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Abstract: The objective of this paper is to provide an adequate account of the
following two questions: (a) How are Case and agreement features
checked in verbless constructions in Standard Arabic?, and (b) What
motivates Wh-movement in such verbless sentences? This paper
explores the syntactic behavior of verbless sentences and spells out
two Minimalist proposals to account for these two questions.
Although a verbless sentence in Standard Arabic does not contain any
overtly lexical copular verb in the present tense, there is still a
licensing of Case and agreement features. Following analyses in
Chomsky (1995), Bemamoun (2000) and (Fakih 2003, 2005), we
have attempted to account for this phenomenon by claiming that,
given feature checking considerations and the EPP, such verbless
sentences behave as such because their tense is specified only for the
categorial feature [+D] which must be checked by the subject in the
syntax. This nominal [+D] feature is responsible for licensing Case
and agreement features in the present tense. When the tense of the
verbless sentence is in the past or future, the verbal copula must
lexically show up. In such cases the temse is specified for two
categorial features [+V] and [+D] which must be checked by a
legitimate head in the course of derivation. This paper also accounts
for what really forces Wh-movement in verbless sentences in
Standard Arabic. Following Chomsky’s (1995) Minimalist analysis
of Wh-movement in English, and Fakih’s (2003, 2005) account of
wh-raising in Standard Arabic, we propose that in a simple
interrogative clause of Standard Arabic C (i.e., COMP) has an
abstract strong [+Q] feature and that the question word operator,
which moves to the COMP, has also a strong [+wh]featurc that
moves overtly for feature checking. We argue that the question word
in Standard Arabic is motivated to move overtly to [Spec, CP] to
check its own morphological features against that hosted in the
interrogative C under the Spec-head agreement relation.
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1. Introduction

The syntax of verbless constructions in Standard Arabic generated
considerable discussion among the traditional Arab grammarians who
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differentiated between nominal and verbal sentences taxonomically. Modern
Arab and Western linguists have also shown their interest in the syntactic
analysis of such constructions and have offered various alternatives to
account for their syntactic behavior.

The present study examines closely the previous analyses of the verbless
sentences, shows that they have failed to explain how Case and agreement
features are licensed and why wh-raising takes place in such constructions.
The objective of this study is to provide a unified account that can best
explain how Case and agreement properties are licensed and what forces wh-
movement within the Minimalist framework advocated in Chomsky (1995),
Benmamoun (2000) and Fakih (2003, 2005).

This paper is organized as follows. In sections 1 and 2, we review the
previous analyses of Arab and Western linguists and show that they could
not offer any justification for the assignment of Case and agreement features
or for the wh-movement. In section 3, we present two Minimalist proposals
based on the Minimalist approach of Chomsky (1995) and Benmamoun
(2000). The first proposal accounts for why a verbless sentence in Standard
Arabic does not contain an overt copular verb and yet both the subject and
its predicate receive Case and manifest rich agreement inflection. We
assume that the tense in such verbless constructions is specified only for the
nominal feature [+D] which is licensed by the subject. Given feature
licensing and the EPP requirements, we argue that it is the categorial [+D]
feature which checks Case and agreement properties. Subsection 3.1
compares tense features in English and Standard Arabic in the present tense
and points out the differences between them in this regard. In subsection 3.2,
we introduce Chomsky’s (1995) account of wh-movement in English as the
basis for our Minimalist analysis of wh-extraction from both the subject and
predicate positions of verbless sentences in Standard Arabic. We present a
Minimalist proposal to account for what motivates question word movement
in verbleess constructions and point out how such wh-raising takes place.
Section 4 summarizes the findings of this study.

