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1. Introduction

A great number of West Iranian languages - Persdifierent Kurdish dialects,
Hawramani, Zazaki.-.share several aspects in their noun phrase sgtaact

1. The surface word order pattern is strongly heatial. Adjectival modifiers, the
possessor NP, prepositional phrases and the elawse follow the head noun in a
strict order. The head noun may be preceded onlsobye determinefs- if present -
and in very few cases by an adjective.

2. Possession is expressed by means of a bare NPP) which follows adjectival
modifiers, if any.

3. All elements occurring between the head nounthagossessor NP are linked to the
head noun and to one another by the Ezafe, whiokaiszed as an unstressed vowel
and is an enclitic.

4. Prepositional complements appear outside thé&Hiamain and follow the possessor
NP.

5. Contrary to demonstratives and to numeral gfiargj which are full-fledged words,
determiners that express definiteness or indefiege are generally realized as
suffixes.

The word order pattern is identical to that of tbeltic noun phrase. However, unlike
Celtic languages, the word order in the noun phdwsss not parallel the one in the clause
structure. Western Iranian languages being gegecalhsidered as verb final (SOV), the
reversed order within the noun phrase has provwdetivation for the application of the head
movement analysis to the nominal domain in somentestudies (Kahnemuipour 2000).

The expression of possession by means of an NIBse construction with the head noun,
and, to some extent, the Ezafe construction is msgent of the Semitic construct state
construction. Although the possessor NP is nottcaimed to be strictly adjacent to the head
noun, as it is the case in construct state nomittadsconstituents occurring between the head
noun and the possessor NP have been neverthetesaeabto be subject to some significant
constraints, leading to the analysis of the Ezaimaln as a domain of bare heads (X°s)
adjunction (Ghomeshi 1997). This is reminiscenthef word-like properties of construct state
nominals (Borer 1988).

These peculiarities explain why the Ezafe consimachas been a particular focus of
interest in different studies on Persian and ondi&lr. Actually this construction raises
several issues in syntax and morphology. The &gt the most explored issue in previous
studies is the internal structure of the NP. As tiomed before, among the different

! (Acknowledgments)

% The term determiner designates here demonstratisedinals and quantifiers, without distinction.

3 Some Iranian languages (e.g. Kurmanci dialecte® maaintained an oblique case for nouns. In thie dhe
possessor NP appears in oblique case.

* The term ‘suffix’ is used here as a generic labehbn autonomous elements.

® See, among others, Ghomeshi (1997), Hincha (1$&nemuipour (2000%amiian (1983) and (1994), for
PersianSchroeder (1999) and (2002) , and Strunk (2008Kwmanct Kurdish.
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constituents of an NP, only some may occur witlhiea Ezafe domain. Moreover, Samiian
(1983) mentions significant restrictions on the angion of the constituents occurring within
the Ezafe domain in Persian. Roughly, adjectivlevi@d by a complement are excluded and
prepositions may take only nominal complements,levimone of these restrictions hold
outside the Ezafe domain. According to Samiian,dhly constituent that can be fully and
recursively expanded is the possessor NP. Givesetfarcts, one of the basic issues to be
addressed is the link between the internal straabfithe NP and the restrictions on the Ezafe
construction. More precisely, could these restiireceive a syntactic account?

The second issue, closely linked to the first an¢he status of the Ezafe vowel itself.
Ezafe has been generally assumed by Persian gramtbabe semantically vacuous.
Moreover it may be iterated within the NP, occugyress many times as there are modifiers.
But, at least in Persian, it is not the expressiba concord between the head noun and its
dependants. This is the reason why Lazard (196€9 tiee termoncteur ‘linker’ to refer to
Ezafe. On the basis of these observations, Ghon{&@88i7) proposes viewing Ezafe as a
‘linker’ inserted in PF to indicate phrasing, andt ms a morpheme (or functional head).
Samiian (1994), Larson and Yamakido (2005) and Katuipour (2000) adopt the opposite
view: the former treat Ezafe as a Case marker laathtter considers it as a marker associated
with the syntactic movement of the noun and readjza strong feature, in the minimalist
sense.

A third issue, which has not been addressed iniquevstudies, is the way the cross-
linguistic properties of Ezafe may be captured. ugiothe Ezafe construction is a shared
feature of several Western Iranian languages, esdwt display the same properties and is
not subject to identical constraints from one lagpito another. In Persian, for instance,
Ezafe may never link a relative clause to the headn, while in all groups of Kurdish
dialects, restrictive relative clauses are generaitroduced by Ezafe. In Persian and in
Central and Southern Kurdish dialects, the EzafeeVds never attached to the possessor NP,
which closes the Ezafe domain, occurring after adiectival and some prepositional
modifiers. In Northern (Kurmanci) Kurdish, by caagt, the possessor NP is not necessarily
the last constituent of the Ezafe domain and carmmgity may take Ezafe. Given the
peculiarities of the Ezafe construction in eaclyleage, one important issue to be addressed is
what view of Ezafe would be the most appropriategfanified account in different Iranian
languages. Among all Western Iranian languages evités available, the Ezafe construction
has been thoroughly studied in Persian within teeegative framework (Samiian 1983 and
1994, Ghomeshi 1997, Kahnemuipour 2000). Thereatse a few studies on the Ezafe
construction in Kurmanci and a recent study on Hawani. Though, to my knowledge, no
cross-linguistic explanations have been proposed mow.

Although the main concern of this paper is to oatlia new analysis of the Ezafe
construction in Persian, cross-linguistic data frdifierent Western Iranian languages will
nevertheless be taken into account, in order tbliglgt some crucial aspects of the Ezafe
construction. The basic underlying assumption of situdy is that Ezafe has the same status
in all languages where it is available and thatathalysis outlined here may be extended, with
some slight modifications, to other Western Irari@rguages.

This paper is organized as follows. The followirgtson includes a brief presentation of
the Ezafe construction in different Iranian langemgrhe third section is devoted to a critical
survey of two major studies on Ezafe in Persiamia (1983) and Ghomeshi (1997).
Samiian (1983) is the most detailed contribution the topic: almost all empirical
generalizations stated in this work, particularhe trestrictions on the expansion of the
constituents occurring within the Ezafe domain, enéeen taken up in subsequent studies.
Ghomeshi’s analysis, built on Samiian’s data, h@sesimportant theoretical consequences
for the structure of noun phrases in Persian, sinegpeculiarities of the Ezafe construction
are assumed to follow from the inability of Persrauns to give rise to maximal projection.
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It will be first shown, on the basis of numerousestied examples, that not all of the
restrictions mentioned by Samiian (1983) standaupldse inspection. Consequently, it will
be argued that Ghomeshi’'s analysis, which is les#entially on Samiian’s data, faces serious
empirical and conceptual problems. At the end efghction, | will also present some clear
evidence agnaist viewing Ezafe as a case mark@nop®sed by Samiian (???7?), and Larson
and Yamakido (2005) and Samiian (1994).

In the fourth section, on the basis of the diagnostiteria proposed by Zwicky and
Pullum (1983) and Miller (1992), it will be arguélat Ezafe is best regarded as a phrasal
affix whose function is to indicate dependencytietes between the head noun, its modifiers
and the possessor NP. The affixal analysis is agiied to definite and indefinite articles
and to personal enclitics occurring within the MPlexicalist approach is adopted, in line
with Miller (1992), according to which affixal elemts must be handled morphologically and
do not correspond to nodes in the syntactic reptasen. It will be argued that different
restrictions on the Ezafe construction follow frdBzafe’s morphological status and its
interplay with other phrasal affixes occurring wvinttthe NP.

The internal structure of the Persian NP is oudiimethe fifth section. A formal treatment,
couched within the Head-Driven Phrase StructureSEPframework, and appealing to Edge
Features worked out by Miller (1992) and Tseng 803 proposed in the last section.

2. The Persian NP and the Ezafe construction: argeaverview

Western Iranian languages display two differentgoas with regard to word order within
the NP, head final or head initial. The second guattgenerally involves the Ezafe
construction. Modifiers and the possessor NP ateell to one another and to the head noun
by Ezafe, which is realized as an unstressed vanelattaches to the left. In Persian, Ezafe is
realized [-e] after all consonants and after [ild §-ye], after other vowels:

1) a. lebas-e arusi b. lebas-e sefid

dressez wedding dressz white
‘wedding dress’ ‘white dress’

C. lebéas-e maryam d. lebas-e bi astin
dressez Maryam dressz without sleeve
‘Maryam’s dress’ ‘(a/the) dress without sleeves’

d. lebés-e arusi-e sefid-e bi &stin-e maryam
dressez weddingez white£z without sleeveez Maryam

‘Maryam’s white wedding dress without sleeves’

As shown by these examples, the Ezafe vowel islathto the head noun and to different
kind of modifiers that follow it: attributive nounsadjectival and prepositional phrases.
Furthermore, it may appear more than once in timesaoun phrase. But not all of the
dependants of a noun may be introduced by EzaégmoBitional arguments of the head noun
are not introduced by Ezafe. Instead, they are Iynguataposed to it. In case the noun is
followed by either modifiers or a possessor NPpps#ional arguments are placed outside
the Ezafe domain and follow both the modifiers #relpossessor NP:

(2) a bahs bé omid
discussion with Omid
‘discussion with Omid’



When morphology does better than Syntax 4 P. Samvelian

b. bahs-e diruz-e maryam ba omid
discussiorez  yesterdayez Maryam with Omid
‘Maryam'’s yesterday’s discussion with Omid’

The same goes for relative clauses, which are regteeched to the head noun by Ezafe:

(3) mard-i ke vared Sod
ManRESTR that entered beconmas
‘the man who entered’

Contrary to prepositional arguments, which may mmtia (ex. (4)) and relatives clauses, even
restrictive ones, which can be extraposed (ex, (B® Ezafe domain is highly cohering and
may never be interrupted by a constituent whichsdoat take Ezafe (ex. (6)). Furthermore,
no extraction is possible out of the Ezafe domain.

(4) ba Omid mi-dan-am ke bahs-e maryam natija-dad
with Omid TMA-knowPRES1SGthat discussiomz Maryam  reSultNDEF NEG-give PAS
‘I know that Maryam'’s discussion with Omid gavenesult’

(5) an ketab-i ra xarid-am ke dar vitrin bud
that boOOKRESTR RA buypaslsc that in window beas
‘I bought the book that was in the window’

(6) * bahs-e diruz ba omid-e maryam / * bahsrazde ba omid-e maryam
discussiorez  yesterday with Omidz  Maryam

Demonstratives, quantifiers and numerals preceddéad noun and do not take Ezafe. The
same goes for superlative adjectives, which oclvuays prenominally and never take Ezafe:

(7) a. in (*-e) ketab b. har (*-e) ketab

this(*-E2) book each &) book
‘this book’ ‘each book’

C. yek (*-e) ketab d. ¢and (*-e) ketab
one (*£2) book some (£2) book
‘a/one book’ ‘some books’

e. behtarin (-*¢)  ketab
best (-ez) book

‘the best book’

A selected class of attributive adjectives may glsecede the head noun, but this ordering
occurs generally in poetry or in case of lexicdlaa

(8) a. ziba (*-ye) doxtar b. pak (*-e) del
beautiful (*-ez) girl clean (*-e) hearth
‘beautiful girl’ ‘honest, sincer’

The Ezafe construction is not restricted to headnso First, it occurs with mixed
categories, such as infinitives, which may reguyldésad nominal projections in Persian. In
this case, Ezafe introduces the ‘subject’ or thieetd object’ of the infinitive, but not both of

them simultaneously:

9) a. davidan-e maryam b. xandan-e in ketab
runiNF-ez Maryam readNrF-ez this book
‘Maryam’s running’ ‘the reading of this book’
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* xandan-e ketab-e maryam / *xandan-e marydatéb
read.infeEz bookE£z Maryam

Within an adjectival phrase, the Ezafe vowel mayk lthe adjectival head to its unique
complement, only if the latter is not a preposiéibphrase:

(10)a. negaran-e maryam
Worry-ez Maryam
‘worried about maryam’
b. bizéar az zendegi
disgusted of life

‘disgusted of life’

C. * bizar-e az zendegi
disgustecez  of life

In some cases, the Ezafe construction may altemghtea prepositional phrase:

(11) xaste az kar/ xaste-ye kar

tired of work / tiredez work
‘tired of work’

Prepositional heads have two different behavioith wegard to Ezafe according to the
class they belong to. Samiian (1994) establishegtbtlasses of prepositions:

a. Prepositions that must not take Ezafe (P1 prémos): dar ‘in’, ta ‘to, until’, be ‘to’,
bi ‘without'...

b. Prepositions that obligatorily take Ezafe (PZpwmsitions):zir ‘under’, bedun
‘without’, post‘behind’...

Prepositions that can optionally take Ezafe fR$ositions)tu ‘inside’, ru ‘on’, bara
‘for’...

The following data exemplifies each class:

C.

(12) a. be miz b. zir-e miz
to table undeez table
‘to (the) table’ ‘under (the) table’
C. ru-ye miz/ ru miz
on-Ez table / on table

‘on (the) table’

Contrary to P1s, which are real prepositions, Rz R3s are nominal prepositions and
display a mixed behavior. They may head real nohgiheases as well as oblique phrases:

(13)a. ru-ye miz ra Sost
on€z table RA washpPAS
* She/he washed the surface of the table’
b. maryam ru-ye miz ketdb gozast
Marya OnEez table book  pupas

‘Maryam put a/the book(s) on the table’

To sum up, in Persian Ezafe occurs inside NPs, akféissome PPs and links the head to
its modifiers or to its unique complement.
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3. A critical survey of some previous studies

Samiian (1983) is the first detailed study on Ezaf@ersian within a modern syntactic
framework, namely X-bar theory. The empirical factsntioned by Samiian have been taken
up in subsequent works (Ghomeshi 1997, Kahnemui@000), although they have been
accounted for in a radically different way. In théection, | will first consider different
restrictions on the Ezafe construction pointed lbytSamiian (1983). | will then give a
detailed account of Ghomeshi (1997), becausesafmportance for the analysis that will be
outlined in this paper.

3.1. Some restrictions on the Ezafe constructiamitan (1983)

Samiian (1983) points out two major types of resitns on the Ezafe construction: the
constituents occurring within the Ezafe domain anéctly ordered and constrained with
regard to their distribution.

3.1.1. According to Samiian, different element&did by the Ezafe to the head noun occur in
a fixed order:

(14) ketab-e tarix-e sabz-e bi arzes-e mafyam
bookE€z history£z greenez without valueEz Maryam
‘Maryam'’s green history book without any value’

The head noun is followed by an attributive noun, aajective modifier, a prepositional
modifier and a possessor NP:

(15) Head Noun — Attributive noun — Adjective maelif— Prepositional Modifier — Possessor NP

Although Samiian (1983) considers this order taalsdrict one, it must be noted that the
only real constraint concerns the placement optiesessor NP, which must occur in the final
position within the Ezafe domain, any other positieeing excluded for the possessor. Within
this domain, other elements linked by Ezafe argi@ference ordered as in (15) above, but
they may also be ordered differently. The followag@ample where the prepositional modifier
precedes the adjective modifier is well-formed:

(16) ketéb-e tarix-e bi arzes-e sabz-e maryam
bookEz history£z without valueez greenez Maryam
‘Maryam’s green history book without any value’

3.1.2. Samiian notes also some restrictions onettpansion of phrasal complements and
modifiers within the Ezafe domain: “The attributiv®un phrase and the adjective phrase
have to be head-final and the prepositional phr@séme and location cannot carry a

sentential complement” (p. 40). According to Samjithe only element that can be freely
and recursively expanded is the Possessor NP.

® The example given by Samiian (1983) is :
otag-e kudik-e zir-e Sirvuni-e ali [Samiian, 1983: 39]
room-z small€z underez roof-ez Ali
‘Ali's small room under the roof’
It has been replaced by the example above in ¢odesive a NP including all the range of differemtdifiers.
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* Restrictions on the attributive noun
On the basis of the contrast between the follonemgmples, Samiian concludes that
attributive noun phrases surface only as bare nouns

17)a. kife carm b. * kife in ¢arm [Samiian, 1983: 46]
bag€z leather bagz DEM leather
‘leather bag’ (putatively) ‘a bag of this leather

» Restrictions on the adjectival modifier

According to Samiian, adjectival modifiers as wadhnot take nominal, prepositional or
sentential complements when occurring within thafEzonstructioh These restrictions are
exemplified by (18b), (19b) and (20b) respectively:

(18)a. mard-e negaran-i vared Sod [Samiian3193]
man€z worriediNDEF enter becomeas
‘A worried man entered’

b. * mard-e negaran-e &ge-h4-yas-i vared Sod
man€z worried€z child-PL-PAF.3.SGINDEF entered beconmeas

(19)a. mardom-e xaSmgin-e tehran bepéa xastand Samijan, 1983: 42]
peopleez angry€z Tehran stan@As
‘The angry people of Tehran rose up’

b. * mardom-e xa$mgin az erteja-ye tehran beptanés
peopleez angry at reactionairesz Tehran stan@As
‘The people of Tehran angry at the reactionary foroes up’

a. mardom-e xo$hal-e iran jasn gereft-an amjign, :
20 d Shél-e irén jas ft-and @n, 1983: 42
peopleez happyez Iran feast takeAs-3.pL
‘The happy people of Iran celebrated’

b. * mardom-e xo$hal ke Sah keSvar ré tark kamdwe jasSn gereft-and
peopleez happy that Shah country left #das-Ez Iran feast takeas-3.pL

The same adjectives however may take a nominapoprgéonal or sentential complement
when they occur outside the Ezafe domain, in apipasior instance, as illustrated by (21).
(21)a. mard-i, negaran-edta-ha-yas, vared Sod [Samiian, 1983: 42]
hommewDEF worried£z child-PL-PAF.3.SG entered becomeas
‘A man, worried about his children, entered’

b. mardom-e Tehran, xaSmgin az erteja’, bepé xdstan
peopleez Tehran, angry at reactionaries, staad-
‘The people of Tehran, angry at the reactionarges, rose up’

C. mardom-e iran, xoShal ke $ah keSvar ra tard, kagn gereft-and
peopleez Iran, happy that Shah country lefts feast takeAs-3.pL
‘The people of Iran, happy that Shah left the coyrttelebrated’

» Restrictions on prepositional phrases

As for prepositions, relying on the following datamiian claims that they may appear
with a nominal complement within the Ezafe domdint that sentential complements are
excluded :

" | do not agree with Samiian on this point. As wi# see further, adjectives followed by a complernmay be
linked to the head noun by Ezafe.

