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Abstract

Sluicing, traditionally amgued to instantiateunpronouncedtructure, is presentlyana-
lyzedas a self-suficient representation, which reflects(extra-)sententiatelationsthatmalke
useof information provided by morpho-syntayand the lexicon.
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1 Background and goal

Mainly focushg on Gree, the presentpaper concentrate®n so-cdled eliptical
represatationsdubbedassLUICING (originally dueto Ross1969),as exemplified
in (1) (seeGiannakdou & Merchat 1998—heeafter, GM; Merchant2000, 2001
for aneaty discusson of Greek).

(1) Kapjos efighe ke anarotieme pjos.
sonmeore-NoM left-3sG and wonder-1sc who-NoMm
“Someore left andl wonderwho.”

Pretheoretically, in termsof syntx, pjos (who) in (1) surfages after anarotie-
me (wonder),a postion thatis mogly reseved for complements, although ana-
rotieme (wonder)typically sekcts for full-fledgedindirect wh-questons and not
singleDPs. Regarding interpretaion, pjos (who) seensto carry the meaningof an
ordinary indirect wh-ques$ion whosepropositona reading is associateavith that
of the precedingclause,in the seng thatthe spealer “wonderswho thatpersa is
suchthats/heleft.”

Theaforementionedobsenations which haveinitially revolvedaroundthesyn-
tax and interpretatiorof the congenericenglishsenences(cf., the English transla-
tionin (1), for instarce), have shapel the widely acceptel view thatsluicing beas

*Thepreentpaperis part of alamger projecton suicing andanghora. For usefulcommentsaand
discussia, | cordially thank: Artemis Alexiadou, AnastasiaGiamakidou, Klearthes Grohmam,
Rita Manzini, Jasan Merchait, Ruth Kenpsa, Anna Roussou(sine quam non) aswell asthe par
ticipantsof: “The Optionality of Wh-novemen” workshg (ISTAL 2009, University of Thessa-
loniki), the LinguisticsConferertefor Graduate Students(National andKapodistrian Universty of
Athens 2009) and thel CGL 2009 conference(Universty of Chicagq Chicago, Il). 1 amalso grateul
to Joanra Nykiel for sendng me her joint pgper with lvan Sagandto Sanda Chung for providing
mewith herrecert paperwith Bill Ladusav and Jim McCloskey. Thework repatedhere hasgerer
ously beensupported by the reearch fund “K. Karatheodori” (Grart No.: C. 581) of the University
of Patras All remairing errors aremine.
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more structurethan meetsthe eye. More precisely two competingappoacheshave
largely beendeveloped and prevailed over the yeas. One is the PF-deleton ac-
count,forwardedby Ross op.cit., andextensvely defendedy Merchant(2001), in
linewith which syntaxgeneratesa full-fledged wh-questionasin (2), wherebywho
movesto [Spec,] leaving arelevant copy at its base-g@eratedsite !

(2) [cp [tp; Someoneleft]] and[cp I [ve wonder[cp who [1p, l€ft (Who)]]]].

Particular to dluicing is the assumpton that, after the delivationis computedand
the outputis sentto the interfaces, i.e., P(honeic) F(orm) and L(ogical) F(orm)
respectvely, (thecorventionaly labelledatpresentas) TP, (or IP), isdeletedat PF.?
Deletionisperformed if andonly if TP, andTPs; semantally ental eachother(see
Merchantpp.cit., for detals). Therefore,athough TP, carriesno phanetic content,
it givesriseto therelevantproposgtional readingat LF.

The secon account, known as LF-copying (see Chung, Ladusav & Mc-
Closkey 1995,to appear hencéorth, CLM) also defendsthe claim that thereis
additional structureavailable. However, it proposeshat, asregards TP, syntax
only gererates the necessar non-temina (empty) slots (cf., (3a)), in which the
relevantterminal corstituens of TP; are to becopedatLF.

() a. [cr [tr; Someoreleft]] and[cp I [ve wonder[ce Who[rp, ]]]I-

b. [Cp [TPﬁ SOanOI’ElEft]] and[cp I [Vp Wonder[cp th< [Tpa left
someong]]]].

Specifcally, it is arguedthat a) whois directly mergedat [Spec,d] and b) copy-
ing includesthe indefinite someone which occupes the position wherethe copy
of who would be realizedif wh-movementhadtaken place. Both who and sorre-
oneare treatedasindefinitesthatdischage “fr eevariabks”, thatis opensentences
in the senseof Heim (1982) (and Kamp 1981), which are simultaneaisly bound
(i.e.,closed off) by the same wh-operabr thatappear®n C (notshovn herg. Bind-
ing is syntacic as well assemanit, as ill ustratedrespectvely by the co-super/
subgripting of the indefinitesin (3b). Thus, on the asamption that the relevant
structureis only built at LF, the propositional contentof the wh-questioncomes
with no phonetic equivalent

Despite their tecmical differenes, both accounts just desribed view sluic-
ing as an inganceof anaphorahat necessalry admits a certainamount of non-
phoneically realized, morpho-syntact information, either “deleted” at PF or
“reused”atLF.

