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Ellipsis

INTRODUCTION

Ellipsis in linguistics refers to a construction whose phonological form is missing relative to the 

form that construction should have considering the meaning it denotes. Mismatch between form 

and meaning requires that meaning associated with the gap be somehow recoverable;, in that 

sense, ellipsis differs from deletion, such as deletion of features. In general, ellipsis requires the 

missing Phonetic Form (PF) form to denote information that is given from a linguistic context. 

Thus, ellipsis is a form of marking givenness, which in turn can be argued to be a reflex of 

presuppositionality, and can be classified as a type of anaphora. Existence of presuppositions is a 

universal language trait, so it is not surprising that, as far as we know, there are no languages that 

lack ellipsis constructions altogether. However, there is cross-linguistic variability as to what can 

be elided, and what cannot be elided. This suggests that ellipsis interacts with modules of 

grammar that are sensitive to language variation. Two predominant schools of thought assume 

that either we have lexical variation as to what silent pro-forms languages can have, or we have a 

complex interaction of syntax, semantics, and prosody that generates different forms of ellipsis. 

The latter approach requires that, at some level of the grammar, there is an abstract enough 

representation of the ellipsis site so that it can be licensed as an anaphor that is associated with a 

clear antecedent in the linguistic signal. A lot of research has been devoted to establish the 

appropriate level at which the elided anaphor can be structurally identified with its antecedent. 

This research has raised many interesting questions about the nature of the syntax-semantics 

interface, as well as to the syntax-prosody interface, and the possible existence of a prosody-

semantics interface. These include, among others, questions such as: (i) is Is there a fully-fledged 



syntactic structure in the elided anaphor? (ii) what What licenses ellipsis remnants: movement, 

focus, prosody, all the above? (iii) what What are the identity conditions that need to hold 

between an elided anaphor and its linguistic antecedent? Attempts at answering these and other 

questions has led to some fruitful and exciting research that has impacted our understanding of 

how language works.

COMPILATIONS OF ARTICLES

There have been numerous complications compilations of articles in both book and journal form 

that aim to capture the diverse and rich field of ellipsis research. General compilations include 

Baltin 2014, Johnson 2008, and Lappin and Benmamoun 1999. More narrowly defined 

compilations include Kluck, et al. 2014, which focuses on parenthesis and ellipsis;, Merchant 

and Simpson 2012, which deals with sluicing;, Schwabe and Zhang 2015, which concentrates on 

ellipsis in conjunction;, and Schwabe and Winkler 2003, where the topic is ellipsis licensing at 

the interfaces.

Baltin, Mark, ed. 2014. Structural approaches to ellipsis. Lingua 151. [class:journalArticle]

The volume is a compilation of papers from Linguistic Society of America’s Annual Meeting in 

2011. It reflects the debates and questions on syntactic approaches to ellipsis.

Johnson, Kyle, ed. 2008. Topics in Ellipsisellipsis. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge Univ. Press. 

[ISBN: 9780521815086] [class:book]

This volume discusses to some key questions in the study of ellipsis: What characterizes ellipsis? 

Under what conditions is it possible? What kinds of meanings are allowed to go unspoken?



Kluck, Marlies, Dennis Ott, and Mark de Vries, eds. 2014. Parenthesis and Ellipsisellipsis. : 

Cross-Linguistic linguistic and Theoretical theoretical Perspectivesperspectives. Berlin, and 

Boston: De Gruyter Mouton. [class:book]

This volume addresses the interaction of parenthesis and ellipsis.

Lappin, Shalom, and Elabbas Benmamoun, eds. 1999. Fragments: Studies in Ellipsis ellipsis and 

Gappinggapping. New York: Oxford Univ. Press. [ISBN: 9780195123029] [class:book]

This volume discusses semantic and computational aspects of ellipsis.

Lipták, Anikó. 2015. Identity in ellipsis: An introduction. Lingua 166:155–171. 

[class:journalArticle]

This volume is dedicated to the analysis of sluicing in a range of languages from Europe, Asia, 

and Africa. This volume is dedicated to the analysis of the role of identity in licensing ellipsis.

Merchant, Jason, and Andrew Simpson, eds. 2012. Sluicing: Cross-linguistic perspectives. 

Oxford Studies in Theoretical Linguistics 38. Oxford: Oxford Univ. Press. [ISBN: 

9780199645763] [class:book]

This volume is dedicated to the analysis of sluicing in a range of languages from Europe, Asia, 

and Africa.

Schwabe, Kerstin, and Susanne Winkler, eds. 2003. The Interfacesinterfaces: Deriving and 

Interpreting interpreting Omitted omitted Structuresstructures. Philadelphia: J. Benjamins. 

[ISBN: 9781588113306] [class:book]

The volume explores the nature of ellipsis by examining the interfaces of syntax with semantics, 

phonology, and discourse.



Schwabe, Kerstin, and Ning Zhang, eds. 2015. Ellipsis in Conjunctionconjunction. Berlin, and 

Boston: Max Niemeyer Verlag. [class:book]

The volume addresses issues of conjunction and ellipsis in both syntax and semantics.

ELLIPSIS AS ANAPHORA

Elided structures were given a structural treatment in Ross 1967 and most of the nomenclature 

comes from that dissertation. Not only were terms such as sluicing, and sprouting coined in this 

dissertation, but the work also introduces the reader to the first structural attempt at 

understanding elided constructions. Sag 1976 and Hankamer and Sag 1976 first proposed that 

Ellipsis ellipsis is a type of anaphora in the sense that an elided construction requires an 

antecedent. However, not every null anaphor is an instance of deletion. Both Sag 1976 and 

Hankamer and Sag 1976 argue for a distinction between deep and surface anaphora in order to 

narrow down what constitutes linguistically, as opposed to pragmatically, licensed ellipsis. Good 

examples of deep anaphora are definite personal pronouns, whereas ellipsis would be an instance 

of surface anaphora since it requires a linguistically salient antecedent, whereas a pronoun does 

not. This distinction has been challenged in Williams 1977, which argues that anaphora can have 

a unified syntactic account. The idea is further developed in Williams 1997 where it is assumed 

that the relationship between anaphors and antecedents in ellipsis is a Phonetic Form (PF) – 

Logical Form (LF) PF-LF one. Treating ellipsis as an anaphoric relationship raises the interesting 

question of how are other anaphors are treated when they are elided. Fiengo and May 1994 

provides the reader with a first fully fledged approach to pronominal behavior in ellipsis sites. 

The idea is simple, but profound: pronominals are indexed and such indices are treated as 

variables, hence ambiguity in elided constructions.



Fiengo, Robert, and Robert May. 1994. Indices and Identityidentity. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press. 

[class:book]

This book tackles the issue of how anaphors obtain their denomination via indexing and provides 

an account of anaphor behavior in ellipsis constructions.

Hankamer, Jorge, and Ivan Sag. 1976. Deep and surface anaphora. Linguistic Inquiry 7:391–428. 

[class:journalArticle]

This paper develops the idea in Sag 1976 that ellipsis is an anaphoric relation that requires a 

linguistic antecedent.

Ross, John Robert. 1967. Constraints on Variables variables in Syntaxsyntax. PhD diss., 

Massachusetts Institute of Technology, Cambridge, USAMA. [class:thesis-phd]

This thesis classifies main types of ellipsis and aims to provide a structural account. Also 

published as Infinite syntaxSyntax! (Norwood, N.J. Ablex, 1986).

Sag, Ivan. 1976. Deletion and Logical Llogical FormFform. PhD diss., Massachusetts Institute of 

Technology, Cambridge, USAMA. [class:thesis-phd]

This thesis discusses the distinction between surface and deep anaphora.

Williams, Edwin S. 1977. On “deep and surface anaphora.” Linguistic Inquiry 8.4: 692–696. 

[class:journalArticle]

This paper takes issue with the distinction between deep and surface anaphora developed in Sag 

1976.

Williams, Edwin S. 1997. Blocking and anaphora. Linguistic Inquiry 28.4: 577–628. 

[class:journalArticle]



This paper proposes that anaphoric relations in ellipsis are determined by a Disanaphora law 

whose application is governed by the Blocking Principle.

ELLIPSIS AND INFORMATION STRUCTURE

Information structure plays a crucial role in Ellipsis ellipsis licensing. Rooth 1992 and 

Schwarzschild 1999 argue that elided strings are given from a discourse point of view, whereas 

ellipsis remnants are focused, or contrasted, as Konietzko and Winkler 2010 and Winkler 2011 

propose. There is debate as to how the mapping between information structure and phonology is 

executed. For example, Tancredi 1992 assumes the connection is direct, but Winkler 2011 and 

others have assumed that syntax plays a role, and both Rooth 1992 and Schwarzschild 1999 

argue that semantics also plays a role. Both Schwarzschild 1999 and Merchant 2001 have 

proposed that the relationship between the ellipsis anaphor and antecedent is that of identity at 

information structure, with Merchant 2001 suggesting that the anaphor and antecedent mutually 

entail each other modulo focus. Finally, AnderBois 2014 argues that Merchant’s semantic 

homeomorphism condition on ellipsis is not sufficient for sluicing, and that a Question Under 

Discussion (QUD) approach to wh-questions in tandem with Merchant’s conditions provides the 

correct base for analyzing sluicing structures.

AnderBois, Scott. 2014. The semantics of sluicing: Beyond truth conditions. Language 90.4: 

887–926. [class:journalArticle]

This paper proposes that sluicing is licensed by a connection between the remnant wh-word and 

issues introduced by existential quantification and disjunction as well as truth conditions of the 

antecedent.



Konietzko, Andreas, and Susanne Winkler. 2010. Contrastive ellipsis: Mapping between syntax 

and information structure. Lingua 120.6: 1436–1457. [class:journalArticle]

The paper argues for a fine-grained information structure that encodes contrast in order to 

account for Contrastive Ellipsis.

Merchant, Jason. 2001. The Syntax syntax of Silencesilence: Sluicing, Islandsislands, and the 

Theory theory of Ellipsisellipsis. Oxford; and New York: Oxford Univ. Press. [ISBN: 

9780199243730] [class:book]

The book develops a model of sluicing and ellipsis licensing based on mutually entailing E-

Givenness based identity.

Rooth, Mats. 1992. Ellipsis Redundancy redundancy and Reduction reduction 

Redundancyredundancy. In Proceedings of the Stuttgarter Ellipsis Workshop. Edited by S. 

Berman and A. Hestvic. Arbeitspapiere des Sonderforschungsbereichs 340, No. 29. [class:book]

The paper introduces an Alternatives semantics approach to ellipsis licensing, where focus 

triggers an Alternatives semantics denotation allowing semantic isomorphism between the 

anaphor and antecedent, which accompanied with syntactic identity conditions allows for 

ellipsis.

