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Islands and LF-movement in Greek sluicing’

Jason Merchant
University of Groningen

This paper investigates the interaction of island insensitivities and form-
identity effects in sluicing, and examines the consequences of these for the
architecture of ellipsis resolution. On the basis of 2 number of novel facts
from Greek, it is argued that curtent approaches, both PF-deletion and
LE-copying, are inadequate, The present data instead motivate a revised
LE-copying approach which relies on the scoping movement of indefinites at
LF and A-chain uniformity.

Keywords: sluicing, ellipsis, preposition stranding, pied-piping, islands,
[scope of ) indefinites

1. Islands in sluicing

Shuicing 1s a widely attested elliptical construction in which the sentential part
of a constituent question is elided, leaving only the wh-phrase, as in { la), which
corresponds to its non-elliptical counterpart in (1b):

(1) a Kamowg mipe mAfowvo, ahid dev Efpw TG,
kapjos  pire tilefono  ala  den ksero pios
someone took telephone but  not know-1s6 who
‘Someone called, but I don't know whe!

b, Kanowg mipe nhéguvo, arha dev EEpuw TOWOE TIF pE
kapjos  pire tilefono  ala  Gen ksero pios pire
someone took telephone but  not know-1s6 who ook
TIALPLvG,
tilefono
telephone
‘Someone called, but | don't know who called.

fotarrial af Grreek Linguistics 1 {2000}, $1—64. 1558 1566—3544
@ zooo oo Benjamins Publishing Company



42 Jason Merchant

The full range of wh-phrases found in constituent questions is [ound in shuicing
as well, as documented in Ross [196%), Levin {1982}, Chung et al. [1995)
(henceforth CLM), and others, CLM further divide sluiging into two types:
examples like those in (1a) in which the sluiced wh-phrase corresponds to some
XP (which [ will call the ‘correlate’) in the antecedent sentence (in (ka), the
correlate is kémoioe kapios ‘someone’], and cases of sluicing as in (1), in which
no avert correlate is found. This second type they name the ‘sprouting’ subcase,
after the LE-repair operation they posit for the derivation of these structures.

(2) O Kuootas mipe tihépuve, arhi Sev Edpuw Tt
o kostas pire tilefone  ala  Sen ksero pote
the Kostas took telephone but not know-1ss when
‘Kostas called, but [ don't know when!

In this paper, [will refer to this second kind of case as involving ‘implicit correlates’

As Ross (1969) noticed, and as CLM bring to the fore, the first kind of
Jluicing is insensitive to islands; examples like (3a) and (4a) have the interpreta-
tion of their ungrammatical non-elliptical (b) counterparts (where the ifalics
represent the deaccented pronunciation discussed in Tancredi ]9_91 n.m:l
Winkler 1997, and the island is bracketed), Here [ give only examples of relative
clause and adjunct clause islands; see CLM and Merchant to appear for exten-
sive exemplification of this effect across a fuller range of 1slands (for reasons of
space, | illustrate these well-known effects only with English in the remainder
of this section).

(3) a They want to hire someone who speaks 2 Balkan language, but |
don't remember which.
b, *They want to hite someone who speaks a Balkan language, but ]
don't remember which {Balkasn language) they want to hire somieone
[wha speaks1].
(4) a Benwill be mad if Abby talks to one of the teachers, but I don't

remember which. .
b. *Ben will be mad if Abby talks to one of the teachers, but L don’t
remember which (of the teachers) Ben will be mad Tif Abby talks rotl.

Ross, who pursued a deletion approach to sluicing, recognized the difficulty
that such examples create. If sluicing is a product of PF-deletion, then ;hfe
grammatical sluices in the (a] examples in (3) and (4] have as their syntactic
sources the ungrammatical island-violating (b) examples. Ross could propose
no more than a vague answer to this puzzle, suggesting that island deviancies

B L D T
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are caleulated cumulatively across the derivation, with PE-deletion repairing island
violations. This idea can immediately be seen to fail, since in fact island violations
inn sluicing remain when no overt correlate is available, as pointed out in CLM;

{5} a, *They want to hirg someone who speaks Greek, but | don't remember
how well,
b. *They want to hire somenne wha speaks Greek, but T don't remember
howe well they want to hire someons [who speaks Greek 1],

For sluiced wh-phrases that do not have an overt correlate — the implicit
correlate cases — PF-deletion of the island does not repair the violation. Why
this dichatomy should exist is mysterious under & PF-deletion approach to
slutcing,

To deal with this problem, CLM propose that the cllipsis in sluicing is not
the result of PF-deletion, Instead, following Chao (1987), Lobeck {1995), and
others, they posit an empty IP category in the svntax, as in (6], with the wh-XP
base-generated in SpecCP:

i6) Spell-out
someone called, but T don't know [ who [, ¢}

In order for interpretation to proceed at LE, however, this emply category
must be replaced by a syntactic constituent of the appropriate type (namely an
1P}, In {6), the first IP can serve as the antecedent to the ellipsis, and can be
copied in for e in the second clause, yielding (7} {1 use boldface (o indicate
LF-copied material}:

{7} Adter IP-copy at LF
oo but I don't know know |, who [; someone called] |

CLM follow Kamp (1981) and Heim (1982) in assuming that indefinites are
not quantificational bul rather simply provide a variable (with a descriptive
content}, which is bound by a separite aperation of existential closure that can
apply at different points in the structure, deriving the variable scope of indef-
wutes. With this view, the copied indefinite in (7} is free 10 be bound by the
existential operator which binds the variable introduced by the wh-phrase in
5pecCP (similarly an indefinite), a process CLM call ‘merger’ {simplifying here
samewhat). They represent merger as co-superscripting at LF; the LF output of
merger in {8a) will then yield the desired Karttunen-stvle interpretation for the
embedded question in (8b) by standard techniques.
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(8} &, After mergerat LF
== iq":|.- Wi'lﬂ‘ [t;l mmﬁ“nch Cﬂl].ﬂ'd_”
bo .. Ap[3xlperson(iw, ) & plw, ) A p=kwlcallixw]]||

[n doing this, CLM make the grammaticality of sluicing dependent on the
availability of an unbound variable {usually supplied by an indefinite) in the
copied [F Under their account, if ne such variable can be found {for example,
if no indefinite is present, or if the indefinite has been existentially closed within
the [P, as is the case with narrow-scope indefinites, negative polarity items,
ete.), sluicing will fail. CLM thus correctly predict that sluicing will always
require a wide scope reading for the correlate in its own clause, deriving the
attested scopal parallelism (since the wh-phrase itself has wide scope over its
clavse as well).

