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Combinatory restrictions on Halkomelem reflexives

1. Introduction

and reciprocals

DONNA B. GERDTS

Simon Fraser University

This paper discusses reflexives and reciprocals in Halkomelem, a Salishan language
spoken in southwestern British Columbia, Canada. Halkomelem has three reflexive
and reciprocal suffixes: -6a¢ ‘reflexive’ (1}, -namoat ‘limited control reflexive’ (2),
and -tal ‘reciprocal’ (3).'

(1

ey

3)

qayQat
Cayx"Gat
[a%"a0at
lalom@st
XigaOat
gayndmat
q"a2q" ndmat
qandmat
yax ndmat
P2k "ndmat

Cawatal
Pik " atal
malag”tal
ficatal
Xigatal

“kill self’

‘dry self’
‘cover self’
‘look after self’
‘scratch self”’

‘kill self accidentally’

‘hit self accidentally’

‘manage 1o get self in with them’
‘manage to set self free’

‘hook self accidentaily’

‘help each other’
‘separate from each other’
‘mix with each other’

‘cut each other’

‘scratch each other’

The above examples illustrate what I refer to as “core” reflexives and reciprocals.
They are used in constructions in which the patient (or other suitable argument) is
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semantically coreferent to the subject of the clause. In such cases, the reflexive or
reciprocal transparently means ‘self” or ‘each other’.

The first two sections of this paper focus on core reflexives and reciprocals from
the viewpoint of semantic, morphological, and syntactic transitivity. In Section 2,
I show that each reflexive and reciprocal suffix is composed of a transitive element
plus a referential element. It is therefore not surprising that core reflexives and
reciprocals occur on the same verb bases that transitive suffixes do, namely pro-
cess unaccusatives. Nevertheless, Halkomelem reflexive and reciprocal construc-
tions, like those in many of the world's languages, are syntactically intransitive.
Thus, the Halkomelem reflexive and reciprocal suffixes are both transitivizers and
intransitivizers. The transitivizing element allows for two arguments in the
predicate’s semantic argument structure. The intransitivizing element decreases
the valence to a single argument in the syntactic structure.

Given that the first element of each reflexive or reciprocal suffix is a transitive
suffix, we might expect that reflexive and reciprocal counterparts would be avail-
able for every transitive construction of the language, as long as the meaning of
reflexive or reciprocal would make sense for the action. Furthermore, we might
expect that reflexive and reciprocal suffixes could only be used when a transitive
counterpart was possible. We find that the Halkomelem data, in fact, counter-
exemplify both of these expectations.

Section 3 discusses counterexamples of the first type. For simple transitive
actions involving an agent and a patient, it is indeed the case that counterparts with
the three reflexive and reciprocal suffizes are possible. However, transitive clauses
of other sorts are possible in Halkomelem, including applicative constructions and
external possessor constructions containing a lexical suffix, the Salish equivalent of
noun incorporation. In these constructions we find that reflexives differ from recip-
rocals and limited control reflexives, since the latter can appear following
applicatives and lexical suffixes, but the former cannot. I account for these facts
with a constraint that restricts reflexives to themes.

In Section 4, I discuss examples with reflexives or reciprocal suffixes that
systematically violate the generalizations made concerning core reflexives and
reciprocals in Section 2. I show examples of reflexives and reciprocals appearing
in environments in which the transitive suffixes cannot. However, in each case the
meaning deviates from the standard ‘self’ or ‘each other’ meaning of core reflex-
ives. In this use, which I refer to as GRAMMATICIZED reflexives and reciprocals,
the suffixes do not affect argument structure, but rather have an aspect-like mean-
ing. The reflexive is used as an inchoative (4a), the limited control reflexive means
‘manage to’ (4b), and the reciprocal is a collective (4c).
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(4) a. PayamBst  ‘getslow’
b. nemndmst ‘manage to go’
c.  Paltontsl ‘eat together’

I show that core and grammaticized forms are distributionally distinct. Core reflex-
ives and reciprocals appear only on process unaccusatives, while grammaticized
reflexives and reciprocals appear on other verb classes, including unergative verbs
and states.

1 conclude that a detailed discussion of Halkomelem reflexives and reciprocals
needs to illustrate the different uses and meanings of the suffixes, taking the verb
class of the base into consideration. I also make generalizations about which suf-
fixes can occur before and after the reflexive and reciprocal suffixes. Combinatory
restrictions on affixation are an important feature of the grammar of a polysynthetic
language such as Haltkomelem.

2. Core reflexives and reciprocals

In Halkomelem reflexive and reciprocal constructions, the patient (or other suitable
argument) is semantically coreferent to a clausemate subject antecedent:

(5) ni? can 1ax"3-Oat. ‘I covered myself’
ni? & 1axs-0at. “You (sg.) covered yourself.
£ “We covered ourselves.’
“You {pl.) covered yourselves.

ni? ¢t lax*a-Oat,
ni? ce:p laxs-Oat.
‘He/shefit/they covered self.’

nir 12X 3-0at.

(6) ni? con Kk“alaf -ndmat. ‘laccidentally shot myself.
nit & k¥ala§ -ndmat.  “You (sg.) accidentally shot yourself.
ni? ct k3l -ndmat  ‘We accidentally shot ourselves.’
ni? ce:p k*ala¥ -ndmat  “You (pl.) accidentally shot yourselves.’

ni¢? k¥ala¥ -ndmoat.  ‘Hefshefit/they accidentally shot self.
() ni?2 ct lawa-fal. *We helped each other’

ni? ce:p laws-tal. “You (pl.) helped each other.’

nirt dawa-fal. ‘They helped each other.’

The reflexive and reciprocal suffixes, which are undifferentiated for person or num-
ber, appear in the same place in the verb morphology as the transitive object suf-
fixes, as discussed in Section 2.1. Like the object suffixes, they consist of a combi-
nation of two elements: a transitive suffix and a referential suffix. Nevertheless,
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Halkomelem reflexive and reciprocal constructions are syntactically intransitive, as
discussed in Section 2.2. [ summarize the morphosyntactic structure of reflexive and
reciprocal constructions in Section 2.3.

2.1. Transitivity and reflexives and reciprocals

Transitivity is overtly marked on verbs by one of three suffixes: the general transi-
tive suffix -f, the limited control suffix -n, or the causative suffix -s7 (Hukari 1976;

Leslie 1979).” Causatives are discussed in Section 2.2. The first two suffixes are
illustrated in (8) and (9):

(8) a. ni?  g"ag-st-as  fa  stenmi? P> E'0s sq'ramaf.
AUX club-TR-3ERG DET woman OBL DET paddie
‘He clubbed the woman with the paddle (on purpose).’
b. ni?  §*ag"-nax"-as b>  steni? 72 Kk"02 sgamal.
AUX club-L.c.TR:30BI-3ERG DET woman OBL DET paddle
‘He accidentally clubbed the woman with the paddle.’

(9) a. ni? can  lem-at 83 skeni?.
AUX ISUB see-TR DET woman
‘I looked at the woman.’
b. ni? can  lam-nax" 6> slenir.
AUX ISUB see-L.C.TR:30BI] DET woman
‘I saw the woman.’

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

The majority of verb roots in Halkomelem are patient-oriented unaccusatives
(Gerdts 1991, Hukari 1976), 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 -# and -n.
These verb roots also always form reflexives and reciprocals whenever the seman-

tics is plausible. The examples in (10)-(15) are illustrative of the Halkomelem ver-
bal paradigm.

