UNMARKED RESULTATIVES IN ABAZA
AND PASSIVE LABILITY

Peter Arkadiev

(Johannes Gutenberg-Universitiat Mainz)

This paper describes the peculiar unmarked objective resultative construction in Abaza,
a polysynthetic Northwest Caucasian language. I discuss the degree of similarity of this
construction and its inceptive derivate to the cross-linguistic prototype of the passive.
Given that the Abaza resultative is morphologically unmarked, I argue that it can be con-
sidered an instance of “passive lability”, which is a characteristic trait of the Mande lan-
guages. L also propose a tentative typology of passive lability based on the parameters of
productivity, Aktionsart and the availability of agent expression.

1. Introduction

One of the striking features of the grammar of the Mande languages is the
pervasiveness of lability, i.e. formally unmarked valency alternations (Letu-
chiy 2009a, 2013), see e.g. Vydrin (2017: 37; 2018) and Liipke (2005), Vydrina
(20m), Creissels (2015), Khachaturyan (2021). The most typologically unusual
type of lability widely attested in the Mande languages is the so-called “pas-
sive lability”, whereby the distinction between active and passive construc-
tions does not involve any dedicated formal marking on the verb apart from,
possibly, concomitant use of transitive resp. intransitive variants of inflec-
tional or periphrastic markers of such verbal categories as TAM, negation or
person, see e.g. Cobbinah (2008), Vydrina (2011), Cobbinah & Liipke (2012),
Creissels (2014, 2015). Consider the following examples from Kakabe:

(1) Kakabe < Western Mande (Guinea)
a. Wuléé bati Séeku kin
dog.ART PRF Seeku bite
‘The dog bit Seeku.’
b. Sécku bati kin
Seku PRF bite
‘Seeku has been bitten.” (Vydrina 2011: 190)

While (1a) shows a transitive clause with two arguments, the agentive
subject in the position before the analytic TAM marker and the patientive di-
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rect object in the position between the TAM marker and the verb, in (1b) we
see an intransitive clause whose only argument (the subject) is interpreted as
the patient.' There is no difference in the form of either the verb ‘bite’ itself or
the TAM marker. Notably, the lexical semantics of the verb precludes the in-
terpretation of (1b) as an anticausative construction not implying an agent
(for a discussion of the rather vague boundaries between anticausative and
passive types of lability, see e.g. Creissels 2014; Vydrina 2011: 198—202).

Example (2) from Mandinka differs from (1) in that here the active and
passive clauses show distinct — transitive resp. intransitive — variants of the
Incompletive Negative marker. Still, the intransitive Incompletive Negative
marker, as well as some other synthetic and analytic TAM markers signaling
intransitivity in Mandinka, is not limited to passive constructions and hence
cannot be considered a dedicated passive marker. Again, the lexical seman-
tics of the verb necessarily implies activity by an agent, even if the latter can-
not be expressed.

(2) Mandinka < Western Mande (Senegal)
a. kew-6  te kulun-o dddda-la
man-DEF INCMP.NEG.TR boat-DEF repair-INF
‘The man will not repair the boat.’
b. kilin-o té dddda-la
boat-DEF INCMP.NEG.INTR repair.INF
‘The boat will not be repaired.’ (Creissels 2015: 227)

Although the Mande language family probably shows the greatest con-
centration of passive lability among the languages of the world (cf. Creissels
2018: 745), formally unmarked passive constructions are also sporadically
found elsewhere (see Cobbinah 2008; Letuchiy 2013: 136-145; Zailiga & Kittild
2019: 188-189), and, notably, not only in languages with little morphology. Ex-
ample (3) shows that in Central Alaskan Yupik the active and passive con-
structions differ only in the number of arguments and in the concomitant in-
dexing of these arguments by verbal morphology; no dedicated passive
marker is apparent® (see Mithun 2000: 9go—93; Miyaoka 2012: 151-152, 904—909
on passive-like suffixes in Central Alaskan Yupik).

! Note that the position of the analytic TAM marker rules out the possibility of treat-
ing (1b) as involving subject ellipsis.

? Treating the “intransitive” suffix -u in (3b) as a marker of passive would be errone-
ous, at least because it occurs on intransitive verbal forms regardless of their rela-
tionship (if at all) to transitive ones.
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(3) Central Alaskan Yupik
a. angute-m neqa ner-a-a
man-ERG.SG fish.ABS.SG eat-TR-IND.35G>3SG
‘The man is eating the fish’
b. neqa ner-u-q ak’a
fish.ABS.SG eat-INTR-IND.3SG 1AM
‘The fish is/has been eaten.” (Miyaoka 2015: 1177, 184; glossing modified)

Now consider example (4) from Abaza, a polysynthetic Northwest Caucasian
minority language of Russia. In (4a), a transitive construction is shown featur-
ing two arguments, neither of which is case-marked due to the absence of any
core case-marking in Abaza, but both of which are cross-referenced on the verb.
By contrast, in (4b) we see a stative intransitive construction glossed Resulta-
tive, whose only argument corresponds to the patient of (4a). Apart from the
difference in cross-referencing and TAM inflection, the intransitive construc-
tion in (4b) does not contain any overt marker signaling the change in diathesis.

