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1. Introduction!
This paper discusses reflexives in Halkomelem, a Salishan language spoken in

southwestern British Columbia. Halkomelem has two reflexive suffixes: -8at ‘reflexive’ (1),
and -namat ‘limited control reflexive’ (2).2

(1) gqayBat “kill self’
Cayx*0at ‘dry self’
laxvaOat ‘cover self’
lalam@at ‘look after self’
XigaBat ‘scratch self’

(2)  dayndmat3 *kill self accidentally’
q¥ag“ndmat ‘hit self accidentally’
qandmat ‘manage to get self in with them’
yaX*ndmoat ‘manage to set self free’
?ak¥ndmat ‘hook self accidentally’

The above examples illustrate what I refer to as core reflexives, which are discussed in section 2.
They are used in constructions in which the patient (or other suitable argument) is semantically
coreferent to the subject of the clause. In such cases, the reflexivetransparently means ‘self’.

In section 3, I discuss examples with reflexive suffixes appearing in environments where
transitive objects cannot. In these cases, the meaning deviates from the standard ‘self’ meaning
of core reflexives. In this use, which I referred to as grammaticized reflexives, the suffixes do
not affect argument structure, but rather have an aspect-like meaning. The reflexive is used as an
inchoative (4a) and the limited control reflexive means ‘manage to’ (4b).

4) a ?ayam@at ‘get slow’

b. nemndmat ‘manage to go’

I show that core and grammaticized forms are distributionally distinct. Core reflexives and
reciprocals appear only on process unaccusatives, while grammaticized reflexives appear on



other verb classes, including unergative verbs and states.
In section 4, [ turn to a discussion of examples like (5), which involve a reflexive

causative marked by the suffix -stanamoat.

(5) ?imo¥stand ot ‘manage to make self walk’/ ‘pretend to walk’

These reflexive causatives can have both a core meaning of ‘manage to make self” and a
grammaticized meaning of ‘pretend’. The suffix when it takes the second meaning shows a much
wider range of occurrence than the first and furthermore, appears on bases that do not normally
form causatives.

XXXX

2. Core Reflexives and Reciprocals
In Halkomelem reflexive constructions, the patient (or other suitable argument) is

semantically coreferent to a clausemate subject antecedent:

(6) ni?>  can  laxva-Gat. ‘T covered myself.’
ni?. ¢ l3%v2-8at. “You (sg.) covered yourself.’
ni?  ct la%%3-8at. ‘We covered ourselves.’
ni?  ce:p laxvs-Gat. “You (pl.) covered yourselves.’
ni? 12%2-8at. ‘He/shefit/they covered self.’

(7) ni” can  k¥alaf-ndmat. ‘I accidentally shot myself.’
k*alaf-ndmat.  ‘You (sg.) accidentally shot yourself.’

O

ni?
ni?  ct kv¥ala¥-ndmat ‘We accidentally shot ourselves.’

ni?  ce:p kvalaf-ndmat “You (pl.} accidentally shot yourselves.’
ni? kvalaf-ndmat.  ‘He/she/it/they accidentally shot self.’

The reflexive and reciprocal suffixes, which are undifferentiated for person or number, appear in
the same place in the verb morphology as the transitive object suffixes. Nevertheless, reflexive
constructions are surface intransitive, as evidenced, for example, by the lack of third person
ergative agreement (Gerdts 1988a).4:3

(8) ni? k*ala%-6at k*8a swayqe?
aux  shoot-tr+ref det man
‘The man shot himself.’



9) ni?  kvslo¥-namat k¥6s swoayqe?.
aux  shoot-lc.tr+ref det man
‘The man accidentally shot himself.’

