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on the religious-philosophical issues of the peoples living in
the historical area. An attempt was made to study the old
words of the dialect area of Syunik and Artsakh, which refer
to “‘sensory perceptions”.

In this work a new dialectical work is being etymologized:
shapaghwith the meaning “1.Reflexion, flash, 2. Ra-diant,
bright, shiny” which has a different phonetical and semantical
version in the Armenian translation of the “Bible”: shagh-
paghp.

An attempt was made to check the word simultaneously
and to discover its perception in the most ancient examples of
the translation of the Bible by using the historical-compa-
rative method.

Often, through the etymology of archaisms preserved in
the language, valuable information is revealed about the reli-
gious-philosophical understandings of the ancient world.

Keywords: dialect area of Syunik-Artsakh, sensory percep-
tion, thematic (lexical-semantic) group, etymology, vocabu-
lary, “Bible”, translation.

Introduction ed in various fields. Since ancient times, sensory
perceptions have been the center of attention of
Studies related to sensory perception are includ mankind. For example, in the Indian religious-
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philosophical system, sense perceptions have
been one of the important understandings of log-
ic and epistemology. In fact, one of the religious-
philosophical concepts is that sensory percep-

™ Contact

Object

Our goal is to find out how people philosoph-
ically understood sensory perceptions thousands
of years before us, what verbal means were there
to express them. It is also interesting how the
words related to sensory perception were used in
the Indo-European layer of the proto-Armenian
language, from where it directly passed to the
dialect area of Syunik and Artsakh.

The Armenian language mainly inherited
Indo-European words related to smell, taste,
sight, hearing and other sensory perceptions.
Compared to the ancient Armenian language,
they are mainly reflected in partial shifts in the
Syunik-Artsakh dialect group: ‘as smell’ - vet
(e ybwn (Yhn)), and in secondary forms,
such as bitter; feel, prickly, in contrast to absent
forms in independent use, with compounds:
anéskam (whpulunl) ‘without any feeling’;
téynachiir (wpninudnip), ‘bitter water’, kér-
mérakhayt’ (Uppuppuipuug) ‘redfish”.

The dialect group does not have the words
hunch’ (hnilys) ‘sound’ and lur (jniy) ‘news’.
They were probably pushed out when their re-
placement words sds (uuity) ‘voice’ and khébdr
(fuuipuipy) ‘news’ started entering in the Armeni-

an language.

! A type of fish from the Vararakn River.

tions arise due to contact between the senses and
their objects. If we express it graphically, we will
have the following picture:

Sense

The word gol (gny) ‘hot, warm’ is new in the
dialect. Goris dialect does it have tekuch’i
(pppnusfy © little hot, hot, warm’, the origin of
which remains unknown. Is it related to the word
tak’ (nwp) ‘hot’, cf. tak’anal > ték’anal (unu-
puwiliay > eppwiiug) ‘to warm up’?

In the semantic field of sensory perceptions,
there are not many borrowings that are synony-
mous with words with Indo-European connec-
tion.

Here is the general image: imanal (huwiiug)
‘perceive by the senses; sense’, vét-vet anél
(Jlun-yJlun wilily) ‘smell’, veét anél (kb wllky)
‘smell’, vervetel (ymnijlanly) ‘smell’, vet (i/kwn)
(Hovhannisyan, 1979, p. 59) ‘smell’, lak (juil)
‘weakened and spoiled eggs’, mekhkel (Uphilty)
‘taste’, y&shnél (jpiolily) ‘taste’, ham ay'nél
(hund wnhly) ‘taste’, ham onil (hunl olify)
‘taste’, k'emk’ (pkup) ‘taste’, ham (hud) ‘taste’,
k aghts’ér (puifugpp) “sweet’, énali (pluf)
‘salt’, 110 (o) ‘sour’, kétso (fpdo) ‘acid’, lu
kénal (jnr [Faugy) ‘listen quietly’, lésél (jpuky)
‘to listen’, [éséli-k’ (jpuljp-p) ‘hearing’,
pants’iir (wuitignipy) ‘loud’, tésnal (wnluluy)
‘see’, ashk(av) anél (woly(uy)) wiky ‘to wink’,
tésnélik (wnpulibjhp) ‘wink’, ts’uyts’ tal (gnijg
‘show’, irevts ‘énél

vugy) ervets'nel ||
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(pppgpbly || pplejgpily) show’, irvial || érval
(hpypuy || ppyfuy “show’, shap agh (pwhur)
‘shine’, p’aylel (thuyyky ‘shine’, p aylun (thuy-
nel)  ‘bright’, shap aghshap’agh (ounpug-
ouithuin) ‘bright’, luséver (pniupyip) ‘light (in
color)’, mét’én (Uppli) ‘dark (in color)’, éghu-
vot'un (poniyopently ‘dark’, mok’ (lop) ‘dark’,
deghin (pinhl) ‘yellow’, hop’ (hoth) ‘touch’,
pend (wlkizy ‘solid’, hastat (hwruunuu) ‘solid’,
p'ap’uk (thunhnil) ‘soft’, méghmé (UEqup)
‘soft’, méghmeégh (Upnulty) ‘soft’, khiit’ (furiip)
‘rough; uneven’, koklik (Lolyal) ‘smooth’,
soklik (uolhl) ‘smooth’, tap’(lak) (wnuih-
(quly) ‘smooth’, sor (uop) ‘sharp’, kech ([E4)
‘wet’, tats’ (pug ‘wet’, témkats (npuljud)
‘wet, damp’, tirma (phpuuy) ‘wet, damp’,
tirchel (phnsky) ‘wet, damp’, shaghel (pwinly)
‘wet, damp’ (> shaghli-maghli (owp-uwnih)
(Kumunts, 2022, p. 289)), ch’or (sop) ‘dry’,
ts’amak’ (quuwp) ‘dry’, chérm (dlpd) ‘hot,
warm’, chérmé (dlpup) ‘hot, warm’, fs’ort
(gopuy ‘cold’, hov (hot) ‘cold’, sek’érmel
(upppnpily) ‘cold’, p'ént’e/i (ihplyal/f) dirty,
soiled’, k’éndzérot (pplidprowy) ‘ditty, soiled’ <
*(s)k(h)end- ‘jeghqgel; to cleave’ (Jahukyan,
1965, p. 311).

