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Abstract

Formal unification of semantically different verb forms – passive, potential, reciprocal, reflexive, subjective version (resp. middle) – is characteristic for the Georgian language. It is also well known  for: Indo-Germanic, Indo-Iranian, Ancient Greek and others. Thus, the question naturally arises what is the cognitive background for such cross-linguistically isomorphous interjections of categories and does there exist any conceptual proximity between them? This paper examines the morphosyntactic characteristics and semantic properties of these categories on Georgian data  and argues for a conceptual structure which clarifies these issues. The categories are described as the whole continuum of adjacent conceptual structures which are variously divided by the marked-unmarked binary formal oppositions and are represented differently in the linguistic structures of natural languages. The main semantic features in the suggested conceptual structures are  ‘introversion’ and ‘extraversion’. According to these features, the conceptual proximity of the above mentioned categories is considered to be the result of either conceptual extension via alienability of the object or conceptual contraction via inherence of the object. This is directly connected with the process of extension or contraction of space relations in the process of linguistic cognition of the world. Different stages of conceptual extension (or contraction) are grammaticalized variously in the natural languages and the process creates the basis for the  different marked formal models.
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I. Introduction

Georgian is one of the Caucasian languages with the oldest literary traditions. The Georgian script  was devised around  400 AD in order to facilitate the dissemination of  Christian literature. It should therefore offer us the unique opportunity to study a history of 1.500 years of polysynthesis. The `Georgian`  population from the last Soviet census of 1989 is 3.787.393. Georgian and its related languages, Laz, Megrelian and Svan are known as the South Caucasian or Kartvelian languages. Georgian (as far as Laz, Megrelian or Svan) personal verb-marking mirrors the system of the Kartvelian protolanguages and mostly has been stable over this time.

II. The structure of the Georgian verb

Georgian has very complex and complicated verb categories. Structurally a Georgian verb may incorporate the following elements:  

(1) Preverb (s) - (2) S/O agreement prefix - (3) Version vowel - (4) Root - (5) Passive formant (-d-) or Causative suffix (in) - (6) Thematic suffix - (7) Past marker - (8) Tense/mood vowel - (9) S agreement suffix - (10) Plural suffix.

E.g.  da   -   g  -  a   -   c’er   -  in  -   eb  -   d   -   e  -  s

         prev - OII- vers - write - cause-them- past- mood- SIII

        ‘It would be great if s/he makes me write it’

         da  -    g  -  a  -  c’er  -  in  -  eb  -   d  -   a  -   t

        prev- OII - vers - write - cause - them - past - SIII - pl(O)

       ‘S/he would make you (pl) write it’

III. Version forms

The specific category of Version  distinguishes the orientation of subject action:

a. If the subject is acting for somebody: a result of his action belongs to or  is intended for the indirect  object , the verb has prefixes u- (in case indirect object is III person) or i- (in case indirect object is either I or II person):  

m   -    i   -   xat’   -     av    -    s     “(s)he draws it for me”
indO-version-draw-thematic suf.-SIII
g    -    i    -    xat’  -     av    -     s     “(s)he draws it for you”
indO-version-draw-thematic suf.-SIII
u  -   xat’ -      av   -     s       “(s)he draws it for him/her”
version-draw -thematic suf.-SIII

This type of version is called  the Objective Version.

b. If subject is acting for itself: a result of his action belongs to or is intended for the subject itself, the verb has prefix i- :

v   -   i   -    xat’  -   av       “ I draw it for myself”
SI  -  version - draw -them.suf.
i   -     xat’  -   av       “You draw it for yourself”
version-draw-them. suf..
i    -     xat’  -  av  -  s   “(s)he draw it for him(her)self”

This type of version is called the Subjective Version.

c. If there is not such orientation of the subject action, the verb does not have prefixes or sometimes vowel a- appears:

xat’  -   av.  -   s  “(s)he draws it”
draw -them. suf. -SIII
a   -   shen  -   eb - s  “(s)he builds it”
version-draw-them.suf.-SIII

Such forms are neutral according to “possessive-intended” relations and, consequently, are called the Neutral Version.

