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1 Introduction

Genitive’s is the only remaining case inflection of nounsthe English language
(Biber 1999, 292) and its usage is defined in manyironments (Huddleston and
Pullum 2002, 467). When the inflectional genitivg&e due to syntactic, phonetic,
semantic or pragmatic reasons restricted off@nstruction replaces it (Quirk et al.
1985, 321; 1275-1277). Though the distribution bése two forms is often
complementary (Quirk et al. 1985, 1277-78), theeeruns with which the usage of
one or the other is not strictly stated (Quirk letl@85, 321). Among such cases are,
for example, nouns that refer to living human beinganimals and with which both
the genitive's and theof-construction are often acceptable (DuSkova 2@ 2, 92—
93). Nevertheless, even certain inanimate nouns prasent such ambiguity in
expressing the genitive case (Quirk et al. 198%;712The purpose of this thesis is to
provide a literature overview of English genitivearhs and the factors affecting the
choice between them, to determine the trends mguSaxon genitive with inanimate
nouns and to verify the findings using corpus data.

Firstly, an overview of relevant literature will lpeovided, with special focus
on factors which can influence the choice betwden tivo genitive alternatives.
Furthermore, changes in preference of the two fomilisbe stated, with special
attention to the variety of English, diachronic ge, and contextual influence. The
overview will then serve as a base for determirspgcific inanimate nouns which
can often be used with both the Saxon genitivethadf-construction.

Secondly, research questions which will emerge fiioenliterature overview will be
tested on the set of the inanimate nouns usingfdatathe BYU corpora provided
by Mark Davies (2004, 2008, 2010).

Thirdly, 1 will present thorough analysis of accdr data and provide
possible explanations for the results with respedyntactic, phonetic, semantic or
pragmatic reasons that the speakers might havednasklecting one form of the
genitive or the other.

Lastly, conclusions will be drawn and | will comntean fulfilling the

purpose of this thesis.



2 Genitive Forms in English

In English, there are two ways to express genitdermorphologically by adding
's or by post-modification with the prepositioh(Quirk et al. 1985, 318-331, 1275—
1285). Each of these constructions has their Istguispecificities which will be
introduced in the following text, together with faxs which affect the speakers’

choice between the two forms.
2.1 Saxon Genitive

2.1.1 Morphological and Phonetic Realization

The Saxon genitive, or the construction, is the inflectional from of the gare
(Quirk et al. 1985, 319-321) and grammar books rfQat al. 1985, Biber et al.
1999) agree on its morphological and phonetic zaabn. Morphologically, the
Saxon genitive is realized by adding the apostroptig’ to a noun phrase, or by
adding only the apostrophe. The former we applyaians in singular (1) or to nouns
in plural when the plural form is irregular (2).\ife have a regular plural noun, only
the apostrophe is added (3). Genitive realizedlaig is called the “zero genitive”
(Quirk et al. 1985, 319).

(1) (a) boy—boy’s
(b) girl—qirl's
(c) dog—dog’s

(2) (a) men—men’s
(b) women—women’s (Biber et al. 1999, 292)

(3) (a) boys—boys’
(b) ladies—ladies’ (Biber et al. 1999, 292)

The phonetic rules for pronunciation of the gemitare the same as for the
plural -s; after voiced consonants and vowels it is pronedr&s /z/, after unvoiced
consonants it is pronounces as /s/, when the wonb evith a sibilant, it is
pronounced as /iz/ (Quirk et al. 1985 319-321; Bdaieaal. 1999, 292-293) . The zero

genitive with plural nouns has no phonetic reala@at{Quirk et al. 1985, 319). There



are, though, some “irregularities” (Payne 2009,-82%). As Payne (2009, 325-326)
highlights, some proper nouns ending in a sibitdfeér a choice between the regular
genitive form’s and the zero genitive (4). Other nouns, “sucls@ecieswhich are
identical in the singular and plural obligatory ueg the zero form” (Payne 2009,
325).

4) (a) the Chambers’/Chambers’s

2.1.2 Grammatical Categorization

Regarding grammatical categorization of Englishitpes, different authors use
different systems and terminology. Even though e&cdok presents its own
categorization, certain categories are always dexu Quirk et al. (1985, 326—328)
distinguish “genitive as determinative” and “geveéti as modifier.” These two
grammatical categories are describe also in Huttiieand Pullum (2002, 467-470)
under the terms “subject-determiner” type of geesi and “attributive genitives,”

Biber et al. (1999, 294-295) then use the termgwlpecifying genitives” and

“classifying genitives.”

2.1.2.1 Genitive as Determinative

The determinative genitive functions as a determied as such, it cannot be
accompanied by other central determiners refetorthe head noun (5) (Biber et al.
1999, 294).

(5)  * The girl's that face (Biber et al. 1999, 294)

Nevertheless, the genitive is a NP itself and floeee it can have a central (or
other) determiner of its own (6) (Biber et al. 19294). And, Quirk et al. (1985,
326) say, if a determiner precedes a determingevetive, it belongs to the genitive
NP.

(6) (a)a qgirl's face
(b) the girl's face
(c) that girl's face (Biber et al. 1999, 294)



To demonstrate that the determiner belongs to ¢inéige NP, we can use an
example where the genitive NP and the head ofupersrdinate NP have different
number and therefore require different grammataggeement (Quirk et al. 1985,
326). In (7) the determinenany must refer to the worg@eople which is in plural

and not to the head noambition which is singular.

(7)  many people’s ambition (Quirk et al. 1985, 326)

An exception which Quirk et al. (1985, 327) statevith predeterminers such
as ‘all, both, or half: These words can belong to both the genitive NB te
superordinate NP, Quirk et al. (1985, 327) furtgere the example in (8) and
explain: “In [7], the predetermindyoth applies toparents but in [8] both can only

apply togirls’.

(8)  both [the girl's] parents [ = both parents of therlj [7]
[both the girls’] mother [ = the mother of bothetyirls] [8]
(Quirk et al. 1985, 327)

Because the determinative genitive is a centralndef determiner, the
superordinate NP is always definite, even though dknitive NP may have an
indefinite article. This can be demonstrated byvjgiog a correspondingf-
construction, which always starts with definiteedatiner as in (9) and (10). To have
an indefinite reference, we have to use akeonstruction (11) (Quirk et al. 1985,
326-327).

(9) (a)[a horse’s] hind leg
(b) [some people’s] opinions

(c) [the Italian government’s] recent decision (Quirk et al. 1985, 326)
(10) (a)the hind leg of [a horse]

(b) the opinions of [some people]

(c) the recent decision of [the Italian government] (Quirk et al. 1985, 327)

10



(11) (a)Susan’s son
(b) a son of Susan (Quirk et al. 1985, 327)

2.1.2.2 Genitive as Modifier

The descriptive genitive, on the other hand, dagsefer to specific things or people
but gives information about their types and Bibeale (1999, 294-295) state that
“they respond to the question ‘What type...?’ Rathan ‘Whose...?"”

Determiners and other modification preceding tijetof genitive NP do not
belong to this phrase but rather to the superoteliN® (Quirk et al. 1985, 327-328).
The examples in (12) demonstrate this fact—becthese is an indefinite article, it
can only refer to the wordomeand not to the worgeople sincepeopleis a plural
noun and indefinite articles can be used only vgithigle nouns. Therefore, the

indefinite article belongs to the whole NIBxurious) old people’s home

(12) (a)an old people’s home
(b) a luxurious old people’s home (Huddleston and Pullum 2002, 469)

Descriptive genitives, Biber et al. (1999, 295) htight, are similar to
adjectives and other premodifiers, they “form aseparable combination with the
following noun and do not usually allow an interiren adjective” (13) and their

corresponding preposition phrase is oftdargphrase (14).

(13) (a)a bird’s nest, children’s clothes
(b) * a bird’s new nest, * children’s new clothes  (Biber et al. 1999, 295)

(14) (a)children’s clothes
(b) clothes for children (Biber et al. 1999, 295)

Another feature of descriptive genitives with whit¢hey differ from
determinative genitives is their possible idioswsgras in (15) and also the fact that
they share some qualities with compounds, for examimgle stress placed in the
first word, that is, the genitive (Quirk et al. B)&28; Biber et al. 1999, 295).

11



(15) (a)a bull's eye
(b) a hornet’s nest (Biber et al. 1999, 295)

Huddleston and Pullum (2002, 470) also claim tlestcdptive genitives “are
a somewhat unproductive category,” because expressn (16) (a) are quite
common, while corresponding expression in (16)e)“quite marginal.”

(16) (a)a summer’s day, a winter’'s day

(b) ? a spring’s day, ? an autumn’s dayHuddleston and Pullum 2002, 470)

2.1.2.3 Other Grammatical Categories

Another grammatical category of genitives, whiclh thle three grammar books
(Quirk et al. 1985, Biber 1999, Huddleston and @uall2002) mention, is the
category of “elliptic genitives” (Biber 1999, 2982 or “the independent genitive”
(Quirk 1985, 329; Biber 1999, 297), examples predidn (17). The authors use
different individual categories for this kind ofrgéve based on their classification,
Huddleston and Pullum (2002) use three categoriéssetl subject-determiner-
head,” “oblique genitives” and “predicative gendiV These are all types of genitives
which are not followed by overt NP and, therefaxe, cannot transform them into
correspondingof-genitives. For this reason, they are excluded ftbem empirical
studies in genitive choice (e.g. Ehret et al. 204#hrichs and Szmrecsanyi 2007)

and | will not include them in my thesis either.

(17) (a)Max’s attempt wasn’t as good as [Kim’s].
(b) She’s [a friend of Kim’s].
(c) All this is [Kim’s]. (Huddleston and Pullum 2002, 467)

2.1.3 Semantic Categorization

Quirk et al. (1985, 321-322) distinguish eight eiffnt meanings of genitive and
present them with their “analogues,” i.e. how tleaitve can be expressed by other
words, for example as in (18). The meanings theyinreuare shown in (19): (a)
possessive genitive, (b) subjective genitive, (ojective genitive, (d) genitive of
origin, (e) descriptive genitive, (f) genitive ofemsure, (g) genitive of attribute, and

(h) partitive genitive.

12



(18) (a)my wife’s father
(b) My wife has a father. (Quirk et al. 1985, 321)

(19) (a)Mrs Johnson’s passport / Mrs Johnson has a passport
(b) her parents’ consent / Her parents consented.
(c)the boy’s release / (...) released the boy.
(d) the girl's story / The girl told a story.
(e)a women'’s college / a college for women
(f) ten day’s absence / The absence lasted ten days.
(g) the victim’s courage / The victim was courageous.
(h) the baby’s eyes / The baby has (blue) eyeuirk et al. 1985, 321-322)

Nevertheless, Shumaker (1975) points out that ohgidgenitives into
semantic categories can be problematic and thersfoe suggests her own division.
It is also grounded in paraphrases but insteadgbt eategories, she defines thirteen,
which, as she says, better describe the meaniggrofives. Eight of her categories
are more or less equivalent to those of Quirk e(1£85), the five extra express the
following relations (20): (a) “the ones who,” (tihe X that Y verbs,” (c) “the PTA
of which you are a member,” (d) “a family or a sdcielationship between the
modifier and the headword,” and (e) “a head woat th located in space or time by

the modifier.”