Methods

A. Using historical and comparative method, we
try to reveal 1. level of sensory perception, 2.
level of mind perception, 3. level of under-
standing of intelligence, 4. semantic change
of sensory perceptions in the periods of lan-
guage development and in the historical terri-
tory of Syunik and Artsakh. For all of that, we
took as a base the vocabulary and the lexical
group expressing “sensory perceptions” in-
cluded in it with the cross-temporal linguistic
state.

B. With the help of the historical method, we
tried to compare the linguistic facts preserved
in the dialect area, the realities in time and
movement, the changes undergone historical-
ly. Using the comparative method, we exam-
ine the words, comparing them with other
facts, in particular with the corresponding
facts of related languages, restoring ancient

(especially prescriptive, not attested by writ-
ten sources) language states or individual
forms. The main task of the historical-com-
parative method is to identify the genealogical
commonalities in the languages, thereby to
confirm the that these languages are in the
same tribe, to restore the ancient language
states that are at the basis of the mentioned
generalities.

Discussion

1. Supposed Dialectical Words of Indo-
European Origin

P’&shashel (1anouink)) - The word “moisture to
pass, to dry slowly, dried up, moisture with-
drawn” is not particularly familiar to other dia-
lects of Armenian. It has an accidental resem-
blance to Persian pushesh (Ui 5 2) ‘cover, veil,
covering’. It is paralleled not only with the ver-
sions derived from the radix *sp(h)ei- ‘qashel, to
pull’: Greek omiw, omew (*spa-s6), which has
many semantic meanings, but also ‘to pull; to
absorb’, Icland speikja ‘to dry’ German spik
‘land’, Norwegian ‘dry; smoked’, Latin fenuis
‘still wet’, etc. (Pokorny, 1959, p. 982). The dia-
lectical version is mostly close to Greek for-
mation with the suffix -ash ‘having the property
of something’ (cf. sour) or, less likely, by redu-
plication of the radix. Goris dialect p ishashel,
p’éshdishel (thhowioly, thpouisly) ‘to dry a little
(piece, day, etc.)’, oré p’ishishel (opp yhhouidky)
‘to pass the morning spray’.

Armenian gog (gng) is derived from the word
*ahogho- ‘hug, concave’ and other meanings,
one of the dialect variants of which is koklik
(golyhl) ‘smooth’, from which kukléganal
(nilypguiliuy) ‘to become neat, tidy’. Proba-
bly, the fact that the meaning of ‘flat’ is not at-
tested in languages was considered: kukléganal
(Inipquiliuy) ‘to tidy up, smooth out’,
kuklig'éts nél (Inilyjhgpglily) ‘to tidy up’.

In connection with the word koklik (Goljply,
soklik (uolyhl) is also used separately. This
word outwardly seems to be a phonetic version
of the root kok (fnl). The meanings of the word
soklik (uolyphly are: soklik (uoljjhl) ‘smooth;
trimmed,  well-groomed’,  soklik/k  k'ar
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(uolyhp/l puipy) ‘smooth and round stones, peb-
bles of a river, lake’, soklikanal (uoljhljming)
‘to smoothen’, soklikacnél (uoljhlnugiky) ‘to
smoothen’, etc. This word in form and meaning
begs: *kaghlo- ‘small round stone’, also: ‘hail;
round stone; pebble’ with sound *k oghlo- (with
suffix -ik), cf. Greek xayiné ‘stone; gravel’ (Po-
korny, 1959, p. 518).

The external and semantic similarity of the
words koklik and soklik, we believe, has often
created confusion, and soklik has been consid-
ered a duplicate of koklik with the change of s.
Not only in conversational versions, but also in
fiction literrature, these words are mostly used in
relation. “U/k Tt plis onny junhlalmipmniby /
Unlphly m unfjhl, uh o opowhugug...”
“The prudence that weighs everything / very
clean, always circumspect...” (Sevak, 1959). It
is likely the radix sok tal (uol ) ‘to slip, to
slip’ comes from the same radix that H. Achar-
yan mentions only Gazakh dialect: ‘to crawl’
(Acharyan, 1913, p. 977). In the sense of “to
crawl” it is similar to the formations of the dia-
lect group selkehel (uplphly,  sélkhél
(upphly) ‘to slide, slip, crawl’, sélkéhot
(upglphow)* “slimy, smooth’, whose literary
version is sogh (unz) ‘to crawl’ of unknown
origin (Jahukyan, 2010, p. 686).

