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1. Two types of possessives. | ntroducing the individual-property contrast

It has often been noted that nominal expressionsbeaeither individual-
denoting, in which case they refer to individuadshe discourse, or property-
denoting, in which case they refer to propertieskinds, rather than to
individuals (Chierchia 1982, 1985). To illustrataestdistinction, consider, for
example, the semantic denotations of the nominplessionsBondsand a
controversial playein (1a) and (1b).

(1a) Bonds/a controversial player hit a homerun.
(1b) Bill is not Bonds/a controversial player.

In (1a) the proper nouBondsand the NRa controversial playeare both
individual-denoting, since each picks out an indil in the discourse. By
contrast, these same two expressions, as usedbjn @b not refer to a
particular individual, but rather to a type or aperty, i.e., the property of
being Bonds-like (e.g., for having an exceptiorahlerun-hitting ability) or of
being a controversial player. This individual-prdgedistinction shows up in
possessive nominals as well, where the possessint be either individual-
denoting or property-denoting, as shown by the Bhglata in (2a)-(2c).

(2a) John’s book (individual-denoting only)
(2b) A children’s book (property-denoting only)
(2c) The children’s book (individual-denoting aoperty-denoting)
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| will call possessives such as that in (2a) “indi)al-denoting
possessives”(IDPs), and those like (2b) “property-denoting psssves”
(PDPs), following Kolliakou (1999) and Strauss (2D0The distinction
between IDPs and PDPs typically gives rise to afatteresting asymmetries
regarding several syntactic phenomena, as demuettby Kolliakou (1999)
in a discussion oflephrases in French and genitive constructions irdé/io
Greek. In this paper, | show that these asymmeti®@®btain in free state
possessives in Egyptian Arabic (EA), arguing thataacount of the distinct
syntactic behavior of IDPs, as opposed to PDPadily available given the
general assumptions of tReinciples and Parameters framework, coupled with
the assumption that the two types of possessivaspkrare hierarchically
merged in different positions within free state moafs.

The paper is organized as follows: Section 2 inioed the EA syntactic
strategies used to express adnominal possesstonthie construct state and
free state constructions. Section 3 illustratesaymmetries in the syntactic
behavior of IDPs and PDPs with regard to lineaeordefiniteness/specificity
restrictions, distribution, relativization, possgesation, anaphora, and scope
ambiguity. Section 4 provides a syntactic analydithese asymmetries that
follows from general principles of grammar (suchlasality, conditions on
anaphora and quantifier scope) and a structureeefdtate nominals, in which
semantically distinct possessors occupy structudiitinct positions. Section
5 summarizes the conclusions of the paper.

2. Adnominal possession strategiesin EA

Like several other Arabic dialects, as well as Maddebrew, adnominal
possession in EA is expressed by two main syntattategies: the construct
state (CS), as in (3a), and the free state (FSndans of the morphenbéaal’
(glossed “Poss” throughout), as in (3b). While ttwo strategies are
interchangeable with regard to alienable possessioly the CS can be used
for inalienable possession (e.g., body parts amilyamembers), as in (4)-(5).

(3a) madras-itahmad (3b)il-madrasa bita# ?ahmad
school-f. Ahmad the-school Poss.-f. Ahmad
“Ahmad’s school” “Ahmad’s school”

(4a) regl?ahmad (4b) *il-regl bita®&it ?ahmad
leg Ahmad the-leg Poss.-f. Ahmad
“Ahmad’s leg” “Ahmad’s leg”

(5a)?axuu ?ahmad (5b) *il?ax bitad ?ahmad
brother Ahmad the-brother Poss. Ahmad

“Ahmad’s brother” “Ahmad’s brother”
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IDPs and PDPs can be expressed by either the G%(@a)-(6¢), or the FS, as
in (7a)-(7c).

