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The real distribution of the English “group genitive”

Abstract

The English possessive (POsSsS) is widely regarded as a clitic which attachethatright
edge of noun phrases. The so-called “group gehjtwieerePosss attaches after a
postmodifier the man in the corner’s hgtis crucial to theoretical accounts. We evaluate
both theoretical and descriptive treatments.

We then describe the actual useotss in the spoken component of the British
National Corpus, with particular attention to postified possessors, demonstrating that the
crucial pattern is surprisingly marginal and thialeast one other pattern has been missed
entirely. This leads to discussions of grammatigalersus usage, of postmodification, and of

the factors that condition the userafsss and their relevance to theory.
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The real distribution of the English “group genitive”

1 Introduction !

Consider English possessive constructions of the exemplified in (1) and (2):

(1)  the caller's voice (JJV 31%)

(2) the then president of America’s daughter (K62 006)

These constructions, denoting possession in a lserese, have received a great deal of
attention, principally through the ability of thieement’s to attach to the word on the right
edge of the possessor NP, which as in (2) neebdentite head, rather than simply to the head
of the possessor NP, as in (1). Accounting fortleaviour ofs has proved controversial,

with one camp consideririg to be the “poster child’ of special clitics” (Ardson 2005:
423-4), while the other considéssto be an affix on a head (e.g. Bermudez-Otero ¥nBa
forthcoming). None of the previous theoretical gtgchave related their approach to the
actual behaviour @6 in a large corpus: this gap will be filled in theesent paper.

Terminology in this area varies. The teNALECTION can be used in a

formal/distributional way (where it contrasts, sewth cLiTIC), or functionally (in contrast

! The work reported here was carried out as pati®project ‘Germanic possessige an empirical, historical
and theoretical study’, funded by the Arts and Haiti@s Funding Council. We gratefully acknowledpeit
support. A very early version of this paper wasspreed at 2ICLCE held at Toulouse in July 2007.aMe
grateful for helpful comments made there and at latesentations in Manchester and elsewhere caihohin
Payne for a number of clarifications. Only we carhleld responsible for the final content. UntilS&ptember
2009, Alan Scott’s affiliation was The Universitf/Manchester.

2 Unless otherwise indicated, the examples in tajsep are taken from the spoken component of thésBri

National Corpus (henceforth BNC), which is desalibe@more detail in Section 4.1.
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with DERIVATION). The elemen's as found in (1) and (2) is usually called eitGeNITIVE
(implying a form) orrossessivEmore likely a function). Neither label is ideBluddleston
& Pullum in theCambridge Grammarefer toGENITIVE CASE(2002: 146), choosing a formal
label — which in principle is reasonable for a nigrm with a variety of meanings — but one
that to our minds is more appropriate for elemeritsh form part of a case system. Since at
least some uses &f cannot be handled in terms of a case system, @ferghe term
POSSESSIVES, abbreviated henceforth assss, taking “possessive” loosely to cover the
wide range of functions and meanings whose copessession in the everyday sense. Here
we are following another scholarly tradition, ashiten (1997), Booij (2008), for example.
Since discussion ¢fosss tends to figure largely in classifications of iclibehaviour
and vice versa, we will start by discussing thecem of clitic and evaluate the treatment of
POSSS in theoretical work (Section 2). We then discusdreatment in descriptive grammars
(Section 3). In Section 4 we describe the actualaisosss in the spoken component of the
British National Corpus (BNC), with particular atteon to what happens when the possessor
is postmodified — the factor around which the tleéioal accounts afosss revolve. We
demonstrate that the crucial pattern (2) is a ssinmly marginal use, and that at least one
other pattern has been missed entirely. The retevahpostmodification is investigated
further in Section 5, where we review the factbis tondition the use eosss, particularly
with postmodified possessors, and their relevanc¢bdory. Finally, in Section 6 we draw

conclusions.

2 Posssand the theoretical literature

In many textbookss0sss is treated as a syntactic element at the righe¢ @@n NP, thus
e.g. Carstairs-McCarthy (2002: 37) and similarlyirQet al. (1985: 328), and indeed it is

often given as the standard example of a clitic:
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In addition to inflectional affixes, there is anetfltlass of bound morphemes
calledclitics, which may be appended to independent words biastoally
motivated rules. Words to which clitics are attathee callechosts(or

anchors). Mary, Tongg andnewspapeare the hosts of the genitive clitgin

[10.58]:

[10.58] a. Mary’s car

b. The Queen of Tonga’s tiara
c. The editor of tht#lanchester Guardianewspaper’s car
(Katamba 1993: 245)
The termcuiTiC is variously defined but is generally applied toedement which lacks the
prosodic independence of a word but is still posgd by syntactic rules, much like an
independent word.

Zwicky (1987), however, shows that a purely symtagpproach makes the wrong
predictions about the interaction betweasss and the word it attaches to. In an important
series of papers he takessss through a series of analyses and labels, fiesiaiD WORD
in a three-way classification of clitics, theSrRECIAL cLITICin a two-way classification:
“special” when a clitic’s syntax is different froam unreduced equivalent, and its phonology
opaque (Zwicky 1977: 6), later also if it lacksaresponding full form (Zwicky & Pullum
1983: 510; Zwicky 1987: 133). There follows a calesation of some alternative
classification schemes, prompted by observationsit@nsss which reveal a more complex
set of properties than are normally associated eltics. If POSSS was positioned by
syntactic rules, by the Bracketing Erasure Prirctpke internal structure of the host word
should be invisible to the clitic (see Kiparsky 298 wicky sets most store by his

observation thatosss is “suppressed” in the presence of any other afftk the same
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allomorphy (namely the unmarked plural inflectitime 3 sg present inflection, or indeed
another occurrence ebsss). He argues that the grammaticality facts areoksvis (1987:

139-41):

3) a. the two kids'/*kids’s ideas
b. anyone who hurries'/*hurries' sdeas
c. afriend of my children’s/*children’s’s ideas

d. afriend of my two kids'’/*kids’s/*kids’s’s ide8s

(We give a sampling of crucial examples in (3) withany contextual discussion.) These
data show that the realisationraisss depends on whether the word-final sibilant to wahic
POSSs attaches is (part of) an inflectional morphemeatr Native speaker judgements on
the data vary slightly in detail, but it seems clibat speakers do make a distinction between
the’s attaching to morphologically simple words on time dhiand and to morphologically
complex words on the other. The correct suppressiensss in such examples as (3)
depends not just on the phonology but on the iatenorphology of the host, and syntax
cannot look inside words. By standard assumptibosiathe relation between morphology
and syntax, this can be expressed@sss having some affix-like properties. The term
PHRASAL AFFIX is invoked by Nevis (1985) to describe its behawi@wicky 1987: 134), but
Zwicky concludes thatosss cannot be a syntactic formative and must insteadnbEDGE

LOCATED) INFLECTIONAL AFFIX (1987: 139). This is later defined as “a morphosgtic

3 Misprinted asurrie’s (Zwicky 1977: 141).
* Bermidez-Otero & Payne (forthcoming: 23) presecnanterexample, namely the acceptability to some
speakers othe man with thelucks’sgun in whichposssiis attached to the pluras; this would correspond to a

grammaticah friend of my two kids’s ideathe observation is due to Miller & Halpern (1993)
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feature, distributed by syntactic rules but realias a suffix by the same sort of
(morphological) rule appropriate for the standardmeples of inflectional suffixes” (1987:
142).

