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Preface

The present volume grew out of a Workshop on the theme ‘Body parts in
grammar’, which was held during the Australian Linguistic Society An-
nual Conference at the University of New England in August 1988. Due
1o the success of the workshop, we decided to ask the presenters to write
up their papers for publication. To broaden the scope of languages repre-
sented, we also invited several other linguists to contribute to the project.
The papers cover a number of topics under the headings of inalienability
and the personal domain, and draw on data from widely distributed and,
in some instances, previously undescribed languages. There is a particular
focus on the Pacific region, with contributions on Oceanic, Australian,
Asian, and American languages. :

We are grateful to Verlag Sauerlinder (Aarau, Switzerland) for per-
mission to publish Christine Béal and Hilary Chappell’s translation of
Charles Bally’s 1926 article.

Melbourne
September 1994
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Part I

Introduction



Prolegomena to a theory of inalienability

Hilary Chappell and William McGregor

For most linguists, the term “inalienability” evokes the complementary
term “alienability” and brings to mind the existence of different ways of
expressing possession in many “exotic” languages of Australia, the Pa-
cific, Africa and America. The contrasting semantics of these two main
coding possibilities for possession was remarked upon early this century
by Lévy-Bruhl who noted (1914: 97-98) that in Melanesian languages
there were typically two classes of nouns, distinguished by the method
used to mark possession. One class comprised suffix-taking nouns des-
ignating parts of the body, kin, spatial relations, objects closely associ-
ated with a person such as weapons and fishing nets and also inanimate
parts, with the suffix indicating the person and number of the possessor.
The second class comprised all other nouns; for these nouns, posses-
sion was represented by a free possessive morpheme to which the same
set of pronominal suffixes was attached. Remarkably, this dichotomy
represents a basic semantic pattern that recurs across many languages,
regardless of genetic affiliation or grammatical type.

The two classes of nouns so defined are not, however, necessarily
disjoint. In a number of languages, both possession constructions may
be possible for certain nouns, with a concomitant change of meaning.
This is shown by example (1) - from the Melanesian language Patpatar
(Pala dialect), spoken in New Ireland (Peekel 1909: 18, cited in Lévy-
Bruhl 1914: 99)! — where the same noun stem kat- ‘liver’ may refer
either to the possessor’s own body part or to a separated body part, as
of an animal, viewed as an item of food rather than as part of a living
being.?

V) a katign ‘my liver’ (inalienable possession)
versus

agu kat ‘my liver that I am going to eat’ (alienable possession)
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From Lévy-Bruhl’s description of this basic division for Melanesian
nouns, it is already apparent that the first type of possession ~ inalienable
possession — groups together items which are closely connected with the
person either because the relationship is inherent, as with spatial relations
such as ‘front’, ‘top’ or ‘side’; or because it is integral to the person, as
with body parts (the same applies for parts of inanimate wholes); or
because there is a close biological or social bond between two people,
as in the case of kin. The fourth type Lévy-Bruhl mentions, inalienably
possessed material objects, is restricted to just those items which are
essential for one’s livelihood - again, closely connected to a person’s
survival. All four types of inalienable possessions comprise then either
inextricable, essential or unchangeable relations between “possessor” and
“possessed” — that is, relations over which possessors exercise little choice
or control: every person is born into a kin network, their very existence
implying a biological mother and father; and every person has a body
made up of parts that in the normal course of events remain indivisible
from the whole and which can be viewed in terms of unchanging (non-
deictic) spatial dimensions regardless of a person’s position or speaker’s
reference point. Standing on our heads or lying down, back, sides and
front all refer to the same places on the body. (They do not shift as do the
spatial deictics i front of X and behind X which depend on the speaker’s
position relative to an object, if not to some other chosen spatial point
of reference.)

+Whereas inalienability denotes an indissoluble connection between

two entities ~ a permanent and inherent association between the posses-
sor and the possessed — the complementary notion of alienability refers to
a variety of rather freely made associations between two referents, that
is, relationships of a less permanent and inherent type (cf. Chappell -
McGregor 1989: 25), including transient possession and right to use or
control an object. In Melanesian languages — in fact, in Oceanic languages
generally ~ alienable possession is further subdivided into several types
depending on the purpose of the possession: for example, whether it
is for eating, drinking, planting, a means of livelihood, or for use as a
weapon. The alienable category can thus be viewed as the general cat-
cgory of possession, even though it is typically the one which receives
overt morphological marking (cf. Chappell ~ McGregor 1989: 25).

