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Slavonic’s Closest Approach
to Suffixaufnahme: The
Possessive Adjective

Greville G. Corbett

1. Introduction

One of the aims of this volume on Suffixaufnahme is to sce the phenomenon in
terms of a broader typology of attributive constructions. It is in this area that
the evidence of the Slavonic possessive adjectives is particularly important,
Possessive adjectives clearly show similarities to Suffixaufnahme constructions;
indeed, as Plank (1990: 1039) points out, some researchers have tried to treat
even prototypical examples of Suffixaufnahme as adjectives. I shall show that
Slavonic possessive adjectives, to varying degrees, do indeed show similarities
to undisputed instances of Suffixaufnahme, but that there are also important
differences. These can be explained by reference to the nature of the morpho-
logical systems of the Stavonic languages. In a nutshell, I claim that some
Slavonic possessive adjectives come as close to Suffixaufnahme as is possible
without contravening major regularities in the morphology.

First the essential background data are presented (Scction 2). Then we
compare Slavonic possessive adjectives with a notion of the ideal case of
Suffixaufnahme (Section 3}, We finally examine why it is that Slavonic posses-
sive adjectives are prevented from giving rise to prototypical Suffixaufnahme
constructions (Scction 4).

2. Background

2.1. The Slavonic Languages

The Stavonic family is a fairly conservative branch of Indo-European. It is
traditionally divided into three groups—East, South, and West Slavonic—
though there are shared changes which cut across these boundaries. Word
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order within the clause is gencrally determined by information structure, with
old, shared information coming before new. To the extent that this effect can
be neutralized, the most common basic word order is subject-verb—object.!
Within the NP the order is more rigid, though there is variation among lan-
guages. Slavonic preserves a rich inflectional morphology, primarily fusional
in nature. Most of the family retain around six cases, including a genitive case
with various functions (such as marking government by verbs and preposi-
tions), and there are distinct declensional types. There is little difficulty in
cstablishing a word-class of adjectives and a word-class of nouns, though
certain items may be seen as transitional between the two.

.

2.2. The Possessive Adjective

The possessive adjective is widely used in Slavonic, A detailed discussion and
extensive bibliography can be found in Corbett (1987).2 We repeat the salient
points here, drawing material especially from those languages where the pos-
sessive adjective has the widest range, particularly from Upper Sorbian.? For
example, in Upper Sorbian the possessive adjective is the normal method of
expressing what is conveyed by the genitive in many other languages. It would
be unusual to find a onc-word adnominal genitive referring to a definite
person, as in (1):

(1} kniha Jan-a
book Jan-GenSg
*Jan’s book’

The normal cxpression in the spoken language would be:?

(2) Jan-ow-a knih-a
Jan-Poss-NomSgFem book-NomSgFem®
‘Jan’s book’

Here we have a possessive adjective, formed from the noun Jan, by means of
the suffix -ow-, In Upper Sorbian, as in other Slavonic languages, posscssive
adjectives are formed from nouns by suffixation. There are two suffixes, -in-/
-yn-I-n- and -ow- in Upper Sorbian, and -ev-/-ev- for the latter suffix in certain
other languages. The distinctions within each are partly phonological and
partly orthographic and need not concern us. We shall refer to the pair as -in-/
-ov-. There are other suffixes used in Stavonic for forming denominal adjec-
tives, but these will not concern us here.

The selection of the possessive adjective suffix is interesting. In Upper
Sorbian, the criterion is gender: feminine nouns take -in-/-yn- (thus, Zona
‘woman’ gives Zoniny ‘woman’s’), and masculine nouns take -ow- (for ¢xam-
ple, nan ‘father’, nanowy ‘father’s’; siarosta ‘headman’, starostowy ‘head-
man’s’).® Some other languages, like Russian, preserve an older situation (as
found in Old Church Slavonic, the oldest recorded Slavonic language) in
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which the determining feature was declensional class. For most Slavonic
nouns gender is predictable from the declensional class, so that in these
instances both criteria give the same result. Simplifying somewhat, we may
say that nouns with no ending in the nominative singular and which follow a
particular declension (declensional class I) are masculine, and form the pos-
sessive with -ov-; nouns with the ending -a in the nominative singular follow
a different declension (il), are feminine, and form the possessive adjective
with -in-. However, there is a group of nouns like Russian papa ‘Daddy’
which follow declension 11 but which are masculine. Originally the posses-
sive adjective suffix was determined by the deciensional class, giving forms
like Modern Russian papin ‘Daddy’s’. In those Slavonic languages that have
gone over to the gender criterion, such nouns take the -ov- suffix {as in
Upper Sorbian staresta ‘hcadman’, starostowy ‘headman’s’). These are
Czech, Stovak, Upper and Lower Sorbian in the West Slavonic branch (but
not Polish), Slovene, Bulgarian, with Macedonian moving in this direction in
South Stavonic (but not Scrbo-Croat), and Belorussian in East Slavonic (but
not Russian and Ukrainian). This is a surprising list of languages to undergo
a similar change. (There is considerable though not complete overlap with
the list of languages that modify the declension of masculine class I nouns
to make them more like the majority of masculines, the class 1 nouns. )
While following one or the other criterion, languages may show sporadic
exceptions. Thus Bulgarian has gone over to the gender criterion, but pre-
serves bastin ‘father’s’ from basta ‘father’.” The important point is that the
selection of the suffix is determined by the “underlying” noun; these suffixes
do not attach frecly.

