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Abstract

:

The present paper addresses the categorial content of affixes forming a set of denominal adjectives in Italian, arguing that they are substantially the derivational counterpart of oblique case/adpositions. Specifically, we argue that they act as elementary relators, following Manzini and Franco, who characterized oblique cases and prepositions as general relators expressing the relations is-included (⊆)/includes (⊇), or, in other words, their content is what Belvin and den Dikken dubbed “zonal inclusion”.
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1. Introduction: Background and Aims


In a series of recent papers, Manzini and Franco (2016), Franco and Manzini (2017a, 2017b) argued that datives and genitives are part-whole/inclusion predicates (see Belvin and den Dikken 1997), notated (⊆). Consider the data provided for Italian in (1).



	
(1)

	
a.

	
Ho dato le mele

	
a Gianni.




	

	

	
I gave the apples

	
to Gianni




	

	

	
‘I gave the apples to Gianni’




	

	
b.

	
[VP dato [PredP le mele [[⊆ a] Gianni ]]]









Many authors, including Kayne (1984); Pesetsky (1995); Beck and Johnson (2004); Harley (2002); Manzini and Franco (2016) argue that in (1) a possession/part-whole/inclusion relation holds between the dative argument (Gianni) and the theme of the ditransitive predicate (le mele). Manzini and Savoia (2011a), Manzini and Franco (2016), and Franco and Manzini (2017a) assign an identical (⊆) configuration to genitive morphemes. Consider the Italian in (2a). The di (of) preposition introduces a possession/part-whole/inclusion relation between the argument it selects, here la donna (the possessor/inclusor), and the head of the DP, namely i bambini (the possessum/inclusee). In a nutshell, the content of the di preposition represents the same part/whole relator (⊆) illustrated for dative morphemes in the example in (1).1 Thus, in (2b), the (⊆) predicate has as its internal argument its sister DP (the inclusor) and as its external argument the head of the construction (the inclusee), essentially implying that ‘the children’ are in the domain of inclusion of ‘the woman’.



	
(2)

	
a.

	
I

	
bambini

	
della

	
donna




	

	

	
the

	
children

	
of the

	
woman




	

	

	
‘the children of the

	
woman’

	

	




	

	
b.

	
[DP i bambini [PP⊆ della donna]]









Manzini and Savoia (2011b) assume that the common dative/genitive syncretism (e.g., in Romanian, as reported in (3)) matches the identical lexicalization of the relator (⊆) based on a theoretical framework that is roughly illustrated in Section 2.



	
(3)

	
a.

	
I-l

	
am

	
dat

	
băiat-ul-u-i/

	
fet-e-i




	

	

	
him/her-it

	
have

	
given

	
boy-the-M-OBL-SG./

	
girl-F-OBL.SG.




	

	

	
‘I gave it to the boy/the girl’




	

	
b.

	
pahar-ul

	
băiat-ul-u-i




	

	

	
glass-the

	
boy-the-M-OBL.SG.




	

	

	
‘The glass of the boy’









Manzini and Savoia (2011b)’s approach is also compatible with languages like Italian or English, having two different lexical forms for datives and genitive (consider the examples in (1)–(2)). Simply, in a language like Italian, the genitive di is specialized for the embedding of (⊆) in the nominal domain and dative a for the embedding of (⊆) at the level of the sentence.



The inclusion (⊆) account for genitive and dative morphemes has been developed in Manzini and Franco (2016) and Franco and Manzini (2017a) in order to explain the fact that properly identical genitive and dative NPs have different interpretive aspects, along with the fact that crosslinguistically, differences at the level of the syntax–semantics interface can result in divergent patterns of lexicalization.2



It is important to notice, for the purposes of our work, that Franco and Manzini (2017b) extend the ‘inclusion’ account to the other oblique morpheme most likely to appear as an inflectional case marker from a crosslinguistic viewpoint (see Caha 2009), namely the instrumental; in Italian, the instrumental is lexicalized by the preposition con (with). We follow Franco and Manzini (2017b) in using the cover term ‘instrumental’ for all the semantic flavors that may be introduced by with like morphemes (see Stolz et al. 2006 for a full typological survey). Franco and Manzini (2017a)’s starting point is the observation originally developed in Levinson (2011), i.e., possession/inclusion relations can be realized by with morphemes at the level of noun phrases (cf. also Svenonius 2007), as shown in (4). The relation in (4) is the mirror image of the ones illustrated in (1) and (2), because the preposition con embeds the possessum/inclusee, and the possessor/inclusor is the head of the NP.



	
(4)

	
La donna

	
con

	
i

	
bambini




	

	
the woman

	
with

	
the

	
children




	

	
‘The woman with the children’









Franco and Manzini (2017b) demonstrated that with-like inflections/prepositions express the reverse relation with respect to genitive and dative morphemes, given that the inclusee, rather than the inclusor, is introduced by the oblique case/adposition. Thus, for these with-like morphemes, they introduce the (⊇) label and content, as shown in the example (5). What (5) basically says is that the complement of con (‘i bambini’) is the possessum (a part) of the possessor (the whole) ‘la donna’.



	(5)
	[DP la donna [PP(⊇) con i bambini]]








Franco and Manzini also assume that instrumental items supply elementary means of including extra participants (for instance themes, initiators, and so on) (in)to events (VP/vP predicates), with the right interpretation assured by pragmatic enhancement at the Conceptual-Intentional (C-I) interface. They further extend the (⊇) proposal in order to account for the observation that instrumental morphemes are often used in triadic verb phrases in many languages in alternation with dative constructions, as shown in (6) with examples from English.








