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CHAPTER 1

Speech and thought representation in the
Kartvelian (South Caucasian) languages*

Winfried Boeder
University of Oldenburg

The South Caucasian language family, also called “Kartvelian” after its dominant
member (kartvel- ‘Georgian’), comprises Svan, Georgian, Mingrelian and Laz.
These languages are spoken in an area reaching from the Black Sea in the West to
Turkic-speaking Azerbaijan and to Armenia in the Southeast. Both genetically and
structurally, the Kartvelian languages are closely related to each other. Most
speakers of Mingrelian and Svan can speak Georgian, the language of instruction
in school, and use it as their literary language, while most Laz speakers live in
Northeast Turkey and use Turkish as their official language.

The general characteristics of Kartvelian “speech-reporting” are more or less
well described in the linguistic literature.! But there are a few details and problems
that have been neglected or insufficiently understood so far, e.g. the variation
between direct and indirect speech, complete and partial “indirectness”, and use
and absence of conjunction with direct speech; and in particular the history of
quotatives and some aspects of Svan speech reporting. In the following survey, I
will begin with some basic facts of Old Georgian, the language of a vast corpus of
texts beginning with the 5th century ap (1.). A cursory assessment of the modern
variants of Georgian (and of Mingrelian and Laz) leads to an overall picture of the
historical development in this form of Kartvelian (2.). The Svan language spoken in
the mountainous parts of the Western Caucasus is generally considered to be a very
archaic form of Kartvelian. It is formally rather remote from its related languages;
its various forms of reported speech deserve particular attention, and I will discuss
at least some of its details (3.). In the last section (4.), some conclusions are drawn.,

One of the main characteristics of reported speech is reference shift: in direct
speech, the reference of person, time, etc is typically not orientated towards the
speech situation of the reporting clause, and in this sense, it is not in the indirect
speech that their reference “shifts”, but rather in the direct speech, in which an
“T” is not necessarily the reporter-speaker, a present is not the speech time etc.?
However, T will follow the practice of school grammar and describe “indirect
speech” as the result of a “shift” of person, time, etc. which adapts them to their
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reference in the matrix clause,” without, however, implying that indirect speech
should be derived from direct speech in any theoretical framework. In particular,
I use the term “shift” because Svan “semi-indirect” speech is easier to understand
if we start from direct speech and describe the indirect variant as derivative,

Before entering into the details of Georgian, a simplified outline of some
features of Kartvelian is in order that may help the reader to understand the data.
The verbal system of both Georgian and Svan consists of at least three groups of
tenses and moods, and these groups are characterised by specific alignments of
relational coding: the subject of transitive verbs is in the nominative with the
present-stem group {present, imperfect, imperfective subjunctive 1 and the
corresponding perfective forms: future, conditional and perfective subjunctive I),
in the ergative with aorist-stem verb forms {aorist and optative = subjunctive IT},
and in the dative with perfect-stem verbs (perfect, pluperfect and subjunctive III).
The direct object is in the dative with present-stem verbs and in the nominative
with aorist and perfect stem verbs. The indirect object is in the dative with present
and aorist stem verbs, and is a demoted prepositional phrase (“for” + NP) with
perfect stem verbs. Verbs of having, wanting, fearing, etc. have a dative subject (as
with perfect-stem verb forms) and a nominative object.

In one of its meanings, the Georgian perfect is the evidential (indirective)
counterpart of the aorist (or present in some contexts), indicating “hearsay” and
“inference” or “surprise” {Boeder 2000). Mingrelian and Svan have a more
elaborated system: in addition to the evidential perfect, they have for example
evidential counterparts of the imperfect (suffix -(i/t)na and circumfix lam-___ -
wn(e)/ne in the Upper Bal dialect of Svan).* These evidential forms belong to the
characteristics of Svan reported speech.

1. Old Georgian

11 Direct speech in Old Georgian

Old Georgian® is a highly standardised literary language which must have been
under strong stylistic pressure from contemporary Byzantine Greek. Yet, there is no
reason to believe that the forms of direct speech in the following passage from the
furst long non-translated text, the “Life of Grigol of Khanzta” by Giorgi Merchule
(10th century), deviate from the “ordinary Georgian” of the time:*

(1) (2) masin ikitxa netar-man Grigol, (b) vitarmed “sada ars qrma-j Basili”
(¢} da augqes sma-ta sen-i mis-i. {d) da man br3ana ¢odeba-j: {e) xolo
ma-1 hrkues (f) “ver 3aluc mislva-j.” (g) masin hrkua ma-t (h) “Zem
mier arkut, (i) vitarmed “gicess $en mama-j Grigol” “(GrX LXI 4-8)
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{a) then he.asked blessed-erG Grigol, (b) cny “where he.is youth-vom
Basil”. (c) and they.informed{aor).him brother-r.osw illness-nwom his-
woM. {d) and he.ErG he.commanded{aor).it calling{vn)-noM: (e) but
he-p.oBL they.told{aor).him (f) “mMposs force.he.has(rrs).it going-
nNoM.” (g) then he.told(aor).them he-p.oBL: (h) “me from
tell{(aor.1mp).him, (i) cny “he.calls(prs).you you father-nom Grigol™”
‘(a) Then the blessed Grigol asked: (b) Where is the young man Basil?
(c) And the brethren informed him about his illness (= told him that
he was ill). (d) And he told them to call him. (e) But they told him: (f)
He is unable to go. (g) Then he said to them: (h) Tell him from me, (i)
Father Grigol asks you to come’

As in many other languages of the region {e.g. Greek and Armenian’), direct
speech can, but need not, be introduced by a conjunction, vitarmed, compare (1b)
and (1i) with (if). Direct speech abounds in this text, while indirect speech is
extremely rare.

The following passage from the oldest Georgian prose text (5th cent.) shows that
the early authors were well familiar with the naturalistic “liveliness” of direct speech:

(2) da unda rajta-mca hrkua, tu “mtkice-d deg!” da tual-i hkida
£Pitiax$-man, sxua-j ver-ya ra-j scalda sitqua-d, esten oden hrkua:
“mtki. .. da dadumna xolo (Sufanikis cameba X 2-5)
and he.wanted.it cNy-opT he.said.to.her, cny “fast-apv stand!” and eye-
nNoM he.fixed.it.on.him Pitiashkh-ErG, other-NoM IMPOSS-PTCL
something-Nom he.had.the.time.for.it saying(v)-aDpv, so only
he.said.to.her: “sta . . ” and he.became.silent only.
‘[St. Shushanik was taken from her palace to prison, her husband came
behind her, cursing; her deacon stood near her way] and wanted to say:
“Stand fast!”, when the Pitiashkh cast his eye on him. So he could say
nothing but “sta . . ”, and became just silent

1.2 The syntactic status of reported speech in Old Georgian

But what is the syntactic status of direct speech in Old Georgian? There is no
doubt that “to say” is a morphologically transitive verb in Georgian. It is true that
direct speech is not normally marked for case, although it can be, if it is concep-
tualised as a repeatable entity:®

(3} ciskr-ad “netar arian”-n-i da galoba-n-i cartkunian (GrX XVII 42)
dawn-apv “Blessed they.are”-p-nNoM and song-p-nom
they.said(Aor.habitual).them

‘At dawn, they used to recite the psalm “Blessed are” and songs’
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But direct object pronouns also refer to reported speech and behave like nominal
direct objects (in the nominative):

{(4) sma-ta hrkues: . .. eséraj thkues . ... (GrX LXXII 51)
brother-p.oBL they.said.to.him: “ . . 7 this.noMm when they.said . . ..
‘The brethren said to him: * .. ” When they said this, . . J

In this, reference to direct speech is not different from pronouns referring to
embedded complement clauses:

(5) esé aymitkwit, romel temda sikudidmdé ara ganhmravldet adgil-sa ama-s
§ina (GrX VI 95)
this.NoM promise(AOR.IMP).me, CNJ my.aDv death,until not
that.you.multiply(susy.Il) place-pat this-par in
“This I ask you to promise me: that you do not let your community
become larger in this place until I die’

However, it is much less clear if for instance (1f) is a direct object constituent
clause of the reporting clause (1e). Notice that direct speech is normally referred
to by modal pronominals like &rér ‘thus’ (like ancient Greek hos), vitar-ca ‘as’ or

e

even éret saxe-d ‘thus shape-apv’ (= ‘in the following manner’ = ‘as follows’):

{6) tkua esrét “upal-o, | ...]” (GrX XIVII 15)
hesaid.it thus “Lord-voc, [ ... ]”
‘He spoke thus OLord [ ... ]’
(7) vitarca itqwis mocikul-i “mouklebel-ad itocvedit-o” (GrX I 14)
as he.says(prs).it apostle-Nom “incessant-ADv pray-quoT”
‘As the apostle says: Pray without ceasing,’

where the pronoun is cataphoric and refers to the subsequent direct speech, or
rather: to one of its aspects that has still to be determined (- is it its propositional
content or rather its locutionary aspect, “how sthe put it”?). Notice that although
“to say” is “intransitive” or “semi-transitive” in many languages (Munro 1982),
the use of “so” cannot be taken as a criterion of intransitivity (Roeck 1994:336) in
the case of Georgian: a Georgian verb form is either transitive or intransitive, and
I think that (6) can only be interpreted as “he said something (specific) thus” —
whatever the meaning of “thus” is.

The use of “thus” must be old. It is in accordance with the origin of the
conjunction vitar-med in (1b) and (1i), which is an enlarged form of vitar ‘how?’,
As so many wh-words in the Indoeuropean languages, vitarmed became a con-
junction by its coalescence with the subsequent “answer”-sentence it asks for
(Boeder 1993/94: 36): besides (a) “X said (it) thus (&r2t): “Y” ”, we may posit {b)
“X said (it) how (vitar(med)) ? “Y” . As a result of reanalysis we get: (c) “X said
vitar(med) “Y” 7, where vitar(med) marks the dependence of the direct speech

Speech and thought representation in the Kartvelian (South Caucasian) languages

sentence. It is less clear, however, if vitarmed is a constituent of the direct speech
sentence or rather of the preceding reporting clause (see below 2.2 and 3.2).

After vitar{med) had become a conjunction, esrét ‘thus’, which had been in
complementary distribution with vitar ‘how?’ at stage (a)—(b), may co-occur with
the latter:

(8) da ukuetu vinme gkitxvides: “rajsa-twis ayhqsnit?” esré (E esre, C esret)
arkut, vitarmed: “upal-sa ugms ege” (Luke 19,31)
and if somebody he.may.ask.you: “what-for you.loosed.it?” thus
say.to.him: cny “Lord-par him.needs.it this.nom”
‘And if any man ask you, Why do ye loose him? thus shall ye say unto
him, (thar} The Lord hath need of him.

Finally, the vitarmed-sentence could be reanalysed as a clausal constituent of the
preceding sentence, i.e. embedded:®

(9) (a) vitar cna, (b} vitarmed ma-s dye-sa saerto-d igi satmel-i ara qopil ars,
(c) madin romel-i igi mimeyo, (d) $pot-it dastxia [ . .. ] (GrX LXXXVI 8)
as he.understood(aoR).it, cny that-paT day-par common-apv
that.NoM meal-NOM not been it.is,'® then which-noM pTcL
Lhad.taken.it, fury-1xstr he.poured.it.out
‘When he understood: (that) “This has not been the common meal”, he
then in agitation poured cut what I had taken (to him)’

The internal position of (b) suggests its status as an embedded constituent. But most
direct speech occurs on the periphery of the sentence, in particular in final position.
In these cases, there is no reason to believe that the direct speech is embedded in the
reporting clause. While anaphoric pronouns referring to an independent direct
speech antecedent are direct objects, it is not at all sure if everything “which was said
represented the complement of the clause of saying” (Harris and Campbell 1995:
69), if complement clauses are understood as embedded. Similarly, it is rather
doubtful if direct speech after cataphoric esrzt etc. is a complement, because, as far
as | can see, complements cannot be referred to by “so”, and there is no indication
that sentences like (1f) are complements in Old Georgian; rather, they could be
thought of as “adjoined” (in the sense introduced by Hale 1975).

1.3 Indirect speech in Old Georgian

It is generally believed that indirect speech is embedded. “Indirect speech” in a
broad sense does occur in Old Georgian side by side with “direct speech”, and
some authors (e.g. 3iziguri 1965) insist on its “naturalness” and its occurrence in
the oldest texts. Indeed the following passage shows person shift (Hewitt and Crisp
1986:126):
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(10) (a) movides da tkues, (b} vitarmed [vitar E] gamotineba-j-ca angeloz-
ta-j ixiles, (<} romel-ta hrkues ma-t, (d) vitarmed: “cxovel ars igi”
(a) they.came(aor) and they.said, (b) cny appearance-Nom-too angel-
P.OBL-NOM they.saw(a0R).it, (¢) who-p.oBL they.told.them she-r.oBL,
(d) cny: “alive he.is(prs) he.noM”
‘(2) they came, saying, (b) that they had also seen a vision of angels, (c)
who told themn (d) that he was alive’

where another manuscript has direct speech throughout:

{11) (a) movides da itqodes, {(b) vitarmed “xilva-j angeloz-ta-j vixilet, romel-
ni itqodes, (c) vitarmed: “cxovel ars”” (Luke 24,23 C)
(a) they.came(aor) and they.said(1pErF).it, (b} cNy “sight-NoM angel-
P.OBL-NOM we.saw(AOR).it, (c) who-p-NOM they.said{1pErF).it, (d) cNT:
“alive he.is(Prs)””.

