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Investigations of sluicing since Chung, Ladusaw, and Mekéy 1995 have profitably ex-
plored two approaches to this ellipsis process that diffgmiBcantly from ours. In one, the
ellipsis site is created by deletion of a fully articulategin which Wh-movement has applied.
In the other, the ellipsis site contains no internal streett all, and its reference is resolved via
pragmatic inference. Here we reconsider some of the theatédsues, focusing on sprouting,
the subtype of sluicing in which the remnant of ellipsis ha®wert correlate in the antecedent
clause. We discuss evidence, some of it new, which sugdestsyrouting involves the re-use
of existing material, much as we originally proposed.

1. Goals

In this paper, we reconsider some of the theoretical issaiesd by sluicing, taking as a
starting point our 1995 article iNatural Language Semanti@@enceforthcLm). Our aims are to
(i) incorporate some of the insights and empirical discegethat have emerged since (especially
in the work of Jason Merchant), (ii) refocus attention on $hbtype of sluicing that we earlier
called sprouting, and (iii) pursue an analysis driven bydbr intuition that at least this species of
ellipsis involves the re-use of existing linguistic maakrOur goal in this will be to illuminate the
interaction between formal linguistic structure and digse interpretation in ellipsis processing.

Sluicing is the ellipsis of all but the interrogative phrage constituent question. koLMm,
we distinguished two subtypes of sluicing, which we calleergerandsprouting In merger, the
interrogative phrase that is the remnant of ellipsis hasvamntoorrelatein the antecedent clause,
as shown in (1) (with the correlate italicized):

(1) a. Theyve made an offer ®phonologistbut I’'m not sure which one.
b. She insultedomebodyput she won't tell me who.

In sprouting, the interrogative phrase that is the remnéetlipsis has no overt correlate within
the antecedent clause, as seen in (2):

(2) a. They were firing, but at what was unclear.
b. She applied for the position but nobody could figure out.why
c. Hefinished on time, but with whose help?

“We are very happy to dedicate this paper to Judith Aissenfr@md and colleague of many years. The research
reported on here grows out of a Symposium on Ellipsis whick eld at the 2006 Meeting of the Linguistic Society
of America in Albuquerque, New Mexico. We are grateful tovatlo took part for their help. We are especially grateful
to Jason Merchant for the excellence of his ongoing workimahea and for the many insights and challenges that he
continues to provide.



In such cases, the remnah-phrase can correspond to an implicit argument of the pageliof
the antecedent (as in (2a)), or an adjunct (as in (2b) andl (2¢)

At the workshop out of which this paper grew, three approscheadly speaking, to the
analysis of ellipsis emerged:

APPROACH1: The ellipsis site is an anaphoric element without intestraicture, whose reference
must be resolved in the same way as the reference of any amaplement is re-
solved, by way of pragmatic inference. It is unclear to ustiweeanyone currently
adopts this approach in its pure form, but its appeal is clear

APPROACH?2: The ellipsis site is empty and unstructured at surfaagciitre, but its content is
supplied by re-using (recycling, copying) an already beyittactic structure, with
its interpretation, from some accessible point elsewhetbe discourse (Williams
1977, Fiengo and May 1994, Lappin 1999 Mm).

APPROACH3: The ellipsis site has internal structure, which is cargtd in exactly the same
way as any audible piece of syntactic structure. The eflipge may, however, go
unpronounced—nbe rendered silent—if it is sufficiently $amto some antecedent
XP in some accessible position elsewhere in the discourses(Ra89, Sag 1976,
Hankamer 1979, Lasnik 2001, Merchant 2001).

Of these, the second and third approaches are much closachicoéher than either is to the first,
since both assume detailed syntactic structure within lthpsis site; they differ, however, in what
they assume about how that structure comes to be there.

Following cLm, Merchant 2001—and, ultimately, Ross 1969—we hold thabatespoint
in the derivation of examples like (1) and (2) the ellipste siontains a fully fleshed-out syntactic
object; there is ‘syntax in the silence’, to use Merchargisit. The phenomena discussed below
show sensitivity to syntactic properties that we take to iffcdlt to integrate into an approach
to sluicing which assumes only mechanisms of pragmaticenize. We assume that the remnant
Wh-phrase is contained within@p (see especially Merchant 2001:Chap. 2). We further assume
that what is missing in sluicing is the complement of whatdwead it is in a given language that
attracts interrogativéVh-phrases to its specifier—Manetta 2005, 2006, Grebenyo08&.2lhat
is, what is missing in sluicing is all but the edge of a phadedd by a head which drived/h-
Movement to its specifier.

This general characterization yields for English the cosicn that the missing material in
a sluicing construction is ther complement of interrogative. Therefore, (2a) has the skeletal
structure shown in (3).

