bLOIDOY

Lgg®msbs dg6o035930mo
0emosl bsbgemdfogm mboggtbodgdo
30mB 063960l 39mtg-0m39bB0b bobgenmdol mboggEHbodgdo

©05dm 300 gdm0s 9y 36 gMas@onmo d6bgol doboggds
356 053d53mmdadg Joor#nm3o?

Loggobdm Lo®yzgdo: edmzomgdmemo d6rmbzs, 3oMSTSgE™MBs, 9O
398030, Jotrormemo

1. gbsgsmo

L.1. ogmtGonemo bsehm

3bmdomos, Hm3 ghasonmo dabgs (ERG), o9 3o ob bEONIGa-
Omos, Lobgmlb Fgodmgds dogbogmb 96 BMbdzomd 3o@gamcoslbmseb
B905bb3gdol aBom b sdm3ngdymo drnbzol Faboo (LEGHNIENON-
mo 36Nb3zgdol Jgbobgd ob. Baker 2013). b oG 0530 3odmygbgdammos do-
56300 (1991) doge BgdmBogzgdmmo s JgdamdBo ds3zxzegbol (2004),
dmdomogzol (2008), d903960Ls s gobmgymdHmgol (2010), dgozghol
(2014, 2015) s 8303960Ls s dmdsemogzolb (2017) doge gsbgzomstrgda-
M0 ©83M3Zogdnmo d36Nbzol mgmos (sd s dgdamddo DCT). DCT-b
303560 009 0l 560, Hm™mI ERG Dgos NP-b gboggds 3580b, Gmzs 0dsgg
ombgdg mto NP a3bzmgds. DCT-b dmogsto Fgbos Bgdmgaon: ,o9 NP,
LEONIG DO Jotmeglh (c-commands) NPx-b s méogg ghobs ©s
0do39 @mbgdg a3bzegds (3odzom, ghombs s 033y Fobowswgdsdo),
35806 NP1-0b d6r¢bg0ls 3603369mmds 0gdbgds geas@ogo” (Baker and Bo-
baljik 2017, 112). s0b0B3bam mgm&osdo go0053F93980s LEONIGNMSB0
™60 56aMmdgb@ol sMbgdmds, Lbgsggotow Hmd gmdgom, gotosdsgmm-
3s. 9630 0nmo gbgdol (Fodndm, bobs s Lbg.) dogomomndg oyhwbm-
doom 9360 dgbogho ghgs@onm dMNbzsl edmzomgdnm dGMnbzsw
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800Rbggl (ob. Marantz 2000 [1991]; Bobaljik 2008; Baker and Vinokurova
2010; Baker 2013, 2014, 2015; Preminger 2014; Levin and Preminger 2015;
Baker and Bobaljik 2017 s Ubg3.).

Joomo ERG d39bgs FotmdmdTmdo acmsds@ozol mgombsdémobom
Bogmgdoss Fgbfogmomo, oydis LogHMeTmEmobm ©obgznmdbdo Jot-
oo 30boobs ©s dsbgnmo gbgdol basgboo @™ 3oMmaswmss gsbbo-
o, 3oty bbgs ghgsdommo gbgdo. dobo BgbfFogmes 3o bbgosbbgs
LEB05B0 Fothdmeagbomo edwgbndg Lsgombol gsbboemzoo Bgdm-
0xMamgds. d3mbgzol 30boggdsbmeb @o303d0mgdom Jotrmmmao doge-
momgdo 3939 ™M@ geHoGNMmsTo ggbgogds: (o) docsbzol (2000 [1991])
L&, OHmMImol Jobgogomss Johmamo ghas@ogo Fgodmgds asbo-
bomgdmegb Hmgméi DCT-b dsgomomo, (3) magas@ob (2008) Lo oo,
Om3gmo Jobhomm dsgomomgdl 094gbgdl msbooymmomo d6¢bgols
ogmtool (ICT, Gm3gmoi 93 LESG05To o6 gsbobomgds) s6amdgb@o-
6 gdobaL, (g) @esL (2006) LGSGOS, HmIgmoi 033masL sL3gd@om gsb-
306md909mo bemghomo geasdoymmmdols bLob@osdbmé 39dsbobdal Rmdl-
3oL (1995, 2000) ogmEool KBstamgdBo s () 6930b (2017) LGsdos,
mdgemo bemghom 9eas@ommmdst JothornmBo 033mgsl gbas@onmo
©5 bmdobs@onmo bbgomdgdol gobLbsdmgeol JoBboom s sh39693L, M3
dh9bgol Jotr3ogds bgds 56 mg@s Mmmgdal, sMsdge FmMIsemne-
LoBGogbmeo gotrsdsgmmdal bgasgmagboom. Jgbedsdobow, Jotoewmm
9635803L 6930 (2017) 08dm300909m d9Mbgsow (I306g 3mbxzogmMscso-
9%0m) aobobomagl, mndEs ghm-gho sMobogm 653Om™3Bo Job msbos-
gmeomose dooRbggl (ob. Nash 1996).

f0bodgdethg bs3ermdo gd3ncoymm dmbo(39993L 09gbgdl 0dols Loh-
39698mo@, HM3 JothoymmBo ghgs@onmo d36mnbzolb doboggdol gowsdfy-
398 R9J@MOL go6sdsgmmds Fotdmaaqbl.

1.2. 0bgzm®H3s300 JoBormmmo 9e85807mmBols o g3omsdsgemmdol
T9bobyd

Joogmo g.§. benghomo ghgsdonmo Fymdob (split ergativity) dJmbg
9659, OH™M3gmBoi 3sMromgmyMoe sbEYMHEgds Mmamt (3 ghasGowmo,
obggg 9MogMas@onmo BmM3gdo. gl oygmBs OAM3Z0gdMEMOs MHM-
obs o 3b39d@ol ao80x3bsdg. OM-sb3gd@o0-3omm (TAM) JororyemBo
&Ho0309mo© ,d7 360039050 0fmmads s focmdmmggbommos Lsdo Lg-
ool bLoboo. ob. sbGoemo 1.
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sb®oemo 1: etHm-ob397&030emmb byGogdo
(Fs60dob dobgogom, 1980)

Lgtogdo 69900 3F3toggd0
I ofdym ofdym
ay3adamo

ofdymb 3ogdotgdomon
BmBogsomo 3ymxyoo

bom3gmdom-8gogamdomo
3ymxzomol 3og3dotmgdomo

Il Fy3080000
3gmtg 303%06mgdomo

1 306390 0963gmdomo
3gmbrg mnedgmdomo
39Losdg 3o3%0Mgdomo

f0bo3gdothg 33tmgzoLomgol gobbogmmtgdoo 36083bgmmgsebos
3gmrg LMool 3G 3603980, HBMIMdBa(s dmobsdEMYds LMo sb3gd@ ol
oMLgdmMds, Moasbsi aoMmsdsgsmo bBdbgdol Ludogd®o ghas@omm
3 9bgsol Ibmmme bsdym LEOMEMBo ccbmglL. ghas@onmo Fymds au-
mobb3mdl, H™3 goteomgam bndogddLs (S) s mdogddL (O) dbasgbo,
doomos®, s3bmmy@ogol 3mootgds sbsbosmgdl, dmg 9650 — bmdo-
bo@09M0, 35306, Hmss goMmsdsgsr bydogddl (A) msgobo bsgmmsto
9035800 drbgzs 5dab. Jorommb 33390mMse godmbo@nmo ghasdo-
memo FTymds o6 sbobosmgdl, mndEs Mo ghs@u®sdo oym Jodoymal
33d&ogmo Tymdolb Lsboo Fotrdmhgbols dgmmds, Lawsi ssghasdo-
memo B36gdol bndogd@gdL — A, bmmm ©sbstBgb astmoanmgam B3bgdl O
bob0smgdL. Fymdgdol Bgbowstgdmac ob. sbGommo 2.

66600 2: 5393380060 Vs 90835020 Vs 5JB00H0 [ymds

33ndo@ondo  ghas@oymo s3gd@onco

Tymds Tymds Tymds
35M©sdog5mmo Snom Oacc SErRG OaBs  SERG  OABs
o659Mas@onmo  SNOM SABS SERG
oMo 3ndo@oyto  SNoMm SABS SABS




Lgg@msbs 396035830m0.  ©8IMI0EYBNMOS MY SES gMas@oymo dGxbzolb Joboggds ...

0b0Bbgmo Lbsgombo sd@oncon gsbobomgds 3stoblbs s JomodL
Bmrol, 3o6obo dbotl Mgl od@oned FTymdsl, bmmm 3omodo ghaos-
&0l (ob. Harris 1981, 1982, 1990; Hewitt 1982, 1987, 1995; sbggg, ob.
Amiridze 2006 Joroamol ggo@onmmdol gbobgd). cmdis, sebgdmdl
doemosb 39360 ghgs@oymo gbs, HmMIgmBo sMoghgsdoymo B3bgdols
36393dgb@L gMhas@onmo dMabgs 9g3L. Fobodwgdstg g gmmdobomgols
36590358 0mmo B3bgdo domosb 360836gmmmzgsebos, Howasbsi dbGs®
53 B3bgd0lb Bgdombgggedo Rbrogds 3BMdMgdgdo Hmami cgmtonm,
obggg 933060mem mbydg.

1.3. 306379bmemo dmbo99980 o [obsbfsto gotomwmo

JoronmTo oxnghgbizomgdnmo Ludogd@olb dstzotgdol (DSM)
030Lgdgdol  IgbFogmodg mE0gbGohgdmmo 3Mmgddol Rshamgddo
2019 Fgmb Imbrs 3mt3nbamo Imbs3939d0L Bgatrmggds. dmbso3gdgdols
3m3mg9d0L Fmoge 5dm(3065L FotmBmaowagbos ot gbol 3mdnmbogszon®
Lo@o0580 EM3NIghdoMmgds, s6sdge DSM-ob dsbsbosmgdgmo Lbgs-
sbbgs a6sds@oznmo mz0bgdom dsbodymmomgds JorormmTo. Bgdoto
3m63abol F9d36ob dotromsw obobl Fotrdmemagbws: 8) DSM-ob ;mgo-
Lgdgdobs s 35dmygbgdol gbfogmes s 8) DSM-ob dmsegstho 6036gdals
00096&0x30306985 Lbzssbbgs ©osgbmb@oznto Ggb@ ol Logndzgmdg.

30m6M39bo dmoogh 21 0bgm®dsb@ol dmbs3gdgdl, gobomgobsi Jotr-
onemo 33mdmoyMos (doo Bmeol, 6 domobagos). 33emggedo dmbsfo-
mg 306930l (6 3ogo s 15 Jomo) Bmamtr sbogmdmogo dmgsto, sbg-
39 36myabogmo gsdmiaomgds Lbgsmobbgsbso®os. sbego dgeHhyggmdl
16-0056 74 §emodg, LoTgomm sbogo oMol 37,76. yggmes 0bxzm®dsb@)-
3o ghmbsoto @gb@o Bgogbm. Bgbodsdobo, Imgtmgzgomo dmbszgdgdo
3ogboBsmaEo Jgoommgdsmos. domabagzgdol Rsrommmdol 3obsobl
PomImoagbos 03 3OMdmgdndo Logombgdol godmgmabs, Mm3gemocs
Abrgds Abmmme 3580b, Hm(3s 06x8METbG0 BrmL LEONIGNONmow
aobbbgoggdmm gMas@onm s 530dsGonc Lol@gdgdl 56 ITmdemoy®,
3bs domobagznt 3OmBglombomne Mobsdsd mbgdg. domobagzgdal
dgmbtrg gbsl BMbmemo Foerdmomagbos, MmIgmoi s6edmbomgbegg gbs-
0 mxobl g5b6g3mm3bgde.

Bg3060 Imbso393980 06893019800 s Lbgomolbbzgs osgbmli@o-
3960 &gb@om dmoages 19 LagstxoBmb, HmMImgdBos, Mmames Jobo-
3n3, 7 Fobooswmgds 13539060 gdmos DSM-b bbgsmsbbgs gbhedsdozmmo
030Lgd0b dobo3ymmomgdom. &gb@gdo dmozog®s, 353683 56 Fgdmogst-
amgdmes 9gdgaon Lsgombgdom: drbgol doboggdol sdmzowgdamemyg-
3ol dg3mPdgds Lmdogd@ol Lyymogegdsbs s BIBoL gotsdsgmmdady,
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LEOYIGNONmO s MLGOHNIGNONmo dMNMB30L ©s3otol3omgds,
©5&09M0 5 geasdoymo bndogd®ol Momdolb mowagbs s Lbbg.