Notice, however, the contrast between the Georgian version of {10d) and its
English counterpart: the Georgian version has no tense shift. I do not know since
when the first examples of tense shift are attested as it is optionally used in
Modern Georgian (see below 2.2}. But indirect speech in the narrow sense seems to
be very rare in non-translated, original Old Georgian texts."! Languages that have
“indirect speech” in complement clauses (as in {9b), need not have the type of
“indirect quotation sentence whose matrix is a verb of saying” (Li 1986:39).

1.4 The transitivity of “to say” in Old Georgian

Nominalised reported speech does not seem to occur after the simple verb “to
say”, but it is attested with verbs of command (see (1d)) and information (see
{(1c)), and in an idiom:

(12} ma-s zam-sa netar-sa Grigol-s gul-man utkua qseneba-j Saban I$xnel-
isa-] (GrX XXVI 1)
that-paT time-DaT Grigol-par heart-ERG it.told.him memory(vN)-NoM
Saba Ishkhnel-GEN-NOM

‘At that time it occurred to the blessed Grigol to recall to mind Saba of
Ishkhan!

15 The position of the quotative particle in Old Georgian

Some authors feel that the most natural form of direct speech in Georgian is the
one with quotative particles,”” and that the literary language tends to oust
quotatives: the older the folklore texts and the less literate their speakers are, the
more quotatives occur (Tlonti 1975:42-3). Only a few examples of the quotative
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particle -0 occur in the oldest texts, e.g. in the Khanmeti version of the Gospels
(7th cent.?):

(13) man mactur-man tkua [ . .. ] vitarmed “$emdgomad sam-isa dy-isa
ayvdge-o0” (Matthew 27,63)
that.grG deceiver-erG he.said.it [ . . . | cny “after three-Gen day-GEN
Lwill.rise-quot”
“That deceiver said, [ . .. ] (that) After three days I will rise again/

We do not know what the reason for the rareness of the quotative particle in
classical Old Georgian is, but the absence of an equivalent in the prestigious
Greek model language might have contributed to it (Hewitt 1984a:555). The
“Life of Grigol of Khandzta” (see (1)) has a few examples (see (7)), but the

Sinaitic Poiykephalion manuscript of 864 offers more. -0 occurs in clause-final
position:

(14) (a) romel-n-i itqwian, (b) vitarmed “gorc-n-i ara Seisxna upal-man
kac-ta-gan-o, (c) aramed zec-it hkondes-o” {(Sinuri Mravaltavi ed. A.
Sanize 48,2—3)
who-pP-NoM they.say(prs), (b) cNy “flesh-p-NoM not
he.put{aor).them.on lord-erG man-r.08L-guoT, but heaven-1NsTR
he.will have them- quot”

‘Who say: (that) Our Lord did not put on flesh from man, but he will
have it from heaven.

L. Imnaisvili (1975:99-100; cp. 3iziguri 1973: 204) speaks of a postverbal position,
which — with a few exceptions as in (14b) — very often coincides with the
clause-final position in an essentially verb-final language. Indeed, the postverbal
(not necessarily clause-final) position was predominant in medieval Georgian, e.g.
in Rustaveli’s poem (c.1200):

(15) mepe-man br3ana: “vnaxe-o mizez-i Ixin-ta lev-isa” (97]98],4)
king-ErG he.commanded: “Lsaw(AoR).it-QUOT cause-NOM joy-p.0BL
waning-Gen”

‘The king said: I have seen cause for loss of joy. (transl. M. Wardrop).

It also occurs in the 19th century classics.
-0 is similar to the Old Georgian interrogative particle -a in that it is a clitic
and occurs in the same, postverbal position; compare:

(16} hxedav-a ama-s dedakac-sa (Luke 7,44)
thou.seest(prs)-Q this-DAT woman-Dar
‘Seest thou this woman?’
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2. Modern Georgian

21 The transitivity of “to say” in Modern Georgian

As in Old Georgian, “to say” is a transitive verb. Conceptualised direct speech is
again case-marked."” Occasionally, a concept may be formed on the basis of “who
says “X” habitually”™:

{17) “ar vici”-s deda icinis, “vici”-sa deda tiris-o (proverb)
“not Lknow.it”-GexN mother(nom) shelaughs, “Lknow.it”-cEn
mother(nom) she.weeps-quot
‘The mother of “I dor’t know it” laughs, the mother of I know it”

weeps,*

2.2 Indirect speech in Modern Georgian

Modern Georgian has both direct and “indirect” speech. Consider the following
counterpart sentences Awmam 1972:62):

(18) a. Pepia-m tkva: “sacodav-o Pepia-v! éem-i Tamro aba exla ki
cocxal-1 damarxul-i tkneba”
Pepia-EerG he.said: “poor-voc Pepia-voc! my-~vom Tamro.noM
prcL now but alive-nom buried-wom she.will.be(rut)”
‘Pepia said [to himself}: Poor Pepia! My Tamro will be buried alive
by now!

b. sacodav-ma Pepia-m tkva, rom mis-i Tamro exla ki cocxal-i

damarxul-i ikneba
poor-erG Pepia-ERrG he.said, cNy his-Nvom Tamro.NoM now but
alive-nom buried-nowm she.will be(ruT)

While person shift (my > his) is an unambiguous indicator of indirect speech in
b), vocatives and some particles (here: aba ‘well then’) resist systematic transposi-
tion, as usual. But what is more important is the lack of tense shift in b), which is
rather the norm, although shift also does occur:

(19} a.  vtkvit: “cign-s vkitxulobt-o” ( Hewiit and Crisp 1986:123)
we.said: “book-par we.are.reading(prs).it-quot”
“We said: We are reading a book’
b.  wtkvit, rom ¢ign-s vkitxulobdit {ib.)
we.said, cN7 book-Dat we.were reading{1FERF).1t
(with a shift from present tense to imperfect)

Notice that the modern transiation of (10) has an evidential perfect in (b) and (c)
on the basis of its hearsay meaning (see Boeder 2000):
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{(20) (a) da movidnen da gvitxres, rom (b) uxilavt angeloz-eb-i, (¢) roml-eb-
sa-c utkvamt, (d) “cocxal-i-a-0” (Biblia. Sakartvelos Sapatriarko
gamocema 1989)

(a) and they.came(aor) and they.said{aoR).to.us, ¢n7 (b) they. have.seen
(PERF).them angel-p-NoM, (c) who-P-DAT-REL.PTCL they.have.said
(pERF).it, (d) “alive-Nom-he.is-quoT”.

In this example, then, “indirect speech” also comprises a shift in evidentiality that
we will find in Svan, too (3.4.2). — The details of variation between shifted and
non-shifted tense, time and local deixis in indirect speech cannot be discussed here;"®
suffice it to say that the shift is “optional”, as in some other languages ( Plank 1986):

(21) gudin xom gitxari, rom xval/dyes movien/movidodnen (Hewitt and Crisp
1986:128)
yesterday prcr Lsaid.to.you, cNj tomorrow/today
they.will.come(ruT)/they.would.come(conp)

where all combinations can mean: ‘I told you, didn’t I, yesterday that they would
come today [and — look! — here they come] (ib.)’, although the variant: gusin
gitxari, rom xval movien/movidodnen can also mean: ‘T told you yesterday that they
would come tomorrow’. The factors that favour the choice of “shifted” and “non-
shifted” forms are unknown so far. Similarly, as with Old Georgian vitarmed (see
1.1), we do not know under what conditions the use of the conjunction rom is
preferred. An examples with rom is:

(22) aste egonat, rom size aris-o (Bl 110)
so they.thought(aor), cny son.in.law(wom) he.is-quoT
“They thought: (that) He is their son-in-law/that he was their son-in-law’

The absence of rom seems to be preferred in the literary language,'® but rom is
particularly common in folklore texts (Tlonti 1975:30-6)."

From a phonetic point of view, rom, like other conjunctions, normally belongs
to the preceding reporting clause: a pause, if it is heard at all, comes after, not
before, rom (see Boeder 1982; 2001), which does not speak for an embedded status
of direct speech.

23 The position of quotative particles in Modern Georgian

In the modern literary language the repetition of quotative particles is avoided, and
a speech-final position is preferred,” but in colloquial Georgian, quotative -0 occurs
after (almost) every (phonological) phrase; in fact, -0 “punctuates” the text {Wigger
1998:970) and can be used to determine phrase boundaries (Boeder 1982:384;

1983a:99). It seems to conform to the predominantly left-branching structure of |5
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Georgian that direct speech units are marked as such at their closure: the “object”,
the reported speech, follows its verb of saying (tkva, utxra etc.), but a final verb-like
quotative particle (see 2.9 below) “recovers” the left-branching structure:'* Con-
sider the following passages from a Georgian dialect (Kartlian) text:

{23) ert-ma kac-ma tkva: cavedit-o Lek-§i-o kameéebi unda vigidot-o (I 41)
one-ERG man-ERG he.said: we.went.off-Quor Daghestan-in-quor, buf-
faloes it.is.necessary that.we.buy.them-quor
‘One man said: We went off into Daghestan in order to buy buffaloes’

A possible line of development is from postverbal® to clause-final position (-
positions which very often coincide, see 1.5), then from clause-final position to
phrase-final position (which again very often coincide), on the one hand, and —
according to the literary norm — to exclusively sentence-final or speech-final
position, on the other.

2.4 The speaker-reporter in Modern Georgian direct speech

The speaker of “direct speech” can be definite or indefinite (see Hewitt 1984a:
356):

(24) maga-s es codv-at acevs, ert-i vir-i ucvalebia-o (Bl 84)
she-part this sin-apv itlies.on.her: one-Nom ass-NoM
she.has.tormented{PERE.EVID).it-QUOT
“This sin weighs on her: she has tormented an ass, they say’

In this indefinite sense (“they say, people say”), the quotative is the rule with
proverbs and with all types of aphorisms and “commonly known” truths;” see
(17) above. But this rule is not just triggered by proverbs but by their use in
everyday argumentation: proverbs are used as a backing of conclusions, where the
speakers represent a social group and need not be specified more than other
details of reported speech that are deemed irrelevant by the speaker (Mochet 1996;
see 3.5.2).

2.5 Distribution of Modern Georgian quotative particles

In archaic Georgian dialects like Khevsur, and optionally in some other dialects

(e.g. Kakhian), -o (or its allomorph -v) is used for all reported speech (Katarava
1950:254):

(25) (a) [sc. Abas] utkom, ind-isa-d, (b) ro “Sen daibrale-v, (c) ro Aba-is-
gan [sc. bi¢-1] ki ar as-a-v, (d) fem-gan as-a-v” (Dolize 1975:61,15)
{(a) [sc. Aba.pat] he.has.said(PEREEVID), cousin-GEN-ADv, (b) cNT
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“you take(aor.imp).the.blame.on.you-quor, (c) cny Aba-gen-from [sc.
illegitimate child-nom] but not he.is-pTcr-quor, (d) me-from he.is-
PTCL-QUOT”

“(a) Aba, they say, said to him, to his cousin (b) (that): Take the blame
on you, say: (c) He [sc. the illegitimate child] is not Aba’s, (d) he is
mine’

Rustaveli has the Khevsutian use of -o, e.g. with lst-person singular and plural
reported speech (in (26d) and (27)):

(26) (a) “mona-a-o Asmat-is-i”, (b) $emoqvana utxar $ina. / (c) gul-sa §ina
dauzraxe: (d) “ra mpova-o, anu vina?” (361[363],3—4)
(a) “slave.nom-he.is-quoT Asmat-GeN-Nom”, (b) leading.in({~vom)
Ltold.him inside. / (c) heart-par in Lreproved her: (d) “what.nom
she.found(aor).me-quort, or who(Nnom)”
“(a) It is Asmath’s slave, he said. {(b) I told him to bring him in. / (¢} I
thought in my heart: (d) What has she found in me, or who is she?’
{transl. M. Wardrop)

(27)  vtkvit, tu: “mze-a-o kveqan-ad [ ... | (202[205],2)
we.said: tu “sun(Nom)-he.is-quor earth-apv”
‘We said: (that?) He is a sun on the Earth [ ... ]’ (transl. M. Wardrop)

In addition, however, he uses -tko, a particle used when the speaker is instructing
the addressee to transmit the quote to somebody (Topuriz and Gigineigvili
1970:161); compare tko in (28) with -0 in {25¢) in the same context:

(28) mikitxos, hkadre: “igo-tko aka ert-ita cam-ita” (102[103),4}
should.he.ask.for.me, dare(aor.1Mp).to.say.to.him: “she.was-quor here
One-INSTR moment-INSTR”

‘When he asks for me, say, She was here but now’ (transl. M.
Wardrop)

The particle -metki is used with reported lst-person singular speech in modern
literary Georgian and some of its dialects:®

(29) “xom iloce-0?” — “rogor ara-metki” (A. Ceretelt apud 3iziguri 1973:
202)
“prcL you.prayed{aor)-quot?” — “how not-quot”
‘You prayed, didn’t yout — Of course, I said’

tko < tkv-g in (28) is the 2nd-person singular subjunctive of thy- ‘say’ (‘thou shall
say’; see Hewitt 1984a). metki is obviously a simplified form of me v-thy-i ‘1
1spj-say-aor.Suffi’’ (= 1 said), but the form lost its past time reference and
became a particle: it can refer to the future and to the present:?
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(30) “momsordi-metki”, — veubnebi (Qazbegi apud Tlonti 1996)
“go{aor.imp).away.from.me-QuoT”, — Lsay.to.him
‘Go away from me, I tell him [ . .. I have no time for you)’

The co-occurrence of metki with a finite verb of saying in the last example shows
that metki counts as a particle and not as a verb (or a clause).?* But as we will see
below (2.9), this does not necessarily preclude it from having verbal properties.
Notice that metki and tko occur in the same, preferably postverbal, position as -o.