Returning to example (2), we note that besides the possessive suffix the
adjective carries an agreement marker for gender, number, and case. Through-
out Slavonic,® the possessive adjective marks just the same distinctions in
agreement as do other adjectives, In Upper Sorbian, the endings of the posses-
sive adjective are phonologically identical with those of other adjectives; in
some other Slavonic languages, like Russian, the possessive adjective has
some endings that are phonologically distinct from other adjectives, though
marking the same distinctions.

There is an obvious contrast between (1) and (2): the adnominal genitive
follows the main noun, while the possessive adjective precedes. There is
variation across Slavonic, but the pattern here is the most common one, and
again the possessive adjective shows the same behavior as normal attributive
adjectives.

2.3. Restrictions on the Possessive Adjective

There are several interacting restrictions on the possessive adjective, which
apply to varying degrees in the different Slavonic languages. In some in-
stances it is difficult to determine exactly where the restriction should be
stated. However, the restrictions can be classified into two types: restrictions
on formation and restrictions on use,
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2.3.1. Restrictions on Formation

There are restrictions on formation of a straightforward morphological type:
certain stem types preclude the addition of the possessive adjective suffix,
Thus in Upper Sorbian female surnames and names in -Af do not allow the
formation of the possessive adjective: given a name like Cisinski, no posses-
sive adjective can be formed (Fasske 1981: 382). The precise restrictions vary
from language to language; sce, for example, Huntley (1989: 25) for the
restrictions in Old Church Slavonic.

There are other, more interesting restrictions on the formation of the
possessive adjective. In Upper Sorbian, the possessive adjective can be
formed when the referent is human, and occasionally also when it is an ani-
mal. Furthermore, the referent must be singular and it must be definite, These
possessive adjectives cannot be used with a plural referent (Fasske 1981: 383):

(3) *nad-ich mu-ow-c praw-o
our-GenPl husband-Poss-SgNeut right-SgNeut
‘our husbands’ right’

(We return to the case of attributive modifiers like nasich in Section 3.2
below.) In such an instance the genitive must be used and not the possessive
adjective:

{4} praw-o nad-ich mui-ow
right-SgNeut our-GenPl husband-GenPl®
‘the right of our husbands’

As just mentioned, Fasske states that a definite referent is required for the use
of the possessive adjective. Thus the possessive adjective muZowy must indi-
cate a specific husband; it cannot be used gencrically. Nor can it have an
indefinite referent:

{5) ‘*nekajk-cho muZ-ow-c praw-o
some-GenSg husband-Poss-SgNeut right-SgNeut
‘some husband's right’

Again, the adnominal genitive must be used. The particular restrictions vary
from language 1o language, but one remains constant: with the suffixes we are
discussing the referent must be singular in all the Stavonic languages.

More generally in Slavonic, the possessive adjective is more likely to be
formed when the referent is human than when it is an animal, Some lan-
guages, like Upper Sorbian, allow the formation in both cases, but favor a
human referent. In others, such as Russian, the possessive adjective is nor-
mally formed only when the referent is human. 1f the possessive adjective can
be formed when the referent is an animal (as in Serbo-Croat and Stovene),
then usually higher animals are invalved Oeesdanallu inanimatne are in
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cluded; Stevanovi¢ (1974; 185) gives sundev ‘sun’s’ and mesedey ‘moon’s’ as
possible in Serbo-Croat.

A definite referent is a requirement in Upper Sorbian, and also in Modern
Russian (Trubetzkoy 1939: 82) and in Bulgarian (Andrejéin 1978: 262). In
Serbo-Croat, when common nouns are involved and there is a definite human
referent, the possessive adjective is much the more frequent. If the referent is
indefinite, the possessive adjective may still be used, but so may the genitive
(Stevanovi¢ 1974: 183-184). It is significant that the inanimates given as hav-
ing a possessive adjective arc ‘sun’ and ‘moon’, which typically have definite
referents. This factor also has an effect on the choice between the possessive
adjective and the genitive in Czech and Slovak.

