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Abstract

The paper examines a new etymology that has recently been proposed for Arm. gerez-

man andCaucasian “Albanian”garazman, bothmeaning ‘grave, tomb’, and the relation-

ship of the latter tomodernUdi gärämzä ‘id.’. It shows that the peculiar shape of theUdi

word can only be explained on the basis of amorphological restructuring that involved

the genitive suffix -in-. Concerning the proposed etymology of gerezman and garaz-

man, which builds upon an Iranian (“Median”) phrase *gṛδa- zmani- ‘house of clay’, it

refutes the hypothesis of a “mirroring effect” influencing vowels in the neighbourhood

of r in Albanian and points out further problems in the assumed developments.
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In his recent attempt to justify a new Iranian etymology for the word for ‘grave’

or ‘tomb’ as appearing in Armenian gerezman and Caucasian Albanian (ca)

garazman, Martin Schwartz (2023: 184, 190; hereafter: Sch.) quotes Th. Wier

for the assumption of two metanalyses concerning relevant terms in the latter

language, in deducing afre-pesown ‘praise’ from Middle Iranian āfrīn ‘prayer,

blessing, praise’ and in trying to account for the ‘Udi derivative of garazman,
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i.e, gärämzä’. In the first part of the present paper (Gippert 2023a), I have pro-

posed a different explanation for afre-pesown, based on the identifiability of

-īnwith one of the endings of the ca ergative(-instrumental), -in. Interestingly

enough, a similar metanalysis was envisaged in Sch.’s article for the develop-

ment of Udi gärämzä from garazman: according to Th.Wier’s proposal quoted

by Sch. (2023: 190), the latter’s “final -n was lost due to the noun termination

being reanalyzed as an Udi morphological suffix, -n being found both in the

ergative -(a)n and genitive -(V)n case”.

This assumption, however, is not as easy as it may seem. First of all, the -an

in ca garazman cannot have been metanalysed as an ergative marker in ca

because ergatives in -an are extremely restricted in that language: they only

occur in the plural forms cexar-an ‘all’, išeb-an ‘brothers’ and, probably, å˜n

‘they’ (masc.) if this form,which always appears abbreviated in thepalimpsests,

stands for *åan or, rather, *åaran (cf. Gippert et al. 2008: vol. 1, ii–38).1 Even

words with a stem in -a do not show -an in the ergative singular but, with

the most frequent ergative ending, -a-en; this is true, e.g., of the proper names

marta ‘Martha’ (→marta-en), yowda ‘Judas’ (→ yowda-en), and ešaya ‘Isaiah’ (→

ešaya-en), but also for the commonnounsmanana ‘manna’ (→mananaen) and,

probably, bågala ‘depth’ (→ *bågala-en).2 In Udi, however, it is just wordswith a

stem in -a that exhibit an ergative in -a-n; so we findmarfa-n (vb)3 andmarṭa-n

(nb)4 forMartha, iuda-n for Judas and Jude (nb and vb), and isaya-n for Isaiah,5

but also frequent common nouns such as baba ‘father’ (→ baba-n) and nana

‘mother’ (→ nana-n). Likewise, we find ergatives in -ä-n of the name zäkäriyä

‘Zachariah’ (→ zäkäriyä-n)6 and the word färišṭä ‘angel’ (→ färišṭä-n),7 thus,

indeed, suggesting a similar relation between Udi gäräzmä and ca garazman.

1 The plural pronouns žan ‘we’ and vʕan ‘you’ may contain the same ending but they stand for

both the absolutive and the ergative.

2 Jo. 11.21 and 24 (A65va, 9 and A60ra, 17); Jo. 12.39 (B55ra, 21); Jo. 13.2 (A66va, 1); Heb. 9.4 (A75va,

18–19); Rom. 8.39 (B33va, 13 where only -laen has been preserved). As in the edition (Gippert

et al. 2008), ‘A’ stands for the palimpsest manuscript Sin. georg. nf 13 and ‘B’, for Sin. georg.

nf 55.

