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Abstract

We propose an analysis of the adjectival construct in Arahi€ G, building on previous work
in LFG on a Welsh construction which shows several similaritieth®Arabic (Mittendorf and
Sadler, 2008) and work on thesA and cognate Hebrew constructions by Hazout (2000); Kre-
mers (2005); Siloni (2002); Heller (2002) and Kim (2002) eldonstruction involves an adjective
occurring with an immediately following definite nominalhigh denotes a property, part or qual-
ity of the noun that the adjective modifies (in attributiveelsr is predicated of (in predicative
constructions). The major characteristics of this cortsion are that the post-adjectival nominal
serves to delimit the respect in which the adjective dermteperty of the external nominal, and
the adjectival head and theeEN complement are subject to a very strict adjacency requinéme
We present a syntactic analysis, showing that the congiruistformed in the syntax rather than
the morphology, and sketch out a proposal as to how the sawarfithe construction might be
captured.

1 Introduction

We propose an analysis of the adjectival construct in Arei¢G, building on previous work inFG

on a Welsh construction which shows several similaritiethéoArabic (Mittendorf and Sadler, 2008)
and work on the Modern Standard AralsisA and cognate Hebrew constructions by Hazout (2000);
Kremers (2005); Siloni (2002); Heller (2002) and Kim (2062)

2 The Adjectival Construct

The adjectival construct consists minimally of an adjextiv participle in construct with a noun
which specifies the degree or manner of the property exptdssthe adjective: an example appears
in boldface in (1). Itis traditionally described &aafagayr haqgigiyyaor the false construct phrase.
Itis found in both Modern Standard Arabia$A) and in the Arabic vernaculars, although all the work
that we are aware of concerning this construction discussessA instantiation (basically Kremers
(2005) and passing references in the literature on Hehrew.)

(1) imra®at-un  gamil-at-u -l-wagh-i
woman£-NOM beautiful+-NoM the-facesEN

a woman with a beautiful face (Kremers, 2005)

It has the external distribution of &P, occuring both attributively as in (1) and (2) and predigali,
shown in (3) and (4).

(2) bayt-un katir-u -I-’abw ab-i
houseNOM.INDEF manyNOM the-doOrssen
a house with many doors (Kremers, 2005)

fWe are grateful to Tracy Holloway King and the audience at 08@r comments and suggestions and to members of
the Essex Arabic Syntax Workshop for discussion of conteargovork onMsA and the Arabic vernaculars.
!Examples are taken from these sources but normalised tgle siansliteration systenmin 31635.



(3) 'anta“azm-u  -l-hazz-i
you greatNom the-fortunesen
You are very lucky. (Kremers, 2005)

(4) kanahuwlandiy-a I-?agd-i
was dutchAcc the-originGEN

He was of Dutch origin. (Ryding, 2005, 254)

The ‘inner’ N is obligatorily definite inmsA (and this is one aspect in which the construction differs
from both its Hebrew and Welsh counterparts). In addititr ‘tnner’ N appears INGEN case in
MSA (one area of difference betweersa and the vernaculars is that case marking is absent in the
latter). A striking characteristic of the construction l&t nothing can intervene between the Adj
head and the&sEN complement. As shown in (5), adjectival modifiers such asnisifiers normally
come directly after the adjective they modify. Howeverhiit adjective is itself in construction with

a genitive complement, that complement obligatorily sefes the adjectival head from its modifier,
as illustrated by the grammaticality constrast betweerag@) (7).

(5) gaml-un giddan
beautifulNom very
very beautiful

(6) imra®at-un  gamil-at-u -l-wajh-i giddan
womanf-NOM beautifulF-NoM the-facesEN very
a woman with a very beautiful face

(7) *imra”-at-un gamil-at-u giddan-l-wajh-i
womanf-NOM beautifulF-NoM very  the-facesEN
a woman with a very beautiful face

The adjective in attributive use agrees with the head noubaise, NUM and GEN, which is the
expected behaviour for adjectivesnmsA. So for example, (8) is a noun phrase headed by a definite
FSG noun which is itself modified by an adjectiVarlamaniyyat-uand the adjectival construét
wasfat-u I-nafud-i. In each modifier the adjective agrees with the head no@a8E, NUM andGEN.

(9) is headed by &sac indefinite noun, which is modified by an adjectival constroitawassHu
I-hagm-iin which the adjective agrees with the head noucAsE, NUM andGEN.

