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Reflexive permissives and the middle voice
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The article deals with the ‘permissive middle’, a permissive construction charac-
terized by the coincidence of the permittor and the embedded clause patient (as
in They allowed themselves to be cheated) and belonging to the middle voice in the
sense that its formal markers, though originating as reflexive pronouns, have lost
their original reflexive function. Such permissive middles can be clearly set apart
from permissive reflexives in those languages which have a formal differentiation
of reflexive pronouns proper and originally reflexive markers that have shifted to
middle or mediopassive function. The data of the Baltic languages are used in the
article to illustrate the formal properties of permissive middles (a characteristic
feature is the oscillation between reflexive marking on the matrix verb and on
the embedded verb) and the tendencies in their development. Permissive middles
are also shown to be attested outside Baltic, e.g. in East Slavonic. The second part
of the article is devoted to a discussion of the place of the permissive middle on
the semantic map of the middle voice, and in particular to its relationship to the
‘curative’ middle (the ‘causative-reflexive’).
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1. Introductory remarks’

Like East Slavonic and Scandinavian, the Baltic languages have developed
affixal reflexive marking which, after losing the properly reflexive func-
tion (by which I mean the use of the relevant markers in prototypically re-
flexive constructions of the type I see myself in the mirror), mainly conveys
meanings belonging to the semantic domain of the middle voice (on this
semantic domain cf. Kemmer 1993), though (especially in East Slavic and
Scandinavian) further development towards passive function also occurs.

In this article I pause over the consequences which the loss of prop-
erly reflexive functions has in one particular type of constructions, viz.
reflexive permissive constructions of the type he allowed himself to be
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cheated. As the affixal markers lose the properly reflexive function, they
should also be ousted from the reflexive permissive construction. In fact,
they survive but I argue (in section 2) they have evolved into a type of
middle-voice constructions, the permissive middle. In section 3 I give an
overview of the formal varieties of permissive middles in contemporary
Latvian and Old Lithuanian. Section 4 discusses the syntactic implications
of the rise of a permissive middle. Special types of complementation of
permissive constructions (participial and finite) are discussed in sections
5 and 6, whereas section 7 deals with non-clausal complementation. Sec-
tion 8 provides evidence for the existence of a permissive middle outside
Baltic, viz. in East Slavonic. In section 9 I discuss the place of the permis-
sive middle on the semantic map of middle-voice reflexives. Section 10
briefly deals with semantic developments leading beyond the permissive
use (towards modal meanings), and section 11 presents some conclusions.

2. Introduction

A permissive construction will here be understood as a complementation
construction in which a permissive manipulative verb like allow, permit
is used with a clausal complement (on manipulative complement-taking
predicates see Noonan 2007, 136-137). It is to be noted that the manipu-
lative type of complement-taking verbs does not exclude verbal acts of
authorization, but does not specifically refer to them; rather, the ‘manipu-
lation’ will usually be situational though possibly also including some
extent of verbal interaction. A reflexive permissive construction will here
be understood as one in which the permittee is allowed to do something
to the permittor (not one in which permittor and permittee coincide):

(1) Lithuanian
[tai vienur tai kitur]

miisy kaim-o tams-iis Zmon-és
our country-GEN.SG ignorant-NOM.PL.M people-NOM.PL
leidzia  save apgau-ti jvair-iems

let.prs.3 self.Aacc deceive-INF various-DAT.PL.M

spekuliant-ams [...]

speculator-DAT.PL

‘Here and there our ignorant countryfolk allow themselves to be
deceived by various speculators.’ (Trimitas 41 (111), 1922)
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Reflexive permissives and the middle voice

If, for the time being, we assume that in this construction no process
of clausal union has occurred, then the syntactic structure of a sentence
like (1) can be represented as follows:

(2) S
/\
NP VP
M
\Y NP S
/\
NP VP
/N
\Y% NP

tamsiis Zzmonés, leidZia jvairiems spekuliantamsj PRO, apgauti ~ save,

The structure is (still on the above assumption) bi-clausal. The permis-
sive verb selects a nominal ‘permittee’ complement as well as a clausal
complement whose covert subject is controlled by the permittee, and the
object, as being coreferential with the matrix clause subject (the permit-
tor), is reflexivized.? It is interesting to note (and will prove to be impor-
tant in the context of this article), that this type of reflexive construction
differs in an essential way from what we could call the prototypical re-
flexive construction. The latter could be illustrated with (3):

(3) Lithuanian
Mat-au save veidrod-yje.
see-Prs.1sG self.Acc mirror-Loc.sG
‘I see myself in the mirror.’

In (3), the same verb assigns a semantic role to the reflexivized argu-
ment and to its controller (the subject). In (1), on the other hand, two
different verbs determine the properties of the reflexivized argument: the
embedded infinitive (apgauti) assigns a semantic role to the reflexivized
argument, whereas the matrix clause verb (leidZia) assigns a semantic role
to its controller.

2This is an instance of long-distance reflexivization, a phenomenon that has received quite
some attention in the literature, cf. Koster & Reuland, eds. (1991). The extent of this pheno-
menon in Lithuanian has not been investigated.
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Now let us compare with (1) example (4) from Latvian:

(4) Latvian
Pat-s vainig-s, ka lav-ies
self-Nom.sGg.M guilty-Nom.sG.m that allow-PST.2SG.RFL
aplaupi-t-ies.
rob-INF-RFL
‘It’s your own fault you allowed yourself to be robbed.”

At a first glance, the difference with regard to (1) reduces to the fact
that the reflexive markers in (4) are affixal, whereas (1) has an orthotonic
reflexive pronoun presumably occupying (again, on the assumption that
no syntactic restructuring has occurred) a syntactic argument position. It
is also interesting that this reflexive marking occurs on both verbs, viz.
matrix clause verb and embedded infinitive; I will return to this later. The
most remarkable thing, however, is the very fact that reflexive markers
on the verb can at all be used here. In both contemporary Baltic languages
the affixal reflexive marker, which has developed through accretion of
an originally enclitic reflexive pronoun to the verb, has lost its original
reflexive function; whereas reflexive verbs (verbs with the affixal reflex-
ive marker) have a large array of other meanings, in properly reflexive
function only the orthotonic reflexive pronouns can be used. In order to
avoid confusion, I use the gloss ‘self’ for the orthotonic reflexive pronoun,
reserving RrL for the reflexive marker on the verb:

(5) Lithuanian

(=3) Mat-au save (*matau-si) veidrod-yje.
see-Prs.1sG self.Acc see.PRS.1SG-RFL Mirror-Loc.sG
‘I see myself in the mirror.’

(6) Skut-uo-si pries veidrod-j.
shave-prs.1sG-RrL in.front.of mirror-acc.sG
‘I shave in front of the mirror.’

Whereas (5) is a prototypical instance of reflexivization, (6) is not
properly reflexive, as shown by the English equivalent shave (rather than
shave oneself): the identity of agent and patient being the default case
here, such ‘grooming’ situations are often interpreted as middle, with

3 http://www.tvnet.lv/zinas/viedokli/518240-virzot_usakovu_premjera_amatam_saskana_
megina_piesaistit_latviesu_veletajus/comments/page/2
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the patient not singled out as a separate syntactic argument marked for
coreferentiality with the subject, as in see oneself (on this difference be-
tween reflexives and middles cf. Kemmer 1993, 41-94). The type of situ-
ation reflected in (6) is referred to as the ‘grooming’ type in the semantic
map of reflexives in Haspelmath (2003), a map at least partly based on
Geniusiené’s (1987) work on reflexives and on Kemmer’s (1993) work on
the middle voice. Grooming-type reflexives (together with body-motion
reflexives) are intermediate between reflexives proper (which reflect the
coreference of two conceptually distinct arguments) and anticausative
reflexives (which reflect one-place predicates):

Fig. 1. Partial semantic map of reflexives (from Haspelmath 2003)

full reflexive grooming anticausative potential passive
(saw himself (he shaved) (the door (the bread cuts
in the mirror) opened) easily)

For purposes of comparison, I cite the equivalents of these sentences
in Polish, where verbs occurring with the enclitic reflexive pronoun sie
can still be used in properly reflexive function, though the construction
with the orthotonic pronoun siebie is just as common even without special
emphasis; apart from that, Polish si¢ also has the middle-voice functions
characteristic of the Baltic reflexive affix (in this case the use of the ortho-
tonic reflexive pronoun siebie would hardly be possible):

(7) Polish
Widz-¢ sie / siebie w lustrz-e.
see-PRS.1sG RFL / self.Acc in mirror-Loc.sG
‘I see myself in the mirror.’

(8) Gole sie (*siebie) przed lustr-em.
shave-prs.1sG RrL self.Acc in.front.of mirror-iNs.sG
‘I shave in front of the mirror.’

And, of course, the same enclitic pronoun si¢ is used in permissive
constructions of the type illustrated in (1):

(9) Polish
Starsz-y pan nie da-t sie
elderly-NoM.sG.M gentleman.NOM.SG NEG give-PsT.M[3] RFL
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oszuka-¢  falszyw-emu  bratank-owi.

deceive-INF fake-DAT.SG.M nephew-DAT.SG

‘The elderly gentleman did not allow himself to be deceived by
the fake nephew.”

Whereas (9) could be represented syntactically in the way illustrated in
(2), it is extremely doubtful whether such a representation would be pos-
sible in the case of (4). If the Latvian affixal reflexive marker has lost the
properly reflexive function, this must mean that it is not able any more to
function as a full anaphoric pronoun occupying a syntactic argument posi-
tion. Now the possibility for the reflexive pronoun to occupy a syntactic
argument position is a condition for it to occur in a syntactic structure as
in (2). This means that (4) cannot have the structure shown in (2).

