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1. Hausa genitive prepositions: a mixed category?

Contemporary grammars of Hausa (Newman, 2000; Jaggar, 2001) recognise three major classes
within the set of prepositions: a restricted set of basic (true) prepositions, a set of complex prepositions,
and a set of genitive prepositions. Among the set of 14 basic prepositions listed in Jaggar (2001), we
find, inter alia, a ‘in, at, on etc.’, daga ‘from’, da ‘with’, zuwa ‘towards’, ta ‘via, by means’, bisa
‘above’ and ga/garée ‘by’. In general there is only very limited spatio-temporal differentiation within
this set. Complex prepositions form a more extensive set, the main characteristic being their pattern
of formation, involving an adverbial followed by the basic preposition da ‘with’ or ga, e.g., baya da
‘behind’, dabam da ‘different from’.

The third set of prepositions, i.e., genitive prepositions, are formed by the combination of a noun
(or adverb) with the genitive linker -n/-r. Compared to basic prepositions, this is a fairly extensive set:
Jaggar (2001) lists more than 30 members belonging to this group. Among them, a major subset serves to
differentiate spatio-temporal relations, some of which are derived from nouns denoting body parts, e.g.,
ka-n ‘on top of” (< kdi ‘head’), baya-n ‘behind’ (< baya ‘back’). Despite the fact that the morphological
and semantic relatedness of genitive prepositions and the nouns they derive from is highly transparent,
the base of the genitive prepositions is not necessarily identical to the corresponding noun: thus, besides
full identity, we find differences with respect to both lexical tone and (final) vowel length:

(1) a. waje-n ‘outside’ / wajeé ‘side’
b. ciki-n ‘inside’ / ciki ‘stomach’
(2) baya ‘behind’ / baya ‘back’

Although the etymology is of course highly suggestive, it is nevertheless not fully conclusive as to
the categorial status of these items in synchronic grammar.

Morphologically, genitive prepositions are highly similar to nouns: first, inflection with the gender-
differentiated genitive linker is a property shared with other nominal categories, including nouns in
noun-complement and noun-possessor structures, dynamic nouns, strong verbal nouns, as well as pre-
nominal adjectives. Non-nominal categories, such as verbs and true prepositions, by contrast, fail to
exhibit this kind of inflectional marking. Second, pronominal complements of genitive prepositions are
chosen from the possessive or genitive set, another property shared with true nominal expressions. In
order to underline the apparently nominal nature of genitive prepositions, Wolff (1993) uses the term
“prepositional noun” to designate this set. In this paper, I shall regard the terms “genitive preposition”
and “prepositional noun” as near synonyms, the only difference being that I shall regard the former term
as theory-neutral, whereas my use of “prepositional noun” shall reflect the central theoretical perspective
adopted in this paper, namely that genitive prepositions are categorically nouns with the semantics of
prepositions.

The main theoretical question to be addressed in this paper is how to best capture the mixed category
status of genitive prepositions. This task appears to be non-trivial: if we consider them nouns, we will be
able to account for their morphosyntactic properties, but category alone will not be able to capture that
genitive prepositions perform similar functions to basic and complex prepositions. Furthermore, how
can we distinguish genitive prepositions from other nominal elements in the language, such as verbal
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nouns, common nouns, or adjectives? Conversely, if we treat them as prepositions, categorically, how
can we delimit the set of lexical items undergoing genitive marking in Hausa?

Section 2 will present the main evidence for the mixed category status of these prepositions, showing
that morphology, morphosyntax, and extraction favour an analysis in terms of nouns, whereas their
functional status as two-place modifiers militates in favour of a prepositional analysis.

