Subject properties of the Adyghe absolutive: Evidence from relatives

Yury Lander

1. Introduction’

Adyghe, a polysynthetic language belonging to the Northwest Caucasian (Abkhaz-
Adyghe) family, is usually considered ergative on the basis of its rules of case marking and
morphological cross-reference/indexing (Gishev 1985; Kumakhov et al. 1996; Kumakhov and
Vamling 2006 inter alia). This language possesses two basic cases,” which are labeled
‘nominative’ and ‘ergative’ in a lot of works in Russian and Georgian, but which I will call
‘absolutive’ and ‘oblique’ following the conventional typological terminology (cf. Haspelmath
2008).” The distribution of these cases for the most part fits into the ergative scheme. In
particular, the Adyghe case system treats the intransitive subject and the transitive patient alike
and contrasts them to the transitive agent (and in fact, to all other arguments cross-referenced
somewhere within the clause, since all of them are marked by the same oblique case). This is

illustrated in the following examples:*

! This paper is based on my talk at the conference “Ergativity and Ergative Construction in World Languages” held
in Thbilisi State University in May 2009. I am grateful to the audience of the conference as well as to Peter Arkadiev,
Dmitry Gerasimov, Nina Sumbatova, Yakov Testelets and many others for useful discussions. None of them is
presumed to agree with my conclusions. Last but not the least, the help of my Adyghe consultants is deeply
appreciated. Most data presented here were collected in the villages of Haqwerinehabl and Aguy-Shapsug in 2003—
2007 and in Maikop in 2008. All errors are mine.

? Many descriptions of Adyghe postulate also a few more cases like ‘instrumental” and ‘transformational/adverbial’
(see, for instance, Rogava and Kerasheva 1966; Zekokh 1969; Kumakhov 1971; Paris 1989). It is not clear,
however, that these “cases” can be reasonably included into the same paradigm as the two cases discussed here. The
conception contrasting the direct and oblique cases in Adyghe can be found already in Janashia’s Circassian 1929
diaries (Janashia 2007).

> This use of the term ‘absolutive’ (Russian: ‘abcomtoTuB’, ‘aOCONIOTHBHEIIN/A0COMIOTHBIN Manex’) is quite
widespread in modern studies on Adyghe (like the ones mentioned in the beginning of the paper). Of course, it
should not be confused with a homonymous term used for certain kinds of converbs. Just like the term ‘nominative’
is not always used for forms employed for nomination, the appearance of the term ‘absolutive’ currently does not
imply the formal unmarkedness of the form. The term ‘oblique’ is used for the non-absolutive case in the closely
related Kabardian language by Colarusso (1992) among some others. I thank the audience of the conference for
discussion which made me clarify the terminology.

* Abbreviations used in glosses are: A— agent, ABS— absolutive case or absolutive personal prefix, ADV —
adverbial/predicative, AUX — auxiliary morpheme, BEN — benefactive, CAUS — causative, DIR — directional, DYN —
dynamic, FUT — future, IMP — imperative, INS — “instrumental case,” 10 — indirect object, LOC — locative preverb,
OBL — oblique (“ergative”) case, OPV — oblique preverb, PL — plural, POSS — possessive, PP — postpositional object,

PR — possessor, PST — past, RE — reversive/refactive, REL — relative prefix. Numbers denote persons. Null morphemes
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@8] moZ e-r jon-ew beyo-se
stone-ABS  big-ADV inflate-PST

‘The stone inflated very much.’

2) zo ?ahor haf’e-m o-$xo-B
one part-ABS guest-OBL 3SG.A-eat-PST

‘The guest ate one piece (of it).’

The first of these examples presents an intransitive clause with a single argument marked with
the absolutive suffix -r, while the second shows a transitive clause where the agent takes the
oblique suffix -m and the patient takes the absolutive marker. Note that case marking is usually
absent on pronouns, typical proper names, possessive phrases, and non-specific noun phrases.’
Despite this, below I will use the term ‘absolutive argument’ for both intransitive subjects and
transitive patients in general, taking it for granted that under appropriate conditions the
arguments under discussion could get an expression containing the absolutive marker.®

The cross-reference system follows the ergative scheme as well. In Adyghe, most
participants of the situation can be indexed either within a verb or within a noun (as is the case
with possessors) or a postposition (as is the case with postpositional objects). The paradigms of
cross-reference markers used for agents, on the one hand, and for intransitive subjects and
transitive patients, on the other hand, are different. In particular, as the examples given above
indicate, 3" person intransitive subjects and transitive patients are not indexed within the verb —
in contrast to 3™ person agents which get overt indices.”

