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Introduction 1. Light Noun Phrases Analysis
_ _ _ 0.75- Other works have noticed the preference for prenominal Loss of morphology should be independent from
In Old English nominal arguments can either precede or . genitives in light phrases (Mitchell 1985, McLagan 2004, . 1 and weinht (3 derat i ,
follow the noun. Late OE texts show that postnominal £ iy Samson 2010). A weighted linear regression for common animacy (1) and weight (3) considerations and does no
genitives decrease in frequency, and this phenomenon is 2 050 Common_ Noun nouns yields an intercept of 0.117 (p=2.04e-09) and a predict the pattern in (2)
e e T A £ — - significant effect of year as a predictor (-0.0006, p=0.0005).
naepende om ! =€ PTEpOs ! g One might wonder whether the postnominal position was Discourse processing. According to Allen (2008)
was limited to partitive readings and could not be used to S . reserved for either non-possessive uses (e.g. Internal t o " ' f 1b o+ !
express possession or arguments (Thomas 1931, 025- arguments of the noun) or indefinite arguments, but this posthomina gle”' IVES vI;/.erﬁ avore ecalu&r:]e €y were
Mitchell 1985). We consider possible explanations for ‘ example (Matthew, 4:19) shows that it was not the case: tmheri'r::y DfPt-he elgn:r,gftvérlr%of;ﬂ;gt irc?gle: :egmczf]fwas
this change looking at the manuscripts in the YCOE. . arking or the Lr. g 9
1 ——80 B a) A. Grk. aligic avBpwmwy lost, a genitive was a better predictor of a noun than a
500 50 e e b) Lat. PISCATORES HOMINUM modifier, and then it was favored in prenominal position.
: : : year c) Got.  Nutans manne This predicts the pattern in (1) and (3), but not in (2).
Nominal Phrase in Old Eng“Sh d) OE.  Manna fisceras
Figure 1 — Postnominal genitives in LNP. Tokens: 9269. 4 - -
_ nges " g “God's love) English poem texts display the same amount of Grammar com_pgtltlon falls_the test n (3) but also does
Old English noun phrases can have possessors and peere foreteohunge Godes  (‘The predestination of God’) postnominal genitives as early prose texts (13%). not explain variation depending on animacy (1) and
arguments on either side of the noun (1-2) and also display presence of modifiers (2). Also, Old Norse had genitives

co-occurrence (3):

In postnominal position (Nygaard 1905), therefore the
pattern cannot be ascribed to Scandinavian pressure.

1. He Is ealra cyninga cyning 2 M0d|f|ed NOun Phrases N : . L : : |
He is In-all. GEN.PL king-GEN.PL king

‘He is in all the king of the kings®  ACHom_|,1:178.8.8 A weighted linear regression returns an intercept of 0.849 B 1 1 Iati
(p=9.24e-14) and a non-significant effect of year as a : | Specu ation
predictor (-0.0005, p=0.493). Same for genitives containing type

2. pba digelnysse pisre  radinge Y . . %oso oy pon
the mystery I:t)his,c;EN text,GgEN a D+N combination: the intercept is 0.914 (p<2e-16) and £ —N The grammar is stable across the period, but constraints
“The mystery of this text ACHom_1,23:366.29.4556  Yearls Not significant (-0.90997, p=0.864). . i . ike animacy (1) and weight (3) lose their effect in time.
This means that in OE the presence of a modifier inside a - Interesting analogue: effect of press diffusion on genitive
noun phrase has a strong predictive power in determining | alternation in PDE (Hinrichs and Szmrecsanyi 2007)
3. Godes berne heofonan rices whether a genitive phrase would appear prenominally or '
God-GEN barn heaven-GEN kingdom-GEN postnominally. This fact has been noticed in Mitchell
“God's barn of the kingdom of heaven” AEHom_5:256.845 (1985), McLagan (2004) and Sampson (2010), but what " . | - |
nas been unnoticed is that these kinds of noun phrases are 0 - oar 1090

