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Abstract: This article focuses on possession marking in Piaroa, a Jodi-Saliban lan-
guage spoken along the Middle Orinoco River on the Venezuelan-Colombian border.
Based on a corpus of first-hand fieldwork data and building on previous descriptions
of Piaroa possession, I show that Piaroa nouns can be divided into four main pos-
sessive noun classes based not only on the alienability (i.e., obligatorily possessed vs.
optionally possessed) contrast but also based on construction types (i.e., directly
possessed vs. indirectly possessed). This article thus contributes to our crosslinguistic
understanding of possession constructions and possessive noun classes by showing
that alienability is not a sufficient criterion to account for the different possessive
classes and splits in Piaroa adnominal possessive constructions, which require
positing two concurrent but distinct systems of possessive classification.

Keywords: alienability; genitive classifiers; (in)direct possession; Jodi-Sdliban; Piaroa;
possession

1 Introduction

This article focuses on possession marking in Piaroa, a Jodi-Séliban language spoken
along the Middle Orinoco River on the Venezuelan-Colombian horder. The main goal
of the article is to show that a language can have concurrent systems of possessive
classification for which the alienability contrast is but one determining factor. In
particular, I show that Piaroa nouns can be divided into possessive classes based not
only on the alienability (i.e., obligatorily possessed vs. optionally possessed) contrast
but also on construction types — directly versus indirectly possessed-, revealing a
complex interplay between alienability and (in)direct possession as two partially
overlapping systems of possessive nominal classification. This article thus contrib-
utes to our crosslinguistic understanding of possession generally and of possessive
classes more specifically by showing that alienability is an important but not
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sufficient criterion to understand the Piaroa possessive classes which are deter-
mined by two different classification systems.

The data used here come primarily from an ongoing documentation project car-
ried out in collaboration with the Piaroa community of Babel (Cataniapo River area,
Amazonas state, Venezuela) since 2016. In an effort to illustrate the different possession
patterns through actual language use, I favor naturalistic examples drawn from texts
and all examples are followed by an indication of their provenance (see Footnote 7).
However, some elicited examples are used in order to provide negative evidence and
to fill gaps in the corpus; these are clearly flagged as such. Where relevant, I also
discuss the data and my analysis in light of previous descriptions of Piaroa possession
(Krute 1989: 81-95; Mosonyi 2000: 660—661, 2002: 94) and propose revisions to those
descriptions, especially regarding the genitive classifiers.!

The article is organized as follows. In Section 2, I provide a brief introduction to the
domain of “possession” and associated concepts while in Section 3, I offer a general
profile of the language, discussing briefly the sociolinguistic situation of the language,
existing prior work, and some relevant grammatical properties of the language. I then
present the different possession marking strategies used by Piaroa speakers in Section
4 and focus on the encoding of inalienable possession (Section 4.1) and alienable
possession (Section 4.2) with animate possessors. Given the variation in strategies to
encode alienable possession, I present the two main strategies separately: prefixation
in Section 4.2.1 and genitive classifiers plus prefixation in Section 4.2.2. These three
different adnominal possession constructions are summarized in Section 4.3. Finally, I
conclude the article in Section 5 with a discussion of the interplay between alienability
and possessive classes in Piaroa.

2 Prior research on possession

Possession, the grammatical encoding of ‘ownership’ and other semantic notions
such as part-whole and kinship relationships that can obtain between two nouns,
haslong been recognized as an important source of crosslinguistic variation and as
such, it has received substantial attention in the literature, with several excellent
book-length surveys available on possession as a whole as well as on specific

1 While the description of the Piaroa possession constructions presented here relies on this prior
work (especially Krute [1989]) to some extent, it goes beyond them in at least three important ways.
First, the naturalistic data used here is starkly different from the primarily elicited data in prior work
and allows for a more complete and nuanced description of the system. Second, prior work has not
engaged with the expression of the possessor or with inanimate possessors, which I do here. Third, I
propose revisions to prior descriptions of the genitive classifiers, which I also show to be reLatioNaL
and, in two cases, to have plural forms.
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aspects of it such as the encoding of (in)alienability (Aikhenvald and Dixon 2013;
Baron et al. 2001; Chappell and McGregor 2011 [1995]; Heine 1997; McGregor 2009).
An in-depth review of this and other prior literature is beyond the scope of this
article; however, in this section, I draw on this body of research to outline the main
concepts in this domain that are directly relevant to the discussion of Piaroa
possession constructions that follows.” In particular, I focus on the notions of
POSSESSIVE CLASSES, OBLIGATORY- VERSUS OPTIONALLY POSSESSED NOUNS, DIRECT/INDIRECT POSSESSION,
(IN)ALIENABILITY, and GENITIVE (OT POSSESSIVE) cLASSIFIERS. These notions are all exemplified
in this section by means of North Ambrym (Oceanic) data from Franjieh (2012),
since 1) Oceanic-type possession systems make use of the different semantic and
grammatical distinctions and constructions relevant to the discussion of Piaroa
possession — although as I show below there are important differences between the
Piaroa possession system and Oceanic systems — and 2) these systems are well-
known in the typological literature on possession thanks to the work of Lichtenberk
(1983, 1985, 2009) and others.’

Nichols and Bickel (2013a) define PossESSIVE CLASSIFICATION as a contrast between two
or more types of possessive constructions that are lexically “conditioned not by
properties of the possessor but by the possessed noun, i.e., by the head noun in the
construction” (emphasis in the original, JERL). A common distinction that many
languages make, they argue, is one between OBLIGATORILY POSSESSED NOUNS and OPTIONALLY
rossesseD ones. In North Ambrym, kinship terms and body-part terms as well as some
other nouns are obligatorily possessed; in other words, they cannot occur without a
possessor. This is exemplified in Example (1) for the noun for ‘mother’. The possessor
can be encoded via a suffix that attaches directly to the possessed noun as in (1a) or by
juxtaposing the possessor noun and the possessee noun in a Possessee-Possessor con-
struction as in (1b) but crucially, the noun for ‘mother’ cannot occur by itself without
a possessor as (1c) shows. For this reason, nouns that behave like ‘mother’ are
considered Bounp nouns in North Ambrym. Both the possessive constructions they
enter into are considered instances of pirect possession since the possessive suffix in
(1a) attaches directly to the noun.*

2 The reader can also consult Rose and Van linden (this issue) for an overview of prior literature on
the notion of atenasiLiTy specifically.

3 Data could have been drawn from some of the foundational literature on Oceanic possession but in
this literature, the direct possession construction is often only superficially mentioned. Using North
Ambrym data also has the advantage of allowing for the use a single language to illustrate all the
needed distinctions.

4 It is perhaps less obvious how (1b) constitutes an example of direct possession but the argument
lies in that the possessor noun has to occur immediately adjacent to the possessed noun.
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4] North Ambrym (Oceanic)

a. rahe-ng
mother-1s6
‘my mother’
b. rahe John
mother John
‘John’s mother’
c. *rahe
mother
Intended: ‘mother’
(adapted from Franjieh 2012: 219)

These North Ambrym nouns contrast with nouns that are optionally possessed and
which cannot occur in the same possessive constructions exemplified in (1). As the
examples in (2) show, this other class of nouns, which includes animals, foods, and
other semantic classes as summarized in Franjieh (2012: 244), can occur as FREE nouns
and when in a possessive construction, they require a third element that acts as a link
between the possessor and the possessee. In this second construction, it is this
‘linking element’ and not the possessed noun that serves as the host to the possessor
suffix as in (2a) or occurs next to the possessor noun as in (2b). Due to the obligatory
presence of this additional element, these constructions are considered instances of
INDIRECT POSSESSION.

2) North Ambrym (Oceanic)
a. an to

c-3s¢  fowl
‘his fowl’

b.  barrbarr a Massing
Pig CL Massing
‘Massing’s pig’

(adapted from Franjieh 2012: 232)

The ‘linking elements’ used in the North Ambrym indirect possession construction are
known in the Oceanic literature as POSSESSIVE CLASSIFIERS O @S RELATIONAL CLASSIFIERS — See for
instance Lichtenberk (1983, 1985, 2009).5 In addition to the a classifier in (2), the lan-
guage has four other classifiers, namely ma, to, bo, and mwena, all of which are used in
this type of construction. The difference among these five classifiers lies in that they
encode different semantic characteristics of the possessee and its relationship with the

5 Although Franjieh (2012, 2016) calls these “indirect possessive hosts” and Bickel and Nichols (2013)
call them “possessive nouns” or “possessive classifier nouns”.
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possessor (see Franjieh [2012: 244] for a summary); for instance, the a classifier in (2a) is
used for food items, tools, units of time and some kinship terms.

In Nichols and Bickel’s (2013a) terms, North Ambrym can thus be categorized as a
language with two possessIvE cLasses, one of which can be said to have different subclasses.
The first class includes the noun ‘mother’ and nouns that behave similarly to ‘mother’ in
being bound and obligatorily possessed and in occurring in a direct possession con-
struction. The second class includes nouns like ‘fow]’ and ‘pig’ and all other nouns that
are free and optionally possessed and occur in indirect possession constructions.

