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Abstract. The aim of the current paper is to analyze Latvian reflexive verbs from
the point of view of their polyfunctionality and distributon. The study confirms the
assumption that reflexive verbs are independent lexemes as opposed to non-reflexive
verb forms. Each reflexive verb has its distinct semantic system and distribution
which is different from polysemy of non-reflexive verbs and their distribution. The
system of reflexive verbs in Latvian is open where new meanings and even new
reflexive verbs arise particularly in colloquial use.
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1. Introduction

The aim of the current paper is to analyze Latvian reflexive verbs from the
point of view of their polyfunctionality.

Sequence of description is envisaged as follows:

1) a brief insight into the research methods;

2) overview of the semantic groups of reflexive verbs;

3) analysis of the Latvian data samples;

4) main conclusions about the semantics of reflexive verbs and their

distribution.

The classification of Latvian reflexive verbs is based on the relationship
between semantic roles and syntactic structure according to the principles
devised by Palmer (1994) and Saeed (1997). The approach of describ-
ing the voice system and reflexive verbs in the context of semantic roles has
been widely used in modern linguistics (see, for example, Shibatani 1988;
Klaiman 1991; Kemmer 1993; Plungian 2000; 2011; Haspelmath
2002; Knjazev 2007). The theoretical framework and classification of
reflexive verbs is mainly based on Geniusiené (1983) and (1987), Fal-
tz (1985) and Gerritsen (1990), developed further by Kemmer (ibid.),
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Wierzbicka (1996), Enger, Nesset (1999), Plungian (ibid.), Hol-
voet (2001), Haspelmath (ibid.), Knjazev (ibid.). A similar approach
has been applied to the Latvian reflexive verbs in Kalnaca, Lokmane
(2012) and Kalnaca (2013).

GeniuSiene (1987, 137-141) has discussed polysemy and overlap-
ping of semantic classes of reflexives, these specific features are discussed
in Kemmer (1993) in connection with emotion and some other reflexive
verbs. However, polyfunctionality of Latvian reflexive verbs is described
chiefly in dictionaries of Latvian from the point of view of their meaning,
but never in connection with their distribution. Traditionally different cases
of reflexive verbs used in colloquial Latvian are not reflected in dictionar-
ies in spite of the fact that they are widespread, for example, reflexive verbs
smereties ‘to be made (about sandwiches)’ and rakstities ‘to spell’ in the fol-
lowing cases:

(1) a. passive meaning

Tiek varita kafija,
be.AUX.PRS.3 boil.pTCP.NOM.F coffee.NOM.F
smerejas maizes.

smear.PRS.3.REFL bread.NOM.PL.F

“The coffee is being made, the sandwiches are being prepared.

(www.korpuss.lv)

b. impersonal meaning

Ka pareizi rakstas rezisora
How correct write.PRS.3.REFL director.GEN.M
vards?

name.NOM.M
‘How do you spell the director’s name?’

(www.korpuss.lv)

Latvian grammars normally do not present the analysis of either poly-
functionality or the colloquial usage of reflexive verbs (for example, Ahero
et al. 1959; Nitina 2001; Paegle 2003), as traditionally these questions
are discussed in the research connected with the language culture (for exam-
ple, Blinkena 1966; Endzelins 1980, 42; Freimane 1993, 207-208).

98



The new Grammar of the Latvian Language (Latviesu valodas gramatika) and
Kalnaca, Lokmane (2012) is an exception in the culture of the descrip-
tion of the verb, as it discusses the semantics and the distribution of the
reflexive verbs, without avoiding the colloquial language — use cases to depict
the system of the verb more fully (Kalnac¢a 2013, 512-515).

The polysemy of the reflexive verbs is not usually discussed in the con-
nection with its distribution pattern in the sentence either. This can be partly
explained by the fact that the reflexive verb can have some non-standard
language meanings, which following the established practice of the traditio-
nal grammars and sometimes even dictionaries, were not depicted in the lan-
guage system description either, see more on this reflexive verb description
problem in (Kalnaca 2009). So the current paper is an attempt to analyze
the polyfunctionality of reflexive verbs in connection with their semantic
and syntactic functions, without judging the language use from the norma-
tive point of view.

