Indigenous Languages of the Caucasus
[vols. 1 and 2]
Corrigenda, Comments, and Related Issues
Eey
eorge Hewitt

In 1930 a group gathered in Leiden 1o discuss a project 1o publish S0-page
descriptions of all the languages of the Caucasus. This was meant 10 be a rough
equivalent in English to Jazyki Narodow 323E, Iberijsko-Kavkazskie Jazvki
[Moscow, 1967], with the essential difference that information on syntax,
neglected in that earlier wolume, would be given due weight. Present at the
meeting were: JAC Greppin [series editor], B Smeets, DM, Job, M. Van
Ezbroeck, A2 Harris, and myself. Zeventeen wears later publication, sadlw,
remains incomplete, largely because of the usual difficulties associated with any
joint-undertaking involving colleagues from the former 2oviet Tnion.

The first volume to appear was HNo. 2, edited by myvself and devoted 1o the
Horth "West Caucasian languages; it was published by Caravan Books in 1939,
The second 1o appear was No. 1, edited by Alice C. Harriz and devoted 1o the
Kartvelian languages; it appeared in 1991, Third to appear was HNo. 4 Part Z,
edited bv Rieks Zmeets and dewvoted 1o the three Hakh languages and 1o 3ix
minor Lezgian tongues; it appeared in 1994, The only review of any of these
tomes that I have seen was of this last; it was by Martin Haspelmath in
Language 72.1 [199a].

I myvzelf have several observations to make on the Zouth Caucasian wolume,
but I begin with some corrections to my own.

On p23 Dr. Catherine Paris should have been described as being Director of
Research at CH.ER. [Fariz]. In the Abaza text on p27 the indefinite marker -#7is
mizzing from the 2nd word in Tine 3; the accent iz missing from the following
words: g-Agsrdan -ramEn graed Sanya--#] 3o In the phoneme-charts
for both Abkhaz and Abaza on ppdZ & 94 the three lamino-apico alveolar
affricates o 3 o were omitted. On p77 12 remove the alternative with o~
fard for this protasis—form iz not used in & fulure sense. On p95 113
Consonant. On pa63 G, Charachidzé refers to an article of mine from 1986 but
fails to include it in his bibliography, where it should appear as: “The labialized
sibilants of Tbykh [Horth West Caucasian]” in Seseee diar Erades Gomrofiymas of
LEedsEnes, S 21-30,

The length of the Kartvelian wvolume [556 pages] is partly due to the
superfluous use of the Georgian script when accompanied by transliteration in
Harris™ introductory Owerview as well as in the chapters by Fahnrich on O1d



Georgian, Aronson on Modern Georgian, Harris on Mingrelian, and, albeit
intermittently, Schmidt on Swvan.

On o pxii I think the following are more usual as Kartvelian dialect-names:
Ehevsurian [for Ehevsur], Mokhewian [for Mokhel, Ingiloan [for Ingilo),
Dzhavakhian [for Dzhavakh), Lechkhumian [(for Lechkhum], Rachllan [for
Rachian], Zugdidi-Bamurzag(lanoan [for Zugdid-Bamurzagan), and Senaklian [for
Senak).

In JH. Birdsall’s article on paleography the surname FKadzaia is met; this
should read Eadzhaia.

O1d Georgian [author H. Fahnrichl

p.l164d 18 suffix; 117 perfective; in general does the term Sofbe Sobdedsise (as
on p.le7] faithfully translate the original German, or was the original rather
SR ST et = o addanad v ppl77-169: was the paradigm
far the werb givili really so widespread in Old Georgian to warrant such a
prominent place in the presentation of conjugational patterns? -- in particular,
one should note the absence of the subjective wersion wowel in the IInd Beries,
which in the oldest texts correlated with the form giva taking a NOMINATIVE
subject [viz. katami gival, even though inversion is seen in the IIIrd Series!
p.176: T became silent for X pp.177-178: surely the post-radical -n- should be
abzent from these I1Ird Beries forms.

Feorgian [author HI. Aronson]

p.224 116up: the form is Future; p.226 11 p@mcdcye gamoacxo [from g@edoyss
gamoacxyal; p.227 13 ploughs’ is Georgian awadss xnavs with masdar .y xvna,
whereas grwxd is masdar of aysed ‘crumbles’; p236 113 the postposition is
—Esmans with the preceding - being the remnant of the Adverbial ending
-7 hence SiE-oas p239 17 primarily; p2dl 116 add oodese. ooieang] 1 2up:
add a-~ftmaory p2dT align headings correctly; L10up: intransitive; p243 111
would #2453 really be preferred to &0 with such a non-humandinanimate
object as books™; align headings correctly; p249 120 (et passiml occurring;
p.250 13 oF-oi-af~F does NOT mean ‘stand up’, which must be #-ob-ai—3 but
rather means “take up a standing position when already on your feet’; p.251 1lup:
conjunctive; p252 16 T want™.’] can’, p.254 111: add Fam-as-3 p255 119 add
fofadanar ey pES6 11 add ofeaetey 13 add St ME avde—g—at-r v mrneaih-
&5f 115 the basic meaning of ssfaeris building, structure”, some glosses seem
to be missing from the middle of the page; p.257 19up (et passim]: auxiliary; p.2e0
1 Foed bt p2e2 N15-6up: vetrevinebi zvis talebs.w-e-tr-ev-in-eb-i zév-is
talé-eb-s; p.266 113 Russia; p272: the s—a-oseguence in fmsd-awy-aadis not



