T

ON THE REANALYSIS JF GRAMMATICAL TERME IN
HEBREW FOSSESSIVE CONSTRUCTIONS*

Yeel Ziv

1. Introduction

In this paper I will be concerred with a syntactic change currently
in progress in Colloquial Israeli Hebrew., Certain possessive construc-
tions in Modern Hebrew will be examiped; it will be shown that with
respect to the structure snd analysis of these construcsione there are
differences betwesn the normative literary style and the colloquial
Teraeli style of Hebraw. T claim that the possessive constructions under
investigation are currently wmdergoing grammatical reapalyzis such that,
at the very least, the term that functions as subjest in the aormative
literary style is losing some of its sunject properties in the eolloguial
dialeet. 1 show that this change in the grammaticel status of the "norma-
tive subiect” iz rather aystematic; the varicus stages of the change will
be investigated and en attempt will be made to explain the geraral nature
of the reanalysis, the reasops for it, and the directicn in which it is
heading.

It is appropriate at thias peint to comment briefly an the two dia-
lects of Modsrn Hebrew which sre relsvant for the presert investigation—
Collogquial Tsreeli Hebrew (CIH) and Hormative Literary Hebrew (HLH). By
Collogquiel Isreeli Hebrew I mean the dialect of Hebrew uvsed in casual
senversations in nonformel situatlons, where the social or educaticonal
status oF the participents is irrelevant. By Hormetive Literary Hebrew,
on the other mand, I mean the style or styles used in literatwre, and
in the media |newspapers, radic, television, and ~heatre). This dialect,
which is regerded by educators as the norm, is taught in the schcol aystem
paé ig cellad for in formel sitw <fone.l

The differences betwser the colloguial style and the pormative liter-
ary Btyle can be regarded not merely aa éinlect variations, but aleo
because of the nature of these two styles, a3 an ipatance of a diachronic
change in progress. As Sepir (1321, 156) noted, "It is of sourse the wn-
contralled speech of the folk to ¥hich we must logk for advance informa-
tion as to the general linguistic movement."

2. ‘The Structure of Fossessive Construcsions--Background

In NLA pcssessive constructicns are expregsed in the folloving
schematic manner:

{1] be tc ecmeone gomething
dative neminative

The poir phrase that deactes the possessed object [which 1 refer to &5
the possessed nominal)] occurs ir the nomiratlive case, the verb to be
sgrees with the poesessed nominal in gender, number, ard Derson, and the
noun phrase that desigrates the poaseascr {the posseasor nominel ) ozcurs
in the dative cese. Consider the sentences in (2}
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{2} a. haye lemc¥e  ¥aon veyenri,
waa {3m sg) to Moshe watch {m} Swiss (m)
'Moshe kad a Swiss watch.'

5,  Leysa lemo¥e mexonit adama.
was (3f sg) Lo Moshe car (I} red {f)
'Mozhe had s »ed car.'

L4 W - . .

c. hayv lemdse 2 o¥s sLArLm ruslyzm.
were to Moghe three (m) beoxs {m} RFussiea
'Moeghe haé three Fussisn books.'

€. hayu lemofe Y%tey mexoriyos xade¥ot.?
were bo Moshe two (') cars (&) new [f)
"Moshe had twoe new zars.'

The fact thet the vsrb in sentences (Pa-d, agrees witk the possessed
uoawumu indicates that the latter functions as “he subject in theses pos~
sesRive nnamdwﬁnﬁ»onm. This is the case bzcause, &5 Indicated by the
sentences in {3), only sudjecsts -ortrol ver® mgresment in Hebrew:

{3} &. BSara natne lahem seler.
Sara (f) gave (£ =g) tc them im) a book (m)
'Grra gave them a kook.'

b. *Ears netean lahem seler.
gave (@ egl
c. *Sara natou lahem sefer.

gave (3 pl}

) {3b} ard {3e) are -ll-farmed; they exemplify verd agrecment with the
wpﬂmuu aujert and the indirest oblect respectlvely. (3e), however, where
it i3 the subject whkich cortrols vers agreement, is wali-formed.? There—
fore, we can safely concliée that the posseazed nominel seTves as subjset
in NLF possessive construgsions. It is orecisely ihe sublecthcod of the
mOmmWamwa nominel, kewever, which is invelwed ir the grammatical reanal-
y3is a7 the poscessive constructiorns in CIH.  In the following sections,
T will zhow ihat the possessed pnmaminal is Zosing zome of its subjecl
properiies in CIH.

4. Eubject Properties and the Promotional Bierarchy

| Keanan (2976 claims thal Lae notion 'subject of' is pot = single
:upwwmm concept, but ratier that thz sudlesthood of an N2 results frem a
comtination of facicrs. ience, a nowr ohrase s ‘udged Lo be Lhe subject
af 8 muwms rentenee if it possesses & clear prepondersnce of Lhe sublect
propertics re_ative to the cther NPs in the sentence.
o @:w subject properties list that Keenar prewides In this context
includes propersies relevant to the surfacs coding of the subject (e.g.
case marking and posilicn reletive to the wverb); oroperties iovelvirg the
oxacl irensformational tehavior of the sublect [2.g. what transformztions
it ran muawumn”w ard properties which bave <o do wilh the semantic andfor
ﬂwmmﬂmﬁwn.ncanSﬁ of sutjecthocd [e.g. agency, independsnt =xlstence).
The .En.npﬁmneou= coneept of sublect, as developsd by Keenan, zan be
¢vppummn —o capture gererallzelions sbout varying degress of subjecthood.
[ s} ﬁuQWMOCm cheracterizaticn of the raticn 'subject of' was capable of
expressing such chserveliors in a nmonarbitrery Jashion. |

Eeenan us=f the redelfined nozion of 'subject of ' to advanzce the

following generelization: "Non-basiz subjents subjecls éerived by some

_
|
;
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transformationa. process] ere never more subjeet.ike than basic zunjeois.
In olaer words . . . subjects of neo-baslc sentences frequently €2 nob
Lave quite as Tull a comp_ement of the subject properties as dc subjects
of [basic] sentences” {Xeenzn 1576, 323]. This generalizatior suggests
+hat trensformaticonal cperasions which create derived sckjects may do 30
to a greater or Lesszer exteat, and -4 fellows fror this thet certein of
tke subject properties will Le harder fcr deriveé subjlects to mcquire than
azher subjsct properties, and, comeersely, Luat sone subject roperties
mey e harder than obthers to 1oze, whea Losing subject status. Keenar
proposed the following Premation to pbject Hierarehy to represent tne
relaktive diff:zulty with which the various suajecs properties can be
passed on to derived mﬂwumnem.r ’
(4] Tre Promoticonal Hicrarenly
Semantic/Pragmatic
Properties
c3ition > case > owerh > deletion, movement, * agency, Indepenceot
marking agreenent case changing prop- existerce, nelsctional

ertics, cortrol of restrictions

cross refareace

yroperties

Cadivg Froperties Behawvicr N%Q@m1nmmm

Tris promoticnal ndererchy clmims that St is easier fur darived subjects
to take opn ke coding propersies of subjects of basic sentenzes than to
arsume tre behavioral or sementic nroperties of sublects of Laslic senten—
~eg, Farthermore, witkin the zoding properties, subnject positicn is =h=2
sesrest To assume; case markirg apd verk agreemsnt Are mOre difZicult
properties to take on.

Kecnan's promotional YTierarchy is interded as o charazterizaticn of
a synchroniz process. lowever, I found St very aseful to use the hisr-
arcky when consicering the dizchrenic issue ab hand. The Fromonlona.
Fierarchy (Fi) allows us to preseri -he diacbroric process of loss of sub-
jeeT properties within & sensible fremework of gradatico of subjest prop-
oTtics.

The various stages of tha diechronic procesa, espoeisl Ly thne manner
in whick the coding prcperties are Lost, in fact provice confirmetior for
tre gradaticn of sublect coding properties ir the maoner displayed it the
PY. Az will become ovidert helow, in the discarcnic preczes of regasiysis
subject pesition is lost soorer Laarn is subject case marking, and subject
aise marking, ir turn, Is giyen up befors control of verb sgreencnt Uy
the sublect is relinquisacd.”’ I will now turn to the reanelysis of the
sabjecl status of tke pessessed rominal. ] wisll epen with an cxamina-Ion
cf the coding properties.

