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ABSTRACT

Across laiiguages, clauses expressing possession, location, and existencc exhibit many
siniilarities. To capture tlieir evident affinity, it is often claimed that possessives derive
—synchronically or diaclironically — from expressions of location/existence. This localist
account obscures a basic contrast betwccii two broad classes of possessive constructions, tliose
bascd on HAVE-type predicates and those based on BE-type predicates. These predicatcs
grammaticize from lexical verbspcertaining to different aspects of embodied experieiice, resulting
in subtlc scmantic differences reflected in contrasting grammatical constructions for clausal
possession. Moreover, both HAVE- and BE-type possessives show interesting cross-linguistic
variation which sliould not be ignored from a typological or a cognitive linguistic perspective.
Attention to these structural differences does not preclude a unified account of posscssive
constructions and their close relationship with locatives. These constructions all nianifest our
ability to mentally access one entity by invoking another as a conceptual reference paiiit.

KEYWORDS: possession. locatioii, existence, localist hypotliesis, reference point.
grammaticization, subjectification, type vs. instance, virtuality

I. INTKODUCTION
It has long becii obscrved tliat possessive expressions are often very similar to cxpressions of
location and cxistence. wliicli in turn are closely associated. On the one hand, locativc

" Address for correspondence: Ronald Langacker, Linguistics, 0108, Uiiiversity of California, San Diego. Lalolla.
CA 92093-0108, USA. Phonc: 858-5341153. Fax: 858-5344789. E-mail: rlangacker@ucsd.edu.

O Servicio de Publicaciones. Universidad de Murcia. All rights reserved. 1JES. vol. 3(2), 2003. pp. 1-24



) Ronald Langacker

constructions are commonly used Sor possession, asin Russian. Equivalent for our purposes is
a frequent alternative in which the possessor is marked as an indirect object, e.g. by dative casc
in Latin.

(1 (&) Wo, menja kniga (at me [is] book) 'l have a book.' [Russian]
(b) Est Johanni liber. “John has a book.' [Latin]

On the other hand, possessive constructions are commonly used Sor location/cxistence.
as in Mandarin:

(2 (a) Wo. “vou, “shu, ” (Lhave book) ‘I have a book.' [Mandarin|
(b) Zhu, “o-shang you, “shu ~ 'Tlie table has a book [0ii it].’/ “There is a book on the table.”

The cross-linguistic prevalence of these associations calls out for explanation. It has
generally beeli explained through some version of the localist hypothesis. in which locative
expressions dare scen as basic. the source from which all the others derive. Lyons (1967: 390),
who cited the examplcs in (1) aiid (2), forniulated the hypothesis as follows: “... In many, and
perhaps in all, languages existential and possessive constructions derive (both synchronically and
diachronically) from locatives.” Anderson (1971: ch. 7) explored this same idea in the context
of his localist tlicory of case. A not dissiinilar analysis was proposed by Freeze (1992) from a
gencrative perspective.

Despite the manifest insight of these proposals, a strongly localist account can be
challenged on both empirical and tlieoretical grounds. Empirically, it turns out not to be the casc
that all possessives descend historically froni locatives. Possessive verbs analogous to English
have and Spanish tener (< Latin renere *hold, keep, grasp’) grammaticize instead from lexical
sources designating physical occurrences in wliich the subject manipulates or otherwise acts on
an object. Tlieresulting constructions are* coiiceptually derived froni a propositional structurc
that typically involves an agent, a patient, and some action or activity. In addition to 'takc'. a
number of related action verbs can be employed. such as'seize', 'grab’, ‘catch’. and the likc. but
... verbslike *hold’, ‘carry', ‘get’, “find’, 'obtain’, 'acquire’. or'rulc' caii [also] be used™ (Lleine,
1997: 91). Such verbs do of coursc imply tliat the subject conirols (or comes to control) the
object’s location. Nonetheless. the structures in question are basically agentive rather than
locative.

A strongly localist account is also problematic from atheoretical standpoint. Its essential
strategy 1s to ignore the semantic and graniniatical differences betweeii various sorts of
possessive locutions. as well as between possessives aiid locative/cxistential cxpressions. The
unification it thereby achieves is thus accompanied by a nuniber of liabilitics. The differences
ignored constitute the very basis for contrastive and typological investigation. They arc,
morcover, quite significant. Research in cognitive linguistics has clearly demonstrated that
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differences iii form corrclate with subtly different ways of construing the same objective
situation. and that tliese represent distinct linguistic meanings even for expressions tliat are
[unctionally equivalent. To achieve anatural and insightful description, it istherefore necessary
to take tliesedifferences seriously astliestartiiig point for analysis. Abstractingaway from them
is not only misguided. in tlie cognitive linguistic perspective, but eiitails tlie considerable
theoretical cost of positing sucli dubious constructs as underlying structures and derivatiuns.

We should tlierefore seek an alternative way to account for the affinity of possessive and
locative/existential cxpressioris. The account proposed is contrastive, for it is grounded in the
basic distinction between HAVE- and BE-type possessives and further accomniodates tlieir
subtypes. The differences in form are explicitly described and related to their slightly divergent
meanings as well as tlieir sources of grammaticization. A unified account of locatives and tlie
various kinds of possessivesisnevertheless acliieved. The basisfor their unity isnot to be sought
in an underlying structure ora common diaclironic source, but rather at the conceptua level. In
particular, they all manifest the general cognitive ability of invoking one entity as a reference
point to mentally access another.

