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5037dgb s dot3oMmgds Jomam gygb@ne 9bs30”

boggobdm bodyzgdo: JoGommo g9bdmGo 9bs, 33bs, mBogddo, sGg -
3960, ds6306985

1. gbagomo

960l dotromo mgeds F93sL3gbmols o Bobmob ozsgdotg-
dmmo 56a7dgb@gdol — J393gdetnbs /56 mdogd@olb/mdogd®gdol
- bLEONIG NS FommBmowagbl. Jgbsdsdobow, asbogzomo o6 stob, H™I
Lodg®yaamm, sbgag JabGaMo gbgdal s6andgbdgdal bEOYIGNGAL
33m935L 39360 bsBOM™MIo dogdmabs. Jormamo ¢ggbEmMo gbol moabg-
30L@030L obEMMos IsmmmE ghom smgnm Famb omgmob, dsa®msd o3
6Omobmgol gbFogmomo bozombgdol Momogbmds Jmeddgdmagos s
Jodornmo gabEamo gbol momddol yzgms mbgl dmoiagh (ob. dsobe-
mdmodg 2012; dobathmdmodg 2015; Makharoblidze and Pfau 2018; dobs-
Omdmodg 2019 s Lbgs). 83 dmbgdtog gbs3o 9339 oLENM9dMmO
356Ls3MEgdmmo obsbosmgdmagdo ImFImdL dobo BgbFogemoal sd@ws-
mmdsb ggb@eo gbob mobagzob@ozobogol s mgsmbshobmb bool fFo-
6o8gdsthg 33mg30L 3608369mmdbS(s.

99bENM0 9bgdolb mobagzob@nssBo smfatomos BIbol Tgmsebbdy-
3ol 3o3mbs@gol B3mbdiool 3gmbg Lbgswsolbgsagsto st zgho. dosmo
MAMgmabmds, doMomsse, dooRbggs sdbdstg Bbgdo — 569y Lgds-

*

33935 FoM3moagbl ggmg smamb@ol gom@obagbol mbogg®bo@g@obs s oemasl
LabgmdFoxm mboggtbo®g@ol ghommdmogo 3Mmgd@ol baGoml, Mm3gmoi bmio-
9mEgds Bmem3ibgzeagbob gmboobs s Bmms Buboseggmolb badetrmggmmb ghmg-
Bamo LodgEbogm Bmbool (SRNSFG) ognbsblbgdom [a0sb@ob bmdgemo N04/46,
36mgd@&ob bmdgeo N93569].
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68030La56 oEmom ¥l gdow, HmImgdoi godmoygbgds bmmmm s
dbmmme H3bol Jgmobbdgdols godmbobo@ogew. dsgomomawm, sdbdotg
bIbos 39M3sbym ggb@Me gbsTo g.§. 3060ob Fgmobbdgdols dstrzgho —
PAM (Rathmann 2000; Steinbach and Pfau 2008, etc.); sbggg ©odbdotg
bdbos gosbbdgdol dotr3gegdo s3LGMom ggb@ue 96530 (Krebs et al.
2017), 05 AUX-DA — 308omobgd ggb@néd 96080, GmIgmoi ast339-
memo doboboosmgdmgdom goblbgogmads gghdsbmmo sdbdotg Bdbobasb
(Quer and Frigola 2006). s360as0, Fg0sbbdgdol godmdbs@ggmo dom3g-
69d0L 56LgdMds ggb@ne 969330 MhzgMmm dmgmgbs o6 s60l, Myd(zo
063 93dgbme 35bLogmmgdmmo ImORmmmaonmo 56 LobGogbmEo do-
6306905 BIbsLMSb Jomo Fgmobbdgdols godmbobs@em MYBM™ 03300ms0
a3bgogds. dmebGgmo (Borstell 2019) ssb@n®gdL Izgned gab@n®
96080 md0gd@ol oxgmgbionmo dotmzgmol sMLgdMdLL, Mmool go-
dmygbgdsi bmmmm ©5d0sbol godmdbs@zgm mdogddgdmsbss Tg-
Lodmgdgmo, dgogeo (Meier 2003) 3o obMsgmolb ggb@ane gbsdo smfgml
dbgogbo BMbgool Bogembabgmb mdogddobogol. dmbo 538 30(39dL,
6Om3 g9 3sbnm ggb@me 9bsBo sdbdotg B3bs dohbgymo PAM ggé-
3sbmemo gab@meo gbol Ladbegommem 35600568 To Hgsmnmon mdogd@ob
3o6g3gMolb sbsemmaons (Bross 2020). 3530b, HmEs mdogdd ol domzothgds
63 0bg b3oMo sbsLosMgdL YabGNE gbgdl s Lndogd@ol dotrgotgds
30093 NBMO™m 033000 dmzgmgbsw doohbggs, dbgsgbo dotzocgdgdols
36LgdmdoL Jgbodmagdmmds Jotoym ggb@ye gbsBo domosb Lsobdg-
egbme.

