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Introduction

Interference, or linguistic influence, represents the
pervasiveness/dissemination ~ of  phonological and lexical-
grammatical models of any other language into another language. It
is a powerful transforming factor and can lead to significant results
in long-term operation. These processes originate with the
emergence of languages and are as old by the age as the languages
themselves. Linguistic influence is caused by the language contact,
which at a certain stage in connection with the change of the existing
socio-political conditions can cease to exist, or vice-versa — can
continue to the end. It is the depth and scale of the impact that
depends on its duration and intensity.

Linguistic contact, as well as proper influence is achieved
through bilingualism. The speech thinking of individuals speaking
different languages is an area where interferential processes
originate. Apparently, a connoisseur of any two languages is not
bilingual. We deal with this phenomenon only when both languages
are used simultaneously, or in parallel, as a means of daily
communication (Hukonbckuii, 1976: 89). At this time, the native
language dominates in certain situations, while the so-called foreign
language dominates in other situations.

A language that affects another language, is called a ‘source
language’ (S), and a language that is the object of influence, is called
a ‘borrower’ (C).! The term ‘borrowing’ is equally conditional in
terms of interferential processes. Its use is justified as long as it
involves filling in the existing blanks, or ‘white spots’, in the lexical
or grammatical systems of the language C with the material of the
source language. However, it is a well-known fact that linguistic

Y In general linguistics, the borrowing language is denoted by the symbol C,
and the source language is denoted by S.



influence is not limited to this, and under appropriate conditions, the
words or grammatical forms of the language S expel own words or
grammatical forms of the so-called borrowing language from the use.
At this stage of the relationship, the already mentioned term acquires
a purely conditional content.

Interference is a regular process that has its parameters. It is
characterized by the direction of influence, the depth of
pervasiveness of foreign linguistic elements and the scale of their
dissemination and extent.

Depending on the direction, either one-sided or reciprocal
influence is distinguished. This process is unilaterally directed when
one of the two languages in contact is a constant source of influence,
while the other is a constant object. Influence is reciprocal when the
same process is directed bilaterally, when the same language is both
a borrower and a source at the same time, provided that when it is a
borrower, the other language is the source and vice versa. We do not
have a principal difference between these types of interference,
because the reciprocal influence is nothing more than the parallel
dissemination of the regularities of a one-sided influence in two
linguistic collectives.

The direction of interferential processes is directly
determined by the nature of bilingualism. Under the influence of
environmental conditions from two linguistic collectives in contact, a
bilingual can become either both or only one. When both collectives
are bilingual — two-sided or mutual influence is to be expected.
When only one collective is bilingual, linguistic influence is being
accomplished in one direction.

When we examine the direction of interferential processes,
we usually consider the changes that bilinguals bring into their native
language because of their good knowledge of foreign languages and
their frequent use. It is also called internal changes. At the same
time, it is well known that bilinguals bring certain patterns in their
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own language before mastering a foreign language. They are thus
called external changes. So, in a sense, each bilingualism is a set of
two-sided interferential processes. Nevertheless, we talk about one-
sided influence and we ignore the changes made by the bilinguals in
a foreign language for several reasons:

1. These processes of reciprocally opposite influence are
diachronic;

2. Changes in language S are localized by the bilingual
speech of the language C and cannot achieve wide dissemination;

3. Assoon as the knowledge of the language S reaches the
proper level in the language C collective, the changes made in it are
“corrected” by the bilinguals themselves.

The situation is more complicated when we examine the
results of interferential processes, that is, the changes made by
bilinguals in their own language. Researchers have different opinions
about which level of linguistic hierarchy the internal changes can
achieve. According to some researchers, foreign language influences
can cover only lexical-grammatical and phonological levels of
language; According to other researchers, this also applies to
morphology-syntax. According to Academician I. Desheriev, “there
is no level of linguistic structure that can remain inaccessible to
linguistic influence during collective bilingualism” (/emepues,
1966: 112). The question of the depth of pervasiveness of
interferential processes is still debatable.

The depth and scale of changes caused by the influence of a
foreign language are determined by a number of factors, such as: The
nature of bilingualism; The level of bilingualism; The
interrelationship of the structures of the C and S languages in terms
of similarity; Territory; Duration of bilingualism; The factor of
writing system; The interrelationship of the cultural levels of the C
and S speech communities; Socio-political prestige; The numerical
ratio and interdependence of collectives; Number of mixed families.
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If we consider that almost all the named factors have an infinite
number of subtypes or transitional stages, the inexhaustible
possibilities of their various ratios will become clear.

Each of the named factors has its own value and can make a
significant difference in bilingual situations. Nevertheless, we still
have a difference between them in terms of their impact on the
outcome. The greatest role in this regard is given to the nature of
bilingualism, which can be individual or collective. The first one
takes place when a small number of speakers of a language C speak a
foreign language, and the second is when the majority of society
speaks a foreign language. The effects of influence are so strongly
affected by the collective nature of bilingualism that some
researchers believe that individual bilingualism cannot even be
considered as an essential factor of interferential innovations. “The
term bilingualism should bebelong only to collective bilingualism,
which, in turn, can be complete, that is, universal and partial,” writes
B. Gavranek (I'aBparex, 1972: 96).

Along with the listed factors, special importance is conferred
to the level of bilingualism along with its nature. This factor implies
the level of knowledge of a foreign language by the speakers of the C
language, and the depth and superficiality of the interferential
processes depend on it. It is noteworthy that the discussion of the
levels of bilingualism shows an infinite number of transitional stages
from one extreme point, which we call the weak knowledge of a
foreign language, to the other extreme point, which is called good,
thorough knowledge of the same language.

Such a level of contact, when a bilingual is equally fluent in
both languages and freely switches from one code to another, is
known as ideal bilingualism (Baiinpaiix, 1972: 86).

Obviously, the term “ideal” here is devoid of social content
and is used in a purely linguistic sense: it refers to the nature of
bilingualism in relation to interferential processes.
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The researchers unanimously note the role of the
interrelations of the cultural levels of the linguistic collectives in
contact to each other. This factor is so important that it can have a
strong resistance to foreign linguistic influences even when all other
factors lead to a bilingual situation in favour of the latter; Or
conversely, it may be the reason for the spread of any language in a
foreign collective (Meite, 1954: 23).

The importance given to the interrelationship of the
structures of the languages in contact in this sense is known. These
structures may be similar or different. At the same time, the stages of
similarities or differences will be varied. It is assumed that the
process of linguistic influence will proceed with less obstacles
between such units, because, as B. Jorbenadze writes: “A related
language is much more pervasive, rather than a distant language
from this point of view” (1989: 73).

Naturally, along with other factors, the direction and
outcomes of influence are largely determined by the numerical ratio
of the groups of C and S language collectives. In this regard, the
greater the disproportion is in favour of the source language, the
more favourable conditions will be created for one-sided influence.

In the case of one-sided collective bilingualism, the so-called
mixed families bring disastrous results for the borrowing language.
V. Berthold justly writes that “they help to strengthen the influence
of a foreign language and significantly accelerate the process of
interference” (bepronpau, 1972: 126). Unlike all other factors, that
also lead the process of one-sided bilingualism, the numerical growth
of such families brings the shift of the C language collective closer to
the source language at a catastrophic rate. At this time, the
percentage ratio of mixed families with the total number of the so-
called pure, unmixed families is crucial for the expected outcomes.

The socio-political prestige of a foreign language collective
often has a decisive influence on the direction and outcomes of



bilingualism. Friendly relations between collectives create the most
favourable conditions for the same interferential processes; The
intensity of the impact is also greatly facilitated by the common
territory; The factor of writing system must be taken into account as
well. All this is regulated by the time factor, because “the bilingual
situation is determined not only by the synchronous factors of the
relationship between languages but also by the duration of their
validity,” — writes V. Mikhalchenko (Muxasnbuenko, 1976: 55).

As we have mentioned, there are infinitely many
combinations of the listed factors, and the linguistic relationship in
each case is different in its nature and consequences. The degree of
difference between the bilingual situations varies depending on
which factor changes and how: the change of some of them may
accelerate slow down, stop, or reverse the process of linguistic
influence by thousands of years, while changing of some factors has
relatively little effect on it.

After reviewing a fairly long list of factors characterizing
bilingual situations and their possible subspecies, it should no longer
be debatable that each bilingual situation is unique in its nature,
and absolute coincidence is generally excluded. Nevertheless, each
case of bilingualism reveals the universal regularities of interferential
processes and is interesting in terms of general linguistics, which is
obviously due to the systemic nature of the language structures
themselves.

The Tsovatush-Georgian bilingual situation is of particular
interest in terms that in this case, we have a favourable combination
of factors causing interferential processes, which creates optimal
conditions for one-sided, deeply penetrating and irreversible
influence. It seems that in this small region, the fate itself has
created a specially adjusted situation, where everything in the
borrowing language serves the common purpose of the
pervasiveness of regularities of the source language.
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Below we discuss the factors determining the Tsovatush-
Georgian bilingualism and the consequences of their impact in a
consistent and comprehensive manner.

In the form of relationship between the Tsovatush and
Georgian languages, we deal with a sharply formed one-sided
influence: the Georgian language is the source of the interference,
while the Tsovatush is the object. Here, bilingualism has taken the
form of ideal bilingualism. Moreover, many Tsovatush people today
know Georgian better than their native language.

While characterizing the abovementioned bilingual situation,
special attention is paid to the particularly friendly attitude between
the Tsovatush people and the Georgian-speaking population. Despite
the language differences, the Tsovatush people consider Georgia as
their only homeland and have always referred to themselves as
Georgians. Coexistence with Georgians for centuries, common
religion, and the heroic contribution of this small nation to Georgia’s
struggle for independence have created an image of the community
in the form of Georgia, as well as an inseparable homeland
representation. Namely this factor has led to the voluntary nature of
language assimilation in this region.

Although the Georgian and Tsovatush languages are
members of the same family and are connected by a common origin,
as a result of the action of divergent processes, they are so different
in the modern stage of development that their kinship becomes
noticeable only at the level of deep scientific analysis. The first is a
member of the Kartvelian language branch of the Iberian-Caucasian
language family, and the second belongs to the Nakh language
branch of the same family. In addition to the Georgian language, the
first branch combines the Svan and Zan languages, while the second
also includes the Chechen and Ingush languages.

There is a big difference between Georgian and Tsovatush
languages according to the number of speakers: Georgian is the
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national language of the Republic of Georgia and about 5 million
people speak it; This language is also spoken outside of Georgia.
Today, about 1800 people speak the Tsovatush language in the only
village of Kakheti - Zemo Alvani. Of great importance is the fact that
half of the population in this village is Georgian-speaking.

The earliest dwellings of the Tsovatush people were in the
mountainous villages of Tusheti: Tsaro, Sagirta, Etelta, Indurta and
Mozarta. They settled in the valley only after the devastating flood of
1820, which washed away their villages and killed a large part of the
population.

Prior to settling, the Tsovatush people used the valley only
for nomadic sheep-farming. As known, for special merit before the
country, King Levan of Kakheti granted them with pastures in the
valley in the first half of the 16™ century, and then, in the following
centuries, the pastures were expanded by the kings: Archil and
Erekle I1. As Vakhushti Batonishvili writes, “the purpose of such a
favour was to let their sheep graze safely in Kakheti” (\VVakhushti,
1913: 96).

Along with the close economic relations, the cultural and
social contact of the Tsovatush people with the Georgian-speaking
population became more and more widespread.

It is difficult to determine exactly the duration of the direct
relationship between the Georgian and Tsovatush languages.
Historical sources say that the neighborhood of these people was not
known until recently, and linguistic realities point to contacts of the
distant epoch. We first encountered information about the Tsovatush
people in the poem “Archiliani” by Archil, the Georgian King-poet
of the 17" century (Archil, 1936: 205). The first scientific work,
where the Georgian-Tsovatush linguistic relationship is discussed,
belongs to a member of the St. Petersburg Academy of Sciences — J.
Gildenstadt — “Travel in Russia and the Mountains of the Caucasus”
(1962; 1964). This trip took place in 1768-1775.
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J. Guldenstadt records show that by May of 1772, the
Tsovatush people were still living entirely in the mountains. At that
time, there were 22 villages in Tusheti, and people spoke the Kist
language with mixed-Georgian in four villages. The inhabitants were
more likely to be of Kist descent than anywhere else (Glldenstédt,
1962: 263). It is assumed that four villages of Tsovata are: Tsaro,
Sagirta, Etelta, and Indurta.

As it turns out, two and a half centuries ago, the influence of
Georgian language on Tsovatush was so significant that a traveling
academician called this language ‘“Kist with Georgian-mixed
language”. J. Guldenstadt had the basis for such a statement: out of
the 273 lexical-grammatical items offered for comparison with the
languages used in the Caucasus, such as Tsovatush (the scholar calls
it the Tush language), 37 words are Georgian (Guldenstadt, 1964:
340).

If the researcher had focused not advantageously on the
words of the basic lexical fund, but had presented the lexis used
entirely in the language for comparison, it is clear that the specific
weight of the words borrowed from Georgian would have been much
higher. If we take into consideration the fact that only four of the 236
Tsovatush words, attested by Gildenstédt, experienced the change of
meaning (narrowing) so far, when the contact between these two
linguistic collectives became much closer, it will become clear that
this “Kist with mixed-Georgian” could not have been the product
of the linguistic influence of one or two centuries.

So far, everything is based on assumptions and hypotheses,
because the centuries hide the secret of the Tsovatush-Georgian
language relationship.

Of crucial importance in terms of influence direction and
results is the fact that in the course of hundreds of years, the
Georgian language has been a major source for the Tsovatush people
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of education, their relations with neighbouring Georgian tribes, and
mastering their cultural and technical achievements.

Georgian has been the most widely spoken language among
members of the Iberian-Caucasian language family in general and
has the longest literary tradition. Documentary monuments of the
Georgian writing system count the 16 centuries and scholars trace
their origin earlier than our era. If we consider that the Georgian was
the only language having a writing system in this numerous family
during the epochs and that the script was developed for the rest of its
members in the 19"-20" centuries, while most of them are still
deprived of this advantage, the great importance of Georgian for
other languages in the context of the territorial neighbourhood will
become clear. Over the past 15 centuries, rich and high-quality
fiction has been created in the Georgian language; Historical,
philosophical, and other works have been written. Both the writing
and the script helped to develop the Georgian language and maintain
its high virtues. The active public and political life led to the
maximum development of its internal forces. Academician N. Marr
justly wrote that “everything that can be said on earth in whatever
language can be expressed in Georgian; there is no idea in any
language, whether in Russia or Western Europe, that cannot be
completely expressed or moulded in the artistic form in Georgian”
(Mapp, 1926: 57).

The way, the Tsovatush language not having the writing
system, and the people speaking it, passed in the same historical
period in the inaccessible mountains of Tsovata, is diametrically
different. It is inexplainable what vital functions the Tsovatush
language had in internal family relations, that it could form the
richest and most orderly tense-mood systems of the verb; or what
full-blooded life it had in the far reaches of Asia Minor, where its
trace is still barely visible, that today, thousands of years later, when
it got in the tight contact wth a monumental Georgian, possessing the
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richest cultural and literary traditions, the deficit was fixed only on
the lexis level. A Russian academican Peter Uslar wrote about it with
sincere admiration: “The Tush language is extremely rich with
grammatical forms containing the chance to express the most subtle
nuances of an idea” (Ycsap, 1887: 28).

The reclusive and isolated life in the mountainous conditions
hindered the further cultural growth and development of both the
people and the language, but the Tsovatush language, like all other
languages, responded to the requirements of the specific conditions
set before it as much as possible. The practice has repeatedly
confirmed a famous statement of G. Gleason that “the objective
discussion will show not only the great complexity and
conditionality of the language but also how convenient it is to
perform its function” (I'incon, 1959: 34]. If the feeling of lexical
deficit or foreign language models still emerge in this or that
language at a certain stage of development, it is the result of the
influence and not a reflection of the internal language inferiority.

According to the outcomes of the influence, we distinguish
four periods of Tsovatush-Georgian linguistic relations, as follows:

The first period — coming down and settling of the Tsovatush
people in the valley (before the 1820s) - the period of individual
bilingualism;

The second period — from settling in the valley to the
establishment of the Soviet government in Georgia (1820-1921) —
the period of weakly developed collective bilingualism;

The third period — from the establishment of the Soviet
system to the 80s (1921-1980) — the period of active collective
bilingualism;

The fourth period — from the 80s to the present — the period
of ideal bilingualism:;.
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According to these periods, the nature of bilingualism and
the level of knowledge of the Georgian language — the two most
important factors of linguistic influence — were also different.

The first period is much longer than all the others in terms
of the length of the Tsovatush-Georgian language relationship. Prior
to settling in the valley, the Tsovatush people lived a secluded life
typical of a semi-feudal existence and were connected to
neighbouring tribes that had been locked up like tribes in the
mountains. Their relationship with the valley was casual and
insignificant at the time. This relationship became relatively active in
the 16™ century, when, as mentioned, the Tsovatush people received
military protection from King Levan of Kakheti and pastures for
sheep in order to spend the winter. In return, they were obliged to
provide the kings with their divisions during the wars. At that time,
the number of literate people, mostly men, was probably
insignificant, and education should have been mainly in the hands of
those serving in local churches. At that time, mixed families were
completely excluded because of the defensive instinct characteristic
of all small tribes, and the sole language of the cradle was the
Tsovatush language. At that time, the Georgian language acted only
as a mediator with the Georgian-speaking population.

According to the abovementioned, in the first period of the
relationship between the C and S languages, the weakly developed
individual bilingualism in the population and the low level of
knowledge of the Georgian language are assumed. It is also
noteworthy that bilinguals were predominantly men. The fact that,
despite the limited contacts, the vocabulary of the Tsovatush
language at that time seems to have such a noticeable trace of
foreign linguistic influence that it is called “Kist with mixed-
Georgian”, can only be explained by the long duration of the
relationship.
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It is also clear that in the period under discussion, the
Tsovatush language is mainly influenced by the Georgian
neighbouring dialects of the mountain. Settling in the valley was an
important event in terms of deepening Georgian-Tsovatush language
relations. From that time on, the cultural and economic contact of the
Tsovatush people with the Georgian population became significantly
closer; Mixed families emerged as rare exceptions, the centuries-old
taboo on this issue was broken which gave rise to the unbridled
intrusion of such families in the future; The relations with the places,
where one could get an education, became easier.

Telavi was the main center of education and upbringing for
the Tsovatush people at that time, and certain individuals were able
to go even further: to Moscow, St. Petersburg, Germany, and France.
The first school in Zemo Alvani was founded in 1864 by the Literacy
Society. It was a Georgian educational institution for primary
classes. The contingent of students was limited, so the right to study
at school was allotted to the families according to the vote. Only one
child from each family was given the right to study, and parents, who
were granted this privilege, were choosing mostly their sons for
obvious reasons. A woman still remained uneducated and chained to
her family and hearth.

Thus, in the second period of contact between the C and S
languages, the Tsovatush language remained the only language of the
mother-child relationship. Bilingualism indeed took on a collective
character, but it was not yet universal. The level of knowledge of a
foreign language also remained low. The fact that the relationship of
the Tsovatush language with the mountain dialects was replaced by
the dialects in the valley, which was simultaneously added by the
influence of the literary Georgian language, is significant for this
period. This is a period of weakly developed bilingualism.

The third Period of the Georgian-Tsovatush linguistic
relations covers the time after the October Revolution until the
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1980s, for a total of about 60 years. Despite the short duration, this
period, as expected, had a decisive impact on the depth and scale of
the relationship between the two languages.

The results of the direct observations made by Professor
Sergi Makalatia locally in 193, give a clear idea of the legacy of the
third period of bilingualism from the previous period in terms of the
level of knowledge of the Georgian language by the Tsovatush
people. The researcher writes: the Tsovatush people “speak
Tsovatush fluently at home and outside. Everyone in the family
knows Tsovatush, its ignorance is a shame. The children learn to talk
with the Tsovatush language and then learn Georgian. Everyone,
except for children and some elderly women, knows Georgian”
(Makalatia, 1936: 109).

It was only at the beginning of the third period, and then
events developed with dizzying speed.

During the years of Soviet rule, the life of the Tsovatush
people changed radically. The village of Zemo Alvani was actively
involved in the construction of a socialist society and became one of
the leaders with education and economic level of life. At that time,
the relations with the Georgian-speaking collective became
extremely close. Mass communication in Georgian language
developed. Education became universal. At first, an eight-year
school and then two Georgian secondary schools, staffed mainly by
highly qualified local personnel, were open for the youth.

Due to such a tightening of the contact, the circle of
communication functions of the Tsovatush language was getting
narrower and narrower. This took place primarily because it lacked
the vocabulary, especially scientific-technical terminology needed
for new social relations, The main and essential thing, however,
was that the knowledge of the language of the numerous
prestigious people increased the social mobility of the
representatives of the small community.
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In a short time, the social composition of the population
changed dramatically: if before the main stratum was represented by
semi-literate peasants or completely uneducated peasants, now the
leading force of the village was represented by the intelligentsia and
workers along with the educated peasantry. By the 1980s, there were
364 high school graduates from 2840 Tsovatush people, working in
both local and neighbouring Georgian villages or various cities of the
republic, with 14 candidates of sciences and 4 doctors of sciences.
Under such conditions, the prestige of the Georgian language was
extremely high and the level of its knowledge was equal to that of
the native language — the period of typical ideal bilingualism
began, which made Georgian the language of the cradle in many
pure Tush families.

The fourth period is the shortest of the Tshovatush-Georgian
linguistic relations, but it turned out to be the most difficult
according to the outcomes. Although it has many commonalities with
the third period and the bilingual factors here almost completely
coincide, we have the biggest difference in terms of foreign language
proficiency: unlike conventional ideal bilingualism, when foreign
language proficiency level is equal to the native one, now the same
foreign language proficiency level became higher than that of the
native one. Provided that this kind of bilingualism has completely
different consequences in terms of the depth and scale of its
interferential innovations, we have separated it from the usual ideal
bilingualism, or as we call it in brief — overbilingualism.

Mixed families, along with other factors, contributed to the
establishment of overbilingualism at this stage. The number of mixed
families increased immeasurably by the beginning of the fourth
period: 234 out of 590 Tsovatush families became mixed, with the
majority of mothers of non-Tush origin. Those who grew up in such
an environment either do not know the Tsovatush language at all or
know it badly. Most young people under the age of twenty can no
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longer speak or even understand their mother tongue, and those who
still know it almost no longer speak it because of the unprecedented
prestige of Georgian — the connection of generations through the
native language was almost completely cut off in most Tsovatush
families.

When describing the recent period, we have mainly focused
on mixed families, as a specific feature. Intrinsically, significant
changes related to such tightening of the contact are expected in the
ratio of other factors contributing to foreign language influences,
such as, first, the level of foreign language proficiency and the
frequency of code-to-code switches for those whose native language
is still Tsovatush.

We can conclude that over the mentioned periods, the
Tsovatush language had relations sometimes mainly with the dialects
of the Georgian language, sometimes simultaneously with the
dialects and the literary language, and sometimes almost only with
literary Georgian.

During the first period, in the conditions of living in the
mountains, the relationship of the Tsovatush language with the
neighbouring Georgian dialects of the mountain is probable; In
connection with the settlement in the valley in the second period, the
relationship should be considered, on the one hand, with the dialects
again, and on the other hand, with literary Georgian; As for periods
third and fourth, here we have a relationship mainly with literary
Georgian because the influence was mainly literal.

Since the relationship between the Tsovatush language and
the mountain dialects of the Georgian language took place under
somewhat equal conditions, they most likely had the mutual
influence and not only the one-sided influence of one of them on the
other. Only one side of such influence has been studied in the
scientific literature — the influence of Tsovatush and, in general,
Nakh languages on the dialects of the Georgian language, the other
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side of the same issue — what influence the Georgian dialects had on
the Tsovatush language, has been left without discussion. Several
circumstances hinder the study of this issue: one is that we do not
have proper texts when the relationship of Tsovatush with Georgian
was limited to the dialects of the latter, and the other and main thing
is that Georgian dialects do not have such a structural difference in
relation to literary language, the influence of which, as completely
different, could be contrasted with the influence of literary Georgian.
Nor can we raise the issue of purely dialectical influence at the level
of lexis, because the borrowed dialect forms were later “corrected”
according to the models of literary Georgian, while in contact with
the latter.

Thus, throughout the past centuries, the influence of
Georgian dialects and literary language on Tsovatush has been seen
as a unified process of the influence of the Georgian language. It is to
discuss this process that our monograph aims to explore, in
particular, the depth and scale of interferential processes in lexis-
phonology, morphology, and syntax in relation to the stages of
bilingualism. A. Schifener, R. Gagua, J. Desheriev, T. Goniashvili,
L. Sanikidze, D. Imnaishvili, K. Chrelashvili are discussing separate
issues independently or in connection with other issues. We will
discuss the views of the aforementioned researchers while analyzing
the specific issues.

In this work, we examine each case of interference in
relation to the levels of bilingualism and try to answer certain
questions of general linguistics based on specific material:

1. What causes interferential changes;

2. What language levels the interference includes and what
its scales are with respect to bilingualism;

3. What depth the interference can reach at this or that level
of the linguistic hierarchy;

4. What types of the borrowed vocabulary there are;
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5. How the language system is revealed in the process of
word borrowing;

6. In what way the lexical-grammatical borrowings are
established in the language;

7. How the “white spots” are filled up in the lexical-
grammatical set of the borrowing language and how the
“inconsistencies” of the same series are corrected;

8. What factors lead to the shift of the native speakers of C
language to a foreign language and how this process is carried out.

To study the issues raised, as mentioned, there are ideal
conditions in the bilingual research region, where a peculiar
miniature model of the global processes of world language
contacts is presented. The maximally accelerated pace of these
processes allows us to keep an eye on the whole dynamics of the
spread of individual innovations from start to finish.

The only obstacle in this regard is the unwritten nature of
this language and the lack of texts reflecting the earlier stages of
bilingualism. The lack is significantly complemented by the fact that
certain issues can be clarified through the data of the nearest
languages — Chechen and Ingush, and for a relatively late period, the
collections of texts, enclosed to grammatical works or published
separately, have great importance.

For the observation on the Tsovatush language at the modern
stage of bilingualism, we have our own recorded texts and compiled
list of borrowed vocabulary containing 4820 units in the form of
borrowed words and synonymous parallelism. We also use field
work material, such as questionnaires, interviews with respondents of
different generations on selected topics.
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Part |
Interferential processes in vocabulary and phonology
Chapter 1
Processes of word borrowing and loss
in relation to the stages of bilingualism

Introduction

Word borrowing is the most significant outcome of
bilingualism. The high level of knowledge of a foreign language is
also connected with the peculiar processes of the loss of the native
language words in the bilingual speech. We are interested in:

1. What the characteristics of the process of word borrowing
at different stages of bilingualism are;

2. How the systematization of language is manifested in the
process of word borrowing, and

3. What causes the loss of the words of the borrowing
language.

Separate paragraphs of the given chapter are devoted to the
discussion of the named issues.

The number of borrowed words varies considerably
depending on the age of the speaker. Every ten years make a
noticeable difference in this matter, which, in turn, is an indicator of
the intense nature of the process of linguistic influence; The level of
knowledge of the respondent also plays a big role in this regard.

We took the speech of the Tsovatush middle-aged
respondents (40-50 years old) with secondary education for analysis;
We tried to avoid foreign terminology reflecting the achievements of
science and technology, which illustrates the recent period of the
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Tsovatush language relationship with Georgian and is less interesting
in terms of form. As far as possible, we have accurately recorded
and analysed all the other foreign words that the bilingual of this
generation uses today when speaking in native language.

Sometimes, when regarding the form of word, we also
considered the speech of the oldest and youngest generations. In such
a case, we presented fixed different forms as parallelisms of the same
words in this work.

It is noteworthy that, as Professor T. Uturgaidze points out:
“some borrowed words have been lost in literary Georgian and its
dialects, while they are still preserved in the Tsovatush language”
(1960: 87).

8 1. Word borrowing and stages of bilingualism

Even minimal contact between languages is sufficient for
word borrowing, while all other segments of language system are
only subject to close and long-term contact. In literature, it is well
known that even a single person who is fluent in a foreign language
has enriched the lexical fund of the native language with many new
units (Maprune, 1972: 85).

It is noted that word borrowing does not necessarily imply
knowledge of the language from which the separate elements are
borrowed (Pocertn, 1972: 113). Of course, in order to learn one or
two words from a foreign language, it is not necessary to know this
language in the usual sense of the term, but the borrower needs to
understand the meaning of even one word that he brings in his native
language. The borrowing individual may have linked this notion to
the word simply by reference, with the help of sign language, but it is
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already the knowledge of some elements of a foreign language; Just
because this element is insignificant compared to the language
capacity, it is not usually recorded at the level of knowledge. In this
regard, we could recall the so-called intermediate borrowing, when a
bilingual person does not really know the language to which the
mastered lexical unit belongs. Such reasoning is related to the history
of speech, and the process of borrowing itself is direct here as well.

The study of the Tsovatush-Georgian bilingual materials
shows that the individual and collective bilingualism are
characterized by a number of peculiarities in the issues of word
borrowing, which is why we consider each step separately.

There are two ways to borrow words:

1. Inone case, the borrowed words occupy free space in the
borrowing language;

2. In the second case, synonymous pairs are formed with
the words of the borrowing language.

In the case of individual bilingualism, the word “borrowing”
justifies its semantics, because it basically refers to the transfer of
those lexemes from one language to another, which the latter does
not have of its own. The main basis for the lexical influence at this
time is the feeling of the lexical deficit and borrowing serves to fill in
the “white spots” in the lexical fund of C language. They occupy free
spaces and the borrowed words at this time take the form of peculiar
neologisms.

Obviously, when we talk about “white spots” in any
language (C), we mean that these free spaces are observed only in
the background of the lexical material of the second language (S); It
would be illogical to even raise the issue of such spots in any
separate language. White spots, i.e. incomplete spaces in this or that
language are observed only during the contact with another language
and they are caused by different levels of economic and cultural
development of the speech communities of the C and S languages.
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This or that field of well-developed cultural, political, or economic
life will bring an abundance of proper terminology in the language,
and, conversely, the same poorly developed fields will be
accompanied by a limited number of relevant vocabulary. Given that
language accurately reflects the cultural-economic level of its speech
community, the opposition of these levels gives an idea of the ratio
of the lexis they represent. In the language of this community, where
the lower level of development of this or that field will be fixed in
the mentioned comparison, empty places or white spots will appear
on the background of the lexical material of the second community.
The process of word borrowing during individual bilingualism
mainly serves to fill in the white spots.

In our case, the speakers of C language are former
inhabitants of the Caucasus alpine zone, for whom, along with poorly
developed arable farming, the developed livestock farming
represented the main agricultural field; At the same time, they had a
well-developed technology of wool processing and indoor
homemade fabric. On the contrary, the speakers of the language S, as
residents of the valley, had maximally developed horticulture and
viticulture, was advanced in education and by the level of common
cultural development.

Indeed, the lexis of horticulture and viticulture in Tsovatush
is almost entirely Georgian, while a large part of the terminology,
denoting parts of the organism, kinship, and related to cattle-
breeding, weaving, and household daily chores, is own. Terminology
related to the enlightenment and Christianity, as well as official-
political terminology, is Georgian as well.

This regularity of borrowing of sectoral lexis is so
characteristic of the individual level of bilingualism that according to
the Academician Sh. Dzidziguri, “the analysis and classification of
borrowed lexical elements according to the meaning of words allow
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us to judge on the spheres of economic and cultural life that were
unequally developed in different peoples” ([3uasurypu, 1968: 74).

Of course, the borrowing of each foreign vocabulary unit
occurs by a separate individual or individuals, but then, it spreads in
the borrowing language and these units become the property of the
whole collective. Even if bilingual individuals transfer many words
from the S language, almost only necessary words will remain in
the C language during individual bilingualism, i.e. words which
do not have their own equivalent in the borrowing language. This
is one of the main hallmarks of individual bilingualism in terms of
word borrowing.

Individual bilingualism in this context is also characterized
by another feature, which is revealed in the nature of the adaptation
of the sound cover of borrowed words. In the process of borrowing,
the full or partial assimilation of the sound cover of borrowed words
can take place with the sound cover of the words of the borrowing
language; This segment of the word can be left unchanged at all.
This is due to the level of knowledge of a foreign language, on the
one hand, and to the structure of the borrowed word, on the other
hand. One part of the Georgian words used in the Tsovatush
language, as we will see in the next chapter, shows all three stages of
word adaptation and reflects different levels of knowledge of a
foreign language in the borrowing collective.

During individual bilingualism, bilingual individuals master
the S language poorly and alter the sound cover of foreign words in
the process of borrowing in such a way that they approximate it to
the structure of the native word. Thus, the phonological rules for
the distribution of C language sounds during the individual
bilingualism determine the final look of the borrowed words —
this is another characteristic feature of individual bilingualism.

It is possible that at the same stage of bilingualism, an
individual bilingual may be so fluent in the S language that he is able
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to transfer the sound cover of the borrowed word without any
changes. In such a case, the monolingual individuals, who are guided
only by the phonological rules of the native language, will correct the
unusual sound combination. U. Weinreich rightly points out that “at
this time, monolingual individuals, as their number is noticeable in
the collective, mechanically, completely unknowingly protect their
native language from foreign linguistic influences (1972: 54).

Thus, the process of word borrowing during individual
bilingualism is characterized by two essential features:

1. The borrowing is aimed at filling up the “white spots”;

2. The sound cover of new words changes according to the
phonological model of the C language.

Based on these signs, we can prove that the following
Georgian words are borrowed by the Tsovatush language at a low
level of bilingualism, for example, xmé (ior) (cross), 80;33@

(madel) (grace), %@m% (agloz) (angel), %ag%og (zedga) (trivet),

802%3 (muﬁga) (jolt), hoédgag? (sarkmel) (incense), E]oéggdag@
(marc¢kel) (matchmaker). ..

This stage has long been passed by the Tsovatush speech
communities. This is why it is difficult to single out the proper
examples in a multitude series of lexical borrowings. It is well
known that every subsequent step of bilingualism in languages
without writing system makes its correction to the sound cover of
previously borrowed words.

One of the factors that stimulate the word borrowing during
collective bilingualism is the tendency to fill in white spots. More or
less “white spots” in the language, i.e. free spaces, always remain in
opposition to the second language because it is impossible to fill
them in once and for all. These free spaces, which at the first meeting
of languages are conditioned by different levels of development of
their speech communities, different codes of social customs and, in
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general, by a number of ethnic characteristics, are easily replenished
and for some time seem to establish a certain balance, but this
balance is temporary because the lexical fund of the language is
constantly changing and flowing. Social advancement is a source of
endless flow of neologisms. That is why, as long as there are two
languages and two collectives, new free spaces will always be one
of the powerful stimulus for word borrowing. Such Georgian
neologisms represented in the Tsovatush language in due time:

ébm,{n (rgol) (ring), dm,@ajéoas (kolektiva) (collective), Zséo&s,g
(brigad) (brigade), ‘Sémagj (Sromdg) (labour day), haz%a (sab¢o)
(council), héal&é[;maa(n (staxanovel) (Stakhanovite), 36386 (premi)
(prize)... The latest neologisms of the same type are: a(s)ma (atom)
(atom), dmlsgmls (kosmos) (cosmos), és 396 (raket) (rocket),
moﬁa%%oaé (tanamgzavr) (satellite)...

Nevertheless, the feeling of lexical deficit in collective
bilingualism is no longer the main factor in the assimilation of words
from the language, as it is in the case of individual bilingualism.
Now the process of word borrowing is dominated by a
comprehensive trend — to replace the foreign word with the
native one. As Academician Sh. Dzidziguri writes: “The close
literary, scientific, in general, cultural attitude of one ethnic group
towards another is a precondition for the uninterrupted flow of
words, despite the need. In this situation, this foreign language acts
as a cultural legislator, its dictionary has become a kind of fashion”
(1960: 59).

This general rule is especially true in the case of collective
bilingualism, when, in fact, “despite the need,” there is unseen
intrusion of foreign words in the C language. In addition to the words
that fill in the “white spots”, there is a wide range of borrowed
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lexical items that are equivalent to own words in the borrowing
language.

This is the way the synonymous pairs are formed, one
member of which belongs to the C language, the other member
belongs to the S language. In such a case, the bilingual individual,
according to Academician L. Shcherba, “borrows primarily a
contextual tone that seems significant for some reason, rather than
words from the second language” (Il{ep6a, 1958: 49). In the modern
conditions of Tsovatush-Georgian bilingualism, a high cultural and
political prestige of the Georgian language is a stimulating factor for
such borrowing.

This is how hundreds of local words have a Georgian
synonymous parallel. For example, the Georgian SOGQméo (mindori)

(field) in the Tsovatush language is — Z]B//g‘f‘i"“é (e’//midor);
g3l (Mcqemsi) (shepherd) — &g //%331; (‘uv //cqems);
Imlisdstenemg  (Mosamartle)  (judge) —  ggarbmg//Imbsds@org
(qelxov//mosamartl); Lmgwo (sol))  (wedge) — dmpqd//lmg
(boyur/isol); ofqdo (iremi) (deer) - 1506//0(%83 (sag//irem);
go@lagmege  (varskvlavi)  (star) - é&m%/ / go@l 35msg
(twir/ /varskvlav); dgamdsdro (megobari) (friend) -
Gogdoliy/ /3gamdsds (nagbist//megobar); §sbo (taxti) (seat) — 393
//6‘5[56 (meq//taxt); 3393260 (mtevani) (bunch) — a0/ /33958
(gag//mteva); bganagolio (xelpasi) (salary) — Eqbacn/ [6gmogels
(‘unal//xelpas); )38 (lukma) (morsel) — Zsadap\n//qwadg
(bakal//lukm);  3Yéqme  (mereli) (sharp) -  Eold//Ibge
(iri//merel); I ghas° (mtvreva) (break) — 49356/ /333hqge0sé
(qegar//mivrevadar); assams (exchange) — bsdssd// gssgmsmsédh
(xarcar//gacvladar); dmdsgds (momateba) (increase) — wodosé [/
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Imdsddosds (latdar // momatbadar); 950 (sereva) (mixing) —
gast/ [Bgbggsrsés (egdar//Serevadar); sddodqds (dam3imeba)
(burden) — QéVQbé/ / 5340335056 (dacdar//dam3imbadar); 4sblbs
(gaxsna) (open) — Qabéaé/ / aoblbsgsds (dastar// gaxsnadar).

Listing of the examples could go a long way; The following
numerical data will give us a clear idea of how widespread this
phenomenon is at the modern stage of bilingualism: D. and N.
Kadagidzes’ “Tsovatush-Georgian-Russian Dictionary” (1984)
includes 3655 lexical units of Tsovatush origin, 2575 of them have
already acquired such a parallel. Numerous daily information in
Georgian language through newspapers, magazines, radio and
television, education in the Georgian language, mixed families, and,
in general, the whole environment leads the development of this
process to this direction.

The examples of parallelisms given above contain only
absolute synonyms, because the borrowed members of the pairs of
relative synonyms have, for some reason, been attributed to refilling
white spots.

Unlike common synonymous parallelisms, the members of
these pairs are seldom found in the same sentence of the Tsovatush
language: the members of the pairs of the first row (in the sequence
of our writing — the words of the native language) mostly
characterize the speech of the elderly and less educated persons,
while the members of the second row characterize the speech of
young and more educated persons; Obviously, we often meet them in
the speech of the same person, but in different situations and with
different interlocutors; It is also characteristic that one of the
participants in the dialogue often uses one, the other uses another
because both of them are equally understandable to both the speaker
and the listener. Thus, when we call such pairs synonymous
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parallelisms, we are not limited to separate sentences, but we
consider the whole horizontal aspect of the language.

As known, “the members of the pairs, at the start, exist next
to each other and freely interchange in the contexts, and then, in the
course of time, one of them remains according to the development of
the bilingual situation” (Baitupaiix, 1972: 49). The modern situation
of the Tsovatush language shows that during a long linguistic
influence the native is almost always lost and the foreign remains,
although some pairs may long remain in the use as a source of
synonymy.

Scientific literature has shown that “the words of the C
language, when they are freely alternated with the words of the S
language, provide some guidance to the latter and serve the purpose
of establishing them in the native language” (Dzidziguri, 1960: 65).
In our case, just because members of such pairs are almost never
used in the same sentence, such a role for the C language words is
less felt. In turn, this phenomenon is evident where these parallelisms
create unrelated pairs. Their number in Tsovatush is limited, we have
only a few relict forms: og—joéo (an-kari) (rheumatics, colics); -

syt (dad-patrd) (owner); oo~ (lap-twak) (dirt); sqe-fqb
(gel-ces) (order); 203_638&1 (¢am-gemo) (taste)... Nevertheless,

many Georgian words are used in the C language today, which,
judging by their content, cannot be included in the form of
neologisms, for example, qun (30l) (bone); J"IJ% (ku¢) (stomach);
doé (3ir) (bottom); 25»383»351\', (bumbul) (feather); Vbavoa (camcam)
(eyelash); 3° (ca) (sky).

Clearly, in due time, they must have been used as synonyms
of proper Tsovatush words, and then, after expelling local forms,

they became the only denominators of the concepts. We can
conclude that the intrusion of synonymous parallelisms is one of
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the most notable features of collective bilingualism in terms of
lexical influence.

It is well known that languages differ not only in lexical
and grammatical structures, an obvious difference between them
is also created by the different divisions and denominations of
objects and events. This segment of language is known as the
contextual structure. Observations show that the differences
between the languages in contact in this regard play a certain
role in the process of word mastering or loss.

Despite the centuries-long intensive influence of the S
language on Tsovatush, some differences in these languages are still
observed in terms of classification and description of objects and
events. This difference in word borrowing also plays a role in
individual bilingualism, but the issue of rectifying inequalities in this
series is actively on the agenda under the collective bilingualism. It
seems that bilinguals, who finally master the S language, are starting
to think in the native language with its models due to the frequent
shift to the latter. For example, in Tsovatush we have the words ap

(0’) (grain) and §an (huj) (stone). In Georgian, they are opposed by
three terms: the same two and the third, generalized — mahqm (tesli)

(seed). The Tsovatush language borrowed the third one, and this
happened not because the language lacked expressive accuracy, but
because it was necessary for the Georgian style of thinking. Under
the influence of Georgian, a general notion of seed appeared in the
Tsovatush language, for which it was required to borrow the term.
The C language has the words béad (stak) (man) and

cﬁbéuan[;m (pstujnd) (woman) but lacks the word expressing the

general notion of a human being. The deficit is replenished again
with Tsovatush lexemes, such as indefinite pronouns: 838;@0 (memli)

(someone) and Sasob (menax) (somebody). Since the correspondence
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established in this way with Georgian contexts often lacks accuracy,
the words: lsv(r]aéagn (sujrel) (spiritual), 3"89468’?’ (quijrcel)
(fleshly), and bgggj (admg) (human) were mastered.

Until recently, Zs(aoakaoé (bopxbar) equally meant wearing

clothes and saddling up. Due to the fact that the event was evaluated
differently in Georgian and was marked with a different term when
the horse was brought out as an object of action, the Tsovatush
language also considered it necessary to distinguish it. This was
followed by the borrowing of the appropriate term. Today it is used
according to age levels: own 3mdbdsé (bobxbar) and borrowed

%ada%gagaaé (Sekazmadbar) (saddling up). We could give more

examples. As we can see, it is also noteworthy for collective
bilingualism to borrow new lexical items to correct the existing
differences in the patterns of word contextual structure of C and
S languages.

Raising the level of knowledge of a foreign language, i.e.
reaching the point where switching from one language to another
takes place already unconsciously and without any compulsion, has
led to the fact that the change of the sound cover of the words
borrowed in Tsovatush today has almost ceased taking place. The
transfer of the sound cover of borrowed words is the third specific
sign of collective bilingualism. Of the many transformations that the
Georgian words subordinated to at the previous stage of
bilingualism, only one continues today — the law of weakening of the
auslaut vowel. We have the most recent borrowings left in an almost
unchanged form, for example: Z)mq)mb (bolos) (in the end); J;;noab

(3livs) (barely); asdq3gde (gametebit) (without mercy); osbsbgdoo
(dananebit)  (ruefully); a‘aﬁodmaom (esmakobit)  (cunningly);
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3mbaél‘)a$om (moxerxebit) (Skl"fU"y), gbéxagoa (marﬁvniv) (tO the
right); 3%6[5603 (marcxniv) (to the left); oéo&sQ (iribad) (indirectly).

