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Abstract

This thesis aims to investigate the interaction between complex morphology and
complex phonology in the languages of the Caucasus. The Caucasus is well-known
for containing languages with exceptionally large case systems and complex
polysynthetic verbal morphology, which is paired with some of the largest
consonant inventories in the world outside Africa. The study focuses specifically on
nominal and verbal affixation, the morphological process of adding bound
morphemes to lexical stems, as the languages of the Caucasus present some of the
most intricate affixation patterns in the world.

The underlying hypothesis of the thesis is that larger consonant inventories enable
more complex morphology, which was operationalised as the number of
grammatical functions expressed by affixation. A data set of more than 11,000
affixes was compiled, which enabled a comparison of the vast variety of
grammatical functions expressed by affixation and the related phonological forms
in 56 languages from the five language families of the Caucasus, i.e. Kartvelian,
Nakh-Dagestanian, Northwest Caucasian, Indo-European and Turkic. The results
indicated a significant positive correlation between the number of grammatical
functions expressed by affixation and the size of a language’s consonant phoneme
inventory, which was also true for the combined inventories of both consonant and
vowel phonemes.

It has previously been proposed that the three endemic language families of the
Caucasus, i.e. Kartvelian, Nakh-Dagestanian and Northwest Caucasian, belong to a
common linguistic area, known as the Caucasian Sprachbund. The thesis also
intended to test whether the nominal and verbal affixation inventories could support
the notion of a morphological Caucasian Sprachbund, and the results could not
support such a morphological sprachbund.

A second hypothesis postulated that there are systematic phonological differences
between affixes and lexical stems, which motivated a second data set of more than
21,500 lexical items from 52 of the 56 languages of the affixal data set. When the
affixal data set and the lexical data set were compared, a significant difference could
be observed between phonological distributions of combinations of place and
manner of articulation. The results also demonstrated that voiceless consonants are
significantly more common in lexical stems than in affixes. The phonological results
also indicated that there are significant differences for certain combinations of place,
manner and voicing, where particularly the various ejective consonants of the
Caucasus all presented significantly different distributions in the affixal and lexical
data sets. This suggests that the large inventories of ejectives in the Caucasus
potentially facilitate the distinction between affixes and lexical stems in these
languages.
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1. Introduction

The Caucasus is a linguistically diverse region on the border between Europe and
Asia, as more than 60 languages from five language families are spoken in these
mountainous areas ranging from the Black Sea to the Caspian Sea. The Caucasus
contains some of the world’s most elaborate affixation patterns (Daniel & Ganenkov
2009: 671), which is paired with some of the world’s largest consonant inventories
outside Africa (Begu$ 2020: 699). The languages of the Caucasus therefore
constitute a highly interesting case to examine the possible correlations between
morphology and consonant inventories from a phonological perspective. The
Caucasus contains three endemic language families, i.e. the Kartvelian, Nakh-
Dagestanian and Northwest Caucasian language families, all of which have rich
morphology but clear differences in affixation patterns. The aim of this thesis is
twofold, as it examines both the phonology and morphology of affixation in the
languages of the Caucasus.

I begin this thesis by introducing the research questions and thereafter | give a
brief theoretical background in chapter 2 to introduce the most important concepts,
how | define affixation, and why it is relevant for our understanding of the
relationship between grammatical processes and the lexicon. | conclude chapter 2
by presenting my hypotheses. In chapter 3, | introduce the Caucasus and its
linguistic diversity. The methodology and the data sets are thereafter presented in
chapter 4. In chapters 5 and 6, | describe and exemplify in detail the various
grammatical functions expressed by affixation in the languages of the Caucasus, in
order to define and demonstrate the basis of the subsequent morphological results.
Morphological and phonological results are presented in chapter 7, with the purpose
of answering the research questions presented in the introduction. The final chapter
concludes the discussions in the Results chapter and the wider conclusions drawn
from this thesis are discussed.

17



1.1. Research questions

Considering the presence of complex affixation patterns and rich phoneme
inventories of the languages of the Caucasus, the subsequent question is whether
these similarities are merely superficial and coincidental or whether there are
structural and systematic similarities. Since the notion of a Caucasian Sprachbund
has been thoroughly debated and fairly recently reiterated by Chirikba (2008), it is
relevant to quantitatively test how many morphological similarities are shared
between the three endemic language families. The central morphological research
questions are therefore:

(1) Do the affix inventories of the languages of the three endemic Caucasian
language families display sufficient morphological similarities to support
the notion of a Caucasian Sprachbund, as claimed by e.g. Chirikba (2008)?

(2) Do the affixation patterns of the Turkic and Indo-European languages
spoken in the Caucasus exhibit morphological similarities with the three
endemic language families of the Caucasus?

(3)  Are there hierarchical patterns in the distribution of grammatical functions
expressed by affixation across the five language families of the Caucasus?

The phonological part of this study aims to investigate both the interaction between
affixation and phonology and the effect of phoneme inventory size on affixation
inventories. | therefore intend to answer the following phonological research
questions:

(4)  Are there significant phonological differences between affixes and lexicon
in the languages of the Caucasus, based on the articulatory variables of
place, manner and voicing?

(5)  Are there significant differences in the distribution of certain places and
manners of articulation between affixes and lexicon in the languages of the
Caucasus, as these languages are well-known for their large inventories of
places and manners of articulation?

(6) s there a significant correlation between phoneme inventory size, i.e. the

number of consonant and vowel phonemes, and the number of grammatical
functions expressed by affixation in the languages of the Caucasus?
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2. Background

2.1.  Morphology and the lexicon

The most salient component of language is most likely the word, which in itself is
a concept that is inherently difficult to define. The notion of the grammatical word
in opposition to the phonological word presents the fundamental premise of this
thesis, as the grammatical word in non-isolating languages generally ‘must include
at least one inflectional morpheme’ (Aikhenvald 2007: 2). The grammatical word
therefore consists of a lexical stem and one or more additional morphemes, where
the latter typically belong to a closed class of formatives, which are morphological
entities at the heart of inflectional morphology (Bickel & Nichols 2007: 172). In this
framework, formatives are by definition different from words as they cannot govern
or be governed by other words, require agreement nor can they head phrases
according to the definition of Bickel and Nichols (2007: 173). A precise
demarcation between words and formatives is at best theoretical, which will become
apparent later in this thesis. Formatives can either occur on their own as
phonologically unbound units, e.g. as particles, or as phonologically bound units,
i.e. affixes (Bickel & Nichols 2007). The phonologically bound units are contained
within the category of phonological affixes, which includes bound formatives,
lexical affixes and incorporated stems (Bickel & Nichols 2007: 192), and the
grammatical affixes, which exclusively refers to bound formatives (Bickel &
Nichols 2007: 174).

Stump postulates two defining distinctions of morphological theory, i.e. lexical
vs. inferential and incremental vs. realisational (Stump 2001). Lexical theories treat
inflectional morphemes as any other part of the lexicon by inserting them into the
hierarchical structure of the syntax, while inferential theories assume that
morphology is a process which is independent from syntax (Stump 2019: 286). The
incremental theories analyse morphology as the sum of the ‘inflectional exponents’
associated with a particular word form, whereas realisational theories assume that
the morphosyntactic properties of a word form are defined by its position in a
paradigm (Stump 2019: 286).

In non-isolating languages, the lexical stem and one or more affixes thereby
constitute the grammatical word, which suggests that if words and formatives are
intrinsically different it is reasonable to make the assumption that inflectional
morphology and the lexicon operate on separate yet parallel levels, cf. the inferential
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approach above. The morphological distinction between stems and formatives
should also be compared to the notions of phonological contrastiveness and
distinctiveness, where contrastiveness is ‘characterized by the dominant faithfulness
constraints at the stem level, the innermost layer of the lexicon’ (Kiparsky 2018:
63). Distinctive segments on the other hand ‘enhance lexical feature contrast by
redundant features’ which can ‘appear on the contrastive segments themselves or —
what is more relevant here — on neighbouring segments’ (Kiparsky 2018: 63).

Stump’s Paradigm Function Morphology (PFM) is in its many forms explicitly
inferential-realisational (Stump 2019: 286), and is as such categorised by Blevins et
al. (2019: 267) as a realisational Word and Paradigm (WP) approach to
morphology, which is fundamentally similar to the approach of this thesis. My
approach is ostensibly inferential, as it assumes that the lexicon and morphology
operate on parallel levels and that they likely differ phonologically, as affixes are
not listed in the lexicon. Stump discourages lexical and incremental theories, while
specifically arguing against an incremental approach due to the problems of
‘extended exponence’ and the tendency to ‘underdetermine’ morphosyntactic
properties (Stump 2001: 3-9). Stump defines ‘extended exponence’ as a given
property being expressed by more than one morphological marking, which is
explicitly ‘precluded’ in incremental theories such as Articulated Morphology
(Steele 1995: 280). This claim is highly problematic, as it would fundamentally
question the presence of circumfixes and transfixes, cf. section 2.3.1.

The second problem of underdetermining is primarily exemplified by TAM form
syncretisms and partial system levelling (Stump 2001: 8). These arguments support
the realisational importance of analysing inflectional morphology from a
paradigmatic perspective, as Stump gives numerous examples of how particular
morphological forms can primarily be described by its position in relation to other
forms in the word-specific paradigm. The approach of this thesis is therefore
implicitly inferential-realisational, thereby not following any form of the PFM or
other related frameworks, while Stump’s concept of property is largely synonymous
with the grammatical functions discussed below.

2.2.  Grammatical functions

The concept of grammatical functions is best understood in relation to meaning, as
grammatical functions can only have meaning if combined with lexical stems, i.e.
the grammatical word. The distinction between meaning and grammatical function
goes back to Sapir’s distinction between ‘material content’, i.e. meaning, and
‘relational concepts’, i.e. grammatical function, where he defines relational concepts
as being ‘normally expressed by affixing non-radical elements to radical elements’
(Sapir 1921: 106-107). Bybee (1985) makes a similar distinction between ‘lexical
meaning’ and ‘grammatical meaning’ (Bybee 1985: 7). Grammatical functions are
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not only expressed by formatives and affixes, as grammatical functions can be
expressed by syntactic words, i.e. function words. This is easily exemplified by
English, where the and —ing both lack lexical meaning and carry grammatical
functions, while the former is a syntactic word and the latter is a suffix. As already
observed by Sapir (1921: 107), there is no definite boundary between grammatical
functions and meaning, as a universal distinction between these concepts would
likely become exceedingly abstract. Assumptions can be made about the nature of
grammatical functions, as they typically form a closed class in most languages. |
have principally followed Bybee’s approach to grammatical function as expressing
a certain value within a grammatical category (Bybee 1985: 28). The first step is
therefore to define a set of relevant grammatical categories as variables that can be
assigned categorical values, i.e. specific functions. Although all grammatical
functions must be given labels, Bybee stresses the importance of reanalysing
morphemes based on their grammatical function and not the language-specific label
used in previous descriptions (Bybee 1985: 28).

The typical issue with language-specific descriptions is that they contain
multifunctional labels, where two or more underlying functions are subsumed under
one grammatical label. This is a well-known phenomenon in linguistics, e.g. case
syncretism, cf. section 2.3.1.1. Comparative morphology can therefore be analysed
as the attempt to identify the enormous yet finite amount of grammatical functions
that are distinguished in the world’s languages. If a grammatical function is
expressed by inflectional morphology in one language, then it means that it is
potentially a grammatical function in any other language, either as a bound
morpheme or a syntactic word.

The difference between grammatical labels and grammatical functions can be
exemplified by comparing affixes indicating core case functions in Georgian,
Lezgian and Kabardian.

Table 2.1: Examples of affixes expressing the core case functions absolutive/nominative, dative,
ergative and genitive in Georgian, Lak and Kabardian.

Case function Gegrgian _ Lak Kabardian'
(Hewitt 1995) (Friedman 2020) (Kumakhov & Vamling 2009)
Absolutive/Nominative -i -0 -r
Dative -s(a) -n m
Ergative -ma -l -m
Genitive -is(a) -l m

Table 2.1 demonstrates how languages express grammatical functions differently,
which in itself is unproblematic. The grammatical labels used for these languages
present a different picture however, as the suffix —I in Lak is labelled as simply
‘genitive’ by Friedman (2020: 210-211). The Kabardian suffix —m is either divided
into the two categories ‘ergative’ for the ergative function and ‘oblique ergative’ for
the dative, ‘the owner in possessive constructions’ and some other functions
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(Kumakhov & Vamling 2009: 22-23), or simply labelled as ‘oblique’ regardless of
function (Arkadiev & Lander 2020: 393). The case labels in Lak and both of the
Kabardian case label systems exhibit multifunctional labelling. This shows why it
is notoriously difficult to compare languages based on grammatical labels alone,
since labels tend to mean different things depending on which language or language
family it describes.

Although Haspelmath argues that cases are ‘language-particular entities’, where
case labels are “valid only for particular languages’ (Haspelmath 2009: 510), some
of these issues can be avoided by making the distinction between grammatical labels
and grammatical functions as proposed by Bybee (1985). Grammatical functions
are not found in some sort of generative notion of ‘deep-structure’ as proposed in
Fillmore’s Case Grammar (Fillmore 1968) however, as he is rather describing
semantic roles (Haspelmath 2009). Grammatical functions should instead be
understood as being present in the surface morphosyntax, realised either explicitly
or implicitly by morphology, function words and word order.

Optimally, a linguistic meta-language should therefore be able to distinguish as
many grammatical functions as possible in order to avoid multifunctional labels. If
one perceived grammatical function is consistently realised by two different surface
forms in one language, then it is important to consider the possibility that there is a
functional distinction that has not yet been identified. This demonstrates that
grammatical functions cannot be defined by labels or form alone, as allomorphs and
syncretism are inherent parts of human language. The combination of function, form
and position must therefore all be taken into consideration when analysing and
comparing grammatical categories.

2.3.  Affixes and clitics

2.3.1. Affixes

Affixes are by definition ‘syntactically and phonologically dependent units’ (Bickel
& Nichols 2007: 174), usually bearing an abstract meaning or function and they
cannot occur on their own as independent words (Haspelmath & Sims 2010: 19).
Affixes are typically divided into various categories based on either form or
function, where the most important distinction for this thesis is the functional
division between inflectional and derivational affixes (Aikhenvald 2007: 35) as this
study intends to primarily investigate inflectional affixes, following Sapir’s
distinction between ‘material content’, defined as basic and derivational concepts,
and ‘relational concepts’, i.e. grammatical functions (Sapir 1921: 106-107), cf.
section 2.4. for further discussion.

Affixes can be used for various functions and they are not evenly distributed among
the languages of the world. Isolating languages practically lack affixation altogether
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while non-isolating languages typically have a fairly restricted inventory of affixes,
but this is not the case for most languages in the Caucasus. Affixes tend to
exclusively attach to their associated word class, e.g. nominal affixes only attach to
nominals, etc. (Bickel & Nichols 2007: 175), which makes it important to
distinguish nominal affixes from verbal affixes. Affixes are formally divided into
suffixes that follow the stem, prefixes that precede the stem, infixes that are entered
into the stem and circumfixes that occur both before and after the stem (Haspelmath
& Sims 2010: 20). There is also a fifth highly unusual category of transfixes, which
is de facto a combination of an infix with a prefix, suffix or even a circumfix
(Aikhenvald 2007: 45).

2.3.1.1. Affixal syncretism

Affixal syncretism is a frequent linguistic phenomenon in which one morpheme has
two or more grammatical functions within an inflectional paradigm (Zwicky 1985:
373; Stump 2001: 212) and it complicates morphological analyses. In some
languages, e.g. Latin, the presence of affixal syncretism becomes apparent primarily
while comparing the declension patterns (Bennett 1908; Baldi 2002) (cf. table 2.2).
It would therefore not be possible to assert the distinction between dative, genitive
and locative in Latin if it only had the first declension pattern, while the second and
third declensions do not differentiate the nominative and accusative cases. The
conventional approach regarding affixal syncretism has largely been to categorise
all phonologically and syntactically identical affixes as instances of the same
grammatical category, which becomes rather problematic in many contexts. |
therefore argue that the best solution to these issues is to apply a functional approach
by considering affix syncretism when separate grammatical functions are realised
with the same affix.

Table 2.2: Examples of affixal syncretism of the vestigial locative case in some irregular Latin
declension patterns.

Case Feminine Neuter Neuter Feminine
(1%t declension) (2™ declension)  (3"declension)  (4t/2" declension)
L militi-a bell-um ri-S dom-us
Nominative . s . s ¢ c1 s ‘ s
war war countryside house
Accusative militi-am bell-um ri-S dom-um
Genitive militi-ae bell-7 ri-ris dom-iis
Dative militi-ae bell-o ri-ri dom-ui
Locative militi-ae bell-7 ri-re dom-7
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2.3.2. Clitics

Clitics or affixed particles are bound morphemes that are similar to affixes as they
also tend to convey grammatical and syntactical functions but they are
conventionally differentiated from affixes as they do not attach to only one word
class and are thereby technically categorially unrestricted bound formatives (Bickel
& Nichols 2007: 174). Clitics also differ from affixes in that they can often attach
to whole phrases and not just stems, where the English genitive =s is a well-known
example as it typically attaches to the last element of the NP (Bickel & Nichols
2007: 175). A syntactically similar yet grammatically distinct group is cliticised
adpositions, since they can often occur both as affixes and as unbound words, but
they commonly grammaticalise, e.g. into nominal case affixes, which also indicate
a close affiliation to conventional affixes (Bickel & Nichols 2007: 174).

2.3.3. Affixes vs. clitics — separating the attached

The categorisation of bound morphemes into affixes and clitics is not an easy task,
as it is notoriously difficult to precisely define these two categories. Zwicky and
Pullum present some of the most cited criteria that distinguish affixes from clitics
(Zwicky & Pullum 1983: 503-504):

A. Clitics can exhibit a low degree of selection with respect to their hosts,
while affixes exhibit a high degree of selection with respect to their
stems.

B. Arbitrary gaps in the set of combinations are more characteristic of
affixed words than of clitic groups.

C. Morphophonological idiosyncrasies are more characteristic of affixed
words than of clitic groups.

D. Semantic idiosyncrasies are more characteristic of affixed words than of
clitic groups.

E. Syntactic rules can affect affixed words, but cannot affect clitic groups.

F. Clitics can attach to material already containing clitics, but affixes
cannot.

It is important to bear in mind that these criteria were developed for English, and
many of them are noticeably biased towards Indo-European morphology. The first
criterion of host selectivity is clearly a defining feature of affixes due to their
intimate relationship with their host words (Spencer & Luis 2012: 108), while it is
problematic to define the lack of host selectivity as indicative of cliticisation. The
Turkic plural suffixes —IAr would likely be defined as clitics by this criterion, as
they can attach to nouns, possessives, pronouns, adjectives, adverbs and verbs
(Goksel & Kerslake 2005), while the exact function differs depending on the
context, as it sometimes marks the third person plural. The second criterion of
arbitrary gaps is primarily relevant for fusional languages, as it makes little sense
for highly regular agglutinative languages. This is also true for the criteria of

24



‘morphophonological idiosyncrasies’, since it is largely a feature of fusional
languages with irregular morphology. The Turkish example given by Spencer and
Luis (2012: 109) of the allomorphs of the Turkish genitive suffix —(n)In can hardly
be categorised as idiosyncratic, since its allomorphy is regular, as it is completely
driven by phonotactic restrictions.

The criterion of ‘semantic idiosyncrasy’ runs a risk of becoming circular, as a
stable semantic meaning would indicate that a morpheme is a clitic and vice versa,
while both affixes and clitics typically convey grammatical functions rather than
semantic meaning, cf. section 2.2. Lexical affixes pose an interesting threat to this
criterion, as Northwest Caucasian preverbs (cf. section 6.11) can both have a
concrete semantic meaning and a grammaticalised spatial function (Arkadiev,
Lander & Bagirokova 2024: 883-884), e.g. the preverb gfie- which has the semantic
meaning ‘head” while also indicating the spatial function ‘on top of’ (Kumaxov
2006: 81).

The syntactic criterion is perhaps the most relevant, as lexical stems and affixes
are typically ‘treated as units by syntactic operations’ (Zwicky & Pullum 1983:
506), while clitics do not. Spencer and Luis (2012: 110) refer to this criterion as
‘lexical integrity’, while also claiming that ‘host=clitic combinations’ behave like
syntactic words in the same manner as combinations of lexical stems and affixes.
This seems to contradict the original definition, while Zwicky and Pullum do not
give any actual examples of criterion E. Object clitics in Swedish clearly show this
difference, as jag sdg=na igar (1SG saw=3SG.F.O yesterday) ‘I saw her yesterday’
but igar sdg jag=na (yesterday saw 1SG=3SG.F.O) ‘yesterday, I saw her’. This
indicates that the syntactic criterion is by definition connected to host selection,
while both must be considered, as host selection alone will likely yield numerous
‘false positive’ clitics.

The last criterion claims that affixes cannot attach to clitics, which would mean
that everything that follows a clitic is also a clitic. The clitic-affix ordering’ entails
that the ‘natural relative order’ is for the affix to be placed first and the clitic
afterwards (Spencer & Luis 2012: 110). This criterion has two very different
outcomes, as it either promotes an analysis where almost anything can be a clitic or
the opposite, that chains of bound morphemes ought to be analysed as affixes. The
bound copula in Turkish is a good example, as e.g. hastaydik ‘we were ill” would
then either be analysed as hasta=y=di=k or hasta-y-di-k (ill-COP-PST-1PL), where
the Zwicky-Pullum criteria would be inconclusive, as the former is supported by
criteria A and F while the latter is supported by criteria C and E. This indicates that
although the Zwicky-Pullum criteria have been influential for the understanding of
affixes and clitics, they also prove to be difficult to apply to languages that have
more complex morphology than English.

Zwicky (1994) later describes clitics as an ‘umbrella term’, as he argues that it is
not a genuine grammatical category, but rather a phenomenon that ‘present[s]
“mixed” properties’ (Zwicky 1994: xiii). Spencer and Luis also conclude their
introduction to clitics by stating that traditional typology cannot conclusively
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identify ‘a universal category of clitic’ (Spencer & Luis 2012: 321), while they
describe clitics as a useful descriptive construct ‘that has the distribution of a
function word and the phonological properties of an affix’ (Spencer & Luis 2012:
328). The relationship between affixes and clitics is therefore best described as that
of a continuum, where true affixes are found at one end of the spectrum and
independent particles are found at the other, while clitics are found somewhere in
the middle. | have decided to include both affixes and clitics in this thesis, partly
because of the phonological approach of this study but also because the lack of a
precise distinction between these categories makes any cross-linguistic attempt to
systematically exclude clitics from affixes arbitrary at best.

2.4. Inflection vs. derivation

Inflection and derivation are fundamental concepts within morphology, while the
task to differentiate the two categories is not trivial. Aikhenvald states that the
primary factor that sets derivational affixes apart from inflectional affixes is that
derivation is typically a pre-final process which in itself is subject to the often
obligatory addition of inflectional affixes (Aikhenvald 2007: 36). Haspelmath &
Sims define inflectional morphology as ‘the relationship between word-forms of a
lexeme’ and derivational morphology as ‘the relationship between lexemes of a
word family’ (Haspelmath & Sims 2010: 18). The concept of word family lies at the
heart of the difficulty of separating inflection from derivation, as it is not self-
evident which morphological forms belong to the lexeme or to the word family. This
question can either be approached as a dichotomy, where words can be ‘neatly
divided into two disjoint classes’, or as a continuum, where morphology is analysed
as a continuum from ‘the most clearly inflectional patterns to the most clearly
derivational patterns’ (Haspelmath & Sims 2010: 81). I follow Haspelmath & Sims
in arguing that morphology is best understood as a continuum, since there are
numerous examples of borderline cases and overlap between inflectional and
derivational morphology, which I will discuss below.

Haspelmath & Sims list eleven properties that set inflection apart from derivation,
and | demonstrate why the dichotomy approach becomes problematic based on the
most relevant of these properties. The first property is that inflection is relevant to
syntax, while derivation is not, defining syntax as agreement and government.
However, defining syntax in such a way is not optimal, while acknowledging that
this thesis does not investigate case government. It is generally true that derivational
morphology will trigger syntactic differences while inflectional morphology will
not, e.g. the person walk-s, the person walk-ed but *the person walk-er. The
syntactic criterion also demonstrates how certain forms can be both inflectional and
derivational, as | am walk-ing should be analysed as inflectional while the walk-ing
person is rather derivational, suggesting that the English gerund is positioned
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somewhere between inflection and derivation on the morphological continuum.
These are primarily examples of the ninth property, which states that ‘canonical
inflection does not change the word-class of the base; derivational affixes may
change the word-class of the base’ (Haspelmath & Sims 2010: 96).

The second property states that ‘inflectional features are obligatorily expressed’,
while derivation is not (Haspelmath & Sims 2010: 92). This is relevant for the
category of preverbs that are found in all endemic language families of the Caucasus
(cf. section 6.11), as they are not conventionally analysed as inflection. Preverbs are
however obligatory in many Kartvelian verb forms (Tuite 1998: 19), and preverbs
are also obligatory for spatial reference in many languages of these language
families. This demonstrates that obligatoriness as a criterion is not unproblematic,
as the functional context determines whether something is obligatory or not, cf.
Nakh-Dagestanian local cases which are obligatory for nominal spatial referencing.

The fourth property states that inflection should ‘express the same concept as the
base’ while derivation should ‘express a new concept’ (Haspelmath & Sims 2010:
93). This is an inherently problematic criterion, because how do we define a ‘new
concept’? The spatial preverbs mentioned above pose this question, as is there a
conceptual difference between ‘to go’, ‘to go up’ and ‘to go down’? Similarly,
Haspelmath & Sims classify reread as derivation, while functionally identical
constructions in some Northwest Caucasian languages could just as well be analysed
as inflection. This suggests that the definition of what qualifies as a new concept has
the potential of arbitrarily dividing morphology into inflection and derivation, which
is less problematic if morphology is understood as a continuum.

The seventh property claims that ‘canonical inflection is expressed at the
periphery of words; canonical derivation is expressed close to the root” (Haspelmath
& Sims 2010: 95), which they stress is not an absolute property. The examples given
indicate that they analyse causatives and reflexives as derivation, which is
conventional but still problematic. The status of reflexives as derivation can be
questioned by testing this property on the Northwest Caucasian languages, as they
all have reflexive prefixes at the periphery, i.e. in the same positions as the clearly
inflectional absolutive and indirect objects (Arkadiev & Lander 2020: 404-408). It
is also counter-intuitive to claim that, e.g. ‘to dress oneself” and ‘to dress someone
else’ are two different concepts, particularly since they often just include a reflexive
object instead of a direct/indirect object marker, e.g. French je me lave ‘I’m washing
myself” and je te lave ‘I’m washing you’.

Causative affixes are somewhat different, as they are generally found closest to
the root in the Caucasus, which would indicate that it should be analysed as
derivation. However, there are two counterarguments, the first of which is connected
to the position of the causative suffix in Turkic languages. If the post-radical
position of the causative suffix in Turkic languages is used as an argument for it
being derivational, then the other suffixes in the same position ought to be
derivational as well, i.e. the reflexive, reciprocal and passive suffixes (Johanson
2022a: 37). This becomes problematic, not only because of the reflexive discussed
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above, but also due to the passive voice having clearly inflectional properties in, e.g.
Classical Greek (Morwood 2002). If passives are derivational by definition, then
this should ideally apply to passives in all languages. Since passive and causative
suffixes occupy the same slot in most Turkic languages, the inflectional properties
of passives should apply to causatives as well. The second counterargument is
causative constructions in Georgian where the causative suffix —in follows the
thematic suffix (Hewitt 1995: 411-416), but this is a weak argument for a property
that is not absolute.

The tenth and eleventh properties are both relevant for the discussion above, as
they postulate that inflection may be cumulative while not iterative, whereas
derivation cannot be cumulative but iterated (Haspelmath & Sims 2010: 98).
Cumulative in this sense refers to the tendency for single affixes to convey multiple
grammatical functions simultaneously, which is a well-known feature of inflectional
morphology. This further supports the analysis that passives are inflectional, as e.g.
passive forms in Classical Greek (Morwood 2002: 64) are arguably cumulative. The
iterative property refers to the iteration of affixes, which is a counterargument for
causatives being inflectional, as double causatives do occur in many languages, e.g.
Huallaga Quechua (Haspelmath & Sims 2010: 98). Double causatives do occur in
the Caucasus as well, but they often have a slightly different meaning and function
than single causatives, cf. the description of the causative function in section 6.8.2.

I have decided to adopt an unconventionally wide definition of inflection, which
will inevitably affect the results. This is primarily motivated by the phonological
approach of this thesis, since my definition of affixes as phonological affixes (cf.
section 2.3) makes a more inclusive definition of inflectional affixes more relevant.

2.5.  Morphological complexity

Morphological complexity is a well-studied phenomenon, yet it lacks both a general
definition and a universally accepted methodological framework. What is
morphological complexity and how do we measure it? Affixation and stem
alternation are the primary representations of morphology, and as affixes are
‘considered the canonical exponent of inflection” (Baerman, Brown & Corbett 2017:
8), the relevance of affixation as an operationalisation of morphology becomes
apparent. Sagot (2013) proposes a distinction between counting-based, measures,
description-based and entropy-based complexity measures, which all lead to highly
different investigations. The counting-based complexity measure has been
frequently used in previous research on morphological complexity, and involves
counting the number of features that are distinguished in a specific morphological
system (Baerman, Brown & Corbett 2015: 5).

Although the counting-based approach is a familiar methodology, there are some
important disadvantages, as a counting-based approach presupposes that the data
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analysed are commensurable. This is highly important, as we have to be certain that
we are comparing the same features and functions, otherwise the validity of the
results will decrease. Miestamo discusses commensurability or ‘comparability”’ with
the implicit purpose of comparing different grammatical categories (Miestamo
2008: 30), while commensurability is even more important within the same
grammatical category from a functional perspective.

The description-based and entropy-based complexity measures examine the
morphological complexity of actual word forms and how they can be predicted
(Sagot 2013), which unfortunately make them irrelevant for this thesis as actual
word forms are not considered. | have therefore decided to use the conventional
counting-based approach, while applying it to the entire nominal and verbal
affixation systems and analysing the affixes binarily by the grammatical functions
they express. This will counteract some of the issues described by Sagot (2013), as
only totalling the counts for each grammatical category, e.g. the number of cases or
genders, is only relevant if all categories are investigated on a systemic and not a
paradigmatic level. Chapters 5 and 6 are therefore devoted to the systematic
description and reanalysis of all observed grammatical functions expressed by
affixation in the Caucasus, which is complicated by the great variation between how
the five language families of the Caucasus have been conventionally and historically
described.

Nichols (2020) proposes two measures of linguistic complexity, i.e. enumerative
complexity (EC) and canonical complexity (CC), where EC is ‘is based on assessing
the number of elements in an inventory or values in a system’ (Nichols 2020: 163),
which makes EC similar to the counting-based complexity measure described
above. Nichols also describes the EC as having disadvantages, while citing the same
issues with commensurability and simply comparing the sizes of grammatical
inventories. Using a binary approach to compare grammatical functions will largely
avoid these issues, as it requires a thorough definition of all functions and enables
comparisons of actual features. Nichols relates the CC to descriptive complexity and
Kolmogorov complexity (Nichols 2020: 164), which aligns CC with the entropy-
based complexity measures, as Kolmogorov complexity relates to information
entropy. Nichols defines CC as ‘determining the central, or ideal, position’ in a
logical space, i.e. the canonical position, while ‘any departure from that ideal is non-
canonical’ (Nichols 2020: 164). Nichols also compares CC and EC in ten Nakh-
Dagestanian languages (Nichols 2020: 180), while exactly how these complexity
measures have been obtained and what they refer to remains somewhat opaque. As
both EC and CC, like the description-based and entropy-based complexity
measures, appear to largely deal with predictability and non-transparency, they are
not applicable as complexity measures for the approach of this thesis.
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2.6.  The Caucasus — the perfect case?

The languages of the Caucasus are extraordinary in two ways as they have the
world’s most elaborate affixation patterns (Daniel & Ganenkov 2009: 671) and they
employ some of the largest consonant inventories outside Africa (Begus 2020: 699).
Two Caucasian languages are in the top ten of the largest consonant inventories
listed in PHOIBLE 2.0 (Moran & McCloy 2019), i.e. Lezgian (Nikolaev et al. 2015)
and Archi (Kodzasov 1977). However, the largest consonant inventory in the
Caucasus famously belonged to Ubykh at between 80 and 84 consonant phonemes
(Vogt 1963: 13; Fenwick 2011: 16), whereas the consonant inventories described in
PHOIBLE for Lezgian and Archi should be problematised as | demonstrate below.

Haspelmath (1993: 34) only lists 54 consonant phonemes in Lezgian, while
mentioning the potential of adding ‘more than a dozen’ of palatalised consonants as
effects of vowel syncope (Haspelmath 1993: 38) which are included in PHOIBLE
(Nikolaev et al. 2015). Kodzasov (1977) describes 81 consonants in Archi, but this
includes pharyngealised uvulars which should rather be analysed as a
suprasegmental feature indicating stress (Kibrik 1994a: 303; Chumakina, Bond &
Corbett 2016: 20-21). Nevertheless, if all 56 languages investigated in this thesis
had been included in PHOIBLE, they would comprise 21 of the 50 largest consonant
inventories in the world, cf. appendix C.

The area is furthermore an excellent case to study as it contains three endemic
language families with a remarkable linguistic diversity between the language
families. The presence of non-endemic Turkic and Indo-European languages is also
interesting, as they constitute a good basis for comparison and indications of pan-
Caucasian tendencies and language contact. The Caucasus is also an interesting area
to investigate from a morphological perspective since numerous grammatical
categories are shared across the language families although they are expressed by
means of highly different affixation patterns. This is important as it enables fine-
grained morphological comparisons that would be difficult with a global sample,
since that would limit any comparative study to the most core aspects of
morphology, e.g. case, tense and person marking. The complexity of Caucasian
morphology can also provide us with a better understanding of the oppositional
nature of grammar in relation to lexicon. The languages of the Caucasus cannot
possibly tell us anything about the limitations of morphology, but since they convey
linguistic information through affixation that is most often expressed analytically in
the rest of the world, they can manifest some basal functions of morphology.

The combination of complex phonology and complex morphology is exceptional
in the Caucasus, but there are other areas of the world that would be equally
interesting to investigate. The world’s largest phoneme inventories are found in the
Tuu, the Kx’a, and to a lesser degree the Khoe—Kwadi language families of southern
Africa. While many Tuu and Kx’a languages have limited morphology (Giildemann
2013), the Khoe-Kwadi languages have complex patterns of tonal morphology
(Volien 1997). The Southern Bantu Nguni languages are an interesting group to
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study in this regard, as they include, e.g. Xhosa, which has an extremely rich
phoneme inventory and complex morphology (Mzamane 1962).

The various endemic language families of the North American Pacific coastal
region are also relevant, as it is a region with a general presence of languages with
complex morphology and large phoneme inventories, from the northern Na-Dené
languages, e.g. Tlingit (Story 1979), to the Salishan and Wakashan languages, e.g.
Nuu-chah-nulth (Nakayama 2001). There are also large phoneme inventories and
complex morphology further inland in the non-coastal Southern Athabaskan
languages, e.g. Navajo (Sapir & Hoijer 1967).

Northern North America, apart from the Pacific region, is of great interest in
relation to affixation as notoriously polysynthetic language families such as Inuit—
Yupik—Unangan, Wakashan and Iroquoian (Anderson 2015; Koenig & Michelson
2015) are highly relevant to investigate. However, these language families do not
have particularly rich phoneme inventories, which makes them less interesting than
the languages of the Caucasus and the North American Pacific if the intention is to
investigate the interaction between morphology and large phoneme inventories. The
Oto-Manguean languages are also interesting in this context due to their
morphological and phonological complexity, while the morphology in, e.g. the
Chinantec languages, rely heavily on tone (Baerman, Brown & Corbett 2017: 139-
144), which is not considered in this thesis. The central Andes could also constitute
a promising case in which to investigate this phenomenon, as particularly the
Quechuan, Aymaran and Uru-Chipaya languages all have complex affixation
patterns and large phoneme inventories (Adelaar & Muysken 2004).

2.6.1. The Caucasian Sprachbund

The notion of a Caucasian linguistic area, i.e. the Caucasian Sprachbund, has been
thoroughly debated within Caucasiology, primarily driven by observed
phonological and morphological similarities. The concept of Sprachbund was
coined by Trubetzkoy, who lists four positive criteria of strongly similar syntax,
similar morphological structures, a large amount of shared cultural vocabulary and
(superficial) phonological similarities (Trubetzkoy 1928: 18). Klimov (1965) and
Catford (1977) present some of the earlier comparisons of both phonology and
morphology across the Caucasus, but the notion of the Caucasian Sprachbund is
complicated by the longstanding effort to link the three endemic language families
into one Caucasian language family, of which Uslar (1888: 35) is one of its earliest
proponents (Tuite 2008b). Cikobava later introduced the concept of the lbero-
Caucasian language family inspired by Uslar (Cikobava 1965), which lives on in
contemporary Georgian linguistics, e.g. Kurdiani (2016). In more recent literature,
Chirikba (2008) systematically investigates the proposed Caucasian Sprachbund,
largely based on Klimov (1978), by postulating 34 diagnostic features divided into
phonological, morphological, syntactical, ‘lexical semantic’ and lexical features
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(Chirikba 2008: 41). Twenty-three of these features are phonological and

morphological, which makes his investigation highly relevant for this thesis.

Table 2.3: Chirikba’s phonological and morphological diagnostic features (Chirikba 2008: 41).

Phonological

Morphological

Rich consonantism

Agglutination

Ternary contrast of stops and affricates

Polysynthetism

Glottalisation

Predominace of prefixal conjugation

Rich sibilant systems

Predominance of postpositional constructions

Rich postvelar (uvular, pharyngeal and
laryngeal) systems

Masdar (verbal noun)

Similarly built harmonic clusters

Morphological marking of causative

Presence of schwa

Category of evidentiality

Lack of phonemic diphthongs

Category of potential

Lack of vocalic clusters

Attachment of coordination markers to each
conjunct

Ablaut

Directional and orientational preverbs

Group inflection
A three-grade deictic distinction
Vigesimal numeral system

The syntactic features compromise ‘identical word order (SOV, Attr-N)’, ergative
constructions, inversive constructions and ‘the possessor constituent precedes the
possessed one’ (Chirikba 2008: 41). Most of these syntactic features are evidently
feeble, as a SOV word order combined with attribute-noun and possessor-possessed
order are among the most common word order patterns in the world (Dryer &
Haspelmath 2013). The lexical semantic features cover a stative/dynamic verb
distinction, inversive verbs, ambitransitive or labile verbs and suppletive verbs for
singular and plural arguments, and the final lexical features deal with common
cultural terms, common phraseology and common semantic patterns, but this goes
beyond the scope of this thesis.

The phonological features are worth discussing as Chirikba mainly gives
guantitative arguments such as the number of sibilants and postvelars or the
presence of glottalised consonants, i.e. ejectives. The ternary contrast of stops and
affricates, e.g. the three-way distinction between voiced [b], aspirated voiceless [p"]
and ejective [p’] in Georgian (Bolkvadze & Kizira 2023: 16), is generally found in
the Caucasus, but a non-ejective ternary contrast was also present between [b], [p]
and [p"] in Classical Greek (Woodard 2008: 16), and still is in Eastern Armenian
(Dum-Tragut 2009: 17). Ejectives are one of the most salient features of the
languages of the Caucasus, but the actual inventories of ejectives differ noticeably
between the language families. Alveolar lateral ejective affricates [tI’] and uvular
ejective affricates [qy’] are only found in the Nakh-Dagestanian languages while
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particularly the Circassian languages stand out, as they are among few languages in
the Caucasus to have ejective fricatives, e.g. [’], [I'], [s’], [¢’] and [°].}

His comparisons of Caucasian and various Eurasian sibilant inventories indicate
that the Caucasian languages generally have larger sibilant systems, but many Indo-
European languages are on the same level as most of the non-Northwest Caucasian
languages (Chirikba 2008: 45-47). The Northwest Caucasian languages
unsurprisingly stand out, while the high number in Tabasaran is clearly linked to
consonant lengthening and labialisation (Babaliyeva 2013: 17). The rich postvelar
systems are a shared feature of the three endemic language families, but it is slightly
misleading to link it to postvelars in general since the high frequency of uvulars is
the only feature found in all three language families. Pharyngeals are completely
absent in the Kartvelian languages, and glottal consonants are quite common in the
languages of the world (Moran & McCloy 2019).

The diagnostic features connected to vowels are somewhat problematic, as e.g.
the presence of schwa can hardly constitute a Sprachbund feature since it is the most
‘neutral’ vowel, and it is not a phoneme in many if not most languages of the
Caucasus. The lack of phonemic diphthongs and vocalic clusters, i.e. hiatus
(Chirikba 2008: 50), are also problematic diagnostic features as they are negative
features that only are valid if diphthongs and vocalic clusters are common in the rest
of the world. Ablaut is an interesting diagnostic feature however, but for it to be a
sound Sprachbund criterion it has to be compared to the global presence of ablaut,
e.g. Indo-European ablaut patterns.

The morphological features also need to be discussed further, as many of them
are not optimal or even misleading. The first features of agglutination and
polysynthesis are connected, while only the Northwest Caucasian and Kartvelian
languages can be classified as truly polysynthetic (Polinsky 2020: 12). Using
agglutination as a Sprachbund feature is not optimal, since it holds true for many
Eurasian language families and is therefore not sufficiently distinctive. The claim
that there is a predominance of prefixal conjugation in the Caucasus is questionable,
whereas person agreement is fully prefixal in the Northwest Caucasian languages,
it is both prefixal and suffixal in Kartvelian. The situation in Nakh-Dagestanian is
complicated by the widespread presence of noun class marking prefixes, which
constitute a part of the conjugation systems, while person-marking is more often
suffixal in Nakh-Dagestanian languages with person agreement.

The predominance of postpositional constructions is not a distinctive Sprachbund
feature due to the general SOV word order pattern, as the combination of
postpositions and SOV is the most common pattern worldwide (Dryer &
Haspelmath 2013). The masdars, i.e. verbal nouns, could constitute a distinctive
feature, but their relationship with verbal nouns in general is somewhat undefined.
The morphological categories of causative, evidentiality and potential are

! There are also ejective fricatives in the Nakh-Dagestanian languages Bagvalal and Chamalal, i.e.
[s:’]and [[’] (Kodzasov 2001: 35; Magomedova 2004: 4).
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interesting diagnostic features, but they need further scrutiny. Causatives affixes are
found in most Caucasian languages, but morphological marking of causatives is also
a very common feature globally (Song 2013). Although evidentiality is a somewhat
uncommon feature in western Eurasia, it is by no means uncommon in Eurasia in
general nor worldwide (De Haan 2013). The category of potential is interesting,
since it is only universally marked by explicit morphological forms in the Northwest
Caucasian languages, whereas it is marked in some but not all Nakh-Dagestanian
languages and by using passive constructions in Kartvelian (Chirikba 2008: 52).

Chirikba claims that the attachment of coordination markers to each conjunct is
found in all three language families of the Caucasus, as he gives the examples
Megrelian ma-ti si-ti and Svan m-i s-i (Chirikba 2008: 53), both meaning ‘me and
you’. However, this is not true for nominal conjuncts in either Megrelian (Harris
1991b: 364) nor Svan (Gudjedjiani & Palmaitis 1986). Directional and orientational
preverbs are found in all three language families, and it is an interesting pan-
Caucasian feature. The feature Chirikba refers to as ‘group inflection’ concerns the
morphological marking of only the last constituent of the NP, which can hardly be
a distinctive Caucasian feature as this is a widespread phenomenon, e.g. phrasal
affixes and clitics. The final two features, three-grade deictic distinction and
vigesimal numeral system, go beyond the scope of this thesis, as | do not include
deictic distinctions and numeral systems in my investigation, but I question whether
deictic distinctions and numeral systems should be considered morphological
features unless they are expressed morphologically.

If we summarise the discussion above, it becomes apparent that only ternary
contrast of stops and affricates, the presence of ejectives, the high frequency of
uvulars, ablaut, masdars, causatives, evidentiality, directional and orientational
preverbs, ergative constructions and inversive constructions should be kept as
possible phonological, morphological and syntactical diagnostic features that apply
to all three language families. Many of these features are not optimal as distinctive
Sprachbund features, since some of them are rather common worldwide.
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2.7.  Hypotheses
At the core of this thesis lie two hypotheses:

(1)  Larger phoneme inventories enable larger inventories of affixes, as each
new phoneme adds new potential distinctive affixes. Consequently, larger
affix inventories enable more grammatical functions to be expressed
through affixation.

(2)  Thereis a distributional difference of segments between affixes and lexical
stems, as affixes form a closed class, the lexical stems will inevitably
contain more types of segments, while certain segments will be more
common in the affixes and the lexical stems respectively.

The first hypothesis is based on a purely mathematical assumption that the number
of potential mono-syllabic (and mono-consonantal) morphemes in a language can
be calculated by the following equation, where C is the number of all consonant
phonemes (including secondary articulation), V is the number of all vowel
phonemes (including secondary articulation, diphthongs and tones), wCL is the
number of all consonant phonemes and licit consonant clusters allowed in the onset,
xCL is the number of all consonant phonemes and licit consonant clusters in the
coda and v is the number of phonemes allowed as nuclei:

Z(MORPH) = C+V + (wCL *v) + ((wCL * kCL) * v) + (v * kCL)

The sum of potential mono-syllabic morphemes naturally applies to both lexical
stems and affixes, but does not apply to all potential syllable types in languages that
do not allow consonantal nuclei. The relevance of this equation for affixation is
based on another assumption, i.e. that the optimal affix from a productional
perspective is mono-syllabic or mono-consonantal, which are tested in section 7.2.
For most languages v = V as only vowels are allowed as nuclei in the vast majority
of the world’s languages, while Donohue et al. (2013) found that out of a sample of
2181 languages, consonantal nuclei of some sort were permitted in 11.3% of these
languages (Gordon 2016: 109).

The equation above assumes that the number of consonants should be the primary
factor in the number of potential mono-syllabic morphemes, as C = 1, even with
CVC syllable structure, would only yield X(MORPH) = C + V + V + V + V. The
lack of codas in many of the world’s languages is not an issue for the equation at
hand, since this would just yield X(MORPH) = C + V + V + 0 + 0, which further
supports the assumption that consonant phonemes are fundamental to the number
of syllable types. However, the licit consonant clusters cannot be calculated by this
equation, as both wCL and «CL will be affected by factors such as the sonority
hierarchy, and licit consonant clusters are largely unpredictable in the world’s
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languages, as e.g. the highly restrictive xCL in Mandarin cannot be predicted by its
C. The equations above do not take into account the interaction between consonants
and vowels, as many languages do not allow certain consonant-vowel combinations
depending on the syllable structure.

The first hypothesis of this thesis contradicts an ‘assumed truism in linguistics’,
i.e. the trade-off hypothesis (Bentz et al. 2023), that linguistic complexity has a
tendency to balance itself out, i.e. increased complexity for one variable leads to
decreased complexity in another variable and vice versa (Hockett 1958: 180-181;
Moran & Blasi 2014: 217). Bentz et al. (2023) recently tested trade-offs and ‘equi-
complexity’ between morphological and syntactical complexity, which showed that
the languages included in their study ‘turn out equally complex overall’ (Bentz et
al. 2023: 16). Although this evidently supports the trade-off hypothesis, the need to
differentiate relative complexity, i.e. the ‘cost’ of using a system, from absolute
complexity, i.e. ‘the number of parts of a linguistic subsystem’, becomes relevant
(Moran & Blasi 2014: 218). These are two fundamentally different definitions of
complexity, and the term complexity is in itself problematic, as it has a long history
of evaluative associations. However, the terms complex and simplex still have an
explanatory value, particularly in relation to affixation. This thesis only investigates
absolute complexity, as we cannot prima facie assume a relationship between
morphological complexity and cognitive complexity (Baerman, Brown & Corbett
2017: 3).

The second hypothesis is based on a long-standing observation that ‘affixes,
particularly inflectional suffixes, in the languages where they exist, habitually differ
from the other morphemes by a restricted and selected use of phonemes and their
combinations’ (Jakobson 1965: 29). Bybee (2005) tested this hypothesis
guantitatively by investigating affixes expressing tense, aspect and mood in 23
genealogically unrelated languages from across the world, of which Abkhaz was
included from the Caucasus. The investigation revealed that the number of
consonants used in affixes was smaller than the entire inventory of consonants in all
23 languages, but the difference was only significantly different from what would
be predicted by chance for six languages in the study while Bybee acknowledges
that ‘the phenomenon in question may be said to represent a tendency, albeit a rather
weak one’ (Bybee 2005: 175).

Bybee also investigated whether ‘highly marked segments’ and ‘highly complex
segments’ are excluded from affix inventories, and whether certain classes of
segments are excluded altogether through pattern exclusion, while she
inconclusively concluded that her hypotheses were generally weakly supported
although ‘neither hypothesis provides a good fit with the data’ (Bybee 2005: 191-
192). This indicates that further research into the phonology of affixation is
warranted, as Bybee only examined TAM affixes in a small number of randomly
sampled languages, and the hypotheses were primarily concerned with exclusion
which runs a risk of becoming overly binary. It is therefore highly relevant to
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investigate distributions of segments in both nominal and verbal affixes rather than
just investigate the presence or absence of certain segments.
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3. The Caucasus

The Caucasus region coincides with the Greater and Lesser Caucasus mountain
ranges between the Black Sea and the Caspian Sea, and it is conventionally
described as constituting the geographical and political border of Europe and Asia.
The region is primarily known for its ethnic and linguistic diversity, as well as
political tensions due to its long-standing position as a marchland between various
culture spheres and empires. The Caucasus is conventionally divided into the South
Caucasus or Transcaucasia) and the North Caucasus (or Ciscaucasia). The South
Caucasus more or less coincides with the independent states of Georgia, Armenia
and Azerbaijan. The North Caucasus is entirely within the Russian Federation and
comprises the seven republics of Adygea, Karachay-Cherkessia, Kabardino-
Balkaria, North Ossetia-Alania, Ingushetia, Chechnya and Dagestan. The wider
North Caucasus region sometimes also includes the krais of Krasnodar and
Stavropol, the Rostov oblast and the republic of Kalmykia. I will present a brief
historical outline before delving into the complex and highly interesting linguistic
diversity of the Caucasus.

3.1. A brief history of the Caucasus

The ancient history of the Caucasus is dominated by various indigenous political
entities such as Colchis, Caucasian Iberia, Urartu, Armenia and the later
encroachment of various Iranian, Hellenic and Roman empires. The presence of
ancient Iranian peoples in the Caucasus can be divided into two groups, the various
East Iranian peoples in the north such as the Cimmerians, Scythians and Sarmatians,
and the North-West Iranian Medians in the south-east. The East Iranian Alans, i.e.
the ancestors of modern Ossetians, founded a long-lasting kingdom in the North
Caucasus already in late antiquity (Coene 2010: 111; Belyaev 2020: 574). In the
first centuries AD the region was amongst the earliest in the world to adopt
Christianity, which resulted in early Christian texts in Armenian, Georgian and
Caucasian Albanian?, a Nakh-Dagestanian language that was rediscovered in the
1930’s but not truly deciphered until the breakthrough findings of Caucasian
Albanian palimpsest in the early 21st century (Gippert et al. 2008). The first Turkic

2 Not to be confused with Albanian, which is an Indo-European language spoken in the Balkans.
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peoples started to migrate into the steppes north of the Caucasus from Central Asia
in the 5th century (Ké&roly 2022: 145), where the Khazar khaganate was an early
Turkic political entity in the North Caucasus, and the Khazars likely spoke an Oghur
Turkic language (Karoly 2022: 150). The Oghur migrations were later followed by
Kipchaks in the 11" century (Coene 2010: 111), i.e. the ancestors of modern
Kumyks, Karachays and Balkars, and the Kipchak language Cuman was historically
spoken across the steppes to the north of the Caucasus.

The most important migration into the region was the arrival of the Oghuz Turks,
i.e. the precursors of the Azerbaijanis and the Turkish, who migrated from Central
Asia as a result of the expansion of the Turco-Persian Seljuk Empire in the 10th and
11th centuries (Coene 2010: 111-112; Forsyth 2013: 95-97). The Caucasian Middle
Ages were characterised by frequent shifts in the power balance between the Persian
Empire, various Turco-Mongol empires such as the Timurid Empire, and the
kingdom of Georgia. which experienced its largest extent in the 11" to 13"
centuries. This period is often described as the golden age of Georgia (Coene 2010:
113), particularly under the reign of Queen Tamar (1184-1212), as she exerted
influence over almost the entire Caucasus (Coene 2010: 114; Forsyth 2013: 143-
146). Medieval Dagestan was divided into various independent political entities
primarily ruled by Kumyks, Avars, Laks and Nogais (Forsyth 2013: 166-167).
Despite the difficult terrain of the region, Dagestan was one of the principal markets
of the Caucasus and consequently in extensive contact with the surrounding regions,
whereas the Avars were generally more isolated (Forsyth 2013: 167-169).

The Mongol Empire invaded the Caucasus in the 13" century, which ended
Georgia’s dominant status in the region, as it became a vassal of the Mongol khan
(Coene 2010: 120). The Mongol Empire eventually fractured into the Golden Horde
ruling the North Caucasus and the Ilkhanate controlling much of the South
Caucasus, which was followed by the disruptive invasions of the Timurids in the
late 14™ century (Coene 2010: 117). The South Caucasus was divided in the 15™
century into various Georgian kingdoms and the Oghuz states of Qara Qoyunlu and
later Agq Qoyunlu (Coene 2010: 118). The situation stabilised in the 16™ century, as
the South Caucasus was effectively divided between the Ottoman Empire in the
west and the Persian Empire in the east (Henze 1992: 64; King 2008: 23; Coene
2010: 120), with the Circassians, Ossetians, Chechens, Ingush in the North
Caucasus being largely self-governing (Forsyth 2013: 200).

This would drastically change in the 19" century® with the Russian Empire’s
subsequent conquest of the Caucasus ending in 1864 (Forsyth 2013: 285), thus
initiating the Russian hegemony which largely prevails to the present day. The
Russian conquest of the North Caucasus was particularly devastating as it was
marred by ethnic cleansing, displacement and mass deportations of almost the entire

3 The Russian Empire briefly annexed large swathes of the Caucasus during the reign of Peter the
Great, while the enduring annexation process was initiated under Catherine the Great in the late
18" century (King 2008: 25-26).
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Circassian nation, sometimes described as the Circassian genocide (Richmond
2013). The Nogais were also displaced in these wars (Forsyth 2013: 293), which
explains why the Nogais today are mainly found in north-eastern Dagestan and
Karachay-Cherkessia (Dobrushina, Daniel & Koryakov 2020: 34). Other peoples of
the North Caucasus, such as the Chechens, also fiercely resisted the Russian
invasion, which resulted in mass expulsions of Chechens to the Ottoman Empire in
the 19" century (Forsyth 2013: 295). The Russian Revolution followed some fifty
years after the full annexation of the Caucasus, and it resulted in the emergence of
the independent republics of Georgia, Armenia and Azerbaijan in 1918 (Coene
2010: 132). The Republic of the Union of Mountain Peoples of the Caucasus (or the
‘Mountain Republic’), which was a union of Circassians, Chechens, Ingush,
Dagestanians, Ossetians, Karachay-Balkars and Nogais, was however the first to
proclaim full independence from the recently proclaimed Russian Soviet Republic
in 1918 (Forsyth 2013: 360-365). These independent republics were short-lived, as
the entire Caucasus would become annexed by Soviet Russia in 1920-1921 (Forsyth
2013: 424-426).

The Soviet Union was declared in December 1922, and the early Soviet period
saw an increase in the documentation of the languages of the Caucasus, which was
an effort to increase the status and literacy of the various languages of the region
(Forsyth 2013: 441; Polinsky 2020: 5). The Chechens, Ingush, Karachays and
Balkars would later be severely oppressed during World War Il, as the entire
populations of these ethnic groups were deported to Central Asia in 1944 (Coene
2010: 137) and they were not allowed by Soviet authorities to return until 1956
(Kazenin 2020: 72, 78-80). During the Chechen and Ingush exile many
Dagestanians were forcibly relocated to Chechnya and Ingushetia by Soviet
authorities, but they all returned after 1956 (Comrie, Xalilov & Xalilova 2015: 16-
17; Isakov & Xalilov 2012: 10; Forker 2013: 6). The fall of the Soviet Union in
1991 led to the re-emergence of Georgian, Armenian and Azerbaijani independence,
but it also ignited humerous violent conflicts such as the Chechen wars, the Abkhaz
war, the conflict in South Ossetia, the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict* and the Ingush-
Ossetian conflict over Prigorodnyj raion (Coene 2010: 141-159), many of which
remain latent and unsolved to this day.

4 Which began already in 1988 (Coene 2010: 145-147).
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3.2.  Alinguistic overview of the Caucasus

The more than 60 languages that are indigenous to the Caucasus can be divided into
five language families: Kartvelian, Nakh-Dagestanian, Northwest Caucasian, Indo-
European and Turkic languages. The first three of these language families are
endemic to the Caucasus, and they are conventionally regarded as constituting three
separate language families. Although numerous efforts have been made in the past
to merge them into one or two families, any genealogical relationship between these
language families has not been convincingly demonstrated (Polinsky 2020),
although the grouping of two or all three language families are proposed by e.g.
Chirikba (2008), Kurdiani (2016) and Chukhua (2019).

Adyghe
Abzakh Adyghe
Shapsugo—xg— ¢
Adyghe Nogai
orerehe Abaza
A Karachay-Balkar
Ubykh o
Kabardian N
Ingush @
Abkhaz ovan Tron Ossetic Kok
Andi
. Ghodoberi  ®Karata
oMegrelian Chamalal &% @Ayar Standard
Khwarshig'Tindi Dargwa
Bats % g. oHunzib &, O Xaida
S T . f .
Old Georgian = BLhta.Archi @labasaran
i ¢ - @Aghul
Georgian Tsakhur ol OLezgian
|z .
Laz Juhuri
Khinalug .Budukh
Udi  Kryts
OTat
North
Classical ~ Eastern Azerbaijani
Armenian . jArmenian °
o oRrmenian
South
IAzerbai'ani
Talysh

Es(i, GEBCQ, Gariny NaturalVue

Map 3.1: All 56 languages included in the data, represented by coordinates and colour-coded
according to language family.

The Kartvelian or South Caucasian family has been the most spoken of these
endemic language families, with an estimated 4.4 million speakers (Testelets 2020:
492)°. However, according to Russian and Azerbaijani census data from 2019-2020,

5 This number is potentially too high, since the latest census states 3.25 million native speakers of
Georgian in Georgia, which would also include Megrelian and Svan (National Statistics Office of
Georgia 2014).
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the Nakh-Dagestanian languages are today spoken by more than 4.5 million
speakers (State Statistical Committee 2019; Federal State Statistic Service 2020),
and they are clearly the most numerous as they number potentially more than 40
languages (Dabrushina, Daniel & Koryakov 2020). The two most spoken languages
in the region are Russian and Azerbaijani, both belonging to the non-endemic
language families Indo-European and Turkic respectively.

3.2.1. Kartvelian languages

The Kartvelian (or South Caucasian) language family is population-wise the largest
of the three indigenous language families of the Caucasus, and consists of the four
languages Georgian, Megrelian, Svan and Laz, which are all spoken in or around
Georgia in the western South Caucasus. Georgian is the most spoken language of
the family at somewhere between 3.25 and 4 million speakers (National Statistics
Office of Georgia 2014; Testelets 2020: 492), and the culturally and politically most
important as the official language of the Republic of Georgia. Georgian has a long
written record, stretching back to the advent of Christianity in Georgia in the 4th
century AD (Tuite 2008a: 145), and it has since been the liturgical language of the
Georgian Orthodox Church.

Georgian has been written in the well-known Georgian alphabet known as
Mxedruli, the ‘knightly’ script, since the 11" century (Shanidze 1982: 12; Tuite
2008a: 147), while it was originally written in the Mrglovani ‘rounded’ or
Asomtavruli ‘majuscule’ script between the 5" and 9" centuries and later the
K'’utxovani ‘angular’ or Nusxuri ‘minuscule’ script between the 9" and 11"
centuries (Shanidze 1982: 11-12; Hewitt 1995: 4; Tuite 2008a: 146-147). The
Georgian language area is almost entirely within the borders of the modern Republic
of Georgia, while there are also Georgian-speaking communities in Russia, Turkey
and Azerbaijan (Testelets 2020: 491; Bolkvadze & Kiziria 2023: 6). The Fereydani
Georgian dialect is spoken in central Iran by descendants of Georgians who were
deported from Georgia by Shah Abbas | in 1614 (Bakuradze, Beridze &
Pourtskhvanidze 2020). There is also a Judeo-Georgian language, which is still
spoken by the Georgian Jewish community, but due to mass emigration from the
1970s to the 1990s it is mainly spoken in Israel today (Lomtadze & Enoch 2019:
23).

The second largest Kartvelian language is Megrelian, which is spoken by more
than 300,000 speakers in the region of Samegrelo in western Georgia and in south-
eastern Abkhazia (Rostovtsev-Popiel 2020: 530). The exact number of speakers is
unknown, as Megrelian has no official status in Georgia. Even though Megrelian is
generally not a written language it has an important body of literature and Megrelian
newspapers were published in the early Soviet period (Rostovtsev-Popiel 2020:
530-531). Megrelian also has a long history of linguistic description as was
described already in the late 19th century by Tsagareli (1880). Megrelian and
Georgian both belong to the Karto-Zan branch of the Kartvelian languages, where
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Megrelian belongs to the sub-branch Zan together with Laz (Rostovtsev-Popiel
2020: 529). Laz is primarily spoken in north-eastern Turkey close to the Georgian
border and in the Georgian village of Sarpi (Holisky 1991) by an unknown number
of speakers, with figures varying from 50,000 (Testelets 2020) to 250,000 (Kutscher
2008: 83). Laz has no official status in Turkey and the use of Laz has been severely
limited by the restrictive Turkish minority language policies of the 20" century
(Lacroix 2009: 5), but Laz has increasingly become a written language since the
introduction of a Latin alphabet orthography in 1984 by Lazoglu and Feuerstein
(Lacroix 2009: 6).
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Map 3.2: All Kartvelian languages included in the data, represented by coordinates.

The fourth Kartvelian language is Svan, which is spoken by approximately 50,000
speakers (Tuite 2017: 226) in the mountains of the northwest Georgian region of
Svaneti. Svan is the most divergent of the Kartvelian languages and forms a branch
of its own separated from the other Karto-Zan languages (Tuite 1997) and there are
considerable dialectal differences between Upper Svan and Lower Svan (Schmidt
1991). Svan is generally not a written language, although a sizeable Svan corpus
was produced in the early 20™ century (Tuite 1997: 3) and an increasing use of
written Svan has been observed with the advent of social media in the 21% century
(Tuite 2017: 233-239).
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The Nakh-Dagestanian or Northeast Caucasian language family is the most
numerous language-wise of the indigenous language families of the Caucasus, as it
contains more than 40 languages (Dobrushina, Daniel & Koryakov 2020). The
Nakh-Dagestanian languages are conventionally and geographically divided into
two main groups, the Nakh languages and the Dagestanian languages. This division
has recently been demonstrated to not be a valid genealogical classification though,
as the Dagestanian languages do not seem to form a true taxon (Ganenkov & Maisak
2020: 88). The Dagestanian languages form a highly diverse geographical grouping
that comprises more than 40 languages spread across six branches primarily within
the borders of the North Caucasian republic of Dagestan, i.e. Avar-Andic, Dargic,
Khinalug, Lak, Lezgic and Tsezic (Ganenkov & Maisak 2020).

Map 3.3: All Nakh-Dagestanian languages included in the data, represented by coordinates, colour-
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The Nakh branch

The Nakh languages comprise the three closely related languages Chechen, Ingush
and Bats. Chechen is the largest of all Nakh-Dagestanian languages with almost
1.65 million speakers (Federal State Statistic Service 2020), and it is the official
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language of the North Caucasian republic of Chechnya. Ingush is the official
language of the neighbouring republic of Ingushetia with more than 500,000
speakers (Federal State Statistic Service 2020). Both Chechen and Ingush have
written standards, and Chechen has a long literary tradition since the early 19"
century (Komen, Molochieva & Nichols 2020: 318).

The third Nakh language is Bats (also Tsova-Tush or Batsbi), which is spoken by
275-800 speakers in the village of Zemo Alvani in the Georgian region Kakheti
(Holisky & Gagua 1994; Hauk 2020; Wichers Schreur 2024). Bats was previously
spoken in the Tusheti region bordering Chechnya, but the Bats relocated to the
lowlands in the 19" century due to natural disasters (Hauk 2020). Bats has been
heavily influenced by Georgian due to centuries of persistent language contact
(Deseriev 1953: 5; Wichers Schreur 2024) and all speakers of Bats have been
bilingual in Georgian since at least the Soviet era (Hauk 2020: 4). Bats has been
written in various scripts since the 19™ century and there is a recent ongoing
initiative to introduce a standardised orthography (Hauk 2020).

Chechen
[ngush @
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Map 3.4: All Nakh languages included in the data, represented by coordinates.
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The Avar-Andic branch

The most spoken Dagestanian language is Avar with an ethnic population of at least
1 million (Forker 2020b: 243). As one of the official languages of Dagestan it
functions as a lingua franca and is taught in schools in western Dagestan amongst
Avars and various Andic and Tsezic peoples (Nichols 2020: 182), including Archis
(Alekseev et al. 2012; Forker 2020b) and Mehwebs (Dobrushina 2019a). Avar is
mainly spoken in Dagestan but there are also significant communities in northern
Azerbaijan, where there are more than 48,000 ethnic Avars (State Statistical
Committee 2019), and smaller Avar communities in Georgia (Forker 2020b) and
around Glineykdy in western Turkey (Alekseev et al. 2012: 24). Avar is one of few
Dagestanian languages to have a literary tradition predating the Russian period, as
Avar has a significant body of texts written in the Arabic script from the 15" century
up until the successive adoptions of first a Latin orthography in 1928 and later a
Cyrillic orthography in 1938 (Forker 2020b: 243). Since the Soviet period, there has
also been a rich literary tradition in Avar, and it is widely used in media and in
public life (Alekseev et al. 2012). Avar forms the Avar-Andic branch together with
the Andic languages described below. It is also important to consider the significant
dialectal variation that has been observed between the various dialects of Avar, as
some of these dialects might qualify as distinct languages (Dobrushina, Daniel &
Koryakov 2020: 30), particularly Zagatala Avar spoken in Azerbaijan (Forker
2020Db: 279).
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Map 3.5: All Avar-Andic languages included in the data, represented by coordinates.

46



The Andic languages are a diverse group of languages spoken in a small
mountainous area on the border to Chechnya in western Dagestan. Most of these
languages are only spoken in a handful of remote villages in a complex patchwork
where multilingualism has historically been the norm (Chirikba 2008: 30) and
multilingualism is still prevalent among speakers of the Andic languages (Ganenkov
& Maisak 2020: 92). The Andic languages all have relatively small speaker
communities, and there is no clearly dominant Andic language, as this role is held
by Avar (Alekseev et al. 2012). The largest language of the group is Andi in the
north, with somewhere around 22,500 speakers (Dobrushina, Daniel & Koryakov
2020: 30). Like Avar, Andi was first written in the Arabic script and a Latin
orthography was adopted in 1928, followed by a Cyrillic orthography in 1937,
which has been used to produce folklore and literary works (Aglarov 1994).

If considered as one language, Akhvakh would be the second most spoken Andic
language, with approximately 20,000 speakers (Creissels 2010: 105), but it is
nowadays often divided into Northern Akhvakh with 9,500 speakers and Southern
Akhvakh with 8,000 speakers (Dobrushina, Daniel & Koryakov 2020). The
Akhvakh results in this thesis refer exclusively to Northern Akhvakh. Northern
Akhvakh is also spoken in the village of Axaxdara in Azerbaijan (Creissels 2010).
The remaining Andic languages are found in a continuous area in some of the most
inaccessible parts of Dagestan. They are in descending order of speakers: Karata
(11,000), Chamalal (9,600), Tindi (9,300), Bagvalal (5,500), Botlikh (7,400) and
Ghodoberi (3,200) (Dobrushina, Daniel & Koryakov 2020: 30-31). Most of these
languages are fairly well described in Russian, e.g. Bagvalal (Kibrik et al. 2001) and
Chamalal (Magomedova 2004), while the only thorough description of Botlikh is a
grammar in Georgian by Gudava (1962).
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The Lezgic branch

The second largest Dagestanian language is Lezgian or Lezgi, with approximately
546,000 speakers (Dobrushina, Daniel & Koryakov 2020: 31), and it is spoken in
southernmost Dagestan and on the other side of the border in northern Azerbaijan
(Haspelmath 1993; Babaliyeva 2007). Lezgian is one of the official languages of
Dagestan, and has had an important body of literature since the introduction of its
first Latin orthography in the 1920s, which was subsequently replaced by a Cyrillic
orthography in the 1930s (Haspelmath 1993: 23-24). The influences from
neighbouring Azerbaijani are noticeable in Lezgian (Haspelmath 1993: 26), as
Azerbaijani has been an important lingua franca in southern Dagestan (Dobrushina,
Daniel & Koryakov 2020: 55). Lezgian is the main language of the diverse Lezgic
branch, which consists of nine languages on the border between Dagestan and
Azerbaijan. Tabasaran is the second largest Lezgic language, with approximately
140,000 speakers (Federal State Statistic Service 2020), just north of the Lezgian
language area, and Tabasaran is one of the official written languages of Dagestan
(Dobrushina, Daniel & Koryakov 2020).
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Map 3.6: All Lezgic languages included in the data, represented by coordinates.

The third and fourth largest languages are Rutul and Aghul, spoken by
approximately 33,000 speakers each (Federal State Statistic Service 2020), both to
the west of the Lezgian language area. Both Rutul and Aghul are official languages
of Dagestan (Dobrushina, Daniel & Koryakov 2020). The fifth Lezgic language
with official status in Dagestan is Tsakhur, which is mainly spoken to the west of
Rutul in north-western Azerbaijan and along the Dagestanian border by more than
24,000 speakers (State Statistical Committee 2019; Federal State Statistic Service
2020). Two of the remaining Lezgic languages are spoken entirely in Azerbaijan,
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i.e. Kryts or Kryz with estimates ranging from 300 to maximally 2,000 speakers
(Authier 2009; State Statistical Committee 2019) and the severely endangered
Budukh with approximately 200 speakers (Dobrushina, Daniel & Koryakov 2020).

The Udi language has historically been spoken in north-western Azerbaijan but,
due to the pervasive Armenian-Azerbaijani conflict, the Udis, who are traditionally
Christians, have largely emigrated since the 1980s to Russia, with the exception of
the Udi villages Nic in Azerbaijan and Zinobiani in Georgia (Alekseev et al. 2008:
5-6). Udi is spoken by more than 5,000 speakers, of which the majority live in
Azerbaijan (State Statistical Committee 2019; Federal State Statistic Service 2020).
The relatively recent discovery of numerous early Christian texts in Caucasian
Albanian (or Aghwan) suggests that it is a relative and a potential ancestor of
modern Udi (Gippert et al. 2008). The last Lezgic language is Archi, which is
spoken to the northwest of the rest of the group by approximately 1,200 speakers in
Archib and surrounding villages in Dagestan (Chumakina 2020). As Archi is spoken
in an area completely surrounded by Avar and Lak, Archis have traditionally been
proficient in at least Avar but also Lak, and since Archi is not recognised by
Dagestani authorities, Archi children are taught Avar in school (Chumakina 2020).
Archi is amongst the most well-described Lezgic languages, and it is known for its
rich consonant inventory (Chumakina, Bond & Corbett 2016).
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The Dargic branch

The third largest Dagestanian branch is the Dargic languages, spoken by more than
580,000 speakers in eastern Dagestan (Federal State Statistic Service 2020).
Standard Dargwa or Literary Dargwa, is one of the official languages of Dagestan,
and although the standard is based on Northern Dargwa, closest to Aqusha and
Urakhi Dargwa, it is used as the written language for all Dargins (Dobrushina,
Daniel & Koryakov 2020: 31). Dargwa was written in the Arabic script until 1928,
when a Latin orthography was adopted, and like most other Dagestanian languages
it adopted a Cyrillic orthography in 1938 (Forker 2020b: 8). Before the adoption of
Standard Dargwa the lingua franca in the Dargic speaking areas of Dagestan was
Kumyk (Forker 2020b: 9). Dargwa has since the Soviet era been officially and
conventionally treated as one language (Sumbatova 2020), and the number of
Dargic languages and their exact internal classification is not universally agreed
upon. According to some linguists, e.g. Koryakov, there could be as many as 17
individual Dargic languages (Koryakov 2002).
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Map 3.7: All Dargic languages included in the data, represented by coordinates.

The Dargic languages are typically divided into a northern group and a southern
group, but the overall internal classification is unclear (Ganenkov & Maisak 2020:
89). The northern group comprises, e.g. Northern Dargwa, i.e. the basis of Standard
Dargwa, which has approximately 133,000 speakers, Muira with 34,500 speakers
and Mehweb (or Megeb) with approximately 800-900 speakers (Dobrushina
2019a). The southern group comprises, e.g. the closely related Itsari Dargwa and
Sanzhi Dargwa, which are included in this thesis and they have together 2,000
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speakers (Dobrushina, Daniel & Koryakov 2020). Xaidaq (or Kaytag), Kubachi and
Chirag are generally classified as separate Dargic sub-branches (Ganenkov &
Maisak 2020). The Mehwebs live surrounded by Avar and Lak communities as they
are geographically separated from the other Dargins, and Mehweb children are
taught Avar and not Standard Dargwa in school (Dobrushina 2019a).

The Tsezic branch

The Tsezic (or Didoic) branch contains five relatively small languages that are
spoken in the most mountainous regions of western Dagestan. Tsezic is, together
with their northern neighbours the Andic languages, one of two branches not having
any language with the status of official written language of Dagestan (Dobrushina,
Daniel & Koryakov 2020), as Avar has been the historical lingua franca of the
Tsezic peoples (Nichols 2020: 183).

Khwarshi

Tsez J
Hinu gﬁ IHunznb
©Bezhta

Esri, GEBCO, Garmin, Naturaivue

Map 3.8: All Tsezic languages included in the data, represented by coordinates.

Tsez or Dido is the largest Tsezic language with between 12,300 and 17,000
speakers (Dobrushina, Daniel & Koryakov 2020; Federal State Statistic Service
2020) and it is spoken in westernmost Dagestan on the border to Georgia. The
second largest Tsezic language is likely Khwarshi which is spoken to the north of
Tsez, but the estimated number of speakers varies from approximately 3,300 to
8,500 speakers (Khalilova 2009; Federal State Statistic Service 2020). The closely
related languages Bezhta, with more than 8,000 speakers, and Hunzib, with almost
3,500 speakers (Federal State Statistic Service 2020), are spoken to the southeast of

51



Tsez and in a few communities in north-eastern Georgia (Isakov & Xalilov 2012:
10; Comrie, Xalilov & Xalilova 2015: 16-17).

The last Tsezic language is Hinug (or Hinukh) with about 600 speakers (Forker
2013; Federal State Statistic Service 2020). The Tsezic languages are generally not
written and Tsez has the official status of an unwritten language in Dagestan, as
Avar has historically been the main lingua franca and language of instruction for the
Tsezic communities (Bokarev 1959). The Tsezic languages have also been in close
contact with Georgian, due to their geographical location and economic ties, for
millennia (Comrie & Khalilov 2009: 418). Most Tsezic communities have therefore
had some proficiency in Georgian up until the fall of the Soviet Union, as the
Georgian-Russian conflicts have largely limited Georgian-Dagestanian contacts
(Comrie & Khalilov 2009: 418; Isakov & Xalilov 2012: 12; Forker 2013). It is worth
mentioning that there are also Tsezic speaking communities in central and northern
Dagestan as a result of Soviet re-localisation programmes in the 1960s and 1970s
(Forker 2013: 6).

Lak

The Lak language forms its own branch of the Dagestanian languages, and is one of
the official languages of Dagestan (Friedman 2020) with approximately 144,000
speakers (Federal State Statistic Service 2020). Lak is spoken between Avar and the
Dargic languages in southern Dagestan, and it was described by Uslar already in the
late 19" century (Uslar 1890). Lak is renowned for having one of the largest case
systems in the world (Friedman 1992).
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Map 3.9: The location of Lak and Khinalug, represented by coordinates.
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Lak was first written in the Arabic script and the first attested extant text in Lak is
from the 16" century, although the earliest attestation of written Lak is from the 10"
century (Friedman 2020: 202). The Arabic script was used up until the adoption of
a Latin orthography in 1928, which was subsequently used until the adoption of its
current Cyrillic orthography in 1938 (Zirkov 1955: 5). Lak was an important lingua
franca in central Dagestan before the Soviet period (Friedman 2020).

Khinalug

The last Dagestanian language is Khinalug, which also forms a branch of its own,
and it is spoken by around 2,300 speakers in the village Xinaliq in northern
Azerbaijan (Rind-Pawlowski 2023). Khinalug has previously been considered a part
of the Lezgic branch, but it is today generally classified as belonging to a separate
branch (Khvtisiashvili 2013), as the similarities might rather be due to Lezgic
influences since Khinalug is surrounded by Lezgic languages. The lingua franca of
the Khinalugs is Azerbaijani however, and almost all speakers of Khinalug also
speak Azerbaijani (Khvtisiashvili 2013: 13; Kibrik 1994b: 369). Khinalug is
generally not written and it was not until the 1980s that the first texts in Khinalug
were produced in a Cyrillic orthography by local poet Rahim Alhas (Dobrushina,
Daniel & Koryakov 2020: 44), which was later followed by a slightly different
Cyrillic orthography by Ganieva (2002). Kibrik and Rind-Pawlowski have since
been involved in introducing a Latin orthography that is closer to the Azerbaijani
orthography (Khvtisiashvili 2013).
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3.2.3. Northwest Caucasian languages

The Northwest Caucasian (NWC) or Abkhaz-Adyghe language family is a group of
at least four extant languages, historically spoken along the north-eastern shores of
the Black Sea extending into the western North Caucasus in a continuous area from
the Kuban river and the Sea of Azov to Chechnya and Ossetia (Kuipers 1960;
Smeets 1984; Colarusso 1992). The Northwest Caucasian languages were severely
affected by the Russian conquest in the 19" century, as large numbers were
massacred and forcibly displaced from their former homelands (Henze 1992: 96;
Kuipers 1960). An estimated 1.2 to 1.5 million Caucasian refugees were driven out
of the Northwest Caucasus in the 1860’s and 1870’s as a result of the Russian
conquest, of which many perished en route (Henze 1992: 96-97; Coene 2010: 128).

Today, the Northwest Caucasian languages are therefore significantly decimated
in their original homelands and only spoken in four non-contiguous areas in the
three North Caucasian republics of Adygea, Kabardino-Balkaria, Karachay-
Cherkessia and in the de facto independent republic of Abkhazia (Arkadiev &
Lander 2020). There is however still an important Northwest Caucasian diaspora as
Circassians, Ubykhs, Abkhazians and Abazins were expelled en masse in the 19"
century to the then Ottoman Empire (Colarusso 1992; Henze 1992; Kumakhov &
Vamling 2009: 19), resulting in Northwest Caucasian languages still being spoken
in Turkey, Syria, Jordan and Israel (Arkadiev & Lander 2020). The Northwest
Caucasian languages are conventionally divided into two main branches, the
Circassian branch and the Abkhaz-Abaza branch, where the extinct Ubykh forms a
separate branch as its exact position within the family is disputed (Fenwick 2011:
9).
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Map 3.10: All Northwest Caucasian languages included in the data, represented by coofdinafés. The
coordinates for Abzakh Adyghe, Shapsug Adyghe and Ubykh reflect their historical language areas.
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The Circassian branch

The Circassian branch comprises the two closely related languages Kabardian and
Adyghe, which are sometimes described as one macro-language, and they are the
most spoken languages of the family by far. Kabardian, East Circassian or
Kabardino-Cherkess is spoken by 515,000 to 600,000 speakers in Russia alone
(Arkadiev & Lander 2020: 370; Federal State Statistic Service 2020) and as much
as a third of all Kabardian speakers live in Turkey (Applebaum 2013: 5), while the
number of ethnic Kabardians is even higher in Turkey than in Russia (Arkadiev &
Lander 2020). Kabardian is an official language of the republics of Kabardino-
Balkaria and Karachay-Cherkessia (Arkadiev & Lander 2020).

Adyghe or West Circassian is spoken by between 114,000 and 117,500 speakers
in Russia alone (Arkadiev & Lander 2020: 370; Federal State Statistic Service
2020), while there are no reliable figures for the number of Adyghe speakers in the
diaspora, which are primarily scattered across Turkey, Jordan and Syria (Jaimoukha
2001: 101-112). There are also two Circassian villages in Israel, primarily of
Shapsug Adyghe descent with a population of approximately 3,400 people
(Jaimoukha 2001: 114). Adyghe or Standard Adyghe is an official language in the
Republic of Adygea (Arkadiev & Lander 2020). Adyghe is the most heterogeneous
language of the family and there are four major dialects that persist to this day,
namely Abzakh or Abadzekh Adyghe, Shapsug Adyghe, Temirgoy Adyghe and
Bzhedug Adyghe (Smeets 1984: 41; Arkadiev & Lander 2020). The Temirgoy
dialect is the basis of Standard Adyghe (Rogava & KeraSeva 1966), and together
with Bzhedug Adyghe are the two most important dialects in Adygea (Smeets 1984:
55). The Abzakh Adyghe and Shapsug Adyghe are today more or less only spoken
in the diaspora, and they are the two main Adyghe dialects spoken in Turkey
(Smeets 1984: 51).

The Abkhaz-Abaza branch

The Abkhaz-Abaza branch consists of the two closely related languages Abkhaz
and Abaza. Abkhaz is the largest of the two and is spoken by somewhere between
129,000 and 190,000 speakers, primarily in Abkhazia (O’Herin 2020). Abkhaz is
the official language of Abkhazia, and it has a strong written tradition, as there is an
important body of Abkhaz-language literature and Abkhaz-language media
(O’Herin 2020). The modern history of written Abkhaz is a multitude of different
orthographies, as Uslar proposed the first Cyrillic orthography in 1862, but it was
followed by a new Cyrillic orthography by Machavariani and Gulia in 1892, which
in turn became widely used in Abkhaz schools in Chochua’s revised version from
1909 (Chirikba 2003a: 15). In the late 1920s, first Marr and later Jakovlev
introduced their own Latin orthographies, which were replaced by a Georgian
orthography in 1938, used until Chochua’s Cyrillic orthography was reintroduced
in 1954 (Chirikba 2003a: 15).

Due to the mass exodus of almost 60% of all Abkhazians after the Russian
conquest in 1864 (Chirikba 2003a: 6), there are even larger Abkhazians populations
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in the diaspora of Turkey and Syria where there are numerous Abkhaz villages, but
many of these communities are today fully Turkish- or Arabic-speaking (Chirikba
2003a; O’Herin 2020). The Abkhazians have been in longstanding contact with the
neighbouring Megrelians, which has resulted in numerous Megrelian loanwords in
Abkhaz (Chirikba 2003a: 14), and Abkhaz-Megrelian bilingualism has been
reported in southern Abkhazia (Dobrushina, Daniel & Koryakov 2020). The early
Soviet era was characterised by efforts to introduce Georgian as the main language
of Abkhazia, e.g. by replacing Abkhaz with Georgian as the language of instruction
in Abkhazian schools (Chirikba 2003a: 15). The lingua franca has been Russian
since at least the 1950s (Chirikba 2003a: 15) and Russian is the main language of
urban Abkhazia, especially among younger Abkhazians (Dobrushina, Daniel &
Koryakov 2020).

The Abaza language is spoken by approximately 37,800 speakers, primarily in
the Republic of Karachay-Cherkessia, and like the Abkhazians there has also been
an important Abaza diaspora in Turkey since the 1870s (O’Herin 2002; O’Herin
2020). Abaza is one of the official languages of Karachay-Cherkessia and it is taught
as an elective subject in schools (O’Herin 2020). The first efforts to write in Abaza
were made in the Arabic script in the late 19" and early 20" centuries, and in 1932
a Latin orthography was adopted, which was later replaced by the current Cyrillic
orthography in 1938 (Tabulova 1976: 9).

Ubykh

The last Northwest Caucasian language of Ubykh is perhaps the most famous, as it
prominently had one of the largest consonant inventories ever recorded outside
Africa (Fenwick 2011: 17). Ubykh was historically spoken in the area of modern
Sochi (Kumakhov & Vamling 2009: 19), but as a result of the Ubykhs’ fierce
resistance to the Russian invasion, the entire Ubykh nation was deported to the
Ottoman Empire in 1864 (Fenwick 2011: 12). The Ubykhs relocated to modern day
western Anatolia where they formed several villages up until the end of the 20™
century. The last known speaker of Ubykh, Tevfik Esenc, died in 1992 (Fenwick
2011: 11). The exact relationship between Ubykh and the other Northwest
Caucasian languages is not agreed upon, and Chirikba argues that it is a transitional
branch between Circassian and Abkhaz-Abaza (Chirikba 1996: 7-8).
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3.2.4. Indo-European languages in the Caucasus

Indo-European languages have been spoken in the South Caucasus for millennia,
but it is difficult to determine when they first arrived in the region. Armenian and
various Iranian languages have been present in the Caucasus since at least classical
antiquity (Coene 2010: 93-94; Belayev 2020). Russian has however been the most
important lingua franca and most spoken Indo-European language in the region
since the late 19" century (Chirikba 2008: 30), with more than one million reporting
Russian as their first language in the South Caucasus and the republics of the North
Caucasus (Dabrushina, Daniel & Koryakov 2020; Federal State Statistic Service
2020).

Iron Ossetic

el
oJuhuri
Tat
Armenian | pArmenian
olalysh

Egii. GEBCO, Garnin. NaturalVue

Map 3.11: All Indo-European languages included in the data, represented by coordinates.

