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The notioninplied inthe traditional term "attributive" genitive
refers to a feature of surface structure, and as such is not par-
ticularly meaningful for an understandi ng of the construction

invol ved. Rather the cases envisaged by the traditional category

of attributive genitive nust be understood in terms of other
categories such as subjective or possessive. The reason for the
use of the genitival construction in place of an adjectival one lies
inthe lexical specializationof the nounin the genitive: the
notion of kittum in dayyan kittim ~judge of just verdict" is not
expressed in the avail agl e adj ective fromthe same root, kinum, which
neans "legitimate." Hence there is no roomfor areal stylistic

choi ce between an adj ectival and a genitival noun phrase, since the
two have basical ly different neanings.
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l. INTRODUCTORY

The traditional explanation of noun phrases with the genitive reflects an understandi ng
of syntactical phenonena cl ose, in substance, to the principles of transfornational
grammar. Foughly speaking, the surface structure of the noun phrase is explained in
terms of an underlying sentence, and this is nornal |y expressed by referring to the role
which the noun in the genitive has in that sentence--subjectiveit it corresponds to the
subj ect, objective if to the object, and so on. A first, the notion of attributive
enitive would seemto be of the same tvoe: the genitive corresponds to the attribute.

t there is adifficulty, because the attribute s inturn the result of nominaliza-
tion which, traditionally, is explained in terns of surface structure only (agreenent,
word order, and the like). Thus the notion of attributive genitive is not on the sane
level as that of subjective or objective genitive and is proportionally less clez in
its neaning and inport.

Wiat ever the case may be, the traditional explanati on nay be said to enbody the fol | ow ng
elements: a genitival noun phrase (e.g. Xan danniitim "a king of might™) is synonynous
with an adj ectival noun phrase (Sawvuun dannum"a mighty king™) ; in either case the

nodi fier (dannitim, dannum) corresponds to the predicate of an equival ent sentence
Savwm dan "the king is mghty." The choi ce between the two types of noun phrases is
consi dered a natter of stylistic preference. !

2. LEXICAL CONSTRAINTS ON THE USE OF GENITIVE VS. ATTRIBUTE

Upon cl oser exam nation, the two noun phrases do not seemequivalent. A starting

point is offered by the considerationthat in some cases the two types of noun phrases
are in conplenentary distribution, the criterion for such distribution being the |exical
i temwhi ch occurs as the head of the noun phrase. This neans that certain nouns have

a tendency to govern the ceniTive of a noun froma given verbal root, whereas ot her
nouns govern an AaTTrIBUTE derived fromthe same root. Thus the phrase far dannitim

"a king of mght" given above, though formally possible, is not actually attested;?
instead, it is the adjective dannumwhi ch nornal |y appears in conbi nationwth farviwn,
i.e. Sarvum dannum™a mighty king." Mce versa, the noun atum "city" occurs regul arly
wth the genitive ( af dannatim "city of strength") and not wth the adjective (alum
dannum*strong city"). It is difficult to gauge howfar these | exical constraints
obtain wthout the benefit of living informants. The best substitute would be an
accurate statistical count of attested forns based on a |arge amount of textual materials;
but this has towait until special tools providing this kind of infornation are nade

Isee for exanple W von Soden, Grundriss der akkadischen Grammatik, Fone 19692 136 f;
186c. For a prelimnary statenent on' the "attributive' genitive see ny article "On the
Wse of the Akkadian Infinitive after 'Sa' or Qonstruct Sate," JSS 17(1972) 1-29.

Zstatements about attestation are based on the data found in the dictionaries, not on a

conplete utilization of any given corpus. LUlhattested forns are not starred if they are
syntactical |y possi bl e.

AAL 3, 20
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available.® But if we can take the selection in the nodern dictionaries as indicative,
both for what they do and do not show, some interesting conclusions energe.

