
Ellipsis in DPMatt ChisholmJune 12, 20021 Introdu
tionThere are at least four 
ases in whi
h an NP in DP 
an be elided or redu
ed. Bare genitives,most quanti�ers, the dei
ti
s, and adje
tives are able to a
t as DPs, without the presen
e ofan a
tual noun within the DP.(1) [John's 
ho
olates℄ are good, but [Mary's _℄ are too sugary.(2) [Some 
ho
olates℄ are good, but [most _℄ are too expensive.(3) [These 
ho
olates℄ are good, but [those _℄ are too expensive.(4) [Milk 
ho
olate℄ is great, but [dark _℄ is too ri
h.The observation that one of these stru
tures, the bare genitive, is somewhat parallel toVP Ellipsis goes ba
k at least as far as a paper by Ja
kendo� (1971) whi
h noti
es that bothVP Ellipsis and Gapping have nominal parallels. However, despite the extensive explorationof the nuan
es of VP Ellipsis, Slui
ing, Gapping, and other ellipsis pro
esses, this observationremains largely uninvestigated.This paper will determine to what extent these stru
tures have anything in 
ommon withellipsis in the 
lausal domain. I will argue several points: that the type of redu
ed DP in (1),whi
h I will 
all NP Ellipsis, is parallel to VP Ellipsis, that the type of redu
ed DP in (2) isnot, perhaps instead being parallel to Null-Complement Anaphora, or another �pragmati
ally
ontrolled� ellipsis, and �nally that the same identity 
ondition on VP Ellipsis applies to NPEllipsis. I leave the redu
ed DPs in (3)1 and (4) for later resear
h.1It is interesting to note that the bare adje
tive 
ases only work with a restri
ted set of adje
tives.(5) I like 
old beer but I don't like warm.(6) I like the big hat but I don't like the small.(7) *I like helping pleasant 
ustomers but I don't like helping angry.(8) *I like the pretty hat but I don't like the ugly.More work needs to be done to determine what limits the adje
tives whi
h 
an appear in this 
lass of redu
ed DPs.1



After presenting an overview of previous work bearing on my analysis, and brie�y sket
h-ing its import in larger theoreti
al 
ontexts, I will 
over the following points. The prag-mati
/synta
ti
 
ontrol distin
tions of Hankamer & Sag (1976) will be revisited in se
tion3. I will show eviden
e in se
tion 4 that NP Ellipsis has internal stru
ture and the barequanti�er 
onstru
tions do not, by showing that pronominal ante
edents 
an be found insidethe NP Ellipsis sites. Se
tion 5 introdu
es the identity 
ondition of Mer
hant (1999), andshows that it a

ounts for the fa
ts of NP Ellipsis. I will 
over the relation between dea
-
enting and these ellipsis pro
esses, a parallel to the insensitivity to morphologi
al form andto negation that VP Ellipsis displays, stri
t/sloppy ambiguity, and several other patterns.Lobe
k's (1995) a

ount 
overing NP Ellipsis is presented and argued against in Se
tion 6.Finally, se
tion 7 
on
ludes.2 Previous work2.1 Previous work on the nominal-
lausal symmetryAbney (1987) argued for an in�e
tional head above NP, whi
h 
ame to be 
alled DÆ. Thisin�e
tional head realizes possessor agreement, is a fun
tional proje
tion whi
h takes a pos-sessor in its spe
i�er, is a landing position for N to D raising (if su
h raising exists), andtakes VP 
omplements in gerundive 
onstru
tions. It is e�e
tively a parallel to I or T in the
lausal domain.Szabol
si (1994) argued for a landing site of WH-Movement above the lexi
al N head,based on eviden
e from Hungarian whi
h shows a range of WH-words moving to a left-peripheral position within DP. This position is e�e
tively a parallel to the Spe
 CP positionin the 
lausal domain.If these parallels between nominal and 
lausal syntax hold, then it is important to deter-mine how far the parallel extends. The symmetry must break down somewhere; otherwisethere would be no synta
ti
 distin
tion between nouns and verbs at all, and thus no need fortwo distin
t 
ategories. Finding this break in the symmetry might tell us something abouthow UG divides up things in the world into di�erent lexi
al 
ategories.2



2.2 Previous work on 
lausal ellipsisOne of the most important early works on VP Ellipsis, Hankamer & Sag (1976), noti
ed adistin
tion between VP Ellipsis and many other anaphori
 pro
esses. VP Ellipsis needs to�nd its ante
edent somewhere in the surrounding synta
ti
 environment, while other typesof anaphors (pronouns, do it anaphors) 
an �nd their ante
edents in the surrounding non-linguisti
 
ontext as well.Slui
ing, noti
ed by Ross (1969) in `Guess who?', was found to adhere to the same syn-ta
ti
 
onstraints as VP Ellipsis; spe
i�
ally, there needs to be a valid ante
edent somewherein the pre
eding synta
ti
 environment to li
ense Slui
ing.There has been a great deal of resear
h devoted to the 
orre
t formulation of the identity
ondition that holds between the ante
edent and the ellipsis site in Slui
ing and VP Ellipsis.It is agreed in general that the identity 
ondition must hold of some level of representationbeyond surfa
e stru
ture, for example, at logi
al form. I'll explore how the identity 
onditionof Mer
hant (1999), a 
ondition on LF implemented at PF, generalizes to NP Ellipsis.The 
orre
t identity 
ondition may tell us something about how UG handles redundan
y;if we think of ellipsis as the out
ome of a drive to say as little as possible and still be
omprehensible, then the di�erent kinds of ellipsis and anaphora give us hints as to theinformation stru
ture of the dis
ourse (see H&S 1984), and ultimately to the design of UG.2.3 Previous a

ounts of NP Ellipsis2.3.1 Ja
kendo� 1971Ja
kendo� (1971) noti
es a parallel between ellipsis pro
esses in DP(NP) and CP(S). Inhis a

ount, both Gapping and VP Ellipsis(VP Deletion) have 
orresponding pro
esses inDP(NP).Gapping in nominal syntax (Ja
kendo� 1971:27):(9) Bill's story about Sue and Max's _ about Kathy both amazed me.Ellipsis in nominal syntax (Ja
kendo� 1971:28):(10) I like Bill's wine, but Max's _ is even better.
3



