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CABSTRAGE L

: Pdseeesive/genitive ﬁb‘rphemes in'a pumber of lan-

guages; in addition to :Lndicating tha'b a. un:l.que relation- s
: ship obta:.ns between two noune, also have the proPerty of

dividing nouns into-‘elassee—-one elass modified by pro-

verbal poasessives and the - other by adnominal posseaeives. -

. Proverbal poeseesives modify non-relat:.onal nouus (e.g.

ear, pencil, e'l:e.) a.nd adnominal possessives modify re~

lational nouna (e.g. k:Lnship terms—-father/son, picture ,

A'Jnouns--photo&g ) book, associational nome-—emglozer/

employee, e'lzc.) and ‘body-par" notmsj(e_.grhead,ahair,f .

_ ‘personality, etc.)v. In some la.ngizage's only'a.s'bwofola _
"dietinotion is overtly reflexed :Ln the poseess:l.ve forms,

" in which case ~1:Lngu:.sts have traditiunally ‘referred to

\the proverbally-modified non-relational class of nouns

.“\,

as'\ "alienable' a.nd the adnominally—modified sub-div:.d
classee of relational end body-part nouns s tinali n- .
able. ' In other languagen the sub-divided classes have

digtinet or separate pose_essive morpheme clagsifiers,

fhus & full threefold d'istinc'tion in noun classes is Te-

" flexed. In still other: languages, like English, posses-

“ aive forms do not function as noun classifiere, conee-

°quently only one poeseesive form reflaxes neutral:l.zing

noun classes in the’ aurfe.ce s‘l:ructure. Proverbal pos-

. 'sessive phrases\(.e-‘g. nv car) are semantically equiva-

clanses

) lent to, and therefore para.phraeable by expanded/ contain-A
Ang eny .one of the five 'verbs of pos_s‘eseion', i.e, have,

ra

441




..-ownr, possess, El_& ana Be—#pos%ses's'ivé; ‘adnominal posses-: :
sive nhrases (e.g. ny .faoe, my sunt) cannot be easily ex—-'_; -
-panded into sen'bential ‘structures.’ ' B : .
: . ' '.Ehese and other possessive relationships are for,-
.malized within the framework of the locallst-case grampar :
established by John Anderson. The Various posseseive Te-
lationships reflex from underlying structures, which I -
":hol,d'are uni?v‘grs"a.l.‘:-d‘espite anon-refie‘xiphv in’ some ‘lan‘gt»xages :
-'and~fiméémenta11jﬁi.nter-’-relé.ted. . -Howewver, froﬁ wi'bhin
. “bhis set of rela'bed underlying structures each reflex is-
':rfoxmd to be derived from a distinct structure, which gen~' "~

'”era:Lly admits*only*one of- theAthreeA cldsses. 0F: noxms.ww,-_'_.h__;q
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S CH.APTER I:. TI;E PROBLEM AND.ITS BACKGROUND - -

1.0 Introduntlon B e i
" . 'l‘he not:.on of 'possessioﬂ' within the confines of
present li.ngu:.st:.c knowledge is a'substantn.ve universal o1
A8 Such at the sémantic level, the generalized term
possess:.on' essentially entails a relationsh:.p ‘which binds ;
two. or more relata to each other. . Of thig relationship
two remarks maybe made. (1) Three types of possess:.ve
relationships from “the notional po:Lnt of view are 1so- K
latable-——(a) possession o.f non-relational nouns (e.g. car,
‘book, etc.), wha.ch may]be a relationship of'ownership or;
'availability'2 (b) relationship to relational nolms
-(kinship terms; societal associations, etc.) a.nd (c) body-
pa:z-t nouns. (2) Each of these (possessive) relationships :
~have Telated, but distifict wnderlying structures.” The =

- underlying structures of possessives of non-relational )

nowns are also related to the mderlying structures of
‘clauses containing the five 'verbs of possession'-—-have,
owm, ossess, ‘belong and be+possessive. :
‘1.0, 1 Purpose and scope.‘ Modem linguistics, and

‘ :Ln pa.rtioular transi’ormational cage grammars, have the
thrust of reductionism.:m two senses. (1) Beduci.ng ole.uses
‘within a language to- a Pinite set of common underlying
st:uctures and (2) _relating suoh comiion structures to_ ’
superficial structures in a number of 1snguages. In this
thesis we shall\'b’e pendulating between both 'th'ese béi:es’:’,

8 Within English we shall try to prove a common lmder- .

lying structure for the 'verbs of possession' and the ‘_
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: 'prm}erbal"‘possess'if'es ; i.e. possessives modifying non-

'relational nouns which are eharacterized by a pronominal-‘

verbal deriva‘bion. Then, using surfaee evidence from other

. languages, particularly from Melenesian and. Amer:lndian

*

‘ body-part nouns. This- category will. ttekknown as ‘the

languages (see ‘below B 1.2),we ‘SHall independently moti-

vate, in “the prima:c-y instance, g,istinct underlying struc-

‘tures for posaessives whieh modify relational nouns and

'adnomine.l' possessives for their derivations are related
to. no sen;\biel structures, i.e., no. verbsy but 'adnominal'

' possesaives of relational nouns; do have an in'l:emal struc-.

: ture which is both independently (by superficial gtructures

in’ languages other than E!ngish) and intem&lly- (within
Ehglish) motivated.‘ Adnomina.l possessives of: body parbs

“"'ii‘“la'ases containing an’ ergative ver‘o3 seem to be reflexed

as-.a reault ~of. the operation of a set of highly complex

. .rules peculiaz- to English.

‘Our Investigatiocdi for the’ most pa.rt is restricted to

‘the sementico-syntactic relationship of - the poseesaive/noun
'collocation and will not include. the possessive/participial
‘noun relationship, _'g__ se.4 In paeeing, I would say 'bha.t the
o majority. of 'hhese participial nouns. fall into the category

of relationals. or body pa.:cts and attributes and many haw(e

‘ corresponding nominalizations; e.g. 8p eaking/s eech, sing-

| ing/song, writing/menuscript (?), composing/composition,

ei;e., but not driving, swimming, etec. The acopé of our
work is further limited to human/humen (e.g. his son)



=3
;and human/non-human (e.g. ‘his car)‘poeeeseive relationships.
'By the. Yerm’ humen we include a:L'L pereonification:u We will
" not discuss in any detail inanimate/inanﬁnate (part-whole)
relationehipe, e.g. the _theatre's entranoe, the door of the )
1 car." In other words, our diecueeion will- concentrate on
- those poseeesivee whose internal etructure contain a per—y '
sonal pronotm, not including it. Non-pronomimal poeeeeeive/
genitiwqa etructures (e.g. John's) will not’ be eonsidered
overtly, but will be- assumed to parallel. the promominel
, poeee_geive derivations in’ that the proper noun merely :
'eubetitutee for the pronoun (or viee-verea) when called i’or
by ‘the grannna.r i e L '
140, 2 Teminology. Traditionally, the category or
;elaae of poeeeeeivee ‘have been moet commonly referred to
ag 'posseeeive pronoune' and - 'poeeessive e.d;;ee‘t;:!.vef:;'5 '
that. ie they " are described by their formal or distribu-'v:
tional attributes, respeetively Other categorial deeig- :
: nations for poesessivea are the 'poeseeeive caee of per<
eonal pronoung?! and the pronominal adjectivee', the latter
- ‘-combining the formal/dietributional characterietics.‘ .
‘ Although the following terms will be reintrodueeé in’ the :
: appropriate plaeee in Ghaptere 2 and 3, it ie well to
def:l.ne “them nowe. ' - B
Relational nouns .entail a ee_manti_.ealiy inherent
complementary\z:e?catienehip with other nowns (see below
B'3.3); this category includes kinehip terms, terms of
societel associations, 'picture' nouns and patronymice'

(e.g. brother/sister; employer/employee, photogragh;. and
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" Guy de Maupass t) gx p t nouns inolude both non-detach-

'able body ‘parts (e.g. foot, head, i’aée, etc.) and detachable :
: body pa.rts (e.g. hair,- fingernails, ete.) as wekl as humsn

attributes (e.g. memory, cha.racter, emotion, names, speech,
are:
eto.).6 Non—relational nouns/ the 1argest ca.tegory in ‘all
ust dasigholad :: *:

1angua.ges by exclusion of all other nouns/ that is, nouns

which maybe possessed but have no inherent assoeiations

with: other no'uns. As we ha.ve mentioned 'proverba.l' posses-‘ )

sives. modify non—relational nowns a.nd' ad.nomina.l' 'possessives

L modify relational a.nd body-—pe.rt nouns. s

‘L‘he terms alienable and inalienable as used by most

,workers in the field are 1oose1y analogous to non-relationsl
and relational, respective]y. Ehe category of inalieneble
_ynouns usually ineludes both kinship terms and body parts,

or any noun which is permsnently associated with or part o:f.’
the possessor. ‘A8 we progress we, shall e.mend the definitions
" of these two terms (see below, Be3. 0), but for the present,

particularly when diseussing the work of’ others, inal ilia

will be employed with the gense ag just defined.

1.1- Deseription of the Framework m which the Argiments Are

Set
4 . We shall ‘be describing derivations within the fra:;ework
of tH‘e transfomational—localist cage grammar originated
by gohn Anderson..7 .Anderson has briefly considered the verbs
of possession (Anderson 1971 : ES Te 364-6) and more particu—
larly the verb have (Anderson 1968 3115 1971+ 88 7. 362 and

T 365, forthconming a: E S5 3 2). " He has also brief]y dis- .

T



C=Be ‘
, cussed the possess:.ve i’orms (Anderson 1968 310-15) Havmg
: provided the initiel :Era.mework for a .case gramma;- based on
1ocel:.st theory in Anderson (1971 ), he is now endee.voring to
fill in the gaps e.nd make some revisions in numerous sub-
sequent papers.8 ‘.Ehese papers, pe.rticularly the two dealing
with quantifiers, heve dealt with the inte:mal lnnder‘iying
structures of the phenomena. discussed. He has argued for )
. the reduct:.on of quantifiers from mderlying verb—govemed
-structures. In oy discussion of thé" possessive forms, I S
.. 5ooy shell be isolating. intemal semantic elements, although
Jin the d:.seussion of -the verbs of poeseseion the ain. will be
E to relate the clauses containing “the verbs of this supple-
4 tive’ set to.a: common. underlying structure, one- releta.ble RV /4
to the proverbal possessivee. Hopefully this work isva
".significent addition to Anderson's own work in this direction ,
' end thus represents a: :Eurther step towards the completion
of a- 1ocalist theory of grammar. - . ‘
. %{p 1. 1 1 Brief slfetch of: the principles of. localist o
grammars.’ Localist theory: involves “the- hypothesis thet a.ll
A (fv.mctional) relations constitute a possibly abstract/eﬁmm
. concrete locelistically or:.ented case markings, which form .
a bundle of fee.tures attachable to. verbs. Therefore, when o
: these are derived’ 'by a series of” dependency Tules they =
form a set of underlying case relations, that. is.a synte.o- :
' tico-sementie bage gtructure kmown as a clause. The clause
.is transfom}tionelly reflexed :Lnto a phonologicelly completed
' surface structure or sentence. R =
- 1.1,2 Case grammar. and possession. - Two ease markers
" are required ag’ ;features in: the underlying structures of )



.the verbs: of poeeeeeeion a.nd eubeequenﬂy the 'reduced'
(Anderson 19713 5 1 42) proverbal posseseives derived :
.therefrom. The cese markere are’ nom and da.t lc::e9 as in
| .(1:1)‘:,_' R S o :
ey /,/,1\ |
o noE” . ‘ e dat loc

,.

.‘ e el

!

: : o

g ox. “ %o
Thig’ etruet’ure willibe known as 'bhe dative 1oea.tive o R

. -

'structure The dative locative a.nd the correeponding seman-

'-'”tic marker 6 underlie only the five verbe of pos J&ion .
and “the. proverbal poeeessives which are semantically marked .
bto indieate 'ownerehip'“ - A non-de.tive locative case marker
usually accompanied with the semantic markers with or on
"mderliee e.n'e.vailabilty' relationehip of X! and 'Y' -
:Be is ‘characterized by the two a.rguments, nom, repreeenti.ng
'!:he objeet 'possessed' ‘('X') and loc representing the 'poe- B
eeesor' ,’('Y‘), or more concretely, the loca.'bion of the :

_poeeeseion. In other worde, Y ie the location of 'X'

i ‘_"and tXt ie :Ln “the: atate of ('I'e') poeeeeeion. st

El!he dative etructure is aesumed to be. the baee, i.e.
:the univereal case relationehip from whieh all ownership
eub-type poeseeaive structuree are derived An ebstract -
repreeentation of stmeture (1:1) is structure (1 2)

(1:2) ~ ¥

nom = T dat loe -



LmT=
‘ 'Ebie imderljing structure generates ‘twc; eni'face etruc—_
g tures in m;fim—-one in vhich “the deep (dative) 1ocatiyev
B marker To :Le reflexed and the other in which the verh bhe
is rei’lexed as in (1 3) a.nd (1 .4) reepectively
 (133) X belongs 30 T | _

(1:4) Xig ¥s- . s I
'Selection restrictione account for the cho _ge of verb, which
is detemined by ‘the noun :Eeatures (eee below B 2,301 ang
fn. 16, 6h. 2). In French both the -copula and ‘the aative e
= iocative marker of the dat:.ve structure are rei’lexed in
E one final derived surface etructure a8 in (1 -5)

(1 5) X est & Y

With reepect to the three remaining verbe of posses- .
] sion, ha.ve, own and oeeeee, ‘L'here ie a parallel su.rf.ace
: construction o:f (1319 similar to the relationehip of walk
and- travel on Zoot (Anderson 1971+ BB2.12, 2:121): In
" other words, the dative locative marken! reflexed in (1 °3)

or the marker of poeseseion in (1:4) is. incorporated into

the verb (ae the ‘losative phrase on foot becomes partoof

the meaning of walk) when the 1oc argument is ev.tbjectiv:i.zed.‘lo
Ehis surface strncture ie reflexed when a ‘higher predi-
cation ia dominating (1 2) as in (1-6), _ "

(1 6) '

nom. ] o Trdat loc .



==
‘ 'Ebié imderlﬁ.ng structure genera‘bes "I:wc; éui'face afrué—_
g ‘l:ures in m;ﬁm—-one in vhich “the deep (da’sive) 1ocatiyqv
B marker To :Ls reflexed and the other in which the verh bhe
is rei’lexed as :Ln (1 3) a.nd (1 .4) respectlvely
 (133) X belongs 30 T | _
(1:4) Xis T8 - . g e
'Selection res‘br:.ctlons account for 't;he cho _ge of verb, which
is detem:.ned by ‘the noun :Eea'l;ures (see below B 2,301 ang
fn. 16, 6h. 2). In French both the -copula and ‘the aative G
= iocative marker of the dat:.ve structure are reflexed in
E one final derived surface structure a8 in (1 -5)
(1 5) X es't & Y ’
With respec'b to the “bhree remaining verbs of posses- .

] sion, ha.ve, ovm and ossess, ‘L'here ie a parallel su.rf.ace
: construction o:f (1319 similar to the relationahip of walk

and- travel on foot (Anderson 1971+ BB2.12, 2:121): In
" other words, the dative locative marken! reflexed in (1 °3)} ‘
or the marker of possession in (1:4) is. incorporated' into

the verd ,(aé the ‘Lodative phrase on foot becomes partoof

the meauﬁg of wallk) wiieu the loc argumen'!; 1’3 subjectiviZed;1o
Ehis surface structure is reflexed when a ‘higher predi—
cation ia dominating (1 2) as in (1-6), _ "

(1 6)
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Thus wev“ac‘count for the surface ,,'st?ﬁefures in (1:7):
(1:7) a7 % hes x Ee Lk k

by Yoms X

L I
Coeds X possesses X

. Onece again selec?&id:n_ restrietions deter.m:_i.nye,v verb reflexes. -

4 further superfbi'dinated' structure produces (1:8):

(1:8)

no® . v Terd]
ST B

nom = T Tdat loc
- -From this atructure is .dei'ived_ the passivized form -(i.e,
" erg subcategorized loe) of (1:7b) found in (1:9):
8 (1:9) X:f.is ’.o'wned bny _. :

Although 'bhe uppermost V has_ the same atruc'bural order:l.ng
as the lowerm\o?iv (ef. (1 :2)), and thus (1 9), (‘IJS) and
(1 :4) ne;}assarily follow in superficial similarity, ‘to say
_ that (1:9) should reflex from the same structure as (1:3)

and (1 :4)\would be misleading. _‘Anderson (in cqnference)f



" has’ argued thet. the to/by in'a clause like 'Some of the truth -

‘is known . _/ _x the people.! is :Lndec:.ferable with respect
to’ a sema.ntic d:.fference. However, with the verb I:now, the
__/bv forms. are both ma.rked. They are both reflexea when
the mma.rked, bage stmcture (t.e. 'The people Imow some of
‘the truth. ') is super-ordinated by a dative locative struc-—
ture as. in (1 :1 0) :

(1:10)

nom. o o — dat ioc’.

‘Ehus, the lower (non-superordine.ted ) V- underlies (1:11a)
while the complete structure (1:10) underlles (1 11b)

{1:11) a.- leowsY : .
b. Y is Imown “ho/vy X

~In the case of the verbs of possession; (1:3) and (1:4)
are tmmarked and ‘seem the more basiec b’efa/use of the ac= -
" tual surface reflexions of the 40 and —be, .whereas (1:9)
s marked l:Lke (1: 11b), “therefore it is ned E#ua%éve, -
: ‘BOT natural that-it should reflex from the same under-
. 1Ying' thctu@ Rathér (1:9) is, reflexed from an

. underlying structure which shows it to incoi'porate (71-2)
as ¢n the structure like that underlying (1:6). (1 :9)
is reflexed from a strueture conta:l.ning the same semantio
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relat:.onship :Eound in (1.3) and (1.4). H.' ; »’_\ :

; . In gtructures (1'6), (1:8) and (1: 10) a rule formu-
: 1ated by. Anderson (19729.- g 1) lmown ag the ‘X—pr:mc:.ple'
operates o produce these derive.tlons.' We shall dlscuss

“this rule a8 well as these derivations in. detail in
C’he.pter 2. @ur dlscusslon here 'is merely :Lntended to be:

. an ini’ormal introduction. , : B o

‘ . Up to this poi.nt we have . only discussed cage gram-
mar -and verb related possessive derivat:l.ons. However,

: adnominal possessives of relatione.l and body-part nouns
also have a syntactlco-semantio structure, which is.

’ describle m the . framework of & case grammar Such a
structure is schematically represented as- (1:12)" for re~.

1ationa.1 nownss

“

o (-.1:12)» nom’ :

nom ' _ nom
This structure represents an NP whose constituents are the -
two rela.ta o\;t,he (eomplementary) relational noun end one

““personal pronmm which is placed in the equative V struc- -
tnre; The pereona.l pronoun and the relatum of the V -

stmctu.re confle.te to ultimately form the adnomi.nal possessive -
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'modifier of the reflexed relatum domina.ted by the upper’ -
non. R . .}~h ’
' ; Finally, 'l:he adnominal possessives modifying body- |
part nouns in. Ehglish, par:hicularly in erga'bive clauses, 7-
' as well as ele.uses with a eopula, have a highly complex
nom/loc underlying stmcture. In: some.alsnguages, though
-by no means 8.11,1‘1 which meke the nominal distinetion ‘
. .0f alienable ‘and inalienable, body parts are- included
“with the kinship tems in“one ee.tegory modified by one -
possessive morpheme in the surface strueture. - This- faci: -
' in English is: diseoncerting in that it would be most
< sa'bisfying from.the point ‘of ‘view of eost, ‘bo have one
set of ‘rules which: adequately describes the internal -~
gtructure ‘and relationship of e.dnomine.l possessives to ‘all
"i:aalienabilie.. No one formal strueture, however, y.ths,t
naturally and infuisively deeeribes poseessives of '
relational nowns -and body-part nouns . presents itsélf,
- Rather the a.dnominal possessive of body pa**‘s are e.sso-
oiated with a closed set ‘of ‘verbs’ (e.z. ‘serateh, cut,
'bow, ete. ), vhose features in English dptionally admit ‘
in most environmentss the occurrence of. an adnominal pos-
gessive or the definite article beforethe body parti:
Such features ha.ve been found toibe extremely complex
va.nd thus difficult to formalize (cf. § 3.4). -
TR 1 1 3 @v&tion and global linguistic theory.
) ’.Eheoretical linguistics is a search ror & se't; of.: rules
which will ultimately i’orm al global 1ingu.istio theory.
- Such & theory- envisions a finite ‘set of mdnrlying '
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’atructures, which are caet in'a predetem:’med theoretical
framework: (here a localist-oriented case grammar), a.nd
which are traneformationally derivnd to produce infinite G
cross~ and in'bra-linguistic surfaee etrueturee. Such
. etructuree in the transfomational procees (or prior or
subsequent *!;o 'l;he transformational process) are altered -
o their :Lnrinlte, but analogous, £inal forms by the
procese ‘of elective lexica.l :Lneertion and stylietie lex-‘ K
ieal order:!.ng.' The underlying structures, if truly mi- o
.versal, will be greater in. number 4han the underlying
etructuree :needed to- repreeent: eurfaee strutures in’ any
one 1enguage. In. other words not all of 'bhe underlying
'syntactieo-semantie structures will be overtly utilized'
in the surface etrueture o:f each language (Anderson 1971 s
B 2.11). ‘Ihere may be no- provisions in la.ngue.ge X for
‘a eyntaotic reflex, but lexically (phraeally) such under- ;
1y;i.ng structures may be n}ede manifeat.’ The ‘_corl:llary:is -
-ig:that —all underlying structures have = eyntaetic reflex
‘in"some 1anguage, a.nd a syntactic or. lexical equivalent
in all langua.gee. ‘ e , Sl

It isg poeeible to work in two directions. ' We may
: hypotheeize about cerxein neutralizea . eur:face etructuree
in our own langu_age, .for example ‘the genitive or other ~
éaee markings like subject and ob:i‘ec’sl2 end - then “inves—
tigafe other'lanéuagee 'ror occurrences .of su‘pérficial
reflexions o:E\t-nZse surface neutralizetions; or we may -
first 1nveetiga1;e other (exotic) languages for occur-
rences of euperficial syntaetieo—-semantic_distinctions
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'and then. compare these to our. own’ language (1n this caee,
English) 1z we do not £ind" euch distinctione, we: assume
i that they have ‘been" neutralized. I have ehosen to0. work
: primar:.ly in the first direetion, thus ue:l.ng superficial
: evidence from ather languages to con.firm oy hypothesis.

I have been: begging one question and that is: A’s
ite most’ abatra.ct semantic level are the underlying strac-
tures the. eame for all 1a.nguagee, with differences bei.ng

: produced by 'hhe syntactic a.nd morphn-phonological compon-
ents, the’ lexicon and eertain of the transformational
rules?. I:f 50y are the basge rulee the same: for all lan-
.'guages ellowing 'I:hat their form 48 eomewhat governed by
“the’ eyntactic etruc’cure of each_language- despite euperfi- : i
| ‘ cial neutralizations? -On the evidenee uncovered by our - ‘
k inveetigation into the grammar of poeeeeeion in English
and other languages, the answer to theee queetions dg in
the ai’firmative.’ Independent and internal evidence re—.
quire that no granm:ar of anlish is- complete, nor truly.
reflects the semantic etructure of ‘the language unless.

. it :anludea distinot underlying structures for: the deri-

vations of ‘proverbal and. adnominal- poeeeesives, though

b3

they are morpho-phonologically neutralized in - the eu.rfaee ‘

.

Vetructure of’ th 1anguage.

1.2 S'urvey of Other Languages in Which Two or More Sets:
.ot Poesessives Are. Preeent in the Surfaee Struoture
. The most fruitful’ evidence in - eupport of my propo~
Bale is to be found in the euperficial etruc'bure of 'I:wo :
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language groups in particular-—the NMel anesian snd Amerindi— :
Within the Indo-—European 1anguages nomimal classes, :

o ,_w:.th regpect to alienable/inalienable or non—relational/
relational, are elso over'bly distinguished usually by the
presence or. absence of the-possessive “form ‘or by the re~
stricted use of the(desﬁ;: article (to ina.lienables)

‘and the possessive Lorm (to alienahles). French13 ﬁer—-.
nén, 4 Swedish; ,;.\ Russten, ! ,Hi.ndi " and Eiglish'® are

* those that I know' of which have some ‘meens available to
signify die‘binctions in. néun ‘-clas_ses.' . Also in Chi.nese19

" (not- lndo-Europesn, of course) "the’reis‘a morphological
form, “the presence or absence of which classes the noun’

‘modified asg alienable’ or inalienable.

“Te 2.1 The Melanesian Group. -0f" the languages of “this
group, though we shall mention others in passing, Meori
provides some very positive. evidence ‘and will be the focus
.of our- discussion. Initiallyy in Ms.ori we find two ‘part-
icles which signify’ the two.- differdnt modes of . possession, |
or in other words modify the two formsllv sub-divided olasses
of -noungs - Tposeessions areé-those - to which-the - possessor
is dominant, and 0 possessions are thoge to which the
possessor is subordinate (i.e. the posses,sions dominate ‘
the possessor).- A possessions are portable and 'e',t”enporal,‘ 7
0 possessions ere non-portable (the one ‘major exception
is clothesU,atemporal (1.0, generic, see below 8 4,1).

- Boughly, then, the class of domins.nt nouns is constituted
by words denoting inalienable, orge.nic and intregral

' parts of higher wholes, feelings, virtues, sub;jective
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vprocesses and actions and objeets 'l;hat are not posseseed
either by ‘an indiv-idual or.a comnmnity, the class of sub-
,ordinate noung -ineludes movable propertr; weapons, tmols, 4
slaves, ‘children, spouses, (1.e. dependent pergons),. and .
‘various kinds of nom_nalized ac’cione (verbs), i.e.. ob= ‘\'-~7
Jects which' could eha.nge hands  (ef, - Krupa 1968: 73-4). e
Thus,: in the Maori sub—divieion of poesessivized nouns
one: set of relat:Lonal noune——child, son, daughtsr, hug- ”

band, wife--is placed in the subord:l.nate category or - S

elaes, while the “woxrds for parents, brother, sister,

riend, and enemy are dominant noune. 'Several nowns are’
: qualified both as" e?bordina‘be and dom:l.nant, €y taana.
ma.kag 2 and toona ma.kagge 'hie grandehild. 4lso0,

the members o:f.’ ~t:hese same’ categories fluctua'be among the
‘different Melaneeian languagee ag in Tongan the words
motu'a, 'pa.rent' 't:amai, *father', and. fa'e, 'mother'

" are considered subordindte nouns. (Krupa. 1968:74)  (see
‘below§123andfn 25, Ch. 1).. -

' - In the Maori system of. subordination and - domine.nee,
a.mbigui'bies ‘do no‘b exist with respect to .2 clasa: 01’

; nowns Imown am pieture nouns,! (see below 53 3.2.3 and S
3.3.3) as they do mEnglish.?1 Without going into de-
tail at thie apoint, for example in mglish, one cannot
distinguish, given: the surface etructure 'the Book of :
Buth?, whether it is %xbdok written by Ruth! (e.g. tﬁe
'Book of Josh}a',’the same oonetruc'bion, but attributed ta
-the ‘hand of Joshua) or 'a book about Ruth! written by
another, which in fact it is. Thus, in Maori 'gglga_iia"
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a i;_g_ tengata ra, 'that man's song' ‘den'otes the song. which
-+ he seang 91- composed, whereas Te waiste. o te s ga.ta ra,
'that ma.u's song' is-a song about the man, ‘
Where Maori has but twosubclasses of nouns distin=

guished by. the 'possessive particles: other languages of -
the Melanesian groug have more, sometimes highly specified
as for exemple in Mota of the: Bank's Ielands there are
four distinetions nalt, . 'a thing belonging o me gener-
‘ally' (remote); .gak, ‘a belonging more closelyto me; nl_gk;, “
'a thing for my drinking'; and mok,- 's. thing for my : '
doing. ' " The -k: moz-phsme is the first person pronoun
suffix a.nd "the Bo- of nok is fomally a noun glossed as
1(a) belonging' thus nok siopa is glossed 'a garment, I
(m;y) belonging. ' Inalienabilia s designated by the
i .'sui’fixal juxtaposition of *bhe personal pronoun-as in

‘gatuk atuk (i.e. g_tu-&_lg), 'my head,' (cf.‘ Codring’ton 1885 - .
128-9) I PR ; L .