Since there is no movement of the sluiced wh-phrase, island constrainis are
not expected to hold. For CLM, the derivation of an example like (3a) is
straightforward. At Spell-out, the structure is that in (9a) (ignoring the inde-
pendent question of the resolution of the NP-ellipsis after which), while after
IP-copy and mierger, the structure is that given in (9b),

(8) a. .. |pwhich [} €]
I .. [op which® [ they want to hire someone who speaks [a Balkan
language|®|]

Since sluicing resolved by merger is simply a species of variable-binding, which
is not sensitive to syntactic constraints on A-movemnent, no island sensitivity is
expected. Instead, sluicing is sensitive to the scope of the correlate: if the
correlate has a scope narrower than that required by sluicing, shiicing will fail,
The scopal parallelism enforced by sluicing can be seen in (3a), for example.
The indefinite a Balkan language in the fitst clause can only have scope over
want, as in (10a), not inside it as in (10b); though the narrow scope reading in
{10k is certainly available to this sentence in other contexts, when the clause is
meant to serve as the antecedent to the elliptical IP under sluicing, this reading
is excluded, This is because using the LF that generates the reading in (10b) 1o
resolve the [P-ellipsis in the second clause in (3a) would lead 1o vacuous
quantification of the existential operator in SpecCP, since the necessary variable
associated with a Balkan language has already been hound by the lower 3.

(1) a  Jy[Balkan-language(y) » want{they, ~Jx[person{x) » speakix,v) »
hirelthey, x}]]]
b, want(they, ~dx|personix} » Jy|Balkan-language(v) ~ speakix,v)|
~ hire(they,x)]?

Islands and LF-movement in Greel sluicing

When no overt correlate is avitilable, however, sprouting must occurs CLM
hypothesize that sprouting is an instantiation of the syntactic aperation of
FormChain, and hence subject to island constraints, conceived of as constraints
on A-chain formation (independent of movement, following Cingue 1990),
(Quite apart from questions of the theoretical import of this approach, account-
ing for the locality restrictions on implicit correlate sluices solely by imposing
island constraints on FormChain overgenerates. There are cases of licit A-chains
asin (Ila) and {123} which nevertheless do not miake good shuices, asin {11h)
and (12b),

(111 & When was no nurse on daty?
L. *Mo nurse was on duty, but we don't know when,

(12) a. When is a nurse rarely on duty?
b. "A nurse is rarely on duty — guess when!

For CLM, the ill-formedness of the (b) examples is unexpected, since, as
attested by the (a) examples, the corresponding A-chains are well-formed.
Instead, as pointed out by Albert (1993) and Romero (1998, the ‘sprouting’
cases are uniformly sensitive 1o selective islands (Sauerland 1996 makes a
related point). This can be reduced agzin to the requirement for scopal parallel-
ism between the implicit quantifier in the antecedent clause and the quantifier
associated with the wh-phrase in the sluicing clause. In the first clause in { 115,
tor example, the implicitly bound temporal variable has narrow scope with
respect to 'no nurse! as in (14a), and does not have the reading expressed in
[1dh). It is this second reading which would have to be available for the sluice
in (11b) to be well-farmed,

(14} a. —dx[nurse(x) ~ Jt{time(t) » on-dutyix, at 1}
b, Jt[time(t] » ~Jx[nurse(x) ~ on-duty{x, at t1 |

Thus there is no reason 1o make an analytical distinetion between ‘merger’
and 'sprouting’ cases: both cases can profitably be analyzed as requiring an
unbound variable in the antecedent. They differ only in that implicit existentials

whether arguments or adjuncts) always take narrow scope in their clause, and
therefore cannot provide the open variable needed in sluicing when certain
ather operators intervene (as in selective islands). ! will henceforth assume that
sprouting’ as an operation can be dispensed with, and concentrate on examples

with overt correlates, as these are the ones that can violate islands,

When there is an overt correlate as in (3a), for example, the possible slufces

over that antecedent are constrained only by whether or not the indefinite in
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question can be bound at a level parallel to that needed for resolution of the
ellipsis, i.e.. external to the IP needed for copying at LE Since such wide-
scoping behavior is only found with (certain kinds of ) overt indefiniees, island-
insensitive sluicing will enly be found with these.

The main conclusion to be drawn from this discussion is that the island-
violating nature of sluices with overt indefinite antecedents strongly supports
the LF-copying approach to the resolution of sluicing, and is fatal for the
PE-deletion approach, Especially the fact that sluicing does not uniformly void
islands, as might be expected if islands were somehow thought to be PE-phen-
omena only, but rather tracks scopal possibilities, is a straightforward conse-
quence of CLM’s LF-copying approach.

2. Form-identity effects in sluicing

While CLM's LF-copying approach is superior to a PF-deletion approach in its
handling of the island data, there is a set of data which at first sight seems less
tractable for LF-copying and has been argued (by Ross 1969) to support the
PF-deletion approach. In Section 2.1, T will first discuss these data, from form-
identity effects relating to case, and show how CLM's approach can handle them.
Then I turn, in Section 2.2, to a new set of data concerning PP form-identity.
and demonstrate that these data are in fact intractable for the CLM approach.

2.4 Case-matching

As noted in Ross (1969) for German, the case of a sluiced wh-phrase is not
arbitrary, but determined by the case that its correlate bears (he considered only
cases with avert correlates; though the point is more general, [ will follow him
in this). This is a property of all the case-marking languages 1 have examined
(English, German, (Greek, Finnish, Russian, Polish, Czech, Slovene, Hindi,
Basque}; T illustrate this here only with English and Greek:

(15) The police found someone’s car, but they wouldn't tell us [whose/*who.

