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OCTOBER 4, 2015 (SUNDAY)

09°-10" REGISTRATION

10-10"> OPENING OF THE CONFERENCE - WELCOME ADDRESSES

10'5-11° PLENARY SESSION
Chair: Tinatin Bolkvadze

Keynote speaker Thomas Gamkrelidze, Linguistic Paradigms

1100_1300
I SESSION: IDEOLOGY AND OLD PHILOLOGIES

Chair: Tinatin Bolkvadze
1. Camiel Hamans, Why early comparatists and dialectologists like the Prodigal Son
2. Iwona Milewska, Sanskrit grammars in Polish

3. Darejan Tvaltvadze, Why did the “Retranslation” of old Georgian translations become
necessary in the 11" century

4. Reuven Enoch, The early Georgian Jew translators’ approach to translating Biblical texts

5. Nino Doborjginidze, Some issues on the translation theory and translation politics in old
Georgian philology

13"-14" COFFEE BREAK

14%-16%
11 SESSION: IDEOLOGY, ALPHABETS AND DICTIONARIES

Chair: Ramaz Kurdadze

1. Elena Simonato, Fifty shadows of Karelian alphabet

2. Naira Bepievi, On the development of Ossetian alphabet

3. Ramaz Kurdadze, Ideologized life, ideologized dictionaries

4. Marine Kobeshavidze, Nino Chrikishvili, Main periods of the development of Spanish
lexicography



16"-16* COFFEE BREAK

16%-18"
111 SESSION: GENEALOGIES AND LANGUAGE CONTACTS

Chair: Lali Ezugbaia

1. Lali Ezugbaia, Chabuki Kiria, Merab Chukhua, From “Grammatical analysis of Chan” to
“Laz-Megrelian Grammar”: towards the history of the relationship of Laz and Megrelian”

2. Tsira Baramidze, ‘Dark Ages” in comparative studies and ethnogenesis of Georgians

3. Ana Meskhi, Kartvelian Languages as connector of ancient and modern worlds (based on
Kartvelian, Sumerian, Egyptian, and Basque language evidence)

4. Helen Giunashvili, Babak Rezvan, Political ethnography and oral traditions of Fereydan
Georgians of Iran

OCTOBER 5, 2015 (MONDAY)

09°-10" REGISTRATION

1000_1200
IV SESSION: METHODS AND IDEOLOGY

Chair: Dodona Kiziria

1. Patrick Seriot, The enigma of the similarities: analogy as a cognitive method in linguistics
in Russia

2. Sébastien Moret, The “internal laws of language development” as an ideological
manifestation of Stalinist Russia

3. Grigol Jokhadze, Eurasian ideocracy as a marker of ideological utopianism

4. Damana Melikishvili, Nino Chichikoshvili, Tradition and autoritarism in linguistics

12°-13" COFFEE BREAK



13%-15%
V Session: Linguistic Conceptions

Chair: Giorgi Kuparadze

1. Tatyana G. Skrebtcova, Biological vs. mechanical conceptions of language in past and
present linguistic theories

2. Ekaterina Velmezova, On new approaches to the study of Nikolaj Marr’s “New Theory
of Language”

3. Tinatin Bolkvadze, Ideological enemies in linguistics: Soviet and Anti-Soviet linguistic
Theories

4. Tsiuri Akhvlediani, Giorgi Kuparadze, History and Perspectives of French and Anglo-
American Pragmatic Linguistics

15"-16" COFFEE BREAK

1600_1800
VI SESSION: IDEOLOGY AND PRACTICES

Chair: Manana Tabidze
1. Manana Tabidze, Language and Practice
2. Natia Putkaradze, The religion issues in N. Trubetzkoy’s works

3. Ekaterina Alexeeva, The philosophy of language of the Russian religious thinkers in the
beginning of 20™ century

4. Tinatin Bolkvadze, Maka Tetradze, Nino Abesadze, The House-Museum of Nikolaj
Marr Today

18"-19" COFFEE BREAK

19 PLENARY SESSION
Chair: Tinatin Bolkvadze

Keynote speaker Dodona Kiziria, Ruler and Leader on Movie Screen

OCTOBER 6, 2015 (TUESDAY)

Excursion to Stalin’s Museum in Gori and Mtskheta (Old capital of Georgia);

Banquet in Mtskheta
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EKATERINA ALEXEEVA,
University of Lausanne, Switzerland
ekaterina.alexeeva@unil.ch

The philosophy of language of the Russian religious thinkers in the beginning
of the 20™ century

THE PHILOSOPHY OF LANGUAGE OF THE RUSSIAN RELIGIOUS THINKERS IN
THE BEGINNING OF THE 20™ CENTURY

Among the Russian religious thinkers of the beginning of XX century stands a group of
philosophers whose Christian experience was closely linked to language. This is Serge Bulgak-
ov (1871-1944), Pavel Florenskij (1882-1937), Aleksej Losev (1893-1988).

Their interest in the language is directly related to the events of Mount Athos in Greece
in 1913 and their participation in the movement of the glorification of the name. The imjaslavie
term (in Russian, imja means name and slavia, the glorification ) emerged in the early twentieth
century to describe a movement of the Russian Orthodox Church who said that the name of God
is God himself.

These authors focused on the key questions of philosophy of language, such as the divine
birth of languages, the intrinsic relationship between the form and the content in word and the
absence of arbitrariness of linguistic sign. All these problems are linked with the history of
Linguistics and Semiotics.
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History and Perspectives of French and Anglo-American Pragmatic Linguistics

The term “Pragmatics” is widely used in the literature, but it is not often clear-cut and con-
tradictory explanations may turn up. Pragmatic Linguistics has been formed within the frame-
work of communicative - functional linguistics in the second half of XX century. It studies the
relationship between linguistic units and their usage in the definite set of communicative - prag-
matic space. Using the wide range of methods and means for the analysis of linguistic material
and quite rich conceptual - terminological apparatus, it (pragmatic linguistics) is characterized
by exceptional multi-dimensional spheres of studies, provoking the discussion on the independ-
ence of this discipline. The debates whether pragmatics is a complete, united science, consist-
ing of several parts comprising various scientific disciplines, that apply to different objects and
methods, has been argued for a long time since this branch was generated. That is why, the ques-
tion of definiton of the status of pragmatics, its internal connections and autonomy was raised.

The first trendsetters of linguistic pragmatics aimed at the minimal definiton of the re-
search area of pragmatics. They did not identify the specificity of the object and the further
clarifications were needed. One of the classic criteria for determining the pragmatics was the
message to the speaker. Other later definitions identify pragmatics with language aquisition or
language understanding according to the context of its “usage”.

The wide (maximal) understending of pragmatics is characterized by the uncertainty of
the identification of the areas of pragmatic spheres. The basis of analysis are those abstract and
multi-factoral criteria, as the message of the speaker and the context of the usage are which
require constant clarification and concretization. Only attraction of the significant corpus of
empirical material, that illustrates the diversity of the language reality sutuations and inventory
parameters, to a certain extant, leads this dicipline to some quality and common denomination
which, in itself, definitely implies categorical and conceptual unity of features. Categorising
and conceptualising the areas of research and defining and specifying the common denomina-
tor under the name of other theoretical approaches, pragmatics is characterized as an empirical
version of a scientific discipline. The subject for survey of pracmatics is revealed on the basis
of integration of such interdisciplinary branches like psychology, sociology, social psychology,
anthropology, ethnometodology, ethnography of communication and speech and others are.
These disciplines form a conceptual unity of the linguistic analysis of the introduction of the
subject through the way of speaking, or more broadly speaking — on the anthropocentric basis.

In conclusion, French and Anglo-American traditions of pragmatic linguistics are based
on the scientific achievements of linguistics and because of the deep roots in the history of lin-
guistics they occupy their own conceptual-methodological position. It should also be noted that
the French and Anglo-American pragmatic linguistic history is too short (as well as Pragmatic
Linguistics itself). Its trendencies are determined by the national philosophical, psychological
and sociological theoretical achievements.
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“Dark Ages” in comparative studies and ethnogenesis of Georgians

The comparative method of linguistics is universal and applicable to any language family.
The method is exact and verifiable like the methods of natural sciences.