L, Less of Bubject Coding Properties

b.1. Bubj=ct Fosition

Ihe most uoweried woré order .n Madern Hebresw, in both CIH and MLE
iz &Y, There are, however, various possible word grders, most, 17 uot
all, of whieh are eonditioned by pragmetic factorz.- For car presert
surdoscs the relcvant point with respect Lo word order 2z the Tart Zhat
the peasessed nemiral, whizh we have seor bo be the subject in bke posges-
sive constructicns in WL, doms noo norqally czour in senlence-initial
posizion in eitker ALE 2+ JIV nosseszive coastructions, wiatsver the
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ronditioning factors for this dissributicn may -o_w.m
Thus, seotencas like —hose ir Amvv whare the pcssessed nomi
’ ; cminal oocurs

(5) a. ¥aon ¥veycari haya Lemc¥e.
watch {m} Swiss {(m) wes (3m sg) to Moske
'Moghe kad s Bwisz watch.’
. SmHOumu adura hayta lemefe.
car (') red (f) was (3f sg! to Mcshe
'Moshe kad & »ed car.' '

wocra ww kighly merked both in ALY ard ix CIH: they would be practicall
wdﬁowmwdwm. unless the possessed neminal were mwwdmm interdsa Mm mon” v
(in wkizh cese it vould besar & beavy astress) or ware ao:mmnwonmm by em
umnwmxﬁ (linguistic ar situsticnal) zo serve as topiz. (For Lg mnwumwwn
ticn of my use of the terms "foeus' snd 'topiz' consult Ben-Horin 1576.)
Siree in Hesrew KPs which function as focus can ané thcese thet nm:n1mo.
as topio wpﬂm%w de ocsur zentence initially, the occurrence of the Lo,w
sesed naminal in sentence-initial position in {Sa) and {5b)} omw%,wmﬁmwtwmw
tople er focus does not invelidete my contention thet the posssssed nDLMu
nal momw,:Oﬁ ooclr ir sentence-Indtiel position Zit the uaumarked case
It will e suggesteé here that the lack of typical subjlext position wo<
WMMHMMMMMMmmW soswsmw in the unmarked case functions mwm5mmmnubwww.wz w:m
3 of ser . et i i
roanalysic Em&wHHNWH: possessive constructions in CIH. Next I will con-

.2, Cese Marking

the ;ﬂcw Hmmwoum thet %@ww btecore ciear in the eourse of <his presertation,
; change of case marxipng cn the possessed nompal is nore evident In the
mamwwnmmw where bz possessed ncmiral s definite than in the cases where
it 1is vuamw~=+am. I will, therefors, first preseat the casesz where ﬂwm
mOWmmmmwn pominel is Jdefinite; Zater ip =his paper I will deal with the
Humem:omm.cwmnm the possessed nemiral s unmmwwnnﬁm.m

In NLH +he possessed nemingl goeurs In the characteristie sublect
caEe-~the pominative. (Note trat nominative case has ro overt Hnwmwnn

logizal menifestation in Hebrew.! Consider the NLH sentences in (6):

(&) a. wmwma . lemo¥e  ha¥aon mi¥vaye var
wag (I m wmucdo Moshe the weten (m) from Switzerland already
basara BEAVIR.

in the year that passed.
'Moshe had the wateh From Switzerlend a_ready last year.'

2. Theyta lenu  namexanit hazet od k¥egarau
vas (3 f sg) te us the car  the this still when we lived
betelaviv.
in Tel aAviv
e rad this car when we were avtill Living in Tel Aviv.'

c. hayu - iesare  hataxfitim naele od lifney
Mde {3 pl) to Sara the jewelry [pl) the these still before
ehi hitxatna.

that she got married
*Sara had “his jewelry alrsady befors= she got married.'

d. hayu | lemo¥e  kekartisim lahacaga hazot kvar
vere {3 £1) to Moshe the tickete to the show (f] the this already
lifney ¥awua.

J week

befors
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'Yoghe had the tickets o <his show alTesdy & Week age. '

Ir. 0IH, howevar, the passessed romirel is assigned tho accusazive

cAase marker i, 9 “arsider the CII sertences in 7T:

{7y A, naya lemo¥e et ne¥aon mi¥vaye Krar
wae {3 m sg, to Moske mcr tne waton from Suitzerlans already
ta¥ana feavra.
<n <he vear that passed

Y. raye 1i rak et hbasefer haze Afehitxalti
was (2 m sg) to me only ees the book tre —his when .I. began
1ilmod.
to szudy
"1 had only this book when | begen to sTudy.

. tamid bhaye lesara’ &b ham? 3max meWﬁws,Ho,vp

always was o Sara asc the document <he apprazriate
'3ara &lways hLad the anpToODTIATE dccument. .
Tre Behavior of the possessed aomrinel with respect Lo pronoringlizas
tior ard rolasiviration will serve as evidence that indesd the nonseszed
rominal Tancticns as asousaive N2 in ¢4, Consider pronoming’ izaticn

f-pral.  The foliovipg serntences

-8 ba natan 1i et hamesteax  _aclira feln.
he gave to me ace the key im® to the apartment his
'He gave me the key 0 his spa-cnent,’

(8% heya 1L ot kimat  xodeS.
was L3 @ sg) to me bim {acz, slmest a monlb
'T had i for almost & montia.'

TEYTY O ¥y kaye Li kimat xocef.
he (nom] was to me almost a mantl

(al kivalti et hedaor naTeE risavta fe1n.

{I] got acc the watch the this “ram grandmother my

O

'] got this waten from my grandmcther. '

{97} Laya i3 ana mear,  Sohi kibxatna.
wes [3m sg) Lo her nim {ace) sirce thet she got marrec
16he Yad it since she got marriod.’ 1o

{g'')  *ha Laye “a near Feni hitixatna, "

b= (nom) was (@) to her sines tha she got married

ind-ecate Lbat the possessed no inal can be referred to orly Ly the accusia-
tive pronoun. (Eeace the well-forracness of {8'F and (2') as contirua-
Lians of (B and (37, respectively. ! The refcrence to the possessed pomi-
ral ty Lhe pompative pronouo, as in f8''y ard [§'7), resules in 11~
wn_dﬁuzmmw‘pw

aim’ lar facle sblain in relativigation with pronour roetention.  The
centences i (1C] indicate Lhat the relstivized posses=zsd nomina. can bLe
reTerrad to in The relative cLauze anly by the accusalive pronou.

(1] . 2= neseler ¥ naya i foet>s k&chitxalli 1ilmod.
-his the bock Jthat was 0 WO aim when {17 began to study
(¥l cto huya 11

Fat) him acc. wWas £o 00
""Thiz he hook <hat I had wher T kegan mco study. ' T
h. %*zg  heieler 21 wewa L1 ¥Echitsalti Tilmadl T
1nis Lho book that ho (pom) was ¢ me when {1] began to ¢tady

saned romipnal io no longor
rFarkirg with waich it was

Thuas, we =can conclude that in
coiated wiih rominative, susject oo

e e e Tl e i
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assocseted in N.H: rasher, 1% has acquired eccusstive case markiog.

1 nave zc far demonztrated tkat in both BLE and CTH, the possessed
momina” latks the sypical subject positiom, and that in CIB it has lest
the character-ztis subjest case marxing end ras azcaired she accusazive
cgee markipg. It should be noticed here thet position aad case marking
are twe oF the three sutject ceding vreperties mentioned in tke PH, and
that lack cr loss of the charecteristic subject coding properties invclves
same type of reanmlysis of the HF in guestion. In what follows I will
show that the possessed nominel iz mow in the process of losirg its =hird
subject codiag v#OﬁdeHI:nOdeOP pver verb agreement.

L.3. Verb Agreement

Sorsider the NLE possessive zorstructions in (6] orce ggain. In such
sentences we fipd thet the possessed nomingl centrels verk agreemert. n
CIH, however, vhere the poazessed nominal ooours with an cvert ascuaative
marker, it =ends tc lose cantrol cf verb agresmenc. Cengider the CIH sen-

tepzes in (11-1bL}.

{11} =. 7hayta tanu e7 harexenit  hazot od k¥=gerau
was {3 7 sg)] o us ace the car (I} the this (£} still when (we)
betelaviv.

Zved in Tel Aviv

'We kad this car when we were living in Tel Bwivl!

b. haya lapa: et hamexorit hazos od Wmmmmﬂ::
was L3 m sg) to as acc the er {f) the <his {f}
betelaviv,
{12) a. Thayts ledani e+= haktovet Yela k¥epagaliti  oto.

. was (3 f =g) to Cani ace the zdiress {f} hers when {I} met hin

'Dan rad ber address when 1 met aim.’

b. Thaya “edani et haktovet fela . . -
. wag {3 m sg) Lo Dani acc the address (f7 bers
T13) =. Theyu lesare eT Thakartisi; haels EVET lifney Tevas.

were (pl) to 3are ace the titkets the Luese alrcady sefore (alwaek
'Gpra had these tickets already a week age.’