(4) Abaza < Northwest Caucasian (Russia)?
a. s-agd sard sa-j-yvs-d
1SG.PR-enemy 1SG  1SG.ABS-3SG.M.ERG-wound/AOR-DCL
‘My enemy wounded me.’
b. sard s-y"a-b
1SG  1SG.ABS-wound/RES-NPST.DCL
‘Tam wounded.’ (elicited)

This article focuses on the diathetic alternation shown in (4) and its rela-
tions to passive (see also Arkadiev 2018) and lability. The remainder of the
paper is structured as follows: In section 2 I present the basic features of
Abaza morphosyntax necessary for my exposition. In section 3 I describe the
unmarked resultative construction in Abaza and the inchoative derivation
based on it, and in section 4 I discuss it from the cross-linguistic perspective
of passive lability and offer a tentative typology of the latter.

3 The Abaza examples are given in the Caucasological transcription rather than in
IPA. The most important divergences from IPA are as follows: ejective consonants
are marked by a dot below or above the symbol; palatalization is marked by an
apostrophe; ¢, ¢, §, 3, 5, £ denote dento-alveolar affricates and fricatives; §, £, ¢ denote
the so-called hissing-hushing sounds whose phonetic interpretation remains con-
troversial and which do not have corresponding IPA symbols. Stress is indicated in
those cases when it was confirmed by native speakers, otherwise it is left unmarked.
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2. The basic features of Abaza

Abaza (abdza bazsd, 1SO 639-3 abq) belongs to the Abkhaz-Abaza branch of
the Northwest Caucasian family and is spoken by ca. 38 thousand people,*
mainly in the Abazinsky district of the Karachay-Cherkess Republic in Russia,
as well as by ca. ten thousand people in Turkey (Chirikba 2012). In Russia,
Abaza is one of the official languages of the Karachay-Cherkess Republic and
has a written standard. Its current use, however, is largely restricted to collo-
quial situations and rural environments. Most speakers of Abaza in Russia are
bilingual in Abaza and Russian, and many are trilingual, also speaking
Kabardian (East Circassian), which belongs to a different branch of the same
language family and has exerted considerable influence on Abaza. Even
though Abaza is classified by Ethnologue as “stable”s rather than “endan-
gered”, together with other minority languages of Russia it is under a constant
pressure from Russian. The main dialect of Abaza is Tapanta, often consid-
ered to be the only “Abaza-proper” variant (see e.g. the genealogical tree of
the Abkhaz-Abaza dialects in Chirikba 2003: 14).

The data discussed in this paper has been mainly collected in 2017 and
2018 in the village Inzhich-Chukun (jang’sg*-¢’k*an) of the Abazinsky district
of the Karachay-Cherkess Republic during fieldtrips organized by HSE Uni-
versity and the Russian State University for the Humanities (Moscow). Most
examples come from targeted elicitation (further marked “e”), but data from a
small collection of oral narratives recorded and annotated by the members of
our research team as well as from published texts are also used (marker “t”).
Abaza is rather underdescribed; published sources include the grammars by
Genko (1955) and Tabulova (1976) (in Russian), a short sketch by Lomtatidze
et al. (1989) and a generative account of certain aspects of morphosyntax by
O’Herin (2002) (in English).

Like the other languages of the Northwest Caucasian family (see Hewitt
2005; Arkadiev & Lander 2020), Abaza is polysynthetic and predominantly
morphologically ergative. It shows consistent head-marking, whereby all ar-
guments are expressed by prefixal pronominal markers on verbs as well as
possessed nouns and postpositions, while overt nominals thus cross-
referenced lack any case marking. Abaza verbs also include affixes expressing
valency change (causative, numerous applicatives, reflexive and reciprocal),

4 https://www.gks.ru/free_doc/new_site/perepis2o10/croc/documents/vol4/pub-o4-
os5.pdf, accessed 30 January 2023.
5 https://www.ethnologue.com/size-and-vitality/abq, accessed 26 January 2023.
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evaluative, aspectual, modal, temporal and spatial meanings, negation, as
well as the independent vs. dependent status of predication. The schematic
structure of the verbal complex is shown in Table 1.

Table 1. The Abaza verbal template
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Morphological ergativity in Abaza primarily manifests itself in the dis-
tinction between the absolutive and the oblique series of pronominal and rela-
tive markers, see Table 2.