The quotative particles metki/tko, then, are etymologically transparent.”> But
why did they develop in the first place? On the one hand, we may speculate about
their “expressive” origin: tko is a kind of command that could underline the im-
perative form of the verb of saying, and metki contains an “emphatic”,* possibly
contrastive, pronoun me T (- the verb form vtkvi ‘Lsaid.it’ is a self-contained
sentence without mel). As usual, the expressive character got lost and present-day
metki/tko have become grammaticalised particles. — On the other hand, the
introduction of -metki/-tko marks a difference in epistemic status: -o, but not
-metki and -tko, gives the reported speech a hearsay meaning that is closely related
to evidentiality {see (20b, ¢) and 3.4.2).

2.6 The instructional quotative in Modern Georgian

The description of -tko given above is incomplete: according to the modern
literary norm, -o is used with reported first person plural speech as in Medieval
Georgian (see (27)), but -tko also occurs:?

(31} rogorc vutxarit — “mepestan unda camoxvide-tko”, imav cams
dagvetanxma (N. Lortkipanize)
as we.told.him — “to.the king it.is.necessary
that.you.come.away-quot”, that.very moment he.agreed. with.us
‘As soon as we said to him: You must come away to the king, at that
very moment he agreed with us’

In addition, some western dialects of Georgian, in particular Imeretian,
Lechkhumian and Rachian, and even some writers from this area, use -tko with
reported first person singular speech where the standard language has -metki:?®

{32) kac-ma utxra: me ase tiveere éem ded-mama-s, éetn mosvl-amdin
Seinaxet ¢emi col-3vil-i, ranairic unda igos-tko (3iziguri 1956:302,11,
Imeretian)
man-erG he.told her: I so Lwrote.it.to.them my mother-father-par, my
coming-till take.care.of them (1mMp) wife-child-nom, whatever.kind.nom
it.is.necessary that.it.be-ovor
“The man told her: I wrote thus to my parents: Until I return, take care
of my wife and my children, no matter how’
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This shows that -metki and -tko are in a disjunctively ordered rule relation: -tko
occurs with first person speakers where -metki does not — either because the
reported speaker is non-singular or because metki is simply unavailable in the
dialect.

But what do this use of -tko and the “instructional” use have in common?
Notice that the rule for -tko is not: “occuring after a reporting clause with 2nd-
person subject + verb of saying + 3rd-person indirect object”, or the like; the
rule is not of a morpho-syntactic nature, but is based on speech act meaning. The
wording of what counts as an instruction directed at the addressee may vary
(Hewitt 1984a:359), as for instance in: I should have been commanded by you:
.7 or: you might simply have said to me: . ” (ib.). In other words, the verb
form tkva ‘you shall say’ lost its syntactic 2nd-person subject constraint and
became a particle controlled by pragmatic conditions (see Hewitt 1984a:360). A
link between the two stages is offered by a semantic peculiarity: Starting from the
latter use (“(you shall) tell him/her™), we should bear in mind that imperatives
(and other speech acts®) in some respects behave as if their subject were the
speaker, not the performer of the act itself. Consider purpose clauses like (a)
They left the door open for him to hear the baby vs (b) Leave the door open for him
to hear the baby. While it is the subject person of the matrix clause in (a) who has
the intention expressed by the subordinate clause, it is the speaker’s intention in
(b). Similarly, -tko marks the speech of first person matrix clause subjects and the
speech ordered by the first person speaker of the sentence. Pronominalization in
reported speech, on the other hand, crucially depends on the notion of under-
lying syntactic matrix clause subject: as Hewitt (1984a:356) rightly points out, a
first person pronoun in the following example is normally understood as being
identical with the (implicit) matrix subject (“the husband”), and not with the
speaker of the sentence:

(33) utxari $ens cols, “me ver moval-tko” (ib.)
say.to.her your.par wife.nar, “I tMposs Lwill.come-quot”
“Tell your wife: I cannot come.*

2.7 The development of quotative particles in Georgian

The history of Georgian quotative particles might be reconstructed as follows: at
an initial stage, postverbal -0, comparable in its clitic position to interrogative -a,
was used with all reported speech (Kagarava 1950:254); this stage is preserved in
some dialects (e.g. in Khevsur). Then two “expressive” verb forms of “to say”
developed into the grammaticised particles -metki and -tko, and -0 became the
residual, default marker with a hearsay meaning. However, -tko developed beyond
its original, instructional use: it became a marker of reported 1st-person speech
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wherever the 1st singular marker -metki could not be used, that is, in the plural,
and also in the singular in the western dialects that lack -metki.

2.8 The scope of quotative particles in Modern Georgian

So far, reported speech has been presented as the integral block of a “direct speech
sentence”. However, clauses with an operator (interrogative or relative pronoun)
are more complex — at least in colloquial Georgian. Consider:

(34) “vina-a?” — “ra vici me” — “vin var-o ar thva?” — vkitxe (N.
Dumbasze)
“who(noM)-he.is?” — “what H._Soé.:. 17 — “who{Nom) Lam-quoT

not he.said?” — Lasked(aor).him
‘Who is he? — No idea. — Didn’t he say who ke is?, [ asked’

{35} “Ali Xorava em-tana-c igo!” — tkva Peride-m. — “Ra minda-o, Ali
Xorava-m”™? — vkitxe me (N. Dumbasze)
“Ali Khorava(NoM) me-at-too he.was!” — he.said Peride-gre. —
“what(wom) Lwant{prs).it-quor, Ali Khorava-erg?” —
Lasked{aor).him I
‘Ali Khorava came to see me, too!, said Peride. — What did he say he
wartted, Ali Khorava?, T asked.

In these examples, the operator behaves as in English, but the rest of the clause is
direct speech, without the shift phenomena characteristic of English dependent
interrogative clauses. This phenomenon remains to be explored. In particular, it
would be interesting to know if the behaviour of the operator is somehow related
to the fact that conjunctions sometimes occur with direct speech (see above 1.1;
2.2). Consider:

(36) Cad-ze tit-eb-1 daakakuna, tu gamocxva-o (N. Dumbaze)
maize.bread-on finger-p-NoMm he.tapped(aor).on.them, cny
it.was.baked(aor)-quor
‘He tapped with his fingers on the maize-bread, [to see] if it was ready-
baked.

where the conjunction tu ‘if” marks a matrix clause-orientated “indirect question”,
whereas -0 marks gamocxva as direct speech.

2.9 The verb-like properties of quotatives in Modern Georgian

In the older texts, direct speech is normally introduced by a reporting clause. In
the modern Kartvelian languages, however, the absence of a verb of saying is quite
common.” Georgian grammarians assume ellipsis here,” but while this is an
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intuitively plausible description of the historical origin, it might not capture the
synchronic reality of (35): supplying tkva ‘he said” would probably change the
scope of the question: “Did Ali Khorava say what he wanted?, I asked”. I think
that “free direct speech” marked by quotative particles is autonomous in the sense
that there is no need to posit an underlying verb of saying. The speaker is deter-
mined by the pragmatic rules of story-telling: it is for instance the protagonist or
his or her interlocutor.

On the other hand, the ergative of the “speaker” Ali Khorava in (35) presup-
poses a transitive verb of saying. If we dismiss “ellipsis” as a synchronic description,
this suggests an intermediate position of Kartvelian quotative particles: they are not
verbs in the sense that their position is different (they are never clause-initial), they
are not “tensed”, and they co-occur with finite verbs of saying (see above 2.5); but
they are like verbs in their autonomy (their capability to mark reported speech of
Ist-, 2nd- and 3rd-person reporter-speakers®), and in their transitive verblike
behaviour, i.e., their occurrence with an optional speaker-argument.? However, the
restrictions on constructions like {35) have still to be determined.

210 Quotatives in Mingrelian and Laz

Mingrelian and Laz cannot be studied here. As described by Kipsidze (1914:
142-3) and others, the distribution of quotative particles in these languages is the
samme as in literary Georgian.” Surprisingly, the distribution thus differs from that
of the western Georgian dialects mentioned above (2.6), and of Svan (see below
3.3). Laz also uses Turkish verb forms as quotative particles: dei < Standard
Turkish diye ‘saying’ (Cikobava 1936:136; Kutscher ef al. 1995:110, note 2),
dedum ‘1 said’ (Kutscher et al. 1995:110).2%

3. Svan

Svan is a neighbour of both Mingrelian and Georgian. A schematic map may help
to understand the situation (settlements in italics; see Figure 1). Upper Bal is the
dialect that most materials in this chapter come from; it is considered to have
undergone less influence from Georgian than Lower Svan. Svan is not used as a
literary language. Our main sources are field work notes taken in Mestia, the
administrative center of Upper Svanetia, which belongs to the Upper Bal region;
and in particular the volumes of texts from all dialects written down in the 1920s
and 1930s.”

Svan reported speech is a very manifold phenomenon: it occurs with or
without a verb of saying (3.1); with or without a conjunction, both as direct or as
some form of indirect speech (3.2); with or without quotative particles (3.3); in
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CAUCASUS MAIN RIDGE
Upper Svanetia (in the north, along the Engur River):
Lower Bal dialects: Upper Bal dialects:
Becho Mestia  Mulakh
Etser Ipar

Mingrelian

SVANETIAN MOUNTAIN RIDGE Ushguli

Mingrelian Lower Svanetia (in the south, “Svanetia of the Dadians”):
Lower Svan dialects:
Lentekh Lashkh(et)
Georgian dialects:

Lechkhumian Imeretian

Mingrelian

Figure 1.

more or less “indirect speech” characterised by a shift of person and epistemic
status (3.4}, but otherwise with all kinds of direct speech properties (3.5).

Svan reported speech deserves particular interest: while Georgian has the
more ot less European type of distinction between direct speech on the one hand,
and indirect speech as complement clauses with a main clause orientation on the
other, Svan has three forms: complement clauses with a main clause orientation
(see (69a) below), direct speech and non-direct speech with a partial shift of
person and epistemic category, called “semi-indirect speech” by Hewitt (1982). Of
these three forms I will concentrate on the last one. But it should be noted that
reported direct speech does exist. It can, but must not, occur in the absence of a
preceding reporting clause (see (37) and (38) below, with and without a subse-
quent reporting clause}). On the other hand, there are only a few examples of
direct speech after an introductory reporting clause (see (53b) below), although I
suspect it occurs more often in contemporary Svan. But semi-indirect speech is
certainly the preferred variant, and, as one of my Svan informants put it, it is
“more Svan” than direct speech.

3a Free direct speech in Svan

In the texts, most reported speech is introduced by a reporting clause, but it need
not be:

(37) [...]1i¢uibzi “3, ndtlav si, majkipd xizbi?” (242,23)
and PREV he.eats.it. “O, would.that you, what.kind.apv you.eat?”
‘And he eats it: O, how on earth can you eat this?’
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Long dialogues are often free direct speech not introduced by any reporting
clause {or a quotative particle, for that matter).”® The same is true of semi-
indirect speech (see e.g. (47) and {60) below). In other words, Svan reported
speech is “autonomous” (see 2.9). Verbs of saying are rarely postposed to direct
speech (38) or semi-indirect speech (39) or both preposed and postposed to
reported speech (40):

(38) “atxe démad 3ahvdi”, ddvd xdkv. etka mita apxnegd xdkv | . .. |
(243,11-12)
“now not.yet Lgive(prs).it.to.you”, dev.ErG he.said.to.him. then his
fellow.er@ he.said.to.him
‘T will not give it to you now, the dev said. Then his fellow said to him

[...].