Schwarzschild, Roger. 1999. Givenness, AvoidF, and other constraints on the placement of 

accent. Natural Language Semantics 7.2: 141–177. [class:journalArticle]

The paper argues for a connection between Givenness, accent placement, and ellipsis that is 

based on domain- specific constraints operating in the syntax-interpretation interface.

Tancredi, Christopher. 1992. Deletion, deaccenting and presupposition. PhD diss., Massachusetts 

Institute of Technology, Cambridge, USAMA. [class:thesis-phd]



This dissertation examines the effects of de-accenting—the removal of phonological accent from 

a constituent—on interpretation.

Winkler, Susanne. 2011. Ellipsis and Focus focus in Generative generative Grammargrammar. 

Berlin, and Boston: De Gruyter Mouton. [class:book]

The book argues for a focus- based licensing account of ellipsis remnants.

MAXELIDE AND PARALLELISM IN ELLIPSIS

Rooth 1992 (cited under *Ellipsis and Information Structure*) proposes that ellipsis is a form of 

radical de-stressing but with stricter identity requirements. Givenness requires 

presuppositionality, but ellipsis requires some form of additional, more narrow than in de-

accenting via givenness, identity between the anaphor and antecedent. A parallelism requirement 

between the anaphor and antecedent is argued by Potsdam 2007 to be derivable from Merchant 

2001’s the mutual entailment condition of Merchant 2001 (cited under *Ellipsis and Information 

Structure*). However, it is not clear if restrictions on the size of ellipsis can be purely derived 

from parallelism. Takahashi and Fox 2005 observes that ellipsis involving variable binding 

cannot apply to just a sub-portion of a de-stressed string;, instead, once triggered it needs to elide 

a maximal string. This predicts correctly that sluicing and vP ellipsis are in complementary 

distribution. Takahashi and Fox 2005 calls this condition MaxElide and it is assumed to be a 

primitive. However, Thoms 2014 and Messick and Thoms 2016 propose that it can ultimately be 

derived from parallelism requirement on ellipsis.

Messick, Troy, and Gary Thoms. 2016. Ellipsis, economy, and the (non)uniformity of traces. 

Linguistic Inquiry 47.2: 306–332. [class:journalArticle]

This paper argues that we can derive the effects of MaxElide! from parallelism conditions.



Potsdam, Eric. 2007. Malagasy sluicing and its consequences for the identity requirement on 

ellipsis. Natural Language & Linguistic Theory 25.3: 577–613. [class:journalArticle]

Based on data from Malagasy sluicing the paper argues that parallelism can be derived from 

semantic conditions such as mutual entailment.

Takahashi, Shoichi, and Danny Fox. 2005. MaxElide and the re-binding problem. In Proceedings 

of SALT.15. Edited by Effi Georgala and Jonathan Howell, 223–240. [class:bookChapter]

This paper shows that ellipsis in re-binding contexts must apply to the largest possible 

constituent.

Thoms, Gary. 2014. MaxElide and clause structure in Scottish Gaelic. Linguistic Inquiry 45.1: 

158–168. [class:journalArticle]

This squib based on data from Scottish Gaelic argues that MaxElide can be derived from 

parallelism requirements.

DOES ELLIPSIS HAVE SYNTACTIC STRUCTURE?

There is a debate as to the nature of the gap in ellipsis. It appears to carry meaning, but does it 

have syntactic structure? Sag 1976 (cited under *Ellipsis as Anaphora*), Williams 1977 (cited 

under *The Nature of Syntactic Licensing of the Ellipsis Site*), and Merchant 2001 (cited under 

*Ellipsis and Information Structure*) assume an ellipsis anaphor does have internal syntax, and 

that what is elided is a constituent. In many cases, this implies some form of mechanism 

licensing evacuation of remnants (syntactic or post-syntactic) in order to remove them from a 

structure that is to be elided. For example, Merchant 2001 argues that an elided structure is 

semantically licensed via homeomorphism with the antecedent, but ellipsis has syntactic 

structure that manifests itself in connectivity effects such as case matching between the remnant 



and the correlate. For example, sluicing requires connectivity of the wh-remnant in order for it to 

have the same case as the antecedent. The assumption is that the wh-expression receives case, 

and the wh-moves to CP before the IP is elided. Because case would have to be assigned by a 

structure that has undergone ellipsis, we need to assume that the remnant has undergone 

movement out of the ellipsis site that contains case- assigning syntactic structure. Chung 2013 

provides support for such an approach by showing that we need syntactic identity conditions not 

only because of case, but also in order to account for argument structure identity between the 

remnant and the correlate. Further support for a syntactic structure in ellipsis also comes from 

research in Hartman 2011 where it is argued that traces in ellipsis structures have well- defined 

semantic properties. Fanselow and Cavar 2002 argues that these traces are actually copies of 

movement that can be pronounced in their base thus allowing for elided strings to have syntax 

without the need for evacuation movement of the remnant. In contrast, Lobeck 1995, Napoli 

1985, and López 2000 argue that the ellipsis site does not have structure but is a phonetically null 

pro-form that gets its meaning by being indexed with the antecedent. One of the arguments for a 

pro-form approach is the fact that if remnant movement out of an ellipsis site would have to 

ignore movement constraints that apply outside of ellipsis contexts. In the sluicing example, a 

wh-remnant can raise out of a relative clause island in language where such constructions block 

regular wh-movement. In Craenenbroeck 2010, based on data in Dutch, it is suggested that 

ellipsis requires both derivations. It has to be noted, however, that Baltin 2011 criticizes the pro-

form approach by pointing out that it also requires some form of ellipsis and thus is not really an 

alternative to deletion approaches.



Baltin, Mark. 2011. Deletion versus pro-forms: An overly simple dichotomy? Natural Language 

& Linguistic Theory 30.2: 381–423. [class:journalArticle]

This paper argues that the distinction between in ellipsis pro forms and deleted PF structure is 

untenable based on data from English do since pro-forms require deletion as well.

Chung, Sandra. 2013. Syntactic identity in sluicing: How much and why. Linguistic Inquiry 44.1: 

1–44. [class:journalArticle]

This paper argues that sluicing requires, in addition to semantic identity, abstract case and 

argument structure identity licensed in overt syntax.

van Craenenbroeck, Jeroen van. 2010. The Syntax syntax of Ellipsisellipsis: Evidence From from 

Dutch Dialectsdialects. New York: Oxford Univ. Press. [ISBN: 9780195375640] [class:book]

Based on data from Dutch this book argues that we need both a pro-from form and PF deletion 

analysis of ellipsis.

Fanselow, Gisbert, and Damir Cavar. 2002. Distributed deletion. In Theoretical Approaches 

approaches to Universalsuniversals. Paper presented at GLOW conference on universals hosted 

in Berlin in March 1999. Edited by Artemis Alexiadou, 65–107. Linguistik Aktuell/Linguistics 

Today 49. Amsterdam and Philadelphia: Benjamins. [ISBN: 9789027227706] [class:conference-

paper]

The paper argues that a copy and deletion approach to movement in ellipsis allows us to capture 

the fact that the lower copy can be pronounced in elided structures.

Hartman, Jeremy. 2011. The semantic uniformity of traces: Evidence from ellipsis parallelism. 

Linguistic Inquiry 42.3: 367–388. [class:journalArticle]



The article discusses the properties of traces in ellipsis and argues that traces always receive at 

LF a bound interpretation.

Lobeck, Anne C. 1995. Ellipsis: Functional Headsheads, Licensinglicensing, and 

Identificationidentification. New York: Oxford Univ. Press. [ISBN: 9780195091816] 

[class:book]

The book argues that ellipsis is licensed by a null pro-form licensed under Head Government.

López, Luis. 2000. Ellipsis and discourse-linking. Lingua 110.3: 183–213. [class:journalArticle]

This paper argues that ellipsis is a pro-form based on the distribution of Sluicingsluicing, NP-

ellipsis and VP-ellipsis English, Italian and Spanish which have not been discussed within the 

generative tradition until now.

Napoli, Donna Jo. 1985. Verb phrase deletion in English: A base-generated analysis. Journal of 

Linguistics 21.2: 281–319. [class:journalArticle]

This paper argues that a pro-form analysis of a vP ellipsis site has significant advantages over the 

analysis which posits a deletion process over syntactic structure.

THE NATURE OF SYNTACTIC LICENSING OF THE ELLIPSIS SITE

On the assumption that ellipsis does involve deletion of Phonetic Form ( PF) information in an 

otherwise well-formed syntactic structure, the question arises: what What is the syntactic 

mechanism, if any, of ellipsis licensing?. Chung, et al. 1995 proposes that, in the case of sluicing, 

syntax of the elided string is not built via regular structure-building operations present in non-

ellipsis environments. Instead, structure within the ellipsis site comes from a copying operation 

that takes structural information within the Logical Form (LF) of the antecedent and copies it 

into the anaphor. There is syntax in ellipsis but it is a reconstructed copy of the LF of the 



anaphor. Syntactic identity in ellipsis is thus achieved at LF by an ellipsis- specific 

reconstruction mechanism. However, other works, such as Williams 1977, have proposed that 

structure within the ellipsis site is built in the same fashion as structure in overt expressions, but 

there are special lexical markers in the structure in the form of diacritics. Aelbrecht 2010, 

following Merchant 2001 (cited under *Ellipsis and Information Structure*), develops the idea 

of a dedicated syntactic feature for ellipsis, whereas Thoms 2015 argues for an approach where 

the positions of variables in the antecedent are what licenses ellipsis. Johnson 2008 proposes that 

ellipsis is licensed via syntactic and lexical identity. In the case of vP ellipsis, he argues that the 

elided site has structure and additional licensing restrictions come from topicalization of the VP. 

Szczegielniak 2005 extends this approach to antecedent- contained deletion constructions and 

demonstrates that ellipsis is sensitive to relative clause structure, which furthers the argument for 

syntactic licensing. Finally, Gengel 2008 argues that ellipsis is phase licensed, where PF deletion 

applies to the complement of a phase head, and Bošković 2014 extends this analysis to include 

the phase head itself.

Aelbrecht, Lobke. 2010. The syntactic licensing of ellipsis. Amsterdam: John Benjamins. [ISBN: 

9789027255327] [class:book]

This book discusses ellipsis in English and Dutch and argues for a syntactic licensing of ellipsis 

in terms of Agree.

Bošković, Željko. 2014. Now I’m a phase, now I’m not a phase: On the variability of phases 

with extraction and ellipsis. Linguistic Inquiry 45.1: 27–89. [class:journalArticle]

The paper proposes that phase heads are context dependent and that they license and undergo 

ellipsis.



Chung, Sandra, William A. Ladusaw, and James McCloskey. 1995. Sluicing and logical form. 

Natural Language Semantics 3.3: 239–282. [class:journalArticle]

The paper argues that sluice consists of a displaced wWh-constituent and an empty IP and that 

LF operations fill out the empty IP to provide it with an interpretable Logical Form.

