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

{exceptionally expensive) volume will be read or consulted by

many who have no direct acquaintance with the languages being

described but who are nevertheless interested to discover

something about the four Eartvelian languages, that happily seem

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

advanced for Modern Georgian by Marris in 1981,

In my review of
]

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

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

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

will, therefGFEKhardly surprise anybody that 1 find no merit in

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

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

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

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

verb“agreement found in Modern Georgiany variations on these

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

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

ancurd”markerg associated with each nominal d:

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

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

erh o
pattern Dative(ii) Mominative (i)

B

tvis-nominal

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

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

series Series I consists of the Present Indicative, Present

gubjunctive, Imperfect Indicative, Future Indicative, Future

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

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

Evidential) arnd IIIrd Subjunctive. The distributi
Loy
n of

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

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

Examples will illustrate the differences between tp
Tl

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

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

(Geries 111) form in each case —

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

NOM he/dies/FRES

‘The man is dying’




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

‘“The man {(has) apparently died’

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

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

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

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

Fartvelian languages ~ she claims that in place of




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

the active and inactive clause types is one of relational valence




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

of inactive intransitives may contain certain verbs that are

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

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

‘regul arised’ predicates still taking Mominative subjects in




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

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

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

of derivation - hernce all had their subjects marked by the




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

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

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

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




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

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

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

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

of arguments presented in favour of the existence, or

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

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

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

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

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

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

state of affairs indeed if semantics were in any way the




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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

with intransitive verbs in Series 1 have been noted one alsa

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

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




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

‘"The woman became upset’

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

‘His sons all became khans’

(Fereidani - quoted by Sardéveladze 1975, 244 Roeder

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

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

subject. But in view of the following Fereidani axample:

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

they/rejoiced/at it but




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

functionally a Class 4 inverted form by virtue of being a

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

man-—NAaFRR cr ow—-NOM he/made/it/fly

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

=80+

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

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

XINARFR] he/played/it ball-NOM

‘X played ball-’

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

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

"The woman bathed therself) -

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

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

where the Class 2 verb has a perfectivising preverb plus the

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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




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

DAT I/madeihimﬁplay/it backgammon-NOM

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

NOM

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

Subjective Version forms of the already existing bi-valent

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

chichken—NOM it/crowed

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

cock--NARR

and again:














































































































































