Ergativity in the Adyghe system of valency-
changing derivations

Alexander Letuchiy

1. Introduction

In this paper I will analyse the syntactic properties of valency-changing
derivations and other syntactic processes in Adyghe (a language of the West
Caucasian family spoken in the Republic of Adygheya and the Krasnodar
region of Russia, and also in some countries of western Asia such as

at all on the question of Adyghe alignment behaviour.

In traditional descriptions, such as Rogava and Keraseva (1966), Kumakhov
(1971), and Zekox (2002), it is taken for granted that Adyghe has ergative
alignment. This is due to the fact that Adyghe is a morphologically ergative
language (see below). As I will show, the case marking of verb arguments
and the system of cross-reference markers are indeed organized ergatively.
However, with the exceptions of Serdobol’skaya (2007) and Lander (2009),
scholars have not considered the syntactic aspects of crgativity in Adyghe.

In the present paper, T base my analysis of syntactic ergativity on the
evidence of valency-changing derivation only. T choose not to consider
other pivot properties related to ergativity/accusativity (coordination re-
tluction, relativization, subordinate clauses etc.; see Dixon 1994; Van
Valin and LaPolla 1997). 1t seems to me more justifiable to restrict myself

livity in a polysynthetic language like Adyghe; moreover, the valency-
changing derivational system may be organized ergatively, for example,
while other syntactic processes arc organized accusatively, or vice versa.
We assume that voice systems and syntactic alignment are closely
itlated. On one hand, many linguists (e.g. Shibatani 1985, Dixon 1994)
vlnim that syntactic alignment is crucial for the the voice system of a
linguage. For instance, it has long been thought that the passive is not a
vhuracteristic feature of crgative Janguages. Though this formulation may
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be too strong, it is at least true that the passive is more characteristic of
ive than of ergative languages.
acchl;;'g:;ier, the pni:ise nature of ergativity in a gi\fen I‘anguagc can l?c
relevant for the description and classification of voice-like phenom;p‘l:
For instance, if we are able to prove that the agent argument of transm\fu
verbs has syntactic pivot properties (in other wo_rds, that the lan}gupal;gf:j l.N
syntactically accusative), and there is‘ a syntactic alternatw_n whic LI
motes the agent to indirect object while ]qavmg the absolutl\fe argum.cn\
unaffected, we can describe this alternatlonl as a prototyp_lcal passtve,
However, if the language is syntactically e'rgatlve (t?le absql}ltlve argumc}ni
has subject properties with both transitive and -1ntralns1t1ve -verbslz, t]n‘
same alternation should be described c%iﬂ“erently: in this case it lac s liw.
main property of the passive, in that it does not decre:flse the Sb);ntdf‘|1‘:
status of the subject argument, We will see that there is a pro emc‘i ig
case of this type in Adyghe: two of the derwapons foqr{d in F;he llgnlgutt?w
(the potential, marked with fe-, and the ‘Inadvgrtqlve (mvo. itional),
marked with ?e¢'e-) seem similar to the passive voice in syntz}cnc tcrnu:.
However, this similarity disappears if we assume that Adyghe is a syntige
i ive language. _
UC%HI): fﬁf E:)ti;gr hagnd,g;he accurate description of vale'ncy-c‘:hangmg n}cch-
anisms is a prerequisite for the analysis of syntactic ahgmnent.. Si;(‘nnl |
voices and valency-changing derivations syste‘:mancallyl show depenf uluir
on the subject properties of arguments: for instance, in the Tlaj?-:.‘ny b ]
languages, reflexives are controlled by the subject argument. T1 erc f)l:;.l
description of the voice system gllows us to define whether the languay :
i accusative or ergative. 4
synlﬁ?czg:;lign 2, 1T will sketfh the most important featur'es of /\clly?
grammar, such as polysynthesis, pro-drop and.mo%'phologlcal ergaliv ¢
In what follows, each valency-changing derivgnor'x is 09n31dered: -“fl.m; .
crucial for the present analysis is that each derivation will be cop‘slcltf ed i
terms of its relation to syntactic alignmenlt: .whether th_e paru?u-l.m Iyl
of syntactic alternation is more characte:nsuc of ergahve or ¢fu’.umtl .
languages, and whether or not it shows pivot properties of one arguimg |
> ?\?citeh:;;lt a similar type of analysis has been carﬁed out for /\(I‘gfuhl
a previous paper (Paris 1987). The importal?t difference b(‘.‘.'lWL'L.Ii .
earlier paper and the present article is tha‘F Paris adopts a gcmil.nlui
of view: she examines which mechanisms in Adyghe 'pla)f the b.ll\;t |
tional role as passives in European languages. My a1ml is t‘o‘ ang 3in|t¢
valency-changing devices of Adyghe not only from the semuniic,
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also, and perhaps more importantly, from the syntactic point of view in
order to see which derivational mechanisms are syntactically similar to
voice alternations.

Matasovi¢ (2008) proposes an analysis of transitivity in Kabardian, a
language of the West Caucasian family closely related to Adyghe. How-
ever, though his analysis is similar in many respects to the present work,
Matasovié takes into account only causative and antipassive derivations.

In section 3, Adyghe valency-changing operations and their ergativef
accusative behaviour are considered. Finally, in section 4 1 draw some
conclusions concemning the nature of ergativity in Adyghe.

Taking into account the fact that Adyghe is a polysynthetic language,
W€ use a non-canonical notion of valency-changing derivation throughout
this article. Inasmuch as NPs are not obligatory in Adyghe, whereas a]]
core arguments have to be cross-referenced in the verb, we will mostly
describe the impact of each derivation upon the expression of arguments
inside the verb form, ie. upon the system of cross-reference prefixes,
although traditionally, as in Comrie {1976), Dixon (1994), Plungian (2000),
Testelets (2001), valency-changing derivations are often described in terms
of their impact upon the expression of free NP arguments,

Let us now review the notions of morphological and syntactic ergativity/
accusativity. A language is morphologically ergative (or accusative) if the
morphological coding of verbal arguments, i.e. case-marking and the
system of verbal personal prefixes, follows the, ergative (or accusative)
strategy. For instance, if a language is morphologically ergative, the Actor/
Agent (A) of transitive verbs must be case-marked and cross-referenced on
the verb form in a different way from the Patient (P) of transitive verbs
und Single argument {(S) of monovalent intransitive verbs. The Patient
und the Single argument must, in turn, receive the same case marker and
b cross-referenced in the same way,

The notion of syntactic ergativity/accusativity refers to the organization
of syntactic processes. If the language is syntactically ergative, this means
that S and P show the same set of syntactic properties, distinct from those
displayed by A in the same syntactic processes (for instance, only S and P,
hut not A, can be relativized). It is usvally required that in a syntactically
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The term ‘morphological ergativity’ is used in the standard way
throughout this paper: Adyghe is a morphologically ergative language
because its argument coding system follows the ergative strategy (a spe-
cific case marks the agent of transitive verbs,! while another case form is
used both for direct objects and subjects of intransitive verbs). However,
I choose to understand the term ‘syntactic ergativityfaccusativity’ in a
specialized sense: I will say that the given phenomenon displays syntactic
ergativity/accusativity if the absolutive argument/the agent of transitive
verbs is the pivot for the morphological process involved (and thus, for
instance, that morphological reciprocalization provides one piece of
evidence for syntactic ergativity because the absolutive argument is in
most cases the antecedent of morphological reciprocals). Although the
valency-changing derivations under analysis here occur inside the word,
the tendencies observed in the present paper are parallel to syntactic pro-
cesses and tendencies in many other, non-polysynthetic languages.