Joonmo gab@co gbob g@omnesw bmGotgdnmo 3m&m3nbo
RIORIOMI0m 36 5MbgdMdL, mMds omosl bobgmdFoxzm nboggclo-
&9&0L d5ddg 3MLYdMmMo Jonmmo yab@neo 9bol MmedmEs@meoals
3096 ao5m9dmmo dsboems odmyggs aomyzgnmo obzgbgdol gozgomg-
3oL LOFMomgdsl. gosmMmgdnmo gogmdsbamol bsbg&dmogmds dmeo-
3bmdsTo Fz0000 Losmo, 36 Tamo s 56 Fodos. smbsebodbsgos, M3 go-
5985 3030bstrgmdrs yhn 306 gdobmzgol dogdbodsmanmae dmbgdog
a56gdmTo, Logdodmnggmmb yhrams 3939060lL Fgbmdado, Lo bJomow
0360093056 yery 09dob Fgghgdo. 0dob gomgomolbfobgdoom, HmI m3g-
BoGmMMo 53539 ®gdob Fgzto ogm o Bod@mdMogae oboig dmbsfo-
mMgmdEs osmmado s Labsmdemm mgdgdoi o6 Lzgdmms Jom ymag-
006 boddosbmdsbs s 068 gMhglgdl, gogmBsbsfgtmgdo Jotrmmm
J9LENE gbsdg d9bgdcngo osmmaol ogomomgdos. goomgdsdo dm-
bofommg 53 y6r99 3060006 17 3530 0 36 Jomo oym, yggmes dsmgsbo mdo-
mobob dogbmg®gdgmo. dombgmoegew 0dobs, M3 Jestmmmo ggb@nto
960l 5030Lgdol sbszo dmbsfommyg 306gdl Bmeol 3sbbbgsggdmemo oym,
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0bxmE3ob@gdolb MAMmogmgbmds g 3oMms Fgomo ogm, sb¢ dscmmzgals
Joornmo gab@aeo gbs ogm 3otggmo gbs. sbs®Agbgdo(s do393mdsT0,
365 9330569L 9g3bo frmobs, gnBmbb Jotronm Jab@n gbsb. ygars
3mbofomg 0ym 0bxzm&mBoMgdnmo gosmgdmmo dsbaemol godmygbgdols
306m398bg, M3 ©55LGNMIL 0bxm®mIoMhgdmmo Mebbdmdols gme-
30%g bgmImPaMom. dobomodg ©o33063900Ls s gbmdMogo sbsemodals
MHmb oo ©sbstgds asdofos 3mbLymEsb@ds, BmImobomgobs Jo-
Hommo ggb@ncdo gbs 3mdmon®os s dobo gbmdMogo 3m33g@gbios
3050 gdMmos 0gdol Fotdmdsagbmgdols doge.

9L LGS 3obzmmgbomoa s o6l Ibmmme JgbGneo gbgdol mo-
6a30L@Nc0 LodmMasmgdolmgol, sdodms bEs@ool dgmeég bofom3o
FomImoagbomos dmgomo 0bgm®dsios ggb@u® 969330 B3bols 3emsbo-
3035300bs s B3bol Fgmsbbdgdols Jgbobgd, bmemm 39bsdg msgBo — Jo-
Oonm ggb@ned gbsdo oOLgdmmo LyYdogddobs s mdogddol dscrzg-
6930, B3 3gmoby 05390 ob3zbgdom dmmmgrogds.

2. 99L&n6 969330 HIbob g0 56b3gd0bs s Vg sbbdgdals
3560 3969d0lb dodmbomgs

R3gmnmagdog, B3bob LgdsbGozs 3obbadmgMegh FobswsewgdsBo s6-
393968 9d0L Hommgbmdsels s 030l dobgrogom oigmgds BIbsbmsb s-
3933069390 563 m396@9d0L/sg@&ob@gdol Mommabmds, Msdwgb mg-
30806 (g@o) Mmmb s0agbb B3bol mgdbogmto 3608369mmds. mg@o
Ommgdol gosbsfomgdol 36063030l mebsbdsw, ymggmo stramdgb®o
dbmmme 9o mg@s-OHmmb 0mgdl s gmagmo mg@s-Mmemo Ibmemo
960 56a7mdgb@L dogPatgds (Chomsky 1981). 3hgogs@ob madbogndo
3603369cmmds 3obLodMatoglh mg@o-Gmmgdol s, Bgbodsdobo, o6-
393968 9d0L Homgbmdsl s Fgmgasm 30mgdm ghom- s mMetandg-
68056 gotrongomm B3bgdl o6 mE- s LsdsMgyMdgb@osb gotrsdsgsm
b3693L. ggLENE 9698T0(3, GO MJds Wbs, B3boL mgdlozne Lgdsb@ozslb
3obsb 393306 gd Mmoo 303 ndgb@gdol Bomogbmdol swagbobomgols
593L 36033bgmmds, m9ds BIbol 3mobogogsEos asblbbzseggdmmos s
©5dm300989mos 0d5dg, Modwgbsw Fgmdmos B3bsl Jobmsb @ozs390-
6gdnm 503 ndgb@gdmsb Fgmobbdgds godmbs@mb 30bg@ozom. B3bals
Fgoobbdgds gabEne gbgdBo godmobe@gds Lydogddol om3dbodgzgbgmo
500300056 Mmd0ogd@ol smdbodzbgmo sanmobzgh bgmol dmdGomdals
36 bgmobammol dodstrommmgdols 33momgdoo. Jgmsbbdgdol gb @bstro
3965306m3gdL B3bol 3molingogo0sl. Jogmbgosgsw 0dobs, Hmd &gcdo-
69806 535380693000 LONMO NObBIMBS 56 SEOLIdMBL mobagoldym®

