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One-of the burning questions in cognitive science is how human beings
concéeptualize the world around them. How do we categorize experience,
such-that we can break it down for purposes of conceptual manipulation
thought) and communication? To what extent do all humans categorize
experience in the same way? This leads to the second question: What
onceptual categories are present in human cognition in general, as opposed
categories specific to individual languages, or that distinguish us from
our primate relatives?

These questions have been approached from many different angles
and with various types of methodology, including, for example, studies of
infant cognition (Mandler, 1992, 2000), language acquisition (Bowerman,
1996; Slobin, 1985, 2000; Tomasello, 1992, 2000), and comparative primate
sgnition (Savage-Rumbaugh, Shanker, & Taylor, 1998; Tomasello & Cail,
97). .

- Two fields that have approached these questions using linguistic evidence
from adult language are cognitive linguistics and language typology.
Cognitive linguistics investigates how lexical and grammatical form
express semantic content, relating such linguistic analyses to independently
attested cognitive capacities and processes (Langacker, 1987, Talmy,
2000). Language typology also studies the relation of linguistic form and
ineaning. but specifically via the investigation of the range and the limits of
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- Crosslinguistic variation via broad-based samples of the world s languages

(Comrie, 1981; Greenberg, 1978): S e o

In this chapter I bring together the latter two kinds of investigati
in an approach that can be called cognitive typology. The main claim i
this research is the following: Recurrent typological patterns reveal the
distinctness of a number of basic contrasting types of events to which
human beings are sensitive. These categories are not purely perceptual, a
they are not directly dependent on perceptual information; rather, they ar
conceptual categories, used in the chunking and organization of conceptual
information for purposes of formulating, manipulating, and communicating

+, thought. The categories I focus on are two basic categories of transitivity o
the clause, as well as two other related categories, the reflexive and middle. I
show that these four categories together define a restricted conceptual space
that constrains the possible types of grammatical systems available for the
expression of basic kinds of events. In the process | identify an important
conceptual garameter, the degree of elaboration of events, which is not only
fundamental for this semantic domain but has general ramifications for
human conceptualization and Ianguage. .

ek Auda coa’ kus-in

Neég “Auca home-LOG skin-Pl. .
‘Atca has no clothes.” (Lit: "Sking are not at Auca'’s home.™)
{Heine, 1997, p. 92, cited from Carlin, 1993, p. 68)

this language, the construction used for expressing a possessive relation
he same structure as that used for talking about the actual _Onm:.g ﬁ.um
an object or person. This formal relation between possession and location is
emely widespread in human languages. o

nother languages, possession s treated formally differently from predication
ation. In English, we say I have a book rather than *the book is mH\S\\ES
-and similarly in many of the languages of Europe. In Q_.._E.msr a South
etican language, there is a possessive construction that simply links an

nal possessor subject with a possessive noun phrase, as in (2):

THE COGNITIVE-TYPOLOGICAL APPROACH (2) . Guarani

< (Che) che-ajaka.
{n my-basket =
o1 have a basker.” (Velazquez, 1996, p. 69)

ﬂwmmv?omnro?om::?ﬁ%o_omwwmﬁoo_ummﬁaE.omm-_Emimmom:ﬁmo:ﬁma
patterns of linguistic expression, particularly grammatical expression. That
is, we look at how languages systematically make distinctions in form to
express differences in meaning, or, equally systematically, fail to make such
distinctions. Thus we can find patterns in the ways that particular forms
of expression are used in human languages to convey particular kinds of
events oOf situations. .

The idea is that if many languages are found to systematically
distinguish between two similar meanings by means of a difference in
grammatical coding, then such a difference is cognitively significant; the
more widespread the differentiation is cross-linguistically, the more likely
it is that there is a universal human propensity to pay attention to such
a distinction. Conversely, if languages are recurrently found to subsume
two meanings under a single form of expression, then this potential for
lack of differentiation is also significant; it suggests that the meanings are
cognitively closely related.! e

For example, looking at how the notion of possession is treated in
the languages of the world, we find that E..” B”md%._mnmcmmomu in ordet to

ocational expressions in this language, in contrast, do not make use of
ossessive markers, but instead generally require adpositional phrases
pelling out the location of an object. . .

- Examining the relations of expressions for location and ».,o_, possession
oss-linguistically leads to the conclusion that these categories are related
ognitively, and further, that of the two, location is the more ?sam.ﬁoamw
ategory. Possessive constructions are often ﬁm:mﬁmnm:m_% locational in .monE
‘meaning, or else they are at least historically ao:ﬁ“@ from Enm:ozm:
pressions, whereas the opposite relation is rare or nonexistent. @.Emn that
can compare and analyze the relation between the two meanings, and
how a plausible link between them, it makes sense to rwﬁﬂ.u_“rmm_uo.?ﬂ
.Wo”go.omﬁmmoamm frequently share the same forms of expression precisely
ecause they are notions that are seen to be similar by rzmem..>ﬂ the same
ime, the fact that some languages treat these same two semantic categories
quite differently shows they are conceptually &m.mammmm_u_m. In mmow the
patterns of relation found suggest that each of these categories constitutes
a - separate conceptual archetype that can attract its own wozmm_. Bm.:w_zm
“pattern; and that both are related to a third category, the predication of

"The first proponent and explicator of this Enﬂwamo._omw..wua ‘its theoretical basis that T-am
aware of is Charles Ferguson in his typological study of case¢ mmn._.mw.mo:. 1970).
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CmEm z:m wmm_o Emﬂromo_omz Om noEv ring: »,o:: EomE:m.._d_msozm: pe
in the languages of the world for many different grammatical categories 8 mm: 8355@ Em R_gma oo:om_z in m:oﬂwo_. _mamcmmo in o<m=
allows us to examine which kinds of situations human beings are likelie
to group together, and which they are likeliest to distinguish. In this way we
can gain an insight into what kinds and properties of things and situations.
are significant for the human mind, and hence made the basis of conceptual
categories. Further, it allows us, through semantic analysis, to work ou
the precise relations between the categories distinguished. The result o
such an investigation is a network of relations among categories, a kind ¢
“semantic map” of the conceptual domains investigated (Kemmer, 1993a).

The question arises why grammatical categories in particular should be
examined, rather than, say, comparing lexical concepts across language
And why focus on the structure of the clause and its components, rathe
than othefinguistic units? I consider each of these issues in turn. -

Typologists focus on grammar, that is, the categories associated wit
morphology and syntax, because the categories of grammar found in the
languages of the world appear to be highly constrained in their meaning oi uages. In some languages the same word is used for a biological mother
function, compared to the meanings of ordinary lexical items, suggesting a particular child as well as for the sisters of that woman. Some languages
some cognitive limitations on the categories of grammar (cf. Talmy, 1988),: . /e two words for “child,” depending on whether the person described is
Thus, for example, when it comes to encoding a function like tense, which referred to as someone’s offspring, or simply as a non-adult human.
(summarized simply) expresses the possible temporal relations between al items in languages essentially represent the conventional cultural
a described event and the moment of speech; there is a relatively small gories of entities and relations to which their speakers find it useful
inventory of distinctions that tense morphemes or constructions are: ake frequent reference. The vocabularies of languages vary from one
found to encode, compared with the infinite number of distinctions that ther precisely to the extent that their cultures do.?
are logically-possible (Comrie, 1985). Similarly, for the case of locative Grammatical meanings, on the other hand, are relatively abstract,
and possessive predications considered earlier, which appear to represent times extremely so, and are in general much less obviously relatable
universal functional categories in human language, there is only m._.mﬂrmw ultural specificities. They are simply much more comparable across
limited number of types of such constructions found (Heine, 1997). . gnages than the meanings of lexical items. Studying the more highly