2. Previous Accounts

Arab and Western linguists have attempted to explore the syntactic
behavior of verbless constructions in Standard Arabic and explain the
contrast which holds between the verbal and nominal sentences. Alternative
analyses have been proposed to account for the absence of the verbal copula
in such constructions. Bahloul (1993: 209 ff)) points out that a contrast
exists between verbal and nominal sentences; in the former, the verb inflects
for "aspect — tense and agreement"”, while the latter "appears without any
lexically realized verbal element". Bahloul argues that the previous account
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could not provide an adequate analysis as it claimed that nominal sentences
are derived from their underlyingly verbal counterparts. It implies that "the
verb undergoes a deletion process under present/timeless reference", (p.
210). It means that the previous analysis relies basically on the assumption
that it is the invisible nature of the copula which can account for the contrast
between verbal and nominal sentences. This is seen in the syntactic analyses
of Bakir (1980), Abdul-Ghany (1981), Fassi-Fehri (1982), Farghal (1986),
Al-Waer (1987), among others.

Bahloul (1993: 227) further argues that their analyses cannot account
for many facts about verbless sentences. He suggests an alternative
treatment; he claims that the contrast between verbal and nominal predicates
nis shown to derive from the properties of the sentential phrasal head 1..."
and goes on to show that "while the presence of both TNS and WH features
in I° force this latter to select for a VP complement, their absence imposes
selectional restrictions on I°, which will be allowed to select for non-VP
complement." Bahloul assumes that INFL is allowed to select either a VP
complement (headed by a lexical verb) or a non-VP complement (headed by
a lexical head other than the verb).

On the other hand, Plunkett (1993: 248-256) examines the absence of
the copula in verbless constructions in Standard Arabic, specifically, when
the tense is present and suggests that "the O-marked present tense does not
need to be supported by a verbal element in Arabic." Plunkett (1993: 256)
stresses that “it is this fact which makes possible the existence of sentences
without copulas in Arabic.”

Benmamoun (1999: 183) attempts to distinguish between the perfective
and the imperfective in Standard Arabic on the basis of the presence and
absence of the copula; he observes that the former "carries past tense
features" and argues that the theoretical evidence "comes from the
distribution of the verbal copula”. Bemamoun concludes that the copula
occurs obligatorily in the past tense, but not in the present tense context.

The previous analyses of verbless sentences in Standard Arabic suggest
that the focus was on a single issue - namely, the copular verb is absent in
the present tense, but is obligatorily present in the past tense. Let us illustrate
this in (1).

la mohammad - un mujtahid - un
Mohammad-m.sg.nom. hard-working-m.sg.nom.
"Mohammad (is) hard-working.'

b. kana mohammad - un mujtahid - an
be.pst.3m.sg. Mohammad.m.sg.nom. hard-working-m.sg.acc.
"Mohammad was hard-working.'
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The contrast between (1a) and (1b) has not only generated considerable
discussion among Arab and Western linguists but also been a 10ng-runnmg
issue in generative syntax. In what follows we briefly present the three major
arguments on this issue. The first argument is shown in Mouchaweh (1986:
134-203) who views verbless sentences as basically small clauses with no
functional projection. This approach is adopted by Rapapport (1987) for
Hebrew. Mouchaweh (1986) claims that there is no functional projection
above the lexical projection in verbless sentences. He suggests that both the
subject and the non-verbal predicate in (1a) are contained within the small
clause, which can be an AP or a PP or an NP, as in (1a). His analysis seems
to rely on the conclusion drawn from the analysis of English in (2), in which
the constituents in the brackets are considered to be embedded small clauses.

2a. He found [John happy].
b.  He considers [John a good man).

We argue that verbless sentences in Standard Arabic are not small
clauses without functional projections, particularly a tense projection.
Rather, they are clauses that exhibit the same morpho-syntactic properties
that are displayed in tensed clauses.

The second argument suggests that there is a verbal copula in verbless
sentences, which is not overt. In Bakir's (1980: 176fF.) analysis this copula is
deleted by a deletion rule, while it is considered to be phonologically null in
Fassi-Fehri's (1993).