1I. THE REFEKENCE POINT ANALYSIS

Let us start by briefly considering nominal possessives. as exeniplified in (3). "WIilt can we
identify astliesemantic import of "' possession™, reflected in the meaniiig of a possessive marker
like ’s or tlie overall possessivc construction? (1 ani concerned here witli English prenominal
possessives, not periphrastic possessives witli of, While tlie two coristructions overlap to a large
extent, 1 do not coiisider of to be specifically possessive. Instead its meaning centers on the
iiotioii of two entitics being intrinsically relatcd to one anotlicr (Langacker 1992).)”

I'rom any representative array of data, it isappareiit that notliing akin to ‘owncrship’ is
viable as a general characterisation (cf. Togeby, 2001). Although certain types of' relationship
doappear to beprototypical (including ownership, kingdliip, and whole-part rclations), possessivcs
arc used for sucli a widc range of situations tliat any fully general description —one applicablc
tu all instances— will liave to be highly schematic.

(3) Steve’s shirt, your nicee, tlielion’s mane, our fricnds, niy bus, the doctor's busy schedule,
their anxiely, tlie dog’s fleas, liis complaining, its price. niy headaclie, Zelda's latest
iiovcl, liis height, your rook, our precarious position, my candidate, tlie president’s
viicuous statements, her procrastination, the city's destruction

On various grounds. | have argued that possessives are characterised schematically in
terms of tlie refcieiice point ability (Langacker, 1993a, 1995, 2001; see also Taylor, 1996).

1 there is anything common to all tlieexamples in (3), aswell as countless otlicrs. it is
tliat the “possessor” affords mental accesstotlie™ possessed”. The possessor nominal directs our

£ Servicio de Publicaciones. Universidad de Murcia. All righis reserved. IJES, vol. 3 (2), 2003. pp. 1-24



4 Ronald Langacker

attention to acertain entity which thereby functions asacognitive reference point for interpreting
the possessed noun. Of all possible instances of the type specified by this noun. the overall
nominal expression designates the one associated with this reference point, hencc mentally
acccssible through it. Observe that this characterisation is a matter of sequenced mcntal acccss.
not dependent on any particular conceptual content.

For this reason it is clearly abstract enough to accommodate the full range of data. It
[urther accountsfor tl-ie usual irreversibility of possessor-possessed relationships, asseen in (4).
For most pairs of associated entities there is a natural direction of mental access, where one
member is readily accessed or identified in relation to the other, rather than conversely.

(4) *the mane’s lion, *the busy schedul€'s doctor, *the fleas' dog, *the latcst novel's Zclda.
*the candidate’s me, *the vacuous statements' president, *the destruction's city

The essential elements of areference point relationship areshown in Figurel. It involves
aconceptualizer (C)tracing amental path (dashed arrow) from r efer ence point (R) to target (1).
The set of targets potentially accessed viaa given reference point is referred to as its dominion
(D). Invoking a given rei‘erence point tcndsto activate its known or potcntial associations with
other entities, which can tl-iereby scrvc as targets identified (distinguished from other instances
of the same type) precisely by virtue of their association with it. Asa schematic description of
posscssive expressions I am thus proposing that the possessor is a refercncc point. and the
possessed a target accessible through it.

C = conceptualizer
R = reference point
T =target
D =dominion

— ——> =mental path

Figure 1

One must distinguish between aschematic characterisation, representing what is common
to all members of a category, and a description of the category prototype, pertaining just to
typical members. The schematic description of possession in terms of reference point rclations
is thus compatible with the designation ol more specific relationships as being prototypical. TFor
tlic latter the obvious candidates are ownership, kinship, and whole-part relations. In addition
to being cssential, ubiquitous aspects oi' our everyday experience, each of these inhercently
provides a salient basis for reference point organisation.. Inherent in tlievery notion of a part. for
instance, is reference to its place within a whole. A Kin term speciiies the relationship a person
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bears to a particular reference individual. As for ownership, we are generally more able to
identily a possession through reference to itsowner than conversely, since we know more people
as individuals, independently of their participation in an owner-owned relation.

In prototypical cases, tlie possessor in some way controlsthe possessed or has exclusive
access to it, whether physically, socially, or experientially. We control the location of objects
wc own, can usethem whenever we like, and determine whether others areallowed to use them.
We move certain parts of our body. experience sensations localised in them, and determine their
location just by moving around and being where we are.

lndividuals linked by kinship participate in the kinds of social and emotive interaction
which are proper and often exclusive to that relationship. The same notions of control and
exclusive access (often experiential in nature) are prevalent as well in less central cases of
possession. Thus Zelda's latest novel is one she wrote, his complaining is something he does,
and my headache is one that 1 (and only 1) experience.

Typically, then, possessives are used in cases where objectively —as part of the
“onstage™ situation being described (Langacker, 1985, 1997) — the possessor in some way
controls. accesses, or experiences the possessed. With respect to Figure 1, we can say that tlie
arrow [rom Rto T represents a path in which R somehow "'reaches” T, whether thisinvolvestlie
transmission of force, making experiential contact, or somnie other kind of access. The dominion,
D, can then be characterised as the set of entities that R iscapable of reaching. Collectively they
definc aregion over which R exercises some measure of active control.