3) They were firing, butde at whatc [p ]] was unclear

Sluicing, then, involves either the reduction to silencehefrP complement ot (as iINnAPPROACH

3, e.g. Romero 1998, Merchant 2001), or else the recoverysniitableTp from the discourse

context, supplying the content for the emptyin (3), as INnAPPROACH 2 (for instancecLMm).
APPROACH 3 (deletion under identity or givenness) is the standand iecurrent research

in the Principles and Parameters framework and in the MilgnBrogram. Jason Merchant’s

(2001) book, along with important work done around the same by Maribel Romero (1998)



and Howard Lasnik (1999), were particularly important itabsishing that view. In these works,
the core properties of sluicing are taken to derive from sgimaonditions—such as givenness and
focal parallelism—which govern deaccenting and elisiaor. Merchant, for example, the crucial
elements are those in (4):

(4) a. Sluicing is derived byF deletion of a fully articulatedP in which Wh-movement
has applied.
b. This deletion (like deletion in general) is subject to maatic licensing condition, in
thatTp can be deleted only if it iS-GIVEN.

E-givenness is in turn defined as in (5):

(5)  An expressiorE counts a€-GIVEN iff it has a salient antecedeatand,
1.A entails the focus-closure af
2.E entails the focus-closure af

What these requirements amount to in essence is the reqntehat the non-focused portions of
the antecedemtp and the elided P must entail each other.

Such theories give an admirably successful account of meigethey arguably do not
generalize well to sprouting (see Chung 2005 and below)e Mertake a different tack: taking the
sprouting cases as our starting point, we explore the idszlhie interpretation of this subtype of
sluicing is best understood as involving the re-use of ggdinguistic material APPROACH 2).

2. Use and Re-Use

The central notion ofisethat we appeal to is, as might be expected, fundamentalty pra
matic. To use linguistic material is to introduce it into tt@laborative game of constructing shared
contexts. Accepting this, t@-uselinguistic material is to take an already-constructed agtit ob-
ject with an interpretation, one which has already beenayegl in discourse processing, and to
re-deploy it, with its interpretation, in a new and differenntext. We assume a model of discourse
structure along the lines of that explored in Ginzburg 19ing 2003, and Farkas and Bruce
2010, in which questions under discussion (Ginzburg’s §1@®D) are recorded and in which the
items so recorded are syntactic objects paired with theiptdgions. These syntactic objects are
presumably F representations in the sense familiar from Government andify Theory and its
derivatives, and so may differ in important ways from therespntations relevant for determining
phonological form (in the framework of Chomsky 2001, fortarsce, all uninterpretable features
will have been removed). We assume a framework for the ird&pon of questions and sluices
along lines developed by AnderBois 2010a,b, which has teatgrdvantage of letting us better un-
derstand why disjoined terms pattern similarly to widepgemdefinites in their ability to license
sluicing (cLM:268-269). We will have more to say later about some of thermetive issues.

The re-use of linguistic material must be carefully distirgiped from independent, and
distinct, introductions of an expression. In (6), we clgar&nt to say that there are two independent
token expressions of thep a lawyer.



(6) A lawyer who sues a lawyer is crazy.

This determination has pragmatic consequences: each tbkba expressioa lawyergives rise
to different discourse referents.

The situation is revealingly different in (7a), which in nrmalist syntax is the pronounced
form of the structure sketched in (7b). Here, we clearly warsiay that there is just a single use of
theDpP a lawyer.

(7) a. Alawyer was sued yesterday.
b. [tp[ Alawyer]was [p sued [ a lawyer | yesterday ]]

Current minimalist thinking holds that (7b) involves twagcticoccurrence®f a single syntactic
token of thepp a lawyer, only the highest of which is pronounced. The basic ideaas When
movement (in its minimalist guise as Internal Merge) occtivebp a lawyercomes to serve both
as the sister of the suedand the specifier of; in the terminology of Relational Gramma, it is
multi-attached. The distinction between multiple syritastcurrences of a phrase (which amount
to a single pragmatic use of the phrase) and multiple syinttaitens of a phrase (which lead to
distinct pragmatic uses) will be crucial in what follows.

2.1.  Sluicing in the Absence of an Overt Correlate (Spraptin

Consider, then, the examples of sprouting in (8):

(8) a. They were firing, but at what was unclear.
b. She applied for the position but nobody could figure out.why
c. He putina bid, but on whose behalf?

d. A:lwentto the movies last nighB: Who with?

e. Exchanges of gunfire took place, but it was not clear wirera.f

Let us suppose that the interrogaten (8a) has an empty complement whose content is supplied
by aTp already deployed in the discourse, so thatthén (3) becomes what is shown in (9). What
sort of operation supplies the content of thisis an issue to which we return; for the moment,
suppose it to be copying, and in this (metaphorical) sensspi@sent a re-deployment of available
content.

9) [cp at whatc [1p 1]
J

[cp at whatc [p they were firing ]]

Such a structure is uninterpretable as it stands (there 8ayoto integrate théVh-phrase into
the composition of the meaning of the question), so anotheration is needed—the creation of a
lower syntactic occurrence of tM#h-phrase withinvp, an operation which will permit the needed
integration. That is, we add to the phrase marker a statelker{i.0):

(10)  at whatis immediately dominated byp.



providing for (11):

(11) [cp at whatc [p they were firing ]]
4

[cp at whatc [tp they were firingat what ]|

Importantly, this operation is not specific to sluicing, liitan instance of the more generally
available operation that gives rise to multiple syntacticworences of a phrase. That is, it is (the
inverse of) Chomsky’s (2001nternal MergeThis is the natural updating of our 1995 proposal in
a changed theoretical context.