(39) “ala eser xota gdmd§ xara!”, pirimagd rdkv (247,36-7)
“this.NoM QUOT good taste.GeN it.has.had.it(PERE)”, parshmag. ErG
he.said
‘This tasted good !(lit.: I had it of good taste!), the parshmag said’

(40) yertem xdkv: “eddjori lavi3-u eser annage [ ... ] i eZK’ &ser # dxqotvi
gezal” — xdkv yertem (234,11—14)
God.Erc he.fold him: “twelve lavash-opT QuoT he.baked(aor).them
[...] and then quoT pREV he.will.recover{ruT).to.him son.Nnom” —
he.said.to.him God.ErG
‘God said to him: Bake twelve lavash-breads [ . .. ] and then your son
will recover, God said to him’

3.2 Conjunctions with reported speech in Svan

Similar to Georgian (see 1.2 and (22)), Svan also has cataphoric “so” referring to
subsequent direct speech:

(41) (a) elk’ &ser efa lixtvedn’, (b) ere “mij eser xar xola?” (c) efkas eser
mi3ném amzi-v xakv-d: (d) “li¢vi lo%atan eser desamagves xar”.
(250,18-19)

{a) then quor that.nom he.will.ask(ruT).her, (b) cn7 “what.NoM guoT
she.has.it good?” (c) then Quor she.ErG s0-0PT she.said.to.him-pTCL:
(d) “chamois.cen milk like nothing she.has(prs).it”

‘[A wife and her lover dev converse about the means of getting rid of
the wife’s husband. The lover’s advice is to feign illness, and:] (a) Then
he {sc. your husband] will ask you: (b) “What will help you?” (c) Then
you should speak to him thus: (d) “There is nothing better for me than

»3

the milk of a chamois
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And as with Georgian rom (see 2.2), the conjunction ere belongs to the preceding
reporting clause: in (a)—(b) . .. lixfvedn ere . . ., its initial vowel elides the final
vowel of the preceding verb. Again, this casts some doubt on its embedded status
in the reporting clause.

But while the syntactic status of reported speech is sometimes debatable, there
are cases where it is not: direct speech can be case-marked (Boeder 1985b:69):

(42) bk &iladey ingriv i “Kontozid dadni¥ ndqir mako™-s iskadal {Davitiani
et al. 1957:169,34-5, Lower Bal dialect)
stone.NoM all day.Nom it.grew(1perr).bigger and “Kentez.GEN
sword.GeN hit(ppr).NOM [.want(prs).it”-par it.shouted(1rerz).it
‘The stone [being a transformed woman] grew bigger every day and
used to shout: “I want to be hit by Kentezi’s sword”’

In this example, direct speech seems to refer to repeated tokens of a type estab-
lished before in the text (“it shouted its “I want .. ””). More often, this occurs
with single words:

(43) dede-§ mukvisg mi dor miri (Sanize et al. 1939b:268, no. 91a,25)
mother.GeN saying(prs.ParT).NoM I not Lhave(prs).him
‘I have nobody who would say “Mother!” to me’*

As in the case of Old Georgian vitarmed (1.1) and Modern Georgian rem (2.2),
the conjunction ere ‘that’ can introduce reported speech with a quotative particle
{44) or without (45):

(44) xdkv Qalataqlans, ere “mij eser xekvdeni, eéis eser xato” (247,23)
he.said.to.him Qalachuglan.pat, cny “what.NoM QuoT
he.will.want(ruT).it, that.paT Quort he.will. do(ruT).it.for.him
‘[sc. the Parshmag] said to Qalachuglan; (that) Whatever you want, I
will do it for you’

(45) mita xexvd xikv, ere “mij li imya xiri xolam gu-#i?” (242,13-14)
his wife.ErG she.said.to.him, ony “what.vom it.is why you.are(prs) bad
heart-in”
‘His wife said to him: (that) Why are you in a bad mood?’

But direct speech may occur without ere or a quotative:

(46) Qalataqgland xikv: amno$ nabord mad maku (246,30)
Qalachuqlan.erG he.said.to.her: this,iNsTR stirred(ppp) not
Lwant(prs).it
‘He said to her: I do not want bread prepared with this [sc. urinel.

It is unknown so far which contexts favour the use of ere.*” Where the quotative
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comes with a delay {see 3.3.6), introductory ere seems to ensure that reported
speech stands out against its non-reported context.

3.3 The distribution of quotative particles in Svan

Svan has three quotative particles: -2%, eser"! and rok.*? These entail semi-indirect
reported speech (or rather: the application of the corresponding rules), and most
semi-indirect speech is marked by quotative particles {see however 3.4.1.1).

3.3.1 -9%

-33 corresponds to Georgian -tko in its “Imeretian” distribution (2.6). That is, it is
used with Lst-person singular and plural speakers* (see {(47b~c) and (48)) and with
an instructional meaning with its “hidden” 1st-person speaker {2.6) (see (49)):*

(47) (a) “im rokv xvi¢od, Svanir?” — (b) “im-2% i am lintv jeru tve ameéu
ekilisga nimsia (c) i tetrs-23 dem nahvdix (d) i atxe Gagriste yuri {e) i
ka xoitivle” (39,3-8 Ipar)

(a) “what.paT QuoT we.do(prs).it, Svans?” — (b) “what-quor and this
winter two month here thorn.in we have. worked(peRE) (c) and
mOoney.DAT-QUOT not they.give(prs).it.to.us (d) and now (Gagra.to
Lgo(prs) (e) and prev Lwill.sue(ruT).him.”

“(a) What do you do, Svans? — (b) What? During this winter, we
worked in the thorns here for two months, (c) but they do not pay us.
(d) And now I will go to Gagra [a city in Abkhazia] (e) and will sue him.

{48) améan dtvzeldl: “hési-3 ime Ira nizv Belvitésga” (41,11-12 Mestia)
here Lwent.by: “if-quor where he.will be(rut) going(PART) Becho.to.in”
‘I'went by: In case there is somebody going to Becho [, I thought]”

(49) a. (si) x€ka (ere) “mi-3 moxar qvedni” (Inf)

{you) you.telLhim({aor.1MP) {cny) “I-QuoT tomorrow Lwill.corne”
“Tell him: (that) I {the speaker] will come tomorrow’
b.  mi maku xikva (ere) “moxar-a§ qvedni” (Inf)
I Lwant.it that.you.telLhim (cny) “Tomorrow-quor Lwill.come”
‘T want you to tell him that I will come tomorrow’

Notice that the use of -a§ does not require a 1st-person singular matrix clause
subject in variant (49b) (cp. 2.6). Also, -a5 crucially refers to the speech of the
actual 1st-person speaker. “Underlying” 1st-person speakers, when shifted, do not
trigger lst-person quotatives {see (58¢—¢) below). The same is true for instruc-
tions, not to reported 1st-person speaker instructions; for instance, although (41d)
is an instruction to a 2nd person, it is marked by eser, not by -25 {cp. (87b)). In
this, Svan seems to differ from Georgian, which allows -tko to be triggered by a
reported 1st-person reporting clause {see (32)).
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3.3.2 €ser .
Eser is the “elsewhere” form of the quotative particle paradigm: it occurs with
reported 3rd-person speakers (see (39), (40), (44)), and with 2nd-person speakers:

{50} (si} (ka) meka: “maxar eser (ka) gvedni” (Inf)
(you) (PREV) you.said.to.me: “tomorrow QuoT (PTCL)
Lwill.come(rut)”
“You told me: I [= addressee] will come tomorrow’

but not with the instructional meaning:

(51) *(si) xeka (ere): “maxar eser qvedni/qedni” (Inf)
{you) you.tell(aor.1mp) (cNJ): “tomorrow QuoT
Lwill.come/he.will.come”
{(in the sense of: “Tell him: I [speaker or addressee] will come tomorrow?)

We can tabulate now the distribution of quotative particles in Georgian and
Upper Svan: .

Instructional  1stSg  1st P Elsewhere
Khevsurian . . . 0 o o 0
Rustaveli tko o o 0
Literary Georgian  tko metki  oftko )
Imeretian . . .. tko tko tko 0
Svan o} 3 a%/rok(v)  eser/rok(v)

3.3.3 The interchangeability of Svan eser and rok(v)

In most contexts, eser and rok({v} are interchangeable, and all authors so far (e.g.
Gudjedjiani and Palmaitis 1986: 35-6; Tuite 1997:40-1) seem to consider them as
free variants. Indeed, eser and rok(v) occur close to each other within the same
text:

(52} (a) xdkv, (b) ere “bazi eser jervdj minkvi anqes mineitésga, (c) e%a rokv
$i3d ¢u-v adgirx!” (333,35-6)

(a) he.said.to.him, (b} cny “this.evening Quor who.NoM first.noM
he.may.come(sus).Il) to.them, (¢) that.xoM QuoT immediately
PrEV-0OPT theykilled(aor).him”

‘(a) He said to him: (b) Whoever comes first to you (plural} this eve-
ning, (c) you shall kill him.

(53) (a) mica dis x3kv: (b) “miSgu di, ladi zugv-2i mikvx, (c) ere “Sulasaxel
eser xajixa.” (d) e3a xexvd vode rok do onqude, {(e) etkad lisvem rok
noma-v mar!” (100,7-9 Ipar)

(a) his mother.par he.said.to.her: (b) “my mother, today hill-on
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they.said.to.me, (¢} cny “Sulasakhel.Nom quoT she.is.called(prs)” (d)
that.vom wife.aDv as.long.as Quot not Lshould.lead(susy.Il).her.home,
(e) so.Jong rest.NoM QUOT not-opT Lhave(prs).it”

‘(a) He told his mother, (b) Mother, today they told me on the hill, (c)
that her name is Sulasakhel/“Her name is Sulasakhel” {d) As long as1
do not marry her, (e} I shall have no rest’

As in so many fairy tales, there are often three people saying or promising one
thing after the other: in a Lower Bal text, there are three brothers saying one after
the other: “T will keep watch over him”. Inspite of their parallelism, the speeches
of the eldest and of the intermediate brother have eser {Davitiani et al. 1957: 167,3;
8); the speech of the youngest brother has rok (ib. 167,13).%

3.3.4 The difference between Svan eser and rok(v)
However, eser and rok(v) have a different distribution. Firstly, rok(v), but not eser
can replace 23 with reported 1st-person plural speakers (see Hewitt 1982:208):

(54) etas lixviveddad: “ame-isga rokv im nahvdid kirsjs?” (38,20-2 Ipar;
cp. 38,27)
that.paT we.asked(aor).him: “this-in QuoT what you.give{PRS).us
hire.par”

‘Him we asked: How much hire will you give us for this?’

(55) é@xvmizred yérbet: “yérbet rokv, silaneid [ ... ]” (36,4 Mestia)
we.prayed(aor).(to.}him God.Nom: “God quoT, you
yowhelp(aor.mp).us”

‘We prayed to God: God, you help us!’

Second, even a cursory look at the texts shows that both their syntactic behaviour
and their distribution in the dialects differ: the Lower Svan dialects {Lashkh and
Lentekh) have lok < rok(v), and not eser (Topuria 1985: 143; Cantlaze 1998:227).
eser dominates in most dialects of Upper Svanetia, with the notable exception of
Ushgul, which has rok(v) because of its connections to Lower Svanetia and to
Georgian Imeretia.® A careful analysis of all the texts may modify this picture, but
it seems reasonable to assume that rok spread from the south.

3.3.5 Svan quotatives as clitics

As we saw above, Georgian quotative particles are enclitics that attach to the verb,
the clause or the sentence they belongs to; in addition they may attach to any
phonological phrase in Modern Georgian. The Svan quotative particles are
different: as so many other Svan particles, they are clitics that attach to their
preceding host and occur before the verb or after the first (phonological) phrase
of the clause (Wackernagel’s position®’): these positions often coincide with each
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other in a spoken language. While the latter position seems to dominate in the
Upper Bal prose texts, the preverbal position is more frequent e.g. in the Lower
Bal proverb collection of Davitiani {1974). It should be noted here that eser can
occur more than once in a clause:

(56) mit eser imnir xalini? mine moncir eser mama eser dri. {255,32)
he.paT QuoT how he.is.afraid{rrs).of.it? their subduer.noM quor not
QUOT is
“{The dev says to his horse:] Why are you afraid? There is nobody who
can overpower us.

The second clause probably consists of two phonological phrases, and the multiple
occurrence of eser would be similar to that of Georgian -0 (2.3).

3.3.6 Use and non-use of the Svan quotative

From a processing point of view, it is interesting that quotatives may come with a
“delay”, e.g. after an address without quotative (see (57)) or after an initial part
identified by other means, e.g. the conjunction ere {see (58)):

v =¥

(57) hat xolal, kvitrirs eser ¢aZar otxvjax i ime jir arix? (53,26 Lendjer)
go.ahead bads, thieves.paT QuoT horses they.have.led(pere).them.away
and where who they.are?

‘Husry up, you lazybones, the thieves have stolen our horses, and where
are you ¥ {lit.: *where is who of you?’)

(58) (a) zurald xakv, (b) ere “mica la¥mila mi¢ otdagra. (c) mi¢ eser
nakvisgv eser xara: (d) ervj eser mica lajmilas ¢vadgrina, (&) e3a eser
¢isd xaku” (256,33)
(a) woman.ErG she.said.to.him, (b)cny “her brothers.nom he.par
he.has killed{pErF).them, (c) she.paT QUOT something.that.was.said.NoM
quot she.has.had(perr).it: {d) whoever.NoMm quoT her brothers.DaT
he.would kili(prv.conp).them, (&) that.:noM quor husband.ADv
she,wants.him”
‘(a) The woman told him: (b) You have killed my brothers. (¢} I had vow-
ed: (d) Whoever would kill my brothers, (e) him I want for my husband.