(10) K"es ‘bum’; K"esat ‘burn it’; E"asnax" ‘burn it accidentally’; #*esa8at ‘burn
self’; K"esndmat ‘burn self accidentally’; K estal ‘burn each other’

(11) half ‘be alive’; halit ‘bring it to life’; halinx® ‘manage to save its life’;
haliBat ‘save self”; halindmot ‘manage to save self”; kalital ‘save each other’

(12) mag *get full of food’; magar “fill him/her up’; magnax” ‘swallow it acciden-

tally’; magaBat ‘fill self up’; magndmat ‘manage to fill self up’; magatal “fill
each other up’
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(13) PivéPq ‘change’; Piyé?gt ‘change it’; Piyéignax ¥ ‘get it changed’; Piydrgbat
‘change places with someone’; Ziye?gndmat ‘manage to change places with
someone’; 2iyd?qtal ‘change with each other’

(14) é“‘aq”‘ ‘get clubbed’; §*ag”at ‘club it’; §¥ag"nax" ‘club it accidentally’;
" aq 20at ‘club self’; §"ag"ndmat 'club self accidentally’; §"ag"a¢al ‘club
each other’

(15) 2ak" ‘get hooked, snagged, hung up’, Pak"at ‘hook it’, 2ak*nax" ‘manage
to hook it’, Pak"20at ‘hook self’, 22K ndmat “hook self accidentally’, Pak"tal
‘get hung up with each other’

The two reflexive forms are distingvished on the basis of control: -8a¢ is the general
reflexive and -namsat is the limited control reflexive. Unlike the reflexive, the recip-
rocal -#al does not have a limited control counterpart.

Throughout this paper I refer to these suffixes as -Gat, -namat, and -tal, as these
are the forms most often seen in the data. However, the morphophonological evi-
dence shows that these are forms composed of at [east two parts. The first part is a
transitive suffix, -7 or -n, and the second part is a reflexive or reciprocal pronominal
form.? In fact, Gerdts (1988b) gives the following template for Halkomelem verb
morphology:*

(16) -1 0 +1 +2 +3 +4
prefixes root applicative transitivity object suffixes; subject
+aspect suffixes;  suffixes reflexive suffixes; suffixes
lexical reciprocal
suffixes suffix

The suffixes -6ar, -namot, and -fal are actually portmanteau forms consisting of
combinations of +2 and +3 morphemes. In this regard, the refiexive and reciprocal
suffixes are identical to the pronominal object suffixes, which are also portmanteau
forms. See, for instance, the examples in (17) with first person objective suffixes.

(17) a. ni? g"aq"*-26dmi-ss ts  steni?.
AUX club-TR:10BJ-3ERG DET woman
‘The woman clubbed me (on purpose).’
b. ni? §“ag"-ndms-as ta  steni?.
AUX club-L.C.TR:10BJ-3ERG DET woman
‘The woman accidentally clubbed me.

Comparative evidence (cf. Newman 1979) allows us to reconstruct the under-
lying form of the ohjects as given in the first column in (18). The combination
of the general transitive suffix -# and the object suiffixes results in the forms in
the T-objects column, and the combination of the limited control transitive
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suffix -n and the object suffixes results in the forms in the N-objects column.

(18) Objects T-objects N-objects
186G -sams§ -Bams -nari¥
28G -santa -Bama -nama
3sG/PL @ -t -nex”

TPL -alx" ~talx” -ralx”
2PL -als -tala -nala
REF -sat -Bat - -namat
REC -al -tal -

We see that the reflexive forms pattern with the the first and second person singu-
lar forms. In T-objects, the sequence of /t + s/ is realized as 6. This is a morpho-
phonemic process occurring only in the context of the pronominal paradigm. Else-
where, s sequences are permitted, for example, in hirhat-s ‘his/her costume’ and
Sx"itot-s ‘hisfher bed’, where the third person genitive suffix -s follows a noun
ending in ¢.

The forms -8at and -tal appear with the vowel a when they are stressed, as in
qaxBdt ‘getto be lots’, pattdl ‘sobered each other up’, and Xaitdl ‘hurt each other’.
When unstressed, the vowel reduces to schwa.’ Furthermore, the vowel of the re-
flexive and reciprocal triggers vowel harmony, changing an e in the stem to a.

(19) fen  ‘be out of sight’ la:n@at  ‘conceal self’
x"e? ‘decrease’ x"apPat ‘cut one’s weight down’
Peifat ‘wipe it’ Patfa0at *wipe self’
Peffat ‘wipe it’ Pafbatsl ‘wipe each other’
cewat ‘help him/her’ dawatal ‘help each other’
lemst ‘look at him/her’ lamtal  ‘look at each other’

In sum, the morphophonological evidence suggests that the reflexive form -8at is
underlyingly /t + sat/ and the reciprocal form -tal is underlyingly /t + al/.
Determining the underlying form for the limited control suffix -ramot is less
straightforward. As seen in (18), in N-objects the sequence of /n + s/ is realized
simply as n. The deletion of s after n is a morphophonemic process, since #s
sequences are otherwise allowed, as in men-s *his/her father’. So the form at rather
than sat is expected for limited control. The am is still unaccounted for. We notice,
however, that the third person form nrex" is also problematic, since only n is
expected, based on other persons. So itis clear that there are allomorphs of the lim-
ited control transitive suffix that consist of more than n. If the underlying form of
the limited control of the reflexive is something like nem + sat/, vowel harmony,
reduction of the unstressed vowel to 2, and deletion of the s in the context of limited
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control would yield namat. Perhaps a study of the comparative-historical evidence
on the limited control reflexive in Salishan languages will yield a more satisfactory
account of the Halkomelem form. In the meantime, we can surmise that the n
derives from the limited control transitive marker and the af derives from the re-
flexive pronoun.

To summarize, I have argued that the forms -8r ‘reflexive’ , -namaf ‘limited
control reflexive’, and -3f ‘reciprocal’ are complex. They consist of a transitive
suffix followed by a suffix marking reflexive or reciprocal objects. These suffixes
are fused together morphophonemicaily to function as a portmanteau morph (as
indicated by the use of : in glosses) paralieling other forms in the object paradigm.

2.2, Final intransitivity

As in many languages of the world, the Halkomelem reflexive and reciprocal con-
structions are syntactically intransitive. This section presents several arguments for
this claim. First, the agent exhibits absolutive (as opposed to ergative) agreement,
indicating that it is the subject of an intransitive rather than a transitive clause. Com-
pare the intransitive clause in (20) with the transitive clauses in (21) and (22).

(20) ni? Pima§ k02 swayge?.
AUX walk DET man
“The man walked.’

(21) ni?  k*alai-t-as k"62 swayge? £'02 spe?al.
AUX shoot-TR-3ERG DET man DET bear
“The man shot the bear.

(22) ni?  K¥alas-Odths-as k"0a swavge?.
AUX shoot-TR:10OBI-3ERG DET man
‘The man shot me.’

Third person ergatives, that is, subjects of transitives, determine ergative agreement,
as in the transitive clauses in (21) and (22). Third person absolutives, that is,
subjects of intransitive clauses, do not, as (20) shows. We see that reflexive and
reciprocal constructions with third person subjects do not allow ergative agreement:

(23) ni?  k"ala§-0at(*-25) k*8a swayger.
AUX shoot-TR:REF-3ERG DET man
“The man shot himself.’