The meanings of ordinary lexical items, on the other hand, by no means fall istrained systems of grammatical categories has allowed a good deal of
into such small ranges of possible meanings.:Unlike grammatical elements; . gress to be made in identifying the range of possible conceptual categories
ordinary words are to all appearances open-ended in regard to the concepts pressed in grammar (cf. e.g., Talmy, 1988). Because these categories are
they can encode, and these concepts vary mnch more dramatically across: general abstract and hence not directly “given” in perceptual or other
languages as to how they are expressed (if at all). Lexical words typically. erience, and they recur in a relatively uniform way across lan guages,
convey rich and specific meanings that relate fairly directly to the physical ¢ rust conclude that stch categories are highly significant from a hnman,
social, and cultural worlds of the speakers that use them. For example, ghitive standpoint.*
language might have words for particular recognized cultural concepts and: it o

ﬁm&ﬁ ‘Even _msm:mmnm spoken by m_,ocum that are broadly socially
cﬂmzw.m_a:ma {such as the linguistic populations of Europe) present
erable cases of lack of lexical correspondences and of culture-specific
al concepts, as any bilingual or translator knows.

ine might think that perhaps comparing words expressing universally
red human experiences would reveal at least some universal human lexical
gories: However, we run into difficulties even here. Words for apparently

sal cultural experiences or entities such as “mother,” “father,” “hand,”
¥ “sleep,” and “die” certainly do share some conceptual content that
nably corresponds to aspects of universal human experience; yet on
r inspection the meanings of the words compared turn out to differ
1siderably from language to language. For example, even words meaning
thet” or “child” do not uniformly point to the same class of entities across

In 4 fascinating résearch program, Wierzbicka (1992, inter alia) has developed a “natural

o U SRR : afitic_imetalanguage” that involes breaking down the meaning of lexical items (as well
iClark (1978) used a diverse sample of 30 languages o' demonstrate the cross-lingiiistic rammatical categories) into a get of univercal semantic lexical primitives. Differences
marking patterns linking locative, existential, and two predicative possessive types, possessor ong languages are seen in this program as being a matter of differences in the conventional
topic and possessed-topic constructions. She did not speak of conceptual archetypes, or relate the ations of the primitives. Although thé analyses produced within this program are very
semantic categories in significant detail, but her study m._am.wmaosm later ncm::é«-ﬁvo_cm_omm : sightful, iden :@::m the set of primitives needed for the vast and open-ended range of lexical
thecry in many respects. : concepts found in himan languages has proven to be an elusive task. It is at any rate clear that a
¢at deal more generally accepted progress has been made on the grammatical front.




4cross _muwzmm@.m 3\ Qvomomﬂmﬁm are mmmonm:w o_m:mm ével mzdoﬁimw..mb@ “ internal structure of an event can ca cwodmﬁ into greater or lesser
their ‘compornents; rather than larger units such ‘as the'structure oﬁ.ﬁxﬂm Thus; event structure is to 'a'Certain extent language-specific, even
or extended chunks of discourse. The reason for this:level of focus is that i mﬁmn_mo Zoénw&mmm all such variation consists essentially of
the clause is the linguistic unit that most ¢losely corresponds to the human entional modifications, along certain specifiable dimensions, of the
conceptualization of simple events, that is; particular conceptualizations'o Asic. oosn%ﬁcmm structures: the simple basic event types that can be
situations or occurrences that are formulated in language in the course ”o”m mm n in simple clauses in the languages of the world.
speaking and understanding. g ‘We come to the basic semantic structure of a simple event. Events
There is, it must be emphasized, no uniformity among languages as .8 posed of participants (the entities involved in situations) and the
precisely how a non-linguistic, perceived situation will be broken down into ns. among those participants. For example, consider the meaning
~clauses for linguistic expression; in fact, there is no such uniformity even entence in the form of a simple clause, like Have some candy. Here
among speakers of the same language, given that languages afford their participant (the unexpressed “you” in the situation) is in a particular
speakers many choices. Nevertbeless, there is a relation between perceived ation, in this case a potential possession and consumption relation, with
situations and their expression in clauses; this relation is mediated by the her:participant, “some candy.” Event structure refers to the overall
conceptualization of events, which fall into arelatively small number of ty pes. nfiguration of participants in an event and their relations: how many
An event tybe can be thought of as a unit of conceptual structure that. allows articipants are there, and what roles do they play in the event in terms of
human beings to quickly and conveniently structure complex, temporally ation (or lack thereof) of action, impingement on one another, other
extended experience for purposes of thought and communication, . ds: of relations to one another (e.g., participant roles of various types),
There appears to be a common core of simple conceptual event types that the temporal properties of the predicate relations.
can be expressed in single clauses across languages, and that reflect certain the following section I introduce a grammatical distinction that is
characteristics of the external world, our perceptual facilities and universal Bo_% well attested cross- _Emz_msom:uw and which, I claim, corresponds
human experience.’ These types can be fruitfully analyzed and compare fundamental cognitive categories in the form of two basic event structure
and one can generalize over them to arrive at a description of the basic “that humans utilize in organizing and expressing thought.
structure of a simple event (as is done in the following paragraph). Against .
the backdrop of this common core, languages show considerable variation
as to how much and what types of information they can put into a clause,
which aspects 6fthe information communicated by the clause are highlighted
versus backgrounded, and even the extent to which .a conceptualization
is integrated into a single conceived event (single eventhood, like single-
clause status, is a matter of degree). And, as:we see in the course
this chapter, sometimes a single language will provide the resources for

0 BASIC EVENT STRUCTURES

s well known that languages of the world typically make a formal distinction
etween transitive and intransitive clauses. At a minimum, the distinction
tween the two clause types includes the fact that a transitive clause typically
~two ‘noun phrases (or other signals of referential participants, such as
agreement markers), whereas an intransitive clause has one.

But in addition, many languages have ways of distinguishing the two
use types either distributionally and/or with distinctive overt marking.
ommon distributional distinction is one in which the verbs of a
guage divide into classes defined by their possibility of use in transitive
intransitive clauses. Such a division is made with varying degrees of
sharpness in a-great many languages. Further, there is a widespread
pccurrence in languages of overt markers that ran be added to a verb of
ne class (i.e., a verb usually or always found in one of the two clause
types) to make it usable in the other clause type. Such transitivizing and
etransitivizing morphology is extremely common in languages, and exists
even where the distinction between transitive and intransitive verbs is not

‘It must be mentioned that lexicon versus grammar is not a dichotomy, biit'a continuum. Mére
general and schematic lexical items tend to be recruited for expressing mwmaamnomﬂ concepts and--
functions and gradually become less lexical and more grammatical in form and content over,:
time, a process called grammaticalization (see, e.g., Bybee, dwm::nm & Perkins, 1994; Heing;
1997, Hopper & Traugott, 1993). The study of mqms_sm:om_ﬁm:o: is nm: and parcel of the mﬂ_% :
of linguistic typology. :

This assumption, although not often stated, Eama_ow :.Enw oom:;:..m :nmEm:n research;
see, for example, the work collected in Talmy (2000). Zw particular formulation of the relation
between the world, event conceptualizations, and clauses is taken essentially from Pawley (1987),.:
who compared m:m:m: and Kalam, languages of radically different structural type. He found that
the two languages differ greatly in thie set of conceptudl situstions that can be expressed as a singlé
clause, but that there is a shared set of “more or less isomorphic” conceptual situations that can
be 50 expressed in both languages. This finding accords with my owr expetience in mwﬁcwom»o
research, and I take such overlaps to be indicative of comimon conceptual event mﬂ.;ﬂ:uom in
human language and their natural correlation with simple o_mcmn mqmnr.z.ﬂ




distinction to be a reflection of the ms.coﬂca &. %m world: Some m<ma
involve two entities, one acting on the other (as in [ ate some cake), wherea:
others simply involve cne (as in She ran away). :

However, it soon becomes evident when examining languages that:
whether a given verb can appear in a transitive or intransitive clause is:
not strictly predictable from some language-independent notion of how .
many entities are involved in a particular kind of event. The inventories:

.of intransitive versus transitive verbs found across languages are far from
lining up neatly according to whether a given verb meaning intuitively
has one or two participants associated with it. Sometimes a verb that is
intransitive in one language most closely corresponds to a transitive verb
in another, or vice versa. For example, the English verb go, an intransitive
verb of motign, can occur with various prepositional elements (as in go
around, go across, etc.) to describe mo tion with respect to some landmark;
To describe essentially the same scenes in Luo, speakers must choose from

a set of transitive verbs, including yoro “to go across,” luoro “to go around;”

donjo “to go in,” where the landmark is expressed as a direct object and

there is no preposition. Even in the same language, we find different ways :

of expressing the same basic idea, one transitive, one intransitive: English,

after all, does have transitive verbs like cross and enter alternating with Sm...

intransitive go+PREPOSITION structures.

