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Modern Hebrew (MH) nominal morphology preserves the nominal inflectional categories of
earlier periods, and accordingly all nouns are inflected for the category of state (as well as
other nominal categories such as gender and number). The unmarked state is called the

absolute state, and it is distinguished from the construct state (cS) form:

(la) absolute state: °2x glima ‘gown’
(1b)  construct state (CS): n2x glimat ‘gown-CS’

The construct state noun heads a construction called 721 M>NM0 smixut xavura ‘construct’,
where it is immediately followed by a noun-phrase called 7m0 somex ‘annex’. The construct
encodes a relation, such as the possessive relation in (2) where the construct head is the

possessee and the construct annex the possessor:
(2)  Tonn N

glimat ha-melex
gown-CS the-king

‘the king’s gown’

Nouns in the absolute state must lack an annex, as they do in (3a). In contrast, nouns in the
construct state must be followed by an annex, as shown by the ungrammaticality of (3b) which

lacks an annex.

(3)  noaa*\andhia quynn 1ona
ha-melex hitatef (a) bi-glima /(b) *bi-glimat

the-king wrapped himself  (a) in-gown / (b) *in gown-CS
“The king wrapped himself in a gown’.

The construct in MH preserves some of the properties of the construct in earlier periods of
Hebrew, but also exhibits some new tendencies, concerning both form and function. The study
of the construct in MH has been carried out within different theoretical frameworks, and has
raised a variety of issues related to the properties and characteristics of the construct. These
issues include definiteness of the construct, the distinction between phrasal and compound
structures, and the interpretation of constructs headed by non-nominal heads. In addition, it has
been pointed out that the construct is but one of three constructions which express genitive
relations in MH, and the relationship between these constructions has been the subject of many

studies.



1. The Form of the Construct

Prosody and Phonology. As in earlier periods of Hebrew, the construct state head in MH
together with the first word of its annex constitute a prosodic word. This word has one primary
stress, which falls on the annex. As a result, the head may undergo a variety of phonological
operations sensitive to lack of stress, such as vowel deletion (7173 gadol ‘big’ > 9173 gdol ‘big-
CS’), monosyllabization (n°2 bayit ‘house’ > n°a bet ‘house-CS’, Ny mavet ‘death’ >nin mot
‘death-Cs), and internal stem modification (ni?nY smalot ‘dresses’ > nionw simlot ‘dresses-
cS’). The latter operation, however, is less widely spread in MH, and speakers often use either
forms in both construct and absolute nouns (Rosén 1957:140). Thus both ni737 xevrot
‘companies-CS’ and NN xavarot ‘companies’ (absolute form) can be found as the head of a
construct, as in 79WN MN27\MN20 xevrot/xavarot teufa ‘airline companies’, and both forms are
also attested in non-construct phrases, such as n1’poy NMN27\N1N2G xevrot/’xavarot Gsqiyot
‘financial companies’. The phonological form of the head also differs according to the nature
of the annex; pronominal annexes and full NP annexes may in some cases trigger different
phonological operations on the head, e.g., T8 melaxa ‘craft’ : NIXM melexet-(CS) vs. iINIRM
melaxt-o ‘his craft’. In some cases only the suffixed construct changes form: v10 seret ‘film’ :
VIO seret-CS vs. W0 sirt-o ‘his film’ (Glinert 1989).

In addition, the feminine singular suffix -4 and the masculine plural suffix -7m exhibit a
particular form in the construct state: -arand -e respectively (Rosén 1957; Berman 1978;

Coffin and Bolozky 2005; Faust 2011; among many others).

The Head. The head of the construct can be a noun, as in 792 n"onw sim/at kala ‘bridal dress’,
naa on xalon ha-bayit ‘the window of the house’, including abstract nominalization of a verb
(D110 NRVY yesi‘at ha-muzmanim ‘the exit of the invitees’, 11771 Npod7 hafSaqat ha-diyun
‘the termination of the discussion’); an adjective (22 2w fov lev ‘good hearted’, 2°2n7n nw
sxor taltalim ‘black-curled’); a numeral or quantifier (2>72°11 95 kol ha-yeladim “all the
children’, 0°221277 n¥aw sivat ha-koxavim ‘the seven stars’); a participle, either active ( 77w
NNy ‘orex Gton ‘newspaper editor’, 172ann Y menahel ha-xevra ‘CEQ’) or passive (271 1%
musaf mayim ‘flooded with water’, Rop 201 netul kafeyn ‘caffeine free’); and a preposition
(o nxn *19% Jifhe ha-sohorayim ‘before noon’, N8 NX “axare ha-somet ‘after the

intersection”).