The issue of borrowing at this stage of the relationship has
been simplified as much as possible, and this has been followed by a
peculiar fusion of the vocabulary of the two languages. That is why
today the C language has almost completely abandoned the use of its
own means of word-building and has widely opened the door to the
ready-made material from a foreign language. Forgetting own
means of word-building is another feature that characterizes
collective bilingualism.

If the Tsovatush language borrowed only the base for a
number of nouns from Georgian at the beginning of the bilingualism
and selected the corresponding word-building affixes from its own
inventory of morphemes, the same nouns have been introduced
without segmentation during collective bilingualism. For example:

Georgian Tsovatush
"‘jgml&ban (umosavlo) gmbbgga—v& // vagmboaqmﬁ
(Low-yielding) (mosavle—ci // umosavlo)
"Z]QOQﬁm (U'Yﬁ.lO) (Lean) QOQS—VO“ // MJQQQM?)

(valeci // uyald)

ljodbaa (Sakabe) doa—g\)og@ / hodoga
(Fabric for making a dress) (kab-dil / sakabé)
]kabbg:')oma (saxalate) l&ogom—g{)n@ // ljakoqaomzj
(Fabric for making a gown) (xalat-dil // saxalaté)

Due to the widespread opening of the way to the ready-made
units of a foreign language, the composition and derivation were
almost completely forgotten as a means of enriching the vocabulary
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of the language — internal linguistic thinking was weakened.
Probably, this circumstance was taken into account by Academician
Sh. Dzidziguri, when he wrote: “Excessive borrowing of foreign
lexical material cannot be considered a positive event for the
development of the borrowing language. This abundance of
borrowings seems to be a sign of the enrichment of the language, but
in essence, it is an obstacle to its evolution” (1941: 690).

We can conclude that there are four main trends in word
borrowing during collective bilingualism:

1. Correct the models of the contextual structure of C
language according to the appropriate models of S language;

2. Introduce lexical parallels of the S language for the
words of C language;

3. Leave the borrowed sound cover of the words
unchanged, and

4. Restriction of the processes of composition and
derivation of lexemes in C language.

It is natural that these processes begun during the collective
bilingualism, are completely lawful and acquire an unexceptional
character in the periods of ideal bilingualism and overbilingualism.

82. Parts of speech in terms of borrowings

The existing or possible number of “white spots” in the
borrowing language in relation to any particular language may be
limited beforehand to the confrontation of economic and cultural-
political levels of the speech communities of these languages.
Lexical parallelisms, however, do not obey any boundaries in this
respect and extend indefinitely until they cover all the words in the
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dictionary. For members of the C language dictionary, this seemingly
chaotic process of the emergence of parallels of the S language
shows a certain regularity. An interesting situation is shown by the
discussion of parts of speech in this regard in terms of borrowing.
Here the systemic character of the lexis used in this or that language
is most clearly seen.

Special attention is paid to the quantitative ratio of
borrowed words according to parts of speech of the borrowing
language, in other words, attention is paid to the issue of
openness of parts of speech in modern literature. In this regard,
the Tsovatush-Georgian bilingual situation presents interesting
material. There are two types of lexical borrowings in the Tsovatush
language: on the one hand, we have borrowed words, which are the
only indications of appropriate objects and events, and, on the other
hand, borrowed words that are used in parallel with words of the
same meaning. The foreign words used in parallel gradually expand
the scope of use to such an extent that the corresponding lexical units
of the C language are lost under the influence. Thus, the first type of
borrowing has already been established in the language, while the
second is on the way to being established.

The specific weight of both types of borrowings is already
noticeable in the lexical fund of the Tsovatush language. Out of 5808
words included in D. and N. Kadagidzes’ “Tsovatush-Georgian-
Russian Dictionary”, 2143 are borrowed from Georgian or through
Georgian. Out of the remaining 3665 own Tsovatush words, 2575
units have already acquired the Georgian lexical parallel. These two
layers of borrowing reflect different levels of bilingualism, so
discussing them in terms of parts of speech and comparing the
data obtained allow us to discuss the openness of parts of speech
in different stages of the relationship between the two linguistic
collectives.

35



We have divided the material included in the Kadagidzes’
Dictionary into layers of borrowed and own Tsovatush origin words;
We grouped each layer of words according to the parts of speech and
compiled two types of tables. In the first table, we compared the
numerical data of the Georgian and Tsovatush words already
established and introduced in the dictionary according to the parts of
speech and calculated the percentage ratio of borrowings in relation
to the total number of the studied parts of speech (Tsovatush-
Georgian); In the second table, again, according to the parts of
speech, next to the words of the C language, we recorded their own
Georgian lexical parallelisms and calculated the process ratio of the
latter to the Tsovatush material. These parallelisms are not given in
the dictionary, we have obtained them through middle-aged (40-50
years old) respondents. In the course of these calculations, we have
not taken into account the interjection, because, as it is well known,
it is difficult here to fully distinguish between own words and
borrowings (Jghenti, 1946: 255).

These two tables allowed us to compare the degree of
openness of parts of speech at different stages of bilingualism. The
first table is based on the already established borrowings in the
language and reflects the situation with individual and collective
bilingualism, while the foreign words provided in the second table
only enjoy the right of parallelism and characterize the latest
situation, that is, ideal bilingualism or overbilingualism:

Table I:
Parts of Tsovatush | Borrowed | Total Percentage
Speech words words number
Noun 824 1556 2380 65.3%
Adjective 627 106 734 14.1%
Numeral 38 11 49 22.4%
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Pronoun 49 - 49 0

Verb 1859 448 2305 19.2%

Adverb 224 14 238 6%

Postposition | 14 - 14 0

Conjunction | 7 2 9 22%

Particle 22 6 28 21%

Table II:

Part of Tsovatush | Georgian Percentage of

Speech words paralelisms | paralelisms in
relation to
Tsovatush
material

Noun 824 545 66.1%

Adjective 628 448 71.1%

Numeral 38 2 5.2%

Pronoun 49 1 2.04%

Verb 1859 1459 78.5%

Adverb 224 85 38.03%

Postposition 14 1 7%

Conjunction 7 3 42.7%

Particle 22 5 22.7%

The table | shows that at the last stage of bilingualism, nouns
were characterized by maximum openness towards borrowings in
Tsovatush. The percentage of borrowed nouns was 65.3% of the total
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number of nouns used in the Tsovatush language. Much less
openness was found in adjectives (14%), numerals (22%), verbs
(19%), adverbs (6%), conjunctions (22%), and particles (21%). As
for pronouns and postpositions, they formed a completely closed
system for the process of borrowing.

As known, the verb, together with the noun, occupies the
largest place in the dictionary in terms of quantity. It was expected
that the verb would still appear next to the noun according to the
borrowing rate. In fact, the situation is the opposite: we have 19% of
borrowed verbs next to 65% of borrowed nouns. It was difficult for
the verb lexis of the Tsovatush language to adapt to the borrowing
due to its sharply different structure from Georgian. In the case of
borrowed verbs, a number of morphological-phonological
transformations were required so that the new lexemes could be
freely incorporated into the complex and strictly coded system of the
conjugation of C language. At least recently, the base of the
borrowed verb, which is turned into the base in Tsovatush by adding
the auxiliary verb, must have been reduced to monosyllabic. In
addition, a number of prohibitions were reported in the sequence of
base-like consonants; Due to the fact that the vowel belonging to the
base was loaded with a certain morphological function, it must have
been realized in the form of -a.

The difficulty of transformation was the reason that during
the centuries-long Tsovatush-Georgian language relationship and
even now, the verb was a disobedient fortress for lexical influence.
This time, the example of the verb clearly manifests the fact that the
more cohesive and systematically constrained this or that
segment of the language is, the more difficult it is to penetrate
the external elements in it.

Compared to the conjugation system, the declination system
is simpler in the Tsovatush language and the phonetic structure of the
nouns is not as strictly regulated as that of the verbs. That is why the
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nouns and, much later, the verbs gave up their positions in the
process of borrowing earlier.

Adjectives and adverbs were distinguished from the nouns
by the special derivative attached to the base. As we can see, certain
changes were needed here as well, so that the borrowed adjective, or
the adverb, naturally matched the new language system. That is why
they, too, were subject to the lexical influence of a foreign language
later than the nouns and began to adapt the Georgian borrowings
later.

At this stage of bilingualism, a postposition and a pronoun
are members of a completely locked system. Such resilience of the
postposition to the lexical influence must be explained by its special
role in the sentence: it is one of the most common means of
establishing a syntactic connection between the words both in
Georgian and in Tsovatush. Compared to major words, limited
openness of other minor words also attracts attention in addition to
the postposition. It seems that major words are more independent
both in terms of use and in terms of borrowings; It is much easier to
separate them from the foreign context and incorporate them into the
new one, while minor words seem to be more deeply embedded in
the syntactic model of the native language and create certain
constructions from which it is relatively more difficult to remove
them. In this regard, it is known that a postposition holds an extreme
position.

The Tsovatush language material in this case once again
confirms Schiefner’s famous statement that “morphemes with
complex grammatical functions are less likely to be borrowed than
those with simple functions, and that, in particular, a postposition
which governs several cases will be more difficult to assimilate than
an original word” (1856: 355).

As for the pronoun as a member of an absolutely closed
system to borrowing, we must explain such incompatibility in
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everyday usage of words with a special frequency of its use. Only the
named reason could protect this part of speech, as a major word, for
so long and so reliably from the lexical parallels of the Georgian
language.

Numerals show some peculiar situation in the matter of
borrowing. If we compare the data in the first table shown above
with the data in the second table in advance, we will see that all other
parts of speech showed a percentage increase in the degree of
openness over time, while here the situation is reversed; we have a
sharp decline from 22% to 2%. How can this exception be
explained?

The observation on the illustrative material of the “Brief
Grammar of the Tsovatush language” written by I. Tsiskarov a
century before the compilation of the Kadagidzes’ Dictionary, allows
us to take into account the numerals that are no longer included in
the dictionary and are considered to be lost. As in Georgian, the
counting system in Tsovatush is decimal-vigesimal and contains
prime and complex numbers. Due to the fact that in Georgia this
vigesimal system is carried out only within 100, and in Tsovatush
this system continues over the hundred to the end, we have obtained
the difficult-to-understand numerals of the most complex set, which
simultaneously contain several levels of mathematical operation. For
example, we have:

a) Simple numerals: (53" (cha) — one; Ja (Si) — two; Sm
(go) - three; o (it) — ten; Age (tqa) — twenty...

b) Complex numerals containing multi-step mathematical
operations: g"Véﬂ”ﬂ%éﬂs o\']’o(s)a (Sactqauztqa icatq) — twice twenty
times twenty and ten times twenty (1000).

With such a system, for example, the number 1877 should

have bheen as follows: Qéoav (58""806(585 oVoéﬁs 3m»3°o(5as
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amé‘@‘agé (dwive tqauztqa icatqa gouztqa vorfejt) — four times
twenty times twenty and ten times twenty and sixty and seventeen.

This excessive difficulty was the reason why the Tsovatush
people soon forgot the counting system in their native language and
shifted almost entirely to the Georgian system; To date, only the
simple numerals and a few easy-to-understand complex numerals
have survived. Thus, as soon as it came to simple numerals, this part
of speech turned into an almost completely closed system to foreign
language influences, and like pronouns, it is no longer lost due to the
frequency of use.

We have declared the complexity of the construction as a
criterion for storing words in connection with the verb, and here, on
the contrary, we consider the reason for the loss as follows: In the
first case, we assume its grammatical function in the complexity of
the word, while here the issue is about the complexity of the content.

We can conclude that the lexical influence of a foreign
language on this or that part of speech at the last stage of language
contact was hindered by several reasons:

1. The phonological structure of the word, which was
closely connected with its morphological structure;

2. The role of words in syntactic constructions, and

3. Frequency of usage.

Comparing the tables shows that the situation has changed
significantly in terms of the openness of the parts of speech. It is
noteworthy that the verb, and not the noun, is now characterized by
maximum openness. As a result of the long-term impact of the
Georgian language, as we can see, this part of speech also gave up its
position: the polysyllabic models for borrowed verb bases have been
developed alongside monosyllabic models for verb bases of C
language, resulting in numerous verb synonymous parallels. The
model for borrowing verb bases varied according to the stages of
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foreign language influence. The current model is, of course, much
simpler than the old one:

First, complex morphonological transformations of the base
are no longer necessary; Second, the etymological connection of the
borrowed words with the corresponding members of the S language
is maintained. The ready-made, simple pattern now allows the
Georgian parallel to appear in almost any verb of the borrowing
language. The only exceptions to this process so far are the
frequently used units, such as:

Qéml&sé (datxar) (crying), Qa@bé (delar) (laughter), Qa%kaé
(dapxar) (undressing), Qmoalsoé (dopxar) (dressing), anaaé (disar)
(recumbency), anmé (datar) (frying), mnaaé (tivar) (resting), Qajoé
(dekar) (calling), aéoé (atar) (keep silence), @3@6 (dagdar)
(increasing)... It seems that the frequency of using lexemes has
had more power against the lexical influence of a foreign
language rather than their own constructive difficulty.

In terms of openness, almost every part of speech has had an
increase in percentage. After the verbs, the adjectives have
experienced the biggest shifts in this respect. The degree of their
openness has now increased from 14% to 71%. In the process of
borrowing, a kind of grouping of Georgian adjectives took place: the
adjectives with -osb (-ian), -mlsb (-0san), -mabg (-ovan) suffixes of S
language, which are similar to the adjectives in the C language by
their nasal vowel in the end, today almost invariably and freely
transfer to this language. As known, Tsovatush has already borrowed
the Georgian adjectival ending ('"('J";’ (_’”ZJ‘K") (-ur—ul) (Jlemepues,

1953: 19). According to our observations, prefix-suffix m-m (u-0)

has been borrowed as well, so these endings have already become
natural for Georgian adjectives in Tsovatush. As for the different
endings of the adjectives of the Georgian language: 36;@@_0 (mayal-
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i) (high/tall), Vomaq)_o (citel-i) (red), their borrowing takes place less

frequently.

Language could no longer make such a sharp leap when
borrowing nouns, as the number of borrowings was already large;
The increase in the degree of openness here accounted for only 1%,
although only the abstract nouns of the peculiar derivation and
content (e.g.: Qo%ﬁs (yazna) (goodness), ;{nogﬁs (lagna) (height),

Faabs (cegna) (redness)... and the frequently used lexemes remained

without the lexical parallels.

The minor change also affected the numerals, only pronouns
and postpositions remained unchanged. The first is again protected
by the frequency of use, while the second — by a special role in
syntactic constructions.

Thus, of the three factors mentioned above that have
hampered the borrowing process, one has been removed almost
entirely to date, and only two are continuing to operate: the
frequency of usage and the role of words in syntactic
constructions.

From the point of view of borrowing, in order to take into
account the near future of the C language, it is interesting to observe
the speech of young (15-20 years old) bilinguals: here, both
pronouns and postpositions tend to acquire foreign language parallels
for native language words. So far, we have confirmed only a few
examples of such borrowing:

1. The Tsovatush pronoun mﬁé-go‘%é»j (ost-mastrii) (this

kind of-that kind of) denoting a person of bad behaviour and the
Georgian o36seé(o) (imnair(i)) (such) are used in parallel.

2. In some context, the Georgian postposition dE]E (ken)
(to) is added to the forms with 3 (h) postposition of the Tsovatush

language. At the same time, you will meet, for example, (58‘%"33
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(cerivh) and 684"33 dZ]G (cerivhken) (towards the slope, towards the
shore); Lmama3 (sogujh) and Legwma3zqb (sogujhken) (towards
me)...

As we can see, the process of breaking down the most
durable protective factors of borrowed language words from the
lexical influence of a foreign language began very slowly during
overbilingualism. It is difficult to say for sure which factor will last
longer: the frequency of usage or the participation in syntactic
constructions. It is conceivable that the first one will be more
advantageous in this respect.

Well-known researcher of the borrowings, U. Weinreich
discusses the statistics of the English borrowings in American
Norwegian language and notes that “the percentage of noun
borrowings is about 50% higher than the percentage of borrowings in
Norwegian and English as a whole. On the other hand, for verbs, this
percentage is lower by 20 than those in these languages at all, and
some of the parts of speech are represented in a weaker form among
the borrowings” (1972: 46).

Comparison of the results presented by U. Weinreich with
the data in our tables (1, 2) shows different ratios with respect to
periods of bilingualism.

The calculations made according to Table | in the matter of
nouns almost completely coincided with the data of the English
borrowings of the Norwegian language. In terms of verbs, the
similarity was expressed by the fact that the difference gave us a
negative number here as well. As for the results of Table II, which
reflects the period of overbilingualism, the situation is reversed here:
the difference in nouns is expressed in negative numbers and the
difference in verbs — in positive numbers. These tables, as well as the
calculations made according to them, show that each new stage of
bilingualism gives different results in terms of the openness of
the parts of speech.
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As there can be seen from the table compiled for the
Georgian lexical parallels of the words of the Tsovatush language,
today the way is open to almost all parts of speech for Georgian
borrowings in this language. A few more steps towards further
straining the relationship of the languages in contact, that is, reaching
the point where all bilinguals are able to switch freely from code to
code, bode making Georgian substitutes for the left so far single
lexemes, after which there will be a discussion regarding the
switching of languages in the field of lexis: the emergence of
synonymous parallels in the case of long bilingualism means
entering on the path of a loss of the vast majority of words of the
borrowing language.

Even today, if we take into account the speech of a
Tsovatush man with higher education, who systematically has to be
in the Georgian environment and speaks Georgian more often than
his native language, we would see that many more words can acquire
the Georgian parallel. In this respect, the narrow circle of everyday
words from the main lexical fund of the language seems to be small
exception and untouchable fund. It is this part of the lexis about
which Abaev notes: “when we carefully study the historical fate of
different layers of the lexis, we are convinced that it contains certain
elements that can compete with the most enduring elements of
phonetics and morphology by their sustainability” (Abaes, 1956: 57).
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§3. Loss of words

It is hard to imagine that the word can come out of usage,
that is, be lost; This process develops through the gradual
archaization of lexical items. That is why we consider the acquisition
of an archaic look by this or that lexeme as a symptom of its heading
towards the loss.

Word archaizing can be caused by a variety of
circumstances, such as:

1. Obsolescence of the object: In such a case, as Arn.
Chikobava writes, “the fate of objects decides the fate of words”
(1975: 34).

2. Acquisition of the lexical parallel by the word: this
parallel may again arise on the native ground, or enter from a foreign
language. In such a case, we could say that the word decides the
fate of the word.

The first one is called the turning of the words into
historicisms, and the second one is known as the archaization of the
words. Both the archaisms themselves and the historicisms are lost
without leaving a trace in the language not having a writing system
and are maintained in the dictionaries or other written monuments in
the language having the writing system. Nevertheless, such units
should be considered lost in the language having the writing system
according to their participation in the process of active usage of
words.

The Tsovatush-Georgian bilingual situation shows nothing
specific and extraordinary in terms of turning words into
historicisms. As for the archaization of the words, we should notice
out:

a) Archaization of words under the influence of foreign
language parallels, and
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b) Archaization of words under the influence of models of
foreign language contextual structure.

Below we will discuss these peculiar features of this special,
bilingual situation of archaization and loss of words.

In a language that is under a strong lexical influence of the
second language, borrowing a word of the same meaning is the most
powerful factor in the archaization of words. The borrowed word,
backed by a highly prestigious S language, persecutes the
corresponding word of the C language in the course of time and
makes it archaic. This is done by gradually restricting the use of the
words of a borrowing language.

The borrowed word, at first, is satisfied with the role of
lexical parallelism and is freely alternated with the word of the same
content of the borrowing language, and then gradually in some
contexts, it establishes the only right, which certainly narrows the
area of application of its local parallel.

Narrowing the context of a word means reducing its
viability. A word that remains in one or more contexts eventually
becomes incomprehensible and loses its function. So, for example,
the word svals (bux) (bottom) has been kept in the only catchphrase to
this day: ,,Zsualsvol%a 6"{]33 %0 3 mthaQ»{JQ“ (buxci¢o gubé ¢ik
taslaluj) (One lest falls into a bottomless puddle) which is used to
refer to a cowardly person and should be translated into Georgian
like this: “Woe to him if he falls into a bottomless pit.” Its specific
meaning, although the expression is wused quite often, is
incomprehensible to modern Tsovatush people. This is the last step
of word losing.

Usually, of course, the process of narrowing the context does
not develop that way. A significant increase in the frequency of the
use of the borrowed word compared to the use of a local word in
bilingualism represents sufficient grounds for the loss of the latter.
This is the way the words of C language were lost:
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Zsmé (bot) (dough), 3=3 (boh) (kid), 3°8 (kav) (wheat), lmd
(som) (rouble), 9°3 (qak) (hammer), 3”{](5 (buc) (grass), 3096 (ajqi)
(rock), vamk (utx) (piece), Esy (daqd) (deceased), améa (q0pq)
(snowflake), cﬁaa‘gg (phasé) (shroud), oot (vadd) (harmful), 3¢)°8
(ativ) (fate), aaaa (maqo) (freedom), Ayrpos (tqo’lo) (future),
dﬂkd‘i’“{’ (gexkdar) (obstacle), Gaoalsmé (napsor) (smashed down),
Qanéa (yajri) (detachment)... Their place in the dictionaries was

taken by the Georgian equivalent words written next to them.

Hundreds of words preserved in the Kadagidzes’ Dictionary,
which have already acquired Georgian lexical parallels, are on a path
leading to the loss. Out of 3665 Tsovatush words preserved in the
dictionary, only 1090 words have remained without Georgian
parallels so far.

Each lexical parallel from a foreign language will inevitably
lead to the loss of the appropriate unit of C language. This is due to
the long-term impact of the foreign language collective, which is
why the borrowing word is becoming more and more popular in
terms of frequency of use. Ultimately, the frequency advantage of
this use is decisive: frequently used words become stable, and those
with less frequency are being lost.

Lexical parallels are in the relationship of absolute synonyms
with each other, and such synonyms are mainly needed only in
literary language to create the local colour during artistic narration,
or for other purposes. Lexical parallelisms for the language
without a writing system become difficult-to-carry jewelry,
which is why the latter will soon be free from them. We can
argue that the acquisition of foreign language parallelism by the
word means that it is on the path leading to the loss.

The Tsovatush-Georgian bilingual situation presents another,
peculiar way of archaizing and losing words. Its peculiarity lies in
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the fact that it is conditioned by the differences in the models of the
contextual structures of the languages in contact. At the current stage
of Tsovatush-Georgian bilingualism, the differences of this series are
being disordered. In the contexts of the C language, where this or
that word looks unusual on the background of the corresponding
context of the S language, members are replaced by Tsovatush units
close to the latter. This shift is gradual and is carried out by
archaizing the changed lexeme. At such times, in contrast to the
usual, complete archaization of words, its use in some contexts
acquires the obsolete look, although sometimes the complete
archaization of words also takes place for the same reason. In such
cases, it can be said that the contextual structure of the S language
determines the fate of the word.

Here are some examples:

1. Qaéoé (degar) — means paying/spending and still stands
firmly in contexts where its use is similar to Georgian. In the
Tsovatush language, it created one unusual pair for the Georgian
language: &s Qaéoé (‘a degar) (passing winter, or spending). Due to

the fact that in Georgian winter is said to be used with the word
spending and not paying, today in this context, bilinguals choose to
say Qodoé (dikar) (spending). That is how we got a new pair: &s
Qodéé (‘a dikar). In the same context, the word ‘383"‘% (deqgar)
already has an obvious archaic look and can only be heard in the
speech of the very old people.

2. as3sé (jagar) — means getting back and is still used
invariably in all contexts where its use is justified in terms of the
Georgian language. Until recently, it was also used in addition to the
word 8vaalss (bujsa) (night). The acquired pair Bvaglss s §oé (bujsa
jaqar) replaced spending the night, used in the Georgian language.
Now here it has been replaced by ao daé (jikar) the exact equivalent
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of the Georgian verb ‘spending’, it is said: (33" degalss 0 3bsl (Cha
bujsa jiknas) (I spent one night).

3. QS@M@ (datar) — means bursting, but with the word
3”83”8 3 (bubuk) (flower) it carried the meaning of the Georgian word
blossoming. Today, this “inaccuracy” is rectified and instead of
saying: ?’”85”8 3 @0 (bubuk datg), they say: 25»3?)»3 3 Qoéﬂj (bubuk
darzg), which is the exact equivalent of the Georgian word
“blossoming”.

There are many more examples we could name. While it is
not possible to find the exact equivalent in Tsovatush, the
appropriate Georgian word takes the place of the “unusual” word in
the context. In such a case, the difference between the models of
contextual structures becomes a reason for word borrowings, For
example:

1. Qaé (dar) — means making and is one of the most
common verbs in the C language. In order to convey the content of
the Georgian word church wedding, in due time, they formed a
hybrid expression X‘mé ,«\;oé (3or dar) (making cross) with its help.
Today, again under the influence of the Georgian language, this verb
has been replaced by the verb write — @sé (dar) borrowed from the
Georgian language; Thus, a new pair has been created: Kmé
oo gbosd (3or daceradar) — church wedding.

2. 3¢mlséj (hatxrg) — carries the meaning of the word ‘from

the front’. The use is still same today, except for the contexts in
which it combines the essence of the Georgian word ‘instead’. As
expected, the discrepancy was corrected, but due to the fact that the
exact equivalent could not be found in the C language, a Georgian
lexeme was introduced in its place. That’s how we got it: Lt 3ombéj
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omd // b dsyogdsor omd (53 hatxre yob // son magivrat yob) (go

instead of me).

Examples of this type could still be looked for. We can see,
the contexts of the Tsovatush language are being adjusted according
to the situation in the Georgian language. This process of bringing
contexts into line is being done with great precision. In this regard, it
is interesting to note that the word serves the only context and is
persecuted because Georgian does not have such a specific term.

We should characterize the named cases of loss of words
as the influence of the Georgian model of language thinking on
the appropriate model of the Tsovatush language. The bilinguals,
who have mastered the Georgian model of thinking over time, cite
their native language to match the latter.

It seems that due to the fact that it is impossible to think
in several ways, the differences of this character are rectified. It
can be said that there is little left in this direction to be corrected.
Phraseological units have been also corrected. The new generation is
no longer familiar with the proverbs and catchphrases preserved here
and there in the speech of the elderly. The original Tsovatush
idiomatic expressions were replaced by units translated from
Georgian with the same content.

We can conclude that:

I.  We have two types of word loss according to the results:

a) When a word is lost from all contexts, and

b) When a word is lost from some contexts.

Il. According to the causes, we must distinguish three types
of the same process:

a) When the fate of the object determines the fate of the
word;

b) When the word of the source language determines the
fate of the word, and
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c) When the contextual structure of the source language
determines the fate of the word.
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Chapter 11
Types of lexical borrowings

Introduction

All the novelty that appears under the influence of another
language in the vocabulary of any language is mentioned as lexical
borrowings. There are several ways of lexical borrowings:

1. When the content of a borrowed word is followed from
one language to another by its sound cover (the sound cover may be
completely or partially conveyed);

2. When the content of a borrowed word preserves only its
morphological model, while the morphemes are selected from the
borrowing language, and

3. When the content of a word taken from a foreign
language is related to any of the lexeme already existing in the
borrowing language.

According to these three possibilities, there are three types of
lexical borrowings: borrowed words, calques, and semantic
borrowings.

In all cases of lexical borrowings, only the content of the
word functions invariably, and the sound cover sometimes remains
the same and sometimes changes with the material of the borrowing
language. Based on this fact, the renowned researcher in borrowings,
Einar Haugen, simplified this trinomial classification and identified
two main types of lexical borrowings: one was called borrowed
words, and the other — replaced borrowings (replacement of the
sound cover is assumed) (Xayren, 1972: 367). This time, as we can
see, calques and semantic borrowings came together according to the
sign that the sound cover of a word in both cases is replaced by the
material of the borrowing language.
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The researcher presented a clear and consistent system of
these two main types of subclasses and subgroups of lexical
borrowings, which includes almost all cases of existing or possible
borrowings in this or that language. Under this system, borrowed
words are divided into subclasses of specifically borrowed words and
hybrid borrowings, while replaced borrowings are divided into
calques and extended borrowings. Schematically it looks like that:

| Lexical borrowings |

/\
Borrowed words | | Replaced borrowings
e — —_ T
Particular Hybrid Calques Extended

borrowed words borrowings borrowings

According to our materials below, we will discuss all four
subclasses of lexical borrowings separately and distribute the lexical
borrowings obtained as a result of Tsovatush-Georgian language
relations in separate cells of the scheme. We have mentioned what
we have and to what extent, what we lack, and why, what we have
encountered more.
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§1. Specifically Borrowed words

The first type of lexical borrowings, called borrowed words,
is most characteristic of the Tsovatush language; About 99% of the
lexemes adopted from other languages are collected here. This type,
as we have pointed out, forms two subclasses; The first was called
specifically borrowed words, and the second was called hybrid
borrowings. We have specifically borrowed words when the
borrowing language assimilates the sound cover along with the
content of the word, and hybrid borrowing is when any morpheme in
the sound cover of the word is changed by the material of the
borrowing language. The vast majority of words borrowed from a
foreign language used in the Tsovatush language belong to the first
subclass of the first type (specifically borrowed words); In this
regard, the specific weight of the members of the second subclass
(hybrid borrowings) of the same type in the total number of
borrowed words is relatively insignificant.

The sound cover of a specifically borrowed word in a
borrowing language can be subjected to a number of phonological
transformations. According to the degree of these transformations,
the subclass of the so-called borrowed words is divided into three
subgroups. Subgroups are formed by fully assimilated, partially
assimilated, and unchanged lexical units. Fully assimilated words no
longer remind us of the basic form, and require specific linguistic
analysis to establish such a connection; In this respect, words have a
different position, where outwardly nothing has changed indeed.

Each borrowing is introduced into the language by the
bilingual individual, and then it is accepted and repeated by the
others. While a person who introduces a new word into a language is
fluent in a foreign language, the sound cover of a borrowed word
may remain unchanged, but then when it moves to the collective
usage, members of the collective, who do not master a foreign
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language well, will contribute to the borrowing process, that is, they
will change it. There is another possibility, in particular, the sound
cover of a word can be changed by the very first borrower if the
latter does not speak a foreign language well.

In all the named cases, the phonological transformation of
the borrowed word occurs unconsciously; The speaker does not
change the word, he just hears it that way: the unusual sounds for the
native language are difficult to hear and to be uttered. This is why
bilingual individuals try to put unusual into usual frames and utter a
foreign word the way they can. The question of what the sound cover
of a borrowed word will look like is predetermined by the
phonological model of the word, as well as the level of knowledge of
a foreign language by a bilingual collective.

The system of word usage of the Tsovatush language
includes many words borrowed from Georgian or through Georgian
which are divided into three subgroups according to the current
situation. Among them, the cases of total assimilation are the most
insignificant today; These are the lexemes that the language
borrowed in the first stage of the relationship and completely placed
them under its own phonology.

Georgian.: 68“468"[;“ (gvirgvini) (crown), Tsovatush.:

6"‘%6"3 (girgim);  30306s (kikina) (bleating) — dodog (kikim);
%JQOngofm (zedadgari) (trivet) — %Z]Qég (zedga); bo(jaéo (saceri)
(sieve) — 336 (cac); 3”32@‘3’”86”{]&’ (mu3luguni) (clout) — Sm%é
(mu3ga); 3053@0 (madli) (mercy) — 8.5;33;,\', (madel), 3930 (kevi)
(bubblegum) — 3°8 (kiv); ngéo (yvari) (stream) — Qma’) (yor);
33°mg° (gvalva) (drought) — PTG (golo); Kaoéo (3vari) (cross) —
Kmé (3or); agsteo (gvari) (family name) —6mé (gor); 3goco (kvali)
(trace) e (kol); %Ba (zne) (temper) — %§ (za); 3@340560
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(mtveriani) (dusty) — Bﬁafi”zjéj (baglere); 6mGoaéo (gonieri)
(clever) — waﬁaé (gujnar) (gujnar); ngoaén (yonieri) (powerful) —
p\nvangaé (yujnar); mdogeo (zomieri) (moderate) — %»angoé (zujmar);
Vgag_(gb (cmenda) (polish) - Vaa_@é (cam-dar); oe%l%a(rjo (arceva)
(choose) - Kaaaé_@é (cavar-dar); (@0 (cda) (try) - Gag_@é (cad-
dar) (Qaé (dar) is auxiliary verb and forms infinitives); 3“’6‘{’“’3
(magram) (but) —ds (ma) ...

Due to the fact that the phonological structure of the words
of the C language itself differs significantly from the structure of the
S language words, this subgroup should have been the most
represented among the borrowings in the first stage of the Georgian-
Tsovatush language relationship. The borrowed units would then
need substantial transformations to organically combine the lexical
material of the borrowing language. Today, this group of words
assimilated from other languages, as well as many phonological
processes related to it, is already a past step for Tsovatush and
represents relicts of the past situation.

Just because the etymological connection of the named
words with the proper forms of Georgian was no longer felt,
Tsovatush re-borrowed many of them again. Today, the same
Georgian word pair is used side by side, the first of which is
completely assimilated, and the second — partially assimilated, or
unchanged.

We have, for example:

Georgian Tsovatush
Faxgeghe Fxas / daxensd
(mu3luguni) (clout) (mu3gd // mu3lugii)
3oomo (Madli) (mercy) Jsoge [/ dsoe

57



(madel // madl)
dv(v]g{)(mGO (kUdlanl) (WltCh) d‘UQQj // JIZ]QOOB
(kujde / kudia)

hoBOmea (Saxalate) L’)b@bm—g{m@ // bol’ao@om{]
(fabric for making a robe) (xalaT-dil // saxalaté)

In addition to the above-mentioned, for the same reason, the
following are also re-borrowed: 3039 (kik7), %a@;%oé (zedadgar)

(trivet), g (kval) (trace), %Ga (zne) (temper), Séaéoé (mtvria)
(dust), oaémkoq» (prtxil) (cautious), 3o’ (kudia) (witch), 6m[;oaé
(gonier) (clever), Qmﬁoaé (yonier) (powerful), %maoaé (zomier)
(moderate), VSaG@_@é (cmenda-dar) (polish), GaQ—Qbé (cad-dar)
(try), 3%463 (magram) (but)... A total of 24 units were re-borrowed

from the 31 fully assimilated words listed above by us.

Re-borrowed words, along with their previously assimilated
forms, establish their own synonymous parallelisms for a certain
time. All pairs adopted in this way are synonymous, as their
members communicate the same content independently of each
other, and their peculiarity lies in the fact that they oppose each
other as native to foreign, while both are borrowed, but at
different times and with different requirements.

Completely assimilated lexical borrowings are soon lost due
to the acquisition of partially assimilated parallels. Based on the
remained examples, we could say that the loss of syllable, the
consonant loss, the emergence of the anaptic vowel, the epenthesis,
and the fusion of sound complexes caused a break in the
etymological connection between the initial and accepted forms of
borrowed words. These powerful means of transformation of
lexemes, which the C language naturally used to protect itself from

58



the phonological influence of the S language, are no longer valid in
borrowings today.

At the present stage, when bilingualism has become
universal and the level of knowledge of the Georgian language in
bilinguals has increased, the living process of word assimilation is
limited to two subgroups. Subgroups are formed by already partially
assimilated and unchanged words. Among them, the most numerous
today are the partially assimilated lexical items, although the whole
sequence of events suggests the intrusion of unchanged words in the
near future.

We consider the reduction of the auslaut vowel in two- and
more-syllable words to be an event of a series of making partial
assimilators. This subgroup will include all vowel-based borrowed
nouns where the weakening/loss of the final vowel takes place. The
consonant-based nouns will also be included here if we consider the
loss of the nominative o (i) vowel on the plane of the reduction of

other vowels. In addition to the weakening-loss of the final vowel,
we also consider the reduction of the vowel inside the base and the
nasalization of the vowel in the auslaut of the bases ending in & (n),

as part of the events of the series of partial assimilators.
We can name the examples of the partially assimilated
words:
1. With reduction of the auslaut vowel:

a) With the weakening and loosing of the auslaut vowel -

(-a): Georgian: U Jn@e (skola) (school) — Tsovatush: e (skol);
‘Bagmao (senoba) (building) — ‘aagma (Senob); Bsbors (Canta) (bag) —
RS (Cant); g\)oaofmab (davaleba) (homework) - Qaaog:naZS (davaleb);
Sm\‘;‘c]mao (mocmoba) (certificate) — am\;ama (mocmob); 56 sbsgds
(gancxadeba) (announcement) — 6":(35"‘{’83 (gacxadeb); 6863°
(gegma) (plan) — 6363 (gegm); 3°(5°82’° (patieba) (forgiveness) —
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3"6"83 (patieb); aQboéago (aysareba) (confession) — aQbaéaa
(aysareb); 6°3‘“d‘("85° (gamokleba) (deduction) - 6"3"‘6‘{"83
(gamokleb); bqemds (xeloba) (craft) — lsap\nma (xelob); %éo@mgo
(¢riloba) (wound) — %éo@ma (¢rilab) ...

b) With the weakening of the auslaut vowel -9 (-e):
Georgian:. bomosa (satave) (source) — Tsovatush: bamaaa (sataveé);
3939 (vake) (valley) — 3533 (vake); 83%3 (mepe) (king) — 33%3
(mepé); d”é]‘”k’i] (kutxe) (corner) - duamlsa (kutxe); 3@odg (klite)
(lock) - 303 (klit€); dmbsoatag (Monadire) (hunter) — gmeQoéa
(monadiré); 33250% (mebaye)  (gardener) — 383°Q3 (mebayg);
bsdsacog (samarile) (cellar) —baﬁaéo,@a (samarilé); Lo 3900 (sikete)
(kindness) —bodama (siketé) ...

c) With the weakening of the auslaut vowel - (-0):

Georgian: a%m (ezo) (yard) — Tsovatush: a%m (€20); dmom
(bolo) (end) — amqoé’x (bold); Vaém (cero) (crane) — vaém (cero);
%Em (cebo) (glue) — Vaaa (cebo); Korom (3ildo) (reward) —
Ko (3ildo); m3omqom  (ubileto) (ticketless) — »Jaog\nama
(ubiletd); Lsboe (sando) (trustworthy) — haGQ(ﬁ (sandd); mbslosom
(uxasiato) (bad-tempered) — '/z]lioljoom(r‘x (uxasiato); hohﬂ%ac{jm
(sascrapo) (urgent) — bthéooaaa (sas¢rapo)...

d) With weakening of the auslaut vowel © (-d):

Georgian: di]g&"{]é”[] (kenguru) (kangaroo) — Tsovatush:
6856"8‘%‘3 (kengur).

2. With loosing of formant of nominative case: Georgian:
Joboméa (Mindori) (field) — Tsovatush: ddpmé (Midor); gmomme

60



(potoli) (leaf) — BromE (potol); Qézz]%qm (yrubeli) (cloud) —
Qé'ﬂaaQ (yrubel); Bméao@o (xorbali) (wheat) — lsmé&@ (xorbal);

denlsgaemo (Mosavali) (yield) — th.saoq, (mosaval); bésoa (surati)
(picture) —b-ﬂéam (surat); Jgegme (kedeli) (wall) — oo (kedel)

3. With reduction of the internal vowel of base: Georgian:
dog:méméo (kalapoti) (towpath) — Tsovatush: doQ)hmé (kalpot);

doQoém%o (kalatozi) (bricklayer) — db@ém% (kaltoz); 80(]0(380Q'm
(bizasvili (cousin) - 504‘330;@ (bi3svil); sbgs@ada  (angarisi)
(account) — éaéo‘{J (agris); 3%6“(“"(5“ (margaliti) (pearl) -
Saéagmé (marglit); © dogmqbo (dekanozi) (archpriest) — Qadsm%
(deknoz); sba qembo (angelozi) (angel) — osagamqt’) (agloz); g9bg@sgmo
(generali) (general) — Q366¢Q (yernal); boé&agaqmo (sargebeli)
(profit) — lsoées&aq) (sarebel); ovaog)a&ag:m (auarebeli) (countless) —
ovabéZSaQ (auarbel); ds@s@gdgemo  (Matarebeli) (train) — 36(5%2,3@
(matarbel); vadoéagaqm (ukarebeli) (unsociable) — uadaéisaga
(ukarbel); «blqbqdqama (uxsenebeli) (snake) — ﬂkbasaa,@ (uxsenbel);
6"”{]%"4858‘(”“ (gauxarebeli) (joyless) — 6°"Z]b°‘%2’8‘§" (gauxarbel).

4. With nasalization of auslaut vowel: Georgian: lf)aoaégo
(xeivani) (path) — Tsovatush: baoaé (xeivd); 3"8"[;“ (mavani)
(somebody) — Qoaé (mava); QQOSOEO (mdivani) (secretary) — 3;303&
(mdiva); 533[;0 (deni) (electricity) - ©f (de); stafm (xseni) (colostrum)
- lslsa‘ (xs@); mégago (ordeni) (order) - mé;gj (ordg); (388“4‘336“
(Sevardeni) (falcon) - (gaaoéQj (Sevardg) ...

The boundary between full assimilated and partial
assimilated subgroups of words is inconstant because it is impossible
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to make a sharp differentiation of the phonological transformations
as factors of the force of making fully and partially assimilations.
Such a division would be conditional in any bilingual situation
because the same event in one case would completely break the
etymological connection of the word with the original form, while in
the other case, it would no longer occur.

The degree of detachment of the borrowed word from its
base form depends not only on the nature of the transforming
phonological process but also on the number of phonemes in the
lexeme; The more phoneme sequence its structure provides for,
the more difficult it is for the word to get rid of the base form.
Such units are usually called long. How do we draw the line between
the length and shortness of the word?

It would be most natural to call monosyllabic words short
and polysyllabic words - long, but even monosyllabic words differ
from each other in this respect. The number of consonants seems
crucial; Those monosyllabic words that contain several consonants
share the fate of long words: they, like polysyllabic words, require
the combined action of several transforming factors for complete
assimilation.

The increase in the level of knowledge of a foreign language
in the bilingual collective was followed by a restriction on the
processes of assimilators of the borrowed words. Bilingual
individuals are now able to perceive foreign language sound models
almost without hindrance; In the borrowing language, new, hitherto
unusual sound combinations have become permissible, and this has
resulted in the fact that almost all the processes, in the Tsovatush
language, which we have called complete assimilators, have ceased
to function in the modern stage of bilingualism. Today, almost in
front of our eyes, there is a certain limitation in the factors of partial
assimilators. Only two of them continue to operate in the latest
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borrowings: the laws of weakening of the final vowel and its own
nasalization. No vowel reduction occurs inside the base.
Phonologically unchanged words form the third subgroup of
lexical units borrowed on its own, as mentioned above. This
subgroup is wvery rich in examples today, in terms of
overbilingualism, while, in our opinion, we should have had single
cases here in Tsovatush at the previous stage. Such would be, for
example, the simplest monosyllabic words of the CV type, such as:
(3° (ca) (sky) in Georgian — 3° (ca) in Tsovatush, 30 (ki) (yes) — 3%
3o (ki, ho) (yes). The words of the VC and CVC models could have

been assimilated invariably.

We note that not always a simple structure would protect the
word from phonological transformations, because even in the case of
model identity, languages could have had different rules for the
distribution of phonemes. For example, the Tsovatush language
borrowed Georgian lsa (xe) (tree) in the form lsj (x8), 39 (ku) gave
us 3ms (kuv), we got 3°3 (kiv) from 393 (kev) we got kuaa (xum)
from bmd (xom) and others.

Today, a lot of conjunctions, particles, and hundreds of
adverbs of Georgian origin belong to a completely unchanged
subgroup of words. Several factors contributed to the unchanged
transfer of the sound cover of the above-mentioned parts of speech:
first, it is the latest layer of borrowings, and second, their structure
seems quite natural and regular at the level of the modern,
transformed phonological system for borrowings of Tsovatush
language.

Some of the lexemes in this group are exceptional: jaaomogg
(on foot) - jVUQmoQ (kujtad); dsges@sc (Magivrad) (instead) —
Qo%oéam (majgarat); bod (xom) (after all) — bvaa (xum); dsqésd
(magram) (but) — ds (ma); muaé‘c]a (turme) (apparently) — m»aé (tur).
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These, as mentioned above, are borrowed relatively early and
represent relicts of the first subgroup.

In addition to the listed conjunctions, particles, and adverbs,
the third subgroup of the borrowed words will be replenished with all
the lexemes that have been assimilated to date, which will stand next
to the same established word as the “correct” form to the “wrong”
one. One of the specific features of the high level of language
influence, as it is indicated in the scientific literature, is the
correction of the so-called erroneous forms. Completely assimilated
and partially assimilated words are “wrong”, and their unchanging
forms are “correct”.