The data are taken from the Lidzsvarots misdienu latvieSu valodas
tekstu korpuss (The balanced corpus of Modern Latvian) (available at
www.korpuss.lv). Materials from explanatory dictionaries Latviesu valodas
vardnica (Latvian Language Dictionary)and Latviesu literaras valo-
das vardnica (Standard Latvian Language Dictionary) (both available
at www.tezaurs.lv), www.google.lv, news portals and newspapers are used as
well.

2. General description of the reflexive verb semantics

As Haspelmath (2002, 213) argues, in the case of reflexive verbs “the
agent and the patient are co-referential and can hence be thought of as occu-
pying a single syntactic function” The relations between semantic roles and
syntactic arguments can be represented as follows, where A is the agent, P is
the patient, and S the subject:

Figure 1. Subject reflexive verbs

According to Wierzbicka (1999, 60-64; see also Schladt 2000;
Koénig, Siemund, Topper 2008; Kalnac¢a, Lokmane 2010), this model
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can be related to the prototypical or primary meaning of reflexivity which is
the so-called middle meaning in its traditional sense. In Latvian the following
reflexive verbs have the prototypical meaning:

(2) ietities ‘to wrap oneself up (in), to tuck oneself in’
atjaunoties ‘to be renewed’

mainities ‘to change oneself’

The semantics and distribution of reflexive verbs in Latvian are described
ibid. as follows (see Kalnaca, Lokmane 2012; Kalnaca 2013, 512; exam-
ples from Kalnaca, Lokmane ibid.):

1) subject reflexive verbs — the agent and the patient are fully or partly
co-referential; the agent is the syntactic subject of the sentence (see Figure
1) — mazgaties ‘to wash [oneself]’; celties ‘to get [oneself] up’; kemmeties ‘to
comb [one’s| hair’; slaucities ‘to wipe [oneself] dry’; gerbties ‘to dress [oneself]’

(3) Es mazgajos dusa.
[.Nom wash.PRs.1SG.REFL shower.LoC.F
katru ritu.
every.ACC.M morning.ACC.M

‘I take a shower every morning.’

Some subject reflexive verbs can express autocausative action, if the sub-
ject, that is, the agent (animate or inanimate), makes oneself do something
(Geniusiené 1987, 86; Siewierska 1988, 267; see also Kalnaca 2013,
507), for example, celties ‘to get [oneself] up’, liekties ‘to bend’.

2) object reflexive verbs — the agent and the patient are not co-referential;
the patient (P) is the syntactic subject (S) of the sentence — glabaties ‘to be
kept’, kraties ‘to accrue’, Suties ‘to be sewn’, (see Figure 2 and example 4):

p

Figure 2. Object reflexive verbs

100



(4) Nauda glabajas banka.
money.NOM.F keep.PRs.3.REFL bank.Loc.F

‘Money is kept in the bank.

Some object reflexive verbs can express decausative action, where the
agent turns into the experiencer in dative or is dismissed altogether as unim-
portant (Plungian 2000, 212-213). Decausative action borders on passive
action (cf. the Latvian standard language use cautionary note examples (1a)
and (1b); more on this see in Kalnaca, Lokmane 2012; Kalnaca 2013,
507), the decrease of the role of the agent or the lack of agent brings the
meanings closer (Siewierska 1988; Plungian 2000, 214).

3) impersonal reflexive verbs — instead of an agent there is an experiencer
(E, typically in the dative case), used in the function of the indirect subject
(IS) — iesapeties ‘to feel a sudden pain’, iesmelgties ‘to begin aching’ (see Fig-
ure 3 and example 5):

E
IS

Figure 3. Impersonal reflexive verbs

(5) Man iesapejas vedera.
I.DAT ache.PsT.3.REFL stomach.Loc.m

‘I felt sudden pain in my stomach.

