Appeared in: WIlliamE Giffin (ed.), The Role of Agreenent in Natural Language: TLS 5
Proceedi ngs, Texas Linguistic Forum53, pp.193--206. Austin, Tex.: Texas Linguistic
Society. 2003.

Agreement in Maasai and the Syntax of Possessive DPs (11)*

Gianluca Storto
University of California, Los Angeles

Possessives are “complex” DPs: they involve two distinahimal expressions as com-
ponents. In this paper | address the issue of characterizing the @atiuthe syntactic relation
holding between these two nominal expressions in poss&sssirose possessum is arguably not
a syntactic argument-taking category. This task can beléiinto two parts: (i) providing an
account of what licenses the insertion of the possessoeidéhivation of possessive DPs and
(ii) accounting for any further steps in the syntactic datiion which lead to the structure which
undergoes Spell-Out. With respect to (i), | argue in favathefproposal in (den Dikken, 1998)
that in possessive DPs of the type considered here the gosssdicensed as complement of
an empty preposition in the PP predicate of a small clausese/sabject is the possessum. |
provide some empirical support for this position using agrent data from Maasai. With re-
spect to (ii), | depart from den Dikken's proposal. | argugprenominal possessors in English
are not derived by DP-internal Predicate Inversion androaitivo alternative analyses for the
derivation of possessives in languages with prenominagssors. Finally, | address the issue
whether the postnominal position of possessors in Maagheiproduct of further movement
operations preceding Spell-Out or rather reflects the aesehovert syntactic derivation.

1. Two lssuesin the Syntax of Possessive DPs

1.1. Licensing of Possessors

It has long been pointed out in the literature that possessiwst likely do not constitute
a syntactically unitary categofin some possessive DPs the possessum noun can be argued to
be a syntactic argument-taking category. For example, &raw (1990) argues that in posses-
sives likethe city’ sdestruction the possessum noulestruction—a deverbaprocess nominal in

*The data discussed in this paper were collected during t88/2000 Field Methods class at UCLA
led by Hilda Koopman. | would like to thank Hilda and my fellmlassmates for discussion of the Maasai
facts, and Misha Becker for helping me with proofreading.e Tata collected during the class can be
accessed dtttp://mww.linguistics.ucla.edu/people/koopman/maasai/. This research could have not been
conducted without the assistance (and patience) of our &laagasultant, Saning’o Milliary Ngidongi.

1| use the termpossessive DPs (or possessives) to refer to DPs likethe city's destruction, a friend
of John's, John's dog, etc. which are sometimes referred togesitives. With possessum | indicate the
nominal component which determines the sortal propertiespmssessive DP, e.dog in John’s dog. |
usepossessor to indicate the other nominal component in a possessive .QRjatn in John's dog.

2A syntactic analysis of possessive DPs liériend of John's in English (sometimes calledbuble
genitivesin the literature) is outside the scope of this paper. Foresdiscussion see (Storto, 2000).



Grimshaw’s terminology—is a syntactic argument-takingggary, i.e. a category which, like
verbal heads, projects an argument structure. Accountinthé insertion of the possessor in
the syntactic derivation of possessives of this kind isequitproblematic: the possessor DP is
selected as the syntactic argument of the possessum nowtrirceural configuration like (1).

(1) NP
/\
N DP
—_

|
destruction  thecity

On the other hand, in many possessive DPs the possessunsremgaably not a syntactic
argument-taking category. For example, the ndoghwhich constitutes the possessum in a DP
like John's dog does not project an argument structure under standardsasalyrhe licensing
of the possessor in DPs of this kind cannot be accounted dmgahe lines proposed for the
first class of possessive DPs: the semantic relation holoitgyeen possessor and possessum
must be encoded in the syntax in a structural configuratitsereint from (1)3

Minimally, an analysis of possessive DPs of this second grild account for the fact
that the possessor in these DPs is semantically interpastadrestrictive modifier of the pos-
sessum. Intuitively, the meaning of a DP lighn’'s dog is not built by applying the meaning
of the (phonologically empty) definite determiner to the mieg of the predicate ‘dog’ and
then predicating that the relevant entity stands in somssggsive) relation to John. Rather, it
is the meaning of the definite determiner to be applied to ¢t®sdogs which stand in some
relation to John, a set which is derived by applying the iegstn imposed by the possessor to
the denotation of the predicate contributed by the possesinhn’sdog denotes the unique en-
tity which satisfies the predicate ‘dog that belongs to Jahtkier than the unique entity which
satisfies the predicate ‘dog’ and happens to satisfy thdqaedbelong to John’ as well.