Often, though, there is no real sense in which a possessor actively controls, accesses. or
expericnces tlie entity possessed. While thisis of course a matter of degree, there are countless
examples, likc those in (5), where the possessor's role is essentially passive (or at least inactive):

(5)  thetree’s shadow; my birth date; the dog's enormous size; the applicant's nationality; the
table’s rough surface; his epitaph; tlie door's hinges; the painting's poor condition;
Kennedy’s assassination: our very existence; the car's present location; her complexion;
the year's most tragic event; tlie moon’s average surface temperature

IFor this rcason aschematic characterisation of possessives—one valid for all instances—
cannot bc bascd on any notion of the possessor controlling (or “reaching”) the possessed. A fully
general description has to accommodate the many cases where, within the objective situation
being described. the possessor iswholly inactive. What is common to all possessors, across the
full range of possessive expressions, is limited to its passive role as conceptual reference point,
as shown 1 Iigure 1. Characterised schematically, the possessor serves merely as a reference
point evoked by the conceptualizer to mentally access a target.

The possessor does still play arole in*reaching™ the possessed. However, it is not the
onstage, objectively construed possessor who reaches it. but rather the offstage, subjectively
construed conceptualizcr (i.e. the speaker, and secondarily the addressee).
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It isimportant not only to distinguish the possessive prototype from the schema but also
to grasp an essential connection between them. The prototype is based on conceptual
archetypes (fundamental aspects of everyday experience), such as ownership, kinship, and
whole-part rclations; it thus pertainsto the objective situation described. By contrast, the schema
is based on the reference point ability (sequenced mental access), and thusinheresin the oi'fstagc
activity of the conceptualizer —the subject of conception— in apprehending the objective
situationonstagc. Thecrucial connection isthat the schemaisimmanent inthe prototype. The
conceptualizer, C, subjectivcly traces a mental path from R to T as an inherent aspect of
conccptualizing the objective situation of R controlling or accessing T. As a possessive
construction isextended from prototypical casesto more peripheral ones, the objective basis Sor
this subjective path of access becomes more tenuous. |n less typical exarnples, R is actively
engaged in controlling or accessing T to a lesser extent or in a less evident manner, and at the
extreme, any notion of R controlling T effectively disappears. A vestige of it does however
remain in R's passive role as a point of reference allowing C to mentally access T. As the
objective factor of R controlling T fades away, the subjective factor of C invoking R to acccss
I comes to the fore. This iswhat iscommon to all possessive expressions.

The relation between the possessive prototype and the possessive schema is an instance
o' subjectification (in the sense of Langacker, 1990a, 1998, 1999a). Subjectification is a
1111011 diachronic proccss in which an objectively construed relationship fades away, leaving
behind a subjectively construed relationship that was originally immanent in it. In the casc at
hand, the objectively construedrelationship of R controlling T leaves asa vestigethe subjectively
construed relationship of C using R to mentally access T. Subjectification figurcs prominently
in various kinds of graminaticization. It is of course usual in grarnrnaticization for the source
structure to persist in the language long after its descendant has been established and even
become predominant.

Possessives thus reflect the common situation of a construction having coexisting
semantic variants: amore specific onewith substantial objective content; and amore schcmatic
onc residing in mental operations immanent in the apprehension of that content.

While [ have little spccific knowledge about the diachronic evolution of nominal
possessives, which tend to behighly grarnrnaticized, theoverall scenarioisfairly clearin the casc
of clausal possessives.

III. SOURCES OF CLAUSAL POSSESSIVES

A reference point relationship is proposed as the schernatic basis for both nominal and clausal
possessives. The primary difference between them is that a nominal possessive designatcs the
entity possessed (T), cmploying the possessive relationship to identify it. whercas a clausal
possessive designates the relationship itself. thus establishing the existence of such an cntity in
the possessor’s dominion. |ntheterminology of Cognitive Grammar (Langacker, 1987, 1990b,
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1991, 1999b). the difference is one of profiling, 1.e. reference within the conceptualisation
¢voked. A nominal possessive, e.g. Sally s iguana, profiles athing, a particular instance of tlie
spccilied type (igrana), identified viaits association with R (Sally). On the other hand, a clausal
posscssive like Sally has an iguana profiles the relationship that R bearsto T. While it may
imply some measure ofactive control on the part of R, tlieonly constant import istliat R affords
mental accessto T.

[ntlieclausal realm, HAVE- and BE-type possessives are distinguished by their choice of
subject. HAVE-possessive constructions are characterised by the possessor (R) functioning as
subject. tlic posscssed (T) as object. Asdescribed in Cognitive Granimar. the subject arid object
nominals respectively code tlic trajector and landmark of the profiled relationship, i.e. tlic
primary and sccondary focal participants. By contrast, a BE-possessive chooses T as its subject,
with no dircct object. Tlie possessor is expressed in some other manner, typically asan indircct
object or tlic object of an adposition (as in (1)). These grammatical differences retlect tlie
diachronic origins of clausal possessivc constructions. Tlie two basic types derive from
constructions based on distinct conceptual archetypes. Their extension to general possessive use
involves grammaticization and subjectitication.

As noted previously, HAVE-possessives incorporate predicates whose lexical sources
pertain to physical acquisition and control (e.g. ‘seize’, 'grab’, 'hold', 'carry’, “get’, 'find').