DCT-%g oyhbmdomn Fobsbfsto gotommo sbgmos: ERG gbogg-
35 350335350 s 3MS 3oMoN3smo 3M9E03o@gdol sMamdgbdl,
Los m&o NP g mbgdg agbgogds. ondis, 30mdmgdgdo Abogds
365963580 aoMmongsm 3bgdmsb, OmMImadToz Jows stramdgb@o
boomrmor Fomdmmagbomo o6 s60l! s HMImgdoi 0mbmzl geas@ogl.
39(3b096ms gotommom, dbasgl Bgdmbzgzgddo ¢Mbws sMLgdMdogl Ko-
o sMandgb@o (implicit argument), Gm3gmo 9as@ogob doboggdo-
Lol dE9bg0L M3mBozosl (case competitor) Foerdmoagbls (ob. Levin 1983,
Bobaljik 1993, Laka 1993 s Lbg. 3sb396 gbsBo gmbg@ozntow baymm-
3560 563939680L sOHLIdMBOL Fgbobgd). 50boBbmmo 33emgg0l dmsegsto
53m3obss gddoMoymo 3mba3gdgdol Loggmdggmdg 0dob Aggbgds, Hm3
39605353mmds geas@ogol doboggdsl aosmongzsmo sMogeasdoymo
b36930L Fgdmnbgg39dTo(s aobod0mmdgdL.

LEsGoob LEONIENOS Bgdrgans: boFomo 2 gsbobormoglh gdb3geo-
39689 mbgdg 36 ¢bgol d0boggdol odmzomgdnmadsms Ggb@®otg-
35L 0bgmo MzoLgdgdols, HmamMgdoss byymoggds, Mm s sbdgd-
&0 5 g3oMEsdsgmmds; bofomo 3 dmoogh Led Jagmegl, MmImgd o
6oR3969%0 05 go5bsmodgdmmos 33mggzol Jggagdo, 3gedme: o) Lyy-
309d&0bLs s 3Mgeo3s@0b Lbgswabbzs mzgobgdom dsbodnmomgds (3.1),
) 3mbsformggdol 06@moool Gab@omgds (3.2) s a) 3Bmdmgdn® Fo-
Boogd9330 g5dmygbadanmo LGMSG9a0gdo (3.3); bosfomo 4 sgéomo-
3693L 53 Lo gombgdol gobbomasl s wabggboo FgboBzbgdl.

2. 33emg3000 bsFomo

33m930L dmagsto dodobos Jormmmabmgsbo gddotommo dsboemals
Logmdzgmdg d6r4bgol Joboggdol aotmesdogmmdsdy sdmzogdeemg-
3ol Bgbfogms. 50b0Bbmemo 30Bbol JobomFgge 3mEO3MLeym Jobomes-
B9 oytrbmdom Rs@omws gdudgcndgb@o, dmIgmoai Fgdwga Loggbea-
9oL dmozegms: o) 3mM3nbol Jggadbs; 8) 3me3nbol GEMbLIHEdotgds
Toolbox-0bs s ELAN-0b go3mygbgdom; a) d6¢bgol doboggdol msdm-
30093mmadol Ggb@otgds 3o6s3s3emmdsbmseb d0dstrmgdol sbowag-
boco L3gEosmyMa Jgoagbomo 3ombgzstgdol Lodnsmadom. smbodby-
o 94b3960396@0 o3 bofomTo ofgEomgdoom gsbobomgds.

1 JotornmBo dBmgoghor shoghas@onm B3bsL Bgndmos mdogd@ol metrmgs, dogs-
OO 0GI33S 39339 09mgcs bodmgms s bbg. sthoghas@onm 369300 Jowo
56393968 0lL g58mygbgds gtrmor Lbgs LGsG0sBos FotmBmmagbomo s sdoGmBa(s
od oo gobobomads.
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9dL3960396&0, HMIgmoi 033tmgzEs dMNbzol Joboggdol sdm3o-
©9dMmgdsl 3oM©edozmmdadyg, bLuymoghgdsdg, mbs s sL39d@dg
1.3 3964830 smfPgomo 3m&H39mLol bofoml Fotrdmoagbl. ol bbgowsb-
bgo 306MHmdsb Imoegws (0b. sbGomo 3), 3gdme, o Bgomes Lado do-
M0MO0 BoJBMMom dsbo3nmomgds: 390358 0L &o03o (4 wmbg B3bols
35605353mMmmdsDg oYMHbMBom: 35035350, 06H0d-356M5d5g5mo0,
3615963500 S 303537 DdsG0NM0), bydogd@ob Lymoghgdolb mgo-
Lgds (3 @mby: 3gob k3B, Mo R3NB0 (LYePogho) @s B KaaRo (Mba-
mm)) s Fobosomgdol Fgmagbs Mol 308 9gamEool gomgsmolifoby-
300 (3 mbg sb3gd@ e Lbzomdodg oyMmbmdoom: Nbtmmo, bEmmo s
39689Jé0)-

sbGoo 3: 9db3g60d966 0L 3o6HrMmEgd0

36 9003580b oo bedogd@ob mgobgds PoobymBo
350 ©5do3mmds boymoggds Foboorgdgdol
Jgagbs
sb3gdo
396 5ds35m0 306 ®anxo0 IPFV
©2 %3080 (bomogho) E?FI
©2 xa0g0 (qbywm)
06708-35M©53535m0 306 gamx0 IPFV
PFV
0} b 0}
> %3980 (bgmogho) PRE
36596 a5@0 MmO 306 Ramx0 IPFV
PFV
0} b 0}
> %3930 (baepogo) PRE
6o %3980 (gbgem)
3655 39dsG0 M0 306 %amx0 IPFV
®2 %3930 (bgmogtho) E?ﬁ
©2 x3080 (gbyrm)

bodo Bag@™M0 Bgdgan Jodgdoo Fgodhs: 3oMggmo — aoMmsdsg-
mmds — 35033793980 BoJBME0s ghgs@ommo dhybgol doboggdol
035mbsdEobom bsdym LEWMTo. Bgbodsdobow, of Tgodmgds o6bLg-
dmdgl dabgol BgMhggzol atomszos o6, Bmamé 3060303, ymyds-
60/399mgbgds B3bgdol ©sdMmToggdols 3BIM(39LB0. Londstns 03 sMegk-
as@oym B3bgddg, HmMAmgdboi LEOYIGNMHSTo Jos saymdgbdo o6
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355Rbosm, o9dze ds0bz 06Rg396 9Mas@03L s 03 dmaoghHm SM8s39-
Bogoyc dIbsdg, HMmmgdoi bodym LMmol Logymst gmMIgdl Lgl-
bmemmdgb gotmodsgomo 3bgdobogsb. dgmeg — byemogtgds — Bgoehs
0308m3, H™3 MLbyyemm mdogd@gdo ghasEoymo gbgdol ¢3g@gbmdsdo
9h 358 0nmm d6rbgsol 396 0mgdgb d0boggdymmo mgds@neo HGmemolb bdg-
a93magbom, MHmM3gmos sbmEoMegds 3oty s oo Jos o613 m3gbGmsb.
dombgosgsw 0dobs, Hm3 bymoghgds o6 Fothdmewmagbl d&r#bgols dobo-
Fgd0lb 393dmneggmb Jomnm3o, gbamm LyYdogddgdo domosk 0Bz0-
smoE 35dmoygbgds aotmsdsgsmo B3bgdols Lydogd@gdol BMbd0om.
0bx3m® 3568 930L Lodsgsmomm 603nTgdols aocPggs odmggzs 3GMdmgdols
5m3mBgbol Bgbodmmdmmdsl Mbymmgdmseb gegsdogol ©sdmBozgdals
035mbsdOLom. s dmmmU, bodym LM¥mo s6ol ghgsdommo dr¢mbgols
30boggdol sg30mgdgmo Jommds.

33m(3960L Fotdmowagbos 0ds39 Fobomogdgdol fotlmm obm-
Bo gooygsbs: (s) IPEV.PST; (8) PEV.PST; (3) PRE.PST. oMmobs o sb3gd-
&ob 33momgds Jgdbol bydogd@ob dCMbzoL (33emomgdol Fobsdotmmdsl
396053535 S 5M39Ma3@ 0N B3bgdmsb s dr¢bgzol gbserhmbgdals
Fobodommdsl gommeyzam sMoghas@onm (s/sb 3sbon®m)* Hdbgdmasb
JoornemTo. goModogom o goMEeNgem 3Ms53ndoGonc B3bgdmsb
053939069300 dmbommmbgmo 3sbanbgdo ob. (1) s (2).

&)

S. kal-i a-chven-eb-d-a surat-s
woman-NOM PR-Show-THM-IPFV-3.SG.SBJ:PST  picture-DAT
‘Woman was showing a picture’

d.  kal-ma a-chven-a surat-i
woman-ERG PR-shOw-3.5G.SBJ:PFV.PST picture-NoM
‘Woman showed a picture’

3. kal-s u-chven-eb-i-a surat-i

woman-DAT PV-show-THM-PREF-3.5G.SBJ:PST picture-NoM
‘Woman has shown a picture’

2 o6bgdmdlL sBMms bbgowalbgzomds dmgogtmo B3bal Bgbobgd, Hm3gmos 0fsdmgds
(0-)-bo s -98-0b godmygbgdom, 3ghdmw, 560l mea s6s basgbo BMEBgdo gotms-
M3O0 3M3539DIGONM0, 5EM8gMasGoymo e 3sboyo (ob. Rogdmdags 2008 [1950],
1952; mmdmomodg 1953; bndadg 1958, 1961; Bsbadg 1980, 1981; gmcdgbodg 1983;
3gmododgomo 2001, Melikishvili, Humphries and Kupunia 2008 cos bbg.).
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(2)
s5.  bavshv-i i-mal-eb-od-a otakh-shi

child-Nom pPv-hide-THM-IPFV-3.8G.SBJ:PST room-in

‘Child was hiding in the room.

d. bavshv-i da-i-mal-a otakh-shi
child-NoMm PR-PV-hide-3.SG.SBJ:PFV.PST room-in
‘Child hid in the room.
a.  bavshv-i da-malul-a otakh-shi
child-Nom PrR-hidden-coP:3.SG.SBJ:PRE.PST room-in

‘Child was hidden in the room’.

9JL39603g6E 0L EOHML gsdmnygbgdmems 396 Rgd@ol BMmMIgdogs,
65035653 IbmemmeE 5mboTbymo gm™hdgdo sh3zgbgdL bommoew 3G gro-
39839%0b $03L s 0demggzs LEGNIGNONM Mbydg gotosmgsmo HIbol
&9bE0Mgdol Bgbodmgdemmdsl: Bdbs sMgMasGonmos M9 63N d-
&oeo. Fgbodsdobo, goMongsmo sMsghasdogmo ddbgdo gots-
3ogmgdol dbgogbow 396x39d@ob BMEBgdL oFs6rdmgdl 0bzgMbommaw
a5dmygbgdmemo Lndogd@ol 3gmebbdgdols 6036gd0l BIbsdy o Mgom,
bomm goMengomo 5605530 Do@039d0 s 35b03zgdo sdbdstg B36gd0l
sMHm30m, 0b. (35) s (38).

3)

o. 56059Ma5@0mmo B3b9d0b PRE bigdogd@o DAT-3o

SG PL

s . , gv-i-kamat-i-a
m-i-kamat-i-a ‘to argue

1PL.SBJ[OBJ]-PV-argue-PRE-3SG.
oBJ[sB]]

g-i-kamat-i-a-t

15G.SBJ[OBJ]-PV-argue-PRF-35G.0BJ[SB]]

g-i-kamat-i-a
28G.SBJ[OBJ]-PV-argue-PRE-3SG.

