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Syntactic Identity in Ellipsis, and Deviations Therefrom
The case of copular sources in sluicing
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Abstract In much recent literature, it is proposed that sluicing may not always hide
a regular embedded question, but instead, a copular Wh-question (often a cleft). Such
claims raise questions about the degree to which identity conditions on ellipsis are sen-
sitive to syntax. This paper reviews the literature on non-isomorphic sluices, presents
new evidence for such cases, and concludes that identity conditions in sluicing must,
at least, be blind to syntactic differences between copular Wh-questions and their non-
copular antecedents. An important challenge to such a view comes from case-matching
effects in sluicing (Ross 1969). Copular Wh-arguments in sluices, in many languages
and contexts, differ in case from their antecedent correlates. Given case-matching, we
expect such sluices to be unacceptable. I show that an empirically motivated char-
acterization of case-matching is compatible with a view that allows (non-isomorphic)
sluiced copular clauses. In short, abstract Case is irrelevant in sluicing, and instead,
morphological case is what matters. In languages that mark case on remnants, case
must match with the correlate (e.g., German, Russian, Greek), but in languages that
do not (e.g. Brazilian Portuguese, English, Spanish), abstract Case need not match.
One consequence, is that ellipsis of copular clauses is available in many instances,
and not others, with cross-linguistic consequences about when and where we expect
non-isomorphic copular sluices to be available.

Keywords sluicing · copula · isomorphism · case · ellipsis

1 Introduction

In this paper, we focus on evidence for syntactic mismatches between elided structures
and their antecedents, paying particular attention to sluicing constructions, where an
entire constituent question goes missing, save for one or more Wh-phrases, as in (1). In
(1b), we see a standard analysis for the elided structure underlying (1a) (strike-through
represents elided structure):

(1) a. Jack saw someone, I wonder who.
b. Jack saw someone, I wonder [CP whoi [C′ C0

[+WH] [TP Jack saw ti ]]].
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Some important terminology (following Merchant 2001 et. seq.): in sluicing, the “sluice”
is the interrogative CP containing ellipsis, the Wh-phrase that survives ellipsis is called
the sluicing remnant, and remnants in sluices typically correspond to some (typically
indefinite) XP in the antecedent, called the remnant’s correlate. In (1), the correlate
for the remnant who is someone.

The claims I defend here are (a) examples like (1a) are structurally ambiguous
between the proffered parse in (1b), and that in (2) (at least, in languages like English),
and (b) whatever identity (ID) condition is active in constraining the space of ellidable
structure in sluices is insensitive to the structural differences between sluiced copular
clauses (henceforth SCCs) and their non-copular antecedents.

(2) Jack saw someone, I wonder [CP whoi [C′ C0
[+WH] [TP it was ti ]]]

An important challenge to this hypothesis comes from case-matching effects, first
noted in Ross 1969. Ross 1969 notes that sluicing remnants must match in case with
their correlates. This is detectible in languages that overtly mark case. Consider Rus-
sian, for instance. The verb podaril, ‘gave,’ assigns dative to someone, and the remnant
must bear the same case.

(3) Ivan
Ivan

podaril
gave

komu-to
someone.dat

podarok,
present,

no
but

ja
I

ne
not

znaju
know

{komu/*kto
{who.dat/*who.nom

}.
}

‘Ivan gave someone a present, but I don’t know who.’
[Grebenyova 2007, example (4), pg. 52]

This is what is expected under a syntactic ID condition that requires the sluice to be
a Wh-question version of the antecedent, as in (4):

(4) . . . no
. . . but

ja
I

ne
not

znaju
know

komui
who.dati

Ivan podaril ti podarok.
Ivan gave ti present

‘. . . but I don’t know who Ivan gave a present to.’

Positing an SCC in (3) would incorrectly predict that the remnant should bear nomi-
native, since Russian copular clauses assign nominative to their arguments:

(5) . . . no
. . . but

ja
I

ne
not

znaju
know

{kto
{who.nom

/
/
*komu}
*who.dat}

eto
it

byl.
was

‘. . . but I don’t know who it was.’
[Grebenyova 2007, example (7), pg. 53]

Merchant 2001 notes the crosslinguistic robustness of this pattern, and gives the fol-
lowing generalization (here called the “Case Matching Generalization” or “CMG” for
short):

(6) Form Identity Generalization I; Case-matching [CMG - author]
The sluiced wh-phrase [remnant -author] must bear the case that its correlate
bears.
[Merchant 2001, (20), pg. 91]

Importantly, the CMG is standardly taken to follow from a syntactic ID condition. If
the remnant and correlate share syntactic contexts (as in (4)), we expect them to have
the same case morphology (call this the derivational view of the CMG).
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We will see much evidence in support of a different view of the CMG (the non-
derivational view), building on various empirical observations in Jeroen van Craenen-
broeck’s work (University of Leuven) about the distribution of SCCs (Specific references
to this body of work in what follows). In languages that do not mark case on remnants,
abstract Case mismatches are readily available in sluicing (see Thoms 2015 who inde-
pendently arrives at the same conclusion). Such a state of affairs is mysterious under
the derivational view of the CMG. If syntactic ID assumptions were on the right track,
then (lower-case) case mismatches should be detectible in sluices, contrary to fact. One
result of abandoning the derivational view of the CMG is that the CMG no longer
poses an empirical challenge to hypotheses that appeal to SCCs in various instances.

The languages in which SCCs have been appealed to are precisely languages that
do not mark morphological case on remnants and correlates. In short, I concede that
in sluices like those in (3) in Russian, no copular source is available, and, furthermore,
that in sluices like those in (1a) in English, copular sources are, indeed, available. We
will review evidence from van Craenenbroeck 2008, 2009, 2010 in support of this view,
and see new evidence in support from other under-explored domains that shed light
on the issue.

One result of these claims is that the CMG is necessarily divorced in an important
way from the ID condition on ellipsis, insofar as the ID condition is concerned with
the content of the elided material. In sluicing, remnants are outside the ellipsis site
(henceforth E-site for short), so that we may see the CMG as an independent con-
straint on 〈remnant,correlate〉 pairs, concerned only with overt case morphology on
〈remnant,correlate〉 pairs.

As such, the CMG is not derivable from a syntactic ID condition, as is standardly
assumed. Instead, there is evidence that the CMG is an independent constraint con-
cerned only with overt case, so that it is essentially inactive in languages with rampant
case syncretism, such as English, Spanish, Brazilian Portuguese, among others, though
active in languages like Russian and German. We will carefully consider evidence in
support of this conclusion in what follows.