699030, 1980-056 FemgdBo 3sdmd3gybgdmmo s3gMozmmo ggb@mo
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9bolb B360b LobEBgdol 33mggol Bgdwga (Padden 1988 [1983]) dothoms-

o® gabEeo gbol B3bol LodFgzts 3moboxkozsEoss gogtgmadamo,
OM3mob Mobobdosz aod8mymngb doM@og, Jgmebbdgdom s Logtom

236980

s) 356@030s BIbs, HMIgmbai o6 Fggdmos LoghHEomo dmeoxogs-
309 35b69smato Fgmsbbdgdol godmbobs@ow;

3) Fgoobbdgdoom BBsL Fgmdmos s0amdgb@mob o3538069d9mo
50030mob3gh dmdeomdolb 56 mE0gb@ ool 33emomgdom godmbo@ml o3
53 M39b@mob gomnsobbdgds;

a) Log&omo B36s 3o godmbo@ogl gmsbbdgdsl mmzs@oné sthaw-
39680 9b.

mobggob@ms bsformo, GmIgmms ImbedEgdabsi 393 30D0sMgd,
J9bE MO 9698F0 BIbol MEFgzce 3mobogogsEosl NFgml dbsml, Go-
©a5b Loghomo BIbs o6 53mgbl Jgmebbdgdomo BIbobigsb d33g9mMow
a56Lbgo39dmm Lob@odbme dobobosmgdmagdl, Bgbodsdobow, dob Fgme-
bb3gdomo B3bol J3g3o89amtosm gobobomogzgb (Quadros 1999; Lourengo
2018, etc.) o gobs6hg396 Ibmemme Fgmobbdgdom s ot og B3bydL.

Bdmaogbhrmo ggb@meo gbs 356LsgmmEgdmmo dot3gegdol boBmsmg-
30 35dmbo@oglb Jgmobbdgdsl. dbgsegbo dsczgtgdo bJot Bgdmbggzsdo
sdbdotg BIbgde dooRbggzs, MMImgdoi NdOHNbzgmymal Bdbol Tg-
006bdgdol godmbo@gol dob o3 mdgb@gdmsb. sdbdstg BIbgda Lbgs-
sbbgoggetos, dmgaogtoo dbmmme Bgmobbdgdsl godmbo@oegl, dogs-
MomoE, 396M3sbam gbEnm gbsBo sMLYdyMmo odbdstrg ddbs - PAM,
Bdmgoghol 3o ©8ds@gdomo Bnbdioss Igodmgds 3gmbogl, dmames
39@9mMaba® vab@n® gbsdo AUX-DA Fgmobbdgdsbmsb ghmom aodmbe-
&o3L 390DoB0gLs3. YO gbgddo Bgmobbdgdomo Fstrzgtgdo gts-
358035m0ds300L aboms gobbbgogogds gehrmndsbgomobash, obobo Tg-
odmgds oymb 36y, Lobgmowo o6 Bogombsbgmudo FoerdmBmdals
(Perniss et al. 2007). Jotrorgm ggb@ne gbsBo sdbdotrg BI6ol sMLgdmds
o6 EsLGNMEgdS, MNI3o 3093 NBO™ 030000 Jobsbosmgdmgdos go-
dmgmgbomo, HmImgdoz gsbbomnemos dgbedg bofomTo.

dot@ogo bdbs JsbmomaEom 396 35dmbo@eglh sMandgb@gdmab
B9 obbdgdols, mndis Lbgowalbgs ggb@mdo gbs Lbgswsbbgs Lodysemg-
35L Bmmdl do@ogo BIbgdol Fgmsbbdgdol asdmbsbs@ow. ghm-ghmo
Sbgmo LsBgomgdos sM33sbgomuto Bgmobbdgds, dmIgmoi 3otgg-
Mo KRN0 gBsme-39amds scmfams (Shepard-Kegl 1985). 353560 sbo-
39 gdl, Hm3 53geoznm ggb@ne gbsdo Jom@Bogzo B3bol Lydogd@mob
Bgoobbdgds bgds mo30L goob&mom, bmmm mdogd@cmsb 3bgemal LaBe-
omgdoom (Bahan 1996), s3sbmsb, dgogbo s603sbnsmnto Bgomsbbdgds
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BgLodmgdgmos s6s Fbmmme JotrBog goMmsedsgsm BIbgdmsb, stedgw
aotongom H36gdmsbs. 0MdiEs Ro@o®mgdammo 9db3gMH0dgbd ol Lo-
539d3z9mdg 50b0Tboggb, O™M3 539M03mm Jgb@ye 96530 ddbgeom Tgme-
bb3gds Ibmmme BobysmyMom Bgorsbbdgdol boBmsmagdol ddmbg B3bgd-
b 33b3gds s 3™ y39ems BIBsLmsb (Thompson et al. 2006).

Joogm ggb@ne 96530 s6H03sbmsmno boBmomgdgdo, asbbsgymo-
6 gd0m 3dghe s 303035 boMow godmoygbgds LobGsdumco gubdioom,
300 Bmcol 360l Jgmobbdgdols godmbs@gol dodbboom. s6r83sbmsmyto
B9gosbbdgds IbgeMols LoBmomgdoom smfPgomos Joromym ggb@dye gbsdo
(Makharoblidze and Nanitashvili 2022). s3dago60 Bgmsbbdgds doh@og
B3bsbnobogss gbodmagdgmo s smfgeomos dogomomo (0b. mEm
J399mm), HmEgboi Fobnomnmom godmbs@mem B3bsl gdmbgggs 3dgbe
©5 B3d@MdM0z50 0b 1339 Igbadg 3060l bozgombobgmos.