8 Contrary to Samiian, | believe this example toAwdl formed. For a detailed discussion of differsphtactic
possibilities for the elements occurring within teeafe domain see the following section.
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(22)a. aftale ba’'d az barun  gasSang-e [Samiian, 1983]
sun€z after fromrain beautifubor.3.5G
‘The sun after the rain is beautiful’

b. * &ftdbe ba’'d az in ke barun biad gasSang-e
sun€z after from this that rain conmRESsbeautifulcor.3.sG

C. aftdb, ba’'d az in ke barun biad, gaSang-e
sun, after from this that rain correes beautifuleor.3.5G
‘The sun, after it has rained, is beautiful’

Despite all these restrictions, Samiian considegsertheless that different constituents
occurring within the Ezafe domain are maximal pcogns and proposes the following
structure for Persian NPs:

(23) v[IN NP AP PP NP]
An insertion rule inserts then the Ezafe vowel arfidter eliminates all ill-formed structures.
3.2. Ghomeshi (1997): the Ezafe domain as a X°Haelbstructure

Relying to a large extent on Samiian’s data, Ghding$997) takes an important
theoretical departure in her account of the Ezafestuction and the internal structure of
Persian NPs. Two major assumptions on possibleastat configurations underlie her
analysis:

- Heads may adjoin to one another without projgctBome X° categories are inherently
non-projecting in syntax.

- The fact that a constituent is phrasal or notedels not only on whether the head
projects, but on whether that head itself is selibdiy a projecting element. In other
words, while certain X° categories may be inhegentn projecting in syntax, they may
still appear as XPs, provided they are selected jpjecting head.

3.2.1. On the basis of these assumptions, Ghorpeashiorward three significant hypotheses:

1. Persian nouns are inherently non-projectings Theans that they never appear with

filled specifier and complement positions and thatNP node cannot dominate any
phrasal material.

2. In spite of the fact that they are non-projegtiPersian nouns may still appear as
NPs, provided they are selected by a projecting he®eterminer (D°), for instance.

3. Ezafe vowel never attaches to a phrasal caestit This implies that the Ezafe
domain is the domain of X°s, within a constituenthw+N, -V] features (i.e. nouns
and adjectives). The elements occurring withinEzafe domain are just bare heads,
be they nouns, adjectives or prepositions.

The internal structure for Persian NPs which emefgem these assumptions is the one given
in (24) below:
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(24) The Persian NP (Ghomeshi 1997) :

N

o DPposs
HF D [+def]
Hi*-e igidef

H-e Pum

/\\
Ni-e e
/\
NP-e e

The Ezafe Insertion rule, stated in (25) and opsgaih PF, inserts the Ezafe vowel when
necessary:

(25) Ezafe Insertion Rule [Ghomeshi, 1997: 91]
Insert the voweleon a lexical X° head that bears the feature [+Ngwit is followed by phonetically
realized, non-affixal material within the same exted projection.

One important point in (24) is that the possesd@r(df DP) is not dominated by NP and
IS instead base generated as sister to D'. Thiswslfrom Ghomeshi’'s assumption about the
non-projecting nature of Persian nouns. Rememladrithcontrast to attributive nouns and
adjectival or prepositional modifiers, the possessioun phrase is the only constituent which
may be fully phrasal. But since Persian nouns cadominate phrasal material, the possessor
may not occur within NP. The NP internal positicgiig thus excluded for the possessor, it
may occur either as a sister to NP or as a siet@’t The first option is not retained by
Ghomeshi, who advocates for the possessive DP ba&e generated in [Spec, DP] position.
Under such analysis, an empty D-head bearing thteirie [+ def] is required, whose validity
is furthersupported by the two following facts :

1. Noun phrases that include a possessor in Pasgaabligatorily construed as definite

or presupposed.

2. Possessors are in complementary distributioh thig enclitic—i, the indefinite article

in Persian.

The definiteness of the noun phrases containingssgssor receives a straightforward
explanation if a definite article is present, thieole noun phrase being thus a DP. The same
goes for proper nouns, pronouns or nouns that owdtlr an overt determiner, which
according to Ghomeshi are all DPs.

The complementary distribution between possessuatdtee indefinite-i is attributable to the
properties of the two D-heads in Persian: the emdpfynite determiner assigns Case, while
the indefinite—i does not. This prevents a possessor DP to occthrthe indefinite enclitiei
and thus accounts for the ungrammaticality of tllewing example:



When morphology does better than Syntax 10 P. Samvelian

(26) * ketab-e sorx-i maryam
livre-EZ rougetNDEF Maryam

In the light of this new analysis, all the resinos pointed out by Samiian (1983) are
accounted for in a simple and elegant manner arfdteis necessary to eliminate ill-formed
structures.

3.2.2. The only cases that seem to resist Ghonseshélysis are represented by prepositional
phrases. As we have already seen, the latter camr agthin the Ezafe domain and therefore

are expected to appear as bare heads. Howeveogsjiieps seem to take complements within

the Ezafe construction, as illustrated by the feifggy examples, given by Samiian:

(27)a. molagat-e gabl az zohr-e ma jaleb bud [Bam983: 55]
meetingez before from noorez us interesting beas
‘Our meeting before noon was interesting’

b. bahs-e ba ajale-ye hasan jaleb bud [SamiiaB: BH
discussiorez  with hasteez  Hasan interesting bes
‘Hasan’s hasty discussion was interesting’

Ghomeshi claims however that the counter-eviderpeesented by these examples is only
apparent: the noun within the modifying PP canmiear with a possessor, when the PP
occurs within the Ezafe construction, as illusiaia (28b), while it can if the PP is
appositive, as illustrated in (28c). Furthermoteagannot be introduced by the demonstrative
article, as shown by (28d).

(28)a. otag-e kiik-e zir-e Sirvuni-e ali [Samiian 1983: 39]
room-£z smallez underez roof-£z Ali
‘Ali's small room under the roof’

b. *otag-e kuik-e zir-e Sirvuni-e jian-e ali [Ghomeshi 1997437
roomEz smallez undergz roof-ez Jianez Al
(putatively) ‘Ali's small room under Jian’s roof’

C. otag-e kuik-e ali, zir-e Sirvuni-e Jian [Ghomeshi 1997374
room<£z small€z Ali, under€z roof-Ez Jian
‘Ali's small room, under Jian’s roof’

d. *otag-e kaik-e zir-e in Sirvuni-e ali [Ghomeshi 1997: 744]
room-Ez smallgz underez Dem roofez Al
(putatively) ‘Ali’'s small room under this roof’

According to Ghomeshi these examples show thatnd2’8 prepositions behave in the same
way as adjectives, in that they cannot take a ph@smplement within the Ezafe domain. A
closer look at prepositions in Persian is neveeggehecessary.

As for P1s, which are real prepositions, Ghomegbgssts that they exhibit a dual nature:
they can either take phrasal complements in theagyor form compounds in the lexicon. In
other words, P1s are obligatorily projecting categgin syntax, yielding a structure conform
to the standard X-bar theory:
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(29)
PF

PN

P1 DP

If this is really the case, the ungrammaticalityPdfs within the Ezafe domain, pointed out by
Samiian (1983), follows straightforwardly. Ghomestassumption predicts furthermore that
P1s will never take bare complements, where tha maonstrued as non-referential.
Ghomeshi points out however that, contrary to Samsi claim, PPs headed by Pls are not
entirely excluded from the Ezafe domain. In orderatcount for (27a) and (27b) above,
which seem to be counterexamples, Ghomeshi cossidatba ajale‘with haste’ andyabl az
zohr‘before noon’ are not in fact PPs, but compous@sen the fact that compounding takes
place in the lexicon, such sequences are insenme@rua single terminal node and their
internal structure is opaque for the purposes @simtax.

To sum up, the analysis outlined in Ghomeshi (198¥)ishes an elegant and unified
account of the restrictions on the Ezafe constougtrelating them to the non-projecting
properties of Persian nouns. Under this view, Rarshouns may be considered as
“syntactically deficient”, in that they cannot ydeh maximal projection with filled specifier
and complement positions. Being non-projectingsi@arnouns may only have bare heads as
their dependants. This is the reason why the Exafeel may never attach to a phrasal
constituent.

3. 3. Empirical and conceptual problems with Ghdmissccounts

Despite its elegance, Ghomeshi’s analysis fallstshaseveral respects. In this section, |
will point out certain theoretical and empiricabsttomings. It will be first shown that some
restrictions on the Ezafe construction mentioned Samiian (1983) and taken up by
Ghomeshi (1997) do not hold. There are, for in®aattested examples of phrasal adjectival
modifiers occurring within the NP and linked to thead noun by the Ezafe vowel. This
means that Persian nouns are not inherently ngegiimag. Once the real restrictions on the
Ezafe construction are established, and indee@ ter some, it will be argued that they are
not related to projecting properties of nouns,result from constraints on various lexical and
phrasal affixes in Persian, and the way they camboioe one with another.

3.3.1. Restrictions on the Ezafe constructions

According to Ghomeshi (1997), the only constitudrdt can be freely and recursively
expanded in the Ezafe construction is the possé#8@nd the Ezafe vowel may never attach
to a phrasal constituent. There are however maegtatl counterexamples to both of these
claims.

» Evidence for phrasal adjectival modifiers withire tRP
Recall that the contrast between the following exasis supposed to illustrate the claim that
Persian nouns may never take phrasal modifiers:

(30)a. * mard-e negaran-edde-ha-yas-i vared Sod
man€z worried€z childrenPL-PAF.3.SG-INDEF entered beconmeas
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b. mard-i, negaran-e fig@-ha-yas, vared Sod
man+NDEF, worried€z childrenPL-PAF.3.SG entered becomeas
‘A man, worried about his children, entered’

Although (30a) is indeed ungrammatical, | will aggthat this is in no way related to the
presence of a phrasal modifier, namely the adjacphrase, within the NP. The following
attested example, from a Persian ndweherenegaran‘worried’ heads an adjectival phrase
which is linked to the noutasm‘eye’ by the Ezafe vowel supports this claim:

(31) z&heran abdoljalil ham bé rang-e paride
apparently Abdoljalil also with colowrz flied
va ¢asSm-an-e [negarén-e forurixtan-e divar-e xane-ag}
and eyerPL-EZ worried£z crumbleez wall-Ez housePAF.3.SG
an taraftar istade (...) bud.
farther stood (...) beas

‘Apparently Abdoljalil also with his pale figure dis eyes worried about the crumbling of the wall
of his housewas staning farther.’

Here, the NP headed kaSm ‘eye’ contains undisputedly a phrasal modifiermedy the
adjectival phraseegaran-e forurixtan-e divar-e xane-agorried about the crumbling of his
house’s wall’. Consequently the ungrammaticalitf3a) cannot be attributed to the phrase-
hood of the adjectival modifier. What makes thisreple ungrammatical is the presence of
the indefinite enclitic-i within the NP, the following example wheré has been removed
being perfectly grammatical:

(32) mard-e negaran-e dse-hé-yas véared Sod
man€z worriedEz childrenPL-PAF.3.5G entered becomeas
‘The man worried about his children entered’

The reason whyi may not occur in this position will be discussatét. For the moment,
the relevant fact to retain is that Persian NPs wiayiously contain phrasal modifiers. It
should be noted that examples such as (31) abavdyamo means exceptional and are
frequently encountered in Iranian contemporarydiigre and newspapers. Here are just a few
other attested examples of NPs including a phiedjakttival modifier:

(33) sahr-e tehran, (...), tavassot-e  niru-ha-ye qazzag-e
city-ez Tehran, (...), by mearez forcePL-Ez KozakEz
[mostaqqar dar gazvin]ap fath $ode bud
based in Qazvin conquered becameAse.

‘The city of Tehran was conquerred by Kozak forcedctvivere based in Qazvin’

(34) ...nazm-e ostan tavassot-e in javan-e [az suis bar gaste]
order£z province by meansz this youngez  from Switzerland back came
bistar hasel xahad amad
more  gained AUX COMEPAS
‘(...) the province’s order will be better estabisl by this young man came back from Switzerland’

(35)Agar sabr kon-id zan-e [ziba-tar va tannaz-tar az anjp ra
If waiting doPRES2.5G womankez beautifulcPrR and charming:Pr of thisrA
peyda xahid kard
found aux daeas
‘If you wait you will find a more beautiful andarming woman than her’

» Evidence for prepositional phrasal modifiers withiR

° Ruzegare separi $odeye mardome salx¢ndeel), M. Dowlatabadi, p.113.
91n se zariThese three women’ (novel), F. Behnud, p. 40.

n se zariThese three women’ (novel), F. Behnud, p. 55.

2 Dasti, quoted by Lazard 1992
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Recall that according to Samiian (1983) only P2$ R8s (i.e. nominal prepositions) may
occur within the Ezafe domain, P1s (i.e. true ps#jmns) being excluded. Ghomeshi (1997)
claims however that P1s as well as P2s may occthinMhe Ezafe domain: P2s and P3s,
being non-projecting like nouns, appear only a® lberads; P1s, which are projecting heads,
may occur within the Ezafe domain only when theyrfdexical compounds, but never when
they head a prepositional phrase. That's why Ghbiemsiders thagabl az zohr® “before
noon” in (27a) above is not a “prototypical prepiosial phrase” (p. 753) and must be
regarded as a lexicalized compound. | will show tigther Samiian nor Ghomeshi are right
and that P1s, as well as P2s, may occur withirfEttade domain even when they head phrasal
projections. Let us first consider the following aexple which obviously contradicts
Ghomeshi’'s claim about P1s within the Ezafe domain:

(36)ruz-e [gabl az dastgiri-e farmanfarma va pesar-an-agp (...)**
day€z before of arrestz Farmanfarma and son-PAF.3.SG(...)
‘The day before Farménfarm&’s and his sons’ arrest’

According to Ghomeshi's analysidastgiri-e farmanfarma va pesar-an-asarmanfarma’s
and his sons’ arrest” must be as considered a DY avilled [Spec, DP] position. This DP
appears within a constituent headeddapl az“before of”, the whole sequence being thus a
prepositional phrase. Thus, contrary to Ghomesgtidan, P1s may appear within the Ezafe
domain not only as compounds but also when they laeBRP. The following examples are
some other cases of PPs headed by P1s and ogowitinin the Ezafe domain:

(37)cera xane-y¢be &n qasangipe ra foruxte
why houseez to that beautrA sold
‘Why has she sold such a beautiful house?’

(38) ne-mi-tavanest-am tasmim be-gir-am  sobh-ha-ye [b& madardp ra
NEG-TMA-CanPAS-1.sG decisionrAMm-take-1SG  morningPL-EZ  with motherrRA
bistar dust dar-am yad  sobh-ha-ye [ba kabutar-ha}era>. more likePRES1.SG
or morningPL-EZ  with pigeonPL RA

‘I could not decide whether | loved more the mogsinvith mother or the ones with the pigeons’

As for P2s and P3s, like P1s and adjectives, thay head a phrasal constituent within
the Ezafe domain, as shown by the following example

(39)sekke-ha-ye [tu-ye jib-e Salvar-agp sar-o-seda mi-kard
coin-PL-EZ in-EZ pocketez tousersPAF.3.SG noise TAM-dOPAS
‘The coins in his trousers’ pocket were making somise’

Consequently, it may be concluded that differentd&iof modifier PPs, regardless of the
fact they are headed by a P1 or by a P2, may app#an the Ezafe domain. To sum up, in
Persian, the only modifiers which may not be linkedhe head noun by Ezafe are relative
clauses, be they restrictive or appositive.