(6a) madras-itahmad (IDP reading only)
school-f. Ahmad
“Ahmad’s school”

(6b) madras-it banaat (PDP reading only)
school-f. girls
“a girls’ school/a school for girls”

(6¢) madras-it il-banaat (both IDP and PDdtdnegs)
school-f. the-girls
“the girls’ school/the school for girls”

(7a) (il-)kitaab bita@& ?ahmad (IDP reading only)
(the-)book Poss. Ahmad
“al/the book belonging to Ahmad”

(7b) kitaab bita@ ?atfaal (PDP reading only)
book Poss. children
“a children’s book/a book for children”

(7c) (il-)kitaab bita& il- ?affaal (both IDP and PDP readings)
(the-)book Poss. the-children
“althe children’s book/a/the book for the children

While CS possessive nhominals might raise interggjurestions regarding
the issue at hand, for the purposes of this pafmauls only on the asymmetry
in syntactic behavior between IDPs and PDPs in BApBssessive nominals,
hoping to extend the analysis presented here todd@nals in future research.

3. Syntactic asymmetries between IDPsand PDPsin FS possessivesin EA

As Kaolliakou (1999) points out with regard tle-phrases in French and
genitive phrases in Modern Greek, several syntastyenmetries arise between
IDPs and PDPs. | illustrate these below with dedenfFS possessives in EA.

3.1 Linearorder

Within multiple possessor nominals, the PDP typycptecedes the IDP
in linear order, as in (8a) and (8b); the reverseen degrades the
grammaticality of the sentence, as in (9a) and.(9b)
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(8a) il-madrasa bit4ait il-banaat bitag-it ?uxt-ak
the-school-f. Poss.-f. the-girls Poss.-f. esigour
“your sister’s girls’ school”

(8b)il-litba  bitad-it il- ?atfaal bita&-it ?axuu-k
the-toy-f. Poss.-f. the-children Poss.-f. thes-your
“your brother’s children’s toy”

(9a) ?*il-madrasa bitdait ?uxt-ak  bita&-it il-banaat
the-school-f. Poss-f. sister-your Poss.-f. dlrés
“your sister’s girls’ school”

(9b) *il-li tba bitad-it axuu-k bita&-it il- ?affaal
the-toy-f. Poss-f.  brother-your Poss.-f. thderen
“your brother’s children’s toy”

3.2 Definitenessand specificity

A second asymmetry between IDPs and PDPs has watddheir ability
(or lack thereof) to occur in a FS structure heabgddefinite head nouns.
While IDPs are typically associated with a defingss requirement, as
indicated by the grammaticality contrast betweehajland (11b), PDPs are
compatible with both definite and indefinite cortexas the data in (10)
shows.

(10a) madrasa bit&at ?affaal
school-f. Poss.-f. children
“a children’s school”

(10b) il-madrasa bit&ait il- ?affaal
the-school-f. Poss.-f. the-children
“the children’s school”

(11a) *madrasa bit&at ?ahmad
school-f. Poss.-f. Ahmad
“Ahmad’s school”

(11b) il-madrasa bit&at ?ahmad
the-school-f. Poss-f. Ahmad
“Ahmad’s school”

Notice, that, as Kolliakou (1999) argues for conajpée examples in French,
(11a) is grammatical on a specific reading, wheecsicity involves member-
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ship in a presupposed set (e.g., the set of sclwwated by Ahmad, built by
Ahmad, etc.). It seems, then, that the generatimas that IDPs are possible
with possessive nominals whose head noun is eifénite or specifit.

3.3 Distribution

According to Kolliakou (1999), the distribution pbssessive nominals is
governed by the Nominal Denotation Hypothesis (NDd$)stated in (12).

(12) At most one IDP phrase and at most one PD&sphis allowed per a
possessive hominal.

The NDH seems to be supported by the fact thabteirrence of multiple
IDPs within the same possessive construction igs(pnably universally)
prohibited, as shown by the ungrammaticality ofb(13Vultiplicity of PDPs,
however, seems to be allowed, at least in EA. lebiack to discuss this issue
with relevant examples in Section 4.3.3.

