Domains of point of view and coreferentiality:
System interaction approach to the study of reflexives

ZYGMUNT FRAJZYNGIER

University of Colorado

1. Introduction

Any cross-linguistic study of “reflexives” faces the problem of the criteria in the
choice of data: should one choose to study some narrowly defined functions, or
should one choose to study all forms that may share some functions? Most studies
ot binding properties take as their criterion a form that meets certain functional prop-
erties. As a result they examine a class of anaphors, loosely defined as forms that do
not have independent reference. and that are bound in some domain. Most studies
that take as a defining criterion a specific function look at various forms that code
the given function. Such determinations of scope, while necessary for any kind of
research, run the risk that some relevant facts will simply not be considered, because
a given form or a given function does not meet the preconceived parameters.

Studies that examine “anaphors™ recognize, depending on the eriteria used. up
to three types of forms, e.g. SE- and SELF-anaphors and reflexive clitics. as in
Reinhart and Reuland (1991). Approaches that start with function define the
prototypical reflexives as those in which “‘a participant acts on himself/herself.
rather than on any other™ (Lichtenberk 1994: 3504). Similar approaches can be
tfound in Givén (1990); Faltz (1985): and Wierzbicka (1996: 419). Such approaches
leave other tunctions of “‘reflexive” forms undescribed, and they do not account for
the presence of several reflexive forms within a given language.

The object of the present study is the forms referred to as “reflexive pronouns,”
“anaphors,” “reflexive clitics,” with no constraints as to what functions these
markers hive. There are three aims of the present study:

I. To demonstrate on the example of these forms that once the function of the form
is understood, its hinding properties, if any, are predictable.
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2. To demonstrate that the functions and syntactic properties of a given forn cru-
cially depend on what other forms the Jan guage has available {or the coding of
a given functional domain (for the notion of functional domain cf, Frajzyngier
and Mycielski 1998). T hope to demonstrate on the example of reflexives the
interaction of various components of grammar and lexicon in the coding of a
given semantic domain.

3. To argue for an explicit methodology of establishing the function(s) of a gram-

matical form.

2. Methodology

The proposed method is as follows: In order to understand the function of a gram-
matical form it is necessary (1) to establish to what functional domain a given form
belongs; (2) to find out what other forms belong to the same wider domain: (3) to
establish the functional scope of each form within a given functional domain. The
crucial point in this methodology is (2) because it ultimately helps to establish the
functional domain of a given form. Very many contemporary studies are not explicit
with respect to their methodology. Consider a type of sentence 1o be found in the
literature as an illustratiion of the prototypical reflexive function, i.e. coreferentiality
of subject and object (or agent and patient):

(1) Henrvk ogolit sie.
Henry shave:PERF:PAST:3MSG REFL
‘Henry shaved himself’. (Wierzbicka 1996: 417)

Wierzbicka, like many other scholars, takes the coreferentiality for granted and does
not provide any evidence in support of this analysis. And yet, one can easily find
sentences with the same verb and the same morphological marker where
coreferentiality is ruled out by the situation:

(2) Henrvk poszedt do fryzjera ogolic Sig.
Henry go-PERF:PAST:3MSG to barber:GEN shave:INF REFL
"Henry went to the barber to get a shave”.

If the same form one time codes coreferentiality and another time does not. then
coreferentiality coding is not its function and a different analysis must be sought.
Butregardless of what specific analysis one is proposing, the method of the analysis
must be explicit.

The proposed method involves several steps. One is to look at forms in the lan-
guage that cannot cooccur with the target form, because they are tautological or
because their meaning would contradict the meaning of the target form. Thus taki ng
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example (1) we find that we cannot add to it siebie, another reflexive marker in
Polish. The reason we cannot do this is that the meaning would be tautological:

(3) Henrvk ogolit sie  *siebie.
Henry shave:PERF:PAST:3MSG REFL REFL
"Henry shaved’.

We cannot add to this example another object, because the meaning would be con-
tradictory:

(4y Henryk ogolit sig *go.
Henry shavePERF:PAST:3MSG REFL 3IM:SGIACC
‘Henry shaved’.

A third person object is perfectly grammatical with the verb ‘shave':

(5) Henryk ogolit go.
Henry shave:PERF:PAST:3MSG 3M:SG:ACC
‘Henry shaved him’,

Although this example appears to pass one test for the meaning of the form, one
should also examine other occurrences of this forin and see whether they code
coreterentiality. If they do not, one would need to explain why coreferentiality does
not obtain. If no explanation can be provided, then coreferentiality should not be
taken to be a tunction of this form. In example (2) I gave one instance where
corelerentiality is ruled out. And here is another example. It is important because
the verb is also a verb of personal grooming, but unlike shaving, this grooming is
very seldom performed on oneself. Traditionally it is done by someone else:

(6) Henrvk ostrzyet sig.
Henry get a haircut:PERF:PAST:3MSG REFL
‘Henry got a haircut’.

Thus, the form sig does not code coreferentiality. And yet it canne* cooceur with
another marker of coreferentiality that language has and it cannot cooccur with
another object. Since the other marker of coreferentiality (the evidence for this is
provided later in the paper) has the form of object, and it is marked by the accusa-
tive case marker, one can hypothesize that the form si¢ cannot cooccur with another
affected argument. Hence the meaning of the form yie could include affectedness,
and since there is only one argument in the clause, it codes the affectedness of the
subject. In order to prove this hypothesis vne would need to look at other occur-
rences of sig and see whether they all code affectedness. If they do not, the hypothe-
sis must be further modified, until a satisfactory answer is found. An analysis is
satisfactory if it passes explicit criteria.
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3. Hypotheses

Previous studies of the morphemes in question have shown that there might be at
least three functional domains for these forms: affectedness of the subject,
coreferentiality (the prototypical reflexive}, and stativity. The last domain is not
discussed in the present paper because previous studies have shown that
grammatrical structures involving reflexive forms (the ones that Reuland refers to
as SE-anaphors) are non-stative (Frajzyngier 1978). Such forms are in functional
contrast with stative passives as illustrated in (7), to be compared with (6). The
translation does not reflect the stative meaning, because the notion of cutting hair
on the head has not been lexicalized in English:
(7} Henrvk jest dobrze ostrzyviony.
Henry be well geta haircut:sTAT:MsG
‘Henry got a good haircut’.