(24) ni?  k*ala¥-namat(*-a2s) k"2 swayqge?.
AUX shoot-L.C.TR:REF-3ERG DET man
“The man accidentally shot himself.
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(25) ?i7 ha.'q“’a-taf(*—as) to  sq"amg*améy.
AUX smell:CONT-TR:REC-3ERG DET dogs
“The dogs are smelling one another’

This follows from an analysis positing syntactic intransitivity for Halkomelem re-
flexive and reciprocal constructions. '

Also, as discussed in Gerdts (1988a), many speakers of Halkomelem have a ban
against clauses where the final ergative is a proper noun, so (26) is ungrammatical ®

(26)*ni? k“alas-t-as "0z John k"02 spe?al.
AUX shoot-TR-3ERG DET John DET bear
‘John shot the bear.

But speakers with this constraint have no difficulty in producing reflexive and recip-
rocal constructions with proper noun subjects:

(27 ni?  k“alo§-6at k682 John.
AUX shoot-TR:REF DET John
‘John shot himself!

(28) ni?  k"alaf-namat k" 82 John.
AUX shoot-L.C.TR:REF DET John
*John accidentally shot himself’

29 ni? lawa-tol k05 John ?i? Bob.
AUX help-rREC DET John and Bob
‘Tohn and Bob helped each another’

This provides evidence that the subject must be abselutive, not ergative, which
follows from the intransitivity of the clause.

Furthermore, forms derived from reflexive and reciprocal suffixes can serve as
bases for further derivational morphology, such as the causative suffix -s¢. Gerdts
(1988b) has shown that Halkomelem causatives can be formed on intransitive bases
(30), but not on transitive bases (31):’

(B0) ni? can Pimaf-stox” Bz swivlas.
AUX I1SUB walk-CS!TR:30R] DET boy
‘I made the boy walk’

(BLy*ni2 can ¢ al-at-stax” to  stemi? (72) k"0 saplil.
AUX ISUB bake-TR-CS:TR:30BJ DET woman OBL DET bread
‘T had the woman bake the bread.

Halkomelem reflexives (32) and reciprocals {33) parallel intransitives in this re-
spect, since they can serve as bases for causatives:
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(32) ni? can k"alas-Gat-stax” ta  Mary.
AUX TSUB shoot-TR:REF-CS:30BJ DET Mary
‘I made Mary shoot herself.’
(33) 77 coan ha.'q"'a-tal’-stax“' ta  sq“amg"“améy.

AUX I1SUB smell:CONT-TR:REC-CS:30BJ DET dogs
‘I am making the dogs smell one another.’

The speakers I have worked with have rejected causatives formed on limited control
reflexives. The Halkomelem causative carries with it the meaning that the causer is
instructing the causee to do something, and it would be illogical to ask someone to
do something accidentally. However, causatives formed on reflexives and recipro-
cals are quite common. I give additional examples in (34) and (35).

(34) HéaBst  “cut self’ fitaBatstax”  ‘make him/her cut self’
qigaBat  ‘bind self’ gigaBatstax”  ‘make him/her bind self’
cayx"Bat  ‘dry self’ ¢ayx"Batstax”  ‘make him/her dry self’
XigaOat  ‘scratch self’ XigaOatstax”  ‘makehim/herscratchself’
haq*a0ar ‘smell self’ haq”20atstax” *make him/her smell self’
Gik* 262t  ‘bite self’ Gik¥30atstax”  ‘make him/her bite self’
PafaBat  ‘wipe self’ Patalatstax”  ‘make him/her wipe self’

(35) dawaral  ‘help each other’ Ccawatalstax”  ‘make them help e.o”

diztal ‘thank e.o.’ distalstax® ‘make them thank e.0’
%eK"atal ‘shine light on e.0. ek atalstax” ‘make them shine light on
e.0.) _
Xigatal  ‘scratch e.o’ Xigataistax"  ‘make them scratch e.o.
hag“atal  ‘smell each other”  hag“atalstax” ‘make them smell e.o’
ficatal  ‘cut each other’ ticatalstax®  ‘make them cut e.0.
2ik*atal  ‘separate from e.0.) PiK“tdlastax” ‘make them separate from
each other’
tifatal  ‘bite each other’ tifatalstax" ‘make them chew e.o. up’

We see then that the data from causatives, agreement, and proper noun subjects
show that Halkomelem reflexive and reciprocal constructions behave syntactically
as intransitive.

2.3. The structure of Halkomelem reflexive and reciprocal constructions

The evidence from the preceding two sections has shown that the reflexive and
reciprocal suffixes are complex forms. The first element is a transitive marker, sig-
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nalling general transitivity or limited control. The second element is a referential
suffix appearing in the position of an object pronominal suffix. Unlike object suf-
fixes, the referential suffixes cancel argument structure, and thus Halkomelem re-
flexive and reciprocal constructions are syntactically intransitive. The Halkomelem
reflexive and reciprocal suffixes parallel morphological reflexives and reciprocals
found in many languages. For example, the French reflexive clitic se and the Italian
reflexive clitic 5i pattern like object pronoun clitics except for the fact that reflexive
constructions are syntactically intransitive.®

The two elements of the Halkomelem reflexive and reciprocal suffixes might
seem contradictory; these suffixes are both transitivizers and intransitivizers. How-
ever, the transitivizing element allows for two arguments in the predicate’s semantic
argument structure. This assures that the NP argument of the reflexive and recipro-
cal construction is both the agent and the theme of the transitive action. The
intransitivizing element decreases the valence to a single argument in the syntactic
structure.

In this respect, reflexive and reciprocal constructions are like passive con-
structions. The Halkomelem passive (Gerdts 1989a) similarly shows stacked
morphology: a transitive suffix - is followed by an intransitivizing suffix -am, as
seen by comparing the active clause in (36a) with the corresponding passive
in (36b).

(36) a. ni? k'olas-t-as k"2 swavge? k*0a sperab.
AUX shoot-TR-3ERG DET man DET bear
“The man shot the bear.
b, ni? k*alas-t-am  k"6a spePa@ 22 K'8a swayger.

AUX shoot-TR-INTR DET man OBL DET man

“The bear was shot by the man.’

Thus, the first suffix correlates with the semantic transitivity of the argument
structure, while the second suffix correlates with the syntactic intransitivity of the
construction,

We see then that passives, refiexives, and reciprocals pattern similarly in that they
contain both a transitivizing and an intransitivitizing suffix. However, they differ
from other constructions that are semantically transitive and syntactically intransi-
tive, for example, antipassives and lexical suffix constructions {see Section 3.2),
which do not have transitive suffixes. As pointed out in Gerdts (1989b, 1993) the
generalization that distinguishes these two types of construction is that in passives,
reflexives, and reciprocals either the patient or an NP coreferent to the patient is an
argument of the VP in the surface syntax.*The patient in antipassives and lexical
suffix constructions, however, is not an argument in the surface syntax.
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3. Complex transitives

The three reflexive and reciprocal constructions in Halkomelem share many proper-
ties. Nevertheless, they also differ from each other. For example, we have seen
above that limited control reflexives, unlike the other two reflexive and reciprocal
constructions, cannot serve as bases for causatives. In this section I point out a dif-
ference between the reflexive on the one hand and the reciprocal and limited control
reflexive on the other. Drawing on data involving goal and benefactive applicatives
(Section 3.1) and lexical suffixes (Section 3.2), I show that reflexives are limited to
constructions where the coreferenced object is the theme, that is, the nominal play-
ing the role of patient in a semantically transitive event. Reciprocals and limited
control reflexives are possible even when the coreferenced object is not the patient.

