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Abstract. The syntactic category of definiteness is worthy of study by modern linguists. Recent works on
the subject are atmost rare; all one can find is no mere than a meagre analysis of the phenomenon with
regard to the noun in being definite or indefinitc, This paper investigates the syntactic feature of definite-
ness as it spans both the noun and its modifier. In other words, an account is given as to how the head and
its modifier agree in being definite or indefinite in Arabic structurcs. Different generative proposals are
critically discussed and their shortcomings are presented. An alternative solution to this probtem is
suggested. Though equally plausible, this approach is believed to be more econemical. thus alleviating the
burden on the grammar.

The grammatical category of definiteness constitutes part of an abstract system of
features that specify the entire NP construction in Arabic. Previous works handled
this feature as specifying only the noun.

In this paper. the grammatical category of definitencss will be investigated, and
a number of trcatments formalizing NP agreement in Standard Arabic will be
examined. More specifically, one type of structural definiteness, viz. the overt use of
the definite article a/- will be examined. It will be argued that older analyses within
the generative tradition have certain shortcomings that are allcviated by applying
more recent developments. ()

(1) Probably an equally plawsible treatment would handle definiteness morphologically since Arabic is
a clearly morphological language in the sense that the article may be considered as a pretix for defi-
niteness and indefiniteness as a suffix. However, this study does not address this approach.
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1.1. Definiteness as a Semantic Notion

'The notion of definiteness is related to our perception of the world around us.
It also depends to a large extent on certain assumptions we make about entities in this
world. Thus, in our minds we hold particular ideas about particular objects or entities
which are conveyed by a “a process of categorization.”® For example, this or that
particular object motivates us to say ‘a book’ or ‘the book,’ as in

1. T'want the book for my collection.

Here, the speaker typically has a particular entity in his mind. On another occasion,
the speaker may have no particular ‘book’ in mind and any book will serve his pur-
pose of communication; thus, he would utter a sentence like

2. 1 want a book for my collection.

This oppesition between the: ain English has traditionally been described as one
of definiteness, and the category of definiteness has the terms definite and indefi-
nite.)

1.2. Definiteness as a Grammatical Category

In Arabic, definiteness is marked on the noun, and traditional grammar distin-
guishes between definite and indefinite nouns. In addition to the inherently definite
proper nouns, nouns are prefixed with af- to mark their definiteness. The absence of
al- and the potential suffixation with /-n/ marks the indefiniteness of these nouns.

Morcover, the facts of Arabic grammar reveal another important dimension; in
addition to nouns, certain classes of modifiers are also marked for definiteness.
These modifiers include the adjectives and relative clauses within the NP, and they
exhibit the same definiteness feature as the head noun. Consider these examples.

NP-Adjective Constructions

3. (a) al-bayt-u al-gadim-u murth-un
def-house-nom def-old-nom comfortabie-nom

(2) Cf. Wallace Chafe, “Givenness. Contrastiveness, Definiteness, Subjects, Topics, and Point of
View.” in Subfect and Topic, ed. Charles Li (New York: Academic Press, 1976), p. 39.

(3) Cf. Abdel-Majid Thalji. “Definiteness: A Semantic Featurc in Arabic,” to appear in Ai-Mustan-
siriyya Literary Review (date unspecified}.
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“The old house is comfortable”

(b) yaskunu jadd-1f1 bayt-in gadim-in
lives grandfather-my in house-gen old-gen
“My grandfather lives in an old house”

{(c) bi‘-tu al-bayt-a al-qadim-a
sold-I def-house-acc def-old-acc
“I sold the old house”

NP-Relative Clause Constructions

4. (a) al-bayt-u alla’1 bi*-tu-hu gadim-un
def-house-nom which sold-l-it old-nom
“The house which I sold is old”

(b) ’uridu bayt-an 13 taskunu-hu al- *agbah-u
want (I) house-acc not inhabit-it def-ghosts-nom
“I want a house not inhabited by ghosts”

In sentence (3a) the adjective gadim agrees with its head noun bayr in definite-
ness. In 3(b) the adjective also agrees with its head noun in indefiniteness, without
the overt al- prefix, but with the presence of/-n suffix. Similarly, in 3(c) the adjective
exhibits agreement with its head noun in definiteness.