. hayae lesara =t aaksriisim Fkaele . . .
was (3 m ag) to Sare sec the tickess <he thess
{1h) a&. ?hayu lesara et hasmalot neele od 1ifney gehs
ere to Sara moe the dresses {f pi) these still before tnet she
hitxatra.
got married
. kays jesara et hasmalot hagle . .

was [3m £5) to Seram scc the dresses (f pl} the shese

Centences like (1-a), (1za}, (13a}, ard (14a), wvhere the verb agre=s with
ihe mocusative definite posseased reminal, wers Judged Ty most speakers
whom I have copsulted es somewhat lower ir accsptebility than the corre-
spording (b) seatences, whers the verb cecors in the tkird-person singular
masculine irreapective of the gender and number of the possessed reminal,
Other speakers mccepsed both versiors &8 equally well-formed end only B8
few preferred the [a) sertences, where the yery: zgrees with the possessec
nominal. .

I would like to rote in Lai= context That take these wariatlions in
speakers' judgmenus to indicate that the los: of cantrol cver verb agres-
mert by the possesszed nomipal is nov i progress. The two fazcts of the
grammatical procssE--pre- and post-loss of con—rol over verb agreemeni--
spparently cococur »nothe collogquial style, giving rise =c¢ such variations
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arorg speakers as T keve menticned abova.

“ne septerces in (1%} and {1A) furthner supmort Iy contention that
—here is a tendency for less of control over verb agreemsn. by the pog-
segzed aorminal. Consider:

{151 &. *zot hasimla %= hayta 1 ota B!
~hiz [f} the dress (F} _dsmu was () te me aer (ave)
v .
Ba, ata hayta 1i
(tkat her {acch was (f sg) to o
w¥earyitbd Rtana.
when 170 was little
Mhis -3 the dress <hat I kad wher 1 wos Little.'
b. zot Tasim’a "%e  hays 11 ala 4
 this (f) Lks érass [(F} |toet vas {m} <o me her ﬁmunvv ..
(%) ota hava li
—has her {acc) Wwes o me ;
{16) a. ¥eiz hataxEitin L. thayu 1i  cter  }kieveti
these the ‘ewslry (m pli |shat were Lo me tnem | wken {27 came
(%e) omam hayu J:
that thesn (m. were to me

leamerida, ’
to Amcrica
“Tris is the jewelry that 1 hed when I came Lo Amerize.’

1. ele ratax$i:zim ¥o  haya 1i olam y
these shz lewelry (m ui] )Jtkat was i3 m &gl to me tham
{¥e} otam 1aya i
that <hem {m) wes (& m ag) tomef 77

The il--fermedness of seatences suzl as {15a) &nd (16a} indicates
—hat whep -he posse3sed neminal Docurs i4 the mocusative case the werk
canaot agree wita the possessed nominal,  The verh Lhus assumnes the Lhird-
nerson masculine singuler form, as in (152) ard ﬁwmuu,um Tris type of
acutraiizaticn of vers sgresment iz im accordance with Creerksrg s cb=
servas-on 16653, 9.) that, in many lz2nguages, wher. the werb is nst in
ngrosment Witk any Lerm in tne serntence il sssumes the singalar wndE,;q

30 fer T heve examined the nossessive constructions where the pos-
cagucd pominal was definite. Ti will keeome evidenkt shorzly that the
wana.ysis of tne pozs=salve sonslruz-ions is zlearer and more advanced
in those cases an ir the case:z where the posaessed nominel 15 indzfinite
T will now examine pOSSessive acustructions with Snéefinite pogschs2d noms

H

irals.

4.4, Indefinite Pcisessed Nemirmlu

The centlences of (2} (whicn are well-formed in woth XL ané OIE), as
well as tke (s} and (b} sentences cf (7)) and (18} belcw indicate that,
Wher the poasessed nominal 1s indetiniteo, it dizplsys the same charscter-
isties with respect —c¢ posizion as tae definite possessed rominal--it
lecks the <ypical subjecT position senteace initially. Concerning case
marking, tke leosz of +he pominative. nase marking by Lhe possenoed noms nal
wEich iz evident ir CIN possessive econslructions waer Lke posseszed nomi-
wal is definite carnot be deserted in the instances where the possessed
qeminas is ipdefinits, for lzex of overt morphological distipcticn belwsen

]

the nominative sod the ancusative Dese of indefinits KEs. [(fee footnoto G
yor 4 cmmment on Lae distribazion af the accusehive marier. .
The only remaining evidencz for 196 change af stgtos of the poss

raminal, in nunstractions vhere i= iz iacefirite, may b= lc3s af control
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aver ver® agresment. There are indicetiens <haz thisz indeed happens,
aven though it eesms to be loss wide-spread when the possessed norinel is
incefirite than wher it is defipite.

When confronted with senterses sueh as those in (17] and i18)

[17) a. hayts 1 mexcait  kazot.
was (3F §g) me Lo B car ‘F1 such
I ned suzh B ocar.'
b. haya i mexonit  xazot.
wes (3 msg)ta me & car {f) such
¢. Thsys 1i et Lamexonit  hazot kEelamadeti
was (31 sz, to me aco <he car (F) the this (F) when (1} studied

barniversite,
in the universizy
. "I baé this car when I studied st —he university.'
7187 a.  bayu La tamid lemon beayot .
wewe (pl)} to her alweys £ lot of probiems If3
1%he always had & Lot of problems.’

b. thaya la tamid hemon teeyot.
was {3 m gg) 4c ner alwaye a lot of problers i
c. kays la et heks=ayct haele od teyisreel.

was (3 m sg) to ner acc the problems the these still in Jarael
'tne haé these problems bick in Isreel.”

rosT speakers whom I bave consalted considered the (&} wersion, where the
verb does not mgres with the possessed mominal, as substandard, wken com=
pared tc both the {8 version, where the wverb agrees with thke possessed
rominal, ard tc tke (¢} versica, whers Shere is no verb agroemert but
where the pescessed nominal is delinite. Scme speaxers c_aimed that all
mﬁ%mm sentencee were ejually well-formed. Ko one, however, preferred the
v} version ocver either of the other fwo.

These judgments reveal that losE of cortrol over verbh agreement DY
~h= indefinite poszessed memiral is in a less advanced s.age then i= loss
of rontre. over verkb sgreetans by the definite posseseed rominal. This

suggests that, in instances vhere there sre overt clies that the possessed

aominel lacks charecteristic case marking, the next stage in the _oss of

subject coding properties {i.e. less of contrel over verb agreement] fol-
lows more reedily then in cases where there are no cvert clues as to the

~ese merking of the NP in gues=ioa. (Cf. alse feotnote 6.}

4.5, 3eme Cenclusicns about <he Coding FProperties

Thus far T have shown that {1) Lthe possessed nowmina” lecks the Lypi-
cal sublec position In both WLH aad CTH, f2% in CIH it has Zost she
characteristic subject cese marking and hes acquired the accusative cese
marking, and (3} io CIB it is currertly im the process of losing centrol
over vert agreemant. Chese aspects of Zhe difference between the gramma-
ciral status of the posscssed oominal ir NLE and CIH suggeat that the
Zimchronic process imvelved irn the transiticn from the normative Lo the
colloguiel structure may coaszituse & wirror image of the syrchreaic pre-
cegs described by <he PH. While <he FH ¢laims thet when a term Fatns
subject proserties it asswnzs sunject positicn with gZreater ease than it
can assume case rarking snd sontrol over verk pgreenent, the diachronic
process at agnd suggests that when a term io52s sublect sroperties it
gives wp sunject position with greater eas then i ~sp relinquish its
sage marking cr its control over verb agresment .

Tke varicus stagss cf the diachrenic process feem to cocur in the

FEBRE4 PIOSEBEIVE CONSTHUZTLING 1%

rder deserited above, Dus to the basically conservative nature sf noIma-
tive é-aleste, the fact thet latk sf subnjectT pesizion is atteated in the
pormasive Bs well as in the zolloguisl mﬂmmm guggesls —hat this is the
earliest stage of the diachronic proness.””
Concerping the other twe sublect coding propersies, if loss of con-
—rel over verh agresment were fo ocour pricr to any chengsz of case marking
Lhew sentences like these in [1%] below--where casc marking cn the noe-
sessed nemiral kas not changed, Dut whers the verk no longer agrecs With
the possessed necinal--could be well=formed, at lsasi for somz cpeaksrs.
Aowewer, - Lave fourd ne suzh 5oeaieTs.
{16} &, *haps i hameronit  hazdt wvar lifney Sana.
was {m® to me she car (f) tke this (£} already wefare {e] year
"7 had =his car already & year sgo.’
h. *haya lerut  haszalet faele od weyisrasl.
ves (M} to Futh the dresses (7] the these still in Isra=l
'Ruth baé these dresses JEck 1o lareel.’

n udditlion, i this were the sase w2 would probebly [ind more wariance in
speakers ' judgments aboub charge af case than about verd agresmert. Hevid -
ever, #e have seen that ewactly “pe epposize situstior obtains.