3.1. Applicatives

As discussed in Gerdts (1988b), Halkomelem goals and benefactives are expressed
in applicative constructions formed by the addition of a verbal suffix, which appears
before the transitive suffix. The goal (37) or benefactive (38) is the object, and
hence is cross-referenced by the object agreement suffix, while the theme is an
oblique nominal introduced by the all-purpose preposition 7a.

(37} ni? Parm-35-Bdmi-as 2 k"6a puk".
AUX give-GOAL-TR:I10OBJ-3ERG OBL DET book
‘He gave me the book.’

(38) ni?  §"2l-alc-Odmi-as 2 k"0a sceltan.
AUX bake-BEN-TR:1O0BJ-3ERG OBL DET salmon
‘He baked the salmon for me.’

The suﬁtlx -as, which appears as -as when it is unstressed, marks the goal applica-
tive, while the suffix -fc marks the benefactive applicative.'® Additional examples
of these suffixes are given in (39) and (40):

(39) Petom  ‘give’ fa:mast  ‘give it to him/her’
x"ayam ‘sell’ x"ayamast ‘sell it to him/her’
Piv-  ‘instruct’ Pibast ‘show it to him/her’
ya6- ‘tell’ yaOast ‘tell him/her about it’
K*at ‘spill’ Elast ‘throw liquid on him/her’
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§¥alatcat  ‘bake it for him/her’
Bayt “fix it’ Bayatcat  ‘fixit for him/her’
Falot  Cwriteit’ fololcat  ‘write it forfto him/her®
kanar  C‘take it’ k*anatcat ‘take it for him/her’
peffat  ‘sewit’ petfatct  ‘sew it for him/her’

As the data in (41) and (42) show, the reflexive suffix -6a¢ cannot follow an appli-
cative suffix.

(40) §"alat ‘bakeit’

@1)*ni? can  §"al-sfc-Bat.
AUX ISUB bake-BEN-REFL
‘T cooked it for myself.

(42) *Pa:masfat  ‘give it to self”

*PiwasBat ‘show it to self’
*yaBasOat ‘tell self about it’
*@ayafcBat  ‘fix it for self’
*peffatcBat  ‘sew it for self”

Thus, we see the reflexive cannot refer to a goal or benefactive. The generalization
is expressed in (43)."
(43) The reflexive -8af can only refer to 2 theme nominal.

However, as pointed out in Gerdts (1989b), it is possible to express the idea of
coreference between the agent and goal or benefactive by means of another con-
struction, the object cancellation construction, in which the suffix -am appears in-

stead of the transitive suffix.

(44) ni? can  §"al-atc-am.
AUX ISUB bake-BEN-INTR
‘I cooked it for myself’

(45) Pilagalcam ‘buy it for self’
¢iwalcam  ‘hang it for self’
@ayalcam  ‘fix it for self’
ig"atcam  ‘break it for self’
PBxatcam  ‘wash it for self’

The suffix -am, sometimes called the middle voice marker in the Salish literature,
is a general purpose intransitive suffix that marks a wide variety of constructions,
including main clause passives and antipassives.'” It also regularly appears with
verb roots to form a verb stem, as seen in the forms for ‘give’ and *sell’ in (39).
Tom Hukari has pointed out to me that, to his knowledge, Halkomelem speakers
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can only use this construction with first person singular reference. Thus, the exam-
ples in (45) mean ‘buy it for me,” ‘hang it for me,” etc. This meaning is possible
even when the subject is ot first person, for example in the following imperative:

(46) nemr ¢ filag-akc-am.
g0 2SUB buy-BEN-INTR
‘Go buy it for me!’

Thus, the object cancellation contruction is not a true reflexive, but rather a
logophoric construction, which refers back to the speaker, not the subject.

A second property of object cancellation is also suggestive of logophoricity. As
Gerdts (1989b) notes, object cancellation is not clause-bounded. The cancelled
object can be coreferential with the main clause subject if the main clause contains
a speech-act verb, as in the following example:

(47) ese-t can ce? fo  steni? Tow §“al-alc-am-as P72 k'8
tell-TR ISUB FUT DET woman COMP bake-BEN-INTR-3SSUB OBL DET
scettan.
salmon

‘I’'m telling the woman to bake the salmon for me.’

In contrast, reflexive and reciprocal constructions do not show long-distance effects,
They are always controlled by a clausemate subject:

(48Y*cse-t  can ce? o sleni? Pow  §*al-alc-Oat-as5 72
tell-TR1I SUB FUT DET woman COMP bake-BEN-TR:REF-3$SUB OBL
k"6a sce:fton.

DET salmon

‘I’m telling the woman to bake the salmon for me.’

(49Y*¢cse-t ¢t ce? #»  steni? Powr  ¢“al-alc-ral-as 72
tell-TR IPLSUB FUT DET woman COMP bake-BEN-TR:REC-35SUB OBL
k"0 sce:tian.

DET salmon
“We’re telling the woman to bake the salmon for each other.’

This array of facts shows that the object cancellation construction does not pattern
with the reflexive and reciprocal constructions. That this construction occurs in the
context of speech act verbs and that it may be limited to referring to the speaker in
main clause contexts suggests that it is a logophotic construction rather than a true
reflexive.

The above discussion shows that the reflexive cannot appear in an applicative
construction (see *(41) and *(42)). Limited control reflexives and reciprocals differ
from reflexives in this respect, since they can appear in applicative constructions:
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(50) ni? can §"sl-alc-ndmat.

AUX ISUB c0ooOk-BEN-L.C.REF
‘I managed to cook for myself.’

(51) ni? ¢t gwal-alc-tal.
AUX IPL c00OK-BEN-TR:REC
‘We cooked for each other”’

Combinations of applicative and limited control reflexive are not common and are
quite difficult to elicit. Speakers most commonly use a periphrastic expression to
express this idea. However, the example in (52) arose in a conversational context.

(52) ni? 72 ¢ Pilag-alc-ndmat?
AUX INT 2SUB buy-BEN-L.C.REFL
‘Did you manage to buy it for yourself?’

Combinations of applicative and reciprocal are more common. Several additional
examples are given in (53).

(53) Pa:mastal ‘give it to each other’

Piwastal  ‘show it to each other’
fa:tcatal  ‘ask each other for it’

pefbatctal  ‘sew it for each other’
Pilagatctal ‘buy it for each other’

We see then that reciprocals and limited control reflexives differ from plain reflex-
ives in that the former can combine with applicatives, while the latter cannot. To
express the meaning of a goal or benefactive reflexive, speakers use the object can-
cellation construction, which is probably better treated as a logophoric construction
than a true reflexive.

