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А. Р о с т о в ц е в - П о п е л ь  (Петербург) 

Пространственная метафора в 
картвельских превербах 

Работа посвящена пространстенным значениям, выражаемым пре-
вербами в грузинском, мегрельском и сванском языках. В каждом из этих 
языков представлена система превербов. Системы эти различны в 
отношении набора компонентов, их сочетаемостных свойств и выражае-
мых пространственных категорий. Сравнительный анализ систем префик-
сации в первую очередь опирается на использование превербов в глаголах 
движения и позиции. Между тем, глагольный инвентарь далеко не 
исчерпывается подобного рода лексемами, и большинство глаголов в 
картвельских языках образованы за счёт префиксации. При этом простран-

ственные и дейктические значения, свойственные превербам, претер-
певают значительные изменения. Таким образом, можно говорить о мета-
форе пространственных значений, как, например, в груз. (1) ga-vida ‘X 

вышел’ vs. (2) ga-igo ‘X понял Y’ vs. (3) ga-witlda ‘X покраснел’. В первом 

примере преверб выступает в дефолтном просранственном значении, в то 
время как в третьем он полностью десемантизован; второй же пример 
иллюстрирует промежуточную ступень метафоры.  

В работе рассматриваются грузинские, мегрельские и сванские 
глаголы, для которых реконструируются общие пракартвельские архе-
типы. 

A. R o s t o v t s e v - P o p i e l (Peterburg) 

Metaphor of Space in Kartvelian Preverbs 

The paper addresses spatial values of preverbs in Georgian, Megrelian, 

and Svan. Each of the languages employs a preverb system, and they crucially 

differ in the number of components, combinatory properties, and the range of 
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spatial values expressed. The comparative analysis of these systems primarily 

leans upon the use of preverbs in verbs of motion and position. Verbal inven-

tory, however, extends many further and the majority of Kartvelain verbs are 

formed by means of prefixation, and as it usually is, preverbs may substantially 

change their spatial deictic meanings. Thus, one can speak of metaphor of    

spatial values, cf. Georgian (1) ga-vidai ‘X went out’ vs. (2) ga-igo ‘X under-

stood Y’ vs. (3) ga-c�itlda ‘X got red.’ The first example displays a default spati-

al meaning, while it is completely lost in the third one; the second example rep-

resents an intermediary grade of the metaphoric change.  
In the scope of the work, Georgian verbs are confronted with thier Meg-

relian and Svan cognates.  

m. r u s i e S v i l i  (Tbilisi) 

andazis  pragma-semantikuri modeli da andazis  
ekvivalenturobis problema 
(qarTuli da inglisuri andazebis korpusis 
magaliTze) 

andaza aris verbaluri forma, romelic yvela enaSi ar-

sebobs da, amdenad, mkvlevarTa yuradRebas imsaxurebs. spe-

cifikuri bunebis gamo andaza ramdenime disciplinis yura-

dRebis centrSi moeqca.Lmas Seiswavlian folkloris, eTno-

lingvistikis, sociolingvistikis, pragmatikis, zogadi enaT-

mecnierebis poziciebidan. bunebrivia, TiToeuli maTgani kon-

kretul moTxovnebs uyenebs am formas  da cdilobs Tavis 

CarCoebSi Casvas igi. amis Sedegad, dRes arsebobs andazis 

bevri gansazRvreba da amdenive Teoria, romelnic, garkveul 

meTodze dayrdnobiT, cdiloben srulad  “amoxsnan”  anda-

zis saidumlo. magaliTad, aarne-tomsonis Teoria andazas 

Seiwavlis zRapris sintagmatikuri modelis meSveobiT, xo-

lo levi-strosi ki andazis sakvlevad moixmobs miTis para-

digmatikul models. 
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Cemi azriT, Cem mier SemoTavazebuli andazis pragma-se-

mantikuri modeli SeiZleba gamodges erT-erT gzad andazis 

siRrmeebSi wvdomisa.  

moxsenebaSi davaxasiaTeb andazis ierarqiul models, 

romelic, garda imisa, rom srulad xsnis andazis rTul bu-

nebas, gamodgeba andazis rogorc Sidaenobrivi, ise enaTaSo-

risi ekvivalentobis dasadgenad.   

andazis SemoTavazebuli pragma-semantikuri modeli Se-

dgeba sami urTierTdakavSirebuli sinTezuri donisaganL(eq-

splicituri, implicituri da presupoziculi doneebi), rom-

lebic Seadgens andazis semantikas da romelTaganac TiToe-

uli Tavisi funqciiT xasiaTdeba. kerZod, eqsplicitur do-

neze fiqsirdeba andazis metaforuli forma; implicituri 

done asaxavs andazis implicitur, gadataniT  mniSvnelobas, 

xolo presupoziciul doneze aqtualizdeba adamianis fonu-

ri codnis, samyaros modelis is nawili, romelsac exeba 

konkretuli andaza.  

Sua, implicituri done, Tavis mxriv, ganSrevdeba or 

Sred. zemo Sreze, andazis implicitur mniSvnelobasTan er-

Tad, fiqsirdeba konkretuli konteqstur-pragmatikuli para-

metrebi; xolo meore, qveda Sreze fiqsirdeba azrobrovi 

struqtura, romelic andazis diferencialur niSnad mimaC-

nia.   

Cemi azriT, andazebi, romlebsac aqvT Tanmxvedri  eq-

splicituri da implicituri (Sesabamisad, presupoziciuli) 

doneebi, SeiZleba ganvixiloT srul ekvivalentebad, magali-

Tad: “yvelaferi, rac brwyinavs, oqro ar aris” da “All that 

glitters is not gold”. xolo is erTeulebi, romlebic Tanxvdeba 

mxolod implicitur doneze-dinamiur ekvivalentebad. maga-

liTad, “patara torola did torolas atyuebdao” da “pata-

ra eSmakma didi eSmaki acdunao”. es gansxvaveba did mniSvne-

lobas iZens, miT ufro, rom misi meSveobiT dgindeba andaze-

bis ekvivalenturobis xarisxi. rogorc kvlevam gviCvena, zog 

SemTxvevaSi, leqsikonSi ekvivalenturad miCneuli andazebis 
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ekvivalenturoba realurad ar  dasturdeba. magaliTad, Sem-

degi erTeulebi:  

1) “Pendent que les chiens s’entre-grndent le loup devore la brebis” 

(sanam ZaRlebi kinklaobdnen, mgelma kravi gadaylapa) 

2) ‘‘sanam xari gaxardao, patroni gaTavdao’’ 

3) ‘‘sanam xmali movidoda, enam Tavi moiWrao’’ 

4) “sanam petre movidoda, petres tyavi gaaZreso” 

es erTeulebi ekvivalentebad fiqsirdeba i. gvarjalaZi-

sa da k. miqelaZis mier Sedgeil “Proverbs et dictions francais avec 

leurs traductions et qeuivalents georgiens’’. xolo analizi gviCvenebs, 

rom franguli da qarTuli andazebis struqturis yvela do-

ne gansxvavebulia. Sesabamisad, es erTeulebi SeuZlebelia 

ekvivalentebi iyos. 

M. R u s i e s h v i l i (Tbilisi) 

The Semantic Model of a Proverb and Problems of Equivalence 
(on the material of Georgian and English proverbs) 

A proverb is a verbal form which can be classed as both universal and 

unique. Its universality lies in the fact that a proverb is attested in all the langua-

ges of the universe. On the other hand, its uniqueness is expressed in the variety 

of its forms and the complexity of its semantics.  

Because of these a proverb has been studied by a number of disciplines: 

folklore, ethnolinguistics, sociolinguistics, and general linguistics  each of them 

trying to fit the proverb into its scopes. In the same fashion, there exist a num-

ber of definitions of a proverb and many theories which aim at revealing fully 

the complex nature of the proverb and finding a path leading to its heart.  For 

example, Aarne-Thomson’s theory  argues that a proverb can be studied using 

the syntagmatic model of a fairy tale whereas Levis-Strauss proposes to use the 

paradigmatic model of a myth for the same purpose. 

We argue that the pragma-semantic model of the proverb which we pro-
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pose can be one of the ways  leading to the heart of the proverb. Thus, in this 

paper we will characterise a hierarchical, semantic model of a proverb and mo-

reover. We will show that this model, besides revealing the complex nature of 

the proverb, can act as the indicator for determining equivalent proverbs within 

the scope of one language as well as on the plane of several other languages. 

We view a semantic model of a proverb as a synthesis of three interdepen-

dent and intertwined layers: explicit, implicit and   pre-supposition, each of them 

having its own status, function and playing a definite role in the creation of the ge-

neral meaning of a proverb.  The direct meaning of a proverb metaphor is realized 

on the explicit layer of the model whereas the figurative meaning of a proverb is re-

vealed on its implicit layer. The pre-supposition layer actualises the part of the  

inguistic model of the world connected with the extra linguistic background  

knowledge of the surrounding world , which is expressed in the proverb..  

The implicit level, on the other hand, is further sub-divided into two addi-

tional sub-layers; one of which acts as the basis for decoding the proverb      

metaphor and  shows the  concrete  contextual pragmatic parameters of the 

communicative act. The underlying nucleus of a proverb -a binary oppositional 

semantic construct is fixed on the other sub-layer. 

We also argue that proverbs having similar explicit and implicit layers 

should be considered to be complete equivalents whereas those coinciding by 

implicit level only should be classed as dynamic equivalents. Arguably, this dis-

tinction is crucial in defining the degree of equivalence among proverbs. As the 

study shows, in certain cases proverbs classed as and thus grouped as equiva-

lents in proverb collections don’t prove to be equivalents in reality. 

n. r u x a Z e   (Tbilisi) 

kiTxviTi nawilakis istoriisaTvis udiurSi 

udiurSi kiTxviT formaTa sawarmoeblad gamoiyeneba -a//@ 

nawilaki, romelic, rogorc fonetikurad, ise funqciurad, 

saerToqarTveluri -a kiTxviTi nawilakis ekvivalenti Cans. 
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rogorc samecniero literaturidanaa cnobili, Zvel 

qarTulSi gvxvdeba kiTxviTi -a nawilaki, romelsac zanursa 

da svanurSi moepoveba kanonzomieri Sesatyvisebi: megruli    

-o (Г. А. Климов, Г. И. Мачавариани 1966) da svanuri -a (m. qal-

dani 1964) qarTvelur enebsa da dialeqtebSi am nawilakis [-a 

(Zv. qarT. da svan.): -o (megr.)] funqcia kiTxviT formaTa 

warmoebiT Semoifargleba. kiTxviTi -a nawilaki axlavs 

zmnas da SesaZlebelia gvqondes metyvelebis sxva nawilTa-

nac (T. uTurgaiZe 1966).  

udiurSi ki kiTxviTi a//@ @nawilakis funqcia farToa. 

igi kiTxviT sityvas daerTvis boloSi, Tuki aseTi sityvaa 

mxolobiTi ricxvis mesame piris nacvalsaxeli, gasubstanti-

vebuli msazRvreli, zogierTi adverbi, `vin~ da `ra~ nacval-

saxeli. kiTxviTi -a//@ @ nawilaki udiurSi gamoiyeneba mxo-

lobiTi ricxvis mesame piris formasTan, igi eweva mesame su-

bieqturi piris niSnis magivrobas (-a nawilakis darTvis Se-

mTxvevaSi zmnas piris niSani aRar moudis). mag.: Áe Sin-a-Tade 

va me ixtiara? lk. 20. `an vin mogca Sen xelisufleba?~ (unda 

yofiliyo -Sin-neTade). kiTxviTi -a//@  nawilaki udiurSi da-

erTvis kiTxviT nacvalsaxelsac (Su-a `vinaa?~ eka-a `raa?~). 

kiTxviTi nacvalsaxeli sruliad sakmarisia kiTxvis markire-

bisaTvis winadadebaSi. am wess CvenTvis principuli mniSvne-

loba aqvs. kiTxvasTan dakavSirebuli intensivoba, kiTxviTi 

toni damaxasiaTebelia yvela saxis kiTxviTi winadadebis-

Tvis. mag.: va∂∂ fine SotRoi: mono Si suφaTa va∂∂ Si cam-a  mT. 

22 `da uTxra maT~: es visi suraTia da visi warwera? meT@r 

purior aÁzaxun SotRoÁ mataÁ baqal-a Sono Cubux? (lk. 22) 

amgvarad, mkvdreTiT aRdgomisas maTgan romlisa iqneba igi 

colad?~  

lezgiuri jgufis sxva enaTagan waxursa da muxadurSi 

kiTxvis gamosaxatavad gamoiyeneba nawilakovani elementebi, 

waxurs na>n@@nawilakis paralelurad moepoveba a->@//>e nawi-

lakic. amdenad, udiuri enis monacemebi sainteresoa axlomo-

naTesave enebTan mimarTebiTac. 
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muxadurSi, romelic udiuris axlomonaTesave enaa, ki-

TxviTi nawilaki -ma//m@@nawilobriv kontaminaciis wesiT Se-

erwymis winamaval sityvas da SesaZlebelia daerTos zmnis 

uaryofiT formasac (e. jeiraniSvili 1984). 

moxsenebaSi aris mcdeloba aixsnas kiTxviT nawilakTa 

urTierTmimarTebis sakiTxi lezgiur enebSi. sagulisxmoa 

aRniSnul nawilakTa gamartivebis procesi waxursa da muxa-

durSi saerTo fonetikuri tendenciis mixedviT.  

moxsenebaSi warmovadgenT kiTxviTi nawilakis funqci-

uri diferenciaciis sakiTxs da magaliTebis gaTvaliswine-

biT vvaraudobT, rom kiTxviTobis gamosaxatavad udiurs 

Semounaxavs arqauli viTareba da, rac ufro mniSvnelovania, 

vlindeba erTgvarovani fonetikur-morfologiuri procesi 

qarTvelursa da lezgiur enebSi. 

N. R u k h a d z e  (Tbilisi) 

On the History of  an Interrogative Particle in Udi 

In Udi -a║-ä particle, which phonetically and functionally seems to be an 

equivalent of Common Kartvelian -a interrogative particle, is used for             

formation the interrogative forms. 

As it is well-known from the scientific literature, an interrogative particle 

-a occurs in Old Georgian, which has its natural correspondences in Zan and 

Svan: Megrelian -o [G. A. Klimov,    G. I. Machavariani, 1966] and Svan -a [M. 

Kaldani, 1964]. In the Kartvelian languages and dialects this particle [-a (Old 

Georg. and Svan) -o (Megr.)] has only the function of formation of the interro-

gative forms. An interrogative -a particle occurs with a verb and it is possible, 

with other parts of  speech [T. Uturgaidze, 1966]. 

In Udi the function of an interrogative -a ║-ä particle is wide.  It is added to an 

interrogative word at the end, in particular, to the 3rd person pronoun, in singular, to 

substantivized determinant, to some adverbs, to the pronouns “who” and “what”. 
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Also, in Udi an interrogative -a║-ä particle is used with the 3rd person singular, it 

substitutes  the 3rd person marker of a subject (in the case of adding  -a particle a verb 

has no person marker); e. g.: je šin-a-tade va me ixt�iara? – “Who is the one who   

gave You this authority?” (Luke, 20,2) (it must be -šin-netade). In Udi an interrogati-

ve -a║ -ä particle is also added to an interrogative pronoun (šu-a “who is it?”, ek�a-a 

“what is it?”). An interrogative particle is completely sufficient for marking a question 

in a sentence. This rule has a principle meaning for us. Intensivity connected with a 

question, question tone is characteristic for all kinds of interrogative sentences; e. g.: 

mono ši suφata vaə ši cam-a  – “And He said to him, “Whose likeness and             

inscription is this?” (Matthew, 22,20), metär p�urior ajzaxun šot�γoj mat�aj bakal-a 

šono čubux? – “In the resurrection therefore, which one’s wife will she be?” (Luke, 

20,33). 

From other languages of the Lezgian group – in Tsakhur and Mukhadur 

particle elements are used for expressing a question. In Tsakhur a- > ä║> e par-

ticle also occurs in parallel with na > nä one. Thus, the Udi data is noteworthy 

for related languages. 

In Mukhadur, which is a related language of Udi, an interrogative particle -

ma║-mä according to contamination rule partially fuses with a preceding word and 

it is possible to be added to an interrogative form of a verb [E. Jeiranishvili, 1984]. 

In the paper there is an attempt to explain the questions of interrelation of 

interrogative particles in the Lezgian languages. The simplifying process of the 

mentioned particles in Tsakhur and Mukhadur according to common phonetic 

tendency is noteworthy                 . 

In the paper we present the question of a functional differentiation of an 

interrogative particle and taking into account the examples, we suppose, that 

Udi preserve an archaic form for expressing a question. It is noteworthy, that si-

milar phonetical and morphological process is manifested in the Kartvelian and 

Lezgian languages. 
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П. А. С а и д о в а  (Махачкала) 

К изучению диалектной лексики аварского языка 

Общеизвестно значение диалектной лексики для изучения грамма-
тической системы и разработки теоретических вопросов лексикологии, а 
также для сравнительно-исторического исследования родственных языков. 
Работа над диалектной лексикой особенно важна для языков, которые не 
имеют древних памятников письменности, по которым можно было бы 

воссоздать историю их развития и трансформацию грамматиTческих форм. В 

современных условиях, когда наблюдается интенсивное нивелирующее 
влияние литературного языка на диалекты и говоры, на их структуру и 

коммуникативную функцию, создание диалектологического словаря авар-
ского языка приобретает особую значимость. 

Словарь лексики аварских диалектов составлен и скоро увидит свет. 
Впервые собран и систематизирован богатый словарный состав многочис-
ленных и сильно дифференцированных шести диалектных единиц южного 
наречия аварского языка с охватом всех говоров, в которых наряду с фоне-
тико-морфологическими наблюдаются и лексические расхождения. Нап-

ример, в говорах андалальского диалекта одно понятие или предмет пред-
ставлены разными лексемами: «слюна» – хIацIцIу, гижи, хьилихь; 

«засов» – дала, къуна, хIунсс; «бокал» – гел, лълъар, хванкIичIо, хIубза 

и др. 
Интерес представляют лексемы, представленные в разных диалектах 

южного наречия. Например: название «карман» представлено лексемами 

чванта, жип, бухча, цахма, тарпа; «колыбель», «гамак» – хьвегIеро, 

гимикIро, хIилма, хIелещур, далкъаш, биде-бидер, делдело, гIаштIан, 

хIульма; «лишай», «парша» – хъутур, лъотIир, мутIутIи, кьIехI, 

хъаскIар, эхI, хIабаро, рукен, мукънабер, цIцIантIра, гудибер, хIарба; 

«кончаться», «закончиться» – тIагIине, лъугIде, бохIжи; «наверху» – 

тIарада, эххеда, ассакIала, ориб, рагIалда; «яичница» – куки, хайгум, 

къакъа, ханияг, къав-къав, ханажру, къакъужо; «веснушки» – 

тIантIра, къурба, тIанкIра, къекIлъи, тIипало, гIоб, кIкIор, рищан; 

«наклонный», «косой» – хвалссараб, галхьараб, лъакъраб, росохаб, 

лекъаб, хулиссараб. 
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Даже этот небольшой перечень показывает, насколько интересен и 

важен лексический материал диалектов с данными всех их говоров для 
дальнейших этимологических разысканий. Учет фонетических соответст-
вий позволит выделить семантические ряды такого типа лексем, как: тIа, 

кьIа, агь, амагь, тIамах, кIa, тIагь, а, ахI, представленных в разных 
диалектах, обозначающих «лист», «листва» (дерева). 

Запись ненормированного диалектного материала словаря соответ-
ствует произносительным нормам его носителей. Не только диалектная 
лексика, но и заглавные слова, представляющие форму аварского 
литературного языка, приводятся в фонологической записи. Это позволит 
читателю, независимо от правил аварской орфографии, получить точное 
представление о звучании того или иного слова, без чего немыслимы 

научные исследования сравнительно-сопоставительного и сравнительно-
исторического характера.  

P. S a i d o v a  (Makhachkala) 

Towards the Studying of Dialectal Lexics of Avar 

It’s commonknown  the meaning of the dialect for the study of the gram-

mar system and development of theoretical problems of the lexicology and as 

well for comparative-historical research of the cognate languages. The work at 

the dialect words is especially important for the languages, which haven’t got 

ancient relics of the written language, according to which one could restore the 

history of their development and transformation of the grammar forms.  

Nowadays, when intensive overwhelming of the literary language on the dia-

lects and subdialects on their structure and communicative function is        observed. 

The composing of the Avar dialect dictionary is becoming very important. 

Avar dialect’s dictionary is composed and it’ll be published soon. It’s for 

the first time when rich lexical stuff of enormous and different six dialects of 

the Southern Avar dialect including all the subdialects has been systematically 

composed, in which phono-morphological and lexical differents are found. E.g., 

in the Andal dialects one notion or subject are presented by different words: 
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“saliva” – au, giži, ili ; “bolt” – dala, una, un; “glass” – gel, ar, 

xwanḳḳḳḳio, aubza, etc. 

Words presented in different Southern dialects are of great interest. E.g., 

the title “pocket” is presented by – čwanta, žip, buxča, caxma, tarpa; “cradle, 

hammock” –  weωero, gimiḳḳḳḳro, ilma, elešur, dalaš; “bide, bider” – del-

delo, waṭṭṭṭan, ulma; “tetter”– qutur, l ‛oṭṭṭṭir, mu ṭṭṭṭuṭṭṭṭi, ṭṭṭṭ‛e, qasqasqasqasḳḳḳḳarararar, e, aba-

ro, ruken, munaber, anṭṭṭṭra, gudiber, arba; “finish”, “end” – ṭṭṭṭaωine, 

l‛uωde, boži; “up, above” – ṭṭṭṭarada, eede, aaḳḳḳḳala, orib, raωalda;       

“omelet” – kuki, xajgum, aa, xanijag, aw-aw, xanažru, aužo; “frec-

kles” – ṭṭṭṭanṭṭṭṭra, urba, ṭṭṭṭanḳḳḳḳra, eḳḳḳḳl‛i, ṭṭṭṭipalo, ωob, or, ri an; “slanting” – 

xwalarab, galarab, l‛arab, rosoxab, leab, xuliarab. Even this small list 

shows the significance and importance of the lexical material of the dialects 

with data of all their dialects for further ethymological research. Taking into 

consideration the phonetic correspondence will permit to pick out semantic 

number of such lexical types, as: ṭṭṭṭa, a, ah. amah, ṭṭṭṭamax, ḳḳḳḳa, ṭṭṭṭah, a, a a pre-

sented in different dialects, denoting “leaf”. 

The record of the Inforfmal dialects material in the dictionary corres-

ponds with its bearers’ standards. Not only dialectal words, but also capital 

words presenting the form of the Avar literary language are transcribed. It gives 

an opportunity to a reader to get an accurate idea of pronouncing of a definite 

word irrestive of the Avar spelling rules without which comparative – historical 

scientific research is not impossible. 

l. s a n i k i Z e  (Tbilisi) 

-gV- da -V- segmentiani mimarTulebiTi 
brunvis warmoeba naxur enebSi 

1. naxur enebSi 8-idan 24-mde brunvas gamoyofen. metwi-

lad brunvaTa formebi dajgufebulia ZiriTad, feZesTan Se-

rwymul erT (martiv) da erTze metTandebulian brunvebad. 
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martivi Tandebulebi ise, rogorc ZiriTad brunvaTa 

daboloebani, daerTvis saxelis II sabrunebel fuZes an saxe-

lobiTs (absolutivs). 

2. mimarTulebiTi brunvis (miugebs kiTxvaze `sad?~, `ra 

mimarTulebiT?~)  -gV (CaCn.-ing. ga, ge < go, bacb. g™™™™ < go) 

Tandebuli materialurad da funqciurad saerToa naxuri 

enebisaTvis. 

-gV Tandebuli erTvis saxelis II sabrunebel fuZes (sa-

lit. CaCn. sax. m a C a  `fexsacmeli~, naT. maCi-n, mic. maCi-na, 

mimarT. maCi-ga...). 

3. CaCnur-inguSurSi mimarTulebiTi brunvis -ga, -ge Tan-

debulis paralelurad warmodgenilia Áe, e, a segmenti: fu-

Ziseuli boloxmovani + ga, ge > || Áe, e, a-s g-s reduqciisa da 

xmovanTa Serwymis Sedegad (G. Dumézil; Ю. Д. Дешериев). mimar-

TulebiTi brunvis paraleluri formebi ufro xSirad 

gvxvdeba CaCnurSi, SedarebiT iSviaTad _ inguSurSi, bacbur 

(wova-TuSur) enaSi saZebnia. 

4. bacburis saxelTa garkveul jgufSi mimarTulebiTi 

brunvis funqciiT adastureben formas, romelic iwarmoeba 

absolutivisagan i, e xmovnebiT da, Cveulebriv, saxelis meo-

re sabrunebel fuZes emTxveva (sax. xak `tomara~, II fuZe _ 

xake, mimarT. xak— < xake), Tumca zogjer misgan gansxvavebu-

lia (r. gagua). gansxvaveba meoreuli Cans: skol `skola~, mi-

marT. skol-i II skol-e. 

bacburs Zveli viTareba Semounaxavs _ e, i _ segmentiani 

forma -g™™™™---- Tandebuliani brunvis gverdiT. -V- segmentiani 

forma CaCnur-inguSurSic unda gvqonoda. savarudoa, zog Se-

mTxvevaSi -go- Tandebulis nareduqcievi forma emTxveodes 

V- segmentian formas (sax. govr `cxeni~, naT. govr-a... Tanaob. 

govr-a-ca... mimarT. govr-Áe...). 

arqauli V-iani mimarTulebiTi, romelic emTxveva II sa-

brunebel fuZes, martivi formaa, mas -gV- Tandebuli, safiq-

rebelia, SemdgomSi darToda. 



 366 

LL. S a n i k i d z e  (Tbilisi) 

Formation of an Allative Case with  -gV-  and  -V- 
Segments in the Nakh Languages 

A common Nakh allative case with -gV preposition (it answers to a ques-

tion "where?" "To what direction?") might be originated through additing of -

gV preposition from an archaic simple form with -i, -e segments which          

coincide with a declinating stem of a noun.  

 

m. s a R l i a n i, r. i o s e l i a n i,  
l. g i g l e m i a n i,  n. S a v r e S i a n i (Tbilisi) 
 
zoma-wonis erTeulebi qarTvelur enebSi 

 ÆÏÌÀ-ßÏÍÉÓ ÄÒÈÄÖËÄÁÓ, ÒÏÂÏÒÝ ÝÍÏÁÉËÉÀ, ÛÄÉÓßÀÅËÉÓ ÌÄ-

ÔÒÏËÏÂÉÀ (ÉÅ. ãÀÅÀáÉÛÅÉËÉÓ ÔÄÒÌÉÍÉÈ, ÓÀÆÏÌÈÌÝÏÃÍÄÏÁÀ). ÀÌ ÄÒÈÄ-

ÖËÄÁÉÓ ÓÔÒÖØÔÖÒÖË-ÓÄÌÀÍÔÉÊÖÒÉ ÈÅÀËÓÀÆÒÉÓÉÈ ÊÅËÄÅÀ ÄÍÀÈÌÄÝÍÉ-

ÄÒÖËÉ ÉÍÔÄÒÄÓÉÓ ÓÀÂÀÍÉÀ. 

 ÓÀÆÏÌÉ ÄÒÈÄÖËÄÁÉ ÖÞÅÄËÄÓ ÐÄÒÉÏÃÛÉ ÛÄÉØÌÍÀ. ÌÀÈÉ ßÀÒÌÏÛÏ-

ÁÀ ÃÀ ÂÀÍÅÉÈÀÒÄÁÀ ÀÃÀÌÉÀÍÉÓ ÛÒÏÌÉÈ ÓÀØÌÉÀÍÏÁÀÓÈÀÍ ÀÒÉÓ ÃÀÊÀÅÛÉÒÄ-

ÁÖËÉ. ÓÀÈÀÍÀÃÏ ËÄØÓÉÊÖÒÉ ÄÒÈÄÖËÄÁÉ (ÔÄÒÌÉÍÄÁÉ) ÀÃÂÉËÏÁÒÉÅÉ 

ßÀÒÌÏÛÏÁÉÓÀÝ ÛÄÉÞËÄÁÀ ÉÚÏÓ ÃÀ ÍÀÓÄÓáÄÁÉÝ. 

 ØÀÒÈÖËÉ ÌÄÔÒÏËÏÂÉÉÓ ÉÓÔÏÒÉÖË ÀÓÐÄØÔÛÉ ÛÄÓßÀÅËÉÓÀÓ ÞÉ-

ÒÉÈÀÃÉ ßÚÀÒÏÀ ßÄÒÉËÏÁÉÈÉ ÞÄÂËÄÁÉ ÃÀ ÈÀÍÀÌÄÃÒÏÅÄ ØÀÒÈÅÄËÖÒ 

ÄÍÄÁÓÀ ÃÀ ÃÉÀËÄØÔÄÁÛÉ ÃÀÝÖËÉ ÌÀÓÀËÀ. ÌÀÈ ÛÄÓßÀÅËÀÛÉ ÃÉÃÉ ÙÅÀß-

ËÉ ÌÉÖÞÙÅÉÈ ÉÅ. ãÀÅÀáÉÛÉÅÉËÓ ÃÀ Â. ãÀ×ÀÒÉÞÄÓ. 

 ÓÀØÀÒÈÅÄËÏÛÉ ÓÀÚÏÅÄËÈÀÏÃ ÌÉÙÄÁÖËÉ ÌÒÀÅÀË×ÄÒÏÅÀÍÉ ÓÀ-

ÆÏÌ-ÓÀßÏÍÉ ÄÒÈÄÖËÄÁÉÓ ÂÅÄÒÃÉÈ ÀÒÓÄÁÏÁÃÀ ÀÃÂÉËÏÁÒÉÅÉ ÌÍÉÛÅÍÄ-

ËÏÁÉÓ ÓÀÆÏÌÄÁÉÝ, ÒÏÌËÄÁÉÈÀÝ ÉÆÏÌÄÁÏÃÀ ÓÉÌÞÉÌÄ, ÔÄÅÀÃÏÁÀ ÃÀ ÓÉÅ-

ÒÝÄ. 

 ÓÀÖÊÖÍÄÈÀ ÌÀÍÞÉËÆÄ ØÀÒÈÖËÌÀ ÓÀÆÏÌÄÁÌÀ ÓáÅÀÃÀÓáÅÀ ÌÉÆÄÆÄÁÉÓ 

ÂÀÌÏ ÙÒÌÀ ÝÅËÉËÄÁÄÁÉ ÂÀÍÉÝÀÃÀ. ÞÅÄËÉÓ ÂÀØÒÏÁÉÓ ÐÀÒÀËÄËÖÒÀÃ 

áÌÀÒÄÁÀÛÉ ÛÄÌÏÃÉÏÃÀ ÌÒÀÅÀËÉ ÀáÀËÉ ÔÄÒÌÉÍÉ ÈÖ ÄÒÈÄÖËÉ, XIX ÓÀ-
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ÖÊÖÍÉÃÀÍ ÂÀÍÓÀÊÖÈÒÄÁÉÈ ÓßÒÀ×ÀÃ ÂÀÅÒÝÄËÃÀ ÃÀ ÃÀÊÀÍÏÍÃÀ ÒÖÓÖËÉ 

ÆÏÌÀ-ßÏÍÉÓ ÄÒÈÄÖËÄÁÉ, ÈÖÌÝÀ ØÀÒÈÖËÉ ÓÀÆÏÌÄÁÉ ÌÀÉÍÝ ÂÀÍÀÂÒÞÏÁ-

ÃÍÄÍ ÀÒÓÄÁÏÁÀÓ, ÒÏÌÄËÈÀ ÖÃÉÃÄÓÉ ÍÀßÉËÉ ÃÙÄÌÃÄÀ ÃÀÝÖËÉ ØÀÒ-

ÈÖË ÚÏ×ÀÛÉ (ØÓÄ, Ô. 6, 617-618). 

 ÌÏáÓÄÍÄÁÀÛÉ ßÀÒÌÏÃÂÄÍÉËÉ ÉØÍÄÁÀ ÒÏÂÏÒÝ ÓÀÊÖÈÀÒ, ÉÓÄ ÍÀÓÄÓ-

áÄÁ ÓÀßÏÍ-ÓÀßÚÀÏ-ÓÀÆÏÌ ÄÒÈÄÖËÈÀ ÓÔÒÖØÔÖÒÖË-ÓÄÌÀÍÔÉÊÖÒÉ ÀÍÀ-

ËÉÆÉ ØÀÒÈÅÄËÖÒ ÄÍÄÁÛÉ. 

 ÆÏÂÀÃÉ ÊËÀÓÉ×ÉÊÀÝÉÉÓ ÛÄÓÀÁÀÌÉÓÀÃ, ØÀÒÈÅÄËÖÒÉ ÄÍÄÁÉÝ 

ÓÀÆÏÌ ÄÒÈÄÖËÈÀ ÓÀÌ ãÂÖ×Ó ßÀÒÌÏÂÅÉÃÂÄÍÄÍ: 

 1. Ó À ß Ï Í É  (ÌÊÅÒÉÅÉ ÃÀ ÌÀÒÝÅËÄÖËÉ ÓáÄÖËÄÁÉÓÀ ÃÀ, 

ÓÀÄÒÈÏÃ, ÀÒÀÓÉÈáÏÅÀÍÉ ÍÉÅÈÉÄÒÄÁÉÓÀÈÅÉÓ ÌÉÙÄÁÖËÉ ÓÀÆÏÌÉ) 

ÄÒÈÄÖËÄÁÉ: ØÀÒÈ. ÊÉËÏ : ÆÀÍ. (ÌÄÂÒ.) ÊÉËÏ : ÓÅÀÍ. ÊÉËÏ; ØÀÒÈ. 

ÂÒÀÌ-É : ÆÀÍ. (ÌÄÂÒ.) ÂÒÀÌ-É : ÓÅÀÍ. ÂÒÀÌ; ØÀÒÈ. ×ÏáÀË-É : ÆÀÍ. (ÌÄÂÒ.) 

×ÏáÀË-É : ÓÅÀÍ. (ÆÓ., ËÍÔ.) ×ÏáðË, (ËÛá.) ×ÏáÀË; ØÀÒÈ. ÊÏÃ-É : ÆÀÍ. 

(ÌÄÂÒ.-ËÀÆ.) ÊÏÃ-É `áÉÓ àÖÒàÄËÉ (ÐÀÔÀÒÀ ÓÀÔËÉ) : ÓÅÀÍ. ÊæÉÃ|ÊæÉÃ-

ÏË `ÂÏÃÏÒÉ";  ÓÅÀÍ. (ÁÆ., ËÍÔ.) ÊÀÒðÍ, (ÁØ.) ÊÀÒæÀ `ÜÀÍÀáÉ 

(ÌÀÒÝÅËÄÖËÉÓ ÓÀßÚÀÏ, ÍÀáÄÅÀÒÉ ÁÀÈÌÀÍÉÓ ÌÏÝÖËÏÁÉÓÀ)"; ØÀÒÈ. 

(ÂÖÒ.) ÁÖÒßÉÍ-É `ÃÉÃÉ ÓÀÙÅÉÍÄ àÖÒàÄËÉ, ÊÀÓÒÉ" : ÆÀÍ. (ÌÄÂÒ.) 

ÁÖÒßÄÍ/Ì-É `áÉÓ ÃÉÃÉ ÊÀÓÒÉ" ÃÀ ÓáÅ.  

 2. Ó À ß Ú À Ï  (ÓÉÈáÏÅÀÍÉ ÍÉÅÈÉÄÒÄÁÉÓ ÓÀÆÏÌÉ) ÄÒÈÄÖËÄÁÉ: 

ØÀÒÈ. ËÉÔÒÀ : ÆÀÍ. (ÌÄÂÒ.) ËÉÔÒÀ : ÓÅÀÍ. ËÉÔÒÀ|ËÉÔÒ; ØÀÒÈ. 

ÜÀÒÄØÀ : ÆÀÍ. (ÌÄÂÒ.) ÜÀÒÄØÀ : ÓÅÀÍ. ÜÀÒÄØ; ØÀÒÈ. ÃÏÒÀ : ÆÀÍ. (ÌÄÂÒ.) 

ÃÏÒÀ : ÓÅÀÍ. (ÆÓ.) ÃÏÒð-Î, (ËÛá.) ÃÏÒÀ-Î, (ËÍÔ.) ÃÏÒð; ÓÅÀÍ. (ÁÆ.) 

ÆÄØð-Î, (ÁØ.) ÆÄØð `ÛÅÉÃËÉÔÒÉÀÍÉ ÊÏÊÀ"; ÓÅÀÍ. (ØÓ.) ÓÀßÖÒ-ÉÀÍ `ÓÀÌÉ 

ËÉÔÒÉÓ ÌÏÝÖËÏÁÉÓ"; ÓÅÀÍ. (ØÓ.) ÃÀÒÀÜ `ÏÝÃÀÀÈÉ ËÉÔÒÉÓ 

ÌÏÝÖËÏÁÉÓ" ÃÀ ÓáÅ. 

 3. Ó À ÆÏ Ì É  (ÓÉÅÒÝÉÓ ÂÀÓÀÆÏÌÀÃ ÂÀÍÊÖÈÅÍÉËÉ) ÄÒÈÄÖËÄÁÉ: 

ØÀÒÈ. ÌÄÔÒ-É : ÆÀÍ. (ÌÄÂÒ.) ÌÄÔÒ-É : ÓÅÀÍ. ÌÄÔÒ; ØÀÒÈ. ÀËÀÁ-É : ÆÀÍ. 

(ÌÄÂÒ.)ÀËÀÁ-É : ÓÅÀÍ. (ÆÓ., ËÍÔ.) ÀËðÁ, (ËÛá.) ÀËÀÁ; ÓÅÀÍ. (ÆÓ.) 

ÉÒÈáÉÍ/ÎÄÒÈáÉË, (ØÓ.) ÉÒÈáÉÍ `ÝÉÃÀ"; ÆÀÍ. (ÌÄÂÒ.) ÁÖÒàÖËÉÛ ÔÀÒÉ 

`ÏÈáÉ ÌÔÊÀÅÄËÉ ÃÀ ÄÒÈÉ áÄËÉÓ ÃÀÃÄÁÀ" (ÆÄÃÌÉß. `ßÀËÃÉÓ ÔÀÒÉÓ 

áÄËÀ"); ÓÅÀÍ. (ÁÆ.) ÝáæÀÃÄÛ, (ÁØ.) ÝáæÀÃÉÛ `ÄÒÈÉ ÃÙÉÖÒÉ ÌÉßÀ" ÃÀ 

ÓáÅ. 

 ØÀÒÈÅÄËÖÒ ÄÍÀÈÀ ÓÀÆÏÌ ÄÒÈÄÖËÄÁÛÉ ÀÒÓÄÁÖË ÛÄÓÀÔÚÅÉ-

ÓÏÁÀÈÀ ÂÀÈÅÀËÉÓßÉÍÄÁÉÈ ÆÏÂÉ ÓÀÄÒÈÏ-ØÀÒÈÅÄËÖÒÉ ÃÏÍÉÓ ÌÏÍÀ-

ÝÄÌÉÀ: ØÀÒÈ. ÊÀÈáÀ `áÉÓ ÌÏÆÒÃÉËÉ ÓÀÓÌÉÓÉ" : ÆÀÍ. (ÌÄÂÒ.) ÊÏ(Ò)ÈáÏ 

`áÉÓ àÖÒàÄËÉ (ÌÀÒÝÅËÄÖËÉÓ ÓÀßÚÀÏ)" : ÓÅÀÍ. ÊÀÈá `áÉÓ ×ÄáÉÀÍÉ 
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ÓÀÓÌÉÓÉ"; ØÀÒÈ. Ì-ÔÊÀÅ-ÄË-É : ÆÀÍ. (ÌÄÂÒ.) ÔÊÏ-Ö|ÔÊ-Ö : ÓÅÀÍ. ÊÀÌ-

éË|ÊÀÌ-ÉÍ; ÞÅ. ØÀÒÈ. ßÚÒÈÀ-Î : ÆÀÍ. (ÌÄÂÒ.) àÚÉÒÈÀ-/àÚéÒÈÀ : ÓÅÀÍ. 

àÉÈá ÃÀ ÓáÅ. 

 ÆÏÂÉ ÌÀÈÂÀÍÉ ÌáÏËÏÃ ÝÀËÊÄÖËÉ ØÀÒÈÅÄËÖÒÉ ÄÍÉÓÀÈÅÉÓ ÀÒÉÓ 

ÃÀÌÀáÀÓÉÀÈÄÁÄËÉ: ÞÅ. ØÀÒÈ. ØÓÀÍ-É `ÂÅÄÒÃÉÓ ÍÀÏÈáÀËÉ"; ÞÅ. ØÀÒÈ. 

àÀÒÉÊ-É `ÍÀáÄÅÀÒÉ ÊÏÊÀ"; ÆÀÍ. (ÌÄÂÒ.) áÄÛ×ÏÒ-É|áÄÛ×ÏÒ-ÉÛ-áÄË-À 

`ÏÈáÉ ÈÉÈÉÓ ÃÀÃÄÁÀ" (ÆÄÃÌÉß. `áÄËÉÓ ÂÖËÉÓ áÄËÀ"); ÓÅÀÍ. ÚÖÜ 

`ÂÏãÉ"; ÓÅÀÍ. (ÁØ.) ÊÖÒÈáÄËðÍ-É `ÌÉßÉÓ ×ÀÒÈÏÁÉÓ ÓÀÆÏÌÉ ÄÒÈÄÖËÉ"; 

ÓÅÀÍ. (ÁÆ.) ËÄÒØæðÛ `ÏÈáÉ ËÉÔÒÉÓ ÌÏÝÖËÏÁÉÓ ÓÉÈáÉÓ ÓÀÆÏÌÉ 

ÄÒÈÄÖËÉ"; ÓÅÀÍ. (ÁØ.) àÀÍÃðÍ-É `ÌÉßÉÓ ×ÀÒÈÏÁÉÓ ÓÀÆÏÌÉ ÄÒÈÄÖËÉ = 
484 ÊÅ. ÓÀÑÄÍÓ" ÃÀ ÓáÅ. 

 ÝÀËÊÄ ÖÍÃÀ ÀÙÉÍÉÛÍÏÓ ÓáÅÀ ÄÍÀÈÀÂÀÍ ÍÀÓÄÓáÄÁÉ ËÄØÓÉÊÖÒÉ 

ÄÒÈÄÖËÄÁÉ, ÒÏÌÄËÈÀÂÀÍ ÆÏÂÉ ÖÝÅËÄËÀÃ ÛÄÌÏÖÍÀáÀÅÓ ÓÀÌÓÀÅÄ 

ØÀÒÈÅÄËÖÒ ÄÍÀÓ, ÆÏÂÓ ÊÉ ÀÌÀ ÈÖ ÉÌ ÄÍÀÛÉ ×ÏÍÄÔÉÊÖÒÉ ÝÅËÉËÄÁÄÁÉ 

ÂÀÍÖÝÃÉÀ: ØÀÒÈ. ÓÀÑÄÍ-É : ÆÀÍ. (ÌÄÂÒ.) ÓÀãÄÍ-É (Ñ → ã ÐÒÏÝÄÓÉÈ) : 

ÓÅÀÍ. (ÁÆ., ËÛá.) ÓÀãÄÍ|ÓÀÑÄÍ, (ÁØ., ËÍÔ.) ÓðãÄÍ|ÓðÑÄÍ; ØÀÒÈ. ×ÏáÀË-É : 

ÆÀÍ. (ÌÄÂÒ.) ×ÏáÀË-É : ÓÅÀÍ. (ÆÓ., ËÍÔ.) ×ÏáðË, (ËÛá.) ×ÏáÀË 

(ÓÅÀÍÖÒÛÉ À-Ó ÖÌËÀÖÔÉ ÌÏÌáÃÀÒÀ ÃÀÊÀÒÂÖËÉ ÓÀáÄËÏÁÉÈÉ ÁÒÖÍÅÉÓ 

ÍÉÛÍÉÓ ÂÀÅËÄÍÉÈ); ØÀÒÈ. ÊÉËÏ|ÊÉËÏÂÒÀÌ-É : ÆÀÍ. (ÌÄÂÒ.) ÊÉËÏ : ÓÅÀÍ. 

ÊÉËÏ; ØÀÒÈ. ÜÀÍÀá-É, ÌÄÓá. ÜÀÍÀÙ-É `ÈÉáÉÓ àÖÒàÄËÉ" : ÓÅÀÍ. (ÁÆ.) 

ÜÀÁêÍðÙ    `ÌÀÒÝÅËÄÖËÉÓ ÓÀßÚÀÏ" ÃÀ À. Û. 

M. S a g l i a n i, R. I o s e l i a n i, L. G i g l e m i a n i,                            
N.  S h a v r e s h i a n i  (Tbilisi) 

Units of Measure and Weight in the 
Kartvelian Languages 

As it is knowns, metrology (according to Iv. Javakhishvili’s term-measu-

re science) studies the units of measure and weight. Structural and semantic    

research of these units is a subject of linguistics. 

Measuring units were created in the ancient period. Their origination and 

development are connected with work activity of human being. The correspon-

ding lexical units (terms) can be of local and of borrowing origin. 
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Written monuments and the materials preserved in the modern Kartvelian 

languages and dialects are the basic sources during the study of the Georgian 

metrology from the historical viewpoint. Iv. Javakhishvili and G. Japaridze ma-

de a great contribution to their studying. 

Along with various units of measure and weight generally used in    

Georgia there were the measures of local meaning, by which heaviness, capa-

city and space were measured. 

During the centuries the Georgian measuring underwent deep influences 

owing to different reasons. Parallel with disappearing of old terms, the many 

new ones or units were entered. Since the 19th century the Russian units of    

measure and weight were quickly spread and legalized, though the Georgian 

measurings continued their existance, the most part of which is preserved in 

Georgian life up today (GSE, v. 6, 617-618). 

The paper deals with the structural and semantic analysis of own and bor-

rowed units of measure and weight in the Kartvelian languages. 