Islands and LE-movement in Greek slulcing

(16} a. Ramowg rnpe TRAEpvo, alha dev Eipu [moiog /
kapjos pire tilefono  ala Sen ksero [pjos f
someong-toM took telephone but  not know-1s6  who-nom
oLV},

‘pion
who-acc

‘Bomeone ealled, but T don't know who.!

b. Eiba évav  amd Tovg adepgolc ooy — HAviegs
ifia Enan apo tus  afierfus so mandepse
saw-15G one-acc of  the siblings  vour  guess
Mmowg/ nowvi!
iTpios / pjen |
which-woym which-acc
I saw one of your siblings — guess which!”

Importantly, although it has never been documented before, case-matching in
sluicing also holds across islands:

(17} The police said that finding someone’s car ool all morning, but they
wouldn't tell us [whose/~whol.

(18) . Sdfhe va  Ppsi fva nuepoloyio mow va o £ yplipes
el ne  vri enaimerelojio pu ona  to exi yrapsi
wants-3sG supsT finda  diary that:suei it has written

evag oTpatnyos  Tov  Xithep, ahha de Buudual

enas stratyos tu hitler  als ¢ Bimame

a  general-som of.the Hitler but  not remember- 156
| oG f R TTRRT

{pjosf *pion|

which-rwom  which-ace
“Shee wants to find a diary that a general of Hitler's may have written,
but I don't remember which {general)”
b © [MérpocBa Buepaoeay gdvioen Mapia évay i (3

¢ peétros Ba fimosi anfiliss | maria énan  apo
the Petros rutanger  if kisses the Maria one-accof
toug adepgois Tow — pdviede  {“nowog)  nowowv]!
tus  aderfus 1o — mandepse [*pjos/ pjon|!

the brothers his  puess

which-wour which-ace
‘Petros will get angry if Maria kisses one of his brothers — guess which!




44

|ason Merchant

The generalization that emerges from this data is stated in (19):'

[19)  Farm-identity gerteralization [ Case-matching
The sluiced wh-phrase must bear the case that its correlate bears,

For Ross, this effect followed from his deletion approach. In (164}, lor
example, the underlying structure is that in (20a), with the sluiced version being
derived by deletion of the striuck-through material in (20b) under {presumably
morpho-syntactic) identity with the underlined material in the antecedent clause,

(200 a. Kanows mnps thdégue, alda dev Epw TOI0E TR PE
kapios  pire tiefono  ala  Gen ksero pios pire
someone took telephone bul  not know-1s6 who  took
THAEQuvD.
tHlefono
telephone

b. kapjos pire tilefono, ala Sen ksero pjos pire-tiefone

Since the sluiced wh-phrase is in fact the subject of its clause, it will be assigned
nominative case by the regular mechanisms, and nothing more need be said.
The same reasoning applies to the derivation of (16b) and similar examples,

For a copying approach like CLMs, this explanation dees not apply. The
sluiced wh-phrase is base-generared in SpecCP and hence does not participate
in the regular clause-internal case-assignment mechanisms. Although they do
not discuss case-matching in their framework in any detail, the answer to these
facts under such an approach is clear. In addition to the semantic binding of the
variable, there must alse be syntactic binding of the copied antedecent by the
wh-phrase. CLM in fact propose this, using subscripted variables to indicate the
syntactic relation, asin (21).

(211 ... pjos*, |y kapjos*, pire tilefono|

Although in simple cases lile {21}, the semantic and syntactic indices will @]l on
the same constituents, in more complex cases involving any kind of pied-
piping, the two will be distinct, just as in the standard representations of pied-
piped constituents in questions. For example, while the displaced consituent in
{22a) bears the syntactic index {, this constituent does not correspond to the
semantic variable quantified over in the question. Quantification in this case is
Over Car-owners, not cars, as represented by the formula in (22b). Such a
formula is usually thought to be the direct result of mterpreting not the
structure in {22a), but the structure in (22c), relavad to (22a) by reconstruction,

Tslands and LF-movement in Greek slsicing

(22} a  [Whose car]; did the police find ¢
b. Ap|Sx.person{x.w,) a piw,} ap= Avefind|the-police, ¥s-car, w)|
¢ who® did the police find [ car]?

It is thus necessary to distinguish syntactic from semantic operalor-variable
binding relations: this is always implicitly acknowledged, though the usual
conventions for indicating the two can be imprecise and tend to confusingly
conflate these. Once we carefully separate them, we can see whete the solution
to the case-matching problem lies. We must impose a condition on the chain
tormed by the wh-phrase and its syntactic bindee: A-chains must be uniform in
their case. This is reminiscent of the Chain Uniformity condition discussed in
Chomsky (1986), and the principle in Chomsky (1981:334 { 16]), given in (23],

(23} The chain C={a,, ..., ) has the Case K iff for some i, 0, oCcupies a
position assigned Kby B (B a Case-assigner).

If we take ‘chain’ in (23) to refer to the syntactic A-chain formed in sluicing at
LEwith the wh-phrase the head of the chain a,, and the correlate in the Case-
marked position a;, then the condition in (23) will rule out any case-mismatch,
requiring case-uniformity of the entire chain.’ I

While this condition, which refers specifically to Case (for present PUFpOsEs,
case might be more accurate), might be sufficient for the data presented in this
section, we will see immediately that the form-identity phenomenon is more
general, requiring a more inclusive definition of &-chain uniformity.

