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It iswell known that in Sluicing constructions wh-dependencies can crosscertain
projedions that are otherwise barriers to movement (Ross(1969, Chomsky (1972). Thisfad
would follow under the assumption that the relevant barriers are somehow deadivated when
phondogicdly deleted ('island repair’). The problem, however, isthat another form of
phondogicd deletion (VP Elli psis, VPE) seansto beimpossblein certain contexts where
Sluicing allows for idand repair (Chunget a. (1995, Merchant (1999).

Nevertheless we ague ajainst the conclusionthat island repair isa spedal property of
Sluicing. The agument is based ontwo olservations. First, the diff erence between Sluicing and
VPE seanstoo troad to warrant the aonclusionthat island repair is the distingu shing fador
(Lasnik (2000). Seaond the mnclusionisdiredly refuted by aher VPE environments where
isandrepair is posshble (Kennedy and Merchant (2000, Fox (In preparation)). The agument
leaves us with a puzze that we gtempt to resolve whil e still maintaining the null hypahesis that
VPE and Sluicing involve the same operation d deletion, differing orly in the size of the deleted
constituent. Our propaosed resolution capitalizes ona spedal property of the relevant Sluicing
contexts, namely the presence of an indefinite NP in the antecedent clause in a parall el positionto
that of atracein the dided clause. We ague that given the paral elism condtions on elli psis, this
fad prevents the wh-phrase in the dided clause from undergoing successve ¢yclic movement.
The remaining ogion (one fell swoop movement) requires the deletion o all barriers, including
those that would atherwise be drcumvented via an intermediate landing-site. Such deletion accurs
in Sluicing bu not in VPE, which targets a small er constituent.

1. An Apparent Repair Paradox



To the best of our knowledge, Ross(1969 was the first to olbserve island repair under
Sluicing. Ross gives the following examples (marking the Sluicing versions with ?7%, though
many speakers find them perfed or virtually so).

Q) | believe the daim that he bit someone, but they dorit know who (*1 believe the daim that

he bit) [Complex NP Constraint, nouncomplement]
2 Irv and someone were dancing together, but | dorit know who (*Irv and were dancing
together) [Coordinate Structure Constraint]

(©)] She kissed a man who Lt one of my friends, but Tom doesn't redizewhich ore of my
friends (* she kissed a man who hit) [Complex NP Constraint, relative dause]

4) That he'll hire someoneis possble, but | won't divulge who (*that he'll hireis possble)
[Sentential Subjed Constraint]

Chomsky (1972 presents asimilar example, involving amelioration d extradion ou of a
nouncomplement (quite awedk violation for many speakers, but marked with * by Chomsky):
(5a  (*)I dont know which children he has plansto send to college

b Hehasplansto send some of his children to coll ege, but | dorit know which ores

Much more recently, Chunget al. (1995 (CLM) give the following examples, anong

several others, to make the same point:

(6) Sandy was trying to work out which students would be &le to solve a cetain problem, but
she wouldn't tell us which ore (?* she was trying to work out which students would be
ableto solve)

() That certain courtries would vate against the resolution hes been widely reported, but I'm
naot sure which ores (*that t would vate against the resolution has been widely reported)

Merchant (1999 provides an extensive survey of such cases, and presents scores of further
examples, including such 'Left branch Condtion' phenomena &s the foll owing:
(8) He wants a detailed list, but | dorit know how detailed (*he wants at list)
The phenomenonis clealy quite pervasive.

Kennedy and Merchant (2000 show that other elli psis processes also sometimes repair
isand violations. For example, in comparative deletion constructions, VP elli psis eansto

dleviate Left Branch Condition effeds;



9 *[How interesting] did Brio write[at novel]
(10)a Pico wrote amore interesting nowel than Brio dd

b Picowrote amore interesting nowel than [ Op Brio dd write-atrovet]
Additional evidencethat isand repair is also a property of VPE comes from a contrast discussed
in Fox (In preparation). Consider the dialoguesin (11) and (12), focusing onthe utterance
produced by speker B.

(1) Speéker A: We shoud hire Johnsince he knows how much every item in this gore @sts.
Spedker B: | think that's nat necessary. ? | know how much every item costs that John
does knowshow-muehteosts.

(120 Speéker A: We shoud hire Johnsince he knows how much every item in this gore @sts.
Spedker B: | think that's nat necessary. * | know how much every item costs that John
knows how much t costs.

