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ABSTRACT
BARE NOMINALS, FOCUS STRUCTURE, AND REFERENCE
IN GERMANIC, ROMANCE AND SEMITIC
By
Murad Salem

This thesis is concerned with providing a unified approach to bare nominals
crosslinguistically by drawing on the properties of focus structure and word order facts.
It essentially seeks to assimilate the seemingly disparate behavior of bare nominals in
Palestinian Arabic (PA) and Spanish, on the one hand, and English, on the other, by
conceiving of such behavior as stemming from deeper distinctions between these two
language groups in the properties of focus and the differences in word order. The picture
that emerges is highly restrictive and thus desirably minimizes crosslinguistic variation
among these languages.

The proposed analysis argues in the first place that there is no asymmetry in the
distribution of bare nominals in PA or Spanish in terms of structural positions. Relying
on the behavior of determinerless nominals in the Semitic Construct State, I advance an
analysis of bare nominals in the general case that views these nominals as being
focalized, or non-topical. Since bare nominals in both PA and Spanish are subject only
to an existential interpretation, it seems natural to predict that this analysis would carry
over to existential bare nominals in English. This should in fact be the null hypothesis.
The present dissertation argues for the accuracy of this prediction.

Once I have established that existential bare nominals are always focused, I set out

to explain the differences observed to hold between PA and Spanish, on the one hand,



and English, on the other, in the distribution of bare nominals as emanating from deeper
distinctions between these two language groups in the properties of focus and word
order facts. Word order in English is generally rigid, which rules out the possibility of
(de)focalizing constituents through movement. This language, therefore, has recourse to
marked focus, i.e. non-contrastively focusing a sentence-internal constituent. By
contrast, PA and Spanish enjoy a flexible word order system which makes prosodic
movement an option at their disposal; marked focus is accordingly precluded. A bare
nominal in PA and Spanish cannot be non-contrastively focused in situ, but would have
to be placed in the lowest position in the syntactic tree in terms of c-command, where
Nuclear Stress is assigned in these two languages. These basic differences between
English, on the one hand, and PA and Spanish, on the other, translate into differences in
the distribution of bare nominals.

The proposed analysis also seeks to explain why English expresses genericity via
bare nominals whereas PA and Spanish lack that option. I argue that this difference can
be pursued along two tacks. First, I make the assumption that generic operators in PA
and Spanish cannot bind nominals in a DP with a null or empty head, whereas English
generic operators can. Second, due to their focal status, bare nominals in PA and
Spanish, just like their English counterparts, cannot be mapped into a restrictive clause
of a generic operator. These nominals are always mapped into the nuclear scope. It is
then predicted that existential bare nominals in PA and Spanish are never bound by
generic operators and these languages make use of the definite article to express

genericity.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

1.0 Overview

In recent years there has been increased interest in exploring to what extent the
different branches of linguistics interface. Parallel to that there has also emerged a great
body of work on the similarities and differences across languages, mainly spurred and
invigorated by Chomsky's Principles and Parameters Theory (PPT) (Chomsky 1981,
1986, 1995). PPT has maintained that languages are not all that different, but that they
vary across a limited number of parameters: different sounds, different words or word
orders.

In the present dissertation I seek to combine both parallel lines of inquiry by
undertaking a cross-linguistic study that essentially attempts to investigate an aspect of
the interface between two facets of linguistic theory, namely, Syntax and Semantics.
This dissertation attempts to flesh out what similarities (as well as differences) there are
between apparently different languages such as Palestinian Arabic, Spanish, Italian and,
of course, English, in terms of the structure of noun phrases (or, rather, determiner
phrases) generally, and bare nominals (i.e. bare plurals and singular mass nouns)
specifically. I attempt to ground the similarities between languages such as Palestinian
Arabic, Spanish and Italian, on the one hand, in their treatment of bare nominals, and
explain the differences these languages have with English, in terms of the larger
framework of similarities, or differences, that hold between these languages, or

language groups, in terms of focus and word order possibilities.



The focus of my attention in the current work will then be on a type of nominal that
is present in many languages with distinctly varied syntax and semantics, namely,
determinerless nominals or bare nominals. Upon closer scrutiny, the distinctive syntactic
and semantic properties of bare nominals across the aforementioned languages, it turns
out, are only surface manifestations of deeper differences between these languages in
focus and word order. In other words, the variations bare nominals reveal cross-
linguistically are predicted, or predictable, from the differences that set these languages
apart from one another in terms of the properties of the system of focus and word order

facts.

1.1 Bare Nominals: The Basic Problem

Determinerless nominals, or bare nominals, have been noted in the literature to
exhibit a curious asymmetry in distribution in many languages including Italian
(Longobardi 1994, 1996, 2000, 2002) and Spanish (Sufier 1982; Contreras 1986;
Casielles-Suarez 1997). On the one hand, bare nominals cannot occur preverbally under
normal conditions of stress; these nominals can show up in preverbal positions if, for
example, they are focused. This restriction on bare nominals, it has been argued, does
not hold when these nominals occur postverbally: focusing a bare nominal does not
seem to be crucial, or even required, if it is not preverbal in the sentence. The supposed
asymmetry just noted can be exemplified by the following sentences from Palestinian

Arabic.!

! The purpose of the examples in (1) and (2) in the text is strictly expository, i.e. to illustrate the alleged
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(1)a. 1i€ bu wlaad fi-l-hadiiqa
played-3MP boys in-the-garden
'‘Boys played in the garden'

b. * wlaad 1i%bu fi-1-hadiiqa
boys played-3MP in-the-garden

c. nizlat mayyeh min 1-dzabal

came down-3FS water from the-mountain
'Water came down from the mountain.'

d. * mayyeh nizlat min 1-dzabal
water came down-3FS from the-mountain

The descriptive generalization the examples in (1) point to is that a bare nominal has to
occur postverbally, and not preverbally, in order for the outcome to be grammatical.
Additionally, as the standard argument in the literature would have it, this prohibition
against preverbal bare nominals is suspended or cancelled when the bare nominal
occurring preverbally is focused (2a, 2b) , modified (2c), or conjoined (2d) (focus is

indicated by capitalization):

(2) a. WLAAD liSbu fi-l-hadiiga
BOYS  played-3MP in-the-garden
'BOYS played in the garden.’

asymmetry in distribution as represented in the literature. I do not commit myself at this point to the
correctness of the judgments concerning the grammaticality of these examples. As a matter of fact, I will
be arguing in the following chapters against some of the assumptions of the very view this set of examples
is said to represent.




b. MAYYEH nizlat min |-dzabal

WATER came down-3FS from the-mountain
'WATER came down from the mountain.'

c. wlaad min l-haara l-mudzaawreh 1liSbu fi-l-hadiiqa

boys from the-neighborhood the-next played-3MP in-the-garden
'‘Boys from the adjacent neighborhood played in the garden.’

d. wlaad w banaat liSbu fi-l-hadiiqa

boys and girls played-3P in-the-garden
'Boys and girls played in the garden.’

The examples in (1) and (2) represent a predicament to any approach seeking to explain
or account for the distribution of bare nominals in languages such as Palestinian Arabic.
How could such an approach reconcile such apparently conflicting facts? On the one
hand, bare nominals are ungrammatical preverbally, grammatical postverbally, while, on
the other hand, they are seemingly acceptable in either position (i.e. pre- or post-
verbally) when focused, modified or conjoined.

These problematic issues have in fact remained unresolved within the many
approaches offered to explain the distribution of bare nominals. For instance,
Longobardi (1994) proposes to account for the asymmetry in the distribution of bare
nominals (in Italian) according to their pre- and post-verbal position in terms of a
lexical government requirement (see Chapter 3). Bare nominals, according to
Longobardi (1994), are lexically governed in their postverbal position while they fail to
fulfill this structural requirement preverbally. Descriptively, Longobardi's lexical
government condition provides an explanation to the paradigm in (1). However, the

paradigm of examples in (2) seems to argue against the correctness of this view that



endorses such a structural requirement.

As mentioned immediately above, the seemingly idiosyncratic behavior of bare
nominals seen in (2) has in fact remained mostly an intractable problem area for (purely)
syntactic approaches attempting to explain the distribution of bare nominals (Contreras
1986; Longobardi 1994; Casielles-Suarez 1997). Moreover, in attempting to provide a
motivated explanation for the behavior of bare nominals generally, these approaches
have inescapably posited a disjunction in their treatment of bare nominals. A theory that
does not posit such a disjunction is a priori more preferable to one that does.

The proposal I put forward in this dissertation attempts to surmount such
shortcomings while at the same time provide a motivated account of the distributional
facts of bare nominals in Palestinian Arabic and Spanish, on the one hand, and English,

on the other. In the next section I preview the proposal I advance in this dissertation.

1.2 The Proposal

The central claim of the current work is that there is no asymmetry in the
distribution of bare nominals in Palestinian Arabic or Spanish depending on their
structural position (i.e. preverbally or postverbally). These nominals are not subject to a
structural requirement such as lexical government (as in Longobardi (1994)), nor should
these nominals be claimed to be NPs unable to move out of the verb phrase (as in
Casielles-Suarez 1997) (see Chapter 3). To the extent that such a unified account of bare
nominals proves viable an important generalization will be captured in their
distribution. Such a generalization should be preferable on theoretical as well as

empirical grounds.