A slight note in the connection with the indirect subject. As it can be
seen in example (5) (see also examples 21; 23; 26), the dative functions as an
indirect subject and denotes the role of an experiencer. Richardson (2007,
39), who has focused on similar examples of dative use in the Slavonic lan-
guages, labels these dative ‘subject’ experience constructions, which can be fully
referred to Latvian as well. Blake (1997, 144—151) in his turn points out that
dative can have the function of the indirect subject next to the functions of
the direct object and the indicator of possession. This is why this study will
be using the term indirect subject.

It should be noted that the idea of the dative as subject has a consider-
ably long history in Latvian linguistics. Ozols (1957) proposed this idea by
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mentioning the term netiesais teikuma prieksSmets ‘indirect subject’ and Frei-
mane (1985), Karklins (1968; 1976; 1985), and Lokmane (2002; 2007)
have perpetuated this idea. For the analysis of Ozols’ ideas see also Frei-
mane 2013; Lokmane 2013; Vogina 2013. The relation of the dative
to the subject function in Latvian is also pointed out in recent research,
for example, Serzants 2013a; 2013b; Holvoet 2013); Holvoet, Grzy-
bowska, Rembiatkowska 2015; Kalnaca 2014.

The semantic differences can also be attested by differences in distribu-
tion of reflexive verbs. The previously mentioned schema, where the agent
is co-referential with the patient and in the surface syntax appears as the
subject, should be modified accordingly to include the changes in the mean-
ings of reflexive verbs. Further on, the semantic features specify (including
also a schematic description of semantic roles and syntactic arguments) how
exactly the agent in autocausative constructions loses its outstanding posi-
tion of the syntactic subject where, as the result, the position of subject gets
occupied by that of the patient. The next step is decausative constructions,
where one of the participants — the agent — is eliminated from the situation
and there is only one participant in the speaker’s field of vision. The imper-
sonal meaning reflects the final step or the result of the action rather than
the dynamic process itself.

Latvian allows for certain constructions where one and the same reflexive
verb depending on the context represents different semantic roles (agent,
patient, experiencer) and consequently appears in different distribution. De-
pending on their distribution, most Latvian reflexive verbs can be both sub-
ject and object (or impersonal) verbs. Object verbs usually have additional
semantics (for example, evaluative, iterative or the semantics of unintention-
ality). Furthermore, one and the same reflexive verb can belong to differ-
ent semantic groups of subject or object, or impersonal verbs, that is, every
meaning of the polysemantic reflexive verb can belong to a different group.
The distribution of the verb and the syntactic structure of the sentence will
vary accordingly.

3. Reflexive verb — subject verb / object verb

MAZGATIES ‘to wash’

a. subject reflexive verb, the relations between semantic roles and syntac-
tic arguments can be represented as in Figure 1:
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(6) Kapec  kakis tik ilgi mazgajas?
why cat.NOM.M e long  wash.pPST.3.REFL
“Why is the cat licking itself for so long?’

(www.delfi.lv)

b. object reflexive verb + evaluative meaning, the relationship between
the semantic and syntactic structure is as in Figure 2:

(7) Audums labi mazgajas.
material. Nom.M  well wash.PRs.3.REFL
‘Laundry washes well’

(www.tvnet.lv)

The verb mazgaties in this context has evaluational meaning — the event is
interpreted as positive.

Plungian (2011) points out that evaluative (modal) meanings arise from
the context where the identity of the agent is not important and the emphasis
is laid on the event itself or the result involving the object. As the conse-
quence of this the modal meaning of possibility or impossibility arises, that
is the object’s ability to participate or not participate in the event is assessed
(Plungian 2011, 269-270). This meaning peculiarity can be attested in the
analysis of Latvian reflexive verbs — the example (6) shows reading of the
verb mazgaties ‘to wash oneself’ as the subject verb without evaluative mean-
ing while in the object function the event is assessed as a positive event, see
example (7). The same can be observed in the distribution of the reflexive
verb stiepties ‘to reach, to drag, to strech” (examples 8—10) although this verb
allows for polyfunctionality in its function as the subject verb — in specific
contexts it can encode iterative, that is — aspectual meaning.