Three further characteristics of the North Ambrym possessive system (and of
Oceanic languages more generally) are worth discussing here, especially as they relate
to the terminological decisions made for the discussion of the Piaroa possessive system
analyzed in this article. Firstly, the two North Ambrym possessive classes are, according
to Franjieh (2012), closely linked to ALENaBILITY, @ notion that is difficult to define on its
own but which is often tied to a formal distinction in the encoding of a possessive
relationship (Chappell and McGregor 2011 [1995]; Haspelmath 2017; Nichols 1988).
Franjieh (2012) categorizes obligatorily-possessed nouns in North Ambrym as INALIENABLE
and the optionally-possessed ones as ALIENABLE, claiming that the former are “possessed
referents that are deemed to be inalienable possessions of the possessor” (2012: 225).
This conflation of obligatorily- and optionally-possessed nouns with (semantically)
alienable and inalienable nouns is also found elsewhere in the literature on possession
in Oceanic and other languages (see for instance Nichols [1988]) but it is important to
bear in mind, as Bickel and Nichols (2013) note, that alienability is a semantic property
that gets encoded through obligatory versus optional possession marking. In what
follows, I do use the terms alienable and inalienable as shorthand for obligatorily
possessed versus optionally possessed but add the word ‘grammatically’ to these terms
to make the distinction clear. Secondly, the classifiers used in indirect possessive con-
structions in North Ambrym and other Oceanic languages are said to be rerationar. This
is because they arguably serve to encode not only semantic properties of the possessed
noun bhut also the relationship between the possessor and the possessee. Aikhenvald
(2013: 20-27) claims that there is a distinction between RELATIONAL CLASSIFIERS and POSSESSIVE
(GENERIC) CLASSIFIERS, arguing that the former “categorize the relationship between the two
nouns [possessor and possessee, JERL]” while the latter “categorize the possessee” but
do not “necessarily categoriz[e] the way in which the P[ossessor] is using or possessing
the P[ossessee]” (2013: 20, 24).5 Aikhenvald (2000, 2013) thus maintains that relational

6 In earlier work, Aikhenvald (2000) distinguished between relational classifiers and what she
termed possessed classifiers, adding a third type of classifier — namely possessor classifiers — used in
possessive constructions to categorize the possessor and which she claimed were limited in their
distribution to Naduhup languages. As Epps and Obert (2022: 14) argue, the Naduhup morphemes
discussed in Aikhenvald (2000) as possessor classifiers “are not productively understood as nominal
classification”.
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classifiers are almost exclusively a feature of Oceanic languages but can also be found in
a few South American languages such as Kiped (Kipea-Kariri) and Baniwa of Icana
(Awarak) (Aikhenvald 2000: 133). Both types of classifiers, if such a distinction in fact
holds, have also been called centive crassirrers by Carlson and Payne (1989) and by
Grinevald (2000), a term I adopt here for the Piaroa classifiers that occur in possessive
constructions (and which I show below to have relational semantics). Finally, North
Ambrym treats human animate possessors differently from non-human animate and
inanimate possessors in having two distinct third singular pronominal suffixes: -n for
human animates and -te for non-human animates and inanimates. This is shown here
in (3). The forms for ‘mother’ in (3a) and (3b) illustrate the difference between third
singular human animate possessors — marked with -n — and non-human animate
possessors — marked with -te; (3c) shows that inanimate possessors, like non-human
animate possessors, are also marked with -te.

3 North Ambrym (Oceanic)

a. rahen
mother-3sc
‘his mother’

b. rahe-te

mother-3sc.NH
‘its mother’ (of an animal)
c. wo-te
fruit-3sc.Nu
‘its fruit’ (of a tree)
(adapted from Franjieh 2012: 249-250)

While differences in the encoding of different types of possessors in a possessive
construction is not generally considered to be part of possessive classification (see
the definition by Nichols and Bickel (2013a) quoted above), it is an important
parameter along which possessive constructions can vary and which often reflects
the fact that prototypical possessors tend to be human, specific and referential
(Aikhenvald 2013; Heine 1997; Taylor 1989). These are called poSSESSOR-DETERMINED SPLITS
by Haspelmath (2017: 197), who distinguishes them from possessEE-DETERMINED spPLITS like
the so-called aLienagiLiTY spLitT, which depends on the alienability of the possessee.
As will be shown below, Piaroa not only encodes animate versus inanimate
possessors differently (a possessor-determined split) but also exhibits an alienability
split in that some nouns are obligatorily possessed while others are only optionally
so. Importantly, there is a third split based on whether a possessee noun with an
animate possessor enters into a direct versus an indirect possessive construction and
this split is not co-extensive with the alienability split. This is unlike Oceanic lan-
guages where obligatorily-possessed nouns occur in a direct possession construction



DE GRUYTER MOUTON Possessive classification in Piaroa = 1453

while optionally-possessed ones occur in an indirect possession construction. More
specifically, some Piaroa optionally possessed (or alienable) nouns can be directly
possessed while others are not, thus making the alienability contrast an insufficient
criterion for determining possessive classes in Piaroa. Before delving into Piaroa
possession constructions to provide support for this claim, a brief introduction to the
language and the data is given in the following section.

3 General profile of the language

Piaroa [ISO 639-3: pid; Glottocode: piar1243] is a Jodi-Saliban language; most closely
related to Mako, it is also related to Saliba and Jodi (Rosés Labrada 2016, 2019). This
South American language is spoken on both sides of the Middle Orinoco River in
present-day Venezuela and Colombia. The 2011 Venezuelan census reports 16,380
Piaroa speakers out of a total population of 17,384 Piaroa people ages 3 and older
(Instituto Nacional de Estadistica 2016), while the 2018 Colombian census reports 784
speakers out of a total population of 938 Piaroa people (Departamento Nacional de
Estadisticas [DANE] 2020). These numbers also indicate that the language is relatively
vital in both countries, as it is spoken by the majority of the Piaroa population. There is,
however, pressure from the majority language (i.e., Spanish) and the disruption of
traditional life since the mid-20th century has led to an interruption in the transmission
of traditional ecological knowledge as well as shamanistic knowledge, including
knowledge of special genres of the language (Zent 2001, 2009).

While there has been a significant amount of anthropological work on Piaroa
culture and traditions carried out over the last 70 years or so, linguistic description of
the language has remained relatively shallow until recently, with most of the pre-
vious work relying primarily on elicitation data based on translation from Spanish.
Prior descriptions include Krisélogo (1976), Federmann (1978), Remiro (1988), Krute
(1989), Caula (1999, 2001), Mosonyi (2000, 2002) and Rosés Labrada (2018). More
recently, however, additional descriptive work — see, for instance, Rosés Labrada
(2021, 2022) - has started to draw on naturalistic examples from narratives and
interviews that are part of an audiovisual corpus of the language created with the
assistance of Piaroa-speaking members of the Babel community in Venezuela. The
examples used in this article are also primarily drawn from naturalistic speech
included in said documentary corpus, with elicited examples used only sporadically.

There are three important properties of Piaroa grammar to discuss here as they
will be relevant to the discussion of possession and alienability that follows. First,
Piaroa nouns are divided into two classes based on grammatical animacy — defined
here as the grammatical encoding of semantic animacy. Animate nouns are indexed on
the verb - e.g., chddg ‘my grandmother’ is cross-referenced with the prefix k- /k-/ ‘3sc.r’
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on the verb in (4)” - while inanimate ones are not — kéry’cuppa ‘wind’ in (5) is not cross-
referenced on the verh. These examples illustrate the grammatical animacy-dependent
difference in marking for an S argument (single argument of an intransitive verb) but
the same difference in coding holds for A arguments.®

4 chidq topu kicha’a
f-éed-a to-p-u kh-itf-a?a
1sc-grandparent-FEM  See-CLS2-NFIN  3SG.F-COIME-TAM;
‘mi abuela ha venido a ver’
‘my grandmother has come to see’

(Babel040:131)
5) kgry’cuppa rignq icha’a
krériik’u-pha i-&n& iff-a2a

wind.before.rain-cL:winp - be.big-apv? come-Tam,
‘viene bastante viento de lluvia’

‘a big rainy wind is coming’

(Babel040:205)

7 All original examples are presented in a five-line format. The first line represents the word or
utterance in the community orthography, the second line provides a transcription in the Interna-
tional Phonetic Alphabet (IPA) and morphological segmentation, the third line provides the glosses,
and lines 4 and 5 provide a Spanish and English translation, respectively. Examples from narratives
are followed by the name of the session and the number of the relevant intonation unit(s), for
instance, Example (4) comes from intonation unit #131 in the Babel040 session. By contrast, examples
obtained via elicitation are followed by the word “Elicited”. Examples from Krute (1989) are pre-
sented in a three-line format and the original Americanist transcription has been adapted to the IPA,
with Krute’s permission. Abbreviations follow the Leipzig Glossing Rules (LGR); for those abbrevi-
ations that are not included in the LGR, a list is given at the end of the article. Distinct morphemes
with identical glosses are distinguished with subscript numerals - i.e., Abv;, Apvy, etc. A question mark
instead of a gloss means that I do not have an analysis for a given morpheme at this stage and a
question mark after a gloss means that this is a proposed analysis but one that requires further
research. The audio and video for all naturalistic speech examples used here are available on the
Endangered Languages Archive at http://hdl.handle.net/2196/b68d7b6d-5d90-47ff-a82c-54172ea342f9.
8 See Rosés Labrada (2018) for additional details about Piaroa subject marking and Rosés Labrada
(2013,2016) and Estrada Ramirez and Rosés Labrada (2021) for details about subject marking in Mako
and Séliba, respectively. A reviewer asks about whether this animacy distinction is also valid for O
arguments —i.e. the most patientive argument of a transitive verb. The answer is less straightforward
in that the language exhibits Differential Object Marking. Specifically, animate O arguments are not
indexed obligatorily on the verb but can be optionally indexed if animate (see Example (10) below);
expressed animate O arguments can also be optionally marked with an object case suffix -ru ~ -ry /-ru
~ -rli/. Examples (46) and (50) serve to contrast an inanimate O argument and an animate one with
respect to case marking.
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This animacy distinction is also present in other parts of the grammar. For example,
grammatically animate nouns can be pluralized by the plural suffixes -t (e.g., dhuiri ‘dog’
vs. dhuirit /ewiri-t/ ‘dogs’) or -mu (e.g., see the word for ‘child’ in (23)), and occur with the
animate negative existential verb to-. Inanimate nouns, on the other hand, are pluralized
by the suffix -iyd/-iy6 or by the construction o-ct, and occur with the inanimate negative
existential verb juiy- (see Rosés Labrada [2021, forthcoming] for additional details).
Second, grammatically animate nouns are further subdivided into masculine
and feminine. These two genders can be encoded by:
(@) a gender suffix on certain bound noun roots: -a ‘’eM’ versus -0 ‘masc’ (cf.
‘grandmother’ in (4) and ‘grandfather’ in (15)),
(b) distinct person pronouns for a third singular masculine (jgu or chu) versus a
third singular feminine (yaju or judju) animate referent
(c) a gender-specific animate singular classifier on certain verb forms to encode
subjects: masculine classifier -g versus feminine classifier -dju,
(d) the nominal possessive prefixes for third person singular (see below), and
(e) the subject markers for third-person singular
(i) prefixes @(V)- ‘3sc.m’ versus k(V)- ‘3sc.F’ for Class I verbs or
(i) suffixes -@ 3sc.m’ versus -k 3sc.F for Class II verbs.’

Third, grammatically inanimate nouns can be further subdivided into different
classes via nominal classifiers that distinguish for shape, function, consistency, etc.,
as described in-depth by Krute (1989). The word ‘wind’ in Example (4) above, for
instance, is marked with the classifier -ppa. The locus of marking for all classifiers —
the animate ones - ‘cL:masc’, -dju ‘cL:rEM” and -dt6 ‘cL:pL’ as well as the inanimate ones —
can be the noun itself, demonstratives, the numerals for ‘1’ to ‘5, verbs (when
nominalized), the question word for ‘which’, and relational nouns (Krute 1989; Rosés
Labrada forthcoming).