2.2 Preposition-stranding

A maore serious problem for CLM’s LF-copying and merger approach comes
from the behavior of wh-PPs under shuicing, a set of facts that have not previ-
ously received attention in the literature. Greek, like most languages, bui
unlike English, does not allow preposition-stranding [P—strandjngi under wh-
mavement:

i24) a “MHowvplotoe 1 Avva pe;
"pron miluse i ana me
who  was.talking the Anno with
bo *TL  pakwooy o yoveld tov  mamdion ya
i malosan i yonis tu pelju ja
what argued-3p1, the parents of the child  about
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c. “Tloe pafppa anmoopiBinee n Avva og
*pio  mablimaapokimibike § ana se
which elass  fellasleep the Anna in

In all cases, picd-piping the preposition is obligatory:’

(25} a. Me mowy |.i|..5-.m'J-:JE N Avva
me  pjon miluse 1 ana
with who was.talking the Anna
“Who was Anna talking with?'

b T i
ja o malosan 1 yonis o pedju
about what argued-3et the parents of the child
"What did the child's parents argue about?’

. Zemow pabhpa anoxopnbnxen  Avva;
se pio mabima apokimifike | ana
in whichclass  fell.asleep the Anna
Which class did Anna fall asleep in?'

pohwoay o yovels tou bl

This pattern is replicated in its essentials under sluicing in Greek as well. If

the correlate is the object of a preposition, the preposition must occur in the
sluiced wh-phrase as well. (Similar constraints hold of elliptic conjunctions,
stripping, comparative deletion, and fragment answers.} English, which allows
preposidon-stranding, also allows sluiced DPs to associate with correlates inside
F'Ps, as indicated by the grammaticality of the English translations.

(267 H Avvaplodoes  le  wdnowov, ehhd dev Tépw *lME)  molow,
i ana  miluse me kapjon  ala  Sen ksero “{me) pjon
the Anna was talking with someone but - not know-tse  with who
Anna was talking to someone, but I don't know who!

(27) Ov yowelg tou  moufod padwoay  ya wAT,
i yonis tu pediu malosan  ja kati
the parents of the child — argued-3rL about something
chhdapvelral  wva  pog rel *iypa) T
ala  arnite na maspi *fja)
but  refuses-3sa soppus tell  about what
"The child's parents were arguing sbout something, but she refuses to tell

is wihat!

Islands and LE-mavement in Greek sluicing

(28) H Avva anoxowndnxe oe éva and ta pafipara, ahhd Sev
i ana  apolimifike se ena apo ta maBimata ala  Sen

the Anna fell asleep mm oneof  the classes but not
GEpa *{oe ) mono.
ksero “[5e) pio

know-1sG in which
‘Anna fell aslecp in one of the classes, but 1 don't know which.

4s with case-matching, this pre
islands:

position-matching effect holds even across

(29) H pyrépa toulavvn Ba Bupwom av ddosl pe kdmoww
| mitera tu jani  Ha Bimesi anmilisi  me kapjon
the mother of Giannis FuT getangryif talks-3sa with someone
amd Ty Takn Tow, Akha Se Bupdpoal
apo tin taksito ala Se Bimame *{mel pion
from the class his but not remember- 156 with who
Glannis’s mother will get angry if he talks with someone fram his class,
but T don't remember whe!

“{pg) Moo

(30} H Mapia ket va  phAoe e xamolov mow va  éxe mohepsoer
i maria Beli na milisi me kapjon pu na  exi polemisi
the Maria wants susstalk  with someone who susg has fough

e gvay and  Toug Balkavicols Toképows, alha dev Efpw

se enanapo  tus valkanikus polemus ala den ksero

in one from the Halkan WArs but  not know-1sc

“{oEe) molov.

*{s0) pion

in which

‘Maria wants 1o tallk to someone who fought in one of the Balkan wars,

but 1 don't know which”

These facts” form the basis for a second generalization, supported not only

rom the Greek facts given here, but holding across a number of bath pied-

piping languages and preposition-stranding lanugages {see Merchant to appear

tor data from twenty-four languages), This generalization is given in (317,

M) Porm-identity gencralization I: Preposition-stranding
Alanguage L will allow preposition stranding under sluicing iff L allows
preposition stranding under regular wh-movement,

L1

al 1 e "l Bl i i N G

O il Bt [P R e i Y

i i

Fpe-

o
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While such a generalization seems prima facfe to support a deletion analysis of
shuicing, the fact that such prepositional form-identity holds evenacross islands
leads toa paradox for the deletion approach: for the deletion approach, islands
must sarmehow be PE-phenomena. But if PPs are islands, as usually assumed for
non-preposition-stranding languages, the fact that the PP island cannot be
voided by deletion is mysterious.

These facts are equally problematic, however, for the CLM approach. For
them, the shuiced wh-XP is base-generated in SpecCP and bears no movement
relation to the copied correlate position inside the clause, though it does A-bind
it, The representation they would assign to the two variants in (26), for exam-
ple, are given in (32a) and (32b), with a sluiced PP and DF, respectively.

{32} a. ... |mepon®], [jp miluse [me kapjon®], |
b, ... pjon®, |;p miluse me kapjon*,|

In (32a), the semantic index x on the DPs pjon and kapjon indicates the
semantic variable binding while the syntactic index 1 on the PPs me pjon and me
kapfon indicates the A-chain formed between the two PPs. Both of these
relations are well-formed, and obey all the relevant constraints. Unfortunately,
the representation in (32b) of the ungrammatical variant without the preposi-
tion, where the semantic and syntactic indices occur on the same DF constitu-
ent as in the limiting case examined in (21) above, is equally well-formed;
indeed, this is precisely the representation needed for its grammatical English
counterpart. The island nature of the PP in Greek is ignored by A-chain
formation under CLM’s approach just as other islands are.”

3. P-stranding and A-chain uniformity at LF

The data presented in Section 1, showing that islands are voided under sluicing
with overt indefinite correbates, but not otherwise, showed that the PF-deletion
approach to islands is inadequate, The preposition pied-piping facts of Sec-
tion 2, however, showed that CLM’s approach to LF-copying, in which the
indefinite is interpreted as a Heimian variable, could not account for the
grammatical sensitivities attested.