(8) al-lagnat-u I-barlamaniyyat-u l-wasiat-u I-nafud-i
the-committee&=SG-NOM the-parliamentargsGNoOM the-wideFsGNOM the-influenceseN
the widely influential parliamentary committee (Ryding080254)

(9) qidr-un mutawassitu I-hagm-i

pPOtFSG-NOM.INDEF mediumFSG-NOM the-sizeGEN
a medium-sized pot (Ryding, 2005, 254)



The examples above also show the adjectival construct sigodefiniteness agreement (alongside
other attributive adjectives). However it differs in onspect in its agreement behaviour, in that it
cannot show indefinite agreement (nunation) with an indefimdbminal head.

(10) *imra?-at-u-n gamil-at-u-n -l-wajh-i
woman£-NOM-INDEF beautiful+-NOM-INDEF the-facesEN
a woman with a beautiful face (Kremers, 2005, 3)

Unlike compounds, the construction is productive and giisesto compositionally predictable mean-
ings. Furthermore, the sort of evidence that may be intetegrto support a morphological analysis
for the adjectival construct in Hebrew (see Hazout (200&))n favour of a special prosodic status
(see Siloni (2002)) is absent imsA.

The construction expresses a particular relation betwsetwio nouns. It typically occurs modifying
a head noun within anp “with the genitive noun specifying in which respect the atljee applies

to the noun that it is predicated of” (Kremers, 2005). A dgdire grammar observes: “This kind
of phrase is used to describe a distinctive quality of an jtequivalent to hyphenated expressions in
English such afair-haired, long-legged, many-sidédRyding, 2005, 254).

The adjectival construction can occur predicated or (orifrezdo) the full range ofNPs:

(11) Kul-u ragul-in  tawil-u  |-S&fr-i
everyNOM manGEeN tall-Nom the-hairGEN
every man long the-hair (every long-haired man)

(12) al-ragul-u  tawil-u  |-S&r-i
the-manNoOM tall-NOM the-hairGEN
the man long the hair

(13) la ragul-a tawil-u |-S&fr-i
no manAcc tall-Nom the-hairGen

no man long the hair

(14) talat-u rigal-in  tawal-u |-Séfr-i
threeNOM men-GEeN tall-NoM the-hairGEN
three man long the hair

(15) al-katir-u min al-rigal-i tawal-u |-Sefr-i
the-manyNoM from the-mane&EeN tall-NoM the-hairGEN

many men long the hair

Traditional and contemporary descriptions and analysesrgb a number of key similarities with the
construct state construction which, unlike the adjectbaistruct, has received a good deal of theo-
retical attention (Ritter, 1988, 1991; Benmamoun, 200@&rkers, 2003; Falk, 2007). In a nominal



construct state a nominal head is in close constructionavithowing NP. These similarities between
the adjectival construct and the nominal construct state hwtivated a number of analyses extending
the approach from the latter to the former. In thea nominal construct state construction, the head
noun is modified by ampP showingGEN case inMsA (the vernaculars have lost case marking), and
has no formal definiteness marking (neithenor al-) unlike other nouns (a special construct form of
both adjectives and nouns exists in Hebrew). The head arabtigruct argumentsEN complement)
are inseparable: modifiers of the head appear after theraohse (as with (6)).

(16) sayyar-at-u -l-ragul-i -l-hamra’-u
carf-NoM the-maneEN the-redNOM
the man’s red car

3 Previous Approaches and Related Work

In this section we describe what we take to be related cartgins in Semitic and Celtic and briefly
outline the analyses provided in the literature of thesestantions. As noted above, there is not
much work done on the Arabic adjectival construct itselft @ee Kremers (2005)), but there has been
significantly more work on the cognate Hebrew constructiaiuiding Hazout (2000); Siloni (2002)
and Kim (2002). The Hebrew construction, illustrated in)(i%es a special construct form of the
adjective yefatin the following examples.

(17) yalda yefat mar'e  nixnesaa-xeder.
girl.FsG beautifulFsG look.MsSG enteredto.the-room

A good looking girl entered the room. (Siloni, 2002, Hebrew)

Adjectival constructs do not show definiteness agreemehttive external noun, rather the inner noun
reflects the definiteness feature of the external noun:

(18) ha-yalda(*ha-)yefat *(ha-)mar'e nixnesala-xeder.
girl.FsG the-beautifulrsc the-lookmsG enteredto.the-room

The good looking girl entered the room. (Siloni, 2002, Hehre

3.1 Characteristics of Siloni's Approach

A key proposal in Siloni (2002) is that the construction mited to inalienable nouns, and is found
most typically (but not exclusively) with body parts. Thaiach is that alienable nouns are not found
in this construction. However since parts of wholes can appethe construction Siloni argues that
they function as “extended inalienables”, giving the fallog examples.

