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Abstract

The analysis of the issues concerning the relationship between thinking and world language model-

ling showcases that linguistic modellings are at the forefront of the Old Armenian language and regulate

the linguistic determinism and linguistic outlook of the society. Examinations of the Old Armenian

sentence models and samples reveal that various qualitative manifestations of thinking existed in the 5™

century, which are conditioned by the grammatical structure of Old Armenian, and the foreign-language

influences. These were displayed both in translated literature and independent bibliographic works.

Linguistic determinism as a synchronous maxim can also bear the stamp of foreign-language influences

while genuinely preserving the peculiarities of national mentality.

Keywords: linguistic determinism, linguistic consciousness, linguistic outlook, maxim, linguistic

symbol, language modelling, syntactic model.

The world is reflected in the consciousness
of an individual through the symbolistic system
of language. While the content of linguistic sym-
bol is conditional, it is understandable for the na-
tive linguistic community. Word (partial symbol)
and form (semi symbol) are linguistic symbols
that are used in speech in sentence phrase and
content. In this case, a sentence is considered to
be a full linguistic symbol within which appear
all the other linguistic features exhibiting diverse
grammatical relationships towards each other
(Kodukhov, 2013, p. 132). The sentence is the
supreme form of language meaning modelling,
which fully reflects all degrees of linguistic

.. . . 1
determinism (conscious action).

' In fact, the dependence of language and thinking is

more vivid and is largely manifested in natural lan-
guage. The semantics of the scientific language seeks
as much independence as possible from the linguistic
means, whereas the language of argument includes

Unlike the accepted approaches to thinking
in philosophy and logic, here, (in philosophy
thinking is actions of an individual aimed at ra-
tional cognition of the world, and in logic it is
reasoning the components of which are concept,
judgment, and inference), thinking is defined as
the way we understand the things, phenomena,
and the meaning of their connections and rela-
tionships existing in the world, that come to us
through the linguistic membrane, in other words,
coded signs.

Philosopher P. Kopnin (1968, p. 25) defines
the concept of language as a form of knowledge

linguistic expressions, structures, and wordstrips typi-
cal of rhetorical speech (Hovhannisyan, 2009, p. 151;
Hovhannisyan, 2017). Similar observations can be
made in terms of language of science as well. Eventu-
ally, the language of science is developed on the basis
of the natural language; however the examination of
this issue is beyond the scope of the article.
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that exists as a sign system. That's why know-
ledge is always as a language.

As noted by St. Chase, all the higher levels
of thinking depend on the language (Whorf,
1966, p. VI). This observation stems from the
primary role of the language in the context of
language and thinking interrelation. The Sepir-
Warf hypothesis is based on this theory, accor-
ding to which thinking (consciousness) is de-
pendent on language and is conditioned by lan-
guage. In other words, people's thinking, world-
view, and maxim are shaped by the content,
structure and nature (Brutian, 1972%; Brutian,
1972°, pp. 41-50; “Linguistic Encyclopedic
Dictionary”, 1990, p. 443) of a language.

Issues related to language and thinking have
been studied by a number of philosophers, psy-
chologists, linguists, and other specialists. In this
field, the theory of expression of the conceptual
system and the linguistic meaning developed by
P. Pavilyonis is highly acceptable. According to
the theory, the meaning of linguistic expressions
includes both the fundamental concepts of con-
cept construction and the possibilities of cons-
tructing a certain “world map” (Pavilenis, 1983,
p. 207).

In this regard, the representatives of the
Moscow Psychological School have developed
the content model of consciousness known as
linguistic consciousness. Language conscious-
ness is a scientific structure, a component of
consciousness in which content is modelled on
the basis of the individual’s word combinations
and verbal response (Pishchalnikova & Sonin,
2017, p. 147; Tarasov, 2000, pp. 3-4).

Thinking and linguistic consciousness are
interconnected and conditioned by one another.