The difficulty with CLM’s approach can be traced to their adoption of the
Heimian approach te indefinites. For them, the correlate undergoes no move-
ment, remaining in situ in the target clause, interpreted as an unbound variable.
They assume only that the operation of existential closure must apply in the

Izlands and LE-mdventent in Greek slaicing

rarget clause before 1P-copy, in order to account for the seope paralletism. It is
thiz reliance on the Heimian theory, then, that precludes any account of the
second form-identity generalization above.

Mevertheless, the reasuns for adopting an LE-copy approach over a PF-de-
letion one remain convincing. How can we retain the advantages of the move-
ment approach while continuing to make sluicing track the scope of indefinites?
The answer, [ propose, s sugpested by Baver's (1996) results concerning
Postranding at L,

O the basis of an investigation of focussing particles and wh-in-situ, Bayer
shows that languages differ not only in whether or not they allow P-stranding
under overt A-movement, but also under covert A-movement, at LE His
conclusions are based on data like that in (33) and (34). Certain types of focus-
sing particles, like endy, on their non-scalar readings, require LF movement of
their associates. In English, which allows P-stranding, these focus particles can
associate directly with a DP inside a PP as in (33b), since the DP can licitly
move oot of the PP at LE® In Greek, on the other hand, which does not allow
P-stranding, the focus particle must attach to the PP, as in {34a). The distribu-
tion of the focus particle follows, Bayer arpues, i PPs in Greel are islands at LE
as well; since the particle+XF must move at LF for scopal reasons, a P-stran-
ding violation will result at LE, correctly ruling out (341,

133} a. [ spoke only to Bobby.  LF: [pp only 10 Boliby], 1 spoke ¢,
b, Tspoke to anly Bobby, LE: [, anly Bobbyl, [spoke [pp to 1,
(34) 2 Mmoo pdvo pe  Tov Mrdum,
milisa maone me  ton hobi
spoke-1sc only  with the Bobby
LE: [p mono me lon Bobby], milisa t,
b, *Miknea  pe  pdvo tov Madum,
*millisa me  mono ton hobi
spoke-1sc with only the Bobby
LF: *[;yp mono ton Bobby], milisa [ me 5]

We can use this result to solve the form-identity problem for an LF-copyving
approach if we give up the assumpftion that indefinites do not move at LE
Instead, I will adopt the view that indefinites, like all scope-bearing DPs, arc
generalized quantifiers, and as such must move at LF for type-hygienic reasons.
After the indefinite has been scoped, the resulting P can be used to resolve the
ellipsis in the shuice. For a simple case like [35a), this will result in the derivation
whaose parts are given in (35b, cj.
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(35} @ H Avva elde kanowoy, adhd Sev Eépw Oy,
i ama ife kapjon ala Sen ksero pion
the Anna saw someone but  not know-1sc who
‘Anna saw someone, but I don't know who!'
b, kapjon, [;;a i anaide ¢

[kapjon]| =APdx| personix) ~ Pix)|

[1p; f ana ide ;1] =Ay.saw(ana, y)
& |pjon]| [jp; ianaife [ 1],]

The indefinite kapjon, in the antecedent clause raises at LF (by whatever version
of QR is appropriate for indefinites), adjoining to IP, whose lower segment is
labelled here 1P, IP, can then be copied in for the missing IP under the sluiced
pion, yielding the LF in (35c), after A-chain formation, represented by the
syntactic subscripts.

This approach will also derive the scopal parallelism of CLM’s account. If
the indefinite scopes too low, namely inside the copied IF, the existential
quantifier of the wh-phrase will vacuously quantify in its second argument
{lamda-conversion will not be able to oceur, hence the second conjuncr will not
be type {1} as required). Only if the indefinite scopes outside the 1P used to
resolve the ellipsis will an appropriate variable be made available. This purely
mechanical approach to the syntactic resolution of the missing IP of course does
not rule out other elements scoping out and providing a vaniable. Though in
some cases, such IPs may indeed be able to provide a syntactically appropriate
1P, other factors may intervene to make the resulting interpretation infelicitous
inamely constraints on focus alternatives; see Romero 1998). T will here be
concerned only with the narrower requirement for the structural resolution of
the ellipsis (Rooth 1992% “redundancy relation 1", Fiengo and May's 1994
“reconstruction”}.

We are now in a position to see how to derive the preposition-matching
effect under sluicing. Indefinites, like other DPs, must pied-pipe a governing
preposition at LE given Bayer’s results, This entails that the derivation of a well-
formed example like (36a) will proceed in the steps given in (36b) and (36¢).
Eirst the QRed indefinite along with the preposition raises in the antecedent
clause to its Scogac-takhlgpusitiun outside IP, as in (36b) (see Bayer 1996 for the
adjustments necessary to allow composition of the generalized guantifer inside
the PP to occur), The resulting [P, is then used to resolve the ellipsis as in (36¢),

(36} a. H ‘Awvaplhovoe  pe  wanowov, alda Sev Eipe HE
i ana  milose me lapjon  ala Sen ksero me
the Anna was.talking with someone but  not know-Isc with
O,
pion
who

“Anna was talking to someone, but I don’t know who!
b. [mekapjon], [, 1ana miluse fpp ]
¢ [mepjon], |;;;1ana miluse [pp £,]]

In the representation in (36¢), the base-generated wh-PP A-binds 2 syntactic
variable of the same category, namely PE It seems reasonable to believe that
A-chains are subject to a condition that requires every link in the chain to share
certain basic features, here category features. But, as we saw abowve, such
uniformity among the links of an A-chain is not limited to category features,
but rather extends 1o case (and ¢-features) as well. | propose to capture this in
the following condition on A-chains (the only relevant instantiation here:
nothing prevents this condition from being generalized in some version to
A-chains as well );

[37) A-chain uniformity
Va¥p [[(ae C) A (B e C)] — (Fla)=F(p))]
where
3, C=the maximal co-indexed sequence {a,, ..., @), such thata, is in
an A-position and a, is a trace, and
b, Fi{x)={F|Fisa feature of x| {let featsre here range over at least cate-
gory, case, and ¢-features)

The constraint in (37) states that the features of every link in a maximal A-chain
must match the features of every other link of the chain (including of course
self-matching). This is simply one of many conceivable ways of stating the
condition; we could have enforced uniformity to any arbitrarily chosen link of
the chain {a, or a, for example) with the same results,

The effects of (37) are usually derived from the definition of the operation
Move; Move copies an element whole, and does nat alter any of its features,
thereby ensuring chain uniformity, But the facts of sluicing indicate that some
version of uniformity must hold of chains created by A-indexing at LF as well.
Note that such a uniformity condition must gt apply to resumptive chains as
discussed in McCloskey (1990), among others; operators that bind resumptive
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pronouns have a number of properties that distinguish them from the operators
in sluicing (see Merchant to appear).

