Unexpected subject-w-rring in Kartvelian®

Everyone ies farmilia¥ it tig facte of cace-rorking in

1woitive vorbe in series I

o+

Georgian -- tra

L]

2.1 a nominative subject
and cdative object, in eeriec 11 & sutject markec by the case in ~r(a)

(called in Georgian motxrcbiti 'narrative') and a nominative direct

object, and in series III a dutive subject plus nominstive direct

object; intransgtive verbe take a nominative cubject in 211 series —-

[

We are cdisregarding here completely the class of verbs which dieylay
Inversion in all three series, Thie fluctuatior in case-rarking and
assoclsted verbzal agreerment is now generally exgplained by szying that
series I is chazrescterised by lominative~fccusative r2tierning, series
II by Ergaive-Lbsclutive patterning, and series III by Inversion ==
hence the czse in -zn{a) is regularly etyled the 'Ergative' in trans-
lation., Eowever, it is aleo well-known that one grour of verbs --
the tiddle/iiedial verbs -- most of vhich can never 'e used with a
direct object and are thus apparently intransitive, nevertheless
govern an ergztive subject in series II and shew Ilnversion in series
III. Coupling this fact with the Observation that such verbs tend to
take agentive sgbjects led Harris (]981):?
| to subéest that ergativity

is wholly irrelevant to Georgian and that what we have here in series
IT and III is a division of tre intraneitive verte into 'active'! and
'inactive' verbs such that the forrmer, whose subjects are acting
volitionally and are in control of events, pattern like transitive
verbs, whereas the latter pattern like normal intransitives/pascives
== in series I the 'active! vs 'inactive' opposition is cimply neutr-
alised.

Activity had previc.sly been Sugzesled to be the reason behind the
use of the case in -gigl to mark the eubject of sonme (non-medial) in-

transitives in certain of the modern cialects or even in some 0ld

Georgian examples by commentators such as Z;ent’i (192%6) ang




-l

Sardgveiadfe (1975 or 198L). Yhilst accepting that tre model ic
clearly therc in Georgian for the future develoiment cf Just such an
‘active' vs 'inactive! system in series II angd 111, I set out in
Hewitt (1953) reasons for not following Harris' argument that this
system has already been established in non-literary forme of the
language and ig also relevant to & degree in ths litcrary dizlect

as well. Zriefly, if the seriautice alone ceterrine the cheoice of
subject case-marier in series II (and, one might add, of Inversion

in series 117 also), then the case in ~m{a} mrst becoms cbligatory

s

for all series II vertbs ¥ith the appro;riate sezantics (e.g. 'went!,
'sat down', 'stood upt!, 'lay down', 'hid', 'sneakes away from', etc,.),

‘but none of these verbe in literary Georgian can Loveru a subject in

~m(a) (e.g. is (*man) c'avida, ggzgg, adga, dac’va, daimala, gaep’ara

respectively), ncr do they arppear consistently to govern suck a sube

Ject even in the relevant non-llterary dialects (furttrer research

inte distritutional patterns isg, however, reguireg here), and cert-

ainly none of then motivates Inwersion in series III, And surely em-

barrassing to proponents of the 'activity'e hypothesis ic the fact

that in the relevant dialecte one finde examples of the czge in -m(a

marxing petently 'inactive! subjects, e.g.

1) Zayme daberda 'The dog grew/hac grovn oldt

2) xenc’ipem moi?tla 17}he emperor died!

(both from Eyent’i’s description of Gurian (192€,69))

3) ro c’vimam Lig ar Sauvides 'eothst he should not have rain come
in on him'

L) uprosna M3 .y 3alian gayaribda 'The elder brother becarme very

poor!
(quoted by Sard¥veladze (1975.244 or 1985.569) for K’axetien and
Kartlian respectively),

In my oprinion, what has happened/is happening here nanifests a Georgian




parallel to what may te gu;
ch Fahmrich F‘Tt;?y
ian/-- twec caszec exist for the marxzing of subjects in cerice IT of