Gengel, Kirsten. 2008. Phases and ellipsis. In NELS 37 Proceedings. Edited by Emily Elfner and 

Martin Walkow, 237–247. Amherst: GLSA publications, Univ. of Massachusetts. 

[class:bookChapter]

This paper proposes that various instances of ellipsis can be explained and given a unified 

account with a phase-based theory of deletion.

Johnson, Kyle. 2008. What VP ellipsis can do, and what it can’t, but not why. In The Handbook 

handbook of Contemporary contemporary Syntactic syntactic Theorytheory. Edited by Mark 

Baltin and Chris Collins, ch14. 439–479. Blackwell [class:bookChapter]

The article argues that VP elided sites have syntactic structure, can host wh traces, and explores 

the generalization that VP eEllipsis seems to be subject to a licensing condition, which recalls 

conditions on traces.

Szczegielniak, Adam. 2005. Relativization that you did. . . MIT Occasional Papers in Linguistics 

24. Cambridge, MA: MIT, Department of Linguistics. [class:book]

This work argues that VP ellipsis is deletion of a topicalized VP and that it interacts with relative 

clause formation in ACD type contexts.

Thoms, Gary. 2015. Syntactic identity, parallelism and accommodated antecedents. Lingua 

166:172–198. [class:journalArticle]



This article argues that identity in ellipsis is syntactic and sensitive to the position of variables in 

the antecedent, rather than the feature content of syntactic heads.

Williams, Edwin S. 1977. Discourse and logical form. Linguistic Inquiry 8.1: 101–139. 

[class:journalArticle]

This article examines several properties of the rule of VP Deletion and shows that these 

properties follow from a narrow specification of the organization of the components of grammar.

SEMANTIC STRUCTURE OF THE ELLIPSIS SITE

The ellipsis site not only is argued to have syntactic structure, but also specific semantic 

properties. For example, Elbourne 2008 argues that the elided structure has the semantics of a 

definite description based on the presence of sloppy readings of pronouns that cannot be bound, 

and he proposes a type shifting operation that elevates elided constituents to a type where 

binding into is possible. Hardt 1999 uses such examples to argue for a dDynamic sSemantics 

approach to ellipsis licensing, where there is no syntax in the elided structure. Elbourne 2008 

assumes a PF deletion approach, but can be understood as agnostic as to how much syntax there 

is in an ellipsis site. Similar claims that ellipsis is interpreted directly via semantics have been 

made in Dalrymple, et al. 1991, where the authors claim their approach has overcome arguments 

against a direct semantic interpretation of ellipsis made, for example, in Hankamer 1973. It has 

to be noted that presence of sloppy and strict identity in ellipsis has been used and as argument 

for a purely semantic structure of the ellipsis site in Dahl 1973 based on the now so- called 

Dahl’s puzzle where not every combination of sloppy and strict readings is available. However, it 

has to be noted that Bach, et al. 1974 points out that the presence of sloppy and strict readings is 

not a telltale sign of ellipsis.



Bach, Emmon, Joan W. Bresnan, and Thomas Wasow. 1974. Sloppy identity: An unnecessary 

and insufficient criterion for deletion rules. Linguistic Inquiry 5.4: 609–614. 

[class:journalArticle]

Conclusion: sloppy identity is neither a necessary nor a sufficient condition for determining 

whether a rule is a deletion rule.

Dahl, Östen. 1973. On so-called sloppy identity. Synthese 26:81–112. [class:journalArticle]

This paper introduces what is now known as Dahl’s puzzle. It argues that referential-non-

referential ambiguities have to be resolved in semantic terms, i. e., in terms of the properties, 

propositions, etc.

Dalrymple, Mary, Stuart M. Shieber, and Fernando C. N. Pereira. 1991. Ellipsis and higher-order 

unification. Linguistics and Philosophy 14.4: 399–452. [class:journalArticle]

The paper argues for a semantic analysis of ellipsis where the elided anaphor is not 

interpretatively or structurally ambiguous.

Elbourne, Paul. 2008. Ellipsis sites as definite descriptions. Linguistic Inquiry 39.2: 191–220. 

[class:journalArticle]

This article proposes that an ellipsis anaphor can be turned into a higher-order definite 

description that can be bound into.

Hankamer, Jorge. 1973. Unacceptable ambiguity. Linguistic Inquiry 4.1: 17–68. 

[class:journalArticle]

This paper investigates recoverability in ellipsis.

Hardt, Dan. 1999. Dynamic interpretation of verb phrase ellipsis. Linguistics and Philosophy 

22:187–221. [class:journalArticle]



The paper proposes a dDynamic sSemantics analysis of ellipsis based on VP ellipsis.

ELLIPSIS AND DISCOURSE LICENSING

The question of parallelism between the antecedent and anaphor in ellipsis not only involves 

issues concerning the nature of the syntactic and semantic representation of elided structures, it 

also touches on our understanding of the way discourse plays a role in ellipsis licensing. Hardt 

and Romero 2004 argues that ellipsis parallelism is a requirement that uniquely holds at the level 

of discourse, whereas Kehler 2000 assumes there is syntactic structure in elided gaps, but 

proposes that discourse constraints such as coherence play a fundamental role in ellipsis 

licensing. A slightly different approach is taken in Asher, et al. 2001 which argues for a recovery 

mechanism that requires an identity of logical structure between the anaphor and antecedent 

which are then both interpreted in their respective contexts, subject only to the general discourse 

constraints on parallelism.

Asher, Nicholas, Daniel Hardt, and Joan Busquets. 2001. Discourse parallelism, ellipsis, and 

ambiguity. Journal of Semantics 18.1: 1–25. [class:journalArticle]

The paper argues for a recovery mechanism for ellipsis within a discourse account of parallelism.

Hardt, Daniel, and Maribel Romero. 2004. Ellipsis and the structure of discourse. Journal of 

Semantics 21.4: 375–414. [class:journalArticle]

The paper argues that the parallelism requirement generated by ellipsis is enforced in accordance 

with discourse structure.

Kehler, Andrew. 2000. Coherence and the resolution of ellipsis. Linguistics and Philosophy 23.6: 

533–575. [class:journalArticle]



The paper discusses the importance of coherence relations between the antecedent and elided 

clauses.

ELLIPSIS AND ISLANDS

The assumption that ellipsis deletes constituents that have syntactic structure raises the issue of 

how are remnants are licensed when they originate inside the ellipsis site. Merchant 2001’s The 

proposal in Merchant 2001 (cited under *Ellipsis and Information Structure*) that sluicing 

involves wh-movement of the remnant out of the deletion site captures connectivity effects, but it 

also predicts the presence of regular wh-movement constraints in ellipsis. This is not the case, as 

sluicing appears to be insensitive to wh-remnant movement out of relative clause islands, adjunct 

islands, coordinate islands, and others. To address this Fox and Lasnik 2003 proposes that 

sluicing allows non-cyclic movement, whereas Merchant 2008 suggests that, when controlled for 

MaxElide, island alleviation is best analyzed as deletion of offending traces. Both approaches 

utilize the difference in the size of ellipsis to account for the contrast between vP ellipsis and 

sluicing, where the former is island sensitive and the latter is not. A different approach is 

developed in Wang 2008, which proposes that pronominal resumptive type elements occupy the 

trace position in island alleviating sluices. However, the analysis is challenged in Rottman and 

Yoshida 2013. A different approach is proposed in Szczegielniak 2008 and Van Craenenbroeck 

2010, which develops the idea that there is more than one possible underlying structure for the 

ellipsis site in sluicing. For example, cleft constructions might be used as a Last Resort repair 

strategy. Crucially VP ellipsis does not allow clefts, hence its island sensitivity. Other movement 

constraints have also been examined, thus Lasnik and Park 2003 and van Craenenbroeck and den 

Dikken 2006 debate the status of the Extended Projection Principle  (EPP) in sluicing, and 



Grebenyova 2005 discusses the status of multiple left branch extraction in multiple sluicing. 

Griffiths and Lipták 2014 proposes an alternative approach to island alleviation where they 

distinguish sluicing with wh-remants from sluicing with contrastive remnants and show that only 

the former alleviates islands.

Fox, Danny, and Howard Lasnik. 2003. Successive-Cyclic cyclic movement and island repair: 

The difference between sluicing and vp-ellipsis. Linguistic Inquiry 34.1: 143–154. 

[class:journalArticle]

The paper proposes that remnant movement is non-cyclic which requires the deletion of all 

island barriers in the ellipsis site.

Grebenyova, Lydia. 2005. Multiple left-branch extraction under sluicing. Proceedings From from 

the Annual Meeting of the Chicago Linguistic Society 41.1: 69–80. [class:journalArticle]

This paper argues that sluicing cannot repair minimality violations hence its sensitivity to Left 

Branch Extraction constraints.

Griffiths, James, and Anikó Lipták. 2014. Contrast and island sensitivity in clausal ellipsis. 

Syntax 17.3: 189–234. [class:journalArticle]

This paper argues that restrictions on correlate scope, or the lack thereof, translate into island 

(in)sensitivity in ellipsis.

Lasnik, Howard, and Myung-Kwan Park. 2003. The EPP and the subject condition under 

sluicing. Linguistic Inquiry 34.4: 649–660. [class:journalArticle]

This squib examines PP-extraction from the subject in English sluicing.



Merchant, Jason. 2008. Variable island repair under ellipsis. In Topics in Ellipsisellipsis. Edited 

by Kyle Johnson, 132–153. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge Univ. Press. [ISBN: 9780521815086] 

[class:bookChapter]

This chapter argues that island alleviation in sluicing is a reflex of trace deletion and that vP 

ellipsis does not alleviate islands because the deletion site does not cover all offending traces.

Rottman, Isaac, and Masaya Yoshida. 2013. Sluicing, idioms, and island repair. Linguistic 

Inquiry 44.4: 651–668. [class:journalArticle]

The paper uses data from idiom reconstruction to argue against a resumptive strategy in 

accounting for island alleviation in sluicing.

Szczegielniak, Adam. 2008. Islands in sluicing in Polish. In Proceedings of the 27th West Coast 

Conference conference on Formal formal Linguisticslinguistics. Edited by Natasha Abner and 

Jason Bishop, 404–412. Cascadilla Press. Los Angeles.. [class:conference-paper]

This paper argues that sluicing does not alleviate islands, instead the ellipsis site can be assigned 

alternative structures to the wh-question one proposed in Merchant 2001, such as for example 

clefts.

Van Craenenbroeck, Jeroen. 2010. Invisible last resort: A note on clefts as the underlying source 

for sluicing. Lingua 120.7: 1714–1726. [class:journalArticle]

This paper argues that we can overcome Merchant 2001’s the arguments in Merchant 2001 

against a cleft underlying sluicing structures and proposes that clefts can be used as a Last Resort 

in cases of island alleviation.

Van Craenenbroeck, Jeroen, and Marcel den Dikken. 2006. Ellipsis and EPP repair. Linguistic 

Inquiry 37.4: 653–664. [class:journalArticle]



This paper presents three new arguments that the EPP is indeed suspended under ellipsis.