Throughout this paper I refer to these suffixes as -8at, and -namar,as these are the
forms most often seen in the data. However, the morphophonological evidence shows that these
are forms composed of at least two parts.® The first part is a transitive suffix, -¢ or -n, and the
second part is a reflexive pronominal form. Transitivity is overtly marked on verbs by one of
three suffixes: the general transitive suffix -7, the limited control suffix -», or the causative
suffix -st , which is discussed in section 4.7 The first two suffixes are illustrated in (10) and (11):

(10) a. ni?  g*aq®-at-as £a steni? 72 k*@a  sgamal.
AUX club-TR-3ERG DET woman OBL DET paddle
‘He clubbed the woman with the paddle (on purpose).’

b. ni?  g*ag*-nax*-as ta steni? 2 k*8a sq’amaf .
AUX club-L.C.TR:30BJ-3ERG DET woman OBL DET paddie
‘He accidentally clubbed the woman with the paddle.’

(11) a. ni?  can  lem-at (7] steni?,
AUX 1SUB see-TR DET woman

‘T looked at the woman.’

b. ni’ con  lam-nax* 7] steni?.
AUX |ISUB see-L.C.TR:30BJ DET woman

‘I saw the woman.’

The general transitive is illustrated in the (a) examples. The limited control transitive, which is
used to express an action that is performed unintentionally, accidentally, or with difficulty, is
illustrated in the (b) examples.

The majority of verb roots in Halkomelem are patient-oriented unaccusatives (Gerdts
1991, Hukari 1976, Gerdts and Hukari 1998), for example, ¢*af ‘to bake’ (as in ‘the bread
bakes’) and K*es ‘to burn’ (as in ‘the house burns’). There are about one thousand verb roots of
this type in Halkomelem, and they consistently form transitives with -f and -». These verb
roots also always form reflexives whenever the semantics is plausible. The examples in
(12)—(14) are illustrative of the Halkomelem verbal paradigm.



(12)  Kves ‘bumn’, K*esar ‘bum it’, K*asnax* ‘burn it accidentally’, #*esa6a¢t ‘burn self’,

K*esndmat ‘burn self accidentally’

(13)  g"ag" ‘get clubbed’, g~aqvar ‘club it’, ¢"ag”nax" ‘club it accidentally’, §"aq"20at
‘club self’, g*ag*ndmat ‘club self accidentally’

(14) ?ak* ‘get hooked, snagged, hung up’, ?akat ‘hook it’, 7ak*nax" ‘manage to hook it’,
?ak*28at ‘hook self’, ?ak*ndmat ‘hook self accidentally’

3. Grammaticized Reflexive

All of the examples of reflexives discussed so far have transitive counterparts in which
the subject and object are distinct. In this section, I discuss examples of reflexive suffixes
appearing in environments in which transitive suffixes cannot appear. This might at first seem
paradoxical, since I have claimed above that the first element of the reflexive and reciprocal
suffixes is a transitive marker. However, based on the examples brought up in this section, I
claim that the combination of transitive suffix and reflexive or reciprocal suffix has been
reanalyzed into a single suffix. This suffix has a grammaticized meaning that is more aspectual
than referential in nature.

3.1 The Reflexive as Inchoative
As discussed above, the majority of verb roots in Halkomelem are process unaccusatives,

for example, ¢"al ‘to bake’ (as in ‘the bread bakes’) and &¥es ‘to burn’ (as in ‘the house
burns’), and these always have transitive counterparts, for example, g*al-at ‘to bake it’, and

kves-t ‘to burn it’. In addition, we find that the reflexive suffix can sporadically appear on
another type of unaccusative verb, namely statives, and in this case, as in many languages of the
world, the reflexive suffix takes on the meaning of inchoative, that is, change of state.8