Two things should be clarified here. First, my claim concerning the
loss of properly reflexive function is not in itself based on changes in
formal marking. I am not assuming that, since the reflexive pronoun has
developed into an affixal marker in Baltic, this must mean the reflexive
meaning has been lost. Faltz (1977, 4-5, 60) already emphasizes that,
though affixation of reflexive markers often reflects a long development
process accompanied by a shift from reflexive to middle meanings, this
does not mean reflexive markers cannot be affixal, and he cites the exam-
ple of Lakhota as a language that has affixal markers in properly reflexive
function. The only way of establishing whether a marker is reflexive is to
see whether it can be used in prototypically reflexive contexts such as (3)
(this example with the verb ‘see’, by the way, coincides with Faltz’ test
case for a prototypical reflexive construction). If it cannot be, then this
means that the reflexive marking cannot occupy a syntactic argument
position any more, even if it has not yet become an affix; in fact, it is
quite possible (though not of concern here) that the Baltic reflexive mark-
ers were still clitics rather than affixes at the moment when they lost the
properly reflexive function.®

Secondly, it is often found that a marker of some category loses its
core use while retaining some of its peripheral uses. So, for instance, the

4 http://www.dziennikbaltycki.pl/artykul /77707 3,gdansk-starszy-pan-nie-dal-sie-oszukac-
falszywemu-bratankowi-telefon-odebrali-straznicy-miejscy,id,t. html?cookie = 1

5 In fact it is not quite clear whether the reflexive markers of Lithuanian have completely
lost their original status as clitics and have become purely affixal; for some discussion cf.
Holvoet (2015b).
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possessive construction man yra ‘mihi est’ has fallen out of use in Lithua-
nian in its core function, possession of objects like houses, money, cattle
etc. (here it has been replaced with turéti ‘have’), but has been retained in
peripheral domains like ‘having a disease’, ‘having a bad temper’, ‘having
an appointment’ etc. Could one not argue the reflexive function of the
Baltic affixal reflexive marker has been retained in a peripheral domain
while having been lost in its core use? The answer must be, in this in-
stance, in the negative because of the syntactic aspects of the difference
between the properly reflexive function and other (middle-voice) func-
tions of an originally reflexive marker. Properly reflexive markers can be
of two types: some represent a semantic argument but do not occupy a
syntactic argument position, while others are pronouns (enclitic or not),
in which case they represent semantic arguments and also occupy a syn-
tactic argument position. If a reflexive marker can mark coreferentiality
with the main clause subject while being assigned a semantic role in an
embedded clause, it must be of the second type, i.e. it must be a reflexive
pronoun occupying an argument position. This clearly entails a properly
reflexive function also within a simple clause, when a reflexive pronoun is
assigned a semantic role by the same verb by whose subject it is control-
led. When the reflexive pronoun loses its ability to occupy an argument
position in the main clause, this is bound to have consequences for reflex-
ive pronouns belonging to embedded clauses (though controlled by the
main clause subject) as well.

For the reasons just expounded the loss of the original reflexive func-
tion by the enclitic reflexive marker should entail its replacement with
the orthotonic reflexive pronoun also in the reflexive permissive construc-
tion, because if the reflexive pronoun loses the ability to occupy an ar-
gument position, this must also affect that of the object in complement
clauses as in (1). Not surprisingly, we find the orthotonic reflexive pro-
noun, rather than an affixal reflexive marker, in Lithuanian sentence (1)
from which I started my argument.

In view of the above we must come to the conclusion that the Latvian
construction in (4) cannot be described as reflexive in the sense (1) and
(3) can be described as reflexive. The reflexive marking reflects a certain
type of middle-voice marking, similar to the grooming type reflected in
(6). The reflexive marker does not represent an anaphoric pronoun but
functions as a kind of grammatical marking along with other kinds of
grammatical functions of the reflexive marker within the semantic do-
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main referred to as the middle voice. At the same time this type of mid-
dle-voice reflexive marking cannot be identified with any of the types
hitherto singled out and located on the semantic map of middle-voice
reflexives. I will refer to it as ‘the permissive middle’, and most of this
article will be devoted to it.

The changes discussed here are driven by a process of grammaticaliza-
tion of the reflexive marker, which develops beyond its original reflexive
function. This process should be set apart from processes of grammati-
calization of the permissive construction as such, which are the principal
object of von Waldenfels’ important study of constructions with ‘give’ in
Slavonic (von Waldenfels 2012). However, the effects of the two grammat-
icalization processes cannot always be clearly separated; this could prob-
ably be said, e.g., about the processes of syntactic restructuring discussed
in section 4 below, though it is argued here that the grammaticalization of
the reflexive marker has been the driving force in these processes.

3. The permissive middle in Baltic

Lithuanian examples like (5) and (6) reflect a process in which a reflexive
pronoun loses its ability to occupy an argument position and becomes
a grammatical marker. Concomitantly, it develops from clitic reflexive
pronoun to clitic grammatical marker and finally to affixal grammatical
marker. As noted above, these processes need not be exactly parallel (an
affixal marker may retain the properly reflexive function), but, at any
rate, in Lithuanian a stage has been reached at which there is a clear func-
tional difference between an orthotonic reflexive pronoun capable of oc-
cupying an argument position, and an affixal marker devoid of this ability
and functioning as a grammatical marker expressing various meanings in
the semantic domain of the middle voice. The same applies to Latvian, as
shown by (10) and (11), the counterparts of (5) and (6):

(10) Latvian
Es redz-u sevi (*redz-o0-s) spogul-i.
1sG.NoM see-PRS.1sG self.Acc see-PRS.1SG-RFL mirror-LOC.SG
‘I see myself in the mirror.’

(11) Es skuj-o-s spogul-a prieks-a.
1sc.NoMm shave-PRS.1SG-RFL mirror-GeN.sG front-Loc
‘I shave in front of the mirror.’
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The process by which a reflexive pronoun loses its status of anaphoric
pronoun and becomes a grammatical marker (shifting, in the process, to
middle-voice meanings) occurs in the core domain of reflexive marking,
the simple clause. There can be, in this case, no indeterminacy as to the
verb to which the affixal reflexive marker will accrete: it will be the verb
whose subject controls reflexivity and which also assigns a semantic role
to the reflexive pronoun. When this process occurs within the clausal
domain, it must also have repercussions in those instances in which the
reflexive pronoun is controlled across clause boundaries, viz. in the per-
missive construction. Here, however, the reflexive pronoun will not, in
the process of its transition to a grammatical marker, find a natural locus
in which to affixalize. As mentioned above, this reflexive marker is as-
sociated with the matrix clause verb in virtue of being controlled by its
subject and with the embedded infinitive in virtue of being assigned a se-
mantic role by it. The result will be an oscillation with regard to the locus
of affixalization. This is perfectly illustrated by the Latvian examples. In
permissive constructions as illustrated by (4), the reflexive marker may
accrete to the matrix verb, as in (12), to the embedded infinitive, as in
(13), or to both, as in (14):

(12) Latvian
[Citadi biis ka manam draugam, tagad noZélo, ]
ka ne-lav-as pieruna-t nopirk-t
that NEG-allow-psT.3.RFL persuade-INF buy-INF
darg-ak-u model-i.
expensive-comMp-Acc.sG model-Acc.sG
‘[Otherwise you will experience the same as my friend, who
now regrets] he didn’t allow himself to be persuaded to buy a
more expensive model.”

(13) Ne-vajadzeja laut iebiede-t-ies,
NEG-be.needed.pst.3 allow.INF intimidate-INF-RFL
[reali Tev ir fiziski uzbrukts un izteikti nopietni draudi].
‘You shouldn’t have allowed yourself to be intimidated: [you
have in fact been physically assaulted and seriously threatened].”

° http://www.xc.lv/mtb/forums/viewtopic.php?pid = 251513
7 http://cosmo.lv/forums/topic/182172-psihopats-kaimins/
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14

Lai tie kreditor-i draud,
HORT DEM.NOM.PL.M creditor-NomM.pPL threaten.prs.3
ne-lauj-ie-s iebiede-t-ies.

NEG-allow-PRS.2sG-RFL intimidate-INF-RFL
‘Let those creditors utter threats, don’t allow yourself to be in-
timidated.’

Alongside these, new constructions with the orthotonic pronoun sevi

are used,

(15)

providing a parallel to the Lithuanian construction as in (1):

Latvian

[Starptautiska vides aizstavju organizdacija «Greenpeace» neparstdas
cinities par Arktikas glabSanu]

un ne-lau-s sevi iebiede-t.

and NEeg-allow-rut.3 self.acc intimidate-iNr

‘[The international environmental organization Greenpeace
will not cease fighting to save the Arctic] and will not allow
itself to be intimidated.”

And there are constructions where the orthotonic reflexive pronoun
occurs together with affixal marking on the verb. This reflexive marking
may be on one of the verbs, as in (16), but it may also be on both matrix

verb and

(16)

(17)

embedded infinitive, as in (17):

Maz-ais ari ne-lauja-s sevi
little-NoM.sG.M.DEF also NEG-allow.Prs.3-rrL self.Acc
iebiede-t.

intimidate-INF

‘The little one doesn’t allow himself to be intimidated either.”

Latvian

Es atceros, ka vel-a ruden-i
1sG.Nom remember.prs.1sG that late-Loc.sG autumn-Loc.sG
lavo-s sevi pierund-t-ies uz vin-a

allow.pst.1sG-RrL self.acc persuade-INF-RFL t0 3-GEN.SG.M
koncert-u...
concert-ACc.sG

8 http://www.tvnet.lv/zala_zeme/zala_dzive/482978-greenpeace_nelausot_krievijas_
gazprom _sevi_iebiedet

° https://twitter.com/vigants/status/247768668631613440
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‘T remember that in late autumn I allowed myself to be per-
suaded [to go] to a concert of his.’?

How can this co-occurrence of affixal markers and orthotonic reflex-
ive pronoun be accounted for? Presumably the orthotonic reflexive pro-
noun is an innovation which has been introduced alongside the older
construction with affixal reflexive markers, and the two types of marking
occasionally intermingle. Perhaps this new construction will eventually
oust the old one, but this need not necessarily be the case. Such a pro-
cess has, however, been almost completely accomplished in Lithuanian.
Old Lithuanian texts show a situation parallel to that just illustrated for
Latvian. The examples below are from the 17th-century Chylifiski Bible
(Kavalitinaite, ed., 2008). I here illustrate constructions with a reflexive
marker on the matrix verb (18), on the embedded infinitive (19), and on
both (20):

(18) Old Lithuanian

bet wardu mano WIESZPATS ne-si-dawiau
but name.ins.s¢ my  Lord NEG-RFL-give.PsT.15G
jems pagyrit.

3.pAT.PL.M know.INF
‘but by my name the Lord I did not make myself known to them’
cHoT, Ex. 6.2

(19) bet ne-dok pa-fi-Zyiit anamuy
but NEG-give.1MP.2SG PFX-RFL-Know.INF that.DAT.SG.M
Zmoguy
man.DAT.SG
‘but make not thyself known unto the man’ cuot, Ruth 3.3
(20) Jozefas galaufiey doda-$ pa-fi-Zyrit
Joseph.Nom.sG finally  give.PRS.3-RFL PFX-RFL-Know.INF
brolamus Jawo

brother.nAT.PL RPO
‘Joseph finally makes himself known to his brothers.” (cHor,
chapter summary for Gen. 45)

With example (18) compare the rendering of Ex. 6.2 in the modern Li-
thuanian Ecumenical Bible (Rubsys & Kavaliauskas 1999), which has the

10 http://www.tauta.lv/diskusijas/tema/?tid = 5039&pag = 7280
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same verb duoti ‘give, allow’ in the main clause, but uses the orthotonic
reflexive pronoun save:

(21) Lithuanian (modern)

bet vard-u ‘VIESPATS’ jiems ne-daviau saves
but name-ins.sG Lord 3.DAT.PL.M NEG-give.psT.1sG self.GEN
pazinti.

know.INF

At the initial stage of the reintroduction of the permissive reflexive
in the place of the permissive middle, affixal reflexive markers may evi-
dently be retained alongside the newly introduced orthotonic reflexive
pronoun, yielding mixed constructions as in (16), (17).

