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there is a colophon of the book "Jesus the Son" by Nerses Snorhali, 
published in Venice 1643, Molino says: 

'Glory (to the Most High) ... that you gave an ability to my 
humble and tortured person - an interpreter Yov~annes 
Ankiwrec 'i, by Europeans called Jovanni Molino (C''iwani 
Molino), to complete my labour of editing, 
[. . .] Again I entreat you[. . .] to remember a poor souf

9 
Yov­

hannes Ankiwrec 'i and his parents Mourad sarkavag and 
P'asamelik' and the young sons Mik'ayel and Gabriel.' 

The two other colophons are reprinted in Oskanyan's, Korkotyan's 
and Savalyan's book20

. From the "Salmosaran", published in Venice 
1642, where Molino presented himself again as: 

'the humble translator Yohannes, called Ciuanni Molino . ' 

and from "Pataragatetr" (Ordo Divinae Missae armenorum), Roma 
1642. Here he uses another description of himself: 

'Me, Yohannes Mulina, the Armenian .translator have seen 
and read this book in Armenian and Latin'. 

'Nothing moves without translation', as someone has said. Gio­
vanni Molino, alias Yovhannes from Ankara (Ankivrac'i/Ankurac'i) 
was one of the foreign intellectuals who "moved" turcology forward, 
writing a fundamental dictionary, reflecting the state of Turkish i_n the 
Ith century. The material from Molino's Dictionary has always inter­
ested turcologists. But this question belongs to another article. 

Perhaps it would be possible to find more information about his 
live and work. But even from the information that is accessible to us 
today it is possible to piece together the picture of a high)y moti~ated 
and studious family man and the good son, who left behind an inter­
esting and useful cultural legacy, belonging to two different civilisa­
tions. 

I am deeply indebted to Dr Maria Pia Pedani-Fabris for her in­
valuable assistance and Dr Artsvi Bakhchinyan for information from 
Armenian sources. 

19 sarkavag- a clerical degree in the hierarchy of Armenian Chufch. 
20 Levonian ... , op.cit., pp. 25a, 25b 
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It is striking enough that the Slavic elements existing in Armeno­
Kipchak have so far not aroused among the Slavic scholars the interest 
they deserve. As far as the Slavic loanwords in this language are con­
cerned most attention to them was given by K. H. Menges who in his 
review of the three parts of the Dictionnaire armeno-kiptchak d'apres 
trois manuscrits des collections viennoises [Tryjarski 1968-1972] sup­
plemented and corrected etymologies of a number of Slavic words 
[Menges 1972]. On another side, A. N. Garkavec did his best to ana­
lyse the influence of Slavic languages on morphology and on syntax of 
Armeno-Kipchak [Garkavec 1974, 1975, 1979, 1988]. Now we come 
back to the problem not only because a few decades have already 
elapsed from the publication of those studies and new texts have ap­
peared but mainly in order to emphasize the diversity and extensive­
ness of the material awaiting elaboration and its Polish connotations. It 
is clear that some of the Slavic and foreign words existing in Armeno­
Kipchak should favour a better knowledge of the Oriental elements in 
Polish. We will come back to this question. 

It is true that there are some reasons which could restrict the inter­
est of the Slavic scholars of the material in question. One of them is 
that they already have at their disposal more detailed and more pre­
cisely registered Polish and Ukrainian texts from the same epoch along 
with monographic studies [cf. the literature indicated by Lehr-Splawin­
ski, Kuraszkiewicz, Kurzowa]. This motive is comprehensible but the 
conclusion appears to be conceived a priori. More motivated is the 
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reservation saying that we are far from having a complete picture of the 
problem since not all existing Armeno-Kipchak texts have been edited 
so far. Some other doubts may arouse concerning various mixted sys­
tems of transliteration and transcription used by the editors. 

It seems to be advisable that the analysis of the material in ques­
tion might in some cases comprise not only the Old Polish and the Old 
Ukrainian levels but also the pre-Russian linguistic community. 