(40) * zan-e ke vared Sod xahar-e maryam ast
woman£z that entered beconmas sisterez maryam beRES

With this regard, Persian differs from all Kurdighalects (Kurmanci, Sorani and
Southern) where restrictive relative clauses agelegly linked to the head noun by Ezafe, as
shown by the following Sorani (Central) Kurdish exaes:

13 The prepositioraz “from” belongs to the P1 class and is a real pséjmn.
n se zariThese Three Women’ (novel) , F. Behnud, p. 65.
5 yek ruz mande be eyd-e pllne day before Easter’ (novel), Z. Pirzad, p.80
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(41)a. kabira-ker le her di cejn ba [Bassols-Codina, 1992: §10]
manbEFEZ to each two celebration Ipas
‘The man who could assist both celebrations’

b. tag-e  huner-ék-1 ke ba-y (...) [Bassols-Codirg92t §115]
only-Ez talentiNDEF-EZ that berAs-3.5G
‘The only talent that he had (...)’

It should however be noted that this restrictionstmot be interpreted as a ban on the
presence of sentential constituents within thei®emP, since the following example where
a subordinate clause is embedded within the APelinko the head noun by Ezafe is
grammatical:

(42) mardom-e [narazi azin-ke geymat-e naft barafzayes mi-yab-agh
peopleez upset  of this-that pricez petrol every day increaseam-find.PRES3.5G
‘The people upset that petrol’s price increase edegy

At this point, two major restrictions on the Ezafenstruction mentioned by Samiian
(1983) and Ghomeshi (1997) have turned out toldeuhded. The fact that Persian NPs can
dominate phrasal material challenges seriously Gshits hypothesis about Persian nouns
being inherently non projecting. Since the phraseehof the constituents can no longer be
responsible for the ungrammaticality of exampleshsas (43) bellow, the question remains
what the real restrictions on the Ezafe constraciie® and how they may be accounted for.

(43)* mard-e negaran-e &ige-ha-yas-i vared Sod
man€z worried€z childrenPL-PAF.3.SG-INDEF entered becomeas

| suggest that the contrast between (a) and (Hpqmut us on the right track to answer these
guestions:

(44)a. baradar-e [bizér az tehrang man
brotherez disgusted of Tehrargz me
‘my brother who is disgusted with Tehran’

b. * baradar-e [bizér az-a§le man
brotherez disgusted oPAF.3.SGEZ me
(putatively) ‘my brother who is disgusted with it

Since (a) and (b) differ only in one point, thebadf status of the element to which Ezafe is
attached in (b) but not in (a), this difference likely to be responsible for the

ungrammaticality of (b). Note that the same kindcohtrast is observed in the following
examples:

(45)a. yek ketab-e maryam b. *ketab-i-e maryam
one bookez Maryam boOKNDEF-EZ  Maryam
‘a book of Maryam’

These facts suggest that the morphological stdtiiseoelement to which Ezafe is attached
play a key role to account for the restrictionstbe Ezafe construction. The section (4)
provides a detailed account of affixal determinamsl personal affixes occurring within the
NP and the way they interact with Ezafe. But befibie survey, | will briefly examine an
alternative analysis of Ezafe, initially proposeg $amiian (1994) and more recently by
Larson and Yamakido (2005), which consists of viepkzafe as a Case marker.

3.4. Is Ezafe is a Case marker ?
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Samiian (1994) considers Ezafe as a dummy Casgnassoccurring with non-Case-
assigning heads (nouns, adjectives and P1s) arulirepahese heads to Case-mark their
complements. Thus, in Persian anything that do¢sssign Case would need Case in order
to be licensed and Ezafe’s function is to casaiBeg[+N]. Given the fact that Case-marking
is typically associated with argument status andwith modifiers, the question that arises
then is why modifiers would require Case in Perskor Samiian this is not a major problem,
since there are languages such as Sanskrit and thett Case-mark attributive adjective
phrases.

Larson and Yamakido (2005) suggest also viewingdeaa a Case-marker which checks
the Case assigned by the determiner head of a DR sryguments. DP is assumed to be
parallel to VP in that both D and V select thematiguments and DP syntax, like VP syntax,
is right descending. Furthermore, DP modifiers @esidered to be lowest complements of
the head. Under this account, nominal modifiersllitanguages, originate as arguments of D
in a post nominal position. Those DP-modifiers amnot have Case features to be checked,
PPs and CPs for instance, remainsitu. On the contrary, those modifiers that bear Case
features (APs) are required to move to a site whieeg can check Case. The prenominal
position is assumed to be such a site. There aga#ges however that have in their D-system
an item that can be inserted to check Case on fidtgrminer complements, allowing the
latter to remainn situ. Ezafe is Persian is an example of such a sp€eist-marking device.

The analysis of Ezafe as a Case marker facesagreblems. First the data on which it
relies is not well grounded. The major argumenbked by both Samiian (1994) and Larson
and Yamakido (2005) to support this analysis is fdw that constituents such as PPs and
relative clauses, which no not require to be Caaeked, are excluded from the Ezafe
domain. But as it was shown in the previous sectieids headed by P1ls, when they are
modifiers, as well as adverbial phrases occur withe Ezafe domain. Furthermore, though
relative clauses cannot be linked to the head hyuBzafe in Persian, reduced relatives, on

the contrary, can be introduced by Ezafe. Thisiasvh by the following attested examples:
(46) ...nazm-e ostan tavassot-e in javan-e [az suis bar gastgkc
order£z province by meansz this youngez  from Switzerland back turp
bitar hasel xahad amdad
more  gained AUX COMEPAS
‘(...) the province’s order will be better estabisl by this young man came back from Switzerland’

(47)aks-e  [ap Sode dar ruznamelrc aks-e ravi-e dastan st
photo€z publication becomep in newspaper photez narratorez story berRES
‘The photo published in the newspaper is the phbthestory’s narrator’

It is unclear why constituents such as PPs andceztivelatives would require to be Case-
marked in Persian? Furthermore, since under Laeswh Yamakiod's account, Ezafe is
supposed to enable [+N] modifiers, which otherveseuld move to a prenominal position, to
remainin sity, it is unclear why in English, for instance, reddaelatives are allowed to
remainin situ without being Case-marked, while in West Iranianguages such a Case-
marking device is necessary in order to let themaia in a post-nominal position.

The view of Ezafe as a Case-marker becomes evea problematic when other West
Iranian languages are taken into account. Firsalmost all groups of Kurdish dialects
restrictive relative clauses can be introduced bgf&, though it is uncontroversially assumed
that CPs are never Case-marked. In addition, inménii dialects, which have generally
maintained morphological case marking, the Possd$éBdinked to the head noun by Ezafe
appears in oblique case, as shown by the followkagnple:

%1n se zariThese three women’ (novel), F. Behnud, p. 55.
" Dastanha-ye mahbub-e mévly favorite stories’, A. Darvisian and R. Xand&tahababi, p. 274.
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(48) mal-a narmin-é

houseez.FEM  Narmin-©BL.FEM

‘Narmin’s house’
Viewing Ezafe as a Case marker would imply thatgbssessor NRlarmin is case marked
twice for the same function, and this problematithim any theory of Case marking.
Consequently, either the Persian Ezafe is a rddiddifferent item from its Kurdish
counterpart, or Ezafe is not a Case-marker, neith®ersian nor in other Iranian languages.
The fact that PPs and reduced relatives are lirkethe head noun by Ezafe in Persian
strongly supports the latter conclusion.

4. The affixal elements within the NP

Following a common practice in generative grammiaces Abney (1987) and Szabolcsi
(1987), the DP analysis has been applied to PerSiansequently, all determiners, be they
affixes or full fledged words, have been unifornaigalysed as projecting heads and it has
become quite uncontroversial to posit a null dédirdeterminer, which alternates with the
indefinite—i, both heading a DP (see among others Ghomeshi Ka®imi 1996 and 2003).
The same goes for personal affixes with a posséswopretation, which have been assumed
to occur in the same position that the possessorgdRerally the [Spec, DP] position. The
status of the Ezafe vowel, on the contrary, is dtenaof debate and controversy. Both
Samiian (1983) and Ghomeshi (1997) consider itddnserted post-syntactically. Samiian
(1994) adopts a different position and suggestsotsider Ezafe as a case marker. Finally
Kahnemuipour (2000), the most recent study on EraRersian, considers Ezafe as a marker
associated with the syntactic movement of the naw realizing a strong feature, in the
minimalist sense.

The analysis of Ezafe which will be outlined instlsiection shares some features with the
one proposed by Kahnemuipour, in that Ezafe willadsumed to realize a morphological
feature. Furthermore, Ezafe will be considered ghrasal affix. It will be argued that the
morphological status of Ezafe and its interplayhvather phrasal affixes occurring within the
Persian NP, i.e. the indefinite artickeand the personal affixes, can provide an enlightgni
insight into the constraints observed for the Ezafiestruction and the structure of the NP in
Persian.

Contrary to previous X-bar analyses of the PerbiBnit will be assumed that there is no
one to one relation between determination and ph@®jection in Persian. This means of
course that no null definite determiner is positad, also that all affixal elements are handled
morphologically and do not correspond to a nodéher syntactic representation. The noun
phrase is thus analyzed as the projection of tiv@ maod not that of a determiner.

On the basis of the criteria provided in Zwicky gddllum (1983) and Miller (1992), |
will establish two major classes of affix: wordigéfs and phrasal affixes, Ezafe belonging to
the latter class. Both word affixes and phrasakesf will receive a morphological treatment,
although the latter resemble to some extent to-leagtal simple clitics (PLCs). Turning then
to the restrictions on the Ezafe construction,iit be shown that they may be accounted for
in terms of morphological properties of the Ezabevel.

Before going through this study, a terminologicklrification may be helpful. For the
distinction between affixes and (post-lexical)ictt | rely on Zwicky and Pullum (1983),
who propose the following diagnostic criteria:

A. Affixes exhibit a high degree of selection witbspect to their hosts, while clitics
exhibit a low degree of selection.

B. Arbitrary gaps in the set of combinations arerencharacteristic of affixed words
than of clitic groups.

C. Morphological idiosyncrasies are more charastierof affixes than of clitics.

D. Semantic idiosyncrasies are more characten$tdfixes than of clitics.
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E. Syntactic rules can affect affixed words, butrazt affect clitic groups.
F. Clitics can attach to material already contajrgtitics but affixes cannot.

Within the lexicalist approaches, which adhereni ltexical Integrity Principle (Bresnan
and Mchombo, 1995), it is commonly assumed thakedfare not syntactic items, and as
such do not correspond to a node in the syntagpicesentation. The status of clitics is more
controversial. The prosodically deficient elemeimrtaditionally called “clitics”, are split into
two or three groups and are handled differentlyoetiag to their status. Miller (1992) posits
two classes of clitics: postlexical clitics (PLCaphd phrasal affixes. The former ones,
corresponding roughly to simple clitics of Zwick§9(77), are words which lack prosodic
autonomy and are postlexically attached to a Hidss implies that they are syntactic items
and that cliticization here is a merely phonolobroatter. Phrasal affixes correspond, roughly
speaking, to the fusion of special clitics and bwords of Zwicky (1987). One of the basic
properties of phrasal affixes is that they are “setically associated with an entire constituent
while being phonologically attached to one wordho$ constituent” (Zwicky 1977: 6). They
often don't have a corresponding non-clitic coupdéet. Finally, in some cases, rules that
govern their distribution are different from thosdnich apply to non-clitics. Contrary to
PLCs, phrasal affixes are assumed to be handleghuolmgically, exactly as word affixes.

On the basis of these distinctions, various cfitiion phenomena in different languages
have received a lexical treatment and a significamave from syntax to lexicon and
morphology has been accomplished. To take justwaefeamples, French and lItalian clitic
pronouns have been analyzed as lexical (verbakeaff(Miller and Sag, 1997; Monachesi,
1999), Modern Greek possessive and definite cliiage be treated as phrasal affixes by
Kolliakou (2004) and Tseng (2003), relying on MillEL992) has outlined an analysis of
French definite determiners and the prepositibaaddein terms of phrasal affixes.

4.1. Word affixes within Persian NP

Among different bound morphemes occurring withire tNP in Persian, and more
generally in Western Iranian languages, some bebbaly as word affixes. They attach
morphologically to a single word and their syntaand semantic effects are registered on
that word. Different plural marking suffixe©g, an..) and the colloquial definite marking
suffix —e/-hein Persian are members of this class.

As mentioned previously, there is no overt defiratéicle in standard Persian, though
colloquial Persian has a definite-singular suffig,shown by the following examples:

(49)a. ketake ruy-e miz bud
bookDEF.SG over€z table-beras
‘The book was on the table’

b. bace-he tu hayat bazi mi-kon-e
child-per in yard playrAM-do PRES3.SG
‘The child is playing in the yard’

From a phonological point of viewe/-heis a highly cohering affix, since it bears lexical
stress. At this point, it should be mentioned thaical stress is on the last syllable in Persian
nouns and adjectives. When a plural suffix or tleéinite —e/heare added to a noun, the
lexical stress moves one syllable to the righttrensuffix. With this regard, these affixes are
like derivational suffixes and behave as thougly thiere truly part of the word they adjoin to.

Being a word affix-e/hedirectly attaches to the head noun, as do pldfixkea. Though
the following examples show that other attachmargsnevertheless possible:
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(50)a. ketab sabz-eruy-e miz-e
book greereer on-£ztable€opr.3.5G
‘The green book is on the table’

b. doxtar ku¢ik-e tu hayat-e
girl little-DEF in yard€or.3.5G
‘The little girl is in the yard’

C. lebas germez bi astin-¢u komod-e
dress red without slee#EF in wardrobecor.3.5G
‘The red dress without sleeves is in the wardrobe’

In (49a) and (49b);e/-heis attached to an adjective. In (49c¢) it is atetlo a prepositional
phrase, or more precisely to the nd@stin ‘sleeve’, although it determinésbéas‘dress’. Note
however that in all these cases the Ezafe vowedxiduded between the noun and its
modifiers, which are simply juxtaposed. Therefanstead of being counterexamples to the
analysis of-he/-eas a word affix, these facts support on the contsach a view, since
juxtaposition is the basic device for compoundingPiersian. As grammars have observed,
when a noun and its modifier become a lexicalizmience and function as a lexical unit, the
Ezafe vowel tends to disappear:

(51)a. ab mive b. doxtar xale
water fruit daughter aunt
“fruit juice’ ‘cousin’

Thus the whole sequence containing the noun anchawifiers in (49a-c) behaves like a
compound (N°). Nothing prevents then the defirgé-hefrom adjoining to such a sequence.
Note that the same goes for the plural suffta

(52)a. ketab-ha-ye sabz b. ketab sabz-ha c. tébke sabz-ha
book+PL-EzZ green book greerk book€z greenpL
‘green books’ ‘green books’

It can thus be maintained thag/-heexhibits a high degree of selection (Conditionwfi)h
regard to its host, attaching only to N°.

The condition (B) (arbitrary gaps in the set of tamations) is also satisfied by the
definite suffix—e/-he Let us take just one example: infinitives mayulagy head an NP in
Persian. However, the definite suffee/-hemay never be attached to an infinitive. This is in
sharp contrast with the behavior of the indefirdgigicle —i, which may be adjoined to
infinitives.

The conditions (C) and (D) seem not to be satidbigde/-he but as it has been noted by
Miller (1992), elements which do not exhibit any nplaological idiosyncrasy can still be
considered as affixes and be derived by a fullyil@gmorphological process. In addition to
Zwicky and Pullum’s conditions, Miller (1992) proges the coordination criterion: affixes
have narrow scope over coordination. This is irt feleat happens with the definitee/-he
which never has wide scope over the coordinatiomafns, as illustrated by the contrast
between (a) and (b) bellow:

(53)a. ketab-e-o daftar-e ru-ye miz-an
book-DEFand notebooloEF on€z tablecor.3.,PL
The book and the notebook are on the table
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b. * ketdb-o daftar-e ru-ye miz-an
book-and notebook-def cgz tablecor.3 pL®

Now that the affixal status of the definitee/-he has clearly been established, let us
examine its behavior with regard to the Ezafe voWlcial to our discussion here is that,
contrary to the indefinitei, the definite-e/-hemay combine with Ezafe:

(54) doxtar-e-ye ahmagq
girl-DEF-EZ silly

‘The silly girl’

(55)in bar &hang haméan-i bud ke pesar-e-ye film-e hendi
this time melody samreSTR bepasthat boypeFEZ film-Ez Indian
bara-ye doxtar-e mi-z&d
for-z girl-DEF TAM-beatbPAs

‘This time the melody was the same as the onedkieMas playing for the girl, in the Indian film’

(56) lebas germez-e-ye maryam az hame-ye lebas-a-§ xosgel-tar-e
dress redbEFEZ Maryam of allez dressPL-PAF.3.5G beautifulePrRCcOP.3.5G
‘Maryam’s red dress is the most beautiful one bhat dresses’

It is assumed here that the contrast between tfieitde-e/-heand the indefinite-i in
Persian with regard to Ezafe is due to their odfieraffixal status: while-e/-heis a word
affix, -i is a phrasal affix. This point will be argued thoghly in the next section. For the
moment let us limit ourselves to the following obwsgion: —e/hemay occur with Ezafe, and
in this case the Ezafe vowel follows the definitéfig 2°.