The third argument is offered by Benmamoun (2000: 43ff) who
discusses the feature structure of functional categories in Modern Arabic
dialects. Benmamoun adopts and expands Jelinek's (1981) analysis of
Egyptian Arabic which assumes an auxiliary (AUX) node that is specified
for the present tense feature only. According to Jelinek's analysis (as quoted
by Benmamoun, 2000), (1a) can be represented as in (3).

3 S
SUBJ AUX PRED
NP N
muhammad-un 6] mujtahid - un

Mohammad-nom PRES hard-working-m-sg-nom
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Benmamoun’s (2000: 44) analysis attempts to overcome the problems that
the preceding two arguments faced in such a way that "the present tense
feature is syntactically projected and therefore can interact with temporal
adverbs, assign nominative Case to the subject, and define locality domains
for NPIs" (=Negative Polarity Items). Benmamoun stresses that in Arabic
dialects verbless sentences are TPs that dominate a nonverbal predicate. He
(2000: 49) also argues that the tense in verbless sentences is specified as
[+D], but not [+V]. His argument rests upon the assumption that as the tense
feature in verbless sentences is only [+D], it follows that there is no need for
a verbal copula. Given feature checking, Benmamoun points out that “the
only element that must be present is one that can check the [+D] feature, a
role that is usually fulfilled by the subject” (p.49). Benmamoun's central
claim emerges from the Minimalist assumption that movement to tense is not
motivated by the requirement to provide a host for tense, and that “since
tense does not need a host, the distribution of the copula must be found
elsewhere” (p.49).

Although the preceding arguments seem to provide some insight, they
do not show how Case and agreement features are licensed in verbless
clauses and why such clauses exhibit rich agreement inflection. Moreover,
such arguments do not show what motivates the syntactic movement of
question word to [Spec, CP], how such wh-raising takes place in nominal
sentences and what it leaves behind after movement occurs. The following
section explores these issues and proposes Minimalist alternatives to the
accounts given above.

3. Minimalist Alternative Analysis
3.1 Case and agreement features in verbless constructions

What is really fascinating about the verbless constructions in Standard
Arabic is that the subject and its predicate receive Case and manifest rich
agreement inflection, though the verbless sentence does not have an overtly
lexical verbal copula. It can be illustrated in (4).

4a. al-bint-u na:jihat - un
the-girl-f.sg.nom. successful.f.sg.nom.
“The girl (is) successful.’

b. *ta-kunu al —bint—u na;jihat - an
3fsg.be.pres.  the-girl-f.sg.nom successful.f.sg.ace
c. al - walad -u na:jih - un

»

the-boy.m.sg.nom successful.m.sg.nom
“The boy (is) successful.’

d. *ya-kunu al —walad - u na:jih - an
3m.sg.be.pres. the-boy-m.sgmom  successful.m.sg.acc
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A closer look at (4a) and (4c) reveals that, in each sentence, the subject and
its predicate are Case-marked as nominative and display the same agreement
features (i.e., person, gender and number features), even though there is no
overt lexical copula in them. However, (4b) and (4d) are not acceptable due
to the insertion of the overt lexical copula. The interesting question is: How
are Case and agreement features licensed in such verbless sentences in (4a,
.€), and how to account for these phenomena?

The argument that we put forward here, partially follows the arguments
posited by Bakir (1980), Mouchaweh (1986), Fassi-Fehri (1993), Bahloul
(1993), Plunkett (1993) and Benmamoun (1999; 2000) and is partially based
on the recent developments in the Minimalist analysis
(Chomsky1995;1999;2000). We hold the view that all tenses afe not
specified as [+V] and [+D] in Standard Arabic. We argue that in (4a) and
(4c) (which have the present tense context) tense is specified only for one
categorial feature, namely the nominal [+D], for the reason that the T head
(of verbless sentences) does not have a feature [+V] which needs to be
checked in the course of derivation by another legitimate verbal head,
namely the verb.