In sentence (4a), a copy-pronoun afla’: is present in the relative clause alla’s
bi‘tu-hu. This pronoun agrees with the headnoun in definiteness. In other words,
definiteness agreement entirely consists of the presence or absence of afla’si. The
pronoun-to-headnoun agreement exists anyhow, and it is the presence or absence of
the relative particle that agrees with the definiteness status of the headnoun. By con-
trast, (4b) lacks the relative particle a/f %1, and this is characteristic of Arabic relative
clauses modifying indefinite headnouns. Such constructions cannot be preceded by
a relative particle. Note the ungrammaticality of (5) below.

5.* ’uridu bayt-an alla’§1 13 taskunu-hu al-"asbah-u
want (I) house-acc which not inhabit-it def-ghosts-nom
“I want a house which is not inhabited by ghosts”

The following question may be asked at this point: How does the modifier (ad-
jective or relative clause) inflect for the feature of definiteness?
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2.1. Different Proposals

In the early version of TG, definiteness was treated as part of the determiner sys-
tem within the immediate constituent framework of analysis. Chomsky’st® PS rule
develops the structure of the NP as follows:

60 NP—— TN ...

T ——— the..

The T stands for the class of determiners. The above rule would generate structures
like

NP

Det N

where Det is a daughter node of NP and a sister node of N. The NP al-bayt will have
the following structure:

NP
8.
Det Nom
Det N Gen Num Case
011 - bayt

(4) Ct. Noam Chomsky, Syntactic Structures {The Hague: Mounton. 1957), p. 25.
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With the appearance of Aspects,® features were introduced into syntax. A lex-
ical category was viewed as a complex symbol (CS) in deep structure. For example,
the lexical category of noun was analyzed into a CS in terms of the frame in which this
category appeared. Rewrite rules which made use of complex symbols were consi-
dered as a kind of transformational grammar, rather than PS rules. Those rules were
of the folowing form:®)

9, [+N] — C¥§/ Aux +a~ ,whereaisaV

a+ Det —

In the braces are the syntactic features of the subcategorizational frames in
which the CS appears. These constitute the selectional restriction rules for the CS of
N.

Under this analysis, definiteness, gender, number, etc. are viewed as features of
the CS of N. To some linguists,(”? the morphological/phonological realization of

Ct. Noum Chomsky, Aspects of the Theory of Syntax {Cambridge, Mass.: MIT, 1965). p. 114,
This type of rule and other rules were used as a mechanism in the grammay, which would involve
analyzing constituent features, and this is known as selectional restrictions, Thus a rule such as

——
[= Ny
e

j+N] ——— CS/ —Aux + )
.whercaisaV
a+ Det-
asserts that cach feature of the preceding and foltowing Verb is assigned to the Noun and determines
an appropriate selectional subclassification of it. Briefly, such a rule would determine the choice of
Verb in terms of Subject and Object, and would assign features of the Verb to the Subject and
Object. Thus, the Subject would be specified as having

[pre-+ [+ Abstractj. Subject, Pre-+ [+ Animate] —Object
Similarly, the Object would have the tollowing fcatures

|post-+ [+ Abstract] —Subject, Post-+ [+ Animate] ~Object

Evidently. the feature [pre-+ [+ Animate] -Object] is irrelevant to the choice of Subject Noun, and
the feature [post-+ |+ Abstract] -Subject] is irrelevant io the choice of Object Noun. More sericus
than this is the fact that a Noun must be marked in the lexicon for the feature (pre-X-Subject] il itis
marked for the feature [post-X-Object] where X is any feature. In other words, the choice of ele-
ments for the position “Subjectofa Verb with Animate Subject” is the same as the choice of elements
for the position ~Object of a Verb with Animate Object.” Animate Nouns appear in both positions.
The ultimate result of this discussion is complicating the grammar. Because of this, Chomsky resorts
to selecting Verbs in {crms of Nouns (and similarly Adjectives in terms of Nouns) rather than con-
versely. Also. this kind of framework is optional.