Possession marking interacts with animacy and gender, as will be shown below.
However, note that these two systems of nominal classification as well as the system
of nominal classifiers mentioned here are distinct from the genitive classifier system
discussed below as well as from the two systems of nominal classification that
determine possessive classes: alienability and (in)direct possession.

4 Piaroa adnominal possession constructions

Piaroa nouns can be divided into distinct lexical subclasses depending on
whether they are obligatorily possessed or optionally possessed when in the

9 See Rosés Labrada (2016, 2018) for further discussion of Piaroa subject marking and verb classes.
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possessee slot of an adnominal possession construction with an animate
possessor. This division based on the “alienability opposition” (Nichols 1988)
results in a class of obligatorily-possessed, i.e., grammatically inalienable, nouns
(Section 4.1) and a class of optionally-possessed, i.e., grammatically alienable,
nouns (Section 4.2). Crosscutting this distinction, there is a second formal
distinction based on whether a noun can be directly possessed (i.e., have the
animate possessor be indexed on the noun itself) or not. Directly-possessed nouns
are marked via a possessor prefix and include both (all) inalienable nouns and
(some) alienable nouns. For nouns that are not directly possessed (i.e., indirectly-
possessed nouns), the possessor is indexed on a (one of four possible ones) pre-
posed genitive classifier —- which Carlson and Payne (1989: 88) define as classifiers
that “occur in the genitive expression in order to indicate possession of certain
nouns”; see also the discussion above in Section 2 — via the same set of prefixes
used for direct possession. These distinctions are briefly exemplified here as a
starting point for the in-depth examination of each construction in the sections
that follow. Example (6) provides an example of an obligatorily-possessed noun
which can be contrasted with the two different types of optionally-possessed
nouns, namely those that enter into a direct possession construction as ‘waterfall’
does in (7) and those that do not and occur instead with a genitive classifier as is
the case for ‘corn’ in (9). Examples (8) and (10) show that ‘waterfall’ and ‘corn’,
respectively, can occur as free nouns. Crucially, as alluded to above, these two
systems of classification for possessees are not co-extensive; in other words, there
is no complete overlap between the classes determined by the alienability
contrast (obligatory/optional marking) and those determined by direct/indirect
possession as the optionally-possessed or ‘alienable’ and directly-possessed noun
‘waterfall’ in (7) illustrates.

6) yajutd Chejeru kittimy jing’q
&-ahu-te feheru kh-1thi-mii h-in-a?a
pistl-cL:FEM-cONTR?  Chejeru 3sG.F-child-pL.anim
‘eran los hijos de (esa) Chejeruw’

‘those ones were the Chejeru’s children’

(Babel033:294)
W) ttgjy Chejeru kidaya
th-ahi ffeheru khi-dee-dzee

3rr-mother Chejeru 3sc.r-waterfall-cL:wATER
‘la cascada de su mama Chejerw’

‘their mother Chejeru’s waterfall’
(Babel033:401)
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® Jepy daya ki’gdy icy
hé-p-u de-dzae khi-?-ded-li ik-
do-cLs2-NriN - waterfall-cL:water  bathe-cLs2-?-NFIN - AUX-NFIN
‘con una limpieza del bafio en la/una cascada’
‘with a cleaning of cleansing (him) in the/a waterfall’

(Babel070:120)

9 chida bua saju / kycud yamy
t-&d-a bu-a  =s-ahu | kb-iikwée nami
1sc-grandparent-reM  Old-FEM =DUM-CL:FEM 3sG.FEM-ALIMETARY = COIl

‘mi abuelita viejita, su maiz’
‘my elderly grandmother, her corn’
(Babel040:159-160)

(10)  ygmy ttiyattd pa’o
nami th-idz-a-thi pazi
corn 3pL-give-FuT,-15G.0B]  PURP

‘para que me den el maiz...’
‘so that they give me (some) corn...’
(Babel040:36)

Finally, grammatical animacy (of the possessor) interacts with these distinctions:
the strategies discussed and exemplified so far involve animate possessors exclu-
sively since inanimate possessors are not indexed on the possessee noun.' In these
cases, possession is not accomplished via affixation but rather by juxtaposition of
the two nouns with no overt marking on the possessee (or the possessor), as
illustrated here in Examples (11), (12), and (13). Note that in Example (11) the
possessor noun itself is not possessed; however, in the other two examples the
possessor noun — ‘house’ in (12) and ‘wing’ in (13) — is possessed by a third-person
masculine animate possessor. Crucially, in all three examples, a possessee in a
possessive relationship with an inanimate possessor does not take any morpho-
logical marking."! Example (14) further illustrates this construction and serves to
show that the animacy distinction coded is not a semantic one but a grammatical
one: the possessor ‘tree’ in (14) can be thought of as being semantically animate
(e.g., trees grow, die, etc.) but nouns for trees are grammatically inanimate in

10 In fact, these examples only show human possessors but animals are also considered gram-
matically animate and, as possessors, they are indexed on the possessee; for instance, poj ttd’o /pol
th-ae?0/ fish.rL 3pi-father ‘the father of the fish’ (Babel026:22).

11 These examples also show that part-whole relationships are not encoded via inalienable
possession as itis the case in many languages with an alienable/inalienable distinction (Nichols 1988).



1458 —— Rosés Labrada DE GRUYTER MOUTON

Piaroa (e.g., they take the inanimate plural marker) and therefore, the possessive

relationship is not marked on ‘cold wind’ in (14).**
1 mdand d’ca

mana &k'a

road base

‘en la entrada del camino...’
‘at the beginning of the road...’

(Babel018:60)
12) ojusode adra imi ...
J-ohus-ode ®l®-ree imi

3sc.m-house-cL:HOUSE  yard-cL:cLEAR outside
‘fuera del patio de su casa,...’

‘outside his house’s yard, ...’

(Babel014:116)

13) wjugbd pdjure
@-uhudbae  paehure
3sc.M-wing-cL  tip
‘en la punta de sus alas...’
‘on the tip of his wings...’

(Babel037:419)
(14) cudhudi diyoppa
kvaewae-i didz-opa

food-cL:tRee be.cold-cL:winD

‘el aire frio del arbol (de las frutas)’
‘the Tree (of all Fruits)’s cold wind’
(Babel033:633)

Table 1 presents a summary of the different adnominal possession constructions in
Piaroa and the factors that determine their structure. Given that the main goal of the
article is to consider the interplay between alienability and possessive classes (of
possessee nouns), the juxtaposition strategy for inanimate possessors exemplified
above is not discussed further. The focus is thus on obligatory or grammatically
inalienable possession (Section 4.1) and on optional or grammatically alienable
possession (Section 4.2) constructions with an animate possessor.

12 The derived (via a classifier) noun used here for ‘tree’ refers to a specific mythological tree that
carried all the edible foods/plants and that was chopped down by Hudjéri’s nephews so the Piaroa
and other peoples could eat.
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Table 1: Piaroa adnominal possession constructions and determining factors.

Determining  Possessor Possessee
factor . X " K
Grammatical Alienability Meaning Locus of Strategy
animacy marking
Classes Animate (indexed on Inalienable Kinship Noun (direct) Possessive
the possessee) (obligatory Body prefix
marking) parts
Alienable Other Noun (direct) Possessive
(optional prefix
marking)
Pets Genitive clas-
Food sifier
Prey (indirect)
Novel
objects
Inanimate (not Noun
indexed on the juxtaposition
possessee)

4.1 Inalienable possession

Both kinship terms and body-part terms, including certain bodily substances
(Krute 1989: 89; Rosés Labrada 2022), are obligatorily possessed and can be said to
be grammatically inalienable in Piaroa."® The examples in (15) and (16) illustrate
the use of two possessed kinship terms in discourse. In (15a), the possessor noun —
in this case, the speaker’s mother - is indexed on the possessee via a prefix k- /kh-/
that encodes person, number and gender of the possessor (in this case, third
person singular feminine). In contrast in (15b), the possessor is the speaker herself
and consequently, the possessee is marked with a first-person singular possessive
prefix ch- /tf-/. In both (15a) and (15b), the possessee noun is used to refer to a
discourse entity referentially; this function contrasts with the vocative use of
‘mother’ in (16) which shows that all kinship terms are inalienably possessed
whether their use is referential or vocative.

13 For a comprehensive listing of body-part terms in Piaroa and discussion of their grammar
(including possession marking), see Rosés Labrada (2022). In turn, Kaplan [Overing] (1975: 199-202)
provides a comprehensive list of Piaroa kinship terms, covering both blood and affinal relations.
Kaplan [Overing] (1975) also discusses at length the use of the word for ‘friend’ or ‘partner’ exem-
plified below in (20c).
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(15) a. kddomindg
kb-&d-6-miné&
3sG.F-grandparent-MAsc-DEC
‘su finado abuelo (de ellay
‘her deceased grandfather’
(Babel032:6)

b. chddgming

f-&d-6-min&
1sc-grandparent-mMasc-Dec
‘mi finado abuelo’
‘mi deceased grandfather’

(Babel032:17)
(16) ta jiahui chgju
tee hi-?-ew-i f-ahi

Now  tell-cLs2-RerL-iMp;  1sc-mother
‘(ahora) cuente, mama’

‘(now) tell (us), mother’ (lit. my mother)
(Babel032:15)

Body-part terms are likewise obligatorily possessed and, as with kinship terms,
the possessor is indexed on the possessee via a possessive prefix. This is shown
here with the examples in (17), which come from the same stretch of text and
illustrate the use of the word for ‘skull’ in discourse. The intonation unit in (17a)
represents an instance of quoted speech by one of the characters in the text and
therefore, the possessor is a first-person singular in this case and thus indexed on
the possessee noun ‘skull’ with the prefix ch- /tf-/. Compare this with (17c) where
‘skull’ occurs with a third-person masculine possessor, which, as discussed below,
is indexed most often via the absence of overt marking (represented here with a
null symbol).

(17) a. “chdsgse tocudcugjq”
tf-isosé  to-kw-&kv-@-h&
Isc-skull see-2-rur-TAM;-?
 “mi crdneo lo veran”’
¢ “you will see my skull””’
b. he said (and) just like he said, when they went to look on the sands of the
Orinoco
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c. §sgse
B-is0sE
3sc.M-skull
‘su craneo’
‘his skull’
(Babel014:222-224)

Example (17c) also serves to illustrate that when a body-part term occurs with what
seems to be no marking for the possessor noun, the term is still understood to be
possessed, specifically by a third-person singular masculine possessor. This is also
the case for kinship terms as the use of ‘mother’ in (18) shows. For this reason, Piaroa
kinship and body-part terms can be analyzed as bound roots.