Now I would like to make my proposal a little more precise. The structural position
of a bare nominal plays the crucial role in licensing the bare nominal insofar as the latter
is placed in a position where nuclear stress would be assigned to it (hence, focus) by the
Nuclear Stress Rule. Nothing actually hinges on whether the nominal is lexically
governed or not as far as its licensing is concerned. To be licensed in Palestinian Arabic
or Spanish, the bare nominal has to be focalized by being assigned the nuclear stress by
the Nuclear Stress Rule (or else focalized contrastively).

The conception of the Nuclear Stress Rule I make use of in this work is that
articulated and elaborated on by Zubizarreta (1998), or Cinque (1993). Zubizarreta
(1998) conceives of the Nuclear Stress Rule as being non-monolithic, i.e. modularized.
Romance differs from Germanic, according to her analysis, in that nuclear stress in
assigned to a constituent in the former family of languages only if it is lowest in the
syntactic tree in terms of c-command in the sentence. This stress assignment mechanism
is equally operative in Germanic; however, in Germanic languages nuclear stress can
also be assigned in terms of the selectional ordering of constituents in the sentence. In
fact, Zubizarreta (1998) maintains that the second mechanism, although unordered with
respect to the first in English, takes precedence in German.

Cinque's (1993) approach to stress assignment basically relies on the difference
between neutral and marked focus. Stress assignment, by the Nuclear Stress Rule, is
parasitic on the direction of syntactic recursion (i.e. the direction of the branching) in the
language. Nuclear stress is assigned to the constituent that is most deeply embedded,
once the direction of recursion is taken into consideration. Marked stress can be

assigned to a constituent that is not in the most deeply embedded position by a ‘marked




focus rule' that shifts the stress away onto the focused constituent. More about both
Zubizarreta's and Cinque's analyses will be said in Chapter 5.

To reiterate, capitalizing on the role played by the Nuclear Stress Rule, as conceived
of either by Zubizarreta (1998) or Cinque (1993), I argue that bare nominals in
Palestinian Arabic and Spanish are only possible when assigned nuclear stress by the
Nuclear Stress Rule, in a position that is the lowest in the c-command ordering (or,
alternatively, most deeply embedded), which renders the bare nominal focal in the
sentence. Otherwise, if the bare nominal is not in a position to be assigned stress by the
Nuclear Stress Rule, the bare nominal will be contrastively focused as it occurs internal
to the sentence. Therefore, I argue, bare nominals in Palestinian Arabic and Spanish,
which are always subject to an existential interpretation can never be topical. This
focalized status of bare nominals is crucial even if the nominal is not assigned stress by
the Nuclear Stress Rule (i.e. it occurs sentence-internal). In this case the bare nominal
retains its focal status but it comes out contrastively focused, rather than informationally
focused. Therefore, according to my assumptions here, the examples in (1) can be recast
as in (3) (nuclear stress assignment and (neutral) focalization indicated by underlining,

contrastive focus by capitalization):

(3)a. li? bu fi-l-hadiiqa wlaad
played-3MP in-the-garden boys
'‘Boys played in the garden'’

b. WLAAD li%bu (WLAAD) fi-l-hadiiqga (mi§ BANAAT)
BOYS played-3MP (BOYS) in-the-garden (not GIRLS)




c. nizlat min |-dzabal mayyeh

came down-3FS from the-mountain water
'Water came down from the mountain.'

d. MAYYEH nizlat (MAYYEH) min I-dzabal (mi§ BETROOL)
WATER came down-3FS (WATER) from the-mountain (not PETROL)

To expand the empirical coverage of my main argument I show that the same
analysis afforded to bare nominals in Palestinian Arabic and Spanish can be carried over
to existentially interpreted bare nominals in English. English bare nominals clearly
differ from their Spanish and Palestinian Arabic counterparts in that the former
distribute more freely in the sentence. However, bare nominals in English that are
subject to an existential interpretation, like all Palestinian Arabic/Spanish bare
nominals, can also be shown to be always focal. That existentially read English bare
nominals should behave like their Palestinian Arabic/Spanish counterparts seems to be
the null hypothesis if cross-linguistic variation is to be kept at a minimum.

In order to illustrate that in fact the null hypothesis does hold, I examine more
closely the internal structure of the Palestinian Arabic DP in order to show how exactly
bare nominals in this language are deficient in the general case so as to be subject to this
seemingly arbitrary restriction that they be focal in their linguistic environment. This in
turn will enable us to see how an understanding of such nominals in Palestinian Arabic
can enrich our understanding of bare nominals in English, too. With this goal in mind, I
isolate and investigate a construction in Palestinian Arabic that is both widespread and

well-studied in which bare nominals occur quite productively, namely, the so-called



'Construct State' (CS).2 In CS constructions, interestingly enough, bare nominals occur
freely, both pre- and post-verbally, and do not appear to be subject to the constraint that
they be focalized. Upon closer examination, I demonstrate, along the lines of what has
been standardly argued in the literature for the head N of the CS construction moving
overtly into a head D position, that bare nominals occurring in this construction are not
in the same structural position as bare nominals in non-CS structures occur in. I argue
that nominals are unmarked or unspecified for the +/- Definiteness features, an
assumption that is the more plausible when looked at from a crosslinguistic perspective.
I assume further that the head D position possesses strong +/- Definiteness features that
need to be checked overtly (i.e. in the syntax or before spell-out). Accordingly, bare
nominals in CS constructions substitute in the head D position, thereby checking in the
process the strong +/- Definiteness features of D. Bare nominals in non-CS
constructions, by contrast, are unable to check those features since, by assumption, these
nominals are unmarked for +/- Definiteness features (since these features are a property
of the D position to begin with) and are therefore unable to move into D. Bare nominals
in CS constructions, although they are equally unspecified for the +/- Definiteness
features, inherit these features in CS constructions from the possessor DP obligatorily
present in this structure.

It seems to follow quite expectedly, then, that the same should hold of bare nominals

in English, since, by assumption, these nominals are unmarked for +/- Definiteness

2 Even though the nominals that occur in Construct State constructions are morphologically identical to
the bare nominals encountered generally in non-CS constructions, it will be shown that the two groups of
nominals differ in the structural position they occupy in the syntactic tree. Therefore, using the term 'bare
nominal' to refer to those nominals occurring determinerless in CS constructions is for ease of exposition
only.



features and should be unable to substitute in the D position. English bare nominals
should also be subject to the requirement that they be focalized. This, I argue, is indeed
the case for existentially interpreted bare nominals in English. However, this state of
affairs does not hold in the case of generically interpreted bare nominals in this
language. As a possible solution to this apparent paradox I suggest that generically
interpreted bare nominals can be said to move into the specifier position of a Topic
Phrase since, I argue, these nominals always carry a topical feature and are never
focalized. The DP in which these nominals are contained would then enter into a
checking relation with a head Top(ic) from which they would inherit their topical status.
These nominals, then, would be licensed in that specifier position and interpreted
accordingly, as topics, hence definite. Another solution is to suggest that generically
interpreted bare nominals in English may be able to substitute in D at the level of
Logical Form, and are thus interpreted referentially, similar to the interpretation their
DP (with the definite article) counterparts in PA and Spanish have. The claim, therefore,
is that existentially-interpreted English bare nominals and generically-interpreted ones
are different entities. This conclusion is not unfounded especially that other languages,
such as Palestinian Arabic and Spanish, use an entirely different mechanism to express
the generic use (by using the definite article) than that used to express the existential
usage (via bare nominals).

The current proposal, then, fundamentally relies on the DP status of bare nominals
and the way or ways in which the strong features of the D position are checked and the
bare nominal is licensed. On the one hand, in CS constructions the features of D are

checked by a bare nominal moving into it overtly. The bare nominal can only do that
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due to the obligatory presence of a possessor DP that provides the nominal with the
necessary +/- Definiteness features to land in D. The (in)definiteness of the DP in whose
head position the bare nominal substitutes would then be determined by which features
the bare nominal is supplied with from the possessor DP. But, what about bare nominals
in non-CS constructions? To say that these nominals are only acceptable when focused
is to state that focus somehow licenses these nominals, in a fashion that could be
parallel, though not identical, to what we see in CS constructions. If the bare nominal is
licensed in CS constructions via a possessive DP that supplies the former with the
necessary +/- Definiteness features, we should then look for a licenser that performs a
similar function with respect to bare nominals in non-CS constructions. I would like to
suggest that focus does indeed license bare nominals in non-CS constructions and that
that takes place in the following way. To focus a bare nominal is to place it in a specifier
position of a Focus Projection (FP), in an obvious analogy with marking the topical
status of a generically interpreted bare nominal by moving it into the specifier position
of a Topic Phrase (Cf. Rizzi (1997)). To say that bare nominals are DPs, rather than
NPs, means that the DP in which the bare nominal occurs would enter into a checking
relation with an F head in a Specifier-Head configuration within the FP projection (as, I
assume, the generically interpreted DP enters into a checking relation in a Specifier-
Head configuration with a Top head). Since focus is inherently a means of encoding
new information, it is therefore plausible to assume that focus is always indefinite.’

