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ABSTRACT OF THEDISSERTATION

There Once Was a Verb:
The Predicative Core of Possessive and Nominalization
Structures in American Sign Language

by

Natasha Renee Abner
Doctor of Philosophy in Linguistics
University of California, Los Angeles, 2012
Professor Hilda Koopman, Co-chair

Professor Edward Stabler, Co-chair

This dissertation presents two extensive case studies mtiipho-syntactic structure of American

Sign Language (ASL) based on original fieldwork conductetth wative, deaf signers.

The first case study focuses on the structure of attributve@edicativePOSspossessives.
Based on language-internal diagnostics, this study shioatghe possessive markess func-
tions as a verbal predicate of possession, not as a DP-ahterarker of the possessive relation.
The structure and interpretation of predicath@sspossessives are reduced to the interaction of
the verbalpossstructure with two functional components of the predieatdomain: (i) locative
structure and (i) licensing positions of definite objeddtributive POSSpossessives are derived

as prenominal reduced relative clause modifiers formed thasrunderlying predicative structure.

The second case study presented here addresses the atnuifiormity and semantic ambigu-
ity of two classes of deverbal nominals formed via redupiocrain ASL: concrete object-denoting
nominals and result-denoting nominals. Based on a morphmastic decomposition of verbal
structure that is transparent in the surface form of verbadipates in ASL, it is shown that nom-
inalization via reduplication targets the lowest congtituof the verbal structure (\&29. Nom-
inalization of VResYields the class of result-denoting nominals, while cotecabject-denoting

nominals are derived as relative clause structures headadbdminal argument that is introduced
i



by the classifier structure present in the relevant verlyah$o
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CHAPTER 1

The Issue at Hand

1.1 Introductory Remarks

This is an investigation of the generative operations rasjide for the derivation of possessive (1)
and nominalization (2) constructions in American Sign Laexge (ASL), the natural visuo-gestural

language of the deaf in the United States.

(1) [ ;BRUNO P0OSS; BOOK 1 ARRIVE!
A book of Bruno’s arrived.

(2) y/n
IX, FINISH HEAR ABOUT [ VOTE-FOR.NMz-RED ] WMyg
Did you hear about the election?

A defining characteristic of generative systems, of whichmln language is perhaps our most
familiar example, is the rule-governed creation of comlatterns from their sub-components. In
elucidating this characteristic, it is almost immediatapparent what the analytic questions must

be:

Q1. What are the properties of the complex patterns createdeogytstem?
Q2: What are the properties of the sub-components of which thatgerns are composed?

Q3: What are the properties of the rules of the system that gentira former from the latter?

The answers to these questions as they pertain to the ltrgamalysis of human languages bring

to the fore two additional questions that have underpinnedmof modern linguistic research.

The sign glossed here a®ok is a nominalization of the verbal formPEN-BOOK (cf. Chapter 3). The simplex
nominal gloss80OK is used for expository purposes only. A more detailed disiomsof the conventions adopted here
for the representation of sign language data is given in.8132
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Q4: To what degree are the answers to these questions unifolmasatite class of human lan-
guages?

Q5: For each of the questions above, is there an overarchingdigall or cognitive explanation
for the answers that present themselves?

Broadly construed, these are the questions that drive geareh described herein, research
that can be more narrowly construed as being concerned hatldentification of the syntactic
and semantic properties of nominal expressions in humagubsge, and, moreover, the issue of
why these properties differ systematically from those leiteéd by expressions of other syntactic
categories. A further component of the present researa@hftat confronts issues of both broad
and narrow consequence, is its empirical focus on the Istguanalysis of a signed language.
Linguistic analysis of signed languages provides the pi@eto identify what, abstractly, are the
properties that should serve as answers to the questions,abdependent of the secondary factors

of how human language is produced and perceived.

1.1.1 The Great Divide: Nouns and Non-Nouns

The generalization that is of interest to the present rebezan be pre-theoretically summarized as
follows: the expressions of human language can be categbaiz nouns, which refer to things, or
as non-nouns (verbs, prepositions, adjectives, etc.;iwieifer to properties that hold of things or
to relations that hold between things. This categoricairiton, which surfaces in various guises
as a fundamental design principle of the grammar (Hockdi819ackendoff 2002, Kayne 2008),
underlies the syntactic patterns exemplified by the phraaedigm of English below, adopting

relatively traditional assumptions regarding constittyeand labeling.

Ive bagpipes |

a
b.  [ve own [\p bagpipes ]|

@)

o

[P with [np bagpipes ]|
[[ap nice ] [np bagpipes ]]

o



As the pattern above suggests, the referential capacitgrofmals (3a) is not dependent upon the
local syntactic presence of additional expressions, aac@ristic that is intrinsic to the traditional
notion of nouns as lexical items associated vatherion of identity(Gupta 1980, Baker 2003).
Conversely, the referential properties of other lexicgressions are dependent upon the presence
of additional material in the local syntactic environmetfte verbownin (3b) requires the pres-
ence of a direct object, just as the prepositiath in (3¢) requires the presence of its comitative
complement, while the adjectiv@ce in (3d) is only grammatical in the presence of something
that it predicates of or modifies. What this pattern furthemenmakes evident is the secondary
characteristic suggested by the generalization aboversyautheir capacity to refer to things, are
the canonical expressions upon which other lexical iterasda@pendent. Thus it is the nominal
expressioragpipeghat acts as the direct object@ivn, serves as comitative complementwth,

and is modified by the adjectivece

These observations bring us to the topic that is of the@kitterest to the present discussion.
In human language, the role of nouns is to supply argumentisetdunctions defined by other
lexical expressions. What seems to go along with this roteas the nouns themselves are not
endowed with the capacity to take arguments of their own-+it)ahat the nominal expression
bagpipesnot only need not combine locally with other syntactic mialdout, moreover, cannot
do so. That this trait is indeed fundamental to the very motgbnounhood is confirmed by the
fact that in language after language, evidence of this dashy is attested. Though empirical and
analytic details of this asymmetry are, as is usually the,casore complex than such a small
paradigm can illustrate, this simple overview neverthetEsves as an appropriate introduction to
one of the core issues of interest here: what is going on withraent structure inside of nominal

expressions?

1.1.2 On Arguments, Argument Structure, and Properties of he Grammar

The generative system that gives rise to the propertieseabod thus provides answers to the
research questions addressed here is one in which the catiopal operations are simple albeit

far-reaching. The syntactic system of human language hiés disposal a minimal inventory of



structure-building operations (Chomsky 1995): externatger of two independent expressions of
the language and internal merger (movement) of an expressithe root of the constituent that
contains it. From these, and only these, operations thastatsystem, and only the syntactic
system (Marantz 1997), derives complex expressions oftiguage, beginning with the minimal
expressions of the lexicon and ending with the output plsraé¢he grammar. In order to under-
stand the inner workings of such a system, we must first utateighe nature of the expressions
that are manipulated by the aforementioned operations fdgessitates an analytic focus on the
appropriate structural decomposition of linguistic utiiat sometimes give the surface appearance

of atomicity, as will become apparent in the discussion efbal’ argument structure below.

In order for such a system to be worthwhile, given that the odkhe syntactic system is to gen-
erate linguistic structures that can be produced, perdeared understood, it is necessary that the
input and output of the syntactic operations be interptetetithe phonological and semantic com-
ponents of the modular grammatical system. Though | do ket @aastance on the stage(s) of the
derivation that are spelled out to the interface componafitse grammar, the framework adopted
here does assume a strict ‘lean interface’ approach—a tespired by Philippe Schlenker’s re-
cent work on ‘lean semantics’—, wherein both phonological aemantic properties can be and
are entirely determined from the syntactic structure (Koap 2005a). This assumption is robustly
supported by the linguistic properties of American Signduzage investigated here, wherein dis-
crete components of the production and meaning are cledeltifiable in the surface forms of
the language. Finally, in order for such a system to be goladi the application of syntactic op-
erations must be motivated by the linguistic propertieheféxpressions manipulated. Thus, it is
assumed here that merger and movement of constituentséndiy the need to satisfy the features
of lexical or derived expressions, though for expositorgpmses the inventory of such features is
often left implicit in the analyses developed here. One efghinciple properties satisfied by the
merger of linguistic expressions—and perhaps by movensawed (Hornstein 1999), though this

issue has no direct bearing on the present investigatiotheimtroduction of arguments.

As it is used here, the terargumentrefers only to nominal constituents, including the mod-
ificational (e.g., adjectives) and functional materia(enumber) that surfaces in the extended
projection of the noun in the sense of Grimshaw (1991). Wihieepresence and role of the DP
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layer of the nominal constituent is addressed in Chapteh2ygvevidence is presented that a DP is
projected in ASL (82.3.1.1), a null determiner languagés ihconsequential for the present anal-
ysis whether this DP layer is projected as part of the undeglgrgument nominal or is a derived
structure (Sportiche 2005). What is of consequence inicésty the notion of argumenthood to
nominal constituents is that oblique expressions are dedu Thus the constituetd the neigh-
bor in (4) is not considered here to be an argument, neither oféhe nor in general, though the

nominal constituenthe neighboiis.

4) Bruno gave the bagpipes to the neighbor.

The status othe neighboras an argument raises the complex issue of how and where ar-
guments are structurally introduced. Following Koopmad &portiche (1991), Kratzer (1996)
and much subsequent research, the assumption made hea¢ tisetfargument introduction lies
predominantly in the purview of the sequence of functioredds that comprise the decomposed
layers of verbal event structure, including prepositidee-elements such as thethat introduces
the neighbombove (Pylkkanen 2002). Given that these functional healdisake as their comple-
ment a projection of the verbal event structural, the conéigonal locus of argument introduction
will be the specifier of these functional heads. At presdm,dnalysis is not committed to the
stronger assumption that all arguments are introducedrmtiftnal material (Borer 2004), thus al-
lowing for the possibility that theme arguments may be idticed internal to the projection of the
verbal root. Together, these assumptions capture the amfustructural properties of the clausal
domain. Regarding the argument structural properties ®fnibminal domain, here, too, argu-
ments are introduced via functional architecture. Intetm&aominal constituents, this functional
architecture comes in one of two guises. Either it is the tional architecture of event structure
(Larson 1998), which | assume to be imported from the clagdsiadain through the nominalization
processes discussed below and focused on in Chapter 3,sathi¢2 consequence of a functional
head () that introduces the argument of relational or inherentiggessed nouns. In line with the
earlier discussion, however, the approach taken here dwoesiit itself to the strong assumption

that no arguments are introduced internal to the projectidhe noun, an assumption that is by no



means uncontroversial given the traditional and still camranalysis of constituents likenimal

magnetisnin (5) as arguments of the nominat@den}.

(5) Scheitz met a student of animal magnetism.

In light of this, the investigation herein may be viewed, artp as an exploration of the analytic

potential of a system in which assumptions such as thoseeadrevin place.

In many cases, aspects of the grammatical system and d#tHiks structures investigated will
be left open. In part, this is due to the incomplete naturengf scientific investigation. More
notably, this is due to the relative ignorance of the fielchwéspect to the linguistic properties of
ASL. Thus, in lieu of positing incorrect generalizationgrt on the side of caution and posit only
those generalizations that can be jointly motivated by tist Alata presently available and the
analyses that are possible given the design of the gramahagistem. This caution is exemplified
in the analysis of possessive expressions (cf. §1.3), whareatomic verbal structure for the pos-
sessive markarossis posited in the absence of empirical evidence as to howdéhlsal structure
should be further decomposed. In that analysis and elsewkech discretion is also evident in
the underlying argument positions postulated. As disaifsgher in §1.2.1.2, ASL is a language
with robust usage of constituent ellipsis, null argumeants, a high degree of word order flexibility.
Moreover, it is a language that lacks case marking distnstand for which positional diagnostics
of reconstruction and cross-over effects have yet to beitedily established. Given these prop-
erties, the identification of underlying, intermediated @urface positions of arguments, as well
as other constituents of linguistic structure, is a defidask. For present purposes, arguments are
identified as overt nominal expressions that are gramniltieuired in a given syntactic con-
figuration, excepting cases where apparent optionalitybeaattributed to syntactic environments
that independently license null material. The position imck these arguments are assumed to
be merged into the structure is identified, for the time beagthe lowest position in which the
argument can surface overtly in the structure, with theddtieshcaveats regarding the difficulty of
aligning surface position with structural position. Thoutpe analyses developed in accordance

with these principled assumptions are coarse relative deettiound (for other languages) else-



where in the literature, they make significant and abundantributions to our understanding of
the syntactic structure of ASL. Moreover, the analyses ld@esl here provide a framework for un-
covering further properties of the language, both with eespo the possessive and nominalization

structures analyzed herein and in general.

1.1.3 The Import of Possessives and Nominalizations

The present empirical focus on possessive and nominaizabnstructions is motivated by the
unique status of these constructions as potential souf@@gwment structure in the nominal do-

main, as suggested in the discussion above and furthefietbnere.

1.1.3.1 Possessors: Universality and Variability

The expression of possession in human language providesavoidable exception to the obser-
vation that nominal expressions are resistant to assougiaiith argument structural properties, for
while there exist languages that have been argued to dagelypack complement-taking nom-
inals all together (Jayaseelan 1988)—and as such wouldda@n exceptionless illustration of
the argument structural asymmetries discussed above—+e &xésts no language that lacks an
attributive possession construction. All human languageke available to their users a struc-
ture whereby at least one argument-like constituent mayntveduced internal to the nominal
domain: the possessor. Moreover, crucial to developinguaderstanding of the range of struc-
tures found in human languages, the introduction of thissessor constituent is accomplished

cross-linguistically through a diverse, though not urietsd, array of grammatical mechanisms.

(6) a. aphrase final affix (e.g. EnglisHs)
b. aword final affix (e.g. Germars, Arabici)
c. aninflectional (really fusional) ending (Latin or Slagenitive)
d. phi-feature agreement with the noun (Romance/Germasepsives)
e. zero-realization (Hebrew construct state)

(Longobardi 2001)



The syntactic configuration in which possessors are intedisometimes mimic quite closely the
‘direct’ introduction of arguments in the clausal domaisjsthe case with possessors marked by
genitive case (6¢) or possessors introduced without ang pessessive morphology (6e). What is
of further interest given such patterns is that the intéipegossibilities associated with possessors
extend beyond those that can be associated with verbal stvaoture (Milner 1978). Thus, while
the genitive possessivd Saturnin (7a) and thés-markedGoya (7a) can be aligned with the
theme and agent argument roles of the yaaint, respectively, such alignment is not possible for

the seconds-marked possessdihe Museo del Pradmtroduced in (7c).

(7) a. painting of Saturn
b. Goya’s painting of Saturn

c. The Museo del Prado’s painting of Goya’s of Saturn

The ownership interpretation of the possessor in (7¢) i3 fadd straightforwardly reducible to the
possessive interpretation associated with relationahs@e.g. prother, top). Such phenomena, in
addition to further confirming the universality and varidipiof possessive expressions, illustrate
that certain possessor interpretations are unique in besigtant to an analysis that appeals ei-
ther to verbal origins or to functional material that intuoes relational meanings in the nominal
domain. Thus, to address the validity of the assumptionsegbee can begin with addressing
the structure and interpretation of possessives: whatirggm with possessors inside of nominal

expressions?

1.1.3.2 Nominalization: Verbs That Were

The patterns exhibited by derived nominal constituentso@itesy interest to the investigation of
argument structure in the nominal domain due to the factbatinalization constructions, by
their very definition, are constructions headed by elemehish, at some stage of the syntactic
derivation, were associated with a non-nominal lexicadégaty. Given that impoverishmentin ar-
gument structure is argued to be a unique characteristiowis) the lexical categories from which

nominalization constructions are derived are expectethargeneral case, to be lexical categories
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associated with argument structural properties. As wasreagdlicit earlier, the assumption made
here is that the argument structure present in nominal koests may be imported from the argu-
ment structure associated with the clausal domain, andhtasigh such nominalization processes
that this importation can take place. The imagery conjueze by the description amportedar-
gument structure, it should be noted, is exactly that wrschtended. All nominalization processes
are analyzed here are syntactic processes; thus if eventlmrglated argument structure surfaces
in the nominal domain, it is because such argument struetasantroduced in its canonical event
structural position and was carried over to the nominal doraga consequence of nominalization
of a constituent containing this position. The secondarnsequence of this is if there are argu-
ments with event structural interpretations present imitr@inal domain (cfpaintingsabove), it

is safe, and moreover necessary, to assume that nomirnaiibats applied.

To concretize this notion, consider the case of deverbalimaisr—nominalization construc-
tions with verbal origins. Though such constructions amogred with syntactically derived nom-
inal status, the constituents around which they are bugleasociated with the lexical category of
verb, a lexical category that is robustly associated with argument structural properties in each
of the world’s languages. A natural line of inquiry in the idation of nominals from these verbal
origins, and one that has been the subject of significantigtig research—see Alexiadou (2001),
Borer (2005), Chomsky (1970) and Grimshaw (1990) among no#imgrs—, is the fate of the ar-
gument structure of verbs when those verbs are nominalieede, too, robust variation within
and across languages has been attested. Focusing on acsisglef deverbal nominalization in
English, the data below illustrates that the optionallysitive verbdrive (8a) may function as a
nominal in the absence of any of its associated verbal argtsi@bi) or with either one or both of

its verbal arguments in various syntactic guises (8bit}B8

(8) a. InThe Last Gentlemaroccasional amnesiac [ Williston Bibb Barett—Bill—drivas

Trav-L-Aire camper ] from New York to Sante Fe in the employtteg Vaught family.

b. (i) The book discussea#iving/ the drive
(i)  The book discusseRill's drive / Bill driving / Bill’s driving.
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(i) The book discussedriving the Trav-L-Airel the driving of the Trav-L-Aire
(iv) The book discusseRill driving the Trav-L-Aire/ Bill’s driving of the Trav-L-
Aire.

Therefore, an investigation of argument structural progeof the nominal domain can next pro-
ceed to the importation of these properties from the eventsire associated with the verb: what

is going on with argument structure in derived nominalizasi?

1.1.4 The Interest of ASL

Finally, though claims of cross-linguistic significancedagenerality will be presented at many
points in the course of the discussion that follows, the ecgdifocus of the present investigation
will be further narrowed. This investigation will focus ohet structure of possessive and nom-
inalization constructions within a single language: ASIs Becomes almost immediately clear,
however, in order to address issues of argument structypesaessives and nominalizations in

ASL, there is much legwork to be done in figuring out the prtiperof these constructions.

The ASL data that is investigated herein, and, consequesgtyes as the source of support
for the analyses of possessives and nominalizations ukigndeveloped, is of both significant
empirical and theoretical interest. That ASL is, broadlgagng, an appropriate linguistic domain
for undertaking the investigations outlined above is coméd by the existence in the language
of both possessive (1) and derived nominal (2) construsti@ddf further empirical consequence
is the fact that the linguistic properties of signed langsgncluding ASL, remain vastly under-
documented in comparison to those of their spoken languageterparts, especially with regards
to the formal analysis of these properties. Though sigmifiealvances have been made in recent
years to amend the dearth of linguistic research on sigmagubges, it remains the case that
a notable contribution of the present work is in furthering anderstanding of the structure of

language in the visuo-gestural modality.

In terms of the theoretical import of the data investigaterehwhile there is no a priori reason

to assume modality specificity in the properties of lexialkgories or in the structure of posses-
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sive and nominalization constructions, it is nevertheteescase that our linguistic understanding
of each of these topics has come entirely from the investigaif spoken languages. Thus, it
is a worthwhile endeavor to investigate the extent to whiah fondings from spoken language
can be replicated in languages that are signed. Moreovés,tage with the investigation of any
novel empirical domain, exploration of these structureA$8L has the potential to reveal hereto-
fore undocumented patterns and offer original insightiheogenerative system underlying human
language. Finally, analysis of the argument structurgberties of nominal expressions in ASL is
of specific theoretical interest given that complex nomexressions such as that in (8bii) have
yet to be investigated in the language, while the additicoahplexities present in (8biii)—(8biv)
appear, at first blush, to be absent. Indeed, even the comaoaicture of expressions used to
investigate hierarchical relations cross-linguistigalle expressed in ASL as full clausal construc-
tions (author’s fieldwork). Moreover, Fischer (1990) disses evidence that clausal complements
(e.g.,claim thaj are largely absent from the nominal domain in the languatyde MacLaughlin

(1997:23) goes so far as to conjecture:

“ASL does not seem to have thematic or adverbial adjectieesuse ASL does not
appear to have argument-taking nouns or deverbal nominalsch are generally
associated with these types of adjectives (see Chapter 2).

While the latter claim will be done away with in Chapter 3,igla such as these nevertheless con-
firm that ASL serves as a prime candidate to investigate tpethesis that the argument structure

of nouns is fundamentally impoverished.

Having thus provided a general overview of the impetus lekhie selection of topics in-
vestigated here and the grammatical model in which thissingation is framed, the remainder
of this introductory chapter will be devoted to providingthecessary background to situate the
discussion that follows. In 81.2, a descriptive overviewsigined language, generally, and ASL,
specifically, is provided so as to facilitate understandihthe data discussed throughout. Therein
(81.2.2.3), a detailed discussion of the conventions adbpere for the representation of ASL
data is also provided. In the final sections, 81.3—-81.4, amvew of the analyses developed for

possessive and nominalization constructions in ASL iseres.
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1.2 On Speaking With the Hands and Hearing With the Eyes

The empirical core of the present research is a collectionovkl fieldwork data that is used
to illuminate the grammatical properties of possessiverandinalization constructions in ASL.
To facilitate understanding of these data and their aralytiport, the reader is provided here
with the necessary background information on the lingustoperties of ASL (81.2.1), both with
respect to its status as a language of the visuo-gesturadlityo(81.2.1.1) and to the historical
and typological descriptors that are relevant to any laggtspecific study (81.2.1.2). A brief
description of the fieldwork methodologies used in the cewfsthe present research is provided

at the end of this discussion (81.2.2).

1.2.1 Linguistic Properties of (American) Sign Language

Our understanding of signed languages as linguistic syssiegenerally traced back to the research
of William Stokoe and colleagues in the 1960s (Stokoe 196ikd® et al. 1965), who presented
evidence that the manual gestures produced by signersiteptoberties of sub-lexical structure
on a par with the phonetic features used in the analysis degptanguage segments. Since this
groundbreaking observation, research on signed langusagesonverged, with few exceptions
(Liddell 2003), on the conclusion that signed languagesbéx$tructural patterns that parallel, at

every level of analysis, those documented in spoken laregiag

From the aforementioned phonetic parameters that compgisesasgments, signed languages
have been shown to exhibit rhythmic organization corredpaito the level of the syllable (Wilbur
1990), with units of signed language production restrid¢teghonotactic well-formedness condi-
tions (Brentari 1998) and subject to phonological proces$isat give rise to phonetic variation in
output forms (Liddell and Johnson 1989). The organizationés of signed language systems,
moreover, can be further classified as units that arbigraahtribute to the structure of the system
or as units that, composed of these arbitrary elements, aemimg-bearing (Klima and Bellugi
1979)—that is, signed language systems exhibit the duafifyatterning thought central to the
nature of human language (Hockett 1960). At the level of nmegbearing units, the morpho-
logical and syntactic systems of signed languages displagece of adherence to rule-governed
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structure-building processes, processes that endow totypho-syntactic structures with prop-
erties of hierarchy and constituency (Liddell 1980) andlifate the mapping from the structures
created by the system to the semantic interpretation oétsactures (Davidson et al. 2011). Fi-
nally, experimental evidence reveals that children expdseigned languages from birth acquire
these languages naturally along an acquisitional timeseotirat matches that of spoken language
development (Newport and Meier 1985) and that psycholbgiod neurological processing of
signed languages by adult native users exhibits robustzssitres, in both production and percep-

tion, to comparable processes in spoken language (Emm663) .2

Two conclusions can be drawn from these diverse researdaeacs. First, despite the obvious
difference in the biological systems used for productiod perception, signed languages exhibit
structural and cognitive properties comparable to thospoken languages. Second, given over-
whelming evidence of the structural parallel between sigamed spoken languages, the cognitive
underpinnings of the human language system are not intalgicontingent upon the mechanisms

of production and perception.

Nevertheless, though it is without effect on the overargtarchitectural properties of the sys-
tem, it remains true that signed languages and spoken lgeguhffer in how users produce and
perceive them, and just as one could discuss the modakgHepeffects of speech, such as pitch
of voice, it is necessary to precede the linguistic analysfsSL with a discussion of the modality-
specific effects of sign on linguistic structure. This is thibject of §1.2.1.1, where | review the
components of production involved in signed languages artdio grammatical properties that are
unique to visuo-gestural languages. Following this, 812returns to subject of properties that
signed languages exhibit in common with spoken languagesiding an inventory the typologi-
cal characterizations appropriate for ASL. Both of thestigns are intended to provide the reader
with the familiarity necessary to understand and contdizeighe data presented in the remainder
of this work, though neither do justice to the domain of liregic research on ASL and other signed

languages; for additional information the reader is ref@to Sandler and Lillo-Martin (2006).
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1.2.1.1 Components of Signed Languages

The linguistic stream of signed languages can be dividemtinb communicative channels: the
manual channel, referring to the movements of the hands hasvihe extended motoric system
of muscles and joints that control these articulators, &ecbn-manual channel, referring to the
static or non-static gestures of the face and body that carowith manual articulations. As
illustration of the components of these communicative ole#s) consider thevH-question in (9)

and the corresponding video stills provided in Figure 1.1.

9 br wh
VOTE OBAMA WHO
Who is it that voted for Obama?

1

OBAMA WHO

Figure 1.1: Sequence of ASL signs in Example (9).

The signer begins the utterance with the production of the #i§n vOTE, a sign that, while
iconically linked to the image of casting an election balis will be discussed further in Chapter
3, can be described by the arbitrary phonetic and phonabgrioperties of its manual articulation.
In this and other signs, these manual components can belsaccording to the configuration,
location, and movement of the hands during the productiothefsign. As the signer pictured
is right-handed, the manual components of his signing areipally produced with his right
(‘dominant’) hand, with the left (‘non-dominant’) hand plag a secondary or subordinate role to
the dominant hand. In terms of the descriptors above, thégroation of the dominant hand in
the production ofvOTE involves contact between the tip of the thumb and index fingéh the
remaining fingers extended outward from the palm. This condigon is conventionally described

as the F-handshape, a term that originates in descriptibtie dandshapes of the fingerspelled
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alphabet (Figure 1.2) used for the representation of Emglisrds in ASL signing It should be
noted, however, that the hand configurations of ASL exteryaie this 26 shape inventory and
frequently, as is evidenced by the bend in the extended fngehe production o¥OTE pictured,

vary in phonetic detail from these ‘target’ handshapes.

s FE80
%@@@%o
@@?@ﬁ?
gddtow ¢

Figure 1.2: Handshapes of the ASL fingerspelling alphabet.

Two details are relevant for an adequate articulatory dasan of the location of the sign
VOTE. First, the sign is produced in what is referred to as ‘néwgigning space’, the area of
signing space that is in front of the signer and occupiessrhéight span the region of space
corresponding to the signer’s torso. Second, the sign idymed with movement toward and
contact with the non-dominant hand, which can also be desdrin terms of an F-handshape
configuration. Thus, the non-dominant hand serves as thédmal ‘base hand’ of the sign. These
location properties distinguisioTE from each of the two signs in the remainder of the utterance.
Neither the name sigoaBAMA nor thewH-sign WHO incorporate the non-dominant hand in their

articulation, and while the name sigrBAMA is also produced in neutral signing space, \We

2The image of the ASL fingerspelling alphabet was generata@tyus freely available font created by David
Rakowski and is licensed under a Creative Commons Attobu8hareAlike 3.0 Unported License. The author thanks
Jonathan Keane for making this image available.
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signwHo is produced at the signer’s chin.

Finally, the manual component of signed language artimrathat is the most difficult to
illustrate given the static limitations of the represeiotag above is the movement of the hands.
The movement components of signed language can be deserthedas movements of the hands
along trajectories in signing space (‘path’ or ‘externabwement) or as joint movements of the
wrist and fingers that do not necessarily change the locafitire hands in signing space (‘internal’
movement). Both types of movement are used in the sequesognsfdescribed here. As noted in
the description of its location, the sig@wTE involves a downward path movement of the dominant
hand, a movement whose endpoint is the contact of the tiggeedhumb and index finger with the
non-dominant hand. Conversely, thei-signwHO is produced at a static location on the signers

chin but with internal up-and-down or curling movement af #xtended index finger.

While these manual components are what is primarily brotgimind when one references
signed languages, the non-manual gestures of the face aydabe equally significant in a de-
scription of signed language production. The non-manuaipmments of signing play a role in
both the grammatical processes and the prosodic strugtafisigned languages. Two grammat-
ical non-manual markers can be identified in the articutatibthe example in (9): the raising of
the eyebrows (_Prover the sequenceoTE OBAMA and the squinting of the eyes and furrowing
of the brows that co-occurs with the sigrHo (_wh). The first of these non-manual markers
identifies the initial sequence as serving a topic-like fiorcin the utterance, while the second is
required for the grammatical expressionni-questions in ASL. In addition to these grammatical
functions, the non-manual components of signing also deriredicate properties of prominence
and phrasing in the prosodic structure of the utterancendrekample above, the change of facial
expression and a slight rightward shift of the torso markrgoriational boundary between the
signsoBAMA andwHO, while a forward lean of the torso and a thrusting movemenhefhead
mark the prosodic prominence of the focus associated wittesee-finalwH-elements in ASL

(Abner 2011, Churng 2011).

While the gestural details, and the meanings associatédhdtn, of individual languages vary,
these manual and non-manual components are universaligapp to the description of signed

languages, just as the articulations of the vocal tract aneetsally applicable to the description of
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spoken languages. A second aspect of signing that appelaesutaiversal to the languages of this
modality is the syntactic and semantic import of signingcepdn addition to potentially serving as
the location parameter of individual signs, signing spdse mediates varied and complex aspects
of the sentence and discourse structure of signed languagaBustration of this aspect of sign
language structure, consider the example given in (10)l@ddrresponding video stills in Figure

1.3.

(10) WALL ;BOY CL: 4fi,“humans—standing—along—wall” EACH IXi,pl—dist
HAVE CUTE GIRL ;ACROSS-FROM; CL:4; <hugans-standing-along-wall”
There are boys standing along the waIIJ; each one of them haseagir!

standing along the wall across from him.

Vi

HAVE ‘ CUTE GIRL ACROSS-FROM CL:4-j

Figure 1.3: Sequence of ASL signs in Example (10).

In this example, the signer characterizes a situation tigtithaccur at a junior high school dance:

all of the boys stand along one wall, across from the girls sland along the other wall. What is

relevant for present purposes is how the signer uses sp#oe linguistic structure of his descrip-

tion of this example. Note first that the spatial structur¢hef utterance mimics the actual spatial
layout of the situation described. The portion of the utteeareferring to the boys is positioned at
the contralateral edge of signing space, where contralatfers to the side opposite the signer’s
dominant hand. Conversely, the portion of the utteranaeriey to the girls is positioned at the

ipsilateral edge of signing space. Moreover, these spattigderties are very clearly incorporated
into individual spatial descriptors of the utterance, sashthe orientation and alignment of the
signwALL and the movement across signing space of the predicz@essFrRom. Finally, the

distributive plural pronominal, I¥.gist achieves its referential meaning (the boys) through spatia
17



deixis toward their contralateral location in signing spac

Though undeniably iconic, these and comparable uses oéspacpart of the rule-governed
grammatical systems of signed languages. As testimony limguistic status, the spatial structure
of signed languages is acquired by children in an increnhentherror-prone process (Lillo-Martin
and Bellugi 1985) and is susceptible to linguistic impaintria the signing of patients with aphasia
(Poizner and Kegl 1993). Furthermore, while the structursslof space is a general and universal
property of signed languages, the details of spatial straetincluding how, when, and for what
semantic purpose it is used—vary across the world’s sigaeguages (Engberg-Pedersen 1993,
Perniss 2007, Perniss and Zeshan 2008). These obseryatiaddition to those made above,
confirm that signed languages, though influenced by theddgrihat is more readily available in
the visual (versus auditory) system, are neverthelesedind the same cognitive language system

that underlies spoken languages.

1.2.1.2 Descriptive Overview of American Sign Language

Having thus discussed the linguistic properties that appaigue and universal to languages of the
visuo-gestural modality, | shall now turn to the linguigbioperties that are specific to the signed
language investigated here, American Sign Language (AtBke)signed language of the deaf in
the United States. Though the bulk of this discussion witlu® on the typological descriptors
that are familiar from linguistic research on spoken lamgasa there is an exceptional property
of ASL that has yet to be mentioned here: the accuracy andfstgonith which its historical
origins can be identified. Signed languages emerge onleilcdintext of a community that needs
them for communicative purposes, a need that is most conyleakresult of a significant portion
of the population being unable to hear or understand spakegubage. In the United States, this
context was created in 1817 with the opening of the Americsyl#n for Deaf-mutes in Hartford,
Connecticut. Now the American School for the Deaf, it is thaest and first longstanding school
for the deaf in the United States and its opening fostered¢welopment of the Deaf community

and the language they share today.

