VAZGUEN HAMBARDZUMYAN

THE ACHIEVEMENTS AND SOME CURRENT ISSUES
IN THE STUDY OF THE CILICIA DIALECT
(Report)

Great contributions are made in the study and the scientific classification of the
Armenian dialects especially by A. Aytanyan and K. Patkanyan (19* century 60- 70s), H.
Adjaryan and A. Gharibyan (20* century 10- 60s), G Djahukyan (20* century, 60- 80s).

According to G Djahukyan the Armenian dialectology has four development periods
which are the following: a) the period of fragmentary data and the use of geographico -
linguistic classification (S*to the beginning ofthe 20* century), b) the period ofthe dom-
ination of the morphological principle in classification of the Armenian dialects (the
beginning o fthe 20* century to the early 1940s), c) the period of introducing the phonet-
ic principle of classification as well as of attempts at exacting and particularizing the
morphological classification (from early 1940s to 1970s), d) the period of the multi -
features classification and preparation of the dialect atlas (1970s to present)1

I1t’s worthwhile mentioning that the practical bases of geographical, phonetic and
morphological classification were established by A. Aytanyan and K. Patkanyan in the
second halfofthe 19* century.

Subsequently, more than three decades later, in the 1910s, H. Adjaryan followed their
views and established a separate morphological classification according to only one
attribute, i.e. the differences in the structure of the verbs in indicative mood
tense. According to this he distinguishes three branches um (Yerevan, T Iflis, Gharabagh,
Agulis, Djugha etc), ka (Mush, Karin, Van, Cilicia, Tigranakert etc) and el (Khoy,
Maragha efc).

This type o fstructure, evidently, is one o fthe attributes mentioned by the predicators
of H. Adjaryan and maybe it is not more important than the other attributes (e.g. the
structure o fthe noun in singular derivative case with the endings -e or -ic . the structure
ofthe plural genitive case with -/ or -u endings etc).

Later on, in the 70s of the twentieth century they use a new approach according to
which not only the number of the attributes is increasing but also the dimension of the
study principles and new local variations as dialect units “which make to avoid the par-
tiality, to complete the dialect, sub-dialect and vemnacular separations according to
objective criteria and to define the phonetic and the grammar peculiarities according the
historica) and geographical principles"1

G Djahukyan's study "Introduction to Armenian Dialectology” is an essential achieve-
ment in the study o fthe Armenian dialects. According to the author that book becomes the
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bases for a new scientific norm i.e. statistical dialectology, mentioning that “its main goal
is to decide the interrelation o f the dialects and classification of the dialect units .

As aresulta new approach is developed i.e. multi—attribute—statistical classification
ofthe dialects, which one way or another tries to utilize the linguistic-geographic prin-
ciples*.

In G Djahukyan’s classification (with traditional name) the Cilicia dialect is charac-
terized with six locations; Sivrihisar, Hadjin, Zeythun, Marash, Beylan and Kesab and
the dialect o f Syria or (as an administrative and geographical area) Suedia is presented
with its four locations o fHadji- Habibli, Yeoghun- Oluk, Kabusie and Aramo (see op.
cit, p. 33 - 34) which, as the author states, are included in the west dialect group with
the following distributions.

a) Antioch or southeastern dialect group with its two subgroups o fKesab - Svedia
dialect (Kesab, Kabusie, Yeoghun - Oluk, Hadji- Habibli and Aramo territories) and the
dialect o f Beylan (with homonymous territory),

b) Cilicia or southwestern middialect group with two subgroups o f Hadjin dialect
(with homonymous area) and Marash - Zeythun dialect (with two homonymous territo-
ries)’.

The above mentioned ten areas are among the 120 areas (they are shown in the tables
with the numbers o f31 - 40 according the mentioned order), for the variative-statistic
classification o fwhich G Djahukyan chooses 100 attributes that denote their dialect con-
dition. Those attributes are equally distributed within 25 branches first according to their
phonetic (vowel and consonant) and then to their grammatical (declination and inflec-
tion) systems. Thus he names those attributes separately, and makes tables for the each
areas using the signs of plus or minus in order to denote the existence of the certain
attribute in those territories.

Antioch or southwestern dialect groups as well as most of Cilicia or southwestern
middialects have always been the main study matter for the Armenian linguists (H.
Adjaryan. A. Gharibyan, E. Aghayan, G Djahukyan and other) and the authors of the
university textbooks (A. Gharibyan, A. Grigoryan and other)6.

