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Prior 1o the collapse of the Berlin Wall in 19899, Heinze Fahnrich was known a3
perhiaps the most prominent East Gaman cham pion of Gedrgian studies, based at
the Zchiller Uhiversity of Jena and with a stiing of publications to his credit
including a short grammar of Modem Georgian in 1986 [viz. Furze Granmatik der
reargischen Sprachel in addition to being editor of the vearly German-language
joumal Geargica, which, with the appearance in 1990-91 of wolume 13714, was taken
over by the University of Konstanz’s publishing-hiouse and, to judge by the content
of wolume 15, sadly deteriorated into an undiscriminating German mouthpiece for
the excesses of Gedrgian nationalist propazanda He had studied in Thilisi under the
founder of m odern Georgian philology and one of themost distinguished students of
Old Georgian, Ak'akd Bhanidze, who died at the age of 100 in 1987, Shanidze’s 187-
paze Gram mar of the Old Georgian Language was published in Thilisi in Geargian in
19%, and Fahnrich was regponsible for the translation of this work into German,
which asppeared, azain in Thilisi, in 1982 And Fahnrch himself was the authoer of
the 8&-paze summary of Old Gedwgian which sppeared in wolume 1 of The
Indigenous Languages of the Caucawus [edited by AC. Harizl in 1991, One would,
therefore, have expected a new gramma of O1d Georgian from this particulas source
to have built on the earlies works with which he was associated, specifically by
developing those aress of the grammar which either Shanidze o he himself had not
had the cpportunity to describe a5 fully as one would perhaps have wished in their
respective earlir publications Anwvone spproaching this volume with such an
expectation will be saverely disappointed.

After a short introduction, tabular presentation of the thres versions of the script
that Georgian has emploved during the course of its venerable history together with
transcription and the numetical values of the letters, as well as a brief overiew of
the structure of the grammar, Chapter 3 containg auwseful 30 pare discussion of the
adthors and main works o be found in the corpus of materials that have suryived
from the Old Georgian perod [sc. 411 centudesl Chapter 4 iz a 10-page
presentation of the phonological structure in passing, it is noted that initial rhotics
ae sometimes written with a secondanly developed apiration, the character A
preceding the # Presumably this is an example of Gresk influence, for in Classical
Gresk &l initial rhotics were aspirated; this possible link miight have best mentioned.

2im ilarly, is the occasional use of the Genitive with werbs of wishing, noted on p.156,
due to the Gresk construction with "emBuuio T desire [+ Genitivel?



Chapter 5 is the longest section of the book (4% 177, which, not surprigingly, is
devoted to morphology, both werbal and non-werbal, Thusually word-form ation is
the first topic t0 be freated; all patterns, including the lasge num ber of circum fixes
exizting in the languaze, ae illustrated, though in order to give the reader a firmer
ghip on the relevant relationships, I would have Tiked to have ==n not only the
resulting word-forms themselves [eg. for the suffix -sf Seve—=rmarried (of a
wom anf] but also the base from which such derivatives are produced [viz. fmar—r
tiusband]l Declensional pattems are amply trested, a5 is the peculiarity of case-
copying within the noun-phrass ez a-F fdc-fe-r = son-NOMINATIVE] man-
GEN[I TIVEFNOM “sonpop of man’ vs a-mar fa-fd-man = on-ERGIATIVE]
man-GEN-ERG “sonprc of man], which iz s2en in an even more extreme form ik
IR IR e oras e ie = angel-GEN Lord-GEN heaven-GEN-GEN-GEN
‘of the angelgEN of the LordgEN of hesvenc e, though the Genitive is not alwaws
w0 reduplicated [eg. gwemdr aeic-id oana~heo3? = sound-ERG wing-
GEN PL[URAL] anim al-GEN.PL-ERG “the soundepc of the wings of creatures’]l On
p.75 the existence of such pronouns as sews® hoone (candcouldf, based on the
potential negative s [vid. p.177), seem s to be overlooked, &5 only neutral @@ no-
ong’ and prohibitional s T1et] no-one’ ae mentioned. The final section [5.7]
under morphology befare the author passes on to the werb is devoted to the
participle, which one would perhaps have expected to com e AFTER the discussion of
the finite forms of the wverb, a5 is usually done in descriptions of Georgian [in
Shanidze’s gramm ar, for exam plel. In the first paragraph of 557 it is stated that the
Feorgian verb has only three participles [viz. Active, Perfect Passive and Future
Pasivel, whereas in the exem plification of the morphological pattems the fourth
[Megativel participle is also descrbed. Unlike the initial section on w ord-form ation, in
addition to the formants and som e concrete exam ples the 3rd person singular of the
relevant Presnt Indicative form s is also given, but T st think we nesd far fuller
inform ation o which sub-twpes of verbs follow which pattems