In whatfollows, | maintain that(Greek sluicingis an instanceof anaphoraut
| proposethatit is anaphoravhich is evaluaed on the basisof surfacemorpho-

1Copies of extracteditemsare presetly notatedin angle brackets,a convention adgtedfrom
Starle (1997).
2Deletion sitesare illu stratedunder strikethrough.
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syntacic information2 In otherwords thereis no additional structureavailable in
sertencessuchas(1), that“follows” thewh-tem, which | hereafercal “sLuicg”.*

The paper unfoldsasfollows. After presenting some (new) evidenceon Greek
sluicing(sedion 2), | lay theproposl (se¢ion 3) and acountfor thedatadiscused
(section4). Section5 concldes the discussion. Note that whene&er nothingis at
stale, for spacdimitationsand easeof ill ustration, | occasiondy resortto English
asthelanguage of exenplification.

2 Data

To begin with, by andlarge, Gree duicing adnits propertesthat have alsobeen
obsered with respectto English (see CLM 1995, for an extensive discusson),

someof which have aready been raisedby GM (1998) andMerchant(2000,2001).
My intentionhereisto discusshreesuchproperties thelasttwo of which have,to

the bestof my knowledge,gone unnotced sofar.

In particular first, althoughordinary Greek wh-questbns generally abide by
the typical islandhood patern? the wh-itemin sluicing may be associted with a
correlae thatis degply embeddedn anisland asshovn by Merchant(2000). For
exampk, while extractionof pja Valkaniki glosa (which Balkan language) out of
the Relatve clau (labelledasRC) in (4a)is ungramnatical (marked with “*”),
its sluicing counterpartis not (cf., (4b)) (datafrom Merchantop.ct., 42: (3a,b)).

3In theserseintencedheresluicing maybe thought to becloserto what Hankamer & Sag(1976)
have described as “deg” amaphora, which doesnot bear unpronouncedstructure, rathe than“sur
face armaptora, which doesso (pacethe authors’ “surface” anaphoric approachto sluicing). | will
leave that matteropen.Moreover the analysis to be defendedis much closer to the spirit, but not to
thetechmical implementatiois, of the non-structural approachesfavoredby Ginzburg & Sag(2001)
ard Culicover& Jangendoff (2005), and it may be takenasa possible extension to thatdefendedby
vanRiemsdijk’ s (1978).

4The presem analysis does not take into consideration (what | name as) “pragmaically con-
trolled” sLuICEs, sud aswhich roomin (i) (from Ginzburg& Sag2001, 298: (5b)), where thereis
no linguistic “antecedet” available,but only the micro-discourseenclosed in bradkets Neverthe-
less, there may be ways for one to acaount for (i) under the framework to be proposed

() [Millin g around on first day of conference, participartsignorart of location of talks go up to
harried organizer:]Hey, coud you tell uswhich room sowe can go in ard wait for thingsto
start?

Notealso thatfor structuralapproaces,suchastheonesconsideredabove, which define the syrtac-
tic andsenanticrepresetationof the sSLuUICE on the basis of an“antecedat” full-fledgedsenterce,
(i) does seemto raisenon-trivial questias, suchas: a) on whatsort of “semanticentailment’may
PFdeletiontakeplace? or, instead, b) whatsott of terminalsmay be LF-copied?

5SeeKotzogou (2005) for arecen discus$on of Greekislands.
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(4)a*[Pja Valkaniki glosa thelun  na proskvun
which Balkan  langiageAcc want-3PL PRT hire-3PL
[op kapjon [rRe pu na mila tun 1117
SOMeoneACC that PRT speaks3sG
“*Which Balkanlanguage do they wantto hire someone who speaks?”

b. Thelun na proskvun kapjon pu na mila
want-3PL PRT hire-3PL  someoneAcCC that PRT speaks3sG
mia Valkarki glosa aa dhen thimame pja.
a Balkan language-Acc but NEG rememberlsG which-Acc
“They wantto hire someonewho speaksa Bakan language,
but | don’t rememberwhich”

Second Merchant(2000, 2001) argues thatthesLuiCE which is associate@vith
atermredized in a P(repsitional) P(hrase)mustalso surface within a PR asin
(59 (from Merchant 2000,55: (36)). Neverthelessmy informants,15 Greekna-
tives spealers,as well asthe Greekpatticipant of both theworkshop*Optionality
of wh-movement' (ISTAL 2009)andthe Linguistics Conferencdor GraduateStu-
dents(NationalandK apodistrian University of Athens2009)have considered5a)
grammaticd, althoughall of themhave shavn a preferencefor the presaceof the
prepostion, judgingits absencealeviant, at best(cf., the queston-marked (5b)).6

(5) a. | Anna miluse [pp me kapjon]
the AnnanNom was-taking-3sG with someoneAcc
ala dhen ksero [pp *(Me) pjon].
but NEG know-1sSG with who-Acc
“Annawastalking with someonebut I don’t know with who.”

b. 2l Anna miluse [pp me kapjon]
the AnnaNom was-taking-3sG with someoneAcc
ala dhen ksero [pjon].
but NEG know-1SG who-AccC
“Annawastalking with someonebut | don’t know who’

Moreover, all the informans commented that the sLUICE must be redized asa
PP only if its correlateis an implicit PR as shown in (6), where the SLUICE
me pjon (with whom) corespond to the implied PP-objet of the predicae
miluse(was-#alking).’

(6) 1 Anna miluse aa dhen idha *(me) pjon.
the AnnaNom wastalking-3sG but NEG saw-1sG with who-Acc
“Annawastalking but | didn’t see *(wit h) who.