The relevant sentencein (11) is ©mewhat margina. The reason for this marginality isthat ACD
resolution relies onlong dstance QR and extraposition (seeFox (200(), Fox (In preparation) for
detail ). But thisisnat particularly important from the aurrent perspedive. The important point is
that the sentenceis much better than expeded if VPE could na repair islands. Thisis ssen when
we @mmpare the sentenceto its cournterpart in (12) where the dided VP is pronourced. The latter
istotally unacceptable, an expeded consequence of subjed extradion acossawh-isand. (11),
althoughdlightly marginal, does not fed like asimilar island violation, thereby suggesting that
VPE is capable of isand repair.*

Thus, adual island repair by €lli psis emsto exist. Hereisone (rather old) acourt.
Chomsky (1972 suggeststhat * (# in his presentation) is asdgned to an isand when it is crossed
by a movement operation. An ouput condtionforbidding * in surfacestructures acouns for the
deviance of standard island violations. Chomsky's analysisisill ustrated in the following

representation (put in more modern plrase structure terms):
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If alater operation (Sluicing in this case) deletes a cdegory containing the *-marked item, the
derivationis slvaged.

A tempting alternative explanation at this point might be to deny that the ‘repaired’
sentences involve movement at al. Instead, they might involve aresumptive strategy, with the
resumptive pronouneliminated alongwith the rest of the IP or VP by elli psis. Merchant (1999
p.237, pp.149-170) discusses avariety of problems with this approach. One problem arises from
the observation o Haik (1987 that some island effeds do show upin ACD constructions, asin
(14) as compared with (15).?

(14  ?*Dulles suspeded everyone Angleton wondered why Philby dd
(15 Dulles suspeded everyone Angleton said Philby dd

CLM also present evidencethat VP €elli psis does nat remedy islands. They give the
foll owing example of extradion out of an adjunct, observing that VP elli psis does not improveit:
(16) *What did youleare before they started playingt
(17) Weleft before they started playing party games. *What did youleave before they did?
CLM suggest that there might be afundamental diff erence between Sluicingand VP €elli psis at
work here, the former invalving LF copying and the latter PFdeletion. But that fail sto address
the puzzle that VPE sometimes (like Sluicing) does repair island violations but other times (unlike
Sluicing) doesnat. A potential solution might capitalize on Chomsky's (1972 * deletion oulined
above. Inthe Kennedy-Merchant example (10), the relevant island is presumably the NP which

Op has moved ou of (or some projedionright above NP, as argued for by Kennedy and
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Merchant). But note that theislandisno longer present in surfaceform. The sameistrue of Fox's
(11). On the other hand, in the CLM example (17) (and the Haik (1987 example (14)), theisland
isthe ajunct phrase headed by before (or the wh-island), and that phrase remains in surfaceform.
On the Chomsky (1972 acourt of the remediation d islands by Sluicing, that differenceis
significant, becaise onthat acourt the * would be diminated in (10), but would remain in (17)
(and (14)).

However, such asolutioninitially does nat seem general enough In rejeding Chomsky's
analysis, Merchant (1999 presents cases where the island is eliminated by VP dlli psis, but the
example is nonethelessunacceptable, even thoughthe crrespondng Sluicing exampleisfine.

For example, whilein (19), we get apparent repair by Sluicing, in (20) VP elli psis doesn't
ameli orate the deviance

(18 *They want to hire someone who spedks a Balkan language, but | dorit know which
(Balkan language) [, they want to hire someone who spegks t]

(190 They want to hire someone who spegs a Balkan language, but | dorit know which
(Balkan language) [, they-want-to-hre-someone-who-speskst]

(200  *They want to hire someone who speaks a Balkan language, but | dorit know which
(Balkan language) they do [, want-to-H+e-someone-who-speskst]

Note that in (20), asin (19), theisland that is crossed (the relative dause and/or the NP containing
it) does not show up at the end o the derivation. If the marker of devianceisontheisland, andif
the idandis deleted, Merchant ressons that there is no obvous way to capture the differencein
status between (19) and (20). Partly for thisreason, Merchant winds up arguing that relative
clauses are LF islands, rather than PFislands, so their violation can't be repaired by a PFprocess
(ellipsis = deletion). Hethen gvesa completely different accourt of the goparent repair in (19),
one where the derivation daesn't invalve aiy island violationin thefirst place However, it turns
out that even for Merchant's PFislands, the problematic state of affairs dill obtains. First,
consider COMP-trace &eds, asin the foll owing two examples, which are fine with Sluicing bu

severely degraded withou €lli psis.:



(21) It appeasthat a cetain senator will resign, but which senator [it-appeasthat-t-wit-resgn|
is dill aseaet [adapted from Merchant p.219

(22) Sdly asked if somebodywas goingto fail Syntax One, but | can't remember who [Satty
askedHf-twasgomgtofai-Syntax-One] Merchant p.219 from CLM

Next, there ae 'derived pasitions, including topicdized phrases and subjeds. (23) and (24)

ill ustrate Sluicing repairing atopic island violation and (25) ill ustrates Sluicing repairing asubjed
island violation.

