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Introduction

“Words” are created due to the creativity and ingenuity of human mind. The
creation of words ultimately leads to the creation of vocabulary and culture itself *.
Otherwise stated, words are semantic keys that obtain cultural value throughout
the years and happen to be the basis of cultural development?.

The issue of artistic recreation of reality is the main in verbal creativity,
therefore, “in literature, the visible and picturesque reflection of reality, which
relies on emotional interpretation, proposes unique challenges to the language™.
In this sense, in language the elements that get the utmost recognition are those
literary devices which make the representation of the depicted phenomena of life
much more colorful. Expressive, descriptive speech is incomparably influential,
strong, it enriches the context of the speech, and strengthens the effectiveness.
The literary devices used to determine the expressiveness of the speech are
usually divided into the following types: means of depiction and means of
expression. Language depiction methods are mostly put into two groups: tropes
and figures. Tropes are word units and combinations of words which have
transfer of meaning in their basis, while the stylistic effect of figures of speech
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relies more on different syntactic structures®. In contrast to tropes, where the
most important part is the metaphorical manifestation of words, in the case of
stylistic figures, the primary thing is not the metaphorical or allegorical use of the
word, but rather the unique arrangement of the linguistic units, and the tone and
prosody they are uttered with®. Depiction is determined by the contrast between
the linguistic means and the content of the speech. This means that not only
literary devices, but also all the linguistic methods are graded and valued by
drawing parallels between the content and the linguistic expression®. Therefore,
the research of literary devices is not an end in itself: it is aimed at revealing the
essential aspects of the art of speech. Thanks to literary devices and the different
means of expression, the author is not only able to materialize his thoughts
through language and make them sound real, thus stimulating the readers’
imagination to perceive and understand the object in question, but also make the
described phenomenon vivid and spectacular to strengthen the emotional impact
of the literary word’.

The aim of this article is to show the 13" century historian K. Gandzaketsi's
skillful implementation of a variety of stylistic devices in his work "History of
Armenia", which avails the reader a chance to perceive and understand his
composition as much more than a valuable historiographic narration of facts and
events. The examination of the specificities of his use of Old Armenian reveals a
considerable number of tropes and figures of speech reflecting the unique
mentality and imaginative perception of the author.

Several methods have been employed to achieve the goal of the
investigation: the descriptive-analytical approach, the comparison of linguistic
facts from synchronic and diachronic viewpoints, the observation of stylistically
valuable elements and devices which add to the unique style of the author.

Literary devices in K. Gandzaketsi’'s work

The 13™ century historian K. Gandzaketsi’s “History of Armenia” is one of the
most interesting pages of the history of Armenian literature. The author describes
the scenes taken from the Armenian world so vividly and artistically that the
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reader sometimes mistakes the genre of the book, thinking of it as a work of
fiction rather than a representation of historical events.

The speech of Gandzaketsi, the historian, is dynamic and sometimes even
rather picturesque and artistic. Writing truthfully does not in any way interfere
with the artistic salience of his speech. This is determined by the artistic imagery
of the historian’s masterpiece.

It is no secret that the best form of expression for any author is the language
they make use of. The author displays accuracy of representation of historical
facts, because of which the uniqueness and the excellence of his artistic thinking
may be pushed aside, however, in his work Gandzakeci skillfully makes use of the
armory of literary devices, creating a series of interesting and unique images,
each excelling the other.

One of the most widely applied devices in K. Gandzakeci’s work is simile. The
figure of simile which is usually based on a common feature between different
objects or phenomena occupies a special place in his work. According to E.
Jrbashyan, this means of depiction also reveals the author's attitude, his emotional
perception of the objective reality, emphasizing one of the most essential
properties of the phenomenon®.

In her valuable work “Syntactic Stylistics of Classical Grabar (Old
Armenian)”, T. Shahverdyan distinguishes three degrees of comparison in the
expressive system of Grabar: identical, comparative and superlative®. The degree
of identity does not indicate the superiority of any of the compared objects or
phenomena, but emphasizes their identity in this or that characteristic feature.
One of the common methods applied for depicting this phenomenon is the use of
prepositions. With the function of identical comparison, the syntactic structures
like “as...as”, “so...as” («npwhku...umjbwkbu», «npylu...wyuwlku») are used. It
should be noted that in Gandzaketsi's work in the prevailing majority of examples
the antecedent is omitted, only the preposition is used in the comparison. They
take the accusative case and become a member of the same sentence. Here are
some relevant examples:

«... qniqwlhnpt nulyn Gr wpdwpen) bi wliwug wwwnnwlywuwg, hppbi
qunp wuwhwwu G puytghy G wphwdwphp Gt wudwuopp tintu» (102), «...