On the other hand, the quotative particle can be omitted after its occurrence in
the initial clause(s):

(59) etka david xexvd xikv, ere “lemesgs eser, mdj mizez ira, dom laxhddne,
mare [ ...]” (379,38-380,1 Mestia)
then dev.geN wife.rrG she.said.to.her, cny “fire.nat qQuoT, what.NOM
reason.NoM it.will(FuT).be, not she.will.give(suT).it.to.her, but [ ... ]”
“Then the dev’s wife said to her: As for the fire, there is no reason why I

2

should not give it to you, but [ ... ].
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3.4 Shift phenomena in Svan semi-indirect speech

It is time now to characterise “indirectness” of reported speech in Svan which
consists of a shift in person and epistemic category (“evidentiality”). In the fol-
lowing, 1 will give a rule that possibly allows a deeper understanding of its
functional basis. Its tentative character should, however, be underlined. In
particular, examples involving speech act participants are extremely scarce and
inconclusive in the published materials, and it is my impression that contempo-
rary Svan shows some variation which may be due to Svan-Georgian bilingualism
and which I have not yet been able to capture.

3.4.1 Svan person shift
The rule for person shift seems to be:

In semi-indirect speech, person is orientated towards the (actual) speech-act,
to the extent that its reporting clause is orientated towards the actual speech
act, except in reported Lst-person speech.

This rule is optional with present and future tense clauses.

In other words, 1st and 2nd person refer to the actual speaker and addressee,
respectively, if they do in the reporting clause, and 3rd person is used elsewhere;
in Lst-person reported speech, on the other hand, we have the usual speaker-
addressee reversal of reported direct speech.

To make clear the impact of this rule, I will consider two examples illustrating
its first half (3.4.1.1), before I discuss the impact of its restriction and optionality
condition (3.4.1.2).

3.4.1.1 Examples of person-shift in Svan
Person shift is particularly frequent in narrative texts. Consider the following
example:

(60} “(a) madil-u eser xéra (b) 1 alamig mare no-v eser anxvit, (c) ka-v eser
apidvd. (d) mdj eser xaku, (e) eas eser xiéo” — “(f) mi¢ eser xakué
mica mahvréne gezal, (g) ulizad mij a3sid, e3a” (242,1-4)

“(a) grace.Nom-orT QuoT he.will have(rur).it (b} and so.many
man.NOM not-0rT QuoT he.slew(aor).them, (c) PrREV-0PT QuOT
he.released(aor).them. (d) what.nom quoT he.wants(prs).it, (e)
that.pat he.will. do(ruT).it.for.him.” — “(f) he.paT QuoT
he.wants(prs).it his youngest child.~om, (g) wifeless.apv who.nom
he.remained(aor).to.you, that”

‘[A man meets a dev who does not let him pass by. He says:] (a) [ be-
seech you, (b) do not slay so many men, (¢} allow us to go. (d) What-
ever you want () I will do it. — (f) T want your youngest son, (g) the
one who is left to you unmarried, that one.
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{a) The lst person (Svan mi) is shifted to 3rd-person mi¢ ‘he.par’. The nomina-
tive of mif is fa ‘he’ (see (76), (80), (90c), (91) below). fa/mifis a 3rd-person
pronoun; it is the short form of the demonstrative pronoun eja ‘that’, and has a
contrastive or intensifier meaning (“s/hé (him/herself”*) in subject and object
positions, as in:

{61) anqdd atxe dgi-te, dina larda-te adgene; 3a sga atdd kor-te i laxvbas agis
esxid (253,2—4)
he.came(aor) now home-to, girl. NoM abode-to he.put(aor).her,
he.noM pREV he.went{aor} house-to and brothers.par home.DaT
he.met(sor).them
‘[The hero] came home now [with the king’s daughter], the girl he
accommodated in a room; he himself went into the house and met his
brothers at home!

This meaning of ja/mit is a corollary of its contrast with zero anaphora® (“pro
drop”); notice that subject and object arguments are marked in the verb.

In semi-inditect speech, Ja/mi¢ is the 3rd-person counterpart of explicit
1st/2nd-person pronouns; it replaces them where they would occur in direct
speech. As a non-shifted 3rd-person pronoun it has the meaning illustrated in
(60f). In positions where a/miZ- does not contrast with zero anaphora (i.c. where
verb-internal marking is excluded), it is a normal 3rd-person pronoun, for
instance in expressions like mifa xexv ‘his wife.NoM™ or milei-te (382,24) “s/he.
GEN-10” (‘to het/him’).*® Since Fa/mié neutralises an underlying opposition of
person (Deeters 1930:184), it is of some functional relevance that my informants
sometimes had to look at the later context before they could decide “who did
what to whom”.

(b) As a corollary of person shift, 2nd-person imperatives, i.e. 2nd-person
aorist indicatives, have to be shifted into 3rd-person optative (subjunctive 1)
forms (Deeters 1930:185 § 345): “let us go (allow us to go)” must become
optative “he is to let them go” in (c). However, the optative is (almost?) always
replaced in this context by an alternative, synonymous form, namely an optative
particle {-u) plus the 3rd-person indicative counterpart of the optative, which is
the aorist (“he let us go”). Similarly, 2nd-person present tense prohibitions appear
as a 3rd-person present tense plus optative particle:

(62) amy’ &ser numa-v li lucxvave (291,29 apud Sarazenize 1946:305)
for.this quoT not-opT s/he.is(prs) worried({ppp)
‘Dor’t be worried about this’

{c) Persons occurring in idiomatic expressions are not exempt from shifting: the
unshifted form in {60a) would be: mddil-u 3éra ‘grace-opT yowwillhave(ruT).it’
in the sense of “I implore you”.
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My data seem to suggest that Svan semi-indirect speech is normally restricted
to quotative-marked speech. However, the following example shows semi-indirect
speech without a quotative particle:

(63) zurdld laxtvil: “médil-u xéra, mifa semi $aur miéném-u adje i heb
noma-v oxkarcxe.” (56,12-13 Lendjer)
womarn.eRG she.called(aor).to.him: “grace.noM-opT
he.willhave(puT).it, his three shaur.noMm he.grG-orT
he.took{aor).them.away and cherry.Nom not-opT
he.hewed(trimmed)(aor).it.to.her”
‘The woman called to him: I implore you, take your three shaurs [=
coins], and don’t cut off the branches of my cherry?’

3.4.1.2 Examples of speech act participant orientation in Svan

The non-shift condition with 1st-person speech captures e.g. the fact that no
person shift occurs with 23 (3.3.1) in (47)—(49) (but see 3.6) and in reported speech
with rok(v) and 1st-person plural speakers (see (54)—(55) above). Now consider:

(64) (a) rikvx, (b) ere “aljir eser otqidx-u mine xo$am i xikvx-u, (c) ere “e3
zural rokv &vidsdgén 1 geziir rokv &vasih i cxvad-isga rokv ¥ anjib””
{371,13—15 Mulakh)

{a} they.said, {b) cNy “these.NoM quoT they.brought.them.to.him-opt
their senior.paT and they.said.to.him-opT, (c)cNy “that woman.Nom
quort she.went.mad(aor) and children.xoMm quoT she.killed(aor).them
and boiling.water-in Quot PrEV she.boiled(aor).them””

‘(a) They said: (b) (that) Let us take these to our senior and let us say:
(c) (that) That woman went mad and she killed her children and boiled
them in boiling water.

As the reported Ist-person speaker in (64¢) is himself shifted to a 3rd-person form
according to the usual rule (“let us say” — “let them say”), it does not prevent
person shift.”" In other words, the rule works from top downwards. As pointed out
by Cantlase (1998:226), the rule does not require a general shift to 3rd-person
(Sarazenise 1946:290). Indeed, we get examples like:

(65) misgu apxnegd mikwe: emos eser mameda nisge nazim#i zagirte#i
CKird lizi, etkas igen bargir mi¢-oy loxo (Davitiani et al. 1957:85,26-7,
Lower Bal)
my fellow.ErG he.said.to.me: if Quor it.is.possible.for.me our
opposite.on mountain.to.on quick.Aapv going(vn).NoM, then other
piece.of luggage.p.Nom him.opT I.gave.them.to.him
‘My fellow said to me: If you can climb the mountain in front of us
quickly, then you should give me the other luggage’
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where the 2nd person of the “underlying” direct speech is shifted to 1st person
because it refers to the (actual) speaker of the sentence (cp. (47a): “you Svans” >
“we Svans”), and the lst-person exclusive possessive correctly codes the 1st-
person + 3rd-person combination (where 3rd person refers to the “you” of the
addressee in the underlying direct speech).” Similarly, the following example
offers a shift of 1st person to 3rd person (“me” > “him”), whereas the 2nd person
is shifted to 1st person because it refers to the speaker:

(66) e3nem mikv: (ere) “al Iair eser oxgida mi¥govd i mitadd mama” (CG)
s/he.ErG s/he.said.to.me: (cny) “that book.NoMm qQuoT
sthe.has.bought(PERE.EVID).it me.for and him/her.for not”

‘Sthe said to me: I bought the book for'you and not for me’

As for the tense condition, person shift with present and future reference
seemns to be the preferred variant in the texts; cp. {44), (47a), (56), (58)—(60), (90).
But there are occasional cases of non-shift (431,24; 433,10-11 apud Cantlaze 1998
230), and my informants offered both alternatives:

(67) e3nem xdkv: “kanpets eser laxvedne, héma eser xola ¢qint ira / kanpets
eser lajhvedne, héma eser xoéa ¢gint xira” (CG)
s/he.ErG s/he.said.to.him/her: “sweets.DaT QuoT sthe.will. give(ruT).
it.to.him/her, if Quot good child.nvoMm s/he.willbe(ruT) / sweets.DaT
quort Lwill.give(rur).it.to.you, if QuoT good child.noM you.will.
be(ruT)”
‘He said: I will give you sweets, if you are a good child?

3.41.3 Quotative particles in Svan proverbs

As we saw above (2.4}, Georgian proverbs are represented as direct speech plus
quotative particle. In Svan, proverbs are semi-indirect speech with a regular
person shift: even generalizing “you” becomes “s/he” etc.:

(68) mi &i xocxa, mi¢-ov-i e3i xocxon (Davitiani 1973:83 no. 245, Lower Bal)
what.NvoM everybody.pat s/he.prefers(prs).it, s/he.paT-0PT-and
that.Nom s/he.preferred(1PERF).it
‘What everybody prefers, that you should prefer too!
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3.4.2 Svan “tense shift”

As Deeters (1930:184-5) observes, person shift is somehow related to “tense
shift”.** This is true in the sense that if one of the rules applies, the other must
apply, too (be it vacuously), and that the optionality of person shift depends on
tense. However, “tense” should not be understood in the sense of “sequence of
tenses”, In Svan complement clauses, backshift of tenses does occur {(69a), al-
though not in the speaker-indexical time adverbials (69b) (see 3.5.3):

(69) a. ladqdd etka Amirans e¥’ & mit er xangir xibada (95,28 apud

Abesaze 1978:8)
he.remembered(aoRr).it then Amiran.par that pTcy, his cNy
dagger.noMm it.hang(1rerF).on.him
‘Then Amiran remembered that he had his dagger hanging [on his
side]”

b. zural atkuarda, he anqedni mita muxvbe moxar dgite (C. Margiani
apud Abesaze 1978:8)
woman.NoM she.worried, if he.will.come(ruT) her brother.nom
tomorrow home
“The woman worried if her brother would come home the day after”

But instead of backshift, semi-indirect speech shows a shift of epistemic category
from non-evidential to evidential (“indirective”, “inferential”). The following rule
seems to hold:

In semi-indirect speech, indicative tenses with past time reference shift to
their evidential counterparts, except in reported 1st-person speech.

The exception repeats the condition on person shift (see 3.4.1). Notice that this
shift occurs where person shift is not optional (as in present and future tense
clauses). Examples for non-shift with non-past tenses are found in (47a-¢) and
(60a-f). The indicative aorist, which otherwise is a narrative tense with past time
reference, counts as non-past with the optative particle in {60c). Similarly, present
(56), future (70), conditional (71) and subjunctive (72) are not shifted:

(70) ami lasis eser e3gvars oxqide, ere yo ivaladdy mi¢ 4mzordedx (54,14-15
Lendjer)
this.GEN.too seed.DAT QUOT such.paT he.will bring{rurT).it.to.him, that
prcL ever.day he.par they.shall bless(susy.I).him
‘I also will find you such a seed of this that you will be grateful for ever’
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(71) ka-j atombaZanx: “jir eser an3elvilis i jed sddils jar anmaris?”
(379,13—14 Mestia)
PREV-too they.wondered: “who.noM quoT
s/he.will have swept(prv.coND) and or meal.naT who.NoM
s/he.will have prepared(prv.conp).it”
‘They also wondered: Who will have swept and who have prepared a
meal?’

{72) 3omvdj eser xididandeds, etka adxv &h-v izobda (287,5)
when quot he.should.be.hungry(sus).I}, then one,paT PREV-0PT
he.ate(rPERF).it
‘Whenever you will be hungty, eat one’

Consider now the shift of past time verbs to their evidential counterparts, The
evidential counterpart of the narrative aorist tense is the perfect (see introductory
section):”

(73) xi3i Dautd xakv mica gezals, ere “maj eser xolvmina, otzih’ éser ma?”
(369,26-7)
Hadji Daud.erG he.said.to.him his son.par, cny “what QuoT
he.has.done(pere).it, he.has.killed(perF).her quoT Q7
‘Hadji Daud said to his son: What did you do, have you killed her?’