Armenian

The second largest Indo-European language in the Caucasus after Russian is Eastern
Armenian, which together with Western Armenian is one of the two extant main
varieties of Modern Armenian. Eastern Armenian is spoken by approximately 4
million speakers, primarily in Armenia, but also in the previously de facto
independent Nagorno-Karabakh region of Azerbaijan, Georgia, Abkhazia, Iran and
in the Krasnodar krai in Russia (Dum-Tragut 2009; Belayev 2020: 575). Eastern
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Armenian is the official language of Armenia, and has a long-standing literary
tradition reaching back to the translation of the Bible into Classical Armenian in the
5" century AD (Dum-Tragut 2009). Classical Armenian, i.e. Grabar, is still used as
the liturgical language of the Armenian Apostolic Church, and it was used as the
literary language for both Eastern and Western Armenian until the 18" century
(Dum-Tragut 2009).

The historical Armenian language area was drastically decimated in the early 20"
century as a result of the Armenian genocide in the aftermath of the dissolution of
the Ottoman Empire (Belayev 2020), which has essentially displaced the entire
Western Armenian population. Western Armenian is now more or less only spoken
in the diaspora and by a minority of the small remaining Armenian community in
Turkey (Ajello 1997: 197). There is however one Western Armenian dialect that is
still widely spoken in the Caucasus, Homshetsma, which is spoken by Hamshen
Armenians along the Black Sea coast in north-eastern Turkey and Abkhazia (Vaux
2007).

The Iranian languages

The contemporary Iranian languages of the Caucasus belong to three fairly distantly
related branches, North-East Iranian, North-West Iranian and South-West Iranian
(Belyaev 2020). The North-East Iranian language of Ossetic (or Ossetian) is the
most important Iranian language of the region and it is spoken by approximately
500,000 speakers in the North Caucasian republic of North Ossetia-Alania and in
the de facto independent republic of South Ossetia (Belayev 2020). Ossetic is likely
a descendant of the poorly attested Alanic language®, and there is important dialectal
differences between the two main dialects of Iron and Digor as they are not mutually
intelligible (Erschler 2020: 641). Ossetic is the official language of both North
Ossetia-Alania and South Ossetia, but the main language of instruction in Ossetian
schools is Russian, and communication between Digor and Iron speakers is carried
out in Russian (Erschler 2020: 642).

The first attested texts in modern Ossetic were written in various Cyrillic and
Georgian orthographies from 1798 and onwards (Bagaev 1965: 10). In the late 19™
century a Cyrillic orthography was adopted (Belyaev 2020: 575), which was later
followed by the introduction of a Latin orthography in 1923 (Erschler 2020). In
1938, two separate orthographies emerged, as a Cyrillic orthography was introduced
in North Ossetia and a Georgian orthography was introduced in South Ossetia, a
situation which lasted until 1954, when the Cyrillic orthography was adopted in
South Ossetia as well (Erschler 2020).

The North-West Iranian language of Talysh or Talyshi is spoken on the edge of
the South Caucasus along the Caspian coast (Stilo 2015). Talysh is mainly spoken
in Iran but there is an important Northern Talysh community in southern Azerbaijan,

6 Alanic has been attested in inscriptions from the 101-12" century and a manuscript from the 14" or
15" century, all in the Greek alphabet (Erschler 2020).
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and the estimated total number of Talysh speakers varies considerably, from official
Azerbaijani figures of approximately 43,000 speakers (State Statistical Committee
2019), to 200,000 (Belyaev 2020: 575) and possibly more than 500,000 speakers in
Azerbaijan alone (Stilo 2015: 415). The Talysh autonomist movement proclaimed
the short-lived Talysh-Mughan Autonomous Republic in 1993, which possibly
affects the official figures, as this is still a politically sensitive issue in Azerbaijan
(Coene 2010: 161-162).

Talysh is interesting from a linguistic point of view, as it likely descends from the
North-West Iranian languages that were spoken in pre-Turkic Azerbaijan, i.e.
Median and Parthian (Schulze 2000; Stilo 2015). Talysh is generally not a written
language, but a Latin orthography was introduced in the late 1920s (Asatrian &
Borjian 2005), which was later abandoned in 1935 for political reasons (Schulze
2000: 7). During this brief period the language was used in schools and a number of
texts and newspapers were published in Talysh (Asatrian & Borjian 2005; Schulze
2000). Talysh is officially recognised as a language in Azerbaijan (Stilo 2015: 412)
and efforts have been made to reintroduce the Latin orthography (Schulze 2000)
with sporadic publications in Talysh in the post-Soviet era (Asatrian & Borjian
2005). There are also Northern Kurdish or Kurmanji-speaking communities
scattered across the South Caucasus, with as many as 60,000 speakers, with an
important Yezidi population in Armenia (Dobrushina, Daniel & Koryakov 2020:
32).

The third Iranian branch of South-West Iranian languages in the Caucasus has
two members, Juhuri (or Judeo-Tat) and Tat (or Muslim Tat). These two closely
related languages are spoken by descendants of Persian migrations in late antiquity
(Belyaev 2020: 574), and the Tat languages were once spoken in urban settlements
of southern Dagestan and northern Azerbaijan (Borjian 2015). The Jewish Tats,
historically known as Mountain Jews, are today mainly found in Israel due to mass
emigration (Belyaev 2020: 575), but there is still an important Jewish Tat
community in Qirmiz1 Qasaba in Azerbaijan, where their language Juhuri is still
spoken (Borjian 2015: 269). The Muslim Tat community is declining due to
assimilation, and their language has between 9,000 and 20,000 speakers, primarily
in Azerbaijan (State Statistical Committee 2019; Belyaev 2020).

Greek

Greek-speaking communities have also been present in the Caucasus since at least
the 1820s, particularly in southern and western Georgia but also in Abkhazia
(Loladze 2016: 178). The majority of these Greek-speaking communities have
historically spoken Pontic Greek, which was previously also widely spoken in the
region of Pontus in modern day Turkey (Loladze 2016: 178). However, the vast
majority of these Pontic Greeks have migrated to Greece or Russia since the fall of
the Soviet Union (Loladze 2016: 176; Dobrushina, Daniel & Koryakov 2020: 33),
and the latest Georgian census reported only around 5,500 Greeks in Georgia
(National Statistics Office of Georgia 2014).
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3.2.5. Turkic languages in the Caucasus

Nogai
Karachay-Balkar

Kumyk
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Azerbaijani
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Azerbaijani

Esci. GEBCO, Garpin, Naturalvile

Map 3.12: All Turkic languages included in the data, represented by coordinates.

The Oghuz languages

The Turkic languages of the Caucasus belong to two different branches, Oghuz and
Kipchak. Oghuz is by far the largest of the two and contains the closely related
languages Azerbaijani and Turkish. Azerbaijani or Azeri has historically been an
important lingua franca in the Caucasus, and it was a court language of the Safavid
Empire from the 16™ century onwards (Ragagnin 2022) and did not lose this status
in Iran until the fall of the Qajar dynasty in 1925 (Bulut 2022: 288). The Russian
conquest of the South Caucasus in the mid-19" century changed the situation, but
Azerbaijani remained an important lingua franca particularly in southern Dagestan
up until the Soviet era (Dobrushina, Daniel & Koryakov 2020: 55). Azerbaijani is
conventionally divided into North and South Azerbaijani along the 19™ century
border between the Russian Empire and the Persian Empire after the treaty of
Giilistan in 1813 (Forsyth 2013: 307-308). North Azerbaijani is the official language
of the Republic of Azerbaijan, and it is spoken by more than 10 million speakers,
primarily in Azerbaijan, eastern Georgia and southern Dagestan (National Statistics
Office of Georgia 2014; State Statistical Committee 2019; Federal State Statistic
Service 2020). South Azerbaijani is spoken in north-western Iran, i.e. Iranian
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Azerbaijan, and the number of speakers of South Azerbaijani is uncertain, but
assessed to be more than 12 million (Bulut 2022: 289).

Before the partition of Azerbaijan in the 19" century Azerbaijani was universally
written in the Arabic script, which is still used for South Azerbaijani (Bulut 2022),
and there is an important body of Azerbaijani literature and poetry from as early as
the 15" century (Johanson 2022b: 86). The Soviet era ended this as North
Azerbaijani transitioned to a Latin orthography in 1929, which was later replaced
by a Cyrillic orthography in 1939, only to revert to a Turkish-inspired orthography
after the Republic of Azerbaijan regained its independence in the 1990s (Ragagnin
2022). Turkish was historically spoken by large numbers of Meskhetian Turks in
south-western Georgia (Dobrushina, Daniel & Koryakov 2020: 33), which changed
in 1944 when they were deported en masse to Central Asia (Kazenin 2020: 79),
while most Meskhetian Turks today reside outside of Georgia in various Turkic-
speaking post-Soviet republics and Turkey (Boeschoten 2022: 4). There is also a
Greek community speaking Caucasian Urum in the region of Kvemo Kartli in
southern Georgia (Loladze 2016: 178). Caucasian Urum is a variety of Anatolian
Turkish (Hofler et al. 2016: 172), and should not be confused with the Kipchak
language’ Crimean Urum, primarily spoken around Mariupol in Ukraine (Smolina
2008: 8).

The Kipchak languages

The second branch of Turkic languages in the Caucasus are the three Kipchak
languages Kumyk, Karachay-Balkar and Nogai. Kumyk is the largest of these with
more than 520,000 speakers primarily residing in the lowlands of central Dagestan
(Federal State Statistic Service 2020). Kumyk is an official language of Dagestan,
and Kumyks are the third largest ethnic group in the republic after Avars and
Dargins (Kazenin 2020: 68). Kumyk has historically also been an important lingua
franca for various ethnic groups in central Dagestan (Dobrushina, Daniel &
Koryakov 2020; Forker 2020b). Karachay-Balkar is the second largest Kipchak
language of the Caucasus, as it is spoken by more than 340,000 speakers (Federal
State Statistic Service 2020) and it is an official language of Kabardino-Balkaria
and Karachay-Cherkessia (Dobrushina, Daniel & Koryakov 2020). Karachay-
Balkar consists of the two closely related dialects Karachay and Balkar, which share
one written standard. Parts of the Karachay community fled to the Ottoman Empire
after the Russian conquest in the 19™ century and there is still a small Karachay
community in Turkey today (Seegmiller 1996). Karachays and Balkars were mass-
deported by Soviet authorities in the 1940s to Central Asia, but the majority returned
when they were allowed to repatriate in 1957 (Kazenin 2020: 78-80).

The last Kipchak language spoken in the Caucasus is Nogai or Noghay, which is
most closely related to Kazakh and Karakalpak (Karakog 2022). The Nogai Horde
ruled the steppes north of the Caspian Sea between the Volga and the Ural during

" Crimean Urum has elements of both Kipchak and Oghuz however (Smolina 2008: 8).
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the 15™ and 16™ centuries (Karakog 2005), but they later split up into the Lesser
Nogai Horde and the Greater Nogai Horde. The Greater Horde migrated southwards
to settle along the Terek River in the northeast Caucasus, and the Lesser Horde
migrated westwards to settle east of the Crimean Khanate by the Sea of Azov and
north of the Kuban river (Forsyth 2013: 239). The Lesser Horde was weakened by
the Russian annexation of the Crimean Khanate in 1783, and the Nogais of the
Kuban plain were almost completely exterminated by Russian massacres in the late
18" century (Forsyth 2013: 246), while the extant Nogai community are descendants
of the Greater Horde. Nogai is today spoken by between 77,000 and 104,000
speakers in Dagestan, Chechnya, Karachay-Cherkessia and the Stavropol region
(Federal State Statistic Service 2020; Boeschoten 2022: 6), and it is an official
language of Dagestan and Karachay-Cherkessia (Dobrushina, Daniel & Koryakov
2020: 40).
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4.Methodology

4.1. Affixal data

The Caucaffix data set® is a compilation of 11,016 nominal and verbal affixes from
56 languages from the five language families spoken in the Caucasus. These affixes
have been coded for affix type, i.e. prefix, suffix, infix, circumfix and transfix,
grammatical function and phonological form. The phonological form of each affix
has been coded according to its phonotactics, i.e. syllable structure, and thereafter
its consonants and vowels. Allomorphs and allophones were included whenever
they were mentioned in the grammatical descriptions, in order to capture all
available variation, as segmental morphologically conditioned phonology is a well-
known phenomenon in, e.g. Turkish (Inkelas 2011: 69).

I decided not to collect any prosodic information, as my focus has been solely
segmental, which is worth problematising (Kiparsky 2018: 57). The interaction
between affixation and, e.g. accent and stress patterns is undeniably central in many
languages (Inkelas 2011: 70) and even more so with morphology that is only
distinguished on a tonal level, such as Hausa imperatives (Inkelas 2011: 97). The
decision not to consider this was mainly based on the nature of the available
literature, as it does not always offer satisfactory prosodic descriptions (Borise
2020: 758), and since affixes seldom map exclusively to certain suprasegmental
processes (Inkelas 2011: 76). | have also encountered morphologically motivated
partial reduplication, which has been extensively discussed within the frameworks
of, e.g. Prosodic Morphology and Optimality Theory (Inkelas 2011: 93), but this
could not be stored in the data as the phonological form of these reduplications is
fully reliant on the lexical context.

4.1.1. Data structure

The data are structured according to the principle that each allophone of an affix
with a particular grammatical function constitutes one entry which in turn is
connected to 91 variables. These 91 variables can be divided into three categories:
12 metadata variables, 33 grammatical variables and 46 phonological variables. The
first variable is a unique six-digit identification number where the first digit

8 https://zenodo.org/records/13902383
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indicates language family, the second digit indicates language family sub-branch
and the third digit is unique for the individual language, e.g. Georgian has
identification numbers beginning with 100XXX, Megrelian has 101XXX and
Chechen has 200XXX. The second variable is the phonological representation of
the specific affix, which in itself is mainly used for referential purposes. Each affix
is thereafter attributed to its language and the two metadata variables of associated
language family branch and language family.

The two subsequent variables are the most fundamental as they encode fix type,
i.e. suffix, prefix, infix, circumfix or transfix, and word class, i.e. if the affix is
nominal or verbal. The variables Fix type and Word class are followed by 31
grammatical variables, which are presented in the section Grammatical categories
below. These are followed by the variable Phonotactics, which encodes the syllable
structure of the affix, and the 44 phonological variables. The phonological variables
encode the consonantal and vocalic segments of each affix. Each affix can consist
of up to five consonants and five vowels, encoded as Ci, Cy, Cs, C4, Cs, V1, V2, Vs,
V4 and Vs. The consonants were coded according to place of articulation, manner of
articulation and voicing, i.e. C; Place, C1 Manner, C; Voicing, etc., thereby making
each consonant a combination of three variables, which | henceforth refer to as the
trivariate consonant.

Secondary features such as aspiration, labialisation and consonant length were
also included in the data but not as separate variables, as this was only encoded by
the IPA symbol. The reason for not including secondary features as separate
variables was largely due to presence of consonants with multiple secondary
features in the Caucasus, e.g. [k:*] and [k*!], which would require encoding e.g.
aspiration, labialisation and consonant length as separate variables, thus leading to
at least a hexavariate consonant model. An alternative would be to encode multiple
features as one value, which is not optimal from a comparative perspective.

The vowels were coded according to vowel height, vowel backness and rounding,
thereby generating three variables for each vowel, which subsequently forms the
trivariate vowel. The last seven columns contain metadata in the form of a
Comments field in which potentially relevant information is added that cannot be
captured by the other variables, and three possible slots for sources and the page on
which the affix was found.

4.1.2. Languages

The aim of the affixal data set was to compile affixes from all endemic languages
of the Caucasus, which presents an obvious question, i.e. what qualifies as an
endemic language of the Caucasus? This is clearly a matter of discussion, but | could
distinguish at least 65 languages or sufficiently divergent language varieties, of
which 56 of these were sufficiently described to constitute a representative
language-specific affix inventory (see table 4.1 for further details).
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Table 4.1: The 56 languages of the Caucaffix data set accordin

to genealogy.

Language Family Language Language Family Language
family branch (1SO-639-3) family branch (1S0O-639-3)
Chechen (che) Georgian (kat)
Nakh Ingush (inh Old Georgi
gush (inh) _ Karto-Zan e_orglan (oge)
Bats (bbl) Kartvelian Megrelian (xmf)
Avar (ava) Laz (1zz)
Andi (ani) Svan Svan (sva)
Tindi (tin) Kabardian (kbd)
Avar- Bagvalal (kva) . . Adyghe (ady)
Andic [ Chamalal (cji) o Cireassian 1= b zakh Adyghe (3
orthwest
Karata (kpt) Caucasian Shapsug Adyghe (-)
Akhvakh (akv) Abkhaz- Abkhaz (abk)
Ghodoberi (gdo) Abaza Abaza (abq)
Lezgian (lez) Ubykh Ubykh (uby)
Tabasaran (tab) Armenian Eastern Armenla'n (hye)
Rutul (rut) Classical Armenian (xcl)
Aghul (agx) Indo- Iron Ossetic (0ss)
Lezgic Tsakhur (tkr) European . Talysh (tly)
Nakh- — Iranian
. Udi (udi) Tat (ttt)
Dagestanian ——
Kryts (kry) Juhuri (jdt)
Budukh (bdk) Oahuz North Azerbaijani (azj)
Archi (aqc) g South Azerbaijani (azb)
Standard Dargwa (dar) | Turkic Karachay-Balkar (krc)
Xaidaq (xdq) Kipchak Kumyk (kum)
Dargic Kubachi (ugh) Nogai (nog)
Itsari Dargwa (-)
Sanzhi Dargwa (-)
Mehweb (-)
Tsez (ddo)
Khwarshi (khv)
Tsezic Hinugq (gin)
Bezhta (kap)
Hunzib (huz)
Lak Lak (Ibe)
Khinalug | Khinalug (kjj)

Since the compiled data comprised approximately 85% of the postulated goal of 65
endemic languages, the outcome of the data collection ought to be satisfactory as
this was more than initially excepted. Among the languages that were not included
in the data set are Botlikh, Caucasian Albanian or Aghwan, Sirhwa Dargwa, Chirag,
Western Armenian, Homshetsi Armenian, Digor Ossetic and Caucasian Greek due
to insufficient or inaccessible documentation. Tanti Dargwa and Pontic Greek could
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have been included as it has been thoroughly described recently by Sumbatova &
Lander (2014) and Berikashvili (2017), but it was excluded due to time limitations.
The original aim was to also include Russian, Turkish and Persian as all three have
been important linguae francae, but they fail to qualify as endemic languages of the
Caucasus. Russian, Turkish and Persian would have been interesting from a
language contact perspective and as non-Caucasian reference languages, which is
why | have included them in the lexical data.

4.1.3. Grammatical categories

The selection of grammatical categories was primarily based on the criterion that
each category had to be relevant for at least two language families, which yielded
an initial list of 19 grammatical functions: case, number, person, tense, mood,
aspect, voice, version, finiteness, noun class, causatives, local case, definiteness,
transitivity, negation, possessives, intentionality, reflexivity and reciprocity. Case,
number, tense and mood are universally expressed by affixation in all Caucasian
language families (Klimov 1999: 16; Alekseev 1999: 157-159; Sagirov 1999: 82;
Boeder 2005: 12-13). Person marking was included as it is found in all Kartvelian
languages (Klimov 1999: 16), all Northwest Caucasian languages (Sagirov 1999:
82) and in some Nakh-Dagestanian languages such as Bats (DeSerieva 1999a: 169),
Lak and Dargwa (Alekseev 1999: 159). Causative affixes were also included as they
are found in Kartvelian (Tuite 1998: 91), Northwest Caucasian (Sagirov 1999: 82)
in some Nakh-Dagestanian languages (Nichols 1996: 45-46) and Turkic (Johanson
2022a: 37).

Local cases and various locative affixes (e.g. affixed adpositions) were also
included, as they are widespread in the region (DeSerieva 1999b: 178-181;
Xajdakov 1999: 351-353; Boeder 2005: 14-16; Kumakhov & Vamling 2009: 30-
31). Aspect and voice are found in Kartvelian (Klimov 1999: 16; Boeder 2005: 14-
16) and in some Nakh-Dagestanian languages (DeSerieva 1999b: 178-181;
Xajdakov 1999: 351-353). Applicatives, which have been traditionally referred to
as ‘version” within Caucasiologist linguistics, are shared by Kartvelian (Klimov
1999: 16; Tuite 2024) and Northwest Caucasian (Sagirov 1999: 82; Arkadiev,
Lander & Bagirokova 2024). Noun classes or gender are found in most Nakh-
Dagestanian languages (Alekseev 1999: 158-159) and in Abkhaz and Abaza
(O’Herin 2020: 458). Intentionality marking is not widely found in the Caucasus,
but is sporadically found in Nakh-Dagestanian (Daniel 2001b: 217; Sumbatova &
Mutalov 2003: 105; Forker 2013: 199-202) and Northwest Caucasian (Smeets 1984
260; Chiribka 2003a: 38; Fenwick 2011: 118-121).

The initial list of 19 grammatical functions was later expanded to also include
preverbs, converbs, evidentiality and copular affixes. Preverbs have various
grammatical functions in the languages of the Caucasus although they primarily
encode the spatial direction and orientation of actions, and are as such present in
Kartvelian (Boeder 2005: 32-34), Northwest Caucasian (Arkadiev & Lander 2020:
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412), many Nakh-Dagestanian languages (Ganenkov & Maisak 2020: 109) and in
the Iranian languages of the Caucasus (Belayev 2020: 606). Converbs are widely
used in Turkic (Johanson 2022a: 40) and Nakh-Dagestanian languages (Ganenkov
& Maisak 2020: 115), while the situation is somewhat more complicated for the
three other language families, as particularly the Northwest Caucasian languages
have affixes with nearly identical functions. Evidentiality marking is widespread in
Nakh-Dagestanian languages (Forker 2018a) and it is also found in Kartvelian
(Harris 1991a: 51) and in some Northwest Caucasian languages (Chirikba 2003a:
47; O’Herin 2020: 478). Copular affixes are highly common in Turkic languages,
and they occur in some Nakh-Dagestanian languages such as Kryts (Authier 2009:
111) and Khinalug (Kibrik 1994b: 388), Eastern Armenian (Dum-Tragut 2009: 215)
and Juhuri (Authier 2012: 133). Certain categories were also revised and split, e.g.
the marking of person and number was divided into subject and object person-
marking, finiteness was revised to only encode non-finite forms, and reflexivity and
reciprocity were merged into one category.

Table 4.2: An overview of grammatical functions that are generally expressed by means of affixation
in the five language families of the Caucasus.

Kartvelian Nakh-_ Northw_est Caucasian Caucas_ian
Dagestanian Caucasian  Indo-European Turkic
Case Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Number Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Tense Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Mood Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Aspect Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Non-finite forms Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Local case Partly Yes No No No
Negation Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Causative Yes Yes Yes Partly Yes
Person (subject) Yes Partly Yes Yes Yes
Person (object) Yes Partly Yes No No
Converbs No Yes Yes Partly Yes
Noun class/Gender No Yes Partly No No
Evidentiality Yes Yes Partly Partly Partly
Preverbs Yes Yes Yes Partly No
Voice Yes No No Partly Yes
Possessives No No Yes Partly Yes
Reflexivity No No Yes Partly Yes
Definiteness No No Yes Yes No
Version/Applicatives Yes No Yes No No
Copular affixes Partly Partly No Yes Yes

The most important revision to the grammatical categories was to encode direction
and orientation for local cases and spatial preverbs separately, as this is
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conventionally done for Nakh-Dagestanian local cases and it enables a more fine-
grained comparison. This is not typically done for spatial preverbs in the Caucasus,
as the typology of spatial preverbs in these languages is generally not systematically
described and a common terminology appears to be lacking. | have therefore applied
the same descriptive approach and terminology for the local cases as for the spatial
preverbs. | also decided to include various affixes and particles indicating clausal
relationships, e.g. conjunctive affixes and particles, of which many are not
technically affixes (see chapter 2.2 for further discussion).

4.1.4. Phonological form

The trivariate consonant

The consonantal data rest almost entirely on the concept of the ‘3-term label of
phonetics’ (Maddieson 1984: 163) which | choose to describe as the trivariate
consonant, i.e. the categorisation of consonant segments as a combination of place
of articulation, manner of articulation and voicing. This is an effective method of
differentiating consonant segments while also enabling the analyses of larger
groupings. The trivariate consonant does not consider any other phonological
aspects of a specific consonant, which excludes information regarding secondary
articulation such as aspiration, palatalisation, labialisation, consonant quantity and
pharyngealisation. This approach can divide the places and manners of articulation
into more or less fine-grained groupings. | tried to keep the groupings as fine-
grained as possible, but there are some apparent exceptions that are worth
discussing, e.g. the combined categories of alveolars/dentals and taps/flaps/trills (cf.
table 4.3).

Table 4.3: Predefined values of place of articulation, manner of articulation and voicing.

Places of articulation: Manners of articulation: Voicing:
e Alveolar/Dental . Affricate . Voiced
e Alveolo-palatal e Approximant e Voiceless
. Bilabial . Ejective
. Epiglottal . Ejective affricate
. Glottal . Ejective fricative
. Labio-dental . Fricative
. Labio-velar . Lateral affricate
. Palatal . Lateral approximant
. Pharyngeal . Lateral ejective affricate
. Postalveolar . Lateral ejective fricative
. Retroflex . Lateral fricative
. Uvular . Nasal
o  \Velar . Stop/Plosive
e Tap/Flap/Trill
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The most important grouping that could have been divided further is the combined
alveolar/dental place of articulation, thus following Maddieson (1984). The
rationale to merge these two places of articulation was in part pragmatic, as alveolar
and dental consonants are often not satisfactorily differentiated in older
phonological descriptions. The merge was also theoretically motivated, as few
languages outside Australia make a phonemic distinction between e.g. alveolar and
dental stops (Maddieson 1984: 32-33), and most languages tend to have a set of
consonants, i.e. /d/, /t/, In/, /], that are realised as either alveolars or dentals. In
Georgian a distinction is made between dental stops/ejectives and alveolar
affricates/fricatives/sonorants (Shosted & Chikovani 2006), thereby presenting a
more or less complementary distribution between the dental and alveolar
consonants, which gives further support for merging alveolars and dentals into one
category. A similar tendency motivated a merge of all taps, flaps and trills, i.e.
rhotics (Gordon 2016: 49), into a joint category which has been labelled ‘tap/trill’
in the data. There are however numerous languages in the world that differentiate
taps and trills phonemically, e.g. Castilian Spanish (Martinez-Celdran et al. 2003),
Albanian (Camaj 1984) and Eastern Armenian (Dum-Tragut 2009), but when no
such distinction is made the phonological descriptions do not always specify
whether the rhotic segments are taps, flaps or trills.

The trivariate vowel

The concept of the trivariate vowel is similar to the trivariate consonant and is based
on the three variables of height, backness and lip-rounding employed by the UPSID
survey (Gordon 2016: 50-51). The trivariate vowel does not include information
regarding vowel length or whether the vowel is nasal or pharyngealised. The
variables of the trivariate vowel are clearly less varied than for the trivariate
consonant, as the number of possible vowel segments is naturally more restricted.
The exact description of different vowel heights is not a trivial matter, and | have
tried to keep the categories as close to the specific vowel as possible (cf. table 4.4).

Table 4.4: Predefined values of vowel height, vowel backness and vowel rounding.

Vowel height: Vowel backness: Vowel rounding:
. Close . Front . Rounded
. Near-close . Central . Unrounded
. Close-mid . Back
e Mid
. Open-mid
. Near-open
. Open

It would have been possible to follow Maddieson and group the vowel heights into
only three values, i.e. close (close and near-close), mid (close-mid, mid and open-
mid) and open (open and near-open) (Maddieson 1984: 167-168), but due to the
structure of the data these groupings can still be merged for further analyses.
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Phonotactics

The phonotactics of each affix has been coded as a separate variable, in order to
analyse syllable structures and so that initial consonants could be distinguished from
final consonants. The C; of a prefix with the syllable structure CV is hence initial
and the C; of a suffix with the syllable structure VVC is final. It is therefore possible
to filter all affixes according to affix type and their phonotactics, thereby selecting
only the consonants that are in either initial or final position.

4.2. Lexical data

Since this thesis assumes that morphology and the lexicon operate on parallel albeit
different levels, it is important to compare affixal and lexical data. In order to
investigate how the phonological results of the Caucaffix data relate to the lexicon
in these languages, the second lexical data set of Caucalex’ was compiled. The
Caucalex data set contains 21,586 lexical items from 52 languages and the data were
primarily collected from the Diachronic Atlas of Comparative Linguistics (DiACL)
database (Carling 2024) and the Intercontinental Dictionary Series (IDS) (Key &
Comrie 2023). The DiACL data consist primarily of culture words and Swadesh list
items from 37 languages, totalling 7,423 lexical items after recent loanwords and
duplicates were removed. Of these lexical items 5,540 were nouns and only 1,001
items were verbs. In order to increase the validity of the lexical data, | decided to
collect semantically comparable data from the IDS chapters ‘The physical world’,
‘Animals’, ‘The body’, ‘Food and drink’, ‘Clothing and grooming’, ‘The house’,
‘Agriculture and vegetation’, ‘Basic actions and technology’ and ‘Motion’, which
added 5,190 nouns and 5,929 verbs from 38 languages to the lexical data. Recent
loanwords were again removed, while a small number of old loanwords were kept.

As the Kartvelian languages form a small yet well-studied language family, 315
Kartvelian nouns and 1,462 Kartvelian verbs were added from Fahnrich’s
Kartvelian etymological dictionary (2007). The Northwest Caucasian languages
were the most difficult to find lexical data for, so data for these languages were also
added from NorthEuralex (Dellert et al 2019), Kumakhov & Vamling (2009),
Fenwick (2011) and O’Herin (2020). The Northwest Caucasian verbs are
particularly difficult to collect data for, as verb roots typically only consist of one
syllable or consonant, and the Northwest Caucasian lexical data would optimally
need more data to increase the validity of the phonological analyses. Karachay-
Balkar is not included in neither DIACL nor IDS, so the lexical data for Karachay-
Balkar were collected from Savelyev & Robbeets (2020).

9 https://zenodo.org/records/13903040
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The second phase of the lexical data compilation was to remove all affixes from
the lexical data, as verb forms typically were given in the infinitive or with various
preverbs or derivational affixes. As the affixal data were already collected, many of
the affixes in the lexical data could be detected and removed by comparing them to
the affix data. Certain issues were language family specific, as the noun class affixes
needed to be removed from the Nakh-Dagestanian verbs. The pronouns and
adjectives present in the original DiACL data were not removed, even though they
could potentially affect the phonological outcomes. A number of languages were
not included in the analyses as the amount lexical data was too low, which was true
for Turkish and Talysh, while Abaza has the smallest amount of lexical data of the
languages included, as it only has 142 lexical items. Further lexical data could have
been collected from dictionaries, but collecting data directly from dictionaries
would take considerably longer time. Due to the relatively large amount of lexical
data available in DIACL and IDS, | made the assessment that the 21,586 lexical
items would be sufficient as a lexical control data set, since the mean number of
words per language is 415, which is substantially more data than e.g. a Swadesh list
would yield.

The lexical data were coded according to the same principles as the Caucaffix
data, while including ten consonant slots instead of the five consonant slots for the
affix data, to accommodate lexicon that contains more than ten consonants. The
vowels of the lexical data were not coded, as this was not deemed feasible both due
to the limited time frame of the thesis but also due to the low relevance for the
research questions of this thesis, since the research questions primarily relate to
consonant phonemes.
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4.2.1. Languages

As it was difficult to find lexical data for all 56 languages of the Caucaffix, the
languages of the Caucalex data differ somewhat from the affixal data. A few
languages that were not included in the Caucaffix were however included in the
Caucalex, i.e. Russian, Persian and Turkish, in order to use these languages as non-
Caucasian reference points. The Turkish and Talysh lexical data were later excluded
from the analyses, as the amount of data was too low

Table 4.5: The 52 languages of the Caucalex data set according to genealogy.
famiy | branch_| Lanuage famiy | branch | Lenauage
Chechen (che) Georgian (kat)
Nakh Ingush (inh) ' Karto-Zan Old Ge?rglan (oge)
Bats (bbl) Kartvelian Megrelian (xmf)
Auvar (ava) Laz (Izz)
Andi (ani) Svan Svan (sva)
Tindi (tin) . . Kabardian (kbd)
Circassian
Avar- Bagvalal (kva) Adyghe (ady)
Andic [ Chamalal (i) | o™t Tabkhaz | Abkhaz (abk)
Karata (kpt) Abaza Abaza (abq)
Akhvakh (akv) Ubykh Ubykh (uby)
Ghodoberi (gdo) . Eastern Armenian (hye)
- Armenian = =
Lezgian (lez) Classical Armenian (xcl)
Tabasaran (tab) Indo- Iron Ossetic (0ss)
Rutul (rut) European Iranian Persian (pes)
Aghul (agx) Juhuri (jdt)
Nakh- Lezgic Tsakhur (tkr) Slavic Russian (rus)
Dagestanian Udi (udi) Oghuz North Azerbaijani (azj)
Kryts (kry) Turkic Karachay-Balkar (krc)
Budukh (bdk) Kipchak Kumyk (kum)
Archi (aqc) Nogai (nog)
Standard Dargwa
(dar)
. Xaidaqg (xdq)
Dargic 7\ ubachi (ugh)
Itsari Dargwa (-)
Mehweb (-)
Tsez (ddo)
Khwarshi (khv)
Tsezic Hinugq (gin)
Bezhta (kap)
Hunzib (huz)
Lak Lak (Ibe)
Khinalug | Khinalug (kjj)
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4.3.  Phonological coding issues

4.3.1. Uvular fricatives in Kartvelian

The presence of uvular fricatives in the Kartvelian languages is somewhat
problematic, as different descriptions present different pictures. Chirikba uses it as
an argument in his defence of the Caucasian Sprachbund, where he claims that []
and [y] are present in Proto-Kartvelian, Svan and Old Georgian (Chirikba (2008:
47). Shanidze describes these consonants as velar in Old Georgian (Shanidze 1976),
while Tuite describes them as uvular (Tuite 2008a: 148). Fahnrich presents a
middleway, as he labels them as postvelar while he labels [q] and [q’] as
‘pharyngeal’, i.e. uvular (Féhnrich 2012: 51). The situation in Svan is similar, as
Schmidt and Tuite describe these fricatives as uvular or ‘dorso-uvular’ (Schmidt
1991: 476; Tuite 1997: 7), while Gudjedjiani and Palmaitis describe them as ‘dorso-
velar’, i.e. velar (Gudjedjiani & Palmaitis 1986: 17).

In modern Georgian these sounds are variably described as the velar fricatives [X]
and [y] (Butskhrikidze 2002: 87), as ‘(dorso-)velar/uvular’ (Hewitt 1995: 19;
Cherchi 1999: 1-2) and as postvelar (Aronson 1990: 16). Bolkvadze and Kiziria
confusingly label them as velar but use the IPA symbols for the uvular fricatives
(Bolkvadze & Kiziria 2023: 16). Shanidze describes them together with the velar
stops rather than with the uvular ejective [q’], but he also adds that these fricatives
are pronounced further back than the velar stops (Shanidze 1980: 15). Testelets
analyse these fricatives as uvular, but also adds that they can be realised as velars
(Testelets 2020: 497). Megrelian also has similar issues, as Rostovtsev-Popiel
describe the corresponding fricatives as velar while using the symbols [x] and [¥],
and Harris labels them as dorso-velar (Harris 1991b: 317). In Laz, Holisky labels
them as uvular (Holisky 1991: 399), Kutscher, Oztiirk and Pochtrager as velar
(Kutscher 2001: 13; Oztiirk & Pdchtrager 2011: 8) and Lacroix describes them as
‘velar or uvular’ (Lacroix 2009; Lacroix 2018).

This presents a difficulty in deciding how to encode these phonemes in the data
sets. For the affixal data the problem is negligible for Georgian, Megrelian and Laz,
as | have only found one affix in these languages containing [x] or [x]. In Old
Georgian and Svan, | have decided to follow Tuite and analyse these phonemes as
uvulars.

4.3.2. Labio-velar approximants and labialisation in Kartvelian

The presence of labio-velar approximants [w] in the Kartvelian languages is worth
discussing, as it appears to largely be in complementary distribution with the voiced
labio-dental fricative [v] in all living Kartvelian languages (Butskhrikidze 2002: 88;
Rostovtsev-Popiel 2020: 535; Harris 1991b: 317; Tuite 1997:6), and the
descriptions differ between [v] in Arhavi Laz and [w] in Pazar Laz (Oztirk &
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Pochtrager 2011; Lacroix 2018). The situation in modern Georgian and Old
Georgian is further complicated by [w] being an allophone of /v/ when preceded by
an obstruent (Butskhrikidze 2002: 88; Tuite 2008a: 148).2° Although this
phenomenon is generally indicated in the transcription of Old Georgian with /w/, it
is not conventionally indicated in modern Georgian, even though consonant clusters
with a final /v/ are realised as labialisation according to Butskhrikidze (2002: 88).
This is also relevant for assessing the presence of labialisation in the Kartvelian
languages, as none of the Kartvelian consonant inventories include labialised
consonants, although Gudjedjiani & Palmaitis (1986: 20) describe [t*] and [1¥] while
also acknowledging that final /w/ in consonant clusters cannot be considered a
‘sonant’. It is therefore worth discussing labialisation as a possible phonemic
phenomenon in at least Georgian, Old Georgian and Svan.

4.3.3. Northwest Caucasian fricatives and affricates

The description of the Northwest Caucasian fricatives and affricates is not trivial,
which is stressed by Arkadiev & Lander (2020: 372-373). It is notoriously difficult
to determine the exact place of articulation for sibilants in these languages, as they
can either be alveolar, dental, alveolo-palatal or retroflex, and the traditional
descriptions often use unsatisfactory labels such as ‘hissing-hushing’ (Arkadiev &
Lander 2020: 373). Hewitt (2004) and Fenwick (2011) have convincingly
transcribed these segments into IPA, while Hewitt’s Abkhaz self-tutor largely
transcribes the Abkhaz phonemes into an IPA-hybrid, as he uses the Caucasianist
degree symbol for labialisations, e.g. /te®/ for /te*/ (Hewitt 2010: 10). Arkadiev &
Lander mention palatalised postalveolars, e.g. /fi/, which should most likely be
analysed as alveolo-palatal /¢/, while they use the same alveolo-palatal symbol /e/
for alveolar fricatives (Arkadiev & Lander 2020: 372), which adds to the confusion.

A distinction is also found between laminal and apical sibilants in some
descriptions, e.g. Paris (1989) and Colarusso (1992), which further complicates the
description of fricatives and affricates in these languages. | have tried to map these
descriptions onto the places of articulation found in the IPA, but it has been
remarkably difficult to differentiate alveolo-palatal from retroflex sibilants, which
in some cases might have affected the outcomes.

4.3.4. Ejectives vs. glottalised consonants in Northwest
Caucasian

There are some inconsistencies in how an important category of Northwest
Caucasian consonant phonemes are described, i.e. ejectives or glottalised/glottalic
consonants. This issue is not unique to the Northwest Caucasian languages, as

10 Another allophone of /v/ is [¢] followed by voiceless consonants (Butskhrikidze 2002: 88).
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similar inconsistent descriptions are found for other language families, e.g. the
Quechuan, Aymaran and Uru-Chipaya languages (Adelaar & Muysken 2004).
Kuipers (1960: 19) and Smeets (1984: 74) use the term glottalic consonants while
using the ejective apostrophe to describe them, and Paris (1989: 157) uses the term
glottalised in a similar manner. Konuk (2022) even transcribes this category of
glottalised phonemes with the IPA symbol < in Abzakh Adyghe (Konuk 2022: 63).
I have analysed all consonant phonemes described as glottalic or glottalised as
ejectives, since these labels appear to be synonymous and largely based on linguistic
tradition rather than a meaningful phonological difference.
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4.4.  Analysis

The data were analysed in Spyder 5.5.1 (Python 3.9) and R (4.1.2) to concatenate,
visualise and statistically test the data. The following Python packages were used:
Matplotlib (Hunter 2007), NumPy (Harris et al. 2020), pandas (McKinney 2010),
scikit-learn (Pedregosa et al. 2011), SciPy (Virtanen et al. 2020) and seaborn
(Waskom 2021). The data for the grammatical functions were concatenated in
Spyder as a crosstab and then binarised, yielding binary data indicating the absence
or presence of a certain grammatical function in each language. The binary
grammatical data were used to determine the sum of all grammatical functions in
each language for the calculation of the Pearson correlation coefficient (in Spyder),
Spearman rank correlation coefficient (in Spyder), and the linear regression analysis
(inR).

Principal Component Analysis (PCA), a linear dimensionality reduction
technique that is conventionally used to explore and visualise multivariate data, was
performed by means of scikit-learn in Spyder to generate the grammatical and
phonological PCA plots in chapter 7. The results from the PCA plots were further
analysed by implementing k-means clustering, which is an unsupervised machine
learning technique to identify clusters of data objects, and it was calculated by using
scikit-learn in Spyder. The appropriate number of clusters was evaluated by means
of comparing results from the elbow method and the silhouette coefficient, also
calculated by scikit-learn.

The affixal phonological data were concatenated in order to analyse all five
consonant slots (C1-Cs) in Spyder, and the concatenated phonological distributions
of the various phonological variables were later equalised per language, as the
occurrences of a certain phonological category were divided according to the sum
of all occurrences in each language, yielding proportions instead of actual
occurrences. All phonological data for a specific language therefore constitute 1,
which is distributed across the actual occurrences as proportions, which was then
used to calculate the mean proportion of all languages. If e.g. all affixes in a
language are expressed by [n], the alveolar/dental nasals will have a proportion of
1, while a language where all affixes are equally divided between [n] and [d] the
proportions will be 0.5 for [n] and 0.5 for [d], etc.

Equalising the data by language was motivated by the considerable differences
between the languages in the number of affixes and consequently segments. If the
data had not been equalised certain languages would skew the data, as e.g. the
presence of vowel harmony in the Turkic languages mean that almost all affixes
have minimally two or more forms. The equalised distributions were used to yield
all affixal figures, including the affixal phonological PCAs, in chapter 7.

The distributional differences between the affixal and lexical data sets were tested
by means of non-parametric Wilcoxon signed-rank tests. The wide format equalised
affixal crosstabs were therefore melted in Spyder to produce long format affixal data
for the Wilcoxon signed-rank tests (both Spyder and R) and the Shapiro-Wilk tests
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(Spyder), where the long format affixal data were tested against the long format
lexical data. The effect size of the Wilcoxon signed-rank tests was calculated as
Pearson’s r by dividing the z-value by the square root of the sample size (N) (Fritz,
Morris & Richler 2012: 12). In order to counteract the multiple comparisons
problem, the p-values of the Wilcoxon signed-rank tests were corrected using the
Bonferroni correction.

The lexical phonological data were analysed in a similar way as the affixal data,
while all ten consonant slots (C1-C10) were concatenated for the lexical data. The
lexical data were equalised in the same way as the affixal data, and the equalised
lexical distributions were used to yield all lexical figures and the lexical
phonological PCAs in chapter 7. The wide format equalised lexical data were also
melted in Spyder to produce the long format data used for the Wilcoxon signed-rank
tests and Shapiro-Wilk tests mentioned above.
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45.  Glossing and transliteration

The affixes and their associated grammatical functions are exemplified with
examples from the languages included in the data in chapters 5 and 6. | have decided
to regloss examples when necessary, primarily to enable a coherent glossing but
also to visualise when my analyses differ from previous research. Since all older
sources and most Russian-languages sources lack glossing, | have tentatively
glossed the examples from these sources to enable the inclusion of examples from
all languages in the thesis. | have done this by searching through the available
grammatical descriptions and dictionaries, while also using the affixal data set itself
as a tool, since it already contains most if not all relevant affixes. | acknowledge that
I am not an expert on these languages and | therefore stress that all glossings are
based on the material that has been available to me, which means that some
glossings are potentially problematic or even incorrect. As | have translated all
Russian, German and French translations into English, I have included the original
translations as footnotes to increase the transparency of the process. The glossing
for each example will be categorised as either ‘original glossing’, ‘gloss adapted
from source’, ‘reglossed’ or ‘my glossing’. ‘Original glossing’ means that the
example is given as it is glossed in the source, with only minor changes such as
reglossing abbreviations, e.g. PRES to PRS. Examples categorised as ‘gloss adapted
from source’ have smaller categorical changes, while ‘reglossed’ applies to
examples that are glossed in the source, but they have been reanalysed either
partially or considerably. The final category of ‘my glossing’ indicates that the
example is unglossed in the source, which means that | have both segmented and
glossed the example myself.

I have transcribed the examples according to the linguistic tradition of each
language family to avoid diverging too far from previous descriptions. | have
decided against transcribing all examples in IPA, as the material | have worked with
is generally not detailed enough to enable a satisfactory phonematic representation
in IPA for all languages, as e.g. secondary articulation is typically not indicated if it
is not contrastive. Since this thesis deals with phonological typology, | have
retransliterated certain consonant segments to disambiguate segments which are
unsatisfactorily represented in the various traditions. The different representations
of the velar fricatives [x] and [y] and the uvular fricatives [x] and [¥] have therefore
been replaced in all language families, with the Kartvelian languages being a
possible exception, cf. section 4.3.1. | have also generally retransliterated various
lateral affricates and ejectives, e.g. [t1] and [t}’], labialised consonants, e.g. [x"] and
[k*’], and consonant lengthening, e.g. [k*:] and [t}’:] according to the principles of
the IPA to avoid unnecessary confusion. The alveolar/dental and postalveolar
voiced affricates [dz] and [d3] have also been consistently retransliterated as /dz/
and /dZ/ to avoid the plethora of often confusing representations for these segments
used within the various descriptive traditions.
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Armenian and North Azerbaijani have been transliterated according to their own
traditions, as Armenian has its own transliteration standard, and the North
Azerbaijani Latin orthography has been used instead of the traditional Turkological
transliteration. |1 have made three important digressions from the conventional
Eastern Armenian transliteration however, as all aspirated consonants are
transliterated with superscript [*] instead of the diacritic /’/ to avoid potential
confusion with the identical ejective marker [’], the synchronically confusing
symbol /t/ has been replaced by /¥/ since it represents a voiced uvular fricative
(Dum-Tragut 2009: 13), and the alveolar/dental and postalveolar voiced affricates
are transliterated as /dz/ and /dz/ instead of /j/ and /j/.

I have decided to retransliterate the fricatives, affricates, ejective fricatives and
gjective affricates in the Northwest Caucasian languages into IPA to avoid
introducing the various representations used within, e.g. the Russian-language
tradition (Arkadiev & Lander 2020: 373-377). The transcription of the Northwest
Caucasian languages into IPA is not trivial, which is stressed by Arkadiev & Lander
(2020: 372-373), and | acknowledge that | have made tentative transliterations and
retransliterations based on the material | have available.

4.6. Maps

All maps were generated in ArcGIS Pro, where each language was given a
coordinate based on its present or historical range. The base map used was
NaturalVue, which is provided by Esri, GEBCO and Garmin. The Northwest
Caucasian languages were therefore given coordinates reflecting their geographical
distribution prior to the exodus caused by the Russian invasion in the 19" century.
The coordinate symbols were later colour-coded according to language family. The
maps do not include political borders as the map templates available in ArcGIS Pro
do not properly reflect the current political landscape of the Caucasus.
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5. Nominal affixation in the Caucasus

5.1. Case functions

Case is a category of nominal morphology that comprises a wide range of
grammatical functions and it is one of the few categories found in all 56 languages
of the affixal data set, and the data presented almost 30 case functions in these 56
languages. The exact definition and demarcation of cases are generally difficult, as
one morpheme can often convey multiple case functions, e.g. the ergative/oblique
case in Northwest Caucasian which encodes ergative, dative and genitive functions
(Arkadiev & Lander 2020: 393). It is therefore important to differentiate descriptive
cases from functional cases, as case syncretism is a well-known phenomenon where
multiple case functions are expressed by one form (Baerman 2009). It also raises
questions regarding the core function of a specific descriptive case, which is often
more complicated than it might appear at first glance. One frequent example is the
conflation of the dative and genitive case, e.g. in Classical and Eastern Armenian
(Meillet 1936: 65; Dum-Tragut 2009: 83).

Should such a descriptive case primarily be analysed as a dative case, a genitive
case or simply both? One possible approach is to carry out a diachronic analysis of
the origin of the case, but this option is only available for a few languages in the
region, as historical records of most Caucasian languages are scarce. | have instead
chosen to apply a synchronic solution to this by coding these combined cases as
having both a dative and a genitive function. A similar situation can be found in
Kartvelian languages as the dative case is used to mark both the direct and indirect
object in non-ergative constructions (Harris 1991b: 56-59; Hewitt 1995: 218), thus
clearly having the function of an accusative case as well, cf. section 5.1.1.1.

Case should furthermore be positioned in relation to adpositions and adverbial
derivation, as case functions can often be expressed either by affixes or adpositions.
It is therefore relevant to discuss how to distinguish case affixes from affixed
adpositions, as affixed adpositions are known to grammaticalise into case affixes
(Heine 2009: 460-464; Lehmann 2015: 84-92) and Bickel and Nichols even describe
the distinction between adpositions and case markers as being blurred in certain
contexts (Bickel & Nichols 2007: 174). | have generally applied a functional
approach as phonological affixes expressing a case function have been analysed as
case, which therefore includes affixed adpositions in some languages as the
distinction between affixed adpositions and case affixes is largely a matter of the
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level of grammaticalisation. Case should be differentiated from adverbial
derivation, as the latter by definition changes the word class of the noun, thus giving
the derived adverb different morphosyntactic properties. Case forms and
adpositional constructions typically behave morphosyntactically in a similar manner
while adverbs do not, e.g. English to our home-s and Turkish ev-ler-imiz-e are
grammatical while English *our home-s-ward is ungrammatical. Cases thus often
interact and combine with other nominal categories while adverbs do not.

The results for the case functions in figure 5.1 reveal that the dative and the
genitive cases are the most common case functions expressed by affixation in the
Caucasus. The uneven distribution between ergative and accusative languages in the
Caucasus evidently skews the results, which likely explains why the dative and the
genitive are the most common as these are shared by both ergative and accusative
languages. These results do not code the multifunctional obliques in the Northwest
Caucasian and Iranian languages as separate functions but simply as oblique, cf.
section 5.1.1.1.

Observed case functions (excl. local cases) expressed by affixation by number of languages
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Absolutive/Nominative | S —
oOblique - |IEEG—_— . —
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Accusative - -
Causal [ NN
Affective _
Partitive | N NRREEEN
Vocative --I
Contentive | NN
Possessive [ AR
Substitutive |
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Number of languages

Nakh-Dagestanian
Kartvelian

Northwest Caucasian
Indo-European
Turkic

Case function

Figure 5.1: All observed case functions expressed through overt affixation in the data set in
descending order according to number of languages.

Figure 5.2 below is an attempt to make the results somewhat more comparable by
adding local cases by counting their essive, ablative/elative and lative affixes as
instances of locative, ablative or allative. The most striking difference in the
adjusted results in figure 5.2 is the prevalence of the local cases, which is not only
caused by the Nakh-Dagestanian languages. The absolutive/nominative affixes are
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furthermore mostly plural affixes, as the Nakh-Dagestanian languages generally
have a formal distinction between absolutive and oblique plural affixes, while the
Circassian languages and some Kartvelian languages such as Georgian and Old
Georgian have explicit nominative/absolutive affixes (Tuite 1998: 50-51; Fahnrich
2012: 91; Arkadiev & Lander 2020: 393).

Observed case functions (incl. local case directions) expressed by affixation by number of languages
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Figure 5.2: All observed case functions, including directional local case functions but excluding the

multifunctional oblique cases, expressed through affixation in the data set according to number of
languages.

Northwest Caucasian
Indo-European
Turkic

Case function

It is important to remember that the results in figures 5.1 and 5.2 only concern
affixes, which means that e.g. the nominative and absolutive cases are found in
many more languages than the affix data will indicate and that the affixes are only
nominal, which excludes pronominal affixes. Since I have not included zero-marked
cases in my data, | can only discuss overtly expressed case functions in this thesis.
These results rely on the assumption that case syncretism is present on a functional
level even though there are no empirically observable traces of it, which is the
general prerequisite to qualify as true case syncretism (Baerman 2009: 219). As
some of the case functions mentioned in the results above require further
explanation, the typology of the observed case functions in the data is presented
below in order of their respective occurrence in the languages of the Caucasus.
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5.1.1. Grammatical case functions

5.1.1.1. Core case functions

The Dative case function

The Dative case function is a core case function that generally marks the indirect
object (Haspelmath 2009: 513), and is together with the genitive case the most
common core case function in the data. The likely explanation is that it is a core
case function that is valid for both accusative and ergative languages. The dative
case can be found in all Kartvelian (Harris 1985: 72), all Nakh-Dagestanian
(Ganekov & Maisak 2020: 102), all Turkic (Ragagnin 2022: 247; Dehghani 2000:
101; Berta & Csat6 2022: 325; Karakog 2022: 358) and all Indo-European languages
of the Caucasus except Tat (Meillet 1936; Schulze 2000; Dum-Tragut 2009: 71-76;
Authier 2012; Erschler 2020; Suleymanov 2020: 96-97).

(1)  Georgian (Tuite 1998: 18) (gloss adapted from source)
svil-eb-ma c’eril-i ga-@-u-gzavn-es mama-s
child-PL-ERG letter-NOM PV-3.0-OV-send-AOR.3PL father-DAT
‘The children sent a letter to (their) father.’

(2)  Lezgian (Haspelmath 1993: 88) (gloss adapted from source)
rus-a gada-di-z cik ga-na
girl-ERG  boy-OBL-DAT flower give-AOR
“The girl gave a flower to the boy’

(3)  North Azerbaijani (Siraliev 1971: 331) (my glossing)
usaq  kagiz- Masadi-ya ver-ir
child letter-DEF.ACC Mashadi-DAT give-PRS.3SG
“The child gives the letter to Mashadi’**

(4) Eastern Armenian (Dum-Tragut 2009: 86) (gloss adapted from source,
retransliterated)
dasaxos-2 usanos-i-n tv-ec’ girk-a
lecturer-DEF  student-DAT-DEF  give-AOR.3SG book-DEF
“The lecturer gave the book to the student’

Some languages such as Eastern Armenian have identical dative and genitive cases,
making it theoretically problematic to label the suffix —i as simply a dative case.
This is not a functional issue though, as Eastern Armenian consistently uses this

! Translated from Russian ‘Tlapenex nucsMo Memaau oTaaeT’.
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case to indicate indirect objects. However, it would be inaccurate to claim that there
is a dative case in the Northwest Caucasian languages, as these languages
consistently employ the same affix to designate both ergatives, indirect objects and
possessors (Rogava & Keraseva 1966: 65; Kumakhov & Vamling 2009: 22;
Fenwick 2011: 33; Arkadiev & Lander 2020: 393-394), cf. the oblique case. This
phenomenon is also similar to the situation in Kartvelian accusative constructions,
where the dative case suffix is used for both the direct and indirect object (Hewitt
1995: 218).

(5)  Temirgoy Adyghe (Arkadiev & Lander 2020: 431)
(original glossing, retransliterated)

take-m psase-m txata-r
boy-OBL girl-OBL book-ABS
D-D-r-j-e-ta

3SG.ABS-3SG.I0-DAT-3SG.ERG-DYN-give
‘The boy is giving the book to the girl’

The Ergative case function

The Ergative case function is the third most common case, and it typically marks
the agent in ergative constructions (Haspelmath 2009: 512). Case affixes indicating
the ergative function are present in all languages of the three endemic language
families (including the multifunctional ergative/oblique case in Northwest
Caucasian), with the exceptions of Abkhaz and Abaza, as they lack core case affixes
(Chirikba 2003a: 48; O’Herin 2020: 458). In Northern Talysh the oblique case
covers both accusative and ergative functions (Schulze 2000: 17), but this is hardly
surprising as identical split ergative patterns are found in other Northwestern Iranian
languages, e.g. Kurmanji (Schulze 2000: 42; Haig 2018: 131).

(6) Georgian (Bolkvadze & Kiziria 2023: 29) (my glossing)
mama-m bilet-eb-i uk've i-qid-a
father-ERG ticket-PL-NOM/ABS  already SV-buy-AOR.3SG
‘Father already bought the tickets’

(7)  Chechen (Komen, Molochieva & Nichols 2020: 342) (original glossing)

beer-as Sura molu
child-ERG milk  drink
‘The child drinks milk’

(8) Adyghe (Kumakhov & Vamling 2009: 53)
(reglossed and retransliterated)
$"2za-m sabaj-r D-j-e-ha
woman-ERG/OBL  child-ABS 3SG.ABS-3SG.ERG-DYN.PRS-carry
‘The woman carries the child’
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The Northwest Caucasian case systems are worth discussing, as they have
traditionally been described as differentiating between the absolutive, ergative and
oblique ergative cases (Kumakhov & Vamling 2009: 22), while the ergative and
oblique ergative cases are identical. The same case thereby covers both an ergative
function, indirect objects, adnominal possessors and locative and temporal adjuncts,
which has led to a two-case distinction between the absolutive and oblique case
instead (Arkadiev & Lander 2020: 393-394). | have therefore decided to analyse the
Northwest Caucasian oblique case as a ‘multifunctional’ oblique case, by coding the
various functions of the oblique case as separate functions. The rationale for this is
that it will enable a phonological comparison of all case affixes expressing the same
case function, cf. section 7.9.2, which would be impossible otherwise.

The Absolutive/Nominative case function

The Absolutive case function is the fourth most common case in the data, and it
marks the subject in intransitive constructions and the patient in ergative transitive
constructions (Haspelmath 2009: 512). The absolutive is typically a zero-marked
case (Ganenkov & Maisak 2020: 101), which means that most ergative languages
have an absolutive case but no absolutive case affixes. However, there are some
languages in the Caucasus with overt absolutive affixes, e.g. most Karto-Zan
languages (Harris 1991b: 326; Fahnrich 1994: 56; Hewitt 1995: 34) and the
Circassian languages (Arkadiev & Lander 2020: 393).

The absolutive case is also implicitly marked in all Nakh-Dagestanian plural
forms, as the final vowel of the plural affix typically changes from the absolutive to
all other cases (with a few exceptions), e.g. Dargwa absolutive ruz-bi ‘sisters’ and
qul-ri ‘houses’ become ergative ruz-b-a-ni and qul-r-a-ni (Musaev 2002: 60), etc.
A similar pattern involving syncope of the vowel in the plural affix can be seen in
Lezgian, e.g. absolutive balk’an-ar ‘horses’ becomes ergative balk’an-r-i
(Haspelmath 1993: 75).

(9) Kabardian (Kumaxov 2006: 85) (my glossing)
{’2za-m Zema-r  Pey*e-m d-jo-x*-a-¢
old.man-OBL cow-ABS pasture-OBL IN-3SG.ERG-drive-PFV-IND
“The old man drove the cow out (in)to the pasture’*?

(10)  Old Georgian (Tuite 2008a: 155) (gloss adapted from source)
mama-man dze-y p’ov-a
father-ERG  son-ABS  find-AOR.3SG
‘The father found (his) son’

12 Glossed and transliterated from aloircobin scamuip Irxvyam ouxyawy, and translated from Russian
‘[Clrapuk BBIrHAT KOPOBY Ha MacTHOY .
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The Nominative case indicates the subject in accusative constructions and it is often
zero-marked (Haspelmath 2009: 512). Georgian, Old Georgian and Megrelian are
some of the only languages in the Caucasus to have a distinct nominative affix
(Harris 1991b: 326; Fé&hnrich 1994: 56; Hewitt 1995: 34), and the absence of
nominative affixes in the remaining Kartvelian languages is mainly due to
widespread apocope of the nominative in Svan (Tuite 1997: 16) and Laz case
marking being fully ergative (Lacroix 2018: 852). Nominatives are completely
absent in Nakh-Dagestanian and Northwest Caucasian, as these language families
are fully ergative (Ganenkov & Maisak 2020: 102; Arkadiev & Lander 2020: 432).
Classical Armenian exhibits the overt nominative plural suffix ending in -k * (Meillet
1936: 66-67; Clackson 2008: 132-133). The nominative plural suffix —&/-z in
Ossetic is another potential candidate for overt nominative marking in the Caucasus
(Abaev 1964: 19; Erschler 2020: 647).

(11)  Classical Armenian (Clackson 2008: 140) (gloss adapted from source)
tes, orpisi en kar-ink‘=s
see.AOR.IMP, what-sort be.PRS.3PL stone-NOM.PL=DEF
‘Look, how wonderful the(se) stones are!’

(12)  Iron Ossetic (Erschler 2020: 667) (gloss adapted from source)
xefteg  Qewu-t-o iret-te bire  ser-o
nearby village-PL-OBL Ossetian-PL.NOM many live-PRS.3SG
‘Many Ossetians live in nearby villages’

The Accusative case function

The Accusative case indicates the direct object or the patient in accusative
constructions (Haspelmath 2009: 512), which means that is completely absent in
fully ergative language families such as Nakh-Dagestanian and Northwest
Caucasian. The accusative function is found in all Turkic and almost all Indo-
European languages of the Caucasus, while it is absent in Eastern Armenian (Dum-
Tragut 2009). The accusative case suffix only occurs with definite direct objects in
Northern Azerbaijaini (Siraliev 1971: 45) and South Azerbaijani (Dehghani 2000:
100), which is also true for the syncretic accusative/dative or oblique case in Talysh
(Schulze 2000: 17), Tat (Suleymanov 2020: 250) and Juhuri (Authier 2012: 47).

(13)  South Azerbaijani (Dehghani 2000: 107) (reglossed)
Ali-nin kitab-z-n1 oxu-du-m
Ali-GEN book-3SG.POSS-ACC  read-PST-1SG
‘I read Ali’s book’
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The accusative and genitive case suffix —n/ are identical in Kumyk and Karachay-
Balkar (Abdullaeva et al. 2014: 183; Ulakov & Guseev 2016: 273; Berta & Csatd
2022: 325), although the presence of the third person singular possessive suffix —
(s)/ indicates a case syncretism in Kumyk and Karachay, cf. table 5.1.

Table 5.1: Case syncretism of the accusative and genitive cases in Kumyk and Karachay.

Kumyk Karachay
(Abdullaeva et al. 2014: 135) (Seegmiller 1996: 14)
Accusative/Genitive at-ni ana-ni
horse-ACC/GEN mother-ACC/GEN
3SG Possessive Accusative at-i-n ana-si-n
horse-3SG.POSS-ACC mother-3SG.POSS-ACC
3SG Possessive Genitive at-i-ni ana-si-ni
horse-3SG.POSS-GEN mother-3SG.POSS-GEN

Berta & Csat6 give the specific genitive suffix -nly in Balkar (Berta & Csat6 2022:
325), but this suffix is completely absent in Filonenko’s Balkar grammar (Filonenko
1940: 32-34). Iron Ossetic also has a similar pattern, where the definite accusative
is identical to the genitive (Abaev 1964: 18; Bagaev 1965: 141-142). Classical
Armenian used the prefix z-, i.e. the nota accusativi, to indicate definite direct
objects (Schmitt 2007: 91).

(14)  Classical Armenian (Schmitt 2007: 91) (my glossing)
gtin z-Mariam ew z-Yovsép® ew z-manowk-n
find-AOR.3PL ACC-Mary and ACC-Joseph and ACC-child-DEF
‘[the shepherds] found Mary, Joseph and the child’*®

The presence of accusative cases in the Kartvelian language family is worth
discussing, as Kartvelian languages are conventionally described as lacking an
accusative case (Tuite 1998: 18; Testelets 2020: 502-503), although the direct and
indirect objects are marked with identical suffixes in the accusative alignment of
series | in Kartvelian (Tuite 1998: 18). This is true for all Kartvelian languages
except Laz, as they all have split-ergative alignment (Fahnrich 1994: 66; Hewitt
1995:; 218; Tuite 1997: 21; Harris 2009: 45-47; Rostovtsev-Popiel 2020: 541).
These suffixes are conventionally described as being simply instances of the dative
case, while the accusative function of the Kartvelian dative case was already
acknowledged by Marr & Briére (1931), as they referred to the dative case in
Georgian as ‘datif-accusatif’. As this thesis has a functional approach, | have
decided to analyse the Kartvelian datives as expressing both a dative and an
accusative function.

13 Translated from German ‘fanden Maria und Joseph und das Kind’.
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(15)  Georgian (Harris 2009: 40) (my glossing)
Series I
nino a-cven-eb-s surat-eb-s gia-s
Nino.NOM NV-shows-SM-3SG picture-PL-DAT/ACC Gia-DAT
‘Nino is showing pictures to Gia’
Series I1:
nino-m a-cven-a surat-eb-i gia-s
Nino-ERG  NV-showed-AOR.3SG picture-PL-NOM Gia-DAT
‘Nino showed the pictures to Gia’

The Oblique case function(s)

The fifth most common case is not a true case in the functional sense, as it is the
Oblique case, which is a notoriously polysemous concept. The traditional Indo-
European notion of the oblique case groups all non-nominative cases, as oblique
Indo-European cases often share formal properties such as being formed by an
oblique stem that is different from the nominative stem (Haspelmath 2009: 508).
The same phenomenon is present in all Nakh-Dagestanian languages, where the
oblique case suffixes act as morphological building blocks to construct most non-
absolutive cases (Ganenkov & Maisak 2020: 101). The Nakh-Dagestanian oblique
case affixes are sometimes identical with the ergative case (Ganenkov & Maisak
2020: 102), but there are humerous Nakh-Dagestanian inflectional paradigms with
an obligue case which is separate from the ergative case, e.g. Bagvalal absolutive
misa ‘house’ becomes ergative mis-u-r (house-OBL-ERG), genitive mis-u-£:
(house-OBL-GEN), inessive mis-u-ni (house-OBL-IN), etc. (Daniel 2001a: 144).

(16)  Lak (Friedman 2020: 211) (gloss adapted from source)

t:u- dus-na-/ tu-l lu ka-ni-l
1SG.OBL-GEN friend-OBL-GEN 1SG.OBL-GEN book hand-OBL-GEN
la<w>s-unni

take<I>-TR.PFV.3SG
‘My friend took my book with his hand’

(17)  Standard Dargwa (Mutalov 2018: 59) (gloss adapted from source)

durh-na-ni q’ac’  b-erk-un
boy-OBL.PL-ERG bread NH.SG-eat.PFV-AOR
‘The children ate bread’

(18)  Hunzib (Van den Berg 1995: 46) (gloss adapted from source)
oz-di-l kid-bo-go-s k’az r-ahu-r
boy-OBL-ERG girl-OBL-AD-ELA shawl(V) V-take-PST
‘The boy took the shawl from the girl’
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The term “oblique’ case has a rather different meaning in two-dimensional case
systems, as they are often described as having a two-way distinction between a
nominative/absolutive case and an oblique case with miscellaneous functions, e.g.
Circassian languages and Ubykh (Arkadiev & Lander 2020: 393-394) and Iranian
languages (Stilo 2009: 700-703). The Circassian-Ubykh ‘oblique’ case covers the
ergative function, indirect objects, possessors, postpositional objects and locative
adjuncts (Arkadiev & Lander 2020: 393-394). In Iranian two-case systems the zero-
marked form, labelled the rectus case in the Iranistic tradition (Durkin-Meisterernst
2014: 201), is contrasted with the ‘oblique’ case, which covers most non-nominative
core case functions. The oblique case expresses definite accusative and genitive
functions in Tat (Suleymanov 2020: 97), while in Northern Talysh the oblique
conveys definite accusative, ergative and genitive case functions (Schulze 2000:
17).

(19)  Adyghe (Arkadiev & Lander 2020: 409) (original glossing, retransliterated)
dwembaja-r {’2-m q“ac"e-m
bison-ABS man-OBL boat-OBL
r-a-r-jo-ge-ge-Watc*-a-x
LOC-3PL.IO-DAT-3SG.ERG-CAUS-CAUS-stand.up-LAT-PST
“The man ordered them to put [the] bison in the boat (lit. ‘made them make
it stand there)’

(20)  Northern Talysh (Schulze 2000: 30) (gloss adapted from source)

a. palang-i vind-as-e ba cayi lona
leopard-OBL  see.PST-3SG.A-AUX.3SG to 3SG.POSS cave
odam da-sa-da

man.ABS  IN-go.PST-IPFV
‘The leopard saw that a man was entering his cave’
b. mo pi-a cayi plist-i pegat-om
1SG.OBL want.PST-PFV 3SG.POSS skin-OBL take.off-OPT.1SG.A
‘I wanted to take off his skin’

The Affective or Experiencer case function

The Affective case indicates the experiencer of certain sensory verbs (Haspelmath
2009: 514), e.g. ‘see’, ‘hear’, ‘understand’, ‘know’, ‘forget’, ‘think’, ‘find’ and ‘be
able to’ (Daniel 2001b: 215), typically corresponding to experiencer datives or
genitives in many other languages (Butt 2009: 31-33), e.g. the ‘dative-subject’ in
Kartvelian languages (Tuite 1998: 26). Since the affective case is obligatory selected
for sensory verbs in these languages, it should arguably be analysed as a core case.
The affective case occurs in all Andic languages, i.e. Andi (Salimov 2010: 96), Tindi
(Magomedova 2012: 86), Bagvalal (Daniel 2001a: 144), Chamalal (Bokarev 1949a:
46), Akhvakh (Magomedbekova 1967: 55), Ghodoberi (Kibrik 1996: 16; Saidova
2004; 81) and in the Lezgic language Tsakhur (Schulze 1997: 33; Kibrik & Testelets
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1999: 54). Avar differs from the Andic languages as it uses either the dative or the
superessive case to indicate the experiencer (Forker 2020b: 262-263). It is worth
mentioning that the affective case suffix in Andi agrees with the noun class of the
absolutive noun (Salimov 2010: 105). The multifunctional case suffix —(a)x in
Chechen also has an affective function (Aliroev 1999: 58-59).

(21)

(22)

(23)

Andi (Salimov 2010: 105) (my glossing)

imu-bo qy. inkom hacs-o
father-AFFT.11I bull.calf(l111).ABS  see-WPST
‘Father saw the bull calf’**

Ghodoberi (Kibrik 1996: 37) (original glossing)

Cali-ra ha?-at-a-da mat’-U-tfi hinu
Ali-AFFT  see-PRS-CVB-COP  mirror-OBL-INTER inside
Zi=w=da

self=M=EMPH

‘Ali sees (lit. is seeing) himself in the mirror’

Tsakhur (Schulze 1997: 55) (original glossing)

tfodz-us aliwfes-da balkan za-k’le he:ge
brother-DAT buy.INF-PTCP.I1I horse(l11).ABS 1SG-AFFT show.IMP
‘Show me the horse that you will buy for your brother’

14 Glossed and transliterated from wmy-60 kvunxom evaxwveo, and translated from Russian ‘[Olren

ObIuKa BUIEN .
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5.1.1.2. Non-core case functions

Observed non-core case functions expressed by affixation by number of languages
Comitative

Instrumental

Similative/Equative
Adverbial
£ I Nakh-Dagestanian
= Comparative )
15} omi B Kartvelian
= Benefactive B Northwest Caucasian
L C . Indo-European
o ausal .
U B Turkic
Partitive
Vocative
Contentive -I
Possessive -
Substitutive -

L] 10 20 30 40
Number of languages

Figure 5.3: Most common observed non-core case functions (excl. local cases) expressed by
affixation in the data in descending order according to number of languages.

The Genitive case function

The Genitive case function is the most common non-core case function, and is
expressed by affixation in 53 languages of the Caucasus (incl. languages with the
multifunctional oblique case). The basic function of the genitive is to mark the
possessor in possessive constructions (Haspelmath 2009: 513). Genitive case affixes
are found in all Kartvelian languages (Harris 1985: 72), all Nakh-Dagestanian
languages (Ganenkov & Maisak 2020: 102) and all Turkic languages in the
Caucasus (Ragagnin 2022: 247; Berta & Csat6 2022: 325; Karakog 2022: 358).

Northwest Caucasian languages do not have a specific genitive case as they
instead mark the possessed in possessive constructions by means of personal
possessive prefixes. The Circassian languages and Ubykh do however mark the
possessor as well in these constructions in the so-called oblique case mentioned
above, as in e.g. Kabardian (27) and Ubykh (28), which thereby functions as a
genitive suffix in possessive constructions. A genitive case affix is also absent in
Juhuri as it is either marked by the possessed using an ezafe construction, a
periphrastic possessive construction or no marking at all, although the Azerbaijani
genitive suffix is sometimes used (Authier 2012: : 82-83).
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(24)  Georgian (Harris 2009: 115) (my glossing)
zurab-is da-s ¢’or-av-en
Zurab-GEN  sister-DAT  gossip-SM-3PL
‘They are gossiping about Zurab’s sister’

(25)  Awvar (Alekseev et al. 2012: 169) (my glossing)
dagistan-at-ul muSr-ul, nuz-e-je r-ec., barkala
Dagestan-OBL-GEN mountain-PL, 2PL-OBL-DAT PL-praise, thanks
‘The mountains of Dagestan, praise to you, thank you’*®

(26)  Kumyk (Abdullaeva et al. 2014: 259) (my glossing)
0 kitap men-i ini-m-ni kitab-1
this book 1SG-GEN younger.brother-1SG.POSS-GEN book-3SG.POSS
“This book is my younger brother’s book’*°

(27)  Kabardian (Kumakhov & Vamling 2009: 25) (gloss adapted from source)
foza-m Jjo-wane-r
woman-OBLY  3SG.POSS-house-ABS
‘the woman’s house’

(28)  Ubykh (Fenwick 2011: 37) (gloss adapted from source)
e-g"im3-n K3-53
DEF-cow-OBL 3SG.POSS-head
‘the cow’s head’

The Instrumental case function

The Instrumental case function indicates that an action is carried out by means of an
instrument, typically corresponding to constructions of the type ‘with X’ or ‘by
using X’ (Haspelmath 2009: 514). However, it is important to differentiate the
instrumental ‘with X’ from the comitative ‘with X’, as they are often conflated in
Indo-European languages (Heine 2009: 467), e.g. the English sentence I found him
with my dog’ can both have an instrumental and comitative interpretation.
Instrumental case affixes are found in all the five language families of the Caucasus,
but the presence of dedicated instrumental case affixes varies across the Dagestanian
branches.

15 Glossed and transliterated from Jazvucmananvyn myelpyn, nyaicee peyy, 6apxana, and translated
from Russian ‘T'opsr Jlarecrana, Bam xBaia, criacuto’.

16 Glossed and transliterated from O kuman menu unumnu xumaéber, and translated from Russian ‘3to
KHUTA MOETO MJIajero opara’.

17 Kumakhov & Vamling gloss this as OERG or ’oblique ergative’.
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Instrumental case affixes are found in all Kartvelian languages (Harris 1985: 72)
and in all Northwest Caucasian languages (Arkadiev & Lander 2020: 395). It is
almost completely absent in Avar-Andic languages, as e.g. Avar indicates
instruments with the ergative case (Forker 2020b: 250), which means that the
ergative and instrumental functions are only differentiated by word order in Avar,
although the suffixed postposition -gun sometimes has an instrumental function
(Alekseev et al. 2012: 301). The explicit singular ergative suffix -c.a in Avar (Forker
2020Db: 249) is most likely cognate with the Nakh instrumental case suffixes -ca
(Komen, Molochieva & Nichols 2020: 325).

In Iron Ossetic the ablative case suffix -&j also has an instrumental function
(Abaev 1964: 19; Bagaev 1965: 156), which should be analysed as case syncretism
due to identical ablative and instrumental case mergers in Old Persian and Sogdian,
cf. the OId Iranian instrumental case suffix *-aya (Thordarson 2009: 157).

(29)  Ingush (Nichols 2011: 422) (gloss adapted from source)
Muusaa-z  guon-a-ca hwaastam  chy-tiex-ar
Musa-ERG hammer-OBL-INS  nail IN-hit-WPST
‘Musa pounded the nail in with a hammer’

(30)  Abaza (O’Herin 2002: 195) (reglossed and retransliterated)
a-tek’an  a-f* 3"ahva-la d-¢-a-so-j-d
DEF-boy DEF-door hammer-INS 3SG.H-DIR-3SG.NH-hit-PRS-DYN
“The boy pounds on the door with a hammer’

(31)  Kabardian (Kumakhov & Vamling 2009: 74) (gloss adapted from source)
se  mo-r se-m-¢’e 9-5-0-¢"-D
1SG it/that-ABS  knife-DEF-INS 3SG.ABS-1SG.ERG-DYN-do-PRS
‘I did it with the knife’

(32)  Old Georgian (Fahnrich 2012: 340) (my glossing)

mo-a-rtw-m-id-es mat aklem-eb-ita da
PV-PrV-bring-SM-IPFV-3PL 3PL.DAT camel-PL-INS and
dzor-eb-ita  da vir-eb-ita da azavr-eb-ita sazrdel-sa

mule-PL-INS and donkey-PL-INS and ox-PL-INS provision-DAT
“They brought them provisions by camels, mules, donkeys and oxen’*8

(33)  Eastern Armenian (Dum-Tragut 2009: 90) (gloss adapted from source)
asakart-a gr-um e matit-ov
pupil-DEF write-PTCP.PRS COP.3SG  pencil-INS
‘The pupil writes with a pencil’

18 Translated from German “Sie brachten ihnen Lebensmittel mit Kamelen und Maultieren und Eseln
und Ochsen’.
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The Comitative case function

The Comitative case function indicates that an action is carried out together with
someone or something else, typically corresponding to constructions of the type
‘with X* or ‘together with X’ (Haspelmath 2009: 514), which is important to
differentiate from the instrumental ‘with X’ discussed above. The comitative case
is widespread in all branches of the Nakh-Dagestanian family.

(34)  Archi (Chumakina, Bond & Corbett 2016: 33) (original glossing)
any:-um a-r-si ikir
fight(IV)-PL.ABS [l1I/1V.PL]do-IPFV-CVB [IV.SG]be.ITER
dos:ob-ce-t:u
sister(11).PL-PL.OBL-COM
‘... we used to have fights with our sisters’

(35) Bats (Holisky & Gagua 1994: 191) (gloss adapted from source)
obi  labc’-ir  b-ag:-ai-co yaze-co k’nat-i-cir
3PL play-IPFV CM-big-PL-OBL good-OBL boy-PL-COM
‘They played with the big (i.e. older), good boys’

The situation in the Kartvelian languages warrants a closer examination, as all
languages in the family have suffixed postpositions which could be analysed as
instances of comitative case, as e.g. the suffixed postposition —urt ‘with’ in
Georgian®® (Bolkvadze & Kiziria 2023: 410) and Old Georgian (Shanidze 1980: 71;
Fahnrich 2012: 769). Both Lomtadze and Kajaia describe the suffixed postpositions
—ic’k’ela and -i¢’k 'uma/-i¢’k’ama as comitative case in Megrelian (Lomtadze 1987:
186; Kajaia 2001: 30).

(36)  Megrelian

a. (Harris 1991b: 374) (my glossing)
dzima-c’k’'uma
brother-COM
‘with brother’

b. (Lomtadze 1987: 186) (my glossing)
k’oci-c ’k ela
man-COM
‘with a/the man’

In Iron Ossetic, the suffix -ima has conventionally been described as a comitative
case (Abaev 1964: 20; Bagaev 1965: 160; Thordarson 2009: 165), although Erschler
claims that it should rather be analysed as a postposition, as it does not combine

19 The suffixed postposition —urt is however not very productive in modern Georgian.
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with the personal pronouns but the possessive proclitics instead (Erschler 2020:
649). Some languages employ spatial cases to convey comitative functions, e.g. the
‘animate location’ (or rather apudessive) suffix —de in Hinug (Forker 2013: 98). As
the comitative and instrumental functions tend to conflate, it is often difficult to
properly describe comitative and instrumental cases (Stolz, Stroh & Urdze 2009:
601-602), which further indicates the importance of a usage-based functional
approach.

Many Nakh-Dagestanian languages do not differentiate between the comitative
and instrumental cases, as e.g. most Dargic languages use the same suffixes for both
functions (Magometov 1963: 110; Sumbatova & Mutalov 2003: 25; Temirbulatova
2004: 87-89; Sumbatova 2020: 153; Forker 2020a: 65-66), while Standard Dargwa
makes a distinction between comitative —¢i/ and instrumental —¢ib/i (Musaev 2002:
47).

(37)  Sanzhi Dargwa (Forker 2020a: 65-66) (gloss adapted from source)

a. xural d-ax-ul hej-ka=ci-d-a
by.foot 1/2.PL-go.IPFV-IPFV.CVB this-DE=SUPER-1/2PL-DIR
di-la juldas:-a-c:ella...

1SG.GEN friend-OBL.PL-COM
‘We (were) going by foot there with my friends...’

b. sa*-g-a‘n zamana=q’ar  nus.a
PROX-go-PTCP  time=MOD 1PL
masin-ni-c:ella sa‘-g’-un=da

car-OBL-COM PROX-go-IPFV.CVB=1SG/PL
‘When we go back, we go by car’

Similar affixes expressing both comitative and instrumental functions are also
found in, e.g. Chechen (Aliroev 1999: 57), Ingush (Nichols 2011: 127, 423), Kryts
(Saadiev 1994: 418), Ubykh (Fenwick 2011: 43), North Azerbaijani (Siraliev 1971:
146; Ragagnin 2022: 257) and Juhuri (Authier 2012: 52, 60).

The Similative/Equative case function(s)

The Similative or Equative case function indicates that an event ‘is performed in a
manner that is typical for [noun] X (Kibrik 1977: 157), thus typically corresponding
to constructions of the type ‘like X’ (Haspelmath 2009: 515; Daniel & Ganenkov
2009: 673). The similative case function is expressed by suffixed postpositions in
all Karto-Zan languages (Holisky 1991: 419; Fahnrich 1994: 176; Hewitt 1995: 69;
Rostovtsev-Popiel 2020: 539) and possibly the suffix -sal in Svan (Gudjedjiani &
Palmaitis 1986: 93; Schmidt 1991: 484).
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(38)  Archi (Kibrik 1977: 157) (my glossing)
to-w {.ann-a-q‘di ge-r-si W-i
that-1.SG  woman-OBL-EQU dance-IPFV-CVB 1.SG-COP
‘He is dancing like a woman’?

The similative case suffixes —cor/-¢or have been described in Tliadal Bezhta
(Kibrik & Testelets 2004: 243), while Comrie, Xalilov and Xalilova describe -coj
under ‘comparative conjunctions’ (Comrie, Xalilov & Xalilova 2015: 437-438).

(39)  Tliadal Bezhta (Kibrik & Testelets 2004: 243) (my glossing)
a. oze abo-cor B-o:da.-C
boy.ABS father-SIMIL I-work-PRS
“The boy works like his father’
b. wahado samoljot mi:na-cor b-ok’i-c.a
this. 111 aeroplane(lll)  bird-SIMIL  111-fly-PRS

“This aeroplane flies like a bird’

(40)  Bezhta (Comrie, Xalilov & Xalilova 2015: 438) (my glossing)

bitto-? t’iga-Coj D-aqy-da,
house-IN  he.goat-SIMIL  1.SG-stand-COND
gisa can-coj D-aqy-ca

outside  she.goat-SIMIL 1.SG-stand-PRS
‘At home he acts like a buck, but in the streets like a she-goat’%

The Adverbial case function

The Adverbial case function predicates nominals or indicates ‘subject complements’
(Boeder 2005: 50) and can be described ‘as turning a nominal into a secondary
predicate’ (Arkadiev & Lander 2020: 396). The adverbial case often conveys
multiple functions, but it generally corresponds to constructions of the type ‘as X’
(Boeder 2005: 50). It is important to differentiate the adverbial case from the
similative and equative cases, although these cases can all be translated with the
construction ‘as X’ in English, there is an obvious difference between working ‘as
a teacher’ in the adverbial sense (i.e. being a teacher) and working similatively or
equatively ‘like a teacher’.

The term adverbial is used for case forms in the Kartvelian languages (Harris
1991b: 326; Schmidt 1991: 495-496; Fahnrich 1994: 56; Hewitt 1995: 34),
Northwest Caucasian languages (Rogava & Keraseva 1966: 62; Smeets 1984: 401;
Lomtatidze & Klychev 1989: 98; Paris 1989: 169; Chirikba 2003a: 23; Kumaxov

2 Translated from Russian ‘On mo-keHcKH TaHILyeT’.

2 Glossed and transliterated from Burlow mlueayoii axwoa, 2uca yanyoii axvya, and translated from
Russian ‘Toma oH JiepsKUTCsI KO3JIOM, Ha yiuile - Ko3oi’, while it appears to be a conditional
construction in Bezhta.
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2006: 94; Kumakhov & Vamling 2009: 24; Fenwick 2011: 42), Chechen (Nichols
1994: 29), Bats (Holisky & Gagua 1994: 165), Lezgian (Haspelmath 1993: 92) and
Standard Dargwa (Musaev 2002: 42; Sumbatova 2020: 153). The Avar suffix -fun
appears to have a function similar to the adverbial case (Alekseev et al. 2012: 295).

(41)  Georgian (Aronson 1990: 70) (my glossing)
davit-s k’arg megobr-ad @-tvl-i-d-it
Davit-DAT good friend-ADV  2.S-count-SM-IPFV-1/2PL
“You all used to consider David a good friend’

(42)

a. Kabardian (Kumakhov & Vamling 2009: 24)
(gloss adapted from source)
aslen  mezyvome-w  me-faze
Aslan  forester-ADV  3SG.S-work.PRS
‘Aslan works as [a] forester’

b. Abzakh Adyghe (Paris 1989: 169) (reglossed)
sja-te B¢ e-W m-e-laze
1SG.POSS-father blacksmith-ADV  3SG.S-DYN.PRS-work
‘My father works as a blacksmith’?