STIEPTIES ‘to reach, to drag, to strech’

a. subject reflexive verb

(8) Es stiepjos pec piena krizes.
[.NOM reach.prs.1sG.REFL  for milk.GEN.M jug.GEN.F
‘T am reaching for the milk jug.’

(www.google.lv)
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ay. subject reflexive verb + aspectual (iterative) meaning

(9) Pec darba magas vienmer
after  work.GEN.M  home usually
ar savu smago rokassomu stiepjos
with  my.Ns.F heavy.ns.F  handbag.INs.F  bring.PRs.1SG.REFL
ka traka.
as mad.NOM.F

‘After the work I am dragging my usually heavy handbag home’
(www.tvnet.lv)

Verbs like stiepties with iterative meaning usually occur in a pattern with-
out a coreferential patient. The relations between semantic roles and syntactic
arguments in this case are as follows:

A
S

Figure 4. Subject reflexive verb with
the aspectual (iterative) meaning

b. object reflexive verb + evaluative meaning, the relationship between
the semantic and syntactic structure is as in Figure 2 (see examples 4; 7):

(10) Veca gumija slikti  stiepjas
old.Nom.F elastic.NOM.F badly  stretch.prs.3.REFL
un plist.
and break.prs.3

‘An old elastic stretches badly and breaks easily’
(www.google.lv)

It is not always possible to interpret the meaning of reflexive verbs based
on their distribution and to mark clearly the borderline between the subject
and object meanings. The interpretation of meaning largely depends on the
meaning of the agent — whether the agent is animate or via personification we
can also include agents that typically are not characterized as possessing voli-
tion and which either perform an action or the action occurs by itself. Subject
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reflexive verbs usually have an animate agent, but we can also here include
the reflexive verbs that have a personified inanimate agent (see Kalnaca,

Lokmane 2012):

(11) a. Koks liecas veja.
tree.NOM.F bend.PrRs.3.REFL.  wind.LoC.M

“The tree is bending in the wind.

b. Temperatira celas.
temperature.NOM.F rise.PRS.3.REFL

‘The temperature is rising.

To illustrate we will discuss the verbs smereties ‘to get dirty’ (examples
12—-14) and rauties ‘to pull away’ (examples 15-19).

SMERETIES ‘to get dirty’

a. subject reflexive verb

(12) Es nosmerejos ar svekiem.
L.xoMm stain.PsT.3.REFL with  resin.INs.PL.M

‘I stained myself with resin’
(www.google.lv)

b. object reflexive verb

(13) Smerejas visu veidu
get_dirty.PRs.3.REFL all.GEN.PL.M type.GEN.PL.M
plastmasas logi.
plastic.GEN.F window.NOM.PL.M

‘All types of plastic windows tend to get dirty’

(www.korpuss.lv)

In this group of reflexive verbs, the semantic structure can be interpreted
variously (also on this, see Plungian 2000, 215). The event described in
the example (13) can be interpreted:

1) some animate agent is making the windows dirty; the reflexive verbs
are object verbs; the syntactic subject of the sentence is the patient
logi ‘windows’ (see also Figure 2);
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2) the reflexive verb can be analyzed as the subject verb via personifica-
tion, than logi is agent and the syntactic subject of the sentence (see
Figure 1);

3) windows get dirty by way of dust, rain etc. without participation of an
animate agent.

Also, in the example (14) there are two possible interpretations — mas-
cara can either be smeared with the help of brush in one’s hand (an animate
agent) or mascara itself under certain conditions (water, rain, heat etc.) smear
around the eyes (the agent is inanimate or does not exist at all):

(14) Skropstu tusa nav
lash.GEN.PL.F mascara.NOM.F  not_be.COP.PRS.3
noturiga un smeréjas.
long_lasting.NOM.F and smear.PRS.3.REFL

‘Mascara is not long-lasting; it smears’

(www.korpuss.lv)

RAUTIES ‘to pull’
a. subject reflexive verb

(15) Berns raujas no mates
child.Nom.M  pull.PRS.R.REFL  from mother.GEN.F
rokam.
arm.DT.PL.F
“The child is pulling away from his mother’s arms.