Let us now examine what goes wrong in an ill-formed example like (38,
from (26).

(38) *H 'Avvaplovos  pe  xanoov, ahhd dev Bpuw
i ana miluse me kapjon ala  Senlsero pion
the Anna was.talking with someone but  not know-156 who

TICHDWV,

»

There are two possible derivations to consider, First, parallel to its grammatical
English counterpart, we might attempt to provide an appropriate IP for copying
into the ellipsis site by scoping the correlate DP kapjon directly, asin (391

{39) *Tkapjon], [;p; i ana miluse [, me [pp 1,]]]

While the resulting IP, would be able to resolve the ellipsis, the movement of
kapjor out of its governing PP is illicit, violating the PP island which holds at
LF; cf. {34b) above.

The second derivation to consider satisfies LF-movement constraints by
pied-piping the PP as in (36b) above, yielding (40} as the LF for the antecedent

clause.
(40} [me kapion]; [;p; i ana miluse [5; 7,]]

IP, is now the only structural antecedent available to resolve the ellipsis
under pjon; copying this IF in yields (41},

(41) [pjon]; ljp, iana miluse [pp ;]

Pion must form an A-chain with a trace inside the IP; the only trace available
here is [pp #,], and the chain formed is {[;,p pjon], [zp 1), as indicated by the
indexing in (41). But this chain violates the A-Chain Uniformity condition in
{37) — since pjon is a DP but ris a PP, their category features do not match as
required by (37).

Since neither of the possible derivations for (38) are licit, the example is
ruled out. This reasoning applies of course to all cases of correlates inside PFs.
Note that this account places the ungrammaticality of such sluicing examples
niot on some violation concerning the sluiced wh-phrase itself — DP sluices can
be perfectly well-formed. Instead, the ungrammaticality arises through an
inability of the grammar of Greek (o provide an appropriate [P antecedent 1o
resolve the ellipsis; since PPs are islands to movement, no DP trace inside a PP
can be provided as required by A-Chain Uniformity.

[skands and LE-movement in Greek sluicing

We have now seen how A-Chain Uniformity, combined with Bayer's
results, can derive the form-identity effects documented in Section 2. This
account rests on treating indefinites as a kind of generalized quantifier which
reaches its scopal positions al LF via some kind of movement operation, Since
mdefinites can take scope out of islands (see especially Farkas 1981), licit TP
antecedents will be able to be generated to resolve the ellipsis in sluicing out of
islands as well. Recall for example (18a), repeated here slightly modified as {42),

42 ey v Bperéva npepoddyio mov va  To éyel ypavel vag
teli nid vri ¢naimerolojio pu na  to exi yrapsi enas
wants-3sc susrfind a  diary that suny it has written 2
arpatnyes tow  Kithep, ahhd d¢  Bupdpa O
stratiyos 1 hitler ala  &e Bimame pjos
general  ofthe Hitler but  not remember- 156 which,
"She wants to find a diary that 4 general of Hitler's may have written, but
I don't remember which (general),

Disregarding the scope of the indefinite éva nuepoddyio ena imerolajio...
(which must take scope under 8é\er Beli, by virtue of its modification with a
subjunctive relative clause), the first clause has two possible interpretations,
corresponding to the scopal possibilities of the embedded indefinite évac
arpatnyos tov Xithep enas stratiyos tu hitler, These two possibilities are
represented by the LFs in (43a,b), and correspond in essentials to the formulas
in (10ab) discussed abiove.

(43) a  [enas stratiyos ... [, [} Beli na vriena imerolojio pu na to exi yrapsi 1]
b [y, Beli [[cnas stratiyos ...]| [}, na vri ena imerolofio pu na to exi
yrapsi £,1]]

Only the LF in (43a) provides an [P with an appropriate trace for the sluiced
piosin (42] to bind. In {43b}, neither IP, nor [P, suffices: 1P, docs not contain
an unbound trace (since 1, is still bound within 1P| by [enas stratiyes ...],),
while TP, if it yields an appropriate interpretation at all, does not generate the
desired meaning for (42} (in particular, it loses the subordination of éva
nuepokoyio ena imerologio. .. to Beker Beli).

As in the non-island cases, the present LF-copying approach correctly
derives the observed scopal parallelism. Since the mechanisms for resolving
<luicing inside islands as in (42) are the same as discussed for simple cases like
(35a), the account of the form-identity effects will persist, even across istands,
as was shown to be necessary in Section 2.
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The form-identity effects across islands indicate that syntactic information
must be present in the scoping of indefinites, even across islands. That indef-
inites must scope via movement, even across islands, is a conclusion some have
sought to avoid;® if the present account is correct, this conclusion must be
accepted. As recent work has shown {Beghelli and Stowell 1957 and others),
the types of movement invalved in generating scope are quite varied, and
poorly understood. Our present level of understanding of these phenomena
indicates at the very least that the simple picture presented in May {1977, 1985)
{viz. that QR is uniformly like overt wh-movement] cannot be true: such an
approach bath over- and undergenerates. Instead, we must begin to look at
each kind of quantificational element and ask what its scopal, and hence
LF-movement, possibilities are. Once we have a better understanding of the
empirical facts, we can begin to try to build a theory of movement that will
account for the attested readings. Until that point, however, | see no a prior:
reason to believe that the island constraints observed for wh-movement should
necessarily be thought to hold of the different kind of movement needed to
place indefinites in particular in their scopal positions. Indeed, if the account
pursied here is correct, the sluicing facts necessitate syntactic movement out of
islands for at least certain kinds of wide-scope indefinites, and provide a new
window into the kind of movement that must be countenanced by a complete

