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1. Given the prestige attaching to this series in the general
linguistics world, it is highly likely that the present

{exceptionally expensive) volume will be read or consulted by

many who have no direct acquaintance with the languages being

described but who are nevertheless interested to discover

something about the four Eartvelian languages, that happily seem

to be attracting ever more attention. Thus, it is only fair that

such & readership should have at its diszposzal a detailed and
critical examination of the central arguments of this book so

that they will be in a better position to judge for themselves

Fhe walidity af what I see asz the major claim of the word

(namely, that, although an Ergative-alignment existed to control

case-marking with Series Il tense-mood forms in Prmtﬂ_ﬁartvelian,

this gave Way, possibly as early as in the Late Common Kartvelian

period, ta one of Active-alignment). The active-hypothesis was

advanced for Modern Georgian by Marris in 1981,

In my review of
]

that earlier work {Hewitt 1983) I demonstrated the irrelevance of

ractivity’  te case—assignment in the modern language, whilst

recognising the potential for its futwe development, and argued
in favouwr of the traditional Ergative-hypothesis (see also the
more extensive defence of this view in Hewitt Forthcoming a). 1t

will, therefGFEKhardly surprise anybody that 1 find no merit in

seeking to trace back to the parent-language, which is what
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Harris 1% here essaying, & phenomsnon that does not actually

since argu s g = e 7 onn
ey wli However , arguments in favouwr of activity’' and

agaiﬁgt ergativity are here vigorously presented, it 4g necessary
vet again to consider how the facts of the languages concerned
could pmﬁﬁibly lead to Harris’® idiosyncratic interpretation(s)

1T =mhall first set out the facts of case-marking and

verb“agreement found in Modern Georgiany variations on these

patterns within the sister-languages will then be noted, so that
the uninitiated reader will thereby gain a frame of reference
within which to place the summary of Harris’ views that follows.
The way will then be open for the presentation of the major
criticisms. Blips and errors, important in themsslves byt ot
peatring crucially on any line of argumentation, will then be
Cnngideredq arnd I shall finish with a list of plain errata,

m_ o Thiree patterns of case-marking exist in Georgian (the
brachetted"ﬁoman numerals indicate the set of verhal

ancurd”markerg associated with each nominal d:

Subject Direct Indirect
Object Object
pattern A Narrative(i) Mominative(ii) Dative (ij)
wn.n

pattern B Mominative{(i}) Dative(ii) Dative(ii)

erh o
pattern Dative(ii) Mominative (i)

B

tvis-nominal

(where —tyis is the postposition "for’ and governs the Genitive

casa). 1he tense-mood forms (=screeves) are grouped into thres

series Series I consists of the Present Indicative, Present

gubjunctive, Imperfect Indicative, Future Indicative, Future

subjunctive and Conditional; Beries II consists of the Aorist
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IndicatiVE and Aaorist Subjunctive (= Optative); o
i T PSyries I
ie LI

consists of the Ferfect (= Ist Evidential), Fluper ¢
ect (= 77
rd

Evidential) arnd IIIrd Subjunctive. The distributi
Loy
n of

casE”marki”g patterns among the four verb-classes
|
53

Deries 1 II LT
Class 1 B p C
Class =2 B E B
Class = E A c
Class 4 C C C

Examples will illustrate the differences between tp
Tl

verb-classess: the a—example will show the Fresent
(Series I,

b—@x ampl e the Aorist {(Beries II), the c—exampl
the = &
the Ferfe
2t

(Geries 111) form in each case —

Class 1
(1a) L ac i magida—s ak ‘etebs
mar-—-NOM table-DAT he/makes/it/FRES
‘The man is making a table”
(1) b Aac—-ma magida gaak sta
MARE MO A0OFR
‘The man made a table”’
(ic) kT ac—s magida gauk ‘etebia
DT MO FERF
‘The man {(has) apparently made the tablg:
Class £
(7a) kac-i b wvdeba

NOM he/dies/FRES

‘The man is dying’




{20 kfac—-1 mak Tvda
MOM A0OR
‘The man died’
{2c)  k'ac—i momk ‘vadara
MOM FERF

‘“The man {(has) apparently died’

Class 3
{3Za) k'ac—i ¥ Tras
MOM he/cries/FPRES
‘The man is crying’
{3b) kTac—ma it’ira
MAFR AOR
‘The man cried’
Zc)  klacws ut ‘irinlia
DAT FERF
‘The man {(has) apparently cried’
Class 4
{(4a) k'ac—s c'ign—i MoOSc  Ons
DAT  book-NOM he/likes/it/FRES
‘The man likes the book’
(4bh) Kk ac-s clign-i moes " ona
A0R
"The man liked the book’
(4c) kTac-s ciign—-i mosc Tonebia

FERF
“The man (has) apparently liked the book’

Although the surface—forms of the morphemes often differ in the
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sister—languages, essentially this same overall patterning is
also characteristic of Svan, whilst in Mingrelian Georgian’'s
Nominative nominal with all Class 2 and 4 verbs in Series 11
stands in the Narrative case (marked by -k), and in Laz the
Narrative case (marked by -k also) has replaced the expected
Mominative desinence for the subjects of Class 1 and % verbs in
Series I (with a new Narrative-Nominative configuration and
verb-form rivalling the old Dative-Nominative pattern in Series
ITI of these same verb-classes).

o | Class 1 can be thought of as the transitive class, Class 7
as the intransitive class: Class 4 contains the ‘inverted’
verbs, but the real problem is posed by Class % {(the Medials) -
why do these Medials, most of which can never appear with more
than a single (subject) argument, pattern like the transitives of
Class 1 as regards case-marking and verb-agreement, exspecially in
Series II and III7? Traditionally it has bheen assumed that,
leaving aside the Class 4 verbs, we can think of the Narrative
{in Georgian motxrobiti) as an Ergative case. Series I is, thus,
characterised by Nominative-Accusative alignment, Series II11I by
"inversion’ for transitive verbs, whilst Series 11 displays
Ergative-Absolutive alignment in the matter of case-marking -
this applies to Svan as well as Georgian:; Laz will be
Ergative-Absolutive also in Series I, whilst Mingrelian will show
Nominative-Accusative patterning in both Series I and II. As
regards the Class 2 verbs, they have to be viewed as either
exceptions or as being essentially transitive. For Harris, on
the other hand, ergativity has no place in the individual

Fartvelian languages ~ she claims that in place of




Ergative—ﬁbsalutivity these languages actually manifest
Active~Inactive alignment in ctase-marking, and that ‘inversion’
is also sensitive not to the transitivity but to the ‘activity’
of the verb. Her basic definition is presented on p.4: "Active
verb forms are those that have surface subjects that are
agentive, that control the action. Inactive verb forme are those
with surface subjects which do not control the actiony usually
these subjects are semantic patients.” This semantic opposition
is then accommodated within Harris’' model of Relational Grammar
by assigning ’active’ verbs an initial subject (plus direct
object where necessary?), bubt by assigning ‘inactive’ verbs an
initial direct object only [sicl. This latter rises to final
subject~hood by Unaccusative to be case-marked with the
NDminatiQE/Ahsolutive wherever the Active alignment is in force,
final subjects that are also initial subjects taking the
Marrative {(or, for Harris, Active) case pp. 20-Z1). And in
anticipation of the obvious objection that we shall interpose
below Harris argues {(pp. 14-15): "In some languages active Case
marking can be sensitive to controllability in context ...
Alternatively, active rase marking may he Fully grammaticirzred, a
given verb form governing a single subject case in all contexts
a=xw A Turther difficulty in understanding the active type ... dg
that different verbs are interpreted as active or inactive by
various languages: within a language there is typically not a
perfect correlation between the controllability of an action and
the syntax the verb governs. The fundamental difference batween

the active and inactive clause types is one of relational valence




v Father than semantics. Thus, in a given language, the CLASS

of inactive intransitives may contain certain verbs that are

semantically active, and vice versa" Fitalics addedl. S0 a

semantic opposition is first suggested to account for differences
in case-marking patterns; this is then the basis for
establishing a difference in relational valence: and then, when
the semantic opposition is shown to be manifestly inadequate, the
answer comes that this is of no real consequence since it is the
differing relational valences that are after all responsible for
the morpho-syntan! I would suggest that this circularity damns
the whole enterprise from the start, However, any proponent of
the Harris-type Activity~hypothesis for Fartvelian must still at
least try to explain four things: (a) Why are there so many
unambiguously ‘inactive’ predicates in (Harris® ‘active’) Class 3
(cf. the lists of Medials given by Holisky (1981))7 (b)) Why are
there so many prototypically ‘active’ predicates in (Harris®
“inactive’) Class 27 . {(¢) Az we shall see, HMarris believes that
a rule of Inversion applies to initial subjects in Beries I11,
demoting them to final indirect obiects. She also proposes that
a number of Georgian dialects have ‘regularised’ the exceptional
predicates of problem—(b) by marking their subjects with the
Narrative case in Series II. Since then she must view this
‘regularisation’ as a process of assigning them initial subjects,
why does none of the dialects apply Inversion to the
‘regularised’ predicates in Series 11T, since this rule too for
Harris is sensitive to initial subjecthood? (d) And why also in
the dialects concerned is it relatively easy to find both the

‘regul arised’ predicates still taking Mominative subjects in




( dialeckal co-existence, a_cwfouwa lo Harris -.p.u3/

Series Ii(and, more fatally, Prototypically ‘inactive - predicates
governing a MNarrative subject in Series II17 With these guestions
temporarily in abevance, let us ook at the general structure of
the book.

3. There are five parts: I (Imtroduction) consists of two
chapters, which discuss the problem presented by the Kartvelian
family and the methodology to be followed both for a synchroni o
and diachronic study. "Cautious optimism as to what the
comparative method and internal reconstruction can accomplish in
the area of rule alignment” is expressed {p. 33). 11
(Reconstruction) consists of four chapters: the case—marking
patterns in the fouwr modern languages as well as in 0ld Georgian
are set out and a reconstructed Common Fartvelian tase-systen is
proposed with Nominative, Narrative, Dative, Genitive,
Instrumental and Adverbial proto-desinences for singular nouns,
Arguments are presented in support of the view that Series_l
developed out of Series I1. Chapter & then addresses the
question as to what was the original alignment-type in Series Tl
This is concluded to have been Ergative—ﬁbﬁﬂlutive, which allows
Harris to make explicit the suggestion of other cammentators
{Anderzon 1977 Aronson 1979; Boeder 1979) that Series I could
have developed from an earlier antipassive configuration that
will have been linked to imperfective/durative aspect. A rule of
bject Demotion is postul ated to have developed in Middle Cammon
Fartvelian, such that, while it existed as a productive rule, all
verb-forms subject to it were intransitive at their final stage

of derivation - hernce all had their subjects marked by the




Nominative, and the initial direct object became a final
(Dative) indirect object. The rise of SBeries III is dated to
Late Common Kartvelian., While Series 11 still showed
Ergative-alignment, the ancestral forms of Class 3 verbs (which
for Harris are, in the vast majority of cases, simply
intransitive) took Nominative subjects. At some stage, either
just before or soon after Svan broke away Trom the
proto-language, Ergative—alignment gave way to Active-alignment
and the Medial verbs began to take NMarrative subjects in Series
IT ~ Harris claims to have discovered evidence in the

Nak ‘ra-l.axamula dialect of Svan for caompeting Ergative- wvs,
Active-alignment with these verbsy; she also argues that there is
0ld Georgian evidence in favour of the earlier Ergative-stage.
We shall demonstrate that this ‘evidence ' evaporates on closer
inspection. The switch to Active-alignment in Series II meant
that the present-day Series I screeves were no longer derivable
by any productive rule, so they were re-interpreted as
independently existing forms, thereby creating Series I with its
Nominative-Accusative configuw ation.