According to general classification, the Kartvelian languages represent 

three groups of measuring units: 

1. weight (measure for grains and generally for non-liquid substance) 

units: 

Georg. kkkkilo: Zan. (Megr.) kkkkilo: Svan. kkkkilo; Georg. gram-i: Zan. (Megr.) 

gram-i: Svan. gram-i; Georg. poxal-i: Zan. (Megr.) poxal-i: Svan. (US., Lent.) 

poxäl, (Lashkh.) poxal;  Georg. kkkkod-i: Zan. (Megr.-Laz.) kkkkod-i ‘a wooden 

dish’: Svan. kkkkwid // kwid-ol ‘a basket’: Svan. (UB., Lent.) kkkkarän, (LB.) kkkkarwa 

‘grain/flour measure made from hollowed out trunk’;  Georg. (Gur.) burc in-i   

“a large wine vessel, a wooden barrel”: Zan. (Megr.) burc en/m-i ‘a big wooden 

barrel’ and so forth. 

2. units of measuring the liquid substance:  

Georg. li ttttra: Zan. (Megr.) li ttttra: Svan. li ttttra/li ttttr ; Georg. čareka: Zan. 

(Megr.) čareka: Svan. čarek; Georg. dora: Zan. (Megr.) dora: Svan. (US.) 

dor����-����,  (Lashkh.) dora-����,  (Lent.) dor����; Svan. (UB.) zek����-����,  (LB.) zek����  ‘se-

ven-litre jug’: Svan. (LS.) sacur-ian ‘of three-litre size’; Svan. (LS.) darač ‘of 

thirty-litre size’ and so forth. 

3. units of measuring space:  

Georg. mettttr -i: Zan. (Megr.) mettttr -i: Svan. mettttr ; Georg. alab-i: Zan. 

(Megr.) alab-i: Svan. (US., Lent.) al����b,  (Lashkh.) alab;  Svan. (US.) irtxin/ ����er-
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txil ; (LS.) irtxin ‘hand span’; Zan. (Megr.) burčuliš ttttari ‘one hand in length’ 

(exactly, ‘the size of a shaft of a hook-bladed axe’); Svan. (UB.) cxwadeš,  

(LB.) cxwadiš ‘a day’s land’ and so forth. 

The data of some Common Kartvelian level taking into account the cor-

respondences existing in the units of measure of the Kartvelian languages is: 

Georg. katxa ‘a wodden big drinking vessel’: Zan. (Megr.) ko(r)txo ‘a wooden 

dish (measuring the grains)’ : Svan. katx ‘a legged wooden drinking vessel”; 

Georg. m-tktktktkav-el-i: Zan. (Megr.) tktktktko-u / tktktktk-u: Svan. kkkkam-əl/kkkkam-in: old Georg. 

cq,rta -�: Zan. (Megr.) čq,irt-a / čq,ərta : Svan. čitx and so forth. 

Some of them are characterized for the separate Kartvelian languages: old 

Georg. ksan-i ‘one fourth of gullon’; old Georg. čarik- i ‘a half of a jug’; Zan. 

(Megr.) xešpor-i  // xešporiš-xela ‘four-fingers length’ (exactly, ‘the size of 

palm of hand’); Svan. q,uč ‘a single inch length from thumb joint to nail’; Svan. 

(LB.) kkkkurtxel ����n-i ‘measuring unit of a land space’, Svan. (UB.) lerkwäš ‘liquid 

measuring unit of four-litre size’, Svan. (LB.) čand����ni ‘measuring unit of a land 

space = 484 kv. Russian fathom, and so forth.  

The lexical units from which some are preserved unchangeably in three 

Kartvelian languages and some underwent phonetical changes in this or that 

language must be noted separatly: Georg. sajjjjen-i: Zan. (Megr.) saJJJJen-i (thro-

ugh jjjj →→→→ JJJJ process): Svan. (UB., Lashkh.) saJJJJen // sajjjjen, (UB., Lent.) s����JJJJen // 

s����jjjjen; Georg. poxal-i: Zan. (Megr.) poxal-i: Svan. (US., Lent.) pox����l (Lashkh.) 

poxal (in Svan umlauting of a took place under influence of a lost nominative 

case marker); Georg. kkkkilo//kkkkilogram-i : Zan. (Megr.) kkkkilo: Svan. kkkkilo; Georg.        

čanax-i, Meckh. čanaγ-i ‘a clay dish’: Svan. (UB.) čab‰‰‰‰n����γ-i ‘measure for gra-

ins” and so forth. 

t. s i x a r u l i Z e  (Tbilisi)                    

kvlav udiuri `oTxTavis~ Sesaxeb 

qristianul literaturaSi `oTxTavs~ gansakuTrebuli 

adgili ukavia. oTxive saxareba: maTe, markozi, luka, ioane 

qristianobis safuZvelTa-safuZvelia da mTavari dokumenti.   
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Zveli damwerlobis mqone xalxebisaTis `axal aRTqmas~ 

aqvs didi msoflmxedvelobiTi, kulturul-istoriuli, zne-

obrivi, lingvisturi... mniSvneloba, da aseTive didi mniSvne-

loba aqvs mas im xalxisaTvis, romelmac istoriuli katak-

lizmebis gamo dakarga yvela samwerlobo Zegli, magram Sei-

narCuna qristianoba. Aam konkretul SemTxvevaSi igulisxme-

bian udiebi (Zveli albanelebi), romelTa nawili amJamad 

cxovrobs yvarlis raionis sofel zinobianSi.  

cnobilia, rom `oTxTavis~ udiur-rusuli paraleluri 

teqsti, daistamba 1902 w. TbilisSi (Targmna s.beJanovma), mag-

ram igi xelmisawvdomi ar aris udiebisaTvis ramdenime arse-

biTi xasiaTis mizezis gamo:  

1. gamocemis raritetoba; 

2. udiuri teqsti (iseve, rogorc rusuli) dabeWdilia 

rusuli grafikiT, specifikuri damatebiTi niSnebis gamoyene-

biT; 

3. udiuri `oTxTavis~ teqstis rusuli grafika  gansx-

vavdeba im  rusuli grafikisagan, romelic gamoiyeneboda Se-

mdgom periodSi: magaliTad, v. Rukasianis `udiur-azerbaija-

nul-rusul” leqsikonSi xmovnebis faringalizacia aRiniSne-

ba rusuli ъ, xolo `oTxTavSi~ igi aRiniSneba erTi werti-

liT Sesabamisi xmovnis Tavze, umlautizacia ki gadmoicema 

rusuli ь da Sesabamisad `oTxTavSi~ - ori wertiliT  da 

sxva; 

4. amJamad saqarTveloSi mcxovrebi udiebi iyeneben qar-

Tul grafikas, azerbaijanSi mcxovrebni ki laTinurs. 

garda CamoTvlili mizezebisa, `oTxTavSi~ gvxvdeba mra-

vali sxvadasxva saxis uzustoba, rac gamoricxavs mis stere-

otipul gamocemas da saWiroebs teqstis gamarTvas. moviy-

vanT ramdenime magaliTs:  

a. mTargmneli xSir SemTxvevaSi iyenebs damwerlobis 

fonetikur   princips (zustad imeorebs zepir metyvelebas).  

maTe, 17.16. : zu esCere Sotu vi SgirRo t¢R¢l, ama SotRoal 

Teyo Selbes - me mivuyvane igi Sens mowafeebs, magram maT 
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ver SeZles misi gankurneba. zu esCere-s nacvlad unda iyos 

zu ezCere: e-s-Cere<e-z-Cere<e-zu-Cere. zu pirveli piris na-

cvalsaxelia...… sisina mJReri dayruvda C-s win.  

b. uamravi koreqturuli Secdoma gahveba mTel teqsts.    

magaliTad, amave muxlSi mocemuli sityva SgirRo-Si gamo-

tovebulia d Tanxmovani _ unda iyos SgirdRo (Sgird – 

“mowafe”), `maTe~, 17.1. an: ...Seta vi Cex..., sadac  viCi (viCex) er-

Tad iwereba da niSnavs “Zma”-s...  

g.…… aris SemTxvevebi, rodesac sakuTari sityvebis na-

cvlad gamoyenebulia nasesxoba, magaliTad, imave 17.16 muxl-

Si moyvanili sityva SgirdRo-s nacvlad unda yofiliyo sa-

kuTriv udiuri kalkalo (evg. jeiraniSvili, udiuri ena, gv. 

139) an imave maTes saxarebis 9.11 ... uCitel-en uqsa  “maswavle-

beli Wamda” unda iyos sakuTriv udiuri zombalo “maswavle-

beli” (evg. jeiraniSvili, iqve),  an adrindeli nasesxoba - 

usta “maswavlebeli”. 

d.………aris SemTxvevebi, rodesac udiur teqstSi Secdoma 

gamowveulia rusuli teqstis zegavleniT, magaliTad, `maTe~. 

12.40. SetabaxtinTe eTarTe ion baneqe kita buqunun... – vina-

idan iona iyo didi Tevzis mucelSi.  aq aSkaraa, rom rusul 

“originalSi” unda yofiliyo “didi Tevzi” (qarTulisa da 

franguli `oTxTavis~ msgavsad, ebrauli da berZnuli teqs-

tebis analogia) da ara kit. Kkit, anu “veSapi”, qarTuli enis 

ganmartebiTi leqsikonis mixedviT aris: 1. zRvis yvelaze di-

di ZuZumwovari cxoveli, 2. (Zv.) igivea, rac “gveleSapi“.  

ASesabamisi cvlilebebis Setana da udiuri saxarebis 

gamarTuli variantis dabeWdva ZiriTadad ganpirobebulia 

ori aspeqtiT:  1. saero da saeklesio mniSvnelobis teqsti 

unda daibeWdos damwerlobis morfologiuri principis mi-

xedviT da 2. gasaTvaliswinebelia aseve moraluri faqtori 

_ saqarTvelos marTlmadidebel mosaxleobas (udiebs) eqne-

baT saSualeba dedaenaze (qarTuli grafikiT) waikiTxon sa-

xareba.  
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T. S i k h a r u l i d z e (Tbilisi) 

Again on the Udi “Four Gospels” 

The “Four Gospels” has an important place in the Christian literature. 

The Four Gospels: Matthew, Mark, Luke, John are the basic documents of the 

Christianity. 
The New Testament has a great philosophic, cultural, historical, moral 

and linguistic value for the peoples having the ancient writting system. An ana-

logous meaning it has for the peoples which lost all written monuments owing 

to historical cataclysms, but they preserved the Christianity. In this corcrete case 

the Udis (ancient Albanians), the part of which at present lives in the village Zi-

nobiani of the Qvareli region, are assumed. 

It is well-known, that the Udi-Russian analogous text of the Four Gospels 

was printed in 1902 in Tbilisi (translated by S. Bezhanov), but it is not available 

for the Udis owing to some essential reasons:  

1. rarity of publication. 

2. The Udi texts (like Russian ones) are published in Russian graphic 

with special additional symbols. 

3. Russian graphic of the Udi “Four Gospels” is different from that Russi-

an one, which was used in later period. e. g.: in V. Gukasian’s “Udi-Azerbaija-

nian-Russian dictionary” pharyngalization of vowels is marked by a Russian ъ, 

but in the “Four Gospels” it is marked by one dot above a corresponding vowel: 

umlautization is expressed by a Russian ъ and accordingly in the “Four        

Gospels” – by two dots above the vowels (a, o, u) and others. 

4. At present the Georgian graphic is spread among the Udis living in 

Georgia (the Latin graphic is spread among the Udis living in Azerbaijan). 

Apart from the above mentioned reasons, different countless inaccuracies 

occur in the “Four Gospels”. This fact excludes its stereotypical publishing and  

it requires the straightening of the text. Here we bring some examples: 

a) In many cases a translator uses a phonetic principles of writing 

(exactly repeats an oral speech). Matthew, 17, 16: zzzzu esu esu esu esCCCCeeeere Sre Sre Sre Sooootu vi tu vi tu vi tu vi ssss����girgirgirgirGGGGo o o o 

totototo -GGGGoooo-l, ama SotGl, ama SotGl, ama SotGl, ama SotGoal teoal teoal teoal teKo SKo SKo SKo Seeeelbeslbeslbeslbes - “And I brought him to your disciples and they 

could not cure him”; zu escere must be instead of zu ezCere: e-s-Cere < e-z-Cere 
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< e-zu-Cere. in the first personal pronoun, a whistling voiced became voiceless 

before c. 

b) The numerous concrete mistakes are observable in whole text; e. g.: in 

the same article d consonant is omitted in the word S�girGo; S�girdGo  must be 

(SSSS����gird  - ‘a pupil’), Matthew 17.1; or: ... SSSSetttta vi CCCCex...; ‘His brothers” in which: 

viCCCCi (viCCCCex)  means ‘a brother’ and it is written together. 

c) There are the cases, when a borrowed word is used instead of own one: 

e.g.: in the same 17.16. article, a proper Udi kalkalkalkalkakakakalolololo must be instead of  s����girdγo 

(Evg. Jeiranishvili; ‘The Udi Language’, p. 139) or in Matthew 9.11. a proper Udi 

zombalo ‘a teacher’ (Evg. Jeiranishvili, “The Udi language”) or an old borrowing - 

usta ‘a teacher’ must be instead of učitel-en uksa - ‘...Teacher eating’. 

d) There are the cases, when a mistake in the Udi text is caused by the 

Russian one, e. g.: Matthew 12.40.  SSSSettttabaxttttinte etarte ion baneke kikikikitatatata buku-

nun... – “for just as Johan was... in the belly of the sea monster...”. It is clear he-

re, that ‘a big fish’ (as it is in the Georgian text and in Franch “Four Gospels”, 

which is based on the Jewish and Greek texts) must be in Russian ‘original’ and 

not the word kitkitkitkit. According to the GED the word kitkitkitkit ‘a whale’ is: 1. the sea 

greatest mammal animal, 2. (old) it is the same as ‘a dragon, monster’. 

Bringing in the relevant changes and publishing of a correct variant of the 

Udi Gospels are caused by two aspects: 1. the text of national and religious im-

portance must be printed according to the morphological principles of writing 

system and 2. a moral factor must be taken into account – the Georgian      

Orthodox population (the Udis will have possibility to read the Gospel in a mo-

ther language (in Georgian graphic). 

e. s o s e l i a  (Tbilisi)  

feriTi sivrcis kategorizacia da kategoriaTa tipebi 

feriTi sivrcis kategorizacia gulisxmobs mis dayofas 

feris im kategoriebad, romlebic enaSi bazisuri feris ter-

minebiT aRiniSneba. gasuli saukunis 60-ian wlebSi amerikeli 



 375 

mkvlevrebis b. berlinisa da p. keis erToblivi naSromis 

“Basic color terms: Their universality and evolution” gamoqveynebis Sem-

deg aqtiurad daiwyes sxvadasxva enaSi ferTa kategorizaci-

is modelebis kvleva, rac, upirvelesad, bazisuri feris 

terminebis dadgenas niSnavda mocemuli enisaTvis. saqme is 

iyo, rom zemoT dasaxelebuli naSromi faqtobrivad warmo-

adgenda ferTa kategorizaciis universalur models.  
feris kategoria, romelic bazisuri terminiT aRiniSne-

ba (bazisuri feris kategoria), universalur semantikur ka-

tegoriadaa miCneuli. bazisuri feris kategoriebis universa-

loba gulisxmobs maTi birTvebis universalobas. universa-

luria bazisuri feris kategoriaTa birTvebi, anu speqtris 

is nawilebi, romlebic bazisuri feris Sesabamisi terminis 

saukeTeso nimuSebs warmoadgenen. 

vrceli enobrivi masalis safuZvelze avtorebma gamo-

yves bazisuri feris 11 universaluri kategoria, anu ganisa-

zRvra 11 birTvi, romlebic ganTavsebuli iyo feriTi siv-

rcis im adgilebSi, sadac ingliseli informantebi asaxe-

lebdnen inglisuri enis bazisuri feris terminebis black, whi-

te, red, yellow, green, blue, brown, orange, purple, pink, grey saukeTeso ni-

muSebs. swored es birTvebi ganisazRvra universaluri seman-

tikuri kategoriebis pirvelad designatebad. imisaTvis, rom 

bazisuri feris kategoriebi ganasxvavon Sesabamisi termini-

sagan, kategoriebs avtorebi weren mTavruli asoebiT. maga-

liTad, white bazisuri feris inglisuri terminia, xolo 

WHITE − bazisuri feris universaluri kategoria. warmodge-

nil moxsenebaSi am gansxvavebis warmosaCenad gamoviyeneT 

kvadratuli frCxilebi bazisuri kategoriebis Casawerad, 

xolo sakuTriv termini daxrili asoebiT Caiwereba. ase ma-

galiTad, [Savi] universaluri bazisuri kategoriaa, xolo 

Savi am kategoriis aRmniSvneli terminia qarTulSi; igive ka-

tegoria megrulSi aRiniSneba terminiT uCa.   

garda imisa, rom daadgines bazisuri feris kategoria-

Ta universaluroba, avtorebma gamoavlines universaluri 
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xasiaTis kanonzomiereba, romelic ferTa kategorizacias, 

anu feriTi sivrcis garkveuli segmentebis bazisuri termi-

nebiT aRniSvnas, ukavSirdeba. es kanonzomiereba asaxavs im 

SezRudvebs, romlebic enaSi feris kategoriebis bazisuri 

feris terminebiT kodirebas edeba da sqematurad SeiZleba 

Semdegnairad warmovadginoT: 

 

 

 

 [TeTri]               [yviT] →  [mwv]                             [iisf] 

           → [wiT]                          [lur] →  [yavisf] →  [varTd] 

 [Savi]                  [mwv] → [yviT]                            [narinj] 

                                                                   [nacr] 

  I done    II done    III done    IV done   V done  VI done    VII done 

 

 magram Semdgomma gamokvlevebma aCvena, rom kategorie-

bi [TeTri] da [Savi], romlebic I donis sistemebSi arsebobs, 

araa identuri im e.w. [TeTri] da [Savi] kategoriebisa, romle-

bic, magaliTad, V donis sistemebSi dasturdeba. V donis 

sistemebi pirveladi (martivi) kategoriebiT xasiaTdeba. ro-

melTa pirvelad kategoriebad gansazRvra erTgvarad fizio-

logiur monacemebsac emyareba. I donis sistemebSi ki arapir-

veladi kategoriebia warmodgenili, esenia [naTel-Tbili] da 

[muq-grili] kategoriebi, romlebic pirveladi kategoriebisa-

gan miiReba maTi gaerTianebis gziT.  moxsenebaSi dadgenilia 

arapirvelad bazisur kategoriaTa sxvadasxva tipi, romelTa 

gamoyofa imis mixedviT xdeba, Tu maT gansazRvraSi romeli 

operacia monawileobs: simravleTa gaerTianebis an Tanakve-

Tis operacia, Tu orive – erTad.   

aRniSnulis gaTvaliswinebiT, berlinisa da keis mier 

SemoTavazebuli ferTa kategorizaciis universaluri sqema 

Sesworebas saWiroebs da feriTi sivrcis kategorizaciis 

diaqroniuli procesic sxvagvarad warmodgeba. zogadad es 

procesi Semdegnairad SeiZleba davaxasiaToT:  
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I etapze xdeba gaerTianebis gziT miRebuli rTuli ba-

zisuri kategoriebidan Semadgeneli komponentebis TandaTa-

nobiTi gamoyofa, vidre yvela pirveladi bazisuri katego-

ria Camoyalibdeba damoukidebel kategoriad; e.i pirveli 

etapi moicavs feris terminTa  sistemebis evoluciur gzas I 

donidan V donis CaTvliT (berlinisa da keis sqemis mixed-

viT). 

II etapze bazisuri feris kategoriaTa CamoyalibebaSi 

monawileobas Rebulobs simravleTa TanakveTis operacia, an 

gaerTianebisa da TanakveTis operaciebi erTdrulad.  

moxsenebaSi ganxilulia I da II etapis calkeuli done-

ebi Sesworebuli universaluri sqemis Sesabamisad da sailu-

straciod ZiriTadad moxmobilia qarTveluri enobrivi masala.  

E. S o s e l i a (Tbilisi) 

Categorization of Colour Space and the Types of Categories 

Categorization of colour space means its division into those colour cate-

gories which are encoded by basic colour terms in the language. In 60s of the 

previous century, after the publication of joint work “Basic color terms: Their 

universality and evolution“ by American scholars B.Berlin and P.Kay, various 

models of colour categorization has become a subject of active research, that 

first of all meant establishing basic colour terms in the given language. All the 

matter is that the above mentioned joint work actually represented itself a uni-

versal model of colour categorization.     
The category of colour encoded by the basic term is regarded as a univer-

sal semantic category. Universality of basic colour categories means universa-

lity of their foci. The foci that are the parts of colour spectrum being best        

samples of corresponding basic color categories are actually universal. 

 After the vast language data had been analyzed, the authors established 

11 universal basic colour categories, i.e. 11 universal foci were pointed out   
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through the colour space, and they are the places in the spectrum, where the best 

samples of English basic colour categories of BLACK, WHITE, RED, 

YELLOW, GREEN, BLUE, BROWN, ORANGE, PURPLE, PINK, and GREY 

are found.  The foci were defined as primary designates of universal semantic 

categories. In order to tell apart colour category and corresponding term, the ca-

tegories are written in capital letters, e.g. WHITE is a universal basic category, 

while white is a term; BLACK is a universal basic category, while šavi is a 

Georgian term denoting it; The same basic category is denoted by the term uča 

in Megrelian. 

Besides the universality of basic color terms, Berlin and Kay established 

the universal regularity characteristic for colour categorization, i.e. for denoting 

certain segments of colour space by basic terms. The regularity reflects          

restrictions on encoding colour categories by basic colour terms and it could be 

presented as the following schema: 

 

   WHITE                                  YELL → CREEN                                                      PURPLE                                                       

                          → RED                                                 BLUE → BROWN →        PINK 

   BLACK                                GREEN → YELL                                                      ORINGE 

                                                 GREYGY                    

   I stage             II stage         III stage        IV stage       V stage     VI stage              VII stage 

 

But as the following researches have shown the categories WHITE and 

BLACK of the first stage systems are not identical to the “same” categories in 

the fifth stage systems. Basic colour categories there are the primary (simple) 

ones, and identifying them as primary categories is based on the certain physio-

logic data. As for the categories in the first stage systems, they are LIGHT-

WARM and DARK-COOL, which are not primary ones; they are defined as the 

fuzzy union of the primary categories. Different types of basic colour categories 

are defined in the paper and their identification depends on the operation taking 

part in the definition each of them: is it either fuzzy union, or fuzzy intersection, 

or both of them. 

Thus, Berlin and Kay’s universal schema of colour categorization has to 

be refined and diachronic process of colour space categorization should be pre-

sented a little differently. Generally this process could be described as follo-

wing: 
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During the first phase compound basic categories (formed due to the 

fuzzy union) are differentiated and the constituent primary categories are for-

med as independent basic ones. So  the first phase contains the evolutionary 

way from the first stage to the fifth one. 

During the second stage basic colour categories are formed due to fuzzy 

intersection (or union and intersection at the same time) of the primary basic ca-

tegories. 

Separate stages of the first and second phases are considered in the paper 

according to the refined universal schema and generally the data of the          

Kartvelian languages are presented for the illustration.  

С.М. С у н г у р о в а  (Махачкала) 

Средства выражения повторяемости  
в лакском языке 

Глагольная категория итеративного вида является центром обозна-
чения повторяемости и постоянства в лакском языке. Итеративный вид 
образуется от корня при помощи суффикса –ава- (в инфинитиве). В 

редуцированной форме суффикс выступает в настоящем и прошедшем 

временах глагола и в причастии, которое является производящей основой 

большинства финитных форм итеративного вида [Эльдарова 2000], 

например: уч1-ава-н «приходить» 

Наст.вр. На уч1-а-ра (1 л. субъекта) - «я прихожу». Та уч1-а-й (3 л. 
объекта) – «он приходит» 

Прош.вр. Ина уч1-а-й-вав (2 л. суб.) – «ты приходил». Та уч1-а-й-

ва (3 л. суб.)- «он приходил». 

Все эти формы 3 лица субъекта и объекта образованы от основного 
причастия итеративного вида (уч1айсса – «приходящий»), а формы 1-2 л. 
субъекта от основы итератива с сокращенным суффиксом (уч1ава-уч1а). 

В лакском языке повторяемость является грамматикализованной кате-
горией. Но наряду с этим имеются и лексические средства выражения пов-
торяемости. Для этого обычно используются наречия и наречные сочетания. 
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Наречия времени в лакском языке, как и в других языках различных 
систем, выражают время действия. Выделение семантических групп 

наречий времени в лакском языке находится в прямой зависимости от 
того, какое время действия по отношению к нейтральной точке отсчета 
(относительно момента речи) выражается и каковы различия семан-

тического порядка, возникающие при этом [Маммаева 1991]. В зависи-

мости от этого наречия времени в лакском языке подразделяются на 
несколько семантических групп: 

а) наречия, выражающие время действия в целом: к1инттул 

«зимой», х1акьину «сегодня», дяхтта «днем», к1улссану «в позапрошлом 

году» и т.д. 
б) наречия, выражающие время, предшествующее началу действия. 

Напр.: лахьхьуяц1а «со вчерашнего дня», ччянияц1акул «с давних пор», 

дук1уяц1а «с прошлого года». 

в) наречия, выражающие временной промежуток, до которого 
совершается действие. Эти наречия обозначают время предела протекания 
действия. Напр.: к1юрххилнин « до утра», хьхьувайнин «до ночи», 

ссуттилнин «до осени». 

Большинство наречий времени в современном лакском языке по 
грамматическим классам не различается: яла «потом», цакьни( ца - 

кьини) «в один день», «в прошлый раз», ттигъанну (тти «теперь», 

гъанну «близко») недавно. 
Среди семантических групп интерес представляют неопределенные 

наречия времени. 

Отдельные неопределенные наречия времени имеют специфическую 

словообразовательную структуру, которая не имеет системного характера: 
ца заманнай «когда-то», (та-ри-в// та-йав) «когда-то», та-бунугу// та-

бухьурчагу «когда-нибудь», ччитари «когда-угодно», ччи-ччитари «в 
любое неопределенное время» (-ччи- в многократно повторяющихся 
действиях): ца-ппурттуву «в одно время», цаппара х1аллай «некоторое 
время». Цаппара х1аллай га ялагу хъюву бавц1уну бия. «Некоторое 
время она еще стояла во дворе». 

Повторяемость, в свою очередь, имеет подзначения «редко» и 

«часто». Слова и словосочетания со значением «редко» представляют 
собой наречия и наречные сочетания. 
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Нажагь- употребляется в двух значениях: 
1. если, в случае 
2. изредка, иногда 
Нажа-мажагь образованопутем редупликации основ и заменой 

первого согласного на –м – это один из распространенных способов 
образования сложных слов [Эльдарова 2003]. Слово является синонимом 

нажагь, от которого отличается оттенком значения – признак выражен 

интенсивнее («очень редко», «весьма редко») 

Ч1умуя-ч1умуйн «время от времени», ца-ца ч1умал «иногда, по 
временам». 

Вполне определенную повторяемость выражают сочетания кратких 
числительных с существительными, обозначающими определенные 
отрезки времени: зуруй цал «один раз в месяц». 

Повторяемость, многократность совмещает в своем значении и тему 
постоянства, и многократности зависимости от значения определяемых 
слов. К таким словам относятся наречия даин, даиман «всегда», мудан 

«всегда», абадул-абадлий «вечно». 

Значение многократности, повторяемости имеют и наречия ц1унил, 

ц1униц1а, ц1униц1акул «снова», обозначая повторное действие, но они 

сочетаются с глаголами совершенного и несовершенного вида. 
Краткость выражает и сочетание ва ххуллухь «в этот раз» (бук. 

«при этой дороге». 

Сочетание типа шиная шинайн «из года в год», зуруя зуруйн «из 
месяца в месяц», построенные по модели «сущ. в исходном падеже 
суперэссива + сущ. в конечном падеже той же серии, могут обозначать как 
повторяемость, так и постоянность. 
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S.  S u n g u r o v a (Makhachkala) 

Ways of Expression of Repetition in Lak Language 

The category of iterative verbs is the centre of designation of repetition 

and constancy in Lak language. Iterative aspect is formed from root by means 

of suffix "-аwа-" (in infinitive). In reduced form suffix is used in Present and 

Past tenses of verbs and participle, which is productive stem of majority of fini-

tive forms of iterative aspect [Eldarova 2000], e.g.: uuuu----awaawaawaawa----nnnn - "to come" - Infi-

nitive. na u-a-ra (1 person singular) - "I come"- Present. ta u-a-j (3 person 

singular)- "He comes"- Present. ina u-a-j-waw (2 person singular) - "You ca-

me"- Past. ta u-a-j-wa (3 person singular)- "He came" - Past.  

          All these forms of 3 person's subject and object are formed from basic 

particle of iterative aspect (uaja - "comming"), but form of 1st and 2nd per-

son's subject- from stem of iterative with reduced suffix (uawauaawauaawauaawaua). 

In Lak language repetition is grammatical category. But there are also lexical 

ways of expression of repetition. In this case adverbs and combinations of ad-

verbs are usually used. 
 Adverbs of time in Lak language, as well as in other languages of diffe-

rent systems, express time of the action. Singling out semantic groups of ad-

verbs of time in Lak language is in direct dependence from that which time of 

the action in relation to the neutral count-point (relatively to the moment of spe-

ech) is expressed and what differences of semantics arise at that moment  

[Mammaeva 1991]. In this regard adverbs of time in Lak language are divided 

into the following semantic groups: 

a) adverbs, expressing time of the action in general: ḳḳḳḳinul "in winter", 

ainu "today", dääääxa "in the afternoon", ḳḳḳḳulanu "the year before", etc. 

         b) adverbs, expressing time, preceding time of the action. e.g.: laujaa 

"from yesterday", äniäniäniänijajajajaakulakulakulakul "long before", duḳḳḳḳujaa "from the last year". 

c) adverbs, expressing time before which appears the action. These ad-

verbs designate time of the limit of the action. e.g.: ḳḳḳḳjur ilnin  " till the mo-

rning", uwajinin  "till the night", uilnin "till autamn". 
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The majority of the adverbs of time in modern Lak language are not dif-

ferentiated by grammatical classes: jala "then", cani (ca-ini ) "in one day",        

"last time", iγγγγannu (i "now", γγγγannu "near"), “recently”. 

Among semantic groups, indefinite adverbs of time are of interest. Some 

indefinite adverbs of time have specific word -building structure, which has no 

systemic charactere: ca zamanaj "formerly", (ta-ri-w//ta-jaw ) "formerly", ta-

bunugu//ta-buurchagu "one day", itari "any time", i-ččččitari  "at any unde-

termined time" (-i- in repeated actions): ca uruwu "in the same time", 

caara ellaj "some time", caara allaj ga jalagu qjuwu bawunu bija  

"For some time she was standing in the yard". 

Repetition, in its turn, has submeanings "rarely" and "often". Words and 

word combinations with the meaning "rarely"represent adverbs and combinati-

ons of adverbs.  

nažahžahžahžah- is used in 2 meanings: 

1) if, in case of 

2)  sometimes, occasionally 

nažžžža-mažžžžah- is formed by means of reduplication of stems and    substi-

tution of the first consonant to -m- is one of the widely used ways of building 

compound words [Eldarova 2003]. Word is synonym of "nažžžžah", from which 

diffens by its meaning - this feature is expressed more intensive ( "very sel-

dom", "very rarely").  

 umuja-umujin  - "from time to time", ca-ca umal - "some times, oc-

casionally". 

         Repetition is also expressed by combinations of short numerals with no-

uns, expressing definite time: zuruj  cal "once a mounth". 

         Repetition combines reccurence and constansy in its meaning depending 

on the meaning of the expressed words. To such word belong the following ad-

verbs: dain, daiman "always", mudan "all the time", abadul-abadlij "forever". 

        The meaning of recurrence, repetition have also adverbs unil, unia, 

uniakul "again", expressing repeating action, but they are combined with 

verbs of perfective and imperfective aspects. 

Brevily is expressed by word combination wa ullu  "this time" (lite-

rary "by this way"). 
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Combinations as ššššinaja-ššššinajin  "from year to year", zuruja-zurujin  "from 

month to month", built by the model "noun in the initial case of superessive +noun 

in the final case of that type" may express repetition and constansy other. 

n. s u r m a v a  (Tbilisi) 

kvlav martivi winadadebis meqanizmis cvlilebis 
gamomwvevi faqtorebis Sesaxeb qarTulSi 

      1. saxelisa da zmnis ricxvSi SeTanxmebis sakiTxSi da, 

Sesabamisad, piris mravlobiTobis zmnaSi formalurad gamo-

xatvis principSi Zvelsa da axal qarTuls Soris mniSvne-

lovani sxvaobaa. werilobiT wyaroebsa da dialeqtebSi 

Semonaxuli enobrivi faqtebi gvexmareba am movlenis Tanda-

TanobiTi ganviTarebis suraTis aRdgenasa da cvlilebaTa 

ganmapirobebel mizezebis ZiebaSi. 

2. ricxvis cneba mWidrod aris dakavSirebuli piris  

kategoriasTan. dapirispireba erTisa da mravlisa, mxolobi-

Tisa da mravlobiTisa, moiazreba erTi piris farglebSi. 

qarTuli zmnisaTvis damaxasiaTebeli mravalpirianoba, po-

lipersonalizmi gulisxmobs, rom zmnaSi realurad (garkve-

uli afiqsiT), Tu potenciurad (nol-afiqsiT) samive piri 

aRiniSneba, subieqtisac da obieqtisac (arn. Ciqobava). 

      magram, Zveli qarTuli enis viTarebiT, relatiuri 

zmnis formaSi asaxulia yvela pirmimarTi piris romeloba 

da  ara - yvela piris ricxvi. subieqtur da obieqtur pirTa 

‘uflebani’ piris gamoxatvis sakiTxSi Tanabaria, magram ri-

cxvis gamoxatvis mxriv – gansxvavebuli. pirisa da ricxvis 

kategoriebis markirebis principebi gansxvavebulia. 

      is winaaRmdegobrioba, rac Zvel qarTulSi poliperso-

nalur zmnas axasiaTebs pirisa da ricxvis markirebis prin-

cipSi, gvesaxeba mTavar mizezad martivi winadadebis meqa-

nizmSi dRemde mimdinare cvlilebebisa. 
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   3. gamoxatulebis planSi pirsa da ricxvs – or mWid-

rod dakavSirebul kategorias – Soris principuli gansxva-

vebuloba enis funqcionirebis procesSi Semaferxebel faq-

torad iqceva im mxriv, rom ewinaaRmdegeba enobrivi ganviTa-

rebis mTavar tendencias _ gamomsaxvelobiT saSualebaTa 

ekonomiurobisken swrafvas.  

      qarTulSi zmnis polipersonalizmi iZleva SesaZleb-

lobas teqstSi (sametyvelo situaciasa da werilobiTSi) pi-

ris nacvalsaxelebis gamotovebisa, iseve rogorc SesaZlebe-

lia, ar ganmeordes saxeli, romelic, aqtualuri danawevre-

bis TvalsazrisiT, cnobil informacias (Temas, topiks) 

warmoadgens (a. kiziria, l. enuqiZe, a. daviTiani).  

      I da II pirTa gamotoveba ise xSiria, rom maTi teqstSi 

povniereba stilistur-logikur daniSnulebas iZens. cxadia, 

Zvel qarTulSi am process naklebi gasaqani aqvs – ob. II pi-

risaTvis (zogjer I pirisaTvisac) es SesaZlebloba arsebobs 

mxolod mxolobiT ricxvSi. 

4. b-ni arn. Ciqobavas mier martivi winadadebis cvli-

lebis xelSemwyob faqtorTa Soris (inversiuloba, analo-

gia, gu-s erTaderT prefiqsad qceva ob. I pirSi, -eb-iani mrav-

lobiTis gabatoneba, dialeqtobrivi norma), ZiriTadad miCne-

ulia zmnis inversiuloba, xolo `arainversiuli~  zmnis 

obieqturi II piris simravlis aRniSvna axsnilia inversiul 

zmnaTa analogiiT. 

   Tu sakiTxs im poziciidan SevxedavT, rom cvlilebis 

saTave zmnis polipersonalizmis winaaRmdegobriv bunebaSi 

mdebareobs da Sidaenobrivi potencia mimarTulia pirisaAda 

ricxvis markirebis pricipebis SesabamisobaSi moyvanisaken 

(ricxvis gamoxatvis wesis cvlis gziT), maSin analogiis ka-

nonis Semotanis saWiroeba ixsneba. ob. I da II pirebi yovel-

Tvis markirebulia mxolobiT ricxvSi, sametyvelo situacia-

Si am pirebis Semosvla zmnis formaSi specialuri markeris 

gaCeniT aRiniSneba da kanonzomieria, rom es ufleba maT mo-

ipoves axal qarTulSi mravlobiT ricxvSi. sagulisxmoa, 
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rom werilobiT wyaroebSi erTdroulad Cndeba ob. II pirisa 

da e. w. inversiul zmnaTa micemiTbrunviani piris mravlobi-

Tis markirebis amsaxveli faqtebi (n. surmava). 

5. formaluri saSualebani, romelic axali funqciis - 

obieqtur pirTa simravlis - gamosaxatavad iqna gamoyenebu-

li saliteraturo enasa da dialeqtebSi, miuTiTeben gamo-

xatvis or gzaze. es gzebia:  

   a) subieqtis mravlobiTis monofunqciuri -T sufiqsis 

darTva zmnis formaze. dasawyisSi es meqanikuri mirTva iyo, 

razec migvaniSnebs werilobiT wyaroebSi Semonaxuli forme-

bi (mogelisT, mogarTvesT, daupyriesT), xolo Semdeg fone-

tikuri procesebisa da zmnis struqturuli modelis zewo-

liT (zmnis formaSi piris mravlobiTobis sufiqsuri mawar-

moeblisTvis erTi adgilis daSveba) morfologiuri ob.-is 

ricxvis maCvenebeli organulad Seerwya zmnis formas. 

     b) meore gzaa subieqtis mravlobiTis modelis gamoyene-

ba, subieqtis mravlobiTis formaTa gadaazrianebis, reinter-

pretaciis safuZvelze, rac unda dawyebuliyo gardamavali 

zmnis III seriis inversiul formebSi da e. w. gardauval in-

versiul zmnebSi, anu im zmnebSi, romelTa morfologiuri 

obieqti morfologiur subieqtze Zlieria da romelnic Zi-

riTadad obieqturi wyobis mixedviT icvlebian.  

  am modelis realizebis saxe kargad Cans aWaruli dia-

leqtisa da masTan axlomdgomi samxruli kilouri jgufis 

viTarebis mixedviT, romelTac dRemde Semoinaxes Zveli qar-

TulisaTvis damaxasiaTebeli III seriis mravlobiTis forme-

bi modificirebuli funqciiT (Sdr.: samx. maT igi aqvanan, mu-

uklavan, weeyvanes, egones da Zv.: mas igini hqonan, mouklvan, 

wareyvannes, egonnes).  
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N.  S u r m a v a  (Tbilisi) 

Again on Caused Factors of Changing of a Simple 
Sentence Mechanism in Georgian 

1. There is noteworthy difference betweem the old and new Georgian, in 

a question of a number agreement of a noun and a verb and accordingly in a 

principle of formal expressing of a person plural in a verb. The language factors 

preserved in the written sources and dialects help us to restore gradually a deve-

loping picture of this phenomenon and to find the caused reasons of these    

changes. 

2. Conception of a number is connected with a person category, opposition 

between one and many, singular and plural is considered within the limits of 

one person. Polypersonalism, characteristic for  a Georgian verb means, that 

three persons of a subject and of an object are marked in a verb actually (by a 

certain affix) or potentially (by a zero-affix), (Arn. Chikobava). 

But, according to Old Georgian situation quantity of all maked persons and 

not a number of all persons is reflected in a relative verbal form. The possibilities of 

a subject and  an object is identical, but expressing a number – different. The mar-

king principles of personal and number categories are different. 

This opposition, which is characteristic for an Old Georgian  polypersonal 

verb in a marking principle of a person and a number, we consider to be a main rea-

son of the changes taking place in a simple sentence mechanism up today. 

3. In an expressive aspect, a principal difference between a person and a 

number – two firmly connected categories, becomes an obstructive factor in a fun-

ctioning process of a language to those point, that it opposes to a main tendency of a 

language development – striving of expressing means towards economy. 

In Georgian, a verb polypersonalism gives possibility to omit personal 

pronouns in a text (in speech situation and in written one), like, as it is possible 

not to be repeated a noun, which, from the actual fragmentation viewpoint, rep-

resents well-known information (themes, topics) (A. Kiziria, L. Enukidze,         

A. Davitiani). 

Omiting of I and II persons takes place so frequently, that their finding in 

a text has a stylistic and logical task. It is clear, that in Old Georgian this pro-

cess has a less range – this possibility exists only in a plural for II obj. person 
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(sometimes for I person). 

4. Among the contributing factors of changes took place in a simple sen-

tence (inversivity, analogy, becoming of gu- as an only prefix of obj.  I person, 

dominating of plural with –eb, dialectal norme), Arn. Chikobava mainly consi-

ders inversivity of    a  verb, and  plural  denoting  an  object  II   person  of a  

"non-inversive" verb  is  explained  by  anlogy  of    inversive  verbs.  

   If    we   discuss  this  problem  from  the  position, that   a  source  of  

changes  exists  in  contratictory  nature  of    a  verb  polypersonalism  and  in-

ner-language  potenty  is  aiming  towards  the  turning  the  marking  principles  

of  a  person  and   a  number  in  relevance (through  changing  an  expressing  

rule  of  a  number), then  the  necessity  of  bringing  a  law  of  analogy  is  

cancelled. I  and  II  persons  of   an  object  are  always  marked  in  singular, 

occuring  of  these  persons  in  a  speech  situation  is  denoted  by  appearing  a  

special  marker in  a  verbal  form   and  it  is   natural, that  this  right  they    

gained  in  New  Georgian    plural. It  is  noteworthy, that the  reflecting  facts  

of  obj. II  person  and  plural  marking  of  a   dative-cased person  of  so  called  

inversive  verbs  occur  simultaneously in the  written   sources. (N. Surmava).  

   5. The  formal  means  which  were  used in a literary language and 

dialects for  expressing  a  new  function – expressing  the  plurality  of  object 

persons, point  to two  ways  of   expression. These  ways  are: 

    a)  additing  of  subject  plural  mono-functional    -t  suffix  to  a  verb  

form. At  the  beginning  it  was  a  mechanical parataxis to  which  the  forms  

preserved  in the  written  sources  indicate (mogelist, mogartvest, daupq,ri-

est), and  then  through  influencing  of phonetic  processes  and  verb   structu-

ral  model  (in  a  verb  form  one place  was allowed  for  a  formative suffix of 

a person plurality)  a  forming  of  morphological  object  was  organicaly fused 

with    a  verb  form.  

b) the   other   way  is  the  using  of  a  subject  plural  model  on  the   

basis  of  reinterpretation of  subject  plural  forms, which might  be  begin in  

inversive  forms of III series  of  transitive  verbs  and  in  so called  intransitive  

inversive  verbs  or  in  those  verbs, which  morphological  object  is  stronger   

than  a  morphological   subject  and  which  are  basically changed according  

to  objective  structure. 

   Realization    of  this  model  is  clearly  seen  according  to  situation  

of  Acharian  dialect  and  southern  sub-dialectal  group  nearby  it, which  pre-
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served  plural  forms  of  III series  with  modified  function   characteristic   for  

Old  Georgian ( cf.: south. mat igi akvanan, muuk lavan, cieq,vanes, egones  

and  old:  mas igini hkonan, mouklvan,  careq,vannes, egonnes). 

m. s u x i S v i l i  (Tbilisi)  

gardamavali zmnuri Sesityvebis rTul zmnebad  
gardaqmnis procesis Sesaxeb Zvel qarTulSi 

a. SaniZem gardamavlobis kvlevisas yuradReba miaqcia 

rTuli zmnebis warmoqmnaSi gamovlenil morfologiur, sin-

taqsur da leqsikur Taviseburebebs Zveli qarTuli enis ma-

salis mixedviT. sagangebod iyo ganxiluli is rTuli zmne-

bi, romelTa saxelur komponentad pirdapiri damatebis far-

di saxeli dasturdeba. 

arsebiTi xasiaTisa iyo daskvna rTuli zmnebis sintaq-

suri Sesityvebidan (mocemul SemTxvevaSi, zmna-Semasmenlisa 

da pirdapiri damatebis sintaqsuri wyvilidan) warmomavlo-

bis Sesaxeb. 

aseTi sintaqsuri Sesityvebebi, iseve, rogorc rTuli 

zmnebi, uZveles xanmet teqstebSia warmodgenili: 

kacman vinme yo puri didi (l. 14, 16) 

ara raÁTa vyo nebaÁ Cemi (i. 6, 38) 

romeli me naTel-viRe, naTel-xiRoT (mr. 10, 39) 

ara kac-xkla (m. 5,21)... 

sintaqsuri Sesityvebis (zmna-Semasmenlisa da pirdapiri 

damatebis sintaqsuri wyvilis) rTul zmnur SenaerTad 

gardaqmnis ZiriTadi piroba zmna-SemasmenelTan mimarTebiT 

pirdapiri damatebis prepoziciaa: 

wyaloba-yo < yo wyalobaÁ, locva-yo < yo locvaÁ... 

pirdapiri damatebis aseT gadanacvlebas Zveli qarTu-

lis winadadebaSi sityvaTganlagebis istoriuli cvla adas-
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turebs: orpirian gardamaval zmnaTaTvis Zveli qarTulis 

adreuli (originaluri da naTargmni) Zeglebis mixedviT Zi-

riTadi wyobaa qvemdebare _ zmna-Semasmeneli _ pirdapiri da-

mateba, gviandeli periodisaTvis ki wamyvani xdeba Semdegi 

ganlageba: qvemdebare _ pirdapiri damateba _ zmna-Semasmene-

li (z. sarjvelaZe, S. afridoniZe). 

rTuli zmnebis Semadgenel komponentTa, kerZod ki _ 

saxelur komponentTa, morfologiuri araerTgvarovneba 

calkeul SemTxvevebSi Sesityvebidan maTi warmoqmnis marTe-

bulobas afiqsirebs. saxelur komponentTa formobrivi daxa-

siaTebis TvalsazrisiT Zvel qarTulSi, rogorc cnobilia, 

aseTi suraTi gvaqvs: 

1. rTuli zmnebis saxeluri komponenti ZiriTadad fu-

Zis (wrfelobiTi brunvis) saxiTaa warmodgenili: Seuracx--

hyofdes, Ãma-scemdes, Ãma-yo, brZola-yo, RaRad-yo... 