soced to have run ite cource in Yingrel-
whi;h that used for transitive subjects may be regarcec as marixed,
since it exists exclusively to fulfil thie rcle, as opposed to the
unrarked nominative, which can marx all (truly) intransitive subjects
in any series ae well ac trandtive subjects in scries I. In time, for
the sake of greater expresciveness, the marked cdezinence extends its
privileges of occurrence so that noy all subjects with ceries 11
verbe in Mingrelian are so marked (the case-mirker in Mingrelian is
=-k), whilst in the closely related Laz all transitive gubjects, reg-
ardless of verb-series, are so indicated, At the start of, ang during,
the transitional reriod one rmight well imagine that the intransitive
subjects carrying the new exponent would be those vwith most in conmon
with transitive subjectes (i,e, agentive/tactive? subjects) -- hence
the Plausibility of the 'active'-hyyothesis in the minde of the
above-named commentators on the basis of the freguent association of
the Georgian case in -m(a) with typically 'active' intransitives, But,
to repeat, this ignores both the use of thLis case with clearly 'inaet-
ive' intransitives and the fact that nowhere in Georgian does there
seem to be concistency in Case~-nmarxing according to this semantic
parareter,

£8 menticaed above, those who have made ap;ezl to tactivity' in
Georgian have councentrated their attention on series 13 characterist-
ics, ignoring what happens to non-nedial intransitives in series IIT
for the simple reason that nothing unusual haspens to these verbs in
series IIT in Georgian -- they take nominative subjects and form (se,
unless they are bivalent/relative intransitives like 'sneak away
from') all three screeves by associating the past participle with the
appropriate form of the copula (e.g., for the verbs listed earlier the

Perfect is: is (*man/*mas(:DATIVE)) c’asula, dam?dara, amdrara,




dac?0lils, damzlula cahalaryia), fovever, when we exinine geries

IIT formztions anu associated case-rarkings in l.iungrelian, souwething
unexpected iz revealed, The bacic vert of motion 'come/go' forme its
series 1IT from either of two roots: -rt-, -l-, both of which require

Inversion and thus take a dative subject {e,g. (5) ti-c mi+do-u-rt+

um-u//mi+do—u—l(+eb)—u '"Y(LATIVE) kas appareatly sone' — for the
full parzcigns see | argvelafvili 19 82.9€); (6) ' has agparently sat

down' is ti-s duvun é;do_'-x(+)uh-u; (7) 'X hes appareatly stood up!

is ti-s gk~,-c“ +)inl-u) @ Q & apprrently lain down' ig ti-
do-u-n(+) L+)1r(-u), (S) ' hes apparently hidden' ig li-s

do-u-t?qg? ob(+)in(~u); (1C) '¥ has apparently returncd' is ti-s

do-u-rt(+)in(~u); (11) 'YX has apparently escaped' ig ti-g

L-nt’(+)in{-u). That the presence of Inversion here ecannot be eX=-

pPlained ty assuming that we are eimgly dealing with clear-cut merbers
of lingrelian'z medial class is shewn by either tle laciz of the
tell-tale i-prefix in their horist forms or the presence of Clearly

passive morphology in their Presents —— ehs (5%) tizk m1+ua-rt(-u),

(62) ti-k d0=-x0d(~u); (7¢) ti-k gb-alrt( =u); (8°) tl-h.dinégg.s

do-i—n(+)vf+)ir—u (the -i- here is the paseive not the rediaz] expon-
-
ent, as may be seen by comparing the Present, where we have the i-

courled vith the clearly pas:ive (non-megdial
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i-n(+)¥i&)ir-u); (92) ti-ik dit®q?’ob € do-i-t*glob-u (as for (&), as
P,

the Preseut is ti-na i-t’g’0b-u); (10°) ti-k ulrts & do-i-rt-u (as

for (87), since the Present is ti-na i-rt-u); (11} %isk i~nt?(-u)

(as for (&¢), as the Present ig ti-aa i-nt’—eb-u), wherezs g typical

medial behaves like: (12) ti-sin la?zap-en—s ~stisk i-laPap(-u) ~ti-g

u-la?agg—u} tX plays ~ played ~~ hasg apparently played! respectively,
And so, nmight we appeal to 'activity' as the explanation for these
interesting factss Comparison of (€) angd (8) with their stative

counterparts might suggect that an affirmative Tesponse is correct,




for ve have rec 2etively: (62¢) tiwns RO=Yallmg '?f“CJTYITITZ} is/was

. . v L g .
apparontly cented'; (52¢) ti-na DO-z(4)an-l-c '; ig/ya- anasrently

3 1
lying (= in & rrostrate pocition)', slso one can point to the one

form of the root 'come/go' which does not take an agentive/'activye!