Ubnless lcse af conlrol over verb agrzement and change ol cass narking
happened simultarscusly across the poard {a contention waich canncl k=
sapported by ithe facts—-lous of control over verh egroement hes not et
apolied acrcss the hoard wherzas change of case marking hesl, toe cnly
plausible direction of the change coald heve ksen case change befors loss
of contre] over verb agreement.

- will now turn st a dizcussion of the status of the posseszzed nomi-
Al with respecs to subject behavior properiies.

£, Sublect Behavicr Propert-es

The transformaticnal operations which mgy bear cn the issue sl hand
wqmwpdumnﬂﬂm.wﬁmmhnmuuﬁzu umumawnu.ww,m M

Lel us First examine sukject ralsing to subjesl gpositico.
5. |, fusject Haising to Bubject Zomition

The sentearcs: of Cwleet, are related Oy bhe syatectic process of
subject raising Lo zunjest position:
(20) &, Fabexur haze yeuskel makot im ba 12 yilmad bireinuol.
she guy tae this will get alews S0 b= nob will study serlounly
"This guy will gel smacied i© ne deesa’t sludy seriously.

4. hekaxur taze yasxil Twill tegin' tevabel makot im .

the guy the this | aswy "oe likely” to gel blowe
cafuy foreseen’
'be about’
'be about, wili’
iskle’

yauiiz 'will contirue’
"Thiz guy will slart sething smacksd If

1- in rlear that orly zubjects can be »aised in whis fashion, “herefnre,
this —ransformasional operatico can beaT oF the question af the subject-
hood of the poasesacd nominal.

T 4y e

e
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As the UIN sentences ip (21) ené {22} indicate, when the possepssd

nominal is indefinite it cen urdergo subject reising tc subiect pazition.

The ipdefinite possessed nemiral, thus, exemplifies sukject properties,

L2l 5. iyu 1o xaverir —ovir rak  bafena netaa.
will be (3 1) to him friends gooé or 'y in the year the next

'Ee w21l bave good friends cnly =ext year.’

b. xaverim tovim  yatxilu 'will begip' liyot Lo rak
frierds good asuyim 'are likely' to be to him cnly
cmdim 'are ebout'
vafana haham.

in the year the pext
'He will start having good friends only wext year.'

i22) e. iya ) 1sa carot 1o =egildt im hi
%ill be (3 pl) to Ler troubles not usual if she
titgarel.

will get divorced
'She will heve unusual trousles if she gais e divorece.’
t.  earot la regilet atxiiu "will begin' liyoes la im

troubles unustal gsayet  ‘are likely! “e oe to her if
alulet ‘are liasle’
cfuyct  'eres focressern’
amdot 'ere about!’

¥When the possessed nom'nal is definite, however, Bs in the sentences of

(23] ané (24), the anplicatiorn of subject rmising mppears to result in
sensences ol at least guesticrable acceptability in CTH.

{23) a. iye 1i et haxaverim  heele gem afana
will bte {3 eg) to me ace the friends the tkese mlsc ir the year
habaa.
the rexi
'TI wZll have these friemds next vear tec.'!

b. irkexeverin  haele yam¥ixvy liyot 1: ‘gem ybadena habaa.
the friends the these to be Tc me|elsolin yar next
yatxilu -ak
anly
(2h} a. thacarst nasle cfuyet } liyvot le im hi titgare¥,
the troubles the these HN»HHHEN toc be to her if she get diveoreed
ondot
alalect
k. #%hacarot haxi lo cluyot yatxila liyot lexa im
the treoubles the most net foreseen elulet te be to you if
io  tamzov ota, 22,23

not {¥oul will leave her

As wxﬁmnﬂwm. ooth definite and irdefinite possessed nominals appear 1o be
"raisasle” by subject raising in RLE. Consider:

{£3) a. eypay’m yafot stidot linyct lebat £xi.
eyes beavtiful are lixely tao be to the daughter my brother
*My brother's daughter is likely to have nise syes.'
W,  hasyreyim hayafot baclam azidot libyot
the eyes +he keautiful ir the world are akout to be
lebiti,

“C my caughtexr
'“he nicest eyes in <he werld will (probatly)} velorg to my
daughter. "'
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{26} hahizdemnayet kalaZa etidss likyos le zem  bafana nabas
the ghences these are likely to ke to Ler also ir the ye=ar “he next
'These chanees are Jikely to be hers next yeer too.t

[ = 'She will probably have these chances next year too.’]

AL first glarze, the differerce between the definits end indefinize
possessed nomirals seems peculiar. There is ne such distincsticn In the
applization of subject raising elsewherz. Tris sigges<s what — have al-
ready menticued abcve, namely, tast the extent o wrich delinite possessed
nominals ere sub‘ect-like differs from the extent to whizh their indefin-
ite counterparts sr=. The definize possessed nominels apoear to ke less
sudject-liks than are the indefinite pessessed neminels. PReeall, in this
conext, the facte abocut vert agreement. We have seen that when the pos-
sessed rominal s definite its Loss of cortrol over verb agreerent is more
widespread apd In a more sdvanced stage than Zn the Instances where the
posseseed rominel s indefirite. Since less cf control aver verd sgree—
mens iz in effect loes of sore sudbject coding property, the feet that the
process s more advanced when defirnite possessed nominals are ipvelved
than when irdefinite pcssessed nominals ere dovelved indicetes that the
definite possesseé pominals manifest fewer subject properties ther do the
indefinite posceszed ﬁnawawpm.mm

As I have sugges:ed tefore, this distinction between the subject
etatus of the éefinite and :ke indefinite possessed nomipals may be due
to Lke overinsss of the eccusative rarker Zn ilhe definize possessed nomi-
nals in CIH. 'Thus, i, for exarple, stbiect raising were toc apply to a
NP marred as accusative, this ¥P might ke resistent, o morpholagical
grouwnds, to functicning &5 mﬂd“mnw.mm

Lat us pow sorsider the bebavicr of the possessed nemiral wizh re-
speet to the rule of egui H? deletico.

5.2. Egui NP Deletion
Tna rule of scui KF delelion is involved o the derivatlZon af sern-
Lenzes like
(771 m. I tried to =mo.
from underlying sentesces Zike
(271 v, T trieé [1 go_

The victim cof this transformaticnal operstior must be & subject; end
thus ¢y provides a test for subjocthoad.

AB omn be seen from She exemple serntencas in (28), in CIH neither
definits oo iafefinive possessed noxinals car be the victime ol equi OF
deletiom:

{81 &, *xaverim tovim af pa'tan lc roc.m liyet 1.
friends good [even once  net, want  to he Lo ome
never
"Good friends nover want to he rine.’
b. *haxaverim  Thzele hexlitu tc  liyect i,

the frieands the zhese deciced rct to he o me
'“hese Triends decided rot to be mine.!

Eence, with respect o equi NP deletion the possessed romiral docs

not funstiom as swsiess.  The impossikility of the possessed nominal o
undeorgs fqui NP deletion cculd e indicative of the loss cof tts relevent
sulbject proverties in CIH. 17 tlis were the case, we would cxpect tne




equivalent sentences in KLd to indicate thet the possessed nominal zan
undergo =qui NP éeietion (thereby menifesting lte subjecthood). It furns
eut, however, thet even in NLH pessessive constructions the possessed
ncminal canmat be the victim of egqui NP deletion. Thus consider:

(29} a. Byedidinm towvim hi¥ted u lihyat 1i miyom  bo'i laiarael
friends goné tried to te to me fromdsy my coming to Israel
"Good friengs t-‘ed to bte mine, since the dey I came tc Israel.’
b. Theyedigim  kalslu hi¥tadlu lihyot ii miyom be'i
the frierds the these tried to ke ta me Sfrom dey my coning
lelaresl.
to Isra=1

It therefora appears thet the impossibility of tke pcssessed nemi-
nal's undergoing equi NP deletion ir C1H is wot dus to its lese of any
stblect property, but ratker to its laek of the property thes is relevant
~c the spplication of equi {n £he first picce. [n other words, the pos-
sessed nomirel seems never to have had the properties that are necessary
in ordsr to functicn as the victim of equl, ané thus it cculd not have
lost ﬁ:ms‘wm T+ th’s is indeed tke case, then the inapplicability of eqai
NP delstion to the possessed naminal does not bear cn the guestion of the
ackjectwcd of the possessed nominal.