(1) BOY LOVE+GAZE,
dogl myzo6L ob.

3. b#d09d@0bs s Mmdogd@ob dom3g6gdo Jormnm ggb@nd 96530

o3 m3gb@ms oM 306gdol Logzombol gobboemgobsl 33960l 396
o313moeom B3bol Fgosbbdgdol smPgmal, Mowash gb ghom-ghomo dg-
Jo60ddos sram3gbGms LEONIGNEOL Joc306980bmzgol. 3gogto stae-
396809 LEONIGNEOL 35dmMbs@ 30l Lod domomse LoFMsmgdew gsbobo-
mogb Lodygoms FTymdal, Bdbol Fgmsbbdgdsl s d9bgols 60Fb9dL s

114



9398 960bg 65608 0g0mo. o6 MdgbGms 3ot 3oMgds Jotmumm ygb@ye 96580

53539 @O™L sbdgbl, Hm3 ¥gbE Mo gbgdo 3 Lodo LoBMsmgdowsb dbm-
o m6b — bo@ygoms FTymdab s Bdbol Bgmsbbdgdsl, gmmdls (Meier
2003). dogbgosgswe 0dobs, ™3 s6LgdmdL ImbedEMgdgdo ggb@me gbsdo
d6mbgz0L 60T6gd0l sMHLYdMBSDY, dosm TmErolb dgogcos dmagosbgdom o6
a0dmGoibogos obemsgmob ggb@ne gbsBo dbgogbo ot zgemal sebgdm-
3L, doRbgmmos, ™I, dDmgswsw, dNbzol 60369d0 ggb@ne 96530 m30-
M gbo 09305000 Bmgmgbss. s30@mIsi Joornem »gb@n 9bsdo domo
36LgdMd0L Bog@ 0, Mo Imgmagbomsz 56 Mbs 0ymb gl gob3oEmdgdmmo,
msgme 3603369mmzsbos. Bmgogomo mobagzob@o smfgtl gt 3ggmm
3o6396mL mdogddobomgols (Borstell 2019; Bross 2020, etc.), oomdzs 03039
Lobol ot 3960 Lidogd@obomgob mgdrg gbFsgmom ggb@n® 969330
36 LENM©YdS, Mo Fgodmagds soblbol ggb@ne 969330 mdogddgdals
Lmd0gd®9ddg NBO™ b3oMow gsdmbo@gzol dmgswo gbogbioomass.
dogsmomo, o9 6oL, BmIgmoi 3m@gbEoncom asdmbo@egl Fgme-
bb3gdsL Ldogd@boz s Md0gd@bsi, HmMIgmndy o 3960 830y,
b onEomgdmor Lydogd@ol dotmzgeo 0dbgds (Quer et al. 2017). sbggg,
3393900 shggbgdl, MmI 5390z gab@u® gbsBo Jse@ogo BIbgdols
LmBogd®9d0 1dg@al FgdmbzgzeTo o6 o6l godmbogymmo (Wulf et al.
2002). 5360gs0, JgbEuco gbgdol mobagzgol@ossdo mdogddol dsézo-
6905 9x6m gbfsgmomo bsgombos, gotg bLydogd@ob.

3.1 byydoggd@ob s zgeo

Lndogd@ato o6l Jsmr3gemal gsbbomgobsl, Rggmmadmog, asbo-
bomoggb 03 o6 396 9L, Mmool LoFgomagdomss bdogd@ol B3bsbmsb
Bgoobbdgds doomfggs. mndis Jothommo ggb@yho gbol gotrs, Lbgs
J9LEN® gbsBo xgORIOMI0m 36 sE0OL sMFgMomo ImOHRMEmaoNMo©
35dmbs@amo 36NbzolL 6060l sMLGdMBS. Jotrnmmo BI6ol dmtrgmenm-
300l 33mg30Lol medsd dsbsermdemodgd (Jsbosermdemodg 2019) smfgbs
90358 030L 60360l 35dmygbgdol dsgomomo ooy ggb@me gbsdo
(ob. dogomomo (2)).
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(2) NEIGHBOR ERG. BOOK BROUGHT
39dmdgmds Fogbo dmo@obes.

e

Bm@mdg Fomdmmagbomo ghas@ogol 60Bsbo bofomdmgdos ggb@oe-
©56 ,000530560“ (0b. 353mbsbyYmgds (3)). Lodg@ygzgmm Joromm 96530
9358 0mmm dMbgs goMsdsgsomo bdbols bLmdogddL odgb bodym Lmm
©m™3o. ygbEy® 9650 dobo aodmygbgdol saomo Fggbedsdgds Le-
398Y39mm Jotromol geras@dogl, ondis Mowash ggb@ol megosdot-
390 madbogamo 36083bgemmds 305305600, IbMmmmE 38d0sbol 5d-
60936g9mo s6bgdomo Labgmoom godmbogmm bndogd@msb a3bzwgds.

