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ABSTRACT

“The main objective of this thesis is to account for the agreement (a)symmetries between
nouns and the adjectives to which they relate in various adjective-containing structures in
Modern Standard Arabic (MSA), where agreement includes phi-features (i.c.. [Number]
and [Gender]), Case, and definteness. The investigation of such (a)symmetries of

agreement raises some a number of theoretical issues and poses challenges to various

syntactic frameworks. The investigation provides an Agree-based approach to the

analysis of Arabie Adjectival Phrases (APs) by reconciling earlier approaches to the

syntactic process of Agree. Specifically, it assumes Chomsky's (2005, 2008) Feature-
Inheritance model of Agree, and adopis certain aspects of Agree developed in the works

of Pesetsky and Torrego (2004, 2007).

“The developed approach argues for the existence of two syntactic processes Scan and
Case-Reservation (Case-R), which are proved to be essential for the Agree reltion
established between phasal Probes (e.. adjectival aP) and their Goals. Scan establishes
links between lexical items, thus allowing these items to share features, Case-R, on the
other hand, prevents a nominal, pronominal,or adjectival element which has participated

in an Agree relation from receiving another Case value

The investigation of the data shows that the close association as well as the simultaneity



of valuation between Case and phi-features (as proposed in Chomsky's work) must be
reconsidered, for phi- and Case features operate independently. This has implications for

how we view the features present on adjectives from the numeration. As far

s phi-
features, the investigation shows that, depending on the syntactic structure they appear in,

there are three type of ad

tives in MSA.  Adjectives in the first type come from the
lexicon with empty phi-features (ic., they have no phi-values for the features [Number]

and [Gender]), which must receive these valug

in onder for the derivation to converge.
Adjectives in the second type come with only one valued phi-feature (i.e., has a value for

the feature [Number]), but no va

for the (G

nder] feature. The third type of adjective

comes from the lexicon with valued phi-features.
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Chapter 1

On Case and agreement propertics in Arabic adjectival

constructions

1. Introduction

Adjcctives in Classical and/or Modem Standard Arabic' (MSA) exhibit an interesting

range of ways 10 agree with the nouns (o which they apply, where agreement generally
includes [Number], [Gender], Case, and definiteness.  Within a single constructon,
adjectives show various levels of agreement with the noun they apply to, depending on

the semantic relation adjectives establish with this noun. The investigation of such

agreement asymmetries in Arabic raises a number of theoretical issues and poses

challenges to various syntactic frameworks,

“The main objective of this thesis s to address these challenges and to provide a beter
characterization of the various agreement relations which hold between nouns and
adjectives in Arabic. To accomplish this objective, | develop an Agree-based approach to
Case and agreement for Arabic adjectives. In my approach, I adopt (and modify) a recent
Version of Chomsky's theory of Agree: the Feature-Inheritance model (2005, 2007, 2008).
Additionally, 1 adopt certain aspects of Agree developed in the works of Peseisky and

1 Ulss e sl et s hsiscome o MSA. Al e i il
sl or MSA varietis of A

beused tore




Torrego (2001, 2004, 2007).

“The proposal I develop has at its core the idea that Arabic Ajectival Phrases (APs) can
be analyzed as phases in the sense of Chomsky (2001). I argue that Case in nominal
and/or adjectival elements in Arabic is valued through an Agree relation between these
clements and a phasal Probe, thereby rejecting altemative accounts of these Arabic data
which argue for default Case assignment (c.g., Fassi-Fehri, 1993; Mohammad, 2000; &

traditional Arab grammarians).

1 arguc that by analogy with phasal vP and CP, certin adjectival constructions (i,
predicative adjectives) can be analyzed as phasal aP. The heall a bears a et of unvalued

phi-features, in addition o valued [CAS

thus, in order {0 value its unvalued phi-
features, the head  enters into an Agree relation with a Goal which can value these

features, |

“The analysis shows that the close association between Case and agreement features, as
proposed in Chomsky (2005), can be dissociated in certain Agree relations. This has
implications for our view of features which are present| on adjectives fiom  the

numeration.




L1 Issues

Adjectives in Arabic are generally placed after the noun to which they apply. Consider
the following verbless structures, where the adjectives mariid‘sick(M.S.)" and mariid-ah

man' and al-fatagh def-girl, respectively:’

‘appear after the nouns ar-raju

sick-FS.

() arsajulu mariid-un
DEF-man-NOM  sick(M.5)-NOM-INDEF

“The man is sick’

(2) al-fataat-u
DEF-gi-NOM  sick-ES.-NOM-INDEF
“The girl is sick

Arabic adjectives (such as mariid 'sick(M.S.)' and mariid-ah ‘Sick-FS.) show agreement

with the nouns in the subject position, as can be seen in (1) and (2); these adjectives agree

el in [Gender] (masculine in (1), but

with the noun ar-rajul def-man' and alfataah d

feminine in (2)), [Number] (ic., singular), and Case (i, they bear nominative Case).'

A phonlogical rle changes the [1] (which marks the feminine gender] n the noun alfataah and the

cl puten o ot show
‘pten).

e g e CoCor e o e ol
bl e g o0 e 8 Mot

4 Note that a limited number of adjectives derived fom iy mori
agreement; tat is,

ine] nouns. - Also, adjectives modifing.
e, o be a0 ) nd s 1.\ in iy
) Savari waasi-ua

e PLNOM-INDEF

wide sty
) Sty wasaten




However, as far as definiteness, each element in the sentence is marked differently (i.,

the nouns are definite, whereas the adjectives are indefinite).

The data in (1) and (2) can be introduced by the complementizer Zinna ‘that

(3) 7inna ar-rjul-a mariid-u-n

that  DEF-man-ACC  sick(M.S)NOM-INDEF

(1t s confirmed) that the man i sic

Following traditional Arab grammarians’ (.g., Ton Hishaam [d. 1360] (as cited in Abdel-
Hamiid, 2003)), many moden researchers (e.¢.. Al-Nadiri, 2005; Bedeiwi & Ahmad,
1996; Hasan, 1976) argue that the complementizer 7inna ssigns two Cases to the
following nominal (or adjectival) elements: aceusative Case to the noun rajul ‘man’ n the
subject position, and nominative’ 10 the adjective mariid ‘Sick(M.S.)" in the following

position,

A televant structure can also be introduced by the auxiliary kagna ‘was’, as the following

example shows:

SNOM _ wide S NOM INDE (ALNadir, 2005, p. 565)
e number

o o e o g from

Arabic lnguage and linguistics (Verstesh, (Ed), 2006).

vt i e b i b . i tht it s esponsite o he nminive
Case on the adjective s not the bes account of the facts (sec, AlShameani, 1994, for o similar
conclusion

6




(@) kaana ar-majul-u

Was DI

mariid-a-n

man-NOM  sick(M.S.)-ACC-INDEF|
“The man was sick”

“The adjective mariid *sick(M.S.)" in this example bears accusitive Case, which appears to

be assigned/checked’ by the auxiliary kaana (¢

L0,

Unlike the previous examples, where a single adjective appefrs, the head noun in (5) is

followed by two adjectives:*

(5) arrajul-u attawiilu
DEF-man-NOM

matiid-u-n

fll(M.S)-NOM SicK(M.S.)-NOM-INDEF

“The tall man is sick’

The first adjective af-fawiil *DEF-ll(M.S.)" agrees with the head noun ar-rajul 'DEF-

man' in [Gender], [Number], definitencss, and Case (i.c., both are mascu

singular,
definite, and bear nominative Case). Likewise, the second adjective mariid sick(M.S.)

agrees with the same head noun in [Gender], [Number], and Cise, but not in defi

the adjective s indefinite.

77 A s point i he dcsion, o s sl b made et s of o st

v il b s o s i, whie
isclassfcaton s found i section 3. ofthis chap

e second will




Besides the apparent semaniic differences, consider the other differences between (5), on
the one hand and (6), where it is preceded by the complementicer Zinna hat' and (7)
where tis preceded by the verb kaana ‘was', on the other

(©) %inaarrajul-a ataviila mariideuen

That DEF-man-ACC  DEF-tall(MS)-ACC sick(M.S.)-NOM-INDEF

*(is confirmed) that the tall man is sick”

() kaana ar-rajul-u atawiil-u miriid-an
was  DEF-man-NOM  DEF-all(MS)-NOM sitk(M.S.)-ACC-INDEF
“The tall man was sick”

In examples (6) and (7). the head noun ar-rajul ‘DEF-man’ is followed by two adjectives.

“The firs, atributive adjective ar-fawiil ‘DEF-tal(M.5.)" agrees with the noun it modif

in [Number], (Gender], Case (both bear the same Case morphology), and definitencss.

“The second, pre

tive adjective mariid 'sick(M.S.), on the| other hand, fais to agree

with the subject noun ar-rajiul DEF-man' in Case and in definiteness (i.c., it is indefinite).

‘The conclusion o be drawn from these examples is that in the absence of overr Case

assigners such as Zinna and Aaana, the adjectives show agreement with the nouns they
apply o in [Gender], [Number], and Case, regardless of the relationship in which the
adjective stands relative to the noun (i.., predicative or attributive). Adjectives thus vary

when it comes 1o agreement in definiteness: only auributive adjectives show  full



agreement

Having no overt Case assigners to which the nominative Cases on both the noun and the

adjective can be attributed, the verbless sentences in (1) and (5) resemble the so-called

Zero or Null Copula constructions in languages such as Hebrew, Russian, and Turkish.

Throughout this thesis, such sentences will be referred 10 as Zero Copulaverbless

struetures.

“The data presented thus far raise the following questions:

In the absence of a potential Case assigner/checker (as in (1) and (5)), what s the
source of the nominative Case on both the noun and the/adjective(s)?

How is full agreement obtained between nouns and autributive adjectives (i.c.,
under which syntactic mechanism)?

How can lack of agreement (in definiteness and sometimes Case) between the
noun and the adjective be explained in constructions with predicative adiectives?

Can agreement in Case, [Gender], [Number], and definiteness be accounted for in

a unified way? In other words, how many procgsses does the synia
computational system utilize in order to produce the agreement (a)symmetries

shown in the Arabic data?

As will be shown later in the discussion, while existing proposals have atiempied to

7



answer some of these questions using a variety of syntactiq analyses, no complete nor
satisfactory answers have been provided. Therefore, the Version of an Agree-based
analysis developed here will help answer these questions by providing a unified analysis
of the data which will take into account the noun-adjective (dis)agreemen, not only in

[Gender] and [Number], but also in definiteness and Case.

1.2 Seope and organization of the thesis

Before we delve into the detals of the main theoretial frametvork adopted in this thesis,
the sources of the data as well as the methodology are laid out in section 1.3, The
relevant morphology of both nouns and adjectives in Arabic (e.g., [Number], [Gender],
Case, and definiteness) is provided in section 2., followed by a brief characterization of

the basic syntactic and semantic properties Arabic adjectival elements exhibit (section 3.

The main theoretical assumptions adopted are presented in chapter 2. There, I provide an
overview of the general architecture of the Minimalist Program (MP), tracking the
principal (relevant) developments the program has undergone, including the Agree theory.
Chomsky's amendments to Agree theory has produced one version of Agree: Feature-
Inheritance (F1), which will be adopted in this thesis.  Another Agree-based syntactic
framework, which adopts and builds on Chomsky's (2000, 2001) Probe-Goal theory, has

been proposed by Pesetsky and Torrego (2001, 2004, 2007).  This work will also be



introduced in chapter 2. The same chapter also discusses the challen,

poses for both Agree frameworks, thus calling for reconsideration of and/or modification

10 some aspects of Agree inits current version(s).

Chapter 3 provides an overview of selected pre-MP and MP-

sed analyses of Arabic
adjectives in various syntactic structures such as Zero Copuld and Small Clauses. Some
of the analyses go back as far as the traditional works bf some of the renowned

grammarians of Classical Atabic (c.

Sibaweihi, [d.796]). 1 atiempt 1o show the

weaknesses and the disadvantages these analyses embody with respect 10 the questions
the data raises (in chapter 1) for any working theory of Arabic/APs. At the end of chapter
3, some of the recent Agree-based analyses for Arabic data are presented. Following the
same strategy | use for the other analyses,  highlight the challenges Arabic APs pose for
the proposed (Agree-based) analyses, and conclude that in) their current form, these
analyses would not be able to account for the agreement (a)symmetries between the noun

and the adies

e to which it applies, and a new thery is needed.

In chapter 4,  present my theory of Agree. I develop two syntfetic processes essential for

Agree relations: The first process is Scan, which basically medns that a syntactic element

ding domain and establishes a link (or links) with ane or more
syntactc element. T theorize that the established links betwegn these elements fuclitate
the copying or transference of certain information available o one element 1o the other

linked element, where information i

ludes phi and definiteness features (and arguably

9



Reservation (Case-R). This

Case values). The second syntactic process | propose is Ca
process guarantees that no other Case value will change (or override) the Case value
reserved by a phasal Probe. I will argue for the existence of an adjectival, phasal head a,
which bears a valued [CASE] feature with nominative value in addition to unvalued phi-
features ([up]) and EF. Under the FI model, this head selects and transfers all of these:
features 10 a proxy head. Morcover, it will be shown that without implementing these
syntactic processes, Agree will not be able 1o account for the agreement (a)symmetics in

Arabic APs. The applicability of these two processes in various adjective-containing

constructions in Arabic (e.g., Zero Copula, Small Clauses, efc) will be demonstrated in

this chapter.

In chapter S, 1 extend the approach developed in chapter 4 9 other adjective-containing
syntactic environments. 1 present an Agree-based analysis for the Construct State (CS)
consrcion n A, T chap egin by ot ) avricw o some of e
previous analyses proposed for the CS. in Arabic and, for comparison, Modern Hebrew.
In my analysis of the CS, I will argue that the genitive Case value on the DP possessor

reflects a successful Agree relation between a phasal Probe (headed by ) and the Goal

DP possessor. The anlysis accounts for the phenomenon of definiteness inheritance in
Semitic CSs, whereby definitencss on the head noun of the CS is determined by that of
the DP possessor. The analysis shows that the head noun éxecutes multiple steps of

‘movement until it reaches the phasal head 1.




Chapter 6 extends the analysis developed in chapters 4 apd $ 10 a different type of

construction in Arabic-- he Indirect Atribute. The adiective in this consiruction exhibits
unique behaviour: It semantically relates 1o a nominal element, but syntactically agrees
with another element in the strucre. Also in chapter 6, | introduce and discuss the
behaviour of adjectives in a sub-type of the Indirect Atribute called the Adjectival

Construct (AC). The adiective in AC constructions shows similariies with nominal CSs:

Tt for

a CS-like structure by selecting a genitive DP complement. | will argue that, like:
nominal heads, the adjectival head in an AC construction rdises multiply 1o the phasal

head

(Chapter 7 presents partciples as a another class of adjectives, Arabic partciples show a
dual syntactic function: On the one hand, they inflect for Case, agreement, and
definiteness; on the other hand, they are able o assign accusative Case 10 their
complement DPs. In addition, like AC, partciples can select genitive DP complements,

forming a CS.

ike structure. For partiiples, 1 will extend the proposals developed in the

previous chapters in order to aceount for the dual bel

wviour of ths class of adjectives. |
will show that partciples enter the derivation as verbs, but becpme partiiples at a certain
point in the structure. - Specifically, I will argue that the verbal root becomes partiipial

once it raises 1o a head carrying an abstract Adjectivalizer feature (A<). The agreement

morphosyntax of masdars will also be considered in this chapter.  Like participles, the

words in this class show verbal as well as nominal charactefistics. Spec:

ally, when
used verbally, they are able (o assign accusative Case values o their DP complements;

n



however, when used nominally, they select genitive DP complements, thus producing CS-

|
structions. In addition, like partciples, masdars inflect for Case,

like cor igreement, and

deiniteness. To account for both verbal and nominal behavidurs of masdars, | extend the
analysis proposed for participles (o magdars. [ show that when used verbally, a masdar
enters the derivation as a verbal root which is converted o a nominal element (or
masdar) at a certain point in the derivation; that s, the verbal foot raises 0 a head bearing

an abstract, nominalization feature (N+).

Finally, it should be made clear that this thesis takes as its object of study constructions

etc) across various

which have been extensively studied (¢.g., Zero Copula, the CS

10 sed detailed discussion of the

theoretical approaches; the reader should thus expes

relevant literature. 1 provide an extensive literature review in order to identify where

these analyses have or have not succeeded in addressing Case ind agreement properties in
adjecival clements  Als, for ase of exposiion, cach chapler geneally st with an

overview of the construction(s) to be discussed.

1.3 Data and methodology

This research is concerned mainly with data found in Classical and/or MSA. Classical

Arabic has flourished since the inception of Iskam in the Arabian Peninsula (more than

9 Holes (004, ) saes that Clasical Arabic shows some diference fom MSA in the “vocabu
and phrascology”; howexer, ot & ot of difrence s noted s e s thesynta s concerned. Reltvely,




fourteen hundred years ago), and the later expansion of the Islamic state 1o include huge

territories, different ethnicities, and cultures across three continents. Classical Arabic

then became the official and/or most widely spoken language in these parts of the world.

Today, numerous varietes of Arabic ae recognized: Besides MSA, there are hundreds of
colloguial varietes. These local varieties of Arabic are the main medium of everyday

variety of Arabic exposed.

Despite that fact that no one can claim MSA to be his/her native variety of Arabic, MSA
holds a high status in the sense that it is considered the official language of all twenty
three. Arabic-speaking countries, and the elevated in status| by virtue of its being the
language of the Muslims'sacred book the Qur'an.

|

1 to constructions found in Classical and

One reason for limii

i the current investigat
MSA varicties and excluding any data from the colloquial varietes (except for expository
and/or comparison purposes) is that these varieties lack overr Case morphology. Since

my focus is on Case and agreement, these varictes li outside the scope of this research.

Despite the large number of accessible Arabic grammar references, it is sometimes

difficult to judge the well-formedness of a certain constvction. To overcome this

and he pre-slamic lieray or poctic

Classical Arabic can be thought of as the varcty o the Qur
fom

13




problem, 1 have been in contact with an Arabic-speaking consultant whose academic

specialty is in Arabic linguistics.”
Across Arabic-speaking countries, MSA is used as a medium of insiruction in most
educational and academic institutes. Moreover, a large number of joumnals and TV
programs (including children’s animated films), news, and political and official
announcements are produced in this variety of Arabic. With this much of exposure 0
MSA. children (in pre-school age) are introduced 1o this variety, leading to. the
expectation that through the childrens linguistic environment," proper Case and

agreement aspects in MSA could be acquired (i.c., enough exposure for UG to generate).

As mentioned earlier, the data comes from Classical and/or MSA; in particular, it comes
from various traditional and contemporary Arabic grammapreference books.”  Other
parts of the data, however, are found in the existing scholarly literatre references,

including works in the generative tradition.

Despite the differences MSA and the spoken varieties of Arabic show, some of the

constructions I focus on in this thesis are widely productive and used in today's spoken

W Aceding o Hale (2009 the oty of A idrnbcome unmcn ol vty st
aly age (i, around five g g moses and aispin i pryes. To o,
m. s i ndeible u..,..m.m e e 5 4

ntctic aspec on Quranic verses and poste forms (see, .., Ibn YASi [0
T o4 0T Stowet . .

“




dialects of Arabic. For example, consider the following examples from Asiri Arabic,”

which correspond to example (5) above:

(®) irrjaal ittiwill mari

DEF-man  DEF-ul(MS)  sick(MS)

“The tall man s sick' (Asiti Arabic)
(©) il-bint iictiwiil-ah  mariid-ah

DEF-gil  DEF-ullES. Sick-ES,
“The tal gl i sick’ (Asii Arabic)

Like their corresponding Classi

andlor MSA adjectives, jf-fiwiil, i-fiwil-ah, mariid
and mariid-ah show agreement in [Number), [Gender], and definiteness (when used
atributively) with the nouns to which they apply. Notice, hdwever, that no Case appear

onany of the nominal or adjectival elements in these examples.

13 Asit Arabic i '

. which i spoken b

Note that

14 However, this does not nccessarily mean that no absract Cases exis in colloquisl varictes of Arabie
ce, Shionsky, 2004,p. 1503, penitive Casesin Hebres

. 150 and Anabc)
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2. Noun and Adjective morphology

2.1 Noun Morphology

Like other Semitic languages, the oots of most Arabic lexical items consist of three
consonants. I order to derive words, these consonants are supported by vowels which
constitute different patterns. From the root Arh, for example, by inserting the vowel
pattem i-aa between these three consonanis we derive the singular, masculine noun

Kitaab *book (see, .g., Fassi-Fehri, 1993; Hasan, 1976; Holes, 2004; Nuur id-diin, 2003).

rher derivations can be created in the same way by inserting different vocalic patterns
(e aa, yielding the word kaarib writer', u-u yielding the plural form kutub books',

and so on). These derived words can further be supplemente(l with affixes which denote

definiteness, Case, [Gender], and, in cerain cases, [Number]. The formation of these

nominal properties will be discussed next,

Definiteness

Definiteness on Arabic nouns is signalled by the prefixal definite ariicle al-

Indefiniteness, on the other hand, is signalled by the suix -1:f* sce, for example, Table |

he Arabic leraure s famwiln o



Table 1
Definiteness
Noun Def Indefinite
Kitaab ‘book’ al-kitaab Kitaab-u-n
DEF-book book-NOM-INDEF
sahaab ‘clouds” as-sahaab'* sahagb-u-n
DEF-cloud cloud-NOM-INDEF

As we might expect, the definite article al- and the indefinite marker —n are in

complementary distribution:

(10 Carkiwal
DEF-b00k-NOM-INDEF

212, Case |
Depending on the syntactic contexl, there are three Cases in Arabic: nominative,
accusative, and genitive. For most nouns, the Case endings are indicated by the short
vowels —u (for nominative), -a (for accusative), and i (for genitive). As will be argued,
these Cases are structural; | will follow Kremers (2003) and assume that there are no

inherent Cases in Arabic.

i in - .
for cxampie, al - Sams s = af-Sams he s, where [1]asimilaes o [5], thus producing a geminte
consonant. Furthermere, the definit artice - can be secn 2 an allomorph.

1



In terms of sufix order, Case endings precede the indefiniteness marker — as Table 2

shows:

Table 2

Cases and definiteness

nomin; accusative genitive

Definite al-kitaab-u al-kitaab-a al-kitaal

book-ACC  DEF-book-GEN

DEF-book-NOM D]

Indefinite Kitaab-u-n Kitaab-a-n

book-NOM-INDEF  book-ACC-IND}

Nouns (e.g., kitaab 'book’ in Table 2) which are inflected for the three different Ca
endings are known in the literature as 'wiptotic’ (as opposed to “diptotic’ nouns which

show only two Case endings (see, ... Holes, 2004; Kremers, 2003))

The word safiraa? *desert’, for instance, takes the Case ending ~a for the genitive as well

as for the accusative (when it is in the indefinite form). Furthermore, the word yafraa?
does not bear the indefinite marker —n. However, when it i definite, it bears the same

Case endings as in the ‘riptotic’ type, see Table 3



Table 3
Case and definiteness

nominative accusative

asahraat-u as-sahraa?-a ag-sahraa?-i

DEF-desertNOM  DEF-desert-ACC  DEF-desert-
? sahraa?-a sahraa?-a

Indefinite sahra

desert-NOM desert-ACC desert-ACC

T scems that the word sahraa?, like any other ‘riptotic' word, has three Cases (even when
it is in the indefinite form); however, since two of these Cases (i.c, genitive and

accusative) are phonologically identical, we can assume that the morphological

distinction between these Cases in this particular type of nouns s neutralized.

minine. Masculine nouns do not

There are two gender classes
have overt gender morphology (as we have seen with the worl Aitaab, which is masculine

(and singular)); feminine gender is signalled by the ending -ar. In terms of order, this

d indefiniteness endings dn a noun, as in Sajar-at-u-n

sulfix always precedes the Case

.-NOM-INDEF""

17 The suffs -ar ar (Number] in addition to [Gender]



2.1.4. Number

There is a three-way number conirast in Arabic: singular, dual, and plural,

2141, Plural formation

Depending on the way it is formed, plural formation of Arabit nouns comes in two types:

“broken' and ‘sound! plural

a. Broken plurals are formed by applying different vowel patiers to consonantal roos.

The plural form of the word kitaab “(one) book’, for example, is formed by applying the

vocalic pattern of u-u 10 the root Arb; n the same way, the vogalic pattern u-u is added to

the root gfb to form the plural word guluub hearts, as in Table 4

ble 4
Broken plural
ural
Kutub books

quluub hearts'

Root
kb
qlb

Kitaab book'
qalb heart”
Like their singular, “riptotic’ forms, the plural forms kurub *books” and quiuub hearts

take the same Case endings and indefiniteness marker




Table §

Case and definiteness in broken plurals

Ind plural nominati

form
kutub Kutb-u-n Kutub- Kutub-icn

books-NOM-INDEF _books-ACC-INDEF  books-GEN-INDEF

quluub quluub-u quluub-a-n quluub-in

hearts-NOM-INDEF_hearts-ACC-INDEF _ hearts- GEN-INDEF

b. Sound plurals are formed by adding plural suffixes to the foun roots without changing
the internal vocalic pattern of the word. The suffixes —uun and aat are used 1o form the

masculing

d feminine sound plural forms, respectively

Table 6
Sound plural
Plural (masculine) Plural (fem
muslim ‘eacher’ musallim-uun nusallim-aat
teacher:M.PLINOM) teacher-EPL(NOM)

In addition o the plural form, the masculine suffix —wun encodes nominative Case

Accusative and genitive Cases, on the other hand, are encoded by the suflix —iin on the

plural form.



Table 7

Sound Plural and Case

L-muSall ‘the

(male) teachers' DEF-teacher-M.PL(NOM)  DEF-teacher-M.PL(ACC/GEN)

For the feminine forms, on the other hand, Case and [Number] morphology is kept

separate, as shown in Table §:

ble 8

Feminine sound plural and Case

accushivelgen

the

(female) teachers’ DEF-teacher-FPL-NOM  DEF-feacher-F.PL-ACCIGEN

Notice that the feminine sound plural form takes the indefiniteness marker -1, but the

‘masculine sound plural does not



ble 9

Sound plural and definiteness

Indefinite
Masculine sound plural — al-muSalli

uun muSallim-wun

DEF-teacher-M.PLNOM)  téacher-M.PL(NOM)
Female sound plural al-muSallim-aat-u muSallim-aat-u-n

DEF-teacherEPLNOM  t¢acher-F.PL-NOM-INDEF

2.1.4.2. Dual formation

e dual is formed by adding the suffix ~aan to maseuline or feminine nouns;

Table 10
Dual forms

o male teachers Two female te

muSallim ‘teacher muSallim-aan musallin

erMDual(NOM)  teacher-F.-Dual(NOM)

In addition, the suffix ~aan marks the nominative Case morphology on dual forms. The
accusative as well as genitive Cases on dual forms, however, are marked by the suffix

ajn




Table 11
Dual forms and Cases

nominative
Dual masculine musallim-aan
teacher-M.Dual(NOM)

Dual feminine muSallim-

Like the masculine

marker -

Table 12
Dual forms and definiteness

D

Dual Masculine. al-muSallim-aan

DEF-teacher-M.Dual(NOM)

Dual Feminine al-muSallim-at-aan

DEF-teacher-F.-Dual(NOM)

accusative/genitive

muSallim-ajn

teacher-M.Dual(ACC

muSallim-at-ajn

teacher-F-Dual(ACC/GEN)

und plural form, the dual form does not take the indefiniteness

Indefinite.
musallim-aan
M.Dual(NOM)

muSallim-

teach

teacher-F.-Dual(NOM)

In the next sub-section, we will consider the morphology of Arabic adjectives, which are

identical to nouns, as far as the mechanism of word formation, including [Number],

[Gender], definiteness, and Case morphological properties.




2.2 Adjectival Morphology

According 1o grammarians of Arabic, verbs, nouns, and paticles (or huruny) constinute
the main classes of words. Under this classification, adjectives are not considered
independent parts of speech; but rather, a subpart of nouns called mustagaat ‘erived

words'

Al-Shamrani (1994) states that the inclusion of adjectives under the class of nouns is
motivated by the formal as well as functional similarities both nouns and adjectives
exhibit.  Specifically, based on- their

form, adjectives |do not have independent

morphological patterns which would distinguish them from nouns; additionally

ina

striking similarity 10 nouns, adjectives bear €

inflections (i addition 10
(in)definiteness, [Number], and [Gender] affixes). Adjectives, for example, behave like

nouns when forming broken plurals as in Table 13:

Table 13
Broken plural formation in nowns and adjectives

Singular Plural
Noun ra?s head s

idah table' hawaaZid

Adjective fagiih knowledgeable fiigu

naaim ‘aslecp’ fyaam




The second motivation for not treating adjectives as an independent class of words is

reflected in the fact that adjectives function, syntactically, fike nouns. In other words,

radiional grammarians noted that adjectves, like nouns, could sometimes occur in
predicative or attibutive positions. In traditonal refereres, once in a predicative
position, adiectives e either included in sections dealing with mubtada? wa xabar
“subject and predicat” construetions,” or they may be inclided under scctions dealing
with haal “circumstantil adverbs.” Neverthelss, when adjcctives occur atributively.

they are included under mufuut qualifiers/modifi

As will be shown in chapters 6 and 7, adjectives

we also been noted to show similarities
to their derivationally related verbs in the sense that they show trnsitive versus

intransitive f

tures as well as passive versus active properties. In addition, adjectives,
Tike nouns, can form a CS structure with (linearly) following nouns: al-7idafah -

lafiyyah ‘pseudo-Consiruet State

According to Fassi-Fehri (1993

. adjectives in Arabic can be divided into two main

categor

s: pure adjectives, and participle adjectives. Botf types of adjective can be

differentiated on the basis of their s

antic (i., aspectunl

mporal), syntactic, and

morphological characterisics.

T8 The subjec-predicate constructon s discused in chapier
19 The Construct Sste construction s discussd inchaptr .
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1. Purc adjectives
As far as their aspectual-semantic properties, pure adjectives describe permanent
situations, sates or conditions, thus they are sometimes called starive adjectives. Based

on morphological criteria, Fassi-Fehri (1993) refers to this type of adjective as ‘non-

atomic in the sense that adjectives can be derived from other lexical forms (cf. English

adjectives such as fast, which are ‘atomic’ or non-derived)

Like nouns, adjectives in Arabic are formed from consonantal roots into which vowel

pattems are inserted. For example, the adjectives kabiir *big’, haziin *sad’, and mariid

sick” are derived by adding the vocalic patier a-ii o the consonantal roots kbr; hen, and

mrd, respectively.

Almost all Arabic adjectives have verbal counterparts, 4 fact which led traditional

grammarians to assume that both (verbs and adjectives) were derived from the same root

.. masdar™) (see, Fassi-Fehri, 1993). Inflected verbs, for example, can be derived

from the roots kbr: Azn, and mrd, thus producing kabura *he became big’, hazuna 'he

became sad’, and marida *he became sick."

222, Participles’

Unlike pure adjectives, participles describe non-stative (i, dynamic and changing)

edars are considered in chaptcr 7
21 i e alyeed i chpir 7




events and/or conditions. In terms of their morphology, like pure adjectives, participles

are derived by adding vocalic patterns to consonantal roots; however, the vowel patiem
for participles can sometimes be different from that of pure adjectives. For example,
from the vocalic pattern CaaCiC and the consonantal rogt nff the participle naafis

"helping helpful'is derived.

Participle adjectives can be active or passive as in the following examples:

N alkiwabu naafiS-un
DEF-book-NOM  helping-NOM-INDEF
“the book is helpful

a2 rajul-u maSruufun tabS-u-hu
DEF-manNOM  known-NOM-INDEF disposition-NOM:his

man's disposition is known”

The partciple naafif “helping’ is an active participle; whereas, mafruuf “known' s @

passive participle.

Unlike pure or stative adjectives, participle adjectives show some verbal features; for

ample, they can receive a future interpretation, although they have no overt tense

inflection for future (Fassi-Fehri, 1993, p, 152




3 alwaladu aakily  avfahta

NOM  DEF-apple-ES.-ACC

a

DEF-boy-NOM  eati

“the boy is eating/ will eat the apple”

(4 7% musaficwn

I traveling NOM-INDEF

Tam travelling/ will travel

The participles Zaakil “cating’ and musaafir “traveling” can be understood 1o bear both

¢ participles

present and fuure readings. Having present and future interpretations, thes

become compatible with future adverbs as the grammaticality of the following example

shows:

15 naa musaafis-un
I traveling NOM-INDEF  now/ tomerrow

Lam travelling! will travel

Having more verbal characteristics than pure adjectives, participles have been analyzed as
deverbal adjectives (see, e.g., Fassi-Fehri, 1993). Compate these examples with (1),

repeated here as (16):

(16 armjulu mariid-u-n
DEF-man-NOM  sick-NOM-INDEF

the man is sick”



The adjective mariid in this example is a stative (predicative) adjective, The sentence
conveys present tense only; it s not compatible with past and future adverbs, as can be

scen from the ungrammaticality of the following examples:

fajul-u mariid-u-n 2amsi

DEF-man-NOM  sick-NOM-INDEF  yesterday

*the man is sick yesterday

a9 tarnjulu mariid-u-n vadan
DEF-man-NOM  sick-NOM-INDEF  tomorrow

*the man is sick tomorrow

Thus, 1o convey a past tense meaning, the copular/auxiliary verb kaana is used, as in

example (4), repeated here as (19);

(19 kana armjulu mariig-a-n
was  DEF-man-NOM  sick-ACC-INDE

the man was sick”

A comparable structure with a future tense can be producel] with the prefix sa- o the

ward sawfs, which could be taken to mean will in En

ish, preceding the copular verb

yakuan 10 be, as in (20):

0



Q) swfivse yakunu rajul-u mariid

will be(MS)  DEF-man-NOM | sick-ACC-INDEF

the man will be sick

racterisics of pure and participial

nd semantic c

hlighted the morphological

Having

adjectives, we now tur to an overview of the syntactic environment in which Arabic

adjectives ocur

3. Arabic Adjective classes and their distribution

An important distinction to be examined is that between: attributive and predicative

adjectives. As far as word order is concemed, both atributive and predicative adjectives

follow the nouns they apply to. We have already seen that atributive adjectives agree

with their modified nouns in [Number], [Gender], Case, and definiteness (see, example

alled: il agreement

(5), repeated here as (21)); thus, they exhibit what will be
Predicative adjectives, on the other hand, show agreement with the subject nouns in all of

teness, and Case (with certain exceptions ) Thus, predicative

these features, except de

adjectives differ from attributives in that they show parial agreement with the nouns o

which they predicate an attribute.

 (c8. Pinna and ko), 2 has been

That i, when they ae not preceded by any overt Case ass
Another ype of adjectives (ic.

The Indirect Auribue), which| shows some unigue agreement
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@) arnjulu atawiil-u mariid-u-n

DEF-man-NOM  DEF-allNOM  sick-NOM-INDEF

“the tall man i sick

As has been shown, the adjective ar-fawiil ‘def-tal’is attibutive, while mariid ‘sick' is

predicative.

In terms of word order, when a noun is followed by twa adjectives, the attributive
adjective must precede the predicative one as the ungrammaticality of the example in (22)

illustrates:

@) taenjlu mariig-u-n at-jawiil-u

DEF-man-NOM  sick-NOM-INDEF  DEF-tall-NOM

Thus, with attributives forming part of the nominal phrase With their modified nouns, a

normal constituent structure is reflected.

Thus far, we have noted that attributive adjectives show full agreement with their
modified nouns, while predicative adjectives show partial agreement with the same
nouns. However, the exact interpretation/classification of an adjective can only be

determined contextually. That i, when the subject noun is indefinite, the adjective will

elationship and wordorder, will b ntroduced and discussedinchapter 6.




bear the indefinite marker as well; i this case, the adjective might be interpreted either

auributively or predicatively:

) mjulun mariid-uen
man-NOM-INDEF  sick-NOM-INDEF
Reading (i): 'a man s sick'

Reading (i) asick man'

The example in (23) is ambiguous between a predicative reading as in (i) and attributive

reading as in (i) only the context should determine which reading is the correct one
Fassi-Fehri (1999) observes that another distributional distinctign between attributive and
predicative readings involves the positions adjectives occypy with respect 1o the
complement of the modified head noun. That is, attibuive adjectives are placed before
the complement, whereas predicative adjectives are placed after the complement.

Compare the following examples from Fassi-Fehri (1999, p. 111):

(4) mubaarab-tu - al-hukoum-at-i abmuntadaratuli- 7inisaac
i DEF 2 of DEF.
comuption-GEN

“the expected fighting of the corruption by the govermment”

“The adjective muntadar ‘expected” appears before the prepositianal phrase complement /i

obuained, as

al-ZirtiSaa?-i *of the coruption’, and an atributive reading of the sentenc

3




the translation shows. In the next example, however, the same adjective muntadar is

placed afier the complement, thus yielding a focus reading

muhaarab-atu al-hukuum-ati lial-7inisaaz-i al-muntadar-at-u
CES-GEN  of DEI N DEF-

expected-£S -NOM

“the fighting of the corruption by the government, whi¢h is expected

i all previous examples, we have seen that both atributive and predicative adjectives
occur postnominally in Arabic; however, they can also oceur prenominally. In the latter

case, however, their distribution with respect to the noun they|apply 1o entails different

readings. The next section di the possible pre- and postnominal positions an

adjective

3.1 Postnominal adjectives

Thus far, it has been shown that adjectives in Arabic occur enerally in postnominal

rehicq order. In other words,

positions. Postnominally, adjectives observe certain h

. thes adjectives must observe

‘ when a head noun is modified by two attributive adjcctiv

certain “hierarchical prominence restrictions on serialized ordering” (Fassi-Fehri, 1999, p.




@6 alkitaabu al-2axdar-u ag-sayiiru
DEF-book-NOM  DEF-green-NOM  DEF-small-NOM

“the litte green book”

In this example, the noun al-kitaab *def-book” is modified by|two adjectives: al-axdar

“green(definite)” which is followed by the adjective ay-sayiir lile(definite)’. In this
order, the sentence yields an atiibutive reading.  Accordin to Fassi-Fehri (1999),
postnominal adjectives in this example show the mirror image ordering of similar

adjectives in English (e.g., the linle green book).

16, however, we switch the order of the adjectives in example (26) (i, move the
adjective ay-sayiir 0 the lef ofal-Zaxdar), then we will have focus reading. Compare the

following example with the one in (26):

@) alkitaabu agsayiir-u alZaydar-u
DEF-book-NOM  DEF-smaltNOM  DEF-green-NOM
“The litle book which i green’

As the English translation shows, the adjective al-7axdar *green(definite)’ has a focused
interpretation. Therefore, postnominal adjectives which observe mirror image ordering of

adjec

s in English, are interpreted as attributive in MSA. On the contrary, a focus

reading s obtained when the adjectives are placed i the order observed in English.



In the next section, we will see that Arabic adjectives can also occur prenominally.

3.2 Prenominal adjectives

Adjectives in Arabic can be placed before the nouns they apply/to (.c., prenominally). In
this case, a Construct-State-like construction, which willlater be referred to as Adjectival

Construct, is obtined. Compare the adjectival construct in (28) with the nominal

Constuct Sute™ example in (29)

@9 kabwo o ladiida al-2Simati
atel delicious(M.$.)-ACC DEF-food(F.PL)-GEN

“Late the delicious (of the) food”

@) bay
house-NOM ~ DEF-man-GE|

arrajul-i

“The man's house'

Despite the fuct that the adjective fadiio delicious’ semantically applies 10 the nominal
‘complement noun al-ZafSimat DEF-foods' it does not show any agreement in [Gender] or

in [Number] with this noun (more on this construction will be discussed in chapter 6).

nbic by -
& Case vlue).

24 The Con
oun tha bears  gen




Superlative ‘elative’ adjectives such as Zahisan “best” can alsd oceur prenominally as in

example (30) below

G0 juda Zahsan-u atalib-aati

came-3FS.  best(MS)NOM  DEF-students-F-PL-GEN
the best (female) student came

As we have scen with example (28), the elative adjective Pahfan “best’ forms a CS with
the noun it modifies; morcover, the adjective shows no agreement with its complement as

far as (Gender] and [Number) features are concered.

ike the head noun of a CS, we notice that both prenominal ajectives in examples (28)

and (30) cannot take the definite article al- as the ungramniaticality of the following

example shows:

“kalw alladiid-a aptaSaam
el DEF-delicious-ACC  DEF-food-GEN

1 ate the delicious (of the) food

Compare this example with the following one where the adjective is placed after the noun




i e Dal Bk e L s e St e e

(2 wkalu atgSaama al-ladiid-a
ael DEF-food-AC DEF-delicious-ACC \
I ate the delicious food"

Notice that the adjective in example (32) agrees with the noun it modifies in [Gender],

[Number], Case, and defi

teness (ic., it shows full agreement), thus the adjective fadii

“delicious’ in this example is an atributive adjective.

In summary, adjectives in Arabic show striking similarities with nouns as far as their
internal word formation and their ability 10 bear morphology encoding properties of
[Number], [Gender], Case, and definiteness. The semanti¢ properties of adjectives
produce two general types: pure adjective and participles. The syntactic distribution of

adjectives has been briefly discussed in the last section.

The following chapter presents an overview of the theoretical frameworks within which

my analysis will be developed.
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Chapter 2

Frameworks.

L. Introduction

The primary objective of this thesis is to provide a principled model of the syntactic

properties of Case and agreement in Arabic adjectival constructions. Moreaver, Case and

reement properties in other syntactic structures (e.¢.. noun phrases) will be dealt with

insofar as they contribute to the general discussion. As a matter of fact, the morpho-

syntactic similarity both nouns and adjectives exhibit calls for 4 unified analysis.

This scction lays out the syntactic framework within which Case and

cement

nalyzed. | Chomsky's (1993, 1995)

properties in Arabic adjectival clauses are to by

Minimalist Program (MP) was introduced as an alternative to the then dominant syntactic
theories of the eighties and carly nineties (ic., Govermment and Binding (GBY; Principles

and Parameters (P&P)) which in retrospect were viewed to have suffered some empirical

and conceptual difficulties, and to have produced theoretical inconsistencics.

Since its inception, Chomsky has clearly stated that the MP is presented as a program (not

a theory) which had to be developed if it were to become a theory. The principles of the




MP have thus always been under scrutiny, which has led to the MP experiencing various

stages of development and refinement, some of which will be discussed in this section
Basic principles of the MP (especially those refevant 10 the present thesis) will be

presented, and their development through different versions will be traced.

2. The Minimalist Program (MP)

The MP requires that the notions uilized by syntactic theories be reduced 10 the
minimum. I other words, only non-redundant compositional syntacic operations were
10 be adopted. This requirement has led to the abandonmen of some of the assumptions

proposed in GB as well as some PP syntactic theorics.

“This requirement is forced by the hypothesis that the language faculty provides only the

“machinery” needed 1o satisfy the “legibility conditions” of language, which basically

ulty must be legible™ at the level

‘means that the expressions generated by the language

ns of articulatory-

where the syntax interacts with the other external, cognitive syst
perceptual and conceptual-intentional: the interface levels of Phonological Form (PF) and

vely (Chomsky, 2000, p. 112).

Logical Form (LF), respe

e 7\4?’\\\\"::\4”.\ he language-itermal levels of Deepx and Surfhce strutures, which
were ssamed in the pre-Minimalist e,
26 e it o ity mans o il s i s wih 1 s

conibution) are allowed atthe o
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Narious syntactic principles have been postulated in the MP; the principle of Full

Interpretation, as well as the concept of economy reside at the heart of Minimalist syntax
as the fundamental principles. According to Chomsky (1993), linguistic expressions are
the “optimal realization” of the interaction of these principles (p. 26). Thus, the next few

paragraphs will be devoted to the discussion of each of these principles.

Simply put,the principle of Full nterpretation” prevents superfluous clements (ic., ose

which have no semantic content) from entering the syntactic representation

The concept of economy resonates with the general requirement of the MP which reduces
syntactic principles to the minimum. In other words, the syntactic computational syster™
of the language requires that the number of operations involved in the derivation of

structure must be as few as possible, based on the principle of economy. Thus, in a

situation where two options/steps are available to the language's computational system,

the least costly is preferred.

In the MP, features are “linguistic properties™ of both lexical and functional elements

(Chomsky, 2000, p. 100). Features play a basic role in the| computational system. A

syntactic element is comprised of a bundle of features. There are two basic types of

features: formal and semantic. Syntactic features include| [Gender], [Number], and

27 The Full Intepretation pinciple was st ineoduced in Chomsky (1986b)

25 The computationa system i the grammar component which buids synheic seucures




catures o g-features). Other features (e.g., inter

[Person] (better known as phi-

focus, topic, quantifier features, etc) are called “semantic features:” these are specified by

the grammar model

Some of these features are interpretable (. they provide legible information and

instructions 10 the two extemal cognitive interface systems of LF and PF); but other

features are uninterpretable (i, they do not contribute legible instructions at the

Chomsky argues that such uninterpretable features must be valued in order for the

derivation to converge™ at LF; if not valued, the derivation will crash due 1o a violation
of the Tnterpretability Condition: “LIs [lexical items] have o features other than those

interpretable at the interfuce, propertes of sound and meaning?” (Chomsky, 2000, p. 113).

In carly versions of the MP, Chomsky (1995) argues that the syntactic computational
system makes use of three main derivational operations: Merge, Agree, and Move. In the

following sections, each derivational operation wil be discussed.

29 The derivation of a inguistc expression issuid to comerge at the ineface level if the computation of
hat expression results n the formation of n expression which contifs only Iegible instructions to the




21 Merge

In simple terms, Merge can be defined as the computational operation which joins two

zer, more complex syntactic structure. Chomsky

syntactic clements thereby forming a la

s “indispensable.” thus reflecting its

(2000, p. 113) states that the operation Mer

importance in the syntactic system.

Chomsky (1995) proposes two types of Merge: Extemal and Intemal. The former
operation directly introduces a lexical item from the lexicon tq the derivation; whereas the
displacement (o movement) from one position to another during the

latter includes

course of the derivation; see (1) for illustration:
(1) Internal Merge

N
4 X v

Displacement of element Y to a higher position in the structure is a form of Internal

u

4 is seen as a process of copying and deletion, wher

Thus, Intemal Me

ind the original copy of that lexical item is

‘moved element is a copy of the lexical item,

normally deleted (i.c.,it is not pronounced).

er i the discussion, we shall s what causes Internal Merge (0 occtr




According to Chomsky (2001), both External and Internal Merge operations come free of

ot cause any further complications for

charge (as far as cost), and as such, they would

the syntactic computational system .

to Chomsky

Relevant to the notion of the fexicon is that of the mumeratian.  Accordiny
(2001), the numeration contains a set of unordered lexical items which has been selected

from the lexicon, and eventually ends up on the syntactic ree Structure of a phrase

22 Agree

The definition and specification of the concept agreement have received different
analyses in the pre-Minimalism literature. For example, in a specifier-head configuration,

dopted and supported by

which was fist introduced in Kayne (1989) and was later
Pollock (1989), agreement i established “if Y agrees with XP, XP and Y ar or have been
in'a Spec head rlation n the course of the derivation” (Koopman, p. 161, 2006). Thus
when the head of the phrase (¥) shorws agreement with it spec by sharing features such

as [Person], [Number], and [Gender], we can say that agreement has occurred, as in (2)

31 Chomsky (1995) sttes tht Exienal Merge s “fce of charge”, hawevge, here was o indication of e
st of the Inirnal Merge unl (2001,




(2) Spec-head relation

eement” was widely adopted in the lterature (e.g., Chomsky,

This configuration of

1991; Koopman & Sportiche, 1991).

Also, the agreement concept has been investigated in a [government configuration.

Government is based on the notion of c-command, and has been proposed as a specific

configurational relation out of which agreement is obtained (see, e.g., Chomsky, 1986a;
Koopman & Sportiche, 1991, among others). Koopman (2006) argues that Government

can be defined as in the following representation: Y [ZP XP [ Z [ WRJJL. In this

ues that *Y governs it sister ZP, the Spec of it sister

representation, Koopman (2006) ar

XP,and the head of the complement, Z” (p. 161); as illustrated in (3):

(3) Government relation

¥ >z
» X

In the MP, two syntactic clements are believed to have entered into the grammatical

As will b shown, Chomsky (2000, 2001 dis
Spec-Head confgursion in favour of the Agre

cnses it the requirement that agreement ariss




relation of agreement when both clements exhibit the same feature(s). In this sense, one

of the two elements must be conceived of as the provider of the featuref(s) whereas the

other element is the receiver of these feature(s). Chomsky (1995) introduces the
operation Agree as one of the fundamental concepis in the MP, and as the second
derivational operation in the syntactic system.

Agree can be thought of as a process which holds between syntactic objects  and

where “a has interpretable inflectional features and b has uninterpretable ones which

delete under Agree” (Chomsky, 2001, p. 3). e requirés that @ and B be in a c-

command relation. The valuation process of the uninterpretable features of a lexical item

is implemented by Agree. The basic role of Agree is 1o guard

tee that only legib
information is transferred to the interface component i preparation for the derivation to

converge.