the norm for either written or spoken Georgian todawv; p297 116up: “We were
annoved, but.”; 17up: rac Yac’; Loup: magram; 15up: mtacebelt; 1Zup: o Boaai
p.230 M10-11: p.233 17up: surely this statement is the wrong way round insofar
as som+ speech-particle is proscribed by prescriptivists, even though it is found
in actual speech; p.234 1oup: antecedent of the relative conjunction is generally
put; p.2a7 17up: saxli; N.1-2up: fourth (ot second); p.288 11: 4498; 114 send; 1.7up:
should it not be gmirebiza [gmms—2-547 And split xseneba gmirebiza; p.28%:
s Adadd are synonvmous; add  fenole even if; p.290 190 coreferentiality;
delete final 15 lines on this page plus first 4 lines of p.291; p.291 118 ‘election’ =
e plural @vesmast 114up: samermisodac, which means or the future’
p.295 112 it may be worth pointing out that the agent iz not absolutely ruled out
when the Adverbial case of the Future Participle is used (g, s saddah fesag’
agganr fSepets svae — of. Hewitt The Typology of Subordination in
Georgian and Abkhaz pd3); p296 16: T3 it really the case that the bad can’
be called bad, the ewil ewvil without transgressing the walue of man, without
insulting man?; 1.13: daumgareblad; 118 ofasmrdasdy p297 1.1-2: adua.a-dug-
a [for aadua.a-a-dug-a means “E got ¥ 1o start  boiling’, M14-15up:
damidgmevinebia... gFr-rabr-m-ee-fr-ah-~2lho - is optional between the final
vowels herel; p.298 1.2-3: if mother’ here is the titular mother of the speaker, we
might expect dedastvis. cloi-a-f; 113 daggevlinebi; p.alds 114up: Careferential;
P304 M13-14: what is the source for justifving the sequence moxwval i as =
normal ves-no question strategyd p305: delete lines 4 10 8, as they are repeated
without rotivation from po 275 [Hote 1); p307 1lup: meging is the Aorist of this
verb, as given on p.279; p.230: the proverb iz misquoted here, as the relative
clauze should be negated and the whole finished off with the quotative particle
to give rac ar mergeba, ar Pemergeban - @ e vr-ah-d @ feme Ao
& What’s not due [to] me will do me no good’; p.308 ldup: the statement that

«Nerbs in a-.—eb- form the pluperfect from the future stem with the suffix -in-»
will not suffice [of. Fe-i-d-ab-r =+ So-ded-re = fe-b-fvand NOT fSe-de-4-
&r-f1-d —- the point is that, if there iz no wowel in the root, —2%-is absent from
the IIIrd Beries as a whole and -#-is not used in the Pluperfect [there are still
oddities: moat&eaty can be regular, giving saetEcaiiEdeoetHoatend or
irregular, giving  aaestRoesdmostFoad;  p3l0 17 mgoneboda;  11lup
kharthwelische.

Mingrelian [author A.C. Harriz]
p.320 line 3up: Aoendieds p32l: list of preverbs needs to be filled out; p.322

Llup: svdonas Fevaasis the equivalent of Georgian s@masirw and not fasse By
as suggested by the translation; p.324 16up: case-marker -£ p.325 14 X will give