(cp. the contrast between direct and semi-indirect speech in (90b) vs. (90c)
below). Imperfect forms of stative verbs like “to stand” and “to know” {see (90f))
count as aorists and are shifted to the perfect:

(74) letnapd eser mdj xignéng amzav? (51,18 Lendjer)
letnap[cattle fed for the Easter-meal].apv quoT what
it.has.stood(PERF). for.them this.year
‘What did you have for slaughter-cattle on Easter this year?’

Unlike Georgian, Svan has special evidential forms for the imperfect:

(75) xola kvin eser im#i xeqni, Zigar eser loms@ivin lezébs i ala eser désa mos
x0kva miZa baba Xi%i Dauts! (368,25-7)
bad breath.NoM quoT how it.will.smell(tprv.FuT), always QuoT
she.used.to.make(rPERF.EVID).it meal.paT and this.NnoM QuUoT not PTCL
he.has.said(pERF).it her father Hadji Daut.pat
‘How can a bad odour come from it [sc. the meal], I always used to
prepare the meal, and hardly has my father Hadji Daud said this’

In a sense, sequence of tenses and shift of epistemic category are complementary:
the controlling property is the past vs. non-past distinction in the reporting clause
in the one case and in the reported clause in the other; in both cases the target is
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the dependent clause. But the controlled properties are different: tense vs. episternic
status, and this explains the difference between the exceptions: 1st-person report-
ing, which guarantees continuing reliability, with semi-indirect speech vs. “continu-
ing applicability” with indirect speech (Comrie 1986:284-5). But why should
evidentials be used in reported speech in the first place, and why is the shift to
evidential forms restricted to past time reference forms, and excluded from
reported Ist-person speech? The domain of evidentiality and reported speech
overlap: one meaning of evidential forms is “hearsay”, and the Georgian evidential
perfect can be used in complement clauses to code this epistemic meaning ( Boeder
2000:292—4): in sentences like: I have heard/I know that she wrote the letter, the verb
wrote can be either in the aorist (neutral meaning) or in the perfect (“somebody
told me that she wrote it”; cp. (20b, d)). — As for time reference, we may speculate
that the most frequent domain of hearsay information is the past and conclusions
from accessible evidence most often refer to the past. In fact, most evidential forms
in the languages of the world refer to the past.*® — Notice that future and condi-
tional tenses {as in (71)) have an inherent relation to epistemic status ( Boeder 2000:
280-1). — The absence of tense shift from 1st-person speech is to be expected, too.
While 2nd and 3rd-person reporter speech is “hearsay” per se,” this is not neces-
sarily true for Ist-person reporter speech. It is true that a sentence like: I told him
that she wrote the letter can have she wrote in the evidential perfect form if I want to
give the complement clause a hearsay meaning (“I told him that, apparently, she
wrote the letter”),” but this use does not result from the application of the tense
shift rule for semi-indirect speech.” Notice that the perfect in (73) occurs in a
question, although the opposition between evidential and non-evidential forms is
normally restricted to non-modal assertions (Boeder 2000:291-2). In other words,
the tense shift as described above, although originally motivated by “evidentiality”,
has become a grammaticised, automatic rule of semi-indirect speech, and (73} in all

- probability has no “inferential” meaning: neither the story-teller nor Hadji Daud

give their question an “evidential” episternic status.

3.4.3 Distributional differences between Svan eser and rok{v)
In general, rok{v) (or its variant lok) follows the rules given above:

oy

(76) xekv [sic] miga xaxvem: “Sa rokv xola mare, leyv totevira i $domrir
sgoxqida” {378,8-9 Mestia)
she.said his wife.erG: “he.noM QuoT bad man.Nom, meat.NoM
he.has left(pErr).it and ears.nom he.hasbrought(perr).them.in”
‘His wife said to him: You bad man, you left the meat and brought the
ears home.

But there are instances of rok{v) with direct speech where person shift would be
expected with eser:
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(77) laxvtvedda: Sukvii rok 3axviénax jar? (103,6-7 apud Cantlaze 1998:229)
he.asked.them: way.on Quot they.met(perF).you who.noM?
‘He asked them: Who met you on your way?’

As with eser, the person-shift role does not (necessarily) apply to clauses with non-
past tenses, even if the embedding clause has tense and person shift:

(78) (a) ekas eser e3i kils iked (b) i mi¢ eser agalve, (c) mare vodo-do mita
vidla$ kvin ddyvenas, (d) ere demgvas rokv Jeco, () etkad nomeg-u
apidvd (Davitiani et al. 1957:34,27-9 apud Hewitt 1982:209)

{a) then Quor that.Nom shrieking.pat she.leads(prs).it (b) and he.pat
QUOT she.frightens(prs).hitn, (¢) but until-not her sister.GEN soul.Dar
she.may.swear(susJ.II).on.it (d) cNy nothing quort Ishe.do/es(rrs).
it.to.you (e) till.then not-opt he let(aor).her go

‘(a) Then she will begin to shriek, (b) and she will frighten you. (e) But
do not let her go (¢) until she swears on her sister’s soul (d) that she will
do you no harm’ (transl. Hewitt) or: °. .. (d) I will do you no harm ..’

1 feel unable to give a reliable rule for rok. Hewitt (1982:211-12) suggests that one
factor determining the form of reported speech in Svan is co-referentiality of
referents in the reporting and dependent clauses.® But while person shift seems to
be optional, tense shift, as far as I can see, is not: the simple aorist adgarx is
unacceptable even with rok(v)/lok in:

(79} e3ném lekv, ere “lat lok *adgarx/otdagrax” (Hewitt 1982:212)
s/he s/he.said, cNy “yesterday Quor
*they.killed(aor).her/they.killed(pERR.EVID) het”

‘S/He said: They killed him/her yesterday.

-3.4.4 The development of quotatives in Svan

The historical development may be reconstructed as follows: originally, rok(v) was
simply “s/he said”, used with direct speech. It has a transparent etymology like
Georgian metki and tko, in that it has developed from rdkv ‘s/he said it’ (Topuria
1967:248 note 2). In the southern dialects, which have contact with the “Tmeretian”
type of Georgian dialects, rok(v) replaced eser in the neutral contexts where no shift
is required (non-past tenses, 1st-person reporter speech). As a concomitant result,
rdkv became a dlitic quotative particle and was phonetically reduced to rok. On the
basis of partial equivalence, rok could extend into other areas of eser: on the one
hand, it replaced it in semi-indirect speech, thus preserving the typical Svan form
(as in (76)). On the other hand, in many contexts, it was used without shift, as it
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had before, with the result that rok(v) occurs in more instances of non-shifted
direct speech.®! This latter development could have two models, one internal and
the other “external”. Firstly, there is the 1st-person reporter speech with 2%, which
never occurs with semi-indirect speech. Second, the development could be rein-
forced by the Georgian type of speech reporting. This latter model has the “advan-
tage” of avoiding the neutralization of person with its specific difficulties (see
3.4.1.1). In Kartvelian, then, we have a combined geographical expansion of two
types. (1) Verb forms of “to say” like Georgian metki and tko and Svan rok(v), that
are still etymologically transparent, replace non-transparent particles like Georgian
-0 and Svan eser. (2) Svan semi-indirect speech is more and more replaced by non-
shifted variants that have the form of direct speech. If this is a general trend, there
is no basis for the assumption that semi-indirect speech developed from direct
speech without completely reaching the level of indirect speech (Hewirt 1982).
Rather, the stricter rules of eser could be an archaism, while the intrusion of rok
entails a “bleeding” of the person-shift rule.*?

3.5 Direct speech properties in Svan semi-indirect speech

Svan semi-indirect speech has many properties that are considered typical of
direct speech in languages like English.

3.5.1 Main clause privileges in Svan semi-indirect speech
Firstly, main clause privileges like vocatives, expressive elements, formulas (see
(60a}, (63), (76), (86a)) and the like are preserved, but their pronouns are shifted:

(80) Sosrugvd xikv: “txére, mita-v mizig laxgeda, lai$-u eser zisx!” “Ah,
yertem-u eser xakdis, ¥'2ser dém itre mita zisxs” {394,19-22)
Sosrug.erG he.said.to.him: “wolf.Nom(= voc), his-opT pain.nom
it.has.come(PERE).to.him, he.drank(aor).it-0rT qUoT blood.NoM!” —
“Ah, God.ErG-0PT QUOT he.may.avert.it.(from)him(susy.I),
he.NoMm-QUOT 1MPOss he.drinks(prs).it his blood.par”

‘Sosruq said to him: Wolf, my dear, please drink my blood! — O, God
forbid, I cannot drink your blood’

(81) 00, atx’ ser de¥ xarx xolemis (Chr 162,29 Mestia)

0, now QUOT IMPOSss they.have.it good.cEN
‘O, now our matters are not in a fair way’

This combination of speaker-indexical elements with person-shift is the real
“anomaly” (Hewirt 1982) in Svan speech reporting: on the basis of the shift
phenomena of more or less indirect speech, speaker-indexicality normally implies
non-shift in other respects; in particular, no person shift would be expected in
languages such as German (Plank 1986:296). However, it is not obvious that Svan
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“semi-indirect” speech is to be located somewhere on the direct-indirect speech-
scale -~— no more so than free indirect (“experienced”) speech, to which it bears
some resemblance,

3.5.2 Non-verbatim reported speech in Svan

Some direct speech expressions testify to the fact that “direct speech” is not always
to be understood as a realistic reproduction of reported utterances:®® see Modern
Georgian ese da es ‘this and this’ and ama da am dros “at that and that time’ and
its Svan equivalent in:

(82) a3-i-af eser xqra (260,32) L&
so-and-so Quot he.has.done(pErp).it
‘He has treated me in such and such a fashion’®*

In examples of this type, direct speech is simply reduced to those aspects of jts
“original” that are intersubjectively relevant where details of place, time and
action can be omitted (Mocher 1996:73).

3.5.3 Non-shift of deictic categories in Svan semi-indirect speech

Last but not least, deictic expressions of time and space (like “now” in {81), (90d),
“today” in (91) and “tomorrow” in (69b)) are preserved, which demonstrates
their difference from “person”:

(83} imndr eser i div axdgebax lddi (245,31 = 246,4)
why quot and dev.voM he.has.assaulted(pErE).them today
‘Why? The dev assaulted us today [and ate all our bread].

Deixis includes directional semantics (as in “come” vs. “go”, “bring” vs. “take”):
otgid ‘s/he took it (there)’ contrasts with: oxgid ‘sthe brought it’ as in:

(84) 3jar labar-u eser oxqid! (244,11)
hands(cen?) washwater.NoM-0PT QUOT he.brought(aor).it
‘Bring me water to wash my hands!’

3.6 Embedding in Svan semi-indirect speech

Most clauses and reported speech embedded in reported speech do not differ from
their matrix clauses: conditional clauses (85a), complement clauses (86b) and
embedded reported speech (41b) (if we take the conjunction ere as an indicator of
embedding) are marked as semi-indirect:

{85) (a) lax dtu xdc, (b) eéka eser ibda-v lics (256,8-9)
(a) it hot he.should.have(susy.I).it (b) then quor
he.poured(iperr).it.on himself-oPT water.paT
‘When you feel hot, pour the water on you’
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(86) (a) 4, xiadul eser Xvtisavar, (b) mi¢ eser mij xaku, (c) a8 eser xoxal (d)i
Z-vangddi[ ... ](251,24-5)
(2) a, pleasure.diminutive Quot Khvtisavar, (b) he.paT QuoT what.NoM
he.wants(prs).it, (¢) s0 quoT he knows(prs).it (d) and PrREV-0pPT
he.came(aor) and [ ... ]
‘O well, Khvtisavar, you know well what I want anyway. Come on and

...}

Repeated embedding poses an interesting question: how do the quotatives
conditioned by the different layers of clauses interfere? Gudjedjiani and Palmaitis
{1986:35) give an example:

(87) (a) mi xveka Sikos: (b) babas-a3 xéka, (c) ¢03 [= Cututal] eser atéem,
(d) mi¢-2% mama xo#ib
(a) I Lsaid.to.him Siko.pat: (b) dad.paT-quor say(AOR.IMP).t0.him,
(c} PREV.OPT.QUOT QUOT he.mowed(aor), (d) he.paT-quor not he.can
‘(a) I told Siko: (b) Tell thy dad: (c) Do mow, (d) he cannot’

a5 is used in (b}~(d) because the whole sentence is reported 1st-person speech.
In other words, as in the examples given above, the quotative marking “perco-
lates” into the lowest clause of the sentence. eserin (c), on the other hand, seems
to be triggered by the second person of the imperative “(you) tell him” in (b),
because it is a reported instruction (see 3.3.1). The result is double quotative
marking in one and the same clause. “You” (subject of imperative) in (b) is not
shifted because (a) is reported 1st-person speech; whereas “he” in (d), although
it is co-referential with “I” in (a), has no 1st-person counterpart in {b) and
therefore cannot appear as a 1st person. As we saw above (3.4.1.2), the rule
works from the top downwards, and the resulting orientation of the lower
reporting clause overrules the orientation of the higher clause. ® Notice, how-
ever, that my own informant found a non-shifted variant of (87) (without
quotative particles) more natural:

(87") (a) mi xvéka Sikos: “(b) babas xeka, (c) ere &vidtemas, mi mam mizib”
(CQ)
(a) I Lsaid.to.him Siko.pat: “(b) father.par tell him, (c) that
he.shoud.mow(sus}.II}, I not Lcan”.%

As Ebert (1986:151,156) points out, pragmatic speech-act orientation of its
participants (i.e., avoidance of 3rd person for the actual speaker and hearer) is
natural in even in those languages where indirect speech does not exist. (87') is an
attempt to remedy “unnaturalness” against the workings of the general rule.”