(20) (a)the magician’s helpers / the ones who help the oiagi
(b) Colonel McClure’s chore / the chore that ColonelGlare performs
(c) his band / the band of which he is a member
(d) Paul’s father / the father of whom Paul is son
(e)the garden’s idol / the idol in the garden (Shumaker 1975, 73-80)

Kreyer (2003) then, for his research purposes, aoeslthe two systems into
one, which consists of 9 categories. He adoptsdemantic categories which Quirk
et al. (1985, 321-322) define—possessive, parfisubjective, objective, attribute,
and origin. From Shumaker’'s (1975) original syst&meyer (2003) uses (20)(d)

which he calls “kinship,” and further he merges enof her categories in two distinct

13



classes (21): (a) “disposal™—“X makes use of Ydgh) “Time & Space™—"(the)
Y in X, (the Y for X).”

(21) (a)Peter’s doctor / Peter has the doctor at his dsgo
(b) Detroit’s cold streets / the cold streets in Detroi

Tomorrow’s weather / the weather for tomorrow (Kreyer 2003, 178)

This short summary implies that semantic categbamaof genitives is
indeed problematic and different authors modifyagcording to their needs and
opinion on how many individual categories are neasgs to properly depict the

semantics of genitives.

2.1.4 Distribution

The Saxon genitive is, according to Quirk et aR88, 1277), mostly used with
proper names and other nouns denoting humans. Aain@uns in general show a
tendency for the Saxon genitive, though it depemdthow much” animate they are.
Animals which are close to people in behavior owtoch people show affection are
more likely to be used witls than animals which do not show these propertigs (2
Inanimate objects then usually appear withdheonstruction, though certain types
of inanimate nouns (23) can be realized with thgo8agenitive, in order of the

examples: (a) collective nouns, which refer to augrof people; (b) geographical
names; (c) locative nouns; (d) temporal nouns; @jdother nouns “of special

relevance to human activity” (Quirk et al. 1985432

(22) (a)the horse’s tall
(b) the dog’s collar (Quirk et al. 1985, 324)

(23) (a)the government’s economic plans
(b) China’s development
(c) the school’s history
(d) today’s paper
(e)my life’s aim (Quirk et al. 1985, 324)

14



Instances in which there is more or less free @ébatween the genitive forms
also exist and will be dealt with further in thiesis.

2.2 Of-Construction
Theof-construction is a prepositional phrase which caiat alternative to the Saxon

genitive and “which is often equivalent in meaninghe genitive construction” (24)
(Quirk et al. 1985, 1275-1277).

(24) (a)the earth’s gravity / the gravity of the earth
(b) a doctor’s degree / the degree of doctor
(c)ten day’s absence / an absence of ten days
(d) the party’s policy / the policy of the party
(e)the earth’s surface / the surface of the eartQuirk et al. 1985, 321-322)

Often, speakers can choose between the two gefotires but in some cases,
either Saxon genitive or the-construction is strongly preferred (Biber et @09,
300-302).

Regarding the grammatical categorization of geed#jvit has been already
shown in (10) that the determinative genitive casilg be re-phrased by thd-
construction. The modifier genitive, though, astestaby Biber et al. (1999), is
“frequently paraphrased byfar-phrase rather than arf-construction” (25). Thef-
construction is commonly used with inanimate nooingith complex genitives (26)
which would be problematic to express or to un@ectwith the inflected genitive
(Quirk et al. 1985, 1277-1282).

(25) children’s clothes ~ clothes for children (Biber et al. 1999, 294-295)

(26) (a)?Sheis a man | met in the army’s daughter.
(b) She is the daughter of a man | met in the army(Quirk et al. 1985, 323)

15



3 Overlapping Distribution

Although the Saxon genitive and tbeconstruction have their specific environments
in which they are used, some cases exist in whioth of them are equally
acceptable (27) (Quirk, 1985, 1275-1277). The sprsathien have a choice which of
the two they will use. The choice, though, is notnpletely free but the speaker
chooses one or the other based on several fa&iar (et al. 1999, 300-301).

(27) (a)the city’s population
(b) the population of the city (Quirk et al. 1985, 1276)

3.1 Phonological Factors

3.1.1 Sibilancy

With proper names that end with a sibilant, theakpes can either use the genitige
and pronounce it as /iz/ or they can form the plwith zero genitive (Quirk et al.
1985, 320-321). According to the phonetic rulesceoming the genitive inflection,
if the word which ends in a sibilant is a commommathe pronounced /iz/ should be
obligatory. Hinrichs and Szmrecsanyi (2007) andeEkt al. (2014) examine, if the
finial sibilant, both in cases where the zero geaiis an option and in cases where it
Is not, influences the speaker in the choice betwtbe forms of the genitive they
use. According to their hypotheses, when therefiisah sibilant present, there might
be a tendency to avoid the inflectiora and use thef-phrase instead. Therefore,
construction in (28) (a) should be preferred tosthan (28) (b). While Ehret et al.
(2014), based on their results, dismiss the findilasicy as “less important
predictor,” Hinrichs and Szmrecsanyi (2007) stdtat ttheir corpus data show to
support this tendency, that is, if the possessds @ma final sibilant, it is more likely

to occur with theof-construction.

(28) (a)But that is the sad and angry side of Bu@fiinrichs and Szmrecsanyi 2007)
(b) But that is Bush’s sad and angry side.

3.1.2 Rhythm

Another phonological factor, investigated by Eheeal. (2014), is rhythm. As they
(Ehret et al. 2014) explain, rhythm in a spokenglaage is achieved by regular
alternation of stressed and unstressed syllablessaeakers should prefer such

16



constructions which avoid the contact of stressedirstressed syllable clusters.
Their results, though, do not support this hypathes constructions which show
strong eurhythmic patterns do not prefer the ofjesitive variation even when it is

more rhythmic.

3.2 Morphological and Syntactic Factors

Among morphological and syntactic factors which aeffect the genitive variation is
heaviness, or end-weight (Quirk et al. 1985, 128)e end-weight principle,
according to Biber et al. (1999, 304-305) and Qairkl. (1985, 1281-1282), means
that the length of NPs has an effect on the sp&akdioice between the Saxon
genitive and theof-phrase, putting the longer elements to the enérd’lare more
ways to measure the length of the constituentsyrasxample Ehret et al. (2014) or
Wolk et al. (2013) state: it can be simply measuogdthe number of individual
words or by the number of syllables, stresses onpimes. Wolk et al. (2013) then
choose to measure the length by the number of grdipbic characters because, as
they explain, using this method, they can measise the length of individual
words, if the genitive NPs (NP1 is the possessdrNiR2 is the possesstintonsist
each of only one word. Even in such cases the MR<e sensitive to end-weight,
Wolk et al. (2013) suggest that proper names in(&%re “heavier”’ than those in
(29)(b).

(29) (a)Apollonius, Sylvestre
(b) Tom, Dick (Wolk et al. 2013, 395)

When the NPs consist of more than one word, we taweeasure the length or
complexity of the whole phrase, where the NP cathér be modified by, for
example, a prepositional phrase (Ehret et al 20Wdified NPs can, then, create
complex structures, which are more likely to be putfurther position in the

genitive. Biber et al. (1999) further specify:

! The terms “possessor” and “possessum” are usedany authors, for example Ehret et al. (2014),
Hinrichs and Szmrecsanyi (2007), Rosenbach (2008Yalk et al. (2013), even though the semantic
relations expressed by genitives are not alwaygostession. Nevertheless, these terms effectively
show the relation between the two genitive NPs.

17



Most typically, s-genitive constructions are usedne-word dependent phrases. In
contrast, of-phrases are commonly used in muchelodgpendent phrases. (Biber et
al. 1999, 304)

Therefore, genitives in (30) should be more likelypccur than those in (31).

(30) (a)[np2the hat] of p1the lady a met in the shop] (Quirk et al. 1985, 1282)
(b) [ne1 the city]'s [wp2 usual rush-hour traffic]
(Huddleston and Pullum 2002, 478)
(c) [np2the creations] of p1 a relatively young designer from ltaly]
(Huddleston and Pullum 2002, 478)

(31) (a)*?[npithe lady | met in the shop] sz hat] (Quirk et al. 1985, 1282)
(b) [np2 the usual rush-hour traffic] ofyps the city]
(Huddleston and Pullum 2002, 478)
(c) [np1 a relatively young designer from ltaly]'sd. creations]
(Huddleston and Pullum 2002, 478)

All the studies conducted by Hinrichs and Szmregisé2007), Wolk et al.
(2013) and Ehret et al. (2014) agree that end-wesga reliable factor in predicting
the genitive choice. Wolk et al. (2013) and Ehtetle(2014) also remark that longer
NPs follow the end-weight rule more consistentlgrttshorter NPs and the reliability
is higher in possessors than in possesssums. Bossedased on their results, seem
to be affected by end-weight more in texts fromeraperiods, suggesting a
diachronic change (Wolk et al. 2013).

Kreyer (2003) examines differences between prefication and
postmodification of each of the NP separately, obsg if and how they influence
the choice between the Saxon genitive andofighrase. Overall, his results show
that both premodification and postmodification ughce the genitive choice. To
specify, premodification of NP1 and NP2 influenbe thoice as shown above, that
is, the heavier constituents tend to appear attite Regarding postmodification,
Kreyer (2003) implies that other than end-weighpr@ximity-principleis a decisive
factor—"those constructions are usually favourediclwhguarantee that related

constituents are in vicinity of one another” (20The example in (32) shows that
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when the related elements are separated by angtinese, the final structure is, as
Kreyer (2003) suggests, of doubtful acceptance.

(32) (a)the impact of agriculture on environment

(b) Zhe impact on environment of agriculture (Kreyer 2003, 197)
3.3 Semantic Factors

3.3.1 Animacy

Animacy is among the most decisive factors in gemithoice (Biber 1999, 306—
307). In English, animacy is not morphologicallyrikead but it may be expressed in
3" person pronouns, for examgie, she, his, her, himself, hersatfdwh-pronouns,
such aswho andwhich (Quirk et al. 1985, 314). As animate nouns in Ehghre
considered those which refer to humans (33)(apdrngher animals “with a special
concern” to people (33)(b) (Quirk et al. 1985, 335+ ).