The main point is a real difficulty in a more precise attribution of a 
considerable number of Slavic words which may belong to the Old 
Polish, the Old Ukrainian, and even to the Old Russian stock. At the 
same time it is often difficult, and in some cases even impossible, to 
know whether we have to do with a spoken dialect or a developed 
literary language. It is worth reminding here that the Armeno-Kipchak 
_as a whole performed several functions:_ on the one hand, it served _as a 
speech of everyday communication, and,_ o~ ~h~ other, ~s a ~~1tten 
language of administrative character used m Jund1cal acts, m rehg10us, 
historical and moralistic or didactic texts. 

• Be as it may, after a separation of a group of words, and a small 
number of phrases or expressions showing clearly Old Ukrainian or 
Old Polish features, there remains a considerable bulk of lexemes 
which can not be definitely qualified as a result of the obliteration of 
their distinctive features and the existence of numerous variants, due to 
their phonetic values and partially also to some peculiarities of the 
Armenian orthography. 

These unfavourable circumstances, observed on several occasions, 
were rightly characterised by K. H. Menges: 

"( ... ) Durch die Entstehung resp. Schaffung von Kozv~­
Formen der erwahnten Art wird es in vielen Fallen voll­
kommen unmoglich, zu entscheiden, ob ein Wort aus dem 
Polnischen oder dem Ukrajinischen herstammt; diese For­
men haben entweder klar und deutlich Charakteristika 
beider Sprachen zugleich, oder aber gar keine specifi­
schen, was am meisten verbreitet zu sein scheint, und 
konnen deshalb so gut als Kontaminationen angesehen 
oder bezeichnet werden" [Menges 1972: 305]. 

In other words, it is often difficult to establish are there Polish 
words pronounced after the Ukrainian manner, or Ukrainian words 
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borrowed from Polish or pronounced after the Polish manner. This is 
the result of a long historical process, of mutual relations existing be­
tween Ukrainian and Polish speakers. According to K. H. Menges: 

"Diese eigenartige Nivellierung einiger Charakteristika 
des Polnischen resp. Ukrajinischen, durch welche diese 
Sprachen dem Gemein-Slavischen nahergebracht werden, 
erleichtert ohne Zweifel den Gebrauch der beiden Spra­
chen durch eine dritte, nichtslavische Nationalitat, da sie 
damit Formen schafft, die weder polnisch noch ukrajinisch 
sind und dadurch in einem Gebiet, in welchem diese beide 
Sprachen gesprochen werden, von einer groBeren Zahl 
von Menschen leichter verstanden werden" [Menges I.e.]. 

It may be added that Armeno-Kipchak in its written form, the only 
accessible to us (exceptionally we dispose of a short specimen of a 
conversation between two cultivated persons), is a language of literate 
and rather instructed Armenians in which the Slavic dialects of in­
habitants of Kamenec and Lvov are reflected [cf. especially colloquial 
fragments contained in the court records published by Grunin, I 967]. 
According to A. N. Garkavec, the Armeno-Kipchak possessed a literary 
written variant strongly bound with the everyday speech. This language 
had three styles: official to produce documents, ecclesiastical and the 
artistic one [Garkavec 1979:13). 

The linguistic material at our disposal must be estimated, even in 
the present state of research, as voluminous. To document the present 
paper we took only two groups of texts dating back to the 16th century: 
Dokumenty na poloveckom jazyke XVI v. [Grunin 1967) and Diction­
naire armeno-kiptchak d'apres trois manuscrits des collections vien­
noises [Tryjarski 1968-1972]. In the first book we find more than 300 
Slavic words, in the second about 1600. It is natural that in the present 
paper attention can be given to some problems only, while all remain­
ing material must await a future specialistic study. 