Because every language, whether overtly or n_ﬂ:_uc:o:m:% shows somé
difference between transitive and intransitive structures, and because there
are myriad and-widespread formal manifestations of such a difference
we must conclude there is something cognitively significant about this

difference. Despite the lack of a predictable correlation within:or across’
languages between the idea of a particular action and a particular transitivity’
structure, there is nonetheless a set of strong regularities that lead us to an-.

understanding of transitivity and its function in language. .

For example, it is predictable that the transitive clause m::SE.m in m:%
given language will be the structure most typically used with verbs of-

physical contact or force in which one entity <o:mo=m,_@ acts on another,
like English hit punch, beat, and so forth. And it is also predictable that an
intransitive structure will be used with verbs: of animate entities moving

through space, such as go run, swim and similar. Many other types of verbs -

may fit into each of these structures; but cross-linguistically, these two

classes of verbs show the most consistent association with simple transitive.
and intransitive structures respectively. Further, although some crossover -
use of each of these verb classes with the other structure is possible; it is"

precisely with snch uses that one finds evidence of a less natural “fit.” For

mmm%aﬂmrozm (as'in the bomb’ &5 m:a rmsom is m&. less Wnn:m:ﬁ than
nsitive use of such verbs. Similarly, although common English verbs
motion through space might be used in a transitive structure, the direct
ect is likely to be of a very restricted type, such as a unit of distance (run
ile), or‘else the interpretation is not simple motion, but caused motion
or Emﬁmuro:om_ motion (run a business).
imilar kinds of observations can be repeated across languages in various
rms. In-some languages, one can or must use special marking, that is,
ansitivizing or intransitivizing morphology on the verb, to use a verb of
of these classes in the noncorresponding clause structure. In others, the
ifferenice ‘is just a matter of distributional frequency: A given motion verb
1 ﬁq occurs more often in an intransitive than a transitive structure; and/
the most frequently used and semantically general motion verbs occur as
mmm;:\om rather than transitives. Taken as a whole, the relation of particular
b Jamm and particular clause structures is not random, but patterned.
ese facts support the idea that basic transitive and intransitive clause
ructures  are grammatical manifestations of two important conceptual
chietypes: two-participant and one-participant events. Languages differ
5 to precisely which verbal actions are typically expressed by means of
structure or the other, and moreover within individual languages it is
ften possible to describe the same occurrence in terms of one or the other
cture. But this variation is constrained; certain kinds of actions have a
tural affinity for one or the other construction.
Moteover, these two archetypes are experientially based: They correlate
with:major kinds of “scenes,” or types of conceived situations basic to
man experience (cf. Goldberg, 1998). The basic transitive structure lines
ip-with humans® propensity to pay attention to actions involving an animate
ntity volitionally acting on a second entity, and exerting physical force
it that leads to contact. This type of event is what has been termed the
rototypical transitive event (Givon, 1984) or prototypical two-participant
vent. The basic intransitive structure corresponds to our conception
{ Situations of motion of animate entities, an event structure called the
ototypical intransitive event® or prototypical one-participant event. Each
hese prototype event structures represents what is called a cognitive
model ﬁhm_moww Gmwb a rich conceptual structuring of experience that

..:53 are :.nEm.:w moE. _ummmn E:.E._m:?n clause structures in human language, identified in
important cross-linguistic study by Stassen (1999). They include, in addition to the intransitive
1 action (prototypicatly animate ‘motion) discussed here, clavsal predications of location/
xistence, property/state, ‘and <class .Bnacnar_u Each corresponds to its own experiential
onceptual scene. Only the intransitive of action is associated with lexical content verbs, rather

han grammatical, relatively contentless verbs or with zero expression.




REFI ,&r.vzﬁw A5G n _E mirror:

broadly to linguistic units (transitive and intransitive clause structures), /he saw w::i hersell in' the mirror.”

clearly go beyond language to deeper levels of conceptualization. Mand : I
(1992) found evidence of these basic event structures already in prelinguis U Nahuatl
infants. Among other evidence, Slobin (1985) found that children acquiriug
different languages early on showed evidence of having developed a category
used consistently in the expression of situations involving asymmetrical
physical force—even where the categories of the adult languages &mmﬁma
from one another and from the categories the children created.

Thus, the linguistic structures are based on, or as we might put -it;
grounded in the conceptual archetypes. Both language and conceptualization
are flexible enough to allow alternative conceptualizations and forms
of expression, a property of the mind that will be of significance in the
discussion of th&reflexive and middle event types in the following sectio

: H..S.nw%:..
pREFL-hear
“We hear ourselves.” (Sullivan & Styles, 1988, p. 34)

niawulpa-mak-i-¢-may?
S 3MASCSG-old man-calbREFL-NEG-PRES
" *He¢ does not call himselt an old man.” (Heath, 1978, p. 286)

But as we will see, conceptualizations that are in some sense less typical or LTurkisk . _ L
less in line with our most entrenched experiences are given some kind of + Orhan kendini aynada gordi.
- Orhan self mirrar saw

special marking, such as additional formal complexity; and moreover they .
evince greater cross-linguistic variability in form.

The transitivity prototypes in effect form the endpoints of a scale, rather
than representing a bipolar opposition. Situations come in all degrees of
similarity to the basic cognitive transitivity prototypes, and it has been well
documented that certain specific kinds of contextual and discourse properties
affect the degree of formal assimilation of clauses to the two prototypical
clausal structures (Hopper & Thompson, 1980; Rice, 1987). Deviations from
the conceptual prototypes along certain parameters {e.g., coreference of two
participants} lead to formal deviations of various sorts from the two basic
clausal structures, another manifestation of the special marking referred to
carlier. It is worth emphasizing that transitivity is not fundamentally a property
of particular linguistic elements such as verbs or even clauses, but is rather an
aspect of the cognitive models that structure conceptualizations.

*Orhan saw E_ﬁmn:.. in the mirror.” (Underhill, 1976, p. 356)

e reflexive is one of a number of what may be called marked clause types
..bm:mmowﬁ 1991, ch. 8). Marked clause types are, intuitively, clause types
tare in some sense less basic than unmarked clause types such as m_EEa
ansitive and intransitive clauses. This non-basic status is indicated in a
mber of objectively observable ways, considering linguistic properties
has distribution, frequency, and complexity of form, as well as degree of
ability. For example, marked types are relatively restricted as compared
more basic types. Unlike the basic types, they do not necessarily occur
1 languages, and even within a language show more restrictions on
ir occurrence. Functionally, they have very specific semantic/pragmatic
functions rather than having a very general or default use; and formally
they -display more structural restrictions. Hence, in terms of both form
nd function they are less general .in occurrence and as a result are less
requent in discourse than corresponding basic types. In addition, they
 structurally more variable across languages and are structurally more
omplex, or at least never less complex, than the unmarked types.’

GRAMMATICAL CONSTRUCTIONS IN AN INTERMEDIATE
SEMANTIC DOMAIN: REFLEXIVE AND MIDDLE

Transitive constructions and intransitive constructions predicating actions
are two of the most basic clause structures in human language. A third
clause type that occurs in many languages is the reflexive construction,
which describes an event in which one participant acts, not on another entity,
but on itself. The following examples illustrate reflexive constructions from
languages originating in four different oosﬁ_mmam.ﬁmﬁo@mu. North Ametica;,
Australia, and Asia, respectively): we o .