The choice of languages in the present study has been dictated by the number of
coding means suspected to participate in the domain of the semantic roles of sub-
jects and coreferentiality. Let us consider the following working hypotheses:

1. In languages with two or more forms encoding “reflexive” functions, one form
codes the event from the point of view of the subject. Representing the event
from the point of view of subject subsumes subject affectedness with those verbs
that may involve affectedness. The other form codes coreferentiality between
arguments, such as the subject and another argument. The presence of another
argument subsumes the control over the event on the part of subject. One cannot
predict a priori which form codes which function. Thus. contrary to Reinhart and
Reuland (1991), the presence or absence of phi features (i.e. features encoding
gender, person, or number) in an anaphor is not a predictor of its binding proper-
ties. It appears, however, that within a language, the more-grammaticalized
forms code point of view and the less-grammaticalized forms code corefer-
entiality among arguments. Across languages, however, forms that do and do not
code gender, number, and person may function as markers of affectedness as
well as coreferentiality.

2. Inlanguages in which there is only one reflexive form. there may be no formal
distinction between affectedness and coreferentiality coding.

4. Point of view

Starting from the same situation with a set of participants A and B. the speaker
of a language that has the appropriate grammatical means can choose one of the
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two points of view: the pomt of view of the agent, or initiator, or the point of
view of the patient, object, goal—whatever categories a given language may have.
The notion of point of view ot the agent, or initiator, means that the event repre-
sents the state of the initiator, agent, and so on rather than the state of the goal.
The point of view of the agent almost always subsumes the affectedness of the
agent but does not necessarily tmply lack of control or de-agentivization. Con-
versely, the point of view of the goal represents the event as directed at the goal,
patient, et cetera. As an easy illustration consider the point-of-view representation
of a movement event: One where Z moved from point A to point B. In Polish the
information about this event may be represented in several ways, depending on
what point of view the speaker chooses to represent, not depending on the event
itseif.
The following are examples from the point of view of the source:”

(8) Z. wy-szedf do featru.
Z. out-go:PAST: 3MSG to theater:GEN
*Z. went to the theater’.

Point of view of the goal:

(9) Z. prov-szedt o teatru,
Z. 0ut-2o:PAST;3MSG to theater
"Z. came to the theater’. (the speaker does not have to be at the theater at
the time of the arrival of Z.)

Point of view of the path and unspecified point of view with respect to source and
goal:

(10Y Z. po-szedt do teatru przez  zasmiecone  ulice.
Z. go:PAST:3MSG to theater:GEN through trash-covered streets
"Z. went to the theater through trash-covered streets”.

When one chooses participants, it is again the speaker’s choice, rather than the situ-
atton, that determines the point of view,

5. Argumentation

The argumentation for the two kypotheses consists of discussion of languages with
two or more reflexive forms and languages with only one reflexive form. Among
longuages with two or more reflexive forms the following types have been selected:
languages in which the two forms are free lexical items but grammaticalized
(Mupun [West Chadic]; Gidar [Central Chadic]); languages in which one form is
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afree lexical item and the other is a clitic (Polish); languages in which there are two
inflectional codings on the verb and one form that involves a free lexical item (Xdi
[Central Chadic}). Given the fact that some languages have several “reflexive”
forms, it is to be expected that the functional ranges of the reflexive forms across
languages will not overlap completely. The second type, a language in which there
is only one reflexive form, is represented by English.

6. A language with two forms: Polish

Polish has two reflexive markers, one that is not sensitive to case, si¢ and the other,
which is case sensitive, siebic (ACC), sobie (DAT), sobg (INSTR). Both of these
markers have been traditionally recognized as reflexive in the usually accepted
sense of subject acting on object. I propose that the marker si¢ codes subject affect-
edness, and does not code subject control. The marker siebie and its related forms
code the identity of subject with some other argument. The proposed hypothesis
differs from recent treatments of these markers in the literature.

Wierzbicka (1996) argues that the constructions with sig in Polish should be con-
sidered reflexives because they can be used to express the prototypical meaning of
reflexive:

(11) Henrvk powiesit sie.
H. hang:PERF:PAST:3MSG REFL
‘Henry hanged himself*. (Wierzbicka 1996: 417)

Reinders-Machowska (1991) does not include the marker sig, among reflexives
(she provides no justification for this exclusion), and instead discusses only siebie
and other case-marked forms. Dancygier (1997) postulates that the form siebic
represents “the only ‘true’ reflexive, centrally representing two different semantic
roles as both filled by one entity” (325). The marker sig, according to her, “has a
role-neutralizing function.” (325).

Additional evidence that si¢ does not code coreferentiality is provided by nu-
merous examples in which si¢ is deployed and yet the agent is different from the
patient. In the following fragment the form si¢ (represented as se in the transcrip-
tion) codes the so-called reflexive verbs ozenié si¢ ‘to take a wife’, klacié si¢ ‘to
quarrel’, ostapic¢ si¢ "to stop doing something’. But it also occurs after the transi-
tive verb ofruc ‘to poison’, where it represents the point of view of the subject,
subject affectedness, rather than subject control. In the following example the
event does not involve a suicide but rather a murder. It is presented, however,
from the point of view of the intended victim rather than from the point of view
of the murderer;
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(12) Za tom smrek’om ozeniw Se Juzef Stwopa 2 gdovom.

behind that spruce  married REFL 1.S. with widow

"Behind that spruce J.S. married a widow'.