25G.SBJ[OBJ]-PV-argue-PRE-3SG.OBJ[SB]]
OBJ[SBJ]-PL

u-kamat-i-a-t
[35G.sBJ[OB]]]PV-argue-PRE-3SG.
OBJ[sBJ]-PL

u-kamat-i-a
[35G.sBJ[0BJ]]PV-argue-PRE-35G.OBJ[SB]]
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3. 3605 39d5@ M0 s 3sLonmo B3bgdal PRF, bindogd@o NOM-3o

SG PL
da-v-mjdar-var ‘to sit’ da-v-mjdar-var-t
PR-15BJ-S§it-COP:15G.SBJ:PRF PR-15BJ-Sit-COP:1SBJ-PL:PRE
da-mjdar-khar da-mjdar-khar-t
PR-Sit-COP:2SG.SBJ:PRF PR-Sit-COP:2.SBJ-PL:PRF
da-mjdar-a da-mjdar-an
PR-Sit-COP:35G.SBJ:PRF PR-Sit-COP:3PL.SBJ:PRE

53 393mb3939830 Imbaenmbgmo oym 0dob godmgzmgbs, Lo Rbrg-
35 36mMdmgdgd0/Tgmdgdo gotmengsmo ddbgdal Focrdmgdobsb. got-
o 5dobs, 396839980 sbggg asdmoygbgds gbol Izmmbol 0b@mosomo
FomImgdol Jgbodm§dgdmaco.

439mms 3535momo mbOHmdoo 3ormmBo 0gm, Boasbsi Jombzgdal
006303936mmdsL Fgodmgds dmgboobs dgasgmagbs 0bxm®3s6Egd0l
35L9bgddy, dogomomgdol gehggs dmbos ggmmo 3G0bzndom, 396-
dme, 96003569mBo sErgmemo oym aotesdagamo / 0Mod gostesdsgsmo /
aoMsnzomo B36930. 0dobomgol, HMB 0bxrmthdsb@l o6 Bggdemm dbm-
mmE 96000 LEONIGNMOL 3odmygbgds s gb asdmMoibogrs fobs Fobs-
50930l Dgaegmgbsl ImIwgzbm Fobowawgdolb Fgrmagbsdyg. gotws 5do-
Lo, 9565060 3060T69ds o6 5MLgdMds Mmol Bm&3ol Fgembggzoborsb
05353306 gd00m. 53 3b0m brgdmws 06xzmMIsbGgdols &gb@otgds Lbgs-
obbgs 3M90398ob 35dmygbgdol gBtm 3Omnd@onmo Rm®Ial
53m(36md0b dobbom. g9db3gemndgb@ e BobomsBo hsom momm Jocmmdols
Bgbodsdobo FgdogLgdgemo Fobswogds, HmImgdlLsi 3gmbosm bmdnbe-
&0t 3mbLbEmYJzos g.0. bydogd@ ol dhbzsl PEV.PST-Bo bmdnbs@ngn
PomImoagbs, bodsgsmomme ob. (4).

(4)
uamrav-i khe-0 i-chr-eb-a
lots-NOM tree-NOM PV-Cut-THM-3SG.SBJ:PRS

‘A lot of trees are being cut’

Bgbodsdobo, 0bxMMIsb@gdds 56 0imobgb 3sLyYbgdol ©obodbey-
mgds 5 3obbmdobgb obg, Hmams dmbgdmog ot gdmTo. godmoygbg-
dmes, sbggg, Bmaoghmo 3OMdIMgdnco gotosngsmo ddbs, Mm3gmos
9439 FmMIsL 56 sFoMIMgds. sLgmo GgbB0Mgdol dmegst 360b303L
FotBmoeagbos Fotmdmgdomo Immgmgdol @gb@otgds s 3OMdmgdey-
60 Mo3mbgdol godmgzmgbs ghas@oymo dMubzol gotmongsm bdbgd-
06 35dmygbgdolmseb s 303d0tgdoo.
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3. 9900939%0 @5 sbsmodo

890093980 994Mbmds 15 06xzm®Bob@olb 3sLxbl. domabggzgdol xan-
530b Fggagdols aobbomgs o6 bgds, Mowasbss gsbomgomobfobgdgmos
ob, /™3 doemobazgdBo Abogds bmdnbs@ngol 3sdmygbgds géas@ogol ds-
303650, M3 Josmobagznmo/@mebbaghymo FgiEomdgdoo soblbbgds.
domobagzgdol Jggagdol FordmPagbol 3om3g LESG0s ogmMBMdS.

9gL3960396&0L Fggagdo Lod bofomow oymxys, GMImydToi ao-
bobomgds d3¢bgol d0boggdol aoMmedegmmdadg ©edm3ngdmmgdal
Lbgomabbgs sb3gddo o Fotmdmmagbomos Fgdwmgabootsw: bofomo 3.1
3mo3ogLb 06gm®MIs305L 3BrMBdMgdgdabs s/sb Lommamggdol Bgbsobgd,
Om3mgdoi §oc3moTgs Fobowswmgdgdol dgoagbolsl Lbgswsbbzs 36g-
©03580b g5dmygbgdom; bofomo 3.2-000 dmPdgds 0b6xMmMHIsbE g3l
0b6&9o0s Lbgowsbbgs 3090398 gdol aodmygbgdoom madm 3Hmoed-
&omo gmMIgdol godmgmabol mgombsdGobom; bofommo 3.3 smfgél
LEGSGJa0gdL, HMIMgdLs F0dsMrMo396 063MMIS6EGgd0 bosdym LEre-
ol 36mdmgdneo gmEm3gdol Fothrdmgdobab.

3.1. byemog®9800m, GHMoms s sU39JB00 s goGsdsgemmboor do-
bo3mmomgdolb Tgwgando

306ggmo, Mo 898mPdms oym Lymogegds/mbymmgds, 390dme,
©5dM309dNM0S M9 56 ghasGonmo dhHabzol doboggds Lyymogtgds/
Mbmemmgdol 3o@9ameosdg JommmBo. dg36 96530 (dogomomace, 30b6-
©0, 33L3mM0 s bba.) ghas@ogo sbmiEoMogds Lydogd®ol s39bLbnEm-
35LS s bgdgmMBdLMSb, Mo Lyymogmo Logbgdol Godone dsbsbosmgd-
g3l Foedmomagbl. Fobswegdgddo oym fotmdmmagbomo bLydogd®gdo
306 %39B0L, M %3 BL (bymogho) s s xaYBOL (Pbymm) bbzoeab-
b3s §030L 3Bg035@Mb, 0b. (59), (58) s (53).

(5)

S, kal-i dard-ob-s
woman-NOM WOITY-THM-3SG.SBJ:PRS
‘Woman worries.

o, av-i dzhaghl-i  K'ben-s bavhsv-eb-s
unkind-NoMm dog-NoMm bite-3sG.SBJ:PRS child-pL-DAT
‘Angry dog bites children’

8. khe-O i-skh-am-s potol-s

tree-NOM PV-cover-THM-3SG.SBJ:PRS leaf-DAT
“Tree covers with leaves.
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PEV 0b39d@0l 303mygbgdol Fgdmbgg3gddo 3Grmdmgdgdo o6 godmg-
mobs — ERG gboggdmms gothg s6andgbdl, dmdgmoi 83dsymeunmagd-
5 LobEIgbaEo 3MBLE®NI300L IMmmbmzbadl (LEMNIG Mo Jgmeg
NP-b o6bgdmdol o6 360903580L sMogMas@oymm Godl). dmaoghHomo
36mdmagds FotdmPobros 35806, Bms brgdmeos PEV.PST-0b Fo0dmgds
3965935 5659 a5@ 0N B3bIdMSb s HM (35 5mboTbymo Fochrdmgds
36 0ym 5dm3ogdamo budogd@olb cmgobgdgddg, ssdgre LEONIEN-
6530 3gmerg 53 13gb@ ol sMLgdmdsdg. dsgsmomaw, 3.2 316J@ 30 Joomo-
0939 3og. (6)-Fo ‘g0 03060L” grm-gOrm3s 0bxmMIsb@ds 3odmoygbs
36 BmEM3IS meri-m.ERG gaitsing, S6539c meri-s.DAT gaetsinos, Goms dm-
Lommebgmo gm@3s Rosbsames sMss3mds@onto dIbob ‘g30690s” 3o3-
Botgdomol gmedoom, bowsi brdogd@o o@0330s s dom, Mego ssto-
5 PFV.PST-0b 963580306 Fordmgdsl. bmaoghmds bbgs 0bxzm®dsb@ds
a5039mEMs TPFV.PST-0b 3mM3gdo sM5geasdoym 360900358 9dmsb PEV.
PST-0b Fotm3mgdobal s Fgdmaa Lzsws, LFmGMo gm®Iol dmdgdbs o6 9g-
gmgboos Fomrdmgdobol?. dbgsogbo ®od stsbmeogl brogds gotmsdsgsmo
b36930L Bgdmnbzggzsdo, HMImadLss LEGNIGNOSTo sgzm bommow go-
dmbo@mmo dgmerg 56a9dgb@o. 33meg, dbasgh Igdmbgzgzgddo serslim-
gl bgdmms B3bol sMoLFmM0 3odmygbgds, sMedgro bogdmes Lbgs-
sbbgs LEMGganol godmygbgds FgEmdgdol stogdols 3odboom, Mo
306060@360 3.2 3196d&T0. Bmbs(393930L Lobsbsgow ob. bydomo 1.

15 |
14
13
12
f # Lo faBergda
i = 3HebengBmo fubagds
i
1

pofrpedogeremda:  3phanddomemds
el ]

ba@oomo 1. bmenog@Hgdoo, @GBmoms s sb3gddoom oo
306005333800 Jsbo3memotrgdol Fgcgagdo

-
a =

R W B W = D WD

3 ogbrsi 0bgmo BmMobogdnmol g5dmygbgdoom, Hmam®aiss ,,390d9
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foc3meagbomo 3mba3gdgdo shggbgdl, Hm3 3Bmdmgdgdo o6 Abog-
35 L SL39d@Msb s LYd0gd@oL Lymoghgds/Nbymmgdobmeb s-
393%06g80m. yzgms dmbofomyg (redndow 15) LHmGs 3sLnbmdos
5 bferogom $3980398ms dmbs(39993L, 00mdis dmaongho 3Omdmgdn®
B980bg93530 Rghgdmmbab, Mo ofgtmomgdom gsbbomeymos 3mbde
3.2-bs 9 3.3-Bo. 3M903589d0b bbgosbbzs gotsdsgsm/getonzsm
803056 05353806 gd0m, goMoengsm H3bgdmsb Rbogdmms aobbadmg-
o 3OmdmMgdgdo. Hmamti 30m3gm ba®omBo RsbL, 10-ds 0bgm-
356835 yzgme 3000b3sL Lfmeow gobze 3sbybo, bonmm 5 0bgmdsbdl
36mdmgdgdo Jgggddbs gotrmengem 3090358 gdmsb PEV.PST-0b Fotmdm-
903LbMb s35306gd0m.

3.2. 0bgzm®3368980L 068 moi00l Bgbdomgdolb Fgogagdo

&9b@o 03 bobom Fg3nTsogos, HMI 0bBM®HIsbE gl 3Jmbmmom Fot-
boym edmBo 69d0bdogmo Fobswowgdol Fotrdmgdol Fgbodmgdmmds:
PEV, IPFV 05 PRF 3m®Mdob Jgehhggol dgdmFagds bogdmms 03sdg moyt-
©bmdom, oy BmIgmo Godob 3Mgoo35@0 Job(zg3s 0bxm®dsb ol ob-
&03oob 393mF3gd0L Bgbodmgdmmdsl Lbgowsbbgs 30gmozed ol 3tm-
©9d&onmo a5dmygbgdol mgomlisdMoliom. glodmmmgaon®om BBMm
d,bgd6030 5 3hmENd@onmo 3o6056@ 0L Fgdmfdgds brogds 3othggm
®9Hdg Bgmhgmm 3mMdsdg oytrbmdom, Mo aodmmobagl 0d dgasg-
mgbsl, BMIgmboi Fgbodmms ofgggmal Fobs Fobowswmgds dmdwmggzbm
foboogdal Lob@ogdbato gothggzol mgombsdmobom (ob. Bock 1987,
1990; Cowart 1997).