Bubject, namely cla-ul-a '60 off, rot', and which forms its I1Irg

seriec just iike Georgian intraneitives by emnloying the raet partd

garject -- e,r, (18) tienn
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Forever, the situstion is ROV 8¢ cut-and-dried ae it at fipst
appears, Unlike in Ceorgian, vhere there is ne Imperfect but there
8re distinct iInd arg ITire geries' formstione for the verbe 'be
seated! and 'bhe rrostrate!, iingrelian hag exclucively Iet geriec!
forns -- the esuivaients of Georgian i-

6~z 'YX zat/wze seated "

iec?var 1 1E8Ft ade recpectively the Imreriects z-e-d(-a} anc
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Iet (or IVH.)

series' forms, zbzent fronm etandarg ceorgian (.ogzva 1653) -- aud 50,
nothing but a norinative subject would be anticipated anyway. “'he
syster is thus gquite difierent from Ceorgian, where the IIIrg ceries!?
statives difier from their non-stative counterparts merely by onission
of ths perfective preverkt (i,e, ise gzgaﬁar-a "X apporently sat/was
=1l=-2 17 cpparently lsy'),

&ctive' verobs whick do not not-
lvate invercion in serdes 111, including bivalent intransitives —= €e8e

. ! T N—
(1) ti-n-ep-i €o-523«z2r-ghazn Pthey(ROLIRATIVE) apparcatly gzthered
A -

together'; (1§) ti-nwep-i_ga-:ig-eb-%h-a 'they apparently male up

their difierences'; (14) ti-na na mt’ebu(é:m—nt’-eb-u) 'Z(LOLINATIVE)

has apparently sneaied avay/escaped froro me{LATIVE)', In adcition

there are the (expected) non-inverted vioriante for (&), (9) and 119)

m

above, narely: (Lz) ti-na do-n(+)§(+)ir-(el-)e(gipgidze), ($a) ti-na




fo-t’c?ob(+)in-{eli-)c, {(1Ga) td=18 Coerim{el-)e, snd finzlly, Z2taough

the non-invertes etxlive counterpart to (7) does €r1iit we damely (Pen)

P -

ti-ra ge-r(+)ic~el-)e 'y spoarently stood N ES 04 Z.e) -~ Le usual

[ =

%ay of couveyins this ctotive ('inactive') notica ic carpriziugly to

use the inverted form (7a) ti=s ge-u=r(+)in(eu).

Faets sueh as the above muast give pauce to any hzsnt correlztion
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betwees Trnver
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far do reveal 5. intcore fine tevdency for nmaay of ti:- puczoested
invertes for:n to contaln the SULTLX eifn-, vhick iz elerally, t

not always, a:cesnt in non-inverted series III formalione, ket ig
thie suffix? Cre can #0int to at least three contexlz in vhich it

appears -- (&) .eetere (1325,212) noted that a= a4 cauzative marier

it sometimes staivds alone (eegs 18 vso—g’it—in-u-za-k 11 mahe ¥

» SOmetines alte wates with eape (e.p. (19> V—J—Ywdwin-u-an-k//
-

Ve Oum UC"-&{‘-.Iw.;;'.—-"L Pl make X LZi6s f') and sometine: LZy Coubine with
k., ] v
8-

(e.2, (19, v—o-?ot-(in-)aa—u-an-k 'l waake X throw ') 48 it
Beexs to be osticnal in the Ijird series of scme medials (Bals {186)

apcarently cried'); (¢) 4t occurs witkh gize verbs

obligatorily, wit: other:z ortionally, iu their potential rorus (e.g.

(23) mez-nt’-in-- '3 c.. eccape'; (21) ma=m-a-f=(ii-)e 'I can bring

3

2V == Hi-gidze 1G14.258), I a= convinced that ulitimotely &1l of these
functionr {(iicludin- tis g o €L =in- in the eariier eéxaniies that

first drev our atieation to 1i. existeuce) will ope elpilcatle Ly asse

Y

igning the susfix a Lacic causative or, as &ipgidze puts it, 'traans-
itive' force (thouzh the acsocintion of causative woth poteatiglity
is perhayr not so eacy to exylain), just as =ib-(//=eB-) in _corgian
16 a causative marger - ang surely it is no accident thot tre 1ilrd
serles' forus of wmedlile in weorgian too may coatain wio! ©ill un-
doubtculy YLe tice conco.nntal component of thisc gane sycss

td >13 I~
L et B 30T 4

that the Cirect equivailent of (19) is: (29a) Umt?irelire)iemg,

T —




I argued in 1957 thst in 12 vense-mood forme {Iit) $Fe rosotbYe
excelion of the Zroccent ludicilive, Irperfect indicative and Trucent
Subjunctive) Georgiasi medicls are underlyingly transitive with an