As Haiman (1985: 130) points out, the conceptual distance between
an inalienable possession and its possessor is less than that between an
alienable possession and its possessor, and this 1s iconically reflected in
many languages (see also Croft 1991: 174-176). Thus, inalienable posses-
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sion s realised by juxtaposition of the nomj 1
: inals referring to th
?B('ixthe f;);;es:ssf’eg), 11!\1/[ th::it order, as in Djaru (Tsunoda 1%81' 17691308Ysiedsisr?;
1xon : » Mandarin Chinese (Chappell ~ Th ' ’
Ewe (Ameka 1995). Another com und inalionabie cano i
] . monly found inalienabl i
involves affixation of a pronominal cr i sess0r o the
i oss-referencing the poss h
possessed nominal; this is found in Manam (L; h 1983), Paumens
(Crowley 1995), Tinrin {Osumi 19 i) bk o Lo
o , 95), Nyulnyul (McG
Ndjébbana (McKay 19 4 cable possen
Yy 1995). In most languages, alienable ion i
. .. ’ Oss
réll(r)ergohoi(;ggzall_lly marked by genitive markers (see further Clipp:lslsioll\]/[(;s
r » Haiman 1985: 131); linker morph. i ither
) phemes, which mav b
:eRar;:te words, or bound to either or both of the phrase coflstiisziltir
; (S) Iinl : ;;(; (Aéni(ah 1‘19_9?1)3, Mandarin (Chappell 1995; Chappell - Thomp’
ana Acnolt (Bavin 1995); possessive classify i .
(Crowley 1995) and Tinrin (O . | possesve mop mese
. 1 sumi 1995); and possess; 1
hnlze,rs, a; mh}\lyulnyul (McGregor in preparationI; Fe pronominal
evy-Bruhl’s perceptive interpretation of dat :
_ a collated from s
f;?rr:;:;rsf ;)f 1i\/[lcila’nefsmn languages available at the time provided tl‘izeiil
r Bally’s tamous 1926 article on the i 1
i i iy’ f expression of the personal
in i pean languages. Lévy-Bruhl doubted h
mantic distinction holding for ion i o g e
: possession in Melanesian language I
il;eac:?;;}]riejtm Europ;;uh]anguages, or at best, could only %)e cgo:nf:;eg
: L manner. Baily (1926 [1995]) challenged 1.é i
point, and showed that an almost ident; stingion, s bich o oot
point tical distinction, which h
sphere personnelle” or personal domaj by many o
European languages, not at th phrase level g ol Inde-
] ) € noun phrase level, but rath
i;:cx;;l;tzpl’f:)algl}ﬂ/hby datwedof involvement constructions (“le d?;i? tdzl;l;je
). 1hus, argued Bally, dative constructions )
languages code the indivisibility of a person and an as;l:)cl;;igg 11)‘:;1‘;’;1;6;;:

Or possessi i
possession by indicating the affectedness of the owner as the outcome

all, the datlve Oi Jnvolvenle”t COHStrUCthIlS (SCC aISO IleOI‘e 1968. 611{
g

on deep Str ucture assi nment ()i dle datlve f()l [)()SseSSl()ll). Ihe C()“CC
g g b

tion 01 ]all uage SPCCIﬁC StUdICS m thls b()Ok Sh()ws C[eally ]l()wevel

>
that la“guages einploy various Other Clause‘leve[ CO]lStIUCt]OHS f()l [he
CXplCSSlOn Of lnahenablhty Or the pCISOIlaI dOIIlaln mn addlthn to tlle
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dative of involvement. These include the double subject constructions n(f
Chinese, Japanese and Yawuru which give 1dent1(<i:alhs?m3ntlc”0r g;athe
ical ¢ ing the person and their “part’, an
matical case roles to nouns coding t are”, anc {he
; ] f languages such as Romanian and ¢
body part locative constructions 0 : e
i i “part” i ted by a locative prepost
man in which the “part” noun 1s represen reposuiond
i is retained in a core grammatica .
B ey i the. b ph level construction of noun in-
fourth phenomenon is the verb phrase | . on of 7 -
c(;lrlpomfion (Mithun 1984, Baker 1987), in w{uch a nominal is ?izrgﬁs
1 ber of languages examine
rated into a verbal complex. In a num ' ped n O
1i, Mohawk, Murrinh-Patha, Warray
book — Koyukon Athabaskan, Mayal, e A
i h as Hmong, Thai, Khmer a
and several Southeast Asian languages suc : T
1 inali ted aspect of an argument NP,
Vietnamese — an inalienable part or associate : B oo,
i itive object or an intransitive subject, may
typically a transitive o e e amanien
into the verb. Several of the papers, inc g
;zf)edug)n Athabaskan and German (also for Indo-European l;;lr%lguagﬁs
in gally (1926 [1995))) discuss, in addition, ruerbs) of jxss'es(siz.(lm :: ; e \)(()/; "
i eti “having” affixes) in Anindilyakwa, War-
discuss proprietive markers (“having” a ' !
itrxsx;gli and %jeﬁu (Tsunoda 1995). These languages s'how dxge;e:ccce;r(xin
1 i f proprietive marke -
choice of verb of possession and/or use of prop! r accore-
i ion is alienable or inalienable. Further ¢
ing to whether the possession 1s a cne! ircher cos
inguisti le of languages of the wor :
linguistic study of a larger samp { 1d be
i | constructions for the expressi
likely to reveal many more clausal constru . pression of
inali ili i in the brief discussion above. (See, to
inalienability than mentioned in t i e e
1985 for analysis of what they re
ample, Hale 1981 and Mc(}reg”or 85 for analysis of e subject
he “favourite construction”, which em race : 1
?ii);bele object, double locative, double dauve,. etc. constructions in the
Australian languages Warlpiri and Goon‘xyandl respcct{vely‘.) Femabili
It is widely believed that constructions representing inalenabi y:
h as the four main types described above, derive by a syntactic pro
s om underlying structures (initial strata in
in which the part occurs in a pgssesst;/e
phrase and fulfils an argument role in the clause(i 'ghus, dtht_z ]?.nglfligr:c)t h);
i i is often regarded as deriving
art locative construction of (2) is o vin e
Enderlying structure represented by (_;) (e.g“. Fran(tizedl’?Sg; 1:2, :g; lt?een
cen
23). The possessor NP appears to have "as .
irai)sed” frgm its original position as a constituent of the object NP to

take on the object role itself:

cess of possessor ascension fr
relational grammar parlance)