The high level of bilingualism allows the bilingual individual
to see the deviation between the initial and the obtained, partially
assimilated forms of the same word, and to correct the “error”. In due
time, of course, it was the influence of the phonological model of the
native language that compelled the listener to misunderstand what
was being said in a foreign language. Due to the intensification of the
borrowing process, in the course of time, unusual phonetic
connections for its model became permissible in the phonology of
the Tsovatush language, which resulted in a revision of the already
assimilated word forms.

To date, many things have been corrected; Nearly all of the
partially assimilated forms, in which epenthesis, vowel reduction,
consonant loss, and fall of anaptic consonants took place, have been
replaced by new ones. The words in the old form are used by the
middle-aged generation. The Tsovatush people have left only a few
things to correct today: this is to restore the last vowel of the
weakened word to the full vowel, and also to abrogate the
nasalization of the vowel acting in the auslaut of the word again. At
this stage of the relationship, all other differences between the
phonological systems of the S and C languages have been removed,
the latest layer of borrowings subordinates only to these two
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minimizing processes. As soon as the action of the first of them
ceases, the action of the second one will cease as well, as the
phonetic environment necessary for the nasalization of the vowel in
the words will be removed. So, today the mandatory reduction of
the final vowel causes the changes in sound cover of the lexical
borrowings of the Tsovatush language.

Thus, the same word according to the stages of the
relationship between languages can give us three different forms:
fully assimilated, partially assimilated and unchanged. For example,
the Georgian word ngQo (madli) (mercy), which is found today in

Tsovatush language in the form of 85;33@ and SaQQ (madel and
madl), will later take the form of Sa;ggm (madli), the word
3"826‘{"”86"8G° (mu3luguni) (clout), which is confirmed by Sﬂxaé
(mu3ga) and Joneg o (mu3lugil) forms, will be found in the form
of nggw%uaso (mu3luguni). The same path is expected of other

fully assimilated units preserved in the Tsovatush language to this
day. So, in many cases, we will have three different forms in the C
language as opposed to one Georgian word. These forms will not
even be received from each other, but each of them will be
independently connected to the first source.

Schematically it looks like that:

Georgian | Tsovatush

QOQQO 30{38@ // QOQQ@ // 30;{){2’)0
(madli) (madel // madl // madli)
(mercy)

dxegagbe | dgxas /1 dgxenay 1/
(muﬁluguni) QVUKQ)VU&UUEO
(clout) (mu3ga /] mu3lugn //
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mu3luguni)
30306 30309 /1 303411 303065
(kikina) (kikim // kik71 // kikina)
(bleating)

The third form is the most viable of the three received ones:
it is supported by the growing bilingualism and prestige of a foreign
language. That is why the significance of the other two forms is
reevaluated in relation to it. The second form, as formal parallelism,
will soon be erased by the third form, while the first, which will be in
synonymous parallelism towards the latter, may remain for a long
time. This differentiates only the fate of the formal and synonymous
parallels of the borrowed words.

At first glance we might think that the three subgroups of
fully assimilated, partially assimilated, and unchanged words reflect
the results of the next three stages of language relationship. In part,
this is indeed the case because the earlier a certain type of word is
borrowed, the more change it has experienced and vice versa;
Because the change in the cover of a word is conditioned by its
structure, or rather by its correspondence of structure to the
phonological pattern of the borrowing language: one of two words
borrowed at the same time may remain absolutely unchanged, while
the other may be subject to substantive transformations.

Such a different situation is presented by the Georgian
lexical borrowings used in the Tsovatush language for the reason that
the phonological systems of these two languages only partially
overlap. Where we have word matching, borrowing takes place
without any transformations, and where borrowed word structure
differs, the changes are to take place. For example, it is possible to
borrow the words at one time: G° (< 6°) (ca) (sky) and Koégo@
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(Cardil) (< gég{)oq’)o) (¢rdili) (shadow). The first remained

unchanged because the CV type model was common in this
language, while the second was transformed because the direct
sequence of occlusive and sonant in the word auslaut was unusual.

In turn, obviously, there is a direct relationship between the
degree of assimilation of words with the same structure and their
borrowings of antiquities: the more altered the phonetic cover of a
word is, the earlier it is borrowed from a less altered word in a
similar set.

Thus, according to the nature of the changes in the sound
cover, it is possible to define approximately the relative
chronology of some word borrowings. However, we have quite a
few lexical items towards which such an approach is fruitless. They
have the same distribution of phonemes that is also characteristic of
the C language. Because of this, their assimilation in an unchanged
form could have taken place both centuries ago and nowadays.

A peculiar expression of lexical influence is the use of
Georgian word-quotations in C language. Unlike borrowed words
that organically merge with the lexical fund of the borrowing
language, word-quotation is always unusual. In context it stands out
for its peculiar form, or novelty of use. For example, today, in the
conditions of the overbillingualism, we can encounter with:

1. daqxago Q‘>3 Qoagogob (kalami dah davdinas) (I have

lost my pen);

2. dodod Bop\nals Qa%b @3S (ka3ik balax deces daca) (I

need to mow some grass);

3. 8{]%31’ %8%836 kgqu EUjBoQOSE (mepes zezven xmali

Cukbadien) (The king gave Zezva a sword).
In these expressions d.sq,.sao (kalami) (the pen), Zsog\n.sb

(balax) (the grass) and kgoqm (xmali) (the sword) are quotations from
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the Georgian language. The first quote is recognized because the
ending -o (-i) is unusual in the auslaut of the borrowed word, and the

second because the word is not yet considered borrowed.” As for the
third, it is presented as a quote by both the novelty of use and the
form.

In a specific situation, any word from a foreign language
dictionary can be used as a quotation. The speaker, like the listener,
always chooses unmistakably which word is borrowed in his speech
and which is the quotation. The use of quotation in conversation
serves certain purposes. In this way a humorous mood can be
created: making fun of the interlocutor for ignorance and disrespect
for the native language, or, conversely, trying to show better
knowledge of a foreign language compared to the native, and so on.

Unlike borrowed words, where the immutability of the sound
cover agrees with the norm developed for a given stage of language
relationship, the word-quotation brings in new, still unusual structure
of the word. The use of word-quotations is another conducive
condition for establishing new, previously unusual word forms in the
borrowing language.

82. Hybrid borrowings

' It is noteworthy that a word whose equivalent is not found in a given
language, is not perceived as a quotation if the corresponding requirements
in the matter of the phonetic membrane of the word are met.

68



The second subclass of borrowed words is constituted by the
hybrid borrowings. Such a name was given to them because part of
the sound cover of the word is derived from a foreign language, and
part is replaced by the material of the borrowing language.

Depending on the fact whether the word is compound,
simple, or derived, its various components can be replaced. In a
simple word, a part of the root morpheme can be replaced, in a
derived word — a generative affix, and in a compound word — one of
the bases. According to this, three subgroups of hybrid borrowings
are distinguished, which are called simple, compound and derivative,
respectively.

Changes in the sound cover of a simple borrowed word are
caused by two different factors: in one case, the phonological
regularity of the borrowing language apply, and in the other case, the
sound cover of any other lexical unit, already used in that sense,
affects. In the first case, we receive a fully or partially assimilated
borrowed word, and in the second case — the so-called simple hybrid
borrowing.

Thus, simple hybrid borrowing is obtained by crossing two
different (borrowed and local) words. This phenomenon is known as
contamination in the linguistic literature (Akhvlediani, 1939: 234).
Its examples are generally few in all languages and hard to find.
Because the sound cover of the words of these two languages are
significantly different from each other, the obtaining of simple
hybrid borrowings was unlikely.

We were able to find one example of simple hybrid
borrowings: Vap\nma (celte) (in the year, at the place). Taken

separately, Vap\nma (celte) is not found in the Tsovatush language. It
entered this language with the Georgian expression ‘Hvao %Q‘Qo (Sua
celsi), and is used only when it indicates time or a place. The first
part of this expression was replaced by the material of the borrowing
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language, while the second remained alien. Thus, we got the
expression sk %Qma (ax celte) (in the middle of the year, halfway
through). According to the valid phonological laws in the C
language, the Georgian word V(‘]Q’)o (celi) (year) should have given

the form Vé]’(" (cel), which would then take the form of VE]‘("Z] (cele)
after the adding of the -9 (-e) formant (marker of the place of

origine). As we can see, instead of the approximate form we have the
form Va@ma (celte). The only factor that could give rise to

emergency of -o (-t) here is its crossing with another member of a
previously used 11%30018 (jJugmate) (in the middle of the place)

expression of similar meaning in this language.

The hybrid borrowing of the formed nouns must have taken
place in the Tsovatush language at a certain stage of development.
This is suggested by the fact that this language uses several
derivation affixes: - (u-0), —vaé (-ur), -=& (-ob) assimilated from
Georgian. The acquisition of foreign affixes presupposes a
grammatical analysis of foreign-formed nouns, and such a division of
a word is followed by its hybrid borrowing. If today it is difficult to
distinguish the hybrid borrowings formed in the C language word
fund, it is because there has been a kind of merging of the lexical
stock of Georgian and Tsovatush languages. Nevertheless, in the
lexical borrowings of the Tsovatush language, it is possible to
distinguish several words according to the form, which should
represent hybrid borrowings. These are adjectives:

1 (3ma39 - (3magasho (cujpé - copiani) (rabid)

2. JT]Q%j - dua%oo[;o (kujz€ - kuziani) (hunchback)

3. dGeal g - b Basba (brujté - brutiani) (cross-eyed)

Their base names are (3™%3 (cop), d”(]% (kuz), 2%”8(5 (brut)
and we had to receive 3°%-7 (cop-€), d"{l%'j (kuz-€), Z%vz]é_ﬁ (brut-
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€) by adding the adjective suffix -5 (-€). The above-mentioned
words, of course, are not received in this way; the analysis of their
forms leads to Georgian formed nouns. These nouns are: Grnoané[;n

(copiani), ‘jvaqﬁoé[;o (kuziani), Zséva(x)oaﬁo (brutiani) (a rabid, a
hunchback, a cross-eyed). After the obligatory reduction of the last
vowel and the epenthesis of the vowels inside the base, they had to
take the form (39938 (cujpd), dvag%é (kujz&), Z%vz]néé (brujtd), but
because the adjectives in Tsovatush end in - (-€) suffix, these nouns

obtained this suffix.
The third subgroup of hybrid borrowings combines

compound words and is known as compound hybrids. These are
cases where one of the base morphemes of compound word
components is replaced by the material of the borrowing language.
Similar principles of compound word structure in the S and C
languages allowed this way of borrowing to be widely used, but the
current situation does not prove it. The number of compound hybrids
in the C language today is limited. We have: Georgian (3 ogo-

QoQQm (codva-madli) (ability to distinguish good and evil) —
Tsovatush 3a_80,33@ (qa-madel); @Eo_%oﬁaoqm (dana-¢angali)
(dinnerware) — EZ] d'g"sé"’?’ (nek-cagal); mba—gmg:)m (tav-bolo) (top
and end) — jm(f’)mm—?}m@(ﬁ (korto-bolo); V"f(’a*“i] wq&]o (cayma-
ukuyma) (topsy-turvy) — Q"alS—Vng (jux-caym); Lot (3bgogm-bsdlia
(sircxvil-namusi) (sense of shame) — &aoa_[;oguab (‘ep-namus); Lyen-
FoFydgomme  (sul-cacqmedili) (damned) — ba-VaVUSaE@QmQEa
(sa-cacqgmendajIno); bUQ-GBmgaaUQO (sul-cxonebuli) (blessed) —
lsa-GlsmEB»z]Q (sa-cxonbul).

In the modern stage of bilingualism, this last way of
borrowing mostly compound words is used, and earlier, we think, in
the possible case, preference would have been given to partial
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translation. In addition to the many compound words transferred by
means of partial translation, the same unchanged borrowed word is
used today.

In the Tsovatush language, we often find composites where
one component is foreign and one is its own. Nevertheless, they
cannot be considered as hybrid borrowings, since these compound
units are not assimilated from another language by a ready form, but
are invented in the Tsovatush language itself by combining its own
and borrowed base morphemes. For example, xaé_%amé — 2@8%'

3963530 (3er-phor — 3er-vaxgami) (dinner and supper); emy-limsa —
VJQ‘““B 3o (ug-suki — cel-suki) (waist and back); dm-bsbd — bomé-
bobao (bo-xax6 — nior-xaxvi) (onion and garlic)... We do not have

such combinations of the named components in Georgian. By
combining borrowed and own words, the creation of new lexical
items in the scientific literature is sharply distinguished from hybrid
borrowings and they are called new hybrid formations (Huagen,
1972: 369).

Thus, the second subclass of the first type, represented in the
lexical borrowing scheme called hybrid borrowings, is also
represented by three subgroups in the Tsovatush language, which are
formed by: simple (contaminated) hybrid borrowings, formed hybrid
borrowings, and compound hybrid borrowings.

83. Replaced borrowings, or calques
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The second type of lexical borrowings includes words in
which the sound cover has been completely replaced by the material
of the borrowing language, only the structure and content of the word
remained foreign. This series of words is known as substitute
borrowing. According to this, we get a new unit as a result of lexical
influence, if there is an expansion of meaning for already existing
words in the language. This type, in turn, is divided into two
subclasses: one is called formed borrowings, and the other —
expanded borrowings.

The formed borrowings are also called borrowed
translations, or calques, because in such words the whole
combination of morphemes is borrowed from a foreign language and
translated, although the morphemes themselves are selected from the
proper inventory of the C language. The translation can be word-for-
word, that is, accurate and approximate.

The strong influence that the Tsovatush language is
experiencing from Georgian today implies only precise calques by
logical necessity. The inaccuracies that could have been allowed in
the early stages of the relationship when translating morpheme
combinations seem to have already been corrected. This is evidenced
by the fact that even the slightest difference, which has survived to
this day in calques or other Georgian-Tsovatush matches, is
diligently corrected.

It was difficult for us to find the formed calques in the
Tsovatush language. In the infinite series of borrowings, we have
found only a few examples of formed calques, such as: %3"(5'?]‘%

(phitur) (frog-like), Qaqw(r]é (dalur) (ambrosial) [64], Qéml’)’/{]é
(datxur) (moistened curds) [64]. %3"(5'"{]‘% (phit-ur), is an exact copy
of the Georgian word Zsoaomén (baqaquri) (frog-like), which is
obtained by attaching the borrowed suffix '”{]‘% (-ur) to the base of
the C language and is used only to denote a certain way of
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swimming. It is noteworthy that in all other cases, when they want to
indicate a frog-like creature, for example, or a frog-like jump, and
others, they use a word oagoé—Qj (phit-y€), derived from the same

base with their own model; As we can see, the word survived only in
the context in which the tracing took place; Only then did its foreign
origin remain completely clear. The same is true of the words
Q"Q"{]é (dalur) (divine) and Qbmkvz]é (datxur) (moistened curds)

(carnal) (for comparison, ) (dalé) — God, Qbmlﬁ (datx) — the

flesh). Here, too, the traced content of the words remained clear only
because of their limited and peculiar contexts. There are many words
of similar structure in Tsovatush today, but, freely participating in
different contexts, they appear more as hybrid neologisms than as
formed calques.

The following composites can be named as examples of
compound word-for-word, or exact calques: Georgian lsaqa_é]mdqaa

(xel-mokle) (necessitous) — Tsovatush jm—QéGD‘j (ko-dact); L”Z]Q"
6°(3‘3’“Q’“ (xel-gaslili) (open-armed) — jm_@éﬂaga (ko-darzend);
Ba@—am%aénqn (xel-mogerili) (amputated hand) - jm_s%an&ﬁ (ko-
hagqinod); BJQ‘"%“{]QU (xel-mrude) (pickpocket) - jm_aoaﬁ (ko-
gamil); L’)aq’)—@ééoaq’m (xel-carieli) (empty-handed) - jm_@bj (ko-
dase); gma-asblboca (gul-gaxsnili) (open-hearted) - e ;-
Qohéoga (dok-dastino; 6‘3@—30}1&“&@0 (gul-mosuli) (exasperated) -
g{)md—gsat;ag& (dok-de’end); 6UQ_QOV8886OQO (gUl-dachthll)
(pained at heart) - “\’”‘d‘b"(i‘)ag‘“ (dok-xiteno); mao;:ﬁcan—
801150158;278;370 (tvaléi'mosaSVIEIi) (dellghthI) - 680%&—QOQ‘8Qg6
(bwark-dayujni); moS—g daQbéo (tav-mkvdari) (devoted) - jmém_
Esoqmgaq (kort-balind)... composites of similar type of idiomatic
content today have almost all things completely in common with
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Tsovatush-Georgian, so the number of examples can be increased to
several tens and hundreds; Such great similarities in lexical units are
difficult to imagine even in the more closely related languages
without their close contact. Nevertheless, it is a difficult issue to
decide which of them originated on their own linguistic basis and
which represents the Georgian calque. The difficulty lies in the great
similarity of the principles of composite structure of the S language
in the C language, as well as the limited nature of the records of the
previous stage of the development of the Tsovatush language.

In the modern stage of bilingualism, this way of borrowing
compound words, tracing, is almost no longer used, and we think that
earlier, the advantage of the borrowing capabilities of such units
would have been given to the complete or partial translation. The
choice, of course, would not be free either: for translation, it was first
necessary to find the proper material in the C language lexical fund.
In addition, the connection of new components should have provided
an easy-pronounced unit.

Currently the main way to borrow compound words is to
assimilate them without any translation. Some completely calqued
compound words were re-borrowed first with a partial translation
and then — in an unchanged form. So, this process of borrowing
compound words takes place in the form of certain steps. We have:

Georgian Tsovatush

3o oorg-bdaabo // engogoo /1 ago-go
(qul-yia) (dok-nwajni // dok-yi // gul-yi)
(open-hearted)

L‘V{]Qﬁ— bo—gsoang(?x // bo—VcV:jgaQoQoQQﬁgcﬁ

VOVUSUQOQO // hv{]Q_VOVﬁgaQoQ (S&-d&Vinﬁ I
(sul-caggmedili) sa-cagqmedajiné // sul-cagqmedil))
(wicked)
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Today, these forms are used side by side, and
chronologically we first had to have completely translated forms,
then — the form obtained by translating one component, and finally —
transferred in an unchanged way. This path taken by the named
words gives us a clear idea of the general tendency of the
development of interferential processes.

84. Extended borrowings

An interesting picture in terms of foreign language influence
is given by the second subclass of substituted borrowings, the so-
called extended borrowings. On the basis of the resemblance that
sometimes a word can have in opposition to one of the lexemes of a
foreign language, it often assimilates from the former the additional
content that one lacks and the other has — an expansion of the
meaning of the word is taking place. Three subgroups of extended
borrowings are distinguished: homophonic, synonymous, and
homologous. We have homophonic expansion when the resemblance
to the source of interference is of a purely phonetic nature;
Expansion is synonymous when two lexical units of different
languages are connected by a common content, and homologous -
when both the sound cover of a word and its content represent the
way of connection.

According to the sound model, where both phonology and
morphology of the word operate simultaneously, the lexemes of the
Tsovatush language are drastically different from the Georgian ones.
Therefore, there is a limited possibility for homophonic and
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homologous extended borrowings to appear in this language under
the influence of the Georgian language; As for the synonymous
extension, its examples are quite common.

Many words of the C language, which are related to this or
that member of the Georgian lexical fund by the main meaning, are
loaded with the difference that the source language additionally had,
for example:

1. The word Vav(-] domka (caukitxa) (he/she has read) in

Georgian literally means to read a text to someone, while figuratively
it means 6ovaém3a (gagqroma) (to be/get angry). Under its

influence, the word l‘)bdos (xat?) (he/she roiled him), which had only

one meaning in the Tsovatush language until recently, acquires
additional meaning. They will often say: @%360 bsaybsls (vazeni

xajtnas) (that is, I really got angry at) ....
2. The word 6oo6v(r]éo (gaacura) (slide) — in Georgian

literally means to slide someone or something, and figuratively —
Sméwa& (motqueba) (to lie). Under the influence of the latter, the

verb Qé%ﬂgoj (labzdig) (to slide) is used by both meanings in the

Tsovatush language today.

We cannot say that in the named cases, the driving force of
the process represented the feeling of lexical deficit: all the named
examples of word meaning expansion are accompanied by another,
independent lexical unit of the borrowing language, whose main
function is to convey additional meaning acquired by the first unit. In
this way peculiar pairs of words are created, the members of which
can replace each other in certain contexts with the right of synonyms.
For example, when it comes to reading the text, the only permissible
word is bag@Gah (xajtnas), but ‘getting angry at someone’ is implied,

then depending on the context we can use BoQ&Gob (xajtnas), or
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Qo&uaioggogob (dabuhadinas) (I got angry at...). We could have

named such pairs semi-synonyms, because unlike ordinary relative
or absolute synonyms, they can change each other only in one set of
contexts.

There are often cases when the influence of the Georgian
language is not manifested in the extension of the meaning for the
word, but, on the contrary, causes the narrowing of its meaning. For
example:

1. The word (x)omas (tateb) has been used in the Tsovatush
language for a long time. This one lexeme has two meanings, it
means silver and money. We had a similar situation in Georgian,
when the words gold and silver referred to noble metals and money.
This situation has become archaic in this language. On the
background of the modern Georgian model of thinking, such a dual
content of the corresponding word of the C language appeared
strange and incomprehensible. That is why it lost one of the parallel
meanings and became only a sign of money, and Georgian g9 sbeo
(vercxl) (silver) became the name of the corresponding metal.

2. The word dme, (Mot) was used with two meanings: it
indicated a bed and a place. It has lost its second meaning today,
where it has been replaced by a borrowed word from the Georgian
language — g (adgil) (place). Old semantics have survived in

several fossilized expressions: 1’(53 3.50»3 (ste mate)? 3og3m3
(mi¢mate)? Qva(tjgocn,a (Jugmate)? (In which place? In what place? In
the middle of a place). The meaning of the word was narrowed,
because in Georgian gmmgobo (a bed) did not have such a double

interpretation.
3. The word auazsdo had two semantic meanings: 1. flowers,

2. jewelry. We think the second meaning was developed from the
first one by expanding the content. The word has already lost such
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meaning because the Georgian equivalent did not have it: 83"3"@83"
(qvavilebi) (flowers).

The meanings of the words have been narrowed in the
mentioned examples and the role of the Georgian language is
undeniable here. It does not matter if the content of the word is added
or deducted, when these processes are conditioned by the lexical
influence of another language, we are dealing with borrowing both
times.

Thus, in Einar Haugen’s scheme, the two subsections
allocated to the second type of borrowings — derived borrowings and
extended borrowings — should be added to the third subclass
according to the Tsovatush language materials and called narrowed
borrowings. This circumstance was probably left unattended by the
researcher due to the lack of proper examples.

According to what has been said, the mentioned section of
the scheme will be changed and will take the following form:

Replaced borrowings

Calques Narrowed
borrowings

Extended
borrowings

The mentioned examples of expansion and narrowing, as
well as “corrected” calques or equivalence, show that in
bilingualism, agreement and aligning of the two linguistic
systems take place in the thinking of a bilingual; Language
transformations —are the transformations that take place in the
thinking. The thinking is one and the speaker tries, more or less
successfully, to combine it with terms of the language, which is a
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source of interference. If the speaker was able to think in several
ways, the language influences would also be of a limited nature.
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Chapter 111

Phonological model of the Tsovatush language words and
its reflection in the lexical borrowings

Introduction

Phonological characterization of Tsovatush words aims to
establish the specific rules that underlie the changes that occur during
the adaptation of the sound cover of borrowed words. As known,
these processes are caused by several facts:

1. The interrelationship of the sound systems of the
languages in contact;

2. Ratio in C and S phoneme distribution rules, and

3. The difference between their word models.

The speech sound systems of the borrowing and the source
languages differ significantly in synchronous aspect. The Tsovatush
language preserves all the vowel or consonant phonemes that we
have in modern literary Georgian. In addition, unlike modern literary
Georgian, it has 4 more consonants: § (q), B (), & (®), 3 (h) and 14
vowels: five short: 5 (3), j (&),s (1), & (0), 5 (4), four long: 5 (a), i (),
& (6), % (0) and five nasal: § (3), g (&), & (1), of (8), «f (6). The
peculiarity of the speech sound system of the same language is also
determined by nine diphthongs: sa (aj), 99 (ej), ma (0)), @ (uj), ag
(je), as (ja), am (jo), asg (ju).

The fact that the object of interference and not the source of
interference has different phonemes, is crucial in the word borrowing
process. Since borrowing occurs from Georgian and not vice versa,
Tsovatush “extra” phonemes seldom if ever could influence the

sound cover of borrowed words. Therefore, we do not discuss the
phonemic system of the C language here.
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Even when we have the coincidence of the number and type
of the phonemes of the S and C languages, the phonological
structures of the given languages can be drastically different from
each other. In such a case, the rules for distributing phonemes make a
difference. As N. Trubetskoy writes: “The rules for the distribution
of phonemes are very different from each other in languages. They
characterize languages no less than their own phonemic
compositions (Tpy6enkoii, 1960: 284).

In the process of systematizing the materials for analysis, as
expected, even the issue of word model of the Tsovatush language
was raised; the interrelationship and mechanisms of specific types of
vowel reduction, which are widespread in flexi-derivation systems of
this language, are also to be elucidated in relation to the borrowings
of multisyllabic words. The word of the borrowing language has not
been studied in this regard, which is why we present below the
results of our observations on these issues.

§1. The word model of the Tsovatush language

The word of the Tsovatush language is broken down into
morphemes. The formation of the root as part of speech occurs in
two ways: it may or may not be attached by the word-producing
affix. According to this, two morphological models of words are
distinguished:

1. Simple word — base (for base words);

2. Base and derivative (for derived words).

We used the Kadagidzes® dictionary to study the base
morphemes. 981 simple, undivided words — base or base morpheme
— were taken from the dictionary of the Tush language. 795 of them
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are monosyllabic, the remaining 186 are disyllabic. As we can see,
the numerical advantage is clearly on the side of monosyllables, and
the primary model of the base must be related to it.

Monosyllabic base morphemes show several models: Vv, VC,
VCC, CV, CCV, CVC, CCVC, CVCC, CCVCC. In only three cases do we
have the vowel base morpheme: these are the demonstrative
pronouns: g (e), o (i), m (0) (this, that). It is noteworthy that they have
consonant variants as well: 33 (eh), o3 (ih), m3 (oh). The CCV type

bases are relatively more common; We have 21 cases of using this
model. For example: °5k”2] (pxu) (a lit), obm (tx0) (we)... It is

noteworthy that this model of base is not realized in verbs at all.
The use of CV type bases is limited to 31 cases. There are

only nouns to list here: $s (qa) (a pig); 3« (bo) (garlic); Bs (ca) (a
bear). We counted up to 50 bases of the VCC model. We have: sob
(atx) (a grindstone); 58 (atq) (a bow); »Jmls (utx) (a piece). 160 cases

of the VC model of the bases have been conformed. Most examples
are verbs. For example: s d_oé (ak-ar) (light); sd-s& (ab-ar) (sew);

a,{)_oé (ey-ar) (break); 8(5'% (ec-ar) (buy); 3‘3_&% (es-ar) (decrease).
The most widely used CVC base models are realized — 382
cases are included in the dictionary: 221 of them are confirmed in
verbs, 141 — in nouns, and 20 — in other parts of speech. We have:
ooli-sé (tas-ar) (throw); p\nob_.sé (las-ar) (sift); Qak—aé (lax-ar)
(find); dmb (Mox) (wind); %mj (zok) (a beak); mvaé (tur) (a sword);
doB (Mic) (where); on (mak) (on top); Bs3 (¢aq) (far away) -
Jmls... 83 cases of using the bases of the CVCC model have been

confirmed. Most of them are verbs and nouns. Other parts of speech
are also encountered. For example: 1,331,_64 (sems-ar) (smell);

dméé—aé (kort-ar) (get bored); Lsé-s6 (sart-ar) (curse); Qoé 3 (lark)
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(an ear); bsBb (nacx) (cheese); dsmb (Matx) (a sun) ... Jsob (hatx)
(forward); Eocals (nips) (right) ...

We counted 60 cases of the base CCVC models. Their use is
entirely limited to nouns. We have: 1 305 (skiv) (embers); s 5 (stak)

(a man); 6806 (twir) (a star)... A total of five cases are represented
by the base CCVCC model. We have: 258&%6 (bwark) (an eye);
2>8mév (bworg) (a wolf); 58¢b6 (bwast) (hogweed); %3041, (phars)
(an arm); 38&%‘_@ (mwar-l) (quite). If we consider that the first

consonant element in nouns is seen everywhere in the class-mark
here, then actually only one example will be left, as the rest will
follow the CVVCC model.

According to the frequency of use, the considered models of
bases are sorted as follows: CCVCC (1 case), V (3), CCV (21), cV
(31), vcc (50), ccvc (60), cvcc (87), vC (160), cvC (382).
Obviously, according to this range, the most widespread and
natural model of the base is CVC syllable, whose plosion and
implosion is compiled by one consonant. In fact, this also includes
the VC model, which is mainly represented by verbs, where the
class-mark — the consonant element — is almost always implied in
front of the base. Two consonants each at the same time before
and after the vowel are found to be inadmissible, while the use of
consonant pairs in both separate positions is quite common.

From the same row of bases sorted by increasing frequency
we can also draw some conclusions about the plosion of base
syllable. This row, as we see, begins with the open-syllabic bases and
ends with the closed-syllabic ones: out of 795 cases, only 55 end in a
vowel. In such a case, being closed-syllabic seems to be an
essential sigh of Tsovatush bases.

As mentioned, in addition to the common monosyllabic
bases and word-bases, we found a total of 186 disyllabic word-bases
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in the C language, of which 87 end in a vowel and the other 99 words
in a consonant. Words ending in such a disyllabic consonant have
only one consonant in auslaut, and this consonant is mostly sonant.
In total, of the 87 disyllabic words ending in a consonant, four
sonants complete 60 words.

Almost all consonants participate freely in the end of
monosyllabic bases of the Tsovatush language. Under such
conditions, the peculiar situation, presented in the disyllabic word-
base auslaut, suggests that sonants here, or the last syllable
containing them entirely, are producers of some kind, perhaps even a
determinant. Such an assumption may become plausible if we recall
that in other words of a certain type of this language, we find an
indication of the possibility of distinguishing the determinant
suffixes in R. Gagua’s work (1943: 73); A similar opinion about the
bases of nouns of the Ingush language is expressed in D.
Imnaishvili’s work as well (1957: 211). Also important in this regard
is the fact that determinant suffixes containing sonants are essential
components of Georgian noun models (Chikobava, 1942: 119).

Nevertheless, for the final conclusion, another 27 disyllabic
words ending in a consonant must be broken down, or the issue of
their borrowing must be clarified. In addition, disyllabic word-bases
ending in vowels should also be properly qualified. A. Schiefner
expresses an interesting view of the latter. According to the
researcher, these “final vowels are a reminder of the paragogic
(euphonic) speech of olden times” (1856:19). The assumption seems
plausible in the sense that in order to improve the euphony of the
form, the Tsovatush people can still attach a vowel to the end of any
noun, verb, adverb, interjection... It is not clear, however, why the
vowel should have merged only with the named bases.

In the event of such a breakdown of words, being
monosyllabic can be declared a common feature of the bases of
the C language. Such a statement would be supported by the fact
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that the bases in Tsovatush verbs are always represented by a single
syllable. The verb with its complex morphological-syntactic patterns
remains to this day the most conservative part of this language,
which is why it is assumed that it is best protected from borrowings
and, in general, from any foreign linguistic influence.

After discussing the issues of base models and their
syllables, the same questions should be discussed about the derived
words. Since the bases are monosyllabic, obviously the final length
of the word is decided by the number of affix syllables. Derivatives
in Tsovatush are mostly suffixes. Only the class marker, which is a
consonant: g (v), & (b), © (d), or a semivowel o and cannot affect the

number of syllables of a word, can be found in the prefix. Instead,
suffixes are essential, which almost always contain the vowel either
as an organic part or as a means of connecting to the base. According
to all this, we could think that simple words are monosyllabic in
Tsovatush, and the derived words are again mono- or disyllabic.

The reference to the fact that the length of word in Tsovatush
is regulated, we find in A. Schiefner’s work. In particular, when the
researcher characterizes the vowels of this language, he writes that
“due to fear of being polysyllables, diphthongs are produced as a
result of vowel epenthesis” (1856: 12). This implies that polysyllable
of the word according to the current phonological model is inorganic
for this language, but the researcher did not try to find out where this
abundance of syllables begins. The author of the first grammar of the
Tsovatush language I. Tsiskarov also discusses this issue, but almost
in one sentence. He notes that “the words in this language are mostly
mono- or disyllabic and very rarely — trisyllabic” (Llxckapos, 1848:
71).

Despite some obstacles, we can conclude that from the
active mono-, di- and polysyllabic models of words in the
Tsovatush language, the disyllabic model is basic. In the
paradigms of the declination of nouns and the conjugation of
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verbs in this language, two syllables appear as the marginal
length of the word.

§2. The process of vowel reduction in the Tsovatush language and its
reflection in lexical borrowings

Vowel reduction is organically linked to the word flexion
and derivation systems of the Tsovatush language: in the declination
of di- and polysyllabic nouns ending in consonants, the process
begins when the suffix containing the vowel is attached to the base.
This is the case even when a new lexeme is derived from the word
with a base containing two or more syllables, and even when the
base of a verb, which is always monosyllabic, is attached to several
vowel producers during conjugation, that is, there is a danger of
multiplication of syllables of the word.

For our discourse, it is very important the fact that this
process of syllable reduction was reflected in Georgian borrowing
with mathematical accuracy, which is why we present it in full here.

Reduction is carried out in two ways: in the first case the last
vowel of the producing base is dropped without a trace under the
influence of the next vowel morpheme, or morpheme with a vowel:
BSQaé—o - BSQ(Z)O (béder-i - bédrl) (children), 2’5‘38‘%'33 -
2’5‘3‘{’83 (bdder-ev — badrev) (child); in comparison: 35;336 (béder)
— (the child)); In the second case, the reduction is carried out by
means of epenthesis: disyllabification of the last vowel of the
producing base and transfer (epenthesis) to the previous vowel occur,
resulting in a descending diphthong: Qbaoé-o - anat%o? (davir-i —
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dajvri?) (Has it been lost?) In comparison: Qaaoé (davir) (it has been

lost)). The first is called simple reduction, and the second is called
reduction by means of epenthesis. These phonetic processes acting in
the words of the Tsovatush language are mentioned in the scientific
literature (Shiefner, 1856: 57), but their mechanism is not clear. We
present the results of our study on this issue.

Several questions arise regarding these reduction processes:

1. What is the relationship between these two types of
reduction in the flexion and derivation systems of the Tsovatush
language?

2. What causes these processes and what is their
mechanism?

We have analysed almost all cases of reduction in Tsovatush
and borrowed words. It turned out that:

(1) If the initial base is disyllabic and is accompanied by a
vowel morpheme, or a morpheme with vowel, we preserve the
disyllabic of the word by reduction;

(2) The variety of the reducing vowel does not matter for the
implementation of the reduction;

(3) The first vowel of the base (from left to right), which
always belongs to the base morpheme, does not change;

(4) The second vowel experiences reduction under the
influence of the last, third (reducing) vowel,

(5) The nature of the expected changes — simple reduction or
reduction by epenthesis — is determined by the relation of the first
and second vowels of the producing base according to the openness.

The direct heterosyllabic sequence of the two vowels is
not encountered in the Tsovatush words. This language removes
such a sequence in borrowed words as much as possible, referring to
various means (sound activation, reduction, diphthongization). This
time, when discussing both own and the borrowed material, we refer
only to the sequence of vowels, when there is one or more
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consonants between the vowels, that is, the sequence of vowels is
mediated. For such a syntagmatic relationship we introduce the term
— distant sequence or combination of vowels (CVCVC or
CVCVCVC, CVCCVC, etc.).

Observation has shown that three stages of vowel openness
are relevant for reduction by means of direct reduction and
epenthesis in this language:

I o (i)

. s, 9 (a, e, 0)

The degree of openness in the direction of the arrow
increases.’

Both types of reduction can be described in the terms of the
given scheme: if in the word the first vowel is larger with openees
than the second, the reduction is carried out by the weakening of the
second vowel and the epenthesis; And when we have an inverted
sequence, or the vowels of equal openness are gathered, the
reduction is done easily (we count the vowels from left to right).

If we express the degree of openness of the vowels with I, 11,
111 indexes, then the place of the vowels in the base we express with
1, 2, 3 indexes, and the vowel — with the symbol V, then V11=(c) (i),

while V=(c) (i), which is in the first place. V;=(s) (i), which is in
second place, and V3= (o) (i), which is in third place. V" will be a
symbol of " (u), while V" — a symbol of vowels s, 9 @ (@, e 0).V

expresses any vowel, while V - avowel without a syllable.

1 As can be seen from the diagram, the difference in openness between
phonemes s, 9 @ (a, e, 0) is not relevant to the reduction process (see

below).
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The general formulas of reduction by means of simple
reduction and epenthesis will take on such a specific form:!
a) Simple reduction:
LIV VLI +V = [V +V

I VUV 4+ VTV — VLV + Y
I VYV VLT + Y — VLV VT 4+ v

b) Reduction by means of epenthesis:
VIV V5]V — VIV + V) +V

IV 4+ VT4V — IV + V1] 4+

We have the following concrete realization of the given
formulas:
a) Simple reduction:

Formulal- [V +V,]+V — [V]1+V
1. [02 +ol+V—=Tlal+V
cowofod (dyirib) (tall), eroddals (dyirbes) (—emadkod-qb)? (dyirib-
es);
Formula IT - [V,/V", + V1 +V — [V//V'] +
1. ['/8 +VU +V—>["J]+v:
Gual%uaé (nuéur) (snout) , 5”8%83 (nucrev) (Euaﬁvaé_aa) (nucur-ev);
3gden 5 (DUDUK) (Flower), 3umd 394 (bUbKeV) (3mdem 3-q3) (bubUk-eV). .
2. 1o 4“'(\]] +V > lol+V:
o (disur) (lay), oIa? (disri?) (ooVeé-o) (disur-i);
moauaé (tivur) (rested), moaéo? (tivri) (mowé_o) (tivur-i)...

' We put the producing base into square brackets.
5
i
3 In the brackets, we show that diachronic path, synchronous regularity
described by us is based on.
4u
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M= DV VLV VTV — VLV VI

L' +o]+V >[4V

35 3o (magag) (flint), s 3745 (Madcev) (3s§oF-93) (Magag-ev);
Qnaaa% (lagaz) (bilberry), Qab&qﬁaa (lagzev) (Qoo&oqu—ZB) (lagaz-ev)

2. [32 +3] +V— [3] +V.

38386 (geqer) (soother), 333633 (geqrev) (33336_33) (geger-ev);
GUGUE (cenex) (this year), OUEEZ]B (cenxe’) (63635_38) (cenex-e’); ..
3. [m3+m] +V o[l +V:

amlsm@ (mosol) (harm), gmbg)aﬁ (moslev) <8mbmg:’)—88) (mosol-ev);
Yndsengo (3010) (Width), Imimgg (30r1ev) (Immgn-g3) (30r0l-ev)...
4. [s +8] +V - [1+V:

1’°534 (saker) (neck), 1"’6‘%83 (sakrev) (hodaé_aa) (saker-ev);
oalsoEaé (pxaner) (shoulders), oalso[;éaa (pxanrev) (0550634_33)

(pxaner-ev) ...
5. [s+m]+V = [s]+V:

bs g (xakol) (thirst), bs samgq (xaklev) (bs ymao-q3) (xakol-ev);
gmeQ (macol) (huger), 3"6"\"33 (maclev) (8060’1@—88) (macol-ev)

b6.lg+s]+V —[gl+V:

%599355¢ (peskar) (boy), a3 3560 (peskari) (399 4-93) (peskr-ev);
p\nals.sé (lexar) (search for), p\nabéaa (lexrev) ( Q’JB%'US) (lexar-ev)...
7. [8 +ml+V — [a] +V.
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QP (yelol) (weakness), 0ICCI3 (yellev) (Qag@m@_aa) (yelol-
ev);

d9h-ind (ber-fom) (whey), 396-cdg3 (ber-I'mev) (3 96 -grimd-
88) (ber-lom-ev) ...

8.l +ol+V > [m]+V:

orenbssés (toxar) (stroke), combdgg (toXTeV) (combsd-ga) (toxar-ev);
omsé (tohar) (sleep), mmaéaa (tohrev) (mm3oé_33) (tohar-ev)...
9.l +3] +V o[l +V:

morgé (oter) (he stood), made? (0tri)? (mergé-o) (Oter-i);

3mongd (Moter) (he thought), dmer@o? (MOtri?) (Imergdé-o) (Moter-
...

10. lo +s]+V > [ +V:

o6 (dikar) (to take), pashgq (dikrev) (o ss6-93) (dikar-ev);
oolssd (dlisar) (to stay), eligg (disrev) (olisé-q3) (disar-ev) ...
. lo + 9] +V - [l +V:

aga@ (diver) (he seeded), agho? (divri?) (oogqé-o) (diver-i);
o396 (diker) (he took), o 3éa? (dikri?) (o z94-0) (diker-i) ...
R.lo+ml+V - [a] +V:

Gmﬁhmé (nipsor) (peer), Eooahéaa (nipsrev) (Enoahmé_aa) (nipsor-
ev);

Todhengo (3ir0l) (antiquity), Jodmgg (Sirlev) (Yo go-q3) (3irol-ev)...
13. [ +5] +V— ] +V.

Qmoé (duyar) (shout), ‘("2]‘("%83 (duyrev) (‘3”{]‘(""%‘38) (duyar-ev);
!Q”{Jl’é-’é (dustar) (measuring), ‘3"81’(5‘433 (dustrev) <‘3”8h(’5°é‘88)
(dustar-ev)...
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14, [”J +8] +V— [”J] +V:
g (duyer) (he shouted), pmodae? (duyri?) (oqegé-o) (duyer-i)

15. [y + 0] +V— ] +V.
3’/2]156(71@ (mustol) (sourness), 3"{]1’(5’("88 (mustlev) (3”81’(5‘“(“‘88)
(mustol-ev);
mhmg (durol) (saltness), omémag (durlev) (om@mg-g3) (durol-
ev)...

b) Reduction by means of epenthesis:
Formula I - [V"/V," + V,7+V =1V,"/V) + V] +V
1. [s+al+V — [sa] +V:
Js60% (kaniz) (grape), Jso6%qq (kajnzev) (Jsbb-q3) (kaniz-ev);
s (dacir) (he chased), osaféa? (dajeri?) (sfoé-o) (dagir-i)...
2. [3 +ol+V — [aQ] +V > oo +V o [b] +V:
Qaboé (dexir) (he asked for), a\m%o? (dixri?) (Qogkén /o obéo /
Qakné—o) (dijxri / dejxri / dexir-i);?
ma‘goé (tegir) (he was convinced), mo3da? (ti&ri?) (o00déo /
0292960 /| o0 oca-o) (tijiri / tejiri / tesir-i) ..
3.[m +ol +V > [mal +V — [ma] +V:
3mvoé (gogir) (he put it on his shoulder), g-agvgm? (qujeri?)
(§mafo ! gfacd-o) (ojeri / qocir-i);

T Non-syllabic (i), which will appear next to the preceding vowel after
displacement, often causes its assimilation.

2 These stages of assimilation are in some cases parallel to the Tsovatush's
speech, so their named sequences are not always assumed at the
reconstruction level.
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emfoé (docir) (hang), pmafée? (dujeri) (omafée / omfod-o)
(dojeri / dugir-i) ...

4.l +ol +V > [mal +V:

o (duyir) (shouted), omagéo? (dujyri?) (oqoeé-o) (duyir-i);
covmlsyoé (dustir) (measured), eealigdo? (dujstri) (oulsof-o)
(dustir-i)...

Formule IT - V" +V," +V — [V'/V] +V

1.Ls +egl +V = [sg] +V = [s0/mg) +V

bs3mé (xabur) (mould), bsad&qg (xajbrev) (bsqddgq / bodaé-ga)
(xatibrev / xabur-ev);

Qéml&lﬂé (datxur) (flour fried in melted butter), ‘3”"’%83 (dajtxrev)
(snoblgq / @smbeé-qs) (dajtxrev / datxur-ev)...

2. [3 +"3] +V — [avz]] +V— [Z]Q] +V = load +V—o [a] +V:

ongdegés (tebur) (he said), coddo? (ibri?) (cq3mé-o) (tebur-i);
b (xelur) (vanished), bagéo? (Xilri) (bgaomd-o) (xelur-i)...