Table 2. Abaza absolutive and oblique pronominal prefixes

Absolutive Oblique
15g s(a9)- s(a)-/z-
25gM w(a)- w(a)-
2SgF b(a)- b(a)-/p-
35gM do) J@)
3SgF [(o)-
3SgN Jj)- a-/na-
1P1 h(a)- h(a)-/5-
2Pl 8(a)- 8(a)-/2-
3Pl J(9)- r(a)-/d(s)-
Rel J(9)- 2(9)-

The prefixes of the absolutive series occur in the leftmost slot —12 and are
used for the S argument of intransitive verbs (5a,d) and the P argument of
transitive verbs (5b,c). The prefixes of the oblique series are used to cross-
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reference the ergative A of transitive verbs in slot —4 (5b,c), the indirect and

applied objects in slots —9, -8, —6 and —5 (5¢), as well as adnominal possessors
(5d) and adpositional objects (5d).

(5) a. d-Cow-9j-d
3SG.H.ABS-Cry-PRS-DCL
‘[The child] is crying.’ (t)

b. d-fa-r-g-x-d
35G.H.ABS-CSL-3PL.ERG-carry/AOR-RE-DCL
‘They brought [the child] back.’ (t)

c. jro-z-fd-f-ga-t
35G.N.ABS-3PL.I0-BEN-CSL-1PL.ERG-carry/AOR-DCL
‘We brought it for them.’ (t)

d. h-babawska [-pna h-fa-nya-n
1PL.PR-granny 3SG.F.I0-at 1PL.ABS-CSL-remain-PST
‘We remained at our granny’s place’ (t)

Pronominal prefixes are obligatorily overt with one general exception:
the 3 person singular non-human and 3™ person plural absolutive prefix j(a)-
is usually dropped if the predicate is immediately preceded by the corre-
sponding full noun phrase, cf. examples (6a) and (6b).

(6) a. a-sabdj-kva-g’aj bzoj ja-T-b-3j-t
DEF-child-PL-ADD  good 3PL.ABS-1PL.ERG-See-PRS-DCL
‘We love (lit. see well) the children, too.” (t)
b. pirég-g’sj [j-]s-Cp-aj-t
pie-ADD [3SG.N.ABS-]1SG.ERG-d0-PRS-DCL
‘T also make pies.’ (t)

The formal difference between transitive and intransitive verbs in Abaza
manifests itself in that only transitive verbs express their more agentive ar-
gument by a pronominal prefix in the ergative slot —4, as in the examples
(5b), (5¢) and (6). In addition to that, only transitive verbs omit their 2™ per-
son singular ergative prefix in the imperative, cf. examples (7a) vs. (7b).

(7) a. bacacay*a sa-z-Ya-B-gs
rods [3SG.N.ABS]|1SG.I0-BEN-CSL-2SG.M.ERG-carry/IMP
‘Bring me some rods!’ (t)
b. w-fa-j wara!
28G.M.ABS-CSL-come/IMP  2SG.M
‘Come with me! (t)
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The majority of Abaza verbs unequivocally fall either into the transitive
or into the intransitive class. Detransitivisation is rather marginal in Abaza
apart from the construction discussed in this paper. Notably, reflexive deriva-
tives of transitive verbs remain morphologically transitive and take the erga-
tive prefix (Arkadiev & Durneva 2023). By contrast, intransitive verbs can be
made transitive by the causative prefix ra-, cf. examples (8a) and (8b).

(8) a. h-cay-t
1PL.ABS-g0/AOR-RE-DCL
‘We went back.’ (t)
b. s-ja-r-ca-y-t
1SG.ABS-3SG.M.ERG-CAUS-g0/AOR-RE-DCL
‘He led me (home).’ (t)

However, there is also a number of genuinely labile verbs (see e.g. Gagiev
2000: 179-187) that can occur both in the transitive and the intransitive
frames without any overt markers of valency change. Among them are P-
labile verbs alternating between transitive and anticausative uses, see exam-
ples in (9). P-lability in Abaza is lexically restricted and resembles the corre-
sponding phenomenon in West Circassian (see Letuchiy 2009b: 408-423).

(9) a. a-sabij-k¥a a-q3s pa-r-€s-t
DEF-child-PL.  DEF-window LOC-3PL.ERG-break/AOR-DCL
‘The children broke the window.’ (e)
b. a-g38 p-Co-t
DEF-window LOC-break/AOR-DCL
‘The window broke.’ (e)

Another division of predicates in Abaza relevant for my exposition is that
between static and dynamic verbs (see e.g. Tabulova 1976: 103-107). Static
predicates comprise a closed class of verbs denoting posture, location, pos-
session, and certain modal meanings. Besides that, nominals assume static
verbal inflection when used predicatively. Dynamic predicates form an open
class, including not only verbs denoting activities and events, but some se-
mantically stative predicates as well, e.g. ‘know’. All transitive verbs belong to
the dynamic class.

The two classes differ in their morphology, most notably in the domain of
TAM. While static predicates only distinguish between a present and a past
tense form and lack the imperative, dynamic verbs have two future tenses
(one of which formally coincides with the present tense of static verbs) and
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show an opposition between a perfective (Aorist) and an imperfective (Im-
perfect) past tense. On top of that, both classes show a distinction between
so-called “basic” and “retrospectivised” tenses, which for static predicates
boils down to Present vs. Past, whereas dynamic verbs have at least eight dif-
ferent forms. Table 3 shows the non-negative finite and non-finite tense
forms of static and dynamic verbs. The two classes of verbs also take distinct
suffixes of the Permissive mood: static -z¢/-zd vs. dynamic -rfat/-rfad.