If on the one hand we accept the primary
function of thinking, in case of a separate lan-
guage and on the other hand the principle of

determining the structure of mentality of lan-
guage, we can say that the examination of the
structure of Old Armenian, in particular, the
linear model of the sentence, shows that we are
dealing with different qualitative manifestations
of thinking which are conditioned by the gram-
matical structure of Old Armenian, and the fo-
reign-language influences displayed both in
translated literature and independent bibliogra-
phic works.

The actual sentence structure analysis of
different types of sentences in Old Armenian
language shows that there are two trends in
linguistic tactics in such language.

The first sentence structure is the model
formed by foreign-language influences, which is
particularly reflected in the translation literature
and as a result of authentic literature. The se-
cond structure is the type of sentence (therefore,
thinking), which is considered as one of the
foundations of modern linguistics, perhaps the
most important one. The classical syntactic mo-
dels formed as a result of foreign-language in-
fluences have been manifested in the linguistic-
stylistic system of translated literature. By exa-
mining the syntactic models and patterns of
sentences in Old Armenian translations, one can
draw on the key issues of the fifth-century Ar-
menian system linguistic determinism (Hayra-
petyan, 2005).

This particularly applies to the language of
the Bible.

The free or literal nature of Bible transla-
tions has also been expressed in the syntax. Des-
pite the fact that amongst translations of the clas-
sic period, the Bible is remarkable in its accu-
racy, it has been proved by E. F. Rhodes, that
there are a lot of sentences in the New Testament
reproduce the Greek syntax, with some restric-
tions (Muradyan, 2010, p. 207).
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The study of the Bible’s linguistic determi-
nism can be anchored on the model sentences of
translation books to showcase the level of fo-
reign-language impact on national, linguistic
determinism.

When conducted such examinations, it is
vital to categorize the main and secondary parts
of a sentence, the relationship of which implies
and imposes the sentence structure as a syntacti-
cal-linear unit. Jahukyan (1989, p. 158) used the
concepts of nuclear and near-nuclear parts to
characterize compound words (root and deri-
vative). In the syntactical-line the position, or-
der and syntactic features of the sentence parts
are acclimatized by linguistic determinism: the
sentence brings the information bearer to the
foreground, making it a substantial, primary
unit, followed by members which interpret and
complement its meaning.

For example, consider the following phrase
from the Bible’s Book of Proverbs: The pro-
verbs of Solomon, son of David, king of Israel.

This sentence structure or such syntactic
models are typical to Old Greek language from
which the Bible was translated into Armenian.
Though this type of sentence structures in Arme-
nian originated as a result of the foreign-langua-
ge influence, nevertheless, this syntactic model is
quite common in Old Armenian manuscripts. In
the given case, the word “proverbs” (wmnudp) is
the main word, the nuclear part, of the sentence
that is the centre of the communication unit and
the linguistic symbol that carries the information.
This sentence model demonstrates the peculiari-
ties of linguistic determinism, according to
which the primary importance is given to the
content of the key member(s), followed by mem-
bers interpreting its meaning with interdependent
relationships.

The uniqueness of this sentence model lies
within the fact that each subsequent sentence
part complements the previous one expressing
various grammatical (dependent) relations: the
word Solomon (Unnymiinii) is the specifier of the
word proverbs (wmulp), the word son’s (npn-
1) is the apposition of the word Solomon
(Unnminf), the word David’s (“hwnef) is the
apposition of the word son’s (npniny), the word
king (pwquinp) is the attribute of the word
David’s (“huirgafr), the word Israel’s (Pupuylyh)
is the specifier of the word king’s (jauquinpp).
According to the linguistic determinism of Old
Armenian, the order of the parts of this sentence
is as follows: 1,2,3,4,5,6.

This sentence model, as well as its equi-
valent model of linguistic determinism, is wide-
spread in the independent manuscripts of Old
Armenian. This fact can be considered a con-
sequence of the Bible translation, probably one
of the earliest manifestations of Greek influence.
However, Muradyan (2010, p. 201) notes that the
translation of the Bible is of classical nature, in
which the linguistic influence of Greek was
minimal.