1.2. Word Order in Possessive DPs

However, once it is assumed that possessive DPs do not tonestisyntactically unitary
class the fact that, by and large, the surface form of poisseB$s seems to be quite uniform
in each language must be explained. That is, the fact thahiguages like English the Saxon
Genitive form is available for possessives of both typesrdisished above suggests that some
formal requirements trigger further syntactic derivationboth kinds of possessive DPs, which
end up having a similar structure at Spell-Out. These fom@glirements should be properly
identified in order to account for the syntactic derivatiépossessives.

A related issue is that of accounting for the crosslingaistiriation in the form of pos-
sessive DPs. On the assumption that the mechanism licettigrigsertion of the possessor in
the derivation of possessive DPs is the same in typologidiflerent languages, the task is to
identify the point at which the syntactic derivations of pessives in languages like e.g. English
and ltalian diverge, with the result that in general poss@sappear in prenominal position in
the first language and in postnominal position in the secandgdage.

3The case of possessive DPs whose possessum noun derssteantic argument-taking category
but is commonly assumed not to projectkyamtactic argument structure—e.g. deverbrabult nominals
(Grimshaw, 1990) andHlational nouns—is left aside for future investigation.



2. Den Dikken’s (1998) proposal

2.1. DP-internal Small-clause Predication

Den Dikken (1998) proposes that the structure underlyirgspssive DPs likdohn's dog
is a small clause encoding a predication relation betweerNth projected by the possessum
noun and a PP predicate containing the possessuhb@.basic syntactic configuration which
combines the possessum and the possessor in possesshiekafd is as sketched in (2).

(2) XP
NP X’
dog x PP
/\
Ppat] DP
_
John

In the structure proposed by den Dikken the possessor iythactic argument of an empty
Dative preposition within the predicate PP which modifies NP headed by the possessum
noun. The insertion of the possessor DP in the derivatiohus hot licensed directly by the
possessum noun as in the case of possessivethikety's destruction, which is consistent
with the different syntactic properties of the possessutmrio the two cases. Furthermore, the
structure in (2) is conceptually adequate in that it accefortthe interpretation of the possessor
in DPs likeJohn'sdog in a straightforward way. The possessor DP behaves like afieroaf
the possessum because it is part of the PP predicate whitiesafipthe NP projected by the
possessum. And threstrictive nature of the modification follows from the fact that the nfiedi
category is smaller than a full BP.

2.2. DP-internal Predicate Inversion

Den Dikken (1998) argues that the prenominal position ofspssors in English Saxon
Genitives derives from successive-cyclic raising of thepp&icate containing the possessor
in (2) across the subject of the small clause to the Spec oflaehifunctional head within
DP. This is an instance of DP-interrRaledicate Inversion, a movement operation restricted in
its application to predicates of small clauses. Movemerthefpredicate across the subject
constitutes a violation of thislinimal Link Condition (MLC, Chomsky, 1995, ch.3) unless the
head X of the small clause incorporates into the first fumaidead (F) which dominates the
small clause. In this case the minimal domain of the preditsatxtended and the position of
the subject and Spec,FP (the intermediate target for maveai¢he predicate) are rendered
equidistant from the extraction site. The resulting complex head islegedut assin English
possessive DPs. The relevant step in the derivation of thdobs dog is depicted in (3).

“In this paper | cannot review other influential analyses afsgssive DPs proposed in the literature,
e.g. (Chomsky, 1970, 1986; Kayne, 1994). In my opinion ndndese analyses provides a satisfactory
account for the licensing of possessors and the derivafitinedkind of possessives discussed in the text.

%In (2) this category is assumed to be a NP, but it is quiteikieat the subject of the small clause is a
bigger functional category which includes the possessum NP



(3) FP

PR, F
DP
__ Pi+X3+F (=9 XP
John N

2.3. ASummary

Den Dikken’s (1998) analysis of possessive DPs proposefottosving answers to the
two issues pointed out ifl: (i) the possessor can be inserted in the syntactic denivas
complement of a phonologically-empty preposition in a P&dprate which modifies the NP
headed by the possessum noun in a small-clause configyr@fidarther syntactic derivation
of possessive DPs involves DP-internal Predicate Inversitich displaces the PP predicate to
a higher position within the possessive DP.