3. [m +q] +V— [onq] +V > [wa] +V — [ ] +V:

5““(’"2]6 (boyur) (picket), B"JQ‘(’K’EJB (bujyrev) (BmQQéaa / 5“?“34-33)
(bojyrev / boyur-ev);

mmwé (toqur) (it was enough for him), m»agaéo (tujqri) (mmwé-
0) (toqur-i) ...

Thus, of the 25 theoretically possible two-part distant
combinations of the 5 main vowels of the Tsovatush language, all
options are realized in Tsovatush words. Some of these sequences
are typical and widespread, while some are relatively rare. As we can
see, all five vowels are subject to simple reduction, while only two

are subject to reduction by epenthesis. Of the verified 25 two-part
distant sequences of vowels, simple reduction occurs in 18 examples,
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while the reduction through epenthesis occurs in 7. Distant two-part
sequences of vowels in a language are precisely divided between
simple reduction and reduction by epenthesis, and as a result both of
them are followed by a decrease in the number of syllables in the
grammatical-lexical word production of the Tsovatush language.
This fact indicates that in the form of named processes, we are
dealing with different manifestations of the same phonemic
tendency of decrease of syllables. If we limited ourselves to the
analysis of Tsovatush words, we could think that the processes of
reduction mentioned above during the inflection and derivation of
lexemes are of a purely phonetic nature and are conditioned by the
influence of suffix vowel. The reduction mechanism is clearly seen
in word borrowings when multiple trisyllabic words are reduced
without attaching an affix.

As known, words borrowed in the Tsovatush language
always drop a formant o (i) of the nominative case, as well as is

dropped out of the base, or all other vowels in Auslaut weaken and
lose their being syllable (Gagua, 1956: 469]. Therefore, when
considering the number of syllables of borrowed words, we do not
take them into account. Thus, for example, we consider the words:
oGaagm“s—o (angeloz-i) (angel), l‘)o%o@b@—o (xizilal-a) (caviar),
a‘gga dm&-a (esmakob-a) (cunning)... equally as trisyllabic.

It is interesting the way Tsovatush applies when borrowing
tri- and more syllabic words. As we have seen, the orientation within
three syllables is natural for this language, so it treats the borrowed
trisyllabic words as it treated own disyllabic producing base when
attaching the third syllable (reducing element): In particular, there is
a reduction, and the type of reduction (simple reduction or
epenthesis) is distinguished by the same rules as discussed above:

a) Simple reduction: oQo%oE_o (alazan-i) (Alazani) —

OQ)QGOE (alza); baqﬂmlﬁ.}go (xelosani) (a craftsman) — l.‘)a_q»lsa; (xelsd) ...
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b) Reduction by epenthesis: 3s3oémli-o (papiros-i) (a
cigarette) — 3s503ém% (pajpros); aedkogeo (gabrieli) (Gabriel) —
6an&éap\n (gajbral) ...

The four- and more syllable positions are unusual and
difficult to care for this language, so this type of polysyllabic
borrowed words have a stress on the third syllable from the end, thus
last three syllables in the lexical unit composition are highlighted. As
if it drops out of the word — the syllables in front of the stressed
syllable remain without attention; With respect to the three distinct
syllables, the language will work out the same patterns as it did with
other trisyllabic words. For example, dmmbgébqdgem (Mouxerxebel)

(clumsy) - 3muat—,aét—,33g, (mouxerxbel); 600800@383@
(gaunatlebel) (uneducated) — 6&8606@38@ (gaunatlbel) ...

Given the situation presented in the initial forms of borrowed
polysyllabic words, it is impossible to talk about the reducing role of
the vowels of the Tsovatush language affixes; As well known, the
nominative case in this language is not marked. In this case, as far as
any influence of the suffixes on the base vowels is excluded, we
conclude that the number of syllables in Tsovatush is regulated by
reduction within separate forms; There is a tendency of the
language to double the word syllables, and suffix vowels
participate in the reduction only to the extent that they increase
the number of syllables in the word.

Of particular importance to our discourse this time is the fact
that this rather complex system of the Tush language, with all its
strictly defined variety of obligatory decrease of syllables in the
word, was reflected with astonishing accuracy in the Georgian
borrowings of the same language. We will now present the same

tables of defined sequences of vowels with Georgian borrowings.
We have:
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a) Simple reduction:
Formule I:
1.o1+0 +V—->o+V:

Georgian:. oéodse (iribad) (obliquely) — Tsovatush: ofdso (irbat);
bo%booc (Xizilal) (caviar) - babgnsgo (xizlal).

Formule II:

1. tA(r]Z-I-tA(r]-l-V—)va-l-V:

3”86”(]%”\“" (muguzali) (charred log) - E”Z]&%”{]‘% (nugzur);
g eomambo (MU3luguni) (clout) — 3”2]2<s6°5 (mu3zgd)

2. o+m(r] +V—>o+V:

anméoQ (gizurad) (insanely) — 6Oﬂéom (gizrat); %ogvaébQ (Cinurad)
(in Chinese) — Bobéso (Cinrat); woa@se (didurad) (like older) —
QoQéém (dldurat)

Formule III:
1. S H+s+V o s+ V:

Joqmodob-o (Salasin-i) (jointer-plane) — ‘Hap\n‘gé (alsi); joéogag_o
(karavan-i) (camelcade) — joéaé (karva); bg:')ogmtj—o (alacoq-i) (gipsy-
cart) — Onga (aloq); sbas@od-a (angaris-i) (account) — 5840‘3
(agris); Qoéao@oé_o (margalit-i) (pearl) — 3%6‘3"’(’5 (marglit);
asls jan (gasakani) (scope) — 6abj§ (gaskan) ...

2. 84+8+V—>3+V:

39bgésgm-o (general-i) (General) — Qaésog\n (vernal); sx 96 qd00
(dazerebit) (convincingly) — anaésom (dazerbit); demlgqbgdeo
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(mosvenebit) (with relax) — 3mls386250m (mosvenbit); Smméa&m
(moperebit) (caressingly) — dmncggéidoon (moperbit); ©sbsliggbgdgam-o
(dasasvenebel-i) (holiday home) - Qohbuaasaaq (dasasvenbel);
sboggqodgdga-o  (asapetkebel-i)  (explosive) — .sh.soaamz]aag,
(asapetkbel); ‘3”858‘%858("“’ (dauberebel-i) (unaging) — Qauaaaéaaqn
(dauberbel) ...

3. m1+m+v—>m+V:

bm@mamg_o (solomon-i) (Solomon)? —meagnf (solmd)

4, o+8+V—>o+V:

boéwaaq_o (sargebel-i) (profit) — baée)aa,@ (sargbel); Qoéaxog_o
(darezan-i) (Daredjan)® — Qoéxé (dar3d); 30"8 doéa&aqn—o
(miukarebel-i) (insociable) — SouadoéaaQ (miukarbel); orﬂgjoéagaqn—
o (auckarebel-i) (unhurried) — ovz]gjoéBZ]Q (auckarbel) ...

5. st+tm+V—>s+V:

Logsmdgem-o  (sagalobel-i) (hymn) - boaag%ag{n (sagalbel);
SoBommsag@_n (manatobel-i) (luminary) — goGaoﬁaQ (manatbel);
aoboém8a;<n—o (maxarobel-i) (herald) - Sakaéaag{n (maxarbel);
QOQQWZ;Z]Q_O (madlobel-i) (grateful) — gqunBagqn (madbel) ...

6. 3+0+V—>8+V:

a‘aaodma_a (esmakob-a) (cunning) — a‘aadma (esmkob); g‘eadbgmqbo
(dekanozi) (archpriest) — © d[;m% (deknoz) ...

7. a+m+v—>a+V:

1o
2 First name of a man.
3 First name of a woman.
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Lsaqombog_o (xelosan-i) (artisan) — lsa;{nba[; (xelsan); 8‘%5‘“683‘%6%”
(erbokvercxi) (omelette) — 963396035 (erkvercx) ...

8. mtotV—owm+V:

m@oamm-o  (Oragul-i) (salmon) — méwp\o (orgul); dmbsbmb-o
(monazon-i) (monk) — Sm@%m[{ (molzon) ...

9. m+8+v—>m+V:

bsgmqdgm-o  (sagorebel-i) (rolling) — lsa&méaagn (sagorbel);
gabo@mQagaQﬁ—o (Sesacodebel-i)  (pitiable) — gah%ij&aQﬁ
(3esacodbel); oI gdgeo-o (mousorebel-i) (inseparable) —
I Imbrdg (mousorbel)...

10. a+s+V—o0+V:

dadsIgacra (bizasvili) (cousin) - 3addgecn (bizsvil);

1. o+ +V oo +V:

"“J@"Q’UZ’Z]Q““’ (aucilebel-i) (necessary) — °"<’J(5°‘<”58‘<" (aucilbel);
Jonmopgdgm-o (mouridebel-i)  (unmannerly) - dmemBapdge
(mouridbel); 3306393000 (gakvirvebit) (amusedly) — s daoéaom
(gakvirbit); Qoﬂogagom (dazinebit) (persistently) — Qbﬂogaom
(dazinbit); oboéaaom (axirebit) (persistently) — sbaddao (axirbit) ...
2. ot +V—oo+V:

go(jmg:’)mqb—o (nikOIOZ-i) (NikOIOZ)l - gndq)mqb (nikIOZ); dog\)mgog—o
(kidoban-i) (ark) — jor3$ (kidbad) ...

13. ”2]+°+V_’"Z]+V

14. 1/8+8+V—>v8+v

15. t/(-]+m+v—>v8+v

L First name of a man.
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b) Reduction by means of epenthesis:
Formule I:
loto+tV >0 +V:

@soabao (latinuri) (Latin) - Qonmgvaé (lajtnur); s3éogo (aprili)
(April) - aQBéaQ (ajpral); sdoésbo (amirani) (Amiran)t - s0dés
(ajmrd); bsbosmo (xasiati) (character) - bsoliso (Xajsat); decosda
(mariami) (Mariam)? - 3dsaésd (Majram) ...
2.3+0+V—>3Q+V—>0Q+V—>O+V:

dqbogio  (bednieri) (happy) - aoQGaé (bidner);  dg(5bogén
(mecnieri) (scientist) — 306Goé (micnar); Bgaggnogo (bnediani)
(epileptic) - ZsEij (bnidg); amVaéoQﬁmso (moceriloba)
(correspondence) — vaoé;@ma (mocirlob);  wseggbogmgss
(dadgenileba) (resolution) — Qo%osma (dadginleb) ...
3.m+o+v—>mQ+v—>VaQ+V:

ngoqu_o (mocikul-i) (apostle) - Sﬂ%j»{];@ (mujckul); ambogé-o
(gonier-i) (clever) - MJQE% (gujnar); %manaé_o (zomier-i)
(moderate) - 06031:1354 (zujmar); ...

4 gtotV—ma +V:

d‘?]g\)oogo (kudiani) (tailed) - 3naced (kujdg); d‘fa%oogo (kuziani)
(humpbacked) - d"{la%ff (kujzé) ...

Formule II:
1.o+v:] +V—>o~8 +V > o0+ V.

joémv{]g{oo;g (kartulad) (in Georgian) - jam%mgnom (kajrtlat);
don Jotoaqmmd-s  (Mokargulob-a) (embroidery) - Smjmée)p\nm?)

L First name of a man.
2 First name of a woman.
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(mokajrglob); dmbsbacmms-» (Moxazulob-a) (outline) - dmbsabgomd
(moxajzlob); 6\5[;6135)6:'3@33—0 (gankarguleb-a)  (order) -
396 d.snéap\naa (gankajrgleb) ...

2'[]+”J +V_’8”ZJ +V—>3Q+V—>OQ+V—>0+V:

6°38‘§’”3Q’°‘§’ (gabedulad) (bravely) - 6a30,§>@am (gabidlat);
sa98mmqs-s (agebuleb-a) (construction) — aaoa@ma (agiblob);
”JVJB”J‘%“? (ucesurad) (dishonourably) — vavobéom (ucisrat) ...
3.m+v(v] +V—>ml'(r] +V—>mQ+V—>V8Q+V:

bmdbe@sc (somxurad) (in Armenian) - ls»agglséam (sujmxrat) ...

Such borrowed tri- and more syllable words, where in the
first two syllables of the last trisyllabic position we would have the

distant sequence of vowels — w5, =g, wg-en (u+a, u+e, u+o), could

not be confirmed in the C language. A review of borrowed lexemes
in terms of sound cover adaptation once again shows that the
transformations are an accurate reflection of the differences in
the phonological systems of the C and S languages; Given their
peculiarities, we can predict the nature of the expected
transformation and vice versa, to form an idea about the
peculiarities of the phonological system of the borrowing
language according to the transformations. To date, in the period
of overbilingualism, this orderly process of the decrease of syllables
in Georgian borrowings has been completely disrupted and, as
expected, it has survived only in the speech of the older bilinguals.
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83. Peculiarities of consonant distribution in Tsovatush language
words and their reflection on the borrowings

Despite the simple construction of the base (CVC), today
extremely complex groups of consonants are developed in the
Georgian word anlaut, where the number of members can reach five
or even six (Vogt, 1961: 12). In this respect, the situation of the
Tsovatush language is clearly opposite, where mostly only one
consonant functions in the initial position; A pair of consonants will
meet almost only when this conjunction gives an OF sequence.’

As known, mutual combinations of members of the same
class (OO, FF, SS) and, in general, participation of sonants in paired-
consonant complexes (only two of such complexes are realized: 3&

(mw), 6& (nw) are excluded in the word anlaut of the C language.

These rules for distributing consonants of anlaut became the reason
for a number of changes in Georgian borrowed words:

a) In the paired-consonant complexes of the foreign
words’ anlaut, as unusual, any sequence of occlusive and sonant
is systematically violated. For this purpose, various means are used
in the borrowing language, such as: the inclusion of anaptic vowel
between members of the complex and the loss of any component.

In the role of anaptic vowel most often appears s (a). We
think that this circumstance is conditioned by the fact that in the
bases of the words of the C language, which, as a rule, always come
first in the words, the most frequently realized vowel is s (a).

We will name the examples of the fission of consonant
complexes containing sonant with anaptic vowel (we will explain

! The symbols O, F, S respectively, denote occlusive, fricatives and
sonants.
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only those units whose meaning is completely or partially different
from Georgian:
in Georgian: %QOQO (Grdili) (shadow) — Tsovatush:

gaégo@ (cardil); _(()(%(J()Qﬁo (yr3ili) (gum (lateral chewing tooth) —
osdogo (varsil); bébogmo (CrCili) (aphid) — BséRogn (Carcil); &ama g0
(¢likvi) (clover) — %bp\n 3o (€alko); ;@hbs (kréxa) (krehkha) — d.sél%lsa
(kar¢xo); jémoao (krtami) (food, usually bread, which is given to a
cow before milking, if the cow does not give milk) - jaémag
(kartam); c3molio (plasi) (carpet) — oaa@% (palaz); ;@sbdsn
(kraxmali) (starch) — doékgogx (karxmal); \;83@ (cmeda) (cleansing)
- w@z, (camdar); b4 (zne) (temper) — %S (za).

We have encountered two instances of the use of the vowel o
(i) with the same function: 645“3“" (grkali) (earring) —doédqu
(kirkal); 6mdsé o (zymartli) (medlar) —1;036;14(53;@ (simajrtql).

The vowels « (0) and “ (u) were also confirmed by this
function: 9&xJsbo (Srosani) (starling) — Im&d$ (Sorsd); 8‘%”8 (qru)
(deaf) — 3";]4-@ (qur-ii) (separated by the adjective suffix o (@)).

b) In anlaut position of the borrowed words, the sonant-
containing consonant complexes in the Tsovatush language often

reach the point of losing one of its members, namely the sonant. This
is how we obtained: J 303 (mkatatve) (July) — Joose (katat);

80}00)‘2](38000 (mtatuéeti) (MtaTUShEU) — mom"a(gnms (tatuéité);
8%om330 (mzitevi) (dowry) — %oma (zitav); abol’y/an/m (msaxuri)
(servant) — l;.sbvaé (saxur); d goobogo (mkitxavi) (fortune-teller) —
‘joml‘)oa (kitxav); d JoEog0 (mkalavi) (tinsmith) — 3033 (kalav);
dggescée (maedari) (tinsmith) - 33@4 (gedar); 3%060@0
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(mgvanili)  (greens) - VmGoQﬁ (conil); Bmoaoéogféa@m%o
(mtavarangelozi) (archangel) — maaoééaqnm% (tavaragloz); 3% Jegeo
(m¢edeli) (blacksmith) — %UQUQ (Cedel); 3\?33040 (mcevari)
(smoker) — Vaaaé (cevar); 8‘930@0 (mgvadi) (barbecue) — VmQ (cod);
Sggolsagg (m¢axed) (tart) — %blﬁom (Caxit) ... We have the same
situation in the inverted sequence complexes: omsbgeme (planeli)
(flannel) — %asaq, (panel); dg:’)og%r) (klan¢i) (claw)—ds‘[% (kanc).
Sonant’s proximity to other consonants is usually violated in
three- and four-member complexes as well. Such complexes are
unusual for Tsovatush in several respects: first, the sonant is
contained in the vicinity of another consonant, and, second, the
number of members of the complex exceeds two. Inconsistencies are

corrected by losing or moving “extra” sounds. For example,
Georgian oaémkogm (prtxili) (cautious) exists in three different

forms in the Tsovatush language according to the stages of
bilingualism: mko@—cr{, oamko@, oaéml‘m@ (txil-5, ptxil, prtxil).

c) We should examine separately the change of consonant
complexes containing 3 (v) in the words borrowed from Georgian.
Here, 3 (v) standing next to the consonant in the pre-vowel
position is almost always lost. It does not matter which implosion of
the syllable it is placed in: anlaut, inlaut, or auslaut of a word. When
lost, this sound leaves a reflex in the form of labialization of the next
0,9, g (i, a, e) vowels. = (0) and “ (u) vowels in this position, as it is
known, can not be found in Georgian words (Uturgaidze, 1976: 150).

Examples of such loss of 3 (v) are:

1. Dby labialization of the following s (a);

Georgian: Jao@o (zvali) (a bone), Tsovatush: Jm_({n (30l);
3geo (kvali) (a trace) — 3 (kol); X\abg)o (3vari) (a cross) — xmé
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(30r); %oéo (yvari) (a stream) — Qmé (yor); Gaoéo (cvari) (dew) —
Gmé (cor); %3030 (zvavi) (avalanche) — %ma (zov); baoao (svavi) (a
black wulture) — lsma (sov); Bmd%oéo (mogzyvari) (a priest) —
3mJQmé (mogzyor); hoébaog@o (sirsvali) (boiled whole beans) —
boébm@ (sirsol); BSQQ() (xvadi) (a male) — lﬁmQ (xod); ©3(33° (dacva)
(protection) - @Gm_@é (daco-dar); #sby g (tan3va) (suffering) -
(x)éxm_@é (tazo-dar); Boégo (xatva) (drawing) - koém_@é (xato-
dar); Boéxﬁo (xar3va) (spending) - lsoéxm_@é (xar3o-dar);
%op\maao (cvaleba) (torment) - vm@&_@é (colba-dar); (sbéogngs
(cxrilva) (test) - Glséognm_@é (cxrilo-dar); goémao (martva)
(manage) - Saémm_@é (marto-dar); $043¢ (cirva) (liturgy) - voém_
Qaé (ciro-dar)...

By labialization of the following « (i): %0%58060 (¢ickvita)
(a wormwood) — ;’§°;’§ Et) (ickot); qoge (leyvi) (a fig) — N
(leyo); 0881580 (pesvi) (a root) — oaabm (peso); 33“’3" (verxvi) (a
poplar) — 33&@ (verxo); Baban (nesvi) (a melon) — Gaha (neso);
s go (3aryvi) (a vein) — Joé;{m (zaryo).

By labialization of the following 9 (e): 3%2@88 (mar3ve)
(adroit) — dsxm (mar30); J3qeosc (kveitad) (on foot) - j"JQmém
(kujtat) (Jem oo (ojtat) ...

It is interesting, when the possibility of a similar loss of 3 (v)

was on twice in a word, the expected transformation took place both
times: we mean the word 33°w3° (gvalva) (drought), which gave us

a regular match 3o (gold) in C language.
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We have one set of words where 3 (v) standing in the same

position is lost without a trace. Observation shows that these are
lawful exceptions. Such a traceless loss ofa (v) takes place:

1. When there is a labial consonant directly in front of it,
for example: ‘33%635 (Seyebva) (painting) - ‘38%30_@4 (seyeba-
dar); dqbodgs (Seniybva) (disguise) - ‘3360;33.5_@4 (3eniyba-dar);
6°<’]Q’°33° (gaklibva) (to file) - 6°2]Q’°3°"§’°‘% (gakliba-dar); QQEOSSO
(danamva) (to bedew) - @Ga&s_@é (danama-dar); bsdgs ($xamva)
(poisoning) - ‘Hkaga_@é (8xama-dar); csbwezqs (daxupva) (closing)
- Qabg%o-g\mé (daxupa-dar); Qoqw{]éb)o (dayupva) (to perish) -
@Quaéa_@é (dayupa-dar); 3“68833" (mitgepva) (to slap) -
3"(521 aBé-Qoé (mitgepa-dar) ...

2. When the consonant complex containing it follows a
labial vowel: ywbgs (zonva) (leaking) - gmbs-psgnsés (Zona-dalar);
aqoge (putva) (packing) - aems-psemsd (puta-dalar); asfmfgs
(gacucva) (splashing) - asfufs-es@ (gacuca-dar); dgdmggs
(Sebogva) (binding) - Jgdmds-esé (Seboca-dar); (ym(sq0 (cOCVa)
(crawling) - (ymss-ogns®  (COCa-dalar);  cmoibgs  (POpXva)
(creeping) - oamoabb—Qbeé (popxa-dalar); s duag;ao (dakucva)
(chopping up) - s d»{ﬁo_@é (dakuca-dar); %‘Z’“Z]gﬁ“ (zrunva)
(caring) - %év{]Ga—QaQaé (zruna-dalar);  asfnégs  (gacurva)
(wringing out) - 6°V"<‘]"7’°'Q°"7’ (gacura-dar) ...

Il. The subsequent position of a vowel is relatively free
in the Tsovatush language. If consonant complexes of words in the
head position of this language are less common, consonants in the

end position are quite common, and almost all possible combinations
of occlusives, fricatives, and sonants are used, we lack only the 3
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(pp) sequence. In such a case, the fate of the sound cover of the
borrowed words is determined not only by the presence or absence of
this or that model, but also by the specific cases of individual models
used in the borrowing language, for instance:

a) In the Tsovatush language, in the position after vowel,
only three cases of model consisting of sonant and occlusive are
realized in the words: ZSQ), B, (x)é (bl, pl, tr). This explains why all
other patterns of this model have been violated in the borrowed
words. We have: Georgian: ZJQQ@_Q (madl-i) (clemency), Tsovatush:

3"‘{’{]‘(” (madel); Raja_o (cekm-a) (boots) — Eajoa (cakam); Qo%g_o
(dapn-a) (laurel) — @838 (dapa); 8(06@—0 (mocl-a) (leisure) -
QmOoQ—Qbé (mocal-dar).

b) Complexes of sonants and occlusives are quite widely
realized in the same position, but Qj (Ik) is not found among them. It

should be attributed to the fact that the word borrowed from
Georgian was established in the form g"(-]q’)j—o (Culk-i) (sock) B'?]p\na(-]
(Culak).

This is all that we have been able to say about the process of
violation of the unusual consonant end-position complexes based on
the examples of the borrowings made to date in the earlier stages of
the Tsovatush-Georgian language relations. It seems that C language
gave up this position earlier. This would be facilitated by the fact that
morphemized complexes are found almost exclusively at the end of a
word in this language. As known, the end-position complexes are
characterized by more freedom than the head-position complexes,
and they are easily changed by pressing down by the morphological
model (Ertelishvili, 1964: 147).

The consonant complexes of the anlaut or auslaut of words
are subject to one common phonological rule, which is that only a
deaf sound can stand with a deaf consonant. Therefore, when such
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complexes are obtained after the reduction of the base vowel or
consonant in the borrowed words, where this rule is violated, its
restoration takes place — the voiced sound included in the complex is
replaced by the corresponding deaf sound. So, for example:
Georgian: ymxmbgoo (3030%eti) (hell) - gmbboms (3ocxita) //
Kmx%omo (303xita); aoéxo 3g@o (marzakeli) (match-maker) —
abé%daq (marékel) // goéxdagﬁ (margkel), amgbqwgg (qoéayad)
(to be well) - Umgkbm (qoéxat) // amchm (qoéyat), ogéao&fago
(abresumi) (silk) — é%‘gvaqo (apsuy) // ob‘BwJQo (absuy); Qamoﬂmaa;@n
(yvtiSobeli) (Our Lady) - boo3mdgem (xtiSobel) // o0 Tmdge
(ytiSobel).

The 6 (n) standing after the vowel in the auslaut of the words
of the Tsovatush language was weakened and lost its independent
existence, resulting in the nasalization of the preceding vowel. The
scientific explanation of this articulatory phenomenon was given by
N. Trubetskoy. According to the researcher, in similar cases (it often
happens to members of the sonant class) there is an excessive
openess of the consonant, due to which the air friction reduces. As a
result, the tone as a building material increases in the composition of
the sound, and the consonant resembles the vowels (TpyGerxoii,
1960: 69). This is the way we got the following words in the C
language: s6 > § (an > &) (cramps); 336 >3j (hen > hg) (yours); 386
>38§ (poan > pod) (awing), ng > ot (don > dd) (a horse).

As a result of the above-mentioned combination of sound
alteration, a new rule was added to the system of rules for the
distribution of a consonant standing after the vowel in the auslaut of
the words of the Tsovatush language: The consonant & (n) cannot be

found in the position VC of the base morphemes. In the C language
words, this rule is without exception and also extends to borrowed
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lexemes everywhere where 6 (n) has been placed in a forbidden

position after the obligatory reduction of the auslaut vowel. For
example, Georgian: jmmogo (kotani) (a pot), Tsovatush: jmmé (kotd);

oaémmbogo (prtosani) (feathery) — caémmbg (prtosd); gamhogo
(mgosani) (a poet) — 36mb§ (mgosd); méQJGmhogo (ordenosani) (an
order-bearer) — méga[;mbbs (ordenosa); csbséhgbo (danarceni) (the
rest) - QaGaéga‘ (danarcg); 6"[5"[%8[;“ (ganaceni) (a verdict) - e,°5°gj
(ganace); dqgséoqbo (Sevardeni) (a hawk) - ‘Haaaé;gj (sevardg);
%3[50 (cveni) (juice) - Vaj (cve); éa%ogn (rezini) (rubber) — éa%o‘
(rezi); QBOBO (Ixini) (feast) — Qk& (IX7); 60%%50 (garmoni)
(harmonica) — 6a48«§ (garmd); 3s}mbo (batoni) (Mister) — 2»(5«%
(batd) ...

Researchers have indicated and discussed this rule of
exchange of both their own and borrowed words: I. Desheriev (1953:
47), R. Gagua (1956: 275). For our part, we only add examples to it
and look at the auslaut situation in relation to the end of the syllable,

in general, within the whole word. As expected, such weakening of
the 6 (n) occurs not only at the end of the word but also within the

word, in the explosion of any syllable. For example, Georgian:
806306& (mankana) (a car), Tsovatush: So‘-jé (mé&-ka); %“ogo&méo

(cinagori) (Tsinagori) - V&_amés (ci-gora); sb 30 (tanki) (a tank) —
383 (t&k); 80660 (manki) (a defect) — 3";6 (mék); dsbeagro (Mandili)
(a headscarf) — 33,30,1\“ (médil); 0615@)0@7](50 (instituti) (an institute) —
élséoéua(s)s (istituta); dmgbaéan (konservi) (canned food) — daﬁhaéa
(kBserv); 33@@0 (medali) (a medal) - ngoQ) (medal).

Perhaps due to the fact that the consonant of the subsequent
syllable implosion in the vicinity of the sound somewhat weakens &
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(n) to a degree of such increased openness, and it progresses from a
weak to a normal consonant, the researchers say nothing about its
inlaut position. In this respect, 6’s (n) proximity to the velar

consonants is distinguished, where its great openness compared to
the usual is particularly tangible.

At the end of the Tsovatush language lexemes, mainly closed
syllables are functioning. This feature must have been the cause of
some of the transformations taking place in the sound cover of
borrowed words. In particular:

a) The vowel sound of the borrowed word in auslaut is
weakened or completely lost. This rule applies equally to all bases
containing two or more syllables, only monosyllabic lexemes remain
unchanged. The above-mentioned rule of the reduction of a vowel in
auslaut was equally subject to all nouns in its time: both own and
general; In the process of adaptation, s () was completely lost and

the vowels g o, (e, i, 0, u) were weakened. To date, this rule has

been restricted in the proper nouns, resulting in leaving a number of
words unchanged.

b) We also consider the cases when the consonant develops
at the end of the words that end on vowel to show a tendency
towards closed syllables; We mean masdars borrowed from
Georgian. Georgian masdars mostly end in the vowel s (a); The role
of other producers is negligible here. In the Tsovatush language, the
verb base, which is always represented by a closed syllable, is
accompanied by the auxiliary verbs Qoé (dar) or Qag\naé (dalar), to
produce masdars. In the process of borrowing, Georgian a-producing
masdars were conceived as a verb base, and the auxiliary verb was
added to it. At this time, in accordance with the principle of
mandatory closed-syllables of the base of the C language, it became
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necessary to attach any consonant to the last s (a). As known, © (d)

was used for this purpose.
We got the formula: Georgian Masdar + © (d) + Qaé (dar) //

@Qaé (dalar). Out of the 68 borrowed masdars from the Tsovatush

dictionary of words compiled 160 years ago by Shiefner, only 62 are
given in such g\mG (don) form, we find only 6 without the © (d). We

have, for example: Georgian: 04330 (areva) (messing up),
Tsovatush: %33&_;{,_@4 (areva-d-dar); = 3mémbgss  (kurtxeva)
(consecrating) - dﬂémka—Q—Qbé (kurtxa-d-dar);  Jssgqds
(kadageba) (preaching) - (.]o%aab_,g_@é (kadgeba-d-dar); “33463250
(Sergeba) (benefiting) - (38‘%68&“3“3"‘{’ (Sergeba-d-dar); Lglbgds
(sesxeba) (borrowing) - babkao_Q_Qoé (sesxba-d-dar); s9ems
(dasla) (fission) - Qo‘gg)o—g—goé (dasla-d-dar); ‘3"58%‘38"
(dabe¢dva) (printing) - Qoaai@_Q_@é (dabec¢da-d-dar); domqés
(miyeba) (receiving) - 30%30_,3_@4 (miyeba-d-dar); Qm%éo
(mocgera) (writing) - Qm%éo_g_@é (mocera-d-dar); 80’1@0’1680
(molocva) (congratulating) - SQOGo_Q_@é (moloca-d-dar) ....

Today, the already mentioned model of the borrowed
masdars has been replaced by new, Q-removed forms, and they are
used in parallel according to the age levels of the speakers. Thus,
another step was taken to bring the borrowed words closer to
Georgian, which is why this model took the following, simpler form:
Georgian Masdar + esé (dar) /I esgna (dalar).

We have also encountered several cases where a consonant
with a similar purpose has been added to an auslaut of vowel-based
nouns. They are as follows: Georgian: g0 (qua) (the back, blunt

side), Tsovatush: 498 (quV); degs (3ua) (horse’s tail/hair) — J»aa (3uv);
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39 (ku) (a turtle)- 393 (kuv); 6‘%”8 (cru) (a lying) — 64"88 (cruv);
%mos (z0ia) (Zoia) - %"{JQB (zuj’).

In this case, attention is drawn to the punctual equivalence
that is manifested between the rules for the distribution of consonants
in the words of the borrowing language and the changes observed in
the same field of lexical units borrowed from Georgian. In this
respect, we have a complete analogy with the mathematical accuracy
of the matches found at the level of complex phonology of vowels in
the same field of vocabulary borrowing, which is an interesting
regularity in terms of general linguistics.
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Part 11

Interferential processes in morphology and Syntax of
Tsovatush language

Chapter |
Interferential Processes in morphology of nouns

Introduction

Interference, which is limited to lexical influence during
individual bilingualism, is already observed at high levels of
language hierarchy in the period of collective bilingualism. Starting
with borrowings of lexical units, the “harmless” influence of the
source language launches an attack on the morphological-syntactic
models of the borrowing language in the conditions of language
overbilingualism.

Although Georgian and Tush languages are members of the
same cognate language family and are related by common origins, as
a result of divergent processes they are so different in the modern
stage of development that their relationship is possible only at the
level of deep scientific analysis.

According to similarity, the question arises of the common
initial systems of the declination of nouns or the conjugation of verbs
of these two languages. There is a significant difference in the ways
and means of realization of the systems themselves. Every change
made by bilinguals at the highest levels of bilingualism in their own
language under the influence of the source language serves the
leveling the differences in the implementation of these different
microsystems. In the form of these changes, a very interesting
process of bringing together different thinking models eventually
emerges, which draws attention to the limited scale of the
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penetration of innovations in the speech of bilinguals and the
length of the path to their final establishment.

We have thoroughly studied the morphological systems of
the two languages in contact — Georgian and Tush — in terms of
similarities and differences between them. The results of the research
are published in separate papers. This time we rely on the ready-
made results of the above-mentioned studies and consider each case
of the difference or empty space observed between the systems in
terms of the penetration of a foreign linguistic influence with respect
to both nouns and verbs.

Both the similarities and the differences of the languages in
contact are important for the study of the regularity of interferential
processes, but it is the difference that makes it possible to observe
the dynamics themselves. At the modern level of bilingualism, the
interferential processes have more or less already affected almost all
the segments different from Georgian, fixed in the paradigms of
declination of nouns or conjugation of verbs in the Tush language.
This time, we will consider each of them in sequence in terms of
foreign influence.

81. Ergative case in terms of interference

In contrast to Georgian, the ergative of the Tsovatush
language shows the peculiarity in such a way that nouns in this case
are confronted according to the grammatical classes: the suffix ks (s)
forms the nouns of the human class, while the suffix 3 (v) — the

nouns of object class. The aforementioned refers only to the singular
form, while the plural form is not characterized by such a division,
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and every noun is accompanied by the suffix 3 (v). Such a

confrontation of nouns in the ergative form reflect the different social
value of the proper nouns: the language made a man confront the rest
of the world. For visuals, we represent each noun of the human and
object class: bs6 (nan) (mother) and [;3 3 (nek) (knife) in the

nominative and the ergative cases.

Singular Plural
Nominative | 6sbs (nana) bg3 (nek) | bsb-o bgg-e
(nan-i) (nek -i)
Ergative bobs-Us gad-a-a BoE_n_S 635_0_3
(nana-s) (nek-e-v) | (nan-i-v) (nek-i-v)

It is noteworthy that such a classification of subjects is not
alien to Georgian grammatical reality either (Javakhishvili, 1992;
Chikobava, 1942). Georgian speech psychology still distinguishes
between categories of person and object, but, unlike Tsovatush, these
principles are not reflected in the paradigms of the declination.

Due to the fact that during the confrontation of grammatical
systems, we come from Georgian as a source language, the two-
suffixing of Tsovatush ergative case seems unusual, as well as the
one-suffixing of Georgian ergative would seem unusual, if we were
already relying on Tsovatush in calculating the differences. Against
this background of confrontation, it is natural that the two-digit
ergative of Tsovatush attracts special attention. Due to the fact that
the psychological basis of two-suffixing itself is overshadowed, one
of the main features of the speech of modern bilinguals of different
ages is revealed in the different attitudes towards these suffixes.
Based on the regularities of bilingualism, the bilingual unknowingly
faces with a mandatory choice. The fate of the choice in this case is
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predetermined: due to the fact that conscious activity is the
prerogative of a person’s names, the scope of action is expanded
precisely by the suffix s (s) producing the ergative of the person’s

own names. This process is naturally followed by the restriction of
the position of 3 (v), the producer of the ergative of the nouns of the

object class, as a result of which the Georgian one-suffix paradigm
begins to be established.

This morphological innovation is carried out in amazing
sequence. It paves the way by parallel alternations with the basic
forms, but this substitution is not free or arbitrary — the dynamics of
the distribution of parallel forms is in full accordance with the rate of
resilience of the language. Because the novelty should not add
ambiguity to the communication process, the borrowing language,
step by step, retreats restrictedly: only after a certain novelty is
established in a small part of the lexis, the possibility of the
permission of the subsequent arises. The old, so called legal, forms
are defended with fanatical devotion by a tradition whose influence
in this respect is immeasurably great. The limit of the resilience of
language and the tradition of its use are two powerful factors
that make it difficult to innovate, even under ideal bilingualism.
The bilingual is given the opportunity to adapt a new grammatical
form to only a small group of nouns. And, as a rule, only after this
small group of nouns acquires a certain tradition of novelty, a small
such group will be involved in the process again.

The new form of the noun ergative of the object class
initially seems to “accidentally” replace the basic one in the form of
a kind of language quotations. Only after some time, in the next step,
do they acquire their own tradition and engage in free alternation.
From here there are already a few steps left until their final
establishment. Only after the above-mentioned set of nouns acquires
the right of free parallel alternation with the old forms in the new
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form of the ergative, the new nouns appear in the queue, and the
possibility of new “cases” arises.

As we have mentioned, the “cases” of adapting new forms to
nouns appear in the language in a very limited number and in stages:
the “cases” allowed by the speaker must be tolerable for the listener
and must not quantitatively exceed the limit of the resilience of the
language. That is why all the nouns of the object class in the
Tsovatush language do not yet have the parallel of the ergative with
s (s) marker and have not yet been included in the row of “cases”.

There is a long gradual path to achieve this

The fluctuation in language in this regard seems to have
started quite a long time ago. From this point of view, we have
studied texts attached to A. Schiefner’s grammar of the Tsovatush
language, written in 1864, that is, during a period of poorly
developed bilingualism. Unfortunately, the texts are small in volume
and limited in content. Here we have encountered only three abstract
nouns from the object class nouns in the ergative, two of which are
formulated in ergative case with the traditional 3 (v) marker and the

third one is in the ergative with 1 (s). It is interesting to note that of
the two abstract nouns used in the same sentence, one is in the
ergative with & (s) marker and the other — in the ergative with 3 (v)
marker: ,dssdq 3g3bgoamsgl aglis) Jéalih mgfesBggs meod §qms
@)wgssogﬂ;go‘{}o aglgeb...” (Macme bekxetilaes ies( krist tecdareva
lati geld tqujhbajenisi jesujn...) (“When the miracles and the
teaching of Jesus Christ began to bring the followers to Jesus
Christ...”) (Schiefner, 1856: 78).

Such different uses of abstract nouns in the same sentence, in
our opinion, are not accidental and reflect the fluctuations that have

already begun in the language. We have tried to understand the
dynamics of interferential innovation according to the speech of
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three different generations of modern Tsovatush people. For
research, we have selected the older generation (60-90 years old), the
middle generation (30-60 years old) and the younger generation (up
to 30 years old).

As expected, over the century and the half since the
publication of Schiefner’s monograph, the initial situation has
changed in the speech of even the oldest bilinguals, as they are
already children of the Soviet mass literature era, almost all of them
— being Georgian secondary school pupils; Often they graduated
from a Georgian higher education institution. Out of 3000 Tush
people, 460 are graduates during this period. Nevertheless, they have
the great advantage over other generations that the speech of their
parents and grandparents did not experience the omnipotent
influence of ideal bilingualism, passing on the immediate
descendants with less modified mother tongue.

For this reason, we rely on the speech of the older generation
for comparison; The grammatical categories of human and object
classes are contrasted well in their speech: nouns, which possess
suffix b (s) in the ergative case, form a separate group, while nouns
that have g (v) with the same function form another group.

a) The first group of nouns contain, for example: 6sbs-ls
(nana-s) (mother); Qo@_h (dada-s) (father); as3s-Us (jasa-s) (sister);
3o‘3o-ls (vasa-s) (brother); 3ada-ls (bizi-s) (uncle); dsdo-ls (Mami-s)
(aunt); oéo—ls (aga-s) (grandmother); 3s3m-Us (babo-s) (grandfather);
V"g”ﬂl’ﬂ'l‘ (cinuse-s) (bride); ds&bsbs-ls (marnana-s) (mother-in-law);
Qoé@@-b (mardada-s) (father-in-law).

b) The second group of nouns include: so-3 (ata-v) (cow);
nga—a (done-v) (horse); oabéoé.s_a (pstara-v) (ox); 56823_3 (kamce-
v) (buffalo); 3so-3 (qai-v) (pig); olsa—a (ase-v) (calf); Zsaam_a (baqo-
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v) (foal); 3"86688 (burkev) (young sow); Kvalsm_a (¢uxo-v) (lamb);
l“’&‘]'ﬁ (sage-v) (deer); 6"%8'3 (gazne-v) (goat)...

Such is the basic model for the production of ergative forms
of the modern Tsovatush language, numerous nouns are declined in
this way in the speech of the older generation. In the speech of all
three generations of bilinguals, the ergative case with 1s (s) marker is

inviolable in terms of interference, and the expected changes apply
only to the ergative with 3 (v) marker. It is noteworthy that the

novelty has to some extent already affected the speech of the older
generation. We imply the use of s (s) marker by them in the ergative

of proper nouns that denote animals and birds. Here are some
examples:

1. &géa-b Po Gmsot;omj 9909 (mura-s ¢a coba’ité zeci)
(Mura (a dog’s name) did not let the bear approach the sheep);

2. wé‘ﬁa-b 3,0&7“03& (30 (qursa-s hacuk lacdi€) (Kursha
(a dog’s name) caught a bird);

3. éoéahdm_ls bogh go3mb mqmqd ddsp@ admad (parasko-s
najx zabox letes mwa’6 joogi) (Parasco (the name of a cow) broke
its horn in a fight with other cows);

4. vaé Qago UaQéa—b Fbméoads hcbagaaoganaﬂjcﬁ (ug deni
sayre-s zorajsi saxelebadvigsd) (On this day, Saghari (the name of a
horse) brought me fame).

It is noteworthy from this point of view that if we refer to the
same animals by general names in the same contexts, the ergative
will already be formed with 3 (v) in the speech of the same older
generation. Confirmed examples receive the following form:

1. oaaoéa_a Bo 3 BoBomj 49039 (phara-v ¢a co ba’ité zeci)

,,oaa.sé.s_a“... (phara-v) (dog);

119



2. %3%6_3 30% 3 @330 (phara-v hacuk lacdi€) ,,%33&_
g (phara-v) (dog);

3. é(nb—a boab ﬂbgmb Qﬂama(g 88’06& Qa:m'éog (atda'V nan zabox
letes mwa’0 joogi) — ,,omo—a“ (ata-v) (cow);

4, ‘/(7]3 ggago Qm[;a—a Fmdoads ]Joba@agoggaojlﬁ(ﬁ (Uq deni
done-v zorajsi saxelebadvigsd) —,,Qm[;a—a“ (done-v) (horse).

In the speech of the older generation, a parallel ergative with
1s (s) marker may appear in the common nouns of animals and birds
in fairy tales, expressions or proverbs, where they perform a
characteristic human action, that is, are personalized, for example:

1. 4°p-9-8 //8018—3—15 v(r]oé OQ’)OE Qo%maﬁm Qoééal’) (qO’-e-V
/1 qo’-e-s uar ali jahogo latrex) (The raven refused to help the girl);

2. 3000'6 Qo@‘a"grﬁ oakodqo—a—a //%lﬁodga—a—h oSZSvJQ Qo‘;ol’
w@mdqb (hatx dal'éco pxakl-e-v // pxakl-e-s ambuj jahi lomen) (The
promoted rabbit told the story to the lion);

3. bo@c?) ‘io%jgcﬁ 063—8—3 // o(z)g—a—b Voo jmdn

o~ YA

(The deer looking at the water did not like its legs).

This is the issue of the ergative of nouns of the object class
in the speech of the older generation. The fact that exceptions are
related to certain semantic groups shows that this innovation reflects
changes that took place in bilingual speech psychology.
Nevertheless, we can conclude that the rules for the use of ergative
suffixes in the speech of the older generation are in order, the areas
of action of i (s) and 3 (v) markers are still separated from each

other, and the use of each suffix is subject to its own microsystem.
Interferential exceptions are observed only with the nouns of the
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object class; they are quantitatively limited and are subject to certain
regularities.

