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ON CERTAIN DISPUTABLE AND/OR UNEXPLAINED FORMS OF
THE IMPERATIVE IN MODERN ARMENIAN DIALECTS
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An attempt is made to demonstrate that the historical development of forms of the imperative
in modern Armenian dialects has been quite a complex process, significantly influenced by the
intense interplay of various analogical and phonetic changes. These changes have frequently
obscured the original situation and the synchronic morphological relationships between
different formation types of the imperative, as well as the relationship between the imperative
and the aorist. On the other hand, because dialectologists have often overlooked relevant
evidence from other dialects when describing a particular dialect, this has largely hindered
scholars from gaining a deeper understanding of the issues being examined and from
thoroughly and accurately investigating the linguistic material. In addition, it should be noted
that the investigation of modern Armenian dialects has, for the most part, been of a synchronic-
descriptive nature. As a result, the joint effect of the above circumstances has frequently led to
various misunderstandings and misinterpretations. Of course, examining all such controversial
issues would be going too far. Therefore, this paper will address only some of the most
questionable interpretations and/or unexplained phenomena.
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So far, research in Armenian dialectology has mostly focused on synchronic and
descriptive studies. Accordingly, dialectal forms have often been juxtaposed with their
corresponding Old Armenian prototypes without any satisfactory diachronic explanations. Of
course, H. Acaryan and other researchers’ dialectological works contain many valuable
historical observations scattered throughout. However, there have only rarely been serious
attempts to examine the dialectal forms being described from a historical perspective in a
systematic manner. Furthermore, dialectologists very often do not consider relevant evidence
from other dialects when describing a particular dialect. This has limited scholars’ ability to
gain deeper insights into the issues being examined and explore the linguistic material
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thoroughly and accurately, leading to various misunderstandings and misinterpretations. In
this respect, forms of the imperative are no exception. Additionally, uncertainty and
misinterpretations often arise partly due to the fact that various analogical and/or phonetic
changes have affected the expected and regular development of forms of the imperative,
resulting in a blurring of the original situation. A thorough examination of all such disputable
issues would go too far and is beyond the scope of the current paper. Here, we will limit
ourselves to a synchronic and diachronic consideration of some of the most contentious
instances and questionable interpretations of forms of the imperative in Armenian dialects.

In the dialect of Larabal, verbs of the w conjugation with the w1 and ki suffixes usually
form the imperative singular without any ending; that is, the aorist stem serves as the
imperative singular. For example, Apmwug “go away!”, Apulug “understand!”, etc!. K.
Davt‘yan, trying to account for this phenomenon, states that the dynamic accent falling on
the stem has triggered the loss of the corresponding ending?. However, in our view, this
explanation is not convincing and does not take into account the fact that the same pattern,
which was applied only to a few verbs in Classical Armenian, in parallel to the ending }1'11
(cf. plpwtiunl, wqguy — plpwgh 1/ plpw /plpu g (NHB, Vol. 1, p. 776)}, hulwbun,
wiguy— fufw Jhufw g/ pufugh p (NHB, Vol. 1, p. 846), also manifests itself in other modern
Armenian dialects to varying degrees. In the dialect of Goris, for instance, wu- and Lu-
suffixed verbs of the w conjugation generally mark the imperative singular with the ending
-h, but some can also form it without any ending by simply employing the aorist stem in this
function, e.g., un g “forget!”, hpulu g “understand!”, j g “know!”, wp wiiig
“resist!, endure!”, etc.* In the dialect of Karéewan, however, the latter type of formation has
become a general pattern that is consistently applied to all suffixed, as well as simple, verbs

of the w conjugation, cf. /2 pujiiiy “to appear”, 2 sg. imp. /1 pujiiig “appear!”, il “to stay”,

2 sg. imp. dpluu g “stay!”, gppuui fipy “to be surprised”, 2 sg. imp. gppilug “be
surprised!”, 7hgiiifipy “to wash”, 2 sg. imp. jhjiii g “wash!”, hpnk Ty “to go away”, 2 sg.
imp. ]111171:fg “go away!”, etc. > Almost the same situation obtains in the dialect of
Kak‘avaberd and in the dialect of Metri®. Of course, one should consider that historically
most of the previous w conjugation simple verbs have been transferred to the A conjugation
class in the dialect of Melri 7. Therefore, it seems quite reasonable to assume that the Old
Armenian restricted formation type has later become a more widely usable pattern in some
Armenian dialects, with the scope of its application varying from dialect to dialect.

Some subdialects within the dialect of Ararat have an important peculiarity: an w

I Cf. K. S. Davt‘yan, Lefnayin Larabali barbarayin k‘artezo [The dialectal map of the Mountainous Larabat],
Yerevan, 1966, p. 178.

21bid., p. 178, Footnote 1. See also p. 85.

3Here the dictionary Nor bargirk‘ haykazean lezui [New Dictionary of the Armenian language], Vol., I1-2,
(Venetik,1836-1837) is referred to by the notation NHB [UL<R].