theory of scope-shifting operations,

4. Conclusion

Currently available solutions to the problem of ellipsis in sluicing — Ross
{14969 PE-deletion account and Chung et al. {1995)s LF-copying + merger
approach — suffer empirical shortcomings. The PE-deletion approach has no
account of the amelioration of certain island effects, while the LF-copying +
merger approach was too insensitive to islands, in particular PP islands in non-
preposition-stranding languages like Greek. To resolve these dafficulties, |
proposed an alternative LE-copying approach which abandoned the ‘'merger’
elernent of Chung et als approach, based as it was on the Kamp-Heim analysis
of indefinites. Instead. I argued that if we treat indefinites as ordinary general-
ized quantifiers which take scope via LF-movement, the resulting IP can be
successfully used ta resolve the ellipsis, by copving. The form-identity effects
documented in Section 2, some of which were intractable for Chung et al's
approach, fall out from the interaction of Bayer's (1996) results concerning

[slands and LE-movement in Greek sluicing
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P-stranding at LF and a gencralized A-chain unifermity condition. The pro-
]mscv:t.accnuni thus incorporates the advantages of the deletion approach (the
form-identity effects) and of Chung et al’s LF-copying approach {scapal

parallelism, with indefinites scopally-insensitive to islands) without the short-
comings of either.

Notes

J .] am very grateful to Anastasia Giannakidon and Jim MeCloskey for extensive discussion
1_1I the phenomena describied here, and to Gaberell Deachmian and AT ANONFMous Teviewsr
i ; any ;

or comments. Thanks also to the many speakers of Greek who have shared their judgments

m _lhe ::lala r!:'purtcd hete, and to audiences a1 the University of Thessaloniki and the
Unwversity of Groningen lor feedback,

i I fact, not only case but other grammatical features must match a well, namely the
-features person, number, and gender. T exclude these from a closer consideration for the
mament only because these features are elearly semantic, and thus do aot help us distinguish
pusely grammatical approaches t ellipsis from more semantic ones, Thus it is notat il clear
En me that the explanation presented in the text for the generalizalion in (19) must necessari-
Iy be invaked to account for ¢-feature matching as well, though it certainlv can ke,

.:. Note that if the wh-phrase and its copied correlate muast form not just a semantic chain
bt alser a syntactic A-chain, then the lack of ishind ffects imdicates that island |‘|1_"|'i;31|1.'|:"i are
mdcr:ld a preperty of movement structures, not simply A-chaing, contm Cingue [_’IS":}‘LI]-I Iln;:e
Demirdache 1991 for supporting argumentation for this conclusion as well). )

5 See Theaphanopoulou-Komtow [1992) fur detailed discussion of more complex ca

g : | asessuch
» Which she persuasively argues consist of an adverbial alement { v panal befare the
true preposition (oe sel; although pied

il o -piping is possible in these cases. it is nol neLessary,
Likewise, sluicing over such correlates can omit the adverbial, a5 seen in (i,

I Eemowo wpaméliéfake ta AevhotSia () mdve;

¢ pjo traperi evale o luluBia lelpano

in which fable  she.put the flowers aborve

“Which table did she put the flowers an#

Epahe ta havhoodia (elnave oe kénoa TpamEdl, ahha Sev Eépu
evale  ta lulufia  (edpano se kapjo trapexri als  Sen koo s pia
sheput the flowess ahove in some  table but not Lknow in which
“She put the flowers on some table, bur T don’t know which.

i
OE o0,

Thanks to 2 reviewer (who supplicd the pair in (i) and ¢, Gaberell Drachman, and
Anastasia Giannakidou for discussicn of these cises,

+ A reviewer reports that he or she has been unable 1o unifo
the slwicing examples given in the 1ext,
mvolved.

rinly replicate the judgreats for
and wonders if some dialectal differences may be
! have tested the examples in the text with an average twelve napive 5]:9.11.;“.:,- of
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‘1 = from the
Gireck and received uniform judgments, as reported; most al my u1[::|rrknan‘t:mm fro: b
north of Greees, though not all. Since 1 have not yet encountered speal ers who dccej ;
p;:p.}siﬁun!ess versions af {2630}, [ am at present unable to determine o what exten

i i i lay & role.

regional [actors might play | o |
<. A further difficulty for CLM's approach comes from slnices of u“.'l form in i} and ]:Cl:_.i[('ﬂ.'l
Bhn;s (a5 discussed especially in Romero 1998], where no indefinite (overt or implicit} 15
s 3 .
present in the antecedent IF;

i led, bt T don't know who else,
5:31 ?'-:::;r.c;]udcnrs were at the potluck, but T couldn't say how many exactly.
&. See the appendix for discussion of the variation in this domain. | . -
7, Though even this is not obwious — it is probably [Ihe case that “.u"_mdeﬁn.lrz q[ua:-:l:su,:
sv:'npe ta hicrarchically different, and lower, positions than wide-scope indehunlies,
proposed in Beghelliand Stowell [1997). N o
#, Sec especially Winter {1997}, Reinhart { 19971, Thc'llr hest argu:r.n mi;t ug;:m;;ipu;gf ]:1.,1-;,]
.initm; out of islands comes from Eddy Ruys's observation that distr ul:t:‘: T-if lhglsmumc o
indefinites are indeed island restricted. But this a.rg,qIJml:.nt_ goes through only ; l; e
distributivity is the pluril indefinite itself (or a dismt_:uunt}r ﬂpt‘l’nl&]‘lrhﬂt ape }_'::, " dim.mm.
a view that is not widehy held. If 1 am correct, .r.h:s’fncr .mm‘t ¢erjvc£?ld o et
T D e emuraon of exstental foree and diarbutvty. Ruys
i , but from & separation o RS iy ; :
:E;:fai:nirg;ﬁjt frorm the current assumplions if distriburivity 15 o ﬁ:t i ].111:;.1::::_-;11
aperatar which scopes, if at all, on its own and extremely locally, Suc l_n.r tprch:munww“
approach to distributivity is in fact present inalmostall recent acn:oruntf of the 1: ik
fsee Link 1991; Roberts 1991; and especially Lasersohn 1998 for a recen
references).
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Appendix: The distribution of P+o nly vs. only+P

s noted in the text, in English both the orders given in (334} and (33b) are possible.
repeared here:

(A1} a Ispokeonlyto Bobby.
b 1spoke to anly Babby.