Also in Maord the definite a.rticle is a superfi—-

cial constituent of the possesaive. oonetruc'bion whioh
is g_/too, composed of ' the morphological“ forms te,‘”the .
eingular definite article+_a/o, the particles of dominant
and subordinate posoession,\ respectively,, Thus, too te
wa.h:l.ne wha.kaa.ro is a transform of te whe.kaaro o te wahiue
i gloesed respectively as 'the-of-the woman thought' and
tthe thoughw the women', i.e. 'the woman 's thought.
The ea.me phenomena (a.lso poasible with an indefinite
article) is found in Florida (cf. Codrington 1885 130)
e.ud in Tongan of which Churehwsrd (1953 5 20. 1) reports,
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'anh possessive pronoun is: made up of three elements--v
an article, a. possessive prepoeition, and a card:lnal ;
: pronoun. In ‘some of them these’ three elements ere still N
'in\_,tact.‘ E.g., ba'aku = ha la ku 'an of me!, [Notice the
. morpheme a, a.lso found in Maori trenslated as of.7 In ‘
‘ others\% change hasg Faken place in one of the vowels.
E.g., he 'a ku, 'the of me' has become: he'elm. In others,
again, the original structure oﬂ the word has been ob-
- scured by contraction. E.g., he 'o ku "the of me' has o
.become haku, losing both the’ e and the glottal stop. ' - s
o ﬂhere is also in Meori a possessive particle which
/' neutralizes the contrast of dominant and subordinate' it ‘
freely replaces a a.nd 0.l '
An ‘even more interesting fact is that in Maori a-
'distinction is overtly made(with regard to 'realized'
and 'mrealized' possession. Na -and o have the. 'spe- ',
plished :fe.ct, and ma and mo have ‘the- gloss 01’ 'posses-
slon not yet realized. 22 me latter 1s usually trans-
Vlated by :for @g in Ma Pete. teenei w 'This book
is for Peter' or more literally glossed, Tfor (domine.nt)-
Peter, thig (near-spee.ker)-book. The dominant/subordi—
-nate distinotion is upheld. - This implies thet the pog~ "
sessor need not ‘be. definite or specified or in posseseion,
but that the posseasive.isg & non—specified or general-
K ized relationsﬁ/ or association of two noune. ‘In- our
| terms a dative locative underlies na and no (i.e. own-"

ership) and a non—dative locative underliee ma and mo
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: would have %o be provided with a fea‘l:ure - (-dominant).

18-
(i.e. _availabi'lify).' HNa ‘and no are alwaye tr&malated by
own, belon z, and. be+posseeeive (obliga‘borily dative loca~
tive), whichTever is 'bhe nost appropriate ‘in a lese 1it=
eral 'branelation, literally ne is glogeed ag 'of, by! .
(dominant) and ‘no, 'of' (subord:.nate.) . Thus we hatze (1 :'5[3)-:

ey 13) a. Fa Pite teenei pukapuka,

‘tof, by'-Peter, th:.e—book o " o
This book :LB (written by, a@roduet of) Peter(? s).
b. No P:Lta teenei Buka;guka .
_ 'of'-Peter, thig~book . .
" THis book ig, (belongs t0) Peter( s), ‘or
‘Peter owns this book, - .-~
As with all a2 a.nd o fome;na and no and ‘ma end mo combine
with .the personal pronouns to form 'possesaive prbnouns'
(Biggs 1969: B 18.4). - -
In a grammar o:f Maor:!., all nouns and nominalizationsn

Unlike English, :Ln which the nouns may be marked with
the feature éR (irelational), this feature :Ln Maori has

a corresponding surface reflex in & and o, Im the case

of: 'picture' ‘nounsg in both languagee, 'bhe context deter- ’
mines the appropriate feature attachment. : !D:lis type of ‘
feature is reflexed only .in- the poaeeseive forms and not
reﬂexed :Ln all languages. Wheth’?‘/*t:/he prossessive forms

“reflect a semaitic' property of certain classee of nouns,

or whe'l:her they class pouns ‘according to their semantic )

vproper‘bies (without such classifio_ation theee properties



may go unrecoguizeé) ie an unanewerable and perhaps irrel— i

avent ques‘(:ion. ) ; :
1. 2 2 The Amerindian Group.v ‘Within thie group I

) he.ve fomd that “the Menomini langua.ge of North America as
described by ‘Bloomfield: (1962) overtly ‘reflexes & number
of underl;zing struetures .which are eomperable wi'bh ny
deriva'bional analyeis of adnominal possessive modifiers i
of relational and body—part nows ‘in English. Sueh phe-
nomena are current in other Amerindien languages and
.:ﬂeferencee. will be made ‘at the appropriate poin‘bs in the
discussion, 'I;hough Menomini ie the FPocus of 'bhe inresti-'
ga’tion. ' S TR e
‘ According to Bloomi'éild most nouns in Menomimi
oecur in poeseseed and mposseesed ‘Porms, though some
“one hundred or 80 obligatorily appea.r in possessed i’orm
only (82. 50). These, Bloomfé\ild has termed de;g ndent o
noune:, ‘a term which seems- to engender more or lees the o
sane notion as our- term rela.tione.l ‘noun, with the ex- .
cep:bion thet Menomini 's'dependent nouns are semantically
and formally dietinguiehable £rom non-dependent nouns,
: '.whereas the term relatione.l’ as: applied to nouns in Eng-~
" lishy etreeees the semantic aesociatione 23 'L‘he structure .
| of dependent noune is a oomposition of prefiml, suffixal,,
and etem partieles morphologically analyzable as pereona.l
i pronoune (5 e 14) and _-_e_f_g_:, a morpheme meaning 1accom-
pany (88 5.368). ' SN

' Dependent noums irn Menomini are divided into two
sub-classifications-—those of intimate posseasion,

-
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'including parts of the body'tand & :Eew other personal DOS~ i

' sessions, and those oi’ relationship, i.e. kinghip terme.
4 In Huichal, a Mexican Indian 1anguage, the formally
: distinguished class of dependent nbuns, as opposed to
non—dependent nouns, includes both sub-classes (Grimes
1964 19). That is, in Msnomini two classes of noims,
 are distinguished and one class is sub-divided, thig
'there are three difi‘erent possessive particles- in Hui-
ohel there are two classes of nouns and two different '
'possessive particles. Included in the sub-elass of de-'
‘pendent nouns of intimate possession. in Manomini in addi-' ‘_
.tion to body parts and body (human) attributes are ‘such -
nouns as n ___2, 'nzy arrow' snd ne.k, 'nv dwelling' Nost
dependent nouns “of this sub-olass have a i’orm with the
prefiz me-, which ‘denctes en indefinite personal posses-
sor suoh ag mee<p, 'someone 's arrow, an arrow. Similarly,‘
in Huichal the morpheme ra- denotes pOssession, ‘but it |
o is indefinite as to the identity of the possessor, thus
a_EZAMr ’ 'somebody's arrow! (Grimes 1964 29) This
construction also occurs in Wiyot, another North Ameri-
7 .can Indian 1anguage, in the form of g prefix marking
: the ABSOLUTE form, which de.nies specific possession,
usually translated as 'somebody’s X' or 'an X8 (Teeter
1964 B 3.58). ‘Returning to Menomini, we also find a
. prefixal - morpheme o- denotiug a non—human possessor oi’
a dependen\lr6un, as ose-t, 'his foot;' 'a Foot! as of e.
slaughtered animal, Dependent nouns of intimate Posseg—
‘ sion marked with Oo- can be again possessed as non—depen-
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~dent nouns (i.e. property) as: neoee-ne s 'his (animal)
ffoot,' e.g., an’ article of :E‘ood. “w '

Bloomfield - (B 2.50) states that nouns of relation-
ship never admit an J_nflexional form of” indefinite posﬁ'-w
sessor. Significently included in this group is the Men-
-omini equivalent Tor the English word 'possession, thus
obligatorily :Lt is rendered neti-n,' ‘my possession, nw
v thing. In other words, ell possessions must not only
have a- possessor, but a de:f.’inite or' specifically named ' *
possessor (see below B 3.3. 4), " Thig finding is :Lndepen-
' dent motivation for our analysis of:the adnominal posses—
.sives of - (all) relatlonal nouns in whieh is proposed a
specific posszessor, though in English it is conflated
(i.e. not overtly reflexed) with the non—reflexed rela- < |
tional complement. Instead /Of en irdefinite. possegsor

inflexional form/, one uges & derived term, ag. oki- sema

'a‘gén, the son /oZ/" or the ps.r’biciple of a derived verb,
we.~kigset : 'one who he.s a gon, . the” paren‘b oi’ a son,! The
phrase; then, (ws- gse ) is an overtly compls'ted comple~ .
mentary (re\laticmal) -possessive phrase. o ' o
Finally, in Menomini there: abte two’ other classes

of 'noxms-—pseudo-dependent nouns and a very few nouns : .
which never reflex in a possessed form. . Pseudo-dependent
‘nouns: are’ semantice.‘l.ly like dependent nouns,i.e. they de~

Vnote some body parts,: relativss and other types of human

S sssociations, but are formally capable of oocurring unpos-
seased. Their mea.nings ma.ke it rars, if ever, that they

- do,.” Non—possessable nouns are repleced by a different '
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form when possessed. onc one «xi 'dog ’ neti hsth 'my ‘dog, .my
.familiar a.nimal we-kewam 'wigwam, house', ne.k ‘'my dwel-'
Ling! (8 2.51). T8 Eaglish there are also a few nouns
‘whose mea.n:.ng makes it impossible that the;r collocate—wi\th
a possessive form: m :friend, but not*my - str anger -(Anderson
1971 : B 2,12 discussing a suggestlon by A, McIntosh), *m

. traveler, etc. These nouns do not have corresponding

possessed forms. Such»nouns in both langue.ges would have
%0 be 50 d:l.stinguised (no class feature") in a grammar,

‘A number of highly specif:.c 'verbs of ﬁassession'
“in Menomini are formed directly from dep?nflent £nd 'non-

dependent possessed nouns ‘ag in (1 14)

(1:14) a8, neske.hsek ‘my eye/face" oske-hsekow 'he ‘has
an eyedface; he wears glasses' : :
b. nesu-ngmem 'my money':oau-ni.zeusmew ‘he
has money' g 7 . L
c. Weewan ‘'hig wi.fe" __eﬁ_ve_vi’ 'he is married’
1.2.3 Remarks on possessive classificatory systems.
The :mtention of tlﬁ/ iscussion :Ln 81.2 up to this point
was not to’ formalize the structures of these la.nguages
and perhaps compare these underlying stmctures with Ehg- '
lish, but rather to austify on universalist gretmds the
underly:l.ng structures we shall be proposing i’or the pos-
sessive forms in English in Chapters 2 and 3. I certainly'
would not Kelen& to be 80 presumptuous as to s.ttempt to
: -forms.lize structures of 1anguages of. which I only hs.ve
seeond-hand knowledge. The alternative, then, is a very .
notional diseussion, which despite that 1:Lmitation heg
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its merits for ou.r purposes. ; ] .
’ Perhaps one o:f the mos% ealient points to come out of
-looking at these non-Indo-Eu.ropean 1anguages is the recog—
'nltion of the need for' an under]ying distinot’ion o:f osseg-
,sive relationships and even types. of possessors (cf.;the
Menomini distinction of human and non-human possessors).
Actuel classificatory systems, with respect to possession,
vary greatly dominan‘b/suhordinate (MaoFi, Tongen); alien-
‘ ble/inalienable (Chinese, ‘Hindi and. Wiyot), remote/close
(Mota)24, and dependent/non-dependent (Menomini, Huiehal), ;
: 'and within dependent or inalienable class is sometimes &
further sub-classification ofl\relation (k:l.nship ‘terms )/
body pa:rts (Henomini) ' of course, the teminology is su—- k
perimposed on these languages by observers, and. because
inguistic phenomena’ overlap g0 do the various déscriptive
"terms to some extent.,  In all cases, however, these noun
classes are baged on semantic, not formal or syntaotic
eriteria;. the gemantic classes, however, have a correla—
tion’ with the fo:rmal (possessive) markers. Generally, the
converse is. also true, that is, possessed nouns marked by
one or the: other possessive form, are sematically uniform,
though exceptions are "common : 'Clothes' are :Ln the: subord-‘
inate (non—portable) class in- Maori, 'arrow' and 'house' V
are pla.ced in 'bhe ‘class of dependent nouns of intimate ‘ '
: possession, i.e. body par'bs in: Menomini"wood' and 'enengr'
are found \"fhe :Lnalienable class of nounsg of Wiyot which
‘ et has a _sub-class-of kinship terms (called KT ‘NOURS )

' and includes the word for 'nose. '25
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What we have then ie some reuperficial emd” notionally
,correlatable eross—linguietie evidence for a number of .
different classificatory eyetems and -a few inexplicable
exeeptione within those’ sye'beme. If these reflexed phe—
‘nomena ‘are. indicative of mder;?:&g structural differences,
'and theee different structures are. based. on univereal 8=
mantic criteria, such etmetures ehould be deteciable
- even in languagee which do not have a correlatable formal
die'l:'inction in the surface structure’ Purthermore; either .
a two-fold (e.z. alienable/inalienable) or three~fold (e.g,
non-dependent/dependent-—relationehip/dependent-—in'bima'be '
' poeeeseion) claesii‘ieatory system is: indeed ;juetified.
In Englieh I have found it neceeeary to propoee a three-
fold dietmction, because non-relational, relational and
: body—part nouns each have different eemantic proper’ciee N
and each behaves differently in possessive environmente.
In Eiglieh none of these gemantic dietinc'bione, with re- |
spect to poeeeeeion, have obligatogz forma.l (morpho-sy -
ta.ctic) markers (however, ‘see below 8 3.2.1). However,
there are paraphrases which correspond with -proverbal
and adnominal poeeeeeivee, and-these paraphrases are not
ueually inter-changeable as in (1:15).ang (1 16), Tespec—
tively:26 o . i s . ’ <
(1:‘1‘5)'5. my ‘ear _ -

b. '@&r which T have/wh ch ie mine/eto.

. €, *the car. of me

ds *the car of -John
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(1 16) a. my mother/arm h S
D, *the mother/arm which I ha.ve/which is mine/etc.

_C.¥*the mother/arm of me ’

d. the mother of John - ' . ' . ~\

e.*the arm of John - ’ ‘ .
Thus, if English is to be- fully and sccurately described,
we ‘mst represent mderlying structures for non-rerlexed
‘underlying semantic distinctions.
1.3 Survey of Previous Treatments of the Sub;ject

A number of gramms.ria.ns and linguists in ‘the ‘past '»

" have recognized the same problem with which we have econ-~
cerned ourselves. In the words of Sweet (1903 B 2107):

'Although the possessive pronouns no more necessarily im-

Tiply possession than the: genitive case, ‘does, yet it is one

" of their most importa.nt functions -to do 80, I:C, the idea '
of possession is excluded by the ‘context--go that there ‘
is no possible ambiguity-—they ere freely used to express‘
a variety of rela.tions, ag in his fear of his master, :
where the reélatiion - in implied by both possessives il =t is
the emct opposite oi’ “that of subjective possession. o

: 1 3.1 Non-generative grammarians. Sweet, to express
-it in the terminology of modem linguistics’;’ suggests that -
‘all possessives are derived fron a cozmnon mderlying ‘
s\tructure, and/ are dissmbiguated by the semantic interf .
pretation rules of the superficial context. I propose
Just the opposite Each possessive relationship, dependent

on. the noun modified, has a distinct underlying structure,
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k Vand the smbigulty is only in the identical surface reflexes
-.of the possess:nre forms in some .- la.ngua.ges. : ) '
Elmqulst (1940:95, #n., 3) remarks, 'The words" 'pos;.
session, possessor ‘and possess' are used in ‘the broad gensge:
not limited to ownership. Indeed, it is often & question :
. of mere eonneotion or association. (We, too,, have been
and Wlll be using 'possession' in a senge more a.k:x.n to
'relationship q) ulte ‘apart from 'ownership that is, 'owner;-
ship! is just one of .ihe ma.ny 'possessive relationships.')'
: Others?7 he.ve made similar . observations, but “the formal ‘
'mschinery ‘necessary o fullyq\describe this 1inguistic phe-
nomena was not yet in existence. )
1 3.2 " The generative gre.mmarians. In 1968 tyo sig-
ni.fieant papers, both cas'b in the generative-case -framework
(non-localist), were published on the struc'bural relation-
ship between the possessive form and the c¢lass of noun it
modified. Here, it is not my intent to describe these
papers ‘in i’ull, but rather to describe their influences on
and their differences to the’ present work,
Iangacker (1968 51-75) in a very compact, but ingight-"
ful paper, JEibet poses the problem with the examples in

(1 17) and (1 18) [ﬁy numbering7
(? :1Z) a. ma msison 'n(y hotse!
b. la maison g_ ;j'ai 'the house which I have'*
a8 maison gui est est 2 moi “tthe - house which is mine'

(1 18) a. ma gromenade 'my walk'
b. - *¥la Lomenade 9 ;j_ai 'the walk which I have!

c. *la promen est 2 moi 'the walk which is
: mine’ ' ;
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- His propoeal ienthat the proverbel possessive ma is: derived
. from a reduced relative cla.uee, that ie, ma maison is'a
eyntactic ref.lex' of an underlying etruct'u.re something 1ike'
' 1e meison _q___ est a. moi.’ Langacker cast his. proposal in a
Fillmorfan (1966) caee framework. Essentially, his under-
1;ling etmeture d:.ffere little from oure, w:Lth the excep-
tion" oi’ the ca.ee markinge. Therefore, if we are deriving
the clauee Ie livre est & moi in Fillmore'e terme the V,

_—m s e R s

etre, indireetly dominates an Objective NP, livre, and & -

Da’cive NP, moi, in a loealiet baeed eaee grampar the V

dominates a nom node, g livre,and a dative loc node, a
'n;(gr(see above (1: 1) and (1 :2))s 8. . ‘/"

‘ Iangacker maintaing, tha.t this underlying s'!;ructure
_adequately deecribes all poeeessive be-and have clauses

' includﬁ.ng thoee which conta:l.n body-part nowns (e.g. Elle
& les yeux bleus bleue ). a.nd 8lso’ ina.nimate par'b/whole relation—
ships (e.g. le. norte de la ca.i:hedrale) Needleee to say,
I find a ‘gingle underlying structure wholely inadequate
and a very mieleading analyeie.

: R I.angacker also neglecte tn«~derive the other verbs of '
.poeeeeeion, namely owny Eoeeees and,,b_e_]_._o_n_g from 'bhe under-
1y:lng structu.re for poesessive ha.ve and be+poseeeeive. .And
though he derives the proverbal poeeeeeivee' as I have d
men'bioned above, from a relative de.tive etrueture, he doee
not do it in the case grammar framework, but in a Chomskian
transromatio\nai gremmar. He fails to utilize the full

‘ productive power of his underlying dative etructure

: .-hangacker algo’ propoeee that‘ the clauses of. (1 ;,19‘)

o
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‘and ( 1 .20) are derived from a dative underlying etructure.

(1 19) a. J'ai‘_lgflivre. ?I.he.ve,‘bhe_ hoqk.'_x i
b 'Elie & les yeux bleus. ',She'hasvblue_eyee."

¢, Ia cathedrale & we porte.A- 'The cathedral has
a door. j T v

(1:20) a. ‘mon livre ‘my- book' ‘ N
~b. . pes yeux bleus 'her blue eyeeﬂ' )

c. la. goﬁe de la: cathedrale 'the door of the
cathedralrhe cathedral's door'

At one ete.ge in the derivation of (1 :20) from a etrdcture
. containing (1: 19) the relative clause s generated as in: A

a 21) R .

(1:21) a. 1e livre g ;]'e. 'the book which I have'

b. *les Yeux bleue gu'elle a Ythe blueveyee which
‘she ha.e' : :

o *igoh%ch 1a('§a_th€/g:1);higme—('-)'~'iﬂ}§dr§§§'a Ve
A constraint, according tn Ivangecker, prevents the reflex,‘ .
of (13 21b-c) I-angacker rightly accounts for the ungram-
maticality,cf. (1 .21.b-c). by :suggesting that “they include.
inalienables. However, this. fact does 'not seem 4o suggest
‘o him that such clauses may ‘have -a" different, though re-
1ated underlying stmcture. Certainly, ae we ‘have seen,
'erosm-linguistic evidence (i. e, independent motivation),
which I:angacker completely fails to consider, points to
distinct waderlying structures for possessive forms of dif-
ferent ncun classee. I«angacker haeunnaturallyforced the
the -identical surface stmcturee in (1: 19) and. (1 20) into
identical underlying etructures. S *
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Now let us turn to the wo‘rk of Fillmore (1968: 8 5)

'himeelf. Where I-angacker proposed one’ u.nderlying struc— :
' j,ture for the possessive forms; Fillmore proposes two. g
distinct method is required for introducing the poseeeeive '
element in the caee of :l.nalienable possession, a method
which refleete the fact that the relationehip between: the
two nouns in ':Lnalieneble possession? is not (pace Frei)

‘a sentential relationship' (8 5 1 4). One structure is of
‘D(ative) origin initially embedded :Ln a L(ocative) NP to’
aceount for the adnominal poeseseivee .of body parts,
A'the other ig of S(entential) io\rigin to account for 't;he

' pomsesaives of -all other nowns, i.e. proverbal poeeeseives
modifying non-relational nowns. Thie he seyg, 1s neceeeary '
'to provide the deep structure differenee in the form of '
the poeeeesive modifiere in those languages in which ‘the :

‘dietinction is made overt in. that way' (8 5.2). od the con-
'trary, I hold. that even when such dietmctions are not made
. overt’ or perhape reflexed only in subtle forms (sse below

8 3.2.1), underlying etruetural dietinetions are necegsary,
Because some native speakers recognize ‘& tension between

the semantiee of a number of 'poeeeeeive' relationshipe '

and the syntactic :neflex of a eingle possessive form in .
‘& language like mglieh. - '

Although Fillmore 8 proposals for a grammar of POg~"

. -

- 'segsion arwe than valid, hie propoeale ‘are high];y- ro-

-gtrieted.  He gives no concrete propoeele .for ‘the eenten—

L tial derivation of the proverbal possessives and an.nouncee :

- that his 'diecuseion will concentrate of body. parts,' thus
T e LT
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he ignores ad.nomlnal possessives of relational nouns. -
" Where Iengacker proposes a dative underlying structure”
‘for the possesaives of body-part and- non—body’bart nouns
. (:L.e. non-relational nouns), Fillmore proposes & dative or=-
igin for adnominal possessives of body-part nouns ponly.
'What Fillmore ip referr:!.ng t0 is the Dativus Sympathetleus, -
variously lmown :Ln traditional parlance. as the: dative of
" benefit, ‘the da.‘bive of :Lnterest, etc. He has, howaver—,
chogen the prepositional case marker 1:0, thus not distin- -
guishing this: da’cive form. from the sentential dative loe- k
ative (e.g. I gave the—booic 3o lkim ), esaential to the
underlying structure of~ proverbal passessives (cf. fn. 28,
Ch. 1), 29 Moreovez-, we see from a fragment of F:Lllmore's
underlying structure in (1: :22) [Bis 1567 30 '

.(1 22) ’/4?

d
» . /\
K s NlP
¥ ,N' .
pinch on - the nose to John

- ’that for all tmderlyir.g structures the D node is initially
dominated by t\I;/I,, which seems intuitively’ wrong, in faect,
opposite of what is found in most languages which exhibit
*'-a dative structure for such clausee as He,ry pinched John
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onidthe nose' and its varioue surface reflexes. ™ Such lan-'

. guages topicalize the whole, the Jbody-in the D node, and
" - then mention the specific body part, i.e, the Las in (1 :é3): ~

(1 '23) a. Ich wasche miz- die Hande.
4 - bi Je me suis cassé la jambe,
Algo c’on'sider'(1 '24)' k
(1:24) a, Mar;y pinched John.

b. *Mary pinched on the nose.

Ae would be expected, mention o.f.’ the whole without the part
; or local epecii’ication is grammatical (1 24&), whereas the »
'oppoaite is not true (1: 24b)‘\ The locative only specifies
a location with reepec‘b to the dative, so notionally, it
seems ‘that. the locative (L) ehould ‘be eubordinated to the
dative (D) as any other locative phrase is subordinate (e.z.
the k __y on ‘the i.n_g the water in the M’.‘ ‘ete. ).

This would seem fairly strong evidencel for Fillmore '
to reverse his analyaie and place the Locative under the
dominant dative node.’ In most Indo—Europee.n languagee other ’.
...than Ehglish, the D node ig obligatorily moved out and
: placed under the P node ae in (1:25): o

(1 25)

' pinch to . Jobn  on  the . - nose



s
Aleo, the D ce.nnot ‘be generated unless the T is in Fill--
more's analysis, wh:x.ch would mean the L is deleted in
clauses 1ike (1 24a) iny in modem English where the
genitive/poseeesive ia employed regularly as a varient
oons't;ruc't;ion does the L rightly dominate. the b} as, :Ln
(2 26)
(1 :26)_. a. T wash my hands,
Cbe T oroke‘my leg. )
1c. ‘Mary pinched John's nose. - SR

'For most Indo—-Europea.n languagee, under Fillmore'e analyeis_ o

(i.e. (1 22)), a number of extrg rules are neceesa:ry, and
only in Ehglish are the. rulee fewer in most cases,. except
then the dative is re:flexed.- '
Although 'bhere are. indications that he hae coneidered
'lthe i)roblem elsewhere (cf. La.ngendoen 1970 207—8), Fillmore
neglected o account for the gource ‘of the PT nominal ele~
,ment in the possessive form.in elauee {_;:.ry pinched
his nose. Thet ie, ig it a copy of a maseuline personal:-
noun from an extra-sententia.l gource, or is the pereone.l
'.pronoun introduced wnder the dative node directly without
cataphorio referenoe in the ‘wnderlying etructure‘? '.'I!his is :
" a more difflcult 'problem than the origin of- the posaeaeive
» 'Ma.ry pinched her (own) nose" which is. more eaeily
called a copy of the pereonal noun, Mary,. present in the ' .
underlying sth_/ture. ‘ L '
 Fillmore seens to have proposed construction (i ;22)
in an effort to force it into conformity with an underlying
. strueture for clauses 1ike (1 27)
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_ (1:27)’ a. The g‘iri's eyes ‘are beeutifol
» ‘b ,The girl has beautiful eyes.
c. - La femme egt jol:.e dee yeux.
d. Puellae oculi ‘belli; eunt.

A structural fragmen’c of euch a: constructn.on is represented
in (1:28) ﬁillmore's 16__7

(1:28)

eyes : _ *to_ G m_[e ) 7 g:LLl .
*TIn thie analysis, which is the predieate of the verb (be)
beautiful, I agree with Fillmare, since it is the beauty

of the eyes, incidental to a particula}'/pees'on, that forms
-clause (1 29) i i .