Of course, the perception of the words koklik
({nlypl) and soklik (unljhl) as repetitions of
one general meaning (the initial sound of the se-
cond component changes to s () (Abeghyan,
1965, p. 182)) does not contradict the word for-
mation rules of the Armenian language. Howev-
er, the composition does not contradict the gen-
eral form of relationships made up of synonyms,
similar words or antonyms, such as: armank -
zarmank’  (wpdwblp-qupdabp),  ahel-jahel
(wihly-ouihky), olor-molor (njnp-unynp), amp-
zamp (wnluFquufy)’, etc. (Vardanyan, 2010,
pp- 129-130).

2 Also: Goris dialect: “to tidy up, to groom; to caress’,
séghi-séghi (upnp-upnp) ‘type of game’ (sliding sticks
on the ground).

3 For example, A. Margaryan consider the form with the
proposition -z (-g¢) (Margaryan, 2015, pp. 22-23). As a
subtextual word, zamb (zamp) (quup (quiduy) ‘snow
piled on the mountain’ (Mkrtchyan & Khachatryan,
2016, p. 190).

It is difficult to say whether koklik (o 7l is
a derivative of soklik (uoljjhly, taking into ac-
count the semantic differences between the

words koklik (Inljhl) and gog (gng), because
koklik (n{pl) is more common, and the word
soklik (uolyjhl) is used separately in the vocabu-
lary of the Goris dialect region. Moreover, in the
vocabulary of the dialect group there are also:
sut’likanal  (unipiplubay)  ‘to flatten’,
sult lélkeéts 'nél (unijpipipgpiky) ‘to make flat®
sut’lik (uniphl) ‘smooth’, sut’ul tal (unipniy
wnuy) ‘to slide’, sak’ul (uwpniy) ‘smooth’,
which are probably from sayt’-, kok- soki-
(uugpe-, nl- unly-) are dialectal variants of ra-
dix created by assonance and phonetic shifts.

Thus, keeping in mind the general principles -
the presumption of the words koklik (gnljhl)
and gog (gng) originating from the same root, as
well as the existence of an independent basis of
the word soklik (uolyply), ‘flat’, we put the
words koklik ({inljhl) and soklik (uolypl) un-
der common concepts as Indo-European words
derived from the root and semantically stabi-
lized. Probably, sot lik (uopjhl) means ‘slimy;
of sotlik stones...” (Amatuni, 1912, p. 595).

2. About the Translation and Examination of
the Word “Shaghpaghputyun” of “Bible”

H. Acharyan does not have a final conclusion
about the origin of the word shaghp’aghp’
(pwmihumify). With the opinions of other he
mentioned that it is like an Arabic word salfa
‘slanderous, inclined to fight, quarrelsome wom-
an’ (Acharyan, 1977, p. 490).

The words shaghp ‘aghp -shaghp ‘aghp ‘aban’
(as a newfound word in “Yaysmawurk’ (reli-
gious book)) had been examined by V. Ham-
bardzumyan. He mentioned and presented one
important consequence about the meaning of
word: ‘shaghp’aghp’ in different words “(ouuz-
hunphupul)  punpthunh - wjjudl fnuph
Ukg)' (Avetikean et al., 1979, p. 462) which is
mentioned in “New dictionary book in the Hai-

* There is also shaghp’ap’ “And because shaghpap, dif-
ferent existence of Assyrian language...” (“&if pulgh

owpthunh, wjywunwpug gy jkgnil wunpp...”)
(Akinean, 1953, p. 279).
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gazian language”, but he did not present the
question of the origin of word: “That radix is not
examined in the Armenian language’, although
there were some suppositions” (Hambardzu-
myan, 1998, p. 71).

According to L. Khachatryan the word
shaghp’aghp’ (pumipunihky) in the Armenian
language is a complexity formed with the repeti-
tion of radix and augmentative. It is included in
the list of words for which it is not possible to
find out bases (ingredients of radix) (Khacha-
tryan, 2020, p. 203, 2018, p. 197) with the ana-
lyse of expression plan.

The semantical and structural values of word
shaghp aghp'(ut’iwn)  (ouhuni(nipfil)
were separated for examination: shaghp ag-
hp aban (owihwnihwwuly) ‘talkative, charla-
tan’, shaghp aghp’akan (punihwnihwiliul)
‘talkative, delirious, odd’, shaghp aghp ank’
(punihumnhwiip), shaghp aghp ut’iwn  (puin-
thupihnipfufy) ‘idle talk, prattling’, shagh-
p’aghp umn (pwihwigihnidly) ‘to rave’, shagh-
plaghp’ot (owminunihny) ‘idle talker’, etc.
(Khachatryan, 2020, p. 204).

With the combination of possible forms in
Syunik-Artsakh dialectical group we will try to
bring dialectical items to the field of genealogical
examination of the word.

In the dialectical group the word shap agh
(ounhwy) ‘glare’ with the means ‘shimmery,
shining’ is being put with Arabic loans
(Sargsyan, 2013, p. 567), but we think that it is
the dialectical version of (Greece omAndog ‘ash’,
Latin splendeo ‘shine, shimmer’): give shap ‘agh,
do shap’agh (punhun iy, punhun wilky) ‘to
shine’, do shap’agh-shap’agh (pwihwn-ow-
thwy  whly) to shine’, shap’aghshap’agh
(punpuwigounurg) ‘shiny’, formed with Indo-
European *(s)p(h)el- ‘shine’ radix s > sh and de-
rived from sound that of course, corresponds to