Using the formalism of Generalised Phrase StrucBreanmar, Zwicky (1987) and
later Lapointe (1990) and Miller (1992) provide Bsas of EnglisltPosss as a phrasal affix
which aim to capture these apparently conflictingperties of being positioned syntactically
but attaching morphologicalR/This is not the place to discuss the detail of¢henalyses,
but they assume @bDGE feature which can have the feature vakiesTor LAST. This
feature distributes from the mother node to therest or the rightmost daughter, unlike
most features, which distribute from mother to hdadghter. The distribution of the
exponence of the featupessis governed by the linear precedence rule show#)in.e. all

elements precede the exponence of s feature.

(4) X < last

Anderson (2005) takes the discussion in a diffedietction, arguing that Zwicky’s
(earlier) taxonomy is problematic in itself, andttiphonological criteria will work much
better for simple clitics. For special clitics, amisss in particular, he argues that
morphology holds the key. Having dispensed both #ie (non-)existence of a free-form
variant as a classificatory property of clitics amith any kind of phonological definition
(because he believes phonological clitichood tg waependently of morphosyntactic
clitichood), Anderson argues that “[w]hat remaifiZwicky’s defining properties of special
clitics [...] is their characteristic special positing” (2005: 79). Andvhere they occur is

within the syntactic domain of a constituent whinahy be “either a maximal phrasal

® See also Klavans (1985), Miller & Halpern (198®)ong others.
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projection or a lexical category which projectstsaghrase”, located with reference to the
first or last daughter of that domain (2005: 80, 8here is some further discussion of the
distribution ofPosss, including a reconsideration of some of the asked forms in (3.
Anderson’s conclusion is thabsss “can be treated as a phrasal affix, introducdteatight
edge of DPs bearing a feature [Poss]” (2005: 94)¢chvlooks rather similar to Zwicky’s
formulation quoted above, except that it is phogimal processes which reduce or inhibit
multiple instances ofk. The terminology has now also been adopted byotekt authors, e.g.
Booij (2005: 166-7), although the description ofngelements as phrasal affixes is not
universally accepted (see, for instance, Bermudeze:. Payne forthcoming: 22-8).

Payne (2009) distinguishes betweeTERNAL andEXTERNAL GENITIVES, equivalent
to Payne & Huddleston’s (200READ andPHRASAL GENITIVE, respectively (on which see
Section 3.4 below). His proposal uses the conadfaiffixaufnahmandSuffixhdufungnd
assumes that “[fleatures can be passed from the wbdre they are licenseddaaughter
node either as internal or external features’hindase of phrasal (group) genitives, the
external feature GEN is passed to a non-head firtlevord in the NP — but “the unmarked
head also bears a (ghost) copy” of the feature.efieet of this ghost copy is to explain why

plural heads are rare with group genitives (5)radlsitends to suppre$osss.

5) *the kings of England’s victoriés

It should be clear at this point that the clitidahe phrasal affix analyses mbsss,

despite their contrasts, differ only in the viewea of the morphophonological interaction

® picard (1990) and Carstairs-McCarthy (1995) chalel the ungrammaticality claims embodied in (2))b-

" The asterisk is Payne’s but is consistent withckyis judgement of similar examples (1987: 140 n.6)
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between thés and the host wordThey do not differ with respect to the placemdithe’s
within the phrase, which is assumed to be unproatieally at the right edge.

It is well known that there are a number of camsts disfavouring the expression of
possession byosss — as opposed to tled-construction — for instance, inanimacy or low
topicality of the possessor (see for instance Ruseim 2002, 2003; Szmrecsanyi & Hinrichs
2007). If the clitic or right edge phrasal affixadyses are straightforwardly correct, then
whenever the semantic and information-structuraktraints are met, we ought to gestsss.
Absence or presence of postmodification, the len§tmy postmodification or the category
of the final word should not matter. As far asictitare concerned, this is captured in the first

of the criteria posited by Zwicky & Pullum (19833):

A.  Clitics can exhibit a low degree of selectioritwiespect to their hosts [footnote

omitted], while affixes exhibit a high degree ofestion with respect to their stems.

Given its importance to the descriptionrafsss, we will, beginning in Section 4, explore the

extent to which right-edge positioning accuratedptares the properties pbsss in English.

3 PoOsssin descriptive grammars

In less theoretically-minded work we also find diyent approaches to the analysi®0§ss,
although again the presumed right-edge state®sés is never doubted. This section
discusses a significant older contribution, thencemtrates on what three of the most

prominent recent descriptive grammars of Englisierta say.

8 Carstairs proposes an interesting alternativeargaes for the clitic status of the posses&ybut accounts
for the data described in Zwicky (1987) by assuntivag thes which appears in examples likee cats’ tailsis
not some sort of merger of the plural affix and ¢higc possessive, but instead “a purely inflexdb(i.e. affixal)

realisation of the combination of morphosyntactiogerties Plural and Genitive” (1987: 159).
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3.1 JespersenProgress in Language

The termGROUP GENITIVE defined only by example, was apparently coineddspérsen
(1894: 279, 309-15)who reviewed the histories of six subtypes. Alsehd was discussing
interaction between plural and possessive morpheWikie Jespersen considered group
genitives with arof-phrase in the possessor (i.e. those whose possessmften a relatively
fixed phrase, as ithe member of Parliament’s |aJdip have been “settled and universal”
since Early Modern English (1894: 298ye noted that the rather freer group genitivek wit
a relative clause in the possessor were rareast ile literary language, though “very widely
spread” in dialect (1894: 308). He thus combineditientification of a theoretically striking
phenomenon with some cautious observations ormitsbusage’ a combination that recurs
in the more careful parts of the descriptive litera. (As we have seen, the prevailing
assumption in the theoretical literature is sintplgtPosss attaches with great freedom.) His
explanation, however, is baffling: thabsss is an “interposition” connecting two words,
“now partly a suffix as of old, partly a prefix’nd that “[w]henever theis taken from the
word to which it should properly belong (accordinoghe old grammar) and shifted on to
some other word, this latter is always followed iethiately by the governing word”

(Jespersen 1894: 313-5). Butatlows (notis followed by, and not always immediately.

° The term may perhaps have been suggested by ting@f Klinghardt (1890, 1891), a paper whichdites,
critically. To explainb) King Henry the Eighth’s reignkKlinghardt writes (1890: 99):

Danach wird der schiiler begreifen, wie leicht urduem es im englischen sein muss, kleinere

wortgruppen wiking HenrytheEighth (b) vollig einheitlich unter einem ton zusammer@asen und,

ganz wie einzelne worte, abzuwandeln, in den séchen genitiv zu setzen u. drgl.
12 0On the history oPosss see further Scott, Borjars & Denison (submitted).
™ We can cite two specific — if implicit — commenis the rarity of what Jespersen called GR®UP GENITIVE
Donaldson’s hint that Englishosss is more restricted than the Afrikaans possesdi983: 98), and Kreyer’s

(2003: 194) apparent finding that postmodificatieas avoided in his corpus in favouraffconstructions.
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3.2 Comprehensive Grammar

Quirk et al. devote most space to the choice betwesss and theof-genitive (1985: 318-
31, 1276-82). Apart from the so-called descriptieaitive they treat akkosss as having the
FUNCTION of determinative and theorM of a “postposed enclitic” which is “placed aftbet

noun phrase” (1985: 328):

This view is inescapable if we take into accouetdb-calledsROUP GENITIVE
(or ‘embedded genitive’), in which the genitive arglis affixed to a

postmodifier*?

the teacher of music®om [‘the roonof the teacher of musjc

Obviously the ‘possessor’ in this example is tteeker, not the music; but the
's cannot be added to the head, as one would eXpeatduld only be a noun
inflection. Instead it is regularly added to a meitional postmodification

which is part of a name or a compound noun phrase:

[[the University of Minneso}a] President
[[the Museum of Modern Aig] Director

[[my son-in-laws] prospects

That extract came from an early chapter on “Nourtsdeterminers”. In a later chapter on
“The noun phrase” they return to the group genitisex case of multiple premodification

(1985: 1344-5), where they state:

12 Notice therefore that “genitive ending” and “pastpd enclitic” are applied to the same thing.
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The group genitive is not normally acceptable wtenpostmodification is a
clause, though in colloguial use one sometimessheeamples like:

Old man what-do-you-call-himsouse has just been sold.