Fart 111 (The Development of Series I in Common Kartvelian)
consists of six chapters, where the derivation of Series I°'s
ancestral forms is formally presented and the work of
Gamq'relidzelﬂaé’avariani (19463) on ablaut-patterns is drawn on
to support the view that Series I's ancestral forms were all
intransitive. The ’‘series markers’ (found in all Series I
screeves) are all reduced to a proto—form #—av (though the marker
—i_ is given a different original function altogether), as are the

plural-suffixes -eb-, -e 2y, "ep-, veEn—. A collective scense o




ascribed to this parent-form, which was then differentiated as &
pluraliser for nouns and as a sign of durative aspect for verbs,
Chapter 10 examines EN-agreement in 0O1d Georgian verbsy it is
suggested that this was a rule sensitive to initial direct
objecthood (ie it was activated by ‘inactive’ nominals) and
vestiges af it are supposedly seen in the modern language () -
again we shall dispute these claims. Retired indirect ob ject
marking is examined in Chapter 11, and Chapter 12 summarises the
arguments of FPart I1II1.

Fart IV (Other Changes Related to Case Marking) consists of
three chapters, dealing with the origins of Series I1I, the shift
Trom Ergativity to Activity and variations in Case-marking found
in certain Kartvelian dialects, which are linked to the shift to
Activity., We shall have cause to question Harriz’' notions about
the origin and essence of Series III, number-agreemnent for ZSrd
person dative nominal s, and hMer opinions about analyses of Class
I overbs not in harmony with her own.

Fart ¥V (Kartvelian and Language Uriversals) prezsents two
concluding chapters, one of which eHamines some residual aspects
of verhal morphology to see if they can be related to the
innovated ﬁctive—alignment, whilst the obther "slmmarizes the
contributions of the study of Kartvelian case alignment changes
to an understanding of diachronic syntasx” (p. 4173). SBince we
shall now procesd to prove the non-existence of Active—-alignment

in Fartvelian, any importance claimed for this work on the basis

of arguments presented in favour of the existence, or

develmpment, af an Active—alignment in Series II zimply
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vanlishes.
4. What, then, of the four problems listed above, which ary
proponent of the Activity-hypothesis must at least try to tackle?
Regarding the presence in Class 3 of such "inactive”
predicates as bd;yrial—eb«s ‘it flashes”, gruxun-eb-g it
thunders -, gizgiz-eh-s ‘it flickers-, duy-s ‘it boils’ etc ...
{and the list is sizeable), Harris follows Holisky in classifying
them as ‘expressives’ and concludes “that they are best
considered exceptions in Georgian, both synchronically and
diachrmnically' (p. 359). As to the presence in Class 2 of
prototypically ‘active’ predicates, Harris specifically mentions

the roots svla ‘come, go’, da~§dmmafg§ysxdama ‘sit down-’, a—dgoma

‘stand up ', da-c'ola ‘lie down’, all of which are Class 2 verbs
and take Nominative subjects in Series II in the literary
language. Again for Harris these are exceptions (p. 111), and,
were they the only such predicates in Class 2y one might perhaps
not feel their irregularity to be too damaging to Harris’

approach.  However, the number of 'active’' predicates in Class 2

is gonsiderahly larger than this list of a mere fouw would 1ead

one to suppose. Class 7 verbs belong to one of three
morphological types krnown as {(a) i/e-prefixal intransitives, (b
d-suffinal intransitives, and (c) markerless intransitives, each
of which sub-groups contains ‘active’ predicates, though there
seems to be an especially large number in the e-prefisal
sub-group, where curiously we sometimes find the relative form
{ie with indirect object) of a root which in its absolute guise
{ie without indirect objiect) appears as a Class 3 verb - an odd

state of affairs indeed if semantics were in any way the




determiner of Case-marking! In the following small selection of
examples any second argument will be a Dative indirect object -
{markerless): ag-hi—q 'v—a ‘¥ went aff with Y's a—ut —a "X Jumped

up g (d-suffiual)s Ea~aﬁciv—dwa X pestered Y-, Ea"cuckquﬁ ‘X

squatted down’, da-brun-d-a X returned -, da-kveit-d-a ‘¥

dismounted ', (i-prefical): ga-i~kc-a ‘¥ ran off’, ga=-i-uizn-a ‘Y

went into exile’', ga-i-p’ar-a ‘¥ sneaked away ', {e-prefival):

Se—p-c'~i-a ‘X aided Y's mire-t'an-a ‘X reached out for Y-,

§E“e~5mi~a X attacked Y, da~e-mi-c ‘¥ bowed down to Y-’,

da-e~&'jd-a ‘X wrestled with v (cf. Class 3 man i-& ida-v-a

TXIMARR] wrestled ), ge~e~brya1ma "X fought with Y (cf. Class =

man ;fbr;ml:ﬁ "XINARRI fought ‘). Referring to her own list of
four such predicates, Harris supposes the literary language to be
conservative and claims that in many of the dialects (viz.
Flaxian, Fartlian, Mes:ian, Gurian, Fereidani and Ingilo - see g
113) these exceptions have been regularised to govern Narrative
subjects in Series 11, Uhfortunately for this view, among those
dialects {including Old Georgian) for which Narrative subjects

with intransitive verbs in Series 1 have been noted one alsa

regularly finds the Narrative case with some subjects of patently
“inactive’ predicates in Beries 11, eg
(= romel -man  ganwrissines gmasa twissa
who-NARF he/will /be angry/with him brother/DAT his own
cudad
sorely
‘who will be sorely angry with his brother

(0ld Georgian -~ gquaoted by Sard%veladze 1984, 570)




{H) Fima-m wicw: u gararibda
brother NARR he/becamne/poor
"The brother became poor
(Kartlian — quoted by Sardzveladze 1975, 244)
{7) éeiran—ma daptua
gazelle-NARR it/grew alarmed
"The gazells became frightensd”’
(Mesxian - Dridziguri 1974.467)
{3) fec ‘uxta kal-—ma
she/becamne upset woman—NARR

‘"The woman became upset’

(Gurian - Dzadfanidze 1977.17)
() imis bvileb-ma gagdes BUML WV waneki—i
his sons-NaRR they/became all Ehans-NOM{ )

‘His sons all became khans’

(Fereidani - quoted by Sardéveladze 1975, 244 Roeder

1979.4467)
Examples of this type are only mentioned by Harris with reference
to the Lower Qg’arian dialect (p.277), where she ascribes them to
Mingrelian influence, which of course cannot explain their
occurrence in dialects far removed from Mingrelia (Fereidani is
spoken in Irand. However, it is helpful to bear Minareliam in
mind in seeking to understand why the Narrative case is being
extended beyond its normal privileges of occurrence in these
dialects. Although our problem is to determine the nature of
case-marking in Series II, it is quite clear that (with the

Possible synchronic exception of Class 4) cross-referencing on
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the verb follows the NDmihatiVE*ﬁCEUEatiVE Rpattern {(both the
Narrative nominal for Class 1 and 3 verbs and the Nominative
nominal of Class 2 and 4 verbs motivate the same set af
agreement—-affives on the verb, whilst the Nominative nominal of
Class 1 and occasionally Class I verbs requires the other set),
The Narrative case is the most highly marked subject-case in
Georgian, since fundamentally it serves only to show subjects of
Class 1 and 3 verbs in Series II (cf. Fihnrich 1947412, It is
thus gradually being extended in Series I to occur on all
subjects, which is precisely what has already happened in
Mirgreliam to produce the Qccusative“aligﬁment w2 have seen to
exisgt in this language, though with Class 4 verbs in Mingrelian
the logical sithject, which synchronically is also probably to be
regarded as the grammatical subject, remains Dative and takes a
Set-ii agreement-affis, reflecting its ariginal indirect object
status (cf. Harris-” rejection of this particul ar indirect-object-—
to-subject development for this same Dative nominal in Georgian
on p.319). I'm Mingrelian, then, the Narrative case marks all
nominals that take Set-i agreement-affives on the verb in Series
i One may surmise that at the time the Marrative replaced the
Nominative desinence on the argument of a Class 4 verbh this
Mominative nominal still functioned as the verb s arammatical

subject. But in view of the following Fereidani axample:

(10 em kenizeb-ma—c pul - ki
these servants—-NaRR-too morey —~NOM indesd
gouxardag e SMME  w w v

they/rejoiced/at it but




‘These servants were greatly pleased with the money
but ...  (Gigineisvili et al. 19461.766)
where the Narrative has replaced the eupected Dative with this
verb, which, though formally a Class 2 relative verb-form, is

functionally a Class 4 inverted form by virtue of being a

‘borrowed * formation providing the missing screeves for the Class
4 stative uyxaria ‘X rejoices (at it) - (Tschenkél i 1988.475), one
would predict that any Georgian dialect fully extending the ‘
Narrative to all verb-classes in Series I] would similarly
replace not the MNominative (as Mingrelian has) but the Dative
noaminal {(as this exanple in Fereidani exemplifies), therseby
confirming the change in status of this nominal with Class 4
verbs from earlier indirect chijiect tao present—day subject (oFf.,
Cole et _al 1980, Mow, since I accept that most Class 1 and =
subjects are semantically agents, I agree that it may well be
that the first or most frequent intransitive subjiects in the
dialects concerned to take the NMarrative desinence in Series 11
will be ‘active-’ predicates {(cf. Boeder 1979.44%9), but this is
wholly different from SUPPOSing an Active-alignment as the basic
determiner of case-marking in any aspect of Eartvelian syritax.
As to difficulty-(c), I am rnot aware that Harris has discussed
it

4.1 And so, since ‘activity’ is patently incapable of accounting
far the full array of the facts of the language (s), one may
wonder why anyone was ever misled into ezpousing the idea when
there is a theory available that accounts for all the facts with
(virtually) no edceptions. This theory is that, edxcepting Class

4 verbs, in Series Il we have {apart from in Mingreliam
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ErgatiVEWalignment, transitive subjects taking the Narrative {(ie
Ergative) Case, intramnsitive subjects and direct obhjects the
Nominative (Absolutive) case, The obvious obstacle is the class
of Medial verhbs (Class 3. It is now time to prove that in
Series I (and ITI, and even in Pparts of Series I) Medials are,
underlyingly at least, transitive, whether or not they can ever
appear with a surface direct object.

