants? 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 Anis
and the dispersion of the Armenians, and in this connection he gave a detailed
description, based on investigations on the spot, of the Armenian colonies
in Eastern Europe. In 1808, he visited the Armenians 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

1 The historical and linguistic background of the question was outlined by F.
Kraelitz-Greifenhorst as early as 1912 who also gave the Armeno-Kipchak translation
of a psalm for a sample ( WZKM XXVI, pp. 307—324). He pointed out the close rela-
tion of Armeno-Kipchak to the Coman (op. et pp. 312—313), but the major work he
planned to write on this subject has never been published.

2 J4 July—Sept. 1921, pp. 134—135.

3 The works of T. I. Hrunin, J. Deny, M. Lewicki and R. Xohnowa.

¢ The vicar of Tauria.

5 — Bagratid Armenia.
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documents written in the “Tatar” language which he came across in Lvov and
Kamenets and even publishes excerpts 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
Bibliothéque Nationale and other libraries. We are still far from knowing
all the documents in the public libraries all over the world and in private
possession. M. Bzhshkiants himself complaints that many codices have been
lent to readers and have never been restored.

These codices have been repeatedly mentioned in Armenistic literature,
for the most part with reference to M. Bzhshkiants, but the Armeno-Kipchak
linguistic documents have been looked upon by Armenian philologists rather
as some sort of curiosities and were considered beyond the limits of Armenistics
in the strict sense of the word. ’

While editing the well-known law-book of Mekhitar Gosh compiled in
the 12th century and widely used during the subsequent centuries, V. Zh.
Bastamiants was concerned also with the Paris manuscript of the Armeno-
Kipchak translation® but, as he writes in the preface to the critical edition,
his knowledge of Azerbsijani helped him precious little in coping with this
language, nor was the assistance of an Armenian student from Constantinople
with his knowledge of Osmanli any more useful, because of the “corrupt style”
of the text.

V. Zk. Bastamiants ignores M. Bzhshkiants’ reports and believes that
the translation of the law-hook was meant rather for the Crimean Armenians
living in Tatar environment.?

H. K. Kushnerian who in 1883 went on a pilgrimage to the famous
image of the Virgin at Kamenets, in his report on the journey mentions the
Tatar language of the Podolian Armenians (of Kamenets): “From the end of
the 16th century. .. until 1625 (sic!) they exchanged their smooth Armenian
language for the rude language of the Tatars who ravaged and destroyed their

¢ Datastanagirk” Hayoc", ValarSapat 1880 pp. 48—50.

?Kh. Samuelian also seems to share this opinion. See ApMsHCKHit cyxeGHUK
Mxurapa Ioma. Yerevan. 1954. p. XXXIV. note 1.

Hitherto there is but one Armenio-Kipchak linguistic document figuring as of
“Crimean” origin, the one obtained from Crimea by abbé Frangois Sevin collecting,
oriental manuscripts in 1728—1730 in Constantinople for the Paris royal library (Sevin’s
letter of Dec. 2, 1729, to the minister Maurepas, apud: Fr. Macler, Catalogue p. XIV).
Since the codex is not included in Macler’s catalogue, it cannot be ascertained whether
it was originally wiitten in Crimea or obtained from Podolia. This question can hardly
be solved until the whole Armeno-Kipchak material is collected, the material known
so far comes at any rate from Podolia. Neither Bzhshkiants nor Kushnerian makes -
mention of such records either from Crimea or from among the codices the Armenians
settled in 1778 in the Yekaterinoslav province had taken along, though both of them
visited these Armenian colonies.
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homes™.® Judging by these words, H. 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 for the Arme-
nologists is Gh. Alishan’s edition of sources.? This contains the annals of Kame-
nets-Podolsk in Armenian from 1430 to 1611, in Armeno-Kipchak from 1611
to 1624 and again in 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 one of
his comments refers even to the necessity of a translation: “For those knowing
Turkish this language is not unintelligible if no Polish and [other} foreign
words are mixed with it ; yet if someone is versed in both [languages], he can
easily translate it into our language or any known European language”.10
The Armenian material of the Kamenits 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 treatment 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 manuscript.1t

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 seription of the codices, foremost import-
ance should be attributed to H. Y. Tashian (Dashian)’s catalogues covering
the manuscripts of the Vienna Hotbibliothek (Vienna 1891) and of the Mekhi-
tarist library (Vienna 1895).

For the description of Armenian manuscripts in some European libraries
and private collections we are indebted to Fr. Macler. His 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
Bibliothéque Nationale he borrowed the short descriptions of the Kipchak
documents from abbé Martin’s hand-written catalogue. Fr. Macler was the
one to call attention to the only extant Armeno-Kipchak printed book known
so far, a prayer book published in 1618 in Lvov, the Alyys bitik:.12

8 Patmut"iwn galt akanut’ean Xrimu hayoe® (The history of the Crimean Armenian
colony). Venice 1895 p. 197.

® Kamenic®, Taregirk’ hayoc® Lehastani ew Rumenioy (Kamenits, the Chronicle of
the Armenians of Poland and Rumania), Venice 1896.

10 Ibid. p. 67.

1 In his publication J. Deny never refers to Gh. Alishan’s edition of the complete
Venice manuscript.

12 Prepared for publication by the author.
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Macler’s catalogue of Armenian manuscripts compiled in 1925 in Lyov
registers a period of transition.’® Some of the items listed can 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) manuseripts in ‘Poland.* The list in volume XXI of
the RO (p. 156) may be regarded as a supplement to it for 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 phllologlcal edition of
the “Travels” of scribe Simeon of Poland.15

The study of the history of the Podolian and Moldavian Armenians has
recently gathered considerable impetus in the Armenian SSR. A department
for the relations with the countries of people’s democracy has been organized
in the Institute of History of the Armenian Academy of Sciences.® Quite a
number of papers have already been published on the Podolian Armenians
in the journals of the Academy of Sciences of the Armenian SSR." 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 paper!® giving a good survey of the cultural life of the Podolian
Arm enians. He 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 open question whether or not there are
Armeno-Kipchak texts among the codices that had come from Podolia to the
Matenadaran.

BREA VIL p. 94 et seq.

1 Catalogue des manuscrits arméniens et géorgiens, Warszawa 1958.

¥ Hing panduxt tatasac’ner (Five emigrant poets), Vienna 1921. — Siméon dpri
Lehac'woy utegrut“iwn (The travel accounts of scribe Simeon of Poland), Vienna 1936.