Given such claims, and factoring out the CMG along the lines sketched above,
I conclude that the ID conditions on ellipsis are blind to whatever syntactic differ-
ences obtain between copular and non-copular clauses. In short, I assume that SCCs,
non-syntactically-isomorphic to their antecedents, count as identical for the purposes
of ellipsis licensing (modulo the CMG). Let us assume the CMG, once again, only
concerned with surface-detectible case mismatches between correlates and remnants, is
active in all languages. Morphological facts about remnants and correlates, then, in any
given language, will tell us whether we expect the CMG to be relevant in diagnosing
the nature of the silent structure.

In section 2, I review existing evidence in the literature for SCCs, and provide
new evidence and argumentation in support in the same vein. In section 3, I tackle
the challenges the CMG poses to the view where SCCs may underlie some sluices,
providing a new formulation of the CMG that is empirically motivated, and consistent
with existing proposals, before concluding in section 4.
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2 The Evidence for SCCs

2.1 Adjectival Sluices and Predicational SCCs

2.1.1 Island repair and SCCs

An important domain in which SCCs have been appealed to concerns “island repair”
phenomena in sluicing. Ross 1969 first noted that sluicing seems to fix island vio-
lations. To illustrate, consider the sluice in (7), below. Under the assumption that
sluiced clauses must be syntactically identical to their antecedents (indeed, this was
Ross’s 1969 assumption), it would appear that the sluice in (7) involves Wh-movement
violating a relative clause island (a complex noun phrase constraint (CNPC) violation,
following Ross 1967). The sluiced version is acceptable, but, as usual, the “pre-sluice,”
(adopting the terminology in Dayal and Schwarzschild 2010 for an overt version of the
putatively elided structure) is not. It would appear, under the assumption that the
sluiced structure must be syntactically identical to its antecedent, then, that sluicing
can “repair” island violations.

(7) They want to hire someone who speaks a Balkan language, but I don’t remember
which (*they want to hire someone who speaks).
[Merchant 1999, examples (4a-4b), pg. 5]

This apparent repair effect under deletion poses a puzzle for the view where sluices
simply involve regular Wh-movement followed by phonetic/phonological deletion of
the elided structure under strict syntactic identity. We would expect constraints on
movement to be just as relevant in ellipsis constructions as in non-elliptical/overt al-
ternants. The ellipsis facts in this regard have been widely taken as a pointer to the
nature of islands. Following, in particular, Merchant 2001, islands are a Phonetic Form
(PF) phenomenon. Ellipsis, involving phonetic deletion, essentially “hides” island vi-
olations in the syntactic derivation from the PF interface, allowing the derivation to
converge (Merchant 2001, Lasnik 2001, Fox and Lasnik 2003, and many others follow-
ing).1

Other authors have suggested an alternative view. If we abandon the assump-
tion that sluices necessarily delete syntactically identical material, non-island-violating
parses for E-sites become available (Erteschik-Shir 1977, Merchant 2001, Fukaya 2007,
van Craenenbroeck 2008, 2009, 2010, 2012, Barros 2012, Barros et al. 2013, 2014, among
others). To illustrate, for examples like (7), the sluiced structure is instead, as indicated
in (8):

(8) They hired a guy who speaks a Balkan language, but I don’t remember which
Balkan language (he speaks).

Similar claims have been made for adjectival sluices such as those in (9):

(9) She married a tall man, but I don’t know how tall.

1 Others have taken repair effects such as this as an indication that there is no regular Wh-
movement in sluicing (Chung et al. 1995, Ginzburg and Sag 2000, Barker 2013 a.o.), a view we
will not explore in depth here (see, in particular, Merchant 2001 for extensive argumentation
that Wh-movement under ellipsis is indeed “regular”).
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Merchant 2001 analyzes such sluices as involving a Left Branch Condition (LBC) vio-
lation (Ross 1967), as shown in (10):2

(10) . . . but I don’t know how talli she married a ti man.

Following Barros et al. 2013, 2014, an alternative, non-island violating parse for the
E-site is available for sluices like (9):

(11) . . . but I don’t know how talli he is ti.
(where he in the E-site = the man she married)

Such analyses essentially explain the appearance of island repair (without actual island
repair under deletion) by appeal to SCCs like that in (11). In what follows, I review
recent morphosyntactic and interpretive evidence in the literature in favor of sources
like (11) for sluices like those in (9).

2.1.2 Morphosyntactic evidence

Elliott 2013 notes that in Hungarian, predicative adjectives agree with subjects in
number (12b), but attributive adjectives do not agree in number with the nominal they
modify (12a).3 In adjectival sluices, remnants agree in number with their correlates, in
support of a predicational analysis of adjectival sluices, as in (12c).

(12) a. John
John

ismer
knows

néhány
some

magas(*ak)
tall(.PL)

lányt.
girls

‘John knows some tall girls.’
b. A

The
lányok
girls

magasak.
tall.PL

‘The girls are tall.’
c. John

John
ismer
knows

néhány
some

magas
tall

lányt,
girls,

de
but

nem
not

tudom
know.I

milyem
how

{
{
magasak
tall.PL

/
/

*magas
*tall

}.
}

‘John knows some tall girls, but I don’t know how tall.’
[Elliott 2013, examples (24-25), pg. 7]

In German, Barros et al. 2013, 2014 report that attributive adjectives agree in
case with the nominal they modify (13b), but predicative adjectives do not (13a). In

2 Merchant 2001 notes that we cannot analyze adjectival sluices as stemming from an ellip-
tical variant of (i) below, where the pied piped DP a man is elided:

(i) a. She married a tall man, but I don’t know how tall a man she married.
b. She married a tall man, but I don’t know how tall a man she married.

Such an analysis involves two independent applications of ellipsis: one to the sluiced TP, and
one to the pied piped DP. This latter ellipsis process is otherwise unavailable in English, casting
doubt on such an analysis:

(ii) * She married a tall man, but I don’t know how tall *(a man) she married.