In the Pressnt sub-seriess of Beries I (ie Fresent
Indicative, Fresent Subjunctive, Imperfect Indicative) Medials
may be formed with a variety of ‘seriesg markers” and generally
show no prefis before the ook, However, their defining
characteristic, as argued by Holisky (1981), is that their Zrg
Person singular Future form is marked by the circumfisx i- eb-s;
this means that {a) unlike most verbs, the Future ig not
distinguished from the Fresent by addition of g perfectivising
preverb, (b)) the i-prefix ocours in all other Series I scresves
(sc. outside the Freszent sub-series) and throughout Series i
(c) the essentially Class 1 morphaol ogy of Ceries I and most of
Series I gives way naturally to the typically Class 1 (=
transitive) phenomenon of inversion’ in Series III. In her
Freface Harvis thanks Calvert Watkins for his Wwise advice
Caoncerning "the necessity of explaining the oirigin of avery
morpheme in Series T forms’ (p. wii), It is a pity that this
advice is not taken a8 seriously when it Comes to determining the
reason for the presence of the i-prefis with Class 3 verhbs,
#specially as the answer easily explains their Ergative—alighment

in Series II. The i- in quaestion has long been Fecognised to he
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the so-called Subjective Version, which serves to show that the

subject of a transitive verb is acting on himself or in his own

interests. Taking, then, the esample:
1) g vav-—ma i-prin-a
cr ow--MAaRR it/ flew

‘The crow flew’
Deeters (1930.8%) clearly stated that this could be viewed ‘als
verkurzt aus’
(12 q'vav-ma tav-i i-prin-a

sel T --NOM he/made/it/fly

‘The crow made itself fly”
which demonstrates that we are dealing with the Subjective
Version of a causzative verb likes
(13)  k'ac—main) g’ vav—i a-prin-a

man-—NAaFRR cr ow—-NOM he/made/it/fly

"The man made the crow fly’
Assuming that Deeters had in mind a diachronic explanation here,
we can adapt his views to a synchronic analysis of the
language (s) by saying that, outside the Fresent sub-series,
Medials {(for some historical reasan that is unclear) are
underlying transitives with an obligatorily deleted reflexive
object-pronoun or possibly in some cases an internal direct
object, which would account for such 0ld Georgian collocations

=80+

(143 i—marzet M v @y
fast! fast—~NOM
‘Fast a fast!'//Froclaim a fast’ (I Fings 21:9).,

( CE Nebieridze (fortheoming) as cifed by Harris onm p 352)
Where a Medial takes a normal divect obhiect as in:
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{15) man i-tamasa burt-—-j

XINARFR] he/played/it ball-NOM

‘X played ball-’

the i—- ig simply retained as now an integral sign of the
morphological clase of the verp, Some Medials (especially in the
sister—languages} show the i~ in the Fresent sub-series too,
which may be ascribed to analogical levelling {pace Noradre
1?74). Deletion of an underlying reflexive Ppronoun is not
Hneammon, as may be seen by taking the Clase 1 verh ‘to bathe
(18)  kal-ma {tav-—i) da—i-bana

woman—NARR  sel f-NOM she/washed (hersel )

"The woman bathed therself) -

where the deletion isg optional (NE the Subjective Version vowel
in the verh),
4,2 Harris refuses to accept the above-account of the Medial
verbs and Argues against hotp any close association af the i-
with the use of the Narrative in Series I] and the assumption of
underlying transitivity here. She observes (p. 3I4@) that i~ ig
found both with one sub-group of Class 2 verbs, whose Series 11
subject stands in thes Nominative, and with certain Class 1 verbs.
But, whatever the origin of i-prefisgl Class 2 verbs (see Desters
1930.86), the role of i~ isg gquite distinct whier comnparing Classes
2 and 3 in Class = it accompanies transitive suffival
morphology whereas in Class 2 it ACCOMPAni e intramsitive

suffinal morphology, eq.
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0 i) {(Class 3) i-t ir-eh-= ve. (Llass 2) da-i-c’'er-sh-a
X/will/cry itAwill/be/written
X will cry-’ VE, "It will be written-’

where the Class 2 verb has a perfectivising preverb plus the

intransitive ending -eb-a. To distinguish between Class 1 verbs

with i- and Class 3 verbs is also straightforward, B0 .

€18 (Class 3) i-t ir-eb-s va. (Class 1) a—i-y-eb-s
X/will/take/it

X owill oy VB "X will take it
where, again, the Class 1 Future takes a preverb and may also be
passivised to give ari—)Y-eb-a it will be taken’, whereas no such

conversion is possible for the Medial. In the case of a Class 1

like mo—i—g‘van-s ‘X will bring YlAnimatel ', the preverb is

necessary and the suffis ~gbh— iz absent. o the distinctness of
Class 3 remains intact.
4.3 In questioning the assumption of underlving transitivity,
Harris appeals to causative syntax. She observes that whether or
not a causativised Class 1 verb has a swface direct obhject,
because of their clear underlying transitivity, the embedded
Class 1 verb's subject will always be surface indirect object (p.
352)y eg (Harrisg’ numberings are in brackets):
(190311 VAanQ-s davac ‘erine (C'eril-i)

Vano-DAT I made/him/write(/it) lettear-NOM

"I made Vano write (a letter) -’
whereas the same does not apply to Class 3 verbs, the embedded
subiect surfacing as direct object (unless there is an embhedded
direct object already filling this slot, in which case we shall

have an exact parallel to (19) with surface direct obiect), eq.




(202)L32a] Vano-s vatamase nard-i

DAT I/madeihimﬁplay/it backgammon-NOM

"I made VYano play backgammon '
(20b)[32b] vane vatamabe

NOM

"I made Vano play’
where Yano is now surface direct object, as with any embedded
intransitive verb. The problem with this line of argument ig
that it fails to reflect the correct direction of derivation -
Medial screeves outside the Fresent sub-series are themselves the

Subjective Version forms of the already existing bi-valent

causative; the causative is ngt the derivative of the Medial
screeves under discussion. The verb in {(20) ig, thus, the
gxpected, simple bi-valent Class 1 verb, lacking any preverb for
the same reason that Medials normally take no preverb — they are
of atelic aspect (Holisky 1981).
4.4 The final objection to the linkage of the i-prefix with
Narrative subjects in Beries Il necessitates a discussion of some
Old Georgian forms. We are presented with (p. 11%5):
(21Y 073 katam—i q'iva

chichken—NOM it/crowed

‘The cock crowed’ (Mt. 26:74; L. 22:60: J. 18:27)
whose Moderns Georgian equivalent is the Medial:
{Z21a)[8] mamal ~ma i=g'ivia

cock--NARR

and again:




(220921 Elanst "ant "ine & Mmefa
Constanting-—NOM he/reigned
‘Constantine reigned’ (Q‘auxgigvili VOT R 2T

whose modern form would show the Medial:
(E22a) L'onst "ant "ine~m i—mepa
NARF

On the other hand, c’'inac’ armet 'g’uela "X prophesied’ (= Modern

Georgian i-c inasc armet ‘q’'vela) and kadaga "X preached’ (=

Modern Georgian i~kadaga) are stated to have acowred with
Narrative subjects despite the absent i- (p. 348) - no sources
are quoted for these observations, and I have been urnable to find
appropriate examples. Thus, evidence seems to be available to
make the link between the i-prefix and Narrative subjects in
Series Il suspect. But the answer isg gimple ~ if we accept
Holisky's basic definition of a Medial as a verb with i- gb-s in
its Frd person singular Future {and Harris made no objection te
this in her review of Holisky in 1982, ther, since no Medial has
i- in the Future and lacks it in Series II, if we have verb—forms

without the necessary coupling of i-prefix and Class 1 suffixal

morphology in Series IT1, they cannot ex vi termini belong to the

Medial class. The 0ld Georgian forms in {(21) and (22), thus must
by wvirtue of taking a NOM subject he markerless Class 2
intransitives, and, if the observation made about the 01d
Georgian verbs for ‘prophesy’ and ‘preach’ is accurate, then they
must be classified as Class 1 verbs in Neutral Version, just like
man_ ¢ 'era "XL[NARR] wrote (it)’, as must lales "{they[NARRI)
barked’ in Laz (p. S3), since here too we have no i-prefis in

Series II; if ‘preach’ in 0Oid Georgian belonged to Class 1, this
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would Straightfurwardly explain the Appearance of i-kadag-o-s as
a passive it will be preached” at Mt. 26: 13, where Modern

Georgian has i~kadag—eh—en “they will preach it’. Thus, such

observations by Harris as that contrasting examples (21) and
(21a), namely, ‘while several aspects of this sentence have
changed ... nominative in Old Georgian, narrative in Modern
Gemrgian) it is also probably not an accident that the
morphology of the verh changed also ... Giva to igiivia’ (p.
113) must just be disregarded as failing to reflect the correct
historical linkage between prefix and case, and one must also add
an asterisk to (p. 3I42):
(23)[26c) igi (®¥i)glova

KLNOM] X/ mowrned

"X omourned
because this morpho-syntar is set up on the basis of exampl es

(21 and (22) - there is not a single example in the whole of

Georgian literature that has so far been noted (as far as I am
aware) of a Series 11 Medial verb (sc. with i-prefia) taking &
Nominative subject. And so we conclude there to be an absolutely
crucial link between i—prefixsx and Marrative subjects in Series II
for the Medials — the i- indicating basic transitivity, which
determines Ergative case-marking for the subject.

4.5 In the sister—languages suffixal morphology for verbs is
not in exact correspondence with that of Georgian, and =0, just
because Georgian Medials end in -gb-s in the Future Zrd perwson
singular, this does not mean that such an ending will be found in

the other Kartvelian languages. However, all four languages do




have the Subjective Version i-prefix. And so, we shall expeaect
this prefix for the Medials in Series I1 and most (if not al1l) of
Series I to he coupled with the respective Class | suffixal
morphol ogy: the subject in Series I1 Will stand in the Narrative
Case, and Series III will be marked by ‘inversion’. With these
expectations in mind, let us consider the Nak ra-Laxamul a dialect
of Svan, where Harris thinks she has discovered evidence for the
original ErgatiVEWalignment, that she imputes to Common
Fartvelian, co-existing with the perhaps recently borrowed
Active-alignment in the constructions used with the Class =
verbs. 0On pp. 120-121 she quotes nine pairs of examples, of
which this is one:
(242)[24al dina Adsdiral

Qirl CNOM2 she/plaved
(24b) [24b1 dina-d dd€dirale

NARR

both meaning ‘The girl played’ (the umlauted initial vowsl
derives from *ad-i...). She arques that in gach of the pairs we
have two forms for the Medial concerned, of which the {(a)-example
reflects the old Ergative—aliqnment, whilst the (b)-example is
the newer Active-pattern. One’'s immediate suspicion is that the
{a)—examples are really i-prefixal Class 2 forms With an entirely
regular Nominative (intransitive) subject. We shall now show
this to be the case.
4.6 The unusual feature of Mak ‘ra-Laxamula is that the
verb-forms in the {a) —examples are particularly characteristic of
the Lower Ral villages of Laxamula and its neighbours.  But,

whilst the forms actually guoted by Harris may be foreign to




other dialects of Svan, this does not mean that there might not
exist parallel doublets el sewhere which would help to throw & 0ME
light on the nature of the Nak “ra-l.axamul a pairs., My Upper Ral
infarmant, Chato Gudiedgiani, offered the following as exact
structural parallelsg:
(25a&) E?a Adueirin

XLNOM I it/ flourished
{255 ) e?nem ddveire

ALNARR]

X flourished:

where the verb in (23a) is Class Zy whilst that in (25b) is Class
FH Harrisg declines to interpret her ia)wexamples as Class 2
verbs because firstly she gees their suffis —al as being
‘derivational ’ {ie as defining a Class 3 verb) and not as the
homonymous suffix of ‘Plurality’ (including the ability to mark
iterative aspect),; and secondly she seems to think that
non—ablauting Class = verbs necessarily take the suffix aﬁm
t.ower Bal = -Zn or Tan) in the Aorist (p. 44), And so what
picture actually Emerges when we look at one of the articles
cited at thig point by Harris from the author whose fundamental
works aon Svan are copiously Fepresented in thics book s
bibliography? Faldani {(1978), a native speaker of Laxamul an,
notes the Productivity of the (a)-—examples in his native dialect,
but in an interesting footnote against Dtgdiral ‘1 playved’, the
st person singular form of the very verbh of {(24a), he states:

‘The element —al with intransitive verbs indicates the iterative
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nature Cmravalgzisoba — BGHI of the action’ (p. 152). His use of

the term gardauvali “intransitive’ to describe the (a)-example
verbs, along with Budﬁedgiani‘s use of the term plasiuri
‘passive’ for them, is a good indication that the verbs belong to
Class 2, since in Georgian a Class I verh would almost certainly
be styled sasuali gvaris zmna ‘verb of middle voice'.  And, in
any case, the suffix is here clearly being ascribed the force
that Harris specifically denies it, Why is the reader not told
this? And if Harris has detailed grounds for rejecting

Faldani ‘s statement, why are these not presented in the

context of a discussion about Faldani's footnote? EKaldani also
quotes parallel formations {eg Aéyt'ebggi it warmed up ‘) which
not even Harris, I imagine, would want to call a Medial - in

Georgian this is the Class 2 gatba. Also he gives examples of

)

non-ablauting Class 2 verbs that contain no suffix —an, (&g
addavas it turned black’). The verbs in Harris'’ (a) ~@wamples

thus seem merely to prezent a root, which may also surface with
Medial morpho-syntax, in a Class 2 mantle. This in itself is not
surprising - in Beorgian after all many Class 2 verbs have a
d-suffixal Class 2 counterpart that has inceptive force, though
i-prefixal Class 7 correlates are less common (one example guoted
by the Academy Dictionary is is iE'ida TXONOMI wrestled' to
parallel the Medial man iE'idava}; it is just that the
particular forms in question have limited distribution in Svan,
being used maximally in Nak ‘ra-Laxamul a.

Regarding the morphology of the (b)) ~verbs, Harris sets L

the following contrasts between Classes 1 and = {pp. 134ff.):




Class 1 Class 3
‘darkenesd it ‘mang
st person singular othbur otyiral
2nd person singular atbur éﬁyiral
srd person singular adbur —e édyiralme

She argues that when Ergative~aligrnment edisted alone, the
"intransitive’ Medial would have behaved like a Class 2 verb in
taking no person-suffis in the Aorist and in lacking umlaut on
the vowel of the last syllable. When Active-alignment devel oped,
the (b)-example verbs borrowed -e from Class 1 verbs to show
solidarity with their fellow ‘active’ predicates — hence the
morphological difference in the 3rd person (and in all plurals)
between the (a)- and b)) —verbs, and the part-similarity between
the (b)-verbs and those of Class 1. HNow, if we add the other
conjugational pattern that albeit a minority of Clases 1 verhs
follows {(Kaldani 1978.155);

‘ploughed it~

lst person singul ar AN
2nd person singul ar acan
Zrd person singul ar agan

we can dismiss Harris® proposal and rather argue as follows:
Class 2 verhbs (regardless of their structure ~ suffixless or al-
suffixal) never had an Aorist ending that could cause the final
syllable to uwmnlaut; the majority of Class 1 verbs lost an ending
in the first two persons singular of the Aorist that caused the
final syllable +tg winl aut g in a minority of Class 1 verhs this

ending was lost in the first two persons sgingular before a rule




of wumlaut applied but was lost in the obther Persons after umlaut
began to operate; for the Medials, which had always had
typically Class 1 morphology, the first two persons singular of
the Aorist lost the suffix before umlaut developed (like the
minority Class 1 verbs) but then retained it elsewhere (like the
majority Class 1 verhbs),

It follows that there is no evidence in Bvan for a shift to
Active-alignment. A1} pEendo-Medials that take Nominative
subjects in the Aorist must actually, in the Current absence of
convincing arguments to the contrary, be regarded as Class 7
formations (there are too many dotted around the book to list
them separately), and the pEevdo-Medi al quoted on Fo 44 {also on
P E49):

(26)[121 dede-d add 'k dre
mother -MNARR she/thought
"Mother thought®
is actually a Class 1 verb, as we have here no i-prefix and the

. Vi : .
form derives from *ad-a~-c 'k 'Or-e, where the —a~ is Class 1’'s

Neutral Version vowel.

4.7 The 01d Georgian evidence plus an interesting case in Laz
is left for consideration before the notion of ‘activity’ in
Fartvelian can finally be laid to rest.,

4.7.1 In Chapter 10 Harris discusses the 0Old Georgian rule of
EN-agreement. The old form of the Nominative plural was formed
by -n—-i, and in Series 1] the verb contained an agreement —-affix
~fetn for such Noeminative plural direct objects, This marker was
also triggered ‘by initial direct obijects that are final subjects

in five morphol ogical categories”’ (p. 217), which is Harrie-’ way




of saying ‘inactive’ subjects. The presence of this morphems in
five morphological categories looks impressive until one reflects
that all Ffive categories reduce to ong morphological type, ie
intransitive verbs formed by means of the i/g@~prefix. This means
that the failure of the agreement-rule to occur with markerless
Class 2 verbs produces vet another bag of exceptions (p. 221),
whilst its absence from the nSd-suffinal variety is {(perhaps
plausibly) to be explained on phonological grounds, as Harris
argues. However, since we are faced with the same sort of
semantic inconsistencies that characterise Modern Georgian
{"active’ predicates showing EN-agreement, which for Harris is an
"inactive feature, vs., inactive’ predicates lacking it, which
for Harris is an ‘active’ characteristic), I conclude that
EN~agreement was (albeit imperfectly) a rule of Ergative-
alignment, determined by plural direct objects or intransitive

subjects, as long as the intransitive verb was formned by means of

the i/e-prefis.

4,.7.2 On pp. 116 ff. Harris presents some Soviet Laz exampl es
to show the use of both Narrative and Nominative subiects in both
Beries I and II for verbs of Class 2 and 3, which she interprets
as reflecting: ‘{a) the archaic tase marking dichotomy betweesn
SBeries I and 11, (b)) the accusative-type marking ...
reconstructed for Series I after it was reanalyeed .., () the
analogical restructuwring of Series I in Laz.., {(d) the original
ergative marking in Series II ey and {2) the development of
active case marking in this series... "’ (p. 119). Whilst I have

never rejected the possibility of Georgian developing




Active-alignment for Series II at some future stage and accept
that we might here have evidence for such a change in progress in
this variety of Soviet Laz, I would wish to see the results of »
full investigation into the variety concerned by a competent
gpecialist hefore accepting the case A5 Proven. In the meantime
I note that (a) there are very few [az speakers in Soviet Georgia
imost being in Turkey), (h) when one BXamines any Kartvelian
dialect, one usually finds a numbier of deviations from eExpected
norms,  {d) case-marking seems especial ly Busceptible to
adaptation (cf, Harris Chapter 15;  BRoeder 197%), all of which
suggests to me that this variety of lLaz will twrn oﬁt to be
displaying the recent and On-aoing breakdown of basically the
standard Georagian system, outlined at the start of this article,
which everyone accepts will have been the starting-point far all
the VAarying developments in Kartvelian as a whole.,

4.8 The position we have reached is that, with the possible
exception of Laz, there is no evidence for the devel opment of
RctiVEmalignmEﬁt anywhere ip Fartvelian., We must conclude that
the basic configuration for Beries Il was (and remains in Svan,
Georgian and probably Laz) Ergative—ﬁbsmlutive. We have four
verbhclasses, and the use of the Narrative Case is motivated by
the traHSitivity af the verhs with which it appeatrs (Classes 1
and )., In such & complen language as Georgian (along with its
sisters) it would not be suwrprising to find anomal ies, Al though
the Medials as s group are far from being straightforward
phenmmena, the aonly real difficultiss that arise for the
traditional analysis of Fartvelian are the following: (i) the

Rpresence of apparently monoval ent verbs in Clags { {the




transitive class); {ii) the presence in Class 1 af bi-valent
verbs where the second nominal is historically an indirect

object; {i1i) the presence of tri-valent verhbs in Class 2 {the

v
intransitive class). Type-(i}) verbs are like mar mosarda

TXINARR] wrinated’', where one must suppose that an appropriate
direct object underlyingly (eg éarqzi ‘wrine ') has been deleted

in the cour=se of derivation. The essential transitivity is
demonstrated by the fact that under causativisation the smbeddad
subjiect surfaces as indirect object of the synthetic verb—form
(cf. (19)), eq.
(27)  sicive-m bavév—s moagardvina
coal d-NaRR child-DAT it/caused/him/to urinate

‘Cold made the child urinate’
The 0ld Georgian example quoted on p. 3403
(ZB8)L[21d]  moakcion mat senda

may/they/retuwn they INARR] tos/vou

"May they (//They will) return to you ' (Jer. 15:19)

i ~
falls into this category. TprVQQ%i) verbs were no doubt Uz

originally tri-valent and in time came to be used without their

(presumably predictable) direct objiect. Imnaigvili (1971, 331-5)

lists 27 such verbs which have been regularised since 0Old

Georgi an times, so that their original indirect objects have been

re-analysed as normal direct objects and are now marked as such,

€0 .

(29 MERe—m ... daa}ina 3liermta gen—ta
king-NARR he/put/ them/to sleep powsrful ones-DAT ¥ Our

‘The king put vour powerful ones to sleep’ (Nahum Je i)

£
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which in Modern Georgian would be:
(292 mepe—m daa;ina éenmi 3lier-eb~i

NOM
Harris treats type~(ii) predicates as verbs governing Lexical
Obiect Demotion {p. 8), which may be acceptable in purely
synchronic terms, but it fails to capture their real essence.

