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The complementizer layer 
in Standard Arabic revisited

Salem Albuhayri and Hamid Ouali
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This paper revisits three issues related to the complementizer layer (CP) in 
Standard Arabic. We reexamine them against the backdrop of Shlonsky’s 2000 
analysis, and put forward a new proposal couched in Rizzi’s 1997 split-CP 
hypothesis. First, we examine the apparent distributional and interpretive dif-
ferences between ʔinna and ʔanna, and subsequently argue that the former is a 
lexical verum operator that projects a VerumP in the middle of the split-CP field, 
whereas ʔanna is an indicative force head. Second, the current work presents 
another view on the elements analyzed as agreement clitics by Shlonsky (2000). 
We argue that they are not for agreement but rather are expletive or resump-
tive pronouns. Evidence that they are not agreement derives primarily from 
contexts where they appear in coordinated structures with overt DPs. We then 
investigate extraction patterns for questions and focus in matrix clauses as well 
as embedded clauses and propose that the preverbal subject DP in SVO is exter-
nally merged in SpecTopP in the split CP while it binds a null pro in SpecvP. This 
analysis captures the ban on extraction across the subject in SVO in that it shows 
that this DP is already higher in the structural hierarchy than the positions dedi-
cated for focus and wh-questions.

Keywords: left periphery, verum, complementizer agreement

1. Introduction

The left periphery in Standard Arabic (SA henceforth) has been the subject of many 
studies in the literature (e.g., Bakir, 1980; Ouhalla, 1994, 1997; Shlonsky, 2000; Aoun 
et al., 2010). This work takes in particular Shlonsky (2000) as a background for the 
investigation of various relevant phenomena. Among the issues Shlonsky attempts 
to account for is the complementizer position and agreement. He discusses ʔanna 
and ʔinna. Before we review his account, a precise description of the distribution 
of these two complementizers is in order. The literature shows that both appear in 

https://doi.org/10.1075/sal.9.05alb
© 2020 John Benjamins Publishing Company

https://doi.org/10.1075/sal.9.05alb


U
nc

or
re

ct
ed

 p
ro

of
s 

- 
 J

oh
n 

B
en

ja
m

in
s 

Pu
bl

is
hi

ng
 C

om
pa

ny

110 Salem Albuhayri and Hamid Ouali

embedded contexts, but they diverge in that ʔinna can also appear in unembedded 
contexts. In embedded contexts, the choice of the complementizer is determined by 
the matrix verb (Mohammad, 2000: 19). Among the predicates under which ʔanna 
appear are what traditional grammarians refer to as “verbs of hearts”,1 as in (1a), 
and “verbs of perception”, as in (1b). ʔinna can appear unembedded as in (2a), or 
embedded under qaala ‘say’ as in (2b) and under “verbs of hearts” provided that 
its accompanied by the focus particle la as in (2c).2

(1) a. ʕalim-tu ʔanna tˤ-tˤaalib-a muʒtahid-un
   learn.perf-1sg that the-student-acc assiduous-nom

   ‘I learned that the student is assiduous.’
   b. samiʕ-tu ʔanna ʕalijj-an ʔiʒtaaz-a l-ixtibaar-a
   hear.perf-1sg that Ali-acc pass.pref-3sg.masc the-exam-acc

   ‘I heard that Ali passed the exam.’

(2) a. ʔinna tˤ-tˤaalib-a qaraʔ-a l-kitaab-a
   verily the-student-acc read.perf-3sg.masc the-book-acc

   ‘Verily, the student read the book.’
   b. qult-tu ʔinna ʕalijj-an qaraʔ-a l-kitaab-a
   say.perf-1sg verily Ali-acc read.perf-3sg.masc the-book-acc

   ‘I said that, verily, Ali read the book.’
   c. ʔa-ʕlam-u ʔinna-ka la-ta-quul-u l-ħaqq-a
   1sg-know.imperf-ind verily-you F-2sg-say.imperf-ind the-truth-acc

   ‘I know that, verily, you are telling the truth.’

2. The left periphery in SA

2.1 Complementizer distribution

Cross-linguistic evidence shows that an array of elements appear in the left periph-
ery, including subordinating and relative complementizers, wh-expressions, quan-
tifiers, topics, scrambled arguments and focalized constituents. (3) is an example 
from English (Shlonsky, 2000: 326).

1. This is a set of verbs that relate to people’s mental states with regard to the veridicality of the 
proposition the verb embeds. They fall within the realm of what Fintel and Heim (2011: 19) call 
Propositional Attitudes, following Russell (1940) and Hintikka (1969).

2. All examples, including proper names, are transcribed using IPA and its associated diacritics 
as delineated in Ladefoged and Johnson (2015).
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 The complementizer layer in Standard Arabic revisited 111

 (3) She told me that, in her class, this book, students would never read.

The ordering of these constituents is constrained, and therefore several works (e.g., 
Brody, 1990; Culicover, 1992; Müller and Sternefeld, 1993; Shlonsky, 1994) have 
all pointed out that these ordering restrictions cannot be captured by the assump-
tion of a single CP (the CP projection was first proposed by Chomsky (1986) in 
his extension of the relational notions of X-bar theory from lexical to functional 
categories).

The same problem was encountered before with the inflectional and verbal lay-
ers, IP and VP, respectively, which are cartographically decomposed into sub-layers 
so that they can assimilate various elements specific to each. The VP layer was 
broken down into two VP projections (VP-shell), one embedding the other, the 
motivation being the need to account for multi-argument predicates such as double 
object constructions (Larson, 1988). Shortly afterwards, Pollock (1989) argued for a 
similar dissection of the inflectional domain in which two projections are proposed: 
the higher encodes tense, and the lower encodes subject agreement. Following 
this cartographic approach, Rizzi (1997) puts forward the ‘Split-CP’ hypothesis, in 
which (4) below is proposed as a universal structure of the left periphery, whose 
parametric variation is confined to the absence of some projections, but not the way 
they are ordered. Under this proposal, each of the constituents in (3) is assigned to 
a designated position based on whether it is a topic or focus.