(43) Bats (Hauk 2020: 66) (gloss adapted from source)
mam-is has-ey V-EX-1"-5"
aunt-ERG  guest-ADV  M-invite-AOR-1SG.ABS
‘[My] aunt invited me (M) as a guest’

(44)  Avar (Alekseev et al. 2012: 171) (my glossing)
dow Skol-alda ucitel-tun halt’-ule-w W-ugo
DEM-M school-SUPER teacher-ADV work-PTCP.IPFV-M M-COP
‘He works as a teacher at the school’?®

The Comparative case function

The Comparative case indicates that something is compared to something else,
typically corresponding to constructions of the type ‘than X’ (Haspelmath 2009:
515). The comparative case has been described in a number of Nakh-Dagestanian
languages, e.g. all Nakh languages (Nichols 1994: 24; Holisky & Gagua 1994: 206;
Nichols & Vagapov 2004: 677, 682; Nichols 2011: 127), in the Lezgic languages
Tabasaran (Babaliyeva 2013: 115), Rutul (Maxmudova 2001: 32), Budukh (Talibov

22 Translated from French ‘mon pére travaille comme forgeron’.

23 Glossed and transliterated from Zos wixonanda yuumenvavyn xlanmlynes syzo, and translated from
Russian ‘OH B mkose yaurenem paboraer’.
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2007: 95) and Archi (Chumakina, Bond & Corbett 2016: 26), in the Tsezic
languages Khwarshi (Khalilova 2009: 257), Bezhta (Kibrik & Testelets 2004: 244)
and Hunzib (Van den Berg 1995: 50), Lak (Zirkov 1955: 36; Schulze 2007: 4) and
Khinalug (Khvtisiashvili 2013: 95).

(45)  Chechen (Nichols 1994: 57) (gloss adapted from source)
Ahmad dieganna Sie" ves-iel lyega v-u
Ahmed.NOM in.body REFL-GEN brother-COMPR tall V-COP
‘Ahmed is taller than his brother’

(46)  Khinalug (Khvtisiashvili 2013: 95) (reglossed)

Sire mida-d ksanzmd
1PL.EXCL.POSS mountain-PL better
sure mida-d-1q 'illi

2PL.POSS mountain-PL-COMPR

‘Our mountains are better than your mountains’
Babaliyeva describes the suffixed postposition -t’an as a comparative suffix
(Babaliyeva 2013: 115). She does not describe it as a comparative case, although
she clearly demonstrates its comparative function (47).

(47)  Tabasaran (Babaliyeva 2013: 136) (glossed adapted from source)

jaryla-? a-ji éve-t’an,
distant-IN  be.IN-PTCP  brother-COMPR,
baga-h X-a-ji sunsi uZu VU

near-AD AD-be-PTCP  neighbour good COP
‘A nearby neighbour is better than a distant brother’*

There is potentially a comparative case in Megrelian, as it has the two comparative
suffixes —gesa (Rostovtsev-Popiel 2020: 539) and -oro (Lomtadze 1987: 186),
where the first is a suffixed postposition.

The Benefactive case function

The Benefactive case function indicates that something is the beneficiary of an
action, typically corresponding to constructions of the type ‘for X’ (Heine 2009:
463). The dative case also tends to convey a benefactive function, which means that
the label benefactive case should primarily be used in languages that have both a
dative case and a separate benefactive case. The benefactive case is found
throughout the Caucasus, but is not strongly associated with any of the five language
families.

2 Translated from French ‘Un voisin qui se trouve prés est préférable a un frére qui se trouve loin’.
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Affixes or affixed adpositions expressing a benefactive case function are found
in Megrelian (Lomtadze 1987: 178; Harris 1991b: 326; Rostovtsev-Popiel 2020:
541), Abkhaz (Chirikba 2003a: 35), Ubykh (Fenwick 2011: 60), Bats (Holisky &
Gagua 1994: 170), South Azerbaijani (Dehghani 2000: 101), Udi (Schulze 1982:
123; Ganenkov 2008: 18), Lak (Zirkov 1955: 36; Friedman 1992: 7) and Talysh
(Schulze 2000: 18). The Juhuri benefactive preposition eri ‘for’ also occurs as the
proclitic ey= (Authier 2012: 55).

(48)  South Azerbaijani (Dehghani 2000: 150) (glossed adapted from source)
man  kitab-: usag-icin  al-di-m
1SG  book-ACC child-BEN  buy-PST-1SG
‘I bought the book for the child’

Harris labels the benefactive case in Megrelian as the ‘designative case’ as she
describes it as indicating ‘for whom something is intended’ (Harris 1991b: 374).

(49)  Megrelian (Harris 1991b: 374) (reglossed)
ek i’u ir k’oc-iso saxiolo-k
this.ERG be.PST.3SG  every man-BEN joy-ERG
“This was for every man something to enjoy’

The benefactive suffix -seni is used with pronouns in Laz (Holisky 1991: 419;
Anderson 1963: 45), and the suffixed postposition —tvis/-twis expresses a
benefactive function in Georgian and Old Georgian (Fahnrich 1994: 175; Hewitt
1995: 70). The Udi examples below show that the benefactive case does not always
encode the beneficiary of an event, as e.g. Udi also uses the benefactive case for
constructions of the types ‘to go out for X’ and ‘to send for X’ (Ganenkov 2008:
39), much like the use of the preposition for in English.

(50)  Udi (Ganenkov 2008: 37, 39) (original glossing)
a. bac’.ajna-n ic-ejnak.  mes=e big:-e=j
swallow-ERG self-BEN  nest=3SG  make-PFV=PST
“The swallow made a nest for itself’%
b. lap burus-0j dos-6=jan tac-i bo‘q:-ejnak:
exactly mountain-GEN slope-DAT=1PL go.out-AOR boar-BEN
‘Right by the foot of the mountain we went out for a wild boar’?

% Translated from Russian ‘Jlacrouxa cBiia cebe rue3mo’.

% Translated from Russian ‘IIpsMo y IIOHOKIS TOPBI MBI TIOMIIH 32 KaGaHOM .
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The Causal case function

The Causal case indicates the cause of something, typically corresponding to
constructions of the type ‘because of X’ (Haspelmath 2009: 515). The causal case
is found in a small number of Nakh-Dagestanian languages, e.g. Standard Dargwa
(Musaev 2002: 138), Lak (Friedman 2020: 211), Khwarshi (Khalilova 2009: 73),
Bezhta (Kibrik & Testelets 2004: 235), Hunzib (Van den Berg 1995: 50), Archi
(Chumakina, Bond & Corbett 2016: 26) and Bats (Holisky & Gagua 1994: 170).
Creissels describes a ‘purposive’ case in Northern Akhvakh which appears to rather
have a causal function (Creissels 2010: 136).

The subdirectional case suffix -kdi in Lezgian also conveys a causal case function
(Haspelmath 1993: 98). Although the causal case is functionally similar to the causal
converb, cf. section 6.10.2, the causal case suffixes are generally distinct from the
causal converb suffixes, while there are a few exceptions such as the Khwarshi
causal case suffix -rferu (Khalilova 2009: 93) and the causal converb suffix -atleru
(Comrie, Forker & Khalilova 2012: 160).

(51)  Archi (Kibrik 1977: 156; Kibrik 1994a: 313) (my glossing)
wiry mul-li-s:i zon q fas:-e<w>t:i
work-OBL-CAUSL  1SG.ABS tired-<I.SG>become.PFV
‘Because of work | am tired’

(52)  Hunzib (Van den Berg 1995: 50) (gloss adapted from source)
abu-zba ma di?i @-dc-4  D-aq-is
father-CAUSL 2SG 1SG.DAT  I-see-INF I-can-AOR.NEG
‘Because of father I could not see you’

Lomtadze mentions what he calls the ‘destinative case’ —(s)eni in Megrelian
(Lomtadze 1987: 186), which appears to have a causal function, and this is reiterated
by Rostovtsev-Popiel (Rostovtsev-Popiel 2020: 542), who labels it Ablative 2’.

(53)  Megrelian (Lomtadze 1987: 186) (my glossing)
k’oc-iseni?’
man-BEN/CAUSL
‘for the man/because of the man’

The Partitive case function

The Partitive case indicates that either a subject or an object is partial, thus typically
indicating an indefinite quantity or part of a total, a group or a mass noun (Luraghi
& Kittila 2014: 17-18). The partitive case is primarily associated with the Uralic
language family, where one of its function in Finnish is defined as indicating an

27 Segmented by Lomtadze as k’oc-is-e-ni.
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object which ‘expresses an indefinite, nonlimited quantity (divisible words and
plural words)’ (Karlsson 2018: 195) and that the ‘noun complement is in the
partitive when it expresses an indefinite quantity of a substance, group or species’
(Karlsson 2018: 198). The partitive case function is also obligatorily used in Finnic
languages and Basque to express negative constructions of the type ‘no X’ or ‘not
any X’ (Miestamo 2014; Ariztimufio 2014: 326). The partitive case is often defined
as indicating ‘partly affected patients’ (Blake 2001: 151) or ‘having to do with
partial affectedness of an object argument’ (Haspelmath 2009: 514), but this is
hardly the only nor the primary function of the partitive case (Luraghi & Huumo
2014; Karlsson 2018: 188).

(54)  Archi (Kibrik 1977: 157) (my glossing)

zari is:-ib &abu to-w-mu-n
1SG.ERG 1SG.GEN-PL sheep-PL.ABS DEM-1.SG-OBL-GEN
¢’a-be-q‘is k’olma a-w

sheep-PL.OBL-PART  separate do-1.SG
‘I separated my sheep from his sheep’?

Partitive cases are not always included in contemporary Nakh-Dagestanian
descriptions, but e.g. Kibrik (1977: 59) and Chumkina (2020: 289) mention a
partitive case in Archi, and | have found additional examples of nominal affixes
with partitive case functions in some other Lezgic languages, e.g. Kryts (Authier
2009: 217), Budukh (Alekseev 1994b: 266; Talibov 2007: 95), and Khinalug
(Khvtisiashvili 2013: 86). Other potential partitive case affixes are the suffixed
postposition -n&’s in Ubykh, as it conveyed a function which is similar to a partitive
case (Fenwick 2011: 46), the Chechen case suffix —(a)x (Aliroev 1999: 58-59), and
its cognate the Ingush suffix —gh (Nichols 2011: 345).

(55)  Budukh (Talibov 2007: 94, 95) (my glossing)
a. q'undzi kitab-dz-ikir sab ge<vi>n
two.OBL  book(II11)-OBL-PART one take<IlI>.IMP
‘Choose one out of two books’?®
b. k'ul q:aja-dz-ikir q:irv-iri
house stone-OBL-PART  build-GNOM
‘A house is built out of stone’*

28 Translated from Russian 51 cBoux oBell U3 €ro OBell BbIIEIHII .

2 Glossed and transliterated from Keyroorcu kumaboxcuxup cab kvesun, and translated from Russian
‘U3 aByx KHHT BBIOEPH OIHY .

%0 Glossed and transliterated from Klyn koatiadxcuxup koupsupu, and translated from Russian “ Tom
CTPOAT U3 KaMHS .
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(56)  Ubykh (Fenwick 2011: 74) (original glossing)
w3-gi3-nk'z
that-meat-from.among
D-fetsz-jt’
3SG.ABS-something.one.customarily.eats-STAT.PST
‘[some] of that meat was something he would customarily eat’

The Vocative case function

The function of the Vocative case is to explicitly address an addressee (Daniel &
Spencer 2009: 626) and is found in a handful of languages in the Caucasus, i.e.
Georgian (Hewitt 1995: 34), Old Georgian (Féhnrich 1994: 56; Tuite 2008a: 149),
Ubykh (Fenwick 2011: 35), Hinuq (Forker 2013: 433) and Khwarshi (Khalilova
2009: 72). In Northern Talysh, the vocative case is only explicitly marked by
affixation for feminine singular referents (Schulze 2000: 17).

(57)  Old Georgian (Tuite 2008a: 151) (my glossing)
c’inac’armet’q ’'wel-0  davit, gw-i-txar
prophet-VOC Davit, 1PL.O-PrV-tell
‘Prophet (voc.) David, tell us...’

(58)  Hinug (Forker 2013: 434) (gloss adapted from source)

nox di-ho ked-iyu!
come 1SG.OBL-AD* girl-voC
‘Marry me, girl!’

The Contentive/Thematic case function

The Contentive or Thematic case indicates the subject or content of a conversation
or thoughts, typically corresponding to constructions of the type ‘about X’
(Sumbatova & Mutalov 2003: 26; Daniel & Ganenkov 2009: 673). The contentive
case is found in Standard Dargwa (Isaev 2004: 317), Kubachi (Magometov 1963:
110), Itsari Dargwa (Sumbatova & Mutalov 2003: 20) and Bats (Holisky & Gagua
1994: 165). The suffixed postposition —Seni in Megrelian (Harris 1991b: 374)
appears to have a function similar to the contentive case in some contexts, while
also expressing a causal function that Lomtadze labels as a ‘Destinative case’
(Lomtadze 1987: 186) and Rostovtsev-Popiel labels it as ‘Ablative 2° (Rostovtsev-
Popiel 2020: 542). Forker describes the ‘Abstract suffix’ -# in Hinuq (Forker 2013:
436), which appears to convey a contentive case function.

31 Forker glosses this as ILOC *‘inanimate’ location’.
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(59)  Itsari Dargwa (Sumbatova & Mutalov 2003: 26)
(gloss adapted from source)

ma‘*ha‘mma-j.cilla du-I {a‘h-Ci yabar
Magomed-CONTENT 1SG-ERG good-ATTR  news
b=a‘q -ib-da

NH=hear.PFV-PRET-1SG
‘I received good news about Magomed’

(60)  Hinug (Forker 2013: 437) (reglossed)

q’orol agqila-qo=n haylu  ked-i zonzo

widow woman.OBL-CONT*=ADD that.OBL girl-ERG REFL.SG.GEN
xoddo-#i-zo cadag Zo €s-0
husband-CONTENT®*-GEN  all thing  tell-PRS

‘The girl tells the widow everything about her husband’

The Possessive case function

The Possessive case indicates the possessor in ‘to have’ constructions or the
recipient in dative constructions (Comrie, Xalilov & Xalilova 2015: 268), typically
corresponding to constructions of the type ‘X (possessor) has Y’ (Haspelmath 2009:
511). The possessive case is technically an orientational local case in most Nakh-
Dagestanian languages, as it can typically be followed by directional local case
affixes (Comrie, Xalilov & Xalilova 2015: 268; Daniel 2001a: 144). Possessive
predication is surprisingly complex in certain Dagestanian languages, as they often
morphologically differentiate between permanent and temporary possession (Daniel
& Ganenkov 2009: 684).

Possessive case affixes have been described in a small number of Nakh-
Dagestanian languages, e.g. Aghul (Magometov 1970: 87), Budukh (Alekseev
1994b: 266; Talibov 2007: 90), Bezhta (Kibrik & Testelets 2004: 236; Comrie,
Xalilov & Xalilova 2015: 268), Lak (Murkelinskij 1971: 85; Friedman 2020: 211)
and Khinalug (Kibrik 1994b: 375; Khvtisiashvili 2013: 85-86). See the local case
orientation POSS in section 5.1.2.1 for examples.

The Substitutive case function

The Substitutive case indicates substitution of some sort, typically corresponding to
constructions of the type ‘instead of X’ (Daniel & Ganenkov 2009: 673). The
substitutive case is found in a handful of Nakh-Dagestanian languages in Dagestan,
i.e. Bagvalal (Daniel 2001a: 144), Archi (Chumakina, Bond & Corbett 2016: 26),
Hunzib (Van den Berg 1995: 51) and Mehweb (Chechuro 2019: 57). The function

3 Forker glosses it as AT ‘location ‘at’’.

33 Forker glosses it as ABST ‘abstract suffix’.
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of the substitutive case is identical to the substitutive converb function, see section
6.10.2.

(61) Bagvalal (Daniel 2001b: 216) (gloss adapted from source)
t’or-ab-a-ba:s: isii-ta: angiri - rawnina
mountain-PL-OBL-SUBST 1PL.EXCL-LOC.POSS here  plain
b=uk’a-salir
NH=be-IRR
‘If we only had a plain here instead of mountains!’

(62)  Mehweb (Chechuro 2019: 63) (original glossing)
nu adaj-cemadal  tukaj-fie W-a‘q -un-na
| father-SUBST  shop.OBL-IN(LAT) M-go:PFV-AOR-EGO*
‘I went to the shop instead of father’

Remaining case functions

The Abessive, Caritive or Privative case indicates the absence of something,
typically corresponding to constructions of the type ‘without X’ (Haspelmath 2009:
514-515). The abessive case is rare in the Caucasus and the few potential instances
of abessive affixes are the privative suffix —da in Abkhaz (Chirikba 2003a: 23) and
the plausible cognate -d?a in Abaza (Genko 1955: 118; O’Herin 2020: 460). An
abessive/caritive case has also been described in Bats (DeSeriev 1953: 73).

(63)  Abaza (Genko 1955: 189; Tabulova 1976: 61) (my glossing)
tfvamla-d?a loy*ra  @-qapal
ladder-ABESS  attic 3SG.NH.ABS-jump
‘(It) jumps into the attic without a ladder>*®

The Involuntary Agent case function has also been proposed, which indicates that
the agent involuntarily or accidentally performed an action, typically corresponding
to constructions of the type ‘X involuntarily did Y’ (Haspelmath 1993: 291; Daniel
& Ganenkov 2009: 673). It is highly unusual to mark involuntary actions on the
agent, but it constitutes a separate case in Bagvalal (Daniel 2001a: 140), while in
Lezgian it is expressed by means of the adelative case (Haspelmath 1993: 91) and
in Lak by the ablative case (Friedman 2020: 211). It is therefore worth discussing
whether it qualifies as a separate case, but it arguably constitutes a separate
grammatical function. Involuntary agent constructions should also be compared

3 Qriginal gloss for ‘egophoric’.

% Glossed and transliterated from Ysviunadwva avievepa xvanan, and translated from Russian ‘Bes
JICCTHUIIBI IIPBITACT Ha qep[{aK’.
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with verb forms marking intentionality, as they appear to convey a similar functional
category, see section 6.5.

(64)  Lezgian (Haspelmath 1993: 91) (gloss adapted from source)
dide-di-w-aj nek alax-na
mother-OBL-AD-ELA  milk  boil.over-AOR
‘The milk boiled over, caused involuntarily by the mother.’

The Addressive case function indicates the addressee of an utterance, typically
marking the ‘personal object of a verb of speaking’ (Friedman 2020: 211). The
addressive case is described in Lak, where it is identical to the possessive case
(Friedman 2020: 211). Although the addressive function is arguably a separate
function, the addressive case in Lak is possibly closer to the affective case function,
as the addressee is the experiencer of an utterance. Note that the verb in example
(65) appears to not agree with either the gender of the human female (11) nor the
human male (1), but dus ‘girl’ actually belongs to the ‘non-human’ animate gender
(11) as only ‘mature’ women belong to class Il (Friedman 2020: 208, 241), see
section 5.5.

(65)  Lak (Friedman 2020: 211) (gloss adapted from source)

dus-ni- but:a-x kunu
daughter-OBL-ERG*®  father-OBL-ADDR  say.PTCP.PST
b-u-r

I11-COP.PRS-3SG

‘The daughter said to her father’

The Durative case ‘express[es] atelic meaning with duration adverbials’ (Khalilova
2009: 72), typically corresponding to constructions of the type ‘during X’ or ‘for X
(amount of time)’. Khwarshi is possibly the only language in the Caucasus described
as having a durative case, and it should probably rather be analysed as a derivational
suffix or possibly an adverbial case.

(66)  Khwarshi (Khalilova 2009: 72) (original glossing)
hada buco-d de yudul n-ez-i
one.OBL month.OBL-DUR 1SG.ERG garden(lV) IV-sow-WPST
‘I sowed a garden for a month’

% The ergative and genitive case functions are indicated by the same suffix in Lak (Friedman 2020:
211).
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5.1.2. Local case functions

Local case or spatial case is a subcategory of case that encodes spatial relations of
nouns or NPs, as spatial relations express how two nominal referents, i.e. the Figure
or Trajector and the Ground or Landmark, relate to each other in space (Creissels
2009a: 609). Local cases indicate these spatial relations only on the noun or NP of
the Ground/Landmark, as the Figure is typically a subject or a direct object. Local
cases are notoriously abundant in Nakh-Dagestanian languages (Ganenkov &
Maisak 2020: 102), whereas the other language families of the Caucasus typically
lack local case systems. Local case systems tend to be structured according to the
variables ‘relative orientation or spatial configuration, location, destination, source
and path’ (Blake 2001: 152, Creissels 2009a: 614).

The relative orientation or spatial configuration encodes where the location,
destination, source or path of the Figure is oriented in relation to the
Ground/Landmark, thereby creating a two-dimensional local case matrix (Creissels
2009a: 614). | therefore propose, following Comrie & Polinsky (1998), a two-
dimensional distinction between local case orientations, i.e. relative orientation, and
local case directions, i.e. location, destination, source and path, which is the
conventional Nakh-Dagestanian and implicit Uralic approach for describing local
case systems (Blake 2001: 152-153; Creissels 2009a: 616-617; Daniel & Ganenkov
2009: 674).

Table 5.2: The five most common local case orientations (columns) and directions (rows) with
examples of their combined functions with typically associated nouns. Certain combinations are very
rare and the allative and addirectional are more or less functionally identical.

IN SUPER suB AD INTER
‘in’ ‘on’ ‘under’ ‘at, by’ ‘in (mass)’
Essive . Inessive Superessive Subessive Adessive .Interessive
‘in the house’ ‘on the table’ ‘under the bed’ ‘by the tree’ ‘in the water’
Illative Superlative Sublative Allative Interlative
Lative ‘into the house’ ‘onto the table’ ‘in under the ‘to (by) the ‘into the water’
bed’ tree’
Inelative Superelative Subelative Adelative Interelative
Elative ‘out of the ‘off the table’ ‘from under the  ‘from (by) the ‘out of the
house’ bed’ tree’ water’
Indirectional Superdirectional Subdirectional Addirectional  Interdirectional
Directional ‘towards (into) ‘towards (onto) ‘towards under ‘towards the ‘towards (into)
the house’ the table’ the bed’ tree’ the water’
Intranslative Supertranslative Subtranslative Adtranslative Intertranslative
Translative ‘in through the ‘across the ‘through under ‘through by ‘through the
house’ table’ the bed’ the tree’ water’

Following Kibrik (1977: 51), the Russian-language literature tends to use the terms
‘localisation’ for orientation and ‘orientation’ for direction (Daniel & Ganenkov
2009: 674; Chechuro 2019: 40), which becomes problematic with regards to Comrie
& Polinsky’s and Blake’s terminology. Forker (2013: 78) also uses the term
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direction to indicate location, destination, source or path, but ‘localisation’ for the
relative orientation. Local case orientations typically correspond to adpositions with
meanings such as ‘in’, ‘on’, ‘at’, ‘behind’ and ‘under’ (Creissels 2009a: 614), while
specific local case directions depend on the associated local case orientation.

The destination, source and path generally encode the local case directions ‘to’,
‘from’ and ‘through’ (Blake 2001: 151). However, the location is completely
dependent on the local case orientation, as it does not entail any form of movement,
unlike destination, source and path. The location can therefore be analysed as a zero-
direction and is often zero-marked, cf. the Avar local case system (Blake 2001: 152;
Creissels 2009a: 617). Although the specific spatial relation of a local case is
dependent on its local case orientation, there are seemingly no attested local case
systems that only encode local case orientations (Creissels 2009a: 614).

Table 5.3: All observed local case orientations expressed through affixation in the data.

Lo_cal case Meaning
orientation
IN ‘in’, ‘inside’

(open or closed space)
SUPER ‘on’, ‘above’
SUB ‘under’
AD ‘at’, ‘by’
cowr | i i
INTER ‘in’ (mass or liquid)
APUD ‘next to’
POST ‘behind’, ‘after’
ANTE ‘in front of’, ‘before’
CuM ‘among’
POSS ‘in (the possession of)’

Local case systems that only encode local case directions are however abundant
across the globe, as unidimensional local case systems express spatial relations by
means of a tripartite distinction between location (locative/essive), destination
(allative/lative) and source (ablative/elative) (Creissels 2009a: 614-615). | suggest
that these tripartite systems should be analysed as ‘orientationless’ local case
systems, and these are arguably found in most Turkic languages (Creissels 2009a:
614; Johanson 2022a: 48), as well as the reconstructed Proto-Indo-European case
system (Ringe 2017: 25). The locative case usually indicates general locations such
as ‘in’, ‘on’ or ‘at’ without further specifications, and can therefore be analysed as
a non-specific essive case. Ablative and allative cases are in practice elative and
lative local cases without a specified orientation, which means that they can be
analysed as bare directional local cases. Affixed adpositions are also frequent
around the world, and are mainly found in the Caucasus in the form of suffixed
postpositions.
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The presence of what is conventionally analysed as suffixed postpositions in
Kartvelian languages makes it worth discussing the nature of these spatial
indicators. They are found in all Kartvelian languages (Harris 1991b; Holisky 1991,
Schmidt 1991; Fahnrich 1994; Hewitt 1995), and their form and function do not
differ in any significant way from local cases in other language families (Vogt 1971:
67-74). | have therefore chosen to analyse these as instances of local case, as
previously been done by e.g. Vogt (1971), Shanidze (1980), Lomtadze (1987) and
Creissels (2009a: 619).

Table 5.4: Kartvelian suffixed postpositions indicating spatial orientation and direction.

Laz

Meaning Gec_nrgian Qld G_eorgian Meg_relian (Holisky Syan
(Hewitt 1995) (Fahnrich 1994) (Harris 1991) 1991) (Schmidt 1991)
‘in’ -5i - - - -isga, -isk’a, -isa
‘on’ -ze - -Zi
‘to’ -5i, -z -isa -(i)Sa -Sa -te
‘from’ -(i)dan -gan -(i)se -Sen -yeen, -yen
‘up to’ -mde -mde -Sax -Saki(s) -nun
‘towards’ -k’en - - -k’ele

It is quite plausible that at least some of these suggested local cases are cognates,
making it theoretically possible to reconstruct a Proto-Kartvelian local case system.
It is worth considering that Svan, which constitutes its own branch of the family,
has the most complex local case system of all Kartvelian languages (Schmidt 1991).
The opposite scenario would suggest that the Svan local case system is an
innovation, which then might be due to external factors such as language contact.
The neighbouring Northwest Caucasian languages Abkhaz and Ubykh do have
limited spatial marking on nouns (Chirikba 2003a; Fenwick 2011), but the Svan
systemis clearly more complex than the Abkhaz and Ubykh systems (Schmidt 1991:
498). There are some surprising phonological similarities between the Abkhaz local
cases and the Kartvelian local cases, which would suggest that it is more plausible
that Abkhaz borrowed its system from Kartvelian than vice versa, especially since
the closely related language Abaza lacks these local cases altogether (Lomtatidze &
Klychev 1989).
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5.1.2.1. Orientational local case functions

Perhaps the most salient feature of local case systems is that they differentiate at
least two spatial orientations, cf. Finnish (Blake 2001: 152-153). Local case
orientations are conventionally labelled by using the closest equivalent Latin
preposition (Blake 2001: 153), and within contemporary Nakh-Dagestanian
linguistics the Latin prepositions are usually given in the upper case, e.g. Sumbatova
(2020: 153-154), Friedman (2020: 212), Forker (2020: 250), Chumakina (2020:
289). The Nakh-Dagestanian languages are known for their rich local case systems
(Comrie & Polinsky 1998), but the other four language families mainly lack nominal
affixes that encode spatial orientation, although both Vogt (1971) and Creissels
(2009a: 619) argue that modern Georgian has a local case system. There are also
local case-like affixation patterns in Svan (Schmidt 1991: 498) and Talysh (Schulze
2000: 18).

Observed local case orientations expressed by affixation by number of languages

~ I

sus. [
—
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¢ ~u I indo-European
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Figure 5.4: All observed local case orientations expressed by affixation in the data.

The local case orientation IN

The most common spatial orientation to be expressed by affixation in the Caucasus
is the orientation IN, which indicates that the location is ‘in’ or ‘inside’ something
(Blake 2001: 153). The orientation IN is combined with directional local case
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affixes to form such combined local cases as the inessive, illative and the inelative
(Haspelmath 2009: 516). It is important to differentiate between the orientation IN
‘in a hollow space’ from the orientation INTER ‘in a mass’ (Creissels 2009a: 616-
617). Some Nakh-Dagestanian languages even seem to distinguish between the
orientations ‘in a closed hollow space’ and ‘in an open hollow space’, e.g. Andi
(Salimov 2010: 112-113), which also appears to holds true for preverb orientations,
see section 6.11.1.

The orientation IN is found in almost all Nakh-Dagestanian languages but is
absent in Chechen (Nichols 1994), Ingush (Nichols 2011) and Khinalug
(Khvtisiashvili 2013), as they do not have local case systems. Specific affixes or
affixed adpositions indicating the spatial orientation IN are also found in Georgian
(Hewitt 1995: 74), Svan (Schmidt 1991: 498; Gudjedjiani & Palmaitis 1986: 42),
Ossetic (Abaev 1964: 20; Bagaev 1965: 143-145) and Northern Talysh (Schulze
2000: 18).

(67)  Tabasaran (Babaliyeva 2013: 34) (gloss adapted from source)
xul-a-? de?-na-yi-dar miihtal Ba-$-i
room-OBL-IN  sit-PFV-PTCP-PL surprised AOR-be-AOR
“Those who had been in the room were surprised’™’

(68)  Georgian (Tuite 1998: 123) (reglossed)
irem-i monadire-eb-s  t'q’e-s5i  da-@-e-mal-a
deer-NOM hunter-PL-DAT forest-IN  PV-3.0-PASS-hide-AOR.3SG
‘The deer hid from the hunters in the forest’

(69)  Svan (Schmidt 1991: 535) (reglossed)
sasa:s-isa yili  masard  y-e-san megmar-s
Sasash-IN  fruit enough  3.0-OV-grow trees-DAT
‘In Sasash enough fruit grows on the trees’

In Avar the orientation IN is only indicated by suffixing the gender/noun class
markers (Forker 2020b: 250), cf. examples (70), which could be analysed as IN
being zero-marked, as the gender/noun class markers indicate the essive local cases
in the Dargic languages (Sumbatova 2020: 154).

37 Translated from French ‘Ceux qui étaient dans la piéce s'étonnérent’.
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(70)  Awvar (Alekseev et al. 2012: 249, 312) (my glossing)
a. was roqy.’-OwW w-ugo
boy house.OBL-IN.M  M-be.PRS
“The boy is at home (lit. in the house)’*®

b. hab qy:'o-jal  radal-al-da-sa nady.e
this.NH.SG day-OBL morning-OBL-IN-ELA  after
alipat rogy. -0j ji-k’in-¢’o

Alipat(F)  house.OBL-IN.F.SG F.SG-be-AOR.NEG
*Since the morning of that day Alipat has not been at home (lit. in the
house)’¥

The locative case suffix -um in Eastern Armenian is worth mentioning as it only
encodes the orientation IN (Dum-Tragut 2009: 101), and it is therefore different
from typical locatives that combine the orientations IN and SUPER, cf. the Turkic
languages (Johanson 2022a: 48), while the preposition i in Classical Armenian
sometimes merged with the noun as the prefixed preposition y- ‘in’ (Schmitt 2007:
170).

(71)  Eastern Armenian (Dum-Tragut 2009: 178, 307) (reglossed)
a. ani-n zbagv-um e senyak-um
Ani-DEF  study-PTCP.PRS COP.3SG room-LOC
‘Ani studies in her room’
b. cas-a seran-i vra-n a
food-DEF table-DAT on-DEF COP.3SG
“The food is on the table’

The local case orientation SUPER

The orientation SUPER indicates that the location is ‘on’ or ‘on top of” a landmark
(De Hoop & Zwarts 2009: 179; Haspelmath 2009: 516). The orientation SUPER
seems to be associated with the orientation IN, as almost all languages with an affix
for IN also have an affix for SUPER in the Caucasus, with some of the only
exceptions being Bats (DeSeriev 1953: 64-65; Holisky & Gagua 1994: 167-168),
Udi (Schulze 1982: 119; Ganenkov 2008: 15) and Budukh (Alekseev 1994h: 266).
Consequently, nominal affixes indicating the orientation SUPER, i.e. in the
combined local cases superessive, superlative and superelative, are found in almost
all Dagestanian languages and arguably in Georgian (Hewitt 1995: 74), Svan

3 Glossed and transliterated from Bac pokbos 6yzo, and translated from Russian ‘Manbuuk goma (B
JIOME) eCThb’.

39 Glossed and transliterated from I'sa6 xvosiiw padanandaca naxve Anunam poxwvoii tiuxlunulo, and
translated from Russian ‘B Tot mens ¢ yrpa Anumnar noma ve 66u10°, but the combination of the
elative case and nagy:e is also translated as ¢ omux (mex) nop ‘from now on’, ‘since then’
(Alekseev et al. 2012: 243).
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(Gudjedjiani & Palmaitis 1986: 38; Schmidt 1991: 498), Ossetic (Abaev 1964: 20;
Bagaev 1965: 158-159) and Northern Talysh (Schulze 2000: 18). The orientation
SUPER is generally expressed in Eastern Armenian by using the suffix —i, which is
identical to the dative case (Dum-Tragut 2009: 86), cf. example (71).

(72)  Hinuq (Forker 2013: 88) (original glossing)
hayli  xvin-ti’o gol hes aze
there mountain-SUPER be one tree
‘On the mountain there is one tree’

(73)  Georgian (Bolkvadze & Kiziria 2023: 498) (my glossing)

mt-eb-ze tovl-i i-d-0

mountain-PL-SUPER  snow-NOM  PASS-put-AOR.3SG

magram bar-si vard-eb-i ¢ 'va-0d-nen

but valley-IN  rose-PL-NOM  bloom-IPFV-3PL

‘There was snow in (lit. on) the mountains, but in the valley roses were
blooming’

(74)  Ossetic (Bagaev 1965: 159) (my glossing)
yeex-t-il mit ra-warid-is
mountain-PL-SUPER snow PV-fall. PST-3SG
‘Snow has fallen on the mountains’*

(75)  Svan (Tuite 1997: 36) (gloss adapted from source)
t'abg-er-zi diger-s i leyw-s &-d-isg-el-i-x
table-PL-SUPER bread-DAT and meat-DAT NV-lie-SM-VPL-SM-PL
‘They put meat and bread on the tables’

The local case orientation SUB

The orientation SUB indicates that something is located under or below a landmark,
typically corresponding to ‘under X’ (Blake 2001: 153; De Hoop & Zwarts 2009:
179). The orientation SUB is expressed by affixation in all Dagestanian languages
except Khinalug (Khvtisiashvili 2013), Udi (Schulze 1982) and Mehweb (Chechuro
2019). Outside the Nakh-Dagestanian language family, nominal SUB affixes are
only found in Svan (Gudjedjiani & Palmaitis 1986: 39; Schmidt 1991: 498) and
Northern Talysh (Schulze 2000: 18).

“0 Glossed and transliterated from Xeexmoin mum payapuiouc, and translated from Russian ‘Ha ropax
BBITIAJT CHET .
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(76)  Kryts (Authier 2009: 173) (reglossed and retransliterated)
tikan za sil-i-k ca-skar-e
thorn 1SG.GEN foot-OBL-SUB  DE-stick. MP-PRS
“The thorn is stuck under my foot”*

(77)  Kubachi (Magometov 1963: 336) (my glossing)

ax=hic:-ib bic -li-ta-,
be.afraid-PTCP.PST wolf-OBL-ANTE-ELA,
Siumag-gu wij-w-iga-d

rock-SUB SUB-1.SG-hide-AOR.1SG

‘Being afraid of the wolf, | hid under a rock’*

(78)  Upper Svan (Gudjedjiani & Palmaitis 1986: 131-132) (reglossed)

par'w  rok mézum li jede mdzum rok
millet QUOT which.size COP.3SG or  which.size QUOT
yor-i lekwer-cu?

go-SM  mill-SUB
‘Of what size is the millet, that is, how much of it goes in under the
millstone?’

The local case orientation AD

The function of the orientation AD is somewhat vaguer than IN and SUPER, both
in its definition and in its application, as it indicates that something is located ‘at X’
(Blake 2001: 153; De Hoop & Zwarts 2009: 179; Haspelmath 2009: 516). The
orientations AD, CONT and APUD are functionally related and often difficult to
differentiate, where AD is the least specific, cf. the orientations CONT and APUD
for further discussion. Affixes indicating the orientation AD are found in almost all
Nakh-Dagestanian languages, which possibly includes the allative suffixes in
Ingush (Nichols 2011: 127, 424) and the adessive suffix -y in Khinalug (Kibrik
1994b: 375), but possibly only three non-Nakh-Dagestanian languages, i.e.
Georgian —tan (Hewitt 1995: 75; Creissels 2009a: 619), Svan -mag’ (Schmidt 1991:
498) and Northern Talysh —ton (Schulze 2000: 18).

(79)  Lezgian (Haspelmath 1993: 90) (gloss adapted from source)
nadir  rak’-ar-i-w aq“az-na
Nadir  door-PL-OBL-AD stop-AOR
‘Nadir stopped at the door’

4 Translated from French ‘L'épine s'enfonce dans mon pied’.

“2 Translated from Russian ‘Mcryrapimmcs BONKa, s CIPATAJICA MO CKaTy .
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(80)  Sanzhi Dargwa (Forker 2020a: 199) (original glossing)
aba c:ihri-r=de cin-na uc:i-li-s:u-r
mother Chakhri-F=PST  REFL.SG-GEN  brother-OBL-AD-F
‘My mother was in Chakhri, at her brother’s place’

The local case orientation INTER

The orientation INTER indicates that something is inside a solid substance, a mass
or a liquid (Sumbatova 2020: 154; Forker 2020b: 250), and it must be differentiated
from IN, which indicates that a figure is inside a closed or open hollow space (Daniel
& Ganenkov 2009: 675). The orientation INTER is also typically used for mass
nouns such as ‘water’, ‘flour’ and ‘sand’ (Daniel & Ganenkov 2009: 675;
Chumakina, Bond & Corbett 2016: 29).

(81)  Mehweb (Chechuro 2019: 66) (gloss adapted from source)
k’as  hark’vi-ze-b le-b
fish river-INTER-ESS.NH be-NH
‘The fish is in the river’

The orientation INTER must however be differentiated from the orientation
CUM, which indicates an orientation inside groups of non-mass nouns. Nominal
affixes expressing the orientation INTER are found in most but far from all Nakh-
Dagestanian languages, and the Avar-Andic branch stands out as it is the only Nakh-
Dagestanian branch in which all languages have INTER affixes.

(82)  Awvar (Alekseev et al. 2012: 240-241) (my glossing)

du-r cu fe-i: b-egi-ze Zub-ana
2SG-GEN horse water.OBL-INTER NH-lie-INF mix-AOR
he-l-da-fun b-i¢:’-ana di-da
DEM-OBL-SUPER-ADV NH-understand-AOR 1SG-SUPER
dur cu  gans:-i-da xay-un b-uk’-in

2SG.GEN horse buffalo-OBL-SUPER suckle-PTCP.PFV NH-be-MSD
“Your horse was lying in the water, and from this I understood that your
horse was raised by (water) buffalos (lit. suckled on a buffalo)’®

Nichols mentions the ‘adverbial’ suffix —I(a), which quite clearly indicates the
orientation INTER (Nichols 2011: 394), and it is likely cognate with the INTER
suffix —o in Bats (DeSeriev 1953: 65; Holisky & Gagua 1994: 167). The situation
in Chechen is somewhat more complicated, as the suffix —(a)x seemingly expresses
the orientation INTER among a myriad of other functions that appear to include

43 Glossed and transliterated from [fyp uy 1venv 6ecuse scybana, 2vendarvyn 6uululana ouda oyp uy
earwuoa xaxyn oyxlun, and translated from Russian ‘Tgost jiomma b craia B BOAY JIOKHTHCS, U3
9TOTrO s OHSUT, YTO OHAa BCKOPMJICHA OYHBOJIOM .
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affective and partitive functions (Aliroev 1999: 58-59). In Hinug, the local case
suffix - appears to express the orientation INTER (Forker 2013: 81). The
orientation INTER is also frequently used for the nouns such as ‘village’, ‘city’ and
‘forest’ in some Nakh-Dagestanian languages, and e.g. in Chamalal ‘in the city’ can
either be expressed with the interessive gyala-t#’a or with the contessive as gyala-
¢’ (Bokarev 1949a: 51).

(83)  Chamalal (Bokarev 1949a: 51) (my glossing)
di wu-k’a gyala-tt’a
1SG.ABS 1.SG-be.PST  city-INTER
‘T was in the city’*

The local case orientation CONT

The orientation CONT indicates that something is in contact with or attached to the
associated landmark, typically, but not exclusively, indicating orientation on a
vertical surface (Haspelmath 2009: 516; Daniel & Ganenkov 2009: 675-676). The
orientation CONT is often used to indicate that something is ‘hanging on the wall’,
but it also frequently occurs with human referents, e.g. contexts like ‘beard on the
cheeks’ (Daniel & Ganenkov 2009: 676) or ‘ring on a finger’ (Chechuro 2019: 58).
In Mehweb, the orientation CONT is expressed by the same local case suffixes as
for the orientations SUPER and INTER (Chechuro 2019: 58).

(84)  Aghul (Magometov 1970: 172) (my glossing)
misa-k cal-i-k t'ut’-ar ke
here-CONT wall-OBL-CONT fly-PL  CONT.be
“There are flies here on the wall*®

(85) Bagvalal (Kazenin 2001: 586) (gloss adapted from source)

pat’imat-i-r mac’-alu-¢’ garza
Patimat-OBL-ERG  child-OBL.PL-CONT clothes
b=al-ira-y-da, kunt’éna yabal-la ek”’a

NH-put.on-IPFV-CVB-EMPH*  husband-COM talk-SUPER  be.PRS
‘Patimat is dressing (lit. putting clothes on) the children,
and talking to (lit. on a conversation with) her husband’*’

4 Glossed and transliterated from oi eyxla xwvananla, and translated from Russian ‘[$1] 6b11 B
ropoze’.

4 Translated from Russian ‘[3]nech Ha cTeHe ecTh Myxu’.
% The original gloss is DA ‘morugeckas u amdarnyeckas yactuma’ (Kibrik et al. 2001: 881).

47 Translated from Russian ‘ITarumar ofieBaer aeTeill U pasroBapuBacT [= Ha pasroBope] ¢ MyxkeM’

115



(86)  Bezhta (Comrie, Xalilov & Xalilova 2015: 267) (my glossing)
isi mugqy 'o-da-1 p’alt’o b-oxol-lo
sister.ERG  nail-OBL-CONT  coat I11.SG-hang-AOR
“The sister hung her coat on a nail”*®

In Rutul, the semantic overlap between the orientations CONT and INTER
described below becomes apparent, as the suffix -k covers typical contessive
functions as in (87) but also the typical interessive function ‘in a substance or liquid’
as in (87), as the interessive by definition implies contact with the landmark. This
demonstrates that the distinction between the orientations CONT and INTER is not
always straightforward, while example (87a) indicates that the primary function of
the local case suffix -4/ in Rutul is contessive, as suggested by Maxmudova (2001:
81).

(87)  Rutul (Maxmudova 2001: 81) (gloss adapted from source)
a. masali-k/ Sikil k-i
wall-CONT picture. ABS CONT-be
‘A portrait hangs on the wall’*
b. xidi-¥ balus k-i
water-CONT  fish.ABS CONT-be
“There are fish in the water’™

The local case orientation APUD

The orientation APUD indicates that something is located next to or close to the
landmark, typically corresponding to ‘by X, ‘close to X’, ‘next to X’ or ‘near X’
(Haspelmath 2009: 516; Forker 2020b: 250). The orientation APUD is often
difficult to distinguish from the orientation AD due their similar semantics, and
unfortunately there even appears to be conflicting definitions of the APUD/AD
distinction in, e.g. the Andic and Tsezic languages (Comrie, Xalilov & Xalilova
2015: 264). The distinction is often related to whether the figure is in contact with
the landmark or not, as the orientation APUD indicates a lack of contact whereas
AD can indicate either in, e.g. Bezhta (Comrie, Xalilov & Xalilova 2015: 264-265).
Forker (2013: 98-102) describes ‘animate’ and ‘inanimate location’ in the closely
related Tsezic language Hinug, but the animacy-distinction between these
orientations is possibly semantically motivated, as the examples of the likely
cognate orientations APUD and AD in Bezhta also exhibit a similar tendency to

48 Glossed and transliterated from Hcu myxvodans nlanmlo 6oxonno, and translated from Russian
‘CecTpa moBecuiia MajibTo Ha TBO3Ib .

4 Transliterated from Macanwi-x' wiuxun xu, and translated from Russian ‘Ha ctene Bucut moptper’.

%0 Transliterated from Xeuou-«' 6anyev xu, and translated from Russian ‘B Boae BomuTcs pei6a’.

116



correlate APUD with animate nouns and AD with inanimate nouns (Comrie, Xalilov
& Xalilova 2015: 263-265).

(88)  Bezhta (Comrie, Xalilov & Xalilova 2015: 264-265) (my glossing)
a. kibba-doj ijo gej
gir-F-APUD  mother COP
“The mother is next to the girl’**

b. ijo-doj-s gedo  b-o¢o-j6
mother-APUD-ELA  cat I11.SG-leave-AOR
“The cat ran away from the mother’>*

C. bitlo-sa-s qy'owa b-6<wa>co-jo

house-AD-ELA child.PL I/11.PL.leave<I/I.PL>-A0OR
“The children ran away from the house’>

(89)  Andi (Salimov 2010: 110) (my glossing)
jesi ilu-ya halt 'u-mado
daughter ~ mother-APUD  work-PRS
“The daughter is working by her mother’**

The local case suffix —h/-x in Tabasaran is described as an ‘adlocative’ by
Babaliyeva (2013: 35), whereas its meaning and the examples provided by her and
carlier by Alekseev and Sixalieva (2003: 39-40) rather suggests that it conveys the
orientation APUD, as there is no apparent contact involved.

(90)  Tabasaran (gloss adapted from source)

a. (Alekseev & Sixalieva 2003: 39; Babaliyeva 2013: 35)
urnar-i-x gamus da<b>gy-na
gate.PL-APUD  buffalo <NH>lie-PFV
“There lies a buffalo by the gate (in front of the gate)’

b. (Alekseev & Sixalieva 2003: 44; Babaliyeva 2013: 48)
jic araba-ji-x-di si<b>p-lra
bull cart-OBL-APUD-COM <NH>go-PRS
“The bull walks next to the cart’

51 Glossed and transliterated from Ku66aooii uiio 2eii, and translated from Russian ‘Oxono neBouku
HaXOIUTCI MaMa’.

52 Glossed and transliterated from Hiiodoiic 2edo 6ovuoniion, and translated from Russian ‘Ot mams!
yita (ybeskana) Koka’.

53 Glossed and transliterated from burlozvac kvosa Gowvsavuosiio, and translated from Russian ‘U3
noma netu yoexanu’. Due to vowel harmony, the expected verb form would be 6owssasuoniios/
bowdcojo, which is found in a similar example on the bottom of page 435.

54 Glossed and transliterated from siewu unyxa 2vanmlymado, and translated from Russian ‘[ ]ous y
MaTepu paboraer’.
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The orientations APUD, AD and CONT appear to be functionally related, as they
seem to form a continuum from ‘no contact” (APUD) — ‘contact unspecified’ (AD)
— ‘in contact’ (CONT), which is supported by the presence of all three orientations
in all Tsezic languages, in a few Andic languages and in Mehweb.

The local case orientation POST

The orientation POST indicates that something is located behind something else (De
Hoop & Zwarts 2009: 179). Nominal affixes expressing the orientation POST are
primarily found in some Lezgic languages but also a handful of other Dagestanian
languages, e.g. Lak (Friedman 2020: 212) and Sanzhi Dargwa (Forker 2020a: 69).
There is also the suffixed postposition -xo, which indicates the orientation POST in
Svan (Schmidt 1991: 498).

(91)  Lezgian (Haspelmath 1993: 93) (gloss adapted from source)
suS  demir-a-n dalu-di-¢” Ciinily  xa-na
girl  Demir-OBL-GEN back-OBL-POST hide  ANTIC-AOR
“The girl hid behind Demir’s back’

(92)  Rutul (Maxmudova 2001: 80) (gloss adapted from source)
tila xali-gla: xu? gi-b-g -ri
dog.ABS house-POST.ELA forward POST-I11.SG-come.out-PST
“The dog came out from behind the house’*®

The local case orientation POSS

The orientation POSS indicates that the noun is in the possession of someone and
in direct contact with the possessor (Comrie, Xalilov & Xalilova 2015: 268), either
in their hands on their body (Daniel 2001a: 141). The POSS orientation has been
described in Bagvalal (Daniel 2001a: 141), Bezhta (Comrie, Xalilov & Xalilova
2015: 268), Hunzib (Isakov & Xalilov 2012: 134) and Khinalug (Khvtisiashvili
2013: 85-86). The function is somewhat wider in Bagvalal, as it also includes e.g.
family members and possessions in the possessor’s home (Daniel 2001a: 141), thus
not in direct contact with the possessor.

The possessive local case is often impossible to distinguish from the possessive
case, but the presence of posslative, posselative and posstranslative indicates that
these are local cases, as the POSS suffix interacts with the directional local case
suffixes (Comrie, Xalilov & Xalilova 2015: 268), cf. example (93). The orientation
POST has shifted to indicate the POSS functions in many Lezgic languages, e.g.
Aghul (Magometov 1970: 87) and Budukh (Alekseev 1994b: 266; Talibov 2007:
90).

%5 Transliterated from Teira xansi-xvraa xvys xv-ubkesi-pu, and translated from Russian ‘Co6axa
BBIIIUIA M3-3a JoMa’.
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(93)  Bezhta (Comrie, Xalilov & Xalilova 2015: 268) (my glossing)

a. aqy-a-qua ko-? bibd  gej
wife-OBL-POSS  hand-IN bread COP
‘The wife has bread in her hands’*®

b. aqy-a-qya-s ko-?o0-s c’it’  j-éccak-1jo

wife-OBL-POSS-ELA hand-IN-ELA knife  Il-escape-AOR
“The knife fell out of the wife’s hand”®’

(94)  Khinalug (Khvtisiashvili 2013: 86) (reglossed)
yvd  Sd ddadd-s k’iceb  ldk’u-sd-ma
1SG 1SG.GEN mother-POSS book  give-PST-IND
‘I gave my mother a book’

(95)  Aghul (Magometov 1970: 87) (my glossing)
za-q g-aja ildes
1SG-POSS/POST  POST-be friend
‘I have a friend”%®

The local case orientation ANTE

The orientation ANTE indicates a location in front of a landmark (Sumbatova 2020:
153). The spatial case orientation ANTE is mainly found in the Dargic languages,
where most languages have an identical preverb with the same function, which is
also true for Aghul (cf. section 6.11.1). The nominal suffix -z/”s in Ubykh also
indicated the orientation ANTE (Fenwick 2011: 60), cf. the Ubykh preverb fs’s-
(Fenwick 2011: 113), and the suffixed postposition -(i)sa-x in Megrelian appears to
have a somewhat similar function (Rostovtsev-Popiel 2020: 539).

(96)  Itsari Dargwa (Sumbatova & Mutalov 2003: 30)
(gloss adapted from source)

tukan-ni-sa=d q:arpuz-i
shop-OBL-ANTE=NH.PL watermelon-PL
d=irc-a-ca=d

NH.PL-sell.IPFV-PROG-PRS.NH.PL
‘They sell watermelons in front of the shop’

56 Glossed and transliterated from Axwvaxwva xow 6avbas 2eii, and translated from Russian Y sxenb Ha
pykax xieb umeercs’.

57 Glossed and transliterated from Axwaxwvac kovoc yluml iie"yyaxuiio, and translated from Russian
‘Y >KeHBI U3 PYK BBITIAT HOXK .

% Translated from Russian ‘[Y] Mens ecTs ToBapu’.

119



(97)  Sanzhi Dargwa (Forker 2020a: 151) (gloss adapted from source)

caj-na  marka-la hiti  ce-r-ug-un ca-r gar
one-time rain-GEN after SUPER.SUS-F-go.PFV-PRET COP-F wup
gal-sa gva‘’rs  b-arq’ij

house-ANTE sweep  NH-do.PFV-INF
‘Once after the rain (she) went up to sweep in front of the house’

The local case orientation CUM

The orientation CUM indicates that the figure is found among or together with a
group that constitutes the landmark (Comrie, Xalilov & Xalilova 2015: 266). The
term ‘collocative’ has also been used in Kryts (Authier 2009: 31). In Avar the suffix
-f primarily indicates the spatial orientation INTER (Forker 2020b: 250; Alekseev
et al. 2012: 164), but it also encodes a cumessive function as in e.g. farafa-zu-{
‘among the Kumyks’ (Alekseev et al. 2012: 164).

(98)  Bezhta (Comrie, Xalilov & Xalilova 2015: 266) (my glossing)
bise-jol waj-a-soj qy’ac’o j-0gyx '0-jo
calf(ll)-PL  cow-PL-CUM  together I11.PL-come-AOR
“The calves came together with (lit. among) the cows’>

(99)  Kryts (Authier 2009: 222) (gloss adapted from source, retransliterated)
nahcavan  zin  mal-dZi-vas-ar la-lsal-dziz
evening 1SG cattle-OBL-CUM-ELA  PV-return-SIM.CVB
‘This evening, when I will return from herding the sheep... (lit. from among
the cattle)’®

The local case orientation LOC

The orientation LOC has been used by e.g. Forker (2020a) to indicate an orientation
that combines the orientations IN, SUPER and possibly AD (Forker 2020a: 66). The
local case suffixes —a/-e in Budukh express both the orientations IN and SUPER
(Alekseev 1994b: 266; Talibov 2007: 86-87), and a similar phenomenon is also
found in Ghodoberi, as the suffix —(j)alda, which has been borrowed from Avar,
expresses both the orientations IN and SUPER (Kibrik 1996: 82). It is therefore
worth discussing whether LOC is an unspecified orientation in its own right or if it
is just a combination of multiple orientations, which is common with other
combined orientations such as IN and INTER in e.g. the Xaidaq suffix -c:i
(Temirbulatova 2004: 97) and the Bats suffixes —o/-I" and -loh (DeSeriev 1953: 64-
65; Holisky & Gagua 1994: 167; Hauk 2020: 42).

%9 Glossed and transliterated from Buweiion eaiia-voii kvaylo iio"kwotio, and translated from
Russian ‘Tensita BMecTe ¢ KOpOBaMH MPHIILTH .

6 Translated from French *Ce soir, quand je rentrerai de garder les moutons...".
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5.1.2.2. Directional local case functions

Observed local case directions expressed by affixation by number of languages

Directional _-

Nakh-Dagestanian
Translative _
Terminative _
Distal l
]’1'n\'inul]|
l)clnli\cl
Slu:.l:uluL'I

0 10 20 30 40 S0
Number of languages

Kartvelian
Northwest Caucasian
Indo-European
Turkic

Local case direction

Figure 5.5: All observed local case directions ( expressed through affixation in the data.

Directional local cases constitute the second dimension of local case systems, as
they typically encode location, destination, source and path (Blake 2001: 152;
Creissels 2009a: 614). The three most common directional local cases, essive, lative
and elative, often occur as the independent cases locative, allative and ablative in
languages that lack true local case systems (Creissels 2009a: 614-615). The Nakh-
Dagestanian local case systems vary with regards to which direction is zero-marked,
as the lack of an explicit directional local case affix either implies the essive case as
in Avar (Alekseev et al. 2012: 164-165), the lative case as in Dargwa (Musaev 2002:
48; Isaev 2004: 317), or both in some languages such as Tindi (Magomedova 2012:
86).

Table 5.5: All observed local case directions expressed through affixation in the data.

Local case direction Meaning

Essive/Locative @-movement (Location)
Elative/Ablative ‘from’ (Source)

Lative/Allative ‘to’ (Destination)

Directional ‘towards’ (Destination)

Translative ‘through, along’ (Path)

Terminative ‘up to’ (Destination)

Proximal & Distal ‘hither’ & ‘thither’ (Destination/Source)
Delative & Suslative ‘down’ & ‘up’ (Path)
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The Locative case function and the Essive local case direction

The Locative case function indicates the location of something, typically
corresponding to ‘in X’, ‘on X’ or ‘at X’ (Blake 2001: 151). The locative case could
be analysed as a non-specific local case, as it often does not distinguish between
‘in’, ‘on’, a distinction which is typically found in local case systems (Creissels
2009a: 615-617). The locative case is found in all Turkic languages of the Caucasus
(Dehghani 2000: 101; Ragagnin 2022: 247; Berta & Csatd 2022: 325; Karakog
2022: 358) and in Classical and Eastern Armenian, Juhuri and Talysh (Meillet 1936:
64-65; Schulze 2000: 17-18; Dum-Tragut 2009: 71; Authier 2012: 50). In Classical
Armenian the locative case was, with a few exceptions, identical to the dative case
in the singular but to the accusative case in the plural (Meillet 1936: 64-65), which
clearly indicates a case syncretism.

(100)  Kumyk (Abdullaeva et al. 2014: 201) (my glossing)
zaripat  Skola-da jog edi
Zaripat  school-LOC NEG.EXIST COP.PST
‘Zaripat was not at school’®

(101)  Juhuri (Authier 2012: 51) (gloss adapted from source)

pinegi  veno des=e e=simsil xiisde pesde ser=e
cobbler put.on.AOR hand-DAT LOC=sword REFL then head=DAT
e=hovo tik gur-de e=asmu denisi-re

LOC=air  upright take-CVB LOC=sky look-CVB
“The cobbler put his hand on his sword, then raised his head in the air and
looked into the sky’®2

The Kartvelian dative also has a locative function, which means that the dative
case can convey a locative meaning without any postpositions. The locative function
of the Kartvelian dative case can be found in all Kartvelian languages except
standard Georgian (Harris 1991b: 372; Holisky 1991: 452; Fahnrich 1994: 56; Tuite
1997: 17; Tuite 2008a; Oztiirk & Pdchtrager 2011: 27), and the dative case has even
been explicitly described as a dative/locative in Svan (Gudjedjiani & Palmaitis
1986: 38). A similar phenomenon has been observed in Classical Greek, where
particularly in Homeric Greek the dative case alone could encoded locative relations
(Luraghi 2009: 149).

61 Glossed and transliterated from 3apunam wixonada éxv 30u, and translated from Russian ‘3apumar
He ObLTO B IKONE’. As jOQ expresses negative existentials, the literal translation is ‘There was no
Zaripat at school’.

62 Translated from French ‘Le cordonnier mit la main a son épée, puis levant la téte et regardant en
Iair vers le ciel’.
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(102)

(103)

(104)

Old Georgian (Tuite 2008a: 150) (my glossing)
xiq’o igi ierusalem-S
be-AOR-3SG  3SG  Jerusalem-DAT/LOC
‘He was in Jerusalem’

Megrelian (Harris 1991b: 372) (my glossing)
bayan-ep-i Pude-S skid-un-a
child-PL-NOM  house-DAT/LOC  stay-SM-3PL
‘The children are staying in/at the house’

Svan (Gudjedjiani & Palmaitis 1986: 29) (gloss adapted from source)
hant’o ar-da mest ja-$

Hanto be-IPFV.3SG Mestia-DAT/LOC

‘Hanto lived in Mestia’

The status of the ‘locative’ datives is further complicated by the widespread use
of spatial preverbs in Kartvelian languages (cf. section 6.11), as it is not always
possible to disambiguate which element of the clause that carries the spatial
reference. Unsurprisingly, ‘locative’ datives and spatial preverbs often co-occur,
and similar patterns are also found in the Northwest Caucasian languages, where the
oblique case indicates the locus of the event (Arkadiev & Lander 2020: 413).

(105)

Megrelian (Reseck 2015: 63) (gloss adapted from source)
a. bayana-k c’q’ar-s ino-sxap -u
child-ERG  water-DAT IN-jump-AOR.3SG
‘The child jumped into the water’
b. uSkur-i k’aracxa-s ino-dzo
apple-NOM  basket-DAT  IN-lie.PRS.3SG
‘The apple lies in the basket’

The presence of locative affixes in the Northwest Caucasian languages is
somewhat more complicated, as Arkadiev & Lander (2020: 395) only describe
Ubykh as having had a locative case, while suffixed postpositions with a locative
function have also been described in Abkhaz (Aristava 1968: 28-29; Chirikba

2003a: 23).

(106)  Ubykh (Fenwick 2011: 47) (original glossing)
SE-1" B3-16"]3-K3
1SG.POSS-father. ERG  3SG.POSS-room-LOC
J3-@-txi-n

NULL.ABS-3SG.ERG-write-PRS
‘My father is writing in his room’
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(107)  Abkhaz (Aristava 1968: 142) (my glossing)

aw-ya zegla ana-teva,
DEM-night everyone TEMP.CVB-sleep
affohva d-yagala-n

quietly 3SG.H.ABS-get.up-PST.IND
a-mats ‘urta-fs s I-gso-1-f~ajt”

DEF-kitchen-LOC  3SG.F.OBL-REFL-3SG.F.ERG-kill-AOR
‘That night, when everyone was sleeping, she quietly got up and hanged
herself in the kitchen’®®

The Essive encodes the location of spatial relations (Creissels 2009a: 617). Essive
affixes are found in almost all languages of the Caucasus in some form, either
implicitly as part of a local case system, as a locative case or as affixed adpositions
(Creissels 2009a: 619). The essive case is often the zero-marked form in Nakh-
Dagestanian local case systems (Daniel & Ganenkov 2009: 674), and is therefore
intertwined with the orientational affixes (Creissels 2009a: 617). There are some
languages in which the essive is explicitly marked by a separate affix, e.g. most
Dargic languages (Magometov 1963: 68; Sumbatova & Mutalov 2003: 22; Isaev
2004: 315-317; Chechuro 2019: 58; Forker 2020a: 43). The essive suffixes in Dargic
languages and Avar are interesting, as they usually only consist of the noun class
marker, which consequently has to agree in noun class with the absolutive noun or
pronoun it relates to (Chechuro 2019: 58; Forker 2020b: 250).

(108)  Lezgian (Haspelmath 1993: 229) (gloss adapted from source)
Zi gada-di-n rik’-e wa-z qarsi
1SG.GEN  boy-OBL-GEN heart-IN.ESS you-DAT opposite
muhibbat  xu-raj
love be-OPT
‘May there be love in my son’s heart toward you’

(109)  Mehweb (Ganenkov 2019: 196) (gloss adapted from source)
madina-s fali urc-e-w le-w
Madina-DAT  Ali.ABS heart-IN-ESS.M  be-M
‘Madina remembers Ali’

It is rather difficult to assess the presence of locatives in the Nakh languages, as
the descriptions of Ingush diverge substantially, but the suffixes —ie, -a, -ga
constitute some sort of locative case in Ingush (Jakovlev 2001: 196-198), although
they are analysed as adverbs by Nichols (Nichols 2011: 430). The same suffixes in

8 Glossed and transliterated from Ayxa 3ezvbt anviyaa, awvubbixaa deazsiian amagypmaent i-e-
suiuvum, and translated from Russian ‘Houbto (B Ty HOYB), KOT/Ja BCE 3aCHYIIH, OHA THXO BBINLIA
¥ TIoBecunack (yomma cebs1) Ha KyxHe'.
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Chechen have an allative meaning, but if the suffix —% is added they indicate the
location of something (Jakovlev 1960: 33; Nichols 1994: 24), thereby functioning
as a locative case. Locative cases in the narrow sense are quite rare in Dagestan
since most Dagestanian languages have more or less intricate local case systems
(Ganenkov & Maisak 2020: 102-104).

Khinalug possibly has the best example of a locative case in the Dagestanian
family (Kibrik 1994b: 375; Khvtisiashvili 2013: 81), while Udi appears to have a
locative case which has syncretised with the dative case (Schulze 1982: 113; Harris
2002: 25; Ganenkov 2008: 20-21). The syncretism of the dative and locative cases
in Udi becomes apparent as the Nic dialect differentiates the dative —a/-& from
locative —e for certain words (Ganenkov 2008: 21), suggesting that there is a dative-
locative syncretism in the other dialects of Udi. Ghodoberi has borrowed the suffix
—(j)alda from Avar and it has the function of a locative case in certain contexts
(Kibrik 1996: 82), even though Ghodoberi has a fully-fledged local case system
(Saidova 2004: 83).

(110)  Nic Udi (Ganenkov 2008; 139, 146) (gloss adapted from source)

a. me bes joldas-yo-n samdzi  demis=t:un
today 1PL.POSS friend-PL-ERG first time=3PL
ak:-sa bes ajiz-a

see-PRS 1PL.POSS village-DAT
“Today our friends are seeing our village for the first time’®
b. bes ajiz-e gele  odzZay-yo=no
1PL.POSS village-LOC many sacred.place-PL=COP.3SG
“In our village there are many sacred places’®

The Ablative case function and the Elative local case direction

The Ablative case function indicates that something originates from a source,
typically corresponding to constructions of the type ‘from X’ (Haspelmath 2009:
515). The ablative case can be part of a larger local case system, but it is more
common to only have a three-way distinction between locative, ablative and allative,
which is arguably true for Turkic (Creissels 2009a: 614). The ablative case is found
in all Turkic languages (Seegmiller 1996: 13; Schonig 1998: 251; Csato & Karakog
1998: 336; Dehghani 2000: 101; Abdullaeva et al. 2014: 183) and all Caucasian
Indo-European languages except Juhuri and Tat (Abaev 1964: 19-20; Schulze 2000:
17; Van Damme 2004: 14-16; Dum-Tragut 2009: 71; Authier 2012; Suleymanov
2020).

8 Translated from Russian ‘Ceroaust Haum Apy3bs BIEPBbIE BUAAT HALlIE CENO’.

% Translated from Russian ‘B Hamrem cefle ecTh MHOTO CBSAIEHHBIX MeCT («okaxoBy)’. The word
odzay is of Turkic origin, cf. Azerbaijani ocaq ‘stove, hearth’.
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(111)  Eastern Armenian (Dum-Tragut 2009: 308) (reglossed)

ax mayrik-s indz
INTERJ mother-1SG.POSS 1SG.DAT
vind-el e tn-ich

expel-PTCP.PFV  COP.3SG  house-ABL
‘Oh, my mother has expelled me from the house’

(112)  Nogai (Karakog 2005: 185) (gloss adapted from source)
Otpek-tip  bir-ew-i pes-ten Siy-ip turt
bread-GEN one-COLL®-3G.POSS oven-ABL take.out-CVB AUX
‘One of the breads is taken out of the oven’

An ablative case has been described in some Kartvelian languages, e.g. Megrelian
and Laz (Harris 1991b: 326; Holisky 1991: 408; Oztirk & Pdchtrager 2011: 28;
Rostovtsev-Popiel 2020: 541), while the presence of ablatives in Georgian, Old
Georgian and Svan is a matter of debate (Schmidt 1991: 498; Hewitt 1995: 70, 76).
The instrumental case suffix —it also had an ablative function in Old Georgian
(F&hnrich 1994: 173; Tuite 2008a: 151), which later merged with the suffix
postposition -gan to form the suffixed ablative postposition —idan in modern
Georgian (Fahnrich 2012: 766).

The Svan suffix —ydn/-yen ‘from’ (Schmidt 1991: 498; Tuite 1997: 46-48) should
likely also be analysed as an ablative case. Since most Nakh-Dagestanian languages
have local case systems, they tend to have an elative suffix that conveys the same
function as the ablative case within a local case system (Creissels 2009a: 615-617),
suggesting that the distinction between the elative and ablative local case directions
is largely terminological and not functional.

(113)  Laz (Lacroix 2009: 414) (gloss adapted from source)
ma andga  noga-sen koy-se esa-p-t-i
1SG today city-ABL village-ALL  PV-1SG-go.up-AOR
‘| came up from the city to the village today’®’

The Elative local case directions indicate the source of an action or an object,
typically corresponding to construction ‘from X’ (Blake 2001: 153). Although the
terms ablative and elative are often used synonymously in Caucasian linguistics, the
direction ‘from’ is almost exclusively labelled elative in Nakh-Dagestanian local
case systems (Creissels 2009a: 617; Daniel & Ganenkov 2009: 674). However, it is
relevant to theoretically differentiate between ablatives indicating ‘from’ and

8 Karakog’s glossing.

67 Translated from French ‘Aujourd’hui, je suis venu au village depuis la ville’.
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elatives indicating ‘out of’, cf. the local case systems in Finnish (Blake 2001: 153)
and Hungarian (Creissels 2009a: 616).

(114)  Standard Dargwa (Mutalov 2018: 61) (gloss adapted from source)

durhi-ni waca-li-zi-b-ad
boy-PL forest-OBL-IN-HPL-ELA
car-b-ug-i sa<b>i

RE®-HPL-come.PFV-CVB COP<HPL>
‘The children have come back from the forest’

(115)  Karata (Magomedbekova 1971: 72) (my glossing, retransliterated)
¢ erti-t:i-gal b-oqy:-e k'unc:’e
mud-INTER-ELA NH.SG-pull.out-PST  puppy
“They pulled the puppy out of the mud’®®

The Allative case function and the Lative local case direction

The Allative case function indicates that something is moving towards a goal,
typically corresponding to constructions of the type ‘to X’ (Haspelmath 2009: 515).
Similar to the ablative case, the allative case can either be part of a larger local case
system, often as a Lative affix, or as one of the constituents of a three-way local
distinction together with a locative and an ablative (Creissels 2009a: 614). Allative
affixes have been described in Old Georgian (Fahnrich 1994: 56-57, 178; Tuite
2008a: 151), Megrelian (Harris 1991b: 326; Rostovtsev-Popiel 2020: 541) and Laz
(Holisky 1991: 408; Lacroix 2018: 835), while the suffix —te in Svan clearly has an
allative function (Schmidt 1991: 498; Tuite 1997: 38).

The presence of allatives in the Kartvelian family is somewhat complicated by
the apparent loss of a distinct allative in modern Georgian (Bolkvadze & Kiziria
2023: 28), as the Old Georgian allative suffixes -d and —isa have been replaced by
—$i, -ze and -tan in various lative functions (Creissels 2009a: 619). The Pazar dialect
of Laz has also lost a distinct allative affix, as the ablative and allative suffixes have
merged to —se (Oztiirk & Péchtrager 2011: 28), whereas some dialects have retained
the distinction between allative —sa and ablative —sen (Holisky 1991: 408), which is
similar to the Megrelian distinction between allative —sa and ablative —$e (Harris
1991b: 326).

(116)  Svan (Tuite 1997: 38) (gloss adapted from source)
tees Sg-0:1-Sq ‘ced lemesg-te:-sga
cheese. NOM  PV-PV.03SG.OV-falL AOR fire. DAT-ALL-IN
‘His cheese fell into the fire’

8 Mutalov glosses it simply as ‘back-".

8 Translated from Russian ‘[/]3 Tps3u BHITAIIMIN IIEHKA .
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Allative affixes have also been described in Chechen (Jakovlev 1960: 24; Nichols
1994: 24; Aliroev 1999: 59), Udi (Schulze 1982: 119; Harris 2002: 24), Abkhaz
(Chirikba 2003a: 23) and Ossetic (Abaev 1964: 20; Bagaev 1965: 142; Erschler
2020: 647).

(117)  Udi (Harris 2002: 135) (reglossed)
ta-al-le-c-i kalabal-¢"-uc¢’
DIST-ADD-3SG-go-AOR servant-OBL-ALL
‘And she went to the servant’

(128)  Iron Ossetic (Erschler 2020: 670) (original glossing)
abon dukani-me a-sew-zen Joflan
today shop-ALL PV-go-FUT.3SG Soslan
‘Today, Soslan will go to the shop’

The allative function coincides with the dative case in all Turkic languages of the
Caucasus (Siraliev 1971: 45; Seegmiller 1996: 13; Dehghani 2000: 146; Abdullaeva
et al. 2014: 193; Ragagnin 2022: 251; Karakog 2022: 358), and Siraliev even
describes the dative case suffix —(y)a/-(y)a in North Azerbaijani as the ‘dative-
directional case’ (Siraliev 1971: 43). Allative/lative-dative syncretism, where the
allative/lative case function is formally identical to the dative case, is a widespread
phenomenon (Creissels 2009a: 621), and is generally present in Turkic languages
(Johanson 2022a: 48) and in, e.g. Lezgian (Haspelmath 1993: 87). Since this thesis
has a functional approach, | have decided to analyse the dative case affixes in Turkic
as having both a dative and an allative function, enabling comparisons with other
allative affixes.

(119)  North Azerbaijani (Siraliev 1971: 46) (my glossing)
a. baki-ya OXu-mag-a gal-ib
Baku-DAT/ALL read-INF-DAT come-PFV.3SG
‘He has come to Baku to study’™
b. mesa-ya odun-a ged-ib
forest-DAT/ALL firewood-DAT go-PFV.3SG
‘He has gone to the forest for firewood’"

" Translated from Russian ‘[O]u npuexan B Baky yaurbes’.

" Translated from Russian ‘[O]u nomen B nec 3a gpoBamu’.
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(120)

(121)

(122)

Kumyk (Abdullaeva et al. 2014: 174) (my glossing)

erten-in-de men masacqala-sa
morning-3SG.POSS-LOC 1SG Maxackala-DAT/ALL
jol-ra tis-di-m

road-DAT/ALL  go.down-PST-1SG
‘I set off for the road to Maxackala in the (lit. its) morning’ "

Nogai (Karakog 2005: 32) (gloss adapted from source)

bazar-ya bar-ar  e-ken-men ags-am yoq
bazaar-DAT/ALL go-FUT COP-EVID-1SG money-1SG.POSS NEG
‘I would go to the market, but I have no money’

Lezgian (Haspelmath 1993: 402) (gloss adapted from source)

har gat-u-z am Wici-n ¢’eyi buba-di-n  pataw
every summer-DAT he.ABS self-GEN big  father-GEN to
yur-0-z xkve-da

village-DAT/ALL  return-FUT
‘Every summer he goes back to the village to his grandfather’

The Lative or Allative local case direction indicates the destination of an action or
an object, typically corresponding to the preposition ‘to X’ (Blake 2001: 151). The
terms lative and allative are often used synonymously, but the term allative in sensu
stricto refers to the combined local case of the orientation AD and the lative
direction (Blake 2001: 153).

(123)

(124)

Avar (Forker 2020b: 257) (gloss adapted from source)

dun hez-al-d-e ine b-ugo
1SG.ABS Hajj-OBL-SUPER-LAT go.INF NH.SG-COP
‘I will go on the Hajj’

Khwarshi (Khalilova 2009: 329) (original glossing, retransliterated)

bazar-#’a-l-in @-0k’-un, hadam-i/
market-SUP-LAT-ADD I-go-PFV.CVB  people-LAT
ise.iso zihe-bo l-ey™-a @-eq-un Zu

REFL.GEN cow-PL.ABS NH.PL-sell-INF I-begin-UWPST that.ABS
‘When he came to the market, he began to sell his own cows to the people’

2 Glossed and transliterated from Spmenunoe men Macvauxvanazva éneva mowdiom, and translated
from Russian ‘Ytpom s ornpaBuiicst B Maxaukaiy’.
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The Directional local case direction

The Directional, Directive or Versative local case direction indicates the path
towards a landmark, typically corresponding to the preposition ‘towards’ (Friedman
2020: 212; Haspelmath 2009: 515). The term directive is not optimal however, as it
is sometimes regarded as synonymous with the allative/lative (Haspelmath 2009:
515; Creissels 2009a: 614), and directive is widely used with a completely different
meaning within speech act theory.

(125)  Standard Dargwa (Musaev 2002: 53) (my glossing)
il-di anqy-li-zi-ba‘h ha-j-b-i?-ub
DEM-ERG garden-OBL-IN-DIR  ANTE-LAT-HPL-be-AOR
‘They headed towards the garden’”

(126)  Hunzib (Van den Berg 1995: 48) (reglossed)
han-a-i-do @-étl’e-r
forest-OBL-CONT-DIR  1-go-AOR
‘[He] went in the direction of the forest’

The Translative local case direction

The Translative or Perlative local case direction indicates the path through or across
a landmark, typically corresponding to the prepositions ‘through’ and ‘along’
(Haspelmath 2009: 516; Daniel & Ganenkov 2009: 674). Translative local case
affixes are exclusively found in the Nakh-Dagestanian languages (Haspelmath
2009: 516) with two possible exceptions in the Caucasus, i.e. the Svan suffixed
postpositions —ka (Gudjedjiani & Palmaitis 1986: 93) and the Abaza suffixes —ta/-
Sta (Lomtatidze & Klychev 1989: 98) with similar translative functions.

(127)  Ghodoberi (Kibrik 1996: 264) (gloss adapted from source)

ho=w han-#i-ritt’i WU=n-att-dwq atii,

3SG=M village-INTER-TRANS M=go-PRS-TEMP.CVB,
x"ani-¢’u hila-14 hank -0, t’'orda  hingur-abé
horse-CONT above-ADD sit.down.PFV-CVB all window-PL
hinc.:-abé his:-a ru=k’-a-da,

door-PL close.PFV-CVB  NH.PL=be.PFV-CVB-COP

adami is:ira ba=k’-uc¢’-a-da

man outside HPL=be.PFV-NEG-CVB-COP

‘As he was riding his horse through the village, all the windows (and) doors
were closed, there was no[t] anybody outward [sic]’

3 Glossed and transliterated from wrou anxvrusubaxl 2eaiibuy6, and translated from Russian ‘[O]au
HaAIPaBWIKCH B CTOPOHY caja’.
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(128)  Bats (Deseriev 1953: 66) (my glossing)
ug nay-guin-ren-dah V-ay-r-as sk’ol-e
DIST.OBL people-APUD™-ABL-TRANS 1-go-AOR-1SG school-ALL
‘1 went to school through (lit. from beside) those people’™

The Terminative local case direction

The Terminative or Limitative local case direction indicates ‘motion until reaching
the domain’ (Daniel & Ganenkov 2009: 674) or reaching ‘its endpoint’ (Haspelmath
2009: 515), typically corresponding to the preposition ‘up to’ (Creisseils 2009: 610)
or to constructions of the type ‘to X but not further’ (Chumakina 2020: 290). The
terminative local case direction is rather unusual in the Nakh-Dagestanian languages
as it appears to only be found in Archi (Chumakina, Bond & Corbett 2016: 30;
Chumakina 2020: 290), Khwarshi (Khalilova 2009: 74) and Bats (Holisky & Gagua
1994: 170).

Terminative affixes or clitics are found in all language families of the Caucasus
except Indo-European, as a terminative case has been described in North
Azerbaijani (Ragagnin 2020: 247-248), while suffixed postpositions with a
terminative function are found in all Kartvelian languages, e.g. Georgian and Old
Georgian —mde (F&hnrich 1994: 172; Hewitt 1995: 76), Megrelian —sax (Harris
1991b: 374; Reseck 2015: 171-172), Laz —Saki(s) (Anderson 1963: 89; Holisky
1991: 419) and Svan —nun (Schmidt 1991: 498), and in some Northwest Caucasian
languages, i.e. Abkhaz —ndza (Chirikba 2003a: 35), Abaza -dza (Lomtatidze &
Klychev 1989: 99; O'Herin 2020: 460) and Ubykh -swndzs (Fenwick 2011: 60).

(129)  Khwarshi (Khalilova 2009: 90) (original glossing)
muhamad god-o-yo-q’a B-0k -i
Magomed(l) wall-OBL-APUD-TERM I-go-WPST
‘Magomed almost reached the wall (lit. reached until the wall)’

(130)  Georgian (Bolkvadze & Kiziria 2023: 406) (my glossing)
is dil-idan sayamo-mde bibliotek’a-Si-a
3SG morning-ABL evening-TERM library-IN-COP.3SG
‘He is in the library from morning till evening’

4 DeSeriev analyses —guifi-re(”) as a case form meaning co cmoponw ‘from the side’ or ‘from the
direction of’, while Holisky & Gagua (1994) and Hauk (2020) analyse gui/i as a postposition
meaning ‘toward’, which becomes problematic if DeSeriev’s examples are considered (DeSeriev
1953: 65-66).

5 Glossed and transliterated from yxx nax-zyuxspendaxs eaxpac cxlone, and translated from Russian
‘[B] cropoHy 3TOro Hapoja 1 Yepes Hero MOLIeN s B MIKOJY .
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The Distal and Proximal local case directions?

The Distal and Proximal directions are marginal functions which encode either
movement ‘towards here/hither’ or ‘towards there/thither’, and they are functionally
identical to the distal and proximal preverb orientations, see section 6.11.1. It is
worth discussing whether these are local case directions, but | see no reason to
exclude them. The distal direction is only found in two languages in the data, and
the opposite proximal direction is found in Xaidaq (Temirbulatova 2004: 91-92) and
Tsez (Polinsky 2015). The distal local case suffix in Tsez can be combined with all
other local case suffixes (Alekseev & Radzabov 2004: 125). Xaidaq is the only
language in the data to have both distal and proximal nominal suffixes, i.e. —ten and
—zen, and these two suffixes also combine with all other local case suffixes
(Temirbulatova 2004: 91-92). These directions are also found in a few other Dargic
languages not included in the data, e.g. Tanti Dargwa (Sumbatova 2020: 155).

(131)  Tsez (Comrie, Forker & Khalilova 2012: 167) (gloss adapted from source)
b-ihinay-xo xex-bi iskol-az-ay nex-si
HPL-fight-IPFV.CVB child-PL.ABS school-DIST-IN.ABL come-WPST
‘Fighting, the children came from the school (lit. thence)’

(132)  Xaidag (Temirbulatova 2004: 101-102) (my glossing)
a. Mask:aw-c:i-r-Zen
Moscow-INTER-ELA-PROX
‘From Moscow towards here/hither
b. buryan-gu-r-ten
roof-SUB-ELA-DIST
‘From under the roof towards there/thither’”’

576

The Delative and ‘Suslative’ local case directions?

The Delative (from Latin de- ‘from, down, off”) and what I have chosen to label the
Suslative (from Vulgar Latin siasum “‘upwards’) directions are also only found in
Xaidaq (Temirbulatova 2004: 91-92), but these directions are present in some of the
other Dargic languages not included in the data, e.g. Tanti Dargwa (Sumbatova
2020: 155). The delative direction indicates movement downwards and the suslative
direction indicates movement upwards, and these directions are conveyed by the
nominal suffixes -k’en and —yen in Xaidag (Temirbulatova 2004: 91-92). It is
important to compare these directional suffixes to their preverbal counterparts, i.e.
the delative preverb ka- and the suslative preverb ha- (Temirbulatova 2004: 187),

6 Glossed and transliterated from Mackkasyyuporcen, and translated from Russian ‘u3 MockBsI o
HaTIpaBJICHUIO CIof1a’.

" Glossed and transliterated from 6ypxanzypmeu, and translated from Russian ‘[IT]oa kpbliuero 1o
HATIPaBJICHUIO Tyza .
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since the delative and suslative directions are primarily associated with preverbs in
the Caucasus, cf. the delative and suslative preverb directions for a discussion
regarding terminology in section 6.11.2.

(133)  Xaidaq (Temirbulatova 2004: 101) (my glossing)
a. k.alk:an-sa-r-yen
tree-AD-ELA-DE
‘From the tree downwards’"®
b. qal-e-r-k’en
house-IN-ELA-SUS
‘From the house upwards’™

5.2.  Number-marking functions

The grammatical category of number is found in all 56 languages of the affixal data
set, indicating whether the noun is singular or plural. Singular and plural were the
only numbers found in these languages, as none of the Indo-European languages of
the Caucasus have retained the dual number, as it was lost already in Classical
Armenian (Meillet 1936: 93), Parthian and Middle Persian (Durkin-Meisterernst
2014: 230). Number is often conflated with case in inflectional case paradigms,
which is typically not the case in the Caucasus, since most languages in the region
tend to prefer agglutinative morphology. There is no affix in the data which only
encodes that the noun is singular, as the singular is almost universally zero-marked,
and all singular affixes primarily encode case or gender/noun class.

(134)  Georgian (Hewitt 1995: 138) (gloss adapted from source)
msobl-eb-s @-u-q var-t Svil-eb-i
parents-PL-DAT 3.0-OV-love-PRS.PL  child-PL-NOM
“The parents love the children’

(135)  Kabardian (Kumakhov & Vamling 2009: 70) (gloss adapted from source)
foz-ye-m bostej-ye-r @-ja-do-r
woman-PL-ERG  dress-PL-ABS 3.ABS-3PL.ERG-sew-PRS
‘The women are sewing dresses’®

8 Glossed and transliterated from xxanxkancapxen, translated from Russian ‘[O]t aepesa mo
HATPaBJICHUIO BHU3 .

™ Glossed and transliterated from xwanepxlen, and translated from Russian ‘[H]3 moma, mo
HaTpaBJICHUIO BBEPX’

8 Translated by Kumakhov & Vamling as ‘The women sewed the dresses’ while the verb is glossed
as present tense.
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(136)  Lezgian (Haspelmath 1993: 340) (gloss adapted from source)

itim-ri ciil-ler-a iji-zwa-j wiri  kValay-ar
man-PL.ERG field-PL-IN.ESS do-IPFV-PST all work-PL
disehli-jri-n xiw-e hat-na

woman-PL-GEN neck-IN.ESS fall-AOR
‘All the work that the men used to do in the fields fell on the women’

(137)  Hinugq (Forker 2013: 467) (original glossing, retransliterated)
obu-be  bitle-be r-u.-ho b-ici-§
father-PL house-PL  NH.PL-do-IPFV.CVB H.PL-be-PST
‘The fathers were building houses’

In contrast, nominal affixes only encoding plurality are found in all five language
families of the Caucasus, particularly modern Kartvelian (Boeder 2005: 14),
Circassian (Arkadiev & Lander 2020: 393) and Turkic (Berta & Csatd 2022: 324),
while Nakh-Dagestanian languages predominantly differentiate between the
absolutive plural suffixes and the various oblique suffixes to form all other plural
cases (Ganenkov & Maisak 2020: 101). In some Nakh-Dagestanian languages the
oblique plurals are formed by changing the last vowel of the absolutive plural suffix,
e.g. the Lak absolutive suffixes —nu, -lu and —du become the oblique forms —na-, -
la- and —da-, while there are also irregular oblique plurals such as the absolutive —
ru can either become -irz:a- or —irda- depending on the noun (Friedman 2020: 210).

