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INTRODUCTION

Although reflexives have been given stgnificant attention in all syptactic
theorics, studics generally have shared a common focus: the statenent of
appropriate constraints on possible antecedents. Various binding parameters
intended as cross-linguistic generalizations have been posited: for example.
Chomsky’s Binding Conditions and Perlmutter and Postal's Reflexive Rank
Law. However, these are uninsightful for languages like Halkomeiem. a
Salish language spoken in southwestern British Columbia. which have mor-
phological reflexives with the antecedent limited to subject.

The line of research pursued in this paper takes as its focus an entirely
different approach to the problem: the Relationa! Structure of reflexives. that
is, the relations borne by the nominals at cach level of structure, In order to
control for the binding problem, U limit the class of constructions vnder
consideration to cases of reflexives where, as in Halkomelem. the antecedent
is the subject and the reflexive is the direct object at the appropriate level of
structure. Within this limited class of data, it is easy to see that refienives
differ with respect to final transitivity and to the exhibition by the subject of
properties custormarily associated with nominals that head an object are inan
carlier stratum. Two concepts have been proposed within Relational Grammar
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1o deal with these facts: Cancellation and Multiaitachment. These concepts
are defined and illusirated in section 1, where 1 also consider a proposal
regarding their interaction.

Scction 2 discusses two Halkomelem reflexive constructions, one of
which provides evidence for a type of reflexive that has not been nqted
previously.! On the basis of the Halkomelem evidence, I propose that Can-
cellation and Multiattachment are independent parameters of Universal Gram-
mar: taken together, they predict that four types of reflexive constructions
occur in natural language, as discussed in section 3. That concepts available
in Relational Grammar allow for the parametricization of reflexives, as em-
pirically justified herein, provides support for this theory, especially since, as
section 4 discusses, other theories, because they have dwelt on a two-way
dichotomy of reflexives (e.g. lexical versus syntactic reflexives), do not pro-
vide the mechanisms for an adequate account of the various reflexives. In
particular, | consider the analysis of reflexives posited by Marantz (1984),
which comes closest to mirroring the relational account. On the basis of data
from Halkomelem, 1 show that the relational grammar approach is superior fo
Muarantz's approach.

1. BACKGROUND

1.1. Cancellation

it is 2 well-noted phenomenon that reflexives are finally transitive in some
languages but finally intransitive in others. This is seen most clearly in
ergative lunguages. where the case marking/verb agreement of the clause will
differ depending upon whether the final subject is an ergarive (subject ina
transitive stratum) or an absolutive (subject in an intransitive stratum or object
in a transitive stratum).”
For example, in Tzotzil (Aissen 1982) subjects of reflexives determine
ergative agreement as scen in {1k
(1} Ti-s-nak'’ s-ba ‘He hid himself.’
cp-E3-hide his-self

E(rgative)-agreement is used for final 1s in a transitive stratum, as scen in (2],
while A(bsolutive) agreement is used for final 2s and final Is in an intransitive
stratum., as seen in {2] and [3].

[2] L-i-s-maj ‘He hit me.’

cp-Al-E3-hit
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[3] Ch-i-bat
inf-Al-go

I'm going.

That the 3.:.320 clause in [t} exhibits E-agreement provides evidence for its
final transitivity.

. In contrast, in Halkomelem, the subject of a reflexive determines abso-
lutive rather than crgative agreement, as scen in (4]

4] ni kwdlas-0-at k"85 swdy?qe?
aux shoot-tr-self det  man
*“The man shot himself.”

In terms of agreement, Halkomelem is a split ergative language (Gerdts
1981a); ergative versus absolutive is distinguished only for .ma qvnaonm 3
:o.smcccn&:mno clauses. A third person final 1 in a transitive stratum deter-
mines .ﬂ_.ﬁ agreement suffix -2s (cf. {5] while a third-person final | in an
intransitive stratum has @ agreement, (cf.[6]).

[5] ni  k¥3l38-0-4m75-3s k¥8a swdy?qe?
aux shoot-tr-lobj-3erg det  man
“FThe man shot me.’