From a normative point of view, the head cannot be coordinate. Yet constructs with coordinate
heads are attested, not only in colloquial use but also in more formal registers: >72n1 > n
199on0 more ve-talmide ha-mixlala ‘the teachers and students of the college’, 78w oy nn
medinat ve-am yisra’el ‘the state and the people of Israel’, M wn M0 n2°nn txilat ve-sof ha-
$7ur ‘the beginning and the end of the class’ (Glinert 1989).



In very rare cases, the head of the construct can itself be a construct: 217w voWN N2 bet mispat

ha-salom ‘magistrates court’, 77w 190 N2 bet sefer sade ‘field school’.

The Annex. The annex of the construct in MH must be a noun phrase, including noun phrases
which consist of a pronominal affix (\M121 zxut-o ‘his right’). However, proper names are
generally avoided as annexes when referring to a possessor. Speakers judge constructs such as
VW Bpwn misqgefe moti ‘Moti’s glasses’ as ungrammatical, and find it difficult to assign
possession interpretation to them (Ravid and Bar-On 2012). The annex cannot be an adjective;
a compound such as nn7IR 70717 handasa ‘ezraxit ‘civil engineering’ is not a construct, as is
evident from the form of the head (707171 handasa), which is in the absolute state rather than
the construct state (n0737 handasatf). The annex can also itself be a construct, thus creating
construct chains which are in principle unbounded: 27 wow NPV ‘egron xofes ha-bituy ‘the
principle of freedom of speech’, HownnT WX 217 NI VARN fashir mazkirat dover ros ha-

memsala ‘the declaration of the secretary of the prime minister’.

Inflection. Plural and gender inflection is marked on the head: nY?wnn *wX rase memsalot
‘prime ministers’, NNV N2V ‘orexet ha-Gton ‘the newspaper editor (f)’. Pluralization of the
annex differs for compound and phrasal constructs, and is discussed below. Definiteness
marking in the construct has been the topic of investigation of many studies, and is discussed

below.
2 Related Constructions

The construct involves the surface adjacency of two nominal elements: the construct-state head
and the noun-phrase annex. The construction denotes a genitive relation, such as possession,
where the construct-state head is the possessee, and the annex noun-phrase is the possessor,
though many other semantic relations are also expressed (see, e.g., Azar 1977; Glinert 1989;
Schlesinger and Ravid 1998 and references therein; and Coffin and Bolozky 2005). In the
construct, the annex is bare, i.e., not case-marked. Genitive relations can also be expressed
with a different construction, the periphrastic possessive construction, where the possessee is a
full noun phrase. In this case the possessor cannot be bare, but must be case-marked as
genitive by the genitive preposition 2w el 77mi1 9w 190 sefer sel ha-more ‘a book of the
teacher’s’, "M YW nwInna 70N Aa-mitriya ha-xadasa sel ruti ‘Ruti’s new umbrella’. There is
also an intermediate construction for the expression of genitive relations, where the head is in
the construct state, and its annex is a possessive suffix which agrees with the possessor. This
construction is called the clitic doubled construct, or simply the double construct. 1t has in
common with the periphrastic possessive the case-marking of the possessor by means of the
genitive preposition 2w se/ ‘of’: %71 YW MWK %ist-0 Sel ha-sayar ‘the painter’s wife’, w77 1700
7 YW sifi-o he-xadas sel ha-more ‘the teacher’s new book’ (Rosén 1957; Azar 1977;
Berman 1978; Borer 1984; Engelhardt 1998; 2000).



The construct and double-construct show structural and functional similarities and differences
relative to the periphrastic construction, where the head neither agrees nor is in the construct
relation with the possessor. Though some researchers maintain that the three constructions are
essentially synonymous (Berman 1978; Landau 1980; Rosenhouse 1989; Glinert 1989; Coftin
and Bolotzky 2005 among others), others have pointed out interesting differences in the
meaning of the construct (including the double-construct) vs. the periphrastic construction. For
example, the construct is only interpreted as relational, unlike the looser contextual association
allowed in the periphrastic possessive construction (Rosén 1957):

(4a)

770 M2 hinilah frl7Eriialhin! hinilah vli7 ek hinh

bnot ha-mora bnot-eha sel ha-mora ha-banot sel ha-mora

girls-CS the-teacher girls-CS-her of the-teacher the-girls of the-teacher

both: ‘the daughters of the teacher’ ‘the teacher’s girls’ (not
necessarily her daughters,
maybe her students, or
associated in any contextually
salient way)