Féugle s-kwucvl'i, Ta xwolera natwikwa sivego kam’evio

always REFL-guarrel:PAsT:3PL that bitch  pounded blue stone:GEN

"They quarreled all the time. The bitch pounded some blue stone

(tako trucizno), dawa mu do ipove xarbaty.

(a  poison) give:3F:PAST 3MsG to linden:abj tea

{a poison). put it into his linden tea’.

No ji  puw.

well and drink:3MSG:PAST

‘Well, he was drinking it

Na dno  poZrow, e jez Zelony kamej,

at bottom look:3M:PAST COMP be green stone

“He looked at the bottom and noticed a green stone there’,

ale Se fe wostopuw Ji He  wotrtow ye

but REFL retreat:3MSG:PAST CONJ NEG pOison:3MSG:PAST REFL

"He did not stop drinking, and did not get poisoned’. (Nitsch 1960: 11 1)

It one accepts the hypothesis that si¢ indicates just the affectedness of the subject,
one can not only account for all transitive verbs with the marker si¢, but more im-
portant, one can also account for all intransitive verbs with the reflexive si¢ without
the need to invoke semantic extensions, secondary functions, or a host of other ad
hoc explanations. The speaker and the hearer know the fundamental property of the
marker and are interpreting its specific role in the clause in conjunction with other
coding means, more specifically the lexical meaning of the verb, and the presence
and case marking of other arguments. Here are three examples of transitive verbs
with one argument. The point-of-view marker represents the event from the point
of view of that argument, which is non-controlling.

(13} Ale serce mi sie  kraje namvsl o rozstaniu,
but heart TSG.DAT REFL cut.FREQ on thought about separation
"But my heart hurts when | think about separation’.

(14) Urodzitum sie  w spalonyin miescie.
give birth:PERFI ISGIF REFL in burn:PASSIVE:LOC town:LOGC
"I 'was born in a burnt-out town”. (Polish, Sources)

(15) Zobacz, czy woda si¢  podnosi.
see whether water REFL Tise
"See whether the water is rising’.
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The point-of-view hypothesis explains the presence of so-called reflexive verbs, i.e.
verbs that must always have the marker st¢. These verbs inherently represent the
point of view of the subject:

(16) Sqd ostateezny wie  odbyl  sig.
Judgment last NLEG happen rrv
“The Tast judgment did not happen'.

The important fact about the marker si¢. as indeed about many other grammatical
morphemes, is that its deployment is not triegered by some facts of the situation.
Rather, speakers, by deploying it, represent the sitaation the way they want. So even
if the verb is transitive and the situation described involves the subject’s control, the
marker si¢ represents the situation from the point of view of what happens to the
subject. or how the event affects the subject. This semantic property does not come
out in the English translation:

(17) Ze  jozliczasic 7z dewi: co  do gros:za.
COMP account REFL from foreign currency what to penny
‘He gives an account of all foreign currency [he spent} up to the penny’.

(18) Mam czekad, ai  zramoleje i bedzie sie pyvial,
have:1SG waitINF until become dotty:FuT and will REFL ask
€7y to woda, c2y atrament, bo niit si¢ pid
whether it water or ink because 3M:DAT REFL drink:INF
chee . ..
want

‘Am [ to wait until he becomes dotty and will ask whether it is water or ink
because he wants to drink’

(19) Czv si¢  sprzedatam w wieczng niewoly, dlatego, Ze mi
whether REFL sell.1SG.F  ineternal slavery because COMP 1SG:DAT
dali pieniqdze na studia.
give money  for studies
" .. did I sell myself into eternal slavery just because they paid for my
school”’

The various case-marked forms derived from siebie code coreferentiality of the
subject with another argument. The coreferentiality obligatorily implies the sub-
ject’s control:

(20) Nie siebie cheg ocalié, kraj.
NEG REFL want:18G save  country
‘It is not myself that T want to save, it is the country’.
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(21) W kazdvim razie nie  bede Jer podsiwat siebie.
iInany  case NEG be:FUT:ISG 3F:DAT push 185G
“In any case T am not going to push my own person to her’.

(19) Ten chiopak byé  moze sprobowat siebie oskariad.
DEM boy be INF may try:PERF:PAST:3MSG REFL acCCUseINF
"That boy might have been trying to accuse himself”.

(20) Juk my siebie nazywamy opryszkami, mordercami, drajeami, . . .
how we REFL call:tpL bandits murderers  traitors . . .
"How we call ourselves bandirs. murderers, traitors . . °.

(and not ‘our names are bandits. murderers. trattors™)

['want to stress that the deployment of the form is not triggered by the situation, the
event, or state, but rather by the speaker’s choice of representing the event from the
given point of view. Thus the verb nazywaé “call” can also occur with the form sig,
and in this case the meaning is subject oriented:

(2 A Jak sie  nazywa ten dokror, Wisiu.
CONJ how REFL call this doctor Wisia
"And what is the name of this doctor, Wisia?"

The different functions of reflexives are illustrated by the following sentence. where
sig codes the point of view of the subject and siehie codes coreferentiality:

(22) Nie staram si¢  nawet tego opisywadé {1 w ten sposob ocalid
NEG try REFL even that describerINr and in this way — save
siebie jako poety,

REFL as  poet
'Iam not even trying to describe it and in this way save myselt as a poet’

[f the verb has been lexicalized with the marker sig it can cooceur with the marker
of coreferentiality:

(23) B, gdvby-in ja  to  wiedzial, to  by-m si¢  ustrzegl
INTERJ if-18G (8G that know DEM HYP~1SG REFL prolect:PAST
siebie.

REFL

‘Ha, had I known that, [ would have protected myself against myself”.

