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TEACHING CBOH *

1. Intermediate Russian students frequently misunderstand and thus
misuse the reflexive possessive pronoun. Errors in reference and re-
flexivization are among the commonest I encounter in second- and
third-year composition courses. I teach my own annotated text of
Dostoevsky’s Ilpecmynjienue u naxasanue, and countless times
have confronted such sentences as Packo/ibHUKOG CHitmd.Ji, 4o
caoli naan xopow. In recent courses T have experimented with a
new strategy for teaching reflexivization which has proven at least
more effective than benign neglect. The ensuing remarks outline my
approach.

Let me look briefly at some textbook treatments of ceoii.
Potapova (1958) says that ceol is “used instead of any possessive
pronoun if the possessor is the subject of the sentence” (117). It de-
notes “possession of the object spoken about: ranuwuume caoell
pyxoir” or “kinship, friendship, comradeship...with the person re-
ferred to: 2 ROYHUT RUCDMO OM CBOECO omya.” By way of com-
mentary [ would say that these are two dismal examples for a stu-
dent’s first acquaintance with ceod. Body parts are not “objects”, at
least not grammatically; with them as with kinship terms, especially
those denoting family members, possessive deletion is common. The
first example actually means ‘write in your own hand’ (that is, not
using an instrument or intermediary) and is not a good example of
the primary, grammatical meaning of the form. It also, apparently
unintentionally, shows that in imperatives the addressee controls ref-
erence. In normal colloquial speech the second example would be 5
ROJLyHUTE NUCbMO Om omyda. Another complication here is that 1st
and 2nd person controllers (this term is wider and thus more accu-
rate than “subject”™) may permit both the reflexive and personal pro-
nouns, but under conditions that are complex and not fully under-
stood (see part 5 below); with animate targets (omya here is ‘target’)
reflexivization is less common.

Stilman and Harkins (1964, 1972) continue the textbook tradi-
tiop of family members automatically modified by ceou which has to
be unlearned by our students when studing in Russia. But this book

* George M. Cummins, III is an Associate Professor of Russian, Department of
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does have some good examples illustrating the difference between
ezo, eé, ux and cgoli: [lemp nuwem Heary u caoemy épamy (130-
131); in the 3rd persen, of course, Russian distinguishes reference
to the subject from other reference. The lesson shows that cgoi is
used to refer to a “possessor” in the dative, as well as in impersonal
constructions with indefinite or non-specific reference: wyxuo
3name ucmoputo caoeti cmpansi. Finally, the book shows that ceoii
is not used when its referent “has the same grammatical function in
the sentence” (Hean u eco dpye) or when cgoii and its referent (the
text has the less felicitous “possessor” and “possessed™) are “in
different clauses™: Owu cogopum, umo ezo (*caocell) cecmput nem
doma.l Finally, p. 144 states: Note: cBoi is used in sentences of the
type y Hero ectb to emphasize possession or ownership: ¥ HHx
ecTb cBOH oM.” The emphasis here is not in fact on possession or
ownership, but on ‘one’s own’ as opposed to ‘someone else’s’;
although this nominative usage of the reflexive is grammaticalized,
there is a degree of lexicalization in these constructions (‘one's
own’) that is not present in the other examples (‘belonging to the
referent’). This distinction ought to be made more prominent.

Clark (337-338) eschews long grammatical discussions, present-
ing instead the practical information that possessives “when refer-
ring back to the subject” are frequently omitted (except for clarifica-
tion or emphasis): 2 %y omya; s He 3Har, c0e wnAna.
“Caoli/caos/ceoé/caou,” the lesson goes on to say, “always refers
back to the subject.” If such is the case, the student may well won-
der how ceos can ever occur! (S/he will also need to discard this
statement when encountering impersonals and existentials with
CGOI.)

Russian for Everybody presents cgoii in three stages and in three
separate lessons, using a modular format and very concise discus-
sion. Lesson 13 (199-200) speaks of “reference back to the imme-
diately relevant verb”: in Awmon 3naem, ede ezo xypuan this must
be the zero copula, not 3raem. “The reflexive possessive may not, as
a rule, modify the subject of a verb™ (but this will be discarded in
Lesson 17, with ‘have’ constructions). The same lesson shows that
the reflexive may refer to datives, arguing, however, that in amue
HYXHO RONOXUMb 8 temodan ceoli kocmiom the subject of the
“relevant verb, nonoxums” is 2 instead of suggesting that the da-
tive might be controller. Lesson 16 discusses the use of the reflexive
with 1st and 2nd person reference, saying, inaccurately, that the per-
sonal’pronoun is used for emphasis ( 243). Mui 10bum cogopums
¢ Hawem noxode, it is affirmed, could as well have the reflexive
csoém. It is true that the meaning of the sentence is not affected by

22




the use of the reflexive, but it is the case that these forms in 1st and
2nd person usage are not free variants. With the 1st plural and a
clear collective sense, the possessive pronoun is strongly preferred,
and that is why the Russian author has used it.2 This lesson repeats
the argument about immediately relevant verbs with dative subjects
(this is the only time, so far as | am aware, when this textbook re-
peats its own words), this time with the model mre nyxro a3amo
c80r0 Opumay, insisting — and rightly so, I believe — that these
sentences are not exceptional. (Why ceoro 1s here instead of moro is
not explained.) Finally, a short note in Lesson 17 says that sen-
tences like y kaxdoeo ceou vaésiewenus are an exception to the rule
that the reflexive cannot modify the subject of the clause.

Making Progress in Russian discusses eco, eé, ux, and cgoii in a
single page with threc examples (408). All four forms are called
“possessives”, and caoii (which is not explicitly called a reflexive
possessive) is said always to refer to the subject of its own clause.
Dative and genitive subjects are not discussed, and the focus of pre-
sentation is on distinguishing the use of ceoi from other posses-
sives with 3rd person controllers: Hsan cxasan, umo eco dpye
npodas caoro mauuny ~ Hean ckasan, umo e2o opye npooan e2o
Mawuny. 1st and 2nd person controllers are said to permit either a
personal possessive or caol: s nomepsin c8ow KHUZY / 51 nomepan
Moro kuucy. No mention of ‘have’ constructions is made, nor is
caou discussed in a two-page summary of y + gen (117-119).