(4b)

97°X7 DWN 97087 YW WK 9008 YW TWRA

eset ha-sayar ist-o sel ha-sayar ha-isa sel ha-sayar

woman-CS the-artist

both: ‘the wife of the artist’

(4¢)
PN0n YaX
seva ha-stav

color-CS the-autumn

both: ‘the color of autumn’ (the prevalent color of nature in

that time of year)

woman-CS-his of the-artist

N0 W Wax
sSive-o sel ha-stav

color-cs-its of the-autumn

the-woman of the-artist

‘the artist’s woman’ (not
necessarily his wife, could be

the woman he painted)

1NOT Pw Yaxn
ha-seva  sel ha-stav
ES-color of the-autumn
‘autumn’s color’ (the color
associated with autumn, e.g.,
the one in vogue in autumn

fashion this year)

Nouns which are interpreted only as relational tend to appear in the construct. This conforms

with the cross-linguistic tendency for more structural ‘cohesion’ in relational constructions



than in possessive constructions. The construct state is the idiomatic form of relational nouns
which allows them to appear in close association with their argument. The periphrastic
construction, on the other hand, where the possessor is not an argument, but is contextually
associated with the head, is less suitable for the expression of such relations, as examples (5a)—
(5d) show:

Sa

( ) TONRT 01T |k oW T |k 5w o1T7a?
drom ha-’ares drom-a sel ha-’ares  ? ha-darom sel ha-’ares
south-cs the-country south-cs-its of the- the-south of the-

country country

‘the south of the country’

(5b)
2777 WK DTN Dw IWR 277 P wRIa?
ros ha-migdal 10S8-0 sel ha-migdal ?7ha-ros Sel ha-migdal
head-cs the-tower head-cs-its of the-tower  the-head of the-tower
‘the top of the tower’

(5¢)
YW N2nn YW YW NN Mywn Sw annn*
txilat  ha-si‘ur txilat-o sel ha-siur *ha-txila sel ha-si‘ur
start-CS the-class start-cs-its of the-class  the-start of the-class
‘the beginning of the class’

(5d)
Y717 DAY YT OW N2 Patanliviviyeyiohis
fovat  ha-mada‘ tovat-o Sel ha-mada“ *ha-tova sel ha-mada°“
sake-CS the-science sake-Cs-its of the-science the-sake of the-science

‘the sake of science’

The double construct differs from the construct in that it reduces thematic ambiguity in the
role of the annex as argument of the relational head. While aX nanx ‘“ahavat ‘em can be
interpreted as ‘mother’s love’ (mother as the subject) as well as ‘love for mother’ (mother as
the object), the corresponding double construct X W nnaR “ahavata sel ‘em can have only the
first interpretation. That is, the annex can be interpreted only as the subject argument of the
head, not the object. Where a subject interpretation is not possible, the construction is
ungrammatical: TR 3 YW NN faxazito sel mezeg ha-°avir ‘the forecast of the weather’
(vs. >R YW NN taxazito sel ha-xazay ‘the forecast of the meteorologist’, which is
grammatical) (Englehardt 1998; 2000). Some nominalizations allow for passivization, as in
TnI7 W NN harigato sel ha-namer ‘the killing of the leopard’, where ha-namer is the subject
of the passivized nominalization (Hazout 1991; 1995; Borer 1999).



The relationship between the three genitive constructions has been studied within a functional-
pragmatic framework as well. Schlesinger and Ravid (1998) point out that the view that the
three varieties are semantically equivalent does not take into consideration the fact that not all
expressions are equally possible in the three constructions. Furthermore, when several varieties
are available, one is regarded as more basic and less marked than the others. Their studies
(1995; 1998) examined the occurrences and functions of the three constructions in a wide
corpus (35,000 word tokens) of written and spoken texts. They found that each construction

has distinct basic functions.