At late 50s and early 60s o f last century many foreign scholars such as J. Fourquet,
E. Benveniste, H. Vogt, E. A. Makajev, V. V. lvanov participated in the discussion on the
Armenian dialects and expressed significant points and observations which are also
based on the important data o f the dialectal consonant system o f Cilicia and Syria’.

Furthermore, besides the general studies (historical, topological - etyological, philo-
logical etc.) published at the end o f the 19* century or later in which the authors some-
how reflect the linguistic conditions o fthose areas, new scientific studies (scientific arti-
cles, reports, papers, thesis etc.) are being published about the source dialect of those
dialect groups'.

Recently H. Adjaryan's "Study on the Dialect of Cilicia” has been published
(Yerevan, 2003). The first part o f the book includes the study o f the dialects o f Zeythun
and Hadjin jointly; the second part gives the separate studies o f Svedia (Musa ler) dialect
conducted with the scheme developed by the authorin the 1900s which consisted o f pho-
netics and morphology parts, exponents (origins) o fthe dialects and a glossary. The data
ofthat study was utilized by G Djahukyan in his muUi-features classification.



A. Gharibyan has an essential contribution in the scientific study o f certain dialects
ofCilicia and Antioch.

First, Gharibyan separats two new branches ( ka and ha) inside the ka branch distin-
guished by Adjaryan; for one case (ka branch) he indicates five dialects (Amasia,
Zeythun, Beylan, Svedia and Marash) and for the other case (ha branch) two dialects
(Kesab and Arabkir).

Then, Gharibyan separately describes the dialects o fAramo and Kabusie and tries to
complete the number o fthe Armenian dialects o fka branch (i.e. Kabusie) and ha branch
(i.e. Aramo)’.

Gharibyan mentions “A rich source is discovered in the area o fAntioch. H. Adjaryan
considers all the dialects o fthat source as one dialect and calls it “dialect o f Syria” . But
the consistent study o fthose dialects shows that there are more differences among those
dialects than between the dialects o f Araratyan and Gharabagh or Araratyan and Karin.
That is why his efforts succeeded. The Svedia dialect with its subdialects and Beylan
dialect with its subdialects, Kesab dialect with its subdialects were found in Antioch
area. That area was divided into four sub areas those of Svedia, Beylan, Kesab and
Djasar - Shughur. As we already know the language condition ofthree o fthem, so we
have only to find out the dialectal condition of the Armenian speaking villages of
Djssar-Shughur area” 0

G Djahukyan’s book “Introducton to Armenian Dialectology” promoted the new sci-
entific study ofthe Armenian dimensional variations and it supposed further adequate
examinations both in the theoretical development and practical utilization of the
approaches and principles in the thorough study o fthe dialectunits. That's why it is nec-
essary to apply the approaches and views to both the traditional and new researchers who
develop their ideas in the past or modem times, separately or parallel to each other.

Now let’s reflect and discuss the statistic results o f the phonetic and morphological
differentiating attributes o f the dialects of Sivrihisar, Hadjin, Zeythun, Marash and
Kesab which G Djahukyan traditionally includes in the dialecto fCilicia".

1. A ll the vernaculars have the common expression o f the consonant attributes and
occurrences o fthe realizationofh f(h o I- fo |'ground, land’ etc).

a) The voicedness o f the initial voiceless plosives and fricatives (p - b. pal ~ bad

‘wall’ etc).

b) The voicedness o f the voiceless plosives and fricatives after r- and at the back

position (p~ b. karpel- karbed ‘carpet’ etc).

¢) Back position voiced plosives and fricatives or the ones following -r change into

voiceless aspirates (b ~p. nurb ~ nurp ‘delecate’ etc).

d) Initial voiced plosives express the feature o f voiceless consonants (b - p. ban ~

pan. ‘thing’ etc).

The other features have either weak or no expression.

The lack o f consonant attribute is common in the dialect o f Hadjin and Kesab, then
Zeythun and especially Beylan and Sivrihisar. The weakest expression has the dialect o f
Marash.