Wang, C. 2008. Sluicing and resumption. In NELS 37: Proceedings. Edited by Emily Elfner and 

Martin Walkow, 239–253. Amherst: GLSA, Department of Linguistics, Univ. of Massachusetts. 

[class:bookChapter]

The paper proposes that island repair in sluicing is possible because wh-movement can leave a 

pronominal in trace position.

P-STRANDING AND LF-ISLANDS IN ELLIPSIS

Merchant 2001 (cited under *Ellipsis and Information Structure*) proposes that P-stranding is a 

different kind of island and cannot be alleviated via ellipsis (LF Island) hence languages that do 

not allow P-stranding in wh-movement will not allow P-omission in sluicing. However, Almeida 

and Yoshida 2007 shows that there are exceptions to this correlation. For example, in Polish and 

Spanish P-omission is possible provided the wh-phrase is D-linked. This has led Szczegielniak 

2008 (cited under *Ellipsis and Islands*) and Rodrigues, et al. 2009 to argue that clefts that 

allow P-stranding license P-omission. However, Stjepanović 2008, Sato 2011, and Nykiel 2013 

discuss structures where clefts are impossible and yet P-omission is fine. Instead, they adopt 

various implementations of a PF licensing approach.

Almeida, Diogo A. de A., and Masaya Yoshida. 2007. A problem for the preposition stranding 

generalization. Linguistic Inquiry 38.2: 349–362. [class:journalArticle]

This paper discusses P-omission in Brazilian Portuguese, which is a non P-stranding language.

Nykiel, Joanna. 2013. Clefts and preposition omission under sluicing. Lingua 123:74–117. 

[class:journalArticle]



This work argues against analyzing the possibility of preposition omission under sluicing as 

categorically dependent on the availability of preposition stranding under wh-movement.

Rodrigues, Cilene, Andrew Nevins, and Luis Vicente. 2009. Cleaving the interactions between 

sluicing and P-stranding. In Romance Languages languages and Linguistic linguistic Theory 

theory 2006: Selected papers from “Going Romance,”, Amsterdam, 7–9 December 2006. Edited 

by Danièle Torck and W. Leo Wetzels, 175–198. Current Issues in Linguistic Theory 303. 

Amsterdam and Philadelphia: J. Benjamins.[class:conference-paper]

This paper claims that Spanish and Brazilian Portuguese do not constitute counterexamples to 

the generalization in Merchant 2001 that preposition stranding under sluicing is allowed only in 

those languages that also allow P-stranding in regular wh- questions.

Sato, Yosuke. 2011. P-stranding under sluicing and repair by ellipsis: Why is Indonesian (not) 

special? Journal of East Asian Linguistics 20.4: 339–382. [class:journalArticle]

This paper shows that P-omission in Indonesian contradicts Merchant 2001’s the generalization 

of Merchant 2001 that P-omission is possible only in those languages that allow P-stranding in 

wh-movement and proposes a PF licensing mechanism for P-omission.

Stjepanović, Sandra. 2008. P-Stranding under sluicing in a non-p-stranding language? Linguistic 

Inquiry 39.1: 179–190. [class:journalArticle]

This paper shows argues that Serbo-Croatian only appears to allow P-stranding under sluicing, 

unlike under wh-movement, because there is evidence that the loss of the P under sluicing may 

not be due to P-stranding.



TYPES OF ELLIPSIS

It is useful to look at ellipsis through the lens of what constituents and structures are elided. Such 

an approach gives us insight into how ellipsis interacts with different levels of the grammar, and 

allows for cross-linguistic comparisons. Structural distinctions have become standard in ellipsis 

literature since Ross 1967 (cited under *Ellipsis as Anaphora*) and have become independent of 

the theoretical claims they were initially based on. It has to be noted that such a taxonomy tacitly 

assumes that ellipsis targets constituents. However, this assumption is far from a forgone 

conclusion, especially if one takes into account research on Non- Constituent Coordination. That 

is why it is useful to think of these distinctions as labels whose precise meaning depends on the 

theoretical assumptions made in each respective publication.

Verb Phrase Ellipsis

VP ellipsis involves the omission of a verb phrase. It can be introduced in a coordinate clause or 

a subordinate clause. In both cases we can get both sloppy and strict readings. Sloppy and strict 

readings are not limited to pronouns. The availability of both readings with reflexives highlights 

the difference between VP ellipsis involving subordination and coordination as discussed in 

Hestvik 1995, where subordination of the elided clause relative to the antecedent clause 

facilitates strict interpretation, whereas coordination disfavors it. There is a debate as to how VP 

ellipsis identity is licensed. Williams 1977 (cited under *The Nature of Syntactic Licensing of 

the Ellipsis Site*) has argued that identity between the anaphor and antecedent can be established 

at a more abstract level than overt syntax;, nowadays this level is assumed to be the level of 

logical form. However, Johnson 2008 (cited under *The Nature of Syntactic Licensing of the 

Ellipsis Site*) argues that identity licensing ellipsis can be syntactic. He notices that the 



distribution of VP ellipsis is similar to the distribution of VP traces involved in VP topicalization. 

VP topicalization licensing ellipsis provides the necessary isomorphism at the level of syntax. 

This view has been empirically challenged by Aelbrecht and Haegeman 2012, which discusses 

constructions which that cannot undergo VP topicalization but can undergo VP ellipsis. However, 

there is more than one way to tie VP ellipsis with movement;, for example, Thoms 2010 argues 

that movement that spells out lower copies can license VP ellipsis. There is also debate how VP 

ellipsis is licensed structurally and how much structure is deleted, so as to account for differences 

of ellipsis with different auxiliaries and modals, and the asymmetries between passive and active 

antecedents. The research is exemplified by work in Merchant 2013 and Nakamura 2013 which 

discuss on how much argument structure is elided in VP ellipsis. A similar discussion is present 

in Rouveret 2011 within a phase- based theory of syntactic derivation that attempts to tie in also 

morphological constraints on VP ellipsis outlined, among others, in Potsdam 1997.

Aelbrecht, Lobke, and Liliane Haegeman. 2012. VP-Ellipsis is not licensed by vpVP-

topicalization. Linguistic Inquiry 43.4: 591–614. [class:journalArticle]

The paper argues that VP -ellipsis and VP -topicalization are not distributionally equivalent.

Hestvik, Arild. 1995. Reflexives and ellipsis. Natural Language Semantics 3.2: 211–237. 

[class:journalArticle]

This paper discusses sloppy and strict reading in reflexives and argues that their distribution 

depends on whether the clause containing ellipsis is coordinated or subordinated.

Merchant, Jason. 2013. Voice and ellipsis. Linguistic Inquiry 44.1: 77–108. [class:journalArticle]



The article argues that elided VPs and their antecedent VPs can mismatch in voice, with passive 

VPs being elided under apparent identity with active antecedent VPs, and vice versa because the 

head that determines voice is external to the phrase being elided (vP).

Nakamura, Taichi. 2013. Voice mismatches in sloppy VPvp-ellipsis. Linguistic Inquiry 44.3: 

519–528. [class:journalArticle]

This squib argues against the analysis in Merchant 2013 of voice mismatches in VP-deletion and 

pseudo-gapping based on sentences in which more than one VP-deletion operation applies.

Potsdam, Eric. 1997. English Verbal verbal Morphology morphology and VP Ellipsisellipsis. In 

Proceedings of the North East Linguistics Society 27. Edited by K. Kusumoto, 353–368. 

Amhearst: G.L.S.A., Univ. of Massachusetts [class:bookChapter]

This paper investigates the influences of verbal morphology on the (im)possibility of VP ellipsis 

(VPE) in English.

Rouveret, Alain. 2011. VP ellipsis, phases and the syntax of morphology. Natural Language & 

Linguistic Theory 30.3: 897–963. [class:journalArticle]

The main goal of this paper is to propose a derivational account of the salient syntactic properties 

of VP ellipsis constructions, both in languages like English and in “V-stranding VPE languages.”.

Thoms, Gary. 2010. Verb floating and vpVP-ellipsis: Towards a movement account of ellipsis 

licensing. Linguistic Variation Yearbook 10.1: 252–297. [class:journalArticle]

This paper proposes that ellipsis is licensed by overt A’-movement.
Verb Stranding Verb Phrase Ellipsis

In standard cases VP ellipsis has the external argument as its remnant. However, it has been 

argued that the verb itself can also be a remnant which gives rise to constructions that resemble 

null internal arguments as argued in Otani and Whitman 1991. Similar claims have been made 



for a variety of languages in Goldberg 2005, and for Farsi in Toosarvandani 2009, and for 

Russian in Gribanova 2012. However, the latter claim for Russian has been challenged in Bailyn 

2014.

Bailyn, John F. 2014. Against a VP ellipsis account of Russian verb stranding constructions. In 

Studies in Japanese and Korean historical and theoretical linguistics and beyond. Edited by 

Alexander Vovin. Leiden, The Netherlands: Global Oriental/Brill. [class:bookChapter]

This paper argues against an across the board application of verb stranding to account for 

argument ellipsis in Russian.

Goldberg, Lotus Madelyn. 2005. Verb-stranding VP ellipsis: A cross-linguistic study. PhD diss., 

McGill Univ., Montréal. [class:thesis-phd]

This thesis presents a study of Verb-Stranding VP Ellipsis and proposes a Verbal Identity 

Requirement on VP Ellipsis, a novel generalization involving strict identity in root and 

derivational morphology between the antecedent and target clause main Vs of the construction.

Gribanova, Vera. 2012. Verb-stranding verb phrase ellipsis and the structure of the Russian 

verbal complex. Natural Language & Linguistic Theory 31.1: 91–136. [class:journalArticle]

This paper argues that Russian has Verb-Stranding Verb Phrase Ellipsis.

Otani, Kazuyo, and John Whitman. 1991. V-raising and VP-ellipsis. Linguistic Inquiry 22:345–

358. [class:journalArticle]

This paper discusses the properties of argument ellipsis in Chinese and argues for a verb 

stranding VPE account.

Toosarvandani, Maziar. 2009. Ellipsis in Farsi complex predicates. Syntax 12.1: 60–92. 

[class:journalArticle]



This paper discusses a novel ellipsis construction from Farsi, v-stranding VPE, in which part of a 

complex predicate goes missing, leaving behind the light verb and argues that this phenomenon 

patterns with English verb phrase ellipsis.