Students and teachers, of course, cannot demand of their intro-
ductory textbooks exhaustive and satisfying discussions of all
problems. Provided with genuine and iliustrative examples in sample
dialogues and text, students can ask pertinent questions and teachers
can elucidate. Textbook discussions — necessarily brief and general
— ought nonetheless to be cogent, informed, and as complete as
space and patience permits. They ought to aim at those generaliza-
tions which can help the student understand the problem, and they
ought to be supported by genuine and natural linguistic examples.
Of the textbooks cited above, Potapova errs in the unnaturalness of
her examples and incompleteness of analysis, Stilman and Harkins
in the complexity and unwieldiness of their discussion, Clark and
Davis & Oprendek in their paucity of data and analysis, and Russian
for Everybody in the murky shrillness of its presentation. Yet these
criticisms do not generally hold for these books taken as a whole.
Ceoti does indeed present problems for the instructor, problems in-
herent not so much in textbook methodology as in the syntactic be-
havior of the pronoun and in the constraints governing the controller
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~ target relationship triggering or blocking its appearance; these are
subtle and even today not fully understood.

2. One reason ceoi is difficult is because is seems to be a pronoun
with a uniform gloss, like moi ‘my, mine’, meo# ‘your, yours’.3
Teachers should say at the beginning of the first stage of presenta-
tion that all pronouns get their meaning more from grammar and
reference to the discourse situation than from inherent lexical con-
tent, and that ceod is particularly tricky as it doesn’t mean “one’s
own” (Russian for Everybody, 471; Clark, 316) in its primary, first-
level, grammatical function. It has to mean ‘belonging to some per-
son or entity’ which is traditionally the grammatical subject of the
clause. I teach csoii in three stages in the first year, and continue its
presentation in a unit in a third-year course. The following discus-
sion outlines my approach in the presentation of ceoii to second-
semester language students.

In the sentence Ilems e3an ceoro 6pumay, caoro signals that
opumsy belongs to the subject and refers to the subject as its owner.
The speaker asserts an identity between the person referred to in
caoro and IHema. In linguistic terminology, IHemas is the controller,
6pumea the target, and reflexivization signals coreferentiality. The
controller is defined as the “subject” in its role as reference-source
of an identity-tracing operation. The controller may be 1st, 2nd, or
3rd person (I give standard examples here which the reader may
himself supply), so that ceo# can mean ‘my, your, our, his, her,
their’. In saying csoii the speaker asserts coreference, and the hearer
must be able to trace the elements which are identical: ITem=s; 8351
cgoro; 6pumay. This is a good time to introduce the information that
in the 3rd person ceoi is obligatory if reference is made to the sub-
ject, that is, the sentences or obum ceoro xeapmupy and ox
nrobum e2o xkeapmupy necessarily have different interpretations; this
is not the case for 1st and 2nd person possessives. I present modal
and existential reflexivization at the same time with the above exam-
ples and say: “The controller — a logical or grammatical subject —
may be nominative, dative, genitive, or the addressee of an impera-
tive (that is, the doer of a potential action); it may even be unex-
pressed, indefinite, non-specific, or elliptically deleted.” Examples
include modals with #ado, nyxmo: mebe HyxHo nonoxums ceou
eeuu 6 wemodan as well as modals with unexpressed subject:
HYXHO J0bums ceoro poduny. | include normal standard colloguial
lamguage with pronoun deletion as well as subject-object inversion
— good evidence for avoiding the misleading statement that re-
flexivization “refers back” (leftwards) to the subject: Bom
mempaoxy ceoro 3adbln (= aom mempaoky 3abeist). Sentences with
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pronoun deletion in a dependent clause are very useful as they show
trace to a deleted subject rather than to a matrix subject: ox ckasar,
umo euden caoto Hosyio cocedxy. | include ‘have’ constructions: y
Kkaxooeo ceos mawuna.> | invite students to see that all of these
constructions offer normal and regular environments for reflexiviza-
tion, Since in English they all may be translated with subjects as the
controller (‘Peter took his razor’, ‘one must love one’s country’,
‘everyone has his own car’), students readily learn to group them
together instead of thinking of some as exceptions. I ask the students
to locate the “subject” in the utterance, left or right, nominative, da-
tive-experiencer of a modal, or possessor-genitive.6 I do openly
speak of “dative subjects” and emphasize that in modal sentences
one speaks of tracing to the dative, not the covert subject of the in-
finitive. I point out here that the controller must be different from the
nominal that ceoit modifies: one cannot say ITpuwuén *ceoli nana.
The same example shows that in seeking the controller one cannot
leave the boundary of the sentence to an earlier sentence, e.g. fTerm
cuden 0oma ooun. lpuwén *ceoiifezo nana.

‘Have’ constructions with y may be omitted if they have not yet
been presented, but the teacher should not fear treating them as fully
regular constructions. It is satisfying for students to hear that y mer.s
is a ‘logical’ subject of ‘have’ constructions.? We capture an impor-
tant generalization for our students by treating all syntactic varieties
of “subject” as liable to function as controllers. Impersonals with
HYXHO, Haodo, critical to learning about the reflexive possessive,
ought to be introduced well before ceoii. In this respect the treatment
in Russian for Everybody is very good, in particular the dialogue
material used to illustrate the reflexive, which presents a husband
and wife packing a suitcase and discussing who should take what
(meou Oproxu Hyx)Ho e3smb? AHMOH NONOKUN 8 UeMODAH €&
mynu u cgovi kocmioa). Pattern drills and conversations with 3rd
person subjects at this stage ought to mix nonreflexive and reflexive
pronouns so that students can acquire a feel for the reference paths.
These drills may be freely mixed with 1st and 2nd person subjects
(with inanimate targets), impersonals, ‘have’ constructions, and
deleted-subject utterances.

