ning of the last century, widespread awareness of the phenomenon really
~only from the 1860s, when Uslar began publishing his works on the
igenous languages of the Caucasus, with which group of languages this

re has been particularly associated ever since (cf. Catford (1975,1976)). It
efore, rather surprising that in recent years it has become fashionable to
prove that this or that Caucasian language does not in fact provide
evidence of ergativity — e.g. Paris (1979) for Adyghe (North West
asian), Mel'Cuk (1983) for Lezgian (North East Caucasian), both Klimov
977) and Harris (1981,1982) for Georgian (South Caucasian), and again
rris (1985) for Georgian and its sister-languages. It is Harris’ activity-
ypothesis that I wish to re-examine below, since the active-interpretation of
elevant phenomena in Georgian seems to be gaining favour (Merlan
)) and may easily become the definitive view amongst general linguists
having no personal knowledge of the language(-family), will be unable to
stion its validity. The following defence of the traditional Ergative-interpre-
on will expand the basic arguments I have already given against Harris’
osal (Hewitt (1983a)) and amplify existing suggestions and observations
Fihnrich (1967), Anderson (1977), Boeder (1979)) on how a language with
‘particular ergative characteristics manifested by Georgian might shift the
vant features in the direction of either an active or nominative(-accusative)

. Case-marking and verb-agreement in Georgian

For the argumentation to be clear, it is first of all necessary to sketch the
.ﬁf@omplex facts of case-marking ar.d verb-agreement in Georgian. Three cases

& Y
i

-j-ﬁﬂﬁ%3841/87/$3.50 © 1987, Elsevier Science Publishers B.V. (North-Holland)
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must be distingy; i
kg ::nn%mshed for the marking of the verls central arguments (A

ct] O[bject] — where the term ‘subject’ appears below. i ; 5
cover for A and S): (i) the case in -i (-@ for v s
NOM(inative): (ii) the cas

. . owel-final stems) is e
€1n -5 1s the DAT( {
for vowel-final stems) is st (tve), and (iii) the case in

yled motxrobiti (= NARR(ative]) in Ge “ma (-m
two sets of agreement-affixes are- t Leorgian, The
Set a
Singular Plural
1st person V- v %
2nd person D(/x1)- 3 (/x)- -t
3rd person -s/a/o -(a/é)n/es/nen
Set B
Ist person m- gy
- 2nd person g- g- -t
3 3rd person (s/hH-2 (s/h)- (-t)3
?' _'-r':' 4
i ~ The following patterns for combinations of case-marking and verb—agrment
 are then identifiable:
7o i i ¢
-m(a) -i(B) ‘SEE;
- -s(B) -5
i(a) .( i
-s(B) -i(o) e

- ‘ > (= tense-mood

_rv to distinguish three series of ‘screeves’ ( :
-_".b?,flsrpmmg;:; PRES(ent) INDIC(ative), PRES SUBJ (““1"_
c =UT(ure) INDIC, FUT SUBJ, and CONDIT(onal);

AOR of
,PRES of the copula, and to the FUT, CONDIT and

ith IOs or
o i d correlate only Wi
e phonetica itioned variants an
onetically .pondmo ’
7 | NPs functioning as As

he GEN(itive) case; no-verb-agreement is

iz rns anounint
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1

1‘-165 II incorporates AOR(ist) INDIC and SUBJ; Series III incorporates
:fﬂERF(th), PLUP(erfect), and I1IIrd SUBJ. And given four verb-classes, the

Series

/ 17 I
B A C
B B B
B A C
c C C

o ss4 verbs are affective predicates (verbs of feeling, such as ‘love’, and

Jow, as they do not concern the relevant area of grammar to be examined.
1 verbs are regular (bi- or tri-valent) transitives in the active voice. Class
rbs are simple intransitives, including the passive transforms of Class 1

attern B specifies marking for O, but, since intransitive verbs have no such argument. this
nent of pattern B is simply irrelevant for most Class 2 verbs - there ars, however, some
onal Class 2 verbs which are bi- or tri-valent, where one of the DAT nominals may be
rded as the logical O, the second, where present, as the logical 10, .z

