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disease.!'® (3. Commentaries) Amirdovlat's main pharmacological
potations are in agreement with modern knowledge. The least
obvious activity, the anti-hemorrhagic effects of A. catechn
preparations, can be explained through a combination of the
following: (a) the vitamin P-like activity of some of the
components present (such activity is thought to be protective of
blood capillaries); (b) the protein denaturating effect of tannins i
able to stop superficial bleedings; and, (c) the hepatoprotective
effect which would allow the liver to continue the production of
the numerous anti-hemorrhagic principles that it synthesizes and
secretes.!’’ The fancy variety of so-called catechu, obtained from
oak-apples, has nothing to do with authentic catechu, but seems 10
be a replacement containing certain of its active ingredients, &3

tannins.

118. Windholz M et al (eds), The Merck Index. Rahwa)
NJ, 1983: 266. '

119. (+)-cyanidanol-3, the d-form of (+)-catechin, has &
shown to protect the liver from alcoholic damage, see Varga M
Buris, Experimental Molecular Pathology. 52 (1990), pp. 24%
This compound also stabilizes blood microvessels, se¢ T. 5§
Gaskina et al, BoanereHb axcnepuuen'ranbuoii GHONOTHI W el
108 (1989), pp. 28-30.
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ARMENIAN REDUPL
ICATED NO
MAMUL, MAMUR, and MAMUgNs

BRIAN JOSEPH
THE OHIO STATE UNIVERSITY

both the Classical language and mod i

o . ern dialects,
uid?nan?::::: shape of mamuR-, where -R- statr:lt:lazzl ::: r:na
g gsen;rally mam-uC-. where -C- stands for any
i uch nouns, cited in Djahukian (1990: 2) :
_ ; the first two are attested in Classical Armenian’ :l::

is a modern dialectal word:
(1) a. mamul ‘press; vice' (Classical)
b. mamui ‘moss’ {Classical)
c. mamur ‘sawdust’ (modern dialectal).

]
t a

) :. mamux ‘sloe; wild plum’ (Classical)
B exist. mamuk ‘spider’ (modern dialectal).
ence of so many such words with a similar phonic
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shape and an apparently gimilar internal structure, j.e. formed will

: . ; it
reduplication, raiscs several important questions concerning their

development. First, what is the source of reduplication 1B tl;e.:
nouns—in particular, is it inherited from‘Proto-'Indo-Eurogea -
any or all of them, or js it an Armenian innovation? Se.;:ind :dwm
is the nature of the interrelationships ;mo:g these wor i

i nce one or more of the others R
8 lh;t:e“;i:':: group, those in (1), are of particular imefcstl ml -
regard for they, unlike the ones in (2), present a relatively ¢

picture as 10 their etymology, in terms of related formshwuh‘ £
Armenian and/or cognate roots or formations clsewhere :.
Indo-European, and moreover are more closely conneciéd

phonetically, all ending in a liquid. As_is generally the clase. i
diachronic investigations, having some idea of the etymo :g:e :
starting point is crucial, but as becomes clear later, 8O toc:l s ?n |
a high degree of phonetic similarity. Nonetheless, the wor ]

ve to be important. :.
=" 'I;‘rhoe erelevant I:t)ymolt:bgical connections for t.hese nouns, ,
suggested by Djahukian (op. cit), can be summarized a‘s fll :
mamul is related within Armenian to the verbs malem ‘to_l'
crumble, chop’ and mimlem ‘to tub’, and th.e n?un mul- ‘mill, .
outside Armenian to Old High German muljan ‘to smash, c;um
and Greek pOAN ‘mill’, among other forms, ?ll’. rom
Proto-Indo-European (PIE) root *mel(H)- ‘crumble, grmd: ma :
on the other hand, lacks Armenian-internal cogm,m?s. but 18 -
related outside Armenian to words for ‘m‘oss 1? a nu:‘n ;i
languages, €.8- Old High German muf moss , L:t (u; ;
mitsos ‘mildew’, and Russian Mox ‘moss’, all frf)m : m(e
Finally, mamur, 100, has no clear cogn.ate deruratm‘,s;]':‘\mr ;i
Armenian but can be taken to denve_ fmm a P. .
emer(H)- ‘rub; wear (out); strike’, found in Hntt:te marra- CI;] r
pieces’, Greek uapotivco ‘rub oul; destroy, and Old No
merja ‘sirike’, 10 name just a few of the related forms.
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Moreover, Djahukian makes several statements in passing
concerning the nouns in (1) that are relevant to the questions posed
above. For example, he states, with regard to mamul, that "there is