5.2.1. Numeral functions

Northwest Caucasian language also have numeral nominal affixes to indicate the
lower numerals ‘one’ to ‘ten’, either as prefixes in Abkhaz, Abaza and Ubykh
(Arkadiev & Lander 2020: 402) or as suffixes in Circassian (Rogava & KeraSeva
1966: 82-83; Smeets 1984: 233; Kumaxov 2006: 144; Konuk 2022: 152). It is
probably more appropriate to analyse these numeral affixes as instances of
derivation or numeral incorporation, as Arkadiev & Lander (2020: 402) describe
these constructions as compounds, and the singular agreement was more common
in Ubykh, as the plural agreement was optional (Fenwick 2011: 91), (cf. example
138a and 138b).

(138)  Ubykh (Fenwick 2011: 91) (original glossing)
a. Jji-t'q"’3-miz-fs’s O-si-B-mic[3]-3w:t
this-two-child-good 3SG.ABS-1SG.ERG-CAUS-read-FUT.1I
‘I will make these two good children study’
b. ji-t’q"'3-miz-{s s O-1-3-mic3-n[3]-3w:t
this-two-child-good 3SG.ABS-1SG.ERG-CAUS.PL-read-PL-FUT.1I
‘I will make these two good children study’
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(139)  Kabardian (Colarusso 1992: 49)
(gloss adapted from source, retransliterated)
peaaca-aj-p 't ’a-r ma-a-da+a-ha(-r)
girl-NUM-four-ABS 3PL.ABS-PRS-sew+ITR-PL(-PRS)
‘The four girls are sewing’

5.3.  Definiteness-marking functions

Definiteness is a grammatical category that primarily encodes the identifiability of
nominal referents (Lyons 1999: 277-278). In the Caucasus it is only systematically
expressed by means of affixation in the Northwest Caucasian languages (Arkadiev
& Lander 2020: 388-390), Eastern Armenian (Dum-Tragut 2009: 102; Belayev
2020: 588) and Classical Armenian (Meillet 1936: 88; Schmitt 2007: 120).

(140)  Eastern Armenian (Dum-Tragut 2009: 323) (gloss adapted from source)

vardan-a2 stip-um Z ir  professor-i-n
Vardan-DEF force-PTCP.PRS COP.3SG his professor-DAT-DEF
Canac-el iren orpes karewor  gitnakan
recognise-INF  himself. DAT as important  scholar

‘Vardan makes his professor recognise him as an important scholar’

(141) Kabardian (Kumakhov & Vamling 2009: 21) (reglossed, retransliterated)
a. fozo-r q"aze-m D-kv’-a-¢
woman-ABS.DEF village-OBL.DEF 3SG.ABS-go-PFV-IND
‘The woman went to the village’
b. foz-@ q"aze-D B-kv’-a-¢
woman-ABS.INDEF village-OBL.INDEF 3SG.ABS-go-PFV-IND
‘A woman went to a village’

There are even indefinite affixes in Abkhaz and Abaza (Lomtatidze & Klychev
1989: 98; Chirikba 2003a: 23; Arkadiev & Lander 2020: 390), which is
typologically rare and it could be a counterargument to Lyons, who questions
whether true indefinite-marking exists at all (Lyons 1999: 89). The Abkhaz-Abaza
indefinite suffix -k’ is also obligatory with all numerical prefixes, while O’Herin
glosses it as a quantifier (O’Herin 2020: 459).
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(142)  Abkhaz (Chirikba 2003a: 22) (my glossing, retransliterated)
a. a-ynd
DEF-house
‘(a/the) house’
b. yno-k’
house-INDEF
‘a house’
C. yon-k*a-k’
house-PL-INDEF
‘some houses’

The Ubykh ‘indefinite article’ z3- is identical to the numeral ‘one’ (Fenwick 2011:
45), which means that it should rather be analysed as a numeral prefix, see section
5.2.1. Most languages of the Caucasus lack definiteness completely, and the closest
thing to definite-marking affixes in the Nakh-Dagestanian languages is possibly the
definite particle —so in Khwarshi (Khalilova 2009: 256). North Azerbaijani (Siraliev
1971: 45), South Azerbaijani (Dehghani 2000: 145), Talysh (Schulze 2000: 17), Tat
(Suleymanov 2020: 250) and Juhuri (Authier 2012: 47) only indicate definiteness
on direct objects, which is a feature they share with Turkish (Goksel & Kerslake
2005:156) and Persian (Yousef 2018: 40).

(143)  South Azerbaijani (Dehghani 2000: 145, 167) (gloss adapted from source)

a. ali bir alma al-di
Ali  one apple buy-PST.3SG
‘Ali bought an apple’

b. ali alma-n: al-di
Ali apple-ACC  buy-PST.3SG
‘Ali bought the apple’

(144)  Sirvan Tat (Suleymanov 2020: 96, 250) (gloss adapted from source)
a. man korda  yoft-um
1SG knife find.PST-1SG
‘I found a knife / (some) knives’

b. in korda=ra San in=4a
this knife=OBL PROSP this=OBL
a das=i b-ustun-um

from  hand=3SG.POSS MOD-get-1SG
‘I am going to snatch this knife out of his hand’
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5.4. Possessive functions

Possessive affixes and clitics indicate the possessor of a possessed noun, thus
expressing the same grammatical function as possessive pronouns in other
languages (Johanson 2022a: 33). It is a grammatical category that is widely found
in Northwest Caucasian (Arkadiev & Lander 2020: 389), Turkic (Johanson 2022a:
33-34) and all Caucasian Indo-European languages (Schulze 2000; Dum-Tragut
2009; Authier 2012; Erschler 2020; Suleymanov 2020: 98). It is one of few
grammatical categories that appear to be completely absent in Nakh-Dagestanian,
and it is generally not found in Kartvelian with the exception of Laz, which
distinguishes all persons with possessive suffixes (Lacroix 2009: 75). The enclitic
1% person possessive —cem and the suffixed 2" person possessive —sen can also
attach to certain kinship terms in Georgian, e.g. mama-cem-s ‘my father (dative)’
and deda-sen-i ‘your mother (nominative)’ (Hewitt 1995: 202, 558).5

The Circassian languages and Ubykh stand out in this category, as they have a
full three-person distinction in singular and plural, while they also tend to have
reciprocal and relative possessive affixes, e.g. Kabardian (Kumakhov & Vamling
2009: 26), Abzakh Adyghe (Paris 1989: 174) and Shapsug Adyghe (Smeets 1984:
383). Fenwick uses the term ‘dyadic possession’ for a reciprocal possessive prefix
in Ubykh (Fenwick 2011: 51).

(145)  Adyghe (Rogava & KeraSeva 1966: 68) (my glossing)
a. sa-ne
1SG.POSS-eye
‘my eye’
b. wa-ne
25G.POSS-eye
‘your eye’

(146)  Kumyk (Abdullaeva et al. 2014: 245) (my glossing)
biz-in muallim-ibiz bir jaxsi adam
1PL.GEN teacher-1PL.POSS one good man
‘Our teacher is a really good man’®

81 A similar pattern is also found in Megrelian according Revaz Tchantouria (p.c.).

82 Glossed and transliterated from Busun myanmumubus 6up axuww: ooam, and translated from Russian
‘Ham yaurens - O4eHb XOPOIINi YeT0BeK .
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(147)  Laz (Lacroix 2009: 501, 678) (reglossed)

a. hemu-k cumal-epe-gkimi-s

oskui

DEM-ERG  brother-PL-1SG.POSS-DAT apple

n-u-xir-u
PV-10V®,03-steal-AOR.3SG

‘He stole the apple from my brothers’

b. bere-pe-mugi-k i-bgar-nan
child-PL-3SG.POSS-ERG ~ SV®-cry-PRS.3PL

‘His/her children are crying’

As per the Indo-European languages, Eastern Armenian has possessive affixes or
clitics for the 1%t and 2" person singular and plural (Dum-Tragut 2009: 113) whereas
Iron Ossetic, Talysh, Tat and Juhuri have a full three-person distinction in both
singular and plural (Schulze 2000: 18, 23; Authier 2012; Erschler 2020: 648;
Suleymanov 2020: 98). The Iron Ossetic possessive proclitics are peculiar, as they
are the only non-Northwest Caucasian possessive affixes or clitics to precede the
noun. Possessive affixes or clitics do not appear to have been present in Classical
Armenian (Meillet 1936; Van Damme 2004), which is not surprising as Indo-

European languages typically employ possessive pronouns instead.

(148)  Eastern Armenian (Dum-Tragut 2009: 254) (reglossed)

hima kardal-u em
now read-PTCP.FUT COP.1SG
‘I will read your paper now’

hodvac-d
paper-2SG.POSS

(149)  Iron Ossetic (Erschler 2020: 673) (gloss adapted from source)

Jje=mad-en nik"a  nisa

3ayt-a

3SG.POSS=mother-DAT never nothing say.PST-PST.3SG

‘She never told anything to her mother’

(150)  Sirvan Tat (Suleymanov 2020: 98) (gloss adapted from source)

a. biror=man
brother=1SG.POSS
‘my brother’

b. xune=smun
house=2PL.POSS
‘your house’

8 Glossed as VAL3 “opérateur de valence 3°.

8 Lacroix labels the prefix i- as ‘opérateur de valence 2°, while the term ‘subjective version’ is used

in previous literature (Lacroix 2009: 456-457).
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5.5.  Gender or noun class functions

Gender or noun class is a grammatical category that divides the nouns of a language
‘into classes of nouns reflected in the behavior of associated words’ (Hockett 1958:
231), where the core gender assignment is typically based on semantic criteria
(Corbett 1991: 8). Gender is defined, determined and realised by gender agreement
(Corbett 1991: 105), and although gender is by definition connected to the noun, it
is often not realised on the noun itself. It is instead rather realised on e.g.
demonstratives, adjectives, articles, numerals and verb agreement (Corbett 1991:
106-110). In the Caucasus, gender or noun class is only found in the Nakh-
Dagestanian languages (Ganenkov & Maisak 2020: 100) and in Abkhaz and Abaza
(Lomtatidze & Klychev 1989; Chirikba 2003a).

Nakh-Dagestanian genders are mainly realised as verbal and adjectival affixes,
but there are also examples of gender agreement on case forms (Ganenkov &
Maisak 2020: 100). The noun classes of the Caucasus generally distinguish
masculine/feminine, humanness and animacy (Ganenkov & Maisak 2020: 100;
O’Herin 2020: 464), but the semantic division in the larger systems is notoriously
opaque (Nichols 2011: 142-144; Hauk 2020: 40). There are some vestiges of the
Iranian gender system left in the feminine vocative in Northern Talysh (Schulze
2000: 17), but gender was seemingly already lost in Parthian and Middle Persian
(Durkin-Meisterernst 2014). Grammatical gender was also already lost in Classical
Armenian (Meillet 1936: 92).

Table 5.6: The general criteria for gender or noun class assignment observed in the data for semantic
and formal categorisation of Nakh-Dagestanian genders into noun classes | to VI (Friedman 2020: 208;
Forker 2020b: 429; Chumakina 2020: 286; Komen, Molochieva & Nichols 2020: 324).

Semantic criteria, Singular Semantic criteria, Plural Formal criteria, Singular &
Plural
Human Masculine (I .
— 0 Human (1 & I1) Generally semantic | & 11
Human Feminine (I1)
Non-Human Animate (l11 Opaque 11l
- (I Non-Human (Il & IV) Pag
Inanimate (1V) Opaque IV
Opaque V
Opaque VI

Almost all Nakh-Dagestanian languages have some sort of a gender or noun class
system, typically based on semantic criteria (Corbett 1991: 24), but gender
assignment in the largest Nakh-Dagestanian gender systems is essentially opaque
(Nichols 2011: 144; Ganenkov & Maisak 2020: 100), cf. table 5.6. | therefore
suggest that it is relevant to differentiate between gender assignment based on
semantic criteria and formal criteria, while recognising that the semantic systems
are formally related to the opaque formal systems. Gender or noun class has only
been lost in a handful of Lezgic languages, i.e. Lezgian (Haspelmath 1993), Aghul
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(Magometov 1970), Udi (Schulze 1982; Ganenkov 2008) and a few dialects of
Tabasaran (Ganenkov & Maisak 2020: 100).

Bats has been described as having the largest noun class system in the Nakh-
Dagestanian family, as it has potentially eight genders (Ganenkov & Maisak 2020:
100). Only five of these genders are considered to be “full grammatical genders’
while the remaining three genders are inquorate genders (cf. Corbett 1991: 170-
175), as they only occur with a limited number of nouns (Hauk 2020: 39-40). If
these inquorate genders are disregarded, the largest systems distinguish up to six
genders, which is the case in e.g. Chechen (Nichols 1994), Ingush (Nichols 2011)
and Gagatli Andi (Salimov 2010).

Observed singular genders/noun classes expressed by affixation by number of languages

von-trunan -
reminine 1) | N

& EE  Avar-Andic
§ . I [crgic
f v _ N Dargic
_'::: VI - BN Lak
5 B Khinalug
= VI I BN Abaza-Abkhaz
VI I
Human (1 & II) I

0 5 10 15 20 25 30
Number of languages

Figure 5.6: All observed singular genders or noun classes expressed through affixation in the data
according to number of languages. The gender categories are tentatively based on both semantic and
formal categorisation.

In the plural there is a general pattern in both Nakh-Dagestanian and Abkhaz-
Abaza of merging the human masculine and human feminine classes into one joint
human plural, which has also happened in the singular for Tabasaran (Babaliyeva
2013: 164-165). The gender system in Tabasaran has been reduced to a two-way
distinction between human and non-human (Ganenkov & Maisak 2020: 100;
Babaliyeva 2013: 164-166), which explains why the non-human gender is the most
common in the data, as the difference between human feminine and non-human is
just one language, i.e. Tabasaran, which lacks both the human feminine and
masculine genders. Human feminine affixes are more common than human
masculine affixes in the Caucasus, as certain languages, particularly the Tsezic
languages, indicate the singular human masculine with zero-marking (Imnaisvili
1963: 43). The various genders and noun classes of the Caucasus are presented
briefly below.
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The Human Masculine gender or noun class |

The human masculine gender (M) or noun class | is found in all Nakh-Dagestanian
languages with grammatical gender except Tabasaran (Babaliyeva 2013: 164-166),
and it typically also includes non-human male sentient beings such as male gods
and male spirits (Friedman 2020: 208). The human masculine gender is also found
in Abkhaz and Abaza (O’Herin 2020: 464). It is even possible for participles to
agree with both the agent and the patient in relative constructions in Tindi
(Ganenkov & Maisak 2020: 122), cf. example (152).

(151)  Auvar (Alekseev et al. 2012: 94) (my glossing)
musa lik’a-w quru-gy.an  w-ugo
Musa(M) good-M  field-AN M-COP
‘Musa is a good fieldworker (lit. field-er)’®

(152)  Tindi (Magomedova 2012: 176) (my glossing)
[bac’a b-ix/:u-w] hekv’a
wolf.ABS NH.SG-catch-M.SG ~ man.ABS
‘A man (M) who caught a wolf (NH)*®

(153)  Abkhaz (O’Herin 2020: 465) (my glossing)
di-j-ba-t’
3SG.H.ABS-3SG.M.ERG-see-DYN.AOR
‘He saw him/her’

Zero-marking is generally used to mark the singular human masculine class in all
Tsezic languages (Van den Berg 1995: 79; Khalilova 2009: 42; Forker 2013: 189;
Comrie, Xalilov & Xalilova 2015: 214) and Chamalal (Magomedova 2004: 42).

(154)  Bezhta (Comrie, Xalilov & Xalilova 2015: 284) (my glossing)
a. D-ugy’o 020
1.SG-big son
‘older son’
b. b-ugy’a-jo  oz-da
I.PL-big-PL  son-PL
‘older sons’®

8 Glossed and transliterated from Myca awvuxlas xypyxvan eyzo, and translated from Russian ‘Myca
XOPOILHIA MONEBOJ €CTh’.

8 Glossed and transliterated from 6ayld 6uxv'yle 2vexlsa, and translated from Russian ‘Bonka
norimasmmii (I rp. Ki1.) "emoBex’.

87 Both examples glossand and transliterated from @-yx»o ovaicos and 6-yxwaiio (// 6-yxva) obaicoas,
and the first example is translated from Russian ‘crapumii cbiu’.
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The Tsezic language Bezhta has a set of infixes that differentiate the singular human
masculine from the human feminine and non-human, e.g. human masculine g-o-
wal, human feminine g-i-jal and non-human g-u-wal ‘come’ (Comrie, Xalilov &
Xalilova 2015: 216). The human masculine is almost zero-marked in Budukh, as it
is only marked with the infix —r- in the imperative and terminative, which is the
same infix used for the singular human feminine (Alekseev 1994b: 277; Talibov
2007: 170).

The Human Feminine gender or noun class Il

The human feminine gender (F) or noun class Il is also found in all Nakh-
Dagestanian languages with grammatical gender except Tabasaran (Babaliyeva
2013: 164-166), and the human feminine gender is also found in Abkhaz and Abaza
(O’Herin 2020: 464).

(155)  Hinug (Forker 2013: 297) (gloss adapted from source)
[y-eti-n y-ese-yo-me] [y-iy-no] kur-o de!
I1-want-CVB 1l-be.probable-COND-NEG Il-take-CVB throw-IMP 1SG
‘If you do not love me (fem.), take me and throw me away!’

(156)  Abaza (O’Herin 2002: 140) (gloss adapted from source)
Jjo-l-ro-ta-t’
3SG.OBL-3SG.F.ABS-3PL.ERG-give-DYN
‘They gave it to her’

The human feminine differs from the human masculine in some languages as it
does not always cover all female human referents. In Lak, Friedman defines it as
covering mature female sentient beings (Forker 2020b: 208), as e.g. the word dus
‘girl, daughter’ belongs to the non-human gender or class Il (Friedman 2020: 241).
Similarly, Authier describes the corresponding feminine gender in Budukh as
‘human adult feminine’ while all ‘non-adult human females’ belong to what he
labels the animate gender, which is formally identical to the non-human animate
(Authier 2010: 145).

(157)  Mehweb (Dobrushina 2019b: 133, 155) (original glossing)
a. W-as-e-ca hec’ xunul  2afy  r-aq’-as
M-go:IPFV-IMP-PTCL that.higher woman good F-do:PFV-INF
‘Let’s help that woman’
b. wrsi w-aq’-a-la hu-ni d-aq -a dursi!
boy M-do:PFV-IRR-APPR you.SG-ERG F1%-do:PFV-IMP.TR girl
‘[T am afraid that] you give birth to a boy, [better] give birth to a girl!’

8 F1- indicates the unmarried human feminine gender (Daniel 2019: 74-75).
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A separate pattern of gender agreement is used for unmarried women and girls in
Mehweb (157), in which the singular agreement affixes are formally identical to the
plural non-human agreement affixes (Daniel 2019: 74-75).

In some languages the gender affix can attach directly to the noun to differentiate
male and female human referents, e.g. Tanti Dargwa w-e‘? ‘male proprietor (I)” and
r-e’? ‘female proprietor (II)’, while the same noun can sometimes change gender
agreement to indicate male or female humans (Sumbatova 2020: 151).

(158)  Dargwa (Sumbatova 2020: 151) (my glossing)

a. direktur W-ac’ib
director M-come-PRET
‘the (male) director came’

b. direktur r-ac¢’ib
director F-come-PRET

‘the (female) director came’

The Non-Human animate gender or noun class Il

The non-human animate gender (NH) or noun class Il gender typically includes
animals but also inanimate nouns such as e.g. ‘sun’ and ‘moon’, body parts, fruits,
household objects and certain food terms (Imnaisvili 1963: 44; Murkelinskij 1971:
63; Alekseev & Radzabov 2004: 139; Talibov 2007: 55-57). Animacy should
therefore be understood within the cultural contexts of the specific languages, and
not animacy in sensu stricto. The non-human gender is found in all semantically
defined gender systems of the Caucasus, as it is also found in the Tabasaran
human/non-human gender system (Babaliyeva 2013: 164-166) and in Abkhaz and
Abaza (O’Herin 2020: 464).

In Nakh-Dagestanian languages with only three genders the non-human gender
is sometimes referred to as the neuter gender (Ganenkov & Maisak 2020: 100;
Forker 2020b: 249), which is not optimal since the Indo-European neuter gender is
typically not used for animals (Carling 2019: 199-200). The non-human gender can
indicate animacy in languages where there are more than three genders or classes,
as the typical four-gender system has a distinction between non-human animate (I11)
and inanimate (IV), e.g. Tsez (Imnaisvili 1963: 44; Alekseev & Radzabov 2004:
139), and Lak (Murkelinskij 1971: 62-63; Friedman 2020: 208).

(159)  Lak (Friedman 2020: 234) (reglossed)
bu:ta-1 u b-a<w>y:-unu b-u-r
father. OBL-ERG horse(l11) IlI-sell<lI>-PTCP.PST 111-COP-3SG
‘Father sold the horse (apparently)’
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(160)  Tindi (Magomedova 2012: 204) (my glossing)

hazi, ogia<b>a-w*®  iti-b amaya — yu-ri

Haji, there<NH>-M our.INCL-NH donkey field-INTER.LAT
b-ett:-o

NH-go-UWPST

‘Haji, look, our donkey has got into the field’*

(161)  Abkhaz (O’Herin 2020: 463, 465) (adapted from source gloss)

a. a-tfi awa?a  j-k’a-ha-t’
DEF-horse there 3NH.SG.ABS-DE-fall-AOR.IND.DYN
‘The horse fell (down) there.’

b. (dara)
3M.SG
d-ri-la-na.gala-jt’
3H.SG.ABS-3PL.APPL-among-3NH.SG.ERG-bring-AOR.IND.DYN
‘He found himself among them (lit. ‘It brought him among them.’)’

The Inanimate gender or noun class IV

The inanimate gender (INAN) or noun class IV is found in a dozen Nakh-
Dagestanian languages, and it typically includes inanimate and abstract nouns
covering particularly materials, liquids, temporal nouns, clothes and certain body
parts (Imnai$vili 1963: 44; Murkelinskij 1971: 63-64; Talibov 2007: 57). The
inanimate gender or noun class IV is only found in the Nakh-Dagestanian languages
in the Caucasus, e.g. Gagatli Andi (Salimov 2010: 47, 179-181), in the Lezgic
languages Rutul (Alekseev 1994a: 229), Aghul (Kibrik 1994a: 308), Kryts (Authier
2009: 141-142), Budukh (Talibov 2007: 57) and Archi (Kibrik 1994a: 308;
Chumakina 2020: 286). Noun class IV has a zero-prefix in languages such as Archi
(Chumakina, Bond & Corbett 2016: 23-25) and Budukh (Talibov 2007: 57), and in
Tsakhur both noun class | and IV have a zero-prefix in the singular, which means
that these two classes are only differentiated when the class markers are infixes or
suffixes (Schulze 1997: 46).

89 Magomedova describes this as a particle which draws the attention of a male interlocutor to an
animal or an object (Magomedova 2003: 272).

9 Glossed and transliterated from Xlaoicu, oz'abds unli6 amaxa xypu 6exlo, Translated from Russian
‘T"amku, BOH HaIll ocelt 3a0palics Ha TAIIHIO .
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(162)  Tsakhur (Schulze 1997: 33, 62, 66) (gloss adapted from source)

a. za-k’le D-ats’a def
1SG-AFFT  IV-know.PRS NEG
‘I do not know (it)’

b. dzamalij, @-ats’a-ye-ne t'ak’u bazara-ga
Dzamali I-know-COND-Q Taku(l).ABS  bazaar-ALL
u'q*-a‘s h'a‘zar-qa-je
go-INF ready-AUX-Q
‘Dzamali, do you know whether Taku is ready to go to the bazaar?’

c. jed-ik’le urus  miz W-ats’a wo-b
mother-AFFT Russian language(111).ABS 111.know.PRS AUX.PRS-III
‘Mother knows Russian’

The inanimate gender or noun class 1V is also found in the Dargic languages
Xaidag (Temirbulatova 2004: 60, 63) and Mehweb (Magometov 1982: 76), in the
Tsezic languages Tsez (Imnaisvili 1963: 44; Alekseev & Radzabov 2004: 139),
Khwarshi (Khalilova 2009: 42) and Hinuq (Forker 2013: 189), in Lak (Murkelinskij
1971: 64; Friedman 2020: 208) and in Khinalug (Kibrik 1994b: 387-388;
Khvtisiashvili 2013: 51).

(163)  Khwarshi (Khalilova 2009: 307) (original glossing)
q 'ebed-qo l-ogu tir l-i-ya l-eg-i
smith-CONT IV-good sabre(1V) IV-do-INF IV-can.WPST
‘The smith could make a good sabre’

(164)  Lak (Friedman 2020: 239) (adapted from source gloss)
[but.a-1 ars-na-n d-ull-us:qa] ¢ila
father.OBL-ERG son-OBL-DAT 1V-give.PTCP.PST knife(1V).ABS
“The knife that father gave to his son’

The remaining genders or noun classes

The remaining genders or noun classes can generally not be analysed semantically
or functionally (Nichols 2011: 144; Ganenkov & Maisak 2020: 100). There is a
tendency to treat young or small animals differently from adult animals in some
languages, as e.g. noun class V in Khwarshi covers both inanimate nouns and
specifically the young of animals (Khalilova 2009: 42), while small animals and the
young of animals belong to noun class IV in Archi (Chumakina 2020: 286). The
same phenomenon of assigning the young of animals as inanimate, has also been
observed in Indo-European gender assignment (Carling 2019: 199-200). Possibly
the only system with more than five classes outside of the Nakh branch in the
Caucasus is found in some dialects of Andi, such as Rikwani Andi, where class VI
primarily covers insects (and arachnids), e.g. ‘butterfly’ and ‘scorpion’ (Salimov
2010: 7).
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(165)  Andi (Salimov 2010: 113) (my glossing)

Jur-u-k:u kartus-ol b-o6x-0
field(V)-IN-ELA  potato(IV)-PL.ABS  IV.PL-bring-WPST
isba imu-di

home father(l).OBL-ERG

‘Father brought home potatoes from the field’*

(166)  Khwarshi (Khalilova 2009: 138) (adapted from source gloss)

halt’i-tf’o-7
work-SUPER-ABL IlI-come-DUR.CVB that. GEN towards cat-GEN

J-Ux-Sezuq 'un, ifelo dandil k’it-is

hitho j-Ux-Se j-ec-i
kitten(V)  V-come-IPFV.CVB V-be-WPST
‘When she was coming back from the work, she met a kitten on her way’

The descriptive tradition of the Nakh languages stand out from the other Nakh-
Dagestanian languages in that their noun classes are conventionally not described
with Roman numerals but with the form of the noun class prefixes (Jakovlev 1960:
198-199; Komen, Molochieva & Nichols 2020: 324). However, e.g. Aliroev (1999:
49) attempts to classify the noun classes in Chechen as I-VI. | will therefore give
some examples of Nakh noun classes below, while also acknowledging that the
noun classes in the Nakh languages cannot be analysed according to the framework
of this thesis. Consider examples (167) from Bats, as they indicate how the nouns
‘dog’ and ‘basket’ are categorised together while ‘cat’ and ‘donkey’ belong to
another class, which is difficult if not impossible to explain by factors such as

animacy or size.

(167)  Bats (Hauk 2020: 44, 49, 50) (gloss adapted from source)

a.

equs dah b-it: e phu

this.one.ERG PV B/D-wash this dog(B/D)

‘She [the mother] is washing this dog’

t’at’en d-a is kuit’ e dah c’em-o0-d

wet  D/D-be that.one cat(D/D) and PV clean-PRS-D/D
‘That cat is wet, and (she) is cleaning (it)’

oqus k’alt-i hal  qgoxk’-d-i-en
yon.one.ERG basket(B/D)-PL up  hang.many-B/D-TR-AOR
vir=mak

donkey(D/D)=SUPER

‘They (SG) hung the baskets on the donkey’

9 Glossed and transliterated from xypyxxy kapmyuion 60xvzo umba umyou and translated from
Russian ‘[V]3 mosst KapTOLMIKK IPUHEC JIOMOHN OTelr’.
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5.6.  Copular or predicative functions

Copular or predicative affixes or clitics express the functions of copular verbs,
where copulas can be characterised as carrying verbal inflection, appearing ‘in
contexts where the predicate is nonverbal, and used to link the predicate and the
subject” (Arche, Fabregas & Marin 2019: 3). Copular affixes typically merge a
subject and a predicate or turn an adjective into a predicate rather than linking them.
Copular affixes are not very common in the Caucasus, but they do occur,
particularly in the Turkic languages (Ragagnin 2022: 249; Berta & Csatd 2022:
328). Copular affixes form an interesting category as they constitute an intersection
between nominal and verbal morphology, since these affixes attach to nominals
while they convey grammatical functions typically associated with verbs, i.e. person
and tense (Johanson 2022a: 35-36).

(168)  Kumyk (Abdullaeva et al. 2014: 205) (my glossing)
men  doxtur-man, sen busa muallim-sen
1SG doctor-COP.1SG 2SG  but  teacher-COP.2SG
‘l am a doctor, but you are a teacher’%

(169)  Juhuri (Authier 2012: 135) (gloss adapted from source)
me dusd en  biror=ti=nim
1SG friend GEN brother=2SG.POSS=COP.1SG
‘I’m a friend of your brother’s’

(170)  Standard Dargwa (Van den Berg 2001: 37) (gloss adapted from source)
nu buk’un-ra
1SG.ABS  shepherd.ABS-COP.1SG
‘I am a shepherd’

Most of these languages encode person in their copular affixes, which is the typical
situation in both Turkic and Indo-European copular affixation in the region (Authier
2012: 133; Suleymanov 2020: 140; Ragagnin 2022: 249; Berta & Csat6 2022: 328).
In the Nakh-Dagestanian languages, copular person-marking appears to only be
found in Standard Dargwa (Van den Berg 2001: 37), Itsari Dargwa (Sumbatova &
Mutalov 2003: 80), Sanzhi Dargwa (Forker 2020a: 162) and Kryts (Authier 20009:
111-112).

The copular clitics in the Kartvelian languages typically only encode the 3™
person singular copula in the present tense, e.g. Georgian -a (Hewitt 1995: 561;
Bolkvadze & Kiziria 2023: 454) and Megrelian -re/-e (Harris 1991b: 376), which is
also true for Udi (Schulze 1982: 34, 43).

92 Glossed and transliterated from Men doxmypman, cen 6yca myarnumcen, and translated from
Russian ‘51 moktop, a Tel yauTesn’ .
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(171)  Georgian (Bolkvadze & Kiziria 2023: 454) (my glossing)
Cemi da ekim-i=a
1SG.POSS  sister doctor-NOM=COP.3SG
‘My sister is a doctor’

The number of languages in the Caucasus that encode tense in their copular
affixes is quite limited, and they only distinguish between present and past tense.
Copular affixes encoding both present and past tense are found in North Azerbaijani
(Ragagnin 2022: 253), South Azerbaijani (Dehghani 2000: 121-122), Khinalug
(Kibrik 1994b: 388, 396-398), Kryts (Authier 2009: 111-112) and Sanzhi Dargwa
(Forker 2020a: 164). The copular affixes in Khinalug and Kryts also agree in gender
or noun class (Kibrik 1994b: 398; Authier 2011: 111).

(172)  North Azerbaijani (Siraliev 1971: 128) (my glossing)
miiallim-di-m
teacher-COP.PST-1SG
‘I was a teacher’

(173)  Sanzhi Dargwa (Forker 2020a: 164) (gloss adapted from source)
du ust.a=de
1SG  master=COP.PST
‘I was a master’

5.7.  Conjunctive functions

Conjunctive or Additive clause-linking affixes generally correspond to conjunctions
in most other languages and they can both be nominal or verbal depending on the
word class they attach to. The validity of this category could be questioned however,
as the constituents of the group are often described as particles and clitics rather than
affixes. The typical conjunctive affix is the coordinate conjunction ‘and’, cf. the
Latin enclitic conjunction —que, but in the Nakh-Dagestanian languages the additive
enclitic also encodes meanings such as ‘also’, ‘too’, ‘as well’ and ‘even’ (Forker
2020a: 171). The conjunctive affixes are either obligatory on all nouns of the NP,
as in Bezhta (Comrie, Xalilov & Xalilova 2015: 437), or optional in order to e.g.
express emphasis as in Lezgian (Haspelmath 1993: 327).

Coordinate conjunctive affixes or enclitics are found in almost all Nakh-
Dagestanian, except e.g. Khinalug (Deseriev 1959: 151-152; Khvtisiashvili 2013:
164), and in most Northwest Caucasian languages. There is also the conjunctive
clitic —(a) ‘also, too’ in Georgian (Hewitt 1995: 88). The Turkic languages of the
Caucasus mainly have separate conjunctions, e.g. the borrowed Persian and Arabic
conjunctions va/wa ‘and’, thereby lacking a conjunctive affix or enclitic
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(Abdullaeva et al. 2014: 380-381; Ragagnin 2022: 255; Berta & Csat6 2022: 333),
whereas South Azerbaijani has also retained the conjunctive suffix —InAn, which is
identical to the instrumental case suffix (Dehghani 2000: 211).

(174)

(175)

(176)

Ingush (Nichols 2011: 252) (original glossing)

taxan vuuchara wa SO k’alxar-vaaqgaragh,
today V.perish.PTCP.NZ.ABL 2SG.ERG 1SG save-V.LV.VN.LAT
aaz shortta  axcha=ji soughatazh=ji  luddy
1SG.ERG  plenty money=&  QiftPL=& give.FUT.D
hwuona="a, hwa dottaghazhta="a

2SG.DAT=& 2SG.GEN friend.PL.DAT=&
‘Since you saved my life today, I'll give you and your friends plenty
of money and gifts’

Adyghe (Rogava & Keraseva 1966: 336) (my glossing)

njepe nurjet-re astancerije-re  ze-fe-gubzo-g-ey

today Nurijet-ADD Aslancerij-ADD REC-BEN-get.angry-PST.PFV-3PL
“‘Nurijet and Aslangerij had quarrelled today’®

South Azerbaijani (Dehghani 2000: 181) (original glossing)
giz-inan oglan  Op-us-di-lar

girl-CONJ boy Kiss-REC-PST-3PL

“The girl and the boy kissed each other’

9 Glossed and transliterated from Hens Hypem-ps Acnrvanuspue-ps 33¢hazyborcobiebsx, and translated
from Russian ‘Ceronsst 1 Hypuet u AcnaHdepuii mOCCOPUITHCE .
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5.8.  Summary of the nominal affixation systems in
the Caucasus

The grammatical functions expressed through affixation in the Caucasus can be
summarised into various affixation systems. The variation described above is quite
remarkable, even within the same families, so | will therefore summarise the
observed affixation systems for each grammatical category, before making a
typological comparison between the nominal affixation systems of all 56 languages.
All systems are categorised on an alphabetical scale, where A is the smallest
observed system and zero indicates that the category is either absent or not
expressed by affixation. Most of these categories include ranges of optional
functions where all functions do not have to be present in the system, as it would
become overly detailed to attempt a stricter categorisation that would prevent any
further generalisations. This approach could be criticised as being somewhat
arbitrary, but the purpose is to tentatively explore and visualise general tendencies
in the data.

The core case systems can be summarised into eight categories, where the
smallest systems only differentiate between zero-marking and a marked oblique
case. The largest observed systems include four core cases, as these systems have a
dedicated affective case affix.

Table 5.7: Tentative summary of all core case systems expressed by affixation in the Caucasus
Core case affixation systems by size, where each system type contains any of the listed functions.
1: OBL
1: DAT(/GEN)
2: ABS, OBL
2: ERG, DAT
2-3: NOM, ACC, DAT
2-3: NOM/ABS, ERG, DAT/ACC
3: ERG, OBL, DAT
4:ERG, OBL, DAT, AFFT

IO Mmoo m >

The situation is much more varied when it comes to the non-core case functions,
although the number of tentative categories is lower as there is a hierarchical
tendency for certain functions to be completely absent from the smaller systems.
The smallest non-core case system only includes a genitive case (which in some
languages is identical to the dative case), while almost all larger systems contain the
genitive, instrumental, comitative, and/or equative/similative cases.
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Table 5.8: Tentative summary of all non-core case systems expressed by affixation or affixed
adpositions in the Caucasus
Non-core case affixation systems (incl. affixed adpositions) by size, containing any of the listed functions.
1: GEN
2: INS/COM, ADV
2-4: GEN, INS, COM, EQU/SIMIL, BEN, VOC
3-5: GEN, INS, COM, EQU/SIMIL, COMPR, PART
3-6: GEN, INS, COM, EQU/SIMIL, CAUSL, SUBST
5-7: GEN, INS, COM, EQU/SIMIL, ADV, BEN, PART, VOC

7-9: GEN, INS, COM, EQU/SIMIL, ADV, COMPR, BEN, CAUSL, PART, VOC, CONTENT,
SUBST
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The orientational local case systems exhibit less variation than the non-core case, as
the less frequent functions are only found in the larger systems, while the smaller
systems are generally more similar. The largest orientational local case systems are
found in Aghul and Chamalal as they distinguish nine and eight orientations
respectively.

Table 5.9: Tentative summary of all local case orientation systems expressed by affixation or affixed
adpositions in the Caucasus
Local case orientation systems (incl. affixed adpositions) by size, containing any of the listed functions.
A 2-3:IN, SUPER, AD
B  3-4:IN, SUPER, SUB, AD, INTER
C  5-6:IN, SUPER, SUB, AD, INTER, CONT, APUD, POST, ANTE
D 6-9:IN, SUPER, SUB, AD, INTER, CONT, APUD, POST, ANTE, POSS, CUM

The directional local case systems are somewhat more complicated, as the last
category contains the unusual functions distal, proximal, delative and suslative,
which are more or less only found in the Dargic languages. All systems would neatly
fit within categories A to E if these four directions are disregarded. Category B is
perhaps better described as true postpositions and not local case directions.

Table 5.10: Tentative summary of all local case direction systems expressed by affixation or affixed
adpositions in the Caucasus
Local case direction systems (incl. affixed adpositions) by size, containing any of the listed functions.
2: Essive(/Lative), Ablative
2: Translative, Terminative
3: Essive, Ablative, Lative

4-5: Essive, Ablative, Lative, Directional, Translative, Terminative
6: Essive, Ablative, Lative, Directional, Translative, Terminative
5-8: Essive, Ablative, Lative, Directional, Distal, Proximal, Delative, Suslative

mmoO|m|>

The gender systems have been categorised into seven categories, which is primarily
motivated by the actual number of genders or noun classes in these languages. Some
of these categories could be merged though, e.g. D-E and F-G.
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Table 5.11: Tentative summary of all gender or noun class systems in the Caucasus
Gender/noun class systems in the Caucasus by size.
2: Human, Non-human
3: Human masculine (1), Human feminine (11), Non-human (111)
4: Human masculine (1), Human feminine (I1), Non-human animate (I11), Inanimate (1V)
4: Human masculine (1), Human feminine (11), Opaque I11-1V
5: Human masculine (1), Human feminine (1), Opaque I11-V
6: Human masculine (1), Human feminine (I1), Opaque I11-VI
6-8: Human masculine (1), Human feminine (1), Opaque I11-VIII

@mimolo|m|>

The tentative summary of all nominal affixation systems in the Caucasus (table
5.12) suggests that certain grammatical categories are more stable than others, but
also that closely related languages differ to a surprising degree. This could either
indicate that there are issues with the underlying data, that the categorisations are
problematic or that there actually are considerable differences even between sister
languages. It is also remarkable to see how related languages generally belong to
the same categories while differing in just one or two categories. This suggests that
morphology changes gradually, possibly one function at a time, which in a longer
perspective increases the morphological distance as languages diverge.

There are also some areal tendencies, as many unrelated or distantly related
languages belong to the same categories. The Kartvelian languages generally belong
to non-core case category F, which is also true for Abkhaz and Ubykh but not for
Abaza, whereas Abaza belongs to category B together with the Circassian
languages. This could indicate that Abkhaz and Ubykh have shifted towards a
Kartvelian type system, while Circassian and Abaza have not. There are also some
apparent similarities between some Nakh-Dagestanian languages that are likely best
explained by geographical vicinity rather than their position in the Nakh-
Dagestanian family tree.

The importance of dividing orientational and directional local cases become
apparent with this summary, as many languages have rich directional systems while
lacking any orientational affixes as previously observed. The Kartvelian languages
have a rather stable set of suffixed directional postpositions, while both Georgian
and Svan encode orientation as well. The Georgian orientational system shares
similarities with both Iron Ossetic, Udi and potentially Eastern Armenian, while the
Khinalug system should likely belong to a separate category as it has been described
as only encoding the orientation AD.
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Table 5.12: Tentative summary of the nominal affixation systems in the Caucasus.

Core Non-core LC OR LCDIR NC DEF POSS NUM Languages
F F A D 0 No 0/2 0 Georgian
F F 0 D 0 No 0 0 Old Georgian
F G 0 D 0 No 0/2 0 Megrelian
D F 0 D 0 No 6 0 Laz
F F c D 0 No 0 0 Svan
G D 0 C/ID F No 0 0 Chechen, Ingush
G G B E G No 0 0 Bats
G Cc D D B No 0 0 Avar
H C C C F No 0 0 Andi
H C D C/ID B No 0 0 Tindi, Ghodoberi
H E C/ID D B No 0 0 Bagvalal, Akhvakh
H C D D E No 0 0 Chamalal
G Cc D Cc B No 0 0 Karata
G Cc D F C No 0 0 Tsez
G G D E C Yes 0 0 Khwarshi
G Cc D D E No 0 0 Hinug
G E/IG D D E No 0 0 Bezhta, Hunzib
G C/E C D 0 No 0 0 Lezgian
G C D D 0 No 0 0 Aghul
G D D D A No 0 0 Tabasaran
G C A C 0 No 0 0 Udi
G D C Cc C No 0 0 Rutul
H Cc B Cc D No 0 0 Tsakhur
G D C/ID C/D C No 0 0 Kryts, Budukh
G G C D C No 0 0 Archi
G D A C C No 0 0 Khinalug
G G C D B No 0 0 Standard Dargwa
G E D D C No 0 0 Mehweb
G Cc D D B No 0 0 Kubachi
G C D F C No 0 0 Xaidag
G Cc Cc D B No 0 0 Itsari & Sanzhi Dargwa
G G D D E No 0 0 Lak
C B 0 0 0 Yes 6 10 Circassian
A F 0 D 0 Yes 6 10 Ubykh
0 F 0 D B Yes 6 10 Abkhaz
0 B 0 B B Yes 6 10 Abaza
B C 0/A A 0 Yes 4 0 Eastern Armenian
B/E C 0 A 0 Yes 0 0 Classical Armenian
E C A C 0 Yes 6 0 Iron Ossetic
A C B A 0 Yes 6 0 Talysh
A 0/C 0 0/A 0 Yes 6 0 Tat, Juhuri
E C 0 C/ID 0 Yes 6 0 S & N Azerbaijani
E AIC 0 C 0 No 6 0 Kipchak
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6. Verbal affixation in the Caucasus

6.1. Tense functions

Tense can be defined as the ‘grammaticalisation of location in time’ (Comrie 1985)
and verbal tense is one of the few categories that is expressed by affixation in all 56
languages of the affixal data set. Tense is conventionally analysed either according
to absolute or relative tense, where the absolute tense ‘takes the present moment as
deictic’ (Comrie 1985: 36) while for relative tense ‘the reference point for location
of a situation is some point in time given by the context’ (Comrie 1985: 56). | have
operationalised tense in accordance with Comrie’s definition of absolute tense with
the traditional three-way distinction between past, present and future tense, while
redefining the deictic as the time of the speech act instead of the present moment,
where past tense indicates events prior or anterior to the time of the speech act, i.e.
the present, and the future tense indicates events posterior to the speech act (Comrie
1985: 36-47). The reference point should be redefined as the time of the speech act,
since while it is possible to make absolute time reference to a speech act in spoken
language, it is impossible to make absolute time reference to the present moment
(Comrie 1985: 36).

Observed tense functions expressed by affixation by number of languages

o
I - _-- . - N“kh- D{lg‘:SIa]u“ n

a
2
=1 BN Kartvelian
=
E E:Lllu.:c _- - - NUT[""\.C!’[ L..‘Iuc;";iu"
2 Indo-European
S E Turkic
[_ I‘IL“‘C”I _- -
0 10 20 0 40 30

Number of languages

Figure 6.1: All observed tense functions expressed by means of affixation in the data according to
number of languages.

This approach therefore does not analyse perfect and pluperfect as tense
categories as they constitute combinations of tense and aspect (Hewson 2012: 508;
Ritz 2012: 881). Both Comrie (1976) and Dahl (1985) argue that the perfect should
be analysed as a cross-linguistically valid category, based on the perfect functions
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of perfect of result, experiential perfect, perfect of persistent situation and perfect
of recent past (Comrie 1976: 56-61; Dahl 1985: 129-133), but Dahl does not list it
as one of his tense categories (Dahl 1985: 103-128). A strict absolute temporal
interpretation should analyse all functions of perfect given by Comrie referring to
past events, as the events are not occurring at the time of the speech act even though
the results are felt in the present (Dahl 1985: 129-133).

The rationale for differentiating tense and aspect in perfect and pluperfect can by
exemplified by the perfect and pluperfect paradigms in Italian and English, cf. table
6.1. These paradigms also present a compelling case for the analysis of
preterite/aorist as an aspect rather than a tense.

Table 6.1: The 3" person singular forms of perfect, pluperfect and future perfect of the verb ‘to
speak”’ in Italian and English.

Tense & Aspect Italian English
Present ha parla-to has spoken
perfective AUX.PRS.3S5G speak-PTCP.PFV | AUX.PRS.3SG  speak.PTCP.PST
(Perfect) ‘has spoken’
av-ev-a parla-to
AUX-PST.IPFV-3SG  speak-PTCP.PFV
fecti ‘had spoken’ had K
Past perfective (past imperfective perfective) a Spoken
(Pluperfect) AUX.PST speak PTCP.PST
ebbe parla-to
AUX.PST.PRET.3SG speak-PTCP.PFV
‘had spoken’ (past preterite perfective)
Future perfective av-ra parla-to will have spoken
P AUX-FUT.3SG speak-PTCP.PFV | AUX.FUT AUX.INF speak.PTCP.PST
(Future perfect) . R
will have spoken

Since English does not have a synthetic distinction between the imperfective and
preterite aspects, the pluperfect is simply formed with the past tense of the auxiliary.
In Romance languages such as Italian and French there is a distinction between
pluperfects formed with the imperfect or the preterite (L’Huillier 1999; Maiden &
Robustelli 2013), although the preterite pluperfect is only used in formal literary
French since the preterite (or passé simple) has largely been replaced by the perfect
in spoken French (L’Huillier 1999). This demonstrates how the historical three-way
aspectual distinction between preterite, perfective and imperfective has been
reduced to a perfective/imperfective distinction in contemporary spoken French.

A binary tense contrast between either ‘non-past tense’ and past tense or ‘non-
future tense’ and future tense is found in many languages of the world (Comrie
1985: 48; Hewson 2012), but ‘non-past tense’ and ‘non-future tense” are categorical
concepts rather than functions as they only group two of three tense functions.
Comrie categorises Finnish and German as having a binary past/non-past tense
system (Comrie 1985: 49), which is problematic as both German and Finnish have
periphrastic constructions with unambiguous future reference (Donaldson 2006:
111; Karlsson 2018: 313). Tense forms with multifunctional tense reference are
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unproblematic from a functional perspective, as the time referencing function can
be carried by other constituents, e.g. temporal adverbs, much in the same way that
Turkic languages generally do not allow plural suffixes if numerals or other
quantifiers are present in the NP, e.g. Turkish iki at ‘two horses’ (Johanson 2022a:
45). Hewson categorises Russian as having a binary tense system since the future
tense is indicated by the present perfective, e.g. napiset ‘he will write’ (Hewson
2012: 510). An identical construction is found in Georgian, where the co-occurrence
of preverbs and the present tense suffixes express the future tense, e.g. Georgian
present tense v-xat’-av ‘I’'m painting’ and future tense da-v-xat’-av ‘I will paint’
(Vamling 1989: 20). | would analyse these constructions as instances of future tense,
although the Russian prefix na- and the Georgian da- also convey perfectivity in
other constructions.

The analysis of future tense in Georgian and Megrelian is complicated by the fact
that they indicate future reference by attaching preverbs to the present tense forms
(Tuite 1998: 16; Rostovtsev-Popiel 2020: 551), which means that the preverbs
express a future function, but it would be misleading to label them as future tense
prefixes.

The three-way tense distinction between past, present and future is
morphologically motivated as all five language families generally distinguish
between these tenses, either by means of affixation or periphrasis. All languages in
the data have at least one past tense affix and all but two languages have a future
tense affix, as it is absent in Bezhta (Comrie, Khalilov & Khalilova 2015) and Tat
expresses future tense by means of the prospective particle (Suleymanov 2020: 164)

(177)  Budukh (Talibov 2007: 211) (my glossing)

vin ala dag-dz-e ca<ma>gar,
2SG DEM mountain-OBL-LOC.LAT  go<PROH>.MSD,
ije-r vin jolkol-a

there-ELA 2SG  roll.MSD-FUT
‘Don’t go up that mountain, you will fall down (lit. roll down) from there”**
Present tense affixes are found in 53 languages, which means that the remaining
languages either express present tense by periphrastic constructions or that the
present tense is zero-marked. There is substantial overlap between the tense
functions and various aspectual, modal, evidential and person-marking functions,
which is a well-known phenomenon around the world, i.e. TAM. Since many
languages of the Caucasus have agglutinative affixation patterns (Ganenkov &
Maisak 2020: 112), verbal affixes that seemingly express only tense and not aspect
nor mood are quite frequent. A small number of languages in the Caucasus have
separate present tense affixes, but it is often difficult to make a clear-cut distinction

% Glossed and transliterated from Buin ana dazvooce uamazvap, uiiep évin tionkona, and translated
from Russian ‘Tel Ha Ty ropy HC XO/IH, OTTY/Ia ThI COPBEIIBCS .
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between imperfective/progressive affixes and present tense affixes, e.g. the Lezgian
suffix —z(a)wa which Haspelmath describes as an imperfective suffix, while all
examples indicate a present tense function (Haspelmath 1993: 140).

Similarly, the Kartvelian languages have a set of suffixes either labelled thematic
suffixes or present(-future) stem formants (Aronson 1990: 40; Hewitt 1995: 118;
Bolkvadze & Kiziria 2023: 196). These thematic suffixes could also be analysed as
expressing an imperfective aspect (Aronson 1990: 44), as they can combine with
the suffix —(0)d to form the past imperfective or imperfect tense (Bolkvadze &
Kiziria 2023: 208-209; Oztiirk & Péchtrager 2011: 71-72), but they indicate present
tense when they do not combine with any non-spatial preverbs or other TAM affixes
(Bolkvadze & Kiziria 2023: 166). Subsequently, affixes that simultaneously express
present tense and imperfective aspect reiterate the claim by Bybee, Perkins and
Pagliuca (1994) that an ‘imperfective restricted to the present is simply a present’
(Bybee et al. 1994: 126), which makes it counterintuitive not to analyse present
imperfective affixes as instances of present tense. The presence of present tense
affixes in the Northwest Caucasian languages is complicated by the distinction
between dynamic and static verbs, as the prefixes e-/me- in the Circassian languages
also convey present tense, while being analysed as only a dynamic prefix by e.g.
Arkadiev & Lander (2020: 418-421).

(178)  Shapsug Adyghe (Smeets 1984: 86, 198, 221) (reglossed)
a. S-jo-lexva-i
1SG.ABS-3SG.ERG-see-PST.PFV
‘(s)he saw me’
b. s-j-e-fexvs
1SG.ABS-3SG.ERG-DYN.PRS-see
‘(s)he sees me’
C. S-jo-lexva-ft
1SG.ABS-3SG.ERG-see-FUT
‘(s)he will see me’

I have instead followed Paris (1989; 188) and Konuk (2022: 223) by analysing
the prefixes e-/me- and the suffix —re/-rs as dynamic present tense affixes, as they
always occur with dynamic verbs in the present tense, and they are absent in the past
and future tenses, cf. table 6.2.

Table 6.2: Tense distinction in Shapsug Adyghe (Smeets 1984: 86, 198, 221)

1SG.ABS 3SG.ERG DYN.PRS Root ‘see’  Tense suffix Translation
S- -jo- -@- -lesva- -5 (PFV) ‘(s)he saw me’
S- -j- -e- -lesva- -@ (PRS) ‘(s)he sees me’
S- -jo- -@- -lenva- -/t (FUT) ‘(s)he will see me’
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(179)  Abzakh Adyghe (Konuk 2022: 472) (gloss adapted from source)

w3 edage-bz3-tf’3 Wa-za-g"2[273-13-M
2SG  Adyghe-language-INS  2SG.ABS-TEMP*-speak-DYN.PRS-OBL
g-X3-m3 je-g'eps m3-y"a

DEM.DIST-PL-OBL.PL 3PL.POSS-pleased DYN.PRS-be
‘When you speak Adyghe, they are pleased’®

The General or Generic Present tense?

Apart from the three tenses mentioned above many Dagestanian language have been
described as having a general, general present or generic present tense that refers
to events ‘that lack a concrete temporal reference’ and typically have a habitual
meaning (Forker 2020b: 254; Chumakina 2020: 299). The general tense is often
labelled as a ‘simple present’ as it has the same function as the simple present in
English (Forker 2020b: 254), but some of these forms should probably rather be
analysed as habitual aspect, which is formally supported by the Avar simple present
—ula forming the past habitual —ula-?an (Forker 2020b: 254-255). There is a
functional difference between true habituals and generic statements (Carlson 2012:
830-831), e.g. ‘snow is usually cold’ and ‘snow is cold’ are not synonymous, while
both lack a concrete temporal reference. | therefore analyse the general tense affixes
as having either habitual or generic aspect, depending on the apparent function.

The Aorist tense?

The term aorist is used for various tense forms in Kartvelian (Testelets 2020: 508-
509), Turkic (Johanson 2022a: 39) and Nakh-Dagestanian (Ganenkov & Maisak
2020: 114), although it is problematic from a typological and functional perspective
as the term refers to different phenomena in the different families. In Kartvelian
languages the aorist generally refers to past events that are either perfective or
imperfective depending on the presence of a preverb (Bolkvadze & Kiziria 2023:
237). In North Azerbaijani, the aorist signals disposition with habitual and future
reference (Ragagnin 2022: 251), while in Avar and other Nakh-Dagestanian
languages it refers to the past perfective (Forker 2020b: 255; Ganenkov & Maisak
2020: 114). | have therefore chosen to analyse aorist as an aspectual category and
not a tense, cf. section 6.2 below.

9 Konuk glosses it as ‘soi_méme’, while acknowledging that it possibly belongs to a different
morphosyntactic category that expresses temporality (Konuk 2022: 472). | analyse this as a
temporal converb, cf. the identical prefix zo- with a temporal converb function in Shapsug
Adyghe (Smeets 1984: 254) and the Temirghoy Adyghe prefix z- Arkadiev & Lander gloss as
‘REL.TEMP’ (Arkadiev & Lander 2020: 385, 406).

% Translated from French ‘Quand tu parles adyghé, ils sont contents’.
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6.2.  Aspectual functions

Aspect is a grammatical category that could be defined as ‘different ways of viewing
the internal temporal constituency of a situation’ (Comrie 1976: 3), which is not an
optimal definition as aspect does not per se specify any temporal information, since
the temporal reference is conveyed by its interaction with tense (De Swart 2012:
753). Although the grammatical categories of tense and aspect are intrinsically
connected, evidence from languages across the world indicates that tense and aspect
should be analysed as autonomous grammatical categories (Gvozdanovi¢ 2012:
791). Comrie postulates three aspectual oppositions, i.e. perfective/imperfective,
habitual/continuous and non-progressive/progressive (Comrie 1976: 25) and
Timberlake gives four aspectual operators, i.e. progressive, iterative/habitual,
perfect and perfective (Timberlake 2007: 287-292). The term perfect should be
avoided in comparative typology as previously discussed (cf. section 6.1), and
Bybee, Perkins and Pagliuca proposes the term anterior instead (Bybee et al. 1994:
54).

Bybee, Perkins and Pagliuca define the perfect as indicating that the event ‘occurs
prior to reference time and is relevant to the situation at reference time’ while the
perfective is contrasted as implying that the event ‘is viewed as bounded temporally’
(Bybee et al. 1994: 54). Timberlake similarly defines the perfect as presenting ‘a
situation as a state and that the state extends back, as a continuous interval, to
include the actual event reported by the predicate’ (Timberlake 2007: 290), while
the perfective ‘imposes boundaries on situations at the contextual occasion’
(Timberlake 2007: 292). Bybee, Perkins and Pagliuca’s distinction between perfect
and perfective is not exclusive, which means that both can be true, while
Timberlake’s definition of the perfect does not strictly refer to the event itself, which
Comrie explicitly acknowledges as he states that ‘the perfect is rather different from
these aspects, since it tells us nothing directly about the situation in itself” (Comrie
1976: 52).

Since the definitions of perfect generally do not relate to an event alone but rather
to how an event relates to other past events or the current speech act, it is worth
guestioning whether perfect is actually an aspectual category in the narrow sense. |
have therefore chosen to not include the notion of perfect aspect in this study, as it
is exceedingly difficult to operationalise cross-linguistically. The prototypical
perfect aspects are regularly expressed by the perfective aspect in e.g. Russian
(Wade et al. 2020: 269, 295), which makes it almost impossible to distinguish
perfect and perfective aspect in the Russian-language literature.

The functions of the perfect aspect given by Comrie (Comrie 1976: 56-61) can
all be analysed as perfective, while the perfect of persistent situation is also
‘bounded temporally’ by an obligatory temporal phrase (cf. the examples in Comrie
(1976: 60)), as the event in Matilda has lived in Sydney for two years (and she still
lives there) is bounded by the temporal phrase for two years. The absence of the
obligatory temporal phrase will inevitably yield a perfective reading, e.g. Matilda
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has lived in Sydney, and the perfect of persistent situation should therefore rather be
analysed as a perfective stative predicate (Bybee et al. 1994: 55). Timberlake’s
merging of iterative and habitual is not valid however, as the habitual aspect refers
to events that are ‘customarily repeated on different occasions’ while the iterative
aspect refers to an event that is ‘repeated on a particular occasion’ (Bybee et al.
1994 127).

Aspect is found in some form in all 56 languages of the affixal data set, and the
Northwest Caucasian languages generally have the most complex aspectual
affixation patterns in the Caucasus as many of them distinguish more than ten
aspectual categories (Arkadiev & Lander 2020: 422-423). The exact definitions of
the various aspectual functions are not universally agreed upon and there is
considerable overlap between different definitions, which means that the summary
of aspectual affixation in the Caucasus below (figure 6.2.) is tentative at best.

Observed aspectual functions expressed by affixation by number of languages
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Figure 6.2: The most common observed aspects expressed by affixation in the data according to
number of languages.

The Perfective aspectual function

The Perfective aspect indicates that an event ‘is viewed as a single whole’ (Comrie
1976: 16) or ‘as bounded temporally’ (Bybee et al. 1994: 54). However, there are
differences between how the perfective aspect is defined in Western traditions and
in the Russian-language tradition, where the Russian definition generally implies
telicity, or limitation by a relative boundary, and totality of an event (Gvozdanovi¢
2012: 784-785). Perfective affixes are found in at least 40 languages across all five
languages families of the Caucasus, where Nakh-Dagestanian languages typically
differentiate between perfective and imperfective verb stems by means of stem
vowel alternation, reduplication and affixation (Ganenkov & Maisak 2020: 111-
112).
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(180)

Sanzhi Dargwa (Forker 2020a: 538) (gloss adapted from source)

d-e<r>c:i-ij=q ar it-i-l ca'j
NH.PL-drink<PFV>-INF=MOD  that-OBL-ERG tea
d-uc:-an=de, amma it:a-1
NH.PL-drink.IPFV-PTCP=PST but those.OBL-ERG
a-a<|>t-ur ca-w

NEG-let<IPFV>-PRET COP-M

‘As for drinking, he would have drunk the tea, but they did not let him’

The perfective aspect is expressed by means of preverbs in all Kartvelian
languages except Laz (Tuite 1998: 13; Oztlrk & Pdchtrager 2011: 71) and in Iron
Ossetic (Abaev 1964: 76-78; Erschler 2020: 658).

(181)

(182)

Megrelian (Vamling & Tchantouria 1993: 70) (reglossed)
osur-k buneba do-@-xant -u
woman-ERG landscape.NOM  PV-3.0-paint-AOR.3SG
‘The woman painted a landscape’

Iron Ossetic (Erschler 2020: 658) (original glossing)

Joflan  dgf minut-me finag  ba-kafti

Soslan ten  minute-ALL  book PV-read.PST.3SG
‘Soslan read a book in ten minutes’

The North Azerbaijani suffix —m/s has been described as expressing perfect-like
functions (Ragagnin 2022: 251) and is conventionally analysed as a perfect (Siraliev
1971: 125), while its function when not preceded by -(y)/r appears to be perfective
(cf. example (183)).

(183)

North Azerbaijani (Siraliev 1971: 126) (my glossing)

ay ogul, san-2 ela adam-in qiz-1n-1

oh son, 2SG-DAT such man-GEN  girl-3SG.POSS-ACC.DEF
al-mig-1q ki, bdtin omr-i boy-u
take-PFV-1PL that, all life-ACC.DEF length-3SG.POSS
var-doviat  icinda Uz-acak-son

wealth inside swim-FUT-2SG

‘Oh son, we have taken the daughter of such a man for you to marry, that
you will live your whole life swimming in riches (lit. swim in wealth the
whole length of life)’®’

9 Translated from the Russian translation ‘O cbiH Moif, MbI Te6e B >KCHBI B3SUIU J04b TAKOTO
9EeJIOBEKA, YTO BCIO KU3Hb CBOIO ThI OY/IEINb UIABATE KakK ChIp B Macie’.
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The Imperfective and Continuous/Progressive aspectual functions

The Imperfective aspect indicates that an event is ‘in progress at a particular
reference point, either in the past or present’ (Bybee et al. 1994: 125). Comrie
defines the imperfective aspect as ‘explicit reference to the internal temporal
structure of a situation, viewing a situation from within’ (Comrie 1976: 24), which
is unsatisfactory from a functional perspective because it is difficult to
operationalise cross-linguistically.

(184)  Lezgian (Haspelmath 1993: 186, 223) (gloss adapted from source)
a. alfija-di-z Wici-z wi¢ glizgii-d-a akwa-zwa
Alfija-OBL-DAT  self-DAT self mirror-OBL-IN.ESS see-IPFV
‘Alfija sees herself in the mirror.’
b. muallim-di-n ¢kadal ada-z  wici-n buba akwa-zwa-j
Teacher-OBL-GEN instead he-DAT self-GEN father see-IPFV-PST
‘Instead of the teacher he saw his father’

(185)  North Azerbaijani (Siraliev 1971: 149, 314) (my glossing)
a. ham abbas-a vo  atlas-a bax-ir
everybody Abbas-DAT and Atlas-DAT  look-PRS(3SG)
‘Everybody is looking at Abbas and Atlas’®
b. mon  sakit-co dayan-ib agac-a bax-ir-di-m
1SG silent-ADV  stand-CVB  tree-DAT  look-PRS-PST-1SG
‘While standing silently, T was looking at a tree’*

(186)  Georgian (Hewitt 1995: 93, 553) (reglossed)

a. ai es k’ac-i-a, rom
lo this man-NOM-COP.3SG, that
g-e-ubn-eb-od-i

2.0-PASS-tell-SM-IPFV-1SG/2SG'®

‘look/lo, this is the man | was telling you about!’
b. deda bavsv-s t'q uil-s

mother.NOM  child-DAT  lie-DAT

(9-)e-ubn-eb-a

(3.0)-PASS-tell-SM-PRS.35G'*

‘The mother is telling the child a lie’

% Translated from Russian ‘Bce cmoTpsT Ha A66aca u Atnac’.
9 Translated from Russian 51 cTosn COKOHHO U CMOTpeJ Ha JepeBo’.

100 Glossing based on personal communication with Manana Kock Kobaidze. Hewitt gives the form
as (d-)g-e-ubn-eb-od-i and glosses it as ‘(it-)you-10V-tell-TS-IMPERF-INDIC”.

101 Glossing based on on personal communication with Manana Kock Kobaidze. Hewitt gives the
form (&-@-)e-ubn-eb-a which he glosses as ‘(it-him-)IOV-tell-TS-she(PRES)’.
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Bybee at al. (1994) builds upon Comrie’s definition and define the imperfective
as contrastive to perfective, viewing ‘the situation not as a bounded whole’ and more
precisely ‘as in progress at a particular reference point’ (Bybee et al. 1994: 125).
The imperfective aspect therefore typically stands in opposition to the perfective
aspect, and explicit perfective and imperfective affixes are found in more than half
of the languages of the Caucasus, while some languages leave either the perfective
or the imperfective zero-marked.

The aspects labelled Progressive, Continuous, Continuative and Durative all
indicate that an action is ‘ongoing at reference time’ (Bybee et al. 1994: 126-127).
They are defined as different aspects by Bybee et al., while their distinction between
the three categories is completely based on a dynamic/stative distinction. These
aspects are all functionally related to the imperfective, as Comrie describes them as
subcategories of the imperfective, and Comrie further defines progressive as a
subcategory of continuous aspect (Comrie 1976: 25), which has led me to merge
these categories into a joint continuous/progressive function. The suffix -mAK-dA
in North Azerbaijani has been described as a “focal present’ (Ragagnin 2022: 251),
but Siraliev demonstrates that it has a continuous/progressive function (Siraliev
1971: 137), while in Kumyk it appears to only carry a stative continuous function
(Abdullaeva et al. 2014: 203, 340-341). The term continuative is also occasionally
used, e.g. for the Lezgian suffix -ma (Haspelmath 1993: 127).

(187)  North Azerbaijani (Siraliev 1971: 134) (my glossing)
yaz-magda i-mis-am
write-PROG AUX-EVID-1SG

‘T have apparently been writing for a while (for a long period of time)’'*

(188)  Lezgian (Haspelmath 1993: 389) (reglossed)
ahmed aniz fi-zma-j q"an, zun ada-w  raya-da-¢
Ahmed DIST go-PROG-PTCP as.long.as 1SG 3SG.AD talk-FUT-NEG
‘As long as Ahmed still goes there, I won't talk to him’

The Habitual and Generic aspectual functions

The Habitual aspect indicates that an event is ‘customarily repeated on different
occasions’ (Bybee et al. 1994: 127). Habitual affixes are found in all Turkic
languages of the Caucasus (Dehghani 2000: 116; Johanson 2022b: 113; Ragagnin
2022: 251; Berta & Csat6 2022: 331; Karakog 2022: 361), but they often syncretise
with the future. Habitual affixes are also present in numerous Nakh-Dagestanian
languages, but previous descriptions tend to describe these verb forms with other
labels such as ‘imperfect’, e.g. the past habitual in Dargwa (Van den Berg 2001:
39). Habitual constructions in Khwarshi exemplify the connection between habitual

102 Translated from Russian ‘[51], oxa3siBaeTcs/BepOATHO/KaKeTcs, Mucan (IUIHTENBHO), (HO
OTYETIUBO 00 3TOM HE ITOMHIO) .
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aspect and the general tense in Nakh-Dagestanian, as the general tense typically
conveys habitual meanings, although it is used in narratives with a clearly non-
habitual function as well (Khalilova 2009: 187-188), which also holds true for Tindi
(Magomedova 2012: 171). The permansive or iterative aspect in Old Georgian has
been described as conveying both iterative and habitual functions (F&hnrich 1994:
85; Tuite 2008a: 159-160).

(189)  North Azerbaijani (Siraliev 1971: 298) (my glossing)
agac-a  SU  ver-ar-lor gayda-dwr ok-il-ando
tree-DAT water give-FUT/HAB-3PL rule-COP.3SG plant-PASS-TEMP
‘As a rule, trees are usually watered when they are planted’*®

(190)  Karachay-Balkar (Aliev 1973: 314) (my glossing)
biz  otun tas-iwcu™ arba  sin-di
1PL  firewood  carry-MSD/HAB  cart break-PST.3SG
“The cart, with which we usually carry firewood, broke down’'®

(191)  Nogai (Karakog 2005: 110) (gloss adapted from source)
ol bulay-da oltir-atayan
3SG  here-LOC  sit-HAB
‘He usually sits here’'®

The exact distinction between the habitual and the generic aspect described below
is not trivial, as e.g. the habitual suffix —(i)da described in Ghodoberi by Kibrik
(1996: 49) seems to rather convey a generic aspect, cf. (192). The presence of a
generic aspect (or ‘generic present’ in the Russian tradition, cf. section 6.1) in the
Nakh-Dagestanian languages should therefore either be seen as a broader
generic/habitual aspect, or that there truly is a functional difference between these
two aspects.

(192)  Ghodoberi (Kibrik 1996: 34) (gloss adapted from source)
t'orda  wand-e r=el’er ru=k’-ida
all crow-PL  NH.PL=black NH.PL=be-HAB
‘All crows are black’

103 Translated from Russian ‘{epeBbs IONMBAIOT, KaK MPABUIO, KOTA CAXKal0T .

104 Aliev (1973) describes this form as a masdar, while it is apparently only used to indicate
habituality.

105 Glossed and transliterated from Bus omyn mawwievan apba coimowt, and translated from Russian
‘Ap6a, Ha KOTOPOIi (0OBIYHO) MBI BO3HIIH JIPOBA, CIIOMAJIACh’.

106 Translated from German “Er pflegt immer hier zu sitzen’.
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The Generic or Gnomic aspect expresses events that generally occur or facts that
are generally true, which typically involves non-specific referents (Carlson 2012:
830-831). The generic aspect is functionally related to the habitual aspect but they
are not identical, as e.g. the generic statement ‘all crows are black’ is not
synonymous with the illicit habitual statement ‘*all crows are usually black’, as the
quantifier prohibits such an interpretation. The generic aspect has generally not been
described in the Caucasus, but the traditional term ‘general tense’ has been used for
verb forms in Nakh-Dagestanian languages that should rather be analysed as
instances of generic aspect. Implicitly encoding a generic aspect is typologically
very rare (Carlson 2012: 831), so if the ‘general’ tense in Nakh-Dagestanian
qualifies as generic aspect it could constitute a rare example of generic aspectual
affixes. The generic aspect in Avar is described as a ‘simple present’ by Forker
(2020b: 255), which is unproblematic as the simple present in English also expresses
the generic present.

(193)  Avar (Alekseev et al. 2012: 216) (my glossing)
dow  kidago  c’alu-le-w w-uk’-una
3SG  always  read-PTCP.IMPF-M M-be-GNOM
‘He is always reading’'”’

The Aorist, Preterite and Semelfactive aspectual functions

The term aorist has a long tradition of being applied to various aspects in the
Caucasus, in e.g. Classical Armenian (Lauer 1869; Meillet 1936), Georgian (Marr
& Briére 1931; Vogt 1938) and later Lezgian (Haspelmath 1993). The term and the
concept are borrowed from Classical Greek grammars where the aorist indicated a
‘simple occurrence’ or ‘single event’ in the past (Goodwin 1897: 16; Morwood
2002: 61), corresponding to the preterite or simple past in English (Goodwin 1897:
16).1% The aorist in Georgian similarly refers to simple actions in the past (Hewitt
1995: 242), and it can refer to both perfective and imperfective events (Hewitt 1995:
242; Bolkvadze & Kiziria 2023: 237).

(194)  Old Georgian (Harris 1985: 48) (reglossed)
xolo  céwen ymert-man  cecxl-i
and 1PL.DAT God-ERG fire-NOM
samsaxurebl-ad  mo-gw-c-a
servant-ADV PV-1PL.O-give-AOR.3SG
‘And God gave fire to us to use (lit. as a servant)’

107 Glossed and transliterated from Zos kuoazo ylanynes syxlyna, and translated from Russian ‘On
BCEr/la YUTAOIUM ObIBaeT (unraer)’.

108 Morwood claims that it corresponds to the pluperfect, but exemplifies the aorist by the simple past
example ‘I did this* (Morwood 2002: 61).
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The co-occurrence of the aorist aspect with either imperfective or perfective forms
is also found in e.g. Bulgarian (Gvozdanovi¢ 2012: 791-792), indicating that the
aorist aspect does not necessarily express perfectivity as it should rather be analysed
as the opposite of the habitual aspect. The aorist in Eastern Armenian has a function
that is similar to the Classical Greek aorist as it indicates single events, successive
actions and ‘ingressive meanings’ in the past, but Dum-Tragut describes it as
expressing perfective aspect (Dum-Tragut 2009: 230-232). Aorists have also been
described in e.g. Bezhta (Comrie, Khalilov & Khalilova 2015: 363) and the verb
forms labelled as preterite in many contemporary Dargic descriptions appears to be
functionally identical to the aorist aspect.

(195)  Eastern Armenian (Dum-Tragut 2009: 231) (gloss adapted from source)

hayk-2 tun  ek-av banali-n grpan-a2 dr-ec”
Hayk-DEF house come-AOR.3SG key-DEF pocket-DEF put.AOR.3SG
ew Stap  khayl-er-ov  durs gn-ac”

CONJ quick step-PL-INS out  go-AOR.3SG
‘Hayk came home, put the key into the pocket, and went out with quick
steps’

(196)  Bezhta (Comrie, Xalilov & Xalilova 2015: 365) (my glossing)
fanas-la wod-i? @-0gy’-0jo  mahadmméa s bitlo-ga.
third-TRANS day-IN I-come-AOR Muhammad brother house-AD
beta yisa tloba-t’a ijo-abo-doj édo-k-ijo,
then next.day noon-SUPER mother-father-APUD IN-go-AOR
nisdajlil di-doj-na gic’a-g<o0>c’-0j0
afternoon 1SG-APUD-ADD REDUP-visit<I>-AOR
‘Brother Muhammad came to the village for three days. Then the next day
at noon he went to his parents and in the afternoon he visited me as well”*®

The aorist in Lezgian and Avar are likewise described as indicating perfective
past but without expressing the functions associated with the aorist in Classical
Greek (Haspelmath 1993: 142; Forker 2020b: 255), which suggests that these aorist
forms should be analysed as perfectives. The term aorist is also used within Turkic
linguistics, but with a completely different function (Johanson 2022a: 39), as the
‘aorist’ in North Azerbaijani expresses habitual and future reference (Ragagnin
2022: 251). The term aorist is almost exclusively used for aspects in non-Western
Indo-European, Turkic and Caucasian languages, which makes it both a problematic
term and a difficult concept to operationalise comparatively, as the aorist aspect and

109 Glossed and transliterated from Jlvanacra 60duw o"kvoiio Mavevasmmas uc 6urlozva. Bema xuca
nlobakwa utio-abodoil 3"doxkutio, nucoainun oudotina 2uyla 2oylotio, and translated from Russian
‘Ha tpu nus npuexan 6pat Maromen B ceno. Ha cienyromuii 1eHb B 00€ICHHOE BpeMsI HABECTHIT
ponmreneit u mocie obeaa 3amen Ko MHe’.
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the various preterite aspects, including the Anglo-French terminology simple
past/passé simple, appear to be in complementary distribution.

The Momentane or Semelfactive aspect indicates a punctual event that ‘takes
place once and only once’ (Comrie 1976: 42), and is therefore almost functionally
identical to the aorist aspect. The semelfactive prefix é- has been described in
Shapsug Adyghe (Smeets 1984: 270) and there are possibly momentane prefixes in
Abkhaz (Chirikba 2003a: 38, 54) and Ossetic (Abaev 1964: 45) but are not described
as such. The prefix a- in Iron Ossetic functions both as a spatial preverb and to
indicate ‘a rapid, brief and superficial action’ (Abaev 1964: 77)

(197)  Shapsug Adyghe (Smeets 1984: 272) (gloss adapted from source)
sa-Z-j-e-ter"a-m
1SG.ABS-TEMP.CVB-3SG.ERG-SEM-see-REL
‘When he saw me’

(198)  Iron Ossetic (Abaev 1964: 77) (my glossing)
a-leww-id
MOM-stand-PST.3SG
‘He stood for a little while’*°

The Resultative aspectual function

The Resultative aspect expresses ‘a state implying a previous event’ (Nedjalkov &
Jaxontov 1988: 6) or that ‘a state exists as a result of a past action’ (Bybee et al.
1994: 54). The resultative aspect is therefore notionally connected to Comrie’s
perfect of result, defined as a present state ‘being the result of some past situation’
(Comrie 1976: 133), while briefly defining resultative as ‘successful completion of
a situation” (Comrie 1976: 20) which is rather a completive (Bybee et al. 1994: 54).
Nedjalkov and Jaxontov give examples from Eastern Armenian to demonstrate how
the resultative differs from the perfect, cf. examples (199).

(199)  Eastern Armenian (Nedjalkov & Jaxontov 1988: 16) (reglossed)
a. Na (*der) onk-al e
he (*still) fall-PTCP.PFV  be.3SG.PRS
‘He has fallen (*still)’
b. Na der onk-ac e
he still  falllPTCP.RES  be.3SG.PRS
‘He is still fallen’

Nedjalkov and Jaxontov’s example above inadvertently reveals that Comrie’s
definition of perfect of result actually appears to reflect the function of the

110 Abaev gives the translation ‘I stood for a little while’, but this must be an error as the first person
singular form would be aleewwidtcen.
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resultative instead, which consequently supports the analysis that the present perfect
does not alone imply present tense reference. In both Avar and Archi the ‘perfect’
and ‘pluperfect’ express a resultative function (Kibrik 1988: 171-172; Forker
2020b: 256; Chumakina 2020: 303), demonstrating that resultatives are not
restricted to present tense reference. All four forms of conjugation series IV in
Megrelian have been described as ‘resultative’ by Kajaia (2008: 215), while
Rostovtsev-Popiel instead describes it as a ‘dedicated evidential series’ (Rostovtsev-
Popiel 2020: 549).

The Excessive aspectual function

The Excessive aspect indicates that an action is carried out in an excessive manner
or to an excessive extent (Fenwick 2011: 126; Chirikba 2003a: 53). In the Caucasus,
excessive affixes are almost exclusively found in the Northwest Caucasian language
family, e.g. in Abkhaz (Chirikba 2003a: 53; Hewitt 2010: 272), Abaza (Lomtatidze
& Klychev 1989: 108), Kabardian (Kumakhov & Vamling 2009: 49), Adyghe
(Rogava & Keraseva 1966: 309), Abzakh Adyghe (Paris 1989: 198), Shapsug
Adyghe (Smeets 1984: 276) and Ubykh (Fenwick 2011: 126). Kumakhov and
Vamling gloss the excessive as ‘abundance’ (Kumakhov and Vamling 2009: 49),
but the function appears to be identical to the excessive aspect in Abkhaz (cf.
examples (200) and (201)). The persistive suffix —mat in Archi indicates that the
duration of an action is longer than anticipated (Chumakina, Bond & Corbett 2016:
40; Chumakina 2020: 303), which is possibly the closest equivalent to an excessive
affix outside of the Northwest Caucasian language family, although its function is
quite different.

(200)  Abkhaz (Chirikba 2003a: 53) (gloss adapted from source)
Jjo-r-fa-c*a-@-jt’
3SG.NH.ABS-3PL.ERG-eat-EXC-AOR-DYN.FIN
‘They ate too much’

(201)  Kabardian (Kumakhov & Vamling 2009: 49) (reglossed)
a. fo-fxe-¢-a-q’om
2PL.ABS-eat-EXC'™-PFV-NEG
“You didn’t eat too much’
Kabardian (Kumaxov 2006: 93) (my glossing)
b. maoce  dorvaz  f'e-belace-¢
bear wolf seem-shaggy-EXC
‘A wolf seems too shaggy to a bear’'*?

11 Kumakhov & Vamling gloss it as ABU ‘abundance’.

112 Translated from Russian ‘MexBeio BOIK KaXeTCs CIUIIKOM JIOXMATBIM .
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The Iterative and Repetitive aspectual functions

The Iterative aspect indicates that an action is ‘repeated on a particular occasion’
(Bybee et al. 1994: 127). The term iterative is sometimes misleadingly used for the
habitual aspect that instead refers to events repeated over multiple occasions, e.g.
the ‘iterative’ suffix —la in Akbhaz, which only appears to have a habitual function
(Spruit 1986: 55; Chirikba 2003a: 53). The term repetitive is sometimes used for the
iterative aspect (Bybee et al. 1994: 127), but it is relevant to differentiate the iterative
and repetitive aspects (Chirikba 2003a: 53-54), where the repetitive aspect refers to
a single repetition in the Northwest Caucasian terminology (Arkadiev & Lander
2020: 423), which sets it apart from the iterative aspect. The terminology for these
aspectual functions is not optimal, but it is important to differentiate them somehow,
cf. the iterative suffix —re and the repetitive suffix —z in example (202). Seegmiller
(1996: 23) mentions the past iterative suffix —/wcu with the auxiliary e- in Karachay,
but the function appears to be purely habitual (Aliev 1973: 314). The suffixes - &:1/-
i-e:l in Svan can also express an iterative function (Schmidt 1991: 512; Tuite 1998:
8).

(202)  Kabardian (Kumakhov & Vamling 2009: 51) (reglossed)
sa-q’a-k"’e-re sa-k"’e-z-w
1SG.ABS-PROX-go-ITER.CRD  1SG.ABS-go-REP™3-PTCP
‘I come (repeatedly) and leave’

The Repetitive aspect indicates that an event is repeated, often as a single repetion,
typically corresponding to the adverb ‘again’ (Chirikba 2003a: 54; Arkadiev &
Lander 2020: 423). The ‘reversed action’ described by Kumakhov and Vamling
(2009: 99-100) is analysed as a repetitive by Arkadiev & Lander (2020: 423),
although it also has a retrolative function, cf. section 6.11.2. The repetitive aspect is
therefore functionally related to the iterative and habitual functional aspects, but
they differ in the iterative aspect implies a repetition on a single occasion while the
habitual implies repetition over multiple occasions (Bybee et al. 1994: 127). The
iterative suffix -zj(z) in Ubykh appears to rather have a repetitive function (Fenwick
2011: 124-125), although it could also be analysed as a retrolative affix, cf. section
6.11.2.

(203)  Ubykh (Fenwick 2011: 125) (reglossed)
B-Wi-S-t"-gji-n
3SG.ABS-2SG.0OBL-1SG.ERG-give-REP-PRS
‘I give it back to you’

113 Glossed as REV ‘reversed action’ by Kumakhov & Vamling.

169



The Inchoative/Ingressive aspectual function

The Inchoative or Ingressive aspect indicates ‘the beginning of a situation’ (Comrie
1976: 19). Inchoative affixes are rare in the Caucasus but can be found in e.g.
Eastern Armenian (Dum-Tragut 2009: 173), Abzakh Adyghe (Paris 1989: 186),
Bezhta (Kibrik & Testelets 2004: 270) and Hunzib (Van den Berg 1995: 111). The
inceptive suffix in Chechen appears to have both an inchoative and terminative
function (Nichols 1994: 46). These inchoative affixes should possibly rather be
analysed as derivational, as most of the examples | have found attach to either nouns
or adjectives, cf. (204) and (205).

(204)  Eastern Armenian (Dum-Tragut 2009: 173) (reglossed)
caxik-ner-2 cor-an-um en
flower-PL-DEF dry-INCH-PTCP.PRS COP.3PL
‘The flowers are drying’

(205)  Abzakh Adyghe (Paris 1989: 186) (gloss adapted from source)
D-Semo-Pie-B-X
3.ABS-cow-INCH-PRS-PL
“These are heifers (lit. they are becoming cows)’***

The Prospective/Inceptive aspectual function

The Prospective or Inceptive aspect indicates that an event is ‘about to happen’ or
‘going to happen’ (Maisak & Tatevosov 2001a: 276; Alekseev et al. 2012: 212;
Forker 2020b: 257). Van den Berg describes a terminative aspect in Hunzib
indicating that an event ‘is almost happening or almost accomplished’ (Van den
Berg 1995: 111), which appears to share some but not all of its functions with the
prospective aspect described in Bagvalal.

(206)  Bagvalal (Maisak & Tatevosov 2001a: 277) (gloss adapted from source)
0-S:u-r kagal  gva-ra-di-b-o ekv’a
he-OBL.M-ERG letter  write-POT-PROSP-III-PTCP*>  be.PRS
‘He intends to write a letter’

(207)  Avar (Charachidzé 1981: 114) (my glossing, retransliterated)
h'e  Sadin  y*-eze-gin W-ug-in
dog like die-INF-PROSP M-COP-EMPH
‘I’m about to die like a dog’

114 Translated from French ‘[CJe sont des génisses’.
15 The original glossing is ‘rmcats-MS.POT-PROSP=N=CONV’.

116 Translated from the Russian translation ‘On cobupaercs mucaTh MUCHMO’.
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The Exhaustive/Completive aspectual function

The Exhaustive or Completive aspect indicates an ‘action done to completion or to
fulfilment” (Fenwick 2011: 125) or ‘to do something thoroughly and to completion’
(Bybee et al. 1994: 54). In the Caucasus, exhaustive affixes are only documented in
the Northwest Caucasian languages, e.g. Abzakh Adyghe (Paris 1989: 185),
Shapsug Adyghe (Smeets 1984: 276) and Ubykh (Fenwick 2011: 125).

(208)  Ubykh (Fenwick 2011: 126) (gloss adapted from source)
B3-tep’3 de3-B-B-p 'te '3-13-t'in...
3SG.POSS-foot  SUB-3SG.ABS-3SG.ERG-clean-EXH-TEMP.CVB
‘When he had finished cleaning his feet..’
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6.3. Modal functions

Grammatical mood or modality encodes the ‘status of the proposition that describes
the event” while not referring to ‘any characteristic of the event’ (Palmer 2001: 1).
Mood has previously been defined as the grammaticalisation of ‘speakers’
(subjective) attitudes and opinions’ (Bybee et al. 1994: 176), which still holds true
but only covers some of the notions expressed by mood and modality. The variation
of moods expressed by affixation in the Caucasus is remarkable as there are almost
30 separate grammatical moods in the data. Mood is also one of the few grammatical
categories expressed by means of affixation in all 56 languages of the affixal data
set. The exact definition and categorisation of the various moods is an ambitious
endeavour, as the description of grammatical mood and modality is a notoriously
thorny field of linguistic research (Nuyts 2016: 2). Figure 6.3 below is therefore a
tentative distribution of modal functions found in the languages of the Caucasus.