(13a) il-kitaab bitaail-?afaal bita& ?ahmad
the-book Poss. the-children Poss. Ahmad
“Ahmad’s children’s book”

(13b) *il-kitaab bita&?ahmad bitad Zeinab
the-book Poss. Ahmad Poss. Zeinab
“*Ahmad’s Zeinab’s book”

3.4 Relativization

A further asymmetry between the two types of pagses has to do with
the relativization possibilities allowed for eaclhen they co-occur within the
same nominal. While the relativization of an IDBgessor in the presence of a
PDP possessor is possible, as in (14b), the redation of a PDP possessor in
the presence of an IDP possessor leads to ungracalitgf as in (14c). Notice
that the grammaticality of (14d) shows that thexenothing wrong with the
relativization of PDP possessors per se.

(14a) il-beet  bitda il-fizba bita8 ?ahmad
the-house Poss. the-farm Poss. Ahmad
“Ahmad’s farm house”

! Thanks to Mushira Eid for drawing my attention the grammaticality of (11a) on the
specific reading of the head noun.
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(14b) ?ahmad ?illiil-beet  bita& il-tizba bitad-oh  Kibiir
Ahmad that the-house Poss. the-farm Poss.-hinyg
Literally: “Ahmad, that the house of the farmhof is big”
“Ahmad, whose farm house is big”

(14c) *il-Sizba ?illi il-beet bita&-ha bitad ?ahmad kibiir
the-farm that the-house Poss.-its Poss. Ahntad bi
Literally: “the farm, that the house of it of Alawh is big”
“the farm, whose house of Ahmad, is big”

(14d) ilizba ?illi il-beet  bita&-ha kibiir
the-farm that the-house Poss-its big
Literally: “the farm, that the house of it is big
“the farm, whose house is big”

3.5 Possessivization

A fifth asymmetry between IDPs and PDPs in symtaloehavior arises
with possessivization, i.e., pronominalization loé fpossessor. As indicated by
the grammaticality contrast between (15b) and (l1Bc)roperty-denoting
THEME can be possessivized only in the absence of ttieidual-denoting
AGENT. By contrast, the possessivization of an indivielenoting AGENT in
the presence of a property-denotirigME is possible (15d).

(15a) il-diraasa bitdait masraiyyit haamlit bita&-it Karma
the-study Poss-f. play Hamlet Poss-f. Karma
“Karma'’s study of Hamlet”

(15b) il-diraasa bitdait-ha v'Agent/Theme
the-study Poss-f.-its/her possessivization
“its/her study”

(15c) *il-diraasa bitdait-ha bita&-it Karma *Theme
the-study Poss-f.-its Poss-f. Karma posssgion

Intended reading: “its study of Karma”

(15d) il-diraasa bitdait-ha bita&-it masraiyyit haamlit v'Agent
the-study Poss-f.-her Poss-f. play Hamlgiossessivization
“her study of Hamlet”
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3.6 Anaphora

As noted by Carlson (1977), a nominal expressiaat thas different
denotations is typically associated with differeamaphoric elements, as in
(16a-16c) from Kolliakou (1999).

(16a) Kelly is seeking a unicorn.
(two readings: individual and property)
(16b) Kelly is seeking a unicorn, and Millie is kewg it too.
(individual reading only)
(16c) Kelly is seeking a unicorn, and Millie is ke onetoo.
(property reading only)

Expressions such amnother/some more/some othene compatible with an
individual interpretation; hence they can occuelyewith indefinite singular
antecedents. By contrast, the grammaticality ohssentences degrades when
their antecedents are bare plurals, as the comteasten (17) and (18) shows.

(17) Jack is hunting for a unicorn, and Frank @kiag for
another/some more/some others.

(18) Jack is hunting for unicorns, and Frank iklog for
??another/??others/??some more/??some others.

Not surprisingly, IDPs in EA can serve as antecelér anaphoric elements
such agl-tanyiin ‘the others’, but PDPs cannot, as in (19a) ant)19

(19a) ? il-hagammaat bita# il-suwwaar dool kaan-it mutawadga
the-attacks  Poss.-f. the-insurgents thosefwagpected-f.
bass il-hagammaat bita# il-tanyiin  kaan-it mufa@a
but the-attacks Poss.-f. the-others wassiurprise
“The attacks of those insurgents were expectetthe attacks of
the others were a surprise.”