In Section 3, I shall first discuss why standard categorial decomposition into [£N, +V] features
fails to provide the necessary generalisations for Hausa, and suggest that decomposition should better
be performed along the category/function divide. Building on the proposal by Pollard and Sag (1994)
that adjuncts select the heads they combine with via a syntactic feature MOD, I shall suggest that the
mixed category status of “genitive prepositions” can be modelled by analysing them as complement-
taking nouns which are inherent adjuncts, thereby capturing their nominal behaviour with respect to
genitive marking and stranding (internal syntax), as well as their (functional) similarity to prepositions
(external syntax). The analysis proposed here is part of a computational HPSG of Hausa (http://
hag.delph-in.net).

2. Properties of “genitive prepositions”
2.1. Nominal properties

The most fundamental observation regarding the nominal nature of genitive preposition pertains
to the fact that the genitive linker that is morphophonologically attached to them reflects the inherent
gender of its host, not of the host’s complement. '

(3) a. gaba -n Kofa
in.front.of. M L.M door.F
‘in front of the door’
b. miné kama -r jiji -n  diiniya
1P COP like.F L.F rubbish heap.M L.M earth
‘We are like the filth of the earth.’ 1 Cor4,13

c. karé tamka-r wannan
dog.M like L.F this

‘a dog like this one’ (Newman, 2000)
While, again, this property is shared with nominal heads inflected with the linker, the remarkable

fact about it here is that inherent gender is universally considered to be a canonical property of nouns,
but certainly not of prepositions (Corbett, 2006).

I'The bound linker is probably best understood as an inflectional affix, rather than a clitic. Apart from the fact
that the linker expresses an inherent morphological property of its host, the most compelling piece of evidence is
that it does not alternate with the free linker.

1. ciki -n gida /*ciki na gida
inside L.M house inside L.M house

‘inside the house’

This failure to alternate with free form na/ta is also shared by other categories, e.g. adjectives, verbal nouns, and
dynamic nouns.

ii. sunda saye-n gord /*suna sdyéna gord
3P.CNT buy L.M colanut 3P.CNT buy L.M colanut
‘They are buying colanut.’

iii. Kazami-n béra/*Kazamina 6éra
dirty L.Mrat dirty L.Mrat
‘dirty rat’

See Crysmann (2011) for additional morphological arguments against a clitic analysis of the bound linker.
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The morphosyntactic distribution of the linker displays some further parallelism to clearly nominal
categories. Affixation of the linker is obligatory, if the complement of the preposition is realised in situ,
but illicit otherwise.

(4) KarKashi *(-n) t€bur
below.M L.M table. M
‘in front of the door’

Thus, if a genitive preposition is used adverbially, i.e., without a syntactic complement, no linker
may be attached.

(5) sun koma baya (*-n)
3P.CPL return behind
‘They went behind.’ (Jaggar, 2009)

Likewise, if the complement of the genitive preposition has been extracted, use of the linker is
equally impossible.

(6) adakamukin si kudi-n-md ciki (*-n)
box 1pl.HAB put money-L-1p inside
‘It’s inside a box we usually put our money.’ (Jaggar, 2001)
This morphosyntactic pattern is fully parallel to that of other complement-taking nominal expres-

sions, like dynamic nouns and strong verbal nouns. Again, the linker is mandatory with in situ comple-
ments, but illicit in case of intransitive use or extraction:

(7) a. kana magana *(-r) littaft.
2SM.CONT talking.F L.F book.M

“You are talking about the book.’

b. kani magana
2SM.CONT talking.F
“You are talking.’
c. Ina littafin  da  kaké magana 0 ?
where book.DEF REL 2SM.CONT talking
‘Where’s the book you’re talking about?’ (Jaggar, 2001)

As argued for in Crysmann (2005), inflectional marking for in situ complements is a systematic
property of Hausa morphosyntax, independent of concrete morphological exponence. As illustrated
below, the syntactic conditions triggering the alternation in Hausa verbs display a structurally parallel
pattern, with the presence of in situ objects being morphologically distinguished on the governing verb,
inter alia, by final vowel length alternation.

