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0.Introduction

Thispapertakesupthegroupgenitiveconstructionsandtrytoanswertwoquestions:①why

47

Theemergenceofgroupgenitives:

theemergenceofaDsystem

FuyoOSAWA

ThegroupgenitiveslikethekingofEngland・shatarenotexistentinOldEnglishandthisemer-

genceisassumedtoberelatedtothelossofsplitgenitiveslike（1）observedinearlierEnglish.Ipro-

poseanewviewofthisinnovationdifferentfromthepreviousstudies.

（1） Alsohe�afhym�eeorlesdou�terofGloucetretowif

theearl・sdaughterofGloucester

・Also,hegavehimtheearlofGloucester・sdaughterashiswife（Trevisa）

Concerningthepostmodifiedpossessors,Allen（2013）claimsthattherearetwoprinciples:（i）the

possessorNoun（i.e.theheadofthepossessorphrase）shouldgetthepossessivemarking-es,andthe

thematicrelationofpossessionbetweenthepossessorandthepossessum（i.e.theheadofthelarger

nounphrase）mustbeexpressedand（ii）thepossessivemarking-esshouldbeattheendoftheposses-

sorphrase,thatis,itisadjacenttothepossessum.

Theshiftfromsplittogroupgenitives,isthattheprinciple（i）hasgivenwaytotheprinciple（ii）.

Thesplitgenitivewassensitivetotheprinciple（i）,whilethegroupgenitivesissubjecttotheprinciple

（ii）.Inotherwords,EnglishgrammarfirstforcesEnglishspeakerstoobeytheprinciple（i）,butlater

EnglishgrammarforcestheEnglishspeakerstofollowtheprinciple（ii）.

IclaimthatgroupgenitivesappearedaftertheriseofaDPinEnglish.OldEnglishhadnosyntactic

Dsystem,andthen,OldEnglishhadnogroupgenitives.Furthermore,inorderforgroupgenitivesto

appear,theliberationof-esendingfrommeaningpossessionisnecessary.Itmeansthatthegenitive

casehasbecomeastructuralcase,givenstructurally,whichisnotassociatedwithaparticularthematic

role.ThisisconsistentwiththeDPhypothesisthatgenitivecaseissupposedtobeastructuralcase.

Thesplitconstructionlike（1）impedesthereanalysisof-esendingsincethepossessornounwith-esis

adjacenttothepossessum.When-esendingwasfreedfromthepossessiverelation,itwasqualifiedas

thefunctionalhead.Thisreanalysiswasbackedupbythechangeofcasesystemfromathematically

motivatedcasesystemproposedbyPlank（1983）toathematicallyunmotivatedonewherecaseis・un-

interpretable・（Chomsky2008）.
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theywereabsentinOldEnglishand②whytheyappearedintheMiddleEnglishperiod.

ThegroupgenitiveslikethekingofEngland・shatorthemannextdoor・scarareinteresting

constructionsinwhichthegenitive-・sappearsattheendofanounphrase,i.e.isapparently

attachedtothelastnounofanounphrse.However,thereisnopossessiverelationshipbetween

thelastnounandthefollowingnoun:

（2） *England・shat（thekingofEngland・shat）

*door・scar （themannextdoor・scar）

Thegenitive・sisapparentlyseparatedfromtheheadnounoftheprecedingnounphrase.

Sometimes,thegenitive-sisadded,nottothenountowhichitrelatesmostclosely,but

rathertowhateverwordendsaphraseincludingsuchanoun.

（3） a.［EverylinguistIknow］・sopinionabouttheEnglishgenitiveinvolvesfunctionalcate-

gories.（Anderson2013:194）

b.Thisis［themanIsaw］・scoat.

c.*Thisis［theman・s］Isawcoat.

Thisneverhappenstoplural-saffix:

（4） a.Thesearethedog-sIsawyesterday.

b.Theseare*［thedogIsaw］-syesterday.