As noted by Wicrzbicka (1996), the form siebie is also used in all cases in which an
argument consists of conjoined NPs. This fact is fully explained by the postulated
tunction of siehie, viz. that of encoding coreferentiatity of arguments. The form sig
cannot be used in conjunctions because it is not anaphoric, i.e.. it is not bound by
an arguament:
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(24) Teraz zastr-elis- mnie i siehie.
now  ShootUPLRF:TUT:28G6 me  and REFL
"Now you are going to shoot me and yourself”.

(25) ... to  Punnarazit siebici  mnie preez ¢ idiotvezng maskarady.
-~ - DEM Sir expose REFL andme by this idiotic masquerade
‘it is you who exposed yourself and me through this idiotic masquerade”.

(20) Gavbym cale  iyvcie oszukiwatu wszysikich i samng
:rast whole life  lic:1sG:F:paST everybody:acc and alone:acc
siehie.

REFL

‘Had I lied all my life 1 everybody and myself’

(27) Nie drecz mniei  sicbie.
NEG torture me  and REFL:ACC
‘Do not torture me and yoursel{”.

The form siebie is the only form used in prepositional phrases, which is again
consistent with the hypothesis that it is a morpheme encoding coreferentiality with
the subject:

(28) Wheiqgnij prred  siebie dionie.
spread:2SG:IMPER in front REFL hands
“Spread your hands in front of you'.

(29) ze o ona sama ze  sichic wszystko  napisata.
COMP DEM 3F alone from REFL everything wrote:3F: PERF.PAST
‘that she wrote all of this on her own’

(30) Czemumusze  psuc i niszezyé wszystko wokol siebie.
why  must:15G spoil:INF and destroy:INF everything:Acc around REFL
‘Why do I have to spoil and destroy everything around me?’

(31) Sam dla siebie Jestem usprawiedlivieniem.
alone for REFL be:PRES: 18G excuse INSTR
‘Ialone am an excuse for myself”.

The dative form, sobie, codes indirect affectedness of the subject when the verb is
transitive. Indirect affectedness includes, but is not limited to, doing something for
or against somebody, giving to or taking away something from somebody:

(32) Gosc psuje subie 1vlko karier¢. Wiee po  co.
fellow spoil REFL:DAT only career then PREP what
“The only thing that the fellow ruins is his career. So why bother.
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]

With intransitive verbs the dative form codes the event seen from the point of view
of the subject. The point of view is the stale of the subject ratier than the activity
of the subject:

(33)

(34

(35)

Pojdzie sobie, to  si¢  wsIvstko  zmieni.
gOFUT.3SG REFL:DAT DEM REFL everything change:FuT: 386G
"Once he is gone, everything will change’.

Pomyvslalemn sobie ty tei, karakon, moiesz tak
think:PERF:PAST:1SG:M REFL:DAT you also roach  can:2sG so
Hmierac.

dieIINF

"So [ told myself: you cockroach. you can also die like that'.

Wredy proypommniatem sobie, dlaczego tam  leZe.
then recall: 1SG:PERF:PAST REFL why there He: ISGIPRES
“Then I recalled, why [ am lying over there’.

7. Inflectional coding of the point of view of the subject and
lexical coding of coreferentiality

Xdi (Central Chadic language spoken in the Extreme North Province of Cameroon)
i a VSO language. The object is marked by the preposition 4. The semantic role
of the subject ts marked by a system of tonal alternations and vocalic extensions.
There is a suflix i that represents the point of view of the subject and is neutral with
respect to subject control, which means that the marker does not excludes subject
control (for a related morpheme in Hausa of. Jaggar 1988). This suffix does not
code coreferentiality of the subject with another argument. nor does it code the
reciprocal. An additional semantic characteristic of the marker / is the complete
affectedness of the subject (although i has high tone, when it replaces the preceding
syllable. itassumes the tone of the latter; hence the variation between high and low
tones In transcription):

(30

Ct.

D -ie-cled velrt.
coo0k-AFF-cook bean dish
‘The beun dish cooked well”.

Drr-ddd mbitsa,
cook-cook dMbitsa

“Mbiisa cooked’.
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(37) Drd-dra.
burn-burn
‘He burned it’.
Ct. Dri-dra
burn-arr-burn
‘It burned completely”.

(38) blda-tla 1 xva.
break-break 0BJ guinea corn
‘He broke a stalk of guinea corn’,

Ct. bl-u-bli Xya.
break-Arr-break guinca corn
“The guinea comn broke’.

An interesting fact about the marker # is that it does not rule out subject control. If
the verb has an object. the extension 4 indicates that the event is done for the benefit
of the subject. This form corresponds to the Polish dative reflexive sobie:

(39) Ts-ti-tsa 1d v,
CUut-AvrF-cut OBJ corn
‘He cut the com for himself”.
Cf. Tsdtsati xvd ra.
cut-cut OBIJ corn @
‘Did he cut the corn?”

The extension 77 is obligatory with the verbs = ‘eat” and s& *drink’ in the perfective
aspect. The activities of drinking and eating in the perfective must be represented
from the point of view of the subject:

(40) Z-u-z-a 1d  dafd-ni.
eal-AFF-eat-35G oBJ food-356G
‘He ate his food'.

(41) S-it-s-a td yzit.
drink-AFF-drink-3sG 0BJ beer
‘He drank beer”’.

Xdi has another marker, vd, whose function is also to represent the event from the
point of view of the subject. When this form, glossed applicative, occurs with a
transitive verb, it means that the subject benefited from the event:

(42) Ziya-vd-zly-i td nisld-ni.
take-aPpL-take-15G OBJ gift-35G
‘1 took his gift’. (for myself)
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Cf.  Zlyd-yd-f-cly-i e nisld-ya
take-258G-take-18G OBJ gift-386
‘1 took your gift for you’

With verbs Zd “eat’ and s drink” the extension codes selfish eating and
drinking:
(43) a. Zd-vd-za td o ddfa.
eal-APPL-eat OBJ food
"He ate all the food”.
b, Sa-vd-s-ivit id oyl
drink-appL-drink- 156G 08) home brew
‘[ drank all the beer’.