i e,

2. Essentials of Adyghe grammar

2.1, Polysynthesis and pro-drop

The most salient feature of Adyghe morphosyntax is polysynthesis. Adyghe 1
is a canonical polysynthetic language. The verb form can encompass a largo ¥
number of locative, temporal, and modal markers. All verb arguments 19 §

cross-referenced on the verb form, which can also take a large number of
derivational affixes. The language therefore apparently represents the heiigls §
marking type, in the terminology of (Nichols 1986). The following exampl¢]
illustrates the richness of Adyghe verb forms: 4

(1} Seo-go-t-de-p-fo-r-a-wa-fe-§'to-x. i
15G.ABS-DIR-1PL.I0-COM-25G.10-BEN-35G.10-3PL. A-CAUS-Tead: AP-AL X~ ‘
‘They were making me read it to you together with us.”2

In (1), the verb contains two applicative markers { f5- “benefactive’ 4l

de- ‘comitative’), the causative marker se-, the complex imperfect mur
-§'to-s(e) (which includes auxiliary stem -§t> and past markcr -n{#

1. Here and below T use the term ‘agent’ to denote the ergative (obligue) ¥
ment of transitive verbs, including verbs like Aewyon ‘see’ Tor whivh
argument does not really have the semantic role of agent. ]

2. I'am grateful to Yuri Lander for this example.

: juitlicipants
whilt is genuinely obligatory is their Cross-referencing on the verb form
by mcans of personal prefixes.
- (whsolutive argument, agent, indirect object) can be dropped.
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and four personal cross-reference prefixes (so- ‘15G.ABS,
256.10°, g~ ‘3pL.A%).

The personal (and all other) markers are organized in slots: each
mar}cer has its own position (slot) in the verb form. These positions are
not interchangeable, except in some very special cases. The general scheme
18 very complicated, which is why we restrict ourselves to the prefixal zone

for present purposes. Following Smeets (1984) we can represent it as
follows:

- 'lPLa0’, p-

Table 1. Prefixal slots of the Adyghe verb form

-9 -8 -7 -6

. o applicative prefixes
absolutive argument directive | temporal together with markers
cross-reference marker | prefix prefix of oblique indirect

applicative object
| -5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0

ob!ique indirect | oblique agent
object cross- cross-reference | optative negation | causative | root
reference marker | marker

Henceforth we will refer to slot -9 as the “absolutive slot’, and slots -6,
§ anc} -4 as ‘oblique slots’, sometimes specifying whether the given argu-
ment ts an agent or an indirect object,

The personal markers introduced by applicative derivations are paired
with derivational markers: each personal prefix must occur immediately
Ifore the marker by which it is introduced. All arguments introduced
hv’upplicatives are indirect objects. For instance, in (1) the 2sG indirect
vhject prefix p- is before the benefactive marker Je- (‘for you’), whereas
e Tei TO prefix #- is before the comitative marker de- (‘with us"),

It is also important to note that Adyghe is a pro-drop language. The
are not obligatorily expressed by separate referential phrases —

Any pronoun in an argument position

/) Morphological ergativity

_ Anlvp,uhc is a morphologically crgative language - in other words, case-
| miking and the system of

verbal cross-reference markers aea aeanninad
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ergatively. In the domain of case-marking, intransitive subjects and direv!
objects can both be marked with the absolutive marker -r, whereas trunsi-
tive agents take the marker -m; the latter is traditionally called ergative
(see Kumakhov 1971; Kumakhov and Vamling 2006), but in what follows
we will label it “oblique’, with the gloss oBL, because the range of its fune

tions is not limited to canonical functions of the ergative.

Cross-reference prefixes also group S and P together, as distinct rom
A: the former roles are indexed by a series of prefixes occupying the
leftmost position in the verb form. Third person singular absolutive urgu-
ments are cross-referenced with a zero prefix, as pfase-r ‘girl (absolutive)'
in (2) and (3). The agent argument is cross-referenced in the -4 position uf

the verb form. Third person singular agents are cross-referenced with (lig
prefix o-.

2y Cale-m piafe-r O-o-iexWo-i.
boy-OBL girl-ABS 35G.ABS-38G.A-sec-PST
‘The boy saw the girl.” (transitive verb)

(3} Psase-r @-ma-kWe,
girl-ABS 38G.ABS-DYN-go

“The girl goes.” (intransitive verb)

Almost all verbs have an absolutive argument. Two minor verb ¢lusig
constitute an exception: the so-called impersonal verbs, which huve ad
oblique argument only, and the facilitives/difficilitives, which are annly
in detail in 4.5.

Notably, Adyghe possesses a class of bivalent intransitive verbn - |
rather atypical feature for some morphologically ergative languages. T
verbs have a subject and an indirect object. The subject of intrnnni$iyl
verbs takes absolutive marking, as is typical for morphologically cryatig
languages. The indirect object, just like the agent of transitive veib, |
marked with oblique case and takes the suffix -m: '

4 Cale-r plase-m Q-Q-je-bewa-y.’
boy-ABS girl-OBL 3SG.ABS-38G.I0-OBLIQUE-kiss-PST

‘The boy (intransitive subject, absolutive) kissed the girl
(10O, oblique).’

In a sense, the syntactic type of the verbal construction represan

(4) 1s the reverse of the canonically transitive one (cf. (2)) as regurdu il
marking.
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The verb form in (4) is intransitive because it does not bear the agentive
3sG prefix o- (cf. (2) with a transitive verb). I will show below that reflex-
ivization and reciprocalization also distinguish between bivalent intransi-
tive and bivalent transitive verbs.

The verbal marker je- glossed in (4) and below as ‘OBLIQUE’ is not a
cross-reference marker. It is a special type of applicative prefix: for many
bivalent intransitive verbs, the indirect object is introduced by means of
this prefix, though the precise semantics of this marker is very vague — in
other words, its function seems to be just to add an indirect object.

The oblique case has a wide range of semantic functions. It marks not
only agents of transitive verbs and indirect objects, but also complements
of postpositions, possessors, and temporal and locative adjuncts:

5y Cale-m paje
boy-oBL for

‘for the boy (complement of postposition, oblique)’

(6) cofs-m  jo-Cetow
man-OBL 35G.PR+POSS-cat

‘The man’s {possessor, oblique) cat’

Finaily, both the oblique and the absolutive case markers can be dropped
when an argument is non-specific or indefinite, as in fetow ge-k"a-R
‘a cat came’ (cat DIR-go-pST) where the absolutive ending is dropped, or
{lale detow o-lex™o-g ‘a boy saw a cat’ (boy cat 38G.a-see-PsST) where
the oblique ending on ¢’ale ‘boy’ and the absolutive ending on detow ‘cat’
are both omitted. They thus encode not only the syntactic position of
the noun, but also its value in terms of definiteness. This is not typical of
morphologically ergative languages.®

As we have seen, all core arguments, including oblique-marked agents
and indirect objects as well as absolutivc-marked direct objects, are cross-
referenced on the verb form. The system of personal prefixes also follows
vrgative alignment: intransitive S and the DO of transitive verbs are cross-
referenced with the same set of prefixes occupying the first position in the
verb form. The 3sG absolutive argument is cross-referenced with a zero

b, Of course, the core cases (chiefly the absolutive) can be expressed with zero
endings (for instance, the absolutive in Tsakhur). However, if' o cuse form
bears non-zero marking, this marker usuully cannot be omitted (see Dixon
1994 and Kibrik 2002 for examples).

i
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prefix (or, alternatively, is simply not cross-referenced on the verb Eorrré f:,l,:
all). The 3pL absolutive argument does not cont:rol an agrfl:f&in;n pr
but is cross-referenced with the (optional) absolutive plm:al § -tx. o
Transitive agents are cross-referenced by' means .of a different seko p :._-
fixes from indirect objects and absolutive direct objects: agent mar ers}.:m
situated in the -4 slot in the terms of Smeets 1984. Only agent pre
o- { jo-. ‘
ha\@éhzrzsﬁof:fﬁ a llnésition to analyse the system_of yalgncy-chﬁl1g(xl)||$ |
derivations in Adyghe. We will not analyse each Flenyatmn in d;taI‘: iu };
purpose will be to say a few words about each denva.tlon apd tof etct ml ’13 i
whether a given derivation can be regarded as a 'mamfestanon 0 ‘scmml |l "
syntactic ergativity, or whether, by contr'ast, it represents an argu ;
against the analysis of Adyghe as an ergative language.