(2) The dog bit Cliff on the ankle.
(3) The dog bit Cliff’s ankle.
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The major problem with the possessor ascension analysis is, as Blake
(1990: 102) points out, that it is based on an assumption that the two
constructions have the same meaning. This is clearly false. The “posses-
sor ascension” construction in (2) represents the bite as more intimately
affecting Cliff than does (3), which represents the part, Cliff’s ankle, as
though it were disembodied from the person, that is, as though it were
a separate entity (see also Wierzbicka 1979). In the first, the action is
viewed as being directed at the person, who is clearly the patient, but
taking effect through a body part, whereas, in the second, the action
is viewed as being directed at the part to the exclusion of the person.
In other words, (2) represents a type of inalienability in contrast to the
conceptual separateness expressed by (3): the part is treated as a part of
Cliff’s personal domain in (2), but not in (3).

Given their different semantics, the two construction types must be
regarded as equally “basic”, a point made again and again by many of
the contributors to this volume. A number of them, however, retain the
term “possessor ascension” ~ or a synonymous term such as “possessor
promotion” or “possessor raising” — as a convenient descriptive label,
without necessarily implying that one of the contrasting structures is
more basic.

Possessor ascension conveniently groups together a number of for-
mally quite different construction types which share some semantic sim-
ilarities: they often represent inalienability in contrast to the alienability
of the non-ascension construction, in which the possessed noun occurs
in a genitive NP with the possessor. The interpretive association is, how-

ever, sometimes reversed, as, for example, in Ewe (Ameka 1995) where
the “possessor ascension” construction increases in acceptability the more
alienable the possessed noun becomes. The label can thus be misleading
to the uninitiated. Furthermore, it is important to note that there are two
quite different types of possessor ascension (sce e.g. Blake 1984: 438). In
one, the ascending possessor assumes the former role of the possessed
noun, which then becomes a “chémeur” — as in Haya and English. In the
other, the possessor takes on status as an indirect object or oblique, the
possessed noun apparently remaining in the same grammatical role, as
in the dative constructions of many Indo-European languages (see also
Fox 1981; Seiler 1983: 39-45), and a similar construction in Ewe (Ameka
1995).3
From the semantic perspective, one can take Bally’s analysis (1926
[1995]) as a starting point since it transcends the problems discussed
below inherent in attempting to set up a universal hierarchy of inalien-
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able categories. Bally proposed the concept of the. persona! d(()im'aln‘_‘ :;
an analytical tool and defined it to }nclude anything associated in =
habitual, intimate or organic way” with the person, viewing dxt primarily
as a socio-cultural construct. Crucially, the extent of this domain Whai
not to be understood as a pre-given fact of the world such as ox;e I a_
could be limited to description in terms of a person-body partlre atxone
ship. Bally observed that it varies not only from language t(})1 . a}tllguafr—,
but even within a single language, according to the way in wh ich a Rble
ticular real-world phenomenon is construed from among the possi
alteI:latEZersr.lore recent literature on inalienability, howev.er, a different
approach can be discerned. Many empirically-based studies attempt tci
ascertain which semantic category (or categorxf:s) represents prototyplca:il
inalienable possession, and following from this, attempt to COHSt;uCEhat
alienability scale or hierarchy. It .has .bCeI.I proposed, for e):mlfde, that
intuitively speaking the prototypical inalienable ca‘tegf;ry s 0‘11' lcjistic
prise body parts (Haiman 1985: 130). On Fhe bas'xs of cross-ling e
evidence, however, Haiman (1985: 136) modifies this assyn;gtlc)lx:x tobl
junctively place body parts and kin together as prototypical ina 1en(z; ° ;;,
as do Nichols (1988: 572 and 1992: 160) and Chappell - McGrego}:‘ b 0%
26). By contrast, Seiler (1983: 13) suggests that the rankmf might ¢ of
the order of kinship followed by body parts, ?Ithough el;err;?nhds
basic agreement with Bally’s concept gf the spheére persinnf e.f xclar s
specifically proposes the follow:qg hferaf'chy, on the asis of aNor%h
and comprehensive sample of nominal inalienable construclznons in forth
American languages combined with a smaller number of languages fr

other regions and language families:

1. kin terms and/or body.partsl .
2. part-whole and/or spatial relations o
3. Ic)ulturally basic possessed items (e.g. arrows, domestic animals)

unately, in some languages spatial orientation terms appear
alogen fa(irtthe tog of the hierarchy as the most inalienable cat;g;g, ;st
in Ewe (Ameka 1995) and Mandari.n (Chappell - Thompsc;n ” .dis_
the very least terms for spatial relations woulc'i need to be place llnh'er_
junctive inclusion with both body parts and kin in an implicationa hl :
archy. Hence, it appears that differences between langglaﬁ\e? as to w lfca
categories they treat as inalienable may not be reconciled in terms o

universal hierarchy.
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We are forced to this conclusion also by virtue of the fact that in
some languages all three categories of kin, body part and spatial relation
terms may be formally treated as inalienables (as in Paamese (Crowley
1995) and Tinrin (Osumi 1995)); in others, body parts but not kin are
inalienable (as in many Australian languages (Dixon 1980: 293)); in other
languages, kin and spatial terms but not body parts are treated as inalien-
able (e.g. Ewe (Ameka 1995)); and in yet other languages just kin and
body parts are treated as inalienable, (as in most Athabaskan languages ~
Thompson (1995)). This remains problematical even if we permit certain
steps in the hierarchy to be “skipped”, following Nichols (1988: 573), and
the hierarchy to be “further elaborated” without certain of these core or
prototypical categories such as kin and body part terms, depending on
the particular language. Nichols admittedly views inalienability as a lexi-
cal property of nouns (1988: 574) for which, at best, only generalisations
in the form of the implicational hierarchy she devises can be made.