PEV, IPFV 05 PRF 51399& g0l Fotrdmgdsd 3690003589d0L bbgomsbbgs
803056 godmogmabs, ™I 3oMzggmo gmEds, BmIgmbsi oMhgzwbgb
06x3mEM3IobG B0 35835350 S 0600 3oM®sdszsmo BIbgdol Fgdomb-
393590, 0ym PEV.PST, g.0. 3mM3s, HmIgmois 3m@gbontsm gsdmoygby-
dmES ERG-05b, bmmm gotoangzsm 536gdmsb 3otgzgm xatdy omhggo-
696 1PEV.PST-b, 9.0. 3mM3IsL, H™MIgmo 3mGgbson®ow nmbmgos NOM-b.
3603369mmds o6 3Jmbos, gotrsmgem 36gd3o oym oy sMs Fodmeo-
39600 56HogMas@ 03980, 9.0. 3mMIgdo, HmImgdoz 00bm3zgb ERG-b PEV.
PST-056 (6), 96 5605539D58 03900 /56 3oboggdo, g.0. YmG3gdo, GHm™I-
mgdoi 0mbmgzggb NOM-U PFV.PST-056 (7).

(6)

o. meri-@ i-tsin-i-s
Mary-NoM pv-laugh-THM-35G.SBJ:PRS
‘Mary laughs’
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™)

Bgbodsdobew, 3otggmo Bgebgmmo gm®mBs ogm obs, dmIgmocs bohgg-
698005 (73) s (83). PRF sL3gd@ 0560 3mEFgd0 0ym ¢amemgdgmymezomo,
363 96335 0bxmMIsbG s 56 35dmoygbs 3otzgm kadg Fobswowgdgdo
PRE.PST-0056. M3 0653m&356@3s dodotroms yggmes 3m®Bol g sb3gd-
&30 Fot8mgdol LEGsBgansl doom Bmeols IPEV/PEV o 3g6g aoasdios
foboomgds Lodotobdotm sb3gd@ol 3dmbg Fobomswgdse. Bgogagdo
56 g53mbo@ogl sb3gd@ol sMLFmEM0 35dmygbgdol 3@ gdl, Mo 36033-
Bgmmgobos d3Gnbgol BgmPgzol 30630390l sbowagbom, s®edgw gy-
Mbmds 06x3m®3sb@gdol 0b&MoEone aosfyzgdomgdsl, ;e dmIgmo
RmM s go3moygbgds 3oMzgm xghdg, Mowasbss ob MatHm dmbgdtogos
3690003580l 3560053535m0/g5MoN35mo G030l MmzsmbadGoboom. Lyy-

meri-Q i-tsin-od-a

Mary-NoM pv-laugh-1PFV-35G.SBJ:PST
‘Mary was laughing’

meri-m ga-i-tsin-a

Mary-ERG PR-PV-laugh-35G.SBJ:PFV.PST
‘Mary laughed’

meri-s ga-u-tsin-i-a

Mary-DAT PR-PV-laugh-PRF-35G.SBJ:PST
‘Mary has laughed.

sakhl-i th-eb-a

house-NoM heat-THM-35G.SBJ:PRS

“The house is heated’

sakhl-i tb-eb-od-a

house-NoMm heat-THM-1PFV-3SG.SBJ:PST

“The house was heated (several times)’

sakhl-i ga-tb-a
house-NoM PR-heat-3SG.SBJ:PFV.PST
“The house was heated (once)..

sakhl-i ga-mtbar-a
house-NoMm PR-heated-CcOP:3.SG.SBJ:PRE.PST
“The house has been heated’.

65000 2 5h39693L 50boTbymo Lsgombol Lo obEozn6 Fgwogal.
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mPFV
i » IPFV

=R W OB WU D sl 00 WD e R W WU

28330 IO

boytoomo 2. 06 moioolb 9bBotgdob F99a980 899mygbgdol matm
3EmenI8ommo 3m&dob godmgemgbolb 0b600*

39mtg LMD RsBL, BMI 13-35 0bxMEBS6Es Fobswowgdgdo
356535350 3690003589000 PEV.PST-30 ofo6mBms, bmmm 11-ds got-
9350 ddbgdoo IPEV.PST-To, Jonbgosgsm gotmongsmo d3bol @odo-
bo. dmmm Fggao sLsdYMgdL gotmengzsmo BIbgdal 3BrMdmgdncmdsl
ERG 30b0ggdobmsb ©s3533069d00.

3.3. 36m3emgdne [Fobssydgddo 0bezmtrdsbBydol dogt g3sdmygby-
3o bBEsB8930980L sbsemodo

56bdMAL dBmgoghmo gotmeamzsmo B3bs®, dsgomoms, 0303989,
0mobdmgds, 0306980 s 9.9., HBMImgdo 3OMBdIMgInGns 30Mgozed ol
&030L mgombsdMobom. ghmo dbMog, LEONIGNONms dsmo Jisgge
35MM35m 365539d580398L Foogogl (Mo dmP3gds dosmo PRE Fot-
3mgdoms s Lbgswsbbgs dmthgmmmaon®o 60360, 3ghdme, PRS-To -98
0935¢960 byxodbom ©s -0 35G Fgmobbdgdols dotrzgtom, BoE BBRO™
©535b3b0sMgdgm0s 550 30DoG03gd0boMgol s 35Loggdabmgal, 6.

4 Lo Fohdmmagbomo Imbo(3gdgdo o6 sboboglh 03 mEo 0bgmMEBobGol 3sbnbgdl,
306 398m0oyggbs Fobowowmgdol Fotdmgdols Bgdmblgbgdmmo LEGsGgans — Jotggm
®gMdy IPEV/PEV s Bgdmga Ladomobdomm sb3gd@Bo aod3mygbgdoom. smbodbammo
LE®SGga0s o6 339dmgsl 0bGMoool Mbydg 390300l Godobs s sb3gd@ol
3533060b F93mF3gd0l Fgbsdmgdmmdsl.

5  dmgoghoo 39360960 oo 3sboggdor 8ooRbagl, ob. bjmmom 1.
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0f9tr9ds), Igmerg dbcog, Lydsb@ozmMewm gb BIbgdo gsdmbo@egl sagb-
Lo od@ogMdsl, o3 ©odsbolboomgdgmos stsghas@ommo bIbgdo-
Lomgol. 83 B3bgdol FgdmbggzsBo 3BMdMgds Rbgds PFV.PST-To, Loss
R3S 56 56 5EOLYdMAL, 56 03Lgds gotEsdagamo BIbol Mgxmgduogols
35dmygbgdol adoom s 5mbadb9mo Robs3zmgdol Jgmgaswm ERG gboggds
LmB0gd®L. 9o 36083b6gmmgsbo Bgdmbgggs 3emobmgds 0bgm™Isbdg-
3ol dogt go3mygbgdmm LGMGga0gdMsb s 3930t gdoom, ab. (8).

(8)

av-i dzaghl-i i-k’bin-eb-a

unkind-Nom tree-NOM PV-bite-THM-3SG.SBJ:PRS
‘Angry dog bites.

9L Foboawgds dogfmms 0bxmmdsb@gdl dbasgbo B3bol 0Mhod got-
535350 3mbbEMH ool dogomomols gdrga (9) obyg, HM3 obxzme-
3568 gdL 3gmboom Fgacrdbgds, M3 Mbos godmgygbgdobsocr PEV.PST-0b
RmM3s, OH™mIgmo aobbbzezgdamo Mbos ymxzomoym gothsdsgsmo
369000358 0Lgsb.

©)
av-i dzhaghl-i kben-s bavhsv-eb-s
unkind-Nom dog-NoMm bite-35G.sBj:PRS  child-pPL-DAT

‘Angry dog bites children’

RME3S 0-3806-98-5 (9) 0gLgdl PEV.PST-U gotmsodsgsmo Mgumad-
Logom 0-3806-5 5EB53NDoGOYM0 godsngsmo bdIbols Bgdombgggsdo
o~ 6383mgdbogol 6086om, 35B0b, BmEs gmMIs 3896-b (10), g.0. sEro-
30600530600 3560535350 3690003580 PEV.PST-U 5 o63mgdl doBbol ot-
293968 0b - 530358 030L 60Bb0m, - 3806-0.

Laosmo 3 sBg9b98L 03 LEMSBgangdl, HMImgdLbsi dodstromgl 0b-
Bm63968 9335 g30m3gd0Lmgzgol magol stomgdobs s LFmMo 3sbabols
a5(3930L doBboo.
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pofstsgsgnn mpen dslgboll  3emabdebob Bgpgens:
bibgdom Rabsgaands aondathy caus

bn®ooo 3. 065m63568980b Jogr 3o8mygbgdmmo b EsBag09gdal
998980

06x3mEM3sbG9dds Lod dotoms LEMSBGgaosl dodsomgl PEV.PST
3m®3ob bLogstogmol gbogbgdoc: o) Rosbsigzmal astmadsgsmo b3bg-
300, 300 FmE0b 33meg0obMBdb96 BMmEMIsms Imbszgzemgmdsl H36obfo-
bob @omgom, (10s) s (108) 56 Mmdogddol stmzgom obg, HmI badbo
359L35L Fobs Fobswowmgdobgsh asblbgsoggdsol; 8) ¢mamlb s3bogdbgb
B30l Foodmgdody, Moasbsi ob o6 s6bgdmdlL; s, a) (33eowbgb
B3b0l 3omgb@mdols 3omdoGonco gm&3gdols Fotdmgdol gdoom.

(10)

S. av-ma dzhaghl-ma u-k’bin-a
unkind-ERG dog-ErRG PV-bite-3SG.SBJ:PFV.PST
‘Angry dog bit (someone)’.

d. av-ma dzhaghl-ma da-k’bin-a
unkind-ERG dog-ERG PR-bite-35G.SBJ:PFV.PST
‘Angry dog bit (someone)’

b360LFobol go3mygbgds dogomomgddo, HmamMoss (108) dosmosh
360336gmmmzs60s. Lbgamds (105)-bs s (108)-b FmEob edmzowgdnmos
33m0g35@030b 7- 60Bsbdg, HmIgmo LGONIENHSL bLododbg o3 9IgbGL
M35 9oL, 50b0Bbnmo 53 m3gbGo ©o@03d0s, 35T0b, mss (103)-b og-
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3ol 563 m39b@0s, 353096b0, BMIgmo 5396bol s0am3gb@ 0L dgasgmg-
Bob gobozol s nmbmgl 6mdobs@ogl (ob. 11s s 1183).

(11)

S. av-ma dzhaghl-ma skhva dzaghl-eb-s u-k’bin-a
unkind-ERG ~ dog-ERG other dog-PL-DAT PV-bite-35G.SBJ:PFV.PST
‘Angry dog bit other dogs.

3. av-ma dzhaghl-ma  skhva dzaghl-eb-i  da-K'bin-a
unkind-ERrRG dog-ERG other dog-PL-NOM PR-bite-35G.SBJ:PEV.PST
‘Angry dog bit other dogs.

Bgbedsedobog, (113)-3o Rbrgds AzgmmadMogo gommsdsgsmo 3mbl-
&HNJ30s, HM3gmbs Bos s0andgb@o NoM-To sgdsb s gmdemos gé-
358030L FotmBmgds. Jom. (115) s (113) LEOYIGNMId0, BHMImados
boRg9b6980s (12)-To.

(12) 06080 gotmsdsgsmo (11s) astsdsgomo (113)
vP
PN vP
DPea v 1\
my\ DPea v
v VP ERG
/NN /\

V v DPgopar V' v VP
DAT | /\\
‘ N> vV  DPn
NOM

96m0 Bgbggom, Bows sMandgbdl s~ BI6oLFobo 5358 9dL. dm-
35000, Jommnmdo LGONIGNOdY sMa37mdgb@ol s3o@gdol BMbd0s
3360LF0bgdl sbsboomgdl (3omagb@mdols Jo@gdols B3mbdool bobsbogew
ob. dsbstrmdemodg 2010, 77-88). o9yd3e, o3 IgdmbzggzeBo oeg¢dgb@ol
0985 o~ B360LFobob LoFysmgdom seg7mdgb@ol RsORML o6 gdo8gds.
md36oLbobm Bm®ds k’bina.PEV.PST ‘38065, ©m3gemo sh3gbgdl Lomd-
6oL EMmobmgol Bgogaol a6y sbenmgdnem dmdgdogdsl, sbggg
B90393L 0gdob 5639396@L.¢ smboboBbsgos, sbggg, ™3 @s- B3boL{o-
6ol Lgdsb@ozymeo 360836gmmds Jdggdsl IMHogmmmdocmmdsl ¢Mdo@gdl:
0805 doemds 838065 30609 dBogomxat (9360LFobgdol Bmbdioobsm-

6 Bommmds Jobos dmgabligbm s6mbodné M9396D968L 30608bgdabmgals: 058 docemds
360bs, 38065 5 dmzems.
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30L 0b. obodg 1980, 239-260). Insgsto Bod@mMo 560l obs, H™mI 0bxzme-
356@gd0 gotrsdsgom 3mbLEM 3090l SFo6HBmgdbgb 3boliFobgdals
IMM300.