8 See Rppwiyywl 1967, 218.
9 See Cwhybkpnywu 2007, 186.
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hwuntw upnpu dwy, npwlu L fungwd wonbh (322), «... pwugh pntuk h
hopt ppp jwlwult wuhwwnwpwn, nwnwpt junptip» (332), «GL bpwgbw)
dinwtknp jGpyhtuu Ynwnebwdp wubdbnpbihu, npwku h ybpuwwniuu npwdpp
wupwghtp» (336), «... np ghwnk dwlwsk| qownmwpuu tL gpuwnwuhuu, npuku
qghwntwlwtu» (338), «thwnwinptiugh dh wuwnnwényehtu jGphu ... npwku
(yu h (nwnp» (339), «4wpnn £ wunnuwd wwpbtignigwubi qutiq h hpnyu, npyyku
gtiphu dwuynwuuu» (355), «.. wnuwstp uppnd Yw pun dphdbwuu, pppl
gbnpwpu L qwunwdu Lphunnup, npyku wwwnnthpbiwg nkp» (371), «.. b
wdblwju Ywgbw| Ep h pwgwinpnyebwuu, ppp wudwa ngnny» (383):

When creating similes, Gandzaketsi also makes use of the syntactic patterns
with “by” («puw») which is a widely spread pattern in Grabar, as in the following
cases: «GYu h nwbwnu pwnwutonptiwy puyp opptiugtl )pudwNIL» (125), «...
puip ophuwyh uwhwwbinnhu Uppwhwdnt...» (344), «... wj| pniuwth h wnbinhu
puyp  wdwbumpbwt tGnotipwg» (371), «.. nupu bGL thhinu nbinht puwn
tdwunebwtu pphunnubihg» (372), «GL ungw Ywpg wnbw| puyp opptiwlh»
(382):

Another manifestation of the identical simile evidenced in Gandzaketi's
«History of Armenia» is the image formed by the suffixes “-w/wtu”, “-w/pwp”.
The specified suffixes are attached to the root, clearly indicating the object that is
the other side (the vehicle) of the simile, as well as the common characteristic
feature!®. The following examples illustrate the point: «.. h Jh punyshiu
thwnwinpbw|' gnpdtiny wuypnuudwpwp b dwpnluwku» (366), «GL G udw
ghp pluwunyebtiwl ... wmhpb| ubthwwtwpwpy» (373), «GL nw| hpwdwu wnh-
pwpwp» (374), «.. Ynwnpthu wbnpnpdwpwp» (382), «... hqopwuwktu
dwpuuskhu G qopinuwku Ynnibhu» (385):

In the work, there are also examples of similes (though rather rare) formed
by the words «tdwit» and «hwugnu». «2h tdwl tp wjpu wuwnndny» (345),
«Mbwpnuh hwtigmi qnkpu npnh wunndn; nuwwubw b gniju BYbntiginy
(Gw» (346):

At the second, comparative level of simile, the advantage of one of the
compared objects or phenomena over the other, the more or less vivid
manifestation of this or that feature is emphasized". K. Gandzaketsi created

10 See Cwhybtipnywt 2007, 206.
! See Cwhybtipnwu 2007, 187.
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beautiful examples of comparative similes in his work with the help of the
preposition «pwiti ». «... GL 9onphp uwyhwnwy b ubwr gniuny tie dGS pwin qéh, G
pwt gky» (368), «GL nwnwwthu dwpn Gt wuwunw h fuhun Ge b nwnu
ybpwywgnuwgu, np nwnuwagnjup thu pwt qhwpwinupt h ybpwy npningu
hupw)bh» (397):