~-

. (1 $29) " - The eyes are-beautiful .-
a.nd not (1 30) :
(1130) 'The girl is beautiful.
Notice the verb agreement with gm and not g_, i.e. the
plural” a.nd not the singular. Even (1 270), which appears
to be (1 30) plus an oblique body part: constituent, could
. have the elements of this constituent stylistically trans-

an alternac
formed with slight phonological ehange to form a-mere-ae=

)
e:;;aza-ble elause. as in (1 :31):

(1 '31) Les yeux de 18. femme sont ;|oliee.3 "  ‘, L

éﬁf
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. In a loealiet theory of case grammar, although the
.identifying constituent, the body _(pereon) or whole, may be
' ”subordinate to the node con!iaining the body part, 32 the sub-v
_ ordinate node is marked loc rather: then-by. the gre.mmatical

‘marker Bative. Although the identifying constituent nay
v V_Vbe reflexed in’ ‘some languages (e.g. (1 1274))- in a dative ”
'.eonetruct:.on, in othere it is appositional (evge (1 '31))
or oblique (e.g. (1:27c)).  The ma.rker dative is not: guf-
ficiently abstraet, particularly when it is' represented by
the: prepositional marker to, to aecount for all: reflexee.
A5 a. reeult I wilI be proposing ‘an underlying dative" loe-
} .a'bive eonstruction, marked by - o, for proverbal ‘possessives
- with the semantie content of 'ownership! and/ };; the _verbs
of poeeeeeion. A purely (i.e. non-dative) loeative marker
“ig’ thus reserved as a deeignation in e.n tmderlying e'bruc—

ture for’ proverbal possessives whose semantic eontent is

'availability' and for clauses with b -part nouns in them.*

_ Qur preeent discussion has not been to answer: ques-
tions but to raise them, and not to diecuss solutione. but
problems. Finally, there are some aepects of poeseseufe
:t‘orms which we are unable to touch upon. Other generative
‘ accounte of possesei,ves, notably Jackendoff (196813&1 1969)
and Postal ( 1971)," deal with non-derivationa.l aspects of
poseeesivee, and thus are not of innnedia‘be intereet t0 our
'vvorlt:.'53 : ‘ ' i
o
1.4 Summary and Conclueione
.. To briei’ly recapitulate, our purpose in this chapter



~35=
has been to: establlsh the.tlinguistic mot:.va.‘bion to° uphold
.&a ‘proposal for d:.stinct underlying structures of ‘possesgives,
Our M operandi is the reverse of most found in the
discipline ef'linguistics:’ Rather than attempting to de~

_“seribe the relationship between underlying struetures,

primarily semantically based, and a number of syntaetie-
ally- related surface structures in one fa.miliar 1anguage,
and 'chen extending the underlying structures in‘l:o a - global
1ingu.ist1c theory,,we are beginning w:ith a: premise of am - .
nnderlying structure necessitated. by superficial evidence '
in a mnnber of exotie la.nguages, and claiming this strue—
ture-is & part of the gramman of a 1a.nguage, English, which
"now manifests’ itself in -most subtle forms.

Our primary aim in the nextt two chepters is not'
‘proving conelusively that every detail of the prdposals
whieh we shall put forth is linguistically motivated, but
something far less demanding-merely, th ere is a lin- :
guistic motivat:i.onA for. the propoeale.,.w A grammar qu,»}f};g;isﬁ ;
is inadequate unless s;;ch proposals: are made; how ‘they are
made will noddoubt remain debatable. If linguists stopped
'at Just Justifying mderlying structures, rather than
proposing them, linguistic studies would be/closed book
.-by now,.. To be sure it is not as trivial as ‘sha.t; jus'bi—*
fying dletinct miderlying structures, and proposals for -
such s'f;ructures are eomplementary - We 4c'anno1: ;justify any
struetures unké'; we are able to make concre’ce proposale

for ‘distinet structures, and even alterna.tives for the un-

derlying atructur&‘t distinctions we. have identified. N
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- CHAPTER II: 'AN'ANAI;YSIS Oll THE REI.ATIONSHIP
OF THE PROVERBAL POSSESSIVE TO .
] NONﬂRELATIONAI. NOUNS
2.0, Introduct:].o_n ‘
' DAs we hav'e geen in the previous chapter, & number of
languages (see above 8 1. 2) exhibit distinct morphological :
reflexes in the poaseesives modifying alienable and’ inal-
ienable noune.1 -In this cha.pter the possesaive/alienable
‘noun (1ater to be termed non-rela.tional noun ) relationghip
will be: explored in English, a language :Ln which  'genitive
oonstructions represent a puperficilal neutralization of &
large range (in some cases quite- -complex) of underlying
'relations....' (Anderson 1971 Bay. 363).
“3.1" Definitions of Alienable end Inalienable Fotms
Before proceeding we must define what is meant by
'aliena.bility' in nounsg. Grammatical Fy according to Fill-
~more (1968: § 5.2) :Lnalienable nouns. ‘ta.ke a feature +| D]
for the dative case, whereas alienable nouns and their
vpossessives are eharacterized by the feat'ure +[ S] repre~
senting e sentential origin. Fillmore suggesta that the =
underly:lng seman‘t;ic spurce of possessive modifiers of ‘al-
ienable nouns 'is the verb have in 'part '2 l*illmore'
analysis will be shown, to be inadequate, ‘and in fact nmige-
.leading on two comts. (1) ﬂ!he verb have will be shown not
t0 be a deep ;bructure \rerb3 in ‘the sentential mderlying
struoture of osseesives of alienables, -but rather (2) have

will be derived from & sentential dative construotion which
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'only Imderlies 'l:he possessives of alienable nouns, and not
inallenable nouns. Have will be found to be a- ratherpambiv-
alent: verb in terms of 'ownership and 'availa.b:.lity,' (et
@1968 8 8.4.5; Anderson 1971: BB 7.362 and 7. 365)
and- so" too, -are the possesaives of alienable nouns, i.e..
proverbal possesaives. . : L S

& notional definition of an alienable noun, then, is
a. noun which does ﬁot poeseﬁs inherent characteristics of
‘a zfelatidnship ~tc§ ‘any other noun. . Alitnable nowns have
no .nécéésa_gz‘ ' associations speéific to them.4 Cow:ltei' t0
what we have ;]ust saigd; above, letus assume for the -moment
the:b possessives are derived from have, ﬂlese possessives,
‘then; relate alignables to persons in the same way that in-
alienables are-related, but have remainsg recoverable :Ln
“the surface s17:z~ur::liu.re..5 ~The reason for this is quite- clear.
Alienable possessive relationshipa involve the concepts of
either 'ownership' or 'availability, v the Tormer being in~
alienable by definition.s Note the parallelism with other
inalienable nouns :in- (2 1) | :

_(2 1) a.  He has an arrow :Ln h:!.s ‘arm.
 be ¥He haa an - arrow in an/the arm,
‘e. . He hes & car in’ his ownership.,

d". *He has a car in an/the ownership.

' The only fallacy in this argument is that. have is in no way
part of the tmdezslyiug structure of adnominal. possessives
({.e. -possesgives. of inalienable nouns), and when alienable
.nouns aree‘possessivized they become poasessions, i.e. :Ln-f

alienable (see below g 3 0)e S
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.2.'2' The Verbal and’ Nominal Poeseséiv‘e Peradigm
The verbal and nominal forms of the poeeeaeives form-'

a complex paradigm of complementary inter-rea.ationshipe.
Three of the verbs of possession, ha.ve, own and nossess,
are locative subjectivizing and two, belong and be+possesn-
sive, ‘are nominative sub;jectivizing (see ‘above E 1.1 3)
In other words, we are postulating a subcategorization
l . feature [:bsub;j] which can *Bubgectivize the locative argu-—

‘ment, i.e, [iggj or the nominative argumen‘b f.e. [sub}
The: subeategorized [subj] feature is necepsitated. because
there is no. c¢orrelation between the established subca.te-
gorization feature [erg] attached to [loc] and subaectiv—
ization of the locative. ﬁave and possess, both verbs
which sub;]ectiv:.ze the locative argument, do not admit the
1ocative argument to. be subcategorized as Y_erg] unlike
own, ‘which -alsgo eubjectivizes the locative, bu allowa the
locative to be subcategorized as [erg] thus accomting
for its paeeivizabilitg (see above § T.1. 2)

2,241 Hotional discussion’ 9f the semantic complex—
ities of the verbal paradigm. Of the five verbs of pos-
8¢ jgion haye appeare to have nearly unlimited dietribution,

- that ie, it collccatee. with . all the N's which enter into
the nominative caee with the exception of eome body parte
(e, fn. 11, Ch. 3) Have admite N's designating objects
. OE rele.tively h:l.gh and - low value, and attributes of per-~.
song. or body parts, whether concrete or abstract. Pogsess
~ie limited to admitting. N 'e of higher relative value and
non-concrete attributea of pereons. : _chg_ only admits N"s
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of higher relative ‘va.lue. Belohg and 'be-l;pos'sessiv‘e exclud‘e :
“attributes of persons and body parts and -admit objects of
any value. These last four do not adm:.t body parts, kin- "
ship terms and social relations. See Diagram I.
Finall,y, have clauses which are negated and contain
body-part nouns or klnship relations are a.ccepi:zs.ble7 as
in (2:2): ‘
(2:2) a. 7He h.a.s a father:
/ b, He has no :f.’ather."
¢. “He does not have a _fé.the'r.”
d. ‘?He has an arm. : -
e, 'He hos 'no arm, .

f. -He does not have an arm;

. 2.2, 2 Notional discussion of«:t;he semantic complex-
it:.es of the nominal paradigm. In the: following exa.mples
(2: 3)-(2 t5) the differences in semantio/cgn_ﬁeﬁt of the nom-

inalizations are brought to light:

(2':3) & *John'haa,ak_bdok in his beloné};ig.
“be *John has a book in his belongings.
¢. John has a boo'k_vaniong his belongings.

(2:4) a. John has a book in his possession.
b. John has a book in h:Ls possessions.

¢, John has a book among his posseéssions.

(215) &. John“Hme & book in‘hia" ownerghip,
‘ b. *John hes a book in his ownershipe.
¢. *John has a book a.mong‘ his ownerships,
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The nominelization belongings is the most eoncrete

and also a count noun which can only ‘appear in the presence
of am among. Ownershi s &t the other end of the continuum,
isx the most abstract nominalization, never a count noun

and: ungremmatical in the presence of g__g - Unmarked oB-
‘8ession(s) 1ies midwey between belonniE&s'and- ownegg_p.,
being both abstract and concrete and grammatical in the

' Dresence of gmong and ins
. A further clue into the natuz-e of abstractness and -
. concretenees with respect to these nominalized :Eorms ney be
found 1n their correspondence wi,th in and am among.. Possession
f and“owner ip are abstract bounded foms and therefore an-
'»_alogous to, though further abstracted I‘rom, all temporal :
{i.e. periods of timeor time spans) end spadial phenomena..'
"',whioh something can. be placed 'into' and once plaeed being"
: ‘contained tin, Posseesions and belongings are. a. concrete‘
‘group or c¢ollection of single entities, having the possi—
~:bility of th:mgs being added o their numbers, once added
thereby being ‘among. ! Possessions and belongings enter

‘ . ‘into a state of possession or ownership. Possession own-

. ers g gossessions and belongings are ‘all’ inherently To-
gletional requiring the presence of an-adnominal possessive‘

(see above g- 1/2.2 4n which it was noted. thdt these are

. dependent nouns in Menomini which obligatorily reflex” ,

; with specifi@ossessors'; see also above 8 2.1 and .
~ .65 Ch.. 2 and again below § 3.3.4), Finally, be+possessive
and have have no corresponding non-participial nominaliza-
tions. Diagram IT illustrates the complete verbal/nominal

correspondences. 4 TR e

i
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2.3 ‘Derivation of the Verbs.of Possession”

= In this section we shall propose an.underlying struc- .

ture » - known a.s the dat:.ve loca’bive structure, from wh:.eh

all the verbs of posseselon are derived. me dative loca- \

tive structure is in'bended to relate the members of this’
partially - supple'bive get (partie.lly supplet:.ve because’ of
the eemantie differences in. the verbs illuatrated in Dia-
.gra.ms I and II) to one ano'ther by their common derivation
from this structure. ' b -
2.3.1. The dative locative and posseesn‘e be a.nd
have, Lemgaeker (1968: § 3. 1 and f. 13, p. 66) holds
' that avoir and etre a. are in some way semantically equiv—
- a.lent in 'deep structure.' Ivons' (1968 5 8.4.5) resea.rch
1eade him to make the following statement: 'The syntax of
" these eentence@ /Dosgessive eentence]is very complex,
from a transformational point of view; but it seems quite
clear that ha.ve is not a deep structu:re verb any more
_then be 'is.! The problem here lies in the confusion of
be+possessive énd the be in the dative locative structure,

mre:t’ez-red %o as dative—be. Have and beﬂt:ose*essive are in
. fact derived forms, dative-be is an underlying form.
Iangacker compares possessive have with da'bive-be (i.e.
gtre &, not’ Btre: a+posseaeive) and claims structural °
equivalence. We ehall propose here ‘a derivation in which
,dative—be underliee poseeeaive have and be+poeaessive as
well ‘as the ;fﬁgr verbs of possession and ultimately the
proverbal poseeesivee. ’

When the copula of the dative locative structure is
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superficially reflexed as be+posseesive in Ehglieh the :
eemantic context :Ls one of 'ownerehiph only (never 'avail-
ability'), Examples (2:6 ) Zollow. Mnderson (1971: § 7,365+
ixi,b): : ‘
(2:6) a. *Ihe’ eompaesiis ‘mine, and I own it.

b. *‘J!he compass is: mine, but I don't own it.
If the first: independent clause conta:In:Lng the copula did
‘not have the eemantie content of' ownership, (2:6a) contain-
ing the conjoined cla.ueee w0u1d not ‘be tautological, and ‘
' (2 6b) would not be contradictory. : ;

Andereon (1971' 55 7.362 and Te 365) advaneed two Pro~- k
poeale for have. (1) The 1ocative interpretation :Ln which
an overt 1ocative phrase (e.g. I have & pen with/on me. I
have a E in m_y possession.) distinguiehee the have of
'availability' from the have of 'ownerehip" a.nd (2) the-
dative derivation nnderlying the inde:f:l.nite have of town-
erehip. ' In the first proposal deletions of the locativee

'reeult :I.n ambiguity. and- in the second. the presence orab-

_ sence 01’ the dative in: the underly:Lng etructure define the
'character of have.v In our terme, Anderson dietinguiehee

" between a non-dative have oi’ 'availablity' (i.e. propoeal

| (1)) and a dative locative have of 'poseesemn' (i.e. Pro=.

poeal (2)). He does not formalize these proposals.

'I'hold that in the underlying strueture of all five

verbs of posgesbion the dative 1ocative is-the case marker

which accounts for the ownership relationship between the

nom and the loc.? Other identical -structures withenon-
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~has a book on it.'  Thus, (2:7), the derivation for 'I’
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dative locative markers- (e.g. with/on...) underlie se~

: menticelly different possessive- rele;blonshipe, all-of"

which are’ non-ownerehip, between the nom and loe.™

The configuz-ation of the underlying structure of
each of the verbs of possession will determine the or-
dering of the ‘argumenta, - More epec:.fically, the presence
of an upper predication over:the dative locative etructure

produces a gubjectivized dlocative; the absence of an upper

rredication reflexes an unmarked subjectivized nominativem

~(sge Diagram II). Finally, when the case niodes are proper-

1y ordered, certain cone'brainte1l will operate to determine
diet:l.ne'bions in the semantic content of the lexical items
which are inserted into.the case nodes of each of the

five verbs of this (pa.rtially) suppletive set (see Diagram

Iy, Exac‘bly how these constreinte are to be ;Eornmlated

ie somewhat beyond the scope 0.1.’ this present work. ‘
.2.3.2 Derivations of the possessive have, own and
posgess. - Following Anderson (forthcominé'e:‘ 8 5.3, 2) I-
shall derive poseeesive have (i.e. have of 'ovmerehip )
:Erom an uwnderlying structure eimilar ‘o the non—dative
locative have of ‘'My soup “has a fly in. it' or !'The table

-

have a/the car':
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From this der:.vatlon we are able’ to ‘see how have ig
derived from a ‘dative construction. ;dave is semantically
lmspeclfa.ed in terms of its arguments '(see‘ Diagram I)_,
ambigaous,vin surface.strucimre‘(“cvf. fn. 9, Ch,2‘), subject-
ivizes the locative argument, and conforms to the three
properties of have (4nderson forthooming as B8 5"3.2):
(1) Two semantieal-ly emp’oy N's a:éey fotmd ‘in the ‘upper ored-
ication, which (2) set off. the operation of the ‘X-prin-
ciple' (cf. .Anderson 19729.. 3 1 for the' motivations of .
thig rule), and (3) lower (dative) be absorption. The
underlying structure of the clause is in (2 '7a), and the rules
thet ‘operate on it are 111ustrated in (2% 7b-c). -By. ‘the X
‘principle' (Anderson 1972:.8 1, again) the lower locative
X is raieed to the empty upper loca:!;ive and subjectivized
altering its phonological shape, the da'bive loca'bive case
marker %o, T presume,-is absorbed into the subjectivized
locative N.12 This differs from the locative have which
fills the 1ower loe w:l.th a 1ocativized' pronominal phrase
such as 'in it' or . fon it. Overt locatives (e.g. ‘with me!
or 'in my possession') used with the possessive (dative .
' 1oeative) have are placed 4n an upper predieation (see
below (2 13a)) Such locative phrases\_ e not nomally a
‘part of. the underlying structures of possess. and own, the”
other two lueative subjectivizing verbs, nor with be+pos-
~ Bessive or __g The lower nom ¥ is also raised to the
'corresponding u\p.;r nom. And finally the wverb of the
lower predication, the dative-be in mverted commas, ig -

absorbed by have asiin (2:7¢). The V—dominated nom and v
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in. (2: 7e) are removed by tree prlming (ct. Anderson-1972b-
8% 2 and®). The ‘representations of the underlying structures
of .own and gossese do not differ ‘from: that: of have, either
may replace have-in: the upper V, ~In the case of ‘o the
loc is futher subcategorized as erg to indicate that own
'admits passivization (e.g. The car is owned ’gy John 4,).
In strictural terms a’ third and higher predicatlon is
added when' fl:he passive clauae re:f.’lexes (see above: § 1, 1.3
e.nd (1:8)~(T¢ 9)) ‘Although- the three locative subjectiv-
izing verbs are virtually all derived from a common ‘vnder~
lying structure, for each verb these structures are. dis-
" tinguished by minor differences: Possess is unmarked. be-
V:Lng neither [erg] 13 nor éasily admitting locative phrases,
have im'not subecategorized as [erg] but does admit loca—
'bive phrages. very easily; and own. is subecategorized as -
[ﬁ;;] , and like possess does not easily admit locative
phrases.- Compare the paradigms (2:8) a.ud (2 9) for the
""“behavior;of ha.ve ‘and Eoseess/own in the environment of
locative phrases° L
(2:8) a, VI have a ca‘.r’fwit,h me,

b. ‘T have the car, with me.
é.‘ AI have. a ca.z- in my posseseion.

de I have the car in my poseeseion.

(2:9) a. *I possess/awn a car -with me,
) N
b, I posseass/own . the car with me,
‘¢. *I possess/own & car in my possession.

£ -
d. *I possessfown the car in my possession,

-
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‘Clause (2:9b) is “only acceptable, if the ph;rase 'with me'
,is a reduced relative, i,es not.a locative phrasesequiva~-
lent: to the: others. We shall retu_rn to discuss the loca=
tive with in another proposal in 3 2, 343,
2.3.3 Derivations of _Ig_l_ogg and - be-+possessive. ~ The

derivations of ‘the locativized nominative verbs.of posses-

gion, b ) ong and be+possessive, is like that of have verbs,

but without the uppez- pred‘ication as in (2 10):
(2 10)

[no‘lgj.\ ll - - 'dat loe
. [subj 3 o “ ™S
1
i
]

N
E
I
[
]

|
|
I
/ \ 1 ot . E "_’
g the car belong - 2 %0 me

thiee .f;irst that when the nom is subjectivized it vié aieo
definitized obligatorily, and -secondly with the. verb belon ong
the ‘dative locative marker to.is reflexed without morpho~

-

‘phonemic chenge. The ingertion of be into this structure

A triggers off & morphophonemic cha.nge in the da't;ive locat:.ve
marker from to me to mine, which distinguishes the da.tive-

be from the be+possessive:

Throughout our’ diseussion of the deriva'hion of the~
verbs of possess:.on we have been begging one.question,
- 'Why are m:l.ne and I derived from the dative locative and
no; other?' Pe?fa'.‘g;s we -can begin our argument ‘by demon=
stra.ting the ‘d stinetion’ between the dative locative (e.gs

to me). which underlies all and only posaessive clauses of
hd el
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'ownership' a.nd a: non-dative 1ecative like 'w:.th me. ' Com~

“pare (2:11a,bnand e): : Do

(2:11) a'f The car is with me.
*{?The car belongs with me.

bw{ The car with me is mine,
~7*( 'The car with me belongs. 40 me (him).

The sar is mine.
The car belongs to me,

-~ o~

(2 11&) is der:.ved from a structure like thet of
(2 10), however +the loec node is’ non-da'hive. As a regult
Athe elauses (2: 11a) are not possessive clauses.. ‘In- faet,
the ola.use with belong is of guestionable aeceptability;
non-possessive (i.e. ‘non-dative) belong is usually found
in a context 1ike 'The record belongs with the/its ;]acket'
or T belong to Glasgow!  (my- thanks" to .John Anderson for
“this example) in which the semantic con'bent is 'close ag-
sociation? of loc and nom, ‘but not a posaeseive rele.tion—
‘ship.." (2:11b) ‘are clauses containing two locatives--onez
is dative and . one, non-dative. The non-dative is simply

~

.ocative, whereas the dative locative is possesive as ig
evident in a “comparisen of the ' non-squivalent | (2 11a ‘and
.c) EL’he non-da.tive locative reflexes unaltered in (2:1 1a.)‘
(i. e. overtly), and ‘both. clauses have similar (semantie)
interpretations; the clauses of (2 11b and ¢) also have ~
similaf interpretations (different from (2:112)) so- it

appears 1inguistically- sound to'.conclude that _gﬁi_ng is
a ;norphophonemmxy changed dative locative 'z;efiex.

The problem is somewhat more complex :Ln have clauses :

such ag (2.8a-b), because the dative locative has been
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moved out into subject position m the higher predieation.
Although I implied in' B 2.3.2 that evert locative phrases
(thoee other than dative locative) in: thege clauses are

alwa.x found in the higher predieation, this is somewha'b

“of an over-simplifieation, though not untrue. (2:8a=b)

have two interpretationa, thus concentrating on the def—-
inite clause (2: 8b) we have (2:12):

- (2.12) a, I have the car with me.

b. I have the car with me.

Clauae (2 12a) -with stress on 'che have ie semantlcally

‘equivalent with (2 9b ), and (2 12b) with atrees on the
-locative phrase is equivalent 0 (2:11a).  Clause (2:12a)

is a combined dative 1ocative and non-dative loca'b:l.ve

.clause like (2:9b) or the overtly reflexed 'l:ype (2:111b);

(2:12b) is merely a locative have of 'availability'
eimilar in underlying structure to that of 1The table hag
a book on it.! Notiece that clause (2:9b)is only equiva-

lent to (2 11b), and could never be equivalent %o (2:11a).

The- way I propose that this -semantic- dietinction be ‘mede

" in the aderlying strueture is in (2: 138—b) below,. cor~ -

'reeponding to (2 12a—b), respectively:
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(2:13) ‘a..v

g ) L : .
nom - [ - loe
N o :
R “.be : : . 1;!
; ‘ ;‘}om Lo
AR \7 with me
[loe- 1 Hoqm
subj e \
\\\ have W 2
¥ ‘
ﬁo{ o
| :
nom . loc
- } d
,l\ | I
N } i N
Lo i ERa|
! ’I. t { t
g car the'! to"me
b. v
oce [ nom
&ubJ L £ N
ave .. )
S ! m{ | .
e X
/{\
nom oc .
: L k T\N ,l' ',\N
N l L ! o t l
il S P
A - : ﬁ the car ‘‘he! with me

Structure (2: 133) represents the dative have of pos-

session (i.e. 'ownership ‘as opposed ’co 'availability )
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- embedded in higher ‘locative predieation. An alternative
proposal for the underlying structure of (2:12a) and (2:9p)
is that the dlocative phrase wi't:h me is a relative reduced
from 'T heve/posssss the car that is with me,!
] Structure (2.13b) is exaetly the geme as that of
- Anderson (fortheoming a: ¢75)), the structure for My soup
‘hes a £ly in .ite Whereas he moves the N out of the lower
loc, t(in) my soup!, to the gubject pos:.tion under nominge
'b:.vized Jlocative J.n the higiler pred:.eation and direetly
,'_ad;joins the empty lower loc to the upper \'s eopy:l_ug the
sub:]ect into it as the pronoun i'l;, =3 raise the lower 1oc
H me %0 the subjectivized locative poeition (El.oc/sub.ﬂ
" for human (subject) locative have as opposed to [loc/nom.l
for non-humen (subject) 1oeat1ve have) i.n ‘the upper pred-
ication as I (havdng undergone morphophonemie change) and
" ~copy it back into the raiged, empty loc as me. Unl:l.ke the

N non-de.tive locative have :.n clauses. with non-huma.n sub;jecta,

the locative phraae in elauses ‘with human subaects 18 op-

'tionally deletable. Ehue, %My soup has a .fly' is ungram-

matical, but T have a car' is not.  I% is thls deletabil— :

. ity of the loca.tive phrase which causes confusion between
the dative/posseseive have, in which the ‘dative locat:nre
phrase never reflexea and the locative _have of 'a.veila-
bility ’ in which the locative phJ:e.se optione.lly re:flexee.
Thue, a’t‘. the aee{{i’ and third stages, ‘the mderlying

: structu.ree (2:13a~b) derive: clauses identical to the ’
surface reflexes (2: 12&-b) The representatione of the

derivations ave both exactly like (2:Tb-c) with the
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eddij;io;i of the locai':ive., jf L

~ In our wderlying structural digtinction between
“dative/possessive hav-e and non-detive/non-pOBBeseive have,
ag with other derivations of the complete eet of the verbs
of poseeeasion, we he.ve created no new rules, The rules
for the. introduc'bion of the dative loca'bive underlying
etrue'bure for the verbe of possession. and the proverbal

,poesessives are formulated ‘as follows in (2: 14)

(2 14) I i. 1. B +dative 1o¢ative -
2. a., +dative locative=s isubject
b.  -dative locative— +locative
1. 1. a. +eubjos dat loc// T
o R b -subj~> dat loe/]V/

: nom//dat loe. V
2. Hom-=-3 é /_V dat loc}

3. +cage—> N//eaee

These are dependency rules of set II‘, which order the
clause structure (cf. Andérson 1971+ B 2. i4). The Tules '
"of i provide the goveming verb with its case fea.'l:u.res,
‘a.nd ‘the rules of i place the ce.see in their proper ,
:relation ‘to the. verb (Anderson 1971: B 2 6). I preeume
: that the +nom of ii. 2'ig obligatorily :l.ntrmduced in :
the presenoe of any ‘dative or non-dative locative verb.
‘These rulee arg~aoct final, and theee or simila.r rules
are intended %0 be integrated into the eetablished caee : H

gramnar framework.
/ .