?Have you seethat man standing at the cornehsit?

?Someone has stolamman | know'sar.

The group genitive is tolerable even with preposil phrases provided it

encourages no unwanted interpretation.

The only explanation offered for the failure to asgroup genitive — besides the hint at
(1985: 328) that fixed expression possessors agt freguent — is avoidance of ambiguity,

illustrated by (6), whereas (7) “might pass mustdreir [1], [2], respectively; 1985: 1345):

(6) *the man with the cat’s ears [in sense ‘the eath@iman with the cat’]

(7) the man in the car’s ears

The implication is that (6) would be liable to bgimisconstrued as not being a group
genitive. Other than this, there is just the vago@mment cited above about the general
unacceptability of the group genitive after claysastmodification, especially in writing. No

explanation is offered.

3.3 Longman Grammar

Biber et al. (1999) base most of their analysesagdnisation on Quirk et al. (1985) — not
always with identical terminology, however — andisdn element of systematic corpus

analysis by genre and variety. They ealkss, using the ternGENITIVE, a “case inflection
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for nouns” (Biber, et al. 1999: 292, cf. also Quatkal. 1985: 318), observe that “[m]ost
nouns rarely occur in the genitive” (1999: 293)] dimat “[s]-genitives are outhnumbered by
of-phrases in all registers” (1999: 301). Therefiaimbit of information on that choice. As

for the group genitive, here as elsewhere “[t]heit)ee suffix is attached to the last word of a
genitive phrase”. There is no information on caastis in usage or on frequency, apart from

the following comments (1999: 298):

The group genitive is chiefly used with more owsléged collocations. When
there is postmodification, the more common alteveas to resort to aof-

phrase rather than @genitive [cross-reference omitted].

3.4 Cambridge Grammar

Payne & Huddleston have a more subtle take on #iteem distinguishing betweetEAD
GENITIVES, with inflection on the head noun, aPdRASAL GENITIVES(2002: 479-81). This
follows from their decision to analyse personalnmans as a subtype of noun, with
possessive determiner use treated as the genéseeaf the pronoun (2002: 327, 470-72).
Given that analysis, the pronolrfor example, has as its normal genitive formgandmine
(dependent and independent, respectively). Thealrdata are the following pairs of

examples (2002: 479, their [65]):

(8) a.myfacial expression lihe man opposite mefacial expression

(9) a.my friend’sfather ba friend of mine’dather

If both a. and b. patterns involved the same cang8tm — namely, a possessive marker

simply being added to the last word in the phratieere would be no explanation for the
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form me’srather thamimyin (8)b, and similarly fomine’srather thammyin (9)b. Rather, it is
argued, the genitive marking is conditioned bytype of genitiveHEAD in the a. examples
VS.PHRASAL in the b. examples. Payne & Huddleston go ondorcthat genitive marking is
inflectional, not clitic. Two arguments are givéine first, only applicable to head genitives,
is the fact that genitiveny, our etc. cannot be divided into two syntactic woillse second
argument, which is said to work with both kindgyehitive, is the sensitivity of the genitive
to the morphological form of the word it attachesThis relates to the criteria posited by
Zwicky & Pullum (1983) already discussed. Like Quét al., Payne & Huddleston state as
an unexplained descriptive fact that the phrasaitige “is normally restricted to post-head
dependents with the form of a PP, includétsg (2002: 479)* They state that
“[a]cceptability decreases as the weight or comipjeof the post-head dependent increases”.
Up to this point it appears that theHRASAL GENITIVE is a terminological
variant of the other grammarsRouP GENITIVE albeit one established on a more
careful theoretical basis. However, Payne & Huddlesliffer from the earlier
grammars in their treatment of some coordinatedagpasitional possessors with a

singleposss:

(10) The new girls [...] sleptin Zoey and Lucy’s room.

(11) the Prime Minister, Mr Howard’s tax package

13 Why elseshould be classed as a PP is not clear; theréeisdistributional justification at Huddleston &

Pullum (2002: 615 n. 5).
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We take example (10) from Biber et al. (1999: 298)0 explicitly include it under the
heading of group genitive, as would Quirk et a8§%: 1345)-* However, unlike (7), the last
word beforerosss also has head stattsvithin the possessor noun phrase and is nominal.
For Payne & Huddleston, (10) and also (11) (whghne of their examples) are therefore
not phrasal genitives (2002: 481*8)we will follow them in this respect. From this it
becomes clear that their phrasal genitive is ne#xdensive with the group genitive.

We will not adopt the terrBROUP GENITIVE reserving the terrhRostMobPoOssfor
possessives where the word to whidisss attaches is clearly not the head itdélnother

of Biber et al.’s examples of a group genitive is:

(12) He had to take a minute or two's rest [...]

Such examples are not explicitly discussed in Hestdh & Pullum, who mention such

“numerical approximations” but not as possessdd9221304). We return to (and

distinguish between) coordination examples like) @d (12) in Section 4.2 below.

1% Regarding usage, Quirk et al. consider constrostguch as (10) to be “characteristic of infornmeesh” and
“sometimes felt to be incorrect” in “formal Englisf1985: 964n).
15 Coordination and apposition are of course eaclsubgect of a huge literature. We assume that doatel
structures do not have a single head; see fomasteluddleston & Pullum (2002: 1275) among others.
1% Note, however, that Booij (2008: 8) takes equinaRutchPosss forms, such adan en Piets vadédan and
Piet’'s father’, as evidence that “tkeis always phrase final”.
' Note that an invented example like

0] Have you heard about Jim and the girl overrthed’s marriage?

would be treated a0STMOBPOSS despite the coordination.
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4 POSSSin use

4.1 Speech

Previous studies are overwhelmingly based on wriaguage, including the corpus work of
Kreyer (see 2003: 181) and Szmrecsanyi & Hinricle® (2007: 443-4), while Rosenbach
(2002: 134, 2005: 618,621) uses native speakeeudgt questionnaires involving written
language. It is agreed, however, thasTMOD-POSS so crucial to the analysis pbsss, is
found particularly in spoken and colloquial langedfpr instance Carstairs 1987; Rosenbach
2005: 632). The data presented in this sectiomecerdingly taken from the spoken portion
of the British National Corpus, a subcorpus amagnto about 10 million words of
transcribed speech. Examples were gathered widhadnorate mixture of tag searches, string
searches and manual sorting in order to take adgardf the BNC’s tagging without being
misled by the noticeable minority of words whicle amistagged or mistranscribed. The
examples have been entered in a database andfoo@edumber of parameters relevant to
the distribution oPosss.*® The BNC data are supplemented as necessary bjroathe

ICE-GB corpus and examples from the web.

