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29/03/2024 This study investigates statistically significant factors impacting the choice between 's-

A 5 genitive and of-genitive constructions and examines the interactions between these
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25/06/2024 factors. Employing a mixed-method approach, we delve into whether native versus non-
native speakers’ preferences motivate these influences. The analysis of the corpus
aligns with previous studies, emphasizing different ways of indicating possession in

Keywords: language. Particularly, possessor animacy emerges as a significant factor influencing

Animacy, the choice between genitive variations, with animate possessors showing a bias towards

genitive the 's-genitive construction. Additionally, native speakers exhibit a higher preference

variation, of-  for the 's-genitive in their narratives compared to non-native speakers. Structural
genitive, ‘s- weight and the concreteness or abstract nature of possessors also play a role in
genitive, determining genitive form choice, with heavy possessors favouring the of-genitive
native construction and lighter possessors opting for the ‘s-genitive form. These findings hold

speakers, non-
native
speakers.

true across both native and non-native speakers, indicating stability in genitive
variation across first and second-language varieties of English. The study further
uncovers differences between native and non-native speakers regarding the preference
for concrete and abstract possessors in genitive constructions. Native speakers tend to
favour abstract possessors in the 's-genitive, whereas non-native speakers lean towards
concrete possessors, adding complexity to our understandinm;enitive choice.

1. INTRODUCTION
The English genitive variation, one of the researched areas of grammatical variations,

provides a particularly good testing ground for assessing some contentious issues on the factors
influencing the choice of the‘s-genitive or the of-genitive constructions, particularly from
native and non-native English speakers. Research on genitive variations in terms of the factors
that influence the choice is not a novel one. Previous studies have looked into a number of
elements that influence the choice between the ‘s-genitive and the of-genitive constructions
across language and registers. Some studies (e.g., Borjars, Denison, Krajewski, and Scott,
2013; Hwang, 2022) concentrated on the morphological factors while others such as Rosenbach
(2002b, 2005, 2008 and 2014) and Shazia (2017) concentrated on the cognitive and
psychological factors. The choice has also been premised on several factors including semantic
factors (see Rosenbach 2005, 2008; Grafmiller, 2014; Breban, Kolkmann, and Payne, 2019;
Ackermann, 2021; Puhach, 2022), syntactic factors (see Lyons, 1986; Heller, Szmrecsanyi, and
Grafmiller, 2017; Biber, Szmrecsanyi, Reppen, & Larsson, 2023; Pleshak, 2023) and
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phonological factors (see Grafmiller, 2014; Shih et al., 2015; Ondar, 2022). Others have been
on register variation (Biber et al., 1999; Rosenbach, 2002b; Gries, Heller, and Funke, 2020;
Biber, Szmrecsanyi, Reppen, and Larsson, 2023) and first language (L1) transfer (see Shazia,
2017; Azaz, 2019; Monakhov, 2020). Yet, other researchers have looked at key language
groups such as Asian languages (Heller, Bernaisch, and Gries, 2017; Monakhov, 2020) and
European languages (Shazia, 2017; Lobascio, 2020; Pickl, 2020). These researches have
revealed that there are frequently diverse ways of showing possession in these many languages.

According to Grafmiller (2014), no one semantic feature influences genitive choice
more than possessor animacy. Animate, and particularly human possessors substantially occur
with the 's-genitive construction, in certain circumstances almost categorically (Rosenbach,
2005, 2008; Jaimee, 2016). Other well-known factors include the length of the possessor and
the nature of the possessum phrases, possessor topicality or ‘thematicity’, and the semantic
relation between the possessor and possessum (Rosenbach, 2014; Lars Bulow, Vergeiner, and
ElspaRB, 2021). Hinrichs and Szmrecsanyi (2007, p. 455) classify all of these factors into four
categories: (i) "semantic and pragmatic factors,” (ii) "phonological factors,” (iii) "factors
related to processing and parsing,” and (iv) "economy-related factors".

In terms of register variations, Biber et al. (1999) analysed the occurrence of the two
possessive constructions in four registers i.e. conversation, fiction, news and academic prose.
Their findings revealed that s-genitives out-numbered of-genitives in all the registers.
Conversation had the lowest frequency of both the s-genitives and the of-genitives. They add
that the distribution of the two is best seen in news and academic prose. News had the highest
frequency of the s-genitive whereas academic prose had the highest frequency of the of-phrase
(Biber et al. 1999, p. 302). Similarly, Gries, Heller, and Funke (2020) analysed the genitive
alternation in British and Sri Lankan English, specifically examining how gender influences
syntactic choices in these varieties. Additionally, Gries, Heller, and Funke (2020) explore how
other linguistic predictors, such as possessor animacy and the final phoneme of the possessor,
interact with register variations to influence genitive choice. The researchers found that, in
terms of register variations, there are differences in genitive choice between spoken and written
texts. They argue that spoken texts tend to have a higher proportion of ‘s-genitives compared
to written texts.

For Shazia (2017), the concept of L1 transfer demonstrates a pattern of deviation from
native English speakers in their choice of genitive constructions. This deviation is attributed to
the typological differences between the learners” L1 and the target language. The study
specifically demonstrates that there is an absence of animacy and prototypical characteristics
in possessive constructions in the L2 Greek speakers of the English language because, in the
learners’ L1 language, there are no such alternations. Therefore, the learners’ L1 affects their
choice of L2 genitive constructions in English. Shazia (2017) further argues that the influence
of L1 transfer on the choice of genitive constructions underscores the impact of language-
specific constraints and cognitive factors on L2 acquisition and language production.

Regardless of the number of scholars in the field of genitive variations across the globe,
much attention has not been given to literary texts, especially between native and non-native
language speakers’ narratives. The current study therefore seeks to investigate the factors that
influence genitive variations in narratives of native and non-native speakers of the English
language. Specifically, the study seeks to identify factors that are statistically significant in
influencing the choice between the two genitive constructions as well as determine the
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interactions between the factors for the choice of the genitive constructions. The study also
examines to which extent these factors are motivated by native and non-native language
speakers’ preferences. The study therefore sets out to answer the following questions:
1. What factors significantly influence the choice of genitive constructions in native and
non-native narratives?
2. What are the various interactions that influence the choice of the genitive constriction
in native and non-native narratives?
3. To what extent are the factors influencing the choice motivated by native and non-
native language speakers’ preferences?
In this study, narratives from Emily Bronté, who is a native speaker of English and Ama Ata
Aidoo, who is a second-language speaker of English, are examined. Ama Ata Aidoo has Akan
as her first language. Unlike the language-specific constraint of the Greek language (Shazia,
2017), and other European languages, the Akan language is similar to the English language in
many ways, including the structure of possessive constructions (Bombi, 2018; Abunya, Owusu,
and Naapane, 2021). For instance, in both languages, possession is used to indicate ownership
or a relationship between the possessor and the possessed object. The possessive markers or
pronouns are also placed before the possessed noun to show ownership. For example:
Table 1: Possessive markers in English and Akan

Possessor Genitive marker Possessum
Akan  odan n’ enkyensin
English building ‘s roof

The present study will use data from Emily Bronté’s Wuthering Heights and Ama Ata Aidoo’s
Changes: A Love Story to determine the factors that influence the choice between ‘s-genitive
and of-genitive constructions.