‘The conditions are not equally well studied in the different Slavonic lan-
guages (but see especially Huntley 1984 on Old Church Slavonic and Ivi¢ 1986
on Serbo-Croat). On the basis of the cxisting cvidence, two hicrarchics may
be proposed (Corbett 1987: 324):

(6) a. human > animal > inanimate
b. definite > indefinite

The higher the referent on the hicrarchies, the more likely the possessive
adjective is to be formed, the prototypical case being reference to a definite
human. Of course, thesc hicrarchics are familiar from other studies. Different
languages have different cut-off points for the formation of the possessive
adjective. Upper Sorbian requires a definite referent; Serbo-Croat and
Slovene do not. Russian requires a human proper noun or other human
referent while Serbo-Croat does not. The history of the competition between
the possessive adjective and the genitive can be seen as a progressive tighten-
ing of the restrictions on the possessive adjective in terms of the two hicrar-
chies above, though their influence was evident even in Old Church Slavonic.
When a particular noun can never fali within the constraints operating at the
time, it may be said normatlly not to form the possessive adjective, though the
latter may be possible in special circumstances.

2.3.2. Restrictions on Use

We have examined the conditions under which a possessive adjective may be
formed. However, its use, rather than that of the genitive, depends on two
further sets of conditions.

First, as is well known, the genitive can be used for a wide variety of roles.
The possessive adjective is not available in al! of these to an equal degree.
Thus in nominalization constructions, we find subjective and objective geni-
tives. Staying with Upper Sorbian (Fasske 1981: 386) we find that the posses-
sive adjective can take on either rofe:

(" HilZ-in-y wopyt
Hilza-Poss-NomSgMasc visit (NomSg)
‘Hil2a’s visit’
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(8) Jur-ow-y pohrjeb
Juro-Poss-NomSgMasc burial (NomSg)
*Juro's burial’

In Slovene, in contrast, informants accepted the possessive adjective in the
subjective role but were very reluctant to accept it in an objective role (where
the genitive was much preferred). More generally “the range and frequency of
use of the possessive adjective for the subjective genitive are at least as great
as for the objective genitive” (Corbett 1987: 330).

The other type of restriction on use appears to be clearly syntactic; the
question is whether the possessive adjective may have dependents of certain
types or not. Consider the following Upper Sorbian example (Michatk 1974:
510):

{9) moj-eho bratr-ow-e d2eé-i
my-GenSgMasc brother-Poss-NomPl child-NomPl
‘my brother's children’

Bratrowe is a possessive adjective formed from the noun bratr ‘brother’. The
ending -e shows agrecment with the head noun d#&6i. The problem is the form
mojeho; clearly this does not agree with dZ2¢i, since it carries the wrong
features. It secems rather that its agreement controller is the possessive adjec-
tive bratrowy,'® which in some sense includes the noun bratr ‘brother’, which
is masculine singular. This means that the possessive adjective may be used in
Upper Sorbian even when the corresponding expression with the adnominal
genitive includes an adjectival form dependent on the penitive noun:

{10) d#&é-i moj-eho bratr-a
child-NomPl my-GenSgMasc brother-GenSgMasc
‘the children of my brother’

Besides controlling an attributive modifier as in (9), the possessive adjective
may control relative and personal pronouns. Upper Sorbian is unusual in this
respect, with the possibilitics of most of the Slavonic languages being more
restricted.

The behavior of the possessive adjective in (9) is unusual both within
Siavonic and beyond it. Normally in Slavonic the presence of an adjectival
modificr as in (10) means that the genitive is the required form. Another way of
looking at the problem is to say that the sulfix (-ow- in this instance) marks the
phrase (mdj bratr ‘my brother’) rather than just the noun to which it is attached.
It is this construction which is most closely related to Suffixaufnahme, and so
will be discussed more fully in Section 3. Before moving to that, it should be
said that there are other types of syntactic constraint: for example, Old Church
Stavonic allowed a possessive adjective to be conjoined with an adnominal
genitive, while Upper Sorbian does not; for this and other such restrictions see
Corbett (1987: 332-337).
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Table 8.1. Frequency of Use of the Possessive
Adjective (Based on Data from Ivanova
1975, 1976).