Besides, verbless constructions in Standard Arabic do not need to be
supported by a lexical verb. It follows from the fact that in the present tense
the verb does not need to move to tense since the lafter lacks a [+V] feature.
It means that the lexical verb need not be realized for the reason that the T
head does not have a [+V] feature. In this latter case it has to be checked
only by another legitimate checker, namely the verb. And if a lexical verb is
inserted in such constructions ungrammatical sentences are produced, as
shown in (4b) and (4d). It supports our argument that the present tense of
such verbless sentences is specified only by one categorial feature, namely
[+D].

As Chomsky (1995) points out, tense in English is specified for two
categorial features, [+V] and [+D]. The feature [+V] demonstrates the
interaction between tense and the verb, while the feature [+D] determines its
interaction with the subject. (5) illustrates this point; the auxiliary verb
moves to tense in order to check its [+V] feature, while the subject DP raises
from the Spec of VP to Spec of TP to license its [+D] feature.

5 John has slept early.

Following Chomsky’s (1995) analysis, we argue along the lines of
Benmamoun (2000) that movement to tense in Standard Arabic is not driven
by the requirement to provide a host for tense, and that a lexical verb is not
required in verbless sentences that indicate the present tense. This view
holds good if we abandon the hypothesis that all tenses are specified as [+V]
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and [+D] in Standard Arabic. In order to account for why a verbal head does
not have to be present in the context of Standard Arabic verbless sentences,
we have to assume that the T head does not have a feature [+V] which needs
to be licensed/checked by a legitimate head in the course of derivation.
Hence, the only candidate that must be available is one that can license the
feature [+D]. It is, therefore, the subject that checks the morpho-syntactic
property of the nominal [+D] feature. In other words, given feature licensing
and the EPP, we point out that such verbless sentences behave as such
because their tense is specified by only one categorical feature [+D] which
has to be licensed by the subject. It follows then that it is the [+D] feature
which is responsible for licensing Case and agreement features. It thus
follows that if Case and agreement features are not checked, the derivation
of such sentences will crash at PF, given the Minimalist assumption that all
features must be interpretable in the course of derivation so that the
derivation shows convergence. English is in contrast to Standard Arabic in
that the English T head (of the present tense) has a [+V] feature. It is the
presence of a verbal head that checks the [+V] feature obligatorily, as shown
in (5). It means that the characteristic of the present tense in Standard Arabic
differs from that of English in that in the former only the [+D] feature is
used, while in the latter (i.e., English) two categorial features [+V] and [+D]
are used. Though both in English and Standard Arabic, the present tense is
unmarked (in contrast to the past and future tenses), in English all present
tense forms other than simple present are marked for ‘aspect’ whereas in
Standard Arabic aspectual markers belong either to the past or future (but
not to the present). This may be the reason for the difference between
English and Standard Arabic in the realization of the present.

However, when such sentences are in the past or future tense the verbal
copula must be lexically realized. In other words, in Standard Arabic the
difference between the present tense, on the one hand, and the past and
future tenses, on the other, is manifested by the fact that the verb does not
move in the present tense while it must do so in the past and future tenses.
This contrast can be attributed to the fact that the past and future tenses have
a [+V] feature, which must be checked by a verb, while the present tense (in
the context of verbless sentences) is not specified for a [+V] feature. Let us
demonstrate the occurrence of the verbal copula in the past and future tenses
in (6) and (7) respectively.