£.3. Soue Canclusions About Subjecs Bekavior FropersZes

We have eeen that the posseszed nomipal in CIH has lost at least ons
of its subject benavior properties: Wpen it is definite, It yields gues-
tiopabie san-eaces with respeect to scbject raising to supjezt positicn.
The difference between the Mreisability” cof the posseszed nominel when it
ie indefinite and its guestioneble raisability when it is definite sug-
gests tast the process of the possessed nominel's lesiog subject behavicr
properties is in accoréance with the process of Its losing its coding
preperties. ({See Section 5.1 above.)

If we go beck =c the PH, we will find that the only clsim that it
mekes wizh respect =g behavior properties of subjects are thet (1) <he
bekavicr properties are hardsr to assune ther the coding properties and
{2) the behavior properties are easier to assume than the semantic/prag-
matie propersiss of subjects, Ihere is no established aréer within the
bekavior properties such tkst property X would be easier o agsume than
prope-ty Y. With respect to the grammatical resralysis of the possessed
nom-nal as T have dissussad it so far, there seems to be no c¢lear evidence
thet might bear on the relative ovder hetween losa OH subjest coding
gropar<ies and loss of =ubject tehavior uwnumwﬁmnm.m

I+ seems mppropriaze &t this stage to discuss the posaible reascns
for the reanalysis of the possessed nominal in such posgsessive copstruc-
tions. :

o

&. The Beana.ysis--Fessible Feasons

6.1 An Overgeneralizazion of et Inserticn

One possible reason for the reanglysis ir the status of ~he possessed
nominel might be simply &n error on the part of speakers. Birpe C7H I3
an 8V language, & postverval NP is gererally not irterpreted as the
eubject. Thue, speakers might ccme up with an overgeneralizatiorn of the
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et irsertion rule, whizh states, roughly, that ary postverbal RF which is
cefinite and whizk is not associmted with any other preposition has <o he
praceded by et.

There are two major problems with suck an exrlanaticn. Fipst, the
overgeneralizatZon of et Insertisn predicts that the subjects in sentences
like (30) will be preceded by ef, since they ocour post-verbally. How-
ever, the ill-formedness of (30a) and (30b) irdicates that this is not the
CcaRe.

(39) a. "nixnesa lekar at 5mkw<mﬂww f21 axi.
; —dﬁdemﬁw
entered to ners ace the friend (f) cof my brotker
"My brother's zirl friend just ame in here,’

L. *hae elpy et haxavere ¥a1i meangliye stmol
came te me ace the friend (f) my  from Esgland yesterday
balayla.
et nigrt
My friend from Englend came tc me last right.'

We may attempz to saves the analysis by accounting for the Z1l-formed-
ness of The segsences in (30) in terms of rule orderiog in the following
menner: et ivserticn kas to precede subject-predicate irnversion ard,
a7z the poimt in the derivetion oFf sentences like [30) where 2t insertica
nas to apply, its structurel deseription 1s not met. {Bote thet there is
no definite NP postverbally.) I2 we attempt to seve the cvergensraliza-
ticn of ¢f analysis in this manner, then we world noo be able to account
for the cegurrence of £t in the eclloguial [or perhaps slangy) expressioms
in {31}, where sublect-predicate Znversicn szems o have aleo applied,
bu~ where et hos been ipzerted.

hwugm_umwommma mdﬂmmﬂmnmJ vaH NQOHWﬂWmH.
—nmmwnwm w
vroke there  aze. the fire the most big io the city
'The biggest fire in the gity wraxe out there.’
. kara ¥am -39 oto keaecn & baXana Yenvra.
kappened there acc. him disester also in the year that passed

e pame &°zazter occurred there last year tco.'

In addition, ap attempt to aceccunt for the reanaiysis solely in terms of
the overgeperalizatica of et insertion will be unable to provide an ex-
planaticn Lotk for the partial reapalysis of the indefinite possessed
pom-aal (recell —ha= in some iostances it has cessed o control verkt
agreemsnt), and it would also ke upable to account for further develos-
rents in the change of status of the possszssed nomipal. Tt thus seens
that mn overgeneralization of et insertion does not provide a sstisZmeTory
axplanation for the reanalysis.

6.2, Influence of European languages

fnotker sugges=ion which might provide an explanation for the rearal-
¥5is in such possessive corstrustions bas te do with the influence on the
ayntax af CIH of certain HBuropean _arguages woners such poaseasive con-
strustisne heve The posasssor es sublest and the possessed as direct ob-
Ject. Corzider the examples in (3P).




we Y, &IV
(32} I aeve a dock {English)

va mar kSowBk®x  {Foliskh)

i¥ habe eyn bux  {German)

ijx het a bix <{¥iadish)

Sueh en irflrence is not as all surprisirg, In ligkt of the fact that
Isreel is & couptry of imrmigrants; Buropean languages suen as Yidélsh.
Cerman, Folish, and Inglish are spoken by many israelis. The change io
stracture of the possesaive constractiors will, accordingly, involve the
~epnelysis of the possezsed NF as a nonsublect, if not ag a direct cblect,
srd potentiaily it could siso involve the remanelysis of the posgessor
qominal as the subleat.

We have seen tkat the possessed nominal in OTE is in the proeess of
losing iws sttject properties. It is impessible, howevsr, Lo =zataplish
whetner it has become a direct cblecht in those instences where it is oo
longer subjsct, since all the Tesis which are relsvent to direct cblect-
hood would be inapplicable in the possessive constructicns in Hebrew,
Thus, passive, which is the prime example of a rvle that orly appliss Lo
direct ebjects in Bebrew, canndt apply xn suck possessive constructions,
and dative movement, waich ordinarily cresates a mmﬁmme otject out of an
ipdirect objecT, do=s nos operate irn Hebrew at all.®

With regard to the potential reanalysis of ths possessor ncminal as
subject cm The model of the Zuroperan _anguEHEs {as menticned in {321, it
sheuld be noticed <hat this is not & secessary development, since Hebrew,
unlike some cther langcages, sllows for senences without a surface sub~
ijegt, 'The reanelysis of the possessive comstructions could thus, in
principle, not even have to go &S far as reanalyzing the possesascr neminal
as the subject. I would liks to suggest, however, Lngt there mey oe somz
tendeney in fast to reanslyze the possessor KE &= -he supject but thatl &
fotal rearalysis in terms of subject ccding properiies—-nemely, poasition,
vase marking, and controi over verb agreement--is highly unlikely.

7. Tke Beanaiyeis of Possessor Yominacs

Sentence L 33)

{337 “eruti heyu tamid Ftey mexoalyot.
to hutk were alweys twe Care
‘Ruth alweys had two cars.'

indicates that The posseasor neniral ean oocur sentence initially, that

iz to say, in subject pesition. {Tnis scems to be the zase only when ths
possessor NP I3 noaproneminal.) Although Hebrew ir a relatively free word
créer language which allows for various tepicalizasions of nonsublects Lo
sentewce—iritiel position, =here seems to be a éiffererce in the degree cf
merkedness of tae word order between senltenzes 1:ke (33), where ke pos-
sesecr ogours sentence-~iritially, enl sensences like {341,

(343 ledani natati et hasefer.

to Dari () gave ace. the hock

'T gave “he book to Dani.'
where the irdirect object has been topicaelized. Eentence (32} sourds muck
less marked iaan does [3u); it aeeds less o & cortrastive or list-like

zontext, There’ore, it may be plausible to assume that sentences like
{33), whers the possessor nmminal occurs serterce-nitielly, suggest that
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~he possesscr naminal is in the process of gequiring the coding properties
of tke aunlect. It has, Zn thi=s instarce, acguired subject position.

v what foolows I will sugges= thet it is highly unlikely thet the
ngssessor nominal will acquire the cther two coding properiies of the
subject--case marking andé control over verb sgreement. This low likeli-
qoed of ey furtber reapalysis of the possessor rcminel as sunlect may be
due to a potentially iptolerable embiguity which might result once such
a rearslysis takes nwmnm.mw If —he possesscr nominal wers tc lose Iis
mmﬁu<mmnmmm marking ané to assume the nominative case markicg (ss in (353)
and (361)

{35) m. lemc¥z haya betxerofes lesigariyct.
=5 Moshe (dative) was (3 m sg} & factory for cigarettes
tkoshe had e cigarette factory.'