Thisconstructionisnoteasytounderstandifoneanalysesthe・sasthepossessivemarkerand

thenthe・sshouldappearonthepossessornoun.Infact,astheaboveexamplesshow,theword

whichbearsthepossessivemarker・sappearstohavenopossessiverelationofpossessortothe

headNoun,i.e.the・possessum・.

Indeed,thegrammaticalstatusofthe・sinthisconstructionhasattractedtheattentionof

manyresearachers（Janda1980,Allen1997amongothers）.Forexample,Janda（1980:245）claims

thattheNE（i.e.ModernEnglish）-・sgenitivemarkerisnotacaseinflection.Ifthe-・sgenitive

markerisacaseinflection,itisexpectedtooccurasasuffixontheheadofthenounphrase.

However,thePresent-dayEnglish-・soccursattheendoftheentireNP,aswehaveobserved

above.Aswehaveshownabove,the-・scanbeattachedtotheverb.

Thus,Janda（1980）concludesthat-・sisnotaninflectionbutsomekindofphrase-finalparti-

cle.Thiscliticfoundinthegroupgenitive,however,surelydevelopedsomehowfrom theOld

Englishmasculineandneutergenitiveinflection-es,andthisdevelopmentgoesagainstthe

dictum,formulatedbyGiv�on（1971）,that・today・smorphologyisyesterday・ssyntax,・sincethis

changefrom inflectiontocliticgoesagainsttheusualcontinuum from clitic,i.e.asyntactic

element,toinflection,i.e.amorphologicalelement.

The（partof）solutionforthiscomesfromagenerativeanalysisdrawingontheDPanalysis
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（Abney1987）,whichprovidesadifferenttreatmentofthis・s.Thatis,this・sisafunctionalhead

offullphrases,notaSpecifier（Abney1987:4）.

HereIdescribetheDPanalysisbriefly:berforetheDPanalysis,anominalphraseisassumed

tobeaprojectionofanoun,i.e.NP.Determinerssuchastheora,aresupposedtobeinaspecifier

position.

UndertheDPanalysis,thefunctionalcategoryDistheheadofthenominalphraseandthe

NPiscomplementofthedeterminerhead.Then,notthenounbuttheDisthehead.Then,the

nominalphraseismoreappropriatelycalledDP:

ThedeterminerformsafunctionalshellaroundtheNP:thereisonemoreprojectionovertheNP.

UnderthisDPanalysis,theconstructionofthegroupgenitivesisdescribedasfollows:

（5） thekingofEngland・shat

Itisclearthatthegenitivemarker-・sisnotaninflectiononthelastnoun,butisattachedtothe

wholeDPinthespecifierposition.TheSpecifierpositioncanaccommodateanothermaximal

projection,andthenadifferentDPcanbelocatedthere.Then,theclitic-・sisafunctionalDhead

aswellasthearticletheanda/aninPresent-dayEnglish（cf.Quirketal.1985:255）.
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Interestingly,thisgroupgenitiveconstructionisnotobservedinOldEnglishandthegroup

genitivesappearedintheMiddleEnglishperiod.Inthefollowingsections,Iwilltakeupthis

emergenceinmoredetailsandtrytoanswerthetwoquestionsraisedabove.

2.OldEnglish

ThegroupgenitiveswerenotusedinOldEnglishandOldEnglishusedthefollowingconstruc-

tionstoexpressthecorrespondingnotion:

（6） �lfred-essweostorcynning-es

・KingAlfred・ssister・ （AS.ChronicleParkerMS82.2.888）

In（6）,genitivecaseismarkedonboth�lfredandcynningandthenouncynningisplacedbehind

theheadnounsweostor.Thepossessivenounissplitaroundtheheadnounandthen,thisis

calledasplitgenitive,formulatedlike（7）:

（7） N1-gen.+N-Head+N2-gen.

（8） on��s cyninges dagum Herodes

Inthat.Gen. king.Gen. day.Dat.pl. Herod.Gen.