116



9398 960bg 65608 0g0mo. o6 MdgbGms 3ot 3oMgds Jotmumm ygb@ye 96580

(3) HUMAN
55d0sbo

i\ A J I
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v
ey

3o6396L go5hbos BogdLocgdnmo saomo s Fobowswgdal FTgzcg-
3oL goasmaomgdols s dmgsme Fobswowgdol @o3ob (33emomgdols
ML 3Nsd 0sb Fmbrgsl goMmsdsgsmo Bdbol 306 3o@gamtoals
LmB0gdBL FoObym M™MTo. Bggnmgdeog, 0dobmzgol, BHm3 ggb@neo gbs
Roomgommb ghgs@onmo, s930mgdgmo 56 stol d09bzol 60dbol s6-
LadMBS. BMaMM(3 9339 903608690, dMIMb30L 60Tbgdal sELdMdS Kac-
RIOMBoM o6 sLGNMEgds Lbgs gabEnd 969330, mndis dmgoghmo
mobagob@o sLedmmgdl gab@yMo 9bol LobEoduammo geas@onmmdals
3oboblosmgdmadl, dsgsmomsm, mntMdnmo ggb@ndo gbobogol (Seving
2006). mobagzob@ms bofomol sdMom, 9.7 »93939msbbdgdomo” B3bgdals
Bgobbdgdss ggb@ae 969380 dmdMomdals Bodstrmmmgdol (33mmomgdol
a5dm, gbodmms, 3goggl ghgs@oym 3mbbEomndisosl (Pfau, Salzmann
and Steinbach 2011). doormmo yggb@mMo gbol gegs@onmmdol ows-
LENOHIOL PYBO™ Lom®Bobgnmo 33mazs bLfoMgds. Logstemome, 3
3otgghol gohgbs Lodg@yzgmm Jotrmmol gogmagbomss gob3otHmdg-
3o, 530@m3si 3603gbgmmgsbos, Ros@otogl 33mggs, Hodwgbosmss
dobo g53mygbgds ao3M(39madamo Mgaombgddo Ibmatgd yora og-
39830. ®domalbBo gosmgdnmo dsbomol BgbFogmol Jggasw smdmb-
b, M3 3 Jomzgil aodmoygbgdl mdomolBo dzbmgtgdo yere mgdols
bofomo, Gm3mgdoi gobLognmegdom godmomBggosh bedg®yzgmm Jo-
09mol s dobo gereds@ 030l 3oMao 3mbom, Mo bszdeome 03gz0omos
g6 09dob FomImIswagbmgddo. Moz o6 Nbros 0ygmb s@sdosbols omd-
609369mo 9gLEOL acmsds@0zomodsEool Jodbgdo, mMbos b Jommmo
Lo3gBY39e™ gbom 0gmb gob3otrmdgdmmo, LydogddnMo o6l s zo-
6930l &gbogbiool aohgbs Jotrmam ggb@an® 9bsdo 360836gcmmzobo
3mgmgbss. Lodg@yzgmm Jotrommol Mgaombymo osmgd®gdol asb-
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Lbgoggdmmo LobGodumeo Jsbobosmgdmgdol gsdm, Loobdghgbm Bg-
0dmgds 5m3mBbrogb Logdotmggmml ®gaombgdBo 33maggol Ro@omgds.
dogomomo, Johmnmdo dbmemme gotesdsgsmo B3bob Lydogd@L ogaLb
9308030l dozghn, BmEs obogmgm LogdomggmmBo gogézgmg-
B3 00mgd@9d30 gohsngsmo dBdbol Lndogd@msbss Bgodmgds Tg-
a3b3egl. gbodsdobo, Mmbos gogomgsmolfobmm Jotmmmo ggb@nto
9bobs s Jotommo gbols g EgerodmEnsdg msbsstbgdmdol godm gg-
LEYE gbodg ao3mgbols Jgbodmgdmmds, doom ¢dg@ gL, H™M3 Mmdomolido
3Ebmahgdo yhrgdo ssbdymgdgb, dsgomomswe, Jamsoldo Isbmgegdo
969930l ¢9bEgdol goblbgezgdmm mgdLogm sbsbosmgdmgdl. Igbsd-
Mo, SLENMHEIL gsblbgsggdmmo LobGogdbneo dsbsbosmgdmgdags.

3.2 md039d&0b oM 396mgd0

Joogmo ggb@nco gbols mobagol@doisdo smfgomos mdogddnto
3060l M5dwgbodg ot 39M0, dom TmEolb bgodMomato 360T36gmmdals

dotgzgto - iom-neutral (Makharoblidze 2015). boggemggo dsboemolb gbfog-
mod shggbs, HmI, 9as@030L Bt 3geolasb goblbgseggdom, mdogddnto
3060b gb ot 3geo (ob. (4)) Logdomem oMo agbzads Jobroanm gg-
LENE 965B0. gb BOIEMIM0z50 sB030L o3P FotBmoagbl s 3
B9gdobgg3930(3 393m0ygbgds Ibmemme 30b 308 9gamEool mdogd@gdosb.