8] alsosharetheinformants intuiti ons.
"For adiscus$on of implicit correlatessee CLM (1995), to appear.
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Witnessfurther that (6) paternswith the congeneric English caseswherdyy, as
noted by Chung(2005) and exenplified in (7), the P by must be presat (from
Chungop.ct., 8: (19a))

(7) Joewasmurderecbut we dor't know *(by) who.

Third, thesLuiCcE mayoptionaly bepresent(putin parentheses the examgdes
to follow) if it as®ciateswith the wh-word /phrasethat introducesan enbedded
interrogatve (notatedas CP). The previous is true with either subged, object or
adverbialcorrdates® In particular, the SLUICE pjos (who), in (8a),comelaeswith
the wh-subject pjos (who), ti (what) with the wh-objectti (what) in (8b) andthe
adwerbial sLuICE pote (when (enclesedin curdy brackets)is associatedvith the
respectve wh-adwrbial in (8c).

(8) a.[l Eleni rotise [cp pjos efighe]]
the HelenNoM asked-3sG who-Nom left-3sG
ala dhen tis ipa (pjos).

but NEG herGeN tell-1sG who-Nowm
“Helen askedwho left, but | didn’t tell her(who).

b. [I Eleni rotise [cp pjo  vivlio na aghorai|]
the HelenNnoM aslked-3sG which book-Acc PRT buy-3sG
ala dhen mporuisa na tis po (pjo).

but NEG could-1sG PRT her-GEN tell-1sG which-Acc
“Helen asked which book to buy, but | couldnt tell her (which)?

c. [I Eleni rotise [cp pote travmatstike
the Helennom asled-3sG when was-injured-3sG
o Nikos]] ala dhentis ipa (pote).

the Nick-NOM but NEG her-GEN tell-1sG when
“Helen askedwhenNick wasinjured, but | didn’t tell her (when)?

To put the previoustogeher, Greek sluicing circunvents at least,RC islands
the SLUICE may not surfaceasaPP if itscorrelateisanexplicit PPandit is option-
ally presentif it correspondgo awh-word /phrasethatheadsanindired questia.

With the previous in mind, the next section puts forward an analysis for the
represatationunderconsderation.

3 Proposal

In a nutshell, the proposal relies on two premises Specifcally, the SLUICE en-
ters: a) alocal dependencyvith the relevant predicatethat selectsfor it andb) a
nonlocal dependencywith an extrasentental antecedentBoth (a) and(b) deter
mine the morpho-yntax and theinterpretatiorof the sLuiCE. Before the detailsof

8Although only pote (when) is exenplified, the sameis truewith all wh-advebs, i.e., pos(how),
pu (where) and jati (why).
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the analyss arelaid, let me clarify thefield. By extrasentenal antece@nt | mean
a linguistically expressedndefinite, which prgects within a sentenceother than
the one containing the SLUICE. The previous claim also impliesthat the present
account leavesasideboth “pragmaticallycontolled” sLuiCEs (cf., the discusson
revolving around (i), fn., 4) andimplicit correlates(cf., (7)), since the former are
notintroducedby ary sentencewhile thelatter are not linguistically expressed.

S0, in sedion 3.1, 1 defend(a), in 3.2,1 go over (b) and, in 3.3, | discussthe
interpretdion of the SLUICE.

3.1 Local dependency (a.k.a. selection)
Witnesg(9) which exemplifies thelocal dependency, underconsderaion.

(9) [cp [tp Soneoneleft]] and[cp [tp | [vp WoONder whol]]

To bemore precisg, first, the SLUICE whois directly selected by the predicae won-
der. Thedependenyg in questionis only possible with predicatedike wonder ask
or knowthatmay selkect for awh-consituent(see Ross1969;Merchant 2001). The
previous meanghattherelevantpredicate, eitherthroughitslexical semantics, such
aswonrder (cf., (9)) or ask(cf., (10a)) or in assocation with some otherlicensng
operdor, like knowplusnegation or quesion (cf., (10b)),selecs for the sLUICE.®

(10) a. | head that someondeft andl really want to ask you who.
b. Someore left but | don't know who. / Do you knowwho?

Second,selecion is satisfied andit is morpho-syntacticaly manifestedto the
extentthatthe sSLUICE is awh-item. For thatmatter | presentlyadqt arepresenta-
tion of the sLuiCce alongthe lines proposedy Tsai(1994) vis-a-visthe wh-items
in Englishtypelanguagesasexemplified in (11) (modified over Tsais, op.cit.,22:
(17)).

(11) hP

XP
[W@

X stardsfor eitherNoun (e.g.,who), Adverb(e.g, how)or Adjective (e.g, howtall)
andaccordingl XP for therelevantphrase WhP standsfor the maximal projection
of whatever category is projected. The selectionthatl am proposng is afunction of
the semanticandmorpho-syntact propertiesof the participans involved. Specif-
icaly, the relevant predicate s(emanically)-selecs for a Quesion (see Grimshaw
1979,1981) and the sLUICE syntactcally prgects[wh], whichis thenlicensedby
the predicate.