2. The vowel attributes have stronger expressions than the consonant attributes. The
common attributes are the following.



a) Palatalized vowels are the most common (a, 0. barak ~ barak, parak ‘thin’ etc)
and the full-voicedness of a(a ~ i. u barinj~ birinj ‘rice’etc).

b) Several attributes are common such as non-labial vowels for iw (aliwr - alir
'flour, meal’ etc), palatalized vowels foraand o (a a. banjar~ banjar ‘nettle’ etc, o
~o0.bolor bolor’all’etc), presence o fthe harmony o f the vowels (aliw r~ alowr *flour’
etc), stressed vowel or diphthong for stressed e and o (except for ei and owo. e zn -iz
‘ox’, ov~ owv 'who’etc), labialization of a (krak ~ krok ‘fire’, ha c h o c '’bread’ etc).

¢) Several attributes are comparably rare such as palatalized vowel for ow (ow ~ ow.
bowrd ~ bowrt ‘wool’ etc.), stressed vowels of lower and middle groups instead of
stressed <and ow (mis - mes, mays ‘meat’, owl~ ol ‘eight’ etc), or delabialization of o
(xrov ~ xrav, xrev ‘offended’ etc).

The other attributes are either expressed very weak or have no expression.

The vowel attributes are most common in Zeythun dialect, the dialects of Kesab,
Hadjin and Marash have equal expressions, the dialects of Sivrihisar and Beylan have
weak expressions.

3. The areas have common nominal (morphological) attributes.

a) Complete association is observed in four cases: with en as well as an in the deriv-
ative case (covic' coven, covan ‘from the sea’ etc), in pronouns with die presence o f-i
(inj~in ji ‘me’ etc), the possessive form with articles (hac'i ktor~ hacin ktora ‘a piece
of bread' etc), the application of the indefinite article at back possession (m iasxarh ~
asxarh mi, aixarh m3 'a world' etc).

b) Two cases are more common such as analytical (with prepositions and back posses-
sion or expressed with -i), with the structure o f instrumental case (alk ‘atov ~ alk ‘atm het,
alk ‘atanov, alk aianaw ‘with the poor’etc, andjrov ~ i Jowr ‘with water’ etc.), with other
limited number o f proper words and peculiarities (polysyllabic words with the ending -er.
beran - heraner ‘mouths’ etc, limited application of the article in nominative case Jowr -

Jowra 'water etc., double article for die words ending with vowelji - Jin» ‘horse’etc).

¢) Comparably fewer cases with common attributes are used such -vi (also -vnl,
-vner. -van, -vank', - vdik .ack er ac'vi, also acner ‘eyes’ etc), -an (hlso -ank’,
-anner.jie r jiank .janner ‘horses’ etc), -Stan (also -star, aygi- aygestan 'gardens’
etc), analytical back position derivative case (alk atic alk ‘atimrte'from the poor’etc),
ordinal numerals with the ending -in ji (erkrord ~ erkow nji ‘second* etc), preposition z
{aixarha - zasxarh 'world , goiin ~zgol’thief etc).

d) Much rare are the following attributes -mi(also -me, -min, -nik , and-ami, -anik'
etc) plural formation (art'at- alk 'ami’die poor , aman amanani'pots’ etc), deriva-
tive case with the ending m (elboric ~etbormt ‘from brother’ etc.) and declined forms
of the demonstrative pronouns with the endings rand d (sra - stra, estowr "this* etc).

The rest o f the attribute are either very weak or not expressed.

It’s worthwhile mentioning that the dialects o f Hadjin, Zeythun and Khesab have the
best expressions o fattributes, the dialect o f Marash has weaker expressions and the other
two dialects of Siwrihisar and Beylan have the weakest expressions.

4. The verb (morphological) attributes are:

a)  completely common for the structure of the perfect tense with ~r(beret'em- berer
em ‘I have brought’ etc).



b) somehow common with the verbs -el. U (xosem, xoseci xosim, xosecay T il
speak’ etc), the existence o fthe inflexion -ul (tolnem t'olowm T il leave’ etc), -al,
-el (grecink' grec'ank’' ‘We have written’ etc),

c) less common attributes such as the imperfect form o fpresent and past with -kow.
as well as back possession (growm em, growm ei~ ka grem, ka grei, also grem ka, grei
ka ‘I write, | wrote’ etc), present or past indefinite with other endings (growm em —ka
grem, kagrem ka ‘| write’ etc), the structure o fpresent continuous (growm em ~ kagrem
kor ‘I am writing’ etc), adverbs with -man ( elac elman ‘got up’ etc), the structures
with p iti (alsop i, ti. p iligrem ~p igrem, li grem ‘I will write’ etc).

