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Abstract: Evidential verb forms of the Perfect are a common Kartvelian phenomenon. Expression
of evidentiality in this case is a secondary function on the synchronic plane. Perfect evidential verb
forms do not have a special morphological marker. They use lexical means to express that something
has not been seen. In this way, they contrast with aorist verb forms expressing an action that was
seen. Evidential verb forms of the Imperfect appear only in the non-literary Kartvelian languages
(Megrelian, Laz and Svan). Out of these, in Laz, evidentiality is expressed lexically (in a descriptive
way), whereas in Megrelian and Svan, evidentiality has a special morphological marker. In
Megrelian, the Present and Imperfect verb forms express a seen action. They are opposed to
evidential verbs in the Imperfect, which denote an unseen action. In Svan, the neutral Imperfect
contrasts two forms: the Evidential Imperfect | in the superessive version and the Evidential
Imperfect 11. Originally, the Megrelian Evidential Imperfect | and Evidential Imperfect I, and the
Svan Evidential Imperfect Il were descriptive. As a result of transformation, these forms turned into
organic formations and developed special markers of evidentiality. The Svan Evidential Imperfect |
in the superessive version seems to have been organic from the very start. In Svan and Megrelian,
evidentiality has developed as a morphological category. The segmentation and glossing of
evidential verb-forms in the non-literary Kartvelian languages and the distinction of the markers of
evidentiality serve important practical aims that are thematised in the present article.
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Introduction

Evidentiality is a universal category. It is found in every language, although the linguistic means
of its expression may vary even within related languages. In some languages, evidentiality is a
grammatical category, whereas in others it is a lexical-semantic feature. In cases where
evidentiality is a grammatical category, the chief means of its expression is the verb.* Evidential
verb-forms can express both non-modal and modal semantics and are of two types: perfective
and imperfective.

The Kartvelian languages yield especially interesting information on the comparison of literary
and non-literary languages. The group of Kartvelian (South Caucasian) languages embraces
Georgian, Megrelian, Laz and Svan. Out of these, Georgian is the literary language whereas
Megrelian, Svan and Laz are non-literary.

The present paper focuses on the theoretical grounds of the formation and segmentation of non-
modal evidential perfective and imperfective verb forms in the Kartvelian languages.

1 For details, see Nitsolova 2007: 122.
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1. Perfective evidential verb forms in the Kartvelian languages

Perfective evidential verb forms (represented by inversive resultatives) are a common
Kartvelian phenomenon. In these forms, the expression of evidentiality is a secondary function,
activated on the synchronic level. According to shared opinion, they have emerged from
bipersonal stative verbs as a result of inversion. Their initial meaning was resultative, and they
developed the semantics of unseen action later.

Perfective evidential verb forms are mostly devoid of a morphological marker, they express
unseen action only lexically. In this regard, they are opposed to aorist verb forms expressing
seen actions. In this respect, the situation is similar in three Kartvelian languages (Georgian,
Megrelian and Laz) while Svan behaves differently in that here, transitive perfective verbs
without a preverb have developed a special marker for unseen action: the suffix -en. In contrast,
in forms with a preverb, the expression of resultativeness is overshadowed as these forms have
acquired only the capacity of denoting unseen actions. Naturally, they are also opposed to verb
forms of the aorist group. Cf. the following examples:

Georgian:

(1) da-cer-a (PRV-write-AOR.S3.SG) — da-@-u-cer-i-a (PRV-0O3-OV-write.EV_PRF.S3.SG)
Megrelian:

(2) do-¢ar-u(PRV-write-AOR.S3.SG) — du-@-u-¢ar-u-(n) (PRV-O3-OV-write.EV_PRF-THM-(S3.SG))
Laz:

(3) do-ca(r)-u (PRV-write-AOR.S3.5G) — @-u-¢a(r)-u-n (O1-OV-write.EV_PRF-THM-S3.SG)
Svan:

(4) ad-iyr-e (PRV-write-AOR.S3.SG) — x-a-yr-en-a (03-SUPV-write-EV_PRF-S3.SG)

(5) ad-iyr-e (PRV-write-AOR.S3.SG) — ot-iyr-a (PRV+03-write.EV_PRF-S3.SG)

Thus, all the Kartvelian languages are similar from the viewpoint of the genesis of their Perfect
tenses: perfective verbs are derived from stative verbs, and their primary function is to denote
the result of an action. As for their secondary function, the category of evidentiality, the Svan
language reveals a different situation.