3.2. Lexical suffixes

Salishan languages, and other indigencus languages of the Pacific Northwest, are
well-known for their lexical suffixes. These are substantival suffixes that bear little
or no resemblance to free-standing nominals with the same ot similar meaning."
Some lexical suffixes and the corresponding free nouns in Halkomelem are given
in (54

(54) -as ‘face, round object’ sPafas ‘face’
-cas  ‘hand, finger’ cela§  “hand’
-fan ‘foot, leg’ sxena ‘foot’
-PeXan ‘arm, wing’ telo  ‘arm, wing’
-wil ‘rib, vessel’ lawa¥ ‘rib’

.
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-8on  ‘mouth, edge’ 8afsn  ‘mouth’
-ewitx” ‘building, room’ lelan  ‘house’
-ayal  ‘baby, child’ qeq ‘baby’

The lexical suffix always has a broader, more abstract meanin g than the noun. Most
Salishan languages have approximately one hundred lexical suffixes denoting body
parts (hand, foot, heart, nose), basic physical/fenvironmental concepts (earth, fire,
water, wind, tree, rock, berry), cultural items (canoe, net, house, clothing), and
human/relational terms (people, spouse, offspring). Lexical suffixes are robustly
used to form compound-like nouns:

(55) fivizat-évbex”
{alath-alp
fitat-3lwat
tamat-Ipsom
g tey-3on
Selam-cas

‘church’ (pray + building)

‘wild cherry tree’ (wild cherry + plant)
‘pajamas’ (sleep + clothing)
‘woodpecker’ (ochre + neck)

‘shoe’ (log + foot)

‘ring’ (encircle + finger)

Furthermore, lexical suffixes frequently appear as part of the verb complex of a
clause.

(56) g"s-eyan  ‘setanet’ (throw out + net)

sawg-iws  “search for a lost person’ (seek + body)
taé-Flgan  ‘shear wool’ (cut + hair)

g"am-aws  “pluck a bird’ (pluck + body)

95 -ept ‘wash diapers’ (wash + flexible material)
P-slmax® ‘milk a cow’ (wring out + breast)

Lexical suffixation parallels incorporation phenomena found in many languages of
the world. Lexical suffixes generally refer to the theme of the clause. When the
lexical suffix is the notional object of a transitive verb, the resulting clause is intran-
sitive. For example, the lack of ergative agreement in (57) and the presence of a
proper noun subject show that the clause is syntactically intransitive.

(57) ni? yaq“'-aicap t2  Mary.
AUX burn-wood DET Mary
‘Mary made a fire.’

As is the case with noun incorporation in many languages, heads of possessed
themes can appear as lexical suffixes. This gives rise to an external possession con-
‘struction. That is, the semantic possessor appears as an argament of the verb. Thus,
in (58} and (59) the notional possessor is the syntactic object of the clause.
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(58) ni? t3i-?g"-t-3s fa  steni? k"8a sq améy.
AUX comb-hair-TR-3ERG DET woman DET dog
“The woman combed the dog’s hair’

(5% ni? P20 ¢ 0ay-efi-0drmhs?
AUX INT 20BJ make-flexible.material-TR:10BJ
‘Did you make my bed?’

Now let us turn to cases involving the coreference of the notional possessor and
the agent of the clause. Clauses with lexical suffixes do not allow rfaﬂcxives formed
with the suffix -02¢ (60a, 61a); instead they use a middle construction, based on the
general intransitive suffix (60b, 61b)."

(60) a. *ni? con [Pax"-3é-Oat.
AUX 1suB wash-foot-TR:REFL
‘1 washed my feet”
b. ni? con [Pax"-§én-am.
AUX ISUB wash-foot-INTR
‘] washed my feet.

(61) a. *ni? Pax-aybi(n)-Oat.
AUX scrape-CON:mouth-TR:REFL
‘He shaved.’
b. ni? PaX-aybin-am.
AUX scrape-CON:mouth-INTR
‘He shaved.’

Lexical suffixes with non-coreferent (third person) external possessors and
coreferent external possessors are illustrated in (62):

(62) Peri-Fa-t “wiping his/her feet’ 2e?i%-Son-ant ‘wiping on‘e’s feet”
FRv-ayat-t ‘bathe his/her baby’  IK"-ayt-am ‘bathe one’s ba'by
iomi-anio-t  ‘braid histher hair’  fams-aria-m ‘braid one’s hair’
sewq-awex"-t ‘looking for a house sewq-awtx"-ah ‘looking for a

for him/het’ house for oneself”

The external possession construction is extremely common in Halkomelem. I give
some additional examples of coreferent external possessors 1n (63):

(63) sef-§én-am ‘raise one’s foot’

seP-cs-am ‘raise one’s hand’
B¥-cs-am ‘wash one’s hands’
tié-deg”-am ‘get a haircut’

15-itg"-am ‘comb one’s hair’

e
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‘cut one’s hair’

‘quench one’s thirst’

‘brush one’s teeth’

‘assemble, gather face to face’

‘wipe one’s nose’

ig-eléa-m
x"{0at-gin-am
#3"-alnas-am
gp-as-am
x*Pat0-algson-am

Furthermore, as in the case of applicative suffixes, we find that lexical suffixes can
be followed by limited control reflexives (64) and reciprocals (65).

(64) x"faxX"sw —iPc-ndmat ‘manage to wash one’s back’
x'Hg"-as-ndmat ‘manage to punch oneself in the face’

(65) k*ana-cas-tal ‘hold hands’
tams -dria-tal ‘braid each other’s hair’
x"{62104"-ds-tal ‘boxing’ (punch + face)
X" Aayk*-as-tal ‘wink eye at each other’
x"0g"-as-tal ‘meet each other face to face’
x"mak” a-8a-12l ‘kiss each other’s mouths’
xVHX -a5-tal ‘paint each other’s faces’

We see then that while reflexives do not follow lexical suffixes, limited control
reflexives and reciprocals do. If we assume an analysis of these constructions fol-
lowing Gerdts (1981), then the external possessor criginates as the possessor of the
theme and ascends to the object position."* Thus, the host of the possessor ascen-
sion, not the external possessor, is the theme. It follows that reflexives are banned
from this construction by the constraint in (43) above, which states that the reflexive
-8t can only refer to a theme nominal. Limited control reflexives and reciprocals,
because they are not constrained in the manner of (43), can appear as external
POSSESSOrs. :

3.3. Summary

The data discussed above show the following distribution of reflexive and reciprocal
constructions in Halkomelem:

(66) Simple Applicatives Lexical
transitives suffixes
Reflexives yes no no
Limited control reflexives  yes yes yes
Reciprocals yes yes yes

The fact that applicatives and lexical suffixes pattern identically is not surprising
for two reasons. First, the object in both applicatives and in the lexical suffix plus
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external possessor construction is not the semantic theme. Rather it is a semantic
obligue or possessor that has advanced or ascended to object.' Thus, constraint (43)
rules out reflexives in these constructions, though reciprocals and limited controlled
reflexives are allowed. Second, Gerdts and Hinkson (1996) hypothesize that the
applicative markers are actually lexical suffixes. The goal applicative suffix, -as, is
the lexical suffix for ‘face’. Forms for ‘face’ have developed into grammatical mark-
ers in other languages, for example, in Mixtec (Brugman to appear) and Zapotec
(MacLaury 1989). The benefactive suffix may be the lexical suffix for ‘belly’. The
stomach is the metaphorical seat of the emotions in Halkomelem. If the applicative
markers are in fact grammaticized lexical suffixes, then the parallel behavior of
applicative and lexical suffix constructions is accounted for by their common history.

We have seen above that transitive clauses form reflexives with the suffix -8at,
but applicative clauses use object cancellation (67), and clauses with lexical suffixes
use a middle construction (68).