This indefiniteness is passed on from the F head onto its specifier via the very local

3 This does not apply to contrastive focus on definites since I argue in Chapter 4 that contrastively focused
definites are more appropriately dealt with as contrastive topics, rather than contrastive foci.
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relationship that holds between the two (Spec-Head configuration). The DP that
contains the bare nominal is accordingly interpreted as indefinite, which is exactly the
result we are looking for since bare nominals in Palestinian Arabic and Spanish are
always interpreted as indefinite. Existentially-interpreted bare nominals in English
would be amiable to the same analysis.

Two questions become relevant at this point. First, if existential bare nominals in
English, and all bare nominals in Palestinian Arabic and Spanish, are focalized, hence
subject to a uniform treatment, why should English be different in terms of the
distribution of bare nominals from either Palestinian Arabic or Spanish? Second, why
should English be able to express genericity by using bare nominals, while Spanish and
Palestinian Arabic resort to the use of the definite article to express this usage?

As an answer to the first question, notice that what we see in the examples in (3)
above is clearly different from what can be seen in their English counterparts. More
precisely, stressing an element or a constituent internal to the sentence in English does
not necessarily have to be interpreted as being contrastively focused, unlike what
happens in both Palestinian Arabic and Spanish. English makes ample use of what
Cinque (1993) calls 'marked focus' (see Chapter 5), an option unavailable for both
Palestinian Arabic or Spanish. The latter two languages exploit a different strategy,
namely, what Zubizarreta (1998) terms 'prosodically-motivated' movement, which
moves focalized constituents to be placed inside the scope of the operation of the
Nuclear Stress Rule, while at the same time displacing defocalized constituents so as not
to be assigned nuclear stress by this rule. English does not have access to this strategy of

prosodic movement since this language can instead utilize marked focus.
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Looking at word order in English, on the one side, and Palestinian Arabic and
Spanish, on the other side, it becomes quite expected and understandable that prosodic
movement should be available in the latter languages but not the former. English word
order is rigid, SVO for the most part. Palestinian Arabic and Spanish allow different
variations or permutations, SVO, VSO, VOS, to name some. Now, since a bare nominal
in both Palestinian Arabic or Spanish has to be assigned nuclear stress by the Nuclear
Stress Rule in the lowest position in the syntactic tree in terms of c-command, or most
embedded, it is predicted that a bare nominal in these two languages can be allowed to
occur in that position, and that position only. For that nominal to occur in a different
position in the sentence, i.e. sentence-internal, it can only be licensed by being
contrastively focused, an interpretively distinct option . In English, on the other hand,
since this language is far more constrained in terms of its word order possibilities and
the consequential absence of prosodic movement, a bare nominal can be focused in situ
without resorting to movement. This would in turn explain why bare nominals in this
language are afforded more freedom in the sentence, relative to what we see in both
Palestinian Arabic and Spanish .

As far as the second question is concerned, I make the assumption that generic
operators in these two language groups, English, on the one hand, and PA and Spanish,
on the other, differ in their binding possibilities. Generic operators in English can bind
nominals contained in a DP whose head D is empty or null. In PA and Spanish, by
contrast, this option is not available since generic operators are unable bind nominals in
a DP with a null head. Therefore, these two languages have to use the definite article to

express genericity. A second possible argument, which is not unrelated to my first
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assumption, is, as I argue in Chapter 4, that generically interpreted BNs in English, and
generic DPs with the definite article in PA, are never foci, but always topical. I will also
make the argument in Chapter 4 that when focused, these DPs turn out to be contrastive
topics, rather than foci. Notice that the difference between contrastive foci and
contrastive topics is a difference in the information status of the bare nominal.
Contrastive foci are essentially new information, unlike contrastive topics that do not
contribute new information but rather depend on their prominence in the discourse. The
latter would plausibly include definite DPs, which I argue to be contrastive topics when
focused, because they depend for their interpretation on their prominence and the
addressee's ability to recognize them (either since they are prominent in the immediate
discourse or part of the 'shared knowledge/assumptions' or 'common ground'). We can
hypothesize, then, that to be interpreted generically in a sentence a BN or a definite DP
have to be topical or defocalized. One way to cash out this solution is to say that when
topical or non-focal a BN or a definite DP is mapped into the restrictive clause of a
generic operator to be bound by that operator, a possibility which is available for
English BNs. Being focal, BNs in PA and Spanish do not fit the bill, since BNs in these
two languages, due to their focal status, are arguably always caught in the nuclear scope
and never occur in the restrictive clause of a generic operator. Therefore, these BNs

cannot be bound by generic operators.

1.3 Organization
The rest of this dissertation is structured as follows. Chapter 2 investigates the

structure of the DP in Palestinian Arabic and draws the necessary conclusions that are



also going to pertinent to bare nominals in English. The basic working hypothesis in this
chapter will be the following: by investigating the structure of the DP in Palestinian
Arabic through isolating a structure in which bare nominals in this language are
productively used, namely, the Construct State (CS), we will be in a better position to
understand the behavior of bare nominals as they occur generally in the language. By
comparing and contrasting the way bare nominals are used in the construct state to the
way they are used in non-CS contexts, we are able to pinpoint more precisely the
properties or features that non-CS bare nominals possess, or rather do not possess, to
cause them to be 'deficient' somehow. As it turns out, non-CS bare nominals, being
deprived or unmarked for (in)definiteness features, fail to be licensed in their
environment since they are unable to check the strong matching Def features of the D
position of the DP shell in which they occur. This very hypothesis enables us to
generalize the analysis further by predicting that bare nominals in English should be
'deficient’ in that respect too, a prediction that is borne out, at least with respect to
existentially read bare nominals. The cross-linguistic generality of the analysis should
be viewed as ultimately advantageous since it enables us to minimize cross-linguistic
variation as mush as possible.

In Chapter 3 I review the relevant analyses that have been proposed in the literature
as attempts to account for the seemingly idiosyncratic behavior of bare nominals. I
demonstrate that these analyses fall short of providing a satisfactory and adequate
account of the behavior of bare nominals and that there are important issues that remain
unresolved which these analyses tend to sidestep. Among the issues that stand as

problem areas for such analyses is the apparent effect focusing, modifying or



coordinating a bare nominal is said to have on the ability of the bare nominal to occur in
preverbal positions. In an analysis such as Longobardi's (1994), which basically argues
that a bare nominal is subject to a lexical government requirement, satisfied postverbally
but not preverbally, these issues plague the analysis to such an extent that they remain as
violations or exceptions to its generality.

In this Chapter I also make the relatively novel proposal that bare nominals in
Palestinian Arabic and Spanish, and existential bare nominals in English, are subject to
the requirement that they are focused or non-topical, a proposal that by and large
achieves a higher degree of uniformity in dealing with such nominals. The problematic
issues of modification and coordination that are left over from traditional analyses are
not exceptions or violations according to my proposal and should not be dealt with as
such.

Since I seek to expand the empirical and conceptual coverage of my claims to
English, Chapter 4 deals primarily with illustrating that existential bare nominals in
this language behave in a fashion similar to their Palestinian Arabic and Spanish
counterparts. The central claim in this chapter is that generic bare nominals in English
are always topical, and existential ones are never so. Whether in subject or object
positions, existentially interpreted bare nominals in English can be shown to be
informationally (or contrastively) focalized, unlike the generic ones which always
surface as contrastive topics when focused. The notion of contrast is significant here
since it will be pivotal to explaining away apparent counterexamples to this hypothesis.
The so-called affective verbs, such as love, like, hate, loathe, ...etc can take object bare

nominals that can only be generically or universally interpreted but appear to be
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informationally focused. I argue that the notion of contrast is part and parcel of the
meaning of such predicates and the object nominals these predicates take emerge as
contrastive topics, as I assume generally for generic bare nominals.

Chapter S attempts to derive the surface differences seen between English, on the
one hand, and Palestinian Arabic and Spanish, on the other hand, in the distribution of
bare nominals from deeper differences in the properties of the focus system and word
order facts. If existential bare nominals in English, and all bare nominals in Palestinian
Arabic and Spanish are always focal, then the differences in the distribution of these
nominals between these two groups of languages must be sought in the very properties
of focus, and the word order facts, in these languages. I show that since English is
characterized by a rigid word order, which generally rules out word order permutations
and hence signals the lack of 'prosodically-motivated' movement (Zubizarreta (1998)),
focusing in situ, or 'marked focus' in Cinque's (1993) terms, in this language is possible.
A bare nominal can be focused in English in a sentence internal position without
coming out contrastive. This, however, is not the case in Palestinian Arabic and
Spanish. A bare nominal can be informationally focused if assigned stress by the
Nuclear Stress Rule in the lowest position in the syntactic tree in terms of c-command or
in the most deeply embedded position. To focus a constituent that is internal to the
sentence would only result in contrastive focus. Therefore, or perhaps as a result,
prosodically-motivated movement is possible in these languages, a possibility made
available by the rich and flexible word order possibilities that characterize both
Palestinian Arabic and Spanish. It is therefore predicted, the chapter concludes, that bare

nominals in these two languages would exhibit a limited freedom of distribution, unlike
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what we see in English where bare nominals are more freely distributed.