With ryxro and donxen previously learned, the student has a
sense of how nominative, dative and genitive “subjects” differ as
well as how they are the same. The teacher, I believe, should not be
overly concerned about notions of “subjecthood”, nor should s/he
worry about confusing students should s/he speak of amens as the
logical subject of ‘have’ sentences. In my experience students are
ready to appreciate the difference between canonical nominative-case
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grammatical subjects and “logical” subjects (“experiencers”) in
oblique cases; ceou helps them to see what they have in common.8
3. Stage Two ought to be deferred until a later lesson, with new il-
lustrative material and dialogues. When the time comes for that les-
son, I recall to my students that passing a sentence boundary in
tracing is not permitted, and say that [ shall now introduce an addi-
tional restriction on controller searching. Conjunctions — most im-
portant, those derived from interrogatives, such a ede, wmo, koeda,
xak, novemy, kaxoti, and also compound conjunctions like nocze
moeo, Kax, neped mem, kak — also act as blocks to tracing. Now at
last my problem sentence Packonshukos cuuman, ymo *caoii/eco
nnan xopow may be discussed. It is not that naan is nominative that
prohibits reference identity here; it is the conjunction, barring search
for an identical subject outside its range.9 I ask students to contrast
how dative “subjects” permit tracing through infinitives, and give
further examples with nominative subjects doing the same: Anmon
Xomen nonoxums myda ceoli kocmrom. Sentences with a matrix
subject different from the deleted subject of a lower infinitive offer
an interesting gradation of acceptability which students appreciate,
expecially if they have already leammed such constructions as Anumon
xouem, umobor Huna nocmynuna e xomcepsamopuro, ARMoH
RORPOCUJI MEHS RPpOHUMAamb KHUZY, ARMON ROCOSEMOBAT MHe
npouumams kuucy, where the syntax of expanded and compressed
subordinate clauses is introduced. In a case like Ilpogheccop nam
ROCOBEMOSAN CHAYAJIA Rpouumans eco { 7ceou) kHucu 0o amom
the trace to npogbeccop is an example of a so-called “weak con-
troller”. In such cases other factors may be decisive in tracing —
whether the controller is referential or non-referential, for example. 10
I combine practice on this important syntactic restriction with
good examples of possessive deletion. I tell students that reference
in certain semantic domains (I don’t really define “certain”) — es-
pecially kinship terms, body parts, personal items — may, in con-
trast to English, omit the possessive (reflexive and nonreflexive)
unless the context is ambiguous. Mauwa ne eudum bpama 30ech i3
very ordinary Russian unless there are several brothers and several
farhilies under discussion. This is a good opportunity for exercises
and examples. Complex sentences with an inanimate target will vary:
Haan xopowo suan, umo (his: ezo) paboma nnoxas. Hean 3naem,
eoe (his: eeo) nanvmo. In wider, specific contexts of discourse the
possessives above may be omitted. In Mawa ckazana, wmo (her:
e€) mychnu yxe 8 veMooare, moi O0JIKHA KOH®IMb (YOUr: ceoo)




speakers. In simple sentences such as nana nomepsn mygpnu
omission is normal if context is clear to the speakers. With body
parts and kinship terms as targets, omission is normal in simple and
complex sentences: xo2oa pooumeny CAYwanu my3biKy, demu
cMompenu meneausop. With less context: Mol 3naxomolil Xusém
8 Mockee, a eco xena e [Temep6ypee.!!

Some examples of 1st and 2nd person reference are appropriate
at this stage. While it is true that csoii is often interchangeable with a
possessive modifer — usage may vary — it is also true, as
Yokoyama asserts, that the choice to reflexivize or not is never arbi-
trary or optional (1978, 250); it is not true that the use of the pos-
sessive is emphatic, as we often assert in our textbooks.!2 As long
as all of the conditions on reflexivization have not been fully ex-
plored, what are we to tell our students? In my view we can begin
with simple contexts where informants are in overwhelming
agreement. As Timberlake says (1980b, 780), in ideal syntactic and
semantic contexts — with a consistent and non-isolated controller-
subject and an inanimate target, reflexivization is strongly preferred.
I mention that animate targets generally prefer personal possessives,
to the extent that they are not deleted, while inanimates prefer re-
flexivization. Thus 2 e3a1 ceolo bpumey, A& ROHUMAIO MOEZO
npocpeccopa. There is agreement among analysts that collectivity
inhibits reflexivization: mur 106uM Hawy poouny ‘we love our
motherland’, 3umoii Mbi MHOCO 2080DUM O Hawem noxode. ‘in the
winter we discuss our (family) outing a great deal’. Distributive
marking favors reflexivity: xoeda pazdacmecs 380HOK, 3aumume
ceoul*saumu mecma, Kaxoui y céoezo cmoaba ‘when the bell
sounds, take your places, each at his post’ ~ ckaxume *ceou/gauiu
ycao8us, mul aam notioém nagcmpeuy ‘tell us your conditions, we
will accommodate you’ (these last examples are from Yokoyama,
263). The nonreflexive with animate targets and with collective con-
trollers ~ reflexive with inanimates and distributives are well enough
establifsl.led for us to introduce them to students at this stage of their
study.
4. Stage three, properly still in the first year of study, begins with the
introduction of an important pronoun lacking in English, the con-
trary term to ceoi, namely uyxoi. In its grammatical sense this
word means ‘belonging or relating to someone other than the con-
trolier’: 2 @341 wyxoe nansmo ‘I have taken someone else’s coat’
— a synonym of ue ceoé nanvmo, and, for many speakers
préferable to (or interchangeable with) the latter. At this point it is
appropriate to address the process of lexicalization of both pronouns
— their gradual movement from grammatical to inherent lexical
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content. I point out that the “meanings” of csoii as listed in standard
Russian interpretive dictionaries form a continuum from the exoge-
nous to the endogenous, that is, from purely grammatical, discourse-
grounded and syntactic to entirely lexical. The first level of lexical
meaning is ‘one’s own; belonging to or peculiar to the controller’;
this is the gloss to be found in most textbooks, e.g. Clark’s Russian
and Russian for Everybody. This is inaccurate in the purely exoge-
nous pronoun, however: on cdepxan ceoé obewyanue means ‘he
kept his promise’, not ‘his own promise’ or ‘a promise peculiar to
him alone’. In this first step toward lexicalization ceod may be rein-
forced, for clarity, by cobcmeennbii: omeemums na ceoi
cobcmeennbiil sonpoc Oviio oveHs mpydHo npogpeccopy ‘it was
very difficult for the professor to answer his own question’, on ne
nonuman ceoro cobcmesertyio dous ‘he did not understand his own
daughter’. I think that here it is useful to mention that there is a
marked tendency toward lexicalization in ‘have’ constructions, and
that y kawxdoeo ceou yeneuenus means not ‘everyone has his hob-
by’ but rather ‘everyone has a hobby of his own, peculiar to him-
self’ (cf. y mena ceou (cobemaennvie) wmaxmamsr ‘I have my (very)
own chess set’, 14