3. Adyghe derivations

The system of valency-changing derivations ir} Adyghe mclpdes b‘(): '-‘ni: >
of valency and transitivity increase (caus'a‘tn.re, benefactive, n‘hll iL] p
locative) and means of valency and transitivity decrf.:ase (p?tlt.ln i .h
passive, facilitive and difficilitive). As 1 ha\{e mentioned, .dll I.lllla
only derivations, but also some other syntactic processes ?;.n e unely
diagnostics of ergativity, in this paper I consider valency-changing
umllfei? 1111},13:: begin by noting that the causa?ive .formation an .I.w ¢
from the following analysis. The causative in Ady'ghe ‘L(til.w:[’ﬁ
what is often called the ‘paradigm case’ qf th(‘? formation, alreidy @

in Comrie (1976): the causative lderiva.uon mtrodugcs‘a A} |Im.;w [
(causer) which becomes a syntactic §ub]ect. The sub_].c.c,l 0 l“w ..
causative verb (causee) occupies the h1$hest v.acant position i .\u i

S = DO = 10 > Oblique objects. This rulg is not refated (o orgibll
cannot be used as a diagnostic for syntactic alignment,

3.1. Antipassive

Like many ergative languages (Alutor, Mayan ]an'gmu.u'h. Uy s
Adyghe has an antipassive construction (sce Al:‘kac.lwv nigd l-l
for details). Before describing it, we need to discusy ihe Juliig
antipassive.

irect object as an oblique indirect object t
| wient on the verb, but others do not admj
permit it to be expressed only as a non-argument NP,

bl not the antipassive proper. This means t
 logwilly monovalent in their antipassive
vl does not control an
| (nntpassive)’ is morphol

fini ki NPs do not trigger verbal cross-re
Preve ik (74) is a bivalent transitive,

I W Se io
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For Cooreman (1994), the antipassive is a voice alternation which

Operates on transitive verbs and decreases the syntactic status of the initial
direct object. The object is either eliminated and cannot be expressed or is
demoted to an indirect/oblique object, the verb thus becoming intransi-

tive. The subject (agent) of the initial transitive verb becomes the subject

of a derived intransitive verb: in ergative languages this leads to a change
in case-marking,

as the agent which was marked with the ergative in the
base construction receives accusative markin

g in the new antipassive con-
struction. Cooreman (1994), Testelets (2001), Say (2007) and others claim
that one possible motivation for

the use of the antipassive is to demote a
non-salient or indefinite patient which occupies the privileged direct object
position of the base verb.

Plungian (2000) distinguishes between two very similar operations which
ure not always easy to tell apart in a given lang

uage. The first is the anti-
passive proper — a voice which decreases the syntactic status of the direct
object, making the verb a bivalent intransitive. The second is the object
impersonal — this transformation eliminates the object, making the verb
monovalent. In Cooreman’s (1994) sample, there are many examples where
Ihe agent can be either expressed or left unexpressed: thus, Plungian’s dis-
linetion is not irreproachable for all langua

ges. However, it is useful for
Adyghe: some morphological antipassives admit expression of the initial

riggering indirect object agree-
t the initial DO expression, or
In Plungian’s terms, most Adyghe verbs form the object impersonal,
hat most verbs are morpho-
form: thus, the initial direct
y cross-referencing prefixes. The verb fxen ‘eat
ogically monovalent: the initial direct object
marked with the instrumental, as in (7b), and instrumental-

ferencing prefixes. The variant

-s-e-5xa.
I meat 3SG.ABS-ISG.A-DYN-eat.TR
‘I cat meat.’

Se do-¢e Dos-e-sxe.
I MEat-INS 38G.ABS-18G. A-DYN-cat. Ap
1 eat meat (feed myself with meat).’
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With some verbs, just as Sxon and xon (8), the object impersonal is
marked by means of a stem vowel change from -2 to -e:

(8) a. Se pjas’me P-s-e-txa.

I letter 35G.ABS-18G.A-DYN-write. TR
‘T write a letter.’

b. Se s-e-txe.
I 15G.s-DYN-write. AP

‘T write.” (Arkadiev and Letuchiy 2008)

Although pairs like (8a) vs. (8b) can be ar_lalysed as tw(';) (Belgl)uil)é Llj&::iﬁ f;
morphological variants, I find it more ‘plauauble to regar .( Ethe (kD) |
from (8a): there are transitive verbs which .do not fOI‘I:n var_lagt;;)iw o
type, but there are no intransitive .verbs with a generic or ggl .)e )
whjc,h do not have a transitive var.lant of the type seeli1 in t 1—1 is _

This group includes the following lexemes (throug 'oﬁlthe s an -m.'
verbs will be cited in the masdar (verbal noun) form wit| '

(9) 1xon ‘write' wogebzon :cleaP’
Sxon ‘cat’ pyom SOW )
thaton ‘wash® g'on ‘pou,nd
hag“‘an ‘mill’  ton ‘sew
etc.

Some verbs use Agent-preserving lability to express the sumie W
meanings:

10y a. Xater O-a-p¢ a-k.
o sarden-ABS 35G.ARS-35G.A-weed-PST
‘He weeded the garden.’
b. Cofo-r meferjeno-m G-pla-se.

man-ABS day.whole-0OBL 3SG.ABs-weed-PsT | ]

“The man weeded all day.” (Arkadiev and 1.ctuchiy lﬂﬂl_

In general, lability is very frequent in Adyghe* (SC(.:.( '}iﬂvv I*)hﬂ,
1982, Letuchiy 2009b). In (10), the two verb forms differ vonly W "
the ;;resenoe/absence of the agentive 3SG prefix o-.

4. I do not take into account P-lability, in the lcrmirn!up,y n)‘:‘;"‘m:-
- which is taken to be a voice-like mech‘a.msm by Isu'.m ¢l , )' :
(2006}, I show that the existence of P-lability does nod ¢hinuvim

as ergative or accusative.

(v)is in the absolutive slot, while the zero affix marks the i

L {his, the construction is literally ‘T read atfon a book’ (the verb has the
| Wi structure as seen in 4),

M has a subject and an indirect object).
wilh (hese two verbs only. For instance, the verbs

j#iv semantically close to ‘drink’
Wi cisonals and not antipassives, Furthermore, it m

W ls of *drink’ and ‘read’ have a na
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The list of Agent—preserving labile verbs includes, for instance:

(11) péen ‘weed' FWep ‘plough’
wopien ‘mow’  pawapdon ‘chop’
Sen ‘sell’  &lecom ‘lay (eggs)’

As we can see, in (7b), (8b) and ( 10b) the verb is morphologically mono-
valent, although in (7b) there is a peripheral object which is not cross-
referenced in the verb form. Thus, the second argument cannot be
expressed in the verb form; for the verbs listed so far, Adyghe does not
have constructions equivalent to ‘I plough at the field or ‘T write at a
letter” in which the second argument controls an indirect object slot,

However, two verbs (jezen ‘read (intransitive)’ / 3en ‘read (transitivey
and je§%en “drink (intransitive) | josWon ‘drink (transitive)’) retain 3
bivalent structure in the antipassive form:

(12) a. Cofo-m IXOAD-Xe-r  P-g-Fo-p
man-0BL book-pL-Aps 35G.ABS-38G.A-read-pst
"A man read the book through’,
b. Se  txalo-m $-O-je-3a-x,