* [An important event right at the beginning of the activities of the department.
was the conference of Armenian and Ukrainian historians and philologists held in Yerevan
{Oct. 23 to 26,1959.). Only brief reports have so far reached us on the discussions having
paramount importance for our subject: Bompockl ncropus, 1960 no. 2. p. 220, Ykpzinbekuik
HCTOPHYHMH. >KypHad, 1960 no. 1. pp. 143—145, Tetekagir, 1969 no. 11—12. pp.
129-—-133.]

17 T'etekagir (Mssectust AH Apm. CCP) and the Patma-banasirakan Handes (Mcro-
p HKO-(uonoruyeckuil >xypnan) started in 1958,

18 Haykakan gattavayrers Ukrainayum XVI—XVII darerum (The Armenian colo-
nies in the Ukrain in the 16th and 17th centuries), in Telekagir 1954 no. 4, pp. 45—80.
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The reoenﬂy published Russian version of Hovhannes Kamenitsatsi’s
contemporary chronicle in a great help is studying the Kamenets chronicle.1®

*

The rendering of a text with the characters of another language is neces-
sarily a compromise, in which the phonetic system of the transcribed language
can only be approximated to a certain degree. In case of the Kipchak texts
in Armenian script the conditions 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 survey.

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 Armenian
texts these deviations can be traced only by considering certain fluctuations in
the spelling and the behaviour of the loan words.

The most important change that has taken place in the phonetic system
of the Armenian language over part of the speech area is the “second Armenian
Lautverschiebung”. This is the most essential difference between the literary
language of the Armenian SSR and the literary language of the Armenians who
have fled west since the 11th century. From the standard language of the medi-
eval Cilician Little 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 17th centuries represent an important
stage between the two extremities of development and may prove useful in
studying the development of the so-called West Armenian phonetic system.

On the other hand, viewed from the 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 Armenian literary language
offer a possibility for the reconstruction of the phonetism of the Armeno-
Kipchak linguistic documents. This fact was recognized at the earliest stage
of research by the Turcologists studying the Armeno-Kipchak texts and was
duly considered when creating the transcription systems used in text editions
published so far.

1% Xot'ini paterazmi patmut iwnas (History of the Khotin war) in Patma-banasirakan
Handes 1958 no. 2, pp. 268—286 ; for the relation of the two chronicles see E. Tryjarski’s
paper: Przeglqd Orient. 1959 pp. 211—214.
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Nevertheless, in some publications we come across phonetic values dif-
fering 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.1. Hrunin adopts the above principle. In his phonetical
comments of the text, however, he fails to give an unequivocal picture of some
problems. He states, for instance, that 1 is rendered by mua, g3a, o in the
texts.20 This should obviously be understood to mean that j (dz) is rendered
by & while g and & are used for ¢ (¢s). This is not very significant for the
Kipchak because these sounds occur in the Ukrainian, Polish and Armenian
words only. There might arise some misunderstanding from his remark that
ya and ye are used for denoting y.2* T. I. Hrunin in all probability refers to the
phonetic values of ;s and 3. In the latter case the generalization may be
restricted to saying that the sound ¢'is generally rendered by ; ; while 2 might
almost be regarded as a lapsus calami.22

Owing to the mixed use of the classical and modern western denomina-
tions of the Armenian letters, T.I. Hrunin’s comments on the rendering of
the sound k are again somewhat ambiguous as far as transcription is concerned.
As he states k,in words with front vowels is represented by .23 This statement,
does not seem to be corroborated by the other linguistic documents where ¢
and p oceur both without distinction. Nor is it unimportant that in the Polish
words with back vowels k is denoted only by p.2¢

As to the transcription system of the Eph. J. Deny inserts the sounds not
reflected in the script, and omits the aspiration of k and ¢. — Since there is no
facsimile in his edition, it seems indicated to draw attention to a few misspell-
ings liable to suggest false conclusions. E. g. the sign of the plural: ritserler: 3¢
(recte: -lari) ; kegirdiler 7' (r.: -lar) ; radical ending in voiceless consonant +
initial consonant in inflectional ending: kokda 73, hligdan T°, bolusgay 92 (r.:
kokta, h[%[ligtan, boluskay) ; y: hagti, hagip 413, 4 (write § for h); verb forms:
edip glatip 219 (v.: etip islatip), edi 92° (r.: edir), edir 11'® (r.: etip), etti edi 10°
(v.: etip edi), olturur edi 18% (r.: olturup edi), angar 53 (r.: angdi), bar edi 167,

20 p. 95.

1 Probably these Armenian denominations of letters reflecting no exact phonetic
values may have prompted the editors of the Daé. to confound the phonetic values of
the affricates.

22 8ee helow. — This phenomenon has been pointed out already by F. Kraelitz-
Greifenhorst, op. cit. p. 312.

28 T, I. Hrunin, op. ¢it. p. 95.; — Bonpocsl s3bIKo3HaHUA 1958 mno. 6. p. 114.

24 The above-mentioned regularity would among others make it advisable to dis-
tinguish the tenues and the tenuis aspirates in transeription 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. it is marked, though not with
complete consequence.
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201 (r.: baredir) ; inflectional ending, possessive personal suffix: etkan songra
38 (r.: etkandan songra), pohrebda 58 (r.: -ga), tayfast 13% (r.: -sin), dinsizin
151 (r.: dinsizni), ayina 16'° (r.: ayinda), kunlarina 1922 (r.: kunlarinda),
babaslar 193 (r.: -lar?), yandan 202 (r.: yanda da), songdun 20% (r.: songfusun),
kisilar 2019 (r.: -lari), ete

Among those who have hitherto published texts, M. Lewicki and R.
Kohnowa have come up against the greatest difficulties in transcription because
of all the Armeno-Kipchak documents the orthography of the Dat. adheres
the most strictly to the classical Armenian spelling. The spelling system here
adopted is not a very fortunate blend of transliteration and transcription.
The reading is made rather difficult by the Armenian transcription uncommon
in Turcology. Thus, for instance, the letter # having the phonetic value of
7 (je )% is rendered by e, the letter p by s, while the sound y, when not reflected
in the original (which is particularly frequent in this text), is not transliterated.
Inadequate letters are frequent in the transcription, though of no serious
consequence thanks to the excellent facsimile. The Armenian letters are tabul-
ated alphabetically? for the most part with their Western Armenian phonetic
values in Meillet’s system. It would have been advisable to include $ (f) 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 & and & is not particularly disconcerting because
the sounds ¢ and dz do not occur in Kipchak words (but e. g. in Armenian
words: {kpdaewSny 177v% ® = herjowacoy ; recte: hercvajoy). The rendering
of € by ¢ is, however, somewhat misleading. The transcribed form of €wkh, for
instance, is throughout éan instead of jan. The letter ? exceptionally occurring
in some cases (and standing for ¢) is incorrectly rendered by §: lfchackp
(Awnunfi, recte: Onunéi) 156v22; LEpp (r.: mefik) 160v1S, 16618 ; nk3Lpp
(‘rzecznik’) 190v13; 9 fusup. (r.: Eygar-) 190v3S.