In such predicates tlie natural alignment is for the controller and tlie controllee to
respectively function astrajector and landmark (expressed by the subject and object nominals).
This alignment is preserved as the predicate and clausal construction are successively extended
to wider ranges of circumstances, implying progressively greater attenuation in tlie nature and
degrce of tlie subject’s control (cf. Langacker, 1999a).

[mmanent in tlie conception of R controlling T is tlie subjective factor of the
conceptualizer scanning from R to T, i.e. mentally accessing theni in that sequence. This
sequenced mental access by C is all that reniains in extreine cases of attenuation, where aiiy
notion ol active control by R fades away entirely.

OS coursc. since earlicr uses tend to persist as graniniaticization proceeds. a highly
grammaticized predicate—such as English have— generally exhibitsa wide spectrum of uses
involving diffcrent kinds and degrees of subject control. Assecen in (6), they range from cases
ol'immediate physical control to cases where the subject functions mainly asapoint of refercnce
serving to specify tlie object's location. R's control of T tends to be experiential in nature, or at
least to have an important experiential component. Therole of R asan experiencer with rcspect
to T might well be rcgarded as prototypical for English Aave.

(6) (@) Be careful —he has aknife,
(b) I have quite alew clothes that I seldom wear.
(¢) Do you have aiiy pets?
(d) Lveryone should have lifc insurance.
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(e) She saysdlie has a headaclie.

(1) That boy has very long lcgs.

(9) We have alot of mosquitoes here.

(h) Those states have very few inhabitants.

[ thus reject a strongly localist account of HAVE-possessives, where they are claiined to
derivc historically from locative constructions. Thisis not to deny that location is a relevant
notion. Though riot primarily locative in any usua sense. the source predicatcs generaly do
imply tliat the subject controls (or gains control of) the object's location.

Grammaticized possessive predicates may still imply such control as a spccific
interpretation or as asccondary component of other relationships (e.g. ownersliip). Even when
R functions mercly as a passive referciice point, the dominion it anchors can be aspatial region.
A localist account of BE-possessives would however seem to beappropriate. Wewill riot concern
oursclves with tlic specific kinds of locativc elements which are adapted for possessive use; tlie
source expressions liave a range of possible meanings, including 'at’, ‘froni’, “to’, and "with’
(Ileine, 1997: 5.2). Let us iiistead corisider several other issues: tlie lexical sources of BE-type
predicates; the relationship between locatiori and existence; and how location relates to the
schematic characterisation of possessives in terms of reference point organisation.

With respect to the first poirit. | must limit myself to the observation tliat BE-type
predicates commonly derive from posture verbs. One example is fourid in Serrano. a Native
American language of the Uto-Aztecan family (Hill, 1967, 1969). The verb gatransparently
derives from Proto Uto-Aztecan *kar‘sit’. As shown in (7), this verb is used for possession,
location. and existeiicc. Clearly it docs not ascribe ariy particular posture to its subject.
Grammaticization has rendered it more abstract by " bleaching out™ the scmantic specifications
distinguishing ‘sit” from opposing conceptual archetypessuch as 'stand' and ‘lie’. This is quite
analogous to tlie case of HAVE-type predicates, wherc grammaticization bleaches out the
specifications distinguishing such archetypal notions as 'carry’. 'hold', and ‘find".

(7) (a) nt--¢"o, 0, r qgac.. ‘| have an older sister.” | Serrarlo]
my-older:sister be
(b)  poyi- ka’=m quc,. ‘They dwell far away.'
far:away=they be
(c) hi - jifi-'a-c,- K-t .-=vi-= gac,. "'Thcre was a hunter.

hunt-AG-ABS QUOT=he=PAST be

Examples (7)(b)-(c) illustrate tlieclose relationship betweenlocation and existence. They
are often hard to distinguish. as witnessed by the near equivalence of thelocative A carir on the
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table aid tlie existential There is a cat on the table. With an indefinite subject, a locative
expression effectively calls attention to tlie existence of its referent in the specified location.
Conversely. existential expressions commonly indicate thelocation where the giitity existing can
be lound. Indeed. it has often been suggested that existence implies existencein some location.
interpreted cither spatially or more abstractly. I belicve that wedo in fact conccptualise existence
in this manner.

Though more is surely involved., a primary difference between locative and cxistential
expressions is that tlic former indicate a location which is to some extent delimitcd or identified.
whereas the latter leave tlie implied location wholly unspecified.

The contrast is sketched in Figure 2, where a rectangle depicts the domain of existence
(typically space). tlic cllipse standing Sor some delimited region within it. A line is included to
represent the relationship between tlic entity being located (given asacircle) aiid tlic region it is
specificd asoccupying. While aii existential predication does not per sc impose any restrictions
on that region (e.g. There are ghosts/Ghosts exist), nothing prevents us from adding a locative
cxpression to specify a particular location of existence (Ther-e are ghosts in thot old mansion).
Nor is it precluded that a locative expression might be quite vague, imposing no significant
limitation on the region occupied. At tlie cxtremc, tlie locative element may be wholly non-
restrictive. 1n which casc the expression is effectively existential (e.g. Ghosts are somewhere).