6a. ka:nat al - bint #u na:jihat - an
be-pst-3f.sg  the-girl-f.sg.nom. successful.f.sg.ace.
‘The girl was successful.’

b. *al —bint—u na;jihat - un
the-girl-f.sg.nom  successful.f.sg.nom
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c. kamna al - walad -u najih - an
be-pst-3m.s  the-boy.m.sg.nom successful.m.sg.acc
“The boy was successful.’

d. *al—walad-u naz;jih - un
the-boy-m.sg.nom  successful.m.sg.nom

7a. sa—takunu al-bint-u najihat - an
will-3f.sg-be  the-girl-f.sg.nom. successful.fsg.ace.
“The girl will be successful.’

b. *al-bint—u najihat - un
the-girl-f.sg.nom  successful.f.sg.nom

c. sa—yakumnu al walad—u najih - an
will-3m.sg-be the-boy-m.sg.nom  successful.m.sg.ace
‘The boy will be successful.’

d. *al-walad-u na;jih - un
the-boy-m.sg.nom  successful.m.sg.nom

The grammaticality of (6a,c) and (7a,c) and the ungrammaticality of (6b,d)
and (7b,d) reveal that the presence of the verbal copula is obligatory in the
past and future tenses. Furthermore, tense and agreement in sentences
denoting past and future must be supported by the presence of their overtly
lexical verb which raises to their head position for feature checking at a later
stage of derivation. This is obligatory in Standard Arabic to ensure the
grammaticality of its derived structures. The absence of such a lexical verb
in (6b,d) and (7b,d) denoting past and future tenses leads to their
ungrammaticality. There is no verbal head in these sentences which must
move to T(ense) to check its categorial feature [+V].

3.2 Wh-movement in verbless constructions -
3.2.1 An overview: Chomsky’s (1995) Minimalist Account

The Theory of Feature Checking in Minimalism gives a crucial role to
inflectional morphology. Given feature licensing, Chomsky (1995) points
out that strong features must be checked in overt syntax while weak ones
have to be licensed in covert syntax (i.e., at LF). Chomsky (1995) extends
his analysis of feature licensing to involve the treatment of the abstract
‘question affix Q (= [+wh]), which is assumed to be present in the underlying
structure of an interrogative clause. Chomsky (1995:199) points out that
there is no parametric variation between languages with regard to wh-in-situ
phenomenon. He attributes the differences between languages to the
“internal morphology of the wh-phrases.” He stresses that there are certain
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morphological features which have to be checked in the checking domain of
a head. Hence, the movement of a wh-operator to the checking domain of
[Spec, CP] is motivated by this requirement. Given this, Chomsky (1995:
289) proposes that the complementizer C in an interrogative clause of
English contains an abstract question affix Q, which has a strong Q-feature.
He suggests that COMP in English has a strong Q-feature, as has the
operator that raises to it. He (1995:199) shows that “the operators raise for
feature-checking to the checking domain of C: [Spec, CP] or adjunction to
Spec (absorption), thereby satisfying their scopal properties.” Following
Watanabe’s (1991) analysis, Chomsky (1995:199) stresses that the Q-feature
is morphologically strong in all human languages, “the wh-operator feature
is universally strong.”

3.2.2 Wh-movement from the subject position

In section 2.1, we have tried to provide a Minimalist account of how ina
verbless sentence in Standard Arabic the subject and its predicate receive
Case and rich agreement features. We have also pointed out how Case and
agreement features are checked in the Minimalist syntax. In this section, we
present a Minimalist account of what forces the movement of the question
word to.[Spec, CP] in verbless constructions in Standard Arabic, why such
wh-raising is motivated morphologically and what it leaves behind after the
movement operation.

Now we examine how wh-raising takes place from the subject position
of verbless sentences and show how the Arabic data is handled by the
Minimalist analysis, with a view to pointing out whether the question word
movement in Standard Arabic is overt or covert. Let us look at (8) to
illustrate the point.

8a. Q[zayd -un fi  al—hujrat -i]
Pzaid-nom. in  the-room-gen. -
‘Zaid (is) in the room.’

b. [ [ [+Q] [ zayd-un 7ayna ]]
cr T ¢ IF Zaid-nom. |where

c. Spell-Out:  [%ayna [ [+Q] [ zayd-un trayna 1)
P where © I Zaid-nom.
‘Where is Zaid?’