The Indicative or Realis is unsurprisingly the most common mood, but it is mainly
an implicit mood that is only observable due to the presence of contrastive non-
indicative or non-realis forms in a verbal paradigm. The indicative suffix —-mé& in
Khinalug is a rare example of an explicit indicative affix in the Caucasus (Kibrik et
al. 1972: 106; Khvtisiashvili 2013: 166). The ‘assertive’ or ‘declarative’ suffix -¢ in
Kabardian is obligatory for all indicative stative forms and all indicative non-present
dynamic forms (Kumakhov & Vamling 2009: 47), while absent in other moods
(Arkadiev & Lander 2020: 416), which makes me analyse it as an explicit indicative
suffix.

Observed modal functions expressed by affixation by number of languages

Indicative/Realis _— L1

Prohibitive - [
Subjunctive/Irrealis [ O
conditional |
Potential | A
Hortative | D B
Debitive/Necessitative [ [ [ [l W

Nakh-Dagestanian
Kartvelian
Northwest Caucasian

Indo-European
Turkic

Modal function

Mirative [N
Dubitative [N
Desiderative -
Permissive [l
0 10 20 30 40 50
Number of languages

Figure 6.3: The most common observed moods expressed through affixation in the data according to
number of languages.
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The Optative and Desiderative modal functions

The Optative mood is the most frequent explicit mood expressed by affixation in
the data and it indicates that the speaker wishes or hopes that an action or a state is
true (Bybee et al. 1994: 179; Nikolaeva 2016: 77). Optatives typically correspond
to constructions of the type ‘may X happen’ (Polinsky 2020: 13), and are therefore
frequently used for vows and curses. Optative affixes are found in 48 of the 56
languages in the data and are found in all five language families of the Caucasus.
The functionally related Votive suffix —tir as been described in Kryts but it is used
synonymously with the optative (Authier 2009: 273).

(209)  Svan (Tuite 1997: 44) (gloss adapted from source)
yerte-m Ci-v dz-a-mzar-a-x
God-ERG  all-OPT*"  2PL.O-NV-bless-OPT-PL
‘May God bless all of you’

(210)  Kubachi (Magometov 1963: 204) (my glossing)
dig ix"le b-éc -ab!
meat  quickly  1ll-roast-OPT.3SG
‘May the meat roast quickly!’*8

The optative mood previously described in Iron Ossetic is analysed as a subjunctive
by Erschler (2020: 662), which appears to be a more appropriate analysis as none
of the optative examples given by Abaev (1964) and Bagaev (1965: 306-308)
indicate the optative function described above. In Xaidag, the optative is zero-
marked but there is also a permissive-optative aspect that conveys both a permissive
and an optative function (Temirbulatova 2004: 172). The ‘permissive I’ described
in Bezhta is functionally identical to the definition of the optative mood described
above (Comrie, Xalilov & Xalilova 2015: 382), while the moods labelled ‘optative
I’ and ‘optative I’ should rather be analysed as instances of desiderative and
hortative mood (Comrie, Xalilov & Xalilova 2015: 380-381). The widespread
presence of optative affixes in the Caucasus is highly unusual from a typological
perspective and is a well-known Caucasian peculiarity, and it is arguably an areal
feature of the Caucasus (Polinsky 2020: 13).

17 Tuite glosses this as OPT ‘optative particle’.

U8 Translated from Russian ‘/]a u3Kapurcs 65ICTpO Msco!”.
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(211)  Karachay-Balkar (Aliev 1973: 97) (my glossing)
0j, an-dan al-ya ol-ej-im
INTERJ, 3SG-ABL  before-DAT die-OPT-1SG
‘Alas, may I die before him!***

(212)  Juhuri (Authier 2012: 177) (gloss adapted from source)
bebe=y=tii su  gir-o!
father=EZ=2SG.POSS fire take-OPT.3SG
‘May your father burn (lit. catch fire)!”

The Desiderative mood indicates that a state or an event is desired or wished for
(Timberlake 2007: 329; Palmer 2001: 131), and is similar but not identical to the
optative mood. The primary difference between the desiderative and the optative is
that the desiderative can be ‘used for the wish of a participant in the state of affairs
related to in the utterance’ while the optative by definition expresses the wish of the
speaker (Dobrushina et al. 2005: 299). This distinction can be made in English as
well, e.g. the desiderative he wishes to eat something simply expresses the wish of
the subject while the optative may he eat something explicitly expresses the wish of
the speaker. Bezhta and Hunzib have been described as having both desiderative
and optative affixes (Van den Berg 1995: 76, 112; Comrie, Xalilov, Xalilova 2015:
380), which also might hold true for Shapsug Adyghe (Smeets 1984: 270, 278).

(213)  Hunzib (Van den Berg 1995: 112) (gloss adapted from source)
iyu-u xank’al r-uw-aq’e-n zuq 'u-r
mother-DAT khinkal(VV) V-do-DESID-PTCP.PFV be-PST
‘Mother liked to make khinkal’

The desiderative in Abkhaz and Abaza described by O’Herin (2020: 475) should
rather be analysed as an optative as it expresses the wish of the speaker (Aristava
1968: 121; Tabulova 1976: 159; Chirikba 2003a: 46), cf. (214).

(214)  Abkhaz (Aristava 1968: 122) (my glossing)
a-t’rakt’or a-r-niq -wa-ra
DEF-tractor DEF-CAUS-drive-IPFV-MSD
z-dir-wa-nda(z)
1SG.ERG-know-IPFV-OPT(-PST)
‘If I only knew how to drive the tractor!’*?

119 Glossed and transliterated from Oui, andan aneva énetium, and translated from Russian J{a uto6s1
s paHblIe ero ymepial’.

120 Glossed and transliterated from Ampaxmop apuvikyapa 30epya-noa(3),and translated from
Russian ‘3x, eciu 661 st ymMern (3HaT) BOAUTH TPAKTOp (OOIbIIE HUYETo He XOTelN 6bl)’
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The Interrogative modal function

The Interrogative mood indicates that the clause is a question (Nikolaeva 2016: 71)
and interrogative affixes or clitics are found in 46 of the 56 languages of the data,
while most of these are described as interrogative particles. The interrogative
markers in the Turkic languages are often suffixed to the verb but they are also
technically particles (Ragagnin 2022: 245), and the interrogative particle —mi has
been borrowed into Juhuri (Authier 2012: 222).

(215)  Chechen (Aliroev 1999: 89) (my glossing)
ho bazar-a v-0d-ij?
2SG bazaar-ALL  V-go.PRS-Q
‘Are you going to the bazaar?”'%

(216)  Adyghe (Rogava & KeraSeva 1966: 255) (my glossing)

peane mage,  arep, ge-”"-a?

accordion  sound really ~ PROX-spread-Q
hawmi, awetew  Se qo-S-ce-y"-a?

or, that 1SG PROX-1SG-IN-be-Q

‘Can the sound of accordions really be heard? Or is it
as it seems to me?’'?

(217)  Laz (Lacroix 2009: 140) (original glossing)
tkva deve ko-dzir-i-t-i?
2PL camel  PV-see-AOR-1/2PL-Q
‘Have you seen the camel?’

The Imperative and Prohibitive modal functions

The Imperative mood indicates that the clause is a direct command (Bybee et al.
1994: 179; Aikhenvald 2010: 1). In about a third of the world’s languages the second
person singular imperative ‘coincides with either the verb root or the stem’
(Aikhenvald 2010: 18), as imperatives are often zero-marked (Timberlake 2007:
326). Nevertheless, 43 of the 56 languages in the data have explicit imperative
affixes, which often encode plural imperatives or 3" person imperatives, which are
often analysed as jussive mood affixes instead, cf. the jussive mood. Non-specific
imperative affixes are found in more than 20 of these 42 languages, e.g. Lezgian
(Haspelmath 1993: 129), Hinug (Forker 2013), Ghodoberi (Kibrik 1996: 49;
Saidova 2004: 94), Tsez (Alekseev & Radzabov 2004: 143), Bagvalal (Dobrushina

121 Glossed and transliterated from Xeo 6asapa eobouii?, and translated from Russian ‘ Tb uaems Ha
Oazap?’.

122 Glossed and transliterated from ITuwins maxws, apan, kealy-a? Xeaymu, ayumay c3 KoblCUIXbY-
a?, and translated from Russian ‘JloHOCSATCS M 3BYKH FapMOIIKH, HJIM TaK MHE KaxkeTcsi?’.
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etal. 2001: 73), Andi (Salimov 2010: 189, 198) and Karata (Magomedbekova 1971:
131-132). The Andic languages are worth mentioning, as transitive and intransitive
imperatives are described as being formed by different suffixes in these languages
(Dobrushina et al. 2001: 96).

(218)  Chamalal (Bokarev 1949a: 94) (my glossing)
qy: ajd-a / qy:'ajd-be
prepare-IMP.TR / prepare-IMP.ITR.SG
‘Prepare (it)!” / ‘Prepare yourself!’*?

Imperative affixes are almost completely absent in the Kartvelian and Northwest
Caucasian languages with the exceptions of Old Georgian (Fahnrich 1994: 85) and
the polite imperative in Ubykh (Fenwick 2011: 128-129, 145), while in Megrelian
the imperative and second person aorist are morphologically identical (Harris
1991b: 348). Imperative prefixes are noticeably rare in the Caucasus, as they appear
to only be documented in Tat (Suleymanov 2020: 136), Juhuri (Authier 2012: 124),
Talysh (Schulze 2000: 24) and Ubykh (Fenwick 2011: 129). Rostovtsev-Popiel
describes the prefix ko- in Megrelian as an imperative marker (Rostovtsev-Popiel
2020: 562), while most other authors analyse this shared Zan prefix as an affirmative
marker (Harris 1991b: 360; Holisky 1991: 437; Boeder 2000: 284-285; Oztirk &
Pdchtrager 2011: 95), cf. section 6.6. A few verbs form imperatives with fossilised
class prefixes in Aghul (Magometov 1970: 141) and Tabasaran (Babaliyeva 2013:
176-177). Doubled causative suffixes are used to express orders in Nogai (Csat6 &
Karakog 1998: 338).

(219)  Aghul (Magometov 1970: 234) (my glossing)
bawa-s ji-p, idzej Xis-u balnic.a-ji
mum-DAT IMP-tell,  well be.INF-FUT  hospital-ERG
“Tell mum that it will be fine in the hospital’*?*

(220)  Sirvan Tat (Suleymanov 2020: 163) (reglossed)
un  6démin=4 bi-yorn-ind ba_tin=mdn!
that human=OBL IMP'**-bring-2PL  near=1SG.POSS
‘Bring that person before me!”

123 Glossed and transliterated from xwaiida and xkwaiioée, and translated from Russian
‘MPUTOTOBIISIL "/ ‘TOTOBBCS .

124 Translated from Russian ‘Ckaxmu Mame, uTo B 601bHUIE GyET XOPOIIO’.

125 Suleyman glosses it as MOD ‘modal’.
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The Prohibitive mood indicates that the clause is a prohibition or a negative
command and it is typically the negative counterpart of the imperative mood
(Aikhenvald 2010: 165-167; Bybee 1985: 173). Palmer argues that it is more
‘illuminating’ to label the prohibitive mood as a ‘negative imperative’ (Palmer
2001: 20), and although Aikhenvald mainly uses the term negative imperative, she
also makes numerous convincing arguments that prohibitives are formally and
syntactically distinct from imperatives in many languages (Aikhenvald 2010: 190-
191). In the Caucasus most languages have specific prohibitive forms that are
formally distinct from the imperative (Ganenkov & Maisak 2020: 116; Testelets
2020: 521), which supports the notion that the prohibitive and imperative are
separate functions.

(221)  Standard Dargwa (Van den Berg 2001: 176-177) (reglossed)

zigar=ma-r-ik -ud, di-la r-ig-usi xunul,
moan=PROH-F-AUX-PROH!®, 1SG.OBL-GEN F-love-ADJ wife.ABS
w-ik -uli saj curban

M-say-CVB be.M Kurban

“‘Don’t complain, my dear wife,” said Kurban’

(222)  Talysh (Miller 1953: 143) (my glossing)
ti do mo ma-vo!
2SG  with  1SG.OBL PROH-go
‘Don’t go with me!’

The Kartvelian prohibitives are excluded from this thesis, as they are conventionally
described as particles and not as verbal affixes, while Rostovtsev-Popiel describes
the prohibitive nu(m)-/ni(m)- in Megrelian as a prefix (Rostovtsev-Popiel 2020:
562).

(223)  Megrelian (Rostovtsev-Popiel 2020: 562) (gloss adapted from source)

iro Si nu[m]-@-ragad-an-k Sxwa-S
always 2SG PROH-2SG.S-talk-SM-2SG.S  other-DAT
xolo ko-@-u-rckil-i

ADD  AFF'?-3SG.10-OV-listen-IMP
‘Don’t talk all the time yourself, listen also to others’

126 \/an den Berg glosses this suffix as FUT2, while this prohibitive form should rather be analysed
as the circumfix ma-...-ud, cf. Forker (2020a: 298) and Daniel (2019: 88).

127 Glossed as IMP by Rostovtsev-Popiel.
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The Circassian prefix ma- is worth discussing, as it has a prohibitive function in all
Circassian languages (Rogava & KeraSeva 1966: 174; Smeets 1984: 300-301;
Kumaxov 2006: 225; Konuk 2022: 525). It also negates non-finite verb forms,
imperatives, optatives and interrogatives (Smeets 1984: 300-301, 314-320;
Kumaxov 2006: 225; Kumakhov & Vamling 2009: 49; Konuk 2022: 525), which
suggests that it should instead be analysed as a non-indicative negative prefix. The
prefix mo- therefore fails to qualify as a prohibitive affix, as it simply is a non-
indicative negation.

The Subjunctive/lrrealis modal functions

The Subjunctive or Irrealis moods are two modal categories that are both connected,
albeit not identical, and they are evidently difficult to define as there is no clear
consensus in the literature (Mauri & Sanso 2016). The subjunctive mood has
traditionally been defined by its function in Latin and Romance languages (Palmer
2001: 108-111), which is problematic since the Latin subjunctive was clearly
multifunctional. Bybee et al. (1994: 212) define it as ‘verb forms or markers that
obligatorily occur in certain types of subordinate clauses’, which is unsatisfactory
since the subjunctive can occur in main clauses as well (Palmer 2001: 108; Mauri
& Sanso 2016: 174). The relationship between the irrealis and subjunctive mood is
discussed by Palmer (2001), who concludes rather unsatisfactorily that there is ‘not
always a clear distinction’ between the concepts indicative/subjunctive and
realis/irrealis, and while it is ‘basically the same’ he also states that there are
sufficient differences to discuss them separately (Palmer 2001: 145).

(224)  Georgian (Bolkvadze & Kiziria 2023: 189) (my glossing)
net’av  disert’acia-s v-c’er-d-e
if.only dissertation-DAT 1.S-write-IPFV-SUBJ
‘Were | writing the dissertation’'?®

(225)  Classical Armenian (Schmitt 2007: 133-134) (my glossing)

erkin-k ew erkir anc -c¢ -en,
heaven-NOM.PL and earth  pass-AOR.SUBJ-3PL
ew ban-k im oc¢" anc -anic -en

and word-NOM.PL 1SG.POSS NEG pass-PRS.SUBJ-3PL
‘Heaven and earth should pass, but my words shall not pass’*?®

The term subjunctive has conventionally been used for most languages of the
Caucasus until recently, whereas the realis/irrealis distinction appears to have

128 This is the original translation, although “if only I were writing the dissertation’ seems like a more
appropriate English translation.

129 Translated from German ‘Himmel und Erde werden vergehen, aber meine Worte vergehen nicht’.
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originated in Australian and Papuan linguistics in the 1970s (Bybee et al. 1994:
236). Smeets (1984) appears to be one of the first to use irrealis in an English-
language Caucasian context, although labels such as irrealis-optative clauses, i.e.
‘HepeaNbHO-)KeNnaTenbHoe npeanoxenue’, and irrealis conditional clauses, i.e.
‘HepeabHO-YCIIOBHOE npemiokenue’, are found already in Jakovlev (1940: 25) and
Bokarev (1949b: 277) respectively.

The irrealis mood is defined in relation to the realis as “distinguishing between
actual and non-actual events’ (Bybee et al. 1994: 236), which is further implied by
Timberlake’s distinction between indicative and subjunctive in Spanish as ‘the
indicative refers to a fact’ and ‘the subjunctive a possibility or potential’
(Timberlake 2007: 327). Although Palmer makes a distinction between realis and
irrealis and the notions ‘factual’ and ‘non-factual’, he states that the former are
typically used to describe the latter (Palmer 2001: 149). Since the subjunctive and
irrealis moods tend to indicate events that are both non-actual, i.e. counterfactual or
hypothetical, or non-actualised, i.e. possible or potential, they are perhaps best
analysed as instances of a general or non-specific irrealis mood.

Consequently, the multifunctionality described above is a defining feature of the
subjunctive mood, as moods with a specific function should not be labelled as
subjunctive. The irrealis mood could have a specific function, if it only indicates
that an event is non-actual or non-factual. | have nonetheless chosen to merge these
two moods into a subjunctive/irrealis mood category for comparative purposes as
the terms are largely in complementary distribution. The relationship between the
subjunctive and the conditional mood is also somewhat complicated, as e.g.
Standard Dargwa typically uses the subjunctive mood for the conditional modal
function as well (Musaev 2002: 72).
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The Conditional modal function

The Conditional mood indicates that an event or a state, i.e. the consequence or
apodosis, is conditioned by a contingency or protasis (Timberlake 2007: 321). The
protasis typically corresponds to a subordinate ‘if’-clause, while the apodosis is
indicated by a finite conditional mood.

(226)
a. French (L’Huillier 1999: 124) (my glossing)
je  viendrais [apodosis], si je le pouvais [protasis]
1SG come-COND.1SG, if 1SG 3SG.M.ACC can-IPF.1SG
‘I would come if I could’

b. Georgian (Hewitt 1995: 586) (reglossed)

gusin rom e-c’vim-a [protasis]
yesterday if  PrV-rain-PLUP.3SG,
Sin da-v-ré-eb-0d-i [apodosis]

at.home PV-1.S-remain-SM-IPFV-1/2SG.COND
‘If it had rained yesterday, I would have stayed at home’

c. Georgian (Hewitt 1995: 584) (reglossed)
tu  i-kux-eb-d-a [protasis],
if  PrV-thunder-SM-IPFV-COND.3SG,
agretve i-elv-eb-d-a [apodosis]
also PrV-lighten-SM-IPFV-COND.3SG
‘If it were to thunder, it would also lighten’

The pattern found in example (226) is not used in all Georgian conditional
constructions, as the apodosis can also be modally ‘unmarked’ or both the protasis
and the apodosis can be in the conditional mood as in example (226) (Hewitt 1995:
583-584). The protasis in example (226) is not modally neutral, as it too is
conditioned, which demonstrates that the conditional mood by definition indicates
the presence of an implicit or explicit protasis. | have therefore chosen to define the
conditional mood as the explicit marking of the apodosis as seen in e.g. French.
Some languages, such as Russian, Polish and Finnish, mark both the protasis and
the apodosis in the same manner (Timberlake 2007: 325; Van Olmen & Van der
Auwera 2016: 378; Karlsson 2018: 315-317), which would also qualify as
conditional mood as these languages still explicitly mark the apodosis, cf. example
(226¢). The function of the conditional mood is at first glance identical to the
conditional converb (cf. section 6.10.2), but there is a formal distinction that is
explicit in some languages in constructions of the type ‘if X (conditional converb),
then Y (conditional mood)’, where the conditional converb indicates the protasis
and the conditional mood indicates the apodosis. The conditional mood in Turkic
languages should therefore rather be analysed as conditional converbs as they

180



consistently mark the subordinate ‘if’-clause, i.e. the protasis (Johanson 2022a: 57),
cf. examples (227a-c).

(227)

a. North Azerbaijani (Siraliev 1971: 119) (my glossing)
ax, bir Bohram-i 6z-Um-o calb
oh, one Bahram-ACC self-1SG-DAT attract
edo  bil-so-jdi-m
do know-COND-COP.PST-1SG
daha gam-im ol-maz-d:
more  grief-1SG  become-NEG.AOR-PST

‘Oh, if I could attract Bahram for myself, my grief would be no more’*¥

b. Karachay-Balkar (Aliev 1973: 202) (my glossing)
bori  qgart bol-sa, dzuburan-ci bol-a-di
wolf old be-COND  ground.squirrel-AN  be-PRS-3SG
‘If a wolf gets old, it becomes a molecatcher’**

c. Kumyk (Abdullaeva et al. 2014: 458) (my glossing)
eger sen biraz artiq kultur-ali  bol-san
if 2SG  alittle more culture-ADJ be-PTCP.PRF

ed-ing bu-sa,
COP.PST-2SG  be-COND,
ingilis-li bulan sojl-ep bol-azag ed-ing

English-ADJ with  speak-CVB  be-FUT COP.PST-2SG
‘If you had been a little more cultured, you would have been able to
speak with an Englishman.”**

Conditional modal suffixes are found in Megrelian (Harris 1991b: 345) and Laz
(Holisky 1991: 421, 431, 435) while the conditional mood is expressed by
combining perfective preverbs and the imperfect in Georgian (Hewitt 1995: 238-
239). The irrealis mood in many Nakh-Dagestanian languages, e.g. Avar and
Tsakhur, encodes the apodosis, which means that it at least partly functions as a
conditional mood (Kibrik & Testelets 1999: 262; Forker 2020b: 259). The
conditional mood described in Lezgian should rather be analysed as a conditional

130 Translated from Russian ‘Ax, ecu 651 s cMorJIa IpKBIedh baxpaMa, He GbLIO 651 Y MEHs TOps’.

131 Glossed and transliterated from Bépro kvapm 6onca docybypanust 60radet, and translated from
Russian ‘Ecnu Bosk cocrapurcest, To cTaHoBUTCst Kpotososom”. The translation of dzuburan-¢i is
lit. ‘ground squirrel-er” or “suslik-er’.

132 Glossed and transliterated from Dzep cen 6upas apmeoixs kyromypanst 6onzvan 20une 6yca,
unztinucau ynan céunen 6oaaxcaxs 20une, and translated from Russian ‘Eciut Ov1 T6I GbLT Gosiee
KYIBTYPHBIM, ThI ObI CMOT TOBOPHTH C AHTJIMYAHUHOM .
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converb, as it encodes the protasis and not the apodosis (Haspelmath 1993: 394).
The elaborate conditional verb forms found in the Dargic languages all encode the
protasis, and although they conjugate for tense and person they are described as
heading dependent clauses (Forker 2020a: 330), which means that they also should
be analysed as conditional converbs. The conditional verb forms in the Dargic
languages are therefore morphologically mood-like but functionally converb-like,
which is interesting as it demonstrates the distinction between conditional mood and
conditional converbs is not clear-cut. However, Haspelmath’s definition of converbs
as being non-finite would instead argue that these conditionals are simply
subordinate mood.

The term ‘eventual’ mood has been used by Authier and Babaliyeva to describe
moods in Juhuri and Tabasaran, which largely overlaps with the conditional modal
function (Authier 2012: 187; Babaliyeva 2013: 192-194, 195-196). An irrealis
conditional mood has furthermore been described in Kubachi (Magometov 1963:
207), cf. the irrealis conditional converb in section 6.10.2, but Magometov also
analyses it as a past conditional which is probably a better label.

The Potential modal function

The Potential mood indicates that the validity of an event or a state is ‘probable’,
‘possible’, or ‘potential’, and is typically indicated by ‘may’, ‘might’, or ‘probably’
in English (Bybee 1985: 178). The label potential is also often used to indicate that
‘the subject is able to’ (Bybee 1985: 168), which should be analysed as a separate
function. Since these two functions are indiscriminately referred to as the potential
mood in various descriptions, it is difficult to assess which function is the ‘core’
potential mood. The two functions could be differentiated by introducing a
distinction between potential/probability and potential/ability, cf. Palmer’s term
abilitive (Palmer 2001: 10).

In the Caucasus the potential mood exclusively refers to the function
potential/ability, so | have chosen to operationalise the potential modal function as
indicating ability or possibility to do something, thereby corresponding to ‘can’,
‘may’ or ‘be able to’. I have found one language with an affix explicitly expressing
the function potential/probability, i.e. Abzakh Adyghe (Paris 1989: 188; Konuk
2022: 231).

(228)  Abzakh Adyghe (Konuk 2022: 231) (reglossed)
2] tawray — gvere  qo-p-fe-s-?vete-n
one  story any PROX-2SG.OBL-BEN-1SG.ERG-tell-PROB
‘I will probably tell you a story/l would like to tell you a story’

Nichols chooses to replace the previous label potential in Ingush with ‘inceptive’
(Nichols 2011: 484), while the function of the mood is ‘virtually synonymous to
constructions with mog ‘can’> (Nichols 2011: 491), thus having at least partly a
potential/ability function, which also becomes apparent from the examples given.
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Alekseev & Radzabov use the term ‘possibilitive’ to describe the suffix -7 in Tsez
(Alekseev & Radzabov 2004: 147), which appears to have a potential/ability
function, while previous Russian-language literature uses the term potential
(Imnaisvili 1963: 171). Creissels (2010) lists a potential in Northern Akhvakh, but
it is analysed as future tense by Magomedbekova (1967: 88-89).

(229)  Tsez (Imnaisvili 1963: 229) (my glossing)
mi idu B-ug't-o nesi zek'u-r
2SG  athome I-hide-IMP  DIST.OBL man-LAT
@-ik ada-1-¢’i-ru-yor
I-be.seen-POT-FUT.NEG-PTCP.PST-MNR.CVB
‘Hide yourself at home, in such a way that the man will not be able to see

»133
you

The Hortative/Exhortative and Jussive modal functions

The Hortative, Exhortative or Jussive mood indicates that the ‘speaker is
encouraging or inciting someone to action’ (Bybee et al. 1994: 179) and typically
corresponds to constructions of the type ‘let’s X’. The term Cohortative mood,
which indicates that the speaker is included in the encouragement, is also frequently
encountered, and the term Adhortative mood has been used to describe ‘ought to’-
constructions in Udi (Schulze 1982: 165). The hortative is similar to the imperative,
where the hortative is an ‘invitation’ rather than an order (Timberlake 2007: 328),
and a theoretical distinction is made between first person (co-)hortatives, ‘true’
second person imperatives and third person jussives (Nikolaeva 2016: 76).

(230)  Kryts (Authier 2009: 147) (gloss adapted from source, retransliterated)
dust xi-day!
friend be-HORT.2PL.INCL
‘Let us be friends!” (cohortative)

(231)  Ubykh (Fenwick 2011: 131) (original glossing)
e-j-ki 's-jeq"’
3SG.ABS-PV-go-HORT
‘Let him come’ (exhortative)

Although many languages lack a specific hortative mood, they often express
hortative functions with other moods, e.g. Eastern Armenian, where the subjunctive
future also conveys a hortative function (Dum-Tragut 2009: 239).

133 Translated from Russian ‘crpsabcst 1oMa Tak, 4ToOBI HE CMOT YBHIETH (Te0s) TOT 4eIoBeK .
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(232)  Eastern Armenian (Dum-Tragut 2009: 239) (original gloss)
gn-ank’ tun!
go-SUBJ.FUT.1IPL  house.NOM
‘Let’s go home!’

The Debitive and Necessitative modal functions

The Debitive, Necessitative or Obligative moods are closely related moods
indicating that an action is necessary or obliged, typically corresponding to
constructions of the type ‘need to X’ and ‘must X’ (Bybee et al. 1994: 177; Palmer
2001: 27-28). The distinction between the necessitative and the debitive/obligative
moods is potentially an artefact of English language linguistics, as there are no
languages in the Caucasus with both necessitative and debitive affixes, implying
that the distinction is largely terminological or that one of these moods is expressed
by modal verbs instead. To complicate matters further, the aforementioned mood in
Turkic is labelled necessitative and obligative synonymously (Johanson 2022a: 39),
which is unsurprising since it covers both functions in e.g. North Azerbaijani
(Ragagnin 2022: 253).

(233)  North Azerbaijani (Ragagnin 2022: 253) (my glossing)
gotur-mali-yom
take-DEB-1SG
‘I must take’

The debitive mood in Eastern Armenian is primarily expressed by periphrastic
constructions, but there is also the specific future participle suffix —ik* whose
function is inherently debitive (Dum-Tragut 2009: 207). Necessitative affixes have
been described in North Azerbaijani (Ragagnin 2022: 253), Kumyk (Abdullaeva et
al. 2014: 317), Abkhaz (Chirikba 2003a: 47), Shapsug Adyghe (Smeets 1984: 278),
Aghul (Magometov 1970: 143), Sanzhi Dargwa (Forker 2020a: 254-255) and
Northern Talysh (Schulze 2000: 24), while debitive/obligative affixes have been
described in Eastern Armenian (Dum-Tragut 2009: 207), Tabasaran (Babaliyeva
2013: 198), Archi (Kibrik 1994a: 327), Kryts (Authier 2009: 146) and Itsari Dargwa
(Sumbatova & Mutalov 2003: 92).

(234)  Eastern Armenian (Dum-Tragut 2009: 207) (reglossed)

thargman-v-el-ik" edzer-a
translate-PASS-INF-PTCP.FUT/DEB  page-PL-DEF
ns-v-ac en karmir-ov

mark-PASS-PTCP.RES ~ COP.3PL  red-INS
‘The pages that must be translated are marked with red (colour)’
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The Mirative modal function

The Mirative or Admirative mood indicates that ‘the information contained in the
utterance is new or presumed to be unexpected to the addressee’ (Squartini 2016:
59), typically relating to an ‘unprepared mind, new information, and speaker’s
surprise’ (Aikhenvald 2004: 8). The nature of the mirative has been discussed as
either evidential, modal or a separate grammatical category (Aikhenvald 2004: 8;
Squartini 2016: 60). I have chosen to analyse it as a mood, since it primarily encodes
subjective experience of an event. Affixes expressing a mirative function have been
described in Abkhaz (Chirikba 2003a: 48), Ubykh (Fenwick 2011: 118), Khinalug
(Kibrik 1994b: 393) Lak (Friedman 2020: 230) and Northern Akhvakh (Creissels
2010: 110).

(235)  Northern Akhvakh (Creissels 2010: 122) (gloss adapted from source,
retransliterated)

¢’-idel:i gutfa mene,
sow-SIM.CVB COP.NEG.M 2SG
m-aq.-idet.i gutia mene,

NH-dig-SIM.CVB COP.NEG.M 2SG

q. -onutta cugu  W-oq’-uwa?

eat-INF why M-come-MIR.M

“You are not here when we sow, you are not here when we dig the ground,
why are you coming to eat?’

The Dubitative modal function

The Dubitative mood indicates that the speaker expresses ‘an element of doubt that
the event described in the proposition occurred or will occur® (Bybee 1985: 179).
The dubitative is occasionally described as an evidential due to its function being
‘evidential in nature’, cf. the dubitative in Algonguian languages (Junker, Quinn &
Valentine 2018: 435). However, the dubitative should be analysed as a mood since
it arguably belongs within the traditional definition of mood as conveying the
‘speakers’ (subjective) attitudes and opinions’ (Bybee et al. 1994: 176). Dubitative
affixes and clitics are found in a small number of languages in the Caucasus, e.g.
Adyghe (Rogava & KeraSeva 1966: 187), Lak (Friedman 2020: 229), Archi (Kibrik
1994a: 330; Chumakina 2020: 302) and Hinuq (Forker 2013: 427).

(236)  Archi (Kibrik 1994a: 330) (my glossing)

o<w>-Qi-si edi-cugu za-ri
<1.SG>do-POT-CVB  IV.SG.be.PFV-DUBIT 1SG-ERG
jamu-t ari s:ansi

DEM-IV.SG.ABS work(IV).ABS  yesterday
‘I doubt that 1 would have done the work yesterday’
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The Permissive modal function

The Permissive mood indicates that the speaker permits a state or an event (Palmer
2001: 10), which makes the permissive mood functionally similar to the jussive
mood. The term ‘non-curative’ has been used to describe a functionally identical
mood in Itsari Dargwa (Sumbatova & Mutalov 2003: 98) and the permissive mood
has also been described in Xaidaq (Temirbulatova 2004: 172-173). In Nogai, the
causative also appears to express permissive functions (Karakog 2022: 360).

(237)  Itsari Dargwa (Sumbatova & Mutalov 2003: 98) (reglossed)
dehni wajhat b=u$-ik.a
child-PL for.a.walk HPL=go.PFV-PERMIS
‘Let the children go for a walk’

Other modal functions

Abkhaz and Abaza have a potential mood that Hewitt describes as a ‘suffix
characterising the wretched status of any of the verb’s arguments but especially of
the subject’ (Hewitt 1989: 51; Lomtatidze & Klychev 1989: 109), which I suggest
could be referred to as a Commiserative mood, while this might not be a mood at
all. Cf. the Adyghe and Kabardian particle (-)g"ce expressing regrettable or
unfortunate events (Rogava & Keraseva 1966: 306) and ‘compassion, empathy,
condolence’ (Kumaxov 2006: 365).

(238)  Abaza (Lomtatidze & Klychev 1989: 109) (my glossing)
d-g"aryla-gvsa-p’
3SG.H.ABS-rejoice-COMMIS-STAT.PRS.FIN**

‘(s)he will rejoice, poor thing!’

The Apprehensive mood indicates ‘the undesirability of an event, and the need to
avert it” (Timberlake 2007: 329). Apprehensive affixes have been described in
Mehweb (Dobrushina 2019b: 154) and Northern Akhvakh (Creissels 2018: 168).

(239)  Mehweb (Dobrushina 2019b: 154) (original glossing)

d-ar?-a mura,
NH.PL-gather:PFV-IMP.TR hay
zab d-aq -a-la

rain NH.PL-do:PFV-IRR-APPR
‘Collect the hay, it might rain.’

134 | omtatidze & Klychev gloss the suffix -p’ as finite, stative present, while O’Herin glosses it as
present indicative.
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A Deliberative mood has been described in Khwarshi (Khalilova 2009: 255).
According to Khalilova it only occurs in questions, but it primarily appears to
convey some sort of indirect question or wondering.

(240)  Khwarshi (Khalilova 2009: 152) (original glossing)

idu ito-q ‘e-k @-uh-alu thin
this.ABS when-QUES-QUES®® I-die-DELIB  QUOT
b-ec-un izzu

HPL-be-UWPST  that.PL.(P).ABS
‘They wondered when he would die.’

Kibrik has described an Approbative mood in Archi as ‘Event P is true and the
speaker approves of P but at the same time there is another event that contradicts P’
(Kibrik 1977: 211; Kibrik 1994a: 331).

6.4. Evidential functions

Evidentiality is a grammatical category ‘whose primary meaning is source of
information’ (Aikhenvald 2004: 3). It is found to some extent in all three endemic
language families of the Caucasus but most prominently in the Nakh-Dagestanian
languages (Friedman 2018: 134-138; Forker 2018a: 492). Evidentiality is also
generally present in the Turkic languages, where it has traditionally been described
as indirectivity (Johanson 2018). The situation in Azerbaijani is somewhat
complicated, likely by the long-standing influence of Persian as the language of
prestige, since the evidential suffix —mIs has largely lost its evidential function
unless it is reduplicated (Johanson 2018: 514, 518-519). The best described Turkic
evidential system in the data is likely Nogai (Karakog¢ 2022: 361), while the suffix
—GAn has an evidential function in Karachay-Balkar (Johanson 2018: 514) and to
some extent in Kumyk (Abdullaeva et al. 2014: 335). It is also found in Eastern
Armenian (Dum-Tragut 2009: 199) and Juhuri (Authier 2012: 227).

Evidentiality is a diverse and multi-faceted category, and it is not always easy to
group the various evidential forms that are present in the languages of the Caucasus,
as they tend to overlap and have slightly different nuances of meaning. Many older
grammatical descriptions lack the concept of evidentiality altogether, which means
that the overview presented in this thesis is by no means exhaustive.

135 This glossing is puzzling, but it is Khalilova’s glossing.
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Observed evidential functions expressed by affixation by number of languages

Non-witnessed
Witnessed M Makh-Dagestanian
Kartvelian
B Northwest Caucasian
Indo-European

BN Turkic

Quotative

Hearsay

Evidential function

Assumed

10 13 20 25

Number of languages
Figure 6.4: All observed evidential categories expressed through affixation in the data according to
number of languages.

The Non-witnessed/Indirect evidential function

The Non-witnessed or Indirect evidential indicates that the event was not witnessed
directly by the speaker, which typically makes it functionally identical to
Aikhenvald’s non-firsthand or non-eyewitness evidential (Aikhenvald 2004: 25).
Aikhenvald also mentions the non-visual sensory evidential, which is different from
the non-witnessed evidential as it covers information retrieved from the other senses
(Aikhenvald 2004: 63), whereas the source of the non-witnessed or indirect
evidential is by definition not specified. Non-witnessed/indirect evidentials
typically occur as a binary distinction with the witnessed/direct evidential in the
TAM systems in Nakh-Dagestanian (Forker 2018a: 498; Polinsky 2020: 23) and
Kartvelian (Harris 1991a: 51), although the terms evidential (hon-witnessed) and
non-evidential (witnessed) have been used within the Kartvelian tradition.**® The
Georgian perfect typically expresses past events that have not been witnessed by the
speaker (Boeder 2000: 285), and the perfect in Eastern Armenian has also been
described as indicating non-witnessed past events (Kozintseva 2000: 410; Dum-
Tragut 2009: 214).

(241)  Bezhta (Forker 2018a: 411) (gloss adapted from source)
c’ohor  Ziiy-U-/-ti’da: bitlo-? O-etl’e-na
thief  window-OBL-IN-TRANS house-IN  I-go-UWPST
‘The thief has entered the house through the window’

13 Cf. also the Georgian evidential term turmeobiti for the Georgian perfect, which is derived from
turme ‘evidently, apparently’ (Hewitt 1995: 93).
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(242)  Georgian (Bolkvadze & Kiziria 2023: 266) (my glossing)
éven-S mezobel-s axali mankana u-q’id-i-a
our-DAT neighbour-DAT new car.NOM  OV-buy-PFV-3SG
‘Our neighbour (apparently) has bought a new car’

(243)  Eastern Armenian (Kozintseva 2000: 411) (reglossed)

her-s patm-um er, or im bolor
father-1SG.POSS tell-PTCP.IPFV COP.PST.3SG, that my all
pap-er-n ays kulay-ic en gini  xm-el

ancestor-PL-DEF this bowl-ABL COP.3PL wine drink.PTCP.PFV
‘My father told that all my ancestors had drunk wine from this bowl’

The Inferred or Inferential evidential is closely connected to the non-witnessed
evidential, as it indicates that the referenced event is ‘based on visible or tangible
evidence, or result’ (Aikhenvald 2004: 63), but the event itself has not been
observed. Inferentials have been described in Abkhaz and Abaza (Chirikba 2003a:
47, O’Herin 2020: 478), but they are functionally more or less identical with the
indirect and non-witnessed evidentials in Nakh-Dagestanian and Kartvelian
(Chirikba 2003b: 245-246; Aikhenvald 2004: 29). This analysis is further supported
by the presence of a non-witnessed evidential in Adyghe (Rogava & Keraseva 1966:
182). Inferential evidential forms have also been described in Ingush and Avar, but
they are not formed by dedicated affixes (Molochieva & Nichols 2018: 39; Forker
2018b: 199). The category inferential evidential is therefore mainly relevant in
evidential systems with more than two categories.

(244)  Abkhaz (Chiribka 2003a: 47) (reglossed, retransliterated)
a-lasara-[a-a]y, a-mca-[a-a]y d-an-4a-j-d,
DEF-light-ALL  DEF-fire-ALL  3SG.F.ABS-TEMP-come-AOR.NFIN
15-1a-kva @-q ap/-dza jo-q’a-n,
3SG.F.POSS-eye-PL  3PL.NH.ABS-red-ADV  3PL.NH.ABS-be-PST
d-te¥’3Wa-zaaran
3SG.F.ABS-cry-INFER
‘When she came up to the light, to the fire, her eyes were very red;
apparently, she had been crying’

The Witnessed evidential function

The Witnessed or Visual evidential indicates that the referenced event or state
‘covers information acquired through seeing’ (Aikhenvald 2004: 63). The category
generally overlaps with the notion of direct evidential in the Caucasus and the
witnessed/direct evidential tends to be integrated into the TAM system (Forker
2018a: 502). A witnessed/non-witnessed evidential distinction is found in all living
Kartvelian languages, where series | and Il typically express witnessed events and
series 1l and 1V express non-witnessed events (Harris 1991a: 51; Tuite 1998: 205),
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while Boeder explicitly states that the aorist ‘is neutral: it doesn’t tell whether the
speaker witnessed the fact or not’ (Boeder 2000: 286). However, the aorist in
Eastern Armenian has been described as conveying witnessed past events (Dum-
Tragut 2009: 231).

(245)  Chechen (Molochieva 2010: 217) (gloss adapted from source)
ahw dwa-miel-i sa(n) chai
2SG.ERG away-drink-PFV.WPST 1SG.GEN tea
“You have drunk my tea’

(246)  Tsez (Comrie & Polinsky 2007: 338; Khalilova 2011: 36) (gloss adapted
from source)
a. obiy-a madina-r k’icu y-is-si
father-ERG Madina-LAT strawberry(ll) 1l-buy-WPST
‘Father bought strawberries for Madina (the speaker saw this)’
b. obiy-a madina-r k’icu y-is-no
father-ERG Madina-LAT strawberry(Il) 11-buy-UWPST
‘Father bought strawberries for Madina (the speaker did not see this)’

The Quotative function

The Quotative indicates that the speaker quotes ‘reported information with an overt
reference to the quoted source’ (Aikhenvald 2004: 64), and it typically reports direct
speech verbatim (Aikhenvald 2018: 43). Quotative enclitics are found in the Tsezic
languages Tsez (Forker 2018a: 506), Khwarshi (Khalilova 2009: 257), Hinuq
(Forker 2013: 434), while a quotative suffix has been described in Archi (Kibrik
1994a: 332; Chumakina 2020: 313). Further examples of quotative particles or
affixes in Nakh-Dagestanian are Bagvalal -éna (Daragan & Maisak 2001: 177),
Chamalal -daq (Magomedova 2004: 58) and Karata -/’.e (Magomedbekova 1971:
173).

(247)  Archi (Chumakina 2020: 313) (original glossing)

ju-w-mi-r-si bo-li
that-1.SG-SG.OBL-CONT-ALL  say.PFV-EVID

un daki W-e.*-t’o-r

2SG.ABS why 1.SG-come-POT.NEG-QUOT

‘They said to him: “Why wouldn’t you come?””’

(248)  Karata (Magomedbekova 1971: 173) (my glossing)
wudu-w harge wu-k’-alda-# e, anf-a di-ja
DEM-I  here I-be-UWPST-QUOT, hear-PST 1SG.OBL-DAT
‘I heard it was said that he was here’**’

137 Translated from Russian: ‘[5I] casImran, 4To oH ObLI 371eCh, MO .
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Quotative particles are found in all Kartvelian languages, where Georgian and
Megrelian even encode which grammatical person is quoted (Harris 1991b: 381-
382; Hewitt 1995: 614). Arhavi Laz has a similar system where the third person
particle —ya occurs in free variation with the first person —ma for first person
referents, while Lacroix only encountered one example of the second person particle
—so (Lacroix 2009: 725-726). The first person quotative particle —metki was also
present in Old Georgian (Féhnrich 1994: 214). Svan has the quotative enclitic
particle -adz/-idz, which always attaches to the word immediately before the verb
(Tuite 1997: 40).

(249)  Georgian (Boeder 2000: 279) (gloss adapted from source)
mic’a-5i-0 okro-s kila iqg -0-0
earth-IN-QUOT  gold-GEN  jar.NOM be-AOR.3SG-QUOT.3SG
‘In the earth, there was a gold jar, it is said’

(250)  Megrelian (Harris 1991b: 382) (gloss adapted from source)
zyva-Sa  gegnvo?ot(i)-mak
sea-ALL  throw-QUOT.1SG
““I threw it into the sea,’ I said’

(251)  Laz (Lacroix 2009: 725) (reglossed)

guy-ckimi-ten “p’eya  min oren-ma?”
heart-1SG.POSS-INS DELIB who be.PRS.3SG-QUOT.1SG
b-zop ‘on-t’i

1SG-say-IPF

‘I said to myself (lit. with my heart) “Who is it then?’***®

The Hearsay evidential function

The Hearsay evidential indicates that the utterance is ‘reported information with no
reference to those it was reported by’ (Aikhenvald 2004: 64). The non-witnessed or
indirect evidential is frequently described as indicating information retrieved from
hearsay, but the indirect evidential does not exclusively refer from information
retrieved from hearsay. The term “narrative’ has been used for the enclitic particles
with a similar function in Hinug and Khwarshi, as it is primarily used in narratives
(Khalilova 2009: 237; Forker 2013: 313-314; Forker 2018a: 506). Forker (2018a)
also describes the particle k*’an as an enclitic hearsay evidential based on examples
from Magometov (1982), but Daniel et al. (2019) analyse it as a quotative non-
enclitic particle. Affixes or cliticised particles expressing a hearsay evidential
function have been described in a few Dagestanian languages, e.g. Avar
(Charachidzé 1981: 135; Forker 2018a: 507; Forker 2018b: 201), Lezgian

138 Translated from French: ‘En moi-méme, je me disais : ‘Qui est-ce donc ?°°.
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(Haspelmath 1993: 148), Tsakhur (Schulze 1997: 50), Tsez (Khalilova 2011: 43;
Forker 2018a: 506), Khwarshi (Khalilova 2009: 237) and Hinuq (Forker 2013: 313-
314).

(252)  Lezgian (Haspelmath 1993: 148) (gloss adapted from source)
g.e sobranie  Ze-da-lda
today  meeting be-FUT-HSAY®*
‘They say there will be a meeting today’

(253)  Tsez (Khalilova 2011: 43) (reglossed)
Zin ¢’agu joi-tlay Za baharci
today alive be-HSAY*®  he brave.young.man
‘They say he is still alive’

The Assumed/Assumptive evidential function

The Assumed or Assumptive evidential indicates that the referenced event is ‘based
on evidence other than visible results: this may include logical reasoning,
assumption, or simply general knowledge’ (Aikhenvald 2004: 63), and it typically
corresponds to the adverb ‘probably’ in past tense contexts. The assumed evidential
has previously been analysed as an ‘assumptive mood’ in e.g. Kabardian (Kumaxov
2006: 220; Kumakhov & Vamling 2009: 46). Although not recognised as such, the
suffix -3-an glossed as ‘ITER-PROB’ in Abzakh Adyghe appears to convey an
assumptive function (Konuk 2022: 235), cf. example (254), and it is possibly
cognate with the Standard Adyghe assumptive -sen (Rogava & Keraseva 1966:
186), cf. the Kabardian example (255).

(254)  Abzakh Adyghe (Konuk 2022: 235) (reglossed)

toB™es3 Jo-Pvsf Jo-waxa-ge-g3-m3
yesterday 3SG.POSS-work 3SG.ERG-finish-PFV-PST-COND.CVB
wan3z-m 33W qe-k™3-39n-3j

house-OBL  early PROX-go-ASS(ITER.PROB)-PFV
‘If he had finished his work yesterday, he would probably have been home
early’l4l

13 Haspelmath uses the gloss EVID ‘hearsay evidential’.
140 Khalilova glosses it as NARR ‘narrative’.

141 Translated from French S’il avait fini son travail hier, il serait probablement rentré t6t a la
maison’.
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(255)  Kabardian (Kumakhov & Vamling 2009: 47) (reglossed)
da-kv’e-gen-¢
1PL.ABS-go-ASS-IND
‘We probably walked’

The suffixes or enclitics -z:efari in Aghul and -k.ar in Lak convey similar
evidential functions that appear to be assumptive (Magometov 1970: 155; Friedman
2020: 229). The suffix -¢‘a® in Tsakhur is described as an assumed evidential, but
no examples are given (lbragimov 1990: 129-130; Schulze 1997: 50).

(256)  Aghul (Magometov 1970: 155) (my glossing)
k’i-t.ehari
die-ASS
‘Apparently, he died’**

6.5. Intentionality-marking functions

Intentionality is a grammatical category that encodes speaker intentions and whether
actions are intentional or not. It is found in a limited number of Nakh-Dagestanian
and Northwest Caucasian languages. There are generally two types of affixes that
indicate intentionality in the data, i.e. affixes indicating intentional actions and
affixes indicating unintentional actions. Affixes indicating intentional actions have
been described in Khwarshi (Khalilova 2009: 195), Hinug (Forker 2013: 201-202,
298), Lak (Friedman 2020: 222), Andi (Salimov 2010: 194), Karata
(Magomedbekova 1971: 175) and Ubykh (Fenwick 2011: 118). Intentional forms
often interact with future reference, as Hinug, Khwarshi, Lak and Ubykh all have
intentional future affixes (Khalilova 2009: 195; Fenwick 2011: 118; Forker 2013:
201-202; Friedman 2020: 222). The intentional future in Hinug does not entail the
certainty of the future event however, as it can be combined with the dubitative
enclitic —m, cf. example (257).

(257)  Hinug (Forker 2013: 202) (gloss adapted from source)
di-go hag yu r-ac’-et-an=e=m
1SG.OBL-CONT*®  that meat(V) V-eat-POT-INT.FUT=Q=DUBIT
‘Will | be able to eat that meat?’

142 Translated from Russian ‘kaxeTcs, ymep’.

143 Forker glosses —qo as AT ‘location ‘at”’.
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(258)  Ubykh (Fenwick 2011: 130) (gloss adapted from source)

z3-fi:["3-83 Ji-D-e3-ki3-n[3]-3w-m3
one-eating.place-LOC 1PL.ABS-3SG.OBL-PV-enter-PL-INT.FUT-CVB
Jja-ff-3w

NULL.ABS-1PL.ERG-eat-INT.FUT
‘Let’s (lit. ‘we will’) go into a restaurant and eat’

The intentional future suffix -alaha in Khwarshi and the intentional suffix -(a)ru
in Hinug can be used with past reference if combined with past tense auxiliaries
(Khalilova 2009: 196; Forker 2013: 298), which indicate that intentionality is a
separate grammatical category in these languages.

(259)  Khwarshi (Khalilova 2009: 196) (gloss adapted from source)

ise SOoyro b-ez-alaha b-ec-i,
that. ERG  horse(lll) [11-buy-INT I11-be-WPST
0S m-u"-fo

money (I11)  1ll-be.enough-COND.CVB
‘He was going to buy a horse, if there were enough money’

The second category of affixes indicating unintentionality is primarily found in
the Northwest Caucasian languages, e.g. in Kabardian (Kumaxov 2006: 157;
Kumakhov & Vamling 2009: 190), Adyghe (Rogava & Keraseva 1966: 281),
Shapsug Adyghe (Smeets 1984: 260), Abkhaz (Chirikba 2003a: 38) and Abaza
(Lomtatidze & Klychev 1989: 117).

(260)  Adyghe (Rogava & KeraSeva 1966: 281) (my glossing)
£’2-m hie-r Pete’e-wate’a-g
man-OBL dog-ABS UNINT-kill-PST.PFV
‘The man unintentionally killed the dog’**

The potential suffix in Khwarshi and Hinug can also convey unintentional or
accidental actions (Khalilova 2009: 306; Forker 2013: 503). The case of the agent
in these unintentional constructions is typically not ergative, cf. the involuntary
agent case function described in section 5.1.1.2., which also holds true for the
potential constructions, cf. example (261).

(261)  Khwarshi (Khalilova 2009: 306) (reglossed)
di-go Zihe kok-I-i
1SG.OBL-CONT cow eat-POT/UNINT-WPST
‘I could make the cow eat’/‘I made the cow eat accidentally’

144 Glossed and transliterated from JIlewn x60p Ioxls>-yrlazw, and translated from Russian ‘Myxunna
HEBOJIBHO YOI cobaky’.
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6.6.  Polar functions

Polarity is a grammatical category that is primarily realised as negative affixes in
the Caucasus. 52 of the 56 languages in the data have been described as having
negative verbal affixes, and negative affixes are found in all five language families
of the Caucasus. Negative affixes are seemingly lacking in Iron Ossetic (Erschler
2020: 657) and Bats (Deseriev 1953; Holisky & Gagua 1994), while Georgian and
Svan lack negative affixes except for the largely derivational privative/negative
participles, e.g. Georgian da-u-vic’q -ar-i ‘unforgettable’ (Hewitt 1995: 433) and
Svan u-ma:r-a ‘unprepared’ (Schmidt 1991: 531).

(262)  Classical Armenian (Van Damme 2004: 103) (my glossing)

ew ardzak-el z-do-sa nawt “is*®,
and send.away-INF ~ ACC-DEM.PL-ACC  hungry-ACC.PL
&-kam-im

NEG-want-PRS.1SG
‘and I will not send them away hungry’

(263)  Budukh (Authier 2010: 155) (reglossed)
ye-z ts’ef (stma) sorku ha<va>ts’ar-da-b
1PL-DAT goat(NH) how  slay.DEB know<NH>-PRS.NEG-NH
‘We do not know how to slay a goat’

(264)  Karachay-Balkar (Aliev 1973: 106) (my glossing)

alma  tereg-in-den uzag  tus-me-j-di
apple tree-3SG.POSS-ABL far fall-NEG-PTCP.PRS-3SG
de-j-di-le

say-PTCP.PRS-3SG-PL
‘They say that the apple does not fall far from the tree’**®

The Northwest Caucasian languages make a distinction between finite and non-
finite negation, as the Circassian languages have the non-finite negative prefix mo-
and the finite negative suffix is —(e)p in Standard Adyghe, Abzakh Adyghe and
Shapsug Adyghe (Rogava & Keraseva 1966: 202; Smeets 1984: 283; Paris 1989:
198) and -q "am in Kabardian (Kumakhov & Vamling 2009: 49).

145 \an Damme gives the form fnyapu (nut‘is), which most likely is a misreading of fuuafiu
(Meillet 1936: 94).

146 Glossed and transliterated from Azma mepezunden ysaxe miowmeiiou deiioune, and translated
from Russian ‘["'oBopAT, 0JI0KO OT IOTOHU JAJIEKO HE MaaeT .
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(265)  Adyghe (Rogava & KeraSeva 1966: 243) (my glossing)
mas*’a-m wa-ra-ma-dzega,
fire-OBL 2SG.ABS-PV-NEG(NFIN)-play
D ete’e-te’a-me
PV-leave-COND
ga-p-fe-wabato-za-¢t-ep
PV-2SG.ABS-POT-catch-REP-FUT-NEG(FIN)
‘Don’t play with fire, if it flares up, you will not be able to put it out again
(lit. if it leaves out of your hands, you will not be able to catch it)’**’

An important sub-group of negative verbal affixes is prohibitive affixes that
indicate the negative imperative, and they are particularly common in the Nakh-
Dagestanian languages (Ganenkov & Maisak 2020: 116), cf. the prohibitive mood
in section 6.3.

The Affirmative polar function

Affirmative or Confirmative affixes are also found in a small number of Kartvelian
and Northwest Caucasian languages in the Caucasus, e.g. Adyghe (Rogava &
Keraseva 1966: 238), Shapsug Adyghe (Smeets 1984: 276), Megrelian (Harris
1991b: 360; Boeder 2000: 284-285; Rostovtsev-Popiel 2020: 563) and Laz (Holisky
1991: 437; Oztirk & Pochtrager 2011: 95).

(266)  Laz (Oztiirk & Pochtrager 2011: 95) (gloss adapted from source)
a. ko-b-dzir-i
AFF-1.S-see-PST.1SG
‘I certainly saw (it)’
b. do-p-t’ax-i
AFF-1.S-break-PST.1SG
‘I certainly broke (it)’

(267)  Shapsug Adyghe (Smeets 1984: 277) (gloss adapted from source)
sa-k"’e-pa-g
1SG.ABS-go-AFF-PFV
‘I did go away’

147 Glossed and transliterated from Mawilom ypwi-mwi-0oicazy, nlaxlaxlbims kuvingaybvimsiocsbiym-
on, and translated from Russian ‘He urpaii ¢ oraem, eciu (oH) pasroputcs, (TbI) HE CMOXEIIb €TO
MOTYIIUTE (OYKB.: «€CIIM OH YHJIET U3 TBOUX PYK, TO HE CMOKEIIb €r0 MOWMaTh!»)’.
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6.7.  Person and number-marking functions

The person agreement affixes indicate the arguments of a verb, i.e. subjects, direct
objects and indirect objects. Person-marking affixes are common across the
Caucasus, but person agreement is less widespread and usually not as complex in
the Nakh-Dagestanian languages (Ganenkov & Maisak 2020: 123). Person typically
interacts with number, and singular and plural were the only grammatical numbers
found in these languages, as none of the Indo-European languages of the Caucasus
have retained their dual number, since it was lost already in Classical Armenian
(Meillet 1936: 93), Parthian and Middle Persian (Durkin-Meisterernst 2014: 230),
cf. section 5.2. This section only describes person-marking affixes and not person
agreement, as agreement would also include gender or noun class, while | discuss
gender/noun class affixes in section 5.5.

6.7.1. Person and number-marking of subjects

All three persons are not equally expressed by affixation in the Caucasus, as 41
languages have some form of first-person affixes, 37 languages have second-person
affixes and only 32 languages have third-person affixes.

Observed person-marking of the subject expressed by affixation by number of languages
1SG -
1PL -
2PL -
3PL -

— .
28G - Nakh-Dagestanian
318G - Kartvelian

Northwest Caucasian

1/2PL - Indo-European

Turkic

35G/3PL -

Subject person-marking

18G/APL -

25G/2PL --

1/2

1/28G -

' ) l . i
5 10 15 20 25 30

Number of languages

Figure 6.5: Person-marking of subjects expressed through affixation in the data according to number
of languages.

This could potentially be explained by the tendency for particularly the third person
singular to be zero-marked in verb paradigms, but this is not universally the case, as
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it is the second person singular subject that is zero-marked in certain Georgian verb
paradigms (Tuite 1998: 73).

(268)  Georgian (Bolkvadze & Kiziria 2023: 150) (my glossing)**®
a. da-v-c’er-@
PV-1.S-write-PRS.1/25G.S
‘I will write’
b. da-@-c’er-@
PV-2.S-write-PRS.1/25G.S
“You (SG) will write’
c. da-c’er-s
PV-write-PRS.3SG.S
‘He/she will write’

The interaction between person, number, gender and various TAM categories is
a well-known phenomenon, but many languages of the Caucasus have dedicated
person affixes that only encode verbal arguments. This is particularly true for the
Northwest Caucasian languages (Arkadiev & Lander 2020: 407-408), while the
situation for the Kartvelian languages is slightly more complex as the personal
prefixes are generally stable formwise while the person suffixes vary according to
the associated TAM category (Tuite 1998: 73).

(269)  Kabardian (Kumaxov 2006: 190) (my glossing)

a. @-s-0-h
3SG.ABS-1SG.ERG-DYN.PRS-carry
‘I am carrying it’

b. @-w-0-4
3SG.ABS-2SG.ERG-DYN.PRS-carry
‘You are carrying it’

c. @-j-e-h
3SG.ABS-3SG.ERG-DYN.PRS-carry
‘He/she is carrying it’

It is also worth mentioning that many Nakh-Dagestanian languages exhibit
various forms of person syncretisms, as e.g. Lak has identical first and second
person affixes both in singular and plural (Ganenkov & Maisak 2020: 123) and
Ingush indicates both the first and second person plural with the prefix d- (Nichols

148 | have not glossed the implicit zero-marked 3™ person object in these examples, as the same
subject-marking prefixes without an implicit object are used for what is known in Georgian as
medio-passive verbs such as ¢#’irili ‘to cry’, thus v-¢iri ‘I cry’ (Makharoblidze 2012: 83).
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2011: 143-144).1° It appears that only Udi distinguishes all three persons in singular
and plural (Harris 2002: 27-28; Maisak 2018: 125).

(270)  Udi (Harris 2002: 29-30, 91) (original glossing)

a.

eyel nut’ Sam-k’-al-zu

sheep.ABS NEG slaughter-LV-FUT-1SG

‘I will not slaughter a sheep’

méhl-in-a xod nut’ bos-t’-al-le
yard-OBL-DAT  tree. ABS NEG bury-LV-FUT-3SG
‘She will not plant a tree in the yard’

Xinar-i as-1-ax b-e-q 'un

girl-GEN work-OBL-DAT  do-AOR™-3PL

‘They did the girl’s work’

The Indo-European languages of the Caucasus tend to differentiate all three
persons in singular and plural, while the Turkic languages typically mark all persons
except the third person singular, which in certain contexts is indicated by the suffix
—d/(r) (Ragagnin 2022: 252; Berta & Csat6 2022: 328; Karakog 2022: 363).

149 The combined first and second plural forms in Ingush, Chechen and some Dargic languages
occupy the same slot as the noun class prefixes, which

150 Harris glosses it as AORII.
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6.7.2. Person and number-marking of objects

Observed person-marking of the object expressed by affixation by number of languages

-4
e o[ NN gt
f a - Kartvelian
£
2 Indo-European
5 o - ——
L)

1SG/1PL -

2sairL - [

] 2 4 f 1 10 12 14 16

Number of languages
Figure 6.6: Person-marking of direct objects expressed through affixation in the data according to
number of languages.

All Kartvelian languages indicate the direct object and indirect object arguments
through affixation (Tuite 1998: 21; Boeder 2005: 25), while the prefix slot can only
contain either a subject prefix or an object prefix.

(271)  Georgian (Boeder 2005: 28) (reglossed)
m-i-nd-a g-a-k’oc-o, m-a-k'oc-0
1SG.0-OV-want-PRS.3SG  2SG.O-NV-kiss-OPT 1SG.O-NV-kiss-OPT
‘I want to kiss you, [and] you to Kiss me’

All Northwest Caucasian also have prefixes indicating the person of the direct
object, i.e. the transitive absolutive, and the indirect object, which are therefore
glossed as absolutive and oblique by e.g. Arkadiev and Lander (2020: 407-40). The
glossing below follows Kumakhov and Vamling (2009) instead, in order to
demonstrate the marking of subject, object and indirect object in Kabardian.

200



(272)  Kabardian (Kumaxov 2006: 197) (my glossing)

a. Ww-aj-s-t-a-¢
2SG.0-3PL.I0-1SG.S-give-PST-IND
‘I gave you to them’

b. s-je-p-t-a-¢
1SG.0-3SG.10-25G.S-give-PST-IND
‘you gave me to him’

C. fozo-j-t-a-¢
2PL.0-1SG.10-3SG.S-give-PST-IND
‘he/she gave you to me’

Verbal affixes marking the person of the direct object, i.e. the transitive
absolutive, are also found in a handful of Nakh-Dagestanian languages, e.g. Bats
(Hauk 2020: 52), Itsari Dargwa (Sumbatova & Mutalov 2003: 99) and Tabasaran
(Babaliyeva 2013: 199-200). The Dargic languages have particularly intricate
patterns of affixes indicating both the agent and the patient of the verb (Sumbatova
2020: 174-177). Although Nakh-Dagestanian languages have ergative case
alignment, the person agreement in many of these languages is rather accusative,
e.g. as in Tabasaran (Harris 2002: 178) and Mehweb (Daniel 2019: 75).

(273)  Tabasaran (Babaliyeva 2013: 209) (reglossed)
kun-du-zuz uvu, gay-ur-za-vu
love-PRS-1SG.DAT  2SG marry-FUT/GNOM-1SG.S-2SG.0O
‘I love you, I will marry you’

In Kubachi, the transitive verb agrees with the noun class but not the person of
both the ergative and the absolutive (Magometov 1963: 151; Vamling &
Tchantouria 1991: 225-230), as the prefix agrees with the absolutive and the suffix
agrees with either the ergative or the dative case, cf. example (274).

(274)  Kubachi (Vamling & Tchantouria 1991: 225) (gloss adapted from source)
a. abadil w-aly:un-ni-sa-j gal
mother(1).ERG  I-feed-PTCP-AUX.PRS-Il  son(l).ABS
‘(The) mother feeds (her) son’
Kubachi (Magometov 1963: 263) (my glossing)

b. gal-ij jiis:e J-ik:ul-sa-w
boy()-DAT  qirl(IN.ABS  ll-love-PRS-I
‘The boy loves the girl’
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6.8.  Valency-changing functions

This section covers a wide range of connected grammatical phenomena that have
been variously described as valency, voice, diathesis and transitivity (ZGfiga &
Kittild 2019: 3). | have also chosen to add the Caucasiologist concept of version, as
it covers largely the same functions as applicatives (Arkadiev & Lander 2020: 409;
Testelets 2020: 510). Valency is defined as relating to the ‘the number of arguments
a predicate takes: semantically, syntactically, or morphologically’ (Zufiga & Kittila
2019: 3). Grammatical voice and diathesis are inherently related as diathesis relates
to the ‘specific mapping of semantic roles (SRs) onto grammatical roles (GRs)’,
whereas voice is ‘a grammatical category whose values correspond to particular
diatheses marked on the form of predicates’ (Zufiga & Kittila 2019: 4). Transitivity
is a less sharply defined concept as it can be defined as ‘multi-parameter notion that
comprises different facets of clauses, including semantic and syntactic valency, but
also agentivity, affectedness, and referentiality of different arguments’ and it is not
always distinguished from valency (Zufiga & Kittila 2019: 3). Since this section
covers such heterogeneous concepts and phenomena, the descriptions and analyses
are tentative and admittedly unsatisfactory, particularly with regards to the concept
of version or applicatives. Zufiga and Kittild (2019) make a distinction between
processes that ‘change semantic valency’, e.g. causatives and applicatives, and those
that ‘change syntactic valency’, e.g. passives and antipassives.

6.8.1. Transitivity-changing functions

Transitivity has been described as ‘the most basic distinction in valency classes’ and
the distinction between transitive and intransitive clauses appears to be universally
valid (Malchukov 2015: 76). The two universal clause types are intransitive clauses,
i.e. clauses ‘with an intransitive predicate and a single core argument which is in S
(intransitive subject) function’, and transitive clauses, i.e. clauses ‘with a transitive
predicate and two core arguments which are in A (transitive subject) and O
(transitive object) functions’ (Dixon & Aikhenvald 2000: 2). Although transitivity
is a potentially universal valency class, it is not always morphologically marked.
The Kartvelian languages distinguish transitive from intransitive forms both by stem
vowel alternation, i.e. ablaut, and in certain contexts by adding intransitive suffixes
(Harris 1991a: 18; Tuite 1997: 11).

Table 6.3: Comparison of transitive and intransitive forms of the verb -t '¥x- ‘return’ in Svan (Tuite

1997: 12-13).
Svan (Lower Bal dialect) Transitive Intransitive
Aorist (2SG) a-t’ax a-t’ex
Imperfect (2SG) t'ix t’ex-en-(w)
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Transitivity is also explicitly encoded by means of affixation in some Nakh-
Dagestanian languages and in the Iranian languages of the Caucasus (Abaev 1964:
51; Schulze 2000: 24; Authier 2012: 156). Iron Ossetic has previously been
described as distinguishing transitive and intransitive verbs with different past tense
suffixes, but Erschler claims that this is simply a tendency (Erschler 2020: 658).

6.8.2. Causative and anticausative functions

Causatives constitute a type of valency-increasing verb forms that introduce an
agent into the argument structure (ZUfiga & Kittild 2019: 15), and they typically
indicate that an event is caused by someone or something. Causatives are common
across the Caucasus, and causative affixes are found in all Kartvelian, Northwest
Caucasian, and Turkic languages of the Caucasus (Boeder 2005: 47; Arkadiev &
Lander 2020: 409; Ragagnin 2022: 250; Berta & Csat6 2022: 329).

(275)  Old Georgian (Harris 1985: 220) (reglossed)

taq 'uanis-v-a-cem-in-e mas q ovel-n-i
worship-1SG-NV-give-CAUS-AOR  3SG.DAT  all-PL-NOM
k’ac-n-i

man-PL-NOM

‘I shall cause all men to worship him’

(276)  Abkhaz (Chirikba 2003a: 22) (gloss adapted from source)
Jjo-O-sa-r-c’a-wa-jt’
3SG.NH.ABS-3PL.OBL-1SG.ERG-CAUS-learn-DYN.PRS-FIN
‘T teach them (lit. | make them learn it)’

(277)  Kumyk (Abdullaeva et al. 2014: 291) (my glossing)
ol ulan-in-a kariz  jaz-dir-san
3SG son-3SG.POSS-DAT  letter  write-CAUS-PST.PFV
‘He made someone write a letter to his son’**

Causative affixes are also found in many but not all Nakh-Dagestanian languages
(Ganenkov & Maisak 2020: 120). There are even double causatives in languages
such as Chechen (Komen, Molochieva & Nichols 2020: 342), which is also true for
e.g. Kabardian (Kumakhov & Vamling 2009: 35-36).

151 Glossed and transliterated from Oz ynansina xazveiz azovipevan, and translated from Russian ‘On
3acTaBmIl (KOro-TO) HAIMCATH MCHMO CBOEMY CHIHY .
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(278)  Akhvakh (Magomedbekova 1967: 102) (my glossing)

de-de wac.-0-de di-be-da
1SG-ERG brother-OBL-ERG 1SG-GEN-REFL
qyuri b-ett’-a-de

field(111) I11-plough-CAUS-PST.1SG

‘1 made my brother plough my field***2

(279)  Chechen (Komen, Molochieva & Nichols 2020: 342) (original glossing)
naana-s beer-ana  hoga Sura  mala-j.a-it-u
mother-ERG child-DAT 2SG.ALL milk drink-J.CAUS-CAUS-PRS
‘The mother lets you let/make/have the child drink milk’

Anticausatives are valency-reducing verb forms and are therefore the opposite of
causatives, as an anticausative ‘removes an agent from the verbal semantics’
(Zufiiga & Kittild 2019: 41). Anticausative affixes are generally not described as
such in the Caucasus, but Eastern Armenian has been described as having both
causative and possibly anticausative suffixes (Dum-Tragut 2009: 199). However,
the presence of anticausatives in Eastern Armenian is worth questioning, as the
suffix —v also indicates passive and reflexive constructions (Dum-Tragut 2009:
199).

(280)  Eastern Armenian (Dum-Tragut 2009: 345) (gloss adapted from source)
Sokolad-2 hest e hal-v-um
chocolate.NOM-DEF easily be.PRS.3SG melt-ANTIC-PTCP.PRS
‘Chocolate melts easily’

Pazar Laz has also been described as having the anticausative prefix i- but it is
also used in impersonal passive constructions (Oztiirk & Pdchtrager 2011: 58-59).
The suffix —nad in Tsez has also been described as expressing an anticausative
function, although it is glossed as detransitive (Comrie 2000: 366-367), cf. example
(281).

(281)  Tsez (Comrie 2000: 367) (reglossed)
pat’i ker-a y-esa-nay-xo
Fatima.ABS river-IN Il-wash-DETR-PRS
‘Fatima is washing in the river’

152 Translated from Russian ‘[$1] 6para 3acTaBui cBoe 10 BCIAXarh .
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6.8.3. VVoice functions

Voice is generally not an important grammatical category in the languages of the
Caucasus, and it is only truly relevant for the Turkic (Ragagnin 2022: 250; Berta &
Csatd 2022: 329) and the Kartvelian languages (Tuite 1998), where all languages
have affixes indicating passive voice. The Kartvelian passives are somewhat
unusual as they can often be expressed by either prefixes or suffixes (Tuite 1998:
92; Boeder 2005: 39; Bolkvadze & Kiziria 2023: 171-173), or both as the passive
circumfix in Laz (Oztiirk & Péchtrager 2011: 59), while these passive prefixes are
sometimes reanalysed as ‘detransitivising’ ‘decausative’ affixes (Testelets 2020:
511; Rostovtsev-Popiel 2020: 560).

(282)  Svan (Schmidt 1991: 511) (my glossing)
ke:-y-ten-a:n-da bobs
PV-3SG.0O-born-PASS-IPFV.PST  child.NOM
‘She bore a child (lit. a child was born to her)’

The Turkic passive suffix —Il and the reflexive suffix —In are often presented as
simply passive (Siraliev 1971: 106; Ragagnin 2022: 250) or ‘as two varieties of the
same suffix’ (Seegmiller 1996: 24), while the following examples from Karachay-
Balkar indicate that they should be differentiated, cf. (283).

(283)  Karachay-Balkar (Aliev 1973: 121) (my glossing)
a. kolek dzuw-ul-a-di
shirt wash-PASS-PRS-3SG
‘The shirt is being washed’
b. xasan dzuw-un-a-di
Xasan  wash-REFL-PRS-3SG
“Xasan is washing himself***®

Eastern Armenian and Classical Armenian also have a voice distinction (Meillet
1936: 107; Dum-Tragut 2009: 199), which is somewhat complicated by the
presence of the medio-passive voice in Classical Armenian (Meillet 1936: 125; Van
Damme 2004: 71).

(284)  Classical Armenian (Meillet 1936: 96) (my glossing)
or koc -ec “-eal er i hrestak-é-n
who call-PASS-PTCP  be.lPF.3SG by angel-ABL-DEF
‘[Jesus], who was (so) named by the angel’*>*

153 Both glossed and transliterated from Kénex oocyyynade: and Xacaw oxcyyynaoet, and translated
from Russian ‘Py6amika crupaercs’ and ‘Xacau Kymaercs’.

154 My translation, from Luke 2:21.
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At least two Nakh-Dagestanian languages have been described as having a voice
distinction, Udi (Schulze 1982: 178) and Bats (Holisky & Gagua 1994: 197),
although the passive suffix in Udi is not productive (Harris 2002: 3) and Hauk
describes Bats as ‘lacking a more traditional passive’ (Hauk 2020: 253). While
antipassive constructions have been described in e.g. the Dargic languages
(Sumbatova 2020: 188), | have only found antipassive affixes in three Tsezic
languages, Hinug (Forker 2013: 331), Bezhta (Kibrik & Testelets 2004: 273;
Comrie, Xalilov & Xalilova 2015: 321) and Hunzib (Van den Berg 1995: 110).

(285)  Hunzib (Van den Berg 1995: 110) (gloss adapted from source)
kid q uti-la: j-ticu-la:-r
girl(ll)  trunk-OBL.DAT  II-hide-ANTIP-AOR
“The girl hid in the trunk’

6.8.4. Reflexive and reciprocal functions

Reflexivity and reciprocity are two closely related grammatical phenomena that
have been described as ‘valency-reducing’ (Kulikov 2011: 384-385; Dixon &
Aikhenvald 2000: 7) or ‘argument-identifying’ (Malchukov 2015: 101). Reflexives
and reciprocals are sometimes subsumed under the wider category of grammatical
voice (Zuhiga & Kittild 2019: 151), but I have decided to treat them as a separate
valency-related category as they both encode coreference. The ‘canonical’ or
‘direct’ reflexive typically encode events where both the agent and the patient
correspond to one referent (Zuhiga & Kittila 2019: 153) or ‘where the Subject is co-
referential with the Direct Object” (Kulikov 2011: 384). The reciprocal instead
‘consists in several referents simultaneously corresponding to both the A and the P’
(Zuniga & Kittila 2019: 153), and reciprocals typically correspond to constructions
with ‘each other’ in English. Reflexive and reciprocal verbal affixes are found in all
Northwest Caucasian languages (Arkadiev & Lander 2020: 407-408) and all Turkic
languages of the Caucasus (Ragagnin 2022: 250; Berta & Csat6 2022: 329; Karakog
2022: 360). The Turkic reciprocal forms are referred to as ‘cooperative-reciprocal’
(Johanson 2022a: 48), as they also convey a comitative-like function, cf. the
comitative applicative/version in section 6.8.5.

(286)  Adyghe (Kumakhov & Vamling 2009: 89, 91) (reglossed)

c. a-r B-ze-plo-zo-x
3SG-ABS 3.ABS-REFL-look-REP-PFV
‘He looked at himself’

d. a-xe-r D-zore-tosva-a-X

3SG-PL-ABS  3.ABS-REC-see-PFV-PL
‘They saw each other’
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(287)

Kumyk (Abdullaeva et al. 2014: 289, 373) (my glossing)

a. song jul-un-up, Zuw-un-up, gij-in-ip,
after shave-REFL-CVB wash-REFL-CVB dress-REFL-CVB
¢ig-ma aj-la-n-di-#iz

go.out-INF  go.round-PASS-REFL-PST-2PL
‘After having shaved, washed and dressed yourselves, you got ready to
go out’*®
b. olar birbiri-ne komek-le-s-e
3PL each.other-DAT  help-PASS-REC-PRS
“They help each other (lit. they are helped by each other)***®

Reflexive affixes are also found in Eastern Armenian (Dum-Tragut 2009: 199),
Juhuri (Authier 2012: 156). The Eastern Armenian reflexive suffix —v is identical to
the passive suffix, which also means that reflexive and passive forms can only be
distinguished by the syntax and the presence of explicit agent marking, e.g. the
postposition kosmic" (Dum-Tragut 2009: 356), cf. (288).

(288)

Eastern Armenian (Dum-Tragut 2009: 356) (reglossed, retransliterated)

a. hayr-s sap'rich-i mot  sap'r-v-ec’
father-1SG.POSS barber-DAT  at shave-REFL-AOR.3.SG
‘My father had (himself) shaved at the barber’s’

b. hayr-s sap'r-v-ec’ sap'rich-i kosm-ic"
father-1SG.POSS shave-PASS-AOR.3SG barber-DAT side-ABL
‘My father was shaved by (lit. from the side of) the barber’

Reflexive affixes appear to be completely absent in Nakh-Dagestanian languages,
vvﬁile reciprocal prefixes or proclitics have been described in Chechen and Ingush
(Cokaev 1970: 140; Nichols 2011: 252).

(289)

Ingush (Nichols 2011: 252) (original glossing)

goana suoca vwaashagh-gieta jish
tomorrow  1SG.INS  REC-meet.INF possibility
xugjii hwa?

be.FUT.J=Q 2SG.GEN
‘Can we meet tomorrow?/Can you meet with me tomorrow?’

155 Glossed and transliterated from Cowue rononton, sicysyuyn, eutiunun, yvikoma atirandviewveiz, and
translated from Russian ‘TToToM, MOGPUBIINCE, YMBIBIIUCK, OJIEBILIKCE, BbI IPUTOTOBUITUCH
BBIMTH .

1% Glossed and transliterated from Onap 6up-6upune xévexnewe, and translated from Russian ‘Ouu
TIOMOTAIOT JPYT IPYyry’.
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The situation in the Kartvelian languages is complicated by the presence of the
subjective version described in section 6.8.5 below, which could be analysed as a
‘reflexive applicative’ (Tuite 2024). I have decided to analyse them as reflexive, as
although the subjective version is defines as indicating that the indirect object rather
than the direct object ‘is coreferential with the subject’ (Harris 1991a: 46), the
subjective version clearly has a reflexive valency-reducing function. F&hnrich
furthermore gives examples from Old Georgian where the prefix i- is used in
reflexive constructions with reference to the direct object (Fahnrich 1994: 205).

6.8.5. Version or applicative functions

The concept of version is a term that has mainly been used for applicatives in
Kartvelian (Tschenkéli 1958: 243; Boeder 2005: 34; Tuite 2024) and the Northwest
Caucasian languages (Rogava & KeraSeva 1966: 261; Colarusso 1992: 96-97;
Arkadiev, Lander & Bagirkova 2024). The nature of the information that is encoded
by version is quite different in the two language families, as Kartvelian-type
versions can be easily distinguished from the Northwest Caucasian-type versions.
Four versions are found in most Kartvelian languages, the subjective, objective,
indirect objective and neutral versions (Boeder 2005: 34-37).

(290)  Georgian (Boeder 2005: 36) (my glossing)

a. V-U-k'rep vasi-s
1.5-OV-pick.PRS  apple-DAT/ACC
‘I pick an apple for him’

b. v-i-k’rep vasl-s

1.S-SV-pick.PRS apple-DAT/ACC
‘I pick an apple for myself’

The subjective version indicates that the subject is carrying out an action to or for
itself (Hewitt 1995: 170), while the objective version indicates that the action affects
or is carried out for an object (Hewitt 1995: 177). The indirect objective version is
somewhat less common, and it is used in passive constructions to indicate when an
action involving a direct object is carried out for an indirect object (Hewitt 1995:
204). The neutral version is used in some instances to indicate transitive meanings
without specifying the beneficiary (Hewitt 1995: 170). There is also a locative
version in Kartvelian, which Tschenkéli refers to as the ‘superessive’ version
(Tschenkéli 1958: 243), and it indicates that the event is carried out on or in an
object (Hewitt 1995: 184). The locative version is identical to the neutral version in
Georgian and Megrelian (Rostovtsev-Popiel 2020; Bolkvadze & Kiziria 2023: 182),
while Svan and Laz make a formal distinction between the neutral and locative
versions (Tuite 1997: 26; Oztiirk & Pdchtrager 2011: 55).

As Tuite (2024) compares the Kartvelian version system to applicatives in a wider
linguistic framework, he finds that only the objective and locative (or ‘superessive’)
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versions have clear parallels in the benefactive and locative applicatives (Tuite
2024: 917-924). | have therefore encoded the objective version and the benefactive
applicative as a fused ‘benefactive-objective’ since they have the same grammatical
function. The subjective version is particularly interesting as it can be analysed as a
‘reflexive benefactive’ or a ‘reflexive applicative’, since the implicit indirect object
‘is coreferential with the subject’ (Harris 1991a: 46; Tuite 2024: 934). This
demonstrates how difficult it is to separate different categories of valency-changing
functions, as they often overlap.

(291)  Svan (Tuite 1997: 26) (original glossing)

a. dina gen-s &-b-em
gir,NOM  bull-DAT  NV-tie-SM
“The girl ties up the bull’

b. dina gen-s i-b-em

gir,NOM  bull-DAT  SV-tie-SM
‘The girl ties up her own bull’/*The girl ties up the bull for herself’

c. dina mu-s gen-s X-0-b-em

gir.NOM  father-DAT  bull-DAT 3.0-OV-tie-SM

‘The girl ties up her father’s bull/*The girl ties up the bull for her father’
d. dina megaem-s gan-s x-a-b-em

girLNOM  tree-DAT bull-DAT 3.0-LOC-tie-SM
‘The girl ties the bull to a tree’

The Northwest Caucasian versions are more diverse, but generally share three
versions, namely the benefactive, malefactive and comitative versions or
applicatives (Arkadiev & Lander 2020: 409). O’Herin labels these constructions as
‘postposition incorporation’ (O’Herin 2002: 213), which would make them
comparable to spatial preverbs (cf. section 6.11.1). The comitative version indicates
that an event is carried out ‘together’ or ‘with’ an explicit object (Colarusso 1992:
97; Kumakhov & Vamling 2009: 31), and there is even a version in Adyghe and
Kabardian that indicates a ‘joint action of different subjects’ (Kumakhov & Vamling
2009: 31). Arkadiev & Lander also add the instrumental applicative, which is found
in Abkhaz (Hewitt 2010: 125), Abaza (O'Herin 2002: 217), Abzakh Adyghe (Konuk
2022: 308) and Shapsug Adyghe (Smeets 1984: 261).

(292)  Abzakh Adyghe (Konuk 2022: 260) (reglossed)
helogv-or J339j3-M §a-13-"2-pf3ta-5
bread-ABS.DEF knife-OBL  1SG.ERG-INS-TERMIN™'-cut-PST.PFV
‘I have cut the bread with the knife’

157 Labelled as ‘locatif au bout’ by Konuk, which would literally mean ‘I have cut the bread at the
end with the knife’.
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(293)  Abaza (O’Herin 2002: 214-215) (adapted from source gloss)

a. ah*a r-za-S-tepa-b
sword  3PL.OBL-BEN-1SG.ERG-make-FUT2

‘I will make them a sword.’

b. j-s-tfva-j-yate-d
3SG.NH.ABS-1SG.OBL-MAL-3SG.M.ERG-steal-DYN
‘He stole it from me.’

C. q’apkan-j asjat-j mé*a
Kaplan-ADD Asiat-ADD way
j-ha-c-Sakval-t’
3PL.ABS-1PL.OBL-COM-set.out-DYN
‘Kaplan and Asiat set out on the way with us’

Finally, there is also a locative version/applicative in all Northwest Caucasian
languages (Fenwick 2011: 116; Arkadiev & Lander 2020: 390-391; Konuk 2022:
323; Arkadiev, Lander & Bagirkova 2024: 889-891). The locative
version/applicative in Kabardian is described as a spatial preverb by Kumaxov
(Kumaxov 2006: 262), as the function of locative applicatives and spatial preverbs
clearly overlaps. Arkadiev and Lander (2020) also mention the ‘involuntative’
applicative (Arkadiev & Lander 2020: 409-410), cf. section 6.5.

(294)  Kabardian (Kumakhov & Vamling 2009: 91) (reglossed)
we 6’a-m wa-ga-1-D-¢
25G ground-OBL  2SG.ABS-LOC-lie-PRS-IND
“You are lying on the ground’

6.9. Non-finite functions

The Participial function

There are three primary categories of non-finite verb forms that are found in the
affixal data set, i.e. participles, infinitives and masdars. Participles are found in all
five language families, and they are often further divided according to tense as e.g.
present, past and future participles. However, the exact definition of what
constitutes a participle varies between the families, as participles typically
accompany auxiliary verbs to from periphrastic forms in Nakh-Dagestanian
(Ganenkov & Maisak 2020: 117), while participles in Northwest Caucasian
languages can often convey entire relative clauses (Arkadiev & Lander 2020: 417).
The latter usage of the term follows Haspelmath’s definition of participles as
‘nonfinite verb forms specialised for adnominal subordination’ (Haspelmath 1995a:
7). The function of participles is therefore often twofold, and adnominal relative
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clauses are also frequently expressed by means of participles in Nakh-Dagestanian
languages (Ganenkov & Maisak 2020: 122).