(www.google.lv)

ay. subject reflexive verb (reciprocal), where several agents are co-referen-
tial with several patients (at least two); there is only one syntactic argument
in the sentence — the subject:

(16) [mes]  Rausimies, kurs stipraks!
[we] wrestle.1MP.1.PL.REFL ~ who.NOM.M  stronger.NOM.M
‘Let’s wrestle and see who is stronger!’

(Latviesu valodas vardnica)
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The relations between semantic roles and syntactic arguments are basi-
cally the same as in the Figure 1.
a,. subject reflexive verb + aspectual (iterative) meaning

(17) Es un bralis ravamies
Ivom  and brother.NoM.M toil.PST.1PL.REFL
plava cauru dienu.
meadow.LOC.F all.acc.r day.Acc.F

‘Me and my brother toiled in the field all day’

This kind of reflexive verb rauties use in example (17) is usually found in
colloquial speech, where it means ‘work a lot, invest a lot of effort’, while the
basic meaning of the verb is ‘pull something in different directions, compete’
(example 16) (see LatvieSu valodas vardnica; similar explanation in
LatvieSu literaras valodas vardnica). The relations between the se-
mantic roles and the syntactic arguments in this case are the same as for the
verb stiepties ‘to stretch out’ in example (9), where the agent is the syntactic
subject, but the patient is absent (see also Figure 4).

b. object reflexive verb (see Figure 2 and examples 7; 10)

(18) Mazgajot [lina] audums raujas.
wash.pTcp [linen] fabric.xoM.M shrink.prs.3.REFL
‘[Linen] fabrics tend to shrink during washing.’

(www.google.lv)

The verb rauties ‘pull away’ in the object function is semantically similar
to the above discussed verb smereties ‘to get dirty’ in the object function (ex-
ample (13)). However, the reflexive verb rauties ‘ibid. in the example (19)
most probably is interpreted as the subject verb where dienas ‘days’ is the
personified agent:

(19) Dienas raujas isakas.
day.NOM.PL.F  get.PRS.3.REFL shorter.NOM.PL.F
‘Days are getting shorter.

(www.delfi.lv)
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4. Reflexive verb — subject verb / impersonal verb
SUPOTIES ‘to sway’
a. subject reflexive verb

(20) Es sapojos Sapoles.
I.nom  swing.PRS.1.SG  swing.LOC.PL.F
‘I am swinging.

(www.google.lv)

b. impersonal reflexive verb + evaluative meaning

(21) Lai  jums labi sapojas Lieldienas!
let  you.par.rL  well swing.PRS.3.REFL  Easter.LOC.PL.F
‘May you swing well!’ (an Easter greeting)

(www.korpuss.lv)

In such examples as (21) we can observe the agent turning into the expe-
riencer in dative next to the reflexive verb (see also Figure 3). This kind of
impersonal reflexive verbs stress the possible positive outcome of the action;
although this kind of use is not recommended in standard Latvian, but in
colloquial speech, as well as in media texts it can be found often, especially
in all kinds of greetings (Kalnac¢a 2013, 515).

The reflexive verb dzivoties ‘to live’ (see examples 22; 23) has similar se-
mantics and distribution. The use of the subject reflexive verb is different in
the meaning of iterative action, where the verb has an iterative meaning, thus
the distribution in Figure 4 is a pattern without patient and consequentially
without the object as the syntactic argument. The impersonal reflexive verb
use in its turn involves the meaning of the positive assessment.

DZIVOTIES ‘to live’

a. subject reflexive verb + aspectual (iterative) meaning

(22) Mes dzivojamies netrauceti pa laukmali.
we.NOM  spend.psT.1.sG.REFL  undisturbed on  edge.AcC.F
‘We were spending the time on the edge of the field undisturbed.