In §2.1 | argued that the structure in (2) is conceptually adegimathat it accounts for
the semantic role of possessors in possessive DPs in a vaighstorward way: the possessor
behaves like a restrictive modifier of the possessum bed&sgert of a PP which is predicated
of the possessum NP. In the next section | argue that den B&keoposal for the licensing
of possessors (i) is empirically supported as well. In patér, | present some agreement facts
from Maasai, a Nilotic language spoken in Kenya and Tanzaaiad argue that the common
agreement patterns within possessive DPs and PPs in tltatdge follow naturally on the
assumption that the basic structure of possessive DPs is (2)

3. Evidence from Maasai
3.1. Aspects of the Morphosyntax of Maasai DPs
Before getting to the relevant data, some notes on the gdratares of Maasai DP mor-

phosyntax are in order. In general modifiers follow the nauthé surface word order in Maasai
DPs (4) and determinersannot be separated from the noun by intervening material.

4) a. tmésa sidai b. &mésanads
én- mésa sidai &n- mésa nad3
DET,,.¢- tablenicey, DET,, ¢~ tablerec
‘the/a nice table’ ‘the/a red table’

The data | present are from the Kisongo dialect, which is epok Tanzania.

"I call morphemes likeen, in, ol andil (the vowel in these morphemes undergoes changes due to a
general process KATR harmony)determiners because they appear in complementary distribution with
demonstratives. But these morphemes appear on predicaii@als too (see (i) in fn.15), which seems
to indicate that their presence does not entail a full DPcttine. Furthermore, these morphemes do not
specify the definiteness value of the DP on which they appeasitown by the glosses in (4)—(5); in
glossing other examples | consider only the definite inttgiion of the relevant DPSs).



Maasai nouns are morphologically inflected for gender anudbar and for Case. The
two Case forms—the form of subjects of transitive verldsrfinative) and the form of direct
objects of transitive verbsAtcusative)—are marked through tonal morphologyin general
DPs display a very rich array of agreement phenomena betiegrconstituents. For example,
determiners agree with their complement noun in both geaddmumber (5), and modifiers
agree with the noun they modify (4).

(5) a. tmésa b. rhmésai
én- mésa in- mésa- f
DETsg ¢~ table DETp1.¢- table-pl
‘the/a table’ ‘the/some tables’
c. oldia d. ildiain

ol- dia il dia- in
DETsg.m- dOQ DETp1.m- dog-pl
‘the/a dog’ ‘the/some dogs’

3.2. Agreement in Maasai Possessive DPs

Let's turn to the relevant agreement data in possessives RollvDP possessors in Maa-
satt? follow the possessum and are preceded by a complex morphbiok marks agreement
in gender with the possessum and agreement in number withogsessot*

(6) a. tmésa/immésai engitok/dlée
&n- mésa [ in- mésa-1 &- én- kitok | é-
DET, ¢~ table/ DET,) - table-pl POSS, - DETge.¢- WOMancc / POSS, ¢-
ol- Ié¢

DEng.m' mamcc
‘the woman’s/the man'’s table/tables’

b. oldia/ildiain léngitok /15162

ol- dia [ il- dia- inl12- én- kitok / 1¢-
DETsg.m- d0Q/ DETp1.m- d0g-pl POSSg m- DETgg ¢~ WOMarkcc / POSSg.m-
dl- 12

DEng.m' mamcc
‘the woman’s/the man’s dog/dogs’

8Unless otherwise specified, when discussing DPs in isoldtigive them inflected for Accusative,
which is used as the citation form by native speakers.
*“True” adjectives in Maasai display only Case and numbeeament. Modifiers which display gen-
der agreement (e.gn)ads in (4b) and (11)) are derived from relative clauses (TucketMpaayei, 1955).
1%The case of pronominal possessors is discussgd. s
11| apologize to the reader for the graphical complexity ofékamples below. Each item collapses four
DPs in order to show that the form of the possessive agreementheme does not distinguish between a
singular vs. plural possessum or between a masculine viiferpossessodfpg andman are masculine
andtable andwoman are feminine). A synopsis of the relevant data is given ind4b



a8 s 3

Cc. tmésa/mmésai d3ygituak/d31éwa

&n- mésa [ in- mésa-1 00- in- kitiak [ 53-
DETs,.¢- table/ DET,) ¢- table-pl POSS,1.¢- DET,1¢- WOMemncc / POSS1 ¢-
il- Iéwa