The speech of the middle generation is a kind of transitional
stage in terms of the development of events of interest to us. It is true
that the area of action of s (s) formant still remains inviolable for 3

(v), but own positions of 3 (v) marker are significantly weakened, as
its place is increasingly taken by U (s). The situation is not steady,

the bilinguals of this generation may again use the same nouns of the
object class in another context as ergative with 3 (v) marker: this

creates a long series of morphological parallels, one member of
which is historically justified, while the other is supported by the
regularity of the development of interferential processes.

The subconscious division of the nouns of the object class
into animate and inanimate nouns, which manifested itself in the
speech of the older generation, takes on a broader character here.
Due to the fact that the noun of the animate object is more logical in
the active constructions of the verb, such a change in language could
have taken place even without interferential processes, through
internal evolution. But this time, in parallel with the nouns of
animate objects, with the growing influence of the Georgian
language, the suffix 1 (s) takes the place of the 3 (v) with the nouns

of inanimate objects as well. The latter process is developing so
rapidly that the tendency to re-evaluate nouns (as animate and
inanimate groups) cannot be overtaken, as it is overshadowed by
another, newer and more general tendency — this is the Georgian way
of disrupting any substantive differentiation of nouns in the matter of
ergative.

Nevertheless, the speech of the middle generation of
Tsovatush people still has a relatively small layer of vocabulary that
has not yet been touched by the named grammatical innovation. This
is the core of active fund of words, such as: mvanba (tujxi) (salt);
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dsaga (Majqi) (bread); b (xi) (water); VE] (ce) (fire); g (jet) (cow);
oot (dd) (horse); Bvanlsa (Cujxi) (lamb); @3 (lam) (mountain); dmo,
(mot) (bed); 6sBb (nacx) (cheese); Aed (tot) (hand) ...

As well known, the frequency factor plays a special role in
bilingual situations where it acts as a defender of old language norms
against interferential processes. The same is repeated in our case: if
two suffixes already alternate in the ergative of other nouns of the
object class, only3 (v) marker performs the same function here.

We can conclude that in the speech of the middle generation
bilinguals, according to the specific weight of the forms of ergative
case, there are two groups of nouns of the object class:

I. Nouns where only 3 (v) is found as a formant of ergative

case;
I1. Nouns where both suffixes (3 and L) (v ands) are in free

alternation.

The speech of the young generation of Tsovatush people is
even more deeply imbued with interferential processes. Acceleration
of language influence in this case is a mirroring of radical changes of
such important factors that determine bilingual situations, such as:
the level of knowledge of a foreign language, the numerical ratio of
the so-called pure and mixed families and the frequency of switching
from language to language — this is a generation of the period of
overbilingualism.

In terms of the use of the formants of the ergative case in the
speech of the third, that is, the youngest generation, we specifically
studied the language of the seniors of village high school, where
according to the results of influence, two groups of bilinguals were
distinguished: one group is made up of students whose both parents
are Tsovatuush, and the other is made up of those who grow up in
mixed families. As expected, the speech of students raised in mixed
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families shows the traces of the influence of the Georgian language
with special clarity, especially if the mother is not of Tsovatush
origin. At the modern level of bilingualism, the coexistence of the
Georgian and Tush-speaking populations has been such that a special
role in accelerating the interferential processes has been given to
mixed families due to their large share of specific weight (every third
family is mixed today). Each mixed family, with a different set of
bilingual factors, has become a separate microcosm of linguistic
influence, which, though subject to one common pattern of
development, presents this process at different stages and from
different angles.

We chose the speech of the first group of students for the
conclusions. We considered that the Tush language is better
protected from extralinguistic factors here. In the speech of this
group of young people, as well as in the speech of the previous two
generations, s (s) marker maintains independence and its positions

are inviolable for 3 (v), which, on the other hand, no longer has the

function of an independent formant of the ergative, because instead
of it, i (s) already functions freely with almost every noun of the

object class.

Some among young bilinguals sometimes properly defend
the situation of the native language in the distribution of suffixes of
the ergative case, but as soon as a lexeme denoting the subject of the
object class is heard, which the bilingual has never heard in the
context of the Tush language, the the ergative with & (s) marker

appears immediately. This circumstance clearly indicates that the
suffix b (s) dominates from the morpheme pair in the ergative in the
linguistic consciousness of this generation.

Of fundamental importance in terms of the development of
events is the fact that today in the speech of young bilinguals we no
longer find the nouns of the object class, where the ergative is
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expressed only by 3 (v). Such a group of nouns was real in the

speech of both the older and the subsequent generations, but with the
younger generation it no longer functions.

The controversy over the areas of action of the suffixes of
the ergative case of the next three different generations of bilinguals
shows that under the influence of the Georgian language, the process
of switching to a single suffix system of this case in the Tsovatush
language is consistently developing. In terms of the regularities of
interference, it is noteworthy that the transition to a new, single-
suffixed system of the ergative takes place through morphological
parallels, which is manifested in the free alternation of two different
affixes in the same implementation position. The dynamics of the
distribution of these parallel forms is also interesting: alternating
forms do not appear with all nouns at once. They are initially
sporadic in nature and belong only to certain semantic groups, and in
the next stage such substantive differentiation is disrupted by further
violence of the foreign language model. At this point the parallelisms
apply entirely to the less frequent nouns, and finally all the obstacles
are removed by the force of influence, and the grammatical
innovation encompasses the entire lexical fund.

In the form of certain types of morphological parallelisms
functioning in the modern Tsovatush language, we see the way of
development and the cultures of the near end at the beginning of
interferential innovation that took place in the ergative case
microsystem, which allows us to follow the interesting process of its
development and evaluate its results as a linguistic reflection of the
changes in the linguistic consciousness of the Tsovatush bilinguals
under the influence of the Georgian language.
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82. Plural forms of nouns

In terms of foreign language influence, certain attention is
paid to the plural forms of the nouns of the Tsovatush language. In
the modern Georgian language, we actually have one plural — the so-
called —825 (-eb) plural. It is predominant in spoken language and is

already preferred in literary language as well. The production model
of the —325 (-eb) plural is extremely simple: the base stem of any noun

takes the same —825 (-eb) suffix denoting a plural, followed by the

characters of the same case that were attached to the singular noun.

It is noteworthy that the plural forms are built on the
principle of simple agglutination in the Tsovatush language itself: the
basic root of the noun, as well as in Georgian, is followed here by a
sequence of the number and then characters of the case. In addition
to the above, in terms of similarity with the Georgian model of form
production, attention is also drawn to the fact that the same formants
of the case in the plural are repeated, which we have in singular.

The systemic similarity between the source and the
borrowing languages in the production of the plural overshadows the
way in which this system is realized. The most obvious difference in
this respect is the abundance of plural suffixes in the Tsovatush
language. The point is that while contrasting the plural with the
singular forms, up to ten derivatives of the number are distinguished
in this language. —o (i), =09 (-i8), 3o (-8i), -da (-bi), -do (-mi), -bo (-
ni), —sé (-ar) //-sod (-ajr), -sadb (-ajrc), ~sé (-yar). At present, the
principles of distribution of these production formants are almost
completely overshadowed, which is why the issue of their attachment
is resolved according to the tradition.

Of the listed plural suffixes, only -8e (-bi), -3o (-8i), and -

Qoé (-yar) are related to certain semantic groups. - (-bi) mainly
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produces plural nouns denoting origin, the suffix —Qaé (-yar) is
related to patrimonial nouns, and -3 (-8i) expresses a number with

participles. As for the other formants, they are protected by tradition
in modern Tsovatush language.

Professor K. Chrelashvili convincingly explained in his work
dedicating to this issue that such an abundance and complex
composition of affixes were largely due to the wearing out of the
base stems in the nominative case of singular nouns, which was
caused by the action of a strong dynamic stress. This process resulted
in the simplification of the base of this case, which is why, when
contrasted with the plural, a certain part of it was found merged with
the numeral formant. He also argued that “only one affix of the
plural -63 (-i8) in the beginning was confirmed in Tsovatush”

(Chrelashvili, 1961: 45).

If we approach the issue from a diachronic point of view, it
becomes clear that the production of plural forms was even simpler
in the Tsovatush language than it is in Georgian today. However,
because the interferential processes operate in a horizontal context,
while contrasting, the quantitative ratio of the production forms
represents the most obvious difference between the numbering
systems of the nouns of the Georgian-Tsovatush language at the
modern level: in Georgian there is mainly one producer, while in the
Tsovatush language there are more than ten. Uncertain principles of
distribution of these formants also create difficulties.

In addition to the multiplicity of plural formants, the
difference existing between the basic stems of the singular-plural
also make a significant difference in the system expressing the
number in the Tsovatush language, which is known as a peculiar
dual-stem and is significant for a fairly large group of nouns. Such
dualism of stems is characterized by the opposition of the basic stem
of the singular paradigms to the supporting root of the plural, which
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is accomplished by changing the base vowel of the latter. This
process of vowel substitution developed on a phonetic basis, but then
it became grammatical and became mandatory for certain types of
nouns. Such an important feature of the morphology of the nouns of
the Tsovatush language in the time caused a significant change in the
structure of the plural of nouns borrowed from a foreign language,
and today the process has begun to reverse and pave the way for
disruption in both its own and borrowed lexemes.

We will try to find out how the foreign language influence
was reflected in the complex system of producers of plurals in the
Tsovatush language. Consistent discussion of the issue again leads to
the stages of bilingualism. Although the history of interferential
transformations related to the plural of nouns goes back to the age of
all modern generations and dates back quite a long time, we have a
reason to argue that at the beginning of bilingualism the peculiarities
of plural nouns in the Tsovatush language found regular expression
in the morphology of the borrowed nouns. The survived sequence of
early borrowings clearly shows that it is the borrowing language that
is active in individual bilingualism, and it determines the nature of
the changes. The influence of the source language in this period is
superficial: its function is only to issue lexical items that subordinate
the borrowing language to the requirements of its own phonology
and morphology.

From this point of view, a small group of Georgian nouns,
which have survived the process of “correcting” the old borrowings
operating during the collective bilingualism, turned out to be
noteworthy. The example of these nouns makes it clear that in the
early stages of bilingualism, the borrowing language had an active
influence on the structure of borrowings: it divided them into
different groups of production of plurals based on sound analogy,
and also applied the principle of dual-stem.
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We will provide the examples of old borrowings according
to the producing formants of the plural.

a) Suffix &e (bi):

Singular: d"{fd (ktiz) (stump) - Plural: déJ_Zso (kaz-bi); []"Z]‘{’
(kud) (hat) - jaQ—Bo (kad-bi); 21"5V (qiic) (stem) - 8&\;_30 (qac-bi);
3 (snowball) (gid) - 6"5‘3‘?"’ (gad-bi); d”&% (ku¢) (stomach) -
d%_so (kac-bi); jog, (kil) (jar) - jo,@_&, (kal-bi); goé (vir) (donkey)
- 3%_250 (var-bi) ...

b) Suffix mi (mi):

Singular: Jeb (kox) (hut) - Plural: Jmb-da (kox-mi)

c) Suffix -6o (-ni):

Singular: Gmé (cor) (dew) - Plural: Gmé_[;o (cor-ni); &y
(tot) (branch) - C‘)mé—go (tot-ni); wag (gub¢) (puddle) - 6a2s-[§o
(gab-ni); V&']é (cver) (tree top) - Vaaé_[;o (cver-ni); 2’8(] (bek)
(hillock) - saj_so (bek-ni).

d) Suffix saé — o (ajr — ir):

Singular: omoy (top) (rifle) Plural: maoa_oé (tap-ir).

e) Suffix o9 (i8) — a9 (j3):

Singular: Udo (ska) (hive) Plural: - U da-Q‘ZJ (ska-js); (30
(cda) (try) - Gga-g‘él (cda-js); %an (zyva) (sea) - %Qaa-n‘g (zva- j3);
62» (tba) (lake) - @)ab-g‘s (tba-j3); ys (qda) (cover) - 21‘3""’(3 (qda-
Js) ...

The given Dborrowings, as mentioned above, are
distinguished by a variety of formants of the plural. Some of them
have also changed the root vowel in the plural base, thus they have

switched to the obvious dual base, while some do not seem to have
experienced such a change in vowel. Among the named borrowings
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under this sign, layers of older and relatively new borrowings can be
distinguished. This vowel alternation of bases no longer seems
relevant to late borrowings.

This part of bilingualism was left behind, when the
Tsovatush language itself controlled the fate of Georgian
borrowings, now the interferential influence has an inverted
character and it started to assemble its own Tsovatush nouns on the
Georgian model. Georgian influence has already placed vowel-
changing bases in the archaism; It should be elucidated how the
Tsovatush language will be able to “regulate” the abundance of
number-producing affixes today, under the conditions of
overbilingualism.

Observations show that the process of Georgianization began
with borrowing in the number production system. For some time, all
new borrowings have been in the same plural form, which is why:

1. The base root of the nominative case of the singular was
taken as a basis for all cases and numbers.

2. The expression of the grammatical category of a number
was assigned to only one producer out of many - » (i).

At the modern level of bilingualism, dozens of nouns
borrowed from Georgian in the Tsovatush were established in such a
simple way. For example:

Singular: 3ssd (kalam) (pen), Plural: 3sgd-o (kalm-i); dgéb
(merx) (desk) - Saéls_o (merx-i); a(mé@a@ (purcel) (sheet) -
(ﬁvaé(j@—o (purcl-i); S (¢at) (bag) - Bsbor-o (Cant-i); o3 (dap)
(blackboard) - ©3g-0 (dap-i); “7’88”[]‘3’ (rveul) (notebook) - 63oap\n-o
(rvivl-i); @8“{“{15 (davaleb) (assignment) — Qbabq‘)—go davalb-i)
603(06;1\) (gamocd) (exam) - 6o3m6Q—o (gamocd-i); d@oh (klas)
(class) - dqml}—o (klas-i); @%06383@ (damrigebel) (tutor) -
Qaﬁéoaaap\o_o (damrigebl-i); dméoa 4 (MOrige) (somebody on duty) -
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3méo&—o (morig-i); mégof\n (zurnal) (journal) - z]v(v]é[;o@—o (zurnal-
i); 609$ (nisd) (mark) - 66db-o (nisn-i); dmbgmgcaé (kosmonavt) -
dmbgm[;aaé—o (kosmonavt-i) (astronaut)...

From the point of view of the regularity of interferential
processes, it is interesting that many long-assimilated Georgian
nouns have taken on a new, common form of plural production. In
the same paradigms where the principle of two-root based on vowel
substitution was maintained, the basic root of the singular began to
dominate. Early borrowings are being “corrected”, due to which the
old and new forms of their plural number function side by side. We
have:

Singular: Juc (kud) (hat) — Plural: Joco-3o // Jgo-o (kad-bi
/1 kud-i)

g (quc) (stem) - 43f-30// g4j-o (qac-bi // (qic-i)

g (giid) (snowball) - 4 s-30 // gfo-o (gad-bi // giid-i)

30 (i3) (Stump) - 38d-30 // 5o (k3-bi // kiiz-i)

3% (kug) (stomach) - 55%-80 // 3eqd-o (kag-bi // kug-i)

o (tlig) (copper jug) - osy-d0// oja-o (tag-bi //') (tig-i)

a5 (gube) (puddle) - 4s3-6o// 3ed-o (gab-ni // gub-i)

g (qut) (bOX) - gsor-d0 // gegor-o (qat-bi // qut-i)

an’) (kil) (jar) - ij’)—Bn//(’]nQﬂ—o (kal-bi /7 kil-i)

Bbad (Exir) (Stick) - Bbsd-30// Bbod-o (¢xar-bi // Exir-i)

goé (vir) (donkey) - aoé-so/ / gota-o (Var-bi /lvir-i)

Joés (3ir) (bottom) - dsé-d0//dodi-o (zar-bi //3ir-i)

omo3 (tOp) (I’Iﬂe) - mooa—oor/)//mmca—o... (tap-lr//top-l)

In terms of the further development of events, it is

noteworthy that under the influence of ideal bilingualism, in the
words of the fund of the Tsovatush language, there was a tendency to
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simplify the underlying base and unify the formant « (i). Many bases
formed by other formants have already acquired the suffix-parallel o

(i), which puts almost all other producers of the plural at risk of loss.
We have, for example:
Singular: 954 (3at) (knot) - Plural: 95 -6o // Uo -0 (3at-

ni // (Sat-i); 39% (ke§) (Wool) — sok-o6 // 39%-o (kag-ir // (keg-i);
396 (hercd) (pot) — 39éf-sach // 39éF-a (herc-ajle // hercu-
1); % ] (20K) (beak) — %s4-3o // b -o (zak-mi /f z0k-i); o (y08)
(stick) — wok-30 // omd-o (yag-bi /] y0&-i); o@uma (yrut) (small
hole) — oo ty-30 // o i-o (yrag-bi 1/ yrut-i) ...

Adding the generalized suffix of the plural « (i) causes a

number of phonetic transformations in the sound cover of both own
and borrowed bases. It has a phonological purpose: it causes the
reduction of the bases by one syllable and serves to maintain the
obligatory disyllabity of the word.

We can conclude that the borrowings of the Tsovatush
language or the plural forms of the proper nouns contain material of
different levels of bilingualism, which is interesting in terms of the
nature of interferential processes. Several circumstances attract
attention:

a) The above-mentioned formant of the plural o (i),

which begins to be intensively generalized, was not borrowed
from the source language by the Tsovatush language, but was
selected in its own morphological inventory as the simplest and
most convenient to use. This is a well-known algebraic borrowing
and underlines well the essence of this innovation, according to
which it is clear that not specific coordination material is essential to
bilingual thinking, but the codification system itself.
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b) The direction and nature of interferential processes
change according to the levels of bilingualism. At the beginning of
the contact, the borrowing language itself is active and obeys its own
morphological regularities of lexical varieties, and with the
tightening of the contact, the foreign language model starts to
become violent, which is first used in parallel with the borrowing
language model, then expels the latter and is left alone in the arena.

c) It is noteworthy that the new model of the plural was
originally applied to borrowed words, which is why the latest
borrowings were first applied to the new rules, then the previous
borrowings were “corrected” according to these new rules, and
finally the innovation penetrated the borrower's own vocabulary. It is
true that in the nouns of the Tsovatush language itself, this process
has just begun and at the moment it regulates only parallel forms, but
the fact that only this one model works in the countless new
Georgian borrowing points to the not-so-distant future of these
parallelisms.

8§ 3. “White spots” in the paradigm of noun declination

In terms of interference, we have consistently discussed the
difference that is marked in the issue of realization of this or that
form of case or number in the Tsovatush language during the
confrontation with Georgian language. From the same point of view,
we would like to emphasize the difference that the lack of any case,
or less functional load, creates in this language, which means to raise
the issue of free spaces, or so-called “white spots”, in the case
paradigms of the borrowing language.
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Just as a grammatical event can be called “peculiar” only in
relation to the proper system of another language, the terms “free
spaces” or “white spots” are also conditional. It is well known how
flexible and convenient it is to perform the function assigned to each
of the several thousand languages of the world, and if we still use
these terms in any language, we always have a foreign language
background in mind.

Against the background of the grammatical system of the
Georgian language, the lack of vocative case creates a free space or
opening in the case paradigms of the Tsovatush language; a special
form cannot be found in the Tsovatush language to convey its
function; The Chechen and Ingush languages lack the vocative case
as well. The base root of the three languages, that is, nominative
case, holds the function of this case.

The use of the basic, or unformed base, with the function of
vocative case was notable in Georgian at the time, but as a result of
innovation over time, the two languages sharply confront each other
in the expression of addressing forms: Undifferentiated nominative-
vocative in Georgian today turned out to be localized only with the
proper nouns, while in the Tsovatush language this phenomenon has
a systematic character and equally includes both proper and common
nouns.

The absence of special forms does not constitute an obstacle
for speakers of the Tsovatush language in order to accurately
distinguish the addressing from members of a sentence of identical
phonetic composition. The means of difference is represented by a
special pause by which the appeal is separated from the whole
sentence, as well as the intonation of the peculiar ending that
accompanies it as an independent syntactic unit. With this sign, the
sentence without an appeal represents one intonation whole, while an
addressing sentence is divided into two intonation units. In
comparison:
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1. a) dgom maq, 835"[’ g°85°1’(581‘ (knat hasey vexi nagbistes).

(The boy was invited as a guest by a friend);

b) 3bso, 3°03£]&“ 39bd 3 bagsalihgls (knat, hasey vexi ho

nagbistes).
(Boy, you are invited as a guest by a friend);
2. a) @] 9] l’{] ZssQéo[; (dalé leté se badrin).

(God helps my children);

b) Eg, @R ba BsQéoE (dale letal se badrin).

(God, help my children);

3. a) 4888(3 ml‘)bgm@ng (3™ WA 1’8 8804506 (revek txadoli
co jaglag se bwarkin).

(I refuse to see Reveka from today).

b) ‘%3835’ ml’)b;{)mg:ﬁng ds Qsg @y ba &804506 (revek, txadolin

ma jaglag se boarkin).

(Reveka, | refuse to see you from today).

Similar separation of addressing forms through intonation
and pause is characteristic of Georgian as well, but due to the marked
nature of the vocative, both represent additional marks, while in the
Tsovatush language they are given a special role as the main means
of reference to the syntactic role of lexemes. If we remove these
means, then it will be difficult to distinguish the address, or better, to
understand its syntactic role, there is a danger of qualifying it as a
member of its sentence. This is especially true of sentences of such
construction where the underlying nominative case form is assumed.

To avoid this peculiar syncretism, the dynamic stress acting
in the forms of appeal is particularly strong. From our observation,
the use of facultative vowel s (2) serves as a distinguishing feature of

the appeal forms from the other members. It often occurs with an
appeal when it is impossible to accompany any other member of the
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sentence. The use of facultative s (a) is especially frequent when the
appeal is in the middle or at the end of the sentence, where it is
relatively difficult to distinguish it by intonation and pause. In
comparison:

1 a) mpob, 35094//3509é-5, Jsa bsgg (do’ix,

bader//bider-a, haj naqv).
(Follow, my son, your own way);
b)  obg d3qm Iqé boyg (daxe bader Ser naqv).
(My son followed his own way);
2.8)  Yoob goaog, gm3//3m3-s, babb (hatx valal, voh
/Ivoh-a, naxn).
(Lead the people, boy).
b)  Jsob goqn gm3 babb (hatx valE voh naxn).
(The boy led the people).

As we can see, in the named pairs of examples, the nouns
have the s-attached parallel forms only when used in reference, while
in other cases, when the same nouns act as a member of the sentence,
the adding of the said facultative vowel is excluded. If the noun has a
vowel at the end of the base, which is usually weakened, the
attachment of the facultative s (a) is no longer needed when used for
appeal, as it performs the same function of restoring the length of the
auslaut vowel.

We think that in the case of the use of facultative s (a) or the
restoration of the weakened vowel of auslaut, we are dealing with an
original attempt to distinguish between nominative-vocative
omoformes, which is not fully outlined in language.

In addition to the above-mentioned means of distinguishing

unmarked vocative forms, the fact of arithmetic borrowings from
Georgian has emerged. We have in mind the peculiar case of
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borrowings of the vocative = (0) formant itself. So far, we see only
the germ of this trend. It is noteworthy that, as in other cases of
interference, the borrowing process began here with parallel forms
too.

It should be noted that if other cases of morphological
innovation started with the so-called peripheral vocabulary, the same
process was reversed here: the vocative m (0) formant was added,

first of all, to the most frequently used words such as nouns implying
relatives: 656 (nan) mother), ©sE (dad) (father), am3 (joh) (girl), 8m3
(voh) (boy), ad (biz) (uncle), 3scoqé (bader) (child).

The borrowed suffix begins to establish itself in the usual
way — in parallel alternation with local forms. For this reason, at the
modern stage of development, each form of the nominative of the
mentioned lexemes is replaced by two forms in the vocative, one of
which is its own, unformed, and the other is borrowed and formed.
Here, if we recall that the facultative s-vowel forms are in free
alternation with the unformed vocative with the same function of
appeal, then we have to imagine parallelisms with three members,
two of which are own, and one — borrowed.

1. Nom. 656 (nan) (mother)

Voc. 656/ /656-5//6s6- (nan//nan-a//nan-o)
2. Nom. sco' (dad) (father)

Voc. QbQ//QbQ—c//QbQ—m (dad//dad-a//dad-())
3. Nom. a3 (joh) (girl)

1 Some nouns have lost the base vowel s (a) in the auslaut. This time, it is

not restored in the forms of vocatives but it is extended by facultative
vowel.
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Voc. amd//am3-s//am3-o — am3-« (joh //jon-a /I
(joh-0 — joh-u)
4.Nom. g3 (voh) (boy)
Voc. 503/ /gm3-s//g03-m — gn3-q (voh, //voh-a/fvoh -0
— VOh-U)
5. Nom. 30d (bi3) (uncle)
V0C. 30d//30d-5//3ad-m (bi3 /I biz-a I/ biz-0)
6. Nom. 350096 (bader) (child)
V0C.85094/ /83 09é-5/ /83096~ (bader//bader-al/bader-
0).
Of two nouns implying relations, such as as9& (jaso) and
30‘3& (vas0), the vocative « (0) finally merged with the base. The
same happened in the composed nouns received with their
participation, such as: bsb-q-d& (nan-e-§0) (aunt, mother’s sister),
606-80'3-61 (nan-vas-0) (uncle, mother’s brother), QoQ-a-‘Q& (dad-e-
$6) (aunt, father’s sister), Qoan‘H-cﬁ (dadvas-6) (uncle, father’s

brother).

Merging with the base of the case signs is not an unusual
phenomenon from a general linguistic point of view. Similar cases
are found in literary Georgian and its dialects, where, for example,
cases of merging with the base of the nominative o (i) and vocative m

(o) are known (Uturgaidze, 1986: 101; Nozadze, 1995: 45).

It is interesting that such merging of signs of the case with
the base takes place in anthroponyms, and it mainly concerns the
vocative case. Here, perhaps, a certain role is played by the
circumstance that the vocative formant is by its nature significantly
different from other conventional formants of cases, which is why it
is often given a place in word production (Topuria, 1956: 47).
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It is clear that nouns where the vocative formant has already
been merged with the base, no longer have other, insignificant
parallel forms in this case. As for the other nouns, we have free
alternation of their parallel forms in the contexts.

It is true that a very small group of nouns has the borrowed
formant « (0) of the vocative case, but if we recall that these are the

most commonly used lexical items, the large specific weight of the
borrowed formants in the speech process becomes clear. This way,
we could prove that certain nouns of the human class had a vocative
case in the Tsovatush language. In such a case, it would occupy a
proper place among the cases of this language with no postpositions.

Such a conclusion is prevented by a specific event which
manifested itself in the declination of the above-mentioned nouns:
We mean the circumstance that at a certain stage of the borrowings
the grammatical model of the Tsovatush language itself was again
forced and the Georgian forms of the vocative « (0) mark were

suddenly carried to nominative case. At this stage of development,
the Tsovatush language's own regularity, according to which the
form of the address must match the nominative, became the guiding
factor again. A new base root emerged, a new kind of declination
emerged; There was a peculiar contamination: the form is
Georgian, and the use, that is, the equal distribution in the
nominative and vocative, is its own.

This contamination of the two microsystems resulted in the
parallel operation of a pair paradigm of the declination of the same
noun, one of which is traditional and the other is built on a
completely new base which was vocative in the past.

Here, we present the examples of parallel declination relying
on the former vocative base:

a) Old declination b) New declination
Nom. wsc(s) (dad(a)) (father)  sco-en (dad-0)
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Erg. QoQo_b (dad-s) QOQ_m_b (dad-0-s)
Gen. psps-d (dada-j) EsE-m-0 (dad-o0-j)
Dat. QOQO—Q—[; (dada-j-n) Qo;{,_m_g_g — QOQ_VJ_Q_E
(dad-o0-j-n — dad-u-j-n)
Instr. eses-2-g (dada-j-v) ©EIEM-0-3 —> EdE-7]-0-3
(dado-j-v — dad-u-j-v)
Transf pses-0-c (dada-j-y) ©EIEM-0-0 > EE-7)-2-
(dado-j-y — dad-u-j- y)
Voc. QoQ—m (dad-O) QOQ—Q QéQ—m
(dad-a dad-0)

a) Old declination b) New declination

Nom. 656(s) (nan(a)) (mother) boben (NANO)

Erg. 6sbs-1s (nana-s) 6sben-ls (Nano-s)

Gen. bsbs-6 (nana-n) bsbon-0f — Eo[;vad
(nano-j — nanuy)

Dat. | bsbs-o-6 (nana-j-n) bsbm-0-6 — Bo[;vz]gg
(nano-j-n — nanujn)

Instr. Eogo—Q—B (nana-j-v) Eogm—Q—B — Bolévaga

(nano-j-v — nanujv)
Transf. Bogo—Q—Q (nana-j-y) Eagm—Q—Q — GoEoLUQQ

(nano-j-y — nanujy)
Voc. bsb-m (Nan-o) bob-s bsb-m

(nan-a nan-o)

The process of borrowing of the vocative formant seems to
have started quite a long time ago because A. Schiefner got to know
with these new forms with the « (0) marker of vocative, after it had
already been carried out in nominative. The researcher did not raise
the issue of their original connection with the vocative, but noted
interesting changes in the structure of these words. He is quite right
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when he pointed out that the nouns 3a‘3a (vaso) (brother) and osdm
(jaso) (sister) are derived from the bases 35‘&3 (vasa) and as3s (jasa),

as this is the way their basic roots are in the Chechen language and
thus preserved in the ergative of the Tsovatush language (Schiefner,
1856: 37).

Thus, in the Tsovatush language we find quite serious
attempts to form the vocative. In the first case, there is the result of
the internal, immanent development of the language through adding
the facultative s (2) or the use of the Georgian « (0) formant, and in

the second case, the active influence of the source language.
Nevertheless, we are still far from forming the vocative case as an
independent unit. The process, as we have seen above, was hampered
by a very interesting process of converting the form-producing
formant of the borrowed paradigm into the word-producing formant,
which has resulted in a large internal resistance of the borrowing
language towards grammatical innovations.

The unsuccessful attempt of the Tsovatush language to
borrow the vocative formants from the Georgian language against
the background of a large number of borrowings and the established
derivative affixes is attracting attention as an unprecedented case of
inflection borrowings. It is clear here how difficult and contradictory
this process is even in the face of far-fetched ideal bilingualism, and
how durable and flexible the borrowing language is in this respect. It
is also an obvious interesting regularity that the derivational affix
imported from the source language must first be related to a certain
semantic group of lexemes, and only after it begins to function
naturally in this group will it open the way to universal use. As for
the issue of “white spots”, the present case of the attempt to form
a new case once again shows that interferential processes
inevitably involve filling each opening at all levels of the
linguistic structure. The only difference is the time factor, which
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varies depending on which level of the grammatical hierarchy we
are dealing with.

84. Innovation in the grammatical class category of a noun

Despite the ambiguity of the basics of classification, the
grammatical class of the noun continues to exist in the Tsovatush
language as a semantic category that retains its grammatical status in
the verb. The point is that to this day it is the main means of
connecting the nominal actants to the verb, and until it is freed from
this role, it will continue to exist. It is noteworthy that interferential
processes against the category of verb grammatical class have long
been in place. We imply the circumstance that the formation of the
person category started in the Tsovatush verb and this fact has a two-
century written history: if until now only the noun class was marked
in the verb, now a person can be marked in parallel. Take for
example the verb 3-o0m (v-ay6) (he comes) with classmarker 3 (V).

Here the class marker 3 (v) gives an idea only of the fact that the

action is performed by a man but we know nothing about which
persons he is. To specify the identity of a person, pronouns should be
added to nominated form of the verb:

sls 3o (as v-ay0) (I, a man, come)

53 g-soa (ah v-ay0) (You, a man, come)

@ g-s0 (0 v-ay0) (He, a man, comes)

Since the formation of the category of the person begun, the

markers of a person of pronoun origin appeared, which are attached
to the verb together with the markers of the class and give us an idea
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already of the identity of the person (which one is he: the first, the
second or the third). In this regard, it is no longer mandatory to add
the personal pronouns:

3_0@3_1; (v-ayd-s) (I, a man, come)

3_0_@1_3 (v-a-yd-h) (1, a man, come)

g-o-0 (v-a-y0) (I, a man, comes)

An important fact in terms of the introduction of novelty is
that the forms with the marker of person and without it are in parallel
use of the verbs, and the priority in this respect still belongs to the
forms with the marker of person: marking the actant class in the verb
is obligatory, whereas the identity (which one is he: the first, the
second or the third), according to the speaker, may or may not be
marked. Only after the situation changes diametrically, that is, when
it is mandatory to mark the identity and the class becomes
facultative, the disorganization of the class-category will begin.

It is true that the interferential processes mentioned above
have not been able to disorder the class as a grammatical category in
the verb for obvious reasons, but they have made great shifts in its
semantics. This time we are referring to the very interesting
process of unification of the female and male classes of human
beings into one common general class, which is developing
intensively in the Tsovatush language and is unfamiliar to the
closely related Chechen and Ingush languages. The processes
refer to such common nouns that can be attributed equally to women
and men.

It is noteworthy that the Tsovatush language used the marker
of the object class © (d) as a means of such generalization and not
one of any female and male class markers. In this regard, the point of
view of Academician Arn. Chikobava is interesting, which he
develops based on the materials of the Georgian language:
“Disruption of the grammatical class-category implies a change of
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the concrete by a more abstract one, while the category of the object
adapts much better to the expression of abstractiveness than the
category of a person” (Chikobava, 1942: 261).

The process of generalization has so far dealt only with the
nouns denoting the craft and occupation, and presents three different
stages of development: some of these nouns are used only with a
marker of the new generalized class; Some specific and generalized
classes are in parallel; And, some nouns have not been affected by
this innovation at all. Here are some examples:

I.  The process of generalization is over, and the new class
© (d) of persons include the following nouns:

0933‘; (admg) (a human being); Qo\;&sé (lagmar) (a sick);
30‘33 (hasé) (a guest); 50:5)&0861 (birka’6) (carnival mummer),
aoljmléma (mastxov) (an enemy); aojqnooq,oé (maklatar) (an overseer
at the table during the feast or woe); 80804 (magar) (a best man);
80&% 39 (marckel) (a matchmaker); 930c4 ($pid) (a spy); Sm\?ooag
(mocapé) (a disciple); gménag (morigé) (someone on duty);
Soboéaaq (maxarbel) (a herald); Sm%o@a (mogqal€) (a supporter);
QVU‘QOB(?) (musa’6) (a worker); @gon (tusay) (a prisoner); sdbso
(amnat) (a servant); o8 (yatag) (aslave)...

Il. The generalized class of person is in parallel use with the
specific classes of female and male, for example:
Specific classes: as, gs (ja,va) //General classes: — s (da)

3s1s30dqeo (maspizel) (host) as, g0 /] sli3ddgem s, (ja, va
/Imaspizel da)

Jqamdsds (megobar) (friend) as, gs// dgamdsd o, (ja, va /f
megobar da)
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bagdalsy (nagbist) (friend) s, go //Boaaobé oo, (ja, va /I
naqbist da)

Jogdn@ (mdgmur) (lodger) os, 55 / /30396 s, (ja, va /f
mdgmur da)

bs(36m3 (nacnob) (acquaintance) os, 30// bo(sbmd o3, (ja, va
// nacnob da)

mogog(&%mga@ (tanamS$romel) (collaborator) 03,

30//030603‘35)0033@ ©, (ja, va // tanamSromel da)
ogmgégz]aan (amomréevel) (elector) Qy, 80// oamgégaaaq
©> (ja, va // amomrcevel da)...

I11. The following nouns belong only to the specific classes
of female and male:
‘?"‘k’@)?}é (doxtur) (a doctor) 3%, 93, (va, ja)

uz]l%oéag@ (ucitel) (a teacher) 3%, 29, (va, ja)

ambogoémqa(f] (mosamartlé) (a judge) 3%, 93, (va, ja)

ben joé (nokar) (a salesman) 3%, 93, (va, ja)

Qoéaj(’_‘)mé (direktor) (a director) 35, 23, (va, ja)

moaaxgmaoé (tavm3domar) (a chairman) 3%, 93, (va, ja)

8@3& (mdiva) (a secretary) 3%, 93, (va, ja)

;%”6"‘38‘? (brigadel) (a foreman) 3%, 93, (va, ja)

ob4obqé (inZiner) (an engineer) gs, o5, (va, ja)

60%8&0383@ (gamomsiebel) (an investigator) 3%, Qo... (va,
ja)

Interestingly, this innovation primarily concerned the word
.5;3.530.560 (adamiani) (a human being). After that, the interrogative
pronoun 835 (me&) (who) was included in the circle of interferential
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transformations, which, instead of two specific classes of female and
male, is already found in three different classes. For example:

aj 3 (m&va) (Who is he)

d q s (mé ja) (Who is she)

‘Jj ©s (mé& da) (Who is he) (human being, in general)

Naturally, innovation permeated among verbs as well, and
the tendency to unite specific classes of female and male into one
general class of people has embraced the entire language fabric.
Thus, the Tsovatush language, under the influence of Georgian, took
another step on the path of distance from the closest related Chechen
and Ingush languages.

This innovation is the result of the action of interferential
processes and reflects the change in the linguistic consciousness of
bilinguals. The impetus for this was obviously given by the fact that
Georgian, which today the bilinguals know better than their native
language, has preserved only two semantic classes of human being
and object. According to the current situation, the Tsovatush
language will find its path here again.

It is noteworthy that, as in all other cases of morphological
innovations, the novelty here also begins to establish itself
through parallel forms. Some nouns and, consequently, verbs
have already passed the parallel class stage, some are now going
through this stage, some have not yet acquired alternating forms.

Thus, the grammatical class category of the noun underwent
a significant change in the Tsovatush language, on the one hand,
through internal development and, on the other hand, as a result of
foreign language influence. In the initial stages, the classes of humen
and things were divided into classes of males, females and things,
and today the process of unification of the classes of females and
males into one common class of human beings is taking place.
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Despite the serious fluctuations and alterations in the
semantics of the grammatical class of the noun, there is still a very
long and difficult way to go before it collapses. Even today, when
ideal bilingualism is in the heyday of its development, we are unable
to name a single example of a noun left without a class. This is
practically impossible, because a class category is the main way to
connect the noun with other members. It is true that again under the
influence of Georgian, today this function is performed by the
category of person in the Tsovatush language as well but the latter is
only used in parallel with the category of class: the characterization
of the subject by social value (class) and the characterization of the
identity (person) take place simultaneously. The category of person
does not yet have the right to function independently.

From the point of view of the regularity of the processes of
language influence, it is interesting that despite the century-old
unilateral active influence, the Georgian language has recently been
able to fluctuate in the grammatical class category of Tsovatush
language nouns with the beginning of unification of female and male
class nouns into one class. We can conclude that despite the active
attacks of interferential processes against the class category of a
noun, this category could not be disrupted and no fundamental
fluctuations could be made precisely because of its special systemic
constraint as a morphological cell.
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85. Parallel declination paradigms of

borrowed adjectives

The Tsovatush language adjective, according to its
structure and inflexion, creates an independent system among
the other parts of speech of the same language, which led to its
separation-discussion in relation to interferential processes. The
adjective in the Tsovatush language, as in other languages, is
attributive or substantive. We have both similarities and differences
between these two types of adjectives in a given language. The
similarity is created by their uniform ending, namely, the nasal
vowel, which is equally attached to both in auslaut with the adjective
function. We have, for example, @3- b@od (lag-é stak) (a tall
man); bag_j REO® (xen-é potol) (a tree leaf) ...

The difference is that attributive and substantive
determinants united in one class by the obligatory nasal vowel have
different rules for producing transformations. Substantive delimiters
repeat the base of the nominative case as a support in other cases,
while attributive determinant produce a new base with the special e

(¢o) suffix. Because of this, the attributive determinant stands apart
from other nouns and forms its own marked system of case
paradigms.

Crucial to the impact of interferential processes was the fact
that the paradigm of declination of substantive determinant with its
modified noun of the Tsovatush language completely coincides with
the corresponding Georgian paradigm, and the only difference here is
created by the declination affixes attached to the modified noun. For
this reason, this type of determinant-modified was not affected by the
interference at all. On the other hand, the greatest influence of
Georgian was on the paradigm of the declination of the attributive
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determinant with its modified noun where the difference is not only
in the affixes, but the whole system of declination is different.

When attributive determinant declines separately, that is
without modified noun, it is usually attached by the case markers,
while in the case of declination together with modified noun, it
function in the form of base with -B« (¢0) suffix. For visualization,

we present examples of declination, which can only be verified in the
singular, because the determinant can not change at all according to
the number in the Tsovatush language. We have:
1) Nom. o8- 30‘341 (lag-€ vas-0) (Tall brother)
Erg. @03-8-8& 30‘30-1; (lag-e-¢o6 vasa-s)
Gen. ng-a-gﬁm So‘Ho_d (lag-e-¢o vasa-j)
Dat. ‘3"’3‘8‘%‘?‘ So%o-g-g (lag-e-¢o6 vasa-j-n)
Instr. @03_3_% Soﬂo_g_a (lag-e-¢o6 vasa-j-v)
Transf. @og_a_ﬁa 80“30-Q-Q (lag-e-co6 vasa-j-y)
2) Nom. »0d-4 Vo (tis-1 ¢a) (Old house)
Erg. »0d-o-b& \‘7’36_0_3 (tis-i-¢6 cen-i-v)
Gen. ood-o-b& \'7’36_05 (tis-i-¢6 ¢en-i)
Dat. »0d-0-h& %6-0-6 (tis-i-¢6 cen-i-n)
INStr. »0d-o-b& \‘7’35_0_3 (tis-1-¢6 cen-i-v)
Transf. o09-0-ba \‘7’36_0_;3 (tis-1-€6 cen-i-y)
After attaching the suffix -Bm (o) to the basic root of the

nominative determinant, the former auslaut adjective vowel loses its
nasality and acts as a kind of consonant separating. It is noteworthy
that in individual bilingualism, the openness of an adjective
constituted only 14%, while the openness of a noun amounted to
65%. At the time the adjective was almost equal to the verb due to its
internal resistance. It was because of its complex structure that
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borrowing adjectives was characterized by amazing limitations
compared to nouns. Only after the removal of some morphological
barriers did the process of assimilation of the latter accelerate
relatively, causing their openness to increase to 71% on the next
stage of bilingualism.

This time we are interested in the other side of the
interference with the adjective: we are exploring the nature and scale
of innovation in relation to the stages of bilingualism. We are
exploring what the penetration of grammatical influence is in general
and how it relates to the difficulties of inflection; In what way are the
foundations laid for changes in the whole system of paradigms.

We can conclude that in relation to Georgian, if nine
different forms in the paradigms of modified nouns are represented
by cases, only two forms oppose to each other in determinants: one
— for nominative case, with nasal vowel, and the other — common to
all other cases with suffix -Bm (¢0).

Of particular importance is the fact that when the modified is
in the nominative and is -non-formant (the modified nominative is
always marked with a zero morpheme in the Tsovatush language), it
is obligatory for the determinant to add the genitive marker, while
when the determinant is in any other case and, therefore, is marked
with the case marker, the determinant appears to be non-formant. As
we can see, the simultaneous zero formation of both members of
a determinant-modified syntagm is in principle excluded in any
case, when one of them is always non-formant. Here we are
dealing with the action of the principle of linguistic economy. As has
already been observed in other segments of morphology, here again
the principle of economy has manifested itself. Oral languages seem
to have enhanced this aspiration.

In this regard, it may not be uninteresting to note that
separately declined determinants both attributive and genetic — have
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the same -Bm (€0) marker and the case marker. Georgian does not

have the determinant class with special formant as an independent
morphological quantity, but in the Tsovatush language this system,
as we have seen, is specially arranged, on the one hand, with the
nasal-vowel endings of the basic stems, and, on the other hand, with
-Be (€o) marker or dual-bases implemented without it.

This particular difficulty and limitation of inflection and
derivation was the difficult to overcome barrier that protected the
attributive adjectives of the Tsovatush language from the intrusion of
foreign units so reliably and for so long. In terms of borrowings at
the beginning of the bilingualism and long afterwards, it was an
almost completely closed system, getting in which could be possible
only after serious morphological changes. Due to the difficulties of
transformation, only a few units of adjectives borrowed until recently
reached the Tsovatush lexical fund.

In this respect, the issue was simple with the substantive
determinants, which for this purpose used the form of the genetic
case of the already borrowed and established nouns. Namely this
circumstance (the formants of the genetic case of the Tsovatush
language was added on the already acquired bases) obscured their
hybrid nature. This made it easier, on the one hand, to produce their
forms and, on the other hand, to involve them in word circulation.
Numberless Georgian, or nouns borrowed in a Georgian way took
the form of a genitive and participated seamlessly in syntactic pairs.