(4) IOM-NEUTRAL
06H0dmd0gd& e 3060l 60Bsbo

2

96358030L 3ot 3960l dbmmme 30b 3o@9gamcools 503dboBgbgm Lyy-
3093890056 g5dmygbgds ot ogo 50bLbgdmms o3 ¥gb@ol msgos-
3otggmo 3603369cmmdol Bodgdbom, BogMsd, Loob@gmgbms, dmd 3 Igd-
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(5) BOY KICK GIRL OM
dogo B9bl o ysdb gmamb.
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0653090569 339399 godmagmobs 3ogs ghmo aobbsgmomtg-
3o oM 3960, HmBgmoas, Bggnmgdmog, Fob mdmgol 3oMHedot mdo-

9d®L. 3obo Imdrgmmmaonco Jsbsbosmgdmgdoi gobbbzezgdammos, gb
3o6 3960 Bgagbomo ggb@os, Gm3mol Igmeg bsFomoi Joomomgdom
J9b@L Focdmoagbl. gb gabdo, mgdbognéo 3603zbgmmdom ,gb* /
2oL gl Oabam gobda®d 9bsdois a3bawgds. Jetorge Jgbda®
96580 0go 35dmoygbgds Mbmmm sMLgdomo bobgmom 56 dgbsdg ool
boigombobgmom godmbs@mmo JoMmsdomo mdogd@ol §ob.
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(6) DOM
3060053060md099d& M0 3060b 60Tsbo

b g9bEO BoIBMBIM0Zo® SDNMLEIBL 30306 Md0gddL s gooh-
6os 3dogo saommo — asl 3Nsed MLbymm JoMHrs3oto mdogd@ol Fob
5 9305306390 Jobomomgdgmo ggb@owsb goMmsongddbs 3oMsdoto
™d09d&0oL ot 39Msc.
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(7) WHO BROKE DOM CHAIR
306 go@gbs b3odo?

8906036935 9L 0L 33emomgdol &gbogbz0s, gb Lodxsdosbo gygbdo
09b6@omob 3563531 dmemm Jobosmomgdgm bofomb, asbbsgmmtgdoom,
o9 9989a dmbrggl dgbsdg 3060l bogombsobgmo. gmbool 6036930
Bmaxgc 3mobogds sMbgdomo Labgmom asdmbsgmm nbamm 3oMwes-
306 md0gd@mobs, Boi dmfamdl o3 60Bbol g&msdsdogzsmodszosl s
096@mbmd00 dob dmHBmmmaon® oM 3ghom ©sd3zz00Mgdsl.
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1.Introduction

The cornerstone of a language is the structure of a verb and its arguments
— a subject and objects. Consequently, it is no wonder that many articles have
been dedicated to researching the argument structure of both spoken and sign
languages (Benedicto and Brentari 2004; Kegl 1990; Meier 2001; Levin and
Rappaport-Hovav 2005; Ramchand 2013, etc.). Georgian Sign Language lin-
guistics is relatively young, but the range of topics that have been investigated
is impressive (Makharoblidze 2012; Makharoblidze 2015; Makharoblidze and
Pfau 2018; Makharoblidze 2019; etc.). The specific characteristics already con-
firmed in GESL highlight the importance of future research on this natural
sign language.

Different types of agreement markers have been distinguished in sign lin-
guistics literature. The majority of these markers are considered auxiliaries—
semantically empty or weak signs that are only used to express agreement; for
example, the Personal Agreement Marker (PAM) in German Sign Language
(DGS) (Rathmann 2000; Steinbach and Pfau 2008, etc.), agreement markers in
Austrian Sign Language (OGS) (Krebs et al. 2017), and the agreement marker
in Catalan Sign Language (LSC), glossed as AUX-DA, which differs from DGS

*  This research is part of a joint project of the Georg August University of Gottingen
and Ilia State University, funded by the Volkswagen Foundation and supported
by the Shota Rustaveli National Science Foundation of Georgia (SRNSFG) [grant
number N04/46, project number N93569].
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PAM in several important respects (Quer and Frigola 2006). Thus, agreement
markers are not exceptional features in sign languages. However, special mor-
phological or syntactic marking of arguments to form agreement is less fre-
quent in sign languages. Borstell (2019) discusses the existence of a differential
object marker in Swedish Sign Language that is restricted to human objects,
and Meier (2003) describes a similar object pronoun in Israeli Sign Language
(ISL). Bross (2020) claims that the sign PAM, usually considered to be an aux-
iliary, is analogous to the object marker in the southern variant of DGS. While
differential object markers are not very common in sign languages, and sub-
ject markers are even rarer, the existence of such markers in GESL could be
intriguing.

An annotated corpus of GESL does not yet exist. However, the GESL
laboratory at Ilia State University collected data spanning a total duration of
seven hours, 36 minutes, and 56 seconds. From the 53 deaf signers filmed, 17
were men and 36 were women, representing the age range of the Georgian
Deaf Community from 18 to 69. All participants were deaf signers living in
Tbilisi. Although the language acquisition of the informants varied, most were
deaf CODAs, meaning their first language was GESL. For those from hearing
families, their GESL acquisition began in early childhood. It is noteworthy that
these spontaneous videos were filmed in environments familiar to the signers,
primarily in their homes, or at the Union of the Deaf building, where com-
munity members frequently gather. The camera operator was also a member
of the Georgian Deaf Community. The filming conditions allowed the signers
to share their experiences and daily routines comfortably. All participants were
informed about the intended use of the videos and provided their informed
consent. This naturalistic data is invaluable for observing how GESL signers
mark agreement in their signing, and whether they use specific agreement
markers. A GESL consultant, a hearing CODA, assisted me in analyzing am-
biguous parts of the data.