(19b) * il-hagammaat bit&at il- ?intihariyyiin bi-t-corr il-salaam
the-attacks  Poss.-f. the-suicide-bombers hurthe-peace
bass il-hagammaat bita# il-tanyiin  bi-tSaggd il-Sunf
but the-attacks Poss.-f. the-others erage the-violence
“The attacks of the suicide-bombers hurt peaaethe attacks
of the others lead to violence.”

2The judgments in (19) are quite subtle, thoughbably due to the relative markedness of the
expressionl-tanyiin ‘the others’in general. That said, (19b) sounds much worse th@a)(1
hence the indicated “?-*" grammaticality contrast.
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3.7 Scopeambiguity

Negation and quantifiers may take scope over om¢han as in (20a),
which is ambiguous between the two interpretatioms(20b) and (20c),
depending on whetheall takes scope over negation, or negation takingescop
overall.

(20a) Ididn't read all the books.
(20b)  “For all the books, it is not the case thhave read them.”
(20c)  “Itis not the case that, for all the bookisave read them.”

With regard to EA possessive nominals, IDPs cae &dope over negation,
hence the ambiguity of (21a), whereas PDPs caasahown in (21b), where
the occurrence of the cliticized individual-dengtipossessive pronominal
forces the firstbitaaf-phrase to have a property denotation, given thedND
constraint in (12).

(21a) ?ana ma-Suft-is il-lahaat  bita&-it kull il-takSiibiyy-iin
I not-saw-not the-paintings Poss.-f. all tudists
Reading 1: “I have only seen the paintingsamhs of the cubists.”
Reading 2: “I have not seen the paintings of @urtyist.”

(21b) ?ana ma-Suft-is il-lahaat  bita&-it kull il-takSiibiyy-iin
I not-saw-not the-paintings Poss.-f. all e-ttubists
bitad&'-t-ak
Poss.-f.-your
One reading: “I have not seen the paintings gfarbist.”

3.8 Summary

The individual-property distinction gives rise tonamber of syntactic
asymmetries in free state possessive nominals inilcA way similar to what
has been observed for comparable structures i tdhguages. The list of
these asymmetries is given in Table 1.

Syntactic property PDPs IDPs
Precedence in linear order Yes No
Occurrence in definite/specific nominals only No sYe
Multiple occurrence Yes No

Relativization in the presence of the other type No Yes
Possessivization in the presence of the other tylde Yes
Variable anaphora No Yes
Scope over negation No Yes

Table 1:The syntactic asymmetries between IDPs and PDPs
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The challenging question that arises now is whetiercurrent theory of
grammar can account for the asymmetrical behavioiDé’s and PDPs
regarding the syntactic properties in Table 1himfbllowing section, | present
an analysis of these facts within the Principled Barameters framework.

4. ThelDP-PDP distinction at the syntax-semantics interface
4.1 Semantically distinct possessors occupy syntatidatinct positions

Munn (1995) notes that the IDP-PDP distinction elates with syntactic
differences in English in a fashion similar totthated in EA in the previous
section. For one thing, adjectives precede thegssss in PDPs, but follow it
in IDPs, as indicated by the grammaticality cortgas (22)-(23).

(22a) Mary’s new school
(22b) * new Mary’s school
(23a) * men’s many shoes
(23b) many men’s shoes

Also, in multiple possessor constructions, the [Rsessor has to precede the
PDP possessor, but not vice versa, as shown i) évh(24b).

(24a) John’s men’s shoes
(24b) *men’s John’s shoes

To account for these two facts, Munn (1995) propdbat the possessor
occupies a different hierarchical position withire tnominal structure in each
case. Specifically, PDP possessors are in Sped.&lPif the lexical domain),
whereas IDP possessors are in Spec DP (i.e., ifutietional domain), as
shown in (25a) and (25b), respectively.

(25a) DP (25b) DP
D NP possessor D'
| T John
a possessor N D N
man’s | | |
shoe 'S shoe

Given the structural distinction in (25a) and (25hg differences between
IDPs and PDPs in English regarding the positiothefadjective and the order
of the possessors follow. Specifically, adjectiviesing left-adjoined to the NP
projection, will always precede a PDP possessal, aiways follow an IDP
possessor, as shown by the structures in (26a)2&i), respectively.
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(26a) DP (26b) DP
D NP DP D'
N John
a Adj NP D NP
new NP N 's Adj NP
I I I I
man’s shoe new shoe

Similarly, in case there is more than one posses#bin the possessive
nominal, the IDP possessor will always precede R possessor, since
SpecDP is higher than SpecNP, as the tree struct(2g) illustrates.