(7} Reoderic A. Jacobs and Peter S. Rosenbaum, English Transformational Grammar (Waltham, Mass.:
Ginn and Co.. 1970},
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these freatures occurs after transformations have applied. What concerns us here is
that the rule would create nodes branching from N, and these nodes would be label-
led Case, Gender, Number, etc. It is on these nodes that features are copied.

This approach of feature copying does not differ much from the constituent
analysis approach. Under the former, features are copied from one independent
node onto another; under the latter features are copied from one lexical item onto
another. The following two rules can be posited: Rule (10) corresponding to the con-
stituent analysis approach, with definiteness being a term in the SI of the rule, and
Rule (11) corresponding to the feature analysis approach.

10. NP [X Det Y Adj Z]
[Def]
12345 ————> 123 2445

11. NP[XNY Adj Z]
[Def]
12345——> 12345
[def]

Notice that rule (11} is wrong as it copies a half unit, [def], and since Det is an inde-
pendent constituent, there is no need to cite N in the rule.

The labelled bracketing is used in the structural index of the rule in order to
restrict its application within the same phrasal category. In other words, the rule
would not copy [def] from a N onto an Adj outside the domain of the given NP; other-
wise, the output would be ungrammatical, as in (12 a) from (12 b):

12. *a. #araha al-mu‘allim-u dars-an al-jadid-a
explained def-teacher-nom lesson-acc def-new-acc
“Explained the teacher *the new a lesson”

b. S[3arha NP [ def-teacher-nom] NP, [dars-acc Adj [jadid] | NP,] S

Here, the adjective jadid must agree with its head noun dars in being indefinite and
in the accusative case, unlike al-mu'allim which is definite and in the nominative
case.
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Relative clauses agreeing with their head nouns in definiteness may be viewed
along the same line if they are considered as sentences preceded by the relative pro-
noun on which the features are copied. If the head noun followed by the relative
clause is indefinite,these features will not be phonologically realized. Considering
the relative clause as an S necessitates adding another alternative in our above rules
(10) and (11). Then these rules will account for the concord between the head noun
and the relative clause. In othe words, the fourth term in the above rules will be (Agl)
rather than simply Adj.

It should be mentioned here that definiteness has always been treated under the
constituent analysis approach. Treating definiteness as a feature under the feature
copying approach has not been fully recognized yet. Even the relatively recent
approach of treating grammatical categories of number, case, and definiteness — as
well as other categories -— in the morphology of the grammar is still a constituent
analysis approach. Thus, Brown & Miller® suggest the following constituent struc-
ture rules for the English NP.

13. NP > Art+ N
N > N+ Num
Num > sing

| p!
Art > { def
| indef

They also give the following Article Noun concord rule:

14. SA: NP (Art (indefy—N -} sing )
pl

SC: NP (Art (indef +| sing )-N-| sing )
pl pl

(8) Edward Keith Brown and Jim Edward Miller, Syntax: A Linguistic Introduction to Sentence Gram-
mar (London: Hutchinson University Library, 1980), p. 200.



172 Abdecl Majid 1. Thalji

Thus the constituent structure rules will generate the following trees:

15. a b.
NP NP
Art Noun
Art Noun /\
N Num

N Num

def pl
indef sing

The concord rule will operate on the string of (15a) to give the derived tree in (15C)
below. Note that the concord rule would not operate on (15b) as it does not meet the
structural analysis of the rule.

15. «c.

NP

Art Noun

indef sing N Num

sing
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(Note that with reference to sing being under Art, onc could also argue that a plural
indef has zero exponent.)