It should be noted that the language Greek
influenced the linguistic model is absolutely not

displayed as a unique sentence model. Language

2 This syntactic sentence model is typical to Ancient

Greek. It matches with Latin, Russian, English, Ger-
man and etc. Ot mapoylieg ToV ZOAOUMVTE, TOL Y10V
Tov Aafid, Bactid tov IoponA, Latin: Parabolae Sa-
lomomis filii David regis Israhel, Russian: ITputun
Canomona ceiHa JlaBuma maps Mspaemst, English: The
Proverbs of Salomon, son of Davit, King of Israel,
German: Die Fabeln von Salomon des Sohns israe-
lischen Ko6nigs David.

It should be noted that the same sentence in mod-
ern Armenian has absolutely reverse syntax, which
testifies the peculiarity of modern linguistic de-
terminism. Compare: Isreal king's, David's son's, So-
lomon's proverbs. - The proverbs of Solomon son of
David, king of Israel. (bupuylyh puguinp “Funfiph
npnh Unpnidndh wiwlybilipy). Compared with the Old
Armenian, the sequence of the contemporary Arme-
nian sentence model is 6, 5,4, 3,2, 1.
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examination of the Bible shows that Greek (Phil-
hellenic) style, in terms of syntax, is not specific
to all of its books.

The syntactic sentence models of the trans-
lated books of the Bible mostly correspond to the
linear structure of the sentences of the literary
works in Armenian. However, in the Armenian
self-regulating literary works (dogmatic, apolo-
getic, historical, hagiographical, philosophical,
etc.) the Greek style is mixed with Old Armenian
syntactic models.

Comparisons:

e Oh pk ny uwuwmn wpupsht twhwbetn gin-
uw, th Uh h tingutith punwlub Ep qudt-
tuht vty wn b ubmplyy qpkd
whwpquilnug — hwwwpudpug — wpupshls
(6qtw., 16): [If the Creator's anger did not
conflict with them, one of them would be
enough to exterminate all and to take reven-
ge on the dishonour of the Creator of the
universe (Eznik of Kolb, 1826, p. 16).]

e .. . Pugmu wiqui dwpniskp pbn wy-
tinuhy... uhqpl wpupbuy juclugh Up-
ouilpwy  wppugh - nppoylh - Sppwdog, - i
Unnitp Ohisti juadl ofleglynpn Qpinuphuh
wppuyf <uyng, npnuyl nunwayhny (Gn.,
6): [Many times he has fought against
them... starting from the beginning of the
kingdom of Arshak the son of Tiran, until
the sixth year of the reign of Vramshapuh’s
son, the King Artashes (Eghishe, 1957, p.
6).]

e Juwul npny tir wumniwdwwpwni phili
pumapugniju juiwjupniptundp Gplt-
[h thttp jwphuwphhtt <wyng, 4 whgpuig
wlpipplaubdt Guuyhry wppughg wppuh,
Uhbib jundls bplypnpn Swqllqunh wppughg
wppugh' nppy dnunfuy ... (6n., 6): [For
this reason, Christianity explicitly adored
the King of Armenian Kingdom from the

beginning of the King Shapuh’s reign until

the second year of the reign of Vram’s son,

the King of King Hazkert (Eghishe, 1957, p.

6).]

e bul] RLb... hmipuyp hwuwidl h uwh-

dwlu ptwlnptubt <uwyquy /i uhypun o

N dwpdhle unmwhwgbiug wpwbhg qopuinn-

g (funp., 34): [And Bel...was hurrying

to reach the borders of Hayk's residence,

relying on the strength and courage of his

powerful men (Khorenatsi, 1913, p. 34).]

These syntactic models gradually engage
with the grammatical (syntactic) system of the
Old Armenian language and act as shared mani-
festations of linguistic determinism.

Now, let’s discuss the type of manifestation
of Old Armenian language on which the modern
linguistic determinism model is based.

The examination of the sentence models of
Old Armenian manuscripts from the classical
and post-classical time periods shows that the
Armenian linguistic determinism portrayed in the
independent manuscripts slightly differs from the
syntactic models of Bible translations.