At this point, it is worth noting that similar facare observed in those Western Iranian
languages which have both the Ezafe constructichaadefinite suffix. This is the case of
Sorani (Central) Kurdish, where the definite aetjavhich is a word affix, is compatible with
Ezafe:

(57) kiras-eke-y nermin
robebEFEZ Nermin
‘Narmin’s dress’

Contrary to Persian however the indefinite suffixSiorani Kurdish may as well combine with
Ezafe:

(58) kiras-ékr SindressND-Ez  blue
‘A blue dress’

| suggest that this contrast results from the fhat —i and—€k do not have the same
affixal status in Persian and in Kurdish respetyivdike the definite article —eke the
indefinite —€k (-eK) is a word affix in Sorani Kurdish. It always aiftes to the head noun
within the NP and gives rise to sandhi phenomeaa dhe typical of word affixes. In Some
Sorani dialects for instance, the vowel of the igufirops when adjoining to a noun ending
with the same vowel or the suffix may coalesce ititreceding, giving €k

181t must be mentioned that such examples are graicahavhen the coordinated nouns are semanticalited
pairs, the whole coordinate sequence being lexedlin some sort:

kot-o Salvar-e

coat-and trouserseF

‘the suit’
19 saz dahan{short story ), Zoya Pirzad.
%0 Note that under Ghomeshi's analysis, which esthb§ a one to one relation between determinatidn an
syntactic projection, this fact would imply thaetlitzafe vowel attaches to a DP. Otherwise, the waly to
save Ghomeshi's hypothesis would be to stipulateltie-head movement within the NP.
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(59) a. kunde-k b. bise-k [Mackenzie, 1961:54]
a water-skin a ticket
C. grani-ek > granék [Mackenzie, 1961:54]

The Persian indefinitei~unlike the Kurdish ek is not a word affix, but a phrasal affix. The
major evidence for this difference is the attachimaghavior of—i. Contrary to—€k (-ek
which always attaches to the head neumay attach to other elements within the NP:

(60)a. ketab-e tarix-e iran-e mo’aser ru-ye miz bud
bookEz history£z Iran€z contemporaryND on-Ez table berAs
‘A book of contemporary Iran’s history was on thble’

b. irdni-e mogim-e farénse-i véared Sod
Iranian€z residentez FrancewD entered beconmeas
‘An Iranian resident of France entered’

Further evidence for the status-efas a phrasal affix is presented in the next secto
far, we have seen that the Ezafe vowel may at@aehword containing a word affix. Under
the analysis adopted here, the combination betwlsemead noun and the definite suffix is
handled morphologically and the definite suffie/-hedoes not correspond to a syntactic
node. The semantic effect of the definite suffiaatis registered on the noun’s entry. The
syntactic rules cannot refer to the presence/alesehthe suffix—e/-he although they have
access to the value of definiteness feature.

4.2. Phrasal affixes

In this section, it is argued that three enclibcsurring within the Persian NP, namely the
determineri, personal affixes and the Ezafe vowel, are begrded as phrasal affixes and
as such must be handled morphologically. It is alaomed that this affixal status is the clue
to account for the restrictions on the Ezafe cacsion.

Phrasal affixes, in contrast to word affixes, “aktato a constituent and not to a single
word. Being affixes, they must be handled morphiclalty, which implies that they attach in
fact to a word. Being phrasal, their effect musthiaedled in syntax, which gives rise to a
morphology-syntax mismatch. The identification bfgsal affixes and the way they must be
handled is a matter of controversy. The crucidialifty is that the difference between lexical
clitics, which are affixes in the sense of ZwickydaPullum (1983), and post-lexical clitics is
not always clearcut. As argued by Crysmann (1997)Buropean Portuguese clitics, this
distinction cannot be seen as a strict dichotonmgn3itional types, which “are characterized
by the fact that one group of criteria (e.g. motppwal criteria) positively suggest syntactic
opacity, while almost all syntactic criteria demandegree of transparency” (p.1), do occur in
different languages.

4.2.1. The determine#

The enclitic determineri is one the most problematic elements within thesiBe NP.
My purpose here is by no means to provide an exivauaccount of its morphological,
syntactic and semantic properties, but to highlggrhe of its distributional aspects which are
relevant for the analysis of the Ezafe enclitidioetl in this section.

Persian grammars generally establish two distiettrthiners-i in Persian. The first one
is considered to be an indefinite article. The sdcone, which occurs exclusively with
restrictive relatives, is analyzed as a “demonswator “definite” article. The term
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“restrictive particle” has also been used in somugliss. The following examples illustrate
each case:

(61)a. maryam dar aseman setare-i did
Maryam in sky StamNDEF SEERASS
‘Maryam saw a star in the sky’

b. setéare-i ke maryam dar aseméan did post-e abr penhén Sod
starRESTR that Maryam in sky seeas behindez cloud hidden beconmeas
‘The star that Maryam saw in the sky disappeastdral a cloud’

A long-standing debate in the literature on theliga —i has been the issue whether the
two determiners are in fact the same morphemeheresn indefinite nor a definite article, but
a ‘selective’ or ‘partitive’ one. This issue, thaghly discussed in several studfess beyond
the scope of our discussion here and | do not gag&nd on it. Besides, as the two enclitics
attach to the same range of hosts, whatever alieeria adopted, it has no consequence in the
analysis sketched in this paper, which can suagkssiccommodate both options.

As mentioned previously, unlike the colloquial aék suffix—e/-he the enclitic-i does not
bear lexical stress. Furthermore, it does not reacéyg attach to the head noun within the NP,
but to the last modifier within the Ezafe domain:

62)a. lebas-e ermez-e bi astin-i
q
dressez redez without sleevanDEF
‘a red dress without sleeves’

b. irdni-an-e javan-e mogim-e faranse-i ke daispdid-im
IranianPL-EZ youngEz residentez FrancewDEF that in Paris seeas-1.pL
‘The young Iranians resident of France whom weiméaris’

These facts prove that if the encliticis a suffix, it is clearly not a word affix. Onegsible
analysis would be to consider as a simple post-lexical clitic, an element hawing same
syntactic properties as a D°, but being prosodicd#ficient. Under this view;i would
appear in the same position as a full fledged $ipecprojecting thus a DP, but would be
incorporated to the preceding prosodic word by plagical rules which apply
postsyntactically. Different studies within generaitransformational framework have
generally consideredi to be a projecting head. In this paper, | adopt dpposite view,
assuming thati is not associated with a position in the syntactjaresentation, and may be
best regarded as an affix combining morphologicalith its host. In order to support this
assumption, it will be argued that the enchtic

a. does not satisfy most of head hood criteriagseg in different studies.

b. has many affixal properties.

Although the DP hypothesis have been applied tdde wange of languages within the
generative framework, several studies, mainly witmon-derivational frameworks, on
languages with no determiners or with affixal detieers, have argued that the DP analysis is
not satisfactory for such languages. Zlatic (199@), instance, shows that for Serbian, a
language with no definite determiner, when différenteria of head-hood proposed by
Zwicky (1985, 1993) and Hudson (1987) are takeo atcount, the noun can be clearly
identified as the head of the nominal projectiomlligkou (2004) argues that in Modern
Greek, the definite article, which is realized adisc and may be iterated within the NP, is
best regarded as a phrasal affix and not as agtrajehead. Tseng (2003), relying on Miller
(1992), argues that the affixal analysis may berded to French definite articles. Along the

%1 See Hincha (1961), Lazard (1966) and Samveliaprées), among many others.



When morphology does better than Syntax 22 P. Samvelian

following lines it is argued that the same con@usimay be established for the determirier
in Persian.

* The enclitic—i is not a head.

There is no empirical evidence for consideriigas a projecting head. Crucially, in the
absence of the head noun within the NP (i.e. ndlipsis cases), the enclitiei cannot assign
NP (or a DP) status to the whole sequence, as shgwhme following example:

(63) medad-ha-ye rangarang-i ru-ye miz bud-and
pencilPL-Ez colourediNDEF on-£z table berAs-3.pL
‘There were pencils of different colours on the ¢abl

* Maryam zard-i (rd) be omid dad
Maryam yellowiNDEF (RA) to Omid givVeRAS
(putatively) ‘Maryam gave a yellow one to Omid’

Moreover, other candidates for being specifiersPiersian (demonstratives, quantifiers,
cardinals, etc.) appear in the initial positiorthie NP and are in some cases compatible with
the indefinite article-i:

(64)a. in ketab b. har ketab(-i)
this book each booK{DEF)
‘this book’ ‘each book’
C. hi¢ ketab-i d. kodam ketab( -i)
no book-(NDEF) which book
‘no book’ ‘which book ?’

If the DP hypothesis is to be applied to Persihase facts strongly suggest that the DP
must be head initial. This is not surprising, givea fact that the NP is also head initial. Since
items likehar ‘each’ andhi¢ ‘none’ have none of the properties of adjectives’ersian, it
would be hardly conceivable to treat them as prenahadjectives.

To conclude, considering the enclitic as a projecting head offers no real advantageteQui
the reverse, such an analysis leads to further agssary complications and unwarranted
assumptions.

* The enclitic—i is an affix

The determineri may be viewed as a phrasal affix. This impliest thais attached
lexically to its host although its scope is largiesn a single word. The question is whether
there is some phonological evidence in favour of adiixal approach and whether the
adjunction of-i gives rise to the same range of phenomena thadja@ction of word affixes
such as the definitee/-heor the plurak-ha The answer to the second question is negative.
We already know that the encliti¢ differs from—e/-heor —ha with respect to lexical stress
placement: contrary to the latter forms, which bleaical stress;i is not stressed and the
stress remains on the last syllable of the wordtich the enclitic is adjoined. At first sight,
this fact may seem to go against an affixal analgdi—i. However other elements whose
affix-hood is undisputed dot not bear lexical stregher. This is the case of personal endings
in verbal inflected forms, as illustrated by thédaing examples:

(65) mixah-am > mixa-m (colloquial register)
TAM-wantPRES1.SG
‘I want’
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The suffix—amis clearly a word affix: it attaches exclusivebn( directly) to the verbal
stem and marks subject-verb agreement. This saffjixnction generally gives rise to various
sandhi phenomena (contraction, vowel alteration),e¢specially in colloquial Persian. In the
example given above, the final consonant of thédalestem and the initial vowel of the
personal affix are dropped. Such phenomena, higklguent in colloquial Persian, apply
inside words (simple words or words containingxaf§l) but never across word barriers. Thus
verbal personal endings are word affixes in mod#&grsian, and yet they don’t bear lexical
stress. Therefore the fact that a bound morphenes dot bear lexical stress does not
necessarily entail that it is not an affix, buthextthat there are different kind of affixes, with
different phonological properties in Persian Relying on evidence from stress,
Kahnemuipour (2000) establishes a distinction betwécohering” and “non-cohering
affixes” in Persian. Under this view, the determinieis a non-cohering affix.

Given the fact that the placement of the lexicedsst does not provide conclusive results
for affix-hood in Persian, the analysis-afas an affix must rely on other kinds of eviderke.
range of sandhi phenomena seem to support thigsasialLet us take the following set of
examples:

(66) a. hate (standard or formal) > bee (colloquial)
pit
b. xast > Xa:s
wanted
(67)a. mi-x&t-am be-méan-am > mig&m bemun-am
TMA-wantPAS-1.5G TAM-StayPST1.SG

| wanted to stay

b. m&st-i ke ru-ye miz ast > ns&i ke ru-ye miz-e
yoghurt RESTR that onez table bersT
‘The yoghurt that is on the table’

C. kase-ye mast oftad > kése-ye ma:s oftadkekye mass oftad
bowl-Ez yogurt fallPAs
‘The yoghurt bowl fell down’

The example (66) shows that a sequence of two ocam® [st] undergoes two different
phonological processes according to its positiothiwithe word: when occurring in a non-
final position and between two vowels, [t] drop$ile [s] is lengthened and pronounced as a
double consonant. In a word final position, [t] pscalso, but no lengthening or doubling of
[s] is observed. Instead, there is compensatomytieming of the preceding vowel. In case a
word affix is adjoined to a word ending with [sthe sequence behaves as if it were word
internal, and no longer word final, as shown ing6A final [st] sequence followed by the
enclitic—i, behaves in a similar way (ex. (67b)), but not witds followed by a full fledged
word (example (67¢)).

It follows that, from a phonological point of vievihe enclitic—i is comparable to
unstressed word affixes, such as personal endihgsrbs. It should be however noted that
there are also arguments in favour of a PLC amalysti. Specially, itmay have wide scope
over coordination:

%2 Note that the same situation stands in Modern IGrigelliakou (1999) notes that affixation affecesical

stress in two different ways in Modern Greek: iseaf inflectional affixation, the main stress mewane
syllable to the right, like in Persian plural atition. In case of possessive affixation, whichdsecof phrasal
affixation, a new stress is added two syllablegh® right of the original lexical stress, wherehe tatter
weakens.
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(68) lebas-e sidh va kolah-e germez-i ke dar kbmal-and
dressez black and hatz rediNDEF that in wardrobe beas-3.rPL
‘The black dress and the red hat which were in taelvwbe’

But again as it has been remarked in several Studrel by Miller (1992) himself, wide scope
over coordination does not necessarily entail Plt&us. Despite this fact, the affixal
alternative is retained here as it allows for aeregpropriate account of the data.

3.2.2. Personal (possessive) affixes

Another set of phrasal affixes occurring within tiRersian NP consists of personal

(pronominal) enclitics. These forms alternate widrsonal full pronouns and the possessor
NP, and receive the same range of interpretatithres,possessive reading being the most
frequent one:

(69)a. ketab-e maryam b. ketab-e man C. ketab-am
book-Ez maryam bookez PRO.1.SG bookPAF.15G
‘Maryam’s book’ ‘my book’ ‘my book’

Like —i, personal affixes do not bear lexical stress. diyrbe tempting to treat them as
simple (post-lexical) clitics, occupying the samyatactic position as their tonic counterparts.
Divergent facts however go against such an analysis

First, the placement of personal affixes when usesdverbal arguments provides
conclusive evidence against the view of these edfias simple clitics. The same set of
personal affixes is used in Persian with nounsatjes, prepositions and verbs. In this latter
case, personal affixes, which correspond genetallhe direct object or to ‘dative’ verbal
complements, never occur in the canonical objesttipa, which is preverbal and possibly
separated from the verb by several constituenesp@mitional adjuncts and arguments, and
even the subject). Personal affixes, by contrastaiwvays suffixed to the verb, in case the
sentence is headed by a simple verb, or to a mewifbdre verbal complex, in cases of
complex predicate formation (e.g. predicative nguepositional particle, etc.). Thus, with
regard to their placement properties, personatedfare not simple clitics.

Second, the form of these personal affixes canegirbdicted from that of their non-clitic
counterparts. In some cases the clitic form iscalti different from the non-clitic one.
Phonological opacity is a property characteristic affixal elements but not of PLCs.
Furthermore, personal clitics are subject to thmesaange of sandhi phenomena as verbal
personal endings. The following example illustraige of them:

(70) xane-am (standard or formal register) > xmma- (colloquial register)
housePAF.1.sG
‘my house’

In colloquial Persian, the adjunction of the pee@nclitic—amleads to the alteration of the

final vowel of the stem and the initial vowel oktlsuffix drops. Lazard (1992) remarks that
this is a general property of personal affixes:tifall vowels, the suffixes of all persons
may, in colloquial language, lose their initial vev Recall that this kind of phenomena
never occurs across words, even when they formcuerprosodic group, as illustrated by the
following example:

(71) xune avalli (colloquial register)  / * xunakal
house first
‘the first house’

Third, a morphological treatment of personal afixeould straightforwardly account for the
fact that the Ezafe vowel cannot intervene betwbem and their host:
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(72) *xane-ye-am
houseez-PAF.1.5G
‘my house’

Being a word, the noun and the personal affix matybe interrupted by the Ezafe vowel,
in accordance with the Principle of Lexical Intégri
Finally, it should be observed that in some usesqgmal affixes have no stressed counterpart:

(73)a. bace, arum-es xub-e
child, calmpPAr.3sSG goodcoPr.3.sG
‘A good child is a calm one’

b. * patce, arum-e u Xub-e
child, calmgz PrRQ3.SG good€or.3.sG
c. * arum-e b&e xub-e

calmEz child goodeor.3.sG

In (73), which is typically a colloguial use, therponal affix-8 may not be replaced by its
stressed counterpart, neither by a non-pronominakgssor NP. Although the analysis of
such uses is behind the scope of this paper, itlmeayevertheless claimed that they provide
further evidence that the syntactic account of gueaikclitics faces unnecessary complications
that are avoided by the affixal account.