This is not the whale story, however. A= noted in Bayer | 1996:32), the order P u:l.}.f I‘JP'. as
in (A1} is slightly marked, though it’s fairly easy 10 find f:xﬂrnp!n:s. Bayer has same dh'cmi:u‘“
of the variation in this domain, and nates that various authors have differe m Th T
jundgments of such examples. Unfortunately, no previous work has attr:mptef to :iw;l: ! J::
empirical basis for the widely shared intujtim—lt of markedness for t?:: order "F anly mn n.r
a heginning to investigating this question, I did A corpus search using ﬁlta‘viista._ u‘:; 50 ;
the relevant combinatians, While the following is not meant o be mhauzltnrc, :;L oes serve
to give independent support 1@ the intuition, and 1o indicate Illdt l‘.?:LcII‘Lt of the ph mnm;:j;
The search was performed for various preposiioms in E:::I.E!Jﬁ:h -!Iwuh, 0, u“;.‘rm".'r' a =
concerning, on top of) and German (it it an o) ﬂu?'r..:a. o't engesichis in ‘-'1EWHL:F k
{Unfortunately, due to the limitations ol the search engine, 1 was um_blq: tf: E-ntt-r b#
characters into the search field, ruling out pecforming l.l.u: sca.ln:h on Greels szlm;n. wits
chasen as a substituze for Greek because itisthe I.:mguzg:s;m-:sngamd by Bayer, an ] ‘!LEI.I;SE
it Tike Greek, requires pied-piping of prepositions both in overt wE?-mnmm:nt an -;‘m:;
shuicing.) Cut of the large number of pages containing the search strings, a few were 52 :
for cxamination, and the percentages given ate based on those pages 1 acfus.llg.r rcn] _
approximately 10 pages for each string, on average. The results are presented in the fables i
[AZ) and (A3}

(A2}  English, search results for P only"

Search string Hits {pages Exciusive (%) Scalar (%) Other {540
found)

"with omly’ 710475 50 30 20

"o only’ 33891 36 I# 45

‘on only’ 92657 27 55 8

‘fram only’ 51631 12.5 #1.25 7f{-._lE
“about onky’ 14511 £l 11} ;u
‘concerning only’ a12 E1i] 30 0

‘om tap of only’ 15 0 50 30

Islands ani LF-muovement in Greek sluicing
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{A3] German, search results for “P nus™

Sesrch string Hits {pages Exclusive (%) Scalar (%0} Cither (95
frownd )

‘it mur! 31365 i an 20 o

o’ 18192 0 in i

‘auf nur’ 9164 ik 40 iy

‘zoonar’ Io7a 1 Sil

‘angesiches nur' is fl 40 &0

The Jabels of the nghtmost three columns are the following:

Exclusree™ refers to instances like {A4) (Le., the tvpical scopal cases discussed by Bayer and
of relevance here; these are the ones Bayer argues require LF movement

A4} Whywouldn't Windows 3.11 not check to ensure that it is being run on top of only

ME-DHOST

Counted as "Scalar” are usages like (A4): ( Bayer discusses at length the differences between

these and the exclusive readings: note that these are possible in non-Pestranding langusiges
aswell, as he points out):

A5 John spoke to only ONE person,

‘Other” refers to false hits (the string was irrelevantly found, usually: the AltaVista search
ENgime ignores punctuation, so a string like "Who was Tohan talking 107 Only the Shadew
knows. would trigger a hil for ‘o only’).

The resules of the searches can be summarized as follows: while English occurrences of
P only" vary between 13 and 50% on the exclusive use, in German, not one instance of ' P
only™ in the excdusive usewas found. This lends support to Bayer's and others’ introspective
data that these forms are possible in English but not German.

A further search also substantiates the feeling thar these orders are marked even o
English, where they are possible. For comparison purpases, a search wsing the above
prepositions preceded by “only” was petformed, with the resuits given in the "Hits” column
of [A6). For the cases where the "anly P" order outnumbered the “P only” order wiven in

1ALl the relative frequency of the "only P* was calculated; the resulling comparative
fTequency is given in the last column of (As).
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{AB) Oecureence and comparative frequency of "only P7 order

Search string Hits Times as frequent as “P only”
order

‘anly with’ 5377 -

‘pnly about” 402759 27.75

‘only 10’ 2405768 661

‘only from’ 229274 4.44

‘only on’ 575806 6.21

‘only concerning’ 1236 1.36

‘omly on top of’ o 24.67

With the exception of with (many of the hits with with onlywere cases of the absolutive with
as in With only john ill in the game, they had no chance, which clearly have & structure such
as [with [{only John] still in the game] ], making them icrelevant], the order "only P was
between 1,36 and 27.75 times more frequent than the corresponding <ase of “F only",
lending a clear textual basis to the intuition that *F only" is the marked order.

Mepiknym

Tamupiy apfipa pekera Tr oyian pevaki wnaifioy Kl TEPITTGOERY STauToTTad HOPPRLE,
dmwg mapampoivTal oro ehkemzid ipavopeve Tow sppiypatogs (sluicing). T P £wdg
apifiot vEwy dedopdvary amh Ta EXAryvises, 7poTEVETAL L avahud) T prypevT oy L
rs averypaghis o Aoy Aopd { LF—copying). Zulnrotvrat elomg o ouvEinEeiss autije TS
rvdhuarne OTTy VEVIKS CpXLTERTOVIET TV BIAVIOMLY ERRENPTS