3The capitalization of Deaf is used here to distinguish desdras a biological identifier from Deafness as a social
or cultural identifier.
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The historical discussion at this point would be remiss authmentioning three additional
factors that influenced the language that emerged in Hdrtféirst, one of the co-founders of the
school, Laurent Clerc, was a deaf French man educated athioeldor the deaf in Paris, where
he was later a teacher. Clerc left Paris to assist with thedmg of the school in the United States,
bringing with him to Hartford the signs used in the Paris sthd&econd, a portion of the deaf
students enrolled came to Hartford from Martha’s Vineyamlisolated and endogamous island
community with a high rate of hereditary deafness. The sitsdieom Martha’s Vineyard brought
with them the signed language that had been developing orsidned for a number of years.
Finally, though they were not fully developed languages, students at Hartford also brought
with them any of the home sign systems that they had prewiausg#td for communication. Thus,
the language developed in Hartford—and whose continuedldement has given rise to ASL as

it is known today—was influenced by these linguistic sources

As it is used today, ASL can be classified as a subject-veppebfSVO) language (Fischer
1975), albeit one with a significant degree of word order Baity and robust usage of null argu-
ments. Subject, object, and locative arguments may bedteticspatially in the verbal forms of
the language, a use of space that parallels in function tiimimrm, the role of verbal agreement
markers in spoken language. This use of space, the detailsioli are so complex and debated as
to spark controversy regarding its very status as an ‘ageagraystem (Liddell 2000), is relevant
to the structural analysis of both possessives and nomatalns in ASL and, as such, will be

addressed in each of the studies presented here.

In addition to the spatial indication of their argument sture, verbal forms may also be
marked for aspectual properties of the event (Fischer 1978)gh neither tense nor aspect mark-
ing is required for grammaticality. Functional elementdha clausal domain, such as modals or
negation, variably surface at the left edge of the verb ghoaighe right edge of the sentence, cor-
responding with as yet underexplored interpretive valitghjPetronio 1993, Wood 1999). Non-
verbal predicates, as will be discussed further in refexdncthe predicate nominal analysis of
possessives, are marked by neither a copula nor other ptediwarker, though see Wilbur (1996),
Wilbur and Patschke (1999), and Abner (In prep) for a moraitdet perspective on copular struc-
tures in ASL. Finally, pertinent to the exploration of nomlistructure undertaken here, no oblig-
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atory determiner-like element exists in the language, &tthyat will also be returned to in later

discussion.

This cursory overview should provide the typological backod necessary to understand the
empirical patterns presented and investigated here, afitial properties of the language will
be introduced and explored as they become relevant. Betorenaing to the practical matters
of research, however, it warrants noting that the brevitthefpresent section arises not so much
from the desires of the author as from the ignorance of the. fighough it is one of the more well-
researched signed languages, it nevertheless remainagbédlat we know very little about the

linguistic structure of ASL. The present work contributeshat not being the case in the future.

1.2.2 Practical Matters of Sign Language Research

The previous two sections provided the linguistic backgobnecessary to support understanding
of the empirical patterns investigated here. Equally ingodrfor contextualizing these empirical
patterns, however, is a discussion of the methodologiasingbe data collection and documenta-
tion process. Though informed and careful elicitation rodtflogy is an integral component of all
fieldwork-driven research, there are some methodologetalild and challenges that are unique to
the domain of sign language research and these are the fbthesdiscussion below. For a more
detailed discussion of general issues confronting fielvb@sed research in signed languages,

please see Crasborn (2005) and Fischer (2009).

1.2.2.1 Consultant Selection

The type of empirical investigation undertaken here apptapatterns of grammaticality and in-
terpretation manifested by the users of a language to inforguistic analysis of the language
under investigation. It is a given in this type of fieldworkven research that the relevant users of
the language are those individuals who are native usersdétiguage. The notion of the native
user is an idealized one, complicated in reality by a myribdazial factors that influence the
language practices and the linguistic experience of speestmunities. However, one criterion

that is typically enforced is exposure to the language framhbWith respect to the use of signed

20



languages in deaf communities, an array of complex geneticsaciological factors give rise to
a situation in which many deaf individuals are not, thereforative users of any signed language.
Prelingual deafness—the type of deafness that preventsatacquisition of spoken language—is
genetically recessive and may also arise as a consequenuedatal conditions that occur after
birth. As a consequence of these etiological factors, m&ay shdividuals—estimates place the
number anywhere from 90-95% of the deaf population—havargeaarents, who are unlikely
to be familiar with signed languadeMoreover, variability in the social and educational seegic
provided to deaf children and a history of oppression of Dmahmunities means that many of
these deaf children will not be given early exposure to sigaaguage. Thus, in selecting native
users of signed language for purposes of fieldwork rese#nel—10% of deaf individuals with
deaf parents provide the ideal source. This is the case fwrdicthe five consultants who partici-
pated in the present study. The remaining consultant, whiccymated in only a single elicitation
session, was enrolled in a deaf school and given exposurgrtedslanguage at an early age. De-
tailed demographic information regarding the consultarte participated in this study, compiled

from a questionnaire given at the outset of the researchpisged in Table 1.1.

Consultant: A B C D E

Age 52 48 55 24 26

Gender F M F M M
Hearing Status Deaf Deaf | Deaf| Deaf| Deaf
Primary Daily Language ASL ASL | ASL | ASL | ASL
Parental Hearing Status Deaf Hearing| Deaf | Deaf | Deaf
Age of ASL Exposure Birth 2 years | Birth | Birth | Birth

Education Some college AA BA | BA | BA

Table 1.1: Linguistic and demographic background of ASLstdtants.

1.2.2.2 Methods of Data Collection and Analysis

Fieldwork sessions were conducted one-on-one or with jpdisggners in consultants’ homes or

in public places of their choosing using a variety of elitda tasks that are discussed in further

4The converse of this is that many deaf individuals give bisthearing children who, given the likely exposure
to signed language provided by their deaf parents, go ondorbe bilingual in both spoken and signed languages.
The language development and linguistic practices of thufation of ‘bimodal bilinguals’ has been the topic of
much interesting research in recent years (Emmorey et @b)2@ue to complex factors of language competence and
dominance, the present research focuses only on the signgddge used by native deaf signers.
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detail as they become relevant to the data presented. Gantsulvere instructed to sign exam-
ples to themselves or their conversational partner sevienak prior to providing judgements of
grammaticality or semantic felicity. Conversations betweonsultants and the researcher during
these meetings were conducted entirely in ASL. Recordealwas collected using either a Sony
HDR-HC7 or a Sony HD FlipCam digital camcorder and were elditsing the freely available
software programs Kino (video) and GIMP (photo).

1.2.2.3 Data Representation

An overview of the glossing conventions adopted here forépeesentation of ASL data is pro-
vided in Table 1.2 and a video repository of data examplescpesultant waiver, will be made
available by the author. Data from research sources is alwagd using the transcription and

translation provided in the original source.

Capitalized glosses of English signs frequently mask atgteal of morpho-syntactic com-
plexity in the ASL form and where this becomes problematiavéintroduced alternative glosses
(PUT-BALLOT-IN-CONTAINER) in tandem with the traditional gloss@TE) of a given sign. Where
English glosses are semantically ambiguous between rneuRipL signs (e.g.BEFORE), the gloss
includes indicators of the appropriate ASL forBEFOREEAR VS. BEFOREHAND). Because they
are not subject to careful investigation here, non-manwaakers are not included in the transcrip-
tions except where relevant to the discussion at hand, bytraiewed via the video repository
and are available in the author’s fieldwork notes. Englighgtations provided, agreed upon by
consultants and the author, always err on the side of repiiagehe meaning of the ASL sequence
in context using the most natural English translation add and are occasionally presented with
the symbok: to indicate that the most natural English translationsasgnts a notable departure
from the ASL structure. Thus translations should not bertalsandicative of the morpho-syntactic
properties of the ASL sequence they translate and one shemlain aware of the linguistic distinc-
tion between ASL and English despite the dependence ondfniglirepresenting ASL in written
form. Efforts have also been made to use a consistent Engtieklation for a given ASL form

and the reasoning behind translations chosen will be dégtlias the ASL forms are presented.
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(11)

SIGN
SIGN-SIGN

{sSIGN, S-1-G-N

CL:1«gescriptor”

wh

SIGNdurative
{SIGNy

IX;

IXi pl-arc

SIGN+

0

iNOUN/{NAME

Capitalized words used to English glosses for signs.

Hyphenated sequences used where multiple words are ngcéssa
gloss the meaning of a given sign.
Fingerspelled loan signs; fingerspelling.

Classifier (CL) predicates; the numeral or letter followthg colon
indicates the classifier used and the contextual meaningisded
by the subscripted descriptor.

Non-manual markings; scope of the line indicates spreadoof n
manual marking and letters at the end of the line indicatetytpe
of non-manual marking used.

Verbal markers of event structure.

Verbal agreement markings. Subscripted lettefk) indicate ab-
stract references, while s subscripted numbgsaiadicate first and
second person reference).

Pronominal reference, subscripts as above; also used thigh cef-
erential forms (e.qg., classifiers).

Plural inflection of pronominal reference; also used in teebal
agreement system.

Sign repetition that cannot be attributed to morphologieduplica-
tion.

Intonational breaks in the sign utterance.
Surface optionality of manual or non-manual material.

Semantic co-reference with spatial agreement markers elsed
where in the sentence or discourse; not necessarily inkoat spa-
tial positioning of the nominal.

Table 1.2: Transcription conventions for representatiioASL data.

1.3 Study #1: Expressions of Possession

The first of the studies presented here examines the steuatattributive and predicative posses-
sive constructions in ASL (11)—(12), with a specific focustlo@ possessive constructions that are

formed with therosssign: (11a) and (12b).

Attributive Possession
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a. AttributiverPoss
;BRUNO PO0OSS; BOOK
POSS; ;iBRUNO BOOK
A book of Bruno’s

b. APOSTROPHES Possessives
BRUNO APOSTROPHE-S BOOK
A book of Bruno’s

C. JUXTAPOSITION
BRUNO BOOK
A book of Bruno’s

12) Predicative Possession

a. Verbs of Possession
BRUNO HAVE BOOK
Bruno has a/the book.

b. Predicativee0ss
IX; ;BOOK P0OSSj ;BRUNO
This book belongs to Bruno.

| begin with the observation that traditional descripti@m analyses ofOSsas a possessive
pronoun or determiner are at odds with the propertiesosfsidentified herepPossfails to exhibit

the quantificational properties that are expected undeom@opninal or determiner analysis.

Based on an array of language-internal tests, | motivatenalysis in whichpossfunctions
not as a DP-internal marker of possession but as a verbalkptedf possession, on a par with
other possessive verbs like\vE. The syntactic analysis developed accounts for how attviéu
and predicative uses ebssare derived from this underlying verbal structure. In thescaf pred-
icativeP0Oss possfunctions as a verbal predicate that combines with funefitotative structure
of the predicative domain, giving rise to a “strict possessinterpretation of the predicative struc-
ture. In the case of attributiveoss independent evidence is presented to illustrate thattthe-s
ture functions as reduced relative clause modifier of thegssee noun. Moreover, the locus of
relativization in the predicative structure (13) is showrdetermine both the (definjtedefinite)
interpretation of the possessor and the relational inégagion of the possessive meaning indicated

by PoOss
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(13) TP

Object+pef LocP

POSSESSEE
(Subject) POSSESSOR POSS

(Object)  (Verb)

14 DP
?X
NP
\
BOOK [BRUNO POSS$ BOOK

This study addresses the general issues above, showing sa@posed instance of argument in-
troduction internal to a nominal constituent—the posseasspument—nhas its origins elsewhere in

the grammar—in this case, the verbal domain.

1.4 Study #2: Nominalization via Reduplication

The second study focuses on th@MINALIZING REDUPLICATION (.NMz-RED) process in ASL,
a reduplication process that derives concrete objectiden(l5) (Supalla and Newport 1978) and

result-denoting (16) deverbal nominals.

25



15 a. (i)
(i)

b. ()

(ii)

16) a. (i)
(ii)

b. ()

(ii)

lv MOVE-IN-AIR-BY-PLANE |

to fly

[ Nmz MOVE-IN-AIR-BY-PLANE.NMZ-RED |
airplane(‘a/the thing for moving in air by plane’)
[v STAPLE-WITH-STAPLER]

to staple

[ Nmz STAPLE-WITH-STAPLERNMZ-RED |

stapler(‘a/the thing for stapling with a stapler’)

v ACCEPT]

to accept

[Nmz ACCEPT.NMZ-RED ]
acceptancg‘a/the result of accepting’)
[v DEVELOP]

to develop

[ Nmz DEVELOPNMZ-RED ]

developmenta/the result of developing’)

The investigation and analysis hinges on two observatlwaidie at the interface between morpho-

syntax, phonology, and semantics. One, the event strust@ecomplishment predicates (Vendler

1967) in ASL (cf. Figure 1.4) can be morpho-semanticallyaeposed into two discrete phono-

logical components (Wilbur 2003, 2010): a spatial path moset that corresponds to the process

portion of the event and a phonological change (e.g., hapeshlosure) that corresponds to the

event telos. These discrete components can be morphoctigatly represented in a decomposed

verbal structure along the lines of that proposed in Ramtij2008).

b : ]
g A

gy
o
N\ !

Figure 1.4: The verbal SigRCCEPT.
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(17) VPproc

T

VProc VPReS
/\

VRes ACCEPT

UnderNOMINALIZING REDUPLICATION, however, only the phonological change corresponding
to the event telos is preserved (Figure 1.5). The analysipgsed argues thatOMINALIZING
REDUPLICATION, analyzed here as the morpho-phonological exponence ofranabzing Gy,
nominalizes only the result component of the event stragtyielding the expected result inter-
pretation of the derived nominal (18). ThN®MINALIZING REDUPLICATION is a so-called ‘full

reduplication’ process, albeit one that targets only asutstituent of the verbal structure.

Figure 1.5: The nominalized sigfcCEPT.NMZ-RED.

(18) CPy

RN

Cn VPRes
| T

NMzZ-RED VRes ACCEPT

Two, excepting the abstra@oncrete ambiguity of certain result-denoting nominalg.(eLAN.Nmz -
RED), concrete object-denoting interpretationSNafMINALIZING REDUPLICATION arise only in
the presence of a verbal classifier, evident in¢dhaLy handshape used in the production of the
verbal form in Figure 1.6. The analysis takes seriously ¢bisespondence between verbal form
and nominal interpretation, arguing that concrete obgjierteting nominals (Figure 1.7) are the
consequence of relativizing a null nominal argument iniiet! by the verbal classifier (19), an

approach that builds on the analysis of classifiers devdlapBenedicto and Brentari (2004) and
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is made straightforwardly possible via the classificatibNOMINALIZING REDUPLICATION as a

nominalizing Gy head.

% U A
ﬁ%}‘ y

q

Figure 1.7: The nominalized sigmOVE-IN-AIR-BY-PLANE.NMZ-RED.

(19) CRy
ETHING
CN VPRes
‘ /\
NMz-RED VRes f3CL-P

-

f3CL  MOVE-IN-AIR

CLIILY

Because the classifier is part of the lowest constituentfalestructure, the argument it introduces

functions is a licit target for relativization of the smalP¥gsStructure nominalized VISOMINAL -
IZING REDUPLICATION. Furthermore, due to the low nominalization targetNGfMINALIZING

REDUPLICATION, the analysis explains the empirical finding that the noisisa derived are de-

void of virtually any verbal structure, including verbabament structure introduced outside the

VPRresprojection.
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CHAPTER 2

To Have, In Hand: Possessive Constructions

2.1 When Nouns Collide: Possessive Expressions

In his seminal work on the expression of possession in Bmglarker (1995) notes the following

as evidence of the centrality of possession in the syntaxsandhntics of human language:

On the front page of today’s New York Times, for instancephted 23 instances of
the possessive construction, distributed in such a waydhatout of five sentences
contained at least one possessive. As a second kind of exarhpgtren acquire the
possessive early in the two-word stage, so that by the agpa$&essives can account

for up to twenty percent of a child’s productions. (Barker 1995:1)

Thus, to understand the structure of possession is to uaderthe structure of an expression that is
pervasive in the output of the adult grammar and is of thetiratnerge in the grammar of the child.
While no token counts are to be found in the discussion tHavis—though one may refer to
Jackson (1984) for evidence of the early emergence of psisses the acquisition of ASL—, the
goal of the present chapter is to understand the structyressiessive expressionsin ASL. As noted
in the introductory remarks, the selection of possessi@ntapic of investigation here is motivated
by the potential of this construction to offer insight inteetstructure of the nominal domain.
However, the conclusion ultimately drawn here is that aneustéinding of possessive expressions
in ASL is crucially dependent upon an understanding of tloperties of verbal expressions in the
language, for it will be shown that a common means of expnggsossession in ASL—theoss
sign—has as its origin a verbal predication structure thétrs the nominal domain only through

a process of relative clause formation. To set the stagdéatguments presented, | begin with a
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brief discussion of the components common to descriptiodsamalyses of possession in human

language.

2.1.1 Duality of Patterning in Analysis and Description of Rssessives

Two approaches feature prominently in both descriptiveamalytic research on the meaning and
form of possessive and genitive expressions in naturallagg. The first focuses on the structural
properties of these expressions and the nature of theaellagtween possession and the syntax of
the nominal and predicative domains. The second focuseseoimterpretative properties of pos-
sessive expressions and the nature of the relation betlWweesyhtax and semantics of possession.
Though there is clear overlap between them, each of theseages will be discussed separately
and in turn below, with special attention drawn to how thesmalins of distinction are relevant for

the case of ASL possessives investigated here.

2.1.1.1 Nominal vs. Predicative Properties of Possessives

Descriptions of possessive structures draw a traditiostihdtion between possessive expressions
that areattributive and those that arpredicative Attributive possession refers to the expression
of a possessive relation that is expressed internal to amamonstituent (1a), with the attributive

possessives retaining the distributional properties ofpassessive nominals (1b)—(1c).

(1) a. [Bruno’s bagpipes]
b. Scheitz likes [ Bruno’s bagpipes ]/ [ the bagpipes ].
c. *Evathinks [ Bruno’s bagpipes]/ [the bagpipes].

Predicative possession, on the other hand, refers to thre®sipn of a possessive relation in the
sentential domain (2a), yielding structures that displegydistributional properties of other pred-

icative or sentential expressions (2b)—(2c).

(2) a. [Those bagpipes belong to Bruno |.

b. *Scheitz likes [ those bagpipes belong to Bruno ].
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c. Evathinks [those bagpipes belong to Bruno |.

These patterns seem rather straightforwardly to suggesexistence of at least two distinct
structural origins of possession in the grammar of humaguages, one in the nominal (DP) do-
main and one in the predicative (VP) domain. Indeed, thihésanalysis found in traditional
accounts of such patterns (Abney 1987, Szabolcsi 1984).eMexyvthe division is not so clear as
these initial patterns suggest, as there is also abundampthomsyntactic overlap between the at-
tributive and predicative structures. In English, for exdenthe's marker of attributive possessives

is also found in copular predicative possessives (3).

(3) a. [Those bagpipes are Bruno’s ].
b. *Scheitz likes [ those bagpipes are Bruno’s |.

c. Evathinks think [those bagpipes are Bruno’s ].

In the other direction, comitative prepositions of the peative domain are commonly used for
the expression of attributive possession in English (3gteéepn that has also been documented for

Icelandic (Levinson 2011).

(4) a. Evadanced [ with Bruno].

b. Evafell in love with Bruno, [ the man with bagpipes ].

Such structural overlap is also robustly attested in thegsmsve patterns of ASL, where the same
marker of possessior0SS surfaces in both attributive (5a) and predicative (5b)spssive con-
structions, examples which also serve to illustrateatheX of Y’s(attributive) andX belongs to Y

(predicative) translations that will be used fapssstructures in the present discussion.

A book of John's arrived.

b. IXy THINK [preq-poss BOOK POSS; ;JOHN 1
| think the book belongs to John.
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This more complex reality has been the subject of significesg¢arch on the structure of pos-
sessive expressions (Freeze 1992, Kayne 1994, den Dikke®),26uch of which focuses on
three key issues. One, to what extent is morpho-syntactictsire shared across attributive and
predicative constructions? Two, to what extent does moegymbactic structure exhibit inter- and
intra-language variability, across not only the classeativibutive and predicative possession but
also within a single class (cfs (1a)) versuswith (4b) possessives in English)? Three, to what
extent is morpho-syntactic structure of attributive anddicative possessives shared with other
nominal and predicative structures? These are some of shesghat will be focused on in the

discussion below.

2.1.1.2 Structural vs. Interpretive Properties of Possesges

Semantic analyses of possession (cf. a.o., Partee 1983R8&er 1995) are primarily concerned
with two aspects of their interpretation: the interpretatof the possessive relation and the quan-
tificational properties (definiteness) of the possessiuetire and its components. Before turning
to the issue of the structural alignment of these propertistall first address the interpretive

details that are relevant in each of these domains.

The invariant semantic function of possessive structwés €ncode a relation, the possessive
relation, between the possessor and the possessor. Tla¢ passessive relation encoded in pos-
sessive structures is, however, variant. Some classiaclisins observed in the research literature
on possession include: alienable versus inalienable psisse(6), temporary versus permanent

possession (7), and abstract versus concrete possesksion (8

(6) a. The monster’s leg (that he pulled off an enemy in a fight)

The monster’s leg (that is part of his body)

(7) a. Bruno’s taxi (that he took to the airport)

b. Bruno’s taxi (that he drives for a living)

(8) a. Joseph Merrick’s growth (since childhood)

Joseph Merrick’s growth (that a number of doctors exad)ine
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Though such distinctions are murky, at best, and exhibitgeldegree of overlap, the possessive
relations exemplified above all exhibit a certain degreemfioumity. In each case, the possessive
relation has been argued either to be reducible to somedederonceptual notion of ‘ownership’

or ‘control over’ (6)—(7) or to be provided in the semanti¢she relational possessee noun (8).

More surprising is that possessive structures can be usedcide relations that are not so
easily construed as in this way and, moreover, that suchafgesssessives are relatively unex-
ceptional. This broader use of possessives is illustragatidinterpretive variability documented
below for the English possessiB¥uno’s picture Given appropriate contextual support, any of
the relations (R) described in (9a)—(9e)—ordered roughlterms of how ‘possession-like’ they
are—are permissible interpretations of the relation mgdietweerBrunoandpicturein Bruno’s

picture

(9) Bruno’s picture

v'He purchased it to decorate the trailerg(Rership

a.
b. v'He took it with his camera. (Rthorship

o

v It's the picture of him used in hilew York Timesbituary. (Riepiction/themg
d. v'He was talking about it earlier. {ked abou}

e. v'He's standing next to it, waiting for Scheitz. (&

The interpretation of the relation encoded in the possesgiucture is relevant to the analysis of
possessives in ASL given empirical evidence that they a® permissive on this front, disallow-
ing not only the depiction/theme possessive relation o€ it also the contextually supported

possessive relation of (10d).
(10) ;CRAIG POSS; PICTURE
A picture of Craig’s

a. v'He purchased it to decorate the trailero(Rership
b. v'He took it with his camera. (Rthorship

c. #lIt's the picture of him used in hisew York Timesbituary. (Riepiction/themg
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d. #He was talking about it earlier. {fed abou}

Investigation of the quantificational properties of posses may focus either on the defi-
niteness of the possessive structure in its entirety (1Df as sub-components (12). Here, too,

interesting patterns emerge in the possessive domain of(A3)L

(11) a. Thereisachicken in the final scene.
b. There is some guy’s chicken in the final scene.

c. *There is Herzog'’s chicken in the final scene.

12) a. (i) EvaandBruno have a/the trailer.
(i) ?*Althe trailer belongs to Eva and Bruno.
b. The bagpipe’s of ?*a/the neighbor’s

(13) BRUNO HAVE DOG
Bruno has a/the dog

v'So you should not stay at his house if you are allergic.
v'That is why the dog is not here right now.

Finally, investigation of the semantic properties of passees, if it is to be adequate, must
address the fact that both the quantificational properfipsssessives and the interpretation of the
possessive relation are structure-dependent. Thus, wisléhe quantificational force of the pre-
nominal possessor in English that determines the quartiifica force of the possessive structure

itself (cf. (11b) vs. (11c)), this is not the case if the pes®e occurs post-nominally (14).

14 There is a/*the friend of Bruno’s in the final scene.

Furthermore, as compared with thessstructure in (10), possessive relations expressed via jux-
taposition of the possessor and possessor in ASL permitsra flexible interpretation of the
possessive relation (15), a pattern that parallels, somgwine relational distinction commonly

found between possessive structures and genitive retation
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(15) CRAIG PICTURE
A picture of Craig(’s)

v'He purchased it to decorate the trailer.
v'He took it with his camera.
#It's the picture of him used in hidew York Timesbituary.

The analysis of ASL possessives presented here takes iobwirsicthese and other interpretive

patterns as well as the structural properties to which thegansitive.

2.1.2 Chapter Overview

The present chapter focuses on the analysis of attributidepaedicative possessives marked by
the Posssign in ASL, though the structural and interpretive projesrof other types of posses-
sive expressions in the language are also be addressed.tdlsomplement the general linguistic
overview provided above, the chapter begins (82.2) withstigtive overview of the variety of
possessive structures used in ASL. As is noted in theseipigerremarks, theeosssign has
been traditionally classified as a possessive pronoun in. ABis classification oPossis de-
fended formally in the analysis of ASL DP structure presdnteMacLaughlin (1997) and affili-
ated publications (cf. Neidle et al. 2000), where it is aljtleatPOSSis a possessive determiner
that gains pronoun status through nominal ellipsis of trespssee or possessor. In §2.3, | evaluate
DP-internal analyses of this type and show that they arenable forrossstructures given that
(i) attributivepossdoes not exhibit the interpretive properties expected atarthiner or pronoun

and (ii) predicativeeossdoes not exhibit structural or interpretive propertiesttrilautive POss

Because DP-internal analysesrafssoffer only a predicate nominal analysis of predicative
POSS this latter observation presents an insurmountable eingdl to analyses seeking to derive
both attributive and predicativeossfrom a uniform DP-internal source. What nevertheless re-
mains true is that the presencerdssin both attributive and predicative possessives strongly
suggests structural overlap between these possessiveumtions. Due to the documented chal-
lenges facing an analysis that derives attributive andipatide PoSsconstructions from a shared
DP-internal source, the analysis developed here insteakdattributive and predicativeoss

constructions from a shared predicative source. Thus rtheaf the present analysis is thabss
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uniformly enters the derivation as a marker of predicatiosgession.

The development of the analysis beginsin §2.4, where | shatthere is compelling language-
internal reason to analyzessas a verbal predicate in ASL. Therein, | also discuss evielémat
pPossparallelsbelongtype verbs of possession and explore the interaction opth&sVP with
the functional structure of locative expressions, a stmattdetail that unifie®osspossessives

with documented cross-linguistic patterns.

In 82.5, | turn to the analysis of attributiveoss constructions, arguing that they are intro-
duced as reduced relative clause modifiers of the possedsagdbeshow that the reduced relative
clause analysis is successful in capturing both the siitiarand differences between attributive
and predicativeeossconstructions. A brief discussion of two additional possesstructures—
JUXTAPOSITION andAPOSTROPHES—is presented in 82.6, though many analytic details are left

open. A summary of the chapter is provided in 82.7.

2.2 Descriptive Overview of ASL Possessives

In the present section | provide a descriptive overview efgatterns of possession in ASL, focus-
ing in turn on the structures used for the expression otattitie (§2.2.1) and predicative (§2.2.2)

possession. In this descriptive discussion, | largelyrabsaway from issues of analysis.

2.2.1 Attributive Possession

A common means of marking attributive possession in ASL lisugh the use of the possessive
marker glossed here @0ss In both traditional descriptions of the language (cf. @&gker-
Shenk and Cokely 1981) and contemporary typological dsouns of ASL,pPOssis classified as a
possessive pronoun, a classification that has also redeiveal support in the analysis of ASL DP
structure presented in MacLaughlin (1997) and affiliatelligations (cf. Neidle et al. 2000). The
more neutral term ‘possessive marker’ is purposefully usdtle descriptive remarks made here
S0 as to disentangle the discussion from any preconceiaygtaomnotions. As illustrated in Figure

2.1,possis produced with the B-handshape, though other details giraduction vary depending
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on, at least, the identity of the possessor. Second and pleirsbn possessors are indicated by
palm orientation and movement toward an area of neutralrgggspace that is associated with an
established (second or third person) discourse referatit,tiie area of signing space being that
occupied by the interlocutor in the case of a second persssgssor. For first person possessors,
Possis produced with movement toward the upper chest regioneosiner, potentially making

contact with the signer’s body.

Figure 2.1: Production afosswith secondthird (L) and first (R) person possessors.

The spatial agreement thewssexhibits with the possessor may also be modified so as to en-
code the plurality of the possessor argument. Two such neatiins are possible: the addition of
an arc-like movement in space is used to indicate collegliveality of the possessor{ “theirs/
yours.pl” Figure 2.2) while successive movements towardquence of discrete spatial loci in-
dicates distributive plurality of the possesser ‘each of theirgyours.pl”, Figure 2.3}. Though
the difference between these two forms is difficult to cagtur still images—and is oftentimes
neutralized in fluent speech—, the fluid arc-like movemenbss signing space of the collective
plural marker in Figure 2.2 can be inferred from the fact thasstill image of the signer’'s hand
can be captured from the video sequence. This is not the cateefsuccessive movements of the
distributive plural marker in Figure 2.3, each of which haseadpoint that can be captured as a

stillimage.

Turning to word order patterns, attributive ssconstructions typically surface eitherRiwSSESSOR

LFirst person plural possessors are indicated not by an aremment initiated at the signer’s chest but rather through
a suppletive form wherein first the thumb side of the B-shapedshand makes contact with the ipsilateral side of
the torso and then the pinky-side of the hand makes cont#ictiaé contralateral side of the torso by way of a small,
outward arc movement in front of the signer’s chest.

37



Figure 2.3:possinflected for distributive plurality.

POSSPOSSESSERIrder (16a) or irPOSSPOSSESSORPOSSESSEmrder (16b), though the latter

is a more marked word order with distinct interpretive pmbigs that will be discussed below.

(16) a. IX; [ jCR.AIG POSSJ' ;BOOK ] CL:B“long—book”
This book of Craig’s is a long book.

b. IX; [ POSS; j;CRAIG ;BOOK ] CL:B:iong book’
This book o% Craig’s is a long book.

Deviations from these ‘full’ possessive structures areydw@r, commonly attested, as both the
possessor and possessee can be omitted in the attribatsg&structure. These omissions, illus-

trated in (17), provide the likely origin of the possessivermun classification afoss?

2Empirical evidence has been presented as evidence of gedteeord order variability in these pronominal-like
usages of theossmorpheme (i)—(ii).

0] COMPUTER P0SS;
¢My computer’

(ii) P0SS; COMPUTER P0OSS;
¢My computer’
(Chen Pichler and Hochgesang 2008)

These cases, however, will not be further addressed aneestaf attributive possession, as there are syntactic and
prosodic reasons to consider the post-nominal useoafsin these and related constructions as cases of postnominal
predicative modifiers. This would align the variation inpsed post-nominatosswith that of pre- and post-nominal
adjectives in the language, as Padden (1988) and MacLaud!9197) have both analyzed post-nominal adjectives as
essentially predicative in nature.
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@n a. ;KID WRITE [ POSS;,p1-arc HOMEWORK ]
The kids are doing their homework.

b. PREFER USE P0SS;
| prefer to use mine.

Additional word order patterns may also arise as a conseguehdisplacing the possessor to a

topic-like position (18).

(18) tm2
JOHN (3, IXprolp MEET POSS; FRIEND(j) YESTERDAY
¢As for John, | met his friend yesterday.
(MacLaughlin 1997:236)

Finally, there are two other structures used for the expyes¥ attributive possession in ASL.:
JUXTAPOSITIONandAPOSTROPHES. As its name suggest8)XTAPOSITION possessives involve
juxtaposition of the possessor and possessee without any mvarker of possession. The juxta-
position strategy is preferred by some signers when exipgepsssession relations with relational
nouns, such as part-whole relations or kinship relationsisavailable with non-relational nouns

as well.