(19) xadarimgvoheytikra
rooms high ceiling

high-ceiling rooms



(20) sira gvohattoren
boathigh mast

a high-mast boat

The basic idea is that adjectives have an open slot, whichtigated by the noun that they are
predicated of or modify. In the construct construction, éhgpty slot is filled by the internal genitive.
This would mean that an adjective in a construct constroatiould not be able to modify an external
head noun. There has to be a slot for this to fill in the argunsémicture (thematic grid) of the
adjective. The proposal (an assumption also shared by H#26Q0)) is that this slot is in fact
the possessor argument of the internal genitive argumehét i§, “the particularity of inalienable
nouns which qualifies them (and them only) to form adjecto@istructs” is that they have a lexical
possessor. In defence of this view, Siloni notes that widisé¢h(inalienable) nouns the possessor can
only be missing in generic contexts, as in the following eglm

(21) be-mitkan ze ha-ro§ zakuk le-hagana meyuxedet.
in-installationthis the-headequiresto-protectionspecial

In this installation the head requires a special protection (Siloni, 2002, Hebrew)

The idea (and the formal details of the treatment are not nched®) is that in the syntax “the in-
alienable noun and the adjectival head form a complex pagglic. which is saturated by the external
noun”. Hence, if alienable nouns do not have a possessqrtistat it will follow that they do not
occur in the construction.

Since kinship terms are excluded from the construction ¢aede are arguably inalienable), Siloni
must also point out ways in which the behaviour of kinshipmwois different from that of body part
nouns, in order to maintain the assumption about lexicadggsors. She notes that unlike body parts,
you cannot have an external possessarB( or DAT) with a kinship noun, only an internal possessor,
in Hebrew, and the possessorless kinship noun is also noiifhed in a generic context (contrast with
(21) above).

The characteristics taken to be typical of inalienable troctions are as follows.
The distributivity effect

(22) ha-rofe badak Ilahem ’'et ha-ro$
the-doctorexaminedo.themacc the-head

The doctor examined their heads. (Siloni, 2002)

The singular constraintparts which you have only one of are obligatorily singuilaespective of the
number of the external possessor in such constructions p@ang22) to the examples below.

(23) a. ha-yeladim herimum’etha-yadayim
the-childrenraised ACC the-hands

The children raised their hands.

b. *ha-rofe badak lahem ‘et ha-raSim
the-doctorexaminedo.themacc the-heads

The doctor examined their heads. (Siloni, 2002)



Limitation to restrictive modifiers only

(24) a.*ha-rofe badak lo ‘et ha-ro§ ha-pacu’a
the-doctorexaminedo.him Acc the-headhe-wounded

The doctor examined his wounded head.

b. *ha-rofe badak la ’'et ha-yad ha-Svura
the-doctorexaminedo.heracc the-headhe-broken

The doctor examined her broken hand. (Siloni, 2002)

These constraints do not show up when the possessarirgernal, since it is not the case that only
lexical possessors are permitted in this constructiongdienmpare (25) to (22).

(25) hi badka ’'et ha-raSim Selha-yeladim.
sheexaminedacc the-head®f the-children

She examined the children’s heads. (Siloni, 2002)

These constraints also operate in the adjectival construct

(26) ne’arim 'arukey xotem/*xotamimnhistatfu ba-taxrut
guys long nose/*noses participatedn.the-context

Long-nosed guys participated in the contest. (Siloni, 2002

Beyond this, there are further restrictions on the form efkebrew adjectival construct (some, but
not all of which are shared by thesa construction). No form of modification, either restrictioe
appositive, is permitted in the Hebrew adjectival congtridoreover the inalienable noun (internal
complement) cannot take afi-complement and cannot itself take the form of a construteston-
struction. Siloni proposes that these restrictions folfowm the fact that the genitive complement
does not project a full referentialr.? The article which appears on the complement nominal is ar-
gued to be the concordial article which would normally happemred on the adjective, but cannot
because heads of constructs never occur with an article.

3.2 Kim

Kim (2002) also proposes a complex predicate analysis, pogsd which largely accepts the syn-
tactic assumptions of the analysis presented in SiloniZp@0d supplements it by providing further
specification of the semantics associated with the corigirydn order to account for the restriction
to inalienable nouns.

The semantic translation that she gives for the constryjetaek is as a function which maps a two-
place predicate into a one-place predicate.

(27) prettyCs AR<cer> AX [pretty(y [R(X)(Y)])]

2An allied assumption is that the presence of full functianaterial would prevent the formation of a complex predicate




This combines with the two place noeges(the assumption being that there is an internal argument
denoting the possessor, and an external argument denbéngferent).

(28) eyesiu \v [eyes(u)(V)]
The result of applying the construct state adjective to thrainal is as given in (29).