Note that with definite reference in negative ‘have’ constructions,
reflexivization is avoided, since the meaning is not ‘one’s own’: y
MeHR (moeeo) ywebuuxa nem npu cebe ‘I don’t have my textbook
with me’. With ceoii cobcmsennbui the lexicality resides both in the
pronoun and the adjective. I ask the students to compare the re-
flexive pronoun cefs coupled with the intensifier cam: amo on
cxas3an o camom cebe, on xopouwo 3naem (camoco) cebs, ou
dosoner (camum) coboi. 13 Ceodi and ceoli cobemeennbii have as
antonyms syxol (ne ceoii), and the first levels of lexicalization find
them exactly parallel. I mention the common substantival use of the
reflexive in first-level lexicalization: on dyman scé o caoém, o
uyxom He xomen caviuams ‘he kept thinking only about his own
matters and never wanted to hear about others’ concerns’.

Ceoii can mean ‘native; connected by relationships or by com-
mon views’ and uyxod is its antonym: Ona 6 cembe ceoeli podHoii
/ Kasanace degouxoii uyxoii (Eszenuti Onezun) ‘in her own family
/ She seemed.to belong to someone else’.16 Some lexical extensions
of ceoii may be presented at this stage, or deferred until the second
year of study. 1 like to introduce phrases such as cxazams 06 smom
na ceoém mecme ‘talk of that in its place’, npodams dom no ceoeti
yene ‘sell a car at its (actual) price’, 2 /nobo nHazeams sewu
cgoumu umenamu ‘I like to call things by their proper names’, as
they show reference to controllers in oblique cases, as is normal
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when the pronoun has iost its grammatical function and is used with
very strong inherent semantic content. Idioms with ceoi are frequent
in expository Russian and are properly introduced in grammar or
reading courses: xumb no-cedemy ‘to live in one own’s fashion’,
osi1 cam He ceod ‘he was beside himself’, amo ceveco poda
HeciblxanHoe Hogwiecmsao ‘this is a sort of unheard-of novelty’, g
€8010 ovepeds ‘In its turn’, xpuuan we ceoum conocom ‘he yelled in
a wild [unnatural] voice’, ymepems {He) caoeld cmepmeuio ‘to die an
(un)natural death’, essms ceoé, ‘to win one’s way’, nacmausams
na ceoém ‘to insist on one’s position’, e 6 ceoém yme ‘not in
one’s right mind’.

5. One difficulty for advanced students who have learned re-
flexivization is that in both written and spoken Russian one encoun-
ters many cases where reflexivization fails when it is expected and
occurs where it is supposed to be prohibited. Utterances like those
analyzed in Timberlake 1980a and 1980b have explanations which
are subtle and extraordinary for the beginning student, and I believe
their presentation is properly deferred. Examples of utterances
where reflexivization is not certain by the rules can be appreciated by
advanced classes when native speakers are available for checking
specimens. Where tracking occurs in non-modal impersonal con-
structions there is very often vascillation: mre docmamoure
?Mmouxiceoux Opysell, MHe He HYKHbl Opycue nro0u ‘my Own
friends are sufficient for me; [ don’t need othere people’ (Timberlake
1980a, 244 ); the analyst says that tracking is preferred here because
of “positive set reference”. Impersonals such as cmpawno, mpyoro,
Jieexo in certain reference contexts are apparently conducive to re-
flexivization, while others, such as menno, xonodno are not. In the
1st person, Timberlake asserts that non-referentiality favors tracking,
while referentiality inhibits it: Mt nociaau myda nawu/ceou kaopvi
~ MUl HE UMeeM PHQUUUX/C80UX nocmosHHbX kadpoa. As interest-
ing as they are to us, I recommend avoiding examples of oblique
controllers and intermediate cases in the first year. When students
ask about them, I give examples with highly lexicalized reflexiviza-
tion, which I believe to be in fact more decisive than any other single
criterion: Mexdy HuMU YCMAHOSUAUCH *ux/ceou, ocobule
omnowenus ‘their own, particular relations were established among
them’, 8 omoenenuu 6oi10 MHo20o *ux/caoux pabouux ‘there were
many of their own workers in the department’.