With regard to the Old Lithuanian constructions illustrated above the
question arises, of course, whether it is not possible that, at this earlier
stage of language development, the affixal reflexive markers still retained
their properly reflexive function, so that (18), (19), (20) were actually
permissive reflexives rather than permissive middles. This is not the case,
however: the present-day state of affairs with regard to the use of reflex-
ive forms in properly reflexive use had already been achieved, as can be
seen from the following pair of examples from the Chylinski Bible (com-
pared with the corresponding Dutch forms, as the Chyliriski Bible is based
on the 1637 Dutch Statenvertaling):

(22) Old Lithuanian
ir tujen  pakieley Jawe  Gatlwa and  wifo
and 2sc.NoMm exalt.psT.2sG self.Acc head.ins.sG above all.gen
‘and you have exalted yourself as head above all’ (1 Chron.

29.11)

Dutch ende ghy hebt u verhoocht tot een Hooft boven alles
(23) pakiete Karobli, teyp jog pa-fi-kiete wirfzun

lift.psT.3 ark.acc.sG so that prx-rrL-lift.psT.3 above

Ziames.

earth.GEN

‘lifted up the Ark so that it rose above the earth.’ (Gen. 7.17)
Dutch ende hieven de Arke op, so datse oprees boven der aerde.

These examples show the contrast between the reflexive pakelti save
‘exalt oneself’ (Dutch zich verhogen) and the body-motion middle or anti-
causative pasikelti ‘rise’ (Dutch oprijzen).
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The developments in Lithuanian and Latvian are thus parallel, but with
a time lag. Latvian is, in this instance, more conservative than Lithuanian:
to this day it has a fully productive permissive middle (though a reflexive
permissive has been introduced alongside it), whereas in Lithuanian the
corresponding constructions have fallen out of use. Isolated instances of
constructions similar to (12) may still be found, but they are rejected by
most native speakers of modern Lithuanian:

(24) Lithuanian (example courtesy of Jurgis Pakerys):
[Suol ir  svetim-iems leid%ia-si glosty-ti.
[dog.noM.sG] also strange-DAT.PL.M let.PRS.3-RFL stroke-INF
‘The dog allows itself to be stroked by strangers as well.”!!

In Latvian, and to a lesser extent in Lithuanian, constructions of the
type illustrated in (12), (13) and (14) are observed not only with strictly
permissive verbs, but also with verbs allowing of a more active, causative
interpretation. In Latvian these involve the verb likt, the usual meaning
of which is now ‘order’. For reflexive likties with the infinitive, however,
LLVV gives two meanings: either ‘order’ or ‘allow’. In both cases, however,
the constructions with reflexive marking on the verb are now obsolete,
and are characterized as such in rLvv. In the present-day language, only
the construction with the orthotonic reflexive pronoun sevi, without re-
flexive marking on the verbs, seems to be used as a productive construc-
tion, with likt in the meaning ‘order”:

(25) Latvian
Leja Bert-a nestitija vis  Sofer-i
downstairs PN-NOM.SG NEG.send.psT.3 pTC chauffeur-acc.sG
uz garaz-u, bet lika sevi aizvizinda-t majas.

to garage-acc.sG but order.pst.3 self drive-iNr home
‘Downstairs Berta did not dismiss the chauffeur to the garage
but ordered herself to be driven home.” (P. Rozitis, Ceplis)

Older texts also have constructions parallel to (12)—(14), with affixal
reflexive marking. These seem to have a meaning somewhat indetermi-
nate between the more passive ‘allow’ and the more active ‘order, have’.
I limit myself to one example with affixal marking on both matrix verb
and infinitive:

1 http://banga.tv3.1t/1t/2club.club_f reviews/161.613422.187..- =(1162369952)
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(26) Latvian
[MuiZnieku kazas ari muiZu kalpi sédas ap sevisku galdu]
un lika-s mielo-t-ies lidzigi muiZniek-iem,
and order.psT-RFL regale-INF-RFL like  squire-DAT.PL
[kurus tiem nevajadzéja apkalpot.]
‘[At a squire’s marriage the manor servants were also seated
around a separate table] and had themselves regaled like the
gentlefolk, [whom they didn’t have to wait upon.]’ (Teodors Zei-
ferts, 1922)

We may assume that, with likties, the choice between a purely passive
and a more active interpretation was contextually determined, much as,
say, in modern German constructions with lassen. At any rate, the degree
of activity reflected in what I am here discussing under the general cover
term of ‘permissive middle’, is a separate question with which I will not
be concerned here.

Lithuanian liepti ‘bid, order’ occurs in similar constructions, but they
are less well attested. The Chylinski Bible has attestations with reflexive
marking on the embedded infinitive, as in (27):

(27) Kial-ki-s ir liep-k ap-si-krykfSty-t,
raise-iMp.2sG-RFL and order-imp.2sG PFX-RFL-baptize-INF
ir numazgo-k griek-us  tawo

and wash.away-mmp.2sG sin-acc.pL your
‘Arise and be baptized and wash away your sins’ cunT Acts 22.16
Dutch: staet op ende laet u doopen

A final point to be mentioned in this overview of the Baltic permissive
middle is the sporadic attestation of a ‘datival’ permissive middle. In both
Baltic languages (though in Latvian the feature is now obsolete but for
a few completely lexicalized instances) the affixal reflexive marker can
have datival function; in this case the reflexive marker does not detran-
sitivize the verb and just marks the fact that the subject does something
for his own benefit (or to his own detriment), or is in some way affected
by his action:

(28) Lithuanian
Jon-as uz-si-déjo kepur-e¢ ir iSéjo.
John-NOM.SG PFX-RFL-put.psT.3 cap-Acc.sG and go_out.psT.3
‘John put on his cap and walked out.’

22



Reflexive permissives and the middle voice

One can find occasional instances of a datival permissive middle, in
which the reflexive marker on the main verb and the embedded infinitive
reflects the affectedness of the permittor. The following example is from
a Latvian fairy tale:

(29) Latvian
[Otru nakti vecene tapat klusinam piendca pie puisa gultas un mau-
ca vinam iemauktus galva, |
bet puis-is ne-lava-s uzmauk-t-ies.
but boy-Nom.sG NEG-allow.PsT.3-RFL put_on-INF-RFL
‘[The following night the old woman once more moved quietly
close to the boy’s bed and tried to put the bridle on his head,]
but the boy didn’t allow [it] to be put onto him.’ vp, vii, i, 656, 5.

The object iemauktus is ellipsed as being contextually retrievable, but
the verb uzmaukties is transitive here. Instances like this are rare, and they
probably had no noticeable influence on the development of the permis-
sive middle.

4. Syntactic interpretation

The shift from a permissive reflexive construction to a reflexive middle
had certain inevitable syntactic consequences. The position of the origi-
nal reflexive pronoun was lost, and a syntactic restructuring had to occur.
The exact syntactic nature of the restructured construction is not the main
topic of this article, and it cannot be discussed in much detail. At any rate
it should be noted that, if syntactic restructuring was inevitable in con-
structions with the affixal reflexive marker due to the loss of an argument
position for an embedded clause object, it does not follow that there is no
restructuring in constructions with the reflexive pronoun, as illustrated in
(1). We cannot exclude the possibility of a syntactic restructuring involv-
ing, for instance, the rise of a complex verb phrase (with the manipulative
verb becoming auxiliarized) still retaining a syntactic object position for
the reflexive pronoun. I will not enter upon a discussion of this possibil-
ity, emphasizing only that, if in clauses with a properly reflexive pronoun
restructuring is possible, in instances of affixal reflexive markers incapa-
ble of occupying a direct object position it is inevitable.

The syntactic restructuring we must assume to have occurred in the
permissive middle construction is likely to have been a factor in its reten-
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tion after the introduction of a new marker in properly reflexive func-
tion. The scenario can be reconstructed more or less as follows. When
the old reflexive marker loses its reflexive function, the permissive reflex-
ive becomes a permissive middle, in which the reflexive clitic/affix is a
grammatical marker. The introduction of the new reflexive marker in the
core domain of reflexive marking, the simple clause, leads or may lead
to its introduction in permissive constructions. However, the permissive
middle construction cannot simply be renewed by introduction of the
new reflexive marker instead of the old one because syntactic structure
has changed in the meantime, and no direct object position is available
for the new reflexive marker. A new reflexive permissive construction
is therefore created alongside the permissive middle. Both may co-exist
and to a certain extent intermingle, with redundant middle-voice mark-
ing introduced into the new permissive reflexive construction, as shown
in Latvian example (17). If the permissive middle is eventually ousted by
the permissive reflexive, as has occurred in modern Lithuanian, this is
because the old permissive middle has fallen into disuse, not because it
has been transformed into a permissive reflexive.

Syntactic restructuring may manifest itself in several ways; one is
word order, another is morphosyntactic valency. Sentential word order
being quite free in Baltic, we cannot hope to draw much evidence from
it. We should note that even in the original reflexive permissive construc-
tion illustrated by (1), word order does not exactly correspond to that
shown in the tree diagram in (2), without this being sufficient grounds
for assuming syntactic restructuring: word order is determined to a large
extent by relative weight, and if the object of the embedded clause were a
slightly heavier nominal constituent like ugsienio turistai ‘foreign tourists’
rather than a personal or reflexive pronoun, it would certainly follow the
infinitive as shown in diagram (2).

Morphosyntactic valency is more likely to provide evidence. It is known
that French and German causative constructions show certain types of ar-
gument marking that are not licenced by the separate components of the
causative construction, viz. the causative verb and the embedded infini-
tive (examples cited from Noonan 2007, 84-85, with Noonan’s glosses):

(30) Roger laissera manger les pommes a Marie.
Roger let.3sG.Fut eat.inF the apples to Marie
‘Roger will let Marie eat the apples.’
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(31) Roger laissera  donner les livres a Jean par Marie.
Roger let.3sG.FuT give.INF the books to John by Marie
‘Roger will let Marie give the books to John.’

