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An Armeno-Kipchak Version of the Lord’s Prayer

EDWARD TRYJARSKI

We all recognizeOme/janPritsak as an eminentexpert in Slavic and Turkic
philology, linguistics, andhistory, but thismodestofferingis madein recognition
of his research in Armeno-Kzpchakstudies,which has left its distinct imprint,
especiallyhis work on thegrammaticalprinciples of the Armeno-Kipchaklan
guagepresentedin "Das Kiptschakische... B. ArmenischKiptschakisch,"
Philologiae Turcicae Fundamenta,vol. 1 Wiesbaden,1959, pp. 81-87. More
than twentyyearshaveelapsedsincethat article waswritten andmanynewtexts
haveappearedin the meantime,but ProfessorPritsak‘s detailedandsystematic
studyandhis keenobservationson theArmeno-Kipchaklanguage,basedon an
analysis of all earlier texts, remain valuable to scholars- E. Tryjarski.

A considerableamountof Armeno-Kipchakmaterial,includingreligious
texts, hasbeenpublishedin recentdecades,’but a versionof the Lord’s
Prayer- thatmost fundamentalof Christiantexts - wasnotincluded
among them; Turkologists did not even know where to look for it.
Finally, however,a versionhasturnedup in Poland.Of inestimablevalue
in comparativestudies,this rarecopy is in the collection of theNational
Museumin Cracow, its text insertedinto an Armeno-Kipchakbreviary
that is part of the CzartoryskiCollection, ms. no. 2412, folios 129-130.

The text in questionmusthavebeenseenby the ReverendK. Roszko
when heprepareda catalogueof Armenianmanuscriptsin Polishcollec
tions some twenty years ago; unfortunately,however,he mentionedit
neitherin the catalogue2non in a paperthatsummedup the resultsof his
work.3 A. Zajczkowski,in a book publishedin 1948, comparedseven
Tunkic versions of the prayer, but madeno mention of the Armeno

I Cf. Ja.R. DaIkevy Dalkevi, "Armjano-kypakskijjazyk: Bibliografija litera
tury 1802-1978,"RocznikOrientalistvczny40, no. 2 1979:79-86.
2 Cataloguedes manuscritsarméniensei géorgiens,comp. by K. Roszkoand E.
Stuszkiewicz,Cataloguedesmanuscrilsorientauxdescollectionspolonaises.comp.
by S. Strelcyn, M. Lewicki and A. Zajczkowski,vol. 3 Warsaw,1958, p. 27.
3 K. Roszko,"Rkopisyormiañskiew zbiorachpolskich,"PrzeglqdOrientalistyczny
3 [23] 1957:309.
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Kipchakversionin Cracow,4andwas probablyunawareof its existence
- had he known, he would surelyhave includedit. It seemslikely that

texts of this basic prayerare also hiddenaway in collectionsin Erevan,

Venice, Vienna,andotherplaces.E. Schiitz, when he listed thecontents

of the Armeno-Kipchakprayer book he discoveredin Leiden,5 wrote,

"p. 7-10. Referenceto Paternoster. Domine si labia mea apenies,os

meumcanet laudestuas Karg. p. 5, Brev. p. 1,"6 but so far as I know

neitherthat text nor any of the otherreligious texts in the prayer book
haveever beenpublished.

The Armeno-Kipchak Lord’s Prayer reads:

fol. 129
atamizbizim k’i kokta sen
an dir at’ing séningk’elgay xan

fol. 130
ling seningbolsun erkingsCn
ing neik’ kokdaalayjerda
ot’mak’imizni k’undalik’ ber
bizgaydamaybukun bog

5 at bizga bizim borumuznu
nthk’ biz boatirbiz bizim
borlularImizgaybCrma
bizni dulmannIngsnamax
may saxlabizni iamandan

10 abraysinamaxmndansening
dir xanlx u ku haybat’
méngi mCngilik’ amen7

Its translationfollows:

Our Fatherwho [which] art in heaven
thy nameis holy.
Might thy kingdom come,
might thy will be
as in heavenso in earth.
Give us our daily bread
always today,
forgive us our debts[offenses?]
as we forgive our debtors[offenders?].

Seethe Turkishcatechismof JanHerbinius in A. Zajczkowski,Glosytureckiew
zabytkachstaropolskichWroclaw, 1948, pp. 59-70.

E. SchUtz,"An Armeno-KipchakPrint fromLvov," ActaOrientalia Hungarica 13,
nos. 1-2196l:l23-30.
6 Schtitz,"An Armeno-KipchakPrint,"p. 127. Cf. alsoE. SchUtz,"Armeno-Kipchak
Texts from Lvov A.D. 1618,"Acta Orientalia Hungarica 15, nos. 1-3 1962:29l-
309.

The documentis reproducedon p. 901.
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Do not bring [lit., give] us to the test [temptation]
of the devil [or Satan;lit., enemy, foe],
saveus from [the] evil,
protectfrom his test [temptation].
Thine is the kingdom and the might, the glory
for eternaleternity. Amen.

To evaluate the text in terms of its relations to others and what the
translatormay havecontributedis an instructive,but not an easy,task.
The sourcesfor Zajczkowski’ssevendifferent Turkic versionsfor the
period from the fourteenthto the eighteenthcenturyare:

1. CodexCumanicusCC - ca. 1300,
2. Schiltberger- Ca. 1405,
3. Georgievits- 1548,
4. Megiser- 1612,
5. BohemusBoehm- Ca. 1650,
6. Herbinius - 1675,
7. Wieczorkowski- 1727.8

A comparisonof the Armeno-Kipchakversionwith thesesevendoesnot
showmuch in commonbetweenthem.TheOttomanversions3-7, all of
which havebaba andnot ala in thefirst line, differ themost,buteventhe
Schiltbengertext and that insertedinto the Germanpart of the Codex
Cumanicusare variants.