Since this paper is not intended exclusively for a sign linguistic audience,
Section 2 provides brief background information on the verb classifications
and verb agreement in sign languages. This is then followed by Section 3,
which presents descriptions of subject and object markers in GESL. A conclu-
sion is drawn in Section 4.
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2. Background information on agreement
and agreement markers in sign languages

Generally, the number of arguments/actants in a clause is determined by
the lexical meaning of the predicate, and it depends on the number of theta roles
the predicate can assign to its arguments (Chomsky 1981). Consequently, verbs
are classified as intransitive, transitive, or ditransitive. The Theta-Criterion func-
tions similarly in sign languages. However, it is more common to define verb
classes in sign languages according to their kinetic characteristics- specifically,
whether a verb can be spatially modified to show manual agreement with its
argument or arguments. Agreement in sign languages can be expressed through
movement and/or orientation from the locus associated with the subject to the
locus associated with the object. The ability of a verb to modify its movement
and/or orientation determines its class. Although there is no consensus on spe-
cific terms, since Padden’s (1988 [1983]) research on the verbal system of Amer-
ican Sign Language (ASL), a threefold classification is commonly used: plain
verbs, agreement verbs, and spatial verbs. However, I opt for a binary classifica-
tion, distinguishing only between agreement verbs and plain verbs, with spatial
verbs considered a subcategory of agreement verbs. This is because the two types
of verbs that can be spatially modified do not display significantly different syn-
tactic features (Quadros 1999; Lourenco 2018, etc.).

In some sign languages, special markers are used to express agreement.
These markers are often considered auxiliaries, helping verbs express agree-
ment with their arguments. They vary in several ways; for example, some ex-
press only agreement (e.g., PAM in DGS), while others, like AUX-DA in LSC,
carry an additional meaning, such as a causative result. Agreement markers in
sign languages can follow different grammaticalization paths, with auxiliaries
developing from verbal, nominal, or pronominal sources (Perniss et al. 2007).
Auxiliaries have not been confirmed in GESL. However, this language displays
less common features of sign languages, such as argument markers, which are
discussed below in Section 3.

Sign languages may also use non-manual mechanisms to express agree-
ment. Non-manual marking was first described by Shepard-Kegl (1985). Bahan
(1996) claims that a plain verb in ASL can express agreement with its subject
through a head tilt, and with its object through eye gaze. Moreover, non-manual
agreement is confirmed not only in plain transitive verbs, but also in intransitive
verbs. However, eye-tracking experiments have revealed that plain verbs in ASL
lack the ability to express agreement through eye gaze; only verbs that can agree
manually with their arguments show agreement through eye gaze (Thompson et
al. 2006). When non-manuals do occur in GESL, they often serve several syn-
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tactic functions, including agreement marking (Makharoblidze and Nanitashvili
2022). Eye gaze can express agreement even with a plain verb in GESL. In the
example below, the eye gaze coincides with the manual sign of a verb and, in
fact, marks the third-person pronoun.

(1) BOY LOVE+GAZE,
Boy loves him/her.

3. Subject and Object Markers in GESL

Before discussing argument markers, it was necessary to refer to verb
agreement, as it is one of the main mechanisms for marking argument struc-
ture. However, there are other significant tools for encoding argument struc-
ture. For example, Meir (2003) argues that three basic mechanisms for encod-
ing argument structure in spoken languages are word order, verb agreement,
and case markers, while sign languages rely only on word order and verb
agreement to encode argument structure. Although Meir later considered the
possible existence of case markers in Israeli Sign Language, such markers are
generally regarded as rare in sign languages. Nevertheless, object marking has
been argued to be prevalent in some sign languages (Borstell 2019; Bross 2020,
etc.). In contrast, subject markers have not been confirmed in most sign lan-
guages studied to date, which may be explained by a general tendency in sign
languages to mark objects more frequently than subjects. For instance, if a
verb that can potentially agree with both subject and object lacks one of these
marKkers, it is usually the subject marker (Quer et al. 2017). Furthermore, re-
search has shown that subjects of plain verbs in ASL are more often null (i.e.
unexpressed) than overt (Wulf et al. 2002). In summary, subject marking, as
opposed to differential object marking, has been less investigated in sign lan-
guages.
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3.1 Subject marker in GESL

Sign languages typically lack both subject marking and morphological
case marking. Therefore, the discovery of an ergative marker in the morpholo-
gy of GESL verbs was a significant finding (Makharoblidze 2019). This subject
marker is a result of the grammaticalization process of the lexical sign human
/ person (see 2).

(2) HUMAN

In different sign languages, the grammaticalization paths of the lexical
sign person have resulted in different grammatical markers, such as agree-
ment auxiliaries, object pronouns, and reflexive pronouns, while in GESL,
this sign developed into an ergative case marker (Borstell 2019). Generally,
the existence of an ergative case marker is not essential to claim that a lan-
guage is ergative, as ergativity can be manifest in terms of morphological
case marking on nominals, or patterns of agreement on the predicate (Quer
et al. 2017). There is no evidence of the ergative marker in any other sign
language, but researchers claim that some sign languages display ergativity,
for example, Turkish Sign Language (Seving 2006). Moreover, some linguists
suppose that backward agreement, that is, agreement with an inverse move-
ment, i.e. movement from the R-locus of the object (source) to the R-locus
of the subject (goal), can also be a reminiscent of ergativity in sign languages
(Pfau, Salzmann and Steinbach 2011).