(6] ni  ?imoai k%03 swiy?qe?
aux walk det man
“The man walked.’

That the ergative agreement suffix is rot possible in a reflexive. as {7] shows,

gives evidence for the final intransitivity of the clausc: further evidence will
be discussed in section 2.

[7] * ni kwdloi-8-ot-as k%82 swiy?qe?
aux shoot-tr-self-3erg det man
(“The man shot himself.”}

.Q:..o: the assumption that reflexives in Tzotzil and Halkomelem have
nn_:.:..mFE initial structures—the antecedent is an initial 1 and the reflexive is
an initial 2—then the final transitivity of Tzotzil is expected. whereus ::.w
final Ez,.msmaiQ of Halkomelem requires some explanation.* Aissen
(1982), citing data from several languages, argues that what is involved is
Cancellation: a nominal, which bears a relation at one level, does not bear m:w

MM__mwo: at the subsequent level, as represented in the relational network in
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antecedent reflexive

Although the reflexive heads a 2-arc in the ¢;-stratum it heads no arc in the
¢, , ;-stratum. in contrast to the antecedent, which heads a [-arc in both strata,
Note that the arc itself is cancelled; therefore, the structure in [8], although it
is initially transitive, is finally intransitive.

Taking the presence or absence of Canceliation as a parameter of varia-
tion, we sce that there are two types of reflexives: those like the Halkomelem
reflexives that involve Cancellation, and those like the Tzotzil reflexives that
do not.

1.2. Multiattachment

Reflexive constructions in many languages exhibit some unexpected proper-
ties. Rather than patterning with constructions involving ‘straight’ subjects
(that is. subjects at all levels of structure), reflexives sometimes pattern with
passive or unaccusative constructions. As discussed in Perlmutter (forthcom-
ing) and Rosen (1981), the Italian si reflexive, when occurring in the past

tense, selects the auxiliary essere “be’ rather than avere ‘have’, as seen in [9].
[9] Ugo st ¢ difeso. ‘Ugo defended himself.’

Unaccusatives like [10a] as represented in [10b] and passives like [11a} as
represented in [11b], also select essere.

[t0} a. Ugo ¢ caduto. *Hugo fell.’
h.

cadere Ugo
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[11] a. I} gruppo sara accompagnato da un interprete.
“The group will be accompanied by an interpreter.’

b.
P
!‘
accompagnare interprete gruppo

In contrast, unergatives like [12] and active transitive clauses like [13] select

avere.
[12] a. Ugo ha reagito. *Hugo reacted.’

b.

reagire Ugo
[13] a. Ugo ha difeso Anna. ‘Hugo defended Anna.’

b.

difendere Ugo Anni

This distribution follows from the rule of Auxiliary Selection given in Rosen
(1981):
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[14] Sclect essere “be in any clause that contains a 1-arc and an object-are
with the same head. otherwise sclect avere ‘have’.

In unaccusatives and passives, since a single nominal (italicized above) heads
a 2-arc (in the initial stratum) and a l-arc (in the final stratum), essere 1s
sclected. Returning to the reflexive in [9], essere is selected, indicating that a
%:m_n nominal heads both an object-arc and a 1-arc. An analysis of reflexives
involving Multiattachment, as discussed in Perlmutter (1980, forthcoming)
and especially Rosen (1981), would meet this requircment: in Multiattach-
ment. a single nominal heads more than one arc in a single stratum. Thus, the
initial level of {9} could be represented as follows: since the 1-arc and the 2-
arc have the same head, essere will be selected as stipulated in [14]:

(15]

ditendere Ugo

Rosen points out a second reflexive construction in Italian, formed with
the anaphoric pronoun sé stesso. As seen in [16], such reflexives select avere,

which would follow from an analysis without Multiattachment, as given in
i17]:
[16] Ugo ha difeso sé stesso. ‘Hugo defended himself.’