' TThe identification of uhits and structurés that are more versus less basic in language is the
udy of what is called markedness: unmarked categories are more basic, and marked ones are
55 basic, In a pioneering study of markedness in human language, Greenberg (1966) built on
arlier classic-work by Trubetskoy and by Jakobson on phonological markedness, extending the
theory to morphosyntax, Ao_dw Qooc has further extended the theory in the area of syntactic
‘constructions.




Although most of these markedness criteria have
detail for reflexive constructions; the reflexi is generally agre

in

transitive counterparts (and, a fortiori, more so than intransitive actio
clauses, which, lacking objects, are simpler than basic transitive clauses).

Although reflexive marking is not found in every language, Kemmet
(1988, 1993a) found that of 31 languages in geographically and genetically

conceptual category in language; humans find it functionally useful to

entities, from those in which they are the same entity.

falling between prototypical transitive events, on the one band, and
prototypical intransitive events, on the other. Reflexive constructions mar
cases in which, like the typical transitive situation, there are two participant

a sense, in a reflexive situation there are both two things involved (two

playing both roles in the event). : :

Looking further at the distribution of reflexive marking on particulat
kinds of situations in languages allows us to refine this characterization
further, and in fact to discover yet another closely related ‘conceptual
category in the conceptual realm intermediate to the two opposing poles of
transitive and intransitive events, >

Reflexive constructions are often used in languages to express situations
of a person’s acting on their own body, for example, shaving, washing,

the body into a sitting, standing, or lying position. We can refer to all such
actions, for convenience, as body actions. Examples (7) through (10) show

Europe, North America, Aftica, and Asia, respectively:*

language they contrast with another form used productively 1o signal réflexive semantics. [ have
glossed these affixes MM for “middle marker,” which will be explained latér. . e

marked clause type. Considering at least structural complexity, in surveys of
reflexive constructions such as Faltz (1977) ‘and Kemmer (1993a), reflexive
constructions are always as least as structurally complex as their simple

diverse languages surveyed, all had a reflexive construction distinct from.
~ the simple transitive and intransitive clause structures. With further
searching on a wider database of over 100 languages, only a few languages.
were identified that do not make a systematic distinction between situations’
in which the actor is the same as the acted-on entity, and situations in which'
the two are distinct (e.g., Tongan, Tuvaluan, and some other languages of the
South Pacijc). This near ubiquity shows that the reflexive is an important

distinguish situations in which the two participants involved are distinct"

We can think of the reflexive as a kind of in-between semantic category,

roles, but like the intransitive, there is only a single -entity involved. In:

participant roles) and at the same time only ‘one thing (one participant-

bathing, or grooming the hair; or changing their body position by moving -

the use of the reflexive marker for body actions in languages native to -

*In Djola and Turkish, the verbal mmmxnm.m_._.o&:m.ﬂ. ot .ﬂamx.m{m riiatkers, becausé in cach

.Emmﬁ ‘combed her hair,” (Jit. “combed herself*)

SMo-ema.
ASG.REFT -bathe .
"8/ he bathes him/herself.” (Sullivan & Swyles, 1988, p. 34)

Djola

- Ni-pOs-0-pas-d i-han,

- 18G-wash-MM-REDUP I8G-finish

I have finished washing.” (Sapir, 1965, p. 52)

10) Turkish

" cocuk giv-in-di.

- .child dress-MM-past :

- “The child got dressed.” (Underhill, 1976, p. 359)

‘Because in such examples the person is acting on him or herself, just as
he cases exemplified in (3) through (6); and because the same marker
s used in many languages (e.g., Spanish and Nahuatl) for both kinds of
uations, the body action cases in (7) through (10) are often assumed to be
semantically identical with reflexive situations. As a result, many grammar
writers use  body ‘action verbs when giving examples of the reflexive
cofistruction in the language they are describing.
However, more in-depth cross-linguistic investigation shows that the
wo sets of cases are not identical, and considering body action verbs as
pical examples of reflexive verbs is mistaken. Rather, body action verbs
épresent a distinct event type that is related to, yet describably different
from, reflexive semantics. This semantic category is called the middle voice,
ind its grammatical expression is termed a middle marker.

“First let us consider some formal evidence for distinguishing a separate
grammatical category that body action verbs exemplify. There are a good
many languages that formally distinguish body actions from reflexive
constructions, that is, they use two different constructions for these types.
n'the following, the (a) examples represent body action cases, and the
) examples reflexive constructions. (The gloss MM stands for middle

(1 Lo
©7 a0 Nyako ruak-ore.
gk dressmm
“The girl got dressed.”



.,-_, he boy loves _:Emm:ﬂ " ﬁm.,mma %:.3

{12y Hungarian
1. Borotvilkoz-ott
shave-MM-PAST.B5G
“He shaved.” (Haiman, 1983, p. 805)
b, Fel-emel-t-¢ mag-a-t,
up-lifi-PAST-35G self-his-acC
“He lifted himsell up.” (Haiman, 1988, p. 797)

ircumistarices of some type. mmeEm (13b) involves a contrast between two
ferent potential actors, such that the reflexive pronoun points back to one
iem; 10 the deliberate exclusion of the other. From Example (13¢) we are
ely to infer some out-of-the-ordinary circumstance or some specific kinds
participants, rather than just anyone: For example, we can readily believe
ammy is a small child who has not hitherto been able to dress herself; or
erhaps' a woman who is handicapped and has trouble putting her clothes on
ach morning, In either case, the person described does not have full control
er-limbs—it is as though there is some impediment between Tammy’s
ntentionally acting mind, aiming to get dressed, and her relatively passive
dy. The limbs are not acting in the way normally expected by able-bodied
dults, that is, as a direct extension of the will of the acting person.
A similar situation holds in Example (14b). Rather than the relatively
ffortless motions described in Example (14a), the motions here are
ffortful—as though the body is a dead weight, rather than a participatory
edium for executing the actions directed by the intentional mind. The verbs
sed are not typical body action verbs this time, but ordinary transitive verbs
mﬁm_@ used for designating force applied to inanimate objects (pull, drag).
Parallel distinctions are found in other languages with two contrasting
nstructions. In Russian, for example, we find the following pair, in which
middle marker -sja represents the normal way of expressing body actions
Example (15a), but the reflexive marker um@.m is used in the special case
ccontrast with another ﬁoﬁassm_ ?E.:o%ma in Example (15b).

In these languages, there are two constructions, one used productively with:
transitive verbs in general to form the reflexive construction, and the other,
more restricted, used with body action verbs and a range of other situations
that are n_mbmﬂ_w not reflexive in meaning (some of these will be described
later). The"difference in usage of these constructions goes along with a
systematic difference in form: The productive reflexive marker is cross-
linguistically almost always a more phonologically substantial form than
the middle marker, and is certainly never less substantial, a fact to which 1
return later. .
This systematic differentiation already mzmmmma that there is mo:._mwrusm
special about body actions that distinguish them from reflexives, despite
their similar semantics. But the pattern goes further: In languages having
such a formal contrast, there is also a systematic meaning distinction that
appears when the two constructions are compared. .
English is a language that illustrates the pattern <9.% well. Consider the
examples of _uoa:w actions given in (13) and (14).