4.2 Coordination in the possessor

When possessors are coordinatensss can occur on all conjuncts, as in (20) — in faat o
BNC data never involve more than two — or justlomlast, (21). We have left the spelling as

it appears in the corpus, but for clarity the pesee NP is sometimes underlined:

(20) his explanation for Ales and_Katherins point about anxiety dreams (HUL 542)

(21) aroom in a house, her mum and’ddtbuse (JT4 227)

18 This database, which also contains allahpossessives and a corpus of Swedish possessiEsng made

publicly available; see http://www.llc.manchestensk/research/projects/germanic-possessive-s/data/.
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Frequencies for each type are similar in the sp@de@: x40 like (20) withrosss repeated,
x33 like (21) withposss once. As long as the second conjunct is not pramalyboth
alternatives are usually grammatical. Biber etradntion a partial correlation with semantic
interpretation, so that joint possession may erageia single@osss (1999: 298), as in (21),

while repeate®osss may go with disjoint possession, as in:

(22) you're actually paying both the emplogeasind the employ&econtributions. (FUF

084)

They acknowledge that speakers are inconsistengVer, and give examples where the
correlation fails; see also Huddleston, Payne &Ren (2002: 1330-2). To illustrate the
point from our data, the grammar does not impgseraly conjugal interpretation sgx life

in (23):

(23) We know much more than anyone could possibly wakhbw about Bill and
Hillary's sex life er than we do er about prospéatseconomic recovery (JSK 177)

(24) | fail to see the relevancy of anyone's intere®ils and Hillary's sex life. (12 Sept.
2007)°

(25) Dick Morris' verbal incontinence yesterday about &id Hillary's sex lives seems

to have had immediate results. (29 Jan. 13898)

Nor, conversely, must (24) refer to extramaritddtiens. Even (25), whose plural possessum

rather implies disjoint reference, does not entiremove the pragmatic ambiguity.

19 http://tromboneforum.org/index.php?topic=35427 48078 [accessed 17.9.09]

20 http://www.slate.com/id/1000509/ [accessed 16]9.09
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Note that (20) would be entirely grammatical ther first or second conjunct plus

conjunction were omitted, thus e.g.

(20)' a. his explanation for Alex’s point about sty dreams

b. his explanation for Katherine’s point aboutiabxdreams

Other coordinated group genitives are rather diffemn this respect. Thus in time and
measure expressions like (12) above, (26)a ando@dyv, also generally accepted without
guestion by native speakers, the first conjuncttrbagetained and furthermore disallows

repeated marking withOSss:

(26) a. an hour and [a] hadfdiscussion (KLX 1506)

b. lahalf's discussion

c. *an hour’s and (a) half's discussion

In some cases the second conjunct may insteadpbeased from the first:

(27) a. a day or setime [...] (KNF 248)

b. aday's time or $0

2L A possible example like (27)b is
0] if you've missed the first couple of weeks'rttoor so (JYN 0782)
but we have chosen to takesoas an approximation not ftwe first couple of weeklsut forthe first couple of

weeks' worthin which case there is no separation.
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(This is often possible with ordinary possessordmations tooAlex’s point and

Katherine’s)

Table 1: Coordinated expressions of time about here

A web search foa day or so’s time/workind its separated variants is instructive:
Although derived from a very small sample, Tabkuggests that there may be no strong
preference either way. Attachmentrafsss alternates between head and right edge of the
possessor NP, as also in the ordinary coordinatbonse and in the postmodified

constructions discussed in Section 4.5 below. iBrsvital clue to understandirgsss.

4.3 Postmodification

If POsss really is a right-edge phenomenon, then it shogltur as readily after
postmodification as in head genitives, and no mattet the host word. This is at least the
implication of the theoretical research (and qiedifa little in the descriptive grammars) and
is the view propagated in other sections of therletsve literature, in which the prevailing
assumption is that the group genitive “is a comreature of PDE [Present-day English]
syntax” (Moessner 2003: 114). (Remember, howehat,the ternGROUP GENITIVEprobably
covers many examples which we would not classify@srmob-POss) Now it is true that
examples with a variety of right-edge elements tik@se in (28) are easily found on the web

and can be readily produced and understood:

(28) a.[...] or have the sound of your bell crash inte sound of the person next to

you's bell [...]*3

2 www.google.co.uk on 4.3.09.
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b. [...] a movie in which the director spends moshisftime trying to point the

camera at the BACK of whoever is speaksngead in order to make the lousily-

recorded, mumbling and whispering that they aregltotally incomprehensibfé.

c. i like the guy in the yelloig head/body movemeft.

Our data — systematically gathered, naturally ooog and quantifiable — tell a
different story, however. First of all, postmodéton of the possessor is rare overall with

POSSS:

Table 2: Postmodification in possessors witlsss (BNC spoken) about here

Note that “postmodification” in Table 2 simply redeo postmodifying material in the
possessor NP that comes somewhere after the heaconpronoun. In Table 3, the

structural nature of that material is classifféd.

Table 3: Structural nature of postmodification ospessors withosss (BNC spoken) about

here

It will be seen that postmodification Igyseis the most common type, and that means — in

every case but one — postmodification just one viamd.

2 http://maircrosoft.com/ringing/ringingdancing.faccessed 5.3.09]

24 http://www.palimpsest.org.uk/forum/showthread. piw@7898 [accessed 5.3.09]

% http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=du4RNrd43kc [aceess.3.09]

% One example, (63) below, is counted twice, apéstmodifier contains botseand arin-phrase; that is

why N adds up to 1 more than the total and thegrdages to more than 100.
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4.4 Postmodification by a single word

The most frequent type of postmodification withirGsss construction is the placement of a
modifier immediately (Payne & Huddleston 2002: 428r the head of the possessor NP.
The head is usually an indefinite pronosorfieone, anyone, everyone, no;@te.)?’ in

which case in the spoken BNC omigeoccurs as postmodifier (cf. footnote 13 abovejhwi
POSSS attached to it. Constructions of this type coritvéith the examples described in
Section 4.5, in that, despite the presence of padifioation, it is far more frequent to find a
POSSS construction than an equivalesftconstruction: in the spoken BNC, there are 123
examples (see Table 3) mbsss attaching to a possessor of the tgpeneongetc.] else

illustrated in the typical (29) and the more crea{i30):

(29) But er we have to repair everybody &sead work. (GYY 151)

(30) There’s more bloody letters here for Steven thanbamgger elss (KCX 8993)

By contrast there are only at most ten correspanafitonstructions:

(31) Now please don't think that I'm saying this for bemefit of somebody elséG5H

005)

270r, in the terminology of Payne & Huddleston (20823-4) acOMPOUND DETERMINATIVE One possessor,
transcribed asunclear> else’s is in context most likely to beverybodyor everyone else’sSTwo examples
haveany/no bugger else'&ee (30)), and in fact it would be reasonabledat the dialectal indefinitesny/no
buggeras members of the same compound determinative @aseZwicky (1973: 101-2), who says that the

distribution of postposeeélseis syntactically confined to certain pronouns).
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However, all of theeosss examples involve animate possessors, while sikefen
possessors iaf-phrases are inanimate (6/9 if we trathe hands adis a complex
preposition), so considerations of animacy ard\ike have played a large part in the choice.
Postmodification can also occur with a single poséd word of other classes, but the
only two cases in the spoken BNC — we discounthdidged names — are seen in the
possessathe year before’sinstead we give examples of other single-wordrmosdifiers

found on the wel®

(32) but then instead of moving onto the path of whatge& normally would,

you move onto, well, someone differsnpath®®

(33) | got the auto DVD play tip from someone Heneost®

These constructions are highly constrained: the loé#he possessor NP is drawn largely

from a very limited repertoire of indefinite pronmipacethe speaker of (30)).

4.5 Longer postmodifiers

The single-word postmodifier exemplified in (328§ ould have its own modifier, making

for a longer postmodifier phrase. We give a wehmgXa:

(34) A warm heartfelt film that gives you a look at literough_someone quite

differents eyes?