At this point, we have established two types oixaf within the Persian NP. This
classification may be represented by the followtyge hierarchy:

(74)affix hierarchy
affix
pl-affix def-affix pers-afiix indefaffix

3.2.3. What is Ezafe ?

Let us recall some of the basic properties of thaf&vowel:

a. It never occurs alone (i.e. it is always attactmeanother element).

b. It can be reiterated within and occurs as mamgg as there are modifiers and with
the unique complement of the head.
It is semantically vacuous and conveys a pwsgigactic information.
It does not bear lexical stress and in rapidzeef, especially in colloquial Persian, is
quite inaudible or even dropped, as mentioned byatdh (1992) and Ghomeshi
(1997).
Relying on these properties, and some others wdmielconsidered in this section, it will be
argued that Ezafe is also a phrasal affix.

oo

e |s Ezafe a head ?
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On the basis of the properties (a)-(c), Ezafe mmarable to elements generally referred
to aslinkers These can be pre-theoretically defined as me&sagtems whose sole function
IS to connect a head to its modifiers. Some wedludeented examples of linkers occurring
within NPs are the Chinesie and the Tagaloga andng. The idea that Ezafe is a linker of
some kind is explicitly stated by Lazard (1966)onises the tergoncteur(the French word
for linker) when talking about Ezafe. Ghomeshi also considems a linking element
identifying constituent structure.

Although the intuition that Ezafe is a linker isepent in different studies, and especially
in the Persian grammatical traditisa the termEzafeitself, which means ‘addition’ or
‘something added’, the concrete formal implemeatabf this idea is a matter of controversy.
Recall that under Ghomeshi’s account, Ezafe ishaeia syntactic item nor an affix, but is
inserted in PF. Rebuschi (2002), on the contrahg aiso analyses Ezafe as a linker, like the
Chinesede considers it as a conjunctive head with an ietdnge reading. Though Samvelian
(2006) shows that Ezafe does not necessarily triggeintersective reading and that the
traditional view of Ezafe as a semantically vacuelesnent is the most appropriate one, the
analysis of Ezafe as a head may still be maintaibedier such an account, Ezafe could be
regarded as a post-lexical clitic, forming a cdostt with the phrase it precedes, while
prosodically attached to the element it follows.ttWi HPSG, one possible implementation
would be to consider Ezafe as a ‘weak head’ irsfhigt of Tseng (2002), which introduces a
new MARKING value on the phrases it heads.

Though this alternative may seem promising in saveespects, | will not further
investigate it here for two reasons: a) from a rhofpgical point of view, the way that Ezafe
interacts with its prosodic hosts is more charastierof affixes, rather than post-lexical
clitics, and b) not only is Ezafe semantically vags, but it is optional in certain South
Western Iranian languages which are very closeeisignh and even in some dialects of
Persian.

Although the first point will be discussed in détia the next section, let us consider
briefly why viewing Ezafe as a post-lexical cliticproblematic. If Ezafe were really a simple
clitic, it would be expected to be indifferent dolihd” to its host. But this does not seem to be
the case, as shown by the following examples:

(75) a. gahreman-e [az mihan-a$ rande  $Qed in roman
hero€z from homelandrAr.3.5G drivePP becomerd-Ez  this novel
‘the heros of this novel, who is driven away frorm homeland’

b. * gahremén-e  [rande Sode az mihanza§lin dastan

heroez drivePP becomerpP from homelandrAr.3.5G this novel
C. gahreméan-e [rAnde Sode az mihap:a3]

hero€z drive PP becomerP from homelandrAF.3.5G

‘The hero driven away from his homeland’

Ezafe is attached to the same constituent in (@)lay though the former is grammatical but
not the latter. With respect to their syntax, thiese examples differ only in one point: in (a),
the participlerande Soddollows its prepositional complement, while in (ie complement
Is realized before the head. As shown by (c), thrgation in order cannot be responsible for
the ungrammaticality of (b), since removing thegessor NP, which is linked to the reduced
relative by Ezafe, makes (b) grammatical. But ther@nother difference between (a) and (b)
concerning the morphological nature of the elenterwhich Ezafe is attached. In (a), Ezafe
is directly attached to a word, while in (b), it mtached to a phrasal affix. The
ungrammaticality of (b) can arguably be attributedhis fact. This means that Ezafe exhibits
some degree of selection with regard to its phagiosd host.
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Kurmanci dialects, where Ezafe has an intricatepimaogical relation with its host,
provide further convincing support to the claimtt&aafe is not a post-lexical clitic forming a
syntactic constituent with the phrase it precedasthese dialects, Ezafe has different
allomorphs triggered by the gender and the numb#reohead noun. The adjunction of Ezafe
to the latter gives rise to sandhi phenomena, raptess idiosyncratique, which never occur
across word boundaries. For instance, the mascslmgular form of Ezafe, realized§,
normally coalesces with precediagndé, but there are some exceptions:

(76)a. albisa ‘cloth’ albis-& xo ‘his own clothes [Mackenzie 1961: 159]
b. sa ‘dog’ sa-yé wi ‘his dog’

Furthermore, in these dialects, Ezafe and the wobligcase ending cannot occur
simultaneously. Thus, when a noun which would bgeeted to be in the oblique case due to
its grammatical function, must also host Ezafe, Iitter displaces the oblique case ending.
This means that the Ezafe adjunction rule must la@eess to the morphological structure of
its host, and this is quite unusual for a simpiiccl

Apart from morphological motivations, there is alsomportant syntactic argument for
not considering Ezafe as a projecting head. AsdhbtelLazard (1957), and taken over by
Ghomeshi (1997), Ezafe is dropped in rapid deliv@iyis means that, at least under certain
prosodic conditions, Ezafe is optional in Persfamcthermore, some South Western Iranian
languages, which are very close to Persian, digpevith the Ezafe vowel. In different
Kermanian dialects, for instance, the Ezafe vowéhough available due to a close and
longstanding contact with Persian, is hardly evssduor is optional:

(77) oftav garm Arabestan [Lecoq, 2002: 70]
sun hot Arabia
‘The hot sunshine of Arabia’

Similar facts are also observed in some North Wesli@nian languages, such as Tati
dialects (Lecoqg 1989) or in Southern Kurdish ditdd€attah 2000). The significant point is
that in these languages, the presence or absendezafe does not affect the NP’s
interpretation. Considering Ezafe as a projectirgadh leads to two different syntactic
structures for the same NP depending on whethdebkzased or not, unless a null projecting
head is posited in all cases where a head nowllasved by a modifier or a Possessor NP,
regardless of whether Ezafe is present or not.

On the basis of the facts discussed in this sectimonclude that viewing Ezafe as a
linker, that is a syntactic item forming a conittt with the following phrase while
prosodically attached to the preceding elementpitkests appeal, does not provide an
appropriate account of the behavior of Ezafe. Coueetly, | will investigate the opposite
option, which consists of viewing Ezafe as a pHrastx, which can be adjoined to any
nominal non-maximal projection and which simply istgrs the presence of syntactic
dependency within phrases headed by a nominal @gtggouns, adjectives and nominal
prepositions). Viewed in this way, the Ezafe-markedstituents are comparable to Hebrew
construct state nominals to the extent that in latdes a nominal head is morphologically
marked as waiting for a dependent. But contrandebrew, which allows this morphological
alternation only at the lexical level, in Iraniaanfuages, intermediate projections can also be
morphologically marked.

« [Ezafe as an affix

Ghomeshi (1997) proposes that Ezafe should nobhsidered as a morpheme at all, as
“the Ezafe vowel does not correspond to any lexacademantic feature” (p. 778). Under this



When morphology does better than Syntax 28 P. Samvelian

view, Ezafe is inserted in PF in a certain syntactinfiguration. Rather than treating Ezafe as
a morpheme, Ghomeshi analyses it as a linking elerdentifying constituent structure. On
this point, my position differs from Ghomeshi (199Although Ezafe is semantically
vacuous, it may still be considered as a morphaineg it conveys some information about
the syntactic structure, or more precisely abopeddency relations within the NP. In other
words, Ezafe may be regarded as realizing a moogiual feature: it marks a nominal
constituent as waiting for modifiers or a uniquenptement. The term “nominal constituent”
is to be taken here as any syntactic projectioa mdun, an adjective or a nominal preposition
(i,e. P2 and P3 prepositions). The exact conditionsvhich Ezafe is realized and the
constituents to which it is attached will be disats in the following section. For the time
being, let us consider the analysis of Ezafe a®wand morpheme, a suffix, realizing a
morphosyntactic feature.

This analysis is supported by the phonological progs of the Ezafe vowel: recall that
there are two realizations of Ezafe in Persiamnd—ye The first one occurs after consonants
and [i], and the second after all other vowelshaitgh in Persian, which has a rather poor
nominal morphology, Ezafe displays a very restdcg#lomorphic variation, it should be
mentioned that in other Iranian languages withchai nominal morphology, Ezafe agrees in
gender and in number with the head noun, giving tise to various forms.

Kurmanci Kurdish, for instance, provides conclusexedence for viewing Ezafe as a
morpheme and against its insertion in PF. Gender aslique case marking have been
maintained in different Kurmanci dialects, contréwymost of Sorani (Central) dialects and
all of Southern dialects. Gender is morphologicaigrked on singular oblique nouns:

(78)a. jin jin-é jin-an
womanbDIR.SG WOmaneBL.F.SG womaneBL.PL
‘a/the woman’ (direct)  ‘a/the woman’ (oblique) ‘wen’

b. kur kur-1 kur-an
boy.DIR.SG boy-0BL.M.SG boy-oBL.PL
‘althe boy’ (direct) ‘althe boy’ (oblique) ‘boys’

Not only does Ezafe have different forms triggelbgdhe gender and the number of the head
noun within the NP, but also the oblique case epdirsurprisingly displaced by Ezafe:

(79)a. jin-&genc jin-érgenc
Woman€z.F.SG young womarez.pL young
‘young woman’ (direct or oblique) ‘young women’ (elct or oblique)
b. kur-é ganc kur-én ganc
boy-£z.M.sGyoung boyez.PL young
‘young boy’ (direct or oblique) ‘young men’ (direar oblique)

Furthermore, Ezafe always agrees in gender andntbar with the head noun:

(80) mala mezina nermin-é
houseez.FEM big-Ez.FEM Nermin-OBL.FEM
‘Narmin’s big house’

Given all these facts, it is hardly conceivable twotreat Ezafe as a morpheme, on a par
with number, gender and case suffixes. Similarsface observed in Hawramani (a Gurani
dialect) and in Zaza. The affixal approach outlimedhis paper would allow for a unified
account of Ezafe in all Iranian languages wheigatvailable.

* Phrasal affix or word affix?
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Once the affixal status of Ezafe is admitted, thesgjon rises of whether it is a word
(lexical) or a phrasal affix and of how this an&ysay account for different restrictions on
the Ezafe domain. Recall that Ghomeshi’s hypothasithe Ezafe construction is two- fold:

a) Persian nouns are inherently non-projecting.

b) Ezafe may never attach to a phrasal constituent.

Under Ghomeshi’'s view, (b) follows from (a). Theaf&z vowel cannot attach to phrasal
constituents because Persian nouns are non-prgedithough it has been demonstrated
that (a) does not hold, (b) may be nonetheless Trogout it differently, one could retain only
the second aspect of Ghomeshi’'s hypothesis, natinelynability of the Ezafe vowel to attach
to phrasal constituents. Under this view, all ieBtbns we observe ensue from the status of
Ezafe as a word affix. If this is true, one woakpect that there will never be more than one
phrasal constituent within the Ezafe domain, kanitadjectival phrase, a prepositional phrase
or a possessor NP (or DP), and it will be thedasistituent of this domain.

This is a very appealing assumption and at firahgé, the empirical facts that have been
examined so far seem to confirm it. On the one havel have met no example of noun
phrases containing more than one phrasal constjtaed, on the other hand, examples such
as (81), encountered in previous sections, whexeEttafe domain continues after a phrasal
modifier is introduced are clearly ungrammatical.

(81) * hamsaye-ye  negaran-eiberha-yas-e maryam
neighbourez  worried€z child-PL-PAF.3.SGEz maryam
‘The neighbour of Maryam who is worried about higdren’

Unfortunately, things are a bit more complicate@ntithey seem. Let us consider the
following examples, where Ezafe is attached toragst

(82)a. hamvatan-an-e mogim-e fardnse-ye  méa
compatriotPL-EZ residentez Franceez ~ we
‘Our compatriots resident in France’

b. ketab-e tarix-e iran-e mo’aser-e maryam
bookEz history£z Iran€z contemporary Maryam
‘Maryam’s book of contemporary Iran’s history’

C. bace-haye az panj sal bozorg-tar-e in kelas
child-pL-EZ from five year bigsPrREZ this class
‘Those children of this class who are more than figars old’

d. vila-ye lab-e darya-ye xazar-e amu-yam
villa-Ez edgeez seaez Caspiarez unclePAFr.1.sG
‘My uncle’s villa on the Caspian sea coast’

Even though these examples may seem more or kfssato some Persian native speakers,
they may not be considered as ungrammatical. Argneandness results from an attachment
ambiguity, not from a syntactic prohibition: in @2or in (82d), for instance, the final
possessor NP is immediately preceded by another (@UNP) and tends to be interpreted as
the complement of this latter rather than thahefwhole NP. Nonetheless, none of the native
speakers that have been consulted has rejectesl éRamples categorically. Even those who
were reluctant to accept them acknowledged therasnbetween the examples in (82),
gualified as artificial or ‘heavy’, and (81) whietas unanimously rejected.

The examples just reviewed militate against theoastof Ezafe as a word affix, unless
the sequences to which Ezafe is attached are @msdichs X°s, and not as phrases. The
problem with this alternative is that a rather ssptated theory of X° syntax is necessary,
which would somehow fail to considéaib-e darya-ye xazaton Caspian sea coast’ as a
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phrase (a maximal projection). But even in thisscagewing such sequences as words would
not be conceivable.

From this body of evidence, | conclude that Ezafa phrasal affix, which indicates that
the phrase to which it is adjoined is not the Emtstituent within a nominal projection. It
may be however remarked that as an affix, Ezafeilaome sense dual behavior: when
attaching to the head of a phrase (noun, adjectiyereposition), it acts like a lexical affix,
indicating that the head, which is always a wosdollowed by a modifier or a complement.
In this case Ezafe attaches to a word and its sisape word it is attached to. When attaching
to adjectival or prepositional modifiers, Ezafesag$ a phrasal affix, since its scope is a whole
constituent and not a single word. Furthermoreenddjoining to an element, be it a word or
a phrase, Ezafe must always occur on the furthgist €dge of it and may never be followed
by another affix.

To sum up, since Ezafe may equally well be attacbedlword and to a phrase, it is best
regarded as a phrasal affix. Though it is not ainary phrasal affix and is torn between two
contradictory placement requirements: being asecks possible to the word to which it
attaches morphologically and being the last phraffiat occurring on a phrase. The first
requirement entails that if there is more than pim@sal affix occurring on the right edge of a
phrase, Ezafe must be placed before all other esffixThe second requirement, on the
contrary, implies that within a sequence of phrasffikes, Ezafe must be the last one.
Applied jointly, these requirements imply that Ezafill always occur alone, and that any
sequence of phrasal affixes containing Ezafe ifuded in Persian.

This constraint provides a straightforward accdonthe contrast between (a) and (b) in
the following examples:

(83)a. * ketab-i-e maryam
boOkiINDEF-EZ  maryam

b. yek ketéab-e maryam
one bookez Maryam
‘A book of Maryam / one of Maryam’s books’

(84)a. in dust-e asSeq-e film-ha-ye viskonti-e man
DEM friend€z  fond-Ez moviePL-Ez Visconti€z PRQ1.SG
‘This friend of mine who is fond of Visconti's film’

b. * in dust-e aSeg-e film-ha-yas-e Man
DEM friend-€z fond€z moviePL-EZ-PAF.3.5G PRO.1.SG

Under this view, certain constraints on the Ezafastruction receive a purely surface-
based account, in terms of constraints on affigkstay, with no need for syntactic constraints,
be they “surface” or “deep” ones. If this accouppropriate, it is expected that examples
such as (84b) will become grammatical in case edexting of the constituents within the NP
is possible such that affix stacking is avoidedisTéeems indeed to be the case, given the
contrast between (75a) and (75b) above.

It should be noted that similar restrictions orixa$tacking involving Ezafe are observed
in other Iranian languages. Let us take first tiowing puzzling examples from Kurmanci
Kurdish:

(85)a. mal-a [bira-yé minJ-a biguk
houseez.F.sG [brotherez.m.sG l.obl]-Ez.F.sG  small
‘My brother’s small house’

23 1t should be mentioned that binding constraints rest responsible for the ungrammaticality of #ssmple,
since the NP is ungrammatical even when the persdiita—yaSis bound by the head noun within the NP.
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b. * mal-a [van jin-an]-a bicuk
house-ez.f.sg [dem.obl.pl woman-obl.pl]-ez.f.sg small

C. mal-a [van jin-an] ya biguk
houseEz.F.SG  [DEM.OBL.PL WOmManoBL.PL] DEMEZ .F.SG small
‘The small house of these women’
(Lit. These women'’s house, the small one)

As shown by (85a), contrary to Persian, the possd$B does not necessarily appear in the
final position within the Ezafe domain and may @ee an adjectival modifier. The second
occurrence of Ezafe is attached to the obliquequomin. This attachment is possible, since
the oblique case of the pronoun is not realizedmwffix and Ezafe can directly attach to the
word. In (85b), Ezafe is also attached to an oligoun, but here the oblique case being
realized by an affix, Ezafe must attach to ano#féx, and not directly to the stem. In order
for (85b) to become grammatical, the so called “Destrative Ezafe” must be used, as in
(85c). The Demonstrative Ezafe is not a suffiutictions as a pronoun and may head a noun
phrase:

(86) yé dwe ... yé séyé [Mackenzie 1961: 163]
DEMEZ second DEMEZ third
‘The second one, the third one’

It seems quite clear thayain (86c¢) is not a simple morphological varianttfafe in (86a)
and that these NPs involve two different syntastrtctures. Probablya is the head of a
nominal projection and the phrase it projects ipiadd to the NP headed hyal ‘house’.
Being beyond the scope of this paper, this issuleat be addressed here. However on the
basis of (86), it may be concluded that in Kurmaftaidish, as well as in Persian, there are
constraints on affix stacking involving Ezafe. Samifacts are also observed in Sorani
Kurdish. Let us take the following examples:

(87)a. b-ew dd padl-ey ko-m kird-i-bo-we e-ji-n [Bassols 1992: §86]
‘We are living thanks to the little money | manadedave’

b. be gujm-u-gur-ék-eweke hig le lg-T lawaz-1 caweruwan (...) [Bassols 1992: §104]
‘with such a force and energy that nothing in tiim $ody (...)’