(13) a. He quickly shaved and got dressed.
v I dan’t need a barber to shave me—I mrnﬁw zs,:.m\
. Tammy dressed herself wday, -

Qi Russian
Al Ja w..wn&q den’ Ec,wﬁ,w. L
1 every day wash-MM
“f wash i every day.”
b Jamyl  sebja
I washed self .
..u wazhed Eﬁ&. ?3 someoné elsé) {Haiman, 1983, p. 804)

(14) a. 1 sat up, lnoked around, then m.c._., up and walked away. :
b. | pulled mysel up, looked m:u::a Smm &Emmﬁu— Eﬁ@:, 'y
feet and staggered away, . :

The (a) examples illustrate normal uses of body action verbs. In ‘English,
these are expressed as intransitive constructions of various sorts; there is no
pronominal or other object, so we can think of them as zero-marked. The (b)

In AGE Eﬂd is'a ooa_.mmw made .cmgmms potential objects of the washing
at the speaker has in mind—another person, versus the speaker him or
erself. The result is'a mumn_& mEEﬁEm put on the direct object, expressed
5 mx:m m_ﬁwmm :

“The Luo data were collected in my Field Methods class ‘at .Nmnn .Cn?ﬁﬂ.q (1997-1998).-1t
represents a dialect spoken near Lake Victoria in Kenya, which i§ in some respects different from
the Luo represented in published sources available to Ea... Q.o:a is fiot shown here))

_aw:n.wﬁmmww middle marker “gja is in standard transliteration orthography spelled s after



used with body actions, is the EEm:m_ case: It denotes a contrast between two to situations in whi h :ﬁw i5an EEJW that is in somie sense 9@ source
potential participants, as in mmeEom (13b) and (15b);0ra moﬁm.ﬂm:o: between origin of mﬁ event, as well as at the same time being an entity affected
the acting and acted-on entities, as in (13¢) and (14b), that is not the usu e event. This entity Em%m in both cases what we might call an initiating
conceptualization for humans carrying out body actions. and an endpoint role in the conception of the event.

These differences inthe meaning of the reflexive and middle constructions m%osa this, the event structures of reflexive and body action verbs
in body actions lead us to conclude that the fuller, reflexive constructions ge. With reflexive semantics, the types of predicates that occur are
have an essentially different function from the lighter constructions mot se with an inherent conception of two roles and two participants in
usually used for body actions. Moreover, these cases provide us with a clue- se-roles—that is, prototypical transitive events. The reflexive marks the
as to how to characterize the semantics of each of these constructions, i pected case that those two roles are filled by the same individual. The
a way that not only captures the cross-linguistic generalizations regarding .mw dction situations, on the other hand, are different—they are events
their contrasting use, but also more mmuoam:u\ the distribution of reflexive _nr the initiating and affected entity are predictably the same, that
ﬁrmmmaosomm_mSrmﬁa:o%ommEmEBmo:rm ﬁﬁ&nmﬁmm,_,rﬁo_m

and middle constructions in all languages. :

Let us consider first the range of application of reflexive and middle expectation that the two will be different entities; only onc entity is
oo:m:dﬁo:m Where there are two constructions in a given language, th ught to be involved in such actions in the first place. Thus, the two kinds
fuller one'is always the general reflexive form, and is thus used productively of events dif fer in how conceptually distinguished the participants are

om ‘one another. In the reflexive, two roles are distingnished that are both

with transitive verbs to form Em_.wom,..d.mmx:a forms. This systematic
ed-by one individual;" in the body action type, there is not even the

alternation with simple transitive events suggests that the reflexive is

considered a special case of such events—the case in which the two nceptual differentiation of two participant roles. The body action types
participant roles that are evoked in a transitive event happen to be filled by ve, in effect, a partially fused participant conception: The participant is
.ovﬁcm:wooan_axn:o:mrﬁormﬁwo&m:E:Es:mm:am:mm%o_a

the same entity.
The other form, in contrast, omﬂ:o;o gmoa across the board with :mmm: A voaﬁ but not-so conceptually differentiated as to have two full-blown
ticipant roles associated with it.

verbs: It is restricted to particular semantic verb classes that include .5. .
body action classes exemplified earlier. All such “light” forms can be uset he cases of the body actions unusually expressed with reflexive markers
ustrated in (13b), (13c), (14b), and (15b) support this analysis. In the case

with at least some verbs designating typical actions performed on the body:

Moreover, they are typically also found with other, non-reflexive classes of contrast (13b and 15b), the linguistic context introduces an idea of two

verbs: verbs of cognition and emotion, for example, as well a particular kind les; potentially filled by separate participants. When a reflexive marker

of reciprocal action, verbs of spontaneous process, and a number of other used contrastively with a body action, it is consistent with the universal

recurrent categories described in Kemmer (1993a). The verb roots found nction of reflexive markers—to signal the unexpected identity of the actor

with this construction have a number of E_smm in common: for one thing, nd dcted-on participant. The contrastive context, however, has effectively
orced a differentiation between aspects of an entity that are not usually

none are prototypically transitive verbs, that is, verbs whose meanings are
across languages associated with transitive constructions. A number o .
these non-reflexive predicate types, for example, the verbs of cognition, are The analysis holds also for the case of reflexives used with participants
generally intransitive in their usual (non-reflexive- Eﬁwn& use, rather than acking: full control over the body, as in (13¢} and (14b} (also 12b). An
transitive. In fact, very often there is no corresponding non-marked form at ipediment or other lack of full control is an indication of a separation
all for verbs found with the lighter construction, whether body action verbs ST R

or not. Such non-alternating forms are called “deponents.” Middle-marked
deponents are typically found, and are ﬁm%mvm universal; in languages wit
middle markers. Some examples of light-marked deponents include Turkish
Is-in “become warm,” Latin vereo-r “fear,” and Old Icelandic grona-st
” Full reflexive forms, in contrast, art never deponents.

Talmy (2000, pp. 460-461) described the English reflexive construction in the realm
ental events (such as control oneself restrain oneself) in terms of “the divided self™; the
trolling aspect of a person pitted against unconscious or involuntary desires, There are some
ascinating complexities of mental predicates in interaction with both reflexive and middle
rking that _.an:“anmanco_. analysis than I am able to give them here; suffice it to say that mental
hits are quite intermediate ‘semantically and are susceptible to either reflexive or middle
trual-(cf. Kemmer, 1993a, pp. 127-142).

“turn green.




€ :m:Nmn has & ?.oﬁmm some Emam_ Em_mnﬁ mou. events of Emmm
s, if-only to difect his or her attention to a perceptual stimulus that
ives rise to the thought or emotion. At the same time, the conceptualizer is
so an affected participant, who is aware of and indeed participating in the
hought or emotion experienced. These types of events are more obviously
erent from reflexives than the body actions, because it is harder to think
the affected entity (the mental experiencer) as someone acted on. In
s¢.of body actions we can think of the event as a person acting
their own body, and we can even contrast acting on one’s own body
Eu acting on someone else’s (as in Examples 13b and 15b). Events of
nition, in contrast, are not so readily decomposable into two such
ects of an individual. This is- why such events are cross-linguistically
B:% intransitive:: They aré intrinsically one-participant events
hose single entity, a conceptualizer, resists conceptual aoooEvOmEos
Mental events in which such a partial decomposition is in fact made
ate therefore a subtype of middle semantics, one that happens to evince
inimal conceptual differentiation.
eflexive markers, as we saw previously, E._Bm:a\ signal unexpected
coreference between two participants. This is their basic function in all
1guages, including those that that .do not differentiate between reflexive
‘middle constructions. In:such languages, the reflexive form extends
cover ‘the -body actionsituations and often the other non-reflexive
emantic classes typically found with light verbs as well. For example,
¢ Spanish and Nahuatl constructions illustrated in (3) and (4) are used
: as productive reflexivés and-also for body actions (e.g., 7 and 8)
well ‘as for other middle verb types (cognition, emotion, naturally
tocal. dction;-spontaneous process, etc.). Yet despite this lack of
mal differentiation; the difference between reflexive and the middle
3 BE:E types ‘still enterges distributionally—only the middle verb
pes; including  the body ‘actions, exhibit deponent verbs, which, as
mentioned earlier, are verbs that lack a transitive counterpart and have
dle meaning. Deponents:from: languages with no formal distinction
etc.), emotion (“fear,” “be happy”), spontaneous process (“break,” “collapse, between reflexive and middle include German sich ndhern “come close,
“melt,” “rot”), and on naturally reciprocal actions (“kiss,” “touch,” “mee pproach,” m_%mer encapuzarse “cloak -oneself or put one’s hood on,”
cf. the later section “Degree of Elaboration of Events”). All of these cases of anuri har-i-in “wash oneself (while partially dressed)” (Hutchison, 1981),
lower conceptual Q_mmm_.mazmsos om ﬁmﬁmn_ﬁmﬁm omm be H.mmmd.ma to as Ba& umerous: Guirgu Yimidhirr verbs including daga-dhi “sit down” and
categories. R O ra-dhi “show oneself” (Haviland, 1979, p. 126).