With tri-valent Class Z verbs like:

(30)  sap’'at’io Clodeba-s ertmanet—s feecileba
honorary title-DAT each other-DAT X/will/vie with/y
1& uzlieresi moc ‘adrak e kal -i
strongest chess playing womarn —~NOM

"The 16 strongest lady chess~plavers will vie with
each other over//for the honorary title... '
{(Newspaper ‘Lelo’)
one perhaps has no dif i cud by seeing the second Dative nominal as
indirect objiect and the first as some sort of obligue, but in a

Case likes:

(31) gammaa%k'arava, L lii} levan—i gehp'irda
she/revealed/it that Levan-—NOM he/promised/it/to her
mi & évil~5 gap "areba-=
Fe- child-DAT stealing away-DAT

"She revealed that Levan had promised her child to

steal her away’' (D K ldiafvili - Academy Dictionary)
one feels that the second Dative nominal functions more as a
direct object to the first Dative nominal ‘s indirect objecthood.
It is thus not surprising that even in Thilisi speech the
Case-marking with this and some obther verbs has been altered to

the normal Ergative~pattarn, which would give:
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Slad cws  lEvVan-ma gehpr’irda mis Evil-s gap "areba
MNaRR MNOM

The problem rnow is that we have Ergative-alignment with Class &

morphology. The two verbs mat e_Eebmes "They[NARR] searched (for

it [NOMD) ° and pat e-sral ~es igar—i irem-s "They [NARRI shot an

arrow [NOMI at the deer [DATI- have presumably adapted not only
their Casae-marking but also their morphology (e.g. the ending
here is Class | ~es not Class 2 -nen), for they now behave like
simple Class 1 verhs despite the g-prefii, which would be
expected only with relative Class 2 verbs whose absolute form
takes the i-prefix. Such are the negligible difficulties
associated with the Ergative—hypmthesiﬁ, and the general reader
is now in a position to balance these against the gross problems
that render the Active-hypothesias wholly irrFelevant to
Fartvelian.

bl We may now pass on to contemplate Series I11. T will leave
Harris’' speculation about how the three screeves may have come to
acquire their evidential force out of the discuszsion and
concentrate on the syntactic role of the verbal arguments
together with the question of number-agreement for Jrd person
plural Dative nominals. In my review of Harris (1981) I fleshed
ot éanidze‘g observations that ‘forms of the active voice in
Beries III completely coincide with the forms of the stative
passive. This means that in origin they are one’ (1973, 25 . I
particular, the Perfect derives from the Fresent stative, the Pl-

uperfect from the Aorist, the I1I1Ird subjunctive from the Aoriet




subjunctive. If the forms were in origin stative passives (=
intransitives), the Nominative argument will have besn the
subject and any second argument will have been Dative indirect
object (ie the bi-valent forms in question derive from bi-valent,
or relative, intransitive structures). As these forms gave rise
to the IIlrd Series for transitive verbs, the roles of the Ltwo
vaerbal arguments will have altered by reason of pressure from the
rest of the verhbal paradigms of which they were becoming a part -
the Dative {indirect chiect) nominal corresponded to the
Nominative subject in Series I and to the Narrative subject in
Series II, and =o it too became re-analysed as subject in the
newly created Seriess IIT: the Nominative (subject) nominal
corresponded to the Dative direct object in Series I and to the
Nominative direct object in Series II, and it too changed from
ariginal intransitive subjsct to direct object. This devel opment
straightforwardly explains the odd case-marking and
verb-agreement with Class 1 and I overbs in Series 111, features
which are anachronistically retained to the present day. Mutatis
mutandis, this will also apply to the 'inverted’ verbs of Class 4
in all three Series — this latter development had been discussed
by Cole et al (1980) with special reference to the Class 4 verhbs,
and their discussion may he compared with my own Series 11
orientated suggestion. The relative changes in syntactic ﬁ@tus h(
are reflected in the alteration to the capacity of the nominals
for imposing number-agreement on the verh - formerly a Nominative
Srd person plural rational noun would have had its plurality
marked on the verb by virtue of its subject-status, whereas today

the Mominative nominal ‘= plurality is ignored in favour of




marking the plurality of the Dative fie new subject) nominal,
Compare the old and new patterns respectively for a typical Class
4 verb in
(32) mas /7 mat ug ' var —an ddi—-n-i
(s)helDAT] they[DAT] (s)he//they/love(s) /them them—FL-NOM

(sYhe//they love(s) them’

(3Z2a) mat ug'var—t is it isi-ni
him//her//i tINOMI  them-NOM

"They love him//her//7it//them’

Harris believes that there erxists a rule of Inversion, which
makes initial subjects indirect objects, and that Unaccusative A
then operates to raise the stranded direct object to final
subjecthood. Both rules Jointly operate in Series II] of Clasms 1
and 3 verbs and in all forms of Class 4 verbs. She further
argues that we no longer have need of a separate Class 4, since,
a8 case--marking and verb-agreement reflect final grammatical
relations, the ‘inverted’ verbs become a special type of Class 2
verb (vid Chapter 13), However, she feels that we still need to
distinguish between these ‘inverted’ verbs (ie those having
uwndergone Inversion -+ Unaccusative) from relative intransitives
{ie those with an indirect object attached that was indirect
object even at the initial stage of derivation) in Class 2. She
proposes that the difference resides in the different Capacities
of the two types of Dative rnominal to have their plurality
indicated on the verb when they are Jrd person. ‘Iﬁfquate the ja//

exanples from her earlier (1981 book (which may be compared with
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her remarks on p. 320 of the present work):
(23 [ 1éal mgableb—s daek "arg-a bavSv-i

parents-DAT he/was lost/to him child-NOM

"The child was lost to his parents’
(3Fa)[16b] méobleb-s daek’arg-nen baveév—eb—i

they/were lost/to him Children—NOM

‘The children were lost to their parents’

(Harris 1981.217)
Both these forms are relative intransitives since only the
Mominative nominal is controlling the number of the verhb. She
then guoted (p. 259 in her earlier wor ks
{(ZER)L3E5a) evian amrebh-s W ek "argeba-1t

in-ey verbs-DAT  vINOM] they/lose/it

‘Verbs in ~ev lose the ¥’
where the Dative nominal is taken to be the initial subject
ifinal indirect object) and hence controls the pluraliser -t on
the verhb! In truth the verb in (33h) is simply the Present form
of those in (33¢a)), and the Dative nominal in all three cazes ig
the (initial and final) indirect object. Since Harris refuses to
accept this point, extending the argument to Bvan, and since
Anderson has also entered this debate (1984:188-9), it is
necessary to go into some detail over the facts crf
number-agreement for Dative mominals in Georgian (and Svan).
S:1 Harris’ outlook is based on the prescriptivist statements
of at least three commentators: Eikwbava (19&68.274) says that st
is found in some East Georgian writers’ works esven whien
correlating with an “actual ’ indirect ohisct (ie for éikmbava

this phenomenon is dialectal and in the literary language -t




shoul o anly correlate with subject Dative nominals); the
editorial panel for "The Norms of the Modern Georgian Literary
Language (1970, 187) Enpress this same VIiews  and Tschenkéli
(1958. 406-7) omits -t from the appropriate places in his tabular
Presentation of agreement-patterns for relative Clags o verhbes,
And so we would not gxpect to find Class 2 relatives with thisg
offending ~t in the works of Eikmbava oF in the Canment-sections

of "The Norms:’, What , then, is to be made of the fmllawing? &

{Z4) tvit lapet ur enebh-g ki a

e

themsel ves Japhetic languages—DQT bk whakt [NOM 3
Mouviga—t
it/came/to them
"But what happened to the Japhetire languages
themsel ves? - (5ikobava 1985a: 32)
IED) M=, na-—-, sg- tavsarteb-s 1w tavitve

prefites-DAT  that head!lNSTﬁright

mokmedebiti  d4g viebiti gvaris gargﬁva
active and passive voilce/GEN differantiatian[NDM}
I m ar ek’isrebada~g

that not it/was charged/to them
‘“that the function of differentiating active and
Passive voice was not right fronm the start charged

v
to the prefites mey na-, sa- ,..° (Cikobava 1985%0h: 54)

(Zé&) sap ' irispire mimartul ehis almniévneli Freverbeh—;
opposite direction/GEN Eignifying Preverbs-—-NOM
daertvi-t [masdareh-s1

theyfattach/ta them masdars-—-DAT



‘Freverbs indicating opposite direction attach to

them [masdarsl’ (°The Morms® 19705 151)

And TEChEﬁkéli (1958.486-498) cannot avoid facing some
problem-cases, He Sayes "In bezug auf den Ausdruck der
Fluralitat des indirekten Objekts in der Z. FPerson herrscht bhei
intransitiven Uergen in relativer Form weder in der Literatur—
noch in der Umgarngssprache Einheitlichkeit. Man beobachtet
némlich, dass sehr oft hei diesen Verben zum Ausdiruck des
gleichen Gedankens die Fersonalzeichen bei Bin und demselben Verb
entweder in ihrer normalen Funktion oder auch im Sinne der
Inversion gebraucht werden, d.h. die Fersonalzeichen des
indirekten Objekts dienen nicht selten zum Ausdruck des logischen
Subjekts.

Diese Erscheinung ist wohl nicht zuletzt darauf
zurﬂckzufﬁhren, dass beim Sprechenden gewisse affektive Momente
mitspielen: Will man nur auf die Ferson oder Sache hinweisen,
die als grammatikalisches Subjekt fungiert, so gebraucht man die
Fersonalzeichen in ihrer normalen Funktion. Mdchte man dedoch
die Ferson betonen, die von der Handlung betroffen wird, =p
gebravcht man die Form mit Inversion, d.h. das indirekte Objekt
wird als logisches Subjekt empfunden und als solches gewdhnlich
an den Eatzanfang gestellt.’ There follow three pairs of
examples, where the difference resides in the presence vs.
absence of -t Coupled with the shift in word-order described
k3 Tschenkgli. I repeat the final pair of examples {p. 488):
(3730 3al kurde-q gaep "ara proalicieleb-s

thief-NOM he/escaped/from them police-DAT

(37a)[3b] p’olicieleb-s gasp ara-t  kwrd-i




Both examples are translated as ‘Der Dieb entkam den Pulizisten',
though the former is said to have the emphasis ‘Der Dieh brachte
258 Tertig, den Folizisten =g entkommen ', whereas the latter is

Frather ‘Die Folizisten sind die "Betrmffenen", indem sie das

Missgeschick hatten, dass ihnen der Dieb enthkam’. This somewhat
impressionistic account of Tschenkeli's is made into an explicit
Proposal by Anderson — I have altered his example-numbers to
confaorm with those used in this article: ‘Bince the
morphological patterns associated With relative intransitive
verbs and with inverted (Class IVY verbs are almost identical,
shifts between these classes usually have no formal reflection
beyond that shown as the difference betwesn (33) and (Z3Zb), (37
and (37a) . We have to do here then ... with switches between two
inflectional classes depending on whether the dative NFs
associated with certain verbs are interpreted as SHperiencer
subjects or simply as affected goals’ (1984:189), S0 Anderson is
arguing explicitly (and Harris implicitly) that for svery
relative Class o verh there exists a Parallel ‘inverted’ (Class

4y farm which iz identical to it in gvery morphological aspect in

gvery screeve EXCEFT in the matter of which Zrd person Pplural

nominal {the Dative or the Nominatiwve) imposes ite Plurality on
the verb - for relative Clasg 2 verbs the Nominative noaminal ‘s
plurality i= marked, for the ‘inverted’ (Class 4) equivalent that
af the Dative mnominal . I Personally regard the assumption of
parallel relative Class 2 and “inverted’ (Class 4} forms
differing only in respect of this single feature as a trifle

far—-fetched. Such ambiguous verb-formations as do enist
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(eg da—e-k ' arg-a may be a relative Class T verb in the Aorist

"XLNOMI got lost to YIDATI® or a Class 1 verb in the Fluperfect
"ALDATI had lost BLCNOMI ), are usually wnambiguous in all other
screeve-forms (eg in the Fresent of the verb just quoted,

g-k arg-eb-a "XINOM1 gets lost to YIDATI® vs. k' 'arg-av-s ‘ACNOM]

loses BIDATI ). It might be thought that substituting a plural
Nominative noun in examples (I7) and (37a) would decide the issue
such that, if informante accepted both types of plural ~agreement
for the verb, the conclusion would have to be that choice of
agreement in -nen would hbe characteristic of the Class 7 T o m,
whereas selection of —L would characterise the Clase 4 farm in
accordance with Anderson’s notion of dual class-menbership, 0.
(238 kurd-—eh-—i gaep " ar-nen /4 gaepara-t p'oliciel ~eb-g
FL-NOM  they/escaped/from them FL-DAT
{(38a) p'oliciel -ah-s gaepar-nen // gaep’ ara-t kurd-sh-i
But the situvation is not =o straightforward ~ one first would
have to show that such verbs in their Absolute (= mornoval ent