2. THEORETICAL CONSIDERATIONS AND RELATED LITERATURE

In English, the genitive construction is a grammatical case that typically indicates
possession, ownership, or association. However, aside from the genitive case, there are other
ways to indicate possession. These include the use of possessive pronouns (his, hers, its, ours,
theirs, etc.) and compound nouns (the mountain top, bed sheet, Geography book, etc.). In
English, the genitive case is often marked by the addition of (‘s) to the possessor noun,
indicating possession or association (e.g., “Daniel’s car”) or by the use of the preposition “of”
to express possession or association between the possessor and the possessum (e.g., “the car of
Daniel”) to show possession or association. The genitive construction also indicates a wide
range of relationships beyond simple possession, such as part-whole relationships, origin, and
composition (Zan Jovisi¢ and Zala, 2014). The genitive construction is a key aspect of the
analysis of possessive constructions and their variations in English.

According to Jaimee (2016), these two forms of genitives provide different ways to
express genitive relationships in English, and their usage can be influenced by various factors
such as animacy, weight, phonological environments, and syntactic considerations. One
difference between the ‘s-genitive and the of-construction is in relation to the order of the
possessor and possessum. In the ‘s-genitive, the order is possessor-possessed, as in “Maxwell’s
hat”. This indicates that the possessor precedes the entity that is being possessed. Conversely,
in the of-construction, the order is possessum-possessor, as in “the hat of Maxwell”’. Secondly,
the ‘s-genitive is often used with animate possessors (see Rosenbach, 2005, 2008; Azaz, 2019)

International Journal of Language and Literary Studies

597



A Comparative Corpus-Based Study of Genitive Variation in Written Native and Non-Native Speakers’
Narratives

while the of-construction is more commonly used with inanimate possessors. Puhach, (2022)
and Ondar (2022) contend that the of-genitive construction is able to code for a wider range of
semantic relationships between the possessor and the possessum compared to the ‘s-genitive.
According to Carnie (20106), the most important function of the genitive is to specify the
reference of the noun phrase of which it is a part. In this way, the ‘s-genitive is similar to
determiners because it is in complementary distribution with determiners (Carnie 2006, p. 198).
Although the possessive construction in the ‘s-genitive is generally recognised as a determiner,
the possessive structure in the of-genitive is often perceived as a modifier and is neutral in
relation to definiteness (Rosenbach 2002b, p. 13. 20). Carnie uses the X-bar theory to justify
the determiner function of the ‘s-genitive as he argues that determiners like ‘the’ and ‘s are
different tokens of the same types. This is illustrated by the Determiner Phrase (DP) hypothesis
as shown in the diagram below.

Figure 1: DP-hypothesis (Source: DP-hypothesis in Carnie (2006, p. 197))

DP

possessor
1

Maxwell

S NP

book

From the diagram, it is evident that the noun phrase to which the genitive ('s) is attached
is typically a definite noun phrase with a specific reference, thereby conferring a specific
reference to the superordinate noun phrase. When the genitive phrase is replaced by a post-
modifying prepositional phrase, known as the of-phrase, the head of the noun phrase
necessitates the use of the definite article. (Carnie, 2006, p. 197).

Structure of the ‘s-genitive:
([Determiner]+[modifier]+possessor+Gen-marker+[Determiner]+[modifier]+possessum)
Structure of the of-genitive:

([Determiner]+[modifier]+possessum+of+ ([Determiner]+[modifier]+possessor)
(Rosenbach 2002a).

In the frame, linguistic units in the square brackets are optional items while those in bold are
obligatory items.

Factors influencing the choice of the genitive constructions

Scholars have established that animacy is an important factor that influences the
choice between different genitive forms. Animacy of the possessor and possessum are taken
into account when determining genitive choice. The more animate a possessor, the more likely
it is to take the ‘s-genitive in English, while inanimate possessors are more likely to use the of-
construction (Jaimee, 2016, p. 11). According to Rosenbach (2014), animacy is a grammatical
and semantic feature that distinguishes between living and non-living entities. For Shazia
(2017), animacy refers to the degree of liveliness or agency associated with a noun or pronoun.
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Animacy distinguishes between entities that are animate (e.g., humans, animals and parts of
animate entities) and those that are inanimate (e.g., objects, abstract concepts). Animacy,
according to Jaimee (2016), is not based solely on whether a thing is living or not. Instead,
speakers think of nouns in terms of their similarity or dissimilarity to a human.

In more recent times, other scholars have argued that animacy is not always the sole
factor influencing genitive choice. They contend that factors such as the final phoneme of the
possessor (Hwang, 2022; Ondar, 2022), register variations (Biber, Szmrecsanyi, Reppen, and
Larsson, 2023), and gender differences (Gries, Heller, and Funke, 2020) are factors that
account for genitive variations. Gries, Heller, and Funke (2020) opine that female speakers in
certain varieties showed stronger inclinations towards using the s-genitive, possibly influenced
by the transfer of structures from their native languages. Other factors include
abstract/concreteness, structural weight, and the definite/indefinite reference of the possessor
and the alienable/inalienable relation between the possessor and possessum. According to
Nichols, (1988), the variation of the lexical classification of the possessed noun, or possessum
in relation to its relationship with the possessor is the alienable/inalienable split. Van Linden
(2023) defines alienability as a linguistic concept that categorises nouns based on the nature of
their relationship with the possessor. Inalienable nouns, on the other hand, are those that are
inherently possessed or considered essential to the possessor, such as body parts, kinship terms,
or natural features. According to the author, these nouns are typically not separable from the
possessor and are considered integral to their identity. Cristofaro (2023) contends that the
alienability/inalienability split influences the morphosyntactic marking, word order, and
grammatical structures used to express possession in a language.