Ja
kendo� argues 
onvin
ingly that the two ellipsis pro
esses are distin
t from ea
h otherand 
onsistent a
ross the nominal/
lausal domains. He shows that nominal (N') Gapping,like VP Gapping, is limited to 
oordinate stru
tures, and that NP Ellipsis(N' Deletion), likeVP Ellipsis(VP Deletion), is possible in a mu
h wider range of 
on�gurations.It is interesting to note that bare possessors 
an a

ompany material right-adjoined tothe NP, even in non-
oordinated environments.(11) What pi
ture did you see?(12) I saw Bob's _ of Mary.(13) I saw Bob's _ that he took last week.(14) I saw Bob's _ from the Polaroid.(15) I saw Bob's _ of him in front of the Justi
e Department.Noti
e that even of Mary, whi
h is most likely a semanti
 argument of pi
ture, is strand-able. This is in line with various proposals (Grimshaw, 1990) that non-deverbal Ns donot have any true synta
ti
 arguments. The pro
ess at work in these examples may be ananalogue of Pseudogapping.2.3.2 Lobe
k 1995Lobe
k (1995) examines the stru
tures I will 
all NP Ellipsis, and those I will 
all barequanti�ers. Her a

ount, however, makes several di�erent 
hoi
es than mine, relying on anull pro in the ellipsis site and strong agreement features. I will return to it for 
omparisonafter giving my analysis.2.3.3 Kizu 1994Kizu (1994) presents an a

ount of NP Ellipsis in Japanese, in a government & bind-ing/relativized minimality theory. She 
onsiders stranded possessors of the following type:(Kizu 1994, p. 2 no. 4)John-no peepa-wa nagakatta ga, [ Mary-no [ e ℄℄ -wa mijikakatta.John-GEN paper-TOP was-long though [ Mary-GEN [ e ℄℄ -TOP was-short�John's paper was long, but Mary's e was short.� (e = paper)She analyzes both the synta
ti
 fa
ts and the identity 
ondition on these ellipsis pro
essesas parallel to VP Ellipsis and Slui
ing. Although her analysis is strongly linked to government4



& binding/relativized minimality, the analysis hints that this Japanese 
onstru
tion may bethe analogue of NP Ellipsis in English.
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3 Pragmati
 vs. synta
ti
 
ontrolThe most basi
 question to 
onsider about NP Ellipsis is the issue of whether the ante
edentfor the ellipsis 
an be any su�
iently salient entity in the 
ontext, or whether it must be a lin-guisti
 ante
edent. Hankamer & Sag (1976) argue that do it 
an be pragmati
ally 
ontrolled,but VP Ellipsis, in
luding VP Ellipsis stranding do, must be synta
ti
ally 
ontrolled.(H&S 1976 p. 392 exx. 6 )a. [Sag produ
es a 
leaver and prepares to ha
k o� his left hand℄Hankamer: # Don't be alarmed, ladies and gentlemen, we've rehearsed this a
t severaltimes and he never a
tually does.b. [same 
ontext℄Hankamer: ... he never a
tually does it.Example (a) shows that VP Ellipsis 
annot have even a very salient event in the 
ontext asits ante
edent, if that event has not been expli
itly (linguisti
ally) mentioned. Example (b)shows that this is not the 
ase for the sentential it. Pronouns in general 
an �nd ante
edentsin the 
ontext. We 
an see that the presen
e of a linguisti
 ante
edent is 
ru
ial for VPEllipsis here, by looking at perfe
tly grammati
al examples like this:(16) Sag: I'm going to ha
k my hand o�.Hankamer: ... he never a
tually does _.We 
an now look for similar situations within the noun phrase.( In the following examples,I will notate what may or may not be an ellipsis site with _, and en
lose the entire DP withbra
kets. However, in 
ases where there appears to be pragmati
ally 
ontrolled anaphorathere may not be an ellipsis site after all.)First, noti
e that bare quanti�ers are amenable to pragmati
 
ontrol:(17)a. [Matt snat
hes an egg from Ian on stage, and smashes it on the �oor℄Matt: Don't worry folks, he has [several/many/more/some more _℄.b. [Matt rea
hes into the 
ookie jar, and gives a 
ookie to Ian℄Matt: No one will ever know if we eat [some/several/a few _℄.
. [John and Matt show Ian a room full of obsolete 
omputers℄John: [some/three _℄ are operational. The rest are broken.6



The ellipsis is interpreted in (a) as eggs, in (b) as 
ookies and in (
) as obsolete 
omputers.However, in exa
tly the same 
ontexts, a bare possessor is ungrammati
al, indi
ating thatbare possessors are not amenable to pragmati
 
ontrol:(18)a. [Matt snat
hes an egg from Ian on stage, and smashes it on the �oor℄Matt: #You know folks, I've always hated [Ian's _℄.b. [Matt rea
hes into the 
ookie jar, and gives a 
ookie to Ian℄Matt: #No one will ever know if we eat [Afton's _℄.
. [John and Matt show Ian a room full of obsolete 
omputers℄John: #[Matt's _℄ are operational.These examples are infeli
itous exa
tly if the words eggs, 
ookies and obsolete 
omputersare not present anywhere in the pre
eding dis
ourse. They be
ome 
ompletely grammati
al,however, if the ne
essary linguisti
 ante
edent � an NP � is provided.(19)a. [Matt snat
hes an egg from Ian on stage, and smashes it on the �oor℄Matt: You know folks, I've always hated eggs, and now I've broken [Ian's _℄.b. [Matt rea
hes into the 
ookie jar, and gives a 
ookie to Ian℄Matt: I've always liked 
ookies. Let's eat [Afton's _℄.
. [John and Matt show Ian a room full of obsolete 
omputers℄John: Look at our 
omputers. [Jeremy's _℄ are operational.So DPs 
onsisting of bare possessors are ellipsis of the kind that requires synta
ti
 
on-trol. There's no obvious reason why possessed DPs should require synta
ti
ally 
ontrolledanaphora, while DPs headed by quanti�ers should allow pragmati
 