Table 3. Tense forms of static and dynamic verbs

basic retrospectivised
finite non-finite finite non-finite
Static verbs
Present -plb -ow Past -n -2

Dynamic verbs

Present -9j-tld -wa Imperfect -wa-n -wa-z
Aorist -t/d %) Retro-Aorist -n -z
Future I -wa-s-t/ld  -wa-§ Subjunctive I -wa-$a-n -wa-$9-z
Future II -plb -ra Subjunctive IT -ra-n -ra-z

As can be seen from Table 3, the Present tense of static verbs is identical
to one of the future forms of dynamic verbs, i.e. to Future II, which usually
has some modal flavours, compare (10a) and (10b).

(10) a. d-éa-p
35G.H.ABS-5it-NPST.DCL
‘He is sitting.” (Tabulova 1976: 179)
b. ha-j-cfd-p ard’a  h-té-j-$’ta-rnas
1PL.ABS-35G.M.I0-ask-NPST.DCL PROX.LOC 1PL.ABS-LOC.ELAT-35G.M.ERG-let_go-PURP
‘Let’s ask him (God) to let us from here.’ (t)

Static verbs can be turned dynamic by means of the causative prefix ra-
as well as the Inceptive suffix -ya and the Dynamic suffix -zla.® The latter al-
lows static verbs to build those forms that cannot be formed directly, e.g. the
Future, cf. (11).

% The vowels of the Dynamic -zla and Imperfective -wa coalesce into aw [u] by a gen-
eral morphophonological rule.
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() drsa h-$'td-zl-ow-$-ma?
PROX.ADV 1PL.ABS-be_down-DYN-IPFV-FUT-Q
‘Are we going to lie down in this way?’ (t)

There are also ways to turn dynamic verbs static, e.g. the Facilitive suffix
-y¥s and the Difficilitive suffix -waéa, both of which create monovalent in-
transitive predicates denoting a state of it being easy resp. hard to undergo
the event expressed by the base verb, cf. (12).

(12) a. awa’a s-fa-j-ba-t
DIST.LOC 15G.ABS-CSL-35G.M.ERG-See/AOR-DCL
‘He saw me there.’ (t)
b. afas’af™  j-was a-caq*a ba-waéa-p
lazy_person 3SG.M.PR-work 3SG.N.I0-end [3SG.N.ABS]see-DFC-NPST.DCL
‘The end of a lazy person’s work is hard to see.” (Tabulova 1976: 207)

Another, more productive means of “stativisation” of dynamic verbs is
the construction shown in (4) above, which is the main focus of this article.

3. The unmarked resultative construction in Abaza

The diathetic alternation exemplified above in (4) and below in (13) is charac-
terised by two features. The first is the elimination of the ergative A argument
and hence a change from a transitive to an intransitive construction; the sec-
ond is semantic stativisation and the conversion of the verb from the dy-
namic to the static class.

(13) a. a-ph“sspa a-§ fa-l-t5-d
DEF-girl DEF-door [3SG.N.ABS]CSL-3SG.F.ERG-open/AOR-DCL
‘The girl opened the door.’ (e)
b. so-§-kva wW-ga-t-p
1SG.PR-door-PL [3SG.N.ABS]25G.M.I0-BEN-open/RES-NPST.DCL
‘My doors are open for you.’ (AbPo 2017: 16)

That the predicates like those shown in (4b) and (13b) belong to the static
morphological class is supported by both morphological and syntactic evi-
dence. First, such predicates take the suffix -p/b in the Present tense (13b), the
suffix -n in the Past tense (14a), suffix -ow in the non-finite forms of the Pre-
sent tense (14b), as well as the static Permissive -z¢/-zd (152), as opposed to
the dynamic Permissive -rfat/-rfad in (15b).
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(14) a. sard s-an-9d-j a-§ to-n
1SG  1SG.ABS-REL.TMP-CSL-come DEF-door [3SG.N.ABS]open/RES-PST
‘When I came, the door was open.’ (e)
b. a-§ j-rd.za-t-aw w-na-$3l-ra
DEF-door 35G.N.ABS-REL.LIM-0pen/RES-PRS.NFIN 25G.M.ABS-TRL-g0_in-MsD
Jj-a-taq3-b
35G.N.ABS-35G.N.10-need-NPST.DCL
‘While the door is open, you should go in.’ (e)

(15) a. a-§ to-zd
DEF-door [3SG.N.ABS]open/RES-PRM.ST
‘Let the door be open.’ (e)
b. awdj a-§ sa-z-Td-l-ta-rfa.d
DIST.SG DEF-door [3SG.N.ABS]1SG.I0-BEN-CSL-3SG.F.ERG-0pen-PRM.DYN
‘Let her open the door for me.’ (e)