(a) Location b) Existence

O_—‘

[] = domain of existence (O = delimited region

(O = entity being located — = locative relationship
Figure 2

Ilow docsa locative expression identity the delimited region wheretlie entity located can
hc found? Typically it does so by invoking a refereiice objcct. some kind of spatial landmark,
with respect (o which it specifics adomain of search (Hawkins, 1984; Langacker, 1993b, 2002a).
For example, tlie prepositions above, beside, and in have tlie organisatioii sketched in Figure 3.
whcre in cacli casc tlie target of search (T) occupiesasearch doinain (D) defined in relation to
the reference object (R). 1n represents tlie special case where tlie search domain aiid reference
object are basically coexteiisive. Diagram (d) is offcrcd as.a schematic representation of
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10 Ronald Langacker

locatives. 1tisnot meant to indicate that R isnecessarily insidc D, but merely tliat R isinvoked
asapoint of reference Lo "anchor" tlie domain of search.

(a) above (b) beside (c) in

o PG ,
© G)

@ (d) Locative Schema C = conceptualizer
R = reference object
T = target of search

- 0 D = domain of search
——3 = path of search
g

Vicwed in this nianner, it isevident tliat locatives are a special casc of reference point
organisation. A locativc cxpressioii, such asa prepositional phrase, allows tlieconceptualizer to
“find™ the target by “searching™ through a limited rcgion in space accesscd via tlie reference
object. It is not of course implied tliat anybody actually moves along tlie path of search either
physically or cven visually —the arrowsin Figure 3 represent a mental path of acccss which tlie
conceptualizer lollows subjectively in apprehending the target's location. This mental scanning
viaR to T is liowevcr immanent in ihe conceptualisation of someonc actually moving along tlie
path. physically and/or visually, in finding and reaching T.

W thus observe a profound analogy between locatives and possessives in regard to how
their schematic characterisations correspond to conceptual archetypes. The schemas are
cssentially the same, comprising areference point relationship such that C invokes R. and hence
the dominion R anchors, as a way of reaching T. Moreover, this subjectively construcd
relationship is in each casc linked to conceptual archetypes in which it is immanent. These
archetypes arc liowever diflerent. For locatives the primary arclietypc is merely tliat of
something being — more specifically standing, sitting, or lying— in acertain place. Secondarily
this invokes tlie notion of its moving to or from this location. and that of someone scarching
through spacc in order to lind it. The possessivearchetypesarc the conception of R controlling
1. and more specilically thc various kinds of control relationships (such as ownership)
prototypical for posscssion.

Figure 3
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Strategies of Clausal Possession 11

It is to their common schematic characterisation as reference point relationships that 1
attribute the special affinity betwecn locatives and possessives. How, then, do they diffcr? Onc
distinguishing factor istheir grounding in different conceptual archtypes. Although locatives are
extended to abstract uses, including possession, their center of gravity is clearly the description
ol spatial location and attendant processes such as moving and finding. And while posscssives
arc extended to myriad uses, including location, their center of gravity resides in such
prototypical possessive relationships as ownership and kinship.

They are further distinguished by profiling. The kinds of elements discussed so lar are
reprcsented in Figure 4, with heavy lines used to indicate the profile. At the schematic level. all
of them are bascd on a ref'erence point relationship. A nominal possessive is so categorised
because it profiles a thing, namely the entity possessed (T). The other elements profilc
relationships. different faccts of the reference point configuration. A HAVE-possessive profiles
R’s rclationship of control or access with respect to 1'. hence R functions as trajector (primary
focal participant) and T as landmark (secondary focal participant). In extreme cases, of course.
R’s control amounts to nothing more than its passive role as a rcfercncc point invoked by L. A
BE-possessive proiilesthe relationship of T existingin R's dominion, so T is chosen astrajector.
HE-posscssivesare quite similar to locative expressions, which are often recruited for possessivc
usc. A typical locativc element, such as a preposition or prepositional phrasc. profiles T's
location in D by speciiically focusing on its path of accessvia R. In addition to T being chosen
as trajector, thereforc. R stands out as a focused landmark.

(a) Nominal Possessive (b) HAVE-Possessive

Figure 4
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12 Ronald Langacker

IV. DESCRIPTIVE NOTIONS AND NOTATIONS

Asa preliminary to characterising alternatc strategies of clausal possession, I nccd to introduce
a [ew descriptive notions from Cognitive Grammar and the notations tliat will be adopted for
them here.

A noun is said to profile athing (defined abstractly), while a verb profiles a process. i.e.
a relationship viewed in its cvolution through time. As seen in previous diagrams. things are
represented by circles or other closed curves, and relationships by lines or arrows (evolution
through time will not bedepicted). In and of itself, alcxical noun or verb merely specifiesatype
of thing or proccss. A [ull nominal (i.c. noun phrase) or finite clause. on the other hand. profilcs
a grounded instance of the spccified typc. Grounding (also omitted from the diagrams) isa
grammaticized mcans of indicating tlie epistemic status of the profiled entity vis-a-vis the
ground, 1.c. the speech event and its participants (Brisard, 2002; Langacker, 2002b. 2002¢).
Typical grounding elementsinclude demonstratives aiid articles, for nominals, and tense for finitc
clauses.

The conceptual factor distinguishing an instance {rom atype isthat an instance isthought
of as occupying a particular (though perhaps unspecified) location in thedomain of instantiation
(T.angacker, 1991). It we limit ourselves to physical entities, the domain of instantiation Sor
things is usually spacc; for processes it isalways time. Instantiation will be indicated by means
ola small dot, representing the particular location in space or time to which the proiiled entity
is “anchored™, as shown in Figure5.