 (4) ForceP> TopicP*>FocusP> TopicP*> FinP3

Rizzi argues that complementizers can figure as heads of ForceP or FinP in (4).
Adopting Rizzi’s proposal as well as the view that the presence of agreement 

in phi-features requires an agreement projection (AgrP) in the clausal hierarchy, 
Shlonsky (2000) proposes (5) as the structure of the left periphery in Standard 
Arabic. His proposal derives from the distributional permutations demonstrated 
by sentences like (6).4

 (5) ForceP > TopicP > AgrאP > אP > TopicP* > FocusP…5

3. This hierarchy is refined in Rizzi (2001, 2004) and new functional heads are incorporated 
including Mod0 and Int0.

4. Note that (*) means that the projection is recursive, whereas caps stand for focused con stituents.

5. For Shlonsky, אP is the projection where the complementizer originates before it moves to 
AgrP to check agreement as will be delineated in section (3); this projection is basically motivated 
by the need to account for agreement, and that the complementizer collects it as it rolls up to 
Force0.
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(6) a. samiʕ-tu ʔanna ʕalijj-an ʔiʒtaaz-a l-ixtibaar-a
   hear.perf-1sg that Ali-acc pass.pref-3sg.masc >the-exam-acc

   ‘I heard that Ali passed the exam.’
   b. samiʕ-tu ʔanna ʕalijj-an l-ixtibaar-a ʔiʒtaaz-a
   hear.perf-1sg that Ali-acc the-exam-acc pass.pref-3sg.masc

   ‘I heard that [as for] Ali, THE EXAM, he passed.’
   c. samiʕ-tu ʔanna l-ixtibaar-ai ʕalijj-un ʔiʒtaaz-a-hui
   hear.perf-1sg that the-exam-acc Ali-nom pass.pref-3sg.masc-it

   ‘I heard that, [as for] the exam, Ali passed it.’
   d. *samiʕ-tu ʔanna l-ixtibaar-a ʔiʒtaaz-a ʕalijj-un
   hear.perf-1sg that the-exam-acc pass.pref-3sg.masc Ali-nom

   ‘I heard that THE EXAM Ali passed.’

Shlonsky argues that ʔanna, and ʔinna, by extension, starts out as head of אP, then 
raises to AgrאP and eventually to ForceP. He associates ʔanna with a formal feature 
[+F], whose phonological exponent corresponds to the accusative case morphol-
ogy on the DP that follows it as in (6). This feature is not checked when ʔanna is 
followed by a focused element as in (6d), resulting in ungrammaticality. SpecאP is 
the position of the DP with the [+F] that matches the feature on C.

Shlonsky’s analysis predicts that neither complementizer can be preceded by 
Topics. While this is borne out in the case of ʔanna as shown by the ungrammati-
cality of the sentences in (7), ʔinna does not comply with this prediction, as it may 
be preceded by a topicalized DP as shown in (8a) and (8b), in main and embedded 
contexts respectively, although in embedded clauses the sentence is degraded.

(7) a. *samiʕ-tu [l-ixtibaar-u ʔanna ʕalijj-an ʔiʒtaaz-a-hui]
   hear.perf-1sg the-exam-nom that Ali-acc pass.pref-3sg.masc-it

   ‘I heard that [as for] the exam, Ali passed it.’
   b. *samiʕ-tu [ʕalijji-un ʔanna-hui ʔiʒtaaz-a l-ixtibaar-a]
   hear.perf-1sg Ali-nom that-him pass.pref-3sg.masc the-exam-acc

   ‘I heard that [as for] Ali, he passed the exam.’

(8) a. ʔar-risaalatj-u ʔinna ʕalijj-an ʔaʕtˤaa-haaj
   the-letter-nom verily Ali-acc give.perf.3sg.masc-it

li- muħammad-in
to- Mohammed-gen

   ‘[As for] the letter, verily, Ali gave it to Mohammed.’
   b. ? qult-tu [ʕalijji-un ʔinna-hui qaraʔ-a l-kitaab-a]
   say.perf-1sg Ali-nom that-him read.perf-3sg.masc the-book-acc

   ‘I said that, [as for] Ali, verily, he read the book.’
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 The complementizer layer in Standard Arabic revisited 113

(7) and (8) above coupled with the sentences below call into question the assump-
tion that ʔanna and ʔinna share the same distribution. (9) illustrates constructions 
where ʔinna co-occurs with elements that are either in Force or in positions that 
separate ʔinna from Force0.

(9) a. ʔa ʔinna-ka la-ta-quul-u l-ħaqq-a
   q verily-you F-2sg-say.imperf-ind the-truth-acc

   ‘Do you, verily, say the truth?’
   b. ʔalaa ʔinna l-ʔamr-a la-ħaqq-un
   ci verily the-thing-acc F-truth-nom

   ‘Verily, the matter is true.’

In (9a), ʔinna appears with the polar question particle ʔa, which either occupies 
Force0 or Int0 in (10), and gives the clause the force of a question.6 In either case, 
it is conspicuous that ʔinna itself is not a Force head since it is lower than ʔa. Rizzi 
(2001: 289) positions IntP between the upper topic projections as illustrated in the 
hierarchy in (10).

 (10) force (top*) int (top*) foc (top*) fin ip

In (9b), it is also preceded by the clause initiator ʔalaa (CI), which supposedly 
occupies Force0, marking the clause as declarative.7 This leads to the conclusion 
that ʔinna is not a force-expressing element. Therefore, based on the data in sen-
tences (7) through (9), two questions arise: first, since ʔinna does not express force, 
what is its function? Second, what positions do ʔanna and ʔinna assume in the 
left periphery?

6. A reviewer raised a question about ʔa and whether it can be preceded by topics; ʔa can be 
preceded by topics as shown below, an observation that accords with the position Rizzi allocates 
for interrogative heads in (10).

(i) ʔar-risaalatj-u ʔa ʔarsal-ta-haaj
  the-letter-nom Q give.perf-2sg.masc-it

  ‘As for the letter, did you send it?’

The point we are making is that regardless of whether ʔa is in IntP or ForceP, in a sentence like 
(9a), it is evidence that ʔinna itself is not in Force0. We are not as much concerned with com-
mitting ourselves to a specific view on where ʔa is as we are with the fact that its presence above 
ʔinna means that the latter itself is not in Force0.

7. This clause initiator is an interjection-like element, designated in traditional grammarians’ 
terms as “ʔalaa ʔal-istiftaaħijja-tu” (Omar et al., 1994). It is usually used to draw somebody’s 
attention to what is coming. In traditional grammar, its use is associated with emphasis on the 
proposition it embeds, and it does not appear in embedded clauses.
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Based on Shlonsky (2000), they originate as heads of אP in (5), and then roll 
up the syntactic structure through head movement and join with Agr0 in their 
way to Force0. Agreement was a key factor in Shlonsky’s analysis, as will be shown 
in section (3). With the new analysis of agreement we present there, Shlonsky’s 
perspective is no longer warranted. Moreover, the evidence presented so far il-
lustrates that there is a clear dichotomy between the two complementizers whose 
manifestation is the possibility of ʔinna appearing with another element, which 
either expresses force or at least shows that ʔinna does not reach Force0. It follows 
from this that the assumption that ʔanna and ʔinna originate in the same position 
would have to shoulder the burden of coming up with a justification for why only 
ʔanna obligatorily moves to Force0, whereas ʔinna moves there only optionally. In 
fact, there is a semantic difference between the two complementizers, alluded to in 
Shlonsky (2000), that might further justify an analysis that assumes a non-uniform 
base position. Shlonsky points out that ʔinna has the force of a strong affirmation 
or assertion translated by the English adverb verily or the French certes whereas 
ʔanna is neutral (p. 336). This offers a thread to reformulate the question on the 
functions of the two complementizers to be: how could these descriptive terms, 
affirmation and emphasis, be captured in a theory of the discourse layer of syntactic 
structure? To answer this question, let us take a short excursus into the notion of 
verum, which is dovetailed with affirmation. Gutzmann et al. (2017) indicate that 
this notion was first introduced by Höhle (1992) to designate cases where an accent 
is used to emphasize the truth of a proposition. (11) is an example from German.