3mboTbymo LEGSBGgans 06H0d 3060369d5L ndmaggzs sErOgMaGOYMmO
336980L 3OrMBrgdgdol Imagetgdal mgsmbsdéobom. DCT-b ;mgombod-
obom mgmMogm ©mbgdy yzgmedg 3OMdmadnMos sMogMas@oNemo
b3bgd0, Boasbs dsom LEONIGNHSTo Fgmtg sHamdgbGo o6 gsshbosm,
5, Fgbodsdobow, 56 5MLYdMAL dEIMb3ol M3mboios. adstsnzsmo
o609Mas@onmo b3bgdo JotmmmBo gotmsdsgsmmo 3mbb@mndi0gdol
dbgogbos s goblbgegogds Ismmme 0dom, M3 Jom o6 goshbosom bom-
mo© 35dmba@mo Jows M3 ndgb@o, 3oMmsdsgemo (Jgmewmgds bobe-
©obomgol (12-0056)) s sG0gMas@oymo bEHndénmgdobsmgol ob. (13).

(13)  gofsdsgsmo 561596035800
vP vP
N N
DPea ¥ DPga
= /\ VAN
v VP
v VP
N |
V DPua
NOM v

JoommTo shoghas@onmo B3bgdol bsdym LEMmBo drymbgs 6ol
ERG, 0bg, Gmam aommodsgsmo bydogddol, 35806, BmEs o6ssze-
BoBonm LMd0gd@gddo 3630l IMmBBMmMMaos Mol NOM, Bmams
356 8dsgomo  md0gd@gdols. mgolgdgdo, MMImadlsi oMoghgsdo-
3900 0b056Mgdgb gotmodogom BIbgdmasb, Lbggdmeb ghmow séolb Fgd-
©930: 3) dMb3zsBo (339rmgdso Lyndogddo: TAM LghHogdol dobgozom
NOM-ERG-DAT, 8) 35905803900l §o63mgds ©s, a) B3bol gomgb@mdols
(330 gds 53tm0358 0960 60Bbgdols sdo@gdol gdboom.

35mabBmdol Bo@gds ©8dobolosmgdgmos sheghas@onmo bIbg-
dobomgol s shggbgdl, HMA3 seeghas@onm b3bgdl Jgndmoso Fows
o3 m396@0l o358 gds ob sMbgdmmo Bommo sMamdgb@ol bsommow
Fo68mhgbs B360LF0bgdol ©sds@gdolb abom, ob. (14s) o (143):

(14)
s.  monadire-m tqe-shi i-nadir-a
hunter-erG forest-in Pv-hunt-3SG.SBJ:PFV.PST

‘A hunter hunted in the forset’
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d. monadire-m tqe-shi irem-i mo-i-nadir-a
hunter-ErG forest-in deer-NoM  PR-PV-hunt-3SG.SBJ:PFV.PST
‘A hunter hunted a deer in the forest.

(10)-30 Fomdmeagbom dogomomgdmsb Fgmotgdoo 9dIbolFobm
B6OMIs 0-bootrs o6 Fgodmgds g5dmoygbgdmmgl mgdol s6a,m3968)-
»sb NoM-To.

Lbgs LEMSG9a0s, BMIgembs Jodstrmgl 0bxzm®IsbGgdds, oym 3o-
MBDoB03gd0lL Fotdmgds, Mo, sbggg, 603bogl, HB™I Fobswowgds Mbws
4MBOMoYm g3 sds35mo s dsbdo Mbos ymuomoym Jows sramdgb®o
ERG doboboggdmsc, Gmames (15)-3o.7

(15)
av-ma dzhaghl-ma a-k’ben-in-a
unkind-ERrRG dog-ERG pv-bite-CAUS-35G.SBJ:PFV.PST

‘Angry dog made someone to bite someone’

dbasgbol babgs gbadmadgmos strsgmas@oymo ddbgdol Jgdmbag-
3580, ob. (16).

(16)

S. pekhburtel-ma i-tir-a
football_player-ErG PV-Cry-3SG.SBJ:PFV.PST
‘A football player cried.

8. pekhburtel-ma mekare-Q a-t’ir-a
football_player-ErRG goalkeeper-NOM  PV-Cry-3SG.SBJ:PFV.PST

‘A football player made the goalkeeper cry.

a. pekhburtel-ma gund-s mekare-Q a-t’ir-eb-in-a

PV-CI'y-THM-CAUS-

football_player-ErG team-DAT oalkeeper-Nom
—phay! & p 3SG.SBJ:PFV.PST

‘A football player let team make the goalkeeper weep.

foboogds (163)-80 0mgdl gotsdsgsm s (16g3)-30 mMdsgsw
a06sdsgom 3mbLbEOHNJiosl. yzgms 50mboBbmmo Fgwmgao oh3969dL,
O™ 35Md353mmds 350537 y39@00 3Moghas@onmo d3bgdol gdmb-
39359033 30, 09933 LogoOHmgdlh ©sds@gdom NBOHMm dyLE 3gdmfdgdsl
3M5g6asdoymo B3bgdol Fgbfogmol mgombsdémobom. 0dgol 30&m-

7  Bogbgmogom 0dobs, ™I Bogomomal Lgdsb@ozneo 360836gmmds Fgzamomos ©s
GMGO 3993905605, 50b0dbymo Bogomomo 06x3MEIs68gdds sFocmBmgl.
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3900, Hm3 3m3sgzotmo 33emgze 53sb shz3gbgdl. FomBmmagborm Bgwgagddy
©5460bmdom Ladmmmm sb3zbol godm@obs sMsgtgsdoymmo B3bgdals
LEONIG N30 BoErIMmo G316 0L SMLgdMIOL Tgbobgd boswtggos,
09dEs dmgoghmo 306036gds 5ol 53mgbl. dmogzet Jgwgal Focdmoco-
agbL ob, Hm™3 yzgmos LEGSGJa0s (gotEs WotolLs), dM3gmbs 30dst-
039 0683MmMH 3569335, Imoeges gomab@mdols BBl M3gMso309dL.

3.4. J9938960b F9xgsdgds

d) Jobrogmob, Hmamtz 3dmdmommo gbol I3mobg 0bxmthdsb@gdl,
36 3dmbso ERG-0L gohsdsgom Bdbgdmseb aodmygbgdol 36rmdmgds
Lydogd@olb mz0Lgdgdom: 306 kanBo, Mo xRanxzo (Lymogco/nbamm).
Lo®oryemggdo, HM3mgdos Foerdmbobos gotosngsm B369330, sdmgo-
©gdMmos 56s 0dgbs Lndogd@ol dbgdadyg, stedgre LEGNIG NS0
oMbgdmem Jgmrg 563 M3dgb@dg. 3MBdMgdgdo ot godmgmobos PRV ob-
39d&0b Fomdmgdobol, bowss ERG gboggdmms aotg o6amdgb@l, tms
LEONIG N30 ogm Igmerg NP b shrogtas@ommo B3bgdo, HMImgdLas
356 5353mol bgagbo 3mbbE®YJi0s sbobosmgdm;

) PST-3o gx36mHm 3MmEyd@onmos 3960x9d@030 3oM3535mM0 ©s
060d-356M5dsgomo BIbgdolmgol s 0339605397&030 — goMsM3smO
(Bdmgmerig sMsghas@onmo, obgzg 9Mss3nds@onco) BIbgdobomgal.
Lbgoggeto M3 gmdgom, ERG d69bgol doboggds matm dmbgdtogos
3960535350, 300607 35MONZSMO 3M9035@9d0bsMzol sSMogeasdo-
memo B3bgdob Bgdmbggzsdogs.

a) 653 9996905 LG 93093L, OMIMadLS(3 J0doMrMS3bgb nbxzm-
3568 gd0 3OmMdmgdnco Fobowswgdgdol Fgdmbgzgzsdo, yggms LMo g-
305 Imozogs B3bol 306056mBoL Fo@gdsb. gb LEMSGgangdos: 3oMms-
3ogomo 36gdom Robozgmgds, mdogdd ol sds@gds o 3onds@ngzgdol
PomImgds. gb Bogd@mcMo 30 gosdFyzg@os ERG-0b doboggdols mmgombisd-
Mobom, Moasbsi 3o630Hmdgdnmos bEONIGNGSTo MM segxmdgb@ol
36LgdMd0o.

4. 05b336000 960936930 > 33mg3z0L Jgdamdo 9&s39%0

3mb03b9ymo bsFO™MIo JoBbo nbobogos gdbd3dgerndgb@men dsbomes-
B9 oYM bmdoom gd3otmoymo 56393968 9gdol FomdmBgbols 03 Jo3mmg-
Bob sbodB3ogdmee, GmIgmoi ammobbdmdl, MmI goMmsdsgmmds
350537939805 geasoymo dMnbzol doboggdol mgembsdmoloo obgm
9690303, BmamboEss Joboymo, GHmIgmbei eMHmobs s sb3gd@ob
Lbgomdadg oxmdbgdmmo bemghomo gMas@onmmds sbsbosmgdl. dgbs-
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39 bofomBo FomBmmagbomo Bgogagdo sh3gbgdl, Gm3 ghas@ogol do-
boggdol d9mbgdogo LEGNIGNGOS ITMI0EIdMMOs gotrsdsgsm 36g-
©03589ddg o 3OMdmMadnMo F93mbz93930 93933060 IdS 3oMSYMZSm
b3693L. 9xn3cmH™m 3g@oE, 0bRmMMISbEdol Jogh asdmygbgdamo yzgms
LEGSGga0s dodsrMMMo 0ym 3OIMdMgINHo bLo3z00bgdol gosFyzg@oL-
396 306056md0olb 3o@gdol aboom, obyg, O™ LEOHNIENOS godbostoym
356 83535mo0.

9439ms dmbsofommg domosb dyLGoe sPoMImgdrs Fobowsowgdgdl.
b ¥dmbgd&m0g0(35s, ™9 go30m35mobobgdm, M3 dommzgol Joromymo
39mdemonco gbss. 0b@mo0sdg syMbmdom om godmagmabgl 3rmd-
mgdnco Logombgdo JoomnmBo ghasdoymo d69bgol doboggdslbmseb
05353306 gd00m. Hmamt(z dmbsmmebgmo ogm, ghasdogolb doboggdols
9439ms 3OmMdm93s Abogdmes gotmsngsm g.§. sMsghgs@onm H365830,
©5 Bma0ghHmo 365539dsGonco BIbols J9dmbzggedocs, Lows o6 s6bg-
dmd®s PEV.PST-0b 3mM3gdo s bogdmos 30 Robsigmads aotmmadsgs-
o B36930b Lbgowsbbgs Bm®MIoo.

o3 9&o3dy domgdnmo Jgrgagdol Bgrsdgds Bgbodmgdgmos 3gd-
©gabsoMoe: 33mazs dogdmgbs bad Lagombl: s) GMmdgmos gMas@ogol
30boggdol d39bgdMogo LEGNIGNGMS; d) Bm3gmo Godob 3MgE035@9d-
006 Rbgds 3OmMdmgds ghas@ogzol doboggdol ML, s, g) GmIgm
LE®SG9305L NBO® bBoMsw 30dsr5396 0bEMMISEEG gdo 3BrMdmmgdnto
369000358 900b Bg3mbggzso80, HMImgdls yzgms gmMds o6 goshbos.

doMomoo dogbgdgdo sbgmos:

o) 96358030l doboggdol dmbgdtogo LEGNIGNGS gmmobbdmdl
396830350 3mbLbMNJiool sMLgdIMdSL. gb asdmgmobos 0b-
RmMIsb@gdol 06 Moo aomsfyzg®omgdgdol &ab@otgdol
6Omb, HmEs sb3ggd@om asblbbzsggdnmo Fotbamo Mmool Lado
RmMIoesb ghm-ghob omhgzwbab.

d) mamtz 5006036, 3MMImMgdneo Logombgdo Rbogdmes go-
o9gomm B36gdmsb. 0dol gomgomobfobgdom, G™MI 560l mo
&030lb gotEsmzomo B3bs: 5MgMaG 0O 5 383N DGOYMO,
6 m3mgdbo bbgowsbbgs Bows LEONIGNMS sbsbosmgdom s Ig-
09350 0009396 56 ERG-U (o60g6g58099mo 3bgdol gdmbgggsdo
5396L0b 56393 96@L) 56 NOM-b (565537 ds@0nE0 DIbgdol Tgdom-
6393590 ©gdob o3 13gb@L) PEV.PST-To. 3EXMdMgdno, Hmame(s
BobL, o0l strsgtgs@ommo B3bgdo.

a) bE®sGga09d0, MMImgdbsoi 09gbgdgb 0bxmMIsbegdo Igiom-
39%0bomgol mogol sMogdol doBbom, PFV.PST-0L 56H3dmbg aot-
o9gom 33693To 30605bmdol Fo@gdol Logodhmagdsl og3emgbl.
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b LEMoBga0gdos: o) goMsdsgsmo BIbgdoo Asboigmgds;
3) md0gd@&ol ©odo@gds; a) 399ds@039d0L BMEMToMgds; ©) s~
b360LFobol  3Mgoze@dy oEIMgs, MMIgmoi  gormgbdmdob
333bmab sbmiotogds.