18)  gwing
@-thii-?7in&
3sc.M-mother-app
‘asumamay...’
‘to his mother and...’
(Babel026:73)

This analysis of grammatically inalienable nouns as having bound roots is confirmed by
the fact that when these nouns, at least body-part terms, occur in a context where they
are pragmatically unpossessed, they are marked with a third person plural prefix that is
interpreted as having generic reference. This can be elicited with relative ease for body
part terms (e.g., a detached body part found on a road) but are harder to elicit for kinship
terms. The example below illustrates the use of such a pragmatically unpossessed form
in natural speech: ‘arm’ in (19) is being used to indicate the size of a catumare (a type of
woven basket) and therefore has no concrete possessor referent; nonetheless, ‘arm’ is
morphologically marked as possessed with a third plural possessive prefix.

(19)  jugne  ttdjong Jappatq tygd-y Jepu
hw&né th-tho-n& h&-phi-t& ti-2-&d-{ hé-p-i
there  3pr-arm-Loc catumare-cL:WOVEN-CONTR? tie-cLs2-?-NFIN make-CLS2-NFIN
‘ahi hizo amarrando un catumare del tamafio del brazo’
‘there (he) made a catumare (that was) the size of an arm’
(Babel038:271-272)

The previous examples illustrate that possession marking for grammatically inalien-
able nouns is accomplished via a set of prefixes that distinguishes person and number,
and - in a restricted way — gender. Table 2 shows the form of the different possessive
prefixes when attached to the kinship terms for ‘mother’ and ‘father’. Given that these
nouns are always possessed, the segmentation of the prefix illustrated in the table was
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Table 2: Possessive prefixes with ‘mother’ and ‘father’.

‘mother ‘father’
Person Singular Plural Singular Plural
1 Y-ahi t-ahi f-a?0 t-?0
2 kw-ahi kw-ahi(-tiiki) kw-2?0 kw-a?o(-tuku)
3.MASC Q—thLi ~ h-aha th-ghi h-x&?0 th-22%0
3.FEM kh-ah kh-x?0

done through a comparison of all the forms in the paradigm. All the examples in the
table — with the exception of the shaded first and second-person plural forms which
were unattested in the corpus and were thus elicited — come from naturally occurring
speech but were extracted from their context for presentational purposes. The first-
and second-person plural forms were checked with a speaker. Additional elicited
paradigms for kinship terms and body-part terms can be found in previous literature;
see Krute (1989: 84) for a paradigm for ‘head’, Caula (1999: 137) for one for ‘buttocks’, and
Mosonyi (2000: 661) for paradigms for ‘son’ and ‘mouth’.

The paradigms in Table 2 illustrate three important observations about the
Piaroa possessive prefixes.™* First, masculine and feminine gender is only distin-
guished in the third-person singular but elsewhere in the paradigm, this distinction
is neutralized. This is consistent with the distinctions made in the pronominal
system itself and in the verbal subject affixes (see Section 3). Second, for third-
person singular masculine, there is some variation in the form of the prefix itself.
Specifically, while in most cases a third-person singular masculine possessor is
indexed via the absence of marking as in (17¢) and (18) above, there are instances
where a third-person singular masculine possessor is indexed with a j- /h-/ allo-
morph as with ‘father’ in Table 2 and with ‘grandfather’ in (27) below.” Third, note
that the forms /k"-&hti/ and /k"-a?0/ appear in my corpus with a second person
singular possessor but are reported by speakers in Babel, the Venezuela Piaroa-
speaking community with which I have worked since 2016, to be usable for both a
second singular and a second plural possessor. For them, the form cugjy /k¥-ahi/ in

14 Note that the forms of the prefixes exemplified so far as well as in the rest of this section consist of
a single consonant; i.e., they have the shape C-. However, as I show below in Section 3.2 where I
discuss optionally-possessed nouns, these prefixes also have a CV- allomorph.

15 Itis not fully understood at the moment what motivates this variation and some noun roots such
as ‘mother’ can take either form of the prefix (i.e., both jgjy and gjy are accepted and used for ‘his
mother’ including by the same speaker in the same text) but others, such as ‘father’ can only take one
allomorph - in this case, the j- /h-/ prefix (i.e., jd’o is accepted for ‘his father’ but speakers find *é’o
with the &- allomorph unacceptable).
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Table 2, for instance, could be interpreted as ‘your (sc) mother’ and also as ‘your (e1)
mother’ in isolation; this syncretism is also attested in the full paradigms provided
by Krute (1989: 84), Caula (1999: 137) and Mosonyi (2000: 661). When asked how this
could be disambiguated, the Babel consultants I work with added the 2prL person
pronoun ucutu forming the noun phrase ucutu cugjy ‘your (pr) mother’. Speakers
from the Piaroa community of Sarrapia in Colombia, however, offered the form
/k¥-a?0-tuku/ for the noun ‘father’ with a second plural possessor during a teacher-
oriented workshop on 10 October 2022; similar forms were also offered for ‘your (p1)
daughter’ and ‘your (e1) grandfather’ which suggests that at least for these speakers
second singular and second plural possessors are marked differently on the pos-
sessee. There are only four nouns that appear with this second-plural marker in the
corpus of connected speech from the Babel community: ‘partner/friend’, ‘children’,
‘hands’, and ‘enemy’. It is possible that the limited number of examples is due to the
rarity of second-person — and especially second-person plural — addressees in the
corpus, which mainly consists of traditional stories and personal histories. The first
two examples below — namely (20c) and (20d) — come from Babel023 which is an
oratory where an elder addresses other members of his community and hence the
2pL possessor in these examples refers to his interlocutors. The following two ex-
amples —i.e., (21a) and (21b) — come from a stretch of quoted speech from Babel020,
a narrative about how a grandmother killed a jaguar that was eating the com-
munity’s children. In this excerpt, she addresses a group of people to inform them
that she had killed the jaguar — here ‘your (r1) enemy — that was eating their
children. Both examples are presented with the translation of additional intonation
units that serve to contextualize them further. While this suffix deserves further
research, the important takeaway here is that the examples below, unlike elicited
examples in prior work or gathered in the field, confirm the existence of a differ-
ence in the marking of second singular versus second plural possessors, with the
latter taking a prefix and a suffix.'®

(20) a. ‘How did you (rr) use to live? Our late grandparents, our late ancestors...
“Look”, (like) my son-in-law says... Thus,

16 Itis possible that this difference is difficult to elicit due to the fact that the Spanish variety in use in
Venezuela (and Colombia) no longer uses ‘vuestra/o(s)’ and that the ‘su(s)’ possessive is used both for
a formal second singular possessor as well as a second plural possessor (in addition to being used for
third persons). Additional support for this difference in marking may be found in the fact that in
Mako, the second plural possessed form also takes a prefix and a suffix as the forms k*-it" ‘your (sc)
child’ and kv-it"i-dui ‘your (pr) child’ in Rosés Labrada (2016: 192) show.
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b. pitumg jitamd cutumd
pitu-mé& hitee-mé& kutu-m&
PROX.ANIM-TOP? NOW-TOP? 2PL.PRO-TOP?
‘estos ahora ustedes’

‘these ones, now, you (eL)’

c. cughugryhuatycy ittiru ’quichghuqry
kv-gwdactiw-a-tiikii @-ithi-ru Kitfaw-a-rt
2-partner-cL:Masc-2pL 3sc.m-child-os;  little.one-cL:masc-0B]
cuemdtycugmengmd

kv-8m-&tl-0mend-mé
2-grab-2pL-ADV-TOP?
‘al hijo de su amigo de ustedes, al nifio, cuando se adopta (para criar)’
‘when you adopt the child of your (ev) friend, the child’
d. ucutd cugmagtycytto
uku-t& kv-tm{-tiikii-thf
25G-CONTR? 2-hand-2pL-EmpPH?
‘td mismo, en sus manos’
‘you yourself, in your (er) hands’
e. Yes... Where they are born,... they used to name him (a boy) after their
father. A girl, they would name after her mother...
(Babel023:1-12)

(21) a. jiahuingjydo tacu  cuabq’chgtjcymd taicu  cud’o
hi-sew-in-&hii-do teeku kW-ahétj-d-tikﬁ-rnée teku  kvee-?-
Say-MID-IMPF-CL:FEM-EVID already 2-enemy-cr:masc-2pL-Top? already kill-cLs2-NFIN
chicudcu
g-ikw-ge-ku
15G-AUX-TAM1-0B]J
‘ella contd: “ya su enemigo ya lo maté”

‘she said: “I already killed your (rL) enemy™
b. cuittimytdcyrymda
Kkv-ith-mii-tikii-rii-mee
2-child-pr.ANIM,-2PL-0BJ-TOP?
‘a sus hijos’
‘(to) your (er) children’
c. ‘The one who was finishing, who was eating, who was killing’
(Babel020:243-246)
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In all the preceding examples of kinship terms and body-part terms except for (20c),
the possessor noun is only expressed via indexation on the possessee. However, the
possessor can itself be optionally overtly expressed as a preposed modifier of the
possessee. When overtly expressed, the possessor can be encoded as a pronoun, a
simple noun, or a (complex) noun phrase. This is schematized in (22) and applies to
both kinship terms and body-part terms.

(22) a. PREFIX-POSSESSEE

b. Possessor.As.PRONOUN + PREFIX-POSSESSEE
C. Possessor.as.NOUN + PREFIX-POSSESSEE

d

PossEssoR.AS.NOUN.PHRASE + PREFIX-POSSESSEE

The following examples illustrate these constructions for both kinship terms and
body-part terms. In the examples in (23) and (24), the possessor is expressed via a
pronoun, in (23) with the 1rL pronoun wjutu as a modifier of ‘child’ and in (24) with the
3pL pronoun judté acting as the modifier of the possessee ‘hair’. The next two ex-
amples illustrate the possessor-as-noun construction, with a proper noun in (25)
acting as the modifier of a kinship term and with a common noun that acts as the
modifier of a body-part term in (26).

(23) ... ujutu tittimy
uhutu tit"-md
1pr.prO  1pL-child-pL.ANIM,
‘...los hijos de nosotros...’
‘...our children...’