(33) (a)Ann, lady, family
(b)dog (Quirk et al. 1985, 1277)

As Quirk et al. (1985, 316-317) state, collectiveums, for example
company, government, the pressthe publicalso show some degree of animacy,
because they can be perceived by speakers as@a@frpaople rather than inanimate
nouns. They can therefore appear with plural verinfin the singular, especially in
British English, and they also show a higher tengeto take the Saxon genitive
form (Quirk et al. 1985, 324).

Quirk et al. (1985, 317-318) further report thabgm@phical names (34)(a)
and locative nouns (34)(b) show a variation in adyy as well. When they are seen
as the people forming, for example, the state ercity, they take the Saxon genitive
(35)(a) but when they are meant strictly geogragdhjicthey tend to appear with the
of-construction (35)(b) (Quirk et al. 1985, 324).

(34) (a)Europe, the United States, London, Harvard (Quirk et al. 1985, 324)

(b) world, country, school
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(35) (a) *China’s map
(b) the map of China (Quirk et al. 1985, 1277)

Among other lexical classes which also stronglyfearé¢he Saxon genitive
are, according to Quirk et al. (1985), temporalnm®(B6)(a) and nouns “of special
relevance to human activity” (36)(b).

(36) (a)a day’s work, this year’s sales

(b) my life’s aim, love’s spirit, the novel’s structurgQuirk et al. 1985, 324)

The temporal nouns together with the animacy ckasaa be arranged into a
scale (Figure 1), which shows the probability c¢ ttoun appearing with the Saxon
genitive or theof-phrase. The nouns on the left tend to take th@sgenitive form,
while the more we move to the right, the more pbdbat is that the noun is used
with anof-phrase (Rosenbach 2008).

animate Inanimate
human N > animal N > collective N > temporal N > locative N > common inanimate N
the boy’s bike > the dog’s collar>  the company’s  Monday's London’s the building’s
director mail suburbs door
Figure 1 — Animacy scale (Rosenbato@)

Zaenen et al. (2013) particularly highlight the oripnce of considering
animacy in grammatical variations, saying thatsit“an important category” and
though it may be difficult to create clear animaayegories, the distinctions between
individual animacy classes are significant in natlanguage analysis. They also
point out that the distinctions can differ betwdanguages and there also might be
variability within one language. Furthermore, tleeqeption of animacy may change
based on the context and also over time, which méaat grammatical variations,
including the genitive choice, should be analyzedifmore than one point of view.

Consequently, linguists include animacy as a esievactor in the genitive
choice in their studies and they (Ehret et al. 2irichs and Szmrecsanyi 2007,
Kreyer 2003, Rosenbach 2008, Wolk et al. 2013) ssigthat animacy is among the
most influencing factors. Rosenbach (2008) proved animacy, though it often
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appears in correlation with other factors, is aasaefe feature which affects the
genitive choice and Ehret et al. (2014) presenmany as “the most important

factor” in their study.

3.3.2 Other Lexical Classes

Other lexical classes which affect the genitiveichare, according to Quirk at al.
(1985, 325) superlatives and ordinals. As they gagijtives which appear with these
words usually prefer the Saxon genitive and thotigly might be expressed by a
prepositional phrase, it is frequently the preposiin rather tharof (37).

(37) (a)the world’s best universities ~ the best univegsiin the world
(b) this country’s only university ~ the only univeysit this country
(Quet al. 1985, 325)

Also “expression witredge, end, surface, for ... sakdten appear with the
Saxon genitive but thef-construction is also possible (38), though, wheohs
expressions are lexicalized (39), the Saxon geniswvthe only realization (Quirk et
al. 1985, 325-326).

(38) (a)the water’s edge
(b) the edge of the water (Quirk et al. 1985, 325)

(39) money’s worth, at arm’s length, within arm’s reaclfQuirk et al. 1985, 326)

3.3.3 Semantic Roles

The relations which the genitive constructions espnt can also contribute to the
inclination towards one form or the other, Baduleseid Moldovan (2009) argue

that the two genitive variations do not have thmesaemantic interpretation because
in some cases the two constructions cannot be us®tH. They provide an example
of apart-wholerelation between the nousgk anddress While theof-construction

is completely grammatical and semantically accdptalthe Saxon genitive

counterpart cannot be used (40).

(40) (a)dress of silk
(b) * silk’s dress (Badulescu and Moldovan 2009, 217)
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Further in their study, Badulescu and Moldovan @0@xamine which
semantic relations the Saxon genitive andafheonstruction form out of 35 possible
semantic meanings. The results then show thatwieeféorms appear in only 19
relations and although there were examples of [8akon genitive and thef-
construction in all of the 19 categories, some vatrengly preferred by one or the
other. The Saxon genitive most frequently appeanegossessionkinship and
certain types opart-wholerelations, theof-construction was commonly used with
specificpart-wholerelations such as the one in (40) and them@asureandtheme
relations. This suggests, as Badulescu and Mold¢2@09) hypothesized, that the
two constructions prefer different semantic clasaed even within one category

their distribution might involve meaning differersce

3.4 Pragmatic Factors
Wider context in which the genitive is used mayoalsfluence the genitive choice
(Biber et al. 1999, 305-307). Among the specifinteatual factors are topicality and

language economy-related factors.

34.1 Topicality

The information which has already been given orclwhis known is usually put
before the new information (Biber et al. 1999, 3@3Yirk et al. (1985, 1282) define
the genitive choice regarding topicality as follows

The genitive (N1's N2) is generally favoured whe@ has a higher communicative

value than does N1 (example [1]), whereas the oftraction (N2 of N1) is

preferred when the thematic distribution is theeree (example [2]):

The speaker said that, among the global probleatsféltce us now, the chief one is

the world’'s economy. [economy is in focus] [1]

He went on to say, however, that in order to sutcee must first tackle the

economy of the industrialized nations, which is biasis for the sound economy of

the world. [world is in focus] [2]
(Quirk et al. 1985, 1282)

Ehret et al. (2014) include topicality in their gyt though they express it as

“definiteness” because, as they argue, the defiNiR is considered as “given
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information.” Their results indicate that definiems is the third most important
factor in genitive choice, even though, as theyainproper names prefer the
Saxon genitive much more reliably than other d&finNPs. Hinrichs and
Szmrecsanyi (2007) render the information statuspgghenomenal to factors such

as end-weight.

3.4.2 Economy-Related Factors
Hinrichs and Szmrecsanyi (2007) include economgteel factors among other
pragmatic factors which can influence the genitkieice. If a text is lexically dense,
the author needs to “compress” information, whiah be done, as they suggest, by
the Saxon genitive, which is “more economic codmgion” compared toof-
construction.

The results of the study conducted by Hinrichs &mnrecsanyi (2007)
suggest that, generally, Saxon genitive is usecerofien in texts with high lexical

density.

3.4.3 Thematic Genitives
Hinrichs and Szmrecsanyi (2007) also suggest “thiengenitives,” also labeled
“text frequency of the possessor head,” as a feahat can take part in the choice
between the two genitive forms. It implies that newhich do not usually appear
with Saxon genitive can use this form if it is irspecialized text dealing with the
topic of the noun, which also means that the testjdency of the noun will be
higher.

The results of the study, as Hinrichs and Szmrgeg@007) interpret them,
seem to follow this prediction, that is, if a tesktows higher frequency of a specific

noun, the probability of it being used with Sax@migive also increases.

344 Persistence

Hinrichs and Szmrecsanyi (2007) suggest that, véhparson hears a certain phrase,
it is likely that the person will use this phragemselves later, or if a person uses
one phrase in a text, it is possible that they usk it again further in the text. They
call this phenomenon “persistence” and it can lmeoring to them, applied to
genitive variation as well. Hinrichs and Szmrecs$d@8907) therefore examine if a
certain preceding genitive forms increase the aharichat particular genitive form
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being used again. Their results seem to imply thatsistence” also contributes to

the genitive choice.

3.4.5 Nested Genitives

Language users tend to avoid complex structuregshwdan be hard to understand
(Hinrichs and Szmrecsanyi 2007). For that reasbrhare is a structure which
consists of more than ored-phrase, speakers will change one of the phrages in

Saxon genitive and vice versa (41).

(41) (a)the bride’s father’s recent death
(b) the recent death of the bride’s father
(Hinrichs and Szmrecsanyi 2007, 456)

The nested genitives again proved to show the ¢éxgeendency in the study
of Hinrichs and Szmrecsanyi (2007).

Even though the pragmatic factors have an inflaemcthe genitive choice, it
is comparably smaller to the influence of semaatid lexical factors (Hinrichs and
Szmrecsanyi 2007; Ehret et al. 2014).
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4 Genitive Shift

The choice between the two genitives is not infagehonly by the factors mentioned
in the third chapter; it also varies in time andsdzh on the variety of English
(Rosenbach 2002; Hinrichs and Szmrecsanyi 2007).

4.1 Historical Changes
Rosenbach (2002) presents a study on how the twitivge forms were used
throughout history. According to her literature owew and her corpus data
analysis, Saxon genitive and the alterrafteonstruction usage has changed several
times. In Old English period, Rosenbach (2002)ne&i Saxon genitive was the
dominant structure but slowly thef-construction was spreading, until it was the
leading variant in Middle English period. Then, @wing to Rosenbach’s (2002)
data, in Early Modern English, Saxon genitive strto be favored again. She
further states that in these changes, animacy apidality were among the most
decisive factors. This short historical overviewows that the usage of the two
genitive forms is not constant and that the prefegeowards one form or the other
can change.

Regarding the preference in English spoken nowadajisrichs and
Szmrecsanyi (2007) state that “since the 1960s,relative frequency of the-
genitive has increased substantially” arglgénitive in particular has come to be

associated, over time, with more inanimate poss$es$so

4.2 Animacy Concept

Rosenbach (2008) examines animacy, as one of tisetfactors in genitive choice,
in an attempt to explain the base for the diaclorgeinitive shift. As she points out,
noun classes which are in the middle between aeiarad inanimate on the animacy
scale (Figure 1, p.20), such as collectives or ggagcal nouns, can be perceived
either as animate or inanimate based on what m#&gon the speaker chooses.
Rosenbach (2008) provides the exampleuniversity which can be seen as an
institution or as the people who work or study ¢éhekccording to the animate or
inanimate interpretation the speaker can inclineentowards Saxon genitive or the
of-genitive. As a result, even thougimiversity is not animate, it can be seen as

animate.
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In their study, Nieuwland and Van Berkum (2006gg@nt that the animacy
concept can be twisted. In their experiments, gteyw that, given sufficient context,
i.e. portraying an inanimate object with human-Ilguelities repeatedly, the subjects
start to accept these changes in animacy. MoredNieywland and Van Berkum
(2006) demonstrate that, in a specific context likg42), the subjects had shown
greater rejection towards the version where thewpeaas suddenly given standard
“peanut-like” qualities, specifically “being saltédhan when the peanut was further

described as “being in love”.