Second, they combine with the Dynamic suffix -zla to form the Future
tense (16a) and the non-finite Masdar form (16b):

(16) a. s-an-fd-j-ra a-$

15G.ABS-REL.TMP-CSL-come-FUT.NFIN  DEF-door
‘When I come, the door will be open.’ (e)
ts-zl-ow-$-d
[3SG.N.ABS]open/RES-DYN-IPFV-FUT-DCL

b. wagén-la a-3 J-arks-zla-ra
night-INS  DEF-door 3SG.N.ABS-close/RES-DYN-MSD
Jj-a-taq3-b
35G.N.ABS-35G.N.I0-need-NPST.DCL
‘At night the door must be closed.’ (e)

Third, such forms can modify nouns similarly to adjectives by forming
compounds with their heads, compare examples (17a) with a Resultative and
(17b) with an underived adjective.

(17) a. awdt z9-fa-r-$3 ra-ca-h-Cd-y-t
DIST.PL water—CSL-CAUS-boil /RES [3SG.N.ABS|3PL.I0-LOC-1PL.ERG-pour/AOR-RE-DCL
‘We poured boiled water into them.’ (t)
b. taba-dsw-kva-la ja-h-rs-30-n
pan-big-PL-INS  35G.N.ABS-1PL.ERG-CAUS-roast-PST
‘We roasted it in large pans.’ (t)
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Importantly, I contend that the use in the Resultative forms of morpho-
logical markers characteristic of static predicates does not legitimise an
analysis of these markers as “expressing” the Resultative, just like the use of
the Intransitive inflection in the Central Alaskan Yupik verbal form in (3b)
above does not in and of itself “mark” the passive. The use of such markers is
an automatic formal consequence of the change in transitivity and, in the
case of Abaza, lexically encoded Aktionsart, which is indirectly coded (Leh-
mann 2014) by the use of the appropriate morphology but is not signalled (di-
rectly coded) by any dedicated or polysemous marker itself. This understand-
ing is in line with the definition of conversion as a “word-formation process
where the form of the converted item does not change, while its inflectional
potential, its syntactic function and its meaning do, such that the item dis-
plays inflectional, syntactic and semantic properties of a new word class” (Va-
lera 2015: 322); conversion does not preclude, but rather requires the use of
the inflectional morphology associated with the different categories a lexical
element can belong to without changing its own form.

Semantically, the forms in question instantiate clear cases of objective
resultatives (Nedjalkov & Jaxontov 1988: g), i.e. predicates that denote a
state brought about by the event expressed by the base verb, and whose
subject corresponds to the patient (direct object) of that verb. They mani-
fest all the properties characteristic of resultatives as opposed to event-
denoting predicates (Nedjalkov & Jaxontov 1988: 15-17): they are only
formed from transitive telic verbs implying a change of state of the patient
and only combine with those temporal adverbials and aspectual operators
that modify states.

The latter property can be illustrated by adverbial expressions of tempo-
ral localisation, which yield a simultaneous reading in combination with sta-
tive predicates, including Resultatives (18a), in contrast to the sequential
reading when combined with perfective forms of dynamic verbs (18b).

(18) a. s-an-fd-f a-$ to-n
1SG.ABS-REL.TMP-CSL-come DEF-door [3SG.N.ABS]open/RES-PST
‘When I came, the door was open.’ (e)

b. osmdn d-an-ps-g’3j

Osman  35G.H.ABS-REL.TMP-die-ADD
jard awd?a d3-ca-r-ca-y-t
35G.M DIST.LOC 3SG.H.ABS-LOC-3PL.ERG-put/AOR-RE-DCL
‘When Osman died, they buried him there, too.’ (t)
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Likewise, the Resultative forms can combine with adverbials of temporal
duration like ‘for an hour’ (19a), but not with adverbials of temporal extent
like ‘in a hour’, which only co-occur with predicates denoting a change of
state (19b). Such adverbials are marked by the Instrumental case in Abaza.

(19) a. a-q3s sahat-bzda-k j-to-n
DEF-window hour-half-NUM 3SG.N.ABS-open/RES-PST
‘The window was open for half an hour.’ (e)
b. ardj  a-tzs f%s-sk¥sa-la ja-r-Cpd-t
PROX.SG DEF-house two-year-INS 3SG.N.ABS-3PL.ERG-make/AOR-DCL
‘It took two years to build this house (lit. they built this house in two

years).’ (e)

Besides that, the Resultative forms can combine with the Continuative
suffix -rk*a ‘still’ (2o0a), implying that the resultant state still holds at refer-
ence time. With dynamic verbs, the Continuative is only admitted with im-
perfective tenses (20b). For more details, see Klyagina & Panova (2019, 2021),
Panova (2021: 48-52).