(Babel033:70)

(24) Judto ttohuo’che beipome
hveeti th-iwo-ts’e beip-omé
3PL.PRO 3pL-hair-cL:HAIR end-apv,

‘en la punta (lit. donde termina) del cabello de ellos’
‘on the tip (lit. where it ends) of their hair’

(Babel025:190)
(25) Chejeru kitti pdji
tfeheru kh-1thg p-&h-i

Chejeru (proper name) 3sc.r-child be-?-Nom
‘(el que era) el hijo de Chejeru’

‘the one that was Chejeru’s son’
(Babel033:666)
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(26) yuri abong
dguri @-abo-n&
Amazon.racerunner 3sc.m-back-Loc
‘en la espalda del yur?’
‘on the yuri’s back’”’
(Babel021:225)

Finally, the possessor-as-noun-phrase construction is exemplified in (27) for a
kinship term and in (28) for a body-part term; both examples are fairly com-
plex so I elaborate on their internal structure separately and use square
brackets around the possessor noun phrase to facilitate the parsing of the
example.

In (27), three distinct kinship terms are possessed within the same noun
phrase: the word for ‘children’ is possessed via a 1sc possessor prefix ch- /f-/ that
cross-references the speaker herself; in turn, ‘children’ is the possessor of ‘father’ —
thus marked with a 3pL possessor prefix tt- /th-/ — and ‘father’ is the possessor of
‘grandfather’, which is accordingly marked with a 3sc.m possessor prefix j- /h-/.
Importantly, the possessor that modifies ‘grandfather’ is the complex noun phrase
‘the father of my children’ as a whole.

27 chittimu ttd’o jadomingmd...
[ -it'i-mu th-e?o0]  h-#d-6-min&-m&
1sc-child-pr.anmv, 3pi-father 3sc.m-grandparent-masc-pec-Top?
‘el difunto abuelo del padre de mis hijos...’
‘the deceased grandfather of the father of my children...’
(Babel080:36)

The possessee, namely the word for ‘bones’, in (28) is similarly possessed by a
complex noun phrase — which is composed itself of three nouns — denoting a group
of people who are related to the story character whose quoted speech this excerpt
represents.’®

17 A type of lizard, likely Ameiva ameiva.

18 This phrase was initially translated as los huesos de mis parientes ‘the bones of my relatives’
but further clarification to understand the possessor noun phrase led to the gloss of each
individual noun as presented in the example. Federico Arana (pers. comm., 19 April/2023)
explained that (i)sotu is often used to refer to a group of people, a function similar to that of
tgmy which is attested in the corpus as part of complex ethnonyms or names of specific groups
but which speakers translate as ‘elders’ or ‘adults’ and which is often used to refer to
‘shamans’.
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(28) chysgngmy tgmy sotu ttihue’ca
[ f-lisé&n&-mii t@émii sotu] th-iwe-Ka
1sc-ancestor?-pL.ANIM; people+pPL.ANIM; DUM-CL:PL  3PL-bone-cL:HARD
‘los huesos de mis ancestros shamanes’
‘the bones of my shaman elders’
(Babel034:2646)

This optionality regarding overtly expressing the possessor versus leaving it unex-
pressed is further illustrated here with the (near minimal) pair of examples in (29)
and (30): in both the speaker refers to his late father but in (29) the first-person
singular possessor is not overtly expressed while in (30), it is expressed by means of
the first-person singular person pronoun ¢té. Crucially, whether overtly expressed or
not, the possessor is always cross-referenced on the possessee via a possessive prefix.

(29)  poi emghug isq Jjing’q cha’gmingmdg
poi Em-&wé Is-a h-in-G?2a f-e20-min&-mé
fish grab-nmz? pum-cLim  cop-psT-TAM,  1sG-father-pec-rop?
‘mi finado pap4 era cazador’
‘my late father was a hunter’

(Babel031:156)
(30) tté chd’gmingmd poi emdhud isq jing’q
thi f-@&?0-min®&-m& pdl &m-EgwE Is-a h-in-a?a

1sc.pro  1sc-father-pec-tor? fish grab-nmz? DpuM-cL:M  CcOP-PST-TAM,
‘mi finado pap4 era cazador’

‘my late father was a hunter’

(Babel031:178)

To close this section, it is important to add that body-part terms themselves are
grammatically inanimate — for instance, they take the inanimate plural marker -iyd
(see Rosés Labrada [2022] for additional details and argumentation) — and as such,
when they act as a possessor, they are not indexed on the possessee. This is exem-
plified here with the example in (31) where ‘hip’ acts as the possessor of the relational
noun ‘top’; as mentioned above in Section 4, the two grammatically inanimate nouns
thus stand in juxtaposition with no overt marking of the possessive relationship.

(3D hua’arijo  pine chdcd  hudbora
wa?ar-i-ho  p-iné f-eekee weeb-oree
hug-mp;-?  prOX-aDV; 1sc-hip top-cL:cLEARING
‘abrazame aqui, arribita de mi cadera’

‘hug (me) here, a bit above my hip’
(Babel021:238)
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In sum, kinship terms and body-part terms are obligatorily possessed in Piaroa
(i.e., grammatically inalienable) and the possessor is indexed directly on the possessee
via a prefix, which makes the Piaroa inalienable construction a Direct Possession
construction.

4.2 Alienable possession

Grammatically alienable nouns can be optionally possessed; in other words,
while they can be possessed, they need not be so and can occur as free nouns as
shown for the nouns ‘waterfall’ and ‘corn’ above. Semantically, these nouns
denote plants, animals, and inanimate objects. When possessed, these nouns can
appear in one of two different constructions: they can be directly possessed via a
possessive prefix or they can be indirectly possessed by entering in a construc-
tion with a genitive classifier. This is further exemplified here with the nouns for
‘canoe’ and for ‘yucuta’.”®

In (32), the noun for ‘canoe’ appears with a 3sc.m possessor prefix in (32a) but as a
free (unpossessed) noun in (32b); both occurrences come from contiguous intonation

units in the same stretch of text.

(32) a. ’chang Ohuoi’cang to’6 kang
-eni  iwoik'a-ng ti-2- K'-&ni
ZO-DUR-NFIN  35G.M-Canoe-+CL:HARD-LOC jUump-CLS2-NFIN ~ Stand-DUR-NFIN
‘siguiendo, salté en su curiara’

‘continuing on his way, he jumped into his canoe’

b. huoi’ca ti’epo ico to’0 kano
woik’a ti-2-ep-i ik ti-24 K'-&ni
Canoe+CL:HARD UNtie-CLs2-?-NFIN AUX-NFIN JUMpP-CLS2-NFIN ~ Stand-DUR-NFIN
‘desamarrando la curiara, salto’

‘untying the canoe, he jumped’
(Babel014:104-105)

The examples in (33) and (34) contrast the use of the word for ‘yucuta’ when
possessed (33) — via a possessor-marked genitive classifier — and when not
possessed (34).

19 The word yucuta is used in the Spanish spoken in the Amazonian region of Venezuela for a drink
prepared with manioc flour and water.



DE GRUYTER MOUTON Possessive classification in Piaroa = 1469

(33) ttycud irisahua’ing
th-iikvée iris-awa-2in&
3PL-ALIMENTARY ~ €aSSava-CL:LIQ-ADD
‘su (comida) yucuta también’
‘their yucuta too’

(Babel020:210)

(34) irisahua chahua pd’u ny’cuopu iyu
iris-awa f-aw-a pe?2u nikv-op-u idg-u
cassava-cL:LiQ  1s-drink-rut,? PURP  ?-?-NFIN give-NFIN
‘me daba yucuta de beber’

‘He would give me yucuta to drink’
(Babel062:449)

In what follows, I discuss these two possession strategies for grammatically alienable
nouns separately. The direct possession construction is discussed in Section 4.2.1 and
the indirect one in Section 4.2.2.

4.2.1 Directly-possessed alienable nouns

Directly possessed grammatically alienable nouns make use of the same set of pos-
sessive prefixes described above for obligatorily possessed inalienable nouns. One
crucial difference is that for directly possessed alienable nouns, the prefixes have
two allomorphs: a C- allomorph that occurs with vowel-initial nouns and a (C)V-
allomorph that occurs with consonant-initial nouns. This is exemplified here with
the nouns for ‘door’ and ‘basket’.

The example in (35) illustrates the word for ‘door’ being used as a rree (unpos-
sessed) vowel-initial noun. When the noun occurs with a possessive prefix as in (36),
the form of the prefix consists of a single consonant (in this case, ch- /f-/ for 1sc). This
is the same first-person singular prefix discussed above in the context of gram-
matically inalienable nouns (cf. (15a) and (17) for instance).

(35 dpate d’ca  rutd
®pate xk'a ruti
door base put.down-Nrin
‘lo puso fuerita en la puerta’
‘he put it (outside) by the door’
(Babel032:233)
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(36) q chdpate d’ca
(false start) tf-aepate xKa
1sc-door base
‘al pie de mi puerta’
‘by the base of my door’

(Babel030:151)

In contrast, as a comparison of the word for ‘basket’ in Examples (37) through (39)
suggests, the word ddruhudppa ‘basket’ starts with a consonant in its free (unpos-
sessed) form (37) and when possessed, the possessive prefix that attaches to it has a
CV syllable shape (namely, tt0- 3rL in (38) and cho- for 1sc in (39)).

37 pene ddruhudppa pomemd  ’cudcuo’o
péné deeruwee-pta p-Ome-m& kwea-kw-0?-0
here basket-cL:wovEN ~Sit-ADV,-TOP  enter-2sG-?-PrROH
‘aqui donde estd la cesta no pases’
‘don’t go here where the basket is’

(Babel029:297)
(38) ttoddruhudppa ba’epé ruto
thi-deeruwee-pha ba-?-ep-i rut-

3ri-basket-cL:woveN  open-cLs2-?-NFIN  put.dOwn-NFIN
‘sus cestas/carteras abriendo dejaron’

‘opening and putting down their baskets’
(Babel029:64)

(39) choddruhudppa
tfi-deeruwee-pha
1sc-basket-cL:wovEN
‘mi cesta/cartera’
‘my basket’
(Babel029:349)

As Example (32a) shows for the word ‘canoe’, however, a third person masculine
singular possessor is indexed with an allomorph with a V- shape; this is expected given
that the form of the third person masculine singular possessor when it attaches to
vowel-initial nouns is generally &- (see discussion above in Section 4.1 and Footnote 15).
Note that when the prefix has the form CV, the prefix vowel harmonizes in vowel
quality and nasality with the first vowel of the root. This is shown here with Example
(40) where the 1sc prefix has the form chj- Afi-/ when attached to the word for land’
which has a front nasal vowel /&/ in the first syllable. This can be contrasted with the
form of the first-person prefix in Example (39) above. Additional examples and
discussion of this vowel harmony process can be found in Krute (1989: 85).



