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Introduction. It is standardly assumed that Modern Standard Arabic (MSA, henceforth) has a 
construction akin to the Italian-style Clitic Left Dislocation, CLLD henceforth (cf. Aoun et al. 
2010). This construction is characterized by there being a dislocated XP (dXP)(underlined) 
surfacing in the left periphery of the clause, which is linked to the host clause via the 
intermediary of a correlate (boldfaced), as shown in (1).  

(1)    aliy-an,            h?yatu-*(hu)                              
  Ali.Acc             greeted.1p-him.Acc                           

             ‘I greeted Ali.’                                                          
Background. The analyses of dislocation constructions have been typically confined to a 
binary option, which is rooted in a monoclausal analysis (i.e. the dXP and the correlate 
coappear in the same clause). On the one hand, it is argued that the dXP is related to the 
correlate via syntactic movement (cf. López 2009). On the other hand, it is maintained that 
there is no derivational link between the dXP and the correlate, and hence both elements are 
generated where they appear in the skeleton of the clause (cf. De Cat 2007). However, these 
approaches still fall short of accounting for CLLD in MSA, as this shows mixed properties. 
For example, the dXP in (1) shows movement properties: it shares the same morphological 
case as the correlate, pointing to the conclusion that CLLD in MSA is derived by movement, 
pace Bošković (2007). Further, CLLD reconstructs for the purpose of Condition C: where the 
dXP contains an R-expression, the interpretation of pro as coreferent with this R-expression is 
unavailable as per Condition C.   

(2) *kytab-a      alyi-ini,   proi   qar?tu-hu                   
   book.Acc  Ali-Gen   I       read-it.Acc    
 ‘I read Ali’s book’ 

 On the other hand, the example in (1) shows a property indicating that the dXP is base-
generated: the host clause is always syntactically complete on its own, where there is a clitic 
instead of a gap. Under the standard θ-criterion, there is ‘no room’ for the dXP to be part of the 
host clause. This behavior is typically captured under monoclausal approaches by resorting to 
either clitic-doubling (CD) (Aoun et al. 2001), resumption ((Demirdache 1991) or agreement 
(Kupula 2012); all of which are untenable as will be shown below. Further, the fact that the 
dXP as in (1) typically forms an intonational phrase on its own, which is flagged here by a 
comma, cannot follow from a movement analysis (cf. Frascarelli 2000): the dXP is taken to be 
detached prosodically from the host clause. In addition to this, CLLD in MSA does not give 
rise to Weak Crossover effects (WCO); a bonafide feature of constructions derived by base-
generation (cf. Postal 1993, Richards 2014, pace Lasnik & Stowell 1992). 
(3)        alyiani      umuhui        tuhibu-hu 

Ali.Acc     his mother  loves.3p-him.Acc 
Intended ‘Ali’s mother loves him.’ 

The proposal.  To solve this conundrum, I propose, building on Ott (2015 et seg.),  that CLLD 
in MSA is best viewed as having a biclausal structure whereby there are two identical sentences 
modulo the clitic and the dXP. The dXP is the surface fragment of backward clausal ellipsis in 
CP1, which is implemented at the Phonological Form (PF). This is shown in (4) for the example 
in (1), with ellipsis being optional to resolve heavy redundancy. Capitalizing on de Vries (2009, 
2013a), I assume that ‘specifying coordination’ is a mechanism mediating between CP1 and 
CP2, represented below by a colon. 
(4) [CP1 aliy-ani h?yatu ti]  :  [CP2 h?yatu-hu]               
                  ACC                                                            ACC                                                             
On the biclausal approach sketched in (4), the dXPs as in CP1 are taken to be ‘fragments’ in 
the sense of Merchant (2004). Of special importance here is the fact that the two clauses must 



be semantically parallel in that the propositions denoted by CP1 and CP2 are truth-
conditionally equivalent and hence they are in a relation of mutual entailment (cf. Merchant 
2001).  
    The biclausal approach to CLLD, by virtue of ellipsis parallelism, provides a principled 
analysis for case matching depicted in (1) in that the dXP and the correlate enter into identical 
case relations in their respective clauses, where the dXP and the correlate receive their 
accusative case from an identical case assigner, i.e., the verb. Likewise, what is appears as 
reconstruction into the host clause as in (2) is indeed reconstruction within the parallel elliptical 
clause as shown in (5). As per the PF deletion approach to ellipsis (cf. Merchant 2001), the 
dXP undergoes movement to the left periphery giving rise to ‘constituent ellipsis’. Hence, 
Condition C is violated when the dXP undergoes reconstruction to the launching site within 
the elliptical clause.  
(5) [kytab-a    alyi-ini    proi   qar?tu-hu t  ]                

 
By the same token, base-generation properties of CLLD in MSA (i.e. the absence of WCO 
effects and intonational independence) arise because there is no derivational link between the 
dXP and the correlate, the dXP being taken to be a separate sentence fragment which does not 
partake in the composition of the clause containing the correlate. Under cartographic analyses 
assuming movement of the dXP, however, the absence of WCO effects & intonational 
independence typical of CLLD in MSA is captured in ad hoc terms (cf. Rizzi 1997 a.o.). 
   The proposed analysis moreover obviates the need to equate CLLD with either resumption,  
Clitic Doubling (CD) or agreement. For one thing, binders of resumptive pronouns are not 
case-marked (cf. Merchant 2004). This is not the case, however, with CLLD in MSA where 
the dXP must be case-marked and match the case-marking of the correlate. Likewise, 
assimilating CLLD to CD, as in Big-XP analyses, does not seem to be on the right track either. 
The original observation is that there are well-known properties exhibited by CD (cf. 
Anagnostopoulou 2006), but not displayed by CLLD in MSA. For brevity, I mention two 
properties. First, the doubled element in CD must be [+animate] as in Spanish, contrary to the 
dXP in MSA which is not subject to this restriction. Second, the clitic in typical CD is optional 
(cf. Kramer 2014), while the clitic in CLLD is obligatory in MSA. This is evident from the 
mandatory presence of the clitic in (1), which is represented via starred parentheses. 
Interestingly, under the current analysis, the obligatory presence of the clitic instead of a gap 
is expected: CP1 and CP2 must be semantically parallel. Finally, the current proposal excludes 
the possibility that CLLD in MSA can be a case of agreement. For one thing, clitics according 
to the current analysis are argumental pro-forms (as in Kayne 1975). A consequence of this is 
the fact that clitics in MSA can affect binding relationships as in (6); as per ‘the closest c-
commanding antecedent’, Chomsky 2000). Under an agreement account for cliticization, 
however, clitics do not affect binding relationships (Rezac 2010). 
(6)  Arr-rijaal-u     ‘ntagad-uu           anfus-a-hum  

 the-men.Nom  critizied.3m-they selves.Acc-their          
       ‘The men criticized themselves.’                                         Musabhien (2008:174) 
I finally discuss islands insensitivity of CLLD in MSA. This is exemplified in (6) for Complex 
NP constraint.  
(7)       Zayidan     hyiaat     [al-mudaressa    allthi darasahu] 
            Zayid.Acc greet-1p [the-teacher.Acc who  teach him.Acc] 
         ‘I greeted the teacher who teaches Zayid.’ 
According to the PF approach to ellipsis assumed so far, this behavior is surprising since it is 
argued that the fragment must move for felicitous ellipsis. This surprising behavior, however, 
will be accounted for by assuming an LF copying operation reminiscent of sluicing, which is 
known to be island-insensitive. 