I(ABS) book-oL 1SG.ABS-3SG.Ic;-OBL—read.AP~PST
‘I read a book (for some time)’. (Arkadiev and Letuchiy 2008)

where the strictly intransitive verb bewan

Il'is not clear why the Prototypical bivalent antipassive is compatible
‘eat’ and ‘write’, which
and ‘read’ respectively, form object
ust be emphasized

i tor ‘rcad’ and ‘drink’, the antipassive variant is more frequent than

B0 liinsitive counterpart: the transitive variants fon ‘read through’ and

"o tdrink up’ are used relatively rarely. Moreover, the transitive

ITOW meaning: they express that
P silimtion is cither finished or is to finish soon after the moment of

Wl This is not obligatorily the casc with al] other transitive variants
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of antipassive verbs: for instance, s’x_an ‘eat’ and txan ‘eat’ iokncg:i iec:;s(]
sarily imply that the situation is or will soon l?e finished (see Ar a'sedrink.
Letuchiy 2008 for details). In order tq state sn.nply t}lat somegn:: h_lis fac{ -
ing tea or reading a book, the intransitive variant will be use il ‘th )|"q
in accordance with Hopper and Thomgson {1980), whelrflz t ;:1 aut} ();:
show that perfective situations are semantically more transitive than thos
i oing).

Wh;;hpirizé)ig}ge, tli): existence of the antipassi\je could be regarded zs]xt:)t;:l
argument for syntactic ergativity (see, fo‘r instance, Cooren‘ljan 19 [;;
Shibatani 1985). This valency-changing d_envatmn is more prox u;:ltws.md
syntactically ergative languages like Dyirbal than in semantica 3: |:,w. |
morphologically ergative languages such as Nakh—Daghesta_mar.l: s
ever, this argument is weakened by .the fact tpat the ant1passwc] ‘;bll N

all productive in Adyghe. A canonical ergatlyg llanguage shou_ : .m :
productive antipassive which is able to detransitivize most tran.s:t‘j}u \::]
when the need is felt to decrease the status of the absolutive dircet o

iminate it altogether.

or ;\?Isgcr)l\l;r, the samg stem alternation -2 | -e can also mark gtPcnjkva:lr{‘
changing derivations which are only inf:href:tly related’ to antipassive [l
tion, as in bewan ‘kiss sb.” vs. bewen ‘kiss (in general)’:

Cule-r psase-m B-O-je-bewa-s. _
boy-ABS girl-OBL 35G.ABS-3SG.10-OBLIQUE-Kiss-PST

“The boy kissed the girl.’

(13) a.

b. Bewe-n-ar  jo-¢'as.
kiss-MSD-ABS 38G.PR-+POSs-love
‘He likes kissing.’ (lit. “To kiss is his love”). (Txarknau |

This class also includes won¢’an “push sb.” vs. wian;“'fw ‘st L ,
‘look at sth.” vs. plen ‘look (in a parti-cular .chrectlo.n) . thin
forms are intransitive. The o-variant is a bivalent intrinsitive li
instance, in (13a) the fact that the _verb halls twoﬂ :.l‘rmmwuillmi
from the presence of the oblique in(.ilrect O]L?JCCt plase-ni ik .l
argument prefix je-. The e-variant s also 1ntrz:msl.l|vv. il
For instance, in (13b), the verb contains no ob.l.:c:]uu i pennnl
examples like (13), -e marks not a canomca_l antipussive, b v
tion of the indirect object. Therefore, the motwgmon propemsd b’
(1994), Testelets (2001) and Say (2007) for the untipuinive

| veibs). See, however, several
| 1l passivization is not as uncommeon in er

L toiviidered to be.
L [Wwive-like in nature. They are semantically di
b inlike the passive, they add new components to the semantics of the
[ Miwalion. However, syntactically they are very s

f % 0N course, as we have already said,

N Milnsovié (2008: 62), arguing th

R —— ]
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functions (demotion of the direct object, the most syntactically privileged
argument) 1s not applicable to (13), where the indirect object is eliminated_s

Thus, in most cases the stem alternation -2 { -e e¢liminates an argument,
but this is not obligatorily a direct object. This feature shows that the anti-
passive construction in Adyghe cannot serve as evidence for syntactic
ergativity. While in many languages the antipassive formation shows the
privileged status of the absolutive argument, the antipassive in Adyghe

can eliminate different types of objects, and is not exclusively related to
the status of the absolutive argument.5

3.2, Passive-like valency-changing operations

Adyghe does not have a passive in the strict sense of the word. Following
Shibatani (1985), and the definition proposed by Aikhenvald and Dixon
(2000), I take prototypical passivization to be a voice alternation which
demotes the initial subject and often, though not necessarily, raises the ini-
tial direct object to the subject position. Passive is considered to be a voice
and not a valency-changing derivation since it does not change either the
number of arguments or their semantic properties. Passivization is sup-
posed to be a ‘syntactico-pragmatic’ change: simplifying somewhat, it can
be said that this syntactic process reflects the f;

act that the patient is more
Pragmatically salient than the agent. This is the rationale for the use of the
|¥issive construction, and, thus,

the patient occupies the subject position.
According to Dixon (1994: 147), syntactically ergative languages are
olien characterized by the lack of a passive. Passive constructions seem to
tw more widespread in accusati

ve languages, where they serve to decrease
Hw status of the most salient participant (=the agent argument of transitive
papers in this volume where it is demonstrated

gative languages as it is often

I'h¢ Adyghe system includes some derivations which can be considered
stinct from the passive:

tmilar to passives in the

the morphological nature of the ant-
|nlwiive marker makes it possible to consider examples like (12} to involve
w14 of verbs neither of which is genuinely derived from the other.

at the antipassive in Kabardian is not a

trpweal antipassive, notes also that many e-stems, as well as s-stems, do not
s 60 o= or e-variant respectively,
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‘Standard Average European’ (SAE) accusative lapguages, in_ that the)t
demote the initial subject to a non-subject argument (in Adyghe, it becomes
an oblique indirect object).

3.2.1.  Potential and inadvertitive

Two valency-changing operations — the potential a!nq the inadverti?iw.l‘
(referring to involuntary action) — are syntactically similar to a canonicy N
passive: they decrease the status of the agent argument, making it un i
indirect object (figure 1).7

Base verb: agent, oblique case direct object (absolutive case)

Derived verb: indirect object {oblique case) subject (absolutive case)

Figure 1. Syntactic effect of potential and inadvertitive

I call ‘inadvertitive’ or ‘involitional’ the operation marked wleh ‘llw
prefix Ped’e-, which transforms the oblique~m_ar'k.ed agent of t_he bag:{(.l lmln..
sitive verb into an indirect object, while the 1p1t1al dlren?t object ret:nlmu l; i
absolutive marking but presumably chang.es 1t.s syntactic s.tatl‘ls to : mi i :ld
subject. The semantic effect of this derivation is the Ifollpwmg. thc.I( erived |
form means that the initial agent carries out the action mvo;untarf y.

The potential derivation is marked \'N!th the prefix fe-. Its .sylnill‘}u
effect is the same as that of the inadvertitive. T‘he meaning of_thc it |u Vi
form is that the initial agent is capable of carrying out the action denog
byr:\:: S:aﬁe;:é, the syntactic effect of these derivations is cqunuv:ltlun‘l
that of passivization in SAE languages, except. that thg abso.lqlllvﬁl. I
ment, which is usually patientive, and the 0!311que argument (1 e u‘u(
retain their case-marking (because both the direct object and tllu |m“] ]
tive subject are marked with absolutive case in Ac_lyghe, wfn h-| il
agent and the indirect object receive oblique marking). Wha.t‘g :mlr \
only the structure of the verb form apd -the syntactlc. pro‘;‘)tllu.fe n) :
arguments (sec below on the reciprocalization of potential deriva(ives), 3

7. Here Lillustrate with examples only the potential deri\ifil,ion; (he iuthl
(involitional) derivation, expressed with the _preﬁx .?ec e, scm‘nn‘ |lll )
rare and to have additional syntactic properties which lie outside 1hie w
the present article. ' o

8. The same prefix also expresses benefactive meaning,

Ergativity in the Adyghe system of valency-

changing derivations

REY

(14) a. ¢ale-xe-m bukva-xe-r  P-g-jexW o-xe-re-p.
boy-pL-0BL letter-pr-ABs 3SG.ABS-3PL.A—SBB-PL(ABS)-DYN-NEG
“The boys do not see the letters.’

b. ¢ale-xe-m  bukva-xe-r B-a-fe-iex™. o-xe-re-p.
boy-PL-OBL letter-pr-aps 35G.ABS-3PL.10-BEN-see

-PL{ABS)-DYN-NIi(/
‘“The boys cannot see the letters.’