(29) a. MOTHER SISTER
“Your mother’

b. MOTHER HOUSE
‘Mother’s house’
(Chen Pichler and Hochgesang 2008)

As is also rather clear from the name of the constructk#pSTROPHES possessives (20) are

produced using anPOSTROPHES sign (Figure 2.4) that has been borrowed from Signed English

(20) DOG APOSTROPHE-S HOUSE
A house of the dog'’s

3The ‘tm2’ non-manual marking associated withHN;) in this example refers to a specific cluster of non-manual
features—a large movement of the head backwards and tadbgaised eyebrows, and eyes wide open—that Aarons
(1994) argues characterize base generated topics thathehifiscourse topic, as distinguished from topics gerdrat
via movement and base generated topics that introduce reeutse topics. Failing to find distinct non-manual
correlates of these topic types in the signers consultgricatzation in my data is typically glossed only for the
presence of brow raising.
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Figure 2.4: TheAPOSTROPHES sign.

Originally a borrowing from Signed EnglisapOSTROPHES is now considered a grammaticalized
part of “real ASL” for some signers. At present, | adopt #re X of Y’stranslation used for
attributivepossfor bothAPOSTROPHES andJUXTAPOSITION possessives, though the relational

and quantificational properties of these attributive dties are not analyzed in detail here.

2.2.2 Predicative Possession

Two broad strategies are possible for marking possessiagames in the sentential domain of
ASL. In the first, the language makes use of designated velnbsevexical content expresses the
possessive relation, such aave. As the gloss suggestsaAvE functions much like the English
have Animportant distinction to bear in mind is thaAVvE in ASL functions neither as an auxiliary
nor a modal, a potential source of confusion that arises assecjuence of traditional glosses and
the limitations inherent in the glossing process itselfthiRg HAVE always exhibits the behavior

of a lexical predicate of possession.

(21) a CRAIG HAVE DOG
Craig has a/the dog.

b. *SUE HAVE GO-TO STORE
(Intended:) Sue has to go to the store or Sue has gone to tree sto

There is also a designated means for expressing negatigegsisn—-that is, the situation that
arises when the possessor does not possess any quantigy pbsbessee. In this construction,
the possessive relation is expressed via juxtapositiom®fpbssessor and possessee nominals,

followed by the negative sigRONE.*

4Chen Pichler and Hochgesang identifpNE as a suppletive form of negative predicative possessiathéu
discussion of its distribution and interpretation in ASLetfocused specifically on its use in negative possessives—i
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(22) PRO; PAGER NONE
| don't have a pager. / | have no pager.
(Chen Pichler and Hochgesang 2008)

A second strategy for marking possessive relations in thieeséal domain is through morpho-
syntactic means that are also found in attributive posgessinstructions. In ASL, this is evident

for bothPoss(23a) andaPOSTROPHES (23Db).

(23) a. BOOK ;JOHN POSS;,+
This book is John'’s.

b. THAT; JOHN APOSTROPHE-S ;BOOK
That's John’s book

The predicative possessives in these data parallel DRiadtattributive possession in the relative
order of the possessar@dHN) and the possessive markess APOSTROPHES). As such, pred-
icative possessives of this type have the flavor of an ativypossessive DP in predicate nominal
position. An observation that will be important in the dission that follows, however, is that, for
POSS this is not the only means of forming a predicative possessiherossmarker can also
surface in the main predicate position dielongalignment predicative possessive, a structure not

addressed in previous analyses of ASL possessives.

(24) BOOK P0SS; ;JOHN
The book belongs to John.

Furthermore, the movement pDssin this structure, in addition to its ‘default’ encoding diet
identity of the possessor, may also be modified so as to enbedientity of the possessee, a
property noted in passing by Baker-Shenk and Cokely (1981his case, the production ebss
begins not at a neutral location in front of the signer’s thoes rather at the location in signing
space associated with the possessee. From this initidldocssociated with the possesseess
then moves across signing space to the location associétethe/possessor. As will be discussed

below, this possessee-possessor movement sequencelpaadperties of transitive spatial verb

presented in Wood (1999).
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agreement in ASL and is only possible whebssis used predicatively.

Figure 2.5: Movement abossfrom contralateral location of the possessee to ipsilatecation
of the possessor.

Such patterns—patterns that are not exhibited by possgaimouns, determiners, or genitive
marking cross-linguistically—will be used as part of thetivation of the verbal analysis #foss

pursued here.

2.3 DP Analysis of ASL Possessives

As discussed above, analyses of possession can be screshatieveral ways, varying according
to the structural means by which the possessor argumerttaslucted and the semantic interpre-
tation of its relation to the possessee nominal. In her 1993edation on the structure of the
determiner phrase in ASL, MacLaughlin presents an anabfhSL possessives that exemplifies
approaches wherein the possessor is introduced as an argofrtte nominal and the posses-
sive morphology is introduced as part of the extended foneli structure of the DP. Hers—the
only existing formal analysis of possession in ASL—is the @tlysis ofPossfocused on here.

It should be noted, however, that the bulk of the argumergsemted here are problematic for
any DP-internal analysis a¢foss especially DP-internal analyses that classifyssas anything

pronominal-like (including determiners).

The analysis MacLaughlin provides for (attributive) passee constructions in ASL bears
much in common with the standard analysis of English-stgg@pminal possessives (cf. Szabolcsi

1984, Abney 1987). The analysis has two key componentst, Hies possessive markepssis
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analyzed as a manifestation of the determiner head. Setlb@gossessor is merged into the
specifier of the NP projection of the possessee nominal, frdrich it undergoes A-movement
to Spec-DP for case licensing reasons. The structure Magtiliauposits for the ASL possessive
DP is provided in (25). In the present discussion, | set asslées such as head tilt and eye gaze,
which MacLaughlin, following Bahan (1996), analyzes asrtbe-manual realization of agreement

features in ASL.

(25) DP
DP, D
/\
JOHN D AgroP
| |
[+Agrg] Agro’
(headtity
POSS Agro ModP

| N
[+Agro] AP Mod’
(eye gaze) ——_ |
oLD NP
N
i N’
|

FRIEND
(MacLaughlin 1997)

What is furthermore crucial for MacLaughlin’s analysistthas is the only structural origin for
POsSs Thus, predicativeossconstructions such as those in (24) can only be derived temnicess

of possessive predicate nominals (26).

(26) BOOK &«jg» [pred-Nominal P0SS; ;JOHN BBEK ]
The book belongs to John.
Predicate Nominal Analysiss The book is John’seek.
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The problems facing this aspect of the analysis—and, agay analysis positing a DP-internal

source forross-are addressed below.

2.3.1 The Possessive Marker

MacLaughlin’s analysis oPossas a definite determiner is couched in her broader analysis of
the structure of the determiner phrase in ASL. This analygises that the prenominal indexical
sign (x, Figure 2.6) sometimes found in nominal expressions in AB1) unctions as a definite

determiner, albeit one whose use is optional.

(27) JOHN LOVE [ IX; WOMAN Ipp
John loves the/that woman. (MacLaughlin 1997)

Figure 2.6: Thex sign (third person referent).

Before addressing whether or rrbssshould be endowed with determiner status, I first eval-
uate the determiner status of thissign. Given that prenominaX is obligatory neither for argu-
menthood (vs. predicatehood) nor for a definite interpietaind, moreover, that it is interchange-
ably used to translate both the definite determiner and dstradives in English, the conclusion
will be that the determiner analysis of this indexical sigmot appropriate. On these and other

grounds the same conclusion will also be drawn aboupth&ssign.
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2.3.1.1 Excursus: The Status of D in ASL

Theix sign is produced with an extended index finger and movemarartbthe abstract or real
world location associated with its referent, orientatiogard the signer or interlocutor(s) in the
case of first or second person referents. Distributionaltyninal expressions co-occurring with
this prenominal index are associated with a definite inetgtion (27), an interpretation which is,

moreover, obligatory (28).

(28) *JOHN LOOK-FOR [ IX; MAN Jpp FIX GARAGE
John is looking for a man to fix the garage.
(MacLaughlin 1997)

MacLaughlin thus concludes that the prenominal index fionstas a definite determiner in ASL
and, as such, is positioned in the D-head of the DP projectimr purposes of evaluation, this

analysis can be logically teased apart into two separat@sia

C1: Pre-nominalx encodes definiteness.

C2: Pre-nominalx is a determiner.

While it is true that nominals marked by the prenominal indeist be interpreted as definites,
it is by no means the case that is required for a definite interpretation. Rather, the |agg
freely allows bare nominals to appear in argument positicth @ither an indefinite or definite

interpretation.

(29) CRAIG HAVE DOG
Craig has a/the dog.

Therefore, the definite interpretation of a nominal is ngpefedent on the presence iof. |If
prenominalix does encode definiteness, then the grammar of the ASL usérconisin at least

the simplified lexical entries in (30).

5The ** used in MacLaughlin’s transcription would convemtially indicate ungrammaticality, but the example is
more adequately described as grammatical, albeit not Wittintended (indefinite) interpretation (‘#').
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(30)  /ix/: the associated nominal referent is definite

/el: the associated nominal referent is definite

This requires that the language user posit the existencermnbphonous functional items that per-
form the same role in the syntactic system and are interaag without any apparent phono-
logical conditioning. Moreover, the language user musitpls existence of phonologically overt
material that has the same interpretive effect as phonddginull material, an analysis that is
problematic from a learning perspective and has been spabjfargued to be an impossibility for

the determiner system of any human language (Crisma 199ifjork appropriate analysis is one
in which definiteness is a syntactic dependency or conddfarse for the pre-nominak, whose

function is instead much more parallel to that of a demotis&&

To evaluate the second claim—that prenominalis a determiner (D head) in ASL—, we
need first to identify the role of the determiner in human lsage, a precursory task that is itself
quite complicated. In the present discussion, | will asstineetraditional approach wherein the
determiner is responsible for licensing the noun’s appearan argument position, as proposed
by, among others, Longobardi (1994). This follows from tksuamption that the base denotation
of a noun is that of a predicate. Thus, the determiner funstio turn the predicate-denoting noun
into an argument-denoting expression. Cross-linguikficgupport for this stance is found in the
obligatory appearance of determiners when nouns are fauadgument (31b) versus predicate

(31a) position.

(31) a. Giannie amicodi Maria.
Gianniis friend of Maria

b. Hoincontrato*(un/il) grandeamicodi Maria ieri.
| met (a/the) great friend of Maria yesterday
(Longobardi 1994:612)

6]t is worth noting that this idea is not, strictly speakinguater to MacLaughlin’s semantic arguments. Though
MacLaughlin analyzes the prenominal index as a definiteraiéter, her semantic conclusions as to its role and
distribution are that the sign “expresses definitenesss tagsociated with definiteness”. The ultimate messageeof th
argument made here is, thus, that the pre-nominal index aam these semantic properties without functioning as a
D head.
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If, however, the determiner is responsible for licensing tloun in argument position, then (29)
above provides clear evidence against the determinersiaalf/prenominalx. The licit appear-
ance of bare nominals in argument position in ASL shows thatiot prenominalx that licenses

them in this position.

Before thus concluding that the pre-nominal index does @oeldeterminer status, let me
first briefly address the fundamental assumption upon wihishline of argumentation rests: the
required presence of a determiner in an argument-denotimgnal. Though this role of the de-
terminer is relatively straightforward in the languagest thave determiners, the function and pro-
jection of the DP are much more unclear in the languages withbsence of overt determiners.
Are the argumental nominal expressions of such languagetelddy silent determiners or is there
something about the language that allows some lower profect the nominal domain to func-
tion as argument? Chierchia (1998) argues that both p&isssbare typologically attested and that
this, too, can be explained by the predicate- or argumentitiey status of nominals. The thrust
of Chierchia’s argument is that Longobardi (and others)eweght to claim that the determiner is
responsible for turning a predicate-denoting noun intorgaraent-denoting expression but were
wrong to assume that all nouns are predicate-denoting. stead argues that the predicate- or
argument-denoting status of the noun is part of the paraipat®n of language. If the language
has parameterized its nouns as argument-denoting, naxde&zrprojection is syntactically nec-

essary.

A natural question that arises based on these findings amtes base denotation of nouns in
ASL. Is the bare nominal in (29) bare because nouns in ASL @renaent-denoting and require
no determiner or is it bare because nouns in ASL are predd=ieting and the language uses
null determiners to license them in argument position? Urately, Chierchia provides syntactic
tests for distinguishing these possibilities, based orphiposal that argument-denoting nouns,
in the languages that have them, refer to kinds (versusithais). Because of this kind refer-
ence, argument-denoting nouns behave like mass nounsathegsistant to number marking and
require classifiers in order to combine with numerals. Thaisguages with argument-denoting

nouns will exhibit the syntactic properties in (32).
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(32) NP[+arg,-pred] languages

a. Generalized bare arguments
b. The extension of all nouns is mass

No PL

o

d. Generalized classifier system (Chierchia 1998:354)

While research has not explicitly addressed the cauass distinction in the ASL nominal
system, there is nevertheless evidence that nouns in tigedge do not uniformly exhibit the
behavior of mass nouns. First, though the language makesf@seomplex classifier system in
both the nominal (33) and verbal domains, argument nounsearbine with numerals without

mediation by a classifier (34).

(33) IXy BUY THREE CL:Ciqoas» CL:Ciqoas» CL:Ceiqoas» BREAD
| bought three loaves of bread.

(34) PIG HAVE TWO BROWN LEG
The pig has two brown legs.

Second, though no obligatory singylptural distinction exists in the language, nouns can be

marked for dual plurality (Supalla and Newport 1978).

(35) FORBID SIT TWO SIT.NMZ-REDp)-gua1, MUST PICK ONE
It is forbidden to sit in two chairs, you must pick one.

Therefore, ASL does not pattern with the class of languagesse nouns refer to kinds and it
can be concluded that bare arguments in ASL are associatechvidP layer, albeit one that is

phonologically empty.

’Comparable conclusions are also reached by Bernath (200®)espect to the NP/DP analysis of bare arguments
developed in Boskoi(2008).
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2.3.1.2 The Status oPossas D

The above discussion provides the groundwork for evalgdltie claim more relevant to the present
inquiry: possfunctions as a (possessive) definite determiner. In sugpdhis claim, MacLaugh-
lin identifies a number of similarities betweewssand the prenominak that she analyzes as
a definite determiner and glossesi&ge; (36). As will become clear in the course of the dis-
cussion below, these behavior descriptors are either quade or need not be the resultribss

functioning as a definite determiner.

(36) a. Both the possessive marker and the definite determigg can function as pro-
nouns, with no following nominal material.
b. Both signs may be omitted.
c. Semantically, both are associated with a uniquenesspesition.

d. The possessive marker and the definite determiner areiplementary distribution.

e. Both signs express agreement manually, by pointing téottegion in space that is
associated with the relevant referent.

(MacLaughlin 1997:241-242)

PRONOMINAL FUNCTION (36a). The pronominal function oX e+ andpPossis illustrated in

(37).

(37) IXp1-arc WRITE POSSpy_arc HOMEWORK
They are doing their homework.

This argument, however, rests on the assumption that tlay&-klone is responsible for generat-

ing argumental pro-forms in language. Such an assumptaingicalled into question by analyses

such as that of Koopman (1999) and Déchaine and WiltschkKa2@ho argue that virtually any

functional projection of the DP can serve as the overt expoaef a pro-form. Thus, while et

andpossdo function as pronominals, this function does not necégsaorrelate with either of

them being a determiner in their non-pronominal uses. Adllangue later, the pronominal behav-
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ior of Posscan be independently explained by null argument licensnoggrties of ASL verbs
Lillo Martin (1991). This straightforwardly explains thequlicative use oP0ss(24), a structure

that is rendered quite exotic under a determiner analysis.

OMISSABILITY (36b). The key argument of the previous section was that piemality
(“omissability”) of the prenominal index presents a sigafit theoretical challenge for the deter-
miner analysis. Thus, the optionality (“omissability”) thfe Possmarker—that is, the grammat-
icality of JUXTAPOSITION as an attributive possessive structure in ASL—also failsotustitute a
strong argument in favor of the determiner analysiB@$s There is, however, a more significant
issue facing the argument from omissability: the semanterpretation of attributiveuxTaPO-
SITION possessives in ASL does not match that of attribubti@s spossessives. As MacLaughlin
herself acknowledges, thexTaposITION structure is preferred in the context of inalienable body
part possession. Moreover, alienable possession markedXmaAPOsSITION allows for a more

flexible interpretation of the possessive relation tham tharked byPoss

(38) a. ;JOHN P0SS; BOOK
A book of John’s

v'A book that John owns
#A book that John gave as a gift to someone

b. ; JOHN BOOK
A book of John’s

v'A book that John owns
v'A book that John gave as a gift to someone

UNIQUENESSPRESUPPOSITION(36C). The notion thatossmarked possessives carry a unigue-
ness presupposition is the most problematic of MacLaughtibservations. This claim is based
on the idea that definiteness is inherent to possessiveraotishs, yielding a uniqueness presup-
position associated with these constructions. While Magldin discusses evidence from Barker
(1995) in favor of this conclusion for English possessigb®, presents no independent evidence to
defend this conclusion for ASL. Once such independent egeés sought, it becomes clear that

Possconstructions in ASL are not associated with a uniquenessupposition.
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Consider the context illustrated in Figure 2.7. As presgmbeconsultants, Figure 2.7 repre-
sents a collection of books owned by John. In reference soctimtext, signers judge the sentence
in (39), using the predicative adjectieREENt0 be felicitous. This felicity judgement that is only
possible ifPOSsconstructions do not carry a uniqueness presuppositiotheasequencewo
BOOK does not uniquely identify John’s books in this context. Agtier evidence of this, com-

pare the felicitous status of tilrssconstruction with the infelicitous status of the prenorhisa

possessive in English in this context (40), a constructiah tloes carry a uniqueness presupposi-

A\

tion.

AN

Figure 2.7: lllustration of an elicitation context used taghose the absence of a uniqueness
presupposition in attributiveossstructures.

(39) [ ;JOHN POSS; TWO BOOK ] GREEN UNDERSTAND-CONJ THREE BLUE
Two books of John’s are green, but three are blue.

(40) #John’s two books are green.

COMPLEMENTARY DISTRIBUTION WITH IXget (36d). Evidence for the complementarity of the

prenominalx andrPossis presented in (41).

(41) *IXpro,, MEET [ IXger, TEACHER(;) POSS; FRIEND(j) Ipp
YESTERDAY

(MacLaughlin 1997)
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Given the above arguments against the determiner analysismominalx, this complementarity
no longer suffices to establish the determiner state®©sfs Moreover, independent of this, formal
(Giorgi and Longobardi 1991) and typological (Haspelma89) research strongly suggest that
complementarity between possessive markers and artglestia de facto pattern in language,
nor can it be attributed to these materials vying for the sammgctural position. Haspelmath,
for example, inventories many languages in which such cemehtarity does not hold as well
as many languages in which such complementarity is attesetthough possessive morphology
lacks any article-like properties. Thus, care must be tak®sn drawing conclusions from patterns

of complementarity.

MANUAL AGREEMENT (36€). Finally, MacLaughlin argues thossis a definite determiner
because both it and the prenominal index can express maggdraent—that is, both signs ap-
peal to spatial distinctions to indicate reference. As vetimplementarity, care must be taken
when using the spatial properties of signed languages @ syatactic conclusions. Space is an
overarching organizational property of signed languageistihe use of spatial distinctions for en-
coding referential properties is attested in an array aégaies in ASL. Thus, the fact that both
IX andrPossuse spatial loci to indicate reference does not in and df psevide evidence of their
structural similarity. In the analysis below, a more detdiinvestigation of the spatial properties

of Possreveals that they pattern with the verbal agreement systekSL.

2.3.2 The Possessor

As a generalization of the VP-internal subject hypotheSig(i and Speas 1986, Kuroda 1988,
Koopman and Sportiche 1991), the possessor phrase in Mgblias analysis originates in the
Spec-NP position of the possessee nominal, moving thergafa Spec-DP position for (abstract)
case-licensing reasons. The argument status of the possesirawn into question given the
restricted interpretation of the possessive relation@pthssstructure, an interpretive pattern that

is typical of ‘modificational’ not ‘argumental’ possess¢cé Partee and Borschev 2003).
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(42) CRAIG P0OSS; PICTURE

v'A picture Craig took
v'A picture Craig purchased
#A picture of Craig

Furthermore, there are instancesrafsspossessives in which the possessor phrase surfaces in a

position followingpPoss(43).

43) P0OSS; ;CRAIG COMPUTER BREAK
Craig’s computer broke.

This option, first of all, illustrates that movement of thespessor is not obligatory, as one would
expect of movement motivated for case licensing. More irtgudly, however, in the postoss
construction, the possessor phrase obligatorily precadesneral quantifier (44), suggesting that

the underlying position of the possessor is not internah&NP projection of the possessee.

44 a. P0OSS; ;CRAIG THREE COMPUTER BREAK
Craig’s three computers broke.

b. ?7xP0SS; THREE ;CRAIG COMPUTER BREAK
Craig’s three computers broke

2.3.3 Predicate Nominal Origins of PredicativerOSs

Finally, any DP-internal analysis @0ss including that of MacLaughlin, must confront the prob-

lem of predicativeeossconstructions.

(45) BOOK P0OSS; ;BRUNO
The book belongs to Bruno.

If POssoriginates in the functional structure of the DP, then they aneans of accounting for
predicativePossin such an analysis is to posit that it is an instance of a Esd&e predicate

nominal construction (46).
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(46) BOOK &:«ig» [pred-Nominal P0SS; ;BRUNO BB8K ]

The insurmountable challenge faced by such an analysisevewis that predicativeossex-
hibits behaviors distinct from attributiveossand this is entirely at odds with a predicate nominal

analysis. These distinctions are discussed below.

2.3.3.1 Semantic Differences

Paralleling a pattern documented in other languages (cfe®and Borschev 2003), the relation
between the possessee and the possessor in the predr@asiseonstruction is more restricted
than that in the attributiveossconstruction. Thus, while attributiveossexhibits a degree of

flexibility in terms of the possessive relations it can esgré47), only a strict subset of these

relations can be expressed by the predicatiwesstructure (48).

47 [ ;MONSTER P0SS; fsLEG/COLLAR ] COLOR GREEN
A leg/collar of the monster’s/(inalienable /v alienable) is green.

(48) GREEN ¢.LEG [ P0SS; ;MONSTER ]
Althe green leg belongs to the monster.

#A leg of the monster is green
v'A leg in the monster’s pile of legs is green

As expected, given contextual support—provided here tjinaihe use of the possessoON-
STER—, the fingerspelled nouwgLEG in ASL may refer either to a part of one’s body (alienable
possession) or to the (potentially detached) body part othem individual (inalienable posses-
sion), interpretations which are both allowed in the atifiNe POSSconstruction. In the predica-
tive POssconstruction, however, only the alienable interpretaisaadlowed, forcingsLEG to refer

to the body part of another individual that the monster hatsipossession.

Restrictions on the possessive relation in the predic#®ss construction are also evident
outside the domain of (in)alienability. In contrast to thiibutive possessive withook in (49),
for example, which allows both an author and owner integtiat of the possess®RUNO, the

predicativerosspossessive in (50) allows for only an owner interpretatibthe possessor, a
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restriction which sometimes renders infelicitous the vesg of the predicativeossstructure

(51).

(49 [ ;BRUNO P0OSS; BOOK ] COLOR GREEN
A book of Bruno’s {'that he owns I that he wrote) is green.

(50) P0SS; BOOK FOR CLASS POSS; ;BRUNO
My book for class belongs to Bruno.

v | borrowed it from him
#He wrote it

(51 #P0SS; BOOK FOR CLASS P0OSS; iMARK-TWAIN
My book for class belongs to Mark Twain.

2.3.3.2 Word Order

Variation in word order betweepossand the overt possessor is exhibited in both attributive and

predicativerossconstructions (52).

(52) a. Attributiveross
;BRUNO P0OSS; BOOK
POSS; ;iBRUNO BOOK
A book of Bruno’s
b. Predicativee0ss
BOOK ;BRUNO POSS;

BOOK POSS; ;BRUNO
The book belongs to Bruno.

However, word order variation in these two constructionsissubject to the same conditions. As
illustrated in (53), though an indefinite possessor is liciboth attributive and predicativeoss

constructions, its appearance in the attribub@ssconstruction is only licit in precossposition.

(53) Context: A teacher’s edition copy of a Wisconsin history textbook \dsin the library.
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a. Attributiveross

(i) IX; FIND [ J-TEACHER POSSJ- BOOK ]
He found some teacher’s book.

(ii) *IX; FIND [ POSSJ- jTEACHER BOOK 1]
He found some teacher’s book.

b. Predicativeeoss

BOOK [ POSS; ;TEACHER ] (BUT NOT-KNOW WHO)
The book belongs to some teacher (but I don’t know which one).

Thus, the definiteness of the overt possessor affects treeavder possibilities of the two construc-
tions differently. This difference provides crucial eunde that the predicativeossconstruction
in (53b) cannot be derived via predicate nominal formatiamf the attributive construction in

(53aii), as the latter is simply not a grammatical outputhef language.

2.3.3.3 WH-Possessors

The second morphosyntactic difference between attrib@nd predicative 0Osspossessives con-
cerns the availability ofvH-possessors. As illustrated by the contrast in (94);possessors are

ungrammatical in attributiveosspossessives.

(54) a. ;JOHN P0OSS; MOTHER VOLUNTEER TWO-WEEK-FUTURE
John’s mother will volunteer two weeks from now.

b. *;WHO POSS; MOTHER VOLUNTEER TWO—WEEK—FUTURE9
Whose mother will volunteer two weeks from now?

This restriction cannot be an extension of the indefiniterrestriction discussed above, \as!-
possessors are ungrammatical in both the pre- andrmssposition of attributiveeossposses-
sives (55), nor can it be aligned with some general restnctigainstvH-possessors in attributive

constructions, asvH-possessors are grammatical in bot'kTAPOSITION and APOSTROPHES

8The judgements given here, though different from thosentedan the analysis of ASL WH-questions presented
in Neidle et al. (2000), were uniform across four differenisultants and independently confirmed with several other
signers of ASL. | leave for future research the origin of trasiation.

9The examples presented here uniformly wsein situword order; for various perspectives on structural vaoiati
in ASL wH-questions, see Petronio and Lillo-Martin (1997), Churd@1(1), Neidle et al. (2000), Abner (2011) and
references therein.
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constructions (56).

(55) a. *IX; [ jWHO POSSj ;BOOK 1]
Whose book is that?

b. *IX; [ POSSj jWHO ;BOOK 1]
Whose book is that?
(56) a. ?[ WHO MOTHER ] VOLUNTEER TWO-WEEK-FUTUREC

Whose mother will volunteer two weeks from now?

b. [ WHO APOSTROPHE-S MOTHER ] VOLUNTEER TWO-WEEK-FUTURE
Whose mother will volunteer two weeks from now?

C. WHO PENCIL IX;
Whose pencil is that?

Furthermore, the observed restriction agaiwst-possessors cannot be a general restriction ob-
taining betweerrossand the possessor, agi-possessors are grammatical in predicabess
constructions, both preceding and followirgss (57), albeit with a difference in interpreta-
tion that corresponds to the definiteness of the WH-posse3$® more definite, d-linketvH-
interpretation arises in the prassposition of the predicative structure, while the more inoiédi

interpretation occurs in the postssposition, a pattern discussed further in §2.4.3.

(57) a. 1% iBOOK [ POS$;WHO ]
Who does that book belong to?
b. IX; iBOOK [WHO POSS$]

Who (out of a specific group of people) does that book belohg to

2.3.3.4 Spatial Inflection

Finally, while both attributive and predicative possessiy their very possessive nature, denote
a relation between the possessee and possessor, only theagve use oPosscan encode this
relation spatially. As represented by the introductionhef initial subscriptif in the transcription

of iposg in (58) and illustrated by the video stills in Figure 2.5 abppredicativeeOsscan move

10The degraded grammaticality in this example seems besaievgal as prescriptive dispreference that sometimes
emerges as a consequence of comparison with possessivig marked byPOSSor APOSTROPHES.
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between two discrete spatial loci: that associated withpthesessee)(and that associated with

the possessor)( as was noted earlier in 82.2.

(58) IX; ;BOOK (3)P0OSS; ;CRAIG
The book belongs to Craig.

Thus, though it need not obligatorily do so—indicated heyephrentheses around the initial
subscript—predicativeoss may identify spatially both of the arguments that stand snpos-
sessive relation. This transitive spatial inflection is andilable in attributiveeossconstructions

(59).

(59) IX; iBOOK jCRAIG (743)POSS; CHEMISTRY BOOK
The book is Craig’s chemistry book.

That this is truly a morpho-syntactic effect and not the egpuence of phonological assimi-
lation between the spatial locus of the possesseerarssis supported by the data below, where
transitive spatial inflection of predicativieossis shown to be possible not only wheossis

phonologically separated from the possessee (60a) butvdien no overt possessee or possessor

is present (60Db).
(60) a. iDOG REAL (;)P0SS; ; BRUNO
The dog really belongs to Bruno.
b. (i) y/n
IXi iBOOK CL:Bi,“stack—of—books” [ (i)POSSj jBR.UNO ]
Does that stack of books belong to Bruno?
(ii) nodding
YES, (;BO0K) (1) POSS; (jBRUNO)
Yes, it does.

Moreover, it is this morpho-syntactic property that allothe predicativeeossconstruction to
wear its appropriate analysis on its proverbial sleevewfioife ASL, like other mature sign lan-
guages, makes robust use of space for grammatical purpbseselational use of space—the

meaningful movement between discrete spatial loci—is welgja characteristic of verbs in the
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language (Figure 2.8).

X-j [ j-GIFT-TO-i 1 i-GIRL

Figure 2.8: Movement qGIFT-TO; from ipsilateral locus ofX; to contralateral locus gGIRL.

2.3.4 Interim Summary

The discussion to this point has presented a general oweofieossconstructions in ASL (82.2)
and has documented the challenges faced when attemptinupiyrsia ofPossas a DP-internal
marker of possessive structures. Though several of thg aaguments presented were levied
specifically against the details of the analysis pursued bglMughlin, the latter comparison be-
tween predicative and attributive ssconstructions reveals that the challenges faced are net spe
cific to the details of analysis. Rather, structural andrprgtive distinctions between attributive
and predicativeeossconstructions present significant challenges to any aisalisich attempts

to derive them from a uniformly DP-internal source. In thédeing section, | defend the alter-
native analysis proposed here, tratssis a verbal predicate. As will be shown, this alternative
analysis receives robust independent support from a cosguesf the morpho-syntactic behaviors
of Posswith those of other standard issue verbal predicates in AB\ertheless, the verbal pred-
icate analysis also allows for a parsimonious explanatidihhe morpho-syntactic appearance of
POSsin both attributive and predicative possessive constoustias instances of attributip@ss
possessives are derived via reduced relative clause famafhis modified perspective on the
derivational relationship between attributive and pratii@ POSspossessives has the added ben-
efit of explaining why and how the two structures do sometipeatern differently. To facilitate
evaluation of the present proposal as well as comparisaneaet it and the DP analysis, proper-
ties of POossconstructions thus far documented and an evaluation of harmalysis is presented

in Table 2.1.
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DP Analysis
Attributive POSS DP Possessive
Quantificational Variability No
Interpretive Restrictions Unclear
Word Order & Definiteness Unclear
*WH-POSSESSors No
*Transitive Agreemen| No
Predicative POSS Predicate Nominal
(Stricter) Interpretive Restrictions Unclear
Word Order & Definiteness Unclear
v'WH-pPOSSessors No
v Transitive Agreement No

Table 2.1: Evaluation of DP Analysis with respecPtossproperties documented.

2.4 Getting Together apossVP: Analysis of PredicativePOSS

The present section develops the structure of the verb§jsasaf POoss an analysis that allows
POsSsto impose the selectional restrictions which give rise saitross-the-board interpretive re-
strictions (vs. e.g.JUXTAPOSITION), beginning with distributional evidence in §2.4.1 tiraiss
functions as a verbal predicate in ASL. Building on this482 presents evidence tirbssis abe-
long-type verb of possession, taking the possessor as objethapdssessee as subject. In §2.4.3,
two additional structural details are introduced to act¢danthe documented word order varia-
tion effects and the restricted interpretation of predveaossdiscussed above in 82.3.3. First,
paralleling cross-linguistic patterns, it is proposed e functional structure that embeds the
POSSVP makes available higher positions for definite object€08d, building on language inter-
nal patterns of locative predicates, it is argued that tinfional structure also contains locative
material, which, upon composing wittnss results in the more restricted interpretations docu-
mented in predicativeossconstruction. The complete analysis of the predicatiwgsstructure

is schematized below. The structure in (61) uses a traditi/dR structure as proxy for the more
fine-grained decompositions discussed in the followingp@dra as details of the verbal decompo-

sition are not relevant to the observations made here ndabl@agiven the present data.
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(61) TP

Objectpef LocP

VP

POSSQ

(Subject) POSSESSOR POSS
(Object)  (Verb)

2.4.1 pPoOSsAs Verb

Distributional properties of predicativeossmirror those of canonical verbal predicates in ASL.
The default position of predicativeossis the sentence-medial position expected in this typically
SVO language (62) and the predicatikessconstruction itself is compatible with an array of
adverbial modifiers (63), including members of the class ahner adverbials that are expressed

in ASL through mouth gestures concurrent with the manuadypecton of the verb (63b).