ontrol.3.1 The boundaries of the pragmati
/synta
ti
 
ontrol distin
tionMany speakers report that it is very easy for them to imagine 
ontexts where examples likethose in (18) are perfe
tly grammati
al. There are also 
ases of VP ellipsis whi
h seem tobe easily 
ontrolled by pragmati
 ante
edents:(20) [A man runs towards Matt waving a knife℄Matt: Don't!In these situations, the ante
edent is somehow super-salient, and is a valid ante
edent forwhat is normally synta
ti
ally 
ontrolled ellipsis. We 
an 
ontrol for this e�e
t in a number7



of ways. First, we 
an be 
areful to 
onsider the examples in (9) as if the ante
edent were abit distant, not the 
enter of the dis
ourse.Or we 
an restri
t ourselves to purely abstra
t entities with no 
lear, obvious 
orrespon-dent in the 
ontext. Purely abstra
t nouns seem to be unable to have pragmati
 ante
edents,even when they are the fo
us of the dis
ourse at hand.(21)a. [A student asks several questions℄Tea
her: Interesting questions. [Some _℄ are worth pursuing.b. [Same 
ontext℄Tea
her: #[Some _℄ are worth pursuing.(22)a. Employee: Can I make some suggestions/
omments?Boss: I'm sure [most _℄ will be worth listening to.b. Employee: Can I speak my mind?Boss: #I'm sure [most _℄ will be worth listening to.Noti
e that the same pattern holds for an abstra
t verb, like think, des
ribing an eventwhi
h may happen and be totally non-evident from 
ontext:(23)a. Matt: I'm thinking about dinner.Ian: I am _ too.b. [Matt s
rat
hes his head, rubs his stoma
h, strokes his beard, and stares o� intospa
e, in the kit
hen.℄Ian: #I am _ too.The distin
tion between pragmati
/synta
ti
 
ontrol then be
omes a distin
tion whi
hholds only for real-world obje
ts. But the distin
tion still holds between synta
ti
ally andpragmati
ally 
ontrolled ellipsis. Real-world obje
ts 
an always be ante
edents for prag-mati
ally 
ontrolled ellipsis. But synta
ti
ally 
ontrolled ellipsis still requires a linguisti
ante
edent, ex
ept in these strange 
ases of super-salien
e.3.2 SummarySo with 
aveats about a kind of super-salien
e whi
h 
rosses the boundary between synta
ti
and pragmati
 anaphora, we 
an establish a distin
tion between pragmati
ally and synta
-ti
ally 
ontrolled ellipsis of the noun phrase within the DP. Stranded possessors appear to8



li
ense synta
ti
ally 
ontrolled ellipsis, and bare quanti�ers appear to li
ense pragmati
ally
ontrolled anaphora.
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4 Does the ellipsis site have internal stru
ture?If NP Ellipsis is really synta
ti
ally 
ontrolled, we would expe
t to be able to �nd eviden
eof internal stru
ture in the ellipsis site. There are at least two ways this 
ould be done:�nding anaphors whi
h are bound from within the ellipsis site, and �nding WH-words orother moved elements whi
h must have a tra
e within the ellipsis site.In addition, we might expe
t the pragmati
ally 
ontrolled instan
es of quanti�ers anddei
ti
s to pattern with other pragmati
ally 
ontrolled ellipsis pro
esses; there should be noeviden
e that these ellipsis sites have internal stru
ture.4.1 Ante
edent in the ellipsis siteGrinder & Postal (1971) argued that VP Ellipsis must involve a synta
ti
 deletion rule, onthe basis of senten
es 
ontaining ellipsis and a pronoun whi
h (apparently) had no ante
edenton the surfa
e. The pronoun found its ante
edent inside the VP Ellipsis site; this pro
ess isknown as the �missing ante
edent� phenomenon.To test whether a DP 
an �nd its ante
edent within an elided NP, we need a very parti
ulartype of stru
ture. We must have an elided DP and a suitable ante
edent; the elided DPmust itself 
ontain a DP whi
h 
an serve as the �missing ante
edent� for the pronoun; andso the ante
edent for ellipsis must also 
ontain a DP. But we must be 
areful to 
onstru
tthe ante
edent for ellipsis so that it 
ontains a DP whi
h is not a good ante
edent for thepronoun. We will need a stru
ture like the following:Dis
ourseDP1... ................................................................ NPAN DPj.......................................................................... ............................................................................................................................ . ......................................................................... ............................................................... ... DP2DP's ................................................................ NPEN DPi................................................................. .......................................................................................................... . ................................................................ ............................................................... ... DPipronoun...............................NPE is the elided NP, and NPA is its ante
edent. A pronoun takes DPi, within the ellipsissite, as its ante
edent. Cru
ially, DPj must not be a valid ante
edent for DPi. I will now
onstru
t a test example. First, a DP1 is established 
ontaining a DPj whi
h is not anavailable ante
edent for a following pronoun.10



(24) I believed no one's 
laim that he had ridden a 
amel.# Iti was the two humped variety.# We saw someone on iti in the park.Next, a se
ond DP with an elided NP, DP2, is added. The ellipsis site presumably 
ontainsa DPi whi
h may be a valid ante
edent. The pronoun 
an now �nd DPi as its ante
edent.(25) I believed no one's 
laim that he had ridden a 
amel, ex
ept for [John's _℄. (_ =
laim that he had ridden a 
ameli)Iti was the two humped variety.We saw him on iti in the park.These data are 
onsistent with the hypothesis that the ellipsis site in NP Ellipsis hasinternal stru
ture.If quanti�ers and dei
ti
s li
ense pragmati
ally 
ontrolled ellipsis, then their ellipsis sitesshould have no internal stru
ture, and thus we will not expe
t them to be able to hostante
edents for pronouns. This does in fa
t seem to be the 
ase.(26) I believed no 
laim that a 
amel had been ridden, ex
ept for [some/a few _℄. (_ =
laims that a 
ameli had been ridden)# Iti was the two humped variety.# We saw someone on iti in the park.4.2 Tra
e in the ellipsis siteIf the ellipsis site has internal stru
ture, then it should be able to host a tra
e of WH-Movement as well. For these the stru
ture we want is the following:Dis
ourseDP. . . ............................................................ NPAN................................ ........................................................... . . . DPi[WH℄. . .......................................... ..................................................... . ....................................... . . . DPDP's ....................................................... NPEN ti................................................ ....................................................................... . ............................................... ......................................................
We require the DP with a tra
e in its ellipsis site to be possessed; and in almost all 
asesthe possessor blo
ks WH movement out of the DP. In the 
ases where extra
tion is merelyquestionable, ellipsis then seems ungrammati
al.(27) I know Bob sold a pi
ture of the mountains, but I don't know what Mary sold a pi
tureof t.(28) *I know Bob sold his pi
ture of the mountains, but I don't know what Mary sold herpi
ture of t.(29) I don't understand fear of dogs. ?What don't you understand fear of t?11