(23) *Which Marx brother did she say that [abiography d ], she refused to read?

(24) A: A biography d one of the Marx brothers, she refused to read.
B: Which ore? Merchant p.220

(25  Shesaidthat abiography d one of the Marx brothers is gor ng to be publ shed thlsyea
but | dont remember which [sh ed
ye&| [adapted from Merchant p.220]

But contrary to expedation, we again find apparent fail ure of repair with VP elli psis.

(26) *It appeasthat a cetain senator will resign, but which senator it does [appes-that-twith
restgn] is gill aseaet

(27) *Sdly asked if somebodywas goingto fail Syntax One, but | can't remember who she did
[askt-twasgomgto-fait-Syntax-One|

(28) *Shesaid that abiography d one of the Marx brothers is gor ng to be publ shed thlsyear
but I dorit remember which she did [say-th

yea]

Stranger till, parall €l 'fail ure of repair' obtains even when there is no violationin the first
place Extradion ou of an embedded clauseistypicaly fine and Sluicingisjust as good but VP
ellipsisis bad:

(29) They said they head abou a Balkan language, but | dorit know which Balkan language
(they said they heard about)

(30) *They said they heard abou a Balkan language, but | dorit know which Balkan language
they did

Similarly for extradion ou of an ojed NP:

(31) They head aledure dou aBalkan language, but | dont know which Balkan language
(they heard aledure adou)



(320 *They head aledure dou aBakan language, but | dont know which Balkan language
they did

Even short movement of adired objed shows smilar behavior:®

(33) They studied a Balkan language but | dont know which Balkan language (they studied)
(34) ?7They studied aBakan language but | dont know which Balkan language they did
Thus, there isindeal a diff erence between Sluicing and VPE, but nat one that diredly impli cates
isandrepair. Inthe next sedion, we will suggest an acourt of this difference

2. A Possible Solution

In the previous ®dionwe saw that the cntrast between VPE and Sluicing shows up
whether or not the dided constituent contains an island, and therefore canna be atributed in a
direa way to adistinctionin the island-repair potential of the two constructions. Furthermore, we
have seen cases where both constructions all ow for island repair. So, it seams reasonable to
asaume that all forms of deletion can repair islands.”

But what acourntsfor the fad that VPE isimpaossble in many environmentsin which
Sluicingis very natural? Our answer to this question will rely onisland repair but in a somewhat
indired way. We ague that in the relevant environments the parall elism condtions on celetion
(Parall elism) make intermediate landing sites unavail able. Avoiding the intermediate sites (one
fell swoopmovement) brings abou many island violations and is therefore dso na aviable
option, unlesstheislands are repaired by deletion. Such repair is possblein Sluicing since every
intermediate projedionis deleted. In VPE, by contrast, a small er constituent is deleted leaving ore
(or more) of the islands pronourced, and consequently unrepaired.®

In arun-of-the-mill Sluicing environment atracein the dided constituent isin a parall el
paositionto that of an indefinite in the antecalent clause:

(35) Fredsaidthat | talked to a certain girl, but | dorit know which grl [Fred-saie-that+tatked
tot]



The obvious questionis how this difference (between atrace ad an indefinite) islicensed by
Parallelism. We asaume, following the insight of CLM, that the indefinite must be bound by
existential closure in away that is parall el to the wh-dependency in the sluiced clause. There ae
various ways of instantiating thisidea For concreteness we follow Reinhart (1997) in assuming
that both the wh-phrase and the indefinite NP partake in a dependency that involves quantificaion
over choicefunctions:

(36) dfchacefunction [Fredsaidthat | talked to f(girl)], but I dont know which gchoice
function  <Fred said that | talked to g(girl)>

Paralelismis stisfied sincethe variablesin the antecedent and the dided clause ae boundfrom
paralel paositions. (SeeFiengoand May (1994 and Rocoth (1992 for relevant definiti ons of
Parall €lism.)