(62) ;DOG KICK; / (;)P0SS; jBRUND
The dog kicked / belongs to Bruno.

(63) a iDOG OFTEN-PALM/REAL [ (;)P0SS; jBRUNO ]
The dog often/really belongs to Bruno.

b. adv-mm
iDOG [ (;)P0SS; ;BRUNO ]
The dog enjoys belonging to Bruno.

Moreover, as is found with verbal predicates in the langupgedicativePossis compatible with
expressions of modality, tense, and aspect (64)—albéitcisns that may arise as a consequence

of the stativity ofross(cf. Rathmann 2005), as in (64c)—and can serve as an embeddgtle-
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ment in both finite and non-finite environments (65). Funthare, these combinatoric possibilities

distinguish predicativeossfrom genuine cases of predicate nominals in ASL (66).

(64) a.
b.
C.
(65) a.
b.
(66)

(i)

(ii)

;BOOK WILL [ (1)POSS; ;BRUNO ]
The book will belong to Bruno.

;BOOK [ (;)P0OSS; jBRUND 1 CAN
The book could belong to Bruno.

*;D0G (;)POSS; ;BRUNO FINISH
The dog belonged to Bruno.

BRUNO DANCE / *KNOW HISTORY FINISH
Bruno danced/knew history

iDOG WANT [ (;)P0SS; jBRUNO ]
The dog wants to belong to Bruno.

IX; THINK jBOOK [ (j)POSSk xBRUNO ]
He thinks the book befongs to Bruno.

;BRUNO SELF-IX; DOCTOR FINISH
Bruno was a doctor.

Finally, Posscan serve as a fragment answer to a polar question (67), wagkhbbserved by

Padden (1988), is a characteristic of the syntactic digiob of verbs in ASL (68).

(67) a.
b.
(68) a.
b.

y/n
IX; ;BOOK CL:Bi,“stack—of—books” L (i)POSSj jCRA:[G ]
Do those books belong to Craig?

nodding
YES, [ (;)P0SS; ]
Yes, they do.

q
oINDEX KNOW ; INDEX WOMAN
Do you know the woman?

hn
YES, KNOW
Yes, | do. (Padden 1988)
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Conjointly with sharing their positional distributiorpssalso exhibits the morphological traits
of verbs in ASL. This is evident in the compatibility of tir@sssign with two forms of morpho-
logical reduplication, each of which are transcribed belmmg the .RD(UPLICANT) convention
familiar from descriptions of reduplication in spoken laages. The first of these involves redupli-
cation of the spatial path movement of the verb (69a), asidsad by Fischer (1973) and Rathmann
(2005). This path reduplication process results in a habituerpretation, yielding in the case of
POSSa construction that is commonly used in descriptions of alvidual’'s character (69b), as

first noted by Baker-Shenk and Cokely (1981).

(69) a. IX; [ INFORM.RED-HABITUAL; ] ABOUT PRESIDENT PLAN
He has a habit of informing [him] about the president’s pldis

b. TEASEp)-gist [ POSS.RED-HABITUAL; ;CRAIG ]
Teasing everyone is Craig’s nature.

The second process of morphological reduplication corbfeatvith POSSis the process afiom-
INALIZING REDUPLICATION that is the focus of the next chapteRKOMINALIZING REDUPLI-
CATION, initially discussed in Supalla and Newport (1978), redtgiks only a sub-part of the
verbal form and its output displays rapid, reduced repetitvith increased muscular tension of
the articulators. Used in the formation of derived nominal&SL, the process oNOMINALIZ -

ING REDUPLICATION is compatible withross a pattern that may, based on the discussion of the

following chapter, provide future insight into the decomspion of POSS

(70)  POSS.Mz-RED —s POSSESSION

Finally, as was discussed abowesscan exhibit spatial agreement with both the possessee
and the possessor, a process that is parallel to regulaitiva@rspatial agreement found on verbs

in ASL.12

HBracketing of him] is used here to represent the null object of the ASL sentence

12The term ‘regular transitive spatial agreement’ is usee hedistinguistPossfrom the class of so-called back-
wards verbs (e.gINVITE) in ASL and other signed languages, wherein the base worer @flthe sentence re-
mains unaffectedUBJECTFVERB-OBJECTfor ASL) but the spatial agreement on the verbal predicdterickwards’:

object-marke¥ ERBsubject-marker

63



(71 IX; ;BOOK (4)POSS; ;CRAIG
The book belongs to Craig.

(72) IX; ;HELP; NOT-YET START
He hasn't started helping me yet.

The ability to move between two discrete spatial locatiaaniquely a property of the spatial
behaviors of verbs in ASL. Adjectives, for example, may opélly be produced in the spatial
location associated with the nominal they modify, but tligain, is only production in a single
spatial location. Moreover, this spatial ‘agreement’ vathectives is an entirely optional process,
unlike the spatial agreement pbss which must be obligatorily present for at least the possesso
a property that, as made clear below, also alosswith verbs. Comparably, nouns in ASL can
also be associated with a spatial location but, like adjestionly a single spatial location. More-
over, nouns in ASL are the ‘proprietors’, so to speak, ofrtepatial location—that is, nouns head
the referents associated with the spatial location. Thbis, is quite unlike the spatial properties
of Poss(and other verbs), which are obligatorily co-extensionihwhe spatial location of other
items (their arguments). Thus, there is robust evidencariatyzingpossas a verbal predicate in
ASL, and the focus can now shift to a more detailed explonadicthe verbal predicate structures

headed byoss

2.4.2 Belong-Alignment: Possessor as Object

The proposal thaposs patterns, in terms of its argument structure, wiglongtype verbs of
possession also finds its support in the morpho-syntaatigguties ofPossand the possessor and
possessee whose possessive relation it mediates. Beyerability to appear in the sentence-
initial canonical subject position of ASL, a position in whiit precedes modals, tense markers,
and pre-verbal adverbials, the possessee can be targetaatiicsubject raising (73a) and subject

control (73b).

(73) a. VEGETABLE TEND-TO [ POSS.RED-HABITUAL; ;CRAIG ]
Vegetables tend to belong to Craig.
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b. ;DOG WANT [ (;)POSS; ;BRUNO ]
The dog wants to belong to Bruno.

Second, paralleling patterns observed for subject (74egugeobject (74b) agreement (Padden
1988) in ASL, spatial agreement with the possessee is adtiauile spatial agreement with the

possessor is obligatory (75).

(74) a. WOMAN (GIVE; NEWSPAPER
The woman gave me a newspaper.
b. *WOMAN ;GIVEy, {INDEX BOOK
The woman gave me a book. (Padden 1988)
(75) IX; ;BOOK (4)POSS; j;CRAIG

The book belongs to Cralg

Thus, like an object, the possessor obligatorily triggegygeament orross Moreover, like a
subject, the possessee only optionally triggers this ageeée inflection. Furthermore, spatial
agreement with the possessee is unavailable in the presémther verbal inflections, such as
the habitual marker of (73a), a pattern of markedness tkatalgns possessee agreement with

subject agreement (Padden 1988).

Third, comparable to what has been documented for objeeeawgnt, though not subject
agreement, in ASL (Mathur 2000, Benedicto and Brentari 2004 movement properties of spa-
tial agreement with the possessor may inflect to encode dolictive, and distributive plurality

(76).

(76) a. BOOK POSSj-k,p1-dual jJOHN AND xCRAIG
The book belongs to John and Craig.

b. TWO-0F-THEM; x, BOOK POSS;j_g,p1-arc
The two of them the book belongs to them.

C. EACH ;STUDENT POSS; p1-qist jBOOK CL:Cj cthin book”
Each students book is a thin book.
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Moreover, plural inflection oPossexhibits morpho-phonological restrictions peculiar togé
of object inflection. As documented in (77a), pronominahiercan also be marked for dual,
distributive, and collective plurality. Pronominal margiof collective plurality, however, includes
two allomorphs of the collective plural: an arc-like moverhand a circular movement. While
both Possand verbal object agreement markers can encode colledtivalipy via the arc-like
plural marking, they both share the trait of being ungrancaatvith the collective plural marker
realized through circular movement, as documented in ({7Bk), a restriction that cannot be

explained on phonological grounds alone.

(77) a. IX01-dual IX pl-dist IX pl-arc IX pi-cir
b. I:)OS§I-dual I:)Os%-dist I:)OS%-arc *POSS)I-cir
C. GIFT-TQy.quai  GIFT-TOpgist GIFT-TOglarc  *GIFT-TOpjcir

The availability of transitive spatial agreementrmssprovides general support for the verbal
predicate analysis afossproposed here. However, it is the details of morpho-symaettterns
and morpho-phonological exponence that support the spgeifibal predicate analysis pbssde-
veloped hereposspatterns withbelongtype verbs of possession, wherein the possessor patterns

like a verbal object (internal argument) and the possessterps like a verbal subject.

(78) VP

POSSESSEE

POSSESSOR POSS

In addition to its categorical support from the behaviorserbal predicates in ASL, the verbal
analysis ofPossprovides a straightforward explanation for the appearaficessin attributive
possessive constructions: attributmesscan be introduced as a prenominal, reduced restrictive
relative clause. Not only is this a cross-linguisticallynamon means of introducing verbal mod-
ifiers in the nominal domain, it is an analysis that is welysorted in ASL, as will be discussed

further in §2.3.
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(79) DP

)

RC

BOO6K BRUNO POS$ BOOK

Several details of this relative clause structure are ddgr@nupon the issues addressed in the
next section: the components of the extended predicatdomlain that underly certain as yet

unexplained properties of predicativess

2.4.3 pPossVP and Its Neighbors

Patterns thus far discussed provide extensive languagexal support for the verbal analysis of
POSS though the base verbal structure of (78) remains as yepatta of accounting for sev-
eral details. The most surface apparent of these iPt®sPOSSESSORorder that is typical of
the predicativeeossconstruction and, superficially, at odds with the base ge#adrorder of the
underlying verbal structure. Furthermore, the core veshaicture above does not yet provide a
means of syntactically encoding the patterns emerging (njdefinite possessors in predicative
POSS postPosspossessors may be definite or indefinite, while theRwesposition appears to

be restricted to definite possessors.

(80) a. IX; ;BOOK [ POSS; ;WHO ]
Who does that book belong to?

b. IX; ;BOOK [ ;WHO POSS; ]
Who (out of a specific group of people) does that book beldhg to

There remains also the issue of explaining why the possessiiation in predicativeossstruc-

tures (81) exhibits increased interpretive restrictiaris§2.3.3.1).
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(81) a. GREEN ¢sLEG [ P0SS; ;MONSTER ]
The green leg belongs to the monster.

#A leg of the monster is green (inalienable possession)
v'A leg in the monster’s pile of legs is green (alienable posise3

b. BOOK POSS; ;BRUNO
The book belongs to Bruno.

#Bruno wrote it (authorship)
v The book belongs to Bruno and | borrowed it (ownership)

These patterns, and the data that illustrate them, are tus faf the present section, wherein the
structural complexities of (61) are discussed and defenddditional defense of these structural
components will be found in the details of the attributivatige clause structure, where it becomes
clear that the structural components necessary to accoutitd patterns of predicative ssalso
capture the patterns of the attributivessconstruction, even where the behaviors of these two

structures diverge.

2.4.3.1 The Locative Neighbor: Restrictingposs

As described above, the possessive relations possiblesthigativePOss constructions form a
proper subset of those possible in attributhgssconstructions. Comparable patterns have doc-
umented in other languages (Partee and Borschev 2003, Yd%) and, despite variation in the
details of the structures studied, a clear and robust gkregian nevertheless emerges: one class
of possessive structures (here, attributhasg permits a more flexible interpretation of the pos-
sessive relation, while another allows only a “strict pesgan” interpretation. Following the dis-
cussion at the outset of this chapter, the flexible integpiat of the possessive relation can be
construed conceptually as an extension of the “ownershipéantrol over” relation. The “strict
possession” restriction, thus, refers to the refers tod¢lge@irement that the possessive relation lie

within or, at least, closer to the more canonical conceptatibn of “possession”.

Given that the “strict possession” restriction emergey amicertain structural environments
(here, predicativee0s9, it is clear that the restriction is a structure-dependsTd. In certain

purely semantic approaches to possession (Barker 1998eP87, Partee and Borschev 2003),
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this dependency is encoded as a matter of brute force listitig structural environments that give
rise to “strict possession”. The problems facing such atyarsdie not only in its ultimate failure

to provide an explanatory or predictive account of the stm&s exhibiting the “strict possession”
effect but also in the fact that positing such an analysignsamount to positing lexical ambiguity

of the possessive marker (82).

(82) a. |attributive POSR-flexible’ ]

b.  [predicativePOSR-'strict’ |

As such, an analysis of this type undermines the very goalaMiging a parsimonious account of
the morpho-syntactic overlap between attributive andipetile POSsconstructions. Therefore,

this shall not be the approach defended here.

Rather, building on the verbal analysismbssdeveloped thus far, the approach defended at
present derives the “strict possession” restriction as\aeguence of the predicational environment
into which the verbabossstructure is introduced. Specifically, once the veAmssstructure has
been built, it is embedded as the complement to a locativeiqate, the result of which is a

‘reigning in’ of the possessive relation denotedrayssitself (82)13

(83) LocP

POSss-Loc

VP

POSSESSEE

POSSESSOR ROBSS

The semantic contribution of the locative predicate is thtural one, that the possessee is ‘lo-

13Though presented here as an instance of head movemeassto LocP, the present analysis does not hinge on
this being the structural means by which thessLoc relation is established. As such, the structure prtesdmere in
(83) and in the subsequent discussion may be viewed as a atiherhthe structural configuration that gives rise to
“strict possession” interpretations of predicath@ss
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cated at’ the possessor. In combination with the possessiagon contributed byossitself
(POSSLOCATED AT), the semantics of “strict possession” emerge in the patidEePoOssstruc-
ture. In 82.5.2, relativization prior to the merger of thosétive predicate will be held accountable
for the absence of the “strict possession” restriction tnlaittive POssstructures. Moreover, it is
the presence (or absence) of the locative predicate andhseguent structural merger witloss
that can account for the defalrbssPOSSESSORRNdPOSSESSORPOSSword order patterns of

predicative and attributiveossstructures, respectively.

Beyond capturing the structural and interpretive propsrof POSspossessives, the locative
predicate in (83) also provides a locus of unification betweesspossessives in ASL and the
locative possessive structures common in other langu&gw/éniste 1966, Freeze 1992). More
compelling, however, is that the locative predicate in (83)dependently evident in the grammar
of ASL, both within and beyond the domain of possessives. pnoposal that has been adopted
by much subsequent research, Kegl 1976 argues that inediggoof locative structure underlies
the class of predicates known as ‘spatial verbs’ (84) in tis Aterature, predicates which, like
Poss exhibit word order flexibility between the object and thebvé_iddell 1980, Chen Pichler
2001).

(84) a. 1INDEX ;WALK;
| walked from here to there.
b. 1 INDEX ;WALKy
| walked from there to there.
C. 1 INDEX jWALK;
| walked from there to here. (Padden 1988)

Independent support for the locative natureoflsspredicates is also found in the domairvei-
guestions. Though it is possible to question the posse$sgrasspredicate using the argumental
wH-word WHO, the data in (85) reveal tha@osspredicates also serve as felicitous responses to

locativeWHERE questions in ASL.

(85) a. wh
ATRPLANE WHERE
Where is the airplane?
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b. P0OSS; ;BOY
It's the boy’s/with the boy/at the boy.

Thus, the locative predicate that embeds predica&®ssis not only structurally well-motivated

but captures semantic patterns beyond the “strict poss€sgstriction.

2.4.3.2 The Definite Neighbor(s): Restricting theeOSSESSOR

Though the structure and distribution of definite nominalsASL is and shall remain a topic
warranting further investigation, thrrossdata above, in conjunction with the ASL word order
variation Fischer (1990) analyzes as low topicalizatioevantheless suggests that nominal dis-
tribution in ASL parallels a cross-linguistically robusdtgern: definite nominals are displaced to
structural positions higher than those occupied by indefimominals. In terms of surface patterns,
this displacement (86) underlies the definite interpretatissociated with possessors appearing in
the preposs(pre-V) position, as indicated by the obligatorily D-lirkenterpretation of thevH-

possessor in (87).

(86)
POSSESSORDef

LocP

POSSs-Loc

VP

POSSESSEE

PossessopBER  PESS

(87) IX; ;BOOK [ ;WHO POSS;j ]
Who (out of a specific group of people) does that book belohg to

What remains to be accounted for, however, is that while tleeepssposition is obligatorily
associated with a definite interpretation of the possesiserpossessor followingossmay be
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definite (88b) or indefinite (88a), as is generally true oftpesbal objects in ASL.

(88) a. BOOK PO0OSS; ;TEACHER
The book belongs to a teacher.

b. BOOK POSS; ;BRUNO
The book belongs to Bruno.

Rather than positing ambiguity in the positional interptiein of the post-verbal domain, the
present analysis attributes the appearance of definitepa®s followingeossto the existence of
a second position targeted by definite objects that is lowéne verbal domain (89). At present,
| do not pursue the all together natural, and cross-linguay supported, extension of this struc-
tural proposal, wherein all arguments surface overtly isifpans distinct from those in which they
were first merged, including indefinite objects. Note, hosvethat the analytic claims made here

do not rest on thén situ status of the internal argument.

(89) LocP

POSSs-Loc

POSSESSORDef]

VP

POSSESSEE

PossessopBER  PESS

The movement of the definite possesspraa definite object, to this position—movement that is,
given our current inventory of diagnostics—does not affecpostPoss(post-verbal) position,
thus accounting for the (in)definite ambiguity of the posthal domain. Moreover, the existence
of these distinct structural targets for definite possessonecessitated not only by the patterns
attested in the predicativeossstructure but also by those documented in attributive usesss

as will be discussed in the following section. Before exangnin detail, the relative clause
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structures underlying attributiveoss however, an interim summary of tiessproperties thus

far captured by the verbal analysis is presented in Table 2.2

DP Analysis VP Analysis
Attributive POSS DP Possessive | Relative Clause

Quantificational Variability No [—]
Interpretive Restrictions Unclear Yes
Word Order & Definiteness Unclear [—]
*WH-P0OSSessors No [—]
*Transitive Agreement No [—]

Predicative POSS Predicate Nominal Verbal Predication
(Stricter) Interpretive Restrictions Unclear Yes
Word Order & Definiteness Unclear Yes
v'WH-p0ossessors No Yes
v Transitive Agreement No Yes

Table 2.2: First evaluation of VP Analysis with respecptassproperties documented.

2.5 Making Predicates Attribute: Analysis of Attributive POSS

The verbal analysis afossdefended above is well-motivated given the morpho-syittgcop-
erties documented here, not least of which is the appeardmagssin predicative constructions.
This is the task of the present section is to detail how attiie POSSstructures are derived from
the underlying verbal predicate structure of predicathaessvia a process of reduced relative
clause formation. For expository purposes, | adopt, witltomment, an externally headed anal-
ysis of relative clauses and assume that reduced relagwuses such as those investigated here
are introduced as prenominal modifiers and connected to ¢laified noun via matching, with the
crucial observation being that the possessee follows agtatal material internal to the attribu-
tive Possrelative. This approach, schematized in (90), is taken 40 asake entirely transparent
the components of the attributive ssrelative clause modifier. For the reduced subject relative
clause structures underlying attributikess however, a change in these analytic details (e.g., in-

ternal headedness, raising vs. matching) does not haveeesekable effects on the observations
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made heré?

(90) DP
/\
RA\
NP
|
BOOK BRUNO POS$S BOOK

2.5.1 Arguments for Relativization

Initial arguments in favor of the relative clause analys$isttributivePosscomes from the realm of
theoretical parsimony. The relative clause analysis piewia means of accounting for the deriva-
tional relationship between the two usesrafssand does so through appeal to the linguistically
natural pattern of introducing verbal modifiers into the mmahdomain through relative clause for-
mation. In addition to these general arguments, howeveretare several arguments from within

the grammar of ASL to support the relative clause analysatabutivePoss

First, participial-like modifiers, which, though previdysinexplored for ASL, are also deriv-

able through relative clause formation, can appear prehmaiy just as attributiveeossdoes:

(91) [[ DANCE 1 BOY 1, GIRL PUNCH®
The girl punched the dancing boy/boy that’s dancing.

Second, the restriction against WH-possessors found omlytte attributiveProssconstruction

can be attributed to a Relative Clause Island Effect (92)ekive clauses do triggém situ WH-

14The diagnostics proposed to distinguish between matchidgaising (Brame 1968, Schachter 1973, Vergnaud
1974, Kayne 1994:cf. a.0.) depend on the interpretatioh®f¢lative clause head with respect to scope and recon-
struction effects. Effects of this sort have yet to be idediin ASL and, as such, cannot be used here. Though see
Lillo Martin (1991), Schlenker and Mathur (???7?) for evideiof crossover effects in ASL and Sportiche (2012) for a
recent discussion of reconstruction effects within a psgp which all relatives are formed by promotion.

15The repeated, atelic nature bANCE (cf. Chapter 3) makes difficult any further morpho-synietialysis of
its use as a pre-nominal modifier, though see Padden and iRenniLl987) and Brentari (1998) for a discussion of
trill-like internal movements used to derive ‘activity’ minals from atelic verbal forms.
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island effects in ASL (see Abner (2011) and references ihere

(92) *IXi [RC J'WHU PUSSj ] iBOUK
Whose book is that?

Third, the relative clause structure of attributRessprovides a straightforward account of the
guantificational properties of attributive ssdiscussed above. Because attributgessis intro-
duced as a relative clause, it functions as an intersectogifrar and, as such, does not determine
the quantificational force of the nominal it modifiers. Thigkins the absence of a uniqueness
presupposition in (93), discussed above, and the avatlabil both maximal and non-maximal

interpretations of attributiveossin (94), though derived maximality effects are discusségfla

(93) [ ;JOHN P0OSS; TWO BOOK ] GREEN UNDERSTAND-CONJ THREE BLUE
Two books of John's are green, but three are blue.

(94) ;CRAIG P0OSS; THREE COMPUTER BREAK
Three computers belonging to Craig broke.

v'Craig has three computers
v Craig has more than three computers

Further evidence that attributive ssfunctions as an intersective modifier and as such fails to de-
termine the quantificational force of the attributive pessee structure comes from the domain of
definiteness effects. The example in (95a) illustrates Bk Aquivalent of a presentationilere
sentence in English—the environment in which definiten#fests are most canonically observed.
As documented in (95b), thesewWE sentences in ASL do parallel their English counterpart in
being susceptible to definiteness effects. However, theBeitgness effects do not arise with the
attributiverossconstruction in (95c¢), a structure that was independenthgssted by a consultant

as a means of ‘fixing’ the sentence in (95b).

(95) a. IX; ;GARDEN HAVE FLOWER
There are flowers in the garden.

b. *IX; ;GARDEN HAVE EACH GIRL
There is each girl in the garden.
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C. IX; ;GARDEN HAVE EACH ;GIRL POSSj gqist SHOE
There are shoes of each girl in the garden.

Thus, the relative clause analysis of attributhr@ssreceives support from the distributional pat-
terns of other relative clause modifiers in the language. edegr, the relative clause analysis
of attributive Possaccounts for the restriction owH-possessors observed in this construction
and provides an account of the quantificational interpiatatthat attributiveeossconstructions
receive. In the following section, the relative clausediute involved in the attributiveosscon-
struction is addressed in more detail, providing a meanspfuring the remaining properties of

attributiverossdocumented above.

2.5.2 Moving, Doubling, and Disappearing: The Reality oPOss Structures

Relativization unexceptionally derives attributive pessives of theossessorrPossform and,
in doing so, generates appropriate quantificational inégtions and rules out attributive uses of
WH-possessors. Nevertheless, the relative clause strusttbesnatized in (90) is, thus far, insuf-
ficient in terms of surface patterns generated and possdssarpretations distinguished. Under-
generation of surface patterns is exemplified by the as yexplained appearance of ‘pronom-
inal’ POsSs(96) as well as those non-‘pronominal’ uses of attributnassthat stray from the

POSSESSORPOSSform (97).

(96) POSS; BOOK
A book of his
(97) P0OSS; ;BRUNO BOOK

A book of Bruno’s

Moreover, given the discussion in 82.4.3.1, the problemnafan-generation is also evident in the
failure to distinguish the ‘owner’ and ‘author’ interprétans of examples like those (96) and (97).
These issues are resolved below by adopting a more sopltéestiperspective on the relative clause

structure and its interaction with other aspects of the VPR2R.
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2.5.2.1 PronominalPoss Disappearance in the DP and VP

Descriptively, pronominabossstructures arise when, instead of producing the ‘full’ibtttive
Possstructure (98a), the signer leaves unexpressed eithepdsegsor (98b), the possessee (98c¢),

or both (98d).

(98) a. ;BRUNO PO0OSS; BOOK
A book of Bruno’s
b. P0OSS; BOOK
A book of his
C. ;BRUNO POSS;
A [thing] of Bruno’s
d. POSS;
His

Such patterns, as noted earlier, underly both the traditidascription ofPosSsas a possessive
pronoun as well as MacLaughlin’s 1997 subsequent formdlyaisaof POSSas a possessive de-
terminer. A DP-internal pronominal analysis of the struetuin (4b)—(98d) is problematic for
the otherwise parsimonious account of predicative antbative Possstructures developed here.
Within the grammar of ASL, however, there are independeatigsted mechanisms that license
unexpressed (null) nominal structure and these mechamisongle a natural explanation for the
pronominal-like behavior of the above construction, withecourse to other grammatical mech-

anisms for introducin@oss

Focusing first on the null possessor structures in (98b) 88d)( recall that their structural
core is that of a verbal predicate, headedrlmgss a transitive verb that can express its transitivity
spatially. As discussed in Lillo-Martin (1986), the presemf spatial agreement on the verb is one

means of licensing null arguments in ASL (99).

(99) a. Did John send Mary the paper?
(In which John has been establishedaind Mary atb.)
b. 2JOHN KNOW-WELL PAPER FINISH ,GIVE
John knows (he) gave the paper to (-her). (Lillo-Martin 1986)
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Thus, the presence of spatial agreemenposslicenses the null possessor as a run-of-the-mill
case of a null (object) argument, as represented in (100thdpro; in the possessor position. The
null status of the possessor, licensed internal to the Veredicate structure afoss yields the
observed surface pronominal patterns once this verbalgatedstructure has been relativized to

form the attributiveeossmodifier.

(100) a. P0OSS; BOOK
A book of his

b. DP

NP
|

BOOK PIo; POSE BOOK

The licensing of null possessors internal to the predieasivucture ofPOossis also evident in

predicativePossconstructions with null possessors (101).

(101) CRAIG BECOME-ANGRYintensive , SAY
HORSE P0SS,, HORSE P0OSS; NOT
Craig got really angry and said “the horse is yours, not mihe!

Turning next to the null possessee structures in (98c)}(9%de first that here, too, the verbal
structure ofrossmay play a role, as null possessee subjects are also licenpeedicativePOss
constructions even when the possessee (subject) agresragkdr is absent (102), as is obligato-

rily the case in attributiveoss

(102) a. y/n
IXi iBOOK CL: Bi,“stack—of—books” POSSJ' BRUNO
Does that stack of books belong to Bruno?

b. YES, POSSj
Yes, it's his.
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Given that a variety of prenominal modifiers in ASL licenskpsis of the nominal they modify,
a DP-internal source for these null possessee constrgaiisn exists. Nominal ellipsis construc-
tions suggest themselves first in the research of Boste6{1@®0 discussed topicalized nominals

and theinn-situ quantificational modifiers (103).

(103) a. t
v'BOOK I WANT THREE.
| want three books.

b. t whq
v'BOOK YOU WANT WH-MANY
How many books do you want? (Boster 1996)

However, comparable null nominal structures are also abklin the absence of topicalization
and with non-quantificational modifiers. The null possessd88c)—(98d) may, then, arise as a
result of nominal ellipsis licensed by prenominal modificatby attributivePoss on a par with

other nominal ellipsis constructions.

(104) a. ;BRUNO POSS; &y
A [thing] of Bruno’s
b. POSS; &y
His

These observations demonstrate the reducibility of ‘pnoimal’ POSssstructures to independent
properties of the predicative (null argument licensing) aominal (nominal ellipsis) domains. As
such, not only do these ‘pronominal’ structures remain gapkonal under the verbal analysis of

POSS they can now be viewed as independent evidence of thissisaly

2.5.2.2 Loci of Relativization: Implications for Attribut ive POSS

Save for the above-mentioned role of verbal agreement idi¢basing of null possessors, the
detailed structure of predicativedsshas yet to be explored with respect to its implications for
the relative clause structure underlying attributhges sconstructions. As such, the relative clause

structures schematized thus far fail to distinguish, sstidally, the ‘strict’ and ‘flexible’ interpre-
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tations of the attributive possession relation.

(105) a. ;BRUNO PO0OSS; BOOK
A book of Bruno’s

v'He owns it (owner)
v'He wrote it (author)

b. ;MONSTER P0SS; ARM
An arm of the monster(’s)

v'A part of his body (inalienable)
v'Bounty from his kills (alienable)

Moreover, the structures thus far examined fail to captuteonly the availability of theeoss

pPosseEssomrder (106b) but also the definiteness patterns of word eattion in the attributive

structure.
(106) a. ;TEACHER P0OSS; BOOK
A book of a/the teacher’s
b. P0OSS; ;TEACHER BOOK

A book of #a/the teacher’s

This, however, is not a shortcoming of the relative clausecstire as such, but rather a conse-
guence of the simplified structures appealed to thus fare@me complexities of the predicative
POsSsconstruction are carried over to the attributive domairthag invariably must be, the attribu-

tive patterns above follow straightforwardly. The proddsages on the following hypothesis:

(107)  The size of the predicative ssstructure (108) targeted for attributive relativizati@nc

vary.
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(108) TP

Objectpef LocP

Loc

Object:pef
VP

POSSESS{X

(Subject) POSSESSOR POSS
(Object)  (Verb)

That is, relative clauses come in different sizes. As witldree clear, by allowing the predicative
structure relativized to vary, not only are the attributh@sspatterns accounted for, but they are
accounted for via a remarkably direct mapping from predieao attributive structure¥® The

presentation proceeds bottom up and, for presentatiompbpas, abstracts away from details of

the nominal and clausal structure that are irrelevant fes@nt purposes.

16The discussion here focuses only on the structural comyisigentified in §2.4.3, leaving open the possibility
that there are additional aspects of clausal structure-rewitability given the current state of our knowledge of
language, in general, and ASL, specifically—that are relet@the analysis of attributiveoss Suggestive evidence
of one such aspect of clausal structure concerns the distibof the sign glossed @a&EFOREEAR in (i)—(iii) below.
Produced with a backwards sweeping motion at the ear, theéssigsed as a marker of anteriority in the clausal domain
()—(ii). What is relevant here is that the sign can also bedus attributivePossconstructions (iii) as a modifier of
both the possessee and the possessive relation. The datyenpare inconclusive given that it is not yet clear if
BEFOREEAR can surface in other positions in the attributr@ssstructure or if it is compatible with non-possessed
nominals.

(@) BABY DOG BEFORE-EAR [ POSS; ;BRUNO ] FINISH ;GIVEyp,; jCRAIG
The puppy used to belong to Bruno, but he gave it to Craig.

(i) DOG BEFORE-EAR [ BABY ] NOW CL:BBeincrease-in-size”
The dog was a puppy but now it’s big.

(iii) [ ;KING POSS; BEFORE-EAR CASTLE ]
A former castle of the king’s

v Formerly a castle, though now just a pile of rubble
v' Formerly the king’s, though now belongs to someone else
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Relativization at the ‘bottom’ of the predicative strua@would target the verbal core of the

POSSpossessive.

(109) DP

CPy
NP
POSSESSHE |
oN VP POSSESSEE

POSSESSOﬁ)ef] POSS
= (110)

Given the pre-verbal merge site of the possessortd&sESSORPOSSorder is generated (110).
Moreover, the possessive relation has not yet been restrimt the introduction of locative struc-
ture and so the interpretation is that of ‘flexible’ possessiFinally, because the verbal structure
targeted does not yet contain a position for licensing defibjects, the possessor in this structure

must be an indefinite.