The transitive verb Aesy on ‘see’ (14a) has an oblique agent argumen|
(subject), cross-referenced with the agent prefix a-, and an absolutivy
object, cross-referenced with the zero third person prefix and controlling,
the absolutive plural suffix -xe. In (14b), the marking of the patient doey
not change; however, the oblique prefix a- now marks an indirect object,
an argument of the potentialfbenefactive prefix Je-. This is evident from
the fact that ¢- occupies the position immediately before Je-: as wiy
mentioned above, the position immediately before the applicative prefix
is reserved for an TQ introduced by the applicative derivation. Intercg
ingly, the agent NP does not change its case-marking, since both agenty
and indirect objects take obligue marking in Adyghe.
That the verb in (14b) is indeed intransitive follows from two con
siderations: first of all, the oblique prefix a- cannot be an agent marker,
since it depends on the potential prefix. As I have shown, all argument(s

e indirect objects — thus, the
reciprocals with zere-, whily

dependently of their SEMun (ivy
(see section 3.4).

Crucially for our anaj
compatible
intransitive verbs can form derivatives as in
lent verb and (14d) for a bivalent intransitive):

(14 c *Fale-xe-m a-fe-kWe-re-p.

boy-pL-0BL 3PL.I0-BEN-20-DYN-NEG
“The boys cannot go.’

d. *¢ale-xe-m pSase-xe-m a;fe-bewa~xe-re-p.
boy-PL-OBL letter-pL-ABs SSG.Io-BEN-see-PL(ABs)-DYN-N|-£<1
‘The boys cannot kiss the girls.’

This restriction does not seem (o be related to the nature of potential o
lwolitional meaning. Sentences like *1 cannot g0’ (monovalent intransitive
wrb) or ‘I cannot kiss u girl" (bivident intrancitive saia -

PO N B .
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patible with the potential construction under analysis, are semantically un-
objectionable, their English translations being fully grammatical.

We could in principle say that this is a manifestation of syntactic accu-
sativity. If the oblique agent is the most syntactically privileged argument,
the function of passive-like derivations can be to decrease its status: thus,
they are compatible only with verbs which have an agent argument,
i.e. transitive verbs. However, this explanation is valid only for passivey
proper. The potential in Adyghe has a semantic function, distinct from
demotion of the agent argument: it expresses the modal meaning of possi-
bility. Thus, there is no natural reason for the valency-changing mechanism g
to be incompatible with bivalent intransitive verbs possessing an agentive 7
subject: why should it be impossible to form a sentence like ‘The boys 4
cannot kiss the girls’, as in (14d)*?

In our opinion, the situation is just the reverse: the incompatibility of
the potential with intransitive verbs is an argument for syntactic ergativity
in other words, it confirms that the absolutive argument of transitive verim
is the most syntactically privileged argument (the subject, the pivot of the
sentence). Note that a construction of the type (14d) ‘The boys cannot kine
the girls” would require a change of case-marking. The absolutive subjout
‘the boys’ would become the indirect object of the potential preiis,
whereas the patient which occupies the position of an oblique-murkod
indirect object of the base verb (‘girls’) would take on absolutive cing
(because almost!® no verb can exist without an absolutive argument):

Base verb: subject (absolutive) indirect object {oblign)

Derived verb:  subject/direct object (absolutive) indirect object (oblirjue)

Figure 2, Syntactic effect of potential and inadvertitive with intransitive virh
(hypothesis)

9. The question why structures like (14¢) are impossible is simpler (O 1iwwef §
a monovalent verb were to undergo a potential derivation, it would low §
absolutive argument. However, any Adyghe verb, except thosc belonging §
a very small class (see note 10), must have an absolutive argumenl.

10. T do not mention here the small class of so-called bezlicnyje (subjectivis) Vil
described by Kumakhov (1971) inter alia, which have only an olliyue kiig!
absolutive argument.

Ergativity in the Adyghe system of valency-

changing dervivations | W)

Thg Anghe derivational system in fact obeys a general restriction
no derzyatwn can affect the absolutive argument. For instance, all valene
Increasing derivations add oblique arguments only (Adyghe d’oes not hu: :
a canor}lcal fnpplicative which introduces a new direct object) I\/Im'cmu.'ll
the antipassive which eliminates the absolutive argument is. not highl\:

productive and is marked with a stem alte i .
. rnation ra
grammatical marker. ther than simply u

322 Quasi-passive (resultative)

Adyghe has two productive resultatives,
other marked with the prefix zere-,
here.

The unmarked resultative in Ad
passive construction: in the
verbs, as in (15b),
ples of the same
remains less clear,

The unmarked resultative eliminates the
the agent cross-reference prefix, as in (15b):;

one of them unmarked, and il
We do not consider the zere-resullalivy

yghe functions syntactically as a quss
resultative construction based on transiliv:
the agent_ cannot be expressed. The structure of ¢xn
construction based on intransitive verbs, as in (Ih.]‘

oblique agent argument i

(15) a. Se qebaske O-z-we-2 ya-k.
L.OBL cabbage 3SG.ABS-ISG.A-CAUS-COOk-PST
‘I cooked cabbage.’

b.  Qebaske O-ve-?,a-e.
cabbage 35G.ABS-CAUS-COOk-pST
‘The cabbage is cooked.’ (Nikolaeva 2003)
(16) a. Ha-r Aa-me D-ja-ceqa-,

d0g-0BL. man-osL.pL 3SG.ABS~3PL.IO+0BLIQUE-bitc—PS'l‘
“The dog bit the men.’

b.  la-me O-g-ja-ceqga-g.

man-oBL.PL 3SG.ABS-DIR-3PL.IO+OBL!QUE—bit€-I.’S’I‘

The men are bitten { have been bitten.’ (Nikolaeva 2003)
.ln_(lSa), the causative verb se-Zyen ‘cook’ is transitive: it benry ihe
ngentive cross-reference marker z- 1