{17]

difendere Ugo 5¢ stesso

Thus. the two ltulian Reflexives differ with respect to Multiattachment, which
scrves as a parameter of variation.
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1.3. Parameter Linking

In the carlicr sections, two parameters of reflexives, Cancellation and Muluat-
tachment, have been discussed. The question arises, Are these parameters
linked in some fashion? Earlier work on this topic. on Italian by Rosen {1981)
and on Albanian by Hubbard (1980), leads to the suggestion that Cancellation
and Multiattachment are correlated.

As we have seen, there are two reflexives in Italian. with and without
Multiattachment. Rosen also points out that the two reflexives differ with
respect to final transitivity.

The si reflexive is finally intransitive but the s€ sresso reflexive is finally
transitive, as evidenced by their behavior in causatives. As discussed by
Rosen (1981, also see her references), lalian causatives are typical cases of
Clause Union (Perimutter & Postal 1974); each clement in the downstairs
clause is assigned a relation in the upstairs clause. In ltalian, the downstairs
fina! 1 is assigned its upstairs relation according to this schema

[18] downstairs final relation union relation
1 of an intransitive = 2
1 of a transitive = 3

Thus, in {19], the downstairs clause is finally intransitive and the downstairs
final 1 is 2 union 2, hence the ACC clitic fo: whereas tn [20] the downstairs
clause is finally transitive and the downstairs final 1 is union 3. hence the
DAT clitic gli, as these data from Rosen {1981) show:

[19] Bruno voleva farlo piangere.
‘Bruno wanted to make him {ACC) cry.’

[26] Bruno voleva fargli raccogliere le monte.
‘Brunc wanted to make him (DAT) pick up the coins.’

In a causative with an embedded si reflexive, as in [21]. the final 1 is ACC not
DAT giving evidence for final intransitivity.®

{211 Quell’episodio rischia di } ?farlo odiarsi.
*fargh
“That incident is likely to make him (?ACC/*DATY hate himself.”

In contrast, in a causative with an embedded sé stesso retlexive, as in |22]. the
final 1 is DAT not ACC giving evidence for final transitivity.

[22] Quell'episodio rischia di * fargli odiare s¢ stesso.
*arlo
“That incident is likely to make him (DAT/*ACC) hate himself.”
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. in summary. si reflexives involve both Multiattachment and Capcella-
tion, as represented in {23], while sé stesso reflexives involve neither, as
represented in [24].

[23] si Reflexives:

difendere . Ugo

[24] sé stesso Reflexives:

difendere Ugo sé stesso

The same conclusion can be reached regarding Albanian reftexives (Hub-
bard 1980). One reflexive, e.g. {25], marked by **Neopolitan™ morphology

(which also occurs on passives and unaccusatives) involves both Multiattach-
ment and Cancellation.

[25] Burrat lahen.
men-the  wash
N 3pPRNACT
“The men wash themselves.” / *The men are washed.’

A v.m.nc:a reflexive, e.g. [26]. which involves an anaphoric pronoun and
active”” morphology, has neither Multiattachment nor Cancellation.

26] Agimit lan veten.
N wash self-Ac
ISACT
*Agim washes himself.’
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Thus, previous work on the topic leads to the suggestion that the param-
eters Multiattachment and Cancellation are linked. However, 1 argue on the
basis of Halkemelem reflexives that these. in fact, are independent param-
eters.

2. HALKOMELEM REFLEXIVES

As in Italian and Albanian, there are two means of forming reflexives in
Halkomelem. However, both are morphological in the sense that they involve
verbal morphology rather than an anaphoric pronoun. The — @ reflexive, the
segmentation of which will be discussed presently, is illustrated in 127]-128]:

73 k*92 sqamal?
obl det paddle

[27] ni q'“4q¥-00-at 15 sténi?
aux club-tr-self  det woman
“The woman clubbed herself with the paddle.’

[28] ni con 13X¥-96-at
aux lsub blanket-tr-self
‘f covered myself with a blanket.” (literally: ‘I blanketed self.’)

Second, the -am reflexive, is illustrated in [29}-{3017

[29] ni t§i -q¥7-am $a sténi?
aux comb-hair-intr det woman
“The woman combed her own hair.’