(20) a. a-g3s p-Co-rka-p
DEF-window [3SG.N.ABS|LOC-break/RES-CNT-NPST.DCL
‘The window is still broken.’ (e)
b. awaj a-Cmazaivtara da-nya-wa-rk¥-aw-n
DIST.SG DEF-hospital 3SG.H.ABS-wOrk-IPFV-CNT-IPFV-PST
‘S/he was still working in a hospital.’ (e) (Panova 2021: 49)

The Resultative forms, being stative, do not normally combine with ex-
pressions whose interpretation hinges on the dynamic and agentive compo-
nents of the base verb’s meaning. These include such adverbials as ‘quickly’
(21a) and purpose clauses (22a), which freely combine with the transitive
forms of the same verbs, see (21b) and (22b).

(21) a. ??sagams?a lass-ta  j-$a-b
letter quick-ADV 3SG.N.ABS-write/RES-NPST.DCL
intended ‘The letter has been written quickly.’ (e)
b. sagdmsra lass-ta  ja-z-Ta-d
letter quick-ADV 3SG.N.ABS-1SG.ERG-write/AOR-DCL
‘Twrote the letter quickly.’ (e)

(22) a. *a-tzd bla-p
DEF-house [3SG.N.ABS]burn/RES-NPST.DCL
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a-straydfka fa-ré-r-t-ra d.qaz.la

DEF-insurance [3SG.N.ABS]CSL-3PL.I0-3PL.ERG-give-MSD for

intended: ‘The house is burnt in order (for them) to get insurance.’ (e)
b. a-t3s r-blo-t

DEF-house [3SG.N.ABS]3PL.ERG-burn/AOR-DCL

a-straydfka Sa-ré-r-t-ra d.qaz.la

DEF-insurance [3SG.N.ABS]CSL-3PL.I0-3PL.ERG-give-MSD for

‘They burnt the house in order to get insurance.’ (e)

I have also tested the possibility of expressing the agent in the Resultative
construction by means of a phrase in the Instrumental case, but the speakers
I consulted gave divergent judgments. Examples like (23a,b) are accepted by
some speakers and rejected by others and so far have not been attested in
natural texts.

(23) a. %a-capya-k¥d &kvsn-k-la j-Sd-w-p
DEF-key-PL boy-INDF-INS  3PL.ABS-CSL-find/RES-NPST.DCL
‘The keys have been found by some boy.’ (e)
b. %ardj d-¢’kvan j-dba j-as'a-la
PROX.SG DEF-boy 3SG.M.PR-father 3SG.M.PR-brother-INS
d-bZ’a-p
3SG.H.ABS-raise /RES-NPST.DCL
‘This boy has been raised by his uncle.’ (e)

Nevertheless, the Resultative is often formed from verbs denoting events
whose resultant states cannot come about spontaneously without an agent
being involved, cf. (24) and (25). This shows that even though the Resultative
suppresses the meaning components related to the activity of the agent
bringing about the resultant state, such activity is implied in many if not most
uses of the construction.

(24) a-¢-k*a a-ca-hva-ta h-Casva-t
DEF-0X-PL 3SG.N.IO-LOC-yoke/RES-ADV 1PL.ABS-plough/AOR-DCL
‘We ploughed with the oxen yoked in.’ (t)

(25) awaj a-garod
DIST.SG DEF-orchard
g-k¥a-r-Sa-ma-z-t
[3SG.N.ABS|NEG.EMP-LOC-CAUS-surround/RES-NEG-PST.NFIN-DCL
‘The orchard was not fenced.’ (t)
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Further, like adjectives, the Resultative can attach the Inceptive suffix
-ya, which turns it into a dynamic predicate denoting the resultant state’s
coming into being, compare examples (26a) and (26b).

(26) a. s-dy&a-kva Bal-p
1SG.PR-money-PL [3SG.N.ABS|steal /RES-NPST.DCL
‘My money is stolen.’ (state) (e)
b. s-dy¢a-kva B3¢ -ya-t
1SG.PR-money-PL [3SG.N.ABS|steal/RES-INC/AOR-DCL
‘My money got stolen.’ (event) (e)

This form, which I shall call “Inceptive”, inherits from the Resultative the
suppression of the agent and intransitivity, hence, like the Resultative, it does
not combine with purpose clauses, compare (22a) above and (27a), and only
marginally admits agent phrases in the Instrumental, compare (23) above and

(27b).

(27) a. *a-t3s blo-ya-t
DEF-house [3SG.N.ABS]burn/RES-INC/AOR-DCL
a-straydfka Sa-r3-r-t-ra d.qaz.la
DEF-insurance [3SG.N.ABS]CSL-3PL.I0-3PL.ERG-give-MSD for
intended: ‘The house got burnt in order (for them) to get insurance.’ (e)
b. %d-macta-kva a-sabjj-kva-la j-55a-yd-d
DEF-dish-PL.  DEF-child-PL-INS 3PL.ABS-wash/RES-INC/AOR-DCL
‘The dishes were washed by the children.’ (e)

However, being a dynamic telic predicate, the Inceptive, in contrast to
the Resultative, combines with such adverbials as ‘in half an hour’ (28a) and
‘quickly’ (28b).