*

A pecularity in the social-cultural life of the Podolian Armenians of the
16th and 17th centuries is that their standard language is the Kipchak. We
know this from scribe Simeon’s report concerning the first decades of the 17th
century: “The Armenians of Lvov do not know the Armenian language but
speak Polish and Kipchak, i. e. Tatar language”.? This is supported by

% In my transcription I use K. Grgnbech’s symbols. — The meanings of Kipchak
words are not quoted, unless they fail to figure in J. Deny’s comprehensive glossary or in
case of ambiguity.

2 Dat. p. 253.

27 N. Akinian, Siméon, p. 346.

10 Acta Orientalia XTI/1—3.
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Alembek’s chronicle (1603—1605): ,,JArmeni] sacra in Ecclesia nativo ser-
mone semper peragunt, domi semper Tartarorum lingua utuntur”.2® 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 [diat"ik < dtodvjxn ], marriage contracts
[grorenk’] ), are drafted. Kipchak is used in ecclesiastic matters not only on
account of the population’s requirements but also because the priests themselves
have but a scanty knowledge of Armenian. A satirical poem known as the
»Vipasanut'iwn Nikolakan” says: “[The priests in Lvov] do not know
the Armenian language and do not understand what they read”.2? This is
corroborated by Vardan Hunanian (in a letter of his written to the Armenians
of Tokat in 1703): «. . .in those times the priests were very unlearned in erudi-
tion‘and inexperienced in the Armenian language, as the people themselves”.3°

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, and offer a fairly complete picture of
Kipchak phonetics.

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 the 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)3*
which will permit the exclusion of phonetic forms incongruent with the Kipchak
pronunciation, from the texts transcribed.

L (um, be, mf, ]u_)

In the early days of Armenian written literature the sign « was presum-
ably used to denote the semivocal % (w)and formed diphthongs with vowels.
At any rate there could be no great difference between the phonetic value of

28 B0 XXI p. 158.

29 Gh. Alishan, Kamenic', p. 202

30 Ibid. p. 127.

31 The term ‘letter group” I apply to two characters closely linked historically.
The two letters had earlier represented a closer phonetic unit (e. g. diphthong), the
pronunciation of which was later modified, yet the letter group has survived.
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r and that of { because, beside the combinations we, be (k) and }e, to » the letter
 was joined. (The letters ne were used for » on the model of the Greek ov.)
When not in preconsonantic position the pronunciation of « must have become
the same as that of i at a very early stage. In the period having now ouratten-
tion the letter « in intervocalic and final position had the same value as ¢
which shows that its use is but an orthographical peculiarity.

e | In the Armeno-Kipchak texts the intervocalic and final «« denotes
av. This is the symbol for av throughout the Dat. (with the rare exception
Swhunfwp [Janavar] 167v3 5 7). In the Eph. the letter group wy is more fre-
quent: beside wppunncnn (alpavud) 112, wjpunfnin 2212 wefwy (aval) 92;
but ayavat invariably with we, sgubpujen. (Stanislav) 13Y. The trend towards
the standardization of the spelling shows up even in Armenian words: instead,
of qupift (‘David’) we find fFuf/pfd 41°. — In the AB the word awvaz is written
wurg in seven instances and wfug in one. (Since late Middle Armenian the sign
[Pu ('aw) ~ has been used to stress the value v of  in manuscripts and later
in print. Hence: wiwg 217. In the Kipchak texts we have examined, the sign
t'aw occurs in a few cases only.) The word $ayavat (the basis and in deriva-
tives) is written nine times with a«, seven times with ey,

In preconsonantic position the pronunciation of zx became short open
0 as early as the end of the first millenium, and in Middle Armenian texts we
and the new sign o are used alternately. In the transcription of foreign words
and names, for instance: YuwewnuePpf (‘Godfried Bouillon’) HChr. 568 17;
Uenh, gncd (Otto, German emperor’) ¢bid. p. 53 & passim. In words other
than Armenian it occurs in initial position and in uncial writing only: Dat.
Uz (O1) 168117, 181r12, 181v4, 183vlL 19, (In the transcription erroneously:
O ; the authors were probably disconcerted by the sign ° used to stress the pro-
nunciation of JJr as o, a sign common in medieval Armenian texts.) But we
have a correct transcription in Jheppuy (O$ta) 1591r°, 163v3 ; [J2lwkhtu (Ohan-
nes) 211120 is missing in the transcription. — This sign in the uncial writing
is maintained throughout the AB too: leffng (Ofuz) 903, luqpne (Oylu)
113Y, [Jef@ (Ot) 893, Yefdyne (Otlu) 118 (but with a minuscule letter: offyme
ibid.), PAROLAR (TOTRU ) 1502

be (L) T Of the letters for e only &occurs in connection with «in the Armen-
ian sorip?(in case of minuscule letter in ligature 4). In the Kipchak material
open e + v have the sign £4: evet in both Dat. and AB EfEq passim ; Eph.
Kevorovic pkfopod by 112, 52. The ligature L is used regularly in the Armenian
words, in Kipchak words we find it seldom, e. g. in the Dat.: wlk (dev) 167v?,11,
177r22. (This form of writing was probably suggested by the Armenian word
zle of the same meaning [and originl.) In the phrase wuphnisne (bad-ev-uéu,
erroneous transcription: baflovudu) 169r12 we have the Armenian conjunction

10*
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P

L (ew, jew) and’. In Kipchak hendiadyses the conjunction me (v) ’and’ is
frequent. In our example nc is replaced by L in order to avoid cacophony. The
pair ne — L permits the inference that in the mentioned hendiadyses we have
to do with the Armenian conjunction s 32

n | In Kipchak texts the regular sign for o is ¢ though sometimes even »
occurs, without phonemic difference. The latter we come across most frequently
in ov, but this is due to the close orthographical link between the elements of
the letter group #f in Armenian orthography. In the Dat. it is frequent in the
suffix groups -ovuéu, -ovlu and also in jiyov which is always written Ajfuny ;
further jovuy Emfncfu, Krakov (’Cracow’) ppuspmf, Ilov ('Lvov’) ppnd, tolov
Popny ; in Kipchak morphologic pairs with u — 0 : any (suv *water’) and
ung (s0v), uncif- (suv- ’to love, like’) and unyf- (s0v-) ete.