(110) [rc-vp iTEACHER[ pes; POSS; 1 BOOK
A book of a teacher’s

v'He owns it (owner)
v'He wrote it (author)

If, however, relativization targets a slightly larger stiwre, a definite possessor can be licensed,

though the word order and interpretation of the attribusitracture remain unaffected (112).
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(111) DP

CPy
NP
|

] POSSESSEE
Cn Def]_
POSSESSORDef| VP
tj/>\
PGSSESSG[%Dgﬂ POSS
=(112)
(112) [Rc-pef; iTEACHER[.pef; POSS; 1 BOOK

A book of the teacher’s

v'He owns it (owner)
v'He wrote it (author)

Given that nominals in ASL may be unmarked for definitendssse patterns provide initial ev-
idence for structural ambiguity underlying the attribetRossconstruction. The surface forms
in (110) and (112) are identical. The structures that geed¢heem, however, are not, as was also
argued above to be the case for indefinite and definite pabalpossessors in the predicative
PoOssstructure. Strictly speaking, this ambiguity is not a primntingent on the size of the rel-
ative clause structure, as nothing prohibits relativaaf the larger structure above albeit with
an indefinite possessor (113). The predicative structarthis case, will just not have a definite

object to license.
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(113) DP

Chy
- POSSESSEE
CN DEfl
[+Def] VP

POSSESSOﬁ)eﬂ POSS
= (110)

Setting this issue aside, the next component of the predicstructure relevant is the locative
projection responsible for restricting the possessivatiat. Given the posited role of the loca-
tive projection in capturing the defautossPossessoRorder of the predicative construction,
relativization of the locative projection should also ¢rgg this word order shift in the attributive

structure (114).
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(114)

/X i

LocP POSSESSEE

POSS$Loc Def;

/\

POSSESSORDef]
d//////”\i:::>>\\\\\

POSSESSORperr POSS
= (115b)

As evidenced in (115b), this prediction is borne oBbssPOSSESsORorder in the attributive

construction is associated with the same “strict possesseguirement found in the predicative

structure.
(115) a. [RC-Def; ;MARK-TWAIN P0SS; ] BOOK
A book of Mark Twain’s
v'I saw it at The Mark Twain Boyhood Home & Museum (ownership)
v'Adventures of Huckleberry Finfauthorship)
b. [RC-LocP P0SS; ;MARK-TWAIN ] BOOK

A book of Mark Twain’s

v'I saw it at The Mark Twain Boyhood Home & Museum (ownership)
#Adventures of Huckleberry Finfauthorship)

As is explicit in the structure in (114) and also evident ia tise of the proper nameARK -
TWAIN in (115b), the possessor in this structure is definite. I, fibkenust be. What remains

unaccounted for, then, is the other pattern associatedwitis POSSESSORIder in the attributive
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structure: the ban against indefinite possessors in thermssposition (116).

(116) [RC-LocP P0OSS; ;TEACHER ] BOOK
A book of #a/the teacher’s

That is, setting aside the issue of whether or not an unussitiggofor definite objects is present,

why is a structure like that in (117) not a possible outpubhefgrammar?

%

LocP POSSESSEE

/\

POSs-Loc

(117)

POSSESSORpef] PSS

At present, | do not have an explanation for this observetticésn. Though the puzzle shall
remain open, its existence nevertheless provides indstgmport for an analysis of the type de-
veloped here. While it is unclear why only a definite possesaa surface in this structure, two
aspects of the structure are made clear in the present anabhjsst, it is clear that the present
analysis can generate a definite possessor in theRmss$position of the attributive structure.
Thus, the analysis has the potential to account for the wikersurprising empirical pattern of
disallowing indefinites in low structural positions. Sedpdespite not yet having an explanation
for this pattern, the analysis nevertheless makes clearenthe explanation will ultimately be
found. In providing principled analyses of tR@ssstructures thus far accounted for, the present

approach also provides principled restrictions on theyeesl that can be entertained for thess
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structures left unaccounted for. If an indefinite possessongrammatical in the postossposi-
tion of attributiverossstructures only, then the answer must lie in the mechanisaponsible for
licensing indefinite poskosspossessors in the predicativessstructure and the unavailability
of these licensing mechanisms in the attributive structditee analysis will, therefore, hinge on
precise identification of the low structural position (orsgmns) in which indefinite possessors
(objects) are found and how this position interacts withdtractural position(s) obfossand the
possessee (subject), as locality effects in extractiom filoe low domain may also play a role.
Therefore, as has strikingly proven time and again to be #se,cthe answer to this attributive

puzzle will be found in the structure of predicative possess.’

Returning to the components of predicative possessivesiéive been clearly identified, there
remains, still, one additional structural layer that maydrgeted for attributive relativization: the
higher position in which definite objects may be licensedthwéspect to predicativieossstruc-
tures, a second position for definite object licensing waesstated by the appearance of unam-
biguously definite possessors in the pr@ssposition. Setting aside, again, the issue of whether
or not the lower position for definite objects is also preseand, if so, whether it serves as an
intermediate landing site for definite possessors thatgpleeoss—(118) presents the attributive

relative clause generated from this structural layer.

Though this will, ultimately, affect other structural digathe consequences are likely to be minor, leaving in tact
the empirical and analytic generalizations made here.
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(118)

DP
%\
NP

.

Cn Def, POSSESSEE
POSSESSORDef] LocP
POSSstLoc VP

POSSESSORperr POSS
= (119)

The interpretive and structural patterns that should tdsoin this relativization site are clear.
The possessive structure will displapssessorPossorder, the possessor will be obligatorily

definite, and the possessive relation will be that of “spm$session”

(119) [Rc-pef, iTEACHER[:per; POSS; 1 BOOK
A book of the teacher’s

v'He owns it (owner)
#He wrote it (author)

Note, however, that the surface form of (119) is identicathiat in (112), illustrating once more
the crucial insights offered by the predicative constiuttias it is only in the predicativeoss
structure that these two positions are easily distinguisAeasing apart the structural ambiguity
underlying the possessives in (112) and (119) is furtherptmated by the fact that the only dif-
ference between them, given the current inventory of diaties is that the possessive in (119)
will exhibit only the “strict possession” interpretaticam interpretation that, unless stipulated oth-
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erwise, is subsumed by the ‘flexible’ interpretation of tlesgessive relation in (112). Here, too,
further investigation of the predicative structure may lbeige, as overt material surfacing be-
tween these two definite positions in the predicative stmagtf it can be found, may also serve to

distinguish them in the attributive structure.

Before closing this section, there are two remaining, ahated, issues to be addressed. It
is clear from the discussion above that a significant amofitiieopredicative structure may be
present in the attributive relative clause, raising thaessf exactly how big this ‘reduced’ relative
clause is. Though a conclusive answer to this question ¢aanthis time, be provided, the issue
of relative clause size relates to a core property of attiibpossstructures that has not yet been

addressed: the inability to host spatial agreement witlptdssessor subject (120).

(120) jBRUNO (ﬁ)POSSj ;BOOK ON TABLE
Bruno’s books are on the table.

Thus, while the structural possibilities of the attribetielative clause cannot be definitively identi-
fied, the structural limitations can be: the attributivateie clause must be ‘reduced to’ a structure
that is too small to contain subject agreement. Though théevation does yet settle the issue
of ‘reduced’ relative clause size, the observation itselioubt relates to the generalization that
pre-nominal relative clauses are always smaller than gust-nominal counterparts in languages
where the two co-exist. This, too, is evidentAossstructures, as post-nominal relative clause
modification byPoss a structure that has been set aside to this point, can intladgitive spatial

agreement (121).

(121) IX4 STUDY jDOG jPOSSi ;BRUNO
| am studying/researching the dog that belongs to Bruno.

What | wish to establish by documenting these patterns lsetfeat the distribution of subject
agreement marking in these constructions, in combinatitimavoss-linguistic generalizations re-
garding the structure of ‘full’ and ‘reduced’ relative ckas (cf. i.a. Cinque 2010), may provide the

evidence necessary to identify where and how subject agnetamintroduced in ASL. This would
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not only resolve a long-standing problem in the syntax of A&L comments in §2.4.2)—though
substantial research exists on verbal agreement in ASL #ret signed languages, much of it
focuses on the morpho-phonological exponence of verbaleagent or on other properties of the
system that do not address directly how the agreement iacycully encoded—but would pave
the way toward using the presence of subject agreement adacty diagnostic in ASL. Though
the development of syntactic diagnostics is always a wetcasult, this is especially true in a lan-
guage like ASL, where language-specific diagnostics aog@ther too rare and syntactic analysis
is complicated by rampant word order variation, robust asafgnull arguments and predicates,
the absence of a case system, and the surface optionalihitited by many components of the

grammatr, in addition to other general and language-spetiéitenges faced in linguistic analysis.

2.5.2.3 Derived Maximality: Possessor Movement in the DP

The relative clause structures investigated above acdouan array of interpretive patterns evi-
denced in the attributiveossstructure, including the general failure of attributressto yield

an obligatorily maximal interpretation of the possessedm(l22). Such variability is entirely
expected, given that modificational material (f@ssrelative clause) and functional material re-
sponsible for the determination of definiteness (DP) arepeddent components of the nominal
structure that do not, by default, interact. Thus, attilpossstructures may function, it seems,
as definites or indefinites, with the associated variatisa &l how they are interpreted with respect

to maximality.

(122) [ ;JOHN POSS; TWO BOOK ]
Two books of John’s

v The two books belonging to John
v Two books belonging to John

There is, however, one environment in which this interpeetiariability is not present, where
an obligatorily maximal interpretation of attributiwessis forced. This occurs when overt quan-

tificational material, such as the numeral in (122), inteegebetween the possessor and the re-
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mainder of the attributiveossstructure, as is the case in (128).

(123) [ ;CRAIG THREE P0SS; COMPUTER ] BREAK
The three computers of Craig’s broke.

v'Craig has three computers total
#Craig has more than three computers

Given that the failure of attributiveossto interact with the DP layer of the nominal was held
accountable for variation in definiteness of the attrikeiBossstructure in general, the proposal
here is that an obligatorily definite interpretation mustheresult of some component of attribu-
tive Possinteracting with the DP layer. Specifically, an obligatpulefinite interpretation arises
as a consequence of base-generating the possessor in aiptrepsd (topic) position in which it
‘activates’ or checks definiteness of the possessed nomiihal possessor argument inside of the
Possrelative clause, then, is a null pronominal co-referenhwlis base generated constituent, as

schematized in (124), again setting aside details that@reetevant to the present observation.

(124) DP

{JOHN

D[+Deﬂ
THREE

RC NP

8Another structure that naturally suggests itself hereas it which the quantifier precedes the remainder of the
attributivepossstructure, as in (i)—(i) below.

0] ?777[ THREE ;CRAIG P0SS; COMPUTER ] BREAK
(i) ?777[ THREE P0SS; ;CRAIG COMPUTER ] BREAK

The interpretation of these structures could not be ingattd here because these surface patterns were indepen-
dently ruled out by consultants, who preferred, in thesegas construe the numeral as quantifying the possessor.
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It must be noted that this structure is not contingent up@nagpearance of the overt numeral.
Rather, the intervening numeral just serves to unambiduindicate the DP-peripheral position
of the possessor. DP-peripheral placement of the possisssiso possible in the ‘un-quantified’
structure and, moreover, its string ambiguous nature prably underlies the quantificational

variability of the attributiveeosspossessive (125).

(125) ;JOHN POSS; BOOK
A/the book of John's

This proposal makes clear predictions that can be testedlurefresearch. Because we can identify
a structure—the intervening quantifier structure—thatniniguously yields a maximal interpre-
tation, this structure should also give rise to otherwisehserved definiteness effects. Thus, the
analysis predicts that an example such as that in (126kkeuthiat in (126a), should be ungram-

matical. | have not yet been able to verify this predictiothvd@onsultants.

(126) a. IX; ;GARDEN HAVE ; JOHN POSS; BOOK
There are books of John’s in the garden.

b. (*)IX; jGARDEN HAVE ;JOHN THREE P0SS; BOOK
There are the three books of John'’s.

This represents the last of the attributiresspatterns to be discussed here, putting us in a
position to evaluate the ultimate success of the VP analgsiscounting for the properties of

predicative and attributiveosspossessives (Table 2.3).

2.6 On Juxtaposition and (Faux-)Cliticization

The discussion to this point has focused almost entirehheretnpirical and analytic complexities
of the attributive and predicativossstructures. As was made clear in the descriptive overview in
82.2, however, theossstructures analyzed here do not exhaust the grammaticélanisens used
for the expression of possession in ASL. Two other strustudentified in that earlier discussion,

are also used to encode possessive meaning in ASL, predaitginathe attributive possessive
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DP Analysis VP Analysis
Attributive POSS DP Possessive | Relative Clause

Quantificational Variability, No Yes
Interpretive Restrictions Unclear Yes
Word Order & Definiteness Unclear Yes
*WH-POSSessors No Yes
*Transitive Agreement No Yes

Predicative POSS Predicate Nominal Verbal Predication
(Stricter) Interpretive Restrictions Unclear Yes
Word Order & Definiteness Unclear Yes
v'WH-pPOSSessors No Yes
v Transitive Agreement No Yes

Table 2.3: Final evaluation of VP Analysis with respecptossproperties documented.

environmentJUXTAPOSITION (127a) andAPOSTROPHES (127b).

(127) a. JUXTAPOSITION

BRUNO BOOK
A book of Bruno’s

b. APOSTROPHES

BRUNO APOSTROPHE-S BOOK
A book of Bruno’s

Before closing the present discussion, | shall turn briedlyhtese other possessive structures in
the language. The limitations of the present investigapie@vent the development of a detailed
analysis of these alternative possessive structures lamsl, the discussion below focuses only on
providing a more detailed descriptive discussion of thésecgires and identifying some of the

empirical generalizations that have emerged and the amtiigese generalizations might suggest.

2.6.1 Juxtaposition: BeyondrossDropping

The JUXTAPOSITION structure, analyzed by MacLaughlin as a consequence ofptienal real-

ization of POSs is illustrated in (128).
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(128) CRAIG PICTURE
A picture of Craig(’s)

While a full analysis of this structure is outside the scop#he present research and is not, more-
over, possible given the data currently available, it isantheless clear thatuxTAPOSITION can-

not be analyzed as an instance of genuine allomorphy betnegesand a null possessive marker.
This is evidenced by the fact thavxTAPOSITION are neither semantically nor structurally inter-
changeable, aBJXTAPOSITIONIs available withwH-possessors and is compatible with possessive
relations that cannot be expressedAnss Thus, theJUXTAPOSITION structure in (128), unlike
POSSpossessives, is compatible with a theme-like interpi@tati whichCRAIG is the individual
depicted in the picture. Moreover)XTAPOSITION has been observed to be preferred with posses-
sive structures headed by relational nouns (129), thouglke mork is needed to uncover the exact
set of nominals for which this preference emerges (130g@alby as the pattern does not appear

to be strictly reducible to an issue of animacy of the possess

(129) iBOOK (xP0DSS;) PAGE
A page of the book

(130) ;BICYCLE (??P0SS;) WHEEL

What these patterns suggest is that, unlike the possesstingeof POSS JUXTAPOSITION
seems to be the manifestation of a low genitive construdtiaine sense of Milner (1978) and
Longobardi (2001). Further evidence that this is the apatg generalization comes from the
interpretation of possessed nominals in whedssandJUXTAPOSITION co-occur. Thus, in (131)
the POSSpossessaroHN is interpreted as an owner of tRRINTING (possessor), while theu x-
TAPOSITION possessor is clearly playing the role of the painting auti@gent, a lower genitive
reading. Comparable patterns emerge in the nominalizatiuttures discussed in Chapter 3,
wherepossandJUXTAPOSITION display evidence of introducing higher and lower verbalarg

ments, respectively, though here too the data remains stiggalbeit inconclusive.

(131) ;JOHN POSS; PICASSO PAINTING
A painting of John’s by Picasso
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The low genitive status afuxTAPOSITION finds further support from word order variability,

asJUXTAPOSITION may introduce the genitive in postnominal position as well.

(132) a. PICTURE CRAIG
A picture of Craig’s

b. KID NEIGHBOR
Kids of the neighbor’s

While much further research is warranted in order to esthlihe range of structural and inter-
pretive properties afUXTAPOSITION, the above patterns the two general conclusions made here.
One, JUXTAPOSITION is a syntactically distinct structure for introducing pessive relations in

the nominal domain. TwWOJUXTAPOSITION is a syntactic structure for introducing possessive

relations that may be characterized as low genitive strastu

2.6.2 Borrowing the English Clitic

The final structure to be discussed here isAR®STROPHES possessive (133), marked by the
APOSTROPHES sign that has its etymological source in the representatidhe written English

‘s sequence in fingerspelling and in Signed English systems.

(133) CRAIG APOSTROPHE-S PICTURE
A picture of Craig’s

Though originally part of Signed English, Chen Pichler amithiyesang (2008) treaPOSTROPHE

s as an grammaticized English borrowing into ASL, a treatntleat is echoed by some signers,
who refer toAPOSTROPHES as a part of “real ASL". Nevertheless, a detailed invesimgaof
the APOSTROPHES structure is complicated by sociolinguistic matters, gitleat signers display
idiosyncratic prescriptive dispreference—or, in someesapreference—for thePOSTROPHES
structure. Still, the availability of thePOSTROPHES structure in ASL has the potential to provide
significant and interesting insight into the cognitive limgfic system. Given thatPOSTROPHES

is undeniably borrowed from English, a language in whicmerg are at least functionally bilin-

gual and which also undeniably gives rise to ‘contact sigr@rmpmena in a variety of communica-
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tive contexts, it is worthwhile to investigate howwOSTROPHES is treated in the grammar of the
signer. In this respect, there is clear evidenceAlratSTROPHES is affected by its English origins

but also that it has taken on a life of its own, so to speak, ih.AS

As evidence of the English influencepOSTROPHES phrases, like its English clitic coun-
terpart, with the possessor, though there is no morphogdbgital reason for the fully syllabic
APOSTROPHES sign to behave like a clitic in the grammar of ASL. Accordiy)giPOSTROPHES
obligatorily surfaces at the right edge of the possessorimainand cannot license null or dis-
placed possessors. It is not, however, the caseathr@STROPHES functions fully on a par with
its English counterpart, however, as signers consultetteg the theme reading of the possessor
CRAIG in (133) above. Unlike the English structu@eaig’s picture then, theAPOSTROPHES is,
like POossincompatible with the low genitive interpretation discedsn the previous section. Un-
like POSS howeverAPOSTROPHES is a grammatical means of formingH-possessor structures,
as discussed earlier. MoreovevHO APOSTROPHEforms are used by highly literature signers
who are well aware of the suppletindhoseused in written English. As such, thesei-possessor
structures cannot be entirely reduced to a case of Englisbwimg. Though further investigation
of the APOSTROPHES structure is needed—ideally, in a setting in which its naligtic use in
ASL can be examined—these patterns, too, confirm the existeha third morpho-syntactically
distinct structure for encoding possession in ABEOSTROPHES, a structure that is influenced

by but not determined by its English origins.

2.7 Chapter Summary

The analysis presented herein developed and defendedal pezdicate analysis of thrOSSpos-
sessive marker in ASL, arguing thabssenters the structure as a verbal marker of predicative
possession, akin tbelong Thus, it is the predicativeossstructure that is taken here to be the
structural origin of both predicative and attributive usé®0ss with the latter arising as a con-
sequence of relative clause modification of the possess@e nbhe discussion began with the
observation that the alternative derivational approachi#eunly deriving POssstructures from

a DP-internal analysis of attributiveoss—is incompatible with a number of empirical patterns
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attested in the structure and interpretatiorrolsspossessives. In order to account for the full
range ofPOssproperties, it was argued, along the way, that the gramm&esnavailable mul-
tiple positions for the licensing of definite objects andates, in the verbal domain, a complex
predicate formed fronkrossand a locative predicate, yielding the restricted integiren (“strict
possession”) opPossthat arises in all predicative and some attributive stngsuThe appearance
of POSssin attributive possessives, and its structural and inggiye variability therein, is the result
of relativizing the predicativeossstructure, albeit with a degree of variation in the size @ th
structure targeted for relativization. What was made cteesughout the discussion is that the
syntax and semantics @ossstructures in ASL are illuminated most not by examinatiorhef

nominal domain but by examination of the verbal domain of ASL

In the final portion of the chapter, the issueJofXTAPOSITION and APOSTROPHES pOSSes-
sives in ASL were briefly addressed, though these structuees clearly identified as requiring
further investigation before conclusive generalizationgnalyses are possible. The structure of
JUXTAPOSITION and APOSTROPHES possessives, however, by no means exhaust the range of
issues necessarily left open here or the research quesdisesl by the present analysis. For ex-
ample, though a predicate nominal analysigoscannot explain fully its predicative use, the
grammar does make available all of the ingredients nece$sagenerate possessive predicate
nominals and, indeed, predicate nominal uses of attribwtevsshave been documented. This
raises the interesting issue of how predicate nominal aig predicative uses agfossare medi-
ated and distinguished in the grammar of the signer and hesetktructures can be further teased
apart in linguistic analysis. One diagnostic suggestetiéndiscussion above is that of transitive
spatial agreement withoss which is ruled out in attributiveossstructures and thus should serve
as a reliable cue to the predicate nominal status of a givantate. Outside the domain of ASL,
the analysis developed here provides interesting insigbtthe origin and variability of possessor
arguments. Within the grammar of ASL, the present analysiseases our understanding of the
structure of the predicative and nominal domains of theuagg. Most notably, the analytic ad-
vances made provide a clear and predictive framework farstigating these and other issues in

future research.
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CHAPTER 3

A Token Gesture: Nominalization via Reduplication

3.1 Nominalization and the Mutability of Category

The human mind is designed for the acquisition and perfoomari a number of tasks, one of
which is the use of language, a capability that is a distisiggaig characteristic of our species.
On these matters, there is considerable agreement. Whatsdeefollow naturally from these
observations is the expectation that the languages usediiaris will share certain structural
properties, and much linguistic research has been cortentie the identification of these shared
properties. One such universal property of human languiagke division of expressions of the
language into discrete categories. Indeed, this propsrsy fundamental to the nature of human
languages that its existence has been documented in thedigmsystems createtk novdoy deaf
children who lack exposure to accessible linguistic in@dglflin-Meadow 2005). The intrigue that
motivates the present chapter, however, is a related gxopet is also remarkably robust, if not
universal, in the structures of human language: the exastef morpho-syntactic processes that
re-categorize the expressions of the language. Why—aned-hs\t that a generative system that
appears fundamentally dependent upon the classificatibgm@mponents into discrete categories

makes available generative operations that change thessfadations?

This is the subject, broadly construed, addressed in treeptehapter. Narrowly construed,
this chapter focuses on the analysis of a nominalizatioogs®NOMINALIZING REDUPLICATION
(Supalla and Newport 1978), that is used to derive concrejiectdenoting and result-denoting
nominals from verbal forms in ASL. | begin with a discussidrilee structural patterns attested in
deverbal nominalization processes (83.1.1) and then tutinet original description of theowmi-

NALIZING REDUPLICATION process that is investigated here (83.1.2). An overviewefthapter
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is provided in 83.1.3.

3.1.1 Verbal Constituency and Variability in Nominalization

Linguistic research on nominalization processes in huraaguage is almost as rich and varied as
the processes themselves, dating back to some of the earbds in the generative perspective
(Lees 1963, Katz and Postal 1964, Chomsky 1970). In lieu @figing a historical or compara-
tive perspective on analytic approaches to nominalizgtimecesses, | shall instead focus here on

outlining two key properties of nominalization processethie approach assumed here:

P1: Nominalization processes are operations of the morphtasiio system, resulting from the

merger of a nominalizing head with a constituent of the exéehverbal domain.

P2: Structural and interpretive properties of nominalizedstitnents are determined by the prop-

erties of the constituent targeted for nominalization.

Beginning with the ideas that can be unpacked from the sttewf the first property, this
approach does not allow for the application of nominal@aprocesses prior to syntactic insertion
(i.e., in the lexicon). That is, as noted in the introductoeynarks at the outset of this research
(81.1.2), | assume, following, among others, Marantz (}98o6rer (2004) and in the spirit of
Fodor (1983), that generative operations are relegateditogée component of the grammar: the
syntax. With respect to the particularities of this theiogdtstance in the domain of nominaliza-
tion processes, it is uncontroversially the case that icentaminalization processes must apply in
the syntax. This is evident in the fact that there are nonmaaibn processes that target syntacti-
cally complex constituents, such as those responsiblé&creation of nominalized complement

clauses in Japanese (1).

(1)  John-wa [doroboo-gamise-karadete kuru] no-o mi-ta
JohnTopP [thief-NOM shop-fromcomeout] NML-ACC seePST
John saw the thief coming out of the shop. (Horie 2011)
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Thus, given evidence of nominalization processes thatlaeglg syntactic, the present approach

draws the strong conclusion that all nominalization preessre syntactic.

Concerning structural details of nominalized structuréiseatter half of the first property
identified above—, nominalization is analyzed as the symt@onsequence of merging a nomi-
nalizing head with a constituent of the extended verbal dopmacluding clause-like constituents
such as that above. This nominalizer can be straightforyaddntified as the (potentially null)
marker of the nominalization, such as tien the preceding Japanese example, the variety of nom-
inalizing suffixes (e.g;ness-ity, -ing) found in English, or th&tlOMINALIZING REDUPLICATION
process discussed here for ASL. Building on the analysiglative clause structure presented in
Kayne (1994), a revival of Vergnaud’s (1974) original prdimo account, this nominalizing head
is analyzed here as a complementizer-like constituent matminal features (Koopman 2005b,

Ntelitheos 2006), as schematized in (2).

) DP

TN
/\

Chy

Cn

| VERBAL CONSTITUENT
Nominalizer

Thus, the nominalizing head;,| Nominalizer ], merges with its target constituent, yielglanroot

structure with the nominal properties necessary to be eddzkeoh the DP domain.

The second property of nominalization processes ident#teml/e follows as a direct conse-
guence of this syntactic analysis. The structural and pnétive properties of nominalized con-
stituents are determined by the structural propertiesettnstituent targeted for nominalization.
Here, too, the Japanese example above may serve as illusir8ecause the nominalizap in
(1) targets a constituent high in the verbal domain, the nahso derived has all of the rights
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and privileges of this large verbal structure, including #ppearance of multiple argumerdsi-
boo misg and nominative case marking of the subject. Structurgbgmoes such as these arise
because they have already been made available in the vertvelinl and, therefore, are carried
over as part of the structure nominalized. Moreover, as nahziation processes vary in the verbal
structures they target, so too do the properties of the e@&nmominals. Nominalization low in
the verbal structure, such as that of the English nominaltzm, yields derived nominals without
these verbal properties. This is evidenced by the inalolityhe -tion nominal in (3b) to license a
nominative case-marked subject, resorting instead tasiog the subject via the marker found

on prenominal possessors (3c).

(3) a. Herzog combined a rabbit firefighter and a dancing emcék the final scene.
b. *Herzog combination surprised movie-goers.

c. Herzog's combination surprised movie-goers.

In English, just as in Japanese, however, larger verbattsires may also be targeted for nom-
inalization, resulting in the availability of a nominatiease-marked subject and the obligatory

presence of the object argument in the derived nominal (4).

4) Herzog combining *(a rabbit firefighter and a dancing kbig surprised movie-goers.

Evidence of verbal structure in nominalization is also Elde outside the domain of argument
structure and case marking. Thus if the verbal constituengeted lacks the aspectual structure
necessary for event quantification, so too will the derivethimal, as is the case for lownent

nominalization in English (5b).

(5) a. Bruno frequently announced things while drunk.

b. *Bruno’s frequent announcement while drunk bothered Eva

If, however, the nominal so derived is made plural, its dityaan serve to license frequency

modification (6).
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(6) Bruno’s frequent announcements while drunk botheresl Ev

Crucially, the only means of licensing frequency modificatwith a singular derived nominal is
when the verbal core of that derived nominal contains the@ppate level of event structure. This,
too, is possible withmentnominalization in English, but only whementattaches higher in the
verbal structure, unavoidably bringing with it to the noalidomain the object argument contained

inside this larger verbal constituent (7).

(7 Bruno’s frequent announcement *(of things) while dringthered Eva.

Though the above observations provide only a cursory ogeraf the structural variation in
nominalization, they nevertheless illustrate the diagjnasethodology used here: if one wants to
identify the structural target of nominalization processme need only investigate the presence or
absence of the relevant verbal properties in the derivedmadpa topic that is further addressed
in 83.3 and §83.4.3. This method of analysis brings with it dditonal means of investigating the
structural layers of the verbal domain in language—the émanon of nominalization structures.
This entirely welcome side effect is also discussed witheesto the properties 6fOMINALIZING

REDUPLICATION discussed below.

3.1.2 Reuvisiting the Number of Seats in a Chair

In their dictionary of ASL, the first of its kind, Stokoe et £1965) observed that formal distinctions

between verbs and nouns were largely absent from the laegtiza conceptually related verbs

and nouns such aaT andCHAIR relied on linguistic context for the identification of theierbal

or nominal status. Thirteen years later, in what has now fbecseminal research in the field,

Supalla and Newport (1978) countered this claim. While tinsleniable, they argued, that the
verbal and nominal expressions in Figure 3.1 are similaoimf it is equally undeniable that these
expressions are not identical in form, provided that aitbens paid to the appropriate parameters

of sign formation.
The parameter of sign formation that Supalla and Newponveldao be crucial to the noun-
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(=} SIT ' {b) CHAIR

Figure 3.1: The verbal sigaiT vs. the nominal sigagHAIR. Re-printed from Supalla and Newport
(1978) with permission from Elsevier.

verb distinction in ASL is that of movement. WhigT andCHAIR share completely the param-
eters of handshape (two curved H-handshapes) and locagarrél signing space) and overlap
in certain movement properties (downward movement with-c@minant hand contact), further
aspects of the movement of the signs serve to distinguisivéh®al and nominal forms. First,
the movement of the nominal for@HAIR is repeated (reduplicated), as represented by the dou-
bled arrows in 3.1, Second, the movement of the nominal form is produced witht\@ugpalla
and Newport referred to asstrained mannera property that is not so easily inferred from static
images alone. Restrained manner is produced with an ireeneasuscular tension of the articula-
tors, resulting in a concomitant increase in signing véjoand a sign form that may appear stiff
or bouncy. Such movement properties do not only distinggishfrom CHAIR in ASL. Rather,
Supalla and Newport observed that the presence of repeasdained movement consistently
and productively distinguishes a class of nouns in ASL fromterbs that “[express] the activity

performed with or on the object named by [them]” (Supalla Blegvport 1978:101-102) This is

LIt is interesting to note that repeated movement, in gensedims to be a surface characteristic of ‘nounhood’
in ASL and perhaps sign languages in general. Thus, name Bi@TRAIG andBRUNO are always produced with
repeated tapping movements, and a number of common nolkisdateverbal origins (e.gGHURCH) are produced
with repeated movement, as noted also by Brentari (1998)arik Karen Emmorey for fruitful discussion of these
patterns.

2Though the failure to observe this distinction on the parthaf 1965 dictionary may be excused due to the
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the process offOMINALIZING REDUPLICATION analyzed here.

Based on the description they provide, the class of nourisSilyaalla and Newport identified
will be referred to here as concrete object-denoting nolsithe discussion below will further ar-
gue that this class is morpho-syntactically characterigethe presence of a classifier component
in the verbal structure nominalized—and will be glossetta8B.NMz-RED so as to make trans-
parent their status as morpho-syntactically complex &ires. An additional property of these
derived nominals is that they are consistently producet sntaller movements than those found
in the verbal form, as is also transparent in the illustragiof the signs provided in Figure 3.1.
Supalla and Newport attribute this feature of the movemethe restrained manner in which the
nominal signs are produced. Thus their analysis captueattuction in the size of the movement
as part of the phonological specification of theMINALIZING REDUPLICATION process itself, a
perspective echoed in subsequent discussions of the gr{@esntari 1998, Wilbur 2009). Build-
ing on Wilbur’s (2003, 2010) proposal that the phonologjmalperties of predicates in ASL are
systematically indicative of morpho-syntactic structarel semantic interpretation—a proposal
consistent with the ‘lean interface’ architecture assuime@ (cf. 81.1.2)—, the present analysis
takes a different perspective on the reason for the sizectieauin NOMINALIZING REDUPLICA-
TION. Observing that the nominals derived WaMINALIZING REDUPLICATION are systemati-
cally smallerthan their corresponding verbal form, the analysis propdsse argues that this is
because the verbal structure present in the nominalizégisgstematicallysmallerthan that of
the corresponding surface verbal form. In the descripgvminology used aboveJOMINALIZ -
ING REDUPLICATION is a structurally low nominalization process, effectivetgating the derived

nominal before the verbal form has been fully built.

3.1.3 Chapter Overview

As was standard at the time, the analysis that Supalla angodlewosited for th&lOMINALIZING

REDUPLICATION process they discovered was a lexical one: morphologicalgsses establishing

ignorance of the field at the time of its publication, such atuse cannot be extended to the number of commercially
available contemporary dictionaries of ASL which fail tocdonent a distinction between even the most oft-cited of
Supalla and Newport's observed noun-verb pairs.
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the nominal (and, originally, verbal) status of the form lggp the lexicon prior to syntactic in-
sertion. Therefore, the investigation undertaken herenlytaddresses this pattern anew but also
represents the first, to the author’s knowledge, investdgaif NOMINALIZING REDUPLICATION
with respect to the syntactic properties exhibited by thevdd nominals. The chapter begins
with an empirical observatiomNOMINALIZING REDUPLICATION is also evident in the derivation
of result-denoting nominal forms such a9TE.NMz-RED (‘election’/‘a/the result of voting’).