Huddleston and Pullum (2002) explain that possessors are by definition definite as they
are in reference to a specific entity. Van linden (2023) further defines definiteness as a noun
phrase that refers to a specific entity that is known to the speaker and the listener or can
uniquely be identified within a given context. For example, "the book on the table" indicates a
particular book that both the speaker and the listener are aware of. For Barker (2000, p. 1), the
basic understanding of the definiteness of the possessor is that “for a use of a definite
description to be felicitous, its referent must be ‘familiar’, either because it was mentioned in
previous discourse or because it is otherwise salient in the non-linguistic context.”

Ortmann (2018) explains that the structural weight of a possessor is the complexity or
length of the noun phrase that functions as the possessor in a possessive construction. The
author argues that the concept of structural weight of a possessor considers factors such as the
number of words, morphemes, or syntactic elements that make up the possessor noun phrase.
Lucidly, heavier or more complex possessor may contain modifiers, determiners, adjectives,
or relative clauses that provide additional information about the possessor. For instance, the
phrase “The beautiful young energetic Olympics athlete” is weightier than “the athlete.”

3. METHOD AND DATA

This study employs a mixed method approach, as its goal is to provide a deeper
understanding of the influences of the choice of the genitive constructions and whether these
influences are motivated by native or non-native language speakers’ preferences. Molina-
Azorin (2016, p. 37) defines a mixed methods design as “the combination and integration of
qualitative and quantitative methods in the same study.” The data collection process involves
a quantitative approach (corpus-based) whereas the data analysis technique includes both
quantitative methods (with respect to the presentation of results in graphical and table formats)
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and qualitative ones (involving the discussion of results). Such an approach allows scholars to
compile a comprehensive database and interpret the results. Consequently, the current paper
aims primarily to analyse the genitive alteration between the ‘of’ and inflected genitive
constructions in written narratives of native and second-language speakers of English. In line
with this objective, respective software is used.

Narratives and the English language

The sample data are composed of the novels; Wuthering Heights by Emily Bronté and
Changes: A Love Story by Ama Ata Aidoo. Emily Bronté is a native of Yorkshire, England.
She is an English novelist and poet whose work is distinguished by its dramatic presentation,
poetic style, and unique narrative structure. Bronté infused her novel with profound emotions
of love and hate, avoiding personal themes and societal conventions. Wuthering Heights is a
deeply passionate and tumultuous novel set in the wild moorlands of Yorkshire. It tells the
story of the love and destructive relationship between Heathcliff and Catherine Earnshaw.
Their love transcends social boundaries, which are marred by jealousy, revenge, and a thirst
for power. As their lives intertwine with those of their families and descendants, the novel
explores themes of love, social class, and the influence of nature on human behaviour. Bronté’s
masterpiece delves into the dark and turbulent depths of human emotions, portraying the
devastating consequences of unchecked passion and the constraints imposed by society.

Ama Ata Aidoo, on the other hand, is known for her influential writings that have made
significant contributions to African literature. For example, in her, The Dilemma of a Ghost
and Anowa, she explores the clash between Western and African worldviews. In her novel Our
Sister Killjoy, Aidoo challenges prevailing African perspectives on sexuality. Many of her
protagonists, as seen in Anowa and Changes, for example, defy traditional women’s roles.
Changes: A Love Story, chronicles the complexities of love and the changing roles of women
in post-colonial Ghana. The story follows Esi Sekyi, a modern and independent woman,
navigating the challenges of her relationships. As she embarks on an affair with a married man,
she grapples with societal expectations, traditional gender roles, and the clash between tradition
and modernity. Through Esi's journey, the novel delves into themes of love, marriage,
feminism, and the struggle for personal freedom in a changing society. Aidoo's narrative sheds
light on the tensions and complexities of love and the evolving roles of women in a rapidly
transforming cultural landscape.

These novels were chosen because both authors wrote to reflect on one unified subject
— love. The novels also explore the nuances of social and societal expectations of gender; a
problem the world has to contend with. This makes both narratives excellent data for the
identification of the influences of the choice of genitive constructions and how these factors
are motivated by the novelists’ preferences.

Yevudey and Agbozo (2019) have indicated that Ghana is a multilingual country with
73 languages spoken, the major ones being Akan, Ewe, Ga, Nzema, Dagaare, and Dagbani.
The English language has grown since its introduction through colonialism in the early 16M
century and has become the official language of Ghana amidst the rich indigenous linguistic
diversities. According to Ghana Statistical Service’s (2019) Ghana Living Standard Survey
(GLSS7), 80.38% of Ghanaians aged 15 or older can read and write in English or a native
language, with 69.8% reading and writing in both. According to Adika (2012), English is
utilised for social and community engagement, cross-ethnic communication, and conversations
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about democratic practice and governance. According to Osei-Tutu (2021), Ghanaian English
is a dialect of English influenced by Ghanaian languages. It is spoken by educated Ghanaians
and is similar to Standard British English.

Ama Atta Aidoo is a well-educated Ghanaian writer who uses Educated Ghanaian
English. Although she is not a native speaker of English, she was born, raised and educated in
Abeadzi Kyiakor, near Saltpond, in the Southern part of Ghana. The position of the author is
that her novels can be said to have been written in the Educated Ghanaian English variety.
Since this variety is not Standard British English, but one close to it, a study of the influence
of the genitive variations in the novels will complement each other on the choice of the genitive
construction in the English language.

3.2.Mode of analysis

A portable document format (PDF) of the novels was converted into Word documents
(docx) where the data were cleaned of all images, notes, cover pages, glossary and other
miscellaneous pages, leaving the contents of the stories themselves. The data were then
transferred onto a plain text (txt) file for onward analysis in the corpus software as the corpus
software accepts only simple text files. The analysis of the corpus was conducted using the
LancBox X 3.0.0 (Brezina et al., 2015) for ‘Key Word in Context’ (KWIC) identification and
AntConc 4.2.4 (Anthony, 2015) for concordance lines of the identified keywords. Snowden et
al. (2013) define concordance as a means of accessing a corpus of text to show how any given
word or phrase in the text is used in the immediate contexts in which it appears. The
concordance lines of the noun phrases marking the genitives are helpful to understanding the
relations of the genitive with its local linguistic elements (Possessor and Possessum) that will
determine the particular genitive marker that is appropriate for the environment. The results of
the concordance lines from AntConc 4.2.4 (Anthony, 2015) are cleaned by removing all
structures that are not used as possessives and presented in an Excel sheet.