The featural interactions in (10) and (11) are routine.df, ihstance, interrogativeVh-
movement is driven by the combination of featurgs (wH], andepp] on ac-head, then inser-
tion of the interrogative phrase into the specifiercin (10) satisfies only the third—therr
property. On the assumption that command, rather than thefsg-head relation, is the crucial
relation underpinning syntactic agreement relations (@i 2001, 2008), the interrogative and
Wh-features orc (and the corresponding features on té-phrase) will be checked only when
the lower occurrence of the phraaewhatin (11) is created—an occurrence within the com-
mand domain of interrogative. Within the framework of Phillips (2003)—left to right, tegiown
structure building—the necessary operation has a paatiguhatural home and is probably indis-
tinguishable from routine applications @h-movement

This updating of our 1995 proposal has a number of intergstonsequences. First, it
eliminates the need for some stipulations required undeedlier proposal: for example, that only
traces can be added. Second, it preserves the empirica odrggir earlier account of sprouting.
Third, it deals naturally with some more recent empiricacdiveries in a way thatLm did not.

We note as an aside that the syntactic objects which are @¢apiee-used will have to
be abstract enough to permit certain morphological ‘misimed’ between the antecedent and the
apparent requirements of the ellipsis site. This is to aldmeh cases as (12) (Merchant 2001,
2005a):

(12) a. Decorating for the holidays is easy if you know how.
b. Il fix the car if you tell me how.

c. |can't play quarterback. | don’t even know how.

d. Iremember meeting him, but | don’'t remember when.
e

John seems to be happy and | can guess why.

It seems reasonable to hope that these mismatches willtrdfledinds of differences between
surface syntax andrF syntax that we alluded to earlier.

LOur general approach to sluicing is very much in harmony #ithresearch program laid out in Phillips and Lewis
2009, in the sense that the grammatical computation focislgistructures that we develop seems to mirror what the
processor must do when faced with the task of comprehendshgee. For the production task, matters seem a little
less clear.



3. Consequences—OId and New
3.1. Albert’'s Generalization

In the cases for which this mechanism must be appealed t@ th@ be no amnestying of
island ancecpeffects. We thus understand an important property of sigichs noticed originally
by Chris Albert, reported bgLm, and confirmed recently in experimental work by Yoshida et al
(2010), island violations are not repaired in sproutingh@lgh they are famously repaired under
merger; see Ross 1969,M, Merchant 2001).

Consider, for instance, the examples in (13):

(13) a. *Sandy was trying to work out which students wouldadpédut she refused to say
who to.
b. *Agnes wondered how John could eat, but it's not clear what
*That Tom will win is likely, but it's not clear which race.

(14) a. *Sandy is very curious to see which students will ble @b solve the homework
problem, but she won't say how.
b. *Clinton is anxious to find out which budget dilemmas P&n&tould be willing to
tackle, but he won't say how.

We will call this observatioAlbert’s Generalizationfor its discoverer.

If the operation responsible for creating multiple syntactcurrences in Internal Merge is
governed by the standard array of island aae effects, then we expect those effects to appear in
the subtype of sluicing for which this operation is crucialamely, in the sprouting cases.

3.2. Fixed Diathesis Effects

We also understand another set of properties of sluicingpl®served first by Lori Levin
(1982), the interpretation of the elidew in sluicing is limited by lexical choices made in the
antecedentp. Compare (15a) with (15b), for instance.

(15) a. He served the soup, but | don’t know to who(m).
b. He served some of the guests, but | don’t know what.

The examples in (15) contrast sharply with the impossibg: (1
(16) *He served the soup, but I don’t know who(m).

The problem here is that there are, essentially, two disbiaotrelated verbserve which can be
illustrated crudely as in (17):

a7) a. servg: <server>=meal><diner>
SUBJ OBJ DATIVE

b. serve: <server>diner><meal>
SUBJ oBJ1L OBJX



What goes wrong in a case like (16) is that the antecedenseleontainserve while the elided
clause containserve. This is an impossibility under our proposal, one whichdal, on our
view, from the fact that the missing material in a sluice ip@ied by the re-use of ap already
constructed from an array of lexical choices. There can bsubsequent return to the lexicon in
constructing the missingp of the ellipsis sité.

The effect seems to be quite general. The examples in (18) 8@ same effect for the
verbsend

(18) a. He senta package, but | can't find out who to.
b. *He sent a package, but | can’t find out who.

c. He senta package, but | can’t find out who he sent it to.
d

?He sent a package, but | can’t find out who he sent it.

What goes wrong in (18b) is that the antecedenaind the elided P employ different argument
structures for the verbend the antecedentr employs the argument structure illustrated in (18c),
whereas the elidetdr employs that illustrated in (18d).

Observations made by Jason Merchant (Merchant (2005agjestithe same conclusion.
Beth Levin (2003) observed that the examples in (19a) and)(&€ close to synonymous, but
involve different versions of the vedmbroider

(19) a. Theyembroidered a table-cloth with peace signs.
b. They embroidered peace signs on a table-cloth.