DE GRUYTER MOUTON Possessive classification in Piaroa = 1471

Table 3: Piaroa possessive prefixes.

Person Singular Plural

1 t(v)- t(V)-

2 kw(V)- kw(V)- (-tuku)

3.MASC @(V)-/h(V)- (V)-

3.FEM kh(V)-

(40) ttotd chirejd ja’q pinemd
thi-tee fi-réha h-G?@¢  p-Ine-mé&
1sG.prO-cONTR?  1sc-land COP-TAMy  PROX-ADV4-TOP

‘es mi tierra aquf’
‘here is my (very own) land’
(Babel029:240)

Table 3 presents the possible allomorphs for the Piaroa possessive prefixes as they
occur with directly possessed grammatically inalienable and alienable nouns.”

The grammatically alienable nouns that can be directly possessed with prefixes
are often objects that can be thought of as belonging to the possessor; for instance,
examples in the corpus include the nouns for canoe, blowgun, necklace, house, port
(where one bathes, ties one’s canoe, etc.), road (to one’s house), griddle, pot, cigar,
hallucinogen nose inhaler, and the Piaroa ritual called Hugrime,** among others. In
other words, a semantic ownership relationship is conceivable for many of these
directly possessed alienable nouns.

In some instances, however, it is harder to argue for an ownership type of
semantic relationship between the possessor and the possessee. Two such cases are
provided here in (41) and (42). In the first example, the speaker is describing the
arrival of the Huiritd — jungle beings common in Piaroa narratives — at the foot of a
milk tree (Couma utilis) in the forest; the noun for ‘tree’ is here marked with a 3pL
possessive prefix. In the second one, the inanimate noun marked with a possessive
prefix is ‘river’. In these possessive examples, the semantic relationship encoded via
possessive marking is thus perhaps one of use as in (41) or of association as in (42). As

20 While not directly relevant to the discussion at hand, notice that the form of the possessive
prefixes displays significant overlap with the form of the Class I subject prefixes as discussed in Rosés
Labrada (2016). This syncretism is characteristic not only of the Séliban languages but also of many
Amazonian languages where possessors and subjects are indexed with similar or identical affixes
(Dixon and Aikhenvald 1999: 9). It is also a broader crosslinguistic tendency (Siewierska 1998).

21 The Hugrime ritual combines sacred masks and sacred flutes and was traditionally organized by
shamans who were considered ‘owners’ of the ritual. For additional information, see Mansutti
Rodriguez (2006).
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research on possession in other languages (e.g., Taylor [1989] for English) and
crosslinguistically (e.g., Heine [1997]) suggests, this is a common phenomenon.

41 ttuppdi jai kada’ca ’chghuj’o
th-uphee-i hei khada-Ka  ’&wir+
3pr-milk.tree-CL:TREE  DIST+HCL:TREE  base-CL:HARD —come.close-NFIN
‘acercandose al pie de su mata de pendare’

‘coming close to the foot of (the trunk of) their pendare tree...’

(Babel019:70)
(42) tto ttodjend
thi. .. thi-zhe-n&

(FALSE START) 3PL-Tiver-Loc
‘en el cafio de ellos’
‘in/on their river’
(Babel014:165)

The expression of the possessor has the same range of possibilities for grammatically
alienable nouns as with grammatically inalienable nouns — summarized in (22)
abhove. In other words, the possessor of a grammatically alienable noun can be left
unexpressed as in Examples (36), (38), (39), (41) or (42) or it can be expressed via a
pronoun as in (40), via a noun as in (43), or via a noun phrase as in (44b), which can be
directly contrasted with the preceding intonation unit — given here in (44a) — where
the possessee occurs by itself.

43) ttqgu kottahudrdtto
th-ghi khi-thawaerae-thi
3ri-mother  3sG.F-port-aLLAT
‘desde el puerto de su mamé&’
‘from their mother’s port’
(Babel033:409)

(44) a. ttirejicy
thi-réhé-ki
3ri-land-ven
‘hacia la tierra de ellos’
‘towards their land’

b. cudhuda ttécudcuoto ttirejacy
[ kwveewee thi-kw-gekw-oti | thi-réh&e-ki
food 3pL-eat-FUT;-CL:PL 3pr-land-ven

‘hacia la tierra de la gente que va a comer las frutas’
‘towards the land of the people who will eat the fruits’
(Babel033:589-590)
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In all instances, the possessor is indexed directly on the possessee. As with gram-
matically inalienable nouns, the construction that these optionally-possessed nouns
occur in can then be characterized as a Direct Possession construction given that they
take the possessive prefix directly. In the next section, I discuss other alienable nouns
that enter an Inpirect Possession construction instead.

4.2.2 Indirectly-possessed alienable nouns

Some grammatically alienable nouns cannot be directly possessed; i.e., they cannot
take a possessive prefix that attaches directly to the possessee noun. As the contrast
between (33) and (34) above showed, these nouns, like the optionally-possessed
nouns discussed in Section 4.2.1, can occur as free nouns (33) but can also be
possessed (34). However, when possessed, they have to enter into an indirect
possession construction involving the juxtaposition of the possessed noun with a
preposed genitive classifier; the possessor is then indexed on the genitive classifier
via a possessive prefix. This group of nouns includes inanimate nouns such as yucuta
in (33) and (34) as well as animate ones, as shown below in Sections 4.2.2.1-4.2.2.4.

In this Prerx-GENITIVE.CLASSIFIER + Noun construction, the genitive classifier slot is
filled with one of four possible classifiers which Krute (1989: 93) identifies as (all marked
for 1sc here): chugud for foodstuffs (animal- and plant-derived), chdji for domesticated
animals, chg’qyq for dead animals/carcasses, and chddre for borrowed nouns or objects
(from Spanish or Western culture).” I discuss each of these four genitive classifiers
below separately, devoting a short subsection to each to illustrate their use in discourse
and to expand on Krute’s description of their semantics. However, some general ob-
servations are made here about the structure of the construction as a whole.”?

First, note that, as Example (33) above suggests and as shown in the examples
that follow, the possessee in these constructions should be understood to be a
complex noun phrase that is composed of the genitive classifier + alexical noun, with
the genitive classifier acting as the locus of possessor indexing. Second, the posses-
sive prefixes that attach to the genitive classifier are the same as the ones that attach
directly to nouns in the direct possession constructions discussed above and sum-
marized in Table 3 above. Third, the expression of the possessor follows the same

22 Note that Krute (1989: 93) transcribes these forms differently — namely as, cuk*e, ceehi, ¢¥'ofia, and
¢P'eere, respectively — using Americanist transcription conventions. They are, however, given here in
the community orthography used today in Babel in a form that reflects my own analysis, which
includes nasalization. Other examples from Krute (1989) below are also adapted to the IPA but follow
his original transcription.

23 One further commonality not explored here is that all four genitive classifiers stem from generic
nouns, which is in line with other work on Amazonian and other languages (Aikhenvald 2000;
Carlson and Payne 1989; Grinevald 2000).



1474 —— Rosés Labrada DE GRUYTER MOUTON

pattern as with the direct-possession constructions previously discussed; i.e., the
referent for the possessor is indexed on the possessee (in this case, the possessee
noun phrase) via a prefix but it need not be overtly expressed as in (33) above or it can
be expressed via a pronoun as in (45), via a noun as in (57) and (58) below, or via a
complex (possessor) noun phrase as in (48) below. In other words, the possessor can
be expressed with all the same possible constructions outlined in (22) above.

(45) tté chycug ygmymg
thi f-likvae &ami-ma
1sG.PRO  1SG-ALIMENTARY ~COIN-TOP
‘mi maiz...’

‘my corn...’
(Babel037:42)

Finally, a third characteristic of this construction is that the genitive classifier and the
noun are prosodically tightly bound, occurring under the same intonation contour
and with no pause between them. Figure 1 illustrates this by showing the intonation
contour, waveform and spectrogram for the example in (33) where the noun jrisahua
‘manioc drink’ occurs with the genitive classifier -ycud.
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Figure 1: Spectrogram and waveform for the phrase ttucug jrisahua’ing ‘their yucuta too’.
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With these general properties discussed, I now consider each genitive classifier
separately in the sections that follow.

4.2.2.1 Edible and drinkable things

Krute (1989: 91-92) argues that the genitive classifier -ycug — which he transcribes
without nasalization — is used for “food”, whether animal-derived or plant-
derived. He also mentions that it can be used for plants that provide “useful
material in some form” (1989: 91). Example (46) illustrates the use of -ycug with
the word for ‘corn’ and Example (47), with the word for ‘pineapple’; this use with
an edible plant is common in the corpus. A different use, one with drinks, is
illustrated in (48) and above in Example (33). The latter use was not described by
Krute (1989) but is well-attested in the corpus of narratives used here. The gloss
ALIMENTARY chosen here reflects that this genitive classifier is used with both food
and drinks.*

(46) ttycud yamy tatta’a tg tg tg tQ
th-likvée dmi  to-th-a?a t0 10 t0 td
3PL-ALIMENTARY COIT grind-3pL-TaM, [ONOMATOPEIA]

‘su maiz pilaban’
‘they were grinding their corn’

(Babel026:212)
47 c-ycud kgnayu
k-likvée k&n&-dzu
25G-ALIMENTARY pineapple-cL:HEAD
‘tu pifia’
‘your pineapple’
(Babel021:172)
(48) chjttgmg  Jorgmécha ycud sqri
f-ithdmi  hirdmita -k sér

1sc-brother Jgram¢cha 3sc.M-aLIMENTARY fermented.drink
‘el yarake de mi hermano Jgram¢cha’

‘the yarake (fermented drink) of my brother Joramdgcha’
(Babel014:44)

4.2.2.2 Domesticated/pet animals
The genitive classifier -dji is used for (pet) animals that are “kept alive in the village
for amusement, eventual sale, or use” according to Krute (1989: 90), who goes on to

24 1thank a reviewer for this suggestion.
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explain that “pets are rodents [possibly agoutis, lowland pacas and/or capybaras,
JERL]; birds are trapped and held for sale; chickens and dogs are sometimes useful”.
The use of this classifier is illustrated in (49) with the word for ‘dog’ and in (50) with
the word for ‘chicken/rooster’.