The point is that almost all Bible translati-
ons into European languages preserved the
Greek syntax. Old Armenian and European lan-
guages, including Old Greek, have common
types of the form and syntax, so they have preser-
ved the translation tradition by adapting the lan-
guage of the translation to the models of lin-
guistic determinism of the original language.

Along with the importance of preserving the
syntactic models of the original language and the
syntax of translated languages, conservation of
traditions was also an essential factor. On the
other hand, a tradition, in its turn, can form
corresponding linguistic determinism, which is
partly manifested in the Old Armenian manu-
scripts.
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In his book devoted to syntax, the Greek
gospels and their Gothic, Armenian and Old Sla-
vonic translations, G. Cuance showed through
concrete examples that the Greek language syn-
tactic influence on this or that sentence model is
conditioned only by the internal logic of Arme-
nian language (Muradyan, 2010, p. 203).

The fifth-century historians’ language ana-
lysis shows that sensible keyword of a sentence
is not always syntactically positions in the fore-
ground: the subject and predicate can be fol-
lowed by attributes. Such sentence structures and
patterns do not correspond to the world’s linguis-
tic and philosophical perceptions.

Even a subtle observation of the syntactic
models of the following original writings may
give some idea of the Sth-century linguistic de-
terminism. Compare:

e op hiptimblig mtiuhtt ghuthpnwiniphit
wpwpng hiptiwbg, b wjubgop hiptiwbg
mub  quupswpuibu  Ypnhg  uhpbjbug
hiptimbg. wnwl qubidp hiptiwbg juppni -
tihu, tir ny Wughtt wdtitihtl qupnp tpk-
uwg hiptiwbg (6., 201): [They witnessed
the plunder of their possessions and hear the
sufferings of their loved ones: their orna-
ments were seized for the needs of the king-
dom, and no ormaments were left on their
faces (Eghishe, 1957, p. 201).]

e Uw huky ujuyhgh pwy b tpluth b, G
pnmhdwug witiiignil, npp unipun-
tughtl qatint Jhuytnly h Ypuy udb-
tuyl ujuyhglt b nhiguquig (funp., 32):
[This man was brave and well-known
amongst the giants and turned against all
those who tried to gain control over all the
giants and the heroes (Khorenatsi, 1913, p.
32).]

e G hpptic witnipu pugnidu witinkl h thb
ntighipkp, jupnigtiug wytinihtintn hwuw-

tbp wn unipp Juennhynud <uyng UL-
owg, npny wtn bl Gwbwskp Uwhwy, gnp
wunpuumnwub guubkp Wiht thngeny
hunwbtiuy (Unp., 36): [And when he was
wandering there for many days, he got up
and came to the Holy Patriarch of the Great

Hayk, known as Sahak, who was willing to

quickly agree with him (Koryun, 1941, p.

36).]

e 3npdwd Eplhp skp G ny mmGiyp hty np h
dwlt, gpupuiniiul niunp” quubkn
nLhb h ainht. ud ptu gh’ts huy jugkp,
gh wiwunilp st tiu tht wpupbug
(6qli., 119): [When the earth and seedlings
in it were not created where did he get the
birches from, or what did he sacrifice when
animals were not created yet (Eznik of
Kolb, 1826, p. 119)?]

e bhu wyn wbtinh, nip nnin Lu puqibu,
jnnb ug wynh, pnn tu wnp pugdt-
guyg, qh wtinh wqgh dtpny wyn Gy L
www bl juphuwphtt )i hwuhg, Whow-
Uko Ypkdu hutinptighg h pth (Pnig., 143):
[That is my seat (the throne) where you are
sitting now, get up, let me sit there because
it’s my dynasty’s throne, or when I get to
my country, you’ll face my vengeance (Fa-
ustus of Byzantium, 1913, p. 143).]

The investigation of the linear patterns of
these sentences as syntactic models has shown
that these were the basis for the formation of
sentences models of modern Armenian senten-
ces.