Despite the semantic equivalence of (19a) and (19b), it posaible, as Merchant points out, to
mix and match different versions of the verb under sluicifigat is, one cannot have a remnant
Wh-phrase which implies one version of the verhbroidemwhile the antecedentr is built around

a different one. This is seen in the dual impossibility of)(20

(20) a. *They embroidered something with peace signs, banhltd&now what on.
b. *They embroidered something on the table-cloth, but I'darow what with3

Observations such as these pose severe challenges for ipfee¢nce-based approaches to ellipsis
resolution.

Merchant (2005a) has observed a similar effect in casesss@1), involving the causative-
inchoative alternation. In English, an example such as (21)

(21)  They plan to close one of the schools, but they won'tuteNvhich one.

2The lexical entries in (17) are meant to be illustrative ofilige central conclusion is unaffected if the different
argument structures faerveare realized syntactically via different arrays of funobheads (‘light verbs’) within
thevP. Such differences still reflect different lexical choices

3(20b) is well-formed on a different and irrelevant readingeeording to which thevith-ppis an instrument rather
than a third argument &fmbroider



cannot be interpreted as in (22):
(22)  They plan to close one of the schools, but they won'tugNvhich one will close.

Once again, this falls under our larger observation, siacsative and inchoativdosemust reflect
distinct lexical choices—the first used in the antecedéetsecond (impossible) in the ellipsis site.
Merchant (2005a) observes that the point can be made ma#ycie a language where the case
system lets one identify the grammatical function of the mant interrogative phrase. Greek is
such a language, and once more (as can be seen in (23b))fetiei€hs we now expect it to be:

(23) a. Eklisan ena dhromo, alladhenksero pjon.
closepL3 a-Acc roadAcc but not know-s1 which-acc
‘They closed a road, but | don’t know which.’
b. *Eklisan ena dhromo, alladhenksero pjos.
closeprL3 a-Acc roadAcc but not know-s1 which-Nom
‘They closed a road, but | don’t know which.’

(23b) must reflect the inchoative form ofosein the ellipsis site, but the transitive form in the
antecedent clause—an impossible situation, given ourrgepeposal.
The same pattern can be seen at work in the opposite direnteonase such as (24):

(24) *The window suddenly closed, but | don’t know who.

In a case such as this, we have the inchoative form in the ed¢et and the transitive form in the
ellipsis site—an impossibility given our proposal. Thigisase where it is particularly clear that a
treatment of sluicing based solely on pragmatic inferencalévnot be adequate to the facts. For
(24), itis hard to see why the antecedent clause would noersalient a proposition likBomeone
suddenly closed the window

Finally, this set of observations further extends to theadsgibility of voice mismatches
under sluicing (see Merchant 2001, Chung 2005, AnderBdl9B)

(25) a. The candidate was abducted but we don’t know who byhay.
b. *Somebody abducted the candidate, but we don’t know by. who
c. Somebody abducted the candidate, but we don’t know by wheas abducted.

As long as active and passive structures involve differexichl selections (in one sense or an-
other), we can understand the ill-formedness of (25b) instae terms as (24) and earlier ex-
amples: the lexical resources used in the ellipsis site mes¢éssarily be the same as those out
of which the antecedentr is constructed. This we see as one of the consequences eérefu
existing linguistic materiat.

Verb phrase ellipsis, as is well known, behaves differefiishler 2002:53):

4Eric Potsdam (2007) observes that voice mismatches seempodsible under sluicing in Malagasy. We must take
the position that such observations provide evidence fargem’s (2005) reanalysis of ‘voice’ in Malagasy in terms
of something likeWh-Agreement—see also Chung 2005 and Potsdam (2007:fn.Adisfussion of alternatives.



a. This problem was to have been looked into, but oblyausbody did.

b. In March, four fireworks manufacturers asked that thegiecibe reversed, and on
Monday theicc did.

c. Actually | have implemented it with a manager, but it ddelsave to be.

d. The janitor should remove the trash whenever it is appananit needs to be.

(26)

Following Merchant 2007, 2008, we take cases like (26) tolve ellipsis of the complement of
the voice-determining head—a level of structure at whidiva@and passive verbal phrases are
indistinguishable, both in terms of the lexical resourcesduin their construction and in terms of

the structures projected.
3.3. Chung’'s Generalization

We are also now in a position to understand a more recent\disgoMerchant (2001)
demonstrated that exactly those languages which perngiopiton stranding unde#/h-movement
also permit prepositions to be stranded in the elidedf sluicing. Chung 2005 has observed that
even in preposition-stranding languages, prepositionsaicbe stranded in the elideé in sprout-
ing cases—when the interrogative phrase that is the renufaeilipsis has no overt correlate in
the antecedent clause. Compare (27), in which the intetik@gahrase is &p, with (28), in which
the interrogative phrase is the object of a stranded preposi

They're jealous but it's unclear of who/who of.

Last night he was very afraid, but he couldn’t tell us of wivhat of.
Mary was flirting, but they couldn’t say with who/who with.
We're donating our car, but it's unclear to which orgatiaa
TheuN is transforming itself, but into what is unclear.

(27)

*They're jealous but it's unclear who.

*Last night he was very afraid, but he couldn’t tell us what
*Mary was flirting, but they couldn’t say who.

*We're donating our car, but it's unclear which organiaat
*TheuN is transforming itself, but what is unclear.