B

, B
k’ac-s c’ign-s da-(@-)h-piir-d-a
2 a
-NOM man-DAT book-DAT she/promised/it/to him

oman promised the book to the man.’
ovalent Class 2 verb may become bi-valent by the addition of an 10. DAT noun. Under

visation the deep A stands in the GEN, being governed by either the postposition mier ‘by’ or
condary case-marker -gan ‘from’, and it imposes no concord-feature on its verb, e.g.:
a

p
da-i-c’er-a (k’ac-s da-(@-)e-c’er-a)
IOM it/was/written man-DAT it/was/written/for/him
' mier/kal-isa-gan
-GEN by from
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Series I (in the p RES)

a

p

(1) k’ac-i kal-s (I—Zl)-)k“l-av-s
man-NOM woman-DAT he/kills/her
‘The man kills the woman.’ Versus:

a
@ Kaci ' Kvacba
NOM he/dies
. “The man dies.’

L
Lt
e el

Series II (in the AOR)

B
kala EEIlO-( é _)kﬂl_a
L AOR

r 3

Versus:

nominativc—accusatwc

b tth in the DAT with f-

s

h a-concord,

T



; ; Series II by a “split’
ration (cf. Dixon (1979: 91ff)), such that case. Pl
~absolutivity (A in the NARR vs. S and O in the NOM//Absolutive)

ncord shews nominative-accusativity (A and § take the a-set of

f the above it may seem odd that the attention of those interested
tion of ergativity in Georgian has focussed o Series 1T
regard of Series I1I. This is because Series I17
tory of South Caucasian, such that Pattern C is simply siyjed e
arisen out of original bi-valent stative (— intransitive) structures. i
epresenting at this stage an S, whilst the DAT NP will have been
Hewitt (1983a, forthcoming, a)); we shall, however, retirm (o Series
in the discussion. It is, than, the Series [I conf
:c'_regarded as basic in the language.S and, at least in 1
this does certainly seem straightforwardly to supnor
tation, so that the NARR could be renamed. as

. But Class 3 verbs have so far been deliberate!

 are taken into consideration that problems aris-
(the ‘Medial’ verbs) consists of a large numk

to the
developed quite late in

B Ot' takc an 0, with the minority in},. in E‘;"'."i-', uen
r single argument takes the NARR/ERG coe
ergo inversion in Series III — in other v

Sl
t’ir-i-s  Versus:

RR  AOR
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kK’ac-g
: DAT
The man has apparent]

(gh)u't’ir‘(n")i-a
PERF

(8) k’ac-i

oM (E:I?-I‘;A (D-))tamas-ob-g Versus:
o T hc/plays(,fit) |
€ man plays (ball).’
a
k’ac-ma (burt-i 5-))i r
1 (D-))i-tamas-a Versus:

: A
The man played (ball). =

a

B

S| : el
k’ac-s (burt-i) (D-)u-tamas-(n-)i-a
DAT NOM PERF
"The man has apparently played (ball).’

This overall pattern of case-marking and verb-agreement leads Harris (1981
1985) to argue as follows: Class 1 verbs have semantically agentive subjects';
(i.e. subjects that act volitionally and are in control of events); two types of
intransitive subject may be distinguished — agentive (S,) and non-agentive (So),
the former being typically Class 3 subjects, the latter typically those of Class 2;
certain Class 3 verbs have a corresponding inceptive form that belongs to
Class 2, being semantically inactive and non-controllable; it is, thus, not
ergativity but ‘activity’ that determines case-marking in Series II (and also
inversion in Series III); this semantic distinction is given formal expression
within the framework of Relational Grammar by assigning Class 3 verbs an
initial subject (S,?) — for those Medials which may accommodate an O, if this
O is actually present, underlyingly we shall presumably have A.+.Q - whc{ce:.s
“inactive’ intransitives (such as ‘die’) will be assigned only an initial O’ [51-3.].,
which will be advanced to final subjecthood (So) by the ‘Unaccusative’ rule;

‘cognizers’ (Harris (1981: 236)) are permitted to assimilate to agents, so that

1 periencers and
it rgian is a Class 1 verb.