Sluicing

Typical sluicing constructions involve ellipsis of the Tense Phrase TP and a wh-expression 

remnant that is contrasted with an indefinite correlate. Chung, et al. 1995 (cited under *The 

Nature of Syntactic Licensing of the Ellipsis Site*) suggests that the LF of the antecedent, 

modulo the indefinite, which is treated as a variable, is the source of the structure in the elided 

string. The LF structure is “‘pasted”’ onto a truncated CP structure containing the remnant wh-

expression but nothing else. After that, the wh-expression is associated with the indefinite/

variable as it would be with its own trace. Merchant 2001 (cited under *Ellipsis and Information 

Structure*) proposes, based on connectivity effects, that sluicing is derived via independently 

motivated remnant wh-movement to Spec-C, and the ellipsis site has a regular wh-question 

structure. This approach has been extremely successful and extended to wh in-situ languages 

such as Farsi in Toosarvandani 2008 and Japanese in Takahashi 1994, where authors propose to 

extend the movement trigger to include wh- focus movement. Van Craenenbroeck and Lipták 

2006, based on Hungarian data, further extends the proposal to include focus movement of non-

wh expressions. Part of the proposal of Merchant 2001 is that the anaphor and antecedent are 

isomorphic in that they mutually entail each other. However, AnderBois 2014 (cited under 

*Ellipsis and Information Structure*), based on the observation that doubly-negated indefinites 

and implicit passive agents do not license sluicing despite exhibiting truth-conditional 

equivalence to overt indefinites, argues that a relevant semantic condition on the antecedent and 



anaphor being isomorphic needs to involve symmetric entailment over the Semantics of Issues in 

addition to truth-conditional information isomorphism. Semantic identity needs to be supplanted 

with syntactic identity since Chung 2013 (cited under *Does Ellipsis Have Syntactic Structure?*) 

provides examples where sluicing requires case and theta role isomorphism that can only be 

encoded in the syntax. Sluicing constructions appear to involve regular cyclic wh-movement 

according to Agüero-Bautista 2007, and they license parasitic gaps according to Yoshida, et al. 

2015. Furthermore, as Lasnik 2014 argues, multiple sluicing appears to require rightward 

movement of the second remnant in languages such as English where multiple wh-movement is 

not usually possible. Some of the above issues, plus apparent island insensitivity of some 

sluicing structures have led researchers such as Sag and Nykiel 2011 to propose an account of 

sluicing where there is no wh-movement.

Agüero-Bautista, Calixto. 2007. Diagnosing cyclicity in sluicing. Linguistic Inquiry 38.3: 413–

443. [class:journalArticle]

This article discusses how the remnant wh-phrase in a sluicing structure ends up in the position 

where it is pronounced.

Lasnik, Howard. 2014. Multiple sluicing in English? Syntax 17.1: 1–20. [class:journalArticle]

This paper explores the properties of multiple sluicing in English and argues for a rightward 

movement account of the second wh-expression.

Sag, Ivan A., and Joanna Nykiel. 2011. Remarks on sluicing. In Proceedings of the 18th 

International Conference on Head-Driven Phrase Structure Grammar (HPSG 2011). Edited by 

Stefan Müller. University of Washington: Seattle 189–208. [class:bookChapter]

The paper reassesses the motivation for a deletion analysis of Sluicingsluicing.



Takahashi, Daiko. 1994. Sluicing in Japanese. Journal of East Asian Linguistics 3.3: 265–300. 

[class:journalArticle]

This paper discusses the syntax of sluicing with single and multiple wh-remnants in Japanese 

where there is no overt wh-movement to Spec-C.

Toosarvandani, Maziar. 2008. Wh-movement and the syntax of sluicing. Journal of Linguistics 

44.3: 677–722. [class:journalArticle]

This paper extends movement-plus-deletion analysis to Farsi, a wh-in situ language.

Van Craenenbroeck, Jeroen, and Anikó Lipták. 2006. The crosslinguistic syntax of sluicing: 

Evidence from Hungarian relatives. Syntax 9.3: 248–274. [class:journalArticle]

This paper deals with antecedent contained sluicing with non wh-remantns remnants in 

Hungarian.

Yoshida, Masaya, Tim Hunter, and Michael Frazier. 2015. Parasitic gaps licensed by elided 

syntactic structure. Natural Language & Linguistic Theory 33.4: 1439–1471. 

[class:journalArticle]

This study claims Parasitic Gaps (PG) are licensed in sluicing contexts suggesting overt wh-

movement leaves a real gap in the ellipsis site.
Sluicing Cross-Linguistically

Cross-linguistic studies have mostly aimed to test the proposals in Merchant 2001 (cited under 

*Ellipsis and Information Structure*). Thus Grebenyova 2007 argues that the movement trigger 

should be extended to focus feature checking movement. Hiraiwa and Ishihara 2012 and Kim 

2015 discuss sluicing in Japanese and Korean, languages that have cleft like constructions and 

focus movement, but no leftward wh-movement. Gribanova and Manetta 2016 compares Hindi-

urdu Urdu and Uzbek to show that Hindi-urdu Urdu has wh-movement driven sluicing, whereas 



Uzbek sluicing is derived via reduced copular clauses. Martín-González 2011 suggests that a 

reduced copula underlies some Spanish and English sluicing constructions, whereas Saab 2010 

argues that Spanish sluicing is sensitive to adjunct islands and thus similar to clitic-left 

dislocation. Van Craenenbroeck 2012 proposes that the size of the deleted string in sluicing 

varies cross-linguistically, thus Hungarian can have deletion of the lower CP in multi-layered CP 

structure. Finally, Martín-González 2016 based on Spanish data shows that sluicing exhibits 

sensitivity to morphosyntactic information present both in the antecedent and remnant.

Grebenyova, Lydia. 2007. Sluicing in Slavic. Journal of Slavic Linguistics 15.1: 49–80. 

[class:journalArticle]

This paper argues that a +focus feature that is responsible for licensing sluicing in Slavic and the 

availability of multiple sluicing wrt. superiority effects.

Gribanova, Vera, and Emily Manetta. 2016. Ellipsis in wh-in-situ languages: Deriving apparent 

sluicing in Hindi-urdu Urdu and Uzbek. Linguistic Inquiry 47.4: 631–668. [class:journalArticle]

This paper argues that only Hindi-Urdu has genuine sluicing, whereas Uzbek sluicing is derived 

from reduced copular clauses.

Hiraiwa, Ken, and Shinichiro Ishihara. 2012. Syntactic metamorphosis: Clefts, sluicing, and in�

situ focus in Japanese. Syntax 15.2: 142–180. [class:journalArticle]

This article proposes that Japanese clefts, in-situ focus, and sluicing/stripping share a common 

underlying structure and are can becan be derived from one another.

Kim, Jong-Bok. 2015. Syntactic and semantic identity in Korean sluicing: A direct interpretation 

approach. Lingua 166:260–293. [class:journalArticle]



The paper discusses sluicing and sprouting in Korean within the framework of construction-

based HPSG and an independently motivated theory of dialogue context.

Martín-González, Javier. 2011. Voice mismatches in English and Spanish sluicing. Iberia: An 

International Journal of Theoretical Linguistics 2.2: 23–44. [class:journalArticle]

Based on passive-active mismatches in Spanish sluicing, this paper argues for copular 

constructions as sources of sluiced clauses.

Martín-González, Javier. 2016. Case and remnants in sluicing. The Linguistic Review 33.4: 531–

577. [class:journalArticle]

The author argues based on Spanish data that sluicing exhibits sensitivity to morphosyntactic 

information present both in the antecedent and remnant.

Saab, Andrés. 2010. Silent interactions: Spanish TP-ellipsis and the theory of island repair. 

Probus 22.1: 73–116. [class:journalArticle]

This paper argues that sluicing in Spanish behaves as clitic left dislocation.

Van Craenenbroeck, Jeroen. 2012. How do you sluice when there is more than one CP? In 

Sluicing: Cross-linguistic Perspectives perspectives 38. Edited by Jason Merchant and Andrew 

Simpson, 40–67. Oxford: Oxford Univ. Press. [ISBN: 9780199645770]

This paper shows that when there is more than one CP based on variation as to which part of the 

clausal structure is deleted by sluicing.
Swiping

Merchant 2002 proposes that swiping involves regular sluicing with Prepositional Phrase (PP) 

movement to Complementizer Phrase (CP), and ellipsis, but that in swiping the wh-expression 

incorporates with the preposition. However, Craenenbroeck 2010 (cited under *Does Ellipsis 

Have Syntactic Structure?*) and Radford and Iwasaki 2015 argue for an approach where the wh-



expression is not incorporated but undergoes XP movement to a projection higher than the PP. 

Another approach is advocated in Larson 2014 where the structure is derived via Extraposition of 

the PP, wh-movement with P-stranding, followed by ellipsis of the Inflectional Phrase (IP).

Larson, Bradley. 2014. UnElided basic remnants in Germanic ellipsis or: UBRIGE arguments. 

University of Pennsylvania Working Papers in Linguistics 20.1: 181–188. [class:journalArticle]

This paper argues that swiping is an instantiation of a generalizable possibility for inverted word 

orders under ellipsis.

Merchant, Jason. 2002. Swiping in Germanic. In Studies in Comparative comparative Germanic 

Syntaxsyntax: Proceedings from the 15th Workshop on Comparative Germanic Syntax 

(Groningen, May 26–27, 2000). Edited by C. Jan-Wouter Zwart and Werner Abraham, 289–315. 

Linguistik Aktuell/Linguistics Today 53. [class:conference-paper]

The paper argues that swiping must instantiate a kind of head-movement of a wh-word to a 

preposition.

Nakao, Chizuru, and Masaya Yoshida. 2006. “Not-so-propositional” islands and their 

implications for swiping. In Proceedings of Western Conference on Linguistics (WECOL) 

2006. Edited by Erin Bainbridge and Brian Agbayani. Department of Linguistics, California 

State University: Fresno  322–333. [class:bookChapter]

The paper argues Swiping swiping is not constrained by the ECP.

Radford, Andrew, and Eiichi Iwasaki. 2015. On swiping in English. Natural Language & 

Linguistic Theory 33.2: 703–744. [class:journalArticle]

The paper modifies the CP shell analysis of Swiping swiping developed by Craenenbroeck 2010 

with a more richly articulated cartographic structure.



Fragments

Fragment answers have been argued to be derived via evacuation movement of the remnant and 

ellipsis in Merchant 2005, as well as in Ince 2012 for Turkish, in Temmerman 2012 for Dutch, in 

Thoms 2016 for Scottish Gaelic, and in Park 2005 for Korean. A different approach is taken in 

Abe 2016 which argues on the basis of Japanese that fragment answers involve an in-situ 

remnant.

Abe, Jun. 2016. Make short answers shorter: Support for the in- situ approach. Syntax 19.3(09): 

223–255. [class:journalArticle]

The article based on Japanese data argues that in short answers the remnant phrase does not 

undergo focus movement to a peripheral position but rather simply stays in its original position.

Ince, Atakan. 2012. Fragment answers and islands. Syntax 15.2: 181–214. [class:journalArticle]

The article shows that fragment answers in Turkish are elliptical structures, where CP 

Complementizer Phrase) is targeted for ellipsis after a fragment answer moves to FP (Focus 

Phrase) above CP.

Merchant, Jason. 2005. Fragments and ellipsis. Linguistics and Philosophy 27.6: 661–738. 