2. The issue of naming perfective evidential verb forms in Svan

The Perfect tenses of Svan, also termed ‘screeves’,? are given different names in the scholarly
literature. This diversity is due to the fact that different scholars use different criteria. In some
cases, the names of tenses differ even in the works of one and the same author. In order to
denote the Perfect tenses, Varlam Topuria uses the terms ‘Past Perfect’ and ‘Previous Past’,?
although, in some works, he names these tenses as ‘Resultative I’ and ‘Resultative II’.*
Aleksandre Oniani and Zurab Chumburidze refer to the same tenses as ‘Evidential I’ and

2 Screeve’ (mckrivi) is a term introduced by Akaki Shanidze (1973/1980: 215). It denotes a verb paradigm that is
characterised by the grammatical categories of tense and mood. The English term was coined by Howard Aronson
(1982: 41).

3 6odym bEyeo’ and ‘6odym Fobomyfs@lieo’ (Topuria 1967a: 169 /173).

4 ‘Pesynprarusroe I’ and ‘Pesynsratusnoe 11° (Topuria 1967b: 85/ 2002: 78; 1985: 2002: 121).
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‘Evidential II’.> Based on systematic research on the category of evidentiality and a comparison
of the Kartvelian data, the tenses under analysis are here called ‘Evidential Perfect I’ and
‘Evidential Perfect II°.°

3. Imperfective evidential verb forms in the non-literary Kartvelian languages

Imperfective evidential verb forms have only emerged in the non-literary Kartvelian languages
(Megrelian, Laz and Svan). Out of these, evidentiality is expressed lexically (in a descriptive
way) in Laz, whereas in Megrelian and Svan, it has a special morphological marker. Thus, the
issue of an identification of markers concerns only Megrelian and Svan.

3.1 Imperfective evidential verb forms in the Megrelian language

In Megrelian, verb forms of the Present and Imperfect express a seen action. They are opposed
to Evidential Imperfect forms, which denote an unseen action as in the following examples:

(6) ¢ar-un-s (write-THM-PRS.S3.SG) — no-¢ar+u-e-(n) (EV_PRF_1-write-EV_PRF_2-S3.SG)
(7) ¢ar-un-d-u (write-THM-EM-IMPF.S3.SG) — no-¢ar+u-e-d-u (EV_PRF_1-write-EV_PRF_2-EM-S3.SG)

The Megrelian imperfective evidential forms (‘Evidential Imperfect I’ and ‘Evidential
Imperfect I1”) were analytical at the beginning. As a result of transformation, these forms turned
into an organic formation and developed special markers of evidentiality.

3.1.1 The issue of naming the imperfective evidential verb forms in Megrelian

In the Georgian scholarly literature, the evidential forms are named differently because, when
selecting the terms, priority was attached to either the form or the function. Giorgi Rogava
comprised the imperfective evidential verb forms (paradigms with the prefix no-) under the
common designation nakvti ‘feature, form’;” he considered that these forms should be regarded
as a separate series 1V, whereas the individual screeves should be called ‘Evidential III” and
‘Evidential IV”,® because in the grammars of Kartvelian languages, the screeves of the 111 series
denoting unseen actions were already termed ‘Evidential I’ and ‘Evidential II’. According to
Izabela Kobalava, the imperfective evidential verb forms should be included in series | as they
are based on the present tense and are opposed to the other screeves of the series as referring to
unseen actions. Based on their content, Kobalava styled the imperfective screeves ‘Present
Evidential’ and ‘Past Imperfect Evidential’.® Recently, the above-mentioned screeves were
named ‘Evidential Imperfect I’ and ‘Evidential Imperfect 1I’.1°

3.1.2 The dynamics of the development of organic forms in Megrelian

In Megrelian, the imperfective evidential verb forms with the prefix no- are new formations as
compared to other screeves. Initially, their structure was analytic in that they were based on a

>l o@Igmdomo’ and ‘Il myg@dgmdomo’ (Oniani 1998: 202-203; Chumburidze et al. 2007: 136).