for example ‘recognise’ in Geo
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; case-marking in Series II will assign -m(a) to ﬁr}al subjects (A/S,) tgat zr:
: '-E-E]s'o initial subjects (A/S,) but -i(/&) to final subjects (and qf course ( ) t'a;1
8 are initial O (i.e. Sy); in consequence it is no longfer necessary to distinguis
.i, i(Z.:ia.si‘; 1 from Class 3.8 Appeal was then made (Harris ( 1'982,198_5 : 209-230)) to
/ .C)ld Georgian for support for the Active-hypothesis (specifically for tI_le
~ existence of the Unaccusative-rule): in Old Georgian the NOM plural ended in
i -n-;, and there was a rule of EN-agreement which introduced the mfn'ker -(e)n
" into Series II verbs in the presence only of an initial O, whether this was final

or final S,, (and whether or not the ending -n-i was formally present on the

L

b/ EN
) ewiqidEN  CUEN
o you/redeemed/us usf]NOM]

. ‘You redeemed us(= final O)’ (Rev. 5: 9)
it EN

a
~ (10) MTA-N-I da-bad-eb-ul i-q'v-N-os
' mountain-PL-NOM created they/were

‘The mountains were created(= final S;)’ (Psalms 89: 2)

ﬁtﬁs’ framework of Relational Grammar does not differentiate underlying A from S, - I have

_m'b'rackets in this summary of Harris’ proposals the appropriate symbols to conform with

e editorial requirements of the present volume, whereas Harris herself talks only of ‘subjects’
F

‘urther simplification is achieved as a result of Harris' analysis of inversion - a rule of
1on’ demotes initial subjects (A/S,) to I0-position (thus to be marked by the DAT) in Series
? d, for Class 4 verbs, in Series I and II as well). ‘Unaccusative’ then applies to raise any initial

becc;me.- final S, (and NOM marking). This means that we now need only two case-marking

Initial /S, Initial O Initial 10
-m(a) -i|@ -5
-if@ -$ -5
Series | Series 11 Series If1
B A B
B B B

8ued elsewhere (Hewitt (1983a, forthcoming,
Y chronically and certainly is diachronical
In the original DAT 10 becoming A and t
omenon of inversion is an anachronis

a)) that this analysis of inversion is probably
ly, where a re-interpretation has occurred
he original NOM S becoming O, such that
tic reflection of the earlier syntax (cf. fn. 16).
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B EN
(11) r
romel-ta (D-)e-sx- N-e—n
who COL

-DAT/PL they/be/to them/AOR SURB) wife[unmarked for case/

‘ : pluralit
Whoever may have wives(= final So)’ (1 Cor. 7: 29) .

whereas the following have no EN-agreement for final subjects that are alsq
initial subjects (A and S, respectively):

B
- a
- 7
(12) (2-)gm-es k’ac-ta saxel-1 ymrt-isa-y
they/blasphemed it man-NARR/PL name-NOM God-GEN-NOM
“The men blasphemed the name of God.’ (Rev. 16: 21)
o
(13) i- sisv-ers q ovel-ta mep:tla
they/fornicated all-NARR/PL king-NARR/PL
‘All the kings fornicated.’ (Rev. 17: 2)

ﬂf caurse fall to undergo inversion in Series
e from the dialects of the NARR case being
'means all Class 3 verbs are semantically
ge five,S,- though there is an explanation

: -.-:_f}haract_srisc inceptives as ‘inactive’;
ails to give an adequate account of the
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and i+ -em-a) in the 3rd person singular PRES (in the presence of an 10 the
efix becomes ¢-), the suffixal end in -d-eh-a, the markeriess end in -eb-a.
of these sub-types, especially the e-prefixal, contains verbs that proto-
-ally require an ‘active’ S, which is an embarrassment to those wishing to
ke case-marking in Series II sensitive to the ‘active-inactive’ opposition.
e following list of examples (where js is the NOM, man the NARR, mas the
of the 3rd person singular pronoun) is in 5o way exhaustive (the PRES is
d in brackets for later comparison with Class 3 formations):

Markerless

is (*man) a-dg-a (dg-eb-a) ‘X stood up’

is (*man) da-c'v-a (c¢'v-eb-a) ‘X lay down’

is (*man) da-3d-a (3d-eb-a) ‘X sat down’