[class:journalArticle]

The paper proposes that in “‘short”’ answers ellipsis is preceded by A′-movement of the remnant 

to a clause-peripheral position

Park, Bum-Sik. 2005. Island-insensitive fragment answers in Korean. In Proceedings of the 24th 

West Coast Conference on Formal Linguistics. Edited by John Alderete, Chung-hye Han, and 

Alexei Kochetov, 317–325. Somerville, MA: Cascadilla. [ISBN: 9781574734072] 

[class:bookChapter]



The paper discusses Islandisland insensitive answer fragments in Korean.

Temmerman, Tanja. 2012. The syntax of Dutch embedded fragment answers: On the PF-theory 

of islands and the wh/sluicing correlation. Natural Language & Linguistic Theory 31.1: 235–

285. [class:journalArticle]

This paper argues for Merchant 2008’s (cited under *Ellipsis and Islands*) and the author’s PF-

theory of islands based on two types of Dutch embedded fragment answers, where one type is 

island-sensitive, and the other one is not.

Thoms, Gary. 2016. Short answers in Scottish Gaelic and their theoretical implications. Natural 

Language & Linguistic Theory 34.1(02): 351–391. [class:journalArticle]

This article discusses Scottish Gaelic Verb-Answers, which differs from standard fragment 

answers in allowing us to directly observe some of the clausal structure in which it is embedded.

Gapping

Gapping involves structures where the main verb or the main verb and the auxiliary are elided. 

Hankamer 1979 shows that gapped structures cannot be embedded, and Toosarvandani 2016 

argues that the antecedent of gapped structures also cannot be embedded. The obvious issue is 

how does one generate such structures but still preserve the notion that ellipsis affects 

constituents. Invariably, most articles propose either a PF deletion approach where the verb plus 

auxiliary is targeted as a prosodic unit. This is the case in Hartmann 2000. The other strategy is 

to propose some form of movement out of the ellipsis site followed by deletion, as is argued in 

Jayaseelan 1990. Jackendoff 1971 and Johnson 2009 argue that gapping is distinct from VP 

deletion, with the latter proposing that it involves coordination at the vP level combined with 

Across the Board movement (ATB) of the verb. It has to be noted that, in complex cases, ATB 



can involve pied piping a predicate, a phenomenon discussed in more detail in Vicente 2010. 

Finally, Repp 2009, based on data involving negation in gapping, discusses the degree of 

meaning overlap that is required between the elided anaphor and its antecedent.

Hankamer, Jorge. 1979. Deletion in coordinate structures. New York: Garland. [ISBN: 

9780824096694]

The book discusses gapping as coordinate deletion.

Hartmann, Katharina. 2000. Right node raising and gapping: Interface conditions on prosodic 

deletion. Philadelphia: . [ISBN: 9789027225719] [class:book]

This book investigates Right Node Raising and Gapping in German. Ellipsis in both 

constructions is claimed to be the result of a phonological process conditioned by prosodic and 

focus semantic constraints.

Jackendoff, Ray S. 1971. Gapping and related rules. Linguistic Inquiry 2.1: 21–35. 

[class:journalArticle]

The paper argues that VP-Deletion is clearly distinct from gGapping.

Jayaseelan, Karattuparambil A. 1990. Incomplete VP deletion and Gapping. Linguistic Analysis 

20.1–2: 64–81. [class:journalArticle]

This paper explores the relationship between gGapping and Extraposition, Right dislocation.

Johnson, Kyle. 2009. Gapping is not (VP-) ellipsis. Linguistic Inquiry 40.2: 289–328. 

[class:journalArticle]

This paper argues that Pseudopseudo-gapping is a special instance of VP-ellipsis, while Gapping 

gapping is a special instance of ATB movement.



Repp, Sophie. 2009. Negation in Gappinggapping. Oxford; and New York: Oxford Univ. Press. 

[ISBN: 9780199543618] [class:book]

This book presents a cross-linguistic investigation of the behavior of negation in gapping 

sentences. It focuses on German and English with reference to Dutch, Japanese, Polish, Russian, 

and Slovak.

Toosarvandani, Maziar. 2016. Embedding the antecedent in Gappinggapping: Low coordination 

and the role of parallelism. Linguistic Inquiry 47.2: 381–390. [class:journalArticle]

This paper proposes a No Correlate Embedding Generalization, which determines what can be 

embedded inside the first coordinate.

Vicente, Luis. 2010. A note on the movement analysis of gapping. Linguistic Inquiry 41.3: 509–

517. [class:journalArticle]

This squib focuses on cases where the gapping site contains more elements than just a verb.

Pseudo-Gapping

Pseudo-gapping involves ellipsis in a comparative, coordinate, and subordinate structure. It 

differs from vP ellipsis in that some parts of the verbal domain, but not the main verb, can be 

remnants. Pseudo-gapping has been argued in some form or other by Jayaseelan 2001, Gengel 

2013, and Lasnik 1995 to involve movement of the remnant out of the elided VP via focus 

movement, or heavy NP shift or object shift. Boeckx and Stjepanović 2001 claims that the verb 

has to be stranded since head movement is a PF operation and cannot feed ellipsis, also a PF 

operation. Thoms 2016 suggests that pseudo-gapping is similar to Strippingstripping, but 

differing in the scope of the correlates. Merchant 2008 also assumes that Pseudopseudo-gapping 

is similar to VP ellipsis, but differs as to which verbal node is elided, which allows us to capture 



asymmetries in voice mismatches between vP ellipsis and Pseudopseudo-gapping. Finally, 

Kubota and Levine 2017 argues within the framework of categorial grammar that pseudogapping 

is pseudo-VP ellipsis.

Boeckx, Cedric, and Sandra Stjepanović. 2001. Head-ing toward PF. Linguistic Inquiry 32.2(04): 

345–355. [class:journalArticle]

This paper discusses pseudo-gapping and vP ellipsis in Serbo-Croatian and argues that head 

movement and ellipsis are competing operations at phonetic form.

Gengel, Kirsten. 2013. Pseudogapping and Ellipsisellipsis. Oxford: Oxford Univ. Press. [ISBN: 

9780199665303] [class:book]

This book aims to provide a uniform account of Pseudopseudo-gapping and various Ellipsis 

ellipsis structures in generative grammar based on new empirical data from the Scandinavian 

languages and English.

Jayaseelan, K. A. 2001. IP-Internal topic and focus phrases. Studia Linguistica 55.1: 39–75. 

[class:journalArticle]

The paper argues that a Focus Phrase above VP can provide a coherent account of English and 

Malayalam clefts and Pseudopseudo-gapping structures.

Kubota, Yusuke, and Robert Levine. 2017. Pseudogapping as pseudo-VP ellipsis. Linguistic 

Inquiry 48:213–257. [class:journalArticle]

The authors propose a Categorial Grammar analysis of pseudo-gapping as a reflex of pseudo- VP 

ellipsis.

Lasnik, Howard. 1995. A note on pseudogapping. MIT Linguistics 27:143–163. 

[class:journalArticle]



The paper argues for an Object shift account of pseudo- gapping.

Merchant, Jason. 2008. An asymmetry in voice mismatches in vpVP-ellipsis and pseudogapping. 

Linguistic Inquiry 39.1: 169–179. [class:journalArticle]

This paper argues that the target of deletion in VP-ellipsis is a node lower than voice, while in 

Pseudopseudo-gapping a node containing voice is deleted and that is why VP-ellipsis allows 

mismatches in voice between the elided VP and its antecedent, and Pseudopseudo-gapping does 

not.

Thoms, Gary. 2016. Pseudogapping, parallelism, and the scope of focus. Syntax 19.3: 286–307. 

[class:journalArticle]

This paper argues that restrictions in gapping and stripping can be formulated in terms of 

Parallelism, arguing that the difference is keyed to the different ways in which their correlates 

may take scope.

Comparative Ellipsis

Comparative constructions allow most forms of ellipsis discussed here. However, comparatives 

differ from other subordinate types of ellipsis in that ellipsis is obligatory in comparatives, and 

that these constructions carry a comparative denotation that is often associated with a specific 

syntax as initially argued in Bresnan 1973. There is a debate as to whether comparatives involve 

deletion of any syntactic structure. Napoli 1983 proposes is that there is no deletion, and a direct 

analysis of the structure is adequate. However, Hazout 1995 and Pancheva 2006, among others, 

provide evidence that, at least in some languages, different types of comparatives have different 

properties with respect to their missing structures, which leads them to assume that there are 

cases of deletion in comparative ellipsis in at least a subset of comparative constructions. 



Comparative deletion with attributive adjectives is argued in Kennedy and Merchant 2000 to 

involve ellipsis. Lechner 2008 proposes that comparative deletion always involves 

Gappinggapping, and that unique properties of comparatives stem from independently required 

movement operations. Movement operations are also key in Kennedy 2002s, an analysis of 

Comparative Sub-deletion where the author appeals to the LF vs.versus overt movement 

distinction between comparative deletion and sub-deletion to capture the difference between the 

two types of comparative ellipsis.

Bresnan, Joan W. 1973. Syntax of the comparative clause construction in English. Linguistic 

Inquiry 4.3: 275–343. [class:journalArticle]

The article provides a syntax of comparative structures that involves obligatory deletion.

Hazout, Ilan. 1995. Comparative ellipsis and logical form. Natural Language & Linguistic 

Theory 13.1: 1–37. [class:journalArticle]

This paper concentrating concentrates on Comparative Ellipsis constructions in Modern Hebrew 

containing the morpheme -Ser and argues for an analysis of these constructions as sentential 

structures undergoing ellipsis.

Kennedy, Christopher. 2002. Comparative deletion and optimality in syntax. Natural Language 

& Linguistic Theory 20.3: 553–621. [class:journalArticle]

This paper investigates the syntax of Ccomparative Ddeletion and comparative sub-deletion in 

English and argues that comparative deletion involves overt movement plus deletion of a 

compared phrase, while comparative sub-deletion involves covert movement of the compared 

phrase.



Kennedy, Christopher, and Jason Merchant. 2000. Attributive comparative deletion. Natural 

Language & Linguistic Theory 18.1: 89–146. Web. [class:journalArticle]

This paper shows that attributive comparatives, unlike other comparatives, are well-formed only 

if some type of ellipsis operation applies within the comparative clause.

Lechner, Winfried. 2008. Ellipsis in Comparativescomparatives. Berlin, and Boston: De Gruyter 

Mouton. [class:book]

Drawing from a wide array of new data, the monograph develops a novel, directly semantically 

interpretable analysis of comparatives, which does not require reference to designated deletion 

processes. On the one hand, Comparative Deletion is reinterpreted in terms of overt movement of 

the degree predicate. On the other hand, it is argued that Comparative Ellipsis can entirely be 

subsumed under standardly sanctioned ellipsis operations such as Gapping, Right Node Raising, 

and Across-the-Board-movement movement.