(29) prettycseyesh x [pretty( y [eyes(X)(Y)]]

This predicts also that any modification which does not igpian the argument structure of the inner
noun will in fact be grammatical.

On the remaining properties (the uninterruptibility of thes N combination, the placement of the
definiteness affix on the noun rather than the adjective), #llows Siloni (2002) in ascribing these

to the prosody of Hebrew. Modifiers of the adjective appearstposed” because the adjective is
prosodically defective and gets stress via the complensentpthing can intervene.

On the question of how and why the construction is limitedases of inalienable possession, Kim is
wary of following Siloni (2002) in attributing this to the ad for a lexically specified possessor. In
her account, in principle anything which can be appropyatgeshifted could in principle occur in
the construction, but then essentially the idea is that #ineyiltered out by the syntax (the assumption
being that the possessor slot of an inalienable is anaphdrie that of an “unrestricted” possessor
is a pronominal (Koenig, 1999)). So you can produce the s&osdout it is impossible to make, for
example, “girl” the antecedent of the pronominal and thestimding constraints would fail.

3.3 Kremers

Kremers (2005) points out several empirical problems withthe analysis offered in Siloni (2002)
and Kim (2002) (and by extension, the rather similar analg§iHazout (2000)). They all take the
construction as some form of complex adjective which isastitally formed, with the inner nominal
some type of inalienable noun which is the subject of thecligp complex predicate. The external
or head noun is taken to satisfy the possessor argumentf sha imner noun, which must be assumed
to become an argument of the adjective by some sort of meng@ngdthe (syntactic) process of
complex predicate formation. In fact, no details of the agien of complex predicate formation
are given in Siloni (2002) and Kremers’s observation thatfglocess whereby “an argument of the
genitive complement becomes the external argument of ffeetacl construct” (Kremers, 2005) is
opaque is certainly one we can agree Witle points out a number of further problems with the
assumption that the inner nominal is the external argumettieoentire construction. First, if this
were the case, then the adjective should agree with thisreegt) whereas in fact, as we have seen, in
attributive use the adjective shows concord with the exdiemoun which it modifies. Second, the fact
that the construction occurs predicatively is also incatibfawith taking the genitive complement as
its external argument, because the nominal it is predicattdidls this role. Finally, Kremers (2005)

3The question arises as to how to deal with the fact that kinshims are excluded without stipulating that kinship terms
are somehow alienable. Kim speculated that there may be sornef ‘part-of’ requirement, or that alternatively it mbhg
that what the construct state adjective wants is a propeatiadr than an entity) and a kinship term “inherently desate
entity”. This question is left open.

“Hazout (2000) sees this process to be a side effect of cordfoumation in the morphology.



notes that there are several problems with the assumpiadthid construction should be explained in
terms of the occurrence of lexical possessors: kinship si@also have lexical possessors, yet cannot
occur in the construction (a restriction which Kim does takeount of), while on the other hand, in
MSA the use of alienably possessed complements is widespréade Tonsiderations would suggest
that the existence of a lexically specified possessor ishgoirtain issue.

Kremer's alternative proposal is that the genitive (or maegument is not an external argement of the
adjective but names some property or inherent part of thd hean and fulfills an internal thematic
role of the adjectival head. He takes this role to beatigbute role of Higginbotham (1985). The
genitive case which occurs in this construction (and a nurobethers inMsA) is a structural case
that is assigned to an internal argument (and that intergahaent can bear a wide range of thematic
roles).

3.4 Welsh Genitive of Respect

In previousLFG work, Mittendorf and Sadler (2008) discuss a constructiocuaring in Welsh (and
the other Celtic languages) which shows several resenmdsandhe Arabic construct adjectives. This
is the construction illustrated in (30) - (33).

(30) dyn uchel ei gloch
manmMsaG highmsa hisbell.FsG

a loud-mouthed man

(31) merch fyr ei thymer
girl.FSG shortMsG POSS3sG temperFsG

a short-tempered girl

(32) Mawr eu dawn yw’r gwyr
big.MsG theirtalentFscis themenmMsG

Hugely talented are the men.

(33) Mae'r ferchyn  fyr ei thymer.
is-the girl PREDShortMsG hertemperesc

The girl is short-tempered.