(28)

Pooocw 20T

Of course, preposition stranding in the absence of elligsimproblematic:

They’re jealous but it's unclear who they're jealofis

Last night he was very afraid, but he couldn’t tell us whatas very afraid of.
Mary was flirting, but they couldn’t say who she was flirtingh.

We're donating our car, but it's unclear which organiaative’re donating it to.
TheuN is transforming itself, but what it is transforming itsetto is unclear.

(29)

®Q2O0 T oo

The puzzle here is why (28a—e) cannot be derived from (29&¥eXall thisChung’s Generaliza-
tion, also for its discoverer.

These observations are deeply puzzling4erProAcH 3—specifically, for the view that
ellipsis is the reduction to silence of a syntactic objecbg# content is ‘given’ in some sense



(among many others, see Romero 1998, Merchant 2001). Owitvatit is hard to see how we
might distinguish the derivation in (30) from that in (31)ofs the even more severe difficulty posed
by these observations farPROACH 1, which involves only mechanisms of pragmatic inference.
Such theories too easily locate suitably salient contetit which to fill out the interpretation of
the Wh-phrase. There is no challenge whatever in computing inectomthat the interpretations of
(28) ought to be.

(30) a. Sheisjealous, but we don’t know [ of who [ she is jealofiwho ]].
b. She is jealous, but we don’t know [ of who [ ]].

(31) a. Sheisjealous, but we don’'t know [ who [she is jealdustwo ]
b. *She is jealous, but we don’t know [ who [ ]].

But these observations already follow inevitably from owpgmsals. (28a), for example, would
begin with the fragment in (32):

(32) [ unclear {p who C [+p 111
Re-using the antecedeng will produce (33):
(33)  [unclear gpwho C [tp they're jealous ]]]

But from (33), the only structure that can be created by waheinternal Merge operation is that
in (34), which subsumes a violation of the lexical requiraisef the adjectivgealous

(34)  [unclear gp who C [1p they're jealousvho ]]]

So as long as those requirements must be respected—eittiher point at which thep who is
(re)merged, or else aF (if there is such a level), then the impossibility of (28agigpected rather
than puzzling. In fact, on this view, (28a) is impossible éxactly the same reason that (35) is
impossible—a unification which seems entirely natural:

(35) *Who are they jealous?

As far as we are aware, there is no comparably natural treditof¢éhese observations available at
present under other approaches to sluicing.

4. A Complementary Difficulty

The problem posed by the observations of (28) for versionseeROACH 3 under a con-
dition of givenness is that the requirement of givennes®arpto be met but sluicing fails. But
there is also a range of cases in which the requirement ohgess clearly is not met, but in which
sluicing nevertheless succeeds (Chung 2005).

(36) a. Heputinabid but| couldn’t tell on whose behalf.
b. She went to the movies but we don’t know who with.
c. She finished the project but we don’t know with whose help.



He’s on the no-fly list but it’s totally unclear for how long

(37) a. She was babbling away, but about what, | have no ide=.E radio, December 31,

2005)

b. ... with Argentina and Brazil increasingly worried abwautere they would get their
oil and at what price. New York TimesdMay 5, 2006)

c. | agree with thenyT Executive Editor that the public did benefit from the Times’
disclosures abowisa and Treasury surveillance, though it's impossible to know a
what cost.  (David Ignatiug/ashingon Postluly 5, 2006)

d. Batwoman is set for a comicbook return. But what as?  (Wtigws.bbc.co.uk/,
Friday, June 2, 2006)

Cases such as (37) are handled without elaboration by thpogab sketched earlier. It is at best
unclear how they can be understood in a world in which slgicsrdeletion under semantic ‘iden-
tity’ or givenness. Such a view would require that the pafrpropositions in (38)—(43) be in the

required relation (equivalence, mutual entailment, ortewer):

(38) a. [heputinabid]

b. [he putin a bid on someone’s behalf ]
(39) a. [she wenttothe movies |

b. [she went to the movies with someone |
(40) a. [shefinished the project ]

b. [ she finished the project with someone’s help ]
(41) a. [he’sonthe no-fly list]

b. [ he’s on the no-fly list for some length of time ]
(42) a. [she’sbabblingaway ]

b. [she’s babbling away about something ]
(43) a. [where they would get their oil ]

b. [where they would get their oil at some price ]

But in none of these cases does the proposition expressée fg)texample entail the proposition
expressed by the (b) example. In the case of (43), for instayetting oil does not entail that the
oil be obtained for a price (there are many ways of obtainihgtber than buying it). Similarly for
(42)—one can babble without babbling about anything. Ang88), the proposition that he put in
a bid does not entail that he put in a bid on someone’s behafb&lieve that the observation is
quite general.

Given that the (b) examples entail the (a) examples, accatatium is sometimes sug-
gested as a means of upgrading the interpretation of theed#at clause in such cases so that
equivalence or mutual entailment could be achieved (seelB89 for one such proposal). The
challenge, it seems to us, would be to constrain accomnwudat that it would permit sluicing
in (37), for instance, but not in many of the ill-formed ca$iest we considered earlier—in (24),
(25b), or in (28), for example.