(27) DP
T
DP D'
John "
D NP
AN
s NP N
| |

men's shoes

In addition to accounting for the empirical diffaoes between these two
types of possessives in English, Munn’s analysigliss that interpretational
differences are actually associated with (or thseilteof) structural differences.
This is predicted by some version of the Syntax-&#ms Transparency
Thesis (See Uriagereka (forthcoming) for a disaurssif the mapping between
the syntax and semantics). The question now, howesvehether it is possible
to extend Munn’s analysis to account for the EAdgmesented in Section 3.
However, we have to first discuss the structureE®hominals in general.

4.2 The structure of FS nominals BEA

Notice that one of the main differences betweenliEmgrominals and EA
FS structures has to do with the position of thespssive phrase (PossP) in
each language. In English, possessors typicallgepie the head noun. In EA
FS nominals, on the other hand, possessors folk@whéead noun. To account
for this linear order fact, | will assume here|daling Siloni’s (1997) analysis
of FS structures in Hebrew, thlitaai-phrases (like Hebrewelphrases) are
right adjuncts.
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Furthermore, in order to account for the IDP-PDRtidction, | will
assume, in the spirit of Munn’s (1995) analysis Eoglish and following
Strauss’s (2003, 2005) analysis of comparable hebliega, that the two types
of possessive phrases occupy two different postiaithin the syntactic
structure of nominals. Given these assumptionsstifueture of FS nominals in
EA is as in (28). Given the structure in (28), tpeestion is whether it is
possible to account for the set of syntactic asytriese between IDPs and
PDPs listed in Table 1. | provide an answer to djisstion in the next section.

(28) DP
N

4.3 Deriving the IDP-PDP syntactic asymmetries

4.3.1 Linear order asymmetry revisitedRecall from the data in (8)-(9),
repeated below as (29)-(30), that PDPs typicallgcede IDPs within
multiple possessor constructions.

(29a) il-madrasa bit&at il-banaat bitag-it ?uxt-ak
the-school-f. Poss.-f. the-girls Poss.-f.tesiyour
“your sister’s girls’ school”

(29b) il-litba bitad-it il- ?atfaal bita&-it ?axuu-k
the-toy-f. Poss.-f. the-children Poss.-f. thes-your
“your brother’s children’s toy”

(30a) ?* il-madrasa  bitdat ?Yuxt-ak bitag-it il-banaat
the-school-f. Poss-f. sister-your Poss.-fe-glirls
“your sister’s girls’ school”

(30b) ?*il-litba  bita&-it ?axuu-k bitag-it il- ?affaal
the-toy-f. Poss-f.  brother-your Poss.-f. dhddren
“your brother’s children’s toy”
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Given the structure in (28), since the IDP phrasaght-adjoined to DP,
whereas the PDP phrase is right-adjoined to NRilldws that the IDP will
always be higher than any PDP within the nominahde, the former will
always follow the latter.

4.3.2 Definiteness/specificity asymmetry revisitelhe second syntactic

asymmetry between IDPs and PDPs in EA is that th@yformer requires the

head of the nominal to be definite/specific, wheréae latter is compatible

with both definite and indefinite contexts. Thealate repeated below as (31)-
(32).

(3la) madrasa bitdat ?affaal
school-f. Poss.-f. children
“a children’s school”

(31b) il-madrasa bit&ait il- ?atfaal
the-school-f. Poss.-f. the-children
“the children’s school”

(32a) * madrasa bit&at ?ahmad
school-f. Poss.-f. Ahmad
“Ahmad’s school”

(32b) il-madrasa bit&at ?ahmad
the-school-f. Poss-f. Ahmad
“Ahmad’s school”

To account for this fact, suppose that the diffeechetween definite and
indefinite nominals is that only the former contairDP projection. If this is
the case, then the exclusive occurrence of IDP& wéfinite head nouns
follows from the structure in (28). If there is B& projection, then there is no
place for the IDP adjunct in the structure, herte definiteness restriction.
PDPs, by contrast, do not require a DP projectionesthey are adjuncts to
NP, hence their ability to occur within either ¢t or indefinite nominals.