Therefore it does not seem useful to set up a universal hierarchy to
account for these cross-linguistic differences in the classes of inalienable
nouns, since if body parts, kin terms and spatial terms are placed in
the same relative position on the hierarchy, this results, first of all, in
loss of predictive power (see also Haiman 1985: 135-136). Secondly, it
glosses over the further complication that it is frequently only subsets
of kin terms, body part and spatial terms that are selectively represented
as inalienable in a given language. Thirdly, the treatment of categories

such as personal representations, bodily fluids, exuviae and personal at-
tributes varies from language to language, in ways which appear to be
quite independent of the treatment of other semantic categories.

In contradistinction to Nichols, however, who states:

No account of the semantics of possession types will accurately predict the
membership of the “inalienable” set of nouns, either within one language
or cross-linguistically. (1988: 56¢8)

we believe that predictions for each language can be made on the basis of
cultural and pragmatic knowledge, as Bally (1926 [1995]) suggests, and
that this works in with the semantic component of a grammar to pre-
cisely characterise the personal domain, or inalienability, as the language-
specific descriptions of inalienability in this volume amply demonstrate,

The contributions to this volume provide detailed descriptions of in-
alienable constructions and related phenomena in some twenty four ge-
netically and typologically diverse languages of Africa, Asia, Australia,
Europe, North America and the Pacific (see map on page ix), with partic-
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ular focus on the Australian, Asian and Pacific region._They attefmpt (;19:
just to identify and characterise the range of construction types ound in
the languages, but also provide careful investigations of ;helr‘s‘emanltll.ccs};
highlighting — and attempting to explain - the ranges of entities wht
may be inalienably possessed in the various constructions.

Before summarising the contributions, we comment on two xmpolxgant
methodological attributes shared by the papers in this volu;ne. ;:st,
each author develops language internal arguments for the ana ysl?s they
propose, rather than assumes a universalist position. _Secondz eacb pape;
s concerned with adducing meaning differences a'ssocxat.ed with observe
formal grammatical differences, and uncovering (if possible), mc')m‘ratxon;
for these associations; they do not provide mere structural de.st:nptlon}f )
grammatical constructions in particular languages. Ur}surPnsmgly,. o eni
a recurrent methodological tool is agnation: the elucidation of m}fmm;
or near minimal grammatical pairsci Zoupled with attempts to specity the

i 1 nces thereby encodea. o
me;l: ;giflgfﬁ; be suppose}c,i, however, that because the contrfbultxons are
staunchly empirical in orientation, thfa authors ta}ke ath'eoreucal'stan.ce.s,
or are not interested in the implicauions pf their ﬁr}dmgS to l.ng{.ustx'c
theories. Quite the contrary, in fact. Various differing theorencal ori-
entations are exhibited by the authors, including nat\}ral.semanzz met(i
alanguage advocated by Wierzbicka (1972, 1981); Diverian (}9 ) a:al
cognitive linguistics approaches (Lfn?gack.er 1987); systané h\.\fnc;:;)s s
grammar (Halliday 1985); and cognitive discourse analysis ( ; e 198 :
In most cases the authors employ varxou; blends of these theoretica
uired by descriptive needs. '
ap%ﬁ:cgsfl;a;frte}?is bookyis dividid into six parts, accqrdmg to the ge-
ographical provenance of the language. Part II contains sevcdn ?apersf
on Australian Aboriginal languages. Through no particular design ?
the editors, the languages represented all belong to t.he rather [[)0(;: gr
known northern prefixing or non-Pama-Nyungan families (Capelkl ,
Wurm 1972, Dixon 1980: 21); just two membe.rs of t'he bettet:— 'rll‘own
southern suffixing Pama-Nyungan family are briefly discussed in Tsun-
oda’s contribution (Part IV). The seven .non—PamatNyungan laingtfgges
represented belong to five distinct fam.xhes, according to the §as;;, ca-
ton of O’Grady — Voegelin ~ Voegelin 1966 (also adopted 1§ Gurm
1972 and Yallop 1982: 45-47): Mayali and Warray belong to ; e 1 \.m(-1
winjguan family of Arnhem Land (Northern Territory); N}ru n%rvu an
Yawuru to the Nyulnyulan family of Dampier Land (Kimber fey(,ﬂ esl:ern
Australia); the other three Northern Territory languages, Anindilyakwa,
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Ndjébbana and Murrinh-Patha, constitute the single members of their
families.

