ENCLISH AND GERMAN POSSKSSIONAL ADJECTIVES: A
LINGUISTIC EXPLANATION FOR AN ERROR OF OMISSION
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One argument for the inclusion of contrastive linguisties into the uni-
versity syllabus for prospective language teachers is that it provides for a
more economical way of teaching the target langunage. This argument has
acquired a very special meaning for quite a number of students as well as
teachers already engaged in practical work at schools. They think that they
have to concentrate their teaching on arcas in which there are interlanguage
differences and may leave out those in which the mother-tongue of their
pupils and the forcign language agree. In this way, they believe, they can
economize on their time arguing that in the minds of the pupils a simple
process of transfer of learning will take place, which will enable them to
acquire the foreign structures without special training. Since this convic-
tion is widespread and since indeced somo general introductions to contras-
$ive studies! may be made responsible for it, it is necessary not only to point
out that this is an oversimplification of the process of learning a foreign lan-
guage, but also to explain 1n & particular case that » construction cannot
he viewed in isolation but must be viewed as part of an interlocking system.

The problem may be illustrated within English and German by the struc-
tures covered by the ferm possessional adjective®. They are prenominal attri-

1 In these introductions the term “contrastive’ itself may mean either the differ-
onces alone or the differences and similarities between languages. Cf., e.g., the following
gtatements: Wir nennen dies eine Kontrastive Analyse, weil es nur die Unterachicde,
die Kontraste sind, die uns hier beschiftigen (Kufner 1971 : 12). “This study 15 part
of & series of contrastive structure studies which describe the simnilarities and differences
botween Erglish and... five foreign languages.. * {Ch. A. Ferguson in Kufner 1862:V1).

? The term is taken from Jespersen (1914 : 373}
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butes like the following:

das bunigestreifte Band (96} ~— the gaily-siviped vibbon (109)
das goldgerdnderte Porzellan (135)  — the gold bordered porcelain (152)
der edel geformie Mund (199) — the nobly formed mouth (224)
eine langgestielte Lorgnette (90) — ¢ long-handled lorgnon (102)3

These constructions may be related in English and CGierman to an under-
lying structure containing a PRO-verb that we can think of as HAVE or
HABEN respectively {Quirk et al. 1972:100; Brinkmann 1959). E.g., en
buntgestreiftes Band may be derived from ein Band, das bunte Streifen hat
and a gaily-striped ribbon from « ribbon that has gay stripes. Again in English
and German they are part of a wider ares defined by the existenee of the
sanie verbs HAVE and HABEN in the underlying structure. The structures
they are related to arc realized by the genitive in German and a case form
marked by ‘s or a prepositional phrase containing of in English, e.g. des Mannes
Wagen — the man’s car or the car of the mam. These phrases may be circum-
scribed as der Mann hat einen Wagen and the man has a car. The close relation

of this construction type and the possessional adjectives may be illustrated
by the following sequence:

the red-lipped girl
the red lips of the girl
the girl’s red lips

Both German and English posscssional adjectives are distinguished from
the forms just mentioned by the fact that the noun in the embedded sentence
of the underlying construction has to be an optional or obligatory part of
the one it is to be made an attribute of (Hirtle 1969; Strébel 1970). Tn our
first example, the gaily-striped ribbom, stripes may be regarded as an optional
characteristic of #ibbon. In the construction the red-lipped girl the notion
of lip is an integral part of the notion of girl. Generally speaking, this part —
whole relationship, a necessary condition for the application of the rule that
generates possessional adjectives, distinguishes these from the related con-
struction the man’s car and der Wagen des Mannes. A car is not part of @ man

and thus we may not say something like *the carred man or *der

bewagte
Mann.

Thus, therc seems to be a sound enough basis for saying that English
and German possessional adjectives are similar in bhoth languages. Indeed,
they would perhaps he derived from identical underlying structures in a
comparative English and German grammar. The transformation applying