The Welsh adjectival in-respect-of construct is a consimacthat is headed by the and contains

a (definite)NP: the AP can appear in syntactic environments that exclude defitrte showing that
the construction is headed by the adjective notNRe As the examples above show, the syntax of
the innernp differs in Welsh in that it contains an obligatory (possepstitic pronoun, which is
obligatorily anaphoric to the head noun (in attributive )ueed thesuBJfunction in predicative use.
In attributive position, the adjectival construct showssiath consonant mutation properties typical of
APS, but it has slightly unusual agreement properties in thantitself does not agree with either
the head\ or the followingN. In terms of constituent structure, the appears (almost immediately)
post-head in direct argument position, and in fact can barstgd from the head adjective only by
one of a small class of intensifying modifiers. Finally, tleeecof the relationship between the past-



NP and the externall is one of inalienable possession: “The thing or quality deddy the [posia
NP] pertains to or is a part of the person or object denoted by gtheJ or headn], the latter being
represented by the poss[essive] pronoun” (Mac Cana, 196®&])p Mittendorf and Sadler (2008)
deal primarily with the morphosyntax of this constructiamdado not discuss in detail the semantic
relations which must hold between the inner and outer ndsiindhe construction, but here too there
are significant crosslinguistic similarities.

Mittendorf and Sadler (2008) propose that the attributivastruction is analysed along the lines of
(34) (for (31) and the predicative construction as showrB$) or (33)°

(34) [PRED GIRY
PRED SHORK OBJ>
ADJ on; PRED TEMPERS POSS>
POSS [PRED PRQ]

(35) [PRED SHORT< SUBJ OBJ>
SUBJ [PRED GIRL@-}

PRED TEMPER< POSS>
OBJ | boss [PRED PRQ]

In Welsh, only the default form of the adjectiwesG permits this construction, by lexically selecting
6
anoBJ.

(36) a. byr { (7 PRED) = SHORT
| (T PRED) = SHORT< OBJ>
| (T PRED) = SHORT< SUBJ>
| (T PRED) = SHORT < SUBJ OBJ> }
No GEND/NUM constraints

b. ber (T PRED) = SHORT
((ADJ € T) GEND)=. F
((ADJ € 7) NUM)=, SG

They assume that the ‘special’ occurrence of the grammdtination oBJin lexical entries such as
(36 a) would be associated with a particular semanticsdnting therespectquality property, but
they do not formulate this. The linkage betweentireinternal bound pronoun and the modified head
N/suBJcan be established in the c-structure as shown in{37).

(37) AP — A NP
T=| (T oBY=|

((] POS9, SIND) = (({T suBJ| ADJ € T }), SIND)

5The function associated with the complement noun is givea AsoBJ, but could as well besJ: the important point
is that it is both a direct function and not teeBJ.

5In the examples abovéyr is the soft mutated form dfyr.

"The attributesiND indicates the semantisiDEX in the semantic structure.



4  Analysis

Returning now to the Arabic data, there is good evidenogsn that the construction is formed in the
productive syntax (not in the lexicon/morphology). Thednnp (denoting the dimension in which
the quality in question holds) is accessible to regularayrdhown by the fact that this argument can
be coordinated, as in (38), and that it can be syntacticatigified, as in (39).

(38) Dahla ragul-un aswad-u I-3acr-i wa |-caynayin-i
come.3GM.PAST manNoOM blackNoM the-hair6EN andthe-eyeDUAL-GEN
A man black of hair and eyes came (A man with black hair and ege).

(39) bayt-un  katir-u -I-abwab-i -Ihdar-i
houseNoOM manyNoOM the-doorL-GEN the-greensenN
a house with many green doors.

This means that the inner nominal is neither a non-projgatiord nor part of a morphological con-
struction. Neither is it the case that the construct adjeds prosodically defective: the adjective
which occurs in this construction is not a special form, buegular adjective in all respect. There-
fore, our conclusion is that the construction is simply aimdightforwardly a product of the general
phrase structure of Arabic. Arabic phrase structure mushpean (optional)GEN complement im-
mediately adjacent to an adjectival head. We take it thaetleegood evidence th&eN is indeed a
structural case iMsA (it is the case found on prepositional objects, for example)

4.1 External Behaviour of Adjectival Construct

As shown in (3), an adjectival construct may have the nornsdtibdution of predicate adjectives.
Attributively, it has the normal distribution of amP modifier: it co-occurs with othexp nominal
modifiers (as a modifier, it is unusual only in showing defextefiniteness concondp internally).

(40a) is stylistically preferred over (40b). Similarly @lis better than (41b) for the same reason.
Both are, however, acceptable and thus we assume both ageormitted alongside other orderings
of nominal modifiers by the c-structure constraints.