2. zogierTi rTuli zmnis saxeluri komponenti I seriis 

formebSi micemiT brunvaSi dgas, II seriaSi ki fuZis saxiT 

dasturdeba: sityuas-hyofs da sityua-yo, pativs-uyofs da pa-

tiv-uyvna, wams-uyofs da wam-uyvna... 

3. calkeuli rTuli zmnis saxeluri komponenti SeiZle-

ba micemiT brunvaSi idges ara marto I, aramed II seriis 

formebSic: ambors-uyofs, ambors-uyo man... 

4. rTuli zmnis saxeluri komponenti, aseve iSviaTad, 

paralelurad SeiZleba Segvxvdes rogorc fuZis saxiT, ase-

ve micemiTi brunvis formiTac: naTel-gcem || naTels-gcem, na-

Tel-gces || naTels-gces... 

vfiqrobT, rom saxeluri komponentis formobrivi ara-

erTgvarovnebis calkeuli gamovlena SesityvebaTa rTul 

zmnebad gardaqmnis Tanmxlebi procesia, kerZod, Sesityvebis 

sintaqsuri meqanizmis moSlis Sedegi _ zmna aRar marTavs 

saxels brunvaSi da, amdenad, saxelis brunvis formas saTa-

nado funqcia aRar eZebneba. 

rac Seexeba faqts, Tu ratom SemogvrCa maincdamainc mi-

cemiTi brunvis formiT zogierTi rTuli zmnis saxeluri 
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komponenti, da, rac ufro arsebiTia, ratom ganzogadda is I 

seriis mwkrivebSic, amis axsna SeiZleba im tipis rTul 

zmnebTan analogiiT, romelTa saxelur komponentad iribi 

damateba, an micemiT brunvaSi dasmuli adgilis garemoeba 

gvevlineba: juars-acu, Tavs-videb, guls-idgina... 

M. S u k h i s h v i l i  (Tbilisi) 

On the Transformation of Transitive Verb-Combinations 
into Analytical Verbs in Old Georgian 

In his research on transitivity A. Shanidze focused on the morphological, 

syntactic and lexical peculiarities of the analytical verb derivation on the evi-

dence of the old Georgian linguistic material. Discussion about the question of 

analytical verbs the nominal-components of which were the equivalents of the 

direct objects was of a particular sort.  

The important conclusion of the research dealt with the derivation of an 

analytical verb from a word-combination, particularly from the following one: 

verb-predicate – direct object.  

These word-combinations similar to the analytical verbs were presented 

in the Khanmet  Texts (the oldest Georgian literary documents):  

A certain man was preparing a great banquet… (Luke, 14.16) 

For I have come down … not to do my will… (John, 6.38) 

You will … be baptized with the baptism I am baptized with… (Mark, 

10.39) 

Do not murder… (Matthew, 5.21). 

Prepositional order, i.e. direct object precedes a verb, appears to be essen-

tial condition for the transformation of word-combination (syntactic pair) into 

the analytical verbal construction: c7q8aloba-q8o < q8o c7q8alobaj - he/she showed 

mercy, locwa-q8o < q8o locwaj – he/she prayed.     

This kind of transference of direct object in the old Georgian sentence is 

reflected in the historical change of the word-order: on the evidence of the old 

Georgian literary monuments of the early period (both original and translated 
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works) bi-personal transitive verbs generally have the following order: subject – 

verb-predicate – direct object, but in the later period the order is as follows: sub-

ject – direct object – verb-predicate (Z. Sarjveladze, Sh. Apridonidze).  

In some instances morphological heterogeneity of the components of the 

analytical verbs justifies their derivation from word-combinations. In old Geor-

gian the forms of the nominal components of the analytical verbs are as follows:  

1. Nominal-component of an analytical verb is usually a stem of a noun: 

šeuracx-hqopdes – they were sneering, qma-scemdes – they were crying,    

qma-q4o – he/she gave a shout, he/she shouted, brzola-q4o – he/she fought a bat-

tle, he/she fought, γaγad-q8o – he/she cried. 

2. A number of nominal-components of the analytical verbs are in dative 

in the forms of the 1st series, but use a stem in the forms of the 2nd series: 

sitq4uas-hq4ops : sitq4ua-q4o – he/she disputes : he/she disputed, p5at iws-uq4ops : 

p5atiwn-uq 4wna – he/she pays respect to smb.: he/she paid respect to smb., 

c6ams-uq4ops : c6am-uq4wna – he/she gives the wink at smb. : he/she gave the 

wink at smb. 

3. Some nominal-components of the analytical verbs remain in dative in 

both the 1st and the 2nd series: ambors-uq4ops – he/she gives smb. a kiss, he/she 

kisses smb., ambors-uq4o man – he/she gave smb. a kiss, he/she kissed smb.   

4. There are some rare examples where two different forms of the nomi-

nal-components of the analytical verbs can be found: stem form dative form: 

natel-gcem || natels-gcem – I baptize you, natel-gces || natels-gces – They bap-

tized you, he/she will baptize you.  

The paper suggests that the different depictions of the forms of the nomi-

nal-components accompany the transformation process of word-combinations 

into analytical verbs, namely, this is the result of the destruction of the syntactic 

mechanism of word- combination – a verb does not govern the case of a noun 

and therefore the form of the case of a noun does not have an appropriate functi-

on any more.  

The reason of the fact that nominal-component of an analytical verb is 

preserved in the dative case and especially of generalization of the uses of      

dative in the 2nd series, might be explained on the analogy with the analytical 

verbs containing either an indirect object or an adverb of place in the dative as a 

nominal-component: zuars-acu - crusify him!, taws-wideb - I undertake it, 

guls-idgina - he/she tried, made a try.   
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r. s x i r t l a Z e, m. m a n j g a l a Z e,    
T. t e t e l o S v i l i  (Tbilisi) 

qarTuli enis formalizebuli modeli 

`enis modelirebis asociaciis” umTavres mizans warmo-

adgens qarTuli enidan ucxo enaze da ucxo enidan qarTul  

enaze saTargmni programis Seqmna. am amocanis gadasawyvetad 

aucilebelia enis formalizebuli modelis ageba. 

enis formalizaciis pirvel etapze miznad davisaxeT  

iseTi modelis Seqmna, romelic qarTuli enis nebismieri si-

tyvaformis aRweris saSualebas mogvcemda. 

sityvaformaTa simravle davyaviT or kategoriad _ 

zmnebad da arazmnebad (yvela metyvelebis nawili garda 

zmnisa). 

zmnis damorfemebisTvis viyenebT Semdeg models: 

a) zmniswini _ prefiqsi _ fuZe – sufiqsi;  

saxelisTvis ki _ Semdegs: 

b) fuZe – sufiqsebi.  

zmnuri fuZeebi, romlebic erTnairad irTaven  zmnis-

wins, sxva prefiqssa da sufiqss, xolo saxelis SemTxvevaSi 

_ sufiqsebs, erTiandebian erT modelSi. 

modeli aRiwereba ori simravliT. 

zmnuri formebisTvis es simravleebia: 

a. fuZeTa simravle; 

b. zmniswini _ prefiqsi _ sufiqsi kombinaciaTa 

simravle. 

arazmnis SemTxvevaSi:  

a. pirvel da meore fuZeTa wyvilebis simravle; 

b. pirveli (meore) fuZis Sesabamis prefiqsTa sim-

ravle. 

agebuli gvaqvs 490 zmnuri  da 72 saxeluri modeli, 

romlebic, Sesabamisad, 28,982,157 da 108,761,163, sul 137,743,320 

gansxvavebul sityvaformas awarmoeben.  
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modelis Sesamowmeblad davamuSaveT teqsturi korpusi, 

romelic 755,323 gansxvavebul leqsikur erTeuls Seicavs. is 

sityvaformebi, romlebic modelis testirebisas sistemam 

ver amoicno, davyaviT zmnebad, arazmnebad da araswor for-

mebad. maTi analizis safuZvelze, saWiroebis SemTxvevaSi, 

xdeba Sesabamisi modelis koreqtireba an axlis damateba. 

enis formalizebis pirveli etapis amocanis gadawyvetam 

saSualeba mogvca Segveqmna qarTuli enis marTlweris Sem-

mowmebeli programa (orTografiuli spelCekeri).  

qarTuli enis buneba (aglutinaciuri tipi) da sityva-

formaTa simravle cxadyofs, rom dagrovebis meTodiT qar-

Tuli enis spelCekeris Seqmna araoptimaluria  _ igi moiT-

xovs 2-3 gigabaiti moculobis sityvaTa bazas, im dros, ro-

desac enis formaluri modeliT imave masalis aRsawerad sa-

kmarisi aRmoCnda 13 mb.  

enis formalizebis meore etapze sxvadasxva maxasiaTeb-

lebis mixedviT aRiwereba Semdegi simravleebi: 1. fuZeebi, 2. 

zmniswini – prefiqsi _ sufiqsi da 3. sufiqsebi. magaliTad, 

saxelur fuZes ”kac” mieTiTeba, rom igi aris arsebiTi saxe-

li, sulieri, adamianTa, konkretuli da sazogado, xolo  

”-ma” sufiqss _ rom igi aris moTxrobiTi brunvis niSani; a-

xar-ebs zmnuri formis SemTxvevaSi ki mieTiTeba, rom ”a-ebs” 

prefiqs-sufiqsi gamoxatavs pirvelad kauzacias da gvaqvs 

moqmedebiTi gvaris, neitraluri qcevis, awmyos  mwkrivis ro-

gorc mxolobiTi (is mas), ise mravlobiTi ricxvis (is maT) 

forma. formalizebis meore etapis amocanis gadawyveta sa-

Sualebas iZleva movaxdinoT winadadebis sintaqsuri anali-

zi. am etapze SemovifargleT martivi gauvrcobeli winadade-

bis analiziT. 

enis formalizeba mudmivi  procesia da  Cveni jgufi 

muSaobs rogorc pirveli, ise meore etapis srulyofaze. 

enis formalizebul modelze dayrdnobiT SevqmeniT progra-

muli paketi, romelic moicavs qarTuli enis orTografiul 

spelCekersa da e.w. analizators. analizatoris saSualebiT 
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momxmarebels SeuZlia daamorfemos sityvaforma, daadginos 

sityvis gramatikuli kategoria (romeli metyvelebis nawi-

lia, saxelis SemTxvevaSi _ romel brunvaSia, zmnis SemTxve-

vaSi _ uRlebis romeli formaa da a.S), aseve amoicnos mar-

tivi gauvrcobeli  winadadebis wevrebi (Semasmeneli, qvemde-

bare, pirdapiri da iribi damatebebi).  

programuli paketis CamotvirTva xdeba www.ena.ge veb-

gverdidan, romelzec ganTavsebulia forumi, rac momxmare-

bels saSualebas aZlevs  gamoTqvas saqmiani SeniSvnebi Tu 

survilebi. maTi gaTvaliswineba SeZlebisdagvarad moxdeba 

programis momdevno versiebSi. 

R. S k h i r t l a d z e, M. M a n j g a l a d z e,   
T. T e t e l o s h v i l i  (Tbilisi) 

Formilized Model of Georgian 

Creation of a translating system from Georgian into a foreign language 

and vice versa is the main point of “Language modeling association”:           

Constructing of a formalized model is necessary for realizing this task. 

On the first stage of language formalizing we aimed to create such mo-

del, which will give us opportunity to describe any Georgian word-form. 

Multiplicity of word-forms we divided into two categories – verbs and 

non-verbs (all parts of speech except a verb). 

For morpheming a verb we use the following model: 

a) preverb – prefix – stem – suffux 

and for a noun: 

b) stem – suffix. 

The verbal stems, to which a preverb, prefix and suffix are similarly     

added and a noun-suffix are jointed in one model. 

A model is described according to two multiplicities. 

For verbal forms these multiplicities are : 
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a. stem multiplicity ; 

b. multiplicity of preverb – prefix – suffix  conbination; 

for non-verb: 

a. multiplicity of pairs of the first and second stems; 

b. multiplicity of relevant prefixes of the first (second) stem. 

We have created 490 verbal and 72 nominal models, which, accordingly 

form 28, 982,157 and 108,761,163, - in total 137,743,320 different word-forms. 

For checking a model, we worked out a textual corps, which contains 

755, 323 different lexical units. Those word-forms, which a system can not re-

cognized during a model testing we divided into verbs, non-verbs and incorrect 

forms. On the basis of their analysis, if need be, correcting of a relevant model 

or additing a new one is carried out. 

Fulfilling the first stage task of language formalizing gave us possibility 

to create a spell-checking system of Georgian (orthographic spellchecker). 

The nature of Georgian (agglutinative type) and multiplicity of word-

forms make the fact clear, that creation of Georgian spell-checker through an 

accummulative method is non-optimum - it needs a words base of 2-3 gigabyte, 

while 13mb was sufficient for describing the same material through a language 

formal model. 

On the second stage of language formalization, the following multiplicities 

are described according to different features; 1. stems, 2. preverbs - prefix - 

suffix and 3. suffixes. For example, to a nominal stem kac will be indicated that 

it is a subject, animate, humans', concrete and general; to ma suffix - that it is an 

ergative case marker; in the case of a-xar-ebs verbal form it will be indicated 

that a-ebs prefix and suffix express an initial causation and we have the form of 

an active voice, neutral version, singular (is, mas) as well as plural (is, mat) of 

a present screeve. Fulfilling the first stage task of language formalizing gives 

possibility to make a syntactic analysis of a sentence. In this case,  we confined 

ourselves to analyse a simple non-expanded sentence. 

Language formalization is a permanent process and our group is working 

to improve the first as well as the second stage. On the basis of a language for-

malizing model we created a programmic packet, which contains a Georgian or-

thographic spell-checker and so called analizator. By means of an analizator an 

user has a possibility to morpheme a word-form, establish a grammatical cate-

gory of a word (what part of speech it is, in the case of a noun - in what case it 
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is, in the case of a verb - which form of conjugation it is, etc.), also he/she can 

recognize members of a simple sentence (predicate, subject, direct and indirect 

objects). 

Unloading of a programme packet is carried out from www.ena.ge web. 

page, on which a forum is placed and gives an user opportunity to express es-

sential notes and wishes.We take them into account in the following program 

versions as fas as possible. 

М. О. Т а и р о в а  (Махачкала) 

Роль долгих гласных в оформлении падежных 
аффиксов рутульского языка  

В системе вокализма рутульского языка представлены обычные, 
умляутизированные, фарингализованные и долгие звуки. В алфавит 
рутульского языка долгие гласные не включены, они передаются 
двойными графемами на письме, в транскрипции их оформляют 
диакритическим знаком: халаа «из дома», ригыы «на двери», кьулуу «на 
голове». 

Долгота-краткость гласных для исследуемого языка – признак 
смыслоразличительный: дама «в лесу, в лес» – дамаа «из леса». 

В рутульском языке наблюдаются случаи использования долгих 
фарингализованных гласных: рыкъааI  «с дороги», мукъууI «на селе, на 
село» и т.д. 

Исследуя случаи использования в рутульском языке долгих гласных, 
мы пришли к заключению, что чаще всего они связаны с тремя 
грамматическими фактами: 1) различением падежных форм в сериях 
местных падежей; 2) оформлением наречий с пространственной 

семантикой локализации где-либо или удаления откуда-либо: аа «внизу» – 

аала «снизу», уу «наверху» –  уула «сверху», мидаа «отсюда» и т.д.; 3) 

оформлением глагольных превербов с пространственной семантикой 

удаления откуда-либо, ср.: гихири «положить (под что-либо)» – геетIири 

«извлечь (из-под чего-либо)», лихьири «положить (на что-либо)» – 
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леетIири «снять, убрать (с чего-либо)» и т.д. 
Таким образом, можно сделать вывод об активном участии  долгих 

гласных в передаче пространственной семантики. 

В системе падежей рутульского языка 6 серий падежей, в составе 
которых по 2 падежа – совпадающий формально эссив/латив и аблатив. 
Оппозицию по долготе/краткости мы обнаруживаем во всех шести сериях 
местных падежей, причем эта оппозиция отражена и в падежных 
вопросах: 

Падежи I серии – инэссив/инлатив, инаблатив – отвечают на 
вопросы: гьили? (в чем? во что?) – гьил’аа? (из чего?). 

Падежи II серии – суперэссив/суперлатив и супераблатив – отвечают 
на вопросы:  гьалыы? (на ком? на кого?) – гьалыыла? (с кого?);  

гьидыы? (на чем? на что?) –  гьидыыла? (с чего?). 

 Падежи III серии – адэссив/адлатив, адаблатив – отвечают на 
вопросы: гьалда? (у кого? к кому?) – гьалдаа? (от кого?);  гьидиде? 

(около чего? к чему?) – гьидидаа? (от чего?). 

Падежи IV серии - постэссив/постлатив, постаблатив – отвечают на 
вопросы: гьалыхда? (за кем? за кого?) – гьалыхълаа? (из-за кого?); 

гьидыхда? (за чем? за что?) –   гьидыхълаа? (из-за чего?). 

Падежи V серии - контэссив/контлатив, контаблатив - отвечают на 
вопросы: гьалык’? (в соприкосновении с кем?) – гьалык’лаа? (от 
положения соприкосновения с кем?);  гьидик’? (в соприкосновении с 
чем?) – гьидик’лаа? (от положения соприкосновения с чем?). 

Падежи VI серии – субэссив/сублатив,  субаблатив – отвечают на 
вопросы:  гьалыхьде? (под кем? под кого?) – гьалык’лаа? (от положения 
соприкосновения с кем?);  гьидихьде? (под чем? под что?) –                           

гьидик’лаа? (от положения соприкосновения с чем?). 

Приведенные выше примеры, за редким исключением, демонстри-

руют одну тенденцию: финальному гласному локативно-направительного 
падежа соответствует долгий финальный гласный исходного падежа. Эта 
последовательность не сохранена во II серии, где локативно-напра-
вительный падеж уже содержит в составе долгий гласный, повторяю-

щийся затем и в исходном падеже: кьулуу «на голове, на голову» – 

кьулуула «с головы»; халыы «на доме, на дом» – халлыыла «с дома» и 

т.д. 
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Формы V локативно-направительного падежа содержат в финальной 

позиции не гласный, а палатализованный согласный звук, но в форме 
исходного падежа выявляется долгий гласный: масалык «в сопри-

косновении со стеной, по направлению в состояние соприкосновения со 
стеной» – масалыклаа «от положения соприкосновения со стеной». 

VI серия не имеет специального формально выраженного исходного 
падежа – она использует в качестве исходных формы V  исходного 
падежа, приспособленные к семантике VI  серии: халыхьде «под домом» 

– халыклаа «из-под дома». 

I падеж, имеющий значение удаления из чего-либо, образуется он 

посредством аффиксов, представляющих собою долгие гласные – -аа (-

аа1), -яя. Формант -аа оформляет I падеж некоторых существительных и 

всех других склоняемых частей речи единственного числа: дам-аа “из 
леса”, кьухьдыд-аа “из большого”, хьудд-аа “из пяти” и т.д. Аффикс -аа1, 

как правило, оформляет I падеж существительных, в прямой основе 
которых содержится фарингализованный гласный: му1къ «село» – мукь-

аа1 “из села”. Аффикс -яя характерен для некоторых существительных с 
финальными согласными: рак «дверь» – риг-яя «из двери», кьул 

«голова» – кьул-яя «из головы» и т.д. В формах слов  т1или-яя “из 
пальца”, мири-яя “из речки” имеет место аффикс -аа, следующий за  
вставочным элементом -й-: [т1или-й-аа], [мири-й-аа] и т.д.  

Мы полагаем, что для латива I серии в рутульском языке 
реконструируемой формой является форма на -ъ: хала «в доме» – *халаъ 

«в дом», багъди «в саду» – *багъдиъ «в сад» и т.д. Основанием для этой 

гипотезы является выражение семантики этого падежа – направления 
внутрь чего-либо – наречием аъ «внутрь» и превербом ъv- (ъаьшун 

«наполнять что-либо», ъыъын «наливать во что-либо» и т.д.), 
содержащими в своей структуре компонент -ъ.  

 Вообще структура наречий, выражающих семантику, аналогичную 

значениям местных падежей (а именно – лативов), позволяет говорить о 
наличии в финале аффиксов лативов компонента -ъ: аъ «внутрь», саъ 

«вниз», лаъ «наверх», хъуъ «назад», хьуъ «вперед» и т.д.  
Долгие гласные в рутульском языке являются звуками вторичного 

образования. Факты языка позволяют резюмировать, что они возникли в 
результате определенных фонетических изменений: 1) как возмес-
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тительная долгота в результате утери смежного согласного: дааIви 

(даIгьви) «война»; 2) как результат выпадения интервокального 
согласного и слияния двух гласных: шеер (шегьер) «город». 

В свете вышеизложенного возникает предположение, что и в случае 
с падежными аффиксами имеет место случай возместительной долготы в 
результате утери смежного согласного, в роли которого реконструируется 
звук -ъ.   

M.  T a i r o v a  (Makhachkala) 

Role of Long Vowels in Registration of 
Case Affixes in Rutul Language 

In system of vocalism of the Rutul language are presented usual, umlau-

ting, pharyngaling and long sounds. Long vowels are not included in the alpha-

bet of the Rutul language, they are transferred by double graphemes on the      

letter, and they make out a diacritical sign in a transcription: halaa “from a     

house”, rigii “on a door”, kuluu  “on a head”.  
Longitude-brevity of vowels for investigated language is an attribute  

sense differenciating: dama «in a wood, to a wood» - damaa “from a wood”. In 

Rutul cases of using long pharyngalized vowels are observed: rikaal  “from ro-

ad”, mukuul “on a village, on a village”, etc.  
Investigating cases of use of long vowels in Rutul language, we have    

come to conclusion, that more often they are connected with three grammatic 

facts: 1) distinction of case forms in series of local cases; 2) registration of ad-

verbs with spatial semantics of localization somewhere or removals whence-or: 

аа "below" - aala "from below", uu "above" - uula "from above", midaa "from 

here" etc.; 3) registration verbal closeverbals with spatial semantics of removal 

whence-or, eg.: gihiri "to put (under something)" - gieetiri "to take (from under 

something)", lihiri "to put (on something) " - leetiri " to remove, clean (from 

something)", etc. 
Thus, it is possible to draw a conclusion on active participation of long 
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vowels in transfer of spatial semantics. 
In system of cases of Rutul language of 6 series of cases, in structure of 

which there is 2 cases - conterminous formally essive/lative and ablative. We 

find out opposition in all six series of local cases on a longitude/brevity, and this 

opposition is reflected either in  the case questions:  
Cases of the first series - inessive/inlative and inablative – answer to qu-

estions: gili? (in what? into what?) - gilaa? (from what?).  

Cases of the second series - a superesive/superlative and superablative 

answer to questions: gialii? (on whom? to whom?) - gialiiila?  (from whom?); 

gidii? (on what? to what?) - gidiiila?  (from what?).  

Cases of  the third series - adessive/adlative, adablative – answer to ques-

tions: gialda? (at whom? to whom?) - gialdaa? (from whom?); gidide? (about 

what? to what?) - gididaa? (from what?).  

Cases of the forth series - postessive/postlative, postablative – answer to 

questions: galihda? (after whom? for whom?) - galihlaa? (because of whom?); 

gidihda? (behind what? for what?) - gidihlaa? (because of what?).  

Cases of the fifth  series - contessive/contlative, contablative - answer to 

questions: gialik? (in contact with whom?) - gialiklaa? (from position of con-

tact with whom?); gidik? (in contact with what?) - gidiklaa? (from position of 

contact with what?).  

Cases of the sixth series - subessive/sublative, subablative – answer to 

questions: galihdie? (under whom? to whom?) - gialiklaa? (from under what?); 

gidihdie? (under what? to what?) - gidiklaa? (from what?). 

The examples given above, with rare exception, show one tendency: long 

final public an initial case corresponds to the final public locative-determined 

case. This sequence is not kept in 2-nd series where locative-determined case  

already contains in structure of long public, repeating then in an initial case: ku-

luu "on a head, on a head " - kuluula "from head"; halii "on a house, to a hou-

se" - haliilaa "from house", etc. 

Forms of the 5-th locative-determined case contain not vowel in a final 

position, but a palatalized consonant, but in the form of an initial case comes 

long public: masalik "in contact with a wall, in direction in contact with wall" - 

masaliklaa "from position of contact with a wall". 

The 6-th series has not a special formally expressed initial case - it uses 

as initial forms of the 5-th of an initial case adapted for semantics of the 6-th se-
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ries: halihde "under a house" - haliklaa "from under house". 

The first series of an initial case, which has the meaning of removals 

from something, is formed by means of the affixes, representing by itself long 

vowels -aa (-aal),-yaya. Formant -aa makes out the first series of an initial case 

of some nouns and all other declined parts of speech of a singular: dama -aa 

"from wood", kuhdid-aa "from big ", hudid-aa "from five", etc. the Affix -aal, 

as a rule, makes out the first series of an initial case of nouns in which contains 

a pharyngalized vowel: muk "village" – muk-aal "from village". The affix        

-yaya may has some nouns with final consonants:  rak  "door" - rigiaa "from 

door", kul  "head" - kul-yaya "from head", etc. In forms of words tiliyaya  "from 

a finger", muri-yaya "from river" has the affix -aa, following after the inserted 

element -i- : [tili-i-ya], [miri-i-ya],  etc. 

We suggest, that for lative of the first series in Rutul language the recon-

structed form is the form on -ъ (obstruent consonant): hala "in a house”, hala-ъ 

"to a house”,  bagdi "in a garden" -  bagdi-ъ "to a garden", etc. The basis for 

this hypothesis is expression of semantic of this case - direction into something 

- an adverb aъ  "into" and preverb -ъv ( aъvshun "to fill something", ъiъin  "to 

pour in something" etc.), containing in the structure the component    -ъ. 

In general, the structure of the adverbs expressing the semantics, similar 

to the meaning of local cases (namely - latives), allows to speak about presence 

in the ending of affixes of latives of the component -ъ: a-ъ  "into", la-ъ "up-

ward", sa-ъ "downwards", la-ъ "upwards", huu-ъ "backwards", hiu-ъ "for-

ward" etc. 

Long vowels in Rutul language are the sounds of secondary formation. 

The facts of language allow to summarize, that they have resulted from the cer-

tain phonetic changes: 1) as a compensatory longitude as a result of the fall of 

adjacent concordant: diyavi (diyagvi)  "war"; 2) as result of loss intervocalic 

consonant and merges of two vowels: sheer (sheger) "city". 

In a view of the above-stated there is an assumption, as in case of with 

case of affixes take place the case of a compensatory longitude in a result of the 

fall of adjacent consonant in which role of the sound -ъ  is reconstructed. 
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Х. Т.  Т а о в,  А. Х.  Т а о в а  (Нальчик) 

Некоторые аспекты нормативности кабардинского 
литературного языка 

Как показывает история старописьменных языков ( грузинского, 
русского, английского и др) формирование литературного языка занимает 
довольно длительное время. Кабардинский литературный язык относится 
к группе младописьменных языков. Естественно, что окончательное 
становление кабардинского литературного языка нельзя считать 
завершенным. Имеются определенные структурные признаки, типо-
логически свойственные многим языкам, не имеющим давних письменных 
традиций. В первую очередь заметным признаком  этого типа относится 
наличие ряда вариантных форм на разных уровнях языковой структуры в 
течение определенного периода становления и развития литературного 
языка. Источником языкового варьирования являются территориальные 
диалекты и говоры, постоянно обогащающие литературный стандарт 
новыми единицами. Речь идет, прежде всего, о лексическом уровне  
литературного языка, развивающегося на базе живых диалектов и говоров 
(А.С. Чикобава). Поэтому, естественно, что базовый диалект  (диалект 
Большой Кабарды) не может быть единственным источником 

существования и развития кабардинского литературного языка, если язык 
имеет живые диалекты и говоры и окружен ими. Это вовсе не означает, 
что кабардинский язык не имеет своих кодифицированных форм в области 

фонетики, грамматики и лексики и вбирает в себя диалектные 
особенности независимо от их значимости и функционального статуса.  

Однако наличие определенного количества вариантных норм 

(особенно на лексическом  уровне) является нормальным для любого 
младописьменного языка, который в конечном итоге (после опреде-
ленного периода сосуществования конкурирующих и функционально 
однотипных единиц) отбирает свои варианты из синонимических рядов. 

Другим типологическим признаком младописьменных языков, в том 

числе кабардинского литературного языка, является определенные 
различия между устной и письменной формами реализации лингви-

стических единиц разных уровней. 
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Давно замечено, что различия между двумя формами существования 
языка – устной и письменной – более значительны в младописьменных 
языках по сравнению со старописьменными языками. И в данном случае 
расхождения между устной и письменной формами существования 
литературного языка во многом обусловлены влиянием живых диалектов 
и говоров. 

Не требует особых пояснений тот факт, что любой литературный 

язык оказался бы мертвым и законсервированным, если бы он 

существовал только в одной письменной форме. 
Литературный язык питается и развивается за счет устной формы 

его существования, в значительной мере, опирающейся на живые 
диалекты и говоры (А.С.Чикобава). 

С другой стороны, кабардинский литературный язык оказывает 
воздействие на диалекты и говоры. Однако нивелирующее влияние 
литературного языка на диалекты и говоры ощущается не в одинаковой 

степени и интенсивности. 

Воздействию литературного языка подвергается не только словар-
ный состав, но также звуковая и грамматическая системы диалектов и 

говоров. Но более упорно держатся фонетические особенности, но и они 

постепенно уступают место фонетическим явлениям, свойственным 

литературному языку. 
Одним из путей выхода диалектной лексики за пределы того или 

иного диалекта или говора является использование ее в художественной 

литературе. Диалектная лексика может использоваться не только в речи 

действующих лиц, но и в авторской речи. В ней литературный язык часто 
переплетается с диалектными словами, способствуя созданию индиви-

дуального авторского стиля. 
Использование диалектной лексики, идиом, архаизмов и инноваций, 

функционирующих в разговорной речи, делает художественное 
произведение выразительным, колоритным, живым. 

Письменный язык вообще однообразнее устного, в нем меньше как 
архаизмов живого языка, так и инноваций,  широко бытующих в послед-
нем. 

Развиваясь в прошлом более или менее обособленно друг от друга и 

более естественно, чем литературный язык, диалекты и говоры способны 
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сохранить в течение длительного времени такие языковые явления, 
которые в прошлом были присущи всему языку или же иногда в том или 

ином диалекте или говоре могут наблюдаться также факты, которые 
остаются нехарактерными для языка в целом, представляя собою более 
последовательно, чем в литературном языке, проводимую инновацию. 

Kh. T a o v,  A. T a o v a  (Nalchik)                                                                                                              

Some Aspects of Kabardian Literary 
Language Normativity 

As the history of old-written languages shows (Georgian, Russian, 

English and others), formation of a literary language takes rather long time. 

Kabardian literary language belongs to group of young-written languages. It is 

natural, that final becoming of Kabardian literary language cannot be counted 

completed. There are the certain structural attributes; they are typologically pe-

culiar to many languages, which do not have old written traditions. First of all, the 

presence of some alternative forms at different levels of language structure during 

the certain period of becoming and development of a literary language belongs to 

an appreciable attribute of this type. Sources of a language variation are territorial 

dialects which constantly enrich the literary standard with new units. We speak, first 

of all, about a lexical level of the literary language developing on the basis of alive 

dialects (A.S.Chikobava). Therefore it is natural, that the base dialect (a dialect of 

Big Кabarda) can not be a unique source of existence and development of a 

Kabardian literary language if the language has alive dialects and is surrounded 

with them. It does not mean that Kabardian language has no codified forms in 

the field of phonetics, grammar and lexicon and incorporates dialect features in-

dependently of their importance and the functional status.  

However, presence of the certain quantity of variation norms (especial at 

a lexical level) is normal for any young-written language, which finally (after 

the certain period of coexistence of competing and functionally same units) se-

lects its own variants from synonymic rows. 

Other typological attribute of young-written languages, including a 
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Kabardian literary language, is the certain distinctions between educational and 

written forms of linguistic units realization of different levels. 

For a long time it is noticed, that distinctions between two forms of lan-

guage existence - oral and written - are more significant in young-written       

languages than in old-written ones. And in this case divergences between oral 

and written forms of literary language existence are caused by influence of alive 

dialects in many respects. 

That fact that any literary language would appear dead and inhibited if it 

existed only in one written form does not demand special explanatory. 

The literary language develops due to the oral form of its existence, ap-

preciably, basing on alive dialects. (A.S.Chikobava). 

On the other hand, Kabardian literary language influences dialects. 

However, leveling influence of a literary language on dialects is felt not to the 

same extent and intensity. 

Not only dictionary structure, but also sound and grammatical systems of 

dialects are exposed to influence of a literary language. But phonetic features 

keep more persistently, but also they gradually give up the place to phonetic in-

fluences peculiar to a literary language. 

One of ways of an output of a dialect lexicon for limits of this or that dia-

lect is its use in fiction. The dialect lexicon can be used not only in speech of 

characters, but also in author's speech. The literary language is frequently bound 

with dialect words in it, promoting creation of individual author's style. 

Use of dialect lexicon, idioms, archaisms and the innovations functioning 

in informal conversation, makes a work of art expressive, picturesque, and alive. 

The written language in general is more monotonous than oral, there are 

less both archaisms of alive language in it, and the innovations widely occurring 

in last. 

Developing in the past more or less separately from each other and more 

naturally, than the literary language, dialects are capable to keep for a long time 

such language phenomena which in the past were inherent in all language. Or 

sometimes the facts which remain uncharacteristic for language as a whole can 

be observed also in this or that dialect, representing themselves is more conse-

cutive, a spent innovation than in a literary language.  
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T. u T u r g a i Z e  (Tbilisi)  

obieqtTa markirebisaTvis qarTul zmnaSi 

arn. Ciqobavas koordinaciis Teoriis zogierT kiTxvas 

gvian gaeca pasuxi, kerZod, amas: `Zveli qarTulis gardama-

val zmnaSi SeiZleba aRiniSnebodes mravlobiTi r ic x v i  

obieqtisa, p ir i  ki aRuniSvneli rCebodes?~ 

am kiTxvas dadebiTi pasuxi gaeca, ris safuZvladac mi-

Cneul iqna pirovani uRlebis klasovani uRlebidan warmo-

mavloba: `klasovani uRvlileba gardamavali zmnisa aRniS-

navs obieqts saxelobiTs brunvaSi _ mis klassa da mravlo-

biTobas, pirs ki _ ara~. Sesabamisad, pirovani uRvlilebis 

mqone qarTulSi, sadac `dadasturda klasovani uRvlilebis 

kvali~, `moixsna sakiTxi or i  ob i e qt i s  p ir i s  aRniSvni-

sa... gardamaval zmnaSi; gasagebi gaxda, ratomaa, rom garda-

mavali zmnis subieqtur-obieqtur uRvlilebaSi SeiZleba 

gvqondes su b i e qt i s a  da mxolod erT i  obieqtis piris 

niSani, ori obieqtis p ir i  ki zmnaSi erTad ar dasturdeba~ 

(arn. Ciqobava, martivi winadadebis problema qarTulSi, Tb., 

1968, gv. 013; pirveli gamocema 1926w.). 

koordinacis Teoria friad mniSvnelovania qarTuli 

enis sintaqsisaTvis rogorc meTodologiurad, ise kvlevis 

Sedegebis mixedviT. qvemoT warmodgenili debulebebi, Cveni 

azriT, emsaxureba am Teoriis daxvewas. 

ganvixilavT `meore MO-s~, anu s a m p ir i a n i  z m n i s  

p i rd a p ir  o b i e qt s , romelsac koordinaciis TeoriaSi 

ewodeba `umciresi koordinati~, radgan S e u Zli a  m xo -

lod  z m n i s  S eT a n x m e b a  ricxvSi (`oden ricxvi aReniS-

neba~), pirSi ki ver marTavs zmnas. es debuleba, upirveles 

yovlisa, iwvevs Teoriul replikas: Tu `meore MO-s~ orobi-

eqtian zmnaSi ar SeuZlia zmnis marTva pirSi, gaumarTlebe-

lia sampiriani zmnis daSveba qarTulSi _ aramarkirebuli 

aqtanti pirad ver CaiTvleba. 
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Zveli da Tanamedrove qarTuli saliteraturo enisa da 

dialeqtTa monacemebze dayrdnobiT meore da arsebiTi xasi-

aTis replikaa: p ird a p ir  ob i e q ts  s a m p ir i a n  z m n a S i  

u T u o d  h qo nd a  d a  a q v s  dR e s a c  T a v i s i  n i S a n i . 

is, rom sampirian zmnaSi erTdroulad ar aris warmodgeni-

li orive obieqtis (Oind da Od) niSnebi, m orfonolog iur i  

c vlile b i s  S ed e g i a  d a  a r a  m orfolog iur i  

f a qt i : sampirian zmnaSi am obieqtTagan erT-erTi yovel-

Tvis mesame pirSia da misi niSani markirebuli meore obieq-

tis niSnis, zmniswinisa da fuZiseul TanxmovanTagan warmo-

qmnil kompleqsebSi yovelTvis ikargeba fon e m aT a  ar a -

b u n e br i v  k o m b i n ac i aT a  g a m art i v e b i s  m iz n iT . es 

niSani xom gamoxatulia /h/ fonemiT, romelic nebismier sxva 

TanxmovanTan kombinaciaSi ver Sedis erTi morfemis far-

glebSi; magaliTad, `g a n m a Sor a  me siyuarulsa qristessa~ 

(I 68, 24)1. winadadebis zmnis sruli forma morfonologiuri 

cvlilebis gareSe unda yofiliyo *g a n m h a Sor a  (gan-m-h-

aSor-a), sadac iribi oqieqtis niSani iqneboda {h-}, romelic 

zmniswinis /n/-sa da pirdapirobieqturi piris m-s (O1
d) momdev-

nod /nmh/ kompleqss qmnis da arasodes realizdeba. [Sdr. 

*mo-v-val, sadac v- (S1) arasodes yofila warmodgenili, miu-

xedavad imisa, rom yovelTvis ivaraudeboda da ivaraudeba]. 

maSasadame, `g a n m a Sor a ~ gramatikulad Caiwereba gan-m-∅-

aSor-a saxiT, sadac /∅-/ aris O3
ind-is {h-} morfemis poziciu-

ri varianti. 

`ganmaSora~ warmodgenil winadadebaSi aris sampiriani 

zmna; masSi materialurad markirebulia `meore MO~, iribi 

obieqti ki nulovani alomorfiT aris warmodgenili. aseve 

bunebrivia Zveli qarTulis sampirian zmnaSi materialurad 

markirebuli iyos iribi obieqti, xolo nulovani alomo-

rfiT warmodges mis gverdiT O3
ind, anu `meore MO~ mesame 

                                                 

1 sailustracio masalaSi romauli ricxvebi miuTiTeben agiogra-
fiuli Zeglebis tomebze. 
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pirSi; magaliTad: `d a m s x n a  wmidani Ãelni mÃarTa zeda Cem-

Ta~ (I 113, 2572v). 

d a m s x n a  ← *damhsxna (da-m-h-sxn-a), sadac m- pirveli 

iribobieqturi piris niSania, xolo Cavardnili *h- pirdapiri 

obieqtis niSania mesame pirSi, romelic daikarga fonemaTa 

/mhsxn/ arabunebriv kompleqsSi. 

SeiZleba davaskvnaT: `meore MO~ isevea markirebuli sa-

mpirian gardamaval zmnaSi, rogorc orpirian gardamavalSi, 

maSasadame, sampirian gardamaval zmnaSic igi `did koordi-

nats~ warmoadgens da ara `mcire koordinats~. Cveni debule-

bis sailustraciod mogvyavs ramdenime magaliTi: 

`Sen queyanaman msxuerplad migipyra RmerTsa~ (I 80, 5); 

`veravin ganmaSoros me siyuarulsa Sensa~ (I 43, 26); 

`RmerTman ganguaSorna taZarsa~ (I 145, 7); 

`mimca me ÃelTa misTa dedakacman man~ (I 114, 20) da sxv. 

T. U t u r g a i d z e  (Tbilisi) 

Towards the Marking of Objects in a 
Georgian Verb 

To some questions of Arn. Chikobava’s theory of coordination were an-

swered later, in particular: “Can a plural  of an object be marked in an old Geor-

gian transitive verb and a person – can not?” 

A positive answer was given to this question, on the basis of which origi-

nation of personal conjugation from class conjugation was considered: “A class 

conjugation of a transitive verb marks an object in a nominative case – its class 

and plurality and not a person”. Accordingly, in Georgian having a personal con-

jugation, where “a trace of  a class conjugation was attested”, “the question of 

marking a person of two objects in a transitive verb was cancelled...; it was 

clear, why a personal marker of a subject and only one object may occur in a 

subjective and objective conjugation of a transitive verb, a person of two ob-
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jects is not attested in a verb together” (Arn. Chikobava, “Problem of a Georgi-

an     simple sentence”, Tb., 1968, p.013, first publication, 1926). 

A coordinative theory is very important for Georgian syntax according to 

methodologically as well as the results of research. We believe, that the below 

mentioned assumptions serves to improve this theory. 

We will discuss the “second MO” or a direct object of a tri-personal 

verb, which is called ‘the smallest coordinative’ in the theory of coordination, 

as it can only agree a verb with plural (“oden ricxvi aγenišneba” – “... only a 

number is marked”), and it can not govern a verb in person. This assumption, 

first of all, causes a theoretic replication: if “the second MO” in a verb with 

two-objects can not govern a verb in a person, it is unjust the existing a tri-per-

sonal verb in Georgian – an unmarked actant can not be considered as a person. 

On the basis of the data of the old and modern Georgian literary language 

and dialects there is the other and essential replication: in a tri-perconal verb a 

direct object u n d o u b t e d l y  had and has even today its marker. The fact, 

that the markers of both objects (Oind and Od) do not occur simultaneously in a 

tri-personal verb – is a result of morphonological changes and not a morpho-

logical fact.: in a tri-personal verb, from these objects one of them is always in 

the 3rd person and its marker is always lost in the complex originated from a 

marker of a marked object, a preverb and a stem consonant with a goal of sim-

plifying of unnatural combinations of phonemes. This marker is expressed by 

a  /h/ phoneme, which can not occur in any consonant combination in a limit of 

one morpheme; e. g. “g a n m a š o r a  me siq,varulsa kristessa” (I, 68, 24)1 -    

without a morphonological change a full form of the verb of this sentence must 

be *ganmhašora (gan-m-h-ašor-a), where a marker of an indirect object wo-

uld be [h], which forms / n m h/ complex following of a preverb /n/ and a direct 

object person marker /m/ (O1
d) and it is not never realized [cf.: *mo-v-val, in 

which v – (S1) was not never represented, although it was always assumed and 

is assumed). Thus, g a n m a š o r a will grammatically be recorded as gan-m-

∅∅∅∅-ašor-a, in which /∅∅∅∅ / is a positional variant of /h/ of O3
ind. 

The verb g a n m a š o r a  in the given sentence is a tri-personal verb. The 

“second MO” is materially marked in it and an indirect object is expressed by a 

                                                 

1 Roman numbers in an illustrative material indicate to the volumes of hagiographic 
literatural monument. 
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zero allomorph. The fact, that an indirect object in old Georgian tri-personal 

verb is marked materially and O3
d is expressed by a zero allomorph next to it or 

the “second MO” in the 3rd person, is natural; e. g.: “d a m s x n a  cmidani xelni 

mxarta zeda čemta” (I 113, 2572); d a m s x n a ← *damhsxna (da-m-h-sxn-

a) in which m- is a first personal marker of an indirect object and a lost *h- is a 

third personal marker of a direct object, which was lost in an unnatural complex 

of phonemes /mhsxn/. 

Finally, we can conclude: the “second MO” is as marked in a tri-personal 

transitive verb as in bi-personal transitive one; thus, even in a tri-personal tran-

sitive verb it is a “big coordinative” and not a “small coordinative”. In order to 

illustrate our assumption, we bring some examples:  

“šen kueq?anaman msxuerplad migipq?ra γmertsa” (I 80, 5). 

“veravin ganmašoros me siq?uarulsa šensa” (I 43, 26). 

“γmertman ganguašorna taӡarsa”(I 145, 7).  
“mimca me qelta mista dedakacman man” (I 114, 20) and so forth. 

B. O u t t i e r  (Paris) 

Some Notes on Udi Loan-Words and Udi-Bats 
Isoglosses  
 
        A few years ago, in a Festschrift for Winfried Boeder, W. Schulze 

proposed fifty-six lexemes considered as loan-words in Udi from Armenian. It 

is worth to  pay attention to them. 
In the second part of my paper, I would like to propose some new Udi-

Bats (Tsova-Toushian) isoglosses. 
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b. u t i e  (parizi)  

ramdenime SeniSvna udiuri nasesxobebisa da 
udiur-bacburi izoglosebis Sesaxeb  
 
     ramdenime wlis win, vinfrid Bboederis krebulSi, v. 

Sulcem warmoadgina somxuridan Enasesxebi ormocda-

Teqvsmeti udiuri leqsema. es aris Sesamowmeblad saintere-

so masala. 