(42) A woman saw a dancing peanut who had a big smilei®face. The peanut
was singing about a girl he had just met. And jndgfrom the song, the
peanut was totally crazy about her. The woman thoitgvas really cute to
see the peanut singing and dancing like that. Teenpt was salted / in love,
and by the sound of it, this was definitely mutkéd was seeing a little
almond. (Nieuwland and Van Berkum 2006, 1106)

Zaenen et al. (2004) agree with Nieuwland and Vank&n (2006) that
animacy cannot be objectively measured and thd¢pends on groups of speakers
and the context, for example the use of metaphoneionymy, whether the word is
perceived as animate or inanimate.

Some nouns are more prone to evoking human-likétesa Kreyer (2003)
defines for his research purposes a special catefgor “inanimate personified
nouns” where he includes celestial bodies (43) (agchines, and means of
locomotion (43) (b). In his results he shows thampared to animate nouns, “the
preference for genitives is considerably lower fmersonified nouns but still
significant.” Zaenen et al. (2004) also proposefzasate category for vehicles for the
reason that “it has been observed that these eatett as living beings in some
linguistic contexts.” Rosenbach (2008) further exms that while it was and still is
common to use Saxon genitive with ships and baatause they “are often assigned
human, particularly feminine gender in English,”ist possible that this usage of
Saxon genitive with ships might “analogically exdéto other means of locomaotion.

(43) (a)the sun, the moon, the stars
(b) ship, boat, vessel (Kreyer 2003, 174)
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4.3 English Variety

Rosenbach (2002) and Hinrichs and Szmrecsanyi j28@#e that Americans use
Saxon genitive more often than British speakersases wheref-construction
would normally be preferred, that is, with inanimahouns. Hinrichs and
Szmrecsanyi (2007) consider “Americanization” gmasible factor for more Saxon
genitives in American English than in British. “An@anization,” they explain,
means that a certain linguistic feature, for exarigquent usage of Saxon genitive
with inanimate nouns, first appears in American IBhgand later it is adopted by
British English. In an answer to the question whyeXicans started using Saxon
genitive with inanimate nouns Hinrichs and Szmregsg2007) disagree with
Rosenbach (2008) that the genitive shift would Aesed by changes in speakers’
perception of animacy, in fact they consider ma&drs, especially end-weight and
pragmatic factors, which generally influence thaitjee choice.

Hinrichs and Szmrecsanyi (2007) note that animdqyossessors influences
the genitive choice less in American English tharBritish English and also that
Americans consider more the length of possessunike wleciding between the
genitive forms than the British. Regarding genitsleft, they believe that pragmatic
factors are more important than animacy. More gedgj thematic genitives seem to
appear more in later periods and with higher fregyeof Saxon genitives, especially
in American English and “type-token ratio” also et affect the genitive choice
greatly. The press language that Hinrichs and Szarg/i (2007) analyzed appears
to follow pragmatic factors, more accurately thesenomy-related and topicality.
American writers then, according to Hinrichs anangzcsanyi (2007), show bigger
tendency to consider language economy while wriang consequently they use
more Saxon genitives then British writers, everontexts which usually favor the

of-construction.

4.4 Overview

The choice between genitives is influenced by mfagyors, the most important
seem to be animacy and end-weight (Kreyer 2003ri¢hisa and Szmrecsanyi 2007,
Rosenbach 2008, Wolk et al. 2013, Ehret et al. R0%#atistically, speakers use
Saxon genitive with inanimate nouns more than tbegd to and in American
English the Saxon genitive is more frequent thamiitish English (Hinrichs and

Szmrecsanyi 2007, Rosenbach 2008). Even thougte#s®ns for this genitive shift
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are not completely agreed upon—Rosenbach (2008)estg) changes in perception
of animacy while Hinrichs and Szmrecsanyi (200®line to language economy

factors—the tendency towards Saxon genitive is niadde.
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5 Research Questions and Methodology

5.1 The Word Sample

| base the word sample for my corpus research erintlormation provided in the
literature overview. More specifically, | examirreettheory mentioned by Rosenbach
(2008) that, because of common usage of Saxonigeniith ships and boats,
speakers can analogically start using the Saxortigeralso with other nouns

denoting means of transport.

1. | (aero)plane + airplahe
2. | (bi)cycle

3. | boat

4. |bus

5. |car

6. | helicopter

7. |lorry + truck

8. | moped

9. | (motor)bike

10. | ship

11. | submarine / sub

12. | tanker

13. | taxi

14. | train

15. | tram

16. | tube (train) / underground (train) + subfvay
17. | van

18. | yacht

Table 1 — Means of Transport (in alphabetical grder

2 Since | search data both in British and AmericaglBh, | add the wordirplane because LDOCE
Online states it as the American equivaldrm@ngman Dictionary of Contemporary English Online
s.v. “aeroplane,” accessed February 18, 2015 /httpw.ldoceonline.com/).

® | include the word “truck” as the American Engliédtongman Dictionary of Contemporary English
Onling s.v. “lorry,” accessed February 18, 2015, httpamiv.Idoceonline.com/).

4 According to LDOC Onlinesubwayis the American English term to Britishbe or underground
and | also include it to my sample of word®figman Dictionary of Contemporary English Online
s.v. “tube; underground,” accessed February 185 2@p://www.ldoceonline.com/).
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To select specific words out of all possible meahsansport, | use materials
designed for learners of English, where there aoedsvoften arranged by their
semantic category. The Learn English Online Netw@f&O Network is “a not-
for-profit organisation registered in the UK [...]Jgmiding support to ESL learners
and teachers since 1999” (LEO Network, 2015). Theterials are accessible online
and they also provide topic-related vocabularglisuch as means of transport. The
means of transport which they illustrate are inlédb

Since the means of transport in number 16 is a oomg of two words, the
final word beingtrain, andtrain itself is placed under the number 14, | decide to
include in my research only the first words, thgttube and underground which
both are, according to LDOCE Online, independeninsaused to describe means of

transport.

5.2 Research Questions

Based on the literature overview provided, | detimee research questions, which |
use in the research part of my thesis. The resaardonducted using the set of
words introduced above.

Firstly, | compare the usage of Saxon genitive betwBritish and American
English to see, if the corpus data on means o§pram correspond to the notion that
the Americans use Saxon genitive more frequendy the British (Rosenbach 2002,
Hinrichs and Szmrecsanyi 2007).

Secondly, | focus more on American English and dvjgte a historical
development of the usage of Saxon genitive withmaea transport. According to
the studies by Rosenbach (2002) and Hinrichs amir&@=sanyi (2007), the Saxon
genitive frequency should have a rising tendency.

Lastly, | examine three factors shown in chapter eBd-weight, nested
genitives, and animacy categories of possessumd+vatt the Saxon genitive and
the of-construction data to determine whether the fadtdtsw the tendencies found

in literature with words denoting means of trangpor

®> www.learnenglish.de
® (Longman Dictionary of Contemporary English Onlisev. “tube; underground,” accessed February
18, 2015, http://www.ldoceonline.com/).
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5.3 Corpora

For my research, | use three corpora—Corpus of €opbrary American English
(COCA), Corpus of Historical American English (COHAoth created by Mark
Davies, and British National Corpus (BNC), origigatreated by Oxford University

Press.

531 COCA

As Davies (2008) describes COCA on his weBsitecontains over 450 million
words of text, which are divided into spoken, fictj popular magazines,
newspapers, and academic texts. The collectedsgatafrom the year 1990 and are
regularly updated; the last update is from sumn@d22It also allows the data to be
displayed by time intervals of five years, exceptthe most recent interval, which is
from 2010-2012.

532 COHA

COHA is a historical corpus containing “400 milliamords of text of American

English from 1810 to 2009” (Davies, 2010). It ist wvided into different types of

texts as COCA but it allows to look for changes; &xample in frequency or

meaning, over time. | use it to display the freques of genitive usage with means

of transport; the corpus is able to show individl@lyear intervals.

533 BYU-BNC

BNC, as Davies (2004) informs, is freely accessibie the internet in several
versions, | use the version and the interface ofkMZavies. It contains 100 million

words from the period of 1980s to 1993 and thestax¢ divided into sub-sections of

spoken, fiction, magazine, newspaper, hon-acadexoaemic and other.

5.4 Searching Corpora

To construct appropriate search queries for seagcthe corpora, | examine the
structure of an NP. Huddleston and Pullum (20029-333) state that an NP
contains a head of the NP, a determiner and oplyomadifiers. A genitive NP can
function as a determiner of another NP, for exang@ (a). As a NP itself, it has its
own determiner, which can vary (44) (b), (c), andcan also have its own
modification (44) (d).

" http://corpus.byu.edu/coca/
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(44) ([Pl genitive npa boat’s] hull] (COCA: 2009 MAG MotorBoating)
(b) [geniti\/e NP[determinerthe] [head boat’S]] hU" (COCA. 2008 FlC Analog)
() [ genitive nP[determineryour] [headOat’s]] hull

(COCA: 2011 FIC FantasySciFi)

(d) [ genitive NP[ determinerth€] [modifier POliC€] [headbOAt’s]] hull
(COCA: 2003 FIC FantasySciFi)

The search query in Figure 2 would enable to shesults which would
account for every possible combination of a deteemiand premodifiers since the
elements left to the head are not limited. Nevéeg this query would also display

results, where this would not be the genitive but the vdrd(45).

DISPLAY

@157 O cHART O kwic ©) COMPARE

SEARCH STRING

WDRD{S] I baat 's I

COLLOCATES
POS LIST

[ RANDOM I
Figure 2 — Search Query

(45) the boat 's not half-full (COCA: 2012 FIC Bk:LifedtNovel)

To exclude examples, where tlseis a verb, the query has to be changed.
Because the genitive NP is a determiner of andiigrthere has to be a head noun
following the genitive NP. Search query in Figur@a&ounts for tokens where the

genitive NP is followed immediately by a noun.
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@ 1sT O cHART O kwIc ) COMPARE

SEARCH STRING g

WORD(S)  [boat 's [nn*] |

COLLOCATES
POS LIST

EXNEE [ sesrch | [ reser |

Figure 3 — Search Query for Saxon Genitive Follobaéctly by a Noun

These results include cases where a) the NP cendisinly the head noun
and the genitive NP as the determiner (46), bhied noun is further postmodified
(47), and c) the noun is not the head noun butra gfaa compound noun or a
modifier of the head (48). The left-side part ot thuery is still free for any

determiner and modifiers of the genitive NP.