In the language of the scribes the pronunciation of » in initial position
was obviously vo (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 language® —
n is followed by ¢ ; in this case the initial » is pronounced o. Accordingly, we
find s for ov also in initial position in the Dat.: mf (ov), mfpudispp (ovran-
Cik ), mfpuh- (ovran-), nfpunp-, ndpwf@- (ovrat-), yet the sign o also appears:
of pufd. (ovrat-) 158r2L,

In the Eph. too the letter group my is still frequent: pyny (Ilov *Lvov’)
11, 45, 20213 bplund (jyyov) 212, but: sofpu (Sovra) 133, douped (Moskov)
(six times).

In 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. In initial and medial position its use is almost exclusive: of (ov),
of puslighp (ovranéik), of pung-, of pusfd- (ovrat-), ofnik. (ovun-), soof pus (Covra),
o (S0v-), wofusp (sovak), woynep (sovuk), woynih. (sovum-), woifnikigznep
(sovunéluk) ; but govda fpfwnw (’body, corps’) 13515, The same is found in the
suffix groups -ovlu, -ovsuz, -ovuéi. In final position, however, mf occurs still
rather frequently: uppuod (byyov) 934, but wpgmy 105, fyny (Iiov) frontp.12,
juyov (church’) is written five times with my and five times with o ; jyyov
(’id.’) twice with »¢ and once with osf.

* Though in such hendiadyses even initial s is generally preceded by the con-
junction se, this fact does not contradict the possibility of Armenian origin of this con-
junction, because for the conjunction *and’ re is used exclusively from Middle Armenian
on. — For another interpretation see J. Deny, Eph. pp. 77—78.

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

3In 1! the transcription Ilav is a misspelling for Ilov, whence the conclusion
drawn therefrom (Eph. p. 88) is void.
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The alternate occurrence of the Kipchak ov ~ uv (e. g. suv ~ sov, ovran-
~ upran-) may suggest the assumption that the use of the letter group of my
would perhaps indicate a shift of the pronunciation toward «,35 yet on realiz-
ing that also the unequivocal ov is often rendered by sy, further that this
letter group occurs in any position and that the standardization of orthography
entails a preference for o, it becomes obvious that this phenomenon should
be looked upon only as an Armenian orthographic peculiarity.

Should the dialectal pronunciation of a preconsonantic . happen to be
something like ov,% this does not necessarily mean the decomposition of the
letter group sc, but merely indicate that the first element in the sound group
is but an inserted vowel. Thus the word Incppudy Eph. 419, novirag in the
glossary should be read rather n(a)virag. The correct reading of wpdfnl m.
whhbay (Simeon Ovanna) Dat. 179v4 is Simeon u Anna ('S. and A.’). Cowap
15711, éuvap 169v12, ovap 175v2 standing in the transcription of the Dat. for
Gnewp should be corrected into juap pronounced with a hiatus (cf. CC joap).

}=| The letters o in Old Armenian must have denoted originally the
sound group (diphthong) 4w. In the course of the development of the language —
with the coincidence of the values of « and ¢ — in prevocalic and final position
it has conserved its pronunciation %0 up to our days. Before consonants (i.e.
in closed syllable also at the end of the words) it turned into a rising
diphthong gu.

The history of the pronounciation of pc has not yet been worked up,
and their value in Middle Armenian deduced by Karst3? cannot be regarded
as covering all possibilities. This sound group i.e. diphthong has generally
become monophthongal (u, e, ). The pronunciation 4 beside u may be re-
garded as proven, though the example jper is not nonclusive because it may
be an earlier borrowing with sound replacement, its medieval re-adoption
being f}p, on the basis of the contemporary Greek pronunciation.® The picture
ignores the ‘traditional” pronunciation ju which can presumably be traced
as far back as this period, and it is highly probable that many pe signs conceal
a ju with sound replacement.

In modern West Armenian literary language the preconsonantic pc is
pronounced ju, fu, ji, .39 '

In the Armeno-Kipchak texts here investigated pe (occurring only in
preconsonantic position) denotes ju. In the Dat. the phonetic value ju is ren-

35 For Middle Armenian cf. Karst, p. 2L

36 Cirbied, Gramm. arm. p. 651.

3 Op. cit. pp. 22, 66, 118.

38 Hitbschmann, Arm. Gramm. p. 357.

8 ¥. Feydit, Manuel de langue arm., Paris 1948. p. 13.; A. Abeghian, Neuarm.
@ramm., Berlin—Leipzig 1936, p. 21.
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~ dered by pc in the majority of the cases. In the second syllable ju is invariably
written pe: bujur- 27 times syncpep., bujurul- twice wncpepmey. (but cf.
p. 154 bujruy: wnypncps). The same applies also to the initial position in most
cases: Jupuwp (jurak) 161r8, 190v%, pegpne  (juzlu) 17013, The situation
is, however, complicated by the inclination of the copyist to use & for the initial
j-. This has yielded the following variants, in which the sound j has a double
representation: bpep (jjuk) 18TV, bpcjune (jjuyu) 160V, bphnch.  (jju-
gun-) 175v30. The frequently recurring word juz appears three times as peg
and four times as bprg. The fluctuation of orthography becomes obvious when,
the two different kinds of spelling occur in one and the same line: bpiguay pog
(jjuzda juz *face to face’).