it to T, p.331 exd X picked it up’; p.335 1.3 surely @ p.336 113up: ane~—p-ie
A= 150p: I is sitting in it 12up: ‘evidently they were seated on it’; p.339
16 i —gaad p3ds 13 The Imperfect Conditional is rather equivalent 1o
Georgian YERBAL MASDAR+ &7 fmafvady and so the meaning of the cited form is
rather o &w-3F Saatosz % would be engaged in writing’, p.346 112up: mo-da-
-7 15 not the Puture of &5er-g as stated; it is rather the equivalent of
Georgian mre-gae-g the Medial Future will be either fo-fAw-—g or Bfw-o-e-
s S Lup: deG Feweateris Georgian oo B would writedwould have
written”; p3d7 13 a3 Br—wro-e-4iynfshould be translated as an unreal, not a
real, condition; p.349 Llup: evidentials in so-generally relate 1o either transitive
ar intransitive [Classes 1 and Z] forms, so that the form here could also mean
‘Bvidently it was being written’; p.352 ex.11: if Tuite’s questioning of Uridia®s data
would result in the verb here changing to sfafe-Awew-3 [ agree; p.356 ex.15
[et passiml: “ward” is @ ; p.357 ex.18 (et passim) o iz a festival [usually
wedding] rather than a holiday; 1.14: to %in all forms” add Sn Series [ and II°; p.358
14 since the 4dth Ewvidentials tend to be formed on the masdar, and since the
masdar of ‘cause to write’ iz Jf-AtR-ge-w-3 the dth Evidential would be
expected to be s H-ge-ee (however, the form here may be gquoted from
Gudava 1934, though this could not be checked as the Bibliography gives no
source for this 1984 article)l; final paragraph: data from Deeters’ e
Afgetainote Faedee codld usefully be included here; Morphology lacks
reference to the formation of bivalent intransitives in Beries III; p362 113
aidsrd Fled 19up: arat=ierlsic] is Dative not Genitive; p.364 1st full paragraph:
note the morpheme-boundaries are Jfs---f where -&is the Genitive rather
than a sequence of Emphatic+Genitive; p.370 ex. 53 children; p.374 ex80: 1God)
didn™t create for me either wife or child’; p376 ex.90: must become; p.377 ex95:
hedris Georgian g thus’ ex96: You are to help one another’ p379 ex107:
since the verb here ends in the general subordinator -4 the translation must be
‘thatwhenssince I have nothing’; p.380 ex 113 oirfe-r #ivy faacadis pitied not
Tiked’; ex.115 owtis p38l exllé: owsedsdss is Georgian Gatdvse hence St
remained to them’; 16 fitted; ex.117 maasFaesis Georgian sdndadas they sent X
the message’; 111: “that he was to give his daughter to this king.’; L12up: X
decided’ is normally geaniriagfy though with the extra perfectivising preverb
may also be saweacriadly p3se N5-6 as ofeawcra is Georgian oSy we
need ‘He has left us the instructions [sc. in hiz willl; ex 122 feasfed e is
Feorgian o2 E took hold of; ex 125 347 p.383 ex 126 odadifidaaag 113
Coaill be angry.’; p386 11lup: I mizght buy corn’; p.387 112; Sused to have a child;
p.391 Llup: Eeitrdge.



Laz [authaor DA, Holiskyl
pp.d3d & 472 HATADZE; pddl N3-4 mesmo here are preverbs; Z.6.4 these

participles are HOT Futures but Past [passive) formations [see Nadareistwili IEE
HIII p18Z2); 265 (et passim]: privative; pdd? Llup: who would have expected
Clazs 2 intransitive werbs ewer to hawve had inwerted Zeries III forms™d --
irversion with the werb of motion, as shewn in example 70b, iz surely an
innovation; pAS0 114 constituents; 72 m-i-xen-i-ya; p.d52 76d: i-lib-e-n; p.453
79b: iz it Swent’ or ‘came in*? p.dS6 11 g-i-cum-e; 15 be-BG-IMFERF; 1.7up: dawv-
after come...; pd59 14: ge=m-o-kt-am-s; 16: [what was ming] keeps me busy; 90f
The ruler said to X.; 1L2up: these complementizers are of Kartwvelian, Turkish
[uTtimately Persian] and Greek provenance respectively; pdgl 92a the subject
here of &5 Hominative, whereas in 73c it iz HNarrative -- iz some comment
required? p.dgl 19 precede; pdEs 113 constituent; ex102a: is it Sthrow out’” or
PursLE"?

evan [author E-H. Schmidi]

pd30 1.2 garmonizaciq; pdds ldup: that roomto; pd3? 1L13up: diphthongization;
p.459 17up: There are; p500 115 Td; p.503 112 since the literal Georgian version
of amnka ferxis puraleld sga xobx 7 amitom zogs purebistvis PBig ubiat, it is

unclear how the expression for the cows’ fits the translation given here, which
surely must be “Therefore to some cows are bound.’; pS07 14 or A8, p510 1.2
% begins for ¥ 12up edénlan edéanwan:; pSll 12 the form kestenands
conceals 2 preverbs, one of which iz omitted from the underlving morphemic
presentation *ka-k-e-ten-an-da, which should be *ka-an-x-e-ten-an-da [cf my
A Svan [Ladx) Text 2 p23 13 in &5 Fof 1985) - wid,

f-x-ten-8n = da-e-bad-a, a-x-ten-én-s = da-bad-eb-od-e-s; 113up: add fund;