———

overall  in situations of choice anly

East Slavonie

Russian 109 22.3%

Belorussian 36% 04.6%

Ukrainian 23% 48.9%
South Slavonic

Slovene 665 98.2%

Serbo-Croat 52% 9%
West Shivonic

Polish 3% 5.8%

Czech 51% 94.3%

Slovak 429, 83.0%
_—

2.3.3. Relative Frequency of Possessive Adjective and Adnominal Genitive

Given the different interacting conditions on the formation of the possessive
adjective and on its use, it is not surprising that its frequency relative to the
adnominal genitive varies widely from language to language. The comparative
data available are less good than might be hoped for, but they are suggestive,
Ivanova (1976: 9-10) gives figures based on contemporary literature, criti-
cism, and journalism. For cach language investigated she scanned 1,000 pages
(counting 2,000 characters as a page). She gives the approximate frequencies
of use of the possessive adjective,!" which are expressed as a percentage of the
total instances of the possessive adjective and of the genitive (without preposi-
tion) in the first column of Table §.1. These figures itlustrate the difference in
usage of comparable constructions in related languages (bear in mind that in
some instances the possessive adjective would be excluded by the restrictions
discussed above). In an earlier publication (Ivanova 1975: 151) we find compa-
rable figures for instances where the use of the possessive adjective is theoreti-
cally possible in these languages (for a singular referent; with no modifier in
the corresponding genitive phrase;!2 and not expressed by an adjectival noun,
which could not form a possessive adjective). These data are given in the
righthand column of Tablc 8.1, Naturally, the possessive adjective achieves a
higher frequency under these conditions, but the differences among the lan-
guages investigated are cqually clear,

3. The Possessive Adjective and Suffixaufnahme

We now consider the characteristics of Suffixaufnahme in turn, and examine
whether the possessive adjective can be said to exhibit Suffixaufnahme.
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3.1. Double Marking of Case

The defining characteristic of Suffixaufnahme is “for nouns in an attributive
relation to agree with their head nouns in case” (Plank 1990: 1039). Specifi-
cally, the attributive relation is marked by case (normally genitive) on the
attributive noun and this has a second, agreeing casc marker; that is to say, it
has a double inflectional marking. Let us look again at one of our Upper
Sorbian examples (2) in this light:

(11) Jan-ow-a knih-a
Jan-Poss-NomSgFem book-NomSgFem
‘Jan’s book’

The -a ending on Janowa does indeed mark agreement in case with the head
noun kniha, and this part of the requirement is met. 13 The difficulty is whether
we have precisely a noun showing agreement in case. This problem relates
directly to the means of marking of the attributive relation, namely the suffix
-ow-, which is not the normal case marker. The straightforward case marker
would here, by coincidence, be -4, as in (1), repeated as (12).

(12) ’kniha Jan-a
book-NomSgFem Jan-GenSg
‘Jan's book’

For forms like Jan-ow-a there are, then, two related questions to be asked: the
first is whether we have a noun here, and the second is whether we have two
inflections or one. Correspondingly, we must decide between two possibie
structures:

{X) Jan -ow -a

NOUN INFLECTION INFLECTION
(Y) Jan -owW -a

[noun roOT DERIVATION],;  INFLECTION

If structure (X) is correet, then we would scem to have an instance of Suf-
fixaufnahme, since we would have a noun marked inflectionally for case (0
show its attributive function and marked a second time to show agreement
with the head. If (Y) is correct, then this is not an instance of Suffixaufnahme,
since there is no noun directly involved and there is only one instance of
inflectional marking of case.

There is a long-running debate about these structures, though not exactly
in these terms. The debate goes back to Trubetzkoy (1937: 16), who examined
the situation in Old Church Slavonic and claimed that since every noun denot-
ing an animate has a possessive adjective, the latter should be considered 3
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part of the paradigm of the noun (just as participles were considered to be
part of the paradigm of the verb). The conclusion from this line of argument
(essentially that of productivity) would be that the forms called possessive
adjectives should be treated as a matter for inflectional rather than deriva-
tional morphology, which would favor analysis (X). The subscquent debate is
reviewed in Corbett (1987: 304-307), and only the main points will be re-
peated here.

The second main line of argument, namely the syntactic argument, goes
back to Lotzsch (1965); he considered data from various Slavonic languages
and claimed that certain syntactic characteristics of the possessive adjective, in
particular control facts, are shared with the noun. Consider the following
example, which shows that the possessive adjective is able to control a relative
pronoun in Upper Sorbian™ (Létzsch 1965: 378; for more examples sce
Fasske 1981: 385}:

(13) slyletaj Wicazowy hids, kotryZ je zastupit
[they] hear Wi¢uaz's voice, who is gone=in
“They hear Wiéaz's voice, who has gone in’

The relative pronoun korryZ is masculine singular; the sense shows that its
antecedent is Wicaz, the noun underlying the possessive adjective, and not
hids (which is also masculine singular). This is behavior more like that of a
noun (strictly an NP) rather than that of an adjective, favoring analysis (X).
And this line that emphasizes the syntactic facts is in accord with Anderson’s
view that “inflectional morphology is what is relevant to the syntax” (1982:
587). The control possibilitics of possessive adjectives in Slavonic show that
their formation is relevant to syntax,

The third argument is that in Upper Sorbian the suffixes -in-/-ow- may
mark NPs, even though they attach just to nouns. We consider this phenome-
non in Section 3.2 below. At this point it is only necessary to note that
marking a phrasal feature on a single item is something which regularly occurs
in inflectional morphology.