* These examples and others given with page numbers,

unless otherwise notoed,
are taken from Mann {1960) and its trenslation Mann (1957).
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to them would very often result in a structural change Itha.‘b would clearly
indicate this fact, A morphological rule which operates in a small numbili
of cases in German and which would tend to obscure the common rule wi
e ;]il's;}u:eei ::i?:rthen, that constructions based on common rules in source
and target language take care of themselves in the process of language learning,
a German Abitur candidate should be able to use them freely th,:.n the _opfj}r-
tunity arises. This, however, does not seem to be th‘e case. J-'il? 1111.:restlg:a, iomn
undertaken in Paderborn in April 1973 of fifty Abitur cxﬁ:ummatlm} papers
of students whose teachers had not given them any special exercises per-
taining to the construction under diaeussiﬂn. shmw_?ed that about half th}? 3&;1—
didates could repeat correctly an example given in the text thad_: they} ;a o
reproduce. E.g., one text read to a group of 13 students contained t 1r;},l {:{:nt
struction. the ash-coloured children. 5 of those 13 students repea.ted‘ the P raseé
the others used an adjective proper like brown or left t-helm{)dlﬁﬂ{'i;tlctn D]I.’I
altogether. None of the students could gener:fi.t»e a poa&esmml'adgeﬁtﬁge jf
himself although the wording of the text provided the op;[)ortu{:uty to do s; n
E.g., the students preferred the expression a chauffeur in uniform or e+v}..lt
the awkward @ chauffeur in a uniform to a uniformed f}kauﬁeut At first sig :
this is all the more surprising since possessionel adjectives arc very much parx
of written English and furthermore this particular group of stl'ldcnts came
across the forni as early as their third, ont of ten years of E‘]nghle e
There are several reasons, however, that can be given 1r:um a hnglfmtui
point of view for the students’ rcluctance to use an English possesstiona
ad‘?ilﬁtliiimt point is basced on the fact that pmsessimm.l adjectives 111+E11g111‘52
and German grammar can be traced hack to th.e optional embedding Dt'
sentence in the underlying structure. This implies tha:t for the gcnel":?d@n
of a grammatical sentence no attention has to be paid to the embe frig
at all and that the inforroation in the embedded structure may he :expre:fm{,.d
in a separate sentence. In the sentence He presented her with a gmaly—f?tﬂﬁtiu
ribbon the modifier gaily-striped may be left out and the 3enten_f_3{.~. ls_t:;l 1‘
grammatical: He presented her with a ribbon. Or we may conne&j.: it wit L &
construction like 7t had gay stripes and by this means preserve 1?he mfnrma.m(;xt
content in the original sentence. Thus we are confronted with an entire y
different situation from one in which an obligatory embedded sentence l;sl
required, Trf such case some special grammatical structure may have t%r't;
nsed and would therefore be practiced automatieally by the stuflent.l 1
possessional adjectives, however, it is not only the case thad? they derwelfl Em HJI;
optional embedding but also that they are the res:u]ts. of a structura ‘ c :;ngd ;
of just one of & number of transformationald rules j.a.rhlch could have dpf {-} tg.
In both English and German the gaily-siriped ribbon or das buntgestreift
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Band can be paraphrased using either a relative clause or a prepositional
phrase: the ribbon that has gay stripes and das Band, das bunte Streifen hat,
or the ribbon with gay stripes — das Band mit bunten Streifen. Thus we sec
that in English and German the use of a possessional adjective is not ounly
optional but actually competes with different construction types that derive
from the identical underlying structure.

One may also point out here modification structures that are rclated to
possessional adjectives but less clearly than those just mentioned. A few ex-
amples from a German original, Thomas Mann’s Buddenbrooks and its English
translation by R. T. Lowe-Porter will serve as a short cut to establish an
inter-language relationship. Judging from these texts, possessional adjectives
most often share characteristics with adjectives and second participle attri-
butes.

ein schwarzgefleckter Jagdhund (13) —
a black and white hunting dog (14)

shre schwarzen, langlich geschnittenen Augen (290) —
her narrow black eyes (328)

a coffee-coloured coot (383) —
ein kaffeebrauner Leibrock (337)

@ clear-sighted man (403) —
ein heller Kopf (355)

The next set of examples will uncover the relation hetween attributive
second participles and possessional adjectives. Again the structures show
that the rclation works both ways.

ein grimbezogener Tisch (152) —
a table covered with greem baize (171)

the lace-edged pillows (258) - -
das von Spitzenborten wmgebene Kissen (229)

the gilt-lined silver basin (307)
die silberne, innen vergoldele Schale (272)

From these examples we can deduce the following explanation of the obser-
vation made above concerning German students’ reluctance to use English
possessional adjectives. From the standpeint of English grammar there is
no syntactic necessity to use the construction. The students are not obliged
to use possessional adjectives to communicate their semantic content because
there are a number of equivalent construction types they could use.