In contrast, our proposal handles all of these cases wittlabbration, because it requires
only that the elided’p be a monotonic extension, both syntactically and semdlyticd the an-
tecedentrp. Internal merge can add new material to an antecedent clauke ellipsis site, as
long as lexical and morphosyntactic requirements arefigatig-rom this it follows that there will
be no general requirement that the interpretation of thecaakent clause be equivalent to, or even
entail, the interpretation of the elided clause.

Nominal-internal cases (Chung 2005) make the same point:

(44) a. She’s reading something, but | don’t know from whiextbook.
b. She’s eating a pizza, but | don’t know from which restatiran
c. She’s editing a manuscript, but | don’t know from what pdri

Such cases are perfectly natural, but there is no entailimenet from the interpretation of the
antecedent to the interpretation of the missirg

5. Semantic Consequences of Re-Use

In the view presented here, the empirical patterns survalgede are seen as consequences
of understanding sluicing as the re-use of existing lingrisaterial. So far we have been con-
cerned with the lexical and syntactic consequences of @e-ugth the phenomena that support
the assumption that ‘the syntax in the silence’ is simplyrdarpreted syntactic object, which has
already been used in the discourse and which now serves aswce in interpreting the sluice.

We now consider the semantic consequences of this re-ugariicular, we investigate
whether the syntactic re-occurrencesrtefs in sluices are understood as uses of this in the
strongest pragmatic sense—that the syntactic object ieltipsis site counts as being introduced
into the collaborative game of constructing shared costext

We conclude that in the case of sluicing, it does not—in @sitto (some) other types of
ellipsis, notablyvp ellipsis. We will see that sluices are understood as if these of a familiar
linguistic expression constitutes re-use of its intergien as well.

Here we will make the case by examining the interpretatioefarential indefinites which
are subject to a novelty condition on their discourse refege(Heim 1982). As a result of the
novelty condition, each syntactic token of an indefiniteadtices a new discourse referent. That
is, (45a) is interpreted as involving two perpetrators,dntcast to (45b).

(45) a. Someone committed a crime on Monday and someone dtedraicrime on Tues-
day.
b. Someone committed a crime on Monday and he committed &@mTuesday.

We will follow common terminology and say that each tokensoimeoneabove introduces a
distinct discourse referent. Similarly, in (46) Jill anatl&now similar things, but we assume that
their knowledge involves distinct perpetrators.

(46) Jill knows that someone committed a crime, and Jack krtbat someone committed a
crime.



The embedded questions in (47) behave similarly, in thatvileesyntactic tokens of the indefinite
a crimeare associated with distinct discourse referents.

(47)  Jill asked where someone had committed a crime, and asld when someone had
committed a crime.

The association of an indefinite with a discourse referentlmaused as a probe for the act of
using the indefinite. Each use, in this strongly pragmatiseegis expected to involve creation of a
new discourse referent. If we want to know whether a dissgaotactic occurrence of an indefinite
counts as a distinct pragmatic use of the indefinite, we carthis probe. Distinct discourse ref-
erents indicate distinct pragmatic uses; same discoufseerg indicates that the second syntactic
occurrence doesn’t count pragmatically as a use—but ratheur terms, as a re-use.

If ellipsis in general involves the re-use of a familiar lingtic expression, we should ask
whether that re-occurrence counts as a new pragmatic uke ekpression. If re-occurrence con-
stitutes a new use, then indefinites occurring in an ellipsght to trigger new discourse referents
despite their silence. If re-occurrence does not constéubew use, but merely re-use, then the
indefinite will not be associated with the creation of a nescdurse referent: the interpretation
of the second occurrence would involve the discourse magsociated with its first (and only)
independent use.

Our current work suggests that ellipses are not uniform i tégard. Sluicing, at least,
involves re-occurrences that are not interpreted pragaitias new uses. In most cases, the ma-
terial in the elidedrp seems to be unable to introduce new discourse referentsp&en7) with
(48):

(48) Jill asked where someone had committed a crime, andakkeld when.

The only natural interpretation of this example, it seemshat Jack’s question is about the same
perpetrator, and the same crime, that Jill's question isigbo other words, (48) can be para-
phrased ‘Jill asked where persoitnad committed crimg, and Jack asked whenhad committed

y'. This is the interpretation that would be expected if thecdurse markers employed in the
antecedentp are carried over into the interpretation of the elided Similarly, in (49):

(49)  Where someone commits a crime doesn’t determine how.

the only natural interpretation is that it is false that wehtve random persan commits crimey
determines how commitsy.

The non-synonymy of (47) and (48) is replicated in the exanpglirs in (50)—(54). In each
pair, the indefinite that putatively occurs in the sluicehn {b) example cannot be understood as
introducing a new discourse referent:

(50) a. We know what someone was reading, but we don’t knowhim semeone was read-
ing.
b. We know what someone was reading, but we don’t know to who.

(51) a. Although we know who someone spoke to, we don’t knowatvgloemeone spoke (to



someone) about.
Although we know who someone spoke to, we don’t know whatiab

(52) a. Jill wondered why Tracy dated a student, and Fred em@adfor how long Tracy
dated a student.
Jill wondered why Tracy dated a student, and Fred wonderdtbw long.

(53) a. A high government official was critical of tidew York Times but it's not clear
what other newspapers a high government official was crivica
b. A high government official was critical of thiew York Times but it's not clear
what other newspapers.

