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In general, there is no morphological category of grammatical gender in Kartvelian languages. In
these languages, the gender of living beings is expressed only lexically, by means of special nouns:
mother / father, woman / man, wife / husband, daughter-in-law / son-in-law, girl / boy .., cow / bull,
female / male carnivore, hen / rooster .., i.e. in the Paleo-Caucasian languages, the nouns of animate
beings were divided into two groups: human ~ non-human. However, unlike other Kartvelian
subsystems, the problem of morphological expression (differentiation) of the female gender seems
actual for Laz. It is known that throughout Kartvelian the real gender of living beings is expressed
lexically, by means of special nouns in a well-known composite: Sv. di-mtil-i / mu-mtil, Megr. dia-ntil-i
/ mua-ntil-i, Geo. deda-mtil-I / mama-mtil-i “mother in-law / father-in-law”. In contrast to Georgian-
Megrelian-Svan in the same case only Laz can distinct the female gender in a special way (by means of
the suffix -e), cf. Laz. mtir-e “mother-in-law” ~ mtir-i “father-in-law”. As it is obvious, a suffix -e was
assigned to distinguish female gender or rather, female gender was expressed with the help of one of
the two formants (-i, -e) of nominative case (in this case by means of -e — mtir-e “mother-in-law”). And
this is not the only case to express female gender in Laz. A similar correlation of expressing the female
gender is evident in another lexical pair: noyame/noya “bridegroom” and noyam-isa “bride”. In
ethnic nouns the use of the suffix -isa as a female gender marker has a wide range in Laz. As it turns
out, today —isa is the finally developed and valid suffix. We believe that the formation of the suffix -
isa as a feminine gender marker took place on the Laz ground, the impetus for which should have
been the surrounding (gender distinctive) languages. The issue needs further investigation. The
problem cannot be explained from the areal linguistic positions. © 2027 Bull. Georg. Natl. Acad. Sci.
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There is no morphological category of grammatical
gender in Kartvelian languages. In these languages,
real gender of living creature is expressed lexically,
by means of special words: mother/father,
woman/man, wife/husband, bri-de / bride-groom,

son / brother-in-law / daughter / sis-ter-in-law, girl

/ boy.., cow / bull, male / female, pu-llet / young
cockerel, sow(pig) / wild boar, breeding ewe / ram
(male sheep)... It is a well-known fact that the
words of animate creatures are divided into two
groups in the Paleo-Caucasian languages: human-

being and non-human being. To the words of the
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first group is put the question word — who? and to
the second one — what? There are rare cases when a
question word what? is put to human-being. For
example: in all Kartvelian subsystems, when
woman gives birth they usually question: Geo. ra
daibada/eqola?, Zan - muk asw/muk dibadu?, Sv.
mai axtavan? “What was born?”. This is only
because a child is still not considered a member of
the human (intelligent) class in the whole
Caucasian reality due to its age and, in general,
social inferiority. Unlike the Indo-European
languages, the grammatical gender category isn’t
familiar for the morphological structure of the
Iberian-Caucasian languages. The named lan-
guages do not manifest the well-known opposition:
living~non-living, male ~ female ~ medium. Thus,
we can once again repeat the recognized provision
that the main linguistic classification of the
surrounding world — man ~ object - was historically
characteristic of the Iberian-Caucasian languages.
In terms of topicality, this division can be attributed
to the prehistoric differentiation of Indo-European
languages — living ~ non-living.

Terminological distinction between grammatical
class and gender is a well-known fact in the history
of the study of the North Caucasus languages. Even
Anton Schiefner, a prominent scholar of Caucasian
languages used grammatical gender as the
equivalent of grammatical class in his studies (the
term grammatical class is unknown to him); He
also pointed out the existence of four classes in the
(Batsb). The

discussed in detail the grammatical “gender”