® For details, see Margiani et al. 2019: 74-76.

" The terms nakvti, also used by Arnold Chikobava (1962), and mckrivi can be regarded as being synonymous.
8 Rogava 1953: 17-18.

% 45§3gml 0 g@dgmdomo’ and ‘6sdym 9Vyg9d 0l m@dgmdomo’ (Kobalava 2001: 132).

10 Margiani et al. 2019: 74-76.
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participle with the circumfix no- —-u (e.g., *no-¢kir-u ‘cut’) in combination with forms of the
auxiliary verb ‘to be’ in the Simple Present or the Past Continuous, ore(n) ‘is’ and ordu ‘was’,
as in *no-¢kir-u + ore(n) * is (being) cut’, *no-¢kir-u + ore-d-u ‘was (being) cut’.!

The final -u in the circumfix no- —-u is a characteristic feature of the masdar in Zan (i.e.,
Megrelian and Laz); cf. o-xack-u ‘to hoe’, o-¢ar-u ‘to write’ and so on.*? In modern Megrelian
speech, we find substantivised participles with a prefix no- such as no-ckeri ‘cutting’; besides,
no- forms past participles as in no-xack-u-er-i ‘fee for having hoed’.!3

As a result of the structural-semantic transformation of imperfective evidential verb forms, we
have, e.g.:
(8) *no-ckir-u + ore(n) ‘(sth.) is cut’ > no-¢kir-u-e * (sbd.) isevidently cutting (sth.)’ (Evidential
Imperfect I);

(9) *no-¢kir+u + *oredu®® ‘(sth.) was cut’ > no-ckir+u-e-d-u ‘(sbd.) was evidently cutting (sth.)’
(Evidential Imperfect I1).

In the Megrelian language, there are subjective (with the marker /v/) and objective (with the
marker /m/) paradigms of conjugation of the above-mentioned verbs. It should be noted that
one of the features of evidentiality is the generalisation of person. Thus, the most productive

forms in the language are the third person forms of such verbs. Formally, they are alike and are
not distinguished by subjective and objective markers.

The transformation has affected both form and content. On the synchronic level, the
transformed forms are imperfective evidential forms of organic (synthetic) formation,
containing a circumfix no- —-e, which is a marker of evidentiality.® There are several
arguments in favour of this opinion:

a) The prefix no- expresses the semantics of the past: “It seems that the shift of the time of
the action into the past is supported by the prefix no- (< na-), used in nouns denoting

former objects and in one of the forms of the past participle”.!’

b) The semantics of the evidential verb forms is defined by the past tense. The process of
development of the semantics of evidentiality from Perfect tenses is universal, hence, it
has developed almost equally in all Kartvelian languages.*®

c) The reduction of the Megrelian auxiliary verb ore(n) < is’ > -e: in Megrelian -e, together

with no-, forms a circumfix expressing evidentiality, whereas the 3" person marker in
Megrelian is the suffix -n.

11 Rogava 1953: 23.

12 Chikobava 1936: 177-178 / 2008: 183-184.

13 Rogava 1953: 23.

14 In Megrelian, the auxiliary verb may be reduced from left to right and vice versa.

15 With the sequence *ore-d-u > or-d-u > -d-u; -d- is a marker of continuous tense, and -u is the marker of a 3"
person subject.

16 Kurdadze et al. 2017: 18.

17 »ImJ3g0980L @AMl 9356 Foo@obol, Gmam®i hobl, bgml yfymows bm- (< bs-) 3Ggx0dbo,
amdgaoi Fobs gomsmgdol Lobgargdologob @@mols dodwgmdols gom-gom [omdmgdsdos godmyg-
bgdyemo (Kobalava 2001: 134 n. 1).