(54) a. Someone from Santa Cruz talkedtov, but we're not sure who else someone from
Santa Cruz talked to.
b. Someone from Santa Cruz talkedstem, but we’re not sure who else.

At one level, the observation that the same discourse maegteremployed in the elidet as in
the antecedentr seems expected. It ought to follow immediately from our jsgd that sluicing
involves re-use of existing linguistic material; specifigafrom the claim that the content of the
elidedTP is supplied by copying of the antecedaw including its interepretation and associated
discourse markers. (We appeal to copying rather than tleenalt Merge operation here, because
the relation must be able to operate across sentencesdutteckfferent participants in discourse.)

However, the patterns illustrated in (50)—(54) are prottyisurprising when viewed from
the perspective of a general theory of ellipsis.

Since Hankamer and Sag 1976, it has been recognized that teeghallmarks of ellipsis is
precisely the ability of elided material to introduce newatiurse referents. Consider, for instance,
the vp ellipsis in (55a), which has an interpretation synonymoitk \{65b)—one in which each
syntactic token o& bookintroduces a new discourse marker.

(55) a. Kateisreading abook, and | am too.
b. Kate is reading a book, and | am reading a book too.

The ability of elided material to introduce new discoursterents lies behind the missing an-
tecedent phenomenon, which is used by Hankamer and Sag agreostiic of ellipsis as opposed
to deep anaphora (Grinder and Postal 1971, Hankamer ando3&g 1

(56) a. *I've never ridden a camel, and it was of the two-hudhpariety.
b. I've never ridden a camel, but Ivan has, and it was of thelwmped variety.

If the missing antecedent phenomenon is truly charaderdtellipsis, then we need to ask
whether it is sluicing that is atypical in its interpretatiand, if so, why it should be.

We conjecture here that the contrast is correlated withitteedf the ellipsis site. Sluicing
andvp ellipsis differ in whether the content that must be supptigdopying of an antecedere is
larger or smaller than the domain of existential closuractvive take to be the smallest constituent
in which all the predicate’s arguments have had a chanceitdreeluced (see Chung and Ladusaw
2004). In sluicing, the missing content is larger than thedim of existential closure, so that the



re-used expression has a complete interpretation in tefasligcourse model. The re-occurrence
of the expression in the sluice simply provides that modéhé&interpretation.

In vP ellipsis, on the other hand, the missing content is smdikem the domain of existen-
tial closure, so any indefinites that are copied over fronatitecedentP can become existentially
closed ‘again’ in the new domain, with the result that newcdisse markers will be introduced.
From this follow examples like (56b) (on the relevant intetgtion), and the missing antecedent
phenomenon.

The observation that there are cases of sluicing in whiclelided material cannot intro-
duce new discourse referents is both novel and—we believeleniable for examples of the type
(50)—(54).

It remains to be seen whether the observation is fully géneodice, to begin with, that
the examples cited above all involve sprouting. Even witlzodefinitive answer, however, we can
bring the preceding discussion to bear on another sluicatigm thatcLm could not account for,
namely, the phenomenon of vehicle change.

5.1. Sluicing, E-type Anaphora, and Vehicle Change

As Romero (1998:67—-69) and Merchant (2001:201-204) obsand as Kyle Rawlins has
also pointed out to us, theories of sluicing that impose dagyit identity condition on the elided
TP and the antecedemp encounter a challenge in examples like (57).

The Deans know who resigned, but they're not sure fatweasons.

He told us which kids were eating, but he couldn’t tell us/mouch.

That's a gazebo. But | don’t know who built it or why. (Megeit 2001:201)

What interveners are able to ‘get out of the way’, and haWwér¢hant 2001:202)
Always, when a female physicist has been nominated, shesw@know for which

award.
f.  Every female physicist who has been nominated wants tevKnowhich award.

(57)

® 200w

In cases like this, we cannot express what the ellipticatesere means without the ellipsis by
simply pronouncing the supposed antecedent in place oflthsis. We must change the indefinite
DP or the interrogative phrase to a pronoun. Following Fiengd &ay 1994, we will refer to
this phenomenon agehicle changeThe elidedTP's in (57) have interpretations equivalent to the
interpretations of the non-elided questions in (58), whichtaine-type pronouns.

(58) a. The Deans know who resigned, but they’re not sure f@atweasons he resigned.
b. He told us which kids were eating, but he couldn’t tell ug/tmouch they were eating.
c. That's a gazebo. But | don’t know who built it or why s/helbiti
d. Whatinterveners are able to ‘get out of the way’, and hatlaey able to get out of
the way?
e. Always, when a female physicist has been nominated, shesw@know for which

award she has been nominated.
f.  Every female physicist who has been nominated wants tavkoowhich award she



has been nominated.

But if the non-elided questions in (58) are the source of thgses in (57), then sluicing cannot
require syntactic identity, because thé¢ype pronouns in the elidete aren’t identical to anything
in the antecedentr.

Such a syntactic mismatch, if real, could not be easily rethidi/cLm (or by Chung 2005).
But in the context of our discussion of the interpretive @msences of the re-use of linguistic
material in sluicing, it is natural to ask whether the sytitamismatch in (57) is real or apparent.
If we are right that sluicing involves the re-use of a fullydmpretedrp from previous discourse,
but that this re-use does not allow new discourse markers totlbduced, then a way of rising to
the challenge posed by (57) is at hand.