- In the resultative constructi
‘ 7 | uction
f}:ﬁ;); ﬁl:tiggtentbprleﬁ)'c and the agent NP are eliminated. The verl s
ent absolutive ar C ich i ss-refe| j
e gument, which is cross-referenced with 4 2vv0
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In example (16), the verb cegen ‘bite’ is intransitive: this is evidcla(nt fror;;
hi i t cross-reference marker o- i
ct that the third person singular agen -
;}llaese%t The agent (dog) takes the absolutive case, whereas the patient
n) is in the oblique form. _ . _
(m%gspite the existence of examples like (16b), whqu: the rc:.;ul'ii:\;n; g:::‘:i
jon i i i the basis of intransitive verbs,
struction is seemingly built on vo verbs, we camio
i i ' the same morphological struc :
claim that this construction has . ructure as
i ing to say that (16b) is an examp :
in (15b). It would be tempting _ rample of resulia e
i i iti b: the absolutive subject o
formation from an intransitive verb: ho bivalent
i iti ‘bite’ is eliminated. However, let us rec at
intransitive verb cegen ‘bite’ is € : ccall that 19
i i -referenced with the zero prefix. 8,
35G absolutive argument is cross-re : D in (1h) I
i i t the absolutive argument 18 ehimin 4
impossible to prove tha . e o nero profln
15b): we cannot say whe
the same sense as the agent in ( : . e
i this point we do not have any :
resent or absent. Therefore, up to ve i
lcieEoe that resultatives are formed in the same way from both intransiti
d transitive verbs. -
. The crucial question is whether the presence otj a resu!ta.ltml. L::\nlntr
tion represents an argument for or against smtalctxc e-:rga;illwtgi}l; w:. l‘y“
ivizati be characteristic primarily :
Although passivization seems to be : I
i in mind that resultative formati
languages, it should be borne in m formation i (b
ivizati i lly accepted that the resultal .
ent from passivization. It is genera ke (15) e
imari i hus, we should not take (15) ¢
rimarily aspectual function. T Lus, 3 10
Evidenceythalt) Adyghe has a passive proper (a feature which is not vhi
istic of syntactically ergative languages): o
terl'f”he: sami,nline of argumentation is plausible for the paSb.lVL:-|I|&iL- plt[ _
derivation in (14): the functional motivation for the 'potu!1l|:|I init L
from that for a canonical passive. In (14)3 we are not d.cahnf, w tI' l\
matically motivated agent demotion (as in the case pf ‘p.us.slv?rin' ol
with a semantically motivated demotion. The agen;': .151(1@:1'1n1;1: o
1 i t: (14b) does not refer 10 the (i WY
is no longer a prototypical agen cfer _
ing aboufa transitive situation, but only to the pot_cntml ,“.} do ::1.
the terms of Hopper and Thompson (1980}, (14b) is less senimn ‘
sitive than (14a), because the situation is unreal, and the npent i
agentive. N o - :
1eS§[h%15 the potential and inadvertitive denvauon‘s i Nynlmil
lar to pa;ssives. They demote the agent, which is often The wymd
; n
in morphologically ergative languages''.

i iterin allow s 1o fie

, below I will show that some ct1 | _

H i%;ite;f Adyghe transitive verbs is the absolulive nigunment #§
agent,

L Ih {17b) changes its syntactic characteristics: now
| Wy éire ‘be’ in the past, which
b (hbansitive — all French transitive verbs
| Il lormation of the com
L Ady e,

M Jetiils), but with the addi
Plircived with one of these marke
e, The reflexive/reciprocal m
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However, all passive-like derivations in Adyghe have a semantic i
vation distinct from the motivation for canonical passives in accusitivi
languages. In contrast, the use of the antipassive in Adyghe is motivifinl
by principles relevant for canonical antipassives in ergative languages: lon
instance, the antipassive pattern is used when the direct object is indefiniy
Or is not important for the speaker. Therefore, antipassives and “pussiviy’
do not occupy the same place in the Adyghe derivational system: unly
antipassive is a canonical voice. Thus, the evidence for syntactic crgativily

(the antipassive) is more important than the arguments for syntactic i)

sativity (the passive-like derivations), since there is no canonical pussive iy
Adyghe.

3.3. Reflexive and reciprocal: semantic or syntactic motivation?
Reflexive and reci
derivations.
the require

procal are traditionally viewed as valency
They do not change-the number of arguments, but introc)iy
ment that the arguments display co-reference to ¢

ach other
In fact, Adyghe reflexives and reciprocals are not deri

vations in il
proper sense of the term. That is, markers of refiexivization in Adypl

should be described as personal markers, rather than derivational ikt y
In accusative languages which seem to represent the Standard Aveinpe
Furopean type, there are cases when morphological reflexivization "

penuinely derivational: for instance, it often changes the inflectional {ypw
ol the verb: i

“FCArTang1p

French:

W) a. Jailavé la vaisselle,
b.  Je me suis lavé.

'he verb laver ‘wash’ in (17a) is transitive. The reflexive nmarkes ae
the verb takes (he nvsii
signals that it has become syntactivally
use another auxiliary, avedr, m
plex past (17a). We find no cffects of thig iypw 1

I Adyghe, the reflexive and reci
wecicference markers rather than
eluivn 1966: 265-269, 271

procal morphemes represent KRR
derivational markers (sce Roguvi e
-276, Smeets 1992: 115 .1 17, Letuchiy Mo/
tional requirement that the a FEUMCHI Clrosy
rs must be co-relerent with gt
urker always oceupics the slot eon e
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sponding to one of the co-referent arguments (the -9 absolutive slot, the -6
or -5 oblique IO slot or the -4 agent slot):

(18) a. Wo-so-wapso-s.

25G.ABS-18G.A-shave-psT
‘I shave you.’

b. Zo-so-wopso-k.
REFL.ABS-15G.A-shave-PST

‘I shave (myself).’

In (18a), the verb wopsen ‘shave’ bears two personal markers: (W .
agentive prefix se- (1sG) and the absolutive prefix wo- (25G). In (18b). (he 3
reflexive marker occupies the absolutive slot. The verb form in ([N,
differs from the form in (18a) only in that the absolutive slot is occupl
by a special ‘reflexive marker’ — the derivation does not change the (v ri
tivity or the number of arguments of the base verb. In this scuwe
Adyghe reflexives and reciprocals are analogous to reflexive prone
such as sich in German or pozyn ‘oneself” in Khakas {Turkic, nuthgg
field data), which also ‘substitute’ for one of the co-referent arunel§
In French, the situation is roughly the same, except that the additiog
se changes an important morphosyntactic property of the verb,
its complex past formation.

In what follows, the glosses for reflexive and reciprocal ninrke
clude the designation of the slot occupied by the marker. 1'or ine
the gloss REFL.ABS in (18) means that the reflexive marker zo- I# |
slot of the absolutive argument (-9).

It may seem that the position of the markers under analysiv ey i
to ascertain which argument of the base verb is the subject and §
is the object. Indeed, in many languages (such as the Jiunt Cil
languages and most languages of Europe) reflexives ure subjeviogf
they are bound by the syntactic subject and are never fowmd (4
position (for instance, the Russian sebja ‘oneself” docs nol luwve
tive form even theoretically). L

However, this prediction is not entirely borne oul il of

transitive verbs it is notable that reflexives and reciproenis il
ently from each other. The complex reciprocal marker #eres §
agentive oblique slot -4 (see also Rogava and Kerndvvi |8
2007), whereas the reflexive marker za- is in the alwolutive
slot -9:

—
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LR}
Reciprocal:
(19} Zefe cof-xe-r O-zere-lexWo-7'a-x
all -

MAN-PL-ABS 3SG.ABS-REC.A-S€e-RE-PL.ABS
‘All the people see each other (i.e. meet up).’
Refiexive:
(20} Zede cof-xe-r z-a-lesWa-#5,
all  man-pL-ABS REFL.ABS-3PL.A-se¢-RE
‘All the people see themselves.’

KCIS

P it . .
or the transitive and the intransitive class of verbs. For cach marker, the

slot it occupies is specified.