DETpl.m' memcc
‘the women’s/the men’s table/tables’

d. oldia/ildiain 153ygitaak /1531éwa

ol- dia /il- dia- in 153- in- kitdak ! >3-
DETsg.m- d0Q/ DETp1.m- d0g-pl POSS,1.m- DETp1.¢- WOMErhcc / POS$1.m-
il- Iéwa

DETp1.m- M€Mcc
‘the women’s/the men’s dog/dogs’

| feminine possessurh masculine possessum
singular possessqf &- I¢-
plural possessor ol 13-

TABLE 1. Shape of the possessive agreement morpheme in Maasai
3.3. A Smple Account of the Maasai Facts

Of the two components of the complex possessive agreemerthemme only the part
which marks gender agreement with the possessum seems &cbkap to possessive DPs.
That is, whereas (the presence vs. absence of) the morpherme marker of gender agree-
ment occurs only in possessives, the alternation betweemtirphemeg- and 55- to mark
number agreement occurs in other Maasai syntactic cotistngc In particular, the alterna-
tion between the morphemésandds- occurs within Maasai PPs to mark number agreement
between the prepositian'? and its complement DP.

(7 a. tepgitok b. tdingituak
té-  én- kitok to3- in- kituak
Psg- DETsg.£- WOMaoMm Pp1- DETp1£- WOMERyoMm
‘with/to/by/for/. . .the woman’ ‘with/to/by/for/. . . the women’

This state of affairs is easily accounted for under den Dikké1998) proposal for the
licensing of possessors. Number agreement with the passedglaasai possessive DPs is an
instance of the more general phenomenon of number agredra®wten a preposition and its
complement: the agreement relation is established witl@ptedicate PP in the small clause in
(2). Since the gender agreement alternafiinis peculiar to possessive DPs, it seems correct
to assume that gender agreement with the possessum is oletdrwithin the small clause
encoding possession as well. A plausible hypothesis istligatelevant agreement relation is

12This is the only preposition in Maasai; obviously its ser@mis quite “bleached.”



established on the head X of the small clause through the-Bpad relation it bears to the
possessum NP sitting in Spec,¥PThe basic structure of possessive DPs in Maasai would
then be roughly as in (8

(8) XP
NP X’
dia % PP
| /\
I P#s  DP
—_
ngituak

To summarize, both the number agreement morphology andethdeg agreement mor-
phology which occur in Maasai possessive DPs can be acabfortéen a very straightforward
way within the basic structure suggested by den Dikken (1898&he licensing of possessors
in possessives like the Englislhhn’s dog. In particular, the parallel occurrence of the same
number agreement morphology within PPs to mark agreeméneba the preposition and its
complement DP provides empirical support for the propdeslpossessors can be projected as
complements of an empty preposition in a PP predicate whimttifies the possessum NP.

4. The Derivation of Possessive DPs

4.1. The Case of English

The surface word order of possessive DPs in Maasai is cobigatith the assumption that
the structure in (8) undergoes very little (if any) furthgntactic derivation. On the other hand,
for the case of English it must be assumed that, if possesserprojected in a small-clause
structure like that proposed in (2), some movement operapplies to the possessor DP (or
a phrase containing it): possessors in English appear im@manal position. One could try
to account for English possessives in terms of the presehaa &PP-like feature on some
functional head above XP which triggers overt movement efpbssessor DP (or a phrase
containing it) into its Spec. This is essentially the pragas (den Dikken, 1998).

Noam Chomsky (MIT lectures, Spring 2001) argues that agee¢annot be determined in a Spec-
Head relation because heads can entertain syntacticoreainly with nodes which are lower in the tree.
I do not have much to contribute to this debate at the momet, Wwant to point out that my argument
in favor of den Dikken’s proposal is independent from theotieéical stance one holds about the syntactic
correlates of morphological agreement. Given a structilee (B), any account of number agreement
within Maasai PPs provides an account for number agreemgaussessives.