The next question is how the rules of grammar license astructure such as (39). CLM
claimthat Sluicingis a post-syntadic operation, which copies the antecedent clause Fred said that

| talked to f(girl) into an empty pasition foll owing the wh-phrase. Their motivation for the

copying operationistwofold: (a) it yields an indefinite in the sluiced clause where we would
otherwise exped atrace and (b) it explains the idand insensitivity of Sluicing. We suggest that a
spedal copying ogerationfor Sluicing can be dispensed with. The fad that we find something
similar to an indefinite in the position d the trace ca be viewed as a natural consequence of the
copy theory of movement (as we ill ustrate below). The island insensitivity, on the other hand,
does nat motivate aSluicing spedfic explanation. Rather, it falls under afairly broad
generalizaion abou deletion, which we tried to charaderizein the previous dion (island
repair).

More spedficadly, we suggest that the word which isinterpreted as an existential
guantifier over choicefunctions (type <<cf,t> t>, where cf standsfor <et,e>). Such an existential
guantifier canna be interpreted adjacent to the cmmmon noungirl, a position that requires a
choicefunction. This type mismatch is resolved in the standard way, i.e., by movement of the

qguantifier leaving a variable ranging ower the individuals that are quantified over, in ou particular
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case, choicefunctions. Furthermore, we assume that the movement involves pied-piping, which is
resolved (asis dandardly assumed) by reconstruction, i.e., by deleting the pied-piped material at
the head of the dhain andinterpretingit at the tail:

(37)  which ggirt Ag' [Fred said that | talked to g(girl)]

In the antecadent clause aparall el structure is derived by existential closure over choicefunctions
(seeReinhart (1997 and Kratzer (1997, among dhers):

(38)  If Af'[Fred said that | talked to f'(girl)]

Thefinal structure obeys Parall €lism sincethe dided clause isidenticd to the antecedent clause
(moduo variable names), and sincethe variables in the two clauses are boundfrom parall el
pasitions.

Noticethat wh-movement in (39) involves no intermediate landing sites. Thereisareason
for this. If intermediate landing sites were present, Parall elism would na be satisfied; the dause
containing celetion, represented in (42), would have an intermediate tracewhich is absent in the
anteceadent clause, (41) (sinceno movement isinvolved in the derivation d the latter).

(399 which ggitt Ag' [Fred [g' Ag" said g' Ag™ that | talked to g"(girl)]
Subsequently, the variables in the two clauses would na be boundfrom parall € positions and
Parall elism would na be satisfied.®

So, Parall elism determines that wh-movement in Sluicing cannat be successve gclic.
This ssemsto be problematic under the assumption that successve ¢yclic movement is required
by considerations of locdity. But as discussd in the previous dion, considerations of locdity
are nulli fied uncer deletion (island repair). We can therefore maintain the standard assumption
that intermediate landing sites are escgpe hatches that all ow wh-movement to circumvent what
would atherwise be anisland.” Avoiding an intermediate landing site would consequently yield an
island violation. However, the violation can also be drcumvented if the isandis deleted and this

iswhat we propase happens in Sluicing constructions.



This proposal provides us with an explanation d the otherwise puzzling dfference
between VPE and Sluicing. VPE involves deletion d asmaller constituent than the dause that is
elided in Sluicing. For the sake of concreteness let's assume that VPE deletes VP, and leaves
Tense and Asped pronourced. If arepresentation approximately asin (43) were to be derived
with VPE instead o Sluicing, there would be two maximal projedionsthat are not deleted and yet
do nd host an intermediate landing site:

(40)  which ggittt Ag' [1p Fred T [oqp did <,pSay that | talked to g(girl)>]]

The unacceptability of VPE followsif we assume that one of the two maximal projedionsisan
isand that must be drcumvented by an escape hatch or by deletion.? Sincetheislands are not
deleted, the escape hatch isrequired, and aviolation o Parall €lism is unavoidable.®

Noticethat thisacourt of the contrast between VPE and Sluicing relies crucialy onthe
fad that there is movement in the dided constituent but not in the antecedent constituent.

Parall elism requires the avoidance of intermediate landing sites, and IP deletion (Sluicing) is
consequently necessary. An immediate prediction d the acount isthat if the antecalent clause
would be replaced with a dause that involves movement, both VPE and Sluicing would be
posshle. This semsto bethe cae asill ustrated by the fad that the mntrast in (44) islargely
absent in (45).°
(4Da | know that Johnsaid that Mary read a cetain book but | dorit know which ore.

b *I know that Johnsaid that Mary read a cetain book but | dont know which ore he did.
(42a | know which bookJohnsaid that Mary read, but YOU dont know which ore.

b 1 know which bookJohnsaid that Mary read, but YOU dorit know which ore he did.
3. Conclusion