Class 2) guise always necessarily agree for plurality with a

Nominative rational subject: if plural-agreement in such Cases
is ng‘obligatofy, then nothing crucial hangs on the
acceptability in (38) and (38a) of the variant in -t. To be
tested, then, are the variants sesn ing
{(E8b) kurd-eb-i gaip 'ar-nen /7 gaip ' ar—a

L FL 1]

"The thisves escaped
It so0 happens that my own informant (born and raised in Thilisi
but resident in England since 1980) accepts both variants in (38)

and (38a), but she equally accepts both variants in (38h) as
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well!  This would suggest that plural ~agreement for A Nominative

rational subject in —eh- is not as simple a matter as is tsial 1y

stated (eqg Eikmbava 1968:273) ~ in fact H’vag'adze CER772 101

gives three examples of non-agreement from the literary language,

and in the following example we Bven see non-agreement when the
rational Nominative subject is marked by —n=i rather than bry

the common —gb-i, whoseg original function was of couwrse to mark a

collective plural:

(3Z8c) msurveleb;i MOHWE =~ — ktd mi-avl ad
volunteers/amang old-PL~NOM-too  indeed mueh
gamocnd—a
appeared-—-56G

Amongst the volunteers even old people were much in

evidence’ (D K'ldiasvili - Works 11, 1981, p. 109).
0Ff course, it remains to be investigated as to whether there im=
any principle controlling which variant is actually selected in
gxamples like (38) and (3IBa). I would suggest that a Fruitful
line of enquiry might be to examine whether such pragmatic
factors as stress (ot Dénrbenadze 1981:74-5), topic and focus
might not be relevant here, It should certainly not be necessary
to have to follow Harris and Anderson in viewing the Dative
nominal as the subject of a Class 4 verb., Indeed, I find it
quite incredible that anyone should wish to ABCribe
subject-status (at any level of derivation, and certainly not
underlyingly) to the Rative nominal in these examples - consider
especially examples (34), where the verb is mosvla ‘come’ and

(R — (4 bel ow:
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{39)  arac’'minda ;ala eupleba-t
uriiiol v power LINOMI  it/takes hold of /them
Cgandgomileb-g1
apostates-DAT
"Ar unholy Fower takes hold of them Lapostates]”

(Church Calendar 1984: 1

(40)  dip‘lomeb~i - gadapca—t tusetis
diplomas-—~NOM it/was handed over/to them TugetiKGEN
sap ‘at io mokal akeeh-g
honarary - citizens-DAT

Diplomas were handed over to the hanorary Citizens

of Tu;eti' {(Newspaper ’Samémhlo' 1984. 404, ST

(41) s jildoebwi mienic  a-t _—
these pirizes-NOM it/was awarded/to them
§evardna?e~5 # a kavtaraévilhﬁauc iz QR

v v
SevardnadzehDﬁT HavtarasviliwDﬁT~tﬂa arcl

Mo P
AnTik'ire—-
[=F) 3 } ize-s

FandZik 'idze-DAT
‘These prires Wwere awarded to éevardnadze,
Kavtarasvili and Pand¥ik idse- (ibid.)
(where in both these latter cases the Dative nominals follow

their verbs)

(42 kartvel art 'ist eh-g &k cidi q’urad{éba
Geargian artists-DAT here great attentionfNOM]
ekceoda—~t . 3 s el i ec ' q ' oboda-t

it/ mas being twned/to them hand-NOM it/was
being arranged/for them

‘Great attention was here turned toward Georgian




artists ... assistance was aiven to them’

D H'ldiagvili, & noted writer from @ggﬁgﬂﬂ_ﬁeargia)u
I suppose my objections might occasion an appeal ta TSChEhkgli'E
discussion on B. 489 to 'Uerbformen, die zwar rein furmméssig
gleich lauten, aber fwelerlel bedeuten kénnen, je nachdem in
welcher Funktion die Fersonalzeichen auftreten,

; . ; . ; v '
"Nehmen wie beispiel sweise die Verbform grcven-eb-a. Diese

Verbform kann bedeuten:
&) "er zeigt sich ihm"

In diesem Falle handelt es sich ug tdas Relative Fassiv mit ey

exe LR,
mep: e E—Even~eb—a Hal s
Cking/NOM] Cpeople-DATI

Der Konig wird sich dem Volke reigen

b "ihm erscheint Jemand/etwas (z.B. im Traum)"

In diesem Falle Handelt es sich um das Indirekte Verb ... Z.B.
deda-—g e»évennebwa gvil—i sizmarsi
Cmother-DAT] Cehild-NOoM3 lin/dream]
Der Mutter ercheint das Kind im Traum, oders die Mublep
sieht das Kind im Traum”

fglosses in English are mirne — REH), I respectfully submit that

V . . . -
grcven-eb-a is purely and B2imply a relative Class 2 verb MEaring

X appears to//before Y’y and that the Dative nominal in the
(b)) -example is ne more the subject of this verb in Georgian than
the Dative der Mutter is the subject of erscheint in German or to

{its) mother is the subject of Sppears in the Ernglish translation




‘The child appears to {(its) mother in a dream’,

If one is really interested in the way standard Georgi an
actually behaves rather than in what Qrammarians prescribe far
it, the facts are clear: for ‘inverted’ verbs (Class 1 and =
forms in Series ITI, and Class 4 verbs generally), a Irdg Person
Plural Dative nominal, if rational, will have itsg Plurality
marked in the verh by -t (sc. in the presence of a 3rd person
Nominative nominal), whereas a Srd person Nominative nominal ‘s
Plurality will not be marked - an entirely regular state of
affairs if the Dative is subject and the Nominative is direct
object, as we have Proposed (which seems to answer Harrisg-”
criticism of the assumption of s diachronic change in status for
these twg nominals enunciated in paragraph 2 on p. 319,
Case—marking and verb-agreement for ‘inverted-: verbs simply
reflect their origing - intransitive stative verbs with
Mominative subject and Dative indirect obhiect, On the other
hand, a Zrd Ferson plural rational Dative nominal that is the
indirect object of & relative Class 2 verh may optionally have
its Plurality shown an the verk by -t (sc. in the presence of &

Srd person Nominative nominal)., My informant, who checked her

confirms this by discerning e semantic difference between wsach
of TSﬁhEhk;li'S three pairs of examples (cf, (37) and {(37a)) and
kry allowing both a =i optionally where Tschenkgli has none and no
o optionally where Tschenkéﬁi does have one. Such being the
case, the presence of -t canrmot be Fegarded as a mark of initial
subjecthood for the Dative nominal with theze verbs, and equal ly

we shall have no example from Georgian of initial relational
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status having any determining role on agreement-patterns,
52 We can now correct the agresment-tables Harris presents on
e 320 {without stating their sowrce). Harris’' tables are set
out below, and, in brackets, I give the Torms as listed by

. v
Georgia’'s most venerahble and reversd grammarian, Ak ak’i Sanidze
(19732.434)

Fresent of relative intransitive verb (Series 1)

mas uwc'eria is ‘he has i+ written ' fuc ' eria)
e &erla

mat ug’'eria is "they have it written’ (ue “eriat)

mas we'erian_isini ‘he has them written (-

First evidential of transitive verh (Beries III)

mas wc'eria is ‘he has written it’ (ug’eria)

mat we ‘eriast is ‘"they have written it-’ (e ‘erigit))

mas uc’'eria isini ‘they have written them™ (=)

This shows at once that for a native Georgian (born in Western
Georgia) the pluraliser -t is entirely natwral on Class 2
relatives, whilst Harrics refuses to allow it. Indesd, it would
appear that the -t is more stable in the Class 2 relatives than
in the Series 111 transitives., I imagine that the reason T oar
ganidze's brackets is to show that, since transitive subjects
need not be rational nouns, the pluraliser would not be
obligatory were the Dative noun to be plural but non—rational,

whereas with this particular Class 2 form it is highly urnlikely

that the Dative indirect cbiect would be anything other than
rational. The final (minor) quibble over Harris® table is that,
again with this Class 7 form, it is improbable that the

Nominative subject could be rational, so that, although the




pluraliser -an is theoretically expected in line 3y with this
particular verb it would be pragmatically unusual.

On p. 212 it should be noted that the number-agreement rule
gquated by Harris from Topuria (1947.21) is ivnieEJ. the rule
Topuria gives for Svan’'s Class 4 verbs, wheresas the exampl es
Harris cites at the top of the page to illustrate the rule’s
application are relative Class 7 verhbs, I guote here her
examples (72b) and (72c) with their Georgian forms in brackets so
that the reader can see this for Fimsel Ty
43V L720h1 bmgg—arws (baVEVMQQ:g) Euétkarwgn“a

child-FL-DAT it/was lost/to them

(daek "arga—t) s&m (ﬁbrwi)

pigiNOM3]

‘The children lost a pig//A pig was lost to the

children’
(4Za)[72c] bepghnﬁ (bavayv—s) Eu%tkarwgn—i {daek arg-nen}

DAT they/were lost/to it
Ham—ar (yor-eb-i)
.

D3 In my review of Harris (1981) one of my complaints about her
interpretation of the "inverted’ construction was that rno motive
was offered in that work to explain why the rule of Inversion
{followed by Unaccusative) occowred in Series III for verbs of
Classes 1 and 3 and generally for verbs of Class 4 (Hewitt
1983.272). On p. 288 of the present book this omission is
corrected. It is suggested that ‘Inversion is a device for

removing the subject aor the speaker from the action expressed by

the verb’ ™ either to "indicate that the action was unintentional ’
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(e.9. Georgian MO vars C(XI[DATD) loves (YINOMIY >, ar in
Laz-~Mingrelian to mark ‘an event as a root potential {eq Laz
ggggmg_'{itENDM]) draws veg, atoren "{itIDATI)Y can draw’ )., There
ig a special device in Georgian, albeit of limited application,
for showi rig unwillingness on the part of the subject, and it does
invol ve placing the subject in the Dative (cf, FPockigvili

19469. 152-5), Also I have myself argued that potantial—marking in
Abkhaz is an example of spontanecus subject-demotion in
transitive verbs (Hewitt 1979.2356Y. and 80 these suggestions
Cannot be dismissed out of harnd. However, because of the genaeral
arguments in favour of the re-interpretation analysis presented
in both my reviews of Harris-® books, I prefer to adhere to this
latter view and sE8 case-marking combiined with verb-agreement fopr
PFearson in the Tinverted’ construction as an 2dample of "today ‘s
morphiol ogy reflecting vesterday ‘s syntax  (Givon 1971,

B0 much fop the centiral arguments of the book,

& Nanwimalicatinnal Corrinenda” arel Observations

Pa 22 1. 12 for a discussion of the claim that synthetic
Passives in Georgian ‘cannot normally co-ocoue- with an agent
Phrase’ soe ity review of Harrig:’ first hoolk {Hewitt 1983, 264-5) ,

pP. 21 Fn., 17: It is stated that ‘personal names may add —ig

L= Genitive ending - BGH] before some case deainences; a9

davitwiswit—qan “from Dawvid’ (... Bhanidze 197642, .3 ¢, £

moment ‘s glance at the reference here reveals that the Genitive

ending is added because the maEaning is from the time of David

cf. Modern Georgian s shorter and longer versaions of a phrase
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like:
(44) E@mi als gopn-isa-s {7/ qopn-is dro-s)
my here being-GEN-DAT time-DAT
"at the time of my being here-’
Pe 127 11. 9 ff2 Given the Svan example:
(45) (391 e3i wec  ad beps-—s