9SeeAdger & Quer (2001) for a recentdiscussion of the licensing of Selectedand Unselected
EmbeddedQuestiors, and Roussou(2010) for animplementatio on Greek.
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Third, the relevant predicae doesnot syntctically determinethe formal prop-
erties of the SLUICE, i.e., agreenentfeaturegperson,gender& number) andmor-
phological casenor its syntadic catgory. From the previous persgctive, the
SLUICES in (9) and (10a—b)are sekectedandlicensedn the sameway as indirect
wh-questbns are,wherethemorphosyntadic propertiesof thewh-itemare not de-
termined by the predicatethat selecs for the interrogatve clause.Theonly differ-
encewith sluicingis thatthe sLUICE is instantiatedin theform of a“wh-fragment”
(seevan Riemdglijk 1978). Note, however, thatby “fragment | do notimply that
the SLUICE is “anisolated or incompletepatt” (in thesenseof Stanton 2006,124),
sinceno structuralellipsisis presentlyassuned.

To sumup thusfar, thelocal dependency that is put forward consiss of a pred-
icate that selectsfor (eitheraspart of its lexical propertes or in assocation with
anoperatorthe sLuiCE. Thelatter, in turn, projects [wh] which is licensed by the
predicate.

The next sectionexamines the propertes of the aforemetioned nonlocal de-
pendeny.

3.2 Nonlocal dependency

In this section,| shav thatsluicing isananaphoic dependencythatholds between
anextrasententiahnteedentandthe sLUICE. | take thedependengin questionto
be definedin terms of Williams’(1997)GeneralPattern of AnaphoricDependence
(abbreviated as: GPAD). More precisey, the author arguesthat pronounsare li-
censedy their (extrasenéntial) antecedentander linear ordeiing, which conforms
to (12) (his (26), p. 588), where pro standsfor “pronoun”, antecfor “antecedent”
andsubord for “subordinatgclause)”.

(12) General Pattern of Anaphorc Dependence

a. [...pro...]subord [...antec...]subord
b. *[...pro... ] marix [...anEc...]matix
c. [...antec...]marix [...pro...]subord
d. [...antec...]suord [...pro...]matrix

In linewith (12), apronouncan belicensedonly if it linearlyfoll owsits antecedent
(cf., (12c—d)), or if it isin a subordnate clauseprecedingits antecedent(compare
(12a) with (12b)). Moreower, thecasan which thepronounprecedstheaniecedent
(i.e., (12a-Dh)) is dubbedasbakward dependece, while the onein which the an-

tecedentpreceds the pronoun (i.e., (12c—d)) is aninstanceof forward depemlence.

As anexanmple of the sortof datadiscussd by Williams, corsidera caseof back-
warddependenceviolation, givenin (22) (his (23b)), whichfalls under (12b).

(13) * [He won the rac]marix and[we welcomedhome JOHN ] matrix

Thepronounhe,which surfacesinside theleft conjunct, linearly precedegohnthat
appearsn theright conjunct. In line with Williams,Johnis capitalzedin orderto
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shaw that itsef is not anaphoricto any otherNP thathasalrealy been introducedn
the discourse.Badkward dependencthenrequires arelation of truesubordination,
which is not respectedn (13). Crucidly, if the pronounisin a subordinatelause
preceding the antecedenthis clause mustdependon the clausecontining the an-
tecedent asshovn by the ungrammaical (14), wherethere, by beingsubordinag to
conjuna 1, cannotdepend on its antece@nt that surfacesin corjunct 2 (his (25¢),
p. 588;1 usenumericsubscriptsto exemplify thedependeng).

(14) *[[If heis therg], John will try to visit Mary]conuna 1, and[Johnwil | proba-
bly bein NY g] conjunct2

With the previous asmuch,let me turn to the anaphoricdependency that! as-
sumeholdsin suicing betveenanantcedentandthe sLuICE. By way of illudra-
tion, consder (15), wherewho depend®n someaoe, but notvice versa.

(15) [cp [t [or Someoneg left]] and[cp [+p | wonder [pp Who]g]

The dependeng exemplified in (15) bearstwo requiremerg a) linearity (pettain-
ing to both forward and backward depemlena) andb) formal mathing (holding
betweerthe dependets).

Formal matching (i.e., (b)) entersthe discusson at the end. Here,| wantto
concentrateon the requirenment on precedenceand the dimensionof the depen-
dence(i.e., (d)). Consder (16) and (17), which are instances of forward depen-
dence. In (16) the ancedentkapjos (sameone)is in a matrix clause,preceding
pjos (who), which surfacesinsidea complement clause(CP), as il lustratel by the
relevantbracleting.

(16) [Kapjoss paretithike]narix ala epenenan
someoneNOM resigned3sGc  but indsted-3PL
[cp oti akoma dhen prepi ha mathis Pj0Ss] subord
that yet NEG must PRT learn-2sG who-NOMm
“Someore resignedut they ingstedthat you shouldn’t leam who, yet”

In (17),theantecedat mia Valkaniki glosa(a Balkan language pppeas in a subor-
dinate, relative clause(cf., RC), precedimy pja (who), which isin amatix clause.

(17) Thelun na proslavun kapjon [Re pu na mila
want-3PL PRT hire-3PL  SomeoneACC that PRT speals-3sG
mia Valkaniki glosa)sung  @la [dhen thimame Pjas] matix
a Balkan langiageAcc but NEG remenber-1sG which-Acc
“They wantto hire someoneavho spealks a Balkanlanguage,
but | don’t remembemvhich.

(16) and(17) show thatthe antecelentmay bein a matrix or a subordinateclause
aslong asit preedesthe SLUICE, in line with the GPAD conditions on forward
depemenc, i.e.,(12c)and(12d)respetively.
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Regarding backward dependencethe sLUICE may not precedets antecedent
if both appearin matrix clauses, asexemplified in the ungranmmaical (18), which
falls within (12b).