The ergative scheme also manifests itself overtly in relativization, i.e. the formation of
relative clauses on the basis of a target argument (an argument of the embedded clause which,

roughly, is coreferent to an argument of the matrix clause). In general, relativization of both

are only glossed where they are relevant. The transcription is based on the transcription used in the Moscow
Caucasiological School: in particular, ejectives are marked with the dot and palatalization is marked with the
apostrophe.

° Here and below, the term ‘noun phrase’ (NP) is used pretheoretically, without making any distinction between
different types of nominals.

® In fact, it is not obvious that the 1*' and 2™ singular pronouns appearing as intransitive subjects or transitive
patients are grammatically absolutive in Adyghe (see Arkadiev et al. forthc.: § 9.2.3). Hence, in what follows I will
mostly disregard locutor pronominal analogues of absolutives.

"If the absolutive argument is plural, the predicate can contain the plural suffix -xe. However, this marker does not

belong to the same morphological system as cross-reference markers.
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intransitive subjects and transitive patients does not change the expression of the argument
structure in the verb. In Adyghe, as in many other languages, relativization cannot apply to 1%
and 2™ person arguments, and since 3" person absolutive arguments are not indexed within the
predicate, the predicate of the relative clause does not contain an absolutive relative marker
either. This is demonstrated by the pairs of examples (3)—(4) and (5)—(6): here the first examples
represent independent clauses and the second examples show relative constructions based on the

first examples.

Relativization of the intransitive subject:
(3) Seferar qe-k a-¥
driver-ABS DlR—go—PST8

‘The driver came.’

4 qe-k a-ge § efero-r
DIR-g0-PST  driver-ABS

‘the driver who came’

Relativization of the transitive patient:
(5) se txoAor  S-?29E
I book-ABS 1SG.A-hold
‘I am holding the book.’

(6) se S-79B tXoAo-r
I 18G.A-hold book-ABS

‘the book that I am holding’

Relativization of non-absolutive arguments requires the replacement of the cross-reference prefix
of the target with the relative prefix za-, as is shown in (7)—(8) for the relativization of the agent
and in (9)—(10) for relativization of a possessor, the latter examples also indicating that the

relative prefix need not occur on the predicate of the relative clause:

¥ Note that independent predicates under some conditions may drop the last vowel. Here, for example, the full form

of the past suffix is -Ke.



Relativization of the agent:

7 ¢’ale-m apC’a-r 9-q ata-B
boy-OBL  glass-ABS 35G.A-break-PST
‘The boy broke the glass.’

(8) apC’a-r zd-q ota-ve ¢ale-r

glass-ABS  REL.A-break-PST  boy-ABS

‘the boy that broke the glass’

Relativization of a possessor:
(9) gepce-m  @-jo-thape-xe-r pa-teq 9-Z’9-Be-x
plum-OBL  3SG.PR-POSS-leaf-PL-ABS  LOC-disperse-RE-PST-PL

‘The leaves of the plum tree have fallen.’

(10) z-jo-thape-xe-r pa-teq a-Z’5-Be-xe gapce-r
REL.PR-POSS-leaf-PL-ABS  LOC-disperse-RE-PST-PL  plum-ABS

‘the plum tree, whose leaves have fallen’

Thus, in relativization, again, the intransitive subject and the transitive patient are contrasted to
the agent and other arguments. This is actually quite expected for ergative languages, as is
argued by Lehmann (1984: 211fY).

The data presented above clearly show that absolutives are opposed to all other
arguments as concerns their coding. But as is well-known, this does not automatically imply that
absolutives have a privelleged status in the grammatical system (Dixon 1994; Falk 2006). In this
paper, I will show that in addition to the facts provided above, relativization presents a few
arguments exactly for such a status. The relevant data and their preliminary interpretation are
discussed in Sections 2—4. In Section 5 I show that these data point to the fact that absolutive
arguments in Adyghe have subject properties. The last section concerns with the implications of

this claim for the grammatical typology.

2. Word order restrictions in relative clauses
For the most part, Adyghe NPs have syntactically transparent structure. However, in the
domain of relative clauses one can observe patterns which look unexpected. These can be placed

under two rubrics, namely the position of the semantic heads in “internally-headed relative



clauses” and the position of “displaced demonstratives”. Interestingly, both phenomena contrast

absolutive arguments with other arguments.

2.1. Internally-headed relative clauses and the position of the semantic head

Relative constructions are often considered to represent a kind of attributive structure
whence a clause serves as a modifier of some noun; see, for instance, Nikolaeva 2006. Yet,
Adyghe, like Abkhaz and many other polysynthetic (and not only polysynthetic) languages (cf.
Kibrik 1992; Baker 1996: 162fY), presents a pattern which prima facie contradicts this

conception of relatives, namely “internally-headed relative constructions” illustrated in (11):

(11) [a-Ce cof-ew k e-§'to-m] s9-A\-e-)(d
that-INS  person-ADV ~ go-FUT-OBL 15G.ABS-LOC-DYN-look.for

‘I am looking for a person who will go there.’