(Latviesu literaras valodas vardnica)
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b. impersonal reflexive verb + evaluative meaning

(23) Lai jums labi dztvojas!
let you.pAT  good  live.PRS.3.REFL
‘Have a good life!’

(www.google.lv)

5. Reflexive verb — subject verb / object verb / impersonal verb

Although less frequently, there are some reflexive verbs in Latvian that
occur in subject, object and impersonal functions.

PRASITIES ‘to ask’

a. subject reflexive verb

(24) a. Berns prasas uz  tualeti.
child.nom.m ask.PRS.3.REFL  to  bathroom.Acc.F
“The child needs to go to bathroom.

(www.diena.lv)

and
b. Vairakkart  soditais prasas
recurrently  recidivist.NOM.M ask.PRsS.3.REFL
atpakal cietuma.
back prison.Loc.M

“The recidivist is asking to get back in prison.
(www.tvnet.lv)

b. object reflexive verb

(25) Pec abolu eSanas zobiem
after apple.GEN.PL.M  eating.GEN.F tooth.DAT.PL.M
prasas piens vai siers.
need.PrRs.3.REFL  milk.NOM.M or cheese.NOM.M

‘After eating apples the teeth ask for some milk or cheese’

(www.tvnet.lv)
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c. impersonal reflexive verb

(26) Man prasas uz  juru!
[.pAT need.PRS.3.REFL to sea.ACC.F
‘T want to go to the seal’

(www.google.lv)

In Latvian the experiencer may be omitted:

(27) Prasas péc ballites?
need.PRsS.3.REFL for party.GEN.F
‘Are we feeling a need for a party?’

(www.tvnet.lv)

It follows from our analysis that the tendency of reflexive verbs to func-
tion with different meanings and assume different distribution arises from
the functional system of reflexive verbs; it is a universal tendency as previ-
ously claimed by Kemmer (1993, 202). Thus, these universal tendencies
also concern specific reflexive verbs that assuming different meanings occur
in different distribution. We would like to think that this is due to meaning
expansion of reflexive verbs where co-reference of the agent and patient the
subject can be interpreted as either an agent or a patient. If there is no agent
or the author of the text does not regard it as important, the one and the same
verb can have impersonal semantics (see the distribution of reflexive verbs
Supoties ‘to sway’, dzivoties ‘to live’, prasities ‘to ask’). However, the analysis
of Latvian reflexive verbs demonstrates that most frequently reflexive verbs
have combined the subject and object verb or impersonal meanings. So far
we have not come across usage where one and the same verb assumes the ob-
ject and impersonal verb distribution. This points to the fact that in Latvian
the core of the functional system of reflexive verbs is formed by the subject
verbs. The subject verbs respectively show most extensive polyfunctionality
(see Kalnaca, Lokmane 2012).

The system of reflexive verbs in Latvian is open where new meanings (ex-
amples 21; 23) and even new reflexive verbs arise particularly in colloquial
use, such as the verb tieveties ‘to slim down’, where in example (28a) the
reflexive verb has the meaning of the subject verb, while in example (28b) —
the meaning of the impersonal verb:
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(28) a. Nolemu Sonedel citigi  Heveties.

decide.pst.1.s¢  this_week hard slim_down.INF
‘T decided to slim down this week.

(www.google.lv)

and

=2

v

b. Cau, meitenes, ka tievejas
hi girl.NOM.PL.F how slim_down. PRs.3.REFL
pa svetkiem?
during feast.DAT.PL.M
‘Hi girls! Have you been losing a lot of weight during the feast?’