'm0 similar reduplicative type among its derivatives in other

languages”, with regard o0 mamur that it "is formed by the model
of mamul ‘press’ and mamut ‘moss’™, and finally, concerning
amuf, that "no reduplication is observed among its parallels”
lsewhere in Indo-European.

Although no further discussion is given about these nouns,
hese brief statements allow for a couple of inferences that relate

10 these questions. First, they suggest that reduplication in these
mouns is an Armenian innovation and second, that ultimately
mamur was carried along by—in some sense, "drawn into the orbit”

of — mamul and mamu#, given that they are claimed to have
grovided a model for the formation of mamur.

Even with such inferences, however, there are still several
spects of the development of these nouns that are left

an ccounted for. In particular, it is not clear what the basis is for

introduction of reduplication. While it is true that Meillet
935: 122) took the -u- vocalism of mamul to be the result of the
'poscdly expressive nature of this noun, and that Tischler (1990:

has suggested that the reduplication in mamul may have the
origin, it is fair to ask why this noun would be part of what
feillet called "le vocabulaire familier et expressif”; perhaps
ipressivity could be invoked for the related reduplicated verb
mlem, but it hardly seems appropriate for the noun. Moreover,
:_ can legitimately question why mamur would have been
fluenced by mamul and mamur —no basis for the presumed
logical connection among these nouns is provided.

In what follows, therefore, an answer to these various
gstions is attempted, so that some clarification is thereby
gvided to the historical development of these three Armenian
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an alternative answer (0

A suitable point of departure for
these questions is the comparison, first suggested apparently by

Solta (1960: 101), in which Armenian mamul ‘press; vice' is related
to the Hittite reduplicated noun memal ‘grits, meal’. Hittite memal,
it is generally agreed (see Tischler 1990), is related within Hittite
to the verb mall(a)- ‘grind, mill’, from PIE *melH-, and thus
derives from the same root as Armenian mamul and its related
verbs malem and mimlem.

Solta noted that Armenian mamul and Hittite m
comparable on a purely formal basis ("mamul ‘Presse’, dem rei
aiisserlich das heth. memal ‘4hnelt”), presumably—though he did not
say so explicitly—because of the difference in meaning (‘press/vice

us ‘meal/grits’), a difference which reflects a difference in the
base root. In particular

On the other hand. Hitt;
* Hlu“e memal and A .
. m
form ‘;nd in function but not in their base ro::ha“ mamur match in
hat m - .
., ina:kes t.lus -network of matches among these f
- D ¢resting is the fact that there are other o"?s
or instruments that show reduplication as well Feyris
as some

esarie- ‘to sift’), and S5
y 2 ah(ha)r(a) ‘rake’ (wi

enominal B ake’ (with a deri

B o :;:rb hahhane'— to rake’). While neither word prese:l::sed

- g ‘ﬁly. o’ne ml‘ght conjecture that Bsesarul derives fr .

. z:.(as in Sanskrit srav-ati, the root being (::

. ser- ‘flow’, as in Sanskrit si

eve’ ; 1 ’ skrit si-sar-ti i

b 8re;:;resenftmg the instrument through which a cerla‘i),; t“’lth a

R 7% %oy skl ailarly i s like);?re(::

TS l--0 ; l_hat hak(‘ha)r{a)- derives ultimately from th

B enian arawun‘ U Gr’eek apéw ‘to plow’, Latin aro ‘plow'e

. : :.lough » ¢tc., and quite possibly Hitt. harra-'

k Irake. » BT an‘d/or Hitt. hars— ‘l’ip open' ti“ (SOID' (

i Idng/bmakl"&’,l:'reientmg an instrument through which a t'ypeetc.)f'

R ing the ground is accompli .