Here, the semantic head, i.e. the nominal that provides “sortal description”, which is further
semantically restricted by the relative clause, is marked with the “adverbial” marker -ew and
seemingly appears within the relative clause.” Thus, at first glance the semantic head turns out to
be embedded within its own modifier.

Curiously, for many speakers, the position of the internal head is somewhat restricted.

For instance, the following two expressions are judged as infelicitous:

(12) *zo-paShe coy-ew  jo-to-r
REL.PP-front tree-ADV ~ LOC-stand-ABS

(Expected: ‘the tree in front of which it was (lit. stood)’.)

(13) *doSe-r tok ak -ew zo-?e.pa-teq a-ve-r
gold-ABS thief-ADV REL.IO-LOC-disperse-PST-ABS
(Expected: ‘the thief, who dropped the gold (lit. out of whose hands the fold fall)’.)

The observations related to the ill-formedness of these examples can be formulated in the

following way:

? Besides the internally-headed relative construction, Adyghe also has an externally-headed construction, where the

semantic head follows the relative clause; see examples (4), (6), (8), (10).
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(14) A. The internal head cannot be placed between a constituent containing a relative prefix
and the predicate of the relative clause; cf. (12).
B. The internal head cannot be placed between the absolutive NP and the predicate of

the relative clause; cf. (13).

Non-absolutive NPs that do not contain relative prefixes do not restrict the position of the

internal head. Cf. (15), where the internal head occurs between the pronoun referring to the agent

and the predicate:
(15) [se pedark-ew qe-s-ho-ge-r] s-Sepx 2 peja-¥
I gift-ADV DIR-1SG.A-carry-PST-ABS ~ 1SG.PR-sister ~ for-PST

‘The gift that [ brought was for my sister.’

2.2. " Displaced demonstratives’
An even more amazing fact about Adyghe relative constructions (both internally-headed
and externally headed) is that they can “displace” demonstratives characterizing the whole

matrix NP:

(16) qa-h [zawx ezo-m newas’ mo 9-59-79-§'t ?ane-r]
DIR-carry(IMP) steward-OBL  tomorrow this 3SG.A-make-RE-FUT table-ABS

‘Bring this table which the steward will repair tomorrow!’

As this example shows, such demonstratives can occur within the relative clause.
As far as the position of these “displaced” demonstratives is concerned, we observe

constraints that are very similar to those mentioned above for internal heads:

(17) A. The “displaced demonstrative” cannot occur between a constituent containing a
relative prefix and the predicate of the relative clause; cf. (18).
B. The “displaced demonstrative” cannot occur between the absolutive NP and the

predicate of the relative clause; cf. (19).

The infelicitous examples (18) and (19) provide the “negative” material illustrating the

two constraints:



(18) *soreto$-ew z-jo-nob3er a-xe-m mo a-fe-zo-txo-¥e-m
painter-ADV ~ REL.PR-POSS-friend-PL-OBL this  3PL.IO-BEN-REL.A-TiicaTh-PST-OBL
(Expected: ‘this painter who drew [this] for his friends’;

lit. ‘this painter who drew [this] for whose friends’.lo)

(19) *qg-je-3 [newas’  ?ane-r mo  7z3-$9-29-5t zawx eza-m]
DIR-OPV-call tomorrow table-ABS this  REL.A-make-RE-FUT steward-OBL

(Expected: ‘Call this steward who will repair the table tomorrow’.)

Again, the presence of non-absolutive NPs that do not contain relative prefixes does not

affect the positional potential of demonstratives, as was already shown in (16) above.

2.3. Towards an explanation

Lander (2005; in prep.) proposed that the facts like the ones just described can be
accounted for if we assume that non-absolutive NPs do not serve as syntactic arguments in
Adyghe clauses but only provide syntactically optional information about arguments expressed
by indexing prefixes. Typologically, this assumption is well-grounded: indeed, similar proposals
capture many peculiarities of other polysynthetic languages (see Van Valin 1985; Mithun 1986;
Jelinek, Demers 1994; Baker 1996).

Given this assumption, the following generalization over (14) and (17) can be made:

(20) Neither internal heads nor displaced demonstratives can appear within that part of the
relative clause which contains the obligatory elements of the construction: the syntactic
core (i.e. the predicate and its syntactic arguments) and the constituents containing

reference to the target of relativization.

Under this analysis, the absolutive NP is the only full noun phrase in Adyghe which can

express a syntactic argument.