Let us consider another case of conplenentary distribution based on |exical categories.
From the root k:n we have the noun kittum "justice" and the adjective kinum "just,
legitimate." When used as nodifiers, the follow ng distribution can be noticed: with
dayy@num " j udge” we have normally kittum in the genitive (dayydn kittim" "judge of
justice'); with apfum "heir" or Sarnum "king" we have normal Iy the adjective (apfum
kinum®"'legitimate heir," Xaraum kinum® "legitimate king"). In other words, kittum and
kinum are different not only in terns of norphol ogical derivation but alsoin terns of

| exi cal specialization, since they are restricted to cooccur with certain nouns and not
with others. The adjective kinum has a semantic range whi ch does not include the nmeani ng
of justice as a quality of the subject, but rather that of |egitinacy, i.e. respect for
ajust set of relationships in the succesion, for exanple, fromfather to son. Kittum,
on the other hand, refers to the specific and concrete acts of justice perforned by a
judge inrendering a verdict; it nay, in fact, be understood specifically as "just verdict
rather than abstractly as "justice"” (this would account well for the use of the plural

as in dayyan kindtim "judge of just verdicts"). Wen a nomnalization involving kdittun
becones necessary, recourse to the adjective kinum woul d be unsatisfactory, since it does
not belong to the sane semantic range as kittum. Hence kittum iS retained as such, with
aresulting genitival noun phrase: dayydn kittim "judge of the just verdict."

It so happens that a sinmlar device is al so used in English--a | anguage whi ch, thou?h
much richer than Akkadi an in adjectival constructions, does neverthel ess rely heavily on
noun conposi tion, as wth "governnent decisions” (an adjective woul d al so be possi bl e:
"governnental ") or, 'MHouse committee'' (an adjective is not possible) . Thus, dayyan
kittim coul d be properly translated as "just verdict judge," which inplies that the
judge is envisaged I n the specific nonent in which he acts as judge and renders j ust
verdicts, rather than as an official endowed with a natural sense of justice.

If we look nowat the converre set of exanples, we find that apfum Enumis frequent,
while apdl hittim is not attested. This distribution can be explained with the sane
consi derations made above. The association with apfun "heir" woul d normally limt the
semantic range of a nodifier derived fromthe root k:n to the meaning "l egitinacy"” (since
an heir woul d not normally be linked with just verdicts or even justice in a broader
sense); the adjective kinum having becore |exical ly specialized to express precisely such
notion, it is natural to find commonly the noun phrase apfum kTnum "legitinate heir.”

*Work is currently being done at UCLA, under the provisions of a research grant from the
National Endowrent for the Humanities, to establish a grammatical data bank for the entire
corpus of 0ld Babylonian letters. The first published results will appear shortly as

the first vol une of a series entitled Morpho-Lexical Analysis of Akkadi an Texts.

'"Aso dayyan kinatim, CAD K 471 b3'; D30 d4', 32 m1', m3'a’', 33 m4'. Dayydnum Enumis
attested once. K 391 b2'.

CAD K 392 cl'.
éTCL 111 114(SE  Sargon).
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Shoul d apie kiztim occur in the |anguage, it woul d probably nean "legitinacy heir,™
"heir through whomlegitinacy is verified," or sonething to that effect.

Qi ng back to the exanpl es given a the begi nni ng, favwm dannumis a "mighty king," i.e.
a king who is in himself strong and powerful , whereas af dannatim is a"fortress city,™
acity inwhichoneis powerful and thus secure trom eneny attack. In this case, the

| exical feature which acts as a constraint nay be that of aninate vs. inanimate. In the
sense of "strong,” dannumis used properly wth animate, perhaps especially w th human,
subj ects. Wen referred to inaninate (or perhaps non-hunan) and concrete subjects, it
neans "nassive, solid, big," or the |ike; hence @tum dannwn woul d Eroperly nean a big
city." To express strength in nmilitary and strategical terns, one has to resort to the
t er m dannittum whi ch can both the abstract for "strength’ and a concrete noun neani ng
"fortress," hence at dannitim "fortress city.” Note howin English too phrases |ike
"strong or powerful city," though quite possible, nay be felt ['ess proper than a phrase
like "I'npregnabl e city,” which simlarly points to an animate subject other than the city.