obligatorily deleted reflexive »ronoun as direct obvject (sc. unless

of cource cone actually rezlised lexical noun takec the place of tris
reflexive as in 'Y plaved vedl'); eince in a11 non-ilirs series!
» W »
Sl
terse~moods {oiher then the three mentioned above) the medials nanie

fest the subjective vercicn of the corresponcing ¢ zssbive fermcotion
1t ie not suririsiug that = causative elenent of pone Ce-prd

should appexar (alteit ontionally) in the Iilrc er;ezl. Basleally I
ascume the saze to be true of t.ingrelian ancd that the unexpected rres-
ence of Inversion in &ll the forms with ~in- exanined ecarlier results
from the uunderlying trans sitivity of these forus
from them being trested {(in the 1iIrd seriec at lemct) like the
lar clasc cf nedizle in bingrelian, As to why Juct tle verbs cite
above should become treated like medials in the first slace, it might
well be suszested thot the Bemantics of 'activity' couicd vell be
soTehow reg.onsible —=- subjects of straightforwardly tra.sitive verbs

ancd of the (as 1 would s2y) uncderlyingly trancitive medizals have in

cormon itne dative case in series III; they are typically (if nct

G & Mk g ot & g 3 4 el -~ - oo diaan o i X
oblirsatorily) 'active' in tie tense of being in costra? axd acting
‘VGH ntzriily ence ot ar Tt :Cr*-'l" $ooms o S ioamte el s TTT

HLZTLy == 0 ey OLhC bopilCa’ iy aluravVe =g LI BePies J1]

mizi:t becone Cioe=msrzed in the same way 1n tinc course of tiwe, which
first of 411 required the verbal formatione to be made transitive,
The problematical presence of (7 )', however, might equally su; .est
that ve are dezling with a chance~phenomenon (cf, the Svan data
belok) -~ perhaps the gative wlll eventually extend to all series III
subjects just ac the c-se in -k became the only subject-mariker in
series Il in fidlngrelian, having possibly begun to extend ite renge,

as we hypothesised above, bty first being associated with 'active! ine




trensitive suticcte,
+hal 01 tae invertec 1orncs suewn avove Lhat couluain ng =in-% 1he

=un- in (6) could possibly be an allomorph of -in- (. ,b, Georgian

(23) a-cy{+)un-eb-g 'gives cut heat'! vs (2?) Cx-el=-i 'hot', and that
in Svan == is the rerular causative exponent for transitive veruvs).
Agalin in (R) -ir- woulc secr to be & variant for -in-, both of wiich
Buffixes are attested with this root in hingrelian’e close Bister,

[ — ; X : - v .
Laz (fixobsvs 1938.45 == as the weorgian ecuivalent of Zan 2(+)ir-

3t
he gives tie nowina? £er o {#)il=, uné of Y(+)iue Le £ives ihe vorbal

-

stem .(+4)in-), This leaves the two roots for the basic verb of rotion:
the forms with -1{+eb)~ can be thought of as bas sically trancitive any-

way, e.iuce they parallel ceorgian (2B8) i=Vleieg A jear-a ~ u=vl-i-g,

of which the szme may be szid (ci. the start of tie proverb (28)
Sori gzo mo-i-ar—e 'journey along a distant road') -- V,EB. the t:ll-tale
s o2 HO-lwalee

mecial i-rrefix in tie cingreiian isorist (2% Vei=lel//ievelei ']

went' (Georgian (2Fe) Voi-&r-e). 45 fOor -rt- the conveational view is

that this derives fror *r+xt- € *gt- & *gd-, which may be coirparad with

(%

g(egd— as in the O @ Georgian and Svan roots {Schmidt 1962.50); the

suffix -2/um- is then related by Margveladvili (1522.91) to the 014

Georgilan masdar-suffix s€en in qd-om-a, The roblem is that in modern
& P

Mingrelian =%/um- is ouly

y found in series III aad that there ie no

maccar (28) rt+°/um-a mesning 'g0'. However, there is & mesdsr of
S o HR=a

-~ =8 B e o
Just this iorm for (29) v=—0-rt-3/u-k ' an doing it! (Kipﬁiaze),

which parallels Georgian (2§a) v-gvr—eb—i. Interestingly this verb is

defective in Hingrelian, lacking its own IInd and Illrc series! forms3
= i.e, just those forms where 'go' is expressed in !‘ingrelian by the
root -23-“. ight there not, thus, be some connecticn here guch that
the IIIrd series of (30) ul-a 'come/go' was originally supplied by
rt-°/um-a 'qo, maxe', which would straightforwardly exrlain the trans-

itivity of these forms’? Support for the concept 'go! being actualised




o
-
by sorme Torr of the verb Ypake! comer fro npliek, AX0 I Tly
'k mare e1ffovayt ¢ rouslly eauivalest to 'Y went offsavzyt,