2See Hayes (1990) for a surface-phonological approach, as well as the counter-evidence provided in Crysmann
(2005). In essence, surface adjacency has been shown to be neither a necessary nor a sufficient criterion to determine
morphosyntactic marking: on the one hand, surface intervention of discourse particles does not block marking for
in-situ direct objects, on the other hand, oblique NPs fail to trigger marking, whether adjacent or not, as witnessed
by extraction with double object constructions.

i. Bintata dara Kande tsawd
Binta 3.S.F.COMPL slightly.exceed.Cc Kande height
‘It’s Kande who is slightly taller than Binta.’ (Newman, 2000)

ii. Kandecé Bintata dara tsawo
Kande STAB Binta 3.S.F.COMPL slightly.exceed.A/ height

‘It’s Kande who is slightly taller than Binta.’ (Newman, 2000)
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8) a. ka karanta littafT.
2SM.CPL read  book.M

‘You have read the book.

b. ka karanta
2SM.CPL read
“You read (it).’
c. Ina littafin da ka karanta @ ?

where book.DEF REL 2SM.CPL read

‘Where’s the book you’ve read?’

Pronominal realisation of the complement of genitive prepositions provides additional evidence in
favour of the categorial status noun: just like nouns and verbal nouns, the pronominal affixes found with
genitive prepositions are taken from the possessive or genitive set.

(9) baya -n-sa
behind L 3.S.M

‘behind him/it’

This contrasts quite sharply with true prepositions, which take free form pronominal objects from
the independent set>.

(10) a. dagaita
from 3.S.F
‘from her/it’ (Newman, 2000)
b. da sht
with 3.S.M
‘with him/it’

In sum, the morphological properties of genitive prepositions suggest that genitive prepositions are
nouns, both because of their similarity to other nominal categories and because of their dissimilarity to
true prepositions.

2.2. Prepositional properties

Despite their obvious morphosyntactic differences, genitive prepositions display a good deal of
functional similarity with true prepositions: first and foremost, regardless of their morphosyntax, mem-
bers of both classes have the semantic status of a two-place, typically intersective modifiers. Moreover,
there is no systematic difference as to the potential attachment sites: semantic compatibility provided,
both genitive and true prepositions can modify individuals or events. Syntactically, phrases headed by
either type of preposition adjoin in post-head position, which is in accordance with other adjuncts in
Hausa and general SVO order.

In addition to their use as modifiers, members from either set can be used predicatively:

(11) suna [daga Kand] / [ciki -n gar]
3P.CONT from Kano /in L town
‘They are from Kano / in town.’

Finally, as shown by Jaggar (2009), both true and genitive prepositions may take sentential comple-
ments, i.e., they can be used as subordinating conjunctions.

3 Among these, there is exactly one exception, namely the preposition ga/garé, which takes (bound) accusative
pronominal affixes.
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(12) a. zan z0  baya-n sun tashi
1S.FUT come after -L 3P.CPL leave
‘I will come after they have left. (Jaggar, 2009)
b. Dagana cé ‘yayadai? sai ya tasd  mini
from 1S.CPL say how then then 3S.CPL attack 1SM.IO
‘Just because I said “how’s it going” he attacked me.’ (Jaggar, 2009)

Thus, from a syntacto-semantic point of view we are dealing with a more or less homogeneous
class, despite the clear morpho-syntactic differences.

2.3. Extraction

The syntax of extraction appears to further underline the mixed category status of genitive prepos-
itions. From among the three patterns found in extraction (pied-piping, resumption, stranding), two are
shared with (sub)classes of true prepositions (pied-piping, resumption), whereas stranding is reserved
for genitive prepositions.

With respect to extraction, the first subclass to be considered are basic locative prepositions, like
a ‘at’ and daga ‘from’. Here, pied-piping is the only option (13a), while both resumptive pronoun
strategies (13b) as well as true stranding (13c) are ruled out.