(67) niz can §"al-atc-am.

AUX T8UB bake-BEN-INTR
‘I cooked it for myself.’

(68) ni? 2s¥-ay-Oin-am.
AUX scrape-CON-mouth-INTR
‘He shaved.’

Objectcancellation and middle, whichare marked with the same general intransitive
marker, may, in fact, be the same construction. However, we have seen that object
cancellation is a logophoric construction. It may be limited to cases where the ante-
cedent is the speaker in a simple clause or the subject of a speech act verb in a com-
plex sentence. The middle construction is not limited in this way. It allows subjects
of any person (cf. (68)), not just first person singular, and, like reflexive and recip-
rocal constructions, it is clause-bounded as (69) shows.

(69) cse-t can ce? b stemi? Paw  15-ig"-am-as.
tell-TR 1SUB FUT DET woman COMP comb-hair-INTR-3SSUB
‘I’'m telling the woman to comb her hair.’
/*T'm telling the woman to comb my hair”

In (69) the external possessor cancelled by the middle is coreferential with the sub-
ject of the embedded clause, not the subject of the speech act verb. Thus, object
cancellation and the middle construction may be different constructions, though
clearly their shared morphology suggests a common origin.

T have accounted for the difference in behavior between general reflexives on the
one hand and reciprocals and limited control reflexives on the other by positing a
constraint that states that reflexives can only refer to themes. Why should reflexives

R

HALKOMELEM REFLEXIVES AND RECIPROCALS 151

be limited to themes while other reflexive and reciprocal constructions are not? I
can provndq no answer to this question from a Halkomelem perspective but perhaps
cross-linguistic research on reflexives and reciprocals may suggest a rationale."

4. Grammaticized reflexives and reciprocals

All of the examples of reflexives, limited control reflexives, and reciprocals dis-
cussed so far have transitive counterparts in which the subject and object are
distinc_t. In. this section, I discuss examples of reflexive and reciprocal suffixes
appearing in environments in which transitive suffixes cannot appear. This might
at first seem paradoxical, since [ have claimed above that the first element of the
reflexive and reciprocal suffixes is a transitive marker, and that the intermediate
structure on which the reflexive and reciprocal construction is based is a transitive
form. .However, based on the examples brought up in this section, I claim that the
comblflation of transitive suffix and reflexive or reciprocal suffix has been reana-
lyzed into a single suffix. This suffix has a grammaticized meaning that is more
aspectual than referential in nature.

The reflexive suffix -8ar has the grammaticized meaning of ‘inchoative’
(Section 4.1). The limited control reflexive -namat has the grammaticized meaning

of ‘manage to’ (Section 4.2). The reciprocal -#2! has the grammaticized meaning of
‘collective’ (Section 4.3).

4.1, The reflexive as inchoative

As discussed above, the majority of verb roots in Halkomelem are process
unaccusatives, for example, §”s! ‘to bake’ (as in ‘the bread bakes’) and K*es ‘to
burn’ (as in ‘the house burns’), and these always have transitive counterparts, for
example, §"al-at ‘to bake it’, and K¥es-¢ “to burn it’. These verb roots also alv:fays
form reflexives and reciprocals whenever the semantics is plausible. In addition, we
find that the reflexive suffix can sporadically appear on another type of unaccusa,tive
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.' ’

(70) Zayam ‘slow’ ZfaysmBat  ‘get slow’
oi ‘big’ Gifdt ‘get big’
gi:lom ‘old’ gi:lamBat  ‘get old’
scay’»e’t ‘adept, clever’ scawdr@af ‘become clever’
Xed ‘stormy’ XaA@at ‘get stormy’
Xox*  ‘hard’ Xax*0dt ‘gt hard’
stelp  “floppy’ talpOat  “go flat (a tire)’
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Aam  ‘be enough’ AamaBat ‘ease up a little (e.g. widthwise)’

?2yd?@ ‘sharp’ Payd?66at ‘get sharp’

Pivas  ‘happy’ ?Piyas@at  ‘gethappy’

qax “be lots’ gaxBdt ‘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 reflex-
ives. The forms in the first column cannot appear with the transitive suffix -; exam-
ples like *Paysmat ‘slow it’, *6it ‘big it’, *gi: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 (70), then the lack of a transitive counterpart is not an issue. In other
words, a form like Payam@at does not have the structure in (71a), but rather the
structure in (71¢), which derives from the reanalysis of the structure in (71b).

(71) a. [[[Payam] #] sat] [{[slow] transitive] reflexive]
b. {[Payam [t +sat]] [slow [transitive + reflexive]]
c. [fayam [Bar]] [slow [inchoative]]

Since the reanalyzed form has the grammaticized meaning of ‘inchoative’, it should
only occur on states, as in (70), and not in transitive contexts. Thus, the reflexive
and inchoative uses of -8at 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, 1
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, al-
though reflexive constructions involve two argument structure positions, they are
syntactically intransitive and thus have no additional inflectional requirements be-
yond those of a statives or other verbs that have a single argument structure posi-
tion. 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 -¢. In addition, whenever the semantics is plausible, a core reflexive counter-
part is possible. In contrast, the inchoative use of reflexive is fairly rare. Although
probably not exhaustive, the list in (70) includes most of the forms in my data.
Inchoative forms are more normally represented by the prefix x”a-, as in the follow-
ing examples taken from Hukari and Peter (1995):
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(72) a. x"aqdgi? ‘get sick’

x¥afax"in ‘become small’

X"ax"3tas ‘get heavy’

X"ok*dmi am  ‘get strong’

xYasitem ‘become important, respected’
X" astatds ‘get near’
x"ax"Bigan ‘get loud’
b.  x"aX“dndsnarn ‘start running’
x“afima¥ ‘start walking’

x“'aq“’dq“'af ‘start talking’

c. Xx"anéfant ‘become evening’
x“’a.s‘n}e’?a,ﬁz ‘become a shaman’
xasAitAgat  ‘turned into a child’

The 1nchoativt3 prefix is used on a variety of categories, including stative verbs
(7?a), unergagve yerbs (72b), and nouns (72c¢). Further research is needed to deter-
mine the distinction between the two Halkomelem inchoatives. Relevant to this

1

4.2, The ‘manage to’ use of the limited control reflexive

We have seen above that the limited control reflexive -namat can carry the meanin

of Perfonning an action on oneself unintentionally, accidentally, or with diﬂicult;(c’J
This sufﬁx also productively occurs on unergative verbs, that is, intransitive verbs;
wh_ose 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 -namat appears on an unergative verb, it carries the meaning

£ L M H .
‘manage to’, that is, to succeed in performing an action despite difficulty. Here are
Jjust some of the many examples of this use of -namot:

(73) Paltanndmoat ‘manage to eat’
ya:ysndmat ‘manage to work’
g ayalafndmsr  ‘manage to dance’

faR"ndmat ‘manage to come home’
pak'ndmat ‘manage to come to the surface’
nagamndmat ‘manage to dive’

Sugq“alndmat ‘manage to get across’
tecalndmat ‘manage to gef here’

tasndmat ‘manage to get there’
fomcéelsndmat  ‘manage to pick (berries)’
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‘manage to run’
‘manage to call’
filamndmat ‘manage to sing’
livbitatndmat  ‘manage to pray’
siyane:hndmat ‘manage to listen’

P Zenamndmat
te;mndmat

q"alndmoat ‘manage to speak’

Pamatndmat ‘manage to sit down’

Hilafndmat ‘manage to stand’ -
ca:mndmat ‘manage to go up into the mouniains
fax"ndmat ‘manage to go down to the beach’

¥
Panax" ndmat ‘manage to stop

The extension of -namat O intransitive verbs is rer'niniscent O.f what has bee:'lh re-
ferred to as the ‘fake reflexive’ phenomenon in Engl.ls : AsLevin (}?93) and ot er;
have noted, resultative constructions are generally limited to ransitive (We p?lmte ;
the town red) or unaccusative (The can squashed flat) contexis. qnergil_;lves _or n;)n
straightforwardly serve as a base for resultative§ (*She danced s.tlly.). owever,
unergative can form a resultative if it is turned into a fake reflexive:

(74) The children danced themselves silly.
He laughed himself blue in the face.
Mary ran herself ragged.