3 Lk. 10.40; Jo. 11.21, 24, 39. Here and in the following, vb stands for the Bible translation into the

Vartashen dialect by the Bežanov brothers (1902; online in a Latin transliteration on https://​

titus.uni‑frankfurt.de/texte/etcs/cauc/udi/udint/udint.htm) and nb, for the new Bible trans-

lation into the dialect of Nij (online on https://www.udibibliya.com/en/ and, in an adapted

orthography which is also used in the present article, on https://titus.uni‑frankfurt.de/texte/​

etcs/cauc/udi/udntn/udntn.htm).

4 Jo. 11.21, 24, 27, 28, 39, 12.2.

5 Jo. 11.21 etc.; Jo. 18.3 etc.; Jo. 12.39 etc. Besides isayan, the forms isaien (Jo. 12.41) and isaen (Jo.

12.39 etc.) also occur in vb.

6 Lk. 1.18 etc. in nb; vb has Zakari-n-en instead.

7 Mt. 28.5 in vb; nb has angel-en instead. Elsewhere in vb we find färišṭ-in-en (e.g., Lk. 1.19).

https://titus.uni-frankfurt.de/texte/etcs/cauc/udi/udint/udint.htm
https://titus.uni-frankfurt.de/texte/etcs/cauc/udi/udint/udint.htm
https://www.udibibliya.com/en/
https://titus.uni-frankfurt.de/texte/etcs/cauc/udi/udntn/udntn.htm
https://titus.uni-frankfurt.de/texte/etcs/cauc/udi/udntn/udntn.htm
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Nevertheless, the ergative(-instrumental) is anything but likely to have ‘trig-

gered’ the re-shaping of the given nominal stem, considering that a ‘grave’ is

neither prototypically perceived as an agent nor as an instrument; and as a

matter of fact, the actual ergative of the word is attested neither in ca (where

we would expect *garazman-en) nor in written Udi (where we would expect

*gärämzä-n or *gärämz-in-en, cf. below).What we do see in the ca palimpsests

is only locative cases8 such as the datives (i) garazman-a9 and (iii) garazman-

a-s,10 the ablatives (ii) garazman-a-x̣-oc11 and, probably, (i) garazman-oc,12 and

the dative (i) plural garazman-owġ-o.13 The picture is similar in the Vartashen

Udi Gospels of the Bežanov brothers: besides six instances of the absolutive

gärämzä in passages that are not attested in ca,14 we usually come across loca-

tive cases or the genitive with a local postposition like ṭọġọl ‘to’, boš ‘in’, or

tüš ‘against’.15 Here, now, we find the clue to what happened to the word in

diachrony: the genitive, upon which the locative cases are built, is gärämz-in,

with the usual elision of the stem-final -ä; we thus have the dat. gärämz-in-a

and the abl. gärämz-in-a-xo, matched by dat. gärämz-in-ä and abl. gärämz-in-

a-xun in Nij.16

Having this evidence at hand, several scenarios can be envisaged for the

restructuring of garazman to Udi gärämzä, all building upon the genitive, not

the ergative: either, we might assume that a former (ca) genitive *garazman-

own was replaced by *garazman-in before the resulting form was reduced to

The Udi word is a borrowing fromNew Persian هتشرف , probably via Azeri ( firiştǝ); ca used

the Greek word ἄγγελος (probably via Georgian angelos-).

8 For the system of locative cases and their relation to the three datives of ca cf. Gippert et

al. 2008: 1, ii–24–29 and Gippert/Schulze 2023: 181–184.

9 Jo. 11.17 (A60vb, 18), 20.4 (B7vb, 20–21), 20.6 (B14va, 6–7), 20.8 (B7ra, 15–16), possibly also

in Jo. 20.11 (B14vb, 5–6) and Act. 13.29 (B27vb, 4).

10 Jo. 20.3 (B7vb, 14), probably also in 20.1 (B14rb, 1–2).

11 Jo. 12.17 (B11va, 4), probably also in 20.1 (B14rb, 4) and 20.11 (B14vb, 1) where we have to

reconstruct garazmanax̣oc with the postposition čọhoc ‘out(side) of ’; the genitive garaz-

mani assumed in the edition (Gippert et al. 2008: 1, iv–13) must be given up as the -a- of

the ablative ending has now become visible on the newly detected scrap B78v (cf. Gippert

2023b: 193–209 for the 19 additional fragments that were found in the course of the Sinai

Palimpsests Project between 2012 and 2017 and their identification).