・inthedaysofKingHerod・（WestSaxonGospels.MS.A.Matt.2.1,YCOE）

Amorecomplexconstructioncontainingafewmodifyingphrasesinapre-headpositionisalso

observed:

（9） Hi�a becomon to ��s mynstres geate

theythen arrived to that.Gen. monastery.Gen. gate

��s halgan weres

that.Gen. holy.Gen.man.Gen.

・Thentheywenttothegateoftheholyman・smonastery・（�CHomII_11:105.454.2320）

In（9）,thehigher（i.e.matrix）headisgeate,whichismodifiedbyanothercomplexnominal

phrase��smynstres-Genand��shalganweres.

However,otherordersarealsoavailable:

（10） �lfred-escynning-esgodsunu

・KingAlfred・sgodson・ （AS.ChronicleParkerMS82.10.890）

In（10）,twogenitive-markedmodifyingnounsprecedeaheadnoun.Itissaidthatthesplittype

constructionlike（6）and（8）isnotsorare（cf.Ekwall1943:2）.
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InlaterOldEnglish,theabovenounphrasessuchas（6）or（10）,throughanintermediate

stagelike（11）,developedintotheshcema（12）:

（11） Davi�kingeskinn （Ormulum）

（12）［N1ofN2］-gen.+N-Head

In（12）,anof-Nisplacedbeforeaheadnoun,andthegenitiveinflectionisattachedtothelast

nounofaphrase,whichissupposedtobeaprecedingformofthegroupgenitiveconstruction.

ThisconstructionfirstappearedinChaucerandbecamecommoninthe15thcentury.

（13） thegodofslepesheyr （ChaucerBookofDuchess:168）

・thegodofsleep・sheir・

Asobservedinthissection,theshiftofcomplexnominalphrasesfromsplitgenitivesto

groupgenitivesisveryclearinthehistoryofEnglish.Whatmadethisshiftpossible?Thisshift

isassumedtoberelatedtothelossofsplitgenitiveslike（6）.Itiswidelyassumedthatthe

developmentfromthesplitgenitivetothegroupgenitiveinEnglishwasasimplematterofthe

reanalysisofthepossessivemarker（i.e.-es）fromaninflectiontoaclitic.

Iarugethattheemergenceofgroupgenitivesshouldberelatedtotheemergenceofa

syntacticDsystem,i.e.afunctionalcategoryDinthenominalprojection.Theemergenceof

groupgenitiveisdependentontheexistenceofasyntacticdeterminersystem inthenominal

phrase.UntiltheestablishmentofasyntacticD,thegroupgenitiveisnotavailable.Iclaimthat

thegenitivecaseending-esplayedanimportantroleintheriseofaDsystemandasubsequent

appearanceofgroupgenitivesinEnglish.ThisviewthatOldEnglishgenitivecaseending-es

playedaroleinthedevelopmentofnominalstructuresinEnglishisnotnew.Thegenitive

marker,-es,inadnominalconstructionsisthefocusofmuchattentioninthehistoricalsyntactic

studies（cf.Janda1980,Allen1997;2008;2013,Osawa2009,Crisma2012amongothers）.Ipropose

anewviewofthisinnovation,whichisdifferentfromthepreviousstudies.Inthenextsections,

Iwilldiscussthispointinmoredetails.

3.Thesplitofnounphrases

Inthissection,Iwillraisetwomorequestions:①whythenounphrasewassplitormoreprecisely

couldbesplitinOldEnglish②andwhythissplitdisappeared.Theexamplesshownbeloware

fromYork-TorontoHelsinkiParsedCorpusofOldEnglishProse（YCOE）andhavebeencitedby

manyresearchersbefore.

InoldEnglishanominalexpressioninthe-esgenitiveconfigurationcouldbesplit.However,

interestingly,thesplittingisobligatorywithcasessuchas（9）,butnotwithappostionslike（6）,

（8）and（14）.Crisma（2012）hasexaminedtheYCOEandconcludesthat314examplesoutof347
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appositionsaresplit,while33arenon-split.Meanwhile,nonon-splitexamplesareattestedwith

the（9）type.Onemoreexampleisgivenbelow:

（14） ��s cyninges sweoster Ecgfrides: splitgenitive（appositives）

That king.Gen. sister E.Gen.