In this chapter I also take up the issue of how exactly focus can license bare
nominals in Palestinian Arabic and Spanish, and existentially read bare nominals in
English. I argue that these nominals move into the specifier position of a Focus Phrase
to enter into a checking relationship with the head F of that projection, thereby
inheriting the features necessary to be licensed and interpreted.

Another finding of this Chapter concerns reference in the two language groups under
consideration. Bare nominals in English can be used in generic sentences; however,
both Palestinian Arabic and Spanish use the definite article to express this usage. I
suggest that this difference has to do with the binding properties of generic operators in
these two language groups and also from the focal status of bare nominals in Palestinian
Arabic and Spanish.

Finally, in Chapter 6 I conclude this dissertation by delineating the assumptions and
the findings of the analysis argued for in this work. Moreover, areas that could be
candidates for further future research that could enrich and expand on the findings of the
current work, are alluded to in this chapter.

Before I move on to considering the structure of the DP in Palestinian Arabic in
Chapter 2, I would like to point out that I assume in this work the Principles and
Parameters theory, as in Chomsky (1986), and as amended and expanded on in

Chomsky's Minimalist Program (1995).



Chapter 2
The Internal Structure of the DP in Palestinian Arabic

2.0 Introduction

Understanding the behavior (or misbehavior, as some researchers prefer to dub it) of
bare nominals in Palestinian Arabic necessitates the understanding of the internal
workings and structure of the Determiner Phrase (DP) in this language. Ideally, we
should be able to find a structure that involves the use of bare nominals, but in which
these nominals exhibit a distinct behavior and play a role markedly different from that
they would otherwise play in the language in the general case. Palestinian Arabic
provides us with precisely that opportunity for there exists in this language, as is the
case with other varieties of Arabic including the Standard variety, a construction whose
properties could potentially provide us with a deeper understanding of the characteristic
behavior of bare nominals generally. This construction is the Semitic Construct State. In
this chapter I take a closer look at the construct state in Palestinian Arabic with the
ultimate goal of shedding light on why bare nominals in this language behave the way
they do.

The rest of this chapter is organized as follows. In § 1.1 I will set the stage by giving
some descriptive preliminaries about the Semitic Construct State. § 1.2 is mainly
concerned with illustrating that bare nominals participate freely in the Semitic construct
state. In § 1.3 I argue that the strict adjacency presumed to hold between the head noun
of a construct state and its genitive argument/possessor does not always hold. In the

same section I also argue that there is some evidence to show that the definite article in
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Arabic, which is presumably an affix, can be separated from the head it is affixed to.

§ 2, with its different subsections are dedicated to a preview and a brief critique of
primarily two major approaches proposed in the literature to account for the peculiarities
of the construct state. In § 2.2.3 I present the analysis of the construct state I will be
adopting in this work. § 2.2.4 deals with the behavior of bare nominals outside of the
construct state environment. I also show in this section how an understanding of the
behavior of bare nominals in the construct state can enable us gain a better
understanding of bare nominals in the language generally. I propose that (bare) nominals
in Palestinian Arabic are unspecified for (in)definiteness features and that what the
construct state environment does is help endow nominals occurring within such a
context with the necessary feature value. § 3 and its subsections investigate the
possibility of extending this analysis to bare nominals in English. I demonstrate in this
section that the analysis argued for in the present work helps us achieve a restrictive
account of the surface differences exhibited by apparently different languages, namely,

(Palestinian) Arabic and English. § 4 is the conclusion.

2.1 The Construct State: The Basic Properties

As noted in the introduction, to attempt an investigation of the behavior of bare
nominals in Palestinian Arabic (henceforth, PA), and their distribution in particular,
understanding the structure of the Arabic DP is a prerequisite. To gain a good
understanding of the Arabic DP one would perhaps be well-advised to examine a certain
structure that has aroused much interest and has been widely investigated by many

researchers, namely, the synthetic genitive possessive or, as is commonly referred to in
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the Afro-Asiatic literature, the Construct State (CS) (see, among others, Ritter (1988,
1991), Fassi Fehri (1999), Siloni (1994, 1996, 1997), Longobardi (1996), Borer (1999),
Dobrovie-Sorin (2000), Danon (2001), and references cited there).

The construct state is a highly productive construction in Semitic languages such as
Arabic and Hebrew (see Longobardi (1996) for an attempt to argue that traces of such a
construction are also present in Romance as well as Germanic). A cursory look at the
works mentioned above would suffice to show that the CS has a number of well-
documented, well-defined characteristics and the attempt in these works has been to try
to account adequately for these characteristics. These characteristics include the

following:

(1) a. The head N occurs first in the construction which has been argued to be a DP.

b. The head N carries the Case assigned to the whole DP.

¢. An obligatory genitive argument/DP (or possessor) that carries genitive Case
follows N.

d. The head N lacks the (definite) article (whether the head N is interpreted as
definite or indefinite).

e. The head N is interpreted as definite or indefinite depending on the
(in)definiteness of the genitive argument or possessor ((in)definiteness
inheritance).

f. The head N must be adjacent to the genitive argument.

Iillustrate these properties with the following examples from PA:
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(2) a. beet  *(z-zalame)
house the-man
'the man's house'

a'. beet *(zalame)
house man
‘a man's house'

b. (*1)-beet z-zalame
(the)-house the-man

b'. (*1)-beet  zalame
(the)-house man

c. beet-M  (*1-kbiir-MS) l-mara 1-kbiir-MS
house (the-big) the-woman the-big
'the woman's big house'

c'. beet-M (*kbiir) mara  kbiir-MS
house (big) woman big
'a woman's big house'

d. dzaa?izit l-walad ?illi ribih-a fi s-sibaag
prize-FS the-boy that won-3MS-3FS in the-race

'the boy's prize that he won in the race'

d'. d3zaa?izit walad ribih-a fi s-sibaag
prize-FS boy won-3MS-3FS in the-race
'a boy's prize (that) he won in the race'

(2a) above is an example of a definite construct state construction whereas (2a') is an
instance of an indefinite CS. These two examples illustrate properties (1a) and (1c) as
can be seen from the initial placement of the head N beet 'house' (property (1a)) and the

resulting ungrammaticality if the genitive argument is omitted (property (1c)).'

! The relevant examples in the text would be acceptable with the deletion of the genitive argument, but
they would no longer be instances of CS. Once the genitive argument is deleted the examples would
merely be bare singular nouns with no understood possessive reading.
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Examples (2b) and (2b') illustrate property (1d), i.e. the ungrammaticality of a definite
article with the head N, whether the latter is definite or indefinite. As for (2¢) and (2¢'),
these examples illustrate (in)definiteness inheritance (property (1e)) where we see in
(2c) and (2¢") that a modifying adjective (I-kbiir 'the-big' or kbiir 'big') of the head noun
beet 'house' agrees with the head it modifies in definiteness or indefiniteness,
respectively.? In other words, the (in)definiteness of the head N is parasitic on the
(in)definiteness of the genitive argument. This is further illustrated in (2d) and (2d') with
a modifying relative clause. In (2d) a definite relative clause modifies the head N that is

followed by a definite genitive argument. The complementizer £illi 'that' only appears

when the modified head N carries a definiteness feature; its absence in (2d") is then

expected since the head N d3aa Zizit 'prize-FS' is indefinite (by virtue of having an

indefinite genitive argument walad 'boy"). Finally, (2c) and (2c') illustrate property (1f)
above (i.e. strict adjacency): a modifying adjective of the head noun obligatorily shows
up at the right edge of the CS construction after the genitive argument and not after the
head noun. Notice that it is certainly possible to modify both the head noun and the
genitive argument, resulting in a nesting structure that could potentially give rise to

ambiguity if the agreement features were to overlap as in (3):

(3) dzaa?izit-FS I-binit 1-kbiire-FS 1-hilwe-FS
prize the-girl the-big the-beautiful

% Note that adjectives in PA agree with the head they modify in gender, number, Case (see the proviso in
the text concerning Case in PA) and (in)definiteness. In the case of (in)definiteness the agreement will be
marked syntactically by the presence (definite) or the absence (indefinite) of the article /- ‘the.' Note also
that PA does not have an indefinite article.
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‘the prize of the beautiful, big girl'
'the big girl's beautiful prize'
'the girl's beautiful, big prize”

It can be noted from the preceding discussion that the property (1b) is not illustrated by
any of the examples in (2) since morphological Case is not realized on nominals in PA,
unlike standard Arabic that exhibits a rich pattern of Case and Case agreement on

nominals and their modifying adjectives. I assume that Case is abstract in PA.