Each of these moBmE_om:% Ea&o &Gmm.ﬁ E_mﬂaa.ﬁo .ﬂrm...cc&\ mnﬁ.o ﬁww..om: conclude from this-discussion that the reflexive and the middle
types in specifiable ways, of which I give just one example here. Mental re two distinct semantic categories, whose distinctness is shown by the fact
predicates, which include the cognition and emotion type events, are like hat many ‘genetically:-and- geographically diverse languages (Hungarian,
the body actions in that there is a participant that is seen as in.some sense kish; Djola;- English,and -Russian, among many others) distinguish

and mind: The two @oﬂaunmz% m_msamﬁm_umgo aspects are, except ifi these
unusual kinds of situations where there is a special reason to Emurmsﬁ?
duality, conceptually fused into a single, less differentiated entity.

The partial conceptual fusion of participants characteristic of 9
middle is mirrored by the more minimal, morphologically fused expression
conventionally found with body action types, that is, -the light forms
Reflexive markers are very often full lexical forms, for example, nouns 0
~. Ppronouns serving as direct objects, whereas the form used in Em.mxwwmm.mw.o.
of body actions is typically a bound morpheme, or else simply an intransitive
construction of some sort (i.e., it has no overt marking separate from th
verb roof). This situation is illustrated in Hungarian in (12), in which th
middle verbal affix -kod-/koz- is contrasted with the full, inflected noun:
object m&g. Sometimes, as in Luo (Example 11b), the reflexive woﬂ..:. is
efffectively composite, consisting of the middle marker with the additior
of another element, often lexical. In still other cases, both forms are bourid
verbal affixes, but the reflexive simply has more phonological material than
the other form (e.g., Djola -»r» “REFLEXIVE MARKER” vs. - “MIDDLE:
MARKER™). I am not aware of any case in ‘which the reverse relation in
substance holds; the reflexive form is always at least as substantial as the
middle form, and in most cases more substaritial. The relation of the form
and the meaning of middle and H.ammﬁﬁw EE._EE is taken up in more aﬂm;
in the following section.

Body actions, it turns out, repregent ob_w 9@ an ?oﬁo@?om_ .Jﬁm t
situation among many that share the property of having lower conceptual
differentiation of participants vis-a-vis the reflexive. Other kinds of events
have this property, and are in fact expressed with the same light-markersa
the body action types. This is further evidence that languages treat parti
conceptual fusion of participants as-a significant property, susceptible
conventionalization as a grammatical ‘category distinct from ‘the reflexive.
Light marking contrasting with heavy reflexive marking is mocum.wmoﬁnmdﬁ
on, besides body actions, verbs of cognition'(“think,” “consider,” “believe




and Guugu Yimidhirr, among a great Em%.o%ﬁ&.. The: closer a give
middle use is to the reflexive, in fact, the more likely it is to be given th
same formal marking as the reflexive. The body action types are the middle:
uses that are most similar semantically to the reflexive proper, and indeed:
they designate the kinds of situations that are most often subsumed under
reflexive marking across languages.

A second conclusion we can draw is that the two categories established
differ in regard to the degree to which the participants involved in the events
are conceptually distinguished from one another. The reflexive distinguishes
two participants to the extent that it evokes two distinct participant roles:
in its conception, which are then signaled as being the same entity. The:
middle, on the other hand, evokes no such role distinction. There is only one
par ticiggnt, but it is conceptually internally complex, given that reference’
is made to its inherent initiating and affected aspects.

We have thus identified a conceptual parameter that links and at the same
time differentiates the reflexive from the middle. We can call this parameter
the relative distinguishability of participanis. We .can also generalize
further by noticing that this parameter actually relates all of the categories
in the realm of transitivity that we have considered so far. The reflexive,
as pointed out in the previous section, falls in between the prototypical
transitive and intransitive event types. It is in between in the sense that the
entity involved is partially distinguished into two: Unlike the transitive type;
which has a full-blown differentiation of two participants and participant:
roles, the reflexive has one actual entity filling its two participant roles.’
The middle fuses the participants further, by having a single, internally
complex participant. And the prototypical intransitive event type displays
the opposite extreme from the transitive: It is characterized by a single and:
conceptually completely undifferentiated participant. .

Figure 3.1 sums up the relation among the four transitivity categories. Hro”.
categories at the opposite extremes of distinguishability are the transitive
and intransitive prototypes; the intermediate ones are the reflexive mma
middle.

Figure 3.1 effectively represents a mmEmE:o map of the a\vm described in
the Cognitive-Typological Approach section. The particular set of semantic
relations portrayed is based on just one dimension. of relationship; it is
somewhat analogous to a simple map of a road showing only the sequence
of towns lying along it. It is useful in that it-Shows the relative semantic.
proximity of the categories along this .&Ba:ﬁoﬁ..&n middle is semantically
farther away from the transitive and closer to the intransitive prototype. This
arrangement generates predictions about which categories are most likely

J—— s : .
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1. Relation of transitivity categorics by degree of participant distinguishability.

0 have similar marking in the languages of the world. Non-contiguous
gories are predicted to have the same grammatical marking only when
mmediately adjacent intermediate categories also share that marking.

A 'more complex semantic map of the middle and related semantic
tegoriesthat makes explicittherelations ofthe variousmiddle macomﬁomoﬂom
d ‘that takes into account other dimensions of semantic relation is found
n Kemmer (1993a, ch. 6).

DEGREE OF ELABORATION OF EVENTS

Ve can generalize still further when we observe that distinguishability of
articipants is just one aspect of a more general conceptual parameter. Just
one can distinguish participants to a greater or lesser degree, one can
wmo do the same with the relations among participants, the kinds of events
and subevents that, along with the participants, make up the overall event
tructure.

A-good example of the way that languages can distinguish events to
ifferent degrees is found with reciprocal constructions, which express
ituations in which two participants act on each other. In the situation
escribed by Alice and Ted kissed each other, Alice and Ted are performing
imilar actions, but in opposite role configurations: Alice kissing Ted, and
ed kissing Alice. English, like many _msm:mmmm allows an alternative form
f expression for such “mirror-image” actions. In English we can employ
erbs with reciprocal semantics intransitively, as in Alice and Ted kissed.
Vith the latter expression, it is clear that a single kissing action is portrayed
1 which both protagonists have engaged. In the alternative, overtly marked
eciprocal construction with each other, however, we can easily obtain
e interpretation that the two kissed each other sequentially, for example
ach giving the other a peck on the cheek one after the other. In effect,
he two forms of expression provide alternative ways of describing similar
ituations: one in which there are two separable subevents taking place
(temporal separation being one aspect of event separability), and the other
‘which the event is a relatively undifferentiated whole.

L




" Icelandic, have similardifferéntiations between tworeciprocal constructions
As in the case of the body action middle, specific predicates with speci

inherent semantics are involved; and as withthe body actions, a lighter

marking is found with these predicates than is found with ordinary reciproc¢al

constructions. The predicates found with light reciprocal marking are those ;
in which the action is very often or expected to be reciprocal between two'
participants: “argue,” “fight,” “meet,” “wrestle,” “embrace,” and similar

verb meanings, what can be termed naturally reciprocal actions.