When deployed with intransitive verbs, the applicative marker codes a limitation of
the event to subject only, or to a certain time or effort:

(44 Ndzdd-vd-ta zinga ta nyd-tsiota sd-sa gwivdn.
spend time-APPL-PRF Zinga PREP see-3SG 1MPF come-come elephant
"After Zinga has spent some time [working]. he sees Elephant coming’.

(45) bla-vd-p-bla.
break-aprrPL-0UT-break
“This thing broke into two’.

Cf bl-u-nla.
break-aFr-break
‘1t broke’.

The coreferentiality of the subject with another argument and the reciprocal function
are coded through the use of the word “body.” with or without possessive pro-
nouns, as the object of the verb:

(46) Mbd-f-inba ti vyd-ni.
recover-tuP-recover OBJ body-3s6G
‘He cured himself”.

Ct. Mbd-f~mbd
recover-1; p-recover
‘He recovered’.

The existence of the semantic domain of atfectedness of subject is justified by the
fact that subjects ot transitive verbs and of many intransitive verbs in nominative-
accusative languages are inherently not atfected, hence, the emergence in Janguage
of the form encoding the affectedness of the subject.
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8. Unmarked point of view and marked coreferentiality: Gidar

Gidar (Central Chadic) is SVO. The aspectual markers are suffixed to the verb, J{
there is a causative marker or a dative phrase, it is added before the aspectual
marker. Data from Gidar are interestin ginthat they demonstrate interaction between
inherent properties of verbs and several means for the coding of semantic roles of
the subject. Three classes of verbs, each characterized by different morphological
and syntacic properties, are discussed: intransitive verbs with controlling and
affected subject; intransitive verbs with non-controlling and affected subject:
and transitive verbs with controllin £ and unaffected subject.

8.1. Intransitive verbs with controllin g and affected subject

Some verbs have a controlling and affected subject, and therefore they do not re-
quire any additional markers for the codin g of affectedness of the subject (data are
presented 1n a broad phonetic transcription to preserve effects of vowel harmony
rules):

(47) O-ko-ko.
3-SaVe-PERF
‘He saved himself”.

O-ko-hon-ko.
3-Save-PL-PERF
‘They saved themselves”.

The only means to transitivize these verbs is through the use of the causative
structure with the marker g4. In such constructions. the subject Is controlling but
1s not affected, and instead the additional argument is the one that is affected:

(48) O-k(‘)—g-wa’—kc}.
3—-8ave-CAUS-18G-PERF
‘He saved me’.

O—kb-gi—n’-n—ké.
3-8ave-CAUS-3PL-PL-PERF
“They saved them’.

(49} Méscke serwid éfbeé-k asa inkile.
giraffe climbing bent-PERF drink:I1NF water
‘Giraffe bent down to drink water®
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Ni-béé-gi-ni-ke.
{SG-bend-CAUS-3M-PERF
‘I made him bend’

The importance of the inherent properties of these verbs in Gidar is that in other
languages, e.g., Polish, Russian, French, Spanish, English, the equivalents of these
verbs require the marker of affectedness of the subject:

(50) Urarowat sie.
Save:IMISGIPAST:PERF REFL
"He saved himself”.

8.2 Intransitive verbs with affected inanimate object

There 1s a class of verbs whose sole argument is non-controlling and atfected. The
verbs in this class do not require any marker of the atfectedness of the subject when
they occur with one argument. This class includes verbs corresponding to ‘break’,
"crack’, and “finish.” In Polish, Russian, and Spanish these verbs do require a middle
(reflexive) marker:

(51) Masarga a-ngrot-ko.
pot 3M-break-PERF
“The pot broke’.

These verbs may be used in transitive constructions but only if an object-coding
marker, schwa, which assimilates to the preceding vowel, is added to the verb. In
such constructions, the atfected argument occurs after the verb and the controlling
argument before the verb:

(52) A-ngrof-ui-k asiregd.
3M-break-3--PERF pot
‘He broke a pot’.

*A-ngrof-ko masarga.
3M-break-pERTF pot
for ‘he broke a pot’

(33) yléngé a-nyal-ka.
stick  3M-break-PERF
“The stick broke”,

A-nyl-it-wik plengé.
3M-break-3-PERTE stick
"He hroke a walking stick .
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(50 Gla d-mpdr-ka.
house 3n-crack-riry
‘The house cracked’.
Binwan a-mpar-3-k gla.
raim - 3M-crack-3-prLRE house
“The rain has cracked the house’.
(55) Gl a-63hl-ka.
house 3m-collupse-pLry
"A house fell down’,
Cl. A-Bll-di-ka.
aM-collapse-3-PERF
‘He made it fall down’.
(56) A-grdak-ke.
3M-finish-PERE
‘It finished’.
A-grak-15-ka.
IM-finish-3¢-PEKF
"He finished it". (small thing)

8.3. Coreferentiality coding in Gidar

Coreferentiality of subject and object in Gidar is coded by the form 7 ‘body

(57 Ndé  a-ss nkle  a-ndsk-3-k ZF-H b2 mbd  hovonko
when 3M-drink water 3mM-bury-3M-pPIRF body-3M PREP under sand
si mbagan nksna-n 13rré.

except (Fula) leave  nose  black
‘When he drank. he buried himself under the sand, except for his black
nose’,
(58) A-nzdads-k Za-n di var-ni.,
3M-cure-PERF body-3M Assoc hand-am
"He cured himself”. (lit.‘he cured himself by his own hand’)
To-nzads-k - 731 d3  va-ud.
3F-cure-PERF body-3M assc hand-3m
‘She cured herself”,

Coreference between subject and beneficiary is coded by the preposttion Ad:
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(39) A-lbahi-k wahii ka  nd-ni.
3M-buy-PERF COW PREP GEN-3M
‘He bought a cow tor himself”.