18up: *an-s-s-nag-un-e; 16up: E-a-mar-al-n-e; llup: the form cannot be

Fluperfect, and so the translation should be “&nd he would have made Jacob
thirsty for water’; p513 1Z2up: surely the non-finite expression of purpose
requires a Genitive rather than Hominative 10 express the object of a transitive
verb; p.old 1.6-2: in wiew of the statement on p.534d that <In contrast 1o Georgian
instances of an Ergative in connection with intransitive werbs, the Ergative in
Avan iz bound to & transitive constructions, iz it the case that the werbs
described here as Sntransitives’ take a Nominative subject in the IInd Series?
avan, like Georgian, does, of course, have verbs that appear 1o be intransitive
and wet take an Ergative subject in Zeries II because thev are fundamentally
transitive forms (eg. Ladx b Sa-wdFee from my 1985 Svan text [pl7),
which Oniani translated into Georgian by means of a Class 2 werb with the
gexpected MNominative subject [rmsnd—r @-vt5d, though there also exists the



Medial soxavms Aot formed on the same rootl The editor of ILC 1
herszelf gives an example of an apparent intransitive with Ergative subject in
Series 11 [mare- Sodsad “The man fought’, p59), though she fails again to see
the walidity of Schmidt’s association of the Ergative with transitive forms in
series I However, on p.234d Bchmidt could have stressed that formally the verbs
for Swake up’ in Georgian and Svan are quite different -- in Georgian gE-rFuoer-o
i transitive and thus takes the Ergative subject Assdieng whilst in Svan a0
ey s intransitive Class 2 [cf. the Present sy and thus takes the
Nominative &ards p5S18 13up: ‘He roasted it’ = *an-a-t'gab-i-a; p520 1& he
runs away from X = Georgian sveoig whilst or0s = Georgian gso-e-Fe-3
1521 16: 5t has a cloth rolled around it pS22 14; &d-5ik-an; with reference to

the agent alongside passive verbs, are the Instrumental and postposition -—s&o4s
presented in separate examples on pp.52l and 522 fully interchangeable? 1.dup:
“tied X for him’; pS23 113 moigrublos; p525 116 Sthat I was building it for X5
p.o26 116 aneid; p.o23 116 x-o-cx-a may be a Perfect from the structural point
of wiew but is functionally a Fresent he prefers’, just like its Georgian eguivalent
t~v-@r—3 and S0 its past tense is more of an Imperfect, which might explain
the presence of the Imperfect ending -5 113up: otkacen is not an active-voice

form, as translated, but a relative passive I had been cut fordon ' 19up: I11Ird
Aubjunctives never occur in contexts where the Conditional is an appropriate
translation in English, and the verb in question [atmec-en-de-s) is a relative not
absolute passive, meaning 11 don™ recalll X growing old forfon T pS29 13: if
lemesew s the logical direct object of ‘have’, why iz it apparently Dative [the
Mom = lemesgl; 114 “As much maize as there is in Basash.’;, pS30 N6-% the
presentation of OFT[ative] in the same section as that dealing with Indicative
and Bubjunctive makes it look as though the way to express a wish (= Aorist or
IIIrd Bubjunctive] is about to be described, whereas the forms in guestion shew
how the language produces a desiderative expression of the form 5 has a
hankering to YERE'; p.535 1.1ff: masar-d = ‘abundantly’ [Georgian blomad]; p.536
bottom: in wiew of Svan™s undoubted preference for changing the persons of a
guote to fit the main werb’ reguirements while retaining the tenses of the
original direct speech in accompaniment with the speech-particle [with or
without the complementizer -- see my discussion in Folia Slawica 5 198Z),
could this 1917 example actually mean ‘He said sorrowfully that I owould kil mye
izod™? p543 113up: mimartebit.mimartebit; p547 léup: gajlierebiti; p554 114
tormet. tormet’; 15up: mixedyit. mixedwit.

In December 1995 my Georgian: A& Structural Reference Grammar’ was
publizshed by Benjamins. It consists of xviii+714 pages. It has been reviewed in