As it turns out, there are two pieces of supporgngpirical evidence for
this analysis. First, if specificity, like definriess, is encoded in the D head,
then we have an explanation why such sentencagammatical on a specific
reading, as noted earlier (cf. Section 3.2) withard to (32a), which is perfect
under an interpretation in which the head noun tk=na member of a set.

Second, EA has a third strategy of expressing gsgse by means of the
prepositionli-, which has the lexical requirement that its sabgchead noun
be “bare”, i.e., occur without a definite determings predicted by the present
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analysis,li-possessives should occur only in PDP contextsnbuer in IDP
contexts, a prediction that is borne out by thevgdas in (33a) and (33b)

(33a) madrasa li-Paffaal (33b) *madrasa fliahmad
school-f. for-the-children school-f.for-Ahoha
“a school for children” “a school for Ahmad”

In sum, the definiteness/specificity restriction the occurrence of IDP
possessive phrases follows from the structure &), (here they are treated as
right adjuncts to DP, hence their exclusive depeoden the presence of a D
head in the structure of the nominal, which is, dsgumption, the locus of
definiteness/specificity.

4.3.3 Distribution asymmetry revisitedCan we account for the distribution
facts, expressed in Kolliakou's Nominal Denotatldypothesis (NDH) that at

most one of each type of possessive may occurdrtsiel nominal? There is
sufficient evidence from EA that, at least with aed)to the number of PDPs
inside FS nominals, the NDH cannot be maintainesl, shown by the

grammaticality of (34).

(34)il-kitaab bita& il-fizya  bitad talta?ifdaadi bitaé& ?ahmad
the-book Poss. the-physics Poss. third prepgramss. Ahmad
“Ahmad’s ninth-grade physics book”

By contrast, as noted in Section 3.3, the parhefNDH concerning IDPs
seems empirically correct: No more than one IDRIlliswed per a possessive
nominal, as in (35).

(35) *il-kitaab bita& ?ahmad bita& Zeinab
the-book Poss. Ahmad Poss. Zeinab
“*Ahmad’s Zeinab’s book”

An explanation for this fact is possible given gahessumptions of feature
checking in minimalist syntax (Chomsky 1993, 1996)particular, following

Strauss (2003, 2005), let's assume that a D headqsired to enter into a
checking relation with an XP carrying a referentesdture in its domain, where
domain is any specifier or adjunct within the DRojpction. Given this

assumption, we can now account for the contrastdest (34) and (35) with
regard to the NDH. Specifically, if there is at mose referential value per D

% The sentence iB3b) is grammatical only on the benefactive regdimhich is irrelevant here.
(33a) also has an IDP reading on the benefactteegretation.
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head, it follows that D can only support at mose dBP phrase. In other
words, the presence of more than one IDP in theagtowf D is not allowed at
the semantic interface. If D has only one uninttgdsle feature to check
against the right-adjoined DP, then multiple chegkof that feature by more
than one such DP is presumably ruled out by cordides of economy. This
proposal accounts at the same time for why mutiigliof PDPs is allowed.
Since PDPs do not take part in feature checking tdutheir non-referential
nature), they are allowed to stack, in the sameallagdjuncts do.

4.3.4 Relativization asymmetry revisite€onsider the asymmetry between
IDPs and PDPs with regard to relativization, assillated earlier in (14). An
explanation for such an asymmetry follows from skreicture in (28), coupled
with standard assumptions of locality in syntaxpressed informally in (36).

(36) Grammatical operations are strictly local, vehimcal is understood as
“applying to the closest target for the grammatioperation in the
structure,” wherelosestis defined as “hierarchically highest”.