Let us now consider the types of relations
that exist amongst the primary sentence parts,
between the primary and secondary sentence
members in terms of linguistic determinism and
how these relations are displayed in linear sen-
tence patterns.

Language modelling of existing relation-
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ships between things and phenomena is done by
means of equivalent linguistic symbols. Objects
and actions are distinguished. Language reflects
these realities through nouns and verbs. The
noun is the linguistic (verbal) sign of the subject,
and the verb is the action. At the same time, they
have their own characteristics, attributes, which
have their respective specifiers in language: ad-
jectives supplement nouns, and adverbs supple-
ment verbs.

What are the linguistic features of the sub-
ject and the action? What kinds of transactions
occur in speech or in a sentence? The correlation
of these sentence members and their reflections
are conditioned by linguistic determinism. As
chief sentence parts, the subject and predicate are
in an equal relationship. This relationship is also
reflected in the outside world where an object
expressed by a subject and an attribute expressed
by a predicate act as equivalents and equal reali-
ties. When the world is reflected through linguis-
tic consciousness, the attribute expressed by the
predicate becomes of primary importance. This
notion is manifested in the linear plan of a sen-
tence where the predicate is in the foreground
compared with the other parts.

The examination of the syntactic sentence
models of Old Armenian showcase that it is verb
oriented more specifically with a syntax in which
a predicate is placed in the foreground.® Since
subjects and predicates are inseparable, it is
worth mentioning that in Old Armenian syntactic
sentence models the subject mostly succeeds the
predicate or is syntactically placed after it
(Khachatryan & Tosunyan, 2004, pp. 303-304).

Let’s take a look at the language and sub-
lexicon in the structural plan of the Old Arme-

*  This sentence structure later became the basis for for-

malistic grammatical doctrine, the representatives of
which considered verbs as the sentences.

nian sentences.

o Junlpuupd Wppwhwd guiu hip i tntw,
tii whw puny dh Juhutwy Juyp qdwnnyh
uwptijuy gtingtipug. 61 gliug Wppuhwd
wn qumb b Auuh g jpgowlitq thn-
howbtwyy buwhwljuy npminy hupny: G gn-
slug Wppwhwd qubm b mbnuyt wyb-
nphYy Stp tntu (OO, bR, 13, 14): [4b-
raham looked up and there in a thicket he
saw a ram caught by its horns. He went over
and took the ram and sacrificed it as a burnt
offering instead of his son. So Abraham
called that place The LORD Will Provide
(Genesis, 22: 13-14).]

o Oulilmn <uyl] qunidp Junbiny onluw-
whi... 6L mbubuy <ughht gShuwbtiubi
Ynin Juntiwy... Qupglk qUpudwitiuy. . .
tir qUupnnu... h Gwhadk (funp., 36): [Re-
cognized Hayk, the armed military group...
And saw Hayk Titania severely armed...
had Aramanyak and Kardos stand on his
left (Khorenatsi, 1913, p. 36).]

o Uww wuwyp hpunfwh Guwnih wppuy
MNuwpuhg, pbply npwyu b wplubby h
wupuwingl Uppuwljuy (Pniq., 143): [Then
ordered Shapooh, the Persian king, to bring
chains to throw around Arshak's neck (Fa-
ustus of Byzantium, 1913, p. 143).]

From the point of view of language percep-
tion, the grammatical role of the subject often
becomes passive, and the predicted becomes
absolutely dominant in the sentence:

o Upn npnyhtinle pldjuguip ghpudwlt wuw-
unthpubh jubiwhbtia pnng pupnig
plniptwin, wjugnp wpdwl b ujuwil,
pPtwbwml s jodwphglalp qeymunniphih
wqghu dbipny nnpuy (6n., 5): [Now, be-
cause we accepted the order that comes
from your not so jealous nature, we start

from where it is worthwhile, though we
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would not agree on mourning the misery of

our nation (Eghishe, 1957, p. 5).]