Beside the standardized form brcyf. (juv-) (4th line) in Kraelitz’s pub-
lication we find pepwp (jurak lines 13 and 20), peg (juz line 14). In the
Eph.: bneg (juz) 9'3. In the AB — in course of the orthographical standardiz-
ation — we find almost invariably &sc in initial position and yre in medial
position for ju : juban- : bnewpuh. 274, juyla- : bnpupw. three times, juyov
always with bne, bncfune (juyu ’dream’) 271, juk and derivative forms:
bacp(.), juv- five times bmeyf., juz 12 times bmeg. In medial position: bujur-
invariably wmeymep.. On the other hand, juru- : bnepne. 1218, 13519, but
prpne- AT2, jurak 23 times plus its derivatives: hapup(-) but pepwp 1461540

It follows from our examples that in the above cases pe cannot be read @
(which would yield drak, dizlu, 4iz).2* Hence this cannot be judged by the same
standard as the renderings }r — 4 to be attributed to the influence of the
Armenians of Turkey.42

r

The Kipchak velar ¢ (y in our transcription) is rendered by the closest
related p. But in the first syllable, in some suffixes 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 tending toward < phonetic™ tran-
scription and thus departing from the classical Armenian orthography most
of the y sounds are represented (by ), except mostly in cases when one of the
sounds in the first or last syllable is a liquid (e. g. gl ; -1fe, -np). In these
cases the editors of these texts fail to give an equivalent to y in transcription,
except for J. Deny who marks it by (%) or without brackets or, in some cases,

40 Ags we have seen in other connections, the classical orthography was conserved
latest by the uncial writing.

11 Fph. p. 83 sub: yuz. — Consequently, it is rather an orthographical feature than
a phonetic development in Armeno-Kipchak, as is assumed in Phil. Ture. Fund. p. 83.

42 J, Deny does not distinguish these two phonetic values though is plausible in
supposing that also the latter should be reckoned with. Eph. p. 19.
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omits it.13 In the orthography of the Dat. y is often absent, nor is it rendered
by any sign in the transcription of the text, in accordance with the system of
transliteration of the authors.

In Armenian p is a mid-vowel assuming the timbre of its environment,
pronounced with different intensity in different positions yet generally 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 grammars gener-
ally treat it as being a euphonic inserted sound. In many cases it can be demon-
strated to derive from the reduction of vowels having full sonority (4, sc)
when these find themselves in unstressed position in consequence of inflection
or word composition. In Armenian the consonant groups are no real clusters
since there is in most cases some sound there reduced to 2 (p) which is not re-
flected in writing. This phenomenon can not always be grasped etymologically,
yet can at any rate be demonstrated already in Old Armenian.# In syllables
originally containing } or #c having become unstressed the reduction of the
vowels to 2 (p) 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 Armenian the dropping of « in the medial position.)
Reduction, however, often affects other sounds as well in Middle Armenian® and
is a frequent phenomenon in dialects. In Podolian Armenian, for instance, any
of the five principal vowels may be reduced to 2.4 As to the group containing
consonant -+ r in final position in this dialect, H. Acharian describes it as a
local peculiarity,®” though these forms were recorded by J. Hanusz 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 -+ 2 + . (Cf.
Armeno-Kipchak .uwp (-dyr ’is’).

Further arguments in favour of the consonant clusters being merely
orthographical are as follows: at the point of separation p is inserted even if
originally absent in script ; in poetical works p always forms a syllable even if
not marked ; medieval authors often use in writing p even in prose texts. For
Armenian words occurring in Kipchak texts the classical orthography is used
in most cases, but in the A B the inserted letter p often appears also in Arme-
nian words, e. g.: wpp|pnelp ("The Holy Lady’) 1093, #phpmnky (‘baptize’)
1311, kpywh (’sign’) 1669,

On the basis of spelling of CC iarlga, etc. I and r in these cases are
supposed to be voiced consonats in Cumanian. The above quoted Armeno-

43 The unwritten y was, in his opinion, “sometimes, probably”” not pronounced.
Eph. p. 19.

4 Hibschmann, Ohronologie, p. 157 ; Esquisse, p. 53.

4 Karst, pp. 55, 39.

46 Hanusz, p. 93.

47 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.: alyy$§ and derivates in Dat. always wyq;, (but sayy$ and deriv.
wunypy), jalyyz always bwpqg, yysya once Jupupum, once fuujuw, tynésyzlyy
Blugifs 164120, ete. In the standardized spelling of the AB the y (p) is
rendered in the majority of cases. But -lyy is represented by - in some
30 per cent of the cases; further Cyyar- 8 times jpfuwp. twice shuwp., jazyy
10 times bugplu, 4 times busglu. '

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 (¥).

J L]

Most of the orthographical, i. e. phonetical problems are connected with
the letters used for j, ¢, and the pronunciation of the letter ;. In Old Armenian
7, § were usually represented by ;. This use, however, was discontinued as early
as prior to the Middle Armenian period.

J- l Losing its sonority and intensity the initial j gradually turned into
h.In Meillet’s opinion the traces of the beginning of this process have been con-
served in the initial y of ypunch *fifty’ and the initial & of kg *five’ .50 The value
h of initial ; in Middle Armenian is attested by cases of double orthography.5t
This seems to be supported by the fact that in medieval texts p is sometimes
found as a tentative spzlling of the sound 4 in foreign words, e. g.: in the
chronicle of Grigor Akantsi®® jasay : punnwpu 112, but juwumps X112, 43 or wmsusfer
IV, X114, jarlyy : punpupe VII2Y; jaryuéi @ wpgnegl X1 five times. The omis-
sion of j shows that the common nouns that had soon become loan words
shared the fate of the Armenian initial 4, i. e. its transformation through a
weak h into a very weak, unmarked aspiration. (Since the Middle Armenian
period 4, and sometimes §, have been used also for denoting the secondary
weak aspiration occurring before the original initial = and ».)

We find the same result in Podolian Armenian where the initial ; is
pronounced either % or ¢ (here and there secondary aspiration also appears).53
According to Acharian, the initial ; = ¢ in the Podolian and neighbouring
dialects, while the words with an initial A (written) are literary adoptions.’

This ; is often left unrepresented even in the Armenian words occurring
in Kipchak texts, e.g.: mfuh(l)bu (Ovan[n]es) Dat. 180v1, 4,20, [Jluklibe

50 Fsquisse, p. 30. 53 Hanusz, p. 69.
51 Karst, p. 34. 54 Acharian, p. 91.
52 HJAS XII{3—4.
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(Ohanmes) Dat. 211r%°. In contemporary Armenian texts too, e. g.: wph-
Pl (apetagan *Japhetide’), wymlfuwncpp (ajsmawurk’ *martyrologium’).ss
That is why it may seem to be more correct to denote the initial ; in the
Kipchak texts by h, or by © or to omit it altogether, that is to.transcribe
e. g. Eph. yoidufwp, yoibju, gnfwhbo, judop as hunvar, hunis, (H)ovanes,
(H )agop and not with an initial j; Dat. Juwpncfp 177v15,19 should be tran-
scribed rather harut'j(un) than yaruii(v)n.