2|t is not that such NPs do not occur in the BN®@ytjust do not occur as possessors; see, foniresta
Someone naughisysmashed a seat, loolB8 2055). Notice als@he relatives of the President elewre
testing out their new roles at the victory pafi§RU 425), in which amf-construction is used insteadrafsss.
29 http://maircrosoft.com/ringing/ringingdancing.feccessed 9.3.09]

30 http://ubuntuforums.org/archive/index.php/t-7642@ml [accessed 9.3.09]
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Again the spoken BNC has no such examples.
We turn now to the remaining cases,oETMoODPOSSIn the spoken BNC. There are

a number of recurrent types, illustrated here bglaction of examples:

(35) there was substance in the presbytery of Hanidtolaim that ... (F85 20)
(36) you haven't got a cat in h&dlchance of doing it (JAO 259)
(37) The implications for my daughter’s safety and sgguand and mine and

the rest of my famil\g, because [...] (HE7 260)

(38) [...] the social services accept the implicationhad tlirector of social

services report on the future of the department’s eldpésson’s homes [...] (JOM
12)

(39) the criteria in the Department of Transgartanual of environmental

appraisal (JOU 437)

(40) a huge percentage of the whole of Scotlapadpulation (J9Y 43)

(41) So in a very broad sense agriculture is going teha <trunc> con </trunc>

contribute to China’s, China as a whisleconomic development (JJN 426)

(42) They are the colour of the leader of the cousahirt (JT7 95)

(43) [= (2)] [...] and he was engaged to, then to the thesident of America

daughter (K62 6)

(44) But the Prime Minister of the tingeefavourite W D A head Dr Gwynne

Jones has now gone. (K6E 254)

31 http://catalog.ebay.co.uk/Inside-Im-Dancing-/45085/r.html [accessed 19.09.09]
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(46)
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(48)
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(50)

(51)
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[...] It's our land <pause> it's not our land <pausgsthe people of
Leicestershirs land and what the people of Leicestershire &g are saying to
us sir, they're saying to us [...] (KGM 22)

So the whole of the plaristenergy existence depends upon research

chemistry. (KRF 447)

You don’t think it could have been the lady of timisés dress shortened

for a maid (KRJ 123)

This Sunday the world-wide Funi§] for Naturés Walk for the Rain Forest

is taking place [...] (KRT 3285)

The speculation that the Archbishop of Canterlsuspecial envoy, Terry

Waite, will be free by the end of this week. (KRT34)
well the industry <unclear> C | T B industry traigiboard premises are just

near_one of my sisterhouses erm in Norfolk isn’t it in Norfolk someafe? (KGK

657)
Er the individual responsible for this this is ydetter from the er director of

er <unclear> the Officers of the Director Gensrblroadcasting Principle Assistant

Dalek to the Director General. (HVO 148) [possessurertain]

Every one of the BNC examples (35)-(51) has a noumediately befor@osss. Notice,

though, that despite these right-edge, non-heads)aw ambiguous examples (of the type

the man with the cat’s egreccur, just as Quirk et al. predict (1985: 1345)e overall

distribution of hosts forosss is shown in Table 4:

Table 4: Host word obosss in possessors with postmodification (BNC spokdgua here
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We have already commented on the prevalence amthsptatus otlsein postmodification.
Otherwiserosss attaches to a noun or pronoun in nearly all ofrémeaining 95 cases (as of
course it does in the 9,682 examplesass without postmodification of the possessor).
That leaves just four examples of a different kafithost:the year befor€x2),a day or so
Charles the Second

The other striking fact about these examples isrtteny of the postmodified
possessors are clearly titles or phrasal propeesaitihe Department of Transpofx10), the
Presbytery of Hamiltoi(x4), the Director of Social Servicgs?2), the Archbishop of
Canterbury, the World-Wide Fund for Nature, Chatles Secondetc. — and/or a well-
established collocation or constructiofa) cat in hell['s chance]x2),the whole of Xx2),
X as a whole, the lady of the house, a board aatlars, the member of staff, a day orso
some of which can be regarded as fixed phrasededth patterns likeomeone elseould
also be counted as established collocations, leaat, constructions of very limited lexical
productivity.) In Table 5 it is shown that postmioelis that occur irrosTMOD-POSSare
strikingly restricted, with at most 11 (counted gmusly) containing possessors that are

more or less freely constructed.

Table 5: The formulaic nature BbsTMODPOSS(BNC spoken) about here

Indeed, some of those 11 are dubious, whether bedhe possessor could be regarded as an
established collocationihie Prime Minister of the tim@r because ambiguity of structure
makes it uncertain whether we have to do with posdifitation at all (e.gsome of the
manufacturers' guarantegs

Now although “fixed phrase” may be somewhat subjecivhat seems clear is that

phrasal proper names aeldeconstructions form two very special subtypes@a$TMOD
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POSS neither of which is cited in theoretical worksapport of right-edge analysesrasss.
If they are discounted, only 20 (at most) are kzftnere 0.2% of overalosss occurrences.
Notice that the total in Table 5 is lower than ible 2 to Table 4: the missing items
represent a kind of postmodification wheresss is not attached at the right edge of the

possessor NP (see Section 4.6.2 below).

4.6 Avoidance strategies

Overall, the rarity of attachment pbsssto the right edge of a postmodified possessor is
striking and at odds with the implications of titerature. Rather than us@sTMODPOSS

speakers tend to adopt what we will refer ta\aSIDANCE STRATEGIES

4.6.1 The of-construction

The obvious avoidance strategy is the constructiost often mentioned as an alternative to
POSSS, namely theof-construction, of which there are 31,683 in thekgpoBNC. There are
many studies of the factors conditioning the chiietveerrosss andof, most recently
Szmrecsanyi & Hinrichs (2007). If postmodificatiohthe possessor were not at issue, a
lengthy possessum or a possessor which is humatopiedl, for instance, would normally

militate against thef-construction. Yet here it occurs:

(52) on the death, marriage or remarriage of the peifsanyou actually

nominated (FUF 306)
(53) A woman in the audience/church left in the middi¢he

performance/wedding and as she left she trod ofotiteof the man at the end of

the row (FSN 0790)
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4.6.2 Split genitive

Another avoidance strategy is theLIT GENITIVE, wherePosss is attached to the head noun,
and the remainder of the possessor phrase is pktsedhe possessum. This involves
postmodification, therefore (which is why they weoerinted in Table 2 to Table 4), but is not
what we have been callimpsTMODPOSS It is not mentioned in the literature on modern
English. A similar construction was frequent in Miiel English, declined during Early
Modern English as a result of competition from gineup genitive, and is assumed to have
died out by the second half of the seventeentrucgiGorlach 1991: 82; C. L. Allen 2002:

73-4; Dons 2004: 43; Nielsen 2005: 285%):

(54) Middle English:patt he was Sop Geds Sune off Heoffn'¢hat he was truly
God of Heaven’'s Sord@rmulum (C. Allen 1997: 115))

(55) Early Modern Englishthe kinges sonne of Englan@ltenberg 1982: 61)

The postposed element was characteristicallgfaorase.