(15) “?ayom ‘slow’ ?ayam@at ‘get slow’
ai ‘big’ Gifdt ‘get big’
gi:lam  ‘old’ gi:lam@at ‘get old’
scawét  ‘adept, clever’ scowdt@at  ‘become clever’
ieX ‘stormy’ £aX@at ‘get stormy’
Kaxv ‘hard’ Xaxr04r ‘get hard’
stelp ‘floppy’ tal pOat ‘go flat (a tire)’
Xam ‘be enough’ AamaBat ‘ease up a little (e.g. widthwise)’
?ay4?6  ‘sharp’ ?2y4760at ‘get sharp’
’iyas ‘happy’ ?iyasBat ‘get happy’
qax ‘be lots’ qaxe4dt ‘get to be lots’, ‘be too many’

The use of the reflexive here is unexpected from a structural point of view, since there are
no corresponding transitive forms which can serve as a basis for the reflexives. The forms in the
first column cannot appear with the transitive suffix -r, examples like *?ayamat ‘slow it’,

*@it *bigit’, *qi:lamat ‘old it’, etc. are all ill-formed. However, if we propose that the
combination of transitive plus reflexive in these examples has undergone reanalysis to form a
single suffix meaning ‘inchoative’ in cases like (15), then the lack of a transitive counterpart is

not an issue. In other words, a form like ?ayam@at does not have the structure in 16a), but rather
the structure in (16¢), which derives from the reanalysis of the structure in (16b).

(16) a.[[[?ayam] t] sat] [[[slow] transitive] reflexive]
b. [?aysm [t + sat]]

¢ [?ayam [Bat]}

[slow [transitive + reflexive]]
[slow [inchoative]]

Since the reanalyzed form has the grammaticized meaning of ‘inchoative’, it should only occur
on states, as in (15), and not in transitive contexts. Thus, the reflexive and inchoative uses of

~83t occur on distinct verb classes.

We have seen that the reflexive suffix is used in two ways, as a core reflexive meaning
‘self> and as an inchoative. The question arises, which is the original use of the suffix and which
is the innovative or secondary use? Based on the fact that the reflexive morphology patterns with
the transitive objective morphology, I claimed above that the core use was original. Furthermore,
it is easy to see how this usage could extend to a more aspectual use such as the inchoative. The
transitive element of the suffix is obscured by morphophonological fusion. In addition, although
reflexive constructions involve two argument structure positions, they are syntactically



intransitive and thus have no additional inflectional requirements beyond those of a statives or
other verbs that have a single argument structure position. Positing the opposite history, that the
inchoative became a reflexive, is more problematic and contrary to other cases in the
grammaticization literature.

A second argument that the core reflexive is the primary use of the suffix is based on
productivity. As mentioned above, the majority of verb roots in Halkomelem are process
unaccusatives that allow transitive counterparts formed with the transitive suffix -z In addition,
whenever the semantics is plausible, a core reflexive counterpart is possible. In contrast, the
inchoative use of reflexive is fairly rare. Although probably not exhaustive, the list in (15)
includes most of the forms in my data. Inchoative forms are more normally represented by the

prefix x*2-, as in the following examples taken from Hukari and Peter (1995):

(17) a x¥aqdqi? ‘get sick’
x¥a?ax¥in ‘become small’
X" ax%3tas ‘get heavy’

x*ak*dmkvam  ‘get strong’

x*asi?’em ‘become important, respected’
X¥astatés ‘get near’
X*ax*@igan ‘get loud’
b. x*ax*dnéanam  ‘start running’
x*?ima¥ ‘start walking’
x¥aq¥d q"’a[ ‘start talking’
C. x¥ané?ant ‘become evening’
x*a¥né’am ‘become a shaman’
x*asXi? Xgat ‘turned into a child’

The inchoative prefix is used on a variety of categories, including stative verbs (17a), unergative
verbs (17b), and nouns (17c¢). Further research is needed to determine the distinction between the
two Halkomelem inchoatives. Relevant to this paper is the point that the inchoative use of the
reflexive suffix is a relatively limited phenomenon.