(30) I don't understand Bob's fear of dogs. *What don't you understand Bob's fear of t?(31) I don't understand Bob's fear of dogs. ?What don't you understand anyone's fear of?(32) I don't understand Bob's fear of dogs. *What don't you understand anyone's _?So we may not be able to test for internal stru
ture of the ellipsis site in this way.Extra
tion from a quanti�ed DP is similarly ungrammati
al, with or without ellipsis.(33) I don't know what Mary sold [a pi
ture of t.℄(34) *I don't know what Mary sold [some/several/a few/many pi
tures of t.℄(35) *I know Bob sold some pi
tures of the mountains but I don't know what Mary sold[some/several/a few/many/those _℄.(36) I don't know who Mary told [a rumor about t℄.(37) ?I don't know who Mary told [some/several/a few/many rumors about t℄.(38) *I know Bob told rumors about Fran, but I don't know who Mary told [some/several/afew/many _℄.So we 
an 
on
lude nothing about the internal stru
ture of the ellipsis sites from 
ases ofextra
tion from quanti�ed and possessed DPs with missing NPs.This data raises a �nal interesting point. Slui
ing is well known to repair island violations(Mer
hant 2001, among others) while VP Ellipsis does not. This di�eren
e between twosimilar ellipsis pro
esses has generally been approa
hed with the burden of explanation onwhat aspe
t of VP Ellipsis explains its failure to repair island violations. This data showsthat NP Ellipsis patterns with VP Ellipsis, potentially shifting the burden of explanationonto the task of �nding what aspe
t of Slui
ing allows island violation repair instead.4.3 The Phrase Stru
ture of Bare Quanti�ers and NP EllipsisFor these two types of redu
ed DPs, I propose the following phrase stru
tures. The stru
tureI want to propose for the bare quanti�ers 
onsists only of a quanti�er whi
h has no NP
omplement in the syntax.(39)DPDDsome............................................................................................. I have proposed that bare quanti�ers are instan
es of Null-Complement Anaphora, mean-ing that the quanti�er's semanti
 argument is re
overable from the 
ontext.12



It is important not to 
onfuse this analysis with another possible analysis, that of 
onsid-ering the quanti�ers optionally transitive DÆs (in the same way that intransitive eat has nosynta
ti
 
omplement and no semanti
 argument). H&S point out that there are two pitfallsin this analysis. First, if some were optionally transitive like eat, then it would be in�nitelyambiguous between some, some disgusting 
ho
olates, some Belgian 
ho
olates, some Belgianwa�es, and so on. This is 
learly undesirable. Se
ond, Null-Complement Anaphora obeysthe Ba
kwards Anaphora Constraint, like other anaphora:(40) Most 
ho
olates are tasty, although some are disgusting.(41) Although some are tasty, most 
ho
olates are disgusting.(42) *Some are tasty, although most 
ho
olates are disgusting. (where some is interpretedas some 
ho
olates)(43) Bobi is dead, although I didn't kill himi.(44) Although I didn't kill Bobi, hei is dead.(45) *Hei is dead, although I didn't kill Bobi.So this stru
ture, although it may look like a quanti�er's intransitive use, is a
tually aquanti�er with no synta
ti
 
omplement, but with a semanti
 argument, the restri
tor forthe quanti�
ation, provided by the 
ontext. Better analogs of this in the verbal domain arethe verbs approve, volunteer, refuse, su

eed, and so on.(46) I asked Bill to leave, but he refused. (= refused to leave) ( from H&S)For NP Ellipsis, I will propose that the DP 
onsists of the possessor DP in the spe
 ofDÆ, and some genitive DÆ head. I will remain agnosti
 as to whether this genitive DÆ head isrealized by 's or whether it is null and requires 's on its spe
. What is important is that theNP was present at some point, for example to provide an ante
edent for �missing ante
edent�anaphora, and then was elided under identity with some other NP.(47) DPDPBob............................... ...............................................................................................DD's[GEN℄.............................................................. NPe................................ .........................................................................................................................
In line with the DP hypothesis, this stru
ture leaves open the possibility of an eventualuni�
ation of the stru
tures involved in VP Ellipsis, Slui
ing, and NP Ellipsis. Lobe
k (1995),13



among others, has observed that ea
h of these stru
tures involves a overt spe
i�er agreeingwith a fun
tional head, and has hypothesized that this 
on�guration li
enses ellipsis. If this
on�guration did li
ense ellipsis, it would explain why bare quanti�ers do not pattern withNP Ellipsis, and why NP Ellipsis demonstrates the same patterns as VP Ellipsis. I willreturn to this hypothesis when I dis
uss Lobe
k's a