Napoli, Donna Jo. 1983. Comparative ellipsis: A phrase structure analysis. Linguistic Inquiry 

14.4: 675–694. [class:journalArticle]

This article presents a base-generated analysis of so-called cComparative Eellipsis sentences in 

English that accounts for the connection between their form and their interpretation.

Pancheva, Roumyana. 2006. Phrasal and clausal comparatives in Slavic. In Formal approaches 

to Slavic linguistics 14: The Princeton meeting. Edited by James Lavine, Steven Franks, Hana 

Filip and Mila Tasseva-Kurktchieva 1–20. Ann Arbor: Michigan Slavic Publications. 

[class:bookChapter]



This paper argues based on Slavic data that comparatives can be descriptively divided into two 

types: clausal and phrasal, depending on the category of the phrase following the comparative 

marker “‘than’.”

Non- Constituent Coordination

Coordination of what appears to be non-constituents (NCC) has been analyzed by Williams 1978 

as coordination of non-constituents, or as coordination of CP’s plus ellipsis in Wilder 1994 and 

Beavers and Sag 2004. The latter approach raises the question, how are the remnants licensed? 

Based on sensitivity to island effects in NCC, Sailor and Thoms 2013 proposes that remnants 

undergo movement followed by subsequent ellipsis of the extraction site. However, based on 

counterexamples where NCC does not show island sensitivity, Bruening 2015 argues that NCC 

requires non-constituent ellipsis based on prosodic structure. This analysis is similar to Wilder 

1994, Beavers and Sag 2004, and Hofmeister 2010 where Left Edge Ellipsis deletes the 

surrounding non-constituent structure leaving the remnants in-situ. Gazdar 1981 proposes that 

cases of NCC are coordination of VPs combined with Gappinggapping. However, this approach 

is critiqued in Hudson 1982, who which defends Hudson 1976s, a proposal that NCC can be 

derived via three independent mechanisms: Conjunction Reduction when structure is factored to 

the left, Right Node Raising when structure is factored to the right, and finally Conjunct 

Postposing that turns coordination within a clause into clause coordination.

Beavers, John, and Ivan A. Sag. 2004. Coordinate ellipsis and apparent non-constituent 

coordination. In Proceedings of the 11th International Conference on HPSG. Edited by Stefan 

Muller, 48–69. Stanford, CA: CSLI. [class:bookChapter]

The paper argues that NCC be analyzed as coordination plus ellipsis.



Bruening, Benjamin. 2015. Non-constituent coordination: Prosody, not movement. University of 

Pennsylvania Working Papers in Linguistics 21.1: 5. [class:journalArticle]

This paper argues that ellipsis can target syntactic or prosodic constituents, the latter resulting in 

cases of NCC.

Gazdar, Gerald. 1981. Unbounded Dependencies dependencies and Coordinate coordinate 

Structurestructure. Linguistic Inquiry 12:155–184. [class:journalArticle]

This article argues that certain cases of Non- Constituent Coordination involve gapping.

Hofmeister, Philip. 2010. A linearization account of either . . . Or or constructions. Natural 

Language & Linguistic Theory 28.2: 275–314. [class:journalArticle]

The paper discusses either. . .or construction in terms of non-constituent ellipsis.

Hudson, Richard. 1976. Conjunction reduction, gapping, and right node raising. Language 

52:535–562. [class:journalArticle]

The paper argues that conjunction reduction, gapping, and right-node raising are three separate 

phenomena in English that do not involve deletion just raising.

Hudson, Richard. 1982. Incomplete conjuncts. Linguistic Inquiry 13:547–550. 

[class:journalArticle]

This paper argues that cases of non-constituent coordination are not instances of gapping.

Sailor, Craig, and Gary Thoms. 2013. On the non-existence of non-constituent coordination and 

non-constituent ellipsis. In Proceedings of the 31st West Coast Conference on Formal 

Linguistics. Edited by Robert E. Santana-LaBarge, 361–370. Somerville, MA: Cascadilla 

Proceedings Project. [class:conference-paper]

The paper proposes that NCC is derived via ellipsis and evacuation movement of remnants.



Wilder, Chris. 1994. Coordination, ATB and ellipsis. Groninger Arbeiten Zur Germanistischen 

Linguistik 37:. Groningen 291–331.

This paper discusses non-constituent coordination as Across-the-BoardAcross The Board 

movement and ellipsis

Williams, Edwin. 1978. Across-the-Board board Rule rule Applicationapplication. Linguistic 

Inquiry 9:31–43. [class:journalArticle]

The paper discusses the operation of conjunction reduction in non-constituent coordination.

Stripping

The term “‘stripping’,” sometimes called bare argument ellipsis, is ellipsis that spares just one 

remnant that cannot be the initial conjunct in coordinated structures. Stripping is limited to 

coordination structures and cannot occur in embedded contexts. Weir 2014 argues that examples 

of stripping involve coordination at the vP level, whereas Busquets 2006 and Wurmbrand 2017 

argue that stripping is ellipsis at the TP level with the remnant being licensed by movement to a 

focus projection. Fukaya 2003 shows that Island island sensitivity in Japanese restricts possible 

readings in stripping and argues that Stripping stripping involves an LF copying derivation 

(following Chung, et al. 1995, cited under *The Nature of Syntactic Licensing of the Ellipsis 

Site*) and LF movement of the remnant. Examples of stripping with wh-expressions have been 

divided into two categories: Yoshida, et al. 2015 proposes that Wwhy-Sstripping involves base 

generation, whereas stripping where a wh-remnant is accompanied by a non-wh remnant are 

argued by Ortega-Santos, et al. 2014 to be an instance of rightward movement of the non-wh 

remnant, plus wh-movement of the wh-remnant, followed by IP ellipsis.



Busquets, Joan. 2006. Stripping vs. VP-ellipsis in Catalan: What is deleted and when? Probus 

18.2: 159–187. [class:journalArticle]

This paper discusses Stripping stripping as TP-Ellipsis in Catalan.

Fukaya, Teruhiko. 2003. Island (in) sensitivity in Japanese sluicing and stripping and some 

implications. In Proceedings of the 22nd West Coast Conference on Formal Linguistics. Edited 

by G. Garding and M. Tsujimura, Somerville, 179–192. Somerville, MA: Cascadilla. [ISBN: 

9781574730630] [class:conference-paper]

This paper demonstrates that complex NP island effects are detectable in sluicing and stripping in 

Japanese.

Ortega-Santos, Iván, Masaya Yoshida, and Chizuru Nakao. 2014. On ellipsis structures involving 

a wh-remnant and a non-wh-remnant simultaneously. Lingua 138:55–85. [class:journalArticle]

The paper examines elliptical construction where a wh-phrase and a non-wh-phrase appear 

fragmentally.

Weir, Andrew. 2014. Why-stripping targets voice phrase. In Proceedings of NELS 43. Edited by 

Hsin-Lun Huang, Ethan Poole, and Amanda Rysling, 235–248. Amherst, MA: GLSA. 

[class:conference-paper]

This paper argues in stripping the Focus phrase to which the remnant moves does not merge as 

high as TP, but rather selects VoiceP.

Wurmbrand, Susi. 2017. Stripping and topless complements. Linguistic Inquiry 48:2. 

[class:journalArticle]

This article argues that stripping is ellipsis of declarative TPs and is not only possible in 

coordinate structures, but also in embedded clauses.



Yoshida, Masaya, Chizuru Nakao, and Iván Ortega-santosSantos. 2015. The syntax of why-

stripping. Natural Language & Linguistic Theory 33.1: 323–370. [class:journalArticle]

This paper argues that Whywhy-Stripping stripping exhibits movement properties such as 

connectivity effects in the same way as Sluicingsluicing.

Nominal Ellipsis

Nominal ellipsis targets constituents within the DP projection, even the nominal itself, provided 

it is not initial. Corver and van Koppen 2011, Merchant 2014, and Ruda 2016 claim that 

availability and scope of nominal ellipsis is attributed to the morphological/feature composition 

of the elements in the DP phrase, which correlates with the availability to have DP internal focus, 

as argued in Cinque 2012. However, Alexiadou and Gengel 2012 proposes that instead of focus 

within the DP, it is classifiers that play a central role in nominal ellipsis. Furthermore, 

Giannakidou and Stavrou 1999 argues it also differs from pronominalization contra Corver and 

van Koppen 2011. Finally, in Yoshida, et al. 2012, gapping in the nominal domain is argued to 

have different properties from gapping in the VP domain.

Alexiadou, Artemis, and Kirsten Gengel. 2012. NP ellipsis without focus movement/projections: 

The role of classifiers. In Contrasts and Positions positions in Information information 

Structurestructure. Edited by Ivona Kučerová and Ad Neeleman, 177–204. Cambridge, UK: 

Cambridge Univ. Press. [ISBN: 9781107001985] [class:bookChapter]

This paper proposes that NPE in a number of languages is licensed by the presence of classifiers 

in the nominal structure and argues against accounts of ellipsis in terms of focus.

Cinque, Guglielmo. 2012. A generalization concerning DP-internal ellipsis. Iberia: An 

International Journal of Theoretical Linguistics 4.1: 174–193. [class:journalArticle]



This article argues that ellipsis can target a nominal modifier only if all constituents below it are 

also elided.

Corver, Norbert, and Marjo van Koppen. 2011. NP-ellipsis with adjectival remnants: A micro-

comparative perspective. Natural Language & Linguistic Theory 29.2: 371–421. 

[class:journalArticle]

This article proposes that there are languages where morphological agreement licenses nNominal 

eEllipsis via pronominalization.

Giannakidou, Anastasia, and Melita Stavrou. 1999. Nominalization and ellipsis in the greek DP. 

Linguistic Review 16.4: 295–332. [class:journalArticle]

The paper discusses two DP ellipsis in Greek as two processes: nominal sub-deletion is analyzed 

as a genuine case of nominal ellipsis, and substantivization as nominalization.

Merchant, Jason. 2014. Gender mismatches under nominal ellipsis. Lingua 151:9–32. 

[class:journalArticle]

The paper discusses gender mismatches in Greek elliptical constructions.

Ruda, Marta. 2016. NP ellipsis (effects) in Polish and Hungarian: FFs on Fs, Agree, and Chain 

Reduction. The Linguistic Review 33.4: 649–677.. [class:journalArticle]

This paper offers an analysis of NP ellipsis with adjectival remnants based on the properties of 

the feature composition of heads contained within the extended projections of adjectives and 

nominals, and the interaction with operations such as Agree and the Principle of Chain 

Reduction.

Yoshida, Masaya, Honglei Wang, and David Potter. 2012. Remarks on “gapping” in DP. 

Linguistic Inquiry 43.3: 475–494. [class:journalArticle]



The paper argues that the Gappinggapping-like constructions in the nominal domain and 

Gapping gapping constructions in the verbal domain show quite different properties.