The main function of the bound construct is that of categorization, that is, creating a hyponym
of the head. In 96 percent of the bound construct in spoken corpora the relationship between
the head and the annex is that of categorization, as in y¥ n212 bubat ‘es ‘wooden doll’, 1w
n9p sulxan gafe ‘coffee table’, mn NYnn maxalat ruax ‘mental illness’. Two other semantic
relations, possession and part-whole relation, are also attested, but the bound construct is the
marked construction for expressing them. Rather, the periphrastic construction is the basic
structure for expressing these relations in MH. The double construct is the most limited
construction, and occurs almost exclusively in written texts. It expresses specific propositional
relations: the annex is the subject argument of the head, or its possessor. Proper names and
nouns denoting human entities are very common; they appeared in eighty percent of the
occurrences in the corpora studied as the annex of double constructs: *37 5w \nWR isto Sel dani
‘Danny’s wife’, 1m0 2w 12 beto Sel ha-mazkir ‘the secretary’s house’, X7 2w 0 2w onIXn

Xarisutam sel tosve ha-’i ‘the diligence of the island’s inhabitants’.

3. Phrasal vs. Compound Constructs

Constructs with non-phrasal annexes are one of the productive word formation devices in MH,
similarly to compounds in other languages (Berman 1987; 1988; Borer 1988; Ravid and

Schlesinger 1995; Ornan 2001). As such, they form part of the lexicon. They are distinguished
from constructs with phrasal annexes, which are productive and are generated in the syntax of

the language.

Compounds and phrasal constructs exhibit surface similarities yet distinct syntactic and
semantic properties, making it challenging to draw the line between them and to account for

both the similarities and differences.

Borer (1988; 2009) points out that both types of constructs show the same kind of
phonological reduction of the head described above. Syntactically, the definite article is
attached only once, to the annex, both in compounds (2°717 N2 bet ha-xolim ‘the hospital”)

and in phrasal constructs (777 N°2 bet ha-more ‘the teacher’s house’). The head cannot be



directly modified; rather, all modifiers of the head have to follow the annex in constructs, be
they compounds (W1n 0> N2 bet xolim xadas ‘a new hospital’) or phrasal (w7n 77 N2 bet

more xadas ‘a new house of a teacher’).

One difference between compounds and phrasal constructs is the availability of the double
construct for phrasal constructs but never for compounds: P10 YW 1910 sof-o sel pasugq can only
be the doubling of the phrasal construct ‘the end of a sentence’, but not of the compound m1©
moa sof pasuq ‘full stop’. Another difference between compounds and phrasal constructs is
overtly expressed in colloquial Modern Hebrew (Berman 1978; Agmon-Fruchtman 1982;
Coffin and Bolozky 2005; Meir and Doron, forthcoming). Colloquial Modern Hebrew allows
the definite article to attach to the construct-state head, yet it does so strictly only in the case
of compounds, and not in the case of phrasal constructs: 2¥» n1n7a Aa-tmunat masav ‘the

situation report’, 77 NMANA* ha-tmunat more ‘the teacher’s picture’.

Borer (1988; 2009) lists a variety of syntactic and semantic operations and properties within
Modern Hebrew (not necessarily colloquial) which distinguish between the two structures.
Semantically, Borer regards compounds as opaque, in that their meaning is neither
compositional nor predictable from their components, as in 17 7MY ‘orex din ‘editor-law’ =
‘lawyer’, 190 N2 bet sefer ‘house-book’ = ‘school’). Phrasal constructs are regarded by Borer
as semantically transparent, as their meaning is entirely predictable from their components:
ARNT W ‘orex ha-ma’amar ‘editor-the-article’ = ‘the editor of the article’, "W n°a bet ha-sar

‘house-the-minister’ = ‘the house of the minister’).

The syntactic differences mentioned by Borer between the two types of constructs have to do
mainly with the phrasal nature and with the referentiality of the annex: in compounds the
annex is non-referential, as it is not even a phrase, while in phrasal constructs it is phrasal and
referential. Hence in compounds, but not in phrasal constructs, the annex cannot be modified
(6), cannot be a coordinate phrase (7), may not be referred to pronominally (8), and is not

interpreted as definite even when marked by the definite article Aa- (9):

(6a) DwWIIT QRPN NN

bet  ha-talmidim ha-xadasim (phrasal construct)
house the-students the-new
‘the house of the new students’
(6b) owInA mA N0a*
bet ha-xolim ha-xadasim (compound)
house the-sick (pl) the-new(pl)

‘the new patients’ house; *the new hospital’



(7a)  mMTPom 2’70 N2

bet talmidim ve-talmidot (phrasal construct)

house students (m) and-students (f)

‘a house of male students and female students’
(7b) MM o na*

bet xolim ve-xolot (compound)

house patients (m) and-patients (f)

‘the male and female patients’ house; *hospital’
(7c) nrmoTe p*

gan yeladim ve-xayot

garden children and-animals

*¢a kindergarten and a zoo’