”
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2,4 : Derivation of the Proverbal Posseesives

- In our derivation of . the proverbal possessives we
are initially operating on the motivation of g semaﬁic
connection between the proverbal possessives and the
verbs of puseeasion, that is, any one or all of thoge:
verbs derived from the dative locative strueture, but
not any one, in particular, like Fillmore's have (efi fn.
5, Ch. 2) Up to thie/ we ”have been diseussing the expan~
sion of the dative locative struature into its five
clauge (eventually'sentenee) structures; .each 6f which
having different sementic features, now we ghall inves-
tigate its properties (3d conflation. Any N in “the lex—
icon marked with¢the Teature . [-K] (non—relational),
which is meant without specific, dnherent relational
‘propertiee, as oppoeed to [+ﬁ] (relational) N's like
kinship terms, may enter into en unspecified posaeesive
relationship. In formal terms the dative locative struc-
ture can be embedded into any clause with an N marked
with the feature [-R]. _Notionally, it & _8ppears most natur-
al to place the dative possessive construction under a.
loc marker, because posaessivee contain a pronominal ele-
l ment which hag deictio features. Poseeseives are thus
characterizable as 'aseociators, 'identifiers' or. 're— ’
lators' of the posseeeively modified N to the personal
i or pronominal N. By a process of'relativization' or
v'relative formation' end - then 'relative reduction' the

posaeseive structure is embedded into higher predications
(cf. Iengacker 1968), A e
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. In an-example, a dative possessive (provei-bal) con-
struetion to- strueture (2:7a), which-now becomes the wn-

derlying . structure for 'L have your car! in (2:15):

(2:15)

LRy

A
(6]
3
~)
<k
o
2

. { 1.{] loc
\V
' .
- , 1 .
riom i (dat) lgc
T® L >
b ! ; ' o
SR A ¢;__:ca"r' . thet. . S((to) g SOV

The circled N's in (2: 15) {and a1l other structures below) -
- indicate identity, i,e. points V:figlz;edding. . The brackets
around dat and the double brackets around wi with/to indicate
a constraint peculiar 1;6 possessive clauses with subject~
dvized loca‘biv}s./ The constraint is that one predicate,
either the -lower or upper is dative/poasessive the other

is obligatorily non-dative locative. Thus, we are prof
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poging that proverbal possessives can, like _the twa haves,
have underlying non-dative locatime case markers, i.e."
‘proverbal possessives are not always marked . by 'ownership , .
but are some'bimes a morphophonem:.cally identical proverbal
locative. For illustration's sake allow a semantlcally
equivalent para.phrase, a relative cons't:ruction, to be
substltuted for 'bhe proverbal possesslve/loeat:we as’ in
(2:16): ' ‘ >

BN

(2:16) a, * I owﬁ the car, which you own.

bs I own the car, which you have (with you/avail~
.77 able to'you). g -

c. I have the car (with :me/availabie to me),
whj.eh you own,

d. * T have the car- émth/me/available 0 me),
which you have (with you/a.vailable to you).
‘ The cage is even stronger when Lis substituted for you
in the- relat:.ve construction.
‘Now let us continue our descrlpt:n.on of the deriva- ) :
tion o:f.’ (2:15). ~After nom N rai}sing and: V conflation
Hstructure (2:15) becomes (2:17) (the ﬁo'uppegﬁ_p;gq;gaf,:

tions are not shown)

(2:71.7),7 L e LYo

(dat) loc-

you.r




-58~
F:mally, the V is pruned, the N a.ud the V a.re permuted,
end’ the gtructure is reduced o (2:18):

(2:18) : e oy

Now the - structu.re (2:18) is permitted to undergo 'X—-pr:l.n-'
eiple' raiging. That is, the e;nbe_dded proverba.l posses-
sive is raised together with the _»“noun it modifies: . Struc~
tures (2 :15)_ (t.he..embeddec} lowermost predication), (2:17)
and- (2:18) bear many sti'uctui'al 'simila.;-itie’s with our
_-proposed &tructures and dérivations for relé,tionél nounsg
(see below B 3.3.4). The rules we have mentioned here’
are not idainsyncratic to.the i’o'rmation'.of broverbal pPoOs~
sessivves, and wil:l be discussed “in more deétail in our
“analyeis of. adribminal Possessives of relational nowns in
Chapter. 3, . It is this pattem of reduced relative pred—‘
‘ication raising which seems also operable in the case of
attributive adjective formation. I presume the adgective
~-would: enter in'co the lower predieation as a non-dative s
io_eativre something like 'nom N fbe! in elass of green
things " orbetter 'in -the state of greeness! (cf. Ander~
son 1971: B 11362 and Anderson fothcoming a: B 4.2),
‘This,' of . course, is highly speculative (notice that 'green
things' is in-itsel? attributive, thus this argument is
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somewha'b circuitous) and needs more :anesta.ga.tion, but.
i this is another topie. . . - ‘ -

Finally, it may Be of interest %o compare struetures :

(2 159, (2:17) and (2: 18) to (2: 19), the underlying, strue-,‘

y"bure ;‘.‘or 'John ' C. washed his car' (tense will not enter ’

into our structure here):

(2:19). 8- g :
B ’ : ) |
/r\ g
erg - X nom
: ;\ EE | . t
o '
] 'John". C. ‘washed - ,d~| \
. . < 1,1lae
F N\
- ‘ v
B g I V .
‘n?m" ‘ || dat loc
I\® r b
(R [ ! IF
i ! ] ! '
i : ! :
g car tper to him
be SR :
- efg ! nom
| N k| IS N
| AR ,' g f ’ i
! 8 I o loe
ﬂ John C-’ WEShed r.cgr
_ a v
N dat’loc




: N
erg : - : nom
‘I\ , c ,r [dat}loc]
b l \
el e f ; ,"\\
Lo 5 | AN
] John' C. ' washed . B his car

Strue‘bu:re (2 19) 1llustra’ces the problem of eo—referenti-
‘ality between the subject erg N and ‘the Noin the dative .
~locative node. (2 19) ‘is, in :fact, non-co-referential,
if it were, we would have indicated it with a broken 1ine
: connecting the erg and dat loc N's in (2 19) identified
a8 'co-referential. In English :L’or the oo-referential
third person, and for the firet and second persons, a
-eopying rule ig obligatory. In (2 15) the copying rule,
- 1f the proverbal possessive and the senten‘bial dative
loeative were co-referential (e.g. *I have my oar*), op~
erates prior to subject fomation (1ie.” “'X~principle'op~
eration and dative 1ocative raie:.ng), becauee the da.tive
_locative doés not always become the sub;;ect as in 'My: car
belonge to me. . ‘The conetrain'b, then, is when a dative .
looative a.ppears in the underlying stmoture, it is copied
in'l;o the proverbal possessive construction,.otherwise the
sub,]ect is copied. We shall discuss the copying rule again
in connexion with adnominal possessives of body-part notms
in 8 3. 3. 2.
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‘ 2,5 F.‘urther Argumente for-a Dative Locative Underlying
Strueture . - - “
B 2,3.3 we have argued for a dietinction between

o

: de.tive and non-dative locativee (e.g. Ywithe..”) and that
the dative locative only underlies possessive clauses ‘and
proverbal possesgives of 'ownerehip (as opposed to pro-
verbals of 'a.vailability'). Here we shall further argue.
for the syntactic, semantic and historical connexion be-
tween poeseeeion and dativity. 5
' 2, 5.1 Brief historical account of the detive.
| Hietorically, in Englieh the . da.i:ive and the accusa‘bive
‘ personal pronouns merged into one “form derived from the

 dative (cf. Ahlgren 19461 88 18 ema 131).  Hofmann (1968:

50-1) has noted that the poeseesives ‘have close -morpho~

" “loglcal ‘bies with these ‘objective forms ('my and her are

more eimilaz- to the objective me and her $hen the nomi~

native I and she, respectively®) thus, moreover, to the -

dative forms - ! e ‘
In non-poeseesive clausee the da.tive forme expreee

‘the direction of the ‘accusative (i.e. direct object, or

' in loealist terms  the nom.ﬁaa.tive) In” English the direction

(dative) locative marker to (oppoeed to the direction ab-

lative marker from) 18" sometimes reflexed and eometimes

not as eeen dn (2: 20) ’ L

(2:20) a. Lgave the book $o hin,

- b, I gave h:Lm'the book.

This, then, is the origin of the dative (directional) ele-

. ment whioh is. retained in the proverbal poeeeelbivee and
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which ig sometimes. rei’lexed (e.g. ’The ‘book belongs to meX)
" and sometimes not . (e.g. ’I have m hg_qkl)

2;5.2 Double—dative -argument. ’ Another similarity
between de.'bive constructions and the datively derived: pro-
verbal possessives is 'bhat no verb in Emglish (and most
likely lmiversallyM) admits a double-dative construction
such as (2: 21) ;

(2:21) *I gave to the book to him,
Likewise, because proverbal possessives contain a dative
locative -element in there underlying structures they ! are .
not e.dmitted easily into possessive, (i.e. dative locative)

clauses such as ~(2:22) and: (2:23):

. (2:22) My ear is - ‘mine.
- [+dat loe [tver§] [Hat oo
- 1+person ] +person
+verb . ’ A
‘(2:23) oMy car ‘belongs - " to me,
. [+aat loc : [+very) [rdat 1oq] [(person) '
Hpermon oo Ll R T e e LR L
+verb

Together the three featu.res of (2 22) and (2 23) a.nd

Athe sentential nomina.tive car eomplete the possessive .
relationehip. However, noticé that the derivation (2:15)
was not blocked. ‘Thig is: a.ccounted for by the fact that
“in the have cl‘&u.ee, either ‘the verb or the proverba.l
possessive is a non-.. “ive. locative. Ei'bher can be non-
dative locetive or dative 1ooa.tive, but both ca.nnot have
the same underlying structures. In ;_aoeeess and own cle.uses



| -63-
the proverbal possessive ie obligatorily non-dative looa- .

“tive (di,e. lavailability') ae in (2: 24):

(2:24) neve
T own - A my car,
o » : posseas ‘
[+(de.t) 'loc]  [#very) +(dat) loc
+person +person
N v ' fverb '

Y
2,5, 3 The eonnexion between poeeeseive and non-

- possessive datives th.rough the relational factor. ’ Ae we
. mentioned in 8 2.5 2 above, poeeeeeive .-verbs and pronom-
inal poeeeeeivee require a 'nominative to oomplete a pog-

: eeeeive relationehip. Similaz-ly, verbe which admit da-
.. tiye locatives require &’ nominative (that is, a nom) as

..evidencedl in (2:25):

(2:2_25) a. ?L:zave to him
‘b %I have/poeeeee/own ' .
‘c, rbelong to me

B P e mine

(2 25&) is acceptable when the hearer euppliee & nom, foi'

that which has been .deleted, probably for etylietic reg~

-

‘sons,
2,5.4. The connexion between possessive and non-.
possessive datives through the resultative factor. We
have been c]:i"ming that the poeeeeeive verbs require two
arguments, a nominative and a looative, and - that the loc-

.ative is a dative looative. Now we wigsh to elaborate on’
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the obv:.ous relationship between the possessz.ve bi-argu—

. mental: construction and tri-argumental eonstructions 1ike '

(2:26):

(2:26) &,

b.

Ce

r'do;‘

“ae

£

I .zave the bookv'.l':ohim.'

T \1:o‘ok\ the book %o him,

I brought the Book to/for him, !>
I took the book from him

I reeeived the book from h:Lm.

I got/obtained the book from hin. ;

In clauses (2 26) the N in the 100 case can be gaid to

'acquire '
16

the N in the nom.cese from the N in' the abl

‘case. - The above examples all have g common underlying
_structure (cf. Anderson 1971: § 9.22)"7 and ws shall use
. ~for- illus'bra.tion the 1exically identical Iake of (22 26b .

and d) in (2: :27) 18

(2:27)

—

1=
!
!
t
B

|
N < b I
: o !
/ i !

N
' - i bt
mf’k %_tookg {from h:lI.m &3 ‘ﬁ?n}

- Two aesumptions about the verbs in (2:26) end. (2:27)

have first to be stated: (1) mhey are resultative verba19

in which -

(2) the transitive action is completed, i,e. ac=

tual nominative N movement has ta.ken place, Notice these -

verbs are most conmonly found in the past tense. Notionally,
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then,. result should not be eharaeterized a8 'a proeeee of . -
'receiving' or 'aequisition' d. e. of 'coming into Posgeg-
sion! (Allen” 1964 : 342), but rather &s.a 'trensfer of posg~
seesion' or:-a 'change of .the poseessor' In ‘the terms of
a:localisgt . grammar, tri-argumental, non-ete:bive verbe
relocate the nom N from the.abl to the loc. The resulting
state is: marked by a stative bi—argumental verb ‘of -pos-
aession (frequently occu.rring in the present ‘bense) or .

‘ proverbal pogsessive ‘in which the ablative is deleted -
and/nominative Eis (re)locat(iviz)ed (i.e. a 'new! pos- .
sessor), ’ﬂle semantic origin of the dative cons:bruotion
in conflated (i.e. proverbal poseeseivee) and posseaeive
elauses is the dative locative in tri-argumental conetruc-,
‘tions, and depending on the bi-arglmental verb of 'bhe re-
sulting clause,. the dative marker to may or may not be
reflexed (see above § 2. 5.2).

2.6 Summary . i SRR

=

In this chapter we have surveyed and attempted 'l:o
~indicate the complexity of the verbal/nominal paradigm
of poesess;ton kboth gemantically end syntactically., We
have also proposed a commen underlying structure for the

':'verbe of possession and the proverbal posseeei‘vee, the
latter being a conflation of this structure. We have
~also tried to mo_tivate‘ a distinction between dative/pos-
sessive. and non}d;bive locative have (and perl‘iepeﬂogg
(cf, (2:112)) ‘and possess (fn. 13, Ch. 2)) énd the pro-
verbal possessives and proverbal locatives. The coe.fla;ted

.
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dative constructions, the ‘proverbal possessives, have fres
distribution‘ i.n‘ any clause,: anywhered.n the clsuse where
a non-relational noun ocecurs marked for an identifying,
i,e. possessive or 1ocative relationship. Finally the
underlying gtructure we have proposed is the copula and
the dative loeative (not have) Zor 'ownership ~relation-
: ‘ships only, -other. possessive relationships, i.e. 'availa.—
bility' are non—dative locative with different gemantic |
~ markers in their underlying struc'bures.

=%
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T GHA.’PTER III. AN ANATYSTS OF THE RELATIONSHJ:P:
OF -THR ADNOMINAL POSSESSIVES TO :
: RELATIONAL AND BODY-PA.BT NOUNS

3. 0 Definitions of Relational and Body-Part Nouns

: Inaliene.bilia have gometimes notionally been defined
as 'the:!; which ca.nnot be ‘gotten rid of.i . Obviously, such
a definition includee in part relational nouns;  but alsgo v
such permanent stative attributes such ag ma.le angd’ female.
Such-attributes are not nouns, and 'bhey are, therefore,
not modifieble by :possessives. Such & notidnal definition

is’ inadequate ‘because of its over-generality and over—

-emphaeie onthe permanency of relational nouns. . As a re-
sult, lists of examples ‘are-often offered 4o limit the
class of inalienabilie.’ : ‘

" In view of thege: iuadequaciee eonnected with the . ]
term 'inalienable' we .shall ‘reject the term in ite -preg- »
ent definition, that is, the definition used throughout
Chapter 1. j Ine't‘.ead from this point forward we ehall ,

M only use 'bhe term 'reiationa.l noun'2 and refine our omn
’terminology by~ dietinguiehing between 'alienable'

» 'inal:l.ena.ble' relational nouns. Belational noune, then,
have unalterable inherent fee.turee of association or re-
lationship with other nouns outeide themselves. Such a
definition embraces at least three well-inown eub-claeees
of nowns: (1) Kinship terms (e.g. i’a.ther, son, brother,
wife, ete.), (2\fody parts (e.g. a.rm, artery, haiz-,
etc.), and (3) miscellaneous relational nouns, d.eisnouns.

which when modified by an adnominal posseeeive, are‘, shown
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to0 bé derived from‘a-eonflated equative nom structure,
in which one of the nom-N'g is a.n :Lntersection of 'com~
plementarity' d 'symmetrical converseness' (f.e. re-
quiring a ‘(complementary) ~al~iena.ble or inalienable re-
lational noun.to complete its meaning: c#. Iyons 1968:
8 10.4.5) and the ‘other is & personal pronown (e.g.
employer/employee, :Eriend, relative, etc. and picture

nouns? 1ike photograph, pa:lnting, ete. ). Needless to
say, this 1ast group -of nouns will become defined as the
underlying structures are elaborated upon’ in this"chap-
ter. : o S , : - )
~AS. We mentioned above, “the term 'inalienable' 1m-
plies : 'relational' ‘however_a rela‘tional noun need not
be inalienable or permanent, Eherefore, let us refme
our terminology so that we have’three classes of nouns,
.+ . the former modified: by proverbal possessives, and the
__ latter two (sub~classes) modified by adnominal posses—

sives ag follows- (1) Non-relational (e.g. ‘-'Eable, car, .

ete.), (2) inalienable relational (e.g. son, chest,3

irih—place, né.ﬁxe, e’cc.), and (3) alienable (non—per—

manent) relational (e.z. posseasion(s), friend, ‘ete. ).
' Vhen a Claes 1 non~relational noun ‘enters: into a Class
3 state, it becomes ‘relational; in other words," car is
nﬁn~relatibnal, but my car is an’ alienable relatione.l,
asav'ning oy is datively derived (cf. rn. 6y Ch. ‘2. and -
see below 8 3. 3%./ Recognition of these distinctions
will be helpful in our later analysis, particularly
since’ Clasges 2 a.nd,} behave sema.ntical],y differently
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The scope oi’ o’u.r study of Dogsessives angd their re-
lationehip to relational nouns is: limited to an analysis
’ of the intemal underlying s'truct'ure of possessives of’
kinehip termgy and other complementary-converse nowns,

Thesge struetu_res are _simila.r to those we have Proposed -

" for proverbal posééséivee, though non—locative.; The -~
derlying struetures of the bossessives of body—part nouns
are non—dative locative structures. We shall algo dig-
cuss: a number of related clause structures in which body-

: part: nouns are found and’ the associated copying rule: (see
' above 5 2 4) CEhe relationship, then, of morphophonemi-
cally identical Preposed possessives of rela.tional and
body-part nouns engenders two distinet tmderlying struc-
tures. ‘The posgessives of all relationa.l end body-part

novns-will be Inown as ‘adnominal possessives', because

‘ their- underlying structures do not underlie related verb-

govemed clausee.

3.1 Diagnostic Tests. for Determining Relational and

" Body-PATt Wotns
-Although it means back-tracking to.a eertain extent,
' - since we have already defined’ relational. nouns,: in this

eection we ‘shall devise means. of syntactically ‘and seman~

tically identifying relational notms and distinguishing
'them from non-relational nouns. - I should ‘1like to note

© thet the arguments of § 3. 2 will be somewhat repetitive
of those in this sec'bion, ‘but the purposes are different

in each section.
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3.1.1 ’I'r:.-argumental verbs, directionality ‘of ‘the
da‘t;ive and i‘elational nouwns. @iis tes‘l;,kconsists oi re-— :
placing non~relational nouns with ielatiofna_l“_notms in

clauses which contain tri-a.rghmental verbs. As wag ob-.

" gerved in B 2 5,4 there is & directicnal movement of the ‘

nom N tfrom abl...to loc. ' Considex the following: exam-

'ples,in (3.1),

(3:1) a. Paul P. gave his/ttie ball to John R.
~ b. ?Paul P, gave his/the son to John R.
c. %Paul P."gé.ve'his/the ‘arm to John R.
d. Paul P, ga.ve ‘his/the measles %o John R.
Ve *Paul P, gave his/the relative to John Re

S‘uch directional movement in clauses which have human abls
and- loes effects a 'change in possesson' (mee above - B 2.5 4).
CIm (3:12) the ball becomes dohn R's,: that is, it enters

" into. a(dative) possesgive relationship. “In. (3 1b) although
it is perfectly feasible in: a proper cont,ext *Ho give a:

son (away)'4 a.nd though J’ohn R:y;iil have legal custody,

an relational nom N maintains original relationship, that
is, he will alwaya be Paul P's son, John B. hag Paul.Pp's
son, but he does not have a son.as a result .0f: the act ot
giv¥ing.' (3:1c) illustrates that it is utterly anomalous N

'to give an arm' since it is not readily deta.chable.- How=..-

.. .ever, ease of detachebility is no longer a criteria, ;be=.
v cause as we know mddern medécine has means of 'giving!

(i.e. transpla.nting) the body parts, particularly vital" :
organs, also, i’iglu'atively, the arm may be 'given! (i.e. .
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extended) to (Dr.) Jomn R. (i.e. contextualization). I

_this case though the original relationship between the

‘body part and its body remaing wholly intact, despite ac-=

tual location. Gle.use (3:1¢) is an extreme example, but
even d’etachable body parts (e.g. hair,: teeth, fingernails,
ete. ) meintain original relationship as in an example ‘1ike
. 'John L. bought a -lock of Nepoleon's heair from George I..v
The nom N, Na.goleon' hair“ie now. John . Itg (dative/pos-

sessively, il.e. non-relationally- cp. i ‘animal ('s) head!’

-in Menomini-—seesabove B '1.2.2), but the hair is .always
"'Napoleon's" (relationally) Although (3: 1d) is completely
-acceptable, John R, does not-get the ‘same measles, but
the: game disease as. Paul P._-In other words, John R.. gets
a' different 'token!' of the one 'type.'5 (3:1¢) representing
a chplementa.ry relational nown (not a kinship term) is
&more e.nomolous than the releted (3 1b), perhaps because
- -Paul:P, does not have the control over relatives (ox

friends, employers, eto ) that one has over ‘Sona, Thus, -

if cousin, unecle, .or ev'en brother were substituted for

- son in (3: 1b) it too would receive an aeterisk: (*). It

should be noted finally that the definite article does
: not, eaeily eollocete with relational and . body—part nouns
in this type of clause: strueture. R P

.As a result of this somewhat notional argtment, it
eeems obvious that such- tri-argumental verbs. do not eagi-
: ly ad.mit rela.tio\if and body-part nouns on semantic k
grounds, They, therefore, prove. totbe Iairly 8ceurate in
separating relational and body—part nouns from non-rela-

tional noung:
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3.1 2 Negative possessive test, Although possesivee"
are oceasionally referred to as 'possessive adjectives 6
or 'attributive genitives'7 as a consequence of their at-
tributive positional distribution, they are, in faect; a
distinet, but related category to ad,]ectives. The.t isg,
one could argue the;r are a locative (deictic) sub-cate-
gory of adjeetivesl However, on purely syntactie grounds ‘

'possessives do not behave lik:e adaectives. They do not

L3

admit negativizers such as un-, in- and none, which are

- eommon negative fomatives for adgectives in Engligh,

Possessives can, of course, be nega.ted. Ii’, for
:lnstance, the first person possessive is negated (i.e.
not nv.../mi;e)‘a non-negative possess:.ve or genitive is
complementary (cf. Iyons 1968: B 10 4.2), Thus, what ig
thot my.../not m:Lne' is 'your.../yours, 'his.../his,

her.../hers,$ 'their.../theirs!' or 'somebody 's'; i.e.
other than mine. - In other words, the non-nega.ted .g8econd

,,;‘:and_,;.,third .persons. are. eg_‘ually“complementary -With -the ne- -

gated firgt person. Ti‘ the second end third bersons are.

negated, however, all three persons are complementary
A% first gight this may seem difficult, but upon closer

inspection -one notes that there are special characteris—
tics of source of locution and oo-rei’erentiality which
apperta.in only to the £irst _berson posseaeive (cf. I.yons

1968: B 7:2; 2). . Thus, the second person possessive neg-

: .ative and non-negative are complementary, as is the third

person. With the use of subscripts angd the condition of
one ‘speaker only this point nay be clarified in exa.mple N
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(3:2):

(3:2) a. " The ball is not mine, there?ore it i’ollows
, ‘that: 1t is (a) *mine/our :
b): yours
(¢ his/hers/thelrs
b, The ball is not youra ’ therefore it follows
that 1t 1s (a o/ dur
b youra :
“(e) his/hg:ns/ thelrs

¢. ' The ball is not ‘his;, thersfore 11: follows
--.that it 1is g } é /ours ‘

hise/hers/ ‘theirs

The eomplementarity of non-negated and nega’ced possessives
in (3 2) is acceptable for non-relationa.l nouns a.nd de-
‘aaehable body parts, 'bhls same i’ra.me is made unaccepta.ble
when all other alienable and :Lnalienable relationa.l nouns
and non—detachable body parts are su!;s‘bituted for ball.
Compare the semantic behavior of non-relationnl
“nouns to a.l:l.enable and inaliena.ble relational nouns in

— clauses containing negativized proverba.l possessives (e.g.

: nobodz T no one's) such-?ai'in (33 3) (3—6)
(3:3) That:is no one's/nobody's ball.- ,
(3:4) a.*Mat is no one's/nnbody's tooth,

‘ b.*That is no onels/nobody's hang.
| C.*That is no one 'é/nobddy's measles.

(3:5) . She 1s no one's friend/nobody's friend/a friend

(3:6)  *She is no oné's/nobody's daughter, o
*Both the non<relational noun and the. alienable: rel_ational -
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noun, (3: 3) and (3:5) respectively, in this frame are ac—
' ceptable, because possession and friendehig are both alien;-
eble relat:.onal -nouns—~permenent potentialities of non-
permenent stateg be_tween persons and things' ard persong
and persons. (eee above § 3, 0). Non—rela.’cional nowns can
be negated ag’ being ineluded in these etates. Such g
clause as' (3: 3) would most likely be uttered when the -
‘owner was not lmown ' to the speaker, eimila.rly, Por (3:5)
when friends were‘not known to the: epeaker. The body-~
‘part nouns of" (3 24) and the inalienable relational noun
of (3:6) a.re/acceptable, because permanent relationality
“ig being denied; that is, these nouns are generic: (see
' below B 4.1 and ef. Anderson -forthcomiug c). In ‘other.
words, no one can be e auggter without being someone 's
daughtet;” always. And again, nothing can be a goeseeeion
without being someone's Possession and a body.par‘t cannot
p exist but as part of somebody 's body. In Menomini (see
_above B 1.2,2) all three of thege nouns ouigatorily Te- .

quire’ poseeeeivee, moreover, specific poeeessivee-not

nobody 8, not just’ anybody e, but- eomebody's. :

3 2 Argumente Juetifying a Different Derivation for : '
: Adnominel Poeeessivee T S '
I'!: doee not necessarily follow, after ha.vi.ng defined:
. and igolated” distinctive behevior patteme of relational :
and body-par'!; noune, that there is a different nnderlying
structw:e and derivation for the possessives that modi- ‘

£y these nouns. - Justification  for dietinct wnderlying - b
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etructures of adnominal poseeesivee cannot be ‘taken for-
granted.. , -_ .