., mafe haya hetxarobe:r lesigarivct.
Meshe (rnom) was (3 m ag) a factory for cigarebtes
"Moshke was a cigarette fzetory.’
136) *nofe hayte  xenut sigariyot.
Mozhe was ('} store (£} cigarettes
'"Mcshe was & cigarette store.’

we would end up with arbigueuz sentences which Ere either ungrammatical
or semantically sdd in one reading or both, due to <he par<ial identity
of have and Be Zn Hewrew, Ag subject, tne possesscr nomingl would heve
Lo trigger vert agreement; tkis might remedy The ungrammaticality of ==1-
tenses like (36), but it will not resolve she imuclersdple ambiguity be-
tweer the possessive ard the nonpossessive readings ‘e.g. (35D) would ke
ambiguous between ‘Mashe had a cigarette feetory' and 'Moshe was a cigar-
stte fastory'.) Therafcre, it seems safe to assert that the possessor
pomiwal in the pcosessive constructions in C-d will not be fully reaba-
“yeed as the subjee=. It may galn mors promisence in subjset position,
tum it will mot assume the cther coding properties of the subject.

17 thke PH i3 to have en empiricsel validity in the posaibie rearalysis
of the possessor nominal, then the prediction would se that, since She
possessor nominal haes not scguired all the subjlect coding proper=iss, it
shouid no- manifest subjezt behavicr propertiss. This iz in Fact What
happens.

The nossessor =oina. does net function as subject with respect to
eyal WP delsticn {see Lhe seotenzes in (37)) or subject relsing ct.
(3BYY. Consider: i
(370 a. mofe hexlit iye 1emcBe  ¥aen Sveyrari..

Moshe decided will be to Moshe watch Swiss
tMeshe decided [Moshe will hewe s Swias waseh]. '

t. *mofe hexlit liyot Seon Hveyeari.

Moghe decided to be wateh Swies
IMoshe decided to be a Eviss watch.'

{Tha sentence is starred in the possessive 5ense cnly, Note the intoler-
ab-e ambiguity, ss ip {35b).)
(381 &. iye lemo¥e  Haor  Hveyosri.

will e to Moshe watch Swiss
"Moghe will neve s Swiss watch.'




Tub Y. ZIV
(38 b. *oofe sauwy  'is likely' ) iivot Zzon  Fveyeari.
Moshe Jalul 'is limble’ to be watch Swiszs
vatxil 'wi11 start’
omed 'is about'

_30mumﬂmedocﬁ dndnmmﬂwmmtwwnw._
lis HHWWHHW

{Here, a5 mbove, Lhe sentence is starred in the pozsessive readirg.;

Tt thus seems thaw the predictioms of the PH ers borne out. At this
point 1 would like to offer the following ohtervaticn.  What is in fect
fqyelyed in <he reanalysia of —he possessive comstructicps is a change al
the greamatical relstion betweer the possessed and the possessor. The
two tercs ssem to meEintaln an irternal balance; wher one mepifests a glven
subjecs procperty, the othzr does not, for thney capnct bota be apalyzed as
suwajects with resp=et to the same processes af the same time. Witk re-
spect tc each property, thus, we car see tkat if the posssssed pominal
manifests this property the possessor nominel will not, end vice versa.
This is not to say that with respect to any given property one cf the
zerms must fanetien es subject. Thus, ever though the possessed nocinal
kas in maay instarces relinquished its subject rase markiog and its con-
wrol over verb agreement, the possessor nominel has net acquired ary af
~hese properties.  However, with respect to position, for examsles, the
possessed nomirel Zacks sablect pesition, end in =ome zaees the possssscr
nominel ia now emerging in subject dosizion.

To summarige, T heve shown that possessive constructiions in OIH are
rrrrently urdergoing grammatical resralysis, I have porsrayed the varicus
steges of the reana’ysis and attempted <o explsin its general nature.
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Ivcr some discussion of the various styles in Modern Hebrew, ses
for exemple Rosen (1556 and 1966).

21 heve cited thkese exemples in the past tense, since In the present
tense in sueh posSessive constructions the suppletive form of ke is tke
invariav e particle @mm. The facts mvout verbt agreemsnt would thus not
be clear were I to use Lhke present tense in these sentences.

30n tre basis of exarples 1<ke tacse in (3], it nay be srgued thet
~he nxarn phrase wkich eoverns verb agreenent is not the subject, Hut
~ather is The rour phrase in the oominative cese. Thus, case, rathsr
than grarmeticsl relation to the verk, mey he taken ms —ke fagtor govern-—
ing wverb agrzems=nT.

Bowever, soatences such as <he following,

(i} kamm Yam ev otam haascnol gam  lifney £ana.
happened There ace them the dizasters also before {a) year

I"he same disasters oeourred there a year ago, Soo.'
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(i1} nolda Hn wmmm4£Mﬁmawu wmmHuwwﬁ,

was born (F) to him the week acc. the girl the third
'His third daugbter was born this week.'

shere the verb agrees with the noun phrase in the mccusative case, indi-
setc that the nominetive case iz nos the Taptor governing verb agreement.

M gn earlier vergior of this paner, pressnited at the 137k fAnnuel
Meetirg of tke Linguis=ic Sceiety of America, Keeran cxolizitly restricted
tae predictive nower of the nlerarcay Lo subjects derived by passive-like .
transFermations |trersformations in which the NF we De subjectivized
coctrs within the clause of whirch it teccmes the derived sunjeat}. In the
revised version of the peper, cited here, there is ne such explicit re-
stricticn; neveriheless most, if ret all, of the examples cized offer
paseive 4s an Instance of sublect creating wransformatisom., :

31t should be nobad that here, and -hroughout this papesr, when I i
speak of 'loss of subject case marking™ I do not wish tc imply that the ;
subjest is cvertly marked for the romipative case &f any stege of the
derivation; the relevant fact with respzet to case marking is thet in the
process of rearalysis the NP whizd used te funstion a3 suoaject gssumes
<he accusative case marking. The overi oceurrence of the accusative
marker om the NP ir questisn is referred wc here as lose of subject case
marking, since the accusetive is not & typizel suhject cese markes® in
qetrew, and by assuming the scrusative case marier the ~elevaqs WP is no
longer ezsociated woth the norminative case (irrespective of the letter's
Emhwmmmﬁmﬁwohw.

‘See, for exampie, Ben-Horirn (1576} and Givér {1676} for scme preg—
me=-c conditisns an word eorder in Moderr Hebrew. [(Givin actually cleirs
that weré crier is sotally pragmeticarly conditzoned diechroricelly and
thet SV3 is but & grammaticozation of a freguertly osecurring pornstrustion.)

Tfar a general characserization of prineiples governing word order.,
which have to do witk tre &ostrisetion of Inforration in the sentence
{z.g. 'functional serntence perepsctive' end 'zommuricative dynamism'} ses
Firtas {1957 and 1371). B&ee also Ziv (1%76) for a -short summary and son=
ariziesl comments, Ip this corneetion see elso Heuzron (1575}, where =hsz
‘presentstive Tonction' of discourse is alscusaed. With respect to the
partisu.ar construction under investigaticn, see Clark {19702}, where
ruasers sach ae definitereas ard arimacy are shown to determire word i
order, :

Mhere are claims (Coark 1570, Bermen and Crosu 1975) tamt <he pos-— :
crssed rominal =ust be irdefinite, The existence of seotences such &8
“hase ir {6}, (7) and (i) below, aowsver, sesas to counter such claims.

I -an see no reason, io the absence of an sverall ckarecterization of the
»e.gTior of 'possession’, for deeciding that centence (i), wkare the ace-
sessed nominel is marphologicelly definite, is net an instance of a pas-
sessive coastruction, kot that sentence (1=, where the possassed nominal
i= morpho.ogically indefirnite, is such an Znstance.

(i} She 414s tke mest beautiful diemond »ing thal I heve ever seen.
(i) She nes a besuti’ul discond ring.

On the besis af this observation it seens to me that gererslizations apboul
Lhe nabore of the nossessed nomiral reguire a semantic,pragmatiec charaz-
terizztior ard not 8 syntactie/morphclogicsel onsz.

9The mocusalive marker ef precedszs defiaite BPs cnly.  Thus compare:

|
._
|
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[iY a. neatati et hesefer leyonatan.
{I) gave ace the book +c Jonaten.
with b. *nateti et sefsr 1eyonatan.
[I] gave ace (a) bock =o Jonatan
and
{ii) a. raiti et mofe haboker.
'T} saw ace Moshe the morning { = this mcrning)
with b. "raiti mo¥e hatelker.
{I) saw Moste the merning

Sentence {i%) is ill-formed becesuse et precedes sn indefinite HF,
wheress {iib} is il]-formed due tc she absepze of 2t preceding the d=fin-
ite accusstive mode., -t showld be mentioned, incidentelly, that the distri-
bution of €t is in fact mcre complicated then that; in scwme insTances et
occurs befors what appear to be indefinite FPs. Cenbider:

{iid) et mi pagafta bameibal?
acc who (you) met at the party
"Wham did you meet at the party?’