At some stages of contemporary linguistics, a crisis emerged not because a method has
some drawbacks, but because the method is point appeared to be useless to prove extralin-
guistic hypotheses by some linguists, and, as far as such extralinguistic hypotheses cannot be
proven by the comparative method, their authors tend to purposefully discredit comparative
studies: 1. by way of degrading strictness of the method — language families are deliberately
groups into phyla; for instance, Noetic, Nostratic, Boreic, Dene-Caucasian... Hence, members
of the Ibero-Caucasian family appeared in different phyla: Kartvelian languages — in Nostratic,
Abkhaz-Adyghe and Dagestanian — in Dene-Caucasian. II. by way of neglecting the method,
linguistic items are qualified as languages and dialects by means of non-immanent marking.
III. The comparative method used to be declared as non-universal for the Ibero-Caucasian lan-
guages. [V. by way of considering the method as being unilateral, it was assumed that as if the
method explained diverging process, however, could not explain outcomes of convergence. V.
the strength and credibility of sound correspondences was questioned; on the other hand, the
establishment of secondary sound correspondences was considered possible. By way of a priori
acknowledging the above-said, the allogenetic hypothesis was posited paralleled with the the-
ory of linguistic affinity.

The paper analyzes the stages, having preceded the final proving of the Ibero-Caucasian
affinity: it presents outcomes of the study of the empirical data of Ibero-Caucasian languages,
the hologram principle of the reflection (resp. occurrence) of synchronic sound correspond-
ences in diachrony, theoretical postulates determining the present-day level of the comparative
study of Ibero-Caucasian languages, research achievements and challenges as well.

The detection of regular sound correspondences in the establishment of language affinity
is one and not the only objective of comparative studies.

Another significant objective of comparative studies is the representation of the tempo-
ral-spatial model of the divergence of a root language of a family, the establishment of absolute
chronology of the existence of a root language, the compilation of comparative phetics and
grammars, of etymological dictionaries, the localization of the homeland of an ethnic group,
who spoke the root language, and the reconstruction of protoculture.

Attempts to establish “Dark Ages” in comparative studies periodically occur at various
times and with various data and makes ‘obstacles’ to linguistics.

The paper provides answers to the challenges in the framework of the comparative meth-
od and the ethnogenesis of Georgians is determined with respect to its belonging to the Ibe-
ro-Caucasian family.

18



63060 3330330

03569 x035b0d300m0b bobgenmdolb mdoemabol babgedbmeam mboggmbodgdo, badsmoggmm
bepieva.naira@gmail.com

mby@o ©5367Gmmanb 35630036980b abGmMnabamgal

mbMo ©3bgMmMdob 33maazel dngysgefa mba bombolb obGmEMomm, 3mmogo-
306 5 bm0omn® 35630000 g0sLmsb. mbyMn ©sdbgMmmds bbgswsbbgs 9@s3dg Lb-
3005Lb3s 9bmdMogn aMax030L Lagyydzgmdy 04365dmEs S gnmdMEgdmes.

mbgdo edbgMmmdabomgol mogeadnfggmaw dgmdbym amMoxngsl 0ygbgdwbyb.
535b ImMbIMAL  Bmsdsbrngmo dgMab, gom3gmad g GdE 30l (1215-1270) (3bmdo,
63 ,mbgdo JMobGnsbgdo o60sb... nbnbo 04gbgdgb d9Mdbyyem edbgMmmmdsl s 3ysgom
396dgbn B3nbsbgda.” smbadbymb ssbEMMgdL abacs, Mm3d 1888 bgmb . 3. LMY -
385 d0bsmg BgmgbBa 30l 306l (yodsmmm-domystgomn) scmdmoBabs dmsbon 3969980l
Loggmagolb ggab Bambgms dgmdbymo sbmgdom. §gdb@n godogyms gbggmemm doemgMads.
306 osb33bs, M3 gb BaMbgms mbmEgbmgabos. dmgagasbgdom gl bombgms dgabbsogmes
3. 9359395 & (30609 3ME99E030(3 dgn@dbs. a. EMhAsbobmgds dgamo dgomyg Lo 3mboo
(941 B) ssmstnms.

306390 bogbo mby® gbsdg ondggws 1798 bgmlb dmbgmgol Lobmesmn® b sd-
d5dn. gb Bogbo go3m(393mo nym gon moysgzabs s 3ogmyg aqbzomGmgals (dgboggob)
dog® d9ddaggdyymon Mabmmo amegn ol (doﬁ)o@oeob) Loggmdggmdy.

b0 ©836gMHmmdol dgdamadn asbgomsmgds 1 303d0M@gds (3bmdamo 3bngbm-
360b, 0mabg oo dadals (1775-1830) Labgemb. dob dggdbos MbyyMa gbol sbsma ob-
dsbo Jomoryemo amognzol Logydzgmdg o mamadbos Labymogmm Bogbgdo mbLy®
965%g. 0mobg osmebadgl  Joforgmo afMogagzalb Laggydzgmdg mby@a ©6dsbn 1802
bgmb dggdbos.

XX bagyzmbol dgmeg Bobggzatda, Jotorgmo dMog@n dgamabol dogm Gnbymo
dM0x@¢nb Logyydzgmdy dgoagbomds, mbyMds 866563y dg(33oeme.

badgmos Bymdamgdol ©sdysmgdals 3ofMggmogg bemgddo mbyMo ab@gmogqb(zo-
ob 9Bnds bobomds @ssggbs Lagznmbo, MM domo gMegn3zs mscmnby@mal bogmdggmby
dgagbomaym. 1923 bgmb donmgb gosbyzg@omgds, MHmd gb babswawgds w@sg3daym-
Bomgdnbsoc. momabyMmds, Mmammz smbndbsogwbgb, 396 gosdstoms ©s hthmormmgo
mbgmdo 1938 Bemowob 33moeg Gabamo aMmoxkozob Logndggmbdy dgmagboem 56d56L
odMMbebgb. od3g Wbws 8m0bodbmb, M3 LadbMgom mbgmdn 1938 bmowsb 1954
Bmodg 33meg Jomoyymoa afognzal baggmdzgmdg dgwaqbomo sbdsboom Latggdemmdeo-
696 mbgdo. bmmm 1954 brmowsb domo s6dsbos Gbmm amogn ol gdystgds.

Mbs 500603bmb abo, M3 mbyGo 96dsbol/566569d0L dg43bsd0 3mbsbagmg-
mdEbgb mbn, domggmo, Gmbo s g3Mm3gma bbagmumgda. 3mblgbgdsdn dgzgbgdoom
b 9bal BmMbg@ g s afMognmm asdmba@mmgdgdl, sbgsg, dgzosmgdor mbyyMa
363560L Joomm s Abmm amogngmm dgbedsdobmdgdl, asdmgagmgbor bagMom ©s
35635bbgo396gmm 60dsb-mng0bgdgdl.

19



NAIRA BEPIEVI
Ivane Javakhishvili Tbilisi State University, Georgia
bepieva.naira@gmail.com

On the development of Ossetian Alphabet

Survey for the Ossetian brings us to the historical, political and social development of
Ossetian people. Ossetian script was set up and developed in various stages and on the basis
of different linguistic graphics. Originally Ossetians used Greek graphic for writing. This is
confirmed by Flemish monk, William of Rubruck’s notice (1215-1270), that “Ossetians are
Christians. They use Greek script and they have Greek saints”. This is verified by the fact that
in 1888 D.M. Strukov by the river Zelenchuk (Kabardino-Balkaria) discovered a grave stone
from the medieval era with Greek letters on it. The text was deciphered by Vsevolod Miller. He
concluded that the inscription is in Ossetian language. Later on the inscription was studied by
V. Abaev and made minor adjustments to it. G. Turchaninov dated the monument to the tenth
century (941).

The first book on Ossetian language was published in 1798 in the synodal printing house
of Moscow. The book was published on the basis to the Cyrillic alphabet, developed by Gai
Takaev and Paul Gantsaurov (Kasaev). Further development of the Ossetian script is connected
to the popular bibliophile, (1775-1830) loane Ialghuzidze’s name. He created a new alphabet
based on Georgian script and translated the theological books in Ossetian language. loane lal-
ghuzidze created Ossetian alphabet based on Georgian script in 1802. In the second half of 19th
century, Georgian script was replaced by Cyrillicone created by Shegren. In the first years of the
establishment of the Soviet system, half of the Ossetian intellectuals raised the issue of having
their own graphic system recreated based on Latin script. In 1923 it was decided to comply with
the following proposal. In 1938 North Ossetia returned to the alphabet based onCyrillicscript.

It should also be noted that in South Ossetia they still used Georgian graphic based al-
phabet from 1938 to 1954. However, in 1954 their alphabet was also replaced byaCiyrillic one.
It is noteworthy, that in creation and development of the Ossetian alphabet(s) participated Os-
setian, Georgian, Russian and European scholars. In the report we will discuss the Ossetian lan-
guage’s phonetic and graphic expressions as well as Ossetian and Georgian alphabet’s graphic
compliancewill be compared and revealed common and distinctive features.
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TINATIN BOLKVADZE
Ivane Javakhishvili Tbilisi State University, Georgia
tinatin.bolkvadze(@hotmail.com, tinatin.bolkvadze@tsu.ge

Ideological Enemies in Linguistics: Soviet and Anti-Soviet Linguistic Theories

The paper deals with the attitude of the Japhethitology — as of an officially recognized
Soviet linguistic theory — and of the Eurasian theory to the Indo-European linguistics. Both the
theories denied the historical-comparative method and sought for other bases for the study of
the relationships between the languages. Nikolaj Marr never made a mention of any linguists
following the Eurasian theory, while Nikolaj Trubetzkoy, for instance, considered Marr’s theo-
ry a big shame and was worried by the fact that owing to Marr’s “ravings” the Soviet linguistics
became the subject of mockery.