(13) a. a Kanoaka haife ni
at Kano 4.CPL give.birth 1S.DO
‘It was in Kano I was born’ (Jaggar, 2001)
b. *Kandaka haife ni a shi
Kano 4.CPL give.birth 1S.DO at 3S.M
c. *Kandaka haifé  ni a0
Kano 4.CPL give.birth 1S.DO at

Most other true prepositions permit resumption (14b) in addition to pied-piping (14a). However,
true stranding with a phonetically empty gap (14c) is still illicit with these prepositions.

(14) a. da sandasukd  dokeé shi
with stick 3P.CPL beat 3S.DO

‘It was a stick they beat him with. (Jaggar, 2001)
b. sandasuka dokeéshi  da ita

stick 3P.CPL beat 3S.DO with 3S.F

‘It was a stick they beat him with. (Jaggar, 2001)

c. *sandasuka dokéshi da 0
stick 3P.CPL beat 3S.DO with
‘It was a stick they beat him with.’

Genitive prepositions are the only type of preposition that can undergo all three extraction strategies:
pied-piping (15a), like all other prepositions, as well as resumption (15b) and stranding (15c).

(15) a. ciki -nadaka mukan si kudi-n-mi
inside L box 1pl.HAB put money-L-1p
‘It’s inside a box we usually put our money.’ (Jaggar, 2001)

b.  adaka mukan si kudi-n-mi ciki -n-ta
box 1pl.HAB put money-L-1p inside L 3S.F

‘It’s inside a box we usually put our money.’
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c.  adaka mukan si kudi-n-md ciki 0
box 1pl.HAB put money-L-1p inside

‘It’s inside a box we usually put our money.’ (Jaggar, 2001)

Again, we find that genitive prepositions both share properties with other prepositions, in the sense
that they undergo adjunct extraction involving pied-piping, while at the same time the possibility of
stranding suggests that they form a separate syntactic class.

Before we move on to the formal analysis of Hausa prepositions, let me briefly take stock of what we
have established so far: from a functional point of view, genitive prepositions behave like prepositions,
sharing the semantics and external syntax of two-place modifiers, including adjunct extraction. From a
categorial point of view, genitive prepositions are nominal, not only in terms of their morphology, but
also in terms of their internal syntax.

3. Decomposing Hausa categories

In the previous section we have observed that the class of lexical items undergoing genitive mark-
ing in Hausa cuts across several traditional categories, such as nouns, adjectives, strong verbal nouns,
and most notably prepositions. An obvious route to explore is to see whether the classical decompos-
ition of basic categories into nominal and verbal features (Chomsky, 1972; Gazdar et al., 1985) might
provide the necessary level of generalisation. Upon further scrutiny, however, it becomes apparent that
pure underspecification of categorial features fails to delineate the class of genitive-marked categories:
Both verbal ([+V]) categories, like adjectives, and non-verbal ([—V]) categories, like nouns and genitive
prepositions, may undergo genitive marking. Conversely, both categories also contain lexical items that
fail to exhibit genitive marking altogether, e.g., verbs ([+V]) and true prepositions ([—V]). Similarly,
the class of non-nominal categories ([—N]), as standardly conceived, contains some members, namely
genitive prepositions, which do undergo genitive marking, but otherwise mainly consists of parts-of-
speech for which such marking is unavailable, e.g., verbs and true prepositions. The only category that
does a fair job approximating the class of genitive-marked items is [+N]: while all members of this cat-
egory (nouns, adjectives, dynamic nouns, strong verbal nouns) can indeed be inflected with the genitive
marker, genitive prepositions happen to be the only lexical class outside this category that nevertheless
features genitival inflection.

In principle, there are two possible solutions available here: either, we may conclude that syntactic
category has no direct bearing on morphological class membership in Hausa and that we need to postu-
late a notion of morphological category distinct from syntactic category, or else we need to reassess the
assignment of lexical items to basic categories. Given that the first option is both methodologically and
empirically undesirable — besides the unnecessary duplication of categorial representations, genitive
prepositions are also syntactically distinct from true prepositions —, I shall argue instead that genitive
prepositions in Hausa are indeed nouns. Their functional similarity to standard prepositions, however,
will be captured in terms of their inherent modifier status. In the remainder of this paper, the notion of
genitive prepositions or “prepositional nouns” as a hybrid lexical class will be made precise.