Neither a Marie in (30) nor par Marie in (31) could be licenced sepa-
rately by the verbs entering the causative constructions. Similar evidence
of this kind seems to be available in Latvian, which seems to show a clear
difference between constructions with the orthotonic pronoun sevi and
those with reflexive marking on either of the verbs. If an orthotonic pro-
noun is used, the verb [aut seems to retain its usual valency, i.e. it assigns
dative case to the permittee. To illustrate the usual case assignment with
laut, T give an example of a construction with [aut not involving reflexivi-
zation in (32), and a reflexivized variety in (33):

(32) Nelaujiet draug-iem un rad-iem buco-t
NEG.allow.mmp.2pL friend-pAT.pL and relative-pAT.pL kiss-INF
jis-u  bern-us!
2pL-GEN child-acc.rL
‘Don’t allow your friends and relatives to kiss your children.”?

(33) Latvian

Kapéc jirmal-niek-i lauj sevi aplaupi-t
why pLN-dweller-Nnom.sG allow.prs.3 self.acc rob-Inr
Kreml-a varz-ai?

Kremlin-GEN.SG gang-DAT.SG
‘Why do the Jurmala dwellers allow themselves to be robbed by
a gang from the Kremlin?’13

When there is no reflexive pronoun, however, just reflexive marking,
we usually find, instead of the dative normally assigned by the verb laut
to its animate argument, a permittee marked by the preposition no ‘from’
(cf. the use of permittee phrases marked with przez ‘through, by’ instead
of the dative in Polish, von Waldenfels 2012, 134-140):

(34) Latvian
[Ja Jiis velaties So béerninu, tad]

12 http://apollo.tvnet.lv/zinas/mate-bridina-nelaujiet-radiniekiem-un-draugiem-bucot-jusu-
bernus/705873

13 http://www.tvnet.lv/zinas/viedokli/513824-jaunais_vilnis_nav_privats_pasakums_tas_ir_
kremla_melno_kaku_desants/comments/page/9
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ne-lauj-iet-ies iebiede-t-ies no puis-a un
NEG-allow-1mp.2pL-RFL intimidate-INF-RFL by boy-Gen.sG and
vin-a gimen-es,

3-GeN.sG.M family-Gen.sG
‘[If you want this child then] don’t allow yourself to be intimi-
dated by [your] boyfriend and his family.’

True, this prepositional construction is not the only possible one. One
sometimes finds a dative as well:

(35)

Latvian

[Un, protams, svars aug un attistiba notiek “ka péc gramatas”,
vis-am tant-em patik un labprat

all-paT.PL.F aunt-DAT.PL please.prs.3 and willingly

lauja-s vin-am  rok-ds nem-t.

allow.pPrs.3-RFL 3-DAT.PL.F hand-Loc.pL take-INF

‘[And, of course, [his] weight increases and [his] development
proceeds according to the book;] all aunties like him and he al-
lows himself to be taken in the arms by them.**

This datival pattern is, however, rare. A Google search for laut/lauties

iebiedeties ‘allow oneself to be intimidated’, carried out on November 20,
2015, yielded 12 instances of constructions with no, and none with the
dative. Could this pattern be restricted to the construction with the reflex-
ive marking instead of reflexive pronoun with the infinitive? One exam-
ple with no used in a construction with the orthotonic pronoun sevi was

also found:
(36) Latvian
Sieviet-es, beidziet laut sevi iebiede-t
woman-NoM.PL stop.iMp.2pL allow.INF self.Acc intimidate-INF
no tevin-u rupjib-am!

by male-Gen.PL impertinence-pAT.PL
‘Women, stop allowing yourselves to be intimidated by the im-
pertinences of males!’'®

The introduction of a type of case marking not normally licenced by

the verb

laut suggests that syntactic restructuring has taken place. The

14 http://lv.kkm.lv/modules.php?name = Content&pa = showpage&pid = 595

15 attiecibas.jautajums.lv/454781
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agent phrase introduced by no is evidently selected as an optional com-
plement by the construction lauties iebiedéties as a whole. The line of di-
vision is, it should be admitted, not quite neat: one sometimes finds the
construction with no alongside an orthotonic reflexive pronoun, and the
dative is not excluded if there is only affixal reflexive marking on the
infinitive. Yet this does not seem to contradict the hypothesis that the
change in case marking might reflect a syntactic restructuring.

It is interesting to note that agent phrases with no also used to occur in
passive constructions. Up to the 19th century, agent phrases introduced
by no occurred in passive constructions in the written language, probably
under the influence of German agent phrases with von. In the 20th cen-
tury this agented passive was ousted from the standard language, where
only agentless passives are admitted (for details see Holvoet 2007, 166—
171). However this may be, agent phrases with no seem to have remained
available outside the passive construction.

In Old Lithuanian, the dative assignment otherwise characteristic of
duoti ‘give, allow’ is also retained in constructions with reflexive marking
on the verb:

(37) 0Old Lithuanian

Ziednam weiuj / ir pagundimamus  fSietond /
NO0.DAT.SG.M Wind.DAT.sG and temptation.DAT.PL Satan.GEN.SG
ne tur duotis patdnkt ir nufmerkt

NEG must.Prs.3 give.INF.RFL bend.INF and destroy.INF

KN SE 76,21-22

‘[Your faith] should not let itself be bent and destroyed by any
wind, by any temptation of Satan.’

Constructions with nuo for encoding the permittee are not completely
unattested in Old Lithuanian; we find them, e.g., in Chyliniski, but their
authenticity may be doubted, as they seem to adhere closely to the model
of the Dutch source text, which has a construction with van:

(38) Old Lithuanian
ir dawes isiprafzyt WIESZPATS nog jo
and give.psT.3.RFL entreat.INF Lord.nom from 3.GEN.sG.M
‘and the Lord was entreated of him’ (cHot, Gen. 25.21)
Dutch ende de HEERE liet sich van hem verbidden
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Other authors, e.g. Dauksa, do not seem to have this construction,
using only the dative instead. One wonders whether, analogously, the
Latvian construction in (32) does not echo the German construction lass
dich nicht von deinem Freund einschiichtern. This seems quite possible but
need not affect our syntactic analysis. The syntactic restructuring, which
seems likely, could have created the preconditions for a syntactic borrow-
ing from German, if such a borrowing is indeed involved.

A tentative structural description of the reorganized permissive con-
struction as illustrated, e.g., in (34) could be as in (39). This structural
description does not assume clausal union; such an assumption would be
possible but not indispensible.

(39) S
NP, VP
N
\Y% S PP
N{\VP
meitene,  lavas PI‘KOI. iebie‘déties no puisa

‘The girl allowed herself to be intimidated by the boy.’

Here the predicate-taking verb would be lexically specified for corefer-
ence of the patient of the embedded predication with the main clause sub-
ject (this is often marked by a reflexive affix), so that the implicit subject
of the embedded infinitive is now controlled by the main clause subject.
The embedded predication is now intransitivized, which creates a certain
similarity with the passive; this could account for the use, in Latvian, of
an agentive construction also used with the passive.

5. The participial constructions in Lithuanian

In addition to the reflexive permissive construction illustrated in (1), mod-
ern Lithuanian also has a construction with the affixal reflexive marker
on the matrix verb. The complement is, in this case, participial:
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(40) Lithuanian
[Kodél Zmonés, net ir jspéti, taip lengvai uzkimbal]

ir leid%ia-si apgaun-am-i
and allow.prs.3-RFL deceive-PP.PRS-NOM.PL.M
telefon-ini-y sukci-y?

telephone-ADJ-GEN.PL impoStor-GEN.PL

‘[Why do people so easily swallow the bait, even if they have
been warned] and allow themselves to be deceived by telephone
impostors?’

The occurrence of the affixal reflexive marker on the matrix clause
verb leisti stands in contrast with the almost exclusive use of the ortho-
tonic reflexive pronoun save in the type with infinitival complementation
as illustrated in (1). For constructions like (40), no variety with the or-
thotonic reflexive pronoun is available. In fact, it is doubtful whether con-
structions like (40) have ever been properly reflexive, considering they
have no non-reflexive counterpart. In other words, there is nothing like

(41) Lithuanian
*Jis leido vaik-us apgaun-am-us.
3.NoM.sG.M allow.prs.3 child-Acc.pL deceive-PpP.PRS-ACC.PL.M
Intended meaning: ‘He allowed the children to be deceived.’

The verb leistis in (40) is therefore a kind of middle-voice reflexive, a
lexicalized middle that has developed its own type of complementation
not attested with the non-reflexive leisti. The origin of constructions like
(40) is wrapped in mystery. Pakerys (2016, 440) tentatively hypothesizes,
as a possible source for (40), an original structure of the type

(42) *katin-as leidZia-si glost-om-q
cat-NoM.sG allow.PRrsS.3-RFL stroke-pp.PRS-ACC.SG
‘The cat allows itself to be stroked.’

This accusativus cum participio would then have been replaced, in
course of time, with a nominativus cum participio as in (43):

(43) katin-as  leidZia-si glost-om-as
cat-NoM.SG allow.pRrs.3-RFL stroke-pP.PRS-NOM.SG.M

If (43) was a real intermediate stage (it is not now grammatical), the
original structure of the putative construction (41) would have been
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(44) S
\Y% NP PartP
katinas leic|izvia s|i glost|omq

As described by Ambrazas (1979, 124), the accusativus cum participio
was replaced with a nominativus cum participio (as in 43) when the reflex-
ive marker lost its ability to occupy the syntactic position of object and
became a morphological marker connected with the verb. The accusativus
cum participio presupposes, in its turn, a non-reflexive construction of the

type

(45) *leidZia katin-q  glost-om-q
allow.Prs.3 cat-Acc.sG stroke-pp.PRS-ACC.SG
‘(somebody) allows the cat to be stroked’

Constructions like (45) are attested in Old Lithuanian with verbs of
saying and volitional verbs, as in

(46) Old Lithuanian

kurie Mosaischkus jstatimus  nareia
REL.NOM.PL.M Mosaic.Acc.pL.M law.Acc.PL want.psT.3
laikomus

keep.PP.PRS.ACC.PL
‘who wanted the Mosaic rites to be kept’ (qui Mosaicos ritos ser-
vari volebant) (Ambrazas 1979, 125, mT 208.14)

The derivation of participial complements with leisti from structures
like (45) is, however, problematic. In addition to a propositional argu-
ment, a manipulative verb would select a permittee. Already in Old
Lithuanian leisti ‘permit’ takes a dative permittee argument:

(47) Old Lithuanian
[Ir eme ghi Saul anoy dienoy,]
ir netayde jam Jugryfzt  namofna
and NeG.allow.psT.3 3.DAT.SG.M return.INF home.ILL.PL
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tewa jo.

father.GEN.SG 3.GEN.SG.M

‘[And Saul took him that day,] and would let him go no more
home to his father’s House.” caoT, 1 Sam. 18.2

Now instead of this dative, we consistently find, in constructions like
(40), a genitive, the case normally used in agent phrases with passive
participles. The appearance of such an agentive genitive is not in itself
surprising, and the most obvious explanation is that it is assigned by the
passive participle apgaunami in (40), not by the verb leisti. The structure
historically underlying sentences like (40) would therefore have been of
the kind shown in (48):

(48) S

N

NP VP

) N

\'% NP PartP

N

NP Part
katinas leidZia si Zmoniy  glostomq
‘The cat allows itself to be stroked by people.’