That particular characteristic is not true of oatad but otherwise we can say that a
split genitive appears in PDE, with up to 17 examph the spoken BN&.As such, this
apparently unnoticed pattern is barely any raran tiheeosTmob-PoOsswhich has been
crucial to theorising. Again we pick out the possegphrase — now split Rosss and the

possessum — with underline, and here we give mamergus context than usual:

32 For related avoidance strategies in Swedish, segB (2003).

33(72) and perhaps (71) are not quite certain.
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[...] the person that was having a fit would absdiuge through hell

because somebody at some stage had said oh yogputsstmething in a persen

mouth_that has epileps¢gF8C 105)
[...] | remember when projects used to come intogitweip from on high,
they used to filter through the organization, utiitdy landed on somebddydesk

who was actually supposed to carry out the w48 740)

And as you’ve seen with previous closures of ounés, the last three, is
that we've been able to utilize some of those resesuto provide that shift in policy
which has been very successful, and has, er, @ggdhat we’ve got <unclear> has

allayed_peopls fears who've been used for those residentialdhangreements

(J3P 610)
[...] | could get anywhere with one stick in the teoii anywhere and | went

to my sors, er which is now coming..] (J8F 14)

<trunc> | </trunc> in the past <trunc> th</trunc¥a@ville mentioned these
letters that used to work their way down from oghhivhich might have just been a,

<trunc> a </trunc> bit of a twinkle in somebdslgye with no money at all to spend

on physical worH...] (H48 827)

We don’t know the gentlem&name with the tape record@iM7 8)

The only time we’ve <trunc> ev</trunc> you knowpuabs round here is

like | said when it's someoigebirthday in the family(FY6 576)

[...] they were actually trying to say it's not myufathat thing come in, it's
not my fault that things are like this, it's somdielsés fault in a different
organisation(JK5 68)

And | was very friendly with the managesecretary of the Co-oyril

[...] (FYH 383)
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(65) yes er no it's the neighbdarhouse across the roé@Y4 391)
(66) And my neighbous husband down the stahlie was a first class French

polisher. (K6L 4043

(67) To lead him work, instead of borrowing other pe&pie the yard (HDH
474)

(68) This is_ someoris baby in the audiendbat we’re, we're having a go at.
(HM2 738)

(69) [...] erm is it Clarke Kent, is that the gsimame on televisigryou know the

character, you know the guy that walks around yoavkhe’s the boy next door
type figure with glasses and all the rest of itsh macho figure that and then in a
transformation take place and woof goes flying tigtothe air doesn’t he, what is
he, he’s Batman isn’'t he (KN7 23)

(70) Well, you know, practically, the governor or theatleyou see, he knows
what he’s gotta work, but erm, I, | know becauseltids don’t, but he generally
tells them well | wanna work so and so and he giwesa bit of paper with the

horsesnames on wants gallopinHYC 969)

(71) What they've paid me <pause> <trunc> wha</truncawim entitled to

<pause> is erm <pause> obviously my weekage<pause> that I've worked

fortnight’s holiday pay (JNS 241)

(72) It doesn’t affect the value of anybddyote in those countriest all. (JSG

154)

% This example is taken from Scottish English, iriahitdown the staicorresponds to Standard English

downstairs The sense intended herdhis husband of my neighbour (who lives) down thie/dbwnstairs
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It is striking that a wider range of postmodifisrfound in split genitives than in
POSTMOD-POSS including some ending in a verb, i.e. a word cofass other than nominal.
Outside the BNC, split genitives were attested lmclv the postmodifier ends in a preposition

or an adverb:

(73) the womars bedroom who | lived witfi®

(74) he's known for leaving smutty messages on varicamevs Facebook sites

who work heré®

For (73) compar¢ghe woman (who) | lived with bedroom which resembles an example said

to be “fully acceptable in informal speech” (Payeéluddleston 2002: 479).
Converting some of the above examplesdeTmoDbPOSSsleads to constructions
which may well be grammatical (cf. Bermudez-Oter®&yne forthcoming: 40), but whose

acceptability is at best dubious (on which seei&eet.6.4 below):

(56)" [...] aperson that has epilefsynouth

(57)" [...] somebody who was actually supposed toycaut the works desk

(58)" [...] people who've been used for those redidéhome agreemerissfears

(59)" [...] my son which is now comirg...]

(60)" [...] atwinkle in_somebody with no money dttalspend on physical wokeye [...]

Other split genitives in the BNC could have beeceptably rendered without a split,

but weren't:

% Heard in an interview in the television progranifiee 60s: The Beatles Deca@éK TV History, 20.1.07).

3 Att. BBC Radio Nottingham 4.11.2009.
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(64)" And | was very friendly with the manager b&tCo-ofs secretary, Cyril

(65)" yes erno it's the neighbour across the 'sohduse

(66)' This is_someone in the audieisdeaby that we're, we’re having a go at.

4.6.3 Co-referential pronoun

A further avoidance strategy found in the corpusesleft dislocation of a postmodified

possessor (underlined in the example below), segynim order to avoid a group genitive:

(75) Rodney <gap cause=anonymization desc="last on&stie">, general

secretary of Britain's largest trades unisacrets of his credit card and bank

account are on sale for two hundred pounds. (HE7 2)

compare: secrets of Rodney [...], general secretByitain’s largest trades unitn

credit card and bank account [...]

The possessive marker in this construction is agxsve pronourh(s, her, its, theirwhich
replaces the possessorsituand agrees with it in gender and number.

More commonly, such a co-referential pronoun fedhe possessor NP directly.
Examples when transcribed resemble examples frolerggeriods of English such as
Shakespearethe Count his galliegcited in Barber 1976: 146). The corpus contalhs 1

certain examples (and a further six dubious oneslding the following:

(76) a. All the other fella his ropeould be dragging on the ground then you

know, it was difficult to to to get the two to caaate together. (HEM 335)

b. Well Lennox Lewis <pause> his boxing carkas finished, no? (KDN 3179)
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c. A, Mary Pickford her buswas thirty two inches, B, Jansi¢] Mansfield, her bust

was forty three inches (KCU 9352)
d. And that’s the furnace that creates the steaitlasteam goes then to the turbines

and a matter of half a million er Drax <pause> Dpaxver station and Ferrybridge

<pause> their unitare s s s half a million horsepower [unclear] laathillion or six

hundred five hundred million horsepower. (HEV 266)

As exemplified, the possessor in this construati@y be animate or inanimate and may be a
coordinated group, (76)d. The BNC transcriptiongasgs that they are not a revival (or
continuation) of the earlier construction but mitkely involve a topicalisation or left
dislocation of the possessor. Six of the elevecloling (76)b,c,d) explicitly feature a pause
between the possessor and the prorfdliris possible (in the absence of the original
recordings) to imagine such a pause precedingas&d possessive pronoun, giving a stress
pattern which would mark the possessor as the tppamoun + possessum the comment, but
equally these examples might simply represent i@ & mid-utterance change of

construction (anacoluthon) which occurs in unrebegispeech.

4.6.4 Grammaticality vs. usage: “CASUAL” examples

Avoidance strategies involve speaker choices, haktis an often-neglected difference
between grammaticality — what speakeas in principle do — and actual usage. (Indeed it
has been claimed that spontaneous spoken Engtishllsgcas a different grammar from the
written English which perhaps informs the judgemefiteducated linguists (see e.g. J. Miller
2006).) The split genitives discussed in Secti@2above form an interesting set. They are

not exactly grammatical, to judge from the reactiohcolleagues, and can look somewhat

3" The comma inserted aftdane Mansfieldn the BNC transcription is assumed here to reprea pause.
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outlandish when transcribed. One factor which maydbevant to judgements of (56)-(59) is
that they involve a relative clause whose antedeidenpossessive, an “old construction [...]
now considered awkward” (Denison 1998: 275). Yesthsplit genitives have been uttered.
They represent a consistently-formed pattern, agplgrunobtrusive in context, with no
evidence in the data of self-correction, metalisjoicomment or hesitatidh— so not a

typical speech error. Furthermore, as we have skepare sometimes — see here (56)-(60) —
the least worst choice, in the sense that thane mbviously better alternative. To coin an

acronym, they are

(77 Consistently Atested, 8mi-grammatical, bobtrusive Ad Least-worst =

CASUAL

The distribution oPosss illustrates a gulf between grammaticality and
CASUALness. WhileeosTmobPOssis grammatical but very limited in use, split geras
are CASUAL but often less acceptable on inspectiand therefore ungrammatical? A
similar contrast turns up in some of our spokendsfedata omrosss, though a different
CASUAL pattern emerges there.