In technical terms, Agree requires that an uninterpretable feature on a given lexical item

act s a Probe which initiates  search for a Goal which has (a) matching (interpretable)

a Probe-Goal relation. sholld value (and delete) the

uninterpretable feature(s) of the Probe by matching it with an interpretable feature(s) on

the Goal; thus, the direction of A

should proceed from the Probe to the Goal only,

according to Chomsky

Like other types of features, Case and -

ures come in two versions: interpretable and

16




uninterpretable. The uninterpretable features must be valued (ic., become interpretable

in order for the derivation to converge). In more recent versions of the MP, Case

valuation is obtained under Agree,” as will be shown next

A relevant concept in the MP is that of Activation,

rding to Chomsky (2000),

activation’ simply means that if an unvalued uninterpretable

this

renders that item active/visible for syntactic opefations such as Merge (e.g.

pied-piping), Agree (eg., deletion, checking, or valuation), and Move. However,

Chomsky adds that once that uninterpretable feature is valued, the host item becomes

ining that it cannot serve as a goal for further agréement relations *

Chomsky (2000), then, proposes the locality condition: Defective Intervention Constraint

from taking place between g Probe and a Goal in the

(p. 123), which provents Agr

coived diffren reatments,
: clment in one o two wayy
 government (Chomsky, 1981)  In- English, for_ example
dto'0 NP in the subject posion by INFL (1) cither under goverment
vhwwlnwul ulAbuUmm Accusative Case, on the othr hand, is assigned by 4 governing V

oy w.m».m.um asignment was replaced by Case-cheking, where nominals come from
e evkon with spcified Coce: sl however, hoe predecrmined Cases eeded 0 b checked by 3

ot eud (1 pes ead cofraon deig o cove o he e (Chomky 199,

1999).

Bl o olck (196 Skt NP b, Chomay (11199 s s At o

bedividedino AP d AyOP provides e s n wich nminaine

et ive . astignedichecked in the ‘,mm o

ot downplred o ol

by gy sl o

Ay AP
Chomsy (1995)
34t il s homudy (1981 rmai e Vil s, wich st i
b e L, NP st e s, Chomsky's recent sssumpiion of activatio
o be e s rherCaeeeonoF i o propal e Cos sheckngiahunion i # e
fequiit for & hoeal’s erpreaion.
o, Rowevr, htChomsy'scocuion b b hlngd by s from 4
i Albiou, 2006, 2010; B o 199 Carvrn, 2000201, 20

otice, however, hat AgrPs were

o languages (e




uration:

Goal, as in the folloving conti

ence of another inactive, intervenin

e-command)

e relation) and

this constraint, the Goal  is inactive (due 10 a previous A

According t
) between the Probe a and the active Goal 7.

enes (blocks Ag

Double shell VP

Building on the works of Larson (1988) and Hale & Keyser (1993), Chomsky (1993)
ately

incorporates into the MP the idea that the lexical verb phrase (VP) is imme
This light verb provides two specifier (inner and

 (functional) verb v

dominated by a i
outer) positions. Consider the following tree structu

Ace
A sub
v v
Obj




On this view, the subject originates in the inner spec position of vP. The nominative Case

on the subject is checked in the spec TP, The object originates as complement o V, and

moves to the outer spec vP in order to have its aceusative Caseé checked

Like other aspects of the MP, the concept of Agree has been subject to refinements since
it was first introduced in Chomsky's (1995) work. Particularly, the specifications and

mechanics of Agree have changed in accordance with the theoretical and practical

changes the MP has undergone.

Phase Theory (Chomsky, 2001) introduces a revised version of the MP. In this model,
Phases are defined as (a) “propositional” (i.e., the closest syntactic equivalent 10 a

proposition), and (b)

reconstruction sites” which are phonetically independent (p. 12)
Neither Tense Phrases (TPs) nor VPs are phases; only CPs and transitive v*Ps constitute

phases.

Chomsky further distinguishes between strong and weak phases: both CP and
V*P (as opposed to the weak” phase of vP) are considered strong phases, under this view
Strong phases (ic., CP and v*P) are targets for movement motivated by an EPP feature on

the phase head.  As will be shown, Chomsky's distinction| between strong and weak

phases will prove to be erucial at Spell-Out

56 oy (200) s gt e il e s g o i)

Wk plses seconling to Chansky. e psivsmscusie P Wi the Phas perebity
Coniton s e 0 p. 5,  do not count when 1 comes 0
iy hers 4 polnof Sph ot o




Under the Phase Theory, the functional heads T and v have uninterpretable’ o-features
which must be valued (through Agree) by  corresponding s¢t o inerpretable o-features
on nominal heads within the ¢-command domain’” of T andof . Ulike functional heads,

nominal heads (in this case, Goals) have uninterpretable structural Case features (i.c.

[uCase]) which must be valued (and eliminated by Agree) by cither T or v in order for the

derivation to converge (i.c.. before they are sent off o the LF interface level). Agree is a

form of assignmen, by which the value of the Goal is assigned by the Probe. In this

respect, valuation of structural Case s considered to be a bysproduct of the valuation of
o-features. Thus, Case itself is demoted in status and gets excluded as a trigger for the

Agree process.

Juation and interpretability function together (.. in a bisconditional relation), which

means “a feature F is uninterpretable iff F is unvalued” (Chomsky, 2001, p. 5). This way,

which helps unify the valuation/interpretation pros

Agree is presented as o proces

se features on nominals.

unvalued g-features on functional heads as well as unvalued C

35 Choly (99 s et s of il e st on T 4 gt nd 4
slections ).
39 The coc valos Ssighed 10 te Case etres n these s deped o he Probe el s
nominative Case s valued by T, whereasaccusaive Cas ¥ Nt Choruy (193]
ues oty ot Tee ore] o e, woul o
o n Chomky (200, 200, e s b chng m "wm

el or [-Tens] valucs.

iy ol o o o e, whehy st can i vl
il il canpe,dpeving on e g, e Gepie] i b i
s s ki, Voo . Semn e (A e o o e v
e s, R

0 o 04 propose a ifferen view of valation and interpretaion (see, secion 3. in

o o o doir

0




A relevant notion to valuation/interpretation is g-(in)complet

Only phasal heads

(.., Probes) with a complete

et of g-features (ie., g-complete) are able 10 value and
thus delete uninterpretable features on lexical items. A Probe with an incomplete set of -
features (i.c., lacking one or more of these features) is unable o value and/or delete an

uninterpretable feature on a maiching Goal. This type of Probe is

led defective.”
Chomsky argues that certain constructions have incomplete sets of ¢-features;

specifically, he states that infinitival TP with a raising verb (6), as well as v with an

Exceptional Ca

Marking (ECM) verb (7), are good examples of constructions with

incomplete sets of ¢-features:

(6) There are likely to be awarded several prizes. (Chomsky, 2001, p. 7)

(7) We expect there to be awarded several prizes. (Chomsky, 2001, p. 7)

The defective T (Taa) in example (6) has only one unvalued feature ([Person]) and thus

can neither va

se nor del

the unvalued Case

ture on the goal (the quantifier phrase

(QP) several prizes). When Ta probes QP, the unvalued [Petson] feature gets valued by

¢ valued [Person] feature on several prizes. However, the ufivalued Case feature on the
QP remains unvalued, and the derivation crashes unless a higher Probe with a complete

setof g

tures enters the derivation and starls probing for Goas.

ol <ol rbes r bl 1 vl (1]
o Eryn Moviviman whert. - (ecomplones o 5
o, Carsins, 2001, for a similar conclusion,

B 08 cans ot on Chmsys
s on Goals by

oo ot e o s




In (6). such a Probe is the higher T represented in the following schema

(8)[C T be likly [Expl 10 be awarded severa prizes]]|}
a

Only then will the unvalued Case feature on several prizes get valued (nominative)

The interface between syntax and other systems forces the deletion of uninterpretable

. Agree is crucial to satisfying the conditions for the

features. Thus, in addition to Mer

T), the faculty of

Under a strong Minimalist thesis (S

“good design’ of language.

language (FL) is perfectly designed. Language, according to SMT, is viewed

¢ then has become

optimal solution to legibility conditions™ (Chomsky. 2000, p. 96). Ags

er in the analysis of syntactic phenomena. The next sul

a prominent play

introduces a more recent, modified version of Agree

. Feature-Inheritance

Chomsky (2005, 2008) introduces a newer, revised version of the MP: the Feature-

Inheritance (FI) model. Under the FI model of Agree, C. the phasal head of CP, transfers

features 1o a lower head; specifically, the valued (CASE] feature (with a nominative

with an unvalued set of g-features on the phase head C, gt transferred o

value), alon




the non-phasal head® T of TP. In a similar fashion, the valued [CASE] feature (with an

accusative value), and the unvalued o-features on the phase head . gt inherited by the

lexical, non-phasal head V of VP:

The FI model is conceptually motivated by the A/A'distinction, and is given empirical
support by the impossibility of finite TP to “move or appear in isolation without €
(Chomsky, 2008, p. 144). This model is also motivated by raising (or ECM) infiitivals,

which are said to lack g-features and tense.

Chomsky (2005) provides some solid coneeptual arguments for FI, which assume that C
must trnsfer it features o T, if the derivation is not 10 crash. Before C is merge

only specified for tense features. When C eners the derivation, it transfers its unvalued
o-features as well as the feature [CASE] o T. Only aftr this has happened does T, which
now has unvalued o-features” and [CASE], probe the subject(in spec vP). Thus, under

Agre, the unvalued o-features on T, s wellasthe [uCase] feature on the subject, become

2 Accord

o Chomy (200 T comss o e ficn il T fsre which “rsevs ey
0, he festure Tense on T must

A 2001 e hesd T had bl o s
rgucd 1 be one propery ofthe phase head C

owever, since (2005), hese feaures have bee




valued and deleted. This i illustrated in the structure in (10);

(10)
cp
™
[, CASE) g T W
»Subj v
[o.Case] v VP
0.CASE] BV Obj

o, uCase]
a

In the same fashion, the phasal head v transfers its features (unvalued ¢-features, and
valued [CASE]) to the head V, which then probes the goal in object position. Under
Agree, the unvalued ¢-features on the Probe and the [uCase] feature on the object receive

valuation.

2.3 Move*

Although Move is a key operation in the derivation of syftactic structures, Chomsky

(1995) proposes that Move is an “imperfection.” and thus must be avoided unless

“forced.” A modified and more cconomical account for covert movement is provided in
the Attract principle.  According to this principle, movement s motivated by the

requirement that an uninterpretable feature be checked. Such a feature atracts an

4 a Spec-Head appro
feods e

i Mo i cosidersa precondion fr e nther v, movemen
cmen. Thus,in sequence, Move should occu befre agreenent 1akes plc




interpretable feature on some other category, and causes it 10 raise. Thus, under this

principle, features (especially interpretable features) are the ones that should move.

However, with successive refinements of the MP, Chomsky (2000, 2001) abandons the

idea that features should move for feature-checking: insicad, he proposes that. the

operation Move is preempted by Merge, Agree, or a combination of both operations, thus

restricting the basic syntactic derivational operations involved in the computatior

for

system of language to Merge and Agree only. The complexity of pied-pipin
example, has led to the demotion of Move. The demotion of Move, however, does not

mean that the computational system totally dispenses with Move: rather, Move is

considered “a last resort™ option to which the language system appeals when there is no

other operation available.

For llustration, Chomsky ascribes the ungrammaticality of example® (1) 10 th fict that

since it could be preempied

movement of the QP some planes to spec TP is unnecess:

by the existential there, which already exists in the numeration (cf. with (12))

() *There seem [some planes 10 have landed some planes
[some piane P 1
(12)  There seem [there 1o have landed some planes.
a

35 Examplessre provided by Phil Brani




Move is driven by the phase head; and when Move occurs, it proceeds in a “category by
category” fashion until the phase head point is reached wherepon Move stops. However,
in the FI model, an exception is made: When C selects T, T inherits the uninterpretable

features

. -features) of C. This indicates that a DP which reaches the TP level would
have had its unvalued features valued, and thus would not be able to move further. The
uninterpretable features on a phase head play a partal role in causing intemal merge. As

Chomsky (200) pus i

phase heads have “an edge feature, sometimes called an 'EPP-

this feature “permits raising to the phase edge without feature matching” (pp.

18:19). Consider the following example from Chomsky (2008, p. 149), and its syntactic

representation in (14):

(3)  Whosaw John?
aw
cp
who o
™
yho
&y v
who vt
. v
v John

The Probe v*-V probes and enters into Agree with the goal John, thus valuing the
uninterpretable g-features on v*-V.  According to Chomsky, C-T probes who (in spec

VP the Agree-feature (i¢., g-features) on C-T raises who 19 spec TP, Likewise, the EF
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on C-T raises who further to spec CP. However, Chomsky (2008, p. 150) comments that
this way of forming (13) is “redundant;” in addition, the EF is unable to extract (e.¢.,a PP

complement) inside of spec TP. Thus, he concludes that spec TP must then be

npenetrable” or “invisible" to EF; this conclusion conforms with the activity condition,
knowing that the uninterpretable feature (i.e., [Case]) on who would have received

valuation at this poit.

An altemative way of deriving (13) would allow for the EF an C 1o extract the w-phrase
who from s base position (ic.,in spee v*P). This amounts to saying that the Agee
feature (or -features) on a phasal head may or may not raise an XP goal 10 spec T or v*,
by extension), for it will be invisible for EF, thus no extraction from nor further

movement of XP is possible

1f, on the other hand, the EF rais

XP directly from ts base position, then XP would be

accessible to higher probes (i.c., could be rised higher and/or extracted). This will not be

possible unless both features (i.c., Agree and EF) apply simultaneously, according 1o

Chomsky

24 Spell-Out

Spell-Out is the operation responsible for (a) stripping 4 syntactic object from its




uninterpretable features (at LF), and (b) delivering that syntactic object 1o the PF

ble featires of a head be dealt with

ninterpreta

component. Cyclicity requires that
ell-Out must happen as

immediately upon introducing that head t0 the structure; th

soon as uninterpretable features are assigned values, or the derivation will crash

(Chomsky, 2001),

Spell-Out is said 1o occur at a single point where the derivation

In Chomsky (1993, 1995),
approach

is sent off to the LF interface. However, in Chomsky's (2001) p!

g that Spell-

ph

ofthe MP, Spell-Out is argued to operate in a phase-

Out can oceur more than once in a single derivation

In particular, Chomsky suggests that once an uninterpretable feature has been assigned a

on until a

deleted; however, this feature remains within the cyclic computat

value, it get

strong phase level is formed. Only then will the whole phase be transferred o PF

In this respect, Spell-Out interplays with the Phase mpenetrability Condition (PIC)

Chomsky (2001) defines” PIC as (15):

ssible to operations, outside HP; only H and its

(15)  The domain of H is not

edge are accessible to such operations (p. 13).
15 g (99 poposs ey 4yl dttn wholy il s of S O
devaton
 proposd i he s (g, . ks, 00 R,
i the analysi)

are sumed 100
7 i de oo of
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For llustration, consider the following representation

Assuming that HP is a strong phase, under the PIC, only the head H and its edge a of HP.

are accessible to operations outside the phase (i.c., inside the next, higher strong phase).

For the purposes of Spell-Ou, the head H and its edge a belong to the phase® ZP (i
must be spelled out at the ZP level). The complement YP, on the other hand, is spelled
out at the HP phase level. Thus, Chomsky (2001) expresses this type of interaction

between Spell-Out and the PIC in the following principle (p. 13):

(7)) PhI [strong phase] is interpreted/evaluated at the next relevant phase Ph2

[next, higher strong phase].

Furthermore, from this principle follows the notion that valuation/interpretation takes
place at the next highest phase. Nevertheless, this principle was rejected in favour of a

simpler version of Spell-Out which entails tha

at the end of a phase, everything in the

5 Chomsky argucs that th head H and s e @ must remain in-sita in onder (0 g spelled out. This
ettt xistence of 4 EFP (o EFon  head s tht Spl-Out s b alye il e
nextphase.
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complement must be spelled out

The next subscction introduces what could be regarded as another version of Chomsky's

Agree theory, formulated by Pesetsky and Torrego.

3. Pesetsky & Torrego (2001-2007)

first introduced in

A second framework relevant for this thesis is a version of Agree,
Pesetsky and Torrego's (P&T) work in 2001 and later revised in subsequent works by the

Buikding on Chomsky's theory of Agree, PAT (2007) develop thir own version of Agree
In their approach, PT adopt a traditonal concept which views agreement as  reflection
of a feature-sharing system.# Like Chomsky, P&T argue tha cerain features come from
the lexicon unvalued, but receive valuation by a valued instance of the same feature

(through the process of Agree),

P&T (2007) draw on ideas of agreement by Framplon and Gumann (2000) and

Frampton, Gutmann, Legate, and Yang (2000) in proposing that when Agree oceurs

wenc 2007) view of A

0



between a feature on a Probe and another feature on a Goal, the outcome of Agree is a
single feature shared by two locations. To articulate this, P&T present their fearure

sharing version of Agree (p. 268):

as)

i, An unvalued feature F (a probe) on a head H at syhtactic location a (F,) scans.

command domain for another instance of F (a goaf) at location  (Fy) with

which to agree,

i Replace F, with Fy, o that th same feature is present in both locations.

Under this view, agreement refers 1o the properties of D (i.e., o-features) which are

present on T. Case, on the other hand, refers o the properties bf T which

re present on D,
More specifically, ¢-features are uninterpretable when cafried by T: however, these

atures become interpretable somewhere else (i., on D). |Similarly, a Case feature is

uninterpretable when carried by D, but becomes interpretable somewhere else (ic., on )

Furthermore, P&T argue that T on Vs valued in the lexicon; however, an unvalued
occurrence of T also exists in the form of a structural Cage on D, In this approach,

nominative Case on a subject, for example, reflects the

het that the subject has

uninterpretable Tense () feature (i.., feature

has no gemantic interpretation).  In
order for this feature to have semantic interpretation, it has o be part of T (.., through

A

The Case feature is inherently interpretable, but, Since it appears on a DP, it




ninterpretable. Thus, both agreement and Case féatures appear on the wrong

becomes

places prior to Agree, and it is Agree which helps reorder and make sense of these

uninterpretable features.

P&T (2007) propose that the valuation and interpretability of features are two
independent concepts, and thus diverge from Chomsky’s view of these notions.*" In their

feature s interpretable if it

pretability (versus y

makes a semantic contribution, and uninterpretable otherwise. ¢-features on a DP are
interpretable, whereas, the same features on a V. are uninterpretable. ~Likewise, Case
features on DPs have no semantic contribution, thus they are uninterpretable (sce also,

001). However, they maintain the idea that Case features can make a semantic

PAT,

contribution elsewhere in the structure.

rom Chomsky is if their proposal that lexical

Another matter on which P&T diverge

items come from the lexicon with two, binary features:”

(19)  uninterpretable, valued (P&T)  interpretable, valued (Chomsky)

uninterpretable, unvalued (Chomsky) — interpretable, unvalued (P&T)

PAT provide an example of their interpretable, unvalued type of feature: T on TosP is the
50 Chomsky takes an extrem way of looking a features by stating that features come
e it o maAtmaied i . ssem, oy e wvahed
features are dentified as Probes by the sy,
51 Despit thse obvious diffrences, both verions o Agee consider unjal




locus of semantic tense interpretation, thus it is interpretable, but unvalued and it should

actas a Probe.” A finite verb (ic., ), on the other hand, has a tense feature which is not

interpretable, but is valued, and as such functions as a Goal:*"

@0
Tos
imerpreable, amed
L)
mintrpreabl, e » (1= uF [val)

For P, in a finite clause,

ation of a subject’s nominative Case (which has both
uninterpretable and unvalued T on a DP (e uT [ ]) i their system), proceeds as
follows: The interpretable, unvalued (i.c., iT [ ) feature|on Tns starts o probe for
Goal(s). The subject DP, which has an uninterpretable, unvalued T feature (ic.uT [ 1),
is u potential Goal * According to PT, Agree oceurs between 7T [ ] on Tns and uT [ |

on the subject, and a fink s established between these two eleents.

Now, these elements become instances of the same

feature. However, no valuation results

from this type of Agree

., the DP element does not have a value 10 offer); consider the
following structure from P&T (2007, p. 278): (Note, the number inside square brackets

indicates the establishment of the link)

52 P (2004) e Tos o reer o

53 Notcethat in PAT's sysem
Chomsky's work.

54 Note that in

s category, which sl s T esture
i uniterpretabl instance of a eaure i the same s the feature sl in

s, PAT argue tha CPs lso hve unvaled T




en

Tns WP (finite)
i)

DP.. v
»uT(2)
v v

uTval
Since no valuation results from (21), 7T [ ] on Tos probes again, and this time, finds a

potential Goal (v), and an Agree relation occurs between this Probe and the

uninterpretable, but valued feature on v as i (22) (. 278):

@)
Tns VP (finite)
e
DPus v
T2
v vp
uTval
Asa result of Agree with the feature on v, /T [ ] on Tas values its unvalued feature. Also,

since the T [ ] on DP has already been in an Agree relation With the feature on Tas (7T [
) (represented by [2), the siructural Case on DP gets Valued (nominative) in the

process.

55 pat i valation.
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Contra Chomsky, P&T state that valuation (or lcensing) of the subject's nominative Case
does not involve g-features;* instead,it s the unvalued T-fefture of Ts tht s relevan.

In fact, P&T claim that o-features are irrelevant to Case and Tense.

Having introduced two approaches 1o Agrec, the next section discusses some of the

challenges Arabic adjectival sentences raise for these two approaches. As we cannot

reconcile the facts of Case and agreement in the data conta

ing Arabic adjectives with

curtent versions of the theory of Ag

some refinements to the later are in order

4. Agree models and Arabic data: Challenges

This section lays out the challenges that Arabic adjectival phrases (APS) raise for the

current versions of Chomsky's, as well as P&T

, theories of Agree. | begin by providing
an overview of how these theories have attempted to deal with APs in general. As will be

shown, insuflicient discussion of APs in general (let alone in Ar

) has been provided
i cither theory of Agre; 1 therefore attempt to extend the basic premises of these

theories to the data from Arabic APs. 1t will be shown| that these theories

ot

satisactorily address some of the basic, empirical facts of Arabic APs

oA cd i Alboius (2006,




4.1 Feature-Inheritance

Arabic APs raise some questions about the validity of Chomsky's (2005, 2008) FI model
of Agree. Beginning with Case valuation, and considering the close correlation between
the C-T Probe and the valuation of the nominative Case, Chomsky's FI model can be

readily applicd” to Arabic Zero Copula constructions, as in (23):

) arnjuu mariid-un

DEF-man-NOM  sick(M.5.)-NOM-INDEF

“The man s sick”

The nominative Case values on the subject noun and the predicative adjective can be

ascribed to a C-T Probe, which is presumed to head this construction.  However, this

tion becomes questionable once overt Case assigners (e.g., Zinna, kaana, ete.) are

introduced to (23):

7 v, Wi s modkaions. Forcample e convenioa posioning o st e
wcture (¢, the adjc Higher than the noun) st be econsidered 10 aecount for the
e Anble ,wmw,.\m‘ ‘,m Yo onile iolaiow o th Defcve irvrton Conra. i
additon, the agrecment o vanes botwsen the v d the b o ot b
dressed . e
[C— marabn

DEF-man-NOM ek FS.-NOMINDEF
(Not tht e s anc moe will e consdred i el nshte )




24 kaana arrjul-u mariid-a-n
was  DEF-man-NOM  sick(M.S.-ACC-INDEF

“The man was sick

2inna ar-rajul-a ‘mariid-
that  DEF-man-ACC  sick(M.S.)-NOMAINDEF

(it is confirmed) that the man is sick’

In both (24) and (25), there is a mismatch of the Case valyes on the nominal and the
adjectival elements: nominative on the subject noun, but aceusative on the adjective (24),

In (25), the subject noun bears accusative Case, whereas the adjective bears nominative

Case.

These asymmetris in Case values pose challenges o FLin ifs current form. First, if the
nominative Case value on the subject noun s a reflex of an Agree relaion with the
complex Probe C-T as in (23), then there must be another type of Probe responsible for
the accusative Case on the subject noun i (25). By the s token, if the nominative
Case values on the adjcctves in (23) and (25) refleet that Agree has faken place between

these adjectives and C-T Probes, then the accusative Case value on the adjective in (24)

must have been valued by a different Probe (ie., not C-T)

The Case facts call for a reconsideration of the strict correlation between nominative Case

values and the C-T Probe and require that a weaker version of such a correlation be



proposed to include other types of correlations which could possibly involve nominative

values and non-C-T Probes. Thus, the presumption of 4 single C-T Probe in (23) is

Cas

challenged by the Case facts in examples (24) and (25).

A further issue concems (dis)agreement in definiteness: Afabic predicative adjectives
usually disagree with the nouns they apply to, whereas, atiibutive adjectives show

agreement in definiteness with their modified nouns as in (26

@6 armjulu al-mariig-u o

DEF-man-NOM DEF-sick(M.S)NOM  1all(M.S.-NOM-INDEF

“The tall man is sick’

These asymmetries in definiteness agreement are not addressed in Chomsky's FI model,*

and it would be interesting to know how FI would account for such asymmetries

ALLL Defectiveness of adjectives as potential goals

ation in this thesis: When

Yet another issue is raised by the data under investig

occurs between a noun and an adjective, agreement is thought 1o be incomplete or

defective (10 use Chomsky's terminology) in the case that the feature [Person] on the.

noun is not reflected on the adjective; consider for

5K However, 1 be precise, Chomsky (2007) suggests tha it i possible for (nominal) defnite DPs 10 be

phasal, wheress indefnie DPS canaot be phasa,




@) 7 mariigun
I sick(M.S)-NOM-INDEF

Tam sick'

@9 hwa mariigun
he  sick(M.S)-NOM-INDEF

he s sick

The adjective mariid 'sick' in (27) and (28) does not show agreement with the subject
pronouns' first or third [Person] features, respectively. Therefore, we would assume that
any type of Agree between a Probe and an adjective, might not result in valuation (and

catures on that Probe. To put it differently, a Probe with

thus deletion) of the unvalued ¢
 complete set of unvalued o-features would search for a Goal which presumably bears a
‘matching, complete set of p-features in order for Agree to succeed. If that Goal is lacking

would be incomplete, which

one or more of these features (ie., is defective), Ag
would cause the derivation to crash. This adds to the number of issues the current version

ofthe FI model will have to address,

According to Chomsky (2000, 2001), a g-complete Prabe is able to value and delete the
[Case] feature on a nominal. This amounts to saying that the Goal for such a Probe must

on in (29) shows:

also be p-complete in order for Agree to succeed, as the relat

6




29)  Probe Goal Result
[uo] [p-complete] frro} (valuation)
[CASE] [uCase] [rEase (valuation)

But, if the Goal does not have a complete set of p-features, ghe Probe will not be able to
have its unvalued o-features valued. One would then expect that the Goal will not have

its unvalued Case feature valued as a result of this incomplete relation of Agree, as in

(30)
(G0)  Prabe Goal Result

o] [g-incomplete] (9] (no valuation)

[CASE] [uCase] [uCase] (no valuation)

As will become evident, Arabic adjectives raise a further issue for the FI model of Agree:

1t has been argued that adjectives lack ¢-features of their own, indicating that adjcctives

aker, 2008).

come from the lexicon with no g-features (see, ¢.g.. Al-Shamrani, 1994; B

The FI model does not address the effect of adjectives lacking the [Person] feature on the
Agree relation, nor does it address the argument (in Al-Shamrani, 1994, and Baker, 2008)

that adjectives come from the lexicon with no o-features. — Indeed, as will be shown, with

ment.” there is no real atiempt (by other

ption of Baker's (2008) theory of ag:

versions of Agree) to address these issues

59 Baker'stheory will b discused i sction 6. of chapter 3,




4.2 Pesetsky & Torrego (P&T)

Influenced by Chomsky's (2000, 2001) Probe-Goal theory, P&T (2004) propose their
version of a Probe-Goal-based approach. In this approach, Case is considered an

¢ of Tense (uT) on D. P&T further afgue that uninterpretable ¢~

features exist® on T; there, these features act as a Probe for a Goal which carries

ation

interpretable o-features. On this view, P&T (2004) propose that in verbal pre
structures, two occurrences of T exist: Ts head,* which heads a subject; and To head

above VP and

which is located between the functional head v and the lexi

below v),as in (31
(1) Subj Ty [vp v To [VP V Obj]] p. 503)

The nominative Case value on a subject DP is atributed to an Agree relation between the

T, head and that subject (i.¢.,the uninterpretable o-features o T seek a Goal that has o-

features): whereas, the accusative Case on an object is attributed to the To head.

Building on the conventional distinction proposed between v and V, P&T (2004) propose

the following structure for adjectival clauses, with a small” (ap) heading AP:

0 CI.PAT's (2007) arumentthat - fetures a relevant for Case valudtion
61 PAT use subsrips  and o forillusiation, but with no theortical conjeturs.
62 Accondingto PAT,ltle s resemblesftle i that t assigns n agen tets ol however, they do not

aborae on the iernce between litle s and A




) Subj T

(ap a [AP A O] (p. 505)

According to P&T, there is no T in this structure. This seems problematic because one

the adjective, and the object will be

would expect that the Case values on the subjes

ned nominative by the head Ts. Also, the role the head s potentially plays (as far as

uation) is not clear

Furthermore, a Zero Copula construction introduced by a complementizer (as in (33))

d Ty is argued 1o be

poses a problem for P&T's (2004) version of Agree. While the hea
responsible for the nominative Case value on a subject, it is nat clear where the accusative

Case value on the subject r-rajul def-man' comes from:

Pinna ar-rajul-a mariid-un
Comp DEF-man-ACC  sick(M.S.)-NOM-INDEF

(1t s confirmed) that the man is sick'

P&T's (2007) version of Agree fares no better in accounting for Case and agreemen facts
in Arabic APs. As discussed (section 3.), P&T (following Chomsky, 1995) assume that
the subject originates in spec vP. However, contra Chomsky, P&T propose that in a finite

clause, the Case value on the subject is nominative due to an Agree relation between the

T, unvalued (7T [ ]) feature on the head T of TasP and the subject’s T, unvalued (Case)




in(34):

(T [ ) feature (see, first stage

(4
Tns WP (finite)
e
firs s P v
»uT2]
econd sag v v
» T val

However, ccording to PAT, this Agree reltion s incomplte i the sense tha t does not
vesult in an immediate valuation of the Case feature on the subject, nor docs it esultin
the valuation of the unvalued feature on Tas; theefore, o urther Goal, one which has an
uninterpretabl, but valued (uT val) feaure (it v is proped (second stage in (34)

Only at this stage in Agree will the T [ ] feature on the subject be valued.

One unresolved issue with this proposal concerns the nominative Case value on the
subject. P&T argue that a DP comes from the lexicon with 4 Case feature (uT [ ), and
that g-features on this DP are nor involved in Case valuation. In this respect, a DP is
stripped of any role in the valuation process. For instance, based on (34), the subject DP
must occupy a specific position in the structure (i.¢., between a Tns head and a finite v)
otherwise it would not get its (uT[ ) feature valued as a side-effect of the relationship

between Tas and v. Morcover, judging from this structure, we would not expect a DP o

appear lower than v, as there is no reason for the T [ ] feature on Tos 10 probe lower tha




valued T, as can be seen in (35):

vin searching for a Goal that has

65
Tns WP (fnite)
e
! e
> uTval
P
»uTl ]

Based on the position it occupies, the DP in (35) will not receive any Case valuation as

the unvalued T feature on Tns would have received valuation through agreement with

valued T feature on the finite .

This leads us to another issue with P&T's argument: The application of their (2007)
version of Agree has a further imitation when it comes o the valuation of the accusative
Case on an obiect DP. As a matter of fact, PATT (2007) do not offer  clear explanation of
How the accusative Case on an object DP s valued. Instead, they speculat (n a footnote)

that an alterative analysis, developed by Marantz (1991, might provide the answer.

According to Marantz (1991, Case values are determined by the syntactic position which

ory s e compatle vith
secusative Case on & sominal, we

Should keep in mind that P&T arc ot sssuming that the fnt v i the

Soure for Case value: insiead, s the T on T,




a nominal occupies. Specifically, in languages like Latin and leelandic, nominative Case

is assigned in the usual way (i.c., nder a structural relation with T). However, accusative

Case in Marantz's system s considered a dependent Case; thatis, depending on a relation

between two nominals; if the higher one is assigned nominative Case, the Case

holdi

value on the lower one must be accusative.

Empirical data from Arabic raises some challenges not only for P&T's (2007) account of

but also for Marantz's (1991) account. In particular, subject nouns in Zero

Copula/verbless constructions show different kinds of agreeent with their predicative
adjectives (i.c. in Case and o-features), which cannot be accounted for in P&T's system.

Consider, for example, the structure in (23) (repeated here as (36)):

(6 arnjulu mariid-u-n
DEF-man-NOM  sick(M.8.)-NOM-INDEF

‘the man s sick’

According to Marantz's and P&T' proposals, we would expect the adjective mariid

‘sick(M.5.)' to bear an aceusative Case value (contrary to fuct),

Nevertheless, 1o explain hypothetically how both elements could have received

nominative Case values, let us examine P&T' structure in (34), and assume that the

construction in (36) is headed by the head Tns. The Agree relation between Tns and the




] (Case) features on the both the

two DP elements will not result in valuation of the T [

noun ar-rajul "DEF-man’ and the adjective mariid 'ick(M.S.) in (36) (see, first stage of

in (34)), since both goals lack valuation.

Up to this point, we should expect the derivation to crash unless we assume that some

nal head, which must be located lower than both the naun and the adjective, exists

in the structure, as in (37). In order to participate in the Agree process, we would

speculate that this funcrional head has an uninterpretable (but yalued) T feature: T val:

(7) (TasiT[ ] [Narmajulu [A mariid-u-n [functional uT val )]}
a a a

Given the nominative Case values on the subject DP (as welllas AP), the exact nature of

rmined (ic., it

the functional head (which s located lower in the structure) must be de

must be shown whether this functional head is a verb, or something else).

While the proposal in (37) might (partally) explain the nominative Case values on both
the noun and the adjective in (36), it does not explain other facts found in Arabic APs

e values), nor does it explain the disagreement in definiteness

cative adjective

between the noun and is pres

Since the inception of Case Theory, no satisfactory explanation for the existe




on nominals has been proposed. What P&T have proposed constitutes a positive

ent towards solving this long-standing mystery, by conceiving of Case as an
uninterpretable fense feature which exists on the wrong syntactc item (i.c., on a DP); and

in order for a DP to re

a Case value, a tense head must probe that DP (ic.

mysteriously, a head (tense) searches for its own featurc),

P&T' characterization of Case raises some questions about the recently developed

of

understands

¢ FL system: The displacement of tense séems t0 reflect a deficiency

(of some type) in the design of the FL; that i, in the lexicon, the FL misplaces features by
puting a feature which normally belongs to a syntactic element on a different clement
thus entailing that LF, contrary to Chomsky's (2000, 2001) conjecture, is not afier all an

“optimal solution” to the imperfections created by the faculty itself

implying that LF

does not seem to be well-designed.

Considering that P

T (2007) have eliminated g-features as fan essential element in the

process of agree

ot this amounts o saying that DPs have n role to play whatsoever in

the agreement process, except in mistakenly/mysteriously

wrtying anuT [ ] feature.

Agreement facts in Arabic APs (whether predicative or atributive), in particular, seem to

pose a further challenge to P&T's (2007) argument that Cas¢ valuation does not involve

g-features.®* As has been shown, subject nouns and their adjectives show agre

ment in o-
64 Notice, however, that P& (2006) adimi the importance of the role o festures play i the valation of




feature values (in addition to Case, and sometimes definiteness); thus, suggesting that ¢-
features play no role in the Agree process does not provide explanation for this type of

agreement (i., in ¢-fe

ures). On a similar vein, it does not explain cases where the

Case morphology on an adjective

ems 10 oceur as a result of agreement (or concord)

with a single nominative DP (i

. subject noun ar-rajul def-man’):

%)

%imna. ar-rajul-a

awiil-a arid-u-n
Comp DEF-man-ACC DEF-tll(M.S)-ACC sick(M.S)-NOM-INDEF

(1t is confirmed) that the tall man s sick’

closer look at (38) raises a further challenge to P&T's system: It is not clear how

P&T's system would explain the (misjmatch in Case morphology between the subject
noun and the attibutive adjective af-fawiil 'DEF-ll(M.S.)} on the one hand, and the

predicative adjective mariid 'sick(M.S.), on the other

A last point concerns P&T's argument that the two features (ihrerpretable and valued) are

binary (i.c., uninterpretable and unvalued). These two features gener

e four types of

lues/instances of features. This assumption is discouraged by the general premises of

the MP. That s, doubling the number of v

s for a feature would affect the capacity of
the lexicon as it would add more information to the already burdened organ,
Additionally, more complexity is likely 10 be added to the operations performed by the

verbs: i ather words, PAT
-features. Thus, probably i their sysem -feature

av
e only reevit for valuation of the unvalucd
Testurs on verbs;bu,thy are ot rlevant when i comes t valuatioh of Case




syntactic computational system as a result of the high number of valucs. Therefore

P&T's argument seems to violate the economy condition, and casts doubis on the

‘compatibiliy of this categorization with the SMT.

With this much of discussion, we conclude that none of P&T's versions of Agree (ic.

2004 and 2007) addresses the (a)symmetries evident in Arabi¢ Case morphology, nor the

fact that the exact values of the adjectives' o-features are determined by the nouns to
which they relate. Thus, the issues discussed raise doubts on the compatibiliy of P&T's

annot be used

theory with b

ic concepts of the MP. In addition, P&T's thedry of Agree

10 address some of the basic facts about agreement in Arabic APs.

Summary

ion, it has been shown that Case and agreement fucts in Arabic APs present

In this se

challenges to the current formulation of both Chomsky's FI and P&T's versions of Agree.

s these theories face, it will be shown that, with

Nevertheless, despite all the probler

some modifications, a synthetic approach to Agree (which combines concepts from both

theories) can provide explanations for the unsolved problems discussed in this section. |

will also show that this synthetic approach can add some insights into the various aspects

of agreement in Arabic APs (i.c., -, Case, and definiteness features).




The next chapter reviews different syntactic proposals based on different theoretical

d with some cross-linguistic

frameworks. The fist part of the section/chapter is cones

ted in relation

analyses of the general derivation of APs. In this part, APs will be invest

to Small Clause constructions. The second part of the chapter reviews some of the

Agree-based proposals of APs and

analyses proposed for AP, including recent

adjecives such as Small Clauses.

constructions containi




Chapter 3

Various analyses of AP in different syntactic structures

1. Introduction

The questions this thesis has raised (see, section 1.1, chapter 1) could be considered as the

foundation around which a proper theory of Arabic APs should be formulated. Equally
these questions could constitute the set of criteria any theory of Arabic APs must meet

partcularly, for word order, agreement, and Case.

Thus, a proper

heary of APs must address: (i) the structural positioning (i.c., word order)

of the adjective in relation to the noun it applies to; (i) in languag

show overt agreement (¢.g. o-features and definiteness in Asabic) with nouns, the issue

of such a type of

areement; (i) the way in which Case assignmen, checking, ot

valuation oceurs in predicative

attibutive AP,

Assumi

criteria, this section reviews some of influential, cross-linguistic analyses

proposed for APs in the syntactic lterature. The section begirs by reviewing what would

be considered 1o be pre-Agree analyses, and goes on o reviel more recent

ased

analyses of AP




Non-Agree-Based analyses

This section examines some generative analyses proposed for APs.

Abney (1987)
Abney's theory stems from the notion that noun phrases can be analyzed on a par with IP
structures. Under this approach, the head D of the functional Category DP (which carrics

the (in)definiteness features) takes a NP as its complement

Abney’s influential analysis of adjectives aims at capturing the variety of adjective

specif

in English, such as so big, 100 big. big enough, etc. Abney theorizes that

Adjectival Phrases (APs) can be headed by the inflectionpl cat

ory DegP (Deg

Phrase). In fact, Abney argues that an AP should always be headed by Deg (whether Deg

is lexically filled or not). Thus, under the X-bar theoretic approach, the standard theory

of artribuive adjectives can be represented as either () or (b) in (1)




In (a). the attributive adjective adjoins to the NP it modifies (i, it originates inside the

NP), whereas in (b), the adjective takes the noun it modifies as a complement, meaning

that the NP originates inside the maximal projection of the AP. In cither representation,

the auributive adjective precedes the noun. Abney notes that participle adjectives,

however, pose some problems for “the Degree Hypothesis”, for participle adjectives as in

tested for drugs resist all degree words as in *100 tested/ *so tested for drugs,

For languages where attributive adjectives show g-, Case, ind definiteness agreement
with the nouns they modify (e.g., Arabic), Abney's analysis does not explain how any of
these agreement relations might aceur, nor does it account for the N-A word order in

languages such as Arabic

2.2 Chomsky (1993)
Building on Pollock's (1989) Split INFL hypothesis, Chamsky (1993) proposes the

196) point out some problems with Abney's sructur.
take complements, nor i it
adjctive (s, also Fass-

5 Morcover, rescarchers such as Haker (2008, p.
SpotalyBker s 5o sl o bt adctes o
possible for ent (e2. 100, precede the aunbutiv
Febi 1993, o srceism)




follow ive in.John is inelligent (p. 8):

tructure for the predicative adjes

@
Agr
Spec A
A g AP
A x
John

In (2), the subject of predication is generated inside the maximal projection of the

adjective. According to Chomsky, the NP raises to the specifier position of Agr, where

 relation with the head Agrs, which b

it enters into a spec-hes ars g-features “associated

with an adjective” (p. 8). The adjective intelligent

ses to Agry; thus, resulting in

agreement between the NP and the adjective

In terms of word order, the predicative adjective originates in a position following (and
stays as such) the noun it applies to. Up to this point i the derivation, agreement
between the subject NP and the adjective (in -features) can be accounted for; however, it

s not lear how Case on the subject NP and the adjective will be assigned/checked

As a matter of fact, Chomsky states that the subject NP John will have to raise higher in

the structure in order 10 receive Case. Based on the assumption that Case is determined

6 The positioning of the subject NP inside the maximal projecion of AP i based on the work of Siowel
(1981), which will b discussed n the Smal Clause sction.




by the element that adjoins to Agr (T or V)" (p. 8), Chomsky proposes that the NP Join

raises (overtly) to spec Ag

to which T is adjoined, such that the Case on this NP will be

nominative by virtue of T

(mominative Case)

P

Spec
John

intelligent

1n (3),the verb be selects John intelligent as a complement. According to Chomsky, upon

. the NP receives nominative

and establishes ag:

ment with the

verb, thus giving the sentence John is intelligent

Chomsky's analysis

ses an issue as far as Case assignmentichecking on the adjective

intelligent is concemed. 1t is not clear how the adjective in| Agry receives Case. Given
3), the closest (potential) Case provider is the verb be, cansidering that head-to-head

relation i

jon for inflectional morphology in Chomsky's (1993) analysis.

T Chomsky's nalyss, V aises o Ao, while T aises 0 Agr




Thus, we might expect the Case on the adjective to be accusatiye assigned by the verb be.

Predicative adjectives in Arabic pose a challe

for this analysis: the adjective
comparable to intelligent in Chomsky's example bears a nomiative Case. Morcover, the

analysis does not reflect the asymmetry in de

ness which Arabic nouns and

predicative adjectives show.

3. Small Clauses

As Chomsky (1993) and Fassi-Fehri (1993) observe, verbless or Zero Copula sentences
structurally resemble Small Clauses (SCs) in that they are comprised of a nominal

followed by an adjeg

ival element, and the fact that both syntactic elements can be

selected (a5 a single constient) by higher syniactic element (e, verbs,

complementizers, etc). I s thus approps

at this point, 10 feview some of the analyses

proposed for SCs in order to reach a better understanding of what the correct intemal

structure of adjectives could be.

The SC structure has reg

ived considerable attention in the literature, resulting in a
variety of analyses; that said, two principal theries of SC emerge: Small Clause Theory

‘and Predication Theory, each of which are discussed in the following sub-sections.



3.1 Small Clause Theory

The term

mall Claus

was first introduced by Williams (1975), and was later adopted

by others. Sportiche (1995) argues that a constituency test (ie., coordination) which

conjoins phrasal constituents is one picce of evidence for the existence of SCs, indicating
that SCs are indeed constituents. Sportiche claims that the bracketed strings in the

translation of the French data in (4), for example, form a D-stricture constituent:

(4) Louis considére Marie drole et Pierre stupide.

Louis considers [Mary funny] and [Bill stpid]

Arabic predications conform 1o the constituency test, as can be seen in the following

example:

(5) farrajulu - mariig-u-n] wa  [albintu|  naaZimeatun]
DEF-man-NOM sick(M.5.) NOM-INDEF and ~ DEF-girl-NOM aslecp-F.S.-NOM-INDEF
“The man s sick and the girl is asleep’

The bracketed Zero Copula sentences can be joined by the conjunction wa ‘and', thus

indicating that each forms a cons

tuent (like the SCs in (4).

Various analyses concering the exact nature of the intenal structure of SCs have been
proposed within the context of Small Clause Theory. The next section details these




I structure of SCs

rical status and in

termal syntactic structure of the SC has been a subject

of considerable debate in the literature, two principal viewpoints can be identified: (A)

SCs as maximal projections of their predicates, or as (B) functional projections.

Small clauses as maximal project

The argument that SCs are maximal projections was originally proposed by Stowell
1981).

In Stowell’s analysis, a SC is a maximal projection of the SC's predicate, with

the subject adjoined to the projection of this predicat

(.. in ts spec). as in (6)

XP = SC

XP (X canbe A, N, V, or P)
Consider the bracketed constituent in the following example:
(7) 1 consider [John intel

According to Stowell, this constituent is

SC which ha the structure [y, John [,




intell

John
Intelligent

cont. The subjec, John, is in

The SC node is a projection of the predicate adjective ne
spec SC (<AP) Itis not clear from (8) how Case is assigned/checked for each syntactic
element, nor s it clear how agreement in -features and Case in languages such as Arabic

would be accounted for

M clauses as functio

The analysis of SCs as functional projections has received u 19t of support in the literature
SCs are best analyzed as

. Endo, 1991 Suzuki, 1991). Suzuki (1991) argues th

(see,
that the structure of the SC corresponds to that of AgrP, so that SCs will

AgrPs, meanir

cpresentation

have the following

Xp))

9) [pgp PP [pgr




Based on his

estigation of negation, Suzuki concludes that &

ks a T head on the

‘grounds that neither NegP nor IP occur in a SC

Similarly, Endo (1991, p. 61) proposes the structure in (10) for the SC in / consider [John

honest], where John raises to spec AgrP to check its accusative Case with the v

(10)

consider DP A
A AP

op

John

honest

Following this line of thought, Chomsky (1993) concurs that SCs are AgrPs (sce, (2)

above). This AgrP can be selected as a SC complement ta the verb consider, thus an

AgrAP exists in the SC complemer intelligent as in following

(1) Tconsider [,,p John [AgrA’ AgrA [AP intelligent])]

According to Chomsky (p. 7), the subject Joh in (11) raises to spec AgroP at LF where it

enters into a checking relation with the matrix verb, thus receiving accusative Case (cf

(3) above):




consider Spec
(ALLF) < John  Agr,

intelligent

By moving to spec Agro, the NP John enters into different agreement relations: () with

adictival complex [A Agry] (e, (2) above) and (b) with Agre (spec-head relation),

Notice that a corresponding Arabic example to (11) would be

a3 7iubern alwalada dakyy-a-n
considered-l DEF-boy-ACC intelligent(M.S.- ACC-INDEF

1 considered the boy intelligent

In (13), the adjective dakyy ‘intelligent(M..)" shows agreement with subject noun al-

walad DEF-boy' of the SC in ¢-

greement and Case (but not definiteness).

Although Chomsky's analysis predicts that the subject will have overt agreement with the




predicate in SCs, it sill does not explain how the adjcctive in a predicate position will
receive accusative Case in the Arabic example in (13), nor does it explain the asymmetry

in definiteness between the noun and the adjective.

The next sub-section considers the second major approach to SCs: The Predication theory,

The Predication Theory

Wiliams (1983) introduced the Predication Theory to syntactc theory. Wiliams argues
that the bracketed string in the sentence / consider [John ntlligent] s not a clausal
constituent instead, he argues that the whole phrase contider John inelligent is
consituent. Williams (1983), then, proposes the analysis fn (14) forthe sentence 1

consider John intelligent

1 [sr consider [or John] [ inteligent]]]

Under Williams' analysis, the DP is directly governed by the verb and the AP is the

predicate for this DP.