Because the light reciprocal marker is in many languages the same as

. the middle marker, and even when it is not (e.g., in Turkish) it patterns with’
the middle marker in terms of relative formal substance, and because of -
the semantic relatability of the light-marked reciprocal category to the’
middie in terms of distinguishability, it makes sense to consider this’
special reciprocal a subcategory of middie semantics. The two types
of distinguishability (of participants, and of events) can be generalized
to an overarching semantic parameter that 1 call degree of elaboration”

of events: the degree to which the components of an event structure

into more fine-grained components.

The notion of degree of elaboration of events, it turns out, is applicable to-
a wide range of grammatical phenomena, including collective marking on :
both verbs and nouns (Kemmer, 1993b), and many other kinds of alternating
structures involving the degree to which eventsare conceptually fused versus -

separated: causatives (Haiman, 1983); complement constructions (Givon
1980); serial verbs; and noun incorporation constructions {Velazquez

*

1996). In all of these cases, languages provide a conventional means for i
categorizing similar situations as involving, alternatively, elements with -

more conceptual separation, and those with more conceptual fusion.
This general phenomenon highlights the crucial role of language as'a

means of providing conventionalized construals, or shared ways of viewing -

and portraying the situations that are the subject matter of communication

(Langacker, 1987). Human language, unlike other forms of animal

communication we know about, has the flexibility to provide its users with

multiple ways of conceiving and expressing a given situation, adapted to

speakers’ various discourse and other communicative purposes.

In the case of the degree of elaboration of events, it appears that we are

dealing with a capacity that is fundamentally an attentional one. We can,
as it were, turn up or tnrn down the “resolution” that we bring to bear on
a given conceptual content, accordingly as our-lariguage makes available
conventional categories to do so. In the specific ‘case of the voice and
transitivity categories we have been discussing, if a language provides the

requisite communicative resources, speakérs may place a greater focus of -

nd:

s

whether participants or events/subevents, are conceptually distinguished

- B

mponent .@mﬂmw_ such as participants or componerit
elatively miore elaborated event structure such
reciprocal. If, on the other hand, it suits such
speaker’s communicative purpose to leave these aspects of the m#m.mmo:
latively: undifferentiated, then the situation is categorized as a E:E.mn.
ahguages that happen to lack the formal category of middle categorize
h conceptually in-between situations as body actions as either reflexive,
s intransitive, one-participant events. In such cases basically middle
mantics is assimilated to a certain degree to the semantics of similar
nstructions and hence given the form of these other constructions.

‘It is'an open question as to whether there are unambiguously identifiable
ctors that determine how many categories in this general domain a
guage will have available (within, of course, the constraints that appear
“govern the number and types of categorizations made as identified
reviously). What makes one language, like Spanish, distinguish the
reflexive as a distinct conventional category but not the middle, whereas
another language, like Turkish or Russian, separately distinguishes all
our of the possible categories of voice and transitivity identified here?
s unlikely, given the odd groupings of languages found with these
ious categories, that such differences correlate with cultural or social
ctors.

The best that can be said at this point is that what grammatical categories
anguage conventionalizes, within the available human linguistic
ossibilities, is a matter of historical contingency. Every language comprises
complex ecology of available and competing forms, a vast system of
guistic knowledge shared to a certain extent by speakers of the language,
et displaying patterns of heterogeneity across subgroups of those speakers.
his complex system absorbs motivated innovations and accommodates
tself to gradnally changing patterns of linguistic usage, as innovations
are adopted and spread through the community. A language will have a
edicated middle voice marker just in case at some point in its history some
peakers begin to extend an appropriately similar category, such as the
éflexive, to express situations that differ semantically from the reflexive,
snch as the body actions; and when that marker at some point loses its
ormal connection with the reflexive marker. Precisely this development has

2Fhat middle situations néver quite lose their semantic identity as middles, even in languages
Hat have no formal category for the expression of the middle, is seen in a number of ways. For
-example, there is evidence that middles do not quite behave entirely like reflexives symactically in
anguages in which the two are putatively “the same” category (cf. Kemmer. 1993a, pp. 216--218).

riher, languages lacking a formal distinction between reflexive and middle show &uucmnﬁm in
he same verb ¢atégories as those that do have distinct reflexive and middle forms, as noted in the
rammatical Constructions in an Intermediate Domain section.
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Whether there are any structural, ecological factors within a nguist;
system that will influence if and when such-an innovation occurs
begins to spread is unknown. To investigate this, we need a typolog
database of correlations of grammatical properties in the languages o
world, a vast project that has hardly been attempted. o

To summarize, the degree of elaboration of events is a broadly significant -
linguistic and conceptual parameter. It is a subcase of the general human
capacity to construe situations in alternate ways, and of the propensity
for the grammatical systems of languages to conventionalize spec
construals and potentially contrast such construals. Elaboration of events
is a specifically attentional phenomenon, relating to the possibility -for
viewing situations at different levels of detail, or granularity, dependent on
relevant communicative and contextual factors. Although the possibilitie
for grammatical categories referring to elaboration of events in the doma
of transitivity and voice are highly constrained, the existence of an
structural factors influencing the precise division of such categories -in:
specific languages is unknown,

tion, the tendency to align properties of linguistic form with
vably :similar properties of linguistic function or meaning, .mcnr
at form appears to mirror function. In the case of the reflexive/middle
ast;"Haiman found that the tendency for reflexives to be free forms,
erithan bound verbal affixes, as opposed to the aimost inevitably bound
ddle markers, shows a remarkable iconic correlation with the function
he markers, in terms of the notion of distance: Reflexive forms show
¢ formal distance from the verb root, and at the same time exemplity,
heir semantic structure, a greater conceptual separation (and hence
ance) between the actor and acted-on entity. The latter, as we saw in the
mmatical Constructions section, are conceptually differentiated into
different participant roles. The middle, the form that is more formally
1d ap with the verb root, likewise signals an acted-on “entity” that is
conceptually separable from the actor—indeed, from the event itself.
conceptually fused participant displays minimal conceptual distance
tween its initiating and affected aspects.
oth of these two independently attested motivations, the iconic and the
omic, are operative in the case of the middle and reflexive and the
types of reciprocal, as Haiman showed. I would like to go mc.nwmq. and
y.that-conceptual distance is just one aspect of what we have amsﬁ:ﬁu_ma
degree of elaboration of events; and secondly, that the ooﬁo_mﬁos
ées beyond the categories Haiman considered to the broader domain of
nsitivity introduced in the section on Two Basic Event Structures.
t'st, let us consider what conceptual dimension is at issue in these
..ﬂwmoamm. Iconic motivation is operating not just in terms of distance, but
o-of what we might call “weight” or substance. Just as degree of formal
stance mirrors conceptual distance, degree of formal weight or substance
o corresponds to the degree of conceptual substance associated with
¢ respective semantic categories expressed by the two forms. The more
onceptual “material” there is in a given expression, the more formal
ubstance there will be to signal it. Formal substance comprises segmental
aterial and other phonological properties of a marker; morphological
ubstance is measured in terms of degree of morphological/lexical autonomy
degree of boundness and invariability); and syntactic substance in terms
f syntactic autonomy and degree of constituency. Conceptual substance
orresponds to the degree of elaboration of an event: how distinct are the
articipants, from one another and from the event itself (this is degree of