(18) * [Anarotieme pjoss]marix ke [kapjoss efigheharix
wonderdsc who-NOM and someonenNOM left-3sG
“*| wonderwho andsomeondeft.”

On the other hard, the sLUICE pjos (who), in the grammaticd (19), may sur
faceinside a subordinag clause, precedingkapjos(sonmeone),which is alsoin a
subordinateslause,in accodancewith (12a).

(19) [An ke dhen thimate PjOSs]suborg INE sighuri
if and NEG remember3sc who-NOM is-3sSG certain-NOMm
[oti kapos su til efoniselyborg

that someoneNnoM you-cL cdled-3sG
“Although she doesnt remembervho, she is certain that someonecalledyou.”

Moreover, it is notthe casethatthe sLUICE mayappeainside any subordnate
clausejf it precealesits antcedent Insteadthe clausecontainingthe sLuICE mug
besubordinateto theclause containingtheantecedengs shavnin (20), whichis on
aparwith (14), above. In particular, the SLUICE pu (wherg is subordinag to con
junct 1 (cf., the bradeting) andit cannotdepend on kapu stin Eladha(samewhere
in Greece) which surfacesnsideconjunct 2.

(20)* [[An ke dhen thimame pus  akrivoysubord
if and NEG rememberisGc where exacly
[0 Jans tha prospathisina milisi sta  pedh]]conpna 1
the Johnnom will try-3sG PRT talk-3sG to-the guysAcc
ke [pithanon na vriskete ja lighes meres
and probably PRT be-3sc for a-fev days
kapu stin Eladha&]conjunct2

somewhere to-the Greece
“*Although | don’'t remenber where exactly, John will try to talk to theguys
and hewill probally befor afew dayssomeavherein Greee.”

To put the previous together the SLUICE enters a norlocal dependeng with
an extrasentenal antecedentOne of the requiremens of the degendences linear
precedencepf thekind obseredwith ordinary pronouns andtheir antecelents'®

Let me next concentate on the secondrequrement of the dependecy men-
tionedabove; thatis, formal matching. The ideapursueds thatthe dependency is
evaluated after Spdl -Out, at the interpretve sysemsandrequires,perhapdor rea-
sonsof anaphoraesolution thatcettain morpho-g/ntacic informatian betweerthe

100r with VP-ellipsis, asdiscussedby Williams (1997).
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SLUICE and the antecelentmatch. | take matching to be expressedin termsof and
satsfied on the bass of the agreementeatureghencéorth: ¢-features)f the an-
tecedentandthe sLUICE. Focusng on theSLUICE, | suggestthatit is sekctedfrom
the lexicon carying avaluedset of ¢/D-featureqin the senseof Chomsky 1995),
whereapgicable. The requrementis that eat of thosefeatues must carry the
samevalue asthe correspondng onethatappear®n the antecedent For instance,
in (21), pji (which) matchesin person, gerder and nunmber with kagi fili (same
friends).

(21) Kapji fili tu irthan ala dhen ksero
some friends-3PL-MASC his-CL came3pPL but NEG know-1sG
pji.

which-3PL-MASC
“Some of his friendscame, but | don't know which”

Whetherthe ¢ /D-featuref thesLuiICE area (superfcial) reflex of thedependeng
estabishedor contribute further to senantics (which depend®n theway onemay
seetherelation betweersyntaxand morphology) is animportantquesion that is not
patticularto sluicing (seeHeim 2008 for a discusgon, though not from the point of
view of duicing). The abowe question toucheson muchbroaderissuescorncerning
bound-ariabkinterpretationdetweerantecedentandpronounsgxtrasentenally
congrued(cf., (22),from Roberts 1989,717).

(22) Eachdegree canddate; walkedto the stage .Hes took his diplomafrom the
Dean and returnedto hisg seat.

Thepronounhe (andhis) matchesin ¢-feaureswith its quantifcationalantecedent
eat degree candidate. It is reasmable to believe that the way one approacles
(22) maybeextendedto case like (21), probably with modificationsbecause(22)
involvesa pronoun (i.e., he)while (21) awh-pronoun(i.e., pji (who)).

To conclude linear precedenceandformal matching, expressedn terms of ¢-
features, is all thattheinterfacesydensrequre for thedepemleng to be evaluated.

However, thereare two more formal propertes of the sLUICE that must some-
how be expressedn morpho-syntaxthatis, morphologca caseandsyniadic cae-
gory. To start with case the minimalist consenssis that(abstact) casefeaturesare
always checled /\valuedon, say, aDP, by arelevantcase-assitng, funcionalhead,
suchas T or v (see Lasnk 2008 for anoverview). In the scqe of my discussion of
sluicing, | want to argue,instead, that the morpholaical case of the SLUICE beit
Nominative, Accusaive or Gentive is dependentnthatof its antecedentBy “de-
pendentl meanthatmorphological casemarking onthe sLuICE isaby-praduct of
the fact thatit matchesn ¢- (andD-) features with its antecedst. In otherwords, |
take caseto lexicalizethe D and¢-feauresof the sLuiCE, which matchthatof the
antecedentFor instanc, in (23), Nominative lexicdizesthe ¢- and D-featuresof
pjos (who), which, in turn, matchin valuethoseof theantedentapjos(sonmeore)
that carriesNominative (underagreenentwith T, which is not shavn here).
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(23) Kapjos efighe ala dhen idha pjos.
soneone-NoM  left-3sG but NEG saw-1SG who-NOM
“Someame left but | didn’t seewho?”