IV. Reflexive forms

The definition of subjective version shows that this category is compatible with the Reflexive, which usually is represented by the reflexive pronoun tav- (grammaticalized lexical entity for body-part “head”) preceded by the appropriate possessive pronoun:

me      v   -   xat’ -  av     chem - s    tav  -  s   “ I draw myself”
I(nom)   SI - draw-them.    my-dat   head-dat
shen           xat’  -  av      shen - s     tav  -  s   “You draw yourself”
You(nom)    draw-them.   your-dat   head-dat
is            xat’  -  av -  s    tav-is    tav - s        “(S)he draw him(her)self”
(s)he(nom)   draw-them-SIII     head’s    head-dat

    1. When S=indO, the subjective version is obligatory, while the reflexive phrase does not appear:

me   v  -  u  -  xat’  -  av    chem-s   tav - s   surat - s -----  me   v  -  i  -  xat’  -  av    surats
I(nom)  SI-vers.- draw- them  my-dat  self-dat  picture-dat ---- I(nom)  SI-vers.-draw-th. 
“I draw  a picture for myself”

    2. When S=indO= dirO, the subjective version appears together with the reflexive pronoun:

me    v  -  i  -  xat’  -  av   (chem-s)    tav - s   “I draw myself (for myself)”
I(nom)  SI-vers.- draw- them.    (my-dat)  self-dat  

me   v  -   i   -  k   -  eb    (chem-s)   tav-s “I appreciate myself (for myself)”
I       SI - vers- appr. - them   (my-dat)  self- dat

3. When S=dirO, the reflexive phrase is necessary:

me    v  -  xat’  -  av      chem-s    tav-s  “I draw myself” 
I(nom)   SI-draw-them    my-dat    self-dat     

If dirO is part of the subjects body or belongs to the subject, the subjective version is obligatory and there is no reflexive phrase:

me   v  -  i  -   ch’ri     (xels)  “ I cut (my hand)”
shen   i  -  p’ars - av   (c’ vers)  “ You shave (your beard)”
is      i  -  ban - s   (p’irs)  “S/he washes (the face)”,  (but:    is   i -  ban -  s  “S/he bathes”)  

The subjective version is typologically compatible with Indo-Germanic Middle: It has similar functions and is used when a part of subject’s body or his clothes, shoes, jewels and so on -- are objects affected by the verbal action. But there are important differences. These differences could be the result of the monopersonality of the Indo-European verb which does not allow the formation of a category similar to the Georgian Version. In Georgian on the basis of polypersonal verb forms the reflexive  which is widened to the subjective version gives the opposition with objective and neutral versions and, thus, has the particular features we noted.

V. Functions of  i - prefix

Generally speaking, verbal prefix i- is polyfunctional. It shows different grammatical categories: 

1.
Monopersonal passives

bavshvi   i - zrd-eb- a  “A child grows up”
q’vavili   i  - shl - eb - a   “A flower blooms”
bich’i   i - mal - eb - a   “A boy  conceals himself”

2. Potential

i - ch’m - eb - a  “It is eatable”
i - sm - eb - a  “It is drinkable”

In the constructions of monopersonal passives and potentialis the conceptual Agent disappears.

 E.g.: mshoblebi zrdian bavshvs -- bavshvi i-zrdeba mshoblebis mier -- bavshvi i-zrdeba (‘ Parents bring up a child’ --‘ A child is brought up by the parents’ -- ‘ A child grows up’);

bich’i c’ers c’erils -- c’erili i-c’ereba bich’is mier -- c’erili i-c’ereba( ‘ A boy writes a letter’ -- ‘A letter is written by the boy’ -- ‘ A letter is written’);

stumari svams ghvinos -- ghvino i-smeba stumris mier -- ghvino ismeba ( ‘ A guest drinks the wine’--‘The wine is drunk by the guests’ -- ‘The wine is drinkable’;) 

gogo ch’ams sach’mels -- sach’meli i-ch’meba (goos mier) -- sach’meli i-ch’meba ( ‘A girl eats some food’ -‘Some food is eaten by the girl’ -- ‘The food is eatable’).  

The process of Agent demotion (and sometimes its disappearance) is the main general feature of passivization. So, the i-prefix here could be considered as the marker of Agent disappearance. 

3. Deponenses

i - gin - eb - a  “S/he uses bad language”
i - q’ep - eb - a  “A dog (s/he)  barks”
i - kbin-eb - a  “A dog  (s/he)  bites”

In these  constructions verbs have the forms which are characteristic for the monopersonal passives in present:  i-prefix - root - thematic suffix (-eb). The verb is active in meaning, but passive in form ( so called, deponenses). Structurally these constructions are far from prototypical passives -- there are no respective active constructions from which these forms could be derived by Agent demotion and Patient promotion. The only feature uniting them with passives is the ‘disappearance of the main semantic role’: in case of passives the Agens disappears and in case of deponenses the Addressee disappears. 