(40) a.alragul-u I-muthaggaf-u I-tawl-u l-gamat-i
the-mannowm the-culturednom the-tallnom the-heightseN
the cultured, tall man (Ryding, 2005, 222)
b. al-ragul-u  I-tawl-u [-gamat-i [-muthaqggaf-u

the-mannowm the-tallnowm the-heightseEN the-culturedNnom
the cultured, tall man

(41) a.imra’-at-un tawil-at-un ganil-at-u -l-wagh-i
woman£-NOM.INDEF tall-F-NOM.INDEF beautiful+-NOM the-faceseEN

a tall woman with a beautiful face



b. imra®-at-un gamT—at—u -l-wagh-i tawl-at-un
womanf-NOM.INDEF beautifulF-NOM the-facesEN tall-F-NOM.INDEF
a tall woman with a beautiful face (a tall beautiful-facednam)

Note that examples such as (40a) show that the head N andjdwtivzad construct are not required
to be linearly adjacent (or form a small construction, foamyple). The following rule then generates
the adjectival construct alongside any othermodifiers of thenp.

(42) NP — N AP*
T=1 le(TApy

4.2 Internal Structure of AP

The main question that this construction raises is thatesintactic status of the post-adjective.
The “inner” NP immediately follows the adjectival head, suggesting it sibcategorised (direct) ar-
gument of the adjective. The existence of the predicatiesofithe construction suggests that ten
argument is nosuBJ(see Kremers (2005) and Mittendorf and Sadler (2008) on Matsthis point).
We propose that adjectives assigBN case to their direct internal argument (adjectives maytalse
other types of complements in Arabic, including preposgioand verbal complements). Adjectives
would not be alone in assigning a structusa@n case, as we findeN marking the direct complements
of prepositions, numbers, and (some) quantifiers, and alfteinominalcs construction.

These observations motivate the following rule. The caiestipP is immediately posthead and maps
to a direct argument. Here we call thisJ but note that it could well beBy. Since it is restricted
essentially to attribute or quality, then this may well berenappropriate but we do not pursue that
here. The requirement that the construct nominal must b@atycally definite is captured by the
constraining equation.

(43) A — A NP Pp*
T=1 (oB)=| (JoBL)=|
(I|DEF) = +

4.3 F-structure

Consider now the f-structure that follows from this propps&aiown for both attributive and pred-
icative examples below. Adjectives (or more specificallgubiclass of adjectives) may (optionally)
subcategorise for an object, which will be subject to a paldir interpretation in the semantics.

(44) imra”at-un  gaml-at-u -l-wagh-i
woman#-NOM beautiful+-NoM the-facesEN
a woman with a beautiful face (Kremers, 2005)

(45) [PRED WOMAN
PRED BEAUTIFUL< OBJ>

ADJ ° PRED FACE
DEF +




(46) kana

huwlandiy-ul- “agd-i

was.FBGM dutchNom  the-originGEN
He was of Dutch origin.

@n r

PRED BE
TENSE PAST

SuUBJ 1:[PRED PRQ|

PRED DUTCH SUBJ, OBJ>

suBJ 1:
XCOMP o PRED ORIGIN
DEF +

|

adapted from (Ryding, 2005, 254)

In terms of its f-structure, a construct adjective is alsecg in one further aspect which is that in
attributive use it does not show agreement in indefinite(mssation). Otherwise, it exhibits normal
NP internal concord iCASE, DEF, GEND andNuM. So as this following example shows, when it
occurs with otheapP modifiers of an indefinite nominal head, it will be the only dadail to show full
indefiniteness agreement. In (48), the head of the nomirhkimwivhich the adjectival construct agrees
is itself INDEF andGEN (it is GEN because it is the structural complement of the numeraiwal-y.
The adjectivaafii®-i is defective in showin@GEN but not nunation, the marker of indefiniteness. The
standard agreement pattern is as shown in (49).

(48) huwa “awwal-umas’uul-in

he

ya-zuur-u

“amriikiyy-in

rafiic-i

[-mustawaa

first-NoM official-GEN.INDEF americansEN.INDEF high-GEN the-level-?

I-bahrayn-a.

3s?-visit-NoM the-bahrainacc

He is the first high-level American official to visit Bahrain.

(49) a.

. al-rigal-u

. al-nisa-u

bayt-u-n gaml-u-n

houseNOM-INDEF beautifulNOM-INDEF

a beautiful house

al-bayt-u -I-gaml-u
the-housenoMm the-beautifulNom
the beautiful house

-I-tiwal-u
the-mennowm the-tallPL-NOM

the tall men

--tawl-at-u
the-womennowMm the-tall+.PL-NOM
the tall women

(Ryding, 2005, 222)

(Kremers, 2003, 167)

(Kremers, 2003, 167)

(Kremers, 2003, 58)

(Kremers, 2003, 58)



If all adjectives and nouns msA are fully specified foNCD, then definiteness agreement is handled
along the lines o€AseandPNG agreement. The templates in (50) and (51) hence show theragre
information formPL.NOM.DEF andMPL.NOM.INDEF adjectives respectivefy.