(46) the boat's engine throttled up (COCA: 2009 FIC Bk:Castaways)

(47) The test boat 's performance with the Volvo power
(COCA: 2006 MAG MotorBoating)

(48) anew boat's engine cover (COCA: 1997 MAG MotorBoating)

The head of a noun can also be premodified (Hutlleand Pullum 2002,
330-331). According to Biber et al. (1999, 674-5TB¢ premodification is realized
mostly by adjectives, participial premodifiers apttier nouns. The premodification
by other nouns is already accounted for in the yirefFigure 3, and to include the
premodification by adjectives and participial maehi$, | constructed the query in

Figure 4.

33



@ 15T O cHART O kwIc ) COMPARE

SEARCH STRING

WORD(S) I beat 's [{¥] [nn¥] I
COLLOCATES

POS LIST

RANDGM [ searcH || RrESET |

Figure 4 — Search Query for Saxon Genitive Followga@ Premodified Noun

This second query accounts for cases, where d)aaé noun is premodified
by one adjective (49), and b) the head is premediily a noun and an adjective
(50).

(49) His boat 's white exterior was marred (COCA: 2008 NEWS Houston)

(50) a centerpiece in the boat 's elegant dining room
(COCA: 1999 MAG MotorBoating)

The participial premodifiers, Biber at al. (199975% highlight, can be
“adjectival” or they can “have the character of nband in some instances their part
of speech (POS) can be “unclear.” In corpora, thetigpial premodifiers, in cases
where the POS is not clear, are tagged both adjantize and as a past participle of
a verb (Figure ) Therefore, the participial modifier should bepised using the
query in Figure 4. In case it was tagged as a nbwmould be displayed using the

query in Figure 3.

T

1 [l WRITTEN (1J@_VVN) REASONS (NNZ)

Figure 5 — Corpora Tags for Participial Modifiers

Though the premaodifiers of the head can be multBiker et al. (1999, 597)
states that in 70-80% cases the head noun hasomelymodifier. Therefore, |

8 The searched phrase “written reasons” is takem fiber et al. (1999, 575) as his example of
participial modifier.
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decided not to include another query which wouldrae for multiple adjectival
premodification or adjectives which are themselveslified by an adverb.

Regarding postmodification, the head noun can éelyfrpostmodified, there
IS no restriction on postmodification in eithertbe two queries. The restriction is,
though, on postmodification of the genitive NP tlas means of transport is directly
followed by the genitive 's. The postmodificatiapossible but, as Huddleston and
Pullum (2002, 478) state, “heavy dependents [ ..eHaadency ... ] to be positioned
to the right of the head,” therefore, (51) (b) iefprred to (51) (a).

(51) (a)arelatively young designer from Italytseations

(b) the creations of a relatively young designer fraatyl
(Huddleston and Pullum 2002, 478)

Biber et al. (1999, 294) mention that Saxon geaitith plural nouns is less
common than with singular nouns. After examinin@lipninary (without further
manual sorting) data of plural genitives in COCAl &8NC, available in Table 2, the
frequencies are indeed small and therefore, | éurtiestrict my research only to
singular nouns.

The BYU corpora are preset to search for only tinst fone hundred of hits,
therefore, to obtain all the results for the querlechange the frequency for number
of hits to 10,000 (Figure 6).
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Means of Transport -
Plural COCA |[BNC

a1
g

ships 143

[ER
(o)

cars 85

trucks 27

boats 25

planes 24

trains

bikes

©IN O O~ W IN e

O

-9. | helicopters

subs

10. yachts

11.-13.]| bicycles

tubes

vans

oo

14. airplanes

15.-17. | cycles

ANy IDNINIDN Al lae!INIO

buses

submarines

|l NS

18.-20. | aeroplanes

tankers

trams

21.-25. | lorries

motorbikes

O lol0|k [

taxis

undergrounds D

OIOIRP|IOWIOIOCO|IOIN|O|OOCO|IO|IN|O|N|0 OO |01 (N |O

subways 0

Table 2 — Total Frequencies of Plural Genitive€MCA and BNC

HIDE OPTIONS g

# HITS FREQ 10000 KWIC 100 -
GROUP BY WORDS -
DISPLAY RAW FREQ

SAVE LISTS NO -

Figure 6 — Frequency for Number of Hits

After acquiring the data for each query, | manuakamine each token and
exclude those a) which do not refer to a meansaoisport but to a person (52) or

which have a different meaning (53), b) where theis not a Saxon genitive
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morpheme but contracted form of the vetb be followed by a verb in-ing form
which is in the corpora tagged as a noun (54),@nghere, after repeated attempts,
the corpora does not display any text or furthérimation to the token even though

it is included in the results and counted in tHaltoumber of results.

(52)a low hill not far from Pham Van 's store (COCA: 1990 FIC Mov: Tremors)

(53) shifting the tube 's position until it balancestbe rod
(COCA: 1995 MAG Astronomy)

(54) and that van 's still runnin' every Friday (COCA: 1992 FIC Bk: Prophet)
Further, because COCA and BNC do not have the senoeint of data, and
also COHA does not have the same amount of datavery period, | counted

relative frequencies per million words (pmw) to qmare the results from each

corpus and from the individual periods of COHA.
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6 Corpus Data

6.1 British and American English

The literature states that in American English 8axon genitive is generally more
frequent than in British English (Rosenbach 200&yiehs and Szmrecsanyi 2007)
and also that American English is more open to @taog the Saxon genitive with
inanimate nouns than British English (Szmrecsa®i7. Therefore, | hypothesize
that the Saxon genitive with means of transporil aiso be more frequent in

American English.

Means of Transport | COCA
1. ship 2754
2. car 1641
3. plane 636
4, boat 627
5. truck 401
6. bike 256
7. train 193
8. airplane 124
9. van 123
10. sub 77
11. helicopter 72
12. bus 59
13. yacht 34
14. submarine 27
15. bicycle 22
16. taxi 17
17. tanker 1%
18. subway 9
19. tram 8
20. underground 5
21. lorry 3
22.-23. aeroplane 2
cycle 2
24.-26., moped C
motorbike C
tube 0

Table 3 — Occurrence of Saxon Genitives in Amerigaglish in Descending Order

— Absolute Numbers, Unsuitable Tokens Manually Eeel
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Means of Transport | BNC
1. ship 406
2. car 226
3. boat 67
4. train 37
5. plane 31
6. yacht 21
7. van 20
8. helicopter 13
9. lorry 11
10. bike 9
11. truck 9
12. aeroplane A
13.-16. cycle 3
submarine 3
taxi 3
underground 3
17.-18, bus 2
tanker 2
19.-21 .| bicycle 1
motorbike 1
sub 1
22.-26. airplane C
moped (
subway Q
tram 0
tube 0

Table 4 - Occurrence of Saxon Genitives in BritSiglish in Descending Order —
Absolute Numbers, Unsuitable Tokens Manually Exetud

Table 3 and Table 4 provide the incidence of Sagemitives in American
and British English in absolute numbers after theuitable tokens were excluded.
The comparison of Saxon genitives in the two Ehgliarieties can be seen in Graph

1, where the relative frequencies per million waads displayed.
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Graph 1 — Relative Frequencies pmw of Saxon Gestim COCA and BNC in

Descending Order
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6.2 Historical Development in American English
Rosenbach (2002) and Hinrichs and Szmrecsanyi §2603gest that the usage of
Saxon genitive is rising, therefore, my hypothes&es that the frequency of Saxon

genitive with means of transport will have a ristegdency as well.

'I\Ifer?]rs];g:t 181(01820| 1830| 1840| 1850 1860| 1870| 1880| 1890| 1900| TOTAL
1. ship 4 21| 118| 138| 149| 121| 109| 115 195| 112 1082
2. boat 3 7| 25| 33 73| 35| 35| 26| 37| 17 291
3. yacht g o 6 0 0 1 0 3 6 1 17
4. train 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 3 1 5
5. car 0 O 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 3
6.-7. | aeroplane D O 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1

truck 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1

TOTAL 7| 28| 149| 171| 222| 157| 144| 145| 245| 132

Table 5 — Saxon Genitive Occurrence in Absolute Bers in COHA 1810 — 1900,
in Descending Order, Unsuitable Tokens Manuallyl&cked

Table 5 displays absolute numbers of Saxon gesitive COHA in individual
decades from 1810 to 1900. It also provides tdtaighe Saxon genitives of each
means of transport throughout the periods as vgelbathe occurrence of all Saxon
genitives in each period. Since in the periods shmwTable 5 many of the means of
transport were not invented yet, | include in thBlé only those means of transport
which have at least one token of Saxon genitivat ilrast one of the periods.

Table 6 below provides the absolute numbers foloB8aenitives in COHA
in the decades from 1910 to 2000. In this tableetlage results for all the means of
transport, even if the total occurrence of Saxonitye with the one means of
transport was zero because by the last decade(Qff, 2¥ery one of the means of
transport was known and therefore there was theilpby to use it with Saxon

genitive.
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Means of

Transport 19101920| 1930| 1940| 1950| 1960| 1970| 1980| 1990| 2000| TOTAL
1. ship 178 201| 264| 262| 304| 242| 167| 274| 257| 352 2501
2. car 9 6 9 15| 32| 57| 62| 52| 103| 163 508
3. plane Q 19| 28| 38| 55| 51| 49| 53| 28| 46 367
4. boat 42 43| 29| 17| 34| 18| 26| 28| 43| 54 334
5. truck 1 1 2 6 14| 14, 22| 14| 38| 51 163
6. train 5 5 10| 14 9 13 5 14| 22 106
7. submarine 10 3| 13 7 1 4 2| 19 2 5 66
8. airplane 0 11 4 7 9 2 6 3 7| 10 59
9. van 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 11| 12| 19 46
10. yacht 9 4 2 1 9 11 3 4 0 2 45
11. helicopter ( 0 0 2 1 6 7 6 6 9 37
12. sub q 0 0 3 5 2 2 8 1 10 31
13. | bus Qg O 0 0 1 0| 11 3 6 9 30
14. bike 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 1 5 15 26
15. | tanker @ 1 1 3 5 8 2 4 1 0 25
16. taxi 0 0 2 1 0 0 1 3 4 4 15
17. bicycle 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 4 8
18. | subway 0 O 1 1 0 2 0 1 0 0 5
%g: aeroplane » o/ 1| ol o/ ol o] ol o o 3

lorry 0 0 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 3
21. | tube 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 2
22.-
24. | cycle q o 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0

tram 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0

underground D O 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
gg: moped 0 ol o/ ol o o o o o o 0

motorbike 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

TOTAL 256| 301| 362| 375| 486| 426| 381| 492| 529| 775

Table 6 — Saxon Genitive Occurrence in Absolute Bers in COHA 1910 — 2000,
in Descending Order, Unsuitable Tokens Manuallyl&cked
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Graph 2 — COHA Historical Development of the Sax@enitive Relative
Frequencies in Historical Order

Graph 2 shows the relative frequencies per milNi@nds of Saxon genitives in
each decade, thus providing a linear representatidhe usage of Saxon genitive

with means of transport from 1810s to 2000s.