two and a half pages by Eevin Tuite of Montreal [1997). Apart from wasting
[presumably] waluable space on my non-pc uze of he’ to refer to both sexes, he
savs this: In the preface Hewitt mentions that around the time he received the
commission 1o write GERG, «an unforeseen rift in my relations with Georgias led
to Georgian becoming «a virtual dead languages as far as he was concerned [p.
xiiil. This does not strike me as the most auspicious circumstance in which to
write a reference grammar of a language that iz very much alive. One annoving,
but not particularly harmful, consequence is the 17-page introduction, in which
the reader is treated to Hewitt’s views on languagze and ethnic identity, and the
linguistic policies of post-Boviet Georgia [.] [ would have liked [.] less intrusion
of a linguists personal views on political and social guestions’. In the
Introduction I described the Kartvelian peoples as consisting of Georgians,
Mingrelians, Laz and Swvans Jince I have newver shared the opinion that has
become Georgian orthodoxy since only around 1930 that these peoples are
correctly classified as Georgians’ —- and the Laz, who live mainly in Turkew,
quite adamantly do not share this categorv-confusion --, I see no reason why I
should not have the right 1o state my own opinion in the Introduction to my own
grammar, which iz, after all, the section of the book designed to orientate
readers within the socio-political context in which the language about 1o be
described iz spoken. Does Tuite suppose that only socio-political opinions that
are wiewed with favour by the speakers of a language are 10 be aired in
grammars of that language? This strikes me a3 a decidedly odd waw of
approaching language-description. And, if he has a full complement of arguments
to prove that my assessment of imposed ethnicity in the region is misguided, Tet
him publish them s0 that the persuasiveness of his case can be judged by all
interested parties. One unpromising pointer resides in the title of the one and
only published wolume that, as far as [ am aware, the Canadian anthropologist
has contributed to Kartvelology, The 143-page offering consists of texts with
translations and boasts the title “An Anthology of Georgian Folk Poetry” [Farleizh
Dickinson University Press, 1994] Unsuspecting readers would conclude from
thiz that the original texts represent the Georgian language exclusively, but they
would be in error, for Bvan and Mingrelian poems are also included. And wet,
more encouragingly, in the article on the 3wvans he contributed to the 1994
‘Encyclopedia of World Cultures’ [vol. 6], Tuite does on p. 343 [col. 2] use the
term ‘Kartvelians® as a superordinate for  all four of the South
Caucasian/FKartvelian peoples, of which I whole-heartedly approve, when he
writes: “The Greek geographer Btrabo..describes the 3vans as fierce, warlike
mountain people, ruled by a king and a council of 300 elders and capable of



fielding an army of 200,000, [This fizure may be an exaggeration, or perhaps
Strabo was including other Kartvelians under the designation «fvarns]"

[M.B. The encyclopedia just mentioned incorporates a separate article on the
Mingrelians, which owes its existence to my convincing the editorial board that,
if the Laz and the Zvans were 10 be graced with articles independently of the
Georgians, then justice demanded that the Mingrelians should likewise not be
treated under the heading Georgians’, as planned. The resulting entry was
compiled by Ztephen Jones, partly on the basiz of some rare materials from my
personal library that he requested me to photocopy for the purpose. On p. 262
[col 2] he correctly stresses that Mingrelian is hot mutually intelligible with
Feorgian’]

At the time I was asked 1o write the Benjamin grammar I had been working
on Georgian for over 15 wears Begardless of my relations with Georgia and
Feorgian speakers at the time of the book™ composition, I think that such a
period of intensive study fully justified my acceptance of the commission, and
the work should be judged for what it sets out 1o be, namely as accurate and
complete a description of the standard Georgian literary language as [ wasfam
capable of producing. I take issue below with Tuite’s comments of a purely
linguistic nature,

Aronzon has also published a somewhat longer and more Tinguistically based
review of this same grammar. Let me move onto my response by quoting his
description of the demonstrative adjective So oy on p. 238 of ILC 1, namely:
‘ezl corresponding somewhat to Latin iste, is a marked form indicating
something between sheres and «theres’. This corresponds to his comment on p.
122 of his favpier & Sesoie framme[1982) [a statement left untouched in
the later corrected edition of 1990] ‘=r ey indicates a distance intermediate
between that of &fes and & is, somewhat similar to Latin &t S Sfad For
information, the definition offered in the standard Latin Dictionary of CT. Lewis
and . Bhort for &feis “That [person or thing] near vou [in place or thought),
that of wours, that of which wou speak or with which wou are connected” -- on
the basiz of my familiarity with Georgian this seems 10 be a pretty accurate
description of the range of the Georgian demonstrative in gquestion, as in the
following pretty unambiguous example:

AT S A e M chee-ahedr
FREV-come(IMPER] one-HOM that wour lovely beard-FL-in
e

wol-YERSION-kizs-AORBUEBI[ 15t pers.subject)

1Actually there is a misprint here so that the text confusingly reads



Zome on, just let me plant one kiss on wou in that lovely beard of yours!
(L, K'diashwili samageastenie dadiaieyai Samanishyilis Steprother’, p.125 in wvol. 1
of the 1981 2-volume edition of his worksl,
Aronsons two statements are significant in view of his latest criticism of my own
description of this demonstrative, to wit: “There iz a 3-way svstem of deixis
applicable to the Georgian demonstratives, wiz. e+s «this [by mels vs eg «that
by wouls ws i+% «that [vonder]s’, as expressed on p. 58 of my 1995 book, to
which Aronson responds thus: Despite the traditional wview, accepted by Hewitt,
the «third demonstratives:, So-sde does not point toward the second person’
[1997]. But since he does not wouchsafe to us any new definition, we are left
none the wiser,