The contemporary initial j is represented by &. For instance, in Minas
dpir’s colophon of 1565 the name of the papal legate sent to Lvov is written
Qrudighupniy froluwh(Eu)® *Franciscus Johannes’.

V l The final ;y was no longer pronounced in Middle Armenian and was
therefore often omitted in writing as well.5” Yet under the influence of the clas-
sical orthography — in proportion to the scribe’s knowledge of it — it was
adopted as a rule of spelling that final « and # (often even other vowels) might.
not stand without a final (mute) y in foreign words either. Since in Armenian
there was no j pronounced at the end of polysyllabic words, the problem of ren-
dering the pronounced final j never arose. In case of loan words ending in j
the scribe had no other alternative than to use the letter y which, however,
was not pronounced. This accounts for the fluctuation in the spelling of the
foreign words ending in j. The ; was now used now omitted, yet of these cases
no conclusion can be drawn as to the pronunciation of the final j in a foreign
word. For instance the Mongolian name Cayataj is written Quiquanu by Kirakos
Gandzaketsi®® and Quwuunmy by Grigor Akantsi.5® The two different ways of
spelling cannot be regarded as a reasonable ground for the conclusion — as
F. W. Cleaves states — that the ending re presents a Mongolian -3,%° because
what we are up against is nothing more than a characteristic feature of medie-
val Armenian orthography.

The use of the final mute ; is rather general in our Kipchak texts so that
it coincides with the use of the j pronounced. The editors of the teéxts solve
this problem by not transliterating the mute ;. This, however, may lead to
many a controversy in transcription. Thus in the Dat. the mute y is often repre-
sented while the pronounced y is omitted. This is particularly embarassing in
the case of the neg. opt. -Julpy (-magaj) and the supine -Juwhuy (-maga).
If in the original the pronounced  is not written as, e. g. the opt. -fw in the
Eph. 8 it should be put down to mere inaccurateness in spelling.

88 Akinian, Hing, pp. 1565—156.
% Ibid. p. 65.

8 Karst, pp. 22, 25, 60, 62—63.
58 Bd. Venice 1865, Name Index.
59 HJAS 1949, Name Index.

60 Jhid. p. 418.

¢l Eph. p. 21.
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The scribe of the Dat. (and other monuments) sometimes compensates
‘the muteness of the final ; by writing two ; letters, e. g.: uyqsfiudpunyyy (ajtmagaj)
178rY, wopdwlyuyy (bolmagaj) 162v10, ete. but sporadically only.

77, o | In Old Armenian the diphthong of was represented by ;. This
situation changed when in Middle Armenian the » became more closed.®2 The
combination sy assumed a new phonetic value before consonants,® such as,
for instance, in foreign words: wuymnnl (*Baldouin®), [ au (Louis’).$ When
in the 12th century the o was introduced to denote the open o, it became
possible to write the diphthong ef in foreign words as o.

The o, of is represented by oy also in the Armeno-Kipchak linguistic
monuments with “standardized” orthography, invariably in every position
i. e. either before vowel or before consonant, e. g.: in the AB boj : uoy, yoj
(’sheep’) fuoy, yoj- ("to put’) jues-, ojan- oywh-.In the A B uj and ug are represent-
ed by ney (before both vowel and consonant), e. g.: wjat- meyufd-, bujruy
sy prefu, bujrugli wpoyprcfugh. ‘

In the Dat., however, oj is more often written n; as against o, e. g.:
%0j- proportionally 26 times Jusy and 7 times fuos; boj four times wo; and
twice wyny, y0jéi Junysp 179v12. The two ways of spelling in these cases are
purely orthographical variations, the use of 7y showing a conservative attach-
ment to the accustomed letter group.

On the other hand, bujruy is written ten times wymypncpu in the Dat.
which should obviously be read with «j (according to the modern literary
Pprenunciation), and not with oj. The fact that yoj- is spelt now puny. now puey.,
seems to contradict 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 bujruy is supported by several facts: a) in the Dat. itself
we find once wneypnfu (164v22), b) the verbal stem is bujur-, ¢) the 4B is
unanimous in giving the reading bujruy.

-, l The weakening of initial, but mainly of final y was not (or but
partlﬂared by the ; in medial position, having conserved its value 4, 7 up
to our days.

Most of the Kipchak j and § sounds are represented medially by 4, e. g.:
uywls (ajay), wyq- (ajt-), Suymuwfd (hajbat), howyp- (yajt-); in falling diph-
thongs throughout.

62 Karst, p. 21.

83 At the end of polysyllabic words the letter y became mute while in monosyllabic
wouns the traditional pronunciation is oj.

8 Karst, p. 25.
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Of the rising diphthongs the ja is, however, often written bw, e.g. dunja
almost throughout wackbw; eja in the Dat. Ekw (but in the AB Ew). This is
presumably due to the early diphthongization of medial 4w in Armenian. The
representation is not consistent: Dat. oywr- (ojat-) 160v'4, but ackwy (ujat)
17518, .

There is a fluctuation of spelling in the sound combination éa, e. g.:
Dat. bijan- is throughout wpywh., tijar is qpyjup seven times and once fpep.
Tijasi(dir) ’RoIOKHO, soll’ is represented by gpyuwwup, @pywup nine times, by
phbwa) once and occurs nine times as gfuwup, fFpump ; or nijat (1) is twice
bbuwf@ and three times bpusf?. The missing of the ; does not necessarily involve
the absence of § or 3. In Armenian orthography the glide is not marked at the
limit of compounds ending in 4, e. g.: &puwenp (cif]avor "horseman’), Jpunlpun
(mifi]amid *simple-minded’). In monographs on dialects the 7 is usually
marked. The forms ciavar, miamid of these words were recorded by J. Hanusz
and H. Acharian from the Podolian dialect obviously under influence of the
written forms.

The glides in such groups of sounds as i3y, yii, ete. is problematical.
Inconsistent orthography may perhaps be due to varying pronunciation. E. g.
Dat. popyb (yyjn) 1780, but ppyplyp (yijynly) 162v:; AB pupyk (xyjn)
47, but pupyph (yyjyn) 50° and six times pupspk (yyjin). In addition to
this, it would be important to investigate the question in connection with the
present ending in -ppp, -ppp (Or -pbps -ppp)- (But we find also: busgpsbpipupg
192r22 “we write’.) The frequent dissimilation of y, resp. ¢ 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, @ian).