3 Elliott 2013 cites a personal communication with Zoltan Galsi, a native speaker of Hun-
garian (University of Edinburgh), as the source of this data.
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sluicing, we see the predicative pattern, in support of a predicational SCC analysis for
the sluiced structure (13c).4

(13) a. Der
The

Mann
man

ist
is

groß.
tall

‘The man is tall.’
b. Lena

Lena
hat
has

einen
a

groß*(en)
tall*(.ACC)

Mann
man

geheiratet.
married

‘Lena married a tall man.’
c. Lena

Lena
hat
has

einen
a

großen
tall.ACC

Mann
man

geheiratet,
married,

aber
but

ich
I

weiß nicht
know not

wie
how

groß(*en).
tall(*.ACC)
‘Lena married a tall man, but I don’t know how tall.’
[Barros et al. 2014, examples (70-71), (74), pg 16]

Merchant 2001 discusses adjectival sluicing facts in Dutch, where, once again, ad-
jectival sluices show an agreement pattern consistent with an SCC source (14a) as
opposed to what would be expected from a repaired left branch violation. Predicative
adjectives resist gender agreement with the subject, as in (14a), whereas attributive
adjectives appear in the agreeing form (see the antecedent in (14b)). In sluicing, the
predicative pattern surfaces on the remnant, which is unexpected if the remnant is
truly exceptionally extracted from a left branch (14b).

(14) a. De
The

man
man

is
is

lang(*e).
tall(.AGR)

‘The man is tall.’
b. Zij

They
hebben
have

een
a

lange
tall-AGR

man
man

aangesteld,
hired

maar
but

ik
I

weet
know

niet
not

hoe
how

lang(*e).
tall(*.AGR)
‘They have hired a tall man, but I don’t know how tall.’
[Merchant 2001, examples (26) and (27), pgs. 171-172]

Merchant (2001) resists the conclusion that adjectival sluices stem from predica-
tional sources in Dutch, offering (15) as the relevant candidate, arguing that it is not
clear how such clauses would satisfy his focus-semantic condition on ellipsis, given a
non-copular antecedent.

(15) Hoe
How

lang
tall

is
is

de
the

man
man

(die
who

zij
they

hebben
have

aangesteld)?
hired

‘How tall is the man who they hired?’
[Merchant 2001, example (28), pg. 172]

4 Merchant 2001 actually reports different judgements for the German paradigm given above,
where attributive adjectival sluices are reported as degraded in general (Merchant 2001, pg.
173, example (30)). I have no account of the interspeaker variation in this regard, though
the preference for lack of case agreement on remnants in some speakers is consistent with
an SCC analysis (at least for those speakers). Barros et al. 2014 attribute (p.c.) the German
judgements in (13) to Timo Klein. I leave an investigation of the grammars of speakers who
reject adjectival sluices more generally in German for future work.
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The source of the trouble, according to Merchant 2001, is the contribution of the defi-
nite in (15), which, being absent in the antecedent (14b), interrupts his proposed focus
condition on deletion. Merchant’s 2001 theory requires mutual entailment between
focus-theoretic meanings associated with the antecedent XP and the elided XP (see
Merchant 2001, chapter 1, for details). To account for the pattern, Merchant 2001 pro-
poses, instead, that ellipsis somehow bleeds agreement between the adjectival remnant
and its nominal, and we do, in fact, have an ameliorated LBC violation.

I find this conclusion to be premature. First, because the nature of the ID condition
was at issue in Merchant 2001, and data such as that in (14) supports the opposite
conclusion on empirical morphosyntactic grounds. As Merchant (2001) points out, the
morphology on the remnant is unexpected under a left-branch extraction analysis. The
nature of the ID condition on ellipsis remains mysterious to this day, so that making
conclusions about which structures may or may not be elided given an antecedent on
the basis of an ID condition seems unwarranted at this juncture (see the recent survey
in Lipták 2015 and references for discussion of this point and review of a variety of
proposed ID conditions in the literature). Given this much, it is also worth noting that
Barros 2014 provides a novel and independently motivated semantic ID condition, and
illustrates that predicational SCCs are straightforwardly predicted to be available in
adjectival sluices under his theory (see Barros 2014, section 3.3.2.2., pgs. 87-90).

There is indirect evidence from elliptical fragments in support of the availability of
SCCs in clausal ellipsis more generally. Fragments are non-sententials that nonetheless
receive sentential interpretations, and have been analyzed as being derived in the same
manner, and subject to the same ID condition(s) as sluices. Merchant’s 2004 influential
account assumes fragments, like sluices, are derived via A′-movement of the fragment
to the left periphery followed by TP ellipsis. Ott and de Vries 2015 analyze Germanic
right-dislocation constructions as involving the juxtaposition of two clauses. The ap-
parent right-dislocated XP is, under their analysis, actually a clausal ellipsis remnant
(a fragment in Merchant’s 2004 sense).

In (16), the alleged clausal ellipsis remnant is referential, and must be in the ac-
cusative case, matching its correlate’s case in the antecedent. This is expected under
standard assumptions about ellipsis and remnant/correlate case matching.

(16) Ich
I

habe
have

einen
a.ACC

Star
star

getroffen:
met

den
the.ACC

John
John

Travolta
Travolta

habe ich ti getroffen.
have I ti met

‘I have met a star: (I have met) John Travolta.’
[Ott and de Vries 2015, example (19), pg. 9]

Relevantly, predicative remnants are also possible. In these cases, case on the remnant is
obligatorily nominative (17). Ott and de Vries 2015 analyze these cases as involving the
ellipsis of a predicational SCC, since this would account for the right case morphology
on the remnant (18).

(17) Ich
I

habe
have

den
the.ACC

John
John

Travolta
Travolta

getroffen,
met

Ein
a.NOM

Berühmter
famous.NOM

Star!
star

‘I have met John Travolta, a famous star!’
[Ott and de Vries 2015, example (115), pg. 42]

(18) Er
he

ist
is

ein
a.NOM

berümter
famous.NOM

Star.
star

‘He is a famous star.’
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[Ott and de Vries 2015, example (116), pg. 42]

To summarize, the above discussion focuses on morphosyntactic evidence for the
availability of SCCs in adjectival sluices. In the following section we shift gears and
discuss interpretive evidence in support of the SCC hypothesis.

2.1.3 Interpretive evidence

Elliott 2013, Barros et al. 2013, 2014 discuss a class of gradable adjectives that acquire
an idiomatic meaning as attributive modifiers. These are adjectives like old, in old
friend, for instance, which does not convey information about the friend’s age, but
rather information about how long the friendship has persisted (19c). In (19d), we
see that this reading is unavailable when old is used predicatively (only the “elderly”
interpretation is available). Similarly (19a) predicates likely alcoholism of the subject,
whereas when heavy is used predicatively, it predicates of the subject something about
his weight. Likewise, the diligent sense of hard in hard worker is only available when
hard is used attributively (19e), (19f).5

(19) a. He is a heavy drinker.
b. # The drinker is heavy.
c. He is an old friend.
d. #My friend is old.
e. He is a hard worker.
f. # That worker is hard.