* G. Jahukyan (2010) does not have any opinion about the
origin of the word: the question is limited in verbal evi-
dences (p. 580), but he brings examples under the word-
article p’ayl (thuyy: p’aylel, p’ayliwn, p’aylun,
p’aylatsun, p’aylatsu, paylakn, p’aylakatel, p’aghp’a-
ghun, p’aghp’agheal, p’aghp’il, p’oghp oghenéj,
poghp’oghal (huyyly, dhugppl, haynil, thuyjw-
Snily, shuypwény, thuyjull, thugpulunnky, -
gty shuppugbay, iugyppy, honhng Lok,
spngipnnuz) (p. 757).

the forms with the same radix in the dialectical
group: pogh (wyor) ‘coal cut red fire, spark from
the fire’ (comparison: pogh-pogh>to péspeghal
(yon-won > wpuypnuiy), pelpelal (ypjuyp-
Juzy) “to shine, flash’, and also other options pre-
sented in Armenian language: pélpelal (wpjuyp-
Juzg) ‘to shine’ Van, Mush, Tbilisi, Costandnu-
polis dialects, etc. (Jahukyan, 1965, p. 319):
comparison shine Indo-European *sphel- ‘to glit-
ter’ (Jahukyan, 2010, p. 757). The option
p’aghp ‘aghil (ihumihunfy) of this word is not-
ed among the native wordswith the Greek word
pdlog (Acharyan, 1979, p. 475).

Coming to the synthetic examination of the
word used in the Armenian bibliography andits
dialect version, we can mention that there is no
question of adding anything in the case of exter-
nal parallels: comp. shap ‘agh-Shap aghp’ (oui-
thum-pwiihuunih), which is one of the common
cases of word change caused by repetition
(petur - tepur (thkwnip-plipnin), from
which - t'ép rép’in (ppihniiapl). The meaning
expressed in Old Armenian is problematic. In
that sense we can suppose:

A. The word translated from the Bible ap-
peared among stylistic and semantic transfor-
mations as “ordinary irony”, “when the word or
phrase of a positive idea is spontaneously used in
a negative sense” (this phenomenon is also ob-
served in Arabic parallels), then inverted. the
meaning has become common: the word has
been separated from its original meaning. In this
case, the source of the meaning has been pre-
served: ‘to express brilliant thoughts — to shout,
to glorify, to gossip, to rave’ (comparison: wise
bag, the thought shone, the thought arose, said
something, shine, etc, which have also negative
sense in the stylistic functions and situation). We
can not say whetherthe meaning of ‘to glitter
(word or thought)’ has become ‘nonsense’ under
the influence of other languages (with semantic
copying), or has it passed to the literary language
from the speaking sphere, where such formations
are commonly spread (It refers to the turn of the
word meaning (Arakelyan et al., 1979, pp. 179-
180), which was especially observed during the
historical development of the language vocabu-
lary. “There are many [such] words whose com-
mon meanings are different in the old and new
languages. But the old meanings of words are not
usually forgotten, but kept with the new ones,
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and not only in different dialects, but often in the
same dialect and literary language™ (Abeghyan,
1965, p. 138)).

We cannot deny the possibilities of common
Nostratic basics with Arabic (especially when 2
words are associated: salfa ‘slanderous, inclined
to fight, quarrelsome woman’, and Safak ‘shiny’)
but we will not discuss this question because it is
beyond of the scope of our study.

B. It is obvious that the word ‘to chatter, to
brag’ is not the original, genealogical meaning of
the word. It is obvious from the translations of
“Bible™. The Greek version of the “Bible” cor-
responds to homonyms: A7jpog which is consid-
ered to be Indo-European */G- or *lé- (*leh,-
‘howl, yell’) naturally derived from the conso-
nant, Armeniancomparison: /a/ (juz), and Aijpog
‘gold ornament on women’s clothing’ (Beekes,

® In order not to overload the work, we do not bring the
Armenian translation versions, but it should be noted
that the word under consideration in them also gave rise
to a misunderstanding, for example: “...the words were

like to dreams...”, “...they considered absurdity their
histories...”, “...the words are considered as absurdi-
ty...”, etc. There are many works on the translation of

the “Bible”, the language chosen for the Armenian
translation, the translation period, the translators, and
other circumstances related to the translation (For the
detailed examination of this see: (Ter-Movsisean Arch.,
2018, p. 319)). Our task is only the examination of the
word  “shaghp aghp ut’iwn” (“puupthunihniphri’”):
we took the word from the translation of Rev. Hovhan-
ny Zohrapean of the “Bible The New and Old Testa-
ment”, 24:11. (Armenian E-Bible: Classical Armenian -
English Concordance - http://212.34.228.-
170/bible 28E/) American King James Version - “And
their words were seemed as idle tales and they were not
believed”, The Scriptures (ISR 1998) — “And their
words were seemed as absurdity and they did not be-
lieve it”, with the comparison of the original translation
Aramaic “Bible” in Plain English — “And these words
appeared as insanity in their eyes and they did not be-
lieve them”, Amplified “Bible” - “But their report
seemed to them like idle talk and nonsense, and they
would not believe them” and etc. (Bible Hub, n.d.).
From the translation of the bible of R. Young (1863):
idle talk phrase (p. 62), later became widespread (This
meaning translated from the Bible was brought to ex-
plain the meaning of the German word “tand”, idle talk
— “Toy, trifle, invention” (Kluge, 1891, p. 358)), which
is the translated version of Aijpoc¢ ‘Idle talk, absurdity;
gold ornament on a women’s robewhich’ corresponds
to the Hebrew (also Arabic) text meaning ‘vain talk,
idle talk (to silence people), empty talkers, liars, false
prophets’ (Gesenius, 1939, p. 95), comparison: Aijpog
‘gossip, stupidity, stupidity, pure stupidity, you create
(phrase.); worthless object, trifle, stupidity, gold object
for women’ (Bailly, 1935, p. 1188).