The rest o f the attributes are either weak or missing.

The vowel attributes are most common in Hadjin and Zeythun dialects, The dialects
ofSivrihisar, Kesab and Marash have equal expressions, the dialect o fBeylan have weak
expressions.

Traditional dialectology completely neglects the syntactical attributes with definite
reasons. H. Adjaryan’s dialectological works denote a number o f examples and quota-
tions from adequate studies, conducts theoretical, phonetic, morphological analysis but
never syntactical analyses. The future researchers mainly follow H. Adjaryan’s ideas.
This view completely concerns to Cilicia dialects, because their syntactical structure
have never been a matter o f study. The solution of this problem is essential for the
Armenian dialectology.

The studies o f non-adjaryan school representatives denote that some

Armenian dialects have such archaic phonetic attributes which are

significantfor the etymological - typological study o fthe phonetic structure

and especially consonant system o fthe IE languages.

From this viewpoint the consonant system o f Cilicia dialect can have its contribu-
tions. As a result there occur Armenian local variations and the necessity to study die
units o f Cilicia dialect. The scientific study o fthose problems with new criteria can pro-
mote the clarification ofthe history o f the Armenian language and its interrelation with
other IE languages.

©

1 G Djahukyan. Introductiun to the Armenian Dialectology, Yerevan, 1972, pp. 16-28 (in Arm.).
We should mention that later Djahukian distinguishes five periods making chronological and
conceptual shifts within those four periods. Cf. A Handbook o f Armenian Dialectology by
John A. C. Greppin and Amalia A. Khachaturyan, Delmar, New York, 1986, pp. 9-26:

1 G Djahukjan, op.cit., p. 28.

' G Djahukyan, op. cit., p 14.

A

G Djahukyan, op., cit., p. 25.

In dialectological Studies we often metion areas not less important from the view of differ-
ences o fdialectal attributes (even the separate parts o f the same areae.g. Zeithun, Larallar or
Yalowbyan, also Shorvayan have different consonant system i.e. the existence o fthe voiceless
consonants for voiced and vice versa, the voiced consonants for voiceless).

* Cf. H. Adjaryan, Classification des dialects atmeniens, Paris, 1909, H. Adjaryan, Armenian
dialectology, Moskva-Nor-Naxichevan, 1911 (in Arm.), A.Gharibyan, Armenian dialectol-
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ogy, Yerevan, 1953 (in Arm.), A.Gharibyan, A New Group of the New Armenian Dialects,
Yerevan, 1958 (in Arm.), E. Aghayan. The Dialect of Meghri Yerevan, 1954 (in Arm.), G
Jahukyan, op. cit., A. Grigoryan, Course of the Armenian Dialectology, Yerevan, 1957 (in
Arm.).

Cf. "Bonpochi MbucomaHux, 1959, 5-6, 1960, 4-6, 1961, 3—6.

See, for exemple, M.S.Dawiih-Bek, “ Sound study of Marash Dialect”. ("Handes amsoreay”,
1896, in Arm.), A. Pashaian, About the Suedia dialect (* Patma-banasirakan handes", 19634,
in Arm.), A.Pashaian, Morphology of the Svedia dialect (“Telekagir’ of the Academy of
Science,|964, 3, in Arm.), H. Gasparian. The Dialect of Hadjin, Yerevan, 1966 (in Arm.).
T.Andreasyan, The Dialect of Svedia, Yerevan, 1967 (in Arm.), H.Adjariaii, Study of Dialect
of Cilicia, Yerevan, 2003 (in Arm.), H.Cholakhyan, The Dialect of Kesab, Halep, 1986 (in
Am.).

See/l)\ Gharibyan, A New Group o fthe New Armenian Dialects, pp. 9-147.