・kingEgfrid・ssister・ （�CHomII_10:87.212.1831）

ThisfactisworthwhileconsideringandIrepeat（9）belowas（15）:

（15） Hi �a becomon to ��s mynstres geate

they then arrived to that.Gen. monastery.Gen.gate

��s halgan weres

that.Gen. holy.Gen.man.Gen.

・Thentheywenttothatgateofthatholyman・smonastery・（�CHomII_11:105.454.2320）

＝ ・thatgateofthatholyman・smonastery・

Let・sexaminethesplitconstructionclosely.Thesplitgenitivesareschematizedasfollows:

（16） ��smynstres.Gen+geate（＝Head）+��shalgan.Gen.weres.Gen.

＝ ［thatmonastery・s］［gate］［thatholyman・s］

・theyarrivedatthegateofthatholyman・smonastery・

Inthisnominalphrase,thehigher（i.e.matrix）headisgeate,whichismodifiedbynominal

phrases��smynstres-Gen,and��shalganweres.BothNoun1mynstreandNoun2wereare

markedforgenitivecase.Themodifyingnounphrasethatholyman・smonasteryinModern

Englishisseparatedintotwoparts,andthatholyman・sisextraposedafterthemainheadnoun

gate:

Inthisconstruction,whichAllen（2013:6）names・twopossessiverelations・andCrisma（2012:

208）names・genitivesrecursivelymodifyingthes-genitive,thesplittingisobligatory.

Whyshouldthepossessorphraseorthemodifyingphrasebesplitaroundtheheadnounof

thewholenoiminalphrase（i.e.abiggerphrase）?Theissueofthispost-modificationhasexcited

agreatinterestamongthehistoricalresearhcers.

Whyshould��shalgan-Gen.weres-Gen＝theholymanbemovedaftertheheadnounandwhy
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extrapossed

・thatgateofthatholyman・smonastery・



didthe��smynstres-Gen＝monastery・sremainasitwas,i.e.justbeforetheheadnoungeate?Does

thismeansomethingimportant?

Iarguethatthisfactmeanssomethingimportant.Thenounmonastery・smustbeplaced

adjacenttotheheadnoungeate,inordertoexpressthepossessiverelationbetweenthepossessor

andthepossessum,orrather,becausethereisastrongthematicrelationofpossessionbetween

thepossessornounandthepossessumnoun,thesetwonominalsmustbeplacedadjacently.That

is,thestrongthematicrelationbetweenthepossessornounandthepossessum nounrequires

themtobeplacedadjacent,butnotviceversa.Thismeansthatthe-esendingfunctionedasa

caseendingconveyingthemeaningofapossession.

Anotherphrase��shalganwereshadtobeseparatedfromthemynstre,sincetheadjacency

ofmynstreandgeateisthefirstpriority.Thereisadifferenceinpriority,sincethegeateisthe

complementofthepredicateverbbecomonandtherelationbetweenthegateandthemonastery

iscloserthantherelationbetweenthemonasteryandtheholyman.

（14） ��s cyninges sweoster Ecgfrides:splitgenitive（appositives）

That king.Gen. sister E.Gen.

・kingEgfrid・ssister・ （�CHomII_10:87.212.1831）

Inthecaseofappositionslike（14）,thecyningisEcgfrid,and・theking・ssister・meansthesameas

・Egfrid・ssister・.Thereisnodifferenceinpriority.Then,splittingisnotobligatory.