.3.2.1. The notiona:l. argument. YThe demonstrative
artiele is defining, or classifying when' used in eolloquial
speech with designations for the members of a perscn's
family, .The conetruction seems- o suggest the notion of

mere reference to a partioula.r member .of a group,  !'the
"wife' ‘(of my .famil;z), it is.less emotional -then the cor=
respond:mg construction with the poeeeseive adjective, ,
Amy wife.' (Ahlgren 1946: B 116). Another and not neceg~ .
.‘earily contradictory explanation might be that the speaker
who uses- the definite artiecle inetead of the poseeeeive
form wishes to avoid implying that the same relationship
exiasts ‘between . 'he' and this wife, father,g girl-friend,
leg; theumatism,! ete. 10 Following their intultions about -
. their language, some native Bpeakers of English recognize
~that there are digtinet relationehips involved, yet only
one poseessive form, prima.rily associated m.th -the dative/

poseeeeive underlying etructure, i.e. _proverbal, is. avail-.

able, Coneequently, eince wivee, etc. in our culture are
not owned, the definite article is eubstituted ror the
'poeeeeeive i’orm. The unmarked (for a specific type of
.relation, i.e, 'ownership ) definite article allows the
relational featuree of the noun to fully determine the
- type of relationq.hip that ie to exist. Not all speakers,
e however, use the\GEFMite artiele .in collocation with re~
lational nouns. - - One assumes the relationa.l nown context

alters the eemantio content of the posseeeive i’orm for
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these speakers f£rom.the proverbal pdsséssive to the‘é.de'

nominal possessive, which hag no :melicatlons of towners

ship .

3.2 2 The dative :Erame argument. - Neither rela<

'!;ional nouns, -alienablo or inalienable, nor body—paﬁrt

nouns: can ‘enter into a non—reiational frame, thaet is, a-

. frame derived from a de:bive locative structure. Ay rion-

- rélational noun fits neatly-into a'dative locative frame -

véi't;h the selection restrictions (éee abm‘fe‘ ] "2.3.1, Dia-

- grem II and ¢f. fn. 11, Ch. 2) ‘acting as constraints s

gaingt c‘erfain collocations. -Let us take fop example "

(3:7)3"

(3:7) a.
:b.

COmpare (3 7) With (3'8)

(3 8) a.
'b.

Ce

.*The son/the arm/the friend is his. :

He has &/the balll

He possesses a knowledge (of the stars)/ .the’
kmowledge (that is necessary :Eor the-mimsion),

He owns ‘a/the house.
The house ,belongs to him.
The ball is his. -

=

He has a son/ a. (broken) arm/a (girl-) fr:l.e.nd.

?He bas the son/the (broken) arm/the (g:.rl-)
frien de

*He possesses:a son/an . arm,/e."friend. , :
*He possessea the son/the arm/the friend, .
*He owns-a son/an arm/a‘friend, ‘

*He own}'tie ‘son/the arm/the friend.

*The son/the arm/the friend belongs to -him,
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Withe 'bhe exceptm of have11 -each of ‘these verbal.
forms, rejects relatlonal and body—parf' aouns. Adm:.’ctedly,
it is impossible to determine whether these nouns are
ungrammatical because of. selectioaal constraints aceruing
to these verbs .or because of incompatibili‘by with rela~

Gnal frames or.a combination 6f both. The twophenom—
ena cannot be separated. Remembering. that Proverbal pos;
Sessives are conflated formsx derived from the same .dative/
possessive struc'bure that utnderlies 'bhe clauses. in (33:7)

"and (3.8), we may - ask, 'How is i%. possible for relational
nouns o be grammatieal in the presence.of proverbal pos~
seseive :L’orms and incompatible in commonly derived dative/
' possessive :Era.mes?' The only answer that is loglcal is--
the possessives of relaticnal notms ‘have different umder-
lying struetures than- 'bhose of non-relat:.onal nouns.
Furthermore, we may conclude that there. are no verb forms
L 1ike the verbs of possession that are derived from the .
- same underly:l.ng structures as the adnominal possessives

-are. Possesgives: of relational nouns ‘merely comple'be

the - relationship expressed in these nouns, possessives of
body—part; nouns-geem o br lo.cators‘with wspecified, .
however non-dative, locative cages and corresponding Be-
mantic msrkers. " The grammar will provide relational
nouns with the feature [+R] and body-part nouns with the

: feature [+BP] to indicate the underlying s'bructure of
the adnominal pos\sessive.

. 332,3 The picture nowm- argument, Without‘semao-

tically related verbs and therefore. expa.nded clauges
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which reflex elements of . the underly:.ng structure, the
~motivationg for proposale of underlylng structures for
adnominal posseesives would appear o0 be all but impog-
gible. - A1l such Possesgives might merely -be considered
reduplicative adnominals (ef. Anderson 1971 3'7 363,
Fillmore 1968: B 6.1, ana Langendoen 1970: 207-8 following
Fillmore 1968). : Intemal and ‘independent motivations
. 'w'ould then,' of eourse, be ‘made unnecessary. It may be .
sounder to simply argue that adnominal poaeeseives are v
not_diffezjently structu;-ed, but ‘without underlying struc- ’
ture and leave it at that. But ~before a.bandoning BoR- fy.
distinct underlying structures and aceepting such a.n ‘
expedient proposal, let us look at one more exa.mple.
Pogtal ecalls’ attention 0. a group of nouns lmown ;
ag 'picture nouns. ...theee are :Lucredibly complex .
‘ang: unique...l' (cf. Postal 1971: § 17.4, ). In Maopd
SPANCE above §.1.2.1) the dominant/subordinate dlstinction '

disambiggated _hie songle=ra song by him’ (dominant) from"“"‘ SR

.'a ‘song of or about himt! (subordinate). A phrase like
'his painting' because of its physical propertiesc, is

at least three ways ambiguous: (1) The painting by him,
(2) the painting of him, and .(3) the painting “of- his/be-‘
longing +o0 him, ' The elause (3:8)¢ ' :

(3 'B) Fmmnon' B. - took m;y pictu.re.
is a.mbiguous between *&he,paraphrases of (3 9) and (3: 10);

(3:9). Frmon B. . took the/p:lc't;ure .from/of(f) me/m:me.
(3:10) Emmon B. 'l;ook the/ picture of me,
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W}ien (3:8) is interpreted as (3 :9 ) gz has a dative/pos—"
gessive underiying structure and 1e a proverbal possessive
‘as in (3) above; when (3:8) is interpreted as (3:10) pie=
ture becomes a rela.tione.l noun a.nd someth:.ng very like
the appositional of phrase (see below § 3.4) in (3:10)
and (2) above is found in the underlying strueture of
the adnominal ‘possessive. . Notice that it is possible
“to replace the mnjiefinite article in (3:9) with a pro~
Vverbal possessive, but such a proecedure is redlmdant in
(3:10). Compare (3:11) and (3:12) with (3:9) and (3:10),

respectively:

'(3 11) Enimon - B, took ‘my picture from/oi’(f) me/mine.
(3: 12) *Emmon B.- took my picture of nle.

Finelly, contrsstﬂexe.mplee in which the non-rela.tionalx
noun appears in the game frame as (3:8)=(3:10) as in
(3 $135): '

3:13) a. Emmon B. fook my car.

" b.  Emmon B. took the7"car i’rom/of(f) me/mine.

c. *Emmon B...took the/ car of me.

Proterbal poeseesives do not yield to an appositional para-~
phrase (i.e. ‘of me! as. opposed to the post-posseseive

'of mine'—sgee below B 3.4) as'in (3:13¢). (3: 13) “illus-
trates how picture noumns vacillate between: phyeical non- -

.- relational nouns and relational nouns.  The picture noun;
test ma.kee it pa.tently clear that a distinct underlyin
structure must be proposed for adnominal possesslves of

relational nowns. We shall return in § 3.3, 3 for a closer w

and fuller a.na.lysis of pieture noune. :
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e 3 The - Derivat:.on of- Adnominal Posseseives of Relational
Nounsg = o B IETE RN

In this section we shall analyze the stz'ue’aure of
'adnominal possess:.ves oL ‘relational nouns, i.e. kinshlp :
terms and miecella.neous relationals like picture nouns.-
Ve shall Focus upon 'the structure of the adnominal pos=~
sessive in its relation to the relational noun, fL‘his
"structure is a 1ower emhedded predicat:.on of & -higher
matriz: clause, which schematically represented appeare
880 (3114): |

(5:14) N v

“An N »placed between” the lower V and the case domma.‘bing
it structu.rally distinguiahes it as an adnominal (non-verb
related) structure from that of the proverbal Possegagive

\/
structure (ep. ‘above e.g. (2.7)). In the representations
of ad.nominals of 'relational nouns. only, the case ma.rkers
of the lower V are equative noms, that :l.s, the lower v
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is noh-locative. Our concern -in thie and the follow:.ng
section is the effect upon “the :Lnternal stmcture of the
adnominal possessive by ‘the nouns Whieh are modifled and
not the etructure of the nouns,, i.e. nouns as predicates
(ef. Bach 1968, Anderson unpubl:.ehed Ph,D. thesis: 83 41-8. 3
and Andereon fortheoming ¢, 7 ) Sl

3.3.1 The uuder}yiug structure of adnominal pog—
. Bessives of kinehib terﬁis Ad.nom:_nal poeeeesives, like
pi'overbal’poeeeesives, have ubiquitous dletributlon in
. English. participating in all functions of the Bentence
where relat:.onal nouns may oceur, Unllke proverba.l pos-
eeesivee, as we have mentioned, we. cannot :t.’irst derive
't:he verbs of possession from a.n wderlying etructu:re and
then' relate:thet common structure to the conflated pro=.
verbal poseeeeives, thereby forming mutually supportingA
.intemal motivatlon :for the strueture., . )
\/\\J The underlying structure and derivation of 'my eon'
is in (3:15): '

-

‘(3:15) a. npm

o
.
(the) éon

no, N ; nom L

N
1
I
‘

i
i
} |
|
(be) N4 (‘bhe) mother/
SRLAL NN fethon
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nom.

B

—--ne

C.

(the)
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] shall begin our explanation by e'bart:.ng wi‘bh the lowesst
- econstituent of the s'l:rueture in (3 15&) 4. The: V' oF (3: 159.)
. ‘represents'a subordinate equative predication, hence the

' ‘necese:.ty for the definite article in brackets. The ¥
_doee nok represen‘b the loea.tive sub~type of classifying

'predicate nom. 112 The V contains the internal sema.n'bie
content of ‘the adnominal possessive which is in- (3:15)
the: i’irst .person personal pronoun and mother/father.

The V.is a device:to :Lndice.te identity. In (3:15b) 'ﬁhe
V.node ‘has been Tosts :Ln explanation -and motivation of"
this fae'b there a,re & ‘number- of alternative proposals;
F:Lret, the V may-be subjoined to the. abla.tive N when the

two identical nom N's. (i.e. both N's have the same  'ref-

erence', denote the 'same persgon) conflate to form: the

pronominal constituent of the ablative appositive. ‘The

¥ would then be pruned, this has not been shown in (3:15b),

)/\jecond, the copula may be absorbed into the upper predi-

cate which dominates the ‘adnominal phraee (see above
(3:14))  In this propoeal we follow our derivations for
the verbs of possession and the proverbal posseasives in:
Chapter 2. The third: possibili'by is that the ¥erb:does
not exist in fact (thue the brackete in - (3 159.)) except
as an expedient device for lack of e better representa—

tion ‘or ag an a'btempt at an abstraetion of the unrepre~

~eente.ble. Indepenk’ motivation for: such a proposal is

found in a number of 1anguagee, Russian,. Greek, Iatin, . °
Hebrew, etc. in: which the present tense of the copula
does not reflex in the surface structure in equative e.nd_
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identifying clauses (ef. Lyons 1968: B 7.6.3).
~'In"(3:18b), following Tule (1) conflation and Ve
‘ deletion; nominalization (rule (2)) operates, ~ The nom~ -
inaliza'l::.on ig the obaective form of “the personal pro-
Vnoun, thus there isg morpholog:.cal progreasion (see above
'_5 2.5.1). Motivation for the ablative of will be pre—
sented in-§ 3.3.2, our ‘discussion of patronymics and
the appositional construction 'will be motivated be=
cause of its reflex in possession oi’ p:.cture nouns (eee
ebove E 3.2.2 and below B 3.3, 3).  Rule (3), permutation,
, 0peratee in (3 15c) moving the abl N-before the nom N.
~ The abl ie “then deleted. Rule (3) ie obligatory for ;
kinehip terms modified by ad.nominal poeeeesivee. Rule‘
(4), adnominal poeseseive :Eonnation, a morphophonemic
.rule is illuatrated in (3:15d). For other .applications
. of these rules in related structuree, see below Diagram
A TIT.
: K:Lnship nouns, exeept by marriage, are alwaya in-
alienable, deepite natural cireumstances such as’ death.

«Once a person is born he hag a ‘mother and father from ine
Linity to: infinity whether or- not they die and whether
or not “they ‘are known to him.- More importa:ntly, k:.nship

7 terms are always :f.’ound in conversely paired complementary
sets: Pa.rente {mother and father)/ohildren (sons and -

: -daughters); siblin&e_’(’brother, eieter/eister, bro_ther);
husband/wife; nephew,niece/uncle, aunt; etc, In ‘other -
words a father can not be without a son or daughter, a

brother can not be without a sister or brother, and so-
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forth. (3 15) reveals the internal struc'bure of the ad—
nominal possessives of rela.tional nouns. The upper nom-
dominated N is reflexed in the surface structure while
'bhe lower V-dominated N of the relational pair conflates
with the personal pronoun ultimately receiving the posit:.on
and phonological shape of the adnominal pcssessive.‘~

Iangendoen (1970 123-4) has adduced Someé ‘evidence
y 'bo show that Ythe genit::.ve eXpression replaces; the: defi-
nite articles': Thus (3:16) éiangendoen's example, but our

_numeratioz_'17 :

(3 16) Princess Grace is Prince Rainier's wife:

b.as 'l:he underlying assumption "that Prince Rainn.er has
exactly one wi:fe,' so that (3: 16) is a s'cylistic varient
of (3: 17a), ‘but not o:f (3:17b):

(3 17) a; Princess Grace is the wife of Prince Bsinier.
J\/‘b bi Pr:l.ncess Grace is a wife of Prince BRainier,

Becauge of this evidence the definite a.r’ticle',is‘place
in brackets in the‘uppermcst ;ndfloweMOst H's of (3 :153)‘”
%o indicate definitenéss and eventual replacement by the
adnominal possessive. i - : ' -
In a number of “traditional. grammars 13 the: of: of:
(3;15) is Imown as: the genitive of; however, genitivé of
(in the etymological sense.of 'genitive') ‘1s only appro-
--priate for an-example’ like (3:15). - That ig 4o say, chil~
- dren or ofr-spring come ‘from, ‘are.born of, are products
‘ of (all literally ablative) parents, whereas of the re-

verse, 'my father' this is 'not true, nor is it true of.
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' ‘ slblings, marr:.ed couples, ‘and’ go for“t:h= A.'Lth‘ough' it i
- pOSBible ‘o say the father o.f...,' 'the brather of...,
' and ‘the Wlfe' 6L, 0 1y in genitlve relationships the of.
“marker 1s dom:mated by abl, and :.n non-genlt:.ve relation~

sh:.ps, by locs: F

3032 Independent mot:.ve.tion for the proposed ‘struc- |

ture of adnominal pOSSeBSlVEB of relational noung: Patro-
. .nymics and metronymlcs.14 A number of 1anguages exhibit

patronymic/metronymc morphemes which are usually glosgsed
.as 'son/daughter of,? Examples of .8uch. formg ‘are the: fol=

lowing: Gr."vtus 'sen! was often suppressged and substi-

tuted for by the article 0 as_in @8Aiog- _ELTOK)\&\.SO‘U
'Phalios Eratokleidou,' i.e. 'Phaliog ['l:he son] of Era‘l;o-
clides' ang Ar\tawsﬁe S Fiddion 'Alemndros o l’h:l.lippou'
i.e. 'Klexeander the [son]. of PhJ.lip i also the followmg
suffixes -ades ‘ag /\uem'to.sh,s 'Laertiadest, iies 'son of

J\\_/rtios' -ides as 'nFuerLSgc 'Priamides' e 'son of

Priemos', -ion as K ovmurv 'Kronion'; i.ei 'sén of Kronos'

-and ~is as Tovrad {§ 'Tanta.lis', i.e. 'daughter of Tantalos';

Heb. _’LQ (ben) 'son of" as in m d2 o mar "David [the]
gon ‘of Joseph'; Ir. mac 'son of', 9 ua 'deseend«mt ofts
Wel. ab; NF. £itz; L. filiug Ag-in 'Egidius filius Ber-
nardit > 'Giles Bema.rd" ‘Rus. —vich, -oi’f, etes In ‘some
languages ‘the patronymic/metronym.c relationship is repre-
sented by the (genit:iii)/ of—adgunct only, as in Fr, de,r
l.e. 'Charles De Gaulle! and Ger. von, i.e. '0tto ven
Bismarck. Genitive endings corresponding to the of-‘

‘ adjunct are alsgo commcm, for example, in L. ‘the genltive

ks e L



; =87~

‘case ending is and =i 8s in 'Willelms Johannis' and
'Dugallus Wigelli' amd the = genit:.ve ending ‘of the peoc~
‘ond declension ag in Mably.'  Ang the thirteenth century
: Englieh genitive endings, ‘-es, =is, =ys, and =85 were
-of'ten added to names as in 'Margret, Robin'ts daughter')
'Margret Robines! and 'Christia.n Edwardig! > 'Edwardg.
Notice the true appos:.tion cozresponding to-an apposi—
tional of and. subordinate nom conetruet:.on in the first
example in the immedlately preceeding sentence. Some=
times neither the genitive. ending nor the rele.t:.onal N
.wag’ made overt, but ‘mere ;juxtapositlon serv'ed, as in
'dohn, Robin's son' (aga:.n appositional) 'John Robin*
-‘analogous %o Ger, Tasee Kafi’e, Fr. taeSe ca.fe, and Eng,
~ River Thames, In other instances the relational N re-
mained ag in 'W:.dowson,"w:llliamson' and 'Johnson, !

‘T those lapguages such an English, German and
Eg\eneh' in:which the gloss 'son/daughter of! 19 not a
single pa.tronymic/metronymic morpheme (like the Gr. suf-

:i;ix -ides and the Ir,. prefix Mac), the of-aadjunct 18 i=
dentical with the ablative gr;/from non-patronymic usage
as-in (3:18) and (3:19):

(5:18) &, Charles De Gaumlle . : g

b. I1 vienne de '?ari»s. ' ‘
_(3:19;) ’a._. Otto. yon B:Lsma\rcg
b.  Br kommt von/sus Berl:!.n.

In French and Germen the 'of/from’ gloea seems contextually
determined. (In German von and aus, although uaually of
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fixed distribution with few exoeptions: dike (3: 19b), both
are glosged ’of/.f:rom' and ‘the distinc'blon is determined by i
the context for both. )

The 'underlying structu.re of .a patronymie like the
gloss for the Heb. 'Davig the son of Joaeph' i remark-
ably like the coni’lated adnomlnal Possessive of: kinship :
terms..  Compare. (3:15) with (3: 20)

A (3:20)a.nom : Coe
: i

R |
g\
\

N
|

4
4 t
! f I |
Lo e
¥ f ]
;a David = (be) ¢ (the) sén abl

1
\,)/.\\_, " ot N
' v

I
! :
. : T . i ' !
& Joseph (be) §. (the) Paiher
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Jogeph's son
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¥ Ty
‘,"\" - ¥
SN :
. / N i
L Ny
Jdoseph's son - ‘ David

- In the defivation of (3:20) the collapsing rule and V-dele—
-~tion rule (1) operate in the upper V ag in (3 20b). . The
,collapsing rule is distinct from the conflation. rule 8

which operates in the lower v of (3 20a-b) (see above

E 3 3. 1). The collapsed and conflated structures are
"_then nominalized (rule (2)) as-in (3:20p). The permuta-

tion and ablative deletion rules openate in (3 20c). The

permutation rule optionally operates a second Jtime as

in: (3 20e) after adnominal poesessive/genitive formation

%Jq¥has operated as: 'in (3:20d). ' Because (3:20D) reflexes and

because it is semantically equivalent to (3: 15) (i e. only

~Joseph could say. to David 'my son') we claim this as ‘mo-

tivation for our structure of 'my son!' in- (3: 15). “(3:20d-e})-.

are optional and semantically equi alent %o (3:20b) (ef;

fn. 15, Ch. 2).  See Diagram IIT in § 5.3.3 bélow. .

3 3.3 The underlying etructures of adnominal poa-

seasives of picture nouns. As 'we mentioned in §'3,2.2
‘above, a phrse like 'his painting' is' three Waye ambiguous
“as in (3:21): ‘ ‘

(3:21) a. the painting of hin

b. the painting of his/by him
e fhenpsihtihénof‘his/bé}onging 0 him
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Because of thelr peculiar aemantic qualities, pic‘tﬁre V'Ivioizvns
are modifiable by adnominal Posgessives (:ue. the under—,
lying structure of the possessive in (3 21&)) ard proverbal
possessives (a8 in (3 21b=c))." The wnderlying ‘structire
of (3:21a) is: ag-in (3 22g,) ‘end derived in’ (3:220); ir the
op'l:ional rermutation ‘and adnominal possessive: formation

rules operate (3: 22a—b) is further reduced to. (3: :22¢-4):

¥

(3:22) a, nom

|
I N
I
g // ; \\ .
e \ doe .
; R
the painting ;'\ o
. . N -
] BN
» of \ ,
S v :
. | "
nom.. - . i , nom
>~
l N . N
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|
N : 1oe
1 1 ]
| ) ! !
; El X g A ! [ h
“him (the) painting of

L

d. -nom

/

7&'
N\
Ve

RASENEIR N
: his painting -

The' derivation of (3 22) does not differ in any subs'bantial
way from ‘that’ of (3:15).  The only differences are that
picture nouns -like painting have identical (i.e. phonolog—
ﬁw) complements in the upper-and lower noms (cf. a8so-~
ciational nouns 1ike 'friend/friend', but not 'employer/
employee') and the definite article 1s braeketed 4n (33 220)
only when the optional rules preposed adnom:.nal possession
apply. . We shall discuss the post-possessive constructions
-of (3: 21b-c ) in B3, 4, but first we ‘shall Just:.l’y the: or-
‘dering of the rules, . - . . ‘ e
Coneeivably, in the cages of pa.tronymics, kinahip :
terms a.nd mlscella.neoua \r-eiationals, i.e. associationa.l
nouns; it would make little difference 1% +the ordering
were (1) permutation of the abl/loe—dom:l.na't:ed (Lower) N
and V with the nom-dominated N a.nd abl deletion, (2)‘

’




. conflation and V-deletion,
in “the. cases of p:.c‘bure nouns a.nd patronymicsy

with. the apposi‘blonal possessive conetruetlon (i.e.
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‘and- (3) nom:.nalizat:.on.‘

Howevei-,
also derived

of me!

as opposed to the post-posgessive construction 'of minet:

.. see below g 3. 4) the permutation rule ‘would have 1:0 be re-

versed after conflatlon/v—deletion and nominalization or.

1t would have to be ‘blocked,

because the appos:.t:.onal con-

‘struetion reflexes, s ~thus making pemutata.on opt:n.onal in

-thesge ennronmen‘l:s .

In either altematlve an- tmnecessary

additional rule Would be requlred if the ordering Were not. »

ag'in Diagre.m IITs

KJ:EISHIP FERS/ASS0- k_k
. CTATIONAT, NOUNS

. PATRONYMICS ' -

" PICTURE NOUNS

(1) CON.E‘I:ATION/ V-DE-

(1) COLI-A.'PSING

(1) coNFrATION/

|~ IBTION (3:158) CONFIATION/ V=DELETION
. V-DELETTON (3:22a)"
7)1\4 S (3:20a) RN R
1(2) NOMINALIZATION | (2) NOMINATIZA- | (2) NOMINAT.IZA-
7 (3:15D) TION- (3:20b) TION (3:22b)

(3) PERMUTATTON AND

. OPTIONAT, RULES
(3) PERMUTATION -
AN

o OPTIONAL RULES

(3) PERMUTATION
AND

" ABL~DELETION D ABI~DEs: D. ABL-~DE-
(32 15e) : LETION  LETION
o (3:20c) - (3:22¢) -
(4) ADNOMINAL POS- [ (4) ADNOMINAL . .| (4) ADNOMINAT -
~ SESSIVE FORMA- - POSSESSIVE. - POSSESSIVE .
TION (3:15d) PORMATION FORMATION
' : O - (3:20a) (3:224)
5). PERMUTATION
~&) OPT) e

3:20e)

DIAGBA]!;I III -
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Our analysis srgues ‘that pstronymics and picture
nouns have-an added feature which optionalizes: rules (3)
and (4) (2md aleo (5)) Only patronymics reflex’ three of
" the elements found in the underlylng structure of the
adnominal possesgive of relatlonal nouns. . Those are ‘the
two persons .and one complement of the complemen'ba.ry get
/relating the two individuals, each identically referen~
tial with one of the complements.f Reflexion of both com-
»plements is superfluous. = In addition, patronymic and pic-
ture Aoun eonstmetions reflex the appositional abl/loc
semantic nmarker of, which is semantics.lly—- equivalent to
the preposed adnominal possessive. )
3.3.4. The relationship of a:dnominal possesslves to x

the nominalizations of ‘the: verbs of possession. -A8 we : R

mentioned in B T.2.2 above on Menomini; the word i’or 08~

Bession in that language reflexes obllgatorily as a re-~
ﬁ@pnal (*dependent') noun with a specified possessor

‘morpheme.‘ The underlying stmctures for the nominaliza—

tions 'possession(s2,_‘;o’vimership and belongings, being ali- e

enable : relational noun designators mapped onto non—rels- '

tional nouns (e.g: The house is (now) :Ln his possession/
among hisg possessions), are like those of other allenable )
and inalienable. relational notms. Thus . a representative

underlying structure for 'my possession!t ig:(3:23):

N




=95~

(3:23) ng\N~ ’ ’ SRR
STy
{the) pc'assession -

*Q‘;_;

|
I
!
!
!
I

‘nof S < nom
I :\
1 ) N
. f ! ' ;
ﬁ possessor (be) s J§ i

_(3 23) is derived by +the’ operation of -the - four rulee of

adnominal possesaives of rela'bional nouns ‘(gee above 8 3e3e 1'

and Diagra.m III) Cne problem occurs in English ang that
is thene isno lexiecal equivalent like possessor or " owmer
~._ Bbsociated Wwith the nominalizetion belongings,

.

3.4 The 1’05t-Possessive/.’Post-Genitive Gonstructions

Before discuss:.ng the relationships of" the: adnominal
possesgives to the parts of the body, I shall digress: to
. investigate the underlying structures of the post—posses-
'sive/post-genitive constructions. ‘ Post-possessive and
post-genitive are terms designating structures like: tof -
minet and fof Jomn 'y, @eetively. In ‘contra.st thg term
appositional possessive15 (i.e. rei’lexed of) designates
eonstructions such as '0f me'! and 'of John ! diseuased in

5:5322and333onpicturenouns.
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-~ The post—-possesalve/genitive constructlons appear at
:Eirst sight to-be acceptable with all rela‘b:.enal and non-‘

relational nowns except non-detaehable body pa.rts such’ as
in (3¢ 24) ‘ ’

(3:24) a. *a/the face ‘of hisg
b. ?en/the arm of mine
c. 7an/the artery of hers

%Y

There is no question about the aceeptability of these con-
structions and detachable body parts as. in (3: 25)

(3 25) e, 'a/the tooth of mine
b. a/the :Eingemail of hers

The reason for (3:248) being positively mgr&mmat:.eal 1s'
the fact 't;hat the post—possessive/genitive construetion
implies plurality of the head noun partlcularly in the
environment of the mdefinite article. - . Thoge non-detach- ’

\/Boblgjbody parts of which thére ate only ene per body (e.g.
face, nose, chest, e'l:e ) are more wmgrameatical tha.n

thoge of which there are more :Ln number (i.e. arm and ar-
vtery) a.nd which imder eerta:l.n unusual : circumstancea are:
detachable. There- :Ls an obvious’ posit:.ve correlation A
between detachable body parts and-a number grea‘ﬁer than -
one (1).. Thus, such pa.raphrases as (3 26) are ungram- 4
matical with nowns like face, but grammatical with other
detachable and- non-deta@le %od,y-part nouns:

(3:26) a. *one of his faces
b.  one of her arms

¢. one of her arteriesg
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d. one of my teeth

€. - one of hig fingernails - T

Thug in sueh a phrase as tthat nose .of “hig! when the def- ,
inlte singular demonatrative modii’les the noun, the post~ | -
possess:.ve construction cannot poss:.bly imply several

noses, but ra‘ther one part (nose) of a number of par'(:s of

the. body., 16 ‘.Eherefore, if we ‘include ‘the use of the de-—
monstrative as a modifier of singular non-detaehable bodj

‘parts, which is in fact & constraint on ‘the use of +the

. post—possess:.ve/genltlve with" these nouns, we must amend

our orig:mal statemen’c and: say tha.t it :rs possible for all

nouns to ed=occur with the post—possessa.ve/genltive con=—

- atruetion. LT ‘

The mderlylng structure for (3:21b-c) ta painting

of his' is now presentable in (3: 27) N _ : x

(3 2‘7) a, nom

g .. \\
'\_\

a
{ the }painting

a."bl -

R Sy
i
) 1

i
f
I
f
g (the) ones 'be?