In (87a) the Ezafe links a restrictive relativeudla to its antecedemifll ‘money’, which is
embedded in a prepositional phrase introduced ly pitepositionbe ‘to’. In (87b), the
prepositional phrase containing the antecederefdlative is followed by the postposition -
ewe which is an enclitic (a phrasal affix). In thizse, Ezafe may not be used. Other examples
are provided by Bassols (1992), who notes alsintpessibility for Ezafe to attach to another
enclitic.

At this point, one major restriction on the Ezafmstruction has been clearly identified,
which can be (informally) stated as follows:

(88) Constraint on Ezafe :
The Ezafe vowel may not attach to a phrasal affix,may it be followed by a phrasal affix.

This constraint accounts for the ungrammaticalitys@me of the examples discussed up to
now, and | suggets that it can be extended todl@ning data:

(89)a. * ketab-i-§
bOOKINDEF-PAF.3.5G
(putatively) ‘one of his/her books’ or ‘a book dfrither’
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b. * ketab-eS$-i
book+PAF.3.SGINDEF

Recall that under Ghomeshi’'s analysis, (89) iswketl because the indefinite articlie —
which is a D°, cannot licence a possessor DP, nathelpersonal affixas in the [Spec, DP]
position. The problem which arises with this acdoisnthat the following example is also
ungrammatical, though the personal affix here me#de licenced by the indefinite artiele

(90) * baradar-e mogim-e keSvar-e durdast-i-§
brothergz residentez country farlDEF-PAF.3.5G
(to say: ‘his brother who is resident of a couritnyaway’)

Since it has been shown that phrasal status ofothéhe adjectival modifier is also not
responsible for the ungrammaticality of this examplassume that the indefinité and the
personal affixes are subject to a similar constraimt is they are required to be directly
attached to a plain word and not to another phiatial

In this section, suffixes occurring within the RansNP were argued to be divided in two
classes: word affixes and phrasal affixes. Pluddix@s and the colloquial definitee-are
members of the first class. The second class ieslilitzafe, personal affixes and the enclitic —
I. It was further argued that the latter must dttdaectly to a plain word, excluding affix
stacking. Like affixes, words may be classifiedading to different kinds of affixes they
host:

(91) (Partial)word hierarchy

Word

T

plain-word ph-gfiword

N

pl-plur-wd pl-defwd  pl-bare-word Phafez-word  ph-gfindefwd ph-af-paf-wd

5. The internal structure of the NP

This section addresses the issue of the internadtate of the NP with regard to the Ezafe
construction. Let us recall that the surface wardkeo pattern is strongly head initial within
the Persian NP and that possession is expressettags of a bare NP linked to the Head
noun by Ezafe. Adjectival modifiers and certaingmgtional modifiers intervene between the
head noun and the possessor NP and are linked comadther by Ezafe. Prepositional
arguments occur after the possessor NP. The head may be preceded by numerals,
demonstratives and quantifiers. The analysis adlinn this section relies on some
assumptions thoroughly discussed in previous sestiessentially the assumption that the
nominal phrase in Persian is the projection of annand not that of a determiner. | will first
consider the syntactic position of the Possessor ditite this is the central issue to be
resolved before considering the prenominal elemgnisherals, determiners...).
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5.1. The possessor NP: complement or specifier ?

Under the assumption that the noun is the headeohominal projection, two options are
available for the Possessor NP, either it is a dement or a specifief. Along the lines that
follow, | will present different arguments in fawoof each of these solutions. | will then
argue that there are reasons for favouring compienamalysis, since it offers more
advantages and fewer drawbacks than the speaifsdyss.

Different versions of the X-bar analysis rely ore tassumption that a projecting head
combines with its complements before combining aijuncts (or modifiers). Within HPSG,
this assumption is embodied in constraintgpbrases In the following rule, which concerns
phrases composed of a Head (Daughter) and its eonepits, the former is required to be a
word.

(92)headcomplement-phrase [Ginzburg & Sag 2000: 364 (6)]

word
[1=H|  comps nelist ([ plish | [

In contrast, the combination of a head with its ek and with its specifier is not subject to
such a constraint. The fact that in Persian, thes@ssor NP is required to occur after all
adjectival modifiers is an argument for not consittg it as a complement, but rather as a
specifier. Such an analysis would imply that Persiauns systematically lack complements.

A similar analysis has been proposed by SadlerQRéfr Welsf°. The noun phrase in
Welsh displays the same word order pattern th&drsian. Furthermore, overt determiners
and possessor phrases are in complementary diginband, in the possessor construction,
the definiteness specification for the entire n@mase comes from the possessor phrase.
Sadler (2000) argues that the apparent word ordeadpx, with specifiers intervening
between head and complements, and adjectives hetvesel and specifier, follows not from
head movement, as it has been assumed in diffetedies (Rouveret 1994, among others),
but from the fact that nouns in Welsh systematycktk structural complements. Thus the
“semantic complements” are not syntactic complesahall, but adjuncts.

Applied to Persian, this analysis provides a shthogyward account for the word order
pattern within the NP, together with the uniquenetshe possessor NP. Furthermore, no
modification of constraints on phrases or new Imiaied Dominance rules are needed.
Finally, it accounts for the definiteness of NPsitaining a possessor NP, a fact invoked by
Ghomeshi (1997) to support the idea that the peesas located in a higher position than
adjectival modifiers, namely in [Spec, DP] positiétecall that according to Ghomeshi, houn
phrases that include a possessor are obligatanigtocued as definite or presupposed.

Although all these facts seem to advocate viewlreggdossessor NP as a specifier rather
than a complement, this latter alternative is sujggoby some convincing evidence as well:

* A unified account for nouns, adjectives and nomprabositions

Treating the possessor NP as a complement allowsa fanified account of nouns,
adjectives and nominal prepositions. Recall thatEzafe construction is not a peculiarity of
NPs, but is also encountered within adjectival smihe prepositional phrases. In this case, the
Ezafe vowel introduces the complement of the |eead:

(93)a. maryam aseqg-e omid ast
Maryam in loveEz Omid berRES

4 The DP view of the noun phrase offers the furthetion of placing the possessor NP in the [Spec, DP]
position. This is the analysis adopted by Ghomekd87).

%5 |n fact Sadler (2000) adopts the DP analysesptissessor NP (DP) is in [Spec, NP] position, andaRes
the whole NP as its complement.
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‘Maryam is in love with Omid’

b. maryam goldan ra ruy-e miz gozAast
Maryam Vas®A on£z table PUPAS
‘Maryam put the vase on the table’

Moreover, this NP is unique, which is also the aafsthe possessor NP. Thus the uniqueness
of the possessor within the NP is not a concluairgeiment in favour of the specifier analysis.
Nouns and adjectives are similar in a number ofsnayPersian and several lexical items may
be used as nouns or as adjectives indifferently:

(94) a. zan-an-e saken-e in mahalle
womaneL-EZ  residentez this neighbourhood
‘The women who are residents of this neighbourhood’

b. séken-an-e in mahalle
residentPL-ez  this neighbourhood
‘The residents of this neighbourhood’

Furthermore, in contexts of noun ellipsis, adjeztivact as the head of the NP and are
inflected as nouns, as illustrated by the followaxgmple:

(95) kafs-h&-ye germez-e tu-ye vitrin az siah-b&wyrue in ja’be gaSang-tar hast-and
shoepPL-EZ red€Zz in-EzZ window of blackPL-EZ in-EZ this box nicesPRbaPRES3.PL
‘The red shoes in the window are more beautiful thatblack ones in this box’

Viewing the possessor NP as a specifier would intyly different analyses fdn mahalle
‘this neighbourhood’ in (90). The same problem si$er nominal prepositions which, as it
has already been mentioned, exhibit both nomindlmepositional properties and may head
NPs. Instead, the complement analysis of the psss&H allows for a unified account of the
NP embedded within an NP, an AP or a PP, and linketie head by Ezafe, which will be
considered as a complement in all cases. The shamgzerties of nouns, adjectives and
nominal prepositions may be captured by the typeainchy associated with the different parts

of speech:

(96) (Partial)part-of-speecthierarchy
p-a-5

nominal

T

nom adiectif nom-prep

» A unified account for personal affixes
Like the possessor NP, the nominal complement @ctides and nominal prepositions

may alternate with a personal affix:

97) a. maryam aseg-es bud
Maryam in lovePAF.3.5G bepAs
‘Maryam is in love with him’
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b. maryam goldanra ruy-aS gozast
Maryam Vas®A ON-PAF.3.SG
‘Maryam put the vase on it’

Recall that the same set of personal affixes @@ @ded with verbs, and that in this case they
always correspond to the first (or the least old)gcomplement and never to the subféct.
Again, the specifier analysis of the possessorWwild involve two different analyses of the
role of personal affixes with respect to a heade Tdomplement analysis avoids this
undesirable side effect. Let us mention that alaimargument has been used by Borsley
(1995) to support the complement analysis of thesessor within the Welsh NP. A similar
view is adopted by Wintner (2000) for the ConstrBtate nominal's associate in Modern
Hebrew. To sum up, the parallelism between noutigcives and prepositions is accounted
for straightforwardly if the possessor NP is trelads a complement rather than a specifier.

As mentioned previously, a strong argument in favoluthe specifier analysis of the
possessor NP in different languages is the roltheflatter in the definiteness value of the
whole NP. In some languages, such as Welsh or MoHebrew, there is a phenomenon
referred to as (in)definite spread. The whole NEeirgees a definite or indefinite reading
depending upon the definiteness or indefinitenétsheopossessor NP. Within the generative
tradition, it has been assumed that the speciBadhagreement may provide an appropriate
account of (in)definite spread. Along the linesttf@low, | will examine different issues
concerning the determination of NPs including aspssor NP in Persian, showing that the
specifier analysis faces some important problems.

5.1.1. Are all NP including a possessor NP defihite

It has been generally claimed that Persian NPsagung a possessor NP are obligatorily
construed as definite. Ghomeshi (1997) further mssuthat possessors are always DPs and
that bare nouns may never occur in [Spec, DP] iposittven though NPs containing a
possessor preferentially receive a definite regdimgre seem to be counterexamples to both
of these claims. Let us begin with the followingmple to illustrate the indefinite or even the
non-referential reading of an NP including a ‘pesees”:

(98) az post-e dar, seda-ye bace amad
from behindez door, voiceez child COMERAS
‘Althe child’s voice was heard behind the door’

In (98), bacce ‘child’, the ‘possessor’ NP, may receive eithatedinite/presupposed or a non-
referential interpretation (bare noun or propentgipretation). These two readings are clearly
distinguished when the Ns&da-ye bere is the direct object of the verb:

(99)a. seda-ye b&e Senid-am
voice£z child hearAs-1.5G
‘I heard a child’s voice’

b. seda-ye h#e ra Senid-am
voice£z child RA hearrAS-1.5G
‘I heard the child’s voice’

%5 In colloquial Persian, there are examples wheperaonal affix used with a verb correspond to itisject:
umad-es
COMEPAS-PAF.3.SG
‘She/he came’
These uses seem to be limited to te8rson singular ‘subject’ of unaccusative verlws. fBrther examples see
Lazard (1992).
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Since definite direct objects necessarily triggerthe grammaticality of (99a) entails that an
indefinite or a bare NP reading is available $eda-ye bé&‘e. This in turn implies that NPs
containing a possessor NP may, under certain cstamoes, receive a non-definite reading.

It may be objected that in (99d)acce ‘child’ is not the possessor NP, but an attribetiv
noun, meaning ‘childish’, and thus does not ocdilngy[Spec, DP] position, but occurs within
the Ezafe domain (under N’), as a modifier. In otherds, being a non-maximal projection,
bacce ‘child’ resembles “modificational genitives” (Watsclaeger 1983, Munn 1998) in
English. A similar distinction has been proposed Ogbrovie-Sorin (2005) for Construct
State nominals in Hebrew, which resemble the Ezafestruction to some extent. In her bare
phrase structure account of simple genitives @aon genitives, Construct State associate,
al-less genitives in Romanian), dispensing with the IByer and N-to-D raising, Dobrovie-
Sorin proposes the following structure for Condtr8tate Nominals in Hebrew (and for all
simple genitives cross linguistically):

(100) Nmax

N Spec, Nma

This structure, which resembles the one propose8dalfer (2000) in many respects, diverges
from Kayne (1994) in assuming that Spec constitieah occur on the right-hand of the head
noun. According to Dobrovie-Sorin (2005) the righérge of Spec seems to be dependent on
the absence of a complement of N°.

The ban on indefinite articles within a genitivenstruction receives an account in terms
of type incompatibility. The NPs containing a gemthave an e-type denotation, but this type
of denotation is not compatible with either quaets (e.g.every or each or indefinite
articles and numerals, all of which must combinthyroperty denoting expressions:

(101) a. * a [Mary’s sister] [Dobrovie-Sorin 2005]
b. * every / each [Mary’s sister]

Similarly, the ungrammaticality of English DPs emtmg indefinite simple genitives is
assumed to be due to the incompatibility betweem ihles of semantic composition
underlying genitive specifiers on the one handiadéfinite articles on the other hand:

(102) a. *aaman’s house [Dobrovie-Sorin 2005]
b. * some a king's palaces

Dobrovie-Sorin notes however that the Hebrew inmdefi CSNs raise problems for this
prediction, given the fact that the Hebrew courdeipof the above mentioned examples are
unexpectedly grammatical:

(203) beit i8 [Dobrovie-Sorin 2005]
house man
‘a house of a man’

To account for these facts, it is assumed that é¥elondefinites are bare nouns rather than DP
projections. Since bare NPs are property-denotiagher than individual-denoting
expressions, they may not appear in [Spec, Nmaidlibws that the indefinite associates are
merged as sisters of the head noun. According i® d@halysis, CSN’s constructed with
indefinite possessors come out structurally idehirth indefinite “CS compounds”.
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(104)
N3
N1 N2
ben melex

son ‘king’

Turning now to the Persian example (99), the samaéyais may be assumed to apply: being a
bare nounpacce ‘child’ does not sit in [Spec, Nmax] and is in facmodifier rather than a
possessor NP.

This analysis faces however some serious problEmst, bacce ‘child’, which is indeed a
bare noun, displays some important syntactic ptagseof a possessor NP. First, it is unique,
which means that a possessor NP cannot be addadoadte ‘child’. Thus, the following
example may never be interpreted as ‘the child@bevof this woman’:

(105) seda-ye ltae-ye in zan
Voice£z childez this woman
‘This woman'’s child’s voice’ (and not: ‘the childistoice of this woman’)

Secondly,bacce ‘child’ occurs in the last position within the noyphrase and, unlike
attributive nouns, cannot be followed by an adjectnodifying the head nouseda‘voice’,
as it is shown by the contrast between the follgnaramples:

(106) a. seda-ye boland-e cha
Voice€z high€z child
‘A high child’s voice’

b. * seda-ye b&e-ye boland
Voice£z childez high
(207) a. seda-ye guSxarés-e havapeyma
soundez stridentez plane

‘a strident sound of plane’

b. * seda-ye havapeyma-ye guSxaras
soundez planegz strident

These facts are problematic for a modifier analgéibacce ‘child’ and havapeymaplane’.
Indeed, in typical examples of bare modifier noymeposed by Dobrovie-Sorin (2005),
constraints on word order, if any, require the baren to be adjacent to the head noun, rather
that to be separated from it, as shown by thewiolig French examples:

(108) a. des enfants d’'amis assez turbulents
INDEF children  of friends quite rowdy
b. * des enfants assez turbulents d’amis
INDEF children  quite rowdy of friends

It would be mysterious that a constraint encouteneseveral languages do not apply to
Persian. Moreover, in such examples, the bare nmynin turn be followed by a ‘possessor’
NP linked by Ezafe, without triggering necessaailglefinite reading. This is particularly clear
with infinitives, which may regularly head nominmabjections in Persian, as illustrated by the
following attested example:
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(109) seda-ye Sekastan-e SiSe Senid-arf (...)
soundez breakinF-EZ glass hearas-1.5G
‘| heard a voice of breaking glass / | heard tresglbreaking’

Once again, consideringekastan-e SiStreaking of a glass’ as a modifier leads to ssio
problems, given the fact that such an analysisiin éntails thagiSe‘glass’ is a modifier of
Sekastari(to) break’. Along the lines which follow, | wikhrgue that this assumption is clearly
untenable.