6.3 Saxon Genitive and theOf-Construction

As the third part of my research | focus on congmariof Saxon genitive and tbé
construction in American English using represewtateatures from the categories of
factors influencing the genitive choice describedChapter 3. From morphological
and syntactic factors | examine end-weight, in gsdmafactors | focus on the
semantic category of the possessum, more accurhtetysider in which of the
categories on the animacy scale (Figure 1, p.20ptssessum belongs to; and from

pragmatic factors | examine nested genitives.

6.3.1 Sample

Because there is immense amount of data in theocarp work only with sample

examples of each means of transport. With restiltess than 100 tokens | include
each example, when there are more than 100 tolkenthé means of transport, |
make random search for 100 examples. | take Sagoitige as the assigner of the

number of examples, therefore, even if there areerapamples obf-constructions, |
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select only corresponding number of examples tarenthat each means of transport
is represented in the same proportion

With Saxon genitive, | use the general query whscim Figure 2 in order to
have all the tokens displayed at once. Only thdam fiossible to use the option of
random search in the corpora (Figure 7). After aouy the random sample, |
manually select the first 100 examples which fulfiie requirements stated in
Chapter 5.4 Searching Corpora. These 100 examptethan used to examine the
factors. If there are less than 100 examples aouprd Table 3, | use them all

without making random search.

= Freq B

733 |

-l_ Help / information / contact

FAGE: =< = 1/8 > >>
SAMPLE: 100 200 500

Figure 7 — Random Sample

To display all the tokens together with thieconstruction, | use the function
of collocates in my search query (Figure 8). Thanspetweerof and the means of
transport is set to 5, which refers to the maximuwmber of words between them,
allowing the corpus to include determiners and difrers. After receiving the
results | again use the option for random samptesatect the corresponding number
or the first 100 suitable examples of each meartsaogport.

SEARCH STRING g

worD(s)  [or |
COLLOCATES hoar 0 - 5w
POS LIST S .

EXNEEM [ sesrce | [ Reser |

Figure 8 — Search query for tb&construction

° Only in the case d$ubthere were fewer examples afconstruction than Saxon genitives, thus, |
reduced the number of examples of Saxon genitivesatch the number aff-constructions.
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| limit the examples only to those which can bensfarmed into
corresponding Saxon genitive phrases with the meénsansport as the genitive.
Therefore, | exclude examples where the meansaokport is not the head of the
possessor (55), when it is postmodified (56), oemwkhe words in between do not

belong to one genitive phrase (57).

(55) [np2an evocation] of \p1 the generic boat form]
(COCA: 1997 MAG ArtAmerica)

(56) [np2the sound] of \p; @ boat puttering up the river]
(COCA: 1998 FIC SouthernRev)

(57) the side of the wing. Another boat  (COCA: 2009 SPOK Fox_Susteren)

Since | examine American English in COCA, | exclwderds which are not
American but British (aeroplane, lorry, tube, urgteund), words with no results in
Saxon genitive (moped, motorbike) and words witmimal number of results
(cycle).

6.3.2 Examined Factors
With each set of examples | proceed in the follgnivay:

(1) | count the number of orthographic characfes$ both the possessor (NP1) and
the possessum (NP2). Then | count the arithmetamnnhength of NP1 and NP2 of all
the examples for each means of transport in omlerdeive comparable data.

When counting the possessum in th&constructions |, following the
methodology of Ehret et al. (2014) and (Wolk etZil13), exclude the determiner,
which is not used in the equivalent with the Saxgemitive (58). Their reason to
exclude the determiner is to ensure that the lengtthe NP2s is comparable with

both genitive forms.

(58) (@) attached to |pothe keel] of {1 a boat]

19 According to Wolk et al. (2013) it is a reliableethod and takes into account the length of
possessor and possessum when they consist of arelyword, as is more thoroughly described in
Chapter 3.2.
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(COCA: 2007 ACAD Druglssues)
(b) attached to {p1 a boat]’s [yp. keel]
(c) *attached to {jp1 a boat]’s [\p2 the keel]

| hypothesize that the sample should follow then@gle of end-weight
(Biber et al. 1999, 304-305; Quirk et al. 1985, 112B82), that is, with Saxon
genitives, the possessors (NP1) should be shdréer the possessums (NP2); and
with of-constructions, the possessors (NP1) should beetotigan the possessums
(NP2).

(2) | count the number of examples where the pgssesis human, animal,

collective, temporal, locative, or common inanimatein, thus examining which of

these types of nouns appear in the position ofssggsum with means of transport
most often and how common it is for nouns highetl@animacy scale (Figure 1,
p.20) to appear as a possessum. According to Rasknf2008), who states that,
especially with Saxon genitive, the possessors tetd higher on the animacy scale
(Figure 1, p.20), my hypothesis is that possesssimsild be of the same or lower

animacy category.

(3) The third category which | consider is negjeditives in the sample. | divide the
cases into three categories with respect to thedmf the genitives participating in
creating the nested genitives. More specificallypie whether the nested genitive is
formed by twoof-constructions, two Saxon genitives or a combimatd the two
forms. The combination of the two genitives shoblkel preferred according to
Hinrichs and Szmrecsanyi (2007, 456), and | hypo#eethat it should be prevalent

also with the sample of means of transport.

6.3.3 Acquired Data

Table 7 provides the values of end-weight for Sagenitives, Table 8 shows the
values forof-constructions. Because the number of examples @atth means of
transport was not the same, the results are giyeitsbarithmetic mean to make

further comparisons possible. The end-weight isytediin orthographic characters.
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mean end- mean end-
means of . weight of the
weight of the

transport possessor (NP1) po(SNSSZ?um
helicopter 13.64 9.78
submarine 13.19 10.11
subway 12 12.78
airplane 10.98 11.92
bicycle 10.41 16.59
tanker 9.27 11.53
truck 8.92 8.7
yacht 8.71 13.03
train 8.27 9.72
plane 8.26 9.91
bike 7.48 11.85
boat 7.48 10.47
tram 7 9.63
ship 6.97 9.34
taxi 6.88 6.71
car 6.48 10.53
van 6.34 8.73
bus 6.24 10.58
sub 6.17 10.73
TOTAL MEAN 8.67 10.67

Table 7 — Mean End-Weight of Possessors and Passsssy Saxon Genitive,

Counted in Orthographic Characters
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mean end-

means of mean end- weight of the

transport weight of the possessum

possessor (NP1) (NP2)

submarine 15.7 8.44
helicopter 15.06 7.61
tanker 12.73 7.27
subway 11.89 9.44
airplane 11.86 8.03
yacht 11.62 8.47
train 11.6 8.56
plane 10.74 7.56
bicycle 10.59 8.73
truck 9.97 5.24
sub 9.3 9
bike 9.25 8.84
tram 8.88 5.75
boat 8.71 7.28
ship 8.21 8.02
taxi 8.12 7.06
bus 7.64 6.97
van 7.42 6.08
car 7.1 6.61
TOTAL MEAN 10.34 7.63

Table 8 — Mean End-Weight of Possessors and Passssi Of-Constructions,

Counted in Orthographic Characters
Visualization of the end-weight data is given ina@n 3 for Saxon genitives

and in Graph 4 forof-constructions. The data are sorted by the lendthhe

possessor (NP1) in descending order.

48



B possessor
(NP1)

B possessum
(NP2)

ns
snq

ueA

Jeo

Ixe}

diys

weus

Teoq

Aq
aueld
ures}
yoeA
3onn
Iauel
a]2/a1q
aue|dire
Kemqgns
aurewqns
lardooljay

Graph 3 — End-Weight of Saxon Genitives in Desaap@rder by NP1

M possessor

(NP1)

Hpossessum
(NP2)

leo

ueA

snq

Ixe}

diys

eoq

weu

g

ns

NN
9]9A21q
aue(d
uren
iyoeA
yue|dure
{emgns
1ayjuel
lardoolay
aunewqgns

Graph 4 — End-Weight @df-Constructions in Descending Order by NP1
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The results for the category of animacy are in @&bfor both Saxon genitive
and theof-construction. The table provides overall data fritme whole sample of
each type of genitive given in percentages. Indaegory of common inanimate
noun, part-whole relation is included, as it appddrequently in the sample. Other
nouns in this category did not show any common séimaelations, therefore are
not given in separate categories.

animacy category Saxon genitive of-construction
human 5.45% 5.30%
animal 0.009 0.00%
collective 1.849 0.59%
temporal 0.25% 0.00%
locative 0.009 0.00%
common inanimate | _____ 924606 _____93.88%
— part-whole relatioh 61.27%, 63.29%

Table 9 — Percentage of Animacy Categories of Rssses in the Sample of Saxon

Genitives andf-Constructions

Saxon genitive

of-construction

(1193 (1193
examples) examples)
total incidence of
nested genitives 115(9.64%) 62 (5.2%)

nested Saxon
genitives

nested of-
genitives

21

alternation of
Saxon and of-

genitive

115

41

Table 10 — Occurrence of Nested Genitives and Thges with Saxon Genitive
and theOf-Construction in Absolute Numbers

Table 10 shows the occurrence of nested genitivélse sample. Due to the

low frequency, the number and types of nested igesitare given in absolute
numbers. For better orientation on how much ofgample is comprised of nested
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genitives, the percentage is given in parenthesesht total incidence of nested
genitives in the sample.
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7 Discussion

7.1 British and American English

The results of relative frequencies from BNC andG20n Graph 1 (p. 40) show
that, generally, American English speakers use ®Bagenitive with means of
transport more often than British English speaketsich supports my hypothesis.
The few exceptions involve words which are typigaBritish, such aslorry,
aeroplaneor underground Other cases where British English uses Saxortigesi
more than American English are with the wona®torbike, cycleand yacht
Motorbike andcycle both show very low frequencies of uses with Sagenitives.
Yacht on the other hand, is the only example of a medngansport which is
extensively more frequent in British English witaX®n genitive than in American
English.

The most used means of transport with Saxon gesitareship andcar in
both languages, which corresponds with findingsnfrthe literature (Rosenbach
2002, Hinrichs and Szmrecsanyi 2007). The wondpedandtubehad zero number
of tokens in both British and American English.