In the present paper we have applied a simplified, clearer tran­
scription of Armeno-Kipchak, factually of Slavic words. We gave up 
namely the distinction between t" and t, p" and p, k'' and k, e and e, c 
and ,;:, we write c (instead of 9), dz (instead of d_z), di (instead of d_z"). 
For further research, however, original versions are recommended. It 
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should be remembered that the final -y, sometimes also the middle -y-, 
has in Armenian alphabet not a phonetic but a purely graphic value. 

lt is interesting to observe that a considerable part of Slavic words 
in Armeno-Kipchak shows phonetical features characteristic of Eastern 
Slavic languages. Thus, putting aside the problem of the accent, which 
remains unsolvable for us, and its place, which we can only guess 
basing on later evidence, we would like to point out the following 
points. 

We often are able to observe the pleophony, i.e. the combinations 
of -oro-, -olo- and -ere- between consonants in the forms to which in 
other Slavic languages (for instance in Polish or in Serbo-Croatian) 
correspond other word combinations, for instance: bolonka, boronir et-, 
koloda, korosta, nahorodit et-, molotit et-, obhorodit et-, perelivat et-, 
storonalstrona. The last example shows that the full vocalism is not 
the absolute rule in our texts. 

The loss of nasal vocals is generally observed as in: bolaeka, 
easto, drencicsja bol-, drong, jadra, kruhhy, menini, petlica, pod­
vjazka, rubok, sprent, Stehno, stengvja, seeka, seen.see, vdieneni, von­
tka, vontroba, vorobiy, voroika, ioludok. 

The simplification of the consonant combinations tl and di does 
not furnish convincing examples. On the one hand we find je­
linaljalina, and, on the other, jodloviy or si'dlolsidlo. 

The use of c and i instead of Polish c and dz can be evidenced by a 
rather small number of cases: pee, saia, saiawka. 

The combination of -or-, -ol- and -er- versus Polish -ar-, -er-, -ii-, 
-el-, -lu- can also be observed: cornuska, horlica (cf. Pol. :;ynogarlica), 
korema, verx. 

The passage ofancientyers into movable o and e is difficult to be 
observed since the appropriate words appear as a rule in the Nomina­
tive Case. 

Among the Slavic loan-words in Armeno-Kipchak we find a num­
ber of items which are characteristic of the Eastern group of the Slavic 
languages, to cite: eerepxa, lebed, naruiniy, osenica, skazania, stahn, 
utka and others [For the above specification observations presented by 
W. Kuraszkiewicz have been used, 1954:78-82]. 

A considerable number of the loanwords in question show at the 
same time phonetical traits characteristic of the Ukrainian language 
and appearing in one of its dialectal forms. So we can observe the evi-
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dence of the hard pronunciation of consonants before e and before the 
old i: kremen, serp, tixoy (probably pronounced tfxoy). The extensiv­
ness of this Ukrainian dispalatalization seems to be not too great in the 
texts we have selected. The same can be observed in relation to these 
well-known Ukrainian ikavisms: smit et-, snidat, tisto. 

Deprived of larger contexts we are unable to observe some other 
phonetic traits of those Slavic elements. We will point out, however, 
two phenomena which concern the onset. One is a prothetic i- in words 
like irdzjalirdzi, iskazat, i'sprava, istrona, isvatiy. A similar solution is 
observed in: sihrta, silircit. 

A few cases of the metathesis (or inversion) will be observed: 
gzelk (from zgelk), jendoroiec (from jednoroiec), zmirk (from zmrik), 
zohda (from zhoda). 

More valuable observations can be made concerning the rich vo­
cabulary. It has partially the Eastern Slavic character and its dialectal 
and rare words should be noticed, for instance: draypak (for drapak ?), 
hi"rtanka/hatanka, kosel, xrusc, mayarie/maxarie, maxaricnik, mizda, 
prisaeenik/priseinik, :;ponka, slik, I.parong, striien/streien, volosanka, 
ieruxa and others. 

Difficult to be solved is the problem of a real origin of those 
words which are considered to be the Polish loan-words in Ukrainian. 
The question is of such words which are by W. Kuraszkiewicz treated 
as Polish loanwords in Ukrainian, for instance: barva, obicat, obicatca 
etc. Should they be treated as such also in the use of polyglotic Anne­
nians living in the Slavic entourage? 