(50) MPL-DEF-NOM-ADJ = ((ADJ € 1) DET) = DEF
((ADJ € 1) CASE) = NOM
((ADJ € 7) CONC GEND = MASC
((ADJ € T7) CONC NUM) = PLUR

(51) MPL-INDEF-NOM-ADJ = ((ADJ € 1) DET) = INDEF
((ADJ € 1) CASE) = NOM
((ADJ € 1) CONC GEND) = MASC
((ADJ € 7) CONC NUM) = PLUR

The lack of nunation on indefinite adjectives within thistfmadar construction may then be handled
lexically by specifying that only the definite and the bargeative (withouttanwiin) permit thecs
constructior?

(52) -I-tiwal-u {(7 PRED) =‘TALL ' | (T PRED) = ‘TALL (< SuBJ>)" }
@MPL-DEF-NOM-ADJ

(53) tiwal-un (7 PRED) =‘TALL’
@MPL-INDEF-NOM-ADJ

(54) tiwal-u {(T PRED) = ‘TALL’ | (T PRED) = ‘'TALL (< SuUBJ>)' }
@MPL-INDEF-NOM-ADJ

5 Semantics of the Construction: Some Initial Thoughts

As pointed out in connection with the Welsh examples (55) @8l in Mittendorf and Sadler (2008),
the Arabic examples (57) and (58) also indicate that thectidgedoes not apply directly to the head
noun, but is restricted in its interpretation to the dimendndicated by the inner nominal.

(55) merchdal byr ei thymer
girl  tall shorthertemper

a tall short-tempered girl Welsh

(56) menywlan frwntei thafod
womancleandirty hertongue

a clean foul-mouthed woman Welsh

e follow King and Dalrymple (2004) in distinguishingDEx and cONCORD (agreement) features, and express
internal agreement imsA in terms ofcoNCORDfeatures.

%This does not, of course, explain this curious restricthort, it does capture it. It seems to be some sort of low level
matter of realization more than anything else.



(57) imra”-un nazfat-un waslat-u |-san-i
womanNOM.INDEF cleanNOM.INDEF dirty-NOM the-tongueseN
a clean foul-mouthed woman

(58) imra”-un twiTat—un gagrat-u I-nazar-i
womanNOM.INDEF tall.FSGNOM.INDEF shortFSGNOM the-sight6EN
a tall woman short of sight

5.1 Treating the Inner NP as a Property

Given that the inner or complement nominal cannot be redeiwen the following text, a possibility
is that it corresponds semantically to a property rathem enéull generalized quantifier: the idea is
that the property denoted by this nominal serves to regtrectinterpretation of the adjective to the
appropriate dimension. The semantics for an attributijectiste would be as in (59), repeated in
more convenient shorthand form in (60) (see Dalrymple (2@@1an accessible introduction to glue
semantics inrg).1°

(59) gamil-at-u (T PRED) = ‘BEAUTIFUL (< >)’
A P x.beautiful( X) A P(x):
[((ADJ € 1)y VAR) —o ((ADJ € 1), RESTR) | —
[((ADJ € 1), VAR) —o ((ADJ € 1), RESTR |

(60) gamil-at-u A P. A x.beautiful(})A P(x):
[V—or]—o[V—or]

(61) imra®-at-un A X. woman(X) :[v —or |

The idea is that the phragmmil-at-u -I-wdh-i ‘beautiful the-hair’ would also be a function from
N meanings to N meaninggjamilatu consumes the meaning dfvaghi to produce this meaning.
(62) gives the meaning constructor associated wittethe form waghi ‘face’ and (63) a preliminary
formulation of the meaning constructor for a constructestadjective as a function from abeJ
meaning to a function from properties to properties (N megsito N meanings). The meaning
constructor in (63) would consume that in (62) to producertteaning constructor shown in (64).
Glue constructors are abbreviated as above.

(62) wagh-i A x. face(x) :[v —or]

(63) gamil-at-ucs) MQAPAx.3y[part-of(y,x) A P(X) A Q(y) A beautiful(y)]:
(10BY)s — [[V—or]—[v—or]]

(64) gamil-at-u -l-wah-i  APAx.3y [part-of(y,x) A P(x) A face(y) A beautiful(y)]:
[V—or]—[V—or]

1Owe abstract away from recursive modification for simpli@fyexposition.



The derivation ofmra?-at-un gamil-at-u -l-wajh-i ‘woman beautiful of face’ is shown in the proof
below. The meaning constructor for the construct statectidgeconsumes that of its direct comple-
ment, producing a function from properties to propertidst(is, an adjectival meaning). This can
then combine with the nhominal meaning associated with tteg heun, and then finally with the
determinet!