7.2 Historical Development in American English

Graph 2 (p. 43) provides overall results of thegesaf Saxon genitive in each
decade chronologically from 1810 to 2000. It shotkst, even though the
development is not completely linear, there issang tendency over the years to use
Saxon genitive more often, which affirms my hypaike

Table 5 (p. 41) and Table 6 (p. 42) provide anginsinto the representation of each
means of transport in the individual decades. Taguencies from the f9century,
which are in Table 5 (p. 41), show that the highestge of Saxon genitive is with
the wordsboat andship, the only other words with at least one incideat&axon
genitive areaeroplane car, truck, train, andyacht Out of these five, onlyachtis
used with Saxon genitive earlier than the 1880bleTé (p. 42), which provides the
results from the 20 century, demonstrates wider variety of Saxon gesstwith
different means of transpoBhip same as in the f&entury, has the largest number
of occurrence with Saxon genitive, the secondas thenplane boat truck, and
train. Other means of transport have incidence lowan @0, the lowest frequency

is with British nouns deroplane lorry, tube andundergroungl, nounscycle tram
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andsubway the means of transpartotorbikeandmopedhave zero occurrence with

Saxon genitive.
7.3 Saxon Genitive and theDf-Construction

7.3.1 End-Weight

With the Saxon genitive construction, NP2 is themednt at the end of the genitive
structure and therefore, by the rules of end-weighshould be longer than NP1
(Biber et al. 1999, 304-305; Quirk et al. 1985, 12B82). For example, in (59), the
possessor NEhe planehas 8 orthographic characters and the possessufaldxe-
covered rudderhas 20 orthographic characters, which supports eth@-weight

principle.

(59) [npithe plane]’s [p2 fabric-covered rudder] (COCA: 2004 NEWS Atlanta)

Graph 3 (p. 49) displays the mean end-weights ofdN&d NP2s of each
means of transport. Most of the results correspoanld the end-weight principle,
which means, that NP2 is longer than NP1. The erbeptions out of the 19 means
of transport arehelicopter submarine truck, andtaxi. With taxi and truck the
difference between the lengths of the NPs is mihinoaly in decimals, but
helicopter and submarine both show greater span between the NPs lengths.
Helicopter and submarineare both long words, their length is 10 in ortlagnc
characters fohelicopterand 9 forsubmarine which, with the addition of other NP
elements, makes their NPs longer than most of tisegssums with Saxon genitives,
e.g. (60).

(60) (a)[npzthe helicopter]’s [ doors] (COCA: 2012 FIC MassachRev)
(b) [np1 the submarine]’sp2 hatch]
(COCA: 1996 FIC Mov:EscapeFromLA)
(c) [np1the train]’s [np2 doors] (COCA: 2004 FIC Bk:LastGoodDay)
(d) [np1 the plane]’s fyp, motor] (COCA: 2002 FIC Storyworks)

The of-constructions should display the reverse tendetign Saxon
genitives, that is, imf-constructions, the NP1 should be longer than NPR ia the
end-of-the-phrase element (61).
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(61) [np2top] of [yp1the airplane] (COCA: 1997 SPOK PBS_Newshour)

Graph 4 (p. 49) provides the mean end-weight redolt of-constructions,
and we can see that each means of transport foltbeesend-weight principle.
Although, the results for Saxon genitives do notregpond with the end-weight
principle in all the cases, the majority of themgdaall of theof-construction data,

follow this principle, which supports my hypothesis

7.3.2 Animacy Category

Table 9 (p. 50) provides the percentage of the gszsens (NP2) being a
representative of the animacy categories from thmacy scale (Figure 1, p. 20).
The majority of the NP2s are in the categorycommon inanimateouns (62)
(92.46% in the Saxon genitive sample, 93.88% inabeonstruction sample). The
most frequent semantic sub-category of tbenmon inanimat@ouns ispart-whole
relation (63) with 61.27% in the Saxon genitive p@mand 63.29% in thef-
construction sample. Other examples did not shoy specific semantic category

within common inanimataouns, therefore they are not treated separately.

(62) (a)the car’scolor (COCA: 2011 FIC Commentary)
(b) name of the ship (COCA: 2002 FIC FantasySciFi)

(63) (a)the bike'sfront wheel (COCA: 2011 MAG Bicycling)
(b) bottom of the ship (COCA: 1991 FIC BkSF:StarfireDown)

The categories higher on the scale are of littleuoence, the category of
human(64) with 5.45% for Saxon genitive and 5.3% for tfeconstruction being
the largest incidence of the five categoriesinan, animal, collective, temporal,
locative). Collectivenouns are present in 1.84% of Saxon genitivesi@@ds9% of
the of-constructionsTemporalnouns appear only in the Saxon genitive sample at
0.25%, in theof-construction sample it is not present at all. Tést of the categories

(animalandlocative do not appear in either of the genitive samples.
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(64) (a)driver of the other car (COCA: 1994 MAG Fortune)
(b) the truck’sowner (COCA: 1993 FIC Mov:PerfectWorld)

Overall, the most frequent animacy category ofghesessum (NP2), when
the possessor (NP1) is a means of transpocpnamon inanimate nourCategories
higher on the animacy scale (Figure 1, p. 20) appeaimally, and when they do,
they are often of the categonyman These results support my hypothesis that the

possessors should be of the same or lower sentatégory.

7.3.3 Nested Genitives

The incidence of nested genitives in the samples abown in Table 10 (p. 50), is
115 cases (9.64%) for Saxon genitive and 62 cds@%o] for theof-construction.
With Saxon genitives, all the cases were formedlbgrnation of the two types of
genitives (65). With theof-construction, 41 out of 62 cases were formed gy th
combination of Saxon genitive and thieconstruction (66) (a), in 21 cases the nested

genitives consisted of two nestefdconstruction (66) (b).

(65) the reddish glow of his airplane’s cockpit instrurhkghts
(COCA: 1994 NEWS Atlanta)

(66) (a)the bugging of Nixon’s plane (COCA: 1994 SPOK ABC_Nightline)
(b) the back of the floor of the vafCOCA: 2001 FIC Mov:HannibalMamet)

The results suggest that with nested genitives, dlternation is indeed
preferred, as was mentioned in the literature (s and Szmrecsanyi 2007),
though more strongly when the possessor is reabise&axon genitive. When the
possessor is realized by tb&construction, a combination of twaf-phrases may
also occur. Despite the fact that the nested gesitin theof-construction are not
always formed by the alternation of the two gemiivthe majority follows this

pattern, which affirms my hypothesis.
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8 Conclusion

The topic of this thesis was the usage of the t@nittye forms in English—the
inflectional Saxon genitive and the analytieconstruction—with inanimate nouns.
The theoretical part provided an overview of phanehorphological, grammatical
and semantic properties of Saxon genitive and ptiegeof theof-construction.
Because inanimate nouns commonly appear withoffo®nstruction, the main part
of the theory dealt with various features which c¢afiuence the choice of the
genitives in favor of the Saxon genitive with inaate nouns.

A chapter on genitive shift presented certain phsa which are believed to be
responsible for the fact that Saxon genitive appe#ore often with inanimate nouns
in recent years.

The theoretical part was the source for practieat pnd the formulation of
research questions and hypotheses. Three resasgshams were defined and tested
on corpus data from three corpora by Mark Davi€942 2008, 2010).

The first research question examined the differenagsage of Saxon genitive with
means of transport between American and BritishlisimgAll of the incidences of
Saxon genitive in American corpus and in Britishpes were found by a search
query and then the individual means of transporteweompared by relative
frequencies per million words in both languagese Tdsults showed that, generally,
Saxon genitives with inanimate nouns are more #atjin American English, which
supports the findings from literature and my hygsib.

The second research question dealt with histodesklopment of the usage
of Saxon genitives with inanimate nouns in Ameridanglish. | searched the
historical corpus for all the occurrences from tfexiods of 1810s to 2000s. The
data, again counted by relative frequencies peliomilwords, revealed a rising
tendency in the usage of Saxon genitives with meéamiansport. This confirms the
claims from the literature and supports my hypadthes

The third research question was concerned with rapaoison of Saxon
genitives and thef-constructions. For the comparison, the set of mednransport
was used and three factors described in the thealrptrt as having an influence on
the genitive choice were examined. The first fastas end-weight which was said
in the literature to belong among the most deciaetors in the choice between the

two genitives. | used a random sample of one huhdrxamples (or less, when there
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were not enough data) for each means of transptnt $axon genitive and thef-
construction and counted the end-weight of botls@ssors and possessums in each
sentence. The findings revealed that waficonstructions the sample followed the
end-weight principle reliably. With Saxon genitivdbe results were not as
unanimous, though in most of the cases the endhivegnciple was followed,
which supported my hypothesis.

The second factor was the category of animacy, Wwesgamined which
animacy category from the animacy scale (Figune.20) appears most often as the
possessum, when the possessor is inanimate, mee#icgly, when it is a means of
transport. The data showed that most commonly tbesgssum is a common
inanimate noun, both with Saxon genitives and dfieonstructions the results
exceeded 90%. Other categories then comprisedesiteof the percentage, among
them the most frequent was the category of pers@m collective nouns, temporal
nouns and the categories of animal and locativensievere not present at all. This
distribution confirms my hypothesis that possessahmild be of the same or lower
animacy category, which suggests that animacy factor which is taken into
consideration when using each of the genitive forms

The third category was nested genitives, were imtxed whether the nested
genitives are composed of alternation of Saxontenand anof-construction as
literature suggests, or, whether nested genitiieshe same type—two Saxon
genitives or two of-constructions—also appear. The results revealed the
combination of the two forms is preferred, whictpport my hypothesis. In the
Saxon genitive sample, all of the cases we formedhb combination of the two
genitive forms, in thef-construction sample it was in 41 cases out of 62.

The results show that the usage of genitives migdans of transport follows
the prescribed patterns. The three categories @&eann the genitive alternation
seem all to be effective elements which can infb@ethe genitive choice, though
each of the categories showed some deviationexample, the four words (truck,
taxi, submarine, helicopter) which do not follonetend-weight principle in the
Saxon genitive sample; the occurrence of the cayegoperson in the possessums;
or, the incidence of twof-constructions in nested genitives.