4 Cf. A. Margaryan, Gorisi barbars [The dialect of Goris], Yer., 1975, pp. 196-197.

3 For the cited forms, see H. D. Muradyan, Karéewani barbais [The dialect of Karéewan], Yerevan, 1960,
pp. 137-147.

¢ Cf. H. D. Muradyan, Kak‘avaberdi barbato [The dialect of Kak‘avaberd], Yerevan, 1967, pp. 141-147, E.
B. Alayan, Metru barbar [The dialect of Metri], Yerevan, 1954, pp. 200-203, 215-218.

7 Cf. E. B. Alayan, op. cit., p. 199.



90 FPuliplkp Epliuwbh huwduyuwpubh. Fuliuuppnipinil

vowel-final rather than /2 vowel-final form in the imperative singular (2 sg. imperative)®
of transitive simple verbs of the /(< Old Arm. & and /) conjugation. H. Acaryan, when
exemplifying the imperative singular of the Z (< #&) conjugation simple verbs in the
dialect of Yerevan or Ararat®, adduces the doublets up pp/up pus “love!”'°. He further
notes that “the second form of the imperative, which has the ending u, is peculiar to the
Ejmiacin region, e.g., niqu, junu, jgpu, wnmbdw, suymlu, etc., whereas the
dialect of Erevan proper employs niqh, jump, jgpnt, etc™!'. However, H. Acaryan
doesn’t specify whether all simple verbs of the £(<Z&and /) conjugation in the subdialect
of Ejmiacin show the ending w in the imperative singular. Moreover, he doesn’t touch

on the question of the origin of the form under consideration. Other dialectologists either
have overlooked the issue altogether!? or have simply stated, following H. Acaryan, that
the imperative singular of simple verbs of the Z(<Zand /) conjugation, is usually formed
with the ending /1, and only in some subdialects with the help of the ending wz'3.

In our view, analogical influence from three high-frequency transitive verbs, namely,
wuky “to say”, 2 sg. imp. wuw ““say!”, wdky (originally meaning “to bring, to adduce!,
later “to fill”), 2 sg. imp. wdw (originally meaning “bring!, adduce!”, later “fill!”),
wiliky “to do”, 2 sg. imp. wpw ““do!”, is quite likely to have been responsible for the
appearance of the form in question. Therefore, it is no accident that only transitive simple
verbs of the £ conjugation usually display the ending w in the imperative singular,
whereas intransitive ones in the same conjugation class have regularly preserved the
standard ending A. To put it another way, analogical extension appears to have been the
most plausible motivation for the remodelling of the imperative singular of the £
conjugation simple verbs, with the verb wuf; having played the pivotal role in this
process'®. As is known, this verb, unlike other simple verbs of the & conjugation, featured
a deviant form ending in the stem vowel w in the imperative singular, namely, wuw
(from the aorist stem wuug due to the prehistoric loss of the stem-final g) already in
Old Armenian. Apart from this, the above analogical change may have been facilitated
by the fact that the aorist of the verb wufj, in its turn, has been reshaped by analogy with

8 Here and below the terms “imperative singular” and “2 sg. imperative” are used interchangeably.

° In Armenian dialectology, the terms “the dialect of Yerevan” and “the dialect of Ararat” are often used
interchangeably (cf., for example, A. Laribyan, Hay barbaragitut‘yun: hn¢‘yunabanut‘yun ew
jewabanut‘yun [Armenian dialectology: phonology and morphology], Yer., 1953, p. 218).

10See H. Aéaiyan, Hay barbaragitut‘iwn: uruagic ew dasaworut‘iwn hay barbatneri, [ Armenian dialectology:
A sketch and classification of Armenian dialects], Moskua: Nor-Naxijewan, (Eminean azgagrakan Zotovacu,
vol. 8), 1911, p. 43.

" Tbid., p. 44.

12 Cf., for example, A. Laribyan, op. cit., pp. 225-227, M. Asatryan, Hay barbaragitut‘yan gorcnakan
aSxatank‘neri jefnark [A Manual of practical works of Armenian dialectology], Yer., 1985, p 128.

13 See, for example, A. Grigoryan, Hay barbatagitut‘yan dasant‘ac [A handbook of Armenian dialectology],
Yer., 1957, p. 217,220-221. Cf. also V. Katvalyan, Bayazeti barbato ew nra lezvakan arn¢‘ut‘yunners Srjaka
barbarneri het [The dialect of Bayazet and its linguistic relationships with surrounding dialects], Yer., 2016,
p. 140.

14 More on which see S. Avetyan, On One Important Peculiarity of the Imperative Singular in the Dialect of
Ararat // Banber Yerevani hamalsarani. Banasirut‘yun [Bulletin of Yerevan University: Philology], 2023, Ne
3, pp. 30-38.
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the £conjugation simple verbs in the dialect of Ararat and now it is conjugated regularly
just as other simple verbs of the £ conjugation, cf., for example, wufkgph - aor. 1 sg.,
wukg — aor. 3 sg., wukghli— aor. 3 pl. versus Old Arm. wuwigh, wuwg wuwghl,
respectively. Furthermore, it is noteworthy that the imperative plural of the verb wuéy
has also been remade on the model of the / conjugation simple verbs in the dialect
concerned (cf. wukp vs. Old Arm. uzuzugl::z_)), whereas the form of the imperative
singular has remained intact's. Incidentally, the above situation is consistent with
typological evidence, according to which the imperative singular is usually more
resistant to analogical change due to a higher frequency of use than the imperative plural,
which frequently and more readily undergoes analogical change and morphological
restructuring®.