ount of NP Ellipsis.Finally, if (possibly 
ross-linguisti
) eviden
e exists for a third separate fun
tional proje
-tion in DP, between DÆ and NÆ, whi
h hosts quanti�
ation or number, then the quanti�erslikely sit in this proje
tion and not in DÆ, making the split more 
lear; the overt DÆ 's li
ensesellipsis, and the non-overt DÆs whi
h appear with quanti�ers do not, just as VP Ellipsis isonly permitted in the presen
e of an overt auxiliary.4.4 SummaryThere is eviden
e for internal stru
ture in the site of NP ellipsis in pre
isely those 
asesof NP ellipsis involving a stranded possessor, whi
h seem to be synta
ti
ally 
ontrolled.Surprisingly, there is not eviden
e for internal stru
ture in those 
ases of NP ellipsis involvinga stranded or lone quanti�er or dei
ti
, whi
h seem to be pragmati
ally 
ontrolled. Thephrase stru
ture I propose for the two di�erent pro
esses is 
ompatible with the observedfa
ts and points to a future uni�
ation of three synta
ti
ally 
ontrolled ellipsis pro
esses.
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5 The Identity Condition of Mer
hant 1999It is well known that the identity 
ondition on VP Ellipsis is not a 
ondition on the phonolog-i
al form or even the surfa
e stru
ture; rather it operates at some more abstra
t level. Whatthis level is exa
tly has been debated in depth; I will adopt here the proposal in Mer
hant(1999) that the identity 
ondition is a 
ondition on LF.I will �rst give a brief overview of Mer
hant's identity 
ondition. Then I will show howit is 
ompatible with NP Ellipsis. Finally, I will present a previously undes
ribed pattern,sensitivity to plurality/aspe
t, and show how it follows from the identity 
ondition, giventhe right assumptions.5.1 Ba
kgroundFiengo & May (1994)2 were the �rst to propose that the identity 
ondition on VP Ellipsiswas a two part relation, 
onsisting of a synta
ti
 identity 
ondition on ante
edent and elidedVPs, and a semanti
 identity 
ondition between the �rst VP and the se
ond.Rooth (1992a) re�nes this analysis, drawing a 
onne
tion between the pro
esses of dea
-
enting and ellipsis. In his a

ount, a phrase 
annot be dea

ented or elided unless theXP 
ontaining the ante
edent entails something 
ontained in the Fo
us-
losure of the XP
ontaining the elided phrase.This hinges on Rooth's de�nition of Fo
us-
losure. The Fo
us-
losure or �alternativesemanti
s� interpretation of a YP 
ontaining a fo
used XP is 
onstru
ted as follows. Firstthe �ordinary semanti
s� interpretation for that YP is 
onstru
ted. Then the part of theinterpretation 
orresponding to the fo
used XP is lambda extra
ted and allowed to rangeover all possible elements of the same semanti
 type3. For example, if the ordinary semanti
sand �alternative semanti
s� for [N 0 Ameri
anF farmer ℄ is as follows:(48) Ordinary semanti
s:2In press at the time of Rooth's writing.3This �alternative semanti
s� interpretation might also be de�ned re
ursively. The interpretation of a fo
used lexi
al itemwould be the set of lexi
al items of the same semanti
 type. Composition would pro
eed as it does in �ordinary semanti
s,�unless one of the phrases to be 
ombined was a set of interpretations. In this 
ase, the interpretation would then be a new setobtained by 
ombining ea
h member in the set of alternatives with the other 
onstituents. If the phrase 
ontained two sets ofalternatives, the new set 
ould be 
onstru
ted with pairs of members of ea
h set.15



[[[N 0Ameri
anF farmer℄℄℄0 = �x[Ameri
an(x) ^ farmer(x)℄(49)Alternative semanti
s:Let P be the set of all fun
tions from entities to propositions.[[[N 0Ameri
anF farmer℄℄℄f = f�x[p(x) ^ farmer(x)℄jp 2 PgIn other words the �alternative semanti
s� for [N 0 Ameri
anF farmer ℄ is a set of interpre-tations 
orresponding to Canadian farmer, Mexi
an farmer, and so on.4 The set returnedby Fo
us-
losure has an element for ea
h interse
tive adje
tive, 
ombined with farmer.The operation of Fo
us-
losure only returns this set of 
onstituents for fo
used elements.The Fo
us-
losure of a non-fo
used element (in
luding dea

ented and elided elements) isthe same as the �ordinary semanti
s� interpretation.Building on this, Rooth shows that the 
ondition on dea

enting is simply that the XP
ontaining the ante
edent entail something that is 
ontained in the fo
us-
losure of the XP
ontaining the dea

ented phrase. (Rooth does his 
al
ulations at the level of senten
es.Mer
hant adds 9-type shifting to allow Fo
us-
losure to be used for other phrases as well.)This allows a �spe
i�
� IP to ante
ede a dea

ented, more general IP (the itali
ized phraseis dea

ented):(50) Mary 
alled Frank a Republi
an, but I don't know who else she insulted5.The IP she insulted 
an be dea

ented, be
ause its fo
us 
losure 
ontains somethingentailed by the ante
edent Mary 
alled Frank a Republi
an:(51) 
all(Mary; Frank;Republi
an) ! insult(Mary; Frank)(52) insult(Mary; Frank) 2 f�x[insult(Mary; x)℄jx 2 DgRooth then argues that this 
ondition is exa
tly the semanti
 
ondition on ellipsis pro-posed by Fiengo & May.5.2 Mer
hant 1999Mer
hant further re�nes Rooth's identity 
ondition on ellipsis. While the interpretation ofthe ante
edent must be or entail an element of the Fo
us-
losure of the elided phrase, just4While Rooth is not expli
it about ex
luding, for example, short farmer from this set of alternatives, it is not 
lear that thisshould be done. There may be 
ontexts where Ameri
anF is fo
used and meant to 
ontrast with short farmer :Ameri
ans are tall. So while farmers in the Pygmy nation of Falabala have to let the fruit in the tops of their trees rot,AMERICANF farmers 
an pi
k it all.5Under the assumption that 
alling someone a Republi
an is an insult.16



as in Rooth's a

ount, Mer
hant also requires the elided phrase to be or entail an elementof the Fo
us-
losure of the ante
edent. This se
ond 
ondition, making the relation betweenante
edent and elided phrase 
ompletely symmetri
, repla
es the synta
ti
 surfa
e 
onditionof Rooth (and Fiengo & May).This 
an be seen in the following example. The elided IP in the senten
e below 
an onlybe interpreted as she 
alled t a Republi
an, not as she insulted t. However, both of thosephrases are valid dea