As mentioned above, the constituent analysis account is widely recognized and
adopted by many linguists. The reasons for adopting this analysis arc manifold: the
occurrence of the article as an independent element in the Determiner system, which
is the most significant reason. But even within this approach, different accounts still
exist, involving where to generate the article, its place in the structural hierarchy of
the NP. its closeness to the head noun, and its relation to other elements of the NP.

On pages (170) and (168) we mentioned the rule which rewrites the NP as Det
N ... We may cxpand it as follows:

16. NP

> Det N (Agl)

in order to acount for the adjective or relative clause modificr. But even this
expanded rule will not cope with structures like (17) below, where we may have an
adjective followed by a relative clause, and both modify the head noun:

17. al-bayt-u al-jadid-u alla¥%1 naskunu-hu
def-house-nom def-new-nom which inhabit (we) it
“The new house which we inhabit”

To account for such structures, the Chomsky-Adjunction® is often suggested in
the literature. This adjunction takes the form of the following rule:

18. NP =>NPS

This recursive aspect of the rule will allow for the occurrence of multiple modifiers.
Under this analysis, the Det is placed immediately to the left of the head noun. Det
becomes a sister node of N, and instead of reapplying rule (18), which is the first
rewriting rule for the NP, we would apply this rule and follow it with rule {6). The
implication here is that we would have a number of NPs and Ss, with the lowest NP
branching into Det and N, as in the following representation:

(9  Andrew Radford. ed., Transformational Syntax (Cambridge: Cambridge Univesity Press, 1980), p.
168.
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19.
NP
NP S
NIP S
NP
Det S

Another proposal that would cater for generating modifiers, whereby recursion
is restricted to the N which branches from Rule (6), was proposed by Cullicover('®
The rule has the following form:

200 N >NS§

and the Np will have this structure

P
2. N
Dat /N\
N S
N S

— (10) Peter Cullicover, Syntax (New York: Academic Press, 1976).
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which posits an intermediate category (Nom) is equally

Still, a third proposal
d Nom, and Nom into N

valid. (1) Here, the rule for Np would branch it into Det an

or Nom and S, as in

> Det Nom

22. a. NP

b. Nom ——> {N
Nom §

Recursion will be taken care of by the second term of Rule (22b) above:

23, NP

2.2. Implications of These Proposals
The preceding discussion leads us to the following observations:

a. The status of definiteness varies according to these proposals. Thus. in the
NP S analysis, Detisa sister node of the lowest node. Inthe N § and Nom S analyses,

Det is a sister node of the highest nodes branching from the NP.

{11 For a discussion of the intermediate category. cf, Radford. p. 170.
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b.  Such proposals are characterized by over-generation. That is to say that
there would be nothing to prevent generating NPs where an adjective follows a pp-
Complement, or when a relative clause precedes it. All modifiers will be derived
from S, regardless of how they surface. In other words, over-generation would
unn¢eessarily necessitate reordering transformations to arrive at the desired order of
these elements, which is N-Adj — PP - S, as in this structure:

24, xatam-un min al- ¥ ahab-i madrab-un fi Irbid
ring-nom from def-geld-gen minted-nom in Irbid
“A gold ring minted in Irbid”

It should be mentioned here that adjectives appearing after the nouns arc rare; they
are either of the “Inspector General™ type or adjective with complements: a proud
father/a father proud of his son. In Arabic, they are of the Adj + complement type,
in general.

The problems cited above may be avoided if some ather analysis can be found,
whereby modificrs are base-generated. This analysis is motivated by the peculiar
behavior of adjectives in English. Adjectives in English may occur before or after the
noun, and their interpretation will depend on these positions. This also justifies the
generation of AdjPhs, PPs. and Reclative clauses independently. The multiple
occurrence of cach moditier is accounted for by the X-bar theory.!'? Under this
analysis, the rule of head-modificr agreement as stated earlier would give bad
results. especially if there are two candidates within the Np for the Adj or relative
pronoun to agree with, no matter where they arc generated in deep structure.

