El SN CIN

o

9.2.

10.

» Ui

@.

.37 _



[Meillet, 1903, 97}

, [Deeters,1927,  80];

*

-ea ,
[Mariis, 1930, 175]: * - -4 ff-
) ,
' - A

[Mariis, 1930, 170],
[

tis),

[Maries, 1930,  175]:

, [Lyonnet, 1933,

[ . Stempel, 1983,

_ 38_

*ok_]-

%



[Lohmann, 1937, 42-61]:

[Benveniste, 1952, 52-62]:

+ +

, [Stempel, 1983, 73]

genitivus auctoris-

’ , ' fis- - f
[Maries, 1930,  175], to- [Trost, 1968, 96-97]:
. -4

— 39—



40—

,1961.

4857



[TyMaHHH, 1972,  959-960):

fc-

'[Schmalstieg, i984, 142]:

_ 4



[Caxoww, 1984, 499]:

[CaxoKHM,1984.  499-500]:
, (
)

[Caxoiuui, 1984,  507]:

[TyMamiH, 1972,
959-960]:

[Stempel, 1983, 84-85]:

3. , ) )

[Weitenberg, 1986,  19]: )

42—



( )

[\Neitenberg, 1986, 18]:
[Weitenberg, 1986,  20]:

) [Weitenberg, 1986,
21]: ,

[Weitenberg, 1986, 18]

’ , ’

A+S ' (

— 43—



VSO- : . -
A+S , A-

[ , 2005, 88-89]: , )

)

[Dressier, 1971,  18-19]:

[Dressier, 1971, 9]:
, 1999, 1617 )
(liManbcenir, 1989,  130):
1 . [Minassian,1980. 84
1 .
. 3. 2005:

2. . ., 1%L
3. "

1999. 16-17:

4, CaokMB M. M, rioceccHBHbie KOHopyxuVH H garalHBHOCTD fipeBHeapMiiHCKoro »3biKa m Caere
npob/ieM HM%WO‘M—!,

TyNBNM 3.r., CyuLecTeyer |m sp“aTNBa HHAoeaponeHCKHx nabixax ? ‘ Proceedings o f the eleventh
international congress of linguistics. Bologna - Horence, 2. 1972".
6. UjManbemr y.P., CaxokHh M.M,, noceccHBHOCrb, nepexofiHocrb h aprailVeHOCTb. TMinofiormecKoe

conocraaneHHe flpeBHenepcMfIKHX, flpesHeapMHHCKMX m ApeBHerpyanHCKHX kohctpvkuhh, T6h/ihch

1985, 224 c., Bfl, 1989, 3.

44 —



7. Benvenisle E.. La construction passive du verbc transitif, BSL, 48,1952.
DadCTSG «Armenisch und Sfldkaukasisch. Ein Beitrag zur Frage der Sprachmischung, Leipzig, 1927.

Dressier W., Uber die Rckonstmktion dcr indogermanischcn Syntax “Zeitschrift fur vergleichendc
Sprachforschung”, Bd.85.1 Heft. 1971.

10. LohmannJ., 1stdas idg. Perfektum nominalen Ursprungs? KZ, 64,1937.

11. Lyonnet St., Le parfait en armcmen classique, Paris, 1933.

12. ?/Iariezs L., Sur la formation dc Paoriste ct des suibjonctivsen -c- (- -) enarmbnien, REA. 1930. t. X.
asc. 2.

©

13 Meillet A., Esqiuisse d’ une grammaire compare de I’amtfnien classique. Vienne. 1903

14 Mi?assian M., Emplois du participe en - EAL en armtnien classique. Annual of Armenian Linguistics,
vol. 1,1980.

15. Schmalstieg W. R., A syntactic comparison ofold Armenian and Lithuanian: The case of the passive par-
ticiples. . . 1984
16. Stempel R, Die infiniten Verbalformen des Armenischen, Frankfurt am Main. Bern, New-York, 1983.

17. Trost K., Die Perfektpenphrase im Altkirchenslavischen und Altarmenischen - Ein Beitrag zur vergle-
ichenden Syntax, IF, 73 Band, 1968, Heft 1-2.

18. Weitenberg J., Infinitive and participle in Armenian, AAL, vol.7,1986.

A aeuHiH

HPOB/IEMA riPOMCXOKfIEHMfl KOHCTPYKUMM lPMHACTM
B POfIMTE/IbHOM riAfIEWE fIPEBHEAPMAHCKOro A3bIKA
B /AIMHTBMCTMKE

CiaTbfl nocBfttueHa npo6/ieMe npoMcxoKfleHMfl npnMacTHA b poflme/ibHom naAexce b
ApeBHeapMfIHCKoro fl3biKa b AMHBMCTMKe. 0 npoMcxo>KAGHMM h npnpoAe 3Toro na™oKa e
ApeBHeapMAHCKOM cyiuecTBOBasiM padHbte TeopMM. Etue A.Mewe cuna/i npuHacme oTr/ia-
ro/ibHbiM MMeHeM. flpyrwe jiHHBHCTM, Kak, HanpMMep, f\ Aeeiepc, 3. TyMaHUH, Y.
LUMa/ibUJTHr, M. CaxoKMSi no/iarann, mo 3Ta KOHCTpyKUVh 6bi/ia spraTHBHOH. CymecTBosa-
iiH TatoKe TeopHH, cor/fiacHO kotopmm, oHa npOH30tu/ia H3 3KBHBa/ieHTa nepn(£pa3bi r/iaro-
lia uAtemb (ft. /lomsh m 3. BeHeeHHcr), H3 ceMamMKM nep”KTa (K. Tpocr) /ih6o H3 nep-
BHMHoro naccHBa (P. LUieMne/i, ft. BaHTenSepr). A no mmchhio C. TaaapaHa, 3Ta KOHCTpyK-
01 Heinsi6Tcs) 06pa3qBaHMeM 6oiiee no3£Hero nepMOAa pa3BHTHSt ApeBHeapMAHCKoro.

y BCEX 3tmx TeopHH ecTb onpeAelieHHoe paijHOHalibHoe sepno, QAnaico, no HauieMy
MHeHHK), HeKOTOpbte BOnpOCbl He 6bU1IH OCBemeHbl AO/DKHMM o6pa30M.

A. Gaginian

THE PROBLEM OF THE GENESIS THE OF CONSTRUCTION THE OF PARTICIPLE
INGENITIVE OF OLD ARMENIAN IN LINGUISTICS

The article is about the problem o fthe genesis of the construction of the paniciple in genitive
of Old Armenian in Linguistics.

In this article is made an attempt to review all the theories o fthe genesis o fthe mentioned con-
struction. Still A. Meillet considered this structure as a verbal noun. Other linguists as G Deeters,
E. Tumanyan, W. Schmalstieg and M. Saxokia thought that it was an ergative construction.
According to other opinions this construction has been resulted from the equivalent of the
periphrasis with the verb "have" (J. Lohmann, E. Benveniste), from the semantics o f the Perfect
(K. Trost), from the primary Passive (R. Stempel, J. Weitenberg). In S. Ghasarjan's opinion this
construction was an element of the later period of the development o f Armenian language. All
these theories have some rational core, though they do not answer duly all the questions.
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