3.2 The ‘Manage to’ Use of the Limited Control Reflexive

We have seen above that the limited control reflexive -namat can carry the meaning of
performing an action on oneself unintentionally, accidentally, or with difficulty. This suffix also
productively occurs on unergative verbs, that is, intransitive verbs whose single argument is
prototypically an animate agent that is in control of the action. Unergative verbs in Halkomelem



include verbs of activity and motion (Gerdts 1991). When -namar appears on an unergative
verb, it carries the meaning ‘manage to’, that is, to succeed in performing an action despite

difficulty. Here are just some of the many examples of this use of -namat:

(18)

(19)

?attonndmat ‘manage to eat’

ya:ysndmoat ‘manage to work’

tak*ndmot ‘manage to come home’
nagamndmat ‘manage to dive’

Saq alndmoat ‘manage to get across’
X*lenamndmat ‘manage to run’

te:mndmat ‘manage to call’

tilamndmat ‘manage to sing’

tiwi’stndmat ‘manage to pray’

tXila§ndmat ‘manage to stand’

ca:mndmat ‘manage to go up into the mountains’
tax"ndmat ‘manage to go down to the beach’
Zonax"ndmat ‘manage to stop’

In Halkomelem, unergative verbs generally do not form transitives or reflexives:

?attan ‘eat’ *2attant ‘eat it"? *¥atranBat ‘eat self’
ya:ys ‘work’ *yaryst ‘work it’ *ya:ys@at ‘work self’
gvayala¥ ‘dance’ *g*ayalast  ‘danceit’ * g ayal 250t ‘dance self’

Thus, we see that there are no corresponding transitive or reflexive forms for the examples in
(18). As in the case of the grammaticized use of the reflexive discussed in the previous section,
this is not a puzzle if we assume that the limited control transitive suffix and the reflexive suffix

have undergone reanalysis into a single morpheme -namar with the grammaticized meaning of
‘manage to’.

4. The Reflexive Causative

We have seen examples above of the general transitive and the limited control transitive

suffixes in Halkomelem. A third type of transitive suffix is the causative -st-, illustrated in the
following example:



(20) ni? can  ?ima%-stax " t% swiwlas
aux lsub walk-cs+tr+30bj det boy
‘T made the boy walk.’

So far, [ have been unable to find an example in which the causative is followed by the plain
reflexive: 10

(21) *ni? con  1Xilo§-s-Bat
aux Isub stand-cs-tr+ref
‘I made myself stand up.’

When queried about data like (21), several speakers said it was illogical to make yourself do
something. Rather one would use examples like (22) and (23), with a limited control reflexive
taking the meaning of ‘manage’.

22) ni? con iXilod-ndmoat
aux 1sub stand-l.c.tr+ref
‘I managed to stand up.’

(23) ni? con  7alton-astondmot
aux lsub eat-cs+l.c.tr+ref

‘I managed to feed myself.’/ ‘I managed to make myself eat.’

However, the suffix combination -stanamat is most frequently glossed ‘pretend’. So one
interpretation of (23) is ‘I pretended to eat’, i.e. ‘I just shoved the food around on my plate.’
Other examples include:

(24) 7ima$-stondmat ‘manage to make self walk’/ ‘pretend to walk’
?itat-standmot ‘pretend to sleep’
sowq-standmoat ‘pretend to look for something’
x*iyoné:m-stondmoat  ‘pretend to listen’

tak*-standrat ‘manage to get self to go home’/*pretend to go home’
g p g

Previously, I have made claims about Halkomelem causatives (Gerdts 1988a, 1995) that
can be summarized as follows:

(25) Restructions on causatives:



(a) Intransitive Base Condition: Causatives are only formed on intransitive bases.
(b) Causative Passive Ban: Causatives cannot be formed on passive bases.
(c) Double Causative Ban: Double causatives do not exist.

The purpose of the restrictions in (25) was to allow for the grammatical examples of causatives
in Halkomelem while ruling out some bad combinations of causatives with certain other
morphology. The Intransitive Base Condition was designed to allow causatives formed on
intransitive bases (20), while ruling out those formed on transitives (26).!!