: d:;wed denominal verb hahharie- ‘1o l:al:::;d g Seaeas ks

oreov it is signifi 5 i

. :rl. 1t is significant in this consideration of the role of

_: " n ;he formation of instrument nouns that the ;e‘;

“structibl: fo:v;rbal reduplicated noun that js directl;

A roto-Indo-European ha

A ) s the functi

._hl:em noEm. This noun is *&*e-£"-o0- ‘wheel’ a::i:l?nd?f an

3 :quauon of Sanskrit cakra-, Greek '“:Jlmog in c:cated

(it W . . »

" e:(w?)l. It is derived from the root *k¥el- ‘tur ;ﬂa :l)ld

_ h instrument function, wi .

b turning is accomplished, » With a wheel being that by

import. i : :

ctpt:h;:nlti i:::fo In this discussion of reduplication in nouns j

. ite has some reduplicated result nouns other lhals
ng that reduplication in such nouns is a mo n

re

emal were

vers
function of the noun relative to the
an mamul represents an instrument noun derived from
hing through whicl
d, whereas Hittiti
root, grits and

Armeni
*melH-, in that a vice or press is somet

smashing or grinding can be accomplishe
memal represents a result noun from the same
being something that results from grinding or smashing.

A consideration of the function of these nouns, and the o
Armenian nouns in mamuR- too, proves (o be significant and &
be argued to be the key to understanding their development
us, in addition to the classification ¢
avin

their interrelationships. Th
mamul as having an instrument function and memal as h.

result function, mamur ‘scawdust’ can be taken to be a result 0
from its root, for sawdust is something that results fr
rubbing/cutting (of wood); especially relevant here is the meani
of Hittite cognate verb marra-, namely ‘cut into pie ;
mamui ‘moss’, on the other hand, has no clear deverbal funcl
inasmuch as there is no clear verbal root from which it is deri i

Therefore, the situation that arises is as follows: _-_'f

enian mamul match in their base root and in th
n their funcli

memal and Arm
form, both being reduplicated, but do not match i
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widespread phenomenon. These nouns include lila- ‘reconciliation’,

apparently derived from the root of la- ‘loosen’, so that lila- can
be taken as that which results from a loosening, €.g., of blame
(and compare also the denominal verb lilai- ‘to propitiate’), and
lulu- ‘welfare, prosperity’, perhaps derived from the root that
shows up in Latin luere ‘release from debt; atone for’, with
well-being as something that results from debtlessness and
atonement (and compare also luluwai- ‘to further; to thrive’).!
These nouns suggest that reduplication was avai

nouns,
telling, though, is the fac
nouns in a number of Indo-European
different types of grains.
kiknasa- ‘particles of ground corn’, most
sknes- ‘scratch’, an enlargement of *ken-
xvéwpoc ‘nettle’, and possibly cikkasa=-
base root is uncertain;? Greek NOUNGEA
reduplicative variant noondiAn, and a nonr
all related within Greek to (and apparently derived from) MOARG

n ‘finest meal’, with

/ noundAA® ‘quiver, shake’, from a PIE root *pel(H)- ‘pour, flow
fill’;® and Latin furfur ‘bran’, from a PIE root *gher- ‘rub’ fo -’

some instrumen .
lable for resull t nouns, witness cakra-, etc. Second

at least as a Hittite-internal formation. Perhaps even more
¢ that there are several reduplicated
languages that denoté
These nouns include Sanskrit
likely from a PIE root
, as found in Greek
‘barley meal’, though its

uarlcd, \;r{ell-motivated semanticall
[ -

E - t(:;t.‘;:'lmann (1965: s.v.). Ernout~Meillet (1951: s.v.) ar

e express:; "m(uch about the etymology, referring to the ;v;)rd :