Figure 2: Concordance lines of possessive construction

#® AntConc a x
File Edit Settings Help

Target Corpus KWIC  Plot  File View  Cluster  N-Gram  Collocate  Word  Keyword  Worddoud
Name: temp Total Hits: 601 Page Size 5000 hits 1 to 601 of 601 hits
Files: 1
Left Context Hit Right Context
Tokens: 58962 1
north. 'So exactly to whom are we supposed to give our daughter in marriage? thers wanted 1o know. After all, in the world they knew, a
Changes by Aidoo, Ama

of it all they would let him marry their daughter. What Al had told 1 all his people being up north and thersfore he not
stopped discussions immediately. These included plain old laziness and suicide. As rd mothers reminded one another that Sunday afternoon, that was the

last quarter of the year. This time he toak his elders with him and fid not ask him how he had managed to produce such

sly. To some questions they found his

2

3

4

s

6 When they got there, Al discavered that he had brought trouble to Palaver Town. thers proceeded to grill him
7 en by All's peaple, the
8

9

10
11
12
13
14

15
16 " Opokuya's husban:
17

oughly fed up with having

18 can | have the pleasure of knowing to whom I'm speaking? It was 1 10 feel apologetic. Oh, I'm sorry, | didn't introduce

Search Query B Words (] Case [ | Regex Results Set All hits Context Size 14 token(s)

Esi Start B Adv Search

—
Sert Optiens Sort to right sort1 1R Sort2 2R Sort3 3R Order by freq

proaress. [ 100%

The data were analysed on the lines of five factors that influence the choice of the genitive
construction. These are animate possessor, definite possessor, concrete relations with the
possessum, structural weight of the possessor, and alienability relations of the possessum. In
all, 1200 sentences were selected for the analysis.
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Table 2: Data size in terms of number of sentences in the novels
Possessive type  Wuthering Heights Changes  Total

Of 300 300 600
-S 300 300 600
Total 600 600 1200

Each of the factors identified in the data was analysed as binary so that factor animacy
for instance was analysed by contrasting [+animacy] possessor with [-animacy] possessor. A
logistic regression analysis was conducted to determine the significant choice of the genitive
alternation based on the structures of the phrases. The data contains around 174,946 words and
17,307 sentences. Further characteristics of the data are given below.
Table 3: Details of the data

Type of data Word count (Tokens)  Number of sentences
Wuthering Heights 116,842 12,031

Changes: A Love Story 57,946 5,276

Total 174,946 17,307

The KWIC search from its processing of the data through the LancsBox report found
515 instances of the ‘s-genitive construction in the Wuthering Heights sub-corpus and 304 in
the Changes: A Love Story sub-corpus. In terms of the use of the of-genitive, there were more
occurrences of the of-genitive for possession in both sub-corpora. 1629 instances of the of-
genitive were realised in the Wuthering Heights sub-corpus, whereas 818 instances were
realised in the Changes: A Love Story sub-corpus.

A total sample of 1200 sentences representing 6.93% of the total number of sentences
in the data was selected. These are the sentences from which the genitive variations were
examined to determine the factors influencing the choice. The researchers chose a sample of
300 sentences each for the genitive alternation in both narratives because they wanted an even
representation of all the genitive variations. Since the ‘s-genitive occurred only 304 times in
the Changes: A Love Story sub-corpus, the researchers had to select a sample that reflected this
number, resulting in 300 sentences for the genitive variations in both narratives.

4. RESULTS
The study found out that Wuthering Heights used more of the ‘s-genitive than Changes: A Love
Story. This difference can be attributed to the length of the data respectively. In addition, the
finding supports Rosenbach’s (2002b) and Shazia’s (2017) assertion that native speakers prefer
the ‘s-genitive for possession. This holds true since Wuthering Heights is written by a native
speaker of English. The frequency of the factors that influence genitive choice is shown below.
Table 4: Factors influencing the choice of genitive alteration

Interaction | L1 vs. L2 | FACTOR INFLUENCING CHOICE (FREQUENCY)
between narratives | Animate Concrete
factors possessor relations
determining
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Genitive
alternation

of-genitive | Wuthering {81 | 219 | 146 | 154 | 195 |105 |90 |210 |158 | 142
Heights 27% | 73% | 49% | 51% | 65% | 35% | 30% | 70% | 53% | 47%

Changes |67 |233 |178 |122 |190 |110 |107 |197 |177 |123
22% | 78% | 59% | 41% | 63% | 37% | 36% | 64% | 59% | 41%

-s’ genitive | Wuthering | 276 |24 | 248 |52 147 | 153 |16 | 284 |123 | 177
Heights 92% | 08% | 83% | 17% | 49% | 51% | 05% | 95% | 41% | 59%

Changes |251 |49 |234 |66 |215 (85 |03 |297 |130 |170
84% | 16% | 78% | 22% | 72% | 28% | 01% | 99% | 43% | 57%

Table 4 indicates that factor animacy has little to no effect on the choice of the of-
genitive, but rather the ‘s-genitive. In the Wuthering Heights sub-corpus, for example, 276
phrases with animate possessor used the ‘s-genitive, while only 81 sentences used the of-
genitive. Similarly, 251 statements in the Changes: A Love Story sub-corpus used the ‘s
genitive, compared to 67 phrases in the same sub-corpus using the of-genitive. The results
however indicate that inanimate possessors often prefer the of-genitive construction. This is
evidenced by 219 and 233 phrases with inanimate possessors from bath corpora respectively
that chose the of-genitive construction. There were also significant differences in the use of
genitive alternations based on the possessor’s structural weight (heavy or light). According to
the table, heavy possessors favour the of-genitive over the ‘s-genitive. In the Changes: A Love
Story sub-corpus, for example, 107 phrases with heavy possessors picked the of-genitive,
compared to three (3) sentences with heavy possessors that chose the ‘s-genitive. This result is
consistent with other research such as Grafmiller (2014) and Rosenbach (2014, 2019), which
found that light possessors prefer the ‘s-genitive diachronically and synchronically, while
heavy possessors frequently choose the of-genitive construction. The underlined noun phrases
are heavy possessors based on the fact that they are compounded (Ortmann, 2018). This
explains the reason why the of-genitive is preferred.

1. This worked out to about ten chapters of the Holy Book (Changes, line 8).

2. Breathing like a marathon runner at the end of_a particularly grueling race, ...

(Changes, line 11).

3. ... was easing her car into the parking lot of the Department of Urban Statistics

(Changes, line 15).