&35 15 well- known, the most com plex festure of Geargian resides in the marphology
of the verb, and this was equally true of the old langusze In my opinion much more
thought should have gone into the pressntation of this section of the fifth chapter,
which would have benefited from both a more judicious selection of exam ples and
far more detailed descriptions of individual morphological festures tozether with
deviations from norms My first oiticism concems the pronom inal agreem ent-
af fixes, of which thereare two sets depending upon the case anddor function of the
crosreferenced NP [viz. subject ws direct object ws indirect object]l Surely it is
Clearest for the readerflesrner to have these st out in tabulas form, and for the
accom panyving description w0 explain the distribution of each affix and, where



gppropriate, its variant-realisation(sl? As with Bhanidze, no table is provided, thoush
the explanation of how 2nd person subjects and 3rd person cbjects ae marked in the
so-called wwemr ey Aoem arfand  &30-oaEdtexts [respectively: Swith extra o, Swith
extrah’, “with mixed 5] is helpful

Verb-tables illustrating the conjugation for the warouws  tense-mood-aspect
paradiem 5 (= ‘screswves’) begin, as usual, with the oot Yerb [according the Fahnrich,
such werb are desoribed &s being without Present Btem Formant] meshing write’ in
the active voice The basic form of the werb Swite edsts in what is technicallv
known as the Heutral Yersion, which for this werb is indicated by the absence of a
wowel imm ediately before the root but which, when the subject is acting in his own
interests or on a part of his own body, turns into the Bubjective Yersion through the
insertion of the wowel -~immedistely before the root in the non-Pafect groups of
smreeves, Bince no other changes to the paradigms follow from this substitution,
there is really no point wasting valuable space lavng out the full ==t of relevant
paradigm s just in order to dem onstrate this Yersion, And vet this is precisely what is
done with the second exam ple-verb, nam ely ‘don, put on [clothingl. There ae som e
Foot Yerbs whose radical swvowel changes to -/~ in Series [Ior Aorist group of]
paradigm 5, and 0 it i3 helpful for the reader 10 have this patterning ==t out in full
Fahnrich does indesd exem plify such patterning by taking the roots meaning bend
and ‘extinguish’, but these stand no fewer than 24 pages away from the sbover
mertioned root ‘don? The reason, perhiaps, is that a sim ilas substitution is follow ed by
roots ending in the ssquences -—as<and - and such roots are presented together
with bend” and ‘extinguish’, but surely the best solution would hawve been to place all
such roots im m ediately after ‘don’ at the start of the verb-tables?

When the direct cbject for transitive verbs in Beries I soreeves isin the plural and is
maked by the HNominative plural ending -#-f this plurality is given special
recoghition within the verb-form by using the post-radical exponent —43#: Bhanidze
gave both wariants for such Beres II paradigms for all the transitive verbs he
exem plified, thus:

Aorist Indicative of ‘wiite’

gingular Object Flural Object
- e I wrote it s ol ST =t I wrote them
s ol e At YOL W rote it s ok et s vou wrote them

s ol ] Z wroteit s ale s aa X wrote them



Pt el w & wiote it Jiasea-a- R4 wewrate them
St woLI[PL) wrote it S a4 woulPL) wrote them
s ol ok thesy wrote it s ol thew wrote them

Féhnrch, on the other hand, only ilustrates tis for the roat kill°, which is the 14th
verb illustrated Alzo his statem et that this macking oocurs in the screesves of Series
IT [= AoHst group) and IIT [= Perfect group] is ot strictly correct, since there is no
such plural-marking in te Perfect itwlf, for in ao-m -89 T have killed
them” the final -@ris simply the pronominal agresm ent-s0 i agresing with a 3rd
person plural Hom inative nominal, whereas in the Pluperfect mro-m - fa-ai 'l
hiad killed them " in addition to such an agreem ent-af fix [viz. -2} we have the specific
ma ket of plurality -#»2- Verbs with Present 3tem Formant -&hare the comm onest
in the language, and vet the saction illustrating their conjugation starts with one that
s som ew hat exceptional insafar as it has no vowel in the roat and then expands this
root in the Aorist Indicative by insrting -2 when the subject is 1st or 2nd person
- gurely one should start with regulas pattetts and com e to the iregulas ones at the
end? With the verb ake’ exem plified on pp.9%6-97 an explanatory note as to why in
2eries I [= the Present group) the direct object is marked by the Aprefix ez, s-A-og-
a3 T make it], wheress no such prefix is found in Sedes 11 [eg #—a9’] made it
would be helpful. The som ewhat anom alous verbs bles” and “giwe’ [pp.%8- 101 $hould
surely hot have been placed before the more regular patterns as those for Swhittle]
Fegret’, Plough’, ki, “drink’, don’, bend’, Sextinguish’, throw awas’, “select’, “spread
over, Taten 1o’ which follow them [pp 101-121)7