Tsova-Tush language author

category, and made noteworthy conclusion:
classificators in nouns are rare, and in verbs and
adjectives-frequent; Thus, the linguistic fact was
then correctly separated and described [1:81]. Ivane
Javakhishvili
category as a term in his fundamental monograph

uses the grammatical gender
[2]. In-depth etymological analysis of a number of
Kartvelian nouns is presented here; As a result,
fossilized prefixes have emerged — formants of
grammatical “gender categories” which merged a
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root. There are three such markers for Kartvelian
languages: of masc. gend. v-(v-ac-i “billy-goat™),
femin. gend. n-(n-ezv-i “breeding sow/ewe/nanny
goat”), mid. gend. b-(b-avsv-i <- *b-asv-i, cf. §v-
"giving birth" verb). For the first time in the
investigation history of Iberian-Caucasian languages
just the foreign linguists instead of gender used
grammatical class category as factually existing
terminology that is related to A.Dirr [3: 91-102].
Relevant terminology was later specified and
developed in Arn. Chikobava's fundamental works,
in which a grammatical class category was
distinguished in many parts of speech [4-7].
Despite the grammatical category of gender is
not distinguished in Georgian-Kartvelian either
today or historically, Nicholas Marr supposed the
function of the suffix -al as the suffix of the
feminine gender in archaic Georgian. The
assumption was based on the erroneous theory of
the kinship of Kartvelian languages with Semitic
ones (resp. Arabic) [8:9]. In general, a number of
attempts to express grammatical gender artificially
are attested in the history of the Georgian literary
language, which is especially actual for the
of the Petritsoni School of

translation, for whom such approach (gender

representatives

segregation) was dictated by the need to maintain
thoroughly authenticity of foreign text. In their
view, if the language of translation has no
possibility to express the original grammatical
content (gender), then a translator must borrow
from original language. As Korneli Danelia, who
studied mentioned issue in Georgian, wrote: ,,Such
suffixes like -a and -id (cf. qgrm-id-i “‘young
boy/girl’, ¢abuk-id-i “young man”, titoeul-id-i
each and every”...) have even been borrowed from
Greek” [9: 94-109]. Obviously, the artificial forms
of ufal-a type (mefea “king”, moxucebula “old
man”, ¢cinascarmet(vela “prophet”, igia “that is”,
ninvela “adolescent”, usuara “young boy”...) were
also attested in Saba's dictionary, which, according
to Akaki Shanidze, is included in the dictionary as
a fixed (documentary) fact in the language, as
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Sulkhan-Saba used the Biblical texts eddited by
Ellinophiles [10].

Later, in the Georgian grammar of Anton
types
distinguished. Feminine barbarisms

Catholicos, four of gender were
with -a
suffixe (ymerta “god”, Kartvela “georgian”, mepa
“king”, brzena “wise”...) were used by famous
public figures of 18-19™ centuries: David Rector,
Ioane Batonishvili, Marie Brosset... Moreover,
authoritative writers (Rapiel Eristavi, Grigol
Orbeliani) have already used Kartvela and mepa
barbarisms in their works to distinguish the
feminine gender, but, as K. Danelia rightly pointed
out, despite “...the conscious attempt of the high
authorities, literary Georgian did not accept what
was unfamiliar and incompatible for the natural
structure of living, spoken Georgian" [9:107].

And still, for Laz idioms, the problem of
morphological expression of feminine gender
seems to be topical. While in the whole Kartvelian,
the real gender of living beings is expressed
lexically, by means of special words in the well-
known compound words: Sv. di-mtil / mu-mifil,
Megr. dia-ntil-I / mua-ntil-i, Geo. deda-mtil-I /
mama-mtil-i “mother-in-law/father-in-law”. As it
is obvious, unlike Georgian-Megrelian-Svan, only
Laz can distinguish the feminine gender by a
special rule (by means of the suffix -e), cf. Laz.
mtir-e “mother-in-law” ~ mtir-i “father-in-law”. As
it is clear, to add mother (nana) and father (muma,
baba) is not relevant for Laz, since to express
feminine gender is assigned to the suffix -e, or more
precisely, of the two formats of the nominal case
(-i, -e) the feminine gender is expressed by means
of one formant (in this case -e - mtir-e “mother-in-
law”). And this is not the only case to express
feminine gender in Laz. Aditinally, the feminine
gender in Laz is morphologically realized by a
special suffix -isa. I have in mind the available
(numerous) material.