(49) Hudcui micuiny jay taji ahuiri
wakwi mikv-in-0 hat t-aehi sewiri
Hudicui be.called-pst-NFIN  3sc.m.PRO  1PL-PET dOg
‘Hudcui se llamaba nuestro perro’
‘Our dog was called Hudgcu?’
(Babel062:222)

(50) chaji  dcdrdarw’ing
t-ehi e&ekeerae-ru-?2ing
1sc-pET  chicken-oBj-ApD
‘ami gallo...’

‘my rooster’
(Babel062:136)

It is important to note that speakers rejected any elicitation attempt to directly mark
a possessor on the noun for ‘dog’, as shown in (51).”

(51) a. chaji  dhuiri b. *chdhuiri
t-ehi  esewiri
1sc-pET  dog
‘my (pet) dog’
(Elicited)

However, it is possible to possess certain animal names directly, as the example
in (52a) shows. In this example, the word for (a kind of) ‘dove’ is prefixed with a
11 possessive prefix. Only two such uses appear in my corpus and it may be that
these are metaphorical expressions referring to children but this requires
further research. Crucially, as (52b) shows, the word mdro can also be used with
the genitive classifier for ‘pet’. This variability is further discussed below in
Section 4.2.3.

25 In contrasting the use of the direct possession strategy via a prefix with the use of the genitive
classifiers -dji and -’gyq (see below), Krute (1989: 90) additionally provides the following unacceptable
examples: */ffijeewi/ for ‘my (pet) tiger’, */tfit’eemi/ ‘my turkey (carcass)’, and */fae?i/ ‘my caught bass’.
These may be pragmatically odd as none of them are animals that are kept or owned.
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(52) a. ttdcuq tomdrorumd
th-kv-g ti-meero-ru-ma
wake-2sG-1mp, 1rL-dove-oBj-ToP

‘lo vas a despertar a nuestro pajarito’
‘you will wake up our dove’

(Babel020:86)
b. tdji mdrorumd ttécua pttdjita’and
t-ahi meero-ruma thi-kv-i pee-th-gehi-ta?ani

lei-pEr  dove-oBj-ror  wake-2sG-IMP;  SAy-3PL-PERF?-SIM
‘A su pajarito despertarlo como le habian dicho’
‘Wake up our dove, like they had told (her)
(Babel020:213)

An important characteristic of this genitive classifier is that it can be pluralized if the
possessee is plural, as exemplified in (53). Note, however, that the classifier does not
take the same plural suffix as the possessee, which is marked with the animate plural
suffix -t¢ /-ti/, but rather one that is lexically specified for this particular genitive
classifier.

(53) chdjimy awiritg
-&hi-mii Ewirl-ti
1SG-PET-ANIM.PL,  dOZ-ANIM.PLy
‘my (pet) dogs’

(Elicited)

In addition to ‘pets’ as defined by Krute, Piaroa teachers from the community of
Sarrapia in Colombia report that this construction can be used with insects and other
lower animal orders, for example, when they are used by children in their games
(personal communication, October 10, 2023).2°

4.2.2.3 Other/prey animals

In addition to the ‘pet’ classifier discussed above, there is a second classifier that is
used with animals, namely -’gyq. Krute (1989: 90-91) points out that this classifier is
used with “any dead animal, whether accidentally discovered or intentionally
killed” and that although the typical use is with mammals, it can also be used with
“(dead) fish and birds”. Example (54) shows this genitive classifier used two times

26 The particular example reported by the teachers in Sarrapia involved grasshoppers which
sometimes very young children will play with; such children may (reportedly) refer to these grass-
hoppers using a ‘my-pet grasshopper’ construction.
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in the same stretch of speech, once with ‘birds’ and once with ‘peccary’, a type of
mammal (Tayassu pecart).

(54) a. ttogyq ppiyuhud
thi-20dgd  plidguwee
3pL-PREY.SG  bird.pL
‘sus pajaros’

‘their birds’

b. ttd’qyq ime pdttdcu
thi-20cg6  Tmé pa-th-a-ku
3PL-PREY.SG peccary Say-3PL-TAM;-0B]?
‘su vaquiro (que) le dicen’
‘(what) is called their peccary’
(Babel014:167-168)

Similarly to the -dji genitive classifier, -’gyq can also be pluralized; the plural form of
the classifier is shown here in (55) and also through the contrast of the singular and
plural forms in (56). Note that in (56b) the use of the plural marker on the noun itself
was considered optional by the speakers consulted.

(55) ojusode a’drd imi 0’0ty kayo
@-ohus-ode @®2a-rae imi 0-26t Khgey-i

3sc.M-house-c:nouse  yard-cL:cLEAR  outside  3SG.M-PREY+PL WOIIM-PL.ANIM;
‘fuera del patio de su casa habia sus gusanos comestibles’
‘outside his house’s yard, (there were) his edible worms’

(Babel014:116)
(56) a. ¢’gyq ime’ing
i-20dd imé-?ing
35G.M-PREY.SG peccary-app

‘su vaquiro también’
‘his peccary too’

(Babel014:115)

b. g’qt(); ime(i tQ’N)
120t Tmé(-t)
35G.M-PREY.PL.ANIM; peccary-pL.ANIM;

‘sus (varios) vaquiros’
‘his (multiple) peccaries’
(Elicited)

While Krute (1989) suggests that this genitive classifier is only used with dead
animals, the intuition of the consultants I have worked with is that it “can be used
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also with live animals but that do not belong to you”.?’ The example in (55) is such a
context in which the referent — in this case, a type of worm — is deemed to be alive and
not dead.?® It thus seems that a better descriptor is not necessarily their “dead”
condition but rather whether they are (potential) “prey” — that is, they can be eaten.
This is in line with the meaning of the word pgyq from which the classifier is likely
derived and which means ‘game, prey’ (Nolberto Fuentes, pers. comm., Nov. 4, 2021)
and was confirmed by several Piaroa teachers in October 2022 while discussing the
contrast between the different genitive classifiers. During this discussion, the
teachers explained that, for instance, a chicken that one keeps for a time (as a pet or
raising it) can be referred to by -dji but that a chicken that one buys with the intention
of, say, killing it and eating it later in the day can co-occur with -’gyq, crucially while
still alive. The teachers also reported that it is possible to use the word ‘chicken’ with
the genitive classifier for food -ycug when talking about chicken meat. As I discuss
below, this is an example of the relational nature of Piaroa genitive classifiers.

4.2.2.4 Novel/introduced objects

The fourth genitive classifier used in the indirect possession construction described
in this section is -dre which, as Krute (1989: 91-92) shows, is primarily used with
borrowed (from Spanish) nouns or native Piaroa nouns for which the real-life
referent has changed to an introduced object (e.g., soarj ‘needle’ which went from
being traditionally made of bone to the metal needle introduced by the outside
Venezuelan society).

The use of -dre is exemplified in (57) and (58) with the nouns for ‘money’ and
‘motorcycle’, respectively. Krute (1989: 91) argues that this construction can be used
with borrowed nouns that have been morphologically adapted to Piaroa grammar via
the addition of a classifier as well as with those that have not been adapted. His
examples and the examples in (57) and (58) further suggest that this also applies to
phonological adaptation: note that the word for ‘money’ has been phonologically
adapted from Spanish plata ‘silver’ while the word for ‘motorcycle’ remains the same.

(57) chgju kidre pdrdtd  sojd
f-chi khi-aere perete =s-ohae

1sc-mother 3sG.F-INTRODUCED IMONEY  =DUM-CL:LEAF
‘el dinero de mi mama...’

‘my mother’s money (Spanish plata ‘silver’)...’
(Babel011:22)

27 This comment regarding use was provided while discussing the best translation for the example
in (56a).
28 In fact, the next intonation unit includes an ideophone that describes the sound the worms were
making.
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(58) e chd’o idre moto’ing
f-&?0 i-aere moto-?iné&
1sc-father 35G.M-INTRODUCED motorcycle-app
‘...Ja moto de mi papd también’
‘...my father’s motorcycle too (Spanish moto ‘motorcycle’y
(Babel011:25)

This genitive classifier has also become the default strategy for introducing Spanish
nouns designating other entities, beyond introduced objects per se, into the language.
Examples in the corpus include ‘our school (Spanish escuela)’ in (59), ‘our mate
(Spanish compafiero) in (60), and ‘their story (Spanish historia)’ in (61). In all three of
these examples, a Spanish noun is used with -dre; however, the semantics of these
nouns can vary significantly even including animate nouns as in (60) for ‘mate’.

(59) tidire escuela
ti-aere eskwela
1PL-INTRODUCED school

‘nuestra escuela’
‘our school (Spanish escuela ‘school’y

(Babel002:19)

(60) tidre compariero Marco
ti-eere kompanero marko
1PL-INTRODUCED mate Marcos

‘nuestro compafiero Marco’
‘our mate Marcos (Spanish compariero ‘mate’y

(Babel015:15)

(61) ttidire historia jittdhua’a
thi-sere istorja hi-th-eew-a?a
3PL-INTRODUCED ~ StOry tell-3pL-MiD-TAM,

‘su historia de ellos contaban...’
‘they used to tell their story...’
(Babel018:14)

One additional point is that Krute (1989) transcribes this genitive classifier as starting
with a glottal stop but that does not seem to be the case, as a contrast of the two forms
in (62) suggests. The consultants I work with deem these two forms to be phono-
logically different and the one with a glottal stop between the first two vowels is
consistently assigned to the meaning ‘her eye’. However, the realization of the (C)V-
allomorph of the possessive prefixes with this genitive classifier would in fact suggest
that the root is consonant-initial and not vowel-initial.
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(62) a. kidre b. ki‘dre
kri-gere kh-i?ee-re
35G.F-INTRODUCED 3sc.r-face-cL:eye
‘her thing’ ‘her eye’
(Elicited)

4.2.3 Non-predictability and variability in assignment

The examples in (51) and (52) above suggest that while the assignment of a particular noun
to a particular possessive class — in this case, the classes of directly possessed (animate
possessor marked on the possessee) and indirectly possessed nouns (animate possessor
marked on the genitive classifier) — follows certain general trends, assignment is not
entirely predictable based on semantic grounds only. In this particular case, while most
animals cannot be directly possessed and require the use of the genitive classifier -dji as in
(5D), it is possible to possess an animal term directly as in (52a). A second example of this
type of non-predictability in assignment is illustrated in (63). While food items generally
take the genitive classifier -ycud, it is also possible for certain nouns for food to be directly
possessed via a possessive prefix as the example below shows. In this example, the
deverbal noun sédhud ‘roast’ is marked via a 3sc.m prefix.