For further research it might be beneficial to loak these factors in
combination, and not separately, to see if it migelp to enlighten the few

discrepancies which occurred in the results. Fangte, when the category of
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person appeared as a possessum, the speaker aghtéen influenced to disregard
animacy in favor of the end-weight or the doublaiyee principle. Furthermore,

this thesis limits its research to only three @& factors which were listed in chapter
3; it might be useful to make a similar comparasuedy which would examine the
other factors with means of transport, or which ldowiden the set of inanimate

words used to make the study.
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Resumeé

Tato bakal#ska prace pojednava o dvou druzich genitivu v akéin jazyce a jejich
pouZziti s nezivotnymi podstatnymi jmény. Sasky gene inflekéni forma genitivu,
kterd se obeen pouziva s Zivotnymi podstatnymi jmény. Analytickérianta
genitivu je of-fraze, kterd sefastji pouziva s podstatnymi jmény nezivotnymi.
Nicmérg, jasnd hranice v pouziti dvou forem anglického iti@n neexistuje a
Vv urtitych pripadech jsou oba druhy relevantni volbowkdy také niize mluwi
zvolit mére casty genitiv, nap sasky genitiv s nezivotnym podstatnym jménem,
nebo naopabkf-frazi s podstatnym jménem Zivotnym. Cilem tétocprfe poskytnout
piehled odborné literatury tykajici se problematikyod anglickych genitit,
zejména shrnout zakladni viastnosgthto forem, pedloZit faktory, které se podileji
na voll® mezi variantami genitivu, tit sowasné trendy v jejich pouziti a tyto
ziskané poznatky dale aplikovat v korpusové studii.

Prvni kapitola teoretické&asti se zabyvaipdstavenim saského genitivu, jeho
fonetickymi variantami, morfologii, dale popisughp gramatické &eni na genitiv
ve funkci determinatoru a genitivu ve funkci mokiffioru, zahrnuje také sémantické
déleni a pouziti. V této kapitole je takégdstaverof-genitiv a jeho vlastnosti.

Druhd& kapitola poskytujerphled faktodi, které mohou ovlivnit mlusiho ve vykru
té ¢i oné formy genitivu. Mezi fonologické faktory j@zena koncova sykavka u
podstatného jména nebo jeho fraze, ktef@eartinit problémy nebo nejistotuip
vyslovnosti v kombinaci s inflelim —s saského genitivu.

Mezi morfologické a syntaktické faktory gadi slozitost jmenné fraze, ktera
se miZe soudit dle p&iu ortografickych znak slabik, gizvuki, fonémi nebo celych
slov. SlozZi¢jSi jmenné fraze maji tendenci se objevit na kgegiitivni fraze ¢ehoz
se da docilit zvolenim vhodného genitivutizZRé studie pouZzivaji jiné metody
uréovani slozitosti jmenné fraze, spolehlivost se vBakSech pohybuje na stejné
arovni.

V sémantickych faktorech je Zivotnost, ktera je mm@utory povazovana za
nejdilezitejSi faktor ve volk genitivu v angktin¢ (nag. Rosenbach 2008; Wolk et
al. 2013; Ehret et al. 2014). Mezi Zivotnd podsiaijména v angitiné se radi
prevazrie lidé a domaci mazi€i. Ostatni podstatna jména se povazuji za nezyotn
nicméreé existuji utité skupiny podstatnych jmen, které mohou bytékterych

piipadech brana jako ZivotnRadi se mezi &ikolektivni, éasova a mistni podstatna
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jména. Sasky genitiv je také typicky &terymi vybranymi podstatnymi jmény nebo
v ustalenych kolokacich. Sémantické role, inapastnictvi, rodinné vztahy nebo
mira, také ovliviuji, ke kterému genitivu se mldivprikloni.

Posledni skupinou faktbrijsou pragmatické faktoryiadi se k nim téma a
réma, kdy znama informace — téma ma tendenci dbjevina zé&atku Wty, zatim co
réma — novéa informace se objevuje na konci. Panatiriant genitivu se této pozice
da docilit, i kdyZz by obe@nbyla ugednostgna forma druha. Tematické genitivy
jsou dalSim pragmatickym faktorem, ktery uvadi,vZedborném textu majici za
téma podstatné jméno, které s objevuje vof-genitivu, je BZné toto slovo vice
pouzivat v saském genitivu, ktery ma ekongédi formu. Také, pokud mluv
diive slySel pouzit podstatné jméno nebo jmennou &r@dnou formou genitivu, je
pravdépodobrg, Ze on sam tuto formu pogd zvoli. Poslednim pragmatickym
faktorem jsou sdruzené genitivy. V tomtéigads, kdyZ se ve &¢& objevi nutnost
pouZiti vice nez jednoho genitivu, je prapddobrjsi, Ze mlu¥i zvoli jeden sasky
genitiv a jederof-genitiv, nez Ze pouzije dvakrat tu samou formu.

Treti kapitola pojednava o zZme v uzivani genitivu v gifbéhu historie, kdy
je zaznamenano, Ze v poslednich letech dochaatiktnds uzivani saského genitivu.
Také je zdgeteno, Ze SirSi kontextide ovlivnit vnimani mlusiho o tom, zda jsou
podstatnda jména v konkrétninfipact zivotna, i kdyz Bzné jsou povazovana za
nezivotna. Zmidny jsou i rozdily mezi americkou a britskou attfiou.

V americké angtitin¢ je sasky genitiv pouzivarastji nez v angléting britské.

Metodologick& kapitola navazuje na informace za&okécasti a vyuziva je
pro vybsr konkrétnich nezivotnych podstatnych jmen pro peciku studii —
dopravnich prosedki. Jsou zde definovanyi vyzkumné otazky a hypotézy, kratce
piedstaveny korpusy, které jsou pouzity pro vyhledadat — britsky narodni korpus
BNC, korpus sotasné americké angtiny COCA a korpus historické americké
anglictiny COHA. Dale je popsana metodologie hledani rpkeu, stanoveni
hledacich vyraz a ¥idéni dat.

Kapitola korpusova data pakiipasi vysledky hledani. Prvni vyzkumnou
otdzkou jecetnost saského genitivu s dopravnimi piexity v americké a britské
anglicting, ma hypotéza na podkkadnformaci z odborné literaturyigdpoklada, ze
vy3Si vyskyt bude v americké anging. Cetnost saského genitivu s dopravnimi
prostedky je zobrazena v tabulkach v absolutniishechiazenych sestugnzviad

pro americkou a britskou angfinu. Pro objektivijSi vysledky jsem spitala
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relativni frekvence na milion slov, které jsourgpledrény v grafu, kde je mozné
porovnatéetnosti vyskytu u obou variant anglny. Z grafu Ize vyist, Ze v americké
angliéting je sasky genitiv obeérnvice pouzivany, nez v andiiné britské. Vyjimku
tvoii vyrazy, které jsou typicky britské, nagorry, aeroplane underground a slova
motorbike cycle a yacht Motorbike a cycle maji celko¥ nizky paet vyskytu se
saskym genitivem jak v americkém, tak v britskénmpkisu. Yacht je tedy jediny
vyraz pouZzivany v obou variantach angly, ktery vykazuje vySSicetnost se
saskym genitivem v britské angin¢. Celkova data pak potvrzuji mou hypotézu, ze
uziti saského genitivu s dopravnimi presiky je¢astjSi v americké angiting.

Druh& vyzkumna otazka ma za ukol podivat se naysgeskitiv v historickém
korpusu, v kterém jsou dostupna data z obdobi &d G810 do 1. desetileti 21.
stoleti. Ma hypotéza stanovuje, Ze vyskyt ttghu jednotlivych dekad by &h
stoupat. Vysledky pro jednotliva obdobi u konkréintlopravnich progtdki jsou
zobrazena ve dvou tabulkach gbfazena sestugrpodle absolutnichisel. Relativni
frekvence vSech dopravnich piestki za jednotlivé dekady jsou zpracovany do
linearniho grafu, kde lze wtiuziti saského genitivu v flochu stanovenych let. Graf
ukazuje, Ze vyskyt saského genitivu s dopravnirosfedky Ehem let stoupa, coz
potvrzuje stanovenou hypotézkali rist neni komplethlinearni.

Treti vyzkumna otazka se zabyva zkoumaniinfaktoni z teoretickesasti —
slozitosti jmenné fraze, Zivotnostifiasthiované jmenné fraze a sdruzenymi
genitivy. Slozitost jmenné fraze ouiuvje vykEr typu genitivu tak, Ze je
uprednostina varianta, kdy je sloZi jmenna fraze z genitivu dana na konec.
Slozitost jmenné fraze je pikdna podle ortografickych znékprimérné velikosti
jmennych frazi u jednotlivych dopravnich piestiki jsou zobrazeny v tabulkach
zvla¥ pro sasky genitiv @f-genitiv, porovnani je poskytnuto v grafu. Z vystéd
vyplyva, Ze slozitost jmenné fraze odpovid&gnimu tvrzeni o jejim umisti, kdy
u of-genitiva byly priméry ortografickych znak vétSi u pozéné druhé fraze, u
saského genitivu tak bylo veétgine pripadi, vychylovaly se pouze dopravni
prostedky helicoptera submarine kde samotna délk&adhto slov je oproti ostatnim
dopravnim progsedkim vySSi, a utruck a ship, kde vSak rozdil mezi slozitosti
jmennych frazi byl pouze v desetinnyiblech.

U faktoru Zivotnosti jsem zkoumala procentualni ks Sesti kategorii
objevujicich se na Skale zivotnostiavek, zvire, kolektivni,casove, mistni a obecné

nezivotné podstatné jméno) tipastiované jmenné fraze. Vysledky ukazuji, Ze ve
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vice nez 90% je kategorie Zivotnosti této jmenrd&drobecné nezivotné podstatné
jméno, dale se objevuje kategorédovek, kolektivni a nejmén casto ¢asove
podstatné jméno. Kategorie Bwia mistni podstatné jméno se tivlpstiované
jmenné fraze neobjevujiibec u Zzadneho ze dvou fygenitivu.

U sdruzenych genitiv je zji¥ovano, které kombinace genilivse na jejich
tvorbé podili. Literatura uvadi, Zze pokud se sdruzenyityemyskytne, mlugi da
piednost vyuZziti obou variant genitivigal pouzitim dvakrat toho sameého typu
v jedné ¥té. Z vysledk Ize vidtt, Ze u saskeho genitivu se kombinace obou variant
objevuje ve vSechifpadech, wf-genitivu pak v 41 fipadech z 62, zbytek je tken
dvéma of-genitivy. Toto zjis&ni odpovida tvrzenim z literatury¢koli u of-genitivu
neni pravidlo gidani forem genitivu stoprocentni.

Kapitola diskuze $inasi interpretaci ziskanych dat, ktera byla nastnu
vysledii jednotlivych vyzkumnych otazek, kapitola 2a&vprindSi shrnuti celé
bakal&ské prace a zhodnoceni zodgoeni vyzkumnych otazek a spii cile prace,

kdy vSechny vyzkumné otazky byly zodgaeny a stanoveny cil prace sgin
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Abbreviations List

BYU — Brigham Young University

BNC — British National Corpus

COCA - Corpus of Contemporary American English
COHA — Corpus of Historical English

N — noun

NP — noun phrase

NP1 — noun phrase 1 (the possessor)

NP2 — noun phrase 2 (the possessum)

pmw — per million words

POS - part of speech
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