(11) Peter hat den Hund getreten
  Peter has the dog kicked

  ‘Peter DID kick the dog’  (Gutzmann et al., 2017: 4)

Several researchers give this phenomenon the designation “Verum Focus” (e.g., 
Höhle, 1992 (as cited in Gutzmann et al. (2017)), Lohnstein and Stommel, 2009; 
Krifka, 2008) and imply that it can only be realized by an accent on some expression 
in the sentence. However, Gutzmann et al. (2017) provide cross-linguistic evidence 
that the phenomenon is a case of a Verum Operator, which can either be realized by 
an accent or lexically. (12) shows examples from Spanish and Dutch, respectively.

(12) a. Bien ha cantado la soprano
   indeed has sung the soprano

   ‘The soprano DID sing.’
   b. Ik heb het boek wel gelezen
   1sg have the book prt read

   ‘I DID read the book.’  (Gutzmann et al., 2017: 14)
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In (12a), the verum operator is realized lexically by the clause-initial element Bien 
‘indeed’, whereas in (12b) it is realized by the accented particle WEL.8 In SA, ʔinna 
usually figures in contexts where its use emphasizes the truth of the proposition 
it embeds; its use in an out of the blue context, where there is no contextual clue 
that the veracity of the proposition might be in dispute, is infelicitous. Therefore, 
following Gutzmann et al. (2017), we propose that ʔinna is a lexical verum operator 
whose function is to relate a proposition to a question under discussion (QUD), 
and is subject to the following felicity condition:

 (13) ⟦verum⟧c (p)= √, if {p, ¬p}=qud (c)9  (Gutzmann et al., 2017: 9)

(13) means that a verum operator is only felicitous in a context where the veracity 
of the proposition given is at issue. The set {p, ¬p}, which simply includes a proposi-
tion and its negation, is the set of alternatives induced by the question ‘whether P?’ 
in the sense of alternative semantics developed in Rooth (1985, 1992) and Büring 
(1997). The contribution of the operator is to rule out the possibility of the prop-
osition being false, i.e., it eliminates ¬p. This is how the notion of affirmation and 
emphasis associated with ʔinna is captured. What transpires from this approach to 
the function of ʔinna is that it is a lexicalization of verum. Therefore, we propose 
that the left periphery in SA houses a Verum Projection (VerumP) and that ʔinna 
is a lexicalization of the verum head. ʔanna, on the other hand, is assumed to 
originate in Force0. An analysis which assumes that ʔanna originates lower than 
Force0 would have to grapple with what the defining characteristics of this position 
are and what motivates ʔanna to always vacate it. Since ʔanna expresses indicative 
force and always appear clause-initially, it sounds more plausible to assume that it 
externally merges in Force.10

8. A reviewer questioned the position of verum crosslinguistically as it appears low in the 
structure in (12b) as opposed to its clause-initial position in (12a). Verum operates at the level 
of the proposition, but its correlated realization may appear anywhere in the clause, based on 
whether it is expressed lexically or by an accent, or by a combination of both. Lohnstein and 
Stommel (2009: 1) indicates that “the fronted finite verb can bear this accent (F-verum focus) or 
the complementizer (C-verum focus). In verb final clauses a similar effect can be achieved if an 
auxiliary bears the accent, but not a main verb.”

9. ¬p denotes the negation of the proposition p.

10. Chomsky (1995, 1998) proposes that Merge should have preference over Move (Merge over 
Move) as an economy condition. Although this principle is primarily invoked to account for cases 
such as expletive-insertion to satisfy EPP and does not go without challenges (see Shima 2000 
for a different view on Merge over Move), the basic principle can be extended to conceptually 
defend the view of ʔanna base-position in (15b). A derivation assuming that it originates lower 
and then moves obligatorily to Force0 would be less economical based on the lengthy path it 
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(14) a. hindk-un ʔal-kitaabj-u ʔinna ʔaħmad-a ʔaʕtˤaa-huj
   Hind-nom the-book-nom that Ahmed-acc give.perf.3sg.masc-it

la-haak
to-her

   ‘Hind, the book, verily, Ahmed gave it to her.’
   b. ʔaħmadj-u hindk-un ʔinna-haak/(*huj) ʔaʕtˤaat-huk
   Ahmed-nom Hind-nom that-her/(him) give.perf.3sg.fem-it

l-kitaab-a
the-book-acc

   ‘Ahmed, Hind, verily, she gave him the book.’
   c. hindk-un ʔinna ʔaħmad-a ʔal-kitaabj-u ʔaʕtˤaa-huj
   Hind-nom that Ahmed-acc the-book-nom give.perf.3sg.masc-it

la-haak
to-her

   ‘Hind, the book, verily, Ahmed gave it to her.’

(14a) is a double object construction in which both objects are left-dislocated. Left 
dislocation targets SpecTopP, which means that ʔinna is preceded by two topic 
projections and followed by one if the preverbal subject is analyzed as a topic as 
well.11 In (14b), the topic projection that follows ʔinna is shown to be recursive too. 
Therefore, we propose that the VerumP headed by ʔinna is situated between two 
recursive topic projections as in (15a), whereas ʔanna appears in Force0 as in (15b) 
since it cannot be preceded by any topic projection as shown above in (7).

 (15) a. ForceP>TopP*> VerumP ʔinna >TopP*>FocP>FinP>TP …..
  b. ForceP ʔanna>TopP*>FocP>FinP>TP …..

To summarize, as indicated, we propose that ʔinna can only appear in contexts 
where the question ‘whether P?’ is the question under discussion, and the question 
need not be stated explicitly; it might be implicit. Its function is to emphasize the 
truth of p over ¬p, the two alternatives induced by the polar question ‘whether P?’.

takes as opposed to the one proposed here, especially when we take into account that (15b) is 
further tenable based on the reanalysis we present for agreement in Section 3, since agreement is 
the main catalyst for Shlonsky’s argument for a lower base position for ʔanna. With the analysis 
we present for agreement along with the fact that ʔanna expresses force and always appears in 
Force0, Shlonsky’s argument becomes economically unwarranted.