Moreover, sincetherelevantcasefeaureis notlocaly valuedby the predicae that
selectdor the sLUICE, thelattermay alsosurface with predicatesthat do not (usu-
ally) valuecase,suchasadjectival ones The previous haslong beenobsewved for
English sluicing, as exenplified in (24) (from Merchart 2001,46: (26b)), where
the sLUICE mergeswith the predcate clear that doesnot (usually) case-markts
comgements.

(24) One of theseapprachesis correctbut [it isn't clea which of them].

Morphological case marking of a term that depends on arother (non case-
assigning) term, with which the former matchesin ¢-features, is also obsevable
in the caseof primaryprediation in Greek ' For exanyple, theadectival prediate
eksipnogclever),in (25), carresNominative on a parwith the subgct o Janis (the
John)of the copularine (is).

(25) o Jans ine eksipna.
the JohnNOM-SG-MASC is clever-NOM-SG-MASC
“Johnis clever”

Whatever thearalysis of (25) is, it is clearthatthere is no caseassigne thatvalues,
in any currentminimalist sense,the Nominative of ekspnos(clever).

Finally, as regardstheissueof the syntactic cateyory, | suggesthatthe sLuUICE
is minimally repreentedin synta, where its synfadic category may someimes
patten with its lexicd one.By way of illustration, witnes (26), where the SLUICE
may be represerdd either as a PP (i.e., ja pjon (for which)) or, minimally, asan
Adv(emb)P(hrase)(i.e., jati (why)).

(26) O Jans efighe [pp Ja kapgon logho]

the JohnNoM left-3sG for some reason
ala dhen ksero [pp ja pjon] / [aave jati]
but NEG know-1sG for which why

“Johnleft for some rea®n but | don't know which / why.”

In the previous manney there is no oneto-one maiching betweenthe category of
the SLUICE andthat of its antece@nt, aslong as the dependeqy is interpretable
at the interfaces. In paticular, jati (why) is an AdvP, while its antcedentis a
PR which syntactically occupes an adjunct position. Futhemore, if the SLUICE
proectswith afunctionalhead,sud as P, this heal mustbethe sanme astheonethat
itsantecedentprojecs with. Thisisbecawsethe sLuICE mustmorphosyntadically
“not contradict” thegrammatical function of its artececérnt, which derivesfrom the

1This is alsotrue for secondary predication; see Spyropoulos(2005).

237



eventstructure of the propostion thatthe antecedentis integraedin. So,in (26),
the sLUICE dependsona PP, which is headé by the prepo#ion ja (for) andsenes
asthe modifier of the predicatesfighe (left). The prepostion thenthat the sLUICE
may merge with mustbeja (for). Thisis becaus¢he sLuUICE isassocatedwith and
picks up the sane referentasits antecedeniP.

Summing up, the dependengbetveenthe sLuICE andtheantece@nt, whichis
evaluated at the interpretive systemsyrequresthatthe participantsformally match.
Furthermorethe sLUICE is minimally represatedin syntax, sometimessurfaang
with its lexical categyory. Or it may projectin a phrase,which must coincidewith
the onethat its antecalent projectsin, while its caseis dependenton that of its
antecedent.

In the next section,| examinetheway LF interpretshe SLUICE.

3.3 Interpretation: ‘from less to more’

As thetitle of this sectionsuggeststhe goal for the preset approab to sluicing is
to derive the propostional reading of the SLUICE, underthe assimption thatthere
isnorelevantstructure available. In somewhatmoretechntd terms theissueboils
down to thequestonin (27):

(27) How doessyntaxandLF interact soasfor the sLUICE to yield the available
interpretation?

(27) is answeredas follows: the interrogative readingis a (hybrid) function of
a) the selectingpredicae and the sLUICE and b) the anaploric relation between
the sLUICE andits antecalent. This function provides all thenecessarinformation
atLF

To start with, supposethat, along familiar lines of reassonng defended by
Tsai (1994), among others,a Q(ueston)-opestor projeds as the specifierof the
wh-item,asschemadtally illustratedin (28). In the scopeof the presentliscussn,
the wh-itemis the SLUICE.

(28) QP

XP
Qg — —=X_

Asregardsgenerdly theinterpretatiorof (indirect)wh-questons, Karttunen(1977)
proposesthat a Q-operata, which is responsiblefor the interrogatve readingof
the clause, projects(usually at a desgnated C-heal) andrangesover a setof (true)
propositions (seealsoBerman1991). Within a similar vein of reasming, | sugges
that theQ-operatoin (28), whichis avail ableatLF andit is licenedby therelevant
predicatethat selectsfor the sLUICE, quartifies over the variable produced by the
SLUICE (adaptingKarttunens proposal).