- - : iIndependent from the general shift towards prenominal
ver nstructions like 2-3 are n mmon in | E T . . . _
tl—elc)')(\t/;e _I_eh,oﬁchsst(lugcéf) SA” e?] (zgo%)ean%t é?ism ao (20126)‘t§hco)w position: in fact, the pattern is consistent also in late texts. Figure 2 — Postnominal genitives in MNP. Tokens: 991.

a gradual change in time in favor of prenominal genitives. Godes ancennedan Suna ("God's only-begottenson’) ,, -
baere wynsuman suetness Godes ("The winsome sweetness of God”)
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Figure 4 — Google Ngrams for the speech of the president over the total

. 3 . H eavy G e N ItIVGS of the speech of the president plus the president’s speech

0.75-

0.75+

postnominal_genitives
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- w Referen nd Acknowl men
¢ : 2 2 + + McLagan (2004) and Sampson (2010) correlate the eferences and Ackno edge ents
® I 5 B e presence of an adjective internal to the genitive phrase to | o | _ |
g ® e ° . £ = determiners postnominal genitives. We see here that both the presence any harks o Tony Kroch, Don Ringe, Hezekiah AKiva Bacovcin, Chatles Yang, Meredith Tamminga
® ‘e o‘ ? ; g of an adJeC’Flve or a.qetermlner are causing a h|gh number Allen, Cynthia L. Genitives in early English: Typology and evidence. Oxford University Press, 2008.
. . | . o 8 Of pOStnomlnaI gen|t|ves N early texts. ngever, nNo Crisftr.na, Pacts)la. “Triggelrig% syntacct)ic chanae: Inertg\ and Ioca(lzcgluzs)eign;gigmisl,_tlory oLEnE]Iish .
' 0.25- - genitives.” Grammatical Change: Origins, Nature, Outcomes ; -216. Hinrichs, Lars, an
900 950 1000 1050 COS’[_ant Rate _EﬁeCt (Kroc_h 1989) IS deteCtable through AlIC Benedikt. Szmrecsalnyi.. “Recent changes in the functioP and frequency of Standard English genitive
N applied to logistic regression. AIC Full model=783, AlC 437474, Kroch, Anthony 5. "Reflexss of grammar i patiems of language change. Languags
Figure O — A plot of the data discussed in Crisma (2012) [ ¢ @ o Reduced model=814. This suggests that the Change IS NOt variation and chémge 1.3 (1989): 199-244. Lightfoot, David. The development of Iénguage: Acquisition,
0.00- ° T .9 =t L am I I change, and evolution. Wiley-Blackwell, 1999. McLagan, Helen R. The Syntax of Genitive
910 g0 1000 1050 a gr_a_mmar Change’ bUt there IS Slmply a Drefer.enCe for the Constructions in Old English: Placement of Genitive Phrases in Zlfric's Second Series of Catholic
year pOSItlonlng of the genltlve dependlng on the Welght of the Homilies. Australian National University (2004). Mitchell, Bruce. Old English Syntax: Concord, the parts
I I . . : . of speech, and the sentence. Oxford University Press, 1985. Nygaard, Marius. Norron Syntak, 1905.
SOme pOSSIbIe eXplanatlonS. fOr the phenomenon dare. Figure 3 — Postnominal aenitive with HG. Tokens: 6455 DP (“ke N mOdern Eng“Sh1 Cf' ROsenbva 2005) Rosenbach, Anette. “Animacy versus weight as determinants of grammatical variation in
Loss of mOrphOlOgy (nghthOt 1999) g _ _ g g ' ' . ich | h English.” Language 81.3 (2005): 613-644. Sampson, Salena. Noun phrase word order variation in Old
Discourse rOCeSSin (A”en 2008) Paera cyninga gewinne (‘The klng’s Conquest’) ThIS IS the Only context fOr WhIC we see a clear C ange- English verse and prose. Doctoral dissertation. The Ohio State University, 2010. Taylor, Ann, et al. “The
p g bam deorlingum para cyninga (‘The favorite-daughter of the king’) York-Toronto-Helsinki Corpus of Old English Prose (YCOE).”, 2003. Thomas, Russell. Syntactical

Grammar competition (Crisma 2012)

processes involved in the development of the adnominal periphrastic genitive in the English language.
Doctoral dissertation, 1931.