Allen（2013）doesnotacceptthereanalysistheorywhichhasbeenintroducedintheprevious

setion,andexplainsthereasonofsplittingasawayofresolvingtheconflictbetweenthetwo

principles（Allen2013:1）whichEnglishandotherGermaniclanguagesstrivetofollow.Allen

（2013:1,2,6）claimsthatthecomplexnounphrasesinvolvingtheposseossorandthepossessum

meettworequirements,i.e.twoprinciples:thefirstPrinciple（i）thatthepossessorNoun（i.e.the

headofthepossessorphrase）shouldgetthepossessivemarking,andthatthethematicrelation

ofpossessionbetweenthepossessorandthepossessum（i.e.theheadofalargernounphrase）

mustbeexpressedandthesecondPrinciple（ii）thatthemarkingofthepossessivephraseshould

beattheendofthepossessorphrase,thatis,itshouldbeadjacenttothepossessum（Allen2013:

1）

Thesetwoprinciplesareeasilymetinthesimpleexamplesuchas・theking・sson・.Since

thereisnomodificationofthepossessorN（i.e.king）,thereisnoconflictbetweenthetwoprinci-

ples.Thepossessornounkinggetsthepossessivemarking-es,and-esmarkingisplacedatthe

endofthepossessorphraseandthenitisadjacenttothepossessumnounson.However,inmore

complexnounphrasesliketheso-called・groupgenitive・thekingofFrance・sdaughtersatisfiesthe

second（・rightedge・）principlebutviolatesthefirst（・headmarking・）,whilethealternative

・splitgenitive・theking・sdaughterofFranceobeysthefirstprinciplebutdestroystheunityofthe

possessorphrase.

AlthoughIagreewithAllenonputtinganemphasisonthethematicrelationbetweenthe

possessorandthepossessum,Iproposeadifferentanalysisofhowthisthematicrlationaffects
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thesyntacticchange.Iclaimthatthegroupgenitivesweremadepossiblewhenthe-esending

lostitsthematicroleofpossession,ormoreappropriately,whenthe-esendingcouldaccommo-

dateavarieyofmeanings.Thestatusof-eschangedintoamorefunctionalone.Thethematic

relationbetweenthepossessorandthepossessum impedesthereanalysisofthenominalcon-

struction.ThisanalysisisconsistentwiththecasetheoryintheMinimalistapproachthatcase

featureisuninterpretable（cf.Chomsky2008）.

Allen（2013）claimsthatwhathappenedwastheabruptfavouringofthegroupoverthesplit

genitivenearthebeginningoftheEarlyModernEnglishperiod（Allen2013:1）.］Thereasonof

favouringofthegroupgenitiveis,accordingtoAllen（2013:32）,that・whenthepossessorwas

fairlyshortandsimplebutthepossesssum wascomplexenoughtomakesplittingawkward,

whilethebusinessofthesplitgenitivewastopostposepartofanunwieldypossessorphrase

whilekeepingthepossessorinprenominalposition.・

4.Theprinciple（i）anditsdefeatbytheprinciple（ii）

Inthepreviousesection,wehaveobservedthesplitgenitivesandthereasonoftheirsplittingin

OldEnglish.Inthissection,wewillexaminewhythissplittingdisappearedand,instead,group

genitivesappeared.

IfweputAllen・s（2013）twoprinciplesinachronologicallineofawiderperspective,we

understandwhathappened,i.e.theshiftfromsplittogroupgenitives,isthattheprinciple（i）has

givenwaytotheprinciple（ii）.Thesplitgenitivewassensitivetotheprinciple（i）,whilethe

groupgenitiveissubjecttotheprinciple（ii）.Inotherwords,Englishgrammarfirstforces

Englishspeakerstoobeytheprinciple（i）,butlaterEnglishgrammarforcestheEnglishspeakers

tofollowtheprinciple（ii）.Thismustbeexplained.

Thesecondprinciple（ii）statesthatthepossessivemarkingshouldcomeattheendofthe

possessorphrase（Allen2013:1）.Thisprinciplesometimesrequiresthegenitive-esendingtobe

separatedfrom thepossessornoun,iftherearesomeothermodificationalellementswithina

possessorphrase.Consequently,the-esendingwasattachedtothethematicallyunrelatedele-

ment.Lookattheexamplesin（2）.Whatdoesthismean?Whatmadethispossible?