Interestingly, the idiomatic interpretation is, at best, degraded in adjectival sluices
involving such adjectives.6

(20) a. ?? She married a heavy drinker. I wonder how heavy.
b. ?? She married an old friend. I wonder how old.
c. * She fired a hard worker. I wonder how hard.

This is what we would expect if neither a predicational SCC nor an LBC violating
structure are available in such cases. In (21a), we see what the putative pre-sluice
would be for (20a). Here, there is a clear interpretive difference between the antecedent
and embedded question; the antecedent mentions nothing about weight, whereas the
embedded predicational question is about weight. This is sufficient to rule out sluicing
on the basis of lack of semantic parallelism under various ID conditions on the market
(e.g., Sag 1976, Merchant 2001, Anderbois 2011, Barros 2014, Thoms 2015, among
others). As expected, if we change the antecedent so that it lacks the idiomatic reading,
sluicing becomes fine (21b).

5 # in the examples indicates the unavailability of the idiomatic reading.
6 This data has been tested informally amongst colleagues. While there is broad agreement

on the unacceptability of (20c), there does seem to be some interspeaker variation regarding the
status of (20a) and (20b). The disagreement amongst consultants, however, is in the expected
direction, with disagreement over severity of unacceptability. One potential explanation, which
I leave exploring in detail aside here, concerns the observation that other imaginable copular
paraphrases of the E-site are available with remnant adjectives like heavy and old. In (20a),
for instance, the pre-sluice might be how heavy his drinking is, and likewise for (20b), how old
their friendship is. On the other hand, no such alternative seems to be available with hard:
*how hard his working is.
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(21) a. She married a heavy drinker, I wonder how heavy *(he is).
“She married an alcoholic, I wonder how much he weighs.”

b. The drinker she married is heavy, I wonder how heavy (he is).
“The drinker she married weighs a lot, I wonder how much he weighs.”

The same reasoning goes for (20b-20c), as in each case the idiomatic meaning in the
antecedent would be missing in the sluice. If anti-repair proponents are correct, we do
not expect a left branch violation to be available in such cases either.

Interestingly, in Czech, unlike English, the LBC appears to be inactive in non-
elliptical degree questions (22a). We would expect adjectival sluices like those in (20a-
20c) to be acceptable in Czech, preserving the idiomatic reading. This prediction is
borne out.7 In (22a), we have a degree question where DegP has been extracted from a
left branch, modifying přítele, friend. The same idiomatic reading as English is available
here, where (22a) asks about the length of the friendship, and not the friend’s age. In
(22b) we have a Czech sluice counterpart to (20b), fully acceptable in Czech with the
relevant idiomatic meaning.8

(22) a. Jak
How

starého
old.ACC

Marie
Mary.NOM

včera
yesterday

potkala
met

přítele?
friend

‘How old a friend did Mary meet yesterday?’
b. Marie

Mary.NOM
včera
yesterday

potkala
met

starého
old.ACC

přítele,
friend.ACC,

ale
but

nepamatuji
not-remember

si
REFL.CL

jak
how

starého.
old.ACC

‘Mary met an old friend yesterday, I don’t remember how old a friend.’
[Barros et al. 2014, examples (55-58), pg. 14]

In (23a-23), we have further evidence for a non-SCC source for Czech adjectival
sluices from case agreement on attributive adjectives vs. predicative adjectives. As we
see in (22b), the case on the remnant is consistent with a left branch extraction from
a source like that in (23b).9

(23) a. Marie
Mary

včera
yesterday

potkala
met

starého
old.ACC

přítele.
friend.ACC

‘Yesterday, Mary met an old friend.’

7 Judgements attributed to Jiri Kaspar (UCL) (via Patrick Elliott, p.c.), and Věra Dvořák
(Rutgers).

8 Patrick Elliott (p.c.) informs me that Serbo-Croatian, another language where the LBC
appears to be inactive, behaves differently from Czech in this regard, with the idiomatic reading
not surviving under left branch extraction.

9 A relevant question is whether a nominative/accusative mismatch is available in sluices
like (22b). The accusative pattern we see in (22b) implies an isomorphic source with a left
branch extraction. Given (23b), we would expect nominative to imply a predicational source.
One could imagine that in Czech, both the SCC (with a nominative remnant) and isomorphic
strategies (with an accusative remnant as in (22b) are available. Věra Dvořák (p.c.) informs
me that accusative agreement is obligatory in (22b), raising the question of why it is that
an SCC with nominative agreement on the remnant is impossible (and hence, why an SCC
source for a sluice in (22b) is impossible). A simple explanation is that nominative case entails
an elided predicational SCC, and predicative DegPs (unlike attributive) lack the idiomatic
reading. In tandem with the fact that, at least in Czech, the correlate starého přítele (old
friend) unambiguously denotes the idiomatic reading, we can rule out an SCC in Czech (22b)
on the same grounds as we ruled them out in (20) in English (a violation of the semantic
component of the ID condition).
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b. Mari-in
Mary-POSS.NOM

přítele
friend.NOM

je
is

starý.
old.NOM

‘Mary’s friend is old.’
[Barros et al. 2014, examples (55-58), pg. 14]

Additional evidence comes from Spanish. Spanish is especially useful to examine
because the availability of the idiomatic interpretation in attributive modification cor-
responds to a word order distinction in nominals. In Spanish, when viejo, old, precedes
the noun it modifies, the idiomatic reading is available (long-time friend). When viejo
follows the noun, only the predicative reading is available.10,11

(24) a. Juan
Juan

ha
has

contratado
hired

a
to

un
an

amigo viejo.
old friend.

‘Juan hired an elderly friend.’
b. Juan ha contratado a un viejo amigo.

Juan has hired to a friend old.

‘Juan hired a long-time friend.’

As Barros shows, sluicing is unavailable with cómo de viejo (how old) when viejo pre-
cedes the noun in the correlate (paralleling the data in (20)):

(25) a. Juan
Juan

ha
has

contratado
hired

a
to

un
a

amigo
friend

viejo,
old

no
not

sé
know.I

cómo
how

de
of

viejo.
old

‘Juan hired an elderly friend, but I don’t know how old.’
b. * Juan ha contratado a un viejo

old
amigo,
friend

no sé cómo de viejo.

‘Juan hired a long-time friend, but I don’t know how old.’

Additionally, only the non-idiomatic (age of the friend) reading is available in a pred-
icational SCC, which is consistent with the hypothesis that the source for sluicing in
(25a) is a predicational clause like (26).12

(26) Cómo
How

de
of

viejo
old

es
is

el
the

amigo
friend

que
that

Juan
Juan

ha
has

contratado?
hired

‘How old is the friend that Juan hired?’