John cried himself to sleep.

Such expressions are not true reflexives, since they do not appear except in
resultatives:

(75) *The children danced themselves.
*He laughed himself.
*Mary ran herself.
*John cried himself.

Likewise, in Halkomelem, unergative verbs generally do not form transitives o
reflexives:

(76) ?Pattan  ‘eal’
ya:ys ‘work’
§*ayalay ‘dance’ :

Thus, we see that there are no corresponding trgnsitive or reflexive 1:'0111(11? for th;
examples in (73). As in the case of the grammfatic:zed use of the reﬂiuvi dscsrslts::) 1
in the previous section, this is not a puzzle if we assume that the. mited co !
transitive suffix and the reflexive suffix have un'dergorte reanalysts into a sing
morpheme -namat with the grammaticized meamng of ‘manage to’.

spoftant ‘eatit’®  *Paltonfat  ‘eat self’
*ya:yst ‘work itt  *ya:ysOat ‘work self ,
*¢“ayalast ‘danceit’ *§¥ayalasOat ‘dance self
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Additicnal evidence for a grammaticized form -ramat meaning ‘manage to’
comes from double reflexive examples:

(77) fa:nBat ‘conceal self’

fa:n@atndmat ‘manage to conceal self’
Ox"alBat ‘take self out of sight’

Ox"abstndmat ‘manage to take self out
of sight’

The data in (77) show examples of the core use of the reflexive followed by -namat.
Since the reflexive meaning is conveyed by -0at, it is clear that -namat must serve
some other function. The grammaticized use of the reflexive meanting ‘inchoative’
can also be followed by -namat:

(78) PiyasBat ‘get happy’

PivasBamdmat  ‘manage to cheer up’
gi:lamBar ‘get old’

gi:lamBatndmat ‘manage to grow old’

The data in (78) show that once a state is turned into a process via inchoative, it
functions like other process unaccusatives in allowing -namat, but semantically it
patterns with unergatives, since the resulting form does not have a referential mean-
ing.

Clearly, more research-on the semantics of -namaf and the conditions on its use

is necessary. However, we can conclude that its function has extended beyond its
core use as a limited control reflexive.

4.3. The reciprocal as a collective

As noted above, unaccusative verbs with process semantics have transitive counter-
parts with the general transitive suffix -£. They also form reciprocals with -£al, pro-
vided the action can be performed by plural agents on each other. The vast majority
of verb forms that are not process unaccusatives do not allow a corresponding recip-
rocal. However, the suffix -ra! does appear on a few verbs that are not process
unaccusatives, but in these cases the meaning is not ‘each other’ but rather ‘to-
gether’. The following examples show unergative verbs (79a), unergative verbs with

body part lexical suffixes (79b), and a stative verb (79¢) that allow -tal with a col-
lective meaning.

(79) a. Paltantal  ‘eat together’
ya.ystal ‘work together’
fimastal ‘walk together’

q"avilaital  ‘dance together’
b. Pamfdstal ‘walk around together’ [-as ‘face’]
wa?$atal  ‘dance together (Indian dance)’ [-3$2n ‘foot’]
c. Piyastal ‘happy together’ [-as ‘face’]
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None of these forms has a counterpart with the transitive suffix -2 *Pattant,
*ya:yst, etc.

Apparently, reciprocals taking on a collective meaning is well-attested in other
languages of the world, for example, in Oceanic languages as documented by
Lichtenberk (1985, to appear). Itis a reasonable path for grammaticization, accord-
ing to Kemmer (1997). After all, the core meaning of reciprocal is that each of the
agents denoted by the plural subject is doing the same action (that is, doing some-
thing to another member of the set) at approximately the same time and, in the case
of prototypical transitive verbs involving contact or closeness, in the same place.
Thus, agents of reciprocals are often engaging in a fransitive action collectively.
Once the notion of transitivity is dropped, the reciprocal simply represents a collec-
tive activity. The reciprocal marker is then taken to signal collectivity rather than
reciprocity. Of course, this would be accompanied by the reanalysis of the two suf-
fixes into a single suffix. The process is no doubt encouraged by the fact that core
reciprocals are finally intransitive in Halkomelem.

5. Conclusion

We have seen that each of the Halkomelem reflexive and reciprocal suffixes is his-
torically 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 construc-
tions, that is, in cases where they appear in reflexive or reciprocal constructions with
a transparent meaning of “self’ or ‘each other’. The transitive suffix indicates that
the predicate has (at Jeast) two semantic arguments. Furthermore, transitive suffixes
in Halkomelem indicate the degree of control of the agent over the action. The gen-
eral transitive suffix -# 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. The referential suffixes,
which appear in the position of object agreement suffixes, provide the meaning of
‘reflexive’ or ‘reciprocal’. Also, the reflexive and reciprocal suffixes reduce the
transitivity of the clause. The morphosyntactic evidence shows that reflexive and
reciprocal constructions are syntactically intransitive.

Given that the first element of each reflexive or reciprocal suffix is a transitive
marker, we might expect that reflexive and reciprocal constructions would be avail-
able for every transitive construction of the language, as long as the meaning of
veflexive or reciprocal would make sense for the action. We find that this is indeed
the case for simple transitive actions involving an agent and a theme. However,
{ransitive clauses of other sorts are possible in Halkomelem, including applicative
constructions and external possessor constructions containing a lexical suffix, the
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Salish equivalent of noun incorporation. In i
ives differ from reciprocals and limited contrtcl)lf::ﬂ(::iljtt:su (s::;(::l:asthwelﬁnd that rellex-
follow.mg applicatives and lexical suffixes, but the form‘er can T o appf_:ar
transitive mar.ker -am appears instead of -8at following applti‘:z;irrhe gcneral.m_
suf'ﬁxes. I claim that these facts follow from a constraint in H o ol
stricts the reflexive to themes. alkomelem that re-
We mi ght a]s_o-expect, given that the first element of each reflexive i
suffix is a transitive marker, that reflexive and reciprocal suffixes w (;léll‘emprocal
pear on forms that do not have transitive counterparts. However. we(i‘iu d examples
of this tj./pe for all three suffixes. The two elements of a reﬂexiv;, Or I “' Panples
fix, I clalm', undergo reanalysis into a unit which takes on a grammaticie Clgl'ocal s_‘\uf—
"I‘he reflexive -85f means ‘inchoative’, the limited control reflexive ot e
m':Ia‘Eage hto’, and( the reciprocal -faf means ‘collective’. amot means
e chart in (80) summarizes the differe
grammaticized (B) uses of the reflexive and rzgf;r:ce;r;;ii;xt:: core (A) and the