Under the NP S analysis, a NP may have the following deep structure:

25, /”P‘\
A‘?P
/EK e flrby

ah

b g
| def
[] witam  mn ol Wmhat 2%

(12) Ray Juckendoff. X Theory: A Study of Plirase Strucigre. Linguistic Inquiry Monograph No, 2 (Cam-
bridge. Mass: MIT. [977).
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This deep structure meets the ST of rule (10) and it may apply to it to give structure
(24), where the adjective madrib is indefinite and agrees with the head noun it mod-
ifies xatam. However, rule (10) may also apply to (24) to yield (24a):

74, a. xatam-un min al-s ahab-i al-madrabi f1 Irbid
ring-nom from def-gold-gen def- minted-gen in Irbid

“A gold ring which is minted in Irbid”

where madriib wrongly agrees with the definite noun al- % ahab in definiteness and
case. Note that the sentence is not asterisked as ungrammatical, because it is correct
in the sense of “a ring of such a gold that was minted in Irbid.”

In (24) the rule selects the first node Det as the second term in its ST and copies
it onto the Adj (the fourth term), with the PP intervening between terms 2and 4. In
(24a) the rule picks the second node Det on the noun al- % ahab and copies it onto the
adjective. In other words, there is nothing to block the generation of (24a) by rule
(10), although the adjective is structurally and semantically related to the first noun
xatam.

The same problem is encountered when the rule operates on relative clauses. A
phrase marker like (26} below may surface as (26a) or as (26b):

26. P,
|3
) B
/\ T f ol oot
NRy PP

m|1 N P NP,
.T crt N

red Alrt

| o

[) timedl Li gi- Lahid 6

26. a. timBal-un li al-8ahid-i 'ugima fi al-Karamat-i
statue-nom for def-martyr-gen erected in def-Karamat-gen

“A marty’s monument erected in Karamat”
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26. *b. tim@al-un li al-Sahid-i alla’$ 1 uqima fi al-karamat-i
which

Here, (26a) is the correct output since the relative clause modifies the head noun
tim0al. (26b) is not a desired output since it appears to modify the second term a/-
$ahid, because of the presence of alla’ t.

Another problem arises when the N S and Det Nom constituent analyses are
adopted. In both analyses, the Det occupies a high position in the NP structure. The
problem here relates to the comparative structure where the second occurrence of
the head noun and its modifier are replaced by the pro-from ¥ alika “that”, as in the
following exampte:

27. al-bayt-u al-jadid-u all ¥ 1 iStaray-tu-hu "awsa‘-u min
def-house-nom def-new-nom which bought-I-it larger-nom than
% alika alla% 1 bi*-tu-hu
that which sold-I-it

“The new house which I bought is targer than that which I sold”
One possible interpretation of (27) is (27a) below:

27. a. al-bayt-u al-jadid-u alla’$ 1 iStaray-tu-hu "awsa‘-u
def-house-nom def-new-nom which bought-[-it larger-nom
min al-bayt-i al-jadid-i alla® 1 bi*-tu-hu
than def-house-gen def-new-gen which sold-1-it
“The new house which I bought is larger than the new house which I

sold”

Here, the pro-form ¥ &lika stands for the deleted head and its modifier al-baviu
al-jadidu. This reading has the following phrase marker:

But, % dlika is precisely added when the agreement rule is executed. If it is inserted,
i.e., substituted, for Nom, in the above phrase marker, the result of this replacement
or substitution will be the ungrammatical output below:



Agreement of Head-Modifier ... 179

NP
Dﬂ ]
Art
Nu'nz S
def ’\
alla%i bitu-hu
Nemy Adjp
al- I |
N AT,'
bayt jodid
28.%. ... min al- % alika alla’$ 1 bi‘-tu-hu

than def-that which sold-I-it
e than the that which I sold”

The ungrammaticality of (28) is due to the fact that ¥ alika cannot take the article
because it is inherently definite like proper nouns. This means that in order to get the
correct result, we need another transformation to delete al-which is an unnecessary
complication of the grammar.

It we adopt the N S constituent analysis, we will inevitably encounter the same
problems.