6.0 Sample texthook discussion of caoi.

6.1 Lesson I. (Further examples may be drawn from the above
text.) Ceoii i1s a possessive pronoun like moid, meoi, naw, sau,
eco, eé, ux, with the difference that it indexes the noun it modifies as
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belonging to the subject, and is traditionally called the reflexive pos-
sessive pronoun. The subject in its role as source of reference we
shall call the controiler. Compare the reflexive pronoun ce6x in s;

8uxy cebs; @ seprane ‘1, see myself; in the mirror’. Grammatical

reference establishes an identity between the controller and the noun
ceoii modifies (the target). In Hean; 6331 ceoto; Gpumay ‘Ivan took

his razor’ ceoii marks the razor (target) as belonging to Ivan
(controlier), and so is translated ‘his’. With 3rd person controllers a
nonreflexive possessive means that the target does not belong or re-
late to the subject: Hean; a3an eco; opumay ‘lvan took his razor’

means that the razor belongs to someone other than Ivan. There is no
ambiguity, then, in Russian sentences with 3rd person controllers;
ce8oill ~ ezo, e, ux lets the listener know whether the possessive
refers to the controller or somebody else. Caoui is also found with
1st and 2nd person controllers (s, mbi, moi, @b ), as are Mmoll, meoi,
Hawi, éaw; in these cases both ceodi and the nonreflexive posses-
sives mean ‘my’, ‘our’, ‘your’.

The controller — a logical or grammatical subject — may be
nominative, dative, genitive, or the addressee of an imperative (that
is, the doer of a potential action); it may even be unexpressed, in-
definite, non-specific, or elliptically deleted. Thus EMY HYNHO
83smb c8oto 6pumay ‘he has to take his razor’, Y Heeo ecmb ceos
6pumsa ‘he has his own razor’, eozemu ceor 6pumesy ‘take your
razor’, uyxmo e3samos cgow Gpumsy ‘one must take his razor’
Sometimes the subject is deleted: Bom monwko GO3bMY CBONW
Bpumesy, 6pumsy 3abein ‘T'll just take my razor, I forgot my razor’.
Modal verbs nysxro, nado and donxen track from the dative (or
nominative) subject through an infinitive to the target. So do many
other verbs with a nominative subject and infinitive: Xouy @3AMb U
ceoro Bpumay ‘I want to take my razor too’. Sometimes a pronoun is
deleted in a subordinate clause; reference is traced to this un-
expressed subject: on cxaszas, umo [on - unexpressed subject;/
8udes1 caoro cocebkyj 8 bubnuomexe ‘he said he saw his neighbor
in the library’.

The controller and target may not be identical nor in the same
noun phrase: one cannot say *ITpuwén ceodi nana ‘his father came’,
*ITpuwriu Hean u ceod nana ‘Ivan and his father came’. Nor may
onc trace beyond sentence boundaries.

In.*have’ constructions ceoi traces from a target to a controller
in the genitive. Unlike in constructions with nominative and dative
subjects, caoi in ‘have’ sentences means more than Jjust ‘referring to
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controller’; it means ‘one’s OWN’: y Mmens ecms €80 Mawuna ‘]
have my own car’,

6.2 Lesson II. Conjunctions — most important, those derived from
interrogatives, such as 2oe, Mo, Koeoda, kak, nouemy, xarxot, and
also compound conjunctions like nocre moco, kak, neped mem, kax
— block the tracing operation. Thus we camnot say *Hgan anaem,

e0e c6od nanvmo ‘Ivan knows where his coat is’. Compare with

CHaYana npouumame ezo (?caou) xnueu 06 s>mon ‘the professor
advised us first to read his books about this’. Because nam is the
deleted subject of npouumams, most speakers do not trace all the
way to npogheccop (*** marks the Sentence as ungrammatical and 9’
as questionable or marginal).

ith many targets possessive pronouns aré not used in Russjan.
In particular, with kinship terms, body parts, and personal posses-
stons, deletion of possessives is common: omya oens a6 ‘|
love my father very much’. In ngng nomepsn mychau ‘father lost
his shoes’ deletion of ceou will occur if it is clear to the speakers
whose shoes were Jost.

With Ist and 2nd person controllers we find variation in tracing,
Two very general rules of thumb: (1) with animate targets ceoi is
avoided in simple declarative SCNtENces: s mam sudes Moeco
Ho8o2o npogheccopa ‘1 saw may new professor there’, while it often

things (each individually)’,

6.3 Lesson III. The antonym of ceoii is y#xou ‘belonging to
Someone else’: 5 @397 “yxkoe nanvmo ‘I have taken someone else’s
coat’. He caoi is often used in place of 4yxo.

Recall that the meaning of caoi is grammatical: the target is re-
lated somehow or ‘belongs to’ the controller. For uyxoi the mean-
ing is: ‘related or belonging to someone other than the controller’,
We have seen that i ‘have’ sentences, however, there ig an inherent
meaning — ‘of one’s OWn, not anyone else’s’ — that s added to the
grammatical meaning. This we call the first leve] of lexicalization in
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a pronoun. In many idiomatic uses ceoid has developed lexical
meanings, making it very much like an adjective. The meaning
‘one’s own’ in many contexts is cgoil cobcmaennvui, in which
cobcmaennuii reinforces the lexical meaning: omsgemums na ceoti
cobcmaenHbili sonpoc Obiio o4eit mpyoro npogheccopy ‘it was
very difficult for the professor to answer his own question’.

The meaning ‘one’s own’ may be seen in the substantival usage:
OH 6CE 2080DUN O CBOEM, O HYKOM He Xomes cabiuamb ‘he kept
talking about his own affairs; he didn’t want to hear about anyone
else’s’. In a second level of lexicalization, cgoii can mean ‘native;
connected by relationships or by common views’ and uydxcos 18 its
antonym: Ona 8 cembe caoeti podroi | Kazanach 0eaoukoi uyxoii
(Eascenuti Onecun) ‘In her own family / She seemed to belong to
someone else’. It is noteworthy that in these extended senses gram-
matical tracking often collapses and cgoif works like an ordinary
adjective, as in the idiomatic usages 2 awbmo Hazeams sewji
caoumu umenamu ‘I like to call things by their actual names’, 06
amom cxaxy na ceoém mecme ‘I'll speak of that in its proper
place’.