(28) a. a-hajsdp  sahat-bzd-k-la j-Cpa-yd-d
DEF-problem hour—half-NUM-INS 3SG.N.ABS-make/RES-INC/AOR-DCL
‘The problem was solved in half an hour.’ (e)
b. a-sagdms?a lass-ta  j-$*-ya-d
DEF-letter quick-ADV 3SG.N.ABS-write/RES-INC/AOR-DCL
‘The letter was written quickly.’ (e)

The Inceptive seems to be a rare construction, and it is probable that the
examples just shown have been influenced by the Russian models used dur-
ing elicitation (e.g. nucbmo 6vi10 Hanucaro 6vicmpo for (28b)). Interestingly,
the construction is systematically used in the Abaza translation of the Gospel
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of Luke (AbLu 20137) in those loci where the Russian® or English translations
would use the passive, see (29) and (30).

(29) Jg'oj j-a.8%.2a-ya-t a-noh¥arta a-prapsa
and 3SG.N.ABS-tear_apart/RES-INC/AOR-DCL DEF-temple 3SG.N.IO-curtain
fv-ba-ta
two-CL.N-ADV

‘And the curtain of the temple was torn in two.’ (Luke 23:45; Russian
Synodal translation: u 3ageca 6 xpame pazdpasacs no cpedure)

(30) $-a-hva, jg'aj j-8a-t-y-aw-§-t
2PL.ABS-DAT-ask/IMP and 3SG.N.ABS-2PL.I0-give/RES-INC-IPFV-FUT-DCL
‘Ask, and it will be given you.’ (Luke 11:9; Russian Synodal translation:
npocume, u daro Gydem sam)

Examples like (29) and (30) do not seem to be attested in the non-
translated texts, at least in the two folklore collections I consulted (AbTales
2015 and AbTales 2016), and one might suspect that they sound rather artifi-
cial, even if they exploit a pattern existing in the language.

4. Does Abaza have passive lability?

As the previous section makes clear, the Abaza morphologically unmarked ob-
jective Resultative construction shares with passives the feature of elimina-
tion of the agent and pragmatic and syntactic foregrounding of the patient,
but differs from canonical passives in several respects besides the absence of
dedicated formal marking. The Resultative is lexically restricted, being only
formed from telic verbs, and, as a fully stative construction, it is semantically
non-equivalent to the base verb, with concomitant constraints on combinations
with tense and aspect morphology and adverbial expressions. Thus, it can at best
be considered a “statal passive”, in contrast to the “actional passives” that denote
the same event as the corresponding active (Nedjalkov & Jaxontov 1988: 45).
In this respect the Abaza unmarked Resultative differs sharply from e.g.
the unmarked Passive construction in Kakabe, which, according to Vydrina

7 Unfortunately, the electronic version of the translation available to me does not
contain any metadata indicating the source(s) of translation.

8 Quoted after https://allbible.info/bible/sinodal/lu/, accessed 28 January 2023.

9 New International Version, quoted after https://www.biblegateway.com/, accessed
28 January 2023.
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(2011: 190-193), is admitted with virtually all transitive verbs and, even though
it cannot include an overt expression of the agent, is clearly “actional” and not
“statal”, as can be seen in example (31).

(31) Kakabe
a. Fanta bi Sécku kéle-la
Fanta 1PFv Seeku call-IPFv
‘Fanta is calling Seeku.’
b. Sésku bi  kéle-la
Seeku 1PFV call-IPFv
‘Seeku is being called.” (Vydrina 2011: 190)

Other Mande languages even allow obliquely encoded agent phrases in
their unmarked passive constructions, consider example (32) from Bambara.

(32) Bambara < Western Mande (Mali)
a. wulu md $0go din
dog.DEF PFV.NEG meat.DEF eat
‘The dog has not eaten the meat.’
b. sogo md dun wulu  f&
meat.DEF PFV.NEG eat dog.DEF by
‘The meat has not been eaten by the dog.’ (Creissels 2014: 920)

The unmarked passive in the Austronesian language Manggarai also
freely admits oblique agent phrases, including personal pronouns, see (33).
Moreover, according to Arka & Kosmas (2005: 100-102), such agent phrases
are close to obligatoriness, since “otherwise no passive structure would be
recognised”, although they admit that the agent expression can be omitted if
the identity of the agent is either inferrable from the context or unimportant.

(33) Manggarai < Austronesian (Indonesia)
a. aku cero latung=k
156 fry  corn=18G
1 fry / am frying corn.’
b. latung hitu cero l=aku=i
corn that fry OBL=1SG=35G
‘The corn is (being) fried by me.’ (Arka & Kosmas 2005: 95)

Still, even if non-canonical, statal passives can be considered a subtype of
passive (cf. e.g. Zuiiiga & Kittild 2019: 98—99), and indeed Letuchiy (2013: 139-141)
singles out the “stative type” as one of the subclasses of passive lability.
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Examples of labile verbs alternating between transitive and objective resultative
uses come from such languages of Africa as Berber (Mettouchi 2004; Gutova
2013), Coptic (Cobbinah 2008:18-20) and Songhay (e.g. Galiamina 2006: 367—
368), example (34), as well as from some South American languages, e.g. Sa-
numa (Borgman 1990: 201-202), example (35). In none of these languages is
the overt expression of the agent possible in the resultative construction.