11. In the last section, we propose that the preverbal subject in SVO is a topic externally merged 
in SpecTopP.
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3. Complementizer agreement (CA)

3.1 Shlonsky’s account

Shlonsky (2000: 334) illustrates that the formal feature [+F] on ʔanna can be sat-
isfied by null nominal expressions whose presence is evident through agreement. 
In (16a), it is satisfied by a null referential pronoun, in (16b) by an null impersonal 
pronoun, and in (16c) by a subject wh-trace (glosses are maintained as they are in 
Shlonsky’s work).

(16) a. zaʕamtu ʔanna-hu kataba ʔal-risaalat-a
   (I) claimed that-[3masc.sg] wrote the-letter-acc

   ‘I claimed that he wrote the letter.’
   b. zaʕam-tu ʔanna-hu niima fi ʔal-sariir-i
   (I) claimed that-[3masc.sg] slept in the-bed-gen

   ‘I claimed that it was slept in the bed.’
   c. man zaʕamta ʔanna-hu dˤaraba zayd-an
   who (you) claimed that-[3masc.sg] hit Zayd-acc

   ‘Who did you claim that hit Zayd?’  (Shlonsky, 2000: 334)

To explain the pattern in (16), Shlonsky assumes that the Comp System contains 
an AgrP above אP, to which 0א raises. SpecAgrP is an A-position, which is occupied 
by a nominal element (e.g., pro). The structure is given in (17).

 (17) ForceP

TopP*

AgrP

ℵP

ℵ′

AP

DP

ʔanna [+F]

Agr′
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For Shlonsky, the pronominal attached to ʔanna in every sentence in (16) is an 
agreement clitic that associates with ʔanna when it moves from 0א to Agr0. It marks 
agreement with a null nominal expression in SpecAgrP. His main argument for this 
account derives from the assumption that in all three cases the pronominal is not 
a topic by itself.

We argue that Shlonsky’s account suffers from a number of theoretical and 
empirical shortcomings. First, the assumption of an agreement projection is the-
oretically undesirable in recent minimalist approaches. Chomsky (1995: 349) in-
dicates that AgrPs have no semantic import whatsoever and are postulated for 
theory-internal reasons. Second, it is also theoretically undesirable to assume an 
A-position within the Comp System, as A-positions are usually associated with the 
thematic domain and case positions. An A-position in the left periphery neither 
has a thematic role, nor is it valued for case structurally; it gets its case either as the 
default case (nominative) or via valuation by a lexical category such as a comple-
mentizer or a preposition. Third, this analysis adheres to the view that agreement 
is checked in a spec-head configuration, which is abandoned in favor of the simple 
operation Agree under c-command (Chomsky, 2000, 2001). A major tenet of Agree 
is that spec-head configurations are not necessary for feature valuation.

What is more substantial than the theoretical issues above is that the assumed 
agreement-nature of the pronominals that appear on complementizers in these 
sentences is questionable. One piece of evidence against this comes from the ob-
servation that these pronouns can appear in Coordinate Structures conjoined with 
overt DPs. (18b) is an example12:

(18) a. ʕalijj-un wa ʔaħmad-u ðˤnan-tu ʔanna-humaa
   Ali-nom and Ahmed-nom think.perf-1sg that-them

katab-aa d-dars-a
write.perf-3.dual the-lesson-acc

   ‘Ali and Ahmed, I thought that they wrote the lesson.’
   b. ʕalijjj-un ðˤanan-tu ʔanna-[huj wa ʔaħmad-a] katab-aa
   Ali-nom think.perf-1sg that-him and Ahmed-acc write. perf-3.dual

d-dars-a
the-lesson-acc

   ‘Ali, I thought that he and Ahmed wrote the lesson.’

12. Similar examples are found in Ibn Maalik (1990: 629) where a clitic pronoun is conjoined 
with an overt DP.
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  (18b), in which the pronominal (-hu) is conjoined with Ahmed, poses a chal-
lenge to the view that these pronominals are agreement heads in AgrP, to which 
the complementizer raises and left-adjoins. If they are agreement elements, they 
would not have been expected to appear coordinated with other DPs. Compare 
(18) to (19) below (adapted from Soltan, 2007: 195).

(19) ʔatay-tu *(ʔanaa) wa muħammad-un
  come.perf-1sg I and Mohammed-nom

  ‘Mohammed and I came.’

In (19), the first person pronominal (-tu) attached to the verb is an agreement suffix 
and therefore is unconjoinable with the DP Mohammed.13 So, to gain some insight 
into what kind of elements these pronominals are and what function they assume 
in the structure, let us fist review in the next section the range of elements that can 
follow the two complementizers in question.

3.2 What is it that follows ʔanna and ʔinna?

Various constituents can follow ʔanna and ʔinna to yield licit constructions. There 
is no strict requirement for them to be DPs.

(20) a. ðˤanan-tu ʔanna ʔaħmad-a ʔar-risaalatj-u
   think.perf-1sg that Ahmed-acc the-letter-nom

qaraʔ-a-haaj
read.perf-3sg.masc-it

   ‘I thought that [as for] Ahmed, the letter, he read (it).’
   b. ðˤanan-tu ʔanna ʔar-risaalatj-a ʔaħmad-u
   think.perf-1sg that the-letter-acc Ahmed-nom

qaraʔ-a-haaj
read.perf-3sg.masc-it

   ‘I thought that [as for] the letter, Ahmed read (it).’
   c. ʕalim-tu ʔanna fii l-bayt-i raʒul-an
   know.perf-1sg that in the-home-gen man-acc

   ‘I came to know that in the house is a man.’

13. In classical Arabic, the conjunction in (19) is also grammatical, in which case (-tu) is better 
treated as a pronominal clitic incorporated into the verb, as proposed in Fassi Fehri (1993).
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   d. ʕalim-tu ʔanna raʒul-an fii l-bayt-i
   know.perf-1sg that man-acc in the-home-gen

   ‘I thought that a man is in the house.’
   e. ʕalim-tu ʔanna bi-l-ʔams-i wasˤal-a
   know.perf-1sg that in-the-yesterday-gen arrive.perf-3.dual

ʔaħmad-u
Ahmed-nom

   ‘I came to know that yesterday Ahmed arrived.’
   f. ðˤanan-tu ʔanna l-jawm-a sa-ya-sˤil-u
   think.perf-1sg that today-acc will-3sg.masc-arrive-ind

ʔaħmad-u
Ahmed-nom

   ‘I thought that today Ahmed would arrive.’
   g. ʕalim-tu ʔanna raʒul-an tˤawiil-an fii l-bayt-i
   know.perf-1sg that man-acc tall-acc in the-home-gen

   ‘I came to know that a tall man is in the house.’