As mentioned above, various analogical and/or phonetic changes have also affected
the regular development of forms of the imperative in Armenian dialects, resulting in a
blurring of the original situation. This circumstance has also often led to various
misunderstandings and misinterpretations.

According to H. Acharyan, the 2 sg. imp. ending -2 in the dialect of Marata, has developed
out of the Old Arm. diphthong Zuz characteristic of the 2 sg. imperative of simple verbs of the
& conjugation, having gone through the intermediate stage of I, namely by the phonetic change
lau> > p'". However, in our view, this explanation is questionable if not refutable. It should
be noted that H. Acharyan does not provide evidence in support of the alleged phonetic
development Zuz > £> p (incidentally, we also failed to find such forms that would confirm
either the change £> por &uwz > £> p). On the other hand, not only various verbal forms but
also numerous nominal ones clearly point toward the phonetic development /> p2in the final
syllable in the dialect of Marata, cf., for example, Angh > juopp, twph > thupp, polunlh >
jeobunp | among many others'8. Therefore, an assumption can be made that the final 72 'of the
2 sg. imperative goes back to the earlier ending - 472 Moreover, the loss of the final 2 is quite
likely to have been motivated articulatorily'.

A. Margaryan states that in the dialect of Goris, dissyllabic verbs of the Zconjugation
with the reduced vowel p in the first syllable exhibit doublet forms in the 2 sg.
imperative, having either the ending / "or £, He further notes that the variant with the
ending Fhas resulted from the phonetic change &ur> &> F'. However, the observation
that only verbs with the reduced vowel 1 in the first syllable show such doublets suggests
that the variant with the ending L is likely to have arisen secondarily from the sound

15 See ibid. for a more detailed discussion of the issue.

16 Cf. A. Y. Aikhenvald, Imperatives and Commands, Oxford University Press, 2010, pp. 339-351, 362-364.

17 Cf. H. Ataiean, K‘'nnut‘iwn Maratayi barbari [Study of the dialect of Marata]. Yer., 1926, p. 234.

18 Cf. ibid., pp. 45-46, 57, 78.

19 Cf. For a historical account of h-final forms of the Imperative singular in Armenian dialects, see S.
Avetyan, Main factors conditioning the absence of the final ;2 and the origin of the final 4 of the
Imperative singular in Armenian dialects. // Banber Yerevani hamalsarani. Banasirut’yun [Bulletin of
Yerevan University: Philology], 2023. Ne 1, pp. 68-78.

2 Cf. A. Margaryan, op. cit., p. 196.
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change of h to L in the accented word-final position. Note that in the dialect of Goris,
word-final accented j has regularly turned into £ in other parts of speech as well if
dissyllabic words had a reduced vowel  in the first syllable?!. Furthermore, support for
our above assumption appears to come from the fact that verbs with the &and s suffixes
in the k conjugation, which have a reduced vowel ;2 in the first syllable, also exhibit such
doublets. For example, we see Apup/hpul (“reach!”) and wppdfy/yppdt (“finish! ),
as opposed to forms like 90}1]1 (“get lost!”) and «/Enp (“die!”), which have a full vowel
in the first syllable??. Note further that A. Margaryan’s claim that the ending -h of the
imperative singular in the dialect of Goris derives from the Old Armenian stem-final
diphthong tw’ (for example, junykw > Guugh “tie up!”, wwhkw > wuhh “keep!,
preserve!”, etc.)?® cannot be either confirmed or refuted; it is difficult to say
unequivocally whether the ending A “of the imperative singular in the dialect of Goris,
as in many other dialects, has resulted from the sound change &uw > F> A ‘or from the
loss of the final p in the ending -2 /7.

Yet another controversial instance in the dialect of Goris is that the verb &h twnlly
“to enter” also exhibits doublets in the 2 sg. imperative, specifically, & tpurpand ap”
upn “enter!”®. A. Margaryan believes that the form (Zz]zj tmun directly goes back to
the Old Armenian 2 sg. imp. u/n 11 “enter!”2. However, he doesn’t exemplify the
alleged phonetic change of nz to p (1111' Uniwn > hh' tpwn), nor does he provide any
reliable arguments to support his assumption?’.