3. The absolutive constraint on multiple relativization
Adyghe and other (non-extinct) Northwest Caucasian languages display a very interesting

phenomenon of multiple relativization, whereby a single relative clause can contain several

' The ill-formedness of (18) is not due to multiple targets, because the presence of several target arguments is

allowed in Adyghe, see Section 3.



targets of relativization if they are coreferent (see Dumézil 1932: 245; Hewitt 1979a; Lander,

forthe. for examples and discussion). Multiple relativization in Adyghe is illustrated by (21):

(21) z-jo-B oner o psaSe-r $§9 Z3-A€eE d-Ke-r
REL.PR-POSS-neighbour  girl-ABS good  REL.A-see-PST-ABS
‘the one who fell in love with his own neighbour girl’

Literally: ‘the one who fell in love with whose neighbour girl’

In this example we find two coreferent participants, namely the experiencer and the possessor of
the absolutive argument, which are both marked as relativized.

Notably, in Adyghe multiple relativization is optional.11 In other words, if relativization
touches upon a participant that is coreferent to another participant, it can be marked just for one
of them."? This is shown in (22), which is parallel to (21) and can have the same meaning, but

contains only one occurrence of the relative prefix:

(22) O-jo- ones > pSaSe-r §9 Z3-A€K d-Ke-r
3sG.PR-POSS-neighbour  girl-ABS  good  REL.A-see-PST-ABS
a. ‘the one who; loved his/her; neighbour’

b. ‘the one who loved his own neighbour’

As the first translation indicates, unlike the preceding example, (22) does not require the
coreference of the possessor and the agent.

The absolutive argument comes into play where we consider relativization of arguments
that are coreferent to the absolutive. If in independent clauses this coreference is marked overtly
by means of the reflexive prefix (homophonous to the relative prefix), this marking is retained in

. 13
relative forms:

! Interestingly, in the related Abkhaz language, multiple relativization (in the case of coreferent arguments) seems
to be obligatory (Hewitt 1979b). However, Abkhaz does not exhibit the constraint discussed in this section.

"2 In the case of multiple coreferent arguments, relativization first applies to an argument that is higher in the
hierarchy Agent > Indirect object > Possessor > Postpositional object; see Lander forthc.

" Note that the choice of the controller in the reflexive construction is motivated semantically and not structurally:
the controller should have certain agentive properties. Consequently, not only grammatical agents can control
reflexivization of absolutives but also indirect objects (where they represent “demoted agents”, e.g., a causee in

causative forms based on transitive stems, a potential agent in potential forms, etc.); see Letuchiy 2009 ms.
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(23) zo-zo-thal’a-pe-r
RFL.ABS-REL.A-wash-PST-ABS

‘the one who washed himself’

In (23), a reflexive prefix occurs in the absolutive slot marking its coreference to the agent,
which is further relativized.
But if the reflexive pattern is impossible, one cannot relativize an argument which is

coreferent to the absolutive argument. Consider (24):

(24) z-jate 9-\€E d-Be-r
REL.PR-POSS+father =~ 3SG.A-see-PST-ABS
‘the one whose father saw him/her (someone else)’

*‘the one whom his own father saw’

Since relativization of the absolutive is unmarked, (24) hypothetically could contain
either a relativized absolutive or a non-relativized absolutive, which — other things being
equal'® — could be coreferent to the possessor of the agent. Yet these expectations are not borne
out. This construction can only be interpreted as containing the non-coreferent possessor and

patient. If these arguments turn out to be coreferent, the possessor is not marked as relativized:

(25) jate 9-A\€K o-Ke-r
POSS+father 3SG.A-see-PST-ABS

‘the one; whom his/her;; father saw’

Given all this, I conclude that (i) relativization of the absolutive argument blocks
relativization of other arguments, and therefore (ii) if the absolutive argument can be relativized

at all, it should be relativized before all other arguments are relativized.

4. Possessor relativization

The last topic to be discussed in this paper concerns relativization of the possessor, which
also may contrast the absolutive argument with other arguments.

The standard Adyghe (based on the Temirgoi dialect) does not restrict relativization of

the possessors. However, some varieties of the language prohibit relativization of possessors of

' To be sure, here I disregard any syntactic and semantic hierarchies like the one mentioned in Note 12.
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non-absolutive arguments. Below I will illustrate this with the data from Shapsug Adyghe as is
spoken in the village of Aguy-Shapsug (see Lander 2008 ms. for details).

The relevant Shapsug examples are given in (26)—(29).