2.1.4 Summary

There is straightforward morphosyntactic and interpretive support for the hypothesis
that predicational SCCs may underlie adjectival sluices, which otherwise would appear

10 Thanks to Luis Vicente and Andrés Saab (p.c.) for judgements and discussion.
11 “to” glosses a differential object marker.
12 Luis Vicente (p.c.) notes that an isomorphic source, as in (i), for (25a), has the feel of
a left branch violation. If non-repair proponents are correct, this state of affairs supports an
SCC analysis for the sluice in (25a).

(1) * Cómo
How

de
of

viejo
old

ha
has

contratado
hired

a
to

un
a

amigo
friend

Juan?
Juan

‘How old a friend has Juan hired?’
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to involve the repair of LBC violations under ellipsis in languages like English, Dutch,
German, and Hungarian (as in Merchant 2001). This conclusion is supported by data
from Czech, where the LBC appears to be inactive, and the morphology on degree
phrase remnants patterns, as expected, with attributive modification in non-elliptical
sentences. The interpretive evidence from English, Czech and Spanish also supports
the point in the same way: the idiomatic reading of adjectives like old is preserved in
adjectival sluices in Czech, where we expect it to be since a left branch extraction is
available in that language, but not preserved in languages where LBC violations are
unavailable.

In the next section, we examine evidence for other sorts of SCCs which have been
appealed to in the literature, namely clefts and specificational copular clauses. The
motivation for an appeal to SCCs recalls the motivation for the appeal to predicational
sources, namely, as an explanation for what otherwise appears to be the repair of
constraints on A′ movement in non-elliptical sentences under ellipsis.

2.2 P(reposition)-stranding and SCCs

In most of the world’s languages, prepositions may not be stranded under A′-movement
of their complements. Merchant 2001 provides data from 24 languages in support of
Merchant’s Generalization (MG for short):

(27) Merchant’s Generalization:
A language L will allow preposition stranding under sluicing iff L allows prepo-
sition stranding under regular Wh-movement.
[Merchant 2001, (21), pg. 92]

To exemplify MG at work, English is a language that largely adheres to MG. Consider
(28). Presumably, we can tell if a preposition has been stranded in the E-site based
on the form of the remnant. If the remnant is a PP, and its correlate is a PP, as in
(28a), no P-stranding in the E-site has occurred. On the other hand, if the remnant is
a DP, and its correlate DP is contained in a PP, as in (28b), we may conclude that a
preposition has been stranded in the E-site.

(28) a. Jack watched a movie with someone. Guess [PP with whom ]i Jack watched
a movie ti.

b. Jack watched a movie with someone. Guess [DP who ]i Jack watched a
movie with ti.

The English example in (28) is consistent with MG, since P-stranding is also available
under non-elliptical (regular) Wh-movement:

(29) . . . Guess whoi Jack watched a movie with ti.

In short, if P-stranding is available in overt movement, then a sluice is possible where
the remnant may be a DP, and its correlate the object of a preposition.

Unlike English, Russian is a language where P-stranding is unavailable in overt
movement (30b). In keeping with MG, a DP remnant is disallowed when its correlate
is the object of a preposition in the antecedent (30a).

(30) a. Anja
Anja

govorila
spoke

s
with

kem-to,
someone,

no
but

ja
I

ne
not

znaju
know

*(s)
*(with)

kem.
who.

‘Anja spoke with someone, but I don’t know who.’
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b. * Kem
Who

ona
she

govorila
spoke

s?
with

‘Who did she speak with?’
[Merchant 2001, examples (32), pg. 96]

This is expected under a view of sluicing where sluicing involves “regular” Wh-movement
followed by TP ellipsis. Nothing else being said, we assume the same constraints on
Wh-movement active in non-elliptical sentences should be active in elliptical sentences.
However, if we deviate from the assumption that the E-site hides a TP in some sense
syntactically identical to the antecedent TP, it is not clear that we should expect MG
to hold so robustly.

In fact, over the last decade or so, several counterexamples to MG have been uncov-
ered in many languages: Hartman 2005 for Finnish, Fortin 2007 for Bahasa Indonesian,
Almeida and Yoshida 2007 for Brazilian Portuguese, Szczegielniak 2008 for Polish, Vi-
cente 2008 for Spanish, Bulgarian, French, Italian, and Brazilian Portuguese, Rodrigues
et al. 2009 for Spanish, and Brazilian Portuguese, van Craenenbroeck 2008, 2009, 2010,
2012 for a variety of languages, including German, Russian, and Greek, languages which
were, in fact, brought to bear on MG in Merchant’s original 2001 survey.

This state of affairs raises an important question. How is it that Merchant’s original
survey was so empirically successful in supporting MG, given that so many counterex-
amples are available, many of which have been uncovered in the very languages surveyed
in Merchant’s original proposal? Following many authors, I assume, here, that MG, as
stated, is correct; apparent counterexamples to it stem from elided copular clauses
where no P-stranding actually obtains in ellipsis (Rodrigues et al. 2009, Vicente 2008
and others following). To give a brief preview in English, consider the sluice in (28b),
repeated below, but with a different parse for the E-site than given in (28b):

(31) Jack watced a movie with someone, but I don’t know whoi it was ti.

In (31), we have the same surface (pronounced) string as in (28b), but no preposition
stranding actually occurs in the E-site, since the remnant is a cleft argument.13

Importantly, the distribution of copular clauses in discourse is more restricted than
that of canonical non-copular clauses, which will allow us to control for the availability
of copular clauses in many contexts. This is true independently of ellipsis contexts.
Additionally, following Jeroen van Craenenbroeck’s work in this domain, we will also
see that there are additional constraints on the availability of SCCs in sluicing stemming
from case requirements on remnants. First, we will examine the facts in a sample of
“MG-deviant” languages, languages in which apparent counterexamples to MG have
been uncovered, then, we will examine facts in “MG-compliant” languages, such as
Russian. As we will see, the picture is not so clean as this terminology suggests. We
will see counterexamples to MG in MG compliant languages (e.g., Russian, German,
English), and we will see MG compliant sluices in MG deviant languages (Spanish).