Theimportantthingisthattheprinciple（i）ismuchmoreimportantthantheprinciple（ii）

inOldEnglish.ThisisbecauseOldEnglishislexical-thematic,whichmeansthatallconstituents

inagivenlanguagebelongtolexicalcategories（i.e.NP,VP,AP）,andallsisterconstituentsare

thematicallyinter-related.FunctionalcategoriessuchasDP,CP,orTPdonotexistordevelop

onlylimitedlyinsuchalanguage.Oneinstantiationofthisnatureisamorpho-semanticcase

system.

InOldEnglish,unlikePresent-dayEnglish,morphologicalcasewasassignedtoathemati-

callyrelatedNP.Morphologicalcasewascloselyrelatedtothethematicrolesofnouns.In

Present-dayEnglishthethematicroleofsubjectoftheverblikeundergomeaning・tobear・,・to

suffer・,isnotAgent,butPatient.Still,thesubjectoftheverbundergocanbeassignednominative

case.Likethis,thereisnomotivatedrelationbetweenthematicrolesandsyntacticcasesin
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Present-dayEnglish.Theremaybeamany-to-manyrelationshipbetweenstructuralcasesand

thematicroles.Whateveritsthematicroleis,Agent,Patient,orExperiencer,nominativecasecan

beassignedtothesubject.However,inalexical-thematiclanguagelikeOldEnglish,although

ideally,morphologicalcasewasassignedtoathematicallyrelatedNP.Then,theNPwiththe

semanticroleofExperiencertendedtoberealizedasthedativeNPobject,ratherthanasthe

nominativesubject.Plank（1983）alsoproposesthattherearecorrelationsbetweenchoiceofcase

andsemanticrole.HehasstudiedverbswhichallowachoiceofcaseinobjectNPsandargues

thatthechoiceismotivatedratherthanarbitrary.Forexample,dativemarkingofobjectNPs

tendstosignalarelativelylowdegreeofopposednessbetweenthereferentsofobjectandsubject

NPs（i.e.thesubject-objectrelationshipisnotadversative）,accusativecasemarkingsignals

relativelyhighopposedness（i.e.thesubject-objectrelationshipisnotco-operative）correlated

withpatientfunctionfortheobject,whilegenitivemarkingtendstoencodecircumstantialroles

ratherthanfullparticipants.Itiswellknownthatnounphrasesinvolvingofonlyforcase

reasonswerenotmuchobservedinOldEnglish.Therewasacorrelationbetweenathetarole

andmorphologicalcaseinOldEnglish.Nounscanbecomeargumentsbythetaroleassignment

only,andthetarolesareexpressedintheformofmorphologicalcase:morphologicalcasemark-

ingissufficientforaNPtobeanargument.

InOldEnglish,afunctionalcategoryDisabsent,thatis,ithasonlyNPs.Twodemonstra-

tivesse（seo/��t）,�es（�is/�eos）cannotbeafunctionalD.Theyarenotobligatoryandthe

demonstrativesarenotdependentonotherelements,andtheyareusedasindependentelements.

Furthermore,theabsenceofaD-system issupportedbythesyntacticevidence,i.e.thelackof

anaphorbindinginOldEnglish.InOldEnglish,personalpronounswereusedasanaphorsand

then,themeaningofthesentence・Hekilledhim・wasindeterminatewhethertheobjectreferred

tothesubjectornot.SinceaD-systemisthelocusofbindingpropertiesofnominalsandpro-

nouns,thisabsencewillfolloweasilyifweassumethelackofaD-systeminOldEnglish.

AfunctionalDhasemergedlater,andtheemergenceofaD-systemhasbroughtaboutthe

changefromNPstoDPsinEnglish.Theemergenceofgroupgenitivesisamongthem.

Undertheabove-mentionedthematicallymotivatedcasesystem,ifthe-esendingisacase

inflection,itisimpossiblefor-estobeattachedtoathematicallyunrelatedelement.Ifitis

possible,thismeansthat-esisnotacaseinflectionanymore.Thiswasmadepossiblebecausethe

-eswasgrammaticalizedandwasintheprocessofbecomingafunctionalcategoryD.Ifthe-es

isnotacaseinflection,thereisnothematicrestrictionbetween-esanditshost.Ifthethematic

restrictionisactive,theprinciple（ii）isnotactivated.