Evans discusses in detail the syntax and semantics of body part noun
incorporation into Mayali verbs. He argues that incorporation of body
part nouns, contra Baker 1987: 4, is as regular as other types of syntactic
incorporation, and is governed by the same accessibility hierarchy for
thematic role: basically, incorporation in Mayali primarily involves parts
whose whole functions as intransitive subject or transitive object (see
Mithun 1984, 1986). For other roles, a different construction is required
involving the body part represented in an external, case-marked nominal.
A number of nouns other than body part nouns incorporate in the same
construction, including terms for personal representation such as ‘spirit’,
‘speech’ and ‘name’, products and inanimate parts of wholes but not kin
terms or ‘country’. According to Evans, the entire class may be charac-
terised as those entities which imply the existence of some other entity,
the “whole” to which they belong, or with which they are associated.
None of these nouns is, however, necessarily incorporated, and Evans ar-
gues that discourse factors condition their incorporation: they normally
incorporate unless there is special focus on the part, indicating its status
as an independent discourse participant. Evans points to various gram-
matical parallels between body part incorporation and another type of
syntactic incorporation in Mayali, namely generic incorporation, which
he relates to morpho-syntactic similarities in the encoding of part-whole,
generic-specific and secondary predicate constructions in Australian lan-
guages: all involve apposition of the part and the whole nominal. Evans
further suggests that this formal similarity is semantically motivated: dif-
ferent aspects of the same entity are juxtaposed. No change occurs in
argument structure of the clause, and thus Evans argues against a “pos-

sessor raising” analysis for body part incorporation.

Harvey examines inalienability in relation to three morpho-syntactic
phenomena in Warray: noun classes, nominal compounding and noun
incorporation. He argues that noun class marking distinguishes alien-
ably from inalienably possessed body parts and products, the alienable
class including terms for exuviae and regenerative (or replaceable) “parts”
including hair and parts of inanimate wholes such as leaves. Several ap-
parent anomalies in the class marking of body part and related terms can,
he argues, be accounted for if a notion of “person” rather than “body” is
taken to be the prototypical “whole” in relation to human beings. Har-
vey next describes the process of synecdoche through which names for
plant and animal species, as well as traditional nicknames, are formed
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through a type of nominal compounc.{i.ng, productive only for mal:ien—
ably possessed parts, in which a condition (?f the part is represented as
an enduring quality of the whole. The.mal'n part_of Harvey’s conmi
bution analyses noun incorporation, which is restricted to the persona

domain for animates, that is, body part nouns and p'erson:jll attributes.
Absolutive nouns of these types may be incorporated, in which case they
indicate the extent or locus of an event. Only the_ whole noun, and nof
the part, is cross-referenced by means of a pronominal prefix onfthe verb;
the incorporated part noun thus has no argument status, and flfn;t.xqgs
as a “range” (Halliday 1985). Discourse factors such as l.ack of individ-
uation or low discourse status of the “part” noun motivate use of Ia;n
incorporated rather than external nominal. Harvey also points out the
difficulties of analysing this Warray construction in terms of “possessor
ascension”, it not being possible in all cases to d'CI'lVC incorporated frol:n
unincorporated structures. Moreover, Harvey views the clau‘sc with t (;
incorporated “part” term as being the unmarked one both in terms o
construction type and discourse status. '

Hosokawa sets up a typology of body part syntax in Yawur, corlt-
trasting an array of four non—basjc syntactic constructions: the. doub ;
subject transitive, the double sub)ect. intransitive, the double cib]f:ct :;)n
the quasi-passive. All four constructions code a Whole_—par't rehatxonbg-
tween a person and part of their body; crqss-referencmg in the verb is
restricted to the “whole” noun. By extension, other entities which arel
regarded in Yawuru culture as inalienably possessed — primarily persona
representation such as names, shadows, footprmfs, personal dreamz}r:gs,
etc. — are also coded in the same way. Accordmgl'yf I-iosokawa char-
acterises these four constructions as “identity-sensitive”. Nouns fz‘"om
these semantic domains are, however, not necessarily 1nf:orporated into
clauses by means of the “identity~sensitive’.’ constructions: theykmay
also be represented by one of the _th_rc‘:e. basic clause types. Ho'sq aia
goes on to argue that the two possibilities contrast semantxczfllyl.. in ;) le
identity sensitive constructions the referents are treated as inaliena j
parts of the person’s whole existence; otherwise, tf)ey are represente
as alienable, and thus as not essential to a person’s identity. Further,
Hosokawa shows that each of the “identity-sensitive” cl'ause types con-
trasts semantically as well: both double-subject constructions f(?regrourllid
the part and defocus the whole; the‘dOI:lblt?-Ob]CCt construction bac é
grounds the part; and the quasi-passive 1nd.1cates non-V})lntnor}alltY an
inadvertency of the event with the focus being on a typically inanimate

agent.
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Three phenomena relating to the morphosyntax of body part expres-
sions in Anindilyakwa (Groote Eylandt) are discussed in depth in Leed-
ing’s contribution: noun classes, possession types and noun incorpora-
tion. Leeding argues that noun classes are semantically based, and may
be characterised by the features [+ personified], [+ singular], [+ feminine
human], [+ masculine human] (the binary opposition for the two genders
being humans versus nonhuman animates and inanimates with supernat-
ural powers), [+ visible] and [+ lustrous]. Most body parts fall into the
non-personified classes according to their appearance as lustrous or not,
while some belong to the non-human masculine class when associated
with the spirit world (e.g. through association with ceremony or sick-
ness and death). Leeding next distinguishes four morphologically dis-
tinct types of nominal possession and shows how they may be ranged
along a continuum from inalienable to semi-alienable to alienable; with
kin relations forming a fourth and special category of their own. In the
final part of the analysis, three types of noun incorporation are identi-
fied and investigated. Syntactic Incorporation is restricted to body parts
that are either grammarical objects of transitive action verbs or subjects
of reflexive ones. Interestingly, incorporation of body part nouns into
transitive verbs is in complementary distribution with pronominal cross-
referencing of the whole, suggesting that the two are functionally akin.
Leeding thus suggests that incorporation represents argument status of
the body part noun, and hence that noun incorporation, unlike other
noun incorporating languages discussed in this book, represents alien-
ability, rather than inalienability. This type is productive, and usually has
a non-metaphorical interpretation. In lexical compounding, by contrast,
a body part noun may be incorporated into either an intransitive verb
to which it holds a subject role, or an adjective or noun root. Although
nonproductive, this type frequently engenders metaphorical meaning ex-
tensions. The third type involves incorporation of body part nouns into
shape adjective roots to form species names through the coding of salient
physical features. This is similar in function to nominal compounding in
Warray (see above).