Examples of superlative similes with the following syntactic patterns are also
attested in Gandzaketsi's work: «Gi jnjd gwunigbw| pwqwinpt’ fuunpk quw h
nnnu» (73), «uw kp h Uwpbungwg Juuhgu' dtpwgbwy ynyd» (75), «Uww binbi
ownd wwupply, np gpugnd inbinhu Ynpdwubiwg, pun npu fuwfunbigue G
Glybntghu Stinyw) vwupply jnyd» (210), «wyp htiq G funuwph, wnwphup i
wnpwwwukp jnyd...» (218), «GL Jwuu ymyd uppbin) quw' b udw» (223),
«. Juph fuunnpbwdp puwjwe qunuw pwgwinpu bt bpwuwlybgwe dkq h
winbiujGwuu» (353):

Another device abundantly used in the analyzed work is the tropological
device of epithet aimed at the fulfillment of different stylistic tasks. Here are some
examples:

UdGuwuppnthh  wunnuwdwdhu  (332), wjp  uppwutniun  (392),
wujwjubwu Ybwup (355), wpp uwwmbuhp (387), wuwmnuwéwihtt ghp
(365), wuwmnuwépuywy uppnehtt (298), qwqwu Jwpnwjuwué (92),
Gnwithwithwg Ywpow (296), GpYuwgnidwp Juwunpwp (295), qopniehtu wt-
uwhdwubih (332), Yhpp wupwdpwubih (335), hkq pwpp (366), hngh dJwhw-
Yny (336), hngtowh pwup (348), dknuwpbkp unun (302), dnmwhwpniuwnt
3nghwuutu (113), nipquithwn fununnjwuniehiu (345), pwingp 2usnidu (347)
and so on:

Sometimes multicomponential epithets and their unique manifestations in the
context of the work can also be observed: wudklubh junhwlwtwgnju gbin
wpthhwpw)ju (332), nLuwwjwpgbt wuwyugwlw dny (342), funpwyhti juouhg
wuwpq dtluhsp (27), nght dnuwukp Gr whné (329), pwngp b wfunpd pwu
(347) and so on.

It should be noted that the metaphoric manner of expression, of which the
epithet is an undeniable part, is a characteristic property of K. Gandzaketsi’s
«History of Armenia». Metaphors, which convey a unique charm to the author’s
speech, have a special place in the work. Examples to illustrate the point are:
«dwdwubight tdw wpnwp nwwnwunwupt  wunndnp»  (314), «Unwpbwg
wunnwwd ghngh npreny hipnp b uppunue dbpy  (330), «...qndnfuu wikipkp
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hnginu U quwh uywuwukp» (336), «Gu dwwnwdpt wuwnnén) hwubd gnbitu»
(341), «Cwjp wpdww, npnhu pnu...» (341), «Upn wnophip Unpw wnwgk
wunniwd  fuwnwnnuehtu wdbuwiu  woluwphp»  (348), «twpdbw| pdoyk
nnnpdniebwdpu hipny» (361), «GL nn 2ntu Jh bu, pnipp» (385):

As can be seen, the adduced examples, on the one hand, identify the bright
imagination that the people of that time possessed, while, on the other hand, they
showcase the author’s picturesque thoughts.

The Paraphrases used in the work are also fascinating: GplYtuwinp
pPwquinpniphiu — npwjuwn (114), GpYuwyht pwguinp (73)- wuwnnLwd(225).

The stylistic method of Contrast is also rather actively referred to by
Gandzaketsi. On the lexical level it is represented with the usage of antonyms. It is
added that the method of contrast is aplicable to objects and events, when it is
aimed to emphasize the differences but not the similarities between them, and
represent the described events in a much more inclusive and complete way. In the
composition under investigation it is used with the same purpose. Thus, for
example: «N's d&ényapiti G n's thnppynyapit, n's pwpdpnyppitn G n's
juntiwphnippit, n's wnunbpmpp Go n's bnwwqnppi, wy dh Ywpg, Jp
wwwou, dh Gpypwwaniyehit hwdwgny unipp Gppnpnnuyebiwtit nuitwupy» (123),
«.. Jwuu gh ndu GpYtugphti t G ndu GpYypughti, ndu Gplubh ti ndu
wubpbinge, ndu dwdwbtwlbuy b ndu wudwh...» (134), «(dnnup qudtuwju
gnju dbp' quuipdmit b quitipwpdnu, b Glwp JGpnwwnkd» (353), «be gh wyup
hwplylihp Gu, pt b wbhwpybihp enihu, b whwynubh' wynubp.. »
(339):

As seen from the examples adduced above, the words representing the
opposite meaning are mainly connected by the conjunction “tiL”, with the usage of
which the oppositions created by the objects become much more eye-catching and
not only that, the application of the conjunction “ti” highlights the stylistic
expressiveness of the picture®.