Bowers (1993, p. proposes a unified account for both main clause and SC

predication by introducing a functional projection (Pr) for predication. According to




Bowers, the maximal projection of Pr is PrP, which s simply a SC

Pep
NP (subject) P
Pr XP (predicate) (X = V, N, A, )

Thus, for the sentence / consider John intelligent, the representation will be

a6

1 consider [p,p John [y [p, €] [ ypinte

As for how Cases are assigned/checked in this structure, Bowers that they are

assigned/ehecked

head relation: The noun Joln enters into a spec-head relation

with V in order to check its accusative Case:

N
v P
John P
P AP
intelligent

Thus, the noun Joln must raise to spec VP in order to recelve accusative Case from V.
The analysis, however, does not indicate how the adjective infelligen receives Case under



Furthermore, Bowers® analysis cannot be extended to Arabie SCs as it docs not account
for the factthatboth the subject as well as the adiectival predicate i (13) carry accusative
Cases, nor does it account for the g-agreement between the noun and the adjective i this

example.

A different a

alysis of the structure in example (16) has béen proposed by Contreras
(1995).  Contreras analysis seems 1o combine the two approaches (i, SC and
Predication theories). According to Conreras, verbal and adjectival predicates are SCs,
and both are headed by [+V] predicates. Nominal and prepositional predicates, on the

other b

nd, are not SCs, and both are headed by [-V] predictes.

Contreras states that verbal and adjectival predicates differ from nominal and

prepositional predicates in terms of the identification of the local domain within which

anaphors can be bound. That is, in the [+V] predicate, the embedded clause which
contains the anaphor is the domain for that anaphor. Consider the following examples

from Contreras (1995, p. 136):

(1) Weconsider [Mary proud of hersef]
(19 *We consider [Mary proud of ourslve
Q0) We saw [Mary embarrass hersel]

@) #We saw [Mary embarrass ourseves].




On the other hand, the [-V] predicates (i., nominal and prepositional) show a larger

They, consider John each other/ friend.

They, want the wind away from each other

nd (20)is

Given the difference between [+V] and [-V] preds

ates, Mary in examples (18)

a subject, whereas John and the wind in (22) and (23) are not. Therefore, verbal and

adjectival predicates must have a different structure from that of prepositional and

nominal predicates. Contreras, thus, provides the following sthucture for the sentence Ife

consider Mary our best friend (p. 141):

A o D v
A May V P
consider | our best friend

The verb consider raises first to F and then to V. Mary then raises to spec FP in order to

check its Case feature. As for the adjectival predicate in the sentence I consider Mary



intelligent, Contreras (p. 138) proposes the following structure, where the subject of the

SC (i.c.. Mary) aises to spec FP in order to get Case from the matrix verb:

@)
v
FP
consider  DP F
Mary, F AP
P A
P intelligent

Considering the (tree) structure in (25), it is again not clear how the subject will check its
Case feature: The subject is not in a spec-head relation with the verb consider; unless a
further move of the subject is made. If we compare this structure with that in (24), the

head F in (25) is lef empty, and does not seem to have any role in this structure.

Furthermore, for those structures where the subject and the predicate observe full
agreement in -features as well as in Case (¢.g.. (13), in Arabic), this analysis does not

show explicitly how this full agreement is obtained between the tw elements, nor does it

‘explain the asymmetry in definiteness between these clements,

In conclusion, what we notice that is common to the analyses that have been reviewed is

the positioning of the adjective after the noun it applies o, in both predicative and SC

constructions. Only atributive adjectives are placed before the nouns they modify, cither




by adjoining to this noun or by taking this noun as a complement. As has been shown,

1s of agreement in g-features and Case, or the

none of these analyses reflects the f

disagreement in definiteness between the noun and the predicative adjective in the Arabic

ood thepry of Arabic APs, none of

proposed fora

examples. Thus, as far as the erit

these analyses seems to satsfy to the conditions set by my initia criteria.

In the following section, 1 will review different analyses proposed for Arabic APs

lly, the first subsection will be concerned with Zero Copula constructions. The

Spec

second subsection reviews a number of analyses of Arabic SC.

4. Analyses of Arabic APs in different syntactic structures

Thus far, it has been shown that Arabic adjectival elements show different agreement

properties with the nouns they apply to; for example, when used attributively, adjectives

wres, Case, and

show full agreement with the nouns they modify (ic. in ¢-fe

ively, adjectives show partial agreement with

definiteness). However, when used predi

in definiteness, but a

fcally, they do not a

the nouns they are predicated of; spe

in g-features and Case (in certain constructions).

This section reviews some of the analyses that have been proposed to deal with
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constructions containing Arabic APs. I begin by reviewing traditional accounts of these

constructions, and then move on to considering more contemporary analyses of Zero

Copula constructions. As wil be shown, such analyses fail 10 satisfy the criteria (i

areement (a)symmetries between nouns and adjectives) set for what a good theory of

Arabic APs should be.

4.1 Zero Copula

As we have seen, in Arabic, adjectives can occur in Zero Capula constructions such as

(6)

6)

jul-u mariid-un
DEF-man-NOM  sick(M.5.)-NOM-INDEF

‘the man is sick’

Traditional Arab

ammarians (¢.¢., Hasan, 1976; Ibn Yagiis [d. 1245]; Jurjaani (d. 1078))

characterize verbless (or Zero Copula) constructions such as (26) as mu

xabar® 1o

linguists refer as ent! 'subjes

or ‘equational

69 Peled (2009 statestht th term subtada? opisubject as been deduced fromthe work ofthe famous
raditonal grammarian Sibawehi (. 796).

70 Plunket (1993) anayzes the st NP asa subjet.




For both traditional and contemporary rescarchers, the source(s) of the nominative Case
(values) (i.c., Case-assigner/-valuer) on both the subject and the predicative is an issue
which has stirred up much debate among both traditional and contemporary researchers.

Ithas been proposed by Sibaweihi ([d. 796]), for instance, that it is Zibridaa? (ic., initial-

positioning of the subjecttopic) that i responsible for the nominative Case on the subject,

and that the nominative Case value on the predi

is assigned by the subject itslf.
Other grammarians (e.g. Fara? ([d. 822]), as cited in Peled, 2009) argue that both the

values to each other.

subject and the predicate assign nominative

Like Sibaweihi, Ibn YaSiis argues that Zibridaa? is the soutce of the nominative Case

values on both the subjeet and the predica

: however, he diverges from Sibaweii by

stating that the nominative Case value on the predicate i indipecly assigned by Aibridaa?

(the operator) through the subject, which rec

s its Case dinectly from the operator.

Despite the extensive attention Case has received in the traditional a

iyses.” the other

agreement aspects (ie., ¢-features and def ves. exhibit

iteness) nouns and adj

(especially wh

diectives

e used as atributives or sifaa) remain, by comparison,

rather neglected. In other words, these analyses do not elaborate on such aspects of

71 Pk Twanw
2 Most of 0 Anbic grummar cprs (v o ) the s s
roporad shove forCoe o ol comnes

s of oo s rdcioral

%




agreement, meaning that they do not go beyond the description of the facts.

In the follovwing section, some of the contemporary, generative-based analyses offered for

Arabic Zero Copula constructions will be considered. It should be made clear that while
the (a)symmetries in Case and agreement observed in Arabic APs might not be the prime
concern of some of the analyses 1o be reviewed, these (a)symmetries will be discussed as

if they were so.

arz

Fehri (1988, 1993, 1999)

In his analysis of agreement in Arabic, Fassi-Fehri (1988) analyzes the affix on the

following verb as  subject pronominal” (p. 108)

e jutw

came-3M.PL.

They came’

By extension, Fassi-Fehri claims that affixes on adjectives are subjects. To him, these

subjects agree with the nouns in inflection; he states that “what looks like an agreement

marker s actually a pronominal affix that is anaphorically related to the THEME in a left

dislocated construction” (p. 118):




@9 Fbansatu  Kariimatun™

def-girls-nom generous.FP

“girls are generous’

s and A is

According o Fassi-Fehri, agreement between the NP (topic”™) hbanaat de

due 1o the existence of a resumptive pronoun in the predicative AP (which functions as a

subject for the adjective), and this “anaphoric binding” riggers ags

ent (p. 140),

Fassi-Febri (1993) argues for a phonologically null verbal copula in Arabic SCs (or

verbless sentences” as in (29)). He further argues that a S

 Arabic contains a TP, in
addition to the null copula. The copula fais to lexicalize when the clause has a [-PAST]
tense, but is forced 1o lexicalize when the tense is [+PAST). Consider the following

@) s

rajul-u mariig-un I
DEF-man-NOM  sick(M.S) NOM-INDEF  now

“the man is sick now”

Notice that the temporal adverb /-2aan ‘now” indicates that the tense is [-PAST]; thus,

74 Both lcraton ad losig n e (26 e s '

s s s e pemoun o e ollowing cxample 5. Topic
i marigun
you S Nomuss

6 Notic i 500 e o e
srucures will b

a5 Zero Copula. However, the diffrence between the two
evident a the discussion progrescs.




according to Fassi-Fehri's analysis, the copula fails to lexicalize. Compare this exa

with the following:

(G0)  *armjulu mariig-u-n Zamsi

DEF-man-NOM  sick(M.S)-NOM-INDEF | yesterday

“the man is sick yesterday"

ungrammaticality of example (30) is attributed to the discrepancy in tense: The

temporal adverb Zamsi ‘yesterday’ indicates that the tense is [{PAST]; whereas, the Zero

Copula sentence indicates a present or [-PAST] tense. The construction in (30) can be

rendered grammatical, however, if we add the copula kaana “was' as in (31)

o1

2 arnajulu mariid-an bi o lamsi

was DEF-man-NOM sick(M.S)-ACC-INDEF in  DEF-yesterday

the man was sick yesterday'

Here, the copula carries a [+PAST] tense; therefore, kaana i lexicalized. In addition to T
Fassi-Fehri (1993) claims that Zero Copula sentences scem 1o contain sentential AGR

(agreen

AGR is not usually

ized, except in some negative contexts (p. $8):

(32 Hindun  mariig

Hind: NOM  sick-F:8.-ACC

Hind (female name) s not sick’



The negative marker laysa agrees with the noun Hind in [Gender] and [Number] (like the

adjective). According to Fassi-Fehri, laysa assigns accusative Case to the adjective under

adjacency, thus laysa must be generated lower than AGR as the following tree

and T

tructure of e

ample (32) shows (Fassi-Fehri, 1993, p. 88):

maritdar

Laysarincorporates with T and AGR 1o ensure that the right forf of agreement is realized.

(Notice that, like Stowell, 1981, the subject ori

nates in spec AP)

Zero Copula sentences in Arabic then could have different functional categories” (¢.g..

P, NegP). Nevertheless, Fassi-Fehri's (1993) analysis does not explain how the

S Pkt (599 rooss (it Tos and At s th tn ol s Wi oxst in
s (3. 259) that the D e
™
T
AT
Aw
P— Nax
N b
According o Plunkett, the subject NP, and the predicae NP receive dfaulf nominaive Cases, Pl
A s dei kit sl bend v g ot Che 10 i v, NP,

aise to spec TP and th prdicate NP, ises o spec AgrP.




predicate in example (34) (presumably containing a copular verb) gets nominative Case
when the copula s nul, but reccives accusative Case when it is phonetically realized as in

39)

G4 albayu jamiil-u-n
DEF-house-NOM  nice(M.S.-NOM-INDEF

the house is nice”

(%) kaana albaytu jamiil-a-n

was  DEF-houst

OM  nice(M.S.)-ACC-INDEF

Another problematic issue with this analysis concers -agreefent between the noun and

adjective. Fassi-Fehri's claim that AGR is realized only in nega
empirical contradiction, for agrecment is obtained in non-hegative contexts as well
Thus, the analyss provides no explanation fo agreemen; tha s, it does not explain how
the exact o-feature values of the noun are reflcted on the adjective, nor does it address
the asymmetry in definiteness. Morcover, it is not clear why the copula remains null in
the present tense, but is lexicalized otherwise. That i, what special effect does the

present tense have on copulas?

Fassi-Fehri (1999) proposes a different analysis for Arabic APs. He argues that Arabic is

(underlyingly) an A-N language (cf. his 1993 analysis). Following Cinque’s (1996) Left




Specifier Hypothesis (LSH), which states that all prenominal and/or postnominal
modifiers (including adjectives) generate as left specifiers of N, Fassi-Fehri argues for
independent raisings of N and A (or AP) in order to derive the surface word order (i.c., N-

A) and maintain the LSH.

Assuming Chomsky’s (1995) Atract movement theory, Fassi-Fehri ar AP
movement is motivated by the richness of the inflectional properties of Arabic adjectives.

APs target DP o check their agreeing Case, definiteness, and ¢-features against those of a

higher functional head, which presumably has strong features. Consider the following

example from Fassi-Fehri (1999, p. 122):

(36) bhujuum-u S-Sadiid-u Lmubtamal-u  li-2amiriika - Salaa l-mugaawamat-i

DEF-atack NOM DEF-violen:NOM  DEF-probable-NOM | ofAmerica  on  DEF-
esisance-GEN

“The probable violent attack of the resistance by the US
The head noun [-hujuum ‘the attack is modified by the adjectives §-Sadiid-1 ‘the violent
and Lmubtamal “the probable’. Notice that cach adjcctive agrees with the noun it

modifies in [Number], [Gender], Case, and definiteness. ~ According to Fassi-Fehri, the

structure for this sentence is as shown in (37):




DP

D 3
Lhujuum,  SSadiid, dp
T-muhtamal, py

e op:
li-zamiika p
¢

The derivation in (37) proceeds by raising the highest AP Lnihamal t0 spe of dp (in
order to target agreement),thus forming a new category. The fext raising is executed by
AP S-Sadid which targets the spec of the newly formed category: dps.  The noun /-

Ingusm can then move to spee of DP to derive the correct word order

While Fassi

Fehri’s theory of the derivation of multiple arributive APs derives the
correct word order, it does not provide a clear mechanism of how agreement and Case can
be checkedvalued, especially if we consider his argument that the feature-checking

process proceeds in a spec-head relation between the functional head ‘d" and the adjective

in th

e

of its projection.

Considering the derivation in (37), the adjectives raise and target the functional

(agres

nent) head 'd; for example, when the adjective al-muhtamal aises 10 spec dpy, it

targets “one and the same cluster of features, so-called Agr features”; thus checking

agreement features of Case, definite

L and ¢ (p. 122). Knowing that the agreement

features on adjectives are dependant on those of the noun they modify, it is not clear how
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Sadiid and muhtamal) when they target the agreement head 'd, especially if we consider

these features are given their specific values of singular and masculine (on the adjectives
that the noun I-hujjuum def-attack' raises after both adjectives have already raised

a specific position, thus allowing agreement in definiteness to become possible. By the
same token, Fassi-Fehri’s argument also fails to explain how the possible agreement in

Case between the head noun and the modifying adjective s achieved.

AL-Shamrani (1994)

Al-Shamrani (1994) argues that Arabic verbless  clauses | (particularly those with

predicative adjectives) are headed by AgrP.  He, however, proposes a small agip for

verbless clauses, and this small agrp does not mark the [Person] eature. Al-Shamrani (p

222) proposes the representation in (39) for the example in (38):

G8)  artaalibaty mujtahid-at-u-n

DEF

‘the (female) student is hard-working

S-NOM-INDEF

tudent-

Likewise, agreement in definiteness cannot be said to occur uless the noun has raised to
NOM  hard-working.
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39)

spec, agr

praaliboru ags

mujiahidatun spec A
t A

Under (39). the subject is generated in spec of AP. Once it raises to spec

subject discharges its [Gender] and [Number] features to the head ‘age’(in a spec-head

The adjective raises 0 ‘age, where it merges ith “weak” [Number] and

er] features.  According to Al-Shamrani, ‘agr is not[a Case assigner, thus the

ve Case on the predicative adjectve must be taken t0 be s Case.

Likewis

. the nominative Case values on the NP (as well as that on

¢ AP) in (38) are

forms of ds

fault Cases. While Al-Shamrani does not exclude the possibility that this
nominative Case is assigned by Infl, he admits that this is problematic since this head

would have to assign two Cases in two different directions.

As we have seen, when preceded by the verbal copula kaana ‘was', the Case on the

ative adjective in (38) is accusative:

@) kaw

at-aalib-at-u mujtahid-a

was-ES.  DEF-student-F.S-NOM hard-workin

‘the (female) student was hard-working'
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Al-Shamrani explains the asymmetry (in Case) between the soun and the adjective by

proposing the following representation for (40):

@n

kaan NP

>

Under this view, VP, as opposed 1o AP (cf. (39)), is headed by AgrP. According to Al-
Shamrani, the subject NP raises from spee AP o spee VP in arder to receive nominative
Case; as he pus it, nominative Case is "assigned by the meging of 'V' and 'Age” (p.

234), thus indicating that V raises 1o the head Agr

As for the agreement features on the adjective, Al-Shamrani claims the adjective receives

ures 10 its head=A). T

these features lexically (i, the NP transmits these

accusative Case on the adjective is assigned by the verb “inherently” (p. 234).

1t is not clear how the verb could have skipped the NP in|spec AP and assigned its

accusative Case (inherently) to the adjective; in addition, the inherent capability of the

d AgrP resultin a head

Nor s it obvious how of V.

(of some type) that s able to assign a nominative Case to the raised NP (in spec
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Although this analysis has attempted to explain g-agreement in verbless constructions, it

does ot explain how these features are transmitted in (41), especially if we consider that
the subject NP and the adjective in (39) occupy the same positions (ic., spec-head). In

this case we would expect the NP to “transmit” its agreement features to the adjective,

thus rendering the movement of the NP and the adjective (as in (39)) superfluous. Notice,

also, that definiteness is not accounted for n this analysis.

Tt seems that the notion of default Case is untenable on various grounds. First, it echoes
the traditional treatment of nominative Case on the mubiada-xabar ‘subject-predicate'
construction which can be summarized in the following excerpt *../al-xayr-u /i bmaliha
wa tanasiiha wa al-Pigtisaar-u Sala maSif-at-i 2anna al-mublada?-a marfuuS-un wa al-
xabar-a marfiuS-un Kadaalik:” (*.it is betir 10 ignore gnd forget [the questions
‘concerning nominative Cases] and instead understand that the subject is nominative and

ond, the adoption of

the predicate is nominative too” Hasan, 1976, p. 447, Vol. 1). S

tence of Case

default Case™ into our theary does not add much o the enquify of the

(.. it does not explain why Case exists in the language system). Assuming defaul
does not address the asymmetrical facts about Case values in Arabic APs (¢.g., in Zero

Copula constructions introduced by a copular verb (as in (42) or complementizer (1s in

¥ Schutze (2001 e

nominal), is Cae s i o

" Cas Fil Accond

‘Schotz, this defoult Cas i speled out on nominals that “ar no psociated with any case festure
assigned or otherwise determined by synactic " (p. 206)

1o




(43)). We are still left with no answer to the questions of what the source of Case value

@2 kana albaytu
was  DEF-house-NOM

“the house was nice”

@3)  7inna al-bay
Comp DEF-house-ACC  nice(M.S.)-NOM-INDEF

a jami

*(Itis confirmed) that the house is nice

4.1.4. Benmamoun (2000, 2008)

Benmamoun (2000, 2008) proposes that verbless sentences in Arabic contain a functional
projection which is marked for tense, but contain no verbal capula. Benmamoun claims
that all the previous analyses of Arabic Zero Copula sentences have failed to explain why
a verb is not required in Zero Copula sentences. To address this problem, he develops a
categorial feature theory of tense and proposes that verbless sentences are full clauses
which exhibit all the properties associated with tensed clauses, including the existence of

tense projections.



Based on evidence from w-movement in verbless sentences as in (44), and the fact that

embedded verbless can be headed by the complementizer Pinna/Zanna as

ntences

must be headed by a C head:

(45), Benmamoun (2008) concludes that verbless senter

@) 7y alwaladu

where DEF-boy-NOM?

‘where i the boy?"

mw 2 arrjula mariid-u-n
knew-1 that  DEF-m sick(M.5.)-NOM-INDEF

I knew that the man s sic

Following Chomsky (1995), Benmamoun (2000, 2008) argues that Tense in Zero Copula
sentences projects a TP, Depending on the tense it carries (i.., past, present, or future),

Benmamoun identifies

this TP is specified for [+V] (verbal

d [+D)] (nominal) features

these features as “[+D)] expresses the generalization that tense interacts with the subject
(Extended Projection Principle [EPP]), and [+V] expresses the generalization that tense

merges with verbs in most languag

" (2000, p. 13),

Given the fact that the construction in (46) is understood fo express meaning in the

present tense, Benmamoun argues that the TP in such nomingl sentence is specified for

the feature [+D] only.



@6)  armjulu marii
DEF-man-NOM  sick(M.S.)-NOM-INDEF

“the man is sick’

Benmamoun (2008, p. 115) proposes the following for verbless sentences with present

tense interpretation:

@n
™
NP
T AP/PPNP
[+Present, +D] AN

The nominal, [+D] feature on T must be checked, a progess which, according to

Benmamoun, can be caried out by the subject”. ~(Notice|that the subject noun is

generuted in spec TP).

Compare the example in (46) with the following:

B for Arsbic vrbless
Eid (191):
[0

NP

' xp
Under tis represcntation, the subjectoriinatcs in spec IF, and the prdicative adjective s under X1

The head T bears the agreement estures




@) kaana armjulu mariid-a-n
was  DEF-man-NOM  sick(M.S)-ACC-INDEF

“the man was sick’

As we have s

o denote past tense reference, the copular Verb kaana must be used.

(Recall that when kaana is used, the predicate carrie

cusative Case). According 1o

Benmamoun, Tense in this example has a [+V] feature, in addition to [+D], which needs

10 be checked; thus, the copular verb kaana is inserted to check the [+V] feature of T

“9)

T
[+Past, +D,+V]  V APPPNP
Kaan

Benmamoun's analysis, however, does not discuss how Case™is assigned/checked in this

strueture, nor does it explain how agreement in ¢-f

wwres | (Number

d [Gender])
between the subject and the predicate is achieved. The lack of definiteness on the

predicate i also not accounted for under this analysis.

50 Exnt for s (2008 concusion which e ot the o Cae e n e s of
erbess sentence s seutura ather than defaul

na




415 Kremers (2003)

ioun phrases in which he follows (with some

Kremers proposes an analysis of Arabi

essential modifications) Kayne’s (1994) Antisymmetry approach. In his theory, Kremers

proposes a searching procedure which he calls Recursive Linearization. This procedure
searches syntactic structures for terminals (syntactic heads) for the purpose of Spell-Out

According to Kremers, this procedure decides which head should be spelled out first

the internal structure of AP in Arabic is concemned, Kremers argues that an

As far

adjectival phrase contains all the elements that make up a proposition (a predicate, the

predicate’s arguments and a subject). Thus, an AP is a phase, in the sense of Chomsky's

(2001) Phase Theory. Following Abney (1987), Kremers proposes that an AP is headed

by a DegP, as in example (50). In this example, even though the AP does not have.

overtsubject, Kremers proposes tha it contains a subject pro:*

(50 albaytu [ abyadeu pro)

the-house-nom the-white-nom
“the white house” (Kremers, p. 112)

For Kremers, this pro functions as a resumptive pronoun which must be licensed locally
(inside the AP). To ensure that pro is licensed, a D head is ddded to the AP so that the

e comlukonsbout e xisenceof il
1976).

N1 Note that raditonal Arsb g
pronoun in such construtions (e, ¢ £

marins v e s
N

ns




resumptive pronoun becomes bound. Consider the intemal structure of D

P (Kremers,

2003, p. 102) (notice that the adjective is immediately headed by Infl, which is

responsible for agreement:®)

1)
DP
D L
- he Inf
nfl

yoo Dol
Thmared A D
A e P

Kremers adds that this D head must tself be identified. Being it the edge of the phase, its
identification does not need 1o take place locally; thus, he proposes two ways for the

identification of the D b

. APs in Arabic can be used independently as in af-fawil-u ‘the tll(M.S.)". In this case,

then, the D head is identified like any other D head of an NP which “requires some

interpretational process beyond syntax” (footnote, p. 113).

b. 1f this AP is merged inside an NP (modifying the head N), then it will be bound by the

head of the noun, atres of the nominal D are tr

D, Thus, f

sferred

the adjectival D

(Reatures include d

teness, Case, and ¢-features). The ¢-

catures are then transferred

2 The AP,in Kremers anslysis,takes a complement (¢ Baker, 2008, in Ehapter 3.

16




1o the resumptive pronoun pro which s bound by the adjectival D. Thus, accord
Kremers, Case, definiteness, and ¢-features on the adjective I-#abyad ‘DEF-white(M.S.)"

are inherited from the noun in example (50). Consider the following structure for (S0):

52)
D, Num
al D, Num
D, Deg Num
a Tabyad (sG] byt

(Kremers, p. 113)

s not clear how all the agreement features of Case, definiteness, and ¢ are positioned in
D; that is, we do not know how the nominal D gets al of its agreement features. Kremers

does not provide any justification or elaboration on the mechanism of transfer of these

jon between nor

features to the adjectival D, nor does he explain the binding re

adjectival D heads,

4,16, Shlonsky (2004)

Shlonsky (2004) proposes an account of the interal structure of Semitic® noun phrases,

1, and arguing instead for phrasal

rejecting the widespread notion of N to D mover

K3 Modemn Hebrew and Arabic in particulr




noun movement. On this v

w, adjectival phra

XPasin (53):

(Shlonsky, 2004, p. 1496)

originate in the specifier position of an

According to Shlonsky, X is a functional head which carries o-features as well as the

semantic features associated with the adjective.

The derivation begins when the head X

raises and an AgrP is projected from X (ie., AgrP s associated with the XP that contains

AP), as in (54);

(54
Agrxp.
AgX Xp
YN
8
Agreement takes place in the AgrXP domain.

the spec position of AgrXP as in (55):

NP (Shlonsky, 2004, p. 1496)

Atracted by X, the noun phra




AgrXP
P

AgX® Xp
A A

8 ™ (Shlonsky, 2004, p. 1496)

For Shlonsky, agreement between the noun and the adjective comes about when the
functional head X (which carries o-features) enters into a spec-head relationship with the

raised noun,

Although Shlonsky's analysis correctly reflects the word ordef of N-A in both Hebrew
and Arabic, it raises some issues: The analysis does not explain why agreement should
not take place between the head X and the NP inside XP (a in (53)). thus avoiding
movement of X and NP If, however, the NP is projected in spec XP (in place of AP),
then the spec-head relation between NP and X would resulf in X bearing the same
agreement features, maintaining the correct word order. Fifally, assuming that (55)
represents full agreement in attributive adjectives (including Case morphology), it is not

elear how this Case will be checked under this system.

Predicative adjectives in Arabic, in particular, pose challénges for this analysis
Assuming that the adjective originates in spec containing XP (s in (53)). it is not clear

how the adjective would receive

ive Case in constructions with the verbal copula

1o



kaana 'was' (as in (48)), while the subject NP reccives nominatiye Case.

s in Arabic as a

Following Borer (1996), Shlonsky considers definiteness on adjec

reement ., which must be added to other agreement features (i.,

[#definite] -

[Gender], (Number], and Casc) on the adjective. Although Shlonsky does not state
explicitly which type of adjectives he is accounting for, it could be inferred that he must
be referring to auributive adjectives (because these show full agreement with their

modified nouns).

This raises a question about the status of definiteness on predicative adjectives: How can

the indefiniteness predicative adjectives show be accounted for, especially if we consider

definiteness to be a member of the ¢-features on an adje

The following subscetion reviews various pre-Agree analyses that have been proposed to

deal with Arabic S

. As has been shown, SCs share many characteristics with Zero

Copula constructions; this has led some researchers to account for them under a single

alysis,




Arabic Small Clauses (SC)

5.1 Abu-Joudeh (2005)

Abu-Joudeh (2005) notes that subject and predicate in embedded clause constructions in

r Case, but show no overt Case

Arabic resemble Zero Copula sentences in that they b

assigner(s). Compare the Zero Copula construction in (56) with (57), which has a verbal

predicate
(56)  Aliun muxlis-un
A-NOM  sincere(M.5.)-NOM-INDEF
“Ali s sincere’
67 wajad [Alian muxlisan)
found-l  AIACC  sincere-ACC
1 found Al sincere’ (Abu-Joudeh, 2005, p. 124):

The bracketed construction in (57) contains a subject and 4 predicate, and each (non-

Verbal) constituent carries accusative Case.  Since there is no overs verb inside the
bracketed construction to which the accusative Case could be atributed, Abu-Joudeh

analyzes the bracketed construction s an instance of a SC or Zero Copula construction.

Not only do the bracketed subject and predicate in (57) bear Case, they have the

@

features (i.e., masculine, singular). To explain agreement in [Number] and [Gender],




fof a functional proj:

following Bowers (1993), assumes the

Abu-Jou

.., Predicate Phrase (PrP)) which mediates this type of agreement, and bears agreement

features. Abu-Joudeh also proposes that the subject Al in (57) checks its Case with the
matrix verb in a spec-head configuration. The predicate muclis *sincere(M.S.)’, on the

der government with the subject of which it is predicated.

other hand, checks its Case
Abu-Joudeh, therefore, proposes the following structure for the bracketed portion of (57)

ed from Abu-Joudeh, p. 126)

(Modi

v PP
wajad Spee pr
Alican Pr AP
muxlis-an

According to Abu-Joudeh, the complete syniactic derivation of (57) would be (59)

(Modified from Abu-Joudeh, p. 127)

(59)

v vp
wajad, Spec v
v Pep
L Spee Pe ‘
P ‘

AP
muxlis



In this configuration, both the Case and ¢-features of the predicate are licensed through
the trace of the subject which raises to spec VP in order to check its accusative Case

usative

against that of the matrix verb (under spec-head configuration). Thus, the a

nent with the subject Al

Case on the predicate mulis is the result of agt

According to Abu-Joudeh, the functional projection PrP has agreement features; if this is
correct, then it is not clear how the agreement features on the head Pr (predicate) of PrP.
are checked. In other words, considering that the subject Alf in (39) starts offin spec PrP,

ent features with those

we would expect this subject 10, at least, check or share its agr

on the head Pr (i., in-situ). If his is possible, then the exact mechanism of the sharin

andlor chec)

2 of agreement features is missing in the analysis.

Movement of the subject /i 10 spec vP (i, to check its accusative Case) requires urther
justification since i spec PrP, the subject s i a position which should allow it t receive

Case from the verb wajad‘found:,

Abu-Joudeh claims that the Case and ¢-features on the predicate muuis are licensed via
the trace of the subject Ali. This conclusion needs further clarification as the precise:
mechanism via which agreement features and Case are transmitted is not clearly

articulated, thus adding to the complexity of extending this approach to full clauses.




5.2 Al-Shamrani (1994)

orized for by the verb

The structure in (38) can be seen as a SC constituent subcalte

Oanan thought, as in (60)
60)  Pamantu  a-faalib-ata mujtahidat-an
thought|  DEF-student-F.$.-ACC hard-working-F.$.-ACC-INDEF

I thought the student was hard-working’

Al-Shameani develops an analysis accounting for the infléctional properties in such

Building on his analysis of the intemal structure of the verbless sentence in

sentences.

(39) above, Al-Shamrani (p. 228) proposes the following representation for (60):

©h)
Spec T
T v
Spec v
v

Qanan Spee

a N
a-falib-ah

A
mujtahid-ah

Recall that the subject NP raises t0 spec ‘agrp, and the adjective raises to the head ‘age’ to

(39), above). Based on (61), Al-Shamrani (p. 229) claims that the




accusative C:

¢ on the subject noun and the predicate adjectiye is assigned by the verb

Oanan 'thought. The accusative Case *per

olates” through ‘agrp’ 1o the head ‘agr’ (where
the adjective has moved); at the same time, the Case “spreads’ into the spec of ‘agrp! (1o

which the subject NP has already moved). The percolation notion of Case through

well as indefiniteness on the

fjective, need more clarification.

By way of conclusion, the analyses reviewed in this section do not seem to meet the

eriteria laid out at the beginning of the section circumscribing what a good theory of

Arabic adjectives must address. While some of these analyses have attempted to explain

holds betw

n the noun and its relevant adjective(s), the

syntactic mechanism(s) exploited to

U need(s) more

chieve this type of agreem:

clarification. Similarly, the variation in Case predicative adjegtives show in the presence

of Case assigners (¢.8., kaana *

* or nna ‘that')is not satisfactorily addressed. Also,

the asymmetry in definiteness between the subject NP and the predicate adjective in Zero

Copula constructions receives but scant attention; suffce 10 §a

an explanation remains

outstanding.

The next section reviews some

At Agree-based analyseg proposed for Arabic APs.

The scction begins by discussing theories proposed for Zero Copula (or verbless)

sentences, which (in some analyses) are also extended to Arabjc SCs.



6. Agree-Based analyses of Arabic APs

6.1 Baker (2003, 2008)

Baker (2003) develops a theory of the

Based on their semantic and syntactic propert
lexical categories of verbs, nouns, and adjectives. For Baker, adjectives are different from

verbs in that they do not licer ifier; also, adjectives dre different from nouns in

that they do not have a referentialindesx (i.¢. they do not carry p-features of their own.*)

In standard generative theory, verbs, nouns, and adjectives ¢an assign theta roles to @

subject in the spec of their maximal projections (Stowell, 1981). Bowers (1993) rejects.

this notion arguing that such categories cannot independently assign a theta role to their
spec position; instead, a functional head called Predication® (Pred) supports these

categories, enabling theta-assignment 1o succeed.

Following Bowers (1993), Baker (2003) proposes a unified syntactic structure for both
NPs and APs. In particular, predicative nouns and adjectives are headed by a null
functional category: Predicate Phrase (PredP). The subject in a predicative noun (or

adjective) does not originate inside the NP, nor does it friginate inside the AP; it

originates, instead, in the specifier position of PredP, as the following representation

4 Secialy, Bk s
ce that the :mm.m e baves ke 3 lght » i
vl argum.

Ping i s n o s b one gl proery i
index come (2008.p. 50
oy 1995 werk) in that H icenss an
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shows:

©)
PredP

NP NP/AP

Subject  N/A

According to Baker, the Pred head is not solely responsible for theta-marking the subject

NP or AP plus Pred

of a nominal or adjectival predicate; rather, it is a combination of

which ereates a category capable of theta-marking a subject

Building on his (2003) theory, Baker (2008) develops a theofy of agreement, proposing

gteement-bearing heads must

oal system whereby

an adjustment to Chomsky's Proby
be able to search upward through the syntactic structure to find something to agree with

as well as downward” (. 12),

In his survey of different languages of the world, Baker argues that although verbs, nouns,

features of

and adjectives bear agreement inflection, they differ in terms of how many

ifically, verbs show agreement with their

agreement each lexical category can b

subjects in (Person, [Number], and [Gender; adjectives agree with other nominals in

icularly in first and second person

[Number] and (Gender], but not in [Person] (p

86 Baker states that the exact theta-rol
ead, bt rather on thefexical meaning ofthe ad

assgned (0 the subject doss ot depend o the meanig of he Pred

17




nent forms); conversely, nouns do not scem to ags any other noun as they

bear referential indices of their own (ic., o-features).

Baker (2008) assumes that agreement on a lexical category (¢.&.. NP, AP, etc)is obiained

by a functional category which inmediately dominates that lexical cat

ry (ice. By and

Fyin (63) below). The head of such a functional category matches the lexical category in

‘gross categorical features™ (p. 34). In other words, agreement features (.., o-features)

do not appear on the lexical category itself, but rather on the functional category”

Baker then introduces a unified theory of subject-verb agreement as well as noun-
adjective concord, and proposes the verbal, adjectival, and nominal predication structures

in (63). (The verbal predication structure is not included):

7 In Bakers (2003) original
e s of v o o

Fipas well o

s P layrs of fungtonal sructure were ot included
jectval prdicatons.
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©3)
Adjectival predicate™ Nominal predicate
PredP” PredP
Pred’ NP Pred
They[F.pl]  Pred EP They [F.pl) Pred EP
0 F AP 0 F NP (M, 5]
1F.p1) “[Epl)
A
ul group [M,sg]

(Baker, 2008, p. 49)

N s the only category that has intrin

g-features; thus, the complement of Fy n (63) has

its own g-features. The complement of Fy, on the other hand, does not have o-features

simply because it is an adjective.

With respeet to what the exact nature of the functional categaries of Fy and Fy

Baker speculates that Fy might be a Number head (in the serise of Ritter, 1991) whereas
the functional head Fy has no analogous functional category in the literature. Baker

s, following Marantz (2000) (as cited in Baker, 2008), that these funct

categories might be regarded as ltle n and litle a heads which take bare ROOT

complements™  Baker further suggests that not all NPs and APs are headed by the

B8 A willbe shown in chapter 4, 1 develop asimi
the srucure

59 Notce that, PredPs i both (69 can e b
ey v o e 5t s vl b r o v s b roc o

i sircture for Arabie prdicative adctves; however

agreement in his theory. Furhermore, Baker edP can b . ek clas In B Arable
W Hebrew snte
90 However, nlke Ma sypacical




categories FuP and F\P (respectively). For example, there are adjectives in Swahili which

do not show agreement; therefore, such adjectives are not /headed by the functional

.gory FAP. In this respect, any agreement manifested on an adjective is not a property

of that adjective, but rather of a functional head that dominates the AP.

Baker aims at eliminating the idea that probes are “arbitrarily specified as havi

feature slots as opposed to others” (p. 44). Thus, Baker proposes that “all Fs are potential
agreers and they agree with whatever feaures they can find in their environment

according to structural principles” (p. 44).

He further argues that agreement on adjectives is defective (incomplete) because the
[Person] feature does not show up on adjectives. Being incomplete, the adjectival

agreement with an NP does not value the Case feature on thit NP; likewise, it does not

prevent any other head from agreeing with that NP (i., the NP remains active for further

agreement). Thus for Baker, adjectival agre

nent is a “degerierate case” (Baker, 2008, p.

174).

In a revision of Chomsky's (2000-2001) Probe-Goal theory, Baker proposes certain
syntactic conditions on agreement ((64), (65), (67), and (68) below). (64) shows Baker's

version of the ¢-command condition (p. 45):




(64)  Fagrees with XP, XPisa maximal projection, only if

a. F c-commands XP or XP ¢-commands F

In Chomsky's system, agreement occurs between the Probe F and the Goal XP. meanin
that the direction of c-command proceeds from F to XP. However, according to the

nt for XP to c-command

revised version of the c-command condition in (64), it is suffci
F in order for agreement to oceur between these syntactic elements (i.c., the direction of
-command changes from XP to F). Likewisc, Baker revises the Intervention Condition

(p. 47)as in (65):

(65)  Fagrees with XPonly if
b There is no YP such that YP comes between XP and F and YP has phi-
features

Baker defines the notion “comes between” as follows: “A comes between B and C if and

only ifeither (i) B ¢-commands A and A ¢-commands C, or (i) C ¢-commands A and A c-
commands B” (p. 47). To better understand this, let us assume that A is actually YP (i.c
NP group' in (63)); and, B is actually XP (i.c., the subject NP lthey’ in (63)); and, C equals

the head Fuas illustrated in (66



(66)
PredP XP c-commands YP
Xp Pred
A prd R Y
> F Yp
Aprcementblocked A& Y
byYP
P -commands F

According to Baker, the intervention condition in (65) shows the dif

nce between the

predicative nouns and adjectives in (63). Specifically, the roun ‘group’ (which has ¢-

catures) ¢-commands the agreeing head Fy, and is also c-commanded by the subject

‘they'. According to the intervention condition, the noun ‘group' is an intervener which

blocks agreement between the head Fy and the subject they”

The complement of the functional head Fj (i.c., AP all’ in (63), on the other hand, does

not have -features; therefore, it is not an intervener, and agréement between the subject

‘they’ and the head Fy is not blocked.

Baker also proposes the phase condition in (67), and the activity condition in (68) (p. 48):

(67) e Fand XPare con

ined in all the same phasds (the phase condition)

91 Baker docs o exclude the iden that the head Fy can agree with ifs NP complement; this way, the
features of ‘which are NP can be head
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©%)

made active for agreement by having an unchecked Case fe

vity condition)

ve Adjectives

According to Baker's theory, atril

utive adjectives are simply adjoined to the phrase they

mod

y, as in (69) (modified from Baker, 2008, p. 50):

©9)

Er AP
N (Gender, Number] A

Auributive adjectives, unlike predicative adjectives, lack

Pred head as can be seen in

(69). The complement of Fi (i.e., A) in (69) does not bear o-features, and thus, by virtue
of the intervention condition (65). is not an intervener, and agreement between Fy and the

NP i spec NP) which c-commands Fy, takes place.”

Adjectives do not assign Case to NPs, but they agree with NPs in Case (cf. Al

1994;

ssi-Fehri, 1993, and traditional gram

s who claim that adjectives do assign
Cases 10 NPs). Thus, for Baker, when T agrees with an NP, nominative Case is assigned
92 Accoding t Bakes et withthe

s it would o provide wifed
Pred head n s sructre)

it could sppear on Pred, However, Haker ejects this idea
iy for o redicive nd aiinaiv acecies (whch ac
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10 the NP (and becomes a feature of t), a procy

which Bakef calls: “Case assignment”
When the NP agrees with the head F, the already inherited feature on the NP becomes a

feature of the FyP as well is re

rred 10 25

‘ase concord.” In this respect, the modified

NP (in auributive adjectives) d the Case of the adjoined adjective.”

6.1.2. Tssues with Baker's theory

Baker's theory in its entirety constitutes a positive (and perhaps unique) attempt towards
characterizing aspects of agreement in adjectival constructions using Chomsky's Probe-
Goal version of Agree. However, there remains cause for speculation about particular

aspects of the theary.

For instance, the exact nature of the functional heads Fy and Fy as well as the roles they.
play in the agreement process is left unclear. In other words, as brought about in the
discussion above, Baker himself is not exacily sure as to the precise nature of this layer of

functional category. Minimally, Baker ass

imes these functianal projections 10 provide a

position where agreement morphemes can be housed.

As previously mentioned, Baker argues that agreement succeeds between Fy and the

%5 I e 41 i,

contra Baker,that i i ot the NP tht determines the Case feature of the
it A, s} i i kB e s o b N and o smrotv A
et imivichy
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Case feature (already associated

subject NP in adjectival predicate constructions, and tha
with the subject NP) becomes a feature of the FyP as well through Case concord. This

fest between a noun and its

would explain examples of Case concord which m
auributive adjective. Nevertheless, considering Baker's argument that F, is not a Case

assigner, the predicative adjective construction in Arabic in particular se

ns to pose @

the subject NP, when preceded by a Case

problem for Baker's Case concord account
assigner, bears a different Case form from that of the adjective; consider examples (70)

and (71):

@0) % armjula mariid-u-n
Comp  DEF-man-ACC sick(M.S.)-NOM-INDEF

(it confirmed) that the man is sick

@ kuna  aerajulu

was  DEF-man-NOM

Tt scems that Baker's theory implicitly advocates two different processes of agreement: (1)

ement. In other words, it seems that the basic motivation

Case agreement, and (b) o-

reement i o-features alone (.., agreement

for the functional category FP is to explain o
appears on this category, but not on lexical categories). This amounts to saying that

another category must be responsible for Case valuation.



If possible, some essential modifications to Chomsky's Probe-Goal theory must be
proposed. In other words, the need 1o receive Case (for nouns and adiectives), in addition

10 g-features (especially for adjectives), would be the main motivation for initiating the

probe proc:

Finally, a remark concerning Baker's claim that adjectives come from the lexicon with no
o-features (see, fo. 84 on page 126) is in order. The essence of this claim s that
adjectives have no lexical o-features, but receive these features in the syntax, from a
nominal source. Under this view, it ould be infered that agreement between nouns and
adiectives (in Arabic) is achieved when the later somehow feceive -features from the

former

Assuming that adjectives lack o

res seems (0 be an extteme way of expressing the
fuct that adjectives agree with nouns in g-feaures, but not yisa versa. In fact, Baker’s
assumption can be challenged on a number of empirical grounds. Thus fa, the Arsbic
data shows that adiectives (i

both predicative and atributive) exhibit agreement with

the nouns they apply to in [Number] and (Gender]. However, as will be demonstrated (in

chapter 6), adjg

ives in other constructions (ic., Adjectival Construct) exhibit partial
agreement with their nouns; that is, in the feature [Gender] only. Moreover, the data

shows another type of adjective which exhibits no such agreement with the noun it

94 Nevertheess, 1 will show ate that the positive outcomes of upward probing, in Bakers sense, can be
Tl call Scan, o
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applies to; that s, the adjectives have different g-features from the nouns they apply o.

These types of adjective seem to contradict Baker's conclusion that adjectives come from

the lexicon with no o-features of their own,

While in this thesis, Baker's assumption that adjectives have 1o intrinsic o-features will

be maintained, a distinction will be made between lacking p-features (as in Baker's

). and having empty slots for the o-features [Number] and [Gender].” These

slots, which are m

empty of values, nevertheless allow the g-features 10 receive values fr

other sources (¢.g.. nouns or pronouns). The distinction between lacking ¢-features and

lacking g-feature values is conceptually advantageous, as will become evident when we

consider Arabic APs in various constructions.

6.2 Al-Horais (2007)

Based on Chomsky’s (2005) Feature Inheritance theory, Al-Horais (2007) develops an

analysis of SCs in Arabic. Consider the following example from Al-Horais (p. 101):

Sadadtu [Mariyam-a dakiy-at-an]
“ACC

Considered-1 Mariyam-ACC smart-F

1 considered Mariyam smart”

35 Thissccond idea will b

taborated in chapicr 4.




As we have seen in the previous section, the bracketed elements constitute a SC structure.

Notice that there is no overr Case assigner within this

. yet both the subject and
predicate bear accusative Case. Al-Horais adopts Hiraiwa’s (2001) analysis of multiple

agreement operation in Japanese. The latter argues for a synta

operation he calls

MULTIPLE AGREE,

whereby a single Probe

simultancotsly Agree with more than
one Goal. According to Hiraiwa, a Probe bears a [+multiple] feature which allows it to

probe its -command domain for Goals,

intil no more goals can be found.

Specifically, multiple nominative DPs in a Raising-to-Subject construction in Japanese

can appear in infinitival embedded clauses as in (73) (p. 76):

@3

John-ga [yosouijouni  nihonj

g0 eigo-ga  hidoku kanjin

John-NOM than-expected. the-

apanese-NOM English-NOM bad-INF think PST

‘It seemed to John that the Japanese are worse at speaking English than he
had expected

Under Hiraiwa's MULTIPLE AGREE the Case values on the embedded nominative DPs
are assignedivalucd by virtue of a multiple Agree relation with the matrix T, as
schematized in (74):
74) Teseem DPy, (Nom/Dat) [Adv. DP, (Nem) DPs, (Ngm) ..V-INF] (. 77
74 seem DP., (Ngm/Dat) [Ad (Ngm) P, (Ngm) 16.77)

MULTIPLE AGREE (T,, DPy,, DPs,, DPs,)



Under Chomsky's (2000, 2001) version of Agree,

he unvalued Case feature on DPs
cannot be assigned/valued due to the Defective Intervention Constraint (DIC): that i, the

tive goal DP:, which has already entered into an

ree relation with the Probe T

intervenes between T and DP,.  This problem can be resolved by Hiraiwals Multiple

Agree, according to which, the Probe T bears a [+multiple] features. Thus for the purpos

of valuing its unvalued o-features, the Probe T probes all thrée DPs and enters into an

Agree relation with these DPs “derivationally simultancously™ as a single syntactic

operation” (p. 77). For Hiraiwa, the intervening

al (i.c., DPy is sill active at the point

where the Probe T enters into /

ee with the goals; therefore, the DIC is not triggered,

and the derivation converges.

Based on this, Al-Horais then explains how the subject and the predicate in the embedded

clause in example (72) check their acy

sative Cases, and at the same time maintain

agreement in g-features,

Al-Horais proposes that there is a TP in the SC [Mariyan-a dakiy-at-an], which he calls
Tac. The head of Tec is unvalued, thus it is an anaphoric T which needs support from its

antecedent T in the main claus

¢ (by being c-commanded by the

rix T head).

According to Al-Hor:

the agreement between the subject and the predicate follows

96 Hiraiwa statesthat a DIC s wiggered in case
the ather D are “dervationally distnet” (.

e he b o o s nd e e o s
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cording to Al-Horais, as T already has its own unvalued ¢-featies.

6.3 Musabhien (2008)

Musabhien (2008) presents an Agree-based analysis of how complements in nominal

clauses get nominative Case when they are not preceded by an bvert Case assig

example (76):

(6 armjl

DEF

. mariid-u-n

nan-NOM  sick(M.S.)-NOM-INDEF

“the man i sick”

Building on Chomsky's (2005) Agree theory, Musabhien frgues that Zero Copula

full CPs, and that Case on the subjéct ar-rajul “DEF-man’ in
example (76) is valued under an Agre

ion with C, and the C

¢ on the complement
mariid *sick(M.S.)" i valued by another functional head.

For Mussbhien, Zero Copula (verbless) sentences such as (76) contain a functional

projection analogous to vP, which he calls nP. The h

« of this functional projection (i.c.
) is responsible for the Case value on the compl

nent in such Zero Copula

structures.
More specifically, Mu

hien argues that nomi

ive Case on the subject ar-rajul ‘DEF
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man’ is assigned by a null T which, according to Chomsky's Phase Theory (2005),

inherits ts features from C
Once T inherits tense and ¢-features from C, they both form 4 complex which functions
as a single probe (C-T). Thus valuation of Case on the subject ar-rajul ‘DEF-man'

(nominative) is the result of the Agree relation between the C-T complex and the subject.