The paper will reveal the destiny of the linguists in the Soviet Union who recognized and
applied the historical-comparative method to prove the kinship of languages.
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The House-Museum of Nikolaj Marr Today

In July 21-26, 2015 a scientific expedition took place in the village Dablatsikhe,
Chokhatauri municipality within the framework of the project “Soviet utopian theories and first
Georgian course-books of general linguistics: 1918-1950” implemented by Giorgi Akhvlediani
society for the history of linguistics. The project is financed by Shota Rustaveli National Sci-
ence Foundation. The research team consisted of the participants of the project and the students
of the faculty of humanities, Tbilisi State University. The team worked on the archival data and
book collections stored at the museum of Nikolaj Marr.

After studying the archive, we distinguished different types of the materials: a) it turned
out that there were particular scientific periodical journals founded by Nikolaj Marr, his rare
articles, which still remain their scientific interest of the specialists of the history of linguis-
tics. Though they were not the part of the museum exposition; Besides, we must underline the
special publications concerning the Japhetic theory; b) Alphabetically sorted cards contained
almost the whole bibliography of Nikolaj Marr; c) it was also crucial to work on the epistolary
heritage of the Marr family (personal letters of Nikolaj, Yuri, Sophia, Larisa and others) and
family photo-archive.

The dictionary data recorded in different languages stored at the museum has been con-
sidered as Nikolaj Marr’s belongings because of a superficial observation. By investigating the
cards, classifying them according to language differences and analysing lexical meanings of
the words, we ascertain that those cards belonged to Yuri Marr, a son of Nikolaj Marr, who was
a famous orientalist. All the materials were for his unpublished big Persian-Russian and Rus-
sian-Persian dictionary. He published only the small dictionary with the anthology of Persian
literature, when he was the professor of Tbilisi State University.

The digitalized archival data of the museum will be published both on the websites of the
society for the history of linguistics (www.gashol.ge) and the faculty of humanities at Tbilisi
State University (https://www.tsu.ge/ge/faculties/humanities).
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Political ethnography and oral traditions of Fereydan Georgians of Iran

To the west and south-west of Isfahan lies a region named Fereydunshahr (Fereydan), 10
to 12 villages if which are fully or partially populated by descendants of the Georgians deported
in the first quarter of the 17" century from Eastern Georgia by Shah Abbas I (1587-1629). Their
general self-designation is Fereydanians. All of them are Shiite Muslims.

Notwithstanding such a long exposure to foreign environment, the Fereydanians have
preserved through the centuries the Georgian language, self-awareness, geographical nomen-
clature and customs.

The Iranian (Freydanian) Georgian community has become an object of intensive stud-
ies since the end of the 19" century. Many essential issues of the settlement, history, identity,
demographic and ethnographic characteristics of the Fereydanins were dealt by Georgian and
foreign scholars.

Subsequent attention was drawn to the speech of Fereydanians, being one Eastern dialect
of the literary Georgian, having preserved many distinctive features of 17-18 centuries official
language. Publication of Fereydanian texts carried out during the last two decades by Georgian
scholars makes it possible to examine this dialect diachronically, offering new conceptions on
its historical development.

In this respect, Iranian-Fereydanian socio-linguistic interference is of a special impor-
tance. Persian influences on the Fereydanian belong to a multifarious interference type, cover-
ing almost all levels: phonological, morphological, syntactic and lexicological.

Modern stage of Fereydanian studies permits systematic investigations of Iranian (Per-
sian, Persian-Arabic, Kurdish and some of dialects - Bakhtiari, Lor) borrowings in this dialect,
revealing dynamism of their penetration — morpho- phonological adaptations, grammatical
shaping as well as semantic alternations.

The paper presents several Iranian interference types in Fereydanian speech with the con-
text of historical-linguistic prerequisites of the Fereydani Georgians’ ethnic identity.
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Some issues on the translation theory and translation politics
in Old Georgian philology

The paper analyzes textual and translating concepts that can be found in Georgian meta-
texts of the 10™-13™ centuries and considers them on two different levels:

a) a technical level with its specific terminology;

b) an implicit level on which concepts are expressed through metaphors.

A number of lexemes are discussed that used to denote a function of text and translating
activities in Old Georgian. It is noted that the Georgian words of oriental origin targmani (cf.
targum) - ;mosmgdsbo (translation) and mtargmneli - dosmgdbgemo (translator) were not estab-
lished as technical terms. Like Greek epunvevew, epunvevg, the words denote both “explain”
/ “explainer” and “translate” / “translator”. The paper discusses one particularly interesting
example of metatexts by Arsen of Iqalto (the 12" -13™ centuries). It implies an additional aspect
of translation that cannot be found in well-known concepts for conveying (transporting) a lin-
guistic meaning from A to B available in the European tradition (“transferring”, “translating”,
“transmitting”, “bringing across”): “Note that what is written as “but” in this place in our [Geor-
gian] Gospels — “neither the Son but the Father” — and we have written everywhere here as
“apart from, except” instead of “but”, in Greek is i ur}, which denotes both “but” and “except”.
It is not covered completely by any single Georgian word, so that if you choose [only] one di-
rection [in your translation], it will not provide a track to the other meaning” Ms. S.1463, 39r.

The source word is metaphorically conceptualized as a spatial notion with several mean-
ings (cf. the widespread metaphor of a text as a container of meanings). Each of the meanings
to be translated follows its “track™ to the target language. To this extent, it may not be possible
for the target language to lead all the “tracks” to a single “container” to cover all of the mean-
ings present in the source language. If you follow one track, you convey one meaning, but the
other meanings of the source language unit cannot be rendered by the same word in the target
language. Such differences determined by the nature of source and target languages are limited
in the translation of religious texts, especially the Bible, because of theological concepts of Late
Antiquity and the Middle Ages prohibiting even the slightest changes in the translation of the
Bible, the Word of the Lord. Cf. ‘[The translation] must refer to one the same and render the
same in all languages’ (The Commentary on the Book of Psalms). The paper analyzes Old Geor-
gian metatexts in which translators convey their ideas on limitations and trends related to Bible
translation both at technical and implicational levels. In this regards a network of metaphors is
discussed: the metaphor of gold (extracting gold from an admixture, furnace, fire, firing); the
metaphor of harvest (an “ox-cart” used to carry crops home, “sheaf ”, “wheat”, “bread”), the
metaphor of “virgin land” (working tools clearing the land of weeds) and the metaphor of honey
(the text as a sweet meal).

25



QO IBJdd000

odomobob omogobascmo 9boggmbodgdo, bsagstoggenm
l.ezugbaia@freeuni.edu.ge

033430 IO
obey 066, hogmdsogsl bsob. 96008y(3609M980b 06LG0G NS0, bodosGmggenm
mzechabuki@gmail.com

33600 RIJO

03569 x035b0d300m0L bobgemnmdolb cdonbol bobgemdbngym mboggmbodga, bagstoggemm
mchukhua@yahoo.com

»F369M0b gM5358039m0 363mndaEsb” ,,m>bnM-Igammmab gMsds§n3>dwg“:
m3d9Mabs s Iga@mmab MAmngmndndstogdab abEmmaabogal

o67b. Bogmdogol ,dobmmal aMeds@nzmmo sbomaba® (1936) 3omzgmo Bsdmmados,
m3gemdn(z dg30M0b30Mgdymons msdNM-3gacmm-dJosMormmo 9bmdmngo bob@gdgda. o3
659BMBoms ©d ,modYM-Fganm-Jotomman dgrsmgdoomn mgdboimboo” (1938) Lsggnd-
390 Rogysms JoMoggmm@o 969d0b 33mg30L 03 dndstornmgdsl, Mmdgma(y maby@-3g-
aOmmb BoMmdmomagbl babymn gbob osmad@gdse. dsb dgdwga 93 dodstommgdoo
bomodatms INdomds gbsmdg(360gMgdol 0bLGa@MEdn, bmmm ZsMomgmyMa, ©gg-
&gbol mgombsdGabol Mmebsbdow, JoMmggma 336096980l gMon baboema msbyMLS
o dgammmb 033mgzs HmamMy sdmyzoegdgm 9b69dL. asbbsgmommgdom boymezng-
0 oym gb dndomds 60-0560 Bemgdnsb, Mms 0. asdydgmadabs s a. dogsgemnsbals
6596GmBa ,LmbsbGos LabBds s sdemsnBo Joformmdn” (1965) gsdmaznws. 8sb 353waa
dg0gddbs oMo ghmo gmbsdgb@mmn bodmman, LEBOEGNS s WegMmgms Lanb@gmgbm ©s
odomn dsboms. 83839 @MmL  9bsmdg(3bogtmmo  33mg30L ©Mg39bgmo mbg s
d0dsMormgds dmombmgms mabdymabs s dgatnmol LEm s sdmdbymsg dgdnmal3-
069500 m0bagzob@ne sbomodl, Moz 36nd3bgmmzgsebo g@odn gobgdmes Jestmggen@
96305 dgaMgdnmn gMsds@ngalb dgbogdbgma. gb Lagocm aym 0dobogabss, ™I sb-
mgdn@sE a03bsmabgdmmoaym dmgmn Mogn dmGgmemaonma bsznmbgdo, Gmdmagdacs
333mg3tms dogf dnoRbgmms mobYMabs s dgammal, Gmam@3 sdmy)30gdgmn
969%0b, bysmasdymyza.