E.g. k’aci  k’acs aginebs – k’aci i-gineba (The man abuses the man – A man uses bad language) 

dzaghli k’bens bavshvs – dzaghli i-k’bineba (The dog bites the child – A dog bites)

 Thus, i-prefix here could be regarded as a functional marker, which formally represents the disappearance of the main semantic role and by this functional approach deponenses are compatible with passives. 

4. Reflexives

i -varcxn - i -s  “S/he does her(his) hair”
i - ban - s   “ S/he washes”

In the reflexive constructions Patient, which is the strongest role from the view point of disappearing, is functionally distinguished, as far as it is always represented by the reflexive phrase (one’s self), which triggers only III person agreement on the verb form. This means, that the Patient in reflexive constructions is highly restricted and, therefore, actually has functionally disappeared.

5. Subjective version

i - zrd - i - s   “S/he brings up (the child)  for her(him)self”

These constructions are formed as the result of Addressee’s disappearance:

E.g. ashenebs k’aci saxls xalxistvis ( neutral version) // ushenebs k’aci saxls xalxs  (objective version) (‘ A man builds a house for people’)

When S=indO ( that is, Agens and Addressee have the same referent), Addressee (= indO) usually disappears:

ashenebs k’aci saxls tavistvis (neutral version) // ushenebs k’aci saxls tavis tavs ( objective version) // i-shenebs k’aci saxls ( subjective version)  ( ‘A man builds a house for himself’)

In the Georgian language, constructions with the subjective version are used with preference. In these constructions the Addressee has fully disappeared.

6. Objective version:

m - i - zrd - i - s   “S/he brings up (the child) for  me”

Concluding from the semantic analysis of above mentioned morphosyntactic processes and on the basis of the functional approach such kind of generalization could be suggested:

 ‘i-prefix is a marker of functional disappearance of one of the main semantic roles ( Ag, P or Ad).’

VI. Conceptual proximity of passives, reflexives and middle

Formal unification of semantically different categories -- passive, potentialis, reflexive, subjective version ( resp. middle) -- is not specific to the Georgian language. It is well-known in the Indo-Germanic and Indo-Iranian languages, in Ancient Greek and other languages. Thus, the question naturally arises what is the cognitive background for such cross-linguistically isomorphous interjections for these categories and does there exist any conceptual proximity between them?

The passive construction reflects the situation where the pragmatic subject is not the semantic Agent: from the communicational point of view Agens is demoted and Patient is promoted (that is, it is given the function of subject). Promoted subjects are not prototypical subjects -- they are not active and their ‘action’ is not directed or oriented to objects. They are introversive: the subject acts within its own space.

Introversion is the main feature for reflexive and middle subjects, but their introversion is realized through objects: the subject crosses its space, affects an object and this object belongs to it (in case of subjective version) or is the subject itself (in case of reflexive).

Such conceptual proximity of these categories according to the feature ‘introversion’ could be considered to be the result of either conceptual extension via the alienability of the object or conceptual contraction via inherence of object. This is directly connected with the process of extension or contraction of space relations in the process of linguistic cognition of the world and could be represented by the following scheme:
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The process of extension goes step by step from passives (‘Subject acts within its own space’) ( I stage) through  I-reflexives (‘Subject acts on his own body part’) ( II stage) and II-reflexives (‘Subject affects an object which denotes subject’s own things: clothes, shoes, jewelry and so on) ( III stage) to middle (‘Subject affects an object which is not in its space (that is, subject crosses its space) , but it tries to put the object in its own space’) ( V stage).

The IVth stage reflects the intermediate step from reflexive to middle -- Reciprocals (‘Subject affects an object and the object similarly affects the subject’. E. g. ‘I love you’ and ‘You love me’ gives ‘We love each other’)

This process of extension continues and as a result the forms of objective version arise (‘Subject affects an object which is not in its space (subject crosses its space). Affected object belongs to or is appointed to somebody (or something).) Introversion turns to extraversion.

The process of extension could be considered as the opposite process of contraction from VII stage to I stage. It depends on the language type.

These stages could be regarded as the different stages of diachronic language change, but this is not obligatory: the scheme merely represents the dynamic process of development of linguistic cognition.

VII. Georgian data

Every language chooses its own way of coding these conceptual structures.