Objects and phenomena and their attributes
are in a complementary relationship: linguistic
determinism reflects their subordinate relation-
ships by collocating the subject and predicate
supplements in a reversed syntax in the linear
sentence pattern.

Linguistic determinism and its comprehen-
sion have been adequately reflected in the Old
Armenian sentence models: the subject supple-
ments (noun or noun phrase) syntactically suc-
ceed it (Bagratuni, 1852, pp. 320-326).

e Uhunwnhy YJuu gtintighy, dWhpauinp
i, wahurwnhly uau qtintighly, Qep pr w-
nuiLbihp, pin pnnny pny... (6pg., %, 1):
[Look at you - so beautiful, my dearest!
Look at you - so beautiful! Your eyes are
doves behind the veil of your hair! (Song
of Songs 4: 1-16).]

o Mwpwbq owhluwy, pnygp jd hwpub,
wupntiq puehbuy T wmphip fhphuy
(6ng., ¥, 12): [An enclosed garden is my
sister, my bride; an enclosed pool, a
sealed spring (Song of Songs 4:12).]

e Uww Unbiwg puquunpt Mwpuhg Guw-
wnth gnhipull i quuntinuigbnulb ... G
wukp, tpk  «Gu pugnid mbqud juikgu
uhpty qUEppwly wypuy <uyng, puyg tw
hudw] wiwpgtwg ghu»y (Pniqg., 140):
[Then the Persian king Shapooh called the
magicians and astrologists and said: “I tried
to love the Armenian king Arshak, for so
many times, but he kept constantly insulting
me” (Faustus of Byzantium, 1913, p. 140).]
The action and its attributes are in a comp-

lementary relationship as well. This same su-
bordinate relation is reflected in the linear plan

of sentences. Comparison:

e Ohw’nn wwpwhgbdp qupkquili, np

utinpe Ynsh fippln qownuy wn i uwuwmi’ jp

Qungtigu” hunaublyry, W dtppe tppuy

nonk fippla quphmpluy, th wmuyy wmbinh

Juwwwphtt jiny  qilfiong b dkOh  wwbu

(6qli., 15): [Why are we worshipping e

sun, which like a servant is called to comp-

lete the service it is supposed to, and also it
goes and hides like a scared creature let-
ting the darkness fi// its big house — the

space (Eznik of Kolb, 1826, p. 15)?]

e Upw uwljun uniop junwy pwll quuiju-
Gult)t Ghinuh jubwiwljuitug fuzping
hugplifilaugl, Gryloyhup plimphh wpdwitou-
mplawy o UGhlmul npoylu fn hugple pup
Upunt (Fonp., 48): [A few years before the
death of Nynos, Ara reigned in his home-
land, receiving the same honour as Nynos
and his father Aram (Khorenatsi, 1913, p.
48).]

e Utipp pwlptp quywpkp /ippi god jpni-
buwnp, dbpp wwpqtpn qnekp fippln qui-
nhLd quypuglngg. qlinn, ginpkp, wwuyw-
Ik fplnpddh dinop (61, 16): [Sometimes
it would shatter and roll up like a poisonous
snake, then it would stretch out and rattle as
an injured lion, crunching, rolling, and suf-
fering from double-minded thoughts (Eghi-
she, 1957, p. 16).]

In syntactic models of Old Armenian, ser-
vice words have foreground positions, and the
premises and prefixes precede their direct object.
Linguistic determinism explains this by the fact
that the semantic load of the word is notified
beforehand. On the other hand, the premises and
the prefixes are preceded by the main parts of
sentences.

The actions and their specifications ex-
pressed by verbs (attributes of place, time, rea-
son, aim and etc.) which are articulated with pre-
conception conjunctions, preceded their sup-
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plements in syntactic models of sentences.

So, let's take a look at the following sen-

tences, where the established supplementary con-

nectors preceded the supplements.

MNuundniphih jurqugqu gy huglju-
Jubt nupnptwh (Unp., 22); [A story
about the invention of the Armenian school
(Koryun, 1941, p. 22).]