presumably because of the reduplication, e 2

., even

eduplicated form MOAN,

part of the word-formati
: ation process in Indo-E
: UL i
rise to z-at least a restricted class of result e
io do with grains. -

g W
St

i.e. those having

. it can be

y and is accepted by

hough it is
not clear why such a noun would involve an expressive

ormation) and suggesti A
gesting without discussi
ussio . .
§toupe de arm. boror ‘lépreux’” N & connection with "le

oher- 3

ﬂer requ'lres the assumption that the initial f-

. ::tts afc-halectal Latin (perhaps being rural, as

& lc 1 i

: ield of the word in question) treatment of PIE *oh-, a
_‘ S

The connection with
of each syllable
suggested by the

1. See Tischler (1990: s.vv.) regarding the connection

lila- with la- (though, following Neu, he treats it as a nome

actionis), and lulu- with luere (though he calls it 8

*anbefriedigend” etymology. preferring ultimatel
word "etymologisch unklar”).
2 So Mayrhofer (1953: s.v.); admittedly, the absenced

palatalization of the initial k- in kiknasa- is problematic, but d
not in itself argue against a root connection with *kn-es-.

3. See Chantraine (1974: s.vv.) and Frisk (1973 s.vv) |
discussion of these etymological connections.
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1951:

y to declare

£en also in 1 ', Ci
fedus ‘goat’, cited by Varro (L.L. 5,97) as a variant of

gedus from PIE *ghai i
ghaido- (cf. Gothic gaits, and Ernout-Meillet

. 5.v.)); this treatment is possi

B rcorrection— ibly the re

91 rore::.:: :?e Wallace & Joseph 1991 and Joseph & s\::t:la(::

. i:t;s::on. Alterftatively, furfur could derive

flin far ‘barley’ and :; » @ nominal root that is the source of

il o- er .gram words. Clearly, this set of forms

Bection for furfu eSllsauo-n. but whatever the etymological

i -f-r. the existence of a reduplicated grain word
gnificant for the analysis of mamur, though

3



concluded that PIE had reduplication in at least some result nouns, k'rk'rem ‘destroy’

based on the rather striking convergence in the subclass of nouns d. Hitt. kuskyj ——
for various types of grain or grain-related items. Third, as stated s
above, Hittite memal and Armenian mamur show result-noun
formation, while Armenian mamul shows instrument-noua

bruise’ / Arm.
ko¥kotem ‘destroy’.

Mkrtchyan has suggested that they constitute a shared areal
{that is, possibly substratal) innovation
both languages”. While the
between Armenian and Hittit
various languages of ancient
amnot be investigated here,
0w mamul and memal shoul

“in the area common o
question of prehistoric connections
+ OF, more generally, Armenian and
Anatolia, is an enormouys one that
it can be pointed out that perhaps
d be added to the list of parallels,
of a semantic shift with memal is

formation,
These conclusions allow for a further one, namely thal

reduplication can be taken to be an inherited feature in Armenis .
both of mamur, as a result noun, and of mamul, as an instruments
noun, and thus need not be an Armenian innovation with these (w0
nouns, contrary to what was suggested in Djahukian’s account. Specially if the hypothesis

As far as the relation between Armenian mamul and Hitti dccepted. This is clearly an area that requires a considerabi
memal is concerned, these two might be considered to form a word unt of further research, but TR rs bm:
equation despite the difference in their function. Given H itite and Armenian being propased here e P
availability of reduplication in both types of noun formation, LESERI0 any future discussion of th