Type Actual Znstance Virtual Instance

O[Q[0

Figure 5

An instance can either be actual or virtual (Langacker, 1999¢, 2002d). It is quitc
common for nominals and finite clauses to designate virtual entities, often as an indircct mcans
of'describing actuality. In (8). for example, all the nominals in boldface profile virtual instances
of the specilied type (in no case does it make any sense to ask Which onc?). Here I adopt thc
notational practice of using afilled dot for an actual instance, ai unfilled dot Sor avirtual one or
onc whosc actuality has not been established.
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(8) (a)1 don't have a dog.
(b) A lizard isa reptile.
(c) Every passenger survived tlie crash.
(d) Three times during the talk, a gust of wind blew my papers off the podium
(¢) The president lias to be a natural-born citizen.

Consider, tligi. tliestructurc of a nominal possessive, e.g. the kitten’s ears. Asshown in
Figurc 6, its three component structures are the possessor nominal the kitten, the possessive
marker ’s. and the possesscd noun ears. Thesc are integrated by means of correspondences
(dotted lines) between particular elements within their semantic representations. The composite
structure. depicted at the top, is obtained by superimposing corresponding elements, merging
their specifications. and imposing the same profile as the head, in this case ears (to simplify the
diagrams, constituency will be ignored).

the kitten's ears

the kitten ‘s ears

Figure 6

Asanominal. the kitten profilcsa grounded instance of the thing type kitten. whosc many
semantic specifications are simply abbreviated as K. It is grounded by the definite article
(indicating unique identification by the speaker and hearcr in thc discoursc contcxt). and the
profiled instancc is shown as actual (a default interpretation for definites). The possessive
marker invokes a schematic reference point relationship, within which it profilcs the targct
(Tavlor, 1996). Although it does not itself indicatc any spccific typc for the target, it does specily
a particular location: T is found in R'S dominion (where R in turn is specified by thc posscssor
nominal). Because it is conceived as occupying a particular location, T is construed as an
instance ol some type. The possessed noun ears specifies this type (abbreviated E).

Corrcspoiidences equate R and T with the respective proiiles of the possessor nominal
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and tlie possesscd noun. Hence the composite expression designates a grounded instance of the
plural thing type ears. 1t isan instance by virtue of being situatcd in R's dominion. Its grounding
is derivative of the grounding of the possessor nominal: /e specifies the epistemic status of the
kitten functioning asR, and T isidciitificd in relationto R astlieinstance of its type (ears) found
in R’s dominion. Possession is thereforc one means of effecting nominal instantiation and
grounding.

Observe in Figure 6 tliat tlic target is not represented as an actual instance of e¢ars, but
only avirtual one. Though actuality would certainly be the default, it is not strictly implied by
tlic nominal possessive construction. For example, the ears relerred to in (9)(a) are actual, but
those in (9)(b) are virtual:

(9) (a) The kitten’s ears are delicatc.
(b) The kitten’s ears are missing.
(¢) Every kitten's cars arc delicate.
(d) The kitten™s cars would be delicatei  f it had any.

Intliclatter caserhe kitten's ears amounts to arole description, in tlie sensc ot Fauconnier
(1985.1997). The cars referred to are those specified in the idealiscd cognitive model describing
what a kitten is expected to ook like. Whether tlic refcrent of a possessive nominal is actual or
virtual is therefore not determined by tlic nominal itsclf. but by the overall contcxt. In (9)(b). of
course. the crucial element istlie predicate missing, which introduces tlienotion of counterfactual
expectation; the corresponding predicate in (9)(a), delicate, does nothing to override tlie default
ol actuality. The predicatce is not however the only thing relevant. Also contributing to the
referent’s actuality in (9)(a) arc such factors as the clausal grounding (present tense without a
modal). tlie absence of ncgation, and tlic prcsumed actuality of tlie possessor. Wc see this in
(9)(¢)-(d). where the delicatc ears arc once iiiorc virtual.

Woc a-c now rcady to begin our survey of some basic kinds of clausal possessive
constructions. In cach case, I will be concemed with expressions functionally comparable to
Sharon hus « house. I'have a brother, or The kitten has cars, i.e. simple statements establishing
possession with respect to an instance of the specified type. (In cacli case, X will represent the
possessor nominal. and Y tlic posscsscd.) [ will further assume tliat tlie clausal grounding and
other relevant factors are such that the target instance turnsout to be actual ratlier than virtual.
While languages have ratlier different ways of achieviiig this, they result in very similar
composite semantic structures.

V. HAVE-POSSESSIVE CONSTHUCTIONS
Let us start with simple possessive clauses headed by verbs like English Aave or Spanish /ener.
The basic grammatical organisation of such a clause is spelled out in Figure 7.

« Servicio de Publicaciones. Universidad de Murcia. Al righls reserved. I/ES, vol. 3 (2), 2003, pp. 1-21



Strategies of Clausal Possession 15

XHAVEY

X HAVE Y
Figure 7

HAVE profiles the rclationship of R controlling (or providing mental access to) T. R is
thus the trajector, and T the landmark. Weare assuming that tlie profiled processand the clausal
subject are grounded and construed asactiial. The subject nominal (x) functionsin this capacity
by virtue of a correspondence between its profile and tlie processual trajector.