     Cemi moxsenebis meore nawilSi minda warmovadgino ram-

denime axali udiur-bacburi izoglosa. 

m. f a R a v a  (baTumi) 

Woroxis auzi kavkasiis xuTversian rukaze 

kavkasiis xuTversian rukaze Woroxis auzis 1500-ze meti 

toponimia aRniSnuli. igi Zvirfasi masalaa regionis isto-

riuli geografiisa da toponimikis Sesaswavlad. 

xuTversiani ruka Sedgenilia samxedro saWiroebisaTvis 

rusul enaze. bunebrivia, toponimebis rusulad Cawerisas 

kartografebs Secdomebic dauSviaT, amitomac mkvlevarma 

sifrTxile unda gamoiCinos masaliT sargeblobisas. moviy-

vanT ramdenime nimuSs: 

rukaze vkiTxulobT: Аг-гёлъ (tbaa arTvinSi). qarTulad 

albaT unda gadmovitanoT aR-gÁoli//aR-goli. sinamdvileSi 

tbis saxelia ay-gÁoli. 

anda: rukazea Беивжур (mezrea arTvinSi). toponimi qar-

Tulad waikiTxeba beivJuri//beijuri. sinamdvileSi mezres 

saxelia bujuri... 

Cans, kartografebs enis arcodnis gamo uWirT maTTvis 

ucxo toponimebis Cawera, meore mxriv, zogjer informato-

ric araqarTvelia (an toponimia ukve gadaTurqulebuli) da 
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karnaxobs saxecvlil formas: Ичхала-су (iCxala-su), lapara-

kia Cxalis-wyalze. iCxala Cxalas Turquli variantia... ana-

logiuri uzustobani unda gaswordes. 

Woroxis auzis mkvlevrisaTvis xuTversiani rukis masa-

lebi sainteresoa mravali TvalsazrisiT:  

a. rukaze datanili bevri toponimi dRes aRar arsebobs. 

gasuli 100-120 wlis ganmavlobaSi an daiviwyes, an saxeli 

Seucvales; 

b. sworad amokiTxuli toponimebi sayrden masalad un-

da iqces Woroxis auzze Sedgenili osmaluri dokumentebis 

SemswavlelTaTvis; 

g. rukaze datanil toponimTa umravlesoba qarTulia. 

Cans, XIX saukunis bolosaTvis Woroxis zemowelis – arTvi-

nisa da, gansakuTrebiT, olTisis geografiuli saxelebi ume-

tesad qarTulia, SeiniSneba somxuri da Turquli fenac. 

d. masalebi mniSvnelovania Woroxis auzis qarTul pro-

vinciebSi XIX saukunis 70-80-iani wlebisaTvis enobrivi situ-

aciis Sesaswavlad.  

M. P a g a v a  (Batumi) 

Tchorokhi Basin on the Five-Verst Map of the Caucasus 

More than 1 500 toponyms of the Tchorokhi basin are indicated on the 

five-verst map of the Caucasus. The majority of toponyms fixed on the map is 

Georgian, many from which are not used at present. Other language levels are 

also observable. 

The material represented on the map is noteworthy for studying a 

language situation in the Georgian province of the Tchorokhi basin in the 70s-

80s of the 19th century. 
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z. f u r c x v a n i Z e  (mainis frankfurti)  

subieqtis gansazRvrebis axali perspeqtivisaTvis  
qarTulSi 

qarTuli enis informaciuli struqturis kvlevis pro-

cesSi gansakuTrebul yuradRebas ipyrobs predikaciis subi-

eqtsa da informaciuli struqturis komponentebs Soris ar-

sebuli korelacia. amgvari Sepirispireba intensiurad aye-

nebs subieqtis raobis myari morfosintaqturi da semanti-

kur-pragmatikuli kriteriumebis gamoyenebiT dadgenas.  

subieqti, rogorc enobrivi universalia, moiazreba 

zmnis im argumentad, romelic privilegirebulobis sakuT-

riv enobriv formebs flobs da maT gramatikuli aRweris 

sxvadasxva doneze gamoxatavs. Aamgvari mravalmxrivobis 

fonze subieqti miiCneva kompleqsur multikauzalur enob-

riv fenomenad (Keenan).  

moxsenebaSi moyvanili deskrifciuli analizi cxad-

yofs, rom zmnis is argumenti, romelic qarTulSi subieqtad 

moiazreba, ar flobs brunvis sakuTriv kods, gansxvavebul 

topologiur struqturas, mas ar gaaCnia sakuTrivi sintaq-

suri bmuloba zmnasTan da ar afuZnebs specifiur informa-

ciul perspeqtivas. Q  

subieqtis susti gramatikuli privilegirebiT qarTul-

Si safuZveli ecleba misi calsaxa gansazRvrebis mcdelo-

bas. QqarTuli enis araregularuli xasiaTi, rac am enis bu-

nebis niSania, metad amarTlebs prototipuli niSnebis sqe-

miT operirebas, sadac primaruli da sekundaruli maxasia-

Teblebis saSualebiT yovel mocemul struqturaSi axlidan 

xdeba privilegirebuli argumentis, anu subieqtis dadgena.  

QqarTulis gramatikulad sustad gamoxatuli subieq-

tis koncefcia kompensirdeba SedarebiT Zlieri zmnuri gra-

matikiT. subieqtis qarTuli Sesatyvisi „qvemdebare“ warmoad-

gens Zveli berZnulis hypokeimenon pirdapir Targmans, sadac 
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am cnebiT enobrivi sistemis sayrdeni (qve+mdebare) struqtu-

ra „subieqti“ aRiniSneba. rogorc Cans, qarTulSi berZnuli-

dan iTargmna ara marto teqnikuri cneba, aramed misi Tanmde-

vi koncefcia subieqtis privilegirebuli gramatikuli sta-

tusis Sesaxeb, romelic berZnulSi gamarTlebulia, qarTul-

Si ki _ mxolod nawilobriv.  

Z. P u r t s k h v a n i d z e  (Frankfurt) 

A New Perspective on Notion of Subject in Georgian 

We describe in the paper the traditional perspective on notion of subject 

in Georgian. We critisize the perspective, based on intuition of native speaker, 

as not usable. We give up the aim to give an exactly notion of subject in 

Georgian and set up a list of particular properties of subject (like Keenan´s 

SPL).  

This kind of solution must be understand as a necessary compromise to 

the iregularity of Georgian grammatical system. The Georgian is constantly 

iregular and this is a natural property of this language. The subject in Georgian 

is a multifactoral morphosyntactical phenomenon and needs a complex 

foundation.  

The list seems like the following: 

1. The argument of single-personal verb in georgian is automaticly a 

subject. (Valency, Polypersonality) 

2. The ergative argument is automaticly a subject. 

2.1. Not all subjects in Georgian use the ergative, but also the nominative 

and dative .  

3. The subject prefer primery morphological marker for number-

agreement. 

3.1.The number-agreement can express in Georgian secondary by a 

preverb or by a verb-semantic. 
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4. The personal-marker of single-personal verb mark the subject, in 

opposite it is not possible to identify always accurate the correlacy between 

double-/tri-plepersonal verbs and given morphological marker.  

4.1. The tests show that the -t suffix is one stabil marker of subject in 

plural form of evidential verb. 

5. The subject expresses typically old information and is corresponding 

with the topic.  

6. The Georgian subject is paaring typically with agens.  

6.1. The objects can be the agens as well.  

The list works based on principle of "regresive excluding". It meens the 

adaptation of particular argument of particular verb into the list. If the argument 

will be identify as subject, there are another adaptations tests remainig. 

S. f u t k a r a Z e  (baTumi)  

imerxeuli kilos bgeriTi Sedgeniloba 

imerxeulma dRemde Semoinaxa Zveli qarTulis bevri mo-

vlena. am kiloSi erTgvarad TiTqos dakonservda XII-XV sau-

kunis qarTulisaTvis damaxasiaTebeli Taviseburebani.  

imerxeulis bgeriT sistemas ZvelqarTul iers unarCu-

nebs dRemde cocxali faringaluri, fSvinvieri, xSuli bgera 

ËËËË (xar-i). mag.:  CaCas (WaWas) gaaËËËËmoben bzeze (mzeze); es qaseTi 

ËËËËelSi SegËËËËvdebian male; mËËËËarze deidva jireki... 

uZveles qarTul werilobiT wyaroebSi mtkiced iyo 

gansazRvruli ËËËË-arisa da x-anis xmareba. meryeoba am bgerebis 

gamoyenebaSi enaTmecnierTa mier SeniSnulia mecxre saukeni-

dan. XI-XII saukuneebis werilobiT ZeglebSi ukve araiSviaTia 

ËËËË da x fonemaTa monacvleoba. aseTi monacvleoba iSviaTad  

gvxvdeba imerxeulSic: xerxiT vxevT amasa; ËËËËerËËËËsa zor (Za-

liT) aËËËËevinebs... 
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imerxeulSi gvxvdeba umarcvlo u (EEEE-ubrjgu). imerxeul-

Si umarcvlo EEEE-s arseboba erTxel kidev migvaniSnebs aqaur-

Ta metyvelebis siZveleze. es bgera ismis TiTqmis yvela iseT 

sityva-ZirebSi, romlebSic umarcvlo EEEE gamoiyeneboda isto-

riulad. mag.: bzis TEEEEalis madlma, wores gebnevi (ficilis 

formula); TEEEEali maco (gamTvala); TEEEEelze viq qorwinebasa; 

marTEEEEe ver devWireT; daTvis kEEEEal wavhyeviT.. 

imerxeulSi SeiniSneba umarcvlo EEEE-s gamoyenebis aris 

gafarToeba. igi ismis iseT sityva-ZirebSiac, romlebSic is-

toriulad dadasturebulia v-ini (qarTveli, jinWveli, rva, 

qva, sazRvari, yveli, wvaleba, xvale...). 

Zveli qarTulisagan gansxvavebiT, imerxeulSi umar-

cvlo EEEE gvaqvs -av TematurniSniani zmnebisgan nawarmoeb sa-

xelzmnebSi, roca xmovniT dawyebuli sufiqsis darTviT da-

kargulia TemisniSniseuli -a xmovani: kerEEEEa deiwavla 

baËalam; wreul TesEEEEa gvian devwyeT; tyuilsa farEEEEa ver wa-

adgeba... 

imerxeulSi Semonaxuli umarcvlo E, wyvilbagismieri 

da odnav ukana artikulaciis mqone bgera, aqaurTa metyvele-

bas aZlevs ZvelqarTul iers da ganasxvavebs mas momijnave 

dialeqtebisagan. 

imerxeulSi ÉÉÉÉ (iota) TiTqmis aRar gamoiyeneba. mis sa-

nacvlod (mosalodnel SemTxvevebSi) ismis sruli i-xmovani. 

akad. n. mari, romelmac imerxevSi imogzaura 1904 wels, É-s 

(iotas) imerxeulSi adasturebs rogorc zmnur fuZeebSi, ise 

saxelebSi. qarTul sityva-ZirebSi Cven iotas gamoyenebis er-

Teuli SemTxvevebic ki ver davadastureT. sityvebSi, rom-

lebSic n. maris monacemebis mixedviT mosalodnelia ÉÉÉÉ (io-

ta), roca saleqso striqonebSia moqceuli isini, sruli i-xmo-

vani ismis, marcvlis Semqmneli. mag., qi dampirdi, movalo, 

risTvin deigviane (7-7); erT gogoze Tvali damCa, nu deina-

xavT bevraTa (8-8); imTiani ver meige, dajeqi da Wame Wadi (8-

8); qaRaldiviT TeTri Subli mianaTlebs winedama (8-8). n. mars 

zmnuri formebi _ deigviane, deinaxavT, meige, mianaTlebs... 
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warmodgenili aqvs ÉÉÉÉ-Ti: deÉÉÉÉgviane, deÉÉÉÉnaxavT, meÉÉÉÉge, mÉÉÉÉanaT-

lebs. 

ÉÉÉÉ (iota) umTavresad ismis Turqulidan Semosul si-

tyvebSi Turquli y-xmovnis gadmosacemad: ÉÉÉÉoRurTsa vsvamT 

(yoğurt-mawoni); CaÉÉÉÉrs vWridiT (çayir-Wala, moli), ÉÉÉÉazloRidam  

gedevrbine (yazlık-aivani, derefani); aWaras ÉÉÉÉegani daqvCenia 

(yeğen-ZmisSvili, disSvili); meÉÉÉÉva aqa kai icis (meyva-xili)...     

Turqulis gziT Semosulı sityvebSiı dasturdeba umla-

utiani xmovnebi _ ú da é, Tumca am xmovnebis saartikula-

cio bazisi imerxevelTa  enobriv cnobierebaSi sakmaod sus-

tia da yvelas metyvelebas ar axasiaTebs, yvela ver gamo-

Tqvams saTanadod: CEeni beberi zúúúúr guumuslimanebian (sp. 

zör-gaWirveba, daZaleba); baËala deiyena qúúúúleT (köle-mona); Se-

na qúúúúCegi yofilxar (köçek-mocekvave); CEeni qúúúúqi gurjistan-

Sia (kök (-kü)-fesvi)... 

é é é é umlautiani sityvebi: Cueni séééélale baTomSia (sülale-

gvari, jiSi, modgma); cxurebis sééééri mivdoda aRma (sürü-fara, 

jogi); ise unda icocxlo, rome Téééérbem ar mogiWiros (türbe-

sasaflao);  Cuena aqevri géééérjebi varT (Gürcü-qarTveli);  

zogierTi soflis metyvelebaSi (manatba, agara, xoxle-

vi, iveTi, ifxreuli, Soltixevi, svirevani...) umlautiani si-

tyvebi saerTod ar SeiniSneba. úúúú, éééé umlautebs cvlis xmov-

nebi _ o da u. 

umlautizebuli xmovnebi imerxeulSi iSviaTad SeiZleba 

Segvxvdes qarTul sityvaZirebSiac. mag., Cirsa  wréééél-wréééél 

davsWriT; wréééél-Séééél ra eSEeleba, ar viciT... 

imerxeulis oriode sityvaSi davadastureT e.w. neitra-

luri, iracionaluri bgera HHHH. zemoaWarulSi es bgera dadas-

turebuli aqvs mkvlevar m. xubuas oriode magaliTSi (RrHHHHma-

ni-Rrimani, RorjHHHHmi-Rorjomi). zemoaWarulis kvlevisas Cven 

davadastureT es naxevarxmovani dioknisisa da xixaZiris Te-

mebis TqmebSiac sityvebSi: dHHHHoknisi-dioknisi, vakHHHHbersnali-

vakebersnali, xHHHHxaZiri-xixaZiri. 
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imerxeulSi -Z (Zil) bgera aRar gamoiyeneba. mas cvlis   

-z (zen) bgera. mag.: esa rzalsac gougonia; Txis zuzvebSi ar 

Seuxedavs; erTi Rame xis zirSiac gaTendeba... 

Sh. P u t k a r a d z e (Batumi) 

The Sound System of Imerkhevi Dialect 

     The sound  system of  Imerkhevi is very interesing with its remained 

archaism and  neologizms. 

      There exist many peculiar remained Georgian sounds such as -q (xar-i ) and 

u-without syllable, but there are also many examples under the influence of 

Turkish language: j, ö and  ü. 

    In order to study the relations of Georgian and Turkish languages, it is very 

interesting to research the pecularities of Imerkhevi Dialect for Georgian 

Language. 

 

m. q a m a d a Z e  (baTumi) 

`tbeTis sulTa matianis~ onomastikidan 

`tbeTis sulTa matiane~ uaRresad mniSvnelovani weri-

lobiTi wyaroa samxreT–dasavleT saqarTvelos istoriuli 

onomastikis Sesaswavlad. ZeglSi ZiriTadad moxseniebulia 

maWaxlisa da mimdebare xeobebis mcxovrebTa (Semomwirvel-

Ta) gvarsaxelebi, aseve toponimebi. matianiseul gvarsaxel-

Tagan bevri dResac TiTqmis ucvleli saxiTaa, zogic topo-

nimebma Semogvinaxa. 

Zegli mosaxseneblebis sakmaod grZeli nusxaa, romlis 
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ZiriTadi nawili Sedgenilia XII-XIII, gviandeli fena ki – 

XIII-XVII saukuneebSi. matianiseuli gvarebis didi nawili Ze–

ze bolovdeba, nawilic –eT–sa da Svil–ze. iSviaTad gvxvde-

ba sxva sufiqsebiT (-ur, -ul, -el, -fxe, -na, -ia,  -ti, -Si, -ayi, 

-isa, -tyi) nawarmoebi gvarebi (T. enuqiZe). Tumca, ratomRac, 

ZeglSi moxseniebuli warmomavlobis saxelebic gvarebadaa 

miCneuli. mag., matianiseuli akrieli, ergeli, xebeli... (akria, 

erge, xeba soflebis  saxelebia) sinamdvileSi warmomavlo-

bis saxelebia da ara gvarebi. aseve, verZauli, qoqolauri da 

misTana formebi metwilad gaTxovili qalis qaliSvilobis 

gvaria, rogorc es amJamad imerulSi gvxvdeba: kvinkouri=kvi-

nikaZis ojaxidan gaTxovili qali; Cubinouri =CubiniZis qa-

li... etyoba, aseTi viTareba qarTuli enis samxrul kiloeb-

Sic iyo, romelic aWarulSi garkveuli TaviseburebiTaa 

Semonaxuli. kerZod, aq qalis mSobliuri soflis saxels 

daerTvis –ur sufiqsi da faqtiurad sakuTar  saxelad aq-

cevs. mag., kaloTuraÉÉÉÉÉ–sof. kaloTidan sxva sofelSi gaTxo-

vili qalia. asevea sxalTaurai, vernebulaÉÉÉÉÉ... aRsaniSnavia 

isic, rom –ur– sufiqsiT nawarmoebi gvarebi samxreT–dasav-

leT saqarTvelosaTvis ar unda yofiliyo damaxasiaTebeli.  

Zvel qarTulSi moqmedebiTi brunvis forma gamoyenebu-

li iyo gamosvliTobis aRsaniSnavad. aseTi formebi “tbeTis 

sulTa matianeSic” gvxvdeba: “yovelTa CiquneTiT (=CiquneTi-

dan) SemomwirvelTa”... “yovelTa CxutuneTiT (=CxutuneTidan) 

SemomwirvelTa”... (CiquneTi da CxutuneTi soflebia maWaxlis 

xeobaSi). 

aWaraSi dResac gvxvdeba toponimebi: be(r)selaSvilebi, 

samo(e)leTi, SuSaneTi, foTeluri, gvianeTi... am soflebisa 

Tu dasaxlebuli ubnebis saxelebis amosavali unda iyos ma-

tianiseuli gvarebi: berseleT, samoeleT, SuSanasZe, foTe-

lisZe, gvianiZe. es gvarebi aWaraSi amJamadac dasturdeba 

formiT: berselaZe, samveliZe||samoliZe, SuSaniZe, foTeliZe, 

gvianiZe. 

sikaleTi, trikiZeyana, Cimagauri, ToTovi||ToTovri, sin-
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dieTi, goganeTi, breveTi, Wumbavri, TavdieTi... adgilebis sa-

xelebia maWaxlis xeobasa da kirnaT-maradidis teritoriaze. 

am saxelwodebebs safuZvlad unda edos matianeSi moxsenie-

buli gvarebi: sikalaeT, SatrikisZe, CimagasZe, ToTosZe, sin-

dasZe, goganeT, brevaeT, WumbasZe, TavdidisZe. es gvarebi amJa-

mad aq aRar gvxvdeba. aRsaniSnavia, rom sikaliZeebi TurqeT-

Si gadasaxlebulan da iq cxovroben, xolo matianiseuli 

SatrikisZis saxecvlili forma unda iyos trikiZe (romelic 

mocemulia toponimSi “trikiZe yana”). am gvaris STamomavalni 

takiZed dawerilan da amJamad qedis raionSi cxovroben. 

saerTod, `tbeTis sulTa matianeSi~ mravalmxriv Rire-

buli masalaa (istoriuli, enobrivi, onomastikuri...) mocemu-

li, romlis gamowvlilviTi analizi bevr saintereso sa-

kiTxs warmoaCens. 

M. K a m a d a d z e  (Batumi) 

From the Onomastics of “The Chronicle of Tbeti Spirit” 

“The Chronicle of Tbeti Spirit” is the most significant written source to 

study historical onomastics of South-Western Georgia. In memorandums of the 

chronicle there are given the proper names, toponyms and names of the people 

living in Machakhela and other near-by gorges in  XII-XVIII  centuries, the ma-

in part of which may be seen in this region at present. 
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l. q a r o s a n i Z e  (Tbilisi) 

arnold Ciqobava _ qarTuli enaTmecnieruli 
azris mkvlevari 

iberiul-kavkasiur enaTagan gramatikuli mimoxilva da 

leqsikoni yvelaze adre qarTulisaTvis Sedga, _ wers ar-

nold Ciqobava mecnierebisaTvis umniSvnelovanes naSromSi 

`iberiul-kavkasiur enaTa Seswavlis istoria~. aq b-ni       

arnoldi gulisxmobs Semdeg Sromebs: 

1. 1629 wels romSi daibeWda `qarTul-italiuri leqsi-

koni~, romelic italiur enazea Sesrulebuli; avtorebad 

dasaxelebulni arian stefane paolini da nikifore irbaxi. 

am ukanasknelis vinaoba sadavoa qarTul samecniero litera-

turaSi. sadavos xdis leqsikonis qarTuli sityvani: vin da 

rodis Seadgina es sityvani, romelSic uTargmneladaa Seta-

nili mravali berZnuli sityva, qarTuli sityvebi ki, umete-

sad, damaxinjebulia. 

arn. Ciqobavam pirvelma ivarauda `qarTul-italiuri 

leqsikonis~ Sedgenisas sxva leqsikonis gamoyeneba: `safiqre-

belia, sityvani Sedga raRac leqsikonis (vTqvaT, berZnuli 

leqsikonis) sityvanidan gamokrebili masalis qarTulad 

TargmniT da am Targmanis dros zogi sityva (berZnuli) dar-

Ca uTargmnelad~. 

Cveni azriT, arn. Ciqobavas varauds yvelaze swori mi-

marTulebiT mihyavs `qarTul-italiuri leqsikoni~ Sesaxeb 

msjeloba. 

2. francisko maria majos gramatikis (1670 w.). Sinaarsis 

detalurad ganxilvis Semdeg arn. Ciqobava cxra punqtad aya-

libebs majos sayuradRebo dakvirvebebs. 

franguli enis leqsikons 1638-1674 wlebSi sagangebod 

Seqmnili akademia adgenda, sparseTisa da TurqeTisagan awio-

kebul saqarTveloSi erTma pirma ikisra imis gakeTeba, rac 

XIV s-is safrangeTSi akademiis sazrunav sagans warmoadgen-
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dao, _ wers arn. Ciqobava. 

3. sulxan-saba orbelianis naRvawis Sesaxeb mravali 

gamokvleva arsebobs, magram arn. Ciqobavas mier `sityvis ko-

nis~ Sefasebas Tavisi mniSvneloba dRemde ar daukargavs me-

cnierebisaTvis. 

4. zurab SanSovanis gramatikas (1737 w.). dawvrilebiT 

ganixilavs arn. Ciqobava, romlis varaudiTac, `zurab SanSo-

vanis gramatika Tumca TiTqos sityvasityviT misdevs dionise 

Trakielis gramatikas, magram mas, rogorc somxuridan mTar-

gmnels, somxuris gramatikaze eWira Tvali~. 

5. arn. Ciqobavas TvalsazrisiT, anton kaTalikosis gra-

matika, aseTi bundovani eniT rom ar iyos dawerili, met yu-

radRebas daimsaxurebda. is emyareba dionise Trakielis fi-

lologiur gramatikasa da mis safuZvelze damuSavebul som-

xur gramatikas im cvlilebebiT, romlebic droTa ganmavlo-

baSi ganicada. 

dabolos, moviyvanT arn. Ciqobavas fundamentur Tvalsa-

zriss qarTuli gramatikuli terminebis istoriis Seswavlis 

mniSvnelobis Sesaxeb: `sagramatiko terminebis istoria qar-

Tuli enis gramatikis istorias gvaniSnebs: sakiTxs calke 

Seswavla esaWiroeba~.  

qarTuli gramatikuli azris istoriis kvleva gramati-

kuli terminebis istoriis gareSe marTlac SeuZlebelia. 

L. K a r o s a n i d z e  (Tbilisi)  

Arnold Chikobava – a Researcher of the 
Georgian Linguistic Thinking 

“A grammatical review and a dictionary was compiled for Georgian earli-

er then for other Ibero-Caucasian languages” – writes Arn. Chikobava in his no-

teworthy work for researchers “History of studying of the Ibero-Caucasian     
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languages”. Here Mr. Arnold means the following works: 

1. In a lead article (in Italian) of the “Georgian-Italian dictionary” published 

in Rome, in 1629, Stepano Paolini and Nicefore Irbach are named as authors. 

Personal identity of the latter is arguable in the special literature. Georgian 

word-list of the dictionary makes it arguable: by whom and when this word-list 

was compiled, in which many Greek words are given untranslated and Georgian 

words are mostly distorted. 

Arn. Chikobava was the first, who assumed using of other dictionary du-

ring compiling the “Georgian-Italian dictionary”: “It is thinkable, that this 

word-list was compiled through Georgian translation of the material from a 

word-list of other dictionary (let’s assume, Greek dictionary) and during this 

translation some words (Greek) were remained untranslated”. 

We believe, that Arn. Chikobava’s assumption leads the discussion on the 

“Georgian-Italian dictionary” to the right direction. 

2. After detailed discussing of the context of Francisco Mario Maggio’s 

grammar (1670), Arn. Chikobava formulates Maggio’s noteworthy observations 

into nine items. 

3. “French dictionary was compiled by a specially formed academy in 

1638-1674, but in Georgia devastated by Persia and Turkey, one person managed to 

do that, what was a concern subject of the French academy in the 14th century” 

– writes Arn. Chikobava. 

There are many researches on Sulkhan-Saba’s labour, but Arn. Chikobava’s 

evaluation of “Sitqwis Kona” – ‘Word-list’ has not lost its importance for rese-

archers up today. 

4. Arn. Chikobava discussed in detail Zurab Shanshovani’s grammar 

(1737) and assumed: “Zurab Shanshovani’s grammar though as if it follows 

word for word to Dionysius Thrax grammar, but he, as a translator from Arme-

nian, had an eye on Armenian grammar”. 

5. According to Arn. Chikobava’s view, if Anton Catholicos’ grammar 

have had not been written in such indistinct language it would have attract much 

attention. It is based on  Dionysius Thrax philological grammar and on Armeni-

an one which was worked out on its bases with the changes, which it underwent 

during the times. 

Finally, here we bring Arn. Chikobava’s fundamental viewpoint on im-

portance of studying the history of the Georgian grammatical terms: “History of 
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grammar terms points to the history of Georgian grammar. The question needs 

to be studied separately”.  

Researching the history of the Georgian grammatical thinking is impos-

sible without the history of grammatical terms. 

Н. К у т е л и а  (Тбилиси) 

Ареальные контакты и динамика заимствования 
(вопросы диахронической трансформации колхской 
(мегрело-лазской) фонологической структуры) 

Распад общекартвельского языка положил начало возникновению 

языковых единиц, которые приобрели в дальнейшем форму исторически 

засвидетельствованных картвельских языков. На раннем этапе распада 
общекартвельского языкового единства, сванский, согласно Г. Деетерсу, 
выделился как самостоятельная единица в противоположность грузино-
колхскому (resp. грузино-занскому) языковому единству. К более позд-
нему этапу относится выделение грузинского и колхского (мегрело-
лазского). К наиболее позднему этапу относится распад колхской 

языковой общности и тем самым возникновение и обособленное развитие 
мегрельского и лазского диалектов. 

Причиной распада колхского (мегрело-лазского) языкового единства 
послужили культурно-историчекие факторы. В начале новой эры 

картвельские племена _ лазы и мегрелы, в исторческой традиции именуе-

мые колхами, всё еще сохраняли территориальную целостность, наруше-
ние которой относится, предположительно, к V-VIII вв. Дальнейшее 
развитие исторических событий привело к их полной языковой изоляции. 

Несмотря на полную изоляцию от ареала распространения других 
картвельских языковых единиц, лазский сохраняет удивительное сходство 
с ними с точки зрения фонемного инвентаря и парадигматических отно-
шений, значительно расходясь в правилах синтагматической сочетае-
мости. 
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Мегрело-лазская фонологическая структура развивалась согласно 

внутриязыковым законам и рассматривается нами, в основном, как 
результат исторически действующих фонетических процессов, имеющих 
место при развитии любой языковой единицы, ибо фонетические 
тенденции и так называемые “фонетические законы”, правила фонотакти-

ки, сочетаемости фонем определяют фонетическую организацию звуковой 

системы языка и формируют в конечном итоге фонологическую Модель 
языка. Совокупность и хронологическое единение фонетических и фоно-
логических аспектов определяют фонологическую структуру языка в це-
лом. Фонетическая эволюция и структура языка, как взаимодействующие 
и взаимообусловленные явления (А. Мартине), определили единовреме-
нность процессов дифференциации мегрельско-лазской общности и 

интеграции мегрельского и лазского как обособленных диалектов. 
В начале же хочу заверить: определение канонических форм синтаг-

матической сочетаемости консонантов в мегрельской корневой морфеме, 
установленные Т. Гамкрелидзе – Т. Гудава, совпадают с итогами моих 
исследований в лазском – фонологическая структура консонантов в 

мегрельском и лазском в основном идентична. Проанализированный 

материал выявил основную структурную особенность – колхская (resp. 

занская) корневая морфема преимущественно децессивного строя. 

Согласно теории Г. Ахвледиани, существует общеструктурное правило, 
подразумевающее образование децессивных комплексов как естествен-

ных. 
Основная каноническая форма консонантных групп колхской корне-

вой морфемы определяется структурами: 

Лазский Мегрельский 
SmCCCv,  SnCCCv SrCCCv,  SnCCCv 
SmCC,  SnCC SrCC – SnCC 
SmCCv,  SnCCv SrCCv – SnCCv 
CCCv,  SrCC CCCv 
SmC; CnC; SmCv; CnCv; CC; CCv SrC; SnC; CC; CCv 

 
Самой крупной единицей контактной сочетаемости является четырёх-

членный комплекс. Все иные группы более низкого разряда и склады-

ваются из той же последовательности путём изъятия одной или двух 
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членов, причем действует структурное правило, запрещающее смешение 
рядов. 

Однако вокальная система гласных в лазском и ее диахроническая 
трансформация претерпела наиболее существенные преобразования, что 
повлекло за собой значительное отдаление от вокализма мегрельского и 

грузинского как по составу фонемных единиц, так и по их парадигма-
тической и синтагматической структурам. В итоге в лазском образовались 
вокалические элеметны ä-ё-ö-ü. Они функционируют в коррелятивных 
оппозициях и различают глагольные формы (Н. Кутелиа, Фонематическая 
структура лазского, 2005). Предполагается, что они возникли на почве 
влияния турецкого языка, с чем я не согласна. 

Перед лингвистами стоит серьезная задача, выяснить динамику про-
цесса языковых контактов, которые зависят в конечном счёте от социально-
исторических условий. Ныне наши знания значительно обогатились, 
благодаря крупнейшим учёным запада (A. Bryer) и замечательной мос-
ковской школы византинологов во главе с С.П. Карповым, ибо в анализе 
материала исследователи, в соответствии с традициями медиевистической 

школы МГУ, придерживаются а метод комплексного подхода. 
Лазский развивался на территории Трапезундской Империи в 

пределах XIII-XV вв. в области распространения картвельских диалектов. 
Сельджуков в Лазистане не было, позднее тюрки-османы появились в 
Лазистане в виде военных гарнизонов, которые менялись в год два раза. 
Языковые контакты с лазами осуществлялись редко, а порой вовсе 
отсутствовали. Билингвизм наступил значительно позже – со времен Ата-
Тюрка. На этом фоне вряд ли можно предположить, что столь устойчивый 

уровень языковой иерархии, как фонологическая система, претерпел 
значительные отклонения от вокалистической системы мегрельского. 
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N. K u t e l i a  (Tbilisi) 

Areal Contacts and Dynamics of Borrowings 
(problems of diachronical transformation of Colchian  
(Megrelian – Laz) phonological structure) 

Disintegration of Common Kartvelian language gave rise to appearing 

language unities which later acquired forms of historically testified Kartvelian 

languages. At the earlier stage of disintegration according G. Deeters was 

singled out as an independent unity opposed to Georgian – Colch (resp. 

Georgian-Zan) language unity. At a later stage two languages Georgian and 

Colch (Megrelian-Laz) were distinguished. At a much later period after 

disintegration of Colch community Megrelian and Laz dialects appeared and 

developed. 

The reason of disintegration of Colch (Megrelian-Laz) language unity was 

caused by cultural-historical factors. In the beginning of the new era Kartvelian 

tribes Laz and Mingrels according to historical traditions named Colchs still 

maintained territorial integrity of which transgression belonged to 5th-8th 

centuries. 

Further development of historical events brought them to complete 

language isolation. 

In spite of this isolation from the areal of spreading other Kartvelian unities 

the Laz language keeps amazing similarity with them as regards phonemic 

inventory and paradigmatic relations, but differs in syntagmatic combinability. 

Megrelian-Laz phonological structure was developing in accordance with 

the laws within the language and we consider it mainly as the result of 

historically acting phonetic processes taking place in the process of 

development of any language unity for phonetic tendencies and so called 

“Phonetic laws”, rules of phonotactics  phonemes` combinations determine 

phonetic organization of sound system and finally form phonetic model of 

language. The whole complex and chronological unity of phonetic and 

phonological aspects determine phonological system of the language. Phonetic 

evolution and structure of language as mutually acting and interrelated 

phenomenon (A. Martinet) determined simultaneity of processes of 
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differentiation of Megrelian-Laz language community and integration of 

Megrelian and Laz as isolated dialects. 

At first we want to assure: differentiation of canonical forms of 

syntagmatic combinations of consonants in Megrelian root morpheme defined 

by T. Gamkrelidze – T. Gudava mainly coincide with the results of our research 

in Laz phonological structure in Megrelian and Laz are mainly identical. The 

analyzed material revealed main structural feature – Colch (resp. Zan) root 

morpheme is mainly of decisive structure. According to G. Akhvlediani’s 

theory common – structure rule exists that means formation of decisive 

complexes as quite natural Main canonical form of consonant group of Colch 

root morpheme in determined by structures: 

Laz Mengrelian 

SmCCCv,  SnCCCv SrCCCv,  SnCCCv 

SmCC,  SnCC SrCC – SnCC 

SmCCv,  SnCCv SrCCv – SnCCv 

CCCv,  SrCC CCCv 

SmC; CnC; SmCv; CnCv; CC; CCv SrC; SnC; CC; CCv 

 

The biggest unity of contact combinability is four member (tetranominal) 

complex. All other groups of lower integrity are added in the same succession 

by means of taking away one or two members with structural rule forbidding 

displacement of rows. 

However, vocal system of vowels in Laz and its diachronical 

transformation underwent more important changes that caused its removal from 

Megrelian and Georgian vocalism as in structure of phonetic unities so in 

paradigmatic and syntagmatic structures. Consequently in Laz vocal elements  

ä-ë-ö-ü were formed. They function in correlative oppositions and differentiate 

verbal forms (N. Kutelia – Phonematical structure of Laz, 2005). It is 

considered that they appeared under the influence of Turkish language and we 

agree with this opinion. 

The linguists face a serious task to reveal dynamics of the process of 

language contacts that finally depend on social-historical conditions. Now our 

knowledge has been enriched thanks to distinguished western scholars (A. 

Bryer) and famous Moscow school of Byzantine studies at the head of which is 
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S.P. Karpov. For in the analysis of the material researchers of Medievistic 

School of Moscow State University adhere to the method of complex approach. 

The Laz language had been developing on the territory of the Trabzon 

Empire in about 13th-15th centuries in the area of spreading Kartvelian dialects. 

There were no Seljüks in Lazistan. Later Ottoman-Turks appeared in Lazistan 

in the form of military units which were changed twice a year. Language 

contacts with Laz people were scarcely carried out and often there were none. 

Bilingualism began later in the period of Ata-Turk, with this background it is 

difficult to imagine that such stable level of language hierarchy as phonological 

system underwent important difference from Megrelian vowel system. 

r. q u r d a Z e  (Tbilisi)  

saerTaSoriso sityvebis roli elementuri da  
sistemuri Seswavlis fazaTa mixedviT qarTulis,  
rogorc ucxo enis, swavlebis dros 

enis Seswavlis or fazas ganarCeven: elementursa da 

sistemurs.  

elementuri Seswavla gulisxmobs formas, romelsac 

erTgzisi, erTjeradi kavSiri aqvs romelime sxva formasTan 

an erTaderT referentTan, sistemuri Seswavla ki gulis-

xmobs formaTa an referentTa Canacvlebis SesaZleblobas, 

maSin rodesac romelime sxva forma mudmivia.  

elementur da sistemur SeswavlaTa gamijvna gamoiyene-

ba pirveli enis dauflebasTan dakavSirebiT (Cruttenden 1981). 

aseTive gamijvna warmatebiT gamoiyeneba meore enis da-

uflebisTvisac (Ringbom 2007). 

aRniSnul fazaTa gaTvaliswineba inglisurenovani stu-

dentebisaTvis qarTulis, rogorc ucxo enis, swavlebis pro-

cesSi uaRresad nayofieria. elementuri Seswavlis fazidan 

sistemuri Seswavlis fazaze gadasvlisaTvis sasurvelia 
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iseTi masalis SerCeva, romelic imTaviTve nacnobi iqneba in-

glisurenovani studentebisaTvis.  

aseTad migvaCnia zogi saerTaSoriso sityva da geogra-

fiuli saxeli. am masalis saerTaSoriso warmomavlobis gamo 

es sityvebi advilad aRiqmeba ucxoeli studentebis mier, rac 

erTgvarad uadvilebs maT sistemur Seswavlaze gadasvlas.  

am meTodiT qarTuli enis yvela donis (fonetikis, mor-

fologiis, sintaqsis da leqsikologiis) swavlebaa SesaZle-

beli. 

moxsenebaSi ganxilulia saerTaSoriso sityvaTa jgufe-

bi, romelTa gamoyeneba aadvilebs TaviseburebaTa gacnobas 

elementuri Seswavlis fazidan sistemur fazaze gadasvli-

sas qarTulis, rogorc ucxo enis, swavlebis dros.  

R. K u r d a d z e  (Tbilisi) 

The Role of International Words According Item-Learning 
and System-Learning Stages While Teaching 
Georgian as a Foreign Language 

Two stages of language learning are distinguished: Item-learning and 

System-learning.  

Item-learning involves a form which is uniquely bonded with some other 

form or with a unique referent, whereas system-learning involves the possibility 

of the commutation of forms or referents while some (other) form is held con-

stant.  

The distinction between Item-learning and System-learning is used in 

First Language Acquisition (Cruttenden, 1981, 79). 

Such distinction is used successfully in Second Language Acquisition   

also (Ringbom, 2007, 54).   

We argue that it is very productive to take into consideration the above-

mentioned stages while teaching Georgian as a foreign language to English spe-

aking students. It is desirable from the beginning of the teaching process to   
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choose the material which is closer to English speaking students when moving 

from the Item-learning to the System-learning stage. 

We also argue that some international words and geographical nouns can 

be classed as belonging to this category. Because of the international origin the 

perception of this material is easy for foreign students, which makes it easy to 

move from the Item-learning stage to the System-learning stage.  

With the help of this method it becomes possible to teach all (phonetic, 

morphological, syntax and lexicology) levels of Georgian language. 

The paper also touches upon some groups of international words, which 

facilitate introduction of characteristics of Georgian language while moving 

from the Item-learning to the System-learning in teaching Georgian as a second 

language.   

m. q u r d i a n i, v. S e n g e l i a  (Tbilisi) 

erTgvarovani fonetikuri procesebi 
iberiul-kavkasiur enebSi 

II. yru xSul TanxmovanTa disimilaciuri 

gamJRereba 

 

yru xSul TanxmovanTa disimilaciuri gamJRereba iberi-

ul-kavkasiur enaTagan qarTvelur da Cerqezul enebs axasia-

Tebs, gansakuTrebiT _ svanursa da yabardouls.  

distanciuri disimilaciuri gamJRereba mxolod nases-

xeb sityvebSi xdeba, kontaqturi _ rogorc sakuTar, ise na-

sesxeb leqsikaSi (g. axvlediani, g. rogava, m. kumaxovi...). ase-

Ti gamJRerebis TiTo-orola SemTxveva qarTulsa da megrul-

lazurSic SeimCneva (mag., qarT. kombosto, megr. kubeci `xel-

momWirne mdidari kaci~ _ g. rogava) da adiReurSic (mag., 

bˆTˆrbˆF `peterburgi~, Tu es sityva adiReurSi sxva enis me-

SveobiT ar aris Sesuli _ g. rogava). 
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svanur nasesxeb sityvebSi sakmaod xSiria rogorc ab-

ruptivis, ise fSvinvieri xSulis disimilaciuri gamJRerebis 

SemTxvevebi (mag., W�g `Waki~, bap `mRvdeli~, balto `palto~, 

g�t `qato~...); asevea yabardoul enaSic (mag., b–lÀT–qº `pal-

to~, y–bˆsT– `kombosto~, b�–Tay `xuTkapikiani~...). 

rac Seexeba kontaqtur disimilaciur gamJRerebas, is 

xdeba fSvinvieri spirantisa da fSvinvieri xSulis Semcvel 

kompleqsebSi imis gamo, rom spiranti Warbad xarjavs amo-

sunTqul haers da arTmevs fSvinvierobas fSvinvier xSuls 

(l. SCerba, v. abaevi...). am gziT aris miRebuli svanurSi iseTi 

kompleqsebi, rogorebicaa Sd º St (<ST);  sg º Sg º Sk (<Sq)... 

da Sesabamisi kompleqsebi megrul-lazurSi. 

fSvinvieri xSuli Tanxmovnisagan mJReri xSulis 

miRebis gzaze SeiZleboda gardamavali safexuri yofiliyo 

minimaluri fSvinvis mqone Tanxmovani _ preruptivi; es uka-

naskneli miviReT kompleqsSi, romelic Sedgeba fSvinvieri 

xSulisa da fSvinvieri spirantisagan. 

rig SemTxvevaSi disimilaciuri gamJRerebis Semdeg kom-

pleqsi gamartivebuli SeiZleba iyos (mag., Wemguur-abZaxuri 

ThafS´, bJeduRuri T¼¼¼¼hafS´, yabard. dafs¶– `ramdeni~...). 

xazi unda gaesvas im garemoebas, rom yru Tanxmovani 

(mkveTri an fSfinvieri) gadadis mJRerSi, e. i. markirebul 

TanxmovanSi. 

 

III. ukanaenismier xSulTa afrikatizacia 

 

ukanaenismier xSulTa afrikatizaciis procesi met-na-

klebi intensiobiT gavrcelebulia iberiul-kavkasiur enaTa 

yvela jgufSi. zogan es procesi poziciuria, zogan _ spon-

tanuri. aRsaniSnavia, rom ukanasknel SemTxvevaSi ukanaenismi-

erebi SeiZleba Semonaxuli iyos sibilant spirantebTan me-

zoblobaSi; es exeba, kerZod, q-sa da k-s adiReur enaSi (Sdr. 

svanuri da lazuri dialeqturi wris aTinur-arTaSnuli ki-
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los arTaSnuli kilokavi, sadac decesiur-harmoniul Tan-

xmovanTkompleqsSi afrikatizacia ar momxdara). 

afxazur-Cerqezul enebSi warmodgenilia ukanaenismieri 

xSulebidan SiSina afrikatebisaken gardamavali safexuri _ 

palatalizebuli g½½½½ q½½½½ k½½½½ (kerZod, adiReuri enis SafsuRur 

dialeqtSi amosavali, `ordinaruli~ g q k fonemebis adgi-

las yvela SemTxvevaSi gvaqvs g½½½½ q½½½½ k½½½½, xolo afxazur-abazur-

sa da ubixurSi orive rigi _ g q k da g½½½½ q½½½½ k½½½½ _ saTanado 

enebis fonologiur sistemaSi Sedis). 

M. K u r d i a n i, V. S h e n g e l i a  (Tbilisi)  

Towards the Homogeneous Phonetic Processes in the 
Ibero-Caucasian Languages 

II.  Dissimilative voicing of voiceless plosive consonants 

From the Ibero-Caucasian languages this process is characteristic for the 

Kartvelian and Circassian languages, especially _ Svan and Kabardian. Distant 

dissimilative voicing occurs only in a borrowed vocabulary, contactive _ in 

proper and borrowed vocabulary, as well (G. Akhvlediani, G. Rogava, M. 

Kumakhov...). Some cases of such voicing are observable in Georgian and 

Megrelian-Laz (e. g.: Georg. kombosto, Megr. kubeci – G. Rogava) and 

Adyghian (e. g.: bbbbˆTˆrbˆf "Petersburg", if this word did not enter in Adyghian 

from other language - G. Rogava). 

The cases of dissimilative voicing of glottocclusive (abruptive) as well as 

an aspirate plosive often occur in the Svan borrowed words (e. g.: y�gggg, bbbbap, 

bbbbalto, tgggg����t ...). An analogous situation is in the Kabardian languages (e. g.: 

bbbb‰l´Taqo, KabbbbˆsTä, biiii‰TaK)... 

As for a contactive dissimilative voicing, it occurs in the complexes 

consisting of an aspirate spirant and an aspirate plosive owing to the fact, that a 

spirant uses the breathed out air excessively and takes away the aspiratin from 



 435 

an aspirate plosive (L. Shcherba, V. Abaev...). The Svan complexes such as Sd Sd Sd Sd 

|| StStStSt (< STSTSTST); sg sg sg sg || Sg  Sg  Sg  Sg || SkSkSkSk (<SqSqSqSq)... and the corresponding complexes in 

Megrelian-Laz are formed through this way. 

In Circassian a consonant having a minimal aspiration can be a 

transitional stage on the way of changing an aspirate plosive consonant into 

voiced plosive _ preruptive, which we got in s sound complex consisting of an 

aspirate plosive and an aspirate spirant. In some cases after dissimilative 

voicing a complex can be simplified (e. g.: ThThThThafS´, TTTT'hhhhafS´, ddddafs΄ă - "How 

many"...). 

The fact should be underlined, that voiceless (glottocclusive or aspirate) 

changes into voiced, i. e. into a marked consonant. 