(34) Koyraboro Senni < Songhay (Mali)
a. ay  na kus-oo too hari
1SG.SB] TR jar-DEF.SG fill water
T filled the jar with water.’
b. bidoy-oo ga too  hari
jug-DEF.SG IPFV be_full water
‘The jug is full of water.” (Heath 1999: 163)

(35) Sanuma < Yanomamic (Venezuela)
sama a pa-ki ke
tapir 3G lie_on_ground-FOC IMMED.PST
i. (He) laid the tapir (on the ground).’
ii. ‘The tapir lay down (on the ground).” (Borgman 1990: 202)

Notably, both in Sanuma and Songhay the classes of verbs showing pas-
sive lability of the stative type are lexically restricted. Thus, Borgman (1990: 201—
202) speaks about “certain verbs” in Sanuma, specifically discussing position-
als. For Koyraboro Senni, Heath (1999: 164) gives a small list of verbs without
indicating how representative it is, while Galiamina (2006: 367) speaks of a
“much smaller group of P-labile verbs” as compared to the group displaying
the cross-linguistically common anticausative lability. By contrast, in Abaza
the unmarked Resultative apparently can take any semantically appropriate
transitive verb," which brings it closer to the Mande type of passive lability,
and the situation in Tarifiyt Berber appears to be similar (Gutova 2013: 10-12).

In Table 4 I propose a tentative typology of passive lability based on the
data from the languages mentioned above and on such parameters as the size
of the class of verbs allowing passive lability, semantics of their passive use
(stative vs. dynamic), and the possibility to express the agent.

T have to admit that I have not systematically studied lexical restrictions on the
formation of the Resultative. It is clearly disallowed with such atelic transitive verbs
as ba ‘see’ or dar ‘know’, however, my consultants did not always unanimously ap-
prove Resultative forms of some telic transitive verbs as well.

501



Peter Arkadiev

Table 4. Types of passive lability

Language Lexical restrictions ~ Semantic type  Agent expression
Bambara, Manggarai none dynamic yes
Kakabe, Mandinka none dynamic no
CA Yupik telic impact on P dynamic no
Abaza telicimpact on P stative ~ dynamic Inc marginal
Berber telic impact on P stative no
Koyraboro Senni, Sanuma non-productive stative no

Table 4 shows a cline from apparently lexically severely restricted un-
marked stative derivations in Koyraboro Senni and Sanuma to fully produc-
tive agented passives in Bambara and Manggarayi, with other languages fal-
ling in between and Abaza together with Berber providing examples of a
highly productive stative-resultative type of lability. Of course, more lan-
guages could be added to this typology, some of them probably requiring a
finer-grained set of parameters. Whether a meaningful boundary between
“true passives” and “non-passives” can be drawn anywhere in a non-arbitrary
fashion, is doubtful.” In my view, however, the potentially quantifiable pa-
rameter of lexical input and productivity of the construction is at least as im-
portant as that of its aspectual meaning.
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Abbreviations

1— 1" person; 2 — ond person; 3 — 3’d person; ABS — absolutive; ADD — additive;
ADV — adverbial; AOR — aorist; ART — article; BEN — benefactive; CAUS — causative;
CL — classifier; CNT— continuative; CSL — cislocative; DAT — dative applicative;
DCL — declarative; DEF — definite; DFC — difficilitive; DIST — distal demonstrative;

" It also remains an open empirical question whether a Yupik-type unmarked dy-
namic passive restricted to telic transitive verbs can include an overt agent phrase.
So far, I have not encountered such languages.
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DYN — dynamic; ELAT — elative; EMP — emphatic; ERG — ergative; F — feminine;
FOC — focus; FUT — future; H — human; IAM — iamitive; IMMED — immediate; IMP —
imperative; INC — inceptive; INCMP — incompletive; IND — indicative; INDF — indefi-
nite; INF — infinitive; INS — instrumental; INTR — intransitive; 10 — indirect object;
IPFV — imperfective; LIM — limitative ‘until’; Loc — locative preverb/locative case;
M — masculine; MSD — masdar; N— non-human; NEG — negation; NFIN — non-
finite; NPST — non-past; NUM — numeral; OBL — oblique; PFV — perfective; PL — plu-
ral; PR — possessor; PRF — perfect; PRM — permissive; PROX — proximal demonstra-
tive; PRS — present; PST — past; PURP — purposive; Q — interrogative; RE — refactive;
REL — relativizer; RES — resultative; SB] — subject; SG — singular; ST — static; TMP —
temporal; TR — transitive; TRL — translocative.
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