{30] csé-t conce? 12 sténi® “u q'*4l- aic-om-0s
tell-tr 1sub fut det woman Ink bake-adv-intr-3ssub
75 k92 scé.dton
obl det salmon
‘I'm telling the woman to bake the salmon for me.’

The two reflexive constructions have different distributions. The -tlar
reflexive is used only to reference initial objects: the reflexive refers to the
patient nominal in [271-[28].% In contrast, the -am reflexive is used only
when a non-initial object is involved. For example, | have argued in Gerdts
(1981b; 1981c) that clauses like [29) involve possessor ascension and fexical
suffixation (the Salish equivalent of noun incorporation}, so that the reflexive
is an initial possessor that ascends to object; thus, examples like |31 al, repre-
sented in [31b], are taken to be the non-reflexive counterpart of [29].

[31] a. ni 80 -g"?-t-28 {5 siéni® k¥0o syromdy?
aux comb-hair-tr-3erg det woman det  dog
“The woman combed the dog’s hair.”
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b.
sténi?
“wormn’
v H H POS
15i- qw? sqraméy?
‘comb’ ‘ *hair’ ‘salmon’

The -omr reflexive clause in [6] involves Ben-2 advancement {see Gerdts
{198 14) for discussion). The reflexive references an initial Ben that is ad-
vanced to 2, as evidenced by the presence of the advancement suffix -fc and
the oblique case (used to mark nonterms) of the initial object. The non-
reflexive counterpart is given in [32):

{32] a. csét con ce? to siéni® Pu q'vol-adc-8-dm?¥-os
tell-tr  Isub fut det woman Ink bake-adv-tr-lobj-3ssub
% k*82 scé.dtan
obl det  saimon
*I:m telling the woman to bake the salmon for me.’
b.

oné con sténi?
“tell’ T “woran’

.ﬁ

seé-hon -am74
: e’

qal

X “she”
“buke *salmuon
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Thus, -Bar reflexives reference initial 2s. while -am reflexives reference ron-
initial 2s.

2.1. Cancellation

Turning now to the relational properties of the two Halkomelem reflexives,
both reflexives involve Cancellation; that is, they are finally intransitive.
Evidence for this comes from the lack of third person ergative agreement in
reflexives like 127] and [29] (see section 1.1). Furthermore. Halkomelem, as
discussed in Gerdts (1981a) bans clauses where the final ergative is a proper
noun, hence* [33].

{33] *ni g'wal-ot-2s {3 Mary k82  scé.dtan
aux bake-tr-intr det det salmon
(*Mary baked the salmon.’)

However, a proper poun can serve as a final absolutive. as in the intransitive
clause in [34] and the antipassive clause in [35).

[34] ni ?ima$ {0 Mary
aux walk det
*Mary walked.’

[35] ni gq'“dl-am 45 Mary ?> k%80  scé.dtan
aux bake-intr det obl det salmon
‘Mary baked the salmon.’

As seen in [36) and |37}, proper nouns can sCrve as fina) Is in reflexive
clauses; thus, they are final absolutives and the clauses are fimally intransitive.

[36] ni kvwalod-0-ot {2 Mary
aux shoot-tr-self det
‘Mary shot herself.’

[37] ni & -g*7-om {> Mary
aux comb-hair-intr det
*Mary combed her own hair.’

Further evidence for the intransitivity of -Oar reflexives comes from
causatives, which will be discussed in section 4.

2.2. Multiattachment

Thus, both Halkomelem refexives involve Cancellation of & 2-are and there-
fore are finally intransitive. However, [ claim that the two rcilexives difter
with respect to Multiattachment: -fat reflexives involve Muliiuttachment.
whereas -am reflexives do not. Evidence for this comes from the rule of
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transitive marking in Halkomelem. The reflexive suffix -8 actually is a
compiex form, composed of the transitive suffix -r and a reflexive object
sulfix -sur.” Evidence that the reflexive form -8ar involves a transitive suffix
comes from limited control marking. Transitive suffixes in Halkomelem ap-
pear in two forms: the general transitive suffix -7 and the limited control suffix
-n. ' The latter is used in situations where the agent is not in fuil control of his
actions as illustrated in [38b] and [39b]."!