Likewisc. the object nominal () functions assuch becausc its profile correspondsto the
landmark. As a full nominal, v profiles a grounded instance of tlie spccified type. It is not
however shown as ai actual instance. With respect to their internal structure, I suggest that
indelinite nominals cvoke the profiled instance asa virtual entity, its status vis-a-vis actuality to
be determined by contextual factors. Ilere tlie rclevant factors —most notably the judgement that
HAVE itsclf is actual— imply its actuality. Y is therefore shown as an actual instance al the
composite structure level. representing the clause’s global meaning.

In many languages, HAVE is not an independent verb, noris v alfull nominal. An example
is [opi (Uto-Aztecan). where anoun stem combines with the ending - 'yra to form a posscssive

verb:

10y Pam kii-va. “(S)he has a house.” [Hopi]

(s)he housc-have

In Cognitive Grammar, it niakes no real difference whether -'yr¢ is analyzed as a
derivational suffix or the second element of a compound. In cither case it profiles the process
ol X controlling Y and imposes this processual profile on tlic complex verb and on the claiisc it
heads. The diagrammatic representation of the claiisc would be the same as Figure 7. except that
Yy —as alexical noun— would be shown asjust atype and not an instance(the unfilled dot would
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be absent). At tlie compositc structure level the instantiation of Y is at least available as an
inference: from the actuality of HAVE it follows that this relationsliip obtains with respect (o at
least one instance of the specified typc.

A more substantinl variation on the basic HAVE-possessive patterii is found in Luisefio
(also Uto-Aztecan):

(LYY o Taam=c. “a=po ., “am-tukmay-i ay-ma-an ‘We will have a basket
we=we=I"UT our-basket-OBJ have-DUR-FUT [Luisefio]

A literal translation of (11) would bc something like We will have our basker. 1he
distinetive (and initially puzzling) aspect of this pattern is that thc clause predicates possession
with respeet to an object nominal that is itself possessivc, presupposing thc very same
relationship designated by tlic clause as a whole. How can this be?

The mystery dissipales when we recall that a nominal possessive does not itself cstablish
that tlic target is actual. The construction is coherent and sensible if we assume that the objcct
nominal is coustrued asarolc description (likethe kitten’s ears in (9)(b)) —* our basket' is the
one we are cxpected to have given relevant cultural models. The clausal possessive construction
then serves lo specily its status vis-a-vis actuality: il the HAVE relationship is actual. the basket
is aswell. Intlic casc of (11). it actuality is predicted for the future.

XHAVEX's Y

Figure 8

The details are given in Figure 8. HAVE and the object nominal (X's Y) both evokc
reference point relationships; they respectively profile tlie process of R controlling T and the
targct itsclf. Correspondence lines indicate that these two reference point relationships are fully
identified: tlic two relerence points are cquatcd. as are the two targets and tlie two dominions.
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Despite tlic redundant specification of R by both the subject nominal and the possessor prefix
{not to mention the subject-agreement clitic =a), thc coniposite semantic structure is basically
(he same as in Figure 7.

Wc must also coiisidcr how a HAVE-possessive can be exploited for locative/existential
usc. asin Mandarin. Example (2)(a), Wyvosh‘lhaveabook’, is astandard HAVE-possessive clause
ol the sort depicted in Figure 7. Apart from the subject, tlie locative/existential (2)(b) is directly
parallel:  Zho-shang yosh* The table has a book [on it]’/*There is a book on the tablc'. The
cssential difference is that the subject in (2)(b) is not an active controllcr, but mcrcly a passive
point of reference. Indeed. since zho-shanyg is literally 'table top', what the subject actually
profiles is alocatioii. i.¢c. adelimited spatial region. The senteiice therefore profiles a reference
point rclationship (coded by yo) in which a location (zho-shang) assumes tlie rolc of R and is
focused as (rajector.

Invoking a locatioii asrcferciicc point has an iinportant consequencc, apparcnt in Figure
9 from tlic contrast between diagrams (@) and (b). When alocation i'unctioiis as reference paiiit,
it 1s natural —if not automatic— Sor this same location to also be invoked as tlie relevant
dominion. The delimited region to which a locatioii affords mental access, in ordcer to find o
target. is most readily identified as being that location itself. The result. asshown iii 9(b). is that
R aiid D collapse. With a locational trajector, what a HAVE-predicate profiles is effectively just
the relationship of R passively hosting T aiid thereby providing mental access to it.

() HAVE (possessive) (b) HAVE (locative)

(U ; ()

Figure 9

Hence asentence like (2)(b) has tlie semantic and grammatical organisation sketched in
Iigure 10. [tistliesainc as Figurc 7 except that X is a location, with the consequence that R and
D collapse. Xisthus presented asadoniain of search wherean actual instance of Y can be found.
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XHAVEY

X HAVE Y
Figure 10

V1. BE-POSSESSIVE CONSTRUCTIONS

One kind of BE-possessive construction basically reduces to spatial metaphor, where a locative
expression is interpreted abstractly as describing location iii tlie possessor's dominion. [If
sufficiently grammaticized, BE is just a “copula”. What this implies, in a Cognitive Grammar
analysis. is that BE 1s highly schematic, serving only to specify that the profiled relationship (in
this case locativc) cxtends through time and is thus processual (Langacker, 1982). Having so
little intrinsic content, ""copular” BE is sometimes omissible. In Russian, for instance. it is
omitted in tlie present tense. asseen in (1)(a): U menja kniga ‘1 have a book'. It does however
appear in other tenses.  Thc examples in (12) illustrate tlie parallclism between
locative/existential and possessive clauses (I'reeze, 1992):

(12) (@) Na stole byla kniga  (on tablc was book) *There was a book on the table.”
(b) U menja byla sestra  (at me was sistcr) 'l had asister.’