 

III. Affricatization of back-lingual plosives 

 

The process of affricatization of back-lingual plosives occur in all groups 

of the Ibero-Caucasian languages in less or more intensity. In some languages 

this process is positive, in some ones _ spontaneous. It is noteworthy, that in the 

latter case back-linguals were preserved in the nearby of sibilant spirants. This 

conserns, in particular to qqqq- and kkkk- in Adyghian (cf.: Artash sub-dialect of Atin-

Artash dialect of the Svan and Laz dialectal group, where affricatization did not 

take place in decesive-harmanic consonant complex). 

The transitional stage from back-lingual phonemes towards hushing 

affricates _ palatalized g½½½½ k½½½½ kkkk½½½½ is presented in the Abkhaz-Circassian languages 

(in particular, in Shapsug dialect of Adyghian in the place of an initial "ordinal"  

g qqqq kkkk phonemes in all cases we have g´qqqq´kkkk´, and in Abkhaz-Abaz and Ubikh 

both - g qqqq kkkk and g´qqqq´kkkk´ - are in the phonological system of the relevant 

languages). 
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T. R v i n a Z e, T. v a S a k i Z e (Tbilisi) 

arn. Ciqobava da qarTuli saliteraturo enis normebi 
(orTografiuli sirTuleebis asaxva `eleqtronul 
saskolo orTografiul leqsikonSi~) 

`qarTul saliteraturo enas sakmaod Camoyalibebuli 

morfologiuri da sintaqsuri sistema moepoveba. SedarebiT 

martivia marTlweris sakiTxebic: yovel bgeras sakuTari 

aso-niSani gaaCnia; erTi da igive aso yvelgan erTnairad 

warmoiTqmis... es, rasakvirvelia, ar niSnavs imas, rom salite-

raturo normebis sakiTxi qarTulSi ar iyos mosagvarebeli. 

piriqiT, amgvar normaTa dadgenis aucilebloba miT ufro 

mwvaved igrZnoba, rac ufro meti SesaZlebloba aqvs Cvens 

samwerlobo enas, iyos monoliTuri~ (arn. Ciqobava). 

qarTuli saliteraturo enis normaTa dadgenisas, roca 

ori an meti mocile morfologiur-sintaqsuri movlena iCens 

Tavs, arn. Ciqobavas TvalsazrisiT, sakiTxi unda gadawydes 

imis sasargeblod, romelic: a) ufro gavrcelebulia klasi-

kosTa enaSi da egueba qarTuli saliteraturo enis ganviTa-

rebis tendencias; b) gamarTlebulia qarTuli enis dRevande-

li gramatikuli sistemiT, e. i. gramatikulad kanonieria da 

ar arRvevs am sistemiT nagulisxmev Tanamimdevrobas; g) sxva 

Tanabar pirobebSi warmoebis principis mixedviT ufro mar-

tivia; d) sxva Tanabar pirobebSi mniSvnelobis mixedviT uf-

ro naTelia. droTa ganmavlobaSi esa Tu is norma SeiZleba 

Seicvalos kidec imis mixedviT, Tu mocile variantTagan 

romel maTgans mianiWebs upiratesobas am enaze molaparake 

sazogadoeba. 

zmnis formaTa warmoebisas sxvadasxva saxis orTogra-

fiuli sirTule iCens Tavs. es gansakuTrebiT exeba dro-ki-

loTa III seriis mwkrivebs. magaliTad, -eb sufiqsiani garda-

mavali zmnebis II TurmeobiTisa da III kavSirebiTis warmoebi-

sas xSirad gvaqvs paraleluri formebi: aeSenebina _ aeSena; 
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aeSenebinos _ aeSenos da sxv. arn. Ciqobavas rekomendaciis 

Tanaxmad, unda ixmarebodes aeSenebina (da ara aeSena); aeSene-

binos (da ara aeSenos). amave formebSi sxva tipis parale-

lizmic iCens Tavs sufiqsuri elementis xmarebasTan dakav-

SirebiT (aeSenebina _ aeSenebia, aeSenebinos _ aeSenebios...). 

amaTgan, arn. Ciqobavas TvalsazrisiT, erTaderT salitera-

turo formebad unda iqnes miCneuli: aeSenebina; aeSenebinos...  

umarTebulo formebi daCndeba agreTve i- da e- prefiq-

siani vnebiTi gvaris zmnaTa mravlobiTi ricxvis warmoebi-

sas dro-kiloTa II jgufSi (daimalnen _ daimalen; daemalnen 

_ daemalen...). arn. Ciqobavas rekomendaciis mixedviT, Tanamed-

rove saliteraturo qarTulSi -n-en-iani forma unda darCes 

namyo ZiriTadis (wyvetilis) mravlobiTis mesame pirSi, rad-

ganac: a) gramatikulad sworia (aqvs xangrZlivi istoria) da 

b) Zalze gavrcelebulia. maSasadame, unda iyos daimalnen 

(da ara daimalen); daemalnen (da ara daemalen), daixocnen 

(da ara daixocen); daexocnen (da ara daexocen). 

paraleluri variantebi gvaqvs mravlobiTi ricxvis me-

same subieqturi piris niSnis gamoyenebis drosac dro-kilo-

Ta pirvel, meore da mesame jgufebSi (aSenebdnen _ aSenebden, 

izrdebodnen _ izrdeboden, movidnen _ moviden...). arn. Ciqo-

bavas rekomendaciis Tanaxmad, `d-s Semdeg (fuZiseulia igi 

Tu drois mawarmoebeli) rogorc namyo usrulSi (uwyvetel-

Si), ise kavSirebiTs pirvelSi, namyo ZiriTadSi (wyvetilSi), 

kavSirebiTs meoreSi, TurmeobiTs meoreSi da kavSirebiTs me-

sameSi _ yvelgan unda ixmarebodes -nen daboloeba, radganac 

is: a) gabatonebulia Tanamedrove saliteraturo qarTulSi 

da b) martivia warmoebis mixedviT (yvela zmna erTnairi da-

boloebiT gvevlineba). maSasadame, unda iTqvas da daiweros: 

akeTebdnen, xedavdnen, movidnen, dasaxldnen, SehkiTxebod-

nen~... es wesi mTlianad vrceldeba Tbeba tipis dinamikur 

zmnebsa (rogoricaa: rCeba, qreba, wyreba, Wkneba...) da agreTve 

Sesabamis orpirian formebze (uqreba, uWkneba...), romelTac 

mravlobiTSi -n ar hqondaT, magram Tanamedrove qarTulSi 
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gauCndaT. maSasadame, unda iTqvas da daiweros: darCnen, ga-

qrnen, gaxmnen... gauwyrnen, gaswyromodnen (isini mas)... 

`eleqtronul saskolo orTografiul leqsikonSi~ aR-

niSnuli tipis zmnebTan dakavSirebuli orTografiuli siZ-

neleebi (pirveli da meore pirebis gaTvaliswinebiTac) aisa-

xeba damatebiTi informaciis saxiT, romelic momxmarebels 

saZiebeli zmnis awmyos mwkrivis III piris mxoloobiTi ri-

cxvis formasTan miewodeba. swori, dasaSvebi da umarTebu-

lo variantebis gasamijnavad viyenebT SuqniSnis princips: 

marTebuli forma gamoixateba mwvane, dasaSvebi _ yviTeli, 

xolo umarTebulo _ wiTeli feriT; amavdroulad, es uka-

naskneli (araswori) forma mcire xnis Semdeg gaqreba ekrani-

dan da darCeba mxolod misi marTebuli varianti. 

 T. G v i n a d z e, T. V a s h a k i d z e (Tbilisi) 

Arn. Chikobava and the Norms of Georgian Literary Language 
(reflecting the difficulties in the “Electronic School Orthographic  
Dictionary”) 

“The Georgian literary language has got a quite established 

morphological and  syntactical system. Questions of spelling are relatively 

simple: each sound has his own letter-symbol; a letter is pronounced similarly 

in each case... it does not mean, that the problem of the literary language norms 

in Georgian must not be settled. On the contrary, more burning is the 

necessity of establishing such norms as more possibility our written 

language has  to be monolithic” (Arn. Chikobava). 

During establishing the norms of the Georgian literary language, when 

two or more rival forms occur, according to Arn. Chikobava’s viewpoint, the 

question must be solved for the benefit of that, which: a) is more spread in the 

classics’ language; b ) is correct according to the modern grammatical system; 

c) is simplier in other identical condition according to principle of formation; d) 
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is clearer in other identical condition according to meaning. During the times, 

this or that norm can be changed even according to the fact, to which of them 

(among rival forms)  will be advantaged by the society speaking this language. 

Different kinds of  orthographic difficulties appear during the formation 

of verbal forms. This especially concerns to III series of tense and mood; e.g.: 

during the formation of II Perfect and III Subjunctive screeves of the verbs with 

-eb suffix converse forms often occur: aešenebina – aešena; aešenebinos – 

aešenos and others. According to Arn. Chikobava’s recommendations, the 

forms based on a present stem are dominated in the literary language, so 

aešenebina and not aešena, aešenebinos and not aešenos must be used. The 

other type of parallelism also appears in the same forms (connected with using 

of  nari): aešenebina – aešenebia; aešenebinos – aešenebios. The forms with 

nari are spread in the Modern Georgian (aešenebina; aešenebinos), which, 

according to Arn. Chikobava’s viewpoint, must be considered as the only 

literary forms. 

Wrong forms occur during the formation of plural of passive voice verbs 

with -i and -e prefixes in the II group of tenses and mood (daimalnen – 

daimalen; daemalven – daemalen). According to Arn. Chikobava’s 

recommendation, in the modern literary Georgian the form with  n-es suffix 

must be remained in the 3rd person plural of the aorist, as: a) it is grammatically 

correct and b) very spead. Thus, daimalnen, daemalnes are correct. 

The parallel forms occur during using the 3rd subject plural marker in the 

1st, 2nd and 3rd groups of tenses and mood (ašenebdnen – ašenebden, 

movidnwn – moviden...). According to Arn. Chikobava’s recommendation, 

after d (it is a stem or a tense formative) -nen ending must be used in an 

imperfect as well as in I Subjunctive, aorist, II Subjunctive, II Perfect and III 

Subjunctive, as: a) it is dominated in the literary Georgian and b) is simple 

according to formation. Thus, ak�etebdnen; movidnen... are correct. 

This rule is relevant for the  dynamic verbs of tbeba type (rčeba, kreba) 

and also for corresponding bi-personal forms (ukreba...). 

Thus, darčnen, gak�rne , gaxmnen and others are correct. 

The orthographic difficulties (taking into account the 1st and 2nd 

personal forms) connected with these verbs and noted in the “Electronic School 

Orthographic Dictionary” will be reflected in the window of additional 

information, which will be opened at the singular, 3rd personal, present screeve 
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form of a wanted verb. For delimiting the correct, allowable and incorrect 

variants we use a traffic-light principle: green – for a correct form, yellow – for 

an allowable one and red – for incorrect one. At the same time the latter 

(incorrect) variant will be disappeared from a monitor after a short time and 

only a correct variant will be remained. 

m. R l o n t i  (Tbilisi) 

akad. arnold Ciqobava _ baskur-kavkasiuri  
urTierTobis kvlevis fuZemdebeli 
saqarTveloSi 

akad. arn. Ciqobavam brZnulad ganWvrita aucilebloba 

baskologiis aRorZinebisa saqarTveloSi. gasuli saukunis 

30-iani wlebidan moyolebuli, baskurisa da kavkasiuris 

problematika misi yuradRebis sagnad iqca _ baskur-kavkasi-

ur enaTa naTesaobis hipoTezas arn. Ciqobava imTaviTe aRia-

rebda `metad rTul da mecnierulad didad mniSvnelovan sa-

kvlev problemad~. 

baskuri enis Seswavlas da kvlevas batoni arnoldi 

iberiul-kavkasiuri enebis mecnieruli istoriis organul 

nawilad miiCnevda. igi wlidan wlamde mizanmimarTulad am-

kvidrebda azrs baskuri enis kvlevaze `erTobliv kavkasiur-

Tan mimarTebaSi~. misi Rrma rwmeniT, qarTvel mecnierTa 

dRis wesrigSi uciloblad unda mdgariyo maRalkvalifici-

ur kavkasiolog-baskologTa momzadeba saqarTveloSi. 

dRemde Rirebulia da sicocxlisunariani arn. Ciqobavas 

mier SemuSavebuli kvlevis is strategia da taqtika, romlis 

meoxebiTac, misive rekomendaciiT, marTebulad unda warmoe-

buliyo baskur-kavkasiur enaTa Teoriuli da praqtikuli me-

cnieruli Seswavla. 

 baskurisa da kavkasiuris mecnieruli kvleva, arn. Ciqo-
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bavas SexedulebiT, uSualod enaTa naTesaobis sakiTxTan mi-

marTebiT unda xorcieldebodes. am rTul saqmeSi qarTveli 

mecnierisTvis ganmsazRvrelia enaTa istoriis Seswavla da 

enobriv movlenaTa siRrmiseulad warmoCena struqturul-ti-

pologiuri SepirispirebiTi analizis safuZvelze. amasTan 

erTad, enaTa istoriuli warsulis aRdgena Sinagan rekon-

struqcias unda daemyaros, romlis drosac baskurisTvis sa-

yrdeni masala dialeqtTa monacemebi iqneba, iberiul-kavkasi-

uri enebisTvis ki samwerlobo da umwerlobo monacemebi. 

arn. Ciqobava gamoyofs baskur-kavkasiur enaTa saerTo 

struqturul niSanTa da movlenaTa kompleqss, romelic, mi-

sive TqmiT, jer mxolod imis safuZvels iZleva, rom a R i Z -

r a s  sakiTxi baskuris siaxlovisa iberiul-kavkasiur eneb-

Tan. yvelaze sando masalas, am TvalsazrisiT, enaTa morfo-

logiuri sistema warmoadgens (saxelis bruneba, postpozici-

uri nawevari, ergatiuli brunva da saTanado konstruqcia, 

gramatikuli klas-kategoria, zmnis mravalpirianoba, qcevis 

kategoria da sxv.). 

batoni arnoldi sifrTxiliT ekideboda baskur-kavkasi-

ur enaTa naTesaobis problemas. Tavis naSromebSi igi araer-

Tgzis imeorebs, rom baskuris naTesaoba iberiul-kavkasiur 

enebTan mxolod varaudia, `baskuri enis sistema exmaureba 

iberiul-kavkasiuris sistemas~, da aq `saerTo movlenaTa igi-

veoba ara gvaqvs~. es garemoeba, Tavis mxriv, aucilebel wina-

pirobas qmnis imisaTvis, raTa kavkasiolog-baskologma jer 

ikvlios da aRadginos saTanado movlenaTa warmomavloba-

ganviTarebis istoria da, Semdgom amisa, moaxdinos `msgavs 

movlenaTa nairgvari faqtebis istoriuli gaerTmniSvnelia-

neba~. 

akad. arn. Ciqobava wlebis ganmavlobaSi saxelmwifo 

struqturebis winaSe araerTgzis svamda sakiTxs baskur-kav-

kasiuri urTierTobis gacocxlebaze saqarTveloSi. misgan 

daTesilma araerTi keTili nayofi gamoiRo: 

batoni arnoldis mowveviT gasuli saukunis 70-ian 
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wlebSi Tbilisis saxelmwifo universitetSi muSaobas Seud-

ga baskologi prof. iuri zicari, romlis xelmZRvanelobiT 

baskologiis dargSi aTeulze meti sakvalifikacio naSromi 

daiwera, maT Soris _ erTi sadoqtoro disertacia (naTela 

sturuasi); 

dafuZnda Tbilisis baskologiuri skola; 

Seiqmna baskuri enisa da kulturis sazogadoeba (Tavmj. 

akad. SoTa ZiZiguri); 

damyarda kontaqti baskebTan, evropel, amerikel da ia-

ponel baskologebTan; 

qarTveli baskologebi monawileobdnen saerTaSoriso 

simpoziumebSi; 

ucxoeTis prestiJul samecniero JurnalebSi ibeWdebo-

da qarTvel baskologTa naSromebi; 

Tbilisis umaRles saswavleblebSi intensiurad iswav-

leboda baskuri enis gramatika da istoria. 

Tbilisis baskologiuri skolis muSaoba, samwuxarod, 

90-iani wlebis movlenebis Semdeg Sewyda. vimedovnebT, rom 

batoni arnoldis mier gakvalul gzas kvlavac miubrundebi-

an saqarTveloSi. 

M. G l o n t i  (Tbilisi) 

Acad. Arnold Chikobava – a Founder of Research  
of Basque-Caucasian Relationship in Georgia 

Academician Arnold Chikobava foreknew wisely necessary of basquology 

development in Georgia. Since 30s of the last century Bacque and Caucasian 

languages became main problem for him. From the very begining He considered 

that the hypotesis about relationship of Basque and Caucasion languages was 

too difficult and scientifically important research question. 

Arnold  Chikobava  considered  that  studing and research Bacsque lan-
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guage was organic part of the scientific history of Ibero-Caucasian languages. 

From year to year he spread the ides about „researching Basque language to Ca-

ucasian direction.” To his opinion Georgian scientists’ order of the day had to 

be „starting talking” in Basque and prepare highly trained Caucasiologists and 

Basque specialists in Georgia. 

Up to present it’s valuable and alive Arnold Chikobava’s research stra-

tegy and tactics by which had to direct Basque-Caucasian languages theoretical 

and practical research. 

To Arnold Chikobava’s opinion research Basque and Caucasian langua-

ges must be directed with relationship of the languages. In that difficult work 

for a Georgian researcher is essential to study the history of languages and show 

lingual situation on the basis of structural-typological comparative analysis. At 

the same time the past history of the languages must be restored according to in-

ternal reconstruction when for Basque the principle materials would be dialecti-

cal datas and for Iberio-Caucasian languages would be literary and colloqual da-

tas. 

Arnold Chikobava separates the complexes of common structural marks 

and situation of Basque and Caucasian languages, which prepared the ground 

for arising the question about relationship Basque language to Ibero-Caucasian 

languages. 

The most trustly material in such case is morphological system of the lan-

guages (declination, postpositional article, ergative case, and the corresponding 

construction grammatical classes and categories, conjugation, multi personality 

of the verb, the category of the version, etc.). 

Arnold Chikobava's dependence to the problem about Basque-Caucasian 

languages relationship was cautious. In his works he repeated many times that 

Basque relationship to Ibero-Caucasian languages is yet only hypothesis. as he 

says: „the system of Basque language is like to Ibero-Caucasian languages 

system, but we have not identity of common situation”. So, that fact indicates 

that a Caucasiololigists and Basque specialists must search and restore the his-

tory and development of the corresponding situations at first and then must ma-

ke „historical unification of different facts of the similar situations.” 

For years Academician Arnold Chikobava arose question in the supreme 

state instances tirelessly about developing Basque-Caucasian languages relati-

onship in Georgia. In the end „the corn sown by him brought a good result” – in 
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particular: 

In 70s of the last century by his invitation at Tbilisi State University star-

ted working a Basque specialist, professor Juri Zitsar under whom leadership 

more than ten qualified works in Basquology were written, among them Natela 

Sturua’s doctoral thesis; 

Tbilisi Basque School was founded; 

The society of Basque Language and Culture (chairman – Academician 

Shota Dzidziguri) was formed; 

Communication with Basque, Europian, American and Japanese Basque 

specialists was established; Basque specialists took part in international sympo-

siums: 

Georgian-Basque specialists’ works were published in prestigious foreign 

magazines; the grammar and history of Basque language were intensively 

taugth at the Tbilisi high institutions. 

Unfortunately, working of Tbilisi Basque School was stopped after 90 years 

situation. We hope the way of Basquology paved by Mr. Arnold Chikobava will  

resum work again in Georgia. 

g. y u f a r a Z e  (Tbilisi) 

gamonaTqvami, rogorc lingvistikis,  
fsiqolingvistikisa da komunikaciis 
Teoriis kvlevis obieqti 

s. e. lecis naSromebSi aris erTi fraza, romelic Se-

saZlebelia epigrafad waemZRvaros nebismier lingvistur na-

Sroms: `Tavdapirvelad iyo sityva, xolo Semdeg fraza...~ 

lingvistTa umravlesobisaTvis gamonaTqvami iyo da 

kvlavac rCeba mudmivi kvlevis obieqtad rogorc gabmuli 

(danawevrebuli) metyvelebis procesSi enobrivi erTeulebis 

erT-erTi mocemuli abstraqtuli sistemis realizacia. am 

azrs ganaviTarebda benvenisti, rodesac werda, rom gamona-

Tqvamia swored is saWe, romelsac moZraobaSi mohyavs ena mi-
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si sametyvelo aqtSi uSualo gamoyenebiTo. aqedan gamomdina-

reobs enobrivi erTeulebis sistemuri urTierTkavSirisa da 

maTi ierarqiulobis zogadi principi. garda amisa, maTi kon-

kretuli variantebis xazobrivi Tu araxazobrivi urTierT-

damokidebuleba da urTierTdafuZnebuloba, am ukanasknelTa 

variantebis funqcionirebis TaviseburebaTa gamovlineba mo-

cemul situaciur da konteqstualur pirobebSi, mocemuli 

sametyvelo mTelis CarCoTa gaTvaliswinebiT. sworedac rom 

zemoaRniSuli mTelis saxiT warmogvidgeba winadadeba anu 

gamonaTqvami. 

mecnierTa udidesma nawilma kidev ufro gaafarTova am 

e. w. sametyvelo mTelis (gamonaTqvamis) areali. isini mas 

ganixilaven rogorc enobrivi erTeulebisa da maTi sistemu-

ri kavSirebis aqtualizaciisa da realizaciis pirdapir da 

uSualo sferos. 

mecnierTa meore nawili cdilobda moeZebna teqstTan 

midgomis sxva meTodebi. ase magaliTad, gaCnda erTgvari mo-

wodebac ki: `SeviswavloT mosaubre adamiani~.    

Tanamedrove enaTmecnierebaSi pirveli, vinc mkveTrad 

daupirispira erTmaneTs winadadeba da gamonaTqvami,          

a. i. smirnicki iyo. man gamonaTqvams `metyvelebis aqti~ uwo-

da. amave azris iyo v. mateziusic. 

da mainc, mecnierTa didi nawili, maT Soris             

i. s. stepanovi, g. v. kolSanski, sagnis cnebisa da gamonaTqva-

mis lingvisturi analizis gadaxedvas moiTxoven. Tumca ar-

cerT maTgans ar SeumuSavebia alternatiuli koncefcia 

gamonaTqvamis an teqstis, rogorc Sinaarsis mqone mTliano-

bis, Sesaxeb. zemoxsenebuli alternatiuli koncefciis Seq-

mnasTan yvelaze ufro axlod, albaT, mainc, s. d. kacnelso-

nis mosazreba unda miviCnioT. 

ganvixiloT is, rac esoden mniSvnelovani da mTavaria 

gamonaTqvamisa da mTlianad teqstis analizis dros. 

I. fsiqolingvistisaTvis analizis dros saanalizo ma-

salas ara calke aRebuli winadadeba, gamonaTqvami an teqs-
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ti, rogorc metyvelebiTi urTierTobis produqtebi an me-

tyvelebis aRmqmeli procesebisaTvis gankuTvnili masala, 

warmoadgens, aramed am dros TviTon es procesebia mTavari. 

Sesabamisad, icvleba analizis meTodi da erTeulebis gamo-

yofa. fsiqolingvisti `erTeulTa~ (da ara `elementebis~) 

analizs awarmoebs. erTeulis qveS `qmedeba~ igulisxmeba. 

mTeli yalibdeba ara calkeuli elementebis gaerTianebiTa 

da urTierTSexamebiT, aramed qmedebis dinamikuri organiza-

ciiT ufro rTul qmedebebad da SemdgomSi kidev ufro 

rTul moRvaweobad (деятельность). metyvelebasTn mimarTebaSi 

ki es imas niSnavs, rom metyvelebis analizis kategoriebs 

unda gaaCndeT, nawilobriv mainc, sametyvelo qmedebebis (da 

ara arametyvelebiTi) statusi (arc am produqtTa abstraqci-

ebi miiReba mxedvelobaSi). 

II. yvela saxis qmedeba (moRvaweoba) motivirebulia d mi-

zanmimarTuli. sametyvelo urTierTobasTan mimarTebaSi igi 

gulisxmobs, rom arsebobs raRac arametyvelebiTi amocana, 

romlis srulyofisaTvisac xorcieldeba sametyvelo qmedeba 

(aqtivoba) da romelic miiRweva enobrivi saSualebebiT. 

gamonaTqvami an teqsti swored am amocanis gadawyvetis pro-

cess warmoadgens, Tanac mxolod meorads. rac Seexeba mis 

produqts an rezultats, am funqcias ena itvirTavs, ro-

gorc mocemuli amocanis gansaxorcielebel saSualebaTa 

sistema. 

III. CvenTvis ufro aucilebelia vicodeT, Tu romeli 

erTeulebisagan ikvreba procesi, vidre is, Tu ra elemente-

bad davSliT produqts. enis realuri sistemuroba es ara 

bmulobis Sinagani dagegmarebaa, sadac enobrivi erTeulebi 

inaxebian, aramed am erTeulTa urTierTkavSiri da organiza-

ciaa maTs e.w. samuSao mdgomareobaSi, e. i. im qmedebaSi, rom-

lisaTvisac isini arian gankuTvnilni. l. s. vigotski aRniS-

navs, rom ena urTierTobis iaraRia, magram amasTan igi azre-

bis eqsplicirebisa da Camoyalibebis iaraRicaa. ena urTier-

Tobisa da ganzogadebis erTianobaao. 
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IV. rogorc nebismieri qmedeba, sametyvelo urTierTo-

bac organizebulia miznisa da amocanis TvalsazrisiT. igi 

gaSualebulia komunikaciuri gadawyvetilebiT anu komunika-

ciuri intenciiT, funqcionaluri blokebis sistemiT, im 

blokebisa, romlebic uzrunvelyofen miznis misaRwevad mo-

cemuli etapebis Tanamimdevrobis safexurebriv dinebas. igi 

aseve iyenebs yvela im saSualebas, romlebic xelTa gvaqvs 

dasaxuli miznis misaRwevad (saboloo produqtis misaRebad). 

ena ki swored amgvari saSualebebis sistemas anu erToblio-

bas warmoadgens. 

amgvarad, gamonaTqvamisa da mTliani teqstis funqcia 

urTierTdakavSirebulia erTmaneTTan ara ubralod ama Tu 

im konkretul situaciebSi ama Tu im mosaubris sametyvelo 

urTierTobiT, aramed urTierTobis procesis Sinagani orga-

nizaciiT, romelic aRiqmeba rogorc adamianTa Soris socia-

luri urTierTkavSiri. 

G. K u p a r a d z e  (Tbilisi) 

Utterance – Subject of Scientific Research of Linguistics,  
Psycholinguistic and Theory of Communication 

There is a phrase in S. Letz’s works that may be used as an epigraph for 

any linguistic research: “First there was a word and then a phrase.” 

For majority of linguists the utterance has always been and it is still re-

mained the subject of constant observation as the realization of one of the given 

abstract system of language units in the process of connected speech. Benvenist 

kept to develop this idea when he wrote that the utterance was the very helm, 

that brought into movement the language in the duration of any act of communi-

cation; this is the starting point of the general principle of hierarchy and syste-

matic interrelationship of language units. Besides, it is their linear and on-linear 

interaction and interconditionality, revealing the functioning features of the lat-
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ter in the given situational and contextual circumstances in accordance to the 

presented frame of  a speech whole. A sentence or an utterance is that exact 

whole mentioned previously. 

A vast majority of scholars much more broadened the area of this whole. 

They regard it as the direct and immediate sphere of actualization and realization of 

language units and their systematic connections. 

The other part of researchers tried to find out some different methods in 

the process of text analysis. There was even an appeal suggested: “Let’s make a 

careful study of a speaking individual.” 

A. Smirnitsky was the first, in modern linguistics, who showed the con-

trast between a sentence and an utterance. He named the utterance as “the act of 

communication.” His opinion was shared and supported by V. Mathesius too. 

But still, greater part of scholars, I. Stepanov, G. Kolshanski among them, de-

mand to review, both, the notion of the object and the linguistic analysis of an 

utterance, though none of them has worked out the alternative conception about 

an utterance or a text as a whole having the content. The best of all above me-

ntioned opinions, S. Katsnelson’s view point might be considered to be  the clo-

sest.    

Four main points should be singled out in the process of analysis of an   

utterance or a text as a whole. 

I. For a psycholinguist the speech processes are more important than    

those of products of speech ( a sentence, an utterance or a text ); a psycholingu-

ist  deals with  the unit analysis;  The whole is created by means of dynamic   

organization of acting, that later changes into more complex speech activities. 

The categories of speech analysis should acquire the status of speech activities 

if not completely, partially at least. 

II. The activities of all kinds are motivated and pragmatic; There is non-

speech perspective for the completion of which a speech activity is in the prog-

ress; This activity is achieved  on the basis of the language means; An utterance 

and a text are regarded as the additional process of solution of this task;  The 

language, as its product, reveals itself as the system of means to solve already 

mentioned task. 

III. For us it is more important to know which units frame the process    

itself. The systematic character of a language depends not on the planning of  

inner cohesion, but on the organization and the interaction of language units. 
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IV. like any other activity, the speech activity also implies so called com-

municative intention in itself; Functional blocks provide step by step flowing to 

reach the final goal; In the process all language means, that are at close hand, 

are widely used. 

In conclusion, it should be noted that the functions of the utterance and the 

text as a whole are not simply interwoven in these or those concrete situations by 

this or that speaker, but they are deeply connected with  the inner organization 

of the process, which among the individuals is depicted as a way of social       

interaction.     

Б. Ш а в х е л и ш в и л и  (Тбилиси) 

Лексико-семантические процессы трансформации  
цова-тушинского (бацбийского) языка  (на материале 
переводов фрагментов  Библии И. Цискаришвили – сер. XIX в.) 

Общеизвестно, что Вильгельм фон Гумбольдт первый из 
исследователей связал содержательную сторону языка с его  духовной 

жизнью, культурой народа. Язык и культура цова-тушин как нельзя лучше 
демонстрирует его слова о том, что «не следует изучать духовное 
своеобразие народа обособленно от языка, а затем переносить его 
особенности на язык».  Именно  исконно  грузинское самосознание и  

мышление тушин-цовцев, накладываясь на язык, отражает объективную 

действительность, которая прослеживается в переводах фрагментов 
Библии («Отче Наш» и утренней молитвы   «Символ Веры»), сделанным 

Иовом Цискаришвили и представленной  в  его же  рукописной грамма-
тике  «Тушино-цовская грамматика», датирующейся 1847 годом.  

По словам того же  Вильгельма фон Гумбольдта:  «...каждый язык 
вбирает в себя нечто от конкретного своеобразия своей нации, и в свою 

очередь, воздействует на неё в том же направлении». Сопоставляя тексты  

с лексическими  записями  двух последних столетий, можно предполо-
жить, насколько материально и духовно  взаимопересечены грузинский и 

цова-тушинский культуры  как  на  уровне диахронии, так и синхронии и 
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поэтапно проследить  частью универсальное, частью этническое, которое 
так прозрачно отражается через призму языковых средств  и 

грамматических маркеров обоих языков.  
Эти и многие другие вопросы будут рассмотрены в докладе. 

B. S h a v k h e l i s h v i l i  (Tbilisi) 

Lexical-Semantic Processes of the Transformation  
the Tsova-Tush (Bats) Language  (on the Material  
of the Translations of the Fragments of the Bible  
I. .[Tsiskarishvili – vid .XIX c.) 

It is well known that Wilhelm von Humboldt the first of the scientists  

connected the meaningful side of a language with culture of the people and their 

spiritual life. The language and the culture of Tsova-Tush people well demon-

strates  meaning of his words: “One ought not to study the spiritual uniqueness 

of nation apart from the language, and attempt to transfer its special features to 

the language”.  

Specifically, longstanding Georgian self-consciousness and mentality of 

Tsova-Tush, being superimposed on the language, reflects the objective reality, 

which is clearly shown in the translation of the fragments of Bible (particularly 

“Our Father” and the morning prayer “The Symbol of Faith”), made by Job 

Tsiskarishvili. This was presented in his hand-written manuscript  “Tush -Tsova  

Grammar”, dated 1847.  

By the words of the same Wilhelm von Humboldt “… each language ab-

sorbs something from the uniqueness of the nation and in turn affects the nati-

on”. Comparing texts,  with the lexical records  of the last two centuries, it is 

clear  how much  the Georgian and Tsova-Tush cultures traditionally and spiri-

tually are interconnected on the level of diachrony, as well as on the level of 

synchrony and trace step by step partly universal, partly ethnic nature is clearly 

represented typical for linguistic means and the grammatical markers of these 

languages.      
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Р. А. Ш х а л а х о в а  (Майкоп) 

Словоизменение имен прилагательных 
в адыгейском языке  

Как известно, основными морфологическими признаками суще-
ствительного являются падеж, число, притяжательность. Согласно тра-
диции, прилагательное также изменяется по падежам и числам, например:  

Им. фыжьы-р                фыжь-хэ-р 
Эрг. фыжьы-м               фыжь-хэ-м 

Тв. фыжьы-м-к1э          фыжь-хэ-м-к1э 
Пр. фыжь-эу                  фыжь-хэ-у 
На самом же деле падеж и число не являются формами слово-

изменения адыгейского прилагательного. Дело в том, что в данном случае 
слово фыжьы «белый», приобретая падежные аффиксы, не остается прила-
гательным, а превращается в существительное, иначе говоря, склоняется 
не прилагательное, а субстантивированное слово. Это проистекает из 
особенностей адыгейского прилагательного, а именно: когда качественные 
слова употребляются вне сочетания с существительными, то они легко 
субстантивируются, ср., например: Пшъэшъэ го1ур (сыд фэдэр?) 

къы1ухьагъ  «Подошла симпатичная девушка» и Го1ур (хэт?) къы1ухьагъ  
«Подошла симпатичная». 

Считается также, что атрибутивные словосочетания (сущ.+прил.) 
склоняются как существительные (унэ ины-р, унэ ины-м, унэ ины-м-к1э, 
унэ ин-эу). 

Однако в подобных сочетаниях падежные аффиксы присоединяются 
к прилагательному  потому, что он занимает постпозитивное положение. 
Присоединение падежных форм к последнему слову определительного 
словосочетания, независимо от того, к какой части речи относится это 
последнее слово, является характерной особенностью адыгейского скло-
нения. 

Что же касается числа в таком сочетании, то аффикс множе-
ственного числа –х(э) определяет множественность не прилагательного, а 
существительного. Ведь, когда мы говорим у н э  п л ъ ы ж ь х э р  букв. 
«дом – красные», то суффикс –х(э), обозначающий множественность, 
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относится к существительному у н э  «дом», а не к   прилагательному 
п л ъ ы ж ь  «красный», к которому он присоединяется.  

Прилагательное приобретает значение множественности только в 
том случае, когда оно выступает в синтаксической функции именного 
сказуемого (къэгъагъэхэр дахэ-х «цветы – красивые»). «Однако поскольку 
в качестве именной части сказуемого могут употребляться и другие части 

речи, в том числе и существительные, эту функцию, естественно, нельзя 
рассматривать как характерную особенность именно прилагательного» 

(А.И. Смирницкий). 

Отсюда следует, что в адыгейском языке имя существительное и 

имя прилагательное четко разграничиваются в морфологическом плане: 
существительные противопоставляются прилагательным тем, что послед-
ние не изменяются по падежам и числам. Они не принимают и аффиксов 
притяжательности. Дело в том, что прилагательные субстантивируются и 

требуют постановки вопросов существительного, когда они принимают 
аффиксы притяжательности, ср.: шхъуант1э (сыд фэд?) «зеленый», но: 
ишхъуант1э (исыд?) «его + зеленое». 

Сказанное выше о морфологическом соотношении существительных 
и прилагательных можно резюмировать следующим образом: характерные 
для существительного такие грамматические категории, как падеж, число, 
притяжательность, отсутствуют у прилагательного. В то же время прила-
гательное обладает категорией степеней сравнения, которая отсутствует у 
существительного. 

Таким образом, неправомерно утверждение о том, что в адыгейском 

языке (и шире: в адыгейских языках) прилагательное как категория 
принципиально не отличается от существительного.   
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r. S x a l a x o v a  (maikopi) 

zedsarTavi saxelis formacvaleba 
adiReur enaSi 

avtori im azrs iziarebs, romlis Tanaxmadac adiReur 

enaSi zedsarTavi saxelisaTvis, arsebiTi saxlisagan gansx-

vavebiT, ar aris damaxasiaTebeli brunvis, ricxvisa da kuT-

vnilebis kategoriebi, amitom miuRebelia Tvalsazrisi, rom 

zedsarTavi, rogorc metyvelebis nawili, principulad ar 

gansxvavdeba arsebiTisagan. 

С. Г. Ш х а л а х о в а  (Майкоп) 

Вопрос разграничения членов предложения 

Каждый член предложения имеет определенное отношение к 
выражаемой в предложении предикации. По тому, какое отношение 
имеют к высказываемой мысли в предложении, члены предложения 
делятся на главные и второстепенные.  Компоненты предложения, кото-
рые непосредственно входят в предикативную основу, принимают 
участие в ее создании, выступают в качестве главных членов предло-
жения. Те же компоненты предложения, которые непосредственно не 
связаны с выражением этой предикации, не принимают участия в созда-
нии предикативной основы предложения, выступают в роли второ-
степенных членов.  

Таким образом, деление членов предложения на главные и 

второстепенные зависит от вхождения/невхождения их в предикативную 

основу, что свидетельствует  о том, что именно предикативная основа 
образует конструктивное ядро предложения. Однако в коммуникативном 

аспекте главным может быть любой член предложения. Так, в 
предложении Инэу ык1и зэхэугуфык1ыгъэу къедж «Читай громко и 
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выразительно» смысловую нагрузку предложения несут слова инэу 
«громко» и зэхэугуфык1ыгъэу «выразительно», выступающие в роли 

обстоятельства. Стало быть, эти второстепенные члены с точки зрения 
выражения  семантики данного предложения являются более существен-

ными, более важными, чем слово къедж «читай», выступающее в роли 

сказуемого. Но  при этом следует  иметь в виду, что такую семантику 
они приобретают  только через сказуемое. Иначе говоря, второстепенные 
члены предложения не могут  занять роль главных членов предложения 
и в том случае, когда они выражают основную мысль высказывания,  
поскольку  сами становятся членами предложения только в составе 
предикативной связи, образуемой сочетанием подлежащего со сказуе-
мым. Следовательно, в предикативных отношениях могут находиться 
только подлежащее и сказуемое, вследствие чего их относят к разряду 
главных членов. «Отличие второстепенных членов предложения от 
главных членов предложения, – пишет А.И. Смирницкий, – состоит не в 
смысловом весе тех или других в высказывании, а в их разной 

грамматической роли. От сказуемого второстепенные члены предло-
жения отличаются тем, что в сказуемом выражается предикация, а тем 

самым, сказуемое соотносится с действительностью и становится глав-
ным членом  предложения… Подлежащее оказывается главным членом 

предложения потому, что оно обозначает субъект или предмет, по 
отношению к которому определяется предикация. Этот член является 
центральным в предложении, поскольку ему подчиняются и по 
отношению к нему оформляются все остальные члены предложения. 
Если подлежащего нет, то в центре предложения стоит сказуемое, 
которое в этом случае уже само по себе содержит указание на субъект. 
Таким образом, подлежащее и сказуемое представляют собой основу 
предложения. Второстепенные члены можно отбросить, но от этого 
предложение не перестает быть предложением» [Смирницкий 1977]. 

Из изложенного ясно, что в основе учения о построении предло-
жения лежит учение о главных членах предложения. «Компоненты 

предикативного сочетания слов или отдельные слова (словоформы), 

занимающие в иерархии связей господствующее положение, принято 
называть главными членами предложения…» [Шанский и др. 1981]. 

Назначение второстепенных членов предложения состоит в дополнении, 
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пояснении содержания главных членов предложения. Следовательно, 
предложение расчленимо на две части – на сказуемое и подлежащее, в 
которых могут уже выделяться  те или иные второстепенные члены 

предложения. Например, в предложении Чырбыщ унэр лъагэу къэлъагъо 

«Кирпичный дом виднеется высоко» в первую очередь выделяются 
подлежащее унэр «дом» и сказуемое къэлъагъо «виднеется». А затем 

определяются в подлежащем субстантивное определение чырбыщ 

«кирпичный» (букв.: «кирпич») и при сказуемом обстоятельство образа 
действия лъагэу «высоко». Стало быть, основными компонентами 

простого двусоставного предложения являются сказуемое и подлежащее. 
Это говорит о том, что предложение может существовать и без 
второстепенных членов предложения, но без главных (или главного) 
членов не существует предложения. 

S.  S h k h a l a k h o v a  (Maikop) 

Problem of Sentence Parts Definition  

Every sentence part has a definite relation to the predication expressed in 

it. As to the relation to the expressed idea the sentence parts are subdivided into 

main and secondary ones. 

Sentence components which directly compose the predication basis and 

take part in its formation act as the main sentence parts. 

Those sentence components which are not directly connected with ex-

pressing predication and do not participate in predication basis formation, act as 

the secondary sentence parts. 
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i. C a n t l a Z e  (Tbilisi) 

interferencirebul dialeqt-kilokavTa 
sakiTxisaTvis svanur enaSi 

niko mars araerTi damsaxureba miuZRvis qarTvelolo-

giis winaSe. maT Soris Zalze mniSvnelovania is, rom man 

pirvelma (1911-1913w.w.) moaxdina svanuri enis dialeqtur-ki-

lokauri diferenciacia. SemdgomSi es sakiTxi ufro Rrmad 

da naTlad daamuSaves akaki SaniZem da varlam Tofuriam. Zi-

riTadi saklasifikacio (fonetikur-fonologiuri) niSnebis 

(xmovanTa sigrZe, umlauti, reduqcia) gverdiT gaTvaliswine-

buli iyo morfologiuri (bruneba-uRvlileba) da leqsikuri 

Taviseburebebic. 

svanur dialeqt-kilokavTa aRmniSvneli terminologia 

momdinareobs adgilobrivi geografiuli (xeoba, mdinare, so-

feli, kuTxe,...) saxelwodebebidan: zemolaSxuruli (||laSxu-

ri), qvemolaSxuruli (||lentexur-Coluruli), zemoenguruli, 

qvemoenguruli (gansakuTrebiT laxamuluri) _ n. mari; bal-

szemouri, balsqvemouri (zemosvanuri), laSxuri, lentexuri 

(qvemosvanuri) _ a. SaniZe, v. Tofuria. 

mdinare laSxuris qvemo welSi warmodgenili metyvele-

ba niko mars `lentexur-Colurulad~ aqvs fiqsirebuli, xo-

lo akaki SaniZisa da varlam TofuriasTvis Coluruli laS-

xursa da lentexur dialeqtebs Soris mdebare gardamavali 

monacemia; “igi calke kilos ar warmoadgens, radganac enob-

rivad or nawilad ganiyofeba: zemo nawili laSxuris kilo-

kavia, xolo qvemo nawili (sof. saydari, buleSi, muwdi) _ 

lentexurisa, Tumca zemoColurulSi umlautebic aris, ro-

melic mas lentexurTan aaxlovebs, xolo qvemoColurulSi 

grZeli xmovnebic moipoveba, raica mas laSxurTan akavSi-

rebs” (a. SaniZe). mogviano (1946-1965 w.w.)  gamokvlevebis mixed-

viT, `Coluruli, ZiriTadad, laSxurs ganekuTvneba bgeriTi 

SedgenilobiTa da gramatikuli wyobiT. umlauti, albaT, 
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lentexuris gavlenis Sedegia. lentexurTan axlo mdebare 

soflebis Zveli Taobis metyveleba umTavresad lentexurs 

gasdevs, axlisa ki _ laSxurs. saydruli metyveleba Sejva-

rebuli gardamavali dialeqtis iSviaT erTeuls warmoad-

gens~ (v. Tofuria). 

miuxedavad imisa, rom jer kidev gasuli saukunis samo-

cian wlebSi varlam Tofurias da misi mowafeebis mier sa-

gangebod unda Seswavliliyo Coluruli metyveleba, mainc 

dRemde am TvalsazrisiT seriozuli muSaoba ar Catarebula 

(maswavleblis gardacvalebam naxevari saukuniT Seaferxa 

esoden mniSvnelovani saqme), zepiri gancxadebebi ki araer-

Txel gakeTda svanuri enis mexuTe dialeqtad misi gamoyo-

fis Sesaxeb. sul axlaxan saqarTvelos samecniero fondma 

daafinansa arnold Ciqobavas enaTmecnierebis institutis Se-

sabamisi sagranto proeqti, rac, imedia, YColuruli teqste-

bis srulyofili mopovebis SesaZleblobas mainc mogvcems _ 

es ki momavalSi safuZveli iqneba fundamenturi daskvnebis 

gamotanisa. 

enaTmecnierebis institutSi muSavdeba, agreTve, meore 

sagranto proeqti, romelic ikvlevs svanuri enis TiTqmis 

Seuswavlel ubans _ kodoris (resp. dalis) xeobis metyvele-

bas; interferencirebuli dialeqtis es nimuSi, Colurulis-

gan gansxvavebiT, zemosvanur formaTa urTierTSerevis situ-

acias asaxavs. Tu qvemo svaneTSi lentexisa da laSxeTis me-

zobeli soflebi upirispirdeba erTmaneTs garkveuli mo-

rfonologiuri procesebiT, kodoris xeobis 17 soflidan 

jerjerobiT mxolod xuTs axasiaTebs interferencirebuli 

metyveleba, radganac, ukve saukuneze metia, iq erTad cxov-

roben rogorc balszemo, ise balsqvemo svaneTidan gadasax-

lebuli adamianebi. garda amisa, axali Taobis metyvelebaze 

garkveul gavlenas axdens sxvadasxva dialeqtis warmomadge-

neli mSoblebisa Tu bebia-babuebis metyvelebac. rac Seexeba 

ufros Taobas, igi icavs im gramatikul formebsa da leqsi-

kas, romlebic mas Tan gahyva kodorSi enguris xeobidan. am 
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mxriv gansakuTrebiT gamoirCeva 104 wlis mina qoCqianisa 

(bz.) da 103 wlis areTa farjvelianis (bq.) metyveleba. 

yvelaze mniSvnelovnad gveCveneba is faqti, rom kodor-

Si Casaxlebuli balsqvemoelebi ukve grZel xmovnebs warmo-

Tqvamen (kargi iqneba, Tu maT metyvelebas SeviswavliT eqspe-

rimentuli fonetikis aparaturis moSveliebiT). 

kodorelTa metyvelebaze garkveuli gavlena unda moex-

dina qarTul, rusul da afxazur enebsac. vfiqrobT, amis Se-

degi unda iyos zmnebSi inkluziv-eqskluzivis formaTa mo-

Slis dawyebis tendencia, gansxvavebiT engurisa da, nawilob-

riv, cxeniswylis xeobaTa svanurisagan, sadac es kategoria, 

miuxedavad Tavisi arqaulobisa, dRemde mkvidradaa daculi. 

bevri ramaa gakeTebuli svanuri enis kilokavTa Seswav-

lis TvalsazrisiTac, magram mainc Cveni yuradReba miiqcia 

varlam Tofurias bolodroindeli naSromis (`svanuri ena~, 

1965 _ ix, Sromebi, t. II, 2002, gv. 215) erTma frazam: `n. maris 

mier gamocalkevebuli xalduri, ifaruli, muJal-mulaxuri 

umniSvnelod gansxvavdeba mestiurisagan da kilokavebs ar 

warmoadgenen~. saocaria es gancxadeba, radganac 1939 wels 

akaki SaniZesTan erTad gamocemul balszemour teqstebSi 

ifaruli, mulaxuri da mestiuri masalebi cal-calke kilo-

kavebadaa warmodgenili, analogiuri msjelobaa wignis wina-

sityvaobaSic (ix. gv. XIV). 

momijnave metyvelebasTan interferencirebuli fono-

logiur-gramatikuli movlenebi axasiaTebs uSgulur, lata-

lur (bz.), beCour, cxumarul da laxamulur (bq.) kilokaveb-

sac, oRond SedarebiT mcire doziT. 

interferencirebuli movlenebi SeiniSneba namyousru-

lisa da nair-nair TurmeobiTTa warmoebaSi, saxelTa orfu-

Ziani brunebis sistemaSi, zedsarTavis xarisxTa formebSi. 
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I.  C h a n t l a d z e  (Tbilisi) 

Towards the Problem of Interference-Rich Dialects and 
Sub-Dialects in Svan 

Nick Marr’s contribution to Kartvelology is immense. He was the first 

scholar to carry out (1911-1913) dialectal and sub-dialectal differentiation    

within the Svan language. His studies were further developed and formulated by 

Akaki Shanidze and Varlam Topuria. Basic classificatory (phonetic and phono-

logic) markers such as vowel length, umlaut, and reduction were complemented 

by morphological (declension and conjugation) and lexical characteristics.          