h3960 xamxol dogmM ImIbogdmo s asdm(3gdmn 653MmMda ,maby@-3gav)-
mob gfMsds@03s. I. Imegmenmans” (2015) 5650l 3309mmds dgdmo abdmmo s3m (39690~
ol goagmabe. Aggbn 3nbsbo nym dmEgmemanmn bobBgdgdab dgosmgds. gosbasrmados
abggg dogmma sdyM-3gacmmo magdbogs, Gmdgmog hzgbl dmbmamagnsl wsegMomgzal
dof-ggdgos 0begdLob Loboo s Lowsy Fbmmme obgmds madbogn@ds gMmgMmgdds
dmoysMs mago, Mmdgmoag bogHoms mabymabs s dgammmobogab.

dmbmamognado ghmEOMMmaE 5Mob gobbomyma Mmamz modyYMab, oby dg-
3ol dmba(3939d0. Mobgmdmnga sbsmobal yggmes ©mbgdy asdmhbos ol LagMom
5 35635bb353989m0 60dsb-mzgabgds, Mors SbabosmMgdl MsDYMbLs s dgamymb. 36 (3gm
96mdM0g dobomody oymebmdom s LobGgdnma 3zmagzom Bo@Mdmhnbeos ob B gbwgb-
(30900, 615(3 dmem Mod9bndg sogyyema Bemal gobdagmmdadn godmogggos msdyMabe
s dgatemal mOHM0gMcdndstmgdol mgambsdmoboo.

b0gbdo gommm ImEgmmmanm®o 33mg30L Logyydzgmdg domagdamoas sl 3gbs,
3 dgatmo s msdYMn gbmdMogo 0gMamdoal yzgms mbgdg ohggbgdl gfMmosb

26



LobE 3L, Babnsmegds godmmBgmma dmbmmocmmmdom, ngo Jomnsbsw JoMmzgmaEo
030l gbss s 3obdn o6 ngzombgds Lbgs Bl gbsms sMgmmo gogmabals 330emo.
smbgfom 9bmdMog gMmgmmgdl dm@ol BomdmBgboma Lbgsmdol dmgstn mommgamem
3omngsbl gMmdsbgmol dndsmon osmgd@ Mo ©oxkgMab30Mgdals baMobbomab sobemmagdl
5, dgbadsdnbsm, mnbagzgab@nem Imbs(39978dg oYMEbMdnm, scmbBgMaema J39LabE 93930
3350030933, Mmame 3 9Mon — Dsbyma (3mmbuMn) 960b Mo asmgd@o: msbdyMa
©> dgacyero.

0956 g53mBnbsMmg, ImbmaMognsdn sbmgdnmsmss abdyma JoMmggmym 9bs-
DS YOD0gM303oM0qdol Lo 3ombaz, 3gHdmw, ob dgdwgan bJgdoo Mbws gsdmabs@mb:

Logomdstmggmnto

bbby JoGroyemo LgabyEn

0by),  38mbLogedn, ©oBgMab3ns(300L Bobs Loggba@mdg, LogHomdstmggmy
39dg-96sb 3dmbrs Lyyem 3306y Lsdo @osmagddo — JoMormao, bbby, LgsbyMo,
LooEaba(s 998amddn, HmEabsa Mmd30 ohnbs doMgyemds ImEGMEman®-mgdLo3nads
Lbgomdgods (%MGMQ’man‘Oﬁ &MbbgmMs (300000 aﬁmogg), dmbs 53 @osmg]@os -
3913000909 (nb@)mﬁnmgogg %odboﬁ)aé‘@@) 96905 hodmysemadgds.

LALI EZUGBAIA
Free University of Tbilisi, Georgia
l.ezugbaia@freeuni.edu.ge

CHABUKI KIRIA
Arnold Chikobava Instutute of Linguistics, Georgia
mzechabuki@gmail.com

MERAB CHUKHUA
Ivane Javakhishvili Tbilisi State University, Georgia
mchukhua@yahoo.com

From “Grammatical analysis of Chan” to “Laz-Megrelian Grammar”: towards the
History of the Relationship of Laz and Megrelian”

“Grammatical analysis of Chan” (1936) by Arnold Chikobava is the first monograph,
where Laz-Megrelian-Georgian language systems are compared with one another. By this mon-
ograph and “Laz-Megrelian-Georgian comparative dictionary” (1938) were established a new
direction of studies of Kartvelian languages, in which Laz and Megrelian are considered as dia-
lects of the Zan language. Since that, studying Laz-Megrelian in this way has been implemented
at the institute of linguistics, at the same time, accordingly with Deeters viewpoint, other group
of Georgian scholars have researched Laz and Megrelian as separate languages. The work has
become especially fruitful since 60s, when T. Gamkrelidze and G. Matchavariani published
their monograph “the system of sonants and ablaut in Kartvelian” (1965). Since that a lot of
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works, articles have been written, therefore a great number of interesting materials has built up.

At the same time the level and direction of present day linguistic research challenged us
to get a full and comprehensive comparative linguistic analysis of Laz and Megrelian, which
would become a new stage of creating a comparative grammar of Kartvelian languages. It was
necessary to investigate a wide range of morphological issues in a new way. These issues were
considered as a watershed of Laz and Megrelian as seperate (independent) languages.

The work “the Laz-Megrelian Grammar. I. Morphology” prepared and published by our
team is an attempt to solve above mentioned issues. Our aim was at comparing moprhological
systems to one another. Basic Laz-Megrelian roots were analysed, which are attached to the
monograph as an index of the roots and stems which are common both for Laz and Megrelian.

The monograph discusses the data of Laz, as well as Megrelian. All the Distinctive fea-
tures are shown at every ranking level of analysis. on the basis of language material and by
systematic investigation of the language the core tendencies have been revealed, which are
outlined in last decades from comparative standpoint of Laz and Megrelian.

On the basis of profound morphological study the conclusion has been given: Laz and
Megrelian show a common system at all levels of the language hierarchy; characterised by a
distinctive monolithic feature; belonged to the Kartvelian language, and the influence trace of
other languages is not obvious. The difference between above described language units brings
each of them close to dialectical differentiation and, therefore, based on the linguistic data,
the subsystems are qualified as two dialects of one - Zan (Colchian) language: Laz and
Megrelian.

Therefore, the issue of the relation of Kartvelian languages discussed in the monograph
could be presented with this scheme:

Common Kartvelian

Zan Georgian Svan

In this regard, in the previous step of the differentiation, Common Kartvelian language
had three dialects - Georgian, Svan and Zan, from those, after emerging basic morphological
and lexical differences (together with phonological transformation), the dialects were formed
as independent (historically fixed) languages.
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The early Georgian Jew translators’ approach to translating Biblical texts

Some independent translations by early Georgian Jewish translators of Biblical and other
sacred books are known by the name “Tavsili”. The first such translations, we assume, must
have emerged in the 11" century. These translations have never been written down and were
passed on orally from one generation to the other. In particular they were taught to future reli-
gious ministers. It is worth emphasizing that these translations have an undeviating significance
for not only the history of the Georgian Jews, their culture and their spoken language, but also,
in general terms, for the history of Jewish communities and the study of the Hebrew Languages.
At the same time these are the earliest examples of the Georgian spoken language and it proves
to be immensely important for scholars of the history of the Georgian Language and its dialec-
tology.

These important examples of literary heritage were unfortunately unknown in scholarly
circles until a short while ago. Only within the last 7 years were two books published — Bereshit
(“Genesis”) and the Pesach (Passover) Haggadah (“legend”). Each of these books were present-
ed in several versions.