With reference to his comment: ‘Many things that one would expect to find in
a reference grammar are missing or incompletely described. Examples include
the use of the -£% infix with negators, the [most common] formation of the
comparative with the positive degree of the adjective and a postpositional
phrase in —m@«thans, and the use of the old plural marker -29with pronouns 1o
mark persons [eg., samdaaeraall three [peoplell’, I would reply as follows. It is
difficult to know to which of Aronson® two categories each of his examples
belongs, the negatives containing the stated infix and meaning Tnot] any longer’
are described [adeguately, in my view] on pp. 67-68 and 81. The use of the
positive grade of the adjective to mark comparatives when accompanied by the
target marked by -72is described (illustrated, and thus satisfactorily dealt with)
on pp. 48-49 and 66. I think Aronson’s description of forms like ssmsaaras ©ar
with pronouns to mark persons is somewhat infelicitous, for basically we are
talking about cardinals [which are ADJECTIVEs] marked by the emphatic
particle -#3 which combinations mean ‘all NUMERAL', as noted on p. 90
However, even when these adjectives appear in apposition 1o a pronominal
glement marked within the verb [which is presumably what Aronson means), it is
by no means obligatory 1o mark any plurality on the adjectives themselves, as
indicated by such examples as:
I S e -y
2-PARTICLE-ERG  thewtookthemoff  cherkesska-FL-HOM
“The two of them/They both took off their cherkesskas’
(L, K'diashwili samageastenie dasiaaeyai Samanishyilis Steprother’, p.129 in wvol. 1
of the 1981 Z-volume edition of his works] -- also possible are: ormd-3a arers
=Y i

LSRR SR P R S GRF crmaadr
road-on 3-NOM-FART FREY-fall-FAZS-they[A0R] big  haole-in



on the road they all three fell down into a big holg’
[Bhura Onianis Georgian translation of a Bwan text as [ presented it in Saor
Satfiagin 1983] -- also possible are: s@e-w-rfi3 S@3mere—r-r

Sda~1-r R Flarw-r  nafoosr o et
this-FL-HOM 3-HOM-FART good pretty-HOM &  attractive-HOM
e

VERSION-be-they[A0R]

‘Al three of these were good to look at & seemly in body’

[Bhura Onianis Georgian translation of a Bwan text as [ presented it in Saor
fatfiagin 1983] -- also possible are: saererso—a-f S0 ~1-re

I, therefore, chose not 1o mention the possibility of marking that plurality
plecnastically by adding the old plural markers [and, as indicated in the variants,
two orderings are feasible: either Aronson’s suggested [sam-rse-r-fSam-re-t
ar sde-faciam-fa-id -- plainly it would have been preferable to do so.

Az regards his statement that, when saving an adjective complement maw
stand in the plural if the subject is plural, I neglected to add that this only
obtains if the copula itself is plural, I accept that this restriction may well apply
in cases where, in archaising vein, the old Hominative plural desinence —2-ris
selected, but does Aronson wish to deny the possibility of associating a [modern)
plural adjective with 3rd person singular copula, as in 2 SmEra@h-r &d o™
af-f"How beautiful these flowers arel?

Aronson expresses surprize that I make no mention of the preverb-root
cormbination fe-rse-in my discussion of verbs with variable actant marking. This
is true, but the alternative patterning I2 alluded to in the book [on pp. 432-3)
Cases like Azii-me oi-~-athe childeRs went to sleep’ vs Assdi—r ol
-3 the childpaT went to sleep’ indicate [sc. to the extent that one can
meaningfully distinguish between them in the real world] Eppo [deliberately)
went off to sleep” vs EpaT (accidentally] fell asleep’ With the prewverb-root
combination in gquestion both werb-actants are actually present in the clause,
and we have HNominative subject ws Dative indirect object in, for example:
MEmAy—ah-F  FeRinutaan arreaaeat-r the  friendspop met [one
anotherpaT)l ws Dative of the encounterer and Nominative of the entity
ehcountered in: @ o l-dF fem- e soeint Beeten asealr-rin this book IDaT
CaAme across an interesting examplepop. If the basic meaning of the preverb-
root is neet’, then the end-result for the verb® two arguments X and Y iz the
zame regardless of the grammatical function assigned to each of them -- wiz
they come together, With Nominative marking for the encounterer we perhaps
have more active involvement on his part [such that an adherent of the Active



hvpothesis for Georgian would naturally expect here, especially when the
preverbh @#-replaces #o an ERGATIVE = ACTIVE subject-marking, whereas,
of course, it iz the Mominative case that iz here obligatory in standard
Feorgian), whilst the Dative marking of the encounterer perhaps implies more
passive involvement. Compare with the above the alternatives [with relevant
RUENCES] SEen i Qee—m gaeddareah-r g &e-2 = girlER: kevon PREYV-
[it-Noge-shelA0R] wvs mwg-3 gdeddeied-F geE-b-die-3 = girlpaT kevyyoM
FREV-[her-]I0V-lose-itlA0RPASS), both of which eguate [roughly]l to English
“The girl lost the key’