12 Jo. 20.2 (B14rb, 10) where the reading is not certain in all points.

13 Sic Jo. 5.28 (A97ra, 14), not a dative (ii) in -owġ-ox̣ as assumed in the edition.

14 Mt. 23.29; Lk. 11.44, 47, 48; Jo. 19.41, 42. The latter two must have been present in the ca

palimpsests on the burnt-off half of the bifolio consisting of B14r and B7v of which only a

few characters have remained.

15 Mt. 27.61, 66; Mk. 16.2; Lk. 24.1; Jo. 11.38, 20.1, 3, 5, 6, 11.

16 nb provides much less examples than vb because here, the word maġara is used more

often; cf. below.
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*garazm-in by haplology; or we might suggest a replacement of the ca dative

garazman-aby themoreusual genitive-based formation *garazman-in-awith a

similar haplology following; orwemight presuppose a substitution of the stem-

final element -an- by themore frequent suffix -in- leading from the samedative,

garazman-a, to *garazm-in-a directly, without haplology.

The peculiar role that the genitive in -in- played in the prehistory of the nom-

inal inflection of modern Udi, where it developed to what is usually called a

“stem augmentation” (cf. Gippert et al. 2008: 1, ii–23; Gippert/Schulze 2023:

184),17 is clearly visible in the name Martha for which, besides the absolutive

Marfa,18 the ergative Marfa-n (see above) and the dative Marfa-x (Jo. 11.5), vb

provides a genitiveMarf-in (Jo. 11.19) and, built on it, an ergativeMarf-in-en (Jo.

12.2, with the particle -al ‘also’ added).19 Telling is also the wordmaġara ‘cave’,

which is generally used to denote the grave of Jesus Christ in nb. As a borrow-

ing of Arab. maġārat via Azeri mağara, it exhibits a similar inflection, with a

dative maġar-in-a20 and an abl. maġar-in-a-xun,21 both built upon a genitive

maġar-in;22 as a matter of fact, this can be regarded as the regular formation of

oblique cases for a stem in -a (and -ä) in Udi (cf. Schulze 1982: 102).23 A peculiar

form is the dativemaġaran-in-a- which occurs once (with the person clitic -ne

attached) in Mt. 27.60 (alongside the gen.maġar-in) and which might remind

us of the form *garazman-in-awe supposed above as underlying later *garazm-

in-a; given the evidence for the many other forms, however, it should rather

be regarded as dittographical. In any way, only the genitive with its ending -in

can have been the ‘triggering’ case for the emergence of Udi gärämzä and its

inflection, not an ergative; and this is all the more true as only the -in ending

can account for the ‘umlauting’ effect that gärämzä reveals.24

17 Schulze (1982: 101–102) uses the term “Stammerweiterung”.

18 Lk. 10.38, 41; Jo. 11.1, 20, 30.

19 In nb, we only find the genitive Marṭa-y (Lk. 10.37, 40), with the alternative ending -y.

20 Mt. 27.56 (header), 65;Mk. 16.5; Lk. 23.53, 55, 24.12, 22, 24; Jo. 19.37 (header), 20.4, 8; in addi-

tion, with the 3rd person clitic -ne attached, in Mk. 15.46 and Jo. 20.1 and with the plural

clitic -ṭun, in Mk. 6.29 and Jo. 20.3. vb has the dative gärämzina in Mk. 6.29, 15.46, 16.5, Lk.

23.53, 55, 24.24, Jo. 20.4, 8, the superessives gärämzinal (singular) in Lk. 24.12 and gärämzu-

ġol (plural) in Lk. 24.22, and the genitivewith postposition gärämzin ṭọġọl in Jo. 20.1 and 3.