According to our assessment, the form &2 /pun should be viewed on par with similar
phenomena in other dialects and, therefore, regarded as an analogical formation based on the
infinitive. This is consistent with the morphological relationships of similar forms, such as
inf. wrik] “to take, to buy” and 2 sg. imp. w 2 “take!, buy!”, inf. wnktulngg “to see” and 2
sg. imp. w2k u“see!”, etc.?®, and, similarly, inf. h tiniily “to enter” and 2 sg. imp. X, where
X = &ih tpin “enter!”. As for the form &h tpinj “enter”, it seems to be a regular dialectal
outcome of the earlier form &&pu t/inhp “enter!”. However, this is not the case with similar
doublets, such as 2 sg. imp. po(5)/ponh “leave!”?, where the variant with the ending -/
appears to have been created secondarily through the principle of proportional analogy?°.
Interestingly, the Old Armenian verb jannni; “to leave”, which makes all its conjugational
forms, including the imperative plural, according to the principle of w conjugation verbs in

21 Cf. ibid., p. 50.

22 For the cited forms, see Ibid., p. 196.

2 Ibid., p. 195. Cf. also p. 69.

24 For a more detailed discussion of the issue, see S. Avetyan, Main factors conditioning the absence of the
final p and the origin of the final h..., pp. 68-78.

25 See A. Margaryan, op. cit., p. 196.

26 See ibid., p. 196.

27 Cf. ibid., pp. 58-63, 196.

28 For the cited forms, see ibid., pp. 217, 219.

2 For the cited doublets, see A. Margaryan, op. cit., p. 218.

30 For proportional analogy, see R. S. P.Beekes, Comparative Indo-European Linguistics: An Introduction,
2™ ed., revised and corrected by M. de Vaan, Amsterdam/Philadelphia, 2011, pp. 75-76.
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the dialect of Goris (cf. aor. pnigugh “1 1eft”, pninughp “you left”, pogug‘he/she left”,
etc., and imp. pl. pniguglp(uip) “leave!” and so on), has retained the original form of the
imperative singular almost intact (cf. 2 sg. imp. po(z) “leave!” < Old Armenian pn }])31,
though a new analogical form has been created with the productive ending - 4. Doubtless, the
retention of the ancient singular imperative form po(z) (< Old Arm. on2 }]) here and in almost
all other dialects, as well as in Modern Literary Standard, can be attributed to its high
frequency of use. In this respect, note that the form on 1] in the Armenian language not only
carries its primary lexical meaning of “leave!” but also serves as a formative for the 3rd
singular imperative, as seen in examples like pn}] Ul “let him/her stay” or “may he/she
stay”, jan 7 unup “let him/her speak” or “may he/she speak™, pn 1 Epgh “let him/her sing”
or “may he/she sing”, etc.

Analogical change also gave rise to similar doublets of the imperative singular in the
dialect of Hamsen. It is a common knowledge that -suffixed (< Old Arm. wé-suffixed)
verbs of the & conjugation in Modern Literary Armenian as well as in nearly all
Armenian dialects, generally form the 2 sg. imperative with the ending -/ ]1/—]1 “(e.g.,
whigh /wligh p “pass!”, quap/qunp p “find!”, hwup /hwup p “reach!”, etc.), which
dates back to the Old Armenian medio-passive ending -/ ;2 of the imperative singular.
In this respect, the Old Armenian verb wkuwiify “to see” stands apart from other verbs
in the same conjugation class, as reflexes of the Old Armenian imperative singular form
w1k u “see!” of this verb regularly survive in nearly all Armenian dialects and Modern
Literary Armenian. It can be argued that, similarly to the form po(z)/pn 1] (<Old Arm.
]an}] “leave!”) mentioned above, the form of the 2 sg. imperative w2l w/wnk u (< Old
Arm. wk u “see!”) has also been preserved almost intact due to its high frequency of
use. Note that, in addition to expressing the core lexical meaning of Zzw]]]}) “look!” or
wnk u “see!”, it is also used in the sense of whw , meaning “here”’s” or “behold”. As a
result, this form is also characterized by a high frequency of use, which accounts for its
retention in nearly all Armenian dialects.

However, it is noteworthy that in the dialect of Hamsen, on one hand, a new
analogical form of the imperative singular has been created for the verb wkuwilky >
pFulinip “to see,” with the regular ending -2 /-/1 p, while on the other hand, alongside
the existing regular imperative singular form with the same ending for a number of verbs
in the same conjugation class, a new root form of the imperative singular without any
ending has also emerged secondarily. Cf. on one hand, w&uwik; > pluiiniy “to see”,
2 sg. imp. plw/ plup /plup p “see!”, and on the other hand, vnwak; > unhniy “to
enter”, 2 sg. imp. 7, Uph/unh p “enter)”, quaubiky > [nhnio “to find”, 2 sg. imp.
[/ Inp /hnp p “find)”, howhiky > hofnip “to get down, to come down™, 2 sg. imp.
hs/hsh/hsh p/hish /hlish p “get down!, come down!”, etc.3? It is obvious that at least

31 For the cited forms, see ibid., p. 218.

32 For the cited forms, see H. Aéafyan, K‘nnut‘yun HamsSeni barbarti [Study of the dialect of Hamsen],
Yerevan, 1947, pp. 132-133. See also Hamseni Ceniki (DZeniki) xosvack‘o . Hayereni barbaragitakan atlasi
antip nyut‘er [The subdialect of Cenik (Dzenik) of Hamsen. Unpublished materials of Armenian
dialectological atlas], tetr Ne 39, point 642.
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the imperative singular forms 7 “enter!” and /s “come down” are analogical
formations created secondarily from the infinitive. Otherwise, had they developed
through regular phonetic processes, they would have survived as un /u] and l,‘é,
respectively. Note, incidentally, that the initial vowel Zhas been consistently preserved
in the dialect of Hamsen, cf. /g > Ep “female”, £p > E» “donkey”*. However, it is
difficult to determine unequivocally whether the 2 sg. imperative /n “find!” in the
dialect of Hamsen is a direct survival of the Old Armenian 2 sg. imperative g/ 12 “find!”
or if it is an analogical formation that emerged secondarily.