	(6)
	a.
	He presented his pictures to the museum. (dative)



	
	b.
	He presented the museum with his pictures. (instrumental)








In the present paper, we address the categorial content of affixes encoding denominal adjectives in Italian, arguing that they are the derivational counterpart of oblique case/adpositions. Namely, we assume that the content of a set of denominal adjectival suffixes has the same (⊆) content of the genitive adposition di (of), as the morpheme al in an adjectival item like cultur-al-e ‘cultural’, or the same (⊇) content of the inclusor-inclusee adposition con, as the morpheme -os- in an item like fang-os-o ‘muddy’. The core of our proposal is sketched in Section 3, while the potential issues raised by our model are addressed in Section 4.



In a nutshell, our hypothesis, based on Manzini and Savoia (2011a), is that the map of functional categories should be redrawn, by assuming that our functional lexicon is not pre-compiled in the computational component of syntax in a cartographic fashion (see Cinque and Rizzi 2010): functional categories are taken from the very same conceptual inventory as lexical categories and can be delivered by different devices (e.g., inflectional or derivational morphemes, adpositions, applicatives, etc.). The salient features of this theoretical perspective are introduced in the following section.




2. Cross-Categorial Syncretism: A Step beyond Paradigms/Categories


Our core idea is that functional categories externalize relations that do not diverge (qualitatively) from the properties instantiated by the substantive lexicon. The functional lexicon introduces properties which are only “more elementary, and therefore typically partitioning the conceptual universe into much vaster classes than the exponents of (traditional) lexical categories” (Franco 2019, p.112). Essentially, we argue that the lexicon precedes syntax, and projects it, following the minimalist principle of Inclusiveness (see Chomsky 1995; Manzini and Savoia 2011a, 2018; Manzini 2017, 2020). Thus, the question of how the elements projected from the lexicon interact with one another under the Merge operation (effectively building morpho-syntactic structures) is crucial, from our perspective.



We assume the existence of a universal conceptual inventory, or at least that the categories of the conceptual system recruited by natural languages are universal. Still, while the underlying conceptual organization of this system is universal, the lexicon cuts it into language-specific flavors, and this is responsible for the greater part of language variation. In line with Manzini and Savoia (2011a, 2018), Manzini et al. (2015), Manzini and Franco (2016), Franco and Manzini (2017a, 2017b), and Franco and Lorusso (2018, 2020), we take the position, formalized by Distributed Morphology (DM) (Marantz 1997, 2007), that the predicative content is recorded in the lexicon without any kind of categorization (i.e., predicative items are bare roots). Hence, categories like nouns or verbs actually are the product of the merger of an a-categorial predicative content with a nominalizing or verbalizing functional head, as the innermost layer of the syntax of words. In spite of this fact, we do not follow Distributed Morphology in the assumption that functional categories are part of a separate, virtually universal lexicon, a kind of “Platonic ontology” of natural languages (see Manzini 2017; Manzini and Savoia 2018; Baldi and Savoia 2021 for relevant discussion). On the opposite side, we assume that the externalization of predicative contents and functional categories move through the same universal inventory (i.e., the same lexicon). An empirical issue that arguably correlates with lexicon organization is syncretism. Distributed Morphology says that morphosyntax works on abstract features, which match the categories of traditional/descriptive grammar (see Halle 1997; Calabrese 1998, 2008). Opacization operations, which obscure the morphosyntactic feature specification, trigger syncretisms. In particular, Distributed Morphology provides a realizational model of the lexicon of natural languages, in which some abstract clusters of features can be rendered by some phonological exponents, with syncretism treated in terms of the rule of underspecification or a set of other morphological reconstruction rules (e.g., fusion, fission, impoverishment, cf. Noyer 1992; Harley 2008, among others) not as overt binary syntactic-semantic features.



Here, we assume a stronger position, that is, we take syncretisms to correspond to natural classes, operating outside the paradigms of the categories of traditional/descriptive grammar.3 Given that paradigms are the traditional layout of teaching and descriptive grammars, we are certain that they can provide a comprehensive picture of the various declensions (i.e., nominal, adjectival, etc.) of a language. Still, the theoretical framework adopted here predicts that “paradigms exist nowhere in the competence of speaker-hearers; namely, linguistic data are organized in non-paradigmatic fashion: primitives are too fine grained and the combinatorial possibilities afforded by Universal Grammar too many to achieve a perfect match to descriptive macro-classes” (Franco 2019, p. 113). In a nutshell, we take the intersection of the syntactic module with the externalization processes as our primary field of research and this work is part of a stream of investigations on and around the topic of cross-categorical syncretism (e.g., Manzini and Savoia 2018; Franco 2018; Franco et al. 2021; among others).



In other words, our idea is that paradigms have no theoretical value, not even as derived constructs. So, we employ the term “syncretism” to refer to homophony or isomorphism outside of paradigms (as, for instance, in Francez and Koontz-Garboden 2016, 2017). An alternative label for the set of phenomena that we are addressing in the present paper could be “polyfunctionality”. Note, however, that we are not concernedwith discovering (functionalist) grammaticalization paths (see, for instance, Heine and Kuteva 2002), but in discovering an inventory of (lexical) primitives, which lead to morpho-syntactic derivations.




3. Data and Analysis


3.1. Relational Adjectives


The connection of genitive noun phrases with relational adjectives has been highlighted by many authors, who argue that the adjectival affix is actually used as a sort of case marking device (see e.g., Levi 1978; Williams 1981; Fabregas 2007; Marchis Moreno 2015; Franco 2017; among others).



We assume that this proposal is on the right track, and, as we sketched above, we specifically argue that the same relational lexical content can be cross-categorially encoded either by (adjectival) derivation, (case) inflection, or stand-alone morphemes (i.e., adpositions).



For a detailed cross-linguistic survey of relational adjectives in Romance languages, we refer to Marchis Moreno (2018). In Italian, so-called relational adjectives are formed by means of various suffixes. We assume that these affixes are all allomorphs encoding the very same is-included (⊆) relational content (cf. also Franco 2017 on ethnic adjectives). Wandruszka (2004, pp. 73–78) and Grossmann (1999) list many affixes which are able to form denominal relational adjectives. Consider the examples in (7) where the relational morphemes within the adjectives are highlighted in bold.