The Armeno-Kipchakversionshouldbecomparedwith thatcontained
in the CodexCumanicusto seeif thetwo might havea commonKipchak
basis,eventhoughtheir datesof origin differ considerably.Thetext of the
prayerfrom the codexin K. Gnønbech’stransliteration,as presentedby
A. Zajczkowski,follows:

Atamis kim kökth sen
algiszlebulsun seningating
kelsin sening hanlechin
bulsun seningtilemegin neCikkim kdkth allay ierdh
kundegiOtmackimisnibisgabugun bergil
dageiazuclarimisnibisgabozzatkilbolatkyl
neCik bis bozzattirbisbizga iamanetchenlenga
dageiecnik sinamakinabisni kuurmagil
bassabaréaiamandanbisni kuthargil. Amen.9

The first two lines of the two versionsshowdifferencesboth in pho
netics-i -1; -s " -z; -ö "-o. I shallnotgo into thestill unsolvedproblem
of the palatal labials o and ii; -ä -a and in syntax the use of the

8 Zajczkowski,Glosv tureckie,pp. 64-67.
Zajczkowski,G/os tureckie, pp. 64-67.
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possessivesuffix bizim. Substantialdifferencesalso turn up in verb
forms, especiallyin the imperativeand optative moods:

CC Arm.-Kip.
-sin kelsin -gay k’élgay
-sun bulsun -sun bolsun
-gil, -kil/-kyl bergil, boz- -o bér, bénma, saxla, abnay
zatkil/ bolatkyl, kuurmagil,
kuthargil

Thereare also differencesin vocabularybetweenthe two versions:

CC Anm.-Kip.
kim k’i
algiszle an
bul- dir
tilemek èrk
neCikkim. . . allay néik’. . . alay
kundegi k’undalik’

damay dayma
dage
iazuc bore
bizgh iamanetchenler bizim borlulanimiz
dage
iecnik dulman
kuur- béF
bassa
kuthar- sala

1 abna

The Anmeno-Kipchakversionalso departson someimportant points

from the Schiltbergentext. For example:‘°

Schilt. Arm.-Kip.
alguschlu an
iasoch bore
bisum iasochlamasin bizim bor1ularImizgay
koima bisni sunamacha bérmabizni dulmann

ing snamaxmnay

The Anmeno-Kipchakversionconcludeswith thewell-knownformula:

"Thine is the kingdom, andthe power, andthe glory for ever andever
[eternal eternity] séning dir xanlx u kuc ha bat’ méngi mengilik’ ,"

which generally does not figure in the Latin versions.The additional

phrasein line 10, "protect[us] from his test[temptation]abraysmnamax
iidan," shouldalso be noted.

The Armeno-Kipchak version has a distinctly individual character

10 Zajczkowski, Glosy tureckie, pp. 64-67.
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amongmedievalTurkic versionsof theLord’s Prayer.It seemsto be the

product of a bilingual Armeno-Kipchaktranslator,probablysomeone
living in Lviv or in Kamj"anec’-Podil’s’kyj, who did not know the other
Turkic versions.To ask what text he used is, then,justified. A general
presumptionis that, aswasusuallythecasewith canonicalandalsomany
noncanonicalAnmeno-Kipchaktexts, this one was modeledafter an
Armenian original. It is a matterfor Anmenologiststo establishwhich

Armenianversionof theprayerour translatorused,butevenfor thenon

specialistit is striking that theArmeno-Kipchakversionincludesthefinal

formula doxology that is found in themodernArmenianversionof the
prayer: "k’anzi k’ukd ë t’agaworut’iwn ew zawnut’iwn u p’aik’ yawi
teans." This formula doesnot appearin an interestingArmenianver
sion, probablylittle known to Armenologists,dating from around1550,
and publishedas "Das ArmenischePatennoster."It was printed as a
supplementon the lastpageof JohannesSchiltberger’sEm wunderbar

liche vnn kurlzweilige History [sic] Frankfurt-am-Main,ca. 1550.At
tention was drawn to this text, andto "Das TartarischPaternosten"
printedon thesamepage,by Zajtczkowski,who reproducedit in facsi
mile.’2 Below, in transliteration,is the sametext, which was originally
printed in a GermanSchwabachertype:

Haer myer yr Gegnik es surpeitzaannumchi
ka archawtnichawjogacykam thuhy ergnick yep ergatyhatz
meyr an-habastur mies eis or yep thawg meis perdanatzhatz [?]
mmcm [?] therog nuchmemrockperdanabasyep mythawgmyes
yp-bwertzuchin hebaprigo es mies ytz scheren- Amen.’3

This early Armenian text could not have been the sourcefor the
Anmeno-Kipchakversion; it wasan independenttranslationmadefor
the use of thatgroup of Armeniansin the Polish-LithuanianCommon
wealthwho in the sixteenthand seventeenthcenturiesstill spoke,read,
and wrote mainly in Armeno-Kipchak.The existenceof the doxology
"Thine is the kingdom. .. "indicatesthat the terminusad quemfor the
translationwas the union of the Polish Armenianswith Rome.

Polish Academyof Sciences,Warsaw

Matt. 6: 13. Astuacaluni’Girk’ Hin ew Nor Ktakaranac’ Beirut, 1963,"Nor
Ktakaran,"p. 6.
12 Zajczkowski, Glosy tureckie,p. 62.

I am indebtedto ProfessorW. Haussigof theUniversityof Bochumfor correcting
my readingof thetext. It still Containssomeuncertainpoints, however,andshouldbe
analyzedby an Armenologist.
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