«e have su far been arguing that the unexpected cusec of lnversion
in tingrelian are reslly cae to the transitivity of the for-c i
quection, vhich doec in faoct pake Iuver=ion quite norwsl jor thesn, e

kave further suggested ti- .t the motive behina the na .in- trecoitive of
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in the case of {72), Bince 'be seated/sitting! is a stative (= Tizzeot-
ive') exprescicn, Interestingly, wlen we 1ock at Svan, whoue Cxi &=mMari-
i b o= ¥ y
in, and verb-zgreement gy stene are 'mutatis mutangis! ecsentially iden-
tical to those of Georgian, we find that in series II1] Inverzion occurs
[+ 3

(as expected) vith (2) obviously trancitive verbs and (b) medizl verbs

_—

but 2lco (uneys

M

ctedly) vithk (c¢) the three stative/'insctive' verls
'be standing', 'be procstirate', and 'be seated/sitting': e.s. (the forms
cited represent the vipper Lal dialect)

A

(33) z=0~g(+)n-z 'X(LATIVE) apparently sat/was seated! (jentlex =

(31) x-0-g’v{+)n-a "YX(DATIVE) apparently lay/was proztrate!

(33) z-o-sgvr-a ':{1:i:1,) azparently stood/was standinet

ot

itk

€ee 1rveried foras one may Compare their non-inverted, irucecsg-
ual (= 'active!) cocunterparts:

(39-) a-l-g{+)ep-é-l+i ' X(NUILINATIVE) apparently stood unt

(22-) a=l-@l%w(+)in-g-1+i VA(NOUIBATIVE) apparently lay dovn'

(38 ) e~l-sgur-g-1+i YE(WOMINATIVE) aprarently sat dowsn!

Since ~in- is the regular causative formant for Svar medials and -en-
1s not uninemn in causative function (Topuria 1967.236), there is no
probler about identifying the nasal in (3¢) and (21) as tre 5aMEe Cause

ative exponent that we éarlier recognised in lhingrelian's unexpected




tavertec forme: blers 4i: 6o con

Freseuto:

-

(32a) 1s-- PERCRONIIATIVE)Y ds ttanding' (masdar = li-g(+)n-g)

(32a) a-g!'v(+2)r-e V¥ (1N INATIVE) is 1ying® (macdar = li-g?V{+%)r-e)
ef. (332) sgur "RILIGATIVE) is sitting' (macdur = li-sgvr-e)

In all three cases here the (Imperfective) Future reveals the tell=tale
i-prefix of the medial class (the first two verbs also shewing a nasal

component), e,.g,

(3aQb) i-g(+)n-i

(31b) i-q’v(+)n-i6

cf. (%3b) i-ggvr-i

Since, then, these three verbs may be assigned to the medial class,
they will be (underlyingiy) transitive in (both the (Imperfective) Fut-

ure and) series III, with the result that Inversion ie only to be ex-

]
pectec in treir series 111 formations. These Svan czcta shew how incluse
lon im tlc recial clusc is not inte rally connected vith 'active' sem-

antics, cince 'be standing/proctratg' ' are 'inzctive! statives, S
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why dces the verb 'be sezted' not pattern like 'be standing/prostr-
ate' -- in particular why is there no nasal (causative) com-onent in
any of its iorms? lerhaps a causative marker is present in all of its
forms uncer the guise of -Eﬁg;— (cp. the sequence -ir- in (8)). vere
this to be the Case, we would be left with the root -5f-, which would

be the resular Svan equivalent of Georgian -2z~ (Schmidt 1962.58), as
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(= 'geat') reaning, whereas there are three separate roodars for
each of t! erallel formations for the verbs tlie/lay (down)' ang
*stand (u)' - trinsitive sngdar for ‘stand upt i 13 '*1L"3// /
5 . -'———-b——-l-.-__, )
, Fhe AY"‘“’*‘“‘- .&Mxhn s B Sleed wp! o ltgam-Z1 ek for he JM o di-gv()n-2
0 . -'_'r"'_“—'—' 1