In thiswork we have agued that various contrasts between Sluicing and VPE can be
made to follow from the (undeniable) fad that Sluicing targets a bigger constituent. The agument
isbased on \arious theoreticd assumptions that have been made in the literature, and if

succesdul, it provides further evidencein favor of the assumptions. Thus, we have further
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evidencein favor of theideathat deletion (in all itsforms) is capable of island repair, that
successve gy/clic movement is a cnsequence of considerations of locdity, and that some position
between VP and IP is an intermediate landing site. Furthermore, if our proposal is corred, thereis
no reed for ataxonamy of €lli psis operations of the sort advocaed in CLM, and the taxonamy of

islands argued for by Merchant can be diminated o at least substantially reduced.
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Footnotes
! Aswe will seeshortly, it is much easier to come up with examples of island repair that involve
Sluicing than with similar examples that involve VPE. The reasonfor thisisthat in Sluicing an
elided clause mntains atrace while atraceis nat obligatory in the antecedent. In VPE, as we will
seg atracein the dided constituent requires atracein the antecedent. Examples of island repair
with VPE are therefore boundto be very limited. (10) and (11) are ACD examples in which the
antecadent VP contains atraceof QR (QR of aDPin (11) and d adegreequantifier in (10)). A
test for island repair is avail able in these caes only becaise the amndtions on QR are more liberal
than the condtions on owert movement (seeFox (20008, Fox (In preparation)).
2 Kennedy (1997 shows that a resumptive analysisiswell motivated in certain "nonparasiti ¢ gap"
constructions, which parall el classc parasitic gap constructionsin certain respeds, but which he
argues, based on popasals of Fiengoand May (1994, have aresumptive pronounin placeof a
variable. One of hisexamplesis shownin (i), which he analyzes asinvalving elli psisof aVP
containing a pronoun
0] Which article did youreal t; after Jim asked [whowould be willingto __]
As Kennedy naes, the analysisisvery plausible in cases such asthis, sincethereisawell formed
courterpart with a pronounand noelli psis:
(i) Which article did youreal t; after Jim asked [who would be willi ngto read it;]
Note that this alternationis not posshble in the central examples discussed here. (iii ), based on
(Da, isquite representative.

@iii)  *I believe the daim that he bit someone, but they dorit know who | believe the daim that
he bit him,

3 Seefoatnote 5 onthe slightly improved status of (37).

* One patential exceptionis Merchant's observation that the ban onP-stranding (attested in many
languages) is not circumvented by Sluicing. We have nathing interesting to say, thoughwe shoud
mention that Merchant notes sosme exceptions; there ae caesin which Sluicing daes appea to
repair aviolation that would atherwise result from P-stranding, as in the foll owing Hebrew
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example:
() Yos diber a sefer mesuyam. Aval anilo zoxer  eize sefer (*yos diber alt)

Yos talked on bookspedfic. But | not remember which book(*yos talked ont)

'Y osi talked about a cetain book But | dorit remember which booK
® The slightly improved status of (37) might follow from an alternative analysis avail able (only)
in thiscase, in terms of Pseudogapping. Under the acount of Pseudogapping d Lasnik (1995 or
Lasnik (1999, for example, all that has been elided is the lower VP of a"split-VP" structurein the
sense of Koizumi (1993. Andall thislower VP containsisthe V and the paosition from which the
objed A-moved to [Spec Agrg].
® We as2ume (contra Lasnik and Saito (1984) that intermediate landing sites are dway's present in
the final representation. For arguments in favor of this assumption seeFox (20000 and
Nissenbaum (2000.

" RougHy following Chomsky (1986), we take dl maximal projedionsto be potential barriers.

8 Evidencefor landing sites between the subjed and the VP can be foundin Fox (20000 and
Nissenbaum (2000.

® Noticethat Parall €lism (via the requirement of identica dependencies) has consequences for the
structure of material that is outside the dided constituent. (If we di minate the [spec, CP] tracein
(42) and elidethe VP asin (i), the structure would still nat be parall €l to (41).

0] which gttt Ag' [Fred [g' Ag" did <say that | talked to g'(girl)>]]

Thisfollows from Fiengoand May's definition d Parall elism (among dhers) and is probably
needed in order to acourt for Scope Parall elism.)

It is also worth nding that a structure such as (i) involves one fell swoop movement
followed by successve o/clic movement and as sich might violate apossble generalization d the
ban onimproper movement. Metaphaicdly, onceyou get onthe expresstrain, you can't
subsequently switch to the locd short of the destination.

10 Some spekers find (45) marginal, but we haven't foundanyone whofinds it as bad as (44).
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