	(7)
	a.
	processo culturale



	
	
	‘cultural process’



	
	b.
	freddo polare



	
	
	‘polar cold’



	
	c.
	concorso universitario



	
	
	‘university competition’



	
	d.
	acqua marina



	
	
	‘sea water’



	
	e.
	paesaggio montano



	
	
	‘mountain landscape’



	
	f.
	discorso poetico



	
	
	‘poetic speech’



	
	g.
	incontro calcistico



	
	
	‘football match’



	
	h.
	carcere femminile



	
	
	‘women’s prison’



	
	i.
	trasmissione televisiva



	
	
	‘television broadcast’



	
	j.
	arte navigatoria



	
	
	‘navigational art’



	
	k.
	movimento studentesco



	
	
	‘student movement’



	
	l.
	rifiuto ospedaliero



	
	
	‘hospital refusal’



	
	m.
	regalo natalizio



	
	
	‘christmas gift’



	
	n.
	catalogo cartaceo



	
	
	‘paper catalogue’








Building on Franco (2017), we can sketch our analysis for adjectives, like those in (7), belonging to the natural class of is-included (⊆) relational adjectives (all the examples above can be paraphrased with a NP modified by a genitive PP, as in the minimal pair acqua marina, acqua di mare lit. ‘water of sea’, both ‘sea water’).



The morphemic analysis of Italian starts from a first component which is the root √; following Marantz (1997), we assume that the root √ is category-less. Next to the root √, different types of morphemes, including derivational and inflectional ones (e.g., gender, number) enter the derivation; usually, inflectional suffixes follow derivational morphemes (see Manzini and Savoia 2017a, 2017b).



We argue that the (derivational) suffixes in (7) syntactically express a relational content (an elementary belonging to, part-whole relation) that has the (⊆) signature, as illustrated in the previous section for genitives and datives. The different flavors these suffixes are able to encode are a matter of pragmatic inference, something beyond our core syntactic module. Crucially, based on Borer (2003, 2014) and Savoia et al. (2017, 2018), we assume that the same lexical content can be expressed by inflectional and derivational morphemes, both cross-linguistically and intra-linguistically.4 In other words, the very same content can be expressed inflectionally (e.g., in languages with case paradigms), and derivationally, as will become clearer below.5



The core of the present proposal is that the Italian preposition di (of) in the noun phrase (as well as other prepositions like da, cf. Franco et al. 2021; Rugna and Franco 2021) expresses the same (⊆) relational primitive of the derivational items that are recruited in the formation of relational adjectives. Indeed, based on Manzini and Savoia (2007, 2011a), we argue that the operation Merge takes morphemes as its input and single morphemes (within words) are visible to the syntactic computation.



See the examples in (8). Putting aside from our discussion any consideration about the content expressed by the class(ifier) layers (i.e., number and gender values which we simply notate here as Infl and express the Class values in (Manzini and Savoia 2017a, 2017b)), we can assume that both items in (8) can be roughly represented as in (9a) and (9b), where we argue for a fully interpretable (⊆) node sandwiched between the root and the inflectional layer (visible to agreement) in the syntactic derivation of so called-relational adjectives.



	
(8)

	
a.

	
acqua

	
marina

	




	

	

	
water

	
sea(adj.)

	




	

	
b.

	
acqua

	
di

	
mare




	

	

	
water

	
of

	
sea




	

	

	
both ‘sea water’














	(9)
	a.
	[NP acqua [ [ √ mar ] [-in (⊆) [ infl -a]]]]



	
	b.
	[NP acqua [ PP [ P di (⊆) [ NP mare]]]]








This representation is consistent with recent proposals, as the one put forth in Fabregas (2020: 64), who assumes, for Spanish, that: “a relational adjective derived from a noun is the spell out of a truncated prepositional structure headed by KP, the head that in the prepositional domain marks an argument with inherent case and expresses an underspecified relation with another entity. In contrast to other cases, here the complement of K is an NP denoting a kind, not a DP denoting an individual.” The same Fabregas acknowledges that the relation instantiated by the case-like morpheme is semantically underspecified. We precisely argue that the ‘inclusion’ relation introduced by the (⊆) morpheme has an interpretation which is derived by pragmatic enhancement at the C-l interface.




3.2. Qualifying Possessive Adjectives


We assume that also in the realm of adjectival derivation the relation is included (⊆) as sketched in the section above can be mirrored by an includes (⊇) relation. Actually, we argue that the latter relation is expressed by so called qualifying possessive denominal adjectives in Italian, which are encoded by various suffixes. As for relational adjectives, we assume that these suffixes are all allomorphs sharing the (⊇) signature as their basic content. Following the descriptive survey of Wandruszka (2004), we provide the following examples of qualifying possessive adjectives in (10). As for the case of relational adjectives in (7), the relevant affixes are highlighted in bold:








	(10)
	a.
	terreno acquoso



	
	
	‘watery soil’



	
	b.
	animale cornuto



	
	
	‘horned animal’



	
	c.
	appartamento finestrato6



	
	
	‘windowed apartment’



	
	d.
	bevanda alcolica



	
	
	‘alcoholic beverage’



	
	e.
	zio milionario



	
	
	‘millionaire uncle’



	
	f.
	roccia silicea



	
	
	‘siliceous rock’








According to Wandruszka (2004), qualifying possessive adjectives can be subdivided into two different classes, from a semantic viewpoint. The first class denotes only possession while the second one denotes possession plus an (often pejorative/augmentative) evaluation component, usually relating to the size of the possessed entity, as for instance in uomo nasuto ‘(ugly) man with a big nose’. We argue that this evaluative reading is again derived by an enhancement process, triggered by pragmatics at the Conceptual-Intentional interface and it not mapped by syntax (cf. Savoia et al. 2017; Franco et al. 2020). Indeed, according to the recent survey of Fabregas (2020, p.119–20), there are many different types of concepts that can be associated with possessive adjectives. In this underspecified sense, assuming that possession is better characterized (even in this domain) as (zonal) ‘inclusion’ in the sense of Belvin (1996) and Belvin and den Dikken (1997), the range of nouns that can act as bases of so-called qualifying possessive adjectives is quite large; Fabregas lists the following sub-classes: body parts (as in uomo nas-ut-o above), items of clothing (as in giudice tog-at-o, judge wearing a toga), substances (as in terreno fang-os-o, muddy ground), structural parts within the internal constitution of an object (as in piede lob-at-o, lobed foot), physical entities that can accompany, modify or decorate a given entity (as in cielo stell-at-o, starry sky), mental states (ad in uomo paur-os-o, fearful man), moral qualities (donna coraggi-os-a, brave woman), and diseases (ragazzo allerg-ic-o, allergic boy).