Against this, and again without repeating the detail given in Corbett
(1987), there are three strong arguments in favor of analysis (Y). The first
concerns word-class membership, If we look first at syntax, then, as noted
earlier, Upper Sorbian attributive adjectives typically precede the head noun,
while nouns in an attributive relation follow (as in (4)). The possessive adjec-
tive precedes.the noun, copying the behavior of undisputed adjectives. And
when we turn to morphology, then we note that the possessive adjective
agrees with the noun in gender, number, and case. This is what we expect of
adjectives, rather than nouns. However, Suffixaufnahme is unusual in pre-
cisely this respect, so the mere fact of agreement does not make the point, But
the purety morphological data do support the adjective analysis (Y); the point
is that noun endings and adjective endings are not identical in Upper Sorbian,
and when they differ, the possessive adjective takes endings identical with
those of other adjectives:
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(14) wuderj-ow-cje dfowk-i
teacher-Poss-GenSgFem daughter-GenSg
‘of the teacher’s daughter'

(15) stard-cje déowk-i
elder-GenSgFem daughter-GenSg
‘of the elder daughter’

This identity is not always found in other Slavonic languages, and there are
instances where particular endings are as those of nouns; however, | believe
that the patterns of syncretism within the paradigms always match those of
other adjectives and not those of nouns. There are, then, good arguments that
possessive adjectives are indeed adjectives, and so in favor of structure (Y}
this would mean that the formation of possessive adjectives involves a change
of category, which many take as a sufficicnt condition for a phenomenon to be
recognized as derivational in nature (Anderson 1982: 586).

A second argument in favor of the derivational account concerns the
ordering of affixes. It is well known that derivational affixes are typically
found “inside” inflectional affixes (closer to the root). Moreover, in Slavonic
we generally find a single inflectional affix per stem. Since -in-/-ow- occur
inside the undisputed inflectional affixes, this supports the claim that they are
derivational,

The third argument in favor of the derivational analysis is that derivational
morphology allows idiosyncratic gaps and idiosyncratic possibilities to a much
greater extent than does inflectional morphology. Thus nouns may decline or
not decline, but we do not find nouns in Slavonic which have, say, only a
dative singular form, nor which have ail forms cxcept a dative singular.’® But
there are countless examples of items which allow or do not allow particular
derivational formations. Richter (1980: 116~} 17} points out that Upper
Sorbian has a small number of indeclinable nouns, such as abbé ‘priest’. These
nouns cannot take inflectional endings, but they may form possessive adjec-
tives, as in the case of abbéowy ‘priest’s’, which again suggests that possessive
adjectives arc derivational formations.

Given these strong but conflicting arguments, it would appear that (as
suggested in Corbett 1987 327-329) the possessive adjective shows features
both of infiectional and of derivational behavior, to varying degrees in different
Slavonic languages. This illustrates a more general claim that there is no clear
dividing line betwecen infiectional and derivational morphology (compare
Plank 1991). Rather than being abie to assign the possessive adjective to struc-
ture (X) or (Y), we need to place it somewhere in between, varying according
to language. Fasske (1981: 381-388) assigns it to a separate part of speech;
certainly we are dealing with an unusual obiject, and the lack of items with
similar behavior in the relevant languages makes it hard to classify. 1t seems
clear, however, that we cannot assign the possessive adjective in Upper Sorbian
uniquely to structure (X). It does not thercfore represcnt a prototypical casé of
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Suffixaufnahme. The rest of this section will be concerned with other aspects of
its behavior measured against the standard of typical Suffixaufnahme.

3.2. Noun or Noun Phrase?

A question that was alluded to in the discussion of (13) above concerns the
root of the possessive adjective, specifically whether this root is a noun or an
NP. Since case marking typically affects NPs, then a construction would be
decmed closer to prototypical Suffixaufnahme if whole NPs were involved
rather than just nouns. So we must ask whether possessive adjectives can be
“formed from” NPs rather than just from nouns. Consider this Upper Sorbian
example (Fasske 1981: 385):

(16) To je nad-eho wulerj-ow-a zahrodk-a. Won wjele w njej didta,
that is our-GenSgMasc teacher-Poss-NomSgFem garden-NomSgFem.
He=NomSgMase a=lot in it works.
“That is our teacher's garden. He [our teacher] works in it a lot.”