Here are a few common idiomatic usages of ceoi: xumo no-
cadeay ‘to live in one’s own fashion’, &vtn cam He ceod ‘*he was
beside himself’, amo ceoezo poda necnvxantoe Hosutecmao ‘this
is a sort of unheard-of novelty’, 8 cgore ouepeds ‘in its turn’,
kpuuan ne ceoum conocom ‘he yelled in a wild [unnatural] voice’,
ymepems (ne) caoeli cmepmoro “to die an (un)natural death’, e3smes
ceoé, ‘to win one’s way’, Hacmaueamb Ha c8oém ‘to Insist on
one’s position’, He @ caoém yme ‘not in one’s right mind’.

Addendum
Examples for First Year Presentation of ceoi
(The slash separates two possible correct forms; parenthesized
forms are acceptable to some speakers.)

1. Haan 3naer, rae (his) naasro.  ero /-- Deletion possible in some cases.
Conjunction or sentence boundary
blocks trace.

2. Ilocne Toro, kKak ymep (her) eé as 1)

3HakoMbii, Mama nonyunna
10 Thicau.
3. IMocne cMmeptn {(her) e Nominalization of subordinate
. 3HAaKOMOTO, Mawa clause acts like a conjunction and
nonyusna 10 TeicaY. blocks trace.

4. Moii 3Hakomplii XHBET B ero Conjunction block.

IMMapuxe, a (his) xena B
TeTepbypre.
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10.

11.

12,

13.
14.

15.

17.
18.
19,
20.
21.
22,

23.

24.

25.
26,

27.

Jiofia He 3Hanma, Kakoro
rBeTa rnasa y (her) Myxa
Cama xopowo NOHHMAaer,
nouemy (his) mMama He Ha
pabore.

Iérp nuwer Heauwy v (his -
Peter’s) apyry.

2rro Masen. [ETp mobuT (his
- Pavel’s) xeny.

Kons ve 3HaeT, Kyga Mama
nonoxuna (her) KHury.

EMY HYXHO NOJIOXHTE B
uemopnaH (his) kocTioM.

Th1 OCAXKHA KOHUKTE (your)
KHHLY.

AHTOH XO4YeT NOoKa3aThk
Mapurn Baanamuposhe (his)
dororpacun.

HyxHno 3HaTh HcTopHio (of
one's) CeMbH.

OTtserbTe Ha {my) Bonpoc!

S xoy (my) oTua 37ech,

Bor tonpko (my) magny
BO3BMY.

A Bugen, kak (My) poOOHTESH
NoULH Ha padoTy.

MaxckM CTOHT 34€Ch Ha
yray, 5o Mawa He BHOHT
(her) Gpara.

Ha# (your) pyky.

On cxaszan, uto eupen (his)
COCeIKY.

¥ xaxporo (his) yBieJdeHHd,

¥ Hac Ha ¢paxynsTeTe {(our
OWNR) CTYAEHTHI.
Mawa, y meHd (my very
OWN) [maxmMarhbl!

OH ne nonwmaet (his own)
AOUB, .

EBoxe moii! A Basn (someone
else’s) nasnro!

Tawm GynyT u rawm 1 (people
from outside our group).

B (other people’s) mupy
MOXMEeNTbE.

eé

ee/ -

CBOEMY

ero

CBOKY

CBO# [ --

CBOWO / —-

CBOH / —

cBOeH

Moit

CBOH

CBOH

CBOH
COOCTBEHH
Hie

CHOIO
cobCTBEHH
Yio

He CBOE /[
uyxKoe
HyKue

YyXOM

(as 4)

(as 4)

3rd person reference distinction.
(as T
(as7)

Modal with dative controller al-
tows reflexivization. Possible
deletion.

Personal modal allows re-
flexivization; inanimate target.
Possible deletion.

Tracing permitted through infini-
tive. Possible deletion.

Non-referential,
modal subject.
Tracing to addressee in impera-
tives, not speaker.

Possessive deletion.

(as 15)

unspecified

(as 15)

{(as 15)

{as 15)

Tracing to deleted pronoun in
subordinate clause.

‘Have’ constructions with re-

flexivization.
Partial lexicalization in ‘have’
constructions.
Lexicalization in ‘have’ sen-
tences, reinforced with
COOCTBEHHBI,

Lexicalization reinforced with
cofCTBEHHBIH.

Antonym  of
cBOH.
Lexicalized uyxoi.

(as 26)
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28.

29,
30.
31.

32.

33.
34,
35.
36.

37.

34

Mb odyens mobuM (our)  Hawero 1st person personal possessive fa-
npodreccopa pycckoro vored if animate and/or collec-
A3BIKA. tive.
Mel qo/1KHBL IOOHTE (our)  Hamy / collective, but inanimate target;
POLHHY. CBOWO usage may vary.
Mu1 MHOro rosopuM o {our)  Hamem /  (as 29)
noxome. (cBOEM)
Bo3pMATe (your) seru! CBOH 2nd person distributive favors

reflexivization.
Hepenaiite npuser (your) --/paweii/ 2nd person, animate target; fa-
XeHe! {cBoeil) vors deletion or personal posses-

sive.
¥ wac nck (our own), naxe cBo€, cBoil  Lexicalization in predicative po-
AoM (is our own), sition.
On Bc€ rosoput ¢ (his own  cBoéM Substantivization,
concerns).
{(One‘s own) pybawmka ceos Lexicalization; no reference trac-
Gsmxe K Teny. ing
On (of a unique, special) croero Idiomatic lexicalization.
pona rexui.
A nwofaw HA3BATh BelH  CBOHMH Lexicalization, no reference trac-
(with their proper) nmMenama. ing.

NOTES

I express my thanks to Joseph P. Mozur, Jr. of the University of South
Alabama, and Anna Petrachkova, of Vologda and Tulane University.

I use the asterisk to mark ungrammatical or unacceptable words or utter-
ances, and “?” to mark words or utterances that are marginally acceptable.

Two widely differing interpretations of 1st and 2nd person reflexivization
agree on this point, Timberlake 1980b, 788 and Yokoyama 1978, 264.

As deictic categories, no pronouns, of course, have simple endogenous
glosses, like adjectives; mosi refers to the speaker, mbr to the speaker and
the group s/he represents, and so on.