Consider, for example, the so-called “superioriffg@s” in multiple wh-
guestions in English, as MWho did what?as opposed t®What did who do?
Under locality, the second sentence is ruled ountesithe grammatical
operation fronting wh-questions is not applied lpgaargeting the structurally
lower object wh-phasavhat rather than the structurally higher subject wh-
phrasewho. When locality is observed, however, the resultsemtence is
grammatical. Since IDPs are structurally highentR®Ps, as assumed in (28),
it follows that under the economy condition in (3)e grammatical operation
responsible for relativization can only apply te flormer, but not to the latter,
exactly as borne out by the facts in (14).

4.3.5 Possessivization asymmetry revisitétle same locality-based analysis
of the relativization asymmetry can be extendedtle possessivization
asymmetry between IDPs and PDPs. The relevant atatdahose in (15) in
Section 3.5. If possessivization, like any otheangmatical operation, is
subject to the locality condition in (36), and givéhe structure in (28) for FS
nominals in EA, it follows that an IDRGENT will always be structurally
higher than a PDPHEME, hence always the closest target for possessmizat
thereby accounting for the grammaticality contiastween (15c) and (15d).
THEME-possessivization, however, is rendered possiblease there is no
AGENT in the structure, as the ambiguous interpretabio(iL5b) shows, since
the locality condition in (36) is satisfied vacubus this case, again exactly
as desired.
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4.3.6 Anaphora asymmetry revisite@ne way to account for the inability of
PDPs to function as antecedents is to assume, dalengines suggested by
Kolliakou (1999), that this follows from their “mdatational” nature, coupled

with the independently motivated principles govegnianaphora in natural
language in general, e.g., Chierchia’s (1985) Famétnaphora Constraint,

which states that modifiers cannot engage in pronainanaphora, as shown
by the ungrammaticality of Phe Shakespeariatragedy is at its best in his

Hamlet on the intended reading d&fis as co-referential with the modifier
Shakespearian

4.3.7Scope ambiguity asymmetry revisitdd with anaphora, the difference in
the behavior of IDPs and PDPs with regard to s@pbiguity may be argued
to follow from the assumption that IDPs are “quacditional” while PDPs are
not, given their “modificational” nature. Thereforenly the former can
interact with negation, but not the latter. Eviderbat this is the case comes
again from Carlson’s (1977) contrasts between indefsingulars and bare
plurals, as in (37a) and (37b).

(37a) Acatisin this room and a cat is not irs tidom.
(37b) *Cats are in this room and cats are not i thom.

As the contrast in (37) indicates, while indivichagnoting singular NPs
can take scope over negation, as illustrated by pibgsibility of a non-
contradictory reading in (37a), generic bare pki@nnot, as shown by the
impossibility of any other reading than the conictaty reading in (37b). If
this is the case, then the asymmetry between IDESPDPs in this regard
follows from their inherent properties. In syntadirms, given the structure in
(28), one can assume that IDPs, being quantificatican move via quantifier
raising to a position higher in the structure thrgation, giving rise to the
lower scope reading of negation. PDPs, by contaast,modificational, and
therefore are not a potential target for quantifeesing, thereby their exclusive
occurrence under the scope of negation.

4.3.8SummaryThe syntactic asymmetries between IDPs and PDEB#ifree
state nominals receive a natural explanation gi{gnthe structure in (28),
whereby the IDP phrase is merged structurally higfwen the PDP phrase, and
(b) a set of independently motivated principlesgedmmar (e.g., the locality
condition in (36), Chierchia’s (1985) Functor Anapd Constraint, conditions
on anaphora and quantifier scope, and the syntasisics transparency
thesis).
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5. Conclusions

| have shown in this paper that the syntactic cguseces of the
individual-property distinction in FS possessivemmoals in EA regarding
linear order, definiteness/specificity effects,tudlsition, relativization, scope
ambiguity, anaphora, and possessivization follommfran analysis in which
the IDP phrase occupies a higher position (adjuocDP) than the PDP
position (adjunct to NP) within nominal structuoeupled with independently
motivated principles of grammar such as localitgatfire checking, and
constraints on anaphora and quantifier scope. @imgsistic variation
between English and EA is minimal and reduces ® marametric difference:
The adjunct-specifier option for possessive phrasasally, if correct, the
analysis presented here provides further suppora fineory of grammar that
assumes transparency of mapping between syntagesmnantics.
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