In (20a–b), the complementizer is followed by definite DPs, whereas in (20d–g), it 
is followed by indefinite ones. In (20c–f), it is followed by a prepositional phrase 
and an adverb. (20) is evidence that what comes after the complementizer can 
be a phrase of any type so long as it is not a verb, i.e., the complementizer can-
not be followed by a VSO clause (Mohammad, 2000). In all these sentences, the 
complementizer does not inflect for agreement. What transpires from this is that 
the agreement analysis seems more structure-specific due to its dependency on 
the presence of a null pro in SpecAgrP. In other words, why does not a comple-
mentizer show agreement when there is an overt subject? (20) along with (18b) 
are an indication that the occurrence of pronominals in (16) might be due to the 
same reason as other DPs, and that their attachment to the complementizer is a PF 
cliticization that is ascribed to their phonological deficiency. So, the question that 
sequels is what is responsible for the distributional facts reflected in (20). In the 
next section, we take up this question, and then we provide an alternative analysis 
of the pronominals in (16).

3.3 Possible account

The presence of these diverse constituents after the complementizer can be as-
cribed to a requirement that the clausal semantic content be anchored to infor-
mation structure (i.e., discourse layer) through a mechanism of feature checking 
(Franco, 2012; Sigurðsson, 2011, C/Edge-linking in Sigurðsson’s terms). In her 
account of stylistic fronting in Norwegian, Danish and Icelandic, which is viewed 
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as a fulfillment of clause anchoring to information structure, Franco associates 
two features with Fin0, namely [finiteness] and [definiteness].14 [Definiteness] can 
equally be checked by a [−definite] or [+definite] constituent, whereas finiteness 
can be checked by a temporal or locative adverb. Finiteness anchors the event time 
and location with the speech time and location, whereas definiteness anchors the 
clausal content to information structure, the common ground knowledge shared 
by all interlocutors. This proposal bears the seeds of an appropriate explanation, 
but cannot be extended to SA as it is for two reasons: First, it entails that ʔanna 
and ʔinna select FinP, which is not supported empirically. They both cannot appear 
directly on top of FinP following FocP as shown in (21a), nor can they directly 
be followed by FocP as in (21b). Rather, as proposed in (15), both appear higher 
than TopP. Second, one might argue that this account can be extended to SA if the 
base-position of both complementizers is taken to be Fin0 and then they roll up 
the structure to Force0. This account, however, is theoretically untenable. It would 
have difficulty providing a conceptual justification for complementizer movement. 
Put differently, if both express force, what is the motivation for the assumption that 
they start out in Fin0?

(21) a. *kitaab-an ʔinna tˤ-tˤaalib-a sa-ja-qraʔ-u
   book-acc that the-student-acc will-3sg.masc-read-ind

   ‘A BOOK, verily, the student will read.’
   b. *ʔinna risaalat-an ʔaħmad-u qaraʔ-a
   that letter-acc Ahmed-nom read.perf-3sg.masc

   ‘Verily, THE LETTER, Ahmed read.’

Based on the hierarchies given in (15) and the facts in (20), the constituents follow-
ing the complementizer in (20) must be higher than SpecFinP. This rules out the 
explanation provided by Franco’s proposal in its original formulation. In the next 
section, we develop a more elaborate account which has some basic commonalities 
with Franco’s.

14. This proposal has its conceptual roots in Haegeman (2006: 47) who, in her investigation of 
Romance clitic left dislocation as opposed to topicalization in English, concluded that Fin0 might 
be responsible for the projection of the lower TopP in the split CP in Romance. Haegeman puts 
it as follows: “Based on the observation that control complements allow the (low) topicalized 
constituent and raising complements do not, I propose that the lower topic position depends on 
Fin, the lowest position of the left periphery. The analysis raises the question why the lower topic 
position is not available to English (and similar languages). One option is to directly associate the 
low topic position with the content of Fin. Possibly the rich mood system of Romance is encoded 
in Fin and contributes to the licensing of the lower topic position.”
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3.4 Proposal

3.4.1 Basic assumptions
As indicated above, a reconsideration of the sentences in (16), for which Shlonsky 
designed his agreement account, reveals that the embedded clause in each is a 
null-subject clause, i.e., the subject argument is dropped. Argument drop is wide-
spread across languages and is not confined to subjects since some languages, such 
as Pashto, Swedish and Chinese, allow object drop as well (Sigurðsson, 2011: 2f). 
This cross-linguistic structure has received several accounts, some of which were 
embedded in the Government and Binding framework (GB) (e.g., Rizzi, 1982), 
and some were embedded in the minimalist approach enriched with the utiliza-
tion of cartography (e.g., Sigurðsson, 2010, 2011; Frascarelli, 2007; Sigurðsson 
and Maling, 2007).

A recurring theme in recent accounts is that argument drop is conditioned 
by the linkage of the dropped argument to discourse. In her investigation of null 
subjects in a set of languages with specific focus on Italian, Frascarelli (2007) ar-
gues that the interpretation of a thematic pro in the subject position is crucially 
dependent on the syntax and discourse properties of topic constituents. In this 
vein, Frascarelli proposes a tripartite classification of topics into Aboutness Topics, 
Contrastive Topics and Familiar Topics, which appear in the C-domain in this 
order.15 She then attributes argument linkage to discourse in the case of Italian 
third person null subjects to a [+aboutness] feature on the higher topic head. In 
an elaboration of the same line of argument, Sigurðsson (2011: 5) accommodates 
first and second person null subjects by his assumption of two other features, viz. 
[ʌA] and [ʌp], which are matched/valued by first and second person null subjects, 
respectively. He then states his generalization that “any definite argument, overt or 
silent, positively matches at least one C/Edge-linker in its local C-domain, where 
C/Edge-linkers include Top(ic) features and speech participant features (‘speaker’ 
and ‘hearer’).

Frascarelli (2007) argues that the constituent that satisfies the proposed 
[+aboutness] feature can either be a DP or a strong pronoun. Below is an illustra-
tive example (p. 703).