3. THE LIMITS OF ADJECTIVAL DERIVATION

In the preceding section | have tried to el ucidate the difference between genitival and
adj ectival noun phrases (dayyin kittim vs. aplum kinum) taking as a starting point the
fact of conplenentary distribution aong |exical lines: since the correlation between the
two el enents in each noun Ehr ase is constant (i.e. dayyanum occurs regularly wth the gen-
itive, aplum regularly with the adjective) the senmantic nature of the two distinctive [ex-
ical itens (dayyanum, apfum) was used as a clue to explain the difference between the
second el enent derived in each case fromthe sane root (kittum, kiaum). V@ nay try nowto
formul ate our results in such a way that they may apply nore broadly, especially in cases
where one cannot rely on conpl enentary distribution.

V¢ nay take as a starting point an observation about noun derivation. |f kittup neans "just
verdict" and kZnum "legitimate, " an adj ective which were to refer to kiteum would have to
be derived precisely fromfkittwn, rather than generically fromthe root k:n; in other words,
kitzum has acqui red a specialized | exical neaning which is not reflected in the underlying
root k n But denomnal adjectives are not productive in Akkadi an, except for well de-
fined categories, such as wth the affix -i - used especially for gentilics (A83ur-%-u,
"pssyrian™).  Thus an adj ective from kitt-um, thoth formal |y possible (*kitt-Z-um) is

not attested and, nost |ikely, nonexistent in the [anguage. By default, as it were,

kittun is retained as such and used as a nodifier in the genitive. The explanationfor the
use of the attributive genitive can thus be summed Lﬂ under two headings: (1) certain

nouns becone | exical |y specialized to such a point that the verbal adjective fromthe same
root is not lexically correl ated anY | onger; 2? the formati on of denominal adjecti ves,

whi ch might serve as adequate correl atives of |exically specialized nouns, is not produc-
tive in the | anguage(and other pertiwnent norphol ogi cal processes, such as word conposition,
are practical ly non-existent).

By way of exenplification, a simlar case nay be adduced fromEnglish. The noun "power”
can be used either in the sense of ''mght" or in the sense of "electrical energy." The
adj ective "powerful ,” however, is correlated only to the first acceptati on of the noun;
for the second, one w |l use instead the noun "power'" in conposition w th another noun.

A "powerful tool" is one capabl e of superior perfornance, whet her operated nanual Iy or by
a notor, whereas a "power tool™ is one driven by a notor, whether "powerful™ or not. The
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adjective is lexically specialized in one direction, the noun in another--just as in
Akkadian. The determnation of these lexical differentiations is mich easier in English
where one can rely on living informants. In Akkadian, we used pairs of words in conple-
mentary distributionto facilitate the determnation of the semantic range of one el ement
by utilizing the semantic range of the other. But we can now extend the notion thus gai ned
to cover cases w thout correlative constraints.

Awtl gimittim’, for exanple, refers to a man who can and will do specific favors, whet her
or not he is an obliging person by nature; it can be trenslated literally as "a nan of
favor," or perhaps better as an "influential man." AwCtum gamilum,® on the other hand,
refers precisely to the second al ternative just envisaged, i.e. a "nerciful nan" (as it

nay be translated), a person who is by nature disposed to show conpassi on and to do favors,
whether or not he is in a position to deliver them It is not inconceivable, in other
words, to have an awdl gimilLim gamilum, "'a nerciful man of favors,"” just as it is possible
to have a man who is nerciful but inpotent to help. (Smlarly, it is conceivableto
speak in English of a "powerful power tool.')

So far | have utilized nouns and adjectives derived fromverbal roots. But naturally ny
concl usions apply even nore in the case of non-verbal nouns. For these, no verbal adjec-
tive is possible, and thus the limts of adjectival formation, noted above, are even

nmore stringent. No adjective is attested, for exanple, for the noun Savwum 'king," SO

a nolun phrase can only be of the genitival type, as in a¢ Zawirtim "a kingship city,” "a
royal city."