1A structure like (8) predicts (Sandra Chung, p.c.) that Masbould license possessive DPs of the
form [, DET [ [ np POSSESSUMAND poSsessuB] AGR possessor]] rather than possessives of the form
[ ,p DET POSSESSUMAND DET POSSESSURAGR possessor]. | have not elicited data which could test this
prediction, but it is unlikely that these would be conclesiV have already pointed out (fn.7) that Maasai
“determiners” do not necessarily indicate a full-DP stunet Furthermore, even in Englisiie can appear
on both NPs in a conjunction even if it seems to apply only dndbe conjunction of the two NPs in the
semantics (e.g. ithe man and the woman who met at the party; | owe this observation to Rajesh Bhatt).



However, in (Storto, 2003) | argue that den Dikken’s propaees not account for the
fact that raising of the possessor DP is obligatory, and naileernative to the raising of the
possessum NP to the Spec of the relevant functional projediien Dikken’s proposal crucially
relies on the fact that the subject of the small clause in (@stitutes an intervener which
blocks movement of the predicate. But this—on the reasenatsdumption that only attracted
categories count as interveners—seems to predict thempptiattested in English, of raising
the possessum instead. Thus movement of the possessor DPatriggered by some syntactic
feature that distinguishes between DP and NP, attractihgtbe former.

One such feature might be Case: following standard assangtDPs need to receive
Case whereas NPs do not. Raising of the possessor DP in Englitd be movementto a Case
position. The possessor DP would then not be licensed fog @ékin the predicate PP where
it is inserted, but in the Spec of a higher Case-assignind.h&auggestive fact in this light is
that in Maasai the parallelism between possessor DPs angleorents of the overt preposition
t- breaks down with respect to their Case morphology. DPs insisigPs are always inflected
for Nominative (7), whereas possessors are always infléoteficcusative (6), even when the
whole possessive DP in which they appear is inflected for Mativie!®

On the other hand, an analysis of prenominal possessorans t&f Case movement does
not seem able to account for DPs lijesterday’s concert, in which the prenominal possessor is
an adverbial expression which most likely does not need tiwbersed for Case. An alternative
analysis would instead postulate the existence of somastmfeature different from EPPon
a DP-internal functional head which attracts the possd3Bq(or possibly the PP in which it is
licensed in (2)) to its Spec. As argued above, this featuoelsinot be “blind” to the nature of
the categories it attracts in its Spec. It should distingbistween DP (or the relevant category
containing the possessor) and NP, since the possessum MR, edeurs between the target of
movement and the possessum DP in (2), does not block raibtheg tatter. The nature of this
syntactic feature should be carefully investigated, i gaécount is to be pursued.

Either way, it should be clear that both alternatives camawnodate the fact, pointed out
in §1.2, that the Saxon Genitive form is available for all typépassessive DPs in English,
and in particular for possessives whose possessum is afgrasgument-taking category too.
Under the first approach the complement of a process nomimaldwvaise to the Spec of the
DP-internal Case-assigning head in order to be license@dse. Under the second approach

5The relevance of this fact is undermined by the observatiah Accusative seems to be the default
Case morphology for nominals in Maasai: it is not only usethacitation form by native speakers, but
it appears on predicate nominals as well.

i. alddkitari £1¢ 162
Sl ddkitari  &lé  Ife
DETsg.m- doCtorcc this, manvoum
‘This man is a doctor.’

As a matter of fact, it is not so clear to me whether the EPRufeavhich is normally assumed to
be located on the head of TP is “blind” to the nature of thegmteit attracts to its Spec as | implicitly
assume in the text. If this is not the case the relevant fedtuthe derivation of English possessives
might be the DP-internal correspondent of EPP, after altidddowever that even in this case the specific
account proposed by den Dikken (1998) for the derivationrehpminal possessors in English cannot be
maintained because it requires that the possessum NP bteareirer for raising of the possessor DP.



raising of the possessor would be triggered by the checkiggirement on the relevant syntactic
feature on a DP-internal functional head. The details ofhalysis should be spelled out, but
the general program seems capable of accounting for theraritly in the surface form of the
two types of possessive DPs in English even if they are defivem different basic structures
like those given in (1)—(2).

4.2. Another Look at Maasai

For the moment, | prefer not to commit myself to a choice betwthe two analytic options
sketched above for prenominal possessors in English @igsd3Ps. But | want to address a
related question concerning the syntax of possessives asdand the more general issue of
the crosslinguistic difference between languages witinqmanal possessors like English and
languages with postnominal possessors like Maasai. Thigt'sassume that in both English
and Maasai possessors are licensed in the structure in @hah prenominal possessors in
English are the result of raising of the possessor DP tregmgjby Case or some formal require-
ment on a DP-internal functional head. The question therhisrarithe syntax of possessives in
Maasai differs from English with the result that possessarface in postnominal position.