Let me now examne the contentof the aforenentioned varnable. It haslong
beenproposedthat wh-words /phrasesre represated as (existential) indefinies,
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patteringin this respectvith some-indefirtesor (basic) nounphrasesntroducedby
the indefinitedeterminer some (see for detail s Chomsky 1964 ,Katz & Postall964,
Klima 1964, Reinhart1995, 2006, amongothers). Maintaining that wh-words/
phrasegatternwith suchindefinites | wantto suggest that the sLUICE yields a
freefunctionvarable f which contansanimplicit algumentz thatis anaphorcally
boundby an (quantficational) antecedent.More precisely consder (29a) repre-
serted asin (29%). Whidh is representeds a free function variable f that maps
the set“books”into a functon thatis definedfor just oneargument, the set of all
books,and picks that “book” from that set. Thatis, f returnsa memberof that
set. Furthermore, f confainsanimplicit algument x, representedsa subscripted
variable of f, whichis ableto receve a boundvariableinterpretatiort?

(29) a. Johnbought sorme bookandl wonderwhich book.
b. Johnbought sorme bookandl wonder(x, fx(book)).

Somebookanaphoricallybindstheimplicit argumentof f (i.e.,z) and this binding
engrresthat the memberthat f returnsnecessarilycorrespondsto “the book that
Johnbought”. Thefuncion variable will thenbe boundby therelevantQ-operdor,

as(informally) ill ustraedin (30). The questionderotesthe set of true propostions
P, eadt statingthatfor somefunction variable(fy), if =, whichis theimplicit argu-

ment of f, equalsto “some book bought by John”, thenP assertghat John bought
the booksekctedby f.

(30) Johnboughtsone book and | wonderfor which f,, x a book that John
bought,it is truethatJohn bought f(book).

Putit differently, LF “fills-in” the necessarynformation, whichis provided by the
available output, withoutthe needto structurally recover any partof the previous
clause.

To sumup, the relevant predicatewith the SLUICE yield aninterrogatve inter-
pretation. The sLuICE, which paterns with some-indefiries, containsanimplicit
argument x that is anaphoricallybound by its anecalent This anaphoriaelation
is enoughfor LF to identify the propositbnal cortentof the SLUICE, yielding the
effect of “ellipsis”.

Next, | illustratehow the datadiscusedin section2 provide empiricalsupport
to the presentapproachto sluicing.

4 Predictions

Beforediscussingsomeenmirical predictons, let me revisit one of the argumens
that have beenproposedagaing a non-structural approachto sluicing of the kind
presenty defended.

12The proposal assimes a “choice functions” framework along the lines of Reinrart (1995),
(2006) and its refinerrert in the scope of someindefinites by Kratzer (1998); due to space limi-
tations, the detailsof both arepresentlyleft aside
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In particular, it is usuallyargued (see2 Ross1969, Merchant2001)thatwonder
may not selectfor anon-clausatomplementwithoutthe mediation of aprepostion

(cf., (314)), asopposedo ask(cf., (31b))or know(cf., (31c)) (the samre holds for
Greek)

(31) a. I'm wondering*(about)thetime.
b. | askedthetime.
c. | don't know thetime.

The agument, then, is that, in sluicing, wondermay not directly sekead for a non-
clausalcomplement,i.e.,the SLUICE.

| wantto empirically wealen the previous agument by shaving thatthe con-
geneic Gregk predicaeé anarotieme (wonder), which shares similar selectional
properties with its English counterpart, may sekd for a non-clausal complement
asillustratedin (32), wherethe relevant predicate,in the right conjunct, takes the
DP to idhio praghma(the samething) asits complement®?

(32) [O Jans anarotiogn [cp pja itan i lisi
the JohnNomM was-wondering3sG which was the solution
tu provliimatos]] ke [i Maria anapotiotan

to-the problem-GEN and the Mary-NOM was-wondering3sG
[pp to idhio pragmal]
the sane thing-Acc
“Johnwaswonderingwhatthe solution to the problem wasandMary was
wonderirg the same thing”

It appeas that anamtieme (wonder)may selectfor a non-clausalconmplement, if
that complementis anaphoricallynterpretedvith respecto an interrogative clause;
that is, theembeddedPin (32). The previousis asimilar, but notidentcal, caseo
sluicing, in thatwonder sekcts for the (non-clausaljnterrogative) sLUICE, which
isanaphoricallyinterpreted andit corresppndsto afull clause.

Let me now corcentrateon the datain section2, examining in turn: @ RC
islands b) optionally presat P-sLUICES andc) optionally presentsLUICES. Re-
gading RCislands, the presentnalysis predictsthatin the absenceof any relevant
structurethere is no island asin (33) (where | repeatthe Englishcongenericases
from (4)). Thus(33a)is not comparableto (33b).

(33) a*[cp Which Balkanlanguagedo [1p theywantto hire [pp SOMEONE[RC
who speakd,]]]] ?

b. They wantto hire someonewho speaksa Balkanlanguagebut [cp |
don’t remanber[pp which (Balkanlanguage)]].

13SeeNathan (2006), 42: (23) & (24) for similar examgesin English, although capturedundera
different reasoing.
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Which is directly seleced by remembey (underthe facilitation of the negatve op-
erator) and it is dependenbn the antecalenta Balkan language, both matchingin
¢-ID-featuesandcasemorphology. The sLUICE, whichis bound by thea Balkan
language in the manrer desribed in section3.3, yields the relevant propostional
reading.

With respectto optionally presentP-SLUICES, consideragain (5b), repeatedss
(34).

(34)?1 Anna miluse [pp me [pp kapjor
the AnnaNom was-taking-3sG with someoneacc
ala dhen ksero [pjon].
but NEG know-1SG who-AccC
“Annawastalki ng with someonebut | don’t know who?