It should be stressed, however, that these limts are not absol ute, since denom nal adj ec-
tives do occur occasionally--they are non productive, but not non-existent. It wll
appear immediately that their distribution is non predictable, so that they can only be
listed lexically. As exanpl es one may quote tupp-i-um® "registered" fromthe | oanword
tupp-um "tablet™, and zign-an-u'® "bearded" fromthe prinary noun zign-um "beard."

4. CORRELATION BETWEEN GENITIVAL AND ADJECTIVAL NOUN PHRASES.

|f awte gimiteim "man of favors" cannot be considered synonynous with awZéun gamifum
"conpassi onate man," the underlying structure will also have to be different. Awtceum

"CAD G 75.

"D G 32-33.

SABB 4 47: 7; 52: 8. 5'. 11'; 62: 9.

Yonly in lexical texts, cf. CADZ 125. In late texts there is even attested the

verbal adjective zagnu froma denominative verbal root z%n. The regul ar expression for
"bearded (man)'"" is awif zignim or Sa ziqnim, cf. CAD Z 125-7
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gamifum can easily be understood as the nomnalization of awtlum gamit'' "the man is com
assionate"; but what about awtf g{mi€fim? The main consideration is that the special
exical val ue of gimiZum nust be retai ned, whi chever type of sentence one nay consider as
acorrelate (i.e. whatever formone nmay choose for the tree). (ne nay think, for instance,
of the man naking favors (awtlum gimitlam i{Sakkan'? "the nman makes a favor™), or of favors
bei ng possi bl e through the man (itti awilim gimillum ibasiz "there are favors with the
man'').

Bef ore carrying these considerations any further, it will be well to clarify a point of
surface structure. By saying, as | did earlier, that a given genitival noun phrase (e.g.
awtl gimilLim) 1S not synonynous with a given adjectival noun phrase (awffum gamifum), |
do not inply that the two types of noun phrases cannot in principle be correlated to the
sane underlying structural pattern. What reall?/ matters is whether or not adjective and
noun in the genitive have the sane specialized |exical value. Supposing that an adjective
were to be derived fromgémigeun and thus retain its special |exical value--e.g.*gimleim
from *gimite-z-um "favor maki ng“-then awtt gimitlim and awilum “gimiLeim woul d in fact
be synonynous. Such was precisely the case, for instance, with awtl zignim and zignanu,
bot h neaning "bearded nan." Wether or not a genitive corresponds to an adjective will
thus depend on the vagaries, as it were, of adjectival derivation, since there are no
apparent rules according to which zignanu is found in the |anguage, but not #*g.imigeim.
Potentially, then, every genitive can be rendered by an adjective if |exical I%/ available,' ®
and the question wll be to determne whether or not a given adjective is infact related
to a given noun lexically, and not only derivationally. Each individual case will have to
be handl ed separatel y--utilizing, here too, as conplete a corpus as possible to make up
for the lack of living informants. Since | cannot offer here a thorough reviewof the
pertinent cases, a few sel ected exanples will have to suffice as an indication of the

di rection which the research may take. The naterial can be divided in three parts.

(8 Metaphorical ™' extrapolation. In some cases an adjectival noun phrase seens to be

" The pernansive of the participle is rare, but see for exanpl e Amar-Sin-gamit " Amar-Sin
is conpassionate,” Hussey, Sumerian Tabfets 2 47: r. 7(U III).

'?Note the interesting Ad Assyrian exanples quoted in CAD G 74 | b, where one sentence
contains in effect the nomnalization of the other: gimitlam ina s2rilya sukna U andku
awtl gimiLim "do ne a favor, | too amin a position to do (sonebody) a favor."

!*Note al so the case of the pronom nal personal suffixes, which nmay be correlated to the
i ndependent personal pronoun.