CASUALness is not the same &SCEPTABILITY, although they are obviously related.
Hawkins (1994, 2004) makes important contributitmthe debate on acceptability vs.
grammaticality. He has argued that performanceusial to grammatical description and
that usage data must be explained by referencetegsing considerations as well as
underlying grammar. Newmeyer (2003) offers a syimgiiat summary of usage studies
before making the case for the separation of granamé usage. Processing considerations

will certainly have a bearing on what does (tend to) occur, as for example OSTMOD

% The surrounding context sometimes shows dysflueinciuding hesitation, however.
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POSS and also of course on whddesoccur, though CASUAL examples are neither wholly
grammatical nor acceptable. Pullum (2005) is afselevance: its focus is more on the
relationship between attested examples and gramahdtscription. However, Pullum’s
discussion of “correctness conditions” and mistdikesvise does not appear to address our
CASUAL category. A closer parallel is afforded Ine tdiscussion of context effects,
SUBOPTIMALITY and markedness in Sorace & Keller (2005: 1508t505-17), a paper based
on experimental data within an Optimality Theorgnfrework. There is further experimental

work to be done here which goes beyond the scofieeqiresent paper.

5 Why is POSTMOD-POSsdispreferred?

Postmodification of the possessor NP is the crdatbr in the theoretical analyses of
POSSS. However, as illustrated in Section 4, speakeve lzaclear aversion to attaching
POSSS to a postmodifier, however grammatical the resugiht be. To account for this

surprising fact, a number of proposals are canwbissthe following sections.

5.1 A production explanation for split genitives

One intuitive explanation of the split genitive aaélates to online speaker production.
Having started with the possessor rather than dssgssum, a speaker will be committed to
POSSS rather than anf-construction. If they then find they are dealingima possessor that

is a complex, non-head-final NP, the expectedTmon-Posswould be impossibly awkward

in some cases at least, e.g. (56)-(60). What thaksw actually produces, as often as not, is a
split genitive, withrosss attached to the head noun and not at the righg.dddavour of

this account is the fact that with postmodifiedgessor NPs that can be described as
unequivocally non-formulaic, only split genitivesounir; the possessors mbSTMOD-POSSare,

as already noted, rather more restricted. Sucltemuat would have been strengthened by

good evidence of awkwardness, e.g. abandonmentahalicatedoSTMODB-POSSIN favour
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of anof-construction, or hesitation in the split genitivége have not found the former, but

perhaps there is some hesitation in (59) and §&B;also note 38.

5.2 A cognition explanation for split genitives: the pkimity principle

The observation that speakers appear to want HA®®ss attached to the head of the
possessor NP provides the starting point for amgibssible explanation of split genitives,
building on the findings of Kreyer (2003), linkeal ¢ognition and ease of processing.

In the absence of postmodificatiorr@sss construction places the heads of the
possessor and possessum NPs directly adjacené tanmthertbe leadels shirt). In
POSTMOD-POSS the postmodifier would separate thehme(leaderof the council’s shibt
violating what Kreyer terms treROXIMITY PRINCIPLE, namely the requirement that “related
constituents should be in the proximity of one &eotthe further apart related constituents
are, the less acceptable the construction will(be& Hawkins 2003: 184 "Adjacency
hypothesis”; Kreyer 2003: 179-80). dftconstructions, the head of the possessor NP a&nd th
possessum remain equally close even under possesstarodificationthe shirtof the

leader, the shirtof the_leadenf the counc)l Kreyer uses the proximity principle to explain

why postmodified possessors tend to occuwfioonstructions (2003: 179, 201) (and in his
data, always do). Since split genitives would aeohithis kind of proximity tootfie leade’s
shirt of the counc])l, the proximity principle could be invoked to eapl them too. However,
split genitives destroy the proximity of possedsead and its postmodifier. And the whole
discussion is predicated on the assumption thgtdseessum has no premodification to
disrupt proximity.

If the postmodified possessor NP is a more orfigss phrase (e.dhe leader of the
council, the president of Amerijc®@osTMOD-POSSis more likely, presumably because the
entire phrase is stored as a unit and, therefagss may be attached to it as if to a single

noun with no problems for cognition. Fixed phrasesh as these correspond to the “prefabs”
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described by Bybee, namely “word sequences that@areentionalized, but predictable in
other ways”, and lexically listed: “Speakers redagmrefabs as familiar, which indicates
that these sequences of words are stored in mesespite being largely predictable in form
and meaning” (2006: 713).

Overall, the split genitive appears to be a meaadopted in speech to aid processing
or, at least, to avoid constructions that wouldhael to process. This cognitively-based
explanation accounts for the restriction of thetgmnitives to spoken language and for their
strange character when written down. Split postification can happen in non-possessive
NPs too, both in speech and in writing. This igstrated with examples attested in

spontaneous speech:

(78) (it wouldn’t read my usb-stick:) every other comgndoes that I've tried it
in
(79) the lyricsare a bit creepy to that song

The underlining indicates the split constituent.
The following examples taken from the BNC alsowglsplitting of long elements

which would have been grammatical, if harder tacpss, had they been left unsplit:

(80) A difficulty arises with the Fourier transform integral of éeua(11.11)

because it is indefinite for certain important tiependent functions F(t) such as
the unit step function shown in figure 11.4(a).itten BNC: K90 1153)

(81) Evidenceexists_for Jesus’s association with the militadtions and for his

own probable military activity(written BNC: EDY 577)
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(82) The dispute comes at the opentnday of the London Dumping

Convention (written BNC: K97 395)
(83) Erm, and at the moment we are carrying out sonaiegwhich er are
nearing completion, to decided exactly what theuspa_RAF’s future

requirementsre for tactical reconnaissan¢spoken BNC: JNN 233)

Of course, many such examples serve to maintaipriheiple of end-weight.

5.3 Is poss-s still a head marker?

Another explanation is historical. The fact that #plit genitives are as frequentrasTMOD
pPosswith non-formulaic possessors raises the possiltiiatPosss simply retains a
preference for attaching to the head of the poss@#8, a hangover from its earlier role as a
genitive inflectional suffix. Its behaviour is theonditioned by competing constraints, a
consequence historically BERSISTENCHiN the sense of Hopper 1991) and #fERING
(Hopper & Traugott 2003). Payne (2009) notes sonexpected realisations PHSSS in
informal writing on the web in whichosss is attachedboth to the head noun and to the

right edge of the postmodification:

(84) | turn it on, wait 10 minutes for it to bring ali files over on the gig/next
doors wireless, and it's dorie

(85) Our room was small and not very well sound-proofled,persois next

doors snoring woke me up frequently

39 In example (84), thés in guy’s might conceivably be a misspelt plural; theréhimyever, no such potential

confusion in (85) or (86).
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(86) Leroy was one of the womamext doots grandsons and stood at a

staggering six foot seven inches

Four similar examples appear in the spoken BNC patssessors postmodified blge for

instance
(87) Because he wastes everybsdgisés time. (KBG 54)
(88) And then Clara, and er, someb&lglsés name (K60 1103)

Such examples are admittedly rare and seeminglystaordard; they do, however, illustrate a
tendency to attachosss to the head of the possessor NP in the presenmestrhodification,
as well as a use ebsss as something other than a once-only marker. Téxeenples even

appear in the written portion of the BNC, e.g.