[38] a. ni  k“2l38-8-4m7%-0s k“02 sway?qe?
aux shoot-tr-lobj-3erg det  man
“The man shot me." [on purpose])

b. ni  k*3lag-n-dam>$-as k62 swdy?ge?
aux shoot—l.c.tr—lobj—3erg det man
“The man shot me accidentally.’

[39] a. mi k»3lag-6-at  kwBa sway®qe?
aux shoot-tr-ref det man
*The man shot himself." [on purpose]
b. ni  k¥alai-nim-at k%02 swdy?ge?
aux shoot-l.c.-ref det  man
‘The mian managed to shoot himself.’
/ "The man shot himself accidentally.’

Thus, the morphological evidence supports the claim that the -8t reflexive
contains transitive marking, whereas it is clear that the -am reflexive does not.

Gerdts (198 1a) formulates a rule for transitive marking to account for the
distibution of the transitive suffix -t; [40] is an updated version of this rule:'2

[40] Transitive marking occurs in clauses where there is a nominal that
heads both
(i) an Acc-arc (i.e. the 2-arc in a transitive stratum) and
(i) a final nuclear term arc (i.e. final 1-arc or 2-arc).

This rule accounts for transitive marking on monoclausal transitives like
{41a]. as represented in [41b], and passives like [42a], as represented in
{42b).

{(41] a. ni  k*olag-0-am?§-35 k*0a sway’ge?
aux shoot-tr-lobj-3erg det man
*The man shot me.’
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kwalad sway?ge? -am®%
_HBNH a. =w ﬂ-&U—lUnlOE Wi@ﬂ mnﬂ.*ﬂoﬂ. \uOW_. ZQJ_

aux bake-tr-intr det salmon obl-det
“The salmon was baked by Mary.’

P
g'vsl Mary scé-dan

Furthermore, [40] accounts for the impossibility of transitive marking on
monoclausa! intransitives (cf. [43]) and antipassives (cf. {44p.r?

{43] a. ni ?imas k*0a sway’qe”

aux walk the man
“The man watked.’

?imas swiy?ge?
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[44] a. ni gq*3l-om 4o Mary ?2 k™02 scé.dton
aux bake-intr  det obl det salmon
*Mary baked the salmon.’

<

g’ *al Mary scé-{tan

b.

The contrast in transitive marking on passives and antipassives forms the basis
for the statement given in [40]. While both {42] and {44] involve a nominal
heading the 2-arc in a transitive stratum, in [42], where there is transitive
marking, the nominal is a final nuclear term (the final 1), but in |44], where
there is no transitive marking, the npminal is a final chomeur—not a final
term,

Keturning to reflexives, an analysis involving Multiattachment for reflex-
ives like {27] Ytogether with the rule for transitive marking in [40] would
predict the,presence of transitive marking. Thus, {27], which would involve
both Multiattachment and Cancellation, would be represented as in [45]: there
is a single nominal that heads the 2-arc in a transitive stratum and a final
nuclear term are {the 1-arc).

(45]
P
P
g’ wag* sténi? sgdmal?
. cheb’ ‘woman’ ‘paddle’

In contrast, since the -om reflexive lacks transitive marking, Multiattachment
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is not involved. Thus. an -om reflexive like [29] involves Cancellaton but not
Multiattachment, as represented in [46].

[46]

tsi?
*‘comb’

steni?
‘woman’
\Y N H POS
*h

g er’

“hair”

Therefore, the Halkomelem data show that Cancellation and Multiattachment
operate as independent parametcrs, since the -am reflexive involves Cancella-
tion but not Multiattachment.