In 83.2, | defend both the existence of a class of derivedltrégmoting nominals and the pro-
posal that these result-denoting nominals are derivedigfiréhe same morpho-syntactic process
of NOMINALIZING REDUPLICATION that is responsible for concrete-object denoting nominfsts
explanation of these patterns must, then, account forngWINALIZING REDUPLICATION is am-
biguous between concrete object-denoting and resulttohgnioterpretations. A principled expla-
nation of these patterns must account for WQMINALIZING REDUPLICATION is systematically
ambiguous between these and only these interpretatiors fifbh ingredient of this explanation
is presented in 83.2.3: the surface form of verbal predscpggmitting concrete object-denoting
interpretations reveals that these verbal forms are conpledicate structures, arising from the
combination of the verbal root with material from the verloldssifier system. This classifier
component—again, as evidenced by the surface form of thleqate—is absent from the verbal
forms that permit result-denoting interpretations ortyugh it should be noted that these result-

denoting interpretations may be either abstract or coacret

The discussion in 83.3 presents additional evidence thitcuform alone transparently iden-
tifies the verbal structure targeted RQMINALIZING REDUPLICATION. The crux of the proposal
is that the surface form of the derived nominal is small beeaticontains only a small component
of the verbal structure. Building on the Event Visibility pigthesis of Wilbur (2003) and appeal-
ing to a decomposition of verbal structure along the linethaf developed in Ramchand (2008), |
show that the class of verbal predicates permitNioMINALIZING REDUPLICATION—as well as
other verbal predicates with comparable event structuge+be decomposed into at least two dis-
crete phonological components: a spatial path movementtreesponds to the process portion
of the event (VB0 and a phonological change that encodes event telicity{yPHaving estab-

lished this surface transparent decomposition of verbeestructure in ASL, | then argue that the
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noted “smaller movement” af OMINALIZING REDUPLICATION is simply the reflex of nominal-
izing only the lower VReslayer of the verbal structure. The constituent redupldaten both the
concrete object-denoting and result-denoting structutasks the path movement associated with
the VR oc layer, containing only the minimal movement necessary tapce the phonological

change associated with ¥E

The implementation of the analysis, using the approach mimalization discussed above, is
developed in 83.4. Result-denoting interpretations avisen VFRzesis merged with thed, NMz-
RED ] nominalizer, which contains the necessary informatiaarding syntactic category and is
spelled out as the reduplicant. The concrete object-degominals underlain by complex clas-
sifier predicates are derived as reduced relative clausetstes built on this same,| NMz-RED
] nominalizer, with the null nominal argument introducedthg verbal classifier (§3.3.2) serving
as the head of the relative clause structure. | then turn éoabrihe overarching themes of the
present research: argument structural properties. Ththeghomplexities of the empirical pat-
terns documented make detailed analysis unavailablesgpdit, there is nevertheless suggestive
evidence that the low target GOMINALIZING REDUPLICATION has the expected effect of dras-
tically reducing the argument structural potential of teeefbal nominalization, as evidenced by

language-internal patterns and cross-linguistic diatie®sf result nominals (Grimshaw 1990).

In 83.5, another empirical observation is made: agent nalations marked by the sign
PERSONIN ASL (e.g., [VOTE PERSON]) are not nominalized bpERSON(i.e., are not [VERB
PERSON]), counter to traditional descriptions of this structuRRather, the constituent to which
PERSONattaches is a constituent that displays the morpho-syataciperties of having already
been nominalized VIBOMINALIZING REDUPLICATION, motivating a revision to existing analyses
and descriptioneERSONNominals. The chapter closes (83.6) with a summary of theraegts
presented. An appendix of nominals derivedNGMINALIZING REDUPLICATION, compiled from
both the fieldwork conducted for the present research amd @tescriptions in the research lit-
erature (Supalla and Newport 1978, Launer 1982, Brenté8),9s provided at the end of the

dissertation.
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3.2 NOMINALIZING REDUPLICATION : Extensions and Divisions

The import of Supalla and Newport’s pioneering researchh@NDMINALIZING REDUPLICA-
TION operation in ASL can be evaluated for both its empirical drabtetical significance. With
respect to its empirical contribution, Supalla and Newpoesearch brought to the attention of the
linguistic and signed language community previously axated complexities of ASL grammar
and, in doing so, further identified the components of sigaeduage systems—the production
parameters of sign segments—that are relevant in the apiplcand investigation of grammatical
processes. Moreover, in developing their analysis of trosgss, Supalla and Newport provided a
theoretical model for how these components can be repegsant manipulated in the grammati-
cal system. In short, the research undertaken by Supall&lewgort provided an example of how

linguistic analysis of signed languages should proceed.

Though it has been discussed in subsequent research sinat abKlima and Bellugi (1979),
Launer (1982), Liddell and Johnson (1986), Sandler (1988) Brentari (1998)—and related
patterns have been documented in other signed languades(do 2001, Kimmelman 2009)—,
the NOMINALIZING REDUPLICATION process has not been subject to further linguistic scrutiny
of its morpho-syntactic complexity, despite significartenmm advances in grammatical analysis
of both signed and spoken languages. Moreover, the analgseoped in Supalla and Newport
pre-dates linguistic research establishing systematiespondences between the structural size
of the verbal constituent targeted for nominalization drevterbal properties retained in the output
of the nominalization process. Theoretical shifts sucthase warrant the analytic re-evaluation
of NOMINALIZING REDUPLICATION undertaken in the present chapter, wherein both the surface
form and the structural properties RDMINALIZING REDUPLICATION are examined within the

narrow confines of the morpho-syntactic system.

However, it is an empirical observation that serves as thpetas for the present investigation
and, moreover, provides the insight necessary to developdaguate syntactic account of the
process. The relevant empirical observation is tRiIBMINALIZING REDUPLICATION is also used
in the derivation of nominals whose denotation extends beybat of concrete objects used in the

performance of the activity denoted by the associated ved) iadeed, beyond that of concrete
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objects all together. This empirical pattern is alludedcht&lima and Bellugi’'s 1979 discussion of

NOMINALIZING REDUPLICATION and is documented explicitly in the acquisition study of hau

(1982) and the phonological research of Brentari (1998thBauner and Brentari document the

existence oNOMINALIZING REDUPLICATION nominals which fail to meet the semantic criteria

(concrete object-denoting) outlined by Supalla and Netygxamples of which are provided in

(8)—(9) using the transcription conventions adopted here.

@ a ()
(1)

b. ()

(if)

@ a @

(ii)

(ii)

[v COMPARE]
to compare
[ Nmz COMPARE.NMZ-RED |
comparisor(‘a/the result of comparing’)
[v PROVE]
to prove
[ Nmz PROVENMZ-RED |
proof (‘a/the result of proving’)
(Launer 1982)

[V SUPPORT]

to support

[ Nmz SUPPORTNMZ-RED ]
support(‘a/the result of supporting’)
[v CALL-H ]

to call

[ Nmz CALL-H.NMZ-RED ]
name(‘a/the result of calling’)

(Brentari 1998)

Appealing to classificatory terminology found in the resdaliterature, this additional class of

NOMINALIZING REDUPLICATION—productively documented with the signers consulted fer th

present research (10)—will be referred to here as resulbitiey nominals. This classification is
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supported not only by their most natural translation asltresuminals of English (e.ggomparisoin
but also by their structural properties and behavior wipeet to cross-linguistic diagnostics (cf.

§3.3).

(10) a. () | ACCEPT]
to accept
(i) [NmzACCEPTNMZ-RED ]
acceptancé'a/the result of accepting’)
b. (i) [vDEVELOP]
to develop
(i) [Nmz DEVELOPNMZ-RED ]

developmenta/the result of developing’)

In the present discussion, however, | focus on the initi@iemarrow goal of establishing that
the nominals above are result-denoting and are indeededkvia the same processobMINAL -
IZING REDUPLICATION identified by Supalla and Newport. To this end, | present ined of argu-
mentation. First (83.2.1), | confirm that this productivésgsion ofNOMINALIZING REDUPLICA-
TION derives nominals that have a result interpretation. Se(®3.@.2), | provide evidence that the
surface (‘spell out’) properties of these derived reseltating nominals match those of the origi-
nally identified class of concrete object-denoting nongn&hese observations bring to the fore the
theoretical matters at issue here: how does the grammamsgitally gives rise to structures that
are syntactically ambiguous between result-denoting andrete object-denoting interpretations,
but, crucially, only these meanings? To set the stage foexipdanation provided, 83.2.3 opera-
tionalizes a formal distinction between these two clas§esminals: excepting concretabstract
alternations in the interpretation of result-denoting imaafs (e.g.PLAN.NMz-RED ‘plan’ /‘a/the
result of planning’), concrete object-denoting interpteins 0fNOMINALIZING REDUPLICATION
arise only with complex predicates composed of a verbalandta classifier constituent, the latter

of which deterministically identifies the interpretatioitioe nominal derived.
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3.2.1 Evidence for Result Interpretations

Unlike the class of concrete object-denoting nominalscwiare interpreted either as instrumen-
tal, locative, or theme arguments of the corresponding ¢exnpredicate, result-denotingom-
INALIZING REDUPLICATION nominals do not refer to a participant in the event denotethby
corresponding verbal form. Rather, result-denof@VINALIZING REDUPLICATION nominals
refer to the outcome of the event itself. Thus, the outcomegsult, of anaccepting developing

or joining event is, respectivelyacceptancedevelopmentor participation, and reference to these
outcomes in ASL can be achieved WiaMINALIZING REDUPLICATION (11): ACCEPT.NMZz-RED,

DEVELOPNMz-RED, andJOIN.NMz-RED.

(11) a. () | ACCEPT]
to accept
(i) [NmzACCEPT.NMZ-RED ]
acceptancé'a/the result of accepting’)
b. (i) [vDEVELOP]
to develop
(i)  [Nmz DEVELORPNMZ-RED ]
developmenta/the result of developing’)
c. () [vJoIN]
to join
(i) [Nmz JOIN.NMZ-RED ]

participation(‘a/the result of participating’)

In addition to this interpretive intuition, Alexiadou (20Dprovides an empirical diagnostic that
can be used to confirm that the referent of the derived nongrihht of an event outcome, as itis

only the outcome of an event that can appear in publicatigh (1

12) a. iVOTE.NMz-RED IX;, IN PRINT.NMz-RED,
PRINT DISSEMINATE
The election was published in the newspaper.
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b. ;ADOPT.NMz-RED IX;, IN PRINT.NMZ-RED,
PRINT DISSEMINATE
The adoption was published in the newspaper.

C. ;EXAMINE.NMz-RED IX;, IN PRINT.NMz-RED,
PRINT DISSEMINATE
The exam was published in the newspaper.

d. iPLAN .NMz-RED IXj, IN PRINT.NMz-RED,
PRINT DISSEMINATE
The plan was published in the newspaper.

Notably, consultant discussion of the examples abovetititess that, as is generally the case with
result nominals, a result-denoting interpretatiomoMINALIZING REDUPLICATION does not ex-
clude a concrete (vs. abstract) interpretation. To confirengrammaticality and interpretation
of these and related elicitation paradigms, consultantg wsked to describe a context in which
the sentences investigated could be appropriately usetthelnase of (12c), a consultant readily
offered two distinct situations that the sentence coulddes. One, the sentence could describe
a situation in which an exam was administered (e.g., as tewitde educational testing) and the
performance results of the exam were discussed in a news Sthrs is the abstract interpreta-
tion of the result nominaExAMINE.NMz-RED. Two, the sentence could describe a situation in
which an instructor had an exam stolen and the exam itselfrepigcated in a (presumably il-
licit) news story for cheating purposes. This is the corieterpretation of the result nominal
EXAMINE .NMz-RED. Comparable concretabstract ambiguities were also documented for other
result nominals investigated here, suctPasaN.NMz-RED in (12d) which could refer either to a

(concrete) architectural plan of a building or to the (adostiroutcome of a planning meeting.

ThoughNOMINALIZING REDUPLICATION was not licit for all verbs investigated and some
speaker variation was documented, the process was highdiptive for each of the signers con-
sulted, extending even to nonce creatiorNafMINALIZING REDUPLICATION forms (cf. §3.5)7

This, too, however, aligns result-denoting interpretagi@f NOMINALIZING REDUPLICATION

3Speaker variation, also discussed in §3.5, is unsurprfsingny linguistic process given the nature of the acqui-
sition task faced by the child. This is also especially upsgging for linguistic processes of ASL and other signed
languages, given the particularities of the language aitepn situation of the deaf, the communication barriers fa
ing geographically separated signing communities—sigguage communication requires face-to-face interaction o
previously unavailable video technology—, and, finalle tlapidly changing nature of ASL that arises, in part, as a
consequence of its relative youth as a language (cf. Fis9i&s).
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with the concrete object-denoting nominals documented Ugyalla and Newport, as they also
observe that the process, though highly productive, waspplicable to all verbs investigated.
As has been documented for comparable processes in otlgeralges (e.gblackenvs. *bluen),
limitations on the productivity oONOMINALIZING REDUPLICATION may be attributed, in part, to
phonological restrictions. This is one of the key insigHtBientari’s (1998) phonological analysis
of NOMINALIZING REDUPLICATION, where she observes theOMINALIZING REDUPLICATION
seems to apply only to verbs with simple movements, not tossproduced with a complex se-
guence of movements. For Brentari, this can be encoded agrectien on the prosodic weight
of the verbal form, on a par with syllabicity or stress pattegstrictions documented in spoken
language: complex movements are too prosodically heavpdengoNOMINALIZING REDUPLI-
CATION. In §83.3.3, | provide evidence that there is also a semaesiciction at playNOMINAL -
IZING REDUPLICATION is only compatible with predicates that can receive a ‘défaucoerced
telic interpretation. This, too, is entirely as expectadeg cross-linguistic evidence that nominal-
ization processes are sensitive to the event semantice ofettinal target (Kolliakou 1995, Borer
2005). Though, ultimately, | leave the issue of the proditgtias a matter of future research, it
should also be noted that limitations of productivity ralbyisharacterize category-changing oper-
ations such as nominalization. Indeed, it is limitationpafductivity that underly the traditional,
and problematic, distinction between derivational ancestibnal morphology and factor heavily

in lexical approaches to nominalization.

3.2.2 Formational Similarities Across Interpretations

The missing component of the argument, assumed above aadddef explicitly in the present
section, is evidence that the reduplication found in thevalmterived result-denoting nominals is
indeed the same processNdMINALIZING REDUPLICATION that generates the class of concrete
object-denoting nominals. In what follows, | present foigges of evidence in defense of the claim
that the same processibMINALIZING REDUPLICATION generates both of these derived nominal
classes. First, | establish that the nominal classes shapegies of spell out form. Second,
appealing to patterns of reduplication found elsewherdengrammar of ASL, | argue that these

surface properties cannot be explained on phonologicalrgi® alone. Third, building on their
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documented similarity in spell out form, | show that residtaoting and concrete-object denoting
nominals exhibit the same paradigm of predictable allomprg=inally, | present a sub-class of
reduplicated nominals that are ambiguous between resulttthg and concrete object-denoting
interpretations, confirming that this is indeed a case ofatit ambiguity of surface identical

forms.

As initial evidence of the surface similarity of concretgemtt-denoting nominals and result-
denoting nominals identified here, Figures 3.2 and 3.3 peovideo stills of the verbal formoTE
and its corresponding result-denoting nominalTE.NMz-RES (‘election’/‘a/the result of vot-
ing"). Before turning to the properties that can be illustthby or inferred from these still image
sequences, a brief presentational note is in order. Theo\gtils in Figures 3.2 and 3.3 were
produced during an elicitation task in which the consultaas asked to produce a sequence of of
signs the phonetic carrier sentena& [ SAY (- TARGET -) YESTERDAY |. A carrier sentence was
used to avoid the complications of examining the form of siglicited in isolation. This particular
carrier sentence was chosen because virtually any signectatititously inserted into the FAR-
GET -) position and because the signs sandwiching this positterboth produced with contact
at or near the chin region of the face, thus providing cleahars from which the target sign can
be excerpted. The sequences of still images in Figures 8.3&)and many examples presented
throughout this chapter, begin with the final chin contacsa¥ and end with the initial chin

contact offESTERDAY. The images have also been annotated for time elapsed isgndihds.

< . el A
501ms 667ms 1134ms

Figure 3.3: Time-stamped (ms) video stiN§TE-FOR.NMZ-RED.
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Beginning with the production of the verbal fomoTE, observe first that the sign is produced
with only a single instance of contact between the dominadtraon-dominant hand, occurring
at approximately the 501ms mark of Figure 3.2. That only glsimstance of contact occurs is
evident in both the obvious absence of a second instancent@atoin the video stills provided
and in the position of the non-dominant hand at the 668ms nm&skno further contact with the
non-dominant hand will be made, the signer has already blegumnansition into the one-handed
sign YESTERDAY, as indicated by the lowering of the non-dominant hand fragniag space.
Conversely, in the production of the result-denoting nahwoTE.NMz-RED in Figure 3.3, two
instances of contact between the dominant and non-domtiraauck are clearly present: once at the

334ms mark and one at the 667ms mark.

Though the restrained nature of the reduplicated movemefTE.NMz-RED is not so easily
seen in static images alone, it is clearly present and itsgpiee can be somewhat inferred from the
sequence of static images. This is where the annotatioredfrtie elapsed becomes significantly
informative, as the single of movementwoTE and the reduplicated movement\wbTE.NMz-
RED are both produced in comparable amounts of time. The tot&l élapsed in the production of
the reduplicated forrrOTE.NMz-RED is only 33ms longer, a time differential that could be pho-
netically attributed to the fact that the signer’s head &kl further back, increasing the distance
the hand must travel before making contact with the chin. sThuthe time it takes the signer
to produce the single instance of movementvo@rE, two instances of movement are produced
in the nominalized fornvoTE.NMz-RED. In order to produce more articulatory gestures in the
same amount of time, the hands must be moving faster, aneased velocity is one of the con-
sequences of restrained movement. Though this could bleustid, in part, to the ‘smaller’ size
of the reduplicated nominal, point-by-point comparisohthe transition between the Oms and the
334ms marks of each sign confirms that a change in signingitgls also relevant. Again, the
video stills have been clipped at the final chin contact®f so as to match at the Oms mark. At
the 334ms mark ofOTE, the dominant hand is still relatively close to chin heighsigning space.
At the 334ms mark of/OTE.NMz-RED, however, the dominant hand has already traversed sign-
ing space and is making its first contact with the non-dontihand. Thus, the nominalized form

VOTE.NMz-RED, as is characteristic of all of the derived result-denotingninals examined here,
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is produced not only with reduplicated movement, but witstnaned reduplicated movement:

NOMINALIZING REDUPLICATION.

One could at this juncture question the morpho-syntaafjeiBcance of the restrained nature
the movement involved iMOMINALIZING REDUPLICATION, positing instead that it is simply
a general phonological correlate of reduplication proegess ASL. Accordingly, the restrained
movement present in concrete object-denoting and resalbtthg nominals would be taken not as
evidence for their being underlain by the same morpho-stictarocess but as a side effect of their
being derived via (potentially distinct) reduplicatioropesses. Such an argument, however, is un-
tenable given the wealth of reduplication processes folsahnere in the grammar of ASL that are
not produced with restrained movement. As noted explibylupalla and Newport, ASL is a lan-
guage that makes robust use of reduplication processevé#&oredy of morpho-syntactic purposes.
Reduplication is used to encode argument plurality in ttagigpagreement system. Reduplication
is used to encode number distinctions (singular vs. dua¢xisaustive plural) in the nominal do-
main. Reduplication is also used to encode durativity oatteity in the predicate domain (Fischer
1973). Pertinent to the present discussion, however, titbse reduplication processes in ASL are
not morpho-phonologically specified for restrained movem&estrained movement, therefore,
is not a general phonological consequence of reduplicabatrather a phonological indicator of

a specific type of morpho-syntactic reduplicatiot@MINALIZING REDUPLICATION.

Further evidence of the morpho-syntactic identity of treugdication process underlying result-
denoting and concrete object-denoting nominals comes ffmmparadigm of phonologically-
conditioned allomorphy that is shared between them. Bugjain surface variation observed by
Supalla and Newport, Brentari (1998) systematically dgished three discrete classesoiv-
INALIZING REDUPLICATION: reduplicated movement, reduplicated aperture change reatu-
plicated orientation change. The first of these, exempliiredach of the reduplicated nomi-
nals illustrated thus far, is derived via restrained remapilon of a path movement of the hands
in space. Thus, isIT.NMz-RED (‘chair’/‘a/the thing for chair-sitting on’, Figure 3.1) it is the
downward movement of the hands in space that is reduplicatied second, exemplified for the
class of concrete object-denoting nominals by the deriweoh STAPLE-WITH-STAPLER NMZ-
RED (‘stapler’/‘a/the thing for stapling with a stapler’) in Figure 3.4, isrived via restrained
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reduplication of the opening or closing of the hand (handsteperture change). The third is de-
rived via restrained reduplication of a change in the palmation during the production of the
sign, as evident in the repeated radial flexion of the wrigha production of the nominal sign

STRIKE-MATCH.NMz-RED (‘match’/‘a/the thing for striking like a match’) in Figure 3.5.

334ms 501ms 667ms 1201ms

Figure 3.4: Time-stamped (ms) video stibkSAPLE-WITH-STAPLER NMZ-RED.

1067ms

Figure 3.5: Time-stamped (ms) video stiks;RIKE-MATCH.NMZ-RED.

Exactly these variants are attested in the class of resulbtthg nominals as well. Thus, while
it is the movement of the hands in space that is reduplicatdtie derivation ofvOTE.NMz-
RED (Figure 3.3), it is the closing of the hands that is redupéidan the result-denoting nominal
ACCEPT.NMZz-RED (‘acceptance’‘a/the result of accepting’, Figure 3.6) and the outwardtion
of the wrist that is reduplicated in the nomineiNOUNCE.NMZ-RED (‘announcemenf“a/the
result of announcing’, Figure 3.7), though the small mowvetsie this case are especially difficult

to capture in static images.

801ms 1067ms

Figure 3.6: Time-stamped (ms) video stiks;CEPT.NMZ-RED.

Furthermore, as is the case for the class of concrete-ob@utting nominals, the form of the
result-denoting nominal is entirely predictable. If thebad form is produced with handshape aper-

ture change, it is this aperture change that is reduplicatéte formation of the result-denoting
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234ms 267Tms 300ms 334ms

Figure 3.7: Video stillSANNOUNCE.NMZ-RED.

nominal. If the verbal form is produced with a change in paheration, it is this orientation
change that is reduplicated in the result-denoting nomi@#ierwise, the result-denoting nominal
is derived via reduplication of a short path movement (cf.383Thus, concrete object-denoting

and result-denoting nominals pattern identically in teahtheir surface form.

Final evidence for their identity in form comes from the fdtat nominals derived visasoM-
INALIZING REDUPLICATION exhibit interpretive ambiguity that extends beyond thearete/
abstract ambiguity discussed above for certain resulotilggforms. Thus, while the nominalized
form MOVE-IN-AIR-BY-PLANE.NMZ-RED in (13), a member of Supalla and Newport’s original
class of concrete object-denoting nominals, can referagartstrumental argument of the complex
verbal predicate (‘airplang®a/the thing for moving in air by plane’), one consultantajgermit-
ted a result-denoting interpretation of this derived foffiight’ /‘the result of moving in air by

plane’)?

13) [Nmz MOVE-IN-AIR-BY-PLANE.NMZ-RED ]

a. V'‘airplane’ (concrete object-denoting)

b. (v) flight’ (result-denoting)

Moreover, the result-denoting nominabTE.NMZz-RED, as a consequence of its verbal classifier

structure, a matter returned to in the section followingy atso refer to the instrumengaheme

4Though | did not have the opportunity to check this interpiien with other consultants, it was confirmed by
another native signer not formally involved in the presasearch. Interestingly, the signer with whom | discussed
this form also usethoVvE-IN-AIR-BY-PLANE.NMZz-RED with the agentive ‘pilot’ interpretation (cf. §3.5).
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argument used in the voting process (‘ballot’).

14 [Nmz VOTE.NMZ-RED ]

a. v'‘election’ (result-denoting)

b. v“ballot’ (concrete object-denoting)

Patterns such as these, though they are subject to ‘lezat@in’—the formvoTE.NMz-RED can

also be idiomatized to refer, abstract, to the actual vate-eaconfirm that in the mind of the signer
NOMINALIZING REDUPLICATION is ambiguous between these two nominal classes. Thus, they
provide support for two of the conclusions that are centréthe analysis developed here. One, the
same process ®fOMINALIZING REDUPLICATION is involved in the derivation of both concrete
object-denoting and result-denoting nominals in ASL. Twogrder for that to be the case, the
process oNOMINALIZING REDUPLICATION is systematically structurally ambiguous, as it is only

systematic structural ambiguity that can provide a prileci@xplanation of this observation.

3.2.3 A Shape of Hand: Structural Distinctions Across Intepretations

The morpho-syntactic components of nominalization prewdly a single locus from which struc-
tural ambiguity in the output nominal form can be derivedustural variation in the verbal con-
stituent targeted for nominalization. Given robust evizkefor a systematic ambiguity between
concrete object-denoting and result-denoting interficgta OfNOMINALIZING REDUPLICATION,
then, the source of the ambiguity is destined to lie in thgertes of the verbal structures that give
rise to these distinct interpretations. Even a cursory éxanon of the patterns above makes abun-
dantly clear what the relevant property is: verbal formg tjiee rise to concrete object-denoting
nominals are all produced with semantically meaningfuldswapes from the verbal classifier
system of ASL (Supalla 1982, 1986, McDonald 1982, Schick71@8ddell and Johnson 1987);
verbal forms that give rise to result-denoting nominalsraye This observation is shared, in part,

by Brentari:

"It is quite possible that there is a morphological/semardomponent to the analysis
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of these forms as well. It is probably no accident that thef®that undergo nominal-
izing reduplication are all of a single semantic class; ndyneach form has a specific
handshape representing either a size and shape specifien orstrument classifier,
both of which contain detailed information about the objestolved in the event”

(Brentari 1998:332, fn.7)

Thus, the curved H-handshape sifr (Figure 3.1) meaningfully represents the surface shape of
the chair involved in the sitting event just as the X-hangehaf STRIKE-MATCH (Figure 3.5)
represents the shape of the match being struck againstacsuwand just as the C-handshape of
STAPLE-WITH-STAPLER (Figure 3.4) meaningfully represents how a stand-issueeofftapler is

held in the hand.

Such a pattern is not, however, found in the verbal formsghatrise to result-denoting inter-
pretations undeNOMINALIZING REDUPLICATION. Though there may be some iconic connection
between the movement aNNOUNCE (Figure 3.7) away from the mouth and the grasping move-
ment of ACCEPT (Figure 3.6) toward the chest, also used as a verb of ownerdte handshapes
with which these verbal forms are produced do not correspocthssifier structure and, as such,
do not semantically represent any of the event participdrtiss is the distinction in verbal forms
that underlies the ambiguity between concrete object#ilpand result-denotingOMINALIZ -

ING REDUPLICATION.

Note, however, that the nominal classes, and the verbakftmom which they originate, are not
completely non-overlapping. While the verbal fomoVvE-IN-AIR-BY-PLANE—produced with
an ILY handshape classifier that represents the shape ofaafaiFigure 3.8)—is most canoni-
cally associated with a concrete object-denoting intégpien when nominalized (‘airplanga/the
thing for moving in air by plane’), a result-denoting integfation (‘flight’/‘a/the result of moving

in air by plane) of the derived nominal is also possible.

Likewise, while the nominalization ofOTE (Figure 3.2) is most predominantly associated with
a result-denoting interpretation (‘a/the result of vot)ng concrete object-denoting interpretation
(‘ballot’ /‘a/the thing for voting’), as noted above, is also possiflkis, too, can be attributed to

classifier structure, for the dominant hand F-handshapetendon-dominant hand O-handshape
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501ms

Oms 334ms

667ms 1135 ms

Figure 3.8: Time-stamped (ms) video stil8QVE-IN-AIR-BY-PLANE.

of VOTE are classifier handshapes representing the placement of alject (paper ballot) into

a container (voting box) (Kegl and Schley 1986), suggesdtitag a more appropriate gloss for
VOTE iS PUT-BALLOT-IN-CONTAINER, though | shall continue, for expository purposes, to use
the traditional glossOTE.> Thus, the more specific and accurate generalization to lvendsaas
follows: concrete object-denoting interpretationSNafMINALIZING REDUPLICATION arise only

in the presence of classifier structure, though result-tiegmterpretations of complex classifier-

containing predicates may also be possible.

3.3 Visible Events and Truncated Structure

The commentary above identified the morpho-syntactic m@emisal classifier structure) by which
concrete object-denoting and result-denoting nominaisbeastructurally distinguished. The dis-
cussion below is focused on further determining the comptenef verbal structure present in the
nominals derived bjiOMINALIZING REDUPLICATION. The section begins (83.3.1) with a more
detailed description of the decompositional approach tbalestructure discussed in Chapter 1,
wherein the ‘atomic’ VP is split into its event structurabscomponents (VB ocand VRkey. Fol-
lowing this, 83.3.2 addresses the morpho-syntactic psaselsy which the aforementioned verbal
classifier structure is introduced. Building on these psgi®and the morpho-semantic analysis of
verbal predicates developed in Wilbur (2003, 2010), §3aB.@ 83.3.4 show thalOMINALIZING
REDUPLICATION targets the lowest component of the decomposed verbatsteyd/Rres Here,

too, the surface form of verbal predicates in ASL providesrnkcessary insight, as it is the sur-

SAn interesting matter ultimately set aside here—also dised in the research by Kegl and Schley—is variation
in the degree of idiomatization of such lexicalized classifitructuresMOVE-IN-AIR-BY-PLANE is not, for example,
a felicitous descriptor of hang-gliding or bird flight, thgltuPUT-BALLOT-IN-CONTAINER is a perfectly acceptable
predicate for describing the use of electronic voting maebi
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face component corresponding to MR and only to VRRes that is present and reduplicated under

NOMINALIZING REDUPLICATION.

3.3.1 The Decomposed VP

The decomposition of verbal structure originates in theiMrnal analysis of subjects, wherein
a dedicated, higher layer (‘shell’) of the verbal domaindsponsible, at least, for the introduc-
tion of the subject argument (Fukui and Speas 1986, Kuro88,oopman and Sportiche 1991,
Larson 1988, Kratzer 1994). The decompositional detaits/amt here are those concerning the
syntactic encoding of long-observed semantic properfigsial event structure (Vendler 1967),
ideally providing for an isomorphic relationship betweée projection of verbal syntax and the
interpretation of semantic events. For concretenessuhasshe decomposition Ramchand (2008)
develops for the low verbal domain, wherein the VP shell—stinecture built prior to the introduc-
tion of a subject argument—is divided into two verbal layerprocess component corresponding
to the dynamicity of events and thus related to event dutgtwd a result component correspond-
ing to the presence of a result state and thus related to tefamity.® This is schematized in (15),
adopting the maximally transparent terminology;3 and Vresto refer to these event structural
and assuming that they are both introduced compositiartakyprojection of the vP is used in this

first structure to situate the verbal domain referenced. here

(15) VP

N

\' VPproc

N

VProc VPRes

N

VRes VERB-ROOT

This division is compatible with much of the existing litexge on the syntax and semantics of event structure,
though further decomposition may become apparent in fugearch. At present, at least this two-way distinction is
necessary to capture the patterns documented here.
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As will become clear below, the division of verbal event staie into VRbroc and VRzesis well-
supported, and, indeed, necessitated, by the behaviomrbélvpredicates in ASL, in both their
verbal usage and their nominalized form. Before turningvidence of this, however, one more

structural component needs to be introduced.

3.3.2 \Verbal Classifier Structure

Verbal classifiers in ASL and other signed languages sugesgominantly in complex predicates

of movement (16a) and location (16b).

(16) a. BICYCLE 3+MOVE UP
bicycle vehiclg,etmoveup
The bicycle went up (the mountain).

b. BICYCLE 3+BE LOCATED
bicycle vehiclg,e+tbelocated
A bicycle is standing (over there).

(Benedicto and Brentari 2004)

In structures such as these, the movement and location batids in signing space mimic the real
world movement and location of the spatial predicate’s argts (heregiCYCLE). Furthermore,
the handshape with which the predicate is produced repesemantically the argument whose
spatial behavior is described by the event. In the case bf (i®a) and (16b), the handshape used
is a sideways 3-handshape (CL:3), a handshape used in A8mtargically represent the vehicular
class of nominals. This handshape component, which, agailes according to the nominal class

of the argument, is the classifier structure of the sign.