The personal pronoun wdn takes as its antccedent the NP naf wuder ‘our
teacher’, which underlies the phrasc headed by the possessive adjective (some-
thing that is not possible for other types of adjective), In other words, in Upper
Sorbian the suffixes -in-/-0w-, though they attach to nouns, may mark NPs. This
phenomenon, the marking of a singlc item for a feature which rightly belongs
on a whole phrase, is often found in inflectional morphology (Carlson 1983:
73): case may be marked just on the noun which heads an NP, definiteness may
be marked just on an adjective but not on its head noun, and so on. If a
construction atlows the attributive relation to be marked in this way, we should
consider it closer to protatypical Suffixaufnahme than one in which only bare
nouns were involved. There is a terminological problem here: the Slavonic
languages regularly allow possessive adjectives to control anaphoric pronouns,
though most do not allow examples like (16); yet it is normally assumed that
NPs, not nouns, control anaphoric pronouns, It would be more precise, there-
fore, to say that the formation of the possessive adjective is restricted in many
languages to NPs consisting of a bare noun, while some, notably Upper
Sorbian, allow it to be formed from more complex NPs,

We have already seen an example of control of a relative pronoun ((13)
above), The remarkable thing about Upper Sorbian is that it allows the posses-
sive adjective to control an attributive modifier (equivalently, it allows the
possessive adjective to be formed from an NP consisting of attributive modi-
fier and noun). We can sce this again in the next exampie (from Fasske 1981:
382-383):

(17)  moj-eho mut-ow-a sotr-a
my-GenSgMasc husband-Poss-NomSgFem sister-NomSgFem
‘my husband’s sister’
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In (17), the suffix -ow- may be thought of as marking the phrase mdj muz *my
husband’. To it is added the inflectional marker for nominative singular femi-
nine, showing agreement with the head noun sorra 'sister’. The particularly
interesting form is mojeho; this is masculine because mu# *husband’, which
“underlies” muZowa, is masculine. It is singular for the same reason {recall that
the formation of the possessive adjective requires a singular referent). How-
ever, its case is genitive. The genitive is the typical attributive case, but this case
is not shown directly on the head of mojeho. There is no possibility of a marker
showing the case of the main head of the NP being added to mojeho (*moj-eho-
a). Thus the possessive adjective is possible in Upper Sorbian, even though the
NP consists of more than a bare noun; but the case of the main head is marked
by the possessive adjective itself, and not by its modifiers. Looking at (17) ina
slightly different way, we may say that the phrase mojeho muZowa ‘my hus-
band’s' does show a type of Suffixaufnahme, in the sense that the modifier
mojeho marks the attributive (by means of the genitive), while the possessive
adjective muZowa marks agreement in case with the head noun; thus two
members of the phrase “cooperatively” show Suffixaufnahme.

This construction in Upper Sorbian is indeed remarkable; the only other
modern Slavonic language which has it, and to a more limited extent, is
Slovak. Control of the relative pronoun, as in (13) above, is much more
common, while control of the anaphoric pronoun, as in (16), is general (ex-
cept for being limited in Polish). There is an implicational hierarchy of targets
for the possessive adjective:

(18) attributive < relative pronoun < personal pronoun

This control hierarchy can in turn be subsumed under the Agreement Hierar-
chy (Corbett 1987: 318-319).

3.3. Attraction

We saw in the last section that an attributive modifier controlled by a posses-
sive adjective stands in the genitive, irrespective of the main head noun, and
that it cannot take an additional suffix-copying marker to agree in case with
the main head noun. In this respect, the phenomenon known as attraction is
especially relevant. The following example is as expected, comparable to (17)
above;

(19} w nad-cho nan-ow-¢ ché2-i
in our-GenSgMase father-Poss-LocSgFem house-LocSgFem?®
‘in our father’s house’

Besides such examples, it is possible for the attributive modifier to take on the
same features as those of the possessive adjective and head noun, thus show-
ing “attraction.” This example is from Sewc-Schuster (1976: 27); see also
Sewc-Schuster (1968: 103) and Fasske (1981: 384):7
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(20) w nad-cj nanow-cj chéz-i
in our-LocSgFem {ather-Poss-LocSgFem house-LocSgFem
‘in our father's house’

In (20) nasej agrees in case {and gender and number) with the main head noun
chéZi (which is locative, singuiar, and feminine)." Note that in order to do
this, it *“drops” its normal agreement inflection and so does not agrec with the
noun underlying the possessive adjective. Thus (20) is closer to a prototypical
Suffixaufnahme construction than is (19), but the fact that one suffix is
dropped to make way for the other means that it is certainly not a prototypical
Suffixaufnahme construction.