2.2 Plurals in Construct State Constructions

A property of the construct state that does not normally get mentioned, and which
will prove of great interest to my main concerns in this work, is that the head noun in
CS constructions is not restricted to the class of singular nominals in PA. Plural
nominals can occur freely as head nouns of the CS and these plurals adhere quite closely
to the set of rules, or properties, characterizing CS constructions with singular head
nouns mentioned in (1) above. Most importantly, these plural nominals can, and, in fact,

have to, appear bare in the head position of the construct state as a consequence of (1d)

> 1 find the fourth logical possibility in (i) extremely marginal at best, downright ungrammatical at worst:
(i) 'the big prize of the beautiful girl'
This possibility is not realized if we follow Fassi Fehri (1999) (who follows Cinque 1996) in assuming
that adjectives are generated in the specifier position of the head they modify. This being so, /-kbiire 'the-
big' in (i) has to be generated in Spec position of the head N d3aa 2izit 'prize.' The possessor I-binit 'the-
girl' would be generated in a position higher than both of the head N d3aa izt and its modifying
adjective, and /- hilwe 'the-beautiful' in a position higher yet than the possessor /-bint. Assuming then
movement of N to a higher functional head (D, see below in the text), and the possessor to a position
higher than both adjectives but lower than the head N, this order for the modifying adjectives with the
reading in (i) would not be possible (see Fassi Fehri (1999) for details and execution of movement
operations). Note also that in the second possibility in the text (namely, the big girl's beautiful prize) the
adjective beautiful would be read predicatively, rather than attributively (meaning, the big girl's prize
which is beautiful).
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above.* This latter fact concerning the head of construct state will turn out to be a
crucial element in our attempt to understand the overall behavior of bare nominals in
general.

For concreteness, consider the following examples:

(4)a. (*1-) byuut (*1-gadiime) l-zalame (l-gadiime) inharagu-MP
(the-) houses (the-old)  the-man (the-old) burned
'The man's old houses burned'

b. (*I-) byuut (*gadiime) zalame (gadiime) inharagu-MP
(the-) houses (old) man (old) burned
'Old houses of a man burned'

(5) a. hakeet ma® (*1-) Tullab (*z-zvaar) I-madrase (z-z¥aar)
spoke-1S with (the) students (the-young) the-school (the-young)
'l spoke to the young students of the school'
b. hakeet ma$¢ (*1-) Tullab (*zvaar) madrase (z¥aar)

spoke-1S with (the-) students (young) school (young)
' spoke to young students of a school'

(4) and (5) with plural heads illustrate the properties of the construct state mentioned in
(1) above. Above all, these examples serve to show that the singular-plural distinction is
of no consequence as far as the construct state structure is concerned. These examples
also illustrate that there are no structural restrictions on the placement of the construct

state. In (4) the CS occurs preverbally while it is a prepositional object occurring

¢ However, as will be seen later on in the text, bare plurals/singulars in the CS are not in the same

structural position they are normally in in non-CS constructions. Therefore the notion of bareness here has
fo be understood in this context and in these terms. Perhaps determinerless would be a more appropriate
way of referring to nominals in CS constructions. I will still keep using bare nominals for ease of
reference.
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postverbally in (5).

2.3 Strict Adjacency in the Construct State

Since the goal of this chapter is to explore the internal structure of the DP, in this
section I would like to make a brief digression to discuss a fact concerning one of the
properties of the CS constructions that, to my knowledge, has not received enough
attention in the literature. It has been noted earlier that one of the characteristics of CS
constructions is the strict adjacency between the head noun occurring initially in the
structure and the genitive argument (or possessor) following it. The question that can be
raised at this point is the following: does this supposed adjacency hold all the time or is
it only a condition regulating the positioning of modifying adjectives alone? As it turns
out, this supposed condition of strict adjacency on CS constructions does not seem to

hold all the time. Consider the following examples from PA:

(6) hakeet ~ ma$ Saahib-M 0ala® bnuuk-MP (maf§huuriin-MP)

spoke-1S with owner three banks (famous)
'l spoke to an owner of three famous banks'

(7) hakeet ma® Saahib-MS (*muhtaram) Gala® bnuuk-MP (muhtaram-MS)

spoke-1S with owner (respected) three banks (respected)
'l spoke to an owner of three banks'

The state of affairs (6) seems to point to is the following: strict adjacency of the head

noun and the genitive DP may be broken by a numeral modifying the genitive DP.’

*A question here arises regarding the difference between attributive modifying adjectives and numerals in
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Note also that the fact that the numeral occurs between the head N and the genitive DP
does not interfere with latter's ability to be modified by an adjective exhibiting the usual

pattern of (in)definiteness agreement. ma fhuuriin-MP 'famous' in (6) modifies the

genitive DP bnuuk 'banks' and it agrees with it in indefiniteness (and gender and
number). (7) shows that the head N can also be modified by an adjective but the latter
would more plausibly be read as predicative, rather than attributive.

A similar, though not identical, state of affairs can be observed with examples
involving definite CS constructions as in (10). First, however, note that recursion is
possible in construct state structures as in (8). It can be further noticed that the definite

article attaches only to the last genitive phrase in the string:

(8) saTih-M (*l-)beet  (*1-)Saahib I-bank (l-gadiim-M)
roof (the-)house (the-) owner the-bank (the-old)
'the (old) roof of the bank owner's house'

(9) hakeet maQ Saahib I-bnuuk-MP (I-ma§ huuriin-MP)

spoke-1S with owner the-banks (the-famous)
'l spoke to the owner of the famous banks'

terms of their ability to interrupt the strict adjacency between the head N and the genitive phrase.

Numerals can occur medially between the head N and the genitive DP. Modifying adjectives, on the other

hand, can never interrupt the adjacency seen between the head N and the genitive DP. The question takes

on more weight if we regard numerals as (attributive) modifying adjectives. Note, finally, that modifying
ad jectives cannot generally occur prenominally, i.e. before the head N (cf. Fassi Fehri 1999). For a
Suggestion, see below in the text.
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(10) hakeet = ma$g Saahib 1-0alaB bnuuk-MP (l-ma§huuriin-MP)
spoke-1S with owner the-three banks (the-famous)
'l spoke to the owner of the three famous banks'

(11) * hakeet ma$® Saahib 6ala® 1-bnuuk-MP (l-ma§huuriin-MP)
spoke-1S with owner three  the-banks  (the-famous)

(12) hakeet ma® Saahib-M (*l-muhtaram) 1-6ala® bnuuk (I-muhtaram-M)

spoke-1S with owner (the-respected) the-three banks (the-respected)
'l spoke to a (respected) owner of three banks'

If recursion is possible in CS definite constructions with the whole construction taking
on a definite reading, provided that the definite article obligatorily attaches to the last
genitive DP in the string, then what should we make of the status of example (10) and
its ungrammatical counterpart (11)? Descriptively, what we have in (10) is a head N

Saahib 'owner' occurring initially as is customary in CS constructions, followed by a
numeral Galaf 'three' carrying the definite article /- 'the' and a genitive DP bunuuk

‘banks' occurring finally in the string. Mysteriously, the genitive phrase fails to carry the
definite article, as is expected with a recursive string, and (11) is consequently
ungrammatical; however, (10) is perfect and is still interpreted as definite as witnessed

by the fact that the agreeing adjective I-ma fhuuriin ‘the-famous' carries the definite
article obligatorily. In fact /-ma [huuriin 'the-famous' agrees with the genitive phrase in

definiteness, gender, and number. In other words, the whole construct state is interpreted
as definite since the genitive phrase is definite. This is further illustrated in (12) where

the adjective /-muMtaram 'the-respected,' which is interpreted as predicated of Saahib
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'owner,' carries the definite article.

The discussion immediately above shows that a numeral (or, NumP) can occur
between the head N and the genitive phrase. In fact, the sentences in (8)-(12) seem to
point to a stronger observation: If (9), repeated here as (13), is a typical example of a
definite CS construction, in which the article attaches to the genitive phrase, then (10),
repeated as (14), illustrates a case where adjacency is not even observed between the
definite article /- 'the' and the nominal it attaches to, bnuuk 'banks.® In other words, the
definite article in PA requires the same treatment afforded to the definite article in

English:

(13) hakeet ~ma$® Saahib l-bnuuk-MP (I-ma$huuriin-MP)

spoke-1S with owner the-banks (the-famous)
'l spoke to the owner of the famous banks'

(14) hakeet ma¢ Saahib 1-0ala® bnuuk-MP (l-ma§huuriin-MP)

spoke-1S with owner the-three banks (the-famous)
'I spoke to the owner of the three famous banks'

¢ Aside from their use in CS constructions, numerals such as Gala@ ‘three' , tis fa 'nine' ...etc cannot
ordinarily combine with a definite nominal as in (i), but with indefinites as in (ii). This could be due to the
fact that a numeral combining with a definite nominal in PA indicates a partitive reading, a reading only
possible to express with definites using a preposition as in (iii). The numeral can also modify a definite
nominal without triggering a partitive reading but in this case the numeral occurs postnominally as in (iv).
However, I think that the point in the text concerning the lack of adjacency still stands.
(i) *Oalab l-wlaad
three the-boys
(ii) Oalab wlaad
three boys
(iii) 6ala® min 1-wlaad
three of the-boys
(iv) I-wlaad 1-Balab
the-boys the-three
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Before bringing the present discussion to a close a word on the difference between
numerals and attributive adjectives in CS constructions, as noted in fn. 5, is in order.
That strict adjacency between the head N of the construct state and its genitive phrase
can be interrupted by a numeral, but not an attributive adjective, could be a consequence
of where in the base structure numerals and attributive adjectives are generated.
Following Fassi Fehri (1999), who follows Cinque (1996), I assume that adjectives are
generated in the specifier position of the head noun they modify before the latter moves
to an initial position.” The genitive phrase/possessor would raise, as will be explained
shortly, to a position higher than all adjectives but lower than the head N. The numeral,
on the other hand, would be generated in NumP, a projection the discussion above has
showed to project optionally between the head N and the genitive phrase.