As | pointed out before, the surface form of Maasai possed3Rs is consistent with the
assumption that little or no movement takes place in Maasd, in particular no raising of
the possessor to some higher DP-internal position occunsletthis hypothesis the typolog-
ical difference between English and Maasai reduces to ttteliat Maasai possessors can be
licensed for Casén situ or to the fact that the counterpart of the feature which &iggpvert
raising of the possessor in English can be checked by covarément in Maasai, depending
on the analysis adopted for prenominal possessors in Enghkernatively, though, it could
be maintained that the same raising of the possessor piestdtar English occurs in Maasai
possessives too, and that the postnominal position of psseein this language derives from
the occurrence of further overt syntactic movement. Thisentent, so to speak, restores the
basic order in which the possessor follows the possessumthacsyntactic requirement which
triggers raising of the possessor is satisfied. The typoddglifference between English and
Maasai would then reduce to the occurrence of this furthertomovement in Maasai.

In principle, both movement of the possessum N and moventeatphrasal category
containing the possessum NP to a position higher than tgettaf movement of the possessor
can account for the word order in Maasai possessives. Thies tlternative accounts for the
postnominal position of possessors in Maasai can be exgl@)eno raising of possessors, (ii)
raising of possessors plus further raising of the possesswand (iii) raising of possessors plus
further raising of a phrasal category containing the paasad\NP.

At a first glance, the option in (ii) seems quite promisingeTata in (4) concerning the
position of modifiers in Maasai seem to suggest that Maasaisiaise to a high position within
DP. On the other hand English nouns are usually assumed &rgmdittle, if any, N-raising.
Despite the appeal of (i) in the light of this independepidipgical difference between English
and Maasai, | think that the typological difference conaagrihe position of possessors in the
two languages cannot be reduced to the absence of (longsMgan English. The relative
order of possessors and other modifiers of NP seems to extiagmssibility of reducing the
postnominal position of possessors in Maasai to movemetiteopossessum noun alone. As
shown in (6), Maasai full-DP possessors appear in postraimosition as other modifiers do.



But, interestingly, the order between full-DP possessogsaher modifiers is fixed. Possessors
in Maasai must appear after all modifiers of the possessum.ndhe only way to translate
Resoi’s red table in Maasai is (9a). The DP in (9b) only has the odd meaning aiagrto
which the modifiered modifies the possessBesoi, rather than the possesstable.

9) a. &mésanads eressi b. # tmésa eressi nads
&n- mésa nadd &n- mésa &-
DET,1.¢- tablered DETp.¢- table POSS, ¢-
& 1é&so1 résoi nads
POSS, - Resoi Resoired
‘Resoi’s red table’ ‘the red Resoi’s table’

The contrast in (9) argues against the analysis proposead.indn the assumption that
modifiers are left-adjoined to the possessum NP in (8) (armssibly to XP), this ordering
restriction is expected if the possessor DP does not raia as proposed in (i). And this
restriction can be accommodated even within an analysés(li, which proposes that the
derivation of Maasai possessives involves phrasal moveofencategory containing the pos-
sessum NP after the possessor DP raises out of XP. On thehathéy on the assumption that
the Maasai word order in possessive DPs is the result ohraddi the possessor DP out of XP
and N-raising alone (ii), it is not clear how the ungrammattyg of (9b) would be derived: the
unattested word order should be licensed when modifiergtradjoined to NP’

4.3. Choosing between (i) and (iii)?

We are then left with the two alternatives in (i) and (iii) anidh the question whether we
have any reason(s) to prefer one to the other. The analy§jsigems to have a conceptual edge
in that it postulates movement only in the case of Englistenetit is clearly needed to derive
the attested word order in possessive DPs. Furthermoreattalysis immediately accounts
for the order restrictions between full-DP possessors dhdranodifiers of the possessum in
Maasai: the possessor DP is inserted in a position below ds#ign of the possessum NP,
and thus it must follow all other modifiers of this NP. Instette analysis in (iii) must argue,
in order to account for the ungrammaticality of (9b), that gfhrasal category containing the
possessum NP which moves past the possessor contains mibthiers of the possessum NP
as well. Nevertheless, | would like to conclude this papespnting some additional Maasai
data which apparently support the analysis proposed Jroiér the alternative in (i).