(26)—(27) demonstrate the allowed relativization of the possessor of the absolutive
argument: the prefix cross-referencing this possessor in the absolutive NP is replaced with the

relative prefix:

Relativization of the possessor of the absolutive argument:
(26) sk:olo-m @-jo-wana-Sha be mo-§-ew a-ge-la-Be
school-OBL  3SG.PR-POSS-house-head many NEG-do-ADV ~ 3PL.A-CAUS-colour-PST

‘They coloured the roof of the school not so long ago.’

(27) skiol-ew z-jo-wona-Sha be mo-§-ew a-ge-la-ge-r
school-ADV REL.PR-POSS-house-head many NEG-do-ADV 3PL.A-CAUS-colour-PST-ABS

‘the school whose roof they coloured not so long ago’

The next set of examples shows apparent relativization of the possessor of the non-
absolutive argument. Nonetheless, the comparison of the independent clause (28) with the
relative construction (29) reveals the fact that the latter contains an “additional” relative prefix,
which is placed instead of the personal prefix corresponding to the indirect object of the verb ‘is
looking at’. This prefix cannot, of course, refer to the target argument of the whole construction
(i.e. the pupil), because it is the copy-book that serves as the indirect object here. Since the two
relative prefix cannot be linked to the same referent, it seems that the “additional” relative prefix
reflects the presence of an additional embedded relative construction, and the literal translation

of (29) is ‘the pupil whose copy-book is [what I am looking at]’.

Apparent relativization of the possessor of the non-absolutive argument:
(28) Celeje3ak e-m  @-jo-t:etirad s-@-je-pAe-Sto-re
pupil-OBL 3SG.PR-POSS-copy.book  1SG.ABS-3SG.10-OPV-look.at-AUX-PST

‘I was looking at the pupil’s copy-book.’

(29) Celejezak -ew  z-jo-tietirad S9-Z-e-pAe-Sto-ge-r
pupil-ADV REL.PR-POSS-copy.book  1SG.ABS-REL.I0-OPV-look.at-AUX-PST-ABS
‘the pupil at whose copy-book I was looking’
Literally: ‘the pupil whose copy-book is [what I am looking at]’
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It seems, therefore, that in order to relativize the possessor of a non-absolutive argument,
Shapsug Adyghe has to transform a sentence into a “pseudo-cleft” structure where the former
non-absolutive argument would appear as absolutive.

It is worth mentioning that for many speakers of Adyghe, possessors of the absolutive
argument stand apart from other possessors also in that only the former can be separated from
their possessa, thus forming a kind of the “external possession” construction. In (30), for

instance, the possessor ‘that person’s’ of the intransitive subject (‘its field”) is topicalized:

(30) a cofo-m a zemana-m @-jo-§ ef je.sa.Se.m dexa-we
that person-OBL that time-OBL 35G.PR-POSS-field permanently beautiful-pST

‘That person’s field that time was always beautiful.’

Notably, in some sense both relativization and external possession constructions can be
considered to reprepresent a single phenomenon of “extraction”, whereby a part of an utterance

is made more structurally accessible because of its relevance.

5. Discussion

In this section I will argue that the facts discussed above may suggest that the absolutive
argument in Adyghe has subject properties.

The absolutive argument is the only argument expressed by means of a core NP. If we
restrict ourselves to the syntactic level, this would leave us with the absolutive NP as the only
candidate for the syntactic subject, since subjects undeniably belong to the syntactic core of the
clause. However, if we take into consideration the morphology as well, at first glance, this does
not indicate that the absolutive argument has subject properties. Indeed, even if the NPs
corresponding to other arguments are not core NPs, this does not tell us anything about these
arguments if we assume that they are actually expressed by cross-reference personal prefixes.
However, there do exist facts about Adyghe that suggest that the exceptional “coreness” of
absolutive NPs under discussion really manifests a subject property.

There is ample evidence that in the Adyghe verb form, the string of cross-reference
prefixes is constructed in the course of speech and provides an example of a “word-internal
syntax” (cf. Lander and Letuchiy, to appear). None of the cross-reference prefixes are
grammatically obligatory in all contexts, even the agent prefixes can be “eliminated” in some

constructions such as the potential construction (see Letuchiy 2009 ms., Vydrin and Lander, this
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volume) and the resultative construction. For the latter, this is shown in (31), which can be

compared with (32) containing the agent prefix:'’

(31) mor E9Co-m xe-$3.¢'9-B
this-ABS  iron-OBL LOC-make-PST

‘This is made of iron.’

(32) moa-r EoCo-m Xx-a-59.C9-¥
this-ABS  iron-OBL LOC-3PL.A-make-PST

‘They made it of iron.” (Also possible as an impersonal construction.)