18 Cf. Chikobava 1962; Arabuli 1984; Beridze 2009; Topadze 2011; Kurdadze et al 2017.

128



M.Lomia, K.Margiani, The Theoretical Grounds of Distinguishing the Markers of Evidentiality

d) Semantic and formal differences: imperfective evidential verb forms differ from forms
of the simple and continuous Present in the semantics of unseen vs. seen action.
Formally, the difference is marked by the circumfix no- — -e, and this very circumfix
serves as a marker of evidentiality; cf.:

(10) caruns ‘is writing> (Simple Present) vs. nocarue ‘is evidently writing’ (*nacerava).'®
(11) ¢arundu ‘was writing’ (Past Continuous) vs. no¢aruedu ‘was evidently writing’.

e) The suffix -u does not fulfil the function of a marker of evidentiality: the semantics of
evidentiality (i.e., unseen action) was added to the organic (synthetic) form by the past
tense prefix no-, the suffix -u did not express a tense meaning. On the synchronic level,
it has survived in imperfective verbs, albeit devoid of its function.

3.2 Imperfective evidential verb forms in Svan

In underlining the complex nature of the Svan verb, Varlam Topuria noted the formation of
screeves in Svan that differ from Georgian formations.?° In the Svan verb conjugation, the
Resultative is an especially complex screeve, due to its complicated formation and diversified
semantics.

3.2.1 The issue of naming the imperfective evidential verb forms in Svan

In Topuria’s treatise, the screeves peculiar of the Svan language belong to series | and are named
‘Evidential I’ and ‘Evidential II’. According to Aleksandre Oniani, these screeves should
represent a separate series IV.%! Later, the evidential verb forms of the first series — ‘Evidential
I’ and ‘Evidential II’ — were termed ‘Evidential Imperfect I’ and ‘Evidential Imperfect 11’22

3.2.2 Structural analysis of the imperfective evidential verb forms in Svan

In Svan, the neutral Imperfect is represented by two different formations: the ‘Evidential
Imperfect I’ in superessive version and the ‘Evidential Imperfect II’. The form expressing the
superessive version is characterised by the suffixes -ina/-una:?

(12) xdbm-ina / -una ‘sbd. was evidently binding (sth.) to sth.’

Varlam Topuria divided the suffixes -ina /-una into two parts as -in-a/ -un-a but he said nothing
specifically about the origin and function of their elements.?* Oniani regarded -ina/-una as
unseparable units.  According to later literature, the suffix -un /-in is a marker of
evidentiality.?® This opinion is based on several factors:

19 A western Georgian dialectal form (Imeretian, Rachian).

20 Topuria 1967: 18.

21 Oniani 1998: 205. Cf. G. Rogava’s opinion regarding evidential verb forms in Megrelian (see 4.1.1 with n. 8
above).

22 Margiani et al 2019: 74-76.

23 Topuria 1967: 130-131.

24 Topuria 1967: 130-131.

25 Oniani 1998: 205-206.

26 Margiani-Subari 2008-2009: 132.
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a) The Evidential Imperfect I is opposed to the Past Continuous; the semantic and formal
markers of this opposition are reference to unseen action and the suffix -un/-in; cf.:

(13) xdbm-in-a /-un-a ‘sbd. was evidently binding (sth.) to sth.” vs. xabdmda ‘was binding’.

b) The suffix is also found in the Evidential Imperfect II. The meaning of the Evidential
Imperfect II is precisely expressed by the forms of the type nagvareba ‘shd. loved
(sbd.)’ found in western Georgian dialects (Imeretian, Rachian); cf. the Megrelian
Evidential Imperfect | with the prefix no-.