Despite the fact that both corpora demonstrate similar characteristics in terms of genitive
form selections, certain factors are more influential in one corpus than the other. Concreteness,
for example, is a factor that distinguishes the Wuthering Heights and Changes: A Love Story
sub-corpora. While concrete possessors influence the choice of the ‘s-genitive construction in
both corpora, it is more pronounced in the Changes: A Love Story sub-corpus, with a total hit
of 215 possessive noun phrases compared to 147 noun phrases in the Wuthering Heights sub-
corpus. Based on this study, it is not surprising that the factor abstract possessor is used more
in the choice of the ‘s-genitive construction in the Wuthering Heights sub-corpus, with a total
of 153 noun phrases compared to 85 noun phrases in the Changes: A Love Story sub-corpus.
Other differences are minimal. They have been presented below.
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Figure 3: Differences in the factors that influence genitive choice
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4.1.Significant factors influencing the choice between the ‘s and of genitive
constructions

To further establish the significant factors that influence the choice of the genitive
alternations between the ‘s-genitive and of-genitive constructions in the narratives, the data
results were analysed with the logistic regression. The results have been presented below.
Table 5: CLR analysis for factors influencing genitive alternation
A COMPARATIVE LOGISTICS REGRESSION ANALYSIS BETWEEN WUTHERING
HEIGHTS AND CHANGES FOR FACTORS THAT INFLUENCE THE CHOICE OF
POSSESSIVE CONSTRUCTION

Changes: A Love Story Wouthering Heights

Factors p-value coefficients p-value coefficients
0.000 0.038 0.000 0.021

0.879 1.042 0.090 0.628

0.000 71.484 0.000  7.996

0.043 0.569 0.000  0.157

0.001 2.615 0.143  1.440

In the Changes: A Love Story sub-corpus, several factors were found to significantly
influence the choice of possessive forms. The level of significance is set at 0.05. From the
analysis, animate possessors demonstrated a statistically significant association (p = 0.000),
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with a positive coefficient (0.038), suggesting that sentences with animate possessors are more
likely to utilize the ‘s-genitive form. Again, possessors with lighter structural weight exhibited
a highly significant association (p = 0.000) with a substantial positive coefficient (71.484),
indicating a strong likelihood of ‘s-genitive usage in sentences involving light possessors. In
addition, concrete possessors and alienable relations also contributed to the choice of ‘s-
genitive, with statistically significant coefficients of 0.569 (p = 0.043) and 2.615 (p = 0.001),
respectively. However, the significance of definite possessors was not observed (p = 0.879),
suggesting that, in this sub-corpus, definite possessors do not have a statistically significant
impact on possessive form selection. The results also suggest that, in the Changes: A Love
Story sub-corpus, the nature of the possessor and the type of relation significantly influence
the decision to use ‘s-genitive over ‘of-genitive, except for definite possessors.

In Wuthering Heights sub corpus also, similar patterns emerged with respect to the
impact of certain factors on possessive form selection. With the same significance level of 0.05,
animate possessors demonstrated a significant association (p = 0.000) with a positive
coefficient of 0.021, indicating a higher likelihood of ‘s-genitive choice. Light possessors,
again, demonstrated a highly significant association (p = 0.000) with a large positive coefficient
(7.996), emphasizing their strong influence on the choice of ‘s-genitives. On the contrary,
concrete possessors displayed significance (p = 0.000) with a positive coefficient of 0.157,
indicating that sentences involving concrete possessors are likely to use the of-genitive while
abstract possessors will opt for the ‘s-genitive formation. However, the significance of definite
possessors was marginally not observed (p = 0.090), suggesting a less decisive impact on
possessive form selection. In contrast, alienable relations did not reach statistical significance
(p = 0.143) in predicting the choice between ‘s-genitive and ‘of-genitive’.

4.2.Interaction of factors influencing the choice between the genitive constructions
Despite the fact that factors such as animate possessors, possessors with light structural
weight, concrete possessors, and alienability relations between the possessor and possessum
are biased towards ‘s-genitive constructions, the researchers determined the choice of genitives
in relation to the interactions of these factors. Eight (8) interactions were included in the
analysis. They are:
(ADL) — Animacy, definiteness, and light;
(ADH) — Animacy, definiteness, and heavy;
(AIL) — Animacy, indefiniteness, and light;
(AIH) — Animacy, indefiniteness, and heavy;
(ADCI) — Animacy, definiteness, concrete, and inalien;
(ADCA) — Animacy, definiteness, concrete, and alien;
(ADAI) — Animacy, definiteness, abstract, inalien;
(ADAA) — Animacy, definiteness, abstract, and alien.
The table presents findings of the choice of the genitive alternations when factors
interacts with each other.

Table 6: Interacting of factors influencing genitive choice (a)

I Wouthering Heights Changes: A Love Story
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Factors ‘s- of-genitive | ‘s- of-
genitive genitive genitive

Animacy, definiteness, light 231 41 209 29
Animacy, definiteness, heavy 10 10 2 19
Animacy, indefiniteness, light, 31 16 42 9

Animacy, indefiniteness, heavy 6 15 0 10
Animacy, definiteness, concrete, inalien 72 47 105 21
Animacy, definiteness, concrete, alien 46 18 62 25
Animacy, definiteness, abstract, inalien 75 1 16 2

Animacy, definiteness, abstract, alien 49 3 29 2

It is clear from the table that definite possessors do not statistically significantly affect
the choice of possessive forms; however, definite possessors that interact with animate and
lighter structural weight possessors tend to favour the selection of the ‘s-genitive construction.
The use of the ‘s-genitive construction in 231 noun phrases in the Wuthering Heights sub-
corpus and 209 noun phrases in the Changes: A Love Story sub-corpus was influenced by the
interactions of animacy, definiteness, and light (ADL) as shown in Table 6 above. When an
animate possessor interacts with a definite and concrete possessor that has unbreakable ties to
the possessum (ADCI), this also influences the choice of the ‘s-genitive. According to the table,
the selection of the ‘s-genitive constriction is influenced by 72 and 105 noun phrases against
47 and 21 phrases respectively for the of-genitive construction. On the other hand, the
interaction between animate, indefinite and heavy (AlH) possessors prefer the of-genitive over
the ‘s-genitive construction. From the table, 15 noun phrases from the Wuthering Heights sun-
corpus and 10 noun phrases from the changes: A love story sub-corpus with the interaction
Animacy, indefiniteness, heavy chose the of genitive as against 6 and 0 phrases for the same
interaction for ‘s-genitive construction. Other interactions have been presented in the scattered
diagram below.