(80)
. _ +-Transitive
rm/Meaning Base verb class Counterpart
Reflexive -Bat
A acti
; :actlon on self Process unaccusalives  yes
B: inchoative Statives
i no
Limited control reflexive -namat
g ?cc1dental action on self Process unaccusatives  yes
: .rnanage to Unergatives no
Reciprocal -t2f
A: acti
A Z\g:;gnt on each other Process unaccusatives  yes
: ctive Unergatives, statives no

In thei i i
y rtll'rllzlih c;)tre qut:, lt(he reflexive and reciprocal suffixes productively appear on verb
can take transitive suffixes, namel i
! s y the process unaccusativ d
ways straightforwardly mean ‘self” or * T sutfes
or ‘each other’. The grammatici
appear only sporadically, on verb fo . Aoy
2 rms where the -f transitive suffix is i i
such as unergatives and stativ e mate
es, and they havi i
ch as unerga y have meanings that are more aspectual
W . . .
recjpl:zz :lllusl pilﬁ)eg has shown is that a crucial aspect of the study of reflexives and
s is the documentation of what verb b
: ases or other suffixes th i
and reciprocal can combine wi o oot of the
e with, under what meanings. This i
topie to o o : gs. This is an aspect of the
gely overlooked since much of the lit i
P : erature on reflexives and
procals addresses languages that use independent pronouns or clitics for these
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focussed on conditions on antecedents statetfl in
grammatical relation hierarchies.

allow only clausemate subject aqte-

ever, we have seen that the notion

ives, process unaccusatives,

functions. Hence, the research has
terms of binding domains, word order, zlmd
Halkomelem reflexives and reciprocals, which
cedents, are of little interest in that respl;ect. How o

lass, especially the difference between uner; ‘ :
grflzl’esrtl;tives, is felevali to the analysis of Ha.llv.:omelem reﬂexw.es gnd r:;:lg);:i?::i
In addition, we have seen that complex transitives such as applicatives

. . . . N
suffix constructions cannot combine with all of the reflexive and reciprocal suffixe

i tin
Also we have seen that reflexives and reciprocals can themselves be bases meeting

the criteria for subsequent suffixation. ‘ ‘
Halkomelem is a polysynthetic language with a doz.'en prefixes, severalbllnﬁfes,

and over two hundred suffixes. This paper, in documenting some of t.he con:h 12a 01("));

restrictions on Halkomelem affixation, is a step toward developing a theory

morphosyntax able to account for polysynthetic Janguages.

Acknowledgements

akers of the Island dialect of Halkomelem (Hal_(';anﬁﬁarh) who hlavc
supplied data and judgments. The majority of the data here come from_the late Wl]fl;',d T:lecsl: r}t}l; 1-?,::
Arl:llz)ld Guerin, Margaret James, Dora Sampson, Steve Sampson, Sr., Bill Sewa.rc:l, anbeenesr: ety
 hope o ave epored it opions sl e and i Research
grants from the Jacobs Research Fund, the Phillips - th e e any thanke 0 the

i e President’s Research Fund, Simon Fraser Umivers ty ¢
C:;);tlir::(izgazfs(ﬁntﬁa‘czlllgr:;o Symposium on Reflexives and Re:ciprocals for _theu' cgnRuimr:lr;;sd a\l;;;:l 1?:§:it
{’ions. 1 especially thank Zygmunt Frajzyngier, Thomas Hukari, Charles Ulrich, and Ric

for their comments and suggestions.

T am deeply indebted to all the spe

Notes

€ W i i : 1 = first person, 2 =
1. The following abbreviations are used in glossmg the Ha]komele.m examples I_‘)ei
=thi Ux = auxilia.ry, BEN = benelactive, =G ; 1T Zer,
second person, 3 =third person, A ) benef th COMP Olllpl ent; Ct ON
= = i v = = ERG = exgative, FUT = future,
i Cs =causative, DET determiner, !
connective, CONT = continuative, €. D ' . ’
INT = interr(;gative INTR = intransitive, L.C. = limited control, OI?J = Db]ect, OBL = (?b que P'l =
pll.ll'al REC = reciprncal, REF = reflexive, 56 = singular, SUB = subject, SSUB = subordinate subject,
’

TR e i the transitive suffix -t.
i - onsists of a causative suffix -s and the
2 e e o hich can mean ‘manage to make self do some-

i ive, -stanamat, W
3. Another form, the reflexive causative, -3 :
thing’ or ‘pretend to do something’, is not discussed here. See.Gerdts (1995.). b ased on efiexives
4. This chart only covers basic forms. In other forms, such as passives or causatives bas e sen;
. i i repre
the transitivizing and intransitivizing suffixes stack up in complex ways that are difficult to rep

in the template format.
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5. I'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.

6. The passive, antipassive, or cleft equivalent of this clause could be used to bypass the constraint
against proper noun ergatives.

7. Gerdts (1988b, 1991) details further restrictions on causatives. Not all intransitives form causatives.
To express causatives on notional transitives, an antipassive base is used.

8. Gerdts (1989b) gives a Relational Grammar analysis of Halkomelem reflexives involving multi-
attachment and cancellation, following Rosen’s (1988) analysis of Italian reflexjves.

9. Actually, this generalization is stated more precisely making use of the Relational Grammar notion
of multiattachment. The restriction in RG terms is that transitive marking occurs where there is a
nominal heading both a 2-arc and a final term arc.

10. Gerdts (1988b}also discusses two other applicative constructions, involving stimuli and directionals.

11. Gerdts (1988b) couches this generalization in Relational Grammar. The reflexive can only refer to
an initial 2, not a 2 that arises from 3-to-2 or BEN-t0-2 advancement.

12. As Gerdts (1988b) points out, antipassives of applicative constructions are not possible in
Halkomelem. So the translation ‘I cooked it for someone” is not available for {44,

3. If there is a resemblance, as in the case of “face’ and ‘mouth’ in {57), it is because the noun contains
the lexical suffix.

14. The final -n of a lexical suffix is deleted before a suffix starting with the transitive -#,

15. Alternatively, we could posit that the external possessor is semantically an oblique nominal—the
affectee (Farrell 1994), This nominal would then advance to object position in the same fashion as
goal and benefactive applicatives. Under this analysis, the affectee is not the theme and therefore
could not be reflexivized, per (43).

16. It does not maiter whether the rules deriving applicative objects and external possessors as objects
are considered lexical or syntactic, since the condition in {43) is stated in terms of thematic roles.

17. Gerdts (1993) proposes that applicatives and reflexives are mutvally exclusive in Halkomelem
because the first requires linking an object position, while the second requires the cancellation of the
object position. This would be a coding conflict. A comparison of similar constructions across
languages would be necessary in order to substantiate this proposal.

18. The reflexive suffix can also appear on nouns and in this case takes on the meaning of ‘acting like’,
as in /’{'i?/fqafear ‘acting childish’, x"afmax"6at ‘acting like a First Nations person’, spapé?208at
*acting like a bear.’ Van Eijk (1988) discusses this use of the equivalent form in Lillooet, an Interior
Salish language.

19. There are two verbs ‘eat’ in Halkomelem: intransitive ?a#tan and transitive tayX -1.
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