To sum up, the discussion in the this section has basically helped illustrate two
points: first, strict adjacency between the head N of the construct state and the genitive

phrase is not always required, or necessarily observed. At least one projection has been

7 Fassi Fehri (1999) makes the claim that Arabic is, like English, and A-N (Adj-N) language where
adjectives occur prenominally in the base position and are placed postnominally as a consequence of the
noun moving leftward. He first draws attention to the fact that adjectives in (Standard) Arabic are
generally postnominal, rather than prenominal. He then points out (1999: 108) that postnominal
adjectives in Arabic observe the mirror image ordering (MIO) of prenominal adjectives in an A-N
language (like English) (for example, object adjectives have the ordering quality> size> shape> color>
provenance in Germanic, but the MIO in Arabic). This could be indicative of the prenominal origin of
Arabic adjectives and the movement of the head N. Second, purely attributive adjectives in English (as in
the alleged murderer), which show up prenominally, can be shown to fail the predicativity test in Arabic
as in (i):
(i) * l-qaatil-u maz'uum-un
the-killer-nom alleged-nom
‘the killer is alleged'
This shows that although the adjective occurs postnominally in Arabic it is still attributive. So,
postnominal positioning of the adjective is not indicative of predicativity. Third, according to Fassi Fehri
(p- 112) prenominal adjectives do exist in Arabic as in (ii):
(ii) ?akal-tu ladiida t-ta'aam-i
ate-I delicious-acc the-food-gen
1 ate the delicious (of the) food.
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shown to occur between the position in which N sits and the projection containing the
genitive phrase, namely, a NumP. The second point our discussion has attempted to
bring out is that adjacency can be broken between the definite article in PA and the

nominal it attaches to.

2.4 The Construct State Analyzed

Accounting for the properties of the construct state listed in (1) has been a matter of
considerable debate among researchers. One common thread between the numerous
approaches to the construct state is that the surface position of the head N is a derived
one and the whole structure is a DP. Another point of agreement has been that the head
N raises to D. However, disagreement is the common theme among researchers when it
comes to trying to account for the other properties. In what follows I will attempt a
brief, yet somewhat critical, overview of two approaches to construct state in Fassi Fehri
(1999) and Longobardi (1996). Whenever relevant, mention will also be made to other

analyses.

2.4.1 Fassi Fehri (1999)

Fassi Fehri (1999) adopts a 'split' or 'fissioned' DP structure in order to account for
the behavior of the construct state in Standard Arabic. In such a structure Case and
Def{(initeness) are assigned by separate D heads in the DP. It is assumed in this system

that movement occurs for both the head N in the construct state as well as the
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possessor.! However, the target and the motivation for movement in both cases is
different. Therefore, the example in (15) from Standard Arabic would be represented by
the syntactic tree in (16) ((15) is his example (53a) and the tree representation is his
(56)) (I have taken the liberty to add onto the original tree from Fassi Fehri since some
projections or their heads are not very clear in his original structure. The lower section
of the tree, however, that includes the np projections, is not very clear to me from his

formulation):®

(15) htaraqa-t  daar-u r-rajul-i l-waas'a-t-u
burned-fem house-nom the-man-gen the-large-fem-nom
'The man's large house burned.'

® Fassi Fehri (1999: 121) claims that adjectives move in Arabic due to the richness of their inflectional
properties and that these features on the adjectives are checked against matching features in a DP domain.
He argues that adjectives "target DP, to check their agreeing Case, article, and phi-features against those
of a higher functional head, which could arguably be (a segment of) D" (ibid). He then "designate[s] this
D with a small d, for ease of reference, giving this notation no theoretical content" (ibid). The claim, then,
is that adjectives move to a dp projection containing Agr(eement) features. For Fassi Fehri, one piece of
evidence for movement of APs in Arabic is the placement of adverbial modifiers of adjectives as in (i):
(i) l-axbar-u I-mudaa'vy =~ mu?axxar-an
the-new the-broadcast late-acc
‘the lately broadcast news'
He points out (p. 122) that assuming a modifying adverb is generated in the specifier position of the AP it
maodifies then the positioning of the AP before the adverbial results from the presumed movement of the
;‘P across the former.
It is not very clear in Fassi Fehri's analysis what the status of np/ (or np2) is .
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DP2

(16)

r-rajuli-k

the man D1

l-waasi'a i
the-large

The basic intuition behind Fassi Fehri's analysis is that movement, or raising, occurs for
both the head N and the possessor DP, but that movement is triggered in each case for
different reasons. Since the head N inherits its definiteness or indefiniteness from the
possessor, then it is reasonable, according to Fassi Fehri (1999: 127), to say that the
possessor raises to check the strong Def features of a head D (D,, in his analysis), by
moving in the specifier position of DP,. However, since it has been argued in the
literature that the head N moves or raises to a head D position, then the position to
which N moves has to be another D position, hence the fissioned or split structure Fassi
Fehri argues for. But, Fassi Fehri contends, if the possessor moves to [spec, DP,] to
check the strong Def features of D), then it follows that the position to which N raises,
namely, D,, could not contain Def features to be checked, because the latter features are
a property of D;.

The trigger for movement of N to D,, Fassi Fehri points out, would then be the
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strong Case features of the D, position. The head N would then raise to check the strong
Case features of that position against its own Case features. The head N would then
inherit the Def features from the possessor by adjoining to D, on its way to D,. Recall
that the possessor in Fassi Fehri's analysis sits in a Spec-Head configuration with D,
(i.e. sits in the specifier position of DP,) and the definiteness value of the possessor
would be passed on to D, to be picked up by the head N on its way to D,.This would
explain the dependence of the head N in its definiteness specification on the possessor.
Fassi Fehri further argues that the correctness of this fissioned or split structure is
reinforced by the observation that in some cases the possessor does not move and

therefore definiteness inheritance does not take place. The following examples are used

to illustrate his point (his 58a and b):

(17) haaBaa 2ax-ii wa haa8aa (?ayDa-an) ?ax-ii

this  brother-mine and this (also) brother-mine
"This is my brother and this is (also) my brother.'

(18) haaBaa bayt-u r-rajuli wa-haaBaa (2yD-an) bayt-u

this  house-nom the-man-gen and-this  (also)  house-nom the-man-gen
"This is the man's house and this is (also) the man's house.'

r-rajul-i

If definiteness is understood in terms of either familiarity or individual or unique
reference then the example in (18) does not fulfill either since it is used predicatively
anq non-referentially. This means, Fehri suggests, that construct state constructions do
not Necessarily have to realize individual reference, hence definiteness. He takes this to
™Mean that in indefinite construct state constructions the possessor does not move.

I‘I‘D‘Kr'ever, he reasons, the head N has to move independently whether the possessor
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moves or not since the former has to check the strong Case features of D,. This provides
the evidence needed to support such split structure.

I believe that Fassi Fehri's analysis unnecessarily differentiates between the
derivation of definite and indefinite construct state constructions. Furthermore, it seems
to me that his argument concerning the examples in (17) and (18) above does not hold.
“What seems to be relevant in the examples in (17)-(18) for Fehri is in fact semantic
definiteness, and not syntactic definiteness (see Danon 2001 for arguments and
distinction between syntactic and semantic definiteness in Hebrew (construct state, in
particular)). It can be demonstrated that syntactic definiteness does hold in the examples
wunder discussion if we assume (as Danon (2001) does) that adjectival modification
constitutes a good test for checking for such definiteness. Consider, in fact, how
modifying adjectives have to obligatorily carry the definite article in the relevant

€xamples above. I demonstrate this observation with examples from PA where the same

facts hold:"

(19) haa8a 2ax-uy z-zXiir w haada 2ax-iuy l-ikbiir
this brother-1S the-young and this  brother-1S the-old
'This is my young brother and this is my old brother.'

(20) haaBa beet z-zalame l-id3diid wa-haaBa beet z-zalame l-gadiim
this house the-man the-new and-this house the-man the-old
'This is the man's new house and this is the man's old house.’