XLNOMI  X/saw/him ¢hild-DAT

‘X maw the child’
the Dative (final indirect objiect) nominal is argued to be an
initial direct object =ince in Series I1II we have the Tinverted’
instruction that is motivated by the verb's underlying
transitivity, 24g.
(43220401 mi gf mar e L mic wa

ILDATI this man[NOM] FPREVERE I7have/seen/him

‘'l have apparently seen this man’ (Lent ex dialect).
In the associated footnote {12) Harris then notes the existence
of non-inverted forms in Beries TII. If we compare the
morphology of the following non—inverted and the above inverted
forms. eg.
(43 (mi mar g ) xvéc’eda (Gagua 197&:104)

ICNOM] man—DAT I/have/seen/him

we see that Nominative subjects combine with Dative objects in
both Series II and III if the verb-stem contains the slement
~aed. Gagua describes this as & ‘passive’ (i.e. intransitive)
suffix ~ in other words, where it is present, the verb-stem is to
be regarded as Class 2y and the non-subject naminal will he the
indirect object of this now relative Class 2 form. Where it is

absent, the root is free to take a normal direct object like any
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Class 1 transitive verb, as in (4%5a),

p. 13X1: Harris here produces two pairs of examples from the
Nak "ra-Laxamul a dialect Fepresenting the verb-forms illustrated
earlier as (24a) and (24b) but this time with a lexical object
present.  Where the verb is a straightforward Medial (Narrative
subject plus verb-suffis -2}, the cbiect is Mominative. For the
other formation that is especially typical of this dialect
(Mominative subiect plus no suffix on the verb), the object is
Dative. This presents Harric with & problem - why is it Dative?
According to the argument we presesnted above, the Dative is
entirely normal with these verbs since we have demonstrated that
they are Class 2 verbs, such that an additional argument will
simply be an indirect object and produce the verb s relative
morphol ogy. As for the differently formed Upper Bal relative
L%HédiFgﬁ "he played with him® given in footnote (13), if this
form exists in the Nak "ra-Laxamul a dialect, we shall have in this
dialect two different relative Class by formations, one for T¥
played With Y', the other an intransitive squivalent to the
regular Medial for ‘¥ played Y' (when the aspect presumably is
iterative (Kaldani 1978 152 ».

P« 134 1. 3 up (cf. p. 398 1. 10 up and Fn. 4 of Chapter
16):  The Mingrelian suffix “k occurs for the 1=t and Znd persons
singular in the Fresent, Future and Ferfect screeves (not Jjust
the FPresent). My own observations on the omissibility of this -k
together with the -n~ of the preceding ‘series marker wioul d
suggest that it is optional unless the verb—form ig monosyllabic,

in which event it is not permitted,




49

P« 144 Fn. 1: The Svan Imperfect suffisx s is said to have
been secondarily extended by some verbs to the Aorist. In fact,
these verbs form their forists by prefizing a preverb to their
Imperfects, which is not quite the same thing (Topuria
19467 1597 .,

pe 186% 11. 13-15: Im Bvan it is being argued that ‘e-arade
of the transitive present can be reconstructed an the basis of
the masdar li-—t 'ex-. It should be noted that Svan distinguishes
active from passive {intransitive) masdars and lit'ex is the
intransitive form; the transitive maszdar is lit'xe, where we
have rero-grade of the root, a complication which at lemast
deserves to be stated and explained.

e 149 Table 8.4 Although all forms quoted here exist,

#-izk'ed and e~u—i-k’ do not belong to the same paradigm as
an~k'id, as presented. The meanings are 'J tabke ity “You took )2%//

it’ and ‘He destroved it respectively (Topuria 1967:172).

pe. 190 1. 14: §anidze (19746:88) is cited as source for the
statement that in 0Old Georgian ‘the series markeﬁ?wgg ocours in
only two verbs’'., What éanidze actually says is that, among the
verbs with which TeY appears, in two cases it comnpletel v

disappears in Series 1 fas opposed to being altered to ~i- <=

this morphemns

praceding ve:

compsredd, , L.




Wwith the optional ~hn— that appears in Series II1I with Georgian
Medials, which on po. 408 (1, 7 up) Harris declares to be an
exclusively Georgian devel opment, Unaware of what she had already

illustrated on p. 3201 Ffor Mingrelian and on Pe 287 (example 3I8)

for Laz (= Wmgar—in-und. Svan also has it, as in Korgad-n—a ‘X
apparently spoke” (Topuria 1967:115) ., For a suggested
explanation of thie morpheme see Hewitt (Fmrthcmming by,

Pe 2125 Two examples (8) and (9) are gquated from ganidze
(19762 159) which differ in that in the first instance the
Nomirative plural takes the old 2nding -n-i and causes
EN-agresment on the verb, whilst in the second the collective
suffix ~eb-i is ysed and causes no such concord-affis on the
verb. Harris states that éamidze quoted these minimal pairs to
show that only nouns formally marked with “Nmi. Eould bring about
gﬂragreament, which she then Procesds to demonstrate to be wrong.
In fact éanidze goes on to quote examples where we have
EN-agreement but na formal ending -~n-i on the noun at the top of
P- 182. His aim in quoting the minimal pair seirzesd upon by Harris
was to contrast this feature of pluralwmarking by ~n—i with itse
absence for nouns marked by —eb-i and NOT to make the false claim
Harris mistakenly attributes to him.

P. 216 Example 20a: This 0ld GBeorgian quote begins with
tus, which Harris translates as i B It would he tu, and if
one takes the trouble to cansult the actual text (Matthew &:75
Adis Ms.), one zees that the word in question is the postposition

“for ', which in Blake 's edition (1974) dis written tus and stands

v
4% a separate word, whereas Sanidze’'s edition {1945) more




regularly writes it oas ~twis attached to the preceding word -
both editions utilise the modern sCript as against that of the
actual manuscript, And so, both tus and its gloss should be
erased,

P: 217 Example 2%b: I would suggest that the analysis is 7
will kiss vou [Dative indirect object] on the feest’ rather than
‘T will kiss the feet to//for you', as proposed,

PRp. 22&6~7r  Given such Ird person singul ar vs, plural
verb-forms in Laz-Mingrelian as the following (final —n deletes
in Mingrelian):

HeEr X omite ME—T—aAn "they sit-

J&ru—n X dieg” Jhru_nman "they die’
one can sympathise with Eihobava‘s opinion that ~rn{-Y iz the Ird
Person subject-marker with —an showing plurality. Whilst
allawing this synchronically, Harris believes the analvsis to be
deficient historically, suggesting that, were it true, (a) verhbs
marked by ~% in the Jrd person singular would have ¥-g-an (they
have —an alone) in the plural, and () the 3rd person pluraliser
should have the same shape as that used for ist and Pnd persons
{=—t). I do not follow the logic of this - why should =0 - an
not be the appropriate way of marking the relevant featuwres for
intransitive verbs twhich have a vowel stem-finally) as affainst
~8/an for transitive verbs (which have a consonant stem—finally)
with different Pluralisers for the first two as against the Ird
Person?  Harris Proposes that in the irregul ar Georgian forms
dganan “they stand’, £ yanan ‘they lie’, hgvanan "they resemble
X' iplus 0Old Georgian mre'manan ‘1l believe them') the final —ar

is the 3Ird Ferson final subject marker, which regularly surfaces




AE —ern, whereas the penultimate “an- is also from Frgney, which in
this caze is the marker of initial direct-objecthond - ie we have
here a reflection of EN-agreement BCCurring in Series I, The
Laz-Mingrelian sequence -n-an is then asumed alzo to go back to
this hypothetical ¥-an-en, which of tourse divorces plural =~ &n
from singul ar ~n totally! Might one not suggest that, given the
Pair dga-s ‘X stands’ VE. dga-n-an ‘they stand’, the N~ be taken
as an epenthesis to split the vowels and that the sequUence -an-an
was then extended by analogy to the mere handful of forms quoted
above for Georgian to avoid having monosyl labic Sed Person plural
varbg? Retaining Eikubava's suggestion, might one not seelk to
link the Laz-Mingrelian Pluraliser —arn with the —&n that today
DCCurs with ALL Series I streeves in Georgian to mark Zrd person
Plural subjects (becoming —an after —i- and in the verbs listed
— ckalso fan-an ‘Hhey we visible’

abcvab — Georgian g regularly corresponds to a in Laz-Mingrelian?
This morpheme can then be linked to EN-agreement in Series II
since, at its inceptimn, Series I consisted exclusively of
intransitive forms, which could be expected to have undergone
EN-agreement Theres are difficulties with this view - why was
this pattermn of agreement restricted to the ancestors of thes
non-past screeves of Beries I (as still in Laszimgrelian), arred
why did it apply to all formations whilst being restricted to
i/e~prefisal intransitives in Beries 117 However, I think this
Suggq%imn no less implausible than Harpisz-” A% a basis fop
future investigation.

P. 240 Example Z&: We are told that in Mingrelian “although

anly the allative Was elicited as marking for retiraed indirect
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objects, in texts the dative can also be found'. Looking at

Harris’ illustration, we would not expect any cause for complaint

here, esq.

(401 L3461 megare~ﬁ ha}érdni;i Qurapa
traveller—DAT reading/writing-GEN teachinglNOM]
"LThe priest began] to teach reading-writing to the
traveller”’

where we do seem to have a Dative ‘retired’ indirect-object with

the masdar. But we need yet again to consult the original hest

(Kluge 19146:82) to uncover the reality of the syntax. The three

words above are preceded by

(4éad plap’ a—k kigegg’q'a “ .
priest-NARF he/began/it/for Fim

What has happened is that by a regular and common transformation
(that is equally frequent in Georgian) an argument (in this CAases
the underlying indirect object) has been removed from the

masdar-phrase to become indirect object of the main verh,

Without this transformation we would have had:
E i oy A ol v ¢ Mo
(4é6b)Y prapa—k kigi{idc' g5 mesare—ta ka{ard~151 QL & &
ALl
Praba.l?if

which euplains why only Allatives were elicited {and ar%(ih fact
paermitted) in the role of truly ‘retired’ indirect objects.
Compare the Georgian eguival ents:
{47} myvdelwma dauc g o Mgs ave—g

priest-NARR he/began/it/for him travel ler~DAT

Clera-k Tituv—-is s¢avleba

wrriting-reading-GEN teaching[NOM]

(47 a0 vadelmma daic g’o mgzavr—is-tvis ...




he/began/it

Pe 238 Fro 13: with reference ta examples such as (&61a) in
Chapter 11, where the verb not only agrees with its subject but
carries an indirect cbiect affiw despite the fact there is no
Dative nominal present to represent the indirect obhject but
rather a pastpcsitiunally governed nominal, Harris BaYE
‘Danelia (19795 attributes agreement of this kind to the
influence of other languages, especially Greek’', This wording
suggests that these ‘other languages, especially Greek' behave in
the way just described for (&1a). Greek, of Course, had only
subject-agreement in the verh. Danelia’s point was that examples
like (&1a) display native Georgian morphol ogy but foreign synteas,
in that, where a notional indirect object is present, the
Georgian verbal morphology will indicate it just as if it were
actually placed in the Dative case according to the requiremsnts
of Georgian syntax, whereas outside the verbal comples the
translator, influenced by the Presence in the original tewxt af a
Breposition with the relevant nominal, will have mimicked the
Souwrce—language by employving a Georgian postposition.