Similarly, analogical change gave rise to another kind of doublets in the 2 sg.
imperative in the dialect of Metri. To begin with, there seems to have been a mixture and
redistribution of verbs from the former Zand /2 conjugations. As a result, disyllabic verbs
that contain the reduced vowel p in the first syllable are now classified under the £
conjugation (e.g., iu/ly > fupully “to drink”, fpky > fpply “to carry”, uply > upply “to
sharpen”, Guwnpy > Gpunlky “to sit down”, Stnuiihy > Splily “to give birth”, etc.). In
contrast, verbs with a full vowel in the first syllable belong to the /5 conjugational class
(e.g., uppky > ulppy “to love”, proupy > hroupy “to speak”, etc.). In addition, most verbs
that were originally part of the w conjugation have also been transferred to the A
conjugation (cf. wpuy > wnfy, etc.)**. However, what is more relevant to our discussion
is that verbs in the £ conjugation form the 2 sg. imperative with the ending - Zp (<-A _}1)
alone®. In contrast, verbs in the /2 conjugation can take either the ending -w (< Lw) or
-kp (< h'p) for the 2 sg. imperative. For instance, consider uppky (< upky “to sharpen™),
which has the 2 sg. imperative as upplp “sharpen!” compared to uF pfy (< upplky “to
love”), which has the 2 sg. imperative as ufpuv/ulplkp “love!”*. E. Afayan’s analysis of
the formation of the imperative in the Melri dialect only provides a synchronic

perspective but does not address the historical relationships between the two above-
mentioned formation types. However, a historical account of the relevant linguistic

evidence suggests that the doublets with the endings -uz (< kw’) and -kp (< h,p) have
emerged through the analogical extension of the ending -&p (< }1'11). The transitional
stage remains evident in the new A conjugation, whereas in the new £ conjugation, the
original ending - (going back to the Old Arm. stem-final diphthong kw) has been
completely replaced by the ending - /72 (< h'p).

In the dialect of K esap, simple verbs of the former & conjugation survive as verbs of
the A conjugation and, vice versa, those of the former/ conjugation are manifested as
verbs of the & conjugation. Continuations of the Old Armenian suffixed verbs, too,
usually occur as verbs of the & conjugation’”. Regarding the formation of the imperative
singular, the descendants of Old Armenian simple verbs in the & conjugation form it by

3 For the cited forms, see H. A¢ai'yan, K‘nnut‘yun Hamseni. .., p. 28.

3% Cf. E. Atayan, op. cit., pp. 203-210, also p. 199.

35 By the way, in the dialect of Metri, the regular phonetic change /1 >F is attested in accented as wall as in
posttonic syllable (see ibid., pp. 39-42).

36 Cf. ibid., pp. 203-210.

37 See Y. Colak‘ean, K ‘esapi barbara [The dialect of K ‘esap], Yer., 2009, pp. 124-125.
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adding the ending - 2 _In contrast, the continuations of Old Armenian simple verbs in the
Jconjugation, as well as the suftixed verbs from both the Zand /2 conjugations, can form
the 2 sg. imperative with either the endings - ]1 or -F . However, from the suffixed verbs
of the w conjugation, the 2 sg. imperative is only made by the addition of the ending -
. cf. upppd (< uppkd) “to love™, 2 sg. imp. uppp “love!”, juntukd (< Juouhul) “to
speak”, 2 sg. imp. ]umu]z'/ﬁmzul:' “speak!”, ppnrld (< pnshd) “to fly”, 2 sg. imp.
pppnf | pponk “fly!”, humjplnid (< htnwbwd) “to go away”, 2 sg. imp. AwnijpgE
“go away!”, etc.3® Y. C‘olak‘ean doesn’t even touch on the issue of the origin of the 2
sg. imp. endings -/ and - £ in his description of the dialect. However, an analysis of the
pertinent synchronic and diachronic evidence suggests that the ending -/ "continues the
Old Armenian ending - p (with the phonetic development -/ 1> - £ as seen in the 2
sg. imp. pF < Old Arm. pph p “put!”?). Meanwhile, the ending -/ “appears to have
evolved from -/, going back to the Old Armenian stem-final diphthong -fur.
Consequently, the 2 sg. imp. ending -/ (<t <tw), originally characteristic of simple
verbs in the & conjugation, later was extended to both simple and suffixed verbs of the
former 5 conjugation through a process of analogical extension. However, the
continuation of the Old Arm. ending -/ 5, too, still persists in this case, hence the
existence of the above doublets with the endings -/ /- (juniukd < Juouhu), 2 sg. imp.
Juniup //juniul “speak!”, etc.). As to the loss of the final p2 in the ending -/ p, the
articulatory motivation seems more likely in view of the fact that irregular verbs (being
generally characterized by a high frequency of use) also have regularly undergone the
same change, cf. phppu < phpkd, 2 sg. imp. ph < pk p “bring!”, 2 pl. imp. phphk p,
nunpd < nunkd, 2 sg. imp. fh < bk p“eat!”, 2 pl. imp. fhappk p, nunnid < wunl, 2
sg. imp. ko < wn 1 “give!”, 2 pl. imp. wpypk p, ppikd < pikd, 2 sg. imp. pk <
ph pput!”, 2 pl. imp. ppppF p. Furthermore, the fact that the phonetic change j > F
has usually taken place in the last closed syllable in the dialect of K‘esap*!, plausibly
suggests that the disappearance of the final 2in the ending -/ ]1 is chronologically a later
phenomenon than the change of j ‘to £. To put it another way, the change seems to have
proceeded in the following steps: - p > -Fp> -k