(8)  ammum o'n na*

bet xolim u-mitoteyhem
house patients, and-beds-theirs;
*‘the hospital and their beds’

9)  Tomna

ben ha-melex

son the-king

‘the prince’
In (9) under the compound reading ‘prince’, though the entire construction is definite, the
annex ‘the king’ is not interpreted as a particular king.
Other differences between the two constructions are as follows:

In phrasal constructs, the annex may be pluralized, with the related change in meaning: "W n°2a
bet ha-sar ‘the house of the minister’, Wi n°a bet ha-sarim ‘the house of the ministers’. In
compounds, the annex is either in the singular or in the plural, but it cannot vary in number
inflection: 71 y°n mis gezer ‘carrot juice’ (carrot in singular, the plural is ungrammatical), 77

o°'mon mis tapuxim ‘apple juice’ (apple in plural, the singular is ungrammatical).

The stress pattern of the two constructions may also differ. Compounds may exhibit
redistribution of stress so as to create a sequence of alternating stressed and non-stressed
syllables (Bolozky 1982), as in 937172 kadurégel ‘football’, m1-2¥n madsav-riax ‘mood’, 2R



WX ke’ev-ros ‘headache’, 777 17 more-dérex ‘guide’. Phrasal constructs do not exhibit such

redistribution of stress.

Borer points to a class of constructs which are difficult to classify, since they have a mix of
semantic characteristics of the two classes. Like compounds, they have a non-referential annex,
but like phrasal constructs, their interpretation is compositional: the annex is interpreted as a
modifier of the head, as in 128 n°2 bet ’even ‘stone house’, mavn NAWA magevet mitbax ‘kitchen
towel’, 79%n 9393 galgal hasala ‘life saver, flotation ring’. This class of modificational
constructs leads Borer to a tri-partite classification of constructs, whereas Meir and Doron
(forthcoming) maintain a bi-partite classification, treating modificational constructs as
compounds. Like compounds, the double construct is never available for modificational
constructs, though it is found with phrasal constructs: 2> YW an*a* bet-am sel ha-xolim ‘the
hospital’ (which can only be interpreted as phrasal, i.e., ‘the house of the patients’), W nn°a
1RT* bet-a sel ha-"even ‘the stone house’, vs. DWW YW an*a bet-am sel ha-sarim ‘the
ministers’ house’. Like compounds, modificational constructs in colloquial MH allow the
definite article to be attached to the construct-state head: mawn nawan ha-magevet mitbax ‘the
kitchen towel’, "wn nonwi Aa-simiat mesi ‘the silk dress’, 128 nan ha-bet “even ‘the stone

house’.

4. Adjectival Constructs

An adjective in the construct state exhibits the phonological changes typical of construct nouns

and behaves as a construct with respect to the position of the definite article.

There are two types of constructs headed by an adjective. One is the so-called superiative
genitive, where the construct expresses the superlative relation, as in 2187 "2W fove ha-
‘omanim ‘the best artists’ (Glinert 1989). This use of the construct is restricted to formal
usage, and the adjective must be simplex (derived adjectives as well as participial forms, such

as 2% muslax ‘successful’, do not occur in this construction).

The second type of adjectival construct, which has received a great deal of attention in the
literature, consists of a construct state adjective which forms a complex semantic relation with
its annex, on the one hand, and with the noun it modifies, on the other hand, as in n>1IR 779
IRNX yalda ‘arukat savar ‘girl with a long neck, long-necked girl’, m1°d N1y noo M mirpeset
‘agulat pinot ‘balcony with rounded corners’, 77N *M23 01 xadarim gvohe tigra ‘rooms with
a high ceiling, high-ceilinged rooms’. The adjectival head is restricted to non-suffixed
adjectives, i.e., derived adjectives, such as JNMRX ga’avtan ‘arrogant’, *2°2R “avivi ‘of-spring,

spring (adj), springtime (adj)’, cannot occur in this position (Glinert 1989).
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The annexes in adjectival constructs are typically relational nouns (Glinert 1989; Hazout 2000;
Siloni 2002), such as body parts, abstract attributes, spatial parts (as is ‘ceiling’ to ‘room’ in
the above examples), but not kinship terms (Siloni 2002). The adjectival head in this
construction is not directly interpreted as an attribute of the noun it modifies, but only
indirectly, through being an attribute of its annex, which itself is a relation taking the modified
noun as argument. For example, /ong is not an attribute of the modified noun gir/ in the
construct ‘long-necked girl’, but of the noun neck in annex position. The relation between
long and gir/ is mediated by the relational annex neck, which takes Jong as its attribute on the
one hand, and gir/ as its argument on the other hand (Kim 2002). Though the construct state
adjective functions as the head of the construct, its annex, too, has head-like properties, since it
takes the modified noun as argument. Accordingly, the annex is non-recursive in this

construction, and disallows further modification and complementation (Hazout 2000):