3. A CROSS-LINGUISTIC TYPOLOGY

So far in this discussion, three types of reflexives have been exemplified:
reflexives with both Mutltiattachment and Cancellation. like the ftalian si. the
Albanian morphological reflexive, and the Halkomelem -Ba1 reflexive: retlex-
jves with neither Multiattachment nor Cancellation, like the ltalian and Alba-
nian anaphoric pronoun reflexives; and reflexives with Cancellation but with-
out Multiattachment, like the Halkomelem -am reflexive, as summarized
(47]. This raises the question: Is there a fourth type of reflexive, one that
involves Multiattachment but not Canccllation? In work concurrent o my
research, Berinstein {(1984) arpucs for an analysis of the K ekehi Mayan
reflexive that would fill this last box.
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[47] Cancellation No Cancellation

No Multiattachment  |Halkomelem (-am reflexive) | ltalian (sé
stesso)

Multiattachment [talian (si) K'ekchi
Halkomelem (-8a reflexive) | (Mayan)

3.1 Multiattachment Without Cancellation: The
Mavyan Reflexive

_zx‘n_ﬁn:m,mv.i,—,moﬁ:Emwncwmnaimon:osT:,:ﬁRmié
clause is finally transitive as evidenced by the fact that the __u:_m_ 1
determines ergative agreement (=A3), as [48] exemplifies.
48] Ani x-$ -x-sac’ r-ib?

who tns—B3-A3-hit A3-self

‘Who hit himself?’

However, as Berinstein shows, subjects in reflexive clauses exhibit
one property—ocxtraction—generally reserved for final absolutives.
N,: non-reflexives, only the final 2 and not the final 1 can extract in a
finally transitive clause, as seen in [49].14
[49] Ani x-@- x- sac’?

who tns~B3-Al3-hit

“Who did he hit?" /**Who hit him?’

In contrast, final 15 in reflexive clauses (cven though they determine ergative
u_q_?,c:.a:: can extract, for example, in |48]. This would follow under the
analysis posited by Berinstein which involves Multiattachment (thus, the final
1 would head an Abs-arc in the initial stratum) but not Cancellation (the arc
.:.au:mn:nm. through the birth of a nominal 2-arc, as originally suggested then
rejected for Italian in Rosen 1981}, as represented in [SO]:

(58] .

sag’ ani r-ib
‘chit’ ‘who’ ‘himself”
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Under this analysis, K ekchi provides the fourth type of reflevive amd agan,
as Berinstein points out, gives evidence that Multiattachinert and Cancella-
tion are independent parameters.

3.2. The Morphology of Reflexives

This discussion has led to the conclusion that, as far us relational parameters
are concerned, there are (at least) four types of reflexives in Universal Gram-
mar. In contrast, when the form of the reflexive is considered, only two
patterns exist cross-linguistically: either the reflexive is an independent pro-
noun or the reflexive is morphological, i.e. a verbal affix or clitic. This raises
the question: Are the relational parameters in any way linked to the form of
the reflexive?

Although this discussion of reflexives lacks a broad cnough data base to
answer this question conclusively, there nevertheless appears t be a correla-
tion between Cancellatiop and the form of the reflexive. As cvidenced by
Italian, Albanian, and K’ekchi, the presence of an anaphoric pronoun scems
to correlate with the absence of Cancellation. Furthermore, morphological
reflexives seem to cormrelate with the presence of Cancellation. as evidenced
by ltalian, Albanian, and the two Halkomelem reflexives.

In contrast, Multiattachment is not correlated with the form of the reflex-
ive, since the two Halkomelem reflexives are morphological but differ with
respect to Multiattachment: conversely, both K’ekehi and ltalian have con-
structions with anaphoric pronouns but the K'ekehi retlexive involves Mult-
attachment although the lialian s¢ stesso reflexive does not.

4. REFLEXIVES IN OTHER THEORIES

In the discussion, it was argued that the relational parameters Multiattachment
and Cancellation accommodated four types of reflexives in Universal Gram-
mar and it was posited that, although Multiattachment is independent of the
form of the reflexive, Cancellation reflexives are morphological whereas no
Cancellation refiexives involve anaphoric pronouns. This section briefly dis-
cusses analyses of reflexives in two other theories from the perspective of the
relational analysis of the data.