33m930b Jgdgan 9&s30 39eolbdmdl 0dolb Jgdm{dgdsl, Focmdmeo-
a9bomos 09 oM sMeghas@onmo ddbgdol LEOYIGNHSTo BsOYmo
53 m396@0, OMIgmbsi 9dab d309bgol m3mboz0ob BMbd05 ERG d61¢9b-
30L 30boggdal mgombsd&oboon.

FJ9dmzemgdsbo

DCT — @sdm3zoegdnmo d69bgol mgmeos
DSM - bodogd®ob 0ogghmabiommo dst3otgds
ICT — osboogmemommo d69bg0lb ;mgmeos

NP  — bobgemogéo dgbo®yzgds

TAM — o6m, sb39d@&0, 3omm

3embydo

CAUS — 3o9bs8030

COP — 3m39ms

DAT — 058030, dozgdomo

ERG — 96358030, ImmnboHmdomo
IPFV — gqb&amo, 0339639d&030
NOM - bm3obs@ogo, bsbgmmdomo
PFV - b&nmo, 3968998030

PL — dHog3mmd0m0

PR —%360obfobo

PRF — 39619980

PRS - ofdym

PST —bodym

PV — 9i930b 603sbo

SB]  —ULydogddo

SG  —3bmmmdomo

THM — og3dob 603sbo

IsoenmBob gosbos/0bgzm®ds0s s50656L980L Fybsobgd

0mbobymo LGsGos oMol ggméya s9manb@ol gom@obagbol mbo-

3960bo@g@obs o omosl LsabgmdFToxnm @bogg®LoGgdol ghmmdmogo
36mgd@olb bofomo (2018-2021), GmIgmoi bmMogmogds Bmmbgge-
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3960L Bmboobs s Imms BNbmeggmoal Ladstmggmml ghmgbamo be-
39(36096™ Bmbool (SRNSFG) 0s930656Lgd0m [a6hob@ ol bmdgto N04/46,
36mgd@olb bmdgeo N93569]. 538 mE0 dommdsl Mibswmgdl mé sbmbo-
dné 69(3960968L 3mbLEGNIoNmo BgboTzbgdobomgol s gdb3geo-
396830 Imbsofoemg yggms 06xzmcMIsbGl 0obs3dOrmImmdoliomzgal.
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1. Introduction

1.1. Theoretical framework

The ergative case, if structural is assumed to be assigned worldwide either
via agreement with a functional category, or by a rule of dependent case (see
Baker 2013 for definition of structural cases). In the current article, I adopt
the theoretical assumptions of the Dependent Case Theory (henceforth DCT)
originally proposed by Marantz (1991) and further developed in McFadden
(2004), Bobaljik (2008), Baker and Vinokurova (2010), Baker (2014, 2015) and
Baker and Bobaljik (2017), among others. The main idea of the DCT is that
ERG is assigned to the higher NP when there are two NPs in the same domain.
The rule of DCT states: “If NP: c-commands NP, and both are contained in the
same domain (say, clause), then value the case feature of NP, as ergative” (Bak-
er and Bobaljik 2017, 112). So, the decisive in current theory is the existence of
two arguments in the structure, i.e. the transitivity condition as such. Based on
samples of different ergative languages, like Shipibo, Sakha, etc. many schol-
ars regard ERG as a dependent case (see Marantz 2000 [1991], Bobaljik 2008,
Baker and Vinokurova 2010, Baker 2013, 2014, 2015, Preminger 2014, Levin
and Preminger 2015, Baker and Bobaljik 2017, etc.).

The Georgian ERG case has been less systematically investigated, though in
the international generative tradition, Georgian seems to be more thoroughly
studied, along with Hindi and Basque, than many other ergative languages.
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Still, it is mostly restricted to a number of papers on different issues. The pa-
pers that should be mentioned about case assigning and which provide ex-
amples from Georgian are those of Marantz (2000 [1991]), according to whom
Georgian ERG can be used as an example of DCT; of Legate (2008), who uses
Georgian examples in argumentation for the Inherent Case Theory (ICT, not
discussed in this paper); of Ura (2006), who explores the syntactic mechanism
of the aspectually conditioned split-ergativity and provides Georgian examples
under the Chosmsky’s (1995, 2000) Agr-less theory; and of Nash (2017), who
examines split ergativity in Georgian in order to understand the difference
between ergative and nominative behaviour, showing that it is formal-syntac-
tic transitivity, not theta roles, that determines case marking. As such, Nash
(2017) provides an account regarding ERG as a dependent case (but with some
configurations) in Georgian, though in her previous work it was regarded as
an inherent (see Nash 1996).

The current work provides empirical data to show that transitivity is deci-
sive in assigning ERG in Georgian.

1.2. Background information on Georgian ergativity and the transitivity
condition

Georgian is a split ergativity language, with non-ergative patterns appear-
ing alongside ergative ones. This split is based on the Tense-Aspect distinction.
TAM combinations in Georgian traditional grammar are called “screeves” and
are divided into three TAM series, see Table 1.

Table 1: TAM combinations (based on division of Shanidze 1980)

Series Sub-series Screeves

I present present indicative
imperfective past
present subjunctive

future future indicative

future conditional
future subjunctive

I aorist indicative (perfective past)
aorist subjunctive (optative)

I perfect indicative
pluperfect

perfect subjunctive

The screeves of interest are those presented in series II, which comprise
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the perfective aspect, because the subject of transitive verbs is marked with the
ergative case only in the perfective past. The ergative alignment presupposes
that the intransitive subject (S) and object (O) have identical encoding, mostly
absolutive, in some languages nominative, while the transitive subject (A) has
its own separate case ergative. Georgian does not have a pure ergative align-
ment, and there was an attempt in literature to show that Georgian has an ac-
tive alignment, where the subjects of unergatives pattern with A, while of other
intransitives with O. See table (2) for the differences in alignment.

Table 2: Accusative vs Ergative vs Active alignment

Accusative alignment  Ergative alignment  Active alignment

Transitive SNom Oacc SERG OaBs SERG OABS
Unergative ~ SNOM SaBs SERG
Unaccusative SNOM SABS SABS

A hot debate about this issue was seen between Harris, who supported the
idea of active alignment, and Hewitt, who defended that Georgian is an erga-
tive language (see Harris 1981, 1982, 1990; Hewitt 1982, 1987, 1995; See also
Amiridze 2006 about ergativity in Georgian). However, there are a lot of erga-
tive languages in which unergative verbs get the ergative case. For the current
discussion, unergative verbs are crucial, because this is where the problems
occur both in theory and on empirical grounds.

1.3.Corpus data and prediction

The study is based on corpus data which was created in 2019 within the
framework of the project investigating the properties of the Differential Sub-
ject Marking in Georgian (DSM). The aim of this data collection was not the
documentation of language use in any communicative situation, but the ma-
nipulation of the different grammatical properties characteristic to DSM in
Georgian. The main objectives of creating a spoken corpus were: (a) to carry
out a study that will shed light on the use and properties of DSM in spoken
Georgian and (b) to identify the main features of DSM, based on different
diagnostic tests.

Corpus includes a collection of diagnostic tests of 21 native-speaking con-
sultants (6 of whom were bilinguals). The participants are of a different age and
of different professional backgrounds, 6 males and 15 females. The age range
of consultants varies from 16 to 74, with a mean age of 37.76 years. All con-
sultants answered the same tests; hence the data are maximally comparable.
The main idea of including bilinguals in corpus data was to identify several
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problematic issues which occur only when the speaker possesses two structur-
ally different, ergative and accusative systems on the same native or bilingual
proficiency level. The second language of all bilinguals was Russian, a language
of unrelated family.

The spoken corpus data, with interviews and different types of diagnostic
tests, consisted of 19 exercises, each of which contained at least 7 sentences with
different grammatical features’ manipulations associated with DSM. The ques-
tionnaire study included tests checking the dependency of case assigning on the
animacy feature of the subject, on the transitivity of the verb, on the structural
vs non-structural case, on the subjecthood of dative and ergative subjects, etc.

The prediction based on DCT is that ERG should be assigned to transi-
tive predicates, where two NPs are presented in the same domain, and not to
intransitive verbs. However, problems occur with unergative intransitive verbs
where no overt argument is presented, but still the ergative is assigned.' The ar-
gument presented by scholars is that there exists an implicit argument who can
count as a case competitor for assigning the ergative (see for instance, Levin
1983, Bobaljik 1993, and Laka 1993, among others, for the existence of the
phonologically null argument in the Basque language). The goal of the current
study is to provide empirical data to show that transitivity is decisive for the
ergative assignment, even in the case of intransitive, unergative verbs, whose
structure is akin to the transitive.

The paper is structured as follows: Section 2 describes the experiment de-
signed for testing the dependency of case assignment on the animacy feature,
tense+aspect and transitivity condition. Section 3 comprises three subsections
demonstrating and analysing results for (a) manipulations with different sub-
ject or predicate features (3.1), (b) tests checking the intuition of the partici-
pants (3.2), and (c) used strategies in problematic sentences (3.3). Section 4
provides some concluding remarks.

2. The present study

The purpose of the study is to provide empirical data on the dependency
of case assigning on the transitivity condition in Georgian. In order to examine
this, corpus-based experimentation was conducted. It included different stag-
es, namely: (a) compilation of the corpus; (b) transcription of the corpus using
Toolbox and ELAN software; and (c) specially designed questionnaires to test

1 There are several types of unergative verbs in Georgian, and some of them do involve a
cognate object, for instance itsekva tsekva ‘to dance a dance, imghera simghera ‘to sing
a song, which are not discussed here. The issue whether unergatives have an internal
argument in the structure is addressed in another paper in progress.
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the dependency of case assigning on the transitivity condition. The designed
experiment is described in this section in detail.

The experiment designed for testing dependency of case assignment on
animacy feature, tense+aspect and transitivity, is a part of the corpus men-
tioned in sub-section 1.3. It was based on several conditions (see Table 3) and
included manipulations with three main factors: the type of predicate (based
on transitivity of the verb, 4 levels: transitive, indirect transitive, unergative and
unaccusative), the animacy feature of the subject (3 levels: +human, -human
(animate) and -human (inanimate)) and sentence production in the PST tense
(based on aspect distinctions, 3 levels: imperfective, perfective and perfect).

Table 3: Experimental Conditions

Predicate Type Feature of the subject Producing of the sentences in PST

Transitivity Animacy Aspect
Transitive +human IPFV
-human (animate) PFV
; 3 PRF
-human (inanimate)
Indirect transitive | +human IPFV
-human (animate) PFV
PRF
Unergative +human IPFV
-human (animate) PFV
3 3 PRF
-human (inanimate)
Unaccusative +human IPFV
-human (animate) PFV
3 B PRF
-human (inanimate)

The three factors were chosen based on the following reasons: First, tran-
sitivity is a decisive factor for assigning ergative in the perfective past. Thus,
there could be a gradience in the case choice, or at least hesitation/delay in
different speakers’ processing of unergative verbs which do not have internal
argument in the structure, but still assign ergative, and of several unaccusa-
tive verbs which fill their perfective past forms from transitive verbs. Second,
animacy was chosen, as in many ergative languages inanimate objects cannot
receive the ergative case as a consequence of the assigned thematic role associ-
ated with external argument and not internal argument. Though animacy is
not a restricting factor for case assigning in Georgian, inanimate subjects are
rarely allowed to be subjects of transitives at all. So, the repeated observation
on a speaker’s sample could give us possible clues if any problem occurs with
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processing ergative with inanimates. Last, the perfective past is an essential
condition for assigning the ergative.