13 Merchant 2001 gives 10 empirical arguments against reducing all sluicing as stemming from
sources like that in (31) (Merchant 2001 pgs. 120-127). It is important to keep in mind the
fact that Merchant’s arguments are not arguments against the existence of SCCs, but rather,
serve as useful diagnostics in ruling out SCC sources in certain cases (see van Craenenbroeck
2010 in particular for thorough discussion on this matter).
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2.2.1 MG-deviant Languages

English is a fairly robustly MG-compliant language. P-stranding is available in overt
Wh-movement, and sluicing remnants may be DPs when their correlates are the ob-
ject of a preposition. However, even in English, as Rodrigues et al. 2009 point out,
counterexamples to MG may be found. There are certain prepositions which, idiosyn-
cratically, cannot be stranded:

(32) a. Against whose wishes will Claire marry Joachim?

b. *Whose wishesi will Claire marry Joachim against ti
c. Claire will marry Joachim [PP against [DP someone’s wishes ]], but I

don’t know [DP whose (wishes) ].
[Rodrigues et al. 2009, footnote 15, example (i)]

Rodrigues et al. 2009 take such cases to instantiate an SCC source for the sluice (a
cleft), with no actual P-stranding:

(33) Claire will marry Joachim against someone’s wishes, but I don’t know whose
(wishes) it is.
[Rodrigues et al. 2009, footnote 15, example (i)]

Rodrigues et al. focus primarily on facts in Brazilian Portuguese (henceforth BP) and
Spanish. Merchant 2001 originally marked Spanish cases of apparent P-stranding under
sluicing with two question marks, though Rodrigues et al. 2009 contends that such
examples are, in fact, perfect or “near perfect.” Rodrigues et al.’s 2009 data have held
up in my own informal investigations.14

The relevant sluicing data for Spanish and BP, respectively, are given below.

(34) a. Juan
Juan

habló
spoke

con
with

alguien,
someone,

pero
but

no
not

sé
know

(con)
(with)

quién.
who

‘Juan spoke with someone, but I don’t know who.’

b. * Quién
Who

habló
spoke

Juan
Juan

con?
with

‘Who did Juan speak to?’

(35) a. João
John

falou
spoke

com
with

alguem,
someone,

mas
but

não
not

sei
know

quem.
who

‘John spoke with someone, but I don’t know who.’

b. * Quem
Who

que
that

João
John

falou
spoke

com?
with

‘Who did John speak with?’

Rodrigues et al. 2009 propose that the appearance of P-stranding in examples like
(34a) and (35a) stems from an underlying specificational copular clause,15 as illustrated
below. No P-stranding actually obtains:

14 Almeida and Yoshida 2007 are the first to note that P-stranding is available in BP sluic-
ing, contra MG expectations, though they assume P-stranding is actually instantiated under
sluicing in such cases, with repair at work, instead of adopting an SCC source.
15 See Higgins 1979 for a taxonomy of copula clause types.
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(36) a. Juan
Juan

habló
spoke

con
with

alguien,
someone,

pero
but

no
not

sé
know

quién
who

es la persona con la que habló Juan.
is the person with the that spoke Juan.
‘Juan spoke with someone, but I don’t know who was the person with whom
Juan spoke.’

b. João
John

falou
spoke

com
with

alguem,
someone,

mas
but

não
not

sei
know

quem
who

é a pessoa com quem ele falou.
is the person with whom he spoke
‘John spoke with someone, but I don’t know who was the person with whom
he spoke.’

This analysis gives us a simple diagnostic for the availability of SCCs in Spanish and
BP. Specifically, P-stranding indicates an SCC. Interestingly, P-stranding is unavailable
in BP and Spanish in multiple sluicing (sluicing with more than one remnant). We
may conclude that SCCs are unavailable in multiple sluicing. The explanation for this
state of affairs follows straightforwardly from the interaction of properties of rightward
movement, and copular clause structure.

English multiple sluices allow apparent P-stranding on the first remnant, not sub-
sequent remnants (Lasnik 2014):

(37) Jack talked to someone about something, but I can’t recall (to) who(m) *(about)
what.

English is, of course, a P-stranding language, so it is, at first pass, mysterious why
P-stranding should be banned at all in multiple sluices. However, Lasnik 2014 analyzes
multiple sluicing as a combination of regular leftward A′ movement of the first remnant,
and rightward movement of all following remnants.16 Rightward movement disallows
P-stranding, so we would not expect to see P-stranding in non-initial remnants in
multiple sluices.

(38) * Peter talked [PP about ti ] yesterday [ a paper on sluicing ]i.
[Rodrigues et al. 2009, example (15), pg. 180]

The fact that P-stranding is available on the first remnant follows automatically
since leftward A′ movement allows P-stranding in English. Conversely, we expect no
P-stranding on any remnants in Spanish (39a) or BP (39b) multiple sluices, provided
we can independently rule out SCC sources for multiple sluicing as well:

(39) a. Ella
She

habló
spoke

con
with

alguien
someone

sobre
about

algo,
something,

pero
but

no
not

sé
know

*(con)
with

quién
who

*(sobre)
about

qué.
what

‘She spoke with someone about something, but I don’t know with whom
about what.’

16 Lasnik’s 2014 analysis is only intended to explain the properties of multiple sluicing in
non-multiple Wh-movement languages. In multiple Wh-fronting languages like Bulgarian and
Serbo-Croatian, multiple sluicing behaves unexceptionally under the assumption that regular
(leftward) Wh-movement is at work followed by TP deletion (Lasnik 2014, pg. 3).
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b. Ela
She

falou
spoke

sobre
about

alguma
some

coisa
thing

para
to

alguem,
someone,

mas
but

eu
I

não
not

sei
know

*(sobre)
about

o
the

que
what

*(para)
to

quem.
who

‘She spoke about something to someone, but I don’t know about what to
whom.’
[Rodrigues et al. 2009, examples (11), pg. 179]

The unavailability of SCCs in multiple sluicing follows from another property of mul-
tiple sluicing, correlated with conditions on rightward movement. Multiple sluicing
remnants must be clause-mates in English (40a).17 The same is true for Spanish (40b)
and BP (40c):

(40) a. * Some students said that Mary will speak to some professors, but I can’t
remember [ which students ]j [IP tj said [CP that Mary will speak ti ]]
[ to which professors ]i.
[Rodrigues et al. 2009, example (16), pg. 181]

b. * Unos
Some

estudiantes
students

dijeron
said

que
that

Juan
Juan

va
will

hablar
speak

con
with

un
a

profesor,
professor

pero
but

no
not

recuerdo
remember

qué
what

estudiantes
students

con
with

qué
what

profesor.
professor

c. * Uns
Some

alunos
students

disseram
said

que
that

a
the

Jú
Jú

vai
will

falar
talk

com
with

um
a

professor,
professor

mas
but

eu
I

não
not

me
CL

lembro
remember

quais
which

alunos
students

com
with

qual
what

professor
professor

[Rodrigues et al. 2009, examples (21a,b), pg. 182]

This follows from Lasnik’s 2014 analysis, since rightward movement is subject to Ross’s
1967 Right Roof Constraint (RRC). In the sluices in (40), the remnants are separated
by a clause boundary. In order for the rightmost remnant to survive the matrix TP
deletion, it must cross an embedded clause boundary in violation of the RRC.