It is worth comparing the possibilities shown by (19) and (20) with proto-
typical Suffixaufnahme. If we have an NP in an attributive relation to another
NP, then in a language with prototypical Suffixaufnahme we would expect this
structure!

21) [np, [ne, ADJ-CASE2-CASE! N-CASE2-CASE1| N-CASEI)

The attributive NP (NP,) “should” he marked by case, indicated as ‘CASEY’
(probably the genitive). The main NP (NP;) “should™ also be marked by case
(CASEL1), according to its role in the sentence. This same case should appear
on the attributive NP, outside the attributive casec marking, thus showing a
mirror-image effcct (Plank 1990: 1042-1043). What we actually get in Upper
Sorbian is a marker of the attributive relation on the noun in NP,, but not one
which is a normal case marker, as discussed carlier; this is followed by the
marker of CASE1. The adjective usually marks the attributive relation
{CASE2: genitive) as in {(19) above. It may instead show CASEL, in the
attraction examples such as (20). But it must show one or the other case; it
may not show both.

3.4. Recursion

A final yardstick against which we can measure the possessive adjective con-
struction is that of recursion; the most developed Suffixaufnahme systems
allow recursion. This is very rare with the possessive adjective; however,
Lotzsch (1965; 378) quotes the following Upper Sorbian example:

(22) ptez Ma‘r‘in-cjc mader-n-u smjeré
through Marja-Poss-GenSgFem mother-Poss-AccSgFem death (AccSgFem)"?
‘through Marja's mother’s death’

The possessive adjective maéernu controls the preceding possessive adjective
Marineje, which is therefore genitive singular. Informants accept {22) but say
that the use of the adnominal genitive would be much more likely, especially
in the spoken language.® This is perhaps the severest test—examples are rare
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even in undisputed Suffixaufnahme languages—and so it is not surprising that
such recursion is rare in Slavonic,

4. The Problem

We have seen that the possessive adjective construction in Slavonic, and
particularly in Upper Sorbian, shares several features with Suffixaufnahme,
and yet could not be called an instance of prototypical Suffixaufnahme. It
appears that this is not only the closest that Slavonic? comes 10 a Suffix-
aufnahme construction but also the closest it can come, We now consider why,
There are two types of reason, though they are related: the first concerns the
morphological type of the Slavonic languages, and the second concerns gen-
eral morphological and phonological patterns,

The Slavonic languages are typical fusional languages (though less so in
the cases of Bulgarian and Macedonian). Individual inflectional formatives
are associated with particular categories (such as noun or adjective), and even
within a category they are often restricted to particular sets of stems (inflec-
tional classes). They are not free to attach promiscuously to items of different
types. There is no genitive inflection as such: rather there is an inflection
marking genitive and singular on nouns of inflectional class I, another for class
11, two more for the piural, and so on. This is an unwelcoming environment
for Suffixaufnahme,

However, the suffixes -in-/-ov-, which are an unusual pairing of suffixes,
partially compensate for the problem of fusional morphology. The distribution
of the two according to the gender or inflectional class of the host noun varies
within Slavonic, as discussed earlicr. But they are not a complete pair; for
example, as the possessive adjective has declined in Russian, the forms in -in-
have been better preserved than those in -ov-. They do not really fulfill the role
of “catalytic affix (Plank 1990: 1040), sincc they do not attach freely and since
they form a stem which in turn accepts formatives only of the appropriate type.
They cannot escape from the fusional nature of the morphological system.

The only other way in which Slavonic might achieve Suffixaufnahme is by
attaching a second sct of case endings directly to the genitive ending. This
would be totally contrary to the underlying grain of the morphology, as al-
ready described. Nevertheless, Suffixaufnahme is unusual in any case, and so
this possibility should not be rejected out of hand. But besides the general
type of reasons already advanced, which apply equally here, there is a second,
more specific, type of reason why Suffixaufnahme of this nature could not
appear in Slavonic. Nominal stems in Slavonic typically end in a consonant
{compare Stankiewicz 1986: 279). inflections typically begin with a vowe! and
end in a vowel or consonani, more usually & vowel (and certainly genitive
endings are usually vowel-final, often consisting of a single vowel). Combina-
tions of vowel plus vowel arc avoided, 1o varying degrees in different lan-
guages. Thus the possibility of adding a second ending to a genitive ending is
all but excluded: the genitive does not provide a stem for further inflections.
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This can only be done by formatives like -in-/-ov- and, as we have already
ceen, there are insuperable problems with this route as far as prototypical
suffixaufnahme is concerned.