(295)

(296)

(297)

Kabardian (Kumakhov & Vamling 2009: 63-64)
(reglossed, retransliterated)
a. a-ba Z-j-e-?e
3SG-OBL LOC-3SG.ERG-DYN.PRS™®-say
fe fo-kv’e-w
2PL 2PL.ABS-go.PRS-PTCP
‘He says that you are leaving’
b. (wa)  wi-g"are-¢
25G 2SG.ERG-think.PRS-IND
(de) da-k’-a-we
1PL 1PL.ABS-go-PFV-PTCP
“You think that we (have) left’

Bagvalal (Maisak & Tatevosov 2001b: 296) (gloss adapted from source)

mahammad-i-r awal dz-ala-1o-b
Mahammad-OBL-ERG  house do-POT-PTCP.FUT-NH
b-uk’a-b-0 ekv’a

NH-be-NH-PTCP.PST™® be.PRS
‘Mahammad has been intending to build a house (they say)’*®°

Eastern Armenian (Dum-Tragut 2009: 158) (gloss adapted from source,
retransliterated)

inch k'uyr-s tesapox-v-el é Erevan,
since  sister-1SG.POSS move-REFL-PTCP.PFV be.PRS.3SG Yerevan
hacax karot-um em nran

often  miss-PTCP.PRS be.PRS.1SG 3SG.DAT
‘Since my sister has moved to Yerevan, | often miss her (lit. I am often
missing her)’

The concept of gerunds is closely connected to participles, but it is problematic as
its function is ambiguous and Haspelmath states that the term is ‘unsuitable for
general use’ (Haspelmath 1995a: 45). The term gerund is sometimes applied to
present participles, e.g. English, or to adverbial constructions such as the Russian
concept of oeenpuuacmue, i.e. “forms of the verb that substitute for co-ordinate or

158 Kumakhov & Vamling segment it as -je- ‘S3SG’, while I follow Paris (1989: 201) and Arkadiev
& Lander (2020: 418) in analysing -e- as a separate dynamic/present prefix.

1% Kibrik et al. gloss is as CONV ‘converb’, but its function is identical to a past participle in this
context.

160 Translated from Russian ‘Marome(, TOBOpAT,) cOOHpPAICA CTPOUTE 0M’.
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adverbial clauses’ (Wade et al. 2020: 385). Since ‘gerund’ in a Russian-language
context is both termwise and functionwise identical to the concept of converbs
(Weiss 1995: 241), | have decided to instead analyse verb forms described as
‘gerunds’ as either participles, when used in periphrastic constructions with an
auxiliary, or as converbs when used to indicate subordination. Gerunds typically
express adverbial functions such as ‘while’, ‘when’ and manner in Russian (Wade
et al. 2020: 390-391), which corresponds to simultaneous, temporal and manner
converbs in many languages of the Caucasus (cf. section 6.10).

The Infinitive function

Infinitives constitute a category of non-finite verb forms that are often poorly
defined and the term infinitive has been applied to ‘rather different sorts of syntactic
entities’ (Noonan 2007: 67). The function of the infinitive is typically to indicate a
‘complement clause with (roughly) irrealis meaning’ and a ‘purpose clause’
(Haspelmath 1995a: 28). Noonan defines the infinitive as ‘verb-like entities that do
not bear syntactic relations to their notional subjects; i.e. their subjects do not take
nominative case marking or condition verb agreement (where otherwise appropriate
for subjects), nor are they marked in the genitive case, as a subject of a
nominalization might be marked’ (Noonan 2007: 67).

Infinitives should be distinguished from converbs (cf. section 6.10), as converbs
express coordination and subordination while infinitives indicate complementation.
In the Caucasus, infinitive affixes are found in all Turkic (Dehghani 2000: 121;
Abdullaeva et al. 2014: 368; Ragagnin 2022: 253; Berta & Csat6 2022: 333;
Karakog¢ 2022: 356), all Indo-European languages (Meillet 1936: 127; Schulze
2000: 22; Dum-Tragut 2009: 201; Authier 2012: 233; Erschler 2020: 660;
Suleymanov 2020: 152) and all Nakh-Dagestanian languages (Ganenkov & Maisak

2020: 114). )
(298)  North Azerbaijani (Siraliev 1971: 92) (my glossing)
man  heg na oyran-mak ista-m-ir-om

1SG notany what learn-INF want-NEG-PRS-1SG
‘1 do not want to learn/find out anything®*%!

(299)  Northern Talysh (Schulze 2000: 71) (gloss adapted from source)
av ayo  daménd-e ba do pes-e
3SG.ABS there start.PST-AUX.3SG to tree climb-INF
“There he started to climb on a tree’

(300)  Northern Akhvakh (Creissels 2009b: 118) (original glossing)
di-ta {ik’o b-ix:-urutia id-itla
1SG-DAT hen NH-catch-INF  be.able-PFV.NEG
‘I was not able to catch the hen’

161 Translated from Russian ‘Sl audero ne xouy y3HaBath'.
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The Masdar function

Almost all Nakh-Dagestanian languages also have Masdars, which are non-finite
verb forms that are similar to verbal or deverbal nouns, and masdars are found in all
three endemic language families of the Caucasus (Polinsky 2020: 16; Arkadiev &
Lander 2020: 441). The ‘non-finite’ suffix - in Ubykh is difficult to categorise as it
appears to neither be an infinitive nor a masdar (Fenwick 2011: 109). The
complementary distribution of masdars and infinitives in language families such as
Kartvelian and Northwest Caucasian is problematic from a comparative perspective,
as they clearly express similar albeit not identical functions. The relationship
between the concepts verbal nouns and masdars is equally troublesome, as the
terminology is typically language family dependent. The Kumyk verbal noun
suffixes -mAG and —(V)w (Abdullaeva et al. 2014: 365-366; Berta & Csat6 2022:
33) would have been analysed as masdars in a Nakh-Dagestanian context. | have
therefore decided to merge masdars and verbal nouns into one joint category, as the
terms are often used interchangeably. However, there are rare instances where
languages have been described as having both a masdar and a separate verbal noun,
e.g. Itsari Dargwa (Sumbatova & Mutalov 2003: 123-125).

(301)  Laz (Lacroix 2009: 162) (reglossed)
hak skan o0-dzir-u sen mo-p-t-i
here  2SG.GEN MSD-see-MSD  for PV-1SG-come-AOR
‘I came here to see you (lit. for your seeing)’

(302)  Kryts (Authier 2009: 311) (reglossed, retransliterated)

za k’iy-g-ar ¢’in v-ar-idz
1SG.GEN heart-SUPER-ELA  dance(F) F-do-MSD
sa-d-yun-udz

PV-INAN-forget-PRS
‘I have forgotten to dance (lit. from on my heart | forget dance doing)’

(303)  Adyghe (Rogava & KeraSeva 1966: 329) (my glossing)

a-w we go-we-s-ve-n
DEM-ADV  2S5G PROX-2SG.ABS-1SG.ERG-say-MSD
S-s'e-rep

1SG.ERG-know-PRS.NEG

‘I don’t know what to tell you’*®?

162 Glossed and transliterated from Ay o kwvsioclon cudapan, translated from Russian ‘He 3maro, uTo
Tebe cKas3arh’.
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6.10. Converbs or adverbial subordinators

Converbs are defined by Haspelmath as ‘a nonfinite verb form whose main function
is to mark adverbial subordination’ (Haspelmath 1995a: 3) or ‘a verb form which
depends syntactically on another verb form, but is not its syntactic actant’ by
Nedjalkov (1995: 98), thereby usually indicating how a subordinate clause relates
to a main clause. The question of whether converbs are non-finite by definition
therefore differs between Haspelmath and Nedjalkov, which van der Auwera
summarises as a difference between Haspelmath’s converb in sensu stricto and
Nedjalkov’s converb in sensu latiore (Van der Auwera 1998: 277-280). Since this
thesis has a functional approach, I have adopted Nedjalkov’s wider definition of
converb, thus including finite subordination, as many Northwest Caucasian converb
forms are ostensibly finite with TAM, gender and person agreement. The concept
of converb in this sense was introduced within Russian linguistics as oeenpuuacmue,
and has been widely used for Nakh-Dagestanian, Turkic, Mongolic and various
other Central and Northern Asian language families (Haspelmath 1995a: 3). The
equivalent English term converb has therefore been applied to a wide range of
functions in Nakh-Dagestanian languages (Ganenkov & Maisak 2020: 115) and
quite recently also for similar constructions in Northwest Caucasian languages
(Chirikba 2003a; Arkadiev & Lander 2020: 417). The number and function of these
affixed converbs vary significantly within these families, but some of the most
common converbs mirror the meanings of the English conjunctions ‘while’, ‘after’,
‘before’, ‘when’, ‘as soon as’, ‘if’, ‘because’ and ‘although’ (Konig 1995: 64;
Forker 2020a: 321). All Northwest Caucasian languages included in this thesis have
a substantial inventory of verbal affixes that convey typical converb functions.

(304)  Kabardian (Kumakhov & Vamling 2009: 61-63)

(original gloss, retransliterated)

a. [a-r meza-m co-k¥e-r] we Ww-0-¢’e
he-ABS  wood-ERG when-go-ABS you S2SG-DYN-know
“You know [when he goes to the wood]’

b. [we wa-zera-ma-to-m] wadz q’-0-C’e
2SG S2SG-where-NEG-stand-OERG'®  grass OR!®*-DYN-grow
“The grass grows [where you don’t stand]’

c. [fe pismo-r darase f-txo-wa-me]
you letter-ABS yesterday =~ S2PL-write-PLUP-COND
se a-r nobe q 'a-S-Perohe-at
I it-ABS today OR-S1SG-receive-PRF2

‘[If you had written the letter yesterday], I would have received it today’

163 Kumakhov & Vamling’s gloss OERG ‘oblique ergative’.

164 Kumakhov & Vamling’s gloss OR ‘orientation’.
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These verbal affixes are somewhat different from conventional converbs though,
since they are typically finite with person agreement and occur both before and after
the root, which is not the case in Turkic and Nakh-Dagestanian languages. This
might suggest that some of these verbal affixes are not true converbs, but | have
decided to analyse them as such due to their converb-like functions.

Caucasian converb inventories typically range from 6 to 16 converbs, but it is
important to consider that converbs are often inadequately described in older Nakh-
Dagestanian and most Northwest Caucasian descriptions, so the actual inventories
in some of these languages are possibly larger than suggested in previous literature.
Converbs are primarily found in the Nakh-Dagestanian, Northwest Caucasian and
Turkic languages of the Caucasus, but converbs or converb-like constructions are
also found in Laz (Anderson 1963; Holisky 1991; Lacroix 2009), Juhuri (Authier
2012) and Ossetic (Erschler 2020: 660). Converbs are conventionally divided into
specialised and contextual (or polyfunctional) converbs following Nedjalkov
(1995), where the specialised converbs can be further subdivided into temporal and
non-temporal converbs (Nedjalkov 1995: 107). Specialised converbs are
distinguished from contextual converbs as the specialised converbs have ‘one or two
adverbial meanings’ while contextual converbs ‘have three or more adverbial
meanings’ (Nedjalkov 1995: 106), which subsequently raises questions about what
constitutes a distinct adverbial meaning. Nedjalkov also distinguishes a third
category of narrative converbs that ‘express a coordinative connection’ (Nedjalkov
1995: 106), but this third category is seldomly distinguished in contemporary
literature, which has led me to merge the contextual converbs with the narrative
converbs.

The distinction between specialised and contextual converbs is observable and
generally valid in Nakh-Dagestanian languages (Creissels 2010: 107), but this
distinction is less strict outside of the Caucasus, which makes Bisang suggest that it
is rather a continuum from completely contextual or general converbs to the most
specialised converbs (Bisang 1995: 156).
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6.10.1. Temporal specialised converbs

Observed temporal converbs expressed by affixation by number of languages
simultancous - [
Temporal - [ . .
Immediate Anterior -_

B Nakh-Dagestanian
Anterior —_ B Northwest Caucasian
Posterior - Indo-Furopesn
BN Turkic

Equitempaoral --
Immediate Posterior .
f.ll 1 Il ) th ] RIU -llt ]
Number of languages
Figure 6.7: The most common temporal converbs expressed through affixation in the data according
to number of languages.

Temporal converb function

The Simultaneous converb function

The Simultaneous converb indicates that the subordinate clause takes place
simultaneously with the main clause, and typically corresponds to the conjunction
‘while’ (Nedjalkov 1995: 107). The simultaneous converb can be difficult to
distinguish from gerunds and participles in some languages although the function is
similar, as the terminology differs between the descriptive traditions of specific
language families (Haspelmath 1995a: 2). This is further complicated by the
semantic overlap between the function of the simultaneous converb and the function
of the manner converb, although the theoretical difference is that the simultaneous
converb optimally refers to two separate actions while the manner converb describes
the same singular event as in the main clause (Kénig 1995: 65).

Even though the simultaneous converb is categorised as a specialised temporal
converb, the simultaneous converb function is often expressed by using contextual
converbs in many languages, which supports Bisang’s claim that the distinction
between specialised and contextual converbs is rather a continuum, as the
simultaneous converb appears to be one of the least specialised converbs.

(305)  Tindi (Magomedova 2012: 180) (my glossing)
[eci-la qxana.-ki’a] W-dy:a  t'a-Wo 0-wW
apple-SUPER  eat-SIM.CVB  I-out run-WPST DEM-I
‘While biting into (lit. on) an apple, he ran out’**®

165 Glossed and transliterated from Duwra kvanaxl'a edxa mlaso os, and translated from Russian
‘HapkyceiBast 10510k0, OH BBIOEKAIT .
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(306)

(307)

(308)

Kabardian (Kumaxov 2006: 163) (my glossing)

[¢’ale  c’akv’-aj-t a-r caj je-fe-x¥]
boy small-CRD-three'®®-ABS tea  3SG.OBL-drink-SIM.CVB
ja ane-r Sag¥ax*a-m  je-psefo-f’-a-¢

their mother-ABS driver-OBL  3SG.OBL-talk-DIR-PFV-IND
‘While the (three) boys were drinking tea, their mother bargained with the
driver’®’

North Azerbaijani (Siraliev 1971: 145) (my glossing)

korim [miirabbo  QOtur-2 gotlr-o] danig-di

Kerim murabba take-SIM.CVB take-SIM.CVB speak-PST

‘While helping himself to some murabba (fruit preserve), Kerim began to
speak’*®®

Juhuri (Authier 2012: 270) (gloss adapted from source)

simi [kekdl  xuruz=e timor sox-de]
Shimi  crest  cockerel=DAT  stroke do-SIM.CVB
mu=gu ez zen xtisde

EVT=say ABL  wife REFL

“‘While stroking the crest of the cockerel, Shimi says to his wife...’®

The processual participle —is in Eastern Armenian can occur in ‘temporal non-
finite’ clauses that are in progress (Dum-Tragut 2009: 205), which means that the
suffix —is has a function similar to a temporal converb, while the processual aspect
of the subordinate clauses and the examples given by Dum-Tragut suggest that its
function is closer to a simultaneous converb.

(309)

Eastern Armenian (Dum-Tragut 2009: 205) (reglossed)

armen-a [erek vazel-is] vnas-ec” otk-2
Armen-DEF vyesterday run-SIM.CVB  hurt-AOR.3SG  foot-DEF
‘Armen hurt his foot when he was running (lit. while running) yesterday’

166 Kumaxov only translates it as plural, while I can only analyse this suffix as the numeral ‘three’ in
this position.

167 Glossed and transliterated from II{lans yloixlyumlvip waii eghaxy, s ansp wwizyxym encanvoinlauy
and translated from Russian ‘TToka MaJbYHKH MUK Yaif, MATh TOPrOBANACH C SIMIIUKOM .

168 Translated from Russian ‘Kepum 3aroBopiu1, HaknamsIBas cebe BapeHbs .

169 Translated from French *Shimi, en caressant la créte du coq, dit a sa femme...’.

217



The Temporal converb function

The Temporal converb indicates that the subordinate clause is temporally connected
to the main clause, whereas the precise temporal relation depends on the tense-
aspect-mood of the subordinate clause, generally corresponding to the conjunction
‘when’ (Haspelmath 1995b: 427).

(310)

(311)

(312)

Chechen (Komen, Molochieva & Nichols 2020: 351) (original gloss)
[muusa c¢’a-ca=v-ela-ca] ji-Ixi-ra Zaaraa
Musa  HOME-NEG=V-come-TEMP.CVB J-cry-WPST  Zara
‘Zara cried when Musa did not come home’

Kabardian (Kumakhov & Vamling 2009: 61) (reglossed)

[a-r meza-m ca-k"’e-r] we  W-0-¢’e
3SG-ABS wood-OBL TEMP.CVB-go-ABS 2SG 2SG-DYN-know
“You know when he goes to the wood’

Nogai (Karakog 2005: 194) (reglossed)

[men b6lme-ge kir-gende]
1SG room-DAT/ALL enter-TEMP.CVB
ol oltir-ip turi e-di

3SG sit-CVB AUX.IPFV  be-PST

‘When | entered the room, he was already sitting there’*"

Comrie, Forker and Khalilova (2012: 162-164) seem to merge the temporal
converb with the simultaneous converb, which could be questioned from a
functional perspective. The Khwarshi suffix -ug’artt’a is described as a
simultaneous converb, while following Khalilova’s previous analysis it becomes
apparent that it is a temporal converb if example (313) is considered, as its semantics
makes a simultaneous interpretation impossible.

(313)

Khwarshi (Khalilova 2009: 88) (original glossing)

[do @-uh-uq 'arti’'a] mizul Zib.zibis co-n
1SG.ABS I-die-TEMP(.CVB) 2PL.LAT each.GEN  name-ADD
g a-yin himon goli

write-PFV.CVB  thing be.PRS
‘When I die, there is a thing for three of you, with your names written (on
it).”

Khwarshi merits further attention, as the ‘anterior Il converb’ in Khalilova’s
terminology appears to express that the converbal clause is anterior to the main

170 Translated from German Als ich ins Zimmer eintrat, saR er gerade da (hatte sich schon
hingesetzt)’.

218



clause but that both events occur within the same 24 hours (Khalilova 2009: 402).
This roughly corresponds to the construction ‘on the day when’, which potentially
constitutes a separate specialised converb, while also having a temporal-like
function.

(314)  Khwarshi (Khalilova 2009: 402) (gloss adapted from source)
[Zu Aar d-ot 'uq -dow-quf]
that. ABS guest(l) I-come-GNT*"*.PTCP-DAY.CVB
nisoho'’ allahise ise zik’ol
night AD  Allah.ERG thatOBL man-LAT
b-est-in hono ens
I11-send-UWPST  three  apple(lll)
‘On the night when that guest came, God sent him three apples.’

Temporal converb constructions are expressed by the suffix —si in Laz, which
coincides with the genitive suffix, or with the suffixed postposition —k ‘ule/—(s)kule
‘after’ (Holisky 1991: 460; Lacroix 2009: 775), which is interesting as this suggests
that these forms function as specialised converbs in Laz.

(315)  Laz (Lacroix 2009: 208) (reglossed)
[0-¢ck’om-u-si] hamu-s tsk’ai-s yei-S
PV-eat-AOR.3SG-TEMP.CVB DEM-DAT water-GEN instead-DAT
sarap’i ko-gy-u-b-u
wine AFF-PV-OV-pour-AOR.3SG
‘When he had eaten, she poured him wine instead of water’

The Immediate Anterior converb function

The Immediate Anterior converb indicates that the subordinate clause takes place in
time immediately before the main clause, typically corresponding to the conjunction
‘as soon as’ (Haspelmath 1993: 385-386). The immediate anterior converb is
surprisingly common across the Caucasus, as affixes expressing an immediate
anterior function are found in all branches of Nakh-Dagestanian, Northwest
Caucasian and Turkic in the Caucasus.

111 Khalilova’s original gloss for GNT ‘general tense’.

172 As nouns functioning as temporal adverbs appear to come first in Khwarshi phrases, nisoho likely
belongs to the main clause rather than the subordinate clause, which is relevant for the
interpretation of the converb.
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(316)

(317)

(318)

Avar (Alekseev et al. 2012: 349) (my glossing)

[kasat ¢’al-un b-aqy:-ara-b-go],
letter(NH) read-CVB NH-finish-PTCP.PST-NH-IMANT.CVB
co-jaw karim-i-d-e-yun aht’-ana

one-ABS.M Karim-OBL-SUPER-LAT-DIR  shout-AOR
‘As soon as they had finished reading the letter, one of them shouted to (lit.
towards) Karim’*"

Lezgian (Haspelmath 1993: 7) (gloss adapted from source)
[zun kv’al-8j fe-ji-waldi],

1SG.ABS house-IN.ELA go-PTCP.AOR-IMANT.CVB
ahmed ata-na

Ahmed come-AOR

‘As soon as | left the house, Ahmed came’

North Azerbaijani (Siraliev 1971: 248) (my glossing)

[maro-nun  sas-in-i esid-inca],
Maro-GEN  voice-3SG.POSS-ACC  hear-IMANT.CVB
yer-lori-na gayit-di-lar

place-3PL.POSS-ALL/DAT  return-PST-3PL

‘As soon as they heard Maro’s voice, they returned to their places’*’

The immediate anterior converb in Circassian is worth mentioning as it is formed
by the circumfix zera-...-aw in Kabardian (Kumaxov 2006: 475) and zere-...-ew in
Adyghe (Rogava & Keraseva 1966: 177) and Abzakh Adyghe (Paris 1989: 239).

(319)

Kabardian (Kumaxov 2006: 475) (my glossing)
[wo-zera-ne-sa-zZ-aw], q e-psate
2SG-IMANT.CVB-DIST-go.to-REP-IMANT.CVB PROX-speak
‘Call (lit. word hither) as soon as you get there!’*”

Holisky describes the postposition —steri in Laz as having an immediate anterior
function (Holisky 1991: 460), cf. example (320), which therefore could be an
example of a specialised Kartvelian converb. Lacroix does not describe the
postposition ster(i) as being either suffixed or having an immediate anterior function
(Lacroix 2009: 783-784).

173 Glossed and transliterated from Kazvam ylanyu 6axvapabeo, yoss Kapumuoexyn axImlana, and
translated from Russian ‘Kak ToibKO MPOYHTAIH [IUCEMO, OIHH M3 HUX KpUKHYIT Kapumy’.

174 Translated from Russian ‘Kax ToIbko OHM yCIIBIIIANM FOI0C Mapo, BEpHYIIHCh Ha CBOU MECTa .

175 Glossed and transliterated from Y-sspei-roceioic-y kwancarws and translated from Russian
‘Tlo3BOHM, KaK TOABKO AOCACIIE .
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(320)  Laz (Holisky 1991: 460) (reglossed)

[oxordza-na i-d-u-steri],
wife-COMP SV-leave-AOR.3SG-IMANT.CVB
kimoli-k i-dusun-u

husband-ERG ~ SV-think-AOR.3SG
‘Just as the wife left, the husband thought...’

The Anterior converb function

The Anterior converb indicates that the subordinate clause takes place before the
main clause, typically corresponding to the conjunction ‘after’ (Sheyanova 2019:
238; Forker 2020b: 261). Schulze (1997) describes the ‘past genitive’ suffix —ha in
Tsakhur, which appears to carry an anterior converb function (Schulze 1997: 32),
cf. similar suffixes in Lezgian, Aghul and Budukh. The anterior converb is also
expressed by affixation in all branches of Nakh-Dagestanian, while it is generally
lacking in the Northwest Caucasian and Turkic languages. Dumézil states that the
Ubykh circumfix d(g)s-...-t’in had the meaning ‘aprés que’ (Dumézil 1931: 94),
which would constitute an anterior converb, while both Dumézil and Fenwick
translate all examples of this converb with temporal ‘when’-constructions.

(321)  Tabasaran (Babaliyeva 2013: 276) (gloss adapted from source)

[dars-ar hazur s-ap -q"an],
lesson-PL prepared  AOR-make.PTCP.AOR-ANT.CVB
hdsim Bdr-i-g"-na #U-$-U

Hashim dell-OBL-POST-LAT  AOR-go-AOR
‘After preparing his homework, Hashim went to (lit. behind) the valley’*"

(322)  Tsez (Comrie, Forker & Khalilova 2012: 165) (gloss adapted from source)

[bitor b-ezu-nosi], neta-z hagqar rett
thither I11-look-ANT.CVB 3SG.OBL-GEN mouth.IN.LAT meat
kur-xo ZOW-Nno

throw-IPFV.CVB  be-PFV.CVB
‘After looking that way, (it) threw the meat into its mouth’

The converb —Ip in Kumyk has been described as conveying an anterior function,
whereas —Ip should rather be analysed as a non-specialised converb as in the other
Turkic languages, since it also conveys simultaneous functions (Abdullaeva et al.
2014: 373). Laz again stands out among the Kartvelian languages as the suffixed
postposition —k ‘ule/—(s)kule ‘after’ in Laz functions as both an anterior and temporal
converb (Anderson 1963: 89; Holisky 1991: 460; Lacroix 2018: 856), which further
indicates that these constructions should be analysed as specialised converbs in Laz.
The double function of —k’ule/—(s)kule as both temporal and anterior also

176 Translated from French ‘Aprés avoir préparé les devoirs, Hachim alla au vallon’.
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demonstrates that it is, in principle, impossible to differentiate temporal
constructions from anterior constructions for perfective past actions, as there is no
semantic difference between ‘when I had eaten’ and ‘after I had eaten’.

(323)  Laz (Lacroix 2009: 203) (reglossed)

[epei vaxti gola-xt-u-skule]
enough  time PV-pass-AOR.3SG-ANT.CVB
padisai  sotxa harbi-sa i-gzal-u

sultan somewhere war-ALL  SV-go-AOR.3SG
‘After some time had passed, the sultan went to war somewhere’

The Terminative/Limitative converb function

The Terminative or Limitative converb indicates that subordinate clause terminates
the main clause, typically corresponding to the conjunction ‘until’ (Forker 2020b:
261), cf. the similar nominal function of the terminative case (section 5.1.2.2). The
described function of the terminative converb varies as it occasionally includes both
‘until’ and ‘as long as’ (Johanson 1995: 319; Forker 2013: 237; Johanson 2022a:
57), but the latter function is expressed by a separate converb in some languages of
the Caucasus which suggests that they are two different functions (cf. the
equitemporal converb function).

(324)  Auvar (Alekseev et al. 2012: 354) (my glossing)
[dun x"-eze-fan], di-ca halt’i  ha-b-ila
1SG.ABS die-INF-TERM.CVB 1SG-ERG work do-NH-FUT
‘1 will work until 1 die**"”

(325)  Kumyk (Abdullaeva et al. 2014: 378) (my glossing)
[mart  ¢ig-majl], dert ¢ig-mas
March go.out-TERM.CVB sorrow  go.out-FUT.NEG
“The anxiety will not pass (lit. leave) until March passes’'’®

(326)  Ubykh (Fenwick 2011: 171) (gloss adapted from source)

[2-zv3 D-z3-ws-ni-w.t" -gj-[ey’3],
DEF-sky 3SG.ABS-REFL-PV-3SG.ERG-take.out-ITER-TERM.CVB
B-msiz-n Si-l’3-n[3]-3.mi.t

DEF-road-OBL  1PL.ABS-go-PL-FUT-NEG
‘We will not go until the sky clears up’

17 Glossed and transliterated from [yn xeeseelan, ouya xlanmlu 2vabuna, and translated from
Russian ‘Tloka st He ympy, st Oymy paboraTs’.

178 Glossed and transliterated from Mapm uvikvmaiinel, depm usikvmac, and translated from Russian
‘1o Tex mop, moka MapT He MPOUAET, OECIIOKOICTBO HE MPOMIET .

222



The Posterior converb function

The Posterior converb indicates that the subordinate clause takes place after the
main clause, typically corresponding to the conjunction ‘before’ (Haspelmath
1995b: 428). Posterior converbs are noticeably less common than the anterior
converbs, but they are still found in all Nakh-Dagestanian branches with Lak being
a possible exception. Posterior converbs are generally not found in the Northwest
Caucasian languages, but possible posterior converbs have been described in
Abkhaz (Hewitt 2010: 195), Abaza (Lomtatidze & Klychev 1989: 145) and Abzakh
Adyghe (Paris 1989: 198, 240).

(327)  Chechen (Molochieva 2010: 22) (reglossed)

[mu:sa ha-v-a:l-ie]
Musa.ABS(V) PROX-V-come-POSTR.CVB
dfa-j-axa-ra zara

DIST-J-go-WPST  Zara.ABS(J)
<Zara left before Musa came’

(328)  Abkhaz (Hewitt 2010: 195) (my glossing)
[akra-b-f-a:ndzal, b-napa dzvdz"a!
anything-2SG.F-eat-POSTR.CVB  2SG.F.POSS-hand wash.IMP
‘Before you eat, wash your hand(s)!’*"

There are also specialised posterior converbs in Kumyk (Abdullaeva et al. 2014:
376) and North Azerbaijani (Siraliev 1971: 145), while the latter primarily indicates
anterior clauses by combining non-specialised converbs and adverbs (Ragagnin
2022: 257).

(329)  Kumyk (Abdullaeva et al. 2014: 376) (my glossing)
[jurt-sa bar-gancal, qurdas-lar tuken-le-ge gara-ma
village-ALL go-POSTR.CVB friend-PL  shop-PL-DAT look-INF
Sagar-sa  cig-di-lar
city-ALL  go.out-PST-3PL
‘Before going to the village, the friends went out to the city to go shopping
(lit. look at shops)’*¥°

179 Glossed and transliterated from Axpuibgaanza, 6uanst 3232a!.
180 Glossed and transliterated from fOpmeva 6apevarua, kvypoaunap miokenieee Koapama

wazvapeva wbikvovliap, and translated from Russian ‘J{o orbe3za B celto, Apy3bs BHILLTH B
rOpoJI, 9TOOBI ITOCMOTPETh Mara3mHbI .
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The Inceptive converb function

The Inceptive converb indicates that the action of the main clause was incepted by
the time of the action in the subordinate clause, therefore indicating an ongoing
action that started at an earlier point in time specified by the subordinate clause,
typically corresponding to the conjunction ‘since’ or ‘from the moment...’
(Creissels 2010: 126; Sheyanova 2019: 240). Converbs with an inceptive function
are generally found in the Nakh-Dagestanian languages and the Turkic languages of
the Caucasus, while they are potentially found in Abkhaz (Aristava 1968: 66; Hewitt
1989: 51; Hewitt 2010: 195), Abaza (Genko 1955: 152), Abzakh Adyghe (Paris
1989: 238) and Ubykh (Fenwick 2011: 171).

(330)  Standard Dargwa (Abdullaev 1971: 363) (my glossing)

[nusa kanikul-t-a-s d-ata-ib-la]
1PL  summer.holiday-PL-OBL-DAT 1PL-let.go-AOR-INCEP.CVB
Zaga-ti burz-n-i d-as-uli sa<r>i

beautiful-PL day-PL-ABS NH.PL-come.IPFV-PTCP be<NH.PL>
‘Since we were sent off on summer holiday, beautiful days have been
coming’*®

(331) Tabasaran (Babaliyeva 2013: 276) (gloss adapted from source)
[gaga  wa-k’-i-q"anmina]
father ~ AOR-die-PTCP.AOR-INCEP.CVB
dada yas-na-? imi
mother  mourning-OBL-IN  be.still
“The mother is (still) in mourning since the father died’#

(332)  Karachay-Balkar (Aliev 1973: 331) (my glossing)
[kiin tij-genli], el sasat bol-a-di
sun rise-INCEP.CVB three hour be-PRS-3SG
‘It has been three hours since the sun rose’&®

181 Glossed and transliterated from wywa kanuxynmac damaubna scazamu 6ypxInu dawynu capu,
and translated from Russian ‘[C] Tex mop kak HAaC OTITyCTHIIM Ha KAHUKYJIbI, YCTAHOBHJIUCH
XOpOILIHe THU .

182 Translated from the French translation: “Depuis que le pére est mort, la mére est en deuil”.

183 Glossed and transliterated from Kion muiieennu, 1oy cazoam 6onaowt, and translated from Russian
‘C Tex Mop Kak B3OILIO COJIHIIE, POILIO TPH Jaca’.
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(333)  Abkhaz (Hewitt 2010: 195) (my glossing)
[a(b)ra [f¥a-ny-oz-iztaj], (a)k’ar c’-wa-jt’
here  2PL-live-PST.NFIN-INCEP.CVB long  pass-DYN.PRS-FIN
‘Quite a time has passed (lit. is passing) since you used to live here’*®

The converb —Demun in Juhuri also seems to express an inceptive converb
function as Authier translates it as ‘since’ (Authier 2012: 273).

(334)  Juhuri (Authier 2012: 273) (gloss adapted from source)
divd¢ odomi [ez dede  bi-remun] usol=i
nature man ABL mother be-INCEP.CVB  dirty-COP3
“The nature of man is vile from/since birth’*®°

The Equative and ‘Equitemporal’ converb functions

The Equative and ‘Equitemporal’ functions are two closely connected converb
functions which equate the subordinate clause with the main clause. The equative
function quantitatively equates two clauses, typically corresponding to ‘as much as’.
The ‘equitemporal’ function indicates that the duration of the action in the main
clause is equal to the action in the subordinate clause, thus it typically corresponds
to the conjunction ‘as long as’. As the latter converbal function appears to lack a
term in the literature, | choose to introduce the term equitemporal to distinguish this
function from other converbs. Although the equitemporal converb has been linked
with the terminative converb, it is apparent that the functions are quite different, as
the equitemporal converb implies that the subordinate clause is true as long as the
main clause is true while the terminative converb implies that the main clause is
only true until the subordinate clause is true.

The exact relationship between the equative and equitemporal converbs is unclear
and they should be treated separately. The only potential equative converb affix |
have found is the Standard Dargwa clitic —cad (Musaev 2002: 81), but it primarily
attaches to nouns. Equitemporal converb affixes are often poorly described and
potential examples of equitemporal converbs are e.g. -cadhi in Standard Dargwa
(Abdullaev 1971: 369; Musaev 2002: 136), -sat:i(nna) in Itsari Dargwa (Sumbatova
& Mutalov 2003: 120), -t:ah:anl-t:eh:en in Aghul (Magometov 1970: 151). The
North Azerbaijani converb —(y)Inj4 has also been described as having an
equitemporal function (Siraliev 1971: 144).

184 Glossed and transliterated from A(6)pa wavinxosuscomeu (a)xolp Gyeum.

185 Translated from the French translation: “La nature de I’homme est vile depuis sa naissance”.
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(335)

(336)

Standard Dargwa (Musaev 2002: 136) (my glossing)

[nes waj-r-ik’-u-cadhi],
mother word-F-speak-PTCP-EQTEMP.CVB
rursi-ra saj-r-ik’-i

daughter-ADD  word-F-speak-HAB.PST.3SG
‘As long as (lit. as much time as) the mother was speaking, the daughter
spoke as well>*%

Itsari Dargwa (Sumbatova & Mutalov 2003: 193) (reglossed)

[du r=is:-ib-li r=iyal-sat.innal,

1SG F-sleep.PFV-PRET-CVB  F-stay-EQTEMP.CVB
¢a‘yla.marka-l b=us-ib-li-di

heavy.rain-ERG NH-rain.IPFV-PRET-CVB-PST

‘All the time | was asleep, a thunderstorm was going on’

The Immediate Posterior converb function

The Immediate Posterior or the Imminent converb indicates that the subordinate
clause takes place immediately after the main clause, typically corresponding to the
conjunction ‘just before’ (Creissels 2010: 128). The immediate posterior converb is
therefore the posterior equivalent of the immediate anterior converb, which is far
more common in the languages of the Caucasus. Immediate posterior converb
affixes are surprisingly rare as they have potentially only been described in Chechen
(Jakovlev 1940: 268) and Akhvakh (Creissels 2010: 128).

(337)

(338)

Chechen (Jakovlev 1940: 268) (my glossing)

[ber sama-d-al-lalie], d-osu-ra as

child wake.up-D-LV-IMPOSTR.CVB D-read.IPFV-PST 1SG.ERG
‘1 was reading just before the child woke up’*®’

Northern Akhvakh (Creissels 2010: 128) (gloss adapted from source)
[isvada  guc’-idal:a], Si-1.-e Celada lagi
shepherd M-arrive-IMPOSTR.CVB bear-NH-ERG another sheep
b-ex-e m-awi

NH-take-CVB.NH  NH-go.UWPST.NH

‘Just before the shepherd arrived, the bear took another sheep away’

18 Glossed and transliterated from Hew evaiipuxlyyaoxlu, pypcupa zvatipuxlu, and translated from
Russian ‘Ckonbko (BpeMeH) MaTh TOBOPHIIA, CTONBKO U JI0Yb TOBOPHIIA .

187 Glossed and transliterated from Bep camadanrane dovurypa ac, and translated from Russian
‘Ilepen TeM caMbIM MOMEHTOM, KaK peOCHOK MPOCHITIAIICS, 5 UUTaT .
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6.10.2. Non-temporal specialised converbs

The non-temporal specialised converbs are clearly more diverse than the temporal
converbs, but the number of non-temporal specialised converbs found across the
language families is approximately the same. The most frequent non-temporal
converbs are presented in order of occurrence in the languages of the Caucasus
below.

Observed non-temporal converbs expressed by affixation by number of languages

Conditiona! - SO
causal -
Concessive - —
Irrealis Conditional -_
Purposive [

3]
2
= BN Nakh-Dagestanian
z Locational - | W Kartvelian
Manne: - B Northwest Caucasian
= Directional __ Indo-European
= o BN Turkic
= Similative '_
= Ablative -
= Gradual -
5 racuat -
Substitutive -.
Comparative --

iI'J ]I(J 20 FIU 4I1'J
Number of languages
Figure 6.8: The most common non-temporal converbs expressed through affixation in the data
according to number of languages.

The Conditional converb function

The Conditional converb indicates a conditional clause, i.e. the protasis of a
conditional construction (Timberlake 2007: 321), thus typically corresponding to
the conjunction ‘if” in English (Nedjalkov 1995: 107-108). The conditional converb
is the most common non-temporal converb in the Caucasus and it is related to the
conditional mood, cf. section 6.3, but they have intrinsically different functions, as
the conditional mood can constitute an independent main clause whereas the
conditional converb always indicates a conditional subordinate clause.

(339)  Chechen (Molochieva 2010: 24) (gloss adapted from source)

[i ha-v-o:5-ah]

3SG.ABS(V) PROX-V-come-COND.CVB

vai cai mie-r d-u
1PL.INCL tea(D) drink-PTCP.FUT  D-be.PRS

‘We would drink tea, if he would come’
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(340)  Khinalug (Deseriev 1959: 193) (my glossing)

[muytar maktéb-ir la-k*:-to-q ]
Muxtar school-ALL  DIST-go.IPFV-PRS-COND.CVB
21-m hin&-skili la-k»:i-d-mé

1SG-also  3SG-COM DIST-go.IPFV-1.SG-IND
‘If Muxtar goes to school, then I will also go with him**#

The conditional ‘mood’ conventionally described in the Northwest Caucasian
languages should rather be analysed as conditional converbs (Arkadiev & Lander
2020: 443), as they encode the protasis and not the apodosis.

(341)  Kabardian (Kumakhov & Vamling 2009: 63) (reglossed)

[fe  pismo-r  das“ase f-txa-ga-me]
2PL letter-ABS vyesterday 2PL.ERG-write-PST.PFV-COND.CVB*®
se a-r nobe q 'a-S-Perahe-at

1SG 3SG-ABS today PROX-1SG.ERG-receive-PFV
‘If you had written the letter yesterday, | would have received it today’

Conditional verb forms in many Nakh-Dagestanian languages are also
conventionally described as conditional ‘mood’, but since they refer in most cases
exclusively to the protasis (e.g. Haspelmath 1993: 394; Forker 2020a: 331-334),
these forms should be analysed as conditional converbs. The elaborate conditionals
in some Dargic languages have both person and tense agreement (Magometov 1963:
205-210; Sumbatova & Mutalov 2003: 102-103; Forker 2020a: 331-334),
demonstrating how these conditionals are morphologically mood-like but
functionally converb-like.

(342)  Sanzhi Dargwa (Forker 2020a: 333) (gloss adapted from source)

[scuscul-la  tult’ b-erkv-it.el=ral],

rye-GEN bread NH-eat.PFV-COND.CVB.2SG=ADD

at bahlalla 2a‘h-ce ca-b Zan-ni-j,
2SG.DAT most.EMPH good-DD*®.SG COP-NH body-OBL-DAT
q arq’ala-li-

body-OBL-DAT
‘If (you) would eat bread made of rye, it is the best thing for you, for the
body, for the organism’

188 Glossed and transliterated from Myxmap mavkmav6up naxKymoxsu 39M XuHALUKUIL
naxkyuoman, and translated from Russian ‘Eciu MyxTap B 1ikoiny uaéT/moiaér, To s Toxe
noiiny’. DeSeriev gives the form xurnawvwrunu instead of x/unawwxunu, which must be an error,
cf. DeSeriev (1959: 126).

18 Kumakhov and Vamling glosses it as ‘S2PL-write-PLUP-COND”.

190 Forker’s original gloss for DD ‘definite description’.
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Conditional subordinate clauses in Turkic languages are almost uniformly expressed
by the suffix —sA, which can be followed by possessive person markers and the past
tense copula (Johanson 2022a: 42, 57). The conditional suffixes in Turkic are
therefore often analysed as conditional mood markers, but if the distinction between
conditional converbs and conditional mood discussed above is considered, the suffix
—SA rather has the function of a conditional converb. This is further supported by
the use of possessive personal suffixes rather than the regular person-markers and
the presence of other converbal constructions with person-marking in Turkic
languages (Johanson 2022a: 42) as well as in Mongolic and Tungusic languages
(Nedjalkov 1995: 119-121).

(343)  Karachay-Balkar (Aliev 1973: 215) (my glossing)

[goj-la bori-ni kor-se-le],
sheep-PL wolf-ACC see-COND.CVB-3PL
ajag-lar-in dzZer-ge-dzer-ge gaya-dila

foot-PL-3PL.POSS earth-ALL/DAT-earth-ALL/DAT beat-PRS.3PL
‘If sheep notice a wolf, they beat their hooves on the ground’***

Conditional clauses in Laz are marked with the suffix —na, thereby having a
function comparable to a conditional converb, while Lacroix describes it as a ‘multi-
purpose subordinator’ as it has multiple other functions as well (Lacroix 2018: 857).
A similar situation is found in Megrelian, where the subordinator —n(i) marks
conditional, temporal, purposive and complement clauses, while the suffix —da seem
to exclusively mark conditional clauses (Vamling & Tchantouria 1993: 76).

(344)  Laz (Lacroix 2009: 180) (reglossed)

[ha dagi-s mutu ko-b-dzir-na],
DEM  mountain-DAT/LOC anything PV-1SG-see-COND.CVB
0-b-i-bxor-ya

PV-1SG-NV-eat-QUOT
‘If | find anything (to eat) on this mountain, | will eat it**%?

191 Glossed and transliterated from Kwoiina 6épronto képcene, asxviapoin dscepee-0icepee
xvacvaovina, and translated from Russian ‘Ecnu oBLBI 3aMeTST BOJIKA, TO HOTaMH 00 3EMIIIO
OBIOT .

192 Translated from French ‘Si je trouve quelque chose [a manger] sur cette montagne, je le mange.’
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(345)  Megrelian (Vamling & Tchantouria 1993: 76) (gloss adapted from source)
[amser tina c’eril-S
tonight  3SG.NOM letter-DAT
do-@-¢’ar-un-sa-da],
PV-3.5:3.0-write-SM-FUT.3SG-COND.CVB'*
¢'ume mi-b-y-en-t
tomorrow PV-1.S:3.0-receive-SM-1PL.S
‘If he writes the letter tonight, we will receive it tomorrow’

The Causal converb function

The Causal or Explicative converb indicates that the subordinate clause is the cause
of the main clause, typically corresponding to the conjunction ‘because’
(Haspelmath 1995h: 431).

(346)  Tsez (Comrie, Forker & Khalilova 2012: 186) (reglossed)

[da-de hut hon-tiayor D-ik’i-zatf]
1SG.OBL-APUD vyesterday mountain-SUPER.DIR I-go-CAUSL.CVB
obuj-a debe-r micxer  netli-ja?

father. OBL-ERG 2SG-LAT money  give-WPST.Q
‘Did father give you money because you went to the mountain with me

yesterday?’
(347)  Abzakh Adyghe (Konuk 2022: 494) (reglossed)
[s-/he Waza-fto-g3-12]]
1SG.POSS-head  ache-IFPV-PST-CAUSL.CVB
Wan3z-m sa-kV’3-30-pa-5
house-OBL 1SG.ABS-go-REP-PFV-PST
‘I had gone home (again), because | had a headache (lit. my head was
aching)’***

The causal converb should be compared to the causal case (cf. section 5.1.1.2),
as the affixes are identical in some languages such as the causal case/converb suffix
—(@)tteru in Khwarshi (Khalilova 2009: 73). The causal converbs are found in all
branches of Nakh-Dagestanian and potentially also Northwest Caucasian, while in
the other families specialised causal converbs are likely only found in Laz
(Anderson 1963: 109; Holisky 1991: 460). The situation in Laz is worth further
investigation, as both Anderson and Harris describe the suffixed postposition —seni
as having a causal/purposive converb function, while Lacroix lists the same

198 Vamling & Tchantouria glosses it as ‘3:3:write:FUT-if

194 Translated from French ‘Du fait que j’avais mal a la téte, j’étais rentrée a la maison’.
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postposition together with other suffixed postpositions but he does not describe it as
suffixed (Lacroix 2009: 785).

(348) Laz
a. (Holisky 1991: 460) (reglossed)
[bere k’itxeri-na t'u-Seni), ...
child studied-COMP  be.IPFV.3SG-CAUSL.CVB
‘because the child was educated, ...’
b. (Lacroix 2009: 785) (reglossed)

[doxtori-g yer mendra-na t'u sen]
doctor-GEN place  far.away-COMP be.IPFV.3SG for
bere K'at’'a  ndsa-s var  a-l-e-t’u-don

child  each day-DAT NEG LV-go-SM-IPFV.3SG-UWPST
‘The young man could not go there each day, because the doctor’s place
was far away’

The Concessive converb function

The Concessive converb indicates that the main clause should be, but is not,
contradicted by the subordinate clause, typically corresponding to the conjunction
‘although’ (Nedjalkov 1995: 107). Concessive converbs can also cover concessive
conditional functions, as discussed by Haspelmath & Konig (1998: 566-568), then
typically corresponding to the conjunctions ‘even if” and ‘even though’ in English,
e.g. the concessive converb in Hinug (Forker 2013: 249). The defining difference
between the concessive converb, even if it refers to concessive conditionals, and the
irrealis/counterfactual converb, is that the main clause or apodosis is typically true
in concessive constructions (Haspelmath & Konig 1998: 563-567), while it is untrue
in irrealis/counterfactual conditional constructions.

(349)  Northern Akhvakh (Creissels 2010: 133) (gloss adapted from source,
retransliterated)
[w-05g.-alorola] cegaza xe b-oti.-itta
M-work.CONC.CVB  nothing profit ~ NH-occur-PFV.NEG
‘Although I worked, | got no result’

(350)  Hinug (Forker 2013: 250) (gloss adapted from source)
[de yVere-z daru nett-ono]
1SG.ERG cow(lIl).OBL-DAT medicine give-CONC.CVB
haw b-uhe-s
it II-die-PST
‘Although I gave the cow medicine, it died’
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(351)  Ubykh (Fenwick 2011: 186) (gloss adapted from source)

[#3-n3 DB-@-siq™ 'v-W-nzjt -gii:l3n]
3SG.POSS-mother 3SG.ABS-3SG.OBL-PV-enter-IPFV-CONC.CVB
vE"3 DB-DB-siq™ ' p-W-3.mi.t

he.EMPH 3SG.ABS-3SG.OBL-PV-enter-FUT.NEG
‘Although his mother was climbing up it, he himself will not’

Concessive converbs are generally found in both Nakh-Dagestanian and
Northwest Caucasian languages, but the only description I have found of concessive
converbs outside of these families in the Caucasus is the complex clitic =ge=s'* in
Juhuri (Authier 2012: 267), which Authier labels as a ‘concessive globale’. This is
instead an example of a concessive conditional converb, which should rather be
analysed as a sub-category of the irrealis conditional converb.

(352)  Juhuri (Authier 2012: 267) (gloss adapted from source)

[kelebebe=smu=s €z  qovre vdxisde  0mo=ge=s],
grandfather=2PL=even ABL tomb rise-PTCP come.AOR=if=even
me ez jige=y=me ni=jim-um

1SG  ABL place=EZ=1SG NEG.EVT=move-1SG
‘Even if your grandfather rose from the grave, | would not move from my
place’

The Irrealis/Counterfactual Conditional converb functions

The Irrealis or Counterfactual Conditional indicates that the subordinate clause is
conditional and not true, typically corresponding to constructions of the type ‘if Y
would be true (which it is not), X would be true’ (Konig 1995: 64). The
irrealis/counterfactual conditional converb differs from concessive converb, which
can convey concessive conditionals, as the main clause or apodosis is typically not
true in irrealis/counterfactual constructions.

(353)  Ingush (Nichols 2011: 305) (gloss adapted from source)

[Suo-ga axcha  d-alaa-rie],
1SG.ALL  money D-be-IRR.COND.CVB
so  Jivroop-ie ghogjar

1SG Europe-ALL/LOC'  g0.J.COND
‘If I had the money I'd go to Europe’

195 Authier refers to it as a complex suffix, but still glosses it as a combination of the clitics =ge and
=(i)s (Authier 2012: 267).

19 Nichols glosses this as ADV ‘adverb form’, while the suffixes —ie/-a rather express allative and
locative functions in Ingush (Jakovlev 2001: 196-198), which makes Nichols labelling surprising
since she also states that its function is to express ‘most often location and goal” (Nichols 2011:
427).
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(354)

Ghodoberi (Kibrik 1996: 209) (gloss adapted from source)

[min manza  ih-u bu=k’a-wara],
2SG.ERG food make.PFV-CVB  NH=be.PFV-IRR.COND.CVB
is:e mak*atta ba=k’-u-tfi-bu ba=k’-uci

we.EXCL hungry HPL=be-FUT-PTCP HPL=be.PFV-NEG
‘If you had made food, we wouldn’t have been so hungry’

The modal suffixes —je and —te in Adyghe combine with the conditional converb
suffix —me to indicate ‘optative’ conditional clauses, which Rogava & Keraseva
refers to as desiderative particles, as they express ‘desirable unrealised actions’
(Rogava & Keraseva 1966: 305). This could also be analysed as a combination of
mood and converb, further supporting the notion that converbs are not non-finite by
definiton. Example (355) suggests that these constructions should be analysed as
irreal converbs, as a desiderative interpretation becomes problematic for negated
conditional clauses.

(355)

Adyghe (Rogava & Keraseva 1966: 189) (my glossing)

sapqe, [te to-ne-ma-so-ga-ge-je.mej,

true 1PL  1PL-DIST-NEG-reach-PFV-PST-IRR.COND.CVB
te’ale-r xekV ade-gta-ge

young.man-ABS perish-FUT/IPFV*’-PST

‘Tt is true, if we would not have reached him, the young man would have
perished’*®

Although irrealis conditional converbs are primarily found in Nakh-Dagestanian
and Northwest Caucasian languages, the Megrelian and Laz particle -k’o(n) appears
to indicate irrealis or counterfactual conditional subordinate clauses (Vamling &
Tchantouria 1993: 76; Lacroix 2009: 805; Oztiirk & Péchtrager 2011: 81), which
suggests that it functions as an irrealis conditional converb.

(356)

Laz (Oztiirk & Péchtrager 2011: 81) (reglossed)

[sk’ani-se v-ort -i-k’o]
2SG-ALL 1.S-be-PST.1SG-IRR.COND.CVB
dersi V-i-Galis-a-@-rt'u

lesson.NOM  1.S-NV-work-SUBJ-PRS.1SG-AUX.PST
‘If I were you, | would study’

97 The complex suffix -eta-re is described as a past imperfective (Rogava & Keraseva 1966: 212),
while it is formally composed of the future suffix -¢fo and the past suffix -se, cf. similar
constructions indicating conditional mood in Germanic and Romance languages.

198 Glossed and transliterated from ILveinkss, ms muinampicbicbazva-e-m3, klanap xaxlodaumoizss
and translated from Russian ‘[IpaBza, eciu 6 MbI He 10OPAIHCh 70 HETO, TO OH MOruo ObI’.
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The Purposive converb function

The Purposive converb indicates that the subordinate clause is the purpose of the
main clause, typically corresponding to the conjunction ‘in order to’ (K6nig 1995:
65), as the main clause is carried out with the purpose specified in the subordinate
clause. Affixes with a purposive function are found in a majority of the Nakh-
Dagestanian languages, in most Northwest Caucasian and in some Turkic
languages.

(357)  Hinug (Comrie, Forker & Khalilova 2012: 174) (original glossing)

haw yodes  kekir-ho zogq'e-n Ceg-i-do

3SG daily send-PRS be-UWPST  forest-IN-DIR
[inahzek'u r-ut’-ayaz]

mushroom(V) V-gather-PURP(.CVB)

‘(They) send her daily into the forest to gather mushrooms’

(358)  Abkhaz (O’Herin 2020: 487) (gloss adapted from source)

[s-yiza di-s-ba-rani]
1SG.POSS-friend 3SG.H.ABS-1SG.ERG-see-PURP.CVB!®
a-kalak/ ax’ s-ce-jt’

DEF-town to 1SG.ABS-go-AOR.IND.DYN
‘I went to town to see my friend’

(359)  Karachay-Balkar (Aliev 1973: 221) (my glossing)
al-yan-biz onow-nu gol-ubuz-ya
take-PFV-1PL  power-ACC hand-1PL.POSS-DAT/ALL
[tin¢  dzasaw qur-arya]
calm life build-PURP.CVB
“‘We have taken power into our own hands in order to build a calm life’*®

The Locational/Locative converb function

The Locational, Local or Locative converb indicates the location of the main clause
by means of a locational subordinate clause, typically corresponding to the
conjunction ‘where’ (Creissels 2010: 121; Comrie, Forker & Khalilova 2012: 168;
Forker 2020b: 261). The locational converb conveys the general location of an
action without further specification, which should be compared to the related
directional and ablative converbs mentioned below. Locational converbs appear to

199 O’ Herin describes the purposive in Abkhaz as a ‘purposive mood’ (O’Herin 2020: 487), while the
function of the suffixes -ranil-razi indicates that they rather should be analysed as purposive
converbs.

20 Glossed and transliterated from Anzvantors onoyny kbonybyseva muiny Oxcauay kvypapevba and
translated from Russian ‘B3siin BiacTh B CBOM PYKH, YTOOBI IOCTPOHUTH CIIOKOWHYIO KU3HB .
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only be present in the Nakh-Dagestanian and Northwest Caucasian languages in the
Caucasus.

(360)  Chechen (Molochieva 2010: 26) (gloss adapted from source)
[sa: voh-V-oz-cah) b-ai?i-na  k’anta-s  kui
3SG.REFL DE-V-fall-LOC.CVB B-lose-PFV boy-ERG hat.ABS(B)
“The boy lost his hat at the place where he fell down’

(361)  Xaidaq (Temirbulatova 2004: 202) (my glossing)

[insan-t-al-li c¢i-a-j-ig-na]

human-PL-OBL-ERG SUPER-NEG-1.SG-see.IPFV-LOC.CVB
Ainig-c.i di?a‘ n-w-iz-iw ca-j
cave(IV)-INTER hide-1.SG-sit.PFV-PFV COP-1.5G

‘He hid in that cave, where people could not see him’>%*

(362)  Kabardian (Kumakhov & Vamling 2009: 61) (reglossed, retransliterated)
[psace-r  zde-gasa-r] ¢’ale-m  jo-lex*-a-¢
gir-F-ABS LOC.CVB-sit-ABS boy-OBL 3SG.ERG-see-PFV-IND
‘The boy saw where the girl sits’

The Manner converb function

The Manner converb indicates that main clause is carried out in the manner of the
subordinate clause, typically corresponding to the conjunction ‘as (if)’ or the gerund
in English and the gérondif in French (Authier 2009: 137). Since manner is often
expressed by participles and gerunds in many languages, it is generally difficult to
make a clear-cut distinction between manner converbs and gerunds. The function of
the manner converb is closely related to the similative converb in the same way that
the adverbial case is similar but not identical to the equative/similative case (cf.
section 5.1.1.2). Manner converbs are found in half a dozen Nakh-Dagestanian
languages and in some Northwest Caucasian languages, e.g. Abkhaz (Hewitt 2010:
191), Abaza (Genko 1955: 150; Lomtatidze & Klychev 1989: 142), Abzakh Adyghe
(Konuk 2022: 353) and Ubykh (Fenwick 2011: 161).

(363)  Chechen (Molochieva 2010: 24) (gloss adapted from source)
[so ca-gu-cox] tiex  j-eli-ra za:ra
1SG.ABS NEG-see-MNR.CVB by J-g0-WPST Zara.ABS
‘Zara passed by as if she did not see me’

201 Glossed and transliterated from uncanmannu wuaiivena, elunuxvyyu ouelanusicus yaii, and
translated from Russian ‘[Clmpsitascst B TakoM MecTe - Tieiepe, r/e JIOsIM He BUTHO .
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(364)  Kryts (Authier 2009: 57) (reglossed)
[ula-ci uxvats -ra] zina-z
eat-SEQ sing-MNR.CVB  1SG.REFL-DAT
ku-kvar-yu-ni-zin
REDUP-walk-PRS.F-PST-1SG
‘I was walking by myself, eating and singing’ %

(365)  Ubykh (Vogt 1963: 128; Fenwick 2011: 161) (gloss adapted from Fenwick)
[e-g"3g"s-Qi-ms3] e-ki’3-n
3SG.ABS-shuffle-MNR.CVB  3SG.ABS-go-PRS
‘He goes shuffling like an old man’

The Directional/Lative converb function

The Directional or Lative converb indicates that the main clause takes place in the
direction towards the location of the subordinate clause, typically corresponding to
the conjunction ‘towards where’ or ‘whither’. The directional converb is hence
functionally related to the locational and ablative converbs. The directional converb
is only found in a small number of Nakh-Dagestanian languages, e.g. Chechen
(Jakovlev 1940: 252-253), Ingush (Jakovlev 2001: 399), Xaidaq (Temirbulatova
2004: 203), Tsez (Alekseev & Radzabov 2004: 146), Beztha (Comrie, Khalilov &
Khalilova 2015: 409) and Karata (Magomedbekova 1971: 174). The
directional/lative converb is often segmentable as the locational converb with a
directional/lative suffix, e.g. —ca-fia in Ingush and —guri-r in Karata.

(366)  Ingush (Jakovlev 2001: 399) (my glossing)
[so v-axa-cakial, duga d-ar balx-as
1SG  V-go-DIR.CVB much D-be.PST  work-PL
‘Where (lit. whither) | went, there was much work’%%

(367)  Karata (Magomedbekova 1971: 175) (my glossing)
[b-is-am-gurir] t’'am-a ho-b hedela
I1I-find-PST.I1I-DIR.CVB  throw-IMP  DEM-III  thing(I11).ABS
“Throw that thing towards where (lit. whither) you found it’2*

The prefixes ayindza- in Abkhaz and ax’?a—/?ax’i- in Abaza express the adverbial
function ‘whither’ (Genko 1955: 108; Lomtatidze & Klychev 1989: 138; Hewitt
2010: 190), and could therefore be analysed as directional converbs.

202 Translated from French ‘Je me promenais pour moi, en mangeant et en chantant’.

203 Glossed and transliterated from Co saxduaxva, dyxkxa dap 6anxaws, and translated from Russian
‘B T0ii CTOPOHE/MECTHOCTH, Ky/a 51 Chbe3/I1JI, OBLIIO MHOTO paboThL.”.

204 Translated from Russian ‘[B]pocs 3Ty Bels Tyza, e Hamen .
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(368)  Abkhaz (Hewitt 2010: 190) (my glossing)
[b-aydindza-co] Z-dir-wajt’
2F.SG-DIR.CVB-go  1SG.ABS-know-PRS.IND.DYN
‘T know where (whither) you are going”®®

(369)  Abaza (Lomtatidze & Klychev 1989: 138) (reglossed)
[j-ax7?a-$-ga-z] da-ca-t’
3NH.ABS-DIR.CVB-1PL-take-PST.NFIN 3H.SG.ABS-go-AOR.IND
‘(S)he went to where we had taken it/them’

The Similative converb function

The Similative converb indicates that the action of the main clause is carried out in
a manner which is similar to the action of the subordinate clause, typically
corresponding to the conjunctions ‘as’, ‘like’ or ‘in the same way as...” (Creissels
2010: 134). Previous literature mentions the Comparative converb as corresponding
to the conjunctions ‘as if’, ‘as’ or ‘like’ (K6nig 1995: 72), but this is not an optimal
term in a Caucasian context as there are truly comparative converbs in the Caucasus
(cf. the comparative converb below).

(370)  Northern Akhvakh (Creissels 2010: 134) (original glossing)
[Suni gv-érog.e] Zetla-la g ij-al
yesterday  do-SIMIL(.CVB) today-ADD do-IMP
‘Do today as you did yesterday!’

(371)  Kumyk (Abdullaeva et al. 2014: 379) (my glossing)
xajrulla, [birew  ur-sandaj], ujan-ip get-di
Xajrulla someone hit-SIMIL.CVB wake.up-CVB go-PST
“Xajrulla suddenly woke up, as if someone had hit him’?®

The similative converb should potentially be grouped together with the manner
converb as both categories encode the manner of the main clause, while the
similative converb optimally refers to two different events and the manner converb
referes to one single event. These categories do however appear to be in
complementary distribution in the Nakh-Dagestanian and Northwest Caucasian
language families. Fenwick describes the postposition gizte” “as, like’ in Ubykh as
indicating ‘subordination of manner’ (Fenwick 2011: 174), while -giete” seems to
rather have a similative function and the converb -giimss appears to have a function
which is closer to a typical manner converb (Fenwick 2011: 161), cf. (365).

205 Glossed and transliterated from Baxweinzayo 30uipyeum.

206 Glossed and transliterated from Xaiipyana, 6upes ypevanoaii, yauvin 2emou, and translated from
Russian ‘Xaiipysuia BHE3aIHO MPOCHYJICS, KaK OYATO KTO-TO €ro yaapui’.
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(372)  Ubykh (Fenwick 2011: 174) (gloss adapted from source)
[sé-n3-n
1SG.POSS-mother-ERG
ds-si-@-di-g*-q '3-n-giete 'i-n],
SUB-1SG.ABS-3SG.ERG-CAUS-be.born-PST-OBL-SIMIL.CVB-ADV
si-t’3tf73:q '3-f~3w:t
1SG.ABS-naked-become-FUT
‘I will become as naked as [when] my mother gave birth to me’

The Ablative converb function

The Ablative converb indicates that the location of the subordinate clause is the
origin or source of the main clause, typically corresponding to the conjunction ‘from
where’ or ‘whence’. The ablative converb is functionally related to the locational
and directional converbs, and the directional prefix described above in Abkhaz has
an ablative counterpart, i.e. ayint”’- ‘from where, whence’ (Hewitt 2010: 191).

(373)  Abkhaz (Hewitt 2010: 191) (my glossing)
[b-aydint’-a:-wa] Z-dir-wajt’
2F.SG-ABL.CVB-come-PRS.NFIN  1SG.ABS-know-PRS.IND.DYN
‘T know whence you are coming%’

Ablative converbs are potentially found in a small number of Nakh-Dagestanian
languages, i.e. Chechen (Jakovlev 1940: 251), Ingush (Jakovlev 2001: 397), Xaidaq
(Temirbulatova 2004: 202) and Tsez (Alekseev & Radzabov 2004: 146). As with
the directional/lative converb, the ablative converb is often composed of the
locational converb and an ablative suffix, while in Ingush it is even possible to
combine the locational converb with both the lative and ablative suffixes, cf. (374)

(374)  Ingush (Jakovlev 2001: 399) (my glossing)

a. [so v-ena-caral, at:a d-ar balx-as
1SG V-come-ABL.CVB easy  D-be.PST work-PL
‘Where | came from, work was easy’*®

b. [so v-ena-cakaral, at:a d-ar balx-as

1SG  V-come-DIR.ABL.CVB easy  D-be.PST work-PL
‘In the direction of where I came from, work was easy’**

207 Glossed and transliterated from baxvbinmoaaaya 306ipyeum.

208 Glossed and transliterated from Co senauapa, amma dap 6anxaw, and translated from Russian
‘Tam, oTkyzma s mpumen, pabora jgerkas’.

209 Glossed and transliterated from Co senauaxvapa, amma dap 6anxaw, and translated from Russian
‘B Toi1 cTopone, oTKyzaa s mpuexai, pabora Oblia Jerkas .
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The Gradual/Graduative converb function

The Gradual or Graduative converb indicates ‘a gradual development of the
adverbial clause situation that correlates with a development in the superordinate
clause situation’ (Haspelmath 1993: 387), thus roughly corresponding to the English
‘the more ..., the more ...” (Creissels 2010: 134) or to constructions of the type ‘as
Y gradually happens, X becomes more true’. Gradual converbs are found in a small
number of Nakh-Dagestanian languages, e.g. Lezgian (Haspelmath 1993: 387),
Tabasaran (Babaliyeva 2013: 281), Tsakhur (Kibrik & Testelets 1999: 543), Tsez
(Comrie, Forker & Khalilova 2012: 160), Northern Akhvakh (Creissels 2010: 134)
and Mehweb (Sheyanova 2019: 247).

(375)  Lezgian (Haspelmath 1993: 387) (gloss adapted from source)

[cun ylir-U-z agaq -irdawaj]
we.ABS village-OBL-DAT reach-GRAD.CVB
rik’-i-K galabuluy akat-zawa

heart-OBL-SUB.ESS excitement  appear-IPFV
‘As we are approaching the village, the heart is getting (more and more)
excited.’

(376)  Northern Akhvakh (Creissels 2010: 134) (gloss adapted from source)
[hudu-we tt’-ii.dale] tat-ari
DEM-M dance-GRAD.CVB  get.tired-PFV
“The more he danced, the more he got tired’

The Substitutive converb function

The Substitutive or Contrastive converb contrasts the action of the subordinate
clause with the action of the main clause, typically corresponding to the conjunction
‘instead of” in English (K&nig 1995: 64). There are only a few converbs with a
substitutive function attested in the data, e.g. Beztha - afsada(l) (Comrie, Khalilov
& Khalilova 2015: 412), Tabasaran —ayiz/-ayiz which also has posterior and
terminative functions (Babaliyeva 2013: 282-284), and —Dei(n)jon/—jon in Juhuri
(Authier 2012: 276; Belayev 2020: 610). It is however important to point out that |
have not found any examples of substitutive subordinate clauses in any descriptions
of Lezgian (Haspelmath 1993; Ganieva 2007; Ganieva 2008; Babaliyeva 2007).

(377)  Bezhta (Comrie, Khalilov & Khalilova 2015: 412) (my glossing)
[ayxow-aisada(l)] | [Cay-alsada(l)]
read-SUBST.CVB / write-SUBST.CVB
‘instead of reading’ /  ‘instead of writing’?*°

210 Glossed, transliterated and translated from x»os-arveva-0d(n) ‘Bmecto Toro, 4ro6sl untars’ and
4ax-arveba-0d(n) ‘BMECTO TOTO, YTOOBI MIHCATh .
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(378)  Juhuri (Authier 2012: 276) (adapted from source gloss)

[e=ijire guy, tertdSdi=revoz  gelin-giyov  bi-reinjon]
LOC=such strength haste=INS married be-SUBST.CVB
a=qarqi kovre deryoh  domun-de Xub=i
LOC=depth blue. ATTR  sea remain.in-INF  good=COP.3SG

‘Instead of getting forcibly and hastily married, it is better to drown (lit.
remain) in the depths of the blue sea.’?*

(379)  Tabasaran (Babaliyeva 2013: 189) (original glossing)

[uvu-z 5-ayiz] keSkena wuzu  dazdi-z
2SG-DAT come-POSTR(.CVB) PTCL 1SG donkey.OBL-DAT
BU-§-Niyi-§/

AOR-go-AOR.PST-IF
‘If only I had married a donkey instead of marrying you!’ 22

Example (379) is peculiar however, as the substitutive -8yiz can just as well be
interpreted as a posterior clause (which it is also glossed as), thus yielding the
alternative reading ‘if only I had married a donkey before marrying you’.

The Comparative converb function

The Comparative converb compares the subordinate clause to the main clause,
typically corresponding to the English conjunction ‘than’, and has a function that is
identical to the comparative case (cf. section 5.1.1.2). The term comparative has
also been used for converbs corresponding to the English conjunctions ‘as if’, ‘as’
and ‘like’ (Konig 1995: 72, 76), which rather should be analysed as instances of
similative or equative converbs (Creissels 2010: 134; Johanson 2022a: 50).
Comparative converb functions have been described in Standard Dargwa (Musaev
2002: 140) and Tsakhur (Kibrik & Testelets 1999: 566-568).

(380)  Tsakhur (Kibrik & Testelets 1999: 566-567) (gloss adapted from source)

zuhr-é ginej-bi jug=da ha?-a
Zuhra-ERG  bread.IV-PL good=ADV.NHPL NH.PL.make-IPFV
[fat imat-é t'ele-bi ha?v-i-le]

[Fatima-ERG  khinkal-PL ~ NH.PL.make.PF-MSD-COMPR.CVB]
‘Zuhra is better at making bread than Fatima is at making khinkal>**®

21 Translated from French ‘Plutot que d’étre marié de force et a toute vitesse comme cela, il vaut
mieux rester noyé au fond de la mer’.

212 Translated from French “Si seulement j’avais épousé un ane au lieu de me marier avec toi !”.

213 Translated from Russian * 3yxpa nenaer xne6 mnyuiie, yem dartuma nenaer XMHKabI .
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The comparative converb —cuol/~cul described in Chechen (Molochieva 2010:
26; Komen, Molochieva & Nichols 2020: 360) expresses that the subordinate clause
is an ‘unpreferred alternative’ to the main clause, which Molochieva translates as
‘rather than’, thereby having a slightly different function, cf. (381).

(381)  Chechen (Molochieva 2010: 26) (gloss adapted from source)
[xi mola-cul] Cai mie-ra d-u as
water  drink-COMPR.CVB tea drink-FUT D-be.PRS 1SG.ERG
‘I will drink tea rather than water’

6.10.3. Contextual or non-specialised converbs

Contextual converbs or polyfunctional are converbs that ‘have three or more
adverbial meanings’ (Nedjalkov 1995: 106), thus having multiple converbal
functions. | would suggest that the concept of contextual converbs should be
replaced by the wider concept of non-specialised converbs as this also includes
Nedjalkov’s concept of narrative converbs. Non-specialised converbs would
therefore comprise all converbs that are not clearly specialised. | will present the
various contextual and non-specialised converbs found in the languages of the
Caucasus below.

Observed non-specialised converbs expressed by affixation by number of languages

General -

Perfective - Nakh-Dagestanian
Kartvelian
Imperfective = Northwest Caucasian
Indo-European

Turkic

Negative -

Consecutive/Sequential

Non-specialised converb function

0.0 2.5 7.5 10.0 12.5 15.0 17.5

Ln

Number of languages
Figure 6.9: The most common contextual converbs expressed through affixation in the data
according to number of languages.

The General converb function

The General converb indicates that the clause is subordinate, but it does not entail
any specific information regarding the relationship between the subordinate clause
and the main clause (Kustova 2019: 255). Nedjalkov’s concept of narrative
converbs appears to be largely identical with the function of the general converb
(Nedjalkov 1995: 109). There are numerous examples of converbs that can either
be analysed as general converbs or as polyfunctional converbs with separate
functions, and the functional approach of this thesis makes Nedjalkov’s definition
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of contextual converbs as having three or more converbal functions inherently
problematic. The Turkic converb suffix -Ib/-Ip is a good example, as it covers
simultaneous, causal and manner functions in North Azerbaijani (Siraliev 1971:
143) but it also generally connects clauses (Ragagnin 2022: 257), while in Kumyk
it covers anterior, simultaneous, causal and manner functions (Abdullaeva et al.
2014: 373-374). | have therefore analysed all -1b/-1p converbs as general converbs,
which means that general converbs are found in all Turkic languages of the
Caucasus (Ragagnin 2022: 257; Berta & Csatd 2022: 332; Karako¢ 2022: 363).

The Turkic —Ib/-1p converb has previously been analysed as a narrative converb
(Nedjalkov 1995: 109), which furthers the notion that the general converb and the
narrative converb should be regarded as synonymous concepts. However, the term
narrative converb can refer to the perfective converb in languages with a
perfective/imperfective converb distinction, e.g. the Tsezic languages (Comrie,
Forker & Khalilova 2012: 160). Bezhta lacks an imperfective converb (Comrie,
Forker & Khalilova 2012: 167), which means that the ‘perfective/narrative’ converb
in Bezhta should instead be analysed as a general converb. Since the general converb
by definition is a non-specialised converb, | have chosen to simply gloss it as CVB
below.

(382)  North Azerbaijani (Siraliev 1971: 143) (my glossing)
a. [mahru bas-in-1 asagr sal-1b] otur-mus-du
Mahru head-3SG.POSS-ACC down put-CVB  sit-PFV-PST
‘Mahru had sat down, lowering his head’?**

b. [ay sel-in hayasizlig-in-dan
moon  stream-GEN shamelessness-3SG.POSS-ABL
utan-zb] gizla-n-mig-di

be.ashamed.CVB  hide-REFL-PFV-PST
“The moon had hid itself, ashamed by the impudence
of the stream’#®

C. [korim [o-nun bas-in-1 sigalla-jib],
Kerim 3SG-GEN head-3SG.POSS-ACC stroke-CVB
Uz-un-dan op-di
face-3SG.POSS-ABL kiss-PST

‘Kerim, having stroked his head, kissed him on the face’*'®

214 Translated from Russian ‘Maxpy cuzes1, OIyCTUB TONOBY’ .
215 Translated from Russian ‘Jlyna cripsTanack, CTBIASCh HATTIOCTH TIOTOKA.

216 Translated from Russian ‘Kepum, HOrafus ero mo roiose, MoHeI0Ball B JIHIIO .
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(383)  Iron Ossetic (Bagaev 1965: 357) (my glossing)
balccon fee-caej-cid-is
traveller PV-IPFV-go.PST-3SG
[beey j& feedil  idadz-zj las-gee]
horse ~ 3SG after rein-ABL pull-CVB

‘The traveller walked away, leading a horse after him by the rein*?*’

The Perfective converb function

The Perfective converb is a subtype of the general converb that is only used for
subordinate clauses that precede the action in the main clause (Kustova 2019: 256;
Forker 2020a: 458), hence it typically encodes anteriority (Forker 2020b: 260). Even
though the perfective converb is functionally similar to the anterior converb, they
must be distinguished as the perfective converb is not a specialised converb
(Kustova 2019: 255). All languages in the data with a perfective converb also have
an anterior converb, which further indicates that they are two separate functions.
The presence of ‘past” and ‘present” converbs in Abkhaz and Abaza should also be
analysed as instances of perfective and imperfective converbs, as they have an
identical function (O’Herin 2020: 471). There are also potential perfective converbs
in a few other Northwest Caucasian languages, as the suffix -ja/-a; appears to have
a past general converbal function (Rogava & Keraseva 1966: 173; Konuk 2022:
359), which might also be true for the Ubykh converbal suffix - gi#/~i (Fenwick
2011: 159).

(384)  Bezhta (Comrie, Forker & Khalilova 2012: 182) (original glossing)
hogo  y-uyo-s [Zamilati dc’enayig-na itna tfi
3SG II-die-PRS  Zhamilat.ERG ninety-and Six  year
émro-na b-oh-na]
life(lll)-and  1l1-do-PFV.CVB
‘After Zhamilat lived for 96 years, she dies (lit. She dies, Zhamilat having
lived for 96 years)’

(385)  Abzakh Adyghe (Konuk 2022: 360) (reglossed)
[Pel3-r q3waf-aj]
child-ABS.DEF  wake.up-PFV.CVB
Jo-fxon Jo-fxo-
3SG.POSS-meal 3SG.ERG-eat-PST
*After waking up (lit. having woken up), the child ate his/her meal>*'®

27 Glossed and transliterated from Genyyon geeyceriyviouc beex iice gheedwin udadseeii nacece, and
translated from Russian ‘ITyruuk 1men, Bess 3a co0oil KoHs 3a mosox’. The preverb fae- indicates
motion away from the speaker (Thorardson 2009: 68), hence ‘walked away’.

218 Translated from French ¢ Aprés s’étre réveillé, I’enfant a pris son repas’.
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The Imperfective converb function

The Imperfective converb is a subtype of the general converb which is only used for
subordinate clauses that are simultaneous with the action in the main clause
(Kustova 2019: 256). Imperfective converbs typically convey simultaneity and
manner (Forker 2020b: 261), e.g. the imperfective converb in Lezgian (Haspelmath
1993: 380).

(386)  Lezgian (Haspelmath 1993: 378) (reglossed)

aburu [sad-a=sad-a-w ciik»-er wugu-z]
3PL.ERG o0ne-OBL=0ne-OBL-AD flower-PL give-IPFV.CVB
[Sad Jja-7] siihbetar-zawa-j

glad be-IPFV.CVB talk-IPFV-PST

‘They were talking gladly (lit. being glad), giving flowers to each other’

The ‘present’ converbs in Abkhaz, Abaza and Abzakh Adyghe should therefore also
be analysed as imperfective converbs (O’Herin 2020: 471; Konuk 2022: 352), cf.
the perfective converb above. The Ubykh converbal suffix -¢3 is also a potential
imperfective converb (Fenwick 2011: 160).

(387)  Abkhaz (O’Herin 2020: 472) (reglossed)
[ak ri-fa-wa] di-tVa-wp’
something-eat-IPFV.CVB  3SG.H.ABS-sit-PRS.IND.STAT
‘He is sitting eating’

The Negative converb function

The Negative converb indicates that the subordinate clause is negated, typically
corresponding to constructions of the type ‘without X-ing” (Johanson 2022a: 58).
Negative converbal affixes are found in a few Nakh-Dagestanian languages, e.g.
Avar (Forker 2020b: 262), Tindi (Magomedova 2012: 151), Rutul (Maxmudova
2001: 160), Itsari Dargwa (Sumbatova & Mutalov 2003: 239) and Khwarshi
(Khalilova 2009: 208).

(388)  Avar (Charachidzé 1981: 192; Forker 2020b: 262) (gloss adapted from

source)
[femera-b  mey:  b-a-¢’ogo), padisah  y*-ana
much-NH  time NH-go-NEG.CVB  king die-AOR

‘Not much time went by and the king died’
Negative converbs are also found in all Turkic languages of the Caucasus

(Siraliev 1971: 144; Dehghani 2000: 126; Abdullaeva et al. 2014: 375; Ragagnin
2022: 254; Berta & Csat6 2022: 332; Karakog 2022: 363).
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(389)  Kumyk (Abdullaeva et al. 2014: 296) (my glossing)

[sen gel-e de-p esit-se-m],
2SG come-CVB say-CVB hear-COND.CVB-1SG
[awru-maj] ol-er ed-im

be.il-NEG.CVB die-CAUS COP-1SG
‘If 1 had heard (it being said) that you were coming, | would die without
being ill’#°

The Consecutive/Sequential converb function

The Consecutive or Sequential converb indicates that one or more clauses are
chained together as they typically have the same subject and the tense-aspect-mood
is only realised on the last clause of the sequence of joined clauses (Babaliyeva
2013: 314). The consecutive converbs could be analysed as examples of narrative
converbs (Nedjalkov 1995: 109). Consecutive converbs have been described in
Ingush (Nichols 2011: 294) and the Lezgic languages of Tabasaran (Babaliyeva
2013: 315), Tsakhur (Schulze 1997: 52), Kryts (Authier 2009: 137) and Archi
(Chumakina, Bond & Corbett 2016: 39).

(390)  Tabasaran (Babalieyva 2013: 315) (gloss adapted from source)
dumu, [céa-z a-yi buyara  bacuk’
3SG self. OBL-DAT be.in-PTCP  Bukhara papakh (wool hat)
ulu<b>k’-nu],
put.on<NH>-SEQ.CVB

[marci  c’iyi Cuya g'a<b>x-nu],

clean new coat put.on<NH>-SEQ.CVB
[arsran  ¢'ul idi<b>t’-nu],

silver belt tie<NH>-SEQ.CVB

[k’aru cekmyir alax-nu],

black boot.PL put.on-SEQ.CVB

gtana  sumcri-z sU-§-U

again  wedding.OBL-DAT AOR-go-AOR
‘He put on his own Astrakhan (lit. Bukhara) hat, his clean new coat, his
silver belt, his black boots and he went back to the wedding again®?*°

Molochieva describes the converb —i in Chechen as having an immediate anterior
function, while it can only be used in ‘chained clauses and in chained imperative
constructions’ (Molochieva 2010: 20), cf. the sequential converb —ie in Ingush
(Nichols 2011: 294).

219 Glossed and transliterated from Cen zene den swumcen, aspymaii ovnep 30um, and translated
from Russian ‘Ecnu Gbl st yCIbIIana, 4To Thl PHE3KAEIb, TO, He OoJies, ymepiia Obl’.

220 Translated from French Il mit le chapeau d'astrakan qu'il avait, sa veste neuve et propre, sa
ceinture en argent, et des bottes noires et repartit au marriage’.
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(391)  Chechen (Molochieva 2010: 20) (gloss adapted from source)

[mu.sa ha=?a-v-0:5-i

Musa.ABS(V) PROX=ADD-V-come.IPFV-SEQ.CVB

nia? ha=ra-j-o:l-i

door. ABS(J) PROX=ADD-J-open.IPFV-SEQ.CVB

axca ha=2a-0ec-i] dfa-v-oed-u

money.ABS  PROX=ADD-take-SEQ.CVB  DIST-V-go.IPFV-PRS
‘Musa is coming and opening the door and taking the money and going
away’

6.11. Spatial preverbs and spatial functions

Preverbs are a category of verbal prefixes that have a wide array of functions, but in
the languages of the Caucasus they mainly encode spatial and aspectual information
(Arkadiev & Lander 2020: 412; Testelets 2020: 507). They are found in all three
endemic language families of the Caucasus (Ganenkov & Maisak 2020: 109;
Arkadiev & Lander 2020; Testelets 2020) and in the Iranian languages (Belayev
2020: 606). Although spatial preverbs are the most widespread type of preverbs in
the region, it is important to consider that Kartvelian preverbs systematically encode
aspect, tense and spatial information simultaneously in a remarkably intricate
manner (Boeder 2005: 32-34). The term spatial preverbs is not optimal however, as
most Northwest Caucasian languages also encode spatial information by means of
suffixes (Aristava 1968: 156; Smeets 1984: 274) and circumfixes (Rogava &
KeraSeva 1966: 289-291; Paris 1989: 185).

It is meaningful to divide the spatial reference of preverbs into orientation and
direction, which is conventionally done for spatial cases (as seen in section 5.1.2),
since spatial preverbs often convey functions that are identical to the functions of
spatial cases. Spatial preverbs typically encode more specific grammatical functions
than spatial cases, especially with regard to spatial orientations, as many Northwest
Caucasian languages differentiate more than 20 preverb orientations (Rogava &
Keraseva 1966; 112-134; Smeets 1984: 253-261; Kumaxov 2006: 260-268; Hewitt
2010: 114-121).

This study is not exhaustive due to the extremely rich preverb inventories in
certain Northwest Caucasian languages as e.g. Abkhaz has been described as having
123 separate preverbs (Spruit 1986: 22-31). Kartvelian preverbs generally express
deictic functions while the Megrelian and Laz spatial preverb inventories are almost
as complex as the Northwest Caucasian systems (Boeder 2005; Reseck 2015;
Oztirk & Pochtrager 2011). Reseck (2015) also acknowledges the importance of
describing spatial preverbs according to orientation and direction (Reseck 2015: 59),
but her definition of orientation follows Shanidze as it only covers deictic functions
(Reseck 2015: 95-96).
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| therefore give a tentative categorisation of only the most common orientations
and directions expressed by preverbs in the Caucasus, in analogy with the
categorisation used for spatial cases. This is not unproblematic, as preverbs
generally convey a wider array of functions than spatial cases, which necessitates
the introduction of new orientational and directional categories. It is also worth
discussing whether certain preverb orientations should be considered as instances
of noun incorporation instead (Chiribka 2003: 43), as many of them are clearly
derived from the noun they refer to, e.g. the Kabardian preverbs ?Pec’e- ‘in/into the
hands’ and efiera- ‘on/onto the head” where the first components are identical to the
nouns ?e ‘hand’ and e¢fie ‘head” (Kumaxov 2006: 268, 279). | will present the most
common preverb orientations followed by all preverb directions, followed by
discussion of the remaining preverb functions such as the Kartvelian aspectual
preverbs.

6.11.1. Orientational spatial functions

Most common preverb orientations expressed by affixation by number of languages

IN - S —
suPER - —
sUB -/ ———
pROX - S —
pisT -
rosT -

N Nakh-Dagestanian
v =
SUPRA ' BN Northwest Caucasian
| Indo-European
|

HAND -
ConT - I
INTER -
APUD -
LATER -
VERT -
HoMmE -
|IJ 5 ]Iir 15 Eltr 25 '_=.In
Number of languages

Turkic

Preverb orientation

Figure 6.10: Non-exhaustive list of the most common preverb orientations expressed through
affixation in the data according to number of languages.

The preverb orientation IN

The preverb orientation IN indicates that an action takes place in or inside
something, typically expressing inward motions. For some languages it must be
differentiated from the orientations INTER ‘in a mass’ (cf. the local case orientation
INTER). The orientation IN is found in all language families of the Caucasus with
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preverbs, thereby excluding the Turkic languages, and it is functionally identical to
the local case orientation IN.