Regarding the controversial forms of the imperative, we would also like to address
certain forms of the 3 sg. aorist, formed secondarily from the 2 sg. imperative in the

dialect of Satax, which have caused some misunderstandings.
M. Muradyan, when examining the irregular verbs in the dialect of Satax, writes

about the 3 sg. aorist forms of the verbs wpéiky (< nuky)) “to put” and wuy “to give”,
stating that “the final vowels /2 and nz of the aorist forms jwnf (he/she put) and puwn:
(he/she gave) are stem-final vowels (from the stems njh- and wnt-, respectively), which
have not been retained in the Classical Armenian corresponding forms ( &z “he/she put”,

% Tbid., pp. 133-134.

3 For the form of the 2 sg. imperative / “put!’, see ibid., pp. 134, 162-164.
4 Ibid., p. 164.

4 Tbid., p. 36.
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lan “he/she gave”) but appear in the dialect (w2, funni)”*?. In our opinion, M.
Muradyan’s claim is objectionable, primarily in view of the fact that the loss of final
syllables in pre-written Armenian has been common to all dialectal variaties of the
language, and there are no exceptions in this regard. On the other hand, the corresponding
data from the historical grammar of the Armenian language, along with evidence from
various dialects clearly indicate that the above forms of the 3 sg. aorist are analogical
formations that emerged secondarily. Thus, it is known that in the Middle Armenian
period, the form phap “put!” of the imperative singular inherited from Old Armenian
came to be employed simultaneously as a root stem of the aorist. Moreover, this was
facilitated by the fact that, since the Old Armenian period, in a number of verbs, the form
of the singular imperative and the root stem of the aorist coincided, such as: 2 sg. imp.
on 1 “leave!” and aorist stem ng-, 2 sg. imp. p& p “bring!” and aorist stem pkp-, etc.®?
Therefore, just like in other dialects of the Armenian language, in the dialect of Satax,
the Classical Armenian form of the 2 sg. imperative 74 p “put!” also came to function
simultaneously as an aorist stem, from which new analogical forms of the aorist have
been created by adding the appropriate endings. However, in this case, unlike the general
trend of historical development of the Armenian language, the 3 sg. aorist in the dialect
of Satax, doesn’t take the ending wz/and/or &g, but rather employs the reflex of the Old
Armenian vocalic augment & or its later modifications**. The latter, having inherited this
usage through a number of verbs (cf. Old Arm. p&pfk; and 3 sg. aor. &php “he/she
brought”, and similarly, Old Arm. janpé&; and 3 sg. aor. &jpeny “he/she left”, etc.), has
somewhat expanded its range of applications and has been analogically applied to other
verbs as well.

By the way, a formal coincidence of the 2 sg. imperative and of the 3 sg. aorist is also
observed in a number of other irregular verbs in the dialect of Satax (excluding the
vocalic augment, which is naturally absent in the imperative form). For example, we see
2 sg. imp. jon 7 “leave!” and 3 sg. aor. Fpny “he/she left”, similarly, 2 sg. imp. wh
“bring!” and 3 sg. aor. f-wh /< *h-whyy/ “he/she brought”, 2 sg. imp. qupl/qup “hit!”
and 3 sg. aor. ~quup “he/she hit”, and, accordingly, also 2 sg. imp. w2 /inp “put!” and
3 sg. aor. rinh< * p-wnfp “he/she put™. As for the origin of the 3 sg. aorist form p-
wnn1 “he/she gave”, it seems more plausible to us that it is an analogical formation from
the imperative form w1 2/un ,L]J “give!” which could easily arise based on the principle
of proportional analogy; that is to say, 2 sg. imp. w2 ]1/111]1 ““put!” - 3 sg. aor. frunp
“he/she put”, similarly, 2 sg. imp. wh “bring!” - 3 sg. aor. A-uyh “he/she brought”, and

22 M, Muradyan, Sataxi barballll [The dialect of Satax], Yerevan, 1962, p. 150.

3 J.Karst, Historische Grammatik des Kilikisch-Armenischen, Strassburg, 1901, S. 315-317.

# For more information on the employment of the vocalic augment in forms of the aorist in modern
Armenian dialects, see H. Martirosyan, The development of the Classical Armenian aorist in modern
dialects. In: Acta linguistica Petropolitana: Tpyzsr Hucruryra tnHrBHCTHYeCKHX HCcaeqoBaHmE X1V.1;
Part 1: The Armenian and Indo-European preterite: forms and functions (ed. by Anaid Donabédian,
Nikolai Kazansky, Petr Kocharov, Hrach Martirosyan; editor-in-chief Evgeny V. Golovko), St.
Petersburg, 2018, pp. 153-162.