Table 2. Positions of reflexive and reci

| Ds procal markers in transiti
mtransitive verbs aaitive and

| lurker zere- aside) are org

vigitive languages such as the East Cauca
i ilways bound by the agent of the
| Rlenment of the intransitive verb, If
L Ivllexive marker is always controlled
i vase in most of the world’s langu
_llihll'l._’t properties characterize the
e whsolutive argument of intrans

J# 100 not consider here the distribution of ze-

el (hat zo-

Transitive Intransitive
Reflexive | zo-, absolutive siotiz | 7€ _/ 2o~ + preverb of oblique argument
' obligue (10) slot ’
Reciprocal zere-, oblique slot Ze- | zo- + preverb of oblique argument,

oblique (I0) slot

It may seem that in Adyghe both reflexive and reciprocal marking (the

antzed as in semaatically and morphologically

SJan.languages. In these, reflexives
transitive verb and the absolutive
we adopt the hypothesis that the
by the syntactic pivot/subject, as is
ages, this means that some syntactic
f)pllque agent of transitive verbs and
1tive verbs. This is the case in many "

. : vs. za-, which seems to be
muwt thophonemic, and not directly related to the syntactic status of thgtifrgg

npnents, according to (Arkadiev and Testelets 2009). However, it may be I
mostly cross-references absolutive arguments, and ’ze- is used

I nuvit exampies for obligque ar
e L que arguments (see also (21 i
bt ppn rectprocal and rellexive I'()rms).( C1)s. G2 for the differmce
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other Caucasian languages where the ergat_ive argument (agent) of tr;nos;;
tive verbs and the absolutive argument of intransitive verbs possess
j i d Toldova 1998).
cct properties (see Testelets an _ _ .
Su]?[J-Iovv%c)\rell'j this explanation is problematic for smzlle mmot;* Yt:;’bric;l:,:is\?:q
! ’ e !
i 13, the verb zexexon ‘hear’ and potentia
such as inverse verbs!3, 1 ' ‘ o
in fe-. For all of these the position of ze- | za- is defined in a more compl
" . ., Ll . . erbs.
than in transitive and intransitive v : . )
Waéirst of all, in inverse verbs the reflexive and re]:l{procall Taric;rz 512:
i ive slot or one of the oblique slots. _
ccupy either the absolutive s ots ‘
:fordpsyboth reflexive and reciprocal forms can have ze- / zo- either in the
absolutive slot or in the oblique.

el W 14 -
(21) Ts-zo-§o-gWapsa-w» [ zo-t-§'o0-gWopsa-s. orectopst
1PL.ABS-REFL.IO-LOC-forget-PST REFL.ABS-1PL.10-LOC-forget-ps
‘We forgot ourselves,’

(22) A-xem  ze-§'o-gWopSe-i'a-ge-x |
that-PL-OB REC.I0-LOC-forget-RE-PAST-PL.ABS
z-a-§'a-gWopfe-F a-k.
REC.ABS-3PL.10-LOC-forget-RE-PAST
‘They forgot each other.’

The distribution of ze- vs. za- is sensitive to morphoph‘onolmlalw;ll
ditioning (see note 12). At the same time, as the comparison o : m
variants in (21} vs. (22} shows, reflexives tend to choose zo- k.lVL 'u‘"::l
cases where reciprocals choose ze- (for instance, when cross-refee
indirect object). . . 5
m Second Jin derivatives with potential meaning ze- / za- l(.;dll ‘lml 3; I:T i
in the ob].ique slot when used reciprocally, but only in the absoli
when used reflexively see (24) below:

23) &5-7e me-wazra-§ za-s-fe-wapso-§ t-ep. e N
1sG-hand DYN-hurt-CONV REFL.ABS-15G.I0-BEN-8have bl

‘My hand hurts, so I cannot shave (myself).’

ian linguistics (see, Tos g
i itional term of Caucasian hngulau_u. (Hew, _
o ujeKte};ZEg\?a(.h;l;ﬁﬁ and Kumakhov 1971) for hl\:ruluni ervotinml
agrbs such as §'agPapsen ‘forget’, whose absolutive unp,lmwull Il‘ )
;nd the oblique argument is the experiencer (the seotvnee '| |

literally translated into Adyghe as “You were forgolten o ne').

14 Semantically  motivated
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This variation in behavi

our prevents us from consideting reflexivizul i
to be a syntactic test. Wha

t is relevant for these derivations is the ageniiy
of the arguments involved, The rule for reflexivization can be stated iy

follows: the reflexive marker always occupies the sioy of the least agentiyy-
of the co-referent arguments (this explanation w.

Iy

Note that the behaviour of SagWapsen
firms the semantic explanation. Situations
an agent nor a patient; both arguments

‘forget’ in example (21) con
like ‘forget’ involve neithey
(stimulus and experiencer) hiye
agent and patient. For instanye,

, and neither is affected by the sl
tion (like a pattent). This is why the position of the reflexive marker 1y

Therefore, reflexives cannot
yghe

give us any information on ergativity jn
Adyghe. The choice of the argu

ment which controls the reflexive murke
is motivated semantically and not syntactically: it is the most agenlive
argument, whether this is marked with absolutive or oblique casc.'4

By contrast, the reciprocal marker is much more informative from o
point of view. The Adyghe reciprocal is clearly absolutive-oricnted, 1y 1
evident from four facts:

* in inverse verbs, the reciprocal marker ze-

oblique indirect object slot -5, as in the
only rarely occupy the absolutive
Conversely, the reflexive marker

in these derivatives, as in the second variant of (21). This difk
between reflexivization and reciprocalization is not t
in Smeets ( 1984) and Smeets (1992);

in derivatives with potential meaning, the reciprocal marke
vecupies the obligue slot -5 (24), whereas t
the absolutive slot, as in (23):

most commonly occupies (i
first variant of (22), and van
slot, as in the second variant of ()))
usually occupies the absolutive slo
e
aken into aeenyn

o
he reflexive marker OCCH I

U Aexe-r O-ze-fe-lesW. -Xe-r-ep,

(s)he-Aps 35G. ABS-REC.10-BEN-see

-PL-DYN-NEG
“They hate each other’ (lit.

‘They cannot se¢ each other?),

agent orientation of
Adyghe: a similar situation is foun
il ) 1999) and Warlpivi (1.¢
wiie which, like

reflexives is not unique i)
din the ergative languages Tsukhyr {Kilyk
pate 2000) and many other languages (inclodhng

Warlpiri, e SYNMUelically eretive wommedin, o oo ot
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in intransitive verbs, the reciprocal marker occupies the oblique IO
slot -5;

in transitive verbs, the reciprocal marker (though in another variant)
also occupies an oblique slot, namely the agent slot -4, as in (18),
though the oblique argument is the most agentive for transitive verbs.

Thus, the reciprocal marker is generally found in one of the oblique
slots and it is controlled by an absolutive personal marker. The only verly
which admits reciprocalization exclusively in the absolutive slot is zexexon
‘hear’.

The absolutive orientation of reciprocals in most verb classes (excep
for the inverse verbs, where variation is observed as in (22)) cannol by
accounted for in semantic terms. The reciprocal prefixes occupy the obils
que slot of most bivalent verbs, irrespective of whether the oblique urgue
ment is more agentive than the absolutive one (as with transitive nnd
potential verbs) or less agentive (as with intransitive verbs where the
oblique argument is an indirect object). In other words, the motiviiion
for the choice of the controller is not the degree of agentivity of the urgys
ments, but rather the location of absolutive marking.

Thus, we take the absolutive orientation of reciprocals as cvideng
for syntactic ergativity in Adyghe: reciprocal markers are bound with
syntactically privileged absolutive argument, whereas the behaviour of ¢
reflexive marker is semantically motivated.

3.4. Facilitive and difficilitive: semantic motivation

Two more valency-decreasing derivations in Adyghe, namely the Tl
(-x¥e§%o) and difficilitive (-x%aje), are treated in syntactiv tor
Rogava and KeraSeva 1966, and Kumakhov 1971. These authors vlulif]
in the derivations in question, the personal marker in subjeet |1nuillﬂﬂ
the absolutive argument of intrapsitive verbs, and the ergative ("ohHy

our terminology) of transitive verbs) is eliminated, and the nonsy
marker is retained. This is indeed the case with transitive tinl it
verbs: in (25) the verb does not bear an agentive marker, whivh §
normally be jo-. In (26) the situation is less straightforwaid sHygl
absolutive subject prefix is zero in 3SG (this is why Stweis (|9
not analyse the status of absolutive subjects in facilitivic consipugl
all). However, the indirect object prefix ja- is obviously |1rul¢ﬂl
and we can judge that the absolutive prefix is absent from g
is impossible for most native speakers to express an nhxolutivg

such as ‘It is easy for me to push this boy’, without uxiig an
prefix.