3.1. Outline of the analysis

The analysis I am going to propose is formulated within the framework of Head-driven Phrase
Structure Grammar (HPSG; Pollard and Sag, 1994), a unification-based lexicalist theory of grammar.
In HPSG, adjuncts select the heads they combine with via a head feature MOD, specifying syntacto-
semantic properties of their attachment site. Parts of speech that can function as modifiers specify a
non-empty MOD value, whereas the MOD value of non-modifier categories is undefined. In Head-
Adjunct structures, the MOD-value of the adjunct is equated with the syntacto-semantic description of
the head, thereby enforcing any selectional restrictions.

The current take on prepositional nouns essentially boils down to a decoupling of parts-of-speech,
modelled as types of HEAD values (e.g., noun, verb, prep), from inherent modifier status, represented
by a non-empty MOD specification. While reference to the MOD value will enable us to treat both
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true and genitive prepositions as a natural class, the nominal properties of genitive prepositions will be
captured by assigning them to the part-of-speech (HEAD value) noun.

This section will be organised as follows: First, I shall provide a formal treatment of the common
properties of functional prepositions, encompassing both true and genitive prepositions: in particular,
this will include a specification of inherent modifier semantics, as well as selectional properties towards
their syntactic attachment site (external syntax). In a next step, I shall discuss the categorial status of
both types of preposition and show how the decomposition into HEAD and MOD values enables us to
differentiate between true and genitive prepositions on the one hand, and between prepositional nouns
and true nouns on the other. Following a treatment of the morphosyntax of genitive marking that builds
crucially on recent work on Hausa direct object marking (Crysmann, 2005, 2011), I shall finally discuss
how the categorial decomposition suggested here lends itself quite naturally to an account of the syntax
of extraction.

3.2. Functional prepositions as inherent two-place modifiers

In our discussion of true vs. genitive prepositions, we have observed that the functional or syntacto-
semantic similarity of these two classes is apparently independent of their differences in morphosyntactic
behaviour. Therefore, I shall start with a description of the shared properties of what I shall call “func-
tional prepositions”, capturing both semantics and external syntactic properties. In essence, members
of either class are two-place intersective modifiers, syntactically attached to the semantically modified
head.

Using Minimal Recursion Semantics (Copestake et al., 2005) as our meaning representation lan-
guage, these shared properties can be captured by the following lexical type from which both true pre-
positions and prepositional nouns inherit:

(16) bin-mod-lex —

lexeme

ARG-ST <>

HEAD MOD< L|CONT|HOOK INDEX I >
/
CAT LTOP
SYNSEM|L COMPS <[L|CONT|HO0K|INDEX]>

LBL
CONT RELS< ARGI [ >
ARG?2

As depicted by the constraint above, binary modifiers establish a two-place semantic relation between
the semantic contribution of their internal complement (selected via COMPS) and that of the head they
select for (via MOD). Once the binary modifier is combined with its complement, the subcategorisation
requirement on COMPS is unified with the properties of the actual complement, resulting in an equation
of the complement’s index with the ARG2 role of the binary modifier, by virtue of the HPSG Valence
Principle (Pollard and Sag, 1994). Likewise, once the phrase headed by the binary modifier is attached
to a nominal or verbal projection, the Head-Adjunct Schema will equate the modifier’s MOD value with
the syntacto-semantic description of the head (its SYNSEM), thereby binding the modifiee’s INDEX to
the ARG role of the modifier.