\

10

adFas§i Fehri does mention that the lack of individual reference, and therefore definiteness, holds when no

de.;‘fn c_t“'al modification is involved. The fact still remains that adjectival modification has to carry the

the Cge article which can be taken as a sign of syntactic definiteness via agreement with the head noun in
- Syntactic definiteness is the relevant notion here, not semantic definiteness, as Fehri implicitly

Ssumes_
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Therefore, in indefinite CS constructions, the absence of the definite article on a
modifying adjective should be taken as agreement in indefiniteness as in the following

example from PA:

(20") haa8a beet zalame d3diid/*1-idzdiid
this house man -new/ thenew
'This is a man's new house'

As seen in (19) and (20) syntactic definiteness is realized on the head N and the
agreeing adjective. The definiteness feature in Fehri's system is a formal feature (in the
sense of Chomsky 1995) that is not interpretable at LF and therefore has to be checked
before spell-out. I believe that it is the correct intuition to look at definiteness as a
formal feature, as Fehri does, that is visible in the syntax. This means that the only type
of definiteness that is, and in fact should be, relevant in construct state constructions is
syntactic definiteness that is discharged via feature checking, but not semantic
definiteness.

What has been said so far renders suspect a system that posits movement for definite
CS constructions while denying such movement for indefinites. It appears more
theoretically appealing in light of the empirical evidence to treat construct state
constructions, whether definite or indefinite, as a unified phenomenon that calls for a
unified approach.

As noted above in § 1.2, (bare) nominals can occur as heads in CS constructions. In
terms of the present system this means that these nominals raise to D, overtly for Case

purposes. That the possessor, as argued by Fassi Fehri, does not raise/move in indefinite
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construct state constructions means that movement of N to D, is taken to be independent
of raising the possessor. A question here arises concerning bare plurals in non-CS
constructions: if the possessor plays no role in the (overt) raising of N to D, thus
exhibiting the well-known feature (1d) above (no definite article), what prevents bare
nominals in general in non-CS constructions from raising overtly to D if Case is the
driving force for such movement? That bare nominals in non-CS constructions do not
exhibit property (1d) of the construct state, and therefore cannot be said to raise

(overtly) to D, is illustrated in (21a) contrasted with the CS-sentence in (22):

(21) a. 2adz-u (1-) wlaad
came-3MP (the) boys
' (The) Boys came.
(21) b. 2ad3-u (*1-) wlaad 1-d3ziraan z-z¥aar

came-3MP (the) boys the-neighbors the-young
'The neighbors' young boys came.'

The argument concerning (21a) and (21b) has two parts. First, the bare plural wlaad
'boys' in the non-CS sentence in (21a) should be read as definite if the bare plural in this
case truly moves into the D position. However, wlaad 'boys' in (21a) can only have an
indefinite reading (if the definite article is not realized on N). On the other hand, wlaad
'boys' in the CS-sentence in (21b) is in fact read as definite as witnessed by the

modification by the adjective z-z yaar 'the-young' which carries the definite article.

Secondly, the definite article can be lexically realized with the bare plural in (21a), but,

expectedly, it cannot show up with the nominal in the CS-sentence in (21b). This further
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indicates that whereas wlaad 'boys' in (21b) sits in the D position, wlaad in (21a) does
not.

If the possessor plays absolutely no part in facilitating N-movement to take place
then we cannot account for this striking difference in the behavior of essentially
identical nominals. What would prevent the bare nominal in non-CS-constructions from
raising to D if checking the strong Case features of that position is the trigger of such
movement? (Actually, the nominal would have to raise obligatorily in this scenario to
check Case, if Case was truly the relevant feature). It is perhaps the wrong assumption
to presume movement of the head N for Case checking since bare plurals and singulars
in non-CS constructions do not exhibit the same movement operation as (21a) clearly
illustrates. I therefore conclude that it may be wrong to assume that raising of the head
nominal to D can be independent of the raising of the possessor to some higher
projection below D. The movement of head N in the construct state seems to be strongly
parasitic on (the movement of) the possessor, and (in)definiteness inheritance and the
lack of the definite article on the head N in D are symptomatic of this strong
relationship between the pair.

Summing up, Fassi Fehri's account misses the mark by assuming that indefinite
construct state constructions do not involve raising of the possessor. It does not seem
correct either to assume that raising of N is independent of, and separate from, raising of
the possessor. By making this latter assumption we lose a uniform treatment of (bare)
plural nominals (and singular nominals) that would otherwise be preferred. Finally,
Case cannot be the motivation for N-raising since this assumption would not help us

understand why bare nominals generally in non-CS constructions fail to raise to D.
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I will next look at an approach argued for in Longobardi (1996) that makes a

different set of assumptions than those made in Fassi Fehri (1999).

2.4.2 Longobardi (1996)

Longobardi (1996) is an attempt to parameterize the existence of the construct state
cross-linguistically. He argues that Romance and Germanic exhibit N to D raising (in a
class of lexically restricted words in Romance, unrestricted in Germanic), overtly in the
former covertly in the latter, that results in a non-prepositional genitive similar to the
construct state in Semitic. Longobardi attempts to offer a parametric approach for
Romance, Germanic, and Semitic that would deduce as a property of Universal

Grammar the following descriptive generalization (1996: 6):

(22) Movement of a common noun to (an empty) D is licensed only if an overt or
understood genitive argument is realized (in other words, if a corresponding

argument role is somehow discharged)

Longobardi shows that Romance exhibits overtly a variant of Semitic construct state
with a very limited stock of lexical items such as casa 'home.' Howevef, the Romance
construct state differs from that of Semitic in disallowing plural head nouns, disallowing
modification by a restrictive relative clause, and by rigidity of designation and
transparency as in the case of proper nouns.

Longobardi (1994) has also argued for such movement of N to D, overt in Romance

and covert in Germanic. In the case of Romance, this movement has been restricted to
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proper nouns. A fundamental claim he makes in this work is that raising to D only
affects proper nouns at S-Structure in Romance while raising of common nouns is not
possible at this level. This is due to the need to check a +/- R(eferential) feature of D (to
achieve direct reference via substitution into D as in the case of proper nouns).
However, languages such as Romanian exhibit a productive system of raising common
nouns to D at S-Structure which is unexpected in Longobardi's system. In order to
rescue his assumption that no S-Structure movement of common nouns to D is possible
Longobardi is therefore forced to assume two, and only two, types of movement into D:
adjunction and substitution. Substitution into an empty determiner, he maintains, takes
place in Romance while adjunction crucially attaches the common noun to an overt
operator-the definite article- in Romanian.

In view of this state of affairs, the Semitic construct state provides prima facie
counter-evidence to Longobardi's (1994) account. Semitic construct state displays a
productive pattern of common noun overt raising to an empty D, like that of Romance
proper nouns, that is not lexically restricted to any class of words. The Semitic construct
state clearly does not fit the Romance pattern of substitution into D due to the
perspicuous differences between the two in terms of productivity of the construction, the
class of nouns it involves, plurality and singularity of the head noun, and the rigidity and
transparency of designation or lack thereof. However, the Semitic construct state does
not seem to fit the Romanian pattern either since in the former the head N appears to
substitute in D therefore precluding the appearance of the definite article (/-) unlike
what happens in Romanian where the noun left-adjoins to a lexical definite article in D.

To maintain that there are only two types of movement to D, Longobardi (1996) is
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therefore forced to assimilate the raising of the head N in the Semitic construct state to
the Romanian pattern. He implements this in the following manner: suppose that raising
the head N in Semitic does not take place as substitution into an empty D as in
Romance, but rather as adjunction to an operator in D as in Romanian. However, since
no definite article is allowed in D in the presence of the head N in Semitic construct
state then the adjunction should be assumed to take place to a null operator in D (a null
article)."

Before assessing Longobardi's arguments concerning the difference between
Romance on the one hand and Semitic on the other in terms of the properties of D, I
want to briefly review Longobardi's assumptions and execution of the derivation of

construct state in the next section.

2.5 Deriving the Semitic Construct State

We have seen above that Fassi Fehri (1999) treats raising of the head N
independently of raising the possessor in CS constructions. I have also remarked above
that if the genitive phrase fails to raise in indefinite CS constructions, but that the head
N raises anyway, this would leave the behavior of bare nominals in the general case in
PA unexplained. Specifically, we would not be able to say why, if Case is the
motivation for N movement in the construct state, bare nominals (both plural and
singular) fail to raise to D in non-CS contexts. Longobardi (1996), unlike Fassi Fehri,

does in fact assume that the raising of the head N is dependent on the raising of the

' Note that Longobardi's account makes raising to D of common nouns such as casa 'home' in Romance
parasitic on that of raising of proper nouns. In other words, raised common nouns in Romance are object-
referring just like proper nouns.
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genitive argument/possessor.

Longobardi (1996) adopts the proposed analysis to Semitic construct state advanced
in Siloni (1994). According to that proposal, Longobardi (1996:25) points out, genitive
Case is a structural Case assigned or checked in a Spec-Head configuration. The abstract
Case head in this case is Agrgen (i.€. Aglgenitive)- Aglgen does not occur in D but in a
distinct head position directly below it in its own AgrGP (Agr Genitive Phrase)

according to the schema in (23) (before N raising has taken place):

23)[opr o € lNagar [agr € lxp-...]