Figure 4: Interacting of factors influencing genitive choice (b)
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5. DISCUSSION
The corpus analysis revealed commonalities with prior research that found numerous
ways to indicate possession in language. According to researchers (Hinrichs and Szmrecsanyi
2007; Jankowski and Tagliamonte 2014; Linzen 2014; Rosenbach 2017, 2019; Biber,
Szmrecsanyi, Reppen, and Larsson, 2023), one notable factor influencing the choice between
the genitive variants is the possessor's animate feature. Almost all data indicate that animate
possessors are frequently inclined towards the use of the's-genitive construction. As a
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consequence, the current study's corroboration of this notion comes as no surprise. However,
this current study reveals further that native speakers often use the ‘s-genitive construction in
their narratives more than non-native speakers. From the corpus, a total of 515 possessive noun
phrases opt for the ‘s-genitive in the native speakers’ narrative while 304 noun phrases used
the same genitive construction in the non-native narrative. This finding supports Shazia’s
(2017) and Gries, Heller, and Funke, (2020) assertion that native speakers prefer the ‘s-genitive
for possession.

Other determinants of the choice between the genitive forms include the structural
weight (heavy or light) and the concreteness or abstract nature of the possessors. The analysis
revealed that structures with heavy possessors often choose the of-genitive construction while
lighter possessors often take the ‘s-genitive form. This finding is similar in both native and
non-native speaker’s narratives. Similar studies such as (Viti, 2008; Dobrovie-Sorin and
Giurgea, 2011; Borjars, Denison, Krajewski, and Scott, 2013; Grafmiller, 2014) point to the
same findings. According to Heller, et al. (2017), the probabilistic grammar fueling genitive
variation is stable between both the first language (L1) and second language (L2) varieties of
the English language. In the case of this study, the same conclusion can be drawn because the
internal constraints of the non-native speaker's L1 (Akan) do not change the effect direction,
but constraints such as possessor animacy, constituent length, final sibilance of the possessor,
and the effect of medium (spoken vs. written) as a language-external factor vary in strength
between varieties.

In terms of concrete and abstract possessors, the study found that native language
speakers prefer abstract possessors for the ‘s-genitive construction, but non-native speakers
prefer concrete possessors. According to the research, the native speaker’s narrative used 147
concrete noun phrases against 153 abstract noun phrases for the ‘s-genitive construction. In
contrast, the non-native speaker’s narrative was impacted by 215 concrete noun phrases for the
‘s-genitive, compared to 85 abstract noun phrases. Based on the same factors for choosing the
of-genitive construction, the study found that both native and non-native speakers favour
concrete noun phrases for the of-genitive construction. According to the analysis, both speakers
used 195 and 190 concrete noun phrases, respectively, compared to 105 and 110 abstract noun
phrases, for the of-genitive formation.

6. CONCLUSION

The analysis of the corpus in this study has provided valuable insights into the factors
influencing the choice of genitive constructions in possession expressions. It sheds light on the
similarities with previous research such as (Rosenbach, 2002b, 2005, 2008, 2014, 2017 and
2019; Grafmiller, 2014; Heller, Szmrecsanyi, and Grafmiller, 2017; Azaz, 2019; Breban,
Kolkmann, and Payne, 2019; Monakhov, 2020; Ackermann, 2021; Puhach, 2022; Hwang,
2022 and Biber, Szmrecsanyi, Reppen, and Larsson, 2023) while also offering some novel
findings. The influence of possessor animacy on the preference for the ‘s-genitive construction
aligns with the established literature, emphasizing that animate possessors tend to bias towards
this genitive variation. Furthermore, the study has extended this understanding by revealing a
notable disparity between native and non-native speakers in the frequency of using the ‘s-
genitive, with native speakers exhibiting a higher preference in their narratives.

The role of structural weight and the concreteness or abstract nature of possessors in
determining genitive form choice has also been explored. The finding that heavy possessors
often opt for the of-genitive construction while lighter possessors favour the ‘s-genitive form
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is consistent with existing research and holds true for both native and non-native speakers. This
stability in genitive variation across first language (L1) and second language (L2) varieties of
English, as suggested by Heller et al. (2017) and Shazia (2017), underscores the robustness of
the probabilistic grammar driving these linguistic choices.
The study’s examination of concrete and abstract possessors has unveiled intriguing
differences between native and non-native speakers. Native speakers exhibit a preference for
abstract possessors in the ‘s-genitive construction, while non-native speakers lean towards
concrete possessors. This new finding adds a layer of complexity to our understanding of
genitive choice, suggesting that linguistic variations might be influenced by factors beyond
possessor animacy and structural weight.
REFERENCES
Abunya, L. N., Owusu, E., and Naapane, F. M. (2021). A comparative study of the simple
clause in Akan, Dagaare and English. Education and Linguistics Research, 7(1), 62—62.
https://doi.org/10.5296/elr.v7i1.18353

Ackermann, T. (2021). Pre- and postnominal onymic genitives in (Early) New High German.
Journal of Historical Linguistics, 11(3), 499-533. https://doi.org/10.1075/jhl.19028.ack

Adika, G. S. K. (2012). English in Ghana: Growth, tensions, and trends. International Journal
of Language, Translation and Intercultural Communication, 1, 151.
https://doi.org/10.12681/ijltic.17

Anthony, L. (2015). AntConc (Version 3.5.0) [computer software] (Tokyo, Japan: Wased
University Patent). http://www.laurenceanthony.net

Azaz, M. (2019). Structural surface overlap and derivational complexity in crosslinguistic
transfer: Acquisition of English genitive alternation by Egyptian Arabic-speaking
learners. Second Language Research, 026765831983486.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0267658319834860

Barker, C. (2000). Definite possessives and discourse novelty. Theoretical Linguistics, 26(3).
https://doi.org/10.1515/thli.2000.26.3.211

Biber, D., Johansson, S., Leech, G., Conrad, S., Finegan, E., and Quirk, R. (1999). Longman
grammar of spoken and written English (pp. xxviii—1204). Longman Publications Group.