 (22) [il mio capo]i come diceva Carlo […] proi è un exreporter […] proi è stato in giro 
per il mondo […] proi mi ha preso in simpatia solo che siccome proi è mostruo-
samente lunatico, è capace che domani non glii sto più simpatica e proi mi sbatte 
fuori […] comunque a parte questo proi mi diverte moltissimo – poi c’è M.F.k che 

15. The pursuit of whether these three types appear in SA in the same order is beyond the scope 
of this paper, but it suffices to mention that the definite nominative DPs that appear preverbally 
in SA are either subjects or clitic-left dislocated arguments, and they display flexibility in order 
(see Bakir, 1980; Shlonsky, 2000; Aoun et al., 2010).

salbuhayri
Highlight
I made reference to their work in (2008) here.
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è questo che appunto sta facendo tipo praticantato per poi andare a fare l’esame 
da giornalista/ fra un anno e mezzo quindi luik c’ha quanto meno la garanzia 
che prok può rimanere lì finché prok non farà l’esame cioè ehm luii poi gli deve 
fare scrivere le referenze…

  ‘[my boss]i as Carlo used to say […] proi is a former reporter […] proi has 
been all over the world […] proi likes me, however, as proi is extremely moody, 
maybe tomorrow proi does not like me any longer and proi fires me […] any-
way, apart from this, proi is really funny – then there is M.F.k who is practicing 
for his exam as a journalist/ in one and a half years, so at least hek has a guar-
antee that prok will stay there till prok has made the exam because hei then 
must make/ write a report …’

As can be seen in (22), the aboutness topic my boss is followed by a number of 
clauses with null co-indexed pros in their thematic domains. When the speech shifts 
to another topic, another individual with the name M.F, the immediate clause that 
follows has as an aboutness topic the strong pronoun Lui which bears the same 
index as M.F. This pronoun links the null pros that follow to their joint referent, 
namely M.F. Frascarelli (2007: 697) states that these topics qualify as clitic left dislo-
cated constituents (CLLD), and hence are argued to be derived by base-generation 
in the C-domain. Frascarelli assumes that the relation between the aboutness topic, 
which is in an A-bar position, and the null pro in the thematic domain is established 
through Agree. Below is her schematization of how this relation holds (p, 718).

 (23) [Shi�P      DP[αPn] [ Shi�°    [ … [AgrSP [ Agr°      [vP pro[αPn][VP ] ] … ]] ]]]
AGREE

[+aboutness] [φ-features] 

Frascarelli’s conceptualization of (23) is that the [φ-features] of pro are valued via 
Agree with the topic DP, and this is what is responsible for the identification of pro. 
In this spirit, she argues then that pro has the same function as clitic pronouns in 
topic constructions in that it serves as a pronoun, which resumes the topic (p. 693).

Sigurðsson (2010: 159ff) considers discourse-linking features as a form of EPP 
in the C-domain, and calls it the Filled Left Edge Effects (FLEE). Although EPP is 
no longer considered part of UG, the effects it was invoked to account for are still 
attested in languages, and the data above is an example. Formerly, when effects 
similar to the above were ascribed to EPP, some researchers (e.g., Nissenbaum, 
1998; Sauerland, 1998; Butler, 2004) argue that this EPP has a semantic contribu-
tion in that it introduces a predicate abstract to bind some variable (e.g., a null pro, 
anaphoric pronoun, trace) internal to the thematic domain. Predicate abstraction is 
oftentimes concomitant with certain types of movement such as quantifier raising, 
but in these works, some forms of external merge are also taken to be accompanied 
by predicate abstraction.
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Since the data we intend to account for is a mixture of third person subjects, 
as in (16a) and (16b), and expletives, as in (16c), we propose, following Frascarelli 
(2007), that Top0 has a [+aboutness] feature. We add to this basic proposal the 
assumption that predicate abstraction is the semantic role this feature has in the 
structure. To see how this works, let us consider (24) below. The DP tˤ-tˤaalib-a ‘the 
student’ introduces a binder (λ-abstract) as shown in (25). The semantic denotation 
of the thematic domain yields (x read the unique z s.t. z is a book). The [+aboutness] 
on Top0 introduces a binder that reopens the proposition to become [λx: x read the 
unique z s.t. z is a book], which allows it then to combine with the DP tˤ-tˤaalib-a 
‘the student’ merged in SpecTopP.

(24) ʔinna tˤ-tˤaalib-a [qaraʔ-a pro l-kitaab-a]
  that the-student-acc read.pefr3sg.masc the-book-acc

  ‘Verily, the student read the book.’

 (25) VerumP <t>

Verum0
< t , t>

ʔinna DP <e>

t�-t�aalib-a

TopP <t>

Top′ <t>1

[pro1 tj l-kitaab-a]

T′<t>  

TP <t>Fin0 <t , t>

FinP <t>Top0

[+aboutness]

T <t , t>

qaraʔ-aj

In addition to the assumption of a [+aboutness] feature on Top0, we maintain from 
Shlonsky the idea that ʔanna and ʔinna are associated with a formal feature [+F], 
which happens to be spelled out as accusative case when the following constituent 
is a DP. The reason to maintain this assumption is sentences like (20e) above where 
this feature is satisfied but with no overt morphology; there is no constituent in the 
domain of the complementizer that bears accusative case. With these assumptions 
in place, let us revisit the pronominals in (16) and provide an account of what they 
are and what their semantic contribution is.

3.4.2 Complementizer + pronominal

3.4.2.1 Null referential pronouns
The first case is that of referential pronouns as in (16a) repeated below.
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(26) zaʕamtu ʔanna-hu kataba pro ʔal-risaalat-a
  (I) claimed that-[3masc.sg] wrote the-letter-acc

  ‘I claimed that he wrote the letter.’

-hu satisfies the [+aboutness] on Top0 below ʔanna, and, as indicated, is responsible 
for the identification of pro through Agree. This [+aboutness] feature introduces a 
predicate abstract such that the end result of the semantic computation of (26) is 
as shown in (27):

 (27) I claimed that [λx: x wrote the letter] (1)

The index (1) in (27) denotes an individual whose value is determined by a contex-
tual assignment function in the sense of Heim and Krazter (1998). An assignment 
function simply assigns to a variable a value drawn from a set whose members 
are part of the common ground shared by interlocutors. Possible values may in-
clude {Ahmed, Ali, Zayd…}. If the value given to (1) from the context is Ahmed, 
(26) would be true if and only if I claimed that Ahmed wrote the letter. Besides that 
observation that pronominals like (-hu) are conjoinable with other DPs as shown 
in (18), what the above discussion means is that the pronominal cannot be an 
agreement suffix as argued in Shlonsky (2000). Rather, it functions as a discourse 
linker in the sense of Frascarelli (2007) and Sigurðsson (2010, 2011), i.e., it links the 
null pro to an individual salient in the context of the utterance. The same argument 
can be run for (16c), repeated in (28).

(28) man zaʕamta ʔanna-hu dˤaraba pro zayd-an
  who (you) claimed that-[3masc.sg] hit Zayd-acc

  ‘Who did you claim that hit Zayd?’

The pronoun (-hu) identifies the null pro in the embedded thematic subject po-
sition, and links it to the wh-word in the matrix clause. This kind of analysis pre-
supposes that man ‘who’ is externally merged in the matrix clause, i.e., it does not 
arrive there by movement (See Soltan (2007: 53) for a similar argument on using 
man to question an object in an SVO clause).