(26) *ni? con  q*5l-ot-stox™ 1o siéni?  (79) k“Bs soplil
aux Isub Dbake-tr-csttr+30bj detwoman obl det bread
‘I had the woman bake the bread.’

The Causative Passive Ban captures the generalization that derived intransitives such as
antipassives (27) and reflexives (28) can serve as bases for causatives, while passives (29)
cannot. .

27) ni? can c’;“’al-ani-stsx‘" 03 sténi? 73 1% saplil
aux Isub bake-intr-cs+3obj det woman  obl det bread
‘I made the woman bake the bread.’

(28) ni? con  k*olo¥-Oat-stox* to Mary
aux Isub shoot-trtref-cs+30bj det M.

* I made Mary shoot herself.’

(29) *ni? can  §*ol-ot-om-stox® t% saplil 75 6o siéni?
aux Isub bake-tr-intr-cs+tr+3o0bj  det bread obl det woman
‘I made the bread be baked by the woman.’

The Double Causative Ban prohibits double causatives, that is, forms that would contain two
causative markers, such as:

(30) *ni? con na%ém-st(ox¥)-stax¥ to Mary (") k¥Bs pik*-s
aux Isub  go-cs+tr-csH3obj)+ir+3obj det M. obl det book-3pos
‘I had Mary take her book.’

Causatives like (30) are also ruled out by the Intransitive Base Condition since the causative base
on which the second causative is formed is transitive.



Returning now to reflexive causatives, we see that it can be used on a wider range of
bases than the plain causative, as has been pointed out by Leslie (1979:38-40). In violation of the
Intransitive Base Condition, a transitive can serve as the base:

(31) pas-at-standmoat (Leslie 1979, 39: 110a)
hit-tr-cs+.c.tr+ref

‘pretend to hit him’

(32) ni? cen  k“an-at-standmat
aux Isub take-tr-cs+l.c.trtref
‘I pretended to take it.’

(33) mi? ¢ pe?  tema-Bami-standrmoat
aux 2sub  certain call-tr+1obj-cstl.c.tr+ref
‘Come just pretend that you are telephoning me.’

Leslie also points out that a passive can serve as a base:

(34) Pig-9s-6elom-standrhot (Leslie 1979, 38:106)
punch-face-tr+1obj-intr-cs+l.c.tr+ref '
‘He pretended to hit me in the face.’

(35) ni? k“on-st-am-standrhat 79-% John
aux take-tr-intr-cs+l.c.tr+ref obl-det  John
‘John pretended to take it.’

(36) ni? 7% ¢owa-Da:m-stondmat 2%-% John
aux  quest help-tr+2obj-cs+l.c.tr+ref  obl-det  John
‘Did John just pretend to help you?’

These data violate the Causative Passive Ban. They also show that the causative + reflexive is
different from the non-reflexive causative, since the latter does not allow passive bases. '

Furthermore, one can find examples where a causative suffix appears inside -standmot.

(37) ni? can  7olton-stox*-astondmat  to sq oméy.
aux lsub eat-cs-cs+l.c.tr+ref det dog

‘I pretended to feed the dog.’



So we see that data with -stanamat also violate the Double Causative Ban.

The above data are problematical for the conditions on causatives since in each case a
reflexive form of a causative is allowed where the plain causative is ungrammatical. In Gerdts
(1995), I proposed abandoning the conditions on causatives in favor of a valence counting view
of causatives that would allow the subsequent cancellation of an argument via a reflexive rule to
“save” an otherwise prohibitied reflexive. However, the view of a grammaticized suffix allows
for a more elegant account. The restrictions on causatives hold, but only on core cases. In the

relevant cases, those that mean ‘pretend’, [ propose that -stanamat has grammaticized into a
single suffix that has does have any effect on argument structure. Rather the semantic role
associated with ‘pretend’, i.e. the ‘pretender’, is linked to the main clause agent role of the base.
We see that agent, not subject, is relevant to the rule because of the meanings of the examples
involving passive in (34-36). Furthermore, the examples with -stanamat following a causative
in (37) show that the main clause agent (the causer), not the agent associated with the verb base