The easier it was to deal with the form production and
circulation of substantive determinants, the more difficult it was to
resolve them with respect to attributive determinants. In the process
of borrowing, the adjective had to be changed in such a way that the
nasal vowel would naturally fit in the auslaut; In addition, the form
obtained as the newly attached nasal vowel should have been placed
within the mandatory two-syllable framework; Obviously, we had to
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get rid of the unusual sound sequence for the Tsovatush language as
well. Only then was the adjective mastered by the borrowing
language, thus opening the way to its lexical fund. The basis for such
conclusions is, on the one hand, the systematic binding-limitation of
the adjectives of the Tsovatush language, and, on the other hand, the
small percentage of borrowings and the complexity of the
morphological transformations to which they were subjected. Let us
consider a few examples from the earliest borrowings of attributive
adjectives that have survived to the present day. We have:

Georg... Tsov.:

9bosbo (kuziani) (hunchback) // 0% (kujzg)
Qoé@mgo (dardiani) (sorrowful) Qogé%j (dajrdve)

3%30060 (e¢viani) (jealous) oggaj (i¢ve)

bs 3asbo (nakliani) (faulty) bsa3mag (NajkIVE)
d"z]gnbgo (kudiani) (tailed) 39ee] (kujdg)
(3mc30sbo (cOpiani) (rabid) 9959 (cujpe)

dsmasbo (Madliani) (merciful) sy (MajdIc)

These assimilated borrowed units were easily involved in the
circulation of adjectives of the Tsovatush language: they adopted a -
B (C0) suffix and switched to dibasic. The paradigms of their
declination exactly coincided with the paradigms of adjectives of the
borrowing language. For example:

Hunchback brother

Nom. 3ma%-g g53-a (kujz-& vas-0)

Erg. dvagqb—a—gcﬁ Bo(go-h (kujz-e-¢6 vasa-S)

Gen. dﬁg%—a—ﬁ(ﬁ 30ds-0 (kujz--&o vasa-j)

Dat. 3u0%-3-he g59-0-b (kujz-&-C0 vasa-j-n)
Instr. jmo%b-5-fe gsds-a-g (kujz--¢0 vasa-j-v)
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Transf. 3mo%-g-h@ g5ds-0-@ (kUjz-e-C0 vasa-j-y)
VOC. 3o0%-3 g53-a (kujz-& vas-0)

Jealous man:

o%a—j’ o@j (i¢v-€ adme)

o%a—j—g(ﬁ 5dqb-9-U (i¢v-e-Co admen-e-s)
O%S—S—g(ﬁ o@ag_j (i¢v-e-Co6 admen-¢)
O%S—S—g(ﬁ 09336_3_6 (i¢v-e-¢o6 admen-e-n)
od3-9-Pé 50dgb-9-3 (i¢v-e-Co6 admen-e-v)
od3-9-Pé 50dgb-9-0 (i¢v-e-Co6 admen-e- y)
O%S—j 0933" (i¢v-€ adme)

Borrowed adjectives that have become Tsovatush to such an
extent are seldom encountered today, as here, too, the usual activity
for the ideal bilingualism is marked by a tendency to “correct” earlier
borrowings, remove the “mistakes” of the past, and replace them
with new, unchanged forms.

During the period of universal collective bilingualism and
overbilingualism, the compression after contact with Georgian was
followed by a large number of “white spots”, the filling of which
became necessary in order to accelerate the development of
bilingualism. For this purpose, the Tsovatush language tried to use its
own abilities of word-formation to some extent, but the forceful
foreign linguistic reality weakened its lexical energy. At the same
time, there is a well-known factor of prestige of foreign words,
which, unlike “white spots”, facilitates borrowing even when the
borrowing language has its own equivalent to the borrowed words
lexical items. At that time even the simplest words, which denoted
the same feature and were identical in additional connotations,
differed only because they belonged to languages, one of which
was less prestigious than the other. It is noteworthy that at this
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stage of bilingualism, the adjective openness increased from 14% to
71%.

In the face of such accelerated borrowings, the Tsovatush
language found it difficult to arrange the borrowed adjectives on its
own template, due to which it was forced to make concessions and
abandon the auslaut adjective vowel. The requirement to include the
suffix -Bem (Co) was removed, the mandatory principle of disyllable
was also violated. In this way, a new model of adjective
declination was formed in the Tsovatush language only for
borrowed adjectives, while the system of declination of own
adjectives was not affected at all. We have:

Nom. &mémé aaqugag:n (borot mezobel) (wicked neighbor)
Erg. sméam Qa%msg_ab (borot mezobl-es)

Gen. Esmém@) aaqugg:ﬁ—j’ (borot mezobl-g)

Dat. smémé Qa%m&?_ag (borot mezobl-en)

Instr.. Esmém(f_&) Sa%maQo_aS (borot mezobl-ev)

Transf. Esmém@ aaqugg:ﬁ—aQ (borot mezobl-ey)

This change was followed by the numberless adjectives,
which represent the most recent borrowings and appear in the modest
role of lexical parallels. They no longer cover the “white spots” as
the previous borrowings, but rather stand by the adjectives of the
Tsovatush language itself and compete. The number of such
parallelisms in the famous dictionary of Kadagidzes’ reaches 450.

This is an important morphological innovation, which will
play a special role in the further alteration of the Tsovatush language.
A revision of the old borrowings from this new point of view has
already begun: new forms without -Bm (Co) suffix have emerged

alongside the paradigms with -Bm (Co) suffix reinforced by their

tradition. Thus, in many cases, there is a paradigm of two kinds of
the same borrowed adjective, which can usually be called “old” and
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“new”. For visualization, let us present such parallel paradigms of
the pairs “a tempting man” and “a beautiful child”.

a) Old declination
Nom. Qo@%«aé 255;33(% (lamzur bader) (Tempting man)

Erg. @3%@%_%& d3t-g-l (lamzur-¢6 badr-e-s)
Gen. @oa%uaé_ﬁﬁ asg{;é_j (lamzur-¢6 badr-g)

Dat. @3%@%_%& d3e-g-b (lamzur-¢6 badr-e-n)
Instr. @8%@%_%& d3@f-9-3 (lamzur-¢o6 badr-e-v)
Transf. Qog%vaé-gﬁm Bsgé_a_Q (lamzur-¢6 badr-e-y)
Voc. @3%”34 255%4 (lamzur bader)

b) New declination:
Nom. @a%gé asQaé (lamzur bader) (beautiful child)

Erg. Qog%gé 3g6-9-U (lamzur bader-e-s)
Gen. @3%0{]4 &Qaé_aﬂ (lamzur bader-g)

Dat. @a%@é d30q6-9-b (lamzur bader-e-n)
Intr. Qo‘c)%vaé 35986‘8‘8 (lamzur bader-e-v)
Transf. @oa%gé dsqé-9-o (lamzur bader-e-y)
Voc. @a%@z, 30096 (lamzur bader)

The above-mentioned parallel use of different paradigms
of the same adjective, i.e. the adaptation of new forms to
traditional forms, means getting on the path of losing the latter,
just as it happens in the case of lexical parallelisms. As a result, of
course, the same, Georgian-like paradigms will prevail throughout
the borrowings, which at this stage will oppose the traditional
paradigms with -Bm (Co) suffix and the nasal vowel already
functioning in the adjectives of the Tsovatush language. It is difficult
to say when the paradigms of borrowings is completely
Georgianized, or when similar parallelisms emerge with the
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Tsovatush adjectives themselves, and where lies the end of these far-
reaching innovations.

The situation with the adjectives of the Tsovatush language
is interesting in the sense that, if in other cases of morphological
transformations we are dealing with already far-reaching processes,
here this tendency has just begun. This circumstance allows us to
keep track of the various stages of development of interferential
processes and to establish general patterns of innovations.

According to the changes in the Tsovatush language
adjective microsystem, it can be concluded that in the case of ideal
bilingualism, the knowledge of the source language equal to or
greater than the mother tongue more or less successfully explains all
the factors of the internal resistance of the borrowing language
toward borrowings. With great hindrance, but like all other links in
the linguistic hierarchy, morphology is subject to interferential
change as well.

The logic of similar developments suggests that in the next
period of bilingualism, or in case of prolongation of
overbilingualism, the Georgian-like system of declination must be
shared by the adjectives of the Tsovatush language, but switching of
the Tsovatush population to the Georgian language is developing so
actively that the expected process will probably remain unfulfilled.
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Chapter 11
Interferential processes in verb morphology

Introduction

The verb, with its content, is the soul and heart of the
language, the foundation, the pillar of the grand structure, which is
called speech. Nothing in the course of mankind existence has been
created more astonishing than language, and the language itself is as
distinctive as the verb in the expressive power of thinking. The great
French thinker of the 20" century, Michel Foucault, notes that the
verb defines the first and most fundamental invariant of the sentence
(invariable value); Elements (parts of speech) are given on both sides
of the verb in the sentence; They are “indifferent” and are defined by
a verb; They exist as if surrounding the judge — the defendants and
the judged; Nouns stir endlessly like ants in front of the verb in the
language” (Foucault, 2004: 138).

The flexibility of the language, its depth and breadth depend
much on the structure of the verb and its grammatical richness. When
we learn about the verb of the Tsovatush language from this point of
view, we are amazed by its completeness, sophistication and
systematicity in grammatical categories. This may have led Peter von
Uslar, a renowned scholar of Nakh languages, to say that “the Tush
language is extraordinarily rich in grammatical forms that give a
chance to express the most subtle nuances of thought” (Uslar, 1887:
27).

The Tsovatush language verb has neat and definite systems
of grammatical class, tense, mood, aspect, occasion, act, causative,
voice, attribute/modifier, and has a refined system of conjugation.
Amazing consistency manifests itself in the entrails of separate
grammatical categories. If we recall the general linguistic statement
that language acquires special expressive energy only at a large
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social load, it remains difficult to explain, where and when the
Tsovatush language should have been functionally so loaded in the
speech of half village. Nothing is heard about it from the point of
view of history, the origin of the phenomenon should be traced back
to the centuries.

Today, probably after many centuries from the supposed
social reign, when Tsovatush language without the written system
was confronted with the monolithic Georgian with its centuries-old
cultural and literary traditions, the deficit was observed almost only
at the level of lexis. On the other hand, according to the number of
grammatical categories, these languages, as members of the same
genealogical family, are almost equally measured to each other, with
some prevalence on each side. According to the number of
grammatical categories of the verb, along with the similarities
between the two languages in contact, we also have a noticeable
difference: when confronted with Georgian, the Tsovatush language
lacks the category of person identity (which one is the person: the
first, the second or the third), and has more, i.e. Georgian lacks the
grammatical class of the same person. This difference clearly
distinguishes the Tsovatush language from Georgian today;
However, it is assumed that we are dealing with two different stages
of far-reaching divergent development of the same primary system
(Javakhishvili, 1992; Chikobava, 1948). The only fundamental
difference between the two related languages in contact was created
by the category of voice, as the only prevalence on the Georgian
side, although the active overbilingualism has already rectified this
difference.

The difference is also evident in the aspects of the expression
segment within the separate categories themselves. In the conditions
of ideal bilingualism, interferential processes with special sequence,
which have long gone beyond the sphere of lexis, level this
difference and at the same time regulate the morphological-syntactic
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reduction to common denominator of the Tsovatush language with
Georgian.

Based on the specific material, we have monographically
studied the similarities-differences in the morphology of the verbs of
Georgian and Tsovatush languages and we have published the results
of the research as a separate monograph (Mikeladze, 2013). This
time, based on the prepared material, we will discuss each
distinguishing section of the morphology of the verbs of these two
languages in contact in terms of interference.

81. Dual Tush-Georgian model of expressing

the person of the verb

As a result of many years of active influence, the Tsovatush
language borrowed from Georgian a new, different system of
expressing the person. The Tsovatush system of expression of active
or passive person in a verb is based on class markers, according to
which we determine the social value of a person, while the same
morphological category in Georgian characterizes the same persons
according to identity. The grammatical categories of person and class
are equivalent to each other and perform the same syntactic function
in a broad sense.

When we evaluate the situation of the Tsovatush language
from the Georgian positions, the grammatical class category is the
biggest feature of this language, just as not so long ago the biggest
feature of the Georgian language for the Tsovatush population
should have been the grammatical category of a person. Under the
influence of unilaterally directed interferential processes, the
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demarcation line was broken between two different grammatical
categories of these two languages and a person-class category-based
conjugation was formed at the place of the merely class category-
based conjugation of the Tsovatush language. Both the class and the
person have become organic to the language consciousness of
bilingual Tsovatush, and for Georgian language psychology the
grammar class is still foreign and inaccessible.

What is the connection of a grammatical class category with
a person category?

If we judge the issue according to the morphological
function of these categories, we can say that the category of
grammatical class is neither prevalence for the Tsovatush language
nor the lack for the Georgian one, because in this respect it is exactly
equal to the category of person, i.e. it has exactly the same function
as the category of person in Georgian. Both person and class are
means of grammatical connection of the subject or object with the
verb, i.e. grammatical categories in which one and the same logical
concepts are seen and reflected from different angles of the subject
and object. Both the class and person markers have one common
function — to give a grammatical expression to the general logical
concepts of subject and object.

A grammatical class is nothing more than a formal
expression of the social value of things, just as a person is a similar
formal expression of the identity of the thing. The similarity of these
two categories lies in the origin: the same persons (subject and
object) are marked both in terms of identity and social value. In
Georgian we find out the identity of a person in the form of a verb
and we know nothing about social value, in the Tsovatush language
on the contrary: we know the class of a person and we do not know
the identity. There is a big difference between these languages today
in the sense that Georgian has a three-member classification of
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persons according to the identity, while the Tsovatush language
divides subjects into eight classes according to social value.

The grammatical class belongs to the noun because it is
defined by the noun, but, nevertheless, it must be considered in
relation to the verb, because it is in the verb that it is fulfilled with
special markers.

Also interesting in terms of the actants in relation to the verb
is the fact that the number of the subject or direct object is again
expressed by class marker. It is the different ratios of the four known
class markers (3, Q,d, Q) (v, J, b, d) that give the plural representation

of subject and object. Only eight forms of this ratio of singular-plural
are realized in modern Tsovatush, according to which eight classes
of nouns are distinguished.

As we have mentioned, according to the singular forms we
have only four classes of nouns in the Tsovatush language. For
simplicity we discuss according to the situation with the singular
number. Professor K. Chrelashvili's view is interesting from this
point that “when discussing the category of the grammatical class, no
matter from what point of view we are interested in it, the starting
point should be a manifestation of the singular number, because in
this aspect lies the whole mystery of the specifics of this category”
(Chrelashvili: 2002: 208). Such a choice is also justified by the fact
that in the plural the same singular affixes are reinterpreted to
express a number.

Thus, according to the singular, we have four grammatical
classes of nouns in the Tsovatush language:

1. Male class with the prefix 3 (v);

2. Nouns of female and some object class with the prefix o
@);

3. Object class nouns with the prefix & (b);

4. Object class nouns with the prefix © (d).
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To compare the functions of class and person categories, let
us take the same verb, for example, Georgian 3onl} (modis) (he/she

is coming) — Tsovatush 3o (vay0). In Georgian we learn by this

one form that the action is performed by a third person, while in the
Tsovatush language it turns out that the performer is a male. From a
grammatical point of view, in both cases the result is the same: a
syntactic connection of the noun and the verb is observed — there is a
syntagm consisting of the subject and the predicate with the noun
formants in the verb. In terms of the functional interrelationships of
class and person markers, we are dealing here with different
statements of the same fact.
Let us compare:
a) In Georgian:
Qm_a_gn_a_oé (mo-v-di-v-ar) (I am coming)
Jon-o-b-s6 (Mo-di-x-ar) (You are coming)
gm—Qn—lj (mo-di-s) (He/She is coming)

b) In Tsovatush:

3o (Uéod) (v-ayd stak) (man)) — The man is coming

9-s (CBBC‘)VZ]OE(?)) (j-ayo pstuind) (woman)) — The woman is
coming

ZS-cha (ng) (b-ayd don) (horse) — The thing of b class is
coming

©-s0m (slg) (d-ayd ase) (calf)) — The thing of d class is
coming.

The person markers in Georgian examples represent class
markers in Tsovatush examples.

As we can see, the morphological mechanism of the
grammatical class-category is as systematic and orderly as it is in the
case of the grammatical person category, so its use is not associated
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with any difficulty; The difficulty today is the abundance of classes,
and an almost complete obscurity of the principles of the distribution
of nouns among them. If according to identity only three persons are
distinguished in Georgian, today in the Tsovatush language only four
classes are allocated according to the singular, and 8 classes —
according to the singular-plural opposition.

The principle of grouping according to the identity of
persons is extremely simple and clear, while when grouping nouns
into classes, only the principle of distinguishing of two classes can be
seen — the female class and the male class. For the other six classes
today no functionally solid criteria are sought and the distinction is
based on tradition.

It is impossible to mark any noun in a verb with a
grammatical class marker, this process is strictly authorized and it is
determined by the syntactic status of the noun: in the intransitive
verb the subject class is indicated, in the transitive verb — only the
direct object class. As we can see, the syntactic structure of the
Tsovatush language in this case is in full accordance with the
classical norms of languages with an ergative construction.

The grammatical class marker has two functions in the verb:
it expresses the subject of the intransitive verb or the direct object of
the transitive verb. It is attached to the beginning of the verb of a
simple structure, while in the verbs of the complex structure — in the
middle. Here are some relevant examples:

a) The class marker expresses the subject of the intransitive
verb: 3m3 g-sobg (Voh v-atxé) (the boy is crying); am3 a-sobg (joh
j-atxé) (the girl is crying); g\;ms 25_.5,«\@ (don b-ay0) (the horse is
coming); Béo 3334 (stak v-ati) (the man has run away); V° mej
(ca doxg) (the house has collapsed); 2go 3—5@(5 (jet b-ali) (the cow

died); ls.aG B_mﬂj (xe& b-0zg&) (the tree has fallen); "1’3 Q_O‘Hﬁ (asé d-is0)
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(the calf is lying); el e-m34 (dos d-odkd) (the firewood is
burning); 3538990 Q-as@@o (gakvetil j-eblla) (the lesson begins).
b) The class marker expresses the direct object of the
transitive verb: BsQaé ©-3§o (bader d-aqdi€) (he/she has raised
the child); KB&QVUZ, Q—mlﬁon (¢xidur d-oxdi€) (he/she has worn out
the sock); aj 3_mls?>oj (b& b-oxbig€) (he/she ruined the nest); 3666»3;1
gVajgb—Q—oa‘ (zagnuj ¢ukba-d-i€) (he/she donated the books); bo dsk 3
-of (Xi maxk-d-i€) (he/she poured water); ‘abésﬂg Q-abé& (3atnuj
d-asti) (he/she opened the knots); Zsalsd ds3d (bexk bagi) (he/she
accused him/her of); Qm?)o 2-993(3® (yobi j-epcd) (he/she weaves
fences); 1‘°3°4533Q’ n-angnm (sazirkvel j-ebld) (he/she lays the

foundation).
In the early stages of development, we only had a class-

based conjugation of the verb in the Tsovatush language, when only
the class was marked of subject and object. Obviously, at that time
we did not have a person identity as a grammatical category, but
as a semasiological category, it was not neglected. Appropriate
pronouns were attached to the verb to denote it. The Georgian
language had four matches in the Tsovatush language for one form
of each person of the singular number of this or that verb.

Compare:

a) Georgian:

The first person — 83 8‘88"“7“’ (I shout)

The second person — “336 3‘88“4" (You shout)

The third person — ols aaoéo_b (He/She shouts)

b) Tsovatush:

The first person:

sl g-moy (as v-uyé) (1, a man, shout)

sls 2-m@] (as j-uyé) (1, a woman, shout)

sl b-meg (as b-uyé) (1, b class, shout)
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Sls ©-490] (as d-uyé) (I, d class, shout)

The second person:

o3 3-40] (ah, v-uyé) (You, a man, shout)

o3 o-mo4 (ah j-uy€) (You, a woman, shout)
o3 2)_?];(,3 (ah b-uyé) (You, b class, shout)
o3 ©-104 (ah d-uyé) (You, d class, shout)
The third person:

® 3-904 (o v-uyé) (He shouts)

® 9-4904 (0 j-uyé) (She shouts)

™ 5-“30\’{] (o b-uyé) (b class shouts)

™ ©E-90] (o d-uyé) (d class shouts)

We will have a similar prevalence of relevant forms in the
plural number of the Tsovatush language. In terms of content, each
of these forms is obviously more capacious compared to the
corresponding form of the Georgian language, and in terms of
simplicity, Georgian has the advantage.

We can conclude that the marker of the grammatical class in
the verb of the Tsovatush language has the same purpose from the
syntactic point of view as the person marker in the Georgian verb. It
expresses the mechanism of ergative construction as successfully as
the person marker in the proper circumstance. Nevertheless, in the
conditions of ideal bilingualism, when the norms of language
development are determined by the factor of systemic opposition
to the source language, the semantic difference between class and
person markers has become a defining force of interference. The
category of the person of the verb has already been formed in the
Tsovatush language and now the process of strengthening the
category of the person is underway. The event is interesting, on the
one hand, as a living case of the conception and development of new
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linguistic categories, and, on the other hand, as a visible object of
research on the regularities of interferential influence.

In terms of the time required for the formation of a new
grammatical category, attention is drawn to the fact that the the
situation in terms of expression of person identity reflected in the
texts attached to the Tsovatush language grammar writeen by A.
Schiefner half a century ago, was almost indistinguishable from the
situation of the present period of ideal bilingualism (Schiefner,
1856).

Today there are two systems of verb conjugation in the
Tsovatush language:

I.  Based on class category only

I1. Based on person and class categories

The first of the above is the already passed stage of the
language and today it is protected only by the tradition factor, while
the second stage is being established now and supported by the
growing influence of the prestigious Georgian language. Similar
parallelism of old and new forms has been observed in many parts of
the morphology of the Tsovatush language as an objective regularity
of the transformation of grammatical systems. The old system,
operating in parallel, acts as a kind of guide at such times and
paves the way for the final establishment of the new forms.

The following questions are to be asked regarding the
category of the newly formed grammatical person of the Tsovatush
verb:

1. What do the markers of a person represent in terms of
material?

2. Which persons do they express?

3. How do a person’s marker relate to class one?

4. How many persons are expressed in a verb at once?

In the Tsovatush language, proper personal pronouns were
used as person markers, or rather, person markers were materially
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related to personal pronouns. This phenomenon seems to be a
linguistic universal and it takes place in other languages as well. This
is how the same process developed, for example, in the Udi language
(Panchvidze, 1974: 156).

This process seems to have begun with the strict
determination of the place of the personal pronouns adjusted to a
verb form. If normally their position was free and they could hold a
place both before and after the verb, now the following position to
express the person has become mandatory. The personal pronouns,
now placed in a firm position, lost their independence over time, lost
their own stress, and became enclitic of the verb. The loss of their
own stress and the becoming of part of the verb was followed by a
series of phonetic changes, which caused their external distancing
from the supporting forms and discharging from the independent
semantic content. This ended an interesting process of transformation
of pronouns as a morpheme.

In such a transformation, pronouns retain the form of case of
the member which they are to express, namely:

a) When denoting the subject of a passive intransitive verb,
or the direct object of a transitive verb, pronouns have the form of a
nominative case;

b) While conveying the subjects of the active intransitive
and transitive verbs, they retain the form of ergative case.

For this reason, pronouns used to express person with a verb
appeared in two different cases — nominative and ergative — which
gave rise to the formation of corresponding two rows of person
markers

The two sets of markers of the person obtained in this way in
the Tsovatush language are significantly different from the two sets
of markers of the person of the Georgian verb, where the markers of
the subject and the object are sharply separated from each other. The
situation in the Tsovatush language is complicated by the fact that,
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on the one hand, we have a set of markers of subjective person of an
active intransitive verb and a transitive verb, and on the other hand, a
set of markers of subjective person of a direct object and a passive
intransitive verb. Due to such a peculiar workload, their
unambiguous qualification as the set of only subject and only object
is not possible: in the following discussion we will refer to them by
the markers of nominative and ergative sets.

The process of formation of these two rows of person
markers can be traced back, on the one hand, to the examples of the
passive subject of the intransitive verb and, on the other hand, to the
active subject of the transitive verb. The first of them shows the
markers of the nominative set, and the second — of the ergative set.

For simplicity, we will name only one example in the form
of a male class:

a) Passive intransitive verb:
Singular:
The first person: 385 L (vagla so) (I, a man, am growing

up) — Sog@o_ba (vagla-s6) (I, a man, am growing up)
The second person: 35S 3 (vagla ho) (You, a man, are
growing up) — 398 Qo_éa (vagla-h®) (You, a man, are growing up)
The third person.. 35S @ (vagla o) (He, a man, is growing
up) — go3eme-@ (vagla-@) (A man is growing up)

Plural:

The first person: 333@0 goa — 303@3—8311 (bagla vaj —
bagla-vaj) (I and you, men, are growing up) ((dual inclusive);

The first person: 303@0 38 — BaSQo—m—aoQ (bagla vaj —
bagla-t-vaj) (I and you, men, are growing up) (inclusive, singular).

The first person: 3s S obm — s gqm_mha) (bagla txo —
bagla-txd) (I and he // they, men, are growing up) (exclusive).
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The second person: s 3 (3"{] - Esog@an-‘&ﬁ (bagla su —
baglaj-st) (You, men, are growing up)

The third person: Es.sgp\no mdo — Es.sgg\no-(b (bagla obi —
bagla-@) (They, men, are growing up).

b) Transitive verb:
Singular:
The first person: Z'macﬁ sls (baqo as) (I eat) — Baaa—h (baqo-s)
(I eat the subject of thing class)
The second person: aaaa s3 (baqd ah) (You eat) — Baaa_a
(baqd-h) (You eat the subject of thing class)
The third person: Z'macﬁ mguals (baqd oqus) (He eats) — 2»8&
(baq0) (He eats the subject of thing class)

Plural:
The first person: dual inclusive: Baaa 302 (baq0 vaj) (We eat)

— aaaa_am (baqo0-vaj) (I and you are eating the subject of thing
class)

The first person: inclusive, singular: Zmam %2 (baq0 vaj) (We
eat) — Eszjm—m—ao_Q (baqo-t-vaj) (I and you, we and you are eating
the subject of thing class)

The first person: 9 jh dg:'waqk')oao: 2508(7‘1 sob (baqod atx) (We eat)
- Soaa_mb (baqo-tx) (I and he, | and they are eating the subject of
thing class)

The second person: Baaa s2da (baqo ajsi) (You eat) — Z&oaa—
a3a (baqo-jsi) (You are eating the subject of thing class)
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The first person: dsga m gsé (baqd ogar) (They eat) — dsye
(baq0) (They are eating the subject of thing class).

The attention is drawn to several circumstances in
paradigms:

a) the expression of the person and number of actants in the
verb is related to the formants derived from the corresponding
pronouns;

b) person markers are suffixes;

c) third person forms of both sets are without a marker in
both singular and plural;

d) pronouns that become markers of a person lose the vowel
of the anlaut, or the vowel of the auslaut is weakened according to
the position;

e) the plural pronoun 352 (vaj) of the first person remains

without phonetic changes;
f) the double-sided inclusive is opposed to each other
through formant o, (t): dual number and plural;

g) The auslaut vowel of the verb base is lengthening under
the influence of a lost vowel of the pronoun.

As a result of such transformations, we have obtained two
sets of person and number markers of a verb: the nominative set and
the ergative set.

The markers of the nominative set denote the subject of the
passive intransitive verb and the direct object of the transitive verb,
while the markers of the ergative set express the subjects of the
active intransitive verb and transitive verb.

This novelty resulted in a double expression of the subject of
the intransitive verb, indicating both its class and identity. In

! Examples have shown that the modern Tsovatush language has three types
of plural in the first person: 1. Dual Inclusive (I and you); 2. Inclusive plural
(I 'and you); 3. Exclusive plural (I and they).
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transitive verbs, the functions are distributed: the class marker again
expresses the direct object, and the person sign — the subject. In this
way the transitive verb became two-person verb.

Unlike Georgian, where markers of person and number can
be alternated according to tense-mood, in the Tsovatush language
this set is the norm for all tenses and moods. Phonetic changes
played a crucial role in the transformation of personal pronouns
attached to the base of a verb as person markers, as mentioned above.
By making these changes it is possible to re-attach the same
pronouns to person forms and thus receive a dual expression of the
person: grammatical and semantic.

Academician |. Desheriev categorically denies the existence
of third person verb forms in the Tsovatush language. The researcher
discusses the forms of the first two persons, and excludes the third,
as it does not have any formant at all attached to it. He writes about
it: “Unlike the verb in other Vainakh languages, the Bats verb has a
personal conjugation for two persons — the 1t and 2™ person,
singular and plural” (Jewepuesn, 1953: 135; Jlemepuesn, 1963:
460).

The third person form of the verb is a reality in modern
Tsovatush language and namely the absence of markers distinguishes
it from the other person forms: given that the first and the second
persons have appropriate markers in the verb, the third person is able
to express the identity without it; This form, taken without a proper
pronoun, gives the idea of the third person, and the identity does not
cause any ambiguity. We believe that the principle of linguistic
economy is revealed in the given absence of markers and we discuss
the forms of three different persons according to the identity of the
Tsovatush verb.

Today, in the Tsovatush language, the category of
grammatical person with a proper system of person markers already
plays a prominent role; The category of person includes all verbs
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without exception. The only difference is that the grammatical class
category is mandatory for verbs, and the person is still in free
alternation with the so-called infinitive forms, although in terms of
usage we still have a clear advantage over the first.

In this way, one of the largest white spots has been filled,
that is, the free space for the grammar of the Tsovatush language,
which was noticed against the background of the Georgian language.
The time will come when the free-operating parallels with and
without person markers of the Tsovatush language verb are no longer
allowed in the language, after which the forms with person markers
only will finally prevail. As known, parallelisms are a preparatory
stage for any lexical or grammatical novelty in the language. This is
how it is now. Such an accelerated force of the thinking model of the
source language as is taking place today will significantly accelerate
events.

We can summarize the abovementioned and note that with
the direct influence of the Georgian language, the category of a
grammatical person has emerged in the Tsovatush language and is in
the process of being established. The main difference between the
categories of person of Georgian and Tsovatush verbs in this issue is
the following:

1. In Georgian, we have sets of subjective and objective
person markers, and in the Tsovatush language we have sets of
person markers of nominative case and ergative case.

2. In Georgian, one set of person markers expresses both a
direct object and an indirect one, while in the Tsovatush language
only a direct object is expressed by special markers so far.

3. There is evidence that if bilingualism persists for a long
time, an indirect object will also begin to be reflected in the verb, and
this will be based on the set of the dative case of person markers of
new, again derived pronouns.
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In terms of the nature of interferential processes, it is
interesting to note that under the influence of the Georgian
language, a new grammatical category emerged in the Tsovatush
language, namely the category of person identity, but the
borrowing language found codification markers from its own
inventory, due to which the pressure was observed only on the
thinking model, that is, in this case the impact is of an algebraic
nature.

It is difficult to say, since the category of a person is finally
established in the Tsovatush verb, what fate befalls the category of
the class as superfluous and alien to the new model of thinking;
Whether it will follow the tradition of time immemorial and the
specific weight that it still has in the paradigms of conjugation.

82. Novelty in the expression system

of the perfective of the verb

The aspect is most important, tt might be said, fundamental
grammatical category of the verb of Iberian-Caucasian language
family. is the. Based on the scientific study of the Kartvelian
language verb, Academician Arn. Chikobava concludes that “static
and dynamic character, on the one hand, and aspect, on the other
hand, preceded the basic standard tense paradigm of the verb (tense,
voice ...)” (Chikobava, 1948: 97).

The same point of view is developed by Professor D.
Imnaishvili according to the specific situation of the Nakh language
verb. The researcher writes: “Aspect in the verb of the Nakh
language group, as in other mountainous Iberian-Caucasian verb, is
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an ancient category; It historically precedes the category of tense”
(Imnaishvili, 1974: 100).

Academician A. Shanidze gives the following explanation
for this category according to the situation of the Georgian language:
“Aspect is a form that represents the action indicated by the verb
either in such a way that it does not show the end, or in such a way
that it shows the end. In the first case, the action is incomplete, in
the second — complete, that is, we have an imperfective and
perfective aspect” (Shanidze, 1980: 262).

In ancient Georgian, aspect was a category of conjugations,
but today it belongs to the categories of derivation and the perfective
and imperfective forms of the aspect are opposed to each other with
attaching / not attaching the preverb. The languages of the Nakh
group follow the archaic situation so far: here the aspect belongs to
the categories of conjugation again and, together with the screeve,
represents one of the (basic) supporting elements of the set.

In the Nakh languages, in general, and in the Tsovatush too
the primary means of contrasting the bases of the perfective and
imperfective aspects is the vowel ablaut. As the well-known
researcher of Nakh languages D. Imnaishvili writes: “In order to
analyse the aspect, the languages of the Nakh group mainly use the
change of the basic vowel” (Imnaishvili, 1974: 04).

In addition to the Tsovatush system of aspect, today in this
language we have quite a large group of verbs borrowed from
Georgian, which produce this morphological category by means of a
completely different system. The novelty followed the process of
centuries-old Tsovatush-Georgian bilingualism.

The events developed gradually. In this regard, a special
study conducted by us showed that at the beginning of bilingualism,
the lowest rate of openness toward the borrowing process was
observed in the verb as part of the most systematically bound-
constrained part of the speech.
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Given that, as a rule, at each subsequent stage of
bilingualism the “correction” of the borrowings of the previous stage
takes place for the purpose of their re-approximation with the source
language, the original situation has followed only a few verbs so far.
Such is, for example, goaoé—g{;o‘ (¢avar-da) (to choose), borrowed
from Georgian. The base of the verb is dismantled and assembled on
the Tsovatush grammatical model and depicts the entire complexity
of the transformations, namely:

1. As mandatory for the analytical set, the auxiliary verb o8

(da) is attached;
2. The s (a) of anlaut has been removed;

3. The foreign sequence of consonants &k (ré) has been

alienated;

4. Consonants were distributed according to the
morphological model of the verb bases of the borrowing language;

5. As a support, a monosyllabic root g°3 (av) has been

exposed in the base;

6. At the end of the base, as a mandatory, a verb-like suffix -
§ (&) was fixed.

The Tsovatush has already easily subjugated the verbs
assimilated by such complex transformations to the own system of
aspect production at the borrowing stage under consideration. Here,
to this day, the aspect pairs opposed by the base-like vowel ablaut of
the given verbs have been functioning:

Voa_@‘ (cam-dd) (to clean) (perfective) and vag_g\;é (cem-dd)
(to clean) (imperfective)

Baaaé-g\ﬁ (¢avar-da) (to choose) (perfective) and Baaaé-;go‘
(¢evar-da) (to choose) (imperfective).

At the last stage of language influence, the Tsovatush
language with the forceful new verb units, as expected, borrowed
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the preverbs and created a new, semi-Georgian and semi-
Tsovatush, hybrid system of aspect production for the borrowed
verbs. It is true that the expression of the perfective and imperfective
aspect is entirely a matter of the preverb here, but where in the
source language the bases with theme markers and without theme
oppose each other, the Tsovatush language dismantled this unusual
opposition for itself and generalized a single base with theme marker
to match its own system.

As for the obligatory phonological and morphological
transformations in the borrowed verb-like base of the early period
listed above, only one of them is functioning today - the
unconditional requirement to include the auxiliary verb. Verbs of the
active voice are accompanied by ©§ (dd) (to create), verbs of the

passive voice — oS (dald@) (passive voice of the verb — to create)

are accompanied by the auxiliary verbs.

Thus, in the modern Tsovatush language, we have opposition
pairs based on the hybrid method of expressing the aspect of each
verb borrowed from Georgian, members of which distinguish the
froms of perfective and imperfective aspects by attaching / not
attaching the preverbs. Examples will be named according to the
preverbs: Georgian — Tsovatush (perfective — imperfective).

We have:

a) Preverb do- (mMi-): (perfective — imperfective)

Georgian: 3“‘2’868° (mi-begva) (to beat): Tsovatush: a%m_@,
So_sagm_@ (bego-d&, mi-bego-da)

QO_GUGBQQ&; 6865‘("2""@’ 3”‘636%@5"‘@5 (mi-cecxleba:
cecxlba-da, mi-cecxlba-d&) (to give grudgingly)

Qo_vaéo (mi-cera) (to write): Vaéo_g\;s, ao_\;aéo_@... (cera-da,
mi-cera-da)

b) Preverb s- (a-):
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Georgian: - dédoQ{jo (a-krzalva) (to forbid): Tsovatush.
dédog:')m—gsog, o—dor/)t].)g:wm—gog (krSaIO-dé, a—kr3a|0—dé)

s-3q00dq98> (a-petkeba) (to explode): 39 Jbs-©3, s-c3q0 o~
©3 (petkba-dd, a-petkba-da)

o_“aagazso (a-seneba) (to build): “33660_@, o_‘aagao_@ (Senba-
da, a-senba-da)...

c) Preverb ©s- (da-):

Georgian: Qo-oaogégo (da-pantva) (to scatter): Tsovatush:
oaogém—Qor’, Qo—oaogém—goa (pato-da, da-pato-da)

Qo-ggaao (da-bneva) (to scatter): 66330_@, 90_56330_@
(bneva-d&, da-bneva-da)

©s-fpgqgs (da-ryveva) (to abrogate): Gegqgs-ws, es-tmggge-
©3 (ryveva—dé, da-ryveva-da)...

d) Preverb as- (ga-):

Georgian: 6°‘5898° (ga-bedva) (to dare): Tsovatush: aan_Qs,
a9-8gem-os (bedo-dd, ga-bedo-dd)

60_147“«“%3?» (ga-scoreba) (to correct): bvmé&_@, 8-
hﬂ;méae_@ (scorb-da, ga-scorba-da)

60_506350 (ga-xareba) (to make glad): Boé&o-QS, 60-%0480—;{)&
(xarba-da, ga-xarba-da) ...

d) Preverb dg- (Se-):

Georgian: ?Ja_%&ao (Se-yebva) (to paint): Tsovatush: Qaao_@,
‘33_%&_@ (yeba-dg, se-yeba-da)

9q-Hymos (Se-tqoba) (to find out): b ymde-w3, Ig-}gmds-s

(tqoba-da, se-tqoba-da)...

We have a similar situation with other preverbs, which is
why we do not continue with the examples. Here, it is true, the verbs
of the active voice have been attested, but the same pattern of the
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production of the forms of the perfective and imperfective aspects is
followed by the verbs of the passive voice with the only difference
being that the same verb ©§ (dd) (to create) is attached to the latter in

the passive form dald. It is noteworthy that the Tsovatush language

also converted the borrowed middle voice verbs into the mould of
auxiliary verbs of passive voice eses (dald) and added the
appropriate preverbs. For example:

1. Georgian: Qo—%ojéa&) (da-pikreba) (to meditate)

Tsovatush:

a) Active voice: (ﬁojéEo-Q& Qa_oaojéao_@ (pikrba-dd, da-
pikrba-d&)

b) Passive: oaojéao—QS@o“, Qo—oaojégo—QSQw“ (pikrba-dala, da-
pikrba-dald)

2. Georgian: es-hsgaéo (da-cagvra) (to oppress)

Tsovatush:

a) Active voice: Roaém_@i Qo—goaém—QoE (cagro-da, da-cagro-
da)

b) Passive:: hsybm-sms, @s-hoabm-osms (cagro-dala, da-
¢agro-dala)

3. Georgian: o_l%joéaso (a-ckareba) (to hurry)

Tsovatush:

a) Active voice: Bjoéso_@, a_%jaézso_@ (Ckarba-da, a-ckarba-
da)

b) Passive:: Rjoé%o—g\ﬁqﬁ, a_ﬁjoéao_g\)s@g (Ckarba-dald, a-
ckarba-dald)...

It is noteworthy that Tsovatush language also included the
borrowed verbs of middle voice in the form of passive with S
(dal&) auxilary verbs mesvelzmians and added the appropriate verbs.

For example:

177



Georgian: opqemgs (velva) (to trouble): Tsovatush: mgamds-
33, Q_Qa@&_@sg@ (yelba-dald, a-yelba-dald)

(gkgs (curva) (to swim): (ym@so-sms, Bo-(ym@o-odms
(cura-dala, ¢a-cura-dald)

(330 (cocva) (to crawl): (30 (§5-©3S, dm=(3m(3o-E3ES
(coca-dild, mo-coca-dala).

As we have mentioned, this hybrid system of aspect
production works only for borrowed verbs in the Tsovatush
language, their own verbs are still original in this matter and
inaccessible to foreign language influence.

We can conclude that in the Tsovatush language, the verb
has a sharply expressed category of aspect, which creates a two-part
correlation with perfective and imperfective forms. In terms of its
morphology we have a different situation in own and borrowed
verbs. In verbs of own origin, the aspect is expressed by the ablaut of
the base-like vowel, while in borrowed verbs, the forms with and
without preverb are opposed to each other according to this category.

In this given case of interference, it is noteworthy that in the
past stage of poorly developed bilingualism, the Tsovatush language
turned verbs borrowed from Georgian into its own form of
expression of aspect after complex phonological transformations.
The situation changed diametrically in the conditions of
overbilingualism: in connection with the multiplication of verb units
borrowed at that time, the language was forced to introduce a
Georgian, preverb-based model of aspect production. It is
noteworthy in this regard that to date no case of adaptation of
the new model to the Tsovatush verb has been observed.

From the point of view of the regularity of interferential
processes, it should be noticed out that the borrowed model was not
mechanically adjusted to Georgian verbs, but certain changes were
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made, as a result of which the model got a cross-hybrid look of
Tsovatush-Georgian morphology.

83. Category of voice — novelty in the morphology

of the Tsovatush verb

The Tsovatush language belongs to the Nakh branch of the
Iberian-Caucasian language family. Unlike other members of the
same branch, the Chechen and Ingush languages, which occupy
certain regions of the Caucasus, it has survived in only half of the
only village in the Republic of Georgia, Zemo Alvani, and is
strongly influenced by Georgian cultural and social factors, which
was reflected by one-way Tsovatush-Georgian bilingualism in the
field of language.

Centuries cover the secret of the duration of the Tsovatush-
Georgian bilingualism, and according to the facts of language
memory, its origin can be traced beyond our era. Centuries-old weak
one-way bilingualism has been replaced by one-way but active
overbilingualism, which has put the Tsovatush language in real
danger of shifting to Georgian.

According to Professor K. Gigashvili's recent socio-
linguistic research, the Tsovatush language, which was once a widely
spoken language that survived in half of the village, is now
considered to be the language of only 1558-member ethnic group.
Only 95 of them speak their native language well, 803 do not know
the language at all, and the rest understand the language one way or
the other. Breakup between generations has begun (Gigashvili, 2014:
252).
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It is known that “every bilingual situation is unique in its
nature and absolute coincidence is excluded here. Nevertheless, each
case of bilingualism reveals the general patterns of interferential
processes and is interesting in terms of general linguistics, which is
obviously due to the systemic nature of the language structures
themselves” (Mikeladze, 2008: 9).

This time it is interesting for us that despite the difficult
situation, the Tsovatush language continues the path of independent
internal development. David Crystal rightly writes that “language
definitely dies when there is only one interlocutor and he has no one
to speak to” (Crystal, 2007: 52). K. Gigashvili makes a similar
conclusion: “Any endangered language, regardless of the degree of
danger, is alive as long as even one person speaks it” (Gigashvili,
2010: 156). An interesting situation in this regard is observed in the
Tsovatush language.

In this case, the fact that both languages, Tsovatush and
Georgian, which are in close contact, are members of the same
genealogical family and are almost equally measured in terms of
number and character of grammatical categories, played an important
role in terms of foreign influence on the Tsovatush language. This is
the reason why the centuries-old influence of the Georgian language
on the Tsovatush language was mainly due to the levelling of the
peculiarities of the expression of grammatical categories. The only
grammatical category borrowed from Georgian by the Tsovatush
language, or more precisely, emerged in the Tsovatush language
under the influence of Georgian, is the category of the verb voice.

The voice is one of the most complex grammatical
categories of a verb. It is formed in the later stages of development in
languages and is based on strict logical regularity. In the Georgian
language of the 5% century, it has been already presented in a refined
form and has been studied properly. Academician A. Shanidze has
analysed the category of the modern Georgian verb voice, its types
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and forms of production in detail and has distinguished three voices
with their subtypes: active, passive (dynamic and static) and middle
(active and passive) (Shanidze, 1980: 280).

