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Abstract

The present paper aims to find out the morphosemantic features of the following four
negation signs (NO, CANNOT, VOID, WITHOUT) in Georgian Sign Language (GESL) and the

similarities or differences between them. For this reason, a lexical study was conducted. Each



lexical unit (nominals containing a negation sign) from the Georgian Sign Language
Dictionary is analyzed. The results are rechecked by observing the signer, and finally, the
common affix parameters are applied to each negation sign in order to determine which of
them might be considered as an affix or which of them is a particle. The study revealed some
of the differences in the morphosemantics of each affix and a number of similarities that
often cause that signers switch between these affixes. The morphosemantic analysis of these
negation signs allows us to conclude that the Georgian Sign Language has an independent
system of negation that does not resemble the characteristics of the spoken Georgian. The
results of the present study might be useful for further studies, such as typological research

or studies needed for language standardization.

Key Words: negation, nominal negation, derivation in sign languages, Georgian Sign

Language, GESL.



35 MdS

90bs, 85WMdy  49s3Mbsm  Bgdl  LsdgEbogH™m bgwddm3sbgwl, 3MHME. TG
dobo®mMmdodgl, MHmAEol ®Bg39003 ©TGHAsGS f0bsdgdsmg BsAMMAOL JglerIengdsls
@5 ©dbzgfsdo. 59M9m3g, F5EMIL 39bO 0wosl Lobgedfonm MboggMLo@g@ol
3935096 gdsms s bgerm3zbgdols B3 dgbodsdolo 935¢0930Mo 3mEbobm3zol.