~is (*man) mas ga-h-q'v-a ( h-q'v-eb-a) ‘X went off with ¥°
is (*man) mas mo-h-q’v-a (h-q’v-eb-a) ‘X related y>10

~is (*man) a-xt-a (xt-eb-a) ‘X jumped’

~is (*man) ca-cuck-d-a (cuck-d-eb-a ) ‘X squatted down’

- is (*man) ¢a-quq’-d-a (qug-d-eb-a) ‘X squatted down’

is (*man) da-brun-d-a (brun-d-eb-a) X returned’

is (*man) da-kveit-d-a (kveit-d-eb-a) ‘X dismounted’

is (*man) mas da-( - )neb-d-a (( D - Jneb-d-eb-a) ‘X vielded to ¥
(*man) mas ca-(D-)a-civ-d-a ((D-)a-civ-d-eb-a) ‘X pestered Y’

(*man) mas mo-(@-)sor-d-a ((D-)sor-d-eb-a) ‘¥ moved away

e from ¥
] f.s( *man) mas mas da-h-p'ir-da-a (h-p’ir-d-eb-a) ‘X promised Y to
el Z’M

efixal
(*man) ga-i-&'aé*-a (i-¢’ac™eb-a) ‘X strained with all his might’
(*man) ga-i-pranc™a (i-p'rané-eb-a) ‘X shewed off
(*man) ga-i-naz-a (i-naz-eb-a) ‘X behaved coyly’

®man) ga-ipxor-a (i-pxor-eb-a) ‘X(eg turkey) ruffied its
2 feathers’

. "u:rl '.
Ind even in Thbilisi-speech is man is mo-h-q'v-a, cf. is mas mas (and even man is mas)
X related Y to 7.

Id even in Tbilisi-speech is man is mas da-h-p'ir-d-a.
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A i :mﬂn} ga-i-xizn-a (i-xizn-eb-a) ‘X went into exile’

is (*man) ga-i-p’ar-a (i-p'ar-eb-a) ‘X sneaked away’

Cf iS (*man) ga-i-ke-a ( i—k}f-ev-a,l ‘X ran oft®

is (*man) &a-(@-)e-r-i-a ((D-)e-r-ev-a) ‘X got involved’

fS (*man) mas ga-(@- )e-devn-a ((O-)e-devn-eb-a) ‘X pursued y°

is (*man) mas ga-(@-)e-k’id-a ((D-)e-k id-eb-a) ‘X pursued Y

is (*man) r;:ﬂas da-(@-)e-Cid-a ((D-)e-Cid-eb-a) ‘X wrestled with

is (*man) mas Se-(@-)e-brol-a ((D-)e-briol-eb-a) ‘X began to

fight ¥

is (*man) mas Se-(D-)e-b-a ((D-)e-b-m-eb-a) ‘X began to fight ¥’

is (*man) mas Se-(D-)e-rkin-a ((D-)e-rk’in-eb-a) ‘X began to

fight ¥~

is (nm’; mg Se-(D-)e-s-i-a ((D-)e-s-ev-a) ‘X attacked Y’

' (*man) mas da-(D-)e-c-a ((D-)e-c-em-a) ‘X attacked Y’

(*man) mas da-(D-)e-c-i-a ((D-)e-c-ev-a) ‘X caught up on ¥
- -byau¢-a ((D-)e-byauc-eb-a) ‘X gripped

-Je-xvec-eb-a) ‘X besought ¥’
: ‘X aided Y~

e not dealing with a
ssification of verb-
ch governing its own
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ris was aware of anomalies of this type (though she singles out for
mention (1985: 111) only the roots ‘come/go’, “sit down’, ‘stand up’
e down’ as relevant exceptions) and argyes that, whilst the anomalies
st in the conservative literary dialect, in less conservative dialects the
4 systém'in Series II has been regularised, as recognised by the native
gian linguists Topuria (1923,1954), Dzadzanidze (1970) and Drorbenadae
ﬁ) And indeed it is true that in many non-standard varieties of Georgian
e examples of the NARR case marking the S of ‘active’ (intransitive)

n Series II. But now is the time to turn to argument (ii).