As for how Case on the complement is valued, following Carstens’ (2000) analysis of the

nce stich as (76) has a functional

DP structure, Musabhien argues that a Zero Copula s
projection (.., nP). The head of the P projection is resposible for valuing the Case
feature on its nominal complement: The head n assigny nominative Case o the
complement and takes an extemal THEME argument. Musabihien (p. 143) thus proposes

the following structure for Zero Copula sentences:

n
o
] ™
(Mue) T P
v o
[E—— N
v N e
A g ol

The derivation proceeds as follows. The DP complement merges with the pronominal

bined with the functional head 1 and

copula N, forming the NP core. The NP is then
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" is combined with the external argument (subject), forming hP. The projection nP is
merged with T and T is then selected by C in finite sentences. Finally, in line with

Chomsky (2005), T inberits it features from C

Assuming the analogy between vP and P, Musabhien argues that the pronominal copula

N moves to the head . Having unvalued ¢-features, the head|n probes and initiates an

Agree relation with the closest a it c-commands| The probe # locates and

ve goul whi
agrees with the DP complement; as  result of this, DP gats s Case valued (ic..
omintive) Musabien frthr argues that 1 movesto T whic has alrady inherited its
g-features from C. The complex probe C-T agrees with the subject in spee P, and the

Case of the subject is valued nominative.

Musabhien's analysis does not provide an account of the agreement (in o-featurcs)

between the noun and the adjectve in example (76) (.., it does not stte at which point

agreement oceurs), nor does it explain the disagreement in definiteness between these two

6.3.1. Verbal sentences

In bis analysis of verbal sentences in SA, Musabhien proposes that preverbal nouns in

SVO constructions are not subjects, but rather topics. Thes

e tdpics are raised from the
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spec of vP to the spec position of a TopP (located higher than TF but lower than CP)

Building on Rizzi's (1997) notion of the 'left periphery’, and Chomsky's (2005) notion of

FI, Musabhien claims that features on the phasal head C can split. That is, the unvalued

g-features on C are transferred to T, but the EF (Edge Feature) is transferred to the head

of TopP (Top).

Musabhicn begins by discussing the derivation of VSO word orler in MSA. For him, in
VSO constructions, the verb raises 1o v and then to T. The subject, however, remains in

spec v, for the phasal head C does not have an EF, as in (78) (p. 205):

8
cp
I§ ™
oF T P
A subj v
v 3
P Ob)

ve accusative Case:

Assuming (78)

predicative adjective in the object position must

from the Probe 1-V.

As for the SVO word order, Musabhien argues that the movement of the verb resmbles

that in VSO (i., V raises 10 vand then to T). The subject, on the other hand, raises from

spec vP to spec TopP, as shown in (79) (p. 206);



19
cp
o TopP
Sub Top'
EF 4\ o
o > W
A we v
v P
FORY Obj

According to Musabhien, due to feature spliting, movement of the subject to spec TopP is
triggered by the EF the head Top inherits from C:; in the same way, ¢-features on C are
transferred to T, Agree, then, takes place between T and the subject (i.., unvalued ¢-
features receive valuation).  Following Peseisky (1995), Musabien argues that when the
subject raises, a resumptive pronoun (RP) is left behind as i (79). The topic, then,

becomes a fronted copy of the noun in spec vP.
As for the nominative Case value on the subject, Musabhien clajms (p. 194-195) that the
phasal head C retains s valued (Lexical) [Case] feature, and when the subject raiscs o

spec TopP, C iselfprobes it and values its unvalued [Case feature.

Musabhien explains that the head C can value the [uCase] feature on the raised subject

since it is an active goal (i¢., bears an [uCase] feature), meaning it is “fresh in the sens

that it does not have a valued Case feature. For that reason, the fronted copy counts as an
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active goal with which C agrees and to which a Lexical Case is assigned”. (p. 129)

Thus, it seems that T enters into Agree with the subject in spec vP for the purpose of

valuing its (inherited) unvalued g-features only. In this respect, Musabhien seems to

advocate for a disassociation of Case and o-

atures,

If the RP in spec vP bears an unvalued Case feature, Mustbhien's analysis faces a

challenge: The RP in spec vP will not receive valuation from T (following his assumption

that T inherits g-feature from C, but nothing else); in other words, T cannot value the RP's

Case, and the derivation must crash. Furthermore, the analysis does not explain how the

e is obtained,

symmetry in g-features between the subject noun and the predicate adj

especally if we consider that each element s probed separately

6.4 Al-Balushi (2011)

Following the consensus in traditional Arabic literature, Al-Balushi (2011) argues that

Verbs, like nominal and adjectival DPs, are licensed by a Verbal Case (VC) feature, which

is also reflected in the verbal morphology. This feature (i.e., VC), according o Al

Balushi, s responsible for licensing structural Cases in various SA constructions.

Following Chomsky's (2005) theory of Agree, Al-Balushi argues that VC is an unvalued

7




[VC] feature bome by I” (or T) and v*; such a feature may receive valuation through an
Agree relation with the verbal partcle Fin’ in the sense of Rizzi (1997)) which bears a

valued [VC] feature.”

Under Agree,” then, the valued [VC] feature on Fin’ values the unvalued [VC] feature on
1%, which in tum values the Case feature on the subject (nominative). ~Likewise, Fin®
values the unvalued [VC] feature on v**, which in twm vlues Case on the object

(aceusative). This way, the structural Cases on both the subject and the object become

licensed.” Thus, licensing of DPs in verbal sentences is dependent on licensing of verbs.

meaning that verbs are not able to license DPs unless they are licensed themselves.

Based on the argument that the existence of a licensed verb reflects the existence of a VC

s in SA

Al-Balushi proposes that the reason verbs are not available in verbless senten
stems from the fact that such verbs cannot be licensed; consequently, structural Case in

ch

verbless sentences cannot be licensed either (i.c., the absence of structural Case in s

sentences is a reflection of the absence of the V).

o s he ot o Agr i s syt
. he sats that  “Agree’ for me s  elton

finding tha Case
99 It sems that nethe
fotbombivs i

for
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Al-Balushi, then, argues that the nominative Case values on both the noun™ (topic) and

the predicative adjective in the following example are default nominative Cases, which

are realized at PF

(0 arjlu mariid-u-n
DEF-man-NOM  sick(M.S.)-NOM-INDEF

“the man s si

Being a topic, the noun ar-rajul originates in the lefi-periphery (ic., in spec TopP).
According to Al-Balushi, the default nominative Case indicates that topics and predicates
in verbless sentences are “not in the scope of a case assignet” (p. 106). Being out of
reach of Case assigners,the default nominative Case s triggered.

Al-Balushi adds that verbles

Furthermoy be analyzed in

and copular sentet

s mu

terms of SCs. Thus, following Bowers (1993) and others, he proposes that the SC has a
Pred head, which controls the predicational relation between the argument and the

predicate, and that SC is headed by the maximal projection PredP."

Verbless sentences denote T, [Mood), and agreement (sce, also

According to Al-Balush

Fassi-Fehri, 1993); in fact, he concludes that verbless sentences have a g-complete I,

This ¢-complete I functions as a licensor for a pro element in spe PredP. This pro i in a
[0)ss £ Benmamoun, 2000,

i et
s, 1955 ad Msticn, 200 i
101 Undr AL ok’ iy e Fod had ot oo o e o raphoin

s

on the predicate
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thematic position, and being there, pro licenses the topic which is “a non-argumental

element licensed in the A-bar domain through coindexation with pro” (p. 113).

Morcover, Al-Balushi. concludes that verbless sentences are finite clauses, and that
consequently a FinP is part of their simicture. The head Fin (of this FinP) lacks the
categoral [V] feature as wel as the [VC] feaure. 1t also lacks  valued [T] feaure. The
PredP does not have the categorial feature [V]: ikewise, T does not have the sme feature

[V), nor does it have the [VC] feature.

To illustrate how the derivation of verbless sentences proceeds, Al-Balushi (p. 151)

proposes the representation n (82),for the following example:

81 lwaladu sabbaah-un (9. 150)
DEF-boy-NOM  swimmer-NOM

‘the boy is a swimmer'
®)

T PredP
pro, Pred’
pred

sabbaah

Based on the discussion above, there is only one feature (i.c., [T] on Fin) which needs to




be valued; thus, under Agree, the rlation between T and Fin' Willresut in the valuation

of the feature [T] on Fin', and thus structural Case is not licensed in verbless sentences.
In other words, due to absence of the [VC] feature in such senfences, the topic as well as

the predicate observe the default nominative Case (at PF)
Consider the following copular sentence from Al-Balushi (p. 146):

) syakunu al-walad-u sabbaah-an
Futlmpf-be3SM-Ind™  DEF-boy-NOM | swimmer-ACC
‘the boy will be a swimmer'
‘When a verbal copula is added to a verbless sentence, the predicate in that sentence bears
accusative Case. For the copular sentence in (83), Al-Balushi proposes the following

representation (p. 146)
39

T

sa-ya-kuun-u V PredP
sayorkwenen lwalad  Pred
Pred

NP
sabbahan

According 1o Al-Balushi, the verb sa-ya-kuun-u has a valued categorial [V] feature,

02 I, Imperective,and indicaiv, respectvely




which is transmitted to the VP The VP, then, is selected by ' (T" has an unvalued [V]
feature, unvalued [VC], and a valued [T] feature); thus, under Match, the unvalued [V]

feature on T becomes valued by the valued (V) on VP.

“The valued categorial [V] feature on T is transmitted to TP, TP now, is selected by the

11[V] feature, Yalued [VC] feature,” and

version of Fin'. (Fin" has an unvalued categor

unvalued [T] feature). Under Agree, the unvalued features (i6., [V] and [T] on Fin, and

[VC] on T get valued). Having a valued [VC) feature, the subject in spec PredP enters

s valued nominative

o Agree with T as aresul,the [Case] feaure on the subj
Al-Balushi explains that the verb is not in the scape of the particle (Fin') which assigns

the [VC] feature, and as such cannot receive [VC] specification. Instead, the default

indicative morphology (m- verbal Case) is realized on the verb (at PF).

As for the accusative Case on the predicate, Al-Balushi claims that it is not structural, but

rather an “idiosyneratic lexical case assigned by the copulaf verb, which is lexically

specified as being able to assign lexical Ace case ([caseun]” (p. 147). He adds that this

lexical Case has “no licensing value whatsoever” (p. 148).

Al-Balushi (p. 154) proceeds to account for Case in verbless sentences with the

complementizer Zinna

in(85):

103 Reea Hogether

Verbles sentences lucksth Feture [VC




(#5) %o al-walad-a
Comp DEF-boy-ACC  sick(M.5.)-NOM-INDEF
“(it s confirmed) that the boy is sick'

He proposes the following representation for example (83). In (86), the structure is
headed by a ForceP (in the spirit of Rizzi, 1997), and Zinna originates under the head

Force:

(36)
ForceP
Force TopP
fna lwalsda  FinP

Pr
o Pred
Pred AP
marid

According to Al-Balushi, PredP, which has no categorial [V] feature, is selected by T
which also lacks this same feature as well as the [VC] feature. The projected TP is
selected by Fin. The head Fin has no categorial [V] feature, and no [VC] feature, but
does have an unvalued [T] feature. The Agree relation between T and Fin will value the
[T] feature on Fin, but no abstract Case valuation is expected. Thus, structural Case s not

licensed in such sentences.

As for the nominative Case value on the predicate, Al-Balushi argues that it is a default



Case value, as we have seen in verbless sentences. However, for the accusative Case on
the topic, he proposes that Zinna s one of the “(idiosyncrati) fexical case assigners which
assign the feature [€aseuccu]” (p. 156). O this view, the accusative Case on the topic is &

lexical one.

As for the Case value on pro. Al-Balushi (p. 282-283) argues that the element pro does
not receive Case values in verbless sentences.'™ He argues, However, that pro in Arabic

SVO word orders receive a nominative Case value from the head I'

Al-Balushi's analysis raises some questions as far as the agreement phenomenon is

it is not oblious how g-specification

concemed. ~ Given the representation in (8
between the topic (i his sense) and an adjectival predicate (eiz., example (80) above) is
obtained. [n other words, how would the adjective mariid 'sick(M.S.) show agreement

A7 Asa

er of fuct, nothing in

with the noun r-rajul def-man’ of which it is predi
Al-Balushis system addresses this phenomenon, for which| reason agreement (in o-

d lained

24) discusses the possibilty that the unvalued [Case] features on the

Al-Balushi (p. 2

subject as well as the object can act as probes for the valued [VC] on I’ and v**,

respectively. Likewise, he states that due 1o the unvalued [VC] on I and v, they can

104 Likewise, AlBalushi rgucs that proin particpial seiences docs o ceive Case values (s, chapier
n
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spward probing to oceur),

probe the goal Fin'(i.c. allow

Given this, what prevents the DPs al-walad 'DEF-boy' and sabbaah 'swimmer' in (82)
from probing downward and upward (respectively) for goals? O the same vein, what
prevents the head T in (84), for example, from probing Fin’ (upward probing) where it

would receive valuation for its unvalued [VC] feature?

tion. That s, it is

The mechanics of the fransmittance notion in (84) need more c
not obvious how it proceeds from the head to its maximal projection. Furthermore, it

scems that Match (or Agree) proceeds between the head and its complement (c.g.

between Tand VP in (4)
Also, (84) raises two further points.  According 10 Al-Balushi, the head T enters into
Agree with the subject in spee PredP. Now, it is not clear why T would skip V and
establish an Agree relaton with the subject /-walad ‘DEF-boy'. He also states tht the
verb is not in the scope of the partile Fin', and thus the verb cannot receive the [VC]
feature. - This sccms sirange considering that Fin is able t0 reach the verb which it

commands.

Summary

This section has reviewed some of the Agree-based analyses proposed for Arabic verbal



jons, some of which analyze verbless

and verbless (or Zero Copula) constug

constructions as SCs.  Like the non-Agree-based analyses reviewed in the last section,

the discussion of each of the current analyses reveals certain limitations as far as the

criteria st for what a good theory of Arabic adjectives should explain.

In the next chapter, a new approach to Agree, which will explain the aspects of Case and
agreement (a)symmetries observed in Arabic APs, will be introduced. The approach will

be presented as a direct implementation of the criteria a good theory of Arabic APs must
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Chapter 4

A new approach to the theory of Agree

1. Introduction

“This chapter introduces a new, synthetic approach to the process of Agree. It s synthetic

in the sense that it attempts to reconcile earlier works on Agree (particularly, Chomsky,
2000-2007; and P&T, 2001-2007) by adopting points of strength, and climinating
inconsistencies each approach shows when dealing with Arabic APs. This theory will
‘maintain the close association between Case and agreement found in Chomsky's theory of
Agree, while providing a more comprehensive model of how valuation of Case and

agreement features function and interact in various Arabic AP constructions

The chapter begins by presenting two operations which are at the heart of the proposed

theory of Agree: (a) Scan and (b) Case-Reservation. The

tence of these operations in
the symtactic computaional system, and thei importance for the theory of Agree, will be
demonstrated. It will be shown that these operations interact with other essential
syntactic operations and. principles, such as Full Interpretation, to help. produce

convergent derivations of Arabic APs through delaying and/or changing the stages at
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2. Scan

In this section, 1 introduce the operation Scan as one component of the larger Agree
operation. In their definition of Agree, P&T (2007) state that a Probe “scans its c-

command domain” for a Goal (p. 268'".) From this definition, I borrow the term “scan”

an as a syntactic operation in the grammar, which

and argue for the existence of

isas follows:

connects syntactic elements. A firstattempt at defining the operation

ay
A syntactic category @ Scans another category B in the domain 7 (i, the ¢-

asin ()

command domain of @) and “connects with

@

Aceording to (1), the operation Scan results n the connection of syntactic categories.

For P&T (2007) (see also Frampton & Gutmana, 2000; Frampton et al., 2000), scanning

105 PAT' denition has been discussd inchapter 2.




i feature-driven operation. That i 10 sy, it connects two syntactic clements driven by
e features bome on the linked elements. The Scan operation proposed here is not driven

by features,

Scan s an operation which can nitially be understood as a preliminary step o (o
precursor of) valuation, n the sense of Chomsky (2000). In Chomsky's characterization
of the operation Agree, it consists of two parts: Probing and valuation.  Probing begins
with a Probe searching for a Goal (i, the probing part), and once a Goal is found,
valuation then follows (i.., the valuarion par).

In this respect, Scan is similar to the probing part in Chomsky's Probe-Goal relation of

Agree; however, | will argue that despite this superficial similarity, Sean and probing are
two conceptually distinet syntactic processes, and that one of them acwally constitutes

part of the other.

In my analysis, the operation Agre

composed of two processes: (1) Scan and (b)
valuation. Sean itself seems to consist of two sub-operations: Probing, and linking (or the

establishment of links, also

onneeting”). The sub-operation probing here is different

from that of Chomsky. That is, probing in Chomsk,

sense starts from elements which

ar unvalued featy

whereas probing in the proposed sense does not net

ssarily start

from such elements. Therel

fore, when Sean operates, @ syniacic element (.,

Seanner)

/probes another element, and a link is established bet

n the Scanner and the

159



scanned item.

As for when Scan i able to operate, I claim that it operates as soon as a syntactic element
(Scanner) enters the derivation. Even though I am following the premises of Chomsky's
Probe-Goal theory, I diverge from it in various respects.  First, the order in which Scan

operates is different from Chomsky's characterization of the Probe-Goal relationship

According to Chomsky, ina p
of the phase head; thus, contra Chomsky, I will assume that Scan operates even before the

phase head enters the derivation. ™

. then, is concurrent with the operation Merge (both Internal and External); in this
respect, with Scan the implication s that once a lexical item is merged, it immediately

becomes cognizant of its syniactic environment. A similar notion of structural

cognizance has been suggested in Chomsky's (2000, 2001) works, but for unvalued

features, " which seek valuation. Nevertheless, I diverge from Chomsky and claim that
not only items with unvalued features, but also all lexical items (including those with

valued fea

e potential Scanners (recall that Scan is not driven by features).

Having established a correlation between Scan and Merge, 1 will follow Chomsky in

m s
107 w . nd propose the Merge (VRM) 9. 25)
)1 and  merge, some feature  of st probe F on

M entails that once two symtactc clements are merged, Merge invalves Probe-Gol intractons
which are iggered by unvalued festres.
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assuming that the operation Merge (both Internal and External) is “frec” of char

further posit that, like Merge, the operation Scan comes for fiee.

Let us now consider: What does Scan do besides connecting lexical items? What are the

consequences of the operation Scan?

assumed that Scan conneets lexical items by creating links among the

scanned items. Next, I will show that the establishment of links allows the linked items to

tures borne on these items). “Thus, 1o refine (1), the

share properties (ic., values of the fe

i entals:

operation

@)

i, A syntactic category @ SCANs another category § in the domain y (i.c. the ¢-

‘command domain of ) and connects with it via a shared link (where “connect”
entails (i),

i, Once connected, categories u and ) form a single set of binary relations, and are

able to share feature values.

Assuming (3), the claim s that by linking categories  and b in (2), Sean produces
single set of binary relations. Point (i) states explicily that they are feature values which
are being shared between the syntactic categories, not the features themselves. Thus,

108 Note that ccording to Ch el Nerg i i sy b s o hr
Chomsk ypwm.,u.wm. e el Mergr s Mg o T s Slon 00, or
i o tcmal Mrge). Comvrsel, T (2006) st that ether type of Mtk s e
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while categories a and p may bear different features, 1 will claim, based on the Arabic
data, that the notion features in (ii) is limited to the ¢- and definiteness features. For
instance, in languages where verbs inflect for the [Gender] feature, a [Gender] feature on

 noun cannot be shared with that verb; instead, it is the value (.., feminine) of the

feature [Gender] on the noun which can be shared with the verb.

Constraining the operation this way means that, in order 10 share values, a lexical item
‘must have a slot for a certain feature; additionally, this slot must be unfilled/empty (i.c.,
does not have a value for that feature). Chomsky (2000, 2001) states that lexical items
have feature slots; some of these feature slots are filled with values, while others are not
(ie.. empty of values). The unvalued feature(s) on a lexical item must be valued,

me

ing that they become available for agreement.

One positive consequence of this limitation stems from the fact that it avoids possible

overlapping and/or discrepancy of values. In other words, it does not predict that a

) will receive a value from a [Number)

[Gender] feature with an empty slot (., [
feature, nor does it predict that a [Number] feature with a value will eceive another value

for the same feature.

By way of illustration, consider the representations i (4) for the Scan operation:'”

109 The symbol ¥ in (1) reprsenis eanure.The empty brackets (. [.J) indicae that o values sre
available for those features.
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“@

a) aP b) aP

u ¥ .,

s o » s mas. pl|
T
b ]
B o Fs mas. pl s

i)

The representation in () shows the status of syntactic elements a and 3 before Scan

applies. As soon as the lexical item a is introduced into the derivation, it begins (o Scan
its c-command domain. As a result, the tem  is scanned, and a lnk is established
between o and f, epresented by the subscripted brackets (..J,) in (b). Scan then forms a

jons between a and f, and the empty feature slots on each tem

set of binary sy

are now filled with the shared (comesponding) values .. [mascuine, plural). As
expected, a successful value-sharing would not have been possible without empry slots

for the feature [Number] (in case of category a) and the feature [Gender] (in case of

category ) in (4),

At this point in the discussion it is necessary to clarify precisely what I take the term
“feature” to mean. | adopt Harley and Ritter's (H&R) (2002) feature geometric approach

awres. In H&R's system, if a node has no dependent, a default

to morphological

interpretation is obtained.  Assuming this, 1 argue that value-sharing implies that f
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are privative (i.e. reflect the presence or absence of a feature slot). However, I will limit

this to definiteness; teness),

specifically, | claim that if a D head bears no slot (for def

then the morphological outcome of D s going to be indefinite.

Scan, as illustrated in (4), should not be seen as a different label of feature-valuation in
Chomsky's sense; rather, it should be understood as a distinct, bidirectional syntactic
operation which results in value-sharing, not feature-valuation. For one thing, unlike
feature-valuation, Scan does not require the existence of a Probe (with an unvalued set of
g-features) in order for value-sharing to occur. In fact, Scan allows any two clements to
share values, provided that at least one of these syntactic elements carries an cmpty slot
for a given feature, and that the other element carries a value for that feature. Morcover,

in some cases, a scanner may become a Probe, as will be discussed later

In order 1o operate efficiently, another consraini on Scan should be. imposed.
Specifically, | will argue that the searching ability and scope of a scanner (which could be
a head or category) is not without limits. Under the PIC, I wil claim that a scanner can
have access (o the edge of a phase in its domain (i¢., f and y of the phase 7P in (5)). but

nothing further:



)

In addition, | will claim that Scan can operate locally (i.c., between a head and its

complement); for example, between the head o and its complement”™® vP in (5). In this

respec, a scanner may scan more than one syntactic item in its domain, establishing one
set of links with these items, meaning that a link has been established with each tem, and
each link constitutes a separate binary syntactc relation.""

Furthermore, | will show that Scan can operate cyclically in that a scanner can itself be
scanned by a higher scanner, thus creating a link (which contains another link) between

the scanner and the scanned categories:

110 Noe it ) shows 3 rsmblace betwen e secing s of S nd “govemmnt” (i
). o

ey (et Roapare 206 secon 22 nchapier )
s Fa single
i Bttt (1999 Tollwig Chomaeys 1099
mmvaw-l moveren of molile whpes i Bl iran

) Aract theory, Boskonic analyzes foct
Shtin. from

Chon ovement s vl by esds wilhsrong s, Boskovi . 169
s ot o s ey o both B S Crotan b s o e
which m, 4 s a sin fmen ALl F clement

Sk s ey e s 8 P mmlm of thir order

0]

0}

whom how is  ised
“who kissed whom how 5. 165)




©)

In (6), the syntactic element 7 scans & in its c-command domain, and a link ([..]) is

established between the two elements. Next, a higher head b scans v, and establishes a

Vink with it (... B, snce  is already part ofa link (.., this link will become part of
the newly established link: [[..] .} Therefore, b becomes indirectly connected t0 §

through y (.., through the link [.. established between y and 3).

Having introduced the first prime operation in my approach to Agree, I will proceed o

introduce Case- Reservation as the second important operation of my theory,

3. Case-Reservation

The second main operation in my theory concems agreement in Case. As the

s that the

terminology indicates, Case-Reservation (Case-R) is an operation which et

value of a Case feature on a nominal and/or adjectival element is reserved for that

element; thus, no change in the for that element is expected to occur even if

166




that lement s o later be probed for valuation by a different Probe.

To flesh this idea out, a typical Agree relation will either result in a successful or failed

relationship between a Probe and its Goal; specifically, a Probe either receives valuation
for its unvalued g-features, and its nominal (or adjectival) goal receives valuation for its

unvalued Case feature, or it does not

1 further argue that under certain conditions, the Agree process results in a third option
(e, between total success and failure) which arises with Arabic adjectival predicates.
Only with respeet to the third option will Case-R intervene 1o help save the derivation

from a possible crash.

Therefore, once Agree occurs, Ca

R requires that a reserved Case value on a no
(or adjctival) not be completely deleted from the narmow syntax; that is, it remains
partially visible, but unchangeable (thus allowing the bearing clement to take part in a
flrther Agree relation, if necessary). Initally, this suggests that a change may occur at
the point where Spell-Out conventionally applies in order 1o avoid a derivational crash
In other words, if Spell-Out is to occur at the phasal level P, we would expect Spell-Out,

under Case-R, to be delayed until a higher xP phase.”

b Case-R, for the delay of Spell-Out s considred in section 4. of
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Case-R requires a refinement to Chomsky's (2000) Defective Intervention Constraint.

Specifically, under Case-R, a Goal may participate in more than one Agree relation,

without affecting the Case value drawn from a previous Agree relation. In this respect,
movement of a Goal (with a reserved Case value) becomes possible, an unconventional
stepin Chomsky's (2000) sense.

Together, the operations of Sean and Case-R interact to produce a successful Agree

relationship. By way of illustration, et us consider the following diagram:

@

According to Scan, once u enters the derivation, it begins to Scan is ¢-command domain,
and establishes a link with . 1 i a Probe and f is a Goal for that Prabe (as i a typical
Probe-Goal relation), a values the uninterpreiable Case ([uCasel) feature on f, and

simultancously has its unvalued o-features ([uo]) valued by f

Under Chomsky's Agree theory, if f is unable to value the [up] features on a (i.c., f lacks
one or more of its g-features), the derivation should crash at LF; however, the current
version of Agree differs from Chomsky's in that it presents cases where a Goal may bear

g-features, but these features have no values (i.¢., come from the lexicon with no values),
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thereby rendering the Goal unable to value the [up) features on the Probe a in (7) causing

the derivation to crash.

Nevertheless, under my analysis, such a crash can be avoided by Scan and Case-R. In
other words, under Case-R, the Case value on [ in (7) s reserved by a; and together with

nd

Scan, the lifespan of a cycle is prolonged by delaying the point of Spell-Out,
instructing the computational system that if no further information/values (which should
save the derivation) are found and shared with the Goal  (through links), then and only

then will the derivation crash. In the next section, it will be argued that it i the Goal

iself (an adjectival Goal) which triggers the delay in Spell-Out by changing the point at

which it should apply.

T the next section, I discuss how Scan and Case-R operations function in Arabic APs. |

begin by considering adjectives in Zero Copula and Small Clauses constructions.

1 e extended to contol infnitive clauses in English

raction between Scan and Cos

(i) They decided o catch  fish
0 Tow kit o I b1 PO bt v 1
' tht control T bears an EPP feature, which shoukd rase
il ol Choy & Lasi 193 i v ht PRO o an
1 PRO s e ot proscm o (. | s, v
ol
o oL Va1 7
e the m\mlrl\un hat PRO (ke adicetves) comes from h

O might be explaned.
lexicon with ¢-faturcs

e v st pomoun ey Under e I skl he pon ke C

el i o . e (L ol ive [Ca )

begins o probe for goals, mnm moia W V. s & st o Agree betwoen C.T
inative) Case value from C-T, and at

e ehacon PR, |

e e o vald - fsirs ou CT oo
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4. Zero Copula

Consider the following example of a Zero Copula construction (example (8), repeated

here for case of reference):

(8) arrajul-u mariid-un
DEF-man-NOM  sick(M.S.)-NOM.

“The man is sick'

As has been shown, in this type of construction, the predicative adjective mariid

ck(M.S.)' resembles the subject noun in all features of Case, [Number], and [Gender]

but not def

initencss. Notice further that there is no visible functional head which could be

responsible for the nominative Case values on both elements.

From (8), two possibilities emerge as to where the nominative Case value on the

predicative adjective (in partcular) might come from: It could come fiom a shared

source (i, a single functional head), which could also be responsible for the nominative

Case value on the subject. Alteratively, it could come from a different source (ic., other
than that responsible for the nominative Case values on the subject). | will argue in

favour of the later option.

We have seen that when an overt Case assigner is used, the subject noun as well as the
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predicative adjective (in particular) show asymmetries in Case values, as in

) 7inna arrajula marid-un
Comp DEF-man-ACC  sick(M.5)-NOM-INDE

(It s confirmed) that the man is sick’

(1) kaana arrajulu mari

was  DEF-manNOM  sick(M.S.-ACC-INDEF

“The man was sick'

The data in (8)-(10) suggests tha the Case value on the predicative adijective must have

come from a different source/functional head, thus confirming that nominative

comes from a different (as opposed 1o shared) source.

Assuming this to be the case, the predicative adjective mariid 'sick(M.5.)'in examples (8)

and (9) must be headed by a functional head which is capable of assigning/valuing its

nominative Case, independently of that valued on the subject noun ar-rajul 'DEF-man’,

ing that the subject noun is c-commanded by a different functional head, which is

responsible for its nominative Case value,

I this is correct, then 1 will argue, contra Fassi-Fehri, 1993; Mohammad, 2000; Soltan,

2006, 2007, and traditional grammarians that nominative Case values in nominal, Zero

114 The bulk of th I

s e conced oy il e bearing il

on Case assignn
o of which are beyond the

scope of his thess.
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Copula constructions are not defaulr Case values; but rather, are valued by functional

heads.

The conjecture that two functional heads. (responsible for Case valuation) exist in
cxample (8) suggests further that these functional heads must bear unvalued ¢-features,
which must be valued through an Agee relation with nominal (or adjectival) clements.
Thus, to ilustrate, | wil assume the following prefiminary representation, where FP is

Functional Phrase:

an

In this representation, the functional phrase P, selects the NP ar-rajul ‘DEF-man';
another functional phrase FP: selects the AP marid'sick(M.S.)'. Assuming that the head
¥, of FP, is a Probe (with an unvalued set of g-features), F\ must search for a Goal with a

valued st of corresponding features o Agree with it, thus enabling the derivation to

converge at LF. Likewise, let us assume that F; is another Probe which, like Fy, must

search for a Goal in order t0 value its unvalued g-features.

However, as far as the standard mechanics of the FI model of Agree are concemed, the
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representation in (1) is inadequate for the following reasons: First, the exact nature of

FP, and FP; is not clear: that s, it is not clear whether they are phases or not. Second, if

they are phases, then the phase heads F, and F; must transfer their features (c.g., Case,

unvalued o-features, etc) to some lower, “proxy” (non-phasal) heads.

Richards (2007, 2007b) argues for the existence of proxy heads, and states that without
these, phasal heads cannot perform their syntactic operations. Richards' argument builds

on two basic phase-theoretic assumptions: (2) Value-Transfer simultancity, and (b) PIC

Assumption () entails that valuation (of uninterpretable features) applics simultancously

with Transfer (Spell-Out). As has been explained, according to PIC, the edge of the phase

belongs 10 the following, higher phase level, as far as Spell-Out is concerned, thus

spelling out the complement of the phase separately from the edge of that phase. This
‘means that the unvalued features on a phasal head cannot remain on that head, and must

be transferred to (or inherited by) a proxy (recipient) head in order for the derivation to

converge.

Thus, FI conforms to (a als simultaneity of Transfer delay." Richards

then formulates inheritabilty as “uF must spread from edge to nonedge (i from C to T,

V* 10 V, €c)” (2007, p. 569). From this, the existence of proxy heads becomes

necessary, for it s supported by the SMT, and the

phasal heads cannot inherit features from other phasal heads. Thus, in conformity with

115 Note hata delay in Transfer (Spell-Out is expected under Chomsky (2001, and earlier works.




the FI, there must be proxy heads to inherit the features of phase heads F, and Fs. The

representation in (1) can now be modified as:

In this representation, proxy heads are represented by XPs.  According to FI, the phase
heads F, and F: select proxy heads X, and X;, respectively, and the features on these
phase heads are inherited by the proxy heads. Once selected, the proxy heads begin to

Probe for Goals: N and A.

“The nature of FP, and FP; must, however, further be clarified. Chomsky (2005) argues
that the nominative Case value on a nominal (or adjectival) reflects an Agree relation
between a complex C-T Probe and that nominal. Extending Chomsky's argument to the

facts in example (8), we would assume (but will lter reject) that the nominative Case

values on the subject noun and the pr adjective reflect an
two C-T Probes and two Goals (N and A). If this is correct, then we should assume
further that the proxy heads in (12) (i X, and X: of XP; and XPs, respectively) may

actually be TPs, as in



a3

Assuming the representation in (13), the nominative Case values on N and A are due to an

relation with Probes C'-T; and C

. respectively. However, this does not account
for the asymmetries in Case values shown in examples (9) and (10) above. In particular,
according to (13), the Case value on the predicative adjective mariid ‘sick(M.S.)’ must
always be nominative (valued by the C:-T; Probe): however, this conelusion is challenged

by that factthat in example (10), where the Case value on A is accusative

Representation (13) does not account for the fact that the subject noun bears an aceusative
Case value, as in cxample (9), which cannot be aributed to the C-T Probe (under

Chomsky's theory). Thus, ths representation must be modifid to accommodate these

facs.

jon of the uninterpretable o-features on the Probe, in particular, raises more.
challenges for the representation in (13) (as well as for the Agree theory in general, as

will be explained shortly). That is, when a Probe locates an adjective as its potential
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Goal, this adjective must be able to value the uninterpretable -features on the Probe (by

carrying o-features), otherwise the derivation willcrash at LF.

In section 6.1.2. of chapter 3, T argue, following Baker (2008), that nouns and adjcctives

do not come from the lexicon with the same g-

cature contents; specifically, adjectives
lack the [Person] feature. ~According to Baker, adjectives (unlike nouns) do not have

intrinsic g-features. However, 1 diverge from Baker, and as

ume that, depending on their
type, adjectives enter the derivation with empty slots for the ¢-features [Gender] and

nd must therefore receive

[Number] (ie., they have no values for these ¢-features),

values for the

¢ -features. Given the fact that adjectives in Arabic usually agree with the

nouns they apply 1o, but not vice versa, I further argue that agreement-features on an
adjective are not lexical, but instead reflect that successful value-sharing relation with a

noun has occurred.

Keeping this in mind, and considering representation (13), we notice that the adjective

tes lower than the noun in the structure. If CP; is a phase, as | assumed earlier,

carries a valued C

cature in addition to an unvalued set of ¢-

fleatures, which must be valued by a nominal. The adjective serves as a potential Goal for

the complex Probe C;

however, considering that this adj

ve does not have any

values for its o-features, and at the same time lacks the [Person] feature, it cannot value

the Probe’s unvalued ¢-features, thus ca

using the derivation 1o crash at the CP; ph
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level, a real problem for the FI model of Agree.

the representation in (13) has proven (o be problematic for various reasons: (i
The phase labelled CP: does not address/reflect the adjectival nature of the phase, nor
docs it reflct the empirical fact that a predicative adjective can bear an accusative Case
value as in (10); ;i) (13) does not address the fact that an adjective lacks the [Person]
feature (altogether), and lacks values for the remaining g-features (i.c., [Number] and

[Gender]), so that it cannot serve as an ideal Goal for the C:

Probe; (ii) it does not
show the adjective's dependancy on the noun (i.c., it does not represent how the g-feature

values on the noun are reflected on the adjectiv

ind (iv) the positioning of the subject

noun is not conventional,

“To address these problems, [ begin by proposing a slightly modified internal structure for
the predicative adective. First, as mentioned earlir, the label CP does not reflect the
nature of the predicative adjective, for CP is correlted with wh-movement which we do
not see in (13); therefore, 1 will assume that the predicative adjective is headed by a
phasal'” aP. Being phasal, the head" a of aP must select a proxy head (or receptacle) to
which all the features of a are transferred (given the basic premises of FI theory). |
further assume that that proxy head cannot be T; for want of a more specific label, I will

fefer to this proxy head as F of a functional projection FP. AP then is dircetly headed by

Assuming that P s the point for Spel-Out,for now.
)
118 PAT (2004) propese  simlar ap phrase, which lacks fse.




an ¥, as in (14)

a4
aP

> AP
»A

To enable FI, the phase head a selects the proxy head F, which inherits the features on a,

thereby Probe a-F, which then be hing for a Goal

As for the type of features the phase head  bears, | argue following Chomsky (2005) that
ahas a set of unvalued ¢-features'" [up), a valued Case feature [Case], and necessarily an
Edge Feaure ([EF]). Furthermore, | argue that the Case feature on the head a has a

nominative value, As will be shown, the necessity of an EF on a stems from the fact that

the exact values of the predicative adjcctive's o-features are dependant on those of the

subject noun. In other words, the adjective must be placed in a position close enough to

the subject noun in order to get the same set of g-values (through Scan), where close
enough means that no phase-bound clausal Goal intervenes between the subject noun and
the adjective. This will not be possible unless the phase head a bears an EF which is able

it can interact with the

1o fulfil this requirement by raising the adjective to a point wher

adiectval head will_con

-compl i the feauures [Gender]
convene ihough

Fescarch, this does no scem o have empirica consegunces.fo the current daa, it willbe ddy
et on



subject noun

Further modification to the representation in (13) must provide a bettr positioning for the
subject noun. That is, according to Chomsky (1995),  subject NP originates in spec vP:
therefore, by drawing an analogy between VP (in Chomsky's sense) and aP in the current

analysis, | will argue that the subject noun originates in spec aP. The phase aP then will

have a full argument structure:™
as)
aP
N a
a FP
F AP

In this position, the thematic-role on the subject noun (occupying the external argument

of a position) is licensed by the phasal head a. This view of a (as a theta-marker)

receives indircet support from works by Bowers (1993) and Baker (2003). Bowers argues
that the thematic role assigned to the subject in a similar position as in (15) comes from
the Pred head (in association with an AP, of course). This view is adopted by Baker

s analysis takes an FyP as complement (see,

(2003); however, the Pred head in

Baker's anaysis in chapter 3).




“Thus far, 1 have argued that the nominative Case-feature value on the subject noun in
example (8) reflects an Agree relation with the complex Probe C;-T,. 1 wil follow this

line of argument and propose, following Chomsky (2007) that “root clauses must have C,

even if it is unpronounced” (p. 20); I take this as an indication that the subject noun is
headed by a proxy head T of TP, which in tur, s headed by a CP. In this,  follow Al-
Balushi (2011), and Musabhien (2008), and argue that a Zero Copula consiruction in

Arabic (such as (8)) i finite, and that it constitutes a full CP.

Having presented the internal strueture for the predicative adjective, 1 now tum 1o
discussion of the intemal structure of the subject noun. We notice that the subject noun in
example (8) is definite (ic., marked by the definite article al-), whereas the predicative

adjective is indefinite. To account for this asymmetry in definiteness, let us suppose,

following the DP Hypothesis (Abney, 1987),that the NP is actually headed by a DP, and

that the definite artcle al- originates in the head D, as in (16)

a6
P
D
fal-] N
rajul

Benmamoun (2000), Fassi-Fehri (1993), and Mohammad (1988) analyze the definitc

artcle al- as the head of a DP, which heads a nominal phrase. Under this analysi
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nominal heads raise and incorporate to this head.

Borer (1999) argues that in both Arabic and Hebrew, the head D of a DP i

“unspecs
for its +definite value” (pp. 75-76). By contrast, N is inherently specified for the
definiteness feature, thus a definite noun must be writien as noun[+def].  According to

Borer, and [Number) on an adjective s riggered by

the noun, thus the definiteness feature value on the adjective s set 1o <+>. In a
subsequent movement, the noun adjoins to the head D, and the unspecified value on D s
setto <+, This way, the definite articles al- (in Arabic) and Ja- (in Hebrew) are spelled

out on both the noun and the adjective.

In the current analysis, however, I propose, following Fassi-Fehri (1993), and others, that
nominal and adjectival elements are both headed by DP. Contra Borer, I assume that the
D heading a nominal element comes from the lexicon with a slot for the definiteness
feature. This slot can either have a [definite] or (indefinite] value. Likewise, the D
heading atributive adjectives (in particular) comes from the lexicon with an empty slot

for the definiteness feature (i.., . ), meaning that it does not have a value. This empry

the course of another D heading

anominal element (through Scan).

121 Kifim (2001), bowever, popeses  diffeent view: D in Semitcis contentfl, and defnteness is ot &

19). Insead
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1 further claim that the D heading a predicative adjective comes from the lexicon with no
slot for the definiteness feature; thus, regardless of the value bome by the head D (which
heads the nominal element this adjective applies o), the value of the adjectival D head

will always be indefinit.

“This means that D which heads nominal elements comes from the lexicon with ither one

of the following slots: [indef] or [def]. In contrast

the D heading adjectival elements
comes with one of the following slots: empty [..Ju (for atributives), or zero (0] (for

predicatves). Furthermore, | argue that the feature [(in)def] on nominal D, like any other

feature, can be transferred to and/or shared with other Ds heading syntactic clements,

such as adjectives, demonstratives, etc

jective in (8) is indefinite, it wil still be

“Thus, 1o recap, even though the predicaiv

headed by a D; however, this D head is empty (i.c., it does not contain a slot for the

definiteness festure, ) 1 propose the following modified representation” for the Zero

Copula construction i (8)

T distincion between acking skt fora cerain eature and lacking a value for an exising slot will

ecome cleare as we discuss actual (APs constrction) examples.
123 Notice that phasal aP i (17) strcturally resrmbles that proposed in Baker (2008) (see, section 6.1 in
- howeer, i is obviousthat both sictures ae based o different thoretical and conceptual

rounds
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an
c ™
T P
DP a
D NP
[k rajul F DP

AP
mariid

Thus far, my line of argument that the Zero Copula structure in example (8) contains
phases receives further support from Chomsky's (2007) proposal that nominal phrases arc

analogous to verbal phrases and can “sometimes also constitute phases” (p. 25).

To illustrate how the operations Sean and Case-R interact to produce the derivation of the

Zero Copula constructon i (8). 1 begin by considering the derivation of the adjective

inside the aP phase. Scan entails that once the head D enters the derivation, it scans its

command domain,™ which includes the AP mariid sick(M.S).™ The scanner D

establishes a fink with the scanned lexical item A (in AP):
a8

>
mariid ...

124 Recall that i C

125 Scan i rprescated by th dashed lincs in (1), and a link s represnicd by subscripied and numbered
Square brackets: [}

183




Scan, as has been argued, establishes a link between the scanned items; the establishment

of links is a matter of information-gathering and/or sharing between the scanner (D) and
the scanned item (A in this case). The shared information will include g-featurcs

(particularly, the values of these features) and definiteness features

However, assuming that the adjective mariid 'sick(M.S.)’ does not have any intrinsic

values for its g-features, and that the he

D does not bear a slot for the Definiteness

e, 1 elaim that no information is expected (o be gathered by andor shared with D,
therefore, no value-sharing should take place at this point and the link [..] remains

emply.

F of FP is introduced into the derivation. Under §

Next, the proxy head

n, the head ¥

imme

ely begins 1o scan its c-command domain, and establishes a link with D, as in

)

(19

P
Fl): DP.

B D]l AP

A

mariid [..)

Note that a new link [..J s established between the scanning head F and the scanned

184



item D; moreover, the link [..J;on D, which has already been created between D and Aris
1

values (if any) to be shared between F, D, and A (which i already linked to the head D).

now included within the newly established link .., [[..)

Linking F and D allows

Like D and A, the proxy head F is empty of any feature values; thus, nothing can be

shared among these elements a this point, and the links remain empty.

Next, the phase head a of aP is introduced with a set of unvalued o-features (ic., [up]), &
valued Case feature, and an EF; the head a transfers these features to the proxy head as

soon as it s inserted into the derivation:

0)
a
op @
a FPL.:
o0, CASE, 7] DRI .
4 0o AP[.y
A

mariid

Once the proxy head F inherits the features of the phase head a, a complex Probe a-F is

formed, as the solid line in (20) shows. ™ The Probe a-F begins to probe for a Goal; the

only possible Goal for this Probe s the adjective mariid 'sick(M.S.)’. However, assuming
this adjective lacks values for its g-features, no valuation is expected to occur since the

unvalued feature (ic., [uo]) on the Probe a-F will not be valued by A.  Similarly, the

126 Notice that it s als possbl that the phase head, just ike any other syntacti element, Scans and.
o in Chomsky's version of F.
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unvalued feature (i.e., [uCase]) on A will not be valued by the Probe (as a side-effect of
g-agreement between A and the Probe). Thus, the Agree relation between the Probe a-F

and the Goal A is not successful so that if Spell-Out applies'™ at FP (the complement of

the phase), the derivation will crash,

To maintain the close and mutual relation between Case and agreement, and to avoid a
likely crash of the derivation, I claim that despite the fact that A is not an ideal Goal for
the Probe a-F, a-F is able to reserve the [uCase] feature on A; however, valuation will not
be realized immediately on A. To state this in slightly different terms, Case-R requircs
that the Case value on A be reserved as nominative (i., (Case] in (21)); however, no
morphological realization of the nominative Case on A is possible at this point in the

derivation:

@y
aP
DP d

a FP[.)
[w. CASE, EF] F DP (L)
D API.

A
» nariid [Case]

‘What this means is that a Case value (reserved by Case-R) on an clement remains

morphologically unrcalized unil the conditions for a successful Agree relation arc

127 Follow

& the argumentsof Chomsky (2005) and Richards (20073, 2007).



satisfied. This in turn means that a delay in Spell-Out must be forced in order to save the
derivation from erashing. In other words,the Agree relation between the Probe a-F and A
in (21 is mot possible because A lacks values for its p-feature; but, once his essential

condition of Agree is met (i., a set of g-values becomes available on A), the reserved

Case becomes morphologically realized. (Notice that the only source for g-values in this

structure is the subject noun rajul ‘man' in spec aP).

1t seems that, contrary 10 the initial as

mption that Scan and Case-R force a delay in

Spell-Out, it is the Goal that forces such a delay. Specifcally, it is the absence of the ¢-
values on the adjective mariid 'sick(M.S.)" (the Goal) which forces a change t0 the point
where Spell-Out applies in the derivation, thus prolonging the lifespan of the phase.
More partcularly, under Richards' (2007a) simultaneity of Value and Transfer, Spell-Out
‘must apply at FP in (21), and the derivation will erash. However, such a crash can be
avoided if the assumption that a Goal which lacks g-values forces a delay in Spell-Out is

on the right track. From this follows another assumption that a Goal which has no ¢-

s g-features altogether), cannot signalforce a delay in Spell-Out and

cause the derivation to crash at the same phase level.

The assumption that the absence of g-values on a Goal triggers delay in Spell-Out, but

that Sean and Case-R do not, conforms conceptually with Chomsky's notion of g-features

as the major player in the Agree procy




The existence of an EF on the phase head a is supported by the necessity for A to have

values for its -features. ™ The EF on the Probe a-F then causes A to raise. Given the

structure in (21) above, the landing site of the raised A cannot be the specifier position of

aP since this position is lready filled by the subject DP.

Inspired by Chomsky's (1995) discussion of inner and outer speciffers of the light vP, and
building on the analogy I have developed between vP and aP, I will argue that an aP can
have an inner and outer specifier, and that A may raise 1o either. Unlike Chomsky,

howey

1 suppose that the landing site for the raised A will be the inner specifier of aP

(not the outer specifier). Richards (1999) argues for the ucking-in concept to expla

multiple movements of wi-phrases; therefore, placing the raised A into the specifier
position of the inner specifier of aP is similar to Richards' concept (see, (22)). Moreover,

tucking-in A would maintain the correct word order: N A,

@)

aP
APL.J
A

mariid [Case]

125 Notice that Scan may render the cxisience of the EF in (21) unnecessary; howener, it existnce
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“To recap, at this point in the derivation, the Agree relation between A and the Probe a-F is
not complete due to lack of g-values on A. Nevertheless, a nominative Case value is
reserved for A by the Probe a-F, and the lifespan of the phase aP is prolonged, thus
avoiding an inevitable crash in the derivation. (Notice further that the raised A has

already been part of the link [..],).