The task was to produce the same sentences in the past tense forms: (a)
IPFV.PST; (b) PFV.PST; (C) PRE.PST. Alternation of tense+aspect gives subject
case variability in transitives and unergatives, and case preservation in intran-
sitive unaccusatives (and/or passives)® in Georgian. The expected answers for
transitives and intransitive unaccusatives are illustrated in (1) and (2).

(1)

(2)

kal-i

woman-NOM

a-chven-eb-d-a
PR-show-THM-IPFV-3.SG.SBJ:PST
‘A woman was showing a picture’

kal-ma a-chven-a
woman-ERG PR-show-3.SG.SBJ:PFV.PST

“The woman showed a picture’

kal-s

woman-DAT

u-chven-eb-i-a
PV-show-THM-PRF-3.SG.SBJ:PST

“The woman has shown a picture’

bavshv-i i-mal-eb-od-a

child-NoMm PV-hide-THM-IPFV-3.SG.SBJ:PST

‘A child was hiding in the room’

bavshv-i da-i-mal-a

child-NoMm PR-PV-hide-3.SG.SBJ:PFV.PST
“The child hid in the room’

bavshv-i da-malul-a

child-NoMm PR-hidden-COP:3.SG.SBJ:PRE.PST

‘A child was hidden in the room’

surat-s.

picture-DAT

surat-i.

picture-NOM

surat-i.

picture-NOM

otakh-shi.

room-in

otakh-shi.

room-in

otakh-shi.

room-in

2 There are different opinions and hot debates about some verbs formed with (i-) and -eb-,
whether they are intransitive unaccusatives, unergatives or passives (see for references
Chikobava 2008 [1950], 1952; Lomtatidze 1953; Nozadze 1958, 1961; Shanidze 1980, 1981;

Jorbenadze 1983; Melikishvili 2001, Melikishvili et al. 2008, among others).

36



Svetlana Berikashvili. Does Ergative Case Assigning Depend on the Transitivity Condition in Georgian?

Perfect forms were included in the experiment as they clearly show the
type of predicates and enable us to test, on a structural level, whether an in-
transitive verb is unergative or unaccusative. Thus, intransitive unergative
verbs form perfect tenses as transitives with inversionally used subject agree-
ment markers on the verbs, while intransitive unaccusatives and passives with
auxiliary verbs, see (3a) and (3b) respectively.

3)

a.  PRF of unergative verbs, subject in DAT

SG PL
m-i-kamat-i-a ‘to argue’ gv-i-kamat-i-a
1SG.SBJ[OBJ]-PV-argue-PRF-3SG. 1PL.SBJ[OBJ]-PV-argue-PRF-3SG.
oBJ[sBJ] oBJ[sBJ]

g-i-kamat-i-a g-i-kamat-i-a-t
25G.SBJ[OBJ]-PV-argue-PRE-3SG. 25G.SBJ[OBJ]-PV-argue-PRE-3SG.
OBJ[SBJ] OBJ[SBJ]-PL

u-kamat-i-a u-kamat-i-a-t
[35G.SBJ[OBJ]]PV-argue-PRE-3SG. [35G.SBJ[OBJ]|PV-argue-PRF-3SG.
OBJ[SBJ] OBJ[SBJ]-PL

b.  PRF of unaccusative and passive verbs, subject in NOM

SG PL

da-v-mjdar-var ‘to sit’ da-v-mjdar-var-t

PR-1SBJ-sit-COP:1SG.SBJ:PRF PR-1SBJ-sit-COP:1SBJ-PL:PRF

da-mjdar-khar da-mjdar-khar-t

PR-sit-COP:2SG.SBJ:PRF PR-sit-COP:2.SBJ-PL:PRF

da-mjdar-a da-mjdar-an
PR-sit-COP:3SG.SBJ:PRF PR-sit-COP:3PL.SBJ:PRF

The expectation here was to see whether any problems/errors occur in
productions with intransitive verbs. Perfect was also included to test the pro-
ductivity intuition of the native speakers.

All examples were given in the indicative mood. As the order of the pre-
sentation could clearly affect the consultants’ responses, the examples were
chosen in such a way that transitive/indirect transitive/intransitive verbs were
mixed. So, the consultant could not follow just one structure, and this facili-
tated avoidance of any kind of influence from the preceding sentence in the
processing of the following one. Moreover, no hint was given as to which form
of the past tense had to be mentioned first, thus, testing the intuition of consul-

3odmbo 11, 2019 37



Articles

tants for more productive use with different predicate types. In addition, filler
sentences were included in the experiment material which had a nominative
construction, i.e. subjects assigned nominative case in PFV.PST, see (4) for an
example.

(4)
uamrav-i khe-0 i-chr-eb-a.
lots-NOM tree-NOM PV-cut-THM-3SG.SBJ:PRS

‘A lot of trees are being cut’

So, the participants were not aware of what the focus of their answers was,
and the produced material was as they would use in a natural environment.
There were also some problematic intransitive verbs which do not possess all
forms. The main idea was to see if there was any problem in assigning the erga-
tive case with intransitive verbs, and to see where the problems in producing
occur.

3. Results and analysis

The results are given for 15 consultants’ answers. The group of bilinguals
is not counted, as additional issues, like use of nominative where ergative is
generally accepted (which is the result of interlingual/transfer errors) have to
be taken into account. The results for bilinguals are addressed in another paper
in progress.

The results of the experiment can be subdivided into three subsections,
which test different issues associated with the dependency of case assignment
on transitivity condition. The results are presented in the following order: sub-
section 3.1. provides insights into the problems which occur in producing sen-
tences involving different predicate types; sub-section 3.2. tests the intuition of
consultants for more productive use with different predicate types; sub-section
3.3. depicts strategies used by consultants for formation of problematic forms
in the perfective past.

3.1. Results for manipulations with the animacy feature, tense+aspect and
transitivity

The first thing that had to be checked was whether the assigning of the
ergative case depends to some extent on the animacy feature in Georgian, as
in many languages (e.g. Hindi, Basque, etc.) it is associated with the agentivity
and volitionality of the subject, which are typical features of animate subjects.
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The sentences included subjects with +human, -human (animate) and -human
(inanimate), with all predicate types, see (5a), (5b) and (5¢) for the examples
with the animacy feature.

(5)

a. kal-i dard-ob-s.
woman-NOM worry-THM-3SG.SBJ:PRS
‘A woman worries’

b. av-i dzhaghl-i k’ben-s bavhsv-eb-s.
cruel-NOM dog-NOM bite-35SG.SBJ:PRS  child-PL-DAT
“The cruel dog bites children’

c. khe-0 i-skh-am-s potol-s.
tree-NOM PV-cover-THM-3SG.SBJ:PRS  leaf-DAT

“The leaves cover a tree.

No problems in production occur in the case of the PEV aspect the ERG is
assigned to the external argument wherever all other syntactic conditions are
met (the existence of the second NP in the structure or unergative predicate
type). Some problems were encountered while forming PFv.psT with intransi-
tive unergative verbs, not depending on the features of the subject as such, but
on the existence of the second argument in the structure. For instance, in the
example (6) meri itsinis ‘Mary smiles’ discussed in sub-section 3.2, one consul-
tant substituted the expected form meri-m.ERG gaitsina, with meri-s.DAT gaet-
sinos, subjunctive from the unaccusative verb etsineba with a dative subject,
thus avoiding formation of the PFv.psT with the ergative. Other consultants re-
peated the 1PFV.pST forms with unergative predicates while producing the prv.
PST, and then tried to find the right form, or there was a hesitation and delay
in production®. Note that this never happens with transitive verbs, which have
an overt second argument in the structure. Still, there was no incorrect use of
a case or verb, but mainly different strategies used to avoid mistakes. These are
discussed in sub-section 3.2. For the whole picture, see Figure 1.

3 Even with the additional use of the interjection vaime ‘oh, dear!” to show their attitude.
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B Accurate production

® Problems encountered

= Bl W e W ON =) O WD

Animacy Transitivity: Perfectivity
Intransitives

Figure 1. Results for manipulation with the animacy feature, tense+aspect and
transitivity

The numbers presented in Figure 1 indicate that neither the animacy fea-
ture of the subject nor the perfective aspect cause any kind of problems in
producing sentences. All participants (in sum 15) produced accurate answers
and the processing was fast, only with a delay or hesitation in the several prob-
lematic cases discussed in sub-sections 3.2. and 3.3. As for the different types
of predicates, transitive vs intransitive, intransitive verbs seem to be more
problematic in producing PEv.pST forms. As can be observed in Figure 1, 10
consultants answered all questions correctly, while 5 had issues producing prv.
PST with intransitive predicate types.

3.2.Results for testing the intuition of the participants

The test was designed in such a way that the consultants could produce
sentences in any form of the past tense: PFv, IPFV and PRE. Observation of
which form was picked first with which kind of predicate allowed us to test
their intuition for more productive use with different predicate types. Psy-
chologically, more natural and productive use can be tested based on the first
picked form, excluding any kind of influence that a preceding sentence can
exert on the syntactic processing of a following sentence (see Bock 1987, 1990;
Cowart 1997).

Testing the more productive use of the PFv, IPFV and PRF aspects with
different types of predicates revealed that the first form which is picked in
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transitive and indirect transitive verbs is the prv.PsT, i.e. the form which is
potentially used with ErG, while the first form in intransitive verbs is IPFV.PsT,
i.e. that potentially used with Nom. No matter if intransitive verbs included un-
ergatives, i.e. those that assign ERG in the PFV.psT as shown in (6), or unaccusa-
tives and/or passives, i.e. those that assign Nom in the PFV.PST as shown in (7).

(6)
a. meri-Q i-tsin-i-s.
Mary-NOM pv-laugh-THM-3SG.SB):PRS
‘Mary laughs’
b. meri-Q i-tsin-od-a.
Mary-NOM PV-laugh-IPFV-3SG.SBJ:PST
‘Mary was laughing’
C. meri-m ga-i-tsin-a.
Mary-ERG PR-PV-laugh-3SG.SBJ:PFV.PST
‘Mary laughed?
d. meri-s ga-u-tsin-i-a.
Mary-DAT PR-PV-laugh-PRF-3SG.SBJ:PST
‘Mary has laughed.’
(7)
a. sakhl-i th-eb-a.
house-NOM heat-THM-3SG.SBJ:PRS
“The house is heated’
b. sakhl-i tb-eb-od-a.
house-NOM heat-THM-IPFV-3SG.SBJ:PST

“The house was heated (several times).
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C. sakhl-i ga-tb-a.
house-NOM PR-heat-3SG.SBJ:PFV.PST

“The house was heated (once).

d. sakhl-i ga-mtbar-a.
house-NOM PR-heated-COP:3.SG.SBJ:PRE.PST
“The house has been heated’

Thus, the first used form was that indicated in (7b) and (8b). PRF aspect
forms were neglected; none of the consultants produced sentences with PRE.
PsT in the first place. Two used the strategy of saying everything in 1PFV/PFV
respectively, and then converted the sentences to the opposite aspect. The re-
sults, however, do not depict the facts of incorrect use of the expected aspect,
which is crucial in order to observe the choice of case, but rather consultants’
intuitive decision as to which form to use in the first place, based on the fact
that it sounds more natural with the transitive/intransitive type of predicate.
Figure 2 illustrates the numbers of answers on the issue.

u PRV
u IPFY

=R WO WO

Transitive Intransitive

Figure 2. Results for testing the intuition of the participants regarding more productive
use?

4 The numbers in Figure 2 are given excluding two consultants’ answers, who used the
abovementioned strategy of producing sentences in all conditions, first in IPEV/PFV and
afterwards converting them to the opposite aspect. This strategy does not allow us to test the
intuition as to how the aspect is connected to the predicate type.
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The numbers illustrated in Figure 2 show the 13 answers with produced
sentences in the PFV.PsT for transitive predicates and 11 answers with pro-
duced sentences in the 1PFV.pST for intransitive, regardless of intransitive type.
This may therefore be interpreted as evidence of issues with intransitive verbs
in assigning the ERG.