The basic elements of alocative BE-possessive are sketched in Figure 11. BE itself is iiot
explicitly represented, for even when present it merely extends tlie locative relationship through
time (systematically omitted in tlie present diagrams). Wliether interpreted spatially or
mictaphorically, the locative preposition provides tlie essential content of the profiled clausal
process. lis landmark (R) is specilied by a nominal, X, which tliereby functions as tlic
prepositional object. The other nominal, Y, is the clausal subject by virtue of specifying tlic
trajector of the proliled process (i.c. tlie temporally extended locative relationship). The clause
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thus designates the relationship of Y being located in aspatial or abstract dominion accessible via
N.

Y (BE) LOCX

X (BE) LOC Y
Figure 11

In asecond kind of BE-possessive, also employing a locative, BE has existential import.
It does not just extend a relationship through time, but indicates in particular that its trajector
occursin sonie location, abeit one that BE itself leaves wholly unspecified. A possessive rcsults
when this schematic location is relidered specific by a locative complement which identifies it
as the dominion of a reference poiiit. (A "copular” BE may of course represent the further
grammaticization of alocative/existential BE.)

[For examplc, possessive clauses in Japanese employ the existential predicatc irzi (for
animate existeiicc) or else aru (inanimate existence). The locative element is the suffix -#i,
which has a range of spatial senses aiid also marks indirect objects (cf. (1)(b)). This latter
function is quite consistent with its use in possessives, for both indirect objects and possessors
tend to be experiencers. We sec in (13) that the target of possession, mago 'grandchild’, is
marked as being the subjcct. This is the expected subject choice for a construction construing
posscssion asexistence in R'sdominion. (I should note, however, that thisJapanese construction
is evidently in the process of being rcanalysed as a HAVE-possessive. Kumashiro (2000: 4.4.2)
shows that while T functions as subject with respect to the predicate iru, R does so at the clausal
level —The analysis presented should thus be interpreted as applying to the diachronic stagc
prior to this development.

(13)  Watashi-niawva mago-ga iru. ‘1 have agrandchild.' [Japanese]
I-L.OC-TOP grandchild-SUBJ  exist
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Expressions like (13) have the structure shown in Figure 12. Inthiscase, clarity dictatcs
that constituency bc takeninto account. Represented in the lower-left portion of thc diagram is
the formation of the locative constitueiit, where X specifies the landmark. Represented at the
lower-right is the existential predication, where Y specifies the trajector.

The key to this construction is the higher level of organisation, at which the locativc and
existential constituents arc iiitegrated to form the possessive clause. Essentially, the cxistence
of Y at some unspecified location is fully identified with the abstract locative rclationship such
that 'I" is situated with respect to X. Effecting their identification are two correspondences: onc
cquating tlie existential and locative trajectors; and another equating the schematic domain of
existence with the locational doniain of search. The resulting composite structure profiles the
relationship of Y existing in X’s dominion.

X-LOC Y EXIST

Y-EXIST

X LOC Y EXIST
Figure 12

As afinal type of BE-possessive, recall example (7)(a), from Serrano: ni,--¢"0,.6,. r quc,.
‘I have an older sister'. Thisis an existential construction, literally ‘iny older sister is/exists’.
As dliown in Figure 13, it is comparablc a the higher level of organisation to the Japancsc
construction in Figure 12. Here, though, anominal possessive (rather than alocativc) introduces
the doininioii equated with the doniain of cxistence.

Morcovcr. tlie higher-level construction is nothing other than the clausal subject
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construction, wherc the nominal X's vy specifies the existential verb's trajector.  Still. the
composite structures in Figures 12 and 13 turn out to be the samc.

Xs YBE

Figure 13

This Serrano construction reseniblestlie Luiscfio example in (11), diagrammed in Figure
8 (indeed. Luisciio has an analogue of this construction). In each case a possessivc clause
contains a posscssive nominal presupposing the very possessive relationship the clausc
predicates.  The key once niorc is to recognise that the possessive nominal does not itscif
cstablish the actuality of its referent. This is determined by higher-level factors, including the
status of the profiled clausal proccss. |f the existential rclationship profiled by the clausc is
construed as being actual' so must be its trajector.

VII. CONCLUSION

Despite their diversity. the clausal possessive structures considered here are functionally quite
comparable, alternatc ways of saying ‘X hasay'. The proposed analysis accommodates botli
their diversity and their functional equivalencc. Their equivalencc is reflectcd at the coniposite
structure level, where examination of Figures7, 8, 11, 12, and 13 revealsthat tlieoverall content
is tlic same; differcnces at this levcl arc simply a matter of which elements are rendered
promincut by profiling and trajector/landmark alignment. Their diversity resides in how this
levelisreached, through alternate lcxical choicesand patierns of grammatical composition. This
account thus captures tlie pcrecived unity which motivatcs the localist hypothesis, whiie
respecting tlic observed variation in clausal possessivc constructions and what is known about

their diachronic sources.
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