Oh 0 wnwbg vkg Jumwupkught (Bnig.,
73): [Because without us, they will not be
accomplished (Faustus of Byzantium,
1913, p. 73).]

<wlitiw] wytmithbtnbn quwupn @ wyanwpny
npupanplh  pujignigutp  (Uqupe.,
150): [Then he drove the men out and had
them dwell outside the paradise (Agathan-
gelos, 1909, p. 150).]

<tdtwp hpptie qiwpnhy ghlan  Ipky
wpuihglt (Gql., 107): [Horsemen, as
people, are racing to hunt animals (Eznik
of Kolb, 1826, p. 107).]

Puyg Udpwn hwbmbpd  dwblpudpl Unp-
nuwhup Gt wn wht donynit Qb-
nuuiwy (fonp., 170): [But Smbat, along
with Artashes’s children, goes out to the
shore of the Geghama Sea (Khorenatsi,
1913, p. 170).]

<wmwpliuy h uwgu Glppry Enbquibile ph-
ntwy puntightt h oyt hnpu (funp., 296):
[Under the reed, gathering in carriages and
burying them in the same pit (Khorenatsi,
1913, p. 296).]

Ququiip Yumd finuulpupniataouiii h sw-
pt nudtipt wpupk Jupdtghtt (Gqb,
146): [Wild animals, because of their harm-
fulness, are thought fo be invented by some
evil creator (Eznik of Kolb, 1826, p. 146).]
Onp i owlinh Uppwlming puquuiinpb-
gnyg /1 by wphuuphpu <uwyng (@uipuy.,
19): [Which was turned into a king of the

Armenian world instead of the Arshakunis

(Parpetsi, 1904, p. 19)*]

The prefixes that express various grammati-
cal relations, which are absolutely abstract forms
(Abrahamyan, 1976, p. 227) not only towards
their objects but also along with their objects
have foreground place in the linear structure of a
sentence. See:

e (Nnuwtu npuwyh wr npalwpnyetaui Juap-
oight' pt Npihgnb quuikiuyt hiy np
puph b qtintghly £ wpup (Gqu., 145):
[Because of their stupidity, they thought
that Wormizd created everything which is
kind and beautiful (Eznik of Kolb, 1826, p.
145).]

o Un jhpunipi wipugn wmbinh qubiug
nununptightt (Gwp., 74): [Finding a
firm place on the mountain, they stopped
(Parpetsi, 1904, p. 74).]

e Gu ldw phip pwphu junphtiguy nputu
huyp npminy Juunwipty, pugg tw hda swp
phn  pwpy hwmnyg  (Bnig., 140): |1
wanted to do good things for him as a father
would do for his son, but he rewarded me
with evil for good (Faustus of Byzantium,
1913, p. 140).]

o  [un uwyud wunndliyh hpnjuipmuly thuu
Juphuwpht <uyng (Bn., 10): [According to
this copy, the decree reached the Armeni-
an Land (Hayots Ashkharh) (Eghishe, 1957,
p. 10)°]

o nuiwh nmbpdp /i ghonu G i punupu
ohtiip wunpnipwitn (Gn)., 70): [We have a
decree to build fire worship places in the
villages and in the cities (Eghishe, 1957, p.
70).]

The adverbial phrase “of the Armenian world” has
post position order over the main part (king) of the
sentence.

Phrases with the word according (prefix “Yst” (Luwn)
in Armenian) usually have reverse syntax.
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e Suydd tiu Juull pn jupm wnbkh, juyud

htank nni Juud )t wntihgbu (Gqb., 115):

[So far 1 have been performing a sacrifice

for you, from now on you will do it for me

(Eznik of Kolb, 1826, p. 115).]

To sum up, the examination of the issues
concerning the relationship between thinking and
language modelling shows that linguistic models
have a primary role in Old Armenian and deter-
mine the linguistic outlook and linguistic deter-
minism of the society. On the other hand, as a
synchronous maxim linguistic determinism can
carry the stamp of foreign-language influences,
preserving the essence and uniqueness of natio-
nal thinking.
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