In the previous section, we observed that our morphosyntactic model does not substantially differ from other recent theoretical proposals concerning relational adjectives. Where our model clearly differs is in interpreting qualifying possessive adjectives as having the very same internal structure of relational adjectives. Namely, we argue that, for possessive adjectival items, we are dealing with the same structure as the one in (9a). The sole difference is that the direction of the relation is reversed, including (⊇) content. Consider the examples in (11) and the representation we provide in (12).








	(11)
	a.
	terreno acquoso



	
	
	soil water(adj.)



	
	b.
	terreno con acqua



	
	
	soil with water



	
	
	both ‘watery soil’













	(12)
	a.
	[NP terreno [ [ √ acqu ] [-os (⊇) [ infl -o]]]]



	
	b.
	[NP terreno [ PP [ P con (⊇) [ NP acqua]]]]








In a word, as illustrated in Section 2, we assume that syntax stems from the lexicon and basically that what you see is what you get. This simple model allows accounting for both relational and qualifying adjectives in the very same morphosyntactic fashion. Basically, we agree with Rainer (2013), who assumes that the definition of ‘relation’ is not enough to differentiate relational adjectives from possessive adjectives, given that ‘possession’, as well as ‘similarity’ and ‘causation’, not considered here, are among the possible interpretations of ‘relation’.



On the contrary, Fabregas (2020) argued that the syntactic structure of a qualifying adjective differs from that of relational adjectives in the presence of a P head above K, as roughly represented in (13).



	(13)
	 [image: Languages 07 00130 i001]








This implies that for Fabregas (2020, p. 65), the qualifying adjective has more structure than the relational adjective. This solution allows Fabregas to explain why relational adjectives differ from qualifying possessive adjectives with respect to some syntactic tests, which we consider in some detail in the next section where we provide some evidence in favor of our proposal.





4. Evidence in Favor of the (⊆)/(⊇) Proposal


First, the possessive affix-os is employed to form bona fide relational adjectives in a number of contexts as illustrated in (14):



	
(14)

	
a.

	
sangue

	
arterioso




	

	

	
blood

	
arterial




	

	

	
‘arterial blood’




	

	
b.

	
poesia

	
amorosa




	

	

	
poetry

	
love(adj.)




	

	

	
‘love poetry’




	

	
c.

	
sistema nervoso

	




	

	

	
system nervous

	




	

	

	
‘nervous system’

	









In all these cases, it is likely that we have an inclusion relation (⊆), standardly signaling relational adjectives, expressed by the suffx -os, which is usually recruited from the lexicon to encode a (⊇) value. In the examples in (14), we assume the possibility to encode the two flavors of the ‘inclusion’ relation in the same base position within the morpho-syntactic skeleton for the -os- morpheme, as illustrated with the pair in (15) and (16). This is a more economical solution with respect to the one adopted in Fabregas (2020), where the author assumed the possibility for the suffix -os- in Spanish to be the Spell Out of different nodes, based on the representation in (13), namely K for the example in (15) and the string P-K, via a phrasal spell-out mechanism, in the example in (16).








	(15)
	a.
	sangue arterioso ‘arterial blood’



	
	b.
	[NP sangue [ [ √ arteri ] [-os (⊆) [ infl -o]]]]













	(16)
	a.
	giorno nevoso ‘snowy day’



	
	b.
	[NP giorno [ [ √ nev ] [-os (⊇) [ infl -o]]]]








We argue that the application of a phrasal spell-out mechanism, in these contexts, is not empirically adequate due to the fact that the morpho-lexical shape of relational and qualifying possessive suffixes is quite interlinked, and it does not seem to be some idiosyncratic property of the -os- affix that allows it to spell out (⊆) or (⊇) values. Indeed, the same possibility is attested for other suffixes, which again are recruited from the lexicon to encode, under the right pragmatic conditions, both flavors of the inclusion relation, as shown in the pairs in (17). This provides evidence that it difficult to assume a clear-cut distinction based on the lexical shape of the affixes, between relation and possessive qualifying adjectives, which, arguably, if lexicon precedes syntax, have the same structural features. Thus, an alternative based on phrasal spell-out appears to be too strong, because it predicts that all the suffixes in (17) potentially instantiate the value K or the string P-K, based on an ad hoc mechanism stressing syntactic competence (cf. Chomsky 1995).



	
(17)

	
a.

	
zio (⊇)

	
milionario/

	
concorso (⊆)

	
universitario

	




	

	

	
uncle

	
milionaire

	
competition

	
university(adj.)

	




	

	

	
‘milionaire uncle/university competition




	

	
b.

	
bevanda (⊇)

	
alcolica/

	
discorso (⊆)

	
filosofico




	

	

	
drink

	
alcoholic

	
discourse

	
philosophical




	

	

	
‘alcoholic drink/philosophical discourse’




	

	
c.

	
roccia (⊇) silicea/

	
catalogo (⊆)

	
cartaceo

	




	

	

	
rock siliceous

	
catalog

	
paper(adj.)