3.4.2.2 Anaphoric pronouns
Let us consider (18a), repeated in (29):

(29) ʕalijj-un wa ʔaħmad-u ðˤnan-tu ʔanna-humaa
  Ali-nom and Ahmed-nom think.perf-1sg.masc that-them

katab-aa d-dars-a
write.perf-3.dual the-lesson-acc

  ‘Ali and Ahmed, I thought that they wrote the lesson.’
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The satisfaction of [+aboutness] on the embedded Top0 introduces a predicate 
abstract such that the pronoun (-humaa) links the embedded subject pro to the 
matrix aboutness Topic ‘Ali and Ahmed’ which in turn satisfies [+aboutness] on 
the matrix Top0. This means that by the time the semantic component reaches in 
its computation to the matrix TopP, it yields the following statement:

 (31) I thought that [λx: x wrote the lesson] (Ali & Ahmed)

(31) shows that the pronominal in the embedded clause serves as a linker in a way 
that links the embedded subject to the matrix, as both are bound by the conjunction 
‘Ali and Ahmed’.

3.4.2.3 Non-referential pronouns (expletives)
Expletives are among the elements whose presence has mostly been attributed to 
structural reasons. However, many analyses (e.g., Higginbotham, 1987; Stowell, 
1991; Krazter, 1995) argue that an expletive has a semantic import in that it serves 
the function of existential quantification over event or situation arguments. We fol-
low them in this assumption. That is, when [+aboutness] is satisfied by an expletive 
as in (16b), repeated in (32), it introduces an existential quantifier that quantifies 
over events or situations.

(32) zaʕam-tu ʔanna-hu niima fi ʔal-sariir-i
  (I) claimed that-[3masc.sg] slept in The-bed-gen

  ‘I claimed that it was slept in the bed.’

 (33) 

VP

v′

vP

v

pro

VV v

tktk

za�am-tu

Force0 <t , t>

ʔanna

ForceP <t>

∃

∃P

TopP [EventP] <t>

[niima � s-sariir-i]

TP <t>  

FinP <t>

TP <t>

Top0 [Event0]<t , t>

Top′ [Event′]DP

−hu

Fin0 <t , t>

T <t , t>

[+aboutness]
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The semantic computation of (32), in an approximation, amounts to: I claimed that 
there exists an event or situation of sleeping in the bed. The expletive anchors the 
utterance to an event argument.16

To conclude, we have argued in this section that the pronominals treated as 
agreement by Shlonsky are either variables, whose values are fixed referentially or 
anaphorically, or existential quantifiers over events in the case of expletives.17

16. A reviewer pointed out that this approach to expletives may be valid in this specific context 
but cannot naturally be extended to expletives such as “it” in sentences like (it seems that…). This 
may be so, but we would like to mention that a thorough discussion of expletives in all contexts 
is beyond the scope of the current work, and our attention is limited to those instances where an 
expletive is viewed as some form of complementizer agreement as argued in Shlonsky (2000). 
However, as cited in Butler (2002: 13), many researchers contend that expletives have the same se-
mantics in all contexts, i.e., they are existential quantifiers. Butler points out that: “various people 
have convincingly propounded an alternative view of expletives that does take into account their 
semantic effects, where they relate not to the subject of vP, but rather its situation interpretation”.

17. We limited the discussion to DPs for the simple reason that they are the only type of con-
stituents that are related to what Shlonsky calls complementizer agreement, which is one of the 
questions we are after. However, if an analysis of the locative and temporal adverbs in (20c), 
e and f is to be pursued, they can be analyzed in terms of Sigurðsson’s (2010) features of Speech 
Time and Speech Location. Sigurðsson (2010: 161f) proposes splitting Fin0 into two separate 
head features which he terms as Speech Time and Speech Location, ST and SL respectively. These 
two features can be negatively matched, in Sigurðsson’s terms, by the expletive there or the time 
adverbial then, which dissociate the utterance from the here and now local to the speech event. 
Nevertheless, unlike Sigurðsson, an analysis along this line for SA would have to assume that 
these features are not located on Fin0, but are higher in the C-domain because these adverbs 
have to precede focus. Below is an example.

(i) fii l-bayt-i qaabl-a fahd-un ʕalijj-an
  in the-home-gen meet.perf-3sg.masc Fahad-nom Ali-acc

  ‘In the house, Fahd met Ali.’
(ii)  *ʕalijj-an fii l-bayt-i qaabl-a fahd-un

  Ali-acc in the-home-gen meet.perf-3sg.masc Fahad-nom
  ‘ALI, in the house, Fahd met.’

The ungrammaticality of (ii) is due to the locative appearing below the focused phrase Ali. One 
might also argue that the locative in (i) is analyzable in terms of Sigurðsson’s Speaker Feature 
[ʌA], which he assumes to be higher in the C-domain than Speech Time and Speech Location. 
This line of analysis is justified by the observation that the locative can have a speaker-oriented 
epistemic modality reading; the sentence under this reading would amount to saying “given the 
knowledge that the speaker has, it was in the house that Fahd met Ali.” Therefore, incorporating 
adverbs into the discussion would have to deal with all these observations and this would take us 
far afield, given the diverse semantic contributions of adverbs (see Cinque (1999) for an elaborate 
discussion of the diverse adverbial functions).

salbuhayri
Highlight
I changed this to (2004). 
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4. Extraction patterns

4.1 Ban on extraction across the preverbal DP in SVO

Fassi Fehri (1993) and Soltan (2007) point out that SVO structures do not al-
low extraction across the preverbal subject, neither for focus-preposing nor for 
wh-questions. Below are examples.

(34) a. muħammad-un qaraʔ-a kitaab-an
   Mohammed-nom read.perf-3sg.masc book-acc

   ‘Mohammed read a book.’
   b. *kitaab-an muħammad-un qaraʔ-a
   book-acc Mohammed-nom read.perf-3sg.masc

   ‘A BOOK Mohammed read.’
   c. *maaðaa muħammad-un qaraʔ-a
   What Mohammed-nom read.perf-3sg.masc

   ‘What did Mohammed read?’

The question is: how are focus-fronting and wh-questions derived in such con-
structions? Let us consider (35).

(35) a. muħammad-un kitaab-an qaraʔ-a
   Mohammed-nom book-acc read.perf-3sg.masc

   ‘Mohammed, a BOOK, he read’
   b. muħammad-un maaðaa qaraʔ-a
   Mohammed-nom what read.perf-3sg.masc

   ‘Mohammed, what did he read?’