Ni-tbahi-k  wahlika  nd-wa.
[SG-buy-PERF cOw PREP GEN-[8G
‘[ bought a cow for myself”.

The coreterentiality of subject and dative involves the use of the possessive con-
struction with the preposition ad (the vowel may assimilate to the vowel of the next
svllable):

(60 A-Ihe zom nao-ko.
IMPER-buy food GEN-2Mm
"Buy yourself some food’.

It the dative argument is other than the subject, i.e. it the dative has disjoint refer-
ence. it must be coded by the preposition s5:

(61} A-Tha N3-1 FTINICL.
IMPER-buy DAT-3M food
‘Buy him some food”.

9. A language with three coding means: Mina

Mina (Central Chadic) has three coding means in the domain of the semantic role
of subject. One form codes the affectedness of the subject and is neutral with respect
to subject control. Another form codes the affectedness of the subject with verbs of
movement, and the third form codes coreferentiality of agent and patient.

UL Affectedness of subject

The affectedness of subject with unmarked feature control is coded by the noun
talay “head’ followed by possessive pronouns:

62) fi zd bekar st hd nkd ds raleday tikoy.
they comp todiy 286G FUT cook head 256
"They said, today you will cook yourself .

W03y Hid-ii wa  wiy  do ks ds tadedny ngon .
Man-rPL DEM return 3G eERE cook head 3s¢ be
“Those people came, she cooked herself.
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The evidence that the subject control is not necessarily involved when fédday
‘head” is used is provided by a clause where the meaning of the verb rules out
subject control:

(64) So limda zamhii r i taldy wan.
I8G see 356G eat meat PROG at head sleep
‘I 'saw him chewing meal asleep’.

(65) Kdsamad  dza drif i taldn bds.
Kasima 356G sing song prep head laugh
‘Kasima sings laughing .

(66) A wany ri talar neddr.
3G sleep PrOG-at head walk
‘He is sleepwalking .

O I wag ri taldn nde.
arL sleep PROG-al head walk
“They are sleepwalking”.

9.2. Affecicdness of the subject with verbs of movement

Like many other Chadic languages, Mina has a construction whereby possessive
pronouns follow certain intransitive verbs. These pronouns. referred to as intransi-
tive copy pronouns (ICPs) in Chadic literature (Frajzyngier 1977 and references
there), can only follow verbs in which the subject is undergoing movement. The

following exampies illustrate the deployment of ICPs with various verbs of move-
ment:

(68) f-tsir tatan d wits 1310,
APL-g0 3PL PREP village 3pL
“They went home’.

(69) Abs  ndd ngIN Winla.
ASSOC go 335G village
‘She returned home'.

(70 Zavan-ii by fir tatdy.
guinea fowl-rL Assoc fly 3p1.
‘Guinea fowl flew away”.

(71y Kdveéfi F ndd tardy.
strange (Fula) ASs0C:PL go arL
‘Never seen before, they left [the room]”.
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(72) Wal nd ki baf ngon.
wife DEF  jump 138G
"The woman got out’.

(73) Fe hdi wd bi ydn 13t d mdci.
(hesitation] people DEM as for move 3PL PREP there
"Those people moved over there’. (i.e. the woman with the family)

(74) Séy  md tdbit ab3  si ngon.
except last born Assoc flee 3sG
"Except the fast born: he fled’.

(75) Séy ndsta ngin tsdka parii.
the enter (Fula) 356G inside (Fula) others
‘He entered among others’.

The function of possessive pronouns tollowing the intransitive verbs in Mina (but
not in other Chadic languages) is to code permanent displacement of the subject,
hence its affectedness. The evidence for this function is provided by sentences that
do not imply the end of the event. In such sentences the possessive pronouns may
not be used after a verb of movement:

(76) Ltsit  d Wty tatan tstag mi? { nki zineé  hd.
3PL-20 PREP village 3PL. 3PL but 3PL INF return VENT
“They went home but they will return’.

The verbs that inherently code permanent displacement do not allow the use of
ICPs, because such a use will be tautological. One of these verbs is 751 ‘departed’:

(7T7y*i-tsa  titan d wta  otan taten mid'i - nki cine  hd.
3PL-g0 3PL PREP village 3PL 3PL but 3PL INF return VENT
for “They went home but they will return’.

Compare also the following two sentences in the stative construction, where the [CP
adds the meaning of finality:
(78) M5 ndd-i ngin d merbetk za.
REL return-STAT 38G PREP marbak be
‘He returned from Marbak’.

(79 M5 ndd-i marbdk za.
REL reiurn-srar marbak be
"He came from Marbak and he may return’.

The proposed function of the ICPs in Mina can explain the ungrammaticality of the
following example:
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(80) Sa-ndd ndn d-wid ti-kény.
18G-g0 18G{ICP) PREP-Village GEN-25G
tor ‘I returned to your place’.

The previous sentence is ungrammatical because it is inconceivable to he perma-
nently at somebody else’s place. The sentences in which somebody returns to his
own place are perfectly grammatical, as evidenced by many previous sentences and
the following:

(81) Hd-nds ti-koy.
28G-g0 28G-1CP
“You returned’.

‘The importance of the ICP pronouns in Mina is that although they code the features
of person and number (there is no grammatical gender in Mina), they arc not
anaphoric.