Argument Ellipsis

In aArgument/object ellipsis the inner argument that denotes an individual is elided. Erteschik-

Shir, et al. 2013 and  assume aArgument eEllipsis (AE) is derived via Topic Drop of the Inner 

Argument, where deletion is a radical form of topicalization. A pro analysis, where the missing 

argument is a null pronoun is advocated in Hoji 1998. Otani and Whitman 1991 (cited under 

*Verb Stranding Verb Phrase Ellipsis*) argues AE to be a result of Verb stranding ellipsis. 

However, Saito 2007 rejects such an approach based on availability of sloppy and strict readings, 

and instead analyzes AE within an LF copying approach along the lines of Chung, et al. 1995 

(cited under *The Nature of Syntactic Licensing of the Ellipsis Site*). Finally, Saito 2007 and 

Takahashi 2008 propose that AE is licensed via Anti-agreement, the generalization being that 

only arguments that do not trigger agreement on the verb can be elided.

Erteschik-Shir, Nomi, Lena Ibnbari, and Sharon Taube. 2013. Missing objects as topic drop. 

Lingua 136:145–169. [class:journalArticle]

This paper argues that missing objects are to be analyzed as Topic Drop.

Hoji, Hajime. 1998. Null object and sloppy identity in Japanese. Linguistic Inquiry 29.1: 127–

152. [class:journalArticle]

This paper argues that AE in Japanese cannot be analyzed on a par with VP-ellipsis (VPE).

Saito, Mamoru. 2007. Notes on East Asian argument ellipsis. Language Research 43.2: 203–227. 

[class:journalArticle]



This paper discusses argument ellipsis in East Asian languages, and argues for an LF copying 

analysis.

Takahashi, Daiko. 2008. Quantificational null objects and argument ellipsis. Linguistic Inquiry 

39.2: 307–326. [class:journalArticle]

This article provides a new argument for the analysis of null arguments in terms of ellipsis by 

considering null objects that behave like quantifiers.

Antecedent Contained Deletion (ACD)

Antecedent Contained Deletion (ACD) involves ellipsis of a structure, which has the antecedent 

contain the ellipsis site. ACD is not limited to vP ellipsis, Yoshida 2010 shows examples 

involving ACD sluicing. Merchant 2000a shows ACD is also possible in comparatives, as well as 

negative polarity items. The structures are problematic since their semantic resolution triggers 

infinite regress because the ellipsis site is part of the antecedent. ACD primarily occurs with VP 

ellipsis in relative clauses that modify arguments. May 1985 proposes that ACD resolution takes 

place at the level of Logical Form (LF) via an operation of Quantifier Raising (QR) of the head 

noun plus relative clause to a position above vP. Such movement creates a VP antecedent that 

does not contain the ellipsis site, instead the antecedent contains a trace of the DP argument, 

which prevents infinite regress. However, Lappin 1999 argues that a HPSG analysis of ACD 

allows us to resolve this regress without resorting to movement, and Merchant 2000b shows that 

there is no need for infinite regress resolution movement for at least those cases of ACD where 

the relative clause is headed by an adjunct. But not all cases of ACD can be accounted in such a 

way. According to Kennedy 2008, who discusses a broader range of examples he calls argument 

contained ellipsis, ACD in vPs requires identity of inner arguments to be at a more abstract level 



than lexical or syntactic. Bruening 2001 shows that QR in ACD constructions observes 

superiority, a condition on movement, which further supports an LF movement analysis of ACD 

resolution, but Wilder 2003 provides arguments that a similar restriction must hold at PF calling 

into question the exact nature of QR in ACD.

Bruening, Benjamin. 2001. QR obeys superiority: Frozen scope and ACD. Linguistic Inquiry 

32.2: 233–273. Web. [class:journalArticle]

The paper examines “frozen scope” in double object and spray-load constructions.

Kennedy, Christopher. 2008. Argument contained ellipsis. In Topics in Ellipsisellipsis. Edited by 

Kyle Johnson. Cambridge Univ. Press. [ISBN: 9780521815086] [class:bookChapter]

This paper discusses how namely dependence licenses argument contained ellipsis.

Lappin, Shalom. 1999. A HPSG account of Antecedent-Contained ellipsis. In Fragments: Studies 

in Ellipsis ellipsis and Gappinggapping. Paper presented at the SOAS Ellipsis Workshop held at 

the School of Oriental and African Studies, University of London in September 1996. Edited by 

Shalom Lappin and Elabbas Benmamoun, 68–98. New York: Oxford Univ. Press. [ISBN: 

9780195123029] [class:conference-paper]

The paper proposes an an in-situ ellipsis resolution procedure of ACD that is formulated within 

the framework of head-driven phrase structure grammar.

May, Robert. 1985. Logical Formform: Its Structure structure and Derivationderivation. 

Cambridge, MA: MIT Press. [ISBN: 9780262631020] [class:book]

The monograph proposes an analysis of ACD resolution via QR at LF.

Merchant, Jason. 2000a. Antecedents-contained deletion in negative polarity items. Syntax 3.2: 

144–150. [class:journalArticle]



This squib investigates antecedent-contained deletion and the licensing of negative polarity 

items.

Merchant, Jason. 2000b. Economy, the copy theory, and antecedent-contained deletion. 

Linguistic Inquiry 31.3: 566–575. [class:journalArticle]

This squib investigates ACD differences with complements and adjuncts.

Wilder, Chris. 2003. Antecedent-containment and Ellipsisellipsis. In The Interfacesinterfaces: 

Deriving and Interpreting interpreting Omitted omitted Structuresstructures. Edited by Kerstin 

Schwabe and Susanne Winkler, 79–119. T. Amsterdam: John Benjamins. [ISBN: 

9781588113306] [class:bookChapter]

This article argues for a condition prohibiting PF containment of the ellipsis site by its 

antecedent, in addition to one operating at LF.

Yoshida, Masaya. 2010. “Antecedent-Contained” sluicing. Linguistic Inquiry 41.2: 348–356. 

[class:journalArticle]

This paper discusses cases of Antecedent Contained Sluicing.
ACD and QR

Baltin 1987 questions whether ACD even exists, and argues that apparent cases of ACD involve 

a deleted VP being within a phrase that has been moved out of the antecedent VP. However, 

Larson and May 1990 provides arguments against Baltin’s analysis by showing that his vacuous 

movement analysis gives incorrect predictions. Hornstein 1994 suggests that ACD is resolved 

not via QR but via object raising triggered by case licensing. However, Kennedy 1997 argues 

against such an analysis based on examples of ACD with PP arguments, which are assumed not 

to need to undergo case driven movement. Fox 2002 addresses the issue where a QR analysis 

assumes that a trace is not a copy of the moved element and proposes a trace conversion 



mechanism that turns a quantifier copy into a DP trace. Hackl, et al. 2012 presents experimental 

evidence that supports the idea that QR licenses ADC. This evidence is challenged 

experimentally by Gibson, et al. 2015. The notion that we need QR at all is further questioned in 

Jacobson 2008, which advocates a direct compositionality approach that does away with the need 

for a QR mechanism to resolve type mismatch.

Baltin, Mark R. 1987. Do antecedent-contained deletions exist? Linguistic Inquiry 18.4: 579–

595. [class:journalArticle]

This article proposes that antecedent-contained deletion never takes place

Fox, Danny. 2002. Antecedent-Contained contained deletion and the copy theory of movement. 

Linguistic Inquiry 33.1: 63–96. [class:journalArticle]

This article proposes a resolution of a conflict between Quantifier Raising and the copy theory of 

movement.

Gibson, Edward, Pauline Jacobson, Peter Graff, Kyle Mahowald, Evelina Fedorenko, and Steven 

T Piantadosi. 2015. A pragmatic account of complexity in definite antecedent-contained-deletion 

relative clauses. Journal of Semantics 32:579–618. [class:journalArticle]

The paper presents five experiments that provide evidence that the QR hypothesis of Hackl, et al. 

2012 should be rejected in favor of a pragmatic account.

Hackl, Martin, Jorie Koster-Hale, and Jason Varvoutis. 2012. Quantification and ACD: Evidence 

from real-time sentence processing. Journal of Semantics 29.2: 145–206. [class:journalArticle]

The paper argues that the integration of a quantifier in object position and the resolution of 

antecedent-contained deletion (ACD) is related.



Hornstein, Norbert. 1994. An argument for minimalism: The case of antecedent-contained 

deletion. Linguistic Inquiry 25.3: 455–480. [class:journalArticle]

This article proposes that antecedent-contained deletion structures are resolved via A-movement 

to a Case-marking specifier position at LF.

Jacobson, Pauline. 2008. Direct compositionality and variable-free semantics: The case of 

antecedent contained deletion. In Topics in Ellipsisellipsis. Edited by Kyle Johnson, 30–69. 

Cambridge, UK: Cambridge Univ. Press. [ISBN: 9780521815086] [class:bookChapter]

The article argues that ACD is compatible with the view that quantified NPs are interpreted ‘‘in 

situ,’’, where the meaning of verb directly combines with the meaning of the quantifier.

Kennedy, Christopher. 1997. Antecedent-contained deletion and the syntax of quantification. 

Linguistic Inquiry 28.4: 662–688. [class:journalArticle]

This article argues against the proposal in Hornstein 1994 and concludes that the argument for 

QR remains.

Larson, Richard K., and Robert May. 1990. Antecedent containment or vacuous movement: 

Reply to Baltin. Linguistic Inquiry 21.1: 103–122. [class:journalArticle]

This paper argues for a QR analysis of ACD by critically examining Baltin 1987 who which 

proposes antecedent-contained deletions do not exist as such at surface form.

Ellipsis Analysis of ATB and RNR

Right Node Raising (RNR) can be exemplified by constructions where two conjuncts share the 

same inner argument pronounced at the right edge of both conjuncts. Giannakidou and Merchant 

1998 and Abels 2004 propose an analysis that involves ellipsis of the shared arguments, which 

can account for the fact that RNR seems island insensitive. Sabbagh 2008 proposes an Across- 



the- Board (ATB) movement account, where the shared XP has undergone extraction to a 

position above both conjuncts. ATB accounts provide a clear analysis of the movement properties 

of RNR, whereas ellipsis accounts account for RNR properties that do not correlate with 

movement. Grosz 2015 proposes that RNR involves multi-dominance, which provides account 

for across the board agreement properties in RNR constructions. In attempt to reconcile multi-

dominance with ellipsis, Barros and Vicente 2011 proposes that RNR constructions either 

involve multi-dominance or ellipsis. However, Larson 2012 argues that such models cannot 

account for the properties of RNR structures that simultaneously exhibit both properties of 

ellipsis and multi-dominance and thus force us to allow for both ellipsis and multi-dominance to 

occur simultaneously.

Abels, Klaus. 2004. Right Node node Raisingraising: Ellipsis or Across across the Board board 

Movementmovement? Presented at: NELS 34 by Keir Moulton and Matthew Wolf, 45–61. 

GSLA. [class:book]
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