Congtituent Structure and Grammaticd Functionsin the Hebrew Action Nominal

Hebrew nounphrases in general, and adion nominals in particular, pose interesting theoreticd and
descriptive problems. In NPs in general, there are threetypes of genitive mnstructionsill ustrated in (1). In the
free genitive, the possessve nominal is marked by the preposition &el. In the construct state genitive, the
posessve immediately follows the head noun and the head nounappeas in a speda morphdogicd form
traditionally cdled the cnstruct state. The doule genitive combines a pronaminal suffix onthe head noun(in
a form phondogicdly related to the mnstruct state) with a PP headed by Sel. In adion nours (2), a clealy
nominal heal can be foll owed by an acasative objed and an adverb.

Such fads about Hebrew nounphrases have been discussd in a series of studies in the Government/
Binding (GB) andMinimali st Program (M P) variantsof transformational theory (Ritter 1988 Hazout 1995 Siloni
1997 Engelhardt 1998. The analyses, athoughthey differ from ead other in detail s, all posit head movement
from N to a functional head position (generally identified with D), and most of them hypahesize V-to-N head
movement in the adion nominal. For example, nominal phrases like thase in (3) are hypahesized to have the
structures smilar to thosein (4).

The daim to be made here isthat various aspeds of this analysis are unmotivated, in particular details
of the congtituency and the presence of the functional category D. It will be argued that the standard GB/MP
analysis is the consequence of atheory in which grammaticd functions are represented in terms of constituent
structure, and that an LFG-based approac is better able to acmurt for both the grammaticd functions and the
congtituency. Onthe other hand, we will suppat the hypahesisthat the structure of the acdionnominal in Hebrew
includes bath verbal and nominal projedions. The Hebrew adionnominal isa“mixed category” in the sense of
Bresnan (1997); it will be argued that alexicdi st implementationof the NP-over-V P analysis of mixed categories
is superior to the derivational implementation in the analysis of Hebrew adion naninals.

The first problem isthe positing of a category Determiner. As observed by Wintner (2000, thereisno
evidence in Hebrew for such a category. The Hebrew “ definite article” ha- is a prefix, not aword (Engel hardt
1998. It provides what in Hebrew is an infledional feaure of definiteness one which triggers agreament on
modifying adjedives. The only reasonfor positing D isto provide alanding site for the noun

Seoond asargued by Sadler (2000 for simil ar analyses of Welsh, the congtituency itself isinconsistent
with traditional constituency tests, like coordination. Such tests argue for (5) rather than (4). The kinds of
structural relations represented in conventional analyses are better represented at f-structure.

Abstracing away from the different methods of redizing a PosS there are basicdly two ways for a
Hebrew adion naminal to expressits arguments (6). In one, the subjed argument of the wrrespondng erbis
redized asaPossandthe objed argument as an acausative-marked phrase. In the other, it isthe objed argument
that is projeded into the syntax as POss with the subjed argument surfadng ogionally asa by phrase. We will
refer to these asthe “accusative” and “ nonacasative” forms of the adion nominal. The nonacasativeformis
the more common version.

Theacasativeform of theadionnominal hasattraded much attentionintheliterature. Sinceacasative
Caseisotherwise attested only in the objeds of verbs, it hasinvited an analysisin which the structure of the NP
includes an embedded VP. In a derivational framework, the most straightforward way to implement thisisto
insert the nominalized verbin V paosition andfor it to undergo head-movement to ahigher N. In LFG, following
the propaosal of Bresnan (1997), thisNP-over-V P analysisof mixed caegoriesistreaed in terms of head sharing.
They result from amixed argument structure with verbal andnominal charaderistics(Bresnan 1997, Bresnan and
Mugane 2000. Theverbal argument structure requiresthat itsc-structure corresponcent beaV P, andthenominal
argument structure requiresthat its c-structure correspondent be an NP (7). Asaresult, both nominal and verbal
projedions appea in the c-structure. The word itself is anoun and thus occupies the structural position of the
X head of the NP. The theory of head-sharing stipul ates that the head occupy the head pasition o the highest
projedion, so the NP dominates the VP.

The NP-over-VP mixed caegory analysisissuperior toalternatives. Siloni (1997 arguesagainst an NP-
over-VP analysis of the Hebrew adion nominal, but her arguments are invalid. Contrary to her claims, adion
nominals can be modified by adverbs and the acaisative Case on the objeds of adion nominals is the same
acasative Case as onthe objeds of verbs. Malouf (1998 argues (in HPSG) for an analysis of mixed caegories
based ona concept of intermediate caegories. However, Hebrew adion nominals display the phrasal coherence
predicted bythe NP-over-VP analysis.

The more common nontacalisative version of the Hebrew adion nominal, which has sometimes been
analyzed as a passve, is best analyzed as a nourtlike agument mapping, as discussed by Laczo (2000. Such
an analysis is plausible under the LFG approach to mixed-caegories, but is not implementable under a
derivational approach.



Examples

Q) a ha- i%a &l ha pditikay
the- wife of the- pdlitician

b. eSet ha- pditi kay

wife. CONSTR  the- pdlitician
C. i o &l ha pditikay

wife- his of the- pdlitician
‘the pdliti cian’ s wife'

2 a ibud ha- mumxim et pitkey hahadhaa  yadanit
processng the- experts ACC halots manually
‘the experts manual processng d the ball ots
b. sgirat ha- mankal et ha- misrad zmanit

closure. CONSTR the- diredor ACC the- office temporarily
‘the diredor’ stemporary closure of the office

3 a ha- gina ha- metupax- at &%l ha- more
the- garden the- caed.for- FSG of the teader(M)
b. ginat ha- more ha- metupax- at

garden(F).CONSTR the- teader(M) the- caed.for- FSG
‘the teadher’ stended garden’

4 a [or h8giNg, [ hametupaxat [y, [Sel hamore] t]]]
b. [op giNat, [AGRP hamor% t; [\ hametupaxat [ye tj t111]
(5) a [ve [np hagina hametupaxat] [Sel hamore]]
b. [\e ginat hamore hametupaxat]
(6) a mexikat ha- max3ev et ha- kvadm
erasing.CONSTR the- computer ACC the- files
b. mexikat ha- kvadm (ayedey ha max3ev)
erasingCONSTR  the- files (by the- computer)
‘the deletion o the files by the computer’
(7) a (T PRED) = ‘erase { (X, ), )n
b. Vi VPe A (o (PRED 1))
n: NPe A (¢ ' (PRED 1))
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