The feature analysis is not any better than the constituent analysis. If definite-
ness is treated as a feature of the N, we will encounter the same problem as that under
the previous analysis. Rule (11) will copy the feature [+ def] on the adjective or rela-
tive clause. The consequence of the application of this rule is that it may result in
undesired outputs, particularly in cases of NPs having two head nouns. Thus, a struc-
ture like (29) may surface as (29a) or (29b) after the application of rule (11):
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29 /"P‘\
NPy PP
P/\Nn3
| l /\
]
ol i
[-&f] l ‘ugrma § aFkoramat
N
L
[+det] b}
29. *a.

tim0al-un li al-sahid-i alla’ 1 "uqima fi al-Karimat-i

statue-nom for def-martyr-gen which erected in def-Karamat-gen
b. timBal-un li al-8ahid-i 'ugqima fi al-Karamat-i

statue-nom for def-martyr-gen erected in def-Karamat-gen.

“A monument for the martyr erected in al-Karamat”

Similarly, from (30} we may get (30a) or (30b):

30.
NPy
NP Adip
NFy e raxis ai-eaman
J a
N
P NP,
N
min L
sundiq xasab

(-det ] [+def)
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30. a. sundiqg-un min al-xasab-i raxis-u al-Baman-i
box-nom of def-wood-gen cheap-nom def-price-gen
“A cheap wooden box”
b. *sundig-un min al-xasab-i al-raxis-i al-Gaman-i

box-nom of def-wood-gen def-cheap-gen def-price-gen
(Note that (30b) could be correct when the wood is cheap.)

It is obvious that rule (11) will copy the feature [def] on the adjective or relative
clause, irrespective of the nouns to which these modifiers are structurally related.

Two things are clear from the foregoing discussion. The first is that a traditional
treatment of concord between the head and its modifier fails to yield the desired out-
put, regardless of whether this output is grammatical or not. The second thing is that
an NP may undergo some syntactic processes with ungrammatical outputs, if certain
proposals for the constituent structure of the NP are adopted, and if the traditional
view is retained.

3.1. In light of the foregoing discussion, it will be necessary to look for another
alternative solution, whereby definiteness is generated as a feature on the ENTIRE
NP, and not on the lexical category N alone. Here, definiteness will be a feature of
the whole NP constituent. In other words, we would be talking of a definite NP rather
than a definite N. Once a NP is generated with this feature, all other constituents
within this NP are assigned this feature specification. But the question is: Where'in
the NP will this feature specification be generated. if not on the N?

Chomsky in “Remarks on Nominalization™ provides a plausible answer. (13
Chomsky's first PS rule of any synthatic category reads as follows:

3l. X ———— Spec X (Comp)

where X stands for any syntactic cateogry (NP, PP, AdjP. S)yand Spec carries gencral
features that specify the category concerned. Comp is seen as the carrier of features
specifying the sentence. Jackendoff gives a full treatment of this notion in his X-bar
theory. Allin all, the X-bar theory no longer views the NP specifiers as being tradi-

(13) Noam Chomsky, "Remarks on Nominalization,” in Readings in English Transformarional Gram-
mar. eds, R.A. Jacobs and P.S. Rosenbaum (Waltham, Mass.: Ginn & Company. 1970).
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tional categories of determiners, but as carriers of feature specifications of the NP.
We may equally assume that such features are generated in the NP-Specifier, which
is seen as a system of abstract features of the NP. These specifiers will be adopted by
the head noun as well as by all other modifiers within the same NP. Yet, a constraint
is placed over this sifting of features from NP-Spec to the lexical elements of that
NP.(t9) This constraint is needed in order to block ungrammatical outputs. Chomsky
provides this constraint:

BARRIER CONDITION

“NP and S-bar are absolute barriers to government (i.e. one category can-
not govern another across an intervening NP or S-bar boundary (1%