The verbal predicates relevant to the case of concrete tetbggmting nominals include not
only lexicalized spatial predicates of movement and lacafe.g., MOVE-IN-AIR-BY-PLANE) but
also lexicalized classifier predicates that are not so pamestly associated with spatial meaning.
The handshapes of these predicates nevertheless provideesavidence of the classifier struc-
tures that underly them, as evidentSTAPLE-WITH-STAPLER, which is produced with a handling

classifier representing how a stapler is handled duringladeoth cases, the relevant observation
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is that these are syntactically complex forms, comprisinigast the verbal rootMOVE-IN-AIR,

STAPLE) and the classifier structureY{-PLANE, WITH-STAPLER) realized in the handshape of the
verbal form. Adapting the analysis of spatial and locatilssifier predicates developed in Bene-
dicto and Brentari (2004), the structural complexity ofdbdexicalized forms is represented here

asin (17).

(7) a. VRoroc

N

VProc VPRes

RN

VReS fSCL'P

ETHING
f3CL  MOVE-IN-AIR

CLIILY

b. VPproc

RN

VProc VPRes

T

VReS f3C L' P

ETHING
faCL STAPLE

CL:C

Thus, at an initial stage of the derivation, the verbal raotrfs a complex predicate with the

projection of the verbal classifiers€L-P).

The task of the verbal classifier projection here is threkfdtirst, the projection introduces
into the syntactic structure the classifier handshapel(y, cL:c) with which the predicate is

produced. Second, the projection of the verbal classifieeseto introduce the null nominal ar-
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gument €rqine) that it classifies, thus echoing thednd f, projections that serve to introduce or
license theme and agent arguments, respectively, in Betioeaihd Brentari’'s analysis. The termi-
nological choice off here serves to distinguish this structure from its anajytciecessors. Unlike
the £, and f, classifier structures that Benedicto and Brentari exploogh of which are merged
outside the VP projectiong€L-P merges low in the verbal domain, prior to the merger obak
event structure. Several observations argue in favor ngtajristinguishing § as an independent
component of the classifier system but also of introduciligw in the verbal domain. One, the
complex predicate derived from the combination of the verbat and the §CL-P structure is
much more susceptible to lexicalization and idiomatizatiwan the classifier structures analyzed
by Brentari and Benedicto, as was discussed with respecdt@/PUT-BALLOT-IN-CONTAINER
above. Though there is potential for the development ofniditc meaning at virtually any level
of the morpho-syntactic structure (¢he pot calling the kettle blagksuch extensions of meaning
are far more common with small structural constituents. ,Tuvike BICYCLE above, the nominal
introduced by §CL-P does not surface as an overt argument of the verbalgatedi This, too, is
unsurprising given that overt arguments are licensed higlbe verbal domain than the site occu-
pied by CL-P. Given this, the null status of the nominal introducgd4CL-P may be viewed on
a par with the ‘incorporated’ status of low nominal argunsantother languages. Three, building
on this observation, it is clear that the argument role sebyethe nominal introduced by€L-P

is not the agent or theme role filled by the nominals introdungBenedicto and Brentari's &ind

f1 classifier structures. Rather, as described above, thenadésnntroduced by this lower classifier
structure function instead as locative or instrumentaliargnts, though some ‘low theme’ inter-
pretation may also be possible, depending on the argunreictstal analysis of a predicate such

asPUT-ON-RING, which is produced with a handling classifier representiregring.

This final observation also serves as illustration of theai@mg structural task of thg€CL-P
projection, which is to determine how the nominal it intradsa is interpreted with respect to the
event denoted by the complex predicate formed. Thus, iei§@L-P projection thatis responsible
for determining the instrumental interpretation of the mwahin STAPLE-WITH-STAPLER and the
locative interpretation of the nominal represented by tbetH-handshape isIT. Given this,

the CL-P projection may be viewed instead as a set of low classfrectures, each of which
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corresponds to the specific argumental interpretation diates, on a par with the set of high
applicative interpretations discussed in Pylkkanen (2002or expository purposesz@L-P is
the uniform structural representation used here and tlkeeprdtation of the nominal introduced is

provided in the description or gloss of the derived pre@i¢atg.BY in MOVE-IN-AIR-BY-PLANE).

3.3.3 Morpho-Semantics of ASL Predicates

In complex predicates derived as above, the shape of thesteaadh non-arbitrary representation
of the physical properties of a participant in the event dedtidy the predicate. Even when verbal
classifier structure is not present, however, as is the cébeverbal predicates that yield result-
denoting nominals only, the surface properties of the Jgrbedicate non-arbitrarily reflect the
event to which the predicate refers. In this case, howeves,the movement component of the
verbal predicate that is relevant. The non-arbitrary reatifrthe movement component of verbal
predicates in ASL is not a novel observation. In her origstatly of verbal reduplication in ASL,
Fischer (1973) observed connections between surface fodmweeent semantics of verbal predi-
cates. Likewise, in their examination RDMINALIZING REDUPLICATION, Supalla and Newport
(1978:103-104) observe thaifiglemovement in the [verbal] sign corresponds to single, puaictu
or perfective actionRepeatednovement, in contrast, refers to durative or iterativevagtiwhich

is made of repeated punctual actions (esyylOKE is composed of iterative actions of bringing a
cigarette to the mouth). Further, while theld manner corresponds to an action with specified
spatial end-points, theontinuousmanner is used for actions with unspecified spatial endtpdin
These observations have been formalized and made moreiekptecent researching addressing

Wilbur's 2003, 2010 proposedavent Visibility Hypothesis

(18)  Event Visibility Hypothesi€EVH): In the predicate system, the semantics of event struc
ture is visible in the phonological form of the predicatersig (Wilbur

2010:358)

The crux of the proposal, again, is the longstanding obsiervéhat the action denoted by a verbal

predicate is represented in the manual production of theiqgate itself.
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Hence, while all signs in ASL are required to be produced withovement component, as it
is movement that anchors the syllabic structure of signgtbeement of verbal predicates extends
beyond this phonological restriction and encodes progethiat are semantically meaningful. Rel-
evant to the present discussion are Wilbur’s insights aiggrthe surface composition of verbal
predicates in ASL and the discrete connections between tinphn-phonology of the verbal form
and the event structural components of the event denotetiebydrbal predicate. Specifically,
Wilbur, supported by motoric measurements (Wilbur and 4a2908) taken during signing, ob-
serves that the movement sequence of telic predicates incASbe divided into two semantically
meaningful parts that are relevant here. The first of theghesspatial path movement of the
predicate, which corresponds to the dynamic, processgoooti the event, while the second is a
significant change in the phonological parameters of thdipage, corresponding to the presence
of a result state (telicity) in the event semantics of thedjwate. The phonological changes that
Wilbur observes to be correlated with event telicity are perong or closing of the handshape,
a change in the palm orientation, movement to a distincttioosor location, or movement to an
abrupt stop at a position or location, including movemerat tmntact. That is, just as the structure
of a telic predicate, in general, is a verbal bundle obMPand VRkes the form of a telic predicate

is, in ASL, a surface bundle of a path movement and a phontdbgarameter change.

The morpho-phonological properties indicative of the éxdymamicity and event telicity are
evidenced here via the verbal predicatecePT in Figure 3.9. The process portion of the event,
associated semantically with aspects of both durativity dynamicity, is represented by a rela-
tively large path movement across signing space towardigmeiss chest. As the hands move
across signing, they slowly undergo a handshape apertareggehwith all of the extended fingers
closing into a flat-O handshape, so that these surface canpsras is characteristic of sign lan-
guage, are layered together simultaneously as part of a lendpal complex. The completion of
the handshape change signifying the presence of a redigltistdie event denoted co-occurs with
the completion of the spatial path movement, so that theuotosf the hands culminates as the

hands make contact with the signer’s chest.

Crucially, this second part of the bundle is not a discretéase component stative or atelic predi-
cates, which are produced either with minimal, usuallyrimaé movement that does not affect the
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Figure 3.9: The verbal SigRCCEPT.

phonological parameter settings of the sign or with regkatecontinuous movements in which

comparable discrete changes cannot be identified, as indsi@u10 and 3.11.

p

a. RUN [imacing. strmghi] b. PLAY (tracing + TM) c. READ (tracing + TM)

Figure 3.11: Atelic predicates marked by continuous or a&guk movements. Re-printed from
Wilbur (2010) with permission from Cambridge UniversityeBs.

Finally, while it may appear that the aforementioned sw@faosmponents are by default as-
sociated with the ‘lexical verb’—acknowledging now thag thotion is an epiphenomenon—, it
is important to recognize that these structures are intedicompositionally and subject to the
morpho-syntactic coercion that is typical of event sentaptoperties of verbal complexes. The
verbal predicat&ReAD in Figure 3.11, for example, can be produced with the morgpdmoantic
encoding of event telicity if the small repeated movemenitsatelic interpretation are replaced
by movement to an abrupt stop at the bottom of the non-dorhpem. Likewise, atelicity oAcC-
CEPTcan be encoded if the hands fail to fully close as they makécbwith the chest, therefore

producing the sign without the handshape change assoeiétetelicity.
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As suggested above, the connection between the interpaimponents of the event denoted
by the predicate and the phonological properties of theipaggels production can be transparently
encoded in the morpho-syntax of the verbal structure. Ak, ghe spatial path movememaTH-
MVMT ) associated with the process portion of the event (dyn&yraeid durativity) is introduced
in the VR, portion of the verbal structure, while the phonological i@ PHONO-CHANGE)
associated with the presence of a result state and, comgguessociated with event telicity is
introduced in the VRes portion of the verbal structure. This latter structuraladleespecially, is
supported by the morpho-phonological properties of anoatkie predicate such ag&LT, which
in ASL cannot be transitivized. Given that the intransitsgsion of the predicate bears hand-
shape change indicative of event telicity, such phonokigibanges must be represented within
the lower VRkesStructure and not, as Wilbur proposes, dependent on theihigibal shells (e.g.,
VPhit/VP). Finally, as expected given the classifier structutes/a and supported by the event
semantic behaviors of lexicalized classifier predicatesjmtroduction of these morpho-semantic
properties is unaffected by the presence or absence ofl\aalsaifier structure. In both cases, the
morpho-semantic components are introduced compositjoinéb the verbal structure, producing

the complex verbal form that is the surface structural ougispelled-out’).

(29 a. VRroc
Vproc VPRes
| T
PATH-MVMT VRes ACCEPT
|
PHONG-CHANGE

128



b. VPproc

T

VProc VPRes
| /\
PATH-MVMT
V Res f3C L'P

PHONO-CHANGE  E1hing
f3CL STAPLE

CL:C

The above morpho-semantic structures are motivated byrtheided mapping between verbal
form and event semantic interpretation in ASL. As discusadtie next section, however, these
structures and their morpho-phonological exponence migee the verbal structure targeted for

nominalization byYNOMINALIZING REDUPLICATION.

3.3.4 Residual Results

Reflecting on the surface propertieSNdAMINALIZING REDUPLICATION nominals and their cor-
responding verbal predicates, two generalizations bedomeediately clear. First, each of the
predicates permittingOMINALIZING REDUPLICATION is associated with a phonological change
associated with the presence of a result state in the ma@pimantics of the verbal predicate, in-
dicating that event telicity is a condition &fOMINALIZING REDUPLICATION. Thus,sIT (Figure
3.1) is produced with movement ending in contact with the-dominant handSTAPLE-WITH-
STAPLER (Figure 3.4) is produced with an aperture change (closiftf)ecL:c handshape, and
STRIKE-MATCH (Figure 3.5) is produced with a setting change in the ortearteof the palm.
Likewise,AcCEPT (Figure 3.9) is produced with the aforementioned handsbhpege, whilexN-
NOUNCE (Figure 3.7) is produced with a phonological change in tHenpaientation and/OTE

(Figure 3.2) is, likesIT, produced with movement to contact with the non-dominantiha

Second, the surface structure of the nominal formeddWyINALIZING REDUPLICATION pre-
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serves this surface indicator of event telicity, as suggkby the discussion of the allormorphic
paradigm ofNOMINALIZING REDUPLICATION above. What is more significant, however, is that
the surface structure of the nominal formedNaIyMINALIZING REDUPLICATION preserves, from
the verbal structure, only this surface indicator of evelitity. Thus, in explicit comparison of
the nominal formed by}WwOMINALIZING REDUPLICATION and its corresponding verbal predicate,
it is clear that the path movement associated witlpHs not presented in the derived nominal.
Any path movement present in the derived nominal is only tih@nmal movement necessary to
produce the phonological change associated with evenityelThus, insIT.NMz-RED in Figure
3.1, only the reduced movement to contact is repeated ngaiff much of the path movement of
the dominant hand downward in space. ComparablcioEPT.NMz-RED, the handshape change
is produced entirely at the signer’s chest, dropping egtiree spatial path movement toward the
signer’s chest present in the verbal form (Figure 3.9). Tiseace of this spatial path movement
component underlies the traditional phonological desiompof NOMINALIZING REDUPLICATION

as being produced with small reduplicated movement, réleg#o the phonological description
of the reduplication process the relative size of the movemesiuplicated. Given robust evidence
that movement properties are systematically linked to tleepimo-semantics of event interpreta-
tion, however, this perspective ®MMINALIZING REDUPLICATION is rendered unparsimonious,

as it fails to maintain this connection in the domain of dedivwominals.

The alternative, entirely parsimonious and unremarkagespective defended here is that the
surface properties of the reduplicated nominal are theraatwnsequence of the structure tar-
geted byNOMINALIZING REDUPLICATION. Therefore, if the spatial path movement associated
with VPpoc iSs Not present in th@OMINALIZING REDUPLICATION nominal, then VB¢ is not
present in the structure targeted RPMINALIZING REDUPLICATION. Likewise, if the phono-
logical change associated with ¥Ris present in th&OMINALIZING REDUPLICATION nominal,
then VRkesis present in the structure targeted M@MINALIZING REDUPLICATION. Given this,
the analysis ONOMINALIZING REDUPLICATION as a nominalization process becomes evident:
NOMINALIZING REDUPLICATION nominalizes the lowest, (R structure of the verbal domain,

as detailed below.
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3.4 NOMINALIZING REDUPLICATION : The Low Down

In the model of the grammar assumed here—a model which issuplborted given the patterns
documented in human language and the acquisitional task tagthe child—, semantic interpre-
tation is determined by syntactic structure. In such a magkshantic ambiguity does not arise
at random, excepting true cases of accidental homophonlieR@emantic ambiguity arises only
when surface identity masks an underlying structural ambjg-that is, when the same output
form corresponds to a multiplicity of syntactic structuress explained above, the documented
semantic ambiguity between concrete object-denoting esultrdenoting nominal interpretations
can be attributed to variation in the verbal forms targetmdniominalization: concrete object-
denoting interpretations arise in the presence of verlaaisdier structure. What is also needed,
however, is a structural description of the deriweniMINALIZING REDUPLICATION nominal, its
correspondence to semantic interpretation, and the ambsgguaterpretation to which it gives rise.
Thus, an appropriate analysis of the structures and thetsted ambiguity that underlyomi-

NALIZING REDUPLICATION must provide a principled answer to each of the followingsjoas:

Q1. How doesSNOMINALIZING REDUPLICATION derive result nominals from R<?

Q2: How doesNOMINALIZING REDUPLICATION derive concrete object-denoting nominals from

VPRes?

Q3: Why is the process aiOMINALIZING REDUPLICATION systematically ambiguous between

these structures (and interpretations)?

Q4: Why is the process aiOMINALIZING REDUPLICATION systematically ambiguous between

only these structures (and interpretations)?

In the present section, | implement and motivate detailb®&iyntactic analysis ofOMINAL -
IZING REDUPLICATION defended here. The analysis, and the answers it providdsetaltove

guestions, are as follows:

Al: NOMINALIZING REDUPLICATION is a nominalizing ; head targeting a the \Hslayer of

the verbal structure, thus deriving result nominals.
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A2: The [c, NMz-RED ] nominalizer, like other complementizer projections, naso be used
in the formation of a reduced relative clause headed heaglélaebnull nominal argument
introduced by the verbal classifier, thus deriving concodtect-denoting nominals if, and

only if, verbal classifier structure is present.

A3: The uniform presence og], NMz-RED ] and the absence of any surface distinction between
the nominalization structure and the reduced relativesdairucture underlies the system-

atic ambiguity between result-denoting and concrete tlajenoting nominals.

A4: Given the low verbal target ofc[ Nmz-RED ], other interpretations oROMINALIZING
REDUPLICATION are not possible because the relevant structural comporReatsimply

absent from the structure.

3.4.1 Result Nominalization

Given the morpho-semantic decomposition of the verbatsire and the approach to nominaliza-
tion assumed here, the morpho-syntactic processoMINALIZING REDUPLICATION is entirely
straightforward: it is the consequence of merging a nonaimg Cy head (NMz-RED) with the
VPRresportion of the structure, as in (20). Moreover, given that phhonological change instanti-
ated at the VReslevel is associated with the presence of a result state arsiich, with properties

of event telicity, it follows entirely that the nominals serted receive result interpretations.

(20) a. AccePTNMz-RED (‘acceptance’, ‘a/the result of accepting’)

Chy
CN VPRes
‘ /\

NMZ-RED VRes ACCEPT
b. MOVE-IN-AIR-BY-PLANE.NMZ-RED (‘flight’, ‘a/the result of moving in air by plane’)
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CRy

T

Cn VPRes
| T
NMz-RED VRes f3CL-P
ETHING

faCL  MOVE-IN-AIR

CLIILY

3.4.2 Concrete Object-Denoting Relativization

If, however, the nominalizingd, NMz-RED ] merges with a VResprojection containing verbal
classifier structure, an additional structural possipiiét also made available. Recall from the
earlier discussion that thenCanalysis of nominalizations receives theoretical supfrorh the
symmetry it creates between nominalization and relatiaes# structures. Thus, given the analysis
of verbal classifier structures outlined above, merger @&it¥iPres makes possible not only the
result nominalization in (20b) above but also a relativeistastructure headed by the null nominal

introduced by thedCL-P classifier structure, as in (21).

(21) MOVE-IN-AIR-BY-PLANE.NMZz-RED (‘airplane’, ‘a/the thing for moving in air by plane’)
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Chy

ETHING

CN VPRes

| /\

NmMz-RED VRes f3CL'P

S

f3CL  MOVE-IN-AIR

CLIILY

The above relative clause analysis generates the apppriarpretation for the class of concrete
object-denoting nominals. Moreover, it captures the fhat this interpretation is only available
in the presence of verbal classifier structure, as only thidrthvere be a null nominal argument
available for relative clause formation. Moreover, givieattthe nominal introduced by the verbal
classifier is always null and that the phonological expoeresfcthe classifier is bundled together
with the verbal complex, the analysis also explains theasaridentity of concrete object-denoting
and result-denoting nominals and thus the syntactic anitijigithese two classes: there is nothing
in the structure that can give rise to a surface distinctetmvkeen the nominalization structure and
the relative clause structure. Finally, the present amalyovides a diagnostic for investigating
the syntactic structure of verbal forms in ASL. If a nominatiged viaNOMINALIZING REDU -
PLICATION allows for a genuine concrete-object denoting interpi@tathen its handshape must
correspond to a morpho-syntactically active classifiarcstire, even if this structure is relatively

opaque in the surface form of the verbal predicate (cf. Kadl&chley 1986).

3.4.3 Argument Structure, Etc.: Further Evidence of ResultBehavior

The import of the umbrella categorgsult nominalin the cross-linguistic classification of nomi-

nalized constituents is twofold. In terms of the denotatbnominalized constituents, the result
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nominal classification signifies that the referent of sucinimalizations, across languages, is the
result or outcome of an event. In terms of morpho-syntatticture, result nominals, across lan-
guages, are so categorized because they exhibit certdormrstructural patterns. Given this, an
inventory of the structural patterns exhibited by resultninmals cross-linguistically may be used
as diagnostic criteria for classification as a result nomiflae discussion below confirms their re-
sult status of result-denoting nominals derived N@VINALIZING REDUPLICATION through the
application of such a set of diagnostic criteria. The diagicacriteria used here and elsewhere in
the research on nominalization structures are those pedposGrimshaw (1990), listed in Table

3.1 wherein the result of the diagnostic with respeci@INALIZING REDUPLICATION is also

provided.
Properties of Result Nominals
(Grimshaw 1990)
RESTRAINED
REDUPLICATION?

(i) Denote the outcome of an event. v

(i) Do not obligatorily take arguments. v

(i)  Prenominal genitives are possessives, not agents. v

(iv) Do not allow agent-oriented modifiers. v

(v)  May be definite or indefinite. v

(vi) May pluralize. v

(vii) Modification by frequentpossible only when pluralized. V0
(vii) May appear as predicate nominals. (?)
(ix) Do not permit aspectual modifiers. (?)
(x) Do not permit implicit argument control. (?)
(xi)  By-phrases are non-argumental. N/A

Table 3.1: Properties of result nominals.

Before turning to the empirical evidence in support of thegdiostic results listed, however, a
general discussion of the diagnostic criteria themselv@s order. The first matter to note is that
these diagnostic criteria were established as a meansioiglisshing between result nominals and
other types of nominalization structures, specifically ptar event nominalizations. In the present
investigation, however, the diagnostic criteria are usegbly to identify result nominal properties
of the result-denoting class GOMINALIZING REDUPLICATION nominals. This identificatory, as
opposed to comparative, approach is motivated by the anggal of the present investigation:

to confirm the result nominal status of just these structuxdsreover, the comparative approach
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is rendered impossible in ASL given that larger nominail@astructures on a par with complex

event nominalization have yet to be clearly identified.

The second, and more morpho-syntactically interestinge@sof these diagnostic criteria lies
in their grammatical origins. These diagnostic criteria astablished on the basis of morpho-
syntactic properties shared across the class of resultmadsna pattern that can emerge only when
the syntactic structure underlying result nominals is alsared. Thus, one may ask what is this
underlying syntactic structure of result nominals and,eoger, how do the documented properties
of result nominals arise as a consequence of this strucReélecting on the nature of the diag-
nostic criteria, the generally agreed upon structural @riypshared by result nominals is that they
exhibit little evidence of verbal structure. One conseeenf this is that result nominals exhibit
significant impoverishment in terms of their argument dticed properties when compared with
those of their verbal counterpart, motivating the thecegtonclusion that argument structure, and
arguments, are introduced incrementally in the decomplagents of the verbal domain. While
this structural property is evident in the class of reseit@ting nominals derived VieROMINALIZ -

ING REDUPLICATION, a cautionary note is in order. Though it has been positediefehded here
that NOMINALIZING REDUPLICATION nominalizes the VRescomponent of the verbal structure,
it is as yet unclear what the argument structural propedisis projection beyond the argument
introduced by the verbal classifier structure of certaimf®r Thus, while certain verbal predicates
permittingNOMINALIZING REDUPLICATION may be used transitively (22), it is unclear where the

object argument of these complex predicates is strucyurgioduced.

(22) a. OFTEN-PATH IX; VOTE REPUBLIC
He frequently votes for republicans.

b. WITHOUT-THOUGHT CRAIG ADVISE; IXj pi-cir
TAKE-UP WRONG CLASS
Craig thoughtless advised the students to take the wrorgseka

C. IX; GO-AHEAD INFORM; COP ABOUT ¢;CRIME
He willingly informed the police about the crime.
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3.4.3.1 Absence of Agreement Morphology

Though the position in which object arguments are introduc@SL is an as yet unexplored issue,
there is nevertheless suggestive evidence that whatasgudsition is, it is absent from the struc-
ture of result nominals derived VI@OMINALIZING REDUPLICATION, thus providing additional
evidence of the low verbal structure targeted. This evidesmmes from the domain of verbal
agreement in ASL. Many of the verbs—especially within theufedenoting class—permitting
NOMINALIZING REDUPLICATION also permit the expression of spatial agreement when used in
their verbal forms, as was illustrated witlbvisSgj andINFORM; in (22b)—(22c) above. This spa-
tial agreement is not, however, possible in the derived nahform (23). What is especially
relevant here is the ungrammaticality of verbal agreemettt the nominal form ofaDVISE in
(23a), given that spatial agreement with this predicatexpessed primarily through the orien-
tation of the palm and should, thus, be in principle avadabithin the phonological confines of
NOMINALIZING REDUPLICATION. The absence of this verbal agreement morphology, thus, is
clearly a morpho-syntactic, not phonological, restrictid@hough the exact origin of this morpho-
syntactic restriction is not yet obvious, it is clearly teld to the reduced verbal structure in the

derived nominal.

(23) a. ADVISE.NMZ-RED) (‘advice’, ‘a/the result of advising’)

b. INFORM.NMZ-RED) (‘information’, ‘a/the result of informing’)

3.4.3.2 The Role of Possessives (Properties [ii][iii])

Further evidence of the argument impoverishment of regemisting nominals is found in the
asymmetry between the verbal (24a) and nominal (24b) fortmb Thus, while the verbal form
VOTE in (24a) can take both a subject and object argument, naiffibese arguments are required

in the case of the derived result nominal in (24b).

(24) a. CRAIG VOTE MITT-ROMNEY FINISH HAPPEN
Craig already voted for Mitt Romney.
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b. VOTE.Nmz-RED YESTERDAY COST FORTY DOLLAR
The election yesterday cost forty dollars.

Furthermore, in line with Grimshaw’s observations, therevidence that when nominal arguments
of the associated verbal form are present in the derived mainetructure, such arguments may be
licensed via the possessive strategies of the nominal doma such, possessor nominals in the
derived structure may be interpreted either as the ageheaddtsociated event or its ‘owner’ (pos-
sessor). Thus, thaero-form possessor introduced byssin (25) need not, exclusively, refer to the
agent of the verb. Likewise, there is evidence that, justastive case with possessor structures of
‘underived’ nominals, nominals introduced via juxtapmsitexhibit more interpretive variability

than those introduced ossand, moreover, are licit with lower argument interpretasi¢26).

(25) P0OSS; ADOPT.NMz-RED
An adoption of his

v'[i] = Person adopting
v[i] = Lawyer arranging adoption
#[i] = Baby being adopted

(26) CRAIG ADOPT.NMZ-RED
An adoption of his

v'Craig = Baby being adopted

Perhaps the strongest evidence for the absence of arguingetuee in result-denoting (and
concrete-object denotingdOMINALIZING REDUPLICATION, however, is that theseJXTAPOSH
TION and pPoss constructions were incredibly marked and somewhat unakfar the signers
consulted. Much of the data elicited in this domain exhibit@riation that, at present, resists
conclusive analysis and warrants further investigatiepeeially once more is known regarding
argument structure of the verbal domain. Neverthelessetmtriguing, albeit tentative, general-

izations do emerge:

G1: Nominals introduced byossexhibit interpretive restrictions, though these intetipeere-

strictions are not immediately reducible to propertiesabal argument structure.
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G2: Nominals introduced byuXxTAPOSITION exhibit interpretive flexibility on a par with the

interpretive flexibility exhibited byUXTAPOSITION possessors of underived nominals.

G3: If PossandJUXTAPOSITION are both used, interpretive restrictions in terms of vedogu-
ment structure emergeossmust refer to the agent (external) argument andTAPOSH
TION must refer to the object (internal) argument, even if thésgegyies in isolation do not

exhibit such restrictions.

Note, before moving on, that these generalizations areedynin line with patterns documented
cross-linguistically and that the third generalizatiomabis especially suggestive of a universal

hierarchy of genitivépossessive relations in the nominal domain (cf. Longob206iL).

3.4.3.3 Unavailability of Agent-Oriented Modifiers

The availability of agent-oriented modification has beeenttfied by Benedicto and Brentari
(2004) as one means of distinguishing between agentive anégentive arguments in the ver-
bal domain of ASL. They observe that the agent-oriented fresdWILLING (‘willingly’) is
incompatible with the non-agentive argument structurenafacusative predicates (27a), a pattern
which is interesting from a cross-linguistic perspectiweg the felicity of the English transla-
tion. Confirming that this is indeed related to the agentigitthe argument, they further observe
thatwILLING is an acceptable modifier of the agentive argument strucfureergative predicates

(27D).

27) a. *WOMAN WILLING  FALL
woman willingly fall
The woman fell willingly.

b. WOMAN WILLING  LAUGH
woman willingly laugh

The woman laughed willingly.
(Benedicto and Brentari 2004)

Building on Benedicto and Brentari’'s observation that agerented modification can be dis-

cretely identified in ASL, the result nominal statusNgfMINALIZING REDUPLICATION can thus
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be evaluated with respect to this property. The agent-teiemodifier investigated here is the sign
GO-AHEAD, as this was the preferred means of expressing that an acisandertaken willingly
for the signers consulted here. Converging evidencedlatHEAD is sensitive to agentivity is
provided by Rathmann (2005), who uses the sign to distifghis otherwise manually unmarked

imperative form in ASL (28).

(28) a. * (GD-AHEAD) KNOW HISTORY'
Go-ahead (and) know history!

b. (GO-AHEAD) EXPLAIN HISTORY IX; [ MY SON 1;
Go-ahead (and) explain history to my son!
(Rathmann 2005)

The agent-oriented interpretation ®0-AHEAD relevant here is illustrated in the modification of
the verbal formINFORM in (29), elicited in the context of a gang who feels that onehefir

members has become too cooperative with the police.

(29) IX; GO-AHEAD INFORM; ; COP, IXy pi-arc,
GANG, FED-UP
The gang is fed up because he willingly informs the police.

Modification by GO-AHEAD is not possible with the nominal form derived WeDMINALIZING
REDUPLICATION of INFORM (30), though the intended meaning is, as the translatiogesig, an

entirely reasonable one and the interpretation of the gessés quite ‘agent-like’.

(30) *P0SS; GO-AHEAD INFORM.NMZz-RED, IXg pi-arc,
GANG, FED-UP
The gang is fed up because of the information he willinglggithe
police information.

Thus, result interpretations ofOMINALIZING REDUPLICATION exhibit the prohibition against

agent-oriented modifiers that is expected by Grimshaw'grdiatics and is explained by the low

"The transcription presented here corrects a typograpical in the original:

(i) (GO AHEAD KNOW HISTORY
Go-ahead (and) know history!
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nominalization target olOMINALIZING REDUPLICATION, as agentivity is not introduced internal

to the verbal structure of the s

3.4.3.4 Quantificational Variability (Properties [v]—[vii])

The interpretive generalization that underlies Propefrg-[vii] is that event structure, when car-

ried over to the nominal domain, exhibits the properties aésanouns. As such, non-result nom-
inalizations behave as singular, definite nominals. In @bt result nominals, which lack event
structure and, like underived nouns, are individual-dexgptbehave as count nouns, which can

vary in both number and definiteness (81).

(31) a. althe exam

b. the exam/exams

The structural explanation in this case is not as straigivdod, but usually attributes these pat-
terns to a decrease in nominal structure that results frorm@ease in the size of the verbal
constituent nominalized, specifically with respect to tbenmal structure (Number) that underlies
guantificational variability. Stated bluntly, the more lvak a nominalization, the less nominal a

nominalization.

8The alternative explanation is thab-AHEAD is simply not a licit (adjectival) modifier of the nominal daim in
ASL. At present, not enough is known about adjectival veesigerbial modification to tell if this is a factor of the
data presented here, though there is at least suggestoenee of some modifier overlap (e.BAST, BEFOREEAR,
OFTEN-CIRCLE).

9Spatial indexicals in ASL may provide evidence for this galigation outside the domain of nominalization
proper. One intriguing property of the spatial referencgtay in ASL, noted above, is that referential loci may be
established for referents that are not individual-demgptiDepending the discourse needs, referential loci may be
established for referents that are events, propositiomgst locations, etc., though the full range of possibldiapa
referents has yet to be explored. Moreover, linguisticrexfee to individual-denoting and non-individual-dengtin
may be accomplished via the same spatial indexicalisiga pattern that Schlenker (To appear) uses as evidence for
ontological symmetry between these referent types in abamguage. However, the symmetry between these spatial
referents seems to break down in the domain of quantificaltieariability. While indexical reference to individuals
may be marked for various types of pluralit\ fi.quan X pl-arc, Xpi-cir, Xpi-dist), this does not appear to be possible
when the indexical refers to event. Though this distinctitay be reducible to the number of event referents that can
be assigned a spatial locus in discourse, this, too, woukl/laence for referential distinctions across the indigidu
and event domains. Further research is needed, empiraradlynalytically, before conclusive generalizations can b
made on this issue.
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Evaluation ofNOMINALIZING REDUPLICATION with respect to this diagnostic provides clear
evidence that the output forms display the behaviors erpeaftresult nominals. While the status
of ASL as a null determiner language (cf. 82.3.1.1) compéidamatters slightly, definite and
indefinite interpretations of nominals derived WaMINALIZING REDUPLICATION can be teased

apart as a consequence of linguistic context (32).

32) a EACH COUNTRY HAVE VOTE.NMz-RED
There’s an election in every country.

b. y/n
IX, FINISH HEAR ABOUT VOTE.NMz-RED Q-WG
Did you hear about the election?