(the causee), is the ‘pretender’. 12

5. Conclusion

We have seen that the Halkomelem reflexive suffixes are composed of two elements, a
transitive suffix and a referential suffix. We see the function of each of these elements when we
study their use in core constructions, that is, in cases where they appear in reflexive constructions
with a transparent meaning of ‘self’. The transitive suffix indicates that the predicate has (at
least) two semantic arguments. Furthermore, transitive suffixes in Halkomelem indicate the
degree of control of the agent over the action. The general transitive suffix -7 indicates
transitivity with the implication of control by an animate agent, while the suffix -n signals lack
of control, that is, that the action was done unintentionally, accidentally, or with great difficulty.
Furthermore the suffix -sf indicates causative. The referential suffixes provide the meaning of
‘reflexive’. Also, the reflexive suffixes reduce the transitivity of the clause. The morphosyntactic
evidence shows that reflexive constructions are syntactically intransitive.

Given that the first element of each reflexive suffix is a transitive marker, we might
expect that reflexive suffixes would never appear on forms that do not have transitive
counterparts. However, we find examples of this type for both suffixes. The two elements of a
reflexive suffix, I claim, undergo reanalysis into a unit which takes on a grammaticized meaning.

The reflexive -8at means ‘inchoative’, the limited control reflexive -namat means ‘manage

to’, and the limited control reflexive causative -stanamat means ‘pretend’.
The chart in (38) summarizes the differences between the core (A) and the grammaticized
(B) uses of the reflexive suffixes with respect to meanings and verb classes..



(38) Form/Meaning Base Verb Class

Reflexive -6at
A: action on self process unaccusatives
B: inchoative states

Limited control reflexive -namat
A accidental action on self process unaccusatives
B: ‘manage to’ unergatives

Reflexive Causative -stanamat
A: manage to make self do action unergatives
B: ‘pretend’ any

In their core use, the reflexive suffixes productively appear on verb forms that can take transitive
suffixes, namely the process unaccusatives, and always straightforwardly mean ‘self’. The
grammaticized suffixes appear only sporadically, on verb forms where the -¢ transitive suffix is
impossible, such as unergatives and statives, and they have meanings that are more aspectual
than referential.

(2)  Properties of Core use of a suffix:

i. usually effects argument structure (transitivizing or intransitivizing)
il. internal morphology compositional

ii. corresponding intermediate forms are always available

iv. restrictions on the base apply to restrictions on the complex form

v. general: it applies to all available bases

(3) Grammaticized or Extended use of a suffix.

i aspectoidal rather than argument structure effect (has no effect on transitivity)
ii. pieces restructured into a single suffix with no internal bracketing

ii. corresponding intermediate forms are often illegal

iv. restrictions on the base do not apply to the complex form

V. sometimes limited: it applies to only some available bases

What this paper has shown is that a crucial aspect of the study of reflexives is the
documentation of what verb bases or other suffixes the reflexive can combine with, under what



meanings. This is an aspect of the topic that has been largely overlooked since much of the
literature on reflexives addresses languages that use independent pronouns or clitics for these
functions. Flence, the research has focussed on conditions on antecedents stated in terms of
binding domains, word order, and grammatical relation hierarchies. Halkomelem reflexives,
which allow only clausemate subject antecedents, are of little interest in that respect. However,
we have seen that the notion of verb class, especially the difference between unergatives, process
unaccusatives, and statives, is relevant to the analysis of Halkomelem reflexives.