(392)

(393)

(394)

(395)

Georgian (Bolkvadze & Kiziria 2023: 159) (my glossing)

Git’i Se-prin-d-a galia-si
bird IN-fly-PASS-AOR.3SG cage-IN
‘A bird flew into the cage’

Adyghe (Kumakhov & Vamling 2009: 35) (reglossed)

{’2-m So-r @-d-j-e-ce

man-OBL horse-ABS  3SG.ABS-IN-3SG.ERG-DYN/PRS-lead
“The man leads the horse into (something)’

Kryts (Authier 2009: 197) (gloss adapted from source, retransliterated)
xinib k’ul-ds-a {a-b-¢’-d-u

woman house-OBL-IN IN-F-go-AOR-F

“The woman entered the house’

Iron Ossetic (Erschler 2020: 682) (reglossed)

iuger ne=wat-me erba-yos-te wed=nem a-bad

if  1PL=room-ALL IN-climb-PST.2SG then=ALL.1PL MOM-sit.IMP
‘If you’ve gotten into our room, sit with us’

The preverb orientation SUPER

The preverb orientation SUPER indicates that an action takes place on the surface
of something, typically expressing motions ‘on’ or ‘onto’. The orientation SUPER
is the second most common preverb orientation and it is also found in all language
families of the Caucasus except Turkic.

(396)

Kabardian (Kumaxov 2006: 471) (my glossing)
txota-r st’olo-m tje---@-¢

book-ABS  table-OBL  SUPER-lie-PRS-IND
“The book lies on the table’?*

As we can see in the Lezgian example below (397), the SUPER preverb is
identical to the superessive case in some Lezgic languages.

221 Glossed and transliterated from Txstrvoip cmlonsi-vw menwuy, and translated from Russian ‘Kuura
JIKUT Ha CTOJE .
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(397)  Lezgian (Haspelmath 1993: 169) (gloss adapted from source)

ali-di k¥’ac-i-n kap-ar
Ali-ERG foot-OBL-GEN container-PL
kv’ ac-er-a-| al-uk’-na

foot-PL-OBL-SUPER  SUPER-put-AOR
‘Ali put his shoes on his feet’

In Megrelian and Laz the preverb orientation SUPER combines with the delative
preverb direction ‘down’ to express the combined superdelative function ‘down
onto a surface’, e.g. Megrelian do- (Reseck 2015: 65), Pazar Laz ce- (Oztirk &
Pochtrager 2011: 102) and gela- (Lacroix 2009: 402).

(398)  Megrelian (Reseck 2015: 68) (gloss adapted from source)

dza-se uskur-k geito-I

tree-ABL  apple-ERG ~ SUB.DE*?-fall. AOR.3SG

do dixa-s ku-do-I

and earth-DAT  AFF-SUPER.DE-fall. AOR.3SG

*An apple fell from the tree and it fell down on the ground’??

The preverb orientation SUB

The preverb orientation SUB indicates that an action takes place beneath something,
typically corresponding to the adverbs ‘under’ or ‘below’. The orientation SUB is
found in all three endemic language families of the Caucasus.

(399)  Megrelian (Reseck 2015: 78) (reglossed)
cuan-s diska  K-atu-(v)-u-t ur-e
pot-DAT wood AFF-SUB-1SG-OV-put.wood.into.fire-AOR
‘I put wood (into the fire) under the pot>?*

(400)  Abkhaz (Hewitt 2010: 116) (my glossing)
ayoza sa-c’a-la-jt’
blanket  1SG.ABS-SUB-enter-AOR.IND.DYN
‘T went under the blanket’**®

222 The preverb g(e)ito- is a complex preverb indicating a vertical downwards motion under a
horizontal surface (Reseck 2015: 79, 95), confirmed by Revaz Tchantouria (p.c.).

223 Translated from German ‘Ein Apfel fillt vom Baum und fillt auf die Erde’. Reseck glosses both
forms as aorist however, and the forms are confirmed to be aorist by Revaz Tchantouria (p.c.).
The original glossing of —I is ‘fall:3SG.AOR’, while it is simply the root of ‘to fall’.

224 Translated from German ‘Ich legte unter dem Topf Feuer nach’. Reseck glosses the verb as ¢ AFF-
KPRV-1SG.S:VV:anziind: AOR’ while the meaning of ¢ ‘ur- is translated as ‘[Holz] nachlegen,
nachfeuern’ by Fahnrich (2012), confirmed by Karina Vamling (p.c.).

225 Glossed and transliterated from Axsiza coiijaneum.
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(401)  Lezgian (Haspelmath 1993: 170) (reglossed)
kac  stol-di-n k’anik  ak-ax-na
cat table-OBL-GEN under ~ SUB-go-AOR
‘The cat went under the table’

The preverb directions PROX and DIST

The preverb orientation PROX indicates that an action is proximal or directed
towards or to the speaker, typically corresponding to the adverbs ‘here’ or ‘hither’.
The proximal preverb orientation is found in all Kartvelian languages (Aronson
1990: 42; Holisky 1991: 436; Fahnrich 1994: 83; Tuite 1997: 23; Oztirk &
Pochtrager 2011: 103; Reseck 2015: 97).

(402)  Georgian (Aronson 1990: 101, 108) (my glossing)

imit’om, rom xval ak zurab-is da sopik’o
because that tomorrow here  Zurab-GEN sister Sopik’o
mo-v-a

PROX-come-FUT.35G
‘Because Zurab’s sister Sopik’o will come here tomorrow’?%

The term cislocative is sometimes used for this function in the Northwest
Caucasian languages, while the Northwest Caucasian cislocative affixes tend to
have other functions as well (Arkadiev & Lander 2020: 415). Proximal preverbs are
found in all Northwest Caucasian languages (Rogava & Keraseva 1966: 112;
Smeets 1984: 253; Lomtatidze & Klychev 1989: 138; Chirikba 2003a: 54; Kumaxov
2006: 260; Fenwick 2011: 111).

(403)  Adyghe (Rogava & KeraSeva 1966: 112) (my glossing)

ape-w wane-m g-je-kv’e-’e-zo-ge-r
first-ADV house-OBL = PROX-3SG.OBL-go-TERM-REP-PFV-ABS
ajdamar  jo-sewezoj-eW geplan  ar-a

Aydamir  3SG.POSS-boy-ADV  Qaplan DEM-COP
‘Aydamir’s son Qaplan was the first to return here to the house’

The proximal preverbs are also found in the Nakh languages (Cokaev 1970: 123;
Holisky & Gagua 1994: 184; Nichols 2011: 346) and in the Dargic languages
(Magometov 1963: 176; Magometov 1982: 75; Van den Berg 2001: 32; Sumbatova
& Mutalov 2003: 63; Temirbulatova 2004: 187-189; Forker 2020a: 220).

226 Glossed and transliterated from 0do@md Ged bgse 55 beyBsdolb s beagazer 8eags.

227 Glossed and transliterated from Anay yrom kv-exlonlsoncobienap Alidamplp uub30%4cobiey
Kvonnvan apet and translated from Russian ‘TlepssiM BepHyIicst Cro/ia B IOM ChIH AfilaMbIpa
Kaman’.
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(404)  Chechen (Molochieva 2010: 122) (gloss adapted from source)
soe-ga ha-hi:zi-ra k’ant kest-kesta
1SG-ALL PROX-look.PFV.ITER-WPST boy.NOM often-REDUP
‘The boy looked at me (repeatedly for a while)’

The proximal preverb function is in oppositional relation with the distal preverb
orientation DIST, which indicates that an action is directed away from the speaker,
typically corresponding to the adverbs ‘there’ or ‘thither’. The orientation DIST is
also found in all Kartvelian languages (Aronson 1990: 42; Holisky 1991: 436;
Schmidt 1991: 505-506; Fahnrich 1994: 83; Reseck 2015: 97).

(405)  Georgian (Bolkvadze & Kiziria 2023: 497) (my glossing)

adre mi-vedit, magram  bilet-eb-i uk’ve
early  DIST-go.AOR.1IPL  but ticket-PL-NOM  already
ga-q id-ul-i iq’-0

ELA-sell-PTCP.PST-NOM  be-AOR.3SG
‘We went there early, but the tickets were already sold out’

The term translocative is sometimes used to describe the distal preverb function
in the Northwest Caucasian languages (Arkadiev & Lander 2020: 415). Distal
preverbs are common in the Northwest Caucasian languages, as they have been
described in Kabardian (Kumaxov 2006: 260), Adyghe (Rogava & Keraseva 1966:
114), Shapsug Adyghe (Smeets 1984: 260), Abkhaz (Aristava 1968: 151; Chirikba
2003a: 54) and Abaza (Genko 1955: 170; O’Herin 2020: 462).

(406)  Abkhaz (Aristava 1968: 152) (my glossing)
d-na-z-ga-ra-na
3SG.M.ABS-DIST-1SG.ERG-bring-MSD-PFV.CVB
sa-q’a-n
1SG.-be-PST.STAT
‘I had to bring him there’??

As for the proximal preverbs, distal preverbs are found in the Nakh and the Dargic
languages, and are typically found in dichotomous pairs of ‘hither’ and ‘thither’.
The Khinalug preverbs k*a(l)-/t"al- and la- should therefore also be analysed as
expressing a proximal/distal opposition, although Kibrik and Khvtisiashvili both
describe the distinction as being related to being ‘on the same level’ or ‘the same
horizontal plane” while also stressing the location of the speaker (Kibrik 1994b:
396; Khvtisiashvili 2013: 211-213). The deictic analysis is further supported by

28 Glossed and transliterated from onaszapanut coikan, and translated from Russian ‘[5] nomxen
ObLT ero (des.) TyJa MPUBECTH .
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Rind-Pawlowski, who analyses these forms as cislocative and translocative, i.e.
proximal and distal (Rind-Pawlowski 2023: 92).

(407)  Khinalug (Khvtisiashvili 2013: 208)?® (reglossed, retransliterated)
a. si z1 cva ¢<kal>g-i-s8-ma
3SG 1SG  house bring<PROX>-PFV-PST-IND
‘He brought me home ([...] The speaker is inside the house currently)’
b. z cva la-c’g-i-s&-méa
1SG house DIST-go-PFV-PST-IND
‘I went in the house ([...] which is not where the speaker is currently)’

The preverb orientation POST

The preverb orientation POST indicates that an action takes place behind or after
something, typically corresponding to the adverbs ‘behind’ or ‘after’. The preverb
orientation POST is therefore identical to the local case orientation POST, cf.
section 5.1.2.1. The orientation POST is found in all Northwest Caucasian
languages, although it appears to be absent in Abkhaz, while among the Kartvelian
languages it seems to only be present in Laz (Oztiirk & Pochtrager 2011: 104;
Rostovtsev-Popiel 2016)

(408)  Abzakh Adyghe (Konuk 2022: 329) (gloss adapted from source)
Pelz-r Jje-nz-m lo-kv’e-i
boy-ABS.DEF  3PL.POSS-mother-OBL POST-go-PFV
“The boy went behind his mother>?®

(409)  Laz (Oztiirk & Pochtrager 2011: 104) (my glossing)
ek’o-gut-in-u
POST-stand-AUGM-VN
‘to walk behind someone’

POST preverbs are also generally found in the Nakh, Dargic and Lezgic
languages. In Aghul, the POST orientation is used when e.g. putting on or taking
off clothes from behind (Magometov 1970: 159), demonstrating that the preverb can
also be used to express ‘behind oneself’.

229 Khvtisiashvili gives both forms as ending with —samé, which is clearly an error (Deseriev 1959;
Kibrik 1994b),

230 Translated from French ‘Le garGon est allé derriére sa mére’.
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(410)  Aghul (Magometov 1970: 159) (my glossing)
dada ga-c-une koul
father POST-put-PST.PFV  fur.coat
‘Father put on the fur coat’?*"

However, the POST orientation is more often used to express ‘to chase after
something/someone’, cf. example (411).

(411)  Sanzhi Dargwa (Forker 2020a: 218) (gloss adapted from source)
hit:i-b-uq-un=x:ar,
POST-NH-go.PFV-PRET=CONC.CVB
hit:i-a-jt-ex-ib
POST-NEG-DIST-go.PFV-PRET
‘Even though (the hare) ran after (the turtle), it did not reach it.’

The preverb orientation ANTE

The preverb orientation ANTE indicates that an action takes place in front of
something, typically corresponding to the prepositions ‘before’ or ‘in front of*. The
orientation ANTE is found in all Northwest Caucasian languages (Genko 1955: 172;
Rogava & KeraSeva 1966: 121, 129; Smeets 1984: 259; Paris 1989: 184; O’Herin
2002: 17, 216; Chirikba 2003a: 43; Kumaxov 2006: 264; Fenwick 2011: 112-113;
Konuk 2022: 328).

(412)  Abaza (O’Herin 2002: 217) (gloss adapted from source)
j-a-mc’a-gala-p’
3SG.NH.ABS-3SG.NH.ERG-ANTE-stand-STAT.PRS
‘It stands before it’

The ANTE orientation has also been described in Megrelian (Reseck 2015: 95;
Harris 1991b: 359) and Laz (Oztiirk & Pochtrager 2011: 105-106), and it is also
found in most Dargic languages (Magometov 1963: 179-180; Van den Berg 2001:
32; Sumbatova & Mutalov 2003: 63; Temirbulatova 2004: 191; Forker 2020a: 218)
and Aghul (Magometov 1970: 158).

(413)  Laz (Oztiirk & Pochtrager 2011: 106) (my glossing)
k’ots o-xed-u
ANTE-sit-VN
‘to sit in front of’

231 Translated from Russian ‘orer nazen my6y’.
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(414)  Sanzhi Dargwa (Forker 2020a: 218) (original gloss)
sa-r-b-uq.-a il!
ANTE-ABL-N-carry.PFV-IMP  that
‘Take it away! (from in front)’

The preverb orientation AD

The preverb orientation AD indicates that an action takes place by something,
typically corresponding to the adverb and preposition ‘by’, ‘at’ or ‘near’, and is
therefore identical to the adessive local case. The orientation AD is found in most
Northwest Caucasian languages, e.g. Kabardian (Kumaxov 2006: 266-268),
Adyghe (Rogava & KeraSeva 1966: 132), Shapsug Adyghe (Smeets 1984), Abaza
(Genko 1955: 172) and Ubykh (Fenwick 2011: 113).

AD preverbs are also present in numerous Nakh-Dagestanian languages, e.g.
Chechen (Cokaev 1970: 122, 129), Ingush (Nichols 2011: 365), Lezgian
(Haspelmath 1993: 167), Tabasaran (Babaliyeva 2013: 159), Rutul (Alekseev
1994a: 227), Kryts (Authier 2009: 123), Aghul (Magometov 1970: 158), Xaidaq
(Temirbulatova 2004: 191) and Itsari Dargwa (Sumbatova & Mutalov 2003: 63).

(415)  Lezgian (Haspelmath 1993: 157) (reglossed, retransliterated)

dasustan-di-n Zehil-ar pamjatnik-di-z,
Dagestan-OBL-GEN  youth-PL monument-OBL-DAT
gah ag-at-iz, gah  gag-at-iz, kilig-zawa

now AD-go-IPFV.CVB now FORL-go-IFPV.CVB look-IPFV
‘The Dagestanian youngsters are looking at the monument, while going
back and forth (lit. now going near, now going away)’**

The preverb orientation SUPRA

The preverb orientation SUPRA (from Latin supra ‘above’) indicates that an action
takes place above something, typically corresponding to the adverbs ‘above’ or
‘over’. The orientation SUPRA may appear identical to the orientation SUPER, but
many languages have separate preverbs for these two orientational functions. The
orientation SUPRA is found in most Northwest Caucasian languages (Genko 1955:
76; Rogava & KeraSeva 1966: 132-133; Chirikba 2003: 43; Kumaxov 2006: 268).
In Ubykh the connection between the orientations SUPER and SUPRA becomes
apparent, as it uses the preverb bss- for both orientations (Fenwick 2011: 112). The
Circassian SUPRA preverbs are all based on the noun e¢#e ‘head’ as they can also
have specific reference to the head (Kumaxov 2006: 268), which is also true for the
Abkhaz SUPRA preverb xa- which is identical to a-x3 ‘head’ (Chirikba 2003: 43).

232 Haspelmath gives the translation ‘The Daghestanian youngsters are looking at the monument,
now approaching, now moving away’.
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(416)  Adyghe (Rogava & KeraSeva 1966: 132) (my glossing)
s"aza-r Cew-me ga-shede-tc -z
woman-ABS fence-OBL.PL PROX-SUPRA-get.over-SIM.CVB
warasbaj dez  qe-k"’-a-
Urysbij near PROX-go-PFV-PST
‘The woman, while getting over the fences, came to Urysbij’#*

SUPRA preverbs are also found in Georgian (Hewitt 1995: 235; Bolkvadze &
Kiziria 2023: 160), Old Georgian (F&hnrich 1994: 83) and Laz (Holisky 1991: 436;
Lacroix 2009: 402). In Georgian and Old Georgian the situation is somewhat
complicated by the apparent overlap between the SUPRA function and the
translative, as the preverb ga(r)da- is consistently translated as indicating both
‘over’ and ‘across’. This primarily a translational issue, as the preverb ga(r)da-
should optimally be analysed as supratranslative.

(417)  Georgian (Bolkvadze & Kiziria 2023: 192) (my glossing)
¢it’i  am mta-s gada-i-pren-s
bird DEM.DAT mountain-DAT SUPRA-FUT-fly-PRS.3SG
‘The bird will fly across (lit. over) this mountain’

The preverbs ¢ew- and cit:i- appear to indicate the orientation SUPRA in Xaidag
(Temirbulatova 2004: 189), but no examples are given. There are potentially
numerous SUPRA preverbs in the Nakh-Dagestanian languages if preverbs
indicating movement described as ‘down from above’ were included, but | have
encoded these preverbs as only delative, cf. section 6.11.2.

The preverb orientation HAND

The preverb orientation HAND indicates that an action is related to the hands,
typically corresponding to constructions of the type ‘in/into the hands’ or ‘from the
hands’. The HAND orientation should likely be regarded as lexical affixes, thus
comparable to incorporated nouns, while they often refer to the hand as a landmark
rather than an object or an instrument. It has therefore been included in this study,
particularly since it occurs in both the Northwest Caucasian and Nakh-Dagestanian
language families. The orientation HAND is found in most Northwest Caucasian
languages, e.g. Kabardian (Kumaxov 2006: 279), Adyghe (Rogava & Keraseva
1966: 128), Shapsug Adyghe (Smeets 1984: 260), Abkhaz (Hewitt 2010: 115;
Avristava 1968: 157-158), Ubykh (Fenwick 2011: 113). The Northwest Caucasian
languages typically also have a preverb orientation related to the feet (Aristava

233 Glossed and transliterated from ILivyseip uayms kva-urbxe303-x133 Ypoicbotii 030co Koaxlyazs,
and translated from Russian ‘JKenmuna, nepexos yepes IETHH, TPUILIA K YPbICOUIO .
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1968: 153; Rogava & KeraSeva 1966: 127, Kumaxov 2006: 204), but | have not
been able to find this in any of the Nakh-Dagestanian languages.

(418)  Ubykh (Fenwick 2011: 114) (reglossed)
Sig*3  si-W-q '3.-B3-1"-gj-3w
1SG 1SG.ABS-2SG.OBL-HAND-ABL-escape-I TER-FUT
‘I will escape from you again’ (lit. ‘I will escape from your hands again’)

HAND preverbs are also found in a handful of Nakh-Dagestanian languages, e.g.
Ingush (Nichols 2011: 365), Aghul (Magometov 1970: 159), Kubachi (Magometov
1963: 179-180), Itsari Dargwa (Sumbatova & Mutalov 2003: 63) and Sanzhi
Dargwa (Forker 2020a: 218).

(419)  Itsari Dargwa (Sumbatova & Mutalov 2003: 65) (my glossing)
b=at-k"i-r-ma-ka-b=u‘q-aq-i-t:
NH=leave-HAND-ABL-PROH-DE-NH=LV-CAUS-PROH-2SG
‘Do not let (it) out (from your hands downwards)’

The preverb orientation CONT

The preverb orientation CONT indicates that an action is carried out in contact with
something, as it is more or less identical to the local case orientation CONT (cf.
section 5.1.2.1). The vertical element of the local case CONT appears to be less
prominent for the preverb orientation, which has led me to treat them separately.

The preverb orientation CONT is found in numerous Lezgic languages, e.g.
Tabasaran (Babaliyeva 2013: 159), Rutul (Ibragimov 1978: 98), Aghul (Magometov
1970: 158) and Budukh (Alekseev 1994b: 271). In Lezgian the orientations CONT
and SUB seem to have merged into the preverb (V)k-, as it combines with typical
CONT forms such as k-dsun ‘touch’ and ek-isun ‘hit” (Haspelmath 1993: 171-172),
cf. Aghul CONT kV- and SUB k. V- (Magometov 1970: 158).

(420)  Aghul (Magometov 1970: 160) (my glossing)
ke-g-as
CONT-put-INF
‘to hang on a wall, on a tree, on a hook’?#
In Rutul, the CONT orientation is obligatory for certain verbs that by definition
involve contact, such as the verbs ki-xis ‘write’ and Ki-j¢ 'as ‘touch’ (Ibragimov
1978: 98).

23 Translated from Russian ‘moBecuts Ha cTeHy, Ha JepeBO, Ha KPIOK .
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(421)  Rutul (Maxmudova 2001: 130) (reglossed)
naida-ra za-s misga  kawat-bir ki-r-xe-re
Naida-ERG 1SG-DAT always letter-PL.ABS CONT-IPFV-write-GNOM
‘Naida always writes me letters’>®

Preverbs expressing the orientation CONT are also potentially found in some
Northwest Caucasian languages, but this needs further investigation. Possible
examples are Kabardian ¢’era- (Kumaxov 2006: 267), Adyghe s*’axe- (Rogava &
Keraseva 1966: 132) and Abkhaz $*»- (Hewitt 2010: 114). In Kartvelian, the Laz
preverb ok’o- seems to at least partly indicate the orientation CONT (Holisky 1991.:
436; Oztirk & Paochtrager 2011: 108), which is potentially also true for the
Megrelian preverb ak’o- (Reseck 2015: 74-75).

The preverb orientation INTER

The preverb orientation INTER indicates that an action takes place ‘within a mass’
or ‘within a liquid’, and is therefore identical to the spatial case function INTER (cf.
section 5.1.2.1). The orientation INTER is found in all Northwest Caucasian
languages (Genko 1955: 172; Rogava & KeraSeva 1966: 115, 134; Smeets 1984:
260, 274; Spruit 1986: 29; Paris 1989: 196; Kumaxov 2006: 261; Hewitt 2010: 115;
Fenwick 2011: 113; Konuk 2022: 332). Abkhaz also seems to have a separate
preverb to indicate location ‘within a liquid® (Spruit 1986: 24).

(422)  Abzakh Adyghe (Konuk 2022: 332) (gloss adapted from source)
ordsk-x3-r psa-m X3-S-2X
duck-PL-ABS  water-OBL INTER-sit-3PL.ABS
“The ducks are on the river (lit. sitting in the water)>*

INTER preverbs are also found in a few Lezgic languages, e.g. Tabasaran
(Babaliyeva 2013: 159) and Rutul (Alekseev 1994a: 227; Maxmudova 2001: 14).

(423)  Rutul (Maxmudova 2001: 14) (my glossing)
gada xidi-k ka*-¢ u-ri
boy.ABS water.OBL-INTER INTER-go-PST
“The boy went into the water’%’

235 Transliterated from Hauoda-pa 3a-c mvicea kazvam-6eip kupxve-pe, and translated from Russian
‘Haiina Bcera nuieT MHE MIChbMa’.

236 Translated from French ‘Les canard sont dans la riviére’.

237 Glossed and transliterated from zada xvuoux kal-ulypu, and translated from Russian ‘[M]anpunx
B BOJLy BOIIENT .
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The preverb orientations VERT, LATER and APUD

The preverb orientations VERT and LATER indicate that an action has a vertical or
lateral relation to a landmark, typically indicating vertical landmarks or actions
relating to the side of a landmark. It is important to point out that these preverbs do
not imply vertical or lateral movement, as they refer to orientation and not direction.
While | have tried to differentiate between the vertical and lateral orientations, these
orientations overlap in e.g. Ubykh (Fenwick 2011: 112) and Megrelian (Reseck
2015: 84-85).

The orientations VERT and LATER appear to be found in some form in most
Northwest Caucasian languages e.g. Kabardian bs*ara- (Kumaxov 2006: 267),
Adyghe g"a- (Rogava & Keraseva 1966: 125), Abkhaz k’ad- (Hewitt 2010: 120)
and Ubykh f3- (Fenwick 2011: 112), but these preverbs need further investigation.

In the Kartvelian languages the VERT and LATER orientations have been
described in both Megrelian (Harris 1991b: 359; Reseck 2015: 84-87) and Laz
(Holisky 1991: 436; Oztirk & Pdchtrager 2011: 104). The various Megrelian
complex preverbs formed with la- appear to mainly express a vertical orientation,
but Reseck translates its orientation as related to ‘Seite’ (Reseck 2015: 95), which
indicates the close affiliation between the vertical and lateral orientations. The
orientation LATER is potentially also found in Chechen with possible cognates in
Ingush, e.g. the preverb ayuor- ‘on the side’ (Cokaev 1970: 123, 138).

The preverb orientation APUD indicates that an action takes place next to
something, typically corresponding to the preposition ‘next to’ or ‘beside’. The
preverb orientation APUD is semantically close to the orientation LATER, while
APUD preverbs imply by definition a lack of contact. Preverbs that seem to
expressing the orientation APUD are found in Kabardian (Kumaxov 2006: 267),
Adyghe (Rogava & Keraseva 1966: 132), Abzakh Adyghe (Konuk 2022: 331),
Shapsug Adyghe (Smeets 1984: 259), Abkhaz (Aristava 1968: 153; Hewitt 2010:
121), Abaza (Genko 1955: 172; O’Herin 2002: 216). Defining the exact relationship
between these orientations is unfortunately beyond the scope of this thesis and
would need further research and data.

The preverb orientation HOME

The preverb orientation HOME (or HOUSE) indicates that an action is specifically
related to one’s home or to a house in general. The orientation HOME is found in
Abkhaz (Aristava 1968: 153; Hewitt 2010: 121), Shapsug Adyghe (Smeets 1984:
261), Chechen (Molochieva 2010: 21-22) and Ingush (Nichols 2011: 365).

(424)  Chechen (Molochieva 2010: 21) (gloss adapted from source)

SO c’a-v-e?-ca na.n-na
1SG.ABS(V) HOME-V-come-TEMP.CVB mother-DAT
xaza xi.ti-ra

beautiful seem.WPST

‘Mother was happy when I came home’
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The Abaza preverb {*na- possibly has the orientation HOME as well (Genko 1955:
172; O’Herin 2002; 17; O’Herin 2020: 463), but it is often difficult to distinguish
the orientations IN and HOME as they both convey the meaning ‘inside’ or
‘indoors’.

(425)  Abaza (O’Herin 2002: 128) (gloss adapted from source)
da-$*na-sa-r-¢"’a-t’

3HSG.ABS-HOME-1SG.ERG-CAUS-sit-DYN
‘I seated him/her in the house’

6.11.2. Directional spatial functions

Most common preverb directions expressed by affixation by number of languages
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Figure 6.11: The most common preverb directions expressed through affixation in the data
according to number of languages.

wh

The Lative preverb direction

Lative preverbs indicate a motion to an object, typically corresponding to the
preposition ‘to’, and a lative direction is implied in most orientational preverbs. The
lative direction is the most general direction to or towards an object, which means
that preverbs typically have a lative direction if another direction has not been
specified, and it is identical to the lative spatial case direction (cf. section 5.1.2.2).
The Northwest Caucasian languages demonstrate that the category spatial preverbs
is not optimal from a functional perspective since most Northwest Caucasian
languages also encode spatial information on the verb by means of suffixes. Lative
verbal suffixes are found in e.g. Abzakh Adyghe (Paris 1989: 184), Shapsug Adyghe
(Smeets 1984: 274), Abkhaz (Chirikba 2003a: 39) and Abaza (Lomtatidze &
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Klychev 1989: 105). Since the lative direction is implied in most orientational
preverbs, it is implicitly found in all languages with spatial preverbs in the Caucasus.

The Delative preverb direction

Delative preverbs indicate a motion that is directed downwards, typically
corresponding to the adverbs ‘down’ or ‘downwards’. The term delative (from the
Latin prefix de- ‘from, down, off”) is not conventionally used for preverbs as it is
primarily used for the delative case in Hungarian with the function of expressing
motion ‘from/off” a surface (Kenesei, Vago & Fenyvesi 1998: 244). The Hungarian
delative case is from a Caucasian perspective technically a superelative, and the
term delative for the Hungarian case might therefore be misleading. The Hungarian
delative case can express the function ‘down’, but it also conveys all other motions
from a surface, making any further analogies between the Hungarian delative case
and the preverb direction ‘down’ problematic. I have however chosen to apply the
term delative to preverbs indicating a downward motion, as the Latin verbal prefix
de- specifically indicates a downward motion, and e.g. Rogava & Keraseva (1966:
291) also use the term delative in the same sense.

(426)  Chechen (Molochieva 2010: 226) (reglossed)
SO na:bar-ieh  oha-j-oez-na xilla
1SG.ABS(J) sleep-LOC DE-J-fall.PFV-PTCP.PFV  be.UWPST
‘I fell down (from the bed) in [my] sleep’

Delative preverbs are found in all Kartvelian languages, where the simple preverb
da- ‘down’ in Georgian often combines with the orientational preverb Se- ‘into’,
which developed from *$e-da- into Old Georgian sta- and subsequently modern
Georgian c¢a- ‘down into’ (Shanidze 1982: 27; Bolkvadze & Kiziria 2023: 160).

(427)  Old Georgian (Tuite 1998: 66) (gloss adapted from source)
mraval gz-is Sta-vard-i-s igi cecxl-sa
many  way-GEN IN.DE-fall-IPF-3SG 3SG fire-DAT
‘He often falls into the fire’

(428)  Georgian (Bolkvadze & Kiziria 2023: 160) (my glossing)
bavsv-i k’ibe-ze ¢a-vid-a
child-NOM  stair-SUPER  IN.DE-go-AOR.3SG
‘A child went down the stairs’

The Northwest Caucasian languages once again challenge the validity of the concept
of spatial preverbs, as Kabardian, Adyghe and Abzakh Adyghe all have delative
verbal circumfixes where both the associated prefix and suffix convey the delative
function (Rogava & Keraseva 1966: 291; Paris 1989: 197; Kumaxov 2006: 287)
while Shapsug Adyghe appears to only have a delative suffix (Smeets 1984: 275).
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(429)  Adyghe (Rogava & Keraseva 1966: 291) (my glossing)
haney*-ar Sa-m je-wak" areje-xo-g
Xanaxu-ERG  horse-OBL  DE-fall-DE-PST
Xanaxu fell down from the horse’**®

The Suslative preverb direction

Suslative preverbs indicate a motion that is directed upwards, typically
corresponding to the adverbs ‘up’ or ‘upwards’. There is no conventional term for
the suslative preverb direction. Rogava & Keraseva (1966: 291) use the term
sublative in this sense, which is derived from the Latin prefix sub- ‘upwards from
below’, but the term sublative must be avoided due to the Nakh-Dagestanian local
case sublative (cf. section 5.1.2). | therefore propose the term suslative (from Vulgar
Latin sizsum®® ‘upwards’ from sirsum (Vaananen 1981: 62)) in order to introduce
a specific term for preverbs indicating an upward motion.

(430)  Old Georgian (Tuite 2008a: 161) (my glossing)
ay=dg-om-il ar-s mk 'wdr-et-it
SUS=stand-ITR-PTCP.PFV be-3SG.PRS  dead-PL-INS/ABL
‘He has risen from the dead’

(431)  Itsari Dargwa (Sumbatova & Mutalov 2003: 82) (reglossed)

u ucitil ay-U-t:-aj-ma‘q’inna
2SG teacher become.PFV-3.A-2.P-SUBJ-TERM.CVB*?
amha kalk:-li-j ha.b=u‘g-an-ni

ass tree-OBL-SUPER.LAT  SUS.NH=climb.IPFV-NEC-FUT
‘Before you become a teacher, an ass will climb up the tree!’

As with the delative affixes mentioned above, the Circassian languages stand out,
as they all have suslative circumfixes (Rogava & Keraseva 1966: 291; Smeets 1984:
439; Paris 1989: 185; Kumaxov 2006: 80).

(432)  Adyghe (Arkadiev & Lander 2020: 382) (reglossed)
de-kve-ja-r
SUS-go-SUS-PST?*
‘S/he went up’

238 Glossed and transliterated from Xoansxwvyp weim e-yrlopae-xvizw and translated from Russian
‘XaHaxy ymaja BHU3 (CBaJMICS) C JIOIIAIH .

239 Cf. the Latin phrase susque déque, literally ‘both up and down’.
240 Sumbatova and Mutalov’s glosses it as ‘become:PF-U-2-SUBJ-until’.

241 Arkadiev and Lander glosses this as ‘LOC-go-UP-PST’ however.
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The Elative preverb direction

Elative preverbs indicate that a motion has the direction out of a source, typically
corresponding to the adverbs ‘out’, ‘out of” or ‘outwards’ (Blake 2001: 153). The
term elative (from Latin ex- ’out’) is used both for Nakh-Dagestanian and Uralic
spatial cases (De Hoop & Zwarts 2009: 179-180; Haspelmath 2009: 516). However,
the functions of the Nakh-Dagestanian and the Uralic elative cases differ somewhat,
as the Nakh-Dagestanian elative indicates all motions from a source (Haspelmath
2009: 516; Creissels 2009a: 617), whereas the Uralic elative specifically indicates
movement outwards from inside (Spencer 2009: 196; Haspelmath 2009: 516), thus
corresponding to the Nakh-Dagestanian inelative (Creissels 2009a: 617). | have
chosen to follow the Uralic usage of the term elative, since it is derived from the
Latin prefix ex-, which has an identical function.

(433)  Ingush (Nichols 2011: 432) (gloss adapted from source)
zhwalii  aara-d-ealar
dog ELA-D-go.WPST
‘The dog went out’

(434)  Laz (Oztiirk & Pochtrager 2011: 85) (gloss adapted from source)
bere avla-se gama-xt’-a-s
child.NOM garden-ALL ELA-go-SUBJ-PRS.3SG
‘The child may/can go out to the garden’

(435)  Iron Ossetic (Bagaev 1965: 157) (my glossing)
sgoladzaw-tae ra-cid-isti sgola-jee
pupil-PL ELA-go.PST-PST.3PL  school-ABL
“The pupils went out of the school’?*?

The Ablative preverb direction

Ablative preverbs indicate a motion from a source, typically corresponding to the
preposition ‘from’ (De Hoop & Zwarts 2009: 179-180). The ablative preverb
direction is therefore functionally identical to the ablative case (cf. section 5.1.2.2),
and it is similar but less specific than the elative direction described above. As for
the ablative/elative spatial case direction, the ablative preverb affixes can often not
occur on their own, as they typically attach to or are intertwined with the preverb
orientation. The ablative preverb direction is found in all Northwest Caucasian
languages and in most Nakh-Dagestanian languages with preverbs, e.g. Chechen
(Cokaev 1970: 123), Ingush (Nichols 2011: 652), Rutul (Maxmudova 2001: 122),

242 Glossed and transliterated from Cxworadsaymee payviovicmel cxvonaiice, and translated from
Russian ‘Y4eHHKH BBIIUTH U3 IIKOJIBI .
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Aghul (Magometov 1970: 159), Khinalug (Khvtisiashvili 2013: 213) and most
Dargic languages (Sumbatova 2020: 164).

(436)  Ubykh (Fenwick 2011: 114) (gloss adapted from source)
B-W-B3-si-w.1"’i-n
3SG.ABS-2SG.OBL-ABL-1SG.ERG-take.DYN-PRS
‘I take it away from you’

(437)  Rutul (Maxmudova 2001: 104) (reglossed)
zer dahr-a:-la li.-b-xu-ri
cow.ABS cliff-SUPER-ELA  CONT/VERT.ABL-111.SG-fall-PST
“The cow fell off the cliff’**®

The Northwest Caucasian languages stand out once more, as some of them have
ablative verbal suffixes instead of prefixes, cf. the delative and suslative preverb
directions, which is true for Abzakh Adyghe (Paris 1989: 184), Abkhaz (Chirikba
2003a: 39) and Abaza (Lomtatidze & Klychev 1989: 105). In Kabardian and
Adyghe the ablative function is typically expressed by the verb root ¢’>- ‘go
out/from’ (Kumaxov 2006: 80, 241; Arkadiev & Lander 2020: 394).

The ‘Forlative’ preverb direction

Forlative preverbs indicate that a motion is directed away from the speaker or a
source, typically corresponding to the adverb ‘away’. Since this preverb direction
lacks any analogous terms in previous literature, | have chosen to introduce the term
forlative derived from Old French for-, as the Old French prefix for- has been used
to calque the West Germanic prefix *fur- indicating e.g. motion away from a source,
cf. the cognates German ver- and English for-. The forlative direction is functionally
related to the distal orientation, as distal constructions can often be used to express
motion away from the speaker without a specific spatial deixis, while the forlative
does not convey deictic information.

(438)  Lezgian (Haspelmath 1993: 273) (reglossed)
cun ada-w-aj gag-at-na
we.ABS 3SG-AD-ELA  FORL-go-AOR
‘We went away from him’

243 Transliterated from 3ep dazvp-aa-na nuu-6-xvy-pu, and translated from Russian ‘Koposa
copBaJiach CO CKaJIbl .
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(439)  Megrelian (Rostovtsev-Popiel 2020: 557) (reglossed)
k’in=i mida-@-rt-es o.nadir.u-sa bos-ep-k
back=EV** FORL-3.5-g0-PST.3SG hunt.MSD**-ALL  boy-PL-ERG
‘The boys left for hunting again’

The Translative/Perlative preverb direction

A Translative or Perlative direction indicates a transitory ‘motion through the
domain’ (Daniel & Ganenkov 2009: 674), typically corresponding to the
prepositions ‘through’ or ‘along’ (Haspelmath 2009: 515-516). The term translative
is conventionally used to describe the corresponding spatial case direction in Nakh-
Dagestanian languages (Daniel & Ganenkov 2009: 674), although a plethora of
other terms are used for the same function in other language families, e.g. perlative,
prolative and mediative (Haspelmath 2009: 515).

(440)  Ubykh (Fenwick 2011: 115) (reglossed)
2-q"*’3-n [i-@-bste '3-83-13-x"3-q '3-N
DEF-cavern-OBL 1PL.ABS-3SG.OBL-SUB-TRANS-LOC-pass-PST-PL
‘we passed through [lit. ‘through under’] the cavern’

(441)  Ingush (Nichols 2011: 411) (gloss adapted from source)
cysjk  jaashjkaa  jig'ie-gholla chag-iiqgar
cat  box.DAT  in.middle-along TRANS?*-dash.WPST
‘The cat ran through the box’

(442)  Laz (Lacroix 2009: 420) (reglossed)
ma cai-s goso-b-ul-u
1SG  tea-DAT TRANS-1SG-pass-TS
‘I pass through the tea (field)***’

The ‘Retrolative” preverb direction

Retrolative preverbs indicate a motion back to a previous position, typically
corresponding to the adverb ‘back’. I am proposing the term retrolative (from Latin
retrd ‘back’) as this function appears to lack a term in the previous literature.
Retrolative verbal affixes are found in all the three endemic language families of the

244 Rostovtsev-Popiel’s gloss for ‘euphonic vowel’.

245 Rostovtsev-Popiel glosses this as ‘SUPINE-hunt-SUPINE-ALL’, but it should rather be analysed
as a masdar (Vamling & Tchantouria 1993: 72), cf. the Laz masdar o-...-u (Holisky 1991: 439).

26 Nichols glosses this as ‘through-’.

247 Translated from French Je passe a travers le champ de thé’.
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Caucasus, in e.g. Georgian (Hewitt 1995: 169; Boeder 2005: 22)*%, Old Georgian
(Shanidze 1982: 82; Fahnrich 2012: 389), Ingush (Nichols 2011: 365), Bats
(Holisky & Gagua 1994: 184), Tsakhur (lbragimov 1990: 124-125), Rutul
(lbragimov 1978: 98), Abkhaz (Hewitt 2010: 119), Adyghe (Rogava & Keraseva
1966: 310) and Shapsug Adyghe (Smeets 1984: 275).

(443)  Old Georgian (Shanidze 1982: 82) (my glossing)
a. uk’un-i-kc-e-n
RE-SV-turn-OPT-3PL
“They returned/turned back’*
b. wuk’un-s-c-a
RE-35G.0-give-AOR.3SG
‘He gave it back to him’

(444)  Rutul (Maxmudova 2001: 82)
wa-xde minnet W-i7i, g-ig -al
25G-SUB plea. ABS I11-be.PRS RE-come-IMP
‘1 beg you (lit. there is grace under you), come back!”%°

In Adyghe the retrolative suffix -za is identical to the repetitive aspect (Rogava &
Keraseva 1966: 310-311), indicating a semantic connection between these
grammatical functions in Adyghe, which is likely also true for Kabardian and
Ubykh, cf. section 6.2.

(445)  Adyghe (Rogava & KeraSeva 1966: 279) (my glossing)
se sa-k"’a-zo-s"2-ct-€p
1SG  1SG-go-RE-POT-FUT-NEG
‘1 will not be able to return/go back’?*

The ‘Circumlative’ preverb direction

A Circumlative direction indicates a motion around something, typically
corresponding to the preposition ‘around’. The term circumlative (from Latin
circum- ‘around’) is not conventionally used with reference to preverbs, but the term
has been applied to an identical case function in older descriptions of the Classical

248 The Old Georgian preverb uk 'u(n)- ‘back’ has largely been lost in modern Georgian, except in
constructions such as uk ‘u-a-gd-eb ‘you throw X/them back’ (Hewitt 1995: 169).

249 Translated from German ‘[S]ie kehrten zuriick’.

20 Transliterated from Ba-xvde munnem s-uvu, xvo-uko-a, and translated from Russian ‘TIporry Te0s,
BepHuck’. The light verb construction minnet wi?in is however translated as monums ‘pray, beg’
by Ismailova (2011), most likely borrowed from Azerbaijani minnat ‘favour, grace’.

21 Glossed and transliterated from Co cuixlo-orcobi-urby-uymon and translated from Russian ‘[S] ne
CMOT'Y BEpHYTBCS .
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Armenian casus circumlativus (Lauer 1869: 89). Circumlative verbal affixes are
found in most Kartvelian languages, e.g. Georgian (Bolkvadze & Kiziria 2023: 159,
165), Old Georgian (Fahnrich 1994: 84; Tuite 2008a: 156), Megrelian (Rostovtsev-
Popiel 2020: 554), Laz (Oztirk & Pochtrager 2011: 102). In Georgian and Old
Georgian the circumlative preverb is composed of the preverbs mi- ‘thither’ and mo-
‘hither’, literally meaning ‘hither and thither’ or ‘back and forth’ (Tuite 2008a: 156;
Bolkvadze & Kiziria 2023: 159), while the preverb da- alone can also convey the
meaning ‘around’ in modern Georgian (Hewitt 1995: 164; Bolkvadze & Kiziria
2023: 165).

(446)  Old Georgian (Tuite 2008a: 156) (reglossed and translated into English)
mi.mo-da=x-xed-v-id-a
CIRC-DE=3SG.0O-look-SM-IPF-3SG
‘circumspectavit” = ‘he/she looked around (onto)’%?

(447)  Georgian (Bolkvadze & Kiziria 2023: 357) (my glossing)
sakartvelo-s q’vela raioni  da-m-i-vli-a,

Georgia-GEN  every district CIRC-1SG.O-SV-walk-PRF.3SG
magram aseti lamazi adgili  ar m-i-nax-av-s

but such  beautiful place NEG 1SG.0O-SV-see-SM-PRF.3SG
‘T have been (walked over, around) in every region of Georgia, but have not
seen such a beautiful place’

Circumlative preverbs are also found in the Northwest Caucasian languages, as
preverb constructions with a circumlative function have been described in e.g.
Kabardian (Kumaxov 2006: 287), Adyghe (Rogava & KeraSeva 1966: 289), Abkhaz
(Hewitt 2010: 121) and Abaza (KlyCev 1995: 272). In Adyghe, the proximal prefix
go- and the lexical suffixes -t¢ 2 (-xlbt) Or —fie (-xv2) form circumlative circumfixes
(Rogava & Keraseva 1966: 289), and similar constructions are found in the other
Circassian languages (Smeets 1984: 439; Paris 1989: 185; Kumaxov 2006: 283).

(448)  Adyghe (Rogava & KeraSeva 1966: 289) (my glossing)
Sjo-¢’agv B"one-Xe-r qa-S-kv’a-ha-ge-X
1SG.POSS-land edge-PL-ABS CIRC-1SG.ERG-go-LV-PFV-3PL.ABS
‘| have walked around the edges of my lands’?%

252 Translation provided by Manana Kock Kobaidze (p.c.), while the preverb da- primarily indicates
downard motions (Féhnrich 1994: 83).

23 Glossed and transliterated from Cuulvizy 2vynoxop xva-c-xly-xwa-2ox and translated from
Russian ‘S cBon 3emmu obomén’.
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Other preverb directions

Finally, there are certain preverb directions that are either highly unusual, poorly
described, or simply lacking in previous descriptions. The Terminative direction
indicates a motion which ends at something, typically corresponding to the adverb
‘until’, and it appears to be found in Shapsug Adyghe (Smeets 1984: 275). The
terminative direction is identical to the terminative spatial case, but Smeets does not
give any examples which makes it unclear if it is truly a terminative verbal affix. |
have not found terminative verbal constructions in the other Northwest Caucasian
languages, which might suggest that they do not occur or that | have failed to
identify them.

The preverb ble- in Kabardian, Adyghe and Shapsug Adyghe expresses motion
‘past’ or ‘further, beyond’®** (Rogava & Keraseva 1966: 128; Smeets 1984: 259;
Kumaxov 2006: 265), which | analyse as a ‘ultralative’ direction indicating
movement past or beyond a landmark.

The Chechen prefix %alxa- indicates motion forward (Cokaev 1970: 122). Since
this would constitute a prolative direction with the sensu stricto of the Latin prefix
pro- ‘forward’, I would suggest only using the term prolative for forward motions.

A directional preverb orientation, indicating movement to or toward a landmark,
is potentially found in some Northwest Caucasian languages. These directional
suffixes, typically with the form -Z’e, are sometimes described as suffixes (Smeets
1984: 275; Paris 1989: 197), derivational suffixes (Kumaxov 2006: 239) or as
secondary verb roots (Rogava & KeraSeva 1966: 290), which would suggest that
they could be serial verb constructions instead.

24 Translated into Russian as ‘Mumo, panbiie’.
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6.12. Summary of the verbal affixation systems in
the Caucasus

As with the nominal functions in section 5.8, | will summarise the observed verbal
affixation systems for each grammatical category, which are then summarised into
a typological comparison between the verbal affixation systems of all 56 languages.
All systems will again be categorised on an alphabetical scale where A is the
smallest observed system and Z would be the theoretically largest system, and zero
will indicate that the category is either absent or not expressed by affixation.

The tense systems can be group into three categories, where category A has two
tense affixes, of which one is a past tense affix, as these are found in all languages
of the Caucasus. The B category is specific to some Kartvelian languages, as the
future tense does not have a dedicated affix. The last category contains tense systems
with explicit past, present and future tense affixes. If the general tense had been
considered a tense, cf. section 6.1, it would be included in a fourth category.

Table 6.4: Tentative summary of all tense systems expressed by affixation in the Caucasus
Tense affixation systems by size, where each system type contains any of the listed functions.
A  2:PST, PRS, FUT
B  3:PST, PRS, PV+PRS=FUT
C  3:PST,PRS, FUT

The aspectual systems range from a two-way distinction between perfective and
imperfective, where only one of these aspects is obligatorily marked with an affix,
to systems of up to ten aspects. The B category lacks a perfective/imperfective
distinction, although these languages instead have a specific generic aspect and/or
an iterative. The remaining systems are all built on a fundamental
perfective/imperfective distinction, while also adding habitual, progressive and
aorist aspects. The larger systems also typically include resultative, repetitive,
iterative and inchoative aspects, while the largest Northwest Caucasian systems also
express excessive, dynamic and exhaustive aspects by means of affixation.

Table 6.5: Tentative summary of all aspectual systems expressed by affixation in the Caucasus
Aspectual affixation systems by size, where each system type contains any of the listed functions.
1-2: PRV, IPFV
1-2: GNOM, ITER
2-4: PRV, IPFV, HAB, PROG, AOR, GNOM
3-5: PRV, IPFV, HAB, PROG, AOR, GNOM, RES, ITER
5-7: PRV, IPFV, HAB, PROG, AOR, RES, EXC, REP, DYN
7-9: PRV, IPFV, HAB, PROG, AOR, GNOM, RES, ITER, INCH, PROSP
7-10: PFV, IPFV, HAB, PROG, AOR, RES, EXC, ITER, REP, DYN, INCH, EXH, MOM

QMmoo |w|>

268



The modal systems exhibit a larger variation, as they range from the smallest
systems with a three-way distinction between indicative, imperative and
subjunctive/irrealis, up to the largest systems that express up to eleven moods. The
larger systems are found in both the Nakh-Dagestanian and Northwest Caucasian
language families, where they typically include the (often zero-marked) indicative,
optative, interrogative, imperative, subjunctive/irrealis, prohibitive, conditional,
potential, hortative, necessitative/debitive and dubitative affixes.

Table 6.6: Tentative summary of all modal systems expressed by affixation in the Caucasus
Modal affixation systems by size, where each system type contains any of the listed functions.
3: (IND), IMP, SUBJ
3: (IND), Q, PERM
4: (IND), OPT, Q, IMP, SUBJ
4-6: (IND), OPT, Q, IMP, SUBJ, PROH, COND
4-6: (IND), OPT, Q, IMP, SUBJ, PROH, COND, POT, HORT
6: (IND), OPT, Q, IMP, PROH, DESID
6-8: (IND), OPT, Q, IMP, SUBJ, PROH, COND, POT, HORT, NEC/DEB
7-8: (IND), OPT, Q, IMP, SUBJ, PROH, COND, POT, HORT, NEC/DEB, MIR, DUBIT, APPR
9-10: (IND), OPT, Q, IMP, SUBJ, PROH, COND, POT, NEC/DEB, PERMIS
9-11: (IND), OPT, Q, IMP, SUBJ, PROH, COND, POT, HORT, NEC/DEB, DUBIT, APPROB

o= |T|/OMmoO | >

The evidential systems are primarily based on a distinction between non-witnessed
and witnessed events, where many languages only explicitly mark one of these
evidential forms. The larger systems are based on this non-witnessed/witnessed
distinction while adding quotative, hearsay and assumed evidential-marking affixes.
Category A is peculiar as it includes either a quotative or a hearsay evidential, which
could be problematised, as the distinction between the hearsay and non-witnessed
evidential is not always clear-cut.

Table 6.7: Tentative summary of all evidential systems expressed by affixation in the Caucasus
Evidential affixation systems by size, where each system type contains any of the listed functions.
A 1:Quotative, Hearsay
1-2: Non-witnessed, Witnessed
1-2: Non-witnessed, Assumed
2-3: Non-witnessed, Witnessed, Quotative
3-4: Non-witnessed, Witnessed, Quotative, Hearsay
4: Non-witnessed, Witnessed, Hearsay, Assumed

mm o0 w

The valency systems almost all include a causative, while passive, reflexive and
transitive/intransitive and reciprocal affixes are widespread but not evenly
distributed. Category E includes the Kartvelian versions, which could potentially be
reanalysed as other grammatical functions. The Northwest Caucasian valency
systems all express various applicatives and they are summarised as category F.
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Table 6.8: Tentative summary of all valency systems expressed by affixation in the Caucasus
Valency-changing affixation systems by size, where each system type contains any of the listed functions.
1: CAUS
2: CAUS, PASS, TR, ITR, MP
2-3: CAUS, REFL, PASS, TR, ITR, ANTIP
4-5: CAUS, REFL, PASS, TR, ITR, REC, ANTIC
8-9: CAUS, PASS, TR, ITR, LOC, OV, IOV, SV, NV, ANTIC
8-9: CAUS, REFL, REC, BEN, COMIT, LOC, MAL, JOINT, INS, FACT

mim o0 w| >

The preverb orientations can be divided into three wider categories, where
categories A to C are small systems with up to four distinctions, while categories D
and E are mid-range systems that typically express specific orientations where the
smaller systems have clear parallels with the Nakh-Dagestanian local case systems.
The last category includes all the largest systems in category F, which can be
distinguished from all other systems by the presence of a proximal/distal distinction
and wide range of highly specific orientations. These specific orientations should
possibly rather be analysed as noun incorporation.

Table 6.9: Tentative summary of all orientational preverb systems expressed by affixation in the

Caucasus
Orientational preverb systems by size, where each system type contains any of the listed functions.
1:IN
2: IN, SUPER

3-4: IN, SUPER, SUB, PROX, DIST, SUPRA
5-7:IN, SUPER, SUB, POST, INTER, AD
6-10: IN, SUPER, SUB, PROX, DIST, POST, ANTE, SUPRA, HAND, LATER, etc.

14+: IN, SUPER, SUB, PROX, DIST, POST, ANTE, SUPRA, HAND, INTER, LATER, CONT,
VERT, APUD, etc.

mim o0 | w| >

The directional preverb systems are less complex than the orientational preverb
systems, and there seems to be a hierarchical tendency where the smaller systems
typically have a distinction between lative/ablative but with the addition of delative,
suslative and elative directions. The largest systems are almost all built upon these
basic distinctions, while adding translative, forlative, directional and retrolative
directions.
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Table 6.10: Tentative summary of all directional preverb systems expressed by affixation in the
Caucasus

Directional preverb systems by size, where each system type contains any of the listed functions.

2: Lative, Ablative

3-4: Lative, Delative, Suslative, Elative, Ablative

5: Lative, Delative, Suslative, Elative, Ablative, Forlative, Translative

5-7: Lative, Delative, Suslative, Elative, Ablative, Forlative, Translative, Directional, Retrolative
7-9: Lative, Delative, Suslative, Elative, Ablative, Forlative, Translative, Directional, Retrolative

7-10: Lative, Delative, Suslative, Elative, Ablative, Forlative, Translative, Directional, Retrolative,
Circumlative, Terminative

mimoo0| w| >

The converb systems present large inventories of specialised converbs in many
Nakh-Dagestanian and Northwest Caucasian languages, while the smallest systems
are all based on a small group of temporal converbs, the conditional converb and/or
a general converb. The larger systems typically include simultaneous, temporal,
immediate anterior, anterior, causal and concessive converbs, while more
specialised converbs are added in a seemingly hierarchical manner, as certain
converb functions are only found in the largest systems, e.g. a
perfective/imperfective converb distinction and the comparative, substitutive and
immediate posterior converbs.

The summarised converb systems should be further investigated however, as
some languages lack a fine-grained description of their respective converbs, which
means that the summary presented here is rather a summary of the converbs
described in previous literature. The extra-ordinarily rich converb systems of
category E deserve even more attention, since they are both found in some Nakh-
Dagestanian and Northwest Caucasian languages, which is remarkable.
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Table 6.11: Tentative summary of all converb systems expressed by affixation in the Caucasus

Converb systems by size, where each system type contains any of the listed functions.

A 1-3: Conditional, Simultaneous, Temporal, Immediate Anterior, General

B  6-8: Conditional Posterior
Simultaneous Purposive
Temporal Inceptive
Immediate Anterior General
Anterior
Causal
Concessive
Terminative
Irrealis Conditional

C  8-12: Conditional Posterior
Simultaneous Purposive
Temporal Inceptive
Immediate Anterior General
Anterior Manner
Causal Negative
Concessive Equitemporal
Terminative Similative
Irrealis Conditional

D  10-14: Conditional Posterior Perfective
Simultaneous Purposive Imperfective
Temporal Inceptive Gradual
Immediate Anterior General Consecutive
Anterior Manner
Causal Negative
Concessive Equitemporal
Terminative Similative
Irrealis Conditional Locational

E  14-19: Conditional Posterior Perfective
Simultaneous Purposive Imperfective
Temporal Inceptive Gradual
Immediate Anterior General Consecutive
Anterior Manner Directional
Causal Negative Ablative
Concessive Equitemporal Comparative
Terminative Similative Substitutive
Irrealis Conditional Locational Immediate Posterior
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Table 6.12: Tentative summary of the Kartvelian, Nakh-Dagestanian and Northwest Caucasian verbal

affixation systems (excl. gender/noun class) in the Caucasus.

T A M E S ) NEG Val PVOR PVDIR CvB Languages

B C E D 5 4 No E C F 0 Georgian

B C E D 5 4 Yes E E Cc 0 Megrelian

c C D D 5 4 Yes E F F C Laz

cC C D A &6 6 Yes E C F 0 Old Georgian
C D C B 6 6 No E C C 0 Svan

c CcC J B 2 0 Yes 0/A E D/E E Chechen, Ingush
C A G B 4 0 No D C D B Bats

C D G E 0 0 Yes 0 0 0 E Avar

C B D B 0 0 Yes A 0 0 B Andi

C A D B 0 0 Yes C 0 0 D Tindi

B C G A 0 0 Yes A 0 0 B Bagvalal

cC B G D 0 0 Yes C 0 0 B Chamalal

C B D E 0 0 Yes A 0 0 C Karata

C C H B 2 0 Yes A 0 0 E Akhvakh

C D G B 0 0 Yes A 0 0 D Ghodoberi

C D E E 1 0 Yes C 0 0 E Tsez

cC C G E 0 0 Yes A 0 0 E Khwarshi

C D H E 0 0 Yes D 0 0 D Hinug

A F F 0 0 0 Yes C 0 0 E Beztha

c C F O 2 0 Yes C 0 0 D Hunzib

cC ¢C E A 0 0 Yes A D D D Lezgian

C D G C 0 0 Yes 0 E A C Aghul

c C G 0 4 4 Yes 0 D A E Tabasaran

cC C E ©0 6 0 Yes C A D B Udi

A C D o0 0 0 Yes 0 D C B Rutul

C B G F 3 0 Yes A C E C Tsakhur

C D G © 0 0 Yes 0 C C C Kryts

c C D 0 0 0 Yes B C C B Budukh

C E J D 0 0 Yes 0 0 0 D Archi

C C H 0 0 0 Yes 0 C A B Khinalug

C C H 0 6 0 Yes A E B E Standard Dargwa
C C H 0 0 0 Yes A C C E Mehweb

cC D G 0 6 4 Yes A E B B Kubachi

c ¢C | 0 6 0 Yes A E C E Xaidag

c ¢C | 0 6 4 Yes C E C C Itsari Dargwa
C D G B 4 0 Yes A E C D Sanzhi Dargwa
c b J ¢C 3 0 Yes B 0 0 D Lak

C G E C 6 6 Yes F F F D Kabardian

C E H C 6 6 Yes F F F D Adyghe

C G H 0 6 5 Yes F F F B Shapsug Adyghe
C G E 0 6 6 Yes F E F E Abzakh Adyghe
C G H o0 6 6 Yes F F C D Ubykh

C G H B 6 6 Yes F F F E Abkhaz, Abaza
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Table 6.13: Tentative summary of the Indo-European and Turkic verbal affixation systems (excl.
gender/noun class) in the Caucasus.

T A M E S ) NEG Val PVOR PVDIR CvB Languages

C F G B 6 0 Yes D 0 0 0/A Eastern Armenian
c C A 0 6 0 Yes B 0 0 0 Classical Armenian
c C A 0 6 0 No B A C A Iron Ossetic

cC A G ©0 6 0 Yes B A D 0 Talysh

A C D B 6 0 Yes A A B A Tat

c C G B 6 0 Yes C B B B Juhuri

c C G 0 6 0 Yes D 0 0 C N Azerbaijani
c C C o0 6 0 Yes D 0 0 C S Azerbaijani

cC C G B 6 0 Yes D 0 0 C Kumyk

c C E ©0 6 0 Yes D 0 0 C Karachay-Balkar
cC C B B 6 0 Yes D 0 0 C Nogai

The summaries in tables 6.12 and 6.13 of the verbal affixation systems in the
Caucasus present a remarkably complex picture in terms of the depth and breadth
of these systems, while once more revealing how much interfamilial variation these
systems exhibit. Although most closely related languages belong to the same
categories, only a few languages have identical systems, which either indicates that
there are inconsistencies in the data or that these languages actually do vary on a
micro-level. As we could see for the nominal affixation systems, related languages
often differ in only one category, which could reflect how morphology changes over
time and space, function by function.

The preverb systems and converb systems are worth mentioning, as they form
complex affixation systems that share a surprising number of grammatical functions
across the various endemic language families of the Caucasus. Even though
preverbs and converbs are found to a varying degree in the Indo-European and
Turkic languages, they do not reach the same heights as the systems in the three
endemic language families. It is also fascinating to see how complex preverb
systems are found in all three endemic language families, while converbs are
primarily shared between Nakh-Dagestanian and Northwest Caucasian. The only
potential Kartvelian converb system is found in Laz and possibly Megrelian, while
the Laz converb system aligns with most Turkic systems, it has some unexpected
similarities with the smaller Nakh-Dagestanian systems. Both preverbs and
converbs should be problematised, as they form categories of grammar which
occupy a grey area between morphology and syntax and they might potentially be
better analysed as lexical rather than grammatical.
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7. Results

In this chapter | will present the results of the analyses of the two data sets. The
order will follow the research questions presented in section 1.1, as | start with the
morphological results and then present the phonological results. Finally, the
interaction between morphology and phonology will be examined in the
morphophonological results.

7.1.  Morphological results

If the grammatical functions described in chapters 5 and 6 are summarised as binary
variables to generate a Principal Component Analysis (PCA) plot, we can see that
the Northwest Caucasian and Nakh-Dagestanian languages almost perfectly align
according to language family (cf. figure 7.1), while the Kartvelian, Indo-European
and Turkic languages form one shared cluster. The Northwest Caucasian languages
are positioned furthest apart from the other languages in cluster A. All Nakh-
Dagestanian languages except Udi cluster together in the rather tight-knit cluster B.
The Nakh languages are found on separate sides of Dagestanian languages, with
Chechen and Ingush on one side and Bats is positioned almost in-between cluster B
and cluster C. Udi is furthest from the other Nakh-Dagestanian languages, as it is
positioned halfway to the Turkic and Indo-European languages in cluster C, which
is expected since Udi has historically had close ties with Armenian and it is
primarily surrounded by Azerbaijani-speaking communities.

Cluster C comprises all Kartvelian, Turkic and Indo-European languages, with
the addition of Udi. This is not surprising from a historical perspective, since all
Turkic peoples of the region have been in extensive contact with various Indo-
European peoples and vice versa which is particularly true for Azerbaijani as it has
supplanted most of the historical Iranian languages of Azerbaijan. Although the
Kartvelian languages are somewhat set apart from the Turkic and Indo-European
languages, they still belong to the same cluster.
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Figure 7.1: Principal Component Analysis (PCA) of the grammatical functions expressed by
affixation in all 56 languages. Letters A to C indicate clusters calculated by k-means clustering.

A second PCA plot including only the nominal grammatical functions (figure 7.2.),
thereby plotting a binary version of table 5.12 in section 5.8, presents rather different
results. The languages still mainly cluster according to language family, while the
Kartvelian, Turkic and Indo-European languages seem to form a continuum. Cluster
A, containing all Northwest Caucasian languages, is set furthest apart. Cluster B
again comprises all Nakh-Dagestanian languages except Udi. Chechen and Ingush
are still set apart from the other Nakh-Dagestanian languages, while Bats is
positioned in the middle of cluster B, which suggests that the nominal morphology
in Bats rather aligns with the Dagestanian languages. The position of Khinalug
together with Chechen and Ingush is possibly due to their shared lack of proper local
case systems, while the fact that Lezgian is also found halfway towards cluster C
could potentially be explained by language contact, as these four languages all have
been in extensive contact with Turkic languages.
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Figure 7.2: Principal Component Analysis (PCA) of the nominal grammatical functions expressed
by affixation in all 56 languages. Letters A to C indicate clusters calculated by k-means clustering.
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Cluster C comprises all Kartvelian, Indo-European and Turkic languages and Udi,
which is possibly due to historical factors as these languages have been in contact
for millennia. Udi is surprisingly closest to the Kartvelian languages, which could
either be due to historical language contact with Georgian or that it is simply
positioned between clusters B and C. The position of Classical Armenian is
remarkably just as close to Old Georgian as it is to Eastern Armenian, which could
be explained by the prolonged language contact between Armenian and Georgian.

A third morphological PCA plot for only the verbal grammatical functions (figure
7.3) demonstrates that the verbal data clearly differ from the nominal data.
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Figure 7.3: Principal Component Analysis (PCA) of the verbal grammatical functions expressed by
affixation in all 56 languages. Letters A to D indicate clusters calculated by k-means clustering.
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The results from the plotted verbal functions (figure 7.3) aligns even more according
to language family, as more clusters can be distinguished. The Northwest Caucasian
languages still form their own cluster A. The Nakh-Dagestanian languages are
primarily found in cluster B, whereas both Bats and Udi cluster with the Turkic
languages in cluster C. The Nakh-Dagestanian languages seem to form a continuum
within cluster B, from the Avar-Andic-Tsezic languages in the bottom left corner to
the Dargic and Lezgic languages closer to the centre. The position of most Lezgic
languages close to the Turkic languages further demonstrates the effect of language
contact on morphological variation. Chechen and Ingush are again set apart from
the rest of cluster B, suggesting that they potentially form a separate cluster.

Cluster C contains all Indo-European and Turkic languages, plus the additions of
Bats and Udi. It is unsurprising from a geographical and historical perspective to
find Udi clustering with the Turkic languages, but it is somewhat unexpected to find
Bats in the same cluster. The final cluster D contains all Kartvelian languages, which
clearly sets them apart from the Turkic and Indo-European languages. Figures 7.2
and 7.3 demonstrate how nominal and verbal morphology does not have to change
in parallel, as languages such as Bats and Udi end up clustering with different
language families. It is remarkable to see how certain clusters are stable both with
regard to nominal and verbal morphology, e.g. the Northwest Caucasian and Nakh-
Dagestanian clusters.

The first research question asked whether the affix inventories of the languages
of the three endemic Caucasian language families display sufficient morphological
similarities to support the notion of a Caucasian Sprachbund. Based on the
conclusion above and the clear results of the functional PCAs (7.1, 7.2 and 7.3), it
seems difficult to claim that the three endemic language families of the Caucasus
form a morphological Sprachbund. Although there are evident similarities between
the three families, most of them are restricted to similarities between only two of
the three language families. Chirikba’s claim that the Northwest Caucasian and
Nakh-Dagestanian languages form an entity is even more questionable from a
morphological perspective, as they share surprisingly few functions apart from
common TAM functions, spatial preverbs and converbs. This claim is further
weakened by the presence of numerous shared morphological functions between the
Nakh-Dagestanian languages, the Northwest Caucasian languages and the Turkic
languages, which suggests that these similarities are likely not specific to the Nakh-
Dagestanian and Northwest Caucasian languages. However, it is difficult to explain
the presence of Nakh-Dagestanian-like noun class systems in Abkhaz and Abaza,
as the difficulties of reconstructing morphology in small families such as Northwest
Caucasian become apparent.

Although the Northwest Caucasian languages and the Kartvelian languages seem
to share numerous grammatical functions, they mainly share the instrumental and
adverbial cases, some TAM functions, person-marking of subjects and objects,
causatives, applicatives and spatial preverbs. Some of these shared features are
somewhat misleading, as the person-marking in Northwest Caucasian is clearly
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more complex than in Kartvelian and the specific applicative functions are generally
not shared between the language families, which is indicated by the functional PCAs
above. The grammatical functions of the affix inventories of the three endemic
language families can therefore not support the notion of a Caucasian Sprachbund.

The second morphological research question asked whether the affixation
patterns of the Turkic and Indo-European languages spoken in the Caucasus exhibit
morphological similarities with any of the endemic language families of the
Caucasus. The results suggest that the grammatical functions in the Turkic and Indo-
European languages are most similar to each other according to the summarised
affixation systems in sections 5.8 and 6.12 and the functional PCAs presented
above. The Iranian and Turkic languages are the most similar. The verbal affixation
of the Turkic languages exhibit functional similarities with numerous languages of
southern Dagestan and, which might be due to language contact. The nominal
affixation in Classical Armenian also appears to have some functional similarities
with the Kartvelian languages, which might be worth further investigation.

The third morphological research question concerned hierarchical patterns in the
distribution of grammatical functions expressed by affixation across the five
language families of the Caucasus, but it is difficult to draw any definite
conclusions. A potential pattern could be observed in sections 5.8 and 6.12 as the
summarised nominal and verbal affixation systems suggest that larger affix
inventories are built upon grammatical functions also found in the smaller affix
inventories. The functional composition of the larger affix inventories does
therefore not appear to be random, which seems to be a tendency for almost all
grammatical categories included in chapters 5 and 6. However, the results do not
generally demonstrate grammatical functions that are found in all language families,
while certain functions are only present in the Nakh-Dagestanian, Northwest
Caucasian and Kartvelian languages. This warrants further investigation, along with
comparison with large affixation inventories outside the Caucasus, as these
tendencies could either be superficial or restricted to the Caucasus.
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7.2.  Phonotactic results

The phonotactic results show a clear preference for affixes in the Caucasus to
contain only one consonant and/or one vowel, i.e. the syllables structures C, CV,
VC and V, while the only exception is that bi-consonantal affixes are slightly more
frequent than mono-consonantal affixes in the Turkic languages (cf. figure 7.4).

Type = Consonants

0.7
0.6
0.5
g
= 04
c
j=5
2
03
0.2
0.1
0.0
—— Nakh-Dagestanian
0 1 2 3 4 2 —--. Kartvelian
Type = Vowels === Northwest Caucasian
Indo-European
-------- Turkic
0.7
0.6
0.5
g
= 04
=]
=%
1]
03
0.2

0.1

0.0

Number

Figure 7.4: Mean distribution of the number of consonants and vowels per affix by language family.
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These results could be seen as supporting the assumption that affixes are optimally
mono-syllabic, while they only partially support the assumption that affixes are
optimally mono-consonantal. This could suggest a tendency where languages with
smaller consonant inventories, e.g. Turkic languages, employ CVC affixes to a
larger extent as mono-consonantal affixes alone would not be a viable option to
maintain complex morphology for these languages, even more so for Turkic
languages as they are strictly suffixing.

Table 7.1: Mean proportions of the number of syllables per affix in the Caucasus.

Number of Mean
. SD
syllables proportion
0 16.67% 9.13%
1 61.07% 10.48%
2 19.55% 7.45%
3 2.47% 2.95%
4 0.23% 0.62%
5 - -

The results in table 7.1 suggest that 77.7% of the affixes in the Caucasus can be
accounted for by the equation of all potential mono-syllabic and mono-consonantal
morphemes postulated in section 2.7, while it cannot account for all zero-syllabic
affixes, as morphemes of the CC type pose a theoretical issue as they are either «CL
or xCL, cf. section 2.7. This issue is negligible, as they only comprise a mean
proportion of 0.6% of all affixes in the data. The results for the specific syllable
structures indicate a preference for CV structure in the three endemic language
families, but not in Indo-European and Turkic, see figure 7.5.

0.6
cv 25.1% 21.0% 17.2%
C 17.5% 7.0% 3.6% os

. v 9.6% 3.3% 13.5% 4.6% 04
fé cve 8.5% 5.1% 4.1% 6.6%
£ vev 8.4% 3.7% 1.4% 2.6% 0.4% 03
_§ cvey 3.9% 5.3% 7.3% 1.3% 2.8%
~ veve 2.8% 1.0% 0.2% 6.3% 7.6% 0.2
cev 1.5% 1.0% 5.1% 0.3% 0.4%
veey 2.1% 0.8% 0.8% 0.9% 2.1% o1
CVCVC 1.3% 0.6% 0.7% 1.7% 2.8%
Nakh-Dagestanian Kartvelian ~ Northwest Caucasian Indo-European Turkic
Language family
Figure 7.5: Mean proportions of the most common syllable structures of the affix data by language
family.
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7.3. Place and manner of articulation

7.3.1. Place of articulation

The phonological results for the distribution of places of articulation for all
consonants in the affix data show that alveolar/dental consonants constitute the most
common place of articulation for all 56 languages. The mean proportion of
alveolar/dental consonants is 54.4%, but there are apparent differences between the
individual languages as the alveolar/dental consonants range from the maximum
72.7% in Avar to the minimum 32.2% in Adyghe. The Circassian languages and
Ubykh stand out as they have the lowest proportions of alveolar/dental consonants
of all languages of the data, ranging from 32.2% in Adyghe to 36.9% in Ubykh,
whereas all other languages have proportions above 40%. The mean distribution of
places of articulation across all languages is presented in table 7.2.

Table 7.2: Mean proportions of the places of articulation in the affixal data.

Place of articulation Mean proportion SD

Alveolar/Dental 54.44% 8.80%
Bilabial 12.64% 6.01%
Palatal 7.28% 4.25%
Velar 7.03% 5.34%
Postalveolar 6.07% 3.79%
Uvular 4.59% 3.80%
Labio-velar 2.88% 2.88%
Labio-dental 1.41% 2.15%
Pharyngeal 1.37% 3.14%
Glottal 1.13% 1.47%
Alveolo-palatal 0.84% 2.31%
Retroflex 0.26% 1.34%
Epiglottal 0.06% 0.30%

Although the bilabial place of articulation is the second most common in 31 of the
56 languages, palatals and velars are the second most common places of articulation
in 14 languages. This cannot be explained by genealogical factors, as e.g. Udi
(Nakh-Dagestanian) and Megrelian (Kartvelian) stand out with velars comprising
22.9% and 22.3% respectively of all consonants in the affix data. Other outliers are
the Nakh languages Bats and Chechen, where the pharyngeals are the second most
common place of articulation at 14.9% and 12.8% respectively, and the Tsezic
language Bezhta, where the second most common place of articulation is glottals at
7.4%.

The alveolar/dental consonants are similarly the most common place of
articulation in all languages in the lexical data, but the mean proportion of
alveolars/dentals is noticeably lower at 44.2%. The language with the lowest
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proportion of alveolar/dental consonants is still Adyghe for the lexical data at
26.2%. The highest lexical proportion of alveolars/dentals is found in Classical
Armenian at 58.7%, which is possibly affected by the relatively small amount of
lexical data for Classical Armenian. The four most frequent places of articulation
are different though, as they are in descending order alveolars/dentals, velars,
uvulars and bilabials.

Table 7.3: Mean proportions of the places of articulation in the lexical data with the mean
proportions of the affixal data for comparison.
Mean proportion of Mean proportion of

Place of articulation

the lexical data the affixal data
Alveolar/Dental 44.13% 54.44%
Velar 12.05% 7.03%
Uvular 11.70% 4.59%
Bilabial 11.07% 12.64%
Postalveolar 9.18% 6.07%
Palatal 3.33% 7.28%
Glottal 2.23% 1.13%
Pharyngeal 1.79% 1.37%
Labio-dental 1.67% 1.41%
Labio-velar 1.38% 2.88%
Alveolo-palatal 0.95% 0.84%
Retroflex 0.28% 0.26%
Epiglottal 0.22% 0.06%

Comparing the results from the affixal data (figure 7.6) to the results for place of
articulation for to the lexical data (figure 7.7), it becomes apparent that the
distribution of places of articulation in the lexical data is largely similar, albeit far
from identical to the affix data. The higher proportions of velars and uvulars are
easily observed in figure 7.7, which is particularly true for the Nakh-Dagestanian
languages. Alveolars/dentals can therefore not be described as overrepresented in
the affixal data, since it is simply the most common place of articulation for all these
language families, as demonstrated in figures 7.6 and 7.7.
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Proportional distribution of Place of articulation for all affixes
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Figure 7.6: Bar plot of the distribution of places of articulation for the affix data by language,
ordered by language family. The places of articulation are ordered from the lips (left) backwards to
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of alveolars/dentals in the affixal data for all language families.

Place of articulation by language

Proportional distribution of Place of articulation for the lexical data
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Figure 7.7: Bar plot of the distribution of places of articulation for the lexical data by language,
ordered by language family. The places of articulation are ordered from the lips (left) backwards to

the glottis (right).

Figures 7.8 and 7.9 below demonstrate that, although there are differences in the
mean proportions of the places of articulation between the language families, the
most common place of articulation is alveolar/dental, with higher mean proportions
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Figure 7.9: Heat map of the mean proportions of the places of articulation in the lexical data by
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The most common places of articulation, i.e. alveolars/dentals, bilabials, palatals
and velars comprise more than 80% (90.2% in Turkic) in all families except the
Northwest Caucasian languages, where these four places only comprise 66.0%. The
distribution in the Northwest Caucasian languages differs from the other language
families, which cannot be explained by the number of places of articulation alone,
as Nakh-Dagestanian has only one place of articulation less than Northwest
Caucasian, i.e. 11 vs. 12.

Treating the affixal data and the lexical data for the places of articulation as two
paired dependent variables, the differences between these two data sets can be tested
statistically. A Shapiro-Wilk test rejects the null hypothesis that the affix and lexical
data for place of articulation are drawn from a normal distribution (W = .622,
p <.001 for the affixal data and W = .720, p <.001 for the lexical data). Therefore a
non-parametric two-sided Wilcoxon signed-rank test can be used to compare the
mean proportions of each language between the affixal and lexical data. The results
indicate that the median difference between the affix data (Md = 0.047) and the
lexical data (Md = 0.071) is not significant, as z = -1.69, p =.092, r <-0.1. Since the
null hypothesis cannot be rejected, there is not a significant difference in the
distributions of places of articulation between the affixal and lexical data sets.

7.3.2. Manner of articulation

The phonological results for the distribution of manners of articulation for all
consonants in the affix data do not present any manner that is generally the most
common. The distribution of manners in the affixal data evidently varies to a much
larger degree between the languages than for the distribution of places, cf. figure
7.6. The stops/plosives have the highest mean proportion at 25.1%, but stops are
only the most common manner of articulation in 28 of the 56 languages. The
distribution of stops/plosives varies considerably from the maximum in Kubachi at
51.7% to the minimum 3.9% in Udi.

The second most common manner based on the mean proportion is fricatives, and
they are only the most common manner of articulation in 12 languages, ranging
from the maximum 36.5% in Shapsug Adyghe to 4.8% in Andi. The fricatives are
the most common manner of articulation in the affix data for all Northwest
Caucasian languages. The third most common manner of articulation based on mean
proportion is nasals, which is the most common manner of articulation in 13
languages. The distribution of nasals ranges from the maximum 46.9% in Talysh to
4.5% in Bezhta.
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Table 7.4: Mean proportions of the manners of articulation in the affixal data.

Manner of articulation Mean proportion SD

Stop/Plosive 25.21% 8.20%
Nasal 18.28% 9.64%
Fricative 18.23% 7.66%
Approximant 10.14% 5.73%
Tap/Trill 9.82% 5.31%
Lateral approximant 7.92% 5.56%
Affricate 3.77% 4.21%
Ejective 2.19% 3.05%
Lateral fricative 1.51% 2.54%
Ejective affricate 1.27% 1.65%
Lateral affricate 0.77% 1.97%
Lateral ejective affricate 0.60% 1.26%
Ejective fricative 0.22% 0.87%
Lateral ejective fricative 0.07% 0.27%

A comparison between the mean proportions of manners of articulations per
language family shows even greater differences between the manners than for the
places of articulation. The stops/plosives, fricatives and nasals are generally the
most common except for the Northwest Caucasian languages, as they constitute
more than 50% regardless of language family. This is particularly true for the
Kartvelian, Indo-European and Turkic languages, where the stops/plosives,
fricatives and nasals comprise more than 70% of the affixal data. The different
patterns for Nakh-Dagestan and Northwest Caucasian could possibly be explained
by the extra manners of articulation. Ejectives are completely absent in the Indo-
European and Turkic affixes of the Caucasus, while all five ejective manners
compromise 11.7% of the Northwest Caucasian affix data, 5.8% of the Kartvelian
affix data, and 4.1% of the Nakh-Dagestanian affix data.

Comparing the results from the affixal data to the results for manner of

articulation for to the lexical data (figure 7.10), the lexical data appear to
demonstrate less variation while also presenting noticeable differences between the
various languages and language families.
The stops/plosives, fricatives and nasals have the highest mean proportion for the
lexical data, whereas the mean proportion is higher for fricatives and lower for
nasals in the lexical data. The lexical data differ from the affixal data, as
stops/plosives and fricatives are also the two most common places of articulations
in all individual languages except Andi and Classical Armenian. The higher
proportion of ejectives, affricates and ejective affricates and the lower proportion of
approximants are other noticeable differences, cf. table 7.5.
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Table 7.5: Mean proportions of the places of articulation in the lexical data with the mean
proportions of the affixal data for comparison.

. . Mean proportion Mean proportion of
Manner of articulation of the Iinfal data the gffi)?al data
Stop/Plosive 24.85% 25.21%
Fricative 24.10% 18.23%
Nasal 10.30% 18.28%
Tap/Trill 9.68% 9.82%
Ejective 6.96% 2.19%
Lateral approximant 6.80% 7.92%
Affricate 6.32% 3.77%
Approximant 4.77% 10.14%
Ejective affricate 3.89% 1.27%
Lateral fricative 0.93% 1.51%
Lateral ejective affricate 0.58% 0.60%
Lateral affricate 0.58% 0.77%
Ejective fricative 0.21% 0.22%
Lateral ejective fricative 0.02% 0.07%

A comparison between the mean proportions of manners of articulations per
language family, cf. figures 7.10 and 7.11, shows that there are not shared tendencies
similar to the ones found for the places of articulation, as the most common manners
of articulation in the affixal data differ between the five language families. However,
Kartvelian, Indo-European and Turkic do share a pattern, since stops and nasals are
the most common manners of articulation in the affixal data as these manners
constitute more than 50% of all manners. Stops, fricatives and nasals are the most
common manners in the affixal data for all language families except Northwest
Caucasian, which again stands out from the other language families.
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Figure 7.10: Bar plot of the distribution of the manners of articulation for the affix data by language,
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Manner of articulation by language
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Figure 7.11: Bar plot of the distribution of the manners of articulation for the lexical data by

language, ordered by language family.

The lexical data in figure 7.11 show a clearer tendency, as stops and fricatives are
the most common manners of articulation in all five language families. The most
apparent differences between the lexical and affixal data are connected to nasals, as
nasals are more frequent in the affixes of all language families. There also appears
to be a generally higher frequency of approximants in the affixal data, but a higher
frequency of ejectives and affricates in the lexical data. It is interesting to observe
that, although ejectives are absent in the Indo-European affixes, there is a small

proportion of ejectives in the Iron Ossetic lexical data.
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Testing the difference between the distributions of manner of articulation in the
affixal and lexical data, | again treat these as two paired dependent variables. A
Shapiro-Wilk test rejects the null hypothesis that the affix and lexical data for
manner of articulation are drawn from a normal distribution (W =.792, p <.001 for
the affix data and W = .813, p<.001 for the lexical data), as we could see for the
places of articulation. A two-sided Wilcoxon signed-rank test indicates that the
median difference between the affixal data (Md = 0.078) and the lexical data (Md =
0.078) is clearly not significant, as z = -1.08, p = .276, r < -0.1. Since the null
hypothesis cannot be rejected, there is no significant difference in the distributions
of manners of articulation between the affixal and lexical data sets.

7.3.3. Combining place and manner of articulation

The distribution of the combinations of place and manner of articulation for the affix
data in figure 7.12 reiterates the previous results. The stops/plosives, fricatives and
nasals are the most common manners in the affix data, while it also becomes
apparent that the places of articulation are not evenly distributed across the manners.
Figure 7.12 demonstrates that the alveolar/dental place of articulation is
distributed across all manners, constituting the four most common combinations of
place and manner, i.e. alveolar/dental nasals, stops, tap/trills and lateral
approximants. These four most common combinations of place and manner of
articulation comprise almost half of the consonants in the affix data at 42.3%.

Table 7.6: Mean proportions of the ten most frequent combinations of place and manner of
articulation in the affixal data.

Combination of Place and Manner ~ Mean proportion SD

Alveolar/Dental Nasal 12.44% 7.08%
Alveolar/Dental Stop 12.15% 6.60%
Alveolar/Dental Tap/Trill 9.82% 5.31%
Alveolar/Dental Lateral approximant 7.92% 5.56%
Palatal Approximant 7.13% 4.16%
Bilabial Stop 6.81% 4.80%
Alveolar/Dental Fricative 6.59% 3.89%
Bilabial Nasal 5.69% 4.50%
Velar Stop 4.51% 4.20%
Postalveolar Fricative 3.50% 3.67%
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The distribution of the combinations of place and manner of articulation for the
lexical data in figure 7.15 differs from the affixal data in figure 7.14, while these
differences are primarily observable for certain combinations. The four most
common combinations differ somewhat, as alveolar/dental tapsftrills,
alveolar/dental stops, velar stops and alveolar/dental lateral approximants are most
frequent in the lexical data. The lower proportion of both alveolar/dental and bilabial
nasals in the lexical data is worth mentioning, while the proportion of bilabial stops
is almost identical. Velars, uvulars, affricates and all ejective manners are more
frequent in the lexical data.

Table 7.7: Mean proportions of the ten most frequent combinations of place and manner of
articulation in the lexical data.

Combination of Place and Manner Mean proportion Mean proportion
of the lexical data of the affixal data
Alveolar/Dental Tap/Trill 9.68% 9.82%
Alveolar/Dental Stop 777% 12.15%
Velar Stop 7.00% 4.51%
Alveolar/Dental Lateral approximant 6.80% 7.92%
Bilabial Stop 6.41% 6.81%
Alveolar/Dental Fricative 5.79% 6.59%
Uvular Fricative 5.77% 2.45%
Alveolar/Dental Nasal 5.71% 12.44%
Bilabial Nasal 4.36% 5.69%
Postalveolar Fricative 4.33% 3.50%

By using the same approach as for the places and manners of articulation, we can
test the difference between the combinations of place and manner statistically,
treating the combinations as two paired dependent variables. A Shapiro-Wilk test
rejects the null hypothesis that the affixal and lexical data for the combinations of
place and manner of articulation are drawn from a normal distribution (W = .782,
p <.001 for the affix data and W = .913, p <.001 for the lexical data). A subsequent
two-sided Wilcoxon signed-rank test indicates that the median difference between
the affix data (Md = 0.019) and the lexical data (Md = 0.032) is significant, as z = -
4,94, p<.001, r = -0.1. The results demonstrate a significant difference in the
distribution of combinations of place and manner, while the effect size is small (r =
-0.1).