~98~ .

be nom . A : e
’ I B . b
o l\ . i s
[ - :

g TR
-~ N
% abl
Ethe; rainting _ T\
of SN
N ’/'» \\‘
hip ones:
¢.. nom' . T ' '
T\ o ; -
N : e
| ™ . . ’
g . *
Ja\f\l abl RO . ;
{theg ‘painting 1 - ;
| 5 Lo
LT of - qu
. B
~ hig-

The two cirecled N 's of (3 27a.) are: ident:.cal, ‘thus: indi-
cating a relative cohstruction (i.e. a painting, one of

which g his), the. uppermost N is part of a higher pred- : ‘ ,j_'
icat:.on which 18 not shown here. The erg and its corre-
sponding sementic inarker p& are placed in brackets; I

- have ~Just.shom two nearlx_,dentloal stmctures in one to
seve space, ' The wderlying structu.re of this raintingt,

. 'which is ineluded in the structure of 'a/'bhe pamtmg of

his' is, then, a proverbal posseasn,ve, but der:.ved‘:from
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an ergatlve/possessive structure if hisg rerers 1o Cons‘ba.ble,‘ﬂ
-the painter, -If hig re:f.’ere to Carnegie, the owner, then
‘ the proverbal ~bosgessive ig derived from the usual dative/
posaesslve structure. The: amb:.guoua reflex hlB ig in thig
way disambigua'bed in the underlying structure, Only 'nouns
of result! (ef. Iyons 1968: § 9.5, 3) like paint ing and also
houge (not ‘a picture noun) are modifiable by proverbal ‘

rvpossessives derived from an ergative a‘t;ructure. Be'tuzning
-to our descriptlon, ‘the lower ¥ conflates as a proverbal
posgessive,  however, it is nominalized first 'l:o his -anes.

as in (3:27b)5 'L'ben ones-absorption17 ta.kes—place to
produce (3:27c) Finally, the ablative of of 'L'he pogt~
poseessive/genitive constmct:.on is erpartitn.ve a.blative,

' which may be paraphrased tout of' or 'Trom among, !’ -
Just as (3: 25) and (3 26) are semantiaally equivalent
» paraphrases of one another, (3: 27) 1s struc'burally identi-~
aﬁ\@ the representat:.on for tone of his paintinge" in
(3:28): . R S
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(3 28) a. nom Sl

i
i
I -N
X ]
ﬂ |
: : abl
one - INU

/

1
oo
of -

COEnS ]
. ongmo : : dat loe
. ?\@ . | . (ez'g)
1 : |
L i I R ¥
: N : o 5 L
.8 (the) paintings et (§° him -
, 0y ) .
1\ .
1 ;
! N : —
ﬁ; \
I i
- [ ~abl )
s 0!'16 "\ : i
E ! o
‘ N
: ! ; P-
Of v // \\ " .
// \\ S N
e L LR
hiy paintings :

In both (3 27 ) and (3: 28) the full proverbal derivatitm has

' been left out, however,
1llustrated in § 2.4 above,
“(3:27) ones-absorption took place, -

thess have been fully discussed and
In (3:28) one is reflexed; in
Also observe in struec-

“tures (3:272) and (3: 289.) the uppermost' nom N is singular ’



-101-

and . the lowermost abl and nom. N's are plural, in (3: 27) T

- the plurality of ones is absorbed into the possessive : :
form, but in' (3:28) it is reflexed in the surface “strnc—

“ure. : . ;

» ‘.Finally, ‘when nouns enter into a pos‘t‘-i:,osse’ss‘ive/

genitive construction like (3:27) or the related struc-

ture (3 28), they are.not directly modified by a proverbal
possessive. When relational and body-part nouns are
-found in these structu.res the proverbal possessive is aE : a
fgrmed from a non-dative locative' constructian; ﬁ!he re- i
lationship-is one of " the proverbal possessive modifying
a-get of § 's, the set being non-relational though the
individual members ms.y not be. - The plurality of the nom
N in the V structure 1s the indication of the set; the

singularity of ‘the uppermost nom N is the membexr within ' ' :
‘the proverbally modified set. |
3.5 The Derivation of Adnominal Possessives of Bodv;Pazt
‘ Nouns _ T
The underlying structu.re of the adnominal possessives iy
“of body,-part nouns in English is ertremely complex for: two
r‘.ea.sons.' First, the possessive form mey optionally divedt- '
1y modify ‘the body-part noun, though this structure alter s
nates with the Dativus Sympe.theticus and definite a.rticle o
construction (see below E\zj 1 and cf. Ahlgren 1946 EE 5,
128-132 and 135-139; ef. also Havers 19113 1-5 and Visser v
1963: B 320), the latter being obligatory in all Jther
Indo-Buropean 1anguages. ‘ Secondly, the verbs governing the
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clauses eonta.inlng body-part nouns are marke& by a get
i of- very complex semantic Teatures as we- shall ¢bserve in -
§ 3.5.2. Although the underlying . structu.res we shall be 4
descnbing are gtructurally similar 'bo those “of: the pro-

‘verbal posseas:.ves, there isino correspondlng expanded

clause structure, i.e. no. suppletive set of verbs analo-

goua to.the verbs of possession (however, see fn, 9, Ch.
-2 and below § 3.5.2), hence’ possessives of body parts are
adnominals. S O i b
3i5:1 Erief historical outline of the relation- i
.ship of the possessive forms to ‘the body-part nouns ‘in
Ehgli‘sh.18 ‘c'onsider‘the paradigm of icla.uses ‘Aizi— (3:29):

(3:29) a. He cut his finger,
' b. 'He cut ‘his (own) finge;-.
Co ﬁe c;lt the finger. '
R Acvi‘“.f He cut him on- the finger.
\\J\Je. He cut him on his Finger.
‘ ‘£, He Cutihi’mselzf on - the finaerr,
.8 He cut him‘selfq,on,his,,ﬁw ger.

It is quite obvious in English, unlike a number of other
,_Indo-Europea.n la.nguages, because o.f the :anonsistent :intra— _
distribution of the definite art:l.cle, the adnominal possges~ '
sive, and the personal pronoun (i.e. Dativus Sympatheticus)
in clauses: containing a body-part noun end the affinity . : v
yf‘of certain verbs, unlike\c'“t’ for one or the -other, that i
it is difficult to advance proposals for formalized rulea
.~ to capture the relationships of person to bodypa.rt and
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pronominal co-referentiality asg well as showing that “these
clauses are related syntactically to one enother, [

The complexity of the dlstribution of (3:29) grew
‘out of the ‘use of the Dativus . Sympathetlcs in OE, which
in OE was the oniy cohstruction in such cases t0-express
the relationship a person and (his) body part. - The:Dat-
ivus Sypatheticus functions ‘a8 an indirect ob;)ect (see '
below (3:30a)) or: the obaect of thé prepositlon (i.e.
(3:29d~g)). - Notionally, the uge of the Dativ'us Sympa-
theticus implies that it isg :.mposaible t6 act on any
(body) part w:.thout affecting the whole (body).

o Like OE; in French and German “the Dativus Sympathet-,
~icus is the only construction which: expresaes the person/ ‘
body pe.rt relationship. Clauses (3:29b. »£58)5 :f.’or example,,
‘are all sui'table English glosses for a reflex:.ve :Lnter—
pre'bation which is inferred Erom the French and German,

\‘\/\\spectively, in (3 $30):

(3:30) a. Tl secoupe le doigts
’ ‘b Er schnitt sich in den Finger,
And clauses (3:29a,c,d;e) are English glosses ‘of ‘the
French and German in (3:31): !
(3:31) a. Il lul coupe le do,ig'&., : o SR . |
b. Er sc}miti: ihm in den Finger. ' =
Consequently the pe:mav::n/bod,s,r part relationship is much ‘
more easily dealt with\iﬁ/terms of fomalizaticm in these
languages, rather than in Eagliah.19 o - ‘ '
In early OE the reflexive use of thé‘_Dé,tivus Sympa-
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thetlcus wag very common (see* below g 4. 2 and ‘of . Sweet
.1900: B 1106), and wnlike modern French snd German it
often appeared without the definite artlcle as in (3:32)
(but not (3:33)) and never appeared with an adnominal

,possess:l.ve : : o

(3:32) a. Dyde  him of healse hring gyldenne,/
bs 'Cause' him from neck  collar golden;/ :

bioden bristhydig - begne gesealde Beow.. 2809
king -~ brave-hearted tha.ne gave

€

¢. (The) brave-hearted king étook) ‘off 2fzom hig)
: ,neek (the). golden collar (and) gave. (it to the)

than
trans.. Earle (1892)
(3:33) a. " Ne gemealt him se' modsefa ‘ Beow._'26’-28
b. ~Not melt - him: the heart _ -

c. (His) coura.ge (did) not melt (1n) him
: trans. Earle (1892)

- By the 'ME period the Dativus Sympathe'bicus, with but very
33/\\expeptions found in set phrases (e.g. He looked him in
the face), was no longer to be found; its function was ’
largely superceded by the use of the adnom:mal posgessivey
'Wh‘iié‘thls p:bceas was going on, we. often :E:.nd blendings
of. the two cons:bructions, the possess:.ve adaective being
used together with the ‘dative.of a personal pronovn or of
a noun in the pame clause' (Ahlgren 1946 B 130). For =
example,- exemine (3: 34) .
(3:34) a.  And right anoou ran him in his minde
: e , ‘ Chaucer, A Kn. 1402
b. Horn brew him over be brigge,/ bat his ribbes

him to broke.
Horn g. 1076
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Ae a. conaequenee, Modern English appears to have retained
-structural elements from a.llrsuages of 'bhis development.

To account for or explain the gradual substitutlon of the

adnommal possessive for the Dativus Sympatheticus andt why .

‘such a phenomenon only ocecurred in English goem beyond . the
scope of our work here and is most llkely beyond the de~ .
scriptive requisite of any grammar; nevertheless, ‘the

- questions are mteresting. R v -

. 3+5.2 - The underlying sfructure of adnorli.tia:f' posses-~
sives ofk'body—part nouns and ‘related clauge structures.
Tet us begin by repeating the paradigm in. (3:29), this '
time substituting names in order to avoid the use of sub-
scripts to indicate identity, which l'ropefullsr will make

“the reader's task easier. We.shall also add a few clauges

to (3:35):
(34:'35")'”3..‘ Henry S. cut Mary H. on the‘ finger.
i . Henry'S. cut Mary H. on her‘finger'.
o. Heénry S. cut Mery His £inger.
d. Heziry S. cufb 'tfhe finger’_ of Mary H, N
€. ‘Henry S. cut hisv(ov;n) fi.nger.
fh. Henry. S. cut hie/fhe ifin'ger. 7 ;
g. Henry S. cut hiinself on the finger.’
h. | Henry S. cut himself on his f:l.nger.
i. Henry S!'s :Einger is cut.
" "BIhe finger ofHenry S. is cut,
k. 'Henry 8. is cut on the :f.’in_ger.
l. ‘Henry S. is cut on his_ finger.
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The wnderlying. structure for (3 :35a-b)"ris ins(3 :36);
(3:36) ar ¥ S
58
abl

T
|
1

[ e

I
|
I ,
b .
T TN
RO R
T £ ,
& Henry S. cut SR

. l' :
|
. 1
S 1 A l
1 ! . i
# (the) fingex 'be!

no/\

loe”

Y . -
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e
.1abl,
B R
I 1
1

. LI | . : +y
# Henry S. ' cut : N

The verbs which govern olauses containing body-part

‘nouns like (3 35a—h) -appear toibe causatives, although not . ‘

all are as. conerete as cut. Similar ¥erbs like kiss, ‘pinch, -

grab, ete. may not even fiave a éOrrésponding'nbminalizat'ion

i nor concrete effects, however the [nom

loc|-dominated N is

| affected; Hemry S. initiates ‘he action (i.e. [erg] ) ang S
18 the locational aource\o\ﬁhe outting (i.e.” subcategori-' N e

zation [abl] ); Mary H. is the object of the action (i;e. k
[nom]) end is the location of the cut (i.e: subcategoriza-
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tion [loc]); The ‘euboategorize’d Peatures indicate that -
the verb is directional.  We have ignoredtl.ie fact in our
lstructure that the verb cut is a resultative, existential.
Tn .other words, 'Henry S. causes by the ‘act of eutting a
'eut to result, therefore come into existence. - -Our-anal-
yais of cut and similar yerbs is only inciden'l:al to. the
relat:!.onship of the adnominal possessive “to body—pe.rt
nouns and may not be in all details: accurate, however it
is mavoidable. that we discuss such verbs since;they are
80 intimately oonneeted with body parts. To continue,
notice 'bha'l; in (3 32&.) M is glossed -as 'cguse' in
(3: 32b), dyde was a causative marker in OE20 and reflexes
here in a. clause containing a body—part noun. Furthermore,
‘ Anderson (1971: B 7.365) and Fillmore?! heve interpreted
the clause (53: 35£) in one reading as [erg] with wh:Loh I
. Bgreey. though :l.t is more complioated as we shall see be-
%\_Ihus, the oe.usative predication in such clauses as
(3:35¢) is mot:l.vated. g : -
- We are proposing a ser:l.es o:t; three predications
 embedded :l.n one another, “the hierarehica.l ordering of .
these predioetions (all of which appear in (3 36a)) de-
termines the reflexes of (3 35)e . In some reflexes not -
all three are required. We shsll elso ‘make use of a set’
of N—raising rules (i.e. the 'I—principle' and relativi—
‘zation), in (5:36), none ot which are new or ideosyncratio.
o TRE, lowest prediea&: in (3 :36a) represents. the-
rele:bionship of the body—part N, (the) finger ([nom_]),
o the body ¥, Mary H. ([loc]). ®he locative semannio
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marker of is. placed :Ln braokets in the structnre, becauee
: ‘»it approximates the body/body part relationship*_and be~- .
' cause i't: reflexes in.clauses like (3: 35d), (1 :27¢ ) and
(1 31). Ihis/p ;-e g:g:ssarily motivated even in English
) ‘clauses and- the clauses- of  othexr "anguages, because there
is no ambiguity about the relationship of the Dativus B
Sympatheticus and -the body part. Thus in German the Dat- "
ivus. Sympathe‘bieus and the body part. refer to the ‘seme -

A Y

person as.in (3:37a): ' ‘ 7 s
(3:37) a. Sie schuttelte ihr die Hand. 1She shook.her
hand (at someone SO

_ be Sia schiittelte die Hand, - 'She shook the/her ’
y : oWn Oor someone else's) hand.' -

(3437 ) anly s ambi guous 1like the’ mglish (3:35¢) and S
(329aandc)."- | R
In (3: 36b) ‘the Nds of the lowest predication have :
been shown to ‘be raiaed. I presume the 'X—principle'
operates here (see above B 2,3.2 end of. Anderadm 19728
B 1), wnder the cond:l.tion that eut*-ia a passive form (the
agent being in the uppermos'b predioation), one of the -
four criteria for 'X-pripiple' operation. Tho lower ‘
predication of (3:36b), after N-raising, has’the structure
of the reflexes (.3'351{-1) In (3 36b) the loe N :l.s sub-

;]ectivized under the nom oase ma.rker and the nom b1 ie

locativized. ~Be is shown absorbed into the uppér V. At o
this ﬁoin't; the optional -copying rule which has been de~ : » i
veloped in Erglish and which has been blocked in all 7 ;
other Indo~European languages (see above B 3 5.1) oper—
ates pronominalizing the nom K onto the loc N. " Thig
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reflexed adnominal possessive reaffirms the rela‘bionship
of the body (i.e. Dativus Sympatheticus) to the body part, 22
thus is more motivation for the lowermost predication :Ln
" (3:36a); Finally, in (3: 360) the [cgp] and V (passive/
resultative of Henry S's act of cutting) are sibjoined to
the uppermost predication and the nom N ig subjoined to
the [’igg - The [czp] and ‘V lparkers are subsequently pruned
- out (¢£. Anderson forthcoming a:. S 5 '3 2). ‘.Ehe loc cage
is directly adjoined: to the upper predica’bion as. shown in
(3:36¢). The. same rule operated above in (2:7) (e, again
Anderson forthcoming a: § 5. 3¢2) Thig direct ad;joining
finger by Henry S.) the loc N may -be” separated from the
: [?g’:] X by the verbs
Ve shall now turn to ‘the mderlying structures and

derivations of (3:35¢=d) in (3: 38)
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Struetu.re (3:38) in :fact underlies (3 :35d). The lowermost
predication is, eollapsed and: the loc ie adjoined to the
‘nom dominating the V. The nom §. with the adjoined’ epposi-
tional loc is then raised as in (3:38b) by the relativiza—
tion rule (see above g 2 4)," The be is absorbed. The

eo
to the uppermost V as in (3 '38c). The nom' N is cyelieally:

[vp]a.nd V of the now lower predieation are sub;joined to

raised once again. !Ihe ‘nom cases governing the V'a are
pruned out in the derivation. The derivation of the un--
derlying structure (3:38a) hae two altematives° { 1) It
can proceed as above to the (3 380) strueture a:f'l;er which
the permuta‘bion and- possessive/genitive :formation rules
operate (see above § 3.3.1 and Diagram III), or (2) the

: proverba.l possessive/genitive formation rule (see above

g 2.4) can dperate firs'b and thén relativizatien. . Thus,

- ‘the nom phrage La_r_,z H's firger (see (3: 35¢)) is raised.
~I§gerhe definite article is placed in brackets in
either ease, only reflexing if. the loeative appositional
phrase reflexes. Finally, the 1oc is adjoined o the nom
because’ 'l:hey are not separated in 'bhe passive (:L.e. The
finger of Mary H. was.cut by HenIYS/:nyEg_g_r!!_&_S_‘

cut by Henry 8.). - .
Clauee {(3:35e) has the uderlying structure of (3: 38)'

with the added condition that the uppermost [e{;ig —dominated
X has :Lden'bi'by with the lowermost loc N, where the name
Heniy §: would then origin\a%?. Such en identity may or |
may not occur: for (3:35f), (3:37b) and (3:29a) depending
on_ the 1nterpretation. ~Clauges (3.356-11) have ‘the struoe
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turs (3436) with identity between the [gﬁf] and lowermost
loc N's.  Henry' S originates in the lowermost loe ¥ and
-self in the nom N of the immediately dominating predica-
‘tion,  Hime is copied onto =8elf in English (:ln French,
German and OE the Dativus Sympathetiocus without a -self
form is sufficient t0 indicate rei’lexivenese—-—cf. e.g.
(3 37a)) and ‘the optional pronominalization rule of Eng-
lish may operate as in (3: 35h) foming‘ an adnominal pos~"
sessive copy before the body part. " (See below B 4.2 on

=self)

- The other ambiguity connected with (3 35f£) referred

_ to a.bove is wether or not the subject is ergative. It it
is, the tmderlying structure ig that of (3 :38) ‘together
with the identity conditione whioh are overt]y reflexed
in the surface structures of (3 35e, g and h); if it ias
‘not, the 'ergative higher predice.tion is miesed out, .thus
theféuh:jeot is: lowered to the nom N of the intermediate
passive/resultative predication as_in (3:39); i
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In (3 39) cut origtnates in a higher nominative (i.e. non~
‘ergative, agent and cause mspecified) predication. We
- are claiming that the verb of (3: 35f) derived from this
ﬁnderlying atructure is semantically equivalent to the
verb in (3 23513 ). However, ‘the [cop] and the passive/re-
: sultative V do not reflex,~hacauge of 'X-principle' oper-
' ation. The tX-principle* is necessitated because !*The
finger is cut of Henry S.! is ungrammatical, ,_Therei’ore,- !
they are abgorbed i.ﬁto & higher nom predication and deapite
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surface form, are sema.ntically equivalent wi'l:h the reflexed
passive/resultative verb. . The optional prqnomina;;.zation
rule must operate in this ingtance, though the .possessive

‘ may not reflex, otherwiee the clauge 13 interpreted as.

. erga.tive (i;e. equivalent o (3 350 or e)). A gimilar

etructure wderlies (31 35f) when an instrument is made

‘explieit, e.g. 'Henry S cut hig f:Lnger on a knife,!’ 'L'hat

is, this clause has the poseibilty of a.non-ergative in--
terpretation. - Other tmderlying structures in’ wﬁich'*bhe _
agent or instrument is ‘not explicit (i.e. deleted) for -
clauses (3:351-3) and (3:35Kk-1) are in (3: 40) and (3 41),_ ,

respectively s

(,3_=4°) ' | ~ '[c'v} | - .

Dol : S " loc
‘ | Lo , : |~ );l
4 : !

: ¢' (the) finger S D et RS of Henty




(3:41) | [v,.] 0 .
: cop/| S ;
N | Lo _
W o e—
A be cut on- \

.- nom

r\

.

! ,

. ¥ | i

| : b

ﬁ (the) finger the! , (of) Hen'i'y S.
. 5

The structures (3: :40) and (3 41) show clearly the mo-'

tiva.tion for the intermediate [cgp] in’ the ssbructures

(3 36a) and (3: 38&.), ‘Because be reflexes in the clauses
deri:)ve‘d ,\fiom the :Eormer pair. Two conventions are also |
made obvious- (1) Where there are two empty N's in the *
higher predication as in (3 39) and (3 :41) the 1X-prin-
ciple! opera.tes to raise the lower N 's; and. (2) where

- ‘there is only cne empty N as in: (3: 38) and :(3:40) in ‘the
next higher predication a relativization rule raises the
~nom N, if the possessive formation: rule operates first, .

" or the nom K with the- appositional loc N after which

.:pemutation and possessive formation optionally occur,

In the cla.use 'Henry So\'h’ sthe cut finger' both rule
conventions apply as in (3 42):
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In (3:42) the verb cut reflexes in its attributive/resulta—-
: tive function, one of - the features wh:.eh are sub;]o:l.ned to '
-, %0 the verb form in the uppemost predicatian of (3 36) s
and (32 38) The rela:bivization rule (e.z. when fully re-= ‘
flexed is 'Henz-y 8. has the (a) f:Lnger which is cut')
‘reises the attributivized N\'ﬁ‘/'l:he next higher predica-
tion. There the modified nom § a.nd 1oe N in (3: 42b) under-
. go 'X-principle' raising to form (3'42c) The bra.cketed
of is:a convention developed here and in (3: 36), (3 $39) -
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and (3:41) when ‘the 'X—principle' operates end of cannot
poee:l.bly reflex. Bracketed of. iudicatee that the«same re<
. lationship exigts between body and body part ag when of
roflexes in the surfece etructure ‘Where it does reflex
“optionally ag in (3:38) and (3:40) it is unbracketed,
Notice that the have of (3:42) is a non-dative locative,
i.e. body parts are not. 'owned', neither is: this the have
of 'e.vailability' as the semantic’ markér ig of a.nd not
with. ‘ : ‘
-As we hinted 1:“1'8? 1.3.2 on Fillmore's analyeis, .in

his terms, a L(ocat:l.ve) :Lnitially dominates the D(ative)
in. the Imder.'lying struoturea of body par‘t clauses, and
then depending on the surface reflex, the various con-
etituente (! predications' in our terminology) -are reordered
and/or deleted. our analyeis poetula'bee three underly:ing
prediéatione, (1) ergative, (2) passive or a.ttributive/

‘ rés&te.tive, and- (3) nominative~locative. As with Fill-
more's analysis (3) is usually (not_in (3:39) or (3 42))
embedded :Ln (2), and if there ‘is an ergative super-predi—-,
cation, both ‘are embedded in (1) When thers is an erga-
tive predication.and it is marked as [+ref1exive] (e.gy
“(3:35g-h) and (3:35¢)) the lowermost Loc: 5] is copied into
o ‘both higher predications; if the uppermoet N is’ non-reflex- .
_1ve the lowermost.loe N is only copled (raised) once into
- 'the immediately dominating (pa.seive/reeultative) predica-
tioni(see above- (3:36) and (3:38)). Whez-e the clausee
. are non-ergative, iie. only two predications as :I.n (3: 40)
and (3 ¢41), the reflexed. subject is copied (raieed) from
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the ~lewer predica.'bi'on, that is, it ie‘obliga.torily related
%0 the body part. In clauses in which (2) is embedded ‘in.
(3) (see above (3: 39) and (3:42)) the eub;}ect N originatee
in the loo of the intermediate nomina.tive-—loea.tive predi-

» cation and is eopied. (raised) into the uppermost predica-
=1:ion.‘ In essence, I cannot say- that my analysis:. dif.fers
fundamenta.lly from Fillmore 's (1 968 g 5. 3), however, I
Have been able to .improve ofi hie enalysis, in"that I have
related ergetive and non-ergative (i.e. nommat:.ve) body—
part elauees in a natural way. Whereas Fillmore analyzes
' an erga.tive clause 'John pinched Mary on the neose' and a.
nom:l.native cla.use 'The girl 's eyes are beautiful! and does .
‘not relate the underlying etructuree of-these two clauses,
I have e_hown that: the 1at1;er is: part .of. the‘_former. Of
'..'eouree,, 2. some locative-nominative body-part clausee:,“
" 1ike .Fillniore's: example cited a.bove never appear in sur-
‘fa.cxgefX st:ggeture with ergative euper-etructuree, which is
why -Fillmore probably failed to see the struetu.ral ean-
nexion. :By working with clauses like (3 -353) and. (3:351),
which are. etructurally identical to Fillmore'e examples, ‘
the oonnexion becomes vaione.r Finally, as a result of
relating erge.tire and non-ergative body-pa.ri: elauses-,-'we i
“we have been able to show how (3:35£) cen be derived from *
either an ergative structure 1ike (3:38) or ‘a nominative
* gtructure like (3:39) and _th\ui account for its ambiguity.