The elidedrP’s in these examples do not, as a matter of morphosyntadigtanice, contain
pronouns at all. The-type pronoun effect in interpretation is the natural resefithe assumption
that the antecedenp is copied with its closed interpretation, including discsimarkers.

Specifically, after copying, (57a) has the structure shaw(9).

(59) The Deans knowck who, [tp Who, resigned]], but they’re not sured for what reasons
[tp Who; resigned]].

In (59), who, and who, are different syntactic occurrences of a single tokemvbb, related by
Internal Merge. In the ellipsisyhos is a further syntactic occurrence of this tokendfo, related
to the other two by the larger re-useTfthat sluicing involves. The-type pronoun interpretation
of whos is, on this view, a natural consequence of the assumpticededeto interpret structures
like the antecedent, in which multiple syntactic occuresnof a phrase correspond to a single
pragmatic use.

This, we think, is a satisfying resolution to one of the maffialllt issues faced by the
account of sluicing we advanced some fifteen years ago amhret here.

6. The Broader Picture and Some Open Issues

Part of the excitement of research on ellipsis is that every investigation seems to raise
as many questions as it resolves. In this spirit, we would tik conclude by pointing to some
issues raised by the line of thought pursued here.

First, how far-reaching is the generalization that new alisse referents cannot be intro-
duced by material inside the ellipsis in sluicing? The judgats we reported for examples (50)—
(54) strike us as very clear. But other types of examplesestggat material inside the ellipsis site
might be able to introduce new discourse markers after athsicler (60).

(60)  MARY was swindled by a lawyer, and it's not cle&HO ELSE

In (60), the elided question seems to be about who other thay as swindled, with no require-
ment that the lawyer be the same one one who swindled Maryt disi@nguishes this example
from those discussed earlier is tleseis associated with &/h-phrase which, in its origin site,

c-commands the indefinite in the ellipsis. When this refatioes not hold, as in (61), the more



general pattern re-emerges: the ellipsis introduces nodissourse referents.
(61)  Alawyer swindledwARY, and it's not cleawHO ELSE

Clearly there is some systematicity to the contrast betw@@)) on the one hand, and (50)—(54)
and (61), on the other. Consider also (62):

(62) Joe was swindled by a lawyer—Mary doesn’t know how mamgs.

The elided question in (62) allows an interpretation in veah@very time Joe was swindled, he
was swindled by a different lawyer. In this interpretatitime indefinite in the re-usedr must
have narrow scope. What we are tempted to propose for iet@tmns of this type is that the
meaning of the indefinite is composed by Restrict (in the s@ihung and Ladusaw 2004)—a
mode of composition that would lead to the indefinite beirgpamted with no discourse marker
at all. The antecedent clause in (62), in other words, woalddoighly synonymous witboe was
lawyer-swindled

Some initial evidence appears to support this view. Whetindisdiscourse markers are
introduced by distinct syntactic tokens of an indefinit@ytisan collectively serve as antecedents
for a plural pronoun.

(63) A woman committed a crime on Monday and a woman commaétedme on Tueday.
They were the same woman.

The same is true even when some of the markers are introdut@d we ellipsis.
(64) Kate has ridden a camel and Ivan has, too. They were the samel.

But in contrast to the naturalness of these examples, teesemething distinctly odd about the
plural pronoun in (65):

(65)  #Joe was swindled by a lawyer—Mary doesn’t know how many tinié®y were the
same lawyer.

This oddness we take as an indication that the narrow-s@gzbng ofa lawyerin (62) involves
Restrict, and no discourse marker is introduced. If so,eth&mo counterevidence here to our
claim that no new discourse referents are introduced irtbelellipsis in sluicing. Clearly, though,
further probing is required.

Another large issue is how the observations and argumen&daped here are to be inte-
grated with the body of evidence (developed by Merchant 2&@ikcially) which argues in favor
of PF deletion approaches to sluicing. We fully recognize thedoof these arguments. What is
striking is that the evidence in question seems to comeednfirom the merger cases. Put differ-
ently, PF deletion accounts, like Merchant's, offer admirably swsfel accounts of merger, but
deal less well with sprouting. Our approach does a good jobaoflling sprouting, but is less
successful when faced with the merger cases (and espdtialbpnnectivity effects they exhibit).
What remains elusive is a successful unified account ofislglid®®resumably, such a unification



will involve a reconceiving of the apparent choice betweeletion and re-use, a reconceiving that
we cannot yet imagine.

Finally, our discussion adds to the list of known contragtsMeen sluicing andp ellip-
sis: tolerance of voice mismatches, island repair, crioggsistic generality, and now the missing
antecedent phenomenon. The contrast we discuss hereaajgestion about the pragmatic conse-
guences of the ‘re-use’ of processed linguistic materia sessource for interpreting ellipsis sites.
If vp ellipsis and sluicing are to be treated uniformly, then itsiibe the case that re-use of a
coherently interpretedp-sized unit differs in a principled way from re-use o¥e-sized unit, in
terms of the pragmatic consequences. This strikes us asalafpen well worth exploring.
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