In the Tsovatush language, the category of the verb voice is
introduced later from Georgian. This is confirmed by the fact that
none of the closely related languages of Tsovatush — the Chechen
and Ingush languages, has this category of verbs. The assumption
that it was brought later into Georgan, is also confirmed by the fact
that the stages of its gradual formation are still evident in this
language. The most interesting thing in this process is the fact that
the language, which is in real danger of shifting to Georgian in the
near future and the number of speakers is extremely limited, creates a
new type of verb voice, which neither Georgian nor any other
language has it. Let us follow the issue consistently.

The issue of voice is quite difficult in the Tsovatush
language, as it has not yet been fully formed and has not been
properly studied. It was first noticed by I. Tsiskarov, the author of
the manuscript grammar of this language, although he did not
provide a morphological-syntactic description of it (Tsiskarov,
1840).

Later academician J. Desheriev in a monograph dedicated to
the Tsovatush language, pays due attention to the morphology of the
verb of this language, but categorically denies the existence of the
voice (/lemepues, 1953: 91).

Professor K. Chrelashvili discusses the category of the
Tsovatush verb voice in detail in the special monograph, but he
distinguishes only two voices of the verbs: active and passive, and
then divides the passive into dynamic and static subgroups. He
combines in static passive all the intransitive verbs left without
classification, which, in our observation, does not correspond to the
real situation (Chrelashvili, 2002: 227).
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We completely agree with Professor Chrelashvili regarding
the fact that confrontation of active and passive voices is sharply
expressed in modern Tsovatush. Nevertheless, we have a different
view about the intransitive verbs declared by him as a single static
passive. We believe that this group is in turn divided into groups of
static passive and medio-active verbs.

We will start the discussion by the fact that the main
difference between the verbs of the active voice, on the one hand,
and the passive and the middle voices, on the other hand, is created
by the presence or absence of a direct object, and the difference
between the verbs of the passive and the middle voices is based on
the subject's involvement or non-involvement in the action.

We have a peculiar situation with passive in this regard.
Such verbs do not have a real performer of the action, here the action
is formally attributed to the subject. As Academician A. Shanidze
explains: “The purpose of passive is to present a direct-objective
person in general as the author of the action, its performer”
(Shanidze, 1980: 290). Thus, it is already concluded that passive is
the inverted or converted form of the verb of the active voice. That is
why in both Georgian and Tsovatush, almost all active voice verbs
have properly matched passive voice verb.

This contextual confrontation between the passive and active
voices of verbs is especially evident in the dynamic passives, which
is why these types of passives also opposed to the actives in form.
This function is successfully performed in the Tsovatush language by
the suffix — S (la). For example, we have: maoals_@o (teps-la) (It is

falling); Vaa_g\na (ceg-la) (He is blushing); Y-S (det-la) (It is
pouring); 338%’_@6 (gebe-la) (It is hunging); %ag{)—@b (Cey-la) (It is
fastening); ©og-mo (div-la) (It is sowing); Qaa\;_g\nb (debe-la) (It is
attaching); nga-m (teg-la); (It is done); SJBJ-;@ (mexk-la) (It is
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pouring); 383‘(""3” (gebl-la) (It is covering); dvaéz_@ (kurc-la) (It
is rolling); Qak_,@ (lax-1a) (It is lowering).

Dynamic and static passives are united as one type of
intransitive verbs by the subject 's passivity, and the difference is
created by the fact that the same action is presented by dynamic
passives as a process, and static passives as a result, i.e. in one
situation. This functional confrontation between them is reflected by
the different production of dynamic passives.

84539 (auka) (It is burning); ©og4 (diva) (It is sown); ‘i”"V"fJ
(dai¢t) (It is attaching); e 38 (toukd) (It is sewn); ©sang (dajt)
(It is poured); Qmﬁ%kﬁ (doupxa) (He is wearing); 58] (daté) (It is
scattered); m";r']l& 39 (otxki) - ov‘j?)u(?] (atibi); Qm‘ﬁk 39 (douxkd) - (Itis
scattered in something); Es0ms (laitf) (It is fixed); momﬁhvg (tajpsit)
... (Itis laid down).

Both types of passives are connected by the fact that their
subject is passive, which is why the verb is constantly adapted in the
form of a nominative case. This circumstance, too, is, of course, a
peculiar marker in relation to the verbs of the active voice, since the
subject of the latter is constantly in the ergative case.

In the Tsovatush language, in contrast to passive, we also
have such intransitive verbs where we do not have a direct object,
but the subject actively performs the action expressed by the verb. In
the absence of a direct object at this time such verbs resemble
passives, while in the presence of a real subject they act like verbs of
the active voice. All such verbs are of the middle voice.

We have already mentioned above that Professor K.
Chrelashvili has combined the verbs of the middle voice of the
Tsovatush language with static passives. The reason for this,
probably, was that they did not have a special formative affix, by
means of which they could oppose the rest of the intransitive verbs.
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Nevertheless, they are markedly different from other intransitive
verbs by their morphology, namely the fact that the subject expressed
by the first and second personal pronouns will combine these verbs
in the form of ergative case, which represents a significant
confrontation between the passive and middle voice verbs. In this
case, by adapting the ergative case to the subject conveyed by the
first and second personal pronouns expresses, on the one hand, the
similarity of these types of verbs with actives and, on the other hand,
the difference from passives.

It is logical that the similarity of the subject of the verbs of
the middle voice with the actives could not be complete, which is
why a peculiar limit arose in the given issue, namely:

I. The ergative construction with the verbs of the middle
voice is given while expressing the subject with the first and second
personal pronouns, while with the verbs of the active voice the
pronouns of all three persons with the same function take the form of
narrative case.

Il. When combining with the verbs of the active voice, all
nouns (noun, numeral, adjective or pronoun) take the form of
narrative case, while with verbs of the middle voice, this status is
given only to pronouns, with certain restrictions, that is, excluding
third person forms.

For example:

a) Active voice:

1. 5k (as) (Erg.) - olsd(ﬁ (axko) (I’'m fastening)

2. 53 (ah) (Erg.) sb 3® (axko0) (You are fastening)

3. mguab (oqus) (Erg.) obd&u (axko) (He is fastening)

b) Static passive:

1. liem (50) (NOM.) 45 3 (a0tixki) (I'm fastened)

2. 3o (h0) (Nom.) ovz]B 39 (aotixku) (You are fastened)

3.« (0) (Nom.) oﬁbm (aouxkl) (He is fastened)

¢) dynamic passive:
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1. Len (50) (Nom.) obd_@o (axk-la) (I’'m being fastened)

2. 3o (h0) (Nom.) ola(j_@o (axk-1a) (You are being fastened)

3.« (0) (Nom.) ol’)d—g:oo (axk-la) (He is being fastened)

d) Middle voice:

1. 5L (as) (Erg.) 37993 (vuyé) (I’'m shouting)

2. 53 (ah) (Erg.) 3909 (vuyé) (You are shouting)

3.« (0) (Nom.) g (vuy€) (He is shouting)

The given tables clearly show the difference between the
verbs of all three voices in terms of case of the subject and the
independent grammatical status of each of them. From the same
point of view, it is clear that great importance is attached to the
distinction of passive voice verbs with a special suffix — qos (la).

We can conclude that the middle voice is a reality in the
Tsovatush language verb. We will name the examples of the verbs of
the middle voice, we have: N (lelé) (he/she walks); 3924 (vuyé)
(he/she shouts); 3000[58 (vatxé) (he/she cries); joéz‘] (katé) (he/she
complains); oo (it)) (he/she runs); oo (vili) (he/she laughs); 33153
(vaxé) (he/she lives); Qmmlsa (litxi) (he/she jumps); p\nabéa (lesté)
(he/she sways); ‘("8°61‘f] (lepsé) (it dries); olsa (axé) (it barks); ©99
(lete) (he/she wrestles); 3ols.3 (vaxg) (he/she gets drunk); Z]"(B)f] (kate)
(he/she complains); emse3fa (laipci) (he/she plays)...

A review of the verified examples reveals that at the modern
stage of development in this language there are four different groups
of verbs according to the voice, we have: active voice verbs,
dynamic passives, static passives and middle voice verbs. This
classification is also supported by the systematic difference that is

evidenced in the conjugation forms of verbs within these groups:
verbs of the active, middle, and dynamic passive voice have full
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paradigms of conjugation, while the static paradigm is asymmetric,
lacking certain sequences.

Although only dynamic passives have a special marker from
the types listed in the Tsovatush language verb voice, we consider it
justified to single out the four types of voice listed in this language.
In this case, we rely on the interesting conclusion of Academician T.
Uturgaidze, which he makes according to the similar situation in the
issue of the formal relationship between the types of the verb voice
of the Georgian language: “It is possible to present this or that
grammatical category in a language without a specific marker.
Primary forms of active verbs in Georgian are not marked by voice.
In this case, the specificity of the forms acts as a marker”
(Uturgaidze, 2002: 85).

We can conclude that at the last stage of bilingualism, the
Tsovatush language borrowed the voice of the verb from Georgian,
with which it filled up the empty space in own grammatical system
in relation to source language. Algebraic borrowing was observed,
because the Tsovatush language did not bring any formant from the
source language to highlight a new grammatical category, it created
its own system of form production; As for the model of functional
interrelation of forms of different voices, it is strictly Georgian.

It is interesting that the Georgian language verb remained at
a given stage of development in the matter of voice, while the
Tsovatush language, in the conditions of extremely forceful
overbilingualism, created a new morphological category for both
types of passive voice verbs completely independently; We imply the
emergence of new opposing forms for both types of passives — static
and dynamic, according to which it becomes clear that the subject of
the verb is voluntarily or willingly involved in the action-inaction
process, if all this happens against its will.

Let’s take the verb 3"8"’("83" (vimalebi) (I am hiding) as an

example. There are two types of situation to be considered in relation
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to it: in one case I, the subject of the verb, become active, I
voluntarily hide under something or behind someone, that is, this
time the hiding is done according to my will; In the second case I,
the subject of the same verb, am passive, other or environment hides
me. This means that the action is done without my will or
unintentionally.

A similar contextual confrontation can come to the fore with
regard to static passives. From this point of view, we have
considered the verb sdes (abia) (It is fastened). Here, too, the subject

may be fastened by his or her own will — because he or she is doing
some kind of job connected to height and is in danger of falling.
Otherwise the subject may be involuntarily or forcefully tied.

Modern Tsovatush language has adapted different possible
forms of verbs to such possible contextual confrontation in dynamic
or static passive voice verbs, on the basis of which a new
grammatical category has been formed, which we have called the
category of voluntariness-involuntariness due to the contextual
relations.

According to the new grammatical category, the contextual
confrontation revealed between the verbs of the passive voice was
initially expressed by a different case of the subject. If before the
subject of both dynamic and static passives in all situations befitted
indistinguishably in the form of nominative case, now there is a
difference between them: the subject befitted the passive forms of
volitional content in the first and second person in the form of
ergative case; in case of involuntariness, no change applied to the
case of the subject, it remained in the nominative. With the third
person forms, the subject remained in the nominative with the forms
of the voluntariness as well.

In connection with the peculiar system of expression of the
new grammatical category of the passive voice verbs, attention is
drawn to the fact that the above-mentioned activation of the
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volitional forms by pronouns of nominative case occurred only in the
case of the first and the second subjective person. In our opinion, the
exclusion of third person forms from the process of introducing the
novelty took place this time as well, in order that the syntax of these
verbs did not completely coincide with the verbs of the active voice.
In this respect, it is natural that the third person forms of the verbs
were not affected by this change.

These undifferentiated or distinguished by only subject case
forms of the voluntariness-involuntariness category are still quite
actively used in the Tsovatush language, but, as expected, the
language did not stop at this stage of development, the grammatical
category of the new content was soon followed by proper form
production. The marker function this time was assigned to the person
marker.

Orientation to express volition was again taken for the first
and second person forms for obvious reasons. For this purpose, both
the dynamic and static passives of each set were supplemented by the
person markers of the active subject. As for the category of
involuntariness, its expression was imposed on pronouns of the
nominative case used as the markers of the person of the passive
subject. At this time, the different forms of the screeves have been
formed by means of phonetic interaction of the auslaut of the forms
of the verb screeves and sounds of anlaut of the person markers,
resulting in the creation of independent paradigms of conjugation of
verbs expressing voluntariness-involuntariness.

For visualization, we present the process of forming the
present tense forms of the voluntariness-involuntariness for dynamic
passives. We have:

a) Forms of the voluntariness:

Singular:

Lob (B19) ogdgro—oglyes —ob = wgdge-st
(as (Erg.) le¢qla— le¢qla - as — le¢ql-as)
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(I'am hiding)
2.3 (B19) gy = wogkyers — o3 =~ wgdge-s3
(ah (Erg.) le¢qla— le¢qla — ah — le¢ql-ah)
(You are hiding)
3. = (Nom) ‘2’3%8"\“"
(0 (Nom) le¢qla)
(He is hiding)
Plural:
L sob (Br9.) cogdyro— wgdgeo-sob—egkye-sob
(atx (Erg.) le¢qla— le¢qla — atx — le¢ql-atx)
(We are hiding)
2.599 (Erg.) mgkyes— gkyms-299 — mqdg-299
(ajs (Erg.) le¢qla— le¢qla — ajs — le¢ql-ajs)
(We are hiding)
3. mda (NOM) mgdyams
(obi (Nom) le¢qla)
(They are hiding)
b) Forms of the involuntariness:
Singular:

L. b (Br9) oggers = wgdyes — b = ogdyes-be
(so (Erg.) le¢qla— le¢qla — so — le¢qla-so)

(I'am hiding)
2-30 (B19) ogdgers = odyes - 3o = ogdyes-ie
(ho (Erg.) le¢gla— le¢qla —ho — le¢qla-h0)
(You are hiding)
P (Nom) Qﬁa%aqo
(0 (Nom) le¢qla)
(He is hiding)
Plural:
L g0 (B10) gy = oy -302 = wodyce-ge
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(vaj (Erg.) le¢qla— le¢qla — vaj — le¢ql-vaj)
(We are hiding)
299 (Br9) ogdge = oggos-dy = opgoe-a3)
(Su (Erg.) le¢gla— le¢qla — Su — le¢ql-ajsi)
(You are hiding)
3. mdo (Nom.) @agﬂjqo
(obi (Nom) le¢qgla)
(They are hiding).

In this form, each verb of the dynamic passive voice
expressing the voluntariness-involuntariness in the screeve of present
tense is fixed in the speech of modern Tsovatush people.

We have:

a) Forms of the voluntariness of the present screeve:

Qa%aqﬁb (le¢glas) (I am hiding); ma%bQSb (tepslas) (I am
falling); 3"6‘(”51’ (vaglas) (I'm letting him to see me); %8‘3‘(”51’
(¢eylas) (I'm getting stronger); dﬂégQ’Sb (ker¢las) (I'm rolling);
3363@515 (vebzlas) (I'm inyoking); sk d;;nsb (axklas) (I’'m putting to
something); méé‘g)‘QSlj (tarl1as) (I'm resembling him); Vae)Q’Sh‘
(ceglas) (I'm getting red).

b) Forms of the involuntariness of the present screeve of
the same verbs:

‘(”8%&‘(""1"?‘ (legqlasd) (I am hiding); egolesli (tepslaso) (I
am falling); 3aap\naba (vaglaso) (I'm letting him to see me);
333Vp\naha (gebclaso) (I'm hanging); %a@v\noba (Ceylasd) (I'm
getting stronger); aaé”’@l’ﬁ (ker¢lasd) (I’'m rolling), sb dgmbﬁ
(axklaso) (I'm putting to something); vaag\noba (ceglasd) (I'm
getting red)...

Similar to form production, specific forms of voluntariness-
involuntariness were developed for static passives as well.

Despite the identity of the suffixes in this case, the
specificity of the forms was due to the cardinal difference of the
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bases of dynamic passives from the bases of static passives. For
comparison, we will present the step-by-step process of producing
the forms of the category of voluntariness-involuntariness of static
passives, again on the example of the present tense screeve.
We have:
a) Forms of the voluntariness:
Singular:
1.5k (Erg.) Q)éQO),ff(?] — Q)med ol — Q)ona—Slj
(as (Erg.) lajtti — lajt-as — lajt-as)
(I’'m sticked)
2. o§, (Erg.) Q)éQO’)dva — oo —03 - Qogma—si
(ah’ (Erg.) lajtii — lajt-ah — lajt-ah)
(You are sticked)
3. = (Nom.) o204
(o (Nom.) lajt)
(He is sticked)
Plural:
1. sob (Erg.) g:non,‘f(?] — g:QOa —smb — Qoon,—Sml’)
(atx (Erg.) lajti — lajt-atx — lajt-atx)
(We are sticked)
2. 509 (Erg.) @820 = @oao, 509 — QOQQ—SQ(H
(aJs (Erg.) lajtt — lajt-ajs — lajt-ajs)
(You are sticked)
3. mdo (Nom.) o004 (They are sticked).

(obi (Nom.) lajta)
b) Forms of the involuntariness:
Singular:
1. b (Nom) pq»bQoq,vz] - Qonq,—bm - qnémjfalkﬁ
(so (Nom.) lajtt — lajt-so — latuso)
(I’'m sticked)
2. 3(0 (Nom) Qﬂme,U(?J — Q’)bQO@—%m - me,vagc’h
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(ho (Nom.) lajta — lajt-ho — latuho)
(You are sticked)
3. = (Nom.) o004
(o (Nom.) lajtd)
(He is sticked)
Plural:

1. obm (Nom.) Qnon,vz] — Qnon,—mBm — g:r)oo’),"z]mbrﬁ

(txo (Noom.) lajt.t — lajt-txo — latutxo)

(We are sticked)

2. ‘37] (Nom.) @520 = @s90, _(BWJ — Q»ooq,vag(gvz]

(u (Nom.) lajt — lajt-Su — latujsi)

(You are sticked)

3. mdo (NOm.) o204
(obi (Nom.) lajta)
(They are sticked).

This is how the forms of the voluntariness-involuntariness of
the present screeve of static passives function in the modern
Tsovatush language. For example:

a) Forms of the voluntariness: 30‘351; (visas) (I'm lying);
3onVSh (qajcas) (I'm hanged); Qnonmsb (lajtas) (I'm sticked); 30Qﬂ$l§
(vajzas) (P'm tied); gmejasl (vougds) (I'm involved); 35 adBsls
(hajréas) (’'m wrapped); 3samsb (qajlas) (I'm clung); m'ﬁhasb
(otipqas) (I'm sticked).

b) Forms of the involuntariness of the same verbs:
30‘3-815& (viSus6) (I'm lying); 30%"815& (qacusé) (I'm hanged);
Q)am"als(v‘x (latusd) (I'm sticked); 3"3"31’6‘ (vazus6) (I'm tied); 306-?]156‘1
(vagusd) (I’'m involved); 3aé€»{]ha (har¢usd) (I’m wrapped); aéavalxax
(apqusd) (I'm sticked).

At the end of the discussion we can conclude that based on
the category of the verb voice, a completely new grammatical
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category appeared in the Tsovatush language, which was developed
by a different, independent paradigm of conjugation. From the point
of view of its genesis, it is noteworthy that we do not have a category
with a similar function in the grammar of the Georgian language, nor
is it observed in the closely related Chechen and Ingush languages.
Interestingly, we do not have this grammatical category in German,
as well as in French, Russian or English, from which it could have
entered the Tsovatush language in a literate way.

The novelty of this category in the grammar of the Tsovatush
language is clarified by the fact that the confrontation according to
the voluntariness-involuntariness of the verb forms is based on the
late formation of the voice category in this language. If we also take
into account that the voluntariness-involuntariness of the subject of
the action is expressed by the markers of the person in the verb, and
the markers of the person are still in parallel use only with the forms
without person markers and are not fully established, it becomes
even clearer that this novelty is a late formation in Tsovatush
grammar.

By creating a category of the voluntariness-involuntariness
of the passive voice of verbs, the Tsovatush language further
supplemented its grammar, which is very rich in its own and
expressive means. In this regard, the Tsovatush language is highly
valued by the well-known researcher of Caucasian languages — Peter
Uslar: “The Tsovatush language is extraordinarily rich with its
grammatical forms, which give a chance to express the most subtle
tones of a thought” (Uslar, 1887: 27).

If we take into account that a new interesting grammatical
category was created in the Tsovatush language when it has been in
real danger of being shifted to Georgian and there is already a so-
called intergenerational breakup between the speakers, we will have
to agree with the researchers that “the language is alive as long as
there are two people that speak it to each other.”
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Chapter 11
Tsovatush language syntax in terms of interference

Introduction

Syntax is radically different from morphology in terms of its
function, although the connection between them is quite close
because they cannot not exist without each other. This difference is
well illustrated in the name of this side of the language itself,
because “syntax” literally means to build, to construct a sentence,
which is usually accomplished by the ready morphological material.

Syntax is the highest level of a language, both the
vocabulary and grammar of the language are included in its direct
service, starting with the word and ending with the paradigms of
noun declination and verb conjugation. The word devides the
formless mass of thinking into concepts, while morphology
establishes solid formulas for the interdependence of words in
relation to the specific correspondence of the tense and mood of the
verb. It is these ready-made formulas that have been developed and
legitimized over the centuries that become the basis in the
construction of any sentence, that is, it becomes the basis of syntax
whether in the relation of the main and secondary parts to each other
or to the referral-connection of the verb-predicate.

The famous researcher V. Admoni gives the following
definition of syntax as an area of linguistics: “Word combination and
clauses are the basic linguistic units that syntax studies. Syntax
clarifies what types of words fit together and how, what is the
purpose of the words in the clause; Discusses the structure of a
clause, its types, and the grammatical features of each, as well as the
means by which words are combined in a sentence and in the joining
of words” (Axmonwu, 1955: 14).
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It is well known that “there is no level of language that, in
the face of prolonged and active bilingualism, remains invulnerable
to interference processes” ([Jemepuen, 1953; 27). This provision is
fully justified by the example of the Tsovatush language, where
interferential processes have long gone beyond vocabulary and
morphology and gained a wide arena at the syntax level. At this stage
of bilingualism, the Georgian language controls with amazing
punctuality the construction patterns of the sentences of the language
under its influence and “corrects” any differences in the given field
of the borrowing language compared to its own.

A simple exception in terms of the scale of syntactic
influence is made by simple sentence, where we have only one set of
main or secondary parts and alternations in the structure of the verb
at the morphological level cannot change the sentence model.

We have a different situation in this respect in compound or
complex sentences, where many kinds of peculiarities may manifest
themselves in the issue of the homogenous parts of a sentence and
homogenous simple sentences or in the content-form relation of the
main and dependent clauses. Due to the abovementioned situation, in
terms of interference at the syntax level, we consider only compound
and complex sentences of the Tsovatush language.

This time our work has been facilitated by the fact that based
on specific material, we have already studied and published “Syntax
of simple clause of modern Tsovatush language” (Mikeladze, 2015)
and “Syntax of compound and complex clauses of modern
Tsovatush” (Mikeladze, 2018) in separate monographs, where
particular attention is paid to the interrelationships between
homogenous parts of a sentence or the simple sentences themselves
in terms of interference.
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§1. Compound sentence in terms of interference

In terms of the types of compound sentences, we have the
same situation in the Tsovatush language that is confirmed in
Georgian, that is, there are eight types of compound sentences. We
have: compound sentences of homogenous predicate, homogenous
subject, homogenous direct object, homogenous indirect object,
homogenous simple object, homogenous attributive, homogenous
adverbial modifier and mixed types. The given coincidence of these
two languages in context is conditioned by their genetic connections
and has nothing to do with interferential processes.

We have a complete analogy in the combined sentence of the
Tsovatush language with the means of joining some homogenous
parts of a sentence with Georgian: homogenous parts join each other
with or without conjunction. While joining with conjunction, the
means of connection are coordinating conjunctions or suffixes, while
joining without conjunction, the homogenous parts are connected by
the intonation of listing.

Homogenous parts of a sentence that are connected without
conjunction have equal word stresses, they are distinguished by
means of a pause and are characterized by the intonation of listing.

For example:

1. ”"7’”{]1’"{]‘3” %Q’“b“{]“/” 6aéaogvag<n dotyo'd ba 053mb ©sb0d
330’)“ (rusul, iglisur, germanul matis se jahon vyazi§ get) (My
daughter knows well Russian, English, German).

2. bmbsaba, 3mbsaba, Bvaé%m[;ogga, E%agﬁéaﬁmgagga Qa%m;@
@98 Lt (SONajnd, honajnd, éuréonajnd, nwaj’re¢onajnd yazol le’ sd)
(I want goodness for me, for you, for the relative, for the foreigner).

When homogenous parts of a sentence are extended with the
words alongside, the intonation of the listing unites the entire group
of words.

For example:
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,,GOGOB sdaba OBQOVZ]Q, ols Qoa&% 80(%V3“ gl‘mn_(gtzm, Pgag)n{
mlf)dogé\ Xogo jmém(’ﬁ Vmg\s@o(g g{)ooat‘waor/) oagaam“ (nanaS abind
axluy, as diend qarce ¢xidri, Serd oxkind 3ani gortd ¢onalas dapxur
ivnego) (lvane was complacently wearing a Caucasian tunic, sewn
by mother, colourful socks, knitted by me, and sandals embroidered
by him).

The homogenous parts listed without conjunction are
accompanied by a sense of incomplete state and intonation, which
makes it possible to easily add a new kind of part of a sentence
without any changes. In such a case, the generalizing words, used
with the homogenous parts of a sentence, control the situation or
create a closed construction. Let us compare:

1. ,,Uéod, oab(f_‘)‘f(r]Qg(?m, ©3 3, do%mb - vagb Qoé“ (stak,
psttujnd, daqo, kackd - ujs dar) (Men, women, adults, and children —
were there).

2. ,,béod, oab(f_‘)v(r]Qgr?m, ©3 3, do\;dm“ ”"J%B vagb Qoé“ (stak,
pstujno, daqﬁ, kack® — ~uma’ ujs dar) (Men, women, adults, and

children - they all were there).

The generalizing word sometimes precedes the homogenous
parts of a sentence.

For example:

,,'03805; b&od, odbévag[;m, @83, do\?dmf - vagb Qoé“ (uma’:
stak, pstujno, daqf), kackd — ujs dar) (All - men, women, adults, and
children - were there).

We can conclude that today, in the Tsovatush language, a
simple model of combined sentence is functioning without
conjunction, which completely coincides with the corresponding
model of Georgian language. Despite the abovementioned, we
cannot attribute this coincidence to the influence of the Georgian
language, because we believe that the discussed model of connection
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of homogenous members without conjunction belongs to the set of
linguistic universals with its special simplicity.

A very interesting situation in terms of the scale of
interferential processes emerges when discussing the combined
sentence with conjunction of this language. Compared to the
combined sentence without conjunction, a combined sentence with
conjunction functions much more frequently in the modern
Tsovatush language word-circulation. The intense influence of the
Georgian language syntax is already very visible in this field of
Tsovatush language syntax. This is manifested both in the types of
interrelationship between the homogenous members, as well as
against the background of the conjunctions patterned after Georgian
conjunctions with their own material or invariable borrowings.

Obviously, as in the language without writing system, we do
not have in the Tsovatush language the number of conjunctions
connecting the homogenous members of a sentence that functions in
Georgian, but the basic models of the interrelationship of
homogenous members of a sentence of the source language are
thoroughly introduced, that is, the same three groups of conjunctions
joining the homogenous members of a sentence that we have in the
source language are confirmed. These groups are created by
grouping, disjunctive, and alternative conjunctions.

From the point of view of the regularity of interferential
processes, attention is drawn to the fact that today, among the
conjunctions with the function of joining homogenous members, we
have units in the Tsovatush language imported from Georgian
language, both through own way, translated way or direct borrowing.
For the purposes of illustration, we will list the conjunctions of the
Tsovatush language in separate groups: own conjunctions of the
Tsovatush language, translated conjunctions and conjunctions,
borrowed from Georgian language without any changes. Thus, we
have:
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I.  Grouping conjunctions:
1. Own: vowel suffixes: s (a), i (&) (and); separately

standing conjunction @ (le) (or).

I. Disjunctive conjunctions:
1. Own: @ - @ (le = le) (either ... or...);

2. Translated: Sova - Sava (magq - magq) (now ... now
o), Q)at;a; - Qagaa (le’eh - le’eh) (even if...), (58‘“83 - 68«1}83

(tqo’a - tqo’a) (even ... even ...);

3. Borrowed without translation: 3de - ade (gid - gid) (as

you hke), mVjQ - m"jQ (tfld - tfld) (CVCl’l lf), 60Q8366 - doQaaaG
(kidevac - kidevac) (even ... even ...);

I11. Alternative conjunctions:

1. Borrowed without translation: ds (ma), 3a6é¢3
(magram) (but), lstmm (xolot) (whereas), 3° (ki) (as for/even),
@ @i (oydd) (only), muaa(ja (tumca) (though).

Observing the presented list of connective conjunctions of
homogenous members of the Tsovatush combined sentence, presents
an interesting situation in the sense that this language has only own
grouping conjunctions, while disjunctive conjunctions are full of
translated or borrowed Georgian conjunctions without translation,
and alternative conjunctions are all transferred from the Georgian
language unchanged. In this way, interesting material is provided in
order to take into account the past stages of expressing the
relationship between the homogenous members of a combined
sentence of this language.

As it has already been observed in the above table, the
Tsovatush language has only its own grouping conjunctions. The
function of the main grouping conjunction of the Georgian language
© (da) (and) — is performed by the vowel suffix attached to different
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forms of homogenous members. The vowel H (&) performs this

function in verbs, and in nouns and other parts of speech — the vowel
s (a). The abovementioned vowels perform this function only when

homogenous members have a consonant in auslaut, while in all other
cases an auslaut vowel of the word to be connected has the same
function. In such a case, the stress of the word moves from the
beginning to the auslaut vowel, causing the lengthening of this
vowel. Thus, in a particular situation, we may encounter with any
vowel with the mentioned function.

The given system of connecting homogenous members is
peculiar to the Tsovatush language in that the connective vowel
suffix is attached to absolutely all homogenous members, while the
conjunction ©8 (da) (and) presented as an independent word,

connects only the last two members in the Georgian language.

For the sake of visibility, we will refer to the simplest
examples of the Tsovatush language connecting homogenous
members expressed by the consonant-based and vowel-based nouns
with the above-mentioned vowel suffixes.

For example:

I. Homogenous members, expressed by consonant-base
nouns:

1. ,,EOE—S, g{)ég{)—s, gSg{)aé—S, 30(3—5 bognf(’sm Qﬂom,aé“

(nan-a, dad-a, bader-a, has-a sanigo later) (Mother-and, father-and,
child-and, guest-and were standing at the door).

Il. Homogenous members, expressed by vowel-base nouns:

,,Eog(ﬁ, aogc_ﬂ, glfagf], 30‘3‘55, 386(17)8 bogoam Qvooq,a(% ‘

(ning, vano, nuna, misaa, petré sanigo later) (Nino-and, Vano-and,
Nunu-and, Misha-and, Petre-and were standing at the door).

We have the similar situation in the case of homogenous

members expressed by a verb or other parts of speech. The Georgian
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translation of the given examples is thorough or an artificial, and
natural, Georgian translation will be as follows:

1. ”QJQO’ 3080, (gaoqm Qo héUUSOéO doéagmog OQEBEUE“
(deda, mama, svili da stumari karebtan idgnen) (mother, father, child
and guest were standing at the door);

2. ,,Eogm, aogm, 38643, BV(V][;VJ Qo 30“30 doéa&nog ogagag“
(nino, vano, petre, nuni da misa karebtan idgnen) (Nino, Vano,
Petre, Nunu and Misha were standing at the door).

In the natural Georgian translation of these examples, the
grouping conjunction s (da) (and) unites only the last two

homogenous members, while in the Tsovatush language, the vowel
suffix of the same function was observed with all homogenous
members. In addition to the above, the difference between these two
systems of connection of homogenous members is made by the stress
transferred from the first syllable of the homogenous members of the
Tsovatush language to the auslaut vowel, which lengthens this vowel
and completely changes the intonation of the combined sentence. We
can conclude that in the Tsovatush language, we have a completely
different system of connecting homogenous members with vowel
suffix production from that of the Georgian language.

The simpler the rule of using the conjunction ©3 (da) (and)

with homogenous members in the Georgian language, the more
difficult and precise the regularity of adapting the vowels s (a) and b
(&) to homogenous members is according to specific situations in the

segmented-dismembered Tsovatush language. The great difference
in the present case unequivocally indicates the circumstance that the
examined peculiar model with the vowel-suffix while connecting the
homogenous members is inherently of Tsovatush language and has
nothing to do with interferential processes.
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With regard to this, the question naturally arises: Today, in
the conditions of extremely violent active overbilingualism, against
the background of inextricable borrowed conjunctions and simple
models of connection of homogenous members of the Georgian
language realized through them, what protects the rather complicated
Tsovatush archaic model of the connection of the same members?

An unambiguous answer to the question is difficult. We
think several factors should be crucial here:

One reason must be a huge systemic difference between
these two models of connecting homogenous members, which in all
cases complicates the switching process;

The second is that the Tsovatush model of connecting the
homogenous members, assembled on short suffixes, creates a simpler
intonation model for production of sentences than we have in the
case of conjunction s (da) (and) as a separate word with the

separating intonation in the Georgian language, which is a great
advantage for verbal language;

The third protective factor, as in all other cases, is obviously
the tradition of use here as well.

As we have mentioned in the list of conjunctions above, the
grouping of homogenous members in the Tsovatush language is done
through the conjunction NG (le) (if) as an independent word. This
conjunction unites only two homogenous members, according to
which we can already see an exact Georgian model, which, along
with its own vowel-suffix system, is clearly the input of the Georgian
language in the Tsovatush language.

For comparison:

1. Tsovatush: ,,béodn 9 oabé‘/aQE(ﬁ, zpogn @ ((jmgm[’ —
""JQOB mdgh Qoé“ (staki le pstujno, qajni le qond — uma’ ujs dar);

Georgian: ,,do(jo o jOQno, 8mkvz]60 o okmqnaoqbéggo -
ygges oj oam“ (kaci tu kali, moxuci tu axalgazrda — qvela ik iqo);
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(a man or a woman, old or young — everyone was there).
2. Tsovatush: ,,?)V{];n 9 G%oBo, Q’)ogo{go g Q}QBVZ]PS

Jqobfieq bob Eqsb39a™ (CUhi le nwa’i, laqisi le laxus kujrelé nax
‘edaxker);

Georgian: ,,dab o 60480), SOQQQ o QOBQO jmé‘?o@olj
Bo@ko obl‘)g{)o“ (8in tu garet, mayla tu dabla korgilis xalxi isxda) (at

home or outside, upstairs or downstairs, the wedding people were
sitting).

The large principal difference that we have between the
models of combined sentences created with the participation of the
two Tsovatush grouping conjunctions discussed above indicates that
we are dealing with the own and borrowed models of grouping of
homogenous members.

In the combined sentence of the Tsovatush language, like the
Georgian language, a separate group is formed by disjunctive
conjunctions. It is interesting that in the conjunctions of this group,
there is only one that belongs to the Tsovatush language: R (le-
le) (either-or).

For example:

1. ! 30;:’)6\ moagmh ols lﬁoja, g Fo&b 80(/38015 abaéa““ (le
hal6 tagjos is sakm, le sarn vatvas eseré) (I will either do this, or I
will get out of here).

2. ,,béod g g\)d’gv(jﬁl(gg@m BJV 30605, @9 g\)oarﬁggvasl{ag(nm“ (stak
le dicujslo vec vaga, le davicujslo) (A man must either be with the
living or with the dead).

3. ! g{)a(g ljj, | dsd Bodm& Lok (le des s&, le mam
xatog sox) (Either believe me or do not ask me anything).

As we have mentioned, we also have conjunctions of the

same group translated from Georgian. These are:
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3"% - 36% (macq - macq) (now ... now ...), Q’E]BZ]; -
@888‘3 (le’eh - le’eh) (even if...), A4S - dymps (tqo’a - tqo’a)
(even ... even...).

As expected, these conjunctions show a complete analogy
with the corresponding conjunctions of the Georgian language both
etymologically and in terms of usage. For example:

L vgpgd dod bog 309 woggd Joped s (leehy pheh
xa’ vaxd, le’eh kalik yob) (You can either settle in the village, or go
to the city);

2. ,,Q(Z)m 9033 @V%ah 3&% goab® Ba@mé, Sa%
63@380%00({)3651 33%34“ (dro jika lagmres magq zagno xetor, macq
televizorego hecur) (To pass the time, the patient sometimes read a
book and sometimes watched TV);

3. ,,(580;85 asaesls Bagcﬁl‘) 3000% éongéaa, 68‘“83
Bodro(sbmsls mbogg@lodgde bmodhge” (t90°a jajlas ge¢ox hatx
‘amdarev, tqo’a caricxolas universiteti studétey) (I will even be
ahead of others in my studies, I will even enrol as a student at the
University).

Despite the abovementioned, cases of repeated untranslated
introduction of the same conjunctions are already recorded in the
Tsovatush language, which became characteristic of the period of
highly developed overbilingualism. Similar disjunctive conjunctions
introduced without translation are as follows:

3de - gde (0id - gid) (whether ... or ...), 372935 ~ 3°°93
(kidec - kidec) (even ... even ...), ofo - ovfo (tad - tad) (either ...
or...).

Today, in the speech of young Tsovatush people, one will
encounter combined sentences with the same disjunctive
conjunctions whether translated or not.

For example:
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I.  Conjunction is translated

,,680’183 goo&bg{)ml} glfagagog{)mg QS—BVUQISS, 686183
Qobg@mab gaﬁab Qo%o‘%a“ (tqo’a nipsdos musebado$ de-bujsa,
tqo’a jaxalates gecox yazisxv) (I will even spend day and night
working, and | will even live better than others)

Il.  Conjunction is borrowed without translation

,,dogaﬁ Eooah;?mh 3”8(386053(“(3 QS—&UQIJS, (']OQ(‘.]G
Qow@mab 33€als Qo%o%a“ (kidec nipsdos musebados dé-bujsa,
kidec jaxalates gecox yazisxv) (I will even spend my time working

day and night, and | will even live better than others).

Clearly, the parallelism of translated and borrowed
conjunctions without translation is usually followed by prevailing
untranslated conjunctions in the combined sentence, unless there has
been a complete shift from the Tsovatush language to the Georgian
one before. Obviously, foreign influence is observed in both cases of
borrowings: when we translate the required conjunction, and when
we invariably import it from the source language, but the difference
between these two types of borrowings is significant: in the first
case, the prestige of the native language of a bilingual resolves
the issue, while in the second case, the prestige of the source
language.

Alternative conjunctions form the 11l group of conjunctions
connecting homogenous members of a combined sentence. This time
it is noteworthy that almost all the alternative conjunctions used in
the combined sentence of the Tsovatush language are imported from
Georgian without any translation. These conjunctions are: ds (ma)

(but), 3o66a3 (magram) (but), km@mm (xolot) (whereas), 3° (ki) (as
for/even), a @i (oyod) (only), m'/(r]g(jo (tumca) (though).

The listed conjunctions, as a rule, oppose homogenous
members to each other. The combined sentence assembled with the
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mentioned conjunctions has a refined look in the Tsovatush language
today and shows a complete analogy with Georgian according to its
order.

The most widely used of these alternative conjunctions is the
conjunction ds (ma), which is an abbreviated version of the Georgian
conjunction 3"6‘5’"3 (magram) (but). The special frequency of its use
and the shortest possible length indicate that its borrowing took place
at an early stage of bilingualism; We have, for example:

1. ,,goQégalﬁ QOZJB gﬁ{gagogm, ds BUQ’%OIJ do‘;dmr aamg(ﬁ“
(majrmes dug musebado, ma xelpas kackd evobo) (Mariam works
hard but gets paid little);

2. ,,ZSom,VoE, ds Qog%v{]é B‘UQBS Qomﬂé oqngou (bataqi, ma
lamzur bujsa later alni) (It is a moonless but beautiful night in
Alvani).

In the last stage of bilingualism, the conjunction ds (ma)
(but) has been established in the form of 3¢6éa8 (magram) (but) in
the Tsovatush language. We have:

1. ,,800’)%)02 366%03 Qﬁoaqb'/an/)n 5'/{]{11&5 g:')omoaé bqogn“ (batCT,
magram lamzuri bujsa later alni) (It is a moonless but beautiful
night in Alvani);

2. ,,jfz]QéquaL‘: le}, goaéag ;(oacnk’)o[’ 3™ aonb“ (kujrglex
v0s, magram letxa co vayos) | will go to the wedding but I will not
dance).

The use of other conjunctions of the same group is quite
productive as well in the modern Tsovatush language. For example:

1. ,,Q’)OQ@EOI} gokﬂﬁagg 303 Qé@m(g, bmg{nmm gmg@mb
BoB&QaBoh“ (lajtnas mixujn gav dacos, xolot bolos nanbadinas) (I
helped Mikho to harvest the field, but I finally regretted it);
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2. ,,Q’)béVém aqu, BSQ(%O, mqm{Q 80(30[; 353 g:oov;smm“
(lapcat ezo, badri, oydd vasin mam lacdot) (Children, go play in the
yard, but do not hurt each other);

3. ”Sj mtgéot; ijVJQ Qmm,oov, %o% do 801%50 Qm%dam“ (Vé
osti” kocuj dotat, ¢a¢ ki boc¢ki joxkat) Pour the wine into the kvevri
(a clay jug) again, and put the chacha in the barrel);

4, ,,QS—%U{]Q]\SS gocalﬁggmls, doombob 36&6 3™ magg:ﬁgod L™
(de-bujsa nipsdos, batxax maic co teblmak sd) (I spend day and

night, but the I still fail to manage it all).

Consistent discussion-contrasting of conjunction models of
different functions of the combined sentence of the modern
Tsovatush language with the combined sentences of the appropriate
type of the Georgian language shows that this language has
preserved its own archaic model of the combined sentence only
in a form of vowel-suffix system; In all other cases, there is a
well-borrowed  Georgian-language model of connecting
homogenous members by means of an independent word.

Today, at the last stage of bilingualism, when the Georgian
connective conjunctions of the sentences or the homogenous
members arbitrarily enter and settle in the Tsovatush language
without any translation, not a single case of breaking their own
archaic vowel suffix system, as well as replacing it with the Georgian
one, has been recorded. Here, too, as it has been observed in
morphology, the question arises regarding the existing free space in
the borrowing language in relation to processes of influence.
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82. Compound sentence

In the Tsovatush language as well as in Georgian, the
compound sentence is either with or without conjunction. The
scientific literature has suggested that “connection without
conjunction is of an earlier period in languages than connection with
conjunction” (Meiie, 1938: 17). It is assumed that in the early stages
of development, simple sentences included in the complex sentence
one after another were formed in languages without any special
linking. The intonation, the tense and the mood of the verb, the
substantive interrelationship between the parts of the sentence are
crucial when joining the simple sentences without a conjunction.

A complex compound sentence without a conjunction is
widely used in both spoken language and written sources of the
modern Tsovatush language. There are several typical cases of
linking parts of a compound sentence without a conjunction. We
have such a linking when the parts of a compound sentence express
the sequence of events, or their opposition by content, or even a list
of simultaneous events.

For example:

I.  We have a sequence of events:

» do&b Qol’)a“ b&o&‘n, Jodab Qa‘;Q‘)Q’é &, mm,,a“ Q’)ogqblz]ﬂ/‘: g{)m}&“
(Sarn jaxg& stabo, sarn dehdali ‘a, ot& lamzur doha) (Autumn has

passed, winter has passed, a beautiful spring has come).

A given combound sentence without a conjunction consists
of three simple sentences and expresses a sequence of events. In the
given case of clause coordination, a general regularity is revealed,
according to which the correspondence of exact forms of verb tense,
aspect and mood in the same simple sentences is characteristic. In
our verified example, all verbs have an indicative mood, past tense
and screeve — aorist.
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Il.  We have opposition by content of events:
’ !/Z]aotj 30@(’*‘1 300';[:;(71(% bvz]oaéaaojéj‘ Vorgﬁ‘) 3/0(336 33603 quaoa,
63,0 80(‘]3@ aobgmé 30@ 6(0 380)‘,'/8(3“ (’urna’ h,alé qit,nor Supremakré

~v v

¢ico hasen pativ jla, cha mikel visnor hal co getus) (Everyone stood

from the table in honour of the new guest, only Mikheil remained
sitting).

I1l.  We have a description-listing of simultaneous events:

,,Vap\h@o Qoé, ’v(v]goB (Qan Vag?xﬁ% jnoaagoq»oé, ﬂoéaaojsb
Gmgags Qg@&]é“ (celti dar, uma’ suj cenbox kipebalar, saremakax
comena lelger) (It was the New Year, everyone was having fun in
their homes, no one was walking in the streets anymore).