2010, p. 858), the origin of which is unknown
and the connection with the meaning ‘dung’ is
impossible. We see that this homonyms have the
different bases the second of which has a connec-
tion with the word oxdndde ‘ash’ (om-Anddg), the
origin of which is also instable: (comparison:
Latin: splended (s-plended) and Greek: Adumw
‘brightness’). The conclusion to this second opin-
ion is that the Armenian translators of the “Bi-
ble” were familiar with the homonyms of the
Greek original (47jpog) (Bible Hub, n.d.); and a
new contextual-verbal word has been created
(Marutyan, 2000, pp. 219-221) in the context of
the phrase Shaghp ‘aghp 'ut’iwn bank’n"(*pur-
thumhnieinl pulipl, the meaning of which
is indeed indefinite out of context or “approxi-
mately determined” (Shenskiy, 1959, p. 153), but
in the vocabulary it remains close to the original
meaning. And it is not accidental Ch. Elikot’s
comment for English readers. “Idle tales. (idle
tales “Mjpog”) - the Greek word so given
(translated) is not found anywhere else in the
New Testament. It is used for severe trifles and
half-predicted barbarism” (Ellicott, 2015, 24:11).

In the Armenian reality, the word sha-
ghap aghp’ (ut'iwn) (puphunip(niphiiy) was
later used or with the same meaning, as evi-
denced by the original Armenian template, “...As
a testimony to the women who told this. and ap-
peared to them a rave (Tatevatsi, 1740) («...nap
wunndbghll quyu wnwplingi. kr bplibguib
oumhwimhnipirll pulp Gnguw) either the
original meaning “...and the others, they seemed
to be idle tales...” («... k1 uyp plt wnwoh Ukp
puruybgun.  uyunphip  pwnihwinihniehil
tpkiEhl puliply), and out of the phrase “Now,
perhaps, you are not deceived by their idle tales”
(Kivleserean, 1930, p. 205) («Upn " ns kpkih p
db&q Unjup hpnuplniphri punhunihniplul
ingun).

3. Words Whose Indo-European Relationship
Pending, Dialect Variants Uncertain

Is it possible that the word y&’shnél (jptolily) is
one of the forms derived from hash(an)el
(hwo(wiyfy), with the literal meaning of
y&shnél (jpkolily) “to mold, to dry that H. At-
charyan, then A. Margaryan placed among Per-
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sian borrowings “4 ) ySna(?) ‘water or tree
moss’, (Acharyan, 1913, p. 295; Margaryan,
1975, p. 528) “lichen ‘peat moss’” (Rubenchik,
1970, p. 91). Prefix -y (-) may have resulted
from the decline of a (w): ha > he > yé (hw >
hp > jp), which is not a regular phenomenon in
the dialect group. As it can be seen, the words
hashel (hwky) and y&shnél (jptolily) have di-
verged in form and meaning, and the latter has
preserved its original meaning in a different field
of use. Let's bring some dialectal examples:
yéoghoshnak > yég-y&sh-n-ak (jpnopluuly >
Jl-jpto-tr il “smelling mold caused by oil on
cheese’, yéshnaham (jpoluuhund) ‘taste of
mold’, yéshnave’t (jpolianjpten) “smell of mold’,
veshnékalil, yéshnil (jpobiplugfy, jEolipy) “to
mold’, cf. in the compound form: p’érp -éshné
(thppip-Eolpy) ‘mold’. In this sense, the dialect
group also has also tsaghkel (dwunlty) ‘to flow-
er’, flowered bread, etc., which we do not in-
clude in the list in order not to deviate from the
general approach. We are not sure about the
words coming from the same radix, so we put it
in a reticence.

4. Some Additions about Already
Etymological Words

The word #u (pnt) ‘sour’ is missing from G.
Jahukyan’s (2010) list, but among the words with
origin Indo-European: *(s)teua- *tu-tuo-> ‘sour’
(p. 266). The old form has been preserved not
only in Georgian - tutubo “a plant”, but also in
Syunik-Artsakh dialects - ttolavash (jpoyu-

t/u1o) ‘sour plant to eat’.

There are words that preserve the original
meaning, which is not particularly common in
other versions of Armenian. On of these words is
hup-hpel (hniwy-hwky): Indo-European *ub- ‘to
press’: hop tal (hoih inuzy). The word that stands
out with the frequency of usage also has: ‘to
suppress; to finish weaving; to harass, to force; to
criticize; to put in order; to lead, to win; to eat
and drink greedily’ etc.

The word kako/ugh (Juilo/nir) ‘soft’ is not
included in G. Jahukyan’s list, probably because
of its uncertain origin. The information included
in the “Armenian etymological dictionary” (Ja-
hukyan, 2010) is *gag- ‘round thing, ball’ and a

suffix *ul, which, however, is less probable (Ja-
hukyan, 2010, p. 357). Dialectal forms: kakugh ||
kakogh (fulniy || fwlon) “soft; fragile; appe-
tizing, pleasant; mild; delicate’, from here;
kakogh damaré péynel (Lwlon npuwdwpp
thppiiky) ‘to persuade; to soften’, kakogh k’ol
(fwlon poy) ‘gentle’ (said of a person with a
mild character), etc., they suggest that -ugh (-
nip) is not a suffix, but part of the reduplication
of the radix, kugh - kugh ({inin - [niy), with in-
teractive phonetic change of vowels: kakugh
)

From the word tap’ (v1uzify), the dialect group
has the tap’lak (wnunpyul) ‘flat’ (Kumunts,
2019, pp. 126-130) from the radix (*doph- ||
*deph- ‘to beat, crush’) the meaning ‘smooth’,
with which the word is included in the thematic
group.