As is well known, in colloquial Russian reflexivization may fail even in the
3rd person, in certain contexts. This is because the speaker is tracing iden-
tity not to the grammatical subject but to some other entity (see Yokoyama
1978, 252). Reference-tracing in English as well may bypass the subject in
favor of the speaker, as in substandard he gave the prizes to myself and to
Paul. Discussion of this phenomenon belongs in more advanced courses.

In a later lesson I present y Hero Her caoes mamuuel ‘he doesn't have a
car of his own’ ~ y MeHsT B pykax HeT moero 6ymaxHuka ‘I don’t have
my wallet’. With a definire referent reflexivization is prohibited, since the




sense of ceo#t in ‘have’ constructions is slightly lexicalized: ‘one’s own’
(vs. simply ‘mine, his...").

Datives serving as targets are commonest with impersonal modals; in other
constructions (to be considered in advanced courses) reflexivization is ques-
tionable or prohibited (e.g. emy Xxon04HO B ero/? cBOEM faAbTO).
Examples at the beginning level should be confined to Hago, HyxHO,
Aosnken, and infinitive constructions.

It is true that there are no other genitive-subject constructions which readily
admit cBo# (*?cecTpul He 610 B CBoeM kabnnrere) — but this fact is
not a valid argument for the loss of a valuable pedagogical generalization.
Indeed there are numerous examples of possible genitive control in stative
sentences: MHe He XBATHT Bpemedu A4s cefa ‘I haven't enough time
for myself’, MHe JocTaTouHO? MOHX/CBOHX Apy3elR ‘my friends are
sufficient for me’ (Timberlake 1980a, 244), but as the last example shows,
with such sentences we enter a zone of ‘greater ~ lesser’ acceptability for
reflexivization which, I believe, properly belongs in advanced classes.

What they have in common, according to Yokoyama, is a discourse-

8 n
grounded dissociation of the speaker gqua P from the speaker gua P (see
Yokoyama and Klenin 1978 262-265}. This universal principle underlying
reflexivization is yet to find acceptance, however, among all analysts. It is
generally known, however, that the canonical subject is not the obligatory
controller for reflexivization and that a number of semantic, syntactic, and
discourse factors influence reference tracing (see Timberlake 1980a and
19800 for argumentation and examples). It is possible that Yokoyama’s no-
tion of “center of empathy” (1978, 252) and Timberlake’s notions of infor-
mational focus and set reference may one day be encompassed in an extra-
grammatical notion of “subjecthood”; for beginning language students,
however, I believe cso#i  can be effectively introduced within a loosely de-
fined sentence-level grammatical format. Experiential datives, it is likely,
are not inversions from underlying nominatives (and thus in the strictest
sense are not “subjects’); in defense of what may seem a pedagogical deceit
in the name of clarity of generalization, I would mention an observation
made by Charles E. Townsend many years ago (viva voce). It has often been
remarked, he said, that the study of a foreign language helps the learner un-
derstand his own native language better; but it is equally true — and more
immediately practical for the learner in the classroom — that his knowledge
of Engliski will help in the mastery of a foreign language.

Csod abounds in the nominative, not only in *have’ constructions but in
lexicalized usages (see § 3) and idioms (cBos pybawka CAHXE K TEAY
" ‘one’s own shirt is closer to one’s body’). Students must not be told that
the reflexive cannot modify a nominative; this is simply not so.
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10.

.

12.

13.
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Timberlake (1980b, 782) gives as an example on saBeman 6b mue
AOCTPOHTD 7ero/cBoio Oaiitrio ‘be bequeathed me the task of finishing
the building of his tower’; here, he claims, the non-referentiality inherent in
opaque contexts (e.g. non-indicative mood) favors reflexivization. Compare
also in 2nd person tracing — where reflexive ~ personal possessive does
not affect meaning — when an animate target may be modified by the re-
flexive in strongly non-referential contexts: 370 BBl paccka3ssiBafdTe goma
CBOEH XeHe, a He Ha cobpauru ‘that’s the sort of thing you should say
at home to your wife, and not at a meeting’ (784) ~ nepeaasaiite npiser
(samed xere. Ihave not attempted to integrate these factors into my first-
Ievel presentation.

Advanced grammar courses may pursue the topic of blocking. Generally
prepositions permit tracing: HECMOTPSA Ha CBOK JIOBKOCTb, OH
HAXOAHJICA HOUTH [IOCTOAHHO Ha camom pybexe HHWeTs  ‘despite
his adroitness, he was nearly continuously on the verge of destitution’
(from Turgenev’s Jsopaxckoe rresgo).  Prepositions which govern
deverbal nominalizations may act syntactically the same as conjunctions,
and strictly speaking they should block tracing; in fact standard usage may
vVary: pocAe coMepTtH eE/CBoero OaM3Koro 3Hakomoro Mamma
rogyudsaa 10 Teicay Cafter the death of her close acquaintance Masha
received ten thousand: ( = nocae Toro, kak ymep eé 6aH3kH#
3Hakomeidy. A deleted subject of a participle may seem to permit tracing,
although the use of ceos, I contend, is often an instance of lexicalization:
Y He€ cBeXui TaAaHT, BbipaGaThlBAOWMI CBOH YOEXKACHHUA H CRBOE
fAoHHmManue Mupa ‘she has a fresh talent which is developing irs own
convictions and its own understanding of the world’ (in Caosaps
pycckoro s3sika, 1961). Compare the following from Pushkin’s
BappliMA-KpecToanka: POMaHTHUYECKAA MbBICAb XEHHTLCH Ha
KPECTbAHKE H XXHTb CBOMMH TDYJAaMH MPUIIIZ €My B roiosy ‘the
romantic notion of marrying a peasant girl and living by his own labors
came to his mind.” This sentence has a dative “subject” identical to that of
XHTb, with surface subject Mbicab; the locution is nearly synonymous
with emy s3qymanoce ‘the idea got into his head’. As the use of cao
here is partically lexicalized, some native speakers might prefer ceoum
cobcTeenHbiMu pykamu, with the intensifying lexical adjective making
the meaning explicit. (Compare also y MeHs cBOM COGCTBEHHbIE
waxmarel ‘Thave my (very) own chess set’.