A second problem the students face concerns the fornal means German
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and English grammars provide for recognizing possessional adjectives. In
English these attributes are generally identical with the form of second par-
ticiples; that is to say, they are marked in most cascs by the suffix spelicd
-ed as in good-mannered, fearless hearted, sweet voiced, ete, This identity of
form is so developed in English that in those cages in which the attributed
noun has the same phonemic structure as a so-called irregular verb, this
noun takes on the same form as the verb used ag & sceond participle. For
example, the lexical items spring and bugld are nouns in the sentences The
mattress has good springs, The mon has a powerful build, and verbs in He
wants to spring over the ditch, He wants to build her a chest. The verbs o spring
and fo build have an irregular second participle, Le., sprung and busli re-
spectively and the possessional adjectives are well sprung, powerfully built
and not *well-springed, *powerfully butlded. In German the sitnation is more
complicated. As with the second participles of verbs, we have one group
of possessional adjectives that ave introduced with the prefix ge- while another
group is not. For example we find die langgestielte Lorgnette as opposed
to der begiiterte Kaufmann, das goldgerdnderte Porzellan as opposed to die
blondbehanrte Hand. Again, as is the case with second participles of.verbs,
possessional adjectives in German feature two different kinds of endings, one
is spelled -f, the other -em, as in seine gehdckerte Nase, das gesprungene Glas.
With some German possessionnl adjectives, however, an obligatory transfor-
mation applies which replaces the verbal suffix -# and -en by the adjectival
suffix spelled -ig as in ein hochlehniger Stubl, eine einseitige Evkldrung, ein
dorniger Sirauch, etc.

To round off this short characterization of the formal aspect of German
and English posscssionel adjectives just one lagt point should be mentioned,
It is illustrated by the following sentences and their corresponding pesses-
sional adjeciives:

Seine Hénde haben zartblauwe Adern — seine zartblow gedderten Finde
Die Weste hat blave Karos — die blaukarierte Weste,
Das Porzellan hat einen goldenen Rand — das goldyerinderte Porzellan.

The examples show that in some German possessional adjeclives a conversion
from noun to verb has taken place in the process of correctly generating the
structures. This type of structural change does not oceur in English although
some change of form does ocenr in a highly restricted number of cases, e.g.
in a foose-ldfrved book. The from leaved is dervived from the noun leaf. It does
not represcnt & conversion to the verb #o learve but rather reflects the fact
that a certain number of nouns ending in a voiceless labiodental fricative
have the feature wosceless of this consonant changed to veiced when it loses
its final position. This process has also been operative in the generation of
the posscssional adjective short-lived as in @ short-lived price freeze. In this
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case, however, the same additional shortening of the vowel has taken place
as in rough shod, & form which, if it had been regularly made, wonld be rough
shoed.

The close resemblance of German and English possessional adjectives to
the attributed sccond participle makes it very difficult for a student to ident-
ify them correctly. He has to learn to distinguish a possessional adjective
from a second participle construction and, thus, he has actnally not only to
learn to recognize the first. but also to recognize the second. Before any
successful transfer of learning can take place, a student has to be wble to
recognize clearly the structure he is supposed to acquire. For a German stu-
dent, in this case, this task is the move difficult for a number of reasons.
First we might mention that English lacks an equivalent rule to the German
one that generates possessional adjectives in -ig. In German the presence of
the suffix is a clear indication that the attribute under consideration is not a
second participle. Thus the item glockenférmig in der glockenférmige Rock
will be immediately recognized as a possessional adjective while the English
translation equivalent the bell-shaped coat may mean both the coat that has
the shape of a bell or the coat that bas been shaped like a bell. A sccond
difficulty lies in the fact that in English there are a considerable number of
nouns and verbs which are identical in their phonemic structure. For example,
the item husk 1s both a noun and a verb whereas the German equivalent
would be Hdulse and enthitlsen. Through the presence of the prefix ent- the
message of the following sentence is immediatedy elear:

Succotash ist ein indianisches Wort, das ursprimglich enthilster Mais
bedeulete.

However, it you said to a German student of English (Infernationgl Herald
Tribune, September 18, 1972 : 8) Succotash is an Indion word which originally
meant husked corm, he may very likely consider husked a possessional adje-
ctive. Similarly, the existence of a noun pinion and a verb fo pinson will make
it very difficult to decide what is meant by the construetion’ the tall, pink
pinsoned birds strut around, goosestepping in cadence (ibid., January 9, 1973:
14). The German student may be unable to decide which of the following
two Interpretations is the corrcet one:

the tall birds, which have pink pinions
the iall, pink birds which have been pinioned.