There are many details here which need further consideratde have here specified that the ‘part-
of’ restriction comes from the adjective in constructionddhat the adjective is looking to combine
with something which has a nominal, rather tham&nmeaning. So here we are assuming that we as-
sociate a simple property meaning with the definite form abam in addition to any other meanings,
possibly restricted to this construction. An alternativeuld be to associate the definite/indefinite
marked noun with a pair of meaning constructors, one for tirainal core of its meaning and one
corresponding to the determiner, and then have the cotismuor the construct adjective itself)
consume (i.e. dispose of) the determiner meaning.

AQAPAx.Fy[P(x) N Q(y) A beautiful(y) A part-of(y,z)] :
(10OBJ), —((v—or1) —0 (v —0 1)) Az.face(z) :v—or

E\(P)\xﬂy)[P(x() A /\:I:).)face(x)(y) A beautiful(y) A part-of (y,z)] : e
AP x.3y[P(z) A face(y) Abeautiful(y) A part-of(y,z)] : e
(v —1)— (v — 1)) Azwoman(z) : (v —o 1) B
Az Fy[Ax.woman(z)(x) A face(y) A beautiful(y) A part-of(y,z)] : ‘
(v—or) -,

Az Jy[woman(z) A face(y) A beautiful(y) A part-of (y,z)] : (v—or)

5.2 An alternative semantics

In the above approach, the entire ‘constructional burdexs @ssentially located in the lexical entry for
the adjective itself which occurs in the construct stateehSaiview might be at least partly motivated
by the fact that in cognate languages, such as Hebrew, aswsesban, a special form of the adjective
is required in this construction, and equally, it is nattinak the special subcategorisation properties of
adjectives in this construction are associated with a abemaning constructor. It is at least plausible
however that more of the specifications are actually astsutidirectly with the construction itself,
alongside the constraint that the direct complement is itiefior that thene complement itself plays

a more important role, introducing some sort of possesstation, with its meaning modelled on
that of whose booKDalrymple, 2001, p421) (recall that the direct complementmust denote a
property or quality associated with the head noumerthat the construction is predicated of). On
this alternative view, then, the meaning constructor dased with the complement nominal might be
along the lines shown in (65). The construct adjective thites two meaning constructors (similar
to the approach taken to attributive adjectives to perngiirgive modification in Dalrymple (2001)).

(65) -l-wagh-i  AQ.\x. the (f, face(f)A poss(x,))A Q(f)): [V, — 1y | — [Cr —o d, |

1We have assumed here, to simplify the presentation, thatehd noun is associated with a nominal rather than an NP
meaning, despite the fact that definiteness/indefiniteisaasrphologically marked in Arabic.



(66) gamil-at-u Ab.beautiful(b) : v—o r
APAQ.P(X)A Q(X): [c—od] —[[V —o1] —o [V —or]]

We now apply-l-wagh-i to the basic meaning constructor fgamil-at-u and then apply the second
constructor ofjamil-at-u to the result. This gives us a function from [fw r] — [v —o r]] (a set of
properties).

AQAx.thelf, face(f) A poss(z, f) A Q(f)]:
(v—or) — (¢ — d) Ab.beautiful(b) : v—or

Az.thelface(f) A poss(z, f) A (Ab.beautiful(b))(f)] : (¢ —o d) N
\a.thelface(f) A poss(z, f) A beautiful(f)] : (¢ —o d) APAQ.P(2) A Q(2) :
AQ\a.the(face(f) A poss(z, f) A beautiful(f))](z) A Q(2)
NQI\a.the(face(f) A poss(z, f) A beautiful(f))] A Q(2) : (v—or) —o (v—o 1)

—og

—og

=8

6 Conclusion and Further Work

In this paper we have presented the main characteristidseadjectival construct construction as it
occurs inMsSA. The construction shows a number of important similaritieth to the better known
nominal construct state construction in Semitic and algshadCeltic adjectival construction (so-called
genitive of respect), for which a syntactic analysisfa is presented in Mittendorf and Sadler (2008).
That paper argues that the Celtic construction should begrésed as a case in which adjectives
appear with their own direct complements, and here we adsgeindially that approach to the Arabic
data. Among the syntactic differences between the Arahictha Welsh construction, however, is
the fact that the complemene is obligatorily morphologically definite imsA while it occurs with
an obligatory possessive pronominal clitic/inflection irelgh. As a first step toward providing an
account of the semantics of this family of constructionsrAg we present some preliminary thoughts
as to how it might be formalized using glue. Building on thiglpminary sketch will be one focus of
our future work on the construction. We also do not yet havefficeent understanding of how this
construction relates to a number of subtly different adjattonstructions irMsA, nor of what the
facts are in the Arabic vernaculars, both of which are topibich require further research.
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