5. Conclusion

Constructions with posscssive adjectives vary considerably within the Slavonic
japguages. In languages where they have the greatest possibilities, notably
Upper Sorbian, there are constructions which share characteristics with Suf-
fixaufnahme. However, these do not have all the features we associate with
prototypical Suffixaufnahme. This is because the fusional morphology of
these languages prevents the free combining of formatives, which is one of the
requirements of Suffixaufnahme.

Notes

T am grateful to Dr. Gerald Stone and to participants at the Suffixaufnahme Conference
(Konstanz, September 1991) for helpful commients on an earlier version of this paper.
Errors are mine,

1. In Upper Sorbian, which will figure prominently, in the unmarked order the
verb stands in final position (in main and subordinate clauses) except that auxiliaries,
which are clitics, stand in sccond position (sc¢ Stone 1993: 652-656).

2. Additions to the bibliography there include: Ermakova (1986), Ivi¢ (1980),
Molognaja (1987), Briuer (1988}, Golovieva, Ivanov, Molo$naja, Nikolaeva and
Svesnikova (1988), Huntley (1989), and Ivanov (1989}

3. Upper Sorbian belongs to the West Slavonic group and is spoken in Lusatia, in
the eastern part of Germany. Its cultural center is Budydin (Bautzen), Taking Upper
Sorbian together with the related Lower Sorbian, the total number of speakers is
around 70,000, All adult spcakers arc bilingual with German, though some speak
Sorbian better than German. However, the construction under consideration-—in par-
ticular the control of adjectival modificrs by the possessive adjective—is not found in
German but is found in other Slavonic languages, so there is no reason to suggest it is
of German origin. For data we rcly heavily on Fasske (1981: 381-388).

4, The genitive as in (1) is possible if the logical accent falls on Jania, or in high
literary style. There is a third alternative, which was judged the second most common
variant, after (2); it is a colloquial and dialectal form:

kniha wot Jana
book of Jan
‘Jan's book’

The inclusion of the preposition wot is a Germanism.

5. Kniha is a feminine noun, with which Janowa agrees. However, white the -a
ending is nominative and singular, it is not necessarily feminine: most, but not all,
nouns of this declensional class are feminine. For simplicity we shall continue to gloss
gender as in this example, and this caveat for nouns should be borne in mind.
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6. The stems are nan- and starosi- respectively; in the nominative (citation) form
nan- takes - while starosi- takes -a. ’

7. For simplicity we omit original i-stems; few form possessive adjectives.

8. In some southern and western dialects of Czech discussed by Vachek (1954;
1961: 29-31) the possessive adjective has become indeclinable.

9. In this example the -ow is an infiectional marker (the genitive plural for this
paradigm) and not the suffix for forming the possessive adjective.

10. This is the citation form, the nominative singular masculine.

11. The number of actual instances is not given by lvanova.

12. ‘This restriction does not apply fully to Slovak, as mentioned in Section 3.2,
but Ivanova does not comment on this.

13. In this instance the agreeing case marker on the attributive adjective matches
exactly that of the head; this phonological identity is not a requirement for Suf-
fixaufnahme (Plank 1990: 1040), and there arc other instances in Upper Sorbian where
the agreeing case marker is not identical 1o the marker on the head noun.

14. Around half the Sfavonic languages allow this; sec Corbett (1987: 319). For
recent discussion of Slovene see Orcdnik (1992).

15. There are isolated instances of Russian nouns that have no genitive plural.

16. While we have translated nad nan as ‘our father’ it may also mean ‘my father'.
Even an only child can use it with this meaning, which may well be connected with the
previously widespread use of the plural wy ‘you' as a form of respect for father or
mother (for which sce Stone 1976 190-191), M6j nan ‘my father’ occurs, but some
Sorbs find it odd (Gerald Stone, personal communication).

17. Fasske (1981: 384) suggests that attraction requircs that the possessive adjec-
tive (and therefore its head noun) be in the singular, But Sewe-Schuster (1968: 103)
gives examples with the plural, like nage nanowe pola ‘our father’s fields’. For attrac-
tion in Old Church Slavonic see Huntley (1989: 28) and for rarc dialect examples of
attraction in Slovak sce Stolc (1966: 26).

18. The preposition w ‘in’ is phonetically null, though it has a variant we which is
pronounced {Stone 1993: 614-615).

19. The accusative singular of smjeré "death’ has @ null ending, like the nomina-
tive; it is feminine.

20. Scc Huntley (1989: 28) for examples of how the stacking of possessive adjec
tives is avoided in O1d Church Slavonic.

21. According to Watkins (1967: 2195), within Indo-European the possessive ad-
jective is best represented in Slavonic and in Acolic Greek. See also Plank’s introduc-
tion for similar patterns in Romany and Anatolian Indo-European languages.
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