ICONICITY

We saw in the section on Grammatical Constructions in an Intermediat
Domain that in languages having both a reflexive and a middle marke
these two forms align in a predictable way with the two categories they
express. The marking associated with the category of reflexive is recurrently:
associated with greater phonological substance, compared to the form used
for the middle, which is phonologically lighter. Haiman (1983) pointed out
this basic contrast, and explained it in terms of two functional motivations
iconic and economic motivation. U . U
Economic motivation refers to the tendency, found in communication
systems, to minimize formal signals for known or predictable information
An illustration is found in e-mail addresses, which in the United States do
not have a country code suffixed to them. Hrm.msﬂm_smﬂ began as a mode of
communication within the United States, so the country of destination was.
predictable and thus did not need to be overtly signaled. When computer
outside the United States began to be linked to the Internet, non-U.S
addresses were the “unexpected” case, and country codes bégan to be added
to clarify the destination. R R T TR UE S
According to Haiman (1983), the light marker is phonologically: light
because the identity of actor and acted-on participants is predictable, i
fact inherent to body action and naturally reciprocal verbs, Thus such verbs’
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-distinguishability of participants): to what extent are the event . it gt at humarn  language recurrently  provides
apart” into temporally separable subevents (degree of distinguishability o . . I & conceptual dimension’ like : degree of
events); and most generally, what and how many things, roles, and relations ability. Instead of having a simple one-versus two-
are identified in the conceptualization the speaker wants to get across or ; ‘in ‘clause structure, which would presumably be
to understand. It is this “pulling apart” of Pparticipants, elaborating them ounded:in some human cognitive ability to perceive that either one or two
into conceptual units in their own right, that gives the effect of adding ings (or groups of things) are carrying out particular roles in an event,
conceptual distance to an expression. ” languages overwhelmingly tend to add a third category, the reflexive. The
When we think about it, a general correlation between degree -of lexive covers cases that are two-participant-like, yet also one-participant-
elaboration of events, and the amount of formal substance used to talk about '+ Acperson acting on him or herselfis clearly just one entity, but it is one that,
the events, makes functional sense. We can expect that speakers will reach. y fulfilling two participant roles in the same event, effectively functions like
for more linguistic material to express the .events and participants they: entities. Then, a smaller number of languages have a fourth grammatical
wish to place in the forefront of consciousness and attention, and will leave ategory for an even more subtly “in-between” category, the middle, which is
unexpressed or minimally expressed those aspects of the scene that are gned to express situations in which there is only one participant, but one
not, for whatever reason, placed in the communicative foreground. If the. t is'conceived as in some measure internally complex.
reason for this attentional backgrounding happens to be that such aspects: Asecond noteworthy result is that the scale of transitivity, which had been
are alreads known or predictable, then we have a convergence between und independently to be of importance in human language, correlates with
iconic and economic motivations. - e mote general conceptual dimension of degree of elaboration of events.
What is interesting about the particular correlations found inthe reflexive and- he categories of reflexive and middle exist in order to express divergences
middle domain (and the reciprocal domain) is that they go beyond a general o from. canonical or archetypal event types falling at opposite extremes
rough correlation between amount of form and amount of content. In this case ong the scale of semantic transitivity, which correlates directly with a
we find that some significant subset of languages has developed a grammatical scale of relative degree of elaboration of events. Marking systems in the

opposition between minimally contrasting pairs associated with rather fine reflexive/middle domain integrally involve alternative conceptualizations
distinctions in degree of elaboration and, moreover, these precise distinctions C
are cross-linguistically recurrent. These facts ‘suggest that this particular:
correlation has a specific function. What this function is, is not -obvious, but
Wwe can suggest as a first hypothesis that such a strong and precise iconic
correlation in the realm of reflexive, reciprocal, and middle semantics pethaps
makes the associated conceptual distinctions and their corresponding forms
casier to learn and/or process. The correlation tight have a partially redundant
communicative function such that, in effect, the amount of formal substance of
the linguistic form helps to actually signal the amount of conceptual substance
comprising the event to be communicated. -

The question of the function of iconicity and economy in the learning
and processing of language has been barely: recognized as an issue in
linguistics, let alone explored in any detail. ‘Yet such investigation promises:
to shed light on one of the most fascinating aspects of human cogaition,
and one which may link human communication ‘Tunctionally with the
communicative systems of other organisms. . : :

ing such differences in conceptualization, but the variation is highly
constrained by the underlying conceptual system.
hus we have a situation in which (a) humans make a finer-grained
et -of conceptual distinctions than would be warranted by the sheer
erceptual differentiation between one entity versns two; (b) the
ge of conceptual distinctions is potentially infinite, because once
ut loose from perception, all degrees of variation in conceptual event
tructure along the relevant parameters are logically possible; yet (c)
only a maximum of four distinct grammatical categories are found
in'the languages of the world to express differentiations in degree of
articipant distinguishability and more generally elaboration of events.
The attested variation in languages as to precisely which types of
situations are grammatically distinguished in the reflexive/middle realm
is thus sharply limited, both by the semantic parameters defining the
variation space, and also by the semantic relations between the various
categories. Categories closest to oné another semantically are the ones
ound to be grouped together in terms of grammatical expression,
The immediate significance of the analysis presented here is that it has
allowed us some insight into the question of what is universal about certain

SOME RESULTS AND OOZOHGEOZM...

Having examined the range of possibilities ‘in"marking paiterns in the
semantic domain of reflexive and: middle ‘marking, we can draw some
interesting conclusions about human conceptual organization.




with specific, describable categories of human'thought.-
In addition, the -analysis raises some far broader @cnm:osmw ”_Eo_cmE
the following: What is the role of iconicity ‘and economy in grammatica
structure, and to what extent do these and other functional motivations link
language with other communication systems? (For some discussion of thes
motivations in biological systems, see Haiman, 1994). In regard to the degre:
of elaboration of events, is attunement to this conceptual dimension species
specific; and if so, where does it come from? Is it acquired experientially,
~ and if so, how? Similarly for the apparent limit on the number of categorial
distinctions in this conceptual realm: Why is there such a limitation, and:
in what way does it relate to our general conceptual make-up? Regardin;
the most mmbﬁ.m_ ability supporting these conceptual attunements an
constraints, is human beings’ capacity for alternate construal of situations
shared togny degree by other species? Or is such conceptual flexibility a:
hallmark of humanity?
I have not answered these broader questions here, but T hope to have
succeeded in the more immediate aim of demonstrating the potential for-
the study of cognitive language typology to shed light on human conceptua
capacities and the categorization of experience,
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cial Interaction and Grammar

oﬁmﬁaa we mrmam some of what we find valuable about the study of
nimar as sets of practices adapted to social interaction. Clearly, we are
ot able to cover all the fascinating and fruitful research that has appeared
this area in recent years, but we hope, through several examples from our
n work and through references to other research, to spark further interest
the reader. To begin with, let us consider how we conceive of grammar
Tomasello, M. (1992). First verbs: A case study of early grammatical development; ‘then how that relates to the centrality of social interaction as a major
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. : habitat to which grammar is adapted.
Tomasello, M. (2000). The cultural origins of human cognition. Cambridge, M . In interactional settings, we can see grammar “at work.” By studying
Harvard University Press. people talking, we can gain a anowmw appreciation of what grammar must
Tomasello, M., & Call, J. (1997). Primate cognition. New York: Oxford :@nzaaé.” be understood to be. Three major contributions to our understanding of
Press. immar have arisen from this focus on grammar at work.
Underhill, R. (1976). Turkish grammar. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press. The first of these is, in our opinion, one of the most significant
Velazequez, M. (1996), The grammar of possession: Inalienability, incorporation b:_g:o:m to recent linguistic scholarship, a view of linguistic structure
and possessor ascension in Guarani. (Studies in Language Companion Series, uw.. m as rooted in, and shaped by, everyd ’ 1
Amrordam: Bejarmite A yday language use (Bybee, 1995,
Wierzbicka, A. (1992). Semantics, culture, and noméza: Univarsal human ngnmﬁ 98, 2001, in muH.Mmm Hopper, 1987; Langacker, 1987). This process of
in culture-specific configurations. New York: Oxwoa G::.E.EQ wa@mm. ammaticization” is an ongoing one. Thus grammar cannot be a fixed
mezw of human brains, but is emergent, constanly undergoing revision
mm.: is deployed and redesigned in everyday talk.
The second is a recognition that if linguistics is to include an accounting
or- Hmzmsmmm in everyday use, then its perspective on the nature of
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