21 Mt. 28.8; Jo. 20.2; vb has gärämzinaxo in both cases.

22 Mt. 27.60, 61, 66 (2×), 28.2; Mk. 15.46, 16.2, 3; Lk. 24.1, 2; Jo. 20.1, 6, 11 (2×); vb has gärämzin

(sometimes spelt gäramzin) in all these instances except for Lk. 24.2 with the abl. gärämz-

inaxo.

23 The only stems in -a and -ä that do not take the stem augmentation in -in- but in simple

-n- are stems in -ya/ä such the Arabic borrowing düni/ya ‘world’ with the ablatives dünia-

n-i-xo (vb) and dünyä-n-e-xun (nb; Jo. 8.23).

24 For a similar umlaut caused by an -i vowel cf. the Nij form of the biblical name Zäkäriyä

(contrasting with Zaxari in vb, e.g., in Mt. 23.35).
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There is onemore difference between the ca and the Udi word that must be

taken into account, namely, the metathesis of -zm- to -mz- that gärämzä pre-

supposes; Sch. (2023: 190) mentions it but does not elaborate on it. As a matter

of fact, a sequence -zm- is not attested within the stem of any Udi word in the

text materials available, all instances containing a morpheme break between

the two sounds as in äiz-muġ-o / ayiz-moġ-o, gen.pl. of äiz / ayiz ‘village’ with

the plural suffix -mu/oġ-,25 or being borrowings fromAzeri like the verbs üzmiš-

b(e)sun ‘swim’26 (Az. üzmək) and pozmiš-b(e)sun ‘break’27 (Az. pozmak), which

in their turn contain a morpheme boundary, too (before the suffix -miš < Az.

-mi/ış). On the other hand, -mz- is not met with in any other Udi word either

if there is nomorpheme boundary implied as in cam-zu-pe ‘I have written’28 or

zom-zu-be ‘I have taught’.29 For a comparablemetathesis as in gärämzä, we can

only refer to the Nij word for ‘man(kind)’, amdar, which has obviously replaced

Vartashen adamar as the older formation (cf. Azeri adam, Georgian adamian-i,

etc.), possibly after a syncope (*admar); this, however, is a single case, too, and

the word is not attested in ca so that the chronology remains obscure.

ca garazman is assumed by Sch. (2023: 190) to be a borrowing of Arm. gerez-

man. To account for the divergence in the vocalism, he points to three other ca

words which, in his view, “demonstrate a tendency whereby after r the vowel

of a following syllable assimilates the vowel of the first syllable in a mirroring

effect”, the threewords beingmarġaven ‘prophet’, xarṭaḳ- ‘[make] (into) pieces’,

and the biblical place name Serebta. Unfortunately, this assumption is unten-

able.

First of all, there are numerous ca words which show that the two vowels

“around” an r did not interact in any way.We may quote, e.g., the present stem

formations karexa- ‘living’ (Jo. 5.34), bareta- ‘leaving, redeeming’ (Jo. 20.23),

hareza- ‘rising’ (Mt. 10.21), areca- ‘sitting (down)’ (Mt. 19.28), and ġare and

ġaren, the dative and ergative singular of ġar ‘son, child’ (iCor. 13.1 / Jo. 5.19), all

25 E.g. inMt. 9.35 andMk. 1.38 in both nb and vb; in Lk. 8.1, vb has the form äizurġon instead,

with the suffix -ur-.

26 Only in vb; e.g., in the infinitive üzmiš-besa in Mk. 6.48.

27 Only in nb; e.g., in the present form pozmiš-bsa in i Jo. 3.4.

28 Cf. Gippert 2023a: 442 for this and other forms of cam-p(e)sun ‘write’. The form cam-pe-z-

sa in Jo. 19.22 should better be regarded as containing the Nij conditional clitic -sa (used

in the sense of ‘whatever I have written’) than the present stem (‘I amwriting’); my thanks

are due to T. Maisak who proposed this to me (personal communication of 5 December

2023). Cf. Maisak 2019 for the conditional clitic, which is likely to be a borrowing from

Azeri.