3.7 Svan embedded clauses without shift

Vat thora cosrm tn ha avenmtinee: fam Jnataman #hn vnlasleen aloon e F60D 2 . £ 1
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(afterthought) position has a non-shifted form without quotative. Indeed, semi-
indirect speech can “fade away” in long passages of reported speech. Such a
transition from semi-indirect to a long direct speech without quotative we find in:

(88) jayv atx’ éser lax ¢viadyanvens, etk’ &ser yo ka {(int xetni i eas Zurab@
atZzix. mi ejcvire lalsgura &i%s, [ ... ] (232,15-17)
prcL now quot if she.should.become.pregnant(susy.II}, then quoT
PTCL PREV boy.NoM he.will.be.borne(ruT).to.her and that.par
Zurab.NoM.opT she.called(aor).him. I Lwill.leave(ruT).you
to.sit.on{PART) horse.par [ . . . ]
‘Now, if you should become pregnant, then you will give birth to a boy,
and call him Zurab. T will leave you a riding horse. [four more lines in
direct speech]

But the opposite case, a transition from direct speech to indirect speech, also
seermns to occur: Deeters (1930: 184) offers examples from the Lashkh dialect where
indirect speech forms begin in the second clause of the sentence and even inside
the clause. These cases still await a careful study.

3.8 The devs’ speech in Svan

The devs, bad, clumsy giants in Caucasian fairy tales, have their own “language”,
characterised by the special particle ungys. This particle seems to occur with direct
speech only, and in the same clitic position as the quotative particles. As far as I
can see, ungvs and the “normal” quotative particles are in complementary
distribution:

(89) xo&a-v unqgvs ladiy 3arx! {Chr 155,20-1)
good-oPT undvs day.Nom you. have.it
‘May you unqvs have a good day!” (German Guten Tag! )

(90) (a} eCka dav lax¢vedda: (b) “jar-ungvs lasv ala?” — (c) “§* &ser lamir
Rostom.” — (d) “Rostom eser mi¢ atxe mad otkvaraja suyva-te?” —
(e) “micas-3al xol’ eser mad li: (f) corev eser xaxléna i kimtexli”
(235,31-5)

(a) then dev.nom he.asked.him: (b) “who.voM-ungvs he.was
this.nom?” — (¢) “he.Nom QuoT he.has.been(PERR.EVID) Rostom.Nom”
— (d} “Rostom.NoM QuoT he.DAT now not he.has.thrown(pERE).him
sea-into?” — (e) “his-like bad. NoM QuoT not he.is: (f) swimming.nom
QuoT he.has.known(pEre).it and he.has.returned(eerr).out”

‘(a) Then the dev asked him: (b) Who ungvs was this? (¢) — I was it,
Rostom. — (d) Didn’t I throw Rostom into the sea now? — (e) [ am
not so bad as you: (f) I knew swimming and came back out of it
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(91} méj eser xaku? — mij eser i ladi moxar} eser $a li (Chr 162,20 Ipar)
what.NoM QuoT he.wants(prs).it? — what QuoT and today
bearer.of.tribute.vom qQuoT he.noM quoT he.is
‘[Sosruq says:] What do you want? — [The dev answers:] What else
than that you must bear me the tribute today’

As we see in (90d) and (91}, the devs otherwise use “normal Svan”, including
Svan semi-indirect speech in clauses without ungvs (see (90b) vs. (90c)). — Both
ungvs and the quotatives signal different “voices” in speech. We may say that
ungys offers an example of overlap between the marking of speech reporting and
the function of characterizing individuals or “species” — similar to the distinct
language characteristics of different animals found e.g. in San (“Bushman™) fairy
tales (Westermann 1940:7), In a sense, speaker-indexicality is one of the functions
of reported speech.

4. Conclusion

1. Georgian and Svan share some formal features of speech reporting that are
quite common in the languages of the Near East and of Europe: reported speech
tends to be preceded by a conjunction both with indirect and direct speech; local
and temporal indexical expressions tend to be preserved in all types of reported
speech; tense shift (consecutio temporum) tends to be avoided; and both lan-
guages use quotative particles that differentiate between 1st-person and non-1st-
person speech reporting — a distinction that recurs in other languages of the Near
East like Late Akkadian (Soden 1952 § 121b) and Elamite (Khatikjan 1998:61-2)
and fits well into the picture of languages that differentiate between the epistemic
status of direct experience and that of indirect experience (evidentiality). The rules
for the quotative particles are based on speech act meaning, not on the morpho-
syntactic form of a reporting clause.

2. In spite of genetic relationship and long-lasting contact, the two languages
differ in some respects: while Georgian has indirect and direct speech, with a
definite preference for the latter, Svan has (free} direct speech, semi-indirect
speech and indirect speech, the latter being restricted to “real” complement
clauses. Svan semi-indirect speech is characterised by a shift of epistemic status
category (use of evidential forms) and by a person shift. This latter shift also
affects expressions known for their main clause privilege (for instance vocatives).
However, semi-indirect speech is restricted to non-1st-person speech and —
largely — to past tense clauses, restrictions that are related to the episternic status
of reported speech (see 3.4),

3. Person shift in Svan works from the top downwards. It is orientated
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towards the actual speech act to the extent that its reporting clause is orientated
towards the actual speech act. The orientation of a lower reporting clause over-
rules the orientation of the higher clauses.

4. Quotative particles tend to develop from verb forms of “to say” and to
replace non-transparent particles. Svan semi-indirect speech tends to be replaced
by the Georgian type of direct speech; it is an open question whether direct speech
1s more easily processed than semi-indirect speech in a face-to-face language such
as Svan, but by partly neutralising the opposition of 1st, 2nd and 3rd person, it
can obscure personal reference.

5. The function of the different types of speech reporting has not been studied
here. But there is good reason to say that direct or semi-indirect speech is the
preferred variant in the Kartvelian. This preference is no less a characteristic
feature of these languages than their categorical rules, and it is a task of future
research to look for other linguistic features that co-vary with this preference.
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L. See e.g. Deeters (1930); for a recent survey see Hewitt and Crisp (1986).

2. See Roncador (1988) for a profound analysis of reference shift.

3. See e.g. Li {1986) for an elaboration of co-reference rules (“pronominalisation strate-
gies”).

4. See Topuria (1967:130-6; 191-3); Tuite (1997:31); Oniani (1998:205-7). For some
discusston of Svan evidentials see Sumbatova (1999).

5. The most complete historical survey of Georgian direct and indirect speech is Siziguri
(1973:177-207).
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6. The Kartvelian languages have polypersonal verb forms that can be used as self-
contained sentences (“pro-drop”, verb-external “zero anaphora”). In the following, the
glosses do not mirror the polysynthetic structure of the verb forms; for the sake of
simplicity, they give a paraphrase rather than an analysis. Also, the very frequent sequence:
“ .. said(a0R).it . . " will be simplified as: “ . . . said . . ” in the glosses.

The following abbreviations are used: Bl = Bleichsteiner 1931; CG = Ciuri Gabliani;
CG = Cato Gudjedjiani; Chr = Sanize — Kaldani (edd.) 1978; T = [lonti 1974; GrX =
Marr 1911; I = G. Tmnaidvili 1974; Inf = informants from Mestia; other abbreviations refer
to private letter writers.

7. See the extensive study by Kieckers (1915-16: 14-34) with data from Armenian, Ancient
and Modern Greek (in particular in the former Greek dialects of Turkey), Modern Persian,
Turkish (ki), Lithuanian, Coptic, and many other languages. Kieckers also discusses the
possibility of calquing (e.g. of a grecistn in Romance languages, Old Church Slavonic and
Gothic).

8. Cp. Our Father as a noun and Latin tum vero suo more victoriam conclamant (Caesar,
Bellum Gallicum 5,37,3) “Then they shouted “Victory!”, as they were used to’. For more
details see Hahn (1929); Boeder (1985b).

9. This history of vitar(med) parallels that of the Old Greek conjunction hds ‘how, so >
that'.

10. Qopil ars is an analytic perfect form. It is also probable that (b) has an inferential
meaning (“from what I understand I conclude that this has not been the common meal”).

11. The Old Georgian examples of “indirect speech” cited by 3isiguri (1965:97) are not
particularly convincing. Complement clauses like the foliowing involve more than simple
person shift: ubrzane, romel ertxel cixe-d movides (GrX LXVIII 70) command.him, cNj once
fortress-Adv he.should.come “Tell him that he should come once to the fortress’; utxra
Rut dedamtil-sa twis-sa, sada-igi kriba (Ruth 2,19) she.told.her Ruth mothet.in law-paT
her.own-par, where-prcir she.collected ‘Ruth told her mothet-in-law where she had
gleaned..

12. Xundaze {1901:126-30 cp. 3iziguri 1965). — Schuchardt (1902:369-70) in his
interesting review of this pedagogic grammar rightly stresses the natural preference for
direct speech in Georgian, but he seems to have misunderstood Xundaze’s terminology: “Es
verhilt sich also gerade umgekehrt wie der Verfasser meint: die direkte Rede stehe dem
Georgischen micht an; durch die angegebenen Anhingsel wird ja die Rede nicht zur
indirekten” Xundase distinguishes between “direct speech” {pirdapiri mimartva) and
speech “with particles” (nacilakebit), which is not “indirect speech”.

13. Cp. the proverb: vai-s gaveqare da ui-s Sevegare-o woe-pat L.moved.away.from.it and
dear.me-pat Lmet.with.it-quor ‘I left a “Woe!”, and I met with a “Dear me!”".

14. Cp. word formations like: zarmac- ‘lazy’ < zar-mac- fear-it.is.laid.on.me ‘I fear/hesitate
to do something’); datemeba ‘to usurp’ < da-tem-eba prEV-my-Suffix ‘to say “it’s mine”’,

15. See, however, Hewitt and Crisp (1986:123-8). As far as | can see, the problem of shift in
reported speech is not discussed in native Georgian grammars.

16. The following example was deemed “old-fashioned” by one informant: utxari, rom cota
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damagviandeba-tko (Sanize 1955:106) tell him/her, cn little Lwill.be(put).late-quoT “Tell
him/her I will be a bit late!’. See also note 30 below.

17. See Jiziguri (1973:192); %ikia (1972:192).

18. Compare the European literary tradition that shuns the constant repetition of “s/he
said”.

19. In this regard, the quotative particle is similar to a resumptive pronoun after postposed
relative clauses of the type (60f—g) below, which is very common in the Kartvelian
languages, in particalar in Mingrelian.

20. In the collection of Tlonti (1996:256-61), only § out of 37 examples with -o are clause-

final, but not postverbal; the numbers for -tko (see below 2.5) are: 4 out of 31, and for
-metki : 2 out of 36.

21. 3iziguri (1973:202); Boeder (1983a). — Sanize (1973:610 § 650) explains this usage by
invoking explicit or implicit expressions introducing the proverb: natkvamia and thrmulg ‘it
is said’, amboben and itgvian ‘they say’ (¢p. Quintilianus IX 2,37 incertae personae fictae
oratio). However, direct speech is autonomous (see 2.9),

22. The first examples of metki and tko are found in a 10th-11th cent. manuscript:
Marxvata sakitxavebi (ed. 1. Abulaze apud Erteli$vili 1962: 184, note 1); see also Harris and
Campbell (1995:410 with note 25). — Cintarauli (1960: 114) points out that speakers are
well aware of the difference between dialects with regard to quotative particles: in one
poem, a Khevsurian says: me ki famave Kaxeta, kidet magiera xenia [ ... | “xobme” da
“metki” sitgvani satkmelad sakvirelnia. ‘But 1 came to Kakhetia, where there are trees
instead of rocks [ . .. ] The use of the words xolme [‘use to’] and metki is remarkable [in
Kakhetia]’.

23. 3iziguri {1973:446); Harris and Campbell (1995:170).

24. See 3isiguri (1973:446), who interprets this as a sign of becoming “functionally
opaque”. — On the development of the particles metkiftke see Harris and Campbell
(1995:168-70).

25. Quotative -0 is not. A development tkua ‘s/he said’ > tko > o (Topuria 1985:143),
although it conforms to a frequent source of quotative particles (see 3.4.4), is phonetically
arbitrary and in no way necessary.