: Twe processes analysed in this
- le kind of information th

Ergativity in the Adyghe system of valency-changing derivations W/

Transitive verb:
(25) Mo Fale-r  we-g ‘one-gWesH,,
this boy-0BL caus-fear-rer
‘It is easy to frighten this boy.” (lit. “This boy is easy
Intransitive verb:
(26) Mo ale-m O-je-wané'o-gWes Wy,
this boy-0BL 3SG.ABS-SSG.10+63L1QUE
‘It is easy to push this boy.’
However, this derivation can
always the most agentive argu
seems more plausible, bec

W
and des"on ‘see’, often a
Zexexon ‘hear’ is compli

to frighten®),

-push-Fcr,

also be analysed in semantic term
ment which is eliminated. This expl
ause sensation verbs, such as zZexex
dmit expression of an agent. While th

cated, because thi i i
transit_ive nor a canonical intransitjve vee:t?,lsﬂ.:;g)srlas N
trans;t}v_e verb: the reciprocal formation indisp
transitivity. The experiencer of verbs like these is
than the stimulus (see Dowty 1991 for details):
not the stimuius, is animate, ‘

8001y
anulion
an ‘hegy!
¢ case vl
canonicnl
‘see’ is a canonicinly
utably demonstratey iy
in a sense more agentive

only the experiencer, by

Sensation verb:
27) Te {o-zere-AesWo-gWeiWy
we 1PL.ABS~REC.A~SE€-FCL

‘It is easy for us to see (to meet) each other.’

i l(?] ((jg){ht;e t\;lerb mcludesW bot}j an agent and an absolutive personal iy
o {00 ¢ verb lex?on See’ 18 syntactically transitive, and (|
are C agent prefix should be eliminated, according to Smcely |94
Ilm’\cc, 1t 15 not only the most agentive argument, but ually o N
Iypical agent which is b , Tith

ieatorily climi : Iy o prong
liwm - gatorily ehminated in the facilitive/difliciiye

ME

Ive animate arguments can be ex:
. b ressed. In (s
wiine the facilitive derivati pr '
. on provides evidence agaj qetin
liviiy in Adyghe. ZaISt Syntactic neeting

- 4. Conclusions

paper can be divided into two Zroups, Iy

: 4
CY provide about ergativity in Adyghe,
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First of all, there are derivations which can be regarded as sszar;u::l;lg
motivated (though syntactic motivation can also_ be proposed fo qohese
rocesses). This is the case with reflexive marking, since the re :Xthc
garker afways seems to be bound by the most.ragent‘flzfl;e aril.sl:n:;le;ltiw
ifficiliti ire the omission of the m
litive and difficilitive always require t b
I;:i"cglumant (though this is generally the agent of tlrartlism\@ ;;t;;bselc;lrat: ¢
i i itive verbs); the resultative is :
absolutive argument of intransi e T aave 5 also semanth
i ivations could in principle be ta
cally motivated. These deriva . ! e talen as evid
i i tive, but in fact this is no
that Adyghe is syntactically accusa , o e ase.
ivati hich are only compatible r
Secondly, there are derivations w. ) ppatible Wb tra
i i titive and potential. These ‘
tive verbs, namely the inadver nd o it Al
igni lysis, since they show tha
are more significant for our anal , o oy  anat Ayt
i ive. This fact manifests itself in a p '
syntactically ergative. ct mani i Chnge. oromein
¢ ive-like’ derivations: they can only pro
regulates all passive- ‘ change rcupm“'
i t the absolutive argument.
of the oblique (Agent), but no . pe recihs
i ich i ive- ted, also demonstrates tha
tion, which is absolutive-oriented, : I : th
ttg.rrén‘r?as subject properties (at least the orientation 0;“ reciprocals (Owi
i i i tic terms).
lutive cannot be explained in seman ) o
i:heTal‘;)eS(::onclusion that Adyghe is syntactically ergative set?mj\ liu lmiu
tradicted by the fact that the antipassive is not prodluctw‘e in :' z;lvl.w“ ‘
' the prototypical antipassive con .
does not fully correspond to 0to : o
is i tradiction. What is essen :
owever, there is in fact no cont _ !
Edyghe system forces us to modify our assumptions about (he N
served by verbal derivation in an ergatnlre lzzlngliatieé tollowing viow & i
implici licitly adop ‘
Usually authors implicitly or exp & symtoneally
1 ices: the status of the most syntig |
function of voices: they change the s .
ici i Dixon (1994}, the obscrv ‘
leged participant. For instance, in : 2 e i
ive i teristic of accusative languages, a: !
e Toas i i hat passives dou
i lained by the fact that pass : 8
ergative languages, is exp AR in accusnlive i
i h is privileged in accus -
actic status of the agent (whic aceuy
fgl?t:reas antipassives decrease the status of the absolutive vhjwt {
ivileged in ergative languages). ‘ ‘ “
PrlvHoffever the Adyghe data lead us to adopt the oppasile hy
this languag’e: derivations can change the status of any i th ipﬂ_
the most privileged one. As we have shcown2 no durwullnﬂ| llf Y
Adyghe can change the status of the direct object or ntrinsltive 4
wit}yl the exception of the antipassive. But the unlijpussive w
unproductive and expressed by means of s_tcm alternution v
ammatical marker sensu stricto, and it w_olnsw.s‘ {he uunuil‘l
arhich apply to the system of valency-changing devividiionn ig

b Viled accusatively, such as the formation of th
- itwilitive,

Eileetly related to syntactic alignment.
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Thus, Adyghe seems to be Syntactically ergative and not syntacticilly
accusative. This syntactic ergativity manifests itself in the derivation!
domain. We think that the view adopted by Matasovié (2008: 64), (i
the absolutive case marks “the lowest ranking macrorole argument”, mgy
be true from the semantic point of view. However, the morphosyniuein:
processes we have examined do not show that the ergative argumen|
Syntactically privileged over the absolutive,

However, some other syntactic pr.

N

ocesses, such as co-referent deletion,
,» which makes the question of syn(uein:
status of participants mpossible o
rivational system in Adyghe is mueh
stricter than many other syntactic processes requires further rescareh,
is undertaken, for instance, in Letuchiy (2009a).
Note that the hypothesis that Adyghe is syntactically ergative mykq
the case of the potential and inadvertitive (see 3.3.1) more problemaliy,
Since the agent is not the syntactic subject of the underlying transiiiv
verb, these two passtve-like derivations are not entirely similar 1o
i demote the initial subject. In any case, wy
tisa syntactically privileged argumcnt, ¢venh
ive-like derivations demote a privileged nepyy
object. In other words, provided that Adypye
i a syntactically ergative language, the two passive-like derivationsg
iimilar to voice alternations in that they rearrange the syntactic sty
ind change the pragmatic values of the arguments, but this voice nlter)

Hon differs from the passive formation in that the demoted ArguUNHE iy
"ot a syntactic subject.

These data from Adyghe are also usefy] because
Moeusativity in some morphologically ergative la
tvtermined by semantic factors. Many processes

they show that syntil
nguages can in fijel Iy
which seem to he iy
¢ reflexive, facilitive o

may in fact be motivated in semantic terms rather than i,

: AMireviations

Ist, 2nd, 3rd person
agent cross-reference prefix
absolutive case; absolutive arg

ument cross-reference prefly
antipassive variant of (e verh

stem
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BEN benefactive

CAUS causative

CcoM comitative

FCL facilitive

INS instrumental case

(o] indirect object cross-reference prefix

OBL oblique case .

OBLIQUE oblique indirect object prefix

RE refactive

REC reciprocal

REFL reflexive

SG singular

PL plural :
ast tense i

”};SRT Fransitive variant of the verb stem
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