3.6 Summsry end Conclusions ‘
In this chapter we have investigated the adnominal
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poeeeeeivee of relational and’ body—part nouns and tried to
find -semantic évidence which might- motivate two= (proverb-
al/ad.nominel posseseives) and threefold (proverba.l/adnom-
inal posseeslvee of relational and body-part noune) dig-
: tinctions in underly:l.ng etructuree of Engieh relatable

to .'oeflexed morphophonemie dietinctione in the poeseesive
i’orms of ‘various other 1e.nguages. Qne :Eault in our a.rgu-
ment is that the morphology of poeseesivee in no language,
’to my knowledge, reflects theesema.ntic underlying struc- |
turee we - have aseigned to +them, In other words, there is -
no independent morphological motivation for the preeieion _
oi’ oug. structures, eepecially with respect to adnominal
possessives of relational nouns. =
' Our arguments are ind:l.rect. The intemal underly-
ing etmoturee we have proposed for posseesives in. thia

" chapter and Chapter 2 are implicit in the three classes

' ofrn\oune distinguished by the differences in® the poeeee—
: eive forms and the fe.ct that the tvo adnominal forms
ca.nnot be related to the verbe of poseeee:l.on. 'l‘hus, oui-
e.rgmnent :I.e not circular, but fallacious Nouns have re~
lationel. structure or lack of it, tha't difi’erencee in
noun struetu.re 15 in some 1anguages reflected :l.n or claa-
sified by the possessive fome doee not neceesari__lx imply
‘ that ‘they themselvee heve struoture. ‘
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. CHAPTER IV' ¢ RELATED PROBI:EMS AND- GONCLUSIONS

= L

4.0 Introduction :

'. . In ‘this chapter we shall examme briefly three diverse
‘problems in eonnexion with 'bhe possessive forms. The first
of these problems is to do with tense--the tempoxel rela-
'bionship between the elausal verbs and the verbal elements :
of the possessive forms.‘ Secondly, we shall discuss -self,
whioh has come to colloeate with the possessive forms in
the first two persons (i.e. M, z self, but not *his— :
| self *theirself ete. ) and own, which in Emglish is never
found except in the presence of a possessive (or rarely
a genitive) Finally we shall try - to plaoe possesgives in
a gramms.tical category. For the pu.rposes of this disous-s
- sion we shall-be making reference to Bach's (1968) pro~
) posal and Anderson 's (unpublished Ph,D. thssis—) re-—exam- ‘

: jnw this proposal oonceming a single-i‘orm (Lies -
'predicate’ or tontentive') underlying structure for 'l:he

three major categories-nouns ’ verbs and adjectives.

4.1 Possessives and Tense
The: ini'bial part o:f our discussion here ig ooloured
._»somewha'b by the hature of the nou.ns modified. As we e
stated in 8 3.1.1 the’ relational and body-part nowns main-
tain & permanent or inalienable (with some: exceptions 1like
the. associational nouns) re\ﬁ'onship with their original
!',possessor' for an. infinity, despite their present cir-
_cumstances,, e.g. death, transplantation, etc, 'In.other.
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worde, meny- relational and body—part noung are generic,
i.e. without tenee reference.~ -The copula be in -the un-~-
,‘derlying gtructures: of adnominal poseeeeivee ‘ig generie;
and therefore so is the relationehip between ‘the two
complemente (one prenominalized in the possessive :Eorm)
of the inalienable relational noun and the body %0 the
'body part. In some languagee (cf. discussion of Menomini
in § 1 2,2) puch nouns obligatorily reflex. with a 'poeeee- '
eor' morpheme, either definite .or inde:finite, to complete :
the generic rela.tionehip. ‘ o ROt

"Tet us begin by ueing a clauee eimilar ‘to Bach'
(1968 #01) in(4:9: o

((4:1)‘ Before I we.s born, ﬁy,motlier ‘wo—rke"d in a oefeteria.

¥y mother is an inalienable relational noun phrase (i.e.

I be eon o:E mother), end thue generic. Notioe that twhen
Wr was working' she was not, in i’ect, my mother"
this may be e¢larified in the representation (4:2):

—-

>

(4 2y 4---—-my mother
. worked (women) | bom I

At the teneed level, repreeented by the solid linee, there

-1s one point of reference in-time ‘being. born! repreeented ‘ S
by the perpendicular, which ie preceded by the iterative '
'working' represented by the arrow. sign. At the generic

’ level, in which the rei’eren}e‘&"tenee predication isg embedded,

(represented by ‘the broken line) the-reletional noun phrase

- 1s extended over the entire period of time in'both__diredtione. '




‘Now we -ghall b:éiefly consgider: non-relational nouns

modified by proverbal poseeesives ae :Ln (4 3)

(4:3) a. He sold hig houee three years ago. :
. bs His ear now belongs %o ‘John. -
e. We will find our firewood’ tomorrow moming.

To account for the grammaticality of the clausee in (4 :3),
we mst conclude that the dative locative be of the pro-
verbal -posgessive is 'I:enseless. Thus in (4.3&) the rela-

tionehip :meoeed upon house by the proverbal possessive

. extends from the undetermined dietan'b past. o .a specific )
point in the paeir three Jfears ago,. through the present ;
and beyond. Thus- tense referenoe ‘points. (ornly one is ex—
'plicit, however) az-e embedded in the teneelese be. ﬂ!he
main verb of cla.uae (4 3b) is in the present tense, but
,becauee :l.t is stative it entaile inception of belonging. :
" in ﬁe\/et indicated by the adverb now as well ag ecm-
ti.nuation into the preaent. Here, then, a etative verb
ie embedded into the non-temporal be. Inaetly, in (4:3¢)
the tenseleee proverbal posseseive extends over the
period. from the ‘time of locution to a point in the fu—
» ture, tomorrow mornin ¢ and bheyond., We may represent
"-"the embedding of the referenoed tences into the proverbal
poesesaive as follows in (4:4): ‘

“(4:4) a. ¢ his -
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The referentia.lly tensed sentential verbs: a.re embedded :ln
a prove:gbal predication (tenseleea), and both Tefer to the
same noun. —Like (4:2) the so0lid lines in (4:4) repreeent'
' ,the tenge level, while the: brokeq 1ines represen'b 'l;he =
tensed level. - Included in “the tense level ig a marker of
the time “of loeution (. L Yer

.,\J\Lve'we have mentioned, there 19 ‘some :Ludependen'!.:‘ o
11nguistic evidence for & repreeenta:biun of (4: 30) such
@8 (4:4c) from Maori (cf. E 1.2.1) which has reflexed
Vforms that specifically indicate 'unrealized' (before the
reference marker dot) and 'realized' (after the dot) posg~
session, However, the o'bher two cleuses (4: 3a-b) appear :
l“to be characteriged by realized poeeesaion, followed by
something which ‘I loosely tem 'a residue of relationahip
or. aeeoeietion' ‘after the teg_e_g marker and semantic con~
tent of the sentential verbs indicate a contradiction ‘to,
possession. - For this notion I can :gidd no :Lnde_pezideﬁt
“‘motivation. - Thusg, an alternative proposal ig Atl.:;at‘ ‘the
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verbal element of the proverbal’ possessive is tense in— '
dexed with respeet to the sentential werb. The verbs of
Possession derived from the common structure that wnder-
lies proverbal poseessives overtly reflex tense. Example
(4 5) illustra.tes tha.t ’che tense of the possessive verb -
in the dependent clause is oriented with respec'l; t0 the

verb in the ms.in clause. .

(4 5) a. He sold the house which belonged to him three
| .years ago.

-bs ¥He -801d the house which belongs to him three
years ago. S

. *He gold the house which will b_elongAtofhim
: -threeyeare;ago. RS : : : f

The rele.tive clause does not ‘indicaté thst i'l: is per.fect-
ly accep'l:able to speak of 'his house'! “though ‘it no longer
belongs to him, i.e. it does not capture'residue of: rels-

’ --’tlonship.."“ As a result the proverbal possessive verbal

elezf\b—would have %o be ‘characterized by two verb pred-
ce.tions, a tenseless ane above the -matrix clause pred +
cation e.nd a tensed one in the proverbal structure bk low
(embedded in) the ms.trix clause predication,  In other
words, the possessive .form would be characterized by
different semantic stmctures on ei’ther side of the bem=
V‘poral reference point in- (4 4) Such delicacy of g6~
mantic description ‘a8 & higher verb predication im prob-
ably unws.rrented in wderlying structure, pa.rticularly

: since there are no constreints on grammatica.lity of pos-
sessivee in any cle.use resulting from the main verb: 'Ktense

o¥ semsntio content e.nd since the possessive struoture
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:l.a embedded as a relative into the matrix clauscz.‘l
4.2 -Self end Ow , _
- Consider the following paradigm in (4:6):
(4:6) a. He lives/is on his own.:
b. He l:l.vee/is by himself,
_e:  She gooks on her own. R
~ds .She eooks by herself. L

- You ‘cook yoiu.- own dinnep:
£. You cook yourself d!,é}y.

‘For the present in our a.nalysie of: (4:6) we- shall treat

—self e.nd om as commonly derived formatives. which are.
':Lnseparable from the poeeessive forme in: English? deepite
some .obvious euperficia.l differences, The output—of"!_;he:
morpho-phonologioal cqmponentderivee ﬂn_ ee an.ﬁnbov.md
formsfive and -gelf as bownd. Yet om is with but one
little known exception (cf. . 2, Ch, 4) far more dé-
rendent -and closely a_esociated ﬁth the occu.rrehee of a
'poeseeeive form then sgelf, -'Thie“i“e"evjidenced, in the
clauses of (4’:7): s :
-(4:7) a. He has his own ﬁleney;
o b. *He has own money. A

"¢. fhe has her own new dress..

d. *She has her new own\dz_-ges.
Omn eannot reflex without a poeeessive form as in (4 7b),
nor can an ad;jective interpose between the posseseive and

own3 as In (4 7d). -Self, on the other hand, though euper-
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fioially bound to the poeeeasive Torms’ (in the firet wo
persons, at least), can and does appear unbound and also.
admite the interposition of an ad;]eotive ag.in (4:8):

(4:8) a. I have & Iind of eelf that resides with you;
L _ Shekes. T end g 111111155,.
b. I an my own eelf again today. _
Up to .this point we, have referred to ovn and -eelf
asg f.ormativee, it is now our intention to argue for their
‘being nouns modified by adnominal poeeeeeives. One: bit
-of evidence whieh .followe from (4 8b) i’or treating -eelf
as a noun is tha.t although the r-eelf forms are :Eormally
) considered three persons’ and muet .be in agreement with the .
- subaeot noun of the clause in which they ‘appear, alterna-~
- tively all could’ be ooneidered (and I think are . in fect)
third peneon 'denoting the 'self' which ig mine, you.re,
‘hig, etest (et. Wood 1956 :99). Bn.etorically, the reflex—
‘ives iﬁtensifier -eeli’ became regarded as & noun in ME
when 1t was modified by the - possessive forms in the first\ ‘
two- pereone, i.e. they beoame‘ nowns and thus possgesgable
(of. Brook 1958:128). I some dialects of English the
forms hisself and theirsélves as well ag: the mie-spelling

one'e 8elf have arisen, The third person forms himself,
herseli’ (not poeeeseive; but’ dative in origin) and them-
gﬂgg_ ’ are derived from a blend of dative and aceueative
' *Porms with the inbownd self @ (cf. again Brook 19581128
and Sweet 1900: 8.1106) ana became the nominal reflexive
form equivalent to the Iatin 8¢ or the German eich, as
opposed ‘to the inteneifiers, I-a.tin iﬁg and German selbet.
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Also, notice the concord of the plural forms ang- -self‘ in
ou.rselves y_ selves, ‘and th _g/theirselves. . o
: It ise “true that their were two - self forms whieh
‘ -merged; the other( was an- ad;]eotive by ‘which the reflexive

intengifier ~gelf ‘Porm became. associated with the meaning

'same', e.g. 'the selve moment! (Chaucer) ana 'selfzame’
_AThe ~-gelf form ig identical “to the subject nom' or erg E “of
a ela.use, but simultaneously allows ‘the duality .of the .
.nom or erg N to ooeur. The -self form can” .only be the '
sa.me as the subjeet ‘W s but ‘not be the snbjeet N; thus, -

for: :Lnstanee, Ids figuratively divided into I and (gz)self.
By way of Bxample note (4: 9):

(429) a. *I was talking to I/me.
' b. I was talking to myself.

Also, compare the clauses in (4:10)"suggested by Erades
* (1956, L,ﬂvhich suggest -the exclusive completeness of this

two-in-one persona.l pronoun/-self relationship:

(4; 10) a.‘ He lives alone with his son, ¢

" b. *He lives by himself with his son.
c. *He lives: on his own with his son. ‘ ‘

The point of . the a.bove digression was to deseribe '
some o:f 'l:he evidenos whieh allows us to. consider -gelf
to prop profose
: and om nominal forms ~Now we are in a position/ that
these forms are semsntically airslogous to other body—
part nowms. Syntactically, they. obligatorily receive a
preposed possessive form copied on to them from a lower

nominative locative predication (see above § 3. 5 2).
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- And the -gelf and owﬁ forms, 1iKe the other body parts,
reflex in locative phrases ag evidenced by the re.flex:x.on
of the locative markers in (4: 6a—d) (For the moment; we -
shall leave (4:6e-2)) In the cage of ~gelf and own, the
reflexion of the semsntic’ m.arker musgt be eonsidered meta- "
“ phorical as opposed to abstract. That 1s, one does not :
(literally) 11ive: b by oneself/gg_. one's-own! ag ane "11vea,
(near) bY a river op on & boat. This is also true of
the eomite.tive with, e.g. 'He must now live with himself/
with his a!mt. “The representation of the derived struc-
ture of (41 sa-b) is (4: 1) 4 '

,(411)' I B

T am presuming that -the __/ by seme.ntic markers in £4‘Ga-b)
‘are seman'bically equivalent and I am representing these :
velausea as having an identical underlying s'bructure in

(4 11 ) I presume the morphophonemic rules resolve the :
-"his/him variant. EE

' " The structures of (4: 6c—d) represented in (4 12)

\/ :



loc

3 ‘
'

|

T i E

| r | Pt B

Ly ’ Lok : ! S o
, ; ». by} {-self} : o

£ she eqoka i e {on her o : =

 Now we shall turn to clauses (4 Se-f) and attempt o
show that the non-contrastive reading of (4 -Ge) (the con-
. trastive reading being *You coolk your dinner' (a.nd nobody
elge’s)) is sema.ntioally equivalent to (4 6L ) and that

" both are representable by a. common benefactive loca.tive

‘structure. I presmne that in - (4: 6e-f) ‘the semantic (prepo-
" sitional) nlarkers have been deleted before reflexing and
that these'unarkers a.re not on/by since You conk diuner

on your owr!, ia not & paraphrase of (4:6e) and 'You cook
© dimefby yourself! is not a paraphrase of (4 :6£).  How-
ever, we hold that (4 13) is equivalent to (4'6£) o

(4:13) “You ecook dinner for yourself.,

Further, we maintain that (4:6e) is also -a benefactive

-loeative, ‘although *t;he semantic marker is never re.flexed.A .
- Om in this reading is no mere intensifier, which 48 in-~ A : i
‘serted by a transfornational rule late in the derivation. i

o If this were 80, your would have to be derived -as a pro-
verbal possessive, gince dim'mr——is a non—relational noun.

Your in (4:6e) is an adnominal possessive which modifies - L
owmn and not d:Lnner. Notice the result when we substitute‘ :
another possessive for your in (4:14): :
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(4 14) *You cook his ovn dinner.

4

Yet :Lf own does not appear, (4 :14) is perfectly grammatical

"astir; (4:15): 7 SEE e ‘ & /

-

(4:15) * You. cook his dinn'er.’i : \/

Next, notice that 1f (4:15) is. interpreted as a benefactive
-clause, it must reflex as (4 16a) rather than (4:14),
whereag the already benefactive (4: 6e) cannot reflex angl-
ogously as (4 16b) ‘
(4.16) a. ;You; cook dinner for hiﬁ.] :
: b. i*YouiV cook dinner ‘for youy .
(If,in (4 16b) L is not identical, the: clause would be
» aceep'bable ) ’ \
: Ina :E:Lnal bit o:t.’ evidenee for the benefactive for
interpretation, in OE & da‘l:ive and the own—equivalent
" gelf ‘ﬁom\(jgmugh s_el;;/selfa was optional ) were often
added reflexively to the nominative 'without materia.lly
changing meaning' as in he ondrad him (self) bone mann
'he was afraid of the man', 11terally ':I.’ea.red for himself' ’
(cf. Sweet 1900: § 1106). '
: Thus, the common structure for (4°Ge-f) is (4: 17)

(4 17)

1
i
4
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‘Iet us ‘redraw structurs (4 12) ag. (4-18),-1:1115 time
including a nom N, “in order to discuss what eeem to be a

» rather “large number of congtr

ts aseocplated w;i.th such -

'structures:
exfx-.m l! < Rem i
- :'" Rk g 1;'

R I R ,
Pl by
g Sﬁe- " cocks @ dinner {gg} her é-eelf%

Firet, with reepect to ordering, in (4:17) when the ben—
r,ei’active loee.tive marker reflexes (optional as :Lndieated
by the brackets) the loca.tive a.nd nomi.native nodes are
obligetorily permuted (cf. (4 13)) When the benefaetive
1ocative marker does not reflex, the -eelf fom me.y pre- :

: ‘cede o:‘\ﬂ&}ow the nom ‘N ’ whereae the own form obliga.tor—
ily precedes the nom ¥. In (4 18) the' loc node obliga.- o
torily follows the nom node a.nd the loc ma.rkere are o-

‘bligetorily reflexed._ By not reflexing the by/on a |
ehange in meaning reeulte -and thue a change in structure
from (4:18) to (4:17).. Finally, if & nom is not included, .
in ‘the structure (cf. (4 12) ), the - subject erg is subcate— X
gorized [locJ when the semantic markers b by/on do not re- :

i flexXe Similarly, the [1oc] feature must be subeategorizedt
an to the sub;ject erg in (4: 17) when the for and nom ¥ do

not reflex. Otherwise, if left meuboategorized, the To=
flexive @tructure (cf. Anderson 1971:(xliv £)) results

and the interpretation "You cook yourself' (i.e. You cook |

you).
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4.3 Possessives a.nd Granunstical Gategory -
Up to this point we have dist:!.nguished between two:
forms of possessives determ:med by their relationship to :
" the noun that they ‘modify proverba.l and e.dnominal pos~
R sess:.ves. - The: lattf/m :I.:f.’y two sub-elasses of nouns, '
" relational nowng ‘and body parts. The terminology we have:
g ‘used to refer to the two possessive forms, particularly
: in ‘the case of the proverbal possessives, is deseriptive
- of structural composition, rather than gramatical cate-
gory. - ) : '
4.3.1 i’rovei'bal possessives. In his latest work
' Anderson (unpublished Ph.D. thesis ‘B884-3.3) has- ta.ken
up Bach's proposal (1968: § 1) the.t the three major cate-
gories, verbs, nouns, and ad:jectives, are derived from '_
8. single underlying predicate structure in which one:op _
two distinet featu.res determine the category of :the pred-— -
o ieate\fo)/\'eententive" In. Anderson's fomulation, all .
three cstegomies are marked [V] (i.e,[+pred] ), the dis-
tinctions being made betwsen the three positive/negative
combinations o:E the features [ snbstantive] and [stative],
thus the feature- complexes for nouns, verba and adjectives,

,respectively, are as in (4: 19) k g :
(4 19) a._‘ +pred ) ~b. :f +pred L. Ge | +pred.
_ +subst : -subst | - -subst

+etat -stat +atat

In terms of this proposal, proverbsi‘possessives

%111 appear to be a reduced sentential form, whio}.; is
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very similar to the derivations for pred:.eative elauses
like Anderson's 'The president is.a soldier (e.g.
[ +su§st] [—-sugstl [ +subst]) » in that it is composed of
(two) substantive and non/subatant:.ve predica‘bes. In"
fact, the atructu.res ¢ néarly identical, Compare the
atruetures of the clauses "the president is a' soldier? .

and !'The car is: mine' in(4:203-b):
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e, cé'u.- ’ "be! '»exis'be?ce"péqséssion' 1‘39 ';1:‘0»11l1e
" 'b.  president Thé 'exis_tez:mQ'/. soldier = be 'exiétegge"

' The: cixréled N's represent co-referential‘ity.' Structure
B (4:20g) does: not reflex 'The car is po.seeesion', ;‘but- 'The
car is mine!, that is the pronomina._llelém_ent is absorbed
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into 'possession!’ and reflexes as mine (eee below E 4 4},
The dative 1ocative marker to indicates . the type of poe-
. sessive relationship, which in thie case ig 'ownerehip,,
.end is also absorbed into g;;g.: I presume 1ikewiee that
texistence' is abmorbed into~president and soldier in
;(4 20b) since they do not reflex. -Mine, unlike soldier,
iz not a substantive, and- not a full predieate (i.e. an
adjective) as Andereun suggeete in the nun-attributive(’
‘position (see above (2: 22)), hence the feature [+atat]
in brackete (not part of: the [+eubet]) for 'poeeeeeicn.
After subjunection, pruning - -and other- operatione described
and motivated by Anderson. (unpubllehed Ph D, thesis: 88.3)
the etructuree are reduced: to (4: 21) and (4: 22) from
(4:20a-b), respeotively

’(,.4_2_1;) [_ v] | ’4?,

-~ : . “ B \‘
the:pree;dent is ‘& soldier
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e " Such structuree as (4'21), I would like t6 argue,
are further reducible t0 an adjectival form (1.e. attri<
- butive poeition) without recourse to relative formation 3
.and reductian rules.,: Motivation for:such a propoeal '
depends on whether adgectivee are’'predicate primes‘(ae
¢ Anderson and Back euggeet) like nouns and verhs, or
: eecondarily derived from 4 noun/verb predicative phrage
of an N;dominated substantive predicate. Non—attributive
adjectives are devoid of the verbal element, but are
dominated by a verbal predicate.‘ !m:e non-attributive
adjective is a non-eubetantive and non-verbal etate into,
which noundy cen enter or be entered. - '

: The attributive adjective only is a predicate prime.

" The attributive adjective is formed by a conflation of
ithe ‘Teatures [‘subst] (the copula) ang [+stat], and in
the gaseng—the proverbal possessives a [+dat lcc] feaw
ture. . Now returning to. structure (4: 21) after attribu-
'tive adaective formation (or v conflation), the struc-
tural representation will be something like (4 23a) end -
~after permutation (in Englieh) (4.23b):

(4:23) &, L e

qreubst L b

‘|+8tat.
+dat loc

‘LW%J

G

(theﬁrcar
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b.

]
[
| ;
P _ [ v ]
[ . +sul|:s_t
o I b
my car N T
Such a proposal, is not new with me. Adjectives ,
have long been considered (a sub-category of) verbs —(c:l.’.
'Iwons 1968: S T+6:4). -When they reflex ag predicative
. phrases (e.g. The girl is beaut:lful) the verbal predi-
. eate reflexes Separately. and d:.s'l:inctly And we: have
Iargued that the verbal’ predicate is very much a part of .
the 'underlying a'bructtmes of proverbal possessives. .
Roga: (196@)\1155 also put forth a -DProposal. tha'l: adjectives
are derived. from noun phrases which inelude a verbal ’
element.  In support of his claim he ha.s adduced six
arguments, though not all equally convineing.
: 4.3.2 Adnomingl poseeeeivee. An altemative Pro~
posal for the underlying etructu.re of adnominal posses-
“8ives of’ relational noune in the Bachian :fra.mework is
also poaeible.5
- In this . analysis we presezve the nominative gov-
erned underlying structure, but instead of including ‘
both complements of the relational et :Ln the underlying
k structure with conflation  of the non-reflexed one and .

the personal pronown, the complementary relational structure




of these nowns ig captured by thé use of caame -mai-kizi‘gp.j
Compare the strictures for 'my son' ang oy father! in
(4:24) and (4:25), Tespectively: :

(4:24)

Hom o _ : .

.

vl
+subg

'tive) relationship between father ang Bon, .or more gener~

ally between gérent and child, In (4:24) the _égg (iz) -
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'rom/of I; in (4:25) I (am) '£rom/of father, e pre-.-
clse sementic marker of the ablative is in doubt.: Ih;sé
éfrﬁéfures repreaent-an asymmétrical 9ompieﬁentaryirela~
ﬁional pair. (4:26) represents the stru@tural‘identity
ofa aymmétrical relational péﬁr like (my) husband/@gz)
' mife 'or: (mz) brother/(my) ,é_i._s.ﬁ_a_gé : o

: (,‘.1‘:26) a.
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The ‘réflex of (4:26é:) is something like husbang toft Is
By husbend and of (4:26b) wife tofr 1w mite. m (4:24),
A(4:25) and ,(4:26-) the eireled N's( represent; identity, that
1is, relative embedding. g ‘ ‘ S :
o m conelusion we have argued that the attributive ,
adjective is not derived re;atively' (e.g. The car which ig
m;i.ne), but 'froﬁ & non-attributive conflateq. pi‘edica’.'tiyé '
- phrase strueture coﬁpo‘sed of & verbal predicate dbminat:i.t;g_
a rioﬁ—predieate:, stative. i’;-overbal pbsseésivéé; ‘bhen, are.
. 8 locative subc:-a;tegor‘;f of adjectivés s sinée'by eithez;"l_:his
or_a’the rele.tivé analysis, . 'theyla..re dérived from‘sim-:lr;l'ar
underiyiﬁg structures as adjectives but have-an addeq Jog-
ative V.fleature. 2 ’ »

4.4 Concluding Remaris

sesgive ag élassifier, rather than 4o ‘the nown classifieq,
~ Such a cotmterfarguinant is ten_e‘.ble;how'rever,-vit must be
kept in ming thé.t Possessives are more théu;x ble.séifiers.‘
‘They‘_‘aléd', reflex pronominal oleménts, which perform a .
dedetic function, as well ag indicating g type of pos~ -
sessive relationship between two nowns, Iy terms of

personal pronouns %o .fbrm Possessives, Also,' I hardly IR
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have to 'point out that in E:glish and other Indo—European
languages those lexemes which are’ termed 'possessives'
are morpholog:.cally similar to pronouns in' the surface
- structure, ‘ ]

T

We have fomalized these two elements6 in a.n under-
lying structure for possessives. In a word the grammar
of possession distinguishes types of possessive relation—
ship within ‘a ~common nderlying structure. The caeee e

.—and corresponding sema.ntic markers (e.g. dative Locative/
to, benefactive loca.tive/for, (non—dative) 1ocative/with,
on, of, ablative/oi’- ete.), all of which reflex in some
form in at least one language (ueually other than English),

- dietinguish types of possegsive relationehip between the =

person (pronominal element) and the noun modified, In
most cases the noun determines the kind of relationahip, :
a.nd equal put the other wey, the classes of noung are
) classii’ied by the eage markers in underlying structure -
and the corresponding rossessive reflexes in languages
in which they oceur, . In the cage of the proverbal pos-
sessives and have a further. distinetion ig made. between

'ovmership' (dative) and 'availability' (non-dative) s

has been evident throughout this work, there ig’ held to
be a common underlying pbossessive relational structure
.differing only in cage and semantic markers, and it . ig
. the commonality of the underlying structures which may
well account for the neutralized surface structure forms
found _particularly in English,

I do not claim that the underlying structures I
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have formulated represent all the types of possessive

;
¥

ey

'relationships of that the ' semantie markers I have chosen
-»are neeessarily most ‘appropriate for the type of posses~ :
sive relationship they represent. This work is by no

) means exhaustive. However, the basic underlying struc-

‘ ture proposed here appears to be well-motivated by the-
‘types of possessive relationships we have examined.
Slight alterations of semantic markers, perhaps more’ S
i easily motivated than those I ‘heve suggested, and addi- |
tions of other possessive relationship types reflexed

in other languages which may have been over-Llooked would
seem easily fhtegratable into our proposed structure.
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2.

'3@

g

5.

6.

‘treated ag a spa}ial (but not eoncrete) relationship. .

g I":l.llmore's treatment in B 1.3, 24
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NOTES

Gha.pter 1

* Chomsky ( 1965 § 5). We have, however, set the task

for ourselves of dealing with the more abstract (i.e.