L*or |oer haps metonymic, as suggested during the Santa Barbara Conference by Joseph L. Malone
who al so added the fol | owing conment: "It seens to me that netonymc processes play a
vastly nore inportant role in |inguistic organization than has hitherto been recogni zed

and are, au gond, responsible for the kinds of syntactic patterns captured by transforma-
tions |ike those call ed Psych-Movenent (Postal) or Flip(Lakoff), the ultimate etiol ogy

bei ng a psychol ogi cal anbi val ence as to the locus of enotive stimuli and responses. From
the vantage of this hﬁ|oot hesi s, then, whereas in a given case (e.g. the Akkadi an amum

hadim) a usage gl ossabl e as 'happy day' mght derive historically via netonyny froma base
Tike 'day which nmakes a person hap,oy‘ , yet the quintessenti al a5|oect of such devel opnent
woul d be the a priond psychol ogical difficulty of determing the |ocus of happiness. '
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synonynmous With a genitival noun phrase if the adjective acquires, by metaphorical ex-
tensi on, the lexical meanin% proper of the genitive noun in the genitival noun phrase.
Thus the phrase hi hiditim'®> can be readily understood as the "day in which there is
happiness''; but amum hadiim “happy day" would be equally possible'® in a metaphorical
sense: while hadiim i S properly construed with an aninate subject, if used wth an in-
ani nat e subj ect it transferstoit, as it were, an animate feature, naki ng for a nore
pregnant and colorful expression. Q again--the noun phrase @lum dannum (In the singular)
does not occur, as already noted above; in the Blural, on the other hand, the adjectival
type is standard: aldnu dannittum and the like'”. For reasons that escape me, the neta-
phorical extension to an inani mate subj ect of an adjective (dannwn neani ng "'strong")

ot herw se reserved to ani mate subjects is here subject to a distribution based on nunber.

(b~ Adjectival noun phrase without genitival correlative. Wth sone roots, only the
adjectival noun phrase is found, e.g. matum rapaftum'® "wide territory," and not mat
nupsim "'territory of width," or the like'®; kalbum salmum®® 'black dog™ and not katab
sulmim** "dog of blackness' or the like. This negative type of evidence is inportant. |f
the adj ective does not inpose lexical constraints such as requiring an ani mate subj ect,
then it is properly and regularly used without recourse to another type of noun phrase, i.
e. the genitival phrase. There is, in other words, no roomfor stylistic choi ce because
the adjectival noun phrase is in fact the rule. This explains a fact noted earlier,
namely the lack of the genitival noun phrase Zar danniitim: since dannum properly neans
"maghty," there is no roomfor a genitival phrase "king of night."

(00 Apparent anbiguity. The noun phrase awat damiqtim®>> "word of goodness" is attested
alongside awdtum damiqtum®3 "good word.'" They nay be consi dered sKnonym)us, because t he
adj ective and the noun can be synonynous, and the contexts i n which they occur al so seen
to be synonynous. Since the adjective can occur with inani mate subjects, a decision de-
pends on whet her the nominalization is primarily the descriptionof a condition("the
word is good') or of an action wth an object ("the word brings good luck'). This brings
us back to a consideration of the structure of the noun phrase, which we should now t ake
up directly.

'8CAD U 183 hidatu d.
o 0. muSTtu hadat "the night is happy'" CAD H 26 Ib.

'7CAD D 381 1cl (dannitim being here the plural of the adjective rather than the genitive
singular of the abstract).

18 AHw 957 napSu 2b.
19 (f. AHw 994 rupu.
20CAD S 77 lal'.

21 (f. CAD S 240-41.
22cAp D 65f. Ih.
23CAD D 69 1la(end) .
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5. THE STRUCTURE OF THE NOUN PHRASE.

Let us consider for a nonent the possibility of a ghrase such as kafab sulmim "dog of

bl ackness, " even though unattested, as indicated above. The phrase can clearly be under-
stood in the sense of a stative sentence, i.e. a sentence in which the predicate expresses
the state, condition or quality of the subject: katbum salim "the dog Is black." If it
wer e possi bl e, one woul d then cal | sufmim a stative genitive.?*

Let us consider, next, the phrase awtf zignim "nan of beard,” and the synonynous zagnu
"bearded.” In spite of the adjective, the genitive cannot be considered stative, but
rather possessive: "the man has a beard"; and the sane applies to the adjective. Simlar-
|y, the adjective tuppim "registered” is not stative (it does not nean that something is
a'tablet), but rather locative(sonething is entered on a tablet).