The terminology of Svan dialects and sub-dialects is based on the local 

geographic terrain and includes such names as gorge, river, village, region and 

the like.  Upper-Lashkhian (Lashkhian), Low-Lashkhian (Lentekh-Cholurian), 

Upper-Engurian, Low-Enguarian (especially Lakhamulian) created by N. Marr 

are good examples in point. Later additions Upper-Bal, Low-Bal (Upper Svan), 

Lashkhian, and Lentekhian (Low-Svan) were introduced by A. Shanidze and V. 

Topuria. 

The speech of the lower straits of the Lashkhuri River were identified by 

N. Marr as “Lentekhian-Cholurian". For A. Shanidze and V. Topuria the lingu-

istic evidence offered by Cholurian represents a transitional stage between    

Lashkhian and Lentekhian dialects: "It is not a separate sub-dialect, as linguisti-

cally it is divided into two parts: the Upper Part which belongs to the Lashkhian 

sub-dialect and Lower Part (villages Saqdari, Buleshi, Mutsdi) attributed to the 

Lentekhian sub-dialect irrespective of the fact that umlauts occur in Upper- 

Cholurian bringing it closer to Lentekhian and the existence of long vowels in 

Low-Cholurian connect  it with Lashkhian" (A. Shanidze). In A. Shanidze’s vi-

ew (see his works of 1946-1965), "according to sound composition and gram-

matical structure, Cholurian basically belongs to Lashkhian. Umlaut is the re-

sult of Lentekhian influence. The speech of an old generation of the villages 

located near Lentekhi is mainly Lentekhian while the speech of younger ge-

nerations - Lashkhian. The Saqdrian speech is a rare formation of a cross-bred 

transitional dialect" (V. Topuria).  

Even though in the 60s of the last century the Cholurian speech had to be 

specially studied by V. Topuria and his disciples, there still remains important 
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work to be carried out in this respect (the teacher's death has delayed this signi-

ficant research for half a century). Nevertheless, several times, views to distin-

guish Svan as a fifth Kartvelian dialect have been expressed orally. Recently the 

Georgian Scientific Foundation financed a project proposed by the Arn. Chiko-

bava Institute of Linguistics, which, we hope, will enable us to obtain a full cor-

pus of Cholurian texts. The latter will serve as a basis for future studies capable 

of offering fundamental conclusions on the subject.  

Another grant project that the Institute of Linguistics is currently carrying 

out aims to examine the speech of the Kodori (resp. Dali) gorge, which has re-

mained outside the scope of the linguistic research conducted on the Svan language. 

Rich in dialectal interference and mirroring the process of inter-mixing of the 

Upper-Svan forms this model (the Kodori speech) differs from Cholurian. If in Low 

Svan the neighboring villages of Lentekhi and Lashkheti are opposed on morpholo-

gical grounds, the speech of only five from 17 villages of the Kodori gorge are still 

characterized by interference. The reason standing behind this phenomenon is more 

than a century old shared habitat by people of Upper and Lower Bal deported from 

their original settlements. Another fact for consideration is the influence of the spe-

ech of older generations (that of parents and grandparents) speaking different        

dialects on the speech of the younger generation. The old generation preserves the 

grammatical forms and vocabulary items brought to Kodori from the Enguri 

gorge. In this respect, the speech of 104 year-old Mina Kochkiani (UB) and 103 

year-old Areta Parjveliani (LB) is especially valuable. 

It is noteworthy that Lower Balians who settled in Kodori pronounce 

long vowels (it will be important to study their speech through experimental 

phonetic equipment). 

Georgian, Russian, and Abkhazian might have influenced the Kodori  

speech which could have brought about the tendency to abandon inclusive-    

exclusive forms in verbs. This is different from the Svan of the Enguri and par-

tially Tskhenisqlali gorges where the mentioned categories are preserved despi-

te their archaic features.  

A number of research papers have been devoted to the study of Svan dia-

lects and sub-dialects, among which our attention was attracted by one phrase in 

V. Topuria's recent work "The Svan language" (1965 - see works, v. II, 2002,  

p. 215): "Khaldian, Iparian, Muzhal-Mulakhian identified by N. Marr are not 

significantly different from Mestian and they are not sub-dialects". This is a 
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very strange view for in the Upper Bal texts published in 1939 together with 

Akaki Shanidze, Iparian, Mulakhian and Mestian materials are represented as 

separate sub-dialects; an analogous  discussion is given in the foreword of the 

book (see p. 14).   

Ushgul, Latal (UB), Bechian, and Lakhamul (LB) sub-dialects are also 

characterized by phonological and grammatical interference from neighboring 

speech communities, albeit on a smaller scale.    

M. C h u m a k i n a  (Guilford) 

Lexicographic Problems of an Unwritten Language 

The paper discusses the issues that arose during the project on compi-

ling the Archi digital dictionary. Archi is a Lezgian language     spoken by about 

1300 people in a cluster of villages in southern Daghestan. Archi’s neighbours 

are Avar and Lak. Most of Archi people are trilingual in Archi, Avar in Russian, 

quite a few speak Lak as well. Among the “smaller” languages of Daghestan, 

Archi is one of the best studied, both by Russian and Georgian scholars, most 

prominent of which were works by Kaxadze.  

The language is remarkable in its phonetics, and has amazingly rich 

system of inflectional morphology with substantial sets of sub-patterns and    

varying degrees of irregularity in all its inflecting word classes. 

These determined the design of the dictionary of Archi, which has been 

compiled in Surrey Morphology Group in 2004-2007. It is an electronic dictio-

nary with sound files and cultural materials (digital pictures).  

The paper describes the structure of the dictionary and presents the 

challenges that an unwritten language with complex morphology issues to a    

lexicographer.  

First, there is an issue of norm: many words have phonetic and morpho-

logical variants. The latter ones reflect the levelling of irregular forms, and also 

show the tendency towards filling the gaps in the paradigm.  

Second, the is an issue of loan words. There are two types of borro-

wing: loan words adapt to the language, take Archi phonetics and morphology, 
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and are perceived as Archi words. Second type is borrowing into a phrase, whe-

re one part is a free Archi word and another is a borrowed word which is not 

used outside the phrase. These instances strand the border between word and 

phrase, and are included in the dictionary as separate lexical entries.   

Compiling a dictionary of an unwritten language by a person who does 

not speak the language, poses methodological problems of creating the word 

lists and describing the semantics of words. Our dictionary is based on the dicti-

onary compiled in 1977, and our task was to enlarge it and record sound of all  

the word forms we needed. While we were doing this, the questions of individu-

al differences in the usage on several levels – phonetic, morphological and se-

mantic – arose.  

There is also a problem of traditional Archi culture dying out; most of 

the crafts are abandoned now, and with them die the words. There are instances 

of the words that people “have heard, but do not know”, they are included in the 

dictionary as “obsolete”. 

m. C u m a k i n a  (uildfordi) 

umwerlobo enis leqsikografiuli problemebi 

statia ganixilavs im sakiTxebs, romlebic wamoiWra 

proeqtis _ arCibuli enis cifruli leqsikonis _ Sedgeni-

sas. arCibuli aris lezgiuri qvejgufis ena, romelzedac 

daaxloebiT 13000 adamiani laparakobs. samxreT daRestnis 

soflebSi arCibelebis mezoblebi xunZebi da lakebi arian. 

umetesoba arCibelebisa samenovania: mSobliuri enis garda 

ician  xunZuri, rusuli, Zalian mcire nawili laparakobs 

lakurs. daRestnis `patara~ enebs Soris arCibuli 

SedarebiT ukeTaa Seswavlili  rogorc rusi, ise qarTveli 

mecnierebis mier. amis cnobili magaliTia o. kaxaZis Sromebi. 

arCibuli ena gamorCeulia Tavisi fonetikiT  da aqvs 

fleqsiuri morfologiis gansacvifreblad mdidari sistema 
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qvesistemebiT da yvela fleqsiuri sityvis klasSi uTanabro-

bis gansxvavebuli xarisxebiT. 

aman gansazRvra arCibuli leqsikonis Seqmnis idea, ro-

melic warmoiqmna morfologiur jgufSi 2004-2007 wlebSi. es 

aris eleqtronuli leqsikoni xmovani failebiTa da kultu-

ris amsaxveli masaliT (cifruli suraTebi). 

winamdebare statia aRwers leqsikonis struqturas da 

gvTavazobs varauds, rom umwerlobo ena rTuli morfolo-

giiT problemuria leqsikografebisaTvis. 

jer erTi, arsebobs normis sakiTxi: bevr sityvas aqvs 

fonetikuri da morfologiuri variantebi. es ukanasknelni 

asaxaven arawesier formaTa gaTanabrebas da aseve aCveneben 

paradigmaSi Tavisufal adgilTa Sevsebis tendencias. 

meorec, es aris sakiTxi nasesxebi sityvebisa. arsebobs 

ori tipi nasesxobisa: nasesxebi sityvebi eguebian enas, iRe-

ben arCibul fonetikasa da morfologias da aRiqmebian ro-

gorc arCibuli sityvebi; meore tipis nasesxobebSi erTi 

sakuTriv arCibuli sityvaa da meore _ nasesxebi, romelic 

ar ixmareba frazis gareSe. es magaliTebi qmnian sazRvars 

sityvasa da frazas Soris da Setanilni arian leqsikonSi 

rogorc calkeuli leqsikuri erTeulebi. 

umwerlobo enis leqsikonis Seqmna im piris mier, rome-

lic ar laparakobs am enaze, ayenebs meTodologiur prob-

lemebs sityvaris Seqmnisa da sityvaTa semantikis aRwerisa. 

Cveni leqsikoni efuZneba im leqsikons, romelic Seiqmna 1977 

wels, da Cveni amocana iyo misi gavrcoba da CvenTvis saWiro 

yvela sityvis  formis Cawera. am amocanis gadawyvetisas 

wamoiWra ramdenime donis gamoyenebaSi individualuri sxvao-

bis sakiTxebi _ fonetikuri, morfologiuri da semantikuri. 

arsebobs tradiciuli arCibuli kulturis gadagvare-

bis problema da masTan erTad kvdebian saTanado sityvebi. 

es is sityvebia, romlebic xalxs `gaugonia, magram ar ician~. 

isini leqsikonSi Setanilia rogorc `moZvelebulni~.  
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m. C u x u a  (Tbilisi) 

proproproprototototokavkavkavkavkakakakasisisisiuuuuri kulri kulri kulri kultutututura enobra enobra enobra enobririririvivivivi    
momomomonanananacecececememememebis mibis mibis mibis mixedxedxedxedviTviTviTviT    

winarekavkasiuri enis semantikuri leqsikonis rekonstruq-
cia SesaZleblobas gvaZlevs, garkveuli sizustiT, warmodgena vi-
qonioT im uZvelesi sazogadoebis kulturuli ganviTarebis do-
neze, romelic arsebobda Cv. w. aG.-mde VI aTaswleulis dasawKis-
Si. saerTokavkasiur fuZe-enaze metKveli es uZvelesi sociumi 
ganviTarebis sakmaod maGal safexurze imKofeboda. amaze mkafi-
od metKvelebs rogorc lingvisturi paleontologiis, ise arqe-
ologiis utKuari monacemebi. rogorc irkveva, imdroindeli sa-
zogadoeba eweoda mravalmxriv sameurneo saqmianobas, rac aisaxa 
kidec saganTa (nivTTa) samKaroSi.  

paleoeTnobotanikuri monacemebis Seswavlis safuZvelze 
irkveva, rom miwaTmoqmedeba aborigenuli mcenareulobis safuZ-
velze viTardeboda da maTi domestikacia neoliTis epoqaSi 
gadadis. amitomac saerTokavkasiur doneze rekonstruirdeba 
araerTi kulturuli mcenaris saxelwodeba. 

(1) s.-qarTv. *paspaspaspas-al- `puris zvini~ (qarT. pasal-i `palo~, 
zan. poSol-a `puris JiSi, maxa~, svan. paSan º parSan `Znebad Se-

kruli namkalis zvini~) ~ s.-nax. *fsafsafsafsa `qeri~ (iCq. sa ←*fsa, ing. 

s– ←*fsa, bacb. fsa `qeri~) ~ s.-sind. *fsfsfsfs ʾʾʾʾˆ̂̂̂ `marcvleuli, fet-

vi~ (afx. ö-fS `simindi, marcvleuli~, ubix. fSˆ `fetvi~) ~ s.-
daG. *fSfSfSfS(…………)aaaa- `Cala, fetvi, puri~ (xunZ. S´…a�i `patara bze~, 

lak. Si ←*fSi `fetvi~, xin. fSa `puri~); 
(2) s.-qarTv. *baCbaCbaCbaC-a `fetvi, cercvi~ (qarT. maSa `cercvi~, 

zan. faCqa ←*b…aCqa ←*boCqa `fetvi~) ~ s.-nax. *borcborcborcborc- `fetvi~ 

(iCq. buŒrc, ing. buorc, bacb. borc `fetvi~) ~ s.-sind. *macmacmacmac ʾʾʾʾ-aaaa 

`puri, fetvi~ (afx. a-C½a ←*a-mC½a `puri~, abaz. C½a-ra ←*mC½a-ra 

`puroba~, ad. maS½ˆ, Kab. maS `fetvi~) ~ s.-daG. *bocbocbocboc ʾʾʾʾ-aaaa `fetvi~ 
(xunZ. muC, and. beCa, axv. miCa.., tind. boCa, kar. boCa.., God. buCa 
`fetvi~, did. meS, bej. muSo `cocxi~...). 

neoliTis xanaSive dasrulda miTvisebiTi meurneobis peri-
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odi da safuZveli eKreba warmoebiTi meurneobis umniSvnelova-
nes dargs _ mesaqonleobas. Sinauri cxovelebis (rogorc 
msxvilfexa, ise wvrilfexa) aGmniSvneli leqsika aseve povnieria 
saerTokavkasiuri fuZe-enisaTvis. 

(1) s.-qarTv. *ZuZuZuZu…………-(a) `Zu, furi~ (Zv. qarT. Zuv-i, Zuv-n-i, 

zan. Ju-a, svan. Ju(…)-a ~ s.-nax. *bJbJbJbJ-an ←*JJJJ…………-an `saqoneli, Zroxa~ 

(iCq. Ja, ing. J–, bacb. bjan `Zroxa~) ~ s.-sind. *ZZZZ ʾʾʾʾ…ˆ…ˆ…ˆ…ˆ `Zroxa~ (afx. 

ö-j… º ö-zʾ…, abaz. j…ˆ `Zroxa~, ubix. mˆ-z…-Gˆ `dekeuli~) ~ s.-
daG. *ZiZiZiZi…………-on `Zroxa~ (and. zi…u, axv. jin…o, tind. zini.., did. 
zi�a.., kriw. Zar `Zroxa~); 

(2) s.-qarTv. *furfurfurfur- `furi, Zroxa~ (qarT. fur-i, zan. fuJ-i 

`Zroxa~, svan. f‘r º fir… `Zroxa~) ~ s.-nax. *bulbulbulbul-a `dombai~ 

(iCq. bul-a º bul, ing. bul-–) ~ s.-sind. *bbbbˆ̂̂̂llll½½½½ˆ̂̂̂- `msxvilfexa sa-
qoneli~ (ad. bˆl½ˆ-m, Kab. bˆlˆ-m `msxvilfexa saqoneli~, ubix. 

bˆ�¥ `verZi, KoCi~) ~ s.-daG. *balbalbalbal-a `msxvilfexa rqosani saqone-

li~ (xunZ. bel `mTis antilopa~, bej., hunz. bala "id", ud. bele 
`msxvilfexa rqosani saqoneli~). 

am periodSive kavkasieli adamiani pirvelad iwKebs Tixis 
yurylis damzadebas. Sinamrewveloba metad ganviTarebulia, ra-
zec calsaxad migviTiTebs Sromis, brZolisa da transportis 
aGmniSvneli arqetipebis siuxve saerTokavkasiuri enobrivi erTo-
bis periodisaTvis. 

(1) s.-qarTv. *wukwukwukwuk- `patara qvabi" (qarT. wuk-al-a `spilenZis 

patara qvabi~, zan. yuk-i `qvabi~, yuk-an-i `didi qvabi~) ~ s.-nax. 

*yukyukyukyuk- `Kanwi~ (iCq. yug, ing. yuq, bacb. yuk `Kanwi~) ~ s.-sind. 

*yyyyˆ̂̂̂kkkk…………- `varcli~ (afx. a-y¥k…, abaz. yˆk… `varcli~) ~ s.-daG. 
*yukyukyukyuk(…………) _ `kovzi, varcli/CamCa~ (xunZ. y´ik-aro `kovzi~, lak. ki-
yu `Jami~, darg. kuw-ul `kovzi~, Tab. yaKa, arC. yaK… `doqi; kov-
zi~...); 

(2) s.-qarTv. *gorgorgorgor- `gorva; borbali~ (qarT. gor-v-a, gor-

gol-ay-i, zan. ngor-af-a `goreba~, svan. gggg…………rrrr- `gorva~) ~ s.-nax. 

*gurgurgurgur- `borbali~ (iCq. gur-ma `guTnis borbali~, ing. gur-– "id") 

~ s.-sind. *gggg…ˆ…ˆ…ˆ…ˆrrrr- `rgoli; gorva~ (abaz. g…ˆr-g…ˆr `rgoli~, ad. 

Cara-zˆ- ←*q½ara-zˆ-, jab. Jara-zˆ- ←*g½ara-zˆ- `gorva~); 
(3) s.-qarTv. *maxmaxmaxmax-e `iaraGi, maxvili~ (qarT. max-e, max-v-a, 
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max-v-il-i, zan. moG-e `nivTi, iaraGi~, svan. n’xe `iaraGi~) ~ s.-

nax. *maxmaxmaxmax-a `lursmani~ (iCq. maxa, ing. max `lursmani~) ~ s.-sind. 

*maxmaxmaxmax…………- `Toxi~ (ubix. max…ˆ-Ta `Toxi~, Sdr. qarT. maxaT-i(?))~ s.-
daG. *maxmaxmaxmax- `rkina; margaliti~ (xunZ. max´, lak. max, darg. mex º 
mirh º mih `rkina~, lezg. xaT, ruT. xad-bˆ `margaliti, krialosa-
ni)~. 

saerTokavkasiuri eTnikuri da enobrivi erTobis epoqaSi 
pirvelad imoseba kavkasieli adamiani, amitomac samoselTan dakav-
Sirebuli leqsikac mravalferovani Cans. 

(1) s.-qarTv. *kkkk…………arTarTarTarT- `samoseli, nifxavi~ (Zv. qarT. k…arT-i, 

zan. kurT-a `nifxavi~) ~ s.-nax. *kkkk‰‰‰‰dddd- *kkkk…………adadadad- `qsovili~ (iCq. k‰di, 

ing. kad-– `qsovili~) ~ s.-sind. *kaTkaTkaTkaT-a `bade~ (afx. a-kaT-a, abaz. 

kaT-a `bade~) ~ s.-daG. *gorgorgorgorTTTT-/*gurgurgurgurTTTT- `perangi, kaba~ (xunZ. gor-
de, and. gurd-o, kar. gord-i, did. ged, xvarS. gud `perangi~, 
lak. q´urT´u `jaketi~, darg. q´urT´-e.., aG. q´urT, wax. gurT `pe-
rangi~...); 

(2) s.-qarTv. *ƒƒƒƒamamamam- `fexsacmeli; tKavi~ (qarT. ƒam-l-i, u-ƒam-

ur-i, ƒam-ier-i, svan. ƒam-ˆr º ƒem-ur `tKavi~) ~ s.-nax. *ƒƒƒƒanananan- 

`cxvris tKavi (qurqi)~ (iCq. ƒa-ƒan, ing. ƒa-ƒ–, bacb. ƒa-ƒan) ~ s.-
sind. *ƒƒƒƒamamamamˆ̂̂̂ `qurqi, tKavi~ (afx. a-xamˆ, abaz. ƒamˆ `qurqi~, ubix. 

Txamˆ `tKavi~) ~ s.-daG. *xamxamxamxam- `qsovili~ (xunZ. x´am, axv. x´ani, kar. 
x´ame `qsovili~, lezg. xam, Tab. xam, aG. xam `tKavi~); 

(3) s.-qarTv. *qurcqurcqurcqurc- `qurqi, xalaTi~ (qarT. qurc-i → os. 

qˆrc, zan. qunC-i `xalaTi~ → gur. qvinC-i) ~ s.-nax. *qoCqoCqoCqoC- `peran-

gi~ (iCq. quoC, ing. qoC, bacb. qoC `perangi~) ~ s.-sind. *k½ay- `ka-
ba, perangi~ (afx. a-k½ay, abaz. k½ay `perangi, kaba~, ad. yayˆ 

←*k½ayˆ, Kab. ya¬ʾʾʾʾ ←*k½a¬ ʾʾʾʾ `grZeli kaba moxuci qalebisTvis~) ~ s.-
daG. *kaCkaCkaCkaC- `perangi; palto~ (xunZ. kaC, axv. kaCi, kar. kaCa `cxvris 
tKavis palto~, yam. k½aCi `perangi~.., did. kala-kaCkaCkaCkaC `grZeli 
tKavis palto~). 

aseve mdidaria Tavisi SedgenilobiT protokavkasielTa sa-
kvebi, samzareulo, kulinaria. Zireul leqsikaSi mravladaa dana-
wevrebul socialur urTierTobebTan dakavSirebuli uZvelesi 
semantemebi. fuZeenur masalaSi TavCenilia rwmena-warmodgeneb-
Tan, religiasTan da sxv. dakavSirebuli arqetipebi. 

saerTokavkasiuri erTobis daSlis daTariGeba SesaZlebeli 
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xdeba sxvadasxva enobriv monacemTa safuZvelze, romelTa Soris 
gadamwKveti argumentis Zalas iZens ganviTarebuli metalurgiis 
arseboba: ZiriTad liTonTa (oqro, vercxli, tKvia, spilenZi) aG-
mniSvneli fuZeebis povniereba saerTokavkasiur leqsikaSi imaze 
metKvelebs, rom pirvelKofili kavkasiuri sazogadoeba daiSala 
mxolod mas Semdgom, rac ganviTarda metalurgia. es ki ver mo-
xdeboda uadres Cv. w. aG.-mde meeqvse aTaswleulisa. 

M. C h u k h u a  (Tbilisi) 

Proto-Caucassian Culture According to 
Language  Data 

Reconstruction of a semantic vocabulary of the Pre-Caucasian language 

gives us opportunity to have an exact idea on the developing level of those     

society's culture, which existed at the beginning of the 6th millenniun, B. C.. 

This ancient socium speaking a common Caucasian radical language was on a 

high level of development. The true data of linguistic paleontology as well as 

archeologic one clearly indicates to it. As it was turned out, a society of these ti-

mes carried out many-sided economic activity, which was reflected in the ob-

ject's world. 

On the basis of  studying the  paleoethnobotanical data it is cleared out, 

that agriculture was developed on the basis of aborigine plant and their domesti-

cation moves to the Neolithic  epoch. Thus, the names of many cultural plants 

are reconstructed on the common Caucasian level. 

In the Neolithic time the period of appropriative economic is ended and 

an important branch of productive econimic − cattle-herding is layed the foun-

dations. The vocabulary denoting a domestic animal (large cattle as well as 

small one) also occur in the common Caucasian radical language. 

In this period a Caucasian man begins to make a pottery vessel. Cottage in-

dustry is very developed, to which points the abundance of proto-types  denoting  

labour, fight and transport for the period of common Caucasian  language unity. 

For the first time in the period of the common Caucasian ethnic and    
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language unity a Caucasian man clothes and that is the reason why the cloth vo-

cabulary is varied. 

The composition of the Proto-Caucasians' food, culinary is rich. 

A large root vocabulary connected with disintegration of social relations 

occur in a basic vocabulary. 

The archetypes connected with faith, religion and others are manifested in 

a radical material. 

Dating of the disintergrating the  common Caucasian language unity is 

possible on the basis of different data, among which existing of developed  me-

tallurgy has a decisive  argument: existing of the stems denoting main metals 

(gold, silver, lead, copper) in the common Caucasian vocabulary speaks to the 

fact, that the primitive Caucasian society was disintergrated after that, when me-

tallurgy had been developed. This could not take place earlier then in the 6th 

millennium, B.C. 

m. c i s k a r i S v i l i,  m. C a C a n i Z e  (Tbilisi) 

naxuri `dok~ da qarTuli `guli~ leqsemaTa Semcveli 
kompozitebis DSedarebiTi analizi 

dok `guli~ leqsema wova-TuSur-qarTul-rusuli leqsi-

konis (d. qadagiZe, n. qadagiZe) mixedviT gamoiyeneba rogorc:  
1. organo: dok deT´́́́la `guli feTqavs~; 

2. raimes nawili, guli: gagne¹¹¹¹ dok `kvercxis guli~; 

3. rTuli fuZis, kompozitis nawili: dok arWi¹¹¹¹ `gulSavi~. 

wovaTuSurSi gamoiyofa dok `guli~ leqsemis Semcveli 

Semdegi struqturis kompozitebi: 

1. arsebiTi + arsebiTi: arsebiTi saxeli dok `guli~ dair-

Tavs arsebiT saxels. 

wovaTuSuri: daki¹¹¹¹larki `gulisyuri, mexsiereba, gulis-

xmiereba~: daki¹<dok `guli~; daki¹ (i¹-naT. br. niS.), lark `yu-

ri~. Sdr.: 
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qarTuli: gulisyuri `yuradReba, interesi, gulisxmi-

ereba~: gulis (naT. br.), yuri (sax. brunva), gulis+yuri. 

qisturi: duoglerg `gulisyuri~ deglerg<deginlerg  

2. arsebiTi + zedsarTavi : arsebiTi saxeli dok `guli~ da-

irTavs zedsarTav saxels. 

wova-TuSuri: dokdaÃ´́́́o¹¹¹¹ `didgula, zviadi~: 

dok `guli~(sax. br. fuZe), daÃ´o¹ `didi~ (zedsarTavi); Sdr: 

qarTuli: guldidi, igivea rac didguli, guldidobs `ampar-

tavnobs~, gulzviadi `ampartavani, didguli~, gul+didi; 

qisturi: d…………ogdoÃ´́́́a `gulzviadi~: d…og `guli~ (fuZe), 

doÃ´a¹ `didi~ (zedsarTavi saxeli); 

wova-TuSuri: dokW„„„„aRo¹¹¹¹ `magari~: dok `guli~ (sax. br., 

fuZe), W„aRo¹ `magari~ (zedsarTavi sax); 

qarTuli: gulmagari `mxne, uSiSari, gautexeli~: gul 

(fuZe), magari (zedsarTavi) → gul+magari;  

qisturi: d…………ogW„„„„oRa `gulmagari~: duog~guli~ (sax. 

brunva); W„oRa¹ `magari~(zedsarTavi saxeli). 

3. arsebiTi saxeli + mimReoba: arsebiTi saxeli dok 

`guli~ dairTavs mimReobas. 

wovaTuSuri: dokd‰‰‰‰kin `guldamwvari~: dok `guli ~(fu-

Ze); dak‹n `damwvari~ ← d‰kar `dawva~. 

qarTuli: guldamwvari `guldaTuTquli, gamwarebuli~ 

(gul+damwvari). 

qisturi: d…………ogdŠŠŠŠgi¹¹¹¹ `guldamwvari~: d…og `guli~, d‰gar 

`dawva~. 

wova-TuSuri: dokd‰‰‰‰stin `gulgaxsnili~: dok `guli~ 

(sax. br., fuZe); dastin<dastar `gaxsna~ 

qisturi: d…………ogdŠŠŠŠsTin `gulgaxsnili~: d…og `guli~, des-

Tin<d‰sTa `gaxsna~. 

qarTuli: gulgaxsnili `gulRia, gulwrfeli, gulgaS-

lili~(gul+gaxsnili). 



 470 

gamoiyofa iseTi qarTuli kompozitebi, romelTa zusti 

Sesatyvisebi wovaTuSursa da qisturSi ar iZebneba da, pir-

iqiT, iseTi naxuri kompozitebi, romelTac qarTulSi adekva-

turi rTulfuZiani sityvebi ar moepoveba. 

 

M. T s i s k a r i s h v i l i, M. C h a c h a n i d z e  (Tbilisi) 

Comparative Analysis of the Composites Containing 
the Nakh ''dok'' and Georgian ''guli'' Lexemes 

According to Tsova-Tushian-Georgian-Russian Dictionary (D. Kadagid-

ze, N. Kadagidze) the lexeme dok ''heart  '' is used as: 

1. Organ: dok detala   ''the heart is beating'' 

2. The part of something, the core: gagnen dok  ''the yolk''     

3. The part of the complex stem, composite: dok  ’aryi n  ''an evil person'' 

The following structural composites containing the lexeme dok ''heart''  is 

observed in Tsova-Tushian: 

1. noun+noun: the noun  dok ''heart'' adds a noun: 

Tsova-Tushian: dakin larki  ''attention, memory, sensitiveness'' daki (pos-

sessive case), in (a marker of possessive case); 

Georgian: gulisq,uri  ''attention, interest, sensitiveness''; 

Kist language: duoglerg ''attention'' deglerg < deginlerg; 

2. noun+adjective : noun dok "heart" adds an adjective. 

Tsova-Tushian: dokdaq´on "arrogant", dok (nominative case), daqon     

(adjective); 

Georgian: guldidi is the same as didguli "arrogant" 

                 guldidobs "is arrogant", ampartavani "is proud of"; 

Kist language: dwogdoqa "is arrogant" dwog (nominative case) doqa  

(adjective); 

Tsova-Tushian: dokčჵჵჵჵaγon “brave" dok (Nominative case) 

                       ččččჵჵჵჵaγaγaγaγon ''hard''(adjective); 
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Georgian: gulmagari "brave. bold"; 

Kist Language: dûûûûogččččჵჵჵჵoγa " brave" 

                       dwog "heart" (nominative case) ččččჵჵჵჵoγγγγan "hard" (adjective); 

3. noun + participle: noun dok "heart" adds participle: 

Tsova-Tushuian: dokdakin "sorrowful" dok "heart" (nominative case)  

                         dakinŏ " sorrowful", dakar "burn"; 

Georgian: guldamcvari "sorrowful", "grieved" (gul+damwvari); 

Kist language: dwogdēgin "sorrowful"  dwog "heart"  degar "burn"; 

Tsova-Tushian:dokdāstin "frank", dok "heart" (nominative case, stem) 

dastinŏ < dastar "open". 

Kist language: dwogdēstin “frank”  dwog "heart"   destino < desta "open" 

Georgian: gulgaxsnili "frank", (gul+gaxsnili) 

We distinguish such  Georgian composites which have no exact equiva-

lents in Tsova-Tushian and Kist languages and such Nach composites which  

have no adequate complex-stemed  words in Georgian. 

p. c x a d a i a  (Tbilisi) 

warmarTuli nomenklatura kolxeTis toponimiaSi 
(samegrelo-samurzayanos mikrotoponimiis mixedviT)  
         

samegrelo-samurzayanos toponimiaSi gvxvdeba qarTve-

luri da araqarTveluri leqsikuri erTeulebi, romlebic 

warmoadgenen RvTaebaTa da wmindanTa saxelebs, gamoxataven 

sxvadasxva religiur rwmena-warmodgenebsa da  ritualebs. 

ra Tqma unda, megrul-lazuric, rogorc mimRebi ena, mimar-

Tavs fonetikur-gramatikuli adaptirebisa da semantikuri 

ekvivalentis gamonaxvis meTods. 

qarTvelTa warmarTul (qristianobamdel) rwmena-warmo-

dgenebSi mniSvnelovani adgili ekava Zvel iranul RvTaeba 

miTras (somxurSi _ Mihr "mihr"). miTraizmi meoTxe-mesame aTas-
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wleulebSi warmoiqmna da gabatonda iranSi, farTod gavr-

celda berZnul-romaul samyaroSi, SemoaRwia somxeTsa da 

saqarTveloSic. somxeTSi 150-ze met anTroponimsa da topo-

nimSi aRmoCnda Teonimi mihr (Мифологический словарь, 1990, 363). 

miTraizmis elementebi Tavs iCens dasavleT saqarTveloSic, 

kerZod, samegreloSi (mirsoba), guriaSi (moisaroba), svaneT-

Si (meásarob), raWa-leCxumSi. meisaroni(//misaroni), Tavis 

mxriv, wminda giorgis epiTetia: isari xom am wmindanis ganu-

yofeli atributia (makalaTia 1927;  quTaTelaZe 2006).  

miTraizmi Seerwya qristianobas. kerZod, mravalfunqci-

ian RvTaeba miTras (keTilTa mfarveli, daCagrulTa qomagi, 

samarTlianobisa da wesrigis damcveli...) Caenacvla  wminda 

giorgi (niniZe 1991). miTras kultis ritualis iseTi gamo-

vlena, rogoricaa mirsoba, meisaroba, jege-misaroni, mow-

mobs, rom warmarTul saqarTveloSi wminda giorgis wina-

morbedi RvTaebaa miTra, anu mirsa. mas samegreloSi  swirav-

dnen "omirse" Rors (yifSiZe 1994). 

gasarkvevi rCeba erTi RvTaebis ori msgavsi saxelis _ 

miTrasa da mirsas _ urTierTmimarTeba. Tuki gairkveva mi-

Tra//mihr-is misrad gadaqcevis fonetikuri meqanizmi,  maSin 

saqme advilad mogvardeba, radganac, megruli fonotaqtikis 

Sesabamisad, misra � mirsa (Sdr.:  qarT sriali � megr. rsia-

li; qarT. sruli � megr. rsuli; qarT. sasroli � megr. sa-

rsoli...). mirsoba igivea, rac misaronoba. 

qvemoT dasaxelebulia samegrelo-samurzayanoSi miTra-

izmis kultis gadmonaSTis amsaxveli toponimuri masala:  

meisaroni _ borcvis saxelebi soflebSi _ lesajaie, 

meore balda, godogani, salxino; vake-koncxi sof. did in-

CxurSi da sxv. 

meisaroni//meSqaroni _ borcvi, Rele meSqariis saTaves-

Tan (sof. lemiqave); 

m(e)isaroni//Te(T)rosani _ borcvi naeklesiariTa da sa-

saflaoTi (sof. p. JinoTa). TeTrosani TeTr cxenze amxedre-

buli wminda giorgia. 
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misaroni _ borcvi oxvameferdSi (sof. focxo), naekle-

siari jixirSi (sof. gejeTi), salocavi adgili safaCulioSi 

(sof. didi xorSi), naeklesiari borcvze, savekuoSi (sof. 

axuTi) da sxv. mr. 

misaroni//meisaroni _ borcvi (sof. fuqi-lexarCile). 

misaroni//misaronsuki _ dabali seri (sof. samesxio). 

misaroni//qejvaroba _ eklesia misaronkarSi. inf.: "aq es-

vena xati wminda giorgi jege-misaroni da aRdgomis mesame 

dRes, samSabaTs, tardeboda qejvaroba: Sengeliebi da zaran-

diebi, romlebic  qmnidnen 24 komls, klavdnen Rors morige-

obiT, e. i. TiToeul komls uwevda 24 weliwadSi erTxel... 

xorci iyofoda 24 nawilad da rigdeboda ojaxebSi" (sof. 

jixaSkari).  

misaronkari _ seri (sof. xamiskuri); ubani (sof. jixaS-

kari). 

misaronoxvame _ eklesia (sof. Zv. abaSa). 

misaronoxvame//wminda giorgi meisaroni _ eklesia misa-

ronis borcvze (sof. lemiqave). 

mirsoba//nirsoba _ borcvi, sadac aRiniSneboda mirso-

bis dResaswauli (sof. leRvinjile). 

mirsoba//nirsoba//mogonaSi _ borcvi, sadac idga TuTis 

xe, romelsac ewodeboda samirso. inf.: "aq modiodnen mirso-

ba dRes da RmerTs SesTxovdnen Zroxis dacva-gamravlebas" 

(sof. eweri, taleris Temi). 

omirse cxacxu _ cacxvis xe WubiSis serze. am xis Ziras 

sruldeboda mirsobis rituali (sof. zumi). 

samirso _ sakulto TuTis xe. ix. mirsoba// nirsoba// mo-

gonaSi. 

jege-misaroni _ 1. eklesia jegejinjis serze (sof. abas-

Tumani); 2. eklesia noqalaqevis cixis galavanSi (sof. jixa).  

rogorc cnobilia, jege-misaroni miTras erT-erTi gamovle-

naa dasavleT saqarTveloSi (makalaTia 1938). 

aguna mevenaxeoba-meRvineobis qarTuli warmarTuli 

RvTaebaa. saTanado rituali sruldeboda klarjeTSi, guri-
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aSi, samegreloSi, raWa-leCxumSi (qse, t. I, 76). gurul dia-

leqtSi aguna Rvinis RvTaebaa. saTanado rituali imarTebo-

da axali wlis saRamos. megrulSi agunas darTvia epiTeti 

jgiri, jgˆri "keTili, wminda" da miuRia forma jgˆ̂̂̂ragu-

na//jgeraguna. igi futkrisa da mefutkris RvTaebaa. j(g)ara-

guna//j(g)aragona darqmevia maRal kldes Walavanisa da za-

nis SesarTavTan. kldis napralSi ska budobs da zafxulis 

cxel dReebSi Tafli CamoiRvenTeba kidec. mosaxleobas sje-

ra, rom am kldeSi Taflisa da futkris RvTaeba mkvidrobs. 

sxva magaliTi: md. oCxomuris zemoTSi tye-wiflnars ewodeba 

jalagena//jalagona (sof. kurzus Semogareni). 

megrulSi gavrcelebuli sxva warmarTuli RvTaebebia: 

JiniSi "zenaari, uzenaesi", JiniS anTari "zeciuri anTari" da 

JiniSi orTa "zeciuri orTa". rogorc gairkva, samive es saxe-

li miemarTeba erTsa da imave polifunqciur uzenaes RvTa-

ebas,  Weqa-quxilisa da mexis gamgebels, adamianTa msajulsa 

da damsjels (abakelia 1999). qristianobis gavrcelebis Sem-

deg JiniSi gaigivebnul iqna wminda giorgisTan, romelsac 

Jini esqedasac uwodeben.  toponimiam Semogvinaxa: 

JiniS oxvameri  _ sakulto muxa gora esqedaze (sof. 

faxulani).  

JiniS oxvamuri _ cacxvi sajonjuos serze. am cacxvis 

Ziras jonjuebi asrulebdnen JiniS xvamas (sof. samelaio).  

JiniS gˆ̂̂̂Taxvamuri "zenas gamosalocavi" _ ZvelTaZveli 

muxa safarfalioSi. aq sruldeboda JiniS gˆ̂̂̂Toxvama (sof. 

naxingu). 

warmarTuli Cans RvTaeba kapuniac (m. Cuxua. qarT. kerp- 

: megr. kap-). kapunioba aRiniSneboda xuTSabaTs, yvelieris wi-

na kviras. sof. muxurSi, squrCis marcx. napiris dabal vake-

borcvs kapunia ewodeba. 

zemo samegreloSi mraval borcvsa da naeklesiars 

SemorCenia saxelebi: eskeda, esqeda, esqeta, isqeda, iskiada, 

isqiada, iskioda, isqioda... yvela am adgilas tardeboda is-

kiodoba, anu  zenaarisaTvis saqonlis dacvisa da gamravle-
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bis  xvewna-mudaris rituali. 

marTalia, komunisturi ideologiis 70-wliani wnexis 

Sedegad samegreloSi warmarTobis rwmena-warmodgenebis 

gamomxatveli ritualebi TiTqmis mieca daviwyebas, magram  

darCa "miwiszeda arqeologia" _ toponimia, rogorc dokume-

nturi dafiqsireba Cveni winaprebis warmarTuli rwmena-

warmodgenebisa.  

P. T s k h a d a i a  (Tbilisi) 

Pagan Nomenclature in Colchian Toponymy 
(according to Megrelian-Samurzaqan toponymy) 

The Kartvelian and non-Kartvelian lexical units are found in the Megrelian-

Samurzaqan toponymy. These lexical units are the names of deities and saints 

and express different religious faith and rituals. Needless to say, Megrelian-Laz, 

as a recipient language, uses an expressive method of phonetical, grammatical 

adaptation and semantic equivalent. 

The old Iranian deity Mithras  (in Armenian – Mihr ) had an important 

place in Georgian pagan (before Christianity) faith. Mithraism was created in 

the 4th-3rd millenniums and was predominated in Iran, it was widely spread in 

the Greek and Roman world, penetraited in Armenia and Georgia. The theonim 

Mihr  was found in more then 150 anthroponyms and toponyms in Armenia 

(Mythological dictionary, 1990). The elements of Mithraism are manifested in 

the Western Georgia, in particular, in Samegrelo (mirsoba), Guria (moisaro-

ba), Svan (mejsaroba), Racha-Lechkhum (meisaroni/misaroni), as for it, it is 

an epithet of Saint Giorgi: an arrow is an inseparable attribute of this Saint 

(Makalatia, 1927, Kutateladze, 2006). 

Mithraism was confluenced to Christianity, in particular, poly-functional 

deity Mithra (guardian of kind people, patron of dejected people, a defender of 

justness and discipline...) was  substituted by Saint Giorgi (Ninidze, 1991). 

Such demonstrating of the Mithra’s cult like mirsoba, meisaroba, jege-misa-

roni ,  testifies to the fact, that in pagan Georgia Mithra or Mirsa is a preliminary 
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deity of the Saint Giorgi. A pig (omirse) was sacrificed to it in Samegrelo (Qip-

shidze, 1994). 

Interrelation of two similar names – Mithra  and Mirsa , is remained to be 

investigated. If a phonetic mechanism of transforming of Mithra /Mihr  into 

Misra is clear, then the problem will be easily settled, as according to Megrelian 

phonotactics: misra → mirsa (cf.: Georg. sriali → Megr. rsiali : Georg. sruli  

→ Megr. rsuli ;  Georg. sasroli → Megr. sarsoli...); mirsoba is  the same as mi-

saronoba. 

The toponymic material reflecting the relect of Mitraism cult in Samegre-

lo-Samurzaqano is named below: 

Meisaroni _ names of a hill in the villages Lesajaie, Meore Balda, Godo-

gani, Salkhino, plain in the v. Didi Inchkhuri and so forth.  

Meisaroni/Meshkaroni – a hill, a little stream at the source of Meshkaria 

(v. Lemikave); 

M(e)isaroni/Te(t)rosani _ a hill with a former church and a graveyard 

(v. Patara Zhinoti), Tetrosani ‘mounted on a white steed’ is the Saint Giorgi. 

Misaroni  – a hill in Okhvameperdi (v. Potskho), a former church in Jik-

hiri (Gejecti), a place for prayers in Sapachulio (v. Didi Khorshi), a former 

church on a hill, in Savekuo (v. Akhuti) and forth. 

Misaroni /Meisaroni – a hill (v. Puki, Lekharchile) 

Misaroni  / Misaronsuki – a low hill (v. Sameskhio). 

Misaroni /Kejvaroba – a church in Misaronkari; inf.: “The icon of Saint 

Giorgi Jege-Misaroni was placed here and on the third day after the Easter, on 

Tuesday, Kejvaroba was hold. The Shengelias and the Zarandias, which were 

24 households, killed a pig in turn, i. e. once in 24 years for each household... 