Importantly, SCC sources for the sluices in (39) imply a violation of the RRC, as
the second remnant must be extracted across a relative clause boundary:

(41) a. * quién
who

[TP es la persona [Rel con la que habló ti]]
is the person with the that spoke

[sobre
about

algo]i
what

b. * quem
who

[TP foi a pessoa [Rel com quem ela falou ti]]
was the person with whom she spoke

[sobre
about

o
the

que]i
what

‘who was the person with whom she spoke about what.’

The hypothesis that SCCs are behind apparent MG violations in Spanish and BP
explains why such violations are not available with multiple sluicing. On the other
hand, an alternative repair view, where prepositions may be stranded exceptionally
in Spanish and BP A′ movement under sluicing, would predict the multiple sluicing
paradigms in English, Spanish, and BP to be identical, with, at least, P-stranding
available on the first remnant (as sluicing mysteriously additionally fails to repair right
roof constraint violations in all three languages).

17 Though as Lasnik 2014 notes, in arguing against an alternative linearization based analysis
in Fox and Pesetsky 2003, this is not sufficient to render multiple sluicing acceptable.
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Another source of evidence for SCCs as the source of apparent exceptional P-
stranding in Spanish and BP comes from exceptive modification of remnants. Merchant
2001 observes that English short clefts resist else modification on Wh-pivots. As such,
a sluice with an else modified remnant, like that in (42a) cannot stem from a short cleft
(presumably, no SCC source is available for (42a) (italics indicates prosodic prominence
associated with contrastive focus):18,19

(42) a. Jack talked to Sally, but I don’t know who else.
b. * . . . but I don’t know who else it was.
c. . . . but I don’t know who else he talked to.

In Spanish, más serves the same function as else, and is likewise incompatible with
Wh-phrases in specificational clauses or clefts. As we can see from the translation in
(43a), the same facts hold for English specificational clauses as they do for short clefts
like (42b).20 As such, we would expect that such sources as (43a) should be unavailable
in sluices with más-modified remnants, predicting, under the SCC analysis of apparent
P-stranding sluices in Spanish that P-stranding should be unavailable. This prediction
is borne out, as illustrated in (43b):

(43) a. * Juan
Juan

habló
spoke

con
with

Elena,
Elena

pero
but

no
not

sé
know

quién
who

más
else

es
is

la
the

persona
person

con
with

la
the

que
that

habló
spoke

Juan.
Juan

‘Juan spoke with Elena, but I don’t know who else the person that Juan
spoke to was.’

b. Juan
Juan

habló
spoke

con
with

Elena,
Elena

pero
but

no
not

sé
know

*(con)
with

quién
who

más.
else

‘Juan spoke with Elena, but I don’t know who else.’

This is unexpected from a P-stranding-as-repair approach, as it is unclear why más
modification of the remnant (which makes an interpretive contribution) should block
what would otherwise be taken to be a syntactic or PF repair.

18 Presumably, else modification on Wh-terms in clefts is out because clefts contribute an
exhaustive interpretation, missing from the non-cleft alternant. In short, the cleft pivot (the
Wh-phrase in (42b)) names all and only those entities that satisfy the cleft predicate, implicit
in short clefts (see Halvorsen 1978; Atlas and Levinson 1981; Horn 1981; Merchant 1998; É
Kiss 1998; Büring 2010, 2013; Velleman et al. 2012 among many others). The cleft question
in (42b) incoherently asks for additional individuals aside from Sally that Jack talked to, such
that those individuals constitute the exhaustive set of entities that Jack talked to.
19 As Merchant 2001 notes, the facts surrounding “full” clefts are distinct from those sur-
rounding short clefts. In short, many English speakers report that examples like (i) are fully
acceptable, in contrast to (42b) with a short cleft:

(i) Jack talked to Sally, but I don’t know who else it was that he talked to.

This means, at least, that a full cleft may nonetheless underlie the sluice in (42a). Importantly,
most accounts of full clefts also recognize exhaustivity properties, so it is mysterious why, if
exhaustivity is behind the unacceptability of else modification in short clefts, else should be
acceptable in full clefts. One potential solution to this problem is to posit reconstruction of the
exceptive modification into the cleft relative clause predicate in a full cleft, so that (i) would
be paraphrasable as “I don’t know the exhaustive set of non-Sally individuals that he talked
to,” a possibility I leave exploring aside here.
20 In fact, Mikkelsen 2004, 2005 analyzes short clefts as a species of specificational clause.
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Interestingly, as Rodrigues et al. point out, in BP, apparent P-stranding under
sluicing with mais-modified remnants (the BP equivalent of más/else) is available:

(44) Mateus
Mateus

falou
spoke

com
with

Maria,
Maria,

mais
but

eu
I

não
not

sei
know

(com)
with

quem
who

mais.
else

This is challenging for the SCC hypothesis since BP specificational clauses are just
as resistant to mais modification of the Wh-term as in English and Spanish:

(45) * João
John

falou
spoke

com
with

Maria,
Maria,

mas
but

eu
I

não
not

sei
know

quem
who

mais
else

foi
was

a
the

pessoa
person

com
with

quem
whom

ele
he

falou.
spoke

‘John spoke with Maria, but I don’t know who else the person he spoke with
was.’

In defense of the SCC hypothesis, Rodrigues et al. appeal to the observation that
in BP, clefts are compatible with mais modification of the pivot:

(46) Me
CL

fala
tell

quem
who

mais
else

é
is

que
that

você
you

quer
want

convidar
invite

para
to

sua
your

festa.
party

‘Tell me who else it is that you want to invite to your party.’
[Rodrigues et al. 2009, example (26), pg. 184]

Thus, the source for the sluice in (44) would be as in (47):

(47) Mateus
Mateus

falou
spoke

com
with

Maria,
Maria,

mais
but

eu
I

não
not

sei
know

(com)
with

quem
who

mais
else

foi (com quem ela falou).
was (with whom she spoke)

Of course, here, we must be careful. Spanish, like BP, also has clefts alongside specifi-
cational clauses. We want to make sure that más modification of cleft pivots in Spanish
cannot be sources for apparent P-stranding sluices, otherwise we predict that examples
like (43b) should be acceptable with P-omission, contrary to fact.