We take (34) and (35) as an indication that the preverbal DP is not base-generated 
in the thematic domain; rather, it is base-generated in an A-bar position in the 
left periphery. Soltan (2007) argues that this position is SpecTP, an A-bar position 
for him, and that it binds a null pro in SpecvP. The question is: how could Soltan’s 
analysis be extended to explain the patterns in (34) and (35)? Before we attempt to 
answer this question, let us expand our data by the examination of long-distance 
extractions from embedded clauses. Unlike root clauses, extraction across preverbal 
DPs from embedded clauses is unproblematic as shown in (36) below.

(36) a. ðˤanan-ta ʔanna muħammad-an qaraʔ-a
   think.perf-2sg.masc that Mohammed-acc read.perf-3sg.masc

kitaab-an
book-acc

   ‘You though that Mohammed read a book.’
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   b. maaðaa ðˤanan-ta ʔanna muħammad-an
   what think.perf-2sg.masc that Mohammed-acc

qaraʔ-a
read.perf-3sg.masc

   ‘What did you think that Mohammed read?’
   c. kitaab-an ðˤanan-ta ʔanna muħammad-an
   book-acc think.perf-2sg.masc that Mohammed-acc

qaraʔ-a
read.perf-3sg.masc

   ‘A BOOK, you thought Mohammed read.’

Extraction is problematic if it involves moving across a preverbal DP in the matrix 
clause as in (37).18

(37) a. ʕalijj-un ðˤann-a ʔanna fahd-an qaraʔ-a
   Ali-nom think.perf-3sg.masc that Fahd-acc read.perf-3sg.masc

kitaab-an
book-acc

   ‘Ali thought that Fahd read a book.’
   b. *maaðaa ʕalijj-un ðˤann-a ʔanna fahd-an
   what Ali-nom think.perf-3sg.masc that Fahd-acc

qaraʔ-a
read.perf-3sg.masc

   ‘What did Ali think Fahd read?’
   c. *kitaab-an ʕalijj-un ðˤann-a ʔanna fahd-an
   book-acc Ali-nom think.perf-3sg.masc that Fahd-acc

qaraʔ-a
read.perf-3sg.masc

   ‘A BOOK Ali thought Mohammad read.’

4.2 Proposal

To account for the facts demonstrated in (34) through (37), we push Soltan’s 2007 
analysis further and propose that preverbal DPs in SVO structures are base-generated 
in the left periphery in SpecTopP, rather than SpecTP. This position is higher than 
focus as shown in (15), and is assumed to be higher than wh-questions as well. 
These assumptions account for (34) and (35). It also follows from this proposal 
that the ban on extraction across preverbal DPs in root clauses is an inaccurate 

18. Judgments on these sentences reflect the intuition of the authors and they correspond with 
the judgments reported in the literature for extraction across topics in simple clauses (e.g., Fassi 
Fehri, 1993; Soltan, 2007)
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rendition of a fixed hierarchical order in the left periphery, namely that topics pre-
cede wh-questions and focus.19 The ban does not exist, otherwise (36), where the 
object is extracted all the way from its embedded position across the preverbal DP 
in its respective clause to the matrix clause, would remain unsolved mysteries. These 
long-distance extractions are assumed to proceed successive-cyclically through the 
edge of each phase up until the end position in the matrix clause. For example, the 
derivation of (36c) proceeds as shown in (38).

 (38) [FocP [kitaab-an] .. Foc0 [TP…T0[vP t1.. v0 [VP…V0 [ForceP t1…[ʔanna] [TopP….
[TP… T0[vP t1.. v0 [VP…V0 t1]]]]]]]]]

The movement in (38) does not violate subjacency and is in line with the phase 
impenetrability condition (Chomsky, 2000). Extracted elements cannot remain 
in SpecForceP of embedded clauses, as this position is considered as a mere 
escape hatch.

5. Conclusion

We argued in this paper that, contrary to Shlonsky (2000), the two complementizers 
ʔinna and ʔanna assume two different positions in the left periphery in Standard 
Arabic, based on their distributional patterns as well as on their inherent semantics. 
ʔinna does not express Force but is rather a Lexical Verum Operator whose function 
is to emphasize the truth of a proposition (p) whenever the question ‘whether p?’ 

19. A reviewer pointed out that an assumption of a fixed hierarchy to explain the adjacency of 
focus to T is less explanatory than an explanation in terms of some derivational mechanisms, 
such as the traditional T-to-C movement. In fact, there are many ways to explain this adjacency 
without resorting to T-to-C movement. For instance, Miyagawa (2010: 12), based on a feature 
inheritance approach, argues that T inherits [focus] from C, hence the movement of focused 
constituents to SpecTP. Clearly, his proposal derives the adjacency requirement as a by-product 
of feature inheritance. What we have shown is that the so called pre-verbal subject in SVO is 
distributionally identical to CLLD in that they appear in an A-bar position, namely SpecTopP. 
This idea is not completely new to the literature as the same is argued for Italian by Frascarelli 
(2007). Besides the distributional facts presented in sentences (33) through (37), this proposal 
is further supported by the fact that a pre-verbal subject can alternate in position with a CLLD 
element unrestrictedly as shown below.

(i) ʔar-risaalat-u l-walad-u katab-a-haa
  the-letter-nom the-boy-nom write.perf-3sg.masc-it

  ‘The letter, the boy, he wrote it.’
(ii) ʔal-walad-u r-risaalat-u katab-a-haa

  the-boy-nom the-letter-nom write.perf-3sg.masc-it
  ‘The boy, the letter, he wrote it.’
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is the question under discussion. The two complementizers project in structures 
as follows:

 (39) ForceP>TopP*> VerumP ʔinna >TopP*>FocP>FinP>TP …..
  ForceP ʔanna>TopP*>FocP>FinP>TP …..

The fact that both complementizers cannot directly be followed by focus or verbs 
is put down to a number of features including a [+aboutness] feature on Top0, 
Speaker and Hearer features as well as Speech time and Speech Location features. 
These features require the presence of a constituent in the pre-FocP field. Definite 
and indefinite DPs as well as adverbials and PPs can satisfy these features. The pro-
nominal clitics analyzed as agreement by Shlonsky (2000) are then taken to value 
the [+aboutness] feature on Top0, and hence are not for agreement. The semantic 
contribution of [+aboutness] is that it introduces a predicate abstract that binds a 
variable in the thematic domain. In the case of expletives, it introduces an existential 
quantifier which quantifies over events or situations. Finally, the ban on extraction 
across preverbal DPs in SVOs is reexamined, and two arguments are made. First, 
we argue that the preverbal DP in these structures is base-generated in SpecTopP 
in the left periphery, a position that precedes focus and wh-questions. Based on 
the positions of Focus and Wh-questions in matrix clauses and on the patterns of 
long-distance extractions, we argue that the ban on extraction across preverbal 
DPs does not exist.
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