	




	

	

	
‘siliceous rock/paper catalog’

	




	

	
d.

	
uomo (⊇)

	
maniacale/

	
processo (⊆)

	
culturale




	

	

	
man

	
maniacal

	
process

	
cultural




	

	

	
‘maniacal man/cultural process’

	









Second, our proposal can account for the fact that, as widely recognized in the literature, relational adjectives normally do not allow degree modification while qualifying possessive adjectives do. Consider the data in (18), where an adjective marked with a (⊇) relator (18a) can take scale modifiers (as molto, very), while an adjective formed with a (⊆) relator is incompatible with this kind of modification.



	
(18)

	
a.

	
un terreno

	
molto

	
fangoso




	

	

	
a ground

	
very

	
muddy




	

	

	
‘a very muddy ground’




	

	
b.

	
*un incontro

	
molto

	
calcistico




	

	

	
a match

	
very

	
football(adj.)




	

	

	
‘a very football match’









Fabregas (2020, p. 115), who, as we have seen, assumes a different syntax for qualifying and relational adjectives, argues that a Scale/Degree P is present only within the morphosyntactic skeleton of qualifying possessive items. Specifically, he assumes that the different behavior of relational and qualifying possessive adjectives has to be ascribed to the fact that only the latter allow the “presence of a ScaleP: if a scale is a set of ordered values, degree modification must necessarily build over that set of ordered values, and when the scale is absent there is no possibility of adding degree. The presence of ScaleP presupposes the presence of PP, in such a way that without PP there is no ScaleP. […] PP is a lexical projection that assigns a conceptual dimension to the relation expressed by K.”



Actually, we argue that the absence of degree modification with relational adjectives can be explained mereologically, namely, it does not depend on syntax and it has to be related to the conceptual properties expressed by the inclusion relation (⊆), selected within the morphosyntactic layer forming the adjectival items. We assume that something that is perceived as a ‘whole’, like the denominal adjectives formed with the inclusion relation (⊆), cannot be modified by degree values, given that it precisely modifies an entity (the head noun) which is taken to be a part of that whole (derivationally encoded). It will be conceptually anomalous/deviant to assume a scale of values for an entity which represents a whole, as long as the whole retains the same parts depicted by the head nouns (see also Adger 2013). Still, this is not a problem pertaining to syntax, given that we can find pragmatic contexts in which also so-called relational adjectives can easily accept degree modification, as illustrated by the example in (19), retrieved via a Google search.



	
(19)

	
Quindici-zero.

	
Riferimento

	
poco

	
tennistico

	
e

	
molto calcistico

	
allo score




	

	
Fifteen-zero.

	
reference

	
little.

	
tennis

	
and

	
very football

	
to the score




	

	
di Josip Ilicic.

	

	




	

	
of Josip Ilicic.

	

	




	

	
‘Fifteen-zero. A reference which is scarcely related to tennis and mostly related to football in Josip Ilicic’s score’









On the contrary, something that is taken to be a ‘part’ of a whole is readily subject to degree modification from a conceptual viewpoint. A part can be bigger or smaller when compared with other parts of a whole; namely, we can instantiate parthood relations based on scale values for them. This is why adjectives formed with the inclusion relation (⊇) usually allow degree modification.



Related to this point, it is the fact that relational adjectives in coordination can modify one single plural head noun, while this is impossible for qualifying adjectives (cf. Marchis Moreno 2018). Consider the examples in (20).



	
(20)

	
a.

	
gli ambasciatori

	
americano

	
e

	
cinese




	

	

	
the ambassadors.

	
Americansing

	
and

	
Chinesesing




	

	

	
‘The American and Chinese ambassadors’




	

	
b.

	
*i

	
terreni

	
acquoso

	
e

	
fangoso




	

	

	
thepl.

	
soils

	
waterysg.

	
and

	
muddysg.




	

	
b’.

	
i

	
terreni

	
acquosi

	
e

	
fangosi




	

	

	
thepl

	
soils

	
waterypl

	
and

	
muddipl




	

	

	
‘watery and muddy soils’









Wholes encoding suffixes (⊆) select complete (individual) entities, as in (20a). In the example, USA is taken as an (individual) whole and China is taken as another (singular) whole. It is clear that the sum of two individual wholes expresses a plurality of entities (of individuals, kinds, etc.). This is the reason why a plural noun phrase can show up in these contexts. At the same time, from our reasoning, it follows that it is conceptually infelicitous for the parts of a plurality of wholes as in (20b-b’), encoded derivationally via a (⊇) device, to be taken as singular items. The parts of a plurality of wholes are (at least distributively) plural in turn.



Given the data provided above, we can conclude that there are no clear hints that may lead to assume a meaningful syntactic dichotomy between relational adjectives (⊆) and qualifying possessive adjectives (⊇), proving the idea that both of them are merged in the same layer.



Finally, for what concerns the agreement relation established between the relational/qualifying possessive adjective and the head noun, we basically follow Manzini and Savoia (2017a, 2017b), who assume that matching/agreement of gender/number between the head and the (relational/qualifying possessive) adjective means that the corresponding inflections (Infl) can identify the same argumental slot. In the minimalist framework of Chomsky (2000, 2001), agreement processes are associated with the rule of Agree, which, however, is conceived so as to account for one-to-one Agree in the spine of the sentence. Here, we keep the assumption that Agree also works within NPs/DPs. However, we avoid attributing valued/unvalued or interpretable/uninterpretable status to any of the categories inside NP/DP, as illustrated in Manzini et al. (2019). We simply assume that given two items in a c-command configuration, the higher element is the Probe and the lower element is the Goal. Everything else proceeds as in the standard definition of Agree, by Minimal Search and Match of the relevant features (cf. Manzini et al. 2019). We argue that what impels Agree to apply is the necessity of creating equivalence classes of phi-feature bundles identifying a unique referent (the equivalent of uninterpretable feature deletion).