Though such a construction is conceivable, we have no evidence show-
ing that it existed in Old Lithuanian. Ambrazas (1979, 112-118; 1990,
132-145) nowhere mentions manipulative verbs like leisti among those
taking participial complementation in Old Lithuanian: only phasal verbs,
emotive verbs (the commentative verbs to be discussed below), verbs of
(immediate) perception and verbs of saying are singled out.'® This might
be an accidental omission, but it might as well reflect the facts of Old
Lithuanian: I have not been able to find a single instance of the participial
construction with leisti in Old Lithuanian. Dauksa, the Book of Christian
Devotion and Chylifiski have no instances of it. We do not know, therefore,
when constructions like (40) entered the language. Where leistis occurs in
Old Lithuanian, it has an infinitival complement, as in (49):

16 The notion of complementation is actually not used in Ambrazas’ works; instead, the no-
tion of ‘semi-predicative use’ appears, cf. Ambrazas (1979, 67nn).
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(49) Old Lithuanian
o Jwietuy nuo ZodZia Diewd
and world.pAT.sG from word.GeN.sG God.GEN.SG
per-fi-katbet ne-fi-tdyfime
over-rrL-talk.INF NEG-RFL-let.FUT.1PL
‘and we will not allow ourself to be turned aside by the world
from God’s word.” kN s 168,19

We are therefore entitled to consider an alternative scenario, based on
the assumption that the type of complementation shown in (40) devel-
oped at a later stage, that it was peculiar to constructions with the reflex-
ive form leistis, and that it arose at a stage when the reflexive marker in
leidZia-si had already lost its original properly reflexive function.

As Noonan (2007, 72-74) points out, participles are not a highly typi-
cal complementation device (compared to, say, infinitives or nominaliza-
tions), but they are used in certain types of complementation for which
their original modifying (adverbial) function predisposes them. Immedi-
ate perception verbs are a good instance of this: complementation struc-
tures of the type I heard them singing arise from structures where the par-
ticiple performs an adverbial function: I heard them (as they were) singing.
In Lithuanian, in addition to constructions with immediate perception
verbs, active and passive participles also appear as a complementizing
strategy with commentative predicates, i.e. predicates conveying an emo-
tional reaction or a judgement on the complement proposition (Noonan
2007, 127):

(50) Lithuanian
[Pasiekes aukStesnigjq pakopgq jis]

didZiuojasi savo sugebéjim-ais, dZiaugiasi
take.pride.prs.3 rRro skill-INs.PL  rejoice.Prs.3
giri-am-as kity Zmoni-y ir
praise-pp.PRS-NOM.SG.M other-GEN.PL people-GeEN.PL and
sielojasi del savo biciuli-y tritkum-y.

be_sad.prs.3 at Rrpo friend-Gen.PL shortcoming-GEN.PL
‘[When he achieves the highest degree—sc. of mastership] he
takes pride in his skills, rejoices at other people’s praise and is
saddened by his friends’ shortcomings.’'”

17 https://rambynas.wordpress.com/category/gyvenimo-desniai/
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It is virtually impossible to establish whether dZiaugiasi giriamas should
be read as ‘rejoices when praised’ (with the participle in the function of a
time adverbial) or ‘rejoices at being praised’ (with the participle express-
ing the complement of ‘rejoice’). The participle has certainly not been
grammaticalized as a complementizing device clearly distinct from the
original adverbial function, but it is undoubtedly a type of complementa-
tion strategy.

The common element shared by immediate perception predicates and
commentative predicates that predisposes both to select participles as a
complementizing device could be factivity. Commentatives usually pre-
suppose the state of affairs referred to in the complement (she regretted
having given her consent and she did not regret having given her consent both
presuppose she gave her consent), and immediate perception predicates
imply it (I saw him being eaten by a lion implies he was eaten by a lion; the
entailment is lost in I did not see him being eaten by a lion). Now when
verbs like leisti ‘suffer, allow’ are used as manipulatives rather than as
speech act verbs (‘give permission’), they are implicatives in the sense
of Karttunen (1971): if John allowed himself to be cheated then he was
cheated, if he didn’t allow himself to be cheated he was not cheated. This
makes manipulatives like leisti eligible for a participial (originally adver-
bial) complementizing strategy: he allowed himself to be led away can be
rephrased as ‘action being taken to lead him away, he offered no resist-
ance’, and he did not allow himself to be led away as ‘action being taken to
lead him away, he offered resistance so as to ultimately prevent his being
led away’.

Whatever the correct historical explanation of the participial construc-
tions with leisti may be, synchronically these constructions stand apart
from the infinitival constructions in that their reflexive marker is not
susceptible of a reflexive interpretation and must be accounted for as a
kind of middle-voice marking. Whether the reflexive marking originated
as reflexivity proper (assuming an original structure like (44)) or whether
the reflexive leistis was carried over from infinitival constructions, is ir-
relevant.

It is clear that, when we compare the structures discussed in this sec-
tion with those discussed in section 3, we are dealing with a process of
lexicalization. Reflexive (middle-voice) marking is observed only on the
matrix verb here, and it functions actually as a separate lexeme, com-
bining the manipulative meaning conveyed by leisti with an additional
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semantic element to the effect that there must be a relation of corefer-
entiality between the main clause subject and an argument (patient) of
the clausal complement. The syntactic structure could be represented, for
instance, as follows:

(51) S
/\
NP, VP
/\
A% S
/\
NP, VP

Zmoneés, leidZiasi PRO, apgaunami  sukciy

6. Finite clauses

Apart from constructions with participial complements, reflexive marking
on the matrix verb is sometimes observed in the case of finite comple-
ments; the following example is cited from Pakerys (2016, 441):

(52) Lithuanian

dukt-é leidZia-si, kad kvailyb-é
daughter-Nom.sG allow.pPrs.3-RFL that silliness-NoM.sG
permerk-ty j-q kiaurai kaip liet-us

soak-IRR.3 3-Nom.sG.F throughout like rain-nom.sG
‘The daughter allows silliness to soak her completely, like rain.’

And we can add Latvian examples:

(53) Latvian
[Bralis Teodors, ienakot pa durvim, piesteidz klat, piegriiz véso pur-
ninu manam rokam]|
un lauja-s, ka paglaudu.
and allow.prs.3-rrL that stroke.Prs.1sG
‘[Brother Theodore [a dog] enters through the door, comes
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close, pushes his cool muzzle against my hand] and allows me
to stroke him.”®

Again, reflexive marking could not have originated in the embedded
clause here. The finiteness of the embedded clause blocks reflexivization
of the embedded-clause object. That is, most probably the reflexive mark-
ing was carried over from the infinitival type.

One cannot help being reminded here of another type of complemen-
tation in which middle-voice marking in the matrix clause marks the co-
reference of the matrix-clause subject with an argument of the embedded
clause, viz. complement clauses with sakyti ‘say’. In this case as well,
reflexive marking is attested both with non-finite (in this case, participial)
and finite clauses, and here as well, the middle-voice marking with the
finite type seems to have been carried over from the non-finite type (for a
discussion of this reflexive marking cf. also Arkadiev 2012):

(54) Lithuanian
[Naktigoniams ji puldinéjo po kojy, prasési dovanoti, paleisti jg,]

sake-si es-ant-i niek-uo
say.psT.3-RFL be-PA.PRS-NOM.SG.F nothing-ins
ne-kalt-a ir ne-gin-ant-i, kas

NEG-guilty-NoM.sG.F and NEG-Kknow-pPA.PRS-NOM.SG.F Who
baznyci-q apvog-es.
church-Acc.sG rob-PA.PST-NOM.SG.M
‘[She threw herself on her knees before the night-watchers, ask-
ing them to forgive her and to let her go,] and said she was in-
nocent of everything and did not know who had robbed the
church.” (A. Vienuolis)

(55) [Verute, kaip ir ligos pradZioje, puldinéjo visiems po kojy, prasési jos
pasigailéti ir dovanoti]

ir sake-si, kad ji es-anti niek-uo
and say.psT.3-RFL that 3.NOM.SG.F be-EVID.SG.F nothing-ins
ne-kalt-a.

NEG-guilty-NOM.SG.F

‘[As in the beginning of her illness, Veruté threw herself on her
knees before everybody, asked them to pity and forgive her]
and said she was innocent of everything.” (A. Vienuolis)

18 http://www.teodors.org/sapnos-esmu-redzigs/
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Kemmer (1993, 83) introduces the term ‘logophoric middle’ to de-
scribe such constructions, as the middle voice marking points to the coref-
erentiality of the subject with the report speaker acting as subject in the
complement clause. As Walchli (2015, 162) observes, however, this link
to logophoricity is rather indirect: the reflexive marker acts as a marker
of coreferentiality here, and the logophoric flavour results from the fact
that a speech act verb is involved. It would therefore be more accurate to
speak, say, of a co-argumental middle with several varieties, one of them
logophoric.

There is an obvious similarity between the constructions in (52), (53)
and (55), though the syntactic processes involved in their rise are differ-
ent. In the case of the logophoric middle the reflexive probably originated
in the main clause: it was a variety of the accusativus cum participio, whose
accusatival subject probably originated as a matrix clause object (cf. Am-
brazas 1979, 152-157). In the case of the permissive construction we are
dealing with middle-voice marking originally oscillating between matrix
clause and embedded clause, but lexicalized in the case of the main clause
verb. The two types of middle-voice marking are thus historically and
conceptually distinct, but they share an important formal feature in that
they apply to complement-taking predicates.

The reflexive marking is basically of the same type here as in the con-
structions with participial complementation, and in this case it must also
be recognized as lexicalized.

7. Non-clausal complementation

The opposition between leisti and leistis discussed in sections 5 and 6 can
also be observed in instances when we have a nominal instead of a clausal
complement. In Lithuanian this happens but rarely:

(56) Lithuanian
[Jau kuri laikg Amy kankina baisus kosulys, po kurio atsikoséja

krauju, ]

bet ji ne-si-leidZia medicinin-ei

but 3.NOM.SG.F NEG-RFL-allow.Prs.3 medical-DAT.SG.F
apzitir-ai.

examination-DAT.SG
‘[For some time now Amy has been racked by a terrible cough
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after which she coughs up blood,] but she doesn’t want to subject
herself to a medical examination.”*®

In Latvian Jauties regularly combines with noun phrases in the dative:

(57) Latvian
Sun-s ir iemdcij-ies atkal ugticeties,
dog-NoM.sG be.Prs.3 learn-pA.PST.NOM.SG.M again trust.INF
lauja-s glast-iem un luncina  ast-i.

yield.prs.3-RFL caress-DAT.PL and wag.Prs.3 tail-acc.sG
‘The dog has learned to trust [people] again, allows itself to be
stroked (lit. yields to caresses) and wags its tail.’?