Aronson beging his review by comparing this grammar to Tschenkéli's
LRy B O paovpione Sveee of 19538, which T oregard as oan odd
comparizon in view of the fact that Tschenkélis two wolumes form a practical
grammar of Georgian, as does my other 1995 publication from Routledge
e 4 Lodernsd Ceammad; whereas the book Aronson is reviewing does
not set out to be any such thing., His penultimate paragraph states: “The wolume
beging with a tendentious, debatable, but largely irrelevant discussion of
contemporary Georgian political and linguistic issues..” This is not accurate, for
the work begins with an introductory chapter [pp. 1-17), of which pp. 9-14 alone
deal with the questions 1o which Aronson takes apparent exception. &3 [ stated
earlier in my response to Tuite, I think I have the right to sav in the
introduction to such a work what I as author feel to be relevant to a reader’s
understanding of the milieuw in which the language under description is actually
spoken. &And, since the views expressed on those pages have been disseminated
by me over recent wears in a number of publications, I fully stand by them.

Aronson is, however, justified in commenting on the negative effect produced
by the lack of a «real indexs [though it might be noted that there iz not a single
page of index, either in German or Georgian, in the Tschenkéli volumes), and I
hope 1o remedy this by producing just such an index for the Georgian roots as a
separate mini-vaolume in due course. I think, however, that his remarks about the
non-reference 1o the Zet & and B affixes in the English index are rather petty.
He says: “.on page 122 Hewitt refers to «®et A affixes and «8et Be affixes, but
does not indicate what these are. Turning 1o the index will not help. There are
no entries for @Adesfor Ser4or SR If one reads the relevant sentence on
p. 122, one finds this: Given two sets of pronominal agreement-affixes, the
subject usually selects its marker from et &, whilst the object is shewn by a Bet
B affix’ As the Set & and B affixes are clearly described as being subsumed
within the overall category of pronominal agreement-affixes, I would expect the
interested reader 10 have the presence of mind to ook up oo’ soraanant



dftves which term, as Aronson notes, IR indexed, and, if he does s0, he will be
directed first 1o p. 123 where Zet & and B affixes ARE fully explained.

Aronson objects that I make no mention of the fact that the proper [woman’s)]
name Lfrcan be declined both as if the root were Efa—and as if it were
Ltarrs 1 am afraid that not every abstruse detail of Georgian grammar could be
accommodated in a volume that the publishers already thought over-long. Jince
the patterns for both twvpes of declension are given, I assume that wvisitors 1o
Feorgia will soon learn for themselves what free variants exist and decide for
themselves which pattern better fits this noun -- personally, I have alwawvs
employed the second [for Aronson non-normative) paradigm.

Aronson queries the principles behind the selection [and thus inclusion? of
the texts and sample wocabularies with which the wolume ends. The series’
editors decided that sample texts should be included in these wolumes, and the
choice here depends on nothing more than author’s privilege, just as Aronson
was presumably free to choose the texts he did 1o adorn his own reading
grammar, though I did have in mind what material would be incorporated in my
Feorgian Reader [30AR, 1998), and the two selections are designed fo
complement each other. &3 for the choice behind the wocabularies, most people
would conclude from a heading Pample Yocabularies™ that the items were meant
to do nothing more than give readers a convenient opportunity 1o familiarise
themselves with some relevant semantic fields. &3 evervone knows, there are no
recommendable English-Georgian dictionaries and, as someone who, unlike
Aronzon, has lived in Georgian-speaking areas of Georgia for over two wears, [
am well aware of the need that learners on the ground have for lexical items
relating to kinship-terms or referring to bodv-parts and bodily functions.

Aronson also comments that there are some notable omissions from mw
bibliography. Fince he iz not specific, one can only guess what works he has in
mind, but one suspects that at least two monographs on Georgian/Kartvelian by
a certain former pupil of his might figure here. Howewver, anvone familiar with
my views on these two books, as presented in my reviews [1983, 1989), will
surely understand why I would not choose 1o include them in a bibliography.

The length of my bibliography was also criticised by Tuite, who actually
named the work which was the object of my 1939 critiqgue as featuring an
‘admirably comprehensive list of references’. The problem iz that a long wolume
dealing with the history of all four Kartvelian languages and drawing on much
Mustrative material contained in already published wolumes will of necessity
possess a large reference-list. Had my own book fallen within this different
genre, its references too would no doubt have been equally long. One should,



however, also recall the mere Z-page list of referencesfauthors cited in Hans
Vogts 1971 reference-book “Grammaire de la Langue Géorgienne’