Notes

11 am deeply indebted to all the speakers of the Island dialect of Halkomelem (Halgom{fiath) who have
supplied data and judgments. The majority of the data here come from the late Wilfred Aleck, the late Armold
Guerin, Margaret James, Dora Sampson, Steve Sampson, Sr., Bill Seward, and Theresa Thome. I hope to have
reported their opinions accurately, My research on Halkomelem has been supported by grants from the Jacobs
Research Fund, the Phillips Fund, the Social Sciences and Humanities Research Council of Canada, and the
President’s Research Fund, Simon Fraser University, Many thanks to Charles Ulrich for editorial assistance. Thanks
to the participants of WAIL for their comments and questions.

' he presented paper also discussed reciprocals, but I excluded them here due to space limitations.

31 do not mark primary stress when it falls on the first syllable, the most common location of stress in
Halkomelem. Otherwise it indicated by an acute accent.

“The following abbreviations are used in glossing the Halkomelem examples: 1 = first person, 2 = second
person, 3 = third person, aux = auxiliary, ben = benefactive, corap = complementizer, con = connective, cont =
continuative, cs = causative, det = determiner, erg = ergative, fut = future, int = interrogative, intr = intransitive,

L. ¢c. = limited control, obj = object, obl = oblique, pl = plural, sg = singular, sub = subject, ssub = subordinate
subject, rec = reciprocal, ref = reflexive, tr = transitive.

SGerdts (1989) gives a Relational Grammar analysis of Halkomelem reflexives involving multiattachment
and cancellation,

SGerdts (10 appear) discusses this in detail.

"The causative suffix -st probably consists of a causative suffix -s and the transtive suffix -

3The reflexives suffix can also appear on nouns and in this case takes on the meaning of ‘acting like’, as in
Xi?Xqo10at ‘acting childish’, x*slmax*0at ‘acting like a First Nations person’, s papé?s08at ‘acting like a bear.’
Van Eijk (1988) discusses this use of the equivalent form in Lillooet, an Interior Salish language.

SThere are two verbs ‘eat’ in Halkomelem: intransitive ?afton and transitive fay-t.

10Compare the Lillocet data in van Eijk (1988). See (57) below.

NGerdts {1988a, 1991) details further restrictions on causatives. Not all intransitives form causatives.

12l alkomelem desideratives and motion auxiliaries also show semantic linking of this type (Gerdts 1988b).
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The Double Life of Halkomelem Reflexive Suffixes

Donna B. Gerdts
Simon Fraser University

1. Introduction!
This paper discusses reflexives in Halkomelem, a Salishan language spoken in

southwestern British Columbia. Halkomelem has two reflexive suffixes: -8z ‘reflexive’ (1),
and -namat ‘limited control reflexive’ (2).2

(1) qay6st *kill self®
Cayx*6at ‘dry self’
1aX%20at ‘cover self’
lalomBat ‘look after self’
XigaBat ‘scratch self®

2) gayndmat’ ‘kill self accidentally’
q*aq*ndmat *hit self accidentally’
gandmat ‘manage to get self in with them’
yaxvndmoat ‘manage to set self free’
7aRvndmat ‘hook self accidentally’

The above examples illustrate what I refer to as core reflexives, which are discussed in section 2.
They are used in constructions in which the patient (or other suitable argument) is semantically -
coreferent to the subject of the clause. In such cases, the reflexivetransparently means “self’.

In section 3, I discuss examples with reflexive suffixes appearing in environments where
transitive objects cannot. In these cases, the meaning deviates from the standard ‘self’ meaning
of core reflexives. In this use, which I referred to as grammaticized reflexives, the suffixes do
not affect argument structure, but rather have an aspect-like meaning. The reflexive is used as an
inchoative (4a) and the limited control reflexive means ‘manage to’ (4b).

) a. ?ayam0Oat ‘get slow’

b. nemndmat ‘manage to go’

I show that core and grammaticized forms are distributionally distinct. Core reflexives and
reciprocals appear only on process unaccusatives, while grammaticized reflexives appear on