It is well known that Persian bare nouns tend talesce with the verb they are
complement of, the whole ‘noun + verb’ sequenceabity thus like a word. The bare direct
object of a an infinitive may be realized in twdfelient positions. It may precede or follow
the infinitive. In the first case, illustrated dyetfollowing example, there is no need for Ezafe:

(110) gabl az dus gereftan  Maryam yek fenjan gahve nusid
before of shower takelr, Maryam one cup coffee drimlas
‘Before taking a shower, Maryam drank a cup of eeff

In this case, the ‘subject’ of the infinitive mag kealized after it, as a possessor NP:

(111) gabl az dus gereftan-e Omid Maryam yek fenjan gahve nusid
before of shower takelF-Ez Omid, Maryam one cup coffee drirks
‘Before Omid take a shower, Maryam drank a cupadfee’

But as mentioned above, and contrary to what haa biimed in previous studies (see
Mohammad & Karimi 1992, among others), the barenncan also occur after the infinitive,
as shown by the following attested example:

(112) Sab hengam (...) ¢on be xane bar gast,
night time (...) when  to home retupAs
bagereftan-e dus va xabidan dar van (...) dobare jan géfeft

with takeINF-Ez shower and sleep in bath (...) again soul Rke.
‘At the evening, when he went back home, afterngld shower and lying in the bath, he got
his strength back’

Crucial to our discussion is that the post-infiretirealization of the bare noun blocks the
presence of the ‘subject’ possessor DP.

(113) * gereftan-e dus-e omid
takeINF-Ez showerez Omid

Being a bare nourusS‘shower’ is not expected to sit in Spec positiba,it [Spec, Nmax] or
[Spec, DP]. The Spec position being vacant, notpigyents the subject DP from occupying
it, as in (112). Thus the ungrammaticality of (1i&nains unexplained, unless it is assumed
that bothdus ‘shower’ andOmid are in competition to occupy the same positiorfollbws
that whatever the position of the Possessor NR must accommodate also the bare noun
dus Maintaining the specifier position for the posseswould imply that bare nouns may sit
in [Spec, Nmax] or [Spec, DP], and this is obvigusldeviation from standard assumptions
concerning the specifier position within differesatriants of the generative model (minimalist
or pre-minimalist ones).

27 Zoya PirzadYek ruz mande be eyde-e Ra&vel), p. 39.
8 M. Behnud, In se zan (novel), p. 192.
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5.1.2. Quantifiers and numerals within the NPsudilg a possessor

Another argument put forward by Ghomeshi (19973upport the idea that the possessor
NP occupies the [Spec, DP] position concerns th@awer of numerals. Although numerals
may occur within NPs including a possessor, acogrdo Ghomeshi, they never have large
scope over it. This would explain why in (114ag ta ketabthree books’ has a definite
reading (Hasan has only three books). Whereas1iab(l where the numeral is embedded
within a prepositional phrase, it is the numeralichhhas scope ovedasan hence the
partitive reading for the whole NP:

(114) a. se-ta ketab-e hasan [Ghomeshi 1997: 76834
threeuNIT bookEz Hasan
‘Hasan'’s three books’

b. se-ta az ketdb-ha-ye hasan
threeuNIT of bookPL-Ez Hasan
‘three of Hasan's books’

These facts would suggest that in (114a), the gesses higher than the numeral. Recall
that Dobrovie-Sorin (2005) claims that the incontghty between genitive specifiers and
numerals is a universal property, which followsnfr@a type mismatch: numerals may only
combine with property-denoting expressions, wherganitive specifiers are always
individual-denoting. According to Dobrovie-Sorinhi§ incompatibility is only apparently
violated in some languages, such as English, Helfaew Persian), as illustrated by (114a),
since the numeral in this case does not functionaadeterminer, but rather as an
adjective/cardinality predicate.

I will argue in contrast that numerals are compatibith possessor NPs in Persian and
that a partitive reading is available in (114agt us take the following examples:

(115) yek danesju-ye sabeg-am ham inja  dar ohayo hast
one studenkz ancientPAF.1SG  also here in Ohio beRES
‘One of my Ancient studients is also here, in Ohio’

(116) do angost-e dast-e rast-e Omid dar in tasadof  qgat’ Sod
two finger€z handez right-ez Omid in this accident cut becornas
Two of the right hand fingers of Omid were cut irsthccident

(117) agar yek mu-ye sebil-am ra tu-ye bazaar gerow be-gozar-am®¥..)
if one hair-Ez mustachear.1 SGRA in-Ez bazaar security put
‘If I leave just one hair of my mustache as a siégim bazar (..y

The only available interpretation for the numenaltihese examples is a partitive one,
which means that the numeral is interpreted as @ rmmeral and not as an
adjective/cardinality predicate. It should be notkdt the partitive reading entails syntactic
definiteness for the whole NP. Consequendlys compulsory in all cases when the partitive
NP is a direct object. As it has been argued byoDaf2001) for Modern Hebrew, which
displays similar facts, syntactic definiteness doed always correlate with semantic
definiteness. Since this discussion is behind tlope of this paper, | will not pursue it further
here.

To summerize, viewing the possessor NP as a congpleof the head noun seems to
provide a more appropriate account of Persian datger than viewing it as a specifier.

29 Boxara, v. 2, n°7, 1999, p. 57.
% This example is from Lazard (1992), who quotes Sidyat, an Iranian author.
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Furthermore, this analysis is supported by Kurmaaidish data, where the possessor NP
may precede adjectival modifiers:

(118) mal-a [bira-yé minJ-a bicuk
houseez.F.sG [brothereEz.m.sG l.0BL]-Ez.F.5G small
‘My brother’s small house’

In case the specifier analysis is applied to thespssor NP, adjectival modifiers will be
required to be adjoined to NP (or Nmax). This idaat Dobrovie-Sorin’s assumption about
adjectival modifiers within Hebrew NPs headed bf@nstruct State nominal. But unlike
Hebrew, where adjectival modifiers may never intei between the CS nominal and its
associate, in Kurmanci Kurdish they may as welluocbefore the possessor NP. An
embarrassing side effect of this analysis is tlegedding whether they precede or follow the
possessor NP, adjectival modifiers will be attachedwo different syntactic levels: when
occurring before the possessor NP, they will beviadp to N’, when occurring after the
possessor NP, they be will be adjoined to N” (&?,Mr Nmax). The problem is that there is
no independent motivation for establishing a stradtdifference between pre-possessor and
post-possessor adjectival modifiers. Quite the ns®jethe latter display none of the typical
properties of NP-adjoined constituents: they carmmadergo scrambling or extraposition,
neither may they be separated from the possessdiyNfher adjoined constituents, such as
PPs. The alternative which consists of analysimgpbssessor as a complement skips such
problems: a flat structure may be adopted for th&fé&domain in Kurmanci, where adjectival
modifiers and the possessor NP combine simultaheuwiith the head nouth

Different facts discussed in this section leadh® ¢onclusion that viewing the possessor
NP as a complement is a more attractive option flmth language internal and cross-
linguistic points of view. Before establishing afidgée conclusion on this issue, let us
consider a last piece of data which apparently tdtobss a strong argument against the
complement analyses of the possessor NP. We haeagglexamined examples such as (119)
below, whose ungrammaticality has been attributedhe impossibility for the indefinite
article and Ezafe to attach simultaneously to #meshost:

(119) ketab-i-e maryam
book4INDEF-EZ Maryam
(putatively) ‘a book of Maryam’

However, under the assumption that the possessocanplement, the ungrammaticality of
the following example seems to remain unexplained:

(120) a. * ketab-e maryam-i
book-£z MaryamNDEF
(putatively) ‘a book of Maryam’

b. * ketab-e maryam-i ke ru-ye miz bud
bookEz MaryamResTRthat onez table berAs
(putatively) ‘Maryam’s book that was on the &bl

If the enclitic—i, be it the indefinite article or the restrictiveative particle, is a phrasal
affix which attaches to the last constituent withip then it must attach the possessor NP in
the above examples. Although | will propose no aotdor these facts here, it must be noted

31 Such an analysis has been adopted by Abeillé &@b@ 999) to account for the placement of adjestiv
within the French NP.
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that a structural or configurational account ishpgs not the most appropriate track to
explore. Let us consider the following examplesichtdo not seem ungrammatical to me:

(121) ? yek most xak-e ir&n-i ke maryam bé& xobeakarej avarde bud
one handful soikz IranRESTR  that Maryam with selPAF.3.5Gto abroad taken ks
‘The handful of Iran’s soil that Maryam had brougbtoad with herself’

(122) ? an tablo-ha-ye pikaso-i ke dar in galernbmayes gozaste Sode-and
DEM paintingPL-Ez PicassaRESTRthat in this galley to exposition put becomet3.
‘Those Picasso’s painting which are axposed inghlkery’

Although ‘Picasso’ and ‘Iran’ are definite NPs, theclitic—i may still be attached to them. |
leave the issue of the placementofor further investigation. For the moment, ignagrithe
above mentioned examples, it will be just stipudateat—i attaches to the last modifier within
the Ezafe domain (N’). From the body of evidencecdssed in the section, | conclude that
the possessor NP is the uniqgue NP complement sfdPemnouns.

5.2. Prenominal elements within the NP

As mentioned previously, the head noun may be pextéy different determiners (numerals,
demonstratives, quantifiers...) and a selected bwh@djectives (superlatives and ordinals).
Let us first consider pronominal adjectives.

5.2.1. Prenominal adjectives

Prenominal placement of adjectives involves twdedént cases. Certain adjectives, such
as superlatives and a class of ordinals, alwaysiropce-nominally. Superlatives, unlike
comparatives, may never occur postnominally andseguently are never introduced by
Ezafe. When used alone, they function as (pro)nandsexhibit all nominal properties:

(123) a. zibatarin zan
beautifulsPrR  woman
‘The most beautiful woman’

b. zibatarin ra mi-xah-am
beautifulsPr RA TAM-WantPRES1SG
‘I want the most beautiful one’

c. zibatarin-e anhara mi-xah-am
beautifulsPrEz theyRA TAM-WantPRES1SG
‘I want the most beautiful of them’

There are two sets of ordinals in Persian. The neesnbf the first set behave as attributive
adjectives. They are placed after the head nourasntinked to it by Ezafe.

(124) ruz-e avval
day€z first
‘the first day’

The second set is derived from the former by tharation of the suffix +1, which is also
used to derive superlatives from comparative foifhese ordinals always occur pre-
nominally and have the same properties as superati

(125) a. avvalin ketéb b. avvalin ra mi-xah-am
first book firstRA TAM-wantPRES1SG
‘The first book’ ‘I want the first one’
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C. avvalin ra mi-xah-am d. avvalin-e anha ré&xati-am
first RA TAM-wantPRES1SG first-Ez theyRA TAM-wantPRES1SG
‘I want the first one’ ‘I want the first of #m’

Contrary to these adjectives that are requiredetprienominal, certain attributive adjectives,
which usually occur after the head noun, may atsmoprenominally:

(126) a. doxtar-e ziba b. ziba doxtar
girl-ez beautiful beautiful girl
‘beautiful girl’ ‘beautiful girl’

It should be noted that this order is encounteragidally in poetry style or in case of
lexicalization. On the basis of these facts, Kahmeour (2000) assumes that all adjectives
are generated in a prenominal position in Perdiaa,reversed order and the Ezafe vowel
being the result of the noun moving to occupy thectier position of the Modifier Phrase.
There are several problems with this account. | Wit myself to point out the most
significant ones. Prenominal attributive adjectivds not receive the same range of
interpretations that postnominal adjectives. Letarmpare the following NPs:

(130) a. ziba doxtar-an-e maryam
beautiful girlPL-EZ Maryam
‘Maryam’s beautiful girls’
- ‘Maryam'’s girls, who are all beautiful’

b. doxtar-an-e ziba-ye maryam
girl-PL-EZ beautifulez Maryam
‘Maryam'’s beautiful girls’
- ‘Those Maryam girls who are beautiful’ or ‘Maryangsls, who are all beautiful’

Postnominal adjectives, like restrictive relativemy give rise to an intersective reading:
those entities which have the property of beingub&d and the property of being Maryam’s
girl. This is not the case of prenominal adjectivieloreover, there may be more than one
postnominal adjective within in NP, while the numloé prenominal adjectives is limited to
one.

I will assume, contrary to Kahnemuipour (2000)t thiributive adjectives occurring pre-
nominally involve syntactic compounding and giv&erto the following structure:

(127)
NO
A° N°
ziba doxtar

Unlike attributive pronominal adjectives, supertai and set two ordinals are assumed to sit
in the specifier position:
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(128) "

N

A° N’
zibatarin ‘

NO
doxtar

The specifier analysis of ordinals and superlati@esounts for the fact that they never
occur postnominally. It explains also their incoaiplity with other specifiers, in contrast

with prenominal attributive adjectives, which magcor with specifiers, as shown by the
following examples:

(129) a. * har avvalin roman(-i) b. *thavvalin roman(-i)
each first novel(NDEF) none first novel(NDEF)
C. har zib& doxtar-i

each beautiful girlNDEF
‘every beautiful girl’

Furthermore, it accounts for the fact that supedat and ordinals may occur with
pronominal attributive adjectives, while there magt be more than one pronominal
attributive adjective within a NP:

(130) a. avallin ziba doxtar
first beautiful girl
‘the first beautiful girl’

b. * mu-siah ziba doxtar
hair-black beautiful girl
(putatively) ‘a beautiful dark-haired girl’

Superlatives and ordinals, on the one hand, angoprmal attributive adjectives, on the
other hand, differ with regard to coordination. TThemer may be coordinated and have large
scope over coordination of nouns or N’'s. The latlgr contrast, cannot be coordinated,
neither may they have large scope over noun ooNidinations:

(131) a. avallin va axarin roman-e in nevisande
first and last novekz this author
‘The first and the last novel of this author’

b. jalebtarin dastan-ha-ye maryam va roman-hényie
interestingsPrR  story-PL-EZ Maryam and novekL-Ez omid
‘Maryam’s most interesting stories and Omid’sstiateresting novels’
(132) a. ?* ziba va rand  doxtar
beautiful and slender girl

(putatively) ‘a beautiful and slender girl’

b. * zibé doxtar-e mu-sidh va zan-e bloffd-i
beautiful girlez hair-black and womagz blondiNDEF
(if interpreted as) ‘a beautiful dark-haired girid a beautiful blond woman’

32 This example is grammaticalzfba‘beautiful’ has not large scope over coordination.



When morphology does better than Syntax 44 P. Samvelian

These facts provide enough support for two distartdlyses of prenominal adjectives.
Ordinals and superlatives are best regarded asfispgcon a par with determiners such as

har ‘each, every’,kodam ‘which’, etc. Prenominal attributive adjectivesy the contrary,
involve compounding.

5.2.2. Determiners and numerals

Apart from prenominal adjectives, numerals andatertieterminers such dmr ‘each,
any’, kodam‘which’, hi¢ ‘none’, in ‘this’ occur also pre-nominally within the NP. T¢ee
determiners will be assumed to occur in the spacposition. This assumption is supported
by different arguments. They may have large scoee coordination:

(133) a. kodam roman-ha-ye maryam va dastan-hanyid O
which novelpL-Ez Maryam and storyL-ez Omid
‘Which novels of Maryam and stories of Omid’
b. in lebas-ha-ye maryam va kaf$-h&-ye omid
this dressrL-Ez Maryam and showt-Ez Omid

‘Maryam'’s these dresses and Omid’s these shows’

c. har irdn-i mogim-e faranse ya faransavi-e imeg iran-i
any lranianNDEF residentez France or Frenchz residentez IranANDEF
‘Any Iranian resident in France or any Frencéident in Iran’

They ‘select’ the type of N’ they combine with. Denstrative determinens ‘this’ and an
‘that, for instance, cannot occur with indefinitg while hi¢ ‘none’, occurs obligatorily with
indefinite N’ containing-i.