The early Georgian Jewish translators’ approach to translation work is particularly re-
markable. We can discuss its certain theoretical precursors. It is widely known that two main
types of translations are usually distinguished: Free (idiomatic) translation and literal transla-
tion. The majority of translators working on the Biblical texts mainly used the principles of
literal translation starting from the translations of the Septuagint and Onkelos while allowing
only slight deviations. It is possible that the early Georgian Jewish translators were well aware
of these principles as they appear to be following the above mentioned practice. Yet even in this
respect a fundamental remark should be made, acknowledging that a translator is left “face to
face with the dilemma of how to combine fidelity to the original with due regard for the genius
of his own language” (Margolis).

The old Georgian Jewish translators took fidelity to the original to the extreme. They
applied it even to “the preservation of the original place of auxiliary words as well as prefixes
and suffixes” (G. Ben-Oren). Probably the most vivid example of such an approach is the use
of articles in their translations in spite of the fact that it is impossible in the old Georgian lan-
guage. The paper will discuss appropriate examples. The use of the predicate-less sentences
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appear equally common in those translations. The problem is that in the original Hebrew text
the auxiliary verb of complex predicate is often absent and therefore it is not translated in the
Georgian translation as it contradicts the nature of the Georgian language.

Together with the fundamental principle of fidelity to the original, the translators are pre-
pared (or obliged) to compromise in order to make the text understandable to the reader. The
chief way of achieving this is the use of so called double principle. This paper will discuss sev-
eral basic cases of the double translation (including their branches): a) The Hebrew word or a
phrase is presented side by side with its Georgian equivalent; b) The translators are not satisfied
with only one Georgian parallel and offer several equivalents. This demonstrates how diligently
they toiled in their search for accurate and comprehensive definitions.

Obviously, we should never forget that we are dealing with the texts that were handed
down to us orally throughout the centuries and they underwent certain changes against the
wishes of the translators as well as the conveyors. We shall analyze further the principles and
the possible ways of the above mentioned changes.
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On new approaches to the study of Nikolaj Marr’s “New Theory of Language”

The “New Theory of Language” of the Soviet linguist Nikolaj Marr (1864-1934) has for a
long time been an enigma for linguists and historians of linguistics, so that there exists already
a great number of works on Marr and his doctrines. A new approach to the linguistics of Marr
would consist in trying to understand his theories which at first sight seem incomprehensi-
ble, odd and even contradictory. More precisely, it means the necessity to elaborate particular
methods to find out a specific point of view which would permit to consider his theories (or at
least a part of them) illogical no longer. In our paper, we shall provide several examples of the
application of such an approach, dweling in particular on

a)  the very nature of linguistic signs (were they, according to Marr, arbitrary or not ?) ;

b) the distinction between (in Saussurean terms) the notions of /angue(s) ([concrete]
languages) and langage (human language in general), allowing to shed some new
light on Marr’s evolutionary theories ;

c) the problem of development of linguistic forms as correlated to particular linguitsic
meanings, supposing an “asymmetrical” character of language evolution (in con-
nection with the question of the so-called linguistic relics or vestiges : linguistic ele-
ments, the ancient form of which no longer correspond to their modern semantics) ;

d)  the very correlation between proto-forms and proto-meanings in the prehistoric lan-
guages, according to Marr.

The discovery of the corresponding major theoretical principles “between the lines” of
Marr’s works permits to compare Marrism with other doctrines of the late 19th — early 20th
century and thus to consider Marr “outsider” no longer, especially in the particular “ideologi-
cal” context of his time.
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Why did the “Retranslation” of old Georgian Translations Become Necessary in the 11" Century

Old Georgian literary relationships with other cultures were never as extensive as those
that existed between the Georgian and the Greek literary traditions. It is most likely that the first
Georgian translations were made from the Greek, and literary relations between Georgia and
other nations were mostly initiated through the Greek Byzantine literary connections.

This relationship, which continued intensively throughout the centuries, and encouraged the
promotion of Georgian spirituality, acquired a rather special character from the 10" century on. If,
during the 4%-5" centuries, Georgians leaned towards the Middle East and actively participated in
its monastic life and literary centers, from the 10" century on, they redirected their gaze towards
the West, and started a monastic colonization of Byzantium, which was a direct result of the strong
Georgian-Byzantine state/political relationship. Georgian bibliophiles worked intensely during
this period — on the one hand they translated into Georgian those Greek texts that had never been
translated, and on the other hand, they compared and adjusted some already translated texts with
their Greek originals, producing through this method new editions and new Georgian translations.

The ethical credo of the early Georgian translators prescribed that “No one should re-
translate”, since they believed that “the second translation will appear contradictory to the first
one”. Every case of retranslation had to be fundamentally motivated. In spite of this, there are
numerous examples of retranslations of the same work throughout Georgian literary history.

Translation of the same work more than once was conditioned by different reasons. Yet,
in the case of ecclesiastical literature and biblical books, it was primarily conditioned by the
political changes that took place in the 80s of the 10™ century, when the Georgian religious-po-
litical orientation turned towards Byzantium. This in its turn gave rise to a need for revising the
old Georgian translations based on Eastern liturgical traditions, these being quite different from
the western church’s canonical texts. The very concept “All from Greek and like Greek” made
it necessary to adjust and compare with the Greek text of the so called Byzantine edition of the
most important Christian literary documents - the four Gospels, and then retranslate the existing
Georgian translations. This great responsibility was taken up by St. Giorgi the Athonite (Mtats-
mindeli) who brought into being a new edition of the Georgian translations after comparing the
earlier ones with their Greek originals up to three times. Giorgi of Mtatsminda aimed at making
his text as close to the Greek version as possible. For increasing precision he sometimes needed
to either add or remove words, make changes of lexis or grammatical order and word order,
considering the grammatical and stylistic peculiarities of the Greek and Georgian languages and
thereby renewing and refining the language of the translation. Besides this, he designed his man-
uscript of the four Gospels “according to the Greek rule”, which means attaching to it a critical
apparatus (The Epistle of Eusebius to Carpianus, Canons, Titloi, Menologium ...), which usually
accompanied the Greek Manuscripts of that period. By doing so, as a matter of fact, he created
a Georgian analogue to the Byzantine Gospel Manuscripts, in which “every word is credible”.
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Ruler and Leader on Movie Screen

The paper will discuss and analyze the final, highly symbolic scenes of two films: The
Fall of Berlin and Independence Day respectively. The former was a two part Soviet epic
movie directed by Mikheil Chiaureli and released in 1950 by the Mosfilm Studio. The latter
was an American science fiction drama directed by Roland Emmerlich and released in 1996 by
Twentieth Century Fox Film Company.

The Fall of Berlin was inspired by the real events of the WWII, Independence Day is a
fictional story about an impending attack of the aliens upon the Earth. In spite of the disparate
genres and almost fifty years long distance in their production time, the both films reveal fas-
cinating similarities and differences in social values and political aspirations of the USA and
the USSR. The both countries perceive themselves as the world leaders but present contrasting
image of the heads of their respective governments. The both films emphasize ethnic or racial
equality but attach decidedly dissimilar value to an individual personality. They both applaud
patriotism but have different understanding of it.

The paper will also touch upon the enduring power of certain historic, social and cultural
values presented in The Fall of Berlin that are still apparent in Russia and Georgia.
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Main periods of development of Spanish lexicography

The history of Spanish-language dictionaries counts several centuries and it is repre-
sented by a broad spectrum of dictionaries. The first signs of the vocabularies in the Pyrenees
Peninsula come with Emilian Glosses, but the end of the XV century is the period when the
significant dictionaries were created. Thematic diversity of Spanish dictionaries is discussed in
our article. We will try to analyze their structure, content and chronology.

The Golden Age is of the particular interest, as it was in 16™-17" centuries when the main
part of bilingual and monolingual dictionaries was created. The history of bilingual dictionar-
ies begins with Antonio Nebrija’s famous dictionary named ,,Diccionarium latino-hispanicum*
(1492), then the Arab-Spanish dictionary (““Vocabulario arabigo en letra castellana”, Pedro de
Alcala, 1505), Toscan — Spanish dictionary (“Vocabulario de las dos lenguas, toscana y castel-
lana”, Cristobal de las Casas, 1570), Spanish-English dictionary (“A dictionary in Spanish and
English”, John Minshew, 1599) and French-Spanish dictionary (“Tesoro de las lenguas francesa
y Espafiola”, Cesar Oudin, 1607) appeared.

The first fundamental work in Spanish lexicography was the monolingual dictionary by
Sebastian de Cobarubias, “Tesoro de la lengua espaiola o castellana”(1611). The first diction-
ary of proverbs also belongs to the golden age of lexicography (“Vocabulario de refranes”,
Gonzalo Correas, 1627).