Thus the presence of an adjective is not sufficient to make a noun phrase stative: this
determnation w |l depend on the deep structure of the noun phrase itself, rather than
onits surface realizations. Wth one exception: a clue which can be taken fromsurface
structure is that a genitival noun phrase does not stand for expression of state--in
other words, a stative genitive does not occur in Akkadian. This observation is based
on the fact that, where | exical considerations make any interpretation other than stative
i npossi bl e, one does not find a genitival noun phrase. Kafab sutmin coul d only nean,

for I'exical reasons, "a black dog” (not "a dog through which there is bl ackness,' or the
like), mat nupSim "a vast territory"” (not "a territory through which there is vastity").
It is for these linmtations that kafab sutmim and mat aupiim are in fact mssing inthe
language; instead of a stative genitive, we have a stative adjective: kalbum salmum,matum
napastum,

But what about genitival noun phrases with nouns fromroots which are typically stative,
and whi ch do occur next to adjectival noun phrases--such as awdt damiqtim and awdtum
damigtum which left us in doubt a noment ago? Lexical considerations wll help once

again to provide the answer. As apparent fromthe context,?® damigtum in the genitival
noun phrase neans "good | uck™; hence awat damiqtim iS properly "a word through which there
is good luck.”" The adjectival noun phrase nay be taken, dependi ng on the context, either
in the different meaning of "a good word"” ﬁst ative) or synonynmously as a " propitious word,"
i.e. " aword through which there is good | uck™ (subjective).

The termsubjective genitive is used in a sense only partlg different fromthe traditional.
The traditional subjective genitive(a category which is obviously to be retained) refers
to a noun phrase in which the genitive(or nodifier) corresponds to the subject of an
under | yi ng sentence, and the construct state(or head) to the predicate: e.g. endsti

Z*""Stative' is not used here to refer to the pernmansive or predicative state of the noun,
but rather to the fact that the predicate expresses a state(or quality or condition).

*5And fromthe parall elismwith idat dumgim "a good |uck onen," CAD | 307 2b
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Savim "the king's desire" is understood as related to a sentence of the type fawum
Ludls "the king wants (sonething) ." The difference in awat damigtim is not in the geni-
tive, but in the head of the noun phrase, since it does not correspond to the predicate,
but rather to an adjunct or complement, With a resulting underlying sentence of the type:
Ana awatim damiqtum ibba33x "through the word there is good luck.” To describe the two
ty,oes of subjective genitive one nust therefore refer to the noun phrase as a whol e, not
only to the genitive: enisti Zannim is a subjective genitive with the head @iftc)
corresponding to the predicate of an underlying sentence; awat damigtim iS a subjective
genitive with the head corresponding to adjunct or conplement. Because of the correl a-
tion between genitival and adjectival noun phrases, the definition applies al so to adj ec-
tives; so in awatun damiqtum the adjective damigtum "propitious” nay al so be described
as subj ecti ve.

6. CONCLUSIONS

The mainresults of this research nay be summarized briefly as fol | ows:

() noun phrases with the genitivereflect the need to retain specialized | exical neani ngs
(this may be especially useful in order to provide correct translations);

(2) every genitive nay be rendered by an adjective if lexically available;

(3) there is no specific category of "attributive" genitive, if "attributive" neans that
the genitive may be rendered by an adjective, since all genitives nay potentially be
render ed by adj ecti ves.

(4) there is alsono "attributive" genitiveif "attributive" neans that the genitive
stands for a stative genitive, since a stative qualification may only be rendered by an
adj ective, not by a genitive;

(5) there is practically no roomfor a stylistic choice between an adjectival and a geni -
tival noun phrase, since the two types have basically different neanings.

(6 thus what is traditionally considered an attributive genitivew !l have to be classi-
fied as subjective, possessive, or the like(occasionally with further qualifications for

the head of the noun phrase).
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