Put differently, the Barrier Constraint says that a feature of X (X=NP) is
assigned to all relevant constituents of X which are within the domain of X, to the
exclusion of Y (Y=next lower Np embedded in X). Thus, a modifier (adjective or
relative clause) not dominated by an NP, i.e., not structurally related to it, cannot
receive the features of that NP. The modifier will agree only with the head noun of
the NP dominating it. The NP structure then may have these PS rules:

32. (i) NP——— SpecNom
(i) Nom ———— (Spec) (nom) Comp) N
(iii) Comp ———— AdjP (PP) (5)

Nom is a recursive element in order to allow for the generation of multiple mod-
ifiers (Comps) of different categories. Nom is an intermediate category between the
phrasal category Np and the lexical category N. This is the significant motivation for
the X-bar grammar, namely to cater for intermediate categories. This is also why the
X-bar grammar is preferred by linguists to the PS grammar, as the former recognizes
three levels of categories N.N,N while the latter recognizes only two levels Npand N.

Under the X-bar analysis, Arabic constructions like (33) and (34) will have
phrase markers like (33a) and (34a):

33. xatam-un raxis-un

{14) Murtadha Jawad Bakir. “On the Formalization of Agreement Rules in Arabic.” Al-Mustansirivva
Literary Review, Al-Mustansiriyya University. 11 (1985), 5-40.

(15) Noam Chomsky, “Markedness and Core Grammar,” in Transformational Syntax, ed. Andrew Red-
for (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1980), p. 323.
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ring-nom cheap-nom

“A cheap ring”
33. a
N
Spec N
(-def] N
) N
xatam

34, sundig-un min al-xadab-i raxis-u l-6aman-i

box-nom of def-wood-gen cheap-nom def-price-gen

“A cheap wooden box”

/"”’\

Spec NOM

| /\
def]

34, a.

NOM CT!:
Loy
_ i
iy PP spas a-samon
7N\
AN
minm Splec Nom
bdef]

|
N
4,

»r —>

X —
ml

183
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Within the barrier constramt at work, we would get only (30a) from (30), and
not {30b). The adjective raxts would receive the feature specification [-def] of the
highest NP because this adjective is dominated by that NP. The feature [+def]
specifying NP, in the phrase marker will not be available for the adjective since it is
nct dominated by this NP. But the head noun xaseb wil receive the [+def] feature,
it will not receive the feature [-def] of NP, because of the intervening NP node which
blocks the sifting of [-def] feature down to xasab.

4. Summary & Conclusion

In this paper, an attempt has been made to account for the head-modifier agree-
ment in definiteness in Arabic constructions. Different proposals have been investi-
gated — including the traditional, early transformational, and late transformational
accounts. [t was shown that such accounts fail to account properly for the agreement
of the head and its modifier in definiteness. Moreover, these proposals would yield
unacceptable strings whosc surface realizations do not correlate with their structural
relations. In addition, adopting such proposals would often lead to wrong interpreta-
tions.

An alternative solution to the phenomenon of concord was looked for. This
altcrnative analysis views definiteness as a feature of the Entire NP construction, and
definiteness is scen as part of an abstract system of features that specify the NP. The
application of this analysis together with the barrier constraint would yield desired
outputs.

The objectionable aspects of rules (10) + (11), which relate to material domi-
nated by PP, could aiso be met if a filter corresponding to the Barrier Condition (p.
19) were adopted. It could be called the “Minimal NP Constraint™ and formulated as
follows:

The Adjective agrees with the minimal N, where minimal N is defined in terms
of Rosenbaum’s node-counting convention.

What this filter says is that the minimal N is the one separated from the Adj by
the fewest number of nodes. Inspection will show that this gives the correct results in
respect of (23), (26), (30). (29) would seem to nced reformulation with the S node
under PP domination if the (29b) reading is intended. 1t was also mentioned that
another analysis is adopted by some linguists, namely that of treating all features of
the NP morphologically,{'® but | haven’t pursued this analysis here.

(16) Edward Keith Brown and Jim Edward Miller, Svatax: A Linguistic Introduction to Sentence Struciure
(London: Hutchinson University Library. 198().
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