Considertheexample（15）,whichissubjecttotheprinciple（i）thatthepossessorgetsthe

possessivemarking-es,butviolatestheprinciple（ii）that-esshouldcomeatthe・rightedge・.

First,thepossessormonasterymustgetthepossessormarking-es,sincethe-esisacaseinflection

andshouldbeattachedtoathematicallyrelatedNP,asdiscussedabove.Next,whywasthe

phrasethatholymanplacedattheendofthephrase?Thewordorderof（15）isdetermined,

dependingontheclosenessofamodifyingelementtotheheadnounanditssemanticimportance.

Heretherearetwopossessiverelations;thatmonastery・sgate,andthatholyman・smonastery.In
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thissentence,thehigher（matrix）headnounisgate,whichisacomplementofthepredicateverb.

Then,thefirstphrasethatmonastery・sgateshouldbegivenpriority,sinceitincludesthehigher

headnoungate.Thesecondphrasethatholyman・smonasteryisonlyindirectlyrelatedtothehead

noungatethroughthenounmonasteryofthefirstphrase.Likethis,inalexical-thematiclan-

guage,thematicrelationsplayaroleindecidingasyntacticstructure.

Whydidtheprinciple（i）givewaytotheprinciple（ii）inEnglish?Whattriggeredthisisthe

demiseofcasemorphology,or,thedemiseofthematicallymotivatedcasesystem mentioned

above.ThelevelingofinflectionalendingshadalreadybeguninlateOldEnglish,andbythe

earlyMiddleEnglishperiodmanyOldEnglishinflectionaldistinctionswerelost.Morphological

casecouldnotperformthetaskswhichittookcareofbefore.Thethematicallymotivatedcase

system decayedand,subsequentlyafunctionalD-system hasdevelopedtodothesamejobin

English.Thedemiseofmorphologicalcasealreadyprogressedtoaconsiderableextentduring

theMiddleEnglishperiod.Thedefinitearticlethemaybeestablishedaround1400.

Iclaim thatthegroupgenitivesweremadepossiblewhenthe-esendinglostitsthematic

functionandchangedintoafunctionalcategoryD,astouchedonabove.Atthispoint,my

analysisdivergesfrom Allen・s（2013）one.Shealsoclaimsthatthepossessiverelationisvery

importantbothinsplitgenitivesandgroupgenitives.However,shearguesthatthisthematic

relationofpossessionhasbeenstrengthenedintheMiddleEnglishperiod,sincetherearetwo

possessiverelationsintheMiddleEnglishsplitgenitives;theprenominalmaterialbearsthe

thematicrelationofpossessortotheheadN（thepossessum）,whilethepostnominalmaterialin

turnbearsathematicrelationtotheprenominalpossessor（Allen2013:6）.Lookattheexample

（15）.AccodingtoAllen（2013）,thesetwopossessiverelationsarenotobservedinOldEnglish.

Then,theexampleslike（15）aresupposedtobeexceptional.Thatis,thethematicrelationbe-

tweentheextraposedmaterialandtheheadnounofthepossessorphrasehasbeenaddedin

MiddleEnglish.Then,Allen（2013）claimsthattheMiddleEnglsihsplitgenitiveisnotthecon-

tinuationofasimilarconstructioninOldEnglish（2013:5）andclaimsthatthesplitgenitiveis

characteristicofMiddleEnglish.Then,somethinglikeashiftfromsplittogroupgenitivesisnot

intendedinheranalysis.

Allen（2013）claimsthatbothconstructions（i.e.splitandgroup）arecommoninEnglishand

whathappenedwastheabruptfavouringofthegroupoverthesplitgenitivenearthebeginning

oftheEarlyModernEnglishperiod（Allen2013:1）.Thereasonoffavouringofthegroupgenitive

is,accordingtoAllen（2013:32）,that・whenthepossessorwasfairlyshortandsimplebutthe

possesssum wascomplexenoughtomakesplittingawkward,whilethebusinessofthesplit

genitivewastopostposepartofanunwieldypossessorphrasewhilekeepingthepossessorin

prenominalposition.・However,inthekingofEngland・shat・,thepossessumhatdoesnotseemto

becomplexatall.