I consider allomorphs nokter-isa // nokte-isa
“two wives for each other” in Laz to be such

material. Originally this word is of participle
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nature, cf. o-ktir-u “shifting/changing” ~ no-kter-i
“replacement/substitute”. Geo. cvl-a ~ na-cval-i
can be brough as its obvious typological parallel.
But Laz differentiates (or tries to) the feminine
gender, and the linguistic subsystem uses the suffix
-isa with this function. The suffix is added to the
no-kter-i “replacement/substitute” participle and
derivates a new lexical unit for the feminine gender;
In other words, in the word nokter-isa isa is the
of what the
morphological distinction of the feminine gender is

grammatical unit, by means
expressed in Laz. By the way, more specificization
of semantic distinction is a characteristic trend for
Laz, which is evident in the (kindred) vocabulary of
the same type, cf. exale-epe “brothers' wives for
each other”, for which the need for differentiation
is not attested (realized) in Georgian-Megrelian-
Svan.
Similar correlation of differentiation of
feminine gender is evident in another lexical pair:
(noyame/noya) “fiancé, bride-groom, husband*
(“haci he bozo mendaxtu noyame musise” — ,Now
the girl has gone to her fiancé [11:118]; ,, konksis
“The

neighbor's wife told where her fiancé had gone”

oxorsak ucu-ki: noyame-¢kimi mis idu?* —

(12:202)); “bozosi noyame komoxtu bozosa janise
— “A girl’s fiancé came (next) to the girl" (13:75);
,,hako, ar sur-sum cana orine, nato do noya musi
moxtes” — ,,About two or three yeats ago Nato and
his husband came here: (New Text. material, Vica,
2017) and noyam-isa ‘bride, fiancée” (“noyamisa
“Sb brough a bride” (11:3);
“A bride didn’t sleep”

(12:27,); an3ak noyamisa na dod-gitas zamanis

perde moncku” —

,,noyamisas vaan3iu“ —

koc¢i ziumte” — “At the wedding a bride saw her
husband” (New Text. Mate-rial, Vica, 2017).

In ethnic nouns, the use of the suffix -isa as a
feminine gender marker has a wide scope in Laz;
As it turns out, today —isa is ultimately developed
and active suffix that is evident in the following
oppositions below:

1. turk-i “Turkish man” ~ turk-isa “Turkish

woman; bride; fiancée”



102

Merab Chukhua and Nato Akhalaia

(1) “ kata turki akeris$a nitu” — “All Turkish men
went to the army”;

(2) “ozayis (oxoris) turkisak mtelis ti
dogoropinu” — “Bride made everyone in the family
love her” (New Text. Material, Hopa, 2016);

(3) “cai ocilusa turki do turkisape komoxtej”
— “Turkish men and Turkish women came to pick
tea (New Text. Material, Artashen, 2017);

2. arap-i “Arab man" ~ arap-isa “Arab woman;
bride; fiancée”

(4) “mzoya pi3is arabik sigara metkocu” —
“Arab man dropped a cigar on the beach (New
Text. Material, Sarpi, 2017);

(5) “Hasani
mendatxu” — “Hassan traveled to Lebanon with his
Arab wife” (New Text. Material, Hopa, 2016);

3. hemsSin-i “Hamshinian man” ~ hemsin-isa

mu$i arabisa kala libaniSa

“Hamshinian woman; bride; fiancée”

(6) “hemsSini kiois lazepeste(r)i skidutes” —
“Hemshinian men lived in the village like Laz men”
(New Text. Material, Hopa, 2017);

(7) “hemsinisas uca mskva tolepe uyutu” —
“Hemshinian bride had beautiful black eyes” (New
Text. Material, Hopa, 2017);

4. rus-i “Russian man” ~ rus-isa “Russian
woman,; bride; fiancée”

“At that
moment, the Russian man turned around” (New
Text. Material, Sarpi, 2016);

(9) “rusisak mteli se(r)is var unzirun” — “The

(8) “em zamanis goliktu rusi” —

Russian wife did not sleep all night” (New Text.
Material, Sarpi, 2016);

(10) “rusisa nusa komijonurtej eveli“ — “We had
a Russian daughter/sister-in-law in the old days”
(New Text. Material, Vija, 2017);

5. sumex-i “Armenian man” ~ sumex-isa
“Armenian woman; bride; fiancée”...