Longobardi assumes that genitive Case in Semitic has to be both licensed and identified.
One of the two ways that Case can be licensed on a category a by a head y is if "o is a
member of the internal domain of a Chain headed by y" (1996:28). Identification can
also be achieved in one of two ways. Relevant to Semitic is that if "« is in the Spec of a
designated category B" (ibid). Once N raises to D in the Semitic construct state Case-
checking of the genitive DP is licensed in D's internal domain and the genitive Case on
that DP is identified in the specifier position of AgrGP. This so-called Case Checking
Principle of Longobardi is intended to capture nonstipulatively the following descriptive

generalizations he makes (p.24):

(24) a. If a common noun raises to D a prepositionless Genitive occurs.

b. If a prepositionless Genitive occurs a common noun raises to D.
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Here Longobardi clearly establishes the link that was missing in Fassi Fehri's system
considered above, that between the raising of N to D and the presence of the genitive
DP. However, he rejects the idea that N raises to D in order to check (Case) features of
the genitive DP or check features of its own. Rather, he argues that N raises to D in
order to check features of D itself, which to him argues against a version of Last Resort
in terms of Greed.

Longobardi further argues that the trigger for N raising in the Semitic construct state
is to check +/- definite features of the DP. He assumes that D in Semitic has an abstract
grammatical label [+article] that is part of the "feature content" of an empty operator
licensed in D but in need of identification (pp. 31-32). This [+article] is -Interpretable

and strong in Semitic. It is checked according to the following condition (p.32):

(25) Definiteness Condition:

A +article feature can be checked by any lexical element in D (i.e. attached to
it by Move) displaying a specified + or - definite value.

To quote, Longobardi executes the movement operations and feature checking in
Semitic construct state as follows (p.32):

Suppose]...] that AgrG may inherit the definiteness value of the genitive
argument in its Spec and that the raising of a noun to D takes place in the
following way: N first adjoins to AgrG and then the new complex so formed
adjoins to (or substitutes for) D . Now the condition on the identification of D
will be satisfied: the raising of the lexical noun (along with AgrG) to D in
Semitic will be functionally motivated and licensed by the need to check the
+article feature and the presence of a prepositionless genitive is explained

by the fact that this operation can be performed only by dragging to D an
AgrG being in a Spec-Head relation with a genitive argument.
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If I understand Longobardi correctly, it seems to me that although he makes the link,
missing from Fassi Fehri (1999), between raising of N and the presence of the genitive
phrase, he still does not articulate precisely why it is necessary for a genitive phrase to
be present. To put it differently, if it is not +/- Def features of D per se that the head N is
checking, but a [+ article] feature of the latter position, then it is not very clear why a

genitive phrase has to be present in a Spec-Head configuration with an Agr head.

2.5.1 The Status of D in Semitic

As has been noted above, Longobardi (1996) tries to assimilate the Semitic pattern
of N raising to D to that of Romanian. In the former, N will adjoin to a null operator,
differing in this respect from Romance, while in Romanian N will adjoin to an overt
operator in D, namely, the definite article. Longobardi's assumption of the existence of a
null operator to which the head N adjoins in Semitic is based on the observation that the
distribution of empty determiners in Arabic and Hebrew is free(r) than it is in Romance
or Germanic. Bare singular nouns, Longobardi argues, can occur freely with no
restriction on the empty D to a mass/plural reading as is the case in Romance (and most
Germanic). Hebrew (and Arabic) are therefore article drop languages which explains
the lexically generalized occurrence of common nouns in the construct state in Semitic.

Longobardi's analysis seems to beg the following question: if Semitic, specifically
Arabic and Hebrew, has a [+article] feature that is strong and has to be checked prior to
spell-out, and if in the construct state movement of N to D checks that feature (such

movement, of course, being parasitic on the generation of a possessive phrase to provide



N with the necessary + or - Def feature value),'? then should not the prediction be that
the [+article] feature is also present and in need of checking before spell-out (being
strong) whenever article drop takes place? In other words, bare singular count nouns in
non-CS constructions should not be possible or grammatical in Arabic or Hebrew (since
these nouns surface articleless) due to the strength of the [+article] features. However,
Longobardi claims that these nouns distribute freely in Hebrew articleless and are
possible in argument position anywhere. As such, the strong [+article] feature in these
cases would remain unchecked and the derivation should therefore crash.'?

Another point concerns bare plurals in Semitic, more specifically Palestinian Arabic.
Bare plurals in PA, as will be explained in more detail in subsequent chapters, have the
same distribution and interpretation as bare plurals in Spanish (and Italian, if we abstract
away from the observations made in Longobardi (2002) concerning the supposed varied
interpretations of bare nominals under modification). Since bare plurals in PA and
Spanish, a Romance language, and, to a great extent Italian, behave in virtually identical
ways, these nominals seem to call for the same treatment.'* In Longobardi (1994) an
analysis was proposed to account for the distribution and interpretation of bare plurals in
Romance in terms of a structural requirement on the empty determiner introducing these
nominals. Specifically, it was argued in this work that bare plurals in Romance need to

meet a lexical government requirement. Such a requirement prohibits their occurrence

12 Recall, however, what has just been said in the previous section: it is not clear in Longobardi's system if
+/- Def features and [+article] features are one and the same.

13 This is in fact the conclusion I will argue for in the present work: that bare nominals (singular and
plural) in a language such as Arabic are ungrammatical unless certain conditions are met. However,
checking of [+article] strong features is not one of these conditions.

" Such a uniform treatment will be argued for in this work in later chapters.

45



in preverbal positions, positions that are not lexically governed. However, in postverbal
positions this requirement is met. I will not go through a detailed exposition of the
issues involved here since this will be dealt with in Chapter 3. For our purposes here,
suffice it to say that bare plurals in PA appear to require the same treatment extended to
bare plurals in Romance in Longobardi (1994)."° In other words, PA bare plurals are
supposedly ungrammatical in preverbal positions and grammatical in postverbal
positions. This would presumably follow from the lack of lexical government in
preverbal positions. Since bare plurals are ungrammatical preverbally in the framework
of Longobardi (1994), this fact can be recast for PA bare plurals in the current terms of
Longobardi (1996) as follows: bare plurals surface articleless in PA; in other words,
they constitute an instance of article drop. The argument then would proceed in the
following manner: since the empty determiner in PA has a strong [+article] feature that
needs to be checked by moving a noun into D, this would explain the ungrammaticality
of bare plurals preverbally; the derivation would not converge since the [+article]
feature has not been checked before spell-out and is not interpretable at LF. Thus
Longobardi's (1996) analysis provides a nice explanation for this observed behavior of
bare plurals in PA (note that the same result would also be achieved through applying
Longobardi's (1994) requirement of lexical government). However, the shortcomings of
Longobardi's (1996) account become evident when we consider the behavior of PA bare
plurals postverbally. If, within the framework of Longobardi (1994), PA bare plurals are

acceptable postverbally since the supposed lexical government requirement is met, then

' However, the present dissertation actually argues against the approach proposed in Longobardi (1994).
So this last statement made in the text is for the sake of argumentation only.
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we would have to assume that the strong [+article] feature is not 'operational’
postverbally (however that can be implemented), or else we would have to assume that
this strong feature is somehow checked (again, how or by what means is not very clear).
An additional shortcoming of the [+article] proposal is of a conceptual nature. As
observed earlier, bare plurals in PA are similar in interpretation and distribution with
Romance bare plurals. However, Longobardi's account would have to posit two
different ways for accounting for the behavior of bare plurals cross-linguistically:
Romance bare plurals are explained via the restrictions imposed on them by the lexical
government requirement; PA bare plurals, on the other hand, would have to be
explained in terms of the strength of the feature [+article] of the empty determiner.'®

To sum up, if bare nominals in PA have basically the same distribution and
interpretation as the Romance ones it does not seem plausible to bestow on the Arabic
(and Hebrew) empty determiner qualities, such as a null operator, different from those
Romance determiners have. In this light it is not plausible either to claim that N raising
in Romance is an instance of substitution into an empty determiner while in the case of
Semitic it is adjunction to an empty operator (on the analogy with N adjunction to an
overt operator in Romanian). I conclude that this proposal in terms of the strength of the
[+article] feature is untenable.

Notwithstanding this problematic aspect of Longobardi's analysis I still think that
the connection he makes between N raising and the presence of a genitive DP in

(Semitic) construct state is on the right track. I believe that the presence of the genitive

' Even this option does not work for PA as I have argued above in the text, since postverbally bare
nominals are arguably grammatical in terms of Longobardi (1996).
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DP in the construct state plays an important role in licensing, in a pre-theoretical sense,
the raising of the head N to D. This fact comes out more strikingly when compared with
the behavior of bare nominals in PA in the general case (in non-CS constructions).
However, before investigating this issue further, I want to spell out more clearly, yet
briefly, the analysis I will <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>