Biber, D., Szmrecsanyi, B., Reppen, R., and Larsson, T. (2023). Expanding the scope of
grammatical variation: towards a comprehensive account of genitive variation across
registers. English Language and Linguistics, 1-39.
https://doi.org/10.1017/s1360674323000497

Bombi, C. (2018). Definiteness in Akan: Familiarity and uniqueness revisited. Semantics and
Linguistic Theory, 28, 141. https://doi.org/10.3765/salt.v28i0.4406

Borjars, K., Denison, D., Krajewski, G., and Scott, A. (2013). Expression of possession in
English: The significance of the right edge: Structural factors. In K. Borjars, D. Denison,
and A. Scott (Eds.), Morphosyntactic categories and the expression of possession (pp.
123-148). John Benjamins Publishing Company.
https://research.manchester.ac.uk/en/publications/expression-of-possession-in-english-
the-significance-of-the-right

Breban, T., Kolkmann, J., and Payne, J. (2019). The impact of semantic relations on
grammatical alternation: an experimental study of proper name modifiers and determiner
genitives. English Language and Linguistics, 23(4), 797-826.
https://doi.org/10.1017/s1360674319000261

International Journal of Language and Literary Studies

608


https://doi.org/10.5296/elr.v7i1.18353
https://doi.org/10.12681/ijltic.17
http://www.laurenceanthony.net/
https://doi.org/10.1177/0267658319834860
https://doi.org/10.1515/thli.2000.26.3.211
https://doi.org/10.1017/s1360674323000497
https://doi.org/10.3765/salt.v28i0.4406
https://research.manchester.ac.uk/en/publications/expression-of-possession-in-english-the-significance-of-the-right
https://research.manchester.ac.uk/en/publications/expression-of-possession-in-english-the-significance-of-the-right
https://doi.org/10.1017/s1360674319000261

Volume 6, Issue 2, 2024

Brezina, V., McEnery, T., and Wattam, S. (2015). Collocations in context: A new perspective
on collocation networks. International Journal of Corpus Linguistics, 20(2), 139-173.

Carnie, A. (2006). Syntax: A Generative Introduction (Second Edition). Blackwell Publishing.
(Original work published 2002)

Cristofaro, S. (2023). Explaining alienability splits in the use of overt and zero possessive
marking: a  source-oriented  approach.  Linguistics, 61(6), 1613-1641.
https://doi.org/10.1515/ling-2022-0034

Dobrovie-Sorin, C., and Giurgea, I. (2011). Pronominal possessors and feature uniqueness.
Language, 87(1), 126-157. https://doi.org/10.1353/Ian.2011.0020

Ghana Statistical Service. (2019). Ghana Living Standard Survey (GLSS7): Main report (pp.
i—321). Ghana Statistical Service.

Grafmiller, J. (2014). Variation in English genitives across modality and genres. English
Language and Linguistics, 18(3), 471-496. https://doi.org/10.1017/s1360674314000136

Gries, S., Heller, B., and Funke, N. (2020). The role of gender in postcolonial syntactic choice-
making. Cambridge University Press EBooks, 121-146.
https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108696739.006

Heller, B., Bernaisch, T., and Gries, S. Th. (2017). Empirical perspectives on two potential
epicenters: The genitive alternation in Asian Englishes. ICAME Journal, 41(1), 111-144.
https://doi.org/10.1515/icame-2017-0005

Heller, B., Szmrecsanyi, B., and Grafmiller, J. (2017). Stability and fluidity in syntactic
variation  world-wide.  Journal of English  Linguistics, 45(1), 3-27.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0075424216685405

Hinrichs, L., and Szmrecsanyi, B. (2007). Recent changes in the function and frequency of
Standard English genitive constructions: a multivariate analysis of tagged corpora.
English Language and Linguistics, 11(03). https://doi.org/10.1017/s1360674307002341

Huddleston, R., and Pullum, G. K. (2002). The Cambridge Grammar of the English Language.
Cambridge University Press. https://doi.org/10.1017/9781316423530

Hwang, H. (2022). Choice of nominative and topic markers in Korean discourse. The Quarterly
Journal of Experimental Psychology/Quarterly Journal of Experimental Psychology,
76(4), 905-921. https://doi.org/10.1177/17470218221103544

Jaimee, J. (2016). Animacy and Alienability: A Reconsideration of English Possession (pp. 1-
34) [A Senior Thesis submitted in partial fulfillment of the requirements for graduation
in the Honors Program].

Jankowski, B. L., and Tagliamonte, S. A. (2014). On the genitive’s trail: Data and method from
a sociolinguistic perspective. English Language and Linguistics, 18(2), 305-329.
https://doi.org/10.1017/s1360674314000045

Lars Bllow, Vergeiner, P. C., and ElspaB, S. (2021). Structures of adnominal possession in
Austria’s traditional dialects: Variation and change. Journal of Linguistic Geography,
9(2), 69-85. https://doi.org/10.1017/jlg.2021.6

Linzen, T. (2014). Parallels between cross-linguistic and language-internal variation in Hebrew
possessive constructions. Linguistics, 52(3). https://doi.org/10.1515/ling-2014-0007

Lobascio, M. (2020). Interference in translation and simultaneous interpreting from Italian into
English. An intermodal analysis of English genitives in the European parliament
interpreting corpus. Across Languages and Cultures, 21(2), 265-281.
https://doi.org/10.1556/084.2020.00015

International Journal of Language and Literary Studies m



https://doi.org/10.1515/ling-2022-0034
https://doi.org/10.1017/s1360674314000136
https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108696739.006
https://doi.org/10.1515/icame-2017-0005
https://doi.org/10.1177/0075424216685405
https://doi.org/10.1017/s1360674307002341
https://doi.org/10.1017/9781316423530
https://doi.org/10.1177/17470218221103544
https://doi.org/10.1017/s1360674314000045
https://doi.org/10.1017/jlg.2021.6
https://doi.org/10.1515/ling-2014-0007
https://doi.org/10.1556/084.2020.00015

A Comparative Corpus-Based Study of Genitive Variation in Written Native and Non-Native Speakers’
Narratives

Lyons, C. (1986). The syntax of English genitive constructions. Journal of Linguistics, 22(1),
123-143. https://www.jstor.org/stable/4175820

Molina-Azorin, J. F. (2016). Mixed methods research: An opportunity to improve our studies
and our research skills. European Journal of Management and Business Economics,
25(2), 37-38. Elsevier. https://www.elsevier.es/en-revista-european-journal-

management-business-economics-487-articulo-mixed-methods-research-an-
opportunity-S244484511630012X

Monakhov, S. (2020). English and Russian genitive alternations: A study in construction
typology. Russian Journal of Linguistics, 24(1), 96-116. https://doi.org/10.22363/2687-
0088-2020-24-1-96-116

Nichols, J. (1988). On alienable and inalienable possession. In W. Shipley (Ed.), In Honor of
Mary Haas: from the Haas Festival Conference on Native American Linguistics (pp.
557—-610). De Gruyter Mouton. https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110852387.557

Ondar, C. G. (2022). Variable case marking of possessive nominal phrases in the direct object
position in  Tuvan.  Sibirskij  Filologiceskij — Zurnal, 2,  254-270.
https://doi.org/10.17223/18137083/79/18