The meat was divided into 24 parts and distributed in families” (v. Jikhashkari). 

Misaronkari  – a low hill (Khamiskuri), a district (v. Jikhashkari). 

Misaronokhvame – a church (v. Old Abasha). 

Misaronokhvame / Saint Giorgi Meisaroni – a church on a Misaroni 

hill (v. Lemikave). 

Mirsoba / Nirsoba – a hill, where the Mirsoba holiday was celebrated  

(v. Leghvihjile). 

Mirsoba / Nirsoba / Mogonashi – a hill, where a white mulberry tree 

was, which was called Samirso; inf.: “Here they used to come on the Mirsoba 

holiday and pray to deity for protecting and increasing in number their cows”. 
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(v. Etseri, Taleri conmunity). 

Omirse tsatsxu – a lime tree on a Tchubishi low hill. Under this tree 

Mirsoba ritual was held (v. Zumi). 

Samirso – a cult white mulberry tree (see Mirsoba / Mogonashi). 

Jege-Misaroni – a church on Jegejinji low hill (v. Abastumani). 

Aguna is the Georgian pagan deity of vineculture and viticulture. A spe-

cial ritual was observed in Klarjeti, Guria, Samegrelo, Racha-Lechkhumi (GSE, 

v. I). In the Gurian dialect Aguna is the wine deity. A special ritual was holding 

at the New Year evening. In Megrelian Jgiri, Jgəri  “ saint” was added to Agu-

na and the form  Jgəraguna / Jgeraguna was formed. It is the deity of a bee 

and bee-keeper. A high rock at the sources of Chalavani and Zana was named 

J(g)araguna / J(g)aragona. In the cleft of the rock there is a beehive and on 

the summer hot days even honey dripps. The population believes that the deity 

of a bee and honey lives in this rock. Other examples: the beech forest of upper 

of the river Ochkhomuri is called Jalagena/Jalagona (surroundigs of v. Kurzu). 

The other pagan deities spread in Megrelian are: žiniši “the supreme    

being, the supreme”,  žiniš antari “heavenly Antari” and žiniši orta “heavenly 

Orta”. As it is clear, these three names denote the same poly-functive supreme 

deity – the deity of thundering and lightning, the judge and punisher of human 

beings (Abakelia, 1999). After spreading the Christianity žiniši was identified 

with the Saint Giorgi, who was also called žini eskeda. The toponymy preser-

ved:  

žiniš oxvameri – a cult oak on the hill Eskeda (v. Pakhulani). 

žiniš oxvamuri – a lime tree on Sajonjuo low hill. At the foot of this tree 

the Jonjuas used to observed žiniš xvamas (v. Samelaio).  

žiniš gətaxvamuri  – “heaven prayers” – a very old oak in Saparpalio;  

žiniš gətoxvama (Nakhingu) was observed here. 

The deity Kapunia is seems to be pagan (M. Chukhua, Georg. kerpkerpkerpkerp- : 

Megr. kapkapkapkap-). The Kapuni  feast was celebrated on Thursday, a previous week of 

a butter week. In the village Mukhuri, a low-hill at the left bank of Skurchi is 

called KapuniaKapuniaKapuniaKapunia. 

In Upper Samegrelo the names of many hills and the places of former 

church are preserved: eskeda, esqeda, isqeda, iskiada, isqiada, iskioda, eskeda, esqeda, isqeda, iskiada, isqiada, iskioda, eskeda, esqeda, isqeda, iskiada, isqiada, iskioda, eskeda, esqeda, isqeda, iskiada, isqiada, iskioda, 

isqioda isqetaisqioda isqetaisqioda isqetaisqioda isqeta. At all these places iskiodobaiskiodobaiskiodobaiskiodoba or the ritual of prayers to the 

supreme for protecting and increasing in number the cattle is observed. 
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It is true, that as a result of seventy-years pressing of communistic 

ideology, in Samegrelo the ritual expressing pagan faith is almost forgotten, but 

a ‘above-ground archeology’ was remained – toponymy, as a documentary 

attesting of religious faith of our ancestors. 

r. W i k a Z e  ((((Telavi)  

monopredikatuli winadadebis struqturuli  

Taviseburebis Sesaxeb 

arnold Ciqobavam Tavis fundamentur naSromSi _ `mar-

tivi winadadebis problema qarTulSi~ _ daasabuTa, rom 

`qarTuli winadadebis sintaqsuri meqanizmi xasiaTdeba rigi 

TaviseburebebiT, rac arsebiTad ganasxvavebs mas evropis 

Zvel da axal enaTa winadadebis meqanizmisagan~. aRiarebu-

lia, rom winadadebis struqturas “aorganizebs” zmna-Semas-

meneli. martivi winadadebisaTvis damaxasiaTebelia erTi pre-

dikatuli erTeuli (monopredikatuloba, monostruqtura) 

[ak. daviTiani], amitom, bunebrivia, monopredikatul winadade-

baSi ramdeni erTgvari wevric unda iyos, ver Secvlis mis 

struqturasa da meqanizms. aseT winadadebaSi qvemdebare, pir-

dapiri damateba, iribi damateba TiTo iqneba Tu ramdenime... 

ubralo damateba, garemoeba Tu gansazRvreba TiTo iqneba 

Tu ramdenime, winadadebis agebulebaze gavlenas ver moaxdens. 

zemoTqmulis gaTvaliswinebiT marTebulad ar gvesaxeba 

erTgvarwevrebiani monopredikatuli winadadebis miCneva e. w. 

`Serwymul winadadebad~; aseTi struqtura,  faqtobrivad, 

monopredikatuli winadadebis gavrcobili saxea: 

dadga maZRari Semodgoma. 

tye, mindori da veli bibinebda. 

dRem daixura pirbade. 

xmlianma mterma ver wagvarTva Cveni miwa- 

wyali, Cveni qveyana. 
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Tbili dRe msubuqi niaviT ealerseboda moRimare  

gazafxuls. 

gauaTasdes sinaTle caze mzesa da mTvaresa.  

    tanze macvia Tbili qaTibi. 

  fiqrobs xmeli wifeli TavisTavze, warsulze,  

    awmyosa da   momavalze. 

TeTrad frialebs afra euli. 

cisa laJvardze moCanda igi TeTrad da aumRvrevlad. 

    mzis sxivebma oqros gvirgvini daadges 

        myinvarwvers. 

  irgvliv irwyveba tafobi vercxlisa da oqros  

        wyliTa. 

amgvarad, `martivi~ da `Serwymuli~ erTSemasmenliani 

winadadebebi savsebiT Tanabari aRnagobis struturuli er-

Teulebia da orive erTad kvalificirdeba rogorc monopre-

dikatuli winadadeba. 

R. T c h i k a d z e  (Telavi) 

On Structural Features of Mono-Predicative 
Sentences 

In his fundamental work “Problem of a Simple Sentence in Georgian”, 

Arnold Chikobava has proved that “the syntax mechanism of a sentence in Georgi-

an is characterized by a number of specific features, which makes Georgian signifi-

cantly different from sentence mechanisms of ancient and new European langu-

ages.” It’s well known that the structure of a sentence is organized by the verb-

predicate. One predicate is characteristic for  simple sentences (mono-predicati-

vity,  mono-structure) [Ak. Davitiani], hence, no matter how many parts of the 

sentence of the same function are there in a mono-predicative sentence,  they 

will not be able to change its structure and mechanism. Whether we have one or 

several subjects, direct objects, indirect objects, or one or several simple ob-
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jects, adverbs or attributes in such sentences, this will not be able to affect the 

structure of a sentence.  

Taking the above mentioned into consideration, considering a mono-pre-

dicative sentence with homogeneous parts of the sentence  as a so called “com-

pound sentence” can not be justified; such a structure is, actually, an extended 

form of a mono-predicative sentence: 

dadga maӡγari shemodgoma. 

 tq ,e, mindori  da veli bibindeba. 

 dγem daixura pirbade. 

  xmlianma mterma ver cagvartva čveni mic a-cq,ali, chveni  

             kveq,,ana. 

tbili dγe msubuki niavit ealerseboda momγimare gazapxuls.  

 gauatasdes sinatle caze mzesa da mtvaresa. 

  t anze macvia tbili katibi. 

  piqkrobs xmeli cipeli tavistavze, carsulze, acmq,osa da  

                          momavalze. 

 tetrad prialebs afpra euli.  

 cisa lažvardze močanda igi tetrad da aumγvrevlad.  

  mzis sxivebma okros gvirgvini daadges mq?invarcvers.  

  irgvliv irc q?veba tapobi vercxlisa da okros cq?lita. 

Hence, “simple” and “compound” sentences with a single predicate are 

structural units of the same structure, and both should be classified as mono-

predicative sentences.   

al. W i n W a r a u l i  (Tbilisi)  

`vefxistyaosnis“ avtoris sadaurobis 
sakiTxisaTvis 

1. avtori eyrdnoba akad. arn. Ciqobavas debulebas: 

`rogorc wesi, literaturul nawarmoebebSi Tavs iCens 

xolme dialeqturi movlenebi im kuTxisa, romlis mkvidric 
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avtoria~  da ganixilavs Zvel qarTul werilobiT Zeglebsa, 

`vefxistyaosansa“ da aRmosavleT saqarTvelos barisa da 

mTis dialeqtebSi [herulSi (resp. ingilourSi), qiziyurSi, ka-

xurSi, qarTlurSi, TuSurSi, fSaurSi, xevsurulSi, mTiu-

lur-gudamayrulSi da moxeurSi] dadasturebul xmabaZviT 

xvret-s zmnas da mkvlevarTa mier amis Sesatyvisad miCneul 

Wanur o-xlipu, svanur li-xvlipi-sa da megrul xupua-s. Zve-

li qarTuli werilobiTi Zeglebis mxolod erTaderT kon-

teqstSi aRmoCnda am xmabaZviTi zmnis ori forma: `xureta 

xvrepa `[moavline daÁ Cemi Tamar da] zeda madges, m a x u -

r e td e s me da iqmodis Cem winaSe s a x ur et els a. 

`vefxistyaosanSi“ bare Svidjer aris es zmna naxmari 

nair-nairi formebiT: Tqva: cocxal var? sawuTroman awca 

Cemni sisxlni xvritna“; `vaÁ, sofelo uxanoo, rad zi sisxl-

Ta CemTa xvretad?!“; ityvis; ver gaZRa sofeli, vaÁ, sisxlTa 

CemTa xvretiTa“; `mkurnamanca vera hkurnos Tavisisa sisxlis 

mxvretsa“; `iqiT da aqiT momisxdes, maxvrites saxvretelia“; 

netarZi vin sisxli misi Semaxvrita erTi Tasi“. 

2. avtors miaCnia, rom xupua Sesatyvisia qarTuli xapva 

(xapavs) zmnisa, rac Rvinisa da wylis WurWels, sasmis xap-s 

anu orSimos ukavSirdeba da danarCen ZirebTan araferi aqvs 

saerTo. 

3. avtoris azriT, moxda kanonzomieri enobrivi movle-

na: rodesac enam Sewyvita Ã (Ãar) bgeris xmareba da misi ad-

gili x (xan) bgeram daiWira, x v r e ts  f ic ar s da x vr e t s  

r Z e s omonimebad warmoCnda. saliterturo enam aarida Tavi 

`garTulebas“ da xvrep- Ziri daamkvidra, xolo xvret- Ziri 

CaiTvala dialeqturad. 

4. `vefxistyaosnisa“ da ingilouri dialeqtis axlad mi-

kvleuli saziaro enobrivi movlenebis safuZvelze avtors 

mtkiced sjera, rom genialuri poemis avtori hereTis mkvid-

ri brZandeboda. 

5. amis damamtkicebel argumentebs avtori uaxloes mo-

mavalSi gamoaqveynebs. 



 482 

Al. T c h i n t c h a r a u l i (Tbilisi) 

Towards the Question of Origination of the Author of  
“The Knight in the Panther’s Skin” 

1. The author bases on Acad. Arn. Chikobava’s proposition: “As a rule, in a 

literary works a dialectal influence of that part, where an author was born, is revea-

led” (Arn. Chikobava, 1938, 2007) and discusses an onomatopoetic xvreṭṭṭṭ verb evi-

denced in the old Georgian written sources, “The knight in the panther’s skin” and 

in the mountainous and valley dialects of the western Georgia [in Heri (resp.    

Ingilo), Kiziqian, Kakhetian, Kartlian, Tushian, Pshavian, Khevsurian, Mtiuli-

an-Gudamaqrian and Mokhevian] and Tchan o-xliuuuu, Svan li-xvli i and Megrelian 

xuua considered to be its correspondences by researchers (O. Kajaia, 2002). 

2. The author considers that xuxuxuxuuauauaua is connected with a drinking vessel 

xu or a long-handled wine ladle and it has no common with other roots. 

3. To the author’s view a root xvreṭṭṭṭ- was considered dialectal and was 

not used in the literary language, when x sound occured on the place of q sound, 

when xvreṭṭṭṭs picars and xvreṭṭṭṭs rӡӡӡӡes became awkwards. 

4. On the basis of newly researched shared language phenomena of “The 

knight in the panther’s skin” and Ingilo dialects, the author is decisively sure, 

that the author of a genius poem was an inhabitant of Hereti. 

5. The author will publish the supporting arguments of these supposes in 

the very near future. 

z. W u m b u r i Z e  (Tbilisi)  

ebrauli leqsikis kvali qarTul toponimiaSi 

Zveli palestinis mkvidri, semituri modgmis xalxi, 

romlis erTi nawili 2600 wlis winaT Semoexizna saqarTve-

los da aq pova Tavisi meore samSoblo, qarTulad aRiniSne-
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ba ramdenime eTnikuri terminiT: ebraeli, israeli, uria, ye-

veri//yiuri... maT Soris gansakuTrebiT gavrcelebulia da 

qarTuli samwerlo enis istoriis mTel manZilze gvxvdeba 

ori: ebraeli da uria. amaTgan ebraels bolomde SerCa misi 

Cveulebrivi, eTnonimuri Sinaarsi, uriam ki mogviano xanebSi 

damamcirebeli elferi SeiZina. 

qarTul toponimebSi ZiriTadad gavrcelebuli iyo uri-

as fuZidan nawarmoebi formebi: uria (saguramoSi), uriaebi 

(samcxeSi), nauriali (saCxeris axlos), uriaTubani (kaxeTSi, 

amJamindeli vazisubani), uriakari (banZis axlos, martvilis 

r.), uriayana (nigvznaraSi, onis axlos) da sxva. am toponime-

bis umetesoba amJamad ukve gamqralia.  

qarTul toponimebSi dRemde SemorCenilia nakvalevi eb-

rael ltolvilTa pirvandeli nakadisa, romelic albaT 

TviTonve urCevda saxels maTTvis sacxovreblad gamoyofil 

adgilebs. aseTebia, magaliTad, xerki (“buzaveTi”) da zanavi 

(“kudi”, “bolo”) saguramos midamoebSi, oni (“Raribi”), krixi 

(“xrioki”) da sxvani.  

Z. C h u m b u r i d z e  (Tbilisi) 

Traces of Hebrew Vocabulary in Georgian 
Toponyms (Place Names) 

Residents of old Palestine people belonging to Semite tribes came to 

Georgia 2600 years ago and found here their second motherland. In Georgian 

these people are referred to by several ethnic terms: ebraeli, israeli, uria, 

q�eeri/q��iuri . Two of these terms which are widely-spread and attested throughout 

the history of literary Georgian, are: ebraeli and uria.  Ebraeli has retained its 

original ethnic meaning, but uria acquired a derogatory, insulting colouring la-

ter. 

In Georgian toponymic forms derived from the stem of the word uria 

were especially spread: uria, uriaebi , nauriali, – the place where the Jews li-

ved, uriatubani – a Jewish district, uriakari – a Jewish door, uriaqana – a  Je-
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wish field and others.  

In Georgian toponyms still retain the trace of the first stream of Jewish 

refugees, who themselves gave names to the places, designated for their     

dwelling; for example: xerki – place of fly, zanavi – a tail, oni – a poor person, 

krixi – a barren place.  

n. W u m b u r u Z e  (Tbilisi)  

mqoneblobisa da uqonlobis gamoxatvis nairsaxeobani 
qarTul saliteraturo enaSi 
 
 rogorc cnobilia, qarTul enas mdidari sityvawarmoe-

biTi SesaZleblobebi aqvs da saxelTa warmomqmneli afiqse-

bis mravalferovneba axasiaTebs. axal leqsikur erTeulTa 

mawarmoebel morfemebs enis ganviTarebis sxvadasxva etapze 

erTnairi funqciuri datvirTava da moxmarebis sfero ar 

hqoniaT. icvleba warmoqmnis modelebi, mawarmoebelTa gamo-

yenebis sixSire, produqtiuloba. 

 ama Tu im fuZesTan enis ganviTarebis sxvadasxva etap-

ze sxvadasxvagvari warmoeba gvxvdeba (Wir-ul-i – Wir-ian-i, 

orsarTul-ed-i – orsarTul-ian-i, u-Zil-i – u-Zin-ar-i. . .) ga-

rkveul periodSi dasturdeba paraleluri formebi (Tix-ian-

i/Tix-ier-i/Tix-ovan-i, iWv-ian-i/iWu-eul-i, u-urav-i/u-urv-el-i, 

u-Sur-i/u-Surv-el-i), gvaqvs fonetikurad gansxvavebuli vari-

antebi (sax-ier-i/sax-n-ier-i, frT-ovan-i/frT-oan-i, u-Sno-o/u-

Sno, u-Jam-ur-i/u-Jm-ur-i. . . )    

 sinqronul doneze ama Tu im fuZesTan sxvadasxva ma-

warmoeblis gamoyeneba zogjer sinonimur wyvils qmnis (u-

zust-o/ara-zust-i, u-marTebul-o/ara-marTebuli), zogjer ki 

semantikur sxvaobas iwvevs (frT-ian-i/frT-osan-i, xm-ian-i/xm-

osan-i, u-kac-o/ara-kac-i, u-sax-o/u-sax-ur-i. . .). semantikurad 

gansxvavebuli niuansis arsebobam am formebs Soris xeli Se-

uwyo orive variantis SenarCunebas. 
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mqoneblobisa da uqonlobis saxelTa warmoqmnis saSu-

alebebs da maT klasifikacias araerTi naSromi mieZRvna. mi-

uxedavad amisa, Zveli qarTuli enis leqsikonebis mixedviT 

Seqmnili monacemebis eleqtronuli baza SesaZleblobas iZ-

leva am mawarmoebelTa nairsaxeobani, gavrcelebuloba, six-

Sire ufro gamowvlilviT iqnes Seswavlili da karg saSuale-

bas warmoadgens TvalsazrisTa Sesajereblad da zogi mniSvne-

lobis (rogorc mawarmoeblis, ise fuZis) dasazusteblad. 

N. C h u m b u r i d z e  (Tbilisi) 

Diversity of the Nouns Expressing “Possession” 
and “Lack” in Literary Georgian 

It is well-known that Georgian language is rich in derivational affixes. 

These affixes had different functions and usage on different stage of the deve-

lopment of Georgian language. 

The article deals with diversity of the nouns expressing possession and 

lack throughout to the development of literary Georgian language. Besides it  

also reveals the change in frequency of derivational affixes, their productivity 

and derivational patterns.  

These diversities are clearly shown by electronic data based on old   

Georgian language dictionaries. With the help of these data it is possible to ma-

ke more exact the meaning of many derived nouns and summarize opinions 

about derived nouns and models of Georgian language.   
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r. W k a d u a  (Tbilisi)  

statikurobis gamoxatvisaTvis svanurSi 

dinamikuroba-statikurobas arn. Ciqobava qarTveluri 

zmnis erT-erT ZiriTad saklasifikacio erTeulad miiCnevs, 

xolo ak. SaniZe statikur zmnebs mxolod vnebiT gvarSi 

gamoyofs. 

svanuri enis zmnaTa dinamikuroba-statikurobis mixed-

viT klasifikacia mocemuli aqvs v. Tofurias; al. oniani 

statikurebSi aerTianebs -a alomorfian da nulovan-alomo-

rfian zmnaTa nawils; leta palmaitisis azriT, dinamikuro-

ba-statikurobis kategorias svanurSi ara aqvs morfologiu-

ri gamoxatuleba, Tumca statikurobis niSans (x-a-) mainc 

gamoyofs. 

svanur enaSi aSkarad SeiniSneba statikur zmnaTa grama-

tikulad gaformebis tendencia morfonologiuri modelebis 

(yalibebis) saxiT: 

1. x-a _ -a mag.: x-a-lfar-a `afaria~, x-a-bdav-a `abadia~.  

x-a-kvr-a `agdia~, x-a-k�nk…-a `kuntia~, x-a-Jx-a `hqvia~ da sxv. 

2. x-a- _ -∅∅∅∅ mag.: x-a-bid `asxia~, x-a-g�d `avalia~, x-a-giW 

`damagrebulia~, x-a-T…if `Caflulia~, x-a-k�f `swadia~. 

statikurTa sapirispirod gvaqvs dinamikuri vnebiTis 

formebi: 

x-a-Sk‰d-a `aWedia~ _ din. x-e-Sk’d-i `eWedeba~ 

x-a-WŒn-a `axvevia~ _ din. x-e-WŒn-i `exveva~ 

x-a-Wbid-a `amwyvdevia~ _ din. x-e-Wbid-i `emwyvdeva~ da sxv. 

 ganxilulma masalam gviCvena, rom svanur enaSi aSka-

rad SeiniSneba statikur zmnaTa gramatikuli gaformebis 

tendencia, Tumca amis realizeba jerjerobiT mxolod yali-

bebis saxiT xdeba; ar aris gamoricxuli enis ganviTarebis 

Semdgom etapze am yalibis romelime komponentma statikuro-

bis niSnis adgili daikavos. 
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R. T c h k a d u a  (Tbilisi) 

Towards Expressing the Statics in Svan 

Arn. Chikobava considers dynamic and static character as one of the     

basic classificatory units of a Kartvelian verb and Ak. Shanidze distinguishes 

the static verbs in a passive voice. 

V. Topuria gives the classification of the Svan verbs according to dyna-

mic and static character, Al. Oniani considers a part of verbs with -a allomorph 

and zero-allomorph, as static verbs. According to Leta Palmaitis’ view, category 

of  dynamic and static character in Svan has no morphological expression,     

though he distinguishes a static mark (x – a-). 

Tendency of the static verbs towards the grammaticalization in the form 

of morphological models is clearly noticeable in Svan: 

1. x – a- – -a, e. g.: x-a-lfar-a “It has a cover’, x-a-bdav-a “It has  ..”,  x-a-

kvr-a ‘It is dropped’, x-a-k�nk…-a ‘It is lame’, x-a-žx-a ‘It is named’ and others. 

2. x – a- – -∅∅∅∅, e. g.: x-a-bid ‘It grows’, x-a-g����d ‘He/she is obliged’, x-a-

giy ‘It is fixed’, x-a-T…if ‘It is burried’, x-a-k�f ‘He/she desires’. 

There are the forms of dynamic passive to the contrary of statics: 

Stat. x-a-šk‰d-a ‘It is hammered’ – dyn. x-e-škd-i ‘It is being hammered’. 

Stat. x-a-čōn-a ‘It is rolled’ – dyn. x-e-čōn-i ‘It is being rolled’. 

Stat. x-a-čbid-a ‘It is locked up’ – dyn. x-e-čbid-i ‘It is being locked up’ 

and others. 

Д.-А. А. Х а з а м о в  (Махачкала) 

Об одном  звукосоответствии между аварским и 
грузинским  языками  (къ // кI (кIв)  

    Установление закономерных звукосоответствий между ибе-
рийско-кавказскими языками (даже между языками одной группы, 

родство которых вне сомнения) является одной из актуальных проблем 
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иберийско-кавказского языкознания (А.С. Чикобава, И. Церцвадзе, Т.Е. 

Гудава, О. Кахадзе, Г.А. Климов, С.А. Старостин, С.М. Хайдаков, В. 

Алексеев). 
    Сопоставительный анализ лексики аварского и грузинского 

языков обнаруживает одну любопытную закономерность: в определенном 

количестве слов аварского и грузинского языков выявляются общие 
корневые элементы, а именно: ав. къ  - груз.кI(кIв) как в начале слова, так 
и в середине. 

   Примеры:   ав.    рукъи  «шов», букъизе  «шить», 

                    груз.   кIерва  «шить»; 

                     ав.       къунтI  «щепотка», «кусочек»; 

                 груз.    кIвнитIи //  кIвницIи «кусок», «кусочек» и др. 

D.-A. K h a z a m o v  (Makhachkala) 

Onnnn One Sound Correspondence Between Avar and 
Georgian Languages   ( //  ḳḳḳḳ(ḳv)) 

Finding out obligate sound correspondence among Ibero-Caucasian langua-

ges (even between two languages of the same group when there is no doubt in their 

relationship) is one of the topical problems of Ibero-Caucasian linguistics (A.S.Chi-

kobava, I.Tsertsvadze, T.E.Gudava, O.Kakhadze, G.A.Klimov, S.A.Starostin, 

S.M.Khaidakov, V.Alekseev). 

The comparative analysis of the Avar and Georgian vocabulary shows 

one interesting regularity: some common root elements in a definite quantity of 

Avar and Georgian words, that is: Av.  - Georg. ḳ (ḳv) at the beginning and in 

the middle of the word. 

For example: Av. rui “stitch”;  

                      Georg. ḳḳḳḳerva “stitch”;  

                      Av. ununununṭṭṭṭ; “pinch”, “piece”;  

                      Georg. ḳḳḳḳvniṭṭṭṭi // ḳḳḳḳvnii “pinch”, “piece” and others 
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М. М. Х а й б у л а е в а  (Махачкала) 

Ассимиляция и связанные с ней явления в сложных 
глаголах хунзахского диалекта аварского языка 

1. Звуковой состав хунзахского диалекта в основном такой же, что и 

у литературного языка. 
2. Прогрессивно-регрессивная ассимиляция согласных в хунзахском 

диалекте чаще всего встречается в сложных глаголах, состоящих из 
деепричастия прошедшего времени и вспомогательного глагола. В резуль-
тате влияния конечного -н деепричастия прошедшего времени  на губно-
губной -б, с которого начинается вспомогательный глагол, -н переходит в 
-м; последний уподобляет себе предшествующий сонорный -н. 

Например: бихьуму–гу – лит. бихьун буго –  «увидел, оказывается»; 

                   борцуму–гу – лит. борцун буго – «измерил». 

В хунзахском диалекте чаще употребляют форму: бихьуму– – лит. 
бихьун буго  – «увидел»; борцуму– – лит. борцун буго «измерил». Как 
видим,  во втором слоге вспомогательного глагола происходит выпадение 
-г  и в результате слияния уу дает долгую гласную - у–. В ободинском 

говоре наблюдается выпадение -м. Например: бихьу– – лит. бихьун буго; 
борцу– – лит. борцун буго. 

В сочетании гьавму– – лит. гьабун буго – «сделал» суффикс деепри-

частия прошедшего времени -ун выпадает, а инфиксальный показатель 
третьего грамматического класса б→в; вспомогательный глагол буго – 

«есть» представлен без частицы -го и префиксальный показатель 
грамматического класса б → м (буго → му). Этот факт отмечен Ш.И. 

Микаиловым, который пишет, что «по ряду диалектов, особенно по 
северным, в качестве вспомогательных глаголов-связок сначала выступали 

буго(у), гьечIо(у), гуро(у), у которых наблюдается тенденция к слиянию с 
основным глаголом и к превращению в модальную частицу» (Микаилов 
1964). 

3. В сложных глаголах, состоящих из деепричастия прошедшего 
времени (оканчивающегося на -н) и вспомогательного глагола во 
множественном числе (начинающегося на -р) получается сочетание -нр-, 
где -р ассимилируется с предыдущим сонорным -н. Например: хъвану–гу – 
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лит.  хъван руго – «написаны»; кIалъану–гу–лит.  кIалъан руго – 

«поговорили», «позвонили». Данная форма используется для уточнения, 
подтверждения действия. Однако более употребительна в речи форма, 
когда выпадает -г и уу →у: хъвану– – лит. хъван руго; кIалъану– – лит. 
кIалъан руго.  

В ободинском говоре хунзахского диалекта конечная согласная 
деепричастия выпадает, добавляется первый слог вспомогательного 
глагола -ру: хъвару– – лит. хъван руго ; калъару– – лит. калъан руго; 
кьижуру– – лит. кьижун руго. 

4. В сложных глаголах, образованных от причастия + вспомога-
тельный глагол также выпадает классный показатель б(бб→в): битIаравгу 
– лит.битIараб буго – «правдивое есть»; ччукIаравгу – лит. ччукIараб буго 
«сползший есть». 

В хунзахском диалекте в причастии авлийу – лит. абулеб буго 
«говорит», абулеб буго →  абуле (бб→в) у → абулеву→ав(в←б) улеу→ 

авлийуу. 
В танусинском говоре хунзахского диалекта в сочетании рачIи–ру – 

лит. рачIинел руго – «идем», «идут» во вспомогательном глаголе выпала 
частица -го, в глаголе – окончание -не, суффикс -л (показатель множест-
венного числа). 

M. K h a y b u l a e v a  (Makhachkala) 

Assimilation and Phenomena Related to it in Compound 
Verbs of Khunzakh Dialect of Avar Language 

1. Sound composition of Khunzakh dialect mainly the same, what at a li-

terary language. 

2. Progressive-retrogressive assimilation of consonants in a Khunzakh di-

alect more frequent than all meets in difficult verbs, consisting of verbal adverb 

of past tense and auxiliary verb. As a result of influencing of eventual -n verbal 

adverb of past tense  on bilabial -b, which an auxiliary verb is begun with, -n 
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passes in m; the last likens to itself preceding sonory -n. 

For example: biumuˉgu it is lit. biun bugo –  «saw, appears»; 

                      borcumuˉgu it is lit. borcun bugo – «measured». 

In a khunzakh dialect more frequent use a form: biumuˉ it is lit. biun 

bugo  – «saw»; borcumuˉ – lit. borcun bugo – "has measured". What see, in 

second slab auxiliary verb occurs the fallout -g and as a result of mergings uu    

gives the debt vowel -beside. The fallout exists in Oboda dialect -m. For instan-

ce: biu – – lit. biun bugo; borcuˉ – lit. borcun bugo. 

In combination of hawmuˉ it is lit. habun bugo – «did» the suffix of ver-

bal adverb of past tense of -un falls out, and infixal index of the third grammati-

cal class of b→w; auxiliary verb of bugo – «is» presented without the particle   

-go and prefix index of grammatical class b → m (bugo → mu). This fact is 

marked by Sh. I. Mikailov, which writes, that «on the row of dialects, especially 

on norths, as auxiliary verbs-copulas bugo(u) came forward at first, heo(u), 

guro(u), which have a tendency to confluence with a basic verb and to conver-

ting into a modal particle» (Mikailov, 1964, 81). 

In difficult verbs, consisting of verbal adverb of past tense (finished on    

-n) and auxiliary verb combination of -nr - turns out in a plural (beginning on    

-r ), where -r assimilates with previous sonornym   -n. For example: qwanuˉgu 

it is lit.  qwan rugo – «written»; ḳḳḳḳaanuˉgu – lit.  ḳḳḳḳaan rugo – «talked»,   

«called». This form is used for clarification, confirmation of action. However 

more widely-used form is in speech, when -г and uu falls out →u: qawanū  it 

is lit. qwan rugo; ḳḳḳḳaanuˉ it is lit. ḳḳḳḳaan rugo.       

In the Obod manner of speaking of Khunzakh dialect the eventual conso-

nant of verbal adverb falls out, the first syllable of auxiliary verb -ru is added: 

qwaruˉ it is lit. qwan rugo; ḳḳḳḳaaruˉ it is lit. ḳḳḳḳaan rugo; ṭṭṭṭ ´́́́ižuru ˉ it is lit.  

ṭṭṭṭ ´́́́ižun rugo. 

4. In difficult verbs, formed from a participle + an auxiliary verb also 

falls out class index b(bb→w): biṭṭṭṭarawgu – lit. biṭṭṭṭarab bugo – the «truthful 
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is»; uḳḳḳḳarawgu is lit. uḳḳḳḳarab bugo «slipping down is». 

In a Khunzakh dialect in the participle of awlijuu  is lit. abuleb bugo 

«talks», abuleb bugo→abule (bb→w)u → abulewu→aw(w←b) uleu→ awli-

juu .    

 In the Tanusi manner of speaking of Khunzakh dialect in combination of 

raiˉru  it is lit. rainel rugo – «go», «go» the particle of -go fell out in an auxi-

liary verb, in a verb is completion of -ne, suffix of -l (index of plural). 

Н. М. Х а й б у л а е в а  (Махачкала) 

Взаимодействие концепта цвета и семантики фразеологических 
единиц в художественных произведениях 

В современной лингвистике значительное развитие получили такие 
направления, как когнитивная лингвистика, психолингвистика, лингво-
культурология, позволяющие решать круг проблем, связанных с хране-
нием в языке и использованием в речи целого спектра знаний: социальных 
и индивидуальных, лингвистических и экстралингвистических.  

ФЕ, отражая в своей семантике длительный процесс развития 
культуры народа, выражают своеобразие народа и потому представляют 
собой ценнейший источник знаний об особенностях концептуализации 

мира, в том числе цветового пространства, в сознании носителей того или 

иного языка.  
До настоящего времени в дагестанском языкознании не исследован 

фразеологический состав произведений ни одного из представителей 

аварских поэтов и писателей. Поэтому представляется интересным 

исследование индивидуально-авторских, творческих модификаций фразе-
ологических единиц, содержащих структурно-семантический компонент 
цвета.  Рассмотрение взаимодействия концепта «цвет» и семантики 

фразеологических единиц даёт возможность выявить как универсальные, 
так и идиоэтнические черты такого взаимодействия,  позволит восста-
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новить сложную и разнообразную систему смысловых трансформаций, 

которые отражали соответствующую той или иной эпохе цветовое 
видение мира, а также реконструировать мировоззренческую систему в 
целом. 

Материалом для данного исследования послужили произведения 
аварских поэтов-романтиков XIX века: Магомедбека из Гергебиля (1836 – 

1912), Магомеда из Чиркея (1846 – 1926), Курбана из Инхело (1849 – 

1934), Чанка из Батлаича (1866 – 1909), Магомеда из Тлоха (1868 – 1941), 

Махмуда из Кахабросо (1873 – 1919).  

Писатели, так или иначе, используют в своей практике устойчивые 
выражения. В одних случаях это прямое следование источнику, из 
которого черпаются фразеологические средства, в других модификациях 
общеизвестных изречений –  их перефразировка. 

Проведенный анализ соматических единиц с лексемой «белый», 

«черный» подвел нас к следующим заключениям: 

1. Наиболее часто ФЕ с компонентом «цвет», а также нюансы 

«белого» служат в авторской речи для обозначения старости, конца жизни: 

бетIералда гIазу базе  (букв. «на голову снег выпасть») – поседеть, 
постареть;  чараб бетIер (букв. «пестрая голова») – седая голова, мудрая 
голова; бетIер хъахIлъизе» (букв. «голова побелеть») – стареть; саву 
ккараб бетIер (букв. «голова, покрытая инеем») – седая голова.  

Довольно часто устойчивые сочетания: «белый волос», «враг, 
одетый в белое», «белый хан», «белая армия» употребляются поэтами в 
смысловых реминисценциях о скоротечности жизни, неумолимости 

смерти.  

2. ФЕ с компонентом «белый» служат для передачи психологи-

ческого состояния, как физиологический результат перенесенных пережи-

ваний и страданий: БетIер хъахI гьабизе (букв. «голову делать белой») – 

страдать.  
3. Определенное место во фразеологическом фонде занимают 

фразеологические единицы, характеризующие индивидуумы или   группы   

людей   по   различным   качествам: кверал хъахIав (букв. «руки белые») – 

белоручка, лодырь, лентяй. 

ФЕ с компонентом «черный» служат для характеристики зависти, 

злобы, подлости: Бер чIегIерлъи (букв. «чернота глаз») – зависть, 
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недолюбливание; РакI чIегIераб (букв. «черное сердце») – завистливые, 
иметь черную зависть; РакI чIегIерлъи (букв. «чернота сердца») – 

недоброжелательность, зависть. 
Семантика ФЕ с компонентом «черный» служит для обозначения 

трагических испытаний, выпавших на долю человека или ожидаемых: 
ЧIегIераб къо чIела дур бетIералда (букв. «черный день встанет над твоей 

головой») – черный день придет на твою голову, станет тебе очень плохо, 
наступят черные дни; ЧIегIер бан бугеб ракI (букв. «сердце в трауре, 
сердце в черном») – быть в трауре, быть в печали; страдать.   

ФЕ со структурно-семантическим компонентом цвета служат, таким 

образом, не столько для обозначения того или иного цветового 
пространства, сколько для передачи разнообразных связей и отношений 

человека с миром. В подавляющем большинстве случаев концепт цвета 
«растворяется» в семантике ФЕ. 

N. K h a y b u l a e v a  (Makhachkala) 

Cooperation of Concept of Color and Semantics of 
Phraseological   Units  in Artistic Works 

In modern linguistics considerable development was got by such directions, 

as cognitive linguistics, psycholinguistic, linguo-culturology, allowing to decide the 

circle of problems, related to storage in a language and use in speech of whole  

spectrum of knowledges: social and individual, linguistic and extra linguistics. 

PU, reflecting in its semantics long process of development of culture of 

people in the semantics, express originality of people and that is why are the 

most valuable source of knowledge’s about the features of conceptualization of 

the world, including colour space, in consciousness of transmitters of one or 

another language. 

To the present tense in Daghestanian linguistics phraseological composition 

of works is not explored none of representatives of Avar poets and writers. Therefo-

re research of modifications of individually-authors, creative of phraseological 

units, containing the structurally-semantic component of color is interesting. So in-



 495 

troduces the interesting study individually-author's, creative modification of the 

phraseological units, containing structured-semantic component of the color.  Con-

sideration of the interaction concept  "colour" and semanticses of the phraseological 

units enables to reveal as universal, so and    idioethnic of the line of such interacti-

on, will allow to restore complex and varied system semantic transformation, 

which reflected corresponding to one or another epoch color vision world, as 

well as reconstruct world outlook system as a whole. 

For this research works of Avar poets-romanticisms of XIX c. served  

material: Magomedbek from Gergebil (1836 – 1912), Magomed from Chirkey 

(1846 – 1926), Kurban from Inkhelo (1849 – 1934), Chanka from Batlaich 

(1866 – 1909), Magomed from Tlokh (1868 – 1941), Makhmud from Kakhab-

roso (1873 – 1919). 

Writers, so or differently, use steady expressions in the practice. In one 

cases it the direct following a source which phraseological facilities are ladled 

from, in other modifications of the well-known saying is  their paraphrase. 

The conducted analysis of somatic units with a lexeme  «white», «black» 

brought us to the followings conclusions: 

1. Most often FE with component "color", as well as nuances "white" ser-

ves in author's speech for indication of old age, the end to lifes: beṭṭṭṭeralda ωazu 

baze (the letters. "on head snow to fall out") – turn gray, get old;  čarab beṭṭṭṭer 

(the letters. "making colorful head") – a grey head, being clever head; beṭṭṭṭer 

qaize (the letters. "head to turn white") – get old; sawu arab beṭṭṭṭer (the let-

ters. "head, coverring инеем") – a grey head.  

Pretty often steady combinations: «white hair», «enemy, dressed in    

white», «white khan», «white army» used poets in semantic reminiscences   

about life, inexorability of death. 

2. PU with component "white" serves for issue of the psychological con-

dition, as physiological result of the carried sufferingses and sufferings: beṭṭṭṭer 

qa habize (the letters. "head to do white") – suffer.  

3. The Certain place in phraseological fund occupy the phraseological 

units, characterizing individuals or groups of the people on different quality: 

kweral qaaw  (the letters. "hands white") – a softie, duffer, slacker. 

PU with component "black" serves for feature of envy, malices, dirty 

tricks: ber čeωeri (the letters. "blackness eye") – envy, have no special liking; 
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raḳḳḳḳ eωerab (the letters. "black heart") – envious, have turn black envy; raḳḳḳḳ 

eωeri (the letters. "blackness heart") – hostility, envy. 

Semantics of PU with a component the «black» serves for denotation of    

tragic tests, falling to the lot man or expected: eωerab o ela dur beṭṭṭṭeralda 

(letters. «a black day will get up above your head») – a black day will come on 

your head, will become you very badly, black days will come; eωer ban      

bugeb raḳḳḳḳ (letters. «heart in mourning, heart in black») – to be in mourning, be 

in sorrow; to suffer. 

PU with the structurally-semantic component of color serve, thus, not so 

much for denotation of one or another colour space, how many for the transmission 

of various connections and relations of man with the world. In swingeing      

majority of cases concept of color «dissolves» in semantics PU. 

А. И. Х а л и д о в  (Грозный) 

Типологический аспект вопроса о «множественности 
конструкций предложения» в нахских языках  

На наш взгляд, мало оснований считать, что в чеченском и других 
иберийско-кавказских языках с помощью датива, генитива и локатива 
выражается именно грамматический субъект. Следовательно, само 
выделение «аффективных конструкций» может быть оспорено. 

«Аффективные конструкции предложения» могут быть интерпре-
тированы иначе, чем это принято в грамматической традиции. Если 

рассматривать их как предложения, в которых, например, датив выражает 
не просто субъект, но субъект грамматический, то в этом контексте 
логично рассматривать не только такие, как чеч. Суна дика хаьа иза, 

Суна сингаттаме ду кху чохь. Они немногим отличаются от немецких 
типа Mich  hungert «Мне голодно», Mir ist kalt  «Мне холодно», 

признаваемых безличными. Конечно, если рассматривать их с точки 

зрения «номинативного» и «неноминативного» выражения граммати-

ческого субъекта, как, например, у Г. Хельбига (Helbig 1978), датив 
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должен быть признан грамматическим субъектом, но субъектом чего – 

сингаттаме ду?  

Неноминативное выражение грамматического субъекта в номина-
тивных германских языках – это только разделяемое не большинством 

германистов мнение Г. Хельбига, причем в немецком языке есть 
параллельные конструкции с «формальным» грамматическим субъектом (ср. 
Mir hungert  «Мне голодно» – Es hungert mich букв. «Это (нечто) голодит 
меня», Ich habe Hunger «Я имею голод» и Ich hungere «Я голодаю»). Но 
если нет оснований выделять грамматический субъект в «аффективных 
конструкциях», где у глагола или предикатива только один актант, откуда 
взялись основания считать грамматическим субъектом датив в предложениях, 
где есть и другой актант, причем в номинативе (абсолютиве?): КIантана йоI 

еза «Мальчик/юноша девочку/девушку любит»? 

В принципе понятно, почему языковеды убеждены, что «в нахских 

языках формы подлежащего могут быть выражены в именительном, 

эргативном, дательном, родительном, локативном падежах» (Дешериев 
1963): каждый из этих падежей в соответствующей позиции может быть 
субъектом действия или состояния. Но возможность подобного 
употребления датива, генитива, локатива в чеченском и других иберийско-
кавказских языках не является чем-то особенным, уникальным, чего бы не 
было в других языках. Например, такие конструкции предложения 
встречаются в новоиндоарийских языках (бенгали, ория, ассамский и др.), 
однако в них и других они не выделяются как грамматически субъектные 
подлежащные. В немецком языке мы находим достаточно много прямых 
(формальных и семантических) соответствий дативным и иным 

«конструкциям» чеченского языка: чеч. Суна хазахета хIара книга «Мне 
нравится // кажется красивой эта книга» (дательный субъекта – аффек-
тивный глагол – именительный…объекта?) – немецк. Mir gefällt dieses 

Buch (дательный субъекта – аффективный глагол – объектный аккузатив); 
чеч. Сан сагатдо цуьнан хьоло «Его состояние беспокоит меня // душу 
сжимает мою» (родительный субъекта состояния – аффективный глагол – 

эргативный субъекта-виновника состояния) – немецк. Sein Zustand 

geführt mich (родительный субъекта состояния – дополнение и номинатив 
грамматического субъекта-подлежащего). Однако здесь не выделяются 
иные конструкции предложения по подлежащему, кроме номинативной. 
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Может быть, действительно эти формы и их связи в чеченском языке (и не 
только в чеченском) представляют собой нечто такое, что не укладывается 
в привычные рамки представлений о соотношении логического и 

собственно грамматического в языке? Как объяснить постулирование 
обилия конструкций предложения в иберийско-кавказских языках – 

действительным положением вещей или не впервые проявляющим себя 
смешением понятий логики и грамматики? Полагаем, что вторым. 

Само обилие конструкций предложения в иберийско-кавказских 
языках не может не вызывать настороженного отношения у тех, кто 
привык или пытается анализировать языковые факты с точки зрения 
общих законов языка, которые могут специфически отражаться, прелом-

ляться и т.д. в конкретных языках, но не могут просто игнорироваться. Не 
столь очевидным, как многие другие универсалии, но вполне вероятным 

(«с вероятностью большей, чем случайная») должно быть и предполо-
жение, что в языках, характеризующихся морфологической маркировкой 

компонентов (членов) предложения, есть два способа выражения грамма-
тического субъекта: а) недифференцированный, не различающий формы 

подлежащего в переходных и непереходных конструкциях; б) диффе-
ренцированный, требующий оформления в разных падежах подлежащего 
переходного предложения и подлежащего непереходного предложения. 
На сегодняшний день бесспорным и достаточно обоснованным является 
то, что во всех иберийско-кавказских языках (или в их абсолютном 

большинстве) выделяются определяемые по грамматическому субъекту 
две конструкции предложения – эргативная и номинативная. Ясно и то, 
что понятие «эргативный строй предложения», применяемое к иберийско-
кавказским языкам, не означает, что предложение в этих языках может 
быть только эргативно оформленным. Не бесспорная точка зрения о 
развитии в бацбийском языке непереходной эргативной конструкции типа 
Ас вуйтIас  – единственное препятствие, которое мешает поставить знак 
равенства между эргативностью и переходностью, номинативностью и 

непереходностью (в первую очередь) и переходностью только при 

определенных условиях. Но ведь личный показатель в структуре глагола 
позволяет рассматривать Ас вуйтIас  и в контексте переходности.  