In Georgian  the I-II-III-V-VI stages are united into one conceptual class and make an opposition to VII stage: passives, I-II reflexives, (no reciprocal), subjective version and objective version (when O is either I or II person) have i-prefix in the verb form, while other form of objective version (when O is III person) has u-prefix.

It seems interesting, that the objective version shows the person dichotomy I/II. III. VI stage in conceptual representation might reflect the  fact that  introversion is defined within this dichotomy and opposition S:O is not relevant for I or II persons: If action is oriented to I/II person (disregarding their roles -- Agens, Patient or Addressee; or functions -- S, dirO or indO ), it is regarded as introversive and the verb, consequently, has i-prefix:

m-i-xatav-s ‘S/he draws it for me’, g-i-xat’v-s ‘S/he draws it for you(sing)’

According to these structures Georgian linguistic cognition defines actions as extraversive iff the subject affects a IIIrd person Patient.

Such peculiarity proceeds from the typological characterization of the Georgian language:

Georgian data clearly show that I/II - III person dichotomy is dominant in the system of grammatical categories. This dichotomy governs case shift and verb concord, also arguments competitive situation constraints. It defines polypersonality of the verb form, the category of ‘direction’ and so on. The Georgian language strives for formal markedness of I/II - III person dichotomy and within such tendencies the VI stage of our conceptual relations seems to be necessarily distinguished from VII stage.

In Georgian IV stage (= reciprocal) is not grammaticalized in the verb form; instead, the special constructions with the pronoun ‘ertmaneti’ ( each other ) are used. Reciprocal pronoun ‘ertmaneti’ is derived from the numeral ‘erti’:

        ert-man-ert-i (one-erg-one-nom   ‘each other’)

E.g. bavshv-eb-s uqvar-t ertmanet-i ‘Children love each other’
       child-pl-dat    love-SIIIpl   each +other-nom

       megobr-eb-i   icn-ob-en  ertmanets ‘Friends know each other’
       friend-pl-nom  know-them.-SIIIpl    each+other-dat

       st’udent’-eb-i she-xvd-nen  ertmanet-s ‘Students met each other’
       student-pl-nom pev-meet-SIIIpl    each+other-dat

The main feature which makes distinction between reciprocals and all other constructions is the interruption of introversion (note IV stage in the scheme). Thus, i-prefix is characteristic for the verb forms which denote uninterrupted introversive actions. 

The continuum of  I--VII  stages is divided as well into I: II-III-V-VI-VII opposition by S-III person suffixes in present: passive are marked by the a-suffix, while the s-suffix is characteristic for the active verb forms.

Thus, the Georgian language distinguishes the marginal stages of a conceptual continuum: I stage by suffixes and VII stage by prefixes.

 VIII. Generalization

On the base of above functional and conceptual approaches one common generalization could be formulated:

‘the i-prefix is present in the verb form when it denotes continuous introversive situations reflected by the linguistic structures where one of the main semantic roles (Agent, Patient or Addressee) has disappeared.’

 IX. Different possibilities of  coding

There are other possibilities of marking of these conceptual relations.

In Russian I-II-III-IV stages of continuum are distinguished from other stages by the ending   -sya:

I stage: pishetsya ‘ It is written’
II stage: moetsya  ‘S/he washes her/himself’
III stage: odevaetsya ‘S/he puts smth. on’
IV stage: vlyublayutsya  ‘They fall in love’

In English only I stage is distinguished  by the passive constructions: It is written, It is built, It is known, etc.

In Greek I-II-III-IV-V stages are united in one conceptual class and marked by the suffix  -sthai:

ap-hik-e-stai ‘arrive’
thanei-sthai ‘die’
phy-e-sthai ‘grow’
koima-sthai ‘be sleep’
tatte-e-sthai ‘arrange onself’
parakeva-sa-sthai ‘prepare (for) oneself’
komi-sa-sthai  ‘bring/carry for oneself’

According to  linguistic cognition different stages of object alienability (or inherence) are distinguished from the continuum of conceptual relations and, consequently, different models of formal markedness have been observed.

X. Typological prospects of the conceptual representations

We suppose that our conceptual explanation clarifies the cognitive background of cross-linguistically isomorphous processes of interjection of the different categories such as passive, potentialis, reflexive, reciprocal, middle ( =Georgian subjective version ).

Methodologically it seems more effective to describe grammatical categories as the whole continuum of adjacent conceptual structures which is divided in different ways by marked - unmarked binary formal oppositions and is represented differently in the linguistic structures of various languages.

Explanatory theoretical approaches could be the basis for further typological studies.
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