An interesting situation in terms of foreign language
influence is revealed in the combination of simple or combined
sentences during the coordination with a conjunction. It is known
that complex compound sentences are more often found in spoken or
written speech with linking their simple or combined sentences with
a conjunction, because in the case of conjunction their content
interrelationships are more expressed.

Particular attention is paid to the fact that in the Tsovatush
language, as well as in Georgian, the equating of the functional-
content relations that we have, on the one hand, between the
homogenous members of the combined sentence, and, on the other
hand, between the equal simple sentences in the complex compound
sentence, is performed with mathematical accuracy. In this
particular case, there is a general linguistic universal of the
simplification and equalization of the identical events.

Exactly this universality explains the fact that the Tsovatush
language uses conjunctions of the same three groups — own,
translated from Georgian, and borrowed without translation, to
connect simple sentences of a compound sentence of equal function,
which has already been observed above in relation to some members
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of a combined sentence. We have in mind the connective
conjunctions of all three groups used in the combined sentence with
the above function: grouping, disjunctive, and alternative
conjunctions.

For visualization, here, we will invariably present the table
of already examined and characterized connective conjunctions of
the combined sentence of the modern Tsovatush language, where the
conjunctions of this language are provided separately, both own,
translated from Georgian or borrowed without translation.

We have:

I. Grouping conjunctions:

1. Own: vowel suffixes s (a) and i (&) (and);

Separately standing conjunction — @9 (le) (if)
I1. Disjunctive conjunctions:
1. OWN: g - qog (le - le) (either-or)

2. Translated: 35% - 35% (magq - magq) (now ... now ...),
Q‘)agaa - Q’Z]BU; (16’61’]7 - le’eh) (CVCI’I lf), éamBS - éamBS (tqo,é_l -

tqo’a) (even ... even ...).

3. Borrowed without translation: ade - gde (gid - gid)
(whether ... or ...), ovfo - oo (tad - tad) (either ... or ...),
30R98°G ~ 30986 (kidevac - kidevac) (even ... even ...).

I11. Alternative conjunctions:

1. Borrowed without translation: 3ds (ma) (but), 3°6"”°3
(magram) (but), hmq»mm (xolot) (whereas), 3° (ki) (as for/even).

Due to the close resemblance to the connection of
homogenous members of a combined sentence with conjunctions, we
will not discuss the specific models of the connection of simple
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sentences with conjunctions included in the subordinate sentence
separately, we will only provide examples. We have:

1. ,,80(3015 3(*)4 Q’)a:ﬂ)mé—a, Sbs oo 88bdé°b“ (Va§a5 qor
lehbor-¢, as kalti bexkras) (The brother was picking apples and |
was placing them in the basket).

2. T ‘5‘3 Qms obs S&Qéo 303 Qb@éﬁ, 9 30[ ols jmmgmb
jmnr/)m(?)“ (le ah yob txa midri gav daca, le ga as kotbos korto)
(Either you go to the field today to harvest, or | will do it
tomorrow).

3. ggd Ued byfdorggd ol Ao, aogpgd U 3o 399k 2996
QolﬁSQﬂ“ (le’eh, s6 cukbadeb is tard, le’eh se kackuj¢ jasen disal) (It
does not matter, either you give me that ring, or give it to my sister).

4, ,,63Q aoQQa(g o hmacﬁ og:')‘vagg, ?)‘fQ d‘UQBQa(H“ (oid
vajyes al' sogo alujn, gid kujxyes) (You can tell me either in your
own language or in Georgian).

5. ,,QOmlﬁﬁéj ©g Qoé, ds ggoBo PBendroad oa(gag:d Qs
(matx=ré de dar, ma nwa’i zoraj$ psel jar) (It was a sunny day but it
was very cold outside).

6. ,,ols ols bojg 3,0@61 mo&me, limq»mm 303’056(71 k)ot;ommoo“ (as
is sakm hal6 tagjos, xolot mahago xa’itot) (I will do it but do not tell

anyone else).

Due to the specifics of the compound sentence, a fourth
group was added to the three groups of connective conjunctions in
Georgian, these are conjunctions that mean similarity: o[;-'(v] (anu) (that
is), g- o (e. i.) (ie). A sentence joined by these types of conjunctions

is a clarification or explanation of the previous simple sentence or
sentences.
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There are no conjunctions of similarity in the speech of the
older Tsovatush people. In the proper situation, the expression
adapted to the similarity was used: ”89(3(5 @, 83 (uhst da, me) (so).

For example:

1. ,,o§, ols Qs 3t hojg éagmk ao(naoQQm, "an‘gé 3, 38 Lmb 3™
ma‘Qa“ (ah’ is jaq® sakm gecox valbadjo, uhs§t da, me sox co tese)
(You entrust the task to someone else, so (i.e.) you do not trust me).

2. ,,Bogbqoab 8°Q’T]l” Va Qo% Qal’;dﬁu, "JQ(Q(S ©3, 33 anérﬂgg
Gmgags 6"3@(’"2]5“ (bajsles valux ca dah dexko, ujst da, me latujn
comena gudal?) (Basili sells the house due to the debt, so that no one

turned out to be a helper).
Recently, during the period of Tsovatush-Georgian
overbilingualism, both Georgian conjunctions of similarity — g- o (e.

i.) (ie) and °G”<'J (anu) (that is // or) have been established without any

changes in the speech of the young Tsovatush generation.
For example:

1,53 dmpm ehed Bgmgambdsq (sm 3salbgdsomaq b, g
o. QémsaB 83%1‘ Jnbd 8015(53“ (ah, bolo droh teleponmak co
pajsxebadoge sO, e.i. drohe’ veces hoxi qastd) (You are no more
answering the phone lately, i.e. I have to move away).

2., Bmésad asba oguqbo“ Soguc?u 2§ Qogmgc?u, g o aoQE Q’)m"z]g
3 aabaod“ (zoraj$ jand alzd halo jgjalino, e. i. vajn loum co
baxmak) (Alazani has been overflowed, that is, we will not be able
to ride horses in the mountain).

3. ,,Qmoaégob 60;3015060;30 mfaéoB 3/0;:0("0 QbéQoab, o[;va bsbd
©6E 6m3$633 dsa” (mtavrbas gadasaxadi osti’ hala jagjig, anu
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naxi dard cohaghe bag) (The government has increased taxes again,
that is, nobody cares about the people any more).

§3. The syntax of complex subordinate sentence

in terms of interference

In the Tsovatush language today, two systems of simple
sentence subordination operate simultaneously: their own and
assimilated from Georgian language. The Georgian system is active
among those who speak this language, while their own is forgotten
due to the influence of the borrowed system.

The biggest feature of the old Tsovatush system of
subordination is that the functional interrelationship of the verb
forms of the main and dependent clauses is not determined by the
conjunctions presented as separate or independent words, as we have
in Georgian language, but by the subordinate suffixes attached to the
specific tense form of the verb. In modern Tsovatush language, three
types of dependent clauses are organized based on the subordinate
suffixes of the mentioned type, such as: the circumstantial dependent
clause of time, the circumstantial dependent clause of reason, and the
conditional dependent clause.

In the modern Tsovatush language, the ancient model of the
subordination of sentences is presented in the form of a
circumstantial dependent clause of time, where the predicate
expresses not tense but only an aspect. As known, in the verb “the
formation of the tense category was preceded by the aspect”
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(Tchumburidze, 1986: 3). It is this ancient situation that is preserved
in this type of subordinate sentence of the Tsovatush language.

The sentence depending on the circumstantial modifier of
time is expressed according to the specific situation by two different
suffixes attached to the base of the verb: 'P’Z] (¢e) and -9 (8). From
them, -Ka (Ce) is attached only to fully-perfective forms of the verb
and expresses the full aspect of the action without time.
Consequently, it can express only two tenses: past and future. Which
of the following two tenses is expressed in a particular case of a
dependent clause is specified according to the verb tense of the main
sentence: if the verb of the main sentence is in the past tense, the
tense of the verb of the dependent clause is expected to be in the past
tense as well, and when the verb of the main sentence is in future
tense, the tense of the verb of the dependent clause is in the future
tense as well.

For example, let us compare:

a) ,,god(‘h 3UB'g<‘J’ ben vagb aoéoba{‘ (nikd ve’-&e, so ujs
varaso) (When Niko came, | was there) (The verb tense is past).

b) ,,godr?m aag—ga, b !'Z]Qlj l’)OQ’)“”Jl.S(?)“ (niko6 ve’-Ce, SO Ujs
xilusd) (When Niko comes, | will be there) (The verb tense is

future).

In the given examples, the same form of verb gqp-B9 (ve-ge)
was translated in the first example as past tense and in the second
example as future tense.

In the analogous cases, the left open present tense forms of
the dependent clauses are produced with the suffix -9 (8). The

circumstantial suffix -3 (8) is attached to only the imperfect aspect

stem of the verb, due to which it can express only the present tense,
or the imperfect aspect forms of the past tense.
For example, let us compare:
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a) ,,g{)bg{) ]Jogbmvz]kéaqoj aon—‘g, ols glfag] 3&s&obmls” (dad
samsouxrelé vayo-§, as ¢uh bwarixos) (When dad comes home from

work, | am at home) (The verb tense is present).

b) OO boabmvgkéag@j 3°Q"‘“3’ ols ’%"33/ 3Fséobdsls” (dad
samsouxrelé vayo-s, as ¢uh bowarixras) (When dad would come home
from work, I used to be at home) (The verb tense is past).

We have the same situation in these dependent clauses with -
9 (8) suffix in terms of verb tense, which was confirmed in the above

dependent clause with -Ka (¢e) suffix. In the other two types of

dependent clauses, that is, in the dependent propositions with the
circumstantial modifiers of purpose and condition, the situation is
relatively simple, because the adverbial suffixes here are already
attached to ready-made verb forms of a certain tense and it is no
longer necessary to compare/equalize the verb tense of the dependent
clause with the verb tense of the main clause. In this case, this
principal difference in the matter of base of the verb of the dependent
sentence clearly shows that there is an event of a relatively late stage
in the development of the Tsovatush language.

The subordination of the content of the circumstantial
modifier of the cause is already expressed by the suffix 'g"(r]Q (Cuj)

attached to the specific tense form of the verb.
Let us compare:
a) Verb forms of a specific tense without a suffix:
1. Present tense: dgemien (mel'd) (drinks).

2. Future tense: dsgran (mal’d) (will drink).
3. Past tense: dsqw'q (mel?) (drank).

b) Forms of the same verbs of specific tense with
subordinating suffix:

1. Present tense: 38’(""g"<‘]‘1 (mel-¢uj) (because he drinks).
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2. Future tense: 86@‘-&3;1 (mal-¢uj) (because he will drink).

3. Past tense: 3a@j-8van (mel@ -¢uj) (because he drank).

For example:

1. ,,g{)‘/{]é 8j aow‘j—g'ﬂn, o@odrﬁ bndroaTa Qb.} abkm['“ (duq Ve
mal&-¢&uj, iliko zorajsi dah vaxi) (Because he drank a lot of wine,
lliko got drunk).

2. ,,QVZJB 335 gaQ‘—g"(-]_Q, oo 3@ 3/0(38() 6(*13,058 83%81“ (dug vé
mel-&uj, iliko hasey cohane vexo) (Because he drinks a lot, no one

invites lliko).

We have a similar model of form production in the case of a
conditional dependent sentence: the base here again is the specific
tense form of the verb, and the subordinating suffixes are -3, _384 ©>

-Baaaé (h, -her and -Ceher). Each of the listed suffixes expresses a

different condition with a certain nuance, which the performance of
the action expressed by the verb in the main sentence depends on. If
the suffix -3 (h) equals the oy (tu, provided) (if) conjunction of the

Georgian conditional dependent clause, then _384 (-her) performs
the function of the Georgian conjunction émd (rom) (but, that,
while), -83386 (-Ceher) is complex and has the function of combined
conjunctions o (tu) (if, provided) and &md, o é&md (rom, tu rom)

(but, that, while, provided that).
For example:

1. ,,Ebgbh Qéab@gogx\)ﬁzm—s bmk, nb bbjg Vaa%aag@om 30@&
msgoml” (Nanas davalbadjo-h, sox, is saqm ue¢velat halo tagjos) (If
mother gives me a task, | will definitely do it).

2. ,,g{)oqu ogonglz]ﬁl Qobv‘j—aaé, 835388 Qo&m" 3mh08\>g<n
QQQ‘OGQaéOmaaQE“ (vazé¢ amiduj disu-her, vengev jaqd mosaval
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jalinjaratvajn) (If the weather remained good, the vineyard would
give us a great harvest).

3. ,,Qo%oil éoggo_gaaaé, bobmab mbagqg@liad gk héoéj@m
Qogo‘%mggoaggoé“ (yazis ‘amdi-ceher, ninujn universitete stip&dia
danisnodjienjar) (Provided Nino had studied well, she would have
received a scholarship).

Examining-studying the examples shows that this is not a
fully developed and complete system of subordination, it is a
long-standing but unfinished structure of subordination of
simple sentences, the further development and expansion of
which was prevented by the violent, ready-made, comprehensive
system of the Georgian language.

The refined system established today in the Georgian
language has a subordination of sentences, which is fundamentally
different from the subordinate system of the Tsovatush language.
The shared functions of the conjunction and correlation included in
one subordinate suffix of the Tsovatush language are distributed with
the mathematical accuracy in the Georgian language between two
independently represented words, namely, the conjunction and the
correlate member. The Tsovatush language system of subordination
of sentences is also somewhat complicated by the forms of the verb
aspect that can be specified according to tense.

This complexity of the subordination system of the sentences
of the Tsovatush language obviously will not hinder the thinking and
speech process of those for whom the language is native and spoken
since childhood. For Tsovatush, as a spoken language, the advantage
in this case is the fact that in terms of time and energy required to
pronounce it, its own system of subordination is much shorter and
more compact than Georgian. These are all areas of general theory
and have little to do with interferential processes. The facts show that
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in the case of long unilateral bilingualism, the grammatical model of
the source language always wins in the end.

In this case, the influence of the Georgian language was
facilitated by the fact that the process of creating a subordinate
system in the Tsovatush language is not over and we have only three
types of subordination of sentences, while in the Georgian language
this process has long fbeen inished and the number of dependent
clause types is 15.

1. Subject-dependent clause;

Direct object-dependent clause;

3. Indirect object-dependent clause;

4. Simple object-dependent clause;

5. Attributive-dependent clause;

6. Adverbial modifier of time-dependent clause;

7. Adverbial modifier of place-dependent clause;

8. Adverbial modifier of circumstance-dependent clause;

9. Adverbial modifier of cause-dependent clause;

10. Adverbial modifier of reason-dependent clause;
11. Predicate-dependent clause;

12. Condition-dependent clause;

13. Concessive dependent clause;

14. Consequence-dependent clause;

15. Dependent clause by relation to main clause.

The first eleven types of the given list of dependent clauses
play the role of any particular member of the main sentence, or even
explain and clarify the general meaning of the member conveyed by
the demonstrative pronoun or adverb in the main sentence. As for the
subordinate relation of the same dependent clause to the main one,
this function is performed by the subordinate conjunctions of these
relative pronouns and adverbs.

We have a different situation in the case of the last four types
of dependent clauses in this respect. These dependent clauses already
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refer not to any particular member of the main clause, but are
substantively related to the main clause as a whole, which is why
there is no need for correlations in the main clause or relative
pronouns or adverbs in the dependent clause. The whole specificity
of the subordinate relationship is expressed this time by the special
subordinate conjunctions. It is natural that in this case different types
of dependent clauses are connected to the main sentences with
different subordinate conjunctions, but we have an interesting
exception to this general rule in Georgian, that is, a conjunction that
is used with all types of dependent clauses — is the conjunction émd

(rom) (that // but). Obviously, for this reason it is the most common
subordinate conjunction in this language.

During the long-lasting bilingualism, the Tsovatush language
transferred with amazing accuracy the entire Georgian system of
subordinating simple sentences in its syntax. Of the more than fifteen
types of dependent clauses listed above, all are more or less common
in this language today. To do this, based on its own lexical inventory,
it translated and carefully adapted its lexical items to the correlations
of the subordinate sentence of the Georgian language or to the
relative pronouns and adverbs. As for its own subordinate
conjunctions, it has only one: Gmaa 3 (cohek) (otherwise), all the

others are borrowed, these are: éodo (raki) (since/because), g 30
(tuki) (if), 3des( (gidac) (even if), dommd (mitom) (as if // as
though), Ls63 (sanam) (unless/until), s (ma) (&e3) (but // that), 35
(me) (if // that), gaaéog (magram) (but // that).

For visuals, we will name some subordinate sentences of the
Tsovatush language with different types of dependencies.

For example:

1. Subject-dependent clause:
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,,ZSOGBOQW*A ggo&mr éacﬁ Q’)aag{)mé, 38 ng{)oh Z')Sgearf/) th/)d
L‘)QBQM(Z)OQ')(?)“ (bacbilo daqd ‘wep levdor, meé dadas bader ajrk

xa’dorald) (It was considered a great shame in Tusheti if a father put
his son in his lap).

2. Indirect object-dependent clause:

ol Qogmd mBVUQE gvgj&ogmb 1585 2]‘56[;&’ 306:‘] Qodéag Bodrﬁ
30@# (as dac¢ok oqujn ¢ukbados s& zagnd, hane dakres xat6 hald)
(I will only give my book as a present to someone who reads it

carefully).
3. Circumstantial modifier of place-dependent clause:

,,6513 Qo(jgo(j 3,(*:5 mlﬁo, gogga 6513 QoanS“ (C(_)m dacmak h6
osi, mi¢he com divéda) (You cannot reap anything in the place
where you have not planted anything).

4. Predicate-dependent clause:

,,3m ™ 803,(?1, 60%0(5)80 33 jm Q’)b@)Qnéo L (ho 0 Vah@,
gacirba me ko latdira s6) (You are the one who helped me in my
trouble).

5. Condition-dependent clause:

,,quéoQ(Q goggofsm-?)/, m"(r]do Q({]GOB Qém 15%)08;:»3[; Gm

Smgaoéacggm“ (zorajs nanbadoh, tuki deni’ dro scavlen co

mogmarbadjo) (You will be very sorry if you do not spend all your
time studying).

In addition to the listed single-subordinate clauses, the cases
of consistent subordination in the Georgian language are quite
frequent, when the dependent clause of the main clause is followed
by its own dependent clause, and that one is followed by another one,
etc. There is also a mixed complex sentence in active circulation,
where we have both a clause coordination and subordination
systems. In this case, the situation is simplified by the fact that in
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cases of a simple or of consistent subordination or complex sentence,
the cases of simultaneous coordination and subordination systems are
governed by the same syntactic laws of simple sentences matching
by conjunctions.

As expected, at the last stage of bilingualism in the
Tsovatush language we will encounter consistent subordination of
simple sentences or complex sentences of mixed type, where we
simultaneously have both coordination and subordination.

We have for example:

1. Consistent subordination:

»go33008sasamba  goliglem, ds3bg myby mdpa bob
5804;{)053" Lo, Jobbobs 3835 éogg?)og?on/mb, éodo méon’u% Qvag denlid

93 bolf ool b, by @3 (3m3sby mgdyomaqd” (gakvirbadjajing
jis€so, macné o3xe ostii nax bwardaxé sd, hanxina boa ridbalaras,
raki ogarx dug mosi um xagédar s, uxe dah, cohang le¢qdoger) (1
was surprised when | met people in my family whom 1 avoided all
the time, because | have heard a lot of bad things about them, which

no one was hiding anymore).
2. We have a simultaneous coordination-subordination:

,obs s Vaa&atj QoVn‘; gggamaoéamg 3o go(ﬁam QoBaB, 38
aml’?)”aQ(gg OBGOB 3™ 30&868 80Q;{>8‘3 oQ&UQ as, SOGGS 82‘] aommg 33003
800“ gmd, 33%60;2077000 fe‘ﬁé (3860\30130 ‘gaagoQQm“ (txa ja cqege’ _]aCT
mdgomareob vaj matgo daxe’, mé qd¢ujSn axna’ co makege vajyes
ambuj j$, hanna mé vitom geté vai mot, gec¢najrat dug secdomi

Svebadjo) (Our language is in a very difficult situation today because
even half of us can no longer speak our language, and those who
pretend to know our language make a lot of mistakes).

In the first example, four dependent clauses are joined to the
main clause in a consistent way, while in the second example, we
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have two sentences, each accompanied by dependent clause, which
are joined through coordination.

Clearly, bringing in such a system of interrelationship of
sentences from a foreign language with such precision should have
happened through the gradual support of all levels of influence. The
lack of writing system in the Tsovatush language does not allow us
to specify the duration of this process. The fact that none of the most
closely related languages of the Tsovatush language has this system
of subordination of sentences gives some idea in this regard.

We think that the subordinate conjunction 33 (me) of the
Tsovatush language, which, in our opinion, should represent a
conjunction &md (rom) (that // but) borrowed from the Georgian
language, should provide some information in this regard. At the
earliest stage of development, that is, in the so-called old Georgian
(5M-11" centuries) it was used in the form of Gmdge (romel)
(which), in mid Georgian (12"-18" centuries) it had the form of
émdg (rome), and then in new Georgian (19™-20" centuries), it
established in the shortest form &«d (rom) (that // but). We believe
that the relevant conjunction 33 (me) in the Tsovatush language
could only be obtained from émga (rome) through its abbreviated
borrowing, that is, it happened at some point in the XI-XVIII
centuries. We have a similar situation here, the language borrowed
the conjunction 3%433 (magram) (but) in the form of ds (ma).

The need for its loan should have been caused by special
activity of the comjunction &md (rom) (that // but) in the Georgian
language. As mentioned above, this can be found in almost every
dependent clause of the source language; This is exactly the case in

Tsovatush language today, which is why we believe that the
Georgian model of the subordinate sentence sould have been
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established in Tsovatush language based on 83 (me) (that // but)

conjunction. It is natural that the origin of such a great interfering
novelty, given its number of transitional stages, dates back much
earlier than the 18" century.

We can conclude that today in the Tsovatush language there
are two diametrically different systems of subordination of simple
sentences: own and borrowed from Georgian, that is, introduced by
interferential processes. The Tsovatush subordination system is
based on the special subordinate suffixes, while in Georgian the
same system is built on the subordinate conjunctions represented as
independent words.

An interesting situation in terms of the depth and scale of
interferential processes is revealed by the observation on the age
levels of bilinguals in the process of speaking mother tongue
according to the frequency of these two different systems of
subordination of sentences. An in-depth study of the issue has shown
that the so-called elderly or over 50-year-old bilinguals express the
above-mentioned subordination of adverbial modifier of time, cause,
and condition with only subordinate suffixes, while young people,
that is, those under the age of 50, use only Georgian, in other words,
an independent conjunctional system.

The fact that recent youth know Georgian much better than
their mother tongue has paved the way for Georgian syntax to
replace the Tsovatush one. In this regard, we can conclude that such
an active, powerful influence of the Georgian language syntax on the
proper system of Tsovatush language belongs to the period of
overbilinguism, i.e. the last 50 years.
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Conclusions

1) Tsovatush-Georgian bilingualism represents an action of
sharply expressed one-sided interferential processes: the Georgian
language is a source of influence, while the Tsovatush is an object.
The majority of the Tsovatush people today know Georgian better
than their native language; In many families, Georgian has become
the language of the cradle, while Georgians do not know Tsovatush
at all. The collective nature of bilingualism, the high level of
knowledge of the source language, the high frequency of switching
from code to code, the cultural-political prestige of the Georgian
language, the inequality in terms of writing system, the extreme
contrast in the numerical ratio of the speakers of these languages and
forceful mixed families — this is an incomplete list of contributing
factors that have determined the nature of a given bilingual situation.

It is difficult to find another more favourable combination of
factors governing interferential processes that would create such
optimal conditions for one-sided, deeply pervasive and irreversible
influence, as we have in the case of the Tsovatush-Georgian
bilingualism. A peculiar miniature model of the global processes of
world language contacts is presented in the researched region, the
accelerated paces of which provide us with an opportunity to follow
the dynamics of the dissemination of individual innovations from the
very beginning to an end and give a reasoned answer to a number of
controversial questions in general linguistics.

2) Tsovatush-Georgian bilingualism has gone through four
stages of development:

I — the period of poorly developed individual bilingualism
with low level of proficiency of the source language;

Il — the period of poorly developed collective bilingualism
with low level of proficiency of the source language;
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111 — the period of universal collective bilingualism that is the
ideal bilingualism;

IV — the last period of universal bilingualism that is the
extremely developed bilingualism, the so-called overbilingualism,
when the knowledge of the source language exceeds the knowledge
of the native language.

The nature of bilingualism and the level of knowledge of a
foreign language was changing according to the periods of
bilingualism, at the same time the processes of foreign language
influence became more and more widespread, the scale and depth of
interference increased. In the first and second periods, the influence
was mainly on the lexical level, and in the third and fourth periods,
the interference spread to the whole horizontal section of the
Tsovatush language.

3) The influence of the source language, as everywhere,
began in the Tsovatush language with lexis. The modest process of
borrowing individual words to fill in the gaps or the “white spots”
that began in the first period of bilingualism, was replaced in later
periods by the unprecedented attack of foreign words. A clear picture
of what happened is that almost half of available 5,808 units in the
lexical fund of the Tsovatush language in the recent period of
bilingualism are Georgian (2143 words) or have entered through the
Georgian language.

4) In terms of lexical influence, the 4™ period, the so-called
‘era of overbilingualism’ is distinguished with special activity. At
this time, knowledge of the Georgian language, which is superior to
the native language, as well as its high socio-political prestige, has a
detrimental effect on the words of the fund of the Tsovatush
language. The greatest feature of this period of bilingualism is the
intensive referencing of words of the same meaning to the local
words of the source language for parallel use. This is the newest
peculiar layer of lexical borrowings, and we refer to it as lexical
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parallels. Acquiring such a parallel over time leads to the archaism of
the local word and means that it is on the path of its inevitable loss. It
is noteworthy that out of 3665 Tsovatush words in the Kadagidzes’
dictionary, 2565 units with the right of parallel use already have the
Georgian word of the same meaning.

5) Significant in terms of language mobility and resilience is
the fact that the forceful tendency to replace local words with foreign
parallels creates an insurmountable barrier with a rather large layer
of the most frequently used words in the main lexical fund of the
Tsovatush language. Even now, in the last period of bilingualism,
when the irreversible process of switching bilinguals to Georgian has
already begun, the 1080 Tsovatush words included in the
Kadagidzes’ dictionary remain without any lexical parallel. This
material from the Tsovatush language once again confirms the well-
known statement of general linguistics that “every language has a
certain layer of vocabulary that rivals the most enduring elements of
phonetics and morphology with its resilience to the borrowing
process.”

6) The seemingly unmanageable process of borrowing words
through lexical parallels demonstrates a certain regularity, which
becomes clear when we look at parts of speech in terms of
borrowings. At this time, the systematic nature of the lexical fund of
the language is clearly observed, which is manifested in the given
case by the fact that at different levels of bilingualism, parallelisms
adapt different parts of speech with different openness. For example,
pronouns and postposition still represent the completely locked
systems for the borrowing, while nouns were the earliest and most
widely used to initiate their own borrowings and parallelisms.

7) All types of lexical borrowings, which are well known in
general linguistics, have been confirmed in the Tsovatush language.
We have both classes of borrowed words and substituted borrowings
with corresponding subgroups that are created by their own
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borrowed words, hybrid borrowings, calques, and extended
borrowings. Based on the recent data of Tsovatush-Georgian
bilingualism, another subgroup of lexical borrowings should be
added to the listed subgroups, which can be called “narrowed”
borrowings. We refer to quite frequent cases when the meaning of
the words of the borrowing language is narrowed and expelled from
certain contexts under the influence of the “excess” of the content of
the relevant words of the source language. The loss caused by such
“excess” is specific in that it is directly related to the structure of the
thinking model of the source language and is characteristic only for
the high level of bilingualism.

8) Interference develops with precise regularity at all levels
of the language hierarchy, and the phonological system makes no
exceptions. As long as bilingualism is individual and the level of
knowledge of the source language is low, bilinguals change or
correct the sound cover of borrowed words according to the
phonological model of their own language. Exact correspondence is
established between the phonological rules of the Tsovatush
language and the rules of adaptation of the sound cover of words
borrowed at the initial stage of bilingualism. Significant in this
regard is the fact that all the differences that are evidenced in the
word patterns and the rules of sound distribution of the two
languages have manifested themselves in the process of word
borrowing.

The meticulous accuracy with which borrowed words in the
early stages of bilingualism are influenced by the phonological
model of the words of the borrowing language, suggests that by
contrasting the phonological models of the languages in contact, the
expected transformations in the sound cover of the borrowed words
can be accurately predicted, and on the other hand, according to
these transformations, the phonological system of the borrowing
language can be restored with sufficient accuracy.
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9) It is noteworthy that the sound cover of Georgian words,
set on the phonological system of the Tsovatush language, borrowed
in the conditions of individual or weakly developed collective
bilingualism, changes again according to the phonological system of
the source language in terms of contact tightening in the periods of
active collective bilingualism or overbilingualism. The change is
gradual, and its hierarchical character is clearly observed against the
background of fully assimilated, partially assimilated, and unchanged
forms of borrowings of the same word at different times. Such forms
are sometimes found simultaneously in the Tsovatush language as
synonymous and formal parallels of the same word.

10) In the later stages of bilingualism, when the level of
foreign language proficiency is equal to, or already exceeds the level
of native language proficiency, the evaluation of the sound models of
the borrowed words takes place according to the phonological
system of the foreign language as follows: If the connection between
the basic and adapted forms of the previously borrowed words could
have been reduced to almost zero, the urgency for its complete
preservation is now on the agenda. Therefore, a somewhat thorough
discussion of the issues of the influence of the proper system of the
source language based on the phonological system of the borrowing
language means referring to all the discussed rules of adaptation of
the sound cover of the already borrowed words and bringing up the
issue of the regression of each of them. Currently, in the Tsovatush
language, almost all the mandatory requirements for the adaptation
of borrowed words have already been violated.

11) It is worth to note that the forceful lexical borrowings
and the tendency to invariably preserve the sound cover of foreign
words during overbilingualism did not have the proper outcomes in
the phonological models of the words of the borrowing language.
This time in the lexis of the Tsovatush language, two phonological
systems operate simultaneously: one belongs to the borrowing
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language and functions in its own words to this day, and the other
belongs to the source language and is represented in the borrowed
words.

12) Interference, which was limited to lexical influence in
terms of individual bilingualism, was already observed at high levels
of linguistic hierarchy during the collective bilingualism. The
“harmless” influence of the source language, which started with
borrowing lexical items, has led to an attack on the morphological-
syntactic models of the borrowing language under the conditions of
overbilingualism. In this case, it is important that the processes of
foreign influence in this field of grammar are governed by the same
general pattern of reducing to a common denominator of the
languages in contact as observed in the field of phonology and lexis:
In terms of the number of grammatical categories or their expression
in the borrowing language compared to the source language, the
existing difference is bridged by filling in the “blanks” or removing
the “extra”.

13) Against the background of the morphological system of
the Georgian language, the only openess or empty place in the case
paradigm of the Tsovatush language is the lack of marked forms of
vocative case. The openess is partial in the present case, since it lies
only in the external indifference of vocative forms from nominative
ones, while in terms of usage they are distinguished from the same
nominative forms by a special pause, a strong stress, and a different
relation with the members of the sentence. The Tsovatush language
already tried to borrow the proper affix from the Georgian language
for this case two centuries ago, it was a vowel « (0), which resulted

in the formal separation of the vocative case from the rest of the
cases. Nonetheless, the language’s own morphological model soon
took hold, the addressing forms with « (0) formant were taken to the
nominative case, thus, turning the borrowed case sign into a word-
forming suffix and terminating the process of borrowing.
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14) In the system of declension of nouns of the Tsovatush
language, during the confrontation between human and object class
nouns by two different s (s) and 3 (v) formants of the ergative case,

the prevalence is observed in relation to the source language, where
this confrontation is removed and the same suffix functions in both
cases. Today, in the last period of bilingualism, the peculiarity of the
Tsovatush speech of bilinguals of different ages is manifested in the
different attitudes towards the mentioned suffix of the ergative case.
Due to the fact that conscious activity is the prerogative of personal
nouns, the & (s) formant of the human class noun extends the scope

of action, which is fulfilled through the use of conventional parallel
forms. There is a typical case of removing the excess in the
morphology of the borrowing language under the influence of the
source language.

15) The quantitative ratio of deriving formants of plural
number creates a significant difference in the morphology of the
nouns of the Georgian and Tsovatush languages, that is, the existing
excess on the Tsovatush side: in Georgian this function is performed
by one formant, while in the Tsovatush language the number of such
formants reaches ten or more in various nouns. In the Tsovatush
language, as a regular consequence of such an excess, the only
formant of the number o (i), which the Tsovatush language did not

borrow from the source language but which it chose from the own
formants, as the simplest and most compatible phonologically,
begins to be generalized, while the other formants are gradually
forgotten.

16) We have an interesting case of removing the excess in
the morphology of nouns of the Tsovatush language in comparison
with the source language even when the process of uniting the
separate noun classes of man and woman into a new common class
has already begun during the period of collective bilingualism. The
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change has so far only affected common nouns, and hence only a
certain group, in which the enrolment of the remaining common
nouns is taking place with remarkable gradual progress. In the
present case of interference, the surprisingly limited gradual nature
of the establishment of morphological novelty is clearly observed,
which strictly adheres to the requirement of the flexibility threshold
of the language when introducing the novelty.

17) Regarding the verb of the Tsovatush language, the
general linguistic provision on the special closeness-boundedness of
this part of speech to interferential processes is fully justified. The
only real empty space in relation to the morphological system of the
Georgian verb was the lack of a voice category on the side of the
Tsovatush verb. All other grammatical categories are common,
though differently expressed, in both languages as much as they are
related. As expected, in the course of time, the Tsovatush adopted
from Georgian, that is, borrowed the entire system of the voice with
its well-known subspecies, which are formed by the verbs of the
active, passive and middle voices. In this case of assimilation, special
attention is paid to the fact that all the formants needed to express a
new grammatical category were derived by the Tsovatush language
from its own inventory, that is, borrowing is also algebraic in this
case.

18) The situation with respect to Georgian can only be
conditionally called an empty place in the category of person of the
Tsovatush language verb. The Tsovatush language system of
expression of subjects or objects in a verb is based on the marks of
class according to which the social value of subjects or objects is
determined, while in the Georgian language the same morphological
category characterizes the same persons according to the identity.
The morphological mechanism of the grammatical class is as
systematic and orderly as it is in the case of the category of person.
Despite this, the Tsovatush language borrowed a new system of
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expression of the person of a verb from Georgian during the second
period of bilingualism. In this way, the Tsovatush language filled the
conditional empty space in the morphological system of its verb with
respect to the source language, resulting in a peculiar pleonasm, or a
dual Tsovatush-Georgian model of expression of the same category,
which even today, in the 4™ period of bilingualism, is still used only
in parallel with its own class system. The Tsovatush language did not
bring formants from the source language for the new morphological
category; Borrowing is algebraic this time as well.

19) A peculiar interferential novelty was observed in the
morphology of the Tsovatush verb in relation to the category of
aspect. In the earlier stages of bilingualism, the Tsovatush language
incorporated borrowed verbs into its own phonological form and
introduced them into its own system of expression of aspect. In the
last 4™ period, the demand for setting a complex phonological model
of the borrowings of the Tsovatush language has already
disappeared, and the borrowing language has found it difficult to
include the aspect of the borrowed verbs in its own model of
derivation. For this reason, in the recent period of bilingualism, the
Georgian system based on the verb prefixes of the expression of
aspect was introduced in the Tsovatush language only for the
borrowed verbs.

20) It has been repeatedly stated in the literature that “not all
elements of a linguistic system can pervade from one language to
another in the same way: it is common, for example, in lexis, quite
common in the field of sound system and syntactic constructions, but
extremely limited in morphology” (Meiie). The given view on the
depth and scale of the pervasion of interferential processes in the
field of morphology is completely justified by the materials of
Tsovatush-Georgian bilingualism. From this point of view, the
following circumstance is the most suggestive: only one (verb voice)
of the three attempts to fill in the empty spots in the noun and verb
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morphology of the Tsovatush language under the influence of the
Georgian language has been established to the end, the second
category (person category) still enjoys the right of parallelism only
with the class category, and borrowing of the third category
(vocative case) was soon reconsidered by the language. As for the
also limited number of attempts of elimination of the existing excess
in the morphology of the borrowing language under the influence of
the source language, they still enjoy the right of parallel use only.

21) The special inaccessibility of the morphological system
to interferential processes is also indicated by the fact that the
Tsovatush language did not borrow a single formant from the source
language to express the types of verb voice and person categories
borrowed to fill in the empty spots for a long period of bilingualism,
the language derived all of them from its own inventory. An
interesting exception in this respect was the borrowed vocative case
together with morphemes for nouns of certain group. The Tsovatush
language soon re-evaluated these forms in terms of necessity,
reinterpreted the case mark as a word-forming formant, and
transferred the finished forms from vocative to nominative case as
independent lexical units, thus ultimately disrupting the process of
borrowing formants.

22) In terms of the viability of the language, the fact that the
Tsovatush language created a new morphological category for the
verbs of the passive voice completely independently during the
highly developed overbilingualism, speaks a lot, according to which
it becomes clear that the subject is voluntarily involved in the action-
inaction process, or vice versa. Equally important is the fact that
neither languages, related to the Tsovatush language, nor non-related
neighbouring languages have this category of verbs. The main thing
is that the Tsovatush language created a new morphological category
when it was in real danger of switching to Georgian and the so-called
intergenerational gap was already going on among those who spoke
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the language. The idea that “language is alive as long as there are
two people that speak it” is justified.

23) It is noteworthy that the more difficult the morphological
interference is fulfilled in languages (with its long periods of initial,
transitional, and final novelty), the faster and more pervasive the
syntactic interference is when it comes to connection of sentences
and functional load. Today in the Tsovatush language, whose
morphology, despite the centuries-long active influence of the
Georgian language, is still original and different from the
morphology of the Georgian language; In terms of sentence
construction and their functional load, almost complete parallelism is
observed with the source language.

24) In terms of syntactic influence, a simple sentence creates
a certain exception, in which we have only one order of main or
second parts, and changes in the structure of the verb at the
morphological level cannot change the sentence model. We have a
different situation in this respect in combined or complex compound
sentence and complex subordinate sentences, where different kinds
of peculiarities may manifest themselves in the matter of
homogenous members and homogenous simple sentences or a
content-form relation of the main and dependent clauses.

25) At the modern level of bilingualism, the interrelationship
models of the homogenous members of combined sentence with
conjunctions in the Tsovatush language are completely similar in
function to the Georgian one, which is why we already have the
same three groups of disjunctive, grouping, and alternative
conjunctions. From these types of conjunctions, the Tsovatush
language has only grouping conjunctions of its own, and typically
these conjunctions are completely different from the Georgian ones;
In the disjunctive conjunctions, there are more units translated from
the Georgian language or that are introduced untranslated, while all
alternative conjunctions are Georgian and are introduced
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untranslated. This situation provides a basis for considering the past
stages of expressing the relationship between the homogenous
members of a combined sentence of this language under the foreign
influence.

26) When discussing interferential processes in relation to a
compound sentence, attention is drawn to the fact that in the
Tsovatush language, as well as in Georgian, equalization-
equiparation of the functional-content relations is performed with
mathematical accuracy, which we have, on the one hand, between
homogenous members of a combined sentence, and on the other
hand, between simple sentences having equal rights in complex
compound sentences. In this particular case, the general linguistic
universal of the reduction to a common denominator and
simplification of identical events emerges.

The fact that the Tsovatush language uses its own, translated
from Georgian or introduced from the Georgian language
untranslated conjunctions of the same three groups in order to
connect simple sentences of equal function in a compound sentence,
which conjunctions have already been observed in relation to
homogenous members of a combined sentence, is based on exactly
this universal. In the combined or compound sentences of the
modern Tsovatush language, two different systems oppose each
other in terms of connection of the simple sentences or homogenous
members with own and borrowed grouping conjunctions. The
Tsovatush system itself is based on suffixes that are attached to a
verb, while the Georgian system is based on conjunctions
represented as independent words.

27) An interesting situation in terms of the depth and scale of
interferential processes is also observed in the field of subordination
of sentences, where own and borrowed systems of subordination
function independently next to each other. This is not the usual
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grammatical parallelism because these systems have sharply
demarcated areas of action.

The most distinguished feature of the Tsovatush system of
subordination itself is that the functional interrelationship of the verb
forms of the main and dependent clauses is not defined by the
conjunctions presented as separate or independent words, as it
happens in Georgian, but by the subordinate suffixes attached to the
specific tense form of the verb. In modern Tsovatush language, three
types of dependent clauses are organized based on these subordinate
suffixes, such as adverbial modifier of time-dependent clause,
adverbial modifier of reason-dependent clause, and condition-
dependent clause. Among them, the ancient model of the
subordination of sentences is presented in the form of adverbial
modifier of time-dependent clause, because here, unlike all other
types of dependent clauses, the predicate expresses not tense but only
an aspect. As it is well known, historically the tense was preceded by
the aspect.

28) The Tsovatush language of the period of collective
bilingualism conveyed with remarkable accuracy the models of
subordination of sentences in its syntax, which created free spaces on
its side in relation to the source language. It is interesting that the
interference in this area of language did not end there. During the
period of overbilingualism, the Tsovatush language also borrowed
the models of subordination with the right of parallel use, which it
had in its own inventory. Out of 15 types of sentence subordination
functioning in this way in Georgian, more or less all of them are used
in this language today. For this purpose, the Tsovatush language
translated and carefully adapted its lexical items to the correlations of
the subordinate sentence of the Georgian language or to the relative
pronouns and adverbs of the same function.

29) Today, at the last stage of bilingualism, when grouping
and subordinating conjunctions of various homogenous members or
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sentences translated from the Georgian language or introduced
directly without any translation arbitrarily enter and settle in the
Tsovatush language, not a single case of replacing one’s own archaic
vowel suffix system with the same function with the Georgian one
has been observed. It is reliably preserved by the centuries-old
tradition of using and by a significant advantage of verbal language,
which, in terms of the time and energy required to pronounce it, a
vowel suffix communication system has compared to a conjunctional
system presented as independent words.

30) It turns out that language resilience or adaptability to
innovation has a certain limit, so it is inadmissible to make all
possible changes at once. Only after certain realities have been
established or brought into line with the limit of elasticity, as already
released from the language, the new process will be involved in the
interferential processes. At this point, the individual microsystem
behaves as an independent unit in relation to the novelties, and the
variable and unchanged parts act within a single microsystem. This is
the reason why many independent hearths of interference can appear
in a language at the same time. If the Tsovatush-Georgian
bilingualism continues to the end and at any stage there is no
complete shifting of bilinguals to the source language, then the
object of interference will gradually become all the differences in the
borrowing language with respect to the source language.

31) At any level of the language hierarchy, interferential
processes are governed by two requirements:

I) all the “empty” spots of the borrowing language that it has
in relation to the source language, must be filled,;

IT) any “excess” that the borrowing language has in relation
to the source language, must be eliminated.

It is this regularity that determines all the changes that have
been observed in the lexis, phonology, morphology or syntax of the
Tsovatush language in all four periods of bilingualism. In this way,
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obviously, the peculiar equalization takes place in the languages in
contact. This correlation between these two requirements and the
Georgian-influenced changes in the Tsovatush language is so precise
that the expected changes in the borrowing language can be
predetermined by contrasting grammatical systems of the languages
in contact.

32) The expanded or narrowed borrowings observed in the
borrowing language at different levels of the language hierarchy
show that at a high level of universal bilingualism and knowledge of
the source language, two different language systems are understood-
equalized in thinking of bilinguals. The main reason for such
outcomes of bilingualism seems to be that people cannot think in
several ways, just as for example it would be difficult to use different
systems of numbers in parallel even for one and the same
mathematical procedure. This is why there is an unconscious striving
for the unification of languages, and the influence in this direction is
as spontaneous and implicit as thinking process itself.

Given the situation in the Tsovatush language, it can be
argued that interferential processes can never bring the languages in
contact to the point where they can be combined into one language.
Overbilingualism has a long way to pass as much as each innovation
needs to establish its own tradition of using. Furthermore, according
to the strict principle of language comprehension, several
simultaneous innovations are inadmissible in the same microsystem.
In fact, as evidenced by the recent period of Tsovatush-Georgian
bilingualism, with the advent of overbilingualism, bilingual
individuals begin to switch to the source language and interferential
processes are terminated correspondingly. According to this, the
issue of one language of the globalized world is raised differently.
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