The representation in (8) demonstrates that the question word, ?ayna ‘where’
which undergoes movement from the subject position, raises to the clause-
initial position of CP (a position which Chomsky (1995:289) calls [Spec, Q])
as illustrated in (8b) and then it undergoes feature licensing. Following
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Chomsky’s (1995) Minimalist analysis of wh-movement in English, we
assume that the complementizer C of simple interrogative clauses is
morphologically strong in Standard Arabic and that it underlingly contains
an abstract Q-feature. The C position of CP is filled with an underling affix
Q=([*+wh]), which is a Minimalist device to distinguish the interrogative
sentence from its declarative counterpart. The C of CP has a strong
morphological Q-feature which is checked against the raised wh-operator
features under a Spec-head agreement relation. Hence, at Spell-Out the
question word ?ayna ‘where’ moves to [Spec, CP]; such a movement leaves
behind a wh-trace, which is co-indexed with the raised wh-operator, thus
forming an A’-chain relation. The raising of ?ayna ‘where’ to [Spec, Q] is an
instance of wh-substitution; the overt raising of ?ayna to the licensing
domain of [Spec, Q] eliminates the morphologically strong [+Q] feature,
hosted in the head position of COMP via a Spec-head agreement relation, as
shown in (8c).

Given Spec-head agreement, what checks the moved question word
?ayna ‘where’ is a mechanism of an agreement relationship with the head C
of CP, which is notated as C [+Q] (the head of an interrogative clause). In
other words, the Spec-head agreement relationship with the head C checks
and then licenses the raised wh-operator features in [Spec, CP], as illustrated
in (9) below. Like English, the question word in Standard Arabic is also
marked as [+wh]. We propose that a well-formed question word in Standard
Arabic can have the Spell-Out representation as in (9).

9. CP
XP[+wh] c

C [+wh] 1P

The question arises: Is the question word movement in Standard Arabic
overt or covert? In order to account for this, let us first examine (8c),
reprodyced as (10).

10. Spell-Out: *[ [ [+Q] [zayd-un 7ayna ]
cp ¢ 1P 7aid-nom. where

The reason why (10) is ungrammatical is because the question word ?ayna
‘where’ cannot remain in-situ after Spell-Out. The difference between (8¢c)
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and (10) shows that the raising of ?ayna ‘where’ cannot wait until the LF
representation. The ungrammaticality of (10) can also be accounted for in
terms of the strength of the morphological [+Q] features hosted in the C of
CP that attracts overt movement of the question word operator. The
ungrammaticality of (10) supports our argument that the question word
movement in Standard Arabic is an obligatory operation and takes place in
overt syntax. If it were covert, (10) could have been grammatical ( but it is
not so). Chomsky (1995) states that checking is accomplished by movement
in the sense that a head with a matching morphology moves to the functional
head to license its abstract features or else a maximal projection with certain
features moves to derive a specifier-head relation with the head in question.
In other words, movement is motivated by the checking of abstract head
features or specifier features of functional heads. As Chomsky (1993, 1995)
points out, all features must be checked in order for them to be Interpretable.

In short, the question word ?ayna in (10) has to move overtly to check
its wh-feature against the strong [+Q] feature of the head COMP in the
checking domain of [Spec, CP]. What forces such raising is that there are
strong morphological features that need to be checked in overt syntax. The
Minimalist Checking Theory states that any strong feature must be licensed
before Spell-Out, otherwise it causes the derivation to crash, as shown by the
ungrammatical derivation in (10). The conclusion is that wh-movement in
Standard Arabic is overt due to the strength of the internal morphology of
the wh-phrases. What distinguishes English and Standard Arabic from wh-
in-situ languages (like Japanese and Chinese) is that in the latter wh-words
do not undergo overt raising, rather they move only at LF for feature
checking.