After the elimination (what is not always possible) of eastern ele­
ments we receive a pure Old Polish linguistic material of the 16th and 
the I ?1" centuries. Though subdued to eastern influence and disformed 
by the Armenian graphic system, it has clearly conserved its ancient 
features: Bohorodica, cisejec, dobrodijeystvo, dijediic/diediic, gorcica, 
gvjazdozorca, huf, hetman, kleynot/klenot, mandrik, manna, mdli~ 
meniobuyca, milosnica, oleyok, opona/opana, oveeka, mira, mjeskanje, 
mlinica, moiniy, nacinje, nadvorni, namjestnik, njeplodni, njevod, 
padol, panscizna, pisc~alka, pjestunka, poboini1boboini, poddanifiJJod­
daniy, podvicka, pohodnja, pomazani, porucnik, pospulstvo, pruina 
xvala, ricer, rodzay, rosa, roskos, stado, :;piiarnja, stavinozga, stud-
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nja, seep, tenea, tkae, topor, trava, troyca, ubogiy, vjeseek, vseteenic­
tvo, zapaska, zapona, zdroy, zvicjenstvo, zmaza, iniva, iivot. 

The Slavic lexical elements in Armeno-Kipchak can be classified 
into semantic categories. Such an analysis is instructive since it shows 
a deep and extensive penetration of the Slavic elements in that lan­
guage embracing nearly all domains of the human experience. The 
following semantic sections will be noticed: 

I) Nature. Universe 

bliskanje, dolina, hlina, hrad, iskra, jaskina, jeioro, kamen, xolod, 
liskanje, mhla, natura, para, peeera, poiar, rika, rozpadlina, ruvnina, 
saiavka, skala, teplica, uhol, vapna, vispa, zatoka, zdroy, irudlo. 

2) Beasts, birds, insects, reptiles, amphibians 

boean, buyvol, cervec/ci"rvec/cirvec, hnida, horlieka, ii, jalovica, jas­
tremb, jaseurka, jendoroiec, jelen, jelenica, kavka, kobila, kopito/ 
kopito, koza, kret, krokodil, kruhlik, xruse, lasicallasica, lastuvka, lebed, 
mol, njedivjadek, osa, osenica, papuga, pelikan, poklunka, puhac\ 
rarog, saranea/saranexa, seurok, semplsjemp, serna, skop, skopec, 
sova, soyka, stado, txor, vjelorib, vorobiy, zayjec, zubr, iaba, iurav. 

3) Plants 

cinamon, cipris/ciprislsipris, izop, jarina, javor, jelina/jalina, klos, 
kmen, kokol, kopr, konopa, leljallelia, len/ljen, makuvka, mjan­
tka/mjatka, modrevo, pohn, pomagrana sosna temian tutun, trava, 
verbina, vesba, iolud. ' ' - ' 

4) Rustic life: crops, implements, utensils etc. 

bidlo, cebrik, casa/easka, diia, draypak, hospoda, humna, izba, jarmo, 
kad, komora, korcma, kubok, kufa, kuxna/kuxnja, xliv, lemesc, lixtar, 
liskar/riskar, lopata, motika, niva, obora, orae, orat et-, parkan, pion, 
plot/plotca, pluh, posdel, postoronok, sala, salaci, salam, selo, :mor, 
stol, vjedralvedra, zboie, iolob. 

5) Urban life, buildings 

bazar, bugumistrlburmistr, butka, cehla/zehla, dax, ganok, gmax, jar­
mark, kebit, kosk, mjeskane, palac, pentra, ratus, .5,pixlirlspixlir, ulica, 
ulieka, vjeia. 
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6) Man and his body 

bjodro, bilmo, bliznay, cerep, ho/en, jadra, kulak, macica, nirka, 
nozdra/nozra, pluca/pluea, prirodzenje, slina, vontroba, vzrok, zolc, 
ii/a, ioludok. 