Inmyanalysis,whathappenedwasnotamatterofchoicebetweentwodifferentstyles,but

moredecisivereasonisbehindthischange,aswehavediscussedabove.

Iclaimthatthe-esendingoftheOldEnglishgenitiveisthesourceofthePresent-DayEng-

lishDhead-・s.Furthermore,IproposethattheOldEnglishgenitivecaseending-esmadethe
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mostimportantcontributiontotheemergenceofaDsystem（cf.Osawa2003,2007,Allen2008;

2013,Crisma2012）.

InPresent-dayEnglish,caseissupposedtobeinsensitivetothematicrolesor・uninterpreta-

ble・（Chomsky2008）ifweusetheMnimalistProgram term,sincecaseisgivenstructurally.

UndertheMinimalistapproach,casefeatureofnominalsandpronounsaresupposedtobe

uninterpretable,becauseitdoesnothavemuchcontribution.Achangeincaseformsdoesnot

affectthemeaningofnominal（pronouns）.Lookatthefollowingexamples:

（18） a.Itissaid［theywerearrested］

b.Heexpected［themtobearrested］

c.Hewasshockedat［theirbeingarrested］

Fortheemergenceofgroupgenitives,itisnecessaryforagenitivecase-estobecomeastructural

case,whichisnotassociatedwithaparticularthematicrole.Myanalysisofwhathappenedto

thesplitgenitivesinOldEnglishisconsistentwiththeDPhypothesisunderwhichthegenitive

caseissupposedtobeastructuralcase.

Thus,forgroupgenitivestoappear,thedemiseofthethematicallymotivatedcasesystem

andtheliberationof-esendingfromthematicrestrictionsareprerequisite.

5.Conclusion

Inthispaper,Ihavetakenupthegroupgenitiveconstructionsandtriedtoanswertwoquestions:

①whytheywereabsentinOldEnglishand②whytheyappearedintheMiddleEnglishperiod.

Iclaimthatthegroupgenitivesweremadepossiblewhenthe-esendinglostitsthematicfunction

andchangedintoafunctionalcategoryD.

Whathappenedisthechangeinthecasesystem;thatis,thethematicallymotivatedcase

system gavewaytothesyntacticcasesystem.Thereafterthe-esendingdidnothavetobe

placedattheendofanounsinceitisnotaninflectionalcaseendingbutstructuralcase,which

ischeckedorassigneditsvaluebyafunctionalDheadinthecourseofthesyntacticderivation

ofMerge.Groupgenitivesweremadepossibleduetothischangefromamorphologicaltosyn-

tacticsystem.Thedifficultyoftreating-・sinPresent-dayEnglishisrootedinthisdiachronic

change.Thischange・frommorphologytosyntax・isneitherexceptionalnoranomalousinthe

historicaldomain.

Thus-esendinginthecomplexnominalstructurecouldplayacrucialroleintheemergence

ofafunctionalD.Thecaseending-es,amorphologicalelement,lostitspropertyofcaseinflec-

tion,intheoveralldemiseofmorphologicalcasedistinction.Ithasbecomeaphrase-finalclitic

andasafunctionalheadD,itcanprovideanewplaceinthenominalstructure.Sincethis-es

endingisaphrasalaffix,notacaseinflection,itaccommodatesmanyotherelements.

Thisgenitiveendingwasreanalyzedasaheaddeterminerandthegroupgenitiveconstruc-

tionwasestablishedassucharoundthemiddleofthe15thcentury.Supposedly,theestablish-

mentofgroupgenitiveconstructionstookplaceaftertheemergenceofaD-system.Thisexplains
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thetemporaldelayoftheappearanceofgroupgenitiveconstructions.Thus,wecanconclude

thatgroupgenitiveconstructionshavebeenmadepossibleduetotheemergenceofaD-system.
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