Based on this standard HPSG treatment of modifiers, I shall propose that true prepositions and pre-
positional nouns are mainly differentiated in terms of their basic category, captured in terms of HPSG’s
HEAD value: while true prepositions (basic-prep-lex) are assigned the head type prep, prepositional
nouns (gen-prep-lex) are classified as noun. Both types of lexical categories, however, inherit from the
type bin-mod-lex, thereby capturing shared syntacto-semantic-properties.
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(17)  basic-prep-lex — bin-mod-lex N\ [SYNSEM|LOC | CAT [HEAD prep]]
(18) gen-prep-lex — bin-mod-lex A [SYNSEM|LOC |CAT [HEAD nounH

Nouns and strong verbal nouns which do not function as inherent modifiers, by contrast, are differ-
entiated from prepositional nouns not in terms of basic category, but in terms of their MOD value:

noun
(19)  basic-noun-lex — | SYNSEM |LOC|CAT |HEAD MOD <>

3.3. The morphosyntax of prepositional nouns

Inflection with the gender-differentiated genitive linker is probably the most salient nominal feature
of prepositional nouns. Recall from our previous discussion that its presence and shape are conditioned
by three properties: first, the categorial status of the morphological host (noun), the inherent gender of
the host word, and finally, the presence of an in sifu direct object complement. As I have argued in pre-
vious work (Crysmann, 2005), inflectional marking for local realisation of complements is a systematic
property of the language: while morphological exponents may vary, the structural conditions are highly
parallel between members of the two major lexical categories, namely verbs and nouns.*

Given that, in HPSG, locally realised complements correspond to a valence on the head’s COMPS
list, we can model the morphological introduction of the linker by means of a lexical rule. As stated
below, application of the rule is conditioned on the presence of an element on COMPS marked with
structural case, i.e., a direct object valency:

[PHON [@
noun
HEAD NUM  s¢
20 s |PHON @ @
(20) SYNSEM|LOC|CAT AGR | GEND f [ <r>]
COMPS <[CASE strucD

Note further that the rule, as given here, generalises across all nominal categories: i.e., whenever a
noun subcategorises for a direct object, it gets inflected with the genitive linker. This gives not only the
desired results for genitive prepositions, but for other nominal categories as well, such as strong verbal
nouns of transitive verbs, or transitive dynamic nouns.

Besides transitive use, where the linker is obligatory, genitive prepositions can also be used adverbi-
ally, or intransitively (cf. Jaggar, 2009). If used in this way, no linker may be present.

Again, this behaviour is literally identical to strong verbal nouns and dynamic nouns, as well as
structurally parallel to verbs: as argued by Jaggar (2001) and Tuller (1986), Hausa transitives permit
free argument drop with non-human direct objects, resulting in specific pronominal interpretation of the
unrealised argument. This systematic alternation of Hausa transitives can be modelled straightforwardly
by means of an optional lexical rule which takes as its input a transitive lexical entry and returns an entry
where the direct object valency has been suppressed.

“4In the following discussion I shall focus on the parallelism of prepositional nouns with dynamic nouns and
strong verbal nouns. See Crysmann (2011) for a unified treatment of pre-nominal adjectives and possessed nouns.
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noun
AT HEAD
C CASE struc] >
@

CAT COMPS< L
CONT [RELS <@>]

(21) |SYNSEM|L

[CONT {RELS }

CAT [COMPS }

— [SYNSEM|LOC

PRED pron-rel
CONT |RELS @

ARGO [SORT inanim}

If we model argument drop as lexical valence reduction, it is clear that the removal of the subcategor-
isation requirement for a direct object will actually bleed the morphological introduction of the linker,
deriving the absence of direct object marking, and more specifically genitive marking with intransitives.

Note further that none of the rules are specific to genitive prepositions: rather their applicability to
prepositional nouns follows entirely from their being nouns taking direct object complements, a property
shared with other nominal expressions featuring the same morphosyntactic alternations.

3.4. Extraction

Probably the most compelling observation concerning prepositional nouns and true preposition is
that both form a natural class as far as extraction of the entire adjunct is concerned, yet differ radically
with respect to the extractability of their complements. As we will see shortly, the fact that prepositional
nouns pattern with other nominal categories such as strong verbal nouns and dynamic nouns in terms
of complement extraction and with prepositional phrases in terms of adjunct extraction will again be
related to their hybrid categorial nature, namely that of inherently modifying nouns.’