Lexical Functional Grammar easily accommodates two types of reflex-
ives: lexical (marked morphologically and exhibiting intransitive properties)
and syntactic (with an anaphoric pronoun and exhibiting transitive proper-
ties). Furthermore, the LFG account offered by Grimshaw (1982) gives an
insightful account accommodating the Multiattachment and the Cancellation
properties of the Romance clitic reflexives. However, it is not clear how her
account could be extended to the Halkomelem -am reflexive, which s “lex-
ical’ but lacks Multiattachment properties, or to the K ckehi reflexive. which



2T DONNA B, GERDTS

is “syntactic”, but nevertheless exhibits Multiattachment properties. The data
thus present a challenge to an LFG account of reflexives.

Muarantz (1984). in a theory designed to incorporate grammatical rela-
tions into a transformational analysis, also falls short of accommedating four
types of reflexives. Again, he basically divides reflexives into lexical and
syntactic. He posits that lexical passives actually are instances of passive
{with the reflexive pronoun in a deleted by phrase): this analysis is cast in
relational terms as follows: 13

{s1]

-0

reflexive antecedent

Under this analysis, it is no accident that reflexives pattern like passives in
many languages: thus, Muitiattachment ‘effects’—such as Auxiliary Selec-
tion in Italian, Neopolitan morphology in Albanian, and transitive marking in
Hualkomelem -0ar reflexives-—are easily accounted for, since these phe-
nomena also are exhibited by passives in these languages.

However, Marantz’s analysis fails to account for the syntactic properties
of reflexives in Halkomelem because in this language reflexives and passives
are not parallel in skveral respects. For example, as mentioned in section 2,
the -0ar reflexive only references initial 2s, thus, possessor ascension con-
structions, like |52] are incompatible with -82¢ reflexives, since a non-initial 2
is referenced by the reflexive.

{52) *ni & -q¥7-6-at {2 siéni?
aux comb-hair-tr-self det woman
(*The woman combed her own hair.”)

However. 25 in possessor ascension constructions can advance to 1 in a
passive clayse, as nxo_%_wm& in [33]:
[53] m _M_M_.-@su-?w_: ?a-x' Mary k%0a sq¥oméy?
aux comb-hair-tr-intr obl-det det dog
“The dog’s hair was combed by Mary.” (literally: 'The dog was hair-
combed by the woman.”)

The data tn ¥§52] versus |53] shows that reflexives and passives do not share
the sume domain.
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Reflexives and passives also differ with respect to causatives. As dis-
cussed in Gerdts (1981a), Clause Union causatives in Hulkomelem require the
downstairs final 1 to be the initial I; that is. only constructions with a
*straight” 1 (the same nominal is the | in every strata) allow causative clause
union. Thus, causatives like [54}. which involve a downstairs ynergative
clause, are possible although causatives like [55], which involve a downstairs
unaccusative clause, are not.

[54] ni con 2imas-stax™ k¥o2 swiy’qe?
aux lsub  walk-cs det man
‘l made the man walk.’

{55] *ni con q'w3l-stax¥ 45 scé.dton
q
aux lsub bake-cs det salmon
‘I made the salmon bake.’

Downstairs passives, since they involve 2-1 advancement, also are banned in
causatives, as *[56] shows.

[56] *ni can g'%al-at-am-stax™ k“62 scé.dton P00 {0 sicni?
aux lsub bake-tr-intr-cs det  salmon obl det woman
‘[ made the salmon be baked by the woman.’

Marantz’s proposal concemning reflexives and the relational account make
opposite predictions regarding causatives with downstairs reflexives. Under
Marantz’s analysis, since passive is involved, reflexives should be banned
from causatives; under the relational account, since there is a nominal—the
antecedent—which is a I in all strata, downstairs reflexives should be al-
lowed in causatives. The data in [57] and [58] show that the relational account
makes the correct prediction.

[37] ni coan lo%w-208-ot-stax™ k*82 John
aux lsub blanket-tr-self-cs det
‘1 had John cover himself with a blanket.’

[58} ni can lem-28-2t-stox® k*02 John
aux lIsub look-tr-self-cs det
‘I had John look at himself.’

Thus, Marantz’s suggestion that lexical reflexives are passives is compatible
with some of the properties of Halkomelem reflextves but not with others.