The use of ICPs in Mina parallels the use of reflexive pronouns with intransitive
verbs in Polish, Spanish, and French, where the reflexjve pronouns also imply the
affectedness of the subject and finality:

(82) Vava te.
‘Go!” (Spanish)

(83) Id: sobie.
GO REFL:DAT
‘Go’. {Polish)

Neither the Spanish nor the Polish example can be followed by a clause meaning
something like “but return fast’,

9.3. Coreferentiality with subject

Coreferentiality of arguments (and the accompanying control) is marked throu ghthe
deployment of the word ksam “body” followed by possessive pronouns:

(84 Aw wd  ngwdv wdl nd nd-id kssm ngan vangdy.
INTER) people wife  18G go cook body 356G how
“The man screamed, how did my wife cook herself?”.

10. A language with two coding means: Mupun (West Chadic)

Mupun is a VSO language. Like other Chadic languages it has no morphological
case marking. The importance of data in Mupun is that all forms in the domains
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discussed in this paper code phi-features, viz. the person, gender, and number of the
subject. The affectedness of the subject with the unmarked value for feature control
Is coded by the structure mbi “thing’ + possessive pronoun:

(85) Wa dom ta mber H-universiry.
3F go fall 3F:REFL PREP-university
"She went and found herselt at a university”’.

(86) War mber do  kosavit so-yi.
3F 3F:REFL PAST like that Apv
‘She has been like that very much’.

The coreferentiality of subject and another argument, hence affectedness and
control, is coded by the morpheme s + person marker:

(87) Wi paa  s-in si gwudo.
3M cover REFL-3M PREP blanket (H.)
‘He covered himself with a blanket'.
Cft.
(88) Wit paa si gwado.
3M cover PREP blanket
‘He covered [it) with a blanket’.

(39 Ko n-paa W §§ ewddo.
PERF 1SG-cover 3M PREP blanket
‘I covered him with a blanket’.

The importance of the data from languages with multiple coding means is that the
function of each form can be understood only in comparison to the other forms in
the same domain. The different analyses of the forms zich in Dutch and sich in
German (¢f. controversy hetween Reuland and Kénig and Siemund, this voluine)
are easily resolved if one realizes that the Dutch zich is a member of a two-marker
system. whereas the German sick is the only member of the coding system in Ger-
man. Hence these forms must have different functions in their languages.

11. A language with only one reflexive form

It alanguage has only one retlexive form, one should not expect functional differen-
tiation of the type available in languages with two forms. Tt is very likely that such
a form will code both subject orientation and coreferentiality. Whether the subject
has control over the event is not grammatically marked. Zribi-Hertz (1989) has
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demonstrated the importance of the point of view for the analysis of reflexives in
English. Her conclusions are tully supported by the data we found. but they need to
be supplemented with respect to coreferentiality coding.

V1.1, Subject affectedness

The following examples all illustrate subject affectedness rather than coref-
crentiality of two arguments, Although in all of them one conceivably could
repiace the form with ‘self” by another noun, there will be a serious difference in
semantic interpretation, going beyond the properties of the replacement noun.
Each of the natural speech examples is followed by a made-up example with a
substitute noun:

{90} The cubs have eaten themselves to a standstill. (Wild Planet, May 3, 1997)

(91) ?The cubs have eaten meat/gazelle to a standstill.

(92) 1_6_0 <780 A> youd *ust en'"! foyed your’self#-—(spoken data from
London-Lund Corpus with references to the text. intonation, and other
prosodic markers included)

Cf

(93) ?You had just enjoyed Peter/concert/the race

{94) 1.9 0<562 A>he was”sitting in a :cVorner#
1_9_0 <563 A> M\es#
1 9_0<564 A>and [@m]. you*kn/ow#
1.9_0 <565 A> ~came up and "intro'dVuced him’ self# -

(95) 7He was just sitting in the comner and. you know, came up and intro-
duced Mary.

(96) 1_3_0 <719 A> and i*found myself Tooking#
1.3_0 <720 A> into’this—!'grey mou:stached face#

(97) ?And I found Peter/Mary looking into this grey moustached face

The original sentences describe the situation from the point of view of the subject
or the state of the subject. The made-up sentences are all transitive constructions
with different meanings of the verb (if grammatical) and most often nonsensical:

(98) 1_4_0<1163 A> it was™so “"Vinteresting# .
1_4 0 <1164 A> to “AdVo# -
1_4_0 <1165 A> [@:] *hat 1 would have !liked to have [ @] :spricad/
my sclf#
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Cf.
(99) 70t was so interesting to do that I would have liked to have spread
sand/butter/the dog

(100) 4_4_0 <1511 A> but he Adrew himself fup#t
4 4 0<1512 A> and Mgave the :half sal/ute#

(101) 7But he drew Peter up and gave the haif salute

(102) 5_1 0<162 JI> and ~there he w/as#
5_1_0 <163 jl> Mike :so many [a @ e] . nearly all the rfest of us# .
I5_1_0 <164 jl> Minding himself in the V/imelight#
151 0<!65jl>[n. @ @] and Al/iking it# .

(103) ?But there he was, like so many, nearly the rest of us, finding Peter in
the limelight and liking it

(104) 11_6_0 <687 A>*hell burn *him’self Nout#
1_6_0 <688 A> if hegoes on at th/is ‘rate#—,

(105) ?He will burn his neighbour out if he goes on at this rate

The subject-affectedness function of the form “self” is evidenced by the different
meaning of the adverb “on his own.” With the form “self” the adverb “on his
own’" codes the state of the subject; with a nominal object it is a manner adverb:

(106) 5_10_0 <9 a> and then”suddenly *finds himself on his /Jowns# -
(107) ?And then suddenly finds Peter/the dog on his own

Additional evidence for the point of view of the subject function of *“self” is pro-
vidled by its use with prepositional phrases. With some verbs, e. ., with the verb “"to
think,” the form “self” cannot be replaced by a noun in the prepositional phrase:

(108) 1_7_0 <891 A> the [b]—ah [*th\ought to mysel f#
[_7_0<892 A> I'll*n\ever see ‘one of ‘those ag/ain#.