7) Diseases, infirmities, medicines 

balsam, bjegunka, horbatiy, lisay, lisillisiy/lisoy, pleskanje, plesovatil 
plesovatiy, prise, trendovati. 

8) Food and drink 

horox, kasa, krupa, oley, oliva, oprasnik/sprasnik, polivka, potrava, 
trunok. 

9) Occupations, funcionaries, human qualities 

aptikar, barvir, bayak, eoban, carnoksoninik, doktor,furman, gamrat, 
ganear, gospodar, gebernator, gvjazdozorca, haftar, hetmanlyetman, 
kancler/kanceer, kluenik/kljucnik, koval, kravec, ksonie, kuxar, xanica, 
lotir/lotor, malar, marsalko, milosnica, milosnik, mocar, monarxa, 
mular, njevolnik, njevolnica, okularci, orac, orator, pani stara, pastux, 
pekar, pekarka, pisar, podstarostalposstarosti, priseiniklprisacenik, 
pristav, ptasnik, rayca, ribolov, safar, svacka, tesla, tkac, urjadnik, vo­
roika, voyvoda, voznica, vozniy, vrutniy, zapasnik, iebrak. 

I 0) Army, weapons, commanders 

armata, helm, hetman/yetman, huf, xirbae, kopiynik, oboz, obozni, 
pancer, plazovat, pobudka, pocikacja, pocet, poxva, prilbica, proce, 
ricer, ricerstvo, rotalruta, rotmistr, rohatina, taran, tarea, topor, 
tovaris, tvirdza, zasacka, zbroya, iolner/iolnir. 

11) Amusement, music, danse 

cimbal, citra, igriska, kolomiyka. 

12) Religion, church 

heretik, kaplica/kapnica, kropitlo, kruxt, mjetropolit, obrezanje, obre­
zovat, opatrnost, pokorni, pokuta, pokutovat et-, sinod, teoloyik, 
troyca/truyca, zakon, zakonnik. 

13) Death, funeral customs 

grob, oplakovanje,pohreb, trunna, ialoba, ialobniy. 
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14) Leaming, science 

gramatika, istoria, istorik, nauka, neuk, opisanje, poetalpuveta, 
skol/skol, virs, viklad, vikladac, vikladat. 

15) Measures, weights, money 

ban, cantnar/catnar,funt, kamen, kila, korec, lot, mil,pinez, sikl/sikl 

At last we would like to stress the importance of those Armeno­
Kipchak words, both of Slavic and foreign origin which simultane­
ously appear as loan-words in Polish, Ukrainian, Russian, also in Hun­
garian and Roumanian, but the origin and ways of penetration of which 
are not always certain. Since in last time we observe in Poland a new 
wave of interest of this group of words [S. Stachowski 1995, S. 
Kaluzynski 's report in 1998], the necessity of including them into the 
study of Oriental loan-words in Slavic languages, especially in Polish, 
is evident. Taking into consideration the important role played just by 
the Polish Armenians in the exchange of cultural goods between the 
Orient and Poland one cannot but be amazed that just this group of 
words has not been exploited so far. The question is of about 50 words 
which starting from A. Czartoryski and A. Muchlifiski on are known as 
Oriental loanwords in Polish language. We list main of them below: 

aya, altembas/altenbas!alti"nbas, basibuzuk, bazar, bisor, boklah. 
bozdohan, buya, cerevik, coban, cubuk, kamxa, karvan, kebitlkjebir, 
korap/kerap, kosk, kutes, xapcux, xapti"rxa, xarac, xarbuz, xardas, 
xi'rbac, xuvun/xovun, moydan, mustuluk, oylan, padsah, papudi, payik, 
sala/salay/salla, salaci, salas, sandal, sarancalsarancxa, saray, sun­
duk, tabor, taystra, temian, tlumac, torba, tuman, tutun, usax. 
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