ented phrases.(53) Mary 
alled Frank a Republi
an, but I don't know who else _ (_ = she 
alled arepubli
an, _ 6= she insulted.(54) Mary 
alled Frank a Republi
an, but I don't know who else she 
alled t a Republi
an.(55) Mary 
alled Frank a Republi
an, but I don't know who else she insulted.Mer
hant gives a general identity 
ondition on ellipsis, intended to work for VP Ellipsisand Slui
ing:The Identity Condition on Ellipsis1. e-Givenness (Mer
hant 1999, p. 36)An expression E 
ounts as e-given if E has a salient ante
edent A and, modulo 9-typeshifting,(a) A entails F-
lo(E) and(b) E entails F-
lo(A)62. Fo
us 
ondition on Ellipsis (Mer
hant 1999, p 44)A 
onstituent � 
an be deleted only if � is e-GivenI retain the Fo
us-
losure aspe
t of Mer
hant, be
ause it 
aptures the empiri
al similaritybetween dea

enting and ellipsis, but this is not 
ru
ial to my a

ount. In fa
t, my a

ountwould be simpler if the identity 
ondition 
ould simply be logi
al equivalen
e (NPE ()NPA) between the ante
edent and the ellipsis, modulo 9-type shifting.I will now turn to some data that shows this identity 
ondition su�
es for NP Ellipsis.5.3 Stri
t/Sloppy AmbiguityStri
t/sloppy ambiguity is available in NP ellipsis. This is predi
ted by Mer
hant's identity
ondition. The relevant examples to 
onsider are ones like the following:6�Entails� should be repla
ed here with �entails element in.�17



(56) Mary's pi
tures of herself won the photography 
ontest, and [Bob's _℄ got se
ondpla
e. ( _ = pi
tures of himself/pi
tures of Mary, 6= pi
tures)(57) Lisa's disappointment in herself was unreasonable , and so was [Bob's _℄. (_ =disappointment in himself/disappointment in Lisa, 6= disappointment)An a

ount of (56) would go as follows. For the stri
t reading, the elided NP would havebeen pi
ture of Mary.(58) Stri
t reading:NPA = �y�x [ pi
ture(y;Mary) ^ own(x; y) ℄NPE = �y�x [ pi
ture(y;Mary) ^ own(x; y) ℄modulo existential type-shifting,NPA , NPE, soNPA ) F-Clo(NPE), andNPE ) F-Clo(NPA),For the sloppy reading, the elided NP is interpreted to have been pi
ture of him/her wherethe pronoun is bound by the owner of the pi
ture.(59) Sloppy reading:NPA = �y�x [ pi
ture(y; x) ^ own(x; y) ℄NPE = �y�x [ pi
ture(y; x) ^ own(x; y) ℄modulo existential type-shifting,NPA , NPE, soNPA ) F-Clo(NPE), andNPE ) F-Clo(NPA),Note that this a

ount assumes that at least some possessors (those of deverbal nouns,for example) are semanti
 arguments to their nouns.5.4 The 
onne
tion between ellipsis and dea

enting in DPA spe
i�
 noun phrase 
an ante
ede a dea

ented, more general noun phrase. But a spe
i�
noun phrase 
an only ante
ede an identi
al elided one, just as is predi
ted by Rooth.(60) Bob's S
hwinn is in the shop, so he is riding SAM's bi
y
le.(61) Bob's S
hwinn is in the shop, so he is riding SAM's _ (_ = S
hwinn, _ 6= bi
y
le)(62) Bob Dylan's songs about politi
s are good , but D.R. Goettel's songs are better.(63) Bob Dylan's songs about politi
s are good , but D.R. Goettel's _ are better. (_ =songs about politi
s, 6= songs)A Fo
us-
losure-based a

ount will work as follows. The general NP, bi
y
le, 
an bedea

ented. S
hwinn entails bi
y
le, whi
h is in the Fo
us-
losure of bi
y
le.(64) Dea

enting:NPA = �y�x[S
hwinn(y) ^ own(x; y)℄ 18



NPD = �y�x[bi
y
le(y) ^ own(x; y)℄F-Clo(NPA) = �y�x[S
hwinn(y) ^ own(x; y)℄F-Clo(NPD) = �y�x[bi
y
le(y) ^ own(x; y)℄9x[S
hwinn(x)℄ ) 9x[bi
y
le(x)℄NPA ) F-Clo(NPD) so NPD 
an be dea

ented.However, ellipsis of the NP bi
y
le is not allowed. Bi
y
le does not entail anything inF-Clo(S
hwinn), and thus 
annot be elided7.(65) Ellipsis:9x[bi
y
le(x)℄ 6) 9x[S
hwinn(x)℄NPD 6) F-Clo(NPA) so NPD 
annot be elided.Dea

enting is allowed, sin
e the ante
edent entails an element of the Fo
us-
losure ofthe dea

ented phrase. However, ellipsis is disallowed, sin
e the dea

ented phrase does notentail an element of the Fo
us-
losure of the ante
edent.5.5 Plurality/Tense/Aspe
t SensitivityVP Ellipsis is well known to be insensitive to the morphologi
al form of the elided verb. Sin
ethe auxiliary pre
eding the ellipsis site determines the form of the verb in its 
omplement,the morphologi
al form of the ellipsis is re
overable.(66) Mary has already gone to the store, but Bob won't _. (= go to the store)(67) Mary ate with us today, and tomorrow, no one will _. (= eat with us)(68) Bob won't sing the national anthem, but Mary is _. (= singing the national anthem)(69) Bob 
an't 
lean the living room be
ause Mary already has _. (= 
leaned the livingroom)Similarly, NP Ellipsis is insensitive to the morphologi
al form of the elided noun. Sin
e,in the usual 
ase, there is no overt marker of the plurality of the DP outside of the NP, anelided NP will be ambiguous between singular and plural interpretations.(70) Bob's 
ar is in the shop, but I prefer driving [Mary's _℄ anyway. (= 
ar, 
ars)(71) Bob's 
ars are in the shop, but I prefer driving [Mary's _℄ anyway.(= 
ar, 
ars)(72) Mary's pi
ture won the photography 
ontest, and [Bob's _℄ got many small prizes (=pi
ture, pi
tures)(73) Mary's pi
tures won the photography 
ontest, and [Bob's _℄ got many small prizes (=pi
ture, pi
tures)This makes perfe
t sense. NPs denote properties, not entities. Whether the DP refers to asingular entity or a plurality of entities should be 
al
ulated at the level of the DP, not theNP. The identity 
ondition is satis�ed for examples like (70)/(71) then:7This predi
ts that bi
y
le 
an be elided exa
tly when S
hwinn is fo
used, whi
h of 
ourse 
annot be right.19