(109) ?And 1 thought to him/Peter I will never see one of those again

There are sentences in which a form with *selt” can be construed as coding either
corefecentiality or atfectedness of the subject, which is to be expected given the two
functions of the form:

LIy 1030 <324 4> and?almost 'swings himself ‘off 'b\alance# -
(It 11 _.1_0<362 B> you can”put yourself in a :sp\ot#

(F12) 2 12 0 <214 (A> **cos he nearly* :killed himself :IVast time she “Jid# .
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(P33 10_4_3 <713 azAcut himseIf “Hyo bVadlv#
(114) 3.5_2 <1098 a> ((well)) there s another play in which . [G:]a
character . describes himsel as a devil
(113) S 11 | <260 B> he's*eoing to com'mVit himselfy
(116) 10_3 0 <726 d>"and . !give himself a *chance 1o scVore#
(117 11 0<811 A>AL 1ndon“t I“dont “*f\ind my_self#
1 1. 0<812 Ax"getting Sgelting as as as Niriated# (L.LC)

1.2 Coreferentiality coding in English

Therejs alarge class of verbs in English (verbs of grooming, as per Kemmer (1993
that do not require a reflexive murker if the subject undergoes grooming. Thus,
unlike in Spanish, French, or Polish, the verbs “‘shave™ and “wash™ occur without
reflexive markers. But if a verb is such that it inherently is object oriented. the
coreferentiality of subject and object must be coded by a reflexive pronoun
with “self ™

Subject and object:
(118) 1_7_0 <980 A>"1 could 'sh\oot my’self# .
Subject and beneficiary:

(119) 1_4_0 <856 B>"I must al'low my’self ((the)) :good t/imet
1_5_0 <632 B>*vell—Ahe ‘ought to ‘make him self a "\ime table#

Subject and locative:

(1203 1.9 0<425 A>Must be cause he . he's™sort of ‘gone with:drawn/ into
*him’self ‘rather ag/ain#*

Object and some other areument:

(121) They have to protect citizens, from themselves,. (*“Talk Back Live.”
29 Apr. 1997)

Thus English represents a language with onl y one retlexive form, but the functions
of this form include both subject orientation and coreferentiality. The functional
load of the English reflexive, however, is not a sum of the two functions because it
is deployed in the coding of corcferentiality only if the inherent properties of the
verb are such that it must be oriented toward the goual. This difference between
English and Polish is responsible for the phenomenon that I was able to observe
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among bilingual English and Polish children with English as the primary language.
These children consistently use Polish reflexive verbs and transitive verbs with an
aifected subject without the reflexive marker. While using Polish they apply the
English grammatical pattern with respect to reflexive pronouns. The evidence that
English **self” and Polish si¢ have ditferent tunctions is provided by the frequency
of both markers. English “self™ occurs 1.437 times in the Brown Corpus, which
coutains one million words. The form sie occurred 9,302 times in a halt-million-
word corpus of written Polish. Hence the Polish reflexive marker occurred almost
twelve times as often as the En glish reflexive marker. On the other hand, the Polish
form siebie (with its variants in all inflectional cases) occurred 1,139 times in the
corpus of half a milion words. Considering the fact that English pronouns with
“self™ perform the function of intensifiers, and Polish siebie does not. or at least
not by itself, the frequency of English self is comparable to the frequency of of
Polish siebie.

The interesting thing about languages with only one morphological means in the
domain of reflexives is that the functions for which this means is deployed are not
predictable. Thus English “self-forms have a different runge of functions from the
German sich, which is also the only marker in the domain of reflexives (¢f. Abra-
bam and Kénig and Siemund, this volume).

12. Conclusions

Many languages have several types of forms referred to as “reflexive.” In addition
to the obvious question about the functions of ditferent reflexive forms, their exis-
tenee poses an additional question for a cross-linguistic definition of the category.
The identification of the object of the study and the questions asked depend very
much on the linguist’s chosen theory and formalism. Within the approach that takes
the separate reflexive forms as a type of referring expression, an anaphor, the most
Hnportant issue has been to determine the binding conditions for these forms.
The present paper aims to apply the system-interactional approach to reflexive
forms, whereby these forms are analyzed inrelation wo other coding means available
in the respective language. 1 have shown that the number and types of functions
depend on the number of coding means available and on the inherent properties of
verbs, Bven if verbs describe the same physical activity, their inherent semantic
properties may differ significantly across languages. These semantic properties in
turn affect the verbs” syntactic and morphological properties. With respect to gram-
matical coding means, if a language has three forms available, one form codes af-
fectedness of the subject of the verb of movement; the second, affectedness of the
dubject of other verbs: and the third, coreferentiality of arguments. If a language has
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two forms, one form codey affectedness of the subject and other form
coreferentiality. If a language has only one form. it codes both affectedness of the
subject and coreferentiality, but the functional domains may significantly differ
among languages. One cannot predict which function is coded by which coding
means.
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Abbreviations

ACC accusative FREQ  frequentative
ADIJ adjective FUT future

ADV adverb GEN genitive

AFF aftected HYP hypothetical
APPL applicative ICP intransitive copy pronoun
ASSOC  associative IMPY imperfective
CAUS  causative INDIC  indicative
COM comment marker INF infinitive
CON]J conjunction INSTR  instrumental
DAT dative INTERI interjection
DEF definite LOC locative

DEM demonstrative M masculine

F feminine NEG negative
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OBJ object REL relative

ouT movement out SG singular

PAST past tense STAT stative

PERF perfective Up extension encoding
PL plural movement upwards
PRF perfective VENT  ventive
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