The fact that the storyteller starts his sentences with the mentioned
conjunction “LL” is captivating. It is more likely that more than 70 percent of the
sentences as a whole start with it. However, this is not the only example of an
original language use. In addition, Gandzaketsi uses structures that have the
inhibitory particle “dh™: «Uh" dwpduwlwu dwuopnyebwdpu h hngbiinp Juwuu

2 See Twhybkpnyw 2007, 228.
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puyndbught> (46), «Gpwpd qudbububwu, qh dp” nwue hus  jhght
pwagwLnpnyebwl unpw» (50), «... gh dh’ nbhpu hus gnpdtuglil wywaghpu...»
(174), «3ownwn wfuwpht Gwhuynwynu Ywd Jupnwwbin wnwug pLdh
Gwhuynwnupu dp” ppelughti, Ywd ohubught, wy Unpw hpwdwuwd puwn
wwunwdh, pwyg Godwpunwgu dh” hwlwnwlbugbl...» (305), «2hwnnpnu
wnwug pnipdwnh bu dndbnhuh dp” qpupghts wn hpuwunu» (306), «dp’ np
nhdwnwnpé hgh wuwgbiingu h udwuk» (359):

The given examples show that with the above-mentioned structures the
commands and the reassurances of not committing some of the actions are
brought to the readers’ attention and then justified by the need of initiating the
contradicting alternative ways'.

Gandzaketsi knows the value of his words, knows the scale of assessing them
and as a religious storyteller he is eager to be fair, completely free from the
biases. However, despite the fact that his presence and attitude towards the story
is taken to the minimum, it is still somewhat there.

Conclusion

Analyzing the book “History of Armenia” written by one of the most
prominent Armenian historiographers, Kirakos Gandzaketsi and referring to the
tropological features of the work, which support the creation of unique pictures,
we come to the following conclusions.

Gandzaketsi effectively uses the big arsenal of figurative language, creating
unique and interesting pictures. Approximately 200 original epithets, as well as
metaphors, antitheses and similes of three types: identical, comparative and
superlative occur in the book. All of these correspond to the unique features of
the figurative language of Old Armenian. It is noteworthy that the individuality of
the historian, as well as the ideosyncratic specificities of his writing style are not so
vividly expressed in the first part of the book; this is probably due to the fact that
this part represents the previous ages, which Gandzaketsi took from other
historians. Whereas the second part stands out for its linguistic diversity,
ingeniousness and candidness, as the author himself has witnessed or even
directly participated in the events he describes.

“History of Armenia” by K. Gandzaketsi is a unique work of art, which as the
author described, is a living statue that commemorates his name. The book is

13 See Cwhybtpnywt 2007, 234.
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indeed a historical monument, being the most accurate and comprehensive
source about the Mongol invasion, as well as a brilliant example of a historical
novel of the time.
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uhruunu AULALUESNRK «MUSUNRGEGPRL <U3NS»
tPUNkU _RUNL' NPNBU MUSULGr USs1onNa Ubudnr

<UY4NP3UL L.
Udthnthnid

Pwbwgh pwnbip' Yhpwynu Swudwlbgh, X nwp, ywwdhs, «Mwndnyehiu
Cwyng», gbnupybunwywu dunwdnnnyeniu, gqtnupybunwlwu wwunybp, ywwn-
Ybpwynpdwu dhongubip:

Swulwgwé uwnbindwagnpdnnh gbinwpybunmwywu dunwdnnnigjwu jwyw-
gnyu wpunwhwjnpsp (Ggntu £: dnwnpybunmwywu néh fuunhpp hpwywuniejwu
gbinwghunwywu Yepwpumwnpnyeyniut £: Wu hdwuwnny (Ggynid nipg wipdbip
hwwny Yuplnpnugyniu Gu unnwund wwwnybpwynpdwu dhongubinp, npnug
ogqunipjwdp htwpwynp £ nwnund wnwyb| gniutin ubipyuwywgub) ywunytnpdnn
Ywuph wnwpywubinu n Gplnyubipp:

Lutwpybind XN nwph wwwdhs Yphpwynu Swudwybgnt «Mwwndniphiu
Cwyng» bpyh wwwybpwynpdwu hwdwlwnpgh wnwuduwhwwnynyeyniuubnp,
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dwutwynpuwbu nhwnwpybind pwnp, npwbu wwwnybp unbndnn dhwynp’
sGup Yupnn swunpwnwnuw| gbinwpybunwywu ywunybpwynpdwu wju dp-
ongubtipht, npnup yyuwyywsd Gu nwuniduwuphpynn Gpynid:

(bl htnhuwyp ubpluwjwgund £ wywwndwgpnieintt ninnigjniup, npny
wwjdwuwynpywd' Yuwpnn bu wunbudby hbnhuwyh gbinwpdbunwywu Jdunw-
onnniuejwl hupuwwnhwnigintuu nu pwgwnhynuegintup, wjuniwdtuwjiuhy Swu-
dwlbtight hp Gpynwd hdwnnptu ogwnybi £ wwwnybpwynpdwu hwdwywpgh hw-
pnwiwn ghuwunghg' unbindtiny hGunwppphp nt jnipophuwl wwwnytipubn:

Gpyh wnwoht dwunw Jwn wpnwhwjndwsd sk wwwndhsh néh hupuwwnp-
wnueiniup.  hwjwuwpwn  wywjdwuwynpywsd wju  hwugqwdwupny, np wyu
pwduh wwundnygjwu dwuht wntinGywwnynieniup Swudwlytight ytipgunid k wy)
wwuwndhsubiphg: huy Gpyh Gpypnpn dwut wsph £ pulund pwqdwquiuniyejwdp,
ytunwup funupny b wudhgwywunyejwdp, pwuh np wwwndhst wjuintin ubplyw-
jwunud £ hppl nbwpbph wywuwnbu nt 2w hpwnwpdnueginituutiph wudhow-
Ywu dwutwyhg:

C/I0OBO KAK EAUHUUA CO30AHUA XY OMECTBEHHOIO
OBPA3A B TPYJE KUPAKOCA NrAH,3AKELMX
«NCTOPUA APMEHUWN»

AKOBAH J1.

Pe3iome

KnroueBbie cnosa: Kuparkoc aHp3akeum, 13-biil Bek, uctopuorpad, «Mctopusa
ApMeHWUU»,  XY[OMECTBEHHOE MbILLNIEHNE, XyOOMECTBEHHbIN 00Opa3, obpasHble

cpencrea.

Jlyqwmm  BblpaseHueM XyAOMECTBEHHOrO MbILUNEHUA YenoBeKa ABNAETCA
A3bIK. 3afa4a Xy[LOMECTBEHHOIrO CTUA 3aK/IOYaEeTCA B 3CTETUHECKOM BOCMPOU3BE-
OEHUN [LeCTBUTENBHOCTY.

B koHTekcTe ckasaHHOro ocobblii UHTepec npeacTasnAeT obpasHaAa cucTema
A3blka B Tpype uctopwuorpaca Xl Beka Kupakoca [aHp3akeun «Mctopua Apme-
HUK.

202



Word as a Unit of Image Creation in Kirakos Gandzaketsi’s Work “History...

XoTA un aBTOp ABNAETCA NpefcTaBUTENeM MCTopuorpadMyeckoro Harpasne-
HUA, HO MM BecbMa yMeno ucrnonb3oBaH boraTblii apceHan obpasHoii cucTembl
A3blKa.

pumeyateneH TOoT hakT, YTO MepBas YacTb COYMHEHUA He OTINYAEeTCA Opw-
rMHaNbHOCTBIO CTUNA aBTopa. Bo3mokHo, 310 0bycnoeneHo obpatueHvem [aHp3a-
Keuy K Tpyaam uctopuorpacdos. OfHako CTUIMCTMKA BTOPOI1 YacTu Tpyja Xapak-
TepusyeTca HEMoCPEACTBEHHOCTbIO U PaCKPEMOLLLEHHOCTBIO, MUBOI peybto, Hacbl-
LLIeHHOI 0bpa3HOCTbIO, MOCKOMNBbKY 3Aecb [aHA3aKeLy BbICTyMaeT Kak o4YeBuael, u
HEMoCPeACTBEHHbIIi y4aCTHUK ONUCHIBAEMbIX UM CODbITMIA.
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