Native Indo-European *khuto- (k(h)eu-t-) ‘hit,
push’ (Jahukyan, 2010, p. 347) also has ‘obsta-
cle, pit’ in the dialect group, from there
khut *up’0s (Juni@/nighou) ‘bumpy place’.

5. Dialect Words of Unknown Origin
Related to Thematic Group

Some words related to the semantic group re-
main dependent or pose controversial questions,
such as: élép ‘acha (pypihwsuy) ‘rainy and humid
weather; festering and open wound’, éroskh
(ppnoufuy) *heavily moistened, swollen and soft
from moisture; wall swollen from moisture’,
kentéverel (Ipipnyipky) ‘calm down or ease
(precipitation, pain)’

Conclusions and Statistics

1. The largest of the Armenian dialect groups,
the inter-dialect group of Karabakh-Sha-
makhi, has preserved in its vocabulary such
words from the Indo-European period of the
pre-Armenian language that are absent not
only in the dialects and written versions of
Armenian, but also in many Indo-European
languages.

2. The number of words in the thematic group
“Sensory perceptions” is 64, which is 62% of
the same semantic group in Armenian, 118%
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in Indo-European. It means that the dialect
area of Syunik-Artsakh is the direct bearer of
the Indo-European heritage.

. Through the main layer of the dialect voca-
bulary, the lexical composition was stabilized
and enriched, the dialects developed mostly
independently, but did not go out of the
framework that outlines the dialectal and
phonetic features characteristic of the com-
mon Armenian.

. It is obvious that the word shaghp aghp’
(pwthwngify) in the Armenian translation of
the “Bible” is one of the complications
formed by ‘“radix-augmentative”, ‘appeared
differently in speech’ (‘wyjmunwupmug h
Junuu’), was considered to be of unknown
origin.

. We think that the word shaghap aghp’
(ounthum) (sha (-gh-) p'agh) (pui(-z)-
thwry) has been preserved in the Syunik-
Artsakh dialectical vocabulary, shap agh
(unpuur)  (shapaghshapagh) — (puniun-
ounpuug), which is descended from Indo-
European *(s)p(h)el- from the radix “shine'
with a lower vowel: Indo-European *saphal-
: sishapagh{p] (w/zursfunf )

. Probably the form Greek. A7jpog is also a
modified version with a lower vowel, which
is paralleled by Latin splended (s-plended)
and Greek omlndog (o-nindog) words with
the meaning ‘shine’. Variations are also pre-
served in the Armenian dialects: pogh-
pogh>péspéghal, pélpélal (ujog-ujon >
ypuypnuy, ypjypiwy) to “shine’.
*S)p(h)el- Indo-European versions derived
from the radix ‘shine’ are similar to Arabic:
salfa ‘slanderous, inclined to fight, quarrel-
some woman’, Safak ‘shining, shiny’, and in
particular, shapyugh (sapphire) ‘precious
stone’, which is spread in many languages,
especially  Indo-European, Greek. od
npepog, old Russian. canvgupwv, French
saphir, Latin sapphires, Italienz affiro and
etc., which is considered to be of Assyrian
origin (Acharyan, 1977, p. 506), in the new

10.

Assyrian: rokanoa 3dpka (Shumanov, 1993,
p. 192).

Luke 24:11, the message of Jesus resur-
rection, was understood not only in Old Ar-
menian but also in other languages by the
translators of the Bible. ‘It was as a fabulous
appearance’, ‘caprice’, ‘fantasy’ in the Ira-
nian version: ‘as a dream’, in Arabic - ‘joke’.
And the word shaghaghp 'ut iwn (puiihui-
thniphily) in the Armenian translation was
generally understood in different versions, in
particular, ‘deceptions and delusion’, Latin,
Assyrian, Arabic ‘these word’. It is possible
that the Armenian translators chose a version
‘different in word’ — “shaghp aghp ut’iwn
bank’n” («pwpthwmhniphil puiply) -
with the parallel of Greek. A7jpoc.

It is possible that the word created for stylis-
tic purposes shaghaghputyun [bankn]
(ounihunihmpprl [pulpl]) (glittering,
surprising [word]’) was separated from the
connection andwore the independent usage,
which is observed in the later pages of Ar-
menian literature:  Shaghp ‘aghp ‘aban,
shaghp aghp ‘akan, shaghp aghp ‘ank’,
shaghp ‘aghp 'ut ‘iwn, shaghp ‘aghp ‘umn,
shaghp‘aghp ot (pupihwnthupwl, pun-
thunphwlpul, - puphunalp, - pwr-
thumphmippil, - pumthunhinudl, - pun-
thuhnuy).