A. Gharibyan. op. cit, p. 5

e should mention that Djahukyan includes the areas Hadji-Habibli, Yeotun- Oluk,
Kabusie and Aramo into Syria, more specific in Svedia, except for Aramo. See G

Djahukyan, op. cit., p. 34.
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B. A/*6apm jM BH

PE3y/IbTATbl M AKTYA/IbHME fIPOB/IEMbl MCCJIEfIOBAHMTI
KM/IMKMHCKOrO fIMAJIEKTA APMfIHCKOfO A3bIKA

Ha3eaHMe Km/imkmhckhh AHal/ieKT 03Hanaef "oTAe/ibHbift Anal/ietaHbiM coioa" (AnapsiH)
M/in **Me>KAMaliekTHafl rpynna, KOTopan coacp>kmt onpeAe/ieHHoe KoziHMecreo Anal/ieKToe”
(AwayKflH). B 3Ty rpynny bxoapt Aamhhckhm m Mapauj—3eMTyHCKMM A”aneKThbi co chommm
TeppMTOpual/ibHbiMH pa3HOBHfIHOCTfIMM (noAAnal/ieKTaMn), a TatoKe Keca6—CeeAHHCKHH h
BeHiiaHCKMH AHd/ieKTbl, npMMeM C OnpeA&ieHHbIMM TeppMTOpMal/lbHbIMM HapeMMflIMM, C OAHOH
cTopoHbi, Keca6, Ka6éycne, ftoryH —0/iyK, XaA>KH—Xa6én6/in m ApaMo, ¢ Apyroft ciopottM —
6eM/iaHCKMM. A CMBpnmcap KaK OTAel/ibHa* Anal/ieKTHap paaHOBMAHOcTb othochtcp k
Apyroft, t. e. 3anaAHOH A”al/ieKTHOH rpynne KaK MexcAHajieicr.

Mcc/ieAoeaHHe Kn/iIMKMMCKoro mjih toro3anaAHoro, a TaioKe Apyrux AMa/ieKTOB, bxoap-
U4MX b KpanHe K>ro3anaAHyio rpynny, CMMTaeTCP yAOB/ieTBopme/ibHbiM; HMeercn 3HaMMTe/ib-
HOe KO/IHMeCTBO HayHHbIX CTaTeft H MOHOrp”""M, a TaiOKe NL0*0 L 14@<<'* H *ok
gecKHx TpyAOB. Mcc/ieAOBaHM* b stoh o6/iacrn npoAO/iwatoTcsi.

flnaneKThi ynoMPHyroH TeppHTOpHH H3yMa/mcb KaK b npoiu/ioM, TaK h b Hauin ahh, mc-
XOAfl M3 npHHUHNOB 0TAe/IbHOr0 OnMCaHMfl H 60 *N46<:0 0 (TeppMTOpMa/lbHOro) pac-
npeAe/ieHHA, ¢ npHMeHetmeM noAXOAOB MOp O0/I0"M”ecKO0"",

a TaioKe
MHOronpH3HaK0B0*“ CTaTMCTMMeCKOM K/iaCCt*"HKaiJMM H COCTaB/ieHMfl AM* ® KTO/,orMMecKoro
aTliaca (» ).

floc/ieAHMe Tpw—Meibipe a”cptm/ictm* b 06 /iacTH cpaBHHTe/ibHO—TMno/iorMMecKoro h
BapnaTMBHO—Tnno/iorHMecKoro HCC/ieAOBaHMP HHAoeBponencKMx P3biKOB 6 osibtuoe Mecio
yAelipeTCfl AAHHbIM 4)OHo/i0Or>mecKOH cucreMbi apMPHCKoro A3bixa h ero AualieicroB, mtcm
CaMbIM BblABHraiOTCfl HOBbie nOAXOAbl M npMHIAHnbl peKOHCTpyKUHH H OUeHKH 06 meMHAO-
eBponeHCKOro P3blKOBOrO COCTOPHMSI. C STOH TOMKH 3peHHP BO3HMKaK>T OnpeAC”CHHbie
npo6/ieMbi, cBP3aHHbie ¢ nepccMoipoM HeKOTOpbix BonpocoB Hcc/ieAOBaHMP TeppMTopwalib
HbIX BapHaHTOB apMPHCKOrO P3blKa, B TOM MHCJie C OTAefloHbIMH pa3MOBHAHOCTPMM
Kh/ihkhmckoh AMa/ieKTHofl rpynnw.

PemeHHe stmx BonpocoB MOKef cnoco6cTBOBaTb 6o/iee no/iHOMy npeACTaaneHHio
MCTOPMH Kak apMPHCKOTO, TaK H apMPHCKOTO B CBP3M C APy™MM HHAOeBponeHCKHMH
P3bIKdMM.