Next, I discuss the complete derivation of the Zero Copula construction by considering

the higher, CP phase. At the CP level, once the proxy head T of TP is introduced in the

structure, it begins to Scan its ¢-command domain. T then Scans the subject DP in the

specifier position of the outer spec of aP, and the raised A in the specifier position of the

inner spec of P, thus establshing links between both elements:

o)
o
g
Tl aP
»OPLL ar
b AlLdh o
[Case] a FP
¥ op
D AP
A
mariid

Notice that both the inner and outer specs of aP are accessible 10 higher, outside

operations, which also conforms with the PIC. Furthermore, the phasal head a can also

be reached by T, if we literally follow the premise of the PIC, a point which will be
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discussed further i the Participial chapter.

The links established between T, the subject DP, and the raised A allow these clements to
share values; more particularly, under Scan, the subject noun is able to share a copy of ts

g-values ic. thd person, masculine, singular]) with the aised A

@)
cr
c P <
TL.) P 4 (share same g-alues)
> DPL.),  aPd
» AL d
[Case] @ FP

P copy of galucs is sent 0 A

Alternatively, the DP ar-rajul acts as a potential scanner and Scans the raiscd A dircely,

and establishes a link with it, thus allowing A to receive a copy of the DP's p-values.

However, for the present purposes, it suffices to assume the structure in (24), where T

conneets both DP and A.

Once the raised A receives a copy of the g-values on the subject DP, a copy of the same
set of values is senttransferred to the original copy of A under AP (through the links
which connect A and its copy: [[..J, -} in (24). As a result, the empty slots in the

original copy of A now contain a copy of the shared g-values which allows A to
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effectively participate in the Agree process by valuing the (ug] on the Probe a-F.
‘Simultancously, the reserved Case value on A becomes morphologically realized™ as
‘nominative, thus indicating that the Probe a-F has established a successful Agree relation

with the Goal A.

Next, as soon as the phase head C of CP enters the derivation, it selects the proxy head T,

which inherits all the features on C (., [ug), Case, and possibly EF). The complex

Probe C-T then probes for a Goal and finds the subject DP. Bascd on the Probe-Goal
relation, the unvalued o-features on the C-T Probe get valued by the valued ¢-features on
the DP; simuliancously, the unvalued Case feature on the DP receives valuation (i.
nominative) by the C-T Probe. Note that the complex C-T reaches the raised A, which
bears a reserved Case value.  As has been argued, Case-R prevents the raised A from

receiving a new Case value from the C-T Probe.

Under Agree, once an uninterpretable feature receives valuation, it must be deleted
Specifically, the [uo] features on the Probes C-T and a-F, as well s the shared g-values
on the Goal A, get deleted duc to Agree with the interpretable ¢-features of the DP ar-
rajul DEF-man'. Similarly, the [uCase] features on this DP as well as A delete once these
features receive valuation. Before transfering these syntactic objects 1o the interface
levels, Spell-Out removes the uninterpretable (deleted) features from these syntactic
129 Thus, the morphological realization of the reserved Case on the adjective is condioned by the
provsion of g.valus.
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objects, and the derivation converges™ at LF. Notice that the deleted features willsill be
accessible 1o the phonological component. Thus, the point of Spell-Out in (24) is

changed from FP to TP.

Can feature-deletion of valued ¢-features and Case be the same (i., part of the same
process)? In theory, deletion of valued g-feature and Case must oceur simultaneously;
however, based on Scan and Case-R, an [uCase] on an A will be reserved (ready for
deletion, but not completely deleted yet) until A receives values for its o-features. Once
A gets g-values, the [ug ] on the Probe deletes, and the [uCase] on A becomes fully
deleted. Generally, as far as the feature-deletion operation, | will maintain, following
Chomsky, the close assoiation of both g-features and Case.

One advantage of assuming Scan then becomes clear when we consider the notion that T

establishes a link with the subject DP as well as with the raised A (as in (24)). As a result,
Scan not only makes value-sharing possible between these elements, but also introduces

them as potential Goals for the Probe, thus facilitating and dictating the Probe’s mission.

To rephrase this, the Probe C-T becomes able to probe mutiply (i, probing more than
one Goal at a time, which are the subject DP and the raised A, in this case). This has

some favourable consequences; for example, in the case of concord, where an atributive

o s movd demen i

130 Chomsky (2008, p. 146) staes tha, for “case of p all
viable o th smanic it howver, or e genral apose of “minmizaion o on
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adje

e manifests full agreement with the noun it modifies (i.¢., in Case, o-features, and

definiteness), Scan fa

tates and ensures concord by allowing both the DP and raised A

w0 enterinto an a single Probe (as shown in example (36), below).

A similar case of multiple agreement has been proposed in Hiraiwa (2001), for
Japanese. " Under Scan, assuming an extra [+MULTIPLE] feature on the Probe scems
unnecessary since similar Goals would have been connected by links (conforming to the

MP's principle of economy)

Moreover, another positive side-effect of Sean shows up in certain cases where movement
of a nominal or adjectival element is not necessary, as Scan allows agreement features
(i - and Case) on that element to get valued at a distance (e.g., in-situ, and through
links) thereby limiring the use of Move, a step preferred in Chomsky's recent works. ™ A
similar conclusion has been reached by Frampton & Gutmann (2000) who argue that
agreement (independent from Move) results in the formation of Case chains, thereby

separating/marginalizing Case chains from Move.

ST Wiy s b i Feaptr .
152 Nt howser, Mo cams ety s o by Sca,u show i (23) wher the
cdicnive A s o .
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4.1 Zero Copula headed by the complementizer Zinna 'that"

This subsection illustrates how the operations Scan and Case-R. interact with other
syntacticoperations for the purpose of producing convergent derivations at LF.
Specifically, the use of predicative adjectives in a construction headed by  the

‘complementizer inna that' il be considered:

@5) ?nna arnjula mariig-u-n
Comp  DEF-man-ACC  sick(MS)-NOM-INDEF

(It s confirmed) that the man is sick'

The Case-value on the subject noun ar-rajul ‘DEF-man' is accusative when the subject is
preceded by the complementizer inna; however, no change ocurs 1o the nominative
Case value on the predicative adjective mariid 'sick(M.S.). Traditional Arab
‘grammarians have argued that Zinna has the ability to assign an accusative Case 10 @

following nominal, ™"

Semantically, the use of the complementizer Zinna puts some degree of emphasis on the

‘meaning of the sentence, in which it is used." Building on the previous discussion of the

Zero Cc 1 propose the for the structure in (25):

wplementizer 7nna

134 Anab grammarians (c.g, Nuur id-diin, 2003) argues that the
phasi 0 the wehole senince.



@6)
cp
a ™
Pinna T aP

D
arrajul a P
F DP.

AP
mariid

The representation in (26) is similar in structure to that in (17); yet, it differs from it in

that the

omplementizer 2inna originates under the head C (of CP). T assume that the
overt complementizer phrase CP in (26) is a phase (analogous to covert CP in (17), and
that C is the head of that phase. 1 also assume that, like any other phasal head, the

complementizer Pinna has a set of unvalued ¢-fe

tures, valued

e feature (with an

accusative Case-value), and possibly (but not necessarily) an EF.

Following the FI model of Agree, | assume that the head C tansfers all ofis features 1o
the proxy head T. In this respect, 1 diverge from Musabhein (2008) who argues that,
unlike other feaures on C, the valued Case feature on inna is not trnsferred to the proxy

head.

Keeping these points in mind, let us consider the derivation of (25): Under Scan, the head

D (of DP) scans its c-command domain, and establishes a link with the predicative

adjective A mariid. As previously stated, A has no values for its g-features which could
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be shared with D, and thus no value-sharing takes place at this point. (Recall that the

head D does not have a slot for the definiteness feature either).
In a similar fashion, the proxy head F of the functional projection FP Scans its c-
with A:

@n
23
FLJ: DP
D[] AP
AL

Next, based on the FI model, once the phase head a of aP is introduced into the
derivation, it selects a proxy head to which a transfers al of its features. Thus, the proxy
head F inherits the features of a, forming a complex a-F Probe which begins 1o probe for
a Goal. Assuming that F has created a link with D, probing for a Goal has become easier

through thi link
“The A maridsick(M.5.'is a potental Goal for the Probe a-F. Assuming that adjectves

lack values for their o-features, the Agree relation between the Probe a-F and A is

‘command domain, and establishes a link with D. Notice that D has already created a link
incomplete. However, the Case-R operation helps Agree to partially succeed by Case-

reserving the value on A as nominative.
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In Chomsky's version of Agree, the derivation of (25) must crash at the phasal aP level as
the unvalued g-features on the Probe a-F cannot be valued by A. However, as has been
argued, the absence of g-values on the Goal A iself instructs the computational system
that a delay in Spell-Out must be forced, thus extending the lifespan of the phase and

avoiding a posible crash in the derivation. Changing the point of Spell-Out allows for a

set of o-feature values to be supplied to A, as will be shown next

The EF on the Probe a-F raises A to the inner spec of aP; this way, the adjective becomes

structurally elose to the source of the g-values (.., the noun ar-rajul)

(8)
c ™
Pinna T P
DP ap
arrajul - mariid a
A FP
P P
D

AP
mariid

Inside the

P phase, the proxy head T Scans the subject DP in the outer spec position of
aP as well as the raised A, thus creating a new link with these elements; (Notice that A

has taken part in previous links)
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Now, the proxy head T, DP, and A become part of a single link: [... At this point, the
raised A has become structurally close enough to the subject (i, included in the same
link), thus making it possible for the noun to share a copy of its ¢-values with the raised

A

Simulianeously, a copy of the received g-values is transferred 1o the original copy of A

under the operation Scan. Once received, the original copy of A (under AP) is now able

10 value the [ug] on the Probe a-F, leading 10 a successful Agree relation and enforcing

the morphological realization of the reserved Ci the A mariid.

Next, when the phase head C is merged with TP (recall that the complementizer Pinna

originates under C), it selects T, and the complex C-T Probe is formed. C-T begins to

search for a Goal. Having established a link with the subject DP and the raised A, C-T

probes both elements. The Probe C-T enters into an Agree relation with the subject DP.

jon for s unvalued ¢-features, and assigning a Ca

thereby receiving val alue (ic.,

accusative by 2inna) to the subject. Recall that the Case-value on the raised A is reserved

(nominative) by the Probe a-F 5o that the Case-value on A is immune to change. This
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way, the derivation should converge at LF since all the uninterpretable features have been

valued.
As for where the Spell-Out of the complementizer Zinna occurs, it could either be said to
ocaur at the root (i.e., €) as in Chomsky (2001), or, following Branigan (2011) and

Fitzpatrck (2006), at a higher, uninterpreted (phasal) structure (i, in the left-

periphery.”)

4.2 Zero Copula headed by the auxiliary kaana 'was'

Zero Copula constructions can be preceded by verbs such as the auxiliary kaana ‘was'

(30) kaana arrajulu mariid-a-n
was DEF-manNOM  sick(M.S.)-ACC-

“The man was sick'

“The predicative adjective mariid in a Zero Copula sentence bears an accusative Case
value when the construction is preceded by kaana. According to traditional Arab
grammarians, this aceusative Case value on A s assigned by the verb kaana. Adopting
his view, and secking to understand how Case and agreement features are valucd in this

135 T the sme of Rizzi (1997).



structure, 1 will propose that phasal aP is not part of this structure. - According
accusative Case value on A reflects that A is not shielded from outer, higher Probes.
Morcover, following standard theory, I assume that the subject DP originates in spec P as
i the following representation of (30):
&)
cp
c i
T P
D
arrajul v VP
v DP
kaana
mariid

Only two phases exist i this structure: vP and CP. Also, notice that the adjective marid

is headed by a DP, which is merged as a complement to the lexical V. (Recall that thet

o slot for definiteness on the head D).
The derivation of (30) proceeds when the head D Scans its c-command domain and
creates a link with A. Similarly, the lexical V Scans D and a new link is created between

V and D (and A by association with D)

VP
Vb pP

Dilh AP

AL,




Next, when VP is merged with functional v, V gets selected and all the features (i.c., (up],
Case, and EF) on v are transferred to V' and the complex Probe 1-V is formed. The Probe
1=V probes the adjective mariid as a potential Goal (note that having been linked to V.

probing for A is guided).

“The adjective mariid ‘sick(M.S.)' lacks g-values and thus cannot be an ideal Goal for the
Probe 1-V. Under the siandard form of the Probe-Goal theory, the derivation must crash
at vP; however, s has been argued, the absence of g-values on the adjcctival Goal forces
a delay and change to the point where Spell-Out should occur (i., TP). Keeping this in
mind, the derivation can be saved from crashing, and the 1-V Probe is able to Case-

reserve the unvalued Case value on A (accusative).

However, one issue arises pertaining the Probe-Goal relation between 1=V and A: Thus
far, it has been argued that adjectives come from the lexicon with empty slots for the
features [Number] and [Gender] only. This seems plausible as long as the probing head is
adjectival (i.., @ of aP, as has been claimed); it is problematic, however, when the probe
is verbal as in (31). That s, the v-V Probe supposedly bears a full set of unvalued ¢-
features which includes the [Person] feature (in addition to [Number] and [Gender]).

Probing an adjectival element, then, becomes problematic since the v-V Probe will not

receive valuation for its unvalued [Person] feature, simply because the adjective does not

have such a feature in the first place.




“This dilemma could be resolved if we assume that an adjective can receive a valued

[Person] feature from a nominal source (in addition to the values it usually receives for

the [Number] and [Gender] features). This way, receiving an extra, valued feature (ie.,

[Person]) would not detract from the basic assumption that adjectives intrinsically lack
this feature, nor would it impact on the Agree relation between the adjective and the v-V
Probe.  Thus, (referring to footnote (119) page 178), we could think of phasal aP as
intrinsically having unvalued (empty) slots for the features [Number] and [Gender], while
being able, perhaps, to receive a valued [Person] feature from a nominal source (as an

extra feature)

“The EF on the Probe 1-V causes A 10 rais to tuck in the inner spec of vP, where it

becomes structurally close to the subject noun ar-rajul ‘DEF-man'

8}
w
or w
arrgil A v
warid v v
a o

kaana D AP
mariid

Next, when the proxy head T (of TP) is merged with vP, it scans its ¢-command domain

and establishes a link (3., [.Js) with the subject DP as well as with the raised A: (Notice
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that A s part of another link)

o0
™
T wd [ram——
DP[.); WP
»
All. b v
Under Scan, th subject noun anvl nd A ars ow part of the same ik, and this can

share g-values. That s, at this point, the subject DP shares a copy of its ¢-values with the
rised A, As can be seen from (34), the raised A has already been included in another

link (5., [[.]1.Js), which allows A to share a copy of the newly shared set of g-values

with its original copy under AP Once A shares  copy of these values with its ori
copy, Agree between the Probe v-V and A inside the phase vP succeeds. That s, A is now

able 10 value the [ug] feature on the Probe v=V and, the reserved accusative Case value on

A becomes morphologically realized, a reflection of a successful Agree relation.

Once the phase head C of CP is merged with TP, C selects the proxy T and T inherits all

the features of C (i.¢., [up), Case, and possibly EF). The complex Probe C-T scarches for

a Goal, and finds the subject DP. The C-T Probe values the unvalued Case feature on the

subject (nominative), and at the same time, reccives valuation for its unvalued o-features;

. the

therefore, a convergent derivation is produced. Indeed, had it not been for Case-

raised A would have received a nominative Case value by C-T
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1t should be understood that the VSO word order in example (30) above (and elsewhere)

can be achieved via movement of the copula kaana from V to v and then 1o T, as

illustrated in (35):

@)
o ™
T W
A subject

A v

4.3 Auributive adjectives

Next, to understand how full agreement between a noun and an attributive adje

na

Zero Copula construction is obtained, T examine how Agree makes use of the operations

an and Case-R. Consider the example in (36)

aprtawiil-u

(36) arrjul-u
ll(M.S.)NOM

DEF-man-NOM  DE

“The tall man is sick”

mariid-uen
Sick(M.S.)-NOM-INDEF

Unlike predicatives, an attributive adjective shows full agreement with the noun it



‘modifies: in Case value, o-features, and definiteness. Like predicatives, 1 will assume
that atributive adjectives are also selected by DPs; however, I will argue for one erucial
difference between the D heading a predicative adjective and the one heading an
atributive adjective: The head D in atributives bears an empty slot for definiteness (i.c.
has an unvalued definiteness feature uDef]), which must be filled by a matching feature
of definiteness; the D head in predicative adjectives, on the other hand, lacks such a slot

altogether.

Strucuurally, [ will claim that predicative and attributive adjectives differ from each other.

Specifically, on the basis of the data which will be introduced in chapter 5, T will propose
a relatively unfamiliar structure for the attributive type of adjectives. In this structure, the
DP (heading the attributive AP) adjoins to the subject DP ar-rajul 'DEF-man, which is

the highest nominal projection containing the noun and its modifying adjective:

&)

T ar
P, or, a ¥
D N D Ap F op
lat] N o b AP
rajul A
Javil mariid
Bofore considering the whole derivation of (36, It us sce how Sean functions inside the

subject DP. Assuming the internal structure proposed in (37), there are two DPS; one
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heads the atributive adjective fawiil tall’ (which is labelled DP), and the other one heads

the NP raju (labelled DP, for illustration).

Under Scan, the head D, Scans the adjective fawiil all', and a link is created between the
two elements.  Likewise, the head D; Scans N rajul ‘man', and a new link (ic., 1) is

established. These links allow the noun rajul to share a copy of its ¢-feature values (ic.,

with

A percolation analysis will not be sufficient to explain the state of full agreement obtained
between an atributive adjective and the noun it modifies. In other words, percolation wil
prove to be insufficient when more adjective-containing constructions are analyzed;
especially, when we consider one construction of Arabic called the Adjectival Construct
which will be introduced in chapier 6. The adjective in this construction is located
between two nominal elements. ~ Although the adjective semantically modifies the
following noun, it shows full agreement with the previous noun only. Thus, assuming a
percolation analysis of agreement in atributive adjectives willlead t0 a discrepancy in ¢-

features, and will not be the best analysis.

It should plicit that nor DPs are phases in

my system."  Compare this with a suggestion in Chomsky (2007) which states that

136 That docs ot say that it i il impossibe for  valued (Definit) adjecrval D (o be phasl, which
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definite nominal DPs can be phasal whereas indefinite DPs cannot.

“The derivation inside phasal aP proceeds as previously outlined. Once the predicative
adjective mariid gets raised to the inner spec of aP (due to an EF of the Probe a-F), it
becomes accessible 10 the proxy head T. Under Scan, the head T Scans the subject DP as

well as the raised A and creates a single link with these clements: [..Jsin (38):

o8
cp
T
T
(-ls  aP
ar-rajul af-Aawil A[[..]...J:
A a

Being part of a single link with the subject DP allows N to share a copy of it g-values
with the raised A. Consequently, a copy of these values s transferred to the original copy

of A under AP (inside the aP phase). This way, the [up] on the Probe -

" as well as the
reserved [uCase] feature on the Goal A, get valued (nominative) as a result of a successful

Agree relation.

Inthe CP level, once the phase head C enters the derivation, it selects the proxy head T. T
then inherits all the features on C, and a complex C-T Probe is formed. The C-T Probe
searches for a Goal, probing DP ar-rajul af-fawiil and the raised A. At this point, the

and receives valuation for its

subject DP serves as Goal which values [up] on C-
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[Case] (nominative). Notice that although the raised A may function as a Goal for C-T,
the Case-value on this adjective will not be affected since it has already been reserved by

the Probe a-F, under Case-R.

“The auributive adjective fawil ‘all receives a nominative Case value by association (or
concord) with the subject DP.  However, accepting this assumption requires that
characteristics of Scan be reformulated to allow sharing Case-values between nouns and

adjectives (in addition 0 ¢- and definiteness).

An aliemative way of explaining Case-valuation on this adjective would be to assume
that the Probe C-T probes fawiil directly, and assigns it a nominative Case value,
especially if we consider that by the time T enters the derivation, the atributive adjective

Would have received a capy of the g-values on the noun rajul 'man', thus making it a

potential Goal for Agree.

4.4 Small Clauses

(9 waadw facmla muxlis-a-n]
found-l  DEF-man-ACC  honest(M.S.)-ACC-INDEF
I found the man honest




muxlis-at-a-n]
FS.-ACC-INDEF

@) wajadw
foundd  DEF-gibACC  honest
I found the girl honest'

The bracketed parts in these examples have been analyzed as Small Clause (SC)

constructions (see, section S. in chapter 3.) The adjectives muxlis honest(M.S.) and

muslis-a honest-FS.! agree with the nouns ar-rajul 'DEF-man' and al-bint 'DE
respectively, in g-features as well as in Case; however, they disagree in definitencss (i,
the adjectves are indefinie.”) In this respect, SCs resemble Zero Copula constructions;
the noun and the (predicative) adiective agree in o-features and Case but not in
definiteness. (However, recall that when Zero Copula constructions are preceded by Case
assigners such as Zimna or kaana, both the subject noun and the adjective show different

Case values).

In this seetion, the analysis proposed for Zero Copula willbe adopted for SCs. 1 argue
that the resemblance between these two. consiructions suggests that what has been
analyzed as a SC in the lterature s actually a non-phasal aP. The noun ar-rajul ‘DEF-
man' in (39) originates in the specifier position of this aP, and the head a takes the

adjectival DP miuxis onest(M.S.) as its complement;

s wlis-a-n
found-1 manACCINDEF  honest(M S ) ACC-INDEF
1 found an honest man'

137 Note that s also possible for the noun (0 be indefiie s i
0 v m



“n
aP
DP a

arrajul
muxlis

Being non-phasal, there is no need for the head a (of P) 0 select a proxy head (which

would inherit the features on a),

s can be seen in (41). Also, being non-phasal, aP cannot
act as a shield, meaning that it cannot protect what is inside of it from higher Probes, as
will be demonstrated shortly. Keeping these assumptions in mind, I suggest the following

representation for (39):

@
o
¢ ||’

T w

e v

w v v

ar
wajad DP @
ar-rajul a DP
b Ar
mtis

ing (42),it follows that the head D (heading AP) Scans A and establishes a link

with it

larly, when the head a enters the derivation, it Scans D, and a new link is
ereated. Also, inside the DP ar-rajul, the D head Scans the N and a link is established

between them.




1t has been established that all syntactic items are potential scanners. This means that the

noun DP ar-rajul ‘def-man could Scan the head a, thus establishing a new link with it
Altematively, we could assume that DP does not Scan the head a; instead it s the lexical
head V which Scans both DP (ar-rajul) and a. Whichever the correct alternative might
be, the point to be highlighted here i that we need to connect the DP with the adjectival

DP mulis, leading to successful value-sharing between these clements,
Assuming that a link has been established between DP ar-rajul and the head a, once the
lexical head V enters the derivation, it begins to Scan ar-rajul (in spec aP), and the head

a,cither directly as in (43) or indirectly through the DP:

“@3)

As has been argued, the adjcctive mi/is honest(M.S.)' ks values for its g-features, and

the only source for such values will be the subject DP ar-rajul. Thus, up to this point in

the derivation, N shares a copy of its ¢-feature values with A: [masculine], [singular]

However, the unvalued Case features on A as well as on the DP ar-rajul cannot be



determined because no functional category has been introduced to the derivation, yet**

Next, once the phase head v of vP enters the derivation, it selects the lexical head V and a

complex Probe v-V is formed. The Probe v-

scarches for Goal(s) which can value its
[u9] feature. Thus, Assuming that aP is non-phasal, the Probe 1-V (guided by Scan) is

able to value the [uCase] features on N ar-rajul ‘DI

man' as well as that on A muxlis
*honest(M.S.)': accusative.  Consequently, the [up] features on this Probe receive

valuation, signalling a successful Agree relation.””

Inthe CP phase level, once the head T enters the derivation, it Scans the subject DP -1

in spec vP, and a link (ie., [.J) s created as in (44):

(@4)
cr
™
[ e
POPLL v
- ve

Next, when the phase head C enters the derivation, it selects T. T then inherits all the

atwres of C, and a complex Probe C-T is formed. The Probe C-T searches for a
potential Goal. The subject DP -1 T has a set of valued o-features which can value the

135 Note that Case-R docs not functio in such a consiruction since by the ime phasal head v c

crs the

139 Notce that it would be cnough fr the Probe -V 1o receive valuation for ts unvalued o-fatures by
Jone, for

s uCase],

it}




(9] feature on C-T. As a result of Agree, the [uCase] feature on this DP gets valued

(nominative) by the C-T Probe, and the [up] on C-T gets valued by the DP.

Notice that the structure in (42) shows that the DP ar-rajul ‘DEF-man' in spec aP is not
assigned a theta-role. Thus, to solve this problem, we could assume that the head a is
indecd able to assign a theta-role to this DP, or alternatively assume, following Baker
(2008) and Bowers (1993), that the head a resembles a Pred head in that the combination

ofthe head a and AP creates a category capable of theta-marking the DP in spec aP.

Having shown how the interaction between Scan and Case-R_conspires 10 produce
convergent derivations in Zero Copula constructions and what have traditonally been
analyzed as SCs, T il extend this analysis and investigate the use of a certain ype of
pronoun shich is optionally used in (non-)Zero Copula consirctions.  Structurally,this
pronoun is inserid between the subject noun and s predicate. The use of his pronoun
serves a semantic purpose (e.g. it adds a degree of emphasis to the meaning of the

structure).

4.5 damaa?ir al-fasl 'Pronouns of separation”

As the terminology suggesis, a pronoun of separation (PS) is a pronominal lement which
intervenes between, and thus separates, the subject from what follows. Traditional Arab
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‘grammarians such as Ibn YaSiis (d. 1245]), Sibaweihi ([d. 796]), and Zamaxsari [d

1144),  state that a P

is used 10 indicate that the part that follows the pronoun is a
predicate not an atiibute, thus avoiding possible ambiguity. Moreover, they add that the
use of a PS serves a semantic purpose: It conveys some emphasis (or focus) o the
‘meaning of the sentence. They also note that when a PS is used, what follows that PS
must always be definite

APS refers to the subject and agrees with it in g-features. Tbn YaSiis states that his type

of reference entals that the PS (as an emphatic element) must also agree with the subject
in definiteness (i.c., PS must be definite). The consensus among traditional grammarians
holds that a PS always bears a nominative Case value, regardless of the Case value bome

on the subject noun to which it co-refers. Consider the following examples with a PS:

@5 acmjulu Jwa  al-mariig-u
DEF-manNOM  he  DEF-sick(M.S)-NOM
‘the man is (the one who is) sick'or ‘the man is the sick (one)’

(6)  7inma acrajul-a Jwa  marii-un
that DEF-manACC e sick(M.S)-NOM-INDEF
“(Itis confirmed) that the man i (is the one wha i) sick'

@) kana armjulu Jwa  al-mariig-u
was  DEF-manNOM  Je  DEF-sick(M.S)-NOM
(it was) the man who was sick'




Different analyses of PS have been proposed in the traditional lterature. For example,
the noun ar-rajul ‘DEF-man' in (45) is analyzed as mubtada? ‘subject. Two main
analyses are proposed for the PS Jwa he' in (45): Firs, it is analyzed as (second)
mubtada? subject” and, together with the following xabar ‘predicate’ (ic., hwa al-mariid-
u), form a single constituent which then serves as a sentential predicate (or jumlat al-

xabar) for the subject ar-rajul DEF-man'. Second, the PS /nva he' is analyzed as a mere

’ s plays no igning a nominative Case to the p

al-mariid 'DEF-sick(M.S.) (se

c.2.. Ton YaSii) nor does it bear a Case value (sce, c.g.,

Jurjaani).

Notice that the adjective mariid must be definite, as the ungrammaticality of the

following example shows:

@) camjlu Jwa  mariig-un
DEF-man-NOM  he  sick(M.S.)-NOM-INDEF

The structure in (45) has a predicarive reading despite the fact that the adiective is

definite, a characteristic usually associated with atributive adjectives (see, .. Eid,

1983,

ind Plunkett, 1993, for a similar observation).

contemporary rescarchers, however, have analyzed a PS as a pronominal copula’




(se. eg, Eid, 1991 (for Arabic); and Ritter, 1995 (for Hebrew'*.)) ~Following
traditional grammarian analyses, Eid (1991 argues that PS “function as anti-ambiguity

devices to force a sentential, vs. a phrasal, interpretation of a structure” p. 42).

is inserted

Specifically, in a Zero Copula construction, as in (45), the pronoun /v 'h

ive al-mariid DEF-sick' to

between the subject noun ar-rajul ‘DEF-man' and the adje
ensure a focus reading. The pronoun /wa ‘he' agrees with the noun rajul ‘man' in
(Gender], [Number], and [Person] features (.., third person masculine singular), as can

be seen from the ungrammaticaliy of the following examples:

(49) *armajul-u ya  al-mariig-u
she  DEF-sick(M.S)-NOM

CTd

"W Akm

e smart(m)
) s b e
ke s

Th i pervn omom i and i show agrecment it the subject in [Number] and
{Cende] emures R aalyzes tes provominatcerents 4 spelout of agecment o INFL

Nun.
the vt s o NFL
ooy gda

Py, and fied for

ofeatures,




hwa al-mariid-at-u

(50) *al-bint-u
DEF-gi-NOM  he  DEF-sick-FS-NOM

Here, the inserted pronouns do not agree with the subject nouns in Gender, and thus the

sentences become ungrammatical. s previously stated, the focus pronoun bears

nominative

“ase value, which s different from that on the affix -hi (ie., genitive) in (S1):

() manew bihi hwa

passed-1 he

‘I passed by him'

Fassi-Fehri (1988, p. 109) claims that a postverbal pronominal (e.g., hum in (52) is not

the true subject, but rather a focussed version of the true subject, Null pronominal

clement

52

juraw hum la Zixwatschum

came3MPI they not  brothers-their

“They came, not their brothers'

According to Fassi-Fehri, this is an example of a pronominal doubling, where the affix
- IM.pI' functions as a subject and the pronoun hum functions as a focus or an

mphatic modifier of the subject” (p. 121)

142 Note tha,



Eid (1991, p. 58) proposes the following structure for verbless sentences with

pronouns:**"
s3)
o
P
INFL
N

TENSE

AGR Iwa
In this repr ion, an NP oceurs in a predicate position. Internally, this NP is headed

by the pronoun nwa.

role to NP, by virtue of being

According to Eid, the pronoun nwa is able to assign a the

the head of its NP. Consequently, the NP predicate, as a whole, assigns theta-role 10 the

NP Thus, what relates the pronoun Jnva and the copula kaana, for

external subje

position (p. 59).

example,is that both head maximal projections wh

er (2003) states that inserting a pronoun between two nominals is optional in

however, adds (p. 161) that when a pronoun i used, the first

MSA.“  Abdel-Ghaf

43 Recall that £ analyzes such
be analyzed s vrbs.
144 Notice that like MSA, Moder
become abliguory in M lhlm\v v

enity” (Roths " p. 27)
oponal when o st ,mmmm
dani*(h) mar yoef (p. 33)

Duni WS M ose
“Daniis Mr. Yosef”

v 13 copula promonns;however,she connds that they should not
Hobrew optionaly allows the insetion of pronouns; howerer, it
Tllovig nonil s e (4 proostion of
Jlowing examples from Rothtein (1998} hu is

n




nominal must be stressed to indicate a contrastive rea

(4 Jamiikun  (hwa) af-taalib-u
Jamiil-NOM 3MS  DEF-student-NOM
“Jamiil is the student’

“The first nominal Jamiil must be stressed in order t0 show that Jamiil is the student and
nobody else. Also, Abdel-Ghafer observes that the inserted pronoun does not show full
agreement with the noun that precedes it; tha i, it shows agreement in [Number] and

[Gender] with the preceding noun, but not in Person:"*

65 ana (hwa) ataaliba (. 162)
oM DEF-student-NOM

Lam the student’

Ouhalla (1999) analyzes a structure made use of in Arabi as well as in Moroccan Arabic.
In this structure, an abstract [+f] feature exists in what he calls a focus phrase.** In (56),

the focus phrase is followed by a pronominal copula, which in tum, is followed by a

1999, p. 341

G ot (5,39

145 Abogh (55 coid b e s coeresmple o e o that he e prooun shows
agrecment with the subject noun in all -features, | will add that such a conclusion may ot be
enirely accurate. In other words, a possible disagreement in values for the feaure [Person] is
xeced only when the st s pronomina s in example (5. 't sch disgrocment may ot

146 Acpoding 0 Ouhels (197, ane vy of emttying s e h(u) e s by cosidein 4203
spelled out o  focalsires (see the word i the UPPERCASE le




($6)  ZAYNAB-u hiyya lltii Zallafar  arriwaayata
Zaynab-NOM she  RM  wrote:she  DEF-novel-ACC
‘It was ZAYNAB who wrote the novel’

According to Ouhalla, the pronoun Aiyya ‘she’ has an emphatic/contrastive reading (like

strong pronouns'* i general).

ith this much background in mind, 1 will assume that the insertion of a pronoun in the

analyzed constructions provides a sense of

ssertion/emphasis (o the meaning of the
sentence.Additionally, where a focussed, asserted interpretation of the meaning of a
structure is construed, 1 wil claim, following Ouhalla (1997), that an abstract [+1] feature:
exists in that structure, which also designates it as a focus phrase at the computational

level. This assumption and more will be discussed in detail in the next section

4.6 New analysis of constructions with PS

Based on the fact that PS must show agreement with the subject noun (ic., the

specification of the o-f

ture values on the pronoun is dependent on those of the subject

noun), 1 will argue that these pronouns (like adjectives) come from the lexicon with no

intrinsic values for their -features; instead, they receive their g-values from a linked

i W
p.384)

.y have “the extrfocus featre” (Ouala, 1999,




‘nominal source. Furthermore, I claim that these pronouns come with empty slots for their

@-features: [.. o [ s, 30 [ Jonse

“The suggestion that some pronouns have no intrinsic g-values is not a novel one as some
researchers have argued that reflexive pronouns, for instance, reccive their ¢-values from

their controllers (i.¢., nouns) (e.g., Huang & Tang, 1991; Reuland, 2001).

Following the lierature, 1 agree that in addition to the emphasis reading, conveyed by the
use of the pronoun Jnwa i (57), a focus reading can be obtained from this sentence. 1 will

further assume, in the sense of Rizzi (1997) and Ouhalla (1997, 1999),

at the focus
reading can be structurally represented by including a Focus Phrase (FocP) in the
structure in (57). However, as will be shown, I will maintain the use of the FP label to

identify the FocP.

In addition, structurally, 1 will assume  construction with recursive'™ phases for (57)

67 armjlu Jwa  al-mariig-u
DEF-minNOM  he  DEF-sick(M.S)-NOM
‘the man is (the one who is) sick’ or ‘the man is the sick (one)’

“Ths, for (57), 1 propose the following representation:

‘ssume that the carography of ecursive aPs s scmantiall-based, i the sense of Cingue




DP
arrajul a: ¥

F DP
D AP

mariid
According to (58). two recursive aPs exist in (57). The subject noun ar-rajul ‘DEF-man"
originates in spec of the higher aPs, while the pronoun wa is placed in spec of the lower
aP (i aP,). Abney (1987) proposes that a pronoun is a DP which contains the D head
only (.. pronouns do not have an NP projection). I follow Abney (19587) and assume
that pronouns of separation are DPs, however, 1 will maintain that they project an
intermediate projection: NP, As will become clear, assuming recursive phases provides
an account of the Case property and position for the pronoun of separation fva ‘e (...

nominative).

I has been established that in Zero Copula sentences (with 1o PS), the predicative
adjective mariid'sick(M.S. is headed by a DP; but, the head D of this DP lacks a slot for
the definiteness feature, Given that the adjective in (57) is definite, I will assume that it

resembles auributive adjectives in that its D head has an (absiract) empty slot for the
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definiteness feature, and that this feature must be filled in the course of the derivation.

Following Jackendoff (1972) and Ouhalla (1997, 1999), I assume that the bold-faced head

F in (58) (which comesponds to Foc of FocP) s associated with a [+/] feature whict
‘marks the scope of the FocP. Furthermore, based on the FI model, I assume that the head
F of FP acts as a proxy head for the phase head a; of aP. That s, the bold-faced FP in
(58) not only serves a semantic purpose by providing a focus reading for this structure,

but also serves a functional purpose as well (i.c., receptacle of features)

“The suggestion that the head F (containing the [+/] feature) s a proxy head is not at odds
with the premises of the FI model. In other words, by making an analogy with the head T
of TP, which, according to Chomsky (2005), contains a Tense feature prior to inheriting
features from the phase head C; nothing in the FI model prevents F, which already has the

feature [+/), from inheriting additional features.

If these assumptions are on the right rack, then the derivation of the structure in (58) will
proceed as follows. When the head D enters the derivation, it Scans the predicative
adjective mariid ‘sick(M.S.)" under AP, and establishes a link with it (recall that the D
head in this structure differs from any other D head heading predicative adjectives, for it
‘comes with an empty slot for the definiteness feature). As such, his slot must be flled

with a value for the definiteness feature.



Nexi, the proxy head F of FP Scans D (and possibly the adjective), and establishes a link
with both elements.  Up to this point, there is nothing that can be shared as a result of the
established link(s). However, when the phasal head a; enters the derivation, it selects the
head F and transfers all of its features to F (ic., [CASE], unvalued g-features, and an EF)

The complex Probe a,-F probes for goals and locates the adjective mariid as one potential

‘goal. Knowing that the adjective bears no specified values for its o-features, the adjective
‘cannot serve as a goal; that s, it will not be able to value the unvalued ¢-features on the
probe, thus leading o a non-convergent derivation. However, the absence of the g-values
forces a change to the point of Spell-Out (as has previously been argued). Also, the Case-

R operation allows the [uCase] on the adjective to receive a reserved (nominative) Case:

 EF on the a-F Probe raises the adjective to the inner spec of P, as in:

(59)

Iwa P,
A

>

F DP

mariid
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Once raised to the inner spec of P, the adjective becomes structurally close'” 10 the
pronoun fwa (in the outer spec of aP). The pronoun wa, like an adjective, comes from
the lexicon with no specified values for its g-features. Thus, at this point, although the

adjective and the pronoun are close, no value-sharing process s expected 10 occur.

“The F head (bearing the focus [+] feature) Scans the pronoun as well as the raised
adective in the outer and inner specs of aP, respectively, and a single link is created

between the three elements (F, hwa, and A).

Once the phasal head a; enters the derivation, it selects the proxy head F. The proxy head
F then inheris all the features of a;, and together, both form a complex Probe a:-F. This
Probe, then, probes the pronoun Awa as well as the raised A in both the outer and inner

specs of P\, This results in the pronoun fwa receiving a reserved Case (ic., nominative

by the a-F Probe). Note that, like adjectives, the absence of ¢-values on the pronoun

hwa forces a further delay to Spell-Out

Thus, the EF on this probe raises the pronoun /wa 1o the inner spec of the higher aP:.
Notice that rising the pronoun wa (but not A) reflcts the Minimal Link Condition

(MLC), which basically states that when two syntactic elements are candidate for ra

e

only the closest one raises:

the adjectve




(©0)

cp
{:} ™
T ap,
DP P
arrajul  hwa
A a PP
P ap,
va ap,

The raised pronoun then becomes structurally close enough to the subject noun ar-rajul
"DEF-man' (ic., nothing intervenes between the subject noun and the raised pronoun).
Through Scan (ic., the head T Scans the DP ar-rajul 'DEF-man' and Jnva,") the subject
DP shares a copy of its p-feature values with the pronoun fwa (.., third person,

masculine, singular).

Through the established links, a copy of these values is sent to the original copy of fwa
(in spec aP), and, at that point, another copy can be shared with the raised adjective (in
the inner spec of aP\).  Also, through links, the raised adjective in tur shares a copy of
these g-feature values with s original copy (i, under DP). Knowing that the D head of
DP selecting the subject noun bears a valued feature of definiteness [Def], it can be
assumed that a copy of this definiteness feature on the subject noun DP is transferred (in
the same fashion ¢-values are transferred) to the lower DP which heads AP, ths filing

150 Or, altematively. the DP ar-rajul ‘DEF-ma iself Seans the pronoun hwa. Either way, the two,
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the empty slot under D with a [Def] feature.

Aliematively, following the argument that pronouns are definite, it could be assumed that

definiteness on the adjective results from value-sharing between the [Def] feature on the

head D (heading the pronoun) and the empty lot for definiteness on the adjectve.
As a result of receiving values for their ¢-features, the lower a,-F Probe can now receive
valuation for its unvalued o-features, and the reserved Case value (nominative) on the

adjective mariid sick' becomes morphologically realized.

A similar outcome occurs when the original copy of the pronoun nva receives a copy for

its -features values; that is, the a-F Probe receives valuation for its unvalued g-features,
and at the same time the reserved Case value on the pronoun becomes morphologically

realized (nominative)

In the CP level, the phasal head C selects T, and transfers all o its features to T. Both
elements form the complex Probe C-T. C-T probes for goals, and finds the subject noun
ar-rajul DEF-man in spec aPs. Under Agree, the C-T Probe values the [uCase] feature
on the subject, and simultancously, receives valuation for its unvalued g-features. The

derivation, then, converges at LF.



46,1, With Zinna ‘that’

Pronouns of separation can also be used in structures headed by the complementizer
Pinna (recall that the complementizer Zinna has a semantic function, asserting and/or
strengthening the meaning of a sentence). Likewise, when the pronoun hwa e’ is
inserted between the noun ar-rajul and the adjective mariid in (61), more emphasis (or

focus) is added, as reflected in the English translation below

61 7inna armajula Jwa mariig-un
Comp DEF-man-ACC e sick(M.S)-NOM-INDEF

(It confirmed) that the man is (is the one who is) sic
Notice that the predicative adjective mariid ‘sick(M.S.)'in this construction is indefinite.

Compare this adjective with that n example (45), which is definte

Following the (above) line of argument, I maintain a FocP (represented by the bold-faced

FP) exists in this structure and assume the following representation for (61):



(©)
cp

c ™
Pimna T aP;
pP

arrajul as FP
F ap,
¢ DP o
wa a 13
F P
D

AP
mariid

The derivation of this example resembles that proposed for (58), but with minor
differences. The head D of DP (heading the predicative adjective mariid 'sick(M.S.))
lacks a slot for the definiteness feature, signalling that the adjective should bear the
indefinite marker -n. The Case on the noun ar-rajul ‘DEF-man is valued accusative by

the complementizer, which originates under C.

The a-F Probe reserves the Case value on the adjective (nominative), and raises it to the
inner spec of aP,. There, the proxy head F (bearing a [+/] feature) Scans and connccts the

pronoun Jnwa and the raised adjective:
©)

DP
arrajul - a

DPL.) aP,
wa AL



The higher a:-F Probe then probes /wa and the raised adjective; however, since both
elements lack values for their g-features, neither one can value the [ug] feature on this

Probe. St

. under Case-R, the Probe reserves a nominative Case value for the pronoun
Jwa he'. The EF on the a-F raises wa to the inner spec of aPs, thus allowing the
pronoun to reccive a copy of the ¢-feature values on the DP ar-rajul ‘DEF-man' (recall

that raising Inva alone satisfies the MLC).

That is, the proxy head T Scans and connects the DP as well as the raised pronoun (in
spec aP). As a result of connecting these clements, p-value sharing becomes possible,
and the pronoun receives specifications for its g-features (i.c., third person, masculine,
singular). The received st of g-values i shared (through the links created by Scan) with
the original copy of the pronoun (i..,in spec aP.). Being included in one link, the aiscd
adjective receives a copy of the o-values on the pronoun, and a copy of these values is

shared, in turn, with the original copy of the adjective mariid'sick(M.S.).

Having received values for their o-features, the adjective s well as the pronoun can value
the [ features on the Probes a;-F and a F, espectively. At the same time, the reserved

Case values on these elements become morphologically realized.

The C-T Probe (which contains the complementizer Zinna ‘that) values the accusative
Case value on the subject noun ar-rajul ‘DEF-man', and the (] on the C-T Probe is
valued. This way Agree succeeds and a convergent derivation is produced.
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462 With kaana 'was'

Pronouns of separation can also be used in constructions introduced by the auxiliary
kaana, A pronoun can be inserted between the subject noun and the modifying

adicctive.”*" Compare the following examples with and without a pronoun:

©)  kana armjulu Iwa al-mariig-u
NOM e K(M.S)-NOM

(it was) the man who was sick'

©5)  kaana arnajulu mari-an

was  DEF-man-NOM  sick(M.5.)-ACC-INDE!

‘the man was si

The

structure in (64) differs from the one in (65) in various

se value

spects: First, the Ce
on the adjective is nominative, as opposed to accusative in (65). Second, the adjective in
(64)is definite, Third, the pronoun Awa, which agrees with the noun rajul in -features, is

inserted between the noun and the adjective. Finally, the meanings differ: in (64) more

emphasis is being added to the meaning (due 10 the presence of the PS

wa),

151 Modern Hebrew bic i tht it does not  pronoun
0. 16):
oD haya e sudent
Dani waMS VS sudent
Dani was a student




Considering these differences, 1 will assume that the reading of (64) is an instance of a

focused phrase, and assume the existence of a FocP (represented by the bold-fuced FP),

as in (66):
(©6)
o
e ™
T P
arrajul v Ve
v ap;
kaana @y P
¥ aP,
[ DP a
hwa a FP
¥ DP
mariid

“The representation in (66) contains recursive aP phases. The pronoun of separation Jwa
‘he originates in the spec position of the lower aP. The spec position of the higher aPs is

not filled.

As we have seen in previous structures (e.g., (58) and (62), the derivation begins when
the proxy head F inside the lower aP) Scans and creates a link with the adjective mariid

sick(M.S.). The phasal head a; of aP, selects and transfers its features to F; features

include [CASE], unvalued g-features, and EF.




Since the adjective lacks values for its g-features, the Probe a-F will not receive
valuation for its unvalued set of ¢-features; however, the unvalued Case feature on the

adjective is reserved by the Probe. The EF on the a-F Probe raises the adjective to the

inner spec of aP, as in:

©7
aP;
a P
FL.]i ap,
DP al
hwal..)i AL d
a P
F DP
mariid

The adjective becomes structurally close 1o the pronoun, and both elements can be

connected by a Scanner (i.., the proxy, focus head F, notice the links [...,).

When the head a» selects F, the proxy head F inheris all the features on a; (ic., [CASE],
unvalued g-features, and EF). The complex Probe ax-F probes the pronoun fwa (and
possibly the adjective A). Given that the pronoun, like the adjective, lacks valus for its
-features, no Agree is expected to oceur as a result of probing the pronoun; however, the
unvalued Case feature on the pronoun is reserved by the a:-F Probe (nominative). The EF

on the a-F raises the pronoun higher to the spec of aPs, as in:



(©8)
cp
c ™
T W
P v
v VP
v aP:
kaana Iwa a
P P

The lexical V kaana is selected by the phasal head v, and the complex v-V Probe is

formed.  Under FI, V inherits all the features of v (i., [CASE], unvalued -features, and

EF),

“The 1= begins to probe for goals, one of which is the raised pronoun Awa he'. Recall

that at this point, the pronoun lacks values for its o-f
the unvalued ¢-feature on the v-V' Probe.

reserved by the lower probe a-F.

pronoun receives values for its g-features.

The EF on the v-V Probe then raises the pronoun further to the inner spec of vP

ing that it cannot value
Also, the [uCase] feature on /wa has been

Thus,at this point, the derivation must crash unless the
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©9)

<} ™
T W

DP
arrajul hwa v

Once raised, the pronoun becomes structurally close to the subject noun ar-rajul ‘DEF-

man', which serves as the source for the o-feature values. Under Scan, the head T scans

DP ar-rajul ‘DEF-man' and Jnve

and a single link s created between these elements.
Scan allows the subject to share a copy of its -feature values with the raised pronoun

(i, [third person] [masculine] [singular])

‘The established links between the pronoun and its copies allow it to share a copy of the

received values with these copies:
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va aP,
- agrees with )

(¥ agrces with )

Also, under Scan and the created links, the pronoun can share a copy of these vlues (i
ihird person] [masculine] (singular]) with the rised A in the inner spec of the lower aP,
The raised adjective, in turn, can share a copy of these -feature values with its original
copy under DP. Up to this point, the pronoun /wa and the adjective receive values for
their g-features, and they can value the unvalued g-features on the their Probes. In
particular,the adjective can value [up] on the ai-F Probe; consequently, the reserved Case:

value on the adjective can be morphologically realized as a result of a successful Agree

relation

Similuly,the higher a:-F Probe reccives valuation fo ts up] feature via Agree with the

pronoun /wa. The res

rved Case value (i, nominative) on fwa, although it is not

morphologically reflected on this pronoun, is assigned to the pronoun as a side

fect of
this process of Agree
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“The unvalued o-features on the 1-V Probe receives valuation by entering into Agree with

the ¢ Case value, Case

sed pronoun Jnva (in spec aPs). Bearing a reserved, nominati

on Jwa will not be affected by the 1<V Probe.