3.3. Results on strategies used by the participants in problematic sentences

There are several intransitive verbs,” among them ipitseba ‘to swear/
to speak an oath; to go on strike’, ilandzgheba ‘to swear/to abuse’, igineba ‘to
curse, etc. which are problematic with regards the predicate type. On the one
hand, they behave structurally like intransitive unaccusatives (this is evident
from the PRF formation, and from different morphological markers, namely
the thematic suffix -eb and the 3sG agreement marker in PRs -a, which are
mainly characteristic to unaccusatives and passives, cf. passive itsereba ‘is be-
ing written’). On the other hand, semantically, they express an agentive activ-
ity, thus denoting the property of unergative verbs. The problem with these
verbs arises in the Prv.PST, where the form either does not exist at all, or is
substituted by the reflexive version of the transitive verb, and as a consequence
of this substitution, the ERG is assigned to the subject. One important observa-
tion was seen in the strategies used by participants in these problematic cases,
see for instance (8).

(8)
av-i dzaghl-i i-k’bin-eb-a.
cruel-NOM tree-NOM PV-bite-THM-3SG.SBJ:PRS
‘A cruel dog bites’

This sentence was given after the example with the same verb in indirect
transitive construction, see (9), so the participants had a feeling that they had
to use a form in the PFv.psT, different from that previously stated for the transi-
tive predicate.

)
av-i dzhaghl-i k’ben-s bavhsv-eb-s.

cruel-NOM dog-NOM bite-SG.SBJ:PRS  child-PL-DAT
‘The cruel dog bites children’

5 Regarded by some scholars as passives, see Footnote 2 for references.
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The form ik’bineba ‘to bite’ from example (8) substitutes the PEV.PST with
the reflexive transitive predicate i-k’bina in case of an unaccusative intransitive
verb with the i- reflexive marker, while the form k’bens ‘to bite someone’ from
example (9), i.e. the indirect transitive predicate, has the form u-k’bina in prv.
PsT, adding the u- applicative marker of the goal argument.

Figure 3¢ illustrates the strategies used by consultants to avoid mistakes
and to provide the correct answer.

15 /;/
14 o
1B V.
2 v,
u e
10 /
: e
7 ,-f'f/-'",.
6§ 7
5+
4 -"z__,-" /’" -
3 ..-’."_."-‘__. /
3 -
4 &
Replacement with Refuse to answer Valency change: CALS
transitive verbs

Figure 3. Results for strategies used by the consultants

There were three main strategies used by the consultants to substitute the
gap in the PEV.PST form: (a) replacement with transitives, including alternation
of the form by adding a preverb, see (10a) and (10b), or by adding an object, so
that the difference from the previous sentence could be highlighted; (b) refusal
to produce a form, as it does not exist; and (c) valency-increasing operation by
producing causative forms.

(10)

a. av-ma dzhaghl-ma u-k’bin-a.
cruel-ERG dog-ERG APPL-bite-3SG.SBJ:PFV.PST

“The cruel dog bit (someone).

6 Some of the consultants used several of the mentioned strategies together, which is why
the numbers provided in Figure 3 exceed 15 answers.
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da-k’bin-a.

PR-bite-3SG.SBJ:PFV.PST

b. av-ma dzhaghl-ma

cruel-ERG dog-ERG

“The cruel dog bit (someone)’

The use of a preverb in examples like (10b) is very important. The differ-
ence between (10a) and (10b) is that (10a) has an applicative marker u-, the
function of which is adding a goal argument to the structure, which is assigned
dative, while (10b) has a theme argument: the patient that gets bitten by the

agent argument, and is assigned nominative (see 11a and 11b).

(11)

a.  av-ma dzhaghl-ma  skhva  dzaghl-eb-s  u-k’bin-a.
cruel-ERG dog-ERG other dog-PL-DAT  APPL-bite-3SG.

SBJ:PFV.PST

“The cruel dog bit other dogs’

b. av-ma dzhaghl-ma skhva  dzaghl-eb-i da-k’bin-a.
cruel-ERG dog-ERG other ~ dog-PL-NOM  PR-bite-3SG.

SBJ:PFV.PST

“The cruel dog bit other dogs’

Thus, we get canonical transitive construction in (11b), which has an in-
ternal argument in the Nom and the ergative can be assigned. Cf. structures for

(11a) and (11b) presented in (12).

(12) Indirect Transitive (for 11a) Transitive (for 11b)
vP
VAN vP
DPpa V'
e //\
/\ DPes v
v VP ERG /\
/\ PN
V v DPgoar V v VP
DAT | /\\
an V DPn
NOM
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Prima facie, the internal argument is added by the preverb da-, as one of
the functions of preverbs in Georgian is to add argument to the structure (see
Makharoblidze 2010, 77-88 for function of preverbs to add valency in Geor-
gian). However, in this case, the theme argument is not added to the argument
frame via the preverb da-. The preverbless form k’bina.PFv.pST ‘to bite, which
shows the event terminated before the reference time, but non-culminated,
nevertheless implies a theme argument.” It can also be argued that there is a
slight difference in meaning by adding da- based on the semantics ground,
adding some kind of plurality, or distributivity, to the action: The cruel dog bit
someone several times (see Shanidze 1980, 239-260 for functions of preverbs).
The main factor here is that the consultants were producing a transitive con-
struction by adding form with a preverb.

This strategy also indicates some problem-solving techniques regarding
unergative verbs. The most problematic issue, theoretically, for the DCT seems
to be unergative verbs, as they lack a second argument in the structure, so
there is no case competitor in the domain. The structure of intransitive unerga-
tive verbs is akin to the transitive construction in Georgian in everything aside
from having an overt internal argument, see (13) for transitive (repeated here
for clarity from 12) and unergative structures.

(13)  Transitive Unergative

vP vP
N N

DPga Vv DPga Vv
> /\ VAN
v VP
v VP
VAN |
V DPa
NOM v

The case morphology of unergative subjects in Georgian in the perfec-
tive past is ERG, just as it is in transitive subject, while the case morphology of
unacussative subjects is NOM, as in transitive objects. Among other features
that unergatives share with transitive verbs are: (a) the case-variable subject:
NOM-ERG-DAT, according to TAM series, (b) the creation of causatives, and (c)
the alternation of verb valency by adding applicative markers.

The valency increasing operations characteristic to unergative verbs show
that unergative verbs are able to add internal argument or overtly express al-

7 Thanks to an anonymous reviewer for pointing out the example: avma dzaghla K’bina,
k’bina da mok’la “The cruel dog bit, bit and killed’
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ready existing implicit argument in the structure by the addition of a preverb,
see (14a) and (14b) for examples:

(14)

a. monadire-m tqe-shi i-nadir-a.
hunter-ERG forest-in PV-hunt-3SG.SBJ:PFV.PST
‘A hunter hunted in the forest’

b.  monadire-m tqe-shi irem-i mo-i-nadir-a.

hunter-ERG forest-in  deer-NOM  PR-PV-hunt-3SG.SBJ:PFV.PST

‘A hunter hunted a deer in the forest’

In comparison with the examples in (10) the preverbless form i-nadir-a ‘to
hunt’ cannot be used with overt theme argument in NoM.

Another strategy used by consultants was the creation of causatives, which
also highlights that the sentence has to be transitive, and there must be an in-
ternal argument in the structure to have the ERG assigned, as in (15).®

(15)
av-ma dzhaghl-ma a-k’ben-in-a.
cruel-ErG dog-ERG PV-bite-CAUS-35G.SBJ:PFV.PST

“The cruel dog made someone bite someone’

The same can also be observed in the case of unergatives, see (16).

(16)
a. pekhburtel-ma i-t’ir-a.
football_player-ErRG PV-CIry-3SG.SBJ:PEV.PST
‘A football player cried’
b. pekhburtel-ma mekare-Q a-tir-a.
football_player-erg  goalkeeper-Nom PV-CI'y-3SG.SBJ:PEV.PST

‘A football player made the goalkeeper cry’

8 Although the meaning of the example is changed and is a little bit unclear, this was the form
produced by consultants.
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pekhburtel-ma gund-s mekare-Q a-t'ir-eb-in-a.

football_player-ERG team-DAT goalkeeper-NOM PV-cry-THM-CAUS-

3SG.SBJ:PFV.PST

‘A football player made the team’s goalkeeper cry’

The sentence in (16b) gets canonical transitive and in (16¢) ditransitive

construction. These results show that the transitivity condition seems to be de-

cisive even in the case of unergative verbs; however, this still needs to be tested

more precisely in order to see what happens structurally with unergatives in

Georgian. Hopefully, future research will reveal this. From the reported re-

sults, it cannot be stated for sure whether an implicit argument is present in

the structure of unergatives; however, some indirect suggestions based on the
results have been highlighted. The main result is that all the strategies (except
for refusal) used by the consultants included valency increasing operations.
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3.4. Summary of the results

Summarizing the results:

(a)

(b)

()

Native speaking consultants have no problem using the ErRG with
transitive verbs with subject properties: thuman. The difficulties
occur in intransitive verbs which do not depend on the nature of the
subject, but rather on the existence of the second argument in the
structure. No problems occur in production with the prv aspect: the
ERG is assigned to the external argument wherever the second NP
exists in the structure, or verbs are unergative, which seem to possess
the same transitive construction.

More productive use in the psT is the perfective for transitive and
indirect transitive verbs, and imperfective for intransitives (both
unergatives and unaccusatives). In other words, assigning of the
ERG case seems to be more natural with the transitive, than with
intransitive predicates, even when these verbs are unergative.

As for the strategies used by consultants in problematic sentences,
all of them involve valency increasing operations: replacement with
transitives, adding an object, and the formation of causatives. This
highlights that decisive for assigning the ERG is the existence of both
arguments in the structure, so that the derivation does not crash.
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4. Concluding remarks and the desiderata of the work

The present study had the goal of presenting empirical evidence based on
experimental material to validate the hypothesis that the transitivity condi-
tion is decisive for assigning the ergative case, even in languages like Geor-
gian, which possess split ergativity based on the tense+aspect distinction. The
results presented in section 3 illustrate that the natural structure for assign-
ing the ergative is that of transitive predicates, and all problematic issues are
related to intransitive verbs. Moreover, all the strategies used by consultants
to avoid problematic issues involve valency increasing operation, so that the
structure becomes transitive.

All the participants were accurate in producing the sentences, given that
they were native speakers. Based on their intuition, they revealed problematic
issues in assigning the ergative in Georgian. As expected, all problems while
assigning the ergative occurred in intransitive verbs, namely, unergatives, and
in some unaccusatives, where the PEv.psT forms do not exist and are replaced
by different forms of transitive verbs.

At this point, the main findings can be summarized as follows. Three re-
search questions addressed in the study were: (a) what is the natural structure
for assigning the ergative case?; (b) with what type of predicates do problems
occur in assigning the ergative?, and (c) which strategy is used by consultants
with problematic predicates which do not possess all forms?

The main findings based on these questions can be summarized as fol-
lows:

(a) The natural structure for assigning the ergative is that of transitive
construction. This has been revealed by testing the intuition of
consultants who picked one of the three past tense forms, differentiated
on the basis of the aspect.

(b) Problematic issues, as expected, occurred with intransitive verbs.
Given that there are two types of intransitive verbs: unergatives
and unaccusatives, which have different internal structures and
subsequently assign either the ERG (in the case of unergatives agent
argument), or NOoM (in the case of unaccusatives theme argument) in
the PFV.PST, unergative verbs seem to cause problems.

(c) Strategies used by consultants to avoid errors caused by the non-
existence of some PrFv.pST forms in intransitive verbs involved,
as mentioned above, valency increasing operations, namely: (a)
replacement with transitive verbs; (b) adding an object; (c) formation
of causatives; (d) adding the preverb da- to the predicate, which is
associated with valency alternation.
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The desideratum of the work is to test whether Georgian unergatives have
an implicit argument in the structure which can be counted as a case competi-
tor for ERG case assigning.

Abbreviations

DCT - Dependent Case Theory
DSM - Differential Subject Marking
ICT - Inherent Case Theory

NP - Nominal Phrase

TAM - Tense, Aspect, Mood

Glosses

CAUS - Causative
COP - Copula

DAT - Dative

ERG - Ergative

IPFV - Imperfective
NOM - Nominative
PFV - Perfective

PL - Plural

PR - Preverb

PRF - Perfect

PRS - Present

PST - Past

PV - Preradical Vowel
SBJ - Subject

SG - Singular

THM - Thematic Suffix
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