(10)  7%p AW NIR nT*

*valda adumat simla gsara
girl  red-cs dress short
‘a girl whose short dress is red’

(11)  anxm oMW nTR 77200 *

*ha-yalda adumat sarvule xulsat-a
the-girl  red-cS sleeves-CS shirt-CS-her
‘the girl whose shirt’s sleeves are red’

Some accounts (e.g., Kremers 2005) nevertheless analyze construct state adjectives as
attributed to the noun they modify. In the above examples, this can be paraphrased as: ‘a girl
who is long (of neck)’, ‘a balcony which is round (of corners)’ or ‘rooms which are high (of
ceiling)’. Such a paraphrase would be problematic (#‘a boy who is torn of shirt’) for an
example like (12):

(12) X mop >

yeled qrua“  xulsa
boy torn-CS shirt
‘A boy whose shirt is torn’

Among adjectival constructs, as in the case of other nominal constructs, it is possible to
discern between phrasal constructs, which are fully productive and have transparent meaning,
such as the examples above (Siloni 2002; Hazout 2000), and adjectival compounds, such as 9p
0931 gal raglayim ‘light-legged’ meaning ‘fast’, Ppwn 725 kvad misqgal ‘heavy-weighted’

meaning ‘serious, important’, and 2% 723 gvah lev ‘high hearted’ meaning ‘arrogant’.
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5. Definiteness of the Construct

The assignment of definiteness to the construct shows some peculiarities that raise many
theoretical challenges. As already mentioned, the canonical way of turning a construct definite

is by attaching the definite article to the annex. This raises several theoretical questions:

(a) Why is it impossible to mark a construct state head directly with the definite article

and to what extent has this changed in colloquial Modern Hebrew?

(b) Does the annex itself get a definiteness value from the definite article which marks
it?

(c) How does the construct get its definiteness value from the definite article marking

the annex?

The prevalent view in the literature is that the definiteness marking of the annex determines
the definiteness of the construct. In (13) the picture is interpreted as definite because of the
definiteness marking of the annex monk:
(13) =137 nimn

tmunat ha-nazir

picture-CcS the-monk

‘the picture of the monk’

There is disagreement about whether the annex itself is definite in addition to the construct, or
whether an additional translation of (13) could be ‘the picture of a monk’, as suggested by
Danon (2008). An indefinite interpretation of the definite annex is found in compounds, e.g.,
oW 131 N°9a glimat ha-nazir Selo “his priestly robe’, but Danon suggests this for phrasal
constructs as well.
In the view of Heller (2002), the construct is definite independently of the definiteness of its
annex, which is determined by the relational (or, rather, functional) interpretation of its head.
Heller argues that (14) is definite as well as (13), though the annex in (14) is indefinite:
(14)  7AR 711 RN

tmunat nazir exad

picture-CS monk one

‘the picture of some monk’

Conversely, Danon (2001) argues that constructs may be indefinite even in cases where the
annex is definite. In the following examples, the construct is not necessarily interpreted as
unique, despite the definiteness marking of the annex:
(15a) 2w 930

regel  ha-Sulxan

leg-cs the-table
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‘the leg of the table’

(15b) nomona Non
xalon ha-mexonit

window-CS the-car
‘the window of the car’

(15¢) Py awn n7aw
‘ovedet ha-sagrirut

employee-CS the-embassy
‘the employee of the embassy’

(15d) 7R3 2N
tosav ha-ezor

inhabitant-cS the-area
‘the/an inhabitant of the area’

(15e) 271N
talmid ha-xug
student-CS  ES-department

‘the/a student of the department’

(15f) %077
dod ha-kala
uncle-CS the-bride

‘the uncle of the bride’

These various issues concerning definiteness have been tackled in a sequence of studies: Borer
(1984; 1996; 1999), Ritter (1988), Englehardt (1998; 2000), Danon (2001; 2008; 2010), Heller
(2002), Siloni (2001; 2003), Shlonsky (2004), Rothstein (2009), Doron and Meir

(forthcoming), Meir and Doron (forthcoming), and others.
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