(11) “iani musi kala na sumexi iludgitu 3iga (r)
a Suptu” — “An Armenian man was standing next to
him, smoking a cigarette” (New Text. Material,
Hopa, 2017);

(12) “sumexisak letas gontxe (r) i koCi kozirusi
omgarinu kogiocku” — “The Armenian woman saw
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the faleen belt and started crying” (New Text.
Material, Hopa, 2016).

It should be noted that in Artashenian discourse
the suffix —isa is added to the suffix -ur of origin,
cf.

(13) “vicuri nusa ortu), himues$ni vicurisa
iutrtej” — “She was a Vitselian daughter-in-law,
they used to say about her Vitsurian (New Text.
Material, Artashen 2017).

Also, the male doctor “doxtur” and female one,
daughter/sister-in-law is distinguished according
to Artashenian discourse (New Text. Material,
Artashen 2017).

What is the origin of the suffix —isa in Laz?

In response, of course, we all recall the
possibility of Greek influence on Laz, since Laz-
Greek language contacts lasted for millennia. In
addition, Greek distinguishes three types of
gender — feminine, masculine, medium; However,
such a feminine gender formant [-isa] is not
attested in this language and, obviously, what is
not and has not been in Greek it could not have
become a borrowing source for Laz. No one can
talk about the influence of Armenian, since in
Armenian the grammatical expression of gender
was restricted in the early period, and the feminine
gender marker was basically -i (Hr. Acharian, E.
Tumanian). One can bring Turkish, as well, but
the morphological expression of grammatical
gender is unnatural for this language. I do not see
any other possibility, and thus I believe that the
formation of the suffix -isa as a feminine gender
marker took place on the Laz ground, the impetus
for which should have been the surrounding
(gender distinctive) lan-guages. The issue needs
further investigation. The problem cannot be
explained from the areal linguistic positions.

The article was prepared and published with the
financial support of Shota Rustaveli Georgian
National Science Foundation [HE - 18-1344].
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Hobomgolyg  ©0RY-MIbE0sEo0l  SMEoEYdMds 6 Mol  ©BMEAgdMmO  (HYSeoHYdMErO)
JoOonmen-9gaHmen-1356mmdo. dgmHmMdomo Liggliol gsmRggzol BlgsgLlo 3MMYME0d 0gslsBobms
30093 960 woduozm® fiyzowdo: bmmsdy/bmms (noyame/noya) ,bsgomm, by, JosMO“-beagsd-olss
(noyam-isa) ,,0)@EMBO, LBs3sEHIMAM, Lsgmang®. gobogzm® Lsbgmgddo -obs (-isa) Lwygodbols
9gHMd0mo Lggols Bs Mm@ s9myghgdsl BsGoMm 3PSO 5931 EsBMMT0; GmymME 0633935
©®9L -obs (-isa) LsdmeErmmE Rsdmyseodgdmmo ©s dmddgoo Lgodbos, GLsg Lshobml bools
J390mon dmbdmdomo Fg30m0ol3oMmgdId0, M3 LGMMEIds FMEbse @msBwG G9GY3gmgdsdo:
ovid-o (turk-i) ,o0medo 9s5953530° ~ om@d-obs (turk-isa) ,,00MGJo ©YEIZIE0; 35FSMAsrO;
Logemeng®. s0s3-0 (arap-i) 00000 85853530 ~ 9Ms3-0bd (arap-isa) ,oM00 OJEIIE0; 35GSMAEO;
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35@50doemo; bsgmemg®. bmdgb-o (sumex-i) ,bmdgbo 8953530 ~ Lmdgb-obs (sumex-isa) ,bmIgbo
©IO3530; 35B9MAs¢ro; Logmerg“... s0bsboTbg0s, MO sOGSGIbol dgdyzgergdsdo -obs (-isa)
bzodbo gMmzgol §o®mdmdsgermdol -w6m bgodllsg, dM.:

»300M0 Bmlss mMEem, 3008960 gofimmols odm®d@Ege: (vicuri nusa ortu), himuesni vicuri sa iutrtej -
30f9em0 Gdsgro ogm, 3sgsg 3ofm@molisl $90mdebgb. sBggg sMEGYAgbwmero dg@yzgergdol dobgzoo
3500B935 9dodo 85053530 »EMbEMG-0“ (doxtur-i) s gdodo gswo, GIsgro — ,ombEmME-ols*
(doxturisa).
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