Inside the CP level, the C-T Probe probes the subject DP in spec P, as a result, the Probe
receives valuation for its unvalued g-features, and at the same time, the [uCase] feature

on the subj

s valued nominative by the C-T Probe. The derivation then converges

successfully at LE*

Some traditional works of reference (e.g., Hasan, 1976, among others) suggest that the

adjective mariid 'sick(M.S.)' in (64) might also bear the accusative Case value, as in

@ keana arrajulu Jwa al-mariig-a
was  DEF-manNOM e  DEF-sick(M.S)-ACC

(It was) the man who was s

According to these researchers, the pronoun iwa 'he' s not mubtada?, and as such, cannot

assign a Case value nor can it intervene between the verb Aaana and the adjective; thus, it

allows the adjective 1o receive an aceusative Case value. In other words, athough it is

‘morphologically realized, Jwa does not count: it s invisible to syntact

¢ operations in this

152 Notiee
operaion

e s movens of s shown i (10)frses h coclsion it the Cre:R
jocs ot igger the Actviy Condi




example. '
“The last idea (i.c., wa is invisible) scems strange and hard to maintain.  Adopting this

view would not only contradict the common understanding (among most grammarians)

that PS always bear the nominative Case value, but also strips this pronoun of any role in

the construction. For these reasans, and for the purposes of the current thesis, | accept the

construction in (64) as fundamental.

Note that the claim that aPs are recursive aPs receives further support from another

construction in MSA:

@) akbaytu lawn-u-hu Jamiil-wn
DEF-house-NOM  colour-NOM-its  beautiful(M.5.}-NOM-INDEF
“The house has a beautiful colour’

Literally: "The house,its colour is beautiful”

In this structure, the two nouns al-bayt ‘DEF-house' and Jawn 'colour' are followed by the

adjective jamiil ‘beautiful(M.S., which modifies the second noun lawn colour’

Assuming recursive aPs will help explain agreement propertis for Case and o-features in

153 Dr. Mohammad AlRobs Case, it would e

Gksna vk hwa b [
ACC o ibmiihim

i DEF-man-NOM he k(M.
e s b was ik was e oo who() | vilid”
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the following examples which contain the complementizer %inna 'that' and the copular

verb kaana 'was';

(3) % al-bayia lawn-u-hu

jamiil-un

Comp DEF-house-ACC colour-NOM-its  beautiful(M.S.)-NOM-INDEF

(4 kana al-baytu lawn-u-hu

it is confirmed) that the house's colour s beautiful”

jamiil-u-n

was  DEF-house-NOM colour-NOM-its beautiful(M.S.)-NOM-INDEF

“The house's colour was beautiful

The disagreement in Case between the nouns al-baye and fawn in (73) cannot be captured

through multiple specs of a phasal head.

syntactic strueture for (72) would be:

Ignoring irrelevant details for now, the basic

as)
cr
4 ™
T aP
DP @
a P
al-bayt F ap
oP a
a P
lawn-u-hu F DP
Jamiil
i s colour Chapter 5.
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In (75), the first noun al-bayt ‘DEF-house' occupies the spec position of the higher aP
phase, while the second one (.. lawn ‘colour) is placed in the spec position of the lower
P phase. This construction will be discussed in further detail in the next chapter. At this

point, it suffices to know that recursive phasal construction s motivated by the data

Summary

In this chapter, I have argued for the existence of Scan and Case-R as two essential

operations for the syntactic. computational system. Both operations exhibit some
desirable and interesting implications not only for the FI model, but also for the Agree
theory in general. It has become clear that Scan and Case-R help overcome the problems
and inconsistencies found in current models of Agree, in particular the agreement issues
Arabic adjcctival phrases raise for these models. These operations conspire o produce
convergent derivations by fulfilling the requirements of Agree in the sense of Chomsky

(2005).

In particular, by producing linked elements, the operation Scan creates an efficient way of

copying and transferring feature-values among the scanned elements.  Also, it guides™*

and facilitates the Probe-Goal relation by first pinpointing potential Goals (i.e., assessing

and gathering information) and secondly allowing value-sharing to proceed. Thus, the

153 Scan forces he conventional glormvarddeelon of b, Thst i,  prevets 4pwod proig.
‘whic i argued or i Haker (201
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existence of Scan becomes necessary for the convergence of the derivation at LF as it
helps in the valuation process of the uninterpretable features on lexical items. Similarly,
the Case-R operation helps maintain the correct Case morphology by avoiding the

possible overriding of Case values,

‘The operations Scan and Case-R, therefore, serve to satisfy the interface conditions by
ensuring that only valued features are sent off to the interfaces. In this respect, their
existence i the system conforms to the principle of Full Interpretation. Moreover, they

can be seen as necessary tools which correspond to Chomsky's notion of language as

“good design”; thus, as far as the curent Arabic data, the absence of these processes

should result in a violation of the Agree process

In general, the current approach to Agree conforms 10 the principle of Economy: it does
not advocate for a lexicon with rich inflection, as the unvalued features are added in the
numeration, not the lexicon (following Chomsky). In my analysis, I assume that neither
adjectives nor pronouns of separation come from the lexicon with inherent ¢-values;
instead, these lexical items receive values for such features by virtue of them being

connected 1o other lexical items, which inherently have g-features (., nouns).

Moreover, the assumption that a single D head which bears definiteness feature is able to
share a copy of its feature-value with another head D (that has an empty slot for the
definiteness feature) shows conformity with the Economy principle; it seems more
economical to assume a single source of features which can share copies of these features

21




with other lexical items than it i to assume the same set of features exists for each item in

the lexicon.




Chapter 5

The Construct State

1. Introduction

“This chapter begins by introducing the general semantic and syntactic propertics of the

Construct State (CS) construction in Arabic, and comparing these propertis with the CS

in another S

nitc language (i.¢., Modern Hebrew), or expository reasons.

In this chapter, 1 will overview some of the analyses proposed for the CS structure in the
lierature, Considering the enormity of the literaure on S, 1 will limit my overview to
the works of Ritter (1985, 1991, 1995), Fassi-Fehri (1999), Benmamoun (2000, 2003),
and Kremers (2003). These works will be followed by an Agree-based analysis for the

Arabic CS construction. The proposed analysis extends the proposals developed for

bic in

“The principal claim of this chapter

s that agreement is synt

¢ not semantic; to put this

differently, it is not specified by the semantics of predication.  Specifically it is argued
that adjectives come from the lexicon with no g-values, and that, consequently, agreement

s determined in the syntax, not the semantics.
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2. The Construct State

Arabic nouns can combine with prepositional or genitiv/possessive complements. When
a possessive complement i subeategorized for, a CS consiruction is formed. Generaly,a
sequence of two nouns, which are connected semaniicaly, consituies a CS consiruction
The first (or head) noun usualy constittes the possessce (or possessed) clement (¢ ..
Jitaab book i (1)), and the sccond noun i the possessor of that clement e 2. ar-rajul

‘DEF-man' in (1)):

() kitaabu arrajul-i®

book-NOM ~ DEF-man

EN
“The man's book'
@ kitaabu  rajul-i-n

book-NOM  man-GEN-INDEF
A man's book'

The special relationship between the two members of a CS is manifested by the second

in addition to

‘member carrying the genitive Case value, which is marked by the suffix

the (inlefiniteness marker. The first member (i.c., the head noun), on the other hand.

bears a nominative Case value in the absence of an overr Case assigner (¢.g., a verb or

complementizer)

156 This ype of CSs will b refered 1o as mominal CS, which should be distinguished from anothr,
“adctval €S, which will b intrduced and discussed e i the chapir.
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As far as the syntactic formation and the semantic interpretation of the €S, Modern
Hebrew s one of Semitic languages which show strking similarities to MSA. Consider

for example:

(3)beyt  ha-mora
house the-teacher

‘the teacher's house'  (Ritter, 1995, p. 407)

Definiteness is marked on the possessor (i.c., ha) in ha-mora ‘def-teacher’. No such

specification for definiteness is marked on the head noun of the CS beyt house'.

(Indefiniteness does not appear on the head noun of a CS cither, as shown by the

ungrammaticality of the following example:

(@) * al-kitaab-u al-walad-i
00k-NOM  DEF-boy-GEN

(5) *kitaab-u-n mjulin
book-NOM-INDEF  man-GEN-INDEF

‘The same restriction applies in the Moder Hebrew CS:

(6) *ha- beyt mora (Hazout, 2000, p. 32)
the  house teacher




Notice that the head nouns kitaab 'book' in MSA and beyt house' in Modern Hebrew are
not marked for definiteness (.., they cannot take the definite artile al- or ha- nor can
they take the indefinite marker -n, for Arabic). Thus, the absence of (in)definiteness
‘markers begs the question: What exactly is the status of definiteness on the head noun in

the CS?

One might suppose that the head noun in a CS is not actually marked for definiteness;
however,the data shows that the definiteness of the whole CS is determined by that of the
second part (i.¢. the genitive-Case-bearing noun) of the CS construction.”” One piece of

evidence comes from the use of anributive adjectives in CSs (recall that these adjectives

show full agreement with the nouns they modify):

(@) baytu arnajuli attaviil-u
house-NOM DEF-man-GEN  DEF-tall-NOM
‘the man's all house'

(®) sayyar-atu arrajul-i al-kabiir-at-u
carES.NOM DEF-man-GEN  DEF-big-F.S-NOM

‘the man's big car’

157 This oflen reerred 1 as Defiitness Inheritance (se, .., Fassi-Fehi, 1999; and Kremers, 2003
below).




@by njulia fawi
house-NOM man-GEN-INDEF  tall(M.S.)-NOM-INDEF

n

‘2 man's tall house’

a0 sayyaratu mjukion Kabiir-at-un
INDEF  DEF-big-F.S.-NOM-INDEF

a man's big car’

In these examples, the adjectives fawil ‘all'and kabiir big! modify the head nouns of the
CS bayt "house' and sayyar-ah ‘car’, respectively. These adjectives agree with the head
nouns in Case and g-features; thus, logically, we could conclude that the adjectives in

examples (7)-(10) also agree with the head nouns they modify in defi

ness, although
these nouns are not overtly marked for definiteness. Compare these examples with the

following:

an - sayyaratu armjuli a-tawiil-
carF.S-NOM DEF-man-GEN  DEF-tll(M.$)-GEN
‘the tall man's car’

‘The auributive adjective fawiil "all(M.S.)’ agrees with the possessor noun ar-rajul ‘DEF-

man' in ¢-features (i¢., masculine and singular), Case (ic., both bear the genitive Case

value), and definiteness (i.., both are def

A predicative adjective can be added to the attibutive in (11), as i the following




(12)  sayyaratu armjli o atawiili jadiid-at-un
arFS-NOM  DEF-man-GEN DEF
“The tall man's car is new'

lI(MS-GEN  new-F:S.-NOM-INDEF

The predicative adjcctive jadiid ‘new’ applies to the head noun sayyarah 'car’ and agrees

with it in g-features (and Case), but not in definiteness.

Modern Hebrew shows the same patter as can be seen in the following example from

Hazout (2000, p. 31)

(3)  beyt ha  mom ha- gadol
house the teacher  the big

“The big house of the teacher'

“The adjective ha-gadol 'def-big! modifis the head noun of te CS bey . and agrees

with it in definiteness (as well as ¢-features).

There is consensus'**

jong. rescarchers in both Arabic and Hebrew that nothing can

intervene between the two members of which the CS is comprised, as can be seen from

the ungrammaticality of the following examples:

e e ey it nd sy condios .. v b
c ed from m.m,wwn for cxample the e

Y vl wallahi Zidin

Ths " hoyNOM by Al 244 GEN

By Alla, this i Zaids boy (AL-Nadie, 2005, . 545)
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49 tbaytu tawiilu arnajuli
houseNOM DEF-al(MS)}NOM  DEF-man-GEN
(5)  beyt ha-  gadol ha-  mora (Modem Hebrew)

house the- big  the- teacher

The formation of a nominal CS leads to a change in both the phonology and the

morphology of the head noun. That is, in MSA, a phonological rule of deletion applies to

tamwin'™ or the nasal ending -1 (.

. the indefinite marker - in (16)), man at-tatniyah
(i -n in the dual form, as in (17)), and nuaun al-jamS (ic., -n in the plural form, as in

(18)) from the head noun of the CS:

16 baytun wjulin > baytu mjulin
house-NOM-INDEF man-GEN-INDEF
a7 baytamn arrajuli > baytaa ar-rajuli

house-Dual(NOM)  DEF-man-GEN

a$)  muSallim-uun arrajuli > muSallimw arrajul-i

teacher-PL(NOM)  DEF-man-GEN

Nominal CSs in Modem Hebrew show some morphophonological changes (sce, ¢.g..

Borer, 1996; Hazout, 2000). For example, the independent, free form of the word bayir

159 Also known s mumation.
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house’ becomes eyt in a C:

form.  Borer states that words in a CS perform as a single
word with one primary stress, which falls on the second part of the CS (ic., the

possessor),

The morphophonological and definiteness facts of the CS have led some rescarchers to

conclude that when a CS is formed, it constitutes a single phonolog

(e, prosodic)

unit (see, e.g., Benmamoun, 2000, 2003, for Arabic).

Embedding in CSs is allowed in both Arabic and Moder Hebrew:

(19) baytu 2uxti raiis-i alwzarat-i

house-NOM  sister-GEN  prime-GEN  DEF-ministers-Gi

“The Prime Ministers sster’s house'

Q0 batu

agsayiicati abjodiidu

House-NOM sister-GEN prime-
Bew(M.S)NOM

EN DEF-minister-GEN DEF-lile-ES -GEN  DEF

“The Prime Minister's litle sister's new house’

Consider the following example from Modern Hebrew:

) beyt muakic  mifle

C ha poulim (Hazout, 2000,p.34)
house secretary  party. the  workers
“the house of the secretary of the workers party’

160 The ranstraton s that of Hazout (2000).
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In Modem Hebrew, possessive relations can be represented by a postnominal PP headed
by Sel ‘of:

(@) (ha) bayit Sel (ha) mor®  (Ritter, 1985, p.920)

the house of  the teacher

‘(the)a house of (the)/a teacher's

(@3 wmwnat ha xamanyot el vangox
paining  the  sunflower  of  VanGogh
“The painting of the sunflower by Van Gogh'  (Shlonsky. 2004, p. 1504)

In Moder Hebrew, an embedded possessor, forming an NP/DP, can be preceded by the

genitive marker Sl (of)

@) beyt ha  mazkir Sel  ha-  miflaga  (Hazou, 2000, p. 34)
house the  secretary  Sel  the party
“The house of the secretary of the party’

‘When forming a CS, spoken varicties of Arabic show no major differences from MSA
although Case and indefiniteness markers do not show up in a lot of these varieties.

Consider the following examples:

m ¢, ., Rir, 1995: Shlonsky, 2004,
162 According 1 Ritc, the deinitcness o the posssscd noun hays ouse' i independent of that on the

possessor oun mors cacher.

16 s Sel 35 (9. 4349).




@) beyt arnajjal (Asiri Arabic (AA))
house DEF-man

“The man's house'

(26)  beet arraagil (Egyptian Arabic (EA)
house DEF-man
“The man's house'

@) kab Lwold®  (Moroccan Armbic (MA), from Benmamoun, 2000, p. 140)
book def-student

“The boy's book'

Notice that there to Modern s Sel'of

in Arabic. However, in addition to the usual formation of the CS that we have scen thus

far, some contemporary spoken varicties of Arabic exploit certain particles 10 show

possessiveness:

@8)  assiyyarah  hageat-i
DEF-car(F.S.) property/right-F.
My car'

(29)  iknSlam  bitasit -85 (EA, from Holes, 2004, p. 209)

defflags  POSS-PTCLE-.  Def-people
“The people’s flags'

164 The wanslteration is Benmarmourss, however, glossing i mine.
165 Transliteation ofthis example i mine




imaiiian it s anedi st it U MR e i b i R A

(G0)  lkub dyal  lwald
defbook  of  the-boy ‘
“The boy's book’ (MA. from Benmamoun, 2000, . 140)

To use Holes' terminology, A uses the possessive particle Aiag meaning ‘property/right’
before the owner/possessor of a certain item or notion. Likewise, EA and MA use the

“of and dyal of, respectively,

Having highlighted the basic characteristics of the CS in Arabic (and Modem Hebrew, for
comparison), I now consider some of the analyses proposed in the literature to account for

this construction, preparatory to introducing an Agree-based analyss.

2.1 Ritter (1988, 1991, 1995)

Within the Government and Binding theory, Ritter (1988) proposes an analysis of
nominal CSs in Modern Hebrew, Rilter states that the surface order of Noun Subject
Object (NSO) in CSs is derived from the basic order of SNO (i.e., via movement of the

head noun (N) across the possessor):

() beyt hamor 4

house the-teacher
‘the teacher's house’  (Ritter, 1995, p. 407)



Ritter argues that NPs in Moder Hebrew are DPs, and that the landing site for the moved

beyi house!in (31) is the head D (., in a head-to-head movemen). By analogy with

verb raising in INFL structures, Ritter argues that N in CSs raises to D, and like INFL, D

can assign structural Case' o the subject ofa CS.

Ritter (1988, p. 919, then, proposes the following basic configuration for Modem
Hebrew's DPs (both CS and non-CS constructions): (Notice that in CSs, the head noun N

raises to D)

(2
DP

D NP
(GEN] (DP) N
(DEF] N

“The head of the CS (e.g., beyt 'house’ in (31)) s not inherently specified for definier

‘meaning that it must get it from another element in the structure. Ritter, thus, proposes

that the genitive phrase (e.g., ha-mora ‘def-teacher’ in (31)) originates in spec NP; there,

N from i

spec (ic.ina d relation). Next, N raises o D 1o

convey the (in)definiteness specilfication (0 the head of DP. From DP, the (in)definiteness

166 According (o e head D assigns geitive Case iF i is speciied for an absiract Case-asigner,
i s el GEN] (198, 9950
167 &, Borer, 1996; and Longobardi, 2001).
have srgucd that [

Raising 0 D in C ad D, which
o e . o B (19991 0. -]t o e end N a3 O o1 b
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feature percolates to the maximal projection.

Ritter (1991) reanalyzes nominal CSs in Modern Hebrew, as in (33), and proposes that the
syntacic structure of all NPs contains a NUMP projection (in addition to a DP). Under

this analysis, the head of DP (heading the CS) is an abstract Case assigner (i, D).

(3)  beyt hamom  ha-gadol (p.46)

house the-teacher  the-big

“The teacher's big house'

Based on considerations of Case, definiteness, and word order (ic., the possessor fia-
mora ‘def-teacher’ appears before the adjective ha-gadol ‘def-big), Ritter concludes that

the possessor oceupies the spec position of NumP:

4
bP
Dy NumP
DP Num'
ha-mora Num NP
a
DP
ha-gadol N
beyt
ases. Under
& onthe fac hat eaded by the definite -ho, Riter concludes

and D e in complementary disrbution.



The correct word order i derived when the head noun ey raises to the head Num, and
then 10 Dy In situ, the possessor ha-mora ‘def-teacher in spec NumP receives a genitive

Case from the head D

Itis not obvious how, in (34), the adjecti

ha-gadol ‘def-big’ in spec NP receives Case;

nor is it obvious what type of Case, if any, it would receive? Likewise, it is not clear how

the head noun beyt house’receives Case.

2.2 Fassi-Fehri (1999)

Fassi-Fehri (1999) argues that the derivation of the Arabic CS in (35) involves movement
of the head noun sayyara ‘car' to D, and that the possessor ar-rajul def-man' originates

higher than the adjective jadiid ‘new

(%) mmyw osyrata acmli

saw-l €ar-ES.-ACC DEF-man-GEN

I saw the man's new car'

Fassi

ri (1999, p. 126) provides, in (36), what he takes to be the original structure for

(35): (modified from Fassi

hri)



36)
3
D p:
arrajul-i np
Jadiid

In (36), the possessor ar-rajul ‘DEF-man' is placed in spec of nps, while the modifying
adiccive for the head noun sayyara ‘ear is placed in spec of np,.  Various others (e.2..
Borer, 1996; Ritter, 1991) have proposed the derivation presented in (37) for (36)

(modified from Fassi-

ehi, 199, p. 126):
a7
P
»
sayyara. ar-rajulinp

P
Jadiid NP

In (37). the possessor noun ar-rajul ‘DEF-man' raises to spec FP, and the head noun
sayyara ‘ear rases to D. However, Fassi-Fehri (199) points out that as far as how the
other characteristics of a CS (e.g., definiteness inheritance, checking/valuation of the
genitive Case, etc) are obtained, there is less agreement among researchers (¢.g., Borer,
1996; Ritter, 1991). Thus, to overcome such disagreements, Fassi-Fehri (1999) adopts
Chomsky's (1995) feature-checking theory and in an attempt (o provide an account for
Arabic CSs. In his system, the overall derivation of the CS in example (35) would look
169 According to Fassi-Fehri (1999), theuse of FP n (37 s neutral, s far as the identty of the catgory

 hoss the possessor. This category has been described 33 an AgeP in Longobards (1996); but. a3
PossP in Fass-Fehri (1993).
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like the following:"” (Modified from Fassi-Fei, 1999, p. 129)

@
P,
D: or,
saarah arrauldp
atjadid op:
arnt .
atejercited seyyarah

According to Fassi-Fehi, the head noun sayyara ‘ear first rases to Dy, The possessor
noun ar-rajul "DEF-man' raises t0 spec DP,. There, the possessor transmits its
definiteness feature to the head D; and obviously to the head noun in D, (in a spec-head
configuration). Next, the head noun sayyarah ‘car is attracted by a strong Case feature on
D, which must be checked, thus causing the head noun to raise further to Ds. This way,
the head noun sayyarah ‘car inherits the definiteness feature from the possessor, and

receives Case.

As 10 how the genitive Case on the possessor is checked, Fassi-Fehri assumes that it
occurs at the PF level at “the lowest (segment of) DP projection” (p. 146). The possessor
can raise twice: Once for checking the DEF feature, and again to check the geniive Case

feature,

While agreement (in -features and definiteness) obtained between the head noun

170 Based o Der .
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sayyarah ‘car(F.S.) and the modifying adjective al-jadiid-at ‘DEF-new-F.S." is not clearly
articulated in Fassi-Fehri's analysis, it could be inferred to have taken place in the original
position in (36) (in a spec-head configuration). However, if correct, this is only possible
for g-agreemen, but not for definiteness (given that the possessor ar-rajul ‘DEF-man is
the part of the CS that determines (inlefiniteness of the CS). Thus, definiteness

agreement between the head noun and its modifying adjective must be elaborated further.

By the same token, this analysis does not explain how agreement in Case (i.c., accusative)

between the head noun and its modifying adjective is obtained, especially if we consider

that the functional head (ic., the verb raza ‘saw’ in (35)) which is responsible for these

Cases is introduced later i the derivation.

2.3 Benmamoun (2000, 2003)

Building on the observation that certain phonological and morphological changes

accompany the formation of a CS in Semitic languages (paricularly in Hebrew and

") Benmamoun argues, following Borer (1996), that the head noun of the C

forms *“aprosodic unit (2 compound) combi

ng the members of the [..] N+NP

enitive part) (2003,

sequencel..." (i.¢., forms a single prosodic unit with the following,

1S




7547

“To account for the fact the first part of the CS h
second part, Benmamoun (2000) states that being in a single prosodic unit allows the
(im)definiteness feature on one member (ic., the genitive noun) to be spelled out by the
other (i.c., the head noun). According to Benmamoun (2000, p. 153), “spelling-out

(in)efiniteness [on the head, first noun of the CS] by a morpheme becomes redundant,”

and explains that P realization of

this first part of the CS.

Note, however, that unlike Borer (1996), who states tha the first member of the CS lacks
specification for the (in)definiteness feature, and as such, must receive this feature by
percolation (afler merger), Benmamoun assumes that each member comes specified for
the (in)definiteness feature, and argues that the distribution of (inefiniteness markers
(between members of the CS) applies in the morphology (i.c., the component where the

members of the CS merge."”)

Following Ritter (1991), Benmamoun (2000, p. 154) proposes the representation in (40)

for the €S in (39):

172 According to Benmamoun (2000), members of the CS merge “postsyntactically” (9. 152) (i, i the

morphology)
173 Note that fo Ber
out by a “morphological afix” since they are nol n the CS (ic., following Borers, 1995 and
Rite’s, 1991 conclusion tha adjectivesare It aoined 10 NP (T, 4. p. 165)).
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(9 kmabu  apfaalibei aljadiid-u
book-nom  DEF-student-GEN  DEF-new(M.5.)-NOM
The student’s new book'

0)
or,
Spec ’
D, Num,
Kitaab-tona; Spec Num
al-faalib-ioeNom Ne

R NP
DP;

Borer's (1996) as well as Benmamoun's (2000, 2003) arguments that CSs form a single
phonological (prosodic) unit can be challenged on empirical grounds; for example, in
Asabic, it is not ungrammatical for a syntactic element to intervene between the head
noun and its following, genitive noun as can be scen in example (41), which was first

introduced in f. 158 on page 248.

(1) hasdayulaamu  wallahi Zaid-in
This boy-NOM by Allah Zaid-GEN
"By Allah, this is Zaid's boy (Al-Nadiri, 2005, p. 548)

Under very limited rhetoric and literary conditions (e.g., swearing by God), the head noun

of the CS i separated from its following part. This fact casts doubts on the validity of the
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lysis of CSs.

In addition, Benmamoun's claims that the members of the CS merge in the morphology,
and that spell-out of (in)definiteness markers on the first part of the CS is “redundant”
raise one issue: It is not clear why the (in)definiteness on the first part of the CS, which is
supposed 10 be determined by the second part, does not show up (morphologically) on

this part;thus, a better explanation s required.

2.4 Kremers (2003)

For Arabic CSs, Kremers (2003) argues that such constructions contain a functional
projection (ic., POSSP) which s responsible for the genitive Case value on the possessor
The head Poss of this projection contains the feature POSS, which, like the feature
TENSE of the head Tense, can come in two forms: [£POSS]. In other words, when the
feature TENSE has the value [+FINITE, it bears an additional set of unvalued o-features,
which must be valued in the course of the derivation. By analogy, when the feature POSS

bears the value [+POSS], a set of unvalued g-features is also bome by the head Poss. ™

o for Semitic s
his snalyss,contrary o the traditonalviews which sssume that the head noun N of a CS faiss to D,
= Css. . the head noun

inaCs ase value on

8 CS). Inchapr 5, we e s cives (i Sy i) rign pci
positon of an XP which contains an NI s ot oot s,
S N s shve s e coun o e evtion




“The presumed association between o-features and the feature POSS has been observed in

various languages.” Consider, for instance, the following example from Hungarian

(from Szabolesi, 1994, as cited in Kremers, 2003), where the possessive marker a agrees

with the possessor /i 'boy’ in ¢-features (ic., third person singular):

@ . fe Kalap-ja
the  boyNOM  hat-POS!
“the boy’s hat"

Following Chomsky (1995), Kremers (2003) states that having an unvalued set of ¢-
features, the head Poss becomes active, and as such, Poss can participate in an Agree
relation by secking a Goal (.., the complement of the noun), and values a genitive Case

value on this complement

To account for the fact that the head noun of a C

always agrees with its noun

complement in definiteness, Kremers (2003) proposes that a Poss head with the value [

d that the

POSS)] indicates that the head noun does not take a genitive complement,

DE

INITENESS feature enters the derivation with a value (ic., cither definite or

indefinite). However, when the Poss head has a [+POSS] value, the head noun must take

ure enters the derivation with no value.

t, and the DEFINITEN]

anoun complem

175 See, for cxample, Mayan and Turkish (Abney, 1987)
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Kremers then proposes that in Arabic CS constructions a hybrid functional head which

combines the heads D and Poss exists. This hybrid head projects for DEFINITENE!

and POSS features together. Kremers thus proposes the following syntactic tree (p. 41):

)
DIPOSS.
DIPOSS N
[ross.el N D,
(+DEF sayyara
D,

al- rajul-i

Under the representation in (43), the [+POSS] forces the DEFINITENESS feature to
remain unvalued. Having unvalued o-features, the Poss head probes for the complement

DP (which also has a valued DEF feature) as its Goal. Under Agree with this DP, the

unvalued g-features on the head Poss as well as the DEF feature get valued. This way,
the head noun sayyara ‘car’ inherits the definiteness of the complement al-rajul 'DEF-

man

I is not clear, however, why the Probe skipped over the head noun sayyara c
considering that it bears valued g-features, and as such, can be a perfect goal for the
D/POSS probe.

Kremers (2003) argues that in an Arabic noun phrase, the feature DEFINITENESS is
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projected by the head D, the feature POSS is projected by the head Poss, and the feature

[Number] is also projected by the head NUM as in (44) (p. 56):

@)
D
D Poss
DEF Poss Num
POSS Num N

NUMBER  noun

Notice that in (44), the noun does not take a complement; accordingly, the Poss head

bears a [-POSS] feature. ™

in the following section, 1 will build on the works proposed for Semitic nominal CSs

(e.2, Benmamoun, 2000; Fassi-Fehri, 1999; Ritter, 1988-1995), and extend the developed

ideas in the current approach of Agree (o Arabic nominal CSs. Specifically, the analysis

0 be proposed implements, respectively, Chomsky's (2001) and (2005) phase- and Agree-

ich il

176 However, w
o have 3 set of unvalued o-features and form  hybrid category with the head D as in () (Krermers,
2003, 57

@
DrPoss

DiPoss Num

ero) Nm N

[rosss NUMBER N




based theoretic approaches. As will become clear, the analysis will st the basis on which

‘more adjective-containing constructions (¢.g., The Indirect Attribute and the Adjectival

Construct in sections 2. and 3. of chapter 6) will be investigated.

3. Agree-based analysis for Arabic Construct State

“This se

jon provides an Agree-based analysis which builds on the arguments developed
in the last chapter. The proposed analysis follows the general trend which seeks to
explain the sates of (dis)agreement in Case, ¢-features, and definiteness between a noun

and its relating adjective(s) in a CS construction.

Let us consider the aCS construction with the pr f
kabiir big(M.S.)’ applying to the head noun bayt house' of the CS bayt-u ar-rajul-i the

man's house’:

@5 bayw  arnki Kabir-un
house-NOM DEF-man-GEN  big(M.$)-NOM-INDEF

‘the man's house i big’

1 will argue that the genitive Case value on the possessor noun ar-rajul 'DEF-man' in (45)
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is valued by a light n head (in a Probe-Goal fashion). Following Kremers (2003), I will
argue that ths genitive Case is structural and must be valued by a functional head. As we
have seen, the proposal that such a functional head (responsible for the genitive Case in
CSs) exists is not novel; in fuct, researchers (e.¢., Longobardi, 1996) argue that a CS
contains an Agr head, presupposing that a CS is an AgrP. Other researchers such as
Fassi-Fehri (1993) and Kremers (2003) have proposed that a head termed Poss exists in
CS constructions, and s responsible for the genitive Case value on the possessor noun;

whereas Ritter (1991) has ascribed this genitive Case t0 the head Dy, as has been

demonstrated.

“To provide an Agree-based analysis for nominal CS constructions in Arabic, I begin by
proposing the following intenal structure for the CS in (46), with the arrows depicting

multiple movements of the head noun, as wil further be illustrated:

“6)

D PossP
DP Poss’
arrajulPoss

N
bayt
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In (46). the head noun hayt ‘house’ originates as a complement for the head"” Poss.

Semantically, 1 take this head to express possessiveness™ in this structure, and

syntactically, to host the possessor noun ar-rajul DEF-man' n it spec.

In an unrelated language, for instance, Kayne (1994, p. 102), assuming that DP is similar

t0a CP, anal in the following DP.
@7 lafow voiture[de [ Jean [I'[c] .
the e of  Jean

In this DP, the possessed phrase voiture raises to spec” D/PP (across the subject (the

possessor) Jean, which is Case-licensed in situ):

@8
DP
D DIPP.

NP

According to Kayne, the head ' is “an abstract counterpart to English s, providing the

possessive interpretation within [P” (p. 102),

77 1l shown tht his ead i ieen fom tha in Kreners (G003, and Fassi-Feb (1999, To

178 Nt it the xvenc of e e Pos does ol necesanly e Ut of o e
i ipe of conrucions i Ar Wi e emed i onstct s by sl
g e i tsimee o (n piive . in this section, the head Poss
encodes possessiveness.

179 To Kayne, the D/P symbol i used 1o presnt he prepositonal de




That said, the basic word order of the members of the CS in (46) resembles what
rescarchers such as Borer (1996) and Ritter (1988) have proposed for Modem Hebrew,
and Benmamoun (2000) and Fassi-Fehri (1999) for Arabic. It basically entails that the
head noun of a CS originates lower than the possessor, but raises across the possessor
noun to provide the correct word order, and to achieve (in)definiteness inheritance (ic..
(in)definiteness on the head noun is determined by that of the possessor, genitive noun),

as has been demonstrated.

Nevertheless, these researchers have shown less agreement concerning the original
position of the possessor: It i argued to have originated in spec NumP (.g., Riter, 1991),
in spec nps (¢, Fassi-Fehri, 1999),and in spec NP (¢.g., Benmamoun, 2000). Morcover,
a further disagreement is noticed among these rescarchers as far as the movement sicps
the head noun takes and the landing sites it moves 10 before reaching ts final destination:
The head noun raises to the Num head before it reaches the head Dy (or D) in Ritter
(1991) and Benmamoun (2000), respectively; whercas in Fassi-Fehri (1999), the head

noun raises 10 D, and Ds.

In (46), the surfisce structure of the CS bayi-u ar-rajul-i is obtained through conseeutive
‘movements of the head noun bayt house': () t0 the head Poss, (b) 10 the head D where it

man’ (which is

picks up the (inlefiniteness feature on the possessor ar-rajul ‘DE

definite in this example), and (¢) to the head n of #P. Movement of the head noun bayr is
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analogous to that of  lexical verb, which raises to the functional head v and then to T in a
finite structure.Furthermore, following Kayne's (1994) argument, the interpretation of
possessiveness in the Arabic CS in (46) could be argued to be determined within the

PossP.

Crucial o these movements is the notion that they apply prior to FI and/or Agree. This
point conforms to Chomsky's (2005) conjecture that no operation should oceur prior to
the introduction of phasal heads. However, recall that in the current approach to Agree an
exception has been made. That is, following the assumption that the operation Scan
applies concurrently with Merge, Scan wil still operate at the same time these
movements of the head noun bayr oceur; however, in some constructions, the application

of the operation Scan must be parametrized, as will be shown in chaper 6.

For concreteness, then, the derivation of the CS bayr-u ar-rajul 'the man's house' in (45)
proceeds as follows. Once the Poss head enters the derivation, it Scans the head noun N,
and a link s established between the two elements™ (i.e. ], and the head noun bayr

house' aises to Poss:

Sean, ( the head
might thought of becoming identificd as a possessed clemen.  This step, hawever, docs ot
bay from rasing 0 Poss.
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49)

D PossP
DP oss'
il Poss[.l, N
A bayt [
Note that N is not headed by a D head, indicating that its (in)definiteness cannot be

determined at this point in the derivation

Next, once the D head of DP enters the derivation and selects PossP as its complement,
the head noun bayt house' aises to it. Here, I will assume that this D head comes from
the lexicon with an empty slot for the definiteness feature (i, [..Jo. Under Scan, D
establishes a link with the possessor DP ar-rajul 'DEF-man’ in spec PossP, and the
[definite] value for the definiteness feature on the possessor s shared with the head D (to

which the head noun bayt has raised), as in (50):

(50)

DP

PossP

This way, the definiteness inheritance notion (where the possessor, genitive noun
determines the (in)definiteness on the head noun) in Arabic CS is obtained. Note,
however, that unlike other instances of D (ic., Ds heading adjectives), where the value of

)



f noun on that D head, this is not

possible in nominal'™ CS constructions as the ungrammaticality of examples (4) and (5)

(repeated as (51) and (52)) reveals:

(61 *alkitabu al-walad-
DEF-book-NOM  DEF-boy-GEN

() *kitaabun mjulin

book-NOM-INDEF  man-GEN-INDEF

Ths, the D head in (50) receives an abstract [definite] value, which remains

‘morphologically unrealized (at least n nominal CSs).
“The head noun baye ouse' then continues to raise 1o the head n. Movement of the head

noun to 1 can be said to take place immediately upon the head n enering the derivation.

For consistency with the FI model adopted in the current thesis, I will assume that the P
(., the CS) i phasal. Being phasal, the head n of nP bears a valued Case feature (with a
genitive Case value) in addition to an unvalued set of g-features. Under the proposed
version of FI, the head n wansfers its features to a proxy head. The head D of DP
functions as such a proxy head, and the complex probe -D s formed. Under Agree, the
probe n-D probes the DP ar-rajul ‘DEF-man' in spec PossP and enters into an Agree

181 In secton 3. of chapter 6, we shall s anoiher type of CS (i, Adjectival Constrct), where the
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rlation with it by valuing its unvalued Case (geniive), and at the same time, receiving

valuation of its unvalued set of ¢-features.

Up to this point in the derivation, the head noun bayt house bears an abstract [definite]
value and unvalued Case feature (ic., [uCase]). It will be shown that the nominative

Case value on this noun s valued via Agree with the Probe C-T.

Having ilusrated the intermal struture of th CS,  now llustat the complete siructure
for (45). In (45),the predicative adjcctiv kabir big(M.$.) applics o the head noun bayt
house’, and agrees with it in [Number] and [Gender] (and in this example, Case). |
propose that the €S bayt-u ar-rajul- the man's house’ (represenied by ) originates in
the spec positon of adjectival, phasal aP. Thus, the complete stucture for the

construction in (45) is:

s3)
cp
[ ™
T ap
P a
w a P
n DP E P
4 o habiir
D PossP
Poss

arrajul  Poss
4 bayt



“The predicative adjective originates under the aP phase as shown in (53). The Probe a-F

probes kabiir 'big’ and reserves its unvalued Case as nominative. The EF on the a-F

Probe raises kabiir 1o the inner spec of aP:

(54)
ap
P ap

bayt-uar-rajul-i  kabiir

Being close 10 the head noun bayt 'house'of the CS, the adjective Kabiir shares a copy of

the o-feature values of the head noun bayr (in n). Particularly, either the head T of TP

Scans P (and possibly the head ) as well as the raised adjective in spec aP, or the CS
(nP) el Scans the raised A; whichever is the correct mechanism, being in a single link,

value-sharing b the head noun bayt and

Inside the CP phase, the phasal head C selects T and transfers all of its features to T. The
Probe C-T probes the head noun bayt house' in #P'™ (and possibly the raised adjective),
and values the unvalued Case feature on bayt (nominative); simultaneously, the Probe

reccives valuation for its unvalued g-features. Recall that under Case-R, the adjective

kabiir will not receive a different Case value (other than that reserved by the a-F Probe),

when probed by the C-T Probe. As a result, the derivation then converges at the LF.

162 Recall that e head noun (n ) is accesibl 1 the C-T Probe, under the PIC
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3.0 With the complementizer ?inna 'that’

Consider the case when the CS s introduced by the complementizer 2inna that

Kabiir-u-n

armajul-i
N big(MS)-NOM-INDEF

(55 %inna bayta
Comp house-ACC  DEF-man

‘(Itis confirmed) that the man's house if big’

When the CS is preceded by the complementizer Zinna ‘that, the head noun bears an

ative Case value by the complementizer,

“The analysis proposed for the example in (45) can straightforwardly be extended to

as the representation in (56) shows:

(56)

¢
Pinna
DP
kabiir
D PossP
Pos

DI
arrajul  Poss N
4 bayt



As previously argued, the head noun of the CS bayt house! raises multiply to the head 1
of the P, where it can be probed by the C-T Probe, and thus, receives valuation for its
unvalued Case feature (.., accusative by Zinna). Likewise, the head noun receives a
copy of the (in)definiteness value of the possessor ar-rajul 'DEF-man', given that the

(in)definiteness of the whole CS s determined by that of the possessor.

“The unvalued Case feature on the adjective kabiir 'big! is reserved by the a-F probe (i.c.,
nominaive); as well,the adjective is raised t0 the inner spec of aP. There, it can share a
copy of the g-values of the head noun bayt house' (recall that the adjective agrees with

the head noun in o-features).
Tntemally, the possessor noun ar-rajul DEF-man' receives a genitive Case value due to an
Agree relation with the Probe n-D, as has been demonstrated. Similarly, this Probe

receives valuation for its unvalued o-features, as a consequence of Agree. The overall

result s a convergent derivation at the LF.

3.2 With the copular verb kaana 'was'

“The CS can also be preceded by verbal elements. Consider how the CS interacts with the

verbal copula kaana ‘was'
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(57 kaana bayt-u arnajul-i Kabiir-a-n
was  houseNOM DEF-man-GEN  big(M.S.)-ACC-INDEF

“The man's house was big"

‘The predicative adjective kabiir in (57) bears an accusative Case value, while the head

noun of the CS bayt, with which the adjective agrees in ¢-features, bears a nominative

one. To account fo these fcts, | assume the following representation:

(58)
cp
c ™

T WP

P v
" v VP
1 DP v DP
4 bl kaana  kabiir
PossP
DP Poss'

arrajul - Poss,
a bayt

Inthis representation, the 1P (CS) bayi-u ar-rajul-i the man's house'originates in spec of

the verbal phase vP. The adjective Aabiir big’ is the complement of the lexical head V.

kaana,

us begin by considering

To explain how the derivation proceeds in this constructi

the derivation inside the CS (headed by nP). The head noun first moves to the head Poss,
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and 10 the head D before it stops in the phasal head  of nP. This type of movement

oceurs prior to Fl and/or Agree takes place inside the phasal nP.

Upon raising to the head D, the hea

noun bayt ‘house’ shares a copy of the
(in)definiteness value on the possessor noun ar-rajul ‘DEF-man', which must be [definite]
in this case. Being in , the head noun can be probed by the C-T probe, which explains

the nominative Case value on the noun bayt house'.

As for the predicative adjective kabiir big, it is probed by the v-V Probe. Knowing that

the adje

 bears no o-features values, Agree is not

mplete; however, under Case-

the unvalued Case value on the adjective is reserved (accusative by the v-V probe). The

EF on this Probe rases the adjective to the inner spec of vP s in

(9)
w
P w

bayr-uar-rajul-i  kabiir v

Under Scan, the head T Scans both #P and the raised adjective (or altematively, P Scans

d the

the

ed adjective). This allows value-sharing to proceed between the adjg

head noun hayr house' (recall that the adjective agrees with bay in -featres).




As demonstrated in chapter 4, the adjetive shares a copy of the received values with its

original copy (under DP). This allows for the reserved Case on the adjective to be
morphologically realized (accusative), and at the same time, helps the -V probe to

receive valuation for its unvalued g-features.

At the CP level, the phasal head C selects T, and transfers all of ts features to T. The
complex C-T Probe probes the head noun bayt (and possibly the raised the adjcctive in
spec vP). Under Agree, the unvalued Case feature on the head noun bayt receives
valuation, and at the same time, the unvalued o-features on the C-T Probe become valued.
Recall that Case-R prevents the adjective from receiving another Case value, thus no

Case-overlapping is expected.

3.3 An atributive adjective modifying the possessor noun

Next, let us consider when the possessor noun in (45) is modified by an auributive

adjective as in

©0)  baytu arnajubi alawiil-i Kabiir-u-n
houseNOM  DEF-man-GEN  DEF-tall(M.S.}GEN big(M.5)-NOM-INDEF

“The tall man's house is b

Jawiil s an

There are two adjectives in (60): fawiil tall' and kabiir
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attributive

jective, whereas kabiir big'is predicative. Notice that the Case values on
the adjectives are different. The attibutive adjective fawiil tall modifies the noun rajul

{ and agrees with it in g-feature, Case (.., both bear genitive Case values), and

definiteness.

Recall that definiteness on the head noun bay is determined by the that of the noun ar-

rajul (as explained before. By extension, then, definiteness features on bayr-u house' and

al-fawiil-i DEF-tall in (60) are also determined by that of the possessor noun ar-rajul.

As we have seen earlier, the predicative adjective kabiir 'big’ agrees with the noun bayr

"house’ in ¢-features.  Notice, however, that although both elements bear nominative

values, the Probes responsible for these values are different,  For the structure in (60), |

assume the following representation:
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(61)
[ ™
T ap
P a
n a FP
" op F
D kabiir
D PossP
v
pP Poss’
DP; DP; Poss
D: NP D AP A bayt
A
rajul tawiil

10 (61), the CS (headed by the nP) originates in the spec position of aP. Within nP, I will
continue 10 assume that the atributive adjective fawiil all’ (ander DP,) adjoins 10 the

possessor noun rajul 'man (i.c., DP:), and the whole DP containing the possessor rajul

and its modifying adjective fawii s located in the spec position of the PossP.

Under Scan, the head D, Scans the adjective fawiil all" and a link is created between the
two elements.  Likewise, the head D; Scans N rajul ‘man, and a new link (ic., [..J:) is

established. These links allow the noun rajul to share a copy of it g-feature values (ic.,

[masculine] and [ 1) as asin
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PossP

DP Poss’
DP,

NP D[] Ap

N

rajul rawiil [..;

‘The derivation of the CS proceeds when the head noun ayt "house' moves 1o the head

1s the

Poss, the head D, and to the phasal head 1. Once n enters the derivation, it sl
proxy head D, which already contains the (in)lefiniteness value shared with the possessor

ar-rajul'DEF-man', and the complex Probe n-D i formed.

The n-D Probe probes the possessor ar-rajul ‘DEF-man', and the adjective fawiil ‘all’

(through Scan).  As a result of Agree, the Probe reccives valuation for its unvalued ¢-
features, and at the same time, the possessor and the adjective receive valuation for their

unvalued Case feature (genitive) by this Probe,

The predicative adjective kabiir ‘big’ receives valuation for its [uCase] feature by the

Probe a-F. The EF on the a-F probe causes the adjective to raise to the inner spec of aP

where it shares a copy of the ¢-feature values on the head noun bayr house', as previously

demonstrated.

‘The nominative Case value on the head noun hayt ‘house’ reflects a successful Agree



relation with the Probe C-T, which also receives valuation for its unvalued o-features

from the noun bayr. The result i a convergent derivation at the

After making the necessary changes (.., inluding the DP rawiil all as a complement to
the noun raju ‘man') the representations in (58) and (61) above can be extended (o the
following examples, respectively:

(63)  %mna baya  armajuli attawiiki Kabiir-u-n

Comp house-ACC DEF-man-GEN DEF-tll(M.S.}GEN big(M.$ )-NOM-INDEF

“(Itis confirmed) that the tall man's house is big’
(64)  kumabaytu  armajuli attawiiki Kabiir-a-n
was  house-NOM DEF-man-GEN DEF-ll(M.S.-GEN big(M..)-ACC-INDEF

“The tall mans's house was big'

An attributive adjective modifying the head noun

w
<

“The attributive adjective jadiid new'in the following example modifies the head noun of
the CS (bayt house):

(65) bayeu  armjuli aljadiidu Kabiir-u-n
ouse-NOM DEF-man-GEN DEF-new(M.S)-NOM  big(M.S)-NOM-INDEF

“The man's new house is big'




For this construction, I propose that the attributive adjective originates as an adjunct to
the CS (nP), which is the highest nominal projection to which the adjective is

ically connected (ic.. the head noun bayt house' is modified by that attributive
adjective). This proposal is motivated by Case and agreement considerations. ~This
position is different from what Ritter (1995), Fassi-Fehri (1999), and Benmamoun (2000)

have proposed for corresponding examples in Modern Hebrew and Arabic, respectiv

(see examples (33), (35), and (39) ding them)

“The attibutive adjective jadiid 'new(M.S.) agrees with the head noun bayt ‘house' in ¢-

ares, Cas

, and definiteness (recall that definiteness on these two elements are

determined by the possessor noun ar-rajul 'DEF-

For (65), 1 propose the

repres

ation in (66):

(©6)
g ™

T aP

P a
P P a P

” P
n DP Jadiid

D PossP kabilr

oP Poss'
Poss
arrajul

bayt




Inside the CS P, the derivation proceeds by bayt raising o Poss, D, and , as has been
demonsirated.  Once it reaches n, bayt becomes stucturally close enough 10 the
atributive adjective (which adjoins o #P), meaning that nothing intervenes between these
clements. (Recall that by the time hay reaches n, the predicative adicctive kabiir big’
Would have raised to the inner spec of aP).  Under Scan, the T head Scans and connects

bayt and jadiid (and kabiir) by establishing links (i.c., boldfaced [..12) with these lexical

items:
©7)
Tl ap
P P
P Lk DP [l AP
" P D AP
[Joe Kabiirl..)s
bayt =8 A
Jadiid L.}y

Scan allows the adjective jadiid new (a5 well as the predicative kabir big"™) to receive

a copy of the g-feature values (i.¢., masculine, singular) on the head noun bayt house”

addition to definiteness (i.c., [definitc]).

When the phasal head C selects T, the Probe C-T probes the head noun bayt (in n) and the

atributive adjective jadiid (adjoined to nP). Under Agree, the unvalued g-features on the

i aljodid DEF-1ey Jyin (6).
184 Nt bowever i the e D of DP which s e ot o s o o e s
he defieness

e e o e s i o,



Probe C-T receive valuation, and simultaneously, the Goals bayr and jadiid receive
valuation for their unvalued Case features (ic., nominative), thus producing a convergent

derivation at LF.

Adjoining the atributive adjective jadiid w10 nP seems to be the best position for this
adiective. There, the adjective s close to the head noun hayt ouse' which it modifies,
allowing value-sharing to proceed between these elements (through Scan). Also, being in
that position allows the adjective to be probed by the same Probe which reaches the head

noun, thus receiving the same Case value.