NPA : �x[
ar(x)℄NPE : �x[
ar(x)℄F-Clo(NPA) = �x[
ar(x)℄F-Clo(NPE) = �x[
ar(x)℄modulo existential type-shifting,NPA ) NPE andNPE ) NPA, so NPE 
an be elided.5.5.1 Singularity in vanilla 
ontextsThere seems to be a preferen
e for the singular interpretation in the absen
e of anythingto push the interpretation in the dire
tion of the plural interpretation. For example, (70)and (72), at the beginning of a dis
ourse, would probably be interpreted as ellipsis sites insingular DPs. With plural ante
edents, both interpretations seem equally available. So itseems that this preferen
e is for singulars absent anything to indi
ate a plural, not for anellipsis mat
hing the ante
edent in number.However, if we know that Mary is a 
ar 
olle
tor, or that Bob entered many pi
tures inthe 
ontest, the plural interpretation is suddenly available. Even though one interpretationof the ellipsis site is more salient or preferred, both are available in the appropriate 
ontext,so the grammar should not rule out either interpretation.5.5.2 Eliminating the ambiguityThere are, however, a range of ex
eptional 
ir
umstan
es in whi
h the plurality/singularityambiguity of the elided DP is eliminated.Partitives, for example, mandatorily take a DP 
omplement whi
h is plural or denotes agroup. So an elided NP in a DP 
omplement to a partitive is only interpretable as a plural.(74) Bob's 
ar is in the shop, but I would prefer to drive [one of [Mary's _℄℄ anyway. (=
ars, 6= 
ar)(75) Mary's pi
ture won the photography 
ontest, and [some of [Bob's _℄℄ got several lesserprizes. (= pi
tures ,6= pi
ture)But an elided NP in a DP 
omplement to a partitive whi
h has a group noun as its an-te
edent remains ambiguous, sin
e both the plural and the singular are possible 
omplementsto the partitive:(76) Mary's team left, but [one of [Sam's _℄℄ didn't. (_ = team, teams)20



(77) Frank's resear
h group were all �red, but [some of [Mary's _℄℄ might still work here.(_ = resear
h group, resear
h groups)Subje
t-verb agreement also seems 
apable of eliminating this ambiguity. Although speak-ers vary on their judgments somewhat, no one judges these kinds of examples to be 
ompletelyungrammati
al.(78) Mary's brother has graduated, but Bob's _ haven't graduated. (_ = brothers)(79) Bob's brothers have graduated, but Mary's _ hasn't graduated. (_ = brother)(80) ?Mary's single submission has won the grand prize, but Bob's _ have won severallesser prizes. (_ = submissions)(81) Bob's several submissions have won many small prizes, but Mary's _ has won thegrand prize. (_ = submission)We should not attempt a synta
ti
 or even a semanti
 analysis of these fa
ts be
ause
ontext or knowledge about the world 
an interfere to limit the available interpretations aswell.(82) Ja
k's got blue eyes. Bart's _ might have been blue or green. (_ = eyes)(83) Mary's wedding was beautiful, but I didn't enjoy Cindy and Tina's _. (_ = weddings)Sin
e most people have two eyes, and sin
e two women don't ordinarily get married,there is a tenden
y to assume that these ellipsis sites are in plural DPs. But if we know, forexample, that Bart was a battle-s
arred pirate, or that Cindy and Tina were gay, then thesingular interpretations suddenly be
ome available interpretations.So NP Ellipsis is insensitive to the morphologi
al form of the noun, allowing ambiguitybetween plural and singular interpretations of the ellipsis site. There seems to be a preferen
efor a singular ellipsis site in the absen
e of information to the 
ontrary. And synta
ti
 and
ontextual fa
tors 
an interfere and push the interpretation in one dire
tion or the other.But in general, this insensitivity to plurality parallels the insensitivity of VP Ellipsis to themorphologi
al form of the verb in the ellipsis site.5.6 NegationThe identity 
ondition on VP Ellipsis is insensitive to negation:(84) Bob �nished his vegetables, but Mary didn't _. (_ = �nish her vegetable(s))(85) Bob didn't �nish his vegetables, but Mary did _. (_ = �nish her vegetable(s))21



We would expe
t the same thing in NP Ellipsis, and it does seem to happen:(86) Mary ate no vegetables, but [Bob's _℄ were all eaten. (_ = vegetables)(87) Mary has no dogs, but [Bob's _℄ might have bit Frank. (_ = dogs)This is not surprising at all, given the pattern in VP Ellipsis. A naive a

ount wouldsimply insure that NP Ellipsis targeted some node below the negative morpheme, whi
hwould sit in a fun
tional proje
tion above NP:DPDDno.............................................................. NP. . .......................................... ..................................................... . ........................................ .......................................................................................................
5.7 Split Ante
edentsFiengo and May noti
e that elided VPs 
an have split ante
edents. It is signi�
antly moredi�
ult to generate split ante
edents for NP Ellipsis. With just a single noun in bothante
edent NPs, there is no 
lear way to tell if the ellipsis site has both or only one of thepossible ante
edents.(88) Mary's brothers 
limbed Kilimanjaro, and Bob's brothers swam the English Channel,but [Elmer's _℄ did both these things. (_ = brother, brothers)(89) Mary's brother 
limbed Kilimanjaro, and Bob's brother swam the English Channel, but[Elmer's _℄ did both these things. (_ = brother, brothers,)With two very semanti
ally similar nouns, however, it is di�
ult to get NP Ellipsis toresolve to a split ante
edent.(90) Mary's brother 
limbed Kilimanjaro, and Bob's sister swam the English Channel, but[Elmer's _℄ did both these things. (_ = brother, sister, brothers, sisters, ?= brothers andsisters)(91) Mary's brothers 
limbed Kilimanjaro, and Bob's sisters swam the English Channel, but[Elmer's _℄ did both these things. (_ = brother, sister, brothers, sisters, ?= brothers andsisters)And even with a deverbal noun, it seems di�
ult to get a split ante
edent:(92) Godzilla's destru
tion of Tokyo frightened me, Mothra's destru
tion of Osaka amusedme, and Gamera's _ both amused and frightened me. (_ = destru
tion of Tokyo,destru
tion of Osaka, ?= destru
tion of Tokyo and Osaka)It seems that NP Ellipsis may not allow split ante
eden
y at all.22