McGregor’s contribution describes inalienable possession in Nyulnyul,
This language employs a system of obligatory pronominal prefixes cod-
ing person and number of the possessor, which are attached to a small
set of around forty nominal roots and stems referring to body parts,
personal representation (such as names, images and footprints), and pro-
tective coverings. Prefixing is shown to be restricted to just those body
part and attribute nouns which are regarded as essential to the normal
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functioning of a human being as reflected in Nyulnyul culture, where
the term “human being” is interpreted in this particular linguistic con-
text as a generalised, non-sex-specific person without any of the salient
characterising features of the individual. A semantic principle is thus
shown to account for the pattern of prefixing in a regular and inclusive
manner; prefixing is not arbitrarily restricted to vowel initial nouns, as
suggested by Capell (1972). Comparison is made of prefixing nouns in
neighbouring Nyulnyulan and Worroran languages, showing that these
largely coincide. McGregor also suggests a potential diachronic source
for nominal prefixing in Nyulnyul, proposing that it is the outcome of
morphologisation of the double object construction in which posses-
sor and part nouns are identically case marked as absolutive. Support
for this proposal is found in evidence that prefixing nouns in Nyulnyul
correspond by and large to nouns which are frequently found in the dou-
ble object construction in the genetically unrelated language Gooniyandi
(McGregor 1985).
The Arnhem Land language Njébbana shows four basically disjoint
possession classes defined according to the means of marking the pos-
sessor. These are structurally and semantically characterised as follows:
(A) a free cardinal pronoun in juxtaposition with the possessed noun,
the latter being drawn from an open class of nouns referring to ob-
jects viewed as independent items, including bodily products, internal
organs, bones, kin, as well as artefacts, locations and loan words; (B) a
pronominal subject prefix attached to a form of the verb réndjeyi ‘stand,
be’ preceded by the possessed noun which codes mainly external body
parts; (C) a possessive pronoun suffixed to the possessed noun coding a
closed set of body parts; and (D) a pronominal prefix to the possessed
noun which belongs to a closed class of nouns indicating body parts,
types of people and attributes (qualities). McKay argues for a semantic
motivation in determining the choice of possession marking, based on
the degree of inalienability from most alienable (separate pronoun) to
the least alienable (pronominal affixes to the noun). The degree of mor-
phological “closeness™ is an iconic reflection of inalienability (cf. Haiman
1985; Croft 1991: 174-176): at the inalienable end of this continuum, for
classes C and D, affixation codes the conceptual identity of possessor
and possessed; at the alienable end, the separate word status reflects the
cognitive status of the referents as separate entities. McKay suggests that
the more alienable possession class B with the positional verb réndjeyi
‘stand, be’ is a somewhat anomalous intermediate type, coding mainly
external and visible parts of the body. The use of such an existential