For the absolutive argument, the situation is different. When the absolutive indexing
prefixes are absent in the predicate, the information about the absolutive argument can be
obtained from the absolutive NP and in fact, this is the only NP that can establish an argument
without a corresponding indexing prefix.'® If there is neither an absolutive NP nor an absolutive
index in the verb, its meaning (or the main features of the absolutive argument) should be
reconstructed either from other constituents of the clause or from the context, but it should be
reconstructed after all.'’

Thus, no argument except for the absolutive should get an obligatory grammatical
expression in Adyghe. Now, subjects are usually taken to be the most obligatory arguments, for
although “subjectless clauses” exist, they are always considered marginal. Hence indeed, this
point can be thought of as an argument for the subjecthood of the absolutive argument in
Adyghe.

If the absolutive argument can be relativized at all, it must be relativized before all other

arguments are relativized. This can be easily interpreted as supporting evidence for the claim

'3 The resultative forms are called ‘subjectless participles’ (Russian ‘GeccyOnextHble mpuuactus’) in Kerasheva
1970; 1977. Note, however, that there is no evidence that the primary function of these forms is the attributive one,
as one could expect if they were participles.

'® There are certain facts suggesting that postulation of null indexing prefixes which cross-reference 3™ person
absolutives is unwarranted. These concern the expression of number as well as certain facts about case marking.
Note also that in the related Abkhaz language, where there are overt 3" person absolutive personal prefixes, they are
omitted if the corresponding NP immediately precedes the verb. The absence of 31 person indexing markers in
polysynthetic languages is discussed in Mithun 1986.

'7 There is evidence that even “impersonal” verbs in Adyghe (like “to rain’) are not “absolutiveless”, for a trace of

the absolutive argument can be found even for them.
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that absolutive arguments are most accessible to relativization. Now, as Keenan and Comrie
argued in their well-known 1977 paper, it is subjects that are most accessible to relativization.'®

It should be noted in passing that the facts discussed with respect to multiple
relativization can also get a different explanation if we interpret the role of the so-called relative
prefix in a different way. As the Shapsug example (29) showed, this prefix can be used similarly
to voice markers in many other languages: in particular, it can assign the absolutive status to
non-absolutive roles. Of course, this interpretation also supports the idea that the absolutive
argument has subject properties, since voice normally operates with the subject category.

The possessor of the absolutive argument is most accessible to extraction. It is generally
assumed that extraction is easier with less embedded arguments. From this it can be entailed that
the possessor of the absolutive argument is less embedded than possessors of non-absolutive
arguments and hence the absolutive argument is less embedded than non-absolutive arguments.
We can therefore again relate this fact to the accessibility of the absolutive argument, which
points in the direction of its subjecthood. Actually, the facts concerning the extraction of the
possessor have been used as subject criteria for other languages as well; cf. Kroeger (1995) on
Philippine languages."’

To sum up, relativization indeed shows that the absolutive argument has behavioral

properties of subjects.

6. Conclusion

In this paper I have shown that in Adyghe the absolutive argument has special properties
suggesting that it has a privileged status within the grammatical system. This correlates with the
peculiar absolutive encoding, which contrasts the absolutive argument to all other arguments.
Moreover, the facts presented above nicely agree with Letuchiy’s (2009 ms.) conclusion that
Adyghe is a syntactically ergative language, the conclusion which was made mainly on the basis
of various morphological derivations.

But does this mean that the Adyghe absolutive argument should be considered the subject
argument in the same sense as, say, nominative arguments of verbal predications in many

European languages? That is not obvious for several reasons. First, if we take separate subject

'8 An alternative view was proposed in Fox 1987 who proposed that the intransitive subject and the transitive patient
are the roles that are most prone to relativization even in accusative languages like English. This proposal was
challenged by Cristofaro 2003 and Gordon and Hendrick 2005, but if Fox’s claim is true, then this line of
argumentation does not relate the absolutive argument with subjecthood.

! Peter Arkadiev (pers. com.) noted that it may be that external possession is more typical for the absolutive
argument even in accusative systems. While this hypothesis seemingly makes sense for some kinds of external

possession constructions, it is surely not universal; see Payne and Barshi 1999: 10—-14 for discussion of this issue.
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properties to be non-decisive, in the spirit of Keenan’s 1976 influential paper, the properties
suggested here and in Letuchiy 2009 ms. may look too marginal for claiming that absolutives in
Adyghe are subjects as compared to the very general criteria proposed for subjects in other
works. Moreover, the absolutive argument turns out to be firmly contrasted with all other
participants of the situation irrespectively of their grammatical status, while European languages
usually display a more apparent opposition between subjects and objects on the one hand and
other kinds of NPs on the other hand. This suggests that the Adyghe system probably need not be
analyzed in standard terms and that the criteria of subjecthood have to be differentiated as they

are applied to different languages.
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IMoanexkalHble CBOMCTBA aAbITeliCKOT0 A0COTIOTHBHOI0 AKTAHTA:
CBUIECTECJIBCTBA OTHOCUTC/IBHbBIX KOHCprKHHﬁ