5. Conclusions


The present paper addressed the categorical content of affixes forming a set of denominal adjectives in Italian, arguing that they are substantially the derivational counterpart of oblique case/adpositions. Specifically, we argued that they act as elementary relators, following Manzini and Franco (2016) and Franco and Manzini (2017a, 2017b), who characterized oblique cases and prepositions as general relators expressing the relations is-included (⊆)/includes (⊇), or, in other words, their content is what Belvin and den Dikken (1997, p. 170) dubbed “zonal inclusion”.
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Notes


	
1

	

As an anonymous reviewer pointed out di can also be found with verb such as parlare (talk in Italian) in sentences like parlo di te (I speak of you = I talk about you). However, even in the case of the verb parlare a part whole relation is generally instantiated between a oblique argument introduced by a (parlo a te= I talk to you) or con = with (parlo con te = I talk with you) and the event represented by the verb: the oblique argument introduced by a or con represents the listener in the event of talking. Henceforth the argument introduced by di is not involved in the part-whole relation neither with a theme nor the event of talking, but introducing an aboutness argument: what the event of talking is about. For sake of semplicity, in the present work we will be referring mainly to the arguments involved in a part whole relation either with a theme or with the verbal event.






	
2

	

For instance, while with dative goals the (⊆) predicate instantiates a relation between two arguments (that is, the theme and the goal), with experiencers the (⊆) predicate establishes a relation between an event (the VP) and an argument (precisely, the experiencer) (see the discussion in Manzini and Franco 2016, pp. 230–31). This proposal is coherent with the Applicative literature (see for instance, Pylkkänen 2008, who argues that the same Applicative head (externalized by datives/obliques) may be attached to different places within the syntactic skeleton (i.e., High Applicative vs. Low Applicative heads). This proposal also involves a Lexical Parametrization (Wexler and Manzini 1987) approach in accounting for the difference in lexicalization depending on the presence of lexical items presenting some formal grammatical properties.






	
3

	

The idea that syncretisms correspond to natural classes is certainly not novel. Jacobson (1936) assumes that syncretism can be taken to reveal the fine-grained structure of a set of underlying (binary) featural distinctions. In recent literature this idea is strongly associated with the work of Gereon Müller (cf. e.g., Müller 2007). This is deemed to be too strong a position face to empirical evidence–yet the conclusion is based on assuming/revising the traditional repertory of categories and features (cf. also Stump 2001; Baerman et al. 2005; Grimm 2011, among others).






	
4

	

For instance, in Romance languages, inflectional morphemes can introduce properties more standardly introduced by derivational tools, for example category change, size properties (e.g., melo ‘apple tree’/mela ‘apple’; buco ‘hole’/buca ‘pit’, cf. Franco et al. 2015). Conversely, derivational morphemes can introduce types of contents generally associated with inflection, as for instance gender specifications, which is also introduced in Italian by the derivational suffix -ess (e.g. operaio-operaia ‘male/female labourer’ vs dottore-dottoressa ‘male/female doctor’).






	
5

	

Things do not change when we introduce in the picture stand-alone morphemes such as adpositions, which generally express a bona fide relational content, as illustrated in (1), (2) and (5).






	
6

	

It is arguable that there is a clear connection between the denominal suffix-at-in (10c) and the Italian past participle. The same facts have been recognized for Spanish in Gil Laforga (2014) and Fabregas (2020, p. 134), who notes that many different languages have the same pattern, suggesting that: “this is not a case of accidental homophony, but that there is a deep connection between participles and morphemes expressing possession”. We will address this issue in future works, precisely dealing with the aspectual values encoded by participles.









References


	



Adger, David. 2013. A Syntax of Substance. Cambridge: MIT Press. [Google Scholar]

	



Baerman, Matthew, Dunstan Brown, and Greville G. Corbett. 2005. The Syntax-Morphology Interface: A Study of Syncretism. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Baldi, Benedetta, and Leonardo M. Savoia. 2021. Possessives, from Franco-Provencal and Occitan systems to contact dialects in Apulia and Calabria. Languages 6: 63. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Beck, Sigrid, and Kyle Johnson. 2004. Double objects again. Linguistic Inquiry 35: 97–124. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Belvin, Robert S. 1996. Inside Events: The Non-Possessive Meanings of Possession Predicates and the Semantic Conceptualization of Events. Ph.D. dissertation, University of Southern California, Los Angeles, CA, USA. [Google Scholar]

	



Belvin, Robert S., and Marcel den Dikken. 1997. There, Happens, to, Be, Have. Lingua 101: 151–83. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Borer, Hagit. 2003. Exo-skeletal vs endo-skeletal Explanations: Syntactic Projections and the Lexicon. In The Nature of Explanation in Linguistics Theory. Edited by John Moore and Maria Polinsky. Stanford: CLSI Publications, pp. 31–67. [Google Scholar]

	



Borer, Hagit. 2014. Derived Nominals and the Domain of Content. Lingua 141: 71–96. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Caha, Pavel. 2009. The Nanosyntaxof Case. Ph.D. disssertation, University of Tromsø, Tromsø, Norway. [Google Scholar]

	



Calabrese, Andrea. 1998. Some Remarks on the Latin Case System and its Development in Romance. In Theoretical Advances on Romance Languages. Edited by José Lema and Esthela Trevino. Amsterdam: John Benjamins, pp. 71–126. [Google Scholar]

	



Calabrese, Andrea. 2008. On Absolute and Contextual Syncretism. In The Bases of Inflectional Identity. Edited by Andrew Nevins and Asaf Bachrach. Oxford: Oxford University Press, pp. 156–205. [Google Scholar]

	



Chomsky, Noam. 1995. The Minimalist Program. Cambridge: MIT Press. [Google Scholar]

	



Chomsky, Noam. 2000. Minimalist inquiries: The framework. In Step by Step: Essays on Minimalist Syntax in Honor of Howard Lasnik. Edited by Roger Martin, David Michaels and Juan Uriagereka. Cambridge: MIT Press, pp. 89–155. [Google Scholar]

	