Before discussing the ergative case marker in GESL, it is important to
note that spoken Georgian is an ergative language, where the ergative case
serves to mark the agent of transitive verbs. Although GESL and spoken
Georgian operate in different modalities, they coexist within the same ter-
ritory, making language contact possible. The hypothesis that language con-
tact has allowed linguistic patterns from spoken Georgian to influence GESL
is quite compelling. In Georgian, as well as in GESL, the subject of a transi-
tive predicate has an ergative case only in the perfective past. The place the
ergative marker takes in GESL coincides with its place in spoken Georgian,
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and it is used only in the past after the subject of a transitive predicate. How-
ever, unlike the ergative marker in Georgian, the GESL ergative case marker
is restricted to the subject expressed by a noun denoting “human,” since this
marker is derived from the lexical sign human / person. Thus, the ergative
case marker always follows the subject of a transitive predicate when the
subject denotes a person, and when the predicate is in the past tense (see [3]
from Makharoblidze 2019).

(3) NEIGHBOR ERG. BOOK BROUGHT
The neighbor brought the book.

e

However, a close examination of naturalistic data reveals that the use of
the ergative marker is limited to only a portion of the deaf community, and
is not widely used among GESL users. Typically, those who use this marker
have a high proficiency in spoken Georgian and a strong grasp of its grammar,
which is relatively rare within the community. Although there is considerable
doubt as to whether the use of the ergative marker might be influenced by spo-
ken Georgian, the tendency to mark the subject in this way remains intriguing.

While evaluating the research results, it is also important to bear in mind
that the research was based on data that was collected in Thilisi, where the
largest community of Georgian Deaf Signers resides. In the future, it would be
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interesting to investigate the use of this marker among communities in west-
ern Georgia, given the syntactic differences found between dialects of spoken
Georgian. For instance, in standard Georgian, only the subject of a transitive
predicate has an ergative case marker, while in some regional dialects, the sub-
ject of an intransitive predicate also takes an ergative marker. Although syn-
tactic differences between GESL and its regional variations may be considered
less predictable, research on GESL should certainly be expanded to the regions
of Georgia. This is especially important, as GESL users from Tbilisi and Kutaisi
often mention lexical differences, suggesting that there may also be interesting
syntactic variations.

3.2 Object markers in GESL

Despite the fact that differential object marking is rare in sign languages,
still, unlike the subject marker, object markers have been confirmed in several
sign languages. An in-depth analysis of the gathered data shows that object
marking is even more common in GESL. Makharoblidze (2015a) described
four types of indirect object marking: indirect object marker with neutral
meaning (iom-neutral), indirect object marker expressing respect (iom-re-
spect), indirect object marker expressing disrespect (iom-disrespect), and in-
direct object marker expressing causation (iom-cause).

On the basis of the current research, it can be assumed that the most fre-
quently used object marker in GESL is the one with neutral meaning: iom-
neutral.

(4) IOM-NEUTRAL
Indirect Object Marker
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This marker actually functions as a Dative case marker and is used only
with indirect objects that are represented by human nouns. iom is produced
with the index finger, but the hand shape is slightly different from index, and
always follows an animate object in any position, as it can appear after the
object in the beginning of the clause, as well as in the clause-final or in the
clause-internal position.

(5) BOY KICK GIRL OM
The boy kicks the girl.

= i w1
I A e T TR Ths e R A LA R

The current study also revealed a specific marker, in addition to the sub-
ject and object markers, that precedes the direct object. This marker appears to
be a compound sign, with the final part being an indicating sign.

(6) DOM
Direct Object Marker

This marker tends to vary, and, as confirmed by the consultant, the use
of a single, simplified sign is also considered grammatically correct. A similar
lexical sign is used in Russian Sign Language, with the meaning of ‘this’ or
‘exactly this, which suggests that this marker may be derived from that lexical
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sign. In GESL, it is typically used before the direct object expressed by a third-
person pronoun or an inanimate noun.

(7) WHO BROKE DOM CHAIR
Who broke the chair?

The current study shows a strong tendency in GESL to mark arguments
using various mechanisms. Since sign languages were previously considered to
lack such markers, these findings could be valuable for future cross-linguistic
studies.

4.Conclusion

The present research aimed to demonstrate that, although it is generally
assumed that most sign languages described to date lack morphological or syn-
tactic mechanisms to mark arguments, we should not exclude the possibility
that some sign languages may still possess such markers. Section 3 presented
examples of subject and object markers that have been grammaticalized from
different sources and have various restrictions:

1. A group of GESL users living in Tbilisi use a special subject mark-
er that appears to be copied from spoken Georgian, which functions
as an ergative case marker, grammaticalized from the lexical sign HU-
MAN / PERSON. This marker is restricted to the human subject of a
transitive predicate, and always follows the subject.
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2. The data provide evidence for the use of the object marker with
a neutral meaning. This marker functions as a dative case marker,
derived from the indicating sign, and is limited to animate referents.
It always follows the object.

3. The direct object marker is a compound sign derived from the
indicating sign, but it tends to change to a shortened form. It always
precedes the direct object expressed by a third-person pronoun or an
inanimate noun.

In conclusion, the study shows that it is important to consider the possi-
bility of existing argument markers when discussing verb agreement and argu-
ment structure patterns in sign languages.
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