10.A. Jlannep

AJZIBITEHCKUIT S3BIK TPAJMIUOHHO OIKMCBIBACTCS KAaK dpraTuBHbIA. OIHAKO MPH ITOM
OOBIYHO HMEIOTCSI B BHAY TOJBKO TMpaBHIa MapKUPOBAHUS: B aJbICHCKOM SI3bIKE KaK B
Mopdosiori, TaKk W B CHHTAKCHCE OJMHAKOBOC BBIPAKCHUE MOJYYAIOT MOJJICKAIIES
HEMEePEeXOTHOT0 MPE/IOKECHUSI M MALMEHC MEePEeXOIHOTr0 IpeiokeHus (00beanHsIeMbIe najee, B
COOTBETCTBHH C YCTOSIBIICHCS TUIIOJIOTMYECKOH TePMHUHOJIOTHEH, O HMEHEM «aOCOIIOTHBHOTO
aKTaHTa»; TEPMUH «a0COIOTUB» B JAHHOM CJIyd4ae HE HAJ0 MyTaTh C AHAIOTUYHBIM TEPMHHOM,
HUMEHYIOLIMM pa3psiji 00CTOATENBHBIX INArojibHbIX GopMm). B mpuHnmne, momo0HOE 0MHAKOBOE
MapKUpPOBAaHUE C€IIC HE CBUACTEIBCTBYET O TOM, YTO aOCONIOTHBHBIM aKTAaHT 00s3aTEIbHO
BBIJICJICH B rPaMMaTHKE M 3aHHUMAacT B HEH MPUBHJICTHPOBAHHOE MOJIOXKEHHE. TeM He MeHee B
CTaThe MOKA3bIBACTCS, YTO JIAHHBIC OTHOCHUTEIIBHBIX KOHCTPYKIHIA CBHICTEILCTBYIOT HMEHHO O
TaKOM 0COOOM cTaTyce abCOMIOTHBHOIO aKTaHTa B aIbIT€HICKOM SI3BIKE.

B nccnenoBanin paccMaTpUBAIOTCS TPU TPYIIIbI (HaKTOB.

1. B aJpIreiiCKMX OTHOCHUTENBHBIX KOHCTPYKIHSX HMEHHAs TIpPyIHa CEMaHTHYECKOi
BeplIMHBl (OopMIICHHAsT «aaBepOMaIbHBIM» IOKa3aTeleM -€W), a TaKKe YyKa3aTelbHbIC
MECTOMMEHHUSI MOTYT «BKJIMHHBATBhCS» BHYTPb OTHOCHUTEIbHOTO mpeminoxenus; cp. (1) [a-Ce
cof-ew k e-$'to-m] sa-A-e-y 9 ‘S miy uenoBeka, KOTOphIi Tyaa moiaer’ ([TOT-INS deloBeK-
ADV HATH-FUT-OBL] 1SG.ABS-LOC-DYN-uckarte), (2) qa-h [zawx ezs-m newoa§’ mo 3-§3-72'9-5’t

?ane-r| ‘[lpuHecH 3TOT CTON, KOTOPHIM 3aBTpa MOYHHUT 3aBX03’ (DIR-HeCTH(IMP) [3aBX03-OBL
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3aBTpa ATOT 3SG.A-7IenaTh-RE-FUT cTON-ABS). OZIHAKO HA TO3HIIUIO «BIIOKEHHOW BEPIIUHBD»Y U
«BJIOKCHHOTO YKa3aTEIbHOTO MECTOMMEHMS» HAaKIaJbIBAIOTCSI HEKOTOphIE OrpaHuveHus. B
YaCTHOCTH, OTH DJEMEHTBHl HWMEHHOH TpYyIIbl HE MOTYT pacroyiaraTbCsl MEXAy TpYyNIon
a0CONIOTUBHOTO aKTaHTa W CKa3yeMbIM OTHOCHUTEIBHOTO TMpemiokeHus. Eciiu mpuHATH TOUKY
3peHHs, COTJIACHO KOTOPOIl paccMaTpuBaeMble CEMAHTHUECKH «BHEIIHHE)» SJIEMEHTHl HE MOTYT
HaXOIUTHhCSI BHYTPH S/Ipa OTHOCHUTEIBHOTO TPEIIOKEHHUS, MOXHO CJIeNIaTh BBIBOJ, 4TO
a0CONIOTHBHBIA aKTaHT — 3TO €IWHCTBEHHBIH aKTaHT, KOTOPBHIM MOXET BBIPAXKATHCS SJCPHOU
UMEHHOW TpyNIoi. DTO KOppeNIupyeT ¢ TeM, YTO BBIpaKEHHE BCEX MPOUYMX aAKTAaHTOB KaK B
CHUHTAKCHCE, TaK U B MOP(OJIOTUU TPAMMATHYECKHU HE SBISETCS 0053aTEIBHBIM.