5.8 SummaryI have shown that a great deal of the same patterns present in the syntax and semanti
s ofVP Ellipsis are present in the syntax and semanti
s of NP Ellipsis, and that the identity
ondition of Mer
hant a

ounts for the data.
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6 Lobe
k's a

ount of NP EllipsisLobe
k (1995) takes an in-depth look at NP Ellipsis, and argues that it 
an be integratedinto a larger framework in
luding VP Ellipsis and Slui
ing. I will brie�y summarize herarguments here, and show why an a

ount in terms of Mer
hant's identity 
ondition is more
omplete.First, Lobe
k argues, un
onvin
ingly I think, that all VP ellipsis, NP ellipsis, and Slui
-ing 
an be pragmati
ally 
ontrolled (p. 25). This 
laim in
ludes those 
ases that Hankamer& Sag argue must be synta
ti
ally 
ontrolled. She argues this point on the basis of non-de
larative senten
es with VP Ellipsis whi
h appear to be pragmati
ally 
ontrolled, the sortof super-salien
e mentioned in se
tion 3, a point whi
h Hankamer & Sag a
knowledge. How-ever, the distin
tion between pragmati
ally 
ontrolled and synta
ti
ally 
ontrolled ellipsis isrobust enough that it should be a

ounted for, regardless of whether or not it is a universal,bla
k-and-white pro
ess.Next, Lobe
k argues that all three kinds of ellipsis sites are �lled with a silent pro, whi
h ispresent from deep stru
ture, and interpreted either at surfa
e stru
ture, or at LF. Finally, sheargues that this pro must be properly governed by a head whi
h exhibits strong agreementfeatures.Lobe
k argues that it makes more sense to assume that these ellipsis sites are �lled with apro than deleted, be
ause deletion is an operation at PF, interpretation of ellipsis sites is anoperation at LF, and these levels have no a

ess to ea
h other. However, this is exa
tly theproblem addressed by Mer
hant (1999), and as I have already shown, the identity 
onditiondeveloped there works for NP Ellipsis.The stru
tures that Lobe
k predi
ts to be a

eptable ellipsis stru
tures are the following,where [+wh℄, [+plural℄, [+possessive℄, and [phi℄ are the �strong agreement features�whi
h 
an properly head govern the silent pro.
24



VP Ellipsis Slui
ing NP Ellipsis NP EllipsisIPDP[PHI℄. . ...................................... .............................................. . ................................... ................................................................................................................................II[PHI℄............................ VPpro............................. .................................................................................................................. CPXP[+WH℄. . ...................................... .............................................. . ................................... ...............................................................................................................CC[+WH℄............................ IPpro............................. .......................................................................................................... DPNP[+POSS℄. . ...................................... .............................................. . ................................... ................................................................................................................................................DD[+POSS℄............................ NumPpro............................. ..........................................................................................................................................
DPDD[+PL℄............................ NumPNum'Num[+PL℄Quanti�er............................ ................................................................. NPpro............................. ............................................................................................. .............................................................................................................................................................................................................................

Lobe
k must a

ount for the uses of quanti�ers and numbers (whi
h in her a

ount headNumP) without overt NPs, within her framework of strong agreement features. A theorywhi
h a

ounts for the pragmati
/synta
ti
 
ontrol distin
tions, does not 
on�ate bare quan-ti�ers with bare possessors, and a

ounts for the identity requirements on all three types ofellipsis with a single 
ondition is mu
h more empiri
ally 
omplete and theoreti
ally 
ompa
t.Although there may be some merit to the generalization that agreement and this typeof ellipsis are linked, any a

ount in terms of strong agreement features will always haveproblems with 
ases of VP Ellipsis in English where multiple sta
ked auxiliaries pre
ede theellipsis site, and agreement is not realized on multiple heads;(93) Bob wasn't talking, but Mary 
ould have been talking.YPDPMary............................... ........................................................................................ YY
ould............................... ................................................................................. XPXXhave............................... ....................................................................... XPXXbeen............................... ............................................................ VPVVtalking.............................................................................................
. ........................................................................................... ...................................................................................................... ................................................................................. .......................................................................................

Regardless of the spe
i�
 synta
ti
 theory, if ellipsis is li
ensed by strong agreementfeatures, you must lo
ate the same strong features on both XPs and the VP above, sin
eall three phrases are valid 
andidates for ellipsis. In other words, it is generally assumed25



that strong agreement features are lo
ated on some fun
tional head, either IÆ, or AgrÆ or TÆ.But if three of the phrases above are eligible for ellipsis, then the strong agreement featureswhi
h li
ense ellipsis must be 
overtly lo
ated in three pla
es instead of one, yet they onlyappear overtly in the topmost position.At some point, perhaps the synta
ti
 
ontrol fa
ts 
an be uni�ed with the observationthat agreement and ellipsis are linked. But for now, it remains only an observation.
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7 Con
lusionI have shown that NP Ellipsis, ellipsis of an NP within DP stranding a possessor, is a synta
-ti
ally 
ontrolled ellipsis pro
ess, parallel to VP Ellipsis in 
lausal syntax. Bare quanti�ers,on the other hand, pattern like pragmati
ally 
ontrolled ellipsis. All of the 
onsequen
es ofthis analysis of NP Ellipsis are borne out; the ellipsis site has internal stru
ture and it islimited by the exa
t same identity 
ondition given by Mer
hant (1999) for VP Ellipsis.Lastly, an argument is given that Lobe
k's a

ount is in
omplete 
ompared to this one.We have seen a greater symmetry a
ross ellipsis paradigms and between the nominaland 
lausal synta
ti
 domains, thus simplifying and unifying the grammar. It remains tobe seen whether there are other ellipsis patterns that 
an be added to the NP Ellipsis/VPEllipsis/Slui
ing paradigm, whether from English or from other languages, and whethera simple generalization 
an be made about what exa
tly li
enses these parti
ular ellipsispro
esses and prevents many imaginable but non-existent others. As is so often the 
ase,new questions have emerged even as old ones are resolved.
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