rgument (ii)

lects present a most interesting and
atterns both in Series IT and Series
ent summary). But it may be emphatically stated that 1, dialect has yet
n consistently and obligatorily to differentiaiz “active’ from ‘inacti:xe'
e verbs in Series II by always using the NARR case with the former
OM case with the latter, as the hypothesis predicts should happen.
worse than this — examples are not hard to find of the NARR case
oy he S of an unambiguously ‘inactive’ verb.
e Gurian, a west Georgian dialect. Dzad7anidze’s name 1S
with this dialect, which also figured in the works by T

VEIRS

‘to above. But the first commentator actually to introduce the term
Georgian akt’iuroba), though he did not define what he meant by

€ explanation for Gurian’s use of the NARR for Ss in Series 11 wa

variegated picture of case-
I (See Boeder ( 1979) for a

‘inactive’, including, for instance, ‘die’, ‘erow (a1 grow old’ and

—
-

aid’, and in DZadZanidze’s publications are found

- 1" TH
| |

oman became upset(= suffixal) (1977

o

|
- lﬁankal-d-gi tval-e-ma
egan/to flutter/for/me eye-PL-NARR




330

B.G. 5 :
G. Hewitt | Georgian: ergative or active?

In DZorbenadze’s J; :

TS oy i;::l of \:erl‘:ms with a “functionally active’ S (1975 219) are:

‘wither’, etc--jT%u's las:l‘Ch" grow up’, ‘die’, ‘become a doctor’, ‘becom::‘.

an ‘in-active’ S |1.'~‘n S:n f:;t Fipemﬁcally mentioned by Harris (1985: 40) a;
! Sardzvelad '

reference to ‘activity’ in z¢, another commentator who has made

this context, provid .
(central Georgia) (1975: 244, 1984: 560y; & TiExb Sxample from Kartlian

a
|
(17) upros-ma ma-m ... jalian ga-yarib-d-—all
_:aldcr brother-NARR very he/became/poor
The elder brother became very poor.’

H?_’, &_1150 quotes the following from Old Georgian in his discussion of the
~relevant phenomenon (1984: 570):

8) rom+ g]-mf'm ,_ gan-(@-)u—ﬁsx-n-e-é ,ma-sa tw -+ is-sa
o-NARR he/will/be angry/with him brother-DAT his own
o will be angry with his brother.’

demonstrate is that, whilst an explanation must be
use of the NARR case with Class 2 S in Series II, no
jactive’ opposition can have any relevance.

3

merely intransitive (regardless of dialect)
s, having an obligatory initial subject
takes the NARR in Series II, by which
which have only an initial O, that

vestigation of the properties of the
als which do not (indeed cannot)

“fow’, etc...). Such verbs, like
‘dismissed as ‘exceptions’ (Harris
.ptions’ Harris goes on to say:
'.'prpposal.is in a frozen, non-
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uctive subclass; most of the Class 3

those in the productive subclasses are active verbs’ (1981: 245). Interestingly
ferlan has recently suggested how the ‘exceptional’ Medials might justifiably

- bave been assimilated to the ‘active’ group: °If the pattern found with
@nonical animates is implemented more widely, expressives and weather verbs
- will be among the first to pattern like animates. Now, all the expressive verbs
g inanimate subjects denote events with perceptible consequences such as
lays of light, noise, or motion. The occurrence of these events is not
ompted by any outside agency, but emanates from the entities themselves.
he unifying semantic characteristics of the Georgian verbs which do not
uire animate subjects is precisely this spontaneous nature of the manifesta-
denoted by the verb. This apparently determines their grammatical
milation to the patterning typical of transitive subjects. Much the same
lanation holds for the verbs designating meteorological events characteri-
by external manifestations (thunder, etc...)" (1985: 344). Be this as it may

verbs in the frozen subclass and all

] Medials require an agentive subject,
s claimed? The verb ‘croon, whistle’ is specifically mentioned as being

possible with non-agentive subjects, and yet my

informants were not
pared to judge as ungrammatical the collocation:

j'., o

(19) &aidan-ma  i-yiyiny
~ kettle-NARR it/whistled
“The kettle whistled.’