Chomsky, Noam. 2001. Derivation by Phase. In Ken Hale: A Life in Language. Edited by Michael Kenstowicz. Cambridge: MIT Press, pp. 1–54. [Google Scholar]

	



Cinque, Guglielmo, and Luigi Rizzi. 2010. The cartography of syntactic structures. In The Oxford Handbook of Linguistic Analysis. Edited by Bernd Heine and Heiko Narrog. New York: Oxford University Press, pp. 51–65. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Fabregas, Antonio. 2007. The Internal Syntactic Structure of Relational Adjectives. Probus 19: 1–36. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Fabregas, Antonio. 2020. Morphologically Derived Adjectives in Spanish. Amsterdam: John Benjamins. [Google Scholar]

	



Francez, Itamar, and Andrew Koontz-Garboden. 2016. A Note on Possession and Mereology in Ulwa Property Concept Constructions. Natural Language & Linguistic Theory 34: 93–106. [Google Scholar]

	



Francez, Itamar, and Andrew Koontz-Garboden. 2017. Semantics and Morphosyntactic Variation: Qualities and the Grammar of Property Concepts. Oxford: Oxford University Press. [Google Scholar]

	



Franco, Ludovico. 2017. Some notes on Italian ethnic adjectives. QULSO 3: 87–116. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Franco, Ludovico. 2018. On Nominalization: Genitives, Datives, and Elementary Predicates in Italian. In Studies in Formal Linguistics Universal Patterns and Language Specific Parameters. Edited by Anna Bloch-Rozmej and Anna Bondaruk. Frankfurt: Peter Lang, pp. 73–90. [Google Scholar]

	



Franco, Ludovico. 2019. A Syntactic Interpretation of the Applicative-Causative Syncretism. Quaderni Di Linguistica E Studi Orientali 5: 107–34. [Google Scholar]

	



Franco, Ludovico, and Paolo Lorusso. 2018. On the morpho-syntax of existential sentences in Romance based Creoles. Quaderni Di Linguistica E Studi Orientali 4: 47–72. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Franco, Ludovico e Paolo Lorusso. 2020. Aspectual datives (and instrumentals). In Dative structures in Romance and beyond. Edited by Anna Pineda and Jaume Mateu. Berlin: Language Science Press, pp. 175–94. Available online: https://zenodo.org/record/3776545#.X4bQwS1aaL8 (accessed on 17 February 2022).

	



Franco, Ludovico, and M. Rita Manzini. 2017a. Genitive/‘of’ arguments in DOM contexts. Revue Roumaine de Linguistique 4: 427–44. [Google Scholar]

	



Franco, Ludovico, and M. Rita Manzini. 2017b. Instrumental prepositions and case: Contexts of occurrence and alternations with datives. Glossa: A Journal of General Linguistics 2: 1–47. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Franco, Ludovico, Benedetta Baldi, and Leonardo M. Savoia. 2020. Collectivizers in Italian (and beyond). The interplay between collectivizing and evaluating morphology (and the Div paradox). Studia Linguistica 74: 2–41. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Franco, Ludovico, M. Rita Manzini, and Leonardo M. Savoia. 2015. N Class and Its Interpretation: The Neuter in Central Italian Varieties and Its Implications. Isogloss. A Journal on Variation of Romance and Iberian Languages, 41–68. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Franco, Ludovico, M. Rita Manzini, and Leonardo M. Savoia. 2021. Locative PS as general relators. Location, direction, DOM in Romance. Linguistic Variation 21: 135–73. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Gil Laforga, Irene. 2014. Interacción de los componentes gramaticales en la formación de palabras: Adjetivos posesivos derivados y compuestos. Ph.D. dissertation, Universidad Autónoma de Madrid, Madrid, Spain. [Google Scholar]

	



Grimm, Scott. 2011. Semantics of case. Morphology 21: 515–44. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Grossmann, Maria. 1999. Gli aggettivi denominali come basi di derivazione in italiano. Paper presented at the Società di Linguistica Italiana, Fonologia e morfologia dell’italiano e dei dialetti d’Italia. Atti del XXXI Congresso Internazionale di Studi, Padova, Bulzoni, Roma, September 25–27; pp. 401–22. [Google Scholar]

	



Halle, Morris. 1997. Distributed Morphology: Impoverishment and Fission. In PF: Papers at the Interface, MIT Working Papers in Linguistics 30. Edited by Benjamin Bruening, Yoonjung Kang and Martha McGinnis. Cambridge: MIT Press, pp. 425–49. [Google Scholar]

	



Harley, Heidi. 2002. Possession and the double object construction. Linguistic Variation Yearbook 2: 31–70. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Harley, Heidi. 2008. When is a Syncretism more than a Syncretism? In Phi-Theory: Phi-Features across Interfaces and Modules. Edited by Daniel Harbour, David Adger and Susana Béjar. Oxford: Oxford University Press, pp. 251–94. [Google Scholar]

	



Heine, B., and T. Kuteva. 2002. World Lexicon of Grammaticalization. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. [Google Scholar]

	



Jacobson, Roman. 1936. Beitrag zur allgemeinen Kasuslehre; Gesamtbedeutungen der russischen Kasus. SW II: 23–71. [Google Scholar]

	



Kayne, Richard S. 1984. Connectedness and Binary Branching. Dordrecht: Foris. [Google Scholar]

	



Levi, Judith N. 1978. The Syntax and Semantics of Complex Nominals. New York: Academic Press. [Google Scholar]

	



Levinson, Lisa. 2011. Possessive with in Germanic: Have and the role of P. Syntax 14: 355–93. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Manzini, M. Rita. 2017. Passive, smuggling and the by-phrase. In A Schrift to Fest Kyle Johnson. Edited by Nicholas La Cara, Keir Moulton and Anne-Michelle Tessie. Amherst: Linguistics Open Access Publications, pp. 233–44. [Google Scholar]

	