PR. 2927 mo-dk'ud-a ¥ died’ is presented as the Serieg
IT intransitive form of (mo-)k'l-a ‘X killed Yy whereas the form

(Mo-)i~k'l-a ‘X was killed’ would be a more likely candidate, I

think - cf. Revelations 9:70 for the form moik ' lnes "they were
killed .,

P 303 1. 7 up: Lent ey atwa—kaéw9hvs translated az "he

would have cut it- (Topuwria 19&47:177) beeurs.  Topuria translates

this inte Georgian as da%é’rades. We are thus dealing with a




L
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IlIrd subjunctive form of a bi-valent Class 2 verh, This scresve
is rare, QLCurring in some wishes and in contexts 1ilke ‘T can't

remember X happening’ - it is not the equivalent of a Conditional

as translated here, = meaning which would Caorrespond to Georgian
daé‘rida. And so we must translate somewhat as follows: T
don’t recall) it being cut for him® or ‘'May it be cut for bim! -,
If Harris wants to quote the I1lrd subjunctive for a Class 1

verb, Topuria (p. 177) gives the Upper Bal M”D—Ht’awqéh“S, which

Correlates with the Lent "ex Fluperfect HroomHat Taw-an ‘¥ had

painted v, quoted by Harris = lines previously,

P 318 11. 9 ff:  The Mingrelian soffis “nafn) {which in
Ppast tense screeves Will be -es) is regarded as pluraliser far
subjects only. Since it maibrs Plurality for Ird Person pluwral
Dative nominale with Class 2 relative intrahsitives, 2.
(48)  mu—k ayulwgg (= Georgian: ra Moy i da-t)

what ~NARR it/happened/to them

"What happened to//came over them?

we must repeat oue garlier guestion - what possible sence doss it
make to regard the Dative nominal with such verhbs as the
subiect?

P« 3I8 Example 14: The verh here Aixila is still Class 1
ever in Modern Georgian, not Class 3 as appears to he being

claimed,

P« 340 Example 27c: This example is Presented ass
(49) L2221 Cganisluennest
‘Restivoursel ves] ' Mt 26145, Birdeall 1971 :65)

It is then pointed out that ather manuscripts have ganisuenet,




which latter is stated to lack ‘the morphology of a Class 2
form”, I fail to understand this welrd statement but sSuppose it
must have something to do with Harrisg being troubled by the
Presence of the extya - oin (22c). The verb-form in gquestion is

in fact in both £ases a Class 1 verb that is apparently

monovalent by virtue of appearing with only & surface-subject,
But since we have the Subjective Version vowsl —i- as an
abligatory constituent, we can 2asily supply an obligatorily
deleted, appropriate underlyving direct object., We could then Say
that, quite exceptionally for this type of verb, this plural
abject here seems to have caused EN-agreement to apply (cf. p. 48
example (29) for a parallel case with a Class I verh),. However,
this would still not explain everything., We clearly need an
imperative, since the whole phrase is ‘sleep on and rest’, as
attested by the other manuscripts and other language—versione,

Eut, although Rirdsall translates the verb-form as an imperative

(requiemwmraegtate/frequieacite), the 0Old Georgian imperative
would actually have been {sc. if the wnexpected

EN-agreement is allowed to apply) ganisuenen (i)t (éanidze
19746 100) . What the text containsg, as it stands, is the Aorist

subjunctive, and so it should be translated as a future

(requiem—mraestabitisffrequiescetis). Taking this contextual

incumpatibility together with the odd occwrrence of
gﬂragreement, and in the light of Rirdsall ‘s remarlk {p. &62) that
‘several errors mar the ms. ', I suggest that we have here

eimply another error and that the unwanted and Urwarranted extra




- be disregarded. Birdsall (p.c.) NOwW agrees with thisg
proposal.
The verb in question appears again in the fEs0ci ated
footnote (10). We have the sentence (p. Is60):
(20 LE8) Cimida-y plet re—-y gani suena
Pl y-NOM Fetar —-nNOM he/died

St Peter died’ (Maprpe 1974737

This is the ane ard _only erample gquoted by Harris faor Georgian
where we appear to have subject tase-marking determined by
something other than verb-class {being Class 1, the subject
should be Marrative) . In two other publ i shed editions of this
text (ganidze 1959: 249, Furcik'idre 1939:48), the subject is in
the Narrative, .0

(30a) cimida~man P'et're  ganisuena

The traditional Georagi an explanation for examples like (50) is
that the translator will have been influenced by the syntax of
the Smurcawlanguage, where the subject will have been in the
Nominative (Ciala Furcik idre - P-c.). An alternative
Rossibility could have been that the translator intended +o write
gardaicuala ‘¥ died”, which, being a Class 2 verb, would take a

Nominative subject, Clearly one can hardly build a theory on

sich a hapas legonenon - great care jis needed in interpreting
manuscript eviderce for dead languages, and this is singularly
lacking in the treatment here afforded to gansuesneba,

P« 411 Fn &: The Mingreliam g Person singul ar
subject-mar kers ~E and -n are torrectly described as being
tistributed between tonsonant-final and vowel-final stems

respectively. But i+ is not gquite accurate to go on ko call "go-




an exception quoting ma mewli ‘I go’ vs. tina meurs "X goes’, pot
Fmeuli in) oF *mewri{n). The form in “wl- does not exist in the
Ird person singular nor in the 1st and Znd persons plural:; the
form in —-ur—- is regular but lacks a Zrd person plural, eqg. (after
Margvelasvili 198%7:94)

ma~{viurk// me-(viuls/yu T ogo

L b £/ me—-ulsy

me-—wrs /o =

me—{viurt =

me—urt =

o me—ulaind

i Cgﬁcludinq Statement

The rigorous scrutiny to which I have now subjected this
book probably speaks for itsslf., Intere&tingly, the penultimate
Paragraph of my review of Harris' earlier work read as follows:
“In places it has been suggested that a fuller range of data
should have been cited or that greater discrimination should have
been brought to bear on the analysis of data actually included,
as. ¥ EHe ip:. interpretation of the construction attested with
Ilnd series’ verhs. IT these deficiencies detract from the value
of the book as it stands, one may hope that any resulting
re-appraisal that Harris may feel inclined to make of her worlk
will reveal insights both of theoretical interest and of value to
Gleorgianid linguistics in particular’ (p. 272). Clearly no
re-appraisal has taken place - on the contrary, Harris has

extended her questionable analvsis both synchronically into the




other South Caucasian languages and diachrmnically into 0Old
Georgian and Common Fartvelian. The paragraph just guoted could
thus equally well have served as conclusion to the present
review, were somes stronger judgmént not in fact required.

Though a great deal of work palpably went into the ressarch
for this book, I feel that the urnidertaking was probably
over—ambitious from the start, and that no large-scale

publication should have been contemplated until the author had

become much better acqguaintead withxﬁhe languages concerned - a

there are too many errors of an absolutely basic kind to inspire
confidence in her Judgment in the larger issuss that she tackles,
If one is familiar with the languages described and has access to
the sources quoted, one can check and emend at leisure. But it
is probably not at the Kartvelologist that thie volume is
principally directed. It will doubtlessly be promoted as A
significant contribution to the literature on languages
displaying evidence of active~alignment and as such will attract
the attention of typologists and general linguists (tno Say
nothing of historical linguists), who, being in no position to
challenge the central tlaims of the bBook, will then contribute to
the dissemination of what I believe and hope to have shown to be
seriously flawed anal yses, It is because of this danger that I
chose to present such detailed comments and criticisms. Lf.,
after reading the arguments in favour of Ergativawalignment for
Series I1 and of re~interpretation for Beries III in Fartvelian,
colleagues still believe that Harris-® interpretation better
accounts for the facts of the language(s), then at least their

decision will have been reached on the basis of a Tull
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presentation of the evidence. A= it stands, this book should

only be approached, if at all, with extreme caution.

£, Errata

p.7 1.10: is {(not ‘got); p.21, 1.9 ups cer-i 1.2 upr: icerebas

1.1 up: dacgerilia (< dacerili: p.29 1.14 up: millennium; p.SO

»

1.1 up: ‘stood by//for him'; p.54 1.5: ‘whistled to him’y; 1.8:

i3

3 1.

L

ikancun: p.SR 1. 4: Casesy  p.

? -

: zmat; p.?9 1.2: parisons

P.108 1 12: omitted; 1.13; changes: 1.14; Sy p.119 1.3 up:

v
L.enjeras

P14 11.7%10 up: ate supper (not ‘supped’); p.128
1.12 up: on (somsone) g o Rp. 145
1.16: (1970:153) (not 1968:135)) 3 p.1&0: asterisk swrely belongs
to ex. (5) not (&) P-175 11.9-10: ‘I left off it’ ... from
*agziwme—geé; =195 1.8 *I will remember.. ;. pL.204 1.3 e

being written; p.208 1.723: kac—-(eb~)ob-a; p.210 1.16: vinilens

p.211 1.17: shall gather: 1.8 up: geguvedﬁgg; P.212 1.4
gehmuﬁrgﬁ; 1.15 up: ‘whoever have wives's p.Z14 1.4: e S~ )
unless reference is to intransitives only, in which case -(i)t is
correct P-213 1.6 up: pitieds 229 1.18: gxdomay; 1.22:
(17a); p.230 1.2: likely to be; p.245 1.7: tribute-GEN; @p.249
1.16: indirect objects withy p.282 1.14 up: (< #gm < *av)i

1o1Z up: being cut; p.283 1.2 up, P.284 11, i%ll: wine (not
‘whiskey'); 1.20: vaacopu: p.288 1.15 ups atoren: p.7?89 1.19:

had caught; p.292 1.11 up: which,s p.295 1.13: (olre: p.304

11.1-2: "'May he cut it!'s p.313 1.11: had {(not "have ')y p.327
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1.18 up: 172; 1.13 up: Mingrelian; p.332 1.8 up: had compassion
(not “took pity on him™)y; p.336 11.20-213  embedded (not

‘matrix’):; p.337 1.15 up: sins; p.340 1.9 up: will resty  p.34t

-

v
1.15 up: opcopi; p.342 1.3 assigned; p.344 1.10 up: ‘called

out the name'y 1.2 up Hregtav)s: p.348 1. 19 Georgiang p.387

.

v
1.4: kriali: p.3é61 1.1: criticised: p.3%97 1.18 ups secuxnebi-=»

P-400 1.7: skid-ul{-n) %ﬂrmu(“n); 1.15: Lomtatidze; p.408 1.4

iterative; p.411 1.17 up: no (not ‘mot’); p.417 1.13 L
millennium; pP.428 1.8 up: reanalvyzed; p.430 1.19; ergabtive;
P.425 1.5 up: oldest (not ‘ancient Y3 p.438 1.10: Grama?ikul;
L7 g Sampirian; p.442 1.7: secular tnot "national ") P44z

v
1.25 up: lazskago: p.445 1.19 up: nakvtebis 1.4: Sauganik(?);

-~

F-446 11.15,18,20,24 up: Shanidze; p.448 1.17: georgiens p.450
Iats vauuéti; 1.2 gémrgien; 1.13: S (hot "4°); 1.28: Svaneti

(not ‘Sakartvelo’)...Svaneti (not ‘Georgia’); p.451 1.é: Eﬁengg

1.14: Materialy.
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