[
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verb of posture supports, however, Lyons (1967) proposed universal link
between possessive, locational and existentjal constructions.
~ Walsh d_escri.bes the metaphorical extension of body part terms in noun
incorporation in Murrinh-Patha (Wadeye (Port Keats)), which, argues
Walsh, plays a central role in Murrinh-Patha grammar. ’Apprm;imftel
thi_rty‘ﬁve body part roots may be incorporated into verbs, nouns am)i’
?.djectlves, coding a continuum of senses from the literal to th; metaphor-
ical. \X/alsl? first describes adjectival roots with incorporated bod ; art
nouns wh{ch may be suffixed by bound pronouns cross—referenciz pthe
Possessor 1in a similar manner to Njébbana possession class C (seeg re-
vious paragraph), thereby identifying the person with a certain uall)it
Next, in .the main part of the analysis, he outlines a large nurr?ber ()),f
metaPhoncal themes associated with noun incorporation, thus displayin
Fhe richness of this linguistic device in Murrinh-Patha, 'I"hese meg Kor%
include spatial orientation, emotions, shape, attitudes and knowled ft):' for
ex;m,ple, -rdarri- ‘back’ metaphorically extends to ‘behindness’ ‘fn;eri—
ority’, ‘plenty” and ‘solidarity’. Thirdly, he further suggests that analysis
of Fhe processes of metaphor may prove relevant for other parts of {he
lex1co-gra.mmar: they may suggest analysis as complex nominal stems
forms which might otherwise appear to be simple noun roots
Part III coqtains two contributions which deal with a pair o.f distantl
relafted'Oceamc languages of the Austronesian family, a language family
which 1s scattered across the Pacific region. One is Paamese aiouthen};
Melanesian language spoken on the island of Paama in the Re ublic of
Yanpagu (formerly the condominium of the New Hebrides) 'I?he oth
is Tinrin, a language spoken in New Caledonia, . “
_In the first paper by Crowley, a comprehensive treatment is pro-
vided of the two main strategies used for marking nominal posses}s)ion
n Paamese. Inalienable possession is coded by pronominal possessive
suffixes on the possessed noun, whereas alienable possession is marked
by a set of free form possessive constituents to which the same set of
pronominal suffixes cross-referencing the possessor is attached. Crowle
unde.rrakes a detailed investigation of a number of apparent e.xce tiony
to this semantically-based alternation, arguing that it is ultimatelypossif
ble to account for the possession type associated with almost all niuns
fllth_ough.t.}us requires a reformulation of the notions of alienabjlic and,
1nahena.b1hty in Paamese on the basis of culture-specific knowledgey The
categories of consanguineal kin, inseparable body parts including int.ernal
organs essential to life, personal representation, body products which are
exuded through normal bodily functions or are permanently associated
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with a person, as well as some nouns for part-whole relations, imprints,
spatial orientation and “best food” are expressed by means of the in-
alienable strategy. For many of these, suggests Crowley, the referent
of the possessed noun does not exist independently of the possessor.
By contrast, internal body parts which are not seen as central to emo-
tions or life, and temporary manifestations of the body such as swellings
and infections associated with abnormal activity are normally alienably
marked, these existing independently of the possessor ~ internal organs,
for example, are normally encountered in the context of butchery. In
addition, vocatives for kin and many affinal kin terms, also loan words
from the English-lexifier pidgin, Bislama, in which most Paamese speak-
ers are bilingual, are treated as alienables. Crowley concludes his analysis
by showing that it is possible to treat inalienably marked nouns as unpos-
sessed, that is, as unrelated to any possessor, when, for example, a body
part noun is dissociated from its possessor; used generically; viewed as
a source of food or forms part of a metaphor. For this purpose, some
suffixing nouns show a derived unsuffixed free form; but most use a
“dummy” third person singular suffix.