(www.google.lv)

Conclusions
One and the same reflexive verb may have different lexical meanings
with a different distribution for each of the meanings. One and the
same verb can belong to different subclasses of the subject and object
(or impersonal) verbs.
Some reflexive verbs have evaluative or aspectual (iterative) mean-
ings. The evaluative meanings usually are manifested by a positive
or negative assessment of the event (the context can be enhanced by
the adverbs labi ‘good’ or slikts ‘bad’) and the consequences while the
aspectual meaning is manifested by the intensity of the action, that
is — iterativity.
Some reflexive verbs can have different semantic readings and ana-
lyzed as subject or object verbs respectively.
The study confirms the assumption that reflexive verbs are inde-
pendent lexemes as opposed to non-reflexive verb forms as assumed
by Soida (2009), Kupla (2012), and Latviesu valodas gramatika (see
Kalnaca 2013, 512; Vulane 2013, 291-292). Each reflexive verb
has its distinct semantic system and distribution which is different
from polysemy of non-reflexive verbs and their distribution.
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ATGRIEZENISKO DARBIBAS VARDU DAUDZNOZIMIBA
UN SAISTAMIBA LATVIESU VALODA

Kopsavilkums

Atgriezenisko darbibas vardu daudznozimiba, lai gan daléji atspogulojas latviesu va-
lodas vardnicas, parasti netiek saistita ar teikuma sintaktisko struktaru, resp., saistamibu.
Vardnicas (un gramatikas) parasti netiek ieklauti arl sarunvaloda plasi lietoti atgriezenis-
kie darbibas vardi vai to nozimes. Tapéc $is pétijums ir méginajums aplukot atgriezenisko
darbibas vardu polisémiju saistiba ar to semantiskam un sintaktiskam funkcijam, ietverot
arl sarunvalodas un neliterarus lietojuma gadijumus, tomeér valodas materialu neveértéjot
valodas kulttras aspekta.

Pétfjuma latvieSu valodas atgriezenisko darbibas vardu klasifikacija ir balstita uz at-
tieksmém starp semantiskajam lomam un teikuma sintaktisko strukttru.

Pétijuma novitate ir ta, ka tiek aplikoti viena un ta pasa atgriezeniska darbibas varda
daudznozimiba un saistamiba teikuma. Arl katrai atgriezeniska darbibas varda nozimei
var but atSkiriga saistamiba, turklat viens un tas pats darbibas vards var piederét pie
dazadam subjekta un objekta (vai bezpersonas) darbibas vardu apakSgrupam. Dalai at-
griezenisku darbibas vardu ir ar1 vértéjosa (modala) vai veida nozime. Vértéjosas nozimes
parasti ir saistitas ar pozitivu vai negativu notikuma veértéjumu, savukart veida nozimes
rada darbibas intensitati (iterativumu).

Atgriezenisko darbibas vardu grupas var robezoties. Dazas atgriezenisko darbibas var-
du nozimes var interpretét gan ka subjekta, gan ka objekta nozimes. Pétijums apliecina,
ka atgriezeniskie darbibas vardi ir uzskatami par atseviskam leksemam, nevis darbibas
vardu gramatiskajam formam. To nosaka fakts, ka atgriezenisko darbibas vardu nozimju
sistéma un distribtucija atSkiras no atbilstoSo neatgriezenisko darbibas vardu sistémas,
kas parasti nav verojams vienas gramatiskas kategorijas robezas. Atgriezenisko darbibas
vardu sistéma latvieSu valoda papildinas art ar jauniem darbibas vardiem un jaunam no-
zimém, kas vispirms paradas sarunvaloda un plassazinas lidzeklos

Atgriezenisko darbibas vardu piemeéri iegtti www.korpuss.lv, www.google.lv, ka ari
plassazinas lidzeklu tekstos.

ABBREVIATIONS

1,3 Person F Feminine

A Agent INF Infinitive

ACC Accusative INS Instrumental
DAT Dative IS Indirect Subject
E Experiencer LOC Locative

GEN Genitive M Masculine



NOM Nominative PST Past

p Patient REFL Reflexive verb
PL Plural S Subject

PRS Present SG Singular
PTCP Participle

SOURCES

Diena (newspaper)

Latviesu literaras valodas vardnica. www.tezaurs.lv

Latviesu valodas vardnica. www.tezaurs.lv

Lidzsvarots musdienu latviesu valodas tekstu korpuss. www.korpuss.lv
www.delfi.lv (news portal)

www.diena.lv (news portal)

www.google.lv (Internet search engine)

www.tvnet.lv (news portal)
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