2. B a0xa30-afpITCKMX OTHOCUTEILHBIX KOHCTPYKIUSAX MPH YCIOBUU yKa3aHUs Ha OJUH H
TOT e 00BEKT OJTHOBPEMEHHO HECKOJIBKO POJIEH MOTYT MapKUPOBAThCS KaK PEISTHBU30BAaHHEIC
(T.e. KaK ONHMCHIBAIONINE TOT K€ OOBEKT, UTO M BCA MMEHHAs Ipymma); cp. (3) z-jo-K oner 9
pSaSe-r §9 zo-AeE_ 9-Ee-r ‘TOT, KTO NOMIOOMI CBOIO cOCeAKy’, OyKB. ‘TOT, KTO INOJIOOHI
cocenky koroporo’ (REL.PR-POSS-cocell JEBYIIKa-ABS J00po REL.A-BHIETh-PST-ABS). OB
aJIBITEIICKOM SI3BIKE JTO SIBJICHHWE, OJHAKO, HEBO3MOJXKHO, €CIM OJHMH W3 PEISTHBU30BAaHHBIX
aKTaHTOB — aOcomoThBHBIH. COOTBETCTBEHHO, MOXXHO CHIeNaTh BBIBOA, YTO €CIIH
a0CONIOTHBHBIA AKTAaHT PEISTHBU3YETCS, OH JIOMKEH OBbITh MEPBBIM aKTaHTOM, KOTOPBIH
pensatuBuzyercs. Takum 00pa3oM, aOCONIOTUBHBIN aKTaHT OKa3bIBaeTCsl HAanboIee NOCTyeH IS
3TOTO MpoIiecca.

3. B HEKOTOpBIX aJpITeiCKUX HAMOMax (B YAaCTHOCTH, B TOBOpax IIAICyTroB
YepHOMOPCKOTO MOOEPEeKbs) PEIATHBH3ALMNS TOCECCOPA IOMyCTUMA TOJIBKO B TOM CIydae, €CIu
MUIIEHBIO PEISITHBH3ALINY SBJSIETCS TTOCECCOp aOCOMOTHBHOTO akTaHTa. C onmrcaHHbIM (hakToM
KOPPEITUPYIOT TaKXKe OCOOCHHOCTH KOHCTPYKIIMH C BHEITHUM ITOCECCOPOM B a/IBITEHCKOM SI3BIKE.
Kak mpaBmiio, MMeHHas TpyIIa Moceccopa B aJbITeHCKOM S3bIKE HE MOXET OTPBIBATHCS OT
MMEHHOW Tpymmbel o0bekTa obnaganus. VCKioueHHe COCTaBISIET MOceccop aOCOIOTUBHOTO
aKTaHTa, KOTOPBIA C JIETKOCTHIO JOMyCKaeT BBIHOC. Takum oOpa3omM, aOCONIOTUBHBIM aKTaHT
OKa3bIBaeTCs HauOoJee JOCTYTHBIM JJIs COOTBETCTBYIOIIUX OTIEpaIUii.

VYkazaHHble  CBOHCTBA  aOCONIOTUBHOTO  aKTaHTa —  €ro  HCKJIIOYUTENbHAS
MPUHAIICKHOCTh K APy TPEUIOKEHHS W HauOOIbIIas JOCTYIHOCTh JJIsl ONepanuil Tumna
00pa3oBaHHUA OTHOCHUTENBHBIX KOHCTPYKIMH — MOKHO TpPAKTOBAaTh KaK XapaKTEPUCTHUKH,
€CTECTBEHHbIE ISl MOoAJexaiero. B pesynbrare OOHAapy>KMBaeTcsi, 4YTO MOMHMO OCOOOTO
MapKUPOBAHUS, BBIJIEISIIONIETO a0COMIOTUBHBIM AaKTaHT CpeAW JPYTUX aKTaHTOB, y HEro
HUMEIOTCSl U 0COOBIE TPaMMaTHYECKHE CBOMCTBA. JTH CBOMCTBA MPOTUBOIIOCTABRIISIOT €T0 IPYTUM

aKTaHTaM M MPEJOCTABIISIOT €My OCOOBIN CTaTyC B MPEIIOKEHHUH.
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