29 Lk. 1.4 and Jo. 18.20 in vb; nb here has the forms zombakiṭoġoy ‘of thosewhichwere taught’

and zombe ‘I have taught’ (without personal marker) instead.
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with an a uninfluenced by a following e. We may further quote the past stems

ari- ‘having come’ (Jo. 5.43), acari ‘having sat (down)’ (Jo. 19.13), bozari- ‘hav-

ing got tired’ (Jo. 4.38), hayzari- ‘having risen’ (iThess. 4.14), and the adjectives

q̇ari- ‘dry’ (Jo. 21.11) and iġari- ‘hot’ (Jo. 18.25) with an a before an i; the numeral

ṗowran ‘second’ (heading of iiCor. 4.7) and the present stem bowra- ‘standing’

(Rom. 8.26) with an u unaltered before a; cf. also the corresponding infinitive

stem bowres- ‘stand’ (Jo. 4.40) with u before e as well as the past stem bowri-

‘having stood’ (Heb. 12.4) and the frequent formṗowri- ‘died, dead’withubefore

i. The sequence e before a is rare but we have it in the present stem (with light

verb) ser-aha- ‘being justified’ (Acts 13.39). Within loanwords, we find -ari- in

hariḳ- ‘tribute’ (iiCor. 9.7), where the i is epenthetic (cf. Arm. hark, Georg. harḳ-

/ xarḳ- ‘id.’, < MIran.),30 and in parisaowx- ‘Pharisees’ (Mt. 5.20) with an origi-

nal i; similarly, we have -are/ē- in the name of Nazareth, Nazare/ēt- (Jo. 1.45;

Lk. 4.14) and in the recently detected Iranian loanword asṗarez- ‘stadium’ (Jo.

11.18; cf. Arm. asparēz/s, Georg. asṗarez- ‘id.’, < MIran. *asparēs).31 Across con-

sonant clusters with r, we may note, e.g., serbaown ‘first’ with e before a (Lk.

2.2), the infinitive stems bartes- ‘leaving, redeeming’ (Heb. 2.17), karxes- ‘life,

salvation’ (Jo. 12.47) and harzes- ‘rising, resurrection’ (iiCor. 4.14) with a before

e, the loanword targowman ‘translation’ (Jo. 9.7) as well as the inherited plural

forms ġarmowx̣ (abs.) and ġarmo (dat.i) of ġar ‘son, child’ (Rom. 8.15 / iThess.

2.12) with a before u and o, the Armenian borrowing marmin ‘body, flesh’ (<

Arm.marmin; passim) with a before i, the Georgian loanword sabowrzel ‘seat,

throne’ (< Georg. savrʒel-; Mt. 19.28) with u before e; and a before e has also

been preserved in ašarḳeṭ ‘disciple’ (Mt. 10.24), which represents the same Ira-

nian loanword as Arm. ašakert does but with a metathesis.

Of the three words that Sch. instanced to support his hypothesis of a vowel

assimilation tendency, the place name serebta can be ruled out off-hand, given

that it is a hapax legomenon in the New Testament (Greek Σάρεπτα / Σάρεφθα,

Arm. sarepʿtʿa; Lk. 4.26 referring to iiiKings 17.10) which can easily have been

distorted because as a foreign toponym, it was unknown to the scribe; cf. the

Greek tradition itself where a spelling σεραφθα is attested at least once.32 In ca,

30 Cf. Durkin-Meisterernst 2004: 364 s.v. xrg, hrg, hr:g forManMPers. xarg / harg ‘tribute’ and

182 s.v. hrg for ManMPers. hargān ‘taxes, duties’, and MacKenzie 1971: 43 for MPers. harg

‘duty, tribute; work, effect’. For further details concerning the MPers. word cf. Henning

1958: 41 with n. 4.

31 FromOIran. *aspa-u̯raisa-, denoting the turning point in horse races; cf. Gippert 1993: [i],

20.