(89) The more seasoned liggers, of course, simply wenina nicking

everyonés elsés drinks. (written BNC: CK4 3407)

This erroneous duplication is strongly reminisagfithe pleonastic doubling-up of pied
piping and preposition stranding, a phenomenonaghcally attested at least from early

Middle English to the present:

(90) Do you know some people well enough in some ofdlwker seed
companies to approach them and find_out witlom they are dealing with..] ?

(KDU 124)
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5.4 Split genitive = head genitive + extraposition?

Another approach to the split genitives would bapply theCambridge Grammas
distinction betweeRHRASAL GENITIVESandHEAD GENITIVES. The split genitives would then
be head genitives with some kind of (possibly namdard) extraposition of part of the NP.
Compare the normal extraposition of a relative staim (91)b with the proposed

extraposition necessary to produce (92)b:

(91) a. Somebody [who was actually supposed to carryhanvork] arrived.
b. Somebody arrived [who was actually supposeéio out the work].
(92) a. somebody [who was actually supposed to carryhauivork]’'s desk

b. somebody’s desk [who was actually supposedrty cait the work] [= (57)]

However, it is unclear theoretically how to intelgréhe morphological properties ebsss
with the syntactic movement of extraposition. Msegious from our point of view is that
there is no explanation of (in)frequency, and thdtstinction between kinds ebsss is

being invoked that has in our view little justifitan.

5.5 General shape of NPs in English

In principle, the infrequency tfosTmob-POssmight simply be a consequence of general NP
behaviour. For example, postmodification might beyware inall NPs, and where it does
occur, the last word might still tend to be nomifden our data would not necessarily be
telling us much about the particular proclivitidsPosss. For some general statistics on the

frequency and shape of postmodified NPs, we tuthdéspoken texts of ICE-GB, a smaller
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corpud® but one that is both tagged and parsed with dnidgle reliability and accuracy. The

relevant figures are given in Tablé’6.

Table 6: Postmodification in subject and object NIE&-GB spoken) about here

These figures are enough to dismiss out of handi#eethat there is nothing special about
possessives. In speech in ICE-GB, head-final Nesaeed the norm, but the proportion of
NPs that ar@ot head-final is still considerable: 14.8% overalbn@pare this with the figure
for Posss possessor NPs in the spoken BNC, where postmatidicruns at a mere 2.2%

(Table 2 above), let alone with the figure for tea-formulaic core obosTMODPOSS 0.2%.

6 Conclusion

The main problem addressed in this paper was sdwafiancy between theoretical accounts
of Posss and its actual behaviour. The debate on the doarealysis oPosss has, as the
references in this paper show, been ongoing anedéar over three decades and, despite
Hudson’s protestation that “[i]t is embarrassingde as a profession that we are still
debating whethelohn’sis the inflectional possessive (or genitiveJohri (1995: 387), the
response from scholars has been one of increastngnehment on the side of either the
clitic or the affix analysis. The distinction betgreclitic and affix can be said to be made in

two dimensions: degree of attachment and typeaafgshent. As we saw in Section 2 above,

“* There are 637,682 words in the spoken subcorplBBiGB as against 10,409,858 in the spoken part of
BNC.

*We have counted only NPs with the function of sabpr object in order to minimise difficulties caal by
self-embedding of NPs; the total is quite largeugh to make the point adequately. DD wishesaoktSean
Wallis, Gerold Schneider and Hans-Martin Lehmanrhigpful discussions on these counts. [Note ttoedi

further detail is available if required on the pedares adopted with ICE-GB.]
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the debate has centred on the former, the placeleamy assumed to be straightforwardly
phrasal — in particular, right edge. In this papes,have had little to say about the attachment
but have focused on the placement. Since the nad;hight-edge placement is generally
assumed to be more common in spoken languageprit $poken and other informal data that
we have focused. We have shown that the theorgtimaicial behaviour oPosss, namely

the so-called group genitivedsTMoBPOSSIN this paper), is not just very rare but clearly
avoided.

As far as descriptive approaches are concernew obthe previous studies had used
spontaneous spoken language as a basis for teearah. Accordingly, split genitives had
not yet been identified in PDE (a finding whichaalgas implications for descriptions of the
history of English). We are not the first to demioaie the avoidance of certain kinds of
POSSS (see, for instance, Kreyer 2003); this paperasyédver, the first to show that, faced
with a postmodified possessor, speakers do notyalabandomrosss in favour of arof-
construction. In facttosss may also remain attached to the head of the pamsB$, while
the postmodification goes elsewhere. These splitiges exhibit the supposed clitrosss
occurring in a manner much like its original rokeasimple inflectional affix.

In fact, the split genitive constructions requsmene further explanation and, perhaps,
justification; it is, after all, tempting to writhem off as production errors. It is true that they
look unusual when written down, but this is alsetof the more complex and spontaneous
group genitives, which Kreyer (2003) showed to W&@@ed strongly in written language.
There appears to be no problem with statingrbatrmob-Possis largely restricted to
spoken language; we can do the same for splitigegitThe split genitive is a measure that
aids the production and comprehensior@$ss constructions with a postmodified
possessor. It is striking that the vast majoritpo$TmMOD-POSSthat do occur in the data

involved a fixed phrase as their possessor, whigresumably accessed and treated as a
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single unit for purposes of cognition. A split g&re is unnecessary with such possessors,
and indeed none occurred in the spoken BNC Hata.

Theoretical accounts must be adapted to accouttidosplit genitive. Any attempt to
exclude it on account of its perceived “ungramnaditiz’ would be spurious (see Section
4.6.4 above on “CASUAL” usage). Conversely, we miggk, how safe are theories which
treat as criterial a phenomenon as marginal intip@aasPosTMOD-POSS(regardless of how
grammatical)?

The evidence of “normalPosss constructions and split genitives seems to indicat
thatposssactually prefers to attach to the head of the Esssa\P. lattaches readily to the
right edge of established phrases. However, the fineely constructedosTMOD-POSSthat
are noted in the theoretical literature appearetthle exception. Granted, they do show that
POSSs must be ascribed some right-edge propertiestimitirather less obedient “poster

child” than is often assumed.

“2 Nevertheless, one such split genititre president's momma of Amerjzeas attested in an interview in the

television programm&hen The Levees Broke — Act(BBC4, 19.12.06).
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Table 2: Postmodification in possessors withosss (BNC spoken)

Nature of postmodification N %

else 123 55.4
PP of 75,in 7,with 2,

acrossl,downl,for 1,0n

1) 88 39.6
relative clause 6 2.7
numerical approximations 2 0.9
before 2 0.9
other 2 0.9
Total 222| 1004

Table 3: Structural nature of postmodification in possessors witlPosss (BNC spoken)

Contiguous time expression N % | Split time expression N %

a day or so’s time 208| 56.4| a day’s time or so 161| 43.6

a day or so’s work 108| 44.8| a day’s work or so 133| 55.2

Total contiguous 316 51.8| Total split 294, 48.2
Table 1: Coordinated expressions of time

Presence of

postmodification N %

no postmodification 9,682 97.8

postmodification 222 2.2

Total 9,904/ 100.0
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Host word of POSsS N %

Noun 90 40.5
Pronoun 5 2.3
else 123 55.4
other 4 1.8
Total 222| 100.0

Table 4: Host word of POSSS in possessors with postmodification (BNC spoken)

Nature of possessor N %

indefinite +else 123 59.7
title or phrasal proper name 63 30.6
other fixed phrase D 44
neither title nor fixed phrase 11 5.3
Total 206/ 100.0

Table 5: The formulaic nature of POSTMOD-POSS(BNC spoken)

Presence of

postmodification N %
no postmodification 82,854 85.2
postmodification 14,375 14.8
Total 97,229 100.0

Table 6: Postmodification in subject and object NP$ICE-GB spoken)