Though it would be difficult to prove this (and I will not attempt to
prove it here) it is conceivable that the reflexive marking was here carried
over from constructions with clausal complements.

Finally, we observe the difference between leisti and leistis in instances
where the complement is retrievable from the context, as in (56) and
(57): the difference between leistis in (59) and leisti in (58) appears to be
that the former marks the fact that the contextually retrievable comple-
ment has a patientive argument coreferential with the subject.

(58) Lithuanian

Galé-Ciau saky-t, kad jis mano mokytoj-as,
be_able-1rr.1sG say-INF that 3.NoM.sG.M my  teacher-Nnom.sG
bet jis ne-leidZia.

but 3.noM.5G.M NEG-allow.Prs.3
‘I could say he’s my teacher, but he does not allow it"*

(59) Sav-ajam as nukirp-diau plauk-us,
OWN-DAT.SG.M.DEF 15G.NOoM cut-iIRR.1sG hair-acc.pL
bet jis ne-si-leidZia.

but 3.NOM.SG.M NEG-RFL-allow.PRs.3
‘My own husband’s hair I would be prepared to cut, but he does
not allow it.’?

9 http://www.alfa.lt/straipsnis/187920/amy-winehouse-serga-dziova
20 http://ogreskepas.lv/?p = 2352

2L http://www.respublika.lt/It/naujienos/lietuva/lietuvos_politika/laima_paksiene_buvusio_
prezidento_rolando_pakso_zmona_noriu_kad_vyras_uzimtu_gerus_postus/,print.1

22 http://www.15min.lt/zmones/naujiena/interviu/grazina-baikstyte-bijau-ne-rauksliu-o-
tapti-sena-bambekle-papildyta-liepos-28-d-672-161144
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This use should also be regarded as an instance of complete lexicaliza-
tion, and it is difficult to associate any concrete function with the reflex-
ive marking. Historically, however, we can reconstruct the connection
with the coreference marking in the complementation construction.

8. Outside Baltic

In section 2 I have argued for characterizing certain Latvian and Old
Lithuanian permissive constructions with affixal reflexive marking as a
permissive middle on the grounds that these affixal markers cannot have
properly reflexive function. Though this loss of properly reflexive func-
tion makes it possible to identify the constructions in (12), (13), (14) and
(18), (19), (20) as middle rather than reflexive, this process is probably
not a precondition for the rise of a permissive middle. It is possible that a
Polish permissive construction as in (9) is also a middle, with the reflex-
ive marker sie¢ acting as a grammatical marker, but in view of the twofold
function of sie (middle but also reflexive) the proof would not be trivial
in this case. We can therefore formulate the following unilateral impli-
cation: if a language has markers of reflexive origin that have lost their
original reflexive function, it is likely to have (had) a permissive middle,
but the reverse does not hold.

The languages that may be expected to show at least traces of a permis-
sive middle that can clearly be identified as such therefore include East
Slavic, where the so-called reflexive affixal marker -sja is now exclusively
mediopassive, and Scandinavian, where -s is now predominantly passive.

In contemporary Russian, as in contemporary Lithuanian, the reflex-
ive permissive construction with dat’ usually has the orthotonic reflexive
pronoun sebja (cf. the Lithuanian construction in (1)):

(60) Russian

On ne da-l sebja  obezoruZi-t’ i  ne
3.NOM.SG.M NEG give-psT[M.sG] self.Acc disarm-INF and NEG
soglasi-l-sja na plen. (G. Sadulaev 2009)

agree-pST[M.SG]-RFL to captivity.Acc.sG
‘He did not allow himself to be disarmed and did not agree to be
taken prisoner.’?

23 This and the following examples were found in the Russian National Corpus,
http://www.ruscorpora.ru/.
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However, other types are attested as well. A reflexive marker occurs
on the permissive verb dat’ (61), or both on the permissive verb and on
the infinitive (62):

(61)

(62)

Russian

spaniel’ [...] da-l-sja pocesa-t’ za
spaniel.NOM.SG give-psT[M.SG]-RFL scratch-INF behind
ux-om

€ar-INS.SG

‘The spaniel allowed itself to be scratched behind its ear.’
(M. Sigkin 2009)

tol’ko by ostri¢’-sja on
only 1RrR give.a.haircut.INF-RFL 3.NOM.SG.M
da-l-sja

give-pST [M.SG]-RFL
‘If only he would allow his hair to be cut.’
(E. Permjak 1955-1965)

Instead of the reflexive infinitive the orthotonic pronoun sebja may
also be used in combination with reflexive marking on the verb dat™

(63)

Russian

Vadja ne srazu da-l-sja Korolev-u
PN.NOM.SG NEG at.once give-pST[M.SG]-RFL PN-DAT.SG

sebja  ugovori-t’

self.Acc persuade-INF

‘Vadya did not allow himself to be persuaded by Korolev at
once.’ (A. Ilicevskij 2007)

These constructions are now obsolete and no longer felt to be gram-
matical by speakers of modern standard Russian. However, they have
undoubtedly existed in older stages of the language. We may note that
in Russian as well, dat’sja has become lexicalized in the meaning ‘yield,
allow oneself to be subjected to something’. Nowadays this verb is usu-
ally combined with nouns rather than verbs; it is possible that this use

has been

inherited from permissive constructions with infinitival comple-

ments, though this is by no means certain.

(64)

Russian
perv-yj duét da-l-sja mne
first-Nom.sG.M duet.NOM.SG give-PST[M.SG]-RFL 1SG.DAT
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tjaZelovato
rather.difficult
‘The first duet didn’t go very smoothly.’ (G. Vasil’ev 2002)

The same construction types illustrated for Russian in (61), (62) and (63)
can be found in Belorussian, cf. (65), and Ukrainian, cf. (66). The exam-
ples illustrate only the variety with reflexive marking on both permissive
verb and embedded infinitive, but many other varieties can be found:

(65)Belorussian
Ale 1tisé nadarma — ni raz-u nja
but all.Nom.sG.N in.vain NEG.EMPH time-GEN.SG NEG
da-ii-sja asuka-c-ca

give-psT[M.SG]-RFL deceive-INF-RFL
‘But it was all in vain—not once did he allow himself to be de-
ceived.” (Janka Zaprudnik, Dvanaccatka)?*
(66) Ukrainian
[Kit dovho ne iSov het’ z toho miscja de buv znajdenyj]

potim zovsim oslab i
then completely grow.weak.pst[M.sG] and
da-v-sja zlovy-ty-s’.

give-psT[M.SG]-RFL catch-INF-RFL

‘[For a long time the cat wouldn’t leave the place where it had
been found] but then it grew weak and allowed itself to be
caught.’®

Scandinavian should also yield evidence of a similar kind, but a his-
torical investigation would be needed to check this. The development of
reflexive markers towards middle and passive functions is much more
advanced in Scandinavian than in Slavonic and Baltic, and the affixal
marker -s is nowadays restricted mainly to passive meaning.

24 http://kamunikat.fontel.net/www/knizki/historia/dvanaccatka/05.htm
2 https://vk.com/wall17426705_2972
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9. Permissives and the middle voice

As shown above, the middle-voice reflexive marking occurring in permis-
sive constructions is characterized by indeterminacy as to its locus: Latvi-
an and Old Lithuanian examples show that the reflexive marker may oc-
cur either on the matrix verb, or on the embedded infinitive, or on both.

When we want to determine the place of the permissive middle among
other middle-voice reflexives, we have to specify which type of marking
we are talking about—that of the matrix verb or that of the embedded
infinitive. As pointed out above, there was initially no functional differ-
ence between these two types of marking. However, the above discussion
of the participial, finite and nominal types of complementation with leistis
shows that a functional differentiation could occur between the reflex-
ive marking on the matrix verb and that on the embedded infinitive.
In Lithuanian constructions with participial and finite complements, we
are dealing with reflexive matrix verbs, without reflexive marking in the
complement. To this marking we may oppose reflexive marking on the
embedded infinitive, which may, though need not, be replicated on the
matrix verb as well.

When middle-voice reflexive marking attaches to the matrix verb, the
result is basically a process of lexicalization. Alongside a manipulative
complement-taking verb like Lith. leisti another, reflexive complement-
taking verb leistis arises, with, as its distinguishing feature, the marking of
coreferentiality between the matrix verb subject (the permittor) and the
patientive argument of the complement. There are no grounds for regard-
ing this reflexive marking as inflectional, and we can best regard leisti and
leistis as distinct, though semantically related, complement-taking verbs,
with different syntactic types of complementation (basically, in modern
Lithuanian, leisti has infinitival and leistis participial complements).

In a taxonomy of middle-voice reflexives, the notion of permissive
middle is necessary, first of all, to accommodate such reflexives as Latvi-
an aplaupities ‘be robbed’, pierundties ‘be persuaded’, iebiedéties ‘be intimi-
dated’, maldindties ‘be misled’ etc., and Old Lithuanian persiprasyti ‘be
entreated’, persikalbéti ‘be persuaded’, uZsituréti ‘be detained, delayed’,
susigauti ‘be caught’ etc. (all these Old Lithuanian examples are from the
Chylinski Bible). For Latvian, where they are still fully alive, these reflex-
ive forms are nowhere mentioned in the literature, e.g., in the most recent
survey (Kalnaca & Lokmane 2012). The passive paraphrases are given
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here for want of a better alternative, as these verbs are not passive. In fact
they cannot be used independently as main verbs in a sentence in either
passive or middle-voice function: they are used only in the infinitive and
only in combination with the higher manipulative verb laut(ies). They
form an open class, as potentially any transitive verb selecting an animate
object could be used in the middle-voice permissive construction. We are
therefore dealing with a grammatical phenomenon.

The question arises therefore how to situate the permissive middle
with regard to other middle-voice functions. It is clear that the permissive
middle is very close to the reflexive proper. Permissive middles originate
as reflexives, and in modern Lithuanian we see that the new orthotonic
reflexive marker, which has ousted the enclitic (subsequently affixal) re-
flexive marker from the properly reflexive function, has also extended
to the permissive reflexive. This suggests that on the semantic map the
permissive middle must be contiguous to the reflexive proper. On the
semantic map in Figure 1, the grooming type is also shown to be con-
tiguous to the reflexive, which is conceptually convincing as both in the
properly reflexive and in the grooming type the subject is an agent—the
difference concerns the degree of conceptual autonomy of the object. It
would therefore make no sense to insert the permissive between these
two, as its subject is a patient with regard to the predication expressed by
the embedded infinitive.