The double representation of j, ¢ also occurs, e. g.: Dat. gbffunjbu
(-1pl) (ketyoja-lyy) 162r9, 170v7, 2971%7 ; quipuyly|bumy (tarbijat) 182v4 (but
nine times — Jyum). 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.

7~ j_C‘_l The initial § in our Armeno-Kipchak documents is represented
invariably by & (except for the initial ju-). The initial & in preconsonantic
position, however, stands for je-. This corresponds to the pronunciation in the
modern Armenian literary language.®

For denoting initial je- the Dat. uses the traditional Armenian spelling,
i.e. b, e.g.: jeng- kbly. (kb.), jengil- Ellipy-, jer bp, jerga bplw. In the other texts
the standardized representation prevails, e. g.: Eph. jer three times &p bug

65 In Podolian Armenian the initial & is pronounced je under stress only, i.e. in
anonosyllabic words, otherwise it sounds e.
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three times &£, jeber- twice bugkp. but twice bEwkp; in AB je- (‘eat’) is repre-
sented by the following spelling variants: 4. once, &£ twice : jel b1 twice,
kLfy once ; jer ten times bp, 26 times bEp ; jetis- once byl and once blgp;..

The use of &£ beside the orthographical 4 is found even in Armenian
words in the 4B, e. g.: lif[ln["l_nl.ﬁ[ujl -(Ctrinity’) 65%, 1104, 1687 ; lif[rln_uuulfz/i
(*Jerusalem’) 679, 1495.

Some remarks on palatalization

Palatalization is indicated by the frequent use of & or &F after k (2 p)
instead of the £ that one might expect. The use of & was observed also by J.
Deny in different texts® who has included three of such cases in his glossary:
keg- (keg-), kel- (kel-), ketyoya. In our texts this phenomenon is quite common.

In the Dat. we have, for instance, keé- three times as 5o, pks- and three
times as ghy-; keémi§ qfulp, 190v but kedir- ghspp. 1631 : kel- 17 times
#£1- (pf1-) but 16 times gby- (phy-); keltir- four times gbyqpp- (2£1Ppp-) but
three times gbygpp-; kerak is throughout (38 times) ghpup (qbpuwp); keri is in-
variably (four times) ghpp (pkpk); kez is always written £by (eight times).
At the same time e in the syllable ken- is consistently written £, e. g.: kendi
(48 times) pllun}, qblun} ; kensi (three times) gbhup; kengad, -Ii (six times)
pEMpuy, ).

In the first part of the AB £ (g, p) is followed now by £ now by 4. Begin-
ning from page 63 a third spelling (££) alternates with the previous two, e.g.
keCa twelve times glyw (pEsuws), but ghyw 1638 and ghlsw 1107 ; kedir- six times
2Esbp- (gkshp-) but phlspp. 16313 ; kel- nine times g£7- (pE7-) but five times
#hl1-; keltir- five times gbpghp- (pbrabp-) but pblyghp., qhtyppp. 672,
1388; kerak phpuwp 5 and ghbpup 122%; keraksyz qbbpupupy 1135 keri three
times pfpp, but twice phpp and four times pbbpp; kez throughout £59.5 In the
AB even the spelling of the syllable ken- is fluctuating: kend; 33 times pElun}
five times pblun} and seven times phbhun}.

The use of &£ can be attested even in Armenian words: kero(v)pe (‘che-
rub’) phpnfpl 1285, pEpmfpk 1571, but pEEpopk 7510,

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

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

¢ There is no example for this in the Hph.
% The uniform written form of kez may have been influenced by the spelling of
the Armenian word phyg (‘to you’).
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qu’elle permet de supposer que la mouillure était tout de méme plus développée
en arméno-coman que ne ’indique 1’orthographe générale de cette langue™ .
In this assumption of J. Deny’s a considerable 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 in 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
Armenian dialect (Van, Qarabay, Hadrut®, Maraya, Agulis, Urmia, Karéevan,
Meyri, etc.). It is conspicuous that in the dialects palatalization affects in the
first place the sounds g, k and k. But one must not be misled by this resem-
blance, because other sounds are also subject to palatalization, such as ¢ and
¢, 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 Armenian immigrants into Podolia from terri-
tories under Ottoman Turkish rule, one might be inclined to attribute palatali-
zation to Osmanli influence. This explanation, however, does not seem to be
probable because palatalization is not restricted to k in Osmanli either where
it oceurs also before velar vowels.

This phenomenon may more probably be ascribed to Polish influence
because k before e is always palatalized in Polish. This assumption seems to be
supported by the fact that in the Polish sound group k - ¢ no palatalization
oceurs, as can be observed in the material of the Dat. in the syllable ken-. (In
the AB compensation, on the one hand, and the fluctuation of the spelling,
on the other, has become general.)

Ina few words J. Deny mentions another kind of palatalization illustrated
by five examples.t® He quotes the plural bilyar from T. I. Hrunin’s first sample
of texts. It must, however, be remembered that such ‘‘palatalized” forms
abound in T. I. Hrunin’s texts. J. Deny includes into the glossary of his Eph.
more of them, at least those in which palatalization occurs before vowel:
Ha- (kya-), bila (bilya), Ilov (Ilyov). 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 Eph. p. 19.
89 Jbid. p. 20.
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language. It must, however, be realized that T. I. Hrunin uses the nb in order
to distinguish the sound from the Slavic velar 7, which shows that from these
data no conclusion can be made concerning palatalization. Hence the form of
the above mentioned bilyar in normal transcription would be bilar.70J. Deny’s
other example, ¢yeyrek™ is transcribed in the Eph. as cyeryek (22%) while the
manuscript has ¢£p£p which deprived this form of its conclusive value. As to
the examples oflyas and bagislyagin, I was not in a position to check them.
(The latter is not included in the glossary.) The & (?2) in dyortungi in all probab-
ility cannot be accounted for in the Kipchak.