11-?-@&, that {or 'lay douwn' ig Xu 1i-g!vi+in-e (&3 an Torme heave
(oo ——

= " - ' - ~ V -r.-_..,' ~ Ly # g 1 N - yé
becn guoted iror at lezst one of: oudzeu%;auwﬁ-e;r-;h;g Yuby Lagus
1976, 2nd T¢ ourie 196 ¥a
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[ gan'dze argues {(1573,476) thrzt thie =L~ merely server to diiferent-
iate medioc-actives (= nedials) from their Clearly transitive counter-

arte -~ vith (20a) CPe U~t’ir-gb-j-g '3 épr-rently made Y cry', Cur

eXpianation actually accounis for wLy the exporent here ie -n- rather
than anytiins else, 4lso note thrat we czn exrzlain the npregeonce of -in-

1o Such cecriian _luseriect foruaticns ac femr—B-g?cl-eb+in-z '] hagd

B

done it', fanicze 1. :ther disnisses =z Coucative origin nere (13?:.440-1),

merely opting for the erbitrary insertion of an ~in- once the rerfect

ending ~ebl- had bLeen extendec to the “luperiect, vhat ve need to bear

in mind is that there are rrecedeunts fér causative exporents being

used rerely to underline a verb's transitivity -- the leghestanian

language 4Lngi being a case in roint, e.g. (after Cercvadze 19€5.226)
hedqﬁdi hing*u arxon(-%i) (literally = 'he door opened!)

both of whiceh variants mean 'he op rened the door', regardless 0f vwhether
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cavestive -3j- ic rresent or not. Since the Tlurerfect forme of
Georgisn trangitives arcce ouvt of the correc,o- :ding relzstive intrans-
itive (ec. vith accompanylng indirect object) soriet, what better tharn
& causztive marker to underline the change in ztatus for the verb's
arguments? -- viz, intrancitive indirect object becomes transitive

subject, intreneitive subiect tecomes transitive direct cbiect.

] i
2, 'be standinst is e¥irecge! romevhat oddly i: 211 of e FEPEE dn
£ e BT . privly il s ek s T 3 < fed t 47, t 1 o
¥inrrelian -~ 2o vith the ctctives 'be rroctrute//sitiing', the verb

nc¢ zeries' forems, zne it- Precent//Trrerfect formo conrint

: i ,
ececed by the preverb £ re= Tupt (e.r.

gl-V-o-r-e.k V7 ~p starding (literally = *7 ar up') ' vo V-gur-e-k 'I
B e

i1

lal

simply of the co ule &

am', trouch vwe alec have the pazccive/intransitive fore LE=VaCf moals

*I am standing » Wkose root ie the same ac that of (7)).

The rasdar tanding' compares vitk rein-s 'be', "here
A

the ster ic

in forms like F=lertin-yg-an~-i 'I set

him/her up for you', the "eorrgian ecuivalent ie f=i-glen-ek (iipgidze).

corgisn ie -g*{adv-, mirkt not -2’en- go
back to this very copular root vlus causative -gn=- to parailel rreclsely

the I ingrelian sejuence =-r+in-?

5s The missing forme are gurlied by the verlte gimin-u-z ang yol-am=-a,
: AT UL e el
Just 2g Georsiny fille thece game rgaps for “Xyro by e loyins the

Le In the Iet ceries the 0ots ~ure, ~ul- o0 Yo gGeh

5¢ Froblematic rerhe;s is the fact that v—ourt—a/u—k gvr—eb-i is

mronent of the
causative rarler, Indeed, -opuria, noting that the lm erfective Future
of &l straightforwvarg traubwtvves contzine -un- wkilst that of medials
contaims -(i)n- (1967, 112-115), wac lec to rose the quesztion as to

whether we might not here be dezling with the causative suffix, e
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cecided grainet this in view of what would in that case be the odd
eunding of tze Imperiective ruture in the dialect of eceri, 1 would
prefer to seexz a special explanation of the Eceri anonaly and accept
the causallive-Lypothesis, especlally as Yorpuria cites forme shewing
the =(i)n- occurring in the Ferfect of medials, which is Juet what we

woulc expect on the basis of the earliier discussion, e,g.

x—o*rgédrnra//ot-ra;c-in—a & *gad-)x-o-ragad-in—a) = Georgian

U-lap’arak®«{(n-j)iea %3 hag dpparently spoken',
34 \ bp p
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