One type of middle-voice reflexives is, however, left out of considera-
tion on the map as shown above, viz. the one called ‘causative-reflexive’
in Nedjalkov & Sil'nickij (1969, 41), that is, the middle-voice reflexive
referring to services commissioned by the subject and performed by a
craftsman or other service provider on the person of the subject:

(67) Lithuanian
Jon-as ap-si-kirpo (pas kirpej-q).
John-NoMm.sG PFx-RFL-cut.psT.3 at  hairdresser-acc.sG
‘John had his hair cut (at the hairdresser’s).’

Causatives expressing the commissioning of services are usually called
curatives in Baltic scholarship (cf. Ambrazas, ed. 1997, 226, Arkadiev &
Pakerys 2015, 81-90 for Lithuanian, Holvoet 2015a, 167-173 for Latvi-
an), and I will apply this term to the type of reflexives under discussion
as well. One can easily imagine this type to be an extension from the
grooming function: the causative element being ignored because the real
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agent, the service provider, is backgrounded, the illusion is created of the
commissioner performing the proceedings in question on his own person.
Toops (1987, 605) views the curative function as a contextual function
of the middle: the subject of a middle verb being underdetermined with
regard to agency (which may be direct or indirect), the exact interpreta-
tion is determined by extralinguistic factors or context.

There are no grounds for singling out the curative meaning as a dis-
tinct function on the semantic map if it is an automatic or contextually
determined extension of the grooming type. But there is evidence that the
curative function is one that languages may have or not have. Swedish,
for instance, has a curative reflexive:

(68) Swedish
Jag klipp-er mig hos en iranier som inte
I cut-prs me at IDF Iranian REL NEG
kan svenska.
can Swedish
‘T have my hair cut by an Iranian who doesn’t speak Swedish.’?®

It is conceivable that this curative reflexive has superseded an older
curative middle with the affixal marker -s, as this marker must itself also
have originated as a reflexive marker and, in shifting to its present-day,
mainly passive, functions, must have passed through the grooming and
body-motion stage. It is also possible, of course, that this type originated
at a later stage and did not replace an earlier -s form. At any rate Danish,
which has gone through a similar development with regard to reflexive
markers as Swedish, does not have the curative function:

(69) Danish
*Jeg klipp-er mig hos frisgr-en.
I cut-prs me at hairdresser-per
‘T have my hair cut at the hairdresser’s.’

Whether Danish has lost the curative use or has never developed it
need not concern us here: the comparison of the two languages confirms
that a language may either have or not have the curative construction.
Once this construction appears as a dot on the map, it makes sense to lo-
cate it in the vicinity of the permissive middle. Curatives and permissive

% https://www.flashback.org/t1816666
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middles have two important features in common. On the one hand, their
subject is, semantically, a patient. On the other hand, this subject-patient
is, in some way, an ultimate initiator as it is this subject’s commissioning
of a service, or his passive consent, that enables the agency. The differ-
ence between the two is the degree of control: in the case of the permis-
sive middle the subject is passive, whereas in the curative reflexive type
the subject, though physically undergoing the process, is in control by the
fact of having commissioned the service. This makes it easier to ignore
the true agent and brings this type closer to the grooming type. We could
thus imagine the relevant portion of the semantic map in the following
way:

Fig. 2. Permissives and the semantic map of reflexives

/ permissive —— curative \

reflexive grooming

The line connecting the curative and the grooming reflects the obvi-
ous conceptual link as well as the diachronic pathway from grooming
to curative meaning. We should indeed note that curatives arise from
grooming middles without this entailing any kind of reflexivity. Let us
take Albanian:

(70) Albanian (courtesy of Irena Sawicka)

Enver-i  gjithmoné qeth-et tek i njéjt-i
Enver-DEr always  cut-prRs.3SG.MPASS at ADJ same-DEF
berber.

barber.Nom.sG
‘Enver always has his hair cut at the same barber’s.’

Indeed mediopassives may extend not only to curative uses but also
to permissive ones, as shown by the Hebrew permissive niph‘al (or niph‘al
tolerativum, Gesenius & Kautsch 1909, 137):

(71) Biblical Hebrew
way-ye‘ater l-6 YHWH
and-entreat.1pF.MPASS.3sG.M to-3sG.M the Lord
‘and the Lord allowed himself to be entreated by him’
(Gen. 25.21) (the original of ex. 36 above)
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The development of reflexive middles may, however, be specific. It is
interesting to note that when reflexive markers reach the grooming stage,
which is basically a middle-voice meaning, they do not automatically
develop the curative meaning. One does not observe the curative use in
German, Dutch, French and many other languages with reflexive mark-
ers that have acquired middle-voice functions. One does, on the other
hand, observe it in all Baltic and Slavonic languages. More specifically, it
is observed in those language-groups that have a middle-voice reflexive
marker that has lost its reflexive function. Lithuanian is illustrated in
(67). East Slavonic also provides examples:

(72) Russian
Petr vsegda striz-et-sja u eét-ogo
Peter.NoMm always cut-PRS.3SG-RFL at DEM-GEN.SG.M
parikmaxer-a.
hairdresser-Gen.sG
‘Peter always has his hair cut at this hairdresser’s.’

These are also languages where there is evidence for the existence of a
permissive middle. I would, therefore, like to venture that the permissive
middle could also be a possible path leading to curative function, or could
at least be a factor contributing to the rise of curative uses. In that case
the diachronic paths could be represented as follows:

Fig. 3. Permissives, curatives and diachronic paths

/ permissive —» curative \

reflexive » grooming

The relevance of the evidence of Baltic and East Slavonic does not con-
sist in that only these languages have (had) a permissive middle, but in
that in these languages its existence can easily be proved. Those Slavonic
languages that do not have a differentiation of reflexive and middle mark-
ers (West and South Slavonic) do not provide evidence, as the ambigu-
ity of the markers between reflexive and middle function, illustrated for
Polish in (7) and (8), does not allow us unambiguously to state whether
they have a permissive middle distinct from the permissive reflexive or
not. These languages might, however, have a covert permissive middle
(just as they have, e.g., a covert grooming middle, not formally distin-
guishable from the reflexive proper).
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The hypothesis of an influence of permissives on the rise of curatives
would have interesting consequences for the interpretation of non-reflex-
ive curative constructions, as illustrated in (73).

(73) Lithuanian

AS savo vaik-uci-us kerp-u pas savo
1sG.Nom RPO child-DiM-Acc.PL. cut-PRS.1sG at  RPO
kirpéj-q.

hairdresser-acc.sG
‘T have my children’s hair done at my own hairdresser’s’?”

The existence of such constructions would seem to suggest that reflex-
ivity is not an essential element of the curative construction, as has actu-
ally been claimed by several authors (cf. Babby 1983). It is interesting to
note, however, that Nedjalkov and Sil’nickij simply overlooked the type in
(73), as can be seen from their term ‘reflexive-causative’. This is probably
caused by its being much less frequent. A similar difference in frequency
and naturalness can be observed between grooming-type reflexive middles
and the corresponding non-reflexive grooming verbs. If their relationship
had been symmetrical, the grooming middle would never have arisen: it
owes its rise to the fact that in grooming situations agent and patient
coincide by default. The same asymmetry can be observed between the
curative reflexive middle and the corresponding non-reflexive construc-
tion as illustrated in (73). It is quite possible, therefore, that the term ‘re-
flexive-causative’, introduced by Nedjalkov and Sil’nickij, captures a cor-
rect insight. No matter whether curative middles arise from middle-voice
grooming constructions or from permissive reflexive (and subsequently
middle) constructions, in both cases it is quite possible that it is this cura-
tive middle type that has given rise to constructions as illustrated in (73).

10. Shifts to modal use

Permissive and curative middles are not the only instances where agent-
backgrounding enables middle-voice marking. Another instance is
the ‘telic facilitative middle’ (for the term cf. Holvoet, Grzybowska &
Rembiatkowska 2015, 190).

27 http://vaikodiena.lt/diskusijos/tema/domina-vaiku-kirpyklos-kaune/
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(74) Lithuanian
UZpakalin-és  sédyn-és lengvai is-si-ima.
rear-NOM.PL.F seat-NOM.PL easily out-rrL-take.pPrs.3
‘The rear seats allow themselves to be taken out easily.’

In cases like this the predisposition of an object for being subjected to
a certain type of process is expressed by creating a fiction according to
which this object spontaneously undergoes this process, even though an
agent is notionally indispensible. An agent is necessary to take the seats
out, but this process is accomplished so easily that the seats, as it were,
take themselves out, the agent being backgrounded. In the same way, if
in a reflexive manipulative construction the agent is backgrounded, the
process he is subjected to can be conceptualized as a process he under-
goes of his own accord, without noticeable interference from without. In-
deed, it can be seen in languages like German how the two constructions
can be used virtually synonymously:

(75) German
Das Brot schneid-et sich leicht.
DEF.NOM.SG.N bread.NOM.SG cut-prs.3sG RFL easily
‘The bread cuts easily.’

(76) Das Brot ldsst sich leicht schneid-en.
DEF.NOM.SG.N bread.Nom.sG let.Prs.3sG RFL easily cut-INF
‘The bread allows itself to be cut easily.’

However, the functional similarity which examples like (75) and (76)
show between permissive constructions and the facilitative middle is a
more distant one. In (76) we have a special development consisting in the
occurrence of inanimate theme-subjects instead of animate permittors, a
development further leading to modal meanings (dynamic possibility), a
path explored by von Waldenfels (2012, 153-185). The shift towards in-
animate use, and concomitantly to a quasi-modal function as we observe
it in German sich lassen or Polish da¢ sie, has not taken place in Baltic.
It is true that occassional uses of duodasi in modal use can be found in
Lithuanian writings in the 19th and well into the 20th century, but they
have gone completely out of use in the contemporary language; it could
be conjectured that they have never been part of living Lithuanian usage
and that their occurrence in the written language echoes the influence of
Polish:
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(77) Lithuanian
[Stebétina, kad po tokiai dainai]

duoda-si isgirs-ti nuo ty paci-y
give.prs.3-RFL hear-INF from DEM.GEN.PL same-GEN.PL
Zmoni-y bals-ai apie lietuvi-y

people-GEN.PL voice-NoMm.PL about Lithuanian-Gen.pL
separatizm-q [...].

separatism-ACcC.SG

‘After such tunes it is surprising that from the same people voic-
es make themselves heard about a Lithuanian separatism...’
(Petras VileiSis, Varpas, 1897)

This is an exact counterpart of Polish dajq sie styszec glosy ‘voices are
heard’ (lit. ‘allow themselves to be heard’). Such uses can only be ob-
served with duotis, echoing Polish da¢ sie, not with leistis. There seems to
be no spontaneous development from a permissive to a quasi-modal type
of complementation in Baltic.