- ) - v ese intriguing parallels,
both result and instrument nouns, it is possible, though admitted) There is now one remaining question concerning the mamuR-

not strictly provable, that both had the same function origina. I words, namely how to motivate the appearance of re e
and thus that either memal or mamul underwent a shift of meaniiEagamamLs, a noun for which, to judge from the Balto-Slavic -
from one function to the other, attracted by the general class ¢ stImanic cognates, no reduplication is eéxpected. The answer l'n
such nouns; since there is a subgroup of reduplicated grain-wo 1 8 phenomenon which can be referred to as phonic aae l &
it may well be, under such a scenario, that it is Hittite memal the fhonetically-based lexical analogy,’ often, but not alw’ v
shows the innovative shift to a grain-related result meaning. Wvolving rhyming words. ’ ays,
It is useful as an aside at this point to recall the observa'_ - Some examples from English of phonic attraction can be cited
made by Mkrichyan 1976 and discussed further by Greppin ete [0 clarify what this process involves,
that there are several lexical matches to be found betwes
Armenian and Hittite involving reduplication, both in nouns and :.
verbs. Among the more revealing examples of such parailels &
the forms in (3%
(3) a. Hitt. katkatinu- ‘sprinkle’ / Arm. kat'kat'el ‘spid
sprinkle’
b. Hitt. galgalinai- ‘make a musical sound’ /
gelgellank’ ‘a trill’
c. Hitt. kurkurai- ‘maim, mutilate’ / An

in each case involving a

5. The notion of Phonetically-
ifiction”) advanced here js somewhat
.;. referred to as "phonetic analogy” (e.g. by Vennemann 1972
sec Kiparsky (1988: 393-4) for some discussion), whereby the:
#avior of a sound is carried along by ("assimilated to") the

b vior of a-nolher sound or another instance of the same sound
ly of a different etymological source. ’

based analogy ("phonic
different from what has
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iati i direction of another word
e Pm““:: l?;l::eo:a:::la::r:l::::t:h:ears a phonic relation onll)y
sy pre:e in question. For example, memento is pronoun.ccd “y
o work : :s [momEnto) instead of [mEmEntol, and vmuamser
e slpe:a:;: for this innovative pronunciation appears (o b:/o,
— _Y ily and morphologically unrelated nouns moment an "
e 3rSimilm'ly, academia is pronounced b-y many spe.a .
mo’[n;::::;rmiol instead of [mkodiymial, and while the basis
as

i an overlay of
this innovative pronunciation might be thought to be

o v N
i tion
do-learnéd "Romance” (possibly Italian-esque) pronunciati
a pseudo-

( 1) 8! ]

ronunciatios
learnéd word, anemia, seems not to allow a p

. . o
*{oneymiol at all); more likely, the innovative pronunciatio
on 5

. . he semd _“.i:
be based on the near-rhyme with macadanfaa. despu: mt .
and morphological distance. Finally, in an examp ’

i art of the
Columbus news broadcast of September 1991, the first p

L]

i 1vinj
6. There are two related forms/phrases ni:llvo( ia_
: ible (via|
oment that are semantically somewhat more compalwus N
- aning of ‘memorable’) with memento, namely mo(rlnen .o
¥ i 3
meat moment, both of which could have playe athe .
e ; iati Still, given
i tion momento. .
innovative pronuncia o
lf':e uency of moment, as opposed to mom-entous amic bfaSis ;
::em and the absence of a truly compelling sema "
”1110 ana'logy the purely phonic connection seems |
the by
- s of miné
= 7. This suggestion was made by a few stu.(:‘es:nce
my graduate seminar in historical morphology, for i
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tduplication in mamul and in mamut,?
noss"

wever ill

sound-alike noun caviar and on the perception of the name as
foreign and thus in need of a foreign-like pronunciation.

A particularly instructive case of phonic attraction involving a
tlustering and reshaping of words sharing only a phonetic

tonnection among them comes from the realm of child language
sec also Joseph (To appear)). At the age of 3, my younger son

‘Adam Clark-Joseph made a generalization over three adult speech

words that were phonically related in th
syllable [~

which he pronounced as {mozsls] (with what for him was the

fegular suppression of syllable-initial [I
{mo-]

at all contained the
las-]. Based on the first such word he learned, molasses,

D, he extended the initial
to the next two words he learned containing this syllable,

both coming within a few weeks of his learning molasses; thus, at

this stage of his development, he pronounced adult elastic as
Bozstik), and adult lasso as Imozsu]®