We think that the words shaghp aghp’
(ownihuinify, shaghap’ (pwihury), sha-
ghakrat (ownuilpuiy) are different in the
origin. The latter is being used rarely in the
sense of “idle talk’ and is being connected
with the base: Slant(sheg) -*sqel-” ‘to bend’
(Acharyan, 1977, pp. 508-509), which is
considered to be the radix of the word sha-
ghaghel (pwqunky) ‘bend, change’. H.
Acharyan, however, in the article “shaghap-
el” (bwnunky) brings with another original
example shaghp aghp’e (Acharyan, 1977,
p. 488) shaghp ‘apél (owihuiihl).
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Table 1.
Summary of the Thematic Group “Sensory Perceptions™’
1 2 3 4 5 6
According tp C. Buck N | D.SA| s According to G.. Jahukyan (Arme- Ac<.:ording to Syupik—Arts’akh
(English) nian) (Dialects of Syunik-Arts’akh)
15.11. Perceive by thell. - - 15.11. (2-quud) z-gam (U)puljud (an)éskam
Senses; Sense (sb.) 2. F - (PUwtudl) imanam Puwitiy) imanam
15.21. Smell (vb. subj.) 3. - - 15.21. (znwnwnhd) hototim dEwn-Jkwn wly vet-vet angl
1522.Smell (vb.obj) @ | | |22 (G hupublh hoto e vt anal
harkanem
15.23. Smell (sb. subj.) 5.  F - 15.23. (Znunnnwkijhp) hototelik’  [Apwinyknky vétvetel
15.24. Smell (sb. obj.) 6. - - 15.24. (znw) hot Jkwn vét
lgfjglrse-mt (Goeel Sislag] - - 15.25. Good Smelling, Fragrant |-
F - - 15.26. Bad Smelling, Stinking -

;fjlg'ng Bad  Smelling.; ™ a1 115261 (Lurly) lak Ll lak

8. - ? (Fuoljutiuadl) t’awshkanam -
1531, Taste (vb. subj) o1 1331 (Ugiid) mglim Unfulj mekhiel

10. |RUE U (Ubowlr) ashan Bebouity y&eshnel
1532, Taste (vb. obj) 1. - - 15.32. (2w wintnul) ham a;*@m Zud wnuly han_q ag*nél

12. | - 15.321. (Zwd niupud) ham unim  |[Zund otthy ham 6nil
15.33. Taste (sb. subj.)  |13. | - 15.33. (phu-p) k’'im-k’ Lhup k’emk’
15.34. Taste (sb. obj.) 4. | - 15.34. (Zwad) ham Zwad ham
15.35. Sweet 15. - 15.35. (Rungp) k’aghts’r Luwpugpp k’aghts’ér
15.36. Salt (adj.) le. | - 15.36. (Unh) aghi L Enali
15.37. Bitter 17. ? 15.37. (fwnp) daré Spnu(wdnip) tém(achiir)
1538, Acid, Sour 18. | - 15.38. ([0ent, ppnL) t't'u [Fpo ttd _

19. | - (Udn) ktsu Undo kétsd
15.41. Hear 20. | - 15.41. (Lutd) Isem Lm Etuy lu kénal

21. - 15.42. (Guuwd) ansam -
15.42. Listen 22. - 70U (Untd) mrem -

23. | - (Lutad) Isem Lpuky I&sel
15.43. Hearing (sb.) 24. - 15.43. (Lukph-p) Iseli-k® Lpubyh-p 1&séli-k®
15.44. Sound (sb) 25. | - 15.44. (Zn11s) hunch’ -

26. - (Lnip) lur -
15.45. Loud 27. | - 15.45 (Puipdp) bardzr Muitignip pénts’iir

28. - 15.51. (Skuwtitd) tesanem Stutiuy) tesnal
15.51. See —

29. B F (Zhulthy) hisnil -

7 In the first section of the table (1) we put the words that are included in the thematic group “sensory perceptions” and are of
Indo-European origin. The group of words is composed according to K. Buck’s (1988) list, which is still being revised by
authors engaged in comparative linguistics (pp. 953-1016). It is also developed by the University of Texas at Austin. In the
second section (2) we put the total number of words. The third (3) section mentions the existence of words in Syunik and
Artsakh dialects (D. (dialect - puppun) SA (Syunik-Artsakh)), the fourth section (4) mentions which of these words are
doubtful (?/?) for Syunik and Artsakh dialects (** (Syunik-Artsakh)), in the fifth section (5) is given whe list of words of
Indo-European origin in Armenian compiled by G. Jahukyan (History of the Armenian language (pre-historical period) (Ja-
hukyan, 1987, pp. 111-157, 261-262, 204-222)), the sixth (6) part contains the Indo-European words that have been pre-
served in the dialects of Syunik and Artsakh. The words marked in light color are missing in Armenian.
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15.52. Look (vb.), Look at

15.52. (8-wjuititif) y-akanem

Ugl(wd)  whiy

ashk(av) (énts’€néel)

(puguky;

(Rut) dzghmem

15.53. Sight (subj.)

15.53. (Skuwtikh-p) tesanelik®

Sputibyhp tsnalik’