Variation in definiteness is further evidenced by their catiiplity with the quantifier types that
are found in ASL, such as the definite demonstrativaT (33a) and the indefinite quantifisoME

(33b).

(33) a. THAT; ;VOTE.NMz-RED, BEFORE IX; BETTER
The election was better before.

b. SOME VOTE.NMz-RED GOOD, SOME BAD
Some elections are good, some are bad.

Comparable argumentation can also be presented in the davhaumber variation. Thus,
while ASL does not obligatorily distinguish singular andigall nominals, there are cases of overt
plural marking in the nominal system. Specifically, nomsnial ASL can be marked for dual and
distributive plurality. Parallel to the markers of dual adidtributive plurality in the pronomi-
nal (IXpi-duak Xpi-dist) @and verbal BOS$-dual, POSSi-dists GIFT-TOpl-dual, GIFT-TOpi.dist) domains
(cf. 82.4.2), dual marking on nominals repeats the nomimalo distinct locations in signing
space, while distributive marking repeats the nominal iteast three distinct locations. When
the nominal sign is produced on the signer’s body, and thoeatebe produced at any let alone
multiple locations in signing space, the orientation ofsigner's body marks the necessary loca-
tional distinctions. This was one of the observations idetliin Supalla and Newport’s original

research, as they discussed dual inflection in the nomimahdoand noted its appearance with the
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concrete object-denoting nominals they identifiedTNMz -REDp|.qual, their ‘dualFooD’). This
dual inflection is also found with the result interpretattdNOMINALIZING REDUPLICATION (34)

(Figure 3.12), as is the distributive plural form (35), winfsupalla and Newport did not discuss.

(34) PRINT.NMz-RED DISCUSS ABOUT TWO DIFFERENT
VOTE. NMZ—REDpl_dual
The newspaper talked about two different elections.

&

\

R %W % ‘
A A T

Figure 3.12: Dual inflectionyOTE.NMZ-RED.

(35) EACH VOTE.NMZ—REDpl_dist BOTHER IX;
Each election bothers me.

Though recent research reveals that the distinction is aatlsarcut as Grimshaw originally

observed—oplural marking of nominalizations with argumstntictural properties has been doc-
umented in both Romance (Roodenburg 2006) and Germaniel(R0605) languages—, the gen-
eralization that nevertheless holds is that quantificaligariability correlates with reduced verbal
structure in nominalizations. Thus, the quantificatioraiability documented here is expected

given the small VRBgsstructure nominalized bOMINALIZING REDUPLICATION.

Before moving on, it is also relevant at this juncture to &ddrthe distribution of frequency
modification INNOMINALIZING REDUPLICATION. As Grimshaw observes, modification be-
guentis only possible with plural result nominals (36), as norhimadification byfrequentis

contingent upon plurality (cf. 83.1.1).

(36) a. *The frequent exam bothered the students.

b. The frequent exams bothered the students.
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Again, for Grimshaw and others researching variation in imatization structures, the test is pro-
posed as a means of distinguishing between result nomindlgweentive nominals, the latter of
which are compatible witfrequentin the singular form because it is functioning as an event-mod

ifier (37).

(37)  The frequent examination of the students bothered them

With respect toNOMINALIZING REDUPLICATION, (38) shows that the nominals derived, like other
result nominals, cannot be modified by the frequency modifereN-PATH when they are un-

marked for plurality.

(38) *0QFTEN-PATH INFORM.NMZ-RED

This diagnostic, however, remains inconclusive. While) @&ws that unmarkedoMINALIZING
REDUPLICATION nominals display the expected behavior of singular resuttinals, there is as
yet no evidence regarding the compatibilitya#TEN-PATH with result nominals that are explicitly
marked for plurality. It may, for example, simply be th@#TEN-PATH, produced with repeated
tapping of a bent-B handshape across the palm of the nonrdortnhand, is not an acceptable
nominal modifier (i.e., cannot be adjectival). However, extival (39a) and adjectival (39b) uses
of a related formOFTEN-CIRCLE, produced with repeated counterclockwise movements in the

center of the non-dominant palm, suggest that this is natdise.

39) a IX; OFTEN-CIRCLE GO-TO CLASS, IX; STUDENT FED-UP
The student is fed up with going to class all the time.

b. P0SS; OFTEN-CIRCLE CLASS, IX; STUDENT FED-UP
The student is fed up with his class that happens all the time.

3.4.3.5 Commentary on Unaddressed Result Diagnostics (Ryerties [viii]—[xi])

On the basis of the diagnostic results above, it is cleartti@tlass oNOMINALIZING REDU -

PLICATION nominals identified here exhibit the behaviors associaigdunesult nominals. Before
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continuing to the analysis of agent nominals, however, wasthwhile to address, briefly, the

properties of Table 3.1 that were not addressed and thaiondar omission here.

Beginning with the property whose omission here receiveaibst straightforward explana-
tion, the interpretation dby-phrases with respect to their (non-)argumental statugp@?ty [xi])
was not undertaken here becatlephrases do not exist. THmrinterpretation that Grimshaw
and others are after is that associated with the interpoatat theby-phrase that introduces exter-
nal arguments in the passive construction. This diagnassanply unavailable for ASL, as the

language lacks a passive form (Padden 1988).

Turning next to the use of predicative use of result nomigB®perty [viii]), a diagnostic
whose structural explanation warrants further researchimaghaw tentatively attributes it to the
fact that result nominals can be indefinite—, the reasonruission here is much less principled:
the empirical pattern was simply not investigated in thespn¢ research. Result nominals are
usually, though not always, as discussed above, abstrduiis, iven the status of ASL as a
null copula language whose full range of predicate nomitratsures are as yet unclear—though
see Wilbur (1996), Wilbur and Patschke (1999), and Abnep(ep)—, it is difficult to develop
authentic elicitation materials for purposes of elicitprgdicate nominal uses of result nominals.
Suggestive evidence that such uses are available is pobWgehe specificational sentence in
(40), which, based on the discussion of possessive stagtarthe preceding chapter, should be
compatible with both a definite and indefinite interpretatiough only the definite interpretation

has been confirmed here.

(40) IX; ;RIOT CAUSE WHAT, IX; ;0BAMA POSS; LECTURE.NMZ-RED
The cause of the riot was Oéama’s speech.

With respect to the remaining two properties—the prohobithgainst aspectual modifiers (Prop-
erty [ix]) and implicit argument control (Property [x])—¢éhstructural patterns documented during
the course of the present research provide initial evidémaethe result nominals identified here
do exhibit these properties. Signers were not able to p@d@/INALIZING REDUPLICATION

with any of the control or aspectual structures investigaseiggesting that the ban on implicit

argument control and aspectual modification is presentsalr@ominals of ASL. Here, too, al-
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ternative explanations are possible, as control strustarel aspectual modification are further
examples of underexplored areas of the ASL grammar. Hmstcbuld simply be a consequence
of not yet having identified the appropriate structure fambming the derived nominal with the

control structure, though given the range of manipulatiomsstigated this is unlikely. Second,

this could be a result of these structures being, in genenalvailable in the nominal domain, as
suggested by the large clausal structure used for the estpnasf control in the example a below, a
structure which parallels th&H-cleft structures investigated by Wilbur (1996) and Daviust al.

(2011).

(42) a. IX; FINISH COLLECT ART FOR-FOR,
P0OSS; DECORATE
She collected art to decorate her house.

b. IX; FINISH ADOPT BABY DOG FOR-FOR
SURPRISE IXj pi-arc KID
He adopted a puppy to surprise the kids.

In this case, the incompatibility is not, strictly speakimgformative with respect to the result
nominal diagnostic. Thus, though the patterns stronglgests that result interpretationsnabm-
INALIZING REDUPLICATION exhibit the expected incompatibility with implicit argumtecontrol

and aspectual modifiers, this too is a matter left to futuseaech.

3.5 AgentivePERSON

Comparable to theer nominal translations they frequently receive, agent namsiformed with
the signPERSONINn ASL are commonly used to derive the names of professiongenCited
as evidence of concatenative processes in sign langudgefrimation of agent nominals were
posited by Padden (1988) as a syntactic diagnostic for wexdbin ASL, a proposal that requires

her to set aside cases such as those in (42) as lexicalizegtexts.

(42) a. TOOTH PERSON
dentist

146



b. AMERICA PERSON
American

As established in the discussion below, however, the coatioim of PERSONwith nouns functions

not as an exception to the rule but rather as an illustratioheorule itself.

Counter to traditional descriptions, the ‘verbal’ signlhwithichPERSONcombines is, in actu-
ality, a form of the verb that has already been nominalized\@MINALIZING REDUPLICATION.
That is, when signers were asked to produceettresoNsigns referring to, for example, aalviser
or avoter, signers consistently produced the forms not by attachisRsONto the verbal signsb-
VISE or VOTE, but by attaching it to the nominal signspvise.NMz-RED andvOTE.NMz-RED,

respectively. This is illustrated in Figures 3.13 and 3.14.

ADVISE.Nmz-Red PERSON

Figure 3.13: TheeERSONNomMinalADVISE.NMZ-RED PERSON
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VOTE.Nmz-Red PERSON

Figure 3.14: TheeERSONnominalvOTE.NMzZ-RED PERSON

Further evidence for the role 6fOMINALIZING REDUPLICATION in creatingPERSONNOMI-
nals comes from the domain of speaker variation, nonce fogation, and PERSONdrop’. As
was noted earlieNOMINALIZING REDUPLICATION exhibits restrictions in the inventory of verbal
forms with which it is compatible, and these restrictiorssubject to speaker variation. One locus
of variation observed in the course of the present reseaashtie availability of alOMINALIZ -

ING REDUPLICATION form for the verbLEARN. Though one consultant permittS®MINALIZING
REDUPLICATION on this form,LEARN.NMz-RED, yielding the result nominal referring exduca-

tion (‘a/the result of learning’), another consultant did na@ N®MINALIZING REDUPLICATION to
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form this lexical item and instead used an unrelated fornvddifrom the fingerspelling alphabet,
E-D (‘education’). Interestingly, this difference was alsad@nt when consultants were asked to
produce the ASL form correspondingstudenta form traditionally described as the combination
of PERSONwWith the verbal signEARN. Thus, for the consultant who produced theMINAL -
IZING REDUPLICATION form LEARN.NMz-RED, the PERSONNnominal was built on this derived
nominal form (43a), while for the consultant who produceduarelated form foeducation the

PERSONNnominal was built on the ‘base’ verbal form o ARN (43Db).

(43) a. LEARN.NMZ-RED PERSON ‘student’/‘person for learning’

b. LEARN PERSON ‘student’/‘person for learning’

This is entirely expected, given that the second consuléekis aNOMINALIZING REDUPLICA-
TION form of LEARN on which thePERSONNominal can be built. A distributional pattern such as
this may suggest the availability of a null allomorphn@MINALIZING REDUPLICATION that can

be used to form a derived nominal wheOMINALIZING REDUPLICATION is not permitted. There
is, however, an alternative explanation possible. Laub®82), in her study of the acquisition of
noun-verb pairs differentiated byOMINALIZING REDUPLICATION, observed that aspects of the
NOMINALIZING REDUPLICATION process may be neutralized in fluent speech. Most notaldy, th
actual reduplicant may be lost, which, also, is not unexgekgiven Wilbur and Schick’s (1987) ob-
servation that reduplicants in ASL are phonologically vested. What Launer observed, however,
was that, even in the absence of reduplication, the preSENCeMINALIZING REDUPLICATION
could be identified by its other surface properties, suchasdstrained manner of production and
the reduced size of the sign, attributed here to the strethat is targeted for reduplication. Thus,
what may be going on in these cases is haMINALIZING REDUPLICATION is present, but its

presence is more subtle, requiring more careful phonoébgicamination of the forms produced.

In some cases, though, the creation #fesoNnominal also elicited the creation of a nonce
NOMINALIZING REDUPLICATION form. This occurred during an elicitation procedure desajto
investigate the productivity dfERSONNnominals and the morpho-semantic factors that may be at

play (agentivity) in their derivation. In this elicitatiggrocedure, the consultant was asked to come
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up with superhero names based on their superpower. In 8ksttaough the signer consulted did
not independently use, for examplesLT.NMz-RED as a derived nominal the signer did produce
the sequenceYELT.NMZ-RED PERSON], not [ MELT PERSON], as the name for the superhero

whose power is to liquify himself to move around stratedycal

Finally, the role ofNOMINALIZING REDUPLICATION in the creation oPERSONNominals is
also evident in the fact that agentive meanings can be gexkeirathe absence ¢fERSON us-
ing only the NOMINALIZING REDUPLICATION form of the verb. This, too, is documented in
Brentari’s discussion of forms that do not adhere to Supaitld Newport's semantic criteria, as
she observes that it is possible to USEGMINALIZING REDUPLICATION form of the verbAs-
SIST, ASSISTNMZ-RED, to form a noun referring tassistant This pattern, assumed here to be
the consequence of a null nominal counterparPBRSON gives rise to variation in how given

occurrences agentive nominals are produced (44),

(44 a. () MOVE-IN-AIR-BY-PLANE.NMz-RED PERSON ‘pilot’/‘person for moving in
air by plane’

(i)  MOVE-IN-AIR-BY-PLANE.NMZ-RED €pgrson  ‘Pilot’/‘person for moving in

air by plane’
b. (i) ADVISE.NMZ-RED PERSON ‘adviser’/‘person for advising’
(i)  ADVISE.NMZ-RED Epgrson ‘adviser’/‘person for advising’

Moreover, these patterns yield a third layer of ambiguitth@NOMINALIZING REDUPLICATION
process itself, revealing that the surface formrNGMINALIZING REDUPLICATION corresponds
either to a result nominalization, a concrete object-degotlative clause structure, or to an agen-

tive nominal resulting from a null nominal correspondERSON

While such patterns require further investigation, theval®mpirical observations nevertheless
confirm that it is theNOMINALIZING REDUPLICATION form that combines witlPERSONto form
the agentive nominal. Thus, the functionRERSON or its null counterpart, in the grammar is not
to nominalize the verbal form but to creative an agentiverjprtetation from a pre-existing nominal

form, either by combiningeRsONwith a select set of underived nouns, as in (42), or by comigini
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PERSONwith a select set of morpho-syntactically derived nomin8igecifying thaPERSONcOM-
bines with a select set of nominal forms is empirically neeeg here, aBERSONexhibits as yet
underexplored lexicalized restrictions in terms of themxulerived or otherwise, that it combines
with. To account for the observed combinatoric patterns,témtative suggestion made here is
thatPERSONIs a nominal ‘compounding’ operation, creating morphotagtically complex forms
from two nominal expressions. A schematic structural regméation of this proposal is given in
(45), though it should be noted that the structure of compmghprocesses remains somewhat
unclear in present analyses (Harley 2009). Further inyastin of the structure and interpretation
of PERSONNominals is needed to identify, in finer detail, how this ‘qmund’ structure emerges
from the grammar. Moreover, ttrERSONNOMINals so derived need to be examined with respect
to the range of phonological processes that have been dotedie compound structures in ASL

(Liddell and Johnson 1986).

(45) a. DP
. student
CPy
/\ .. NP
\
Cn VPres PERSON
‘ /\

NMz-RED VRes ACCEPT

T

dentist
Np/>\
| ... NP
TOOTH |

PERSON
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3.6 Chapter Summary

The morpho-syntactic analysis GfOMINALIZING REDUPLICATION developed in this chapter
builds on the decomposition of verbal event structural dredgroposal (Wilbur 2003) that the
semantics of event structure are evident in the surface @roerbal predicates in ASL. Given
that NOMINALIZING REDUPLICATION reduplicates only a sub-part of the verbal form, the most
straightforward analysis, which has been pursued herédatsthe reduplication process targets
only a sub-constituent of the verbal structure, specifidhké VFRkesthat indicates the presence of a
result state and is responsible for encoding event telikitgrder to account for the observed ambi-
guity between concrete object-denoting and result-degatominals derived VISOMINALIZING
REDUPLICATION, the analysis appeals to independently motivated pregsedi verbal classifier
structure, arguing that concrete object-denoting noreiagke as a consequence of relativization
of the null nominal argument introduced by the classifienctire. At present, | leave open the
possibility of further unifying the morpho-syntactic sttures of these two nominal classes, as it
may be possible to derive both result-denoting and conolgeet-denoting interpretations through
relativization, a process that might also provide insigkd thePERSONnominals discussed in the
preceding section. In addition to this analytic issue, ificgnt empirical legwork remains to be
done, as both the productivity and the interpretive poksés of NOMINALIZING REDUPLICA-
TION—that is, the extent to which ambiguity exists between tedeihoting and concrete object-
denoting interpretations—have yet to be fully documentédture work is also needed in order
to investigate details of speaker variability and the phiocneeutralization observed by Launer
(1982), an investigation that will benefit from controllekperimental methodologies investigat-
ing production and, crucially, perception of nominal fornksnally, a theoretical issue raised by
this phenomenon in ASL is the issue of why languages exHibittominalization processes that
they do. As discussed early in the chapter and at the outdbeqgiresent research, significant
inter- and intra-language variability is found in the pative structures that can be targeted for
nominalization. In ASL, the present research reveals thiée dpw verbal structures may serve as
licit input to nominalization processes in the languageutih it does not appear that larger verbal

structures may be targeted for nominalization in the laggu&iven this interesting asymmetry,
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and the analyses of nominalization present in the reserechtlre, it is worthwhile to investigate

whether a principled explanation of licit nominalizati@ngets can also be developed.
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CHAPTER 4

Handing It In

4.1 Overview of the Arguments Presented

The investigation of possession and nominalization ua#tert in these case studies has discussed
a number of empirical patterns in ASL, many of which are doented here for the first time. In
developing a formal account of how the grammar of A§uaa human linguistic system, gener-
ates these structures so too have a number of analytic @isdmsen made. Though many aspects
of the analysis are, like the empirical patterns that magitlaem, novel, touching on heretofore un-
addressed details of the grammatical system of ASL, a stgmifivirtue of the present approach is
that the grammatical machinery required is entirely unnaly The structures posited depend only
on the properties of the lexical and functional elementyg tteamprise and the standard inventory
of structure building operations (Merge and Move). Thusadidition to carefully documenting
the morpho-syntactic properties of possessive and norzat@n structures in ASL, the present
research serves to illustrate how the complexities of hulaaguage can be derived from a prin-
cipled and relatively simplex grammatical system. Morepthee present research illustrates that
the complexities of ASL, a signed language, are just as cabipavith a grammatical system so

designed.

Finally, where loose ends remain, they, too, have been esllte linguistic patterns found
elsewhere in the grammar, though detailed analysis of theal®gous patterns is a matter left to
further research. Once more is understood about the grawfiSL, we can return to the issues
left open and develop more fine-grained analyses of thetategcexamined here. Given this, it
is hoped that the present research is just a drop in the friavdiucket of continued linguistic

research on signed languages and that in future work—soeas iidr which have been proposed
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during the course of the discussion—evidence from signeguages will help further mold our

scientific understanding of human language.

4.1.1 Study #1: Expressions of Possession

The investigation of possessive constructions in ASL riagethat attributive and predicativenss
structures (1) are uniformly derived from a verbal predarastructure headed by thrdSsSpos-
sessive marker. Relativization of predicative structyrlays a fundamental role in the analysis,
as the DP-internal attributiveossstructure is analyzed as a reduced relative clause modifigr b

from predicativeross

Q) a. AttributivePoss

Attributive POSS
;BRUNO POSS; BOOK
P0OSS; ;BRUNO BOOK
A book of Bruno’s

b. Predicativeeoss

IX; ;BOOK P0OSSj ;BRUNO
This book belongs to Bruno.

Initial motivation of the verbal predicate analysismbdsscame from the observation that a
DP-internal analysis afossis incompatible with structural and interpretive propestof both at-
tributive and predicativeossconstructions. Specifically, DP-internal analyses faadlehges in
accounting for the interpretive restrictions (W&IXTAPOSITION) and non-quantificational behav-
ior of attributivePosspossessives. Moreover, such analyses unavoidably pagdapte nominal
structure for predicativeosspossessives, a structure that is untenable given the aasbehav-
ioral differences between attributive and predicafgessconstructions and the morpho-syntactic

characteristics thatossshares with verbs in the language.

These morpho-syntactic characteristics were then exahningetail. The results of this exam-
ination confirmed thakossexhibits the distributional and morphological charastées of verbal

predicates in ASL, including the exponence of transitiveo\agreement. Distributional and mor-
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phological details oPosswere then used to establish that the verbal argument steucteross
parallelsbelongtype verbs of possession, wherein the possessor funci®nke object of the
possessive predicate. Finally, it was shown that intek@eestrictions of the predicativeoss
structure (“strict possession”) and variation in the posibf the possessor object arise as a conse-
guence of the interaction efosswith functional material of the predicative domain, spexiliy

locative structure and licensing positions for definitesaits.

The analysis then turned to the issue of deriving attrilervsspossessives from this predica-
tive structure, providing evidence that this is accomm@dshia reduced relative clause formation.
Because relative clauses occupy a structural region of theéhat is lower than that in which
quantificational force is determined, attributiwvessstructures do not affect the quantificational
interpretation of the possessed nominal, though DP-iatemord order variation may trigger a
definite interpretation. The relative clause structurettsftautive Possis also responsible for the
documented ungrammaticality @fH-possessors in attributiveoss structures only, as relative
clauses triggewH-in situ (andex sity island effects in ASL. Moreover, the predicative origins
of attributivePossprovide the grammatical structure necessary to accountafieation in word
order and interpretation exhibited by the attributive ¢angion, including the ‘pronominal’ use

of POss licensed here via nominal ellipsis and (verbal) argumeopd

The study closed with a brief discussionfXxTAPOSITION andAPOSTROPHES possessive
constructions in ASL. Though many issues remain, the obsiens therein establish, first, that
these are both notably different constructions from thbse involvePoss Second, the inter-
pretive patterns ofUXTAPOSITION and other structures in which relational nouns head posdess
nominals motivate an analysis in which a functional reladiichead, not the noun itself, introduces
the genitive argument. Finally, the patterns revealed ti@POSTROPHES structure in ASL
departs significantly from the (Signed) English structwoat which it is borrowed. This latter ob-
servation warrants further research given its potentiglications for issues of language contact—
English and ASL have existed side-by-side since the late@riergence—and bilingualism—users
of ASL are all, to some degree, bilingual in at least writtergksh, with English literacy being
notably higher for native users of ASL (Mayberry 1989). Wisaalso worth noting explicitly at
this point is the stark structural distinction betwesnssstructures and the superficially similar

155



English prenominal possessor. Though signers—as well sgigéve and research literature on
the language—readily comparessto the possessive pronouns®marker of English, this com-
parison is simply and robustly unfounded, further confirgniihe resiliency of the ASL grammar

despite language contact and signer bilingualism.

In sum, the analysis presents a comprehensive and exptpaatmunt of possessive structures
in ASL. In so doing, it also provides a number of insights igemeral properties of the predicative
and nominal domains in the language. Finally, in referenda@é overarching issues identified at
the outset of the research, the evidence shows that thegsos®é the attributiveossconstruction
not only fails to serve as an argument of the possessee nidminaintroduced in a domain (verbal

structure) entirely separate from nominal syntax proper.

4.1.2 Study #2: Nominalization

Initially documented and analyzed by Supalla and Newp®&T8) as a means of deriving concrete
object-denoting nominals (2a), tRe®MINALIZING REDUPLICATION process examined in the sec-

ond case study is also a productive means of deriving relgubting nominals in the language.

(2) a. Concrete Object-Denoting

(1) [v MOVE-IN-AIR-BY-PLANE ] to fly
[Nmz MOVE-IN-AIR-BY-PLANE.NMZ-RED ] airplane
(i) [v STAPLE] to staple
[Nmz STAPLE.NMZ-RED | stapler

b. Result-Denoting

® [v ACCEPT] to accept
[Nmz ACCEPT.NMZ-RED | acceptance

(i) [v DEVELOP] to develop
[Nmz DEVELOP.NMZ-RED | development

(iii) [ v PARTICIPATE ] to participate
[Nmz PARTICIPATE.NMZ-RED ] participation
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Building on the Event Visibility Hypothesis of Wilbur (2002010) and standard decompositions
of the verbal structure, the analysis argued that nomirexigsel vViaNOMINALIZING REDUPLICA -
TION are built from small structures occurring low in the verbahwhin, specifically the Vigssthat
encodes the presence of a result state and mediates evaty t€he proposal made is thapom-
INALIZING REDUPLICATION is produced by reduplicating only a sub-part of the verbahfoot
because it is phonologically specified to do so, but becankeaosub-part of the verbal structure
is present in the derived nominal. Thus, in line with whatiWi and her predecessors observed,
the evidence from ASL provides unique insight into the sgtitaepresentation of event structural
semantics, semantic properties that are evident in thasafbrm of verbal constituents in ASL
and are manipulated by syntactic operations of the gramBRsadterns such as these further moti-
vate a ‘lean interface’ perspective on the grammaticalkesystvherein surface form and semantic

interpretation are transparently related to syntactiocstire.

The morpho-syntactic analysis ROMINALIZING REDUPLICATION developed here is that of

a Gy nominalizer, which attaches to its verbal target R¢& and outputs a result-denoting nom-
inal. For some of the verbs permittinmgdMINALIZING REDUPLICATION, this low verbal struc-
ture also contains components from the verbal classifigesysf ASL (CL-P). As analyzed in
Benedicto and Brentari (2004), the verbal classifier, evidie the predicate handshape, forms a
complex predicate with the verbal root and introduces its,awthis case null, argument. Though
it is unclear at this stage if this silent argument is a full Béminal, it is nevertheless true that
the argument-introducing properties of classifier strreefurther illustrate that is the decomposed
structure of the predicative domain that is responsiblefediating argument structure. Relativiza-
tion plays a central role in this second case study as wekgine proposal that it is relativization
of the argument introduced by the classifier structure thdedies concrete object-denoting nom-
inals derived byNOMINALIZING REDUPLICATION. This proposal accounts for the observed de-
notational ambiguity and provides an unexceptional exgiian for why it is always the argument

associated with the classifier that is the referent of thevel@iconcrete object-denoting nominal.

After developing the analysis 6fOMINALIZING REDUPLICATION, the investigation then went
on to show that agent nominalizations marked with RlE®SONSign are not, in fact, the conse-
guence of a unique agent nominalization process. In cathstaiction to their traditional descrip-
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tion, the empirical facts documented here reveal BHERHSONagent nominalizations are not built

on verbal forms, but, rather, are the consequence of atigGHRSONto a constituent that has
already been nominalized VNMOMINALIZING REDUPLICATION. Given thatPERSONattaches to

an already-nominal fornrRERSONStructures were analyzed here as nominal compounds, though
the morpho-syntactic details of this compounding proces®wltimately left open. Broadly con-
strued, the observations regardPERSONNnominals andiOMINALIZING REDUPLICATION made

here are entirely in the spirit of Supalla and Newport’s im@djinsight: when we look carefully—

in the right places and with the right assumptions in placéhe,rich grammatical structures of

ASL and other signed languages reveal themselves.

Finally, though some speaker variability was documentech sariation is unproblematic for
an approach such as that assumed here, as the goal of amalgsimodel the internal grammar
of the individual. While the inventory of derived nominalsaynvary across speakers, what does
not vary are the structural propertiesNdbMINALIZING REDUPLICATION when present, and this

is exactly as is expected by the analysis.

4.2 General Concluding Remarks

The scientific claim of the sort entertained at the outseheffdresent research—that nouns, as a
lexical category, do not take arguments—is, as a univetagrmaent of non-existence, unfalsifi-
able. The arguments presented here provide further evediad it is, nevertheless, a valid one.
With respect to the possessor argument of the nominal dorrerdata reveals that its presence
is mediated by a verbal elemertpss With respect to the nominals derived Wa&MINALIZING
REDUPLICATION, the patterns suggest, as has been documented in otheatpgyiwhat nominal-
ization low in the verbal domain is concomitant with an aleseof certain components argument
structure in the derived nominal, though further reseasateeded on the interaction ebssand
JUXTAPOSITION With NOMINALIZING REDUPLICATION nominals, research that will only be pos-
sible once we have attained a better understanding of vargpament structure in ASL. Thus, these
case studies in the grammar of ASL may be viewed as convesyigignce for the impoverished

argument structural properties of nouns.
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APPENDIX A

Inventory of Nominals Derived via NMz -RED

Non-Concrete

Concrete
Verbal Form Derived Noun Verbal Form Derived Noun
COMPARE COMPARISON WASH-HAIR SHAMPOO
COMPETE COMPETITION RIDE-MOTORCYCLE MOTORCYCLE
DERIVE DERIVATION GROW PLANT
IMAGINE IMAGINATION WASH WASHER
PROVE PROOF DRY DRYER
TO RAIN RAIN EAT-SOUP SOuUP
PAY-ATTENTION  ATTENTION WRITE PENCIL
SELL STORE SHOOTFMARBLE MARBLE
MIX MIXTURE PUT-ON-STAMP STAMP
REPEAT REPETITION PUSHSTROLLER STROLLER
ANALYZE ANALYSIS ATTACK -LIKE-MONSTER MONSTER
TO COPY A COPY SHOOFARROW BOW-&- ARROW
SHOW EXAMPLE
TO THUNDER THUNDER

Table A.1: N\vz-ReD Nominals, Launer (1982)

Verbal Form Derived Noun

SUPPORT SUPPORT
OWE DEBT
CALL NAME

APPLY APPLICATION

ASSIST ASSISTANT

Table A.2: N\vz-ReED Nominals, Brentari (1998)
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Reduplicated Movement

Verbal Form
SIT
HIT-WITH-HAMMER
GO-BY-PLANE

GO-BY-FLYING-SAUCER

GO-BY-ROCKET
GO-BY-SHIP
GO-BY-TRAIN
GO-TO-BED
PUT-ON-BRACELET
SCREWON-JAR LID
OPEN-WALLET
BLOW-WHISTLE
PUT-ON-HAT
TURN-SCREW
PUT-ON-TAPE
ADD-GAS-TO-TANK
PUT-ON-HEARING-AID
PUT-ON-SUSPENDERS
PUT-ON-BACKPACK
COVER-WITH-BLANKET
PUT-ON-BROOCH
PUT-ON-CLOTHESPIN
CLIP-FINGERNAILS
PRESSDOORBELL
TURN-DOORKNOB
PULL-DRAWER
PUT-ON-COAT
PUT-ON-EARRING
PUT-ON-DRESS
PUT-ON-EARPHONES

Table A.3: Nvz-ReED Nominals, Supalla and Newport (1978) (As categorized imEne 1998)

Derived Noun

CHAIR
HAMMER
AIRPLANE

FLYING-SAUCER

ROCKET
SHIP
TRAIN
BED
BRACELET
JAR LID
WALLET
WHISTLE
HAT
SCREWDRIVER
TAPE
GAS
HEARING-AID
SUSPENDERS
BACKPACK
BLANKET
BROOCH
CLOTHESPIN
CLIPPER
DOORBELL
DOORKNOB
DRAWER
COAT
EARRING
DRESS
EARPHONES
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Reduplicated Movement, cont.

Verbal Form
CALL
SHOOT

OPEN-DOOR

HANG-UP
ZIP-UP
PLUG-IN

CLOSE-GATE

SHIFT-GEARS
CuUT

TELEPHONE

OPEN-UMBRELLA

PUT-ON-RING
PUT-ON-SOCK
PUT-ON-SCARF

PUT-ON-GOGGLES
PUT-ON-GAS MASK

Derived Noun

NAME
GUN
DOOR
HANGER
ZIPPER

PLUG
GATE
GEARSHIFT
SCISSORS
TELEPHONE
UMBRELLA
RING
SOCK
SCARF
GOGGLES
GAS MASK

Reduplicated Aperture Change

Verbal Form

SNAP-PHOTOGRAPH

FLICK-LIGHTER
THUMP-MELON
STAPLE

SQUEEZEPLIERS

TAKE-PILL

Verbal Form
STRIKE-MATCH

Derived Noun

CAMERA
LIGHTER
MELON
STAPLER
PLIERS
PILL

Reduplicated Orientation Change
Derived Noun

MATCH



Verbal Form

English Interpretation of Derived Nominal

ACCEPT acceptance
ADVISE advice
ADOPT adoption

ANALYZE analysis
ANNOUNCE announcement
BE-HOT heat
BE-RIGHT accuracy
BE-SCARED fear
COLLECT collection
DEVELOP development
FAIL failure
GAIN benefif credit
HELP help
INFORM information
JOIN participation
KISS kiss
LEARN education
PICK-UP acquisition
PLAN plan
OPEN-BOOK book
POSS possession
PUT-IN-JAIL jail
PUBLISH newspaper
VOTE

vote/election

Table A.4: Nvz-RED nominals examined in the present research, not includimggtdocumented
in previous inventories. The most natural English equivat# the derived nominal is presented

in lieu of an ASL gloss or structural paraphrase, both of Whace predictable from the in-text
discussion.
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