Ir £his conmnecsion it was nated in CUole (1976e) that tbe ccnditicoing
factor camot be specifieity rether than definiteness. I cannot, nowsver,
provide & more insightful characterizaticn of tke digtripetion of et at
the present time.

10The eobservant reader may heve noticed thet the example sentences in
{7} irclude only posseczed nominals which are mascvline singular; this ie
the case becsuse, &5 will become evident shortly, the sentences where the
poesesaed nominal iz other than mesculine sirguler exemplify further
changes in the sublecthosd cof the possessed rominal.

1grammarians scd educators have tried time and sgain to uproat the
sccurrence of the accusative merker et in possassive construetiona where
the possessed nominal iz definite. Thus such statements &s thet in {i)

(i) Don't say: yed i kvar et Thakartiaim.
existertial perticle to me alremdy acc the tickets
'T hawve the tickets elready’';
use the correct form: wef 14 kvar hakariieim, without the super-
flaous et.

are sbundant in grammar books. (See, for exemple, Sivan 1962, Ben-Or
195¢, and Bahat end Ron 1372.)

The existence of much explieit instructicns serves as evidence that
in CIH speakers &o utter the posezssive constructions wita the accusative
marker et wherever the possessed nominel is definite. For, if speakers
kad not used sush constructions with ef, statements like that in (1) would
te meanipgless and superflucus. Edveecaors wish =o uproot only those mis-
+exes which people actually meite; they do rot introduce nonexistent forms
ard warm against their use in speeckh.

“t should be clerified at this point thas I am rnot taking a stand
here egainst attempts at correcting what are considered to be mistakes in
the lengrage of some =peech commupity. I telieve that this iz a totally
gifferent guestion waleh is relevant for lapguage standardization and
language instruction. A1l I am interested In here is a desoription of the
way native speakers actualiy speak. The desoeription is, thus, totelly
void of value Jusgmest. What I would like to show here is that the oceur-
rence of the accusative marker et in fromt of the possessed nomipal in
the possezsive fonstructions ip CIH is not a mere gocidental, arbitrary,
and isclated mistake, but rather that i represents a stage in the

- Consider:

4
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reans_ysis of such possessive constructions.

“20he fpct thet the prorour- sutject referring to the possesaed nomi-
na” ocours eentence initissly in (6"] and {3"), unlike its ronipizial
loeation in the possessive coostructicns where the possessed nominal is'a
full, penpronominal N2, is due to the absenee in C3H ef sublecu-verh in-
versicn where the subject is & pronoun. :

13The question might be ssked whether seatences such as (8"} epd 19"
are not well-Zermed in KLA. As I have claimed, the nossessed norinal
funeticns as <he subject in NLH and our expectatiors would therefore be
thet zuch sentences, whers the nominstive promovn is used to refer to zhe
aub]ecs, should He well-formed. It trras out that suck sentepces are net H

used in NLE, but that sentences like

i) heye beyadl kimat xodel.
he (nem) wes  in my band almess a memib

ere uced instead., The use of the lezetive expression 'im my hand' to '
refer to my having it suggests an slternstive way to expressing the pos- :
sessive idee, end its existence might explain the nonaecurrence of (8"

and (9") in NIH, DNote, incidenmtally that, once & locative expression is
introduced to semtences like (8"} and ($"), they become well-formed.

{ii) ruo heye 1i bemisrad.
he was to me in the office
T hed it ir my aoffice.’'

Bowever, I would like to claim that suzh sentences do not express true
poesession, but that they are im fast instanees of locative statements. i
Taus (ii) is actua’ly a statement about the lccation of the object in
question, nct about my possessing it.

lifhe question here, as in the cese of proncminelizaticon {zf. note
13}, is waether such sentences as .:0b) czonot e accepted in WLH. The
enswer is negative, put the reason Za not the nonoowinative status of the
reievans NP, but rataer the violaticn of the NLE relativizetion techmique,
WLE dces not relativige a NP in the nominative cese utilizing the pronoun
retentior techaigue. When the NP is in the nominative it is relativized
by deleticn of its referent ir the relative zlauee.

HmZOdmu ineidentally, that the deletion strategy of reletivizaticn,
alzhough more apt in such comstructions, will have no bearing ox the
©ssve at hapd. Beth nominstive and sccusative NPs can be delsted by =his
procedurs, and thus sentences like

{i} ze tkaserer Yehara 1i.
this the bock that was to me
"Phis is the btook that T Fad.’

vill provide no evidence one way or the other as to the status ol the

possesged noniral. :
“Bps meted in note 1h, relative clauses where deletion rather than

pronoun retenticn is emplcyed manifest no cvert clue that the poseesse=d '

noniral ozeurs in the accusative case. In such sentences we Find that the

verb may or may not agree with the possessed nominal. Consider:

(i) zot hasinla Yehayta 1i w¥eneyiti HTADA.
—his (f) the aress (f) that was (f} to me when (I} was little
(ii) zot nasimla ¥ehaya 11 k¥ehayiti ktana.

that was (m)

Let me note here, howsver, that sentences like {ii} were judged by several
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speakers —o De somewhat substandard. This reaction, together with the
well-formedness of (i), may indicate that the Loss of centrol over vetb
agreement by the possessed worinal is Just in Its initizl 3tages in ceses
where there is ne overt evidepce thal the possessed neminel occurs in the
accuzative cage, See alsc the discussicn about indefinite possessed nemi—
nels which follows in the text.

1fKeenen's exarples of Welsh, Latin, German, Finnisk, Peoiish,
Spanish, and Arcsi passive sconstructionz also show that when the verb does
ret agree with mny B2 Zn the sentence it oceurs in third-perssn singular.
‘41] the exanples are cited in nis 197+ verasior; only the first thres are
alen nwwmn ip she 1576 versior.)

“O%ete that 4 am net claizing ~hat the order kas actually bee=n
ckanged from 5¥ to ¥3 ip such possessive zonstructions. It may well be
~he cese that tke possessed nominal has always ccourred following the
verp, (Kote, ir this coanection, thet varicns gremmarians 3=ill copsider
febrew to he a VED language.] For our present purposes iz iz irrelevant
to discover whether such possessive ceonstructions in faot ‘nmvolve & change
sf the originel ¥S <c BV a7 some poirt (te eccord with the grammaticized
av0 order} ard thew tack to the present VE order displayed by possessive
sonstroctions. The Zmportarnt fartcr is =hat in Modern Hetrew {noth NLY
and CIR® the SV order nes Been gramnaticized and the VS order in the pos-
sessive copssructions menifests lack of the characteristic subject Dosi-
tipn sentence indtislly. )

Hmzodm that passivizatica, which usually serves az & behevieral test
for subjecthead, cannrct apply to the possessive canstructions in Hebrew.

20~ youlé liks =c eptertain tke ides that reflexivizazZion may dear on
the susjacthood of the posseased norminal’. {I am referring here to regular
reflexive “orms, rct to the intensive reflexives which are semantically
and syntacticelly distinct from regular reflexives. {Ir this context ses
Leskevsky 1972.)1) The factor conditioring ref_ax vization in Febrew scems
ot to be Jjust ledt sc right order; rether it seems that subjecthocd is
also involved as & relevant Tacter. The differsnce in grammaticallty be-
tween the NLH possessive construction in {21 and the CIE possessive ecn-
struction in (i1}

Wil oewn 1a adam Cba'clem.
there is not to kim (a) person in the world
#yel 1c acme tilvad.
thers is —¢ hin himself only
i) eyn 1c #um daver baolam.
thers is not —c him anything in thke werld
%wm 1o rak et Bemc.

there iz to aim only acc himselfl
'Be has {got} nothing in this world. He kas cnly {get) himself.'

2ou1d be attrisuted to the diffarence in the sublect stalus of the pos-
sessed nomingl. If the restriction on reflexivizetion ir Hebrew were auch
thet subjects zould no- be reflexivized, then +he ill-formedress of (1}
and the well-formedness of {ii) weuld be accounted for. Tae i11-formed-
ness of (i) would irdicate that the pcssessed nominal functicns as sudject
with respect to reflexivization in ¥IH, aod the well-formedness of (i1}
would indicate that the possesssed nominal does roi functicn zs subject
with respect to reflexivizetion in CIH.

Note that -tre underlying assinpiion here is that the same restrio-
tions on reflexivizatiorn nold fer both YIH end CIH. )

2lgywject raising to object pesition, o the extent that it operazes
in Mcdern Hesrew, is restricted in such e wey as to maks it irpossible to
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exmmine the subject stetus of the possessed nominal. So far the most
likely candidates Zor s subjest raising to object positien anzlyais sre
senterces such as;
(i) =xalavti es e lebils® efBari,

[I% thought acc this to oot possiktle

'" considerad i to be impossible.’