- ;formal) sems,\tio tmiversals, that 1s, 'possessn.on' is

which extends far beyond the physical possession of
obgects, though this is very germaine to “our discus-

+ Iyons' c1968 8 s.4. 5) ‘and Anderson (1971._8 7. 365Q

A clause governed by an ergative verb and: containing
a body-part noun is one like 'z broke my/hls leg"

‘e gimilar elause type governed by the copula is Wy/

His 1eg)/\‘s\broken. Anderson (1971. 5 T+363) proposes
that these cleuses are derivable i‘rom é-~common underw
lying structure when - the- former is semantically inter-
preted as nen-ergative., See our forme.lization of this
proposal .'Ln 8 3.5 2 and see algo our discuss:.on of
Cf. Katz and Postal (1964 g 4.3).andilwons (19662
122-3); | -

See . 6, Ch. 3 and the reference to Micheel . ( 1970)
therein, ' s : ‘
Fillmore ( 1968:‘ B 5) expi'esses & somewhat more compree.
hen_sive view of the term 'relational!:: 'Bvery language,
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C‘hapter 1

:’one: can ‘be su.re, has nouns which express concepts

'bha.t are :therently relational, Examples' of inher~
ently relational nouns in English are s:i.de, dau@ter

' and face, .- (ne doesn't spea.k of & side, but & gide
.of aomething, ane doesn 't say of someane she is a

_"daughter, only ‘that sheiig somebody's daughter- ang

although it ie posaible to gpeak of having geen g+ -
face, the word is ty:pically used: when referring to

his face! . op 'your :t’ace' or the like, The- relation- .
a.l nows most frequently diacussed in the linguistic
literature® are names of body parts and nemes of (/ '
k:lnsmen. "

SN have elected tn take a narrower view of ‘the term

T

Bill'e; fattier, is Johzid. S s

'relational' Body parts- -are only relational in

that every body part is ‘related oxr associated with

a specifio person, Kinship -berms and. terms: of 80~ -
cletal association (e.g, lawyer/client) are comple~

: mentary, 't;he complement being é specific person. ;

For exampile,

J’ol_m.'e;i e:tmi is Bill

Body-pa.rt notma do not beha.ve in any like mam:er,

'thus ca.nnot be oonaidered fully\z'_g_ational nouns.

See also Fillmore (1959 :59£%. ) ang Sonthworth (1967).

A f‘ull deseription of localist-oriented cage gra.unna.r
is to:be found in Anderaon (1971 ana’ unpublished Ph,D
thesis )e 5
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8. See paz;icularly Anderson (:forthcom:lng a8, b, and d ang

1972b).

9 ane again See Anderson (1971. 8 7.366 and forthcoming
a: § 5. 3 2). ) ' :

100 ![‘he exact ma.rker of possession is somwhat difficult

: .Vto isolate § 1t may be the dative locative semsntie .
“marker ta, the verb, or the overall structural con- .
figuration._ Quly possessive clauses have the undera- ;
"lying. structure (1 1) -4 clause like Anderson s My »
lsoup hag e fly in it has a similarpbut non-dative(/ :
_locative underly;l.ng structure. It resists represen- “
ftation by a dative 1ocative construction because of
the reduplicated phrase 'in 1t (.for more detail
see B§ 2.3 2 “and 23, 3); such a clause cannot be
derived on a dative looa.tive underlying strueture, -
for ‘the reflex is wgrammatical: '*lty soup hag a .fly.
Other clauses derived from a similar non-dative loo-
ative wnderlying structure oontsin verbs like Jmow
and - eonta:l.n In a notional sense thege verbs me.y be
associated with a possessive relationship. .. The verb
lmow is sometimes indirectly (i.e. itg nominalization)
Aassociated wlth the verbs Dossess/have in g clause

’ like 'Dingwall possesses/has gredt Inowledge of Scot-
tish ingect life.' And the verb contain from the-
point of view of possession could be considered a-
highly specialized reflex when the two arguments (i.e. :
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Chaptergf w

nom and loc) are inanimate. The structure itself,
. that is, the nominé.tive-locative underlyiﬁg structure,_
‘underlies all clauses of pogsessive relé.ﬁonship in

the broadest possible sense. - Within the structure

- the: type of possessgive relationship iz specifieq by

- changes. in the locative cage markers (i.e3 1qoative

V8. dative locative) ang corresponding semantic
markers (i.e, ‘With, on, of, 'etc.‘;vs. 10) thus in<
dicating, for éxa.mple, 'é,vailability', a body/body

- part relationship, ,'ow;;eréhip' s otel Thug, the

nia.rkeri of sdsessibn (i.e. 'omnership '~—the-two terms
are used ':l.ntez‘changeably t0 refer to the dative igc-

- ative relationship and botn &Te distinet from ‘the

ggneralizéd term 'possessiye'relationship') is the -
dative cative ang cori-esponding semantic marker o,

- Bometimes :anorporated into the verb, and the strue~ .’

ture indigates that Possession is & Dossesggive rela-

tionship, ;

Fillmore (1968: 8 5.2) suggests $hat 'Where further
distinctions are made (as between bodﬁ; ;}ar_ts,:md
kiﬁéhip terms) the information on which such dige -

tinctlons need to be baged may be included ag 1ex-

icl features of the ¥'s themseives.! Mis may ne an.
expe&iént'propoéal to ‘avoid “complicétiné the grammar
any mo.fe than isg necessary, ‘howeve_r in &0 doing,
Fillmore leaves the impression that there ig not a
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: fully dietinct possessive relationship with respeet

to these two (sub-) classes of nowns.

=1-2. See again Fillmore (1968 49), Anderson (1971. 53 1.4'
. and 7.363) and also Hofmann (1968). ~ '

13, 'See Iangacker {1968).

4. See Anlgren: (1946: 88 6 ena 27), Fillmore (1968: -
75 5 1. 1) a.nd referenees ’cherein to Havers (1911).

15. See Elmquist (1940) _” | ff ,f" Sl
- 165 See Krupa (1964) R

17 See Kachru ( 1970) and references 'bherein. L

18, See Anlgren (7946 8 116) quoted 1n § 3:2.1. Pros.
o McIntosh, in conference, expressed his reticenee a'l;
7 \ly’e\e\g_r; the possessives in eollocation with body -
‘.parts. Although 1t is not obligatory to do so.in
Ezglish, some spea.kers use “the definite article be-
’fore body-pa:r:t nolms, though not perhaps :Ln all sit--‘ .

) uations. )
19. See ‘again xrupa (1964) end also Hockstt (1958 187).

21, Mhnning (1864: E 11, 1), in one of the earliest
: ‘allusions to pic’cure nouns, Temarks on. the problem :
in English ag follows: ' Again, ng picture of the
king® would point to' the existence of gome relation
which: would usually be ‘taken to -be 'bhe.t of a port— i
raiture of the sovereign 8 person, whether it was
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'possessed by the monarch himself or not; whereas in a
"pleture of the king? 8" the looge: and vague preposi-
tione.l genitive, ig, by the added 8, reetricted to a.
8pecifie Eossesso;z meaning, and usage might exclude
; even the idea of ita be:Lng a portrait o:tl’ the royal

" person, !

i

22, See Biggs (1969: ss 171 and. 18 315 1971.473).

23, »Aleo, 1n English it ia not obligatory that relational
noune appear with- adnominal poseeeaivee., See Andereon

A Ggess31142), e .

24, ~Codrington's (1885 128-9) deseriptive terminology.

:25. ~'Discueaions of inalienable poeeeseion almoet always

' ’ con't:ain liets of nouns whoge grammatical classiﬁ.ca—
tion ¥ the~opposite of what one would noticnally :
expect' (Fillmore 1968: § 5. 1.4).  tnd"yet the ar-
bitrardneee of 1anguage should not be allowed to
obscu.re grammatical dietine'bions which have 8 rel-
atively high correlation with semantic factey Such
a dieez-epancy between notional expectation and

. grammatical classification alao is very prevalent
in the ca.tegory of gender. Cf Gleason's (1961-
'227) remarks on “the eub;jeef. B

“26. !Ehe a.ppos:l.tional cone'l:ruction only operates with
. rela.tional .nouns as head noune and peraonal nouwns

(end not pronouns) 88 noms ('objects of the prepo- -
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28,

29.

30.
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sition!' in traditional parlance) as in (1 16(1) The

) only exception is this conetruction with pieture nouns.
_the pictuz-e of me '

the pictu.re of John

For exa.mple, gee Frei (1939) and Kruisinga (1932 SS
1195-1205) i

A

'A-placement (i.e. replaces the D(ative) marker) is a

result of the- operation of “bhez morphophonemic rules
in Iengacker's :mterpretation of Fillmore's: (1966)

' proposa.}s, whereas in Anderson's (1971) localist

theory the semantic specifier (e.g. for dat loc %o,
i’oz- 1oc in, am g, etc., for abl from, of, etc.)
dom:!.nated by a caee marker ie found in the under—

" lying stmeture and ma.y superficially rei’lex.

NG

The} genitive is derived from an ‘mderlying dative
locative strueture » but not every dative locative
structure reflexes & possessive or genitive form.
Thet is to say not every dative 1ocative cage

marker is :found in a posaessive relational struc=

~ture, i.e. the nominative-locafive structure. 'l!he

dative locative is also round :!n structwres whioh

e underlie cl&uees like I gave. the book to him.! ‘

—
A legend to Fillmore's node markers is as follows-

K = Kasus_ (case marker)

P = proposition
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‘_Tcons‘bz'uction in English which he termed the 'dig-

~154- . .
‘ Ghapter 1

I:.’= loeative:, RN L B L "
V = verb' '

4 = determiner

D = dfﬂi_i\ve ne : A

See Wige (1921 :503-5) for a discussion of a similar

- junctive possessive’ (e.g. @breath of. her).‘

.. The reverse may well be -the éasé ;. however, we leave

LT ¥

it for the- moment :Eor argument 's . sake.. . SR

,Jackendoff’ (1969) at'bempts to formally relate various

preposed and post-posed posaessd.ve reflexes, a.nd

: Postal (1971) studiea the auaphoric eo-re:f.’erential
qualities of the pronominal element of - possesaives._

-
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For the moment I ghall follow Fillmore (1968) in hisg’
use oﬁ this term, . though his use of the term is.inad-~

‘. equate and even migleading, We shall refine the def- -

2.

1

4.

inition of the term in § 3.0. He 1s, however, among
the Pirst post-Syntactic Structures linguists 'bo

v-recognize the necessity. of i’omalizing the: alienable/

inalienable distinction, although there have been
passing references to it earlier. (ect. quons 1963 72 -

Cin. 13 Halliday- 1957 24~5; and Bendix- 1966 4-5- &ng:

B 3).  Pilimore's. terminology follows Levy-Bruh1_1916;-

‘note: this ig an incorrect referenee :l:n Bach and Harms

(1968 ; Bally 1926, Freil .1939; Ginneken: 1-939, Rosén

'31959, and Langacker 1966.

Fillmore (1969 59) asserts that some 'nouns; Ei.nalienablee]
themee vee exprees relationship' and since he.ve is re— |
la.'bional verb (Fillmore 's ..nterpreta.tion of Bendix ...
(1966)), it therefore does not enter Into inaliensble
structures, these are a.dnom:Lnal e'l:ructures.

Lyons (1968: 3 8. 4 4) advances hietorical and syntac=-
tic motive.tion for this statement. Gi’. algo: I(yons

(1968: B 8.4.5) quotea in pait in 8’2.3 150

At thig point ‘alienablet and 'inalienablei begin'

to teke on ‘theé senses of 'notsrelational and fre-
lational', respectively, as ‘defined in § 1.0.2. Also,
for similer deﬁnitione in the relational/non-rela- ‘
“tional gense of, Anderson (1968.311-3); Kruieinga'a
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‘nouns of possession' (1931: 11, 2 88 1196-1205), and
Elmquiat (1940: 95, fn. 3 and 98-9),

5. Cf. Fillmore'é (1968:66) ‘e’xa.mp'_les:
148. I have a dog.
149. my dog
150. I have a head. ’
151, nv head e Gt

6.. ',,.possesgion’ appears to be régarded as 'inaliénable',
though 'possessions' are not' (Anderson 1971 11-4.)
/ ‘ | 'Now possession ca.nnot 'stend on -its owm'; it exists
b only with reference +0.a pogsessor! (Eirtle 1970 27).

Te Acceptabila.yz :Ln our work refers to the probability
‘ of whether or not the native speaker would actually
utw ‘a elause. It is granted that aoceptability
in this sense is very subjective on my- part. Grammat--
icalitz refers to.the: possibility of whether the '

olause can be said af all,

8. Many languages do not have a have altemative (i.e.
& subjectivized locative). Ina number of Indo-Eu— i
_ ropean languagea like ‘the: French in (1 15, posses~
sive and dative be are’ sy'ntactically and sementically:
indistinguishable. The surqce strueture and the -
underly:l.ng structu.re are identical. For exa.mple,
Asher (1968: B 2) ‘glosses the surface structure of
‘Melayalam with the sémantically marked - (¢ PCH .'ownership ") _
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dative locati#e be .construction: . _ . D

avans. - oru vii“ga wte
him/to one . house is

'‘He has a house.

But he translatea with the semantically indifferent

10.

have, not with the possessive be, e.g. 'The house .is. .
hie;. s

"

-However, I;ynne (1968 £ 8.4.5) reports: 'Ma.nyla.nguages
) distinguish betwee,n an 'ordinary' or 'general' posses- .

aive and a 'possessive of availability‘ in this—way.

* [ the latter] is frequently locative, in terms of case

or preposition used. ' His examples are. from, Turkish

lag follows :

Kitab~im var { 'book-my' + "existent')
1T he.ve (own) a (my) book, !

Ben-de kitap var’ ('me~locative! + 'book! + 'ei:ietent'_)
T ha.ve a book with/on me. e R

_ I will preeent arguments in English €5 euppor‘b a dig<

tinction between ‘the dative/poseeee:we have and the .
non-dative locative have in EB 2.3.2 and 2.3.3.

Most. lhglieh clauses with nom and loc argmnente tend -

‘to have the order nom-v-loc, 'e.g. "The book is on the
table!, '"Fhe cat sat under the car.t Stylistio trang~

g "forme.tione ca.n account for the reverse, e.gs '0n the

table is the book.? Exceptione are to be .f.'ound with
such verbs as contain and lmow, which also have. a.n ’

upper locative predieation.' Gf. B 1.1, 1. -
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13,

‘ 'Ehe audienee liked

In samef\‘imea eavironments, i.e. when causative,
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It appears to me thet these eemantic distinctione are
presumably not determi.ned by case markings. Isocalist‘ ‘

: theory would seem to have to employ :Eeatures eompe:r:-
" able: to Ohomsky's (1965 ‘B4 3.4) 'selectlon restric~"
~tlong" to make these gemantic dietinctions.

The a.beorption or incorpore.tion o:f.’ ‘the 1ogative marker
into the verb when the locative is subjectivized does b
not only occur with the dative locativ'e. Often “the
verbs of 'l;he subjeetivized locative a.re identical to
those of the reflexed 1ocative marker, unlike _v_e/
dative locative be.  For. example, S

The . apples are (contained) in the box.
The box contains the apples, S S

The play wae liked % thf audience.
e D ay. .

Dossess passivizes easily: o

8. Dracila was possessed by evil spirits.

b. Hamlet wase poseessed/obseased with/by & desire for -
Tevenge. ..

‘?E'v'il spirite. possessed Dre.cula. ' -
d. ?A desire for revenge poeeessed/obeessed Hamlet.

The active clauges - (c and ‘d) &eem ‘somewhat lmnatural,

if not unacceptable, Poseese in this context would

-apem to have an underlying stricture like that off

get/receive (ct. Anderson 1971: 8 9.26), In eny case

-this possess is ergative ang perhapera different lex—~

ical item fro:_:/the' possess of inanimate objects. -
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14‘. Allen (1964 342) notes :Ln Georgia.n :Ln ‘the presentx.
‘ vtense the direct a.nd :Lndirect objects are both in the -
" dakive ease, however, the direct object :Ls referred

-~ to as . the 'dative;aeeusative' (Techenke'li).

“ 1'5. ‘fEhe benefactive for is a possessive ma.rker, but does

4 ‘not reflex s:i.nee it is only foimd in the underlymg
structures oi’ unactualized poesession. It is not i
derived 1ike with or on in (2:13a-b), but is dis-
t:l.nguished from these locative markers ’ because ity

- like the dative, to, is directional, thus having Pog~ -
sessive quanties. of. B 1. 2.1 on Meaori.

16. - Allen (1964 342) states: 'Wi'l:h transitive verbs the
indirect object ean hardly be said to- mdicate a
" :-state of possession, but it does in ‘most éases, indi-
‘ oate;,é_\p{o;éss of 'reoeivingf'. or ‘acquisition', i:e.
of "coming into,poseession.'.. It may_}oe recsl,ied that
in Abaza, Kabardian, end Ubykh ' there are idenfical
modes of expression for possession and - the: indirect
object.' Iyons (1968: B 8.4.7) notes that acquisi-
tion (dynemic, past tense) is to powsession (statie,
‘present tense) ag locomotion is to locaticn. Gompa.re
g the morphological shape of the:: da:&ive (receiver): %o
" *that of the dative of poese_s_x%on in Greek: and Iatin,

respectively: .
a. m PiBhos autl TV
the book (nam) to him (dat) is
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Tny ,Qn'{lkoy S RuT S8V By R
e "the 'book (ace) 0 him (dat) [1] (nom) give

. be- ILibexr

i est
book (nom) +o him (de.t) is
Librum" ' - ed
" book (aec) to him (dat) [I] (nom) give
i shall ignore Anderson's (1971: 3’ 11.311) subsequent
Proposal of nom/eff s since for our. purposee 'bhe .

’point can be made by" the ea.rlier pzopoeal.

" 18.

19.

Take :Erom and take to have different implica.tions :Ln
terms of willingnees or mwillingness to give on the :
part of the ¥ in the abl, Also, both abl and loe
should be subcategorized ag erg for the ¥ I only. :

" Erg placement 4 the: dietinguishing factor in the
~two (but here combined) etructures. :

To quo:t)/}*&gain from Birtle ( 1970 25)' '...the notion

o.f possession is Seen as the ou'l:come oF. Some previous
act of acquiei‘bion.‘ In other words, because of i'bs
very nature the notion of possession is eeen a8 an »
afterma.‘bh, as. a result.' Also ef. fn., 16, Ch, 2.°

o N
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1. See’ for instence Elmquist (1940 104-5) and Rosén

(1959 268£%, ).

2," Fillnore‘(1968: §5.4 ana 1969'59) ‘Pefers to such.
nouns as corner (of), edge (of), top (of), friend,

neigbor, end eountegg as 'relational nouna'
while reserving the term ':Lnalienable' :Eor kinship

terms and body pe.rts. Clearly, kinahip terms, par-
tioularly, are relational and inalienable. -1 -have

R

nerely redefined -the terms he used to facilitate
our analygis, - § ‘ '

3. Body-—part nouns are not etrictly relational :Ln the '
: sense of converae conplementarity (cf. fn, 6, Ch,’ 1),
~bat eaoh is inalienably ldentified with a particula.r ’
lperswo note the diatinction between detae}i-
abili't;y and inalienability, 't;hat is, detachable ‘-
body pa.rts (e.g._hair, fingemails, etc ) are ina-
lienably {permanently) associated wi'bh one particular
person as discuesed in 5 3.1, 1. : H

4, For exemple, said of sons e.nd daughters about to be

mamedo

- 5. mgrminology introduced by Peirce (19315 194Q) 'pre-
 mented in class lectures by Tros (15/10/70).  Dig~
eases, like body" parts, are not relational noms.

and only exist in association with some person.
Diseases, birth plaqes,;,bi_r'.bh- dates, names, ete. are
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a sub-class of body—part nouns, body s.ttributes. )

" This tem:l_nology is standard in Ahlgren (1946) as will
“be noticed in‘ithe quotations’of his in B§ 3.2.1 ang

3.5-1 Also ef, Miohael _(1970.353-41).

Kruisinga and Erades (1950: § 287) ana Erades (1952:
'189). refer, respectively, to the preposed possessive
‘ag the 'attributive’ genitive pronoun' and the 'attri-

butive defining genitive. 4

cf. Lyons (1968: 35 9.4.2 and 10.4.2) on the distinc—
tion _betweén 'ooglitive' and 'emotive' meéaning. Cog-

,'nitively, the definite artiele and adnominel posses—

give are smomous, neither is synonymous with the
proverbal possessive. .Thus 'the wife '='my wife'

but 'tﬁal«l ‘A'my ball', The morphological ddentity

of the two possessive forms suggests a-synonynw, which
is, in faet, non—existent.

Although father does not itself collocate with the:-

definite article, & number of colloquial expressions
equivalent to father do collocate with both “the def-
inite article and the adnominsl possessive, for ex-

.a.mple, 'the/my old man, ! l’rof. McIntosh, in conver-

sation, hasg also suggested a number of spsskers refer
to body parts with the definite article instead of

k the adnominal possessive in some clause types suoh

' 'ﬂ!he leg is acting up again this mo:min .
g
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10. Cf, sWeef (1891: B 2107):

11"., I presume that this is non-dative loca‘bive, non-pos-

sessive have.

12, For the distinction ,between equa'bive be and classify--
ing be see Iwons (1968 g 8.4, 2) and . Anderson (1971. |
811, 62 and forthcoming a: E 4.2). : *

13.° Most traditional gra.mmars diacuss the 'of-a.d:]unc'b' in -
' these terms. cf. particularly Breejen (1937 ) and
also Scheurweghe (1959: 88 117 ana 192). Other such
terminology used in the ‘past to describe the of in a
poasessive/genitive sense ig ag follows' 'pleonastie ‘
genitive' (sweet 1891: B 21005 ‘Poutema 1916: § 33);
~ 'double genitive' (Curme 1935: § 27,44, b) ‘'apposi-
t1onal erritive ! (Jespersen 1928: B8 III, 15=23); an
'post-genitive! and 'Post-possessive~(pronoun )t (Kru:l.-
pinga 1932: § 841—9, ‘Zendvoort 1950: SS 399-400)

14. With the exeeption of the Hebrew, most of the :lnfor—
mation in this section ia; a restatement of Ewen (1931. ‘
245-57). Ty

. 15._ ’ '.L’his term has been borrowed from Jeépersen (cf. fn, 13,

BN 3 end’ see also Hatcher—T90t4-6), but redsfined,
Normaily the appdsitioﬁai phrase ié a subordi.na'l:e nom
as in Jegpersen's omn example 'the eity of Bome'

Whereaa appoaitional aubordinate noms cannot be gen-

i
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1itivized or poasessivized (e.g. *Rome's city), appo- :
sitional possessives ocan and often mst be (e.g. (the)
son of me/my son; the Phofo of me/my photo; the life .
of him/his life; David the son of Joseph/David, Joseph's
son/Joseph's son David). '

Hatcher (1950) on thie po:l.nt draws a‘btention to the :
evidence from French: un cheva.lier des éiéﬁé to whioh
she rema.rks, 'the plural form of the possessive points
tmmistakably to a partitive :Lnterpretation' (i.e. an

ablative of a eoncrete nature) (pe 2). She also notee

‘the French ex'pression une femme dea 21 8 belleg as

:f.“urther evidenee. - Ins'bances of 'bhis construction a:ce

" genegum min:ra '...for any heir [dat. aing.] of mine

[gen)/\?hu‘](ge_q 2177-8 ed. Krapp). In the light ot
similar constructions in OE with the- post-poasessive

-in the’ genitive singular, aheuremarks, 'Ihis prOnoun

must evidently refer to some oonaept not mentioned in

the sentence-—its number being determined by that eon-

~cept! (p. 7)e F:Inally, still. further ev:l.dence to
,“which she alludes comes from Ghaucer, , 'ne no-thing of

hise thinges is out of my power! (fn. 8, p. 5).

17.

Jackendoff (1968 and 1969)%95 convincingly for
one's-absorption from evidence he hag a.dduoed with

. Tespect torcertiin quantifiers (e.g.” 'each one of the
‘men', 'every one of the men' are transfoi'matidnally :
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reduced to 'each man' and 'every man' via one's-abeorp-

tion) and definite articles (e.g. those im g coalescenceg ~

but those of the farmer are ugly H when an adjective

-, intervenes coalescence does not take plaee ag :Ln 'the

18.

19,

20,

21, B

22,

famer's brown-eyed daughters are pre‘bty, but the sales-

mantg blue-eyed ones are’ even prettier?), Such evie *.°

dence ha.s been extended to possessives by Jackendoff

~as in 'my red one(a)' but not '*my one(s)'-—ra.the:c
Amine. ‘ However, in Seots Eiglish one's-absorption com-~

monly does not take place (e.g. 'my one(s.) ) or one's

s reduplicated (esg. 'bhese/thoae ones),

This discussion ig Lound in detail in Ahlgren (1946:

B

For an analysis _'of French possessiv'emyee Iangacker
(1968) ahd Swedish possessives see Elmquist (1940).

Once aga:Ln, nur gratitude is to John Anderson for

»

" of the ones as in 'the salesmen's daughters are pretty, .

o

bringing this to my a.ttention. : - :

Here I am, :Ln fact, referring not directly 'bo Fill-
more, but to I.angendoen (1970:207),- who in tum re-

' vfera to. Fillmore without spe‘ci\t;ging which Fillmore,

however, it may be Pillmore (1968: § 6.1);

The actual pperation of pronominalizé.‘&ion is beyénd.f
the scope of this work which is analyzing the rela-
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'tionsh:.p of- possessives to the nouns they mod:.i’y.v
. However, possessives do have a pronominal element, and
‘ ,our proposal is that copying (or raising) ‘takes blace. -
in the direction from the lower to the higher predi—

" catlons and from a 1ocative node.

¢
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1. Vhile this eec't;ion of Chapter 4 wasg being written,
Anderson (forthcoming ¢) eompleted a’'paper on ‘much ‘“the
Bame gubject, i.é. the gener:.c. Whereas Anderson for-
‘mal:.zed the generic, I originally made no attempt at
fomalization and I have opted to" leave the notlonal

- deseription am it stands,

2, “‘In English thé\re e.re. exceptions. Self, partieularly,
may reflex independently and ‘geparated i’rom the pos—~
sessive forms as in (4:8a). Much more rarely own -
does appear without an accompanying possessive in
Ehglieh as in the phrase ‘'own brother' (ez. ‘Zandvoort
1950 § 403). In Dutch and German _(Eg is commonly -

vfound withou'b ‘the posseseive environment. .

-

3. Om and the poeseseive teehnically :f.’ozix}\:.f the eriteéria-
of 'lminterruptability' is accepted (cf. Iyons 1968:
B'5.4.10), a tword', -

4. The underiving etruc'bures illustrating the possessive
nom/loe structure repregenting the relationehip of the
person (nom) to the body-part noun in the loo: node,
which in this cape is -eelf or own, are not shown in
B 4.2, It ia felt that eueh -8tructures have ‘been ‘ade-

’quately’ dchueeed in Chapter 3 and inelusion of 'bhese

struetures here would only confuge our point,

5. My thanks' to- John Anderson for his suggestions for the
. formalization here, -
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" The verbal element, the copula be, in 21l underlying
: possessive relational structures ig not independently

motivated. However, if it is- generic or tenseless ag
appears to be, the verbal element ie probably neutral—-'
ized as it i in'a great majority of languages, An-

5 derson (foi‘thcoming a: B 3.4 a.nd forthcoming ¢) notes

that’ in Persian and Mongolie.n a morphemic indica.tor

of . the generic does: re.flex.
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