(63) Judnetd Jjaydng osodhud ime sodhud hug’q
hwéné-t& hedse-n®é i-so-ew-a Imé SO-&W-& w-aza
that-contr?  side-Loc 3s6.M-roast-MIp-Nzr? peccary roast-min-Nzr? lie-tamy
‘del mismo lado su asado, asado de vaquiro, estaba’

‘his roast, peccary roast, was on that same side’
(Babel014:150)

Another possible context for non-predictability is instances like the one in (64) where
more than one genitive classifier is semantically available as is the case for the noun
sqding here — borrowed from Spanish sardina ‘sardine’ — for which the speaker could
have used either the classifier for food items or the one for novel/introduced objects
encoded by Spanish borrowings. Here the choice seems determined by the semantics
of the assignment.

(64) ycug sqding’ing
g-iikvée sadind-?in&
35G.M-ALIMENTARY  sardine-app
‘su (comida) sardina también’
‘his sardines (Spanish loan) too’
(Babel026:174)
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This non-predictability is already noted by Krute (1989: 93-95) who claims that there
is no single semantic principle that can underpin the assignment of a given noun to a
given possessive class. He argues that there are many semantic/grammatical
(seeming) mismatches within the genitive classifier system, the direct/indirect sys-
tem, and the alienability-based system.

In addition to non-predictability, there is contextual variability where a single
noun can appear in more than one type of construction or with more than one type of
genitive classifier.?’ For instance, the two examples in (65) show that it is possible for
anoun to be directly possessed and indirectly possessed. Here the word for ‘milk tree’
enters into an indirect possession construction with the genitive classifier -ycug in
(65a) but is directly possessed with a first-person singular possessive prefix in (65b).
These two examples come from the same narrative and are only one intonation unit
away from one another, which underscores the variable nature of assignment to one
construction over another depending on the context.

(65) a. wycud uppdi jai
g-tikvae uphee-i heei
35SG.M-ALIMENTARY MilK.tree-cL:TREE  DIST+CL:TREE
‘su drbol de pendare’

‘his milk tree’

(Babel025:18)
b.  “chuppdi jai L7
t-uphee-i heei

3sG-milk.tree-cL:TREE  DIST+CL:TREE
‘ “mi mata de pendare...””’
‘“my milk tree...””’
(Babel025:20)

To further test this, I performed a count of all instances of ‘milk tree’ in the text where
the two examples in (65) occurred as well as a count for the word mdro ‘dove’,
illustrated above in (52), in Babel020. The results of these counts are presented here
in Table 4 and illustrate that even within a single text (both texts are narrated by the
same speaker), a given optionally possessed noun can appear within either a direct
possession construction or an indirect possession one.

Further, Krute (1989) notes that a single noun can appear with more than one
genitive classifier, as the elicited examples below show. Note that here the noun /tae?u/
‘nutria’ can combine with a different genitive classifier to encode different relational

29 Note that variability of assignment is also characteristic of Oceanic possession systems as the
discussion of ‘fluidity’ in Lichtenberk (2009) shows.
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Table 4: Distribution of médro and uppdi by construction type.

madro ‘dove’ uppdi ‘milk tree’
Free (non-possessed) form 2 (IUs: 58, 63) 2 (IUs: 24, 175)
Directly possessed via a prefix 3 (IUs: 57, 62, 86) 2 (IUs: 20, 36)
Possessed via a genitive classifier + prefix 3 (IUs: 213, 219, 230) 2 (IUs: 07, 18)
Unclear 1 (1U: 202) 2 (IUs: 30, 68)
Total occurrences 9 8

meanings between the possessee and the possessor. According to Krute (1989: 88), the
directly possessed form */tfitae?u/ is, however, unacceptable to speakers.

(66) a. t-ahi te?u

15G-PET nutria
‘my nutria, my pet nutria’

b. ti-?onae tee?u
15G-PREY nutria
‘my nutria, my nutria carcass’

c. tukve tee?u
1SG-ALIMENTARY nutria

‘my nutria, my nutria meat, my butchered nutria’
(adapted from Krute 1989: 88)

The examples in (66) and the discussion about possessing a ‘chicken’ reported at the
end of Section 4.2.2.3 highlight that the Piaroa genitive classifiers are relational since
they encode not only semantic characteristics of the referent but also the type of
relationship that holds between the possessor and the possessee.

4.3 Summary

In the sections above, I presented an analysis of the different constructions that Piaroa
speakers use to encode “possession”, with a focus on those that have an animate
possessor. Here I discuss some of the main properties of the subset of constructions
with an animate possessor discussed in Sections 4.1 and 4.2 in order to highlight
similarities and differences between them, summarized in Table 5. All three main
adnominal possession constructions that occur with an animate possessor — i.e., the
inalienable construction, the alienable construction with direct marking, and the
alienable construction with indirect marking — make use of the same set of possessive
affixes to index the possessor and in all instances, the expression of the possessor can
be accomplished via the same set of possibilities (zero overt expression, via a pronoun,
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Table 5: Summary of structural properties by construction.

Properties ‘Inalienable (Direct) ‘Alienable’

Direct Indirect

\/

Morphological indexing via affixation (same indexes)
Expression of the (animate) possessor

- Not expressed overtly

- Expressed via a pronoun

\/
\/
\/
- Expressed via a noun v
\/
N

<X <
L=<

- Expressed via a noun phrase
Obligatoriness of indexing
- Obligatory
- Optional
Bound versus free roots
- Bound v
- Free -
Internal structure of the possessee noun phrase
- Noun v
- Genitive classifier + noun -
Locus of marking
- Head (possessee) v
- Noun v
- Genitive classifier - -
- Dependent (possessor) - -

2 < | |
<. <!

<<
e 2l P

via a noun, and via a noun phrase). Additionally, all three constructions can be
considered as head-marking constructions since the dependent possessor noun never
takes any morphological marking. However, there are also important differences
between these three constructions. First, the indexing of the possessor on the possessee
via affixation is only obligatory for the inalienable construction. Second, the possessee
nouns that occur in this construction can be considered to be bound roots since they
cannot occur without possessive marking; the nouns that enter the alienable con-
struction on the other hand are free nouns. Finally, the two alienable constructions,
direct versus indirect, differ in that for the indirect construction the possessee is
formed by a genitive classifier plus a noun and in that it is the genitive classifier (and
not the noun) that is the locus of marking via affixation.

Three other characteristics of the Piaroa adnominal possession system are
worth summarizing here given that they expand our knowledge about possession
generally. First, the Piaroa data discussed above highlight that possession can be
used to encode relations between two entities that go beyond the traditionally
studied ownership, kinship and part-whole relations and which can include notions
related to “use” of the possessee as potential food or prey. This seems to be typical of
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languages with genitive classifiers (Carlson and Payne 1989) but further in-depth
studies of possession in languages with genitive classifiers are likely to reveal new
semantic relations that can be encoded by possession as well as shed light on what
semantic relations are commonly encoded via genitive classifiers crosslinguistically
and how these are distributed areally (e.g., “pet” is common in several South American
language families such as Naduhup [Epps and Obert 2022] and Tupian [Rose forth-
coming] but is also present in Uto-Aztecan [Hill and Hill 2019: 296-297] and Maiduan
[Mithun 1999: 250]). Second, the Piaroa genitive classifiers are in fact reLationar,
encoding not only properties of the possessee noun but also the semantic relationship
between the possessor and the possessee; this challenges our previous understanding
of the crosslinguistic distribution of relational classifiers as discussed in Section 2.
Finally, one further important characteristic of the system is the contextual selection of
the different possession strategies that some alienable nouns can occur in, a choice that
seems to be discourse motivated rather than lexically assigned.

5 Discussion and conclusions

As shown above, Piaroa speakers make use of multiple possession strategies with
animate possessors, all of them head-marked, which is a common pattern in the
Americas (Nichols and Bickel 2013b). These strategies vary not only based on their
obligatoriness (grammatical alienability) but also based on the locus of marking (direct
vs. indirect possession). In other words, Piaroa possession distinguishes between, on
the one hand, alienable and inalienable nouns and, on the other, nouns that can be
directly possessed and those that cannot. Crucially, the Piaroa system reveals that it is
possible for a language to have (two in this case) concurrent systems of nominal
classification — in the sense of Fedden and Corbett (2017) who show that is possible for
languages to have more than one system for classifying nouns simultaneously — that
determine its possessive classes. Typological work like Nichols and Bickel’s (2013a)
survey of 243 languages suggests that it is rare for languages to have more than three
possessive classes.’® However, an important difference between the four systems
described by Nichols and Bickel (2013a) and the Piaroa system is that the Piaroa classes
are not part of a single classification system but are rather determined by two different
classification systems that overlap significantly but not completely. These two systems
and their overlap are summarized in Table 6. On the one hand, the alienability contrast
divides nouns into obligatorily possessed nouns (blue) versus optionally possessed
nouns (orange). The obligatorily possessed or inalienable nouns include kinship and

30 As previously discussed in Section 2, these authors define possessive classes as lexically deter-
mined classes conditioned by the possessed noun.
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body-part terms while the optionally possessed nouns include nouns denoting other
semantic categories. On the other hand, there is a distinction between nouns that are
directly possessed — i.e., nouns that can take the possessive affixes directly — and those
that do not and require a genitive classifier to act as host of the possessive affixes; this
contrast is indicated via texture in the corresponding cells (diagonal lines correspond
to direct possession and a trellis pattern to indirect possession). As the table shows,
there is no complete overlap between these four classes with direct possession being a
property of inalienable nouns as well as of some alienable nouns.

The Piaroa system is thus different from other better-known systems of possessive
classification such as those of Oceanic languages where alienability- and (in)direct
possession-determined classes fully overlap (i.e., inalienable nouns are directly
possessed and alienable ones are indirectly possessed). In other words, ‘alienability’ is
sufficient to account for the distribution of possessive classes in Oceanic but this is not
the case for Piaroa. In showing this difference and underscoring the fact that alien-
ability is an important but not sufficient criterion to account for the distribution of
possessive classes in Piaroa, this article contributes to our crosslinguistic understanding
of possession, demonstrating that two different but concurrent systems of nominal
classification are needed to account for the properties and distribution of the Piaroa
adnominal possession constructions with animate possessors. It is my hope that further
crosslinguistic research can reveal similarly complex systems of possessive classes.
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c classifier

cLs2 marker for verb roots belonging to Class II in their non-finite and imperative forms
CONTR contrastive

cop copula

DEC deceased

DUM dummy root

FEM feminine

INAN inanimate

Loc locative

MASC masculine

MID middle

NFIN non-finite

PRO pronoun

PURP purposive

TAM tense-aspect-mood marker
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