Numerals, by contrast, will not be analyzed as ifipes, but as lexical level constructions
forming a N° with the head noun:

(134) N

N

Num N

There are several arguments in favour of such atysis. First, contrary to the afore
mentioned determiners, numerals do not have largeesover coordination of N’s, as shown
by (135a) and (135b). Furthermore, Numerals areomplementary distribution with the
plural affix and with the indefinitei, as illustrated by (135c):

(135) a. * do irani-e mogim-e faranse va faransamoqim-e iran
two Iranianez residentez France and Frendke residentez Iran

b. do irani-e mogim-e farénse va do faransavi-gimee iran
two Iranianez residentez France and two Frend@e residentez Iran
Two Iranians resident of France and two Frenapleeresident of Iran

C. * do doxtar-nad / * do doxtar-i
two girl-PL two girl-INDEF
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5.3 The final structure for the Persian NP

On the basis of the data discussed in this sedtmenfollowing structure is proposed for
an NP such am doxtar-e ziba-ye maryarthis Maryam’a beautiful girl’ is the one given in
the figure (2) below :

N?:‘
Spec N’
N k] N ax
/\ Ivlaryratn
N':' E ax
doxtar-e Zihé-ye
Figure (2

The only reason why a hierarchical binary-branchstrgicture under N’ has been retained
against a flat structure, where all modifiers anel possessor NP are with the head noun at
once, is the scope properties of these constitulectsse of coordination:

(136) a. lebas-e abi va koléh-e siah-e tu-ye rwitri
dressez blue  and hakz blackEz in-Ez  window
‘The blue dress and the black hat in the window’

b. lebas-e abi va kolah-e siah-e maryam
dres€z blue and hakz black€z Maryam
‘Maryam'’s blue dress and black hat’

As shown by these examples, a modifier or a possd@¢B may have large scope over the
coordination of two N’'s. A hierarchical structur@ N’ allows for a straightforward account
of these properties. Otherwise a flat structure tike one proposed by Samiian (1983) would
be appropriate as well.

6. A formal HPSG account

This section provides a formal account of the Ezadastruction within Head Driven
Phrase Structure Grammar, a constraint-based nadegeeloped in Pollard & Sag (1994) and
Ginzburg & Sag (2000). Recall that in section (2ate was argued to be a phrasal affix,
morphologically realized at the lexical level amtierpreted within syntax. In order to handle
this two-level analysis, the treatment proposedhis paper is largely inspired by Miller
(1992) and Tseng (2003), particularly in the usde&IGE feature percolation.

6.1. EDGE Features

Relying on the idea of EDGE features introducedkigvans (1985) to determine clitic
placement, and its GPSG formalization by Miller 428 Tseng (2003) proposes an analysis
of French definite article and the prepositi@esanda as phrasal affixes within HPSG. The
basic idea is to handle the mismatch between thgmingical scope of the phrasal affixes
le, de anda (a single word) and their syntactic and semarntapse (phrase) by a treatment
which is split between two levels. Affixation isuh handled by morphological rules in the
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lexicon, while interpretation is handled by unagntactic rules. The link between the two
levels is ensured by information encoded in EDGHRtuees, which propagate from the
peripheral daughters to the mother in all branclaygtactic combinations. Since Ezafe, and
other phrasal affixes such as the artieleand possessive affixes always occur on the right
periphery of the constituent they attach to, the osEDGE features seems appropriate for
handling them.

At the first step, phrasal suffixation applies fye® existing words, creating different
kinds of suffixed words: Ezafe suffixed words, meral affix suffixed words anédi suffixed
words:

(137) (Partialword hierarchy
ward

T

plain-word ph-afwerd

ph-gfez-word  ph-giindsfweord ph-af-paf-word

Leaving aside personal affixes and the indefiritd will focus on Ezafe along the lines that
follow.

As mentioned previously, the syntactic and semaatintribution of phrasal affixes
cannot be always integrated at the point wherexatifbn is realized. The immediate effect of
the phrasal affix on the lexical item it is adjain®, is to add a positive EDGE specification
on the latter. Concretely, the effect of the Ezsiffixation may be encoded by a boolean
feature [+EZ]. The morphological rule of Ezafe suffixatioppdies to a [- EZ] word and
switches its specification to [+EZ]. As we haveeally seen, Ezafe has a dual behavior: when
added to the head (noun, adjective or nominal miépa), it functions as a word affix, which
means that its syntactic contribution must be iratgl immediately, by the suffixation rule
itself. When added to a modifier, it functions asplarasal affix and thus its syntactic
contribution must be integrated once the phraseaide up. In this case, (right) EDGE feature
specifications are percolated from the right-mastnbh to the mother, until a phrase that
Ezafe could scope over (i.e. an adjectival or psémmal phrase) becomes available. Then a
unary syntactic rule applies and incorporates thdastic effect of Ezafe into the phrase.
Once the Ezafe interpretation rule is applied, gbsitive EDGE value for Ezafe must be
removed in order to prevent its percolation toghkr node.

Figure (3) illustrates this two-step analysis o&tezfor the following example:

(138) mojgan-e az rimel sangin-e (maryam)
eyelidpL-EZ of mascara heavgz (Maryam)
‘Maryam’s mascara-laden eyelids’
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M [-E5]
H* [+E5]
o /\
rooj gn-g L7 [+EZ]
P”/\B[Jr_EZ]
A ST-E
N [EZ] P N"[EZ]  A[EZ]
tooj zin 4z Timel gangin
Figure (23

Ezafe suffivation with interpretation

Lexical rule application, concretely Ezafe suffigat is indicated by the arrows. Here, the
rule applies twice, once anojgan‘eyelid’, which is the head of the NP, and oncesangin
‘heavy’, which is the right-most element within tlagljectival phrase that precede the
Possessor NP. In the first case, the syntactictedfeEzafe may be integrated immediately on
the head noun. This is done by the feature [DERjchvwill be explained in the following
parapgraph. In the second case, on the contragfei&zscope is the whole AP, and thus it
cannot be interpreted immediately. A positive ED@iiie for EZ is consequently introduced
onsangin‘heavy’, and is percolated along the right perighantil an N’ is available. A unary
syntactic rule applies then and the effect of Emfategrated into N'.

Let us consider now the syntactic effect of Ez&fe shown in the figure (2), Ezafe does
not switch the syntactic category of the constitummer which it has scope. A noun remains a
noun and an AP remains an AP. The only syntactitribmution of Ezafe, as mentioned
previously, is to indicate that the constituent triues followed by a noun, an AP, a PP or an
NP. In order to encode this information, a new Baal feature, [DEP(ENDENT)];+is added
to all nominal lexical categories (i.e. nouns, adjectives andpRdpositions) and to their
projections. Since this feature is not passed oy fihe head daughter to the mother, it cannot
be a HEAD feature. Consequently, it will be addedCAT features, at the same level as
HEAD and VAL(ENCE) features. Fdexemesthe value of DEP is always negative, since
lexemes have not undergone lexical rules. Wwords and phrases it is negative by default,
unless the Ezafe suffixation rule or the Ezaferpretation rule has switched the negative
value into a positive one.

6.2. Formalization
6.2.1. Lexical suffixation rules

Ezafe suffixation is handled by lexical rules. Tédhesles are of typeord-to-word their
input as well as their output isveord and they apply optionally. | will postulate two die
suffixation rules.

The first one is used when Ezafe is adjoined tdd¢kial head within an NP, an AP or a
PP. As noted previously, the scope of Ezafe indhge is always a word and its effect may be
integrated immediately. Thus, there is no needpjoeal to EDGE features to percolate the
information about Ezafe along the syntactic treke Tirst Ezafe suffixation rule is stated
bellow:
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(139) Ezafe suffixation rule (1)

pl-nom-word ph-gf-nom-word
PHOH

_a | PHON Fgf )
CAT E’EP ] CAT [ DEP + ]

The left part of the rule describes its input alnel tight part its output. The rule applies to a
pl-nom-word(i.e. anominal wordcontaining no phrasal affix) and turns it int@lanom-af-
word (i.e. anominal wordcontaining gphrasal affiy. The requirement that the input pk
nom-wordkeeps the rule from applying to words already doirig a phrasal affix, and
prevents thus phrasal affix stacking with Ezafee phonological form of the output is given
by Rz a morphological function that applies to a norhib@ase. This function is sketched
below:

(140)
X Fez (X)
X ending with vowek- [i] X-ye
otherwise X-e

Finally, the rule switches the negative value ofFD® a positive value and the syntactic
effect of Ezafe is thus incorporated on the head.

The second Ezafe suffixation rule, which appliely avithin noun phrases, is used when
Ezafe links a N’ to a modifier or to the possesdbr

(141) Ezafe suffixation rule (2)

— — ph-gfword
pl -word FHON Fed | 1|3
PHDN i
T ph-af
EX Hona — I N’[DEP _]
EDGE | E2
oo AT 1 ouT D)

The rule in (141) selectspdain wordas its input and produces a phrasal affix wora: J&me
morphological function E is used to adjoin Ezafe. Let us consider now EBiclv was
suggested previously to have a Boolean value. Egative value of EZ is encoded bgne
but the implementation of the positive value is emoomplex, as shown in (141). In this case,
the value of EZ is of typehrasal-affix Two signvalued attributes IN and OUT are
associated to the tygsh-af,which encode the potential grammatical effectdhefguffix. The
IN value provides a description of the sort of teastituent Ezafe would combine with, that
is an N’ [DEP-]. The OUT value provides a descaptiof the sort of the constituent that
would result from this combination, which is them@aconstituent with a positive value for
DEP. Following Tseng (2003), it is assumed heré dhg features not mentioned in the OUT
specification are shared with the IN value.
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6.2.2. Edge feature propagation and suffix integiien

EDGE features propagate from the peripheral daugiwethe mother in all branching
syntactic combinations. A positive EDGE featurecHi@ation indicates the presence of a
phrasal affix whose syntactic and semantic effestehnot yet been integrated into the
phrase the phrasal affix scopes over. This integraiccurs only if an appropriate phrase
(matching the phrasal affixe’s IN value) becomeailable in the syntactic construction.
As long as such a phrase is not available, posHI&E specifications must remain
visible in syntax, passing up from one level to theo This propagation cannot be
handled by the HEAD Feature Principle, since theagdl affix does not occur necessarily
on the head daughter of a phrase. The EDGE FeBtureiple is introduced to take care
of EDGE features propagation. The following statetvtd this principle is borrowed from
Tseng (2003), with slight modifications in orderadopt it to Persian data:

(142) (Right) EDGE Feature Principle
EDGE [1]
phrase PAF none
LEGS nelisé B =[1= - BBGS nelisi( | EDGE | ES none] 1 & =[EDCE [1]]=
INDEF none

ARGS is alist-valued feature. Its value lists all daughters sfgm according to their surface
order. The last member of ARGS list correspondbieaight-most branch. The EDGE feature
principle requires that in any branching syntastiwmicture, the EDGE features of the right-
peripheral daughter be shared with the dominatimgge. The other daughters must bear a
negative value for phrasal affix features (i.e.fEzpersonal affixes and the encliip.

The interpretation of phrasal affixes is handledulbary syntactic rules. These rules can
be formulated as rewrite rules. The following nsl@eised for Ezafe:

(143) EZ discharge rule
CAT | DEP —
.+ | CAT DEF + S B
1|H N ,
EDGE | EZ none ‘ IN |z
EDGE | EZ
| OUT | 1

The left hand part of the rule describes the dotimganode. The right hand part contains a
cyclic structure, since the unification of a phrasemely a N’, with its own IN value is the
condition for activating the syntactic contributiof EZ. Once EZ is interpreted, its value
becomesnone on the resulting phrase. All other IN and OUT @eas are identified by
default. This is done by the Generalized Head Fea®uinciple (Ginzburg and Sag 2000).
Thus, the mother N’ in the rule stated above shallebe features of the daughter N’, unless
an explicit specification of a different value fospecific feature.
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6.2.3. Constraint on the distribution of phrasethWDEP +] specification

At this point, the treatment sketched for Ezafesdoet constrain the distribution of
consituents with a positive value for DEP. Consegjyenothing prevents such phrases from
appearing outside the Ezafe domain, without beatigwed by a modifier or a possessor NP,
giving thus rise to ungrammatical sequences such as

(144) a. * ir&ni-an-e mogim-e faranse-ye véared dod-
IranianPL-Ez residentez Franceez entered beconeas-3.pL

b. * maryam ziba-ye ast
Maryamez beautiful berRES
(putatively) ‘Maryam is beautiful’

In order to rule out such examples, words and @sraspecified as [DEP +] must be
constrained to be followed immediately by anothlerape within the constitent they occur.
This requirement may be stated as a constraidieprexp(ressionype:

(145) dep-exp
H [CAT | DEP +], [ ]

The constraint in (140) says that if the head derghithin a phrase bears a positive value for
DEP, it must be followed by another phrase. Thisst@int, which correctly rules out (139)

examples above, is still not sufficient by itsaliince it cannot rule out the following set of
examples:

(146) a. * ir&ni-an javan mogim faranse vared dnd-
IranianPL young resident France entered becen®e3pPL

b. * barddar maryam véared Sod
brother Maryam entered become

In other words, modifiers and the possessor NP ieisequired to be introduced by Ezafe.
This will be done by two phrasal descriptions, tiead-complement-nominal-phraged-
comp-nom-phand thehead-adjunct-nominal-phragéd-adj-no-ph, given bellow:

(147) hd-adj-nom-ph=>
HEAD-DTE. [1][HEAD nornal, DEP +, COWES =([1)=]]

LDI-DTH. [WIOD [1]]

(148) hd-comp-nom-pk>
HELD-DTR. [HELD nominal, DEP +, COMPS <[1]H""=]

CCWP-DTE [SYHSEM [1]]

Both of these rules are subtypesehded-phrased he first one is a subtype bdl-adj(unct)-
ph(rases)and the second one a subtypendfcomp(lement)-ph(raseshhis means that each
rule inherits the constraints of its supertype l®fadlt, unless they are overridden by an
explicit specification in the rule. Each rule daéises a phrase with only two daughters.

The hd-adj-nom-phallows anominalto combine with an adjunct, before combining with
its optional N” complement. In this case the noalimust bear a positive value for DEP.
Since the rule may apply more than once, severalifracs may combine with a nominal
head, be it lexical or phrasal. Thd-adj-nom-phrule cannot match [DEP Alominals nor can
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it apply in case of prepositional complements. @gugntly, examples such as (146), where
[DEP -] constituents are followed be a modifier ared out.

The hd-comp-nom-phule allows anominalto combine with an N” complement. This
combination is possible only if the nominal beargoaitive value for DEP. Thus, examples
such as (146), where the head noun, without Ezdfi@lowed by a NP complement are ruled
out.

7. Conclusion

Previous works on the Ezafe construction in Perbiave pointed out different kinds of
restrictions on this construction and provided atagtic account for them. In this paper, on
the basis of numerous attested examples, | hastestirown that a part of these restrictions,
which have played a key role in the elaboratiothefsyntactic accounts, does not stand up to
closer inspection. | have then argued that the hmggical properties of Ezafe, which may
be viewed as a phrasal affix, and crucially itefptay with other phrasal affixes, such as
personal affixes or the enclitig, can successfully account for the constraintshenHBzafe
construction in Persian.

It has been further assumed that despite impod#dférences between West Iranian
languages, the morphological status of Ezafe cawige an enlightening insight into its
peculiarities in each language. Certain dialectswimanci Kurdish, for instance, display two
different paradigms of Ezafe referred to as primang secondary forms (Mackenzie 1961:
157-8). Primary forms are attached directly toriben or occur after the definite suffbaka
Secondary forms occur after the indefinite suff@k-n some studies (Rebuschi 2002, among
others), this difference has been assumed to tdftedefiniteness concord between the head
noun and Ezafe, and consequently the tedefite Ezafeand indefinite Ezafehave been
used to designate each paradigm. The problem istliraso-calleddefinite Ezafg(primary
forms) occurs not only after the definite suffixitlalso after ‘bare nouns’ and after numerals,
as shown by the following example:

(149) pénc  kur-én ganc di-hé-n (Diarbekir diglec
five boy€z.pPL young TAM-arrive-3PL
‘Five young boys arrive’

Furthermore, as mentioned by Mackenzie (1961)pmesdialects, secondary forms are used
in all cases where the noun stem is followed bwaffir, included the definit@ka This is the
case of Suti dialects, as shown by the following examples:

(150) mirow-aka-y xuré ‘the lower man’ [Mackenzie 1961, 160]

Consequently, the distribution of primary and selmog forms is not conditioned by the
definiteness / indefiniteness of the noun, but iy morphological nature of the element to
which Ezafe is attached. It may be assumed thapmne dilalects the Primary forms must be
attached directly to a word or to a lexical affthe definite suffix akais clearly a word affix

in all Kurdish dialects, since it bears lexicaless. The status of the indefinitak-on the
contrary, is rather problematic. Historicallpk-comes from the numergbk ‘un’. Numerals
are full-fledged words and they occur in a prenahposition in Iranian languages. Although
yak has become an enclitic, its status as a lexicaloisyet well established in different
Kurmanci dialects. With regard to its phonologipabperties for instance, it behaves like a
clitic, in that it does not bear lexical stress (dackenzie 1961:161). It may be assumed that
is in those dilacts where the Secondary forms asal wafter ak is still perceived as a post-
lexical clitic. Consequently, in this case Ezafen® attached to the head noun, but to a
constituent formed by a noun and a clitic. Intenggy, Secondary forms are also used when
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more that one modifier are linked to the head nloyiezafe. To sum up, the Primary forms
can be viewed as lexical affixes, while the Seconderms are arguably phrasal affixes in
these dialects.

Abbreviations
CcoP= copula

CPR= comparative
DEF = definite

Ez = Ezafe

INDEF = Indefinite
INF = infinitive

NEG = negation morpheme
PAF = personal affix
PAS = past

PL = plural

PP = past participle

PRES= present

RESTR= restrictive relative particle
SG = singular

SPR= superlative

TAM = Tense, Mode, Aspect
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