But all of these difficulties simply vanish if one accepts that case-marking in
es II (along with inversion in Series I11) is the result of the transitivity
“verb-forms concerned. The traditional explanation of what we are
mining (cf. Deeters (1930: 85-86), Tschenkéli (1958 293 294)), though
d by Harris, is surely the correct one. Harris summarises as follows:
e explanation] that has been offered for case marking of Class 3 verbs in
ies I1 is that these verbs “do not have their own Series 11 forms™ and that
S "-"'m IT forms used are “borrowed from the corresponding” Class I
>S Thus, for example, the aorist of vbat'onob ‘1 reign’ — vibat’one ‘1

ﬁattcrn (...) There are at least two problems with such an cxplana-li(fn.
ISt is that this theory does not explain why syntactic characteristics
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S J ) :
ul:g:r(:tabrfd b\:;‘:wizd h:IOI;i _Wlthh morphological ones’ (1981: 233-234). To
b e vowé;l?z lng ere, one must note the presence of the
e Tl i: 1: ALL screeves of Class 3 verbs apart from
Series I and Series III ('::fs f( _12 P IN[')IC" L "SUBJ, IMPERF)” o
o . In. 12). The claim is Fhat, given the intransitive y-
» We can regularly produce the transitive causative v-a-bat’on-cb ‘I
mal,ce X master’, from which comes the regular Subjective Versional form y-i-
ba‘r {m—eb ¢em-s tav-s ‘1 make myself master’. This is now the source for the
originally missing screeves of v-bat ‘on-ob, the difference being that (a) the
:‘bnrrowcd’ Class 3 forms are preverbless, which, as Holisky has shown (1981),
1S a natural consequence of their atelic aspect, making a perfectivising preverb
unnecessary, and (b) the reflexive O never appears at the surface (cf. the
optional omission of such an O with the Class 1 verb da-v-i-ban-¢ [¢em-i tav-i
‘I bathed [myselfl’). Thus, this i-prefix has not only morphological but also
crucial syntactic implications — specifically, a reflexive O-element is clearly
implied by the very presence of versional vowel i- in the relevant verb-forms,
which are diathetically active; compare the bracketed PRES active-voice forms
in the following short list of Medials with the intransitive/passive morphology
~ of the i-prefixal verbs quoted in argument (i) above:

BSRET)

(20) man (*is) i-kadag-a (kadag-eb-s) ‘X preached’
~ man (*is) i-mep-a (mep-ob-s) ‘X ruled’

 man (*is) i-cek’v-a (cek’v-av-s) ‘X danced’

(*is) i-duy-a (duy-s) ‘X boiled’

(*is) i-g'ep-a (q'ep-s) X barked

v come to one of two conclusions: (a) in all but the PRES
Class 3 verbs are underlyingly transitive in the synchro-
reflexive element, after causing the introduction

ﬁase-markmg on the A-nominal in Series II,
Series 111 is obligatorily deleted; (b) the

ze (1973: 32711)) as serving to indicate that t.he
s own interests, Its marker is i, though in Serics
other versional category. |
accompanied these three screeves also, given
:ﬁnd-'-mam-froqucnﬂy in those of the sister-
ult of an unmotivated phonetic process.
yuld rather have been analogically introduced
onsistency in non-Series 11 screeves’
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cive element is no longer present in the grammar but was there when
Il (Ergative) case-marking and Series IIT inversion were established. I
the former view, but either may the peculiarities of Series IT (and TIT) '+~
ass 3 verbs are shewn to be sensitive to the verb-forms’ transitivity 14
ying or historical), such that Georgian is seen 1o be characterised by
ative-alignment in the relevant areas, and the Active-hypothesis with all its
snomalies can simply be disregarded.

There is, however, one argument adduced by Harris (1981: 75-76,
5: 352-353) which at first sight seems persuasively to argue against the
wsitivity of the relevant forms of the Medials. She observes that under
ative-formation the embedded subject (A) of a Class 1 verb will surface as

rphological causative’s IO regardless of whether the embedded verb is
113% accompanied by an O, e.g.:

Vano-DAT I/made/him/write(/it) letter-NOM
‘I made Vano write (a letter).’

l presence of an embedded O; otherwise the embedded subject does
ome the surface O, like any intransitive embedded subject (S), e.g.:

vano-s v-a-tamas-c burt-i
‘ I/made/him/play/it ball-NOM
T made Vano play ball.” Versus:

> es II and undergo inversion in Series 111, e.g. man (*is) mo-sard-a “XINARR]
nd the bi-valent man (*is) mas s-cem-a ‘XINARR] hit Y[DAT]". These can be treated



the Medials’ pecu

the Medial screeves
= : are themselyesg
efzdy existing bi-valent Causative; a causative like the verb in

Medial v-i-tamas-e ‘1 played’. There is, thus,

liar mop.

ceptive formations, which Harris argues
~252), thereby explaining their NOM Ss in Series IT. If

this were true, the following example should be impossible:

y o
T ] :
(23) vano sa+gan+gteb+o+d a-m-,rer-d-:li. {0 aticda

i NOM deliberately he/began/to sing he/began/to cry
- “Vano deliberately began to sing/cry’

o ¥

j ‘was sanctioned by my informants. Thus, whilst there might well be a
: n&bncy-"f, as Holisky properly describes it (1981: 119), for Medials to
ed to agentive activities, with inceptives being neutral, Harris’

was motivated by the presence of either (a)
active-voice, transitive) verbs in Series II, or
verbs that also contained the ife-prefix
aple (10) and the verb of (11)). If the
markerless variety, no EN-agreement
usly ‘unaccusative’ verbs (in Harris’

5

7 pragmatic explanation for why
" akzulﬁ whistled a little’ should have
hﬁi;'-'as:wimemd by my informants
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ogy) as ‘die’ (= markerless)
16,119)) no EN-agreement
' o

and ‘be renewed’ (= suffixal) (cf. Sanidze
could occur, €.g.:

€s)
PL-NOM they/died

a

14+ ob+a-n-i ¢em-n-j gan-m-i-axl-d-eg ( *gan«m-i-ax!-d—N—cs)
- they/werefrenewed/for[me
y woes were renewed.” (Psalms 38: 3)

ent thus turns out to be another
go and (admittedly only one type
';;_. her latest comment on this phenomenon (1985: 219) Harris
that the lack of EN-agreement in markerless intransitives ‘must

synchronically as an exception’ and proposes a phonological rule to

absence in suffixal intransitives, which €xplanation does however
eing the omission of EN-agreement at one st

ntransitives as ‘synchronically unmotivate

indication of Ergativity in Series
of) S, where the verb-morphology

age i the development
d’ (1985: 222).

true that in the appropriate dialects the NARR case-marking of
collocation such as man ¢’a-vid-q "XINARR] went’ resulted from
licate taking an initial S, as opposed to the NOM S, of is mo-k vd-a
OM] died’ resulting from this predicate taking an initial O only, then,
' analysis of inversion (cf. fn. 8), the 11Ird Serics forms for ail
Sitive verbs in these dialects would have to manifest inversion,
in Series I11 any initial subject (A/S,) is demoted to 10. But. of
ng of the kind occurs — in a// dialects the ITTrd Series of Class 2
ninverted'S (e.g. is c'a-s-ul-a ‘X[NOM] has apparently gonx_:‘),
a1 morpho-syntactic features are class-determined, Class 2 being

I

nal y a Class 2 verb that represents the ‘relative’ form of a Medial (i.c. bu_siu
O) lacks its own uninverted Series 111 formation and borrows the corresponding
) form, expressing the 10 externally to the verb, e.g.:
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u%transmve, Classes 1 and 3 transitive. Also, since inverted forms are formally
bi-valent, by assuming an und

o erlying transitivity for Class 3 verbs, we can
:exp ain the reference of the second agreement-affix in the verb - it refers to the
understood’ reflexive O, as

. formally indicated in the following example,
though this was not shewn for the third verb in example (7):

a

(26) mas (D-)u-t’ir-(n-)i-a (2tav-1)
X/DAT X/apparently/cried self-NOM
‘X apparently cried.’