5. CONCLUSION

This study has explored the relational structure of reflexives from a cross-
linguistic viewpoint. 1 have argued that Cancellation and Multiattachment are
not linked but rather independent parameters of universal grammar. Taken
together. they accommodate four types of reflexives cross-linguistically. My
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evidence for this hypothesis was based on the two Halkomelem 823?02
since both involve Cancellation but only one involves Multiattachment, the
independent status of these constructs was established. ’

Furthermore, | speculated on the Jinking of the form of a reflexive and the
Cancellation parameter. Morphological reflexives—that is, reflexives that
involve a verbal affix or clitic—appear to involve Cancellation (as do the two
Halkomelem reflexives), although independent pronoun reflexives do not.
Conversely, Multiattachment is not linked to the form of the reflexive; al-
though both of the Halkomelem reflexives are morphological, only one in-
volves Multiattachment.

That concepts available within Relational Grammar allow for the param-
etricization of reflexives provides support for this theory, especially since
proposals regarding reflexives in other theories have been shown to be inade-
quate. Thus, the Haikomelem data, besides having significance to the Rela-
tional theory of reflexives, also provides a challenge to the analysis of reflex-
ives in other frameworks.

NOTES

1 would like to thank Guy Carden for his comments on the draft of this paper.
Earlier versions were presented at the 1983 RG Festival, Comell University, CLA
1983, NYSCOL 1983, und ESCOL "84; 1 appreciate the questions and comments |
received from participants in those conferences.

i. For an introduction to the basic concepts of Relational Grammar, see Perlmut-
ter (1980) and the papers in Perlmutter and Postal (1983).

5 A transitive stratum is one that contains both a l-arc and a 2-arc; an intran-
sitive stratum is onc that is not transitive.

3. The Halkomelem data are from the late Amold Guerin of the Musquearn
Reserve. Vancouver, British Columbia. My work on Halkomelem has been supported
by the Elizabeth and Melville Jacobs™ Fund and the National Museum of Man, Ottawa.

The following abbreviations are used in the glosses of the Halkomelem data:

adv advancement suffix
aux auxiliary
cs causative
det determiner
erg ergative
intr ~jntransitive
lc. limited contro! suffix
Ink linker 3
ob) object
\ obl oblique marker
ref reflexive
sub subject

RELATIONAL PARAMLTERS OF REFLLNVLS 4
ssub subordinate clause subject
tr transitive
1 first person .
2 second person
3 third person

4. Postal (1977) suggested that final intransitivity in reflexives was due to anti-
passive; for arguments against this proposal, scc Aissen (1982) and Gerdts (19812).

5. Aissen concentrates on the cancellation of 3s, giving evidence from Trotzil
and Georgian, and discusses the cancellation of 2s, citing data from French. Turkish.
and Dyirbal, only bricfly.

6. See Rosen (1981) fora discussion of the acceptability of downstairs sf teflex-
ives in Causative Clause Unton.

7. This intransitive suffix also is used in main clause passives, some anti-
passives, and some initially unergative clauses.

g. A sccond difference between the two reflexives is that -far reflexives refer 10
clausemate antecedents but -am reflexives may refer to the subject of the next higher
clause, as seen in [30].

9. The transitive suffix -f regularly combines with an objevt suftix beginning
with -5 giving -6; this is seen with the first person objective suftix in |5].

10. After the limited control suffix -n-, the initial -s- of the pronominal affixes is
deleted.

11. 1 have no account to offer of the allomorphy of the limited cantrol marker:
-naxw ~— -nam ~ -f.

12. This rule resembles the rule of Auxiliary Selection in ltalian, given in [ 14], in
that it is stated conjunctively.

13. I am assuming a spontancous demotion version of antipassiver sec Postal
(1977) for discussion.

14. Berinstein (1984) points out that a 2-3 retreat construction is used when the
notional ‘subject’ of 2 transitive is extracted; since this construction is finally intran-
sitive, the final | is a final absolutive.

15. In ‘deep’ ergative languages, reflexives would have the form of an anti-
passive. However, this analysis is not tenable for Halkomelem reflexives; sce Gerdts
(1981a) for evidence that Halkomelem reflexives do not involve antipassive.
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