At any rate, this question requires a more detailed examination with
due regard to the individual data ; a few sporadic data, as we have seen, can
hardly be regarded as sound basis for general inferences. In the Dai., for in-
stance, the consequently recurring & in the words zera and heé (ghpuy, Gbs)
seems to suggest palatalization. The only support we have in accounting for the
tonality of the vowel is the ¢ in the original of these words (Izss o). [Tt
might be a similar orthographical phenomenon as the transcription of closed
¢ by } in Middle Armenian texts, e.g. jpjuf® oFr. 1égat, upbpdbuy sénéchal
(Karst, p. 19.).] This, however, hardly entitles us draw general conclusions be-
~ cause at the same time the words peda («2,) and pesakar are written with £:
pbyw, -pwp). In the AB both above-mentioned words occur with £ qEpu, GEs.

wn, o

The Armenian sibilant + unvoiced stop were closely linked as early as
in Old Armenian. No euphonic sound could separate them but in initial posi-
tion they preceded them (in pronunciation but not in spelling). That, for in-
stance, uumulhuy was pronounced astanal can be concluded from the conjunctive
aorist.” This property of the group sibilant + tenuis has been conserved up
to our days. In the sound group «s and ,ur the u has remained a tenuis in spite
of the “second Lautverschiebung” in Middle Armenian, that is smn and ur
were used to render the st and § of foreign words, respectively. Examples:
Quminky (O1d French chastel), duyuun  (maistre) ;% Ypyunt Qusnmesnn (*Guille-
aume Bastarde’) HChr. 4940 ; mncly Quus mp [hps (Cduc d’Austriche’y HChr. 6034,
6326.74

In most of the dialects of the western type, this pronunciation has been
conserved in every combination of s, & + p, t, k. This phenomenon can be

7® The form bi of bij occurs in the text of the Eph. itself too: anyng biliki (— wpr.
1lpl “his Highness’) 98 which J. Deny, however, transcribes into beyliks.

T Bph. p. 20.

2 Esquisse, p. 53.

"8 Karst, p. 33.

™ Owing to the incorrect division of the sequence of letters the denomination of
rank was interpreted as a French proper name and included in the Index as Dos de Riche.
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observed in the Suceava Armenian dialect as well, though uwr is sometimes
pronounced sd. H. Acharian, however, attributes this — with good reason —
to the influence of the literary language.” This pronunciation has been con-
served in, Podolian Armenian too and without exception at that: fwuewmud
vastig, wwnnews astvadz, {pbymedy hristog, pupm tast.’

Following the western Armenian literary pronunciation the editors of
our Kipchak texts write sd, &d for uus, e resp. instead of st, &, e. g.: Kraelitz
line 10 neumnulm (recte: ustuma).” This orthographical phenomenon (occurring
also in the orthography of Turkish speaking Armenians) Kraelitz erroneously
regards as a “Konsonantenwandel”.”® Examples from the Dat.: wnn}i€uls
(astifan) 170vS, meunupps (qpp) (ustolyy) three times, muw. (ust-) with
different possessive suffixes occurs 24 times; polwnwl (kristan) 25 times ;
Bphym (frita) five times ; uwmopod ( storo%) 180r15. Nor is usy pronounced sb
but sp : wmpuenfuwuay (spravovatsa) 173ve.

The use of ug, z for st, &, Tesp. is gaining ground with the standardiza-
tion of the orthography. In the Daf. we already find muqus (ustat) 173v*;
Bpbopuy (fridta) 167v10, 182v3; wpopdlfugp (stolmistr ‘magister stabuli’)
205v19; wgmpounm (starosta) four times. In the Eph. the signs uy, ;¢ prevail:
dpfliouy (Syvnost) 2215 wpupnuquw (starosta) 21°; mcuq (ust) 4°, 1312, (In the
forms sdaranyesi 27 and sdurmovat 3? the d is a misspelling in the transeription
since the original is wgwpuwhbfap and ppmmfofun.) Besides, st and & were
sometimes rendered by the letter group =/ and 7/, e. g.: pupffupuwl (kastalan
‘castellanus’) 63, 91,

The letter group wm, e in initial position represented originally ast and
a4, respectively. It cannot be ascertained for sure whether the above examples
were pronounced with or without a prosthetic sound. The chances are that both
pronunciations were current. The name Stecko in the Eph. is written uglypo 18,
with M. Bzhshkiants Paumkgpn? The readings Sdimbol, Sdmbol in the Eph.
(p. 92.) would be correctly: Stimbol (or with an undistinetly pronounced pros-
thetic sound). In Armenian texts we find different spellings of ‘Stambul’, but
anyway st is rendered, here too, by wen ; in Abraham Ankiwratsi’s and Arakel
Bayishetsi’s 15th century jeremiads on the fall of Byzantium we find: Lumunliyny,
Yenpuliqop and uwnpedujoy. In scribe Simeon’s travel accounts: [Jurunfiyqoy, {Junplugoy.
Also the initial letter group uj allows of two possible readings: [Jfnunwp Skudar
or askudar ; wlbgk, upupm (IC)) (2)skele, (2)skala.

In the 4B both spellings occur: wourg (dost) 1510, jummgqu, -yphs (yasta-
lyy) three times. The signs ww, i have proved most persistent in the words

5 Op. cit. pp. 108—109.

6 Hanusz, p. 41.

7 In brackets I give the correct pronunciation only.
8 Studien zum Armenisch-Tiirkischen, p. 20.

79 Op. cit. Document A. D. 1463: p. 87.
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kristan, ust, frifta : pphomwlypp (kristanlik) 1337, ust 16 times mewnn and 8
times meay ; frista eight times with ;o and five times with ;4. The conservatism
of the orthography of kristan and frifta has possibly been enhanced by their
resemblance to their Armenian equivalents: pppumnlbay (% ristonya) and
Lpbiginudy (hredtag ; from the same root as fridta).

To sum up it may be said that st and & could be rendered either by wen
Tesp. yur or by ug resp. pq without difference in phonetic value.

*

The orthography of our Armeno-Kipchak texts is essentially a uniform,
“‘phonetical” system of spelling which suggests the idea of applying a uniform
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 certain sounds or sound groups is not consistent, the transcription
systems employed so far have sometimes ignored these “exceptions’. The
transliteration of these orthographical “‘exceptions’, however, is liable to
disintegrate the general picture of the Armeno-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 represented. The Armenian script enables us in most cases
to ascertain the Kipchak phonetic value of the letters. Hence the application
of the Turcological transcription seems to be more adequate. J. Deny’s system
lies close at hand but the diacritical signs entail printing difficulties. That is
why I have adopted here K. Grgnbech’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
€. 8. bujruy, bujur-, frifta, etc. (In these examples I have italicized two letters
because we are faced with the traditional spelling or letter groups.) This method
can, unfortunately, be applied for running texts omly, for quotations of
single words the use of the original characters is anyway advisable.*
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