The same derivational steps advanced for (65) apply for the following example (with the

complementizer Zinna ‘that):

(6%) Znna bayta  acrajuli aljadiida Kabiir-u-n
Comp house-ACC  DEF-man-GEN_ DEF-new(M.S.-ACC big(M.5)-NOM-INDEF

(I is confirmed) that the man's new house i big’
However, the accusative Case values on the head noun byt house' and its attibutive
adjective jadiid new' i the result of an Agree relation with the Probe C-T (containing
2inna ‘that), as has been established.

Consider the following example with the verbal copula kaana 'was'
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(69) kmnabaytu  armjuli o abjadiidu Kabiir-a-n
was  house:NOM DEF-man-GEN DEF-new(M.$)-NOM big(M.5 )-ACC-INDEF

“The man's new house was big'

As we have seen, the accusative Case value on the predicative adjective kabiir big!is the
result of a successful Agree relation between this adicctive and the 1-V Probe. Consider

the following representation for the example in (69):
0

P

n» DP
v e
n P Jadiid v b
D PossP
DP Poss’ kaana kabiir
Poss N
arrajul
bayt

‘The nominative Case values on the head noun of the CS bayt and the atiibutive adjective
jadiid are valued by the C-T Probe, as we have seen, and the result is a convergent

derivation at LF.

To summarize, the adjectives discussed in this chapter are said to enter the syntactic
derivation with no values for the features [Number] and [Gender], but reccive values for
these features from other syntactic elements in the course of the derivation. Crucially,

27



this type of adjective will be distinguished from two other types of adjective, which will

be introduced in the following chapter.

One type of adjective will be assumed to have come from the lexicon with one valued o-
feature (i, [Number]), while the adjective in the other type enters the derivation with
two valucd o-features (ic., the adjective has values for the ¢-features [Number] and

[Gender]),

In chapter 6, one class of adjective-containing constructions known in the Arabic

traditional lterature as an-naf’ as-sababiy or "The Indirect Atribute’ will be introduced.

The adjecive in these constructions shows some unique characteristics of agreement:
Semanically, it modifies one nominal element, but agrees, syntactically, with another

nominal element in the structure.



Chapter 6

The Indirect Attribute

1. Introduction

This chapter presents a set of related adjective-containing constructions 1o which
traditional grammarians refer to as an-naft as-sababiy or ‘the Indirect Attribute'™ The
adjective in this construction shows dual properties of semantic and syntactic agreement:
Unlike the adjectives we have considered thus far, the adjective in this type of
construction describes an attribute in a following, rather than preceding, noun. Generally,
the modified noun bears a possessive pronoun which refers 1o the preceding noun, thus

producing a typical CS consiruction

As far as o-features are concerned, this adjective comes from the lexicon with a valued
[Number] feature, but an unvalued [Gender] feature; that is to say, this adjective enters
the syntactic derivation with an empty slot for the [Gender] feature, and unless this

feature receives a value, the derivation will not succeed.

This chapter also introduces another type of adjective- 7ism at-tafiil or ‘the superlative's,

155 The terminology Indirct Auribue s from Doron and Heyeock (1999).
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which forms a CS construction with its following noun. However, as far as agreement
features, this adjective shows a unique characteristic: It is always masculine and singular
In other wards, it does not seem to agree with any nominal (or adjectival) elements in the

structure

Significantly, it will be shown that o- and Case features operate independently. This
conclusion will have implications for how we view the features present on adjectives

from the numeration.

2. an-naSt as-sababiy 'The Indirect Attribute’

Consider the adjective mariid sick' in the following examples of the Indirect Attribute:

(1) qabal-w sadiiga- ‘mariid-a-n 2axu-hu
met1 fiiend(M.S)-ACC-INDEF sick(M.8.)-ACC-INDEF  brother-NOM:his

I meta friend whose brother is sick' or .. with a sick brother"

uxtu-hu

(2) qabal-t sadiiq-an mariid-at.
metl  friend(M.S)-ACC-INDEF sick-F.S-ACC-INDEF  sister-NOM:-his.

I meta friend whose sister s sick'

Interestingly, the adjective mariid 'sick' in these examples exhibits a dual role: It modifies
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the following head nouns of the S, Zax brother and Zuxt sister’, respectively, and agrees

with these nouns in the [Gender] feature only (Gi.e., masculine and feminine, respectively);

however, the adective also agrees with the preceding nouns in Case (1., accusative), and

definiteness (i.c., both are indefinite). As for the [Number] feature, the adjective is

always singular.

Note further that the possessive pronoun - his' cliticizes onto the modified nouns

these examples. This pronoun refers to and agrees with the other noun in the structure

(., sadiig friend (M.S.)). To illustrate, consider the following;

&)
W(Aodifc this noun and agres with i i [Gender])

Noun Adicctive  Noun + Possessive pronoun
4 (Singular)

(Aurees with this noun in Case and deiniencss)

Traditional grammarians argue that the nominative Case value on the nouns 7ax and Pt

If. 1 will argue, instead, that this

in (1) and (2) are assigned by the

diective it

nominative Case is not valued by the adjective, but rather, through a successful Ag

relation with a functional category.'

19 % imlc oo Bl st b b ot B . b i of e
oy s e the agreement morphology on

towing o el o 8 b e sl nd ot
b gt Mm o M s semets e (Reso] eur. whie i 518 it h onr st i
e Dlamber]
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Traditional Arabic reference books discuss a sub-type of the Indirect Auribute. The

adiective in this subtype shows full agreement with the preceding noun, although

ipplies to the inthe N

@bl rjulan tawiil-a as-sasi-
met man-ACC-INDEF  long(M.S)-ACC  DEF-hair(M S -GEN

U met a man with long hair or ' met a long-haired man'
() qubalu arrajul-a attawiil-a sl
metl DEF-man-ACC  DEF-long(M.5)-ACC DEF-hair(M.5)-GEN

‘I met the man with the long hai’

@ qubalu fasatan assasei
metl girbACCINDEF  long ES-ACC  DEF-hair(M.S.}GEN
‘I meta girl with long hair

(M gsbalu alfaaata aptawiil-at-a as-safi
et DEF-gikACC  DEF-long F:S-ACC DEF-hair(M.S.}GEN

T met the girl with the long hair

“The adjective fawil long’ agrees with the preceding nouns rajul 'man’ and fataat

the o-features of [Gender] and [Number]. It also agrees with these nouns in Case (ic.,

@

ot
Know-TNS-1-PL
They know me' (Bjar, 2008, . 131)

modified noun in these examples.
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accusative), and (in)definitencss.

“The adjective fawiil 'long’ forms what seems o be a CS-like construction with the noun it

mantically applies to (i.c. the following noun as-Saf ‘DEF-hair). That s, the adjective

behaves like a head noun in a typical CS in that the following noun bears a genitive Case

value, and that it does not show definiteness, especially when the preceding noun is

indefinite (as in examples (4) and (6)). The morphological marking of

the adective in this type of CS-like constructions consttutes one major difference
between the typical, nominal™ CS and this type. Ths, to distinguish this partcular type
of CS from the typical (nominal) one, it will be referred t0 as the Adjectival Consiruct

(AC)

I Arabic tradition, this type of sentence is analyzed as a CS, and is referrd to as al-
Pidaafahal-laoiyyah ‘pseado-Consiruct State' or ‘pronunciational Construct. Stat’
‘Traditional grammarians argue that in this type of sentence a CS-like construction is
formed as a way 10 avoid what would otherwise be a form that would be difficult to
pronounce. In other words, when forming a CS, a phonological rull!™ deletes tanviin (or
“nunnation’) (.., - the indefinite marker,as n (8)), uaun at-tabniyah (i, -n in the dual
form, as in (9)) and muan aljams (., - in the plural form, as in (10)) from the head

adjective as in the following examples:

establshed n the previous chapie
1




P qudidu  attadica

(®) quaid-un attaativat-i
pilot-NOM-INDEF ~ DEF-plane-FS-GEN
“The plane’s pilot”

attaativati > quatidaa  attadicati

() quadid-aan
plane-ES.-GEN

pilot-Dual(NOM)  DE

The plane's (two) plots’

jabhat-i P mugaatib-uual-jabhat-i

(10 muquail-uun
fighter-M PLNOM) DEF-frontine-GEN

“The frontline’s fighters

emanically, traditional grammarians add that unlike nominal CSs, the second part in the

this type does not add definition and/or specification to the first part of the AC. Thus,

forming this type of CS-like construction seems to serve merely to facilitte

ly, ACs resemble nominal CSs in various

pronunciation.  As we have seen, syntacti

thus, in the following section, I develop a syntactic analysis for this ype of CSs,

respect
building on the analysis of nominal CS developed in the previous chapter

2.1 Analysis of the Indirect Attribute

Preparatory o detailing the interal structure of the Indireet Autribute, I provide a brief
overview of selected analyses proposed for a similar construction (by contemporary
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linguists). Consider the example in (11), where there are two nouns, al-bayr 'DEF-house”
and lawn ‘colour’, followed by the predicative adjective jamiil ‘beautiful(M.S.). The
adjective jamiil ‘beautifulM.S.)' modifies the second moun lawn, onto which the

possessive pronoun - its' is cliticized:

an - akbaytu lawn-u-hu Jamiil-u-n'™
DEF-houseNOM  colorNOM-its ~ beautiful- NOM-INDEF
“The house has a beautiful color”
Literally: The house, its color is beautiful’

Doron & Heyeock (1999) analyze the first noun as a Broad Subject (BS), which is
merged to spec TP" They analyze the second noun fawn color’ as a Narrow Subject
(NS), which s raised to spec TP in order to check feature(s)'” (following Chomsky's,

1995, feature-checking proposal).

If the BS originates in spec TP, there is no source of the nominative Case value for it (i,
its [uCase] feature would not be valued). That s, under the FI model of Agree, the BS in
this position would be skipped when the phasal head C selects and transfers its features to

the head T as in:

190 This xample ha been introduced i (72)on page 23.

191 Doron (1996) argues that the rest of the sentence (.., awr-i-hu famii--) s “predicae which i
predicated of the mubiada?” (.75).

192 Features can be those of sgreement.
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a2
c ™

(feature-inherance) »T

Thus, under the FI model, the source for the BS's nominative Case value remains

unaccounted for.

Plunkett (1993) argues that Arabic allows the oceurrence of multple topics; that i, the
example in (13) has two topics: Afi-un and 7ax. To Plunkett, one topic is in spec TP, and

the other is in spec MoodP, which heads an AgrP:'™

a3 Aliun Zaxuhy mariiduen

Contra Doron & Heyeock (1999) and Plunkett (1993), T will show that the BS al-bayt
"DEF-house'in example (11), originates in the spec of a phasal aP. The NS lawn ‘colou’
o the other hand, originates in a different spec position of aP. In section 4.6, chapter 4
(page 220), 1 propose the existence of recursive aPs in Zero Copula constructions
containing pronouns of separation, following this line of argument, I propose that the

construction in (11) contains recursive aPs, as in (14)

0 spec TP
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a4
c ™
T ap
DP a
al-bayt a 23
F ap
P a
n DP a FP

< D PossP ¥ P
< D Poss' jamiil

hu

Poss
A lawn

Under (14), the BS al-bayt 'DEF-house’originates i spec of the higher aP. Given that the

NS lawn colour is the head noun for the CS lawn-tu-hu 'its colour’ it originates under the

phasal nP, which in turn s located in the spec of the lower aP.

Assuming recursive aPs solves a number of potential problems. Consider, for example,

the following sentences:

(15) %inna al-bayt-a lawn-u-hu

Comp DEF-house-ACC  colour-NOM-its

jamiilun

beautiful(M.5.)- NOM-INDEF

a6

“(Itis confirmed) that the house, its colour is beautiful

kaana al-bayt-u lawn-u-hu
DEF-house-NOM colour-NOM:its

‘the house,its colour was beautiful’

jamiil-wn

was beautiful(M.5.)-NOM-INDEF
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‘The BS al-bayt 'DEF-house' bears the accusative Case value by the complementizer Zinna

‘that’; however, the

ase value on the NS is nominative. Assuming that BS and NS
originate in multiple specifiers, would not explain why these two subjects bear different

Case values

an

Being in multiple specs of the same phase (e.¢., aP) cannot protect the Case value on the
N; it should bear the same Case value the BS bears, given that both are accessible o the

same, higher Probe.

Assuming the representation in (14), the derivation proceeds as follows. Beginning with
the CS part, the head noun (or NS) fawn ‘colour’ performs multiple movemens to the
heads Poss, D,"™ and then 1o the phasal head n. Once it reaches r, the head n transfers all
ofits features (.., [up) and valued [CASE]) to the proxy head D. The complex Probe -
D probes for goals and finds the possessive pronoun -fu fits. Under Agree, the unvalued
-feaures on the Probe receive valuation, and simultancously, the pronoun reccives
valuation for its [uCase] (genitive).
194 Traditional grammarians, arguc that pronouns such as - s in (11) are definite (see also, Al
Shamran, 1994; Benmamoun, 2000). Followin this fine of argumen, 1 wil asume that the
prooun i s denc ths e e D. 1 which he posesd o e, wuld v

il sot for
the noun o ‘colour.
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Inside the lower adjectival phase aP, the adjective jamiil ‘beautiful' is probed by the
complex probe a-F and, as a result, no valuation takes place. However, under Case-R, the
unvalued Case feature on the adjective is reserved (nominative) by this Probe. The EF

feature on a-F raises the adjective to the inner spec of aP. There, through Scan, it can

receive a copy of the o-feature values on the head noun lawn ‘colour’ with whi

modifies and agrees.

The phasal head a of the higher aP transfers its features to the proxy head F. The newly

formed Probe a-F probes for goals and finds the head noun of the CS awn colou’ (in the

head m), and possibly the raised adjective (in spec of the lower aP). The Probe, then,
values the [uCase] feature on the head noun fawn ‘colour’ (nominative), and receives

valuation for its Natice that Case on has already

been reserved by the lower Probe a-F.

As for the nominative Case value on the B al-bayt DEF-house’, the complex Probe C-T
probes the BS in spec of the higher aP. Under Agree,the Probe receives valuation for its
unvalued o-feaures, and at the same time, values the [uCase] on the BS (nominative),

allowing the derivation to converge at LF.

The derivation of the sentence in (15) (with the complementizer 7inna) can proceed in
exactly the same way proposed for the sentence in (11). The only difference is that the

299



Case value bome by the BS al-bayr DEF-house' is valued by the complementizer inna

‘that’ (which originates under C)

For the sentence with the copular verb kaana ‘was' in (16), however, T will propose the

following representation:

as)
cp
c TP
T WP
DP v
albayt v VP
v ap;
Kaan :
@ P
¥ aP,
aP,
P a
" DP a P
D s DI
Poss' jamiil
s Poss N

lawn
Under (18), the lexical verb kaana takes the phasal complement aPs."* Notice that none

of the DP elements in this example bear the

usative Case value, begging the question

195 Consder the following example:
© maocwb

e sath
becamelong  air(MLS.)-NOM-his
man whose hai has becorc ong’

e

S b e nominate Coss el

cusaive.
wumm Torm the

o e ak vidence h
e, eadd by dTlren roe P which h o C




of how the v-V Probe values its unvalued -features.

Assuming that the derivation proceeds inside the CS (4P) as previously illustrated, the
lower a-F Probe probes and the adjcctive jamil ‘beautiful’ and reserves its Case
(nominative). The EF on this Probe rases the adjective to the inner spec of the lower aP,

where itis in a position to share a copy of the ¢-feature values of the head noun lawn.

“The higher a-F Probe probes the head noun fawn (in ) as well as the raised adjective
Jamiil. As a result, the Probe values its unvalued o-features and the goal fawn receives
nominative Case value. Notice that the [uCase] feature on the adjective has been reserved

by the lower a,-F Probe, so that no change to the Case value on the adjective is expected.

The fact that none of the nominal or adjectival clements in this example bear the
aceusative Case value indicates that the Agree relations did not nclude the 1=V Probe. In
other words, the copular verb kaana 'was'in this construction seems (0 act like the verb

believe in English, which can select a finite CP as its complement as in (19):

(19)  Ibelieve that he is innocent.

“The subject pronoun e in (19) is nominative, indicating that it is separated from the verb

believe (by the CP). More importantly, it indicates that the verb belicve does not need to

have a Goal which can value its unvalued -features and receive an accusative Case value
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in exchange.

The nominative Case value on the BS al-bayr 'DEF-house’ is valued by virtue of a

successful Agree relation with the C-T Probe, and the derivation converges at LF

The representation in (18) can be extended to account for the following structure:

(20) ntayu mjukan aSr-u-hu tawiil-un

swl  man-ACCINDEF  hair(M.S)-NOM:

s long(M.5)-NOM-INDEF

“I saw a man with a long hair’ or I saw a man whose hair is long'

In (20), the objective DP rqjul ‘man' bears an accusative Case value by the verb raia

W The only difference between this example and (16) is the fact that the later lacks

an accusative DP. The following representation is proposed for (20)

@n
cp
¢ ™
w
DP v
w VP
v ap
rata DP a
rajul a FP
¥ ap
P a
safruhua FP
DP
fawiil
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The objective DP rajul 'man' is placed in the spec position of the higher aP. The
derivation of this structure proceeds in the same manner illustrated for the example in
(16); however, the v-V Probe in (20) can enter into a successful Agree relation with the
objective DP rajul 'man' in spec of the higher aP phase (notice the accusative Case value
onthe DP).

Consider the following structure which has an Indirect Atribute: (This is similar to (1)

above)

(22) ratay-tu rjul-a-n tawiil-an SaSruhu
sawd man-ACC-INDEF  long(MS.-ACC-INDEF hair(M.$.)NOM-his

‘I saw a man with a long hair'

“This strueture is different from (20) in various respects. The adjective here shows a dual
type of agreement: It agrees with the preceding noun rajul ‘man' in Case (i, both bear
accusative Case value) and definiteness (i, both are indefnite).  Also, the adjective
modifies and agrees with the following head noun of the CS Safr hair in the feature
(Gender]. As for [Number], the adjcctive is always [singularl, In terms of word order,

the adjective appears before the noun it modifies (cf. the adjective in (20)).

Given that the adjective fawiil 'long'in examples such as (22) always bears the singular]



value for the g-feature (Number), I claim that this particular type of adjective comes from

the lexicon with a valued [Number] feature (ic., singular). 1 further claim that 1

adjective comes from the lexicon with an empty slot for the feature [Gender], and thus
must receive valuation for this feature in order to partcipate in a successful Agree

relation.

For the structure in (22), the representation in (21) will be assumed, but with some slight
‘modifications: | assume that the lower aP, (heading the adjective fawiil long) is defective

(i.e. lacks g-features). Being defective, there is no need for the head a; of aP, to take

complement, proxy FP, because no operation of feature-inheritance is possible. 1 also

assume that the adjective, in

original position, is not headed by a DP*™ (ic., it simply
lacks a slot for the definiteness feature), and that definiteness on the adjective (like the
nominal head of a CS) would not be determined until a later step in the derivation. The

lower P, i taken as a complement by the head D (or F/D, for now):

arc DPs (.., beaded by DPS). However, i we conside the analyss proposed fo the head nown ofthe
CS, which sate that this noun is ot headed by a DP in s oiginal posion, but raiscs 103 D head
e’ X




@)
cp
c ™
T w
op v
w oy ve
ap,
raza DP
gl a: FPIDP
1 ab,
P @
s a A

fawiil
Given the unique behaviour the adjective shows in such structures, I will assume that
unlike any other type of adjectives we have encountered thus far, this adjective raises
‘multiply before it enters into Agree with any Probe in the structure. In other words, like
the head noun of a nominal CS, the adjective rases before syntactic operations such as FI

are supposed 10 occur.

In siu, the adjective can be Scanned by the defective head a, or the CS (nP). As a resul,

the adjective can then share with the head noun faf’ 'hair, whi

it modifies, a copy of
the [Gender] feature value. Thus, at this point in the derivation, the adjective bears the

values singular and masculine for the features [Number] and [Gender], respectively.”

Movement of the adjective proceeds when it raises o the head a; of the lower aP,. It then

raises 1o the head F/D, where it picks up an empty slot for the definiteness feature (ic.,

197 1 (22), Scan between P Safruhu i haie' and the adicetve tawiil Tong! operates prio 10 the
‘movementof the adjective 0 @
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[.-Jo). Finally, the adjective moves to the head a; of the higher aP;

[en)
aps
DP a
rajul - as FP
A ED aP,
a a
a A
Safrh A
fawiil

‘Sharing a value for Definiteness is not possible at this point given that the adjective fawiil

long’ is not headed by a DP. The adjective then moves to the head D (which also

functions as a proxy for the phasal head a; of the higher aP:). There, the adjective picks
an empty slot for the definiteness feature, which must be filled later in the course of the
derivation. 1 assume that the definiteness slot can be filled once the adjective moves
higher 10 the head as of aPs.™ In other words, once the adjective reaches the head noun
ay of the higher aP, it would have received a value (i.c., masculine) for its unspecified
[Gender] feature, in addition to the singular value for the [Number] feature. The
adjective also bears an empty slot for definiteness (ic., [..JDef) in addition to an

unvalued [Case] feature.

195 An issue aise though If Scan i 10 opeatc beween D and the head noun Saf i in 1P once the
. then we could expect s i
adjecive and the noun (., rjul ) That i, under
on the noun Safr instcad of indefinite. Thus, one way 10 expl
cula point

Scan, the adjecive would bear the dofnite value
n this would be (o assume that
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In a;, the adjective can be Scanned and connected by the DP rjul ‘man' in spec P

Under Scan, the empty slot for definiteness can receive a copy of the [indefinite] value on
the DP rajul 'man'.Also, the adjcctive becomes accessible to the higher probe (i, v-V).
As a result of Agree, the adjective receives valuation for its [uCase] feature (accusative)

by the -V Probe.

Assuming that the adjective s not headed by a DP, and that it picks up an empty slot for
definiteness higher in the derivation, avoids a conflit in definteness values between the

adjective and the nearer, potential source for this feature (ic., P Saf?-

- s hair),

“The adjective in such structures is defective in the sense that it bears a valued g-feature,
but has another unvalued feature; thus, it becomes active carly on the derivation

Therefore, had the adjective not moved highes

it would have received the wrong Case,

definiteness, and g-values,

Consider the following example which is not headed by any verbal or complementizer

elements:

(25) anta rajul-un qaliil-u

you Flitle(M.S. F patience-NOM:his

sabr-u-hu

“You are a man whose patience islittl’ or ‘you are a man with litle patience’

The adi

ve qaliil litle(M.S.)"in (25) agrees with the noun sabr ‘patience’ (head of the
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CS) in [Gender], but agrees with the noun rajul ‘man' in Case and definiteness. Notice

that for the feature [Number), the adjective is always singular

The structure in (25) is not headed by any overt Case assigner/valuer. Based on the

representation in (23), this structure will be syntactically represented as:

@6
cp
[ P
T aPy
pp
Zanta ay FP
F aP,
13 @
rajul g FP/DP
4 D aP,
b @
sabruhua, A
a

qalil

Following the previous line of argument, the adjective raises 10 the head ay of aPy. There,

it can be S

ined and thus

ves a copy of the [Gender] feature value of the head noun

of the CS sabr patier

(recall that the adjective comes with the value singular for the

[Number] feature).” Next, the adjective moves 1o the head D, where it picks up an

empty slot for the definiteness feature.

199 Alematively. n s a v
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Once it raises to the head a of aP, it becomes accessible to higher probes, and able to

‘man’

“The nominative Case value on the adjective appears 10 be a result of successful Agree
with the a-F Probe, which also probes the NS rajul ‘man' in spec aPs. The C-T Probe
probes the BS Zanta *you' and values its [uCase] feature (nominative), and at the same
time, receives valuation for its unvalued g-features. The overall result is a convergent

derivation at LF.

3. Adjectival Construct

In this section, one sub-type of the Indirect Attribute (sce examples (4) and (6) above)
will be considered. As previously mentioned, the adjective in this sub-type forms a CS-

like construg

fon with the following noun. Consider the following example:

@) miayw  fataaran qaliil-at-a
sawl  gitbACC-INDEF  litle-F.$.-ACC

I saw a girl with lttle patience’ or T saw a girl whose patience is ltt

“The adiective galii litk' agrees with the preceding noun faraat ‘grl'in Case, g-features,

and definiteness; thus, formally, it behaves exactly like an auributive A. Also, the

modifies and forms €S with the following noun
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(notice the genitive Case on its complement as-sabr-i DEF-patience-GEN').

An almost identical type of constructions is used productively in Modem Hebrew.

) in this language:

(8 ha nawra [Sxort  ha-  sear®  (Hazou,2000,p.29):
the gil  black the  hair
“The gl who is black of hair'

(9 malar [yefe eynayim]
boy prety eyes
*Aboy pretty of eyes'

‘The bracketed words constitute the Adjectival Construct (AC) in this language. The AC
functions as both a modifier and predicate for the subject nouns ha- na‘ara 'the girl' and
na‘ar Doy’ in (28) and (29), respectively. As far as the semantics, the head adjective in

the AC is predicated of the second, following NP/DP part

Hazout views the AC as a counterpart of the nominal CS construction based on the
common characteristics both AC and nominal CS in Hebrew show. Hazout (2000)
shows, for example, that the first part (both adiectival and nominal) of a CS is subject to
phonological change ™ A common phonological aspect is highlighted by Borer (1988)

[

200 Here,
201 Ths v Sort Sk o AT ample 2 i S Bk s Comrns
constructions (Haz




(s cited in Hazout, 2000), who observes that primary stress falls on the possessor in a

cs.

Like nominal CSs, the head of an AC cannot be separated from its ollowing NP/DP in

Modern Hebrew, as the ungrammaticality of (30) shows:

(G0)  ndana(Sxorat  meod ser] (Hazout, 2000, p. 31)
gl black very  hair
‘meaning to say 'a girl whose hair is very black'

Notice that the same restriction applies to Arabic ACs, as can be seen from the

ungrammaticality of the following:

@G *gabalwrajulan  fawiil-a atdaSri

met] man-ACC-INDEF long-ACC  sick-NOM-INDEF DEF-hair-GEN

In Modern Hebrew, the distribution of the definite article shows another parallel between
nominal CSs and ACs: (In)definiteness does not show up on the first part of the CS, as

shown by the ungrammatiality of the following:

G e beyt mom (Hazout, 2000, p. 32)

the  house teacher

(3 *he nawa [ha- Sxomt scar]



The definiteness of the whole nominal CS (as well as AC) in Modem Hebrew is

Iso true for Arabic nominal CSs;

determined by that of the second part. This is

in that (in)definiteness on the

nevertheless, ACs in Arabic are different from nominal C?
AC s independent of that of the following part. That i, it depends on the (in)definiteness

of the preceding noun, as can be seen from the following

G jaarat al-futaat-u attawiil-atu asgari
came3FS.  DEF-gikNOM  DEF-tll-FS-NOM DEF-hair-GEN

“The girl whose hair is long came’

G5) jaarat fataat-un fawiil-atu assarei

came-3ES.  GirNOMAINDEF  wll-ES-NOM

A girl whose hair s long came”

Recall that when the preceding noun is indefinit, the indefinite marker -1 is deleted from

the adjective as in (35),

Hazout states that “unlimited embedding” is also possible in Hebrew's nominal S (p.

34). In contrast, AC constructions do not allow such embeddings a all

(36)  *ha- naara [yefat eyne Dina]
the gl prety eyes Dina (Hazout, p. 35)



(36) i ruled out because embedding of an additional possessor (ic., Dina) in the second

part of the construction is ungrammatical

Another difference between ACs in Arabic and Modern Hebrew can be scen from the

following:

(7 *ha mana [yefat ene  -ha]

the gl prety eyes -her

If the embedded element is a pronominal clitic, embedding is not acceptable in Hebrew's

ACs. The Arabic counterpart o this example, however, is perfectly grammatical:

(G8)  fawatun jami
girl-NOM-INDEF  beautiful-F.S-NOM-INDEF eyes-Dual-her.

atun Sayn-aacha

A girl whose (two) eyes are beautiful’

Notice the agreement between the adjective and the noun it modifies in the following

Hebrew examples:

(39 b neot[Sxorot  /*Sxor ha- selarjazout 2000, p. 36
the girls black FM.PL/ balck MSSG the  hair

@0) o yefe / yefor  eynanyim]
boy prewyMSSG  pretyFMPL eyes




Although the adjective Saxor black' semantically applies to the noun sear hait’ (M.S.), it
appears in the feminine plural form, thus agreeing with the head noun ne‘aror 'girls.

(Recall that ACs in Arabic behave in the same way).

Hazout (2000, p. 43) proposes the folowing representation for ACs in Modern Hebrew:

(modified from Hazout)

@n

Au?

Agr P

P
F AP,
Poss A
[+Def]
a A

According to Hazout, FP is the extended projection of AP. Based on (41), the head Poss
is the source of genitive Case; thus, the genitive Case value on the possessor (DP) is
assigned (under agreement) in a spec-head relation with the head F (Poss).  Likewise,
agreement in definiteness is obtained through the same spec-head process (ic.,

definiteness on FP is determined by that of the DP i spec FP),

The derivation of the AC proceeds through two steps of movement: (a) the adjective
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moves 1o the head F, and (b) the head F (containing the raised A) moves to Agr. The DP.

is assigned the extemal theta ole of AP as indicated by the indexation.

The adjectival clement is the only one that moves; this, to Hazout, explains why no
clement can inervene between the adjective and the DP. Likewise, the fact that definite
article cannot appear is taken as a consequence of these movements; that i, the position

o be occupied is already filled by Poss.

Kremers (2003) states that there can be at least two functional projections in an AP
(depending on the structure). For example, an AP in a CS will presumably have the
functional prjections of Inl, (for ageeement between A.and the N it modifies), and POSS.
(Possessive) (because the adjective can license a genitive noun). Consider the following

example:

@) almarzaeu jamiil-at-u alwajhei
DEF-woman-NOM  beautiful-£:S-NOM ~ DEF-face(M.S.)-

“the woman with the beautiful face” or *the woman whose face is beautiful®

EN

In this example, the adjcctive jamiil-ar ‘beautiful-FS." and the noun al-wajh *DEF-face’
form a CS, as the genitive Case on the noun shows. The adjective agrees with the noun
alemarzat “the woman' in [Number), [Gender], Case, and definiteness. - According to

Kremers, the structure in (42) would have the following representation (p. 107):



@)

D
lwajh

Because the adjective forms a CS with the following noun, Kremers argues that a Poss

, which assigns genitive Case to the noun wajh, must be present in such a structure,

3.1 An Agree-based analysis for AC:

(44) raday-tu fataat-a-n qaliil-ata agsabr-i

saw-l  gifl-ACC-INDEF litleFS-ACC  DEF-patience(M.S.)-GEN

I saw a girl with ltdle patience or T saw a girl whose patience is litte’

1 propose the following representation for (44):
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P
ra?a DP n
fataat n DP

D

assabr @ A
qaliil

In (45). the head of the AC galil il originates under a defective aP™ The genitive
noun as-sabr-i ‘DEF-patience-GEN' occupies spec aP. By analogy with nominal CSs, the

adjective executes multiple movements: It raises 10 the head a, the head D of DP, and

finally to the head n of nP. Recall that in nominal CSs, the genitive Case value on the

possessor noun is valued under Agree with the Probe #-D. In (43), it is maintained that

the genitive Case value on the noun as-sabr- 'DEF-patience-GEN! is valued by the same

‘mechanism.

features is still maintained. Given

In (45), the idea that adjectives lack values for their ¢-
that the adjective shows agreement in o-features (in addition to Case and defiiteness)
with the noun faraar 'gif, the adiective must have come from the lexicon with no values
for the o-features [Gender] and [Number], and thus must be close enough 1o this noun to

wilar defectve aP has been assumed for the st type of Arabic Indirect Auributes (se,
nation (23) on page 305).

317



receive a copy of these values (i.¢.. no other g-bearing element intervenes between them).
“This way, it is essential to assume a delay in the occurrence of Scan. In other words,
Scan does not take place until the adjective has moved past the noun as-sabr ‘DEF-
patient (i.¢., to n); otherwise, it could have ended up bearing/sharing the wrong set of ¢-

values (i.., receiving -values from the noun as-sabr 'DEF-patience’ in spec aP).

Such a parametrization of the operation Scan suggests that there might be points in a
derivation where Scan does not take place immediately (i.., is not concurrent with the
operation Merge, as initally assumed). The type of construction in (44) seerms to be one.

of such case where Scan must be parametrized.

Ieelandic provides support for the proposal that Scan can be delayed. In the work of
Holmberg and Hrdarsdotir (2003), Spell-Out of a stylistically inverted Dative wh-word
(in spec VP) is delayed uniil the C head (bearing an unvaluedfuninterpretable o-feature
(foroperator’)) enters the derivation, and enters into Agree with this wi-word, which also
bears an interpretable Operator-feature.™ The delay of Spell-Out in this analysis
‘marginalizes the intervention effect of the wh-word, which is argued to be phonologiclly
empty at this point (i.¢., has not been spelled out), allowing T to probe further (beyond the

wheword) for a Goal.

0 1011) st that . which must b valusd
feature on C,
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“The derivation of (45) then proceeds with the adjective raising to a, and 10 the head D.
As has been argued for the head nouns (and adjectives) of nominal (and adjectival) CSs,

the adjective (in its original position) is not headed by a DP, so that the (in)definiteness on

this point . However, when it raises

101D, it picks up an empty slot for the definiteness feature.

Next, the adjective raises 10 the head n, where it receives a copy of the ¢-feature values
on the objective noun faraar girl,™ in addition to (in)lefiniteness, through Scan. The
phasal head n selects the head D of DP as it proxy. The n-D) Probe then probes for goals,
and finds the noun sabr ‘patience’ in spec aP. Under Agree, the noun receives valuation

for its [uCase] feature (genitive), and the Probe receives valuation for its unvalued o-

features.

Once the Probe v-V is formed, it begins to probe for goals. It then probes the objective
DP fataat as well as the adjective in n. Under Agree, both goals receive valuation for

their [uCase] features (accusative).

In the same fashion, the subject DP -fu receives nominative Case value from the C-T

probe, which in tum val “Thus, the derivati atLF.

201 One dierence between the adjecivesin AC and thoe n the Idireet Atribute s that, i the latter, the
dtivescome o e lxeon with vl [Number) G i, (il s e wsctive
and, comes from

oo
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In a non-related language such as French, Kayne (1994) analyzes the following

possessive construction as a DP™

@6l rougede  crayon
the red of  pencil

@) e ore [ur rouge;] [de [ crayon [1*[e] (p.106)

For Kayne, if the fronted clement is an adjectival predicate, IP would have “the
interpretation of a simple predicate” (p. 105), and the predication relation between the AP

rouge and the subject noun crayon would be expressed within the embedded IP.

A similar structure (but with no dislocated intonation) is concerned with the fronting of

@8) et imbécile de Jean
that  imbecile of Jean

@9 cet [pon r imbécile] [de (o Jean ' [e], ... ©-106)

For my analysis, such fronting shows that like nominal heads of the CS, adjectival heads
can raise across the possessor noun, and the interpretation of possessiveness™ can be

205 The comma et dlocaioninomsion (K, 199
zm A comerpar fom Englsh woud b
hatidi
o o o] o doctr . (Kayn, 194,106
207 Notice, however, that the reonship between the adjectival fead and the following noun is ot
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determined within the lower (defective) aP in (45).

Consider the following example which contains an AC in addition 1o a predicative

adjective:
(50) al-faaatu  al-qaliil-atu agssabr-i mariid-at-un
DEF-girl- NOM DEF-ltle-F.SNOM ~ DEF-patience(M.S.-GEN  sick-FS-NOM-
INDEF

‘the girl with ltle patience is sick”

“The predicative adjective mariid 'sick' modifies the subject noun al-fataat 'def-

agrees with it in o-features only. | propose the following structure for (50):

&)
cr
c T
T ap:
P a

DP a FP

Jataat n P F DP
D mariid

D aP,
DP a
sabr @ A
qaliil

In (51), the subject noun al-fataat '

el as well as the AC al-qaliil-ar-u as-sabr-i

necessaily that of possessveness,as has been siated



lttle of patience!, originates in the spec of aP.. Like the nominal head of a CS, the
adjectival head of the AC in (50) (.., galiil ltle) is not headed by a DP. This suggests
that the (in)definiteness on the adjective cannot be determined at this point in the

derivat

‘The derivation inside the AC (represented by nP) proceeds by the head adjective moving
1o the heads a;, D, and then 10 n. Moving to D allows the adjective t0 pick up an empty.
slot (i.e., valueless) for the definiteness feature, which must be filled in the course of the
derivation. When the adjective raises to #, it will have following features: an unvalued
[Case] feature, unspecified set of ¢-features, an unvalued definiteness feature. Under
Agree, the n-D Probe values the [uCase] feature on the noun sabr- ‘patience’ (genitive),

and receives valuation for its unvalued g-features.

Due o the EF o the a-F Probe, the predicative adjective™ is raised to the inner spec of
P, (beneath nP). There, Scan links the subject DP faraar ‘gir' with the raised adjective.
Likewise, the raised head adjective in s inked to the DP fataat ‘gl Being i a single
Tink enables the two adjectives to receive a copy of the g-feature values of the noun faraar

‘girl(ic.,feminine, singular):

208 Recall that the D head of DP heading predicaive adjectives usually comes with no sot for the
definitness featur, s has been assumed.



52
ap;
P[] aP:

alfataat galil-at-u as-sabr-i A[..;
mariid-at-n

‘The C-T Probe then probes the subject DP fataat, the head adjective galii, and the raised
adjective mariid™ As a result of Agree, the subject DP as well as the adjectival head
qaliil "itle' receive valuation for their [uCase] features (nominative), the C-T Probe

receives valuation for it unvalued o-features, and the derivation converges.
Consider the following example with two subject DPs, and no overt Case-assigner/valuer:

($3) Al mjulun qaliil-u as-sabr-i
AI-NOM  man-NOM-INDEF ltle(M.$)-NOM ~ DEF-patience(M.$.)-GEN

*Aliis a man with litle patience’ or ‘Al is a man whose patience is litle'

‘The adjective galiil litle' agrees with the preceding, NS DP rajul 'man' in ¢-features,

Case, be ted

209 Recall that the a-F Probe reserves the unvalucd [Case] festure on the predicative adctive
(nominative).
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sabr a A
qaliil

The BS Al originate in spec aP, while the NS rajul‘man' is located in spec nP. The head
adjective galil itle of the AC raises to n. There, under Scan, the adjecive shares with

the NS rajul a copy of

g-feature values (as well as definiteness). In , the adjective as

well as the NS rajul are probed by the a-F Probe. Under Agree, both elements re

valuation for their [uCase] features, and at the

ume time, the Probe receives valuation for

its unvalued o-features. The derivation converges when the BS Ali values the unvalued

o-features on the C-T Probe, and at the same time, receives valuation for its unvalued

[uCase)] feature.

This anal be extended o (55) a that'

(55) 2inna Ali-an rajul-un qaliil-u ag-sabr-i

Comp AlI-ACC man-NOM-INDEF litle(M.S}NOM DEF-patience(M.5.}GEN
“(Itis confirmed) that Al is a man with lttle paticnce'
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Placing the complementizer inna that in C, the representation in (54) now accounts for

the distinction in Case values between the BS (i.c., accusative by 2imna) and NS (ic.,

nominative by the a-F Probe).

Consider when the verbal copula kaana ‘was'is used:

(56) kama Aliun  rajul-an pliil-a
it q
was ALNOM ACCNDEF litle(MS.)-ACC DEF-

Al was a man with little patien

Both the NS rajul ‘man' as well as the head of the AC galiil lile' bear the accusative

by the copula. The syntactic representation for (56) is as follows:

Case valug

&)
o
c ™
T W
P v
Al v v
v n
kaana DP "
rajul n P
4 9
D ap
4 Dr a
sabr @ A
aqaliil



As previously shown, in the course of the derivation the head adicctive of the AC raises
1o n, where it s i a position to receive values for its unspecified o-features, and a value
for its definiteness feature (indefinite). In addition, the adjective galiil lile’ as well as
the NS rajul‘man) receives valuation for the [uCase] feature (accusative).

In the next section, 1 introduce a type of adjective™ referred 10 as ism ar-tafdil ‘the
superltive/elative’ which, like ACs, selets and modifies a genitive noun. The adjectives.
in this class differ rom that in AC, or any other class of adjective for that matter; with
respect to ¢-feaure values, this adjective does not show agreement with the noun it

applies to. That is,it i always masculine and singular.

3.2 Adjectives in the superlative form

Superlatives in Arabic show some inferesting ag

cement properties (relative 1o the nouns

they modify). Consider for example:

(68 mnayt o %ffala allawladi
sawl best:ACC  DEF-boys-GEN
I saw the best boys’
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(9)

(©0)

©1)

The superlative adjective Zafdal 'best’ maintains one form of agreement

mayw wflla al-banaci
sawl besbACC  DEF-girls-GEN

I saw the best girls'

iy affalatalibin
saw-l best-ACC student-GEN-INDEF.

‘I saw the best (male) student’

naynma afdala falibatian

sawwe  bestACC  DEF-student-FS-GEN-INDEF

“We saw the best (female) student’

., singular and

‘masculine) despite the obvious conflict (in - and Case agreement) between the adjective

and the nouns it modifies: The nouns in (58) and (59) are masculine, plural, and feminine,

plural, respecively. ~Likewise, in (60) and (61), the modified nouns are masculine,

singular, and feminine, singular; respectively. The superlative adjective shows unique

agreement characteristics which must be accounted for in order to have a comprehensive

theory of adjectival agreement

Recall that one type of indirect adjective”! shows two distinct agreement patterns

ag

ent in the feature [Gender] with the noun it modifies, and agreement with its

preceding noun in Case and definiteness. The [Number] feature on this adjective is

me

Ay mjkan i sarahu
-t man ACCINDEF  long-ACC-INDEF _ hai(M.5)-NOM-his
Tsawa man wi

(example (22)on pge 303)

along i
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always singular. For this adjective, | have made the claim that it comes from the lexicon

with the value singular for the [Gender] feature.

Elghamry (204" concurs that definiteness on the superlative is determined by the
modified noun, and uses the relative pronoun as a test: Relative pronouns are only used

when the head noun of the relative clause they refer to is definite:

) jwadu bk alladiina hadaruu .. (p.906)
bestNOM  DEF-writers GEN  who(SM.PL) came-3M.PL

‘the best of the writers who came’

) *hjvadu  Kkutiaabi lladiina  hadaruu
bestNOM  DEF-writers-GEN  who(3M.PL) came-3M.PL

‘the best writers who came’

“The ungrammaticality of (63) stems from the fact that the relative pronoun alladjina 'who'

refers to an indefinite noun (head of the CS) kuttab writers'

For superlatives, 1 will claim that in addition o bearing the value singular, they come
from the lexicon with a masculine value for the feature [Gender]. Unless superlatives
enter the derivation with these specific values, we would have conflcting agreement in ¢-

features; for instance, we would expect, contrary to facts, the adjective in (61) to show

agreement with either the noun it modifies (i., faalib-at-i-n 'student-ES. or with the




subject pronoun -1a ‘we (M.JE.).

The genitive Case value on the modified noun, as well s the non-morphological marking
of definiteness on the adjective, indicates that this superlative adjective has formed a CS
with the nouns it modifies. o account for this, 1 propose for, (58), the (by now) familiar

representation

()
e ™
T W
DP v
v P
v P
raday  n

DP
D PossP
« Poss’

al-2awlaad  Poss
a Pafdal

‘The derivation of (58) proceeds as follows: The adjective 7afial best, like any adjective

head of a CS, raises to Poss, D, and then o n. At 7, the adjective is probed by the 1-V

Probe, thus receiving the accusative Case for its [1Case] feature, and at the same time,

valuing Probe. The derivation LE.

“Thus far, we have three types of adjectives as far as the o-features they carry: The first
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type depends rorally on the noun it modifies (i, receives its g-feature values from a
nominal source). This type constitues the majority of adjectives in Arabic. The second
type, represented by one subtype of the indirect attibute, depends partialy on the noun it

‘modi

s (e, the adiective comes fiom the lexicon with one valued g-feature
{Number]). The third type (superlative) is independent of the noun it modifies, meaning

that it comes from the lexicon with a valued set of -features.

Summary

This chaper introduces a set of related constructions in which adjectives show interesting
syntactic and semantic agreement properties: The adjective relates semantically 1o one
nominal element, while agrecing syntactically with a different nominal clement in the
structure, One of the main contributions of this chapter has been to show that Case and

agreement (i.e., g) properties can operate independently of one another.

ives in AC constructions have much in common with their corresponding nominal

In the course of the derivation, they raise multiply to reflect the correct

word order as well as o values of Case, definiteness,

“Thus far, Arabic adjectives can be divided into three types, as far a

g-agreement
are concemed. Type (i) comes from the lexicon with no valued o-features (ic., the type
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introduced in Zero Copula constructions): type (ii) enters the derivation with one valued
-feature (i.c., the feature [Number] in AC); the adjective in type (ii) seems to come from
the lexicon with valued -features (ic., valued [Number] and [Gender] features in the

superlative form).

In the next chapter, more adjective-containing constructions will be considered. The
principal objective of the fllowing chapter s to provide an analysis of a different type of
adjective (i., participles). Participles exhibit some verbal as well as nominal
characteristics. In a subsection, I will introduce a common word class 1o participles
known in the Arabic literature as masdar. One objective of including masdars is to find
the similarities and highlight the differences between these word classes and the
constructions they appear in before an Agree-based analysis is formalized for each word




Chapter 7

Participles and Masdars

1. Introduction
Participles in Arabic constitute one major class of adjectives. In this chapter, an Agree-

based analysis will be developed for this type of adjective. It will be shown that

participles have a lot in common with a nominal class of words known in traditional

reference books as masdar

The chapter begins by considering participles, their classes, semantic propertics, and

syntactic distribution. Ina an based analysis which

for these properties s laid out. To conclude this section, 1 provide an overview of

ted analyses of Arabic participles.

jon 3. of this chapter is concemed with masdars. It will be shown that masdars can

have a verbal function, in addition 1o their nominal function. For each function, an

Ag

based analysis, which builds on the arguments that have been developed up t0 this

point will be proposed. As in the participle section, some selected analyses of Arabic

‘masdars are discussed by way of conclusion.




2. Participles

Traditional Arab grammarians include a large number of adjectives within the larger class
of derived nominals or mustgaat ™ The subelasses of adjectives in this major class are
cither verbally- or nominally-derived. Researchers such as Al-Shamrani (1994) sate that

Arabic participles are verbally-derived adjectives.

Participles constitute one major class of adjective. According to Al-Shamrani (1994),

Arabic pariciples include the following classes:

Table
Classes of participles
Class Meaning Example
I ism alfaafil This subelass is understood as The word raakib “rider, the one.
“Active denoting the “doer of the who rides a bus or a horse’
participle™ action of the corresponding corresponds 1o the verb rakiba

verb” (Al-Shamrani, 1994, p. *to ride (a bus), he rides (the
9) bus)” which denotes the act as

well as the person who does the

Nours of Place’ Zamaan Nouns o Time' o
the st of mudtagaar;ho ese o typesare ot adjccivl.
214 In thei analyss of ism al/ﬂ e Adtne Pt an (1976) and others, have reated this
s o v s ndepndent v of e 3 e i e s
h nominal and verbal features. However, AL-Shamrani (1994) and others do mot agre with this
Conihetion of e Pt e n ependem ds of et cis 2oy chlen
“deverbal now

abjoct 3 el 232 ot ot ke ver.




as-sifah al- This subclass  indicates an
musabahah bi ism atribute that has  stative
al-facfil  “The (invarible)  condition or

Active Participle-

g
like atribute”

ism almaffud This subelass of adjectives

the  Passive denotes the action and the one

Participle” or thing gets affected by this
action (.., undergoer of the
action).

sivay al- The words in this subclass

mubalayah Forms intensify the action performed
of Intensity’ by the relevant verb.

“riding’.
“The words farif-u-n happy’ and
hasan-un ‘good arederived
from the intransitive verbs of
fariha ‘(he) became happy’ and
hasuna (he) became  good),
respectively.  As far as the
‘morphology, this subelass docs
ot follow one regular
‘morphological pattem, as some
of the derived adiectives of this
sibelass  follow  some
‘morphological patterns
associated with the  Active
partciple.

The word maZhuul eaten’ is @
passive participle. which is
derived from the verb akala

(he) ea

(Notice that  the
Active Participle word derived
from this verb s Zaakil ‘ater’)

For the verb Zukala ‘eats, the
form of intensity ~associated
with this verb would be Zakkaal,
thus referring to @ person who
cts a ot or one with
compulsive cating  disorder.

Similarly, the intensive form of



ki st A M il b

the verb kadaba ‘(he) les' is
kaddaab, meaning that  this

person s ‘a frequent liar, or

someone who s Iying 100 much.