Наличие в иберийско-кавказских языках двух конструкций предло-
жения, определяемых по подлежащему, и сама возможность выражения 
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подлежащего этими двумя формами – эргативом и номинативом – уже 
«подтверждает, что «различия в обозначениях одних и тех же предметов и 
ситуаций выступают прежде всего как различия в способе построения 

знака, а не различия в формах мышления лиц, говорящих на разных 

языках» (Колшанский 1965, 22-23). Выделение же еще и трех других 
типов конструкций как вполне самостоятельных, особых моделей 

построения предложения не просто с (семантически) субъектными, но 
подлежащными дативом, генитивом и локативом-1 заставляют думать уже 
не о специфике иберийско-кавказских языков, а об их изолированности.  

Аналогичные иберийско-кавказским конструкции предложения с 
дательным или винительным лица – носителя признака (субъекта состо-
яния) достаточно широко распространены в разных языках и не являются 
чем-то специфическим, что могло бы считаться только принадлежностью 

языков эргативного строя. Ср. латинск. Pudet me – русск. Мне стыдно, 

которые не только семантико-синтаксически, но и структурно соотносимы 

(но не тождественны) с чеч. Суна эхь ду // Суна эхь хета). Но поскольку в 
таких предложениях нет агенса и словоформа дательного падежа 
выражает значение только субъекта состояния, вопрос о дативном 

подлежащем индоевропеистами не ставится не только в связи с 
безглагольными аффективными предложениями, но даже и глагольными 

типа нем. Mir gefällt dieses Buch «Мне понравилась эта книга» (ср. чеч. 
Суна хазахета и книга «Мне красивой показалась // понравилась эта 
книга» с точно такой же структурой.  

Таким образом, так называемые аффективные конструкции не пред-
ставляют собой отдельных самостоятельных конструкций предложения, 
которые можно ставить в один ряд с эргативной и номинативной. Тем не 
менее выделение их как структурно-семантических разновидностей 

номинативно построенных предложений, характеризующихся особым 

характером смысловой и формальной связи актантов, видимо, оправдано. 
Видимо, в таком контексте можно рассматривать и примеры из 

дагестанских языков: аварск. Инсуе жиндирго лъимер бокьула «Отец 
любит своего ребенка», лакск. Ттун та ккавккунна «Я его увидела»). 
Если к этому прибавить фактическое отсутствие «аффективной 
конструкции» в даргинском языке, где она успела деградировать и 
формируется только глаголом дигес «хотеть», ограниченность этой 
конструкции в аварском языке (только при глаголах бокьизе «любить» и 
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бакьине «нравиться»), общую для иберийско-кавказских языков 
тенденцию к сокращению «аффективной конструкции», вряд ли можно 
настаивать на том, что они являются общеиберийско-кавказскими, тем 
более как конструкции предложения с подлежащным дативом (генитивом, 
локативом). Единственный аргумент в пользу подлежащности датива, с 
которым трудно, но можно спорить, – это, видимо, то, что «в архаическом 

произношении…оборот с дательным субъектом строился по образцу 
переходного оборота и вместо дательного падежа подлежащего в нем 

мог употребляться активный падеж» (Яковлев 1940, 66): Ас хезнера и 
йоI хаза ю бохуш «Я слышал эта девушка красивая есть говорят что»; Ас 
гинера иза «Я слышал это» и т.п. Но xezniēra, giniēra и подобные им 
глаголы самой своей семантикой предполагают, что их субъектом 
является другое лицо или предмет. В данном случае при комплетивном 
глаголе употреблен субъект (иза; и йоI хаза ю бохуш), выделяемый на 
семантическом (не формально-синтаксическом) уровне: Ас гинера иза 
«Мне увиделся он». В этой неактивной позиции эргатив не на месте, 
почему он и не закрепился здесь и заменен дательным, для которого 
функция косвенного дополнения естественна. Эргативизация аффектив-
ных предложений с дательным субъекта в бацбийском языке на фоне 
наблюдающейся в нем тенденции к эргативизации всех глагольных 
предложений (МитIуин хьо гу → МитIос хьо гу) косвенно подтверждает 
предположение Н.Ф. Яковлева, но также не убеждает, что сама дативная 
«конструкция» переходна. 

А. K h a l i d o v  (Grozny) 

Typological Aspect of the Issue of "Multiform Constructions  
of a Sentence" in Nakh Languages                                                                                      

In our opinion, there  is no sufficient ground to suppose that exactly the 

grammatical subject is expressed by dative, genetive and locative cases in  

Chechen and other Ibero-Caucasian languages.        

Thus,  the  postulation of   ”affective construction” in the Ibero-Caucasian 

languages may be a subject for discussion . 
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М. А. Х а ч е м и з о в а  (Майкоп)                   

Сущность каузатива в разносистемных языках 

Каузальность (причинность) – «порождение причиной следствия: 
следствие, определяясь причиной, оказывает обратное воздействие на нее. 
Причинность объективна и всеобща.  На основе причинности организуется 
материально-практическая деятельность человека» [Советский энциклопе-
дический словарь, 1987; 1062].  Причинно-следственные отношения нахо-
дят свое отражение в любом языке. Вполне закономерно, что современная 
лингвистика интересуется ее проявлением в разносистемных языках. По 
своей семантике каузативность передает общее каузирование, поскольку  
субъект  заставляет, просит, приказывает  объекту производить действие. 

 Каузативные значения свойственны всем языкам, но они 

выражаются по-разному в разносистемных языках, поскольку для пере-
дачи каузативной семантики используются лексические, морфологические 
и синтаксические средства. Это связано с тем, что в одних языках 
каузативность – чисто лексическая, в других – морфологическая, в третьих  –  

лексико-синтаксическая категория. В соответствии с этим способы передачи 

каузативного значения в лингвистике рассматриваются на лексическом, 

морфологическом и синтаксическом уровнях. Возникают некоторые 
трудности в определении типологии способов выражения каузативности в 
разносистемных языках, связанные с разноуровневым выражением. 

    Для обозначения каузатива, его конструкций и каузативных 
глаголов в лингвистической литературе употребляются такие термино-
логические сочетания: «категория каузатива» (К.В.Ломтатидзе), «кауза-
тивные формы»  (Дж.Н.Коков), «каузативные глагольные компоненты» 

(Е.Н.Лагузова), «морфологический каузатив» (В.Н.Недялков, Г.Г.Силь-
ницкий, Т.Н. Никитина); «категория каузативности» (Дж.Буранов, 
Г.П.Курбаназаров), «глаголы с каузативным значением» (И.А.Наумова), 
«каузативные конструкции» (В.Н.Недялков, Л.А.Мельник), «побудитель-
ные кострукции» (В.П.Недялков, Т.Н.Никитина, С.В.Храковский), 

«каузативные синтаксемы» (Н.К.Онипенко).  
В интерпретации категории каузатива в лингвистической науке 

существуют различные точки зрения. По мнению одних исследователей, 
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данная категория отсутствует в языке, если она материально  выражена, и 

только маркированность может быть основанием для признания ее 
наличия в языке. Так, например, в русском языке  нет грамматической 

категории каузатива, так как не выработались средства выражения 
каузативности на морфологическом уровне.  Другие  ученые  считают, что 
можно вести речь о лексико-семантическом каузативе, когда кауза-
тивность передается лексическими средствами, как это наблюдается в 
английском языке. Третьи же признают наличие как морфологического, 
так и лексического каузатива. 

 Каузатив (каузативность) как грамматическая категория сложилась 
в абхазо-адыгских языках в эпоху общеабхазо-адыгского единства. 
Категория каузатива в современном адыгейском языке представляет собой 

грамматическое явление, имеющее свою маркированность. 
В языках, имеющих специальный каузативный аффикс (как 

адыгейский), или в языках, где существует система аналитических форм 

выражения каузативности со специальными вспомогательными глаголами 

(как французский), определение лингвистического статуса этой категории 

не представляет трудностей, так как общепризнанным является сущест-
вование морфологической и аналитической категории каузативности в 
языках различных типов.  

M. A. K h a c h e m i z o v a  (Maikop) 

The Essence of Causative in Different 
System Languages 

Annotation:  The present article gives a wide coverage of the notion of 

causation and of modes and means of its representation in different system lan-

guages; various levels of causative semantics transfer, i.e. lexical, morphologi-

cal, lexico-syntactical, are described; a number of terminological combinations 

used to denote a causative in the linguistic science is brought forward. 
Keywords: causation, different system languages, cause-and-effect, cau-

sative semantics, categories of causative 
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М. Н. Х а ч е м и з о в а  (Майкоп) 

Глобализация и язык писателя           

             «Глобализация, несомненно, отражается в таких ключевых 

аспектах литературного процесса, как соотношение и взаимодействие 

мировой литературы и  национальных литературных традиций, нацио-

нальных и международных языков, а значит и в смене художественных 

парадигм, пространственно-временных, а в эпоху всемирной паутины и 

«скоростных» характеристик…» /М. В. Тлостанова/. 
Тембот Керашев продолжает лучшие традиции адыгских литератур 

Х1Х-ХХ вв. в понимании прекрасного, в его изображении через народную 

жизнь, быт и нравы, осмысленные в произведениях  Ш.Ногмы, С.Хан-

Гирея, А.Кешева, А.Шортанова, А.Шогенцукова, А.Абукова, А.Охтова и 

других писателей, которые рисуют историю адыгов с опорой на 
прекрасное  в национальном образе мира. Законы красоты включают в 
себя и законы логики: прекрасное – это истина плюс добро.  Понимание 
гармоничности  прозы писателя – это понимание всего ее существа, тайны 

ее языка, ее назначения, ее величия.  
Творчество Тембота Керашева развивалось логично и целенап-

равленно: от маленьких рассказов и очерков к повестям и новеллам с 
выходом к историческому роману – высшему проявлению мастерства 
писателя. Такой творческий принцип можно обозначить как «спираль-
ность» художественного мировидения писателя. Особенно исторические 
новеллы представляют заметный рубеж в  прозе писателя. Развитие жанра 
новеллы отразилось  в поэтике:  в художественной ткани, композиционной 

структуре,  языке и  принципе создания образов,  построении  речи и  

использовании народных пословиц, поговорок – в этом особое влияние  
народных  стилевых традиций на творчество писателя. 

Обращение писателя к кратким жанровым формам – новеллам  

свидетельствует о творческой неисчерпаемости художественного таланта 
автора. В его новеллистической прозе нашли  воплощение темы, которые 
до него никем не были поставлены и раскрыты.  В такой прозе писателя 
происходит слияние героико-романтического прошлого с жизненной 

достоверностью настоящего. Это слияние порождает яркие исторические 
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национальные характеры. 

Понимание проблематики, жанра, художественных особенностей  

эпической прозы писателя имеет огромное значение для определения  его 
художественного мира, отражающего современность в ее творческом 

переосмыслении с учетом исторического опыта и художественных тради-

ций.  В жанрово-стилистическом плане Тембот Керашев отдавал предпоч-
тение сжатому, обостренному изображению историко-социальных аспек-
тов. Это закономерно привело его к малым формам прозы – историческим 

новеллам и повестям. Появление исторических повестей было уже 
подготовлено как историческими сказаниями, так и народными новел-
лами. Из традиционных преданий, сказаний и новелл исходит  и сама 
форма начала повестей, язык и ритмика повествования, отношение  
автора-рассказчика  к описываемым событиям. 

На протяжении всего творческого пути Тембот Керашев ищет свой 

эмоциональный тон, свой собственный, неповторимый почерк, свою 

эстетическую позицию. Все это он нашел в поэтическом преображении 

действительности, в образном, эмоционально насыщенном воспроизве-
дении бытия, в проникновении во внутренний мир личности через 
максимум каналов проявлений ментальности. Писатель стремится 
проникнуть в глубины человеческой психики и показать внутренний мир 
героев, наделяя своих героев индивидуальной речью, развернутыми 

монологами, полнее раскрывающими процесс их духовного перерождения 
или внутреннего возрождения. Стилистические и художественные 
особенности фольклора широко вводятся в язык произведений писателя. 
Они выражают особенности мышления адыгов, что свидетельствует о 
пристрастии к использованию афоризмов  и фразеологических единиц в 
своей речи («смотрит свысока на всех», букв.: «бровями бодает небо»). 

Излюбленным приемом Тембота Керашева является свободный 

перенос названия с одного предмета, явления, действия, признака на 
другой основе их сходства, т.е. метафорические переносы («змеиный 

взгляд»). Диалогические речи и монологи героя позволяют судить о его 
духовной зрелости. Иногда диалог у писателя сталкивает разные взгляды 

на вещи, разное мышление («Испытание мужества»). Способствуя 
воссозданию колорита эпохи, они в то же время служат стилистическим 

архаизирующим средством ее художественной характеристики ( «уздень», 
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«дворовый»).   

В то же время, в исторических произведениях Тембота Керашева 
много авторских неологизмов, выполняющих различные стилистические 
функции. Художник слова, создавая яркие впечатляющие образы, 

стремясь найти свежие, более емкие по значению слова, прибегает к 
индивидуальному словотворчеству. У писателя ярко выражены речевые 

портреты, помогающие четко выразить симпатии и антипатии к героям 

(«погоди, красавица,…»,  «не плачь, родная,…», «ну, крошки мои,…»). 

В данный момент у адыгов два литературных языка: кабардино-
черкесский и адыгейский. Словарный состав современных адыгских 
языков формировался на протяжении многих исторических эпох, является 
продуктом длительного их исторического развития (Шагиров 1962), 

поэтому в лексике представлены слова различного происхождения, как 
общеадыгского, так и иноязычного, что мастерски  используется Кераше-
вым на протяжении всего творчества.   

Таким образом,  язык и стиль  в художественной  речи  писателя и 

его героев  представляют собой один  из главнейших характеризующих 
элементов в духовном и эстетическом мире писателя  и, естественно, 
несут глубокую смысловую нагрузку. В произведениях, тематически 

охватывающих современность и прошлое, совмещаются приемы исповеди 

и повествования от первого лица с притчевой поучительностью.  Развитие  
его творческой манеры обусловлено более активным использованием 

дистанцирующих средств, так как все больше проявляется  исторический 

взгляд на вещи, заставляя писателя смотреть на проблемы жизни с более 
высокой точки зрения.  Он расширяет перспективу повествования, делает 
ее многомерной, рассматривает действительность под разными углами  

зрения и усиливает исторический  элемент. 
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M. N. K h a c h e m i z o v a  (Maikop) 

Globalization and the Language of a Writer 

As noted Tlostanova (2004: 1), globalization affects inter alia the relati-

ons between the world tendencies in literature and national literal traditions, so 

it necessarily becomes a factor in changing literal paradigms. In this paper, we 

illustrate this by the example of works by Tembot Kerashev. 

In many respects, Tembot Kerashev continues the best traditions of the 

Adyghe literature of the 19th and 20th centuries, associated with Nogma, Khan-

Girey, Keshev, Shortanov, Shogetsukov, Abukov, Ohtov and other Adyghe  

writers, who understood the world as harmony. It is this understanding that may 

serve as a key to Kerashev’s works. 

Kerashev’s artistic life developed from small essays and stories to the 

genre of historical novel. This evolution manifested itself in the composition 

and the language of his work, as well as, for example, in the use of proverbs 

showing the role of the folk style in Kerashev’s work. 

Already the short stories by Kerashev demonstrate how the motifs of the 

present and the past can merge. Here Kerashev preferred to depict historical and 

social aspects compactly, yet this led him to the genre of historical novel. 

Kerashev’s evolution can be seen as a kind of looking for his own style 

and esthetic position. This resulted in the poetic drawing of the objective reality, 

studying the unseen of his personages, which is reflected in their monologues as 

well as in the wide use of aphorisms and phraseology. In addition, Kerashev’s 

work is embellished by a bulk of metaphors, specific neologisms, and impres-

sing images. 

As is well-known, Circassians currently have two literal languages,      

namely Kabardian and Adyghe, which lexicon have been developing for centu-

ries and naturally includes both original Northwest Caucasian  and borrowed 

words, on which Kerashev plays as well. 

To conclude, Kerashev’s works evidently show us that the language and 

style of a writer – while conveying a meaningful message – can characterize his 

“inner world” 
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С. М. Д ж а м а л у д и н о в а  (Махачкала) 

Хронотопная характеристика глагола  
в аварском и английском языках 
 

Способы действия, связанные, с идеей выражения пространственно-
временных представлений, имеют неодинаковую языковую репрезен-

тацию в типологически различных языках. В этой связи встает задача 
сопоставления форм вербализации аспектуальных значений в аварском и 

английском языках. 
Термин «хронотоп» означающий «время-пространство» ввёл M. М. 

Бахтин, рассматривая проблему освоения в литературе реального 
исторического времени и пространства, чтобы подчеркнуть неразрывность 
связи пространственных и временных отношений. В последнее время этот 
термин широко используется в современной лингвистике. Е. С. Кубрякова 
полагает, что в семантике любого глагола есть «определённые хроно-
топные характеристики процесса», которые включают в себя видовые, 
временные, пространственно-направительные и другие характеристики 

процесса. И. В. Шапошникова рассматривает хронотоп как «функцио-
нальное поле в системе глагола для структурирования действий в прост-
ранственно-временном континууме по характеру их протекания» 

(Шапошникова 1999). 

В поле хронотопа исследуемых языков находятся два фокуса: 
словообразовательный и словоизменительный. 

В словоизменительном фокусе поля хронотопа английского языка 
находятся такие аналитические грамматические модели, как Be + Part.I и 

Have + Part. II. Форма прогрессива, к примеру, служит для выражения 
наблюдаемого действия, а форма перфекта обозначает, что наблюдается 
не само действие, а его результат. Для данных моделей характерна 
высокая регулярность и унифицированность. Практически от каждого 
глагола (за редким исключением) можно образовать форму прогрессива 
или перфекта в современном английском языке. 

В словоизменительном фокусе поля хронотопа аварского языка 
находится аналитическая модель «деепричастие + буго». В аварском языке 
и форма прогрессива и форма перфекта выражается одной и той же 



 508 

моделью. Разграничение проводится по линии лексической семантики: 

агентивные глаголы посредством такой модели выражают семантику 
перфекта, напр.: босун буго «взял» (букв. «взяв есть»), а такая же модель 
фактитивных глаголов выражает семантику прогрессива, напр.: воххун 

вуго «рад», букв. «обрадовавшись есть». 

В словообразовательном фокусе поля хронотопа находятся 
английские аналитические деривационные модели: V + N, V + V, V + Adv, 

V + Adj. Так, глагольно-именная модель V+ N представляет одно действие 
как предметную часть другого процесса и, кроме того, служит для 
выражения однократных или многократных действий. Модель V + V 

используется для обозначения процесса динамики деятельностных 
состояний, V + Adj - для обозначения процесса динамики качественных 
состояний, а модель V + Adv - в основном для выражения 
пространственно-направительных характеристик действия. Для всех этих 
аналитических моделей характерны стандартность, регулярность и 

мотивированность, но следует отметить их ограниченность по сравнению 

со словоизменительными моделями.  

В словообразовательном фокусе поля хронотопа в аварском языке 
находятся следующие аналитические деривационные модели: N + V, V + 

V, Adv + V: такрар гьабизе «повторять» (букв. «повторение делать»), 

хъулухъ гьабизе «услужить кому-л.», «ухаживать за кем-л.» (букв. 
«услуга делать»), хIалтIизе ине «идти работать», лъугIизе тезе 

«завершить», «закончить», мухIкан гьабизе «удостоверить» (букв. 
«тщательно сделать»), данде чIезе «сопротивляться» (букв. «против 
останавливаться»), ццебе биччазе «пропускать» (букв. «вперед пускать»).  

Глагол в качестве первого компонента может быть представлен как 
формой инфинитива (хIалтIизе ине «идти работать», кьижизе ине «идти 

спать», ссверизе ине «идти гулять», лъугIизе тезе «завершить», 

«закончить»), так и формой деепричастия (кIочонтезе «забыть», 

реххунтезе «бросить», гьабунтезе «приготовить», биччантезе 

«отпустить», ахIунтезе «спеть»). 
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S. J a m a l u d i n o v a  (Makhachkala) 

Chronotop Characteristic of a Verb in 
Avar and English Languages 

The ways of action connected with the idea of expression of spatial - tempo-

rary representation, have unequal language representation in various languages 

typology. In this connection there is a task of comparison of the forms of verba-

lization of aspect meaning in avar and English languages. 

          The term "chronotop" meaning "team - space" has entered by M. M. Bachtin, 

considering a problem of development in the literature of real historical time 

and space to emphasize indissolubility of communication of the spatial and tem-

porary attituoles. Recently this term is wiolely used in modern linguistics.        

E. S. Cybrjakova believes, that in semantics of any verb is "certain chronotop 

characteristics of process" which includes variety, temporary, spatial - directly 

and other characteristics of process. And I. V. Shaposhnikova considers chrono-

top as a functional field in a system of a verb for structuring of actions in spatial 

- temporary continuum on character of their course (Shaposhnikova 1999, 181). 

In a field of chronotop of researched languages there are two focuses: 

word - forming and word - changing. In word - changing focus of a field chro-

notop of English language there are such analytical grammatic models, as Be + 

Part I and Have + Part II. The form progressive, for example, servers for expres-

sion of observable action, and it result is observed. The high regularity and uni-

fication is characteristic for the given models. Practically from each verb (with 

rare exception) it is possible to form the form progressive or perfect in modern 

English language. 

           In word – changing focus of a field of chronotop Avar language there is 

an analytical model "adverbial-participle+bugo". In Avar language both form of 

progressive and the form of perfect is expressed by the same model. The diffe-

rentiation is spent on a line of lexical semantics: agentive verbs by means of 

such model express semantics of progressive, for example: woun wugo "is 

glad" (having was glad is).\ 

           In word - forming focus of a field of chronotop there are English analyti-

cal derivative models: V+N, V+V, V+Adv, V+Adj. So, the verb - nominal    
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modal V+N represent one action as a subject part of other process and besides 

server for expression of unitary or repeated actions. The model V+V is used a 

designation of process of dynamic of action condition, V+Adj-for a designation 

of process of dynamic of qualitative condition, and model V+Adv- basically for 

expression spatial - directly characterized by standard regularity and motivation, 

but it is necessary to note their limitation in comparison with word - changing 

models. 

        In word – forming focus of a field of chronotop in Avar language are follo-

wing analytical derivative models: N+V, V+V, Adv+V: takrar habize "to repe-

at" ("recurrence to do"), quluq habize "to do a favour to smb", "to look after 

smb" ("service to do"), alṭṭṭṭize ine "to go to work", uωize teze "to finish", 

mukan habize "to certify" ("carefully to make"), dande eze "to resist" 

("against to shop"), ebe biaze "to pass" ("forward to start up"). 

        The verb as the first component can be submitted as the form of an infinitive 

(alṭṭṭṭize ine "to go to work", t¾¾¾¾ižize ine "to go to sleep", werize ine "to go for 

a walk", uωize teze "to finish" "to conclude") and the form of adverbial parti-

ciple (ḳḳḳḳočonteze "to forget", reunteze "to throw", habunteze "to prepare", 

bianteze "to release", aunteze "to sing"). 

c. j a n j R a v a  (Tbilisi) 

fonetikuri cvlilebebisaTvis 
megrul kompozitebSi 

cnobilia, rom sityvawarmoebis dros warmoqmnili ara-

bunebrivi xmovanTa da TanxmovanTa kompleqsebi martivdeba 

an gardaiqmneba bunebriv (Tu dasaSveb) kompleqsebad. aseTi 

procesebi dasturdeba megrul-lazuri enis megrul dialeq-

tSic. am TvalsazrisiT aRsaniSnavia zogi kanonzomiereba: 

oo → o (mag., CxoroSi < *CxorooSi `cxraasi~), io → o (mag., 

sumoSi < *sumioSi), Td → d (mag., viToxuTi < *viTdoxuTi 
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`TxuTmeti~), lz → rz (mag., zurzuli < *zulzuli `qviTi-

ni~), Sm → S (mag., muSuSi < *muSmuSi `Tav-Tavisi~, Sdr. muSi 

`Tavisi~)... 

poziciuri cvlilebebis garda, kompozitis pirvel, meo-

re an orive komponentSi xdeba sxvagvari (arapoziciuri) 

cvlilebebic. 

1. kompozitis pirvel komponentSi: 

a) SeiZleba gamartivdes bgeraTkompleqsi, romelic sa-

Tanado sityvis calke xmarebisas gvaqvs (Sdr. mag., bJe `mJa-

ve~ da bJewyari || Jewyari `mJave wyali~). 

b) brunvis niSanma kompozitis pirvel komponentSi SeiZ-

leba iseTi cvlileba ganicados, rac  calke sityvaSi ar 

xdeba (mag., naT. brunvis S → Á : Sdr. ‡vaÁWara `bediswera~ _ 

zedmiw. `Sublis wera~ da ‡vaSi `Sublisa~, Wara `wera~). 

g) zogjer ikargeba kompozitis pirveli komponentis 

bolokiduri Tanxmovani an mTeli marcvalic ki (mag., susumi 

< *sum-sumi `sam-sami~, zo-zoxo < zoxo-zoxo `cal-calke~...). 

d) SeiZleba dakarguli iyos rTuli sityvis pirveli 

komponentis meore marcvliseuli (intervokaluri) Tanxmova-

ni (mag., muamuSi < *mumamuSi `mamamisi~)... 

2. garkveuli fonetikuri procesebi SeiZleba moxdes 

kompozitis meore komponentSic (mag., jimadi < *jimadidi `bi-

Za~, zedmiw. `Zma didi~; WerWe < *WerWer `Wreli~...). 

3. zogjer kompozitis orive komponenti gamartivebulia 

(mag., WieWie < WiWe-WiWe `cot-cota~, Sdr. WiWe `patara, cota~; 

piSqosali < *pijiS oqosali `pirsaxoci~). 
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Ts. J a n j g a v a  (Tbilisi)  

Towards  the Phonetic Changes in the 
Megrelian Composite Words 

During formation of composite words in Megrelian striving towards the 

simplifying of non-natural complexes occured at the boundery of morphemes is 

manifested (oo → o, io → o, td → d, lz → rz, šm → š...). 

Phonetic changes take place in the first component as well as in the       

second one of a composite. Chaging can be take place in both components of a 

composite words. 

n. j o r b e n a Z e  (Tbilisi)    

-av TemisniSnian saSuali gvaris zmnaTa semantikisa 
da uRvlilebis zogierTi sakiTxi  

-av Temis niSani, zogadad, Zalian gavrcelebuli mawarmo-

ebelia da am mxriv arc saSuali gvaris zmnebia gamonaklisi _ 

aRniSnuli sufiqsi aq -eb da -ob Temis niSnebis Semdeg yvela-

ze xSirad gamoiyeneba. -av TemisniSnian saSuali gvaris zmnaTa 

raodenoba Tanamedrove qarTulSi 100-s aWarbebs.  

-av TemisniSniani saSuali gvaris zmnebSi metad sainte-

reso semantikuri jgufebi gamoiyofa:L  

      a) moZraobis gamomxatveli zmnebi: 

1) gaWirvebiT, oTxiT gadaadgilebis, xoxvis aRmniSvne-

li formebi: (mi)bobRavs, bordRavs, ToTxavs, (mi)portyavs, 

(mi)forTxavs, (mi)fofxavs, (mi)RoRavs, (mi)CoCavs, (mi)cocavs, 

(mi)xoxavs (erTi fuZisagan unda iyos miRebuli: bordRavs /    

portyavs /    forTxavs; bobRavs / fofxavs);  

2) erT adgilze moZraobis gamomxatveli zmnebi: bor-

gavs, brunavs, buqnavs, goravs, kotavs, rokavs, tokavs, cmukavs, 
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cmutavs, cqmutavs, xtunavs; 

3) siTxis moZraobis aRmniSvneli formebi: Jonavs, Rven-

Tavs, wveTavs; 

b) xmabaZviTi, garkveuli xmianobisa da zog formasTan 

amavdroulad sxvadasxva sulieri mdgomareobis (umetesad, 

negatiuri, mwuxarebis) gamomxatveli zmnebi: 

bdRvinavs, brdvinavs, brdRvinavs, gminavs, grgvinavs, 

dvrinavs, drtvinavs, kuTavs, fTxvinavs, fSvinavs, qsinavs, Sfo-

Tavs, Wmunavs,  Wrinavs; 

g) bunebis movlenebis aRmniSvneli formebi:  

Tqoravs, JinJlavs, JinJRlavs, fifqavs, qirslavs, qro-

lavs, Rvafavs, yinavs, Sxumflavs, xoSkaklavs; 

d) naTebis Sinaarsis    gamomxatveli (Suqis gamocemis in-

tensivobis mixedviT gansxvavebuli)    zmnebi:    

bdvinavs, bJutavs, Jolavs, CuJavs;  

rac Seexeba uRlebas, am mxriv saintereso viTarebas 

gviCveneben gakurcxlavs,,,, gaquslavs zmnebi. amaT awmyos wris 

formebi ar moepovebaT; samagierod, Cveulebrivad awarmoeben 

sxva mwkrivebs, maT Soris _ III seriisasac.  

ratom ara aqvT am formebs awmyo? (savaraudo *kur-

cxlavs, *quslavs ar dasturdeba). radgan es zmnebi mxolod 

xazovani, erTi wertilisken mimarTuli moZraobis gamomxat-

veli formebia, maT awmyoSive sWirdebaT zmniswini (Sdr.: mi-

dis, mirbis). amitom awmyosa da myofads Soris sxvaobis da-

samyareblad sxva saSualeba unda gamoiZebnos.  winaaRmdeg 

SemTxvevaSi (Tu es ase ar moxda), omonimiis Tavidan asaci-

leblad darCeba ufro aqtualuri, myofadis forma (garda 

amisa, araa didi saWiroeba amaTi awmyos wris mwkrivebis ar-

sebobisa, Torem SeiZleboda mirbis formis msgavsad warmoe-

buliyo: *ga-qusl-av-s (awmy.) – *ga-i-qusl-eb-s (myof.); (Sdr.: 

mi-rb-i-s – mi-i-rb-en-s). 

 aRsaniSnavia warmoSobiT fuZedrekadi zmnebis _ bzi-

navs, brdRvinavs, frinavs, fSvinavs, xvrinavs _ uRleba. bo-

lo oTx zmnas uTemisniSno variantic aqvs (brdRvens, frens, 
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fSvens, xvrens), amitom myofadis wre maT swored am fuZiT 

ewarmoebaT (ibrdRvens, ifrens, ifSvens, ixvrens da ara *ib-

rdRvinebs, *ifrinebs, *ifSvinebs, *ixvrinebs); magram, radgan 

*bzens forma qarTulSi, faqtobrivad, ar dasturdeba, bzi-

navs zmna swored xmovnis Seucvlelad da -eb Temis niSniT 

awarmoebs myofadis wris mwkrivebs: bzinavs_ibzinebs, ibzi-

nebda, ibzinebdes.    

 -av TemisniSnian zmnaTa uRlebisas dgeba normatiuli 

sakiTxebic: II-III seriis warmoebisas erTmaneTSi ireva goravs 

da goraobs formaTa paradigmebi _ erTi mwkrivis fargleb-

Si gvaqvs paraleluri (TiToeul zmnasTan) variantebi: 

        II seria 

wyvet.            i-gor-a / i-gor-av-a 

II kavS.           i-gor-o-s / i-gor-a-o-s 

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                III seria 

I Turm.          u-gor-i-a / u-gor-av-i-a 

II Turm.          e-gor-a / e-gor-av-a 

III kavS.           e-gor-o-s / e-gor-a-o-s 

paradigma ki, vfiqrobT, ase unda gaimarTos:  

                                                 I.... gor-av-s              II.... gor-a[[[[v]]]]-ob-s 

                        II seria 

    wyvet.         i-gor-a                   i-gor-av-a 

    II kavS.           i-gor-o-s                i-gor-a-o-s 

                        III seria 

    I Turm.        u-gor-i-a               u-gor-av-i-a 

    II Turm.       e-gor-a                 e-gor-av-a 

    III kavS.        e-gor-o-s               e-gor-a-o-s 
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N. J o r b e n a d z e  (Tbilisi) 

Some Issues of Semantics and Conjugation 
of Medial Verbs with the Suffix -av  

Generally a verb stem marker -av is widely spread formative marker and 

the verbs of a medial voice are not exceptions to this respect - along with -eb 

and -ob stem markers it is frequently used here as a stem affix. A number of the 

medial verbs with -av stem marker is more then 100. 

The noteworthy semantic groups are distinguished in the medial verbs 

with -av stem marker: 

a) The verbs expressing motion:  

1. The forms denoting crawling, moving on all fours, walking with 

difficulty:  (mi)bobGavs, bordGavs, ToTxavs, (mi)portKavs, (mi)forTxavs, 

(mi)fofxavs, (mi)GoGavs, (mi)CoCavs, (mi)cocavs, (mi)xoxavs; 

2. The verbs expressing motion on one place: borgavs, brunavs, buq-

navs, goravs, kotavs, rokavs, tokavs, cmukavs, cmutavs, cqmutavs, xtunavs; 

      3. The forms denoting motion of liquid:   jonavs, GvenTavs, wveTavs; 

          b) The verbs expressing a sound and at the same time different spiri-

tual state (mostly, negative): bdGvinavs, brdvinavs, brdGvinavs, gminavs, 

grgvinavs, dvrinavs, drtvinavs, kuTavs, fTxvinavs, fSvinavs, qsinavs, SfoTavs, 

ymunavs, yrinavs; 

          c) The forms denoting the natural phenomenon: Tqoravs, jinjlavs, 

jinjGlavs, fifqavs, qirslavs, qrolavs, Gvafavs, yinavs, Sxumflavs, xoSkak-

lavs; 

 d) The verbs expressing lighting context (different according to inten-

sity): bdvinavs, bJutavs, Jolavs, CuJavs;  

As for the conjugation, the verbs gakurcxlavs, gaquslavs show the pecu-

liarities to this respect. These verbs have no present forms, but they usually 

form other screeves, among them – screeves of the III series.  

Why have not these forms present screeves? (assumptive ****kurkurkurkurcxlavscxlavscxlavscxlavs, , , , ****qusqusqusqus----

lavlavlavlavs s s s  are not attested). As these verbs express only linear motion, directed to one 

point, they need a preverb in the present screeves (cf.: mirbis, midis). For this 

reason, establishing the difference between present and future screeves must be 
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loaded by other fact. In the contrary case (if it does not happen so), in order to 

avoid homonymy, a more actual future form remains (apart from this, it is not 

necessity the existing of their present screeves, otherwise they possible would 

be formed like the verb mirbis: mimimimi----rbrbrbrb----iiii----s s s s – mi mi mi mi----iiii----rbrbrbrb----eeeennnn----s s s s / */ */ */ *gagagaga----quslquslquslqusl----avsavsavsavs 

(pres.) – ****gagagaga----iiii----quslquslquslqusl----ebebebeb----ssss (fut.)). 

The ablative verbs xvrixvrixvrixvrinavsnavsnavsnavs, fSvifSvifSvifSvinavsnavsnavsnavs, brdbrdbrdbrdGGGGvivivivinavsnavsnavsnavs, frifrifrifrinavsnavsnavsnavs, bzibzibzibzinavsnavsnavsnavs 

show a noteworthy situation. The first four verbs have a variant     without a 

stem marker (xvrensxvrensxvrensxvrens, fSvensfSvensfSvensfSvens, brdbrdbrdbrdGGGGvensvensvensvens, frensfrensfrensfrens), consequ ently they form their 

future through this stem (ixixixixvrensvrensvrensvrens, ififififSvensSvensSvensSvens, ibibibibrdrdrdrdGGGGvensvensvensvens, ififififrensrensrensrens     and not ****ixixixixvrivrivrivri----

nebs, nebs, nebs, nebs, ****ififififSviSviSviSvinebs, nebs, nebs, nebs, ****ibibibibrdrdrdrdGGGGvivivivinenenenebs, bs, bs, bs, ****ififififririririnebsnebsnebsnebs); but as the ****bzensbzensbzensbzens form, actually, does 

not occur in the Modern Georgian, the verb bzibzibzibzinavsnavsnavsnavs forms its future without vo-

wel changing and by -eb stem marker: bzibzibzibzinavs navs navs navs – ib ib ib ibzizizizinebsnebsnebsnebs. 

The question of norms are arisen too during the conjugation of the verbs 

with -av stem marker; e.g. in the II-III series’ forms of gogogogoravs ravs ravs ravs – go go go gorarararaobsobsobsobs  verbs 

- the followings occur in parallel to each form: 

Aor.                       i-gor-a / i-gor-av-a 

II Subj.           i-go-r-o-s / i-gor-a-o-s 

I Perf.        u-gor-i-a / u-gor-av-i-a 

II Perf.          e-gor-a / e-gor-av-a 

III Subj.        e-gor-o-s / e-gor-a-o-s 

We believe a paradigm must be formed as the following: 

I.  gorgorgorgor----avavavav----s      s      s      s      II.   gor  gor  gor  gor----aaaa[[[[vvvv]]]]----obobobob----ssss 

  Aor.        i-gor-a         i-gor-av-a 

  II Subj.     i-go-r-o-s       i-gor-a-o-s 

I Perf.  u-gor-i-a        u-gor-av-i-a 

II Perf.   e-gor-a         e-gor-av-a 

III Subj.   e-gor-o-s       e-gor-a-o-s 
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A. H a r r i s  (New York) 

What Does the Georgian Language Teach General Linguistics  
about the Nature of the Word? 

 
        This paper focuses on a few of the ways Georgian has contributed to 
our understanding of just one small area of general linguistics, the nature 
of the word.  
        In recent years, many linguists have investigated problems of 
morpheme order; both prefixes and suffixes have been investigated from 
this point of view, but few linguists have considered circumfixes.  While 
some other languages have circumfixes, Georgian is one of very few 
languages that has a large number of circumfixes, so that the relative 
ordering of these can be studied (for example, in u-m-did-r-es-i ‘richest’, 
with the circumfix u...es encompassing the circumfix m...(a)r).  
        It has been claimed that words are “anaphoric islands”, in that they 
do not permit “outbound” anaphora  (e.g. *She picked up the teaipot and 
poured iti into the cup) or “inbound” anaphora, such as *himite (beside 
McCarthyite).  Yet a wide variety of words in Georgian have inbound 
anaphora, including fully referential personal pronouns (čveniani), 
showing that this phenomenon certainly does exist, and the non-occuring 
combinations of English are a language-particular problem.  
        It has similarly been claimed that a modifier cannot refer to a part of 
a word (e.g. *very happiness). Yet arguably exactly this is found in 
Georgian expressions such as sam tit-moč’r-il-i  and or-ze-met’ 
marcvliani (or-ze met’-marcvliani).  These examples demonstrate that 
parts of words can be singled out by grammatical processes.  In these 
three ways, and others, the unusual structures of Georgian words make an 
important contribution to understanding the ways in which the structure 
of words can vary across languages.  
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a. h a r i s i  (niu-iorki) 

ras aswavlis qarTuli ena zogad enaTmecnierebas 
sityvis bunebis Sesaxeb? 

statia yuradRebas amaxvilebs im ramdenime saSualebaze, 

romliTac qarTulma enam wvlili Seitana zogadi enaTmecnie-

rebis erTi patara sferos _ sityvis bunebis SecnobaSi. 

bolo wlebSi bevrma enaTmecnierma gamoikvlia morfema-

Ta wyobis problema. am TvalsazrisiT gamokvleul iqna pre-

fiqsebi da sufiqsebi, magram cota enaTmecnierma Tu ganixi-

la cirkumfiqsebi. maSin, roca sxva ramdenime enas gaaCnia 

cirkumfiqsebi, qarTuli aris erTi im ramdenime enaTagan, 

romlebsac gaaCniaT cirkumfiqsebis didi raodenoba. amitom 

maTi urTierTmimarTebiTi wyoba SesaZlebelia Seswavlil 

iqnas (mag. sityvaSi u-m-did-r-es-i _ cirkumfiqsia u _ es, ga-
remoicavs cirkumfiqss m... (a) r). 

azri gamoiTqva, rom sityvebi `anaforuli kunZulebia~, 

romelSic isini nebas ar rTaven `wamsvlel~ anaforas (mag. 

man aiRo Caidani da daasxa (is) finjanSi) da `momsvlel~ ana-

foras, rogoricaa himiti (garda makkartaite), magram qar-

TulSi sityvaTa did mravalferovnebas Semosuli anafora 

gaaCnia, sruli referentuli piris nacvalsaxelebis Ca-

TvliT (Cveniani), romlebic gviCveneben, rom movlenebi ueWve-

lad ar arseboben da inglisuri ara-myofi kombinaciebi aris 

enis gansakuTrebuli problemebi. 

msgavsi azri gamoiTqva, rom ganmsazRvrels ar SeuZlia 

urTierToba sityvis nawilTan (mag. Zalian bedniereba), mag-
ram sakamaToa es iseT qarTul gamoTqmebSi, rogoricaa sam 
TiT-moWr-il-i da or-ze-met-marcvliani (or-ze met-marcvli-
ani). es magaliTebi amJRavneben, rom gramatikul procesebs 

ar SeuZliaT gamoyon sityvebis nawilebi. am sam da sxva saSu-

alebebSi, qarTul sityvaTa uCveulo struqturebs SeaqvT mniS-

vnelovani wvlili im saSualebaTa SecnobaSi, romelTa 

saSualebiT sityvaTa struqturas SeuZlia ganasxvavos enebi. 
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avtorTa saZiebeli 
 

r. abaSia 5 
i. abdulaevi 7 
i. abdulaevaA10 
n. abdulmuTalibovi 14 
a. abregovi 20 
m. aglarovi 22 
b. aTaevi 27 
n. albekovi 29  
z. alieva, r. xalidova 32 
k. aloki 34 
a. arabuli, m. qurdiani 37 
n. ardoteli 45 
s. aslanova, z. efendieva 47 
S. afridoniZe 50 
f. afxaiZe 52 
r. asaTiani 59 
m. bagomedovi 61 
c. baramiZe 64 
t. baranikova 67  
a. baxmudova 71 
r. baSirova 75 
n. bepievi 79 
a. berTlani 84  
m. beriZe 90 
b. bersirovi 93 
b. biJoevi 95 
v. boederi 98 
i. brauni 99 
q. gabunia, c. axvlediani 103 
e. gazdeliani 108 
i. galuckixi 110 
z. gaidarova, r. tajirova 113 
s. gasanova 119 
f. ganieva 123 
q. gigaSvili 126 
i. giperti 132 
g. gogolaSvili 133 
q. goCitaSvili, g. SabaSvili 

134 
n. daTeSiZe 137 
i. dibirovi, x. ibragimova 141 
n. doborjginiZe 148 
r. doleva 149 
l. ezugbaia 150 
r. enoxi 154 
i. efendievi, s. efendieva 158 

a. vagapovi 162 
k. vamlingi 168 

T. vaSakiZe 170 
r. zeqalaSvili 173 
n. zviadaZe 178 
m. TandaSvili 184  
a. Timaevi 188 
x. TumaniSvili 192 
m. ibragimovi 197 
g. ibragimovi, s. Sixalieva 201 
z. ionovi 205 
k. ionovi 209 
k. kakitaZe 212 
g. kvaracxelia 214 
z. kikviZe, r. Wanturia,  

i. CaCaniZe 215 
v. kikilaSvili 219 
r. kimovi 223 
m. kunova 225 
m. kobaiZe 228 
k. lerneri 231 
n. lolaZe 232 
r. lolua 235 
s. luguevi 239 
m. magomedova 242 
m. a. magomedovi 246 
m. i. magomedovi 251 
a. magomedova 254 
f. magomedova 257 
x. magomedova 260 
m. magomedxanovi 264 
z. malaeva 267 
q. margiani-subari 272 
n. maWavariani 277 
T. maxarobliZe 281 
d. meliqiSvili 283  
o. memiSiSi 290 
T. mesxi 291 
l. minaSvili 297 
m. miqelaZe 300 
m. musaeva 303 
s. musaeva 306 
s. mujiri 310 
m. nurmagomedovi, a. abdurax-

manova 314 
m. ovxadovi 318 
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z. ocomieva-tagirova 321 
s. omiaZe 325 
s. pazovi 326  
z. paizulaeva 334   

a. papiZe 338 
s. patievi 340 
t. Jerebilo 347 
r. ramiSvili 350 
a. rostovcev–popieli 354 
m. rusieSvili 355 
n. ruxaZe 358 
n. p. saidova 362  
l. sanikiZe 364 
m. saRliani, r. ioseliani,  

l. giglemiani,  
n. SavreSiani  366 

t. sixaruliZe 370 
e. soselia 374 
s. sungurova 379 
n. surmava 384 
m. suxiSvili 389 
r. sxirtlaZe, m. manjgalaZe, 

T. teteloSvili 393 
m. tairova 397 
x. taovi, a. taova 403 
T. uTurgaiZe 407 
b. utie 411 
m. faRava 412 
z. furcxvaniZe 414 
S. futkaraZe 416 
m. qamadaZe 419 

l. qarosaniZe 422  
n. quTelia 425 
r. qurdaZe 430 
m. qurdiani, v. Sengelia 432 
T. RvinaZe, T. vaSakiZe 436 
m. Rlonti 440 
g. yufaraZe 444 
b. SavxeliSvili 446 
r. Sxalaxova 451 
s. Sxalaxova 453 
i. CantlaZe 456 
m. Cumakina 461 
m. Cuxua 464 
m. ciskariSvili, m CaCaniZe 468 
p. cxadaia 471 
r. WikaZe 478 
al. WinWarauli 480 
z. WumburiZe 482 
n. WumburiZe 484 
r. Wkadua 486 
d. xazamovi 487 
m. xaibulaeva 489 
n. xaibulaeva 492 
a. xalidovi 496 
m. a. xaCemizova 501 
m. n. xaCemizova 503 
s. jamaludinova 507 
c. janjRava 510 
n. jorbenaZe 512 
a. harisi 516 
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