3.2.3 Wh-movement from Verbless Predicate Position

The verbless interrogatives in Standard Arabic undergo syntactic
movement of the question word from both the subject and predicate
positions. In the preceding section we have illustrated wh-extraction from the
subject position. Now we demonstrate how movement of the question ®ord
from the predicate position takes place in overt syntax, as shown in(11).

1la. Q[al-Tags—u laTif —un ]
P the- weather-nom.  pleasant-nom.
‘The weather (is) pleasant.”

b [ [+Q) [al- Tags-u kayfa 1]
F T ¢ " the-weather-nom. | how

c. Spell-Out: [ kayfa [ [+Q] [al—tags—u  tiym 71
how-nom. P the-weather.nom.
'How (is) the weather?'
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In (11) the question word that originates in the predicate position has to
undergo overt syntactic movement to an empty landing site, i.e., to [Spec,
CP]. The overt wh-movement of kayfa ‘how’ in (1 1) is obligatory since it
has to get its own wh-features checked against the strong morphological
[+Q] feature hosted in the C position. What motivates the overt raising of
kayfa ‘how’ in (11) is the need to check its strong features in the checking
domain of [Spec, CP] configuration, thus ensuring that the economy
principle is satisfied. In other words, the strength of the internal morphology
of the wh-phrase in Standard Arabic justifies the overt wh-extraction.

Besides, the overt wh-movement in (11) leaves behind a wh-trace that
has to be co-indexed with its question word operator which lands in [Spec,
CP]. The question word kayfa ‘how’ acts as an antecedent to bind its trace. It
can be pointed out that the wh-raising of kayfa to the clause-initial position
binds the sentence under its scope, since the scope of a question operator is
the domain it c-commands. A closer look at (11b) shows that kayfa is, in
fact, the predicate at LF, which is then forced to undergo overt raising to the
licensing domain of [Spec, CP] to satisfy the principle of “economy of
derivation”. Hence, it is clear that the overt wh-movement in Standard
Arabic is driven by what Chomsky (1995: 289) calls feature licensing
requirements.

4. Conclusion

This study has attempted to answer two questions: (1) how Case and
agreement features are checked in verbless sentences in Standard Arabic,
and (2) what forces wh-raising in such verbless constructions. We have
presented a Minimalist proposal which assumes that T(ense) in verbless
sentences of Standard Arabic is specified only for the categorial feature [+D]
which must be checked by the subject. We have also shown that [+D] is
responsible for licensing Case and agreement features in the syntax. We
have also noted that when the tense is in the past or future, the verbal copula
obligatorily shows up lexically. While accounting for it, we have pointed out
that the verb does not need to move to the head position of T(ense) in the
present tense, whereas it has to do so obligatorily in both the past and future
tenses. It is because they have a [+V] feature that must be licensed by a verb,
a morpho-syntactic property that is lacking in the present tense. In other
words, we have shown that T(ense) is specified as [+V] and [+D] in the past
and future tenses, while it is specified only as [+D] in the present tense of
verbless sentences.

While accounting for what motivates wh-movement in verbless
constructions in Standard Arabic, we have proposed that COMP in simple
interrogative clauses contains an abstract question affix Q, which has a
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morphologically strong [+Q] feature, as does the question word operator
(notated as [+wh] operator feature) that moves to it. The wh-word in
Standard Arabic is motivated syntactically to move overtly to [Spec, CP] for
feature checking/licensing requirements. This overt movement operation is a
morphological property driven by the necessity to check the strong wh-
features of the moved question word against that of the strong feature [+Q]-
hosted in C position — via a Spec-head agreement relationship. We have also
shown that such a question word movement serves to license the [+wh]
feature and create a Spec-head relation between a [+wh] feature hosted in the
C and the question word in its specifier position. The result of such a wh-
movement is that the question constituent acquires sentential scope, whose
scope is the domain which it c-commands, i.e., the entire clause. In short, the
proposals discussed here account for two complex problems of verbless
sentences in Standard Arabic in a principled manner under the broad
framework of the Minimalist Program.
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