26. Harris and Campbell (1995:410-11, note 30),

27. Kagarava (1950:256); Topuria — Gigineiévili (1970: 166); Biziguri (1973:198--9), Hewitt
(1984a:358).

28. Topuria and Gigineidvili {1970: 165); 3iziguri (1973:195; 198).

29. See Ebert {1986:155} for a Newari parallel with switch reference in clauses embedded
in questions.

30, If it is the speaker of the sentence who cannot come, a different construction is
preferred: fem-ze utxari $en-s col-s, ver mova-tho (Inf) me-on tell(aor.IMP}.it.to. her your-
DAT wife-Dat, MPoss he.will.come-quorT “Tell your wife that I, the speaker, will be unable
to come’. I have the impression that the use of the cenjunction rom in (33) {see note 16
above) would suggest the reading where the “I” refers to the speaker of the sentence (utxari
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Sen-s col-s, rom ver moval-tko). If this is correct, the use of a conjunction makes reported
speech more “indirect”.

31. For a collection of examples, see Kvantaliani (1990: 17—18); Suxigvili (1999},

32. Sikia (1972: 61) assumes a zero introducer (mudovani Zamrtveli ‘mull inserter’) in
reported dialogues without verbs of saying; for “ellipsis” see Quintilianus IX 2,37 detractum
est entm qui diceret.

33. The deficiency of person-marking in quotative particles does not in itself contradict
their verblikeness, because it occurs in many finite verb forms of languages like English,
too. (For a different view, see Harris and Campbell 1995:410 note 26.)

34. A somewhat similar idea with regard to metki/tko is found in Harris’s comment on 3i3i-
guri’s example of Kakhian: metki gaetrie akedan (3isiguri 1973:446) ‘Lsaid drag.yourself.
away from.here’ with metki in initial position, which behaves like a finite verb: “in this
dialect the change is incomplete” (Harris and Campbell 1995: 410 note 27). — There is not
the slightest evidence, however, that (35) is the survival of an older construction (in fact, it
is rather doubtful if -0 was a “real” verb in prehistoric times). Rather, the intermediate
position of the quotatives may receive several different historical interpretations. For
instance, the construction in (35} could be the result of a secondary analogy between
quotatives and verbs of saying.

35. It is interesting that Kagarava (1950:252) considers the co-occurrence of Mingrelian
mak ptkvi = Georgian metki vtkvi ‘QuoT Lsaid.it’ a case of Georgian influence. mak(ifs) <
ma pikvii corresponds exactly to metki < me vtkvi (Kip$idze 1914: 142). However, Katarava
(1950:249) considers -k an “addition” (dartuli). The Mingrelian-Laz equivalent of -tko is
-Jo, which has no convincing etymology so far {but see Ka¢arava 1950:252). Only -a with
its variants unambiguously corresponds to Georgian -o. Notice that -a occurs before clause-
final conjunctions: dovyuri-a-v-a-da, do mingaria-a l.will.die-linking.element-
QuoT-linking.element-when, and weep.for.me-quor ‘If I die, mourn for me’ (Katarava
1950:255).

36. Cikobava (1936: 136) also gives deri, which seems to be dedi ‘sthe said’. Bernt
Brendemoen (University of Oslo, letter of Febe. 18th, 2000) informs me that deri does not
occur in his Turkish dialect materials from the Atina/Pazar region.

37. For the rest of this chapter, simple numbers in the brackets refer to the volume of
Upper Svan texts edited by A. Sanize and V. Topuria (1939a), specifically to texts from the
village of Mulakh, if not stated otherwise.

38. See e.g. Sanize and Topuria (1939:267—-9).

@y 2 <

39. Cp. “Jekar”-“mekar”-sv gves dem eser isketi (Davitiani 1974:198,11) “I.told.you™-"you.
told.me”-1NsTR matter not Quot itwillbe.done ‘By saying: “I told you” and: “You told
me” there is nothing done’; medukin xeqvimiel i “dabsandi, dabsandi”-s xagle (52,15-16)
shopkeeper.nom he.is(prs).grateful.to.them and “take.a.seat, take.a.seat” -paT he.says(prs).
to.them “The shopkeeper was very grateful to them and said: Sit down! Sit down!’, where
dab(r)zandi is a Georgian polite form: as Wigger observes for Irish (1998:981), the foreign
language of the “original speech” very strongly tends to be preserved.
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40. For some attempts to describe an interaction between ere, quotative, and person
identity relations between main and dependent clauses, see Hewitt (1982).

41. The etymology of -a% and eser is unknown. Topuria (1985:143) reports a proposal to
connect eser with Armenian aser ‘sthe said’, but this would not explain the syntax and
position of eser, and I see no reason for a borrowing from this language.

42. Tlonti (1975:41-2), relying on information given by A. Davitiani (probably a speaker
of Lower Bal}, has a fourth quotative particle oy, without however offering an example.
According to him, rokv is more used with the future (momavlis gagebis natkvami), while oyv
refers to past speech. This must be a misunderstanding: opv is a variant of the optative
particle -», and if there is any time reference in these particles, -oyv refers to the future. On
the other hand, it remains to be explained why my informants, too, sometimes mistook -u
for a quotative particle (Georgian -o). )

43. According to Topuria (1985:143), -#3 is also used with 2nd-person speaker reporters.
I could not confirm this use, but maybe it is the instructional meaning that he had in mind.

44. According to Sarazenize {1958:248), the Lower Bal dialect of Tskhumar has - id instead
of -23.

45. Similarly in a text from Becho (Davitiani ef al. 1957:54,28-30). — However, the
speeches of the kadj (sorcerers ) in an Upper Bal text from Ushguli {61,26-32) have rok.

The speeches of three wives in a text from Mestia (Chr 168,9-10), on the other hand, ail
have eser,

46. lvane NiZaraze, the author of a Russian-Svan dictionary from 1910 and originating
from Ushgul, offers only rok as a translation of Russian mol”! — Among the Lower Bal
dialects of Upper Svanetia (see “map” at the beginning of Section 3.}, most have eser and
a few occurrences of rok in the texts, in particular in Etser (with old connections to the
south?), while Becho (a village somewhat remote from the main valley) has almost no
occurrence of rok. Similarly, the Upper Bal dialect texts have almost exclusively eser (with
an average of 10 instances per page!), in particular in Mulakh (which is again “communica-
tively” more remote from the southern regions), — In addition to possible pragmatic and
processing factors, a variational study would have to consider sociolinguistic factors as well:
in the Upper Bal village of Ipar, halfway between Mulakh and Ushgul, eser predominates in
the texts, but the members of two families seem to prefer rok or its preferred Lower Svan
variant lok !

47. This is also the position of the Hittite quotative particle, see Friedrich (1960: 148-9); for
Kartvelian clisis, see Boeder {1994),

48, My informants tend to translate it by Georgian tviton ‘her/himself’.
49. See Tuite (1997:43); Boeder, forthcoming.

50. There seems to be no reason, then, why a/mié- should be “a special pronoun” (Tuite
1997:40). Tts remote similarity to “long distance reflexives” and logophoric anaphora
remains to be determined.

51, Cp. Gudjedjiani and Palmaitis (1986:36): “If the speaker refers to himself but is not the
Ist person, forms of the 1st person cannot be used”
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52. Under my interpretation, then, this example is not due to an “influence of narration on
the psychic disposition of the speaker himself” (Cantlaze 1998:233), but a perfectly normal
person shift: It is also not true that in Svan speech reporting “if the verb is 3rd person, then a
pronoun must also be 3rd person, and there is no mixing” (Cantlaze ib. 229). — In a poetic
text, a 1st-person speaker tells about his encounter with another Svan who threatens him;
inspite of the 1st-person speaker’s pacifying speech, the other Svan levels his gun at him and
says: dém rokv igni ¥ etkad, vode | migva zisxs rokv do ldjtare! ($anize et al. 1939b:66, no. 21,
21-3) not quoT he.will stand.there he.noM so.long, as /my blood.pat QuoT not he.will.drink.
it T will stay here until/I drink yourblood!. Cantlaze (1998:229) finds fault with the Georgian
translation, which has “your blood”, as in English, whereas Svan has “my blood”. But this is
exactly what we expect: the Svan pronoun is orientated towards the understood reporting
clause: “he said to me”, whereas the Georgian and English translations have the pronouns of
direct speech. The Lst-person of direct speech (“I will stay”), on the other hand, is shifted,
because its counterpart is 3rd person in the understood reporting clause (“He said . . ).

53. Still, there may be examples that do not fit into the picture. For example, one infor-
mant offered me: lat e3nem makvin: “maxir eser gedni milgva-te” (Inf) yesterday s/he.erc
s/he.said.to.me: “tomorrow quor s/he.comes(prs) me.to” Yesterday, s/he said to me: T will
come to you tomorrow’, where the 2nd person {“to you”) of the reported clause is
correctly shifted to 1st person because it refers to the (actual) speaker (“to me”), whereas
the 1st-person subject of the underlying reported clause is shifted to 3rd person because it
refers to a non-participant of the speech act (“sthe said”). Afterwards, however, my
informant corrected migvate into isgvate ‘to.you’, with the speaker-addressee reversal
typical of direct speech. But the reported clause refers to the future, where the “underlying”
direct speech variant gvedni isgvate I.come to.you’ is an option according to the rule. So the
correction could be a contamination of the two admissible versions (semi-indirect speech
with gedni misgvate and non-shifted direct speech with gedni isgvate.

54. “Hand in Hand mit der Personenverschiebung geht eine Tempusverschiebung”
55. See Boeder (2000).

56. It is a common feature of evidentiality that it is optional with non-past tenses
(Kozinceva 1994:100) and that “it is not marked in future, and there is typically no
secondhand specification in present tense” (Aikhenvald and Dixon 1998:247).

57. A sentence like: si gele, ere eméedélxi you you.say(PRS}, CNJ you.went(PERE.EVID) ‘you
say that you went’ (Hewirt 1982:212) is unacceptable and must be marked by lok. On the
other hand, speakers do not give their assertions about themselves a “hearsay” or inferential
status {except in rare cases where they were unconscious of what they did). For similar
reasons, an evidential form would be strange in: mi 3agle (ere) cigns-i5 xvitvdanis 1
Lsay(prs).itto.you {cNy)} book.par-quot I.was.reading(iperr).it ‘T tell you that I was
reading the book’ (ib. p. 211).

58. Compare the following examples elicited by Hewitt (1982:211): mi Jagle {ere) lat-i3
adgarx | otdagrax 1 Lsay(prs).to.you (cNy) yesterday-quot theykilled(aor}.her/they.appar-

ently.killed(perr.EvID).her ‘I tell you that they killed her yesterday/that they apparently
killed her yesterday’.

59. This is perhaps what Hewitt (1982:211) had in mind: “Where the main verb’s subject
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is 1st person, the inferentials will not be used if that same 1st person functions in any way
within the dependent clause, otherwise the inferential necessarily indicates that the
information is hearsay or inferred in some way”.

60. Hewitt’s comment on {79) is: “if the main verb’s subject is not a participant in the
dependent clause, then not only may the speech-particle be omitted, but it is no longer
obligatory to substitute the inferential for the indicative” (1982:212).

61. Cantlaze {1998:233—4) gives some examples where the Lashkh text of Arsena Oniani
has lok with direct speech, whereas its Upper Bal translation, again with lok, has person
shift. However, as the contexts are unavailable to me, I am unable to check their relevance
here.

62. G. Hewitt (p.c.} rightly points out to me that the two possibilities are not necessarily
mutually exclusive: “failure to develop fully oratio obliqua and contamination from (say)
Georgian, with its preference for oratio recta”, But distegarding glottogonic speculation, I
do not see any indication of an earlier stage when Svan had no (or less) “indirectness” in
reported speech.

63. For a detailed study of direct speech elements that cannot reproduce an “original”
speech “realistically”, see Romcador (1988:88-126).

64. Cp. edid-i-efi‘so (and so) much’ (332,20); ependis eser mita bedsi am#i-amsi Idir oxzoza
[...]1(369,18) efendi.paT QuoT her concerning so-so letter.Nom he has.written(PERE).it
‘The efendi wrote such and such a letter about you [ . .. |’ (cp. 52,26 Lendjer).

65. The rule given by Gudjedjiani and Palmaitis (1986:35-6) reads as follows: “If the
speaker mentions himself in the 3rd person [as in (d)], -¥ and eser are to be used together,
-# relating to the 1st and eser~to the 2nd or to the 3rd person. [ ... ] As can be seen, direct
speech is used in Svan when it is double, ie. when one quotation is subordinated to
another” The term “direct speech” seems to be applied here in the sense of “non-shift of
person”, but I do not see how this applies to (¢) and {d).

66. For G. Hewitt (p.c.), “this looks suspiciously like a “foreign” influence in order to
avoid the complexities discussed earlier [in this article]. One could well imagine a Georgian
saying: me vutxari Sikos: mamas utxari, rom momkas — me ar femizlia(-metki} ‘I Ltold.him
Siko.pat: father.paT tell.him, that he.shall mow(susj.Il} — I not Lam.able.to(-quoT)’ in
order to avoid having to sort out to logically anticipated, but actually impermissible: * . . .
mamas utxari-metki, momki-tho-metki — me ar Semizlia-metki . . . father.par tell him-
QUOT, mow{IMP)}-QuOT-QUOT I not l.am.able.to-quoT”,

67. For some discussion, see Roncador (1988:122).

68. Other examples: 162,23; 240,27; 243,34; 245,13; 16; 390,25s5qq.; Chr 154,1; 10; 12;
18--20.
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