18™ century’s dictionaries are also the objects of our interest, which are divided into two
main categories: dictionaries created by Spanish Royal Academy (Diccionario de Autoridades,
1726-39) and the dictionaries without its participation (“Diccionario castellano con las voces de
ciencias y artes”, Esteban de Terreros, 1787). The last one was represented mainly with techni-
cal terminology, which was not included in the RAE’s dictionary.

19'™ century was not very productive for Spanish language lexicography, during this peri-
od, the dictionaries of the Spanish Royal Academy were edited. As for 20" century, a visual dic-
tionary appeared (“Diccionario manual e ilustrado de la lengua Espanola”, RAE, 1927.), then
etymological (“Diccionario critico etimoldgico castellano e hispanico”, Corominas, Pascual,
1954) and Spanish language explanatory dictionary (“Diccionario de uso del espaiol”, Maria
Moliner, 1966-67) was published.

The issue of the Spanish-Georgian dictionaries is a special topic in our paper. At this
point, only one Spanish-Georgian (as well as, in the Georgian-Spanish) dictionary exists (“Dic-
cionario espafiol-georgiano”, Irakli Vakhvakhishvili, 2002.), which cannot be regarded as com-
plete, because there are only 22 000 words in the dictionary and there are a lot of inaccuracies.

Thus, in the paper we will present the analysis to all above-listed dictionaries, which
clearly shows the historical sketch of the Spanish language lexicography and presents the pres-
ent-day situation of the Castilian language lexicography.
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Tradition and authoritarianism in linguistics

Since the period of “Art of Grammar” by Dionysius Thrax until today the expansion of
logics is traditionally established in scientific grammars and school text-books. It could be said,
that the huge authority of the authors and creators of these grammars has prevented developing
of the linguistic (grammatical) ideas throughout the Former Soviet Union, in which Georgian
linguistic school was also included. Unfortunately the abovementioned statement is true, in
spite of the effort of Georgian linguist — Arnold Chikobava, who was the founder of the linguis-
tic school of Caucasiology: he declined the “expansion of logics” in linguistics as-yet in 1928
and later in his number of methodological papers published in Georgian and Russian languages.

The main subject of the linguistic research and linguistic study is the language. The lan-
guage has two sides: the content (function) and the form that expresses this content (function).
To learn the language means to learn the both: its function (semantics, meaning) and the struc-
ture (the form); however “It is inadmissible to describe the structure (the structural categories)
in the terms of function (the functional categories) and vice versa” (Arn. Chikobava, “The Prob-
lem of the Simple sentence in Georgian®, 1928, 1968). The principle of the “methodological
immanence®, that was raised by Arnold Chikobava in the 30-s of the 20" century, requires to
research the linguistic data and to study the grammatical categories in the frame of the specific,
immanence principle of the main subjects of the grammar (morphology and syntax).

In our report we will present the methodological problems and unanswered questions,
which exist in Georgian (and not only) linguistic literature; these questions insist on answers,
explanations and the solutions. The questions are as follows:

The logical rules of the separation of the concepts are not always taken into the considera-
tion during classifying the research data, particularly during classifying the conjugational forms
of the verb. It means to define correctly the generic concept and entirely defend the criteria that
were obtained within this classification.

Researching the grammatical categories is not based on the specificity of Georgian lan-
guage, on its statistical data and on the results of the systemic analysis. The structures of Geor-
gian collocations are analyzed according to the models of the European languages.

The classification principle is not based on morphological and syntactic criteria; therefor,
for researching and qualification of grammatical issues in Georgian grammatical literature there
is used traditional logical (semantic) terminology (it was borrowed from Dionisius Trax and
European grammar textbooks by the old Georgian grammarians); The grammatical structure
and construction is described in the terms of logical (//universal) and not grammatical (mor-
pho-syntactic) concepts. That fact often leads the scholars to confusion.

The Substantiation is based on a priori untested thesis, that was accepted preliminari-
ly; correctness or wrongness of the conclusions are depended on 1) correctness or wrongness
of the premises. The correctness is verified on the basis of the empirical data and often it de-
pends on researching and revealing of the new data; or 2) on the solidity or weakness of the
logical argumentation. As a rule, the second condition is often upheld, but in case of insuffi-
cient study of the statistical data and also, if the argumentation is based on erroneous prerequi-
sites, the conclusions will be false. The classification should be based on empirical data (from
induction to deduction and not vice versa ), and not on traditionally established a priori thesis,
which may be proven in the process of research. Thus, in order to qualify the grammatical cat-
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egory or its marker it is necessary to take into the consideration the statistical data (including
the data of the kindred languages); unfortunately, this factor is often neglected. There is not
foreseen the empirical statistical data and the systemic linguistic facts are considered to be the
examples of exception and anomaly. Often times linguistic data research can not be character-
ized as systematic one; the linguistic processes are investigated separately, without context and
there is not taken into account the fact that the language is a system, the circles of this system
are organically connected; the relationship between these organic connections is exactly what
we have to reveal and study.

The terminological description of the morpho-syntactic facts and categories is also the
problem nowadays: for example A) the names of Georgian screeves (Screeve is a term of gram-
matical description in traditional Georgian grammars that roughly corresponds to tense—as-
pect—mood marking in the Western grammatical tradition. It derives from the Georgian word
mts’k’rivi (36 363030), which means “row”), (particularily, the irrelevance of usage of the term
“conditional screeve(s)” in old Georgian Grammars, or B)the question of appropriateness of
the usage of the term “turmeobiti” (the name of the screeve of Georgian perfect tense) for the
3" series in both — old and present-day Georgian, etc.). C) the usage of the term “transitivity”
in order to mark the grammatical category of the polypersonal Georgian verb; D) The problem
of “inversion” and in connection with “inversion” definition of the logical and semantical, and,
particularly, the grammatical functions of the personal markers. Also, separation of logical and
semantical approaches from the grammatical one on the diachronic and synchronic levels.

So, the levels of logics and grammar should be separated in the process of describing and
qualifying the grammatical issues: the qualification of the grammatical categories should be
completed on the basis of the morpho-syntactic analysis of the linguistic data. As a result the
grammatical and, on the other hand, the logical and semantical functions of the forms/structures
of the particular obtained data will be elucidated. The type of the relation of the semantic mark-
ing in morphology will be also cleared up; and it also will be found out whether particular uni-
versal semantic category is morphologically marked or not in a particular language. All these
problems will be solved in Georgian verb, if we use morpho-syntactic criteria for classification.

The paper presents the morpho-syntactic principle of classification of georgian conju-
gational verb forms: according to the structure and construction of verbal forms, on the basis
of which is singled out the basic grammatical category of Georgian verb-“diathesis”which is
characterized by unity of morphological structure and syntactic construction.

“Voice”(autoactive, active, passive) in the morpho-syntactic system(schem) of diathesis
is only semantically different subspecies ,which is not grammatically marked. The grammatical
category of diathesis is set in the system of syntactic structure organization of the verb colloca-
tions and morphological expression of syntactic relation between verbal actants, which is dif-
ferent in different languages, for example, the Georgian and European languages: in particular,
the system of Georgian verb collocations is difficult (differently from European system), but
strictly organized and logically configured on the basis of subordination-coordination of verbal
actants.

It is impossible to solve the problems listed above under the traditional grammar. This
was the reason that the teaching of Georgian language grammar was removed from school cur-
ricula. Finally, if we take into account that the computer modeling of Georgian language will
not be successful without resolving above mentioned problems and without defending above
mentioned morpho-syntactic classification principles, we think, it is necessary to review the
dogmas taken in Georgian educational or scientific grammatical literature and arrange discus-
sion concerning these matters.
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Sanskrit Grammars in Polish