The relevant data concern pronominal possessors in Maasaésgsive DPs. Pronominal
possessors in Maasai differ in various respects from fl#ll{g@ssessors. A first difference is
that pronominal possessors display both gender and nurgbegraent with the possessufn.
Gender agreement is marked by the same morplewigich appears with full-DP possessors,
which seems to suggest that the basic structure of posessgith pronominal possessors in-
volves a small-clause predication between the possessuantlthe possessor DP like in the

"The ambiguity of possessive DPs lidehn's little elephant argues that modifiers can apply to the
denotation of the possessum NP before this becomes thesabjae small clause in (2).

18As shown in Table 2, only singular possessive pronouns ajisgifferent morphology according to
the number of the possessum. | will nevertheless assumthtbaap in the paradigm is accidental.
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| | 1sg | 2sg | 3sg | 1pl| 2pl | 3.pl |
singular possessur1[|1 (Dai (Din6 (1)énd (Dag | (Dinpi | (1)éné
plural possessum || (Ddinéi | (Dindéno | (Déndna | (Dag | (Dinpi | ()éné

TABLE 2. Maasai pronominal possessors

case of full-DP possessors (8). On the other hand, the fatptonominal possessors agree in
number with the possessum noun suggests the alternatieghegis that they are adjectives. It
is a general property of adjectives in Maasai that they aigraamber with the noun they mod-
ify (see fn.9). And this hypothesis is supported by two oftr@perties of Maasai pronominal
possessors which distinguish them from full-DP posses&smominal possessors, like adjec-
tives, display agreement in Case with the noun they modi®y,(Whereas full-DP possessors
are always inflected for Accusative in Maasai (6). Furtheempronominal possessors do not
seem to be subject to the ordering restrictions exemplifietthé contrast in (9) which hold for
full-DP possessors. Pronominal possessors apytane other modifiers of the possessum NP
(112); this is expected if they are “high” adjectives, rattiem DPs.

(10) a. atadda énginé 4

- td- du- a ey kiné i
1.5g-past-Seg,,,st)- PASDETs - gOAh o MYsg £
‘I saw my goat.’

b. étanapaki engine ai
é-td- ndp- 4 ki én- kiné ai
3- past-carry-past-passbDETg, - g0akiom MYsg.f
‘My goat was carried.’

(11) oldia 1ai ads
ol- dia l4i ads
DETsg.m- dOgMYsg.1m redy,
‘my red dog’

The peculiar properties of pronominal possessors leadet@adhclusion that they are ad-
jectives rather than DPs. But if this is the case the presehttee morphemé- as marker of
(masculine) gender agreement with the possessum is urtedp#ue only Maasai “adjectives”
which display gender agreement mark feminine with the prefigsee fn.9). | would like to
suggest that these apparently contradictory facts candmanodated if pronominal posses-
sors in Maasai are “thematic” adjectives that relate to aptgroategory which is projected
within the PP predicate in the small clause in (2). Gendeeagent on Maasai pronominal
possessors is marked by the same morphlembich appears with non-pronominal possessors.
The null hypothesis is that in both cases gender agreemeauminisibuted by the possessive
construction, and this leads to the conclusion that evesgss#ves with pronominal possessors
involve a small-clause structure which encodes the reldigtween possessor and possessum.
In the case of pronominal possessors, however, the posstsisis filled by an empty category
which is e.g. coindexed with the possessive adjective wisieltljoined to NP or XP (12).
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(12) a. XP b. XP

NP X/ di; XP
SN N N
ai; NP X PP NP X’
dia - P DP dia X PP
_ | N
pro: . P DP
_
pro;

If either of the structures in (12) correctly representshthsic structural configuration for
the DPmy dog in Maasai, then it is not clear to me how the analysis in (i)iolpostulates very
little movement in the derivation of Maasai possessivesjld/obtain the result that the gender
agreement morphenie which marks an agreement relation established in X, sesfaetween
the possessum and the possessive adjective. | do not clairthése facts follow immediately
from the analysis in (iii), but it can be hoped that the movetraperations postulated in this
analysis eventually provide an account for the positionhaf possessive gender agreement
morpheme in DPs like (11). This issue is left open for futwsearch.
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