32 Manuscript Mt Athos, Megistē Laura, A’ 104 (Greg. 1071; diktyon 27032), fol. 96vb, ll. 21–

22; see https://www.loc.gov/resource/amedmonastery.00271051098‑ma/?sp=101. Note that

from the same context of Lk. 4.26, the name of the region of Sidon (Greek Σιδωνία) was

https://www.loc.gov/resource/amedmonastery.00271051098-ma/?sp=101
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the shape of the namemay well have been influenced by the frequent word ser

‘just, true, righteous’ (>Udi ser ‘friendship’), which also appears in the light verb

combinations ser-biyesown ‘justify’ (> Udi ser-besun ‘make, build’), ser-ihesown

‘be justified’, and ser-ʒexesown ‘settle down, dwell’ (cf. Gippert et al. 2008: i, iv–

38; for the Udi words, Gukasyan 1974: 200 and Mobili 2010: 246), with a clear

affinity to inhabited places.

Concerning xarṭaḳ- ‘[make] into pieces’, for which Sch. assumes his “mir-

roring effect” in identifying it with Arm. xortak- ‘id.’, it may suffice here to

refer to the detailed discussion of the two words I have published earlier (see

Gippert 2009: 136–138):33 both must be derived from a MIran. form *xwartak

which contrasted with MPers. xwurdag as a dialectal (NWIran.) variant where

*-ṛ- was represented by -ar-, not *-ǝr- > -ur-, and with the usual rendering of

*xwa- by xo- in Armenian. In ca, which does not know word-initial conso-

nant clusters, xwa- was simplified to xa-, a development that is also attested

in Armenian, e.g. in xah ‘food’ as a variant of xoh ‘id.’ (< *xwarθra-, cf. Avest.

xvarǝθra-) (cf. Hübschmann 1897: 160), in kaxard ‘sorcerer’ < *kaxward- (cf.

Avest. kaxvarǝδa-) (cf. Gippert 2009: 137, n. 54 with further literature), or in

patasxan ‘answer’ < *patsaxwan (cf. MPers. passaxw) (cf. Bolognesi 1960: 61).

In contrast to this, ca xoran ‘tent’ may be a borrowing from Arm. xoran ‘id.’, no

matter whether this is to be regarded as an Iranian loanwordwith former *xwa-

or not;34 and of course, this word does not reveal any “mirroring effect” in its

vocalism.

For his third key witness, ca marġaven ‘prophet’, Sch. (2023: 190) recurs to

the vowel assimilation hypothesis because he deems it necessary to “operate

with an underlying *murγαven”, thus approaching the word to Manichaean

Parthian “where ‘bird’ is /murγ/, a development probably contrasting with

Arsacid Parthian */mṛg/ reflected by Armenianmarg” as contained inmargarē

‘id.’.35 It is true, of course, that the two words for the ‘prophet’ represent differ-

ent formations even though they can both be derived fromMIran. compounds

erroneously taken to be the name of a widow (Sidonia) in a philippic against Jews, pagans

and heretics attributed to John Chrysostom (cpg 4506; pg 48, 1077, cf. Gippert 2006: 121).

33 Schwartz (2023: 190) quotes only the summarising list of borrowings from Gippert 2011:

3–6.

34 Cf. Gippert 2009: 131 for the proposal to derive this word from a MIran. compound *xwa-

dāna-, with *dāna- ‘construction, building’ as inOPers.apa-dāna- ‘palace’ (>Arm.aparan)

and Parth. wiδān ‘tent’ < *wi-dāna- (> Arm. vran) and *xwa- ‘self ’, here “denoting the ‘sep-

arate’ or ‘detached’ construction of tents or huts”.

35 Schwartz does notmention themany other Iranian loanwords in Armenian that show the

same *-ar-; cf., e.g., Gershevitch 1989 and Korn 2013.
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denoting a ‘bird-seer’: while camarġavenmust include the present stem of the

verb for ‘seeing’, *wēn- (cf. Avest. vaēnaiti 3rd person sg.), Arm. margarē must

contain a verbal noun of the suppletive root of the same verb, *dē (cf. Gippert

2005 for the etymology and a detailed discussion);36 and it is also true that the

two words are distinguished by the velar that appears in their middle. This,

however, forces us in no way to posit a different vocalism in the word for the

‘bird’ they contain, as there is no reason why a former sequence -urCa- should

have been changed to -arCa- in ca. Instead, the easiest solution is to assume the

representation of former *-ṛ- by -ar- in ca marġaven as well as Arm. margarē.