The Svan Evidential Imperfect Il is especially complex from the structural viewpoint: it builds
upon the Present stem, combined with a prefix /o-ma- and a suffix -un-e; in addition, the forms
may appear with an additional copular verb. In the formation of this screeve, -ma- is often
reduced to -m- due to the regular syncope of vowels in second syllables; as usual, the vowel is
retained in the Lower Svan dialect of Lentekhi.?” In the suffix -un-e the -e is often omitted;
therefore, the preceding vowel appears either contracted or in an umlauted form. As a result of
the phonetic change, the final form of the formant is then -in (-un-e > -in > -win > -in). The
forms without the final -e in the3™ person are chiefly found without the auxiliary verb:

(14) *l>-ma-dagr-un-e+li vs. *lo-ma-dagr-un-e > lo-m-dagr-un >la-m-dag(w)r-in ‘sbd. was killing

(sbd.)’ (cf. Georgian *naklava).?®

Varlam Topuria considers lo- to be the prefix of a past participle?® and -ma- to be a marker of
active voice (Topuria 1967: 134-135). As for the prefix m(a)-, the scholar solely notes that “its
function (like the function of the suffix —un[/-in]) is yet to be studied”*° (Topuria 1967: 135).
However, both V. Topuria and A. Oniani mention the formants ma- — -e and ma- as markers of
the past participle that freely substitute the prefix lo- (Topuria 1967: 221; Oniani 1998: 269). In
our opinion, in the screeve under analysis, -ma- is also obtained from a participle. The
function of this marker in this case is to denote activity/duration of an action regardless of the
voice of the verb.

In Georgian, Svan forms of the ‘Evidential Imperfect 11’ are rendered analytically by using the
Imperfect with the adverb turme (‘evidently, apparently’). It is well-known that the Georgian
Imperfect expresses a continuous action; thus, this screeve denotes an ongoing process in the
past.

The suffix -une is divided by Topuria into the elements -un and -e. As in other screeves, -un-
here is a marker of evidentiality. Givi Matchavariani notes that the suffix -un is archaic,® thus
matching our own opinion regarding the origin of this suffix; the differentiation of its function
based on screeves must have emerged later. On the synchronic level, the semantic function of
the suffix -un- is to express evidentiality (in the sense of unseen or improbable action).*> Maybe

2T E.g., in lamageli ‘sbd. was evidently building’ (Topuria 1967: 131).

28 Dialectal form (Imeretian, Rachian).

29 Topuria 1967: 134.

30 »=9 O3 -9b- 9a09396B 0l 3ymgbogmgds 5@ sM0l, oJowsb hobl, GMA -gb-ols yotgdgi Jgodemgds bdbsdo
23Jbgl: . ggdg@-g-an0 ... 936. RdSH©-g-@o...; ... Lbgs Bm@dsbBms (3=, -996-015) 35600 Lot ggggos
(Topurial967: 134-135).

31 Matchavariani 1974:131.

32 Improbability is expressed in modal (epistemic-evidential) screeves which are not being discussed at this point.
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at an earlier stage the suffix -une was either a stem ending of certain verbs or a functionally
non-differentiated suffix.

4. Conclusions

A systemic analysis of the verb paradigms has proven that among the Kartvelian languages,
morphological markers of evidentiality are found only in Svan and Megrelian. Among these,
the process of grammaticalisation of evidentiality is more vivid in Svan.

In Svan, there are special suffixes of evidentiality for verbs forms in the Perfect (-en) and
Imperfect (-un). In Megrelian, however, a comparable suffix is found only in forms of the
Imperfect. Hence we may conclude that

a) in Svan, the ‘Evidential Perfect I’ and the ‘Evidential Imperfect I” in Superessive version
were organic (synthetic) formations from the very start, whereas

b) the Megrelian ‘Evidential Imperfect I’ and ‘Evidential Imperfect II” as well as the Svan
‘Evidential Imperfect II” were initially analytic and developed to be organic (synthetic)
formations as a result of transformation. This was the time when a special marker of
evidentiality appeared in both languages.

Thus, evidentiality has developed as a morphological category in Svan and Megrelian. An
appropriate segmentation and glossing of evidential verb forms in the Kartvelian languages and
the identification of the markers of evidentiality has theoretical and practical significance with
aview to

a) revealing the rich capacity of the language with regard to the expression of a universal
category,

b) describing the genesis of the category of evidentiality and proving its authenticity, and

c) serving the purpose of a consistent morphological annotation of Megrelian and Svan
texts that is usable for digital analyses.
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