The paper focuses on the information and analyse of content and structure of the gram-
mars of Sanskrit written by Polish authors and published in Poland. Three most important of
them are presented and discussed. The first Polish scholar who was interested in Sanskrit as
a language of ancient India was Walenty Skorochod Majewski (1764-1835). He was the one
who delivered lectures on Indian culture at the meetings of the Warsaw Royal Society of the
Friends of Sciences. After that he published several works and among them two books con-
cerning Sanskrit and its grammar. The first one, which appeared in 1816, was an introduction
rather than a grammar. It was entitled “ O Slawianach i ich pobratymcach. Rozprawy o j¢zy-
ku samskryckim...”. The more elaborate one “Gramatyka mowy starozytnych Skuthow czyli
Skalnych Gorali, Indo-Skythow, Indykéw, Budhynow Herodota Samskrytem czyli Doktadna
Mowa Zwaney” was edited in 1828. Even if Skoroch6d Majewski was not a professional indol-
ogist his grammar was based on some of the best European ones prepared by eminent scholars
such as F. Bopp, H. Colebrooke, W. Carey , Ch. Wilkins, W. Yates and others. It shows that he
was well acquainted with the scholarly grammar literature of his times. Fifty years must have
passed before the next Sanskrit grammar in Polish was published as the date of its edition is
1872. The author was Franciszek Ksawery Malinowski (1807-1881) and the book’s title was
“Gramatyka sanskrytu porownanego z jezykiem starostlowienskim i polskim”. It was based on
Franz Bopp’s grammar and was much more professional than the former ones. Malinowski was
also the author of several other works concerning Polish grammar. In his descriptions he used
the comparative method and his interest was mainly in Slavic languages. However, the first
Sanskrit grammar to be a scholarly work of high quality was published in 1932. It was entitled
“Podrgcznik sanskrytu. Gramatyka. Wypisy. Objas$nienia. Stownik”. Its author was a famous
Polish linguist Andrzej Gawronski (1885-1927). The grammar was edited posthumously by
two famous Polish linguists Helena Willman-Grabowska and Jan Rozwadowski. Since its first
publication it has had three editions and till modern days it is widely used by all generations of
Polish adepts of Sanskrit. The goal of the paper will be, but for the exact information on them,
also the analyse of their structure. Their contents and structures will be shown in the compari-
son with the grammars of other European countries which were already published in Europe at
these times.
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Kartvelian languages as concenter of ancient and modern worlds (based on Kartvelian,
Sumerian, Egyptian, and Basque language evidence)

This paper continues the examination of genetic ties between Kartvelian and the lan-
guages of ancient civilizations. In particular, it discusses the decoding and organizing power
of Kartvelian language evidence in relation to Sumerian, Egyptian, and Basque material. The
pair of Sumerian (asaku / asagu) and Egyptian (tchahar) gods of desease and death that are et-
ymologized through the Kartvelian synonimic pair of asak-i (‘age’) and tschagara (‘grey hair’)
is increased by two lexemes: a) the earliest French Basque zahar /saar/ meaning ‘old’ and b)
Spanish Basque zar /sar/. The linguistic analysis of Sumerian, Egyptian, and Basque onomastic
and general vocabulary items focuses on their phonetic and semantic similarities and uncovers
their Kartvelian archetypes. Being the dominant member, the latter (Kartvelian archetypes)
manage, orgnaize, and unite the language items of ancient and modern languages into a neat
micro-system. In addition, the paper retrieves long-forgotten ties between Sumerian and Egyp-
tian and Egyptian and Basque on the one hand, and a complex, intricate, and unifying function
of the Kartvelian material, on the other. Due to its archetypcial status, the Kartvelian languages
not only connect Sumerian, Egyptian, and Basque lexemes, but also order them according to
relative chronology. As a rsult a quartet of languages is produced whose two members (Sumeri-
an and Egyptian) belong to dead languages, whilst the other two (Basque and Kartvelian) are
ancient, but still living languages of the modern world.
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The “Internal Laws of Language Development” as an Ideological Manifestation of
Stalinist Russia

In his 1950 Pravda article «Marxism and Problems of Linguistics», Stalin condemned
and rejected Nikolaj Marr’s linguistic theories, that had been for more than 25 years the official
doctrine of Soviet linguistics. In this text Stalin did not only condemn and reject marrism, he
also showed the way the new Soviet linguistics, expunched from Marr’s follies and mistakes,
should follow, in order to become a real Marxist science. According to Stalin, Soviet linguistics
should deal again with the history and development of languages, and especially with the «in-
ternal laws of language development» [vnutrennie zakony razvitija jazyka], the study of which
appeared to be, in Stalin’s words, the «main task of linguistics». Immediately, Soviet linguists
seized the topic, and from the beginning of the 1950s dozens of scientific articles, hundreds of
pages, and several meetings and conferences (for example in Leningrad in January 1952 and in
Moscow in February 1952) were devoted to these laws.

In my presentation, I won’t analyze the purely linguistic aspects of these laws, I won’t
concentrate on the ways these laws manifest themselves in various languages (although several
articles were devoted to such problems in the 1950s). What I will have in mind are the presup-
positions that lie behind this notion of «internal laws of language developmentsy». Through the
analysis of several texts from this period, I will point out the different hidden ideas that can
be found in this notion, and will show that these hidden ideas can be considered as ideological
manifestations of Stalinist Russia. For example, I will consider the «internal laws of language
development» as the ideological counterpart of the «single glottogonic process» [edinyj glot-
togoniceskij process], one of the main ideas of Nikolaj Marr’s theory : if the «single glottogonic
process», as an universal one, could be applied to every language of the world, the «internal
laws of language development» were meant to be unique for each language. These two linguis-
tic ideas can therefore be considered as two opposite ideological manifestations, the former
being characteristic of internationalist Soviet Union, the latter being specific to a closed off
Stalinist Russia.
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The enigma of the similarities: analogy as a cognitive method in linguistics in Russia

The French intellectual world, stemming from the tradition of the Enlightenment, has a
tradition to explain the evolution of the phenomena by the criterium of causation: what comes
next is the consequence of what was before. In Russia, however, it is often in terms of “devel-
opment tendencies” (Trubetzkoy) or “goal orientation” (Jakobson) that the change in language
is thought.

But there is more: if for Meillet, an analogy of forms between unrelated languages is only
a “plaything”, on the contrary, for Troubetzkoy and Jakobson, taking for granted that no resem-
blance can be due to chance, it is an evidence of “affinity”, that is to say a tendency to attraction.

This difference in approach as well of comparative diachrony pf language as of their
geographical distribution resulted in a rich tradition of linguistic typology in Russia (cf. V.
Khrakovskij school in Leningrad). But what is less known is the intellectual origin of the idea
that any form of similarity is necessarily significant.

This origin is twofold. On the one side it comes from the theology of the icon in the
Eastern Church, in which the icon is not a sign of the divinity, but the effective presence of the
divinity. This theology has found an extreme manifestation in hesychasm in the early twentieth
century, a religious attitude whose principle is that “the name of God is God,” and that led to
a philosophy of language stating that the name of the thing is the thing itself (S. Bulgakov, A.
Losev).

Thesecondsourceisthe German Naturphilosophie ofthe Romanticera, whichhasblurred the
border between natural sciences and sciences of culture (or of “spirit”). The Russian variant in the
twentiethcenturylinkslanguagestoaparticularground, refusinganyrandomnessintheirdistribution.

Finally, the third source is an amazing collusion between the Cratylism of the refusal of ar-
bitrariness and a virulent anti-Darwinism issued from from an orthogenetic biology in Russia
named “nomogenesis” or development based on laws.

Those three intellectual streams, united by the refusal of chance and the passionate pur-
suit of “unitotality” (vseedinstvo) of the objects of research and of a synthesis of knowledge,
are a key to understanding and explaining the peculiarities of the philosophy of language in
Russia that make difficult to understand and particularly ambiguous many texts of Jakobson or
Voloshinov, yet thoroughly read and commented in the “West”.

This paper aims to present some ways of access to these paradoxical aspects of linguistics
and philosophy of language in Russia.
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Fifty shadows of Karelian alphabet

Our paper will focus on historical perspectives of linguistic politics in Soviet Union in the
1920’s. We will explore ideological discourses surrounding the numerous script reforms on the
base of one concrete example, the Karelian. From 1917 to 1933, Karelian changed its political
and institutional status five times: it was considered as a distinct language, then as a dialect of
Finnish and so on. The script changed following it perception either closer to Finnish-speaking
or to Russian-speaking community. Its changing status reflected ontological and ideological
preoccupations.

The first part of our paper will examine Karelian language such as it was studied by So-
viet and Finnish scholars in the 1920’s so as their contradictory point of view on it: a dialect of
Finnish language or a separate language? We will focus on political circumstances and politics
in studying Karelian in Soviet linguistics, on how a dialect ‘becomes’ a language. In that period,
the linguistics was regarded as a political debate, and a new script has to be created in order to
distinguish between Karelian and Finnish to create a symbolic border between two communi-
ties.

The second part will focus on measures to create a Karelian language by creating a script,
a grammar and a grammar to teach Karelian at school. Most of these initiatives are from one lin-
guist, Dmitri Bubrikh (1890-1949). But they are a part of a bigger project of promoting ‘small’
languages in the Soviet Union in the 1920’s.

The last part of the paper will focus on the changes in the status of Karelian language just
during the Finnish war and on its implementations that we still can observe nowadays.
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Biological vs. mechanical conceptions of language in past and present linguistic theories

The emergence of linguistics as a scientific study of language is normally associated
with the early works in comparative philology. Thus, the history of linguistics currently en-
compasses about two centuries. Throughout this period, linguists have used two basic kinds of
metaphors to grasp the nature of the subject of their study (i.e. language). These are metaphors
of organism and mechanism.

