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2000
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2000:39-40
5
< 2>
<N:1+V +Nj+VP>
3 /
Haiman1985 hierarchy of alienability

Intuitively, the hierarchy of “alienability” is: body parts less

alienable _than _kinsmen; _kinsmen _less alienable than _artefacts.

Languages which make no overt distinctions among these categories
like English are not problematic for this hierarchy; neither are
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languages which oppose kinsmen and body parts to artefacts; nor, again,
are languages which oppose body parts to both kinsmen and artefacts.
Haiman1985:135

Haiman1985 (body parts) kinsmen
artefacts
hierarchy < 3>

< 3> the hierarchy of “alienability” :

body parts kinsmen artefacts
< 3>
Haiman1985
) [ ]
Pro N “or
Pro N
1976 1976
Li&Thompson1981 Haimanl1985 “ ” ProN
Pro N ProdeN “
7 “de” Haiman1985

Haiman1985 < 3> hierarchy
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In Mandarin, there is a formal contrast between possession expressed
by a nomino-adjectival particle de and simple juxtaposition: NP de NP
vs. NP NP, where, in each case, the first NP represents the possessor.
The motivation hypothesis predicts that the first pattern is used where
possession is alienable. What actually seems to be the case, however, is
that NP de NP expresses the relationship of possession where the
possessum is anything but a kinsman: ... ...Mandarin_violates

Haimanl1985:134-135

Li Thompsonl1981:115 161
/
1976:8
inalienable possession
#+alienable
< 4>
< 4> the hierarchy of “alienability” in Mandarin Chinese:
kinsmen body parts artefacts
< 4>
< 3>
2001 ProN ProdeN

“de” ProdeN
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