The regular distinction in English between adverbs and adjectives by
the ending -Iy is the third rcason German stndents are unwilling to use pos-
sessional adjeclives. The fact that a formal differentiation of thiz kind does
not exist iflustrates the point that for an unaided transfer of learning to take
place it is not sufficient that a certain type of construction is governed by
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the same rule in two languages, but that attention has to be paid to how the
1dentical rule reflects distinetions that are made in some other section of the
grammar of the two languages. In this particular case we have to pay atten-
tion to the fact that there may be two English equivalents to one German
construction as is the case with:

die merkwitrdig geformte Schachtel which equals both:
the curtous shaped box
the curtously shaped box.

This shows that a German student dealing with possessional adjectives in
English has to take note of a distinetion he has become acquainted with while
learning the first characteristies of the English noun phrase and the English
verb phrase,

The conditions that arve valid in these contexts, however, do not apply
exclusively within those constructions that contain possessional adjectives
or second participle attributes. The student turning to the question what
rules apply here is in very much the same position as o linguist embarking
on a new field of study. It is obvious, however, that he iy in & much more
difficult position. It is not one rule he has to discover but several to which
the infamous exceptions have to be added. To give an idea of what the stu-
dent who is being left alone to learn possessional adjectives has to find out,
here are some first results of & questionnaire presented to twenty native
speakers of English. There is general agreement about the grammaticality and
difference in meaning of the constructions like the following:

the different coloured car — the differently colowred car
the moderate sized college — the moderately sized college
the queer shaped case — the queerly shaped case

the strange windowed house — ihe strangely windowed house,

The special characteristic of the constructions is that the form in -ed is mark-
ed as both noun and verb in the lexicon and the difference in mcaning agrees
with this. Thus @ different colowred car is a car that has a different colour,
it may he black while all the others are white., Differently coloured cars, on
the other hand, arc cars which have been coloured differently, one may be
white, the other black, a third may be red, and so on.

In the next group of examples both adjective and adwerb are correct
snd the form suffixed by -ed may be taken as a noun or a verb. But in con-
trast to the first set of construections, adverb and adjeetive seem to be freely
exchangeable without any alteration of the meaning. Thus we find:

— a sweetly voiced gurl
— @ perfectly shaped face.

a sweet voiced gerl
a perfect shaped face
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FPart of the explanation tor this phenomenon is based on collocational re-
strictions that exist in the underlying structure; e.g., we ean only say: the girl
who has a sweel voice and not *the girl who has heen voiced sweetly. This obser-
vation 1% connccted with the fact that vou can say: the complaint that has
been sweetly votced and the sweelly wvoiced complaint but not *the complaint
that hats o sweet votce and *a sweet voiced complaint, or we might say the other way
round that there has to be a difference in meaning between a strong featured
actress and a strongly fealured aciress because strong collocates with the noun
Jeature and strongly with the verb fo feature.

While in the two sets of examples just mentioned both adjective and
adverb were correct, there is quite a large group in which the choice between
them is divectly related te the grammaticality of the construction. This is,
for example, the case with those possessional adjectives which derive from
nouns such as eye, heart, hand, head, brain, body, blood. Thus it is only correct,
to say: the fearless hearted soldier and not *he fearlessly hearted soldier, the
stromg headed father and not *the strongly headed father, eto. It may be interest-
ing to note that a number of those questioned not only accepted the heavily
armed soldier but also the heavy armed soldier. The latter, however, meant
to them that the soldier had heavy limbs.

Thus it is no wonder that the poor German student of English does not
attempt the possessional adjective despite ity close relation to the German.
He much prefers to use one of the other related structures so that he does
not have to identify it or to make decisions based on the interlocking of pos-
sesstonal adjectives with regulavitics that contrast in the two languages.

The opinion stated at the beginning of this paper that an unaided trans-
fer of language learning may take place when the construction types do not
contrast is not relevant to possessional adjectives for the following three rea-

sons: First, syntactially, there is no necessity to employ the form: second,

for a successful transfer of learning to take place the grammatical construc-
tion has to be clearly identifiable. This is not the case with German and Eng-
lish possessional adjectives because of their close formal relatedness to attri-
buted second participles. Third, German and English possessional adjectives
are part of the total language system and are tied up with regularities that
contrast I the two langoages thus introducing a learning difficulty.

In conclusion one may predict the unaided transfer of learning in a student
only when the following questions may be answered positively:
Is there a syntactical necessity for the student to use the structure concerned?
Is it vonditioned only upon structures that do not represent a learning prohb-
lem?.
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