[ ~ So, if we are required to preserve three distinct case-marking patterns and
- four verb-classes to account for the morpho-syntactic facts of Georgian, and if
?"b case-marking in Series II follows the ergative-absolutive pattern, how can we
ol b ccount for the spread of the NARR (ERG) case to the Ss of Class 2
) verbs in Series II in certain dialects? Surely what is happening is
*orgian analogue to the change that has run its course already in
1age Mingrelian, where all IInd Series subjects (A/S)!7 are

a ‘X[DAT] apparently spoke with[-tan] ¥’
f this verb does have its own uninverted Series I1I

NOM endmg while this NOM noun
as for the inversion-construction in

cf. Hewitt (1983a: 252-259)). Thus, as in
- orphology reflecting yesterday’s
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it is merely an

P tor ] : be restricted to Series II. The
gian ending -m(a) is the subject-marker pqr excellence, since its use is
vely reserved for indicating subject-fi

unction (cf, Fahnrich 1967: 41)) —
an NOM case marks both subj ( ( )

i : €ct and O, whilst the DAT marks
bject and IO (sc. according to verb-class and screeve-Series). Therefore,
d well understand if the morph with the greater expressive power for

orpheme indicated (i.e. subject-function iy Series IT) should spread at the
se of the less expressive morph, despite the break-up of the Ergative-
on necessarily resulting from the case-marking no longer being
by the transitive-intransitive opposition. This is the process now

y in the relevant dialects, and, if carried to its logical conclusion, it
entually produce in Georgian a nominative-accusative configuration in
s II roughly in parallel with that already existing in Mingrelian (cf.
*"n_,_(1977}, Boeder (1979: 465-469)). However. in view of Class 4
ike the following (where the verb i (27), though formally a relative
rmation, is functionally a Class 4 form by virtue of providing the
1g screeves to the stative Class 4 (D-)u-xar-i-a X rejoices (at it)",
1 (1958: 475)):

B

keniz-eb-ma-c pul-i k’i

se¢ servant-PL-NARR-too money-NOM indeed

go-u-xar-d-a-q’e  amma ...

they/rejoiced/at it but

‘These servants were greatly pleased with (he money but...’
ineidvili et al. (1961 266))

idani dialect spoken in Iran, and:

+ket+eb+el-ma ar e-sm-i-s ...

ARR not he/understands/it

Who does it does not understand...” (Dzadanidze (1970: 259),
ed by Harris (1985: 379))

er Acarian dialect with the NARR extended even to Series |
ence of neighbouring Laz, we can detect an interesting differen-
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16). This suggests that, if the NOM nominal retained it
mt-rans:t'we s.ubject—fm'lction at the time it was replaced by the NARR in
Ml'n'grehan, in Georgian the DAT nominal has given up its hypothetical
original IO function and has taken on the subject-role with Class 4 verbs (cf.
Cole et al. 1980) and is thus now susceptible to replacement by the NARR in
the relevant dialects (predominantly) in Series II. However, the evidence here is
sparse and it is not with Class 4 verbs that we are really concerned. Perhaps
worth emphasising is how the envisaged extension in the use of the NARR to
S of Class 2 verbs would be facilitated by the fact that verb-agreement in
Series II is already of the nominative-accusative type anyway, as observed
above. And so, case-marking in Series II is simply being brought into
alignment with cross-referencing on the verb in the relevant dialects — in
Mingrelian the NARR case is used on all nominals requiring Set-a agreement-
 affixes on the verb, whereas, if our predictions for Georgian are correct, any
d xtending the NARR to arguments of Class 4 verbs as well will employ

hypothetical original

. verb belongs to Class 4, reflecting the fact this particular nominal
e the subject of such verbs in Georgian. It is, then, ro subjects
tha: mﬂm is spreading across the four verb-classes in the
n dialects and not to ‘active’ subjects exclusively.

amﬂrphnlagieaﬂy -campléx language with a number
lies — Class 1 verbs with a single surface A argument
35 1O (‘hit’) vs. Class 2 verbs similarly with two
T ) vs. Class 3 verbs with almost always
ng an A. It would not be unusual if
that Class 3 verbs do superficially
then, if there should come a

re-interpreted as it is not
<) I a.n.S),
become associated with agentivity
- all typically agent. This would
ive-inactive’ configuration in Series

n reached yet in any area
n to become relevant to
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i es 1 constructions, one could not possibly account for it in the Relational
s that Harris proposes unless inversion were also to start applying to all
¢’ intransitive verbs in Series ITI, for which there is no evidence at all in

-we intransitive verb-classes and truly active vs. inactive pred:cates in
an, Harris virtually begins her latest book by seeking refuge from these
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