In the second paper, Osumi discusses the semantics of morpho-
syntactic strategies for the expression of possession, similar to those
in Paamese, and distinguishes several different types of inalienable and
alienable possession in Zinrin showing how these can be ranged along a
continuum. Inalienable possession is expressed by means of possessed-
possessor word order: the possessed noun belongs to a restricted set of
bound nominals while the possessor noun may be coded either by a
pronominal suffix or a full noun. Bound nouns represent inherent rela-
tions such as kin, body parts and products, personal representations, and
also certain inanimate parts. This same nominal construction may also
be used with bound location nouns referring to a spatial attribute of an
entity (e.g. beside, inside, etc.), or to one of seven possessive classifiers
(whose primary function is, however, to form an alienable construction).
Alienable possession falls into two types: (a) a construction employing
one of seven possessive classifiers procliticised to the possessor noun or
suffixed by a pronominal and indicating the type of possession — as fruit,
meat, starch food, objects for chewing, drinks, plants or belongings in
conjunction with a specific possessed NP that may precede or follow
this unit;* (b) a construction in which one of three possessive preposi-
tions — associated with temporary possession, essential means of liveli-
hood, or fire - is placed invariably after the possessed noun and precedes
the possessor. Osumi also identifies a third type of possessive construc-
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tion codgd by a link morpheme -nrd-. This, she argues, is intermediate
between inalienable and alienable possession, and typical’ly includes pos-
sess_ed nouns referring to affinal and more distant kin, transient crsgnal
attributes, internal organs and bodily exuviae. ’ k
Part IV consists of three contributions dealing with a number of lan-
guages of Asia from several unrelated families. The first, Mandarin Chi-
nese belongs to the Sinitic subgrouping within Sino—Ti’betan while the
genetic afﬁl.iation for the second, Japanese, remains a subject’ of debate
some lx{lguxsts arguing for its inclusion in Altaic, others for a remotc;
connection to Austronesian. Tsunoda’s analysis of Japanese makes com-
parisons of different construction types in that language with their cor-
re}ates n two Australian languages — Djaru and Warrungu — and also
with English. In the third paper by Clark, a large range of unrelated
languages spoken in the mainland Southeast Asian countries of Thai-
lar_1d, Laos, Cambodia and Vietnam is represented, namely, Austroasi-
atic languages such as Vietnamese (Viet-Muong) and Khmer’ Chrau and
Rengao (all' part of the Mon-Khmer branch); White Hm(;ng of Laos
(Hmong—Mxen); also Thai and Nung (Tai). In languages of the Asian re-
gion, alienable-inalienable distinctions are not generally morphologicall
{narked on nouns. Instead, reflexes of this semantic phenomenon are t }j
ically found at the clause-level, and it is these which are examined in YPh
of the three papers in part IV. -
Chapp;ll presents a discourse-based semantic study of double subject
constructions with intransitive predicates in Mandarin Chinese us’in
data frO{n both spoken and literary narratives. After briefly rev’iewing
tbe nominal syntax of genitive and appositional noun phrases as a otent?
tial strategy .for the expression of inalienability, she distinguishesp three
types of topic-comment constructions showing that one in particular -
the double subject construction ~ expresses the relation of inalienabilit
and the personal domain in Mandarin. In this construction there are twc))'
utterance-mnitial NPs, the first representing the whole and the second
the part or relational noun; the NPs are simply juxtaposed, without an :
morpholc?gxcal marking. The semantic function of this cons’truction is tZ
char.acterlse a person (the whole) in terms of a predicate that can refer
to ellther physical and psychological states or conditions of a part, (but
not intense transient emotions); to a kin relation; or to the social s’elf as
embodied in collectives such as nation, workplace or institute of stud
(vxeweq as a community of people the individual may identify with)y
Analysm of the intonational properties of the double subject construc—'
tion shows that if the possessor is referred to by a lexical NP, it is usually
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set off in its own intonation unit from the remainder of the utterance.
If it is coded by a pronominal, however, there is usually no intonation
break between possessor and possessed. Th.e possessor NP may gf cg)ursg
be ellipsed, if given. Chappell refers to this construction as a “reduce
form of the double subject construction”. Thus, t.here is an ovgraﬂ ten-
dency not to mention the possessor in the same intonation unit unless
in pronominal form which tallies well with C}.lafe s “one new concept
at a time” constraint (1987: 32). A second topic concerns the fum.:ucci).n
of complex genitive noun phrases in Mandarin which are shown to in 1—l
viduate and focus upon — as opposed to relate — aspects of the persona
domain to their possessors. o '
Clark examines the semantics and syntax qf a construction involving
stative verbs and predicative body part expressions in a number of South-
east Asian languages, specifically, Vie.tnamese, Kf)mer, Chrau, Rfengfzo,
White Hmong, Thai and Nung. In this construction, the term referring
to the person is subject and prf:cedes the verb, _whlle the body part tlfrm
is predicative, generally following the verb. This struct.ure'codes a 5) 1y’s-
ical state undergone by the subject possessor but v'vhlch is -locate ina
body part, and can metaphorically extend to emotions which are (':I?}?—
sidered to be located in various organs, depending on the language. This
contrasts semantically with a construction in whlch the part and Wh(,)lﬁ
together form a NP, the subject of the clause and in combmatlzorlx{ wit
the stative predicate, simply indicatt?s a state 9f the body part. C a; sug-
gests that the predicative construction may 1pyolve some for1111 0 I\?Ic))un
incorporation, consequent upon possessor raising of t‘he who eh to
subject role. However, if it is in fact noun incorporation, then dt e noxi.n
is not as tightly bound as in languages such as Mohawk and Mayali.
This notwithstanding, it is true that the body part noun and the stative
verb function as a single grammatical unit, the body part noun having
foregone its argument status to be co'ded as a .smgl.e un.modxﬁe.d nén.}n
within the predicate — although classnf?ex_r mo_dlﬁcatfon_ls permitted in
some languages. Clark emphasises that it is th‘ls predicative construction
with an incorporated body part noun which is the Rreferred strategy as
it permits focus upon the subject possessor undergoing ‘the sta;e. .
Tsunoda argues that inalienability must be analysed in the omt} of a
possession cline for Japanese representing the degr.ee of closefxess o Rosi
sessor and possessed nouns. Two common strategies for coding nomu.'nz;1
and verbal possession in Japanese are first identified afld cqntrasted wit
English and two Pama-Nyungan Ianguag.es of Australia, Djaru and \)Fffzixr-
rungu. The main part of Tsunoda’s analysis concerns, however, honorifics
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in Japanese, for which it is well-known that politeness or respect may
be expressed vis--vis either the addressee or some other third person
referent typically coded as a subject or object argument of the clause.
In addition to these two categories of performative and propositional
honorifics, Tsunoda shows that the possessor of either a subject or ob-
ject argument may be accorded a respect honorific. This phenomenon he
designates “possessor respect”, arguing that the acceptability of posses-
sor respect correlates with a cline relating to the semantic domain of the
possessed item in the following way: body part > inherent attribute >
clothing > (kin) > pets > products > other possessions.® The higher on
the cline the possessed item is, the correspondingly more acceptable is
possessor respect. Moreover, this interacts with the syntactic role of the
possessed item in Japanese: possessor respect can only be coded when the
possessed noun is direct object or indirect object of a transitive verb, or
subject of an intransitive verb, but not, when it is subject of a transitive
verb. Tsunoda shows that this cline is also applicable to other phenom-
ena in Japanese, such as the double subject construction, the five different
possessive verbs taking different case frames, and the genitive construc-
tion, at the same time, observing correlations with the acceptability of
possessor ascension constructions in other languages. He argues further
that it accounts for the choice between inalienable and alienable posses-
sion constructions in Djaru and Warrungu, where inalienable possession,
expressed by juxtaposition, is limited to body parts and attributes; lower
down the cline, possession is indicated by the genitive. In a final section,
he discusses the cline with respect to attributive constructions in War-
rungu and Djaru with the ‘having’ suffix and compares these with the
counterpart English constructions.

Part V contains contributions describing inalienability in two unre-
lated polysynthetic Amerindian languages of North America, both of
which show alienable versus inalienable contrasts in nominal possession
constructions, and noun incorporation for inalienables, These are Mo-
hawk, an Iroquoian language spoken in the northeastern part of North
America and Koyukon, a NaDene language belonging to the Athabaskan
family whose speakers live in the interior regions of Alaska.

In the first paper, Mithun distinguishes two classes of nouns in Mo-
hawk on formal and semantic grounds. The first class, which take agen-
tive pronominal prefixes indicating the possessor, together with a locative
suffix on the possessed noun, contains mainly nouns for attached, con-
trollable and visible body parts of humans and animates, Most other
nouns including material possessions, internal organs, separated body