Ortmann, A. (2018). Connecting the typology and semantics of nominal possession:
alienability splits and the morphology—semantics interface. Morphology, 28(1), 99-144.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11525-017-9319-6

Osei-Tutu, K. (2021). The influence of American English and British English on Ghanaian
English. Ghana Journal of Linguistics, 10(2), 84-102.
https://doi.org/10.4314/gjl.v10i2.4

Oztiirk, B., and Taylan, E. E. (2016). Possessive constructions in Turkish. Lingua, 182, 88—
108. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lingua.2015.08.008

Pickl, S. (2020). Polarization and the emergence of a written marker. A diachronic corpus study
of the adnominal genitive in German. Journal of Germanic Linguistics, 32(2), 145-182.
https://doi.org/10.1017/s1470542719000151

Pleshak, P. (2023). Small complements of Ps and genitive case assignment. Proceedings of the
Linguistic Society of America, 8(1), 5528-5528. https://doi.org/10.3765/plsa.v8i1.5528

Puhach, Y. M. (2022). Semantic features of English possessive substantive constructions.
Naukovij  Casopis  Nacional'nogo Pedagogicnogo  Universitetu Imeni M.P.
Dragomanova. Seria  09.  Sucasni  Tendencii  Rozvitku  Mov, 24.
https://doi.org/10.31392/npu-nc.series9.2022.24.05

Rosenbach, A. (2002a). Chapter 2: The structure of the s-genitive and the of-genitive: some
theoretical preliminaries. De Gruyter EBooks, 7-20.
https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110899818.7

Rosenbach, A. (2002b). Genitive Variation in English. De Gruyter EBooks.
https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110899818

Rosenbach, A. (2005). Animacy versus weight as determinants of grammatical variation in
English. Language, 81(3), 613-644. https://doi.org/10.1353/1an.2005.0149

Rosenbach, A. (2008). Animacy and grammatical variation—Findings from English genitive
variation. Lingua, 118(2), 151-171. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lingua.2007.02.002

Rosenbach, A. (2014). English genitive variation — The state of the art. English Language and
Linguistics, 18(2), 215-262. https://doi.org/10.1017/s1360674314000021

International Journal of Language and Literary Studies

610


https://www.jstor.org/stable/4175820
https://www.elsevier.es/en-revista-european-journal-management-business-economics-487-articulo-mixed-methods-research-an-opportunity-S244484511630012X
https://www.elsevier.es/en-revista-european-journal-management-business-economics-487-articulo-mixed-methods-research-an-opportunity-S244484511630012X
https://www.elsevier.es/en-revista-european-journal-management-business-economics-487-articulo-mixed-methods-research-an-opportunity-S244484511630012X
https://doi.org/10.22363/2687-0088-2020-24-1-96-116
https://doi.org/10.22363/2687-0088-2020-24-1-96-116
https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110852387.557
https://doi.org/10.17223/18137083/79/18
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11525-017-9319-6
https://doi.org/10.4314/gjl.v10i2.4
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lingua.2015.08.008
https://doi.org/10.1017/s1470542719000151
https://doi.org/10.3765/plsa.v8i1.5528
https://doi.org/10.31392/npu-nc.series9.2022.24.05
https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110899818.7
https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110899818
https://doi.org/10.1353/lan.2005.0149
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lingua.2007.02.002
https://doi.org/10.1017/s1360674314000021

Volume 6, Issue 2, 2024

Rosenbach, A. (2017). Constraints in contact: Animacy in English and Afrikaans genitive
variation — a cross-linguistic perspective. Glossa: A Journal of General Linguistics, 2(1),
72. https://doi.org/10.5334/gjgl.292

Rosenbach, A. (2019). On the (non-)equivalence of constructions with determiner genitives
and noun modifiers in English. English Language and Linguistics, 23(4), 759-796.
https://doi.org/10.1017/s1360674319000273

Shazia, A. G. (2017). The influence of cognitive and psychological factors on the syntactic
variation of genitive constructions: A comparison of English and Greek language.
Perspectives in Language, Linguistics and Media, 2, 111-148.

Shih, S., Grafmiller, J., Futrell, R., and Bresnan, J. (2015). Rhythm’s role in genitive
construction choice in spoken English. In R. Vogel and R. van de Vijver (Eds.), Rhythm
in Cognition and Grammar: A Germanic Perspective (pp. 1-27). De Gruyter Mouton.
https://stephsus.github.io/DGfS-Shihetal.pdf

Snowden, A., Martin, C., Mathers, B., and Donnell, A. (2013). Concordance: A concept
analysis. Journal of Advanced Nursing, 70(1), 46-59. https://doi.org/10.1111/jan.12147

Van linden, A. (2023). When the alienability contrast fails to surface in adnominal possession:
Bound nouns in Harakmbut. Linguistics, 61(6), 1533-1561. https://doi.org/10.1515/ling-
2022-0039

Viti, C. (2008). Rheme before theme in the noun phrase. Studies in Language, 32(4), 894-915.
https://doi.org/10.1075/sl.32.4.05vit

Yevudey, E., and Agbozo, G. E. (2019). Teacher trainee sociolinguistic backgrounds and
attitudes to language-in-education policy in Ghana: A preliminary survey. Current Issues
in Language Planning, 20(4), 338-364. https://doi.org/10.1080/14664208.2019.1585158

Zan Jovisi¢, V. P., and Zala, H. (2014). The choice between the s-genitive and the of-phrase:
A grammar analysis with examples from corpus. University of Ljubljana, Faculty of Arts,
Department of English Seminor, 1-16.

Appendices

Appendix A Appendix B Appendix C

E Excel

WUTHERING
HEIGHTS

Wuthering Heights Changes: A Love Story Genitive Alternation Data

International Journal of Language and Literary Studies

611


https://doi.org/10.5334/gjgl.292
https://doi.org/10.1017/s1360674319000273
https://stephsus.github.io/DGfS-Shihetal.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1515/ling-2022-0039
https://doi.org/10.1515/ling-2022-0039
https://doi.org/10.1075/sl.32.4.05vit
https://doi.org/10.1080/14664208.2019.1585158
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1ek8JjwZVrRzbEWpyWfLyjlKST1UbLJdD/view?usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1_jHIkcYvuG7kBy2NS7hslIF_bo2el79L/view?usp=sharing
https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/19u43B_HSjdBRyIN6qU7nSYjg1zlALfYd/edit?usp=sharing&ouid=103026611808783527692&rtpof=true&sd=true

