ICLC-10 2023 - Document Template for Revised Abstracts

Jong-Bok Kim / Raul Aranovich 
Contrasts in the Spanish and Korean External Possession Constructions: 
A Construction Grammar Approach 
[bookmark: _GoBack]Keywords: external possession; construction grammar; Korean; Spanish, conventional implicature 
The well-known external possession constructions (EPCs) introduce a possessor in a position separated from the possessed item (possessum), coding it as a core grammatical element of the main predicate. The constructions are prevalent in a variety of language families including Indo-European (IE) as well as Ural-Altaic (UA) languages like Korean and Japanese (Payne/Barshi 1999; Haspelmath 1999; O’Connor 2007; Deal 2017): 
	(1) a.
	Le 
	Toqué 
	la 
	nariz. 
	(Spanish)

	
	him.DAT
	touched.1SG
	the
	nose

	
	
	
	‘I touched his nose.’

	     b.
	Na-nun  
	ku-lul  
	kho-lul 
	manci-ess-ta. (Korean) 

	
	I-TOP
	he-ACC
	nose-ACC
	touch-PST-DECL

	
	
	
	‘I touched his nose.’


The EPCs here raise many empirical and analytic questions concerning verbal argument structure, cognitive event constural, and language processing. In this paper, we suggest a cognitive construction grammar approach in which the EP (external possessor) is an unselected argument. It is interpreted as a possessor as a consequence of a conventional implicature (CI) licensed through tight interactions among argument composition, inheritance network of constructions, and information structure. Our analysis overcomes some persistent issues with the derivational analysis of the EPC, accounting for generalizations in the face of typological differences between IE and UA languages. It is well-tested that the external possessor (EP), even though not semantically selected by the predicate, functions as an ‘affected’ syntactic argument, as seen from its promotion as the subject in the passive as in (2a): 
	(2) a.
	Ku-ka 
	pha-ul  
	kkocip-hi-ess-ta. 
	(Korean)

	
	he-NOM 
	arm-ACC 
	pinch-PASS-PST-DECL 

	
	
	
	‘He was the one whose arm was pinched.’

	     b.
	*Na-nun  
	han ai-lul 
	pha-ul 
	kkocip-ess-ta. (Korean)

	
	  I-TOP
	a child-ACC
	arm-ACC
	pinch-PST-DECL

	
	
	
	 ‘(int.) I pinched a child’s arm.’


In both Spanish and Korean, the EPC thus employs a special mapping in the argument realization: when the possessum is a relational noun with its own argument structure, its possessor (functioning as a reference point so that the possessor needs to be definite as shown in (2b)) can be realized as an additional syntactic argument of a predicate. The EPC also evokes a CI meaning such that there is an inalienable possession relation between the EP and the possessum. This CI meaning can be supported from its detachability, noncancellability, and embeddedablty (Potts 2005; Horn 2013). The EP can be detached from the possessum: (1) means that ‘I touched him and I touched his nose’. It is quite unnatural to cancel the inalienability of the two, as evidenced from the following Spanish and Korean example: 
(3) a. #Le lavé la cara, aunque no era la suya.
          ‘I washed her-DAT the face, even though it wasn’t hers.’ 
	b. #Mimi-lul 	    kho-ul        capass-nuntey,   Momo-uy      kho-i-ess-ta. 
	       Mimi-ACC    nose-ACC    hold-but, 	      Momo-GEN     nose-COP-PST-DECL 
	       ‘(int.) I hold Mimi’s nose, but it was Momo’s.’ 
Another evoked CI meaning is linked to the information structure: the EPC means the possessor is discourse-familiar to the interlocutors. This is evidenced from the impossibility of having the EP as an indefinite EP. Due to this CI meaning, the EP serves as a salient reference point for the states of affairs in question. 
In addition to its own constructional form-function mapping relations, the EPC inherits shared properties from its macro/meso-constructions including the Possessive Construction, which has two subconstructions: the Attributive-Possessive and the Identifying Possessive.The former is irreversible and indefinite while the latter is reversible and definite (Halliday/Hasan 1985, pp. 112): 
(4) a. Peter has a piano./*A piano is had by Peter. 
	b. The piano is Peter’s. vs. Peter’s is the piano. 
The EPC in both languages is a subtype of the Identifying Possessive, explaining some of its peculiarities. 
Capturing such similarities of the EPC in Spanish and Korean, the suggested constructionist view could also address language variations between the two: the differences hinges on the formation of the constructional inheritance network: each has a slightly different family of macro and meso con- structions of the EPC. For instance, Korean EPC can appear the Unergative as well as Unaccusative Intransitive Construction with a much less condition on the affectiveness. For instance, in the following unaccusative one, the foot is not an affected entity: 
(5) Mimi-ka/-uy 	      pal-i           khu-ta. 
Mimi-NOM/-GEN   foot-NOM  big-DECL 
‘It is Mimi whose foot is big.’ 
In sum, the proposed constructionist approach allows us to resolve many remaining questions for the EPC found in typologically unrelated languages. The theoretical machinery of form-function mapping relations and inheritance network, in particular, enables us to address similarities as well as differences of the EPC in Spanish and Korean in a more feasible way than any existing analyses. 
References
Deal, Amy Rose (2017): External Possession and Possessor Raising. In: Everaert, Martin/van Riemsdijk, Henk C. (eds.): Second. Berkeley, CA: The Wiley Blackwell Companion to Syntax. 
Halliday, M.A.K./ Hasan,Rugaiya (1985): Language, Context and Text: A Social Semiotic Perspective. Geelong: Deakin University Press. 
Haspelmath, Martin (1999): Exyernal possession in a European areal perspective. Typological studies in language, 39, pp. 109–136. 
Horn, Laurence (2013): I love me some datives: Expressive meaning, free datives, and F-implicature. In: Gutzmann, Daniel/Gärtner, Hans-Martin (eds.): Beyond Expressives: Explorations in Use-Conditional Meaning, pp. 151–199. Leiden/Boston: Brill. 
O’Connor, Mary Catherine (2007): External possession and utterance interpretation: a crosslinguistic exploration. Linguistics, 45(3), 577–613. 
Payne, Doris/Barshi, Immanuel (1999): External possession: what, where, how, and why. In: Payne, Doris/Barshi, Immanuel (eds.): External possession, pp. 3–31. John Benjamins. 
Potts, Christopher (2005): The Logic of Conventional Implicatures. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 
Contact information
Jong-Bok Kim
Kyung Hee University, Seoul
jongbok@khu.ac.kr

Raul Aranovich 
University of California, Davis 
raranovich@ucdavis.edu


3