The standard approach to complement extraction in HPSG is lexical (cf. Pollard and Sag, 1994,
chap. 9). In essence, rather than postulating a syntactic trace that inserts local information into the
non-local SLASH feature, introduction of a SLASH dependency is performed directly on the governing
head. One way to model this is by means of the application of a lexical rule®: as detailed below, the
requirement for a local complement is removed from the COMPS list, and the LOCAL value of this
complement is inserted into the non-local feature SLASH instead, to be bound by a filler further up the
tree.

SFor the purposes of this paper, I shall focus on extraction proper, leaving aside resumptive pronouns. See,
however, Crysmann (2012) for an analysis of resumption in Hausa.

6See, however, Ginzburg and Sag (2001) for a proposal using argument realisation principles instead of valence-
reducing lexical rules.
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[ARG-ST < >

HEAD noun \ verb

22) LOC  |CAT Loc

COMPS [M&[ ol
SYNSEM “|NLocjsLash {m}

NLOC [SLASH }

LOC [CAT {COMPS @H
— |SYNSEM
NLOC [SLASH u{}}

If we assume now that application of the complement extraction lexical rule is restricted to nouns
and verbs in Hausa, we can derive that stranding should be possible with prepositional nouns (being
nouns), but unavailable for true prepositions. Furthermore, the valence-reducing effect of rule applica-
tion predicts the absence of the linker, since the major precondition for genitive marking, a direct object
valency on COMPS, has been removed (cf. Crysmann, 2005).

In contrast to complement extraction, adjunct extraction is currently regarded as a syntactic oper-
ation within HPSG. As argued at length in Levine (2003), lexical introduction of SLASH values for
adjuncts will not be able to provide the right semantics with adjunct extraction applying to coordinated
events: in sentences like the one below, lexical adjunct extraction can only account for the (dispreferred)
distributive reading, but not for the cumulative reading.

(23) Inhow many seconds flat did Robin find a chair, sit down and whip off her logging boots? (Levine,
2003)

Syntactic introduction of adjunct extraction, however, has no difficulty deriving either reading, since
semantic attachment will be determined directly by syntactic scope.

Following Levine (2003), I shall assume a unary syntactic rule that inserts a non-local SLASH
dependency, restricting the filler to modify the extraction site via its MOD value.

[LoC
SYNSEM | \Loc |sLasH mu? |cAT HEAD [MOD <>}
SUBJ ()
(24) COMPS ()
LOC
DTRS SYNSEM
NLOC [SLASH ]

Since the syntactic adjunct extraction rule is formulated in terms of modifier status alone, it should
in principle apply to all kinds of modifiers, independent of the modifier’s category. As a result, the
general possibility for adjuncts to extract will derive that both true preposition and prepositional nouns
may be pied-piped along with their complements.

In sum, once we analyse genitive prepositions as inherently two-place modifiers of category noun,
their syntactic and morphosyntactic properties are accounted in a rather straightforward way on the basis
of independently required morphosyntactic rules and general principles of grammar.
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4. Conclusion

In this paper, I have argued that the mixed properties of genitive prepositions in Hausa can be
accounted for in terms of categorial decomposition, where basic part-of-speech captures syntactic and
morphosyntactic properties shared with nouns, while the syntacto-semantic similarity to true preposi-
tions is established by their status as inherently two-place modifiers. The categorial decomposition sug-
gested here captures quite directly the basic intuition that genitive prepositions, or prepositional nouns,
constitute a “transitional category” (Newman, 2000). Finally, we have seen that HPSG’s notion of syn-
tactic categories as complex feature structures consisting of intrinsic part-of-speech and combinatorial
properties lends itself quite naturally to an analysis of mixed categories.
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