It can be conjectured, therefore, that Armenian inherited

but not in the word for
—as its cognates suggest—which would at one time have been

imply *mu#. The phonic generalization of containing the syllable
MuR-, where R stands for any liquid, or perhaps more generally

L=, where C stands for any consonant, attracted *mur into the

8. There is of course the possibility of a semantic link,

~defined it might be, among molasses, elastic, and

0, the first two via associations involving ‘stickiness/stretchiness’
i the latter two via an association with elongation. Nonetheless,

Bhic similarity is what unites these words most strongly.
9. Note that this account requires the assumption that even
i mamur is attested only as a2 modern dialectal word, it can
iheless be taken to be an "old" word, only accidentally missing
the Classical Armenian lexicon and preserved only dialectally



"orbit” of mamul and mamur, leading ultimately to the attested S Dighukian, Gevork
1990 "Comb.inatory Vowel Changes in Armenian." Annual of
Armenian Linguistics 11:1-16,
Emout, A. & A. Meiliet.
1951 fictionnaire étymologique de la langue latine. Histoire
€s mots. Paris: Librairie Klincksi -
Frisk, Hjalmar e
1973 Griechisches etymologisches Worterbuch®. Heidelberg:
- Carl Winter Universititsverlag. g
reppin, John A. C.
1982 ';I‘he Anatolian Substrata in Armenian — An Interim
| eport.” Annual of Armenian Linguistics -
- . nguistics 3:65-72,
T "Di
(1} ap;e:!r. Diachrony and Linguistic Competence—The
sw .ence from Morphological Change." In B. Need & E
Pch:loler '(eds.), University of Chicago Special;
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@eph, Brian & R. Wallace.
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1974 Dictionnaire étymologique de la langue grecque. k ri 1988 "Phonological Change®, in F. N
. . ¥ R ' . Newmeyer, ed.,
Editions Klincksieck. _‘r::’"b"'dse Survey of Linguistics. Volum: I Lingui;:thi:
eory: Foundations. Cambridge: > P )
Press: 363-415. 1dge: Cambridge University

hofer, Manfred
1953 Kurzgefasstes etymologisches Warterbuch des Ali-

indischen. Heidelberg: . !
3 g: Carl Wint ;
iet, Antoine er Universititsveriag.

mamur.
This claim of phonic attraction in the development of

mamu# is admittedly hard to prove, but since the phenomenon of
phonic attraction in general is a real one, as the examples from
English show, and since the most likely starting point for ‘moss
had no reduplication while the other nouns mamul and
mamur could well have had reduplication, it is an inherently
plausible account of the accretion in mamut of an extra syllable,
one that ostensibly is reduplicated but need not be so taken. [
may even be the case that the additional Armenian words givea
above in (2) that have the shape mamuC-, namely Classic
mamux ‘sloe; wild plum’ and modern dialectal mamuk 'spider'
could provide the basis for a test of the claim of phonic attraction
in the cluster of mamul, mamur, and mamu#, but only if a suitabie
etymology can be found for each of these words, deriving them
from a nonreduplicated source and only if the appropria'
gencralization ranged over -muC- words and not merely -muRs
words. This aspect of the development of the Armenian lexicon
therefore, awaits further investigation.'®
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The so- i i

llians::rcalfle.d voiced aspirated stops and affricates of
s Firs: odmlerest to general linguistics for two separate
% e‘;hanismanf foremost tllley may serve as a cue for revealing
. o hs.u;h complicated phenomenon as consonant shift
I which took place not only i i :
r Indo-European lan e

guages as well; secondl
. : G Y. they may throw
B arl:"ature of certain peculiar sounds which are different
p,esem generally accepted as voiced aspirated stops, but
some new variety of th i i :

ey y em with different ratio of
ur i i

» c"t:arher c.:ross-dlalectal investigation of these sounds
ie over eight dialects, brought us to the conclusion tha;
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