The concept of organism was introduced into linguistics by August Schleicher (1821-
1868) who is considered the founder of the so-called linguistic naturalism. Schleicher is com-
monly believed to have been under a strong influence of Charles Darwin’s evolutionary theory.
His conception was also stimulated by his predecessors in comparative studies (Bopp, Grimm,
etc.), who intended to model this freshly-born field of knowledge on natural sciences. And of
course there was a fundamental influence of the great German philosophers of that time, in par-
ticular Friedrich Schelling with his Naturphilosophie.

The opposite metaphor of language as mechanism is traced back to structuralism. Aiming
to reveal the way language is made, structural linguistics took efforts to identify its units, con-
stituents, constructions, etc. It presented language as an hierarchy of levels, with lower-level
units combining with one another to form a higher-level unit in accordance with a closed set of
rules. It may be noted that the rise of structural approach to language took place amid significant
progress in hard science.

The structural model failed to account for all language facts, especially in the domain of
meaning. Nevertheless, it is this view of language that Chomsky followed in devising his gen-
erative grammar. All subsequent formal theories of language have also been based on the idea
of language as a generating device.

Recent decades have witnessed a rebirth of linguistic naturalism, triggered by the advent
of anthropocentric paradigm and advances in cognitive studies. Parallels with biology are ex-
plicitly advanced by biolinguistics, a host of biological metaphors are used in ecolinguistics,
and cognitivists argue that linguistics should make alliance with biology rather than formal
sciences. Perhaps best of all this spirit is embodied in Ronald Langacker’s statement that “a
language is more accurately likened to a biological organism”.

Thus, quite different ideas of what language really is co-exist in modern linguistics stud-
ies, and the notorious opposition of cognitive and generative theories basically comes down to
the opposition of metaphors used to conceptualize language.
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Language and Practice

The fate and operational space of the language, influences coming on and through it,
evaluation circumstances and grounds for the linguistic identity change quite frequently, which
is followed by crises of regulation of the linguistic situation.

Definition of the linguistic status and creation and activation of the new trends of lin-
guistic practice require consideration and evaluation of certain issues in a new way. Transfer of
some repeatedly proven classic linguistic terms into the multidisciplinary space creates dupli-
cate terms. Sometimes, these terms with narrow, field meanings prevent successful realization
of language policy in the sphere of the state arrangement.

It turned out that traditional linguistics cannot express socio-political character of linguis-
tic varieties by its terminology. However, it does not compromise linguistic issues to other dis-
ciplines; this ‘stubborness‘ may turn out to be fatal for those states linguistic schools of which
are late to understand modern socio-political processes and attempt to mechanically implement
old concepts into the new reality. These issues would have remained within the framework of
‘calm and quiet* discussion if not their acute political load: multiple international norms, char-
ters and declarations oblige states to develop procise qualification of the linguistic communities
and equivalent linguistic legislation. These very problems caused divergence concerning eval-
uation of the linguistic situation in Georgia.

Politics, outwardly at least, avoids the responsibility of linguistic qualification of languag-
es and other linguistic varieties. Georgian linguistics (relevant institutions) expressed readiness
to acquire this responsibility. However, it turned out that these kinds of issues cannot be solved
without interference of historians, ethnographers, sociologists and politicians. It has also turned
out that even linguistics has not come to a final conclusion. It has to be found out how much
authority should linguistics be given to be a sole arbiter in issues concerning language that also
involve political characteristics and in preparing grounds for political decisions.
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THE RELIGION ISSUES IN N. TRUBETZKOY’S WORKS

Considerations of the religious issues play the important role in the works of Nikolaj
Trubetzskoy. The presented paper is worked out on the basis of the articles translated into Geor-
gian within the project “The Theory of Eurasianism and Georgia” by the financial support of
Shota Rustaveli National Science Foundation.

Orthodoxy, that was steeled in the boundaries of Russian culture, is acknowledged to be
the leitmotif of N. trubetskoy's thinking. There can be separated the several aspects of the role
of orthodoxy according to N. Trubetskoy’s works (in 1921-1925): Eastern Christianity; “Under
the almighty dome of the orthodox church”; Critics of Europeanization; Critics of the idea of
unification of various Christian confessions; Christianity — “ferment”/“yeast”; People’s com-
mon orthodoxy; Comparison of the common religious roots.
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IDEOLOGIZED LIFE, IDEOLOGIZED DICTIONARIES

The ideology of any country is actively depicted in its domestic and foreign sides. From
this point of view a special attention is attracted by the ideology of a totalitarian country, which
severely controls every aspect of the country’s life and places life and work within the “frames”.

This situation is especially interesting from the linguistic point of view as well. In the
totalitarian countries some spheres of linguistics become subordinate to the ideology and at the
same time, popularize it. We mean lexical forms and especially, the definitions of some politi-
cized terms.

The given paper discusses one aspect of the Georgian lexicology of the previous century
— the ideologized definitions, which were presented in eight-volume explanatory dictionary of
the Georgian language published during the Soviet era.

It’s worth mentioning, that “The explanatory dictionary of the Georgian language” (edit-
ed by Arnold Chikobava, Tbilisi, 1950-1964) is the most significant acquisition of the Georgian
national culture. It comprises 112 949 words. The dictionary was compiled by coryphaei of the
Georgian science and famous Georgian writers of the 20" century. From the lexicographic-lex-
icological point of view it was a unique edition. However, the dictionary was created during
the Soviet era and a significant part of the definitions of the lexical units was politicized. These
definitions vividly revealed the Soviet ideology.

The given paper presents the groups of ideologized lexical units and indicates to those
parts of Soviet life, which were depicted by them. It is also worth mentioning, that the same
situation appeared during the study of those dictionaries of the Soviet period, which were based
on the explanatory dictionary.

The given paper also discusses those issues, which are important for the Georgian lexicol-
ogy and for the history of the formation of the Georgian people’s viewpoint. However, Georgia
cannot be an exception. The similar situation may be revealed in the so-called former Soviet
countries and the republics of the former USSR.

It’s natural, that contemporarily published new edition of “The explanatory dictionary of
the Georgian language” (Volume I, ed. A. Arabuli, “Meridiani”, Tbilisi, 2008 and Volume II, ed.
A. Arabuli, L. Biniashvili, M. Kelenjeridze, “Meridiani”, Tbilisi, 2010) and a part of the newly
edited online version (http://ena.ge/explanatory-online) are free from the above mentioned ide-
ological influence.
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Eurasian Ideocracy as a Marker of Ideological Utopianism

According to classic Eurasianists, orthodoxy as a paradigm of Eastern Slavs, culture and
language, based on the principle of “locality”, “demotic” and “idiocratic” state, “autarchy” and
“unity of diversity” are the fundamental markers of the ‘Eurasian Culture’.

The article discusses one of the most interesting phenomena such as “Ideocracy” as a
term describing government or social management based on a monistic ideology. The article
helps the reader to understand why and how ideocratic/totalitarian governments emerge, estab-
lish themselves, evolve, and eventually collapse, disintegrate, or transform themselves into new
ideocracies. It helps comprehend past and present ideocratic governments and provides fine
conceptual tools for identifying early signs of incipient ideocracies.
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Why early comparatists and dialectologists like the Prodigal Son

In 1555 a Swiss scholar and humanist Conrad Gessner (1516-1565) published a book
called Mithridates de differentis linguis in which he described about 130 languages and in
which he showed the differences between languages by producing 22 translations of the Lord’s
Prayer (Colombat and Peeters 2009). This practice of using the Lord’s prayer as a sample text
for comparative linguistics and for early dialectology remained the standard method till the
beginning of the 19" century and culminated in a project started by the German traditional
linguist Johann Christoph Adelung (1732-1806) and finished by the theologian and librarian
Johann Severin Vater (1771-1826). Subsequently the result was published in 1812 under the
title Mithridates oder allgemeine Sprachenkunde mit dem Vater Unser als Sprachprobe in bey-
nahe fiinfhundert Sprachen und Mundarten | Mithtridates or general linguistics with the Lord s
Prayer as a language example in about five hundred languages].

A few years later linguists stopped using the Lord’s Prayer as their standard example. The
Parable of the Prodigal Son became the new sample text. In this presentation it will be shown
how the Parable of the Prodigal Son became so popular. In addition the history of the Parable
as a sample text will be discussed. The quest for the origin of the parable as a comparative lin-
guistic text will lead us to the world of celtomania and to the Statistical Office of the Ministry
of the Interior of the First French Empire (1804-1814), to a survey of French dialects published
in (1831) and to the influence of the new French method in Switzerland, Germany, Italy and
the Low Countries, where as recent as 15 years ago still a survey of Dutch dialects has been
published in which the parable of the Prodigal Son functions as the standard for comparison
(The new Winkler).
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