 For the cited forms, see M. Muradyan, op. cit., pp. 147-149.
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accordingly, 2 sg. imp. vin /Lp/UIII 1 “give!” — 3 sg. aor. X, where X = f-uant “he/she
gave”. Indirect support for our assumption comes from the fact that in several
dialects, the form of the imperative singular w2 zp “give!” has historically been
conceived of and used as the root stem of the aorist active (rather than just as a stem
of the aorist passive, contrary to ]. Karst’s observation?), as evidenced by
corresponding forms in some subdialects within the dialect of Samaxi, such as wnzpp
“I gave”, uanippp “you gave”, wrnzpury “he/she gave”, etc.*’. In addition, and what is
more important for the current purpose of this paper, in some dialects, a new analogical
form has been created from the 2 sg. imperative form only for the 3 sg. aorist, whereas
the stem wpy/- is used for the other persons of the aorist. This is the case, for example,
in the dialect of Svedia (e.g., 2 sg. imp. 1}1‘0}1 “give!” and 1 sg. aor. pyfuz “I gave”, 2 sg.
aor. gifhp “you gave”, 3 sg. aor. inkop “he/she gave™?®), as well as in the dialect of Van
(e.g., 2 sg. imp. want/wnnip “give!”and 1 sg. aor. w/f/uinfhgh “1 gave”, 2 sg. aor.
whp/unhghp “you gave”, 3 sg. aor. wn/lg/hunnip /unnt “he/she gave™), ete.

We are inclined to consider the historical relationships between the 2 sg. imp. u1n 1
“give!” and 1 sg. aor. wapyp “I gave”, 2 sg. aor. wapifhp “you gave”, 3 sg. aor. fhunnt
“he/she gave™? in the dialect of Moks in the same way. That is to say, again only the 3
sg. aorist has been created analogically from the form of the imperative singular, whereas
the other forms of the aorist are built on the aorist stem w224/~ Note, by the way, that in
the dialect of Moks, the weakening and loss of the final consonant ;2 in the imperative
singular, has equally affected the stem-final as well as root-final p, e.g., 2 sg. imp. §h ’
(<Yk) “eat!”, 2 sg. imp. wh (< pk'p) “bring!” and 3 sg. aor. puypt “he/she brought”,
etc.d!

To sum up, the historical development of the imperative in modern Armenian dialects
has been quite a complicated process due to the intense interplay of various analogical
and phonetic changes. These changes have often obscured the original situation and the
synchronic morphological relationships between different formation types of the
imperative, as well as the relationship between the imperative and the aorist. On the other
hand, because dialectologists have often overlooked relevant evidence from other
dialects when describing a particular dialect, this has limited scholars’ ability to gain
deeper insights into the issues being considered and explore the linguistic material
thoroughly and accurately. As a result, the joint effect of the above circumstances has
frequently led to various misunderstandings and misinterpretations.

4 Cf. J. Karst, op. cit., p. 317.

47 R, Batramyan, Samaxii barbaro [The dialect of Samaxi], Yerevan, 1964, p. 162.

48 For the cited forms, see H. A¢afyan, K ‘nnut‘yun Kilikiayi barbati [ Study of the dialect of Cilicia], Yerevan,
2003, p. 494:

4 For the cited forms, see H. Aéaiyan, K‘nnut‘yun Vani barbati [Study of the dialect of Van], Yerevan,
1952, p. 173.

30 For the cited forms, see M. Muradyan, Urvagic Moksi barbafi [An outline of the dialect of Moks]. In
Hayereni barbaragitakan atlas: usumnasirut‘yunner ew nyut‘er 1, Yerevan, 1982, p. 173.