On p 122 Fahnrich comes to the Medial verbs, which, in my apinion, he infelicitously
describes as [ ntransitive Active Verbs, For the preceding transitives readers will hawve
becorm e accuzton ed to the Im perfect Indicative being marked by no final vowel [Bg
= if-r-F1 was whittling it vs the Tterative Imperfect marked by final -Aeg. #-#-r-
=T habitually used to whittle it ws the Present Bubjunctive marked by final -2
g s=8-ro=2'T shall be whittling it How, however, [and again this will spply to
the I ntransitives] we have the Imperfect Indicative marked by -sleg a1
was orying’l ws the Iterative Imperfect and Present Bubjunctive com bined in final -r
ez, s—fme-cr=-rT habitually used to orwsshall be orving’l T think resders would
sppreciate having this specifically drawn 1o their attention, especially it they khow
that in Modern Georgian s- sr-o-ris the Imperfect Indicative T was orving” whilst
= - c-ais the Present Subjunctive T moay be crving”



The paradigm s of two Medial roots are set out, e second being shriek, crow’. And
readers will surely be confused to see that for ©ry’ the screeves of Beries II ae
formed with a preverb and the suffix -o5 whilst for Sshriek” there is neither preverb
nor o~ suffixg equally puzzling must be that for ory’ the soreeves of Beries III are
formed by combining the past paticiple with the gppropriate form of the copula
[with Mom inative subject], whereas for the second root the phenom enon of Inversion
occurs in Beries III, producing form s with Dative subject and an agresment-m arker
for a ‘dammy™-object in the Nominative case, which latter is the pattern found in
Modem Georgian. No explanation is offered for what is going on here Quite a 1ot
could be said and shouwld be s=id Firstly we need to be 101d, &5 Zhanidze pointed out
in hiz monum ental Pundam entals of the Grammar of the Georgian Languape, that
Medials seem not to have besn widely used outzide the Present Sub-Beres [viz.
Present  Indicative, Presmnt SubjunctivedTterative Imperfect, and Imperfect
Indicativel in Old Georgian, When they filled out their paradigm s as the langusge
#dbzequently developed, they borrowed non-Medial form s of the root, It is one auch
related paradigm that Fahnnch ilustrates for ore’ in Beries [T and 111 in the present
volum e, ahd &5 a consquence the form s i guestion shouwld surely be translated a3
inceptives [Bg oy -s-p—a-r1 began to oy with, incidentally, Nom inative subject, a3
this is actually asim ple intransitive form 17 For ‘shriek” we need to know that, whilst
the Bible may attest the Aorist Indicative fatam -F grie-a'the cockon crowed, in
Modem Georgian we wodld have the TROLY Medial marpho-syntax of fafae e -
gra-athe cockprpe orowed’. Becondly, & Shanidze obseved in his grammar of O1d
Feorgian [p.135 in the Georgian wersion vs p.151 in Féhnrich’s German translation],
O1d Georgian attests the variant-form s for the I1Ind Bubjunctive of sou-o-4 s
given &t this point by Fahnrich, and &gw-o-3 a5 he gave on pl93 of his
contribution on O1d Georgian to Indigenous Languages of the Caucasus 1. Bince the
IT1Ird Bubjunctive is based on the Aorst Subjunctive of Beries II, the presence of
gach forms in Old Georgian would presuppose the existence of the varjant Aorist
Indicatives faram —ma@e A2 g -2 (the former of which is actually gquoted by
Fahnrich on p.185l, from which we ses that the 3rd person singular Aorist actually
given in the werb-tables by Fahnrich, namely g5 cannot be a TRULY Medial
form ation either [zee also p 185] —- it must bea now defunct intranzsitive form hence
with Hom inative subject] based on the sam e root.

In presenting the intransitive conjugations surely a reader would be justified in
expecting the same order of pressitation to be followed a5 for the transitive
paradigm 5, but any such expectation is frustrated, for we begin with ‘hide
[intransitivel -- tide from?™ [i.e. the same verb but with an indirect object added) is
presented after the verb be blesmed intervenes. Shanidze again is clearly superior



when he presents alongside each other such monoper-sonal vs bipersonal intransitive
pairs after the pattem:

S s e I hid e

where one understands the bracketed sbbreviation 1o beread as o s-e-ma~21 hid
from X' As for the Beries [T form s st out on pl13d for the verb ‘becom e silent’
with indirect object attached, surely the suffixzal inceptive marker -#-should not be
present in any of the 18 form s guoted (just, indesd, a5 one should excise it from the
parallel paradigms presented by Fahnrich in his contrbution to Indigenous
Languages of the Caucaus 1)7