Manzini, M. Rita. 2020. The morphosyntactic structure of number in Italian and Albanian. High and low plurals. Catalan Journal of Linguistics 19: 127–57. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Manzini, M. Rita, and Ludovico Franco. 2016. Goal and DOM datives. Natural Language and Linguistic Theory 34: 197–240. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Manzini, M. Rita, and Leonardo M. Savoia. 2011a. Grammatical Categories. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. [Google Scholar]

	



Manzini, M. Rita, and Leonardo M. Savoia. 2011b. Reducing ‘case’ to denotational primitives. Linguistic Variation 11: 76–120. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Manzini, M. Rita, and Leonardo M. Savoia. 2007. A Unification of Morphology and Syntax. Studies in Romance and Albanian Varieties. London: Routledge. [Google Scholar]

	



Manzini, Maria Rita, and Leonardo M. Savoia. 2017a. Gender, number and inflectional class in Romance: Feminine/plural–a. In Language Use and Linguistic Structure. Edited by Joseph Emonds and Markéta Janebova. Olomouc: Palacky University Olomouc, pp. 263–82. [Google Scholar]

	



Manzini, M. Rita, and Leonardo M. Savoia. 2017b. N Morphology and Its Interpretation: The Neuter in Italian and Albanian Varieties. In Constraints on Structure and Derivation in Syntax, Phonology and Morphology. Edited by Anna Bloch-Rozmej and Anna Bondaruk. Frankfurt am Main: Peter Lang, pp. 213–36. [Google Scholar]

	



Manzini, Maria Rita, and Leonardo M. Savoia. 2018. The Morphosyntax of Albanian and Aromanian Varieties. Berlin: Mouton De Gruyter. [Google Scholar]

	



Manzini, M. Rita, Leonardo M. Savoia, and Ludovico Franco. 2015. Ergative case, Aspect and Person splits: Two case studies. Acta Linguistica Hungarica 62: 1–55. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Manzini, M. Rita, Ludovico Franco, and Leonardo M. Savoia. 2019. Suffixaufnahme, oblique case and Agree. In Agreement, Case and Locality in the Nominal and Verbal Domains. Edited by Ludovico Franco, Mihaela Marchis Moreno and Matthew Reeve. Berlin: Language Science Press, pp. 211–55. [Google Scholar]

	



Marantz, Alec. 1997. No Escape from Syntax: Don’t Try Morphological Analysis in the Privacy of Your Own Lexicon. In UPenn Working Papers in Linguistics. Edited by Alexis Dimitriadis. Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania, vol. 4.2, pp. 201–25. [Google Scholar]

	



Marantz, Alec. 2007. Phases and Words. In Phases in the Theory of Grammar. Edited by Sook-Hee Choe. Seul: Dong-In Publishing Company, pp. 191–222. [Google Scholar]

	



Marchis Moreno, Mihaela. 2015. Relational Adjectives at Interfaces. Studia Linguistica 69: 304–32. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Marchis Moreno, Mihaela. 2018. Relational Adjectives in Romance and English Mismatches at Interfaces. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. [Google Scholar]

	



Müller, Gereon. 2007. Notes on paradigm economy. Morphology 17: 1–38. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Noyer, Rolf. 1992. Features, Positions and Affixes in Autonomous Morphological Structure. Ph.D. dissertation, MIT, Cambridge, MA, USA. [Google Scholar]

	



Pesetsky, David. 1995. Zero Syntax: Experiencers and Cascades. Cambridge: MIT Press. [Google Scholar]

	



Pylkkänen, Liina. 2008. Introducing Arguments. Cambridge: MIT Press. [Google Scholar]

	



Rainer, Franz. 2013. Can relational adjectives really express any relation? An onomasiological perspective. SKASE Journal of Theoretical Linguistics 101: 12–40. [Google Scholar]

	



Rugna, Giuseppe, and Ludovico Franco. 2021. Prepositions as relators in Italian Prepositional Compounds. Master’s dissertation, University of Florence, Florence, Italy. [Google Scholar]

	



Savoia, Leonardo M., M. Rita Manzini, Benedetta Baldi, and Ludovico Franco. 2017. A morpho-syntactic analysis of evaluatives in Italian. Studi Italiani di Linguistica Teorica e Applicata XLVI: 413–40. [Google Scholar]

	



Savoia, Leonardo M., Benedetta Baldi, and Maria Rita Manzini. 2018. Sigmatic plurals in Romance varieties spoken in Italy and their interaction with -i plurals. Lingbaw 4: 141–60. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Stolz, Thomas, Cornelia Stroh, and Aina Urdze. 2006. On comitatives and Related Categories. Berlin: De Gruyter. [Google Scholar]

	



Stump, Gregory. 2001. Inflectional Morphology. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. [Google Scholar]

	



Svenonius, Peter. 2007a. Adpositions, particles, and the arguments they introduce. In Argument Structure. Edited by Eric Reuland, Tanmoy Bhattacharya and Giorgos Spathas. Amsterdam: John Benjamins, pp. 71–110. [Google Scholar]

	



Wandruszka, Ulrich. 2004. Aggettivi di relazione. In La formazione Delle Parole in Italiano. Edited by Maria Grossmann and Franz Rainer. Tübingen: Niemeyer, pp. 382–94. [Google Scholar]

	



Wexler, Kenneth, and M. Rita Manzini. 1987. Parameters and learnability in Binding Theory. In Parameter Setting. Edited by Tom Roeper and Edwin Williams. Dordrecht: D. Reidel, pp. 41–76. [Google Scholar]

	



Williams, Edwin. 1981. Transformationless grammar. Linguistic Inquiry 12: 645–653. [Google Scholar]












	
	
Publisher’s Note: MDPI stays neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in published maps and institutional affiliations.











© 2022 by the authors. Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland. This article is an open access article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution (CC BY) license (https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).






nav.xhtml


  languages-07-00130


  
    		
      languages-07-00130
    


  




  





media/file0.png





media/file1.png
qualifying possessive adjectives