The restriction cn the rule is wkat the zomplement can only have preéicate
aominegl or medieate adjective.
or an extensive discussion of subject relsing, see Postsl (167t}

MMEOnm tha- whether the definite possessed NP denoies a specific
referept, as in [2ia), or & geaeric referert, as in (24b}, the same situ-
~ion gbrains,

2310t me note here that tre distineticn between sentences {i) and
(iZ} b=low is especially emlightening io this connection. Compare

(i) hasefer haze cmed ‘iz about' Y liyos basifria  bemarov.
the hook the this {yoasxil 'will start'| tobe ir the librery scon
stop'
and asuy ‘iz Likely'
{ii} 7?%hasefer haze cmed liyot 1i bekerov.
the book the this |vatxil to be to me scon
vafsil
asuy

The subject of the locative sentence in (1} can easily undergo sth+
ject raising. The posseased nomimal in {ii), Lowever, can kerély, if at
all, be raised by this rule. Hote pao, In this context, that sentencze
{iii] below, waich ob The sur’mce appears Lo e like a possesaive con-
struction, is actually a locative sentence, and as such it sllows sublect
raising of the book.

{ii1] kesefsr haze amed liyot i babayit bekarov.
~he book the this is absut to be to me at home soon
'T will soon have this hook at home.'

m:ﬁmrmﬂmmm_ we have seen that the pessessed nominal In CIH eouid be
reflexivized (of. sentence (ii}, note 20}, a fect which suggesied tha- it
does not functior as subject with respect to reflexivizazior. Bince
reflexivizable NPs must necsscerily be éefinite, “he= Jact thet the pos-
sessed nominel coulé be ref_exivized indizates that when it is defioite
the vOMWmmmmm nominael lacks some crucial sukject properties.

25- %11l heve more to say =bout the possible Znfluerce of morpholcozy
on subjeer behavior properties when I desl witk tke properties of the
EossS2s50 nominal.

In this context T would like to mertion ar irteesting observaticn
wileh was brougat to my attesntion by Lloyd Anderson. The differesnce in
tehavier betwesn the definite and the irdef nite pessessed nominals trat
has been discussed here seems to constizute an excepiion to thelr behavior
elsevhere, Thus, 1w is an =stablished facht that mere often then not sub-
jeets tend to be definite. However, the eovidence from CIH ipndicates thas
definie KP: lose thei» subject status sconer tThan indefipite NIz do.
Tius Hebrew-specific phenomena, such as the restricticas eon the distribu-
tion of the accusative marksr e¢, mey aceount for the sxcepzlonal charac—
teristics thet definite and indefinite NFs revesl Zn Heorew.

207ne sharacterization of the properties that ave relevant for the
application of egui KFdelsticnevedes me, at leesw for the time being.
Note that votionse like 'control over the activity' or 'volizionality',
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whicn suggess themseives as posential candidetms for uodmwswuwam waer &
given su>jezt woulid be stle to vndergo mmcu.zm Darndww:. would Dot AcCu- )
rately cnsracterirze the disiributior o7 egul., Evea ﬁuOﬁm: HwDr.ow coriro
aver the actiwZty, or —ack of volitionelity, eoudd explsin the 21i-forred-
nes of

(<] *basefer haze ‘e racs  livet Zi.
the bock the whis not wantad wo.ﬂw t3 me
""his book Jic not want to be mine.

i= wouid make the wrong predicsion with respest to

{ii) hesefer haze, 1c rEoAE Liyon mm%mkwu,

the book tne this not waoted —o be delong to me
"Phis book £id rot weahs ta beleng to re.'

The expestation that a semtercs like {ii], waich i3 mmﬂmdﬁ%nmwuw mpaummw
‘17 wouid be inl-fermed on the same erounds that {i) is Zil-formed 18

mmn,mmwum out. (i1l is & flewless eentence. Thas it seems thet dwm
projperty relsvent Jor the application of =qui FF fdelelior is not simply
tyolilion' or 'econtral cver the sctivity’. . o

L=l me mewtion in this context “hat two onher studies of w¢aumne
prepesties (Keeran 1976 and Sr-idhar 1576 have reporbed thal mmzp.GOﬂan .
aot apply te certain otharwise subject-like WEs. Th=se odmmu4mﬁwoum abou
leonliee (Keenar) ard Kagneds (Sridhar) zlso suggest that cqui AU deletlen
ig restricted to subjscos possessing some special MHoumﬂnpmw.. ]

2T[f reflexivization in fect ked e Dbepring o0 aublextkond  (ef, none
£0), thkazn the difrerencze hetweer the fo lowing senbences could bear on

the questicn &t hand. Consider:

voa, Fhgyu lahen rak A&CTam.

were —o —hem cnly themselees

t. ¥*heyw lanem rak et ACNAM.

aco

c. *haya lahem rak acmam.
Was

¢, haye lghem rak et azmamn.
'“hey had only therselves.

1

Ihe znly &cceptable sentence, (z4), is the ore where the possessed uQHWbmu
excmplifies loss of “he rominative case, loss of ~onkrol over verh agrae-—
ment, apd reflexivizstion. Kane of the other wmﬁeodnmm. where w:w pos—
cenced nominal has been »eflexivized but wherc its ecding properties have
nct heen lest, iz well-formes. Tais suggests, at ﬁﬁw @mwww. %wmn mwmm of
stk ect wwym<moa proverties [im this instance the mdwwuuu.#o am.now.mmu.
mdwwmmg canrot ke overlly manifesteé when ihe NF in question still retains
i~s codl ar 1ES. . .
e rmwgﬂmmwnwmmmwwmwo: 4ote gizo that in CIH the sOawnﬁman¢m ﬂmamepqu
always oceur with elther & nHmnOmvaOW oaaﬂwm mnndmwwwmm marker et. Th.s
st ey ct manifest subject case maTking.
wﬁmmmw.mowﬂwwuwwﬂwwﬂmdﬂ for explicit arguments that Modern Gebrew does ot
b -ive movement rule. .
e w@wm rWM mmeﬂmmmmmmemm to me that thz basically nw:mw1dmeuwm nature
of merpholegy may constitubte a cantributing w¢nun1 ﬁw w:w iack ol w:ww:mn
reanaiysis in the status af the posmessor pom? nal,  This m:memenu ww1
bazed opn the observaz on that in Hetrev a change UW.ommw frem iae wmcmam
[here the case of the posscssor nominpall o the reminalive {reguler sub-
sect case] invelves a radical morphclogizal change in the casé af rort

versonal propouns. Considar the foliowing persenal prorcuns in the dative
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the pominetive, respectively:

Dative

naTLve

1 =g 1i
2m lexa

f lax az
LR 1la A

f la i
1rl Lant araxnu
2 laxen asem

f laxen aten
in laher her

T lahen nen

Tt seems plausible that Lasers are cases where such morpholegical alterse-
tions could wlszk possible preocesses thich might otherwise be sperative,
However, “he "raé’=al" merpholcgical mlterne~ions oconr only witk the
personal pronouns, and even here not witkr all of them. Yote, therafcre,
the systematieity in the third person plural pronouns.  The dative marker,
I, iz just added to the nominative promoun. Likewiss, whenever —he dative
5 koupronomiral, its morphc’oglcesl form systematically consists of

dalive ravker + NP (e.g. mofs nominative)/lemofe {dative); yeled ('hoy'
zoﬂwzmdhdmvuum%mwma 4 a boy' dstive); hayalda {'ihe girl' rominative)/
1o yelda {'Lo the girl! dative, with a systematic less =7 [n])).

If morphoicglral conservatism were involved as & cruclal factor, then
we wrald expect o Tind changes of dotive to womingtive aw least ‘o lbosge
cases which ere systemat’zelly related (we find such systematic instances
ol case change from sowingiive to ascusative),  Hovever, no evnh dative
to pominetive chenge occurs sven in the most merphologizally systemsetic
instsnces. Tt mey be suggested, in this context, zhat the conservasive
nature aof rorphology mekss tae _oss of exis<ing morpiolsgy more wnliksly
taen the introcduaction of new morshclogy, end thus the dative to nominstive
chepge, Whick involves & loss of existing morphology, is less likely to
oocur tharn the nominmtive to acousative charge, which Znvelves fust inuro-
duction of new moerdhologica> merking. However, there 1s no evidence in
Bebrew, other than the data whick we sttemot to account for, tast supports
this contepticn about <he difference baiwzen loss of existing morphelogi-
2al marxing and Iatrcducticn of new morphology. I therefore suspeet thet,
even if it iz a contributing factcr, morphelogical conservatism 2= not

arucial in tke lack of further reanalysis of the possessor ncairal.
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