Apart from the paradigm s them selves, the reader is not tald which type of verbs
undergo root-expansion and with what vowel in which of teir various screeves [eg
e -] wam K ows par-s-g-ie-Sl wamed I ovs gt wamed up’
wi o o3 L warmed up’l This is som ething I would want to have clearly st out,
if I wereleaming the languaze

&z for the Indirect Verbs, why are no Beries III forms of fered for the root have
[amimatef [p.160] or for the verb Tove [p.164], whilst a full Beries LI is given for the
root have [inanimatef on p 1617 & number of iregular verbs are included in the
verb-tables, but many are left out, some of which ooour in the examples in the
chapter on syntax [aich as #aw -47 X is in a state of having heard’ on p.209).

In view of the fact that the chapter on syntax is 35 pages in length [pp. 173-Z214]
com pared with 19 in Bhanidee’s Georgian wersion [vs 24 in Féhnrich’™s translation],
one may hope o find this new book’s saving-grace in the extra details contained
herein. Again, sadly, expectations are doomed. ITn general all exam ples should hawve
besn provided with moarphem e-glosses in addition to a literary German translation,
which would have helped with the analysis of web-form 5 especially thos= not
explained individually in the chapter on maphology, Exem plication of theus=of the
warious cases is adequate, though a number of [unanswered] questions arise, such as
on p 189 why in the expression Tt is better for wou to enter life one-eved than to
have two eves and descend into hell’ the verbal noun “to have’ is Dative [arm oo
whilst that for ‘o descend’ is Adwverbial [Fw—srvow -of Three examples of
causative verb-form s are given at the top of p 206, preceded &t the base of p20S by a
brief description of the relevant morphology, which should have been included [with
am plification] in the morphology-chapter, And Fahnrich™ idea of how to describe
com plex sentences seem s o be little more than to present a list of the relevant
conjunctions together with a mere handful of ilMustrations. For exam ple, under the



heading Conditional Clauses [p.211] we are told that five conjunctions are possible,
but only four are illustrated —- thare is no discussion of the difference betwesn real
and unreal conditions, nor ae we inform ed a5 to how these two types are produced
with reference 1o present, future and past time As regards the notion of Subject
Clauze [eg. “That wou ae here surprisss me’l, Fahnrich confuses thess nominal

clauses with adjectival Relative Clauses, for he savs [p.2091F Tubject Clauses are
mostly introduced by relative pronouns [somaf cam afig awm af- o soam af-ad and
ilustrates by taking the clause “The one who created the sun and all living creatures
cast his brilliance over hesven’ This same misunderstanding is resvealed in the
parallel section of Fahnrich’™ gram mar of Modern Georgian.

Chapter 7 presents a selection of the Old Georgian wocabulary, divided into
biomn o s, Senonym s, technical tem inolozy, words with cognate form s [which ane
presented where knownlin the three other Eartvelian languages [viz. Mingrelian, Laz,
and Bvan -- zee also Fahnrich and £ Bardzhveladze™s Etym ologica Dictionary of the
Eatvelian Languames, 1990, in Georgian), and loan-words from a wariety of sources,
though T would argue that a grammas of Old Geargian is not really the place to
include the extrem ely tenuous hypothesis of a Bum adan-Gexrgian link & suggested
by the final Tist of 24 item d

The book concludes with biblicgraphy and indesx,

If ohehas the cpportunity to produce a handsom e volum g, a5 this one technically is,
it shiould not be wasted. Akaki 2hanidzes own short introduction, which Féhnrich
bim =2t put into German, was an ideal replacement for F Zorrells 1930 Gram matik
aur ditgeorpischen Bibelibersetzung mit Tedproben und ‘Worterverzeschnis [Fom el
There was and rem &ins still aniche in the market for a com prehensive gramma of
01d Georgian and, of course, @ good Old Georgian Dictionary hone such exists even
in Georgian -- I. Abuladze™s 1973 book being only a posthumously published
collection of his far- from —com plete file-indesd.

Corrigenda

p.36 1.10 das Graphem ;p.51 11 1up: dmanisi; p.140 1 1dup: e denkt an mich [HOT ich
denke an ihnl; p.157 114 er hat mich (NOT ich habe ihnl; p163 112 [in plural): u-
gwar-an; p.165 14 «ich winke ihm= in Roman tvpe; p 167 117up: nugesinis-s-ca;
p.174 115 Praposition; p.193 170p: Gegenwart; p 194 TL16-17up: the Tterative Aorist is
zid 1o denote a repeated, completed action in the past, but on p200 one auch
example clearly has a ghomic [universal) sshse and is so translated Wiz, gom oy s

trgt’); p.251 17 Gramm atical.
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