Tuite’s central objection [sc. as far as his purely linguistic observations are
concerned] is my treatment of Georgian grammar in terms of the traditional
transitivity w3 intransitivity split. Zince, as he states, I have been arguing this
approach in various outlets over some 10 wears, I do not propose 10 recount the
arguments here. I merely wish 10 stress that I do not find any alternative
analvsiz vet proposed sufficiently conwincing for me 10 reject the traditional
wigw, and, if the consequence of this is that I stand charged of falling Snto the
old trap of recapitulating diachrony in synchrony’ or of having to resort to
‘Phantom arguments’ in underlying structure, so be it. One of these phantoms’ is
‘the divine agzent he sees lurking beneath superficially transitive wish formulas
such as saerde sef deotan oo smay 1 be with you alwayss, which Hewitt
olosses ewould that X [sc. God] might 18t me be with wou all the times: [p. 447). (I
studied these in the field mvself, and none of the speakers I consulted ewver
irwvoked God, or any other extraterrestrial for that matter, as an explanation for
the morphologyl. I these verbs are transitive, as they clearly are from the
morphaology, then this bivalent Aorist Indicative must be provided with a
subjectfagent at some level of analvsis. To suggest that the verb be treated as
some sort of intransitive with only the one argument, marked my 2 [as implied
by Tuites own translation here), can only be sustained if one engages in some
peculiar mental contortions, that may appeal to certain tvpes of theorwy-
orientated linguists, but which do Tittle to conwvew the nature of the Tinguistic
phenomenon under review. I see these examples as being somewhat equivalent
to the English response to someone sneezing, namely ‘Bless woul I cannot say
that I have ever noticed anyone saying under such circumstances zod bless
wvoll, for the expression “God bless [voull is rather heard, albeit rarely, as a
formula for taking one’s leave when the speaker is a firm believer. However, one
can hardly deny that the full and original form of Bless voul’ is indeed God bless
woll” -— how else to explain the 3rd person singular form of the subjunctive mood
of the verb in this standard expression? But, since most native English speakers
are blissfully unaware that they are uttering such a subjunctive in this
expression, they are no doubt quite unconscious that the werb-form iz only
gxplicable in terms of the ‘presence’ [but where exactly?] of the supreme deity
as subjectlagent. Any foreign investigator of this phenomenon would be unlikely
to be offered any appeal 1o God as subject bw the average native speaker
informant, I would imagine. Howewver, we need not rely on speculation, as
attested data are available for the Georgian construction.



Firstly, let us observe the possibilty of using the Aorist Indicative [hormally
describing a past event] to mark either [al an intention to do something at once
on the part of the speaker [the act is portraved as already achieved], or [b] a
wish;

& e
FREV-go-A0R 15t pers.subject)
T’ offl” or T gonel” [Titerally T went

Al s A= by, ANIRR. rAF e G-
heart-HOM me-0V-be troubled-it[FRES] M.
Efanal peir A R e R ey St S

heart-HOM vour-AGE foe-DAT PREY-[him-]OY-pained-become-it[A0F]

Itia} My heart is troubled, Maia, it is troubled! [Maial Maw vour enemy suffer

pain in his heart! [1it. “FTour enemy’s heart became troubled’

[D. Ediashvili sewastede Misfortune’, pdd in wol 2 of the 1981 2-volume edition

of his worksl,

The self-same piece illustrates a more normal wish [viz. expressed in the Aorist

Bubjunctivel with the wery werb I used in my book, albeit in an Objective

Yersional form in the first example below. The point 10 note is the absence of

any stated subjectfagent [and there is none understood from the preceding

interchange in the playl:

feated@ed Jepeis=r atEe-F - s e o

hope+lost-AGH foe-NOM [Him-]you-0v¥-make be-A0RSTEI-he

‘May he [sc. God] make vour enemy be devoid of hopel’

[D. Ediashvili sewasterde Misfortune’, pd? in ol 2 of the 1981 2-volume edition

of his worksl,

How compare this with the sentence on the following page of the text used here:

Pice e ST R R sgedaedi-f ARy pameg roe-ahewd

Fod-HOM &  wour-AGE  shrine-NOM  good-ADY vwou-N¥-makebe-TH-
Jrdpers

i3od and vour shringe will keep vou well = look after youl’

[D. Ediasheili sewacterde Misfortune’, pdd in wol 2 of the 1981 2-volume edition

of his worksl,

Only one conclusion is surely possible: we are completely justified in taking the

second example here as confirmation that in the preceding parallel expression it

is precisely gex-rin the Ergative case as it would there be, of course] which

is understood and thus accounts for the werbal morphology. And & concrete

example of the tvpe of wish-formula I was discussing in the grammar with the



supreme divinity actually present in the clause is provided again by Eldiafvili
[even if the werb is different]:

e P T I

woll[HOM)  wou-N¥-toast-he[A0F] Lord-ERG

‘May the Lord toast wvoul” or May the Lord grant wou long lifel

[D. Ediashvili sewasterde Misfortune’, pa3 in wol 2 of the 1981 2-volume edition
of his worksl,

Az for Tuite’s final remark concerning my treatment of the principal
aspectual oppositions marked by the Georgian werb ‘once again falling into an
oft-visited trap -- Hewitt projects the narrative-structuring use of aspect onto
the event-tvpes with which the aspectual categories are most  commonly
associated’, I have absolutely no comment to make.
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