Underthe presentine of reasoningthedependeng betweerthesLuICE andits an-
tecedentmakesuse of themod minimal (morpho-syntactic andsemantt) resources
necessar for the succesfu interpretaion of the anaphoricrelationshp.* For in-
stance,the DP pjon (who) in (34) does not needto project with a P, sincethere
isanovertanteedentDP (i.e., kapjon (someore)) on which the SLUICE depends.
Interestingly, Nykiel & Sag(2010), alsofavoring a non-stuctural view of sluic-
ing, have conducedanumberof experimentsusing Polishstimuli, which shawv that
prepostion omissionin sluicing “exhibits signs of gradientlinguistic knowledge.
Prepostion omisson depend®n the easewith which a SLUICE’s correlatemay be
recovered from the precedingantcedent Cetainly, suchtests suggesthatcases
like (34) have to do with broaderparsingissuesinvolving anaphoricdependeacies.
That parsingis patticularly relevant seens to be confirmedby the factthat Greek
native speskershave shaovn a preferencefor the useof the prepositon me (with) in
(34), while no one hasconsdereditsabsence&ingramnatical. In thatsenseit isalso
reasonabldo expectthatlangua@-spedfic propertes maydeermine “how much”
morpho-g/ntactic /semantic informaton is requied for successul representgtions
of the form (34). In Greek(and Polish; or Brazilian PortuguesgseeAlmeida &
Yoshida 2007)) (34) is grammatical, underthe absewe of P, becaisethis muchin-
formationis requiredby Greekgrammar for the dependengto be interpreted But
equivalens of (34) mayor maynotbe permttedin othergrammars.

Finally, considercaseswhere the sLUICE is optionally present.Onesuch case,
namely(8a)repeatel as (35), sufiicesto illugratetheargument.

l4perhapsa differert wording may appea to be moreaccuate. In particular it may prove to be
correctthatthe more complex the artecadert is, thelesscomplex the sLuICE may needbe andvice
versa(seeNykiel & Sag2010). | leavethis to futureresach.
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(35)[I Eleni rotise [cp pios efighe]]
the Helennom asled-3sG who-NOoM left-3sG
ala dhen tis ipa (pjos).
but NEG herGEN tell-1SG who-NOMm
“Helen askedwholeft, but | didn't tell her(who).

| suggestthat if the compkementof the relevant predicaé canbe exhaistively re-
covered at LF by the senantic type of the anteceent the sLUICE may literally
beabent. In particular, the complementof ipa (tell) in (35),1.e.,thepjos (who), is
anaplorically identfied by theantecedentDP pjos(who),whichisof theform [wh].
(35) is corsequeny contrased with normalcase of sluicing, where the SLUICE
canrot beab®nt becaus¢he antecedat is not of theform DP[wh] (cf., (36)).

(36) Kapjos efighe ala dhen idha *(pjos).
sonmeoneNoM left-3sG but NEG saw-1SG who-NOM
“Someore left but | didn’t seewho?”

Moreover, the relevant predicae mug typically allow for its complemerd to be
abent. Thus, (37a)is ungranmatical, contray to (35), becauseanakalipsi (dis-
cover) doesnot permit null complements,athough it selectsor wh-interrogatves
(cf., (37h)).

(37) a.*O asinomos Sainis dhjatahhike na vri
the inspector GadgetNom wasordeed-3sG PRT find-out-3sG
pjos dholofonise ton  James Bond

who-NoM murdered3sc JamesBond

ala dhen mporug na anakalpsi.

but NEG could-3sG PRT discover-3sG

“*Ins pector Gadget wasorderedo find outwho murdered
JameBond, but he couldn’t discover”

b. O astnomos Sainis dhen mporug na
the inspector GadgetNOM NEG could-3sG PRT
anakaipsi pjos dholofonise  ton  JamesBond

discover-3sG who-Nom murderel-3sG James Bond
“*Ins pector Gadget couldn’t discorer who murdered JamesBond.”

To sum up, it is independenthattestedin grammar that the predicaés that se-
lect for sLUICES aregenerdly able to selectfor non-clausatomplements. Also,
sluicingis not comparale to illicit casesof wh-extractionout of islands What is
more, instancesof preposition omission are regulated by generalaws of anaphora
resolutionthatimposecettain morpho-syrtacticrequirenentson the paticipantsof
the dependeng Finally, the sLUICE may literally be absent(assunng thattherel-
evantpredicatepemits null complements),if it is exhaustvely recoverableby the
semant type of its antecalent: aninterrogatve wh-item
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5 Conclusion

The presentpaper dealt with (Greek) sluicing. After presating some unnoticed
data,l proposedhat the wh-item (termedas sLUICE) is void of additional struc-

ture. In termsof syntax, the SLUICE projectsa Q-operatomasits specifier, whichis
licened by a predicatethat may selectfor ordinary indirect wh-questions. The
SLUICE anaphoricallydependson an (extrasentenél) antece@nt with which it

matchesin ¢/D-featureswhil e its morphological case andsyntadic category are
regulatedby the dependeng As regardsinterpretationthe Q-operatorwhich is

available at LF, rangesover the variabke producedby the sLuICE, which is bound
by theantecalent. Dueto thisanaphoriaelation, LF recoversthe“missing” propo-
sitional interpretationof the sLUICE, albeitthe absenceof the relevant structure.
Finally, the empirical dataconsdered, providedfurther supportto the presat anal-
ysis.
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