5! For the cited forms, see ibid., pp. 172-174.
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UULehU UAdBS8UL — Zuylpkip dunlwminuljulhg puppunbbpnd hpuduyuljuih npno
yJhdwhwpnyg b/ud spugunnpyjué dbakph pnipe — ®npd E wpynud gniyg iy, np hpw-
duyujuth dukph yundwlwt qupqugnidp hujkpbuh dudwbtwlwlhg puppunub-
nnud Enk) £ huwdwpwtulut b htgnmibtwjut thnthnjunipmitubpny yquydwiwynpdus
pujulwht pupn gnpéppug, npnup hwdwp dpwquby bu ujqpuuub npnipmiup b
hpudwjuljuh juqunipjub wwppkp mhykph, ptyybu bwb hpwdwjwlwuh b wnphu-
nh hudwdwdwiulju Alwpuiwub hnjchupupbpnpmip: Uynw §oqdhg pubh np
puppunughntpn wju Jud wyt Ynuptin puppunp tjupugpbihu hwdwh whnbub
kU Ujniu puppwntbph ptdbnws hwdwywnwuw hwunbpp, pu dkdwuybu pwtiqu-
php b ipulg wwwnowd junpubugm phinwplny hwpgbph dbe b hwdwuwpthwl no
&ogphw plitikynt (kqujwl tynipp: Pugh wyn, hwpl k ok, np huybpkih dudwbwljw-
Yhg puppunubph ntunidbwuhpmpnitp hhpdbwlwind tnh) B hudwdudwbuljju-
uwpugpuljub punyph: Zkwbwpwp YEpnugjuy hwiqudwtpubpp vhwuhtt hwdwu
pinippupnunudutpnh b ujuwy dEjtwpwtnipniutph ntnhp Eu wygbk): Phupyb, wju jup-
qh pnjnp yhdwhwpnyg hupgkph putinipiniup dkq owwn htnnit Junwkp: Niunh unyu
hnnJwénid Ynphpunwplybl gujuop wnwownplyjus wnwyk) punpuhwpnyg dejuwpw-
umipiniitiphg Whwd spugunpdus tplnyputphg dhuyb vh pwthup:

Pwtunh puntn — Apwduguluih dbkp, huybpkih dudwbuluhg puppunibnp, quing-
quill hwdwpwinulwl b hlynibwlul thnihnfunipinibabph nidkn hnfulibpgnpénipini i,
hwdwdudwiulyw dimpuilu i thnfuhwpuwpbpnyend ip, Apuduywlul, wnphuwn

CAPI'UC ABETSH — O nexomopbix cnoprwlx u/uiu Heo0bsaCHEHHbIX (opmax umnepamuea é
COBPEMEHHbBIX apMAHCKUX ouanekmax. — Crienana NOMbITKa MOKa3aTh, YTO HCTOPUUYECKOE Pa3BUTHE
(hopM UMIIEpaTHBA B COBPEMEHHBIX apMSHCKUX JAUAJIEKTaX OBLIO JOBOJIBHO CIIOXKHBIM MPOLIECCOM, TaK
KaK WHTCHCHBHOE B3aMMOJEICTBHE Ppa3JIMYHBIX aHAJOTHYECKMX M (DOHETHYECKHX H3MEHEHHUH
3HAUMTENBHO BIMSIIO HA ATO. DTH M3MEHEHUS YacTO 3aTEMHSUTH FCXOTHOE TOJIOKEHUE U CHHXPOHH-
4ecKoe MOp(OJIOrHIecKoe B3aMOOTHOLIEHHE MEXTY Pa3HBIMU THIIaMH (DOPMUPOBAHUS UMIIEPATHBA,
a TaKKe MEXIy MMIEepaTHBOM U aopucToM. C ApYyroil CTOPOHBI, MOCKOJNBKY AWAIEKTOIOTH YacTo
HWTHOPHUPOBAIM COOTBETCTBYIOLIVE JAHHBIE U3 APYTUX TUAJIEKTOB IPH OMHUCAHUM TOTO WJIM MHOTO
KOHKPETHOTO JIMaJIeKTa, 3TO B 3HAYUTENBHOW CTETICHH TIOMEIIANI0 YYCHBIM TIIIyOKe MOHATH
HCCIEeyeMbIe BOIPOCHI U TILATENBHO M TOYHO MPOaHaIN3UpOBaTh S3bIKOBOI Marepuall. Kpome toro,
CIIeyeT OTMETUTD, YTO HCCIIECOBAHNE COBPEMEHHBIX apMSHCKHX THAJIEKTOB B OCHOBHOM HOCHJIO
CHUHXPOHUUYECKO-IECKPUIITUBHBIN XapakTep. B pe3yinbraTre cOBMECTHOE BO3JEHCTBUE BBINICYKa3aH-
HBIX OOCTOSITENLCTB YacTO TPHUBOAMIIO K PA3IMYHBIM HEJIOTIOHMMAHHSM W OLIMOOYHBIM HHTEp-
nperauusiM. KoHeyHo, paccMOTpeHne BceX TaKUX CHOPHBIX BOIPOCOB ObLI0 ObI ype3MepHbIM. Crieso-
BaTelIbHO, B JIAHHOH CTaThe OyAyT pacCMOTPEHBI TOJLKO HEKOTOPBIC M3 HauOOJiee COMHHTEIBHBIX
MHTEPIIPETAaIUil W/ HEOOBSCHEHHBIX SBICHUIM.

KioueBble cioBa: gopmul umnepamusa, cospemenHvle aPMAHCKUE OUANEKINbL, UHMEHCUBHOE
83aUMOOelicmaue paziudHblX aHANOSUYECKUX U  (DOHEMUYeCKUX USMEHEHUll, CUHXPOHUUECKoe
Mopghonocuneckoe 83auMOOmHOUeHUe, UMNEPAMUS, AOPUCTI