And even the difference in the velars is not decisive: Arm. g can by all means

stand for a velar fricative as we see it in camarġaven, given that the language

did not possess such a fricative in the period in question and g was its usual

substitute;37 and the fact that margarē presupposes the dental fricative in the

underlying MIran. formation (with *-δ- > -r-) clearly suggests that this forma-

tion must also have had a fricative -γ-, not a stop -g-. In any way, camarġaven

cannot be taken to prove a “mirroring tendency”.

Lastly, it remains enigmatic how Sch.’s “tendency” could have yielded ca

garazman from Arm. gerezman, given that the vowel after the r in the latter

word is not an a but an e. Should the “mirroring” in this case have been trig-

gered by the vowel of the last syllable? Sch. does not elaborate on this38 even

though it is crucial for the new derivation he proposes. In fact, Sch.’s (2023: 188)

etymology, which builds upon a “Median *gṛδa- zmani- (with *-δ- < *-d-) ‘house

made of clay’ with nom. *gṛδah zmaniš”, is only designed to match Arm. gerez-

man: it presupposes that “Iranian *ṛ after velar” is represented by Arm. -er- as

in “ašakert ‘disciple’ and the many forms with -(a)kert ‘made’ ” and that “the

internal -ah- became -e-, just as in sepouh ‘prince’, from a secondary compound

representing the OIr. phrase wisah puθra- ‘son of the (royal) clan’ ”. In addition,

Sch. assumes that “*δwas assimilated to the nearby *z”. Here, it remains unclear

where the “assimilated”z is found as a form †gerzezman does not exist, and the

example of Arm. gerdastan ‘household, menial staff ’, adduced by Sch. himself,

rather suggests that after r, Iran. *d did not develop to *δ at all (which would

36 Schwartz (2023: 190) again quotes only the list from Gippert 2011.

37 Cf., e.g., Arm. marg ‘meadow’ ~ Parth. marγ (cf. Durkin-Meisterernst 2004: 230 s.v. mrg)

or Arm.mog ‘magus, Zoroastrian priest’,mogpet ‘Zoroastrian chief priest’ (cf. Man.Parth.

maγbed; Durkin-Meisterernst 2004: 228 s.v. mgbyd) vs. movpet ‘id.’ ~ MPers. mowbed (cf.

Bolognesi 1960: 53). The modern Armenian pronunciation of Ղ (ł) as [γ] emerged in any

case too late to be envisaged here.

38 Schwartz (2023: 190) states laconically: “Thus, gerezman > *garazman” (sic, with an aster-

isk).
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have led to *r in Armenian) but remained a stop into Middle Iranian times,39

which was certainly much less prone to an influence of a neighbouring z in

whatever way.

For ca garazman, Sch.’s etymology raises the same problem, plus that of the

diverging vocalism.40 If one intends to maintain it anyway, it would be neces-

sary to take refuge to a different (Middle) Iranian dialect where the same loss of

the dental occurred but *-ṛ- developed to -ar- (as inmarġaven andmargarē, see

above) and the *-e (rather *-ē) of the former genitive ending was substituted

by -a-, possibly induced by the many compounds with -a- in the morpheme

boundary. In this context, we might also consider the influence of a Middle

Iranian term that has even been proposed to be connected to the word for

the ‘grave’, namely, the word for ‘heaven’ or ‘paradise’ appearing as gardmān

in Parthian, γarδman in Sogdian, and garā̆smān in Middle Persian (cf. Hen-

ning 1945: 157), in their turn reflecting Avestan garō dman-, later garō nman-

‘house of song’.41 Of these, it is the Middle Persian one, appearing as garasmān

inBookPahlavi (cf.MacKenzie 1971: 35)42 andas garāsmān inManichaean texts

(cf. Durkin-Meisterernst 2004: 163 s.v. gr’sm’n), that is themost appealing: obvi-

ously transformed after asmān ‘sky, heaven’ itself, it might well have influenced

the ca word for ‘grave’ in its form if this was shaped like Arm. gerezman before.

The actual etymology of the two sister terms must remain open, however.43
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