15.54. Sight (obj.), LookP3. | - 15.54. (Sku(-hy)) tes(-il) -
(obj.), Appearance 34. - (Gpliinyp) erew-oyt’ -
35. - 15.55. (8nmigukd) ts’uts’anem  [Snijg g ts’uyts’ tal
S, B iny) . | L [(Cptiligmguit) Cpipgptly || hpkgpliky
’ erewets’uts’anem ervéts’énél || irgvts nél
37. F B 15.56. (Gptrhu) yrewim Pndhuy || ppduy iréval || érval
s 56. Shine 38. - (Punthwuinhu) p’aghp’aghem  [Guithwr) shap’agh
39. - (Pnnthnntd) p’oghp’oghem -
40. - (Quy td) p’aylem Duy by p’aylel
41, - - 15.57. (Puyinily) p’aylun Duynil p’aylun
A P (@umthmb) p'aghpun shaplyl’1 aglrllszha[l)l’l ag;l
- - - 15.61. Color (sb.) -
43. - 15.611. (luuyb) khayts -
15.61. Color (sb. Uppuppw)uuygnn
(sb) 44, | puu o |(fuugu) khayt Ekfniegkggt !
45. - (Pnkwn) bghet -
15.62. Light (in Color)  46. | - 15.62. (Lniuunnp) lusawor Lnrupytp luséver
47. k- ? 15.63. (Unip(t)) mut’(n) Uppth mét’en
15.63. Dark (in Color) 48. ? (Unuiiin) aghawt Cnnijopntl Eghuvot un
49. - ? (Luk) nsem -
50. B ? (Uniq) mug Uop mok’
15.64. White - - - 15.64. White -
15.65. Black - - - 15.65. Black -
15.66. Red S1. - ? 15.66. (Fnunp) bosor -
15.67. Blue - [1567.Bhe -
52. |- - (Phy) bil -
15.68. Green - - - 15.68. Green -
15.69. Yellow 53. - 15.69. (‘Ytinhty) deghin "tEnht deghin
15.71. Touch (vb.) 54. |- - 15.71. (Zughu) hpim Zoth hop’
15.72. Feel (vb.), Feel of |- - - 15.72. Feel (vb.), Feel of -
15.73. Touch (sb. subj.) | - - 15.73 Touch (sb. subj.) -
- - - 15.74. Hard -
55, | E (Gupdp) kartsr -
56. |- - (Mhtx) pind ‘MEun pend
15.74. Hard 7L ] Sl i
58. | - 17.741. (Zwun-un) hast-at Zuauinun hastat
59. ? (Uwqr)) mazd -
60. - 15.75. (Utn}y) meghk -
15.75. Soft 61. ? (Puath-mly) p’ap’uk Qunthml p’ap’uk
62. - (Utinu) meghm Utnup meéghme
63. - - (Unutn) mghmegh Unnutn méghmeégh
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o1 |p 15.76. (Ltinp(w-thnphly)
' 0 kert’(a-p’r't’ik) [
15.76. Rough 65. | - (2nth(owinniin)) k’rp’(shtun) -
66. - (thppnily) derbuk -
67. - - (Tuni) khut® Tunife khiit’
68. | - 15.77. (Annply) voghork -
69. B (Lhd) lizh -
15.77. Smooth 70. | U0 (YnlhY (qng)) koklik (gog) Golj hYy koklik
71. | ?UC  (Unlyhy) soklik UolyjhY soklik
72. | - (Sunth) tap’ Suth(qualy) tap’(lak)
15.78. Sharp 73. - 15.78. (Unip) sur Uon sor
15.79. Blunt, Dull 74. | - 15.79. (Pnipe) but’ -
15.81. Heavy - - - 15.81. Heavy -
15.82. Light (in Weight) |- - - 15.82. Light (in Weight) -
75. - 15.83. (Aho) gej Gt kech
76. |- - (f[dwg) t’ats’ (g t’ats’
77, F - (Ioth) t'en -
78. - - (Luyy) nay -
15.83. Wet, Damp 79. - (Suninily) tamuk Spuljus témkats
80. |- - (foputd) t'rmem [Bhpuw t’irma
8l. C (Bpgtu) t'rjem (@hnsky tirch’el
82. | - (Cwun k) shaghem Guinty shaghgl
83. | - 15.831. (Zhip) hiwt’ -
84. | ? 15.84. (2np) ch’or Qopn ch’or
85. | ? (8ulwip) ts’amak’ Swidwp ts’amak’
15.84. Dry
86. |- - (Uqugnity) azazun -
87. ? (Nuwnht) vostin -
88. | - 15.85. (&p) jer -
89. - (Qtnu) jerm &pu chérm
15.85. Hot, Warm 90. - (Qn)) gol -
Ol | |[(Quny) gagh C
92. - (L) jermn &tpup chérmé
93. | - 15.86. (8nipwn) ts’urt Bopun ts’ort
94. | - (Zny) hov 2o hov
15.86. Cold 95. | - (5) voyts -
96. - - (Quunutid) kaghawem -
97. |RUY VU (Upnplly) sqr’t'nel Unppnpnplky sék’rtnél
15.87. Clean 98. | - 15.87. (2hly) dji.ndj -
99. 1B |? (9 unnhly) kindrik -
100. - 15.88. (Unlyp-nwn) kokr-ot -
15.88. Dirty, Soiled 101. | - (Puph) p’ént’e/i @nupt/hp’ént’i
102. | - (Fpnp) bror -
103. | - (Rudnnwn) k’ndzrot enuidpnown k’éndzErot
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Table 2.
Statistics
Dialect Controversial According to
. Syunik-
A numbered unit According to C. ?:;?lﬁ,l:f (tgr(_} Atts’akh (Dia-
Buck (English) Arm. S-A. Arm. S.-A. : lects of
menian) .
Syunik-
Arts’akh)
15.1 2 0 0 0 0 2 2
15.2 6 1 0 1 0 6 5
153 8 0 1 1 1 11 11
154 5 0 0 0 1 8 4
15.5 7 1 0 1 1 15 10
15.6 9 1 0 5 1 11 6
15.7 9 2 0 2 2 21 11
15.8 8 1 1 4 1 29 15
15. That’s all 54 6 2 14 7 103 64
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