It is equally false that failure to reflexivize in 3rd person reference is a
“mistake” due to grammatical ignorance. These cases are instances of shift
of the controller from the canonical subject to an element in the discourse.
These interesting examples also belong only in advanced grammar courses.

The question of animacy with 1st and 2nd person controllers is far from set-
tled; Timberlake is surely right to assert that there are a number of discourse
parameters that influence the choice of pronoun. Yokoyama finds that with
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Timberlake (1980b, 782) gives as an example on 3aBewan 6b mue
AOCTPOHTD 7ero/coio Oauirny ‘be bequeathed me the task of finishing
the building of his tower’; here, he claims, the non-referentiality inherent in
opaque contexts (e.g. non-indicative mood) favors reflexivization. Compare
also in 2nd person tracing — where reflexive ~ personal possessive does
not affect meaning — when an animate target may be modified by the re-
flexive in strongly non-referential contexts: 370 B&l pacckassiBafTe gOMa
CBOEH XeHe, a He Ha cofpasyu ‘that’s the sort of thing you should say
at home to your wife, and not at a meeting’ (784) ~ nepeaapaite npuseT
{Bameit xene. Ihave not attempted to integrate these factors into my first-
level presentation.

Advanced grammar courses may pursue the topic of blocking. Generally
prepositions permit tracing: HecMoOTps Ha CBOKO JAOBKOCTb, OH
HAXOAHJICA NOYTH NOCTOAHHO Ha camom pybexe HuueTsl  ‘despite
his adroitness, he was nearly continuously on the verge of destitution’
(from Turgenev’s JsopsiHckoe rHesqo).  Prepositions which govern
deverbal nominalizations may act syntactically the same as conjunctions,
and strictly speaking they should block tracing; in fact standard usage may
vary: nocAe cMeprH eé/cpoero OaHakoro 3HakomMoro Mawa
roayunsaa {0 Teicau ‘after the death of her close acquaintance Masha
received ten thousand: ( = nocae Toro, kxax ymep eé 6aH3KHE
3Hakomeidy. A deleted subject of a participle may seem to permit tracing,
although the use of ceos, I contend, is often an instance of lexicalization:
Y HEE cBexuil TaAaHT, Bbipa0aThIBAIOWMA CBOH YOEXACHUA H CBOE
fAoHHManue Mupa ‘she has a fresh talent which is developing its own
convictions and its own understanding of the world’ (in Crosaps
pycckoro s3sika, 1961). Compare the following from Pushkin’s
bapbitHA-Kpecreanka: POMAHTHUECKAH MbBICAb XEHHTLCH Ha
KPECTbAHKE H XKHTb CBOUMH TPYAAMKH NPUIIIZ €MY B roJiosy ‘the
romantic notion of marrying a peasant girl and living by his own labors
came to his mind.” This sentence has a dative “subject” identical to that of
XHTb, with surface subject maicib; the locution is nearly synonymous
with emy s3qymanoce ‘the idea got into his head’. As the use of cao
here is partically lexicalized, some native speakers might prefer ceonmu
cobcTeenHbiMu pykamu, with the intensifying lexical adjective making
the meaning explicit. (Compare also y MeHA CBOM COGCTBEHHbIE
waxmarel ‘Thave my (very) own chess set’.

It is equally false that failure to reflexivize in 3rd person reference is a
“mistake” due to grammatical ignorance. These cases are instances of shift
of the controller from the canonical subject to an element in the discourse.
These interesting examples also belong only in advanced grammar courses.

The question of animacy with 1st and 2nd person controllers is far from set-
tled; Timberlake is surely right to assert that there are a number of discourse
parameters that influence the choice of pronoun. Yokoyama finds that with




14.

15.

16.

verbs of ‘analysis’, such as ‘consider’, ‘weigh’, reflexivization is actually
obligatory: 51 cuuTa) Te6sa cBonuMm JApyrom according to her thesis that
this is forced if the speaker is in some way removed from the aspect of
himself operative in the discourse (Yokoyama 1978).

A further degree of lexicalization can be seen in the move from ‘I have my
(own) house’ to ‘the house that I have is my own’: y MeHsA cBOH A0M
ects. Cf. from Chexov; Huxorga 8 HE XHA Tak ACWIEBO, Kak TeReph.
YHac BcE cBOE, aaxe xaeb croil ‘Thave never lived as cheaply as now.
Everything we have is our own, even the bread is ours’. From Mamin-
Sibirjak: Yrowenue Botio cBo€, HekyniaeHHoe: xjAel cBOH, oBO
BCAKMA CBOH, NTHUA pa3Hasn cBos ‘the refreshments were ours, not
bought; the bread was ours, all sorts of vegetables were ours, various game
was our own’ (examples are from Crogapt 1964).

Idioms are fixed with or without the intensifier; roBopHTE ApO (*camMoro)
ceba ‘say to oneself’, npuATH B (*camoro) cefa ‘come to one’s senses’,
camMo cofioi pasymeercsa ‘that goes without saying’.

This is an extension of the first-level lexical meaning *particular to an indi-
vidual.” Further levels in most Slavic languages show typical extensions to
narrowed or widened meanings, so that the word, in context, may have
seemingly contrary senses. In Czech sv j can mean both 'belonging to a
community; communal, united in a community’ and Cstrange, peculiar,
unique': celd dédina byla jaksi svd, dGvérnd, mild  the whole village was
somehow united, trusting, dear' ~ Ona je trochu zvidimi, svd ‘she is a bit
special, unto herself’; a slightly archaic usage in Czech is the meaning 'free":
cigdn nikdy nebyl sv G j 'the Gypsy has never been free’. Russian ceod has
similar semantic dimensions.
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