These results can therefore answer the fourth research question, as there are
significant phonological differences between affixes and lexical stems in the
languages of the Caucasus, but the effect size is small. This could suggest that the
interaction of place and manner is significant for differentiating affixes from lexical
stems, while place or manner alone are not significant factors. It is therefore relevant
to investigate each place and manner separately, to see whether the effect size and
significance differ between the various combinations of place and manner. Table
7.8 compares the proportions of affixal and lexical combinations of place and
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manner for each language, thereby testing parts of the whole data which yielded the
significant results above.

Table 7.8: Wilcoxon signed-rank tests comparing subgroups of the combinations of place and
manner of articulation for the affixal and lexical data.

Place z-value p-value Corrected p-value Effect size
Alveolar/Dental z=-3.13 p =.002 p=.035 r=-0.1
Bilabial z=-0.44 p=.663 p =1.000 r<-0.1
Glottal z=-3.80 p <.001 p=.003 r=-03
Labio-dental z=-1.03 p=.301 p =1.000 r=-0.1
Labio-velar z=-3.38 p <.001 p=.014 r=-04
Palatal z=-481 p <.001 p <.00025 (**) r=-05
Pharyngeal z7=-2.62 p =.009 p=.180 r=-03
Postalveolar z=-5.90 p <.001 p <.00005 (***) r=-03
Velar z=-6.69 p <.001 p <.00005 (***) r=-04
Uvular z=-8.30 p <.001 p <.00005 (***) r=-05
Manner z-value p-value Corrected p-value Effect size
Stop z=-152 p=.128 p =1.000 r<-0.1
Fricative z=-6.08 p <.001 p <.00005 (***) r=-02
Nasal z=-4.50 p <.001 p <.00025 (**) r=-03
Approximant z=-5.87 p <.001 p <.00005 (***) r=-04
Tap/Trill z=-0.36 p=.721 p =1.000 r<-0.1
Lateral approximant z=-1.92 p =.055 p =1.000 r=-0.2
Al lateral manners z=-2.88 p=.004 p=.080 r=-0.2
Affricate z=-5.00 p <.001 p <.00005 (***) r=-0.3
Ejective z=-8.69 p <.001 p <.00005 (***) r=-05
All ejective manners z=-11.08 p <.001 p <.00005 (***) r=-05

The results in table 7.8 indicate that only certain combinations of place and manner
of articulation differ significantly between the affixal and lexical data. The
differences for the postalveolar, velar and uvular combinations are strongly
significant with medium to large effect sizes (r = -0.3 to r = -0.5), indicating that
these places likely play a significant part in the differentiation between affixes and
lexicon in the Caucasus. The palatal combinations also differ significantly, although
to a lesser degree but with a large effect size (r = -0.5), suggesting that palatals are
generally more common in affixes than in lexical stems. The non-significant
difference for the bilabial combinations is in line with the results from figures 7.14
and 7.15.

The strongly significant results for combinations of fricatives, approximants and
affricates are interesting, while the effect sizes vary from below medium (r = -0.2)
for the fricative combinations to above medium (r = -0.4) for the approximants. The
less significant results for nasal combinations are also relevant, while the effect size
is only medium (r = -0.3). The results for the taps/trills and stops indicate that there
is no distributional difference between the affixal and lexical data for these
combinations, which is supported by the results from figures 7.14 and 7.15. Finally,
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the most interesting results are the strongly significant result and large effect size (r
= -0.5) for ejectives, as it suggests that the widespread presence of ejectives in the
Caucasus potentially facilitates the differentiation between affixes and lexicon,
which is further supported by the even stronger significant results for all ejective
manners.

Testing the ten most common combinations of place and manner of articulation,
we can observe a similar tendency, while it reveals differences between certain
combinations. The non-significant result for bilabial nasals is interesting, as bilabial
nasals are widely used in affix formation, but the result is supported by the overall
non-significant results for bilabial combinations. In contrast, the strongly significant
result and large effect size for alveolar/dental nasals indicate that the proportions of
[n] differ significantly between affixes and lexicon in the Caucasus.

Table 7.9: Wilcoxon signed-rank tests comparing subgroups of the ten most common combinations
of place and manner of articulation for the affix and lexical data.

Place and Manner z-value p-value Corrected p-value Effect size
Alveolar/Dental Nasal z=-5.38 p<.001 P <.0001 (***) r=-05
Alveolar/Dental Stop z=-3.84 p<.001 p <.005 (*) r=-04
Alveolar/Dental Tap/Trill z=-0.36 p=.721 p=1.000 r<-0.1
Alveolar/Dental Lateral appr. z=-1.92 p =.055 p=.550 r=-0.2
Alveolar/Dental Fricative z=-184 p =.065 p=.650 r=-0.2
Bilabial Stop z=-0.29 p=.772 p=1.000 r<-0.1
Bilabial Nasal z=-0.88 p=.380 p=1.000 r=-0.1
Palatal Approximant z=-5.00 p<.001 p <.0001 (**%) r=-05
Postalveolar Fricative z=-3.06 p =.002 p=.022 r=-0.3
Velar Stop z=-3.58 p<.001 p <.005 (*) r=-04

The weakly significant results for alveolar/dental and velar stops indicate that the
combinations must be considered separately, as the previous tests indicate that place
or manner alone cannot predict whether the combinations differ significantly
between the affixal and lexical data. This is particularly true for the alveolar/dental
fricatives, as the results for all combinations of fricatives are strongly significant
while the alveolar/dental and postalveolar fricatives do not differ significantly,
which is rather remarkable since particularly [s] is frequently used in affix
formation. The strongly significant results and high effect size of the palatal
approximants are remarkable, but they reiterate the results from table 7.8.

The fifth research question asked whether there are significant differences in the
distribution of certain places and manners of articulation between affixes and
lexicon in the Caucasus, and the results indicate that there are significant
differences. The interaction of place and manner must be taken into account, as
sections 7.3.1 and 7.3.2 demonstrate that neither place nor manner alone differ
significantly. The results instead suggest that certain combinations of place and
manner differ significantly, which would mean that only certain combinations are
more common in the affixes and lexical stems respectively. These differences
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cannot be explained by the general frequency of these consonants, which could
suggest that certain combinations of place and manner play a more important role
in affixation and morphology, potentially helping speakers to differentiate between
morphology and lexicon in these languages. The results are somewhat inconclusive
for certain combinations of place and manner, which makes it relevant to add the
variable of voicing to better understand these phenomena, cf. section 7.4.1.

7.4. Voicing

The last variable of the trivariate consonant model is voicing, so it is therefore
relevant to investigate how voicing is distributed between the affixal and lexical
data. The results show that voiced consonants are more frequent than voiceless
consonants in the affixes of all five language families of the Caucasus. Although
voiced consonants are also more common in the lexical data, the language families
differ as voiceless consonants are more common in the Northwest Caucasian lexical
data, while the difference in mean proportion between voiced and voiceless
consonants in the Nakh-Dagestanian lexical data is negligible. The Turkic languages
stand out as they have the largest difference in voicing in their affixes, which is
likely explained by the lack of prefixes in the Turkic data, cf. section 7.7. This is
further supported by the positive correlation between mean proportion of voiceless
consonants in affixes and the mean proportion of prefixes, as the Pearson correlation
coefficient for these variables is r(55) = .45 p <.001, which explains the relatively
high proportions of voiceless consonants in both the Northwest Caucasian and
Kartvelian affixes.

Table 7.10: Mean proportions of voiced and voiceless consonants in the affixal and lexical data.

Voicing u ND Kartvelian NWC IE Turkic
Voiced, 69.47%  71.38% 63.15% 56.43%  70.85%  79.76%
affixes

Voiceless, 30.53% 28.62% 36.85% 4357%  29.15%  20.24%
affixes
\I/o'.ced' 5263%  50.03% 55.81% 46.80%  64.10%  59.62%
exicon

Voiceless, 4737%  49.97% 44.19% 53.20%  35.90%  40.38%

lexicon

Combining the voicing variable with the places and manners of articulation above
to form trivariate consonants makes it possible to test whether there is a significant
difference in voicing between the affixal and lexical data, as suggested by the results
in table 7.11. The results indicate that there is a moderately significant difference
between the mean proportions of voiced consonants in affixes and lexicon, but a
highly significant difference for the voiceless consonants. To test whether the results
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for the voiceless consonants were primarily driven by the significant results for all
ejective manners mentioned in section 7.3.3, an additional test was carried out on
the proportions of all non-ejective voiceless consonants. The third test shows a
highly significant difference for the proportions of voiceless consonants between
affixes and lexicon in the Caucasus, while the effect size is only moderate.

Table 7.11: Wilcoxon signed-rank tests comparing the proportions of voiced and voiceless
consonants for the affixal and lexical data.

Voicing z-value p-value Corrected p-value Effect size
Voiced consonants z=-3.28 p=.001 p <.003 (**) r<-0.1
Voiceless consonants z=-13.72 p<.001 p <.0003 (***) r=-0.3
Voiceless consonants z=-9.29 p<.001 p <.0003 (***) r=-0.3

(excl. all ejective manners)

These results could indicate, bearing in mind the distributions of voiced and
voiceless consonants presented in table 7.10, that voiceless consonants help to
distinguish lexical stems from morphological affixes in these languages, which is
particularly true for the ejective consonants. While this would be less of an issue in
the Turkic languages as they do not have prefixes, the presence of voiceless
consonants potentially facilitates to indicate boundaries between long strings of
affixes and new lexical stems. Although the results for the voiced consonants are
also significant, it is likely due to the opposite tendency that voiced consonants tend
to be more common in affixes, possibly helping speakers to identify affixes as well.

7.4.1. Combining place, manner and voicing

In order to test the interaction between place, manner and voicing, the most common
trivariate consonants in the lexical data were compared to the same combinations in
the affixal data by means of a two-sided Wilcoxon signed-rank test for each
trivariate consonant, cf. table 7.12. This reveals that only certain combinations differ
significantly, while the effect size of these significant differences is large (r > -0.5),
which should be compared to the generally smaller effect sizes of the results for
combinations of only place and manner. This indicates that place, manner and
voicing should all be considered, as the inclusion of voicing demonstrates that there
are differences between voiced and voiceless variants of the same segments. This
difference cannot be explained by voicing alone however, as [d] is significantly
more common in the affixes while [t] is not and [p] is significantly more common
in the lexical stems whereas [b] does not differ significantly, thereby demonstrating
that interaction between place, manner and voicing is surprisingly intricate.
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Table 7.12: Wilcoxon signed-rank tests comparing the 20 most common trivariate consonants in the
lexical data with the affixal data, combining place, manner and voicing.

Place, Manner and Voicing IPA z-value p-value Corrected p-value  Effect size
Voiced Alv./Dent. Tap/Trill [e)/[r] z=-0.32 p=.750 p=1.000 r<-0.1
Voiced Alv./Dent. Lat. Appr. ] z=-1.86 p=.062 p=1.000 r=-0.2
Voiced Alv./Dent. Nasal [n] z=-541 p <.001 p <.00005 (***) r=-05
Voiced Bilabial Stop [b] z=-1.20 p=.231 p=1.000 r=-0.1
Voiced Bilabial Nasal [m] z=-0.97 p=.334 p=1.000 r=-0.1
Voiceless Velar Stop k] z=-3.76 p <.001 p=.003 r=-04
Voiceless Alv./Dent. Stop [t] z=-1.29 p=.196 p=1.000 r=-0.1
Voiced Alv./Dent. Stop [d] z=-5.34 p <.001 P <.00005 (***) r=-05
Voiceless Uvular Fricative [x] z=-5.82 p <.001 P <.00005 (***) r=-0.6
Voiceless Alv./Dent. Fricative [s] z=-1.20 p=.229 p=1.000 r=-0.1
Voiceless Postalv. Fricative mn z=-2.96 p=.003 p=.061 r=-03
Voiced Palatal Approximant [il z=-5.02 p <.001 P <.00005 (***) r=-05
Voiced Velar Stop [a] z=-1.80 p=.073 p=1.000 r=-02
Voiceless Velar Ejective [k’] z=-6.04 p <.001 P <.00005 (***) r=-0.7
Voiceless Postalv. Affricate [t z=-3.29 p <.001 p=.020 r=-0.3
Voiceless Uvular Stop [a] z=-4.02 p <.001 p=.001 (¥ r=-05
Voiced Alv./Dent. Fricative [z] z=-0.12 p=.908 p=1.000 r<-0.1
Voiceless Alv./Dent. Ejective [t] z2=-542 p <.001 p <.00005 (***) r=-0.6
Voiced Uvular Fricative [¥] z2=-4.24 p <.001 p <.0005 (**) r=-05
Voiceless Bilabial Stop [p] z=-4.86 p <.001 p <.00005 (***) r=-05

The non-significant results for voiceless velar stops are somewhat unexpected, as
the results from section 7.3.3 and the general results for voicing in table 7.12 could
predict that [k] would be significantly less common in affixes, which it is not. This
should be compared to the voiceless uvular stop [q], where the difference is only
weakly significant, possibly explained by stops being the most common manner in
both data sets. These results should be tested against data from languages outside of
the Caucasus, as these differences either represent general phonological tendencies
or patterns that are specific to the Caucasus.

If the affixal proportions of the combined place, manner and voicing are plotted
out per language by means of a Principal Component Analysis (PCA) as seen in
figure 7.16, we can see that the phonological results differ from the morphological
PCAs.
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Figure 7.16: Principal Component Analysis (PCA) of the distribution of combined place, manner
and voicing per language for the affixal data. Letters A to D indicate clusters calculated by k-means
clustering.

The Circassian languages are still set furthest apart in cluster A, while the remaining
Northwest Caucasian languages belong to the widespread cluster D together with
Megrelian and Laz. Neighbouring cluster C contains the remaining Kartvelian and
all Turkic, Indo-European, Nakh and Lezgic languages with the addition of Lak,
Khinalug and some Dargic languages. Cluster C appears to be largely geographical,
as it forms a continuum from Georgia and Armenia in the west through the central
Caucasus to southern Dagestan and Azerbaijan. Geographical factors could also
explain why Megrelian and Laz clusters with Abkhaz and Abaza, while it cannot
explain the position of Udi. The close clustering of Turkic, Nakh, Lezgic and the
Iranian languages reiterates previous morphological results, particularly the
surprising similarities between Nakh and Turkic, which could potentially be linked
to the historical use of Kumyk and Nogai as linguae francae among these groups
(Forsyth 2013: 211).

Cluster B contains all remaining Nakh-Dagestanian languages, i.e. all Avar-
Andic-Tsezic languages and the Dargic languages Kubachi, Itsari Dargwa, Sanzhi
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Dargwa and Sanzhi Dargwa. Cluster B therefore mirrors the Avar-Andic-Tsezic
clusterings in the morphological PCAs (figure 7.1 and 7.2), which suggest that these
languages share numerous morphophonological similarities. The Avar-Andic-
Tsezic cluster is an established taxon within the Nakh-Dagestanian family
(Ganenkov & Maisak 2020), and these languages are all spoken in the western
highlands of Dagestan between the Andi Koysu and Avar Koysu rivers.

These clusterings can generally be explained by geographical and historical
factors, as the Avar-Andic-Tsezic cluster largely coincides with the most
inaccessible parts of the Sulak river basin, while the remaining languages in cluster
B primarily coincide with languages spoken in central Dagestan north of the Lezgic
languages included in cluster C. The Nakh-Dagestanian languages of cluster C have
been in extensive contact with Turkic and Iranian languages during the last thousand
years, which is further enforced by the intense contact between these Turkic and
Iranian languages in the region. The longstanding contact and geographical vicinity
between the Kartvelian languages and Armenian can also explain cluster C,
although there are important phonological differences such as the absence of
ejectives in most varieties of Armenian. The position of Udi is surprising however,
especially when the close historical ties between Udis and Armenians is considered.
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Map 7.1: The mapped out results of the affixal PCA in figure 7.16. Cluster colours: A (gfééh), B
(blue), C (gold) and D (cerise).
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If the proportions of the combined place, manner and voicing of the lexical data are
instead plotted out per language by means of a PCA (figure 7.17), we find that the
languages cluster in a similar way as the affixal PCA plot (figure 7.16), although
there are noticeable differences.
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Figure 7.17: Principal Component Analysis (PCA) of the distribution of combined place. manner
and voicing per language for the lexical data. Letters A to E indicate clusters calculated by k-means
clustering.

The Circassian languages and Ubykh still cluster separately into cluster A, while
Abkhaz-Abaza form its own intermediate cluster between clusters A and D. Cluster
B contains all Avar-Andic-Tsezic languages, reiterating that they form a
morphophonological unit. Cluster C groups all Turkic and Indo-European
languages, with the addition of Ingush. The distance between Chechen and Ingush
is difficult to explain, while its position halfway between Chechen and Iron Ossetic
does reflect its geographical location. The last cluster D includes all Kartvelian and
all remaining Nakh-Dagestanian languages except Ingush. The position of Udi is
highly remarkable for the lexical PCA, as it again clusters closest to the Kartvelian
languages.
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The lexical PCA (figure 7.17) is not as easily explained as the affixal PCA (figure
7.16), but considering the strong areal effect observed in morphological change in
Western Europe (Larsson 2013), it becomes plausible that the phonology of
affixation is more likely to be affected by areal factors such as language contact.
There is no reason to assume the opposite, that the phonological patterns of the
lexicon are less easily affected by language contact, while it could reflect earlier
language contact, as particularly the Nakh and Lezgic languages have been in
geographical contact with the Kartvelian languages since before the advent of
Turkic and Iranian peoples in the Caucasus. This would fail to explain why the
Tsezic languages are not clustering with the Kartvelian languages, as they have also
been in contact with Georgian for millennia (Comrie & Khalilov 2009: 418). The
two PCAs above suggest that the phonological distribution of consonant phonemes
are explained by an intricate combination of genealogical and areal factors.
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Map 7.2: The mapped out results of the lexical PCA in figure 7.17 (excl. Russian and Persian).
Cluster colours: A (green), B (blue), C (gold), D (cerise) and E (indigo).

The phonological PCAs above could indicate that there is indeed a phonological
Caucasian Sprachbund, while such a sprachbund would potentially only include
Kartvelian, Lezgic, Dargic and possibly Nakh. The Northwest Caucasian and Avar-
Andic-Tsezic languages consistently form clusters clearly separated from the other
languages, which makes it problematic to claim that they should be included in a
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phonological Caucasian Sprachbund. Figure 7.16 potentially reflects phonological
tendencies that apply to affixation and morphology in general however, as cluster C
groups languages from all language families of the Caucasus except the Northwest
Caucasian languages. It would therefore be highly relevant to add languages from
outside the Caucasus to see how they would affect the results.

7.5.  Consonant segments

Table 7.13 presents the ten most common consonant segments in the affix data by
mean proportion in descending order. This reveals a tendency not shown by the
results for place and manner of articulation.

Table 7.13: Mean proportions of the ten most common consonant segments in the affixal data.

Segment Mean proportion SD
[n] 12.36% 7.13%
[r)/[r] 9.94% 5.16%
[d] 8.27% 451%
[ 7.82% 5.48%
[J] 7.11% 4.16%
[b] 5.95% 4.99%
[m] 5.69% 4.50%
[s] 3.36% 2.65%
[W] 2.87% 2.88%
[z] 2.64% 3.20%

The four most common segments are all voiced alveolars and one of these four
consonants is the most common consonant segment in 46 of the 56 languages. The
alveolar nasal [n] is only the most common consonant in 21 languages, ranging from
the maximum 35.9% in Talysh to the minimum 0.7% in Tindi.?®® The four most
common consonant segments, i.e. [n], [r]/[c], [d] and [I], form >25% of all
consonants in the affixal data (u = 38.4%) in 47 of the 56 languages. The remaining
nine languages are the Northwest Caucasian languages (except Abkhaz), Iron
Ossetic, Classical Armenian and Tindi. The situation in Armenian is complicated
by the phonemic differentiation between [r] and [¢]/[1], which is alleviated by the
apparent absence of the segment [r] in both Eastern Armenian and Classical
Armenian affixes. The Northwest Caucasian languages stand out as they are highly
prefixing, which affects the ratio of these segments (cf. section 7.7), where the

255 The extremely low percentage in Tindi is likely due to the process of reducing syllable-final
alveolar nasals to nasalised vowels.
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Circassian languages also have the lowest ratios of alveolar nasals [n] (« = 5.6%) of
all branches regardless of language family.

Table 7.14: The ten most common consonant segments in the affixal and the lexical data per language

family.
ND ND Kart. Kart. NWC NWC IE Aff. IE Lex. Turk. Turk.
Aff. Lex. Aff. Lex. Aff. Lex. Aff. Lex.

[l [ | [n [r] 0] [b] [n] Vel | [n] [r]
(] [0 | [m] 1] [r] [r] [m] [n] [r] [t]
(1 Il | [d] [n] (21 [PVp'] | [V (kYK | [d] (]
[d]  [b] | [s] [m] [n] [m] 0] (m] | [m]  [d]
bl [m] | (] [b] [w] (] | kM) [T | (2] 0]
or - [d | 0] v [m] [ [d] [s] 0] [n]
[(m] I | ] (K] [d]  [t/e] (o] (] ] (o]
wl [kl | [d] [x] [t] [s] | [shits'] (1] [s] (k]
[s1 01 | [ [t"] [p] [w] [t] [d] [t] [s]
L LY [d] [¥] [d] /] [a] [d] 1)

The voiced palatal approximant [j] is the fifth most common consonant segment in
the affixal data. It is the most common consonant segment in West Circassian affixes
while the maximum is found in Iron Ossetic at 19.0%. The voiced bilabial stop [b]
and the voiced bilabial nasal [m] are almost equally distributed in the affixal data,
while the distribution for these segments varies considerably between the languages.
The maximum of [b] is found in Karata at 19.1% where the ratio of [m] is at 1.7%,
while the maximum of [m] is found in Old Georgian at 19.9% where the ratio of [b]
is 1.8%. The ratios in Karata and Old Georgian seem to suggest a complementary
relationship, where languages either have high ratios of [b] or [m] but not both,
which is only contradicted by Tat where the ratio of [b] is 12.6% and [m] is 18.4%.

Lezgian and Aghul are also worth mentioning in this context as they have the
lowest combined ratios of [b] and [m] of all 56 languages at 3.2% and 3.0%
respectively, where Lezgian completely lacks the segment [b] in nominal and verbal
affixes.”® The segment [b] is also absent in Svan and Eastern Armenian affixes,
while [m] is only absent in Avar and Bezhta affixes. The remaining three segments
are the voiceless and voiced alveolar fricatives [s]/[z] and the labio-velar
approximant [w], where [s] stands out as it is the only voiceless consonant among

2% This is relevant as the phoneme [b] is a central component in most Nakh-Dagestanian noun class
or gender systems, which Lezgian and Aghul also lack, cf. section 5.8.
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the ten most common consonant of the affix data. The voiceless alveolar fricative
has the highest ratios in the Kartvelian languages, Tsakhur, Eastern and both
varieties of Armenian, while the voiced counterpart [z] is much less frequent in these
languages as [z] is absent in Kartvelian affixes except for in Georgian and Laz. The
lack of voiced alveolar fricatives in affixes is not only a Kartvelian phenomenon, as
21 of the 56 languages completely lack the segment [z] in affixes. The labio-velar
approximant is also lacking in 18 languages, which is primarily due to the often
complementary distribution of the segments [v] and [w] as some languages lack the
segment [w] altogether.

Assuming that the phonemic affixal data and the phonemic lexical data are two
paired dependent variables that are not normally distributed, a two-sided Wilcoxon
signed-rank test indicates that the median difference between the affix data (Md =
0) and the lexical data (Md = 0.014) is highly significant, as z = -12.61, p<.001. A
Shapiro-Wilk test clearly rejects the null hypothesis that the phonemic affixal and
phonemic lexical data are drawn from a normal distribution, as W = .611, p=0 for
the affix data and W = .780, p= 0 for the lexical data. This is likely due to the
systematic absence of certain segments in the affix data, which also explains why
the median is zero for the affix data. If only the segments that occur in both the affix
data and lexical data are included, a two-sided Wilcoxon signed-rank test still
indicates a significant difference, as z = -5.28, p = <.001.

The general absence of certain consonant segments in the affixal data is relevant,
as Bybee (2005) previously investigated whether ‘highly marked segments’ and
‘highly complex segments’ are excluded from affix inventories, which was weakly
supported by her data. If the full inventories of consonant segments with secondary
articulation are compared between the affixal and lexical data, almost 80 segments
are only found in the lexical data. This number should be read with caution however,
as the affixal data are primarily based on phonemic descriptions while parts of the
lexical data are based on a more detailed transcription (particularly the IDS data).
Nevertheless, there appears to be a large number of segments that are not present in
the affixes of these languages, which further supports Bybee’s previously weak
results. The most common consonant segments that only occur in the lexical data
are quite rare, and many of them could be categorised as highly complex, since most
of them are lengthened ejectives, but they also include various labialised,
pharyngealised and palatalised segments, which should not be categorised as highly
complex per se. The differences are more pronounced if separate languages and/or
language families are compared, which warrants further investigation but not in this
thesis.
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Table 7.15: Mean proportions of the ten most common consonant segments only found in the lexical

data.

Segment Mean proportion SD
[ax’] 0.24% 0.60%
[ax:’] 0.24% 0.82%
[ts:’] 0.17% 0.60%

[s:°] 0.11% 0.56%
[hv] 0.06% 0.16%
[ts*’] 0.05% 0.14%
[q:] 0.05% 0.27%
[2’] 0.04% 0.29%
[k:’] 0.04% 0.13%
(] 0.04% 0.12%

7.6.  Vowel segments

Figures 7.18 and 7.19 below present the distribution of unrounded and rounded
vowels in the affixal data. Unrounded vowels account for almost 80% of all vowels,
which is interesting as this can neither be explained by the three most common
vowels worldwide, i.e. [i], [u] and [a], or the five most common vowels that also
include [e] and [0] (Moran & McCloy 2019), as an even distribution of these vowels
would suggest at least 33% rounded vowels. This is even more interesting, as both
Turkic and some Nakh-Dagestanian and Indo-European languages make extensive
use of front rounded vowels in their morphology. The Northwest Caucasian vowel
systems will naturally affect the results however, as most vowel segments in these
languages are described as unrounded, although most of these segments have
rounded allophones depending on the surrounding consonants (Kuipers 1960: 22-
23). To account for this phenomenon in Northwest Caucasian, the vowel
distributions for each language family are be presented in chapter 7.8.
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Figure 7.18: Heat map of the proportions of unrounded vowels of all vowels in the affixal data.
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Figure 7.19: Heat map of the proportions of rounded vowels of all vowels in the affixal data.
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The distribution of vowel segments aligns with some global tendencies, as the
most common vowel segments are in descending order [a], [i], [u], [e] and [0]. The
exact descriptions of the segments [a], [e] and [0] vary between languages however,
as more detailed descriptions differentiate between [a]/[a], [e]/[€] and [o0]/[2], and
the segments [a], [€] and [o] are likely underreported in the data. This supports
Maddieson’s approach of only distinguishing between close, mid and open vowels
in cross-linguistic comparisons (Maddieson 1984: 167-168). The vowel distribution
also clearly demonstrates the preference for front vowels being unrounded and back
vowels being rounded (Moran & McCloy 2019). The notable exception is the open
unrounded back vowel [a], which is even more interesting since it is potentially
underreported in the data. The two other exceptions to this tendency are the close
rounded front vowel [y] and the close unrounded back vowel [w], which have
almost equal proportions (1.7% and 1.8%). These equal proportions are likely
explained by the Turkic languages, where these vowels are in complementary
distribution due to vowel harmony.

The low proportion of close-mid front rounded vowels [g] and complete absence
of open-mid front rounded vowels [ce] and rounded central vowels should be
mentioned. Although these vowel segments are typologically rare (Moran &
McCloy 2019), particularly [g] is not uncommon in Turkic and Chechen (Komen,
Molochieva & Nichols 2020; Ragagnin 2022; Berta & Csatdé 2022). Rounded
central vowels do not appear to occur as phonemes in any of the languages in the
data, while rounded central allophones have been reported in Kabardian (Kuipers
1960: 22-23).
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7.7.  Affix type

The results show a clear preference for suffixes, which is a well-known cross-
linguistic tendency (Himmelmann 2014). However, there are considerable
differences between the five language families, as the Turkic languages are strictly
suffixing whereas the Northwest Caucasian languages are primarily prefixing, cf.
table 7.17.

Table 7.17: Mean proportions of the most common affix types by language family.

Affix type )/ SD ND Kartvelian NWC IE Turkic
Suffix 77.10% 18.39% 83.25% 60.41% 39.58% 81.82% 100%
Prefix 19.87% 18.24% 12.81% 34.60% 59.11% 17.23%

Infix 2.00% 3.68% 3.25% 0.12% - 0.73%
Circumfix 0.89% 2.00% 0.47% 4.87% 1.23% 0.23%
Transfix 0.14% 0.55% 0.22% - 0.07%

These results falsify the claim that the three Caucasian language families
demonstrate a ‘predominance of prefixal conjugation’, as although these results in
table 7.17. include nominal affixes as well, the mean proportion of only verbal
prefixes in the Nakh-Dagestanian languages is still 19.91%, which includes
preverbs. Thus, conjugation in the Nakh-Dagestanian languages is not
predominantly prefixal, and the Iranian languages in the Caucasus are generally
more prefixing than the Nakh-Dagestanian languages, which indicates that
Chirikba’s diagnostic feature of ‘predominance of prefixal conjugation’ only applies
to the Northwest Caucasian and Kartvelian languages.

The Northwest Caucasian results should be problematised, as the large
inventories of preverbs in these languages affect the outcomes, since preverbs
constitute a mean proportion of 23.8% of the Northwest Caucasian affix data. If the
preverbs are excluded, the Northwest Caucasian prefixes only form a mean
proportion of 50.2%, which is then just slightly higher than the mean proportion of
suffixes at 48.6%. If the preverbs instead are excluded from the prefixes for each
Northwest Caucasian language, the results show that prefixes are the most common
affix type for Abkhaz, Abaza, Kabardian and Adyghe. Abkhaz is the language with
the maximal proportion of prefixes at 70.8%, which remains true even if all preverbs
are excluded, as the proportion of non-preverb prefixes in Abkhaz is higher than all
other languages at 62.0%.

This is relevant for two reasons. Firstly, as the preverb system in Abkhaz is
notoriously rich, suggesting that Abkhaz has a general preference for prefixes,
which likely will affect its morphology and phonology. Secondly, this shows that
Abkhaz is an outlier among the languages of the Caucasus, which is relevant since
it was the only Caucasian language included in Bybee’s previous study on affixes
(Bybee 2005). This shows that the widely applied method of random linguistic
sampling is not unproblematic, as it risks including outliers such as Abkhaz that
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might skew the results. The preverbs naturally affect the Kartvelian results as well,
because if the preverbs are excluded for the Kartvelian languages their mean affix
type proportions are close to the mean proportions for all languages at 76.0% for
suffixes and 17.9% for prefixes, while 5.9% for circumfixes. To exclude preverbs
from the Kartvelian affixal data is however questionable, as they form an integral
part of the TAM systems.

A comparison between the distributions of places and manners of articulation of
prefixes (figure 7.20) and suffixes (figure 7.21) shows that there are demonstrable
differences between the two affix types.

The prefixes demonstrate a distribution that is different from both affixes in
general and from the lexical data, as stops/plosives are more frequent while
fricatives and particularly nasals are less frequent. The stops/plosives are also the
most frequent manner of articulation for the suffixes, while the nasals and
particularly the alveolar stops are more common in the suffixes, as they are the most
common combinations of place and manner of articulation.

Stop 0.1% CREN 2.5% 0.1% 0.6% 0.175

Fricative 2.9% 20% 02% 0.6% 0.1% 1.0% 1.7% 2.0% 1.7%
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= d
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0.050
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Lateral ejective affricate
0.025
Ejective fricative 0.1% 00% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1%
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= O] = £ S = = = S ] o 5 H
= ¢ 3 & 2 § i 2 * 3 & 3 B
5 .2 5 8 & & ] 2
€ 7 £ z = 2 =
- 5 § & g =
= <
Place

Figures 7.20: Distribution of places and manners of articulation for all prefixes
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Figures 7.21: Distribution of places and manners of articulation for all suffixes.

The fricatives are only slightly more frequent in the suffix data, while the lateral
approximants are noticeably more common. The suffix data also differs from the
prefix data as consonants from all 14 manners of articulation are found in the suffix
data, while lateral affricates, lateral ejective affricates and lateral ejective fricatives
are the only manners of articulation that are completely absent in the prefixes.

7.8.  Phonological results by language family

7.8.1. Nakh-Dagestanian affixation

The phonological results for the Nakh-Dagestanian affixes are almost identical to
the distribution for all languages, which is unsurprising since they constitute almost
60% of all languages in the data. The Nakh-Dagestanian affix data contain all
manners of articulation except ejective fricatives and lateral ejective fricatives and
all places of articulation except retroflex and alveolo-palatal consonants.
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Figure 7.22: Distribution of places and manners of articulation for all consonants in the Nakh-

Dagestanian affixes.

The most common combinations of place and manner are similar to the overall
results, while alveolar/dental nasals are not the most common combination in the
affixal data, which suggests that the generally high frequency of [n] is not primarily
caused by the Nakh-Dagestanian languages. The high frequency of both taps/trills
and lateral approximants in affixes seem to be a Nakh-Dagestanian tendency, as the
other four families typically have either higher proportions of taps/trills or lateral
approximants but not both. The lexical results in figure 7.23 are almost identical to
the overall lexical results, while the Nakh-Dagestanian lexical data differ noticeably
from the affixal data. The alveolar/dental stops and nasals both have lower mean
proportions, while the alveolar/dental fricatives have identical proportions. The
most apparent differences relate to velars, uvulars, ejectives, and ejective affricates,
which mean that the Nakh-Dagestanian languages potentially skew the overall
results.
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Figure 7.23: Distribution of places and manners of articulation for all consonants in the Nakh-
Dagestanian lexical data.

The distribution of vowels in the Nakh-Dagestanian affixes reveals mean
proportions that are almost identical to the overall results but with higher means,
while the opposite is true for the typologically rare unrounded back vowels and the
rounded front vowels. This does not apply for the rounded close-mid front vowel
[2], as these are only found in the Nakh-Dagestanian and Indo-European affixal
data.
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Figure 7.24: Distribution of vowel height and vowel backness for all unrounded vowels in the Nakh-
Dagestanian affixes.
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Figure 7.25: Distribution of vowel height and vowel backness for all rounded vowels in the Nakh-
Dagestanian affixes.
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7.8.2. Kartvelian affixation

The phonological results for the Kartvelian affixal data differ considerably from the
distribution for all languages (cf. section 7.3.3). The Kartvelian languages have a
smaller range of both places and manners of articulation in comparison to the other
endemic language families of the Caucasus, as the Kartvelian languages generally
have smaller consonant inventories.
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Figure 7.26: Distribution of places and manners of articulation for all consonants in the Kartvelian
affixes.

The alveolar/dental stops also have the highest mean proportion in the Kartvelian
affixes, while the alveolar/dental nasals and bilabial nasals are almost as common.
The high proportion of velar stops set the Kartvelian affixes apart from the overall
results, while the alveolar/dental and postalveolar fricatives are also more frequent.
The Kartvelian affixes also have the lowest proportion of taps/trills of all five
language families, while it shares the highest proportions of taps/trills in the lexical
data with Turkic.

The lexical data reveal that the Kartvelian lexicon generally has higher mean
proportions for all combinations except for the most common combinations in the
affixal data, i.e. alveolar/dental stops, nasals and fricatives, postalveolar fricatives
and velar stops. The higher mean proportions of ejectives, ejective affricates and
affricates are similar to the tendency found for the Nakh-Dagestanian languages,
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which could potentially explain why these languages cluster in the phonological
PCA plots.
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Figure 7.27: Distribution of places and manners of articulation for all consonants in the Kartvelian
lexical data.

The distribution of vowels in the Kartvelian affixes clearly aligns with the division
between front unrounded and back rounded vowels, while the open-mid front
unrounded vowels are more frequent in comparison to the overall results. This is
most potentially due to a more precise description of Kartvelian vowel segments,
but there is nonetheless a remarkable difference as if the proportions of [e] and [¢]
are merged as a single front mid vowel, they become the second most common
vowel in the Kartvelian affixes. The results for the round vowels in Kartvelian
affixes are also interesting, as they demonstrate an inverted relationship between [u]
and [o] in comparison to the overall results. The proportions for the rounded mid-
open back vowels [o] are possibly to low, as they are only present in the Georgian
affixal data, and the unrounded open back vowel [a] is potentially present in
Kartvelian as well, while the phonemes are typically only described as /a/.
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Figure 7.28: Distribution of vowel height and vowel backness for all unrounded vowels in the
Kartvelian affixes.
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Figure 7.29: Distribution of vowel height and vowel backness for all rounded vowels in the
Kartvelian affixes.
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7.8.3. Northwest Caucasian affixation

The phonological results for the Northwest Caucasian affixes in section 7.3
appeared to present a starkly different pattern compared to the overall results, while
figure 7.30 suggests that these differences are not as great as they might appear at
first glance. The most obvious difference is that palatal approximants constitute the
most common combination place and manner, while it is rather the lower
frequencies of the most common alveolar/dental combinations that set the
Northwest Caucasian affixal data apart.
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Figure 7.30: Distribution of places and manners of articulation for all consonants in the Northwest
Caucasian affixes.

This does not apply to fricatives, as these are the most common place of articulation
at >30%, and the mean fricative proportions are more similar to the overall results
of the lexical data. The relatively high proportions of alveolo-palatal and retroflex
fricatives present a particular pattern for the Northwest Caucasian languages. The
low proportion of lateral approximants is not surprising since these are completely
absent in most Northwest Caucasian languages, while the proportion of all lateral
manners (4.4%) is still lower than for the lateral approximants in the other language
families.
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The stops present a distribution that is similar to the pattern found for affixes in all
languages, while velar stops are less common (as they have become affricates in
some languages) and the glottal stops are more common. The presence of ejective
fricatives and lateral ejectives fricatives and simultaneous absence of lateral
affricates and lateral ejective affricates almost present a mirror image of the results
for the Nakh-Dagestanian affixes. The alveolar/dental nasals are also noticeably less
common, while this tendency is not present for the bilabial nasals, which can likely
be explained by the high proportion of prefixes in the Northwest Caucasian
languages, cf. section 7.7.

The distribution of places and manners of articulation for the lexical data is
largely different from both the overall lexical results and the Northwest Caucasian
affixal data. The results of the Northwest Caucasian lexical data should be
problematised, as they generally have a lower amount of lexical data per language
which will affect the results.
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Figure 7.31: Distribution of places and manners of articulation for all consonants in the Northwest
Caucasian lexical data.

The Northwest Caucasian lexical data have the highest proportions of numerous
combinations, e.g. bilabial stops, uvular fricatives and pharyngeal fricatives, while
they also have the lowest proportions of multiple combinations. The most
interesting of these is the low mean proportion of alveolar/dental nasals, which is
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mirrored by the affixal data, and it is the lowest proportion of all language families,
both for the affixal and lexical data. The absence of certain combinations of ejective
fricatives in the lexical data that are present in the affixal data is an indicator that
the Northwest Caucasian lexical data appear to be insufficient, which might also
explain some of the proportional highs and lows.
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Figures 7.32 and 7.33: Distribution of vowel height and vowel backness for all unrounded (top) and
rounded (bottom) vowel segments in the Northwest Caucasian affixes.

The distribution of vowel segments in the Northwest Caucasian affixal data present
a truly different pattern, which we would expect from the typologically unusual
vowel systems of these languages. The almost complete lack of rounded vowels
might be misleading, as rounded allomorphs do occur depending on the surrounding
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consonants. The high proportions of central unrounded vowels stand out from the
other language families, while the remaining front unrounded vowels almost have
the same distribution as the overall results, with the extremely low proportion of
close front unrounded vowels being a noticeable exception.

7.8.4. Caucasian Turkic affixation

The distribution of places and manners in the Turkic affixes differs from the overall
results, which is unsurprising as the Turkic languages have markedly fewer
combinations in their phoneme inventories.
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Figure 7.34: Distribution of places and manners of articulation for all consonants in the Turkic
affixes.

The four most common combinations, i.e. alveolar/dental nasals, fricatives, stops
and taps/trills, have remarkably high proportions as they form 53.2% of all
combinations. The high mean proportion of alveolar/dental fricatives is worth
mentioning as it is by far the highest of all language families for both affixal and
lexical data. This is potentially connected to the fact that there are only four fricative
combinations in the Turkic affixes, which could suggest that the proportions of
manners are not dependent on the number of places of articulation in a language.
This could also hold true for nasals, as the total proportions of nasals are almost
identical for the Turkic, Kartvelian and Indo-European data, while another factor
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could be that most of these languages have consonant inventories of roughly the
same size, ranging from 22 to 38 with a mean inventory of 28 consonants. The high
mean proportion of bilabial nasals differs from the overall results, while the same
tendency is found in the Kartvelian and Indo-European affixes.

Comparing the Turkic affixal results with the lexical results in figure 7.35, the
number of combinations is still small in comparison to the endemic language
families and only three combinations are only found in the lexical data, i.e. labio-
dental fricatives/approximants and glottal fricatives.
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Figure 7.35: Distribution of places and manners of articulation for all consonants in the Turkic
lexical data.

The Turkic lexical data differ quite considerably from the overall lexical results,
while the five most common combinations overall are also the most common in
Turkic, i.e. alveolar/dental stops, taps/trills and lateral approximants, velar stops and
bilabial stops. It therefore becomes apparent that the most common combinations
for both the Turkic affixal and lexical data are largely the same as for the overall
results. This potentially suggests that larger phoneme inventories simply build upon
a core set of combinations, where the typologically rare segments will also have
lower proportions in the language. The low proportions of velar and uvular fricatives
are surprising, while these fricatives might be underreported as certain Turkic
languages tend to fricativise final velar and uvular stops.
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Figures 7.36 and 7.37: Distribution of vowel height and vowel backness for all unrounded (top) and
rounded (bottom) vowels in the Turkic affixes.

The vowel distributions for the Turkic affixal data demonstrate that the Turkic
vowel harmony leads to a noticeably different pattern, which is primarily built
around the distinctions of [w], [i], [a]/[a], [u], [y] and [e]. The near-open front
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unrounded vowel [&] is only found in North and South Azerbaijani affixes, which
could suggest that it is an Iranian influence. The most interesting result is the
complete absence of the mid front rounded vowels [@]/[ce] and the near-complete
absence of mid back rounded vowels [0]/[o] in the Turkic affixal data, which is a
well-known phenomenon in these languages, and it indicates that also vowels can
be systematically excluded from affixes, cf. Bybee’s notion of pattern exclusion
(Bybee 2005).

There are multiple possible explanations to why the Turkic languages would
exclude mid rounded vowels from affixes, if the equation for potential morphemes
from section 2.7 is applied. Turkic languages are well-known for their strict syllable
structure, as initial consonant clusters are almost universally avoided while final
consonant clusters with nasals, liquids and sibilants are allowed (Johanson 2022a:
27). Since Turkic languages are also strictly suffixing with a preference for CVC
suffixes while having relatively small consonant inventories, the relevance of vowel
pattern exclusion becomes apparent. This will likely help speakers to both predict
word boundaries and detect suffixes in a surprisingly efficient manner, which is a
potential impetus to the development of vowel harmony, as it primarily concerns
affixation.

7.8.5. Caucasian Indo-European affixation

The distribution of places and manners of articulation for the Indo-European affixal
data shows similarities with both the Turkic and Kartvelian languages, while they
also have the fewest combinations of place and manner of the five language families.
The Indo-European affixes differ from the other language families in certain
regards, as they exhibit the highest proportion of alveolar/dental nasals and
affricates, as well as labio-dental fricatives, while almost completely lacking velar
and uvular fricatives.

The alveolar/dental approximant [1] is only described in Classical Armenian,
which could be criticised as inconsistent coding. However, it does suggest that the
taps/trills category perhaps should be merged with the approximants, as this could
potentially explain the high proportions of taps/trills as instances of a wider category
of alveolar/dental approximant-like consonants in the analyses of the segmental
distributions. The low mean proportion of lateral approximants is the lowest of all
the affixal results, which is particularly interesting since many Northwest Caucasian
languages lack lateral approximants altogether.
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Figures 7.38 (top) and 7.39 (bottom): Distribution of places and manners of articulation for all
consonants in the Indo-European affixal (top) and lexical data (bottom) (excl. Persian and Russian).
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The lexical results for the Indo-European data reveal a distribution that is again
similar to the Kartvelian and Turkic languages, while generally lacking ejectives,
setting them apart from the Kartvelian languages. The small proportions of ejectives
present are all found in the Iron Ossetic data. Similar to the affixal data, the
proportion of alveolar/dental nasals is the highest for all lexical results. The
difference in number of place and manner combinations between the lexical and
affixal data sets distinguishes the Indo-European languages from the Turkic
languages, as 26 combinations occur in the lexical data while only 16 combinations
are found in the affixal data, cf. the Turkic difference of 21 vs. 18 combinations.

The distribution of Indo-European vowels generally align with the overall results.
Close front unrounded vowels [i] are more frequent while the open front unrounded
vowels [a] are less frequent, even if they are combined with the open back
unrounded vowel [a]. The high proportion of near-open central unrounded vowels
[e] is completely connected to Erschler’s description of the phoneme /&/ in Iron
Ossetic as being realised as [e] (Erschler 2020: 644). The close-mid front rounded
vowels [g] are possibly only found in one suffix in a sub-dialect of Tat, where the
influence of Azerbaijani vowel harmony has triggered rounding of the plural suffix
—ho into —h6 (Suleymanov 2020: 95).
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Figure 7.40: Distribution of vowel height and vowel backness for all unrounded vowels in the Indo-
European affixes.
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7.9.  Morphophonological results

7.9.1. Phoneme inventories and grammatical functions

In order to investigate the correlation between affixation and the size of a language’s
phoneme inventory, it is important to summarise the binarised grammatical
functions described in section 7.1. This yields the types of grammatical functions
expressed by affixation for each language, which are then compared to the humber
of consonant phonemes in each language (cf. appendix C).

Spearman's rank correlation of number of phonemes and grammatical functions expressed by affixation
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Figure 7.42: Spearman’s rank correlation (red line) between the number of all phonemes, i.e. both
consonants and vowels, and the number of grammatical functions expressed by affixation in all 56
languages.

The Spearman rank correlation coefficient, or Spearman’s p, is a non-parametric
measure that calculates ‘the correlation of the ranks of the variables’ (Kolassa 2020:
115). The Spearman rank correlation between only consonant phonemes and
grammatical functions is moderately positive, p = 0.51, and significant, p<.001.
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The correlation for of all phonemes, i.e. consonants and vowels, is less but still
moderately positive, p = 0.48, and also statistically significant, p<.001, cf. figure
7.42. The large number of both consonant phonemes and grammatical functions in
the Northwest Caucasian languages are worth testing for, as they will inevitably
affect the results. If the Northwest Caucasian languages are excluded, the Spearman
rank correlation for all phonemes is still moderately positive, p = 0.46, and
significant, p<.001.

The Pearson correlation coefficient (Pearson’s r) of these two variables indicates
a significant positive correlation between the number of consonant phonemes and
the number of grammatical functions expressed by affixation, as r(55) = .51
p <.001. If vowel phonemes are also included the Pearson correlation coefficient is
slightly smaller but not significant, r(55) = .41 p=.002. The Pearson correlation
coefficient of consonant inventories and grammatical functions for all non-
Northwest Caucasian languages is weakly positive and non-significant, r(48) = .33
p=.018, while Pearson’s r for all phonemes, i.e. consonants and vowels, is slightly
more positive but still non-significant, r(48) = .38 p=.007.
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Figure 7.43: Linear regression of the consonant phoneme inventories and grammatical functions of
all 56 languages.

A simple linear regression demonstrates a significant linear relationship between the
number of consonant phonemes and grammatical functions in the languages of the
Caucasus, as Rz = .26, F(1, 54) = 19.43, p <.001, cf. figure 7.43. This indicates that
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26% of the observed variance in grammatical functions can be explained by the
number of consonant phonemes. If vowel phonemes are included, the linear relation
is less positive and not significant, as R? = .17, F(1, 54) = 10.95, p = .002. If the
Northwest Caucasian languages are excluded, there is again a stronger effect for all
phonemes than for just consonants, but a simple linear regression of all non-
Northwest Caucasian languages does not demonstrate a significant linear
relationship, as R2 = .15, F(1, 47) = 7.99, p = .007, and the regression for only
consonant phonemes is clearly not significant, R = .11, F(1, 47) = 6.04, p = .018.

This enables us to answer the sixth research question, i.e. whether there is a
significant correlation between the phoneme inventories and the number of
grammatical functions expressed by affixation in the languages of the Caucasus.
The results above suggest a significant positive correlation between the number of
consonant phonemes in a language and its number of grammatical functions. If both
consonant and vowel phonemes are included, the results still suggest a significant
yet smaller positive correlation. This indicates that both consonant and vowel
phonemes should be considered when investigating the interaction between
morphology and phonology. A simple linear regression also suggests a significant
linear relation between the number of consonant phonemes in a language and the
number of grammatical functions, at least in the languages of the Caucasus. For
future research, it is therefore highly relevant to test whether these tendencies are
specific to the Caucasus or if similar tendencies can be observed outside the
Caucasus as well.
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7.9.2. Morphophonological results by grammatical function

The data structure of this study enables analyses of the interaction between
morphology and phonology on a functional level, as the segmental distributions of
all grammatical functions can be analysed separately. As this is a topic in its own
right, | only present some general tentative results to investigate this
morphophonological interaction. It is only relevant to compare grammatical
functions that are found across the five language families, while also acknowledging
that the Nakh-Dagestanian languages will inevitably skew the results to a certain
degree, as they constitute almost 60% of the 56 languages. | will present the results
for the most common functions from the following grammatical categories: core
cases (incl. genitive), non-core cases, local case orientations, tense functions and
person-marking functions.

Table 7.18: Mean proportions of the ten most common trivariate consonants in the affixal data for
the four most common case functions. The highest proportion per function is in bold.

Place and Manner DAT GEN ERG OBL
In/ 13.40% 26.03% 14.52% 9.35%
Irl 5.77% 3.92% 9.09% 11.06%
/d/ 0.38% 4.46% 11.21% 10.21%
n 4.81% 15.61% 17.33% 19.06%
ljl 16.57% 8.61% 8.80% 8.14%
/bl 0% 5.87% 0.60% 4.84%
m/ 8.17% 9.35% 15.49% 17.62%
/sl 19.87% 8.06% 4.12% 0.85%
il 1.92% 1.02% 2.88% 1.13%
Iw/ 1.92% 1.89% 1.42% 0.46%

The results for the core case functions dative, ergative and oblique and the genitive
case function are summarised in table 7.18, which includes the multifunctional
oblique cases in the Northwest Caucasian and Iranian languages as datives,
genitives and ergatives as well. Genitive has been included among the core cases,
as the genitive is often syncretised with the other three functions. Although this is
the case, there is still a remarkable variation between these four functions, and the
difference between the dative and genitive functions is particularly interesting. The
most common combinations of place and manner differ between the voiceless
alveolar/dental fricative [s] for dative, the voiced alveolar/dental nasals [n] for
genitive, and the voiced alveolar/dental lateral approximants [I] for ergative and
oblique. The high mean proportion of alveolar/dental fricatives for the dative
function could be explained by the Kartvelian languages, but they would just
account for maximally 8.9% of these results as that is the Kartvelian share of the
equalised data.
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The result for the genitive function is also interesting, as the alveolar/dental nasals
[n] are found in genitive affixes of all language families except Kartvelian, while
the genitive affixes with alveolar/dental lateral approximants [I] are only found in
the Nakh-Dagestanian languages. This also holds true for the ergative and oblique
affixes, as the alveolar/dental lateral approximants [I] are only found in the Nakh-
Dagestanian languages. This is unsurprising, as the genitive, ergative and oblique
are often syncretised in some Nakh-Dagestanian languages, which also explains the
similar distributions for the ergative and oblique.

Table 7.19: Mean proportions of the 15 most common trivariate consonants in the affixal data for the
five most common non-core case functions. The highest proportion per function is in bold.

Place and Manner INS COM LOC ABL/ELA ALL/LAT
In/ 14.88% 12.18% 3.84% 17.34% 7.01%
Irl 0.71% 4.27% 5.56% 13.50% 9.89%
d/ 13.15% 4.10% 27.22% 9.21% 5.16%
n 13.39% 22.05% 2.22% 9.41% 12.30%
ljl 5.62% 1.71% 2.30% 6.09% 8.62%
b/ 2.52% 0% 0% 0% 0.20%
Im/ 0.66% 2.91% 5.56% 0% 2.22%
Isl 0% 0% 20.63% 8.93% 3.48%
ik 9.26% 2.56% 2.78% 2.35% 1.09%
Iwi 3.21% 0% 0.39% 1.34% 0.35%
I/ 1.28% 2.14% 0% 5.63% 7.37%
1z/ 6.05% 1.28% 2.78% 3.82% 5.82%
Ikl 0.78% 4.27% 5.56% 1.76% 3.58%
o/ 2.78% 2.56% 1.85% 3.09% 4.95%
k% 0% 3.85% 0% 0.69% 0.40%

The results for the most common non-core cases (cf. table 7.19) appear to reveal a
similar tendency, as the most common trivariate consonant is different for all five
non-core case functions. These results are potentially skewed by the Nakh-
Dagestanian languages, but they could also reflect a wider morphological tendency
of the interaction of morphology and phonology, as morphology is reliant on
phonology to uphold explicit grammatical distinctions. The distributional
differences between the instrumental and the comitative are interesting, as they
indicate that these are not just functionally separate but also phonologically
differentiated in many languages of the Caucasus. The surprisingly low proportions
of bilabial stops are likely not coincidental, as bilabial stops are also less frequent
in the core case data, which would be interesting to test against non-Caucasian case
systems.

If these results are compared to the six most common local case orientations (cf.
table 7.20), the same tendency becomes even stronger, as the most common
consonants are different for all six orientations. The orientation IN is peculiar
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however, as many Nakh-Dagestanian languages indicate inessives with gender or
noun class markers, and these markers are among the most common combination,
i.e. [j] and [w]. Particularly the orientations AD, SUB, INTER and CONT are
remarkable, as the highest proportions for these functions are all found among the
rather unusual consonants /y/, /t’/, /t}/, and /t[’/.

Table 7.20: Mean proportions of the 15 most frequent trivariate consonants and /y/, /t¥'/, /t¥/, and /tf*/
for the six most common local case orientations. The highest proportion per function is in bold.

Place and Manner IN SUPER AD SUB INTER CONT
In/ 10.59% 5.08% 6.38% 1.58% 0.88% 0%
Irl 6.22% 1.91% 1.79% 2.13% 1.72% 5.00%
[d/ 6.13% 1.94% 3.57% 1.44% 0.40% 0%
n 6.83% 31.66% 0.71% 4.89% 12.28% 0%
ljl 12.50% 6.03% 0% 0% 0% 0%
b/ 5.63% 1.61% 0% 2.41% 1.21% 0%
Im/ 10.00% 0% 1.79% 0% 0% 0%
/sl 2.59% 3.43% 5.95% 1.15% 1.75% 1.67%
itk 0.44% 3.65% 3.57% 0% 0% 0%
Iwi 8.40% 0.24% 5.36% 1.15% 0.40% 0%
/f/ 4.00% 0% 14.29% 0% 0% 0%
z/ 1.67% 3.13% 0% 0% 8.10% 2.50%
Ikl 1.11% 0.52% 0.60% 19.11% 0% 20.00%
lol 0.67% 3.13% 1.02% 10.34% 0% 0%
k% 0% 0% 0% 17.24% 21.93%  10.00%
I 0% 0% 15.39% 0% 1.32% 2.50%
n/ 0% 18.75% 0% 25.29% 0% 5.00%
Vii% 3.33% 0% 0% 17.24% 24.56% 0%

e/ 0% 2.08% 0% 0% 0% 26.67%

The remaining local case orientations suggest that the less common a function is,
the higher the proportion of uncommon consonants. The high proportions of lateral
fricatives, lateral affricates and various lateral ejective manners could play an
integral part of the Nakh-Dagestanian local case systems, which is further supported
by the lack of both local case and lateral fricatives, lateral affricates and all lateral
gjectives in Chechen and Ingush (Komen, Molochieva & Nichols 2020). This
perhaps suggests that distinctive consonant phonemes are a requisite for large local
case systems of the Nakh-Dagestanian type, which could be tested by investigating
local case systems outside the Caucasus.

The distributions of trivariate consonants in the tense affixes (cf. table 7.21)
appear not to have the same tendency, as the distributions only differ marginally
between the three tense functions, and the distribution for the specific tense
functions are noticeably more balanced if compared to the case functions above.
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This is highly relevant, as it indicates that TAM affixes possibly yield different
results than case affixes, which might explain the weak and inconclusive results in
the previous study by Bybee (2005).

Table 7.21: Mean proportions of the ten most common triavariate consonants in the affixal data for
the three tense functions. The highest proportion per function is in bold.

Place and Manner PST PRS FUT
In/ 17.27% 16.17% 22.13%
Irl 14.24% 13.51% 11.80%
/d/ 12.73% 7.53% 6.93%
n 5.20% 5.52% 7.45%
il 9.91% 8.69% 8.32%
b/ 3.47% 1.68% 2.17%
/m/ 2.29% 6.97% 1.91%
/sl 4.07% 5.89% 9.82%
ik 5.10% 6.20% 3.32%
Iwi 3.46% 5.14% 2.84%

The final point of morphophonological comparison is subject person-marking
affixes (cf. table 7.22), as these are also found in all five language families. These
results reveal a similar tendency to the case functions, as the most common
consonant segments are different for all person functions. This warrants further
research, as similar patterns are most likely also found in other language families.

Table 7.22: Mean proportions of the thirteen most common trivariate consonants in the affixal data
and /v/ for the subject person-marking functions. The highest proportion per function is in bold.

Place and Manner 1SG 2SG 3SG 1PL 2PL 3PL
In/ 8.10% 12.95% 16.92% 6.25% 10.89% 25.91%
Il 4.63% 6.03% 10.48% 4.14% 5.98% 8.83%
ld/ 8.99% 3.71% 13.76% 22.47% 14.55% 9.73%
n 0.37% 1.03% 3.14% 1.43% 1.22% 6.69%
ljl 4.55% 6.02% 19.89% 5.43% 5.13% 14.46%
b/ 1.56% 5.46% 5.99% 2.74% 1.07% 9.73%
Im/ 20.42% 2.20% 4.39% 7.80% 0.87% 2.59%
Isl 18.70% 10.83% 14.09% 0.12% 4.01% 4.45%
n 2.09% 8.96% 2.22% 14.93% 15.21% 4.36%
Iwi/ 2.45% 15.20% 0.99% 1.29% 1.11% 0%
f/ 0.67% 8.37% 1.97% 2.53% 9.41% 2.01%
Ikl 0.84% 1.56% 0% 4.34% 4.24% 0.47%
1z/ 14.19% 0.22% 0.49% 3.47% 6.57% 0.16%
Wi 4.59% 1.88% 0.86% 2.86% 0.61% 0%
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8. Conclusions

I conclude this thesis by answering the research questions formulated in chapter 1
and discussed in chapter 7. Afterwards | will discuss the more overarching
conclusions that can be drawn from the results of this thesis.

The first research question asked whether the affix inventories of the three
endemic language families, i.e. Kartvelian, Nakh-Dagestanian and Northwest
Caucasian, display sufficient morphological similarities to support the notion of a
Caucasian Sprachbund. The morphological results could not support the presence
of such a morphological Sprachbund, as the results for the three endemic language
families presented almost diametrically opposite systems. The three language
families only share a few functions that are expressed by affixation, apart from the
expected categories of core cases, number, tense, aspect and mood. The particular
grammatical functions generally expressed by affixation in the Caucasus are thus
the optative, interrogative, subjunctive/irrealis and conditional moods, negative
polarity, non-witnessed past, causatives and perhaps most interestingly, the
preverbs, which encode a wide range of spatial functions found in all the three
endemic language families. There is also a remarkable set of highly specialised
converbs, i.e. adverbial subordinators, shared between the Nakh-Dagestanian and
Northwest Caucasian languages. Many of these converbs are also found in the
Turkic languages, suggesting that they are not specific to the Caucasus. However,
the phonological results could potential support a phonological sprachbund, but it
would primarily include the Kartvelian, Nakh, Lezgic and Dargic languages. The
most remarkable finding was that the Northwest Caucasian languages and the Avar-
Andic-Tsezic branch of the Nakh-Dagestanian family are both morphologically and
phonologically highly divergent, which makes it questionable to group them either
areally or genealogically.

The second research question asked whether the affixation patterns of the Turkic
and Indo-European languages spoken in the Caucasus exhibit morphological
similarities with the three endemic language families of the Caucasus. The
morphological results showed that the Turkic and Indo-European languages are
generally more similar to each other than the three endemic language families.
However, certain Nakh-Dagestanian languages do instead exhibit morphological
similarities with the Turkic languages. Further research is therefore needed to
investigate the well-known and long-standing contact between Kartvelian,
Armenian, Iranian, Turkic, Nakh and the south Dagestanian languages.
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The third research question asked whether there are hierarchical patterns in the
distribution of grammatical functions expressed by affixation across the five
language families of the Caucasus. The distribution of grammatical functions did
reveal a tendency for larger affix inventories to be built upon core functions found
across all systems, while also adding more complex functions in an almost
predictable order as certain functions are only present in the largest systems. The
morphological hierarchies should therefore be tested against language families
outside the Caucasus to examine if these are general or Caucasus-specific
tendencies. The intrafamilial variation is surprisingly high, as the data suggest that
even closely related languages differ morphologically with regard to how various
grammatical functions are expressed. Comparing morphology based on
grammatical functions therefore presents an interesting approach to the wider study
of linguistic diversity and morphological change, as the data indicate that closely
related languages can be identical except for certain grammatical functions.
Changes in particular grammatical functions can potentially explain how languages
and dialects diverge over time and space, function by function.

Continuing with the phonological research questions, the fourth research question
intended to explore whether there are significant phonological differences between
affixes and lexicon in the languages of the Caucasus, based on the articulatory
variables of place, manner and voicing. The results showed that place and manner
of articulation alone did not differ significantly, but combinations of place and
manner differed significantly between affixes and lexicon in the Caucasus. The
results for voicing alone differed significantly, which suggests that voicing might
help speakers to differentiate between affixes and lexicon in these languages. This
is an important finding, since the languages of the Caucasus are famous for their
many ejective consonants and this could potentially explain why these languages
also have such intricate affixation patterns. Having a systematic phonological
difference between lexical stems and affixes potentially enable speakers of these
languages to detect stems and predict what will come next, as particularly Kartvelian
and Northwest Caucasian languages have verb morphology with stable affix
ordering and a fixed stem slot. These patterns together with a systematic difference
between stems and affixes are likely the prerequisites for producing, comprehending
and predicting morphologically complex languages.

The fifth research question asked whether there are significant differences in the
distribution of certain places and manners of articulation between affixes and
lexicon in the languages of the Caucasus, as these languages have large inventories
of places and manners of articulation. The results suggest that only certain
combinations of place and manner differ between affixes and lexical stems.
Particularly alveolar/dental nasals, uvulars and the various ejective manners all
presented a significantly different distribution between the affixes and lexical data,
suggesting that certain consonants are more or less frequent in affixes. When
voicing was added, the results became more complex as voiced alveolar/dental stops
[d] differed significantly while voiceless alveolar/dental stops [t] did not, while the
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bilabial stops [b] and [p] presented an opposite situation. The large number of
consonant segments only found in the lexical data further supported the observation
that affixes and lexical stems differ phonologically.

The variation between the five language families is considerable for both
consonant and vowel segments, although there are observable phonological
similarities between particularly the Kartvelian, Turkic and Indo-European, and to
a varying degree the Nakh, Dargic and Lezgic languages. The phonological results
generally suggest that geography and language contact affect phonological
distributions of both affixes and lexicon. The Northwest Caucasian and Avar-Andic-
Tsezic languages are the most divergent both when it comes to phonology and
morphology, which potentially could be explained by the same geographical factors.
The results also suggest phonological changes might interact with morphological
changes, e.g. the simultaneous lack of both local cases and lateral fricatives, lateral
affricates and all lateral ejective manners in Chechen and Ingush. Another example
of the potential interaction between phonology and morphology could be that [b]
has among the lowest proportions of all Caucasian languages in the Lezgian lexical
data, while they are completely absent in the affixal data. This could explain why
Lezgian has lost grammatical gender or noun classes, as almost all Nakh-
Dagestanian noun class systems include [b] as a marker. These results suggest that
phonological variation and change could explain morphological variation between
related languages, while the importance of diachronic data and reconstruction
become apparent in order to differentiate innovation and loss from patterns inherited
from earlier language stages.

The sixth and last research question asked whether there is a significant
correlation between phoneme inventory size, i.e. the number of consonant and
vowel phonemes, and the number of grammatical functions expressed by affixation
in the languages of the Caucasus. The results suggested a significant positive
correlation between phoneme inventory size and the number of grammatical
functions expressed by affixes. The results also indicate that both the number of
consonant and vowel phonemes correlate significantly with the number of
grammatical functions, while the results for only consonant phonemes are less
conclusive as there is a significant positive correlation for all five language families.
If the Northwest Caucasian languages are excluded the correlation is still
moderately positive and statistically significant. This suggests that particularly
consonant phonemes play an integral part in affix inventories, which was the central
hypothesis of this thesis. Are large consonant inventories a prerequisite for complex
morphology? The significant correlation between consonant inventory size and affix
inventory size seems to indicate this. However, factors such as vowel harmony will
affect the number of affixes, which makes it important to differentiate between
distinctive affix functions and the total number of allomorphs. These results should
be compared to languages with complex morphology and small phoneme
inventories, as they will either falsify this assumption or give us a better
understanding of the interaction between morphology and phonology.
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Furthermore, the observed general preference for mono-syllabic and mono-
consonantal affixes in the Caucasus is likely an important factor. Is there a global
preference for mono-syllabic affixes, similar to the observed global preference for
suffixation? If so, then phoneme inventory size would be an important delimiting
factor for morphological complexity. This calls for a wider investigation of how
phoneme inventories and phonotactics correlate with morphology, to examine
whether this is only a Caucasian tendency or whether it applies to language in
general.

The final conclusions reflect upon the methodology of this thesis, as the data-
driven approach of this study enables in-depth analyses of both morphology and
phonology in a way that can likely be applied to any language, any language family
or any linguistic area. The data structure should however be expanded by including
tone to ensure validity for many language families outside the Caucasus. Secondary
articulation was encoded in the data structure, but it should likely be treated as a
separate variable for each trivariate consonant and vowel. The conclusions from the
phonological results indicate that the trivariate consonant, i.e. place-manner-
voicing, has a great potential for wide-scale phonological analyses and that all three
variables need to be considered. The type-based approached of this thesis should
however be compared to token-based data, e.g. by applying this methodology to
corpus data.

The phonological coding could therefore be applied to almost any language
family if it is expanded according the suggestions above, while the coding of
grammatical functions would need to be adjusted to fit a global sample. However,
the inventory of grammatical functions described in this thesis should be seen as a
baseline for any morphological description or comparison, as any function that is
expressed by morphology in one language can be morphology in any language.
Systematically comparing how these grammatical functions are expressed and
realised in the languages of the world would potentially reveal even greater insights
into the interaction between morphology and phonology. This approach might be
problematic for languages with little or no morphology, which would be highly
interesting to investigate further. Do languages with no morphology differ
phonologically from languages with complex morphology? If so, could
phonological systems predict morphological patterns, or are these variables
completely independent? The results from this thesis suggest that the latter would
be unlikely, since the observed correlation between phoneme inventory size and
grammatical functions expressed by affixation in the Caucasus indicates that
morphological complexity depends on phonological factors.

Another interesting observation that can be drawn from the phonological results
is that phoneme distributions are remarkably uniform across both related and
unrelated languages, particularly for the lexical data. Although the specific
phonemes differ, there appears to be general distributional patterns, as e.g. the
languages without ejectives have distributions of stops that are comparable to the
combined proportions of stops and ejectives in the endemic languages of the
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Caucasus. Similar patterns are also potentially observable for velars and uvulars in
the Kartvelian, Indo-European and Turkic languages, while the high proportions of
uvulars in the Nakh-Dagestanian and Northwest Caucasian languages potentially
obscure any general tendencies. This warrants further investigation into phoneme
distribution in languages outside the Caucasus.

The methodology used in this thesis also enables phonological analyses of lexical
data, which could be applied to purely lexical studies. The lexical data were also
coded for semantic meaning, and the possibility of analysing larger lexical data sets
both phonologically and semantically seems promising as another development.
The data structure developed in this thesis can therefore be expanded to investigate
languages outside the Caucasus, since the morphological and phonological
complexity of the languages of the Caucasus was chosen as a formidable challenge.
Past linguistic descriptions have given us enormous amounts of potential data,
which we ought to turn into analysable data, as this is truly an underexploited
resource available for future linguistic research.
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Subject index

anticausative, 205
applicative
benefactive, 210
locative, 210
malefactive, 210
aspect
aorist, 166
excessive, 169
exhaustive, 172
generic, 165
habitual, 164
imperfective, 163
inceptive, 171
inchoative, 171
iterative, 170
momentane, 168
perfective, 161
preterite, 166
prospective, 171
repetitive, 170
resultative, 168
semelfactive, 168
case
abessive, 104
ablative, 126
absolutive, 85
accusative, 86
addressive, 105
adverbial, 96
affective, 89
allative, 127
benefactive, 98
causal, 100
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comitative, 94
comparative, 97
contentive, 102
dative, 83
durative, 105
equative, 95
ergative, 84
genitive, 91
instrumental, 92

involuntary agent, 104

locative, 122
nominative, 86
oblique, 88
partitive, 100
possessive, 103
privative, 104
similative, 95
substitutive, 103
vocative, 102

causative, 204
converb

ablative, 239
anterior, 222
causal, 231
comparative, 242
concessive, 232
conditional, 228
consecutive, 247
directional, 237
equative, 226
equitemporal, 226
general, 243
gradual, 240



graduative, 240
immediate anterior, 220
immediate posterior, 227
imperfective, 245
inceptive, 225
irrealis conditional, 233
lative, 237
locational, 236
manner, 237
negative, 246
perfective, 244
posterior, 224
purposive, 235
sequential, 247
similative, 238
simultaneous, 217
substitutive, 241
temporal, 219
terminative, 223
definite, 135
detransitive, 205
evidential
assumed, 194
assumptive, 194
hearsay, 193
indirect, 189
inferential, 190
inferred, 190
non-witnessed, 189
visual, 191
witnessed, 191
gender
feminine, 142
inanimate, 144
masculine, 141
non-human, 143
indefinite, 136
infinitive, 213
local case direction
delative, 133
directional, 130
distal, 132
elative, 126

essive, 122
lative, 127
proximal, 132
suslative, 133
terminative, 131
translative, 130

local case orientation

AD, 113
ANTE, 119
APUD, 116
CONT, 115
CUM, 120
IN, 109
INTER, 114
LOC, 120
POSS, 118
POST, 118
SUB, 112
SUPER, 111
masdar, 214
mood

apprehensive, 188

approbative, 188
conditional, 181
debitive, 185
deliberative, 188
desiderative, 175
dubitative, 187
hortative, 184
imperative, 177

interrogative, 176

irrealis, 179
mirative, 186

necessitative, 185

optative, 174
permissive, 187
potential, 183
prohibitive, 178
subjunctive, 179
negative affix, 196
participle, 212

possessive affixes, 137

preverb direction
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ablative, 264

circumlative, 267

delative, 262
elative, 264
forlative, 265
lative, 261
prolative, 269
retrolative, 266
suslative, 263
terminative, 269
translative, 266
ultralative, 269
preverb orientation
AD, 255
ANTE, 255
APUD, 260
CONT, 258
DIST, 252
HAND, 257
HOME, 260
IN, 249
INTER, 259
LATER, 259
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POST, 254
PROX, 251
SUB, 251
SUPER, 250
SUPRA, 256
VERT, 259
quotative, 192
reciprocal, 207
reflexive, 207
tense
aorist, 159
future, 157
general, 159
perfect, 155
pluperfect, 156
present, 157
version
locative, 210
objective, 210
subjective, 209
voice
antipassive, 207
passive, 206
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Appendix A: Table of languages with
sources (affixal data)

Language

Family

family branch Language Sources
Georgian Vamling 1989; Aronson 1990; Hewitt 1995; Tuite 1998;
9 Bolkvadze & Kiziria 2023
Oold Shanidze 1982; Fahnrich 1991; Fahnrich 1994; Tuite 2008a;
Georgian Féhnrich 2012
. Karto-Zan . . -
Kartvelian Mearelian Harris 1991; Vamling & Tchantouria 1993; Reseck 2015;
g Rostovtsev-Popiel 2020
Laz Anderson 1963; Holisky 1991; Lacroix 2009; Oztiirk &
Pochtrager 2011; Lacroix 2018
Svan Svan Gudjedjiani & Palmaitis 1986; Schmidt 1991; Tuite 1997
Jakovlev 1940; Jakovlev 1960; Cokaev 1970; Nichols 1994;
Chechen Aliroev 1999; Nichols & Vagapov 2004; Molochieva &
Nichols 2018; Komen, Molochieva & Nichols 2020
Nakh Jakovlev 2001; Nichols 2011; Komen, Molochieva & Nichols
Ingush 2020
Bats Deseriev 1953; Holisky & Gagua 1994; Hauk 2020
Avar Charachidzé 1981; Alekseev et al. 2012; Forker 2018b;
Forker 2020
Andi Salimov 2010
Tindi Magomedova 2012
Avar-Andic Bagvalal Kibrik et al. 2001
Chamalal Bokarev 1949a; Magomedova 2004
Nakh- Karata Magomedbekova 1971
Dagestanian Akhvakh Magomedbekova 1967; Creissels 2008; Creissels 2009;
Creissels 2010, Creissels 2018
Ghodoberi Kibrik 1996; Saidova 2004
Lezgian Haspelmath 1993
Tabasaran Alekseev & Shixalieva 2003; Babaliyeva 2013
Rutul Ibragimov 1978; Alekseev 1994a; Maxmudova 2001
Aghul Magometov 1970
; Ibragimov 1990; Kibrik & Testelets 1999; Schulze 1997;
Lezgic Tsakhur | rlibov 2004
Udi Schulze 1982; Schulze-Firhoff 1994; Harris 2002; Alekseev
et al. 2008; Ganenkov 2008; Maisak 2018
Kryts Saadiev 1994; Authier 2009
Budukh Alekseev 1994b; Talibov 2007

371



Lezgic

Kibrik 1977; Kibrik 1994a; Chumakina, Bond & Corbett

(continued) Archi 2016
Standard Abdullaev 1954; Abdullaev 1971; Van den Berg 2001;
Dargwa Musaev 2002; Isaev 2004; Sumbatova 2020
Xaidag Temirbulatova 2004
Kubachi Magometov 1963; Vamling & Tchantouria 1991
Dargic Itsari
Dargwa Sumbatova & Mutalov 2003
Sanzhi
Nakh- . Dargwa Forker 2020a
Dagestanian Mehweb Magometov 1982; Daniel, Dobrushina & Ganenkov 2019
Tsez Imnaisvili 1963; Alekseev & Radzabov 2004
Khwarshi Khalilova 2009
Tsezic Hinug Forker 2013
Bezhta Kibrik & Testelets 2004; Comrie, Khalilov & Khalilova 2015
Hunzib Isakov & Xalilov 2012; Berg 1995
Lak Lak Zirkov 1955; Murkelinskij 1971; Friedman 1992; Schulze
a a 2007; Kazenin 2013; Friedman 2020
Khinalug Khinalug Kibrik 1994b; Khvtisiashvili 2013
Kabardian Colarusso 1992; Kumaxov 2006; Kumakhov & Vamling
abardia 2009; Arkadiev & Lander 2020
Advahe Rogava & Keraseva 1966; Kumakhov & Vamling 2009;
. . e Arkadiev & Lander 2020
Circassian Abzakh
Adyghe Paris 1989; Konuk 2022
Northwest Shapsug
Caucasian Adyghe Smeets 1984
Abkhaz Aristava 1968; Hewitt 1989; Chirikba 2003a; Hewitt 2010;
Abkhaz- O’Herin 2020
Abaza Abaza Genko 1955; Tabulova 1976; Lomtatidze & Klychev 1989;
O’Herin 2020
Ubykh Ubykh Dumézil 1931; Vogt 1963; Fenwick 2011
Eastern
Armenian Armenian Dum-Tragut 2009
Classical Meillet 1936; Van Damme 2004; Schmitt 2007; Clackson
Armenian 2008
Indo- Iron
European Ossetic Abaev 1964; Bagaev 1965; Thordarson 2009; Erschler 2020
Iranian Tat Suleymanov 2020
Juhuri Authier 2012
Talysh Miller 1953; Schulze 2000
North Siraliev 1971; Schonig 1998; Ragagnin 2022
Azerbaijani mralicv 5 Dchonig 5 Ragagnin
Oghuz South
... | Dehghani 2000; Lee 2008
. Azerbaijani
Turkic Karachay- Filonenko 1940; Aliev 1973; Seegmiller 1996; Ulakov &
. Balkar Guseev 2016; Berta & Csat6 2022
Kipchak Kumyk Abdullaeva et al. 2014; Berta & Csat6 2022
Nogai Csat6 & Karakog 1998, Karakog 2005, Karakog 2022
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Appendix B: Table of lexical data per

language with sources

Family Branch Language Nouns | Verbs | Other | Total Sources
. Fahnrich (2007); Carling
Georgian 403 494 63 960 (2024)
Old Fahnrich (2007); Carling
Georgian 178 298 50 526 (2024)
Karto-Zan Fahnrich (2007); Carling
Kartvelian Megrelian 335 459 51 845 (202 4)’
Fahnrich (2007); Carling
Laz 289 327 81 697 (2024)
Fahnrich (2007); Carling
Svan Svan 321 320 49 690 (2024)
Key & Comrie (2023);
Chechen 147 | 207 0 354 Carling (2024)
Key & Comrie (2023);
Nakh Ingush 153 156 1 310 Carling (2024)
Key & Comrie (2023);
Bats 209 | 243 | 50 | 502 Carling (2024)
Key & Comrie (2023);
Avar 158 | 157 0 315 Carling (2024)
i Key & Comrie (2023);
Andi 110 | 179 0 289 Carling (2024)
Avar- Tindi 289 186 0 475 Key & Comrie (2023)
Andic Bagvalal 292 151 0 443 Key & Comrie (2023)
Chamalal 309 187 0 496 Key & Comrie (2023)
Nakh- Karata 275 155 0 430 Key & Comrie (2023)
Dagestanian Akhvakh 296 176 0 472 Key & Comrie (2023)
Ghodoberi 262 163 0 425 Key & Comrie (2023)
. Key & Comrie (2023);
Lezgian 207 189 47 443 Carling (2024)
Key & Comrie (2023);
Tabasaran 115 137 0 252 Carling (2024)
Key & Comrie (2023);
- Rutul 122 83 0 205 Carling (2024)
ezgic -
Key & Comrie (2023);
Aghul 198 126 0 324 Carling (2024)
Key & Comrie (2023);
Tsakhur 134 | 148 0 282 Carling (2024)
. Key & Comrie (2023);
Udi 137 155 0 292 Carling (2024)
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Key & Comrie (2023);

- Kryts 132 172 0 304 Carling (2024)
ezgic - -

- Key & Comrie (2023);

(continued) | Budukh 105 113 0 218 Carling (2024)
Archi 259 120 0 379 Key & Comrie (2023)
Standard Key & Comrie (2023);
Dargwa 175 203 0 378 Carling (2024)
Xaidaq 285 167 0 452 Key & Comrie (2023)

Dargic Kubachi 238 127 0 365 Key & Comrie (2023)
Itsari .

“ Dargwa 252 148 0 400 Key & Comrie (2023)
Nakh- "
Dagestanian Mehweb 290 147 0 437 Key & Comr!e (2023)

Tsez 276 139 0 415 Key & Comrie (2023)
. Key & Comrie (2023);
Khwarshi 117 165 0 282 Carling (2024)
Tsezic Hinugq 296 145 0 441 Key & Comrie (2023);
Key & Comrie (2023);
Bezhta 175 154 0 329 Carling (2024)
Hunzib 306 150 0 456 Key & Comrie (2023)
Key & Comrie (2023);
Lak Lak 128 99 0 227 Carling (2024)
. . Key & Comrie (2023);
Khinalug Khinalug 100 179 0 279 Carling (2024)
Kumakhov & Vamling
Kabardian 204 149 17 370 (2009); Dellert et al
Circassian (2019); Carling (2024)
Dellert et al (2019);
_— Adyghe 358 194 36 588 Carling (2024)
orthwes
. Dellert et al (2019);
Caucasian Abkhaz- Abkhaz 213 288 52 553 Carling (2024)
Abaza O’Herin (2020); Carling
Abaza 104 35 3 142 (2024)
Fenwick (2011); Carling
Ubykh Ubykh 158 128 2 288 (2024)
Eastern Key & Comrie (2023);
. Armenian 168 225 39 432 Carling (2024)
Armenian Classical
Armenian 129 33 32 194 Carling (2024)
Indo- : .
Iron Key & Comrie (2023);
European ) Ossetic 108 235 42 385 Carling (2024)
Iranian Juhuri 389 | 122 0 511 Key & Comrie (2023)
Persian 124 32 35 191 Carling (2024)
Slavic Russian 225 48 43 316 Carling (2024)
North Key & Comrie (2023);
Oghuz Azerbaijani 368 208 8 584 Carling (2024)
Karachay- Savelyev & Robbeets
Turkic Balkar 9% 83 55 236 (2020)
Kipchak Key & Comrie (2023);
Kumyk 356 221 4 581 Carling (2024)
Nogai 354 225 0 579 Key & Comrie (2023)
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Appendix C: Table of number of
phonemes per language

Language C \Y Source

Abaza 61 2 O’Herin 2002

Abkhaz 59 3 Hewitt 2010

Abzakh Adyghe 60 3 Paris 1989

Adyghe 52 3 Rogava & Keraseva 1966

Aghul 52 5 Magometov 1970

Akhvakh 50 19 Magomedova & Abdulaeva 2007
Andi 47 10 Salimov 2010

Archi 69257 11 Chumakina, Bond & Corbett 2016
Avar 44 5 Forker 2020; Alekseev et al. 2012
Bagvalal 66 18 Kodzasov 2001

Bats 42 192%8 Fahnrich 2001

Bezhta 34 30 Comrie, Xalilov & Xalilova 2015
Budukh 35 10 Alekseev 1994b

Chamalal 42 17 Magomedova 2004

Chechen 37 22 Komen, Molochieva & Nichols 2020
Classical Armenian 30 7 Schmitt 2007

Eastern Armenian 30 6 Dum-Tragut 2009

Georgian 28 5 Shosted & Chikovani 2006
Ghodoberi 43 13 Saidova 2006

Hinug 42 12259 Forker 2013

Hunzib 35 23 Isakov & Xalilov 2012

Ingush 39 23 Nichols 2011

Iron Ossetic 38 7 Erschler 2020

Itsari Dargwa 55260 10 Sumbatova & Mutalov 2003
Juhuri 22 7 Authier 2012

257 Kodzasov (1977) describes 81 consonants, but this includes the pharyngealised uvulars which

should be analysed as a suprasegmental feature indicating stress (Kibrik 1994a: 303; Chumakina,

Bond & Corbett 2016: 20-21).
2% Hauk (2020) does not analyse neither the nasalised or reduced vowels as phonemes however.

259 Not including pharyngealised vowels as they are described as optional (Forker 2013: 26).

260 Including labialised velar and uvular consonants.
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Kabardian 47261 3 Kumaxov 2006
Karachay-Balkar 29 8 Ulakov & Guseev 2016
Karata 45 10 Magomedbekova 1971
Khinalug 44 9 Khvtisiashvili 2013
Khwarshi 66 21 Khalilova 2009

Kryts 41262 4 Authier 2009

Kubachi 54 8 Magometov 1963
Kumyk 25 8 Abdullaeva et al. 2014
Lak 59263 6 Murkelinskij 1971

Laz 34 5 Oztiirk & Pochtrager 2011
Lezgian 54 8 Haspelmath 1993
Megrelian 31 6 Rostovtsev-Popiel 2020
Mehweb 41 9 Moroz 2019

Nogai 26 9 Karakog 2022

North Azerbaijani 27 9 Ragagnin 2022

Old Georgian 31 5 Tuite 2008a

Rutul 62 12 Ibragimov 1978

Sanzhi Dargwa 54 7 Forker 2020a

Shapsug Adyghe 57 3 Smeets 1984

South Azerbaijani 22 9 Dehghani 2000
Standard Dargwa 37 5 Isaev 2004; Musaev 2002
Svan 31 18264 Tuite 1998

Tabasaran 55 7 Babaliyeva 2013
Talysh 22 9 Schulze 2000

Tat 26 10 Suleymanov 2020
Tindi 46 19 Magomedova 2012
Tsakhur 73%65 11 Kibrik & Testelets 1999
Tsez 41266 20 Imnaisvili 1963

Ubykh 84 3 Fenwick 2011

Udi 38 15 Schulze-Firhoff 1994
Xaidaq 63 5 Temirbulatova 2004

21 The consonant inventory differs between the different Kabardian dialects, as Standard Kabardian
is described as having 47 consonants, while Kuipers (1960) describes 49 consonant phonemes.

262 Saadiev (1994) describes a larger inventory of 46 consonant phonemes and 9 vowels.

263 Friedman (2020: 203-204) only describes 41 consonant phonemes as he does not include the
labialised consonants.

264 Upper Svan.

265 Descriptions of the Tsakhur consonant inventory range from 62 to 88 consonant phonemes

(Kibrik & Testelets 1999; Schulze 1997; Ibragimov 1990).

26 Consonant and vowel phonemes for all dialects (Imnaigvili 1963).
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