S ism ar-afdil ‘the When comparing two persons For the property fawiil all, if
Elative®* or enities sharing the same Ali is taller than Jamal, we can
property, the form ism at- say Ali afwal min Jamal ‘Ali is

tafdil i used. taller than Jamal'

Both traditional and contemporary researchers (e.g., Al-Nadir, 2005; Hasan, 1976) have
observed that pariciples exhibit semantic and syntactic similarities with verbs, in that
they take subjects and arc able 10 assign accusative Cases 1o ther objects. In addition,
participles exhibit formal similarities with ordinary nouns and adjectives; specifically,

they inflect for Case, agreement, and definteness. Consider the following example:

(1) al-walad-u “aakil-u-n ataSaam-a
DEF-boy-NOM  eating(M.S)-NOM-INDEF DEF-food-ACC
“The boy s eating the food"

“The participle Zaakil ‘eating(M.S.) in (1) is one type of verbally-derived adjectives. In
this example, the participle applies 10 the subject noun al-walad DEF-boy', and appears
t0 agree with it in Case, [Number], and [Gender], but not definiteness: The participle is
indefinite. The noun which follows the partciple bears an accusative Case value, a fact

215 Due 0 the resemblance this stnucture shows with the AC, it has been inroduced and analyzed in the
pir

216 However,othe derved words requre the us of the word Zakfar min or Zagal min more than' or less
i, respectivel, when making s comprison
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which leads traditional grammarians (e.g., Hasan, 1976) to conclude that, like verbs,

participles can be a source for the accus:

ive Case values on the following objective

Also, the participle 7aakil eating(M.S.) itself bears a nominative Case value, just like any

other nominal or adjectival element. Consider the Case value on the participle Zaakil

‘eating(M.S.)" in (2) when the copular verb kaana ‘was' i used:

(@) kaana al-walad-u “aakil-an at-faSaam-a

was  DEFboy-ACC  cating-ACC-INDEF DEF-food-ACC

‘the boy was cating the food

“The partciple behaves like an objective element which receives an accusative Case value

from kaana.

Al-Shamrani (1994) uses the intensifier jiddan 'very', as a test, 10 show the semantic

similarity between verbs and participles. Consider the following examples

() tifl-u mariid-un jiddan
defchild  sick(Adj)  very

“The child s very sick' .26

217 Glossing and teansiteration are AL-Shananis,




@maida Gl jiddan

fell sick(V)  defichild  very
“The child became very sick' .27

According to Al-Shamrani, the adjective mariid sick' and the verb marida ‘fell sick' of the

type in (3) and (4) are both grammatical with the intensifier jidda; however, other types

of participles and verbs are not, as in:

(§) *hmujrim-u qaatitunjiddan (p. 27)
defmurderer Killing(Adj) ~ very

© *quala lmujrimu jiddan (p.27)
killed  defmurderer very

Al-Shamani ascribes the ungrammaticality of examples (5) and (6) o the fact that they
are incompatible with the intensifie jiddan, and argues that only verbs and adicctives
which are [+stative] (i, show an unchanging, permanent state) can be used with this

I terms of argument structure, partciples behave ke the verbs (whether ransitive or
intransitve) from which they are derived. For example, the partiiple mufin ‘giving' in

(8)is derived from the transitive verb 7affa 'gave' in (7):




() %St al-mudaris-u at-taalib-a Kitaab-a-n

gave(3MS) DEF-teacher-NOM  DEF-student-ACC  book-ACC-INDI

“The teacher gave the student a book”

(8) al-mudaris-u musin at-taalib-a Kitaab-a-n

DEF-teacher-NOM  giving DEF-student-ACC  book-ACC-INDEF

The teacher (is giving) the student a book'

Lit. The teacher giving the student a book'

Like its corresponding verb, the participle muftin ‘giving' in (8) subcategorizes for two
object NPs: af-faalib 'DEF-student’ and kitaab 'book’, as can be inferred from the

accusative Case values on these nouns”

Also, when forming passives, verbs and partciples show further similariies; compare the

Verbs in examples (9) and (10) with the participles in (11) and (12)

©) qara?a al-walad-u arrisaal-at-a

read(MS) DEF-boy:NOM  DEF-letter-FS.-ACC

“The boy read the letter’

a0 quriSat

read(Pass.)-FS.

“The letter was read

Note that when the verb passivizes, the subject noun is suppressed, and the object

hat, ke argumens.




becomes a derived subject (notice also the change in Case values). Now consider the

participles gaari? reading and the passivized form magruu? read(Pass.) in the following,

examples:
) alwakdu quari?-wn arrissalat-a
DEF-boy-NOM  reading(3M.S)-NOM-INDEF DEF-letier-F.S.-AC
“The boy is eading the ltter ‘
(12)  arrisaalatu magruu?-at-u-n ?

DEF-letter-F.S.-NOM read(Pass.)-ES.-NOM-INDEF

The letter (is/was) read

[ ‘When the partciple gaari? 'reading'is passivized, the structure exhibits the same changes

its corresponding verb shows: The subject al-walad 'DEF-boy' is suppressed, and the

\ objectar-risaalah DEF-lette” becomes a derived subject, s n (12).

Another interesting property of participles concerns their ability 1o form a CS-like

construction with their following nouns,just like pure/ordinary starive adjectives, as can

3 lwaladu  daaribu i
defboy-nom hiting-nom  def-brother-gen
“The boy hits his brother

Literally: The boy hitting the brother’  (Al-Shamani, 1994, p. 36)



“The participle daarib itting'selects the genitive noun I-7ar-i def-brother-gen' forming a

CS-like construction (cf. the AC i the previous chapter). An aliemative to (13) shows

that the noun Zax brother’ bears the accusative Case value, indicating that it is an object to

the participle:

(49 lwaladu  daaribun Zax-aa-hu
def-boy-nom hitting-nom-indef  brother-acc-his
“The boy is hitting his brother”

Literally: "The boy hitting his brother'  (Al-Shamran, 1994, p. 36)

One difference, however, between stative adjectives and participles is that non-stative

(participle) adjectives form a CS construction with their objects, whil stative adjectives

form a CS construction with their subjects "

To recap, the above data shows that Arabie participles have a dual nature: Formally, they

resemble nominal (and adjectival) elements in that they inflect in for Case, agreement,

and definiteness: syntactially, they can form CS-like constructions with the following

nouns. Participles behave like the verbs they are derived from (e.g.,they show passivity

and (in)transitivity), and they are able to assign accusative Case values 1o their objects.

21 beautiful forms a C:

O ko ikt

sl
Der-gaton | m‘.x.m FSNOM  DEF-fce GEN
il

bl o s
e

- jamilu wajhaha
e “nNom SIS INOMANDEF e NOVLber
e s fce s beutiul

@
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To account for the dual characteristics of participles, I propose an Agree-based analysis

for this type of adjectives.

2.1 An Agree-based analysis

As observed in section 2., participles in Arabic show some similarities with verbs: they
take subjects and assign accusative Cases 1o their objects. Also, participles show

similarities with ordinary nouns: they inflect for Case and agreement as well as

definiteness. Consider the example in (1), repeated here as (15

(%) alwaladu 2aakil-un ataSaam-a
DEF-boy-NOM eating(M.,)-NOM-INDEF  DEF-food-ACC
“The boy is ating the food

The participle 7aakil ‘eating(M.S.)" agrees with the subject noun al-walad ‘DEF-boy' in
Case (both are nominative), [Number] (both are singular), and [Gender] (both are

masculine), but not definiteness (the partciple is indefinite). The accusative Case value

on the noun af-fafiaan-a DEF-food-ACC’ comes from the participle.

Bes

ides acting like a verb, the participle behaves like any other nominal or adjectival

element, and can form a

ike construction with the following noun (see, example (13),



above)

To account for the dual nature of participles, I follow Fassi-Fehri (1993) and
argue that participles start out as verbs in their syntactic derivation and become adjectives

a some (higher) point in the derivation. Also, inspired by Fassi-Fehi's (1993) analysis

for magdars.™ | assume the existence of a special, semantic feature which converts a
verbal oot into an adjectival roat in the caurse of the derivation. This semanic feature
originates under a speciic head in the structure, and the verbal oot (of the participle)

becomes adjectival (or partcipia) once it moves to that head. | will efer (0 this feature

as the Aof feature (adjectivalizer feature ™)

Keeping this in mind, let us consider the following repres

16)
cp
c ™
T ab
@
abwalad a i
[ P
D ¥
a w
A pro v
ve
v P
ajecivalization akes place M attafaam

In (16), the subject noun al-walad DEF-boy' originates in spec of the pl

0 Masdars are troduced in secton 3.
CF eventaix (E-AD in Fasi-Fehrs analyss for masdars,




projection (aP). The proxy head F (of the phase head a) selects a DP. I assume that the
head D (of this DP) does not bear a slot for the definiteness feature, meaning that it will
surface morphologiclly as indefinite.  Also, this D head selects a functional projection
(bold-faced FP), which carries the adjectivalizer feature Ao/, Besides bearing the Aof
feature, the head F functions as the host position to which the verbal root moves, as will

be explained shortly.

‘The vP phase in (16) is different from any other P phase we have yet encountered. The

spec position of P is occupied by a small pro. This structure is motivated by adopting
Burzio's Generalization (Burzio, 1986), which states that a verb which lacks an external
argument fails to assign accusative Case. Locating a pro in spee P allows the verb in this

phase to value the [uCase] on the DP af-fafiaam 'DEF-food’, and avoids violating Burzio's

Generalization.

1 further assume that pro in spec VP receives the agent theta-role from v. To ensure that
this theta-role is assigned o the subject noun al-walad- 'DEF-boy' in spec aP, I follow
Chomsky's (1981) analysis of tough-movement. Consider the example in (17) which has
the basic structure in (18):

(7 Johnis toughto find

(1) John s tough [crPROI[+PRO.to find t]
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Chomsky argues that the embedded phrase 1o find undergoes wh-movement type
‘movement. When the adjective fough takes a clausal complement, it does not assign a

theta-role to its matrix subject (i.c., John). Rather, the trace £, (of PRO) in (I8) in the

positon receives  theta-role from the verb ind. of the

complex predicates of the adjective fough and the open proposition of CP assign a theta-

ole to the subject noun John.

1 have proposed that the phasal head a of aP is able to assign a theta-role 10 ts extemal

argument. For this structure, | will maintain this idea and additionally assume, following

the fough-movement analysis, that the theta-role of the DP al-walad 'DEF-boy' s assigned

by the head a in combination with vP. The derivation of the structure in (15) proceeds as

follows. At the vP level,

selects V, and the v-V Probe is formed, under the FI model.

Under Agree, the Probe v-V probes for a Goal and finds the DP af-fafaam 'DEF-food.

The v-V Probe receives valuation for its [up] features, and at the same time, values the

[uCase]

ture on the objeet (accusative). The verbal root 2K/ moves 10 v, and the to F
which carris the feature A</, At this point, the verbal root s converted into an adjectival
(participial) root. Up to this point, | assume that the participle in F behaves like an
ordinary adjective (of the non-Construct type), which has just entered the derivation from
the lexicon. The latter assumption is supported by Case, g-agreement, and definiteness

considerations; that is, the participle in F bears an [uCase] and a set of value-less ¢-

The [uCase] must be valued by Agree, and the empty slots for its ¢-fea




(i, [Number] and [Gender]) must receive values from another (nominal) source.  Also,
definiteness on the partciple adds further support to this assumption; in other words,
knowing that only nominal and adjectival elements in Arabic bear (inefiniteness
markers, it follows quite naturally that the participle (not the verb) moves to D, indicating
that the conversion of the verbal root into an adjectival (or partcipial) root should occur
prior o the movement of this element to D.

Thus, the participle moves higher to D (recall that D does not have a slot for the

definiteness feature), so that the morphological realization of definitencss on this

partciple will be indefinite.

At the aP phasal level, the head a selects the proxy head F and transfers all of ts features

to F (features include (CASE], [ug), and EF), and the a-F Probe is formed. This probe

searches for a Goal, and finds the participle in D, Given that the participle lacks values
for its g-features, it cannot serve as a Goal for this Probe; however, under Case-R, the
Probe a-F reserves the Case value on the participle (nominative). The EF on a-F raises

the participle to the inner spec of aP, as in



€ ™
T
3 aP
al-walad  part a
' P

‘The partciple becomes structurally close to the subject DP al-walad DEF-boy' (i., no

other potential source for -feature values intervenes between them). Under Scan, the

Subject noun al-walad 'DEF-boy’ shares a copy of its g-values with the participle (i,
{masculine], singular]). The partciple transfes a copy of these -values to its original
copy in D, thus allowing the Probe a-F to receive valuation for its unvalued g-features,
and consequently, the reserved Case value on the participle is that which is realized
morphologically. At the CP level, the [uCase] feature on the subject noun al-walad DEF-
boy' receives valuation from the C-T Probe; likewise, the unvalued g-features on the
Probe receive valuation from the subject, and the derivation converges.

‘The complementizer 7inna can precede the construction in (15).  The complementizer

changes the Case value on the subject 1o accusative as in (20):

@0)  imna alwalada Taakil

n afaSaam-a
Comp DEF-boy-ACC eating(M.S)-NOM-INDEF DEF-food-AC
(It confirmed) that the boy is eating the food"




“The representation in (16) works well for this example provided that the complementizer

7inna that is placed under C, as has been argued for throughout this thesis.

Notice, however, that when an auxil

ry verb is used, the Case value on the participle
becomes accusative as in (2), repeated here as (21). Furthermore, notice that the objective

noun af-fafaam ‘DEF-food always bears an accusative Case value:

@) kana alwaladu akil-an a-taSaam-a
was  DEFboyNOM eating(MS,)-ACC-INDEF  DEF-food-ACC

‘the boy was eating the food

For (21), 1 propose the following representation:

@)
cp
[ ™
T w»
o v
alwalad v v
v D
kaana D PP
a w
Af o pro v
A v vp
A v DP

K ar-faSaam



In this representation, there are two phasal vPs. The subject noun al-walad 'DEF-boy"
originates in the spec position of the higher vP phase. The external argument of the lower
VP phase is filled by a small pro. The derivation proceeds as follows. The phasal head v
selects V (which includes the verbal root /), and forms the v-V Probe. The Probe -V
probes the DP ar-fasaam 'DEF-food' and values its [uCase] accusative feature, and
simultancously, receives valuation for its [u] features. The verbal root V moves to v.and
then to F. In F, the verbal root converts into an adjectival (particularly, participial)
element by virtue of the (adjectivalizer) Aof feature. The participle at this point behaves

like an adjective which has just entered the derivation; that s, it bears an [uCase] feature

i addition 10 aset of value-Jess ¢-features. The participle then moves higher to D (recall

that D does not bear a slot for the definiteness feature).

At the higher P level, the v-V Probe probes for a Goal and finds the participle in D.
Since that the partciple does not have values for its g-features, it cannot serve as a Goal;
however, Case-R allows the Probe 1~V to reserve the Case value on the participle
(accusative). The EF on the 1-V Probe raises the partciple to the inner spec of the higher

VP phase, as in




@3)
cp
@ ™
T W
b W
al-walad  part v
A

At this point in the derivation, and under Scan, the subject noun al-walad DEF-boy’ can
share a copy of its g-values with the raised participle. The participle then shares a copy
of the recived values with ts original position (in D), allowing the -V Probe 10 receive
valuation for its unvalued set of g-features, and the reserved Case value on the partciple
is morphologically realized as accusative. The derivation then converges when the C-T

Probe receives valuation for its unvalued g-features by entering into Agree with the

cives valuation for its

subject noun al-walad 'DEF-boy'. At the same time, the subject re

[uCase] feature (nominative).

We have seen that participles are able to form CS-like constructions with their objects.

Consider the example in (13), repeated here as (24):

@) lwaldu  garibu
def-boy-nom hitting(M.S.)-nom  def-brother-gen
“The boy hits his brother
Literally: The boy hitting the brother'  (Al-Shamrani, 1994, p. 36)
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The participle daarib hitting(M.S.) in this example selects a genitive DP; in this respect,

it resembles AC (discussed in chapter 6).  Consider the intemal structure of the participle

(in A)in (25)
[e)
ap
DP a
Lax  a WeA

v v
v
drb

The internal structure of the participle in (25) shows that t starts under the lexical root V.

Note that the vP heading this oot does not have an exteral subject, thus, under Burzio's

eralization, it does not have the ability to assign accusative Case. From this, we infer

that no Probe (¢.¢.,1-) will be formed.

The lexical V undergoes various steps of movement: First, it raises to v and then to a.
The adjectival element a bears the [A) feature, which converts V into an

adjectival/participial element, as previously argued.

The participle, which now bears unspecified set of g-features and an [uCase] feature,
continues to move up to the head D. Crucially, recall that in AC, Scan is argued not apply

until a certain point in the derivation. This ensures that only the correct g-feature values

are shared (i.c., between the participle and the subject DP al-walad DEF-boy),
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“Thus, when raised to D, the partiiple picks up a copy of the [definie] value for the

definiteness feature on the genitive noun Zax brother’ in spec aP. Finally, the participle
moves to the head . In the AC chapter, it has been argued that the -D Probe values the

genitive Case value on the noun 7ax ‘brother, under Agree.

Atn, the participle becomes structurally close enough to the subject noun al-walad"'DEF-
boy' 1o receive values for its ¢-features (under Scan). Also, at n, the participle, in
addition to the subject, get probed by the C-T Probe. As a result of Agree, both the
subject al-walad and the partciple daarib receive valuation for their [uCase] featurcs

(nominative), and the C-T Probe receives valuation for its unvalued g-features.

Having laid out my own analysis, I now present, for comparative purposes, analyses of
Asabic participles by Fassi-Fehri (1985, 1993), and Al-Balushi (2011). For (26), Fassi-

Fehri (1988) argues that the affix -an on the partciple raakiban ‘iding! is a pronominal

subject for the participial AP. According to Fassi-Fehri,this pronominal subject “can be

controlled (ambiguously) by the subjector the abject of the matix verb’” (p. 137):

(6)  lagiw Zaydan  raakiban
met-l Zayd riding MS(Acc)
I met Zayd riding’



Fassi-Fehri (1993) proposes an analysis of the intemal structure of participle adjectives

such as daarib *hiting’ in example (27) below:

@7) Samr-wn daarib-un Zaydan 120 yadan
NOM.INDEF  hitting: NOM-INDEF Zayd-AC
“Amr s hitting/ will hit Zayd"

A CINDEF  nowlomorrow

Specifically, pariciples such as daarib are deverbal, and as such, they are derived as

shown in the following structure:

8
»
1 AgrP
a Ay
Agr AP
A
A v
[aa-i] DP v
A Gam v DP
dr Zaya

In (28), the participle’s consonantal root originates in V' and moves to A, where it is
adjoined to the vocalic skeleton aa-i. The trace of V assigns accusative Case 10 Zayd.
“The subject Samr moves to spec I to reeive nominative Case. Fassi-Fehri (1993) claims
that the complex [[[V]AJAgr], which is formed by adjoining V t0 A, and V A to Agr, is
adectival. This complex receives nominative Case which is assigned by default to AP
and passed/ransferred down 10 A
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A more recent analysis of Case behaviour in Arabic participles has been developed by Al-
Balushi (2011). Al-Balushi extends his analysis of Case assignment/checking in both
verbal and non-verbal constructions to participials. In his characterization of participials,
he claims that they do not encode a [T] feature; thus, no tense category is expected to
appear’™ in their syntactic structure. He also claims that participials do not (exclusively)

denote future tense, and thus lack a MoodP, where mood refers to “futurity” (p. 264).

Al-Balushi adds that partiipials cannot project an AgrP since they lack a full set of

unvalued o-features (p. 265). They do, however, encode an [Asp] feature (imperfcs

aspect), which is not encoded for a Verbal Case [VC] feature™ (p. 266). He thus

proposes the representation in (30) for (29):*

@) 7almudaris-aatu Saarif-aat-un Ixabar-a

the-teachers-p-f-Nom the-news-Ace

‘the fema

cachers know the news'

5 m s of ALl s hv b rscred i
lossing and tranltraton of thiscxample e Al-Balushy



TopP
Pal-mudarris-aat,  AspP
Asy v

Saarif-aat-un pro, v

P
Seamifeatm V
Searifeatm Faiter

(AVBalushi, 2011, . 273)

Under (30), the participial is merged in V with a valued categorial [V] feature.™ The
head v* has an unvalued [VC] feature, and merges with VP, Pro is merged in spec v*P,

where it can license the topic Zal-mudarris-aat through co-indexation.

“The valued (V] feature on the participialis projected to v*P. Now, v*P has a valued [V]
feature, and as such it s selected by Asp (which has an unvalued [V feature, a valued
[Asp] feature, and a set of valued g-features). Under Agree, the unvalued [V] feature on

Asp gets valued.

“To this point, the partcipial has both nominal and verbal features (.., it has a valued [V)
feature, and valued -features). The AspP, which is instantiated by the participial, is
selected by Fin Fin has an unvalued categorial [V) feature, an unvalued [Asp] feature,

an unvalued set of -features, and a valued [VC] feature. Under Agree between Fin and

AL s B st ot ot i gy s ).y em
‘merge with a v head. By merging with v they are tuned into
then ino " ey
Notice wed in

TopP and Asp.

354



Asp, the unvalued features (.. [o]. [V], and [Asp]) on Fin gt valued.

Al-Balushi adds that the head v*' enters into Agree with Fin'; as a result the unvalucd
[VC] on v gets valued by Fin'. The object receives valuation for its [Casc] (i
accusative) through an Agree relation with v¥. The topic, however, receives a default
nominative Case at PF. Pro in partcipials,like pro in verbless sentences, does not receive

nominative Case, unlike pro in SVO sentences (p. 274).

o recap, the above data shows that Arabic partciples have a dual nature: Formally, they
resemble nominal (and adjectival) elements in that they inflect in for Case, agrecmen,
and definiteness. Syntactically, they can form CS-like constructions with the following

nouns. Participles behave like the verbs they are derived from (e.g. they show passivity

that they are able to cusative Case values o their objects.

Tnow present masdars, a different word class of Arabic.

3. Madars

We have just considered one subelass of mustagaar, participles, or more specifically,
Verbally-derived adjectives. In this section, I consider a second subelass of mustagaat:

nominally-derived.



Nominally-derived words are known in the literature as deverbal nouns (see, ¢, Fassi-
Fehri, 1993; Kremers, 2003). Grammarians who follow the traditional Basran school of
language identify one form of nominals (masdars) as the base form from which verbal
(and adjectival) words are formed. However, following the traditional Kufan school of
Ianguage, other grammarians argue that the masdar is derived from the verb, but not vice

versa (ee, e, Hasan, 1976; Tbn Abi Alwafa, [nd.

The masdar often indicates an event that is stripped of time (i.., timeless cvent), for
which reason it is often referred to as an ‘infinitive’ by western philologists; however,
unlike infinitives (which are verbal), masdars are nominal. For example, the verb garala
“he Killed!, which indicates an action which takes place in the past tensc, s derived from
the magdar garl 'killing' 2 Also, the verb faraha 'he opened'is derived from the masdar

Jath opening.

In terms of function and syntactic properties, masdars can have a verbal-like function, in
additon to their nominal function. When the verbal function is obscrved, masdars behave
like gerunds in English. Verb-like masdars are also called “process nominals” (Fassi-
Fehri, 1993), or “complex event nominals” (Kremers, 2003.) In their more nominal

7 Basran and Kufan schoos of language flourished in ancient Iaq

220 Keemers follows the clasifcaion proposed in Grimshaw (1990). Grimshaw (1990) discusics two
s of deverbal nouns: Compiex svent nominals (which retain verbal cvent and argument of the
ndrtyin ) snd simples vent pomias (whic do ot i he v, and agument of te
nderying ver). ey refer
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function, masdars can be seen to be what Grimshaw (1990) terms a “simplex event” (sec,

fn. 220), or what Fassi-Fehri (1993) refers to as “result nominals™. The following

sections introduce the nominal and verbal use of masdars.

3.1 Nominal function

dinary nominal (and 1 el in that

the masdar

it inflects for agreement features, and bears (in)definiteness markers in addition Case

values. Consider the following examples™

G gimaratun al-qairant-at-u
reading-F.S.-NOM-INDEF ~ DEF-reading-F.S -NOM
‘A rcading “The reading’

(2 wadSun al-wagSu
state(M.S.)-NOM-INDEF  DEF-state(M.5.)-NOM
A state (of affairs) “The state (of affairs)”

Also, like ordinary nouns, masdars can be pluralized, as seen i the following
examples:™!

o the resolt of an sction or event. Simplex event nominals resemble nom-event nominals (ordiniry

when & masdar, such as sdg(M.S) ‘ea, is sed as an (odjectival) mifie for  noun, it
always bears {masculine) and [singular] feaurss, regardess of the agreement features carried by the
modificd noun (Al-Nadir, 2005).

ke masdars
he ungrammati

or complex event nominals) cannot be puralized, a5 can be seen from
following example:
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O cumma Simataa

03 gimataeen giraa?-ast-uen
reading-F.S -NOM-INDEF _ reading-F.PL-NOM-INDE
“Arcading Readings'

G wadsun Zawdaas-un
State(M.S.)-NOM-INDEF  state(M.PL)}NOM-INDEF
A state (of affairs) “states (of affair)

‘The masdar giraa?-at-u-n 'reading(F:

5. takes the plural ending -aat to form the sound

plural giraa?-aat-u-n 'reading(FPLY.

In terms of distribution, a masdar occurs in positions usually occupied by nouns (ic.,

subject, abject, etc). Consider the following:

65 gt alkitaab-i mumi-atwn
reading FS-NOM  DEF-book-GEN  fun-F.S.-NOM-indef
“reading the book i fun'

bi--dant
happen Pt wih-deFcrime-gen
i confesions o e rime e len i (sl 190236
verblike, be pluralized. e

same magdarcan foma e rovided i ncions \wp/er v e Mol
(i aatah

coneons Tpl-somhim  hotnom

“Hi confessons re ot convinc




et o i i TR e

(36)  lafibu al-kurat-i xatiir-u-n
playing(M.S)-NOM DEF-football GEN  dangerous NOM-INDEF
“playing football is dangerous'

The masdars giraa?ah ceading(F:S. and lafib playing(M.S.) are n the subject position
of the verbless sentences. The fact that the masdars in (35) and (36) can be modified by
the adjectives mumif "fun’ and xafir ‘dangerous', respectively, indicates that they arc
simplex event nominals, for simplex event nominals cannot be modified by an adverb, as

shown by the ungrammaticalit of using the adverbial element bi-Scdat-i:

(7)  7aqlaga-nii  ntigaad-u-hu (*bi-Siddat-in) (Fassi-Fehri, 1993, p. 234)
annoyed-me criticizing-nom-his with-violence-gen

“His criticism (*with violence) annoyed me'

Like ordinary nouns, the masdar can also appear in object position:

(8)  hbabw  giraata al-kitaab-i
lovedd  reading-FS.-ACC  DEF-book
"I loved (the) reading of the book”

Here, the masdar giraaZah 'reading serves as the object of the verb Zahbab-tu 'l loved"

(notice the accusative Case value on the masdar).

From the examples above, we sce that masdars, like ordinary nouns, can select genitive
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possessives. Consider the example in (35), epeated here as (39)

(9 qimataty al-kitaab-i mumS-at-un
reading-FS-NOM  DEF-book-GEN  fun-F.S.-NOM-INDEF

‘reading the book is "

‘The masdar giraa?ah forms what looks like a CS construction with the following noun
al-kitaab-i 'DEF-book-GEN'. Like a nominal (or adjcctival) head of a CS, the masdar in
(39) does not bear the (in)definiteness marker, and the following noun bears a genitive

Case value.

3.2 Verbal function

Masdars differ from ordinary nouns by virtue of the fact that they can function as verbs.
For example, only masdars can serve as a complement to a verb (e.g., the control verb

hawal-tu in (40)), which semantically selects a verbal complemen

@0 hawalw  qimatata allawhati
tried-1 reading ES-ACC  DEF-sign-FS-GEN
I tried to read/reading the sign’
In traditional Arabic literature, if @ verb is intransitive then its masdar can assign
nominative Case t0 ts subject:
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@) antadicu duxuula al-ustaad-i  (AlNadir, 2005, p.93)

waiting|  entering(M.5.-ACC DEF-teacher-GEN

I am waiting for the teacher to enter’ o'l am waiting for the entering of
the teacher

The masdar duxuul ‘entering’ (or the intransitive verb davala e entered) occurs in a
position occupied by an object noun (notice the accusative Case value on the masdar).

The noun al-7ustaad-i 'DEF-teacher-gen' which follows the masdar diuxuul ‘entering’ bears

a genitive Case value. Together, the masdar duxual,as well as the noun l-ustaad, scem

10 form a CS-like construction. Despite that the noun al-7ustaad bears genitive Case and

functions as the subject (i.c., theta marked as an agent) for the masdar duvuul ‘ente

traditional grammarians (e.g., Al-Nadiri, 2005) still regard the Case as nominative.

On the other hand, if the verb is transitve, then the object of its masdar takes an

ive Case value:

42)  yosumueni fahmuka addarsa (ALNadin, 2005, p.93)

pleased-me  understanding-you  DEF-lesson-ACC

It pleases me (that) you are understanding the lesson' or your
understanding of the lesson, pleases me"

Traditional grammarians argue that the accusative Case value on the noun ad-dars ‘DEF-

lesson' is assigned by the magdar fahm (for the verb fahima he understood'). (Notice that
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~kais analyzed as subject forthe masdar, even though it bears gentive Case).

Also, like verbs, masdars can be modified by adverbs:

@3 daba antfli bisidd-ati-n xata?-wn

hiting-ACC N EN- EF

“Hiting the child forcefully is wrong'

A complex event nominal such as darb itting(M.S.) in (43). as opposed to a simplex

¢ 1 @N)is d.

A characteristic of a complex event nominal s that it can be replaced by a verb which

carres the same meaning and it can be preceded by Zan ‘that,* as in:

@4)  yasumeni o tfamea ad-dars-a
lesson-ACC

pleased-me that  you-understand-ACC DE]
It pleases me that you understand(ing) the lesson’

Having presented masdars, their semantic, and syntactic properties, the next subsection

introduces an Agree-based analysis of these facts.

2 7an s known in the eratue as 2an a-masdarioh. 1t usually precedes a verb; howeer, both 7an and
he verb can be eplaced by a masdar:

O iy 7 7aasallama > uridu ataSalluma
wanl ot leaming wantl DEF-Jcaming
Twant o s Twant o learn
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3.3 An Agree-based analysis

33.1. Noun-like masdars

1 begin by considering the intemal structure of noun-like masdars. The following

examples are verbless:

@s)qiraatu  alkitabi  albjadiid-i mufiid-atun
N DEF-new(M.S. fial-£5 -NOM-INDEF

ing the new book is beneficial’

(6) 1
playing(M.5)-NOM DEF-football-

alkurat-i xafiir-u-n

N dangerous(M.S.)-NOM-INDEF

“playing footballis dangerous'

The masdars giraaPar 'reading and lafib playing' take the genitive nouns al-kitaab ‘DEF-

book' and al-kurah ‘DEF-ball' as their complements. The genitive noun al-kitaah ‘DEF-

book’ in (45) is modi

ied by the atributive adjective jadiid ‘new’. The predicative

adiectives mufiid beneficial’ and xafir ‘dangerous' apply 1o the masdars giraaZar and

laSib, respectively, and show agreement with these masdars in o-features.

Given that the masdars in these examples exhibit noun-like behaviours, 1 assume that in

their internal structure, they originate in the derivation as nouns. Based on the fact that



the masdar in (45) forms a CS-like construction with the following noun, I extend the

I for nominal the following tation for (45):
@n
c ™
aP
P a
” a P
n P, F DP
D, PossP mufiid
bP Poss'
pP DP Poss
D NP D
N A qiraatat
kitaab, Jadiid

In (47), the masdar giraa?at ‘reading starts out as complement to the head Poss. As for
the theta-role on the DP possessor al-kitaah 'DEF-book', 1 assume that the Poss head is

able to assign this possessor a theta-role which, based on the meaning of the sentence,

cannot be an agent role.

Marantz (1997) argues that lexical items are composed of category-neutral lexical roots,
1o which fnctional categories can be merged.  According to Marantz, these functional
categories are said to set the boundaries for the domains (or contexts) of special
meanings. Thatis, the syntactic head v, which projects an external argument (.., projects
an agenn, serves as the boundary for the context of a special meaning, preventing

anything above this head (boundary) from having an effect on the meaning of the root.



Considering Marant7s argument that the thematic relation between the possessor and the
possessed DPs can be “reconstructed from the meaning of the possessor and possessed by
themselves” (p. 218), and given that DP lacks a v head (i.., it is unable o assign an agent
theta-role), | assume, following Marantz, that the type of theta-role t0 be assigned to the

genitive noun al-kitaab can be determined contextually.

Constructions containing verb-like masdars add support to the assumption that the head

Poss assigns theta-role 1o the DP possessor (section 3.3.2. below:™) In that structure, v

assigns the agent theta-role 10 pro in it spec, while the head Poss assigns the theta-role of

the DP possessor in is spec.

In (47), as has been argued for nominal heads in CS constructions, the masdar rises first

feature

0 Poss, ™ then to the head D, where it could receive a value for the defini

(recall that the (in)definiteness on the head of a CS is determined by that of the

possessor/genitive noun (i.¢., al-kiraab 'DEF-book', in this example)). Finally, the masdar

raises 10 the head 1.

it has been shown that synt

In the analysis of nominal CS; ¢ operations such as FI do

cur prior to movement of the head of the CS; here, the argument is extended to (47)

23Syl o rampe 5 and s epsnaion 54

what
 complasest it f powersivmce. oty th bl ey be

i e s CS tnd s
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and no operation should take place until the masdar giraa?at reaches the head .

Once the masdar reaches the head n, the phasal head n selects D, and forms a complex

Probe with it. The #-D; Probe begins probing for Goals, and finds the possessor DP al-

kitaah 'DEF-book Under Agree, the Probe -D, values the [uCase] on this Goal
(genitive); at the same time, receives valuation for its unvalued g-features ™ In , the
masdar is structurally accessible to higher Probes. Thus, the nominative Case value on
the masdar giraa?ah ‘reading reflects a successful Agree relation between the masdar and

the C-T Probe.

Rel

Il that the predicative adjective agrees (in ¢-features) with the masdar giraa?ah
‘reading’, thus the adjective must raise 1o the inner spec of aP in order to be close enough

to the masdar. Under Scan, a copy of the g-feature values of the masdar is shared with

the adjective, and the overall result is a convergent derivation at L

“The proposed analysis above can straightforwardly be extended to the following example,

which is headed by the complementizer Zinna ‘that:

Pt underScan the atbuive djectvejadid he’ rceies @ copy f the -vales o e DP
..: Aumh ‘DEF-book’




(48) Pinna giraat-ata  albkitabi  aljadiidi mufiid-at-un
Comp reading-FS -ACC DEF-book-GEN DEF-new(M.8}-GEN bencficial-F.S -NOM-
INDEF
(It confirmed) that reading (of) the new book is beneficial”

By now, we know that the accusative Case value on the masdar giraa?ahi s valued by the

C-T Probe containing the complementizer Zinna.

“The structure in (45) can also be headed by the auxiliary verb kaana 'wa

(49) kaan-at girant-atu  alkitaabi  aljadiidi mufiid-at-a-n
was-ES. reading-F'S.-NOM DEF-book-GEN DEF-new(M.S.)-GEN berefical-F.$.-ACC-
INDEF

“Reading (of) the new book was beneficial’

In (49), the predicative adjective mufiid beneficial' bears an accusative Case value valued

by the auiliary kaana ‘was.

For the structure in (49), I propose that the P, containing the masdar giraa?ah ‘reading
and its complement al-kitaab-i aljadiid-i ‘the new book', originates in the spec vP (cf. nP

in (47), which originates in spec aP), as in:



(50)

cp
e ™

T W

n"» v
v P

qiraa?-at-u al-kitaab-i v DP

al-jadiid-i kaan-at

mufiid

In (50), the derivation of the masdar inside the #P proceds in the same way proposed for
(45) and (48). Note, however, that the predicative adjective mufiid "beneficial is not
headed by a phasal aP; instead, the DP heading it is merged dircctly with the lexical verb
kaana, thus reflecting the accusative Case value on the adjective. As has been
demonstrated elsewhere, the adjective must be raised to a point (i.c., inner spec of vP)

where it can receive a copy of the -values of the masdar.

Like ordinary nouns, the masdar can appear as an object as in the following example:

() bbabw  giratata al-kitaab-i
loved-l  readingES-ACC  DEF-book-GEN
I loved reading the book'

The accusative Case value on the masdar giraa?ah ‘reading’ comes from the verb Zahbab-
1u'loved-I'. As we have seen before, this masdar is noun-like, as it selects a genitive noun

as its complement. The following representation accounts for the intemal structure of



(51):

52
c ™
T W
DP v
v v
v P
Zahbab n
P
D PossP
Poss'
alKitaah  Poss
A giraalah

Prior 1o the application of major syntactic operations such as FI, the masdar raises 1o
Poss, D, and 1o the phasal head n. At D, the masdar shares the [definite] value for the

definiteness feature with the genitive noun al-itaab DEF-book'

Once the masdar reaches n, the phasal head 1 selects D and the complex Probe -D

probes for goals. The noun al-kitaab serves as a goal for this probe. As a result of Agree,

the unvalued ¢-features on the Probe receive valuation, and the unvalued Case feature on

the goal receives valuation (genitive) by the D probe.

At the vP phasal level, the lexical verb is selected by the phasal head v, and the complex

Probe 1-V is formed. The Probe finds the raised masdar giraa?ah in n, and as a result of a
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suceessful Agree relation, the Probe receives valuation for its unvalued -features, and

the unvalued Case feature on the masdar receives an accusative Case value,

Atthe CP level, the C-T Probe probes the subject -1 |

in spec vP, resulting in valuation

for unvalued o-features on the probe, and the unvalued Case on the subject (nominative)

332, Verb-like masdars.

1 now consider the intemal structure of verb-like madars.  As has been shown, magdars

in this type are able to assign accusative Case values to their objects. Consider the

example in (53):

Zaglaga-nii ntiguadeu ool lmasn-a
annoyed-me  criticizing-nom  defman-gen def-project-ace

“The man's eriticizing the project annoyed me'  (Fassi-Fehi, 1993, p. 239)

The masdar nrigaad ‘eriticizing forms a CS-like form with the following noun r-rajul

man' ™ Despite this, the magdar in this construction behaves like a verb (ic. it has

the ability to value the accusat )

¢ Case on the noun object [-masruu 'def-proj

Given this dual nature of the masdar, | argue that the masdar nrigaad in (53) starts out in

the derivation as a verb and undergoes nominalization at a higher point in the derivation.

at it bears

236 Traditional rammarians anlyze the noun il as  subject fo the masdar, despie
enitive Case value.
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Consider the following representation for the structure in (53):

4
o
@ ™
T w»
P v
" op v vp
D Possp v P
op Poss taglag it
rrgiul Poss r
A pro v
v vp
v o
mad  bmara

(54) shows the whole phrase (headed by nP) ntigaad-u r-rajul-i l-masruus-a originating
in the spec position of the the phasal vP.  Following Fassi-Fehri (1993) and Kremers
(2003), 1 propose that the lexical root niqd of the masdar nrigaad ‘criticizing is generated
under V, which takes the DP [-masruus ‘def-project as its complement. In conformity
with Burzio's Generalization, I assume a small pro in spec vP (as an external argument),
allowing the verb to assign an accusative Case value to its object. Note that an agenr
theta-role is assigned 1o pro by v, That said, the head Poss assigns a theta-role o the

‘genitive noun r-rajul ‘def-man’ in its spec.

Following Fassi-Fehris analysis of masdars, I further assume the existence of a special,

237 The objective promoun -ni ‘me’ clicizes onto the vrb Zaglag ‘amnoyed and rases withthe verb o T
later inth derivation.
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semantic feature which converts a verbal root into a nominal element. 1 will efer 1o this

feature as the nominalization feature or (N-f) (cf. event-affix (E-Af) in Fassi-Fehri's
analysis). 1 will also assume that this feature is under the head Poss, so that Poss encodes
nominalization. The derivation of (53) thus proceeds as follows. In a typical Fl relation,
the phasal head v transfers all of s features to V. The complex v-V probes the object
noun l-masruuf ‘def-project’, which receives the accusative Case value in valuation of its

[uCase] feature, and the v-V Probe receives valuation for its [ug) features.

The verbal root atgd moves from V 1o v and continues 1o raise to the head Poss. At Poss,
the verbal oot nigd converts into a nominalized element by virtuc of the nominalization

feature [N-) on Poss:

5
e
n P
D PossP
DP Poss’
rrajul - Poss w
N pro v
Y oa v ve
v o

nominalization takes plce

Retaining an carlier assumption I made (for participles) I assume that nominalization of
an element produces an “ordinary” noun. In other words, the nominalized element bears

the properties usually bome by nouns (i.c., o-features, and an [uCase] feawre). In this




sense, a nominalized element acts as if it has just entered the derivation from the lexicon.

Next, just like the head of a nominal andlor adjectival CS, the nominalized clement
iigaad rises from Poss to the head D. At D, niigaad shares the definite value for the
definiteness feature with the DP r-rajul ‘def-man' (c., definiteness inheritance). 1t then

raises 10 the head 1.

“The phasal head n selects D, and the Probe n-D starts probing for Goals. The probe finds
the DP in spec PossP, and receives valuation for ts unvalued o-features; concurrently, the
Goal r-rajul receives a genitive Case value, as a side-effect of a successful Agree relation

between n-D and this DP.

At 1, the moved nominalized clement is at the edge of the P phase, where it becomes

Probe, and when

accessible to higher probes. That is, it is now accessible to the C:
probed, the [Case] value on the nominalized element will be valued nominative by the

C-T Probe.
Also, under (54), the object pronoun - 'me’ receives an accusative Case value from the
V-V Probe. At the same time, the v-V also receives valuation for s unvalued o-features

from this pronoun. The result is a convergent derivation at LF.

Finally, | compare my analysis of masdars with those proposed by Fassi-Fehri (1993) and
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Kremers (2003). The dual nature of masdars (ic., the ability to form a CS and assign
aceusative Case o an object) has been a subject of investigation for many rescarchers
For example, in Fassi-Fehri's (1993) analysis of masdars, he argues that the masdar
iigaad criticizing'in example (53), epeated here as (56), is a nominalized verb;

(56)  ?aqlaga-nii  ntigaad-u Frjuldi lmasrus-a

annoyed-me ~ critc

def-man-gen def-project-acc

“The man's riticizing the project annoyed e (Fassi-Febri, 1993 p. 239)

In other words, the accusative Case value on the object /-masruuf def-project must have
come from a verbal source, and the masdar must project a VP structure. The V of this VP
gets nominalized at a higher point in the derivation; that s, aftr it raises and merges with

a nominalizer Event-Affix (E-af), which heads a nominal projection (Fassi-Fehi, p. 24(

(Note that E indicates the thematic structure)

&)
DP<1%, 2%, E*>
D NP
a
N VPl 2 B>
[Eaf]  DP

rraul - V<1,2,E> DP
nigd l-masruus

According to Fassi-

i, the consonantal V head raises to N, to host the affix (E-af). Al
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this level, the structure becomes nominalized. To support the article, the head N (the

magdar) raises higher to D. The g

ve Case on the thematic subject r-rajul def-man' is

assigned by D™ in a spec-head configuration.

For the Kremers (p. 137) pr in(59):

ruus-a

ntigaad-u erjuldi L
criticizingNOM  def-man-GEN def-project-ACC

“the man’s eriticizing the project”

59

DiPoss

DiPoss. v
nige

rrajul
ntgd

D
gt Lmasruus

Following the general principles of the MP, Kremers argues that the accusative Case on
the objet /-masruuf ‘def-project is assigned by the small v._The lexical, root V raises to

vand then to D/Poss.™”

is i obtained at LE, in Arabic (p. 245).

F
39 Kremers (p




Summary

“This chapter has provided an Agree-based analyses for Arabic participles and masdars
Like other adjectives in Arabic, partciples inflect for Case, agreement features, and
definiteness. Also, like nouns, partciples can take genitive nouns as complements, thus
forming a CS-like construction.  Arabic partciples function like verbs: they are able to
assign accusative Case values to their objects. For participles, I argue that they originate
i the derivation as verbal roots, but convert into adjectival elements upon raising to @

head hosting the adjectivalizer feature (A-).

Like participles, masdars inflect for Case, agreement, and definiteness. In addition,
magdars can have a verbal-function as well as a nominal-function. When functioning as a
verb, the masdar is able o assign accusative Case 10 ts object. But, when functioning as
anoun, the masdar selects a genitive complement (i.¢., forms a CS-like construction with

its complement). 1 argue that in their verbal function, masdars enter the derivation s a

verbal root, which becomes nominalized upon raising to a head carrying the

nominalization feature (N

‘The next section summarizes the main arguments made in this thesis and the theoretical
implications which follow. 1 also sketch on the future direction the proposed version of

Agree could take.
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4. Conclusions and implications

“The main goal of this thesis has been to present an analysis which takes the synactic

process Agree as the main mechanism of valuation for the Case and agreement features in

Arabic AP, The data shows that Arabic Adjectival inflection is problematic not only for
the current, standard version of the Agree theory (as proposed in Chomsky, 2005, 2007,
2008), but also for other modified versions of Agree (¢.g., Baker, 2008; P&T, 2007).
Specifically, simple observations of the Arabic AP shows that agreement in Case and ¢
feature values (i.c., [Number] and [Gender]) between a noun and an adjectival element
cannot be accounted for without understanding the abstract agreement relation between

the elements involved.

“This thesis has examined the close association of Case and g-features in the Agree
process. For Chomsky, Case and agreement features must apply together; however, we
have seen that there are constructions in Arabic where this type of association is
disrupted, meaning that each operates independently. For example, adjectival Goals of
the types (1) and (2) (i following the assumption that they come from the lexicon with
0, or only one, valued g-features) indicate that Case and agreement features can operate
temporarily independently. In other words, the [uCase] feature on an adjectival Goal is
partially valued/deleted while g-features on the Probe must wait until values for ¢-

n



features are provided, thus the association between Cas and @-features is temporarily

disrupted.

Given that adjectival Probes lack the [Person] feature, and extending Chomsky's notion of

defective Probes, one would assume that adjectival Probes are defective; that i, they are
not able to value an (uCase] on a Goal. In this thesis, however, I have argued that
adectival Probes are non-defective, meaning that even though they lack the [Person]
feature, they are still complete (non-defective) for an adjectival Probe. In this respect, an
adjectival Probe can be defective if it lacks one or both of the features [Number] and
[Gender]. Only in this case will the Probe be unable to value an unvalued Case feature on

aGoal

According to Chomsky, Spell-Out must apply at certain points in the derivation (ic., the

complement of a phase s spelled out separately). The data from Arabic APs shows that i

Spell-Out is t0 always occur at such a point, the derivation wil crash; specifically, at the
point where Spell-Out should oceur, the complement of an adjectival phase sill bears

uninterpretable feature(s), thus when spelled out, it wil not have interpretation a the LF.

However, the thesis offers a solution 1o this problem: It argues that elements such as
adjectives, which lack values for ther g-features, force a delay in Spell-Out by changing
the point where Spell-Out should oceur, thus prolonging the lifespan of a phase unil these

elements receive values. This way, a crash at LF is avoided. The implication of this
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notion shifts the focus to the ability of lexical elements to determine the point where

Spell-Out may or may not ocur, while maintaining the basic premise of phase-driven

assumption of Value- PIC, as formulated by Richards (2007
“This thess offers the possibiliy of partal deletion of uninterpretable/unvalued features
Specifically, a pronominal andor adjectival element, which is argued to have come from
the leicon with no values for its g-features, will have its unvalued Case feature partially
deleted by a Probe uniil this pronoun or adjective receives a copy for these g-values, and
thus becomes able to value the [ug] features on that Probe. In fact, Case-R reflects this
notion of partial deletion in the sense that it deletes (and subsequently reserves) the

[Case] feature of a pronominal and/or adjectival Goal(s).

4.1 Future research

“The analysis developed in this thesis can be extended (o other types of agreement in
Arabic; for example, subject-verb agreement relation in Arabic, which has received a lot
of attention i the literature.  Agreement between a verb and its subject varies based on
where the subject appears in relation 10 the verb; that is, if the subject appears pre-
verbally, then a state of full agreement between the subject and the verb (i, in
[Number), [Gender], and [Personl) is attested. But,if the subject appears post-verbally,

then agreement between these two elements is limited to [Gender] and [Person], but not
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[Number] (i.., the verb is always [singular]):

©0)  7akala al-7awlaad-u attaSaam-a
ate3MS.  DEF-boysNOM  DEF-food-ACC
“The boys ate the food

©)  alavladu akalu attaSaam-a
DEF-boys-NOM  ate-3M.PI DEF-food-ACC

“The boys ate the food

It s anticipated that the core proposals this thesis offers can be extended to other dialects
of spoken Arabic as well as cross-linguistically. Languages with rich noun-adjcctive
agreement systems (e.g., Russian) would seem particularly suited to the analysis | have

developed in this thesis.
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