11. Concluding remarks

The permissive middle reflexives discussed in this article arise when re-
flexive markers lose their properly reflexive function and are ousted by
new reflexive markers in the core domain of their use (with intraclausal
control of reflexivity, as in I see myself in the mirror). This has repercus-
sions in reflexive permissive constructions, which, as the old reflexive
markers lose their ability to occupy the syntactic position of object, must
undergo syntactic restructuring. To the extent that the old reflexive mark-
ers are retained after this process of restructuring, their function changes
and they evolve into a permissive middle.

There are oscillations in the marking of the permissive middle, as it has
no natural and obvious locus. Even at the original reflexive stage it has no
natural locus because it is associated with the matrix verb through being
coreferential with its subject and with the embedded infinitive through be-
ing its argument. The loss of reflexive function does not make the choice of
the locus of marking any more obvious. The permissive middle may there-
fore be marked on the embedded infinitive, on the matrix verb or on both.

Though initially the alternative marking on the matrix verb or the
embedded verb merely reflects indeterminacy in the choice of a host for
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the middle-voice clitic or affix, slightly different processes are involved
dependent on its locus. Every language has just a few permissive com-
plement-taking verbs; attachment of the reflexive marker to the matrix
verb therefore leads to the rise of a couple of new, reflexive complement-
taking verbal lexemes with as their distinguishing feature the marking of
coreferentiality between the permittor and the patient of the embedded
predication. When attached to the embedded verb, on the other hand,
the middle-voice reflexive marking creates an open class of reflexive
forms (in principle, any transitive verb could occur here, though there
are probably certain semantic restrictions), which are moreover created
ad hoc (“online”) every time when the permissive middle construction is
used. They also have perfectly predictable meanings, even if these can
be defined only within the permissive construction in which they are
used. For all these reasons they meet all the conditions for being regarded
as inflectional rather than derivational. In this sense they are similar to
the middle-voice constructions discussed in Holvoet, Grzybowska and
Rembiatkowska (2015), illustrated, e.g., by the facilitative construction
in (74). Facilitative and related middle-voice constructions are also in-
flectional in being derived online and changing the assignment of gram-
matical relations but not argument structure (the latter feature cannot be
tested in the case of permissive middles in view of the fusion of argument
structures and case frames of matrix and embedded verb). This illustrates
the split nature of the middle voice: whereas many middle-voice reflexive
forms are undoubtedly in the lexicon, some are inflectional and justify
the view of the middle as a series of grams in the domain of grammatical
voice. Of course this middle voice (understood as a grammatical phenom-
enon rather than a semantic domain) is not a homogeneous category but
a heterogeneous collection of voice constructions, each with construc-
tion-specific syntactic peculiarities of its own. The permissive middle fits
quite well into such a picture of the middle voice.
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ABBREVIATIONS

ACC — accusative, Apy — adjective, comp — comparative, DAT — dative,
DEF — definite article or marker, bpEM — demonstrative, pim — diminu-
tive, EMPH — emphatic, EvID — evidential, ¥ — feminine, FuT — future,
GEN — genitive, iDF — indefinite article, 1L — illative, imp — impera-
tive, INF — infinitive, INs — instrumental, 1pF — imperfect, IRR — irrea-
lis, Loc — locative, M — masculine, MpAss — mediopassive, N — neuter,
NEG — negation, Nom — nominative, PA — active participle, prx — pre-
fix, P — plural, pLN — place name, PN — personal name, PP — passive
participle, PrRs — present, PST — past, PTc — particle, REL — relative
pronoun, rFL — reflexive, Rro — reflexive possessive, s — singular

SOURCES

cHNT — Chyliniski’s Manuscript translation of the New Testament, cited
from Biblia litewska Chyliriskiego. Nowy Testament, ed. Czestaw
Kudzinowski & Jan Otrebski, vol. 2, Poznan: Ossolineum, 1958.

cHoT — Chylinski’s 1660 Old Testament, cited from Vetus Testamentum
Lithuanica lingua donatum a Samuelo Boguslao Chylinski, ed. Gina
Kavalitinaité, Vilnius: Lietuviy kalbos institutas, 2008.

KN — the 1653 Book of Christian Devotion, cited from Knyga nobaZnystés
krikscioniskos, ed. Dainora Pocitité, Vilnius: Lietuviy literatiiros ir
tautosakos institutas, 2004 (se — Summa Ewanieliu)

Lp — LatvieSu pasakas un teikas, i-xv, ed. Péteris Smits, Riga: Valters un
Rapa, 1925-1937.

MT — The 1600 Margarita Theologica, cited from Simono VaiSnoro
Zemczuga Teologischka ir jos Saltiniai, ed. Guido Michelini, Vilnius:
Baltos lankos, 1997.

Rubsys & Kavaliauskas — Biblija, arba Sventasis Rastas. Ekumeninis lei-
dimas, transl. Antanas RubSys and Ceslovas Kavaliauskas, Vilnius:
Lietuvos Biblijos Draugija, 1999.

REFERENCES

AmBRAZAS, VyTAUTAS. 1979. Lietuviy kalbos dalyviy istoriné sintaksé
[A Historical Syntax of Lithuanian Participles]. Vilnius: Mokslas.

50



Reflexive permissives and the middle voice

AwmBRAZAS, VYTAUTAS. 1990. Sravnitel’nyj sintaksis pricastij baltijskix jazy-
kov [A Comparative Syntaxis of Baltic Participles]. Vilnius: Mokslas.

AMBRAZAS, VYTAUTAS, ed. 1997. Lithuanian Grammar. Vilnius: Baltos
lankos.

ARkADIEV, PETER. 2012. Participial complementation in Lithuanian. In:
Volker Gast & Holger Diessel, eds., Clause Linkage in Cross-Linguistic
Perspective: Data-Driven Approaches to Cross-Clausal Syntax (Trends
in Linguistics. Studies and Monographs). Berlin, New York: Mouton
de Gruyter, 285-334.

ARKADIEV, PETER & JURGIS PAKERYS. 2015. Lithuanian morphological
causatives. A corpus-based study. In: Axel Holvoet & Nicole Nau,
eds., Voice and Argument Structure in Baltic. Amsterdam/Philadel-
phia: John Benjamins, 39-97.

BaBBy, LEONARD H. 1983. The relation between causative and voice:
Russian vs. Turkish. Wiener Slawistischer Almanach 11, 61-88.

FaLtz, LEONARD M. 1977. Reflexivization. A Study in Universal Syntax.
PhD thesis. University of California, Berkeley.

GENIUSIENE, EMMA. 1987. The Typology of Reflexives. Berlin, New York:
Mouton de Gruyter.

GeseNIUs, WiLHELM & Emir. KauTscH. 1909. Gesenius’ Hebrew Grammar as
edited and enlarged by the late E. Kautsch. 2nd English ed. Oxford:
Clarendon Press.

HaspELMATH, MARTIN. 2003. The geometry of grammatical meaning:
Semantic maps and cross-linguistic comparison. In: Michael Toma-
sello, ed., The New Psychology of Language, Vol. II. Mahwah (NJ):
Lawrence Erlbaum, 211-242.

HoLvoEeT, AxeL. 2007. Studies in the Latvian Verb. Cracow: Wydawnictwo
Uniwersytetu Jagiellofiskiego.

HorvoEeT, AXeL. 2015a. Extended uses of morphological causatives in
Latvian. In Axel Holvoet & Nicole Nau, eds., Voice and Argument
Structure in Baltic. Amsterdam/Philadelphia: John Benjamins,
147-177.

HoLvoeT, AxeL. 2015b. Lithuanian inflection. In: Matthew Baerman,
ed., The Oxford Handbook of Inflection. Oxford: University Press,
447-464.

HoLvoET, AXEL, GRZYBOWSKA, MARTA, REMBIALKOWSKA, AGNIESZKA. 2015.
Middle voice reflexives and argument structure in Baltic. In: Axel

51



Axel Holvoet

Holvoet & Nicole Nau, eds., Voice and Argument Structure in Baltic.
Amsterdam/Philadelphia: John Benjamins, 181-209.

KALNACA, ANDRA & ILZE LOoKMANE. 2012. The semantics and distribu-
tion of Latvian reflexive verbs. In: Aurelija Usoniené, Nicole Nau &
Ineta DabaSinskiené, eds., Multiple Perspectives in Linguistic Research
on Baltic Languages. Newcastle upon Tyne: Cambridge Scholars,
229-256.

KARTTUNEN, LAurl. 1971. Implicative verbs. Language 47.2, 340-358.

KeMMER, SuzaN. 1993. The Middle Voice. Amsterdam/Philadelphia: John
Benjamins.

KosTER, JAN & Eric REULAND, eds. 1991. Long-Distance Anaphora. Cam-
bridge: Cambridge University Press.

LLvv = LatvieSu litarards valodas vardnica. Riga: Zinatne, 1972-1996.
Accessible online at http://www.tezaurs.lv/llvv/

NEeDJALKOV, VLADIMIR P. & GEORGLI G. Sit’Nick1). 1969. Tipologija mor-
fologiceskogo i leksiceskogo kauzativov [The typology of morpho-
logical and lexical causatives]. In: A. A. Xolodovic, ed., Tipologija
kauzativnyx konstrukcij. Morfologiceskij kauzativ. Leningrad: Nauka,
20-50.

NoonanN, MicHAEL. 2007. Complementation. In: Timothy Shopen, ed.,
Language Typology and Syntactic Description. Vol. II: Complex Con-
structions. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 52-150.

PAKERYS, JURGIS. 2016. On periphrastic causative constructions in
Lithuanian and Latvian. In: Axel Holvoet & Nicole Nau, eds., Argu-
ment Realization in Baltic, 336-367. Amsterdam/Philadelphia: John
Benjamins.

Toops, GAry H. 1987. Russian contextual causatives. Slavic and East
European Journal 31 (4), 595-611.

WALDENFELS, RUPRECHT VON. 2012. The Grammaticalization of ‘Give’ +
Infinitive. A Comparative Study of Russian, Polish and Czech. Berlin:
De Gruyter Mouton.

WALcHLL, BERNHARD. 2015. Logophoricity in Eastern Vidzeme: The liter-
ary Latvian idiolect of Andrievs Niedra and Leivu Estonian. Baltic
Linguistics 6, 141-192.

52