In Spanish, in contrastive sluicing contexts, cleft pivots must be PPs when the
correlate is, itself, contained in a PP:21

(48) a. J.
J

habló
spoke

con
with

M.,
M,

pero
but

no
not

sé
know

con
with

quién
who

más
else

fue
was

que
that

habló.
spoke

‘Juan spoke with Maria, but I don’t know with whom else it was that he
spoke.’

b. * . . . pero
. . . but

no
not

sé
know

quién
who

mas
else

fue
was

con
with

la
which

que
that

habló.
spoke

Given this much, there is no expectation that Spanish clefts should give rise to P-
stranding illusions with más-modified remnants, a result which is consistent with the
SCC hypothesis.

The above discussion shows us, not only that there is much evidence in support of
the existence of SCCs, but also gives us a pointer on how to investigate their distribution

21 Thanks to Luis Vicente and Carlo Linares (p.c.) for judgements.
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in sluices crosslinguistically. We must be careful in any given language to examine
the properties and distribution of copular clauses that are possible sources for sluices
before we can begin to develop language-specific diagnostics for ruling them out. The
distribution of copular clauses in discourses, along with their syntactic and semantic
properties will tell us whether any given sluice may hide an SCC or a more standard
syntactically isomorphic structure. We must also be careful to check various types of
copular clauses, an admittedly non-trivial task, given the multiplicity of copular clause
types posited in the literature.22

Next, we examine MG-compliant languages, as well as attested counterexamples
to MG in those languages. The difference between MG-compliant languages and MG-
deviant languages seems to rest on whether the language in question has rich case
morphology on nominals and Wh-phrases; those languages that do not, such as English,
Spanish, and BP as discussed in this section, seem to allow apparent P-stranding under
sluicing much more productively than languages which do (such as Russian, German,
Greek). The crosslinguistic distribution of the availability of exceptional P-stranding,
under the SCC hypothesis, can be seen as an indicator as well of the crosslinguistic
distribution of the availability of SCCs.

The role of case morphology I defend here, building on Jeroen van Craenenbroeck’s
work in this domain (University of Leuven), in brief, is as follows: there is a constraint
on <remnant,correlate> pairs in sluicing, which requires matching of morphological
case on remnants and correlates (provided they are both case-morphology bearing cat-
egories). Remnant arguments of copular clauses often receive a distinct abstract Case
from their correlates in non-copular antecedents. When this Case corresponds to a dis-
tinct morphological case, case matching is violated and unacceptability results, ruling
out SCCs in these instances. On the other hand, when the language in question’s mor-
phology obscures Case distinctions between remnants and correlates, the case matching
condition is (vacuously) satisfied with either SCCs or isomorphic sources, and SCCs
become available.

2.2.2 MG-compliant Languages

Some languages robustly (for the most part) support MG in almost never allowing
apparent P-stranding under sluicing. Russian and German are examples of such lan-
guages. Here, I build on the observations in Jeroen van Craenenbroeck’s work (van
Craenenbroeck 2008, 2009, 2010, 2012 and references) where what seems to make a
language MG-compliant is whether it has rich case (lower-case case) morphology, in
particular on (Wh-)DPs (including of course sluicing remnants). Languages with overt
case on DPs strongly support MG (let us call them “remnant-case” languages), in
contrast to languages like BP, English, and Spanish.

A strong argument for syntactic isomorphism comes from the case-matching re-
quirement in sluicing, first discussed in Ross 1969. Languages that overtly mark case
on Wh-phrases must have case-matching <remnant,correlate> pairs. In Russian, for

22 Higgins 1979 posits 4 types: predicational, specificational, equative, and identificational,
with much literature since attempting to collapse his taxonomy by lumping one or another
type as a subtype of another (see Mikkelsen 2008, in particular, for a nice survey and discussion
of this ongoing debate). To my knowledge, there is no reason a priori to rule out any particular
taxon as a potential SCC in sluicing generally, though much further crosslinguistic investigation
is needed in this regard.
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instance, the verb podaril, ‘gave,’ assigns dative to its object. In a sluice with such an
object as a correlate, the remnant must also bear dative case:

(49) Ivan
Ivan

podaril
gave

komu-to
someone.DAT

podarok,
present,

no
but

ja
I

ne
not

znaju
know

{
{

komu
who.DAT

/
/
*kto
*who.NOM

}.
}

‘Ivan gave someone a present, but I don’t know who.’
[Grebenyova 2007, example (4), pg. 52]

Of course, if sluiced TPs must be syntactically identical to their antecedents (here, read
as “a Wh-question version/paraphrase of the antecedent”), we expect remnants and
correlates to generally match in case morphology, since they share syntactic contexts
and, therefore, case-assigners.

(50) . . . no
. . . but

ja
I

ne
not

znaju
know

komui
who.DAT

[TP Ivan podaril ti podarok ].
[TP Ivan gave present ]

‘. . . but I don’t know who Ivan gave a present.’

In (51), below, we see that an SCC makes the wrong prediction about what case
the remnant bears, as Russian copular clauses assign nominative, not dative.

(51) . . . no
. . . but

ja
I

ne
not

znaju
know

{
{
kto/*komu
who.NOM/*who.DAT

}
}
eto
it

byl.
was

‘But I don’t know who it was.’
[Grebenyova 2007, example (7), pg. 53]

German, like Russian, has rich case. German clefts also mark cleft arguments in
the nominative. Sluicing seems to require case matching in German as well, so that
SCCs may be ruled out in many sluices with non-nominative correlates.

(52) a. Er
He

will
wants

jemanden
someone.ACC

loben,
praise

aber
but

ich
I

weiß nicht,
know not

{
{
wen
who.ACC

/
/

*wer
*who.NOM

}.
}

‘He wants to praise someone, but I don’t know who.’
[Ross 1969, example (5), pg. 254]

b. Er
He

will
wants

jemanden
someone.ACC

loben,
praise

aber
but

ich
I

weiß nicht,
know not,

wen
who.ACC

er
he

loben
praise

will.
wants
‘He wants to praise someone, but I don’t know who he wants to praise.’
[Merchant 2001, example (17), pgs. 89-90]

c. . . . aber
. . . but

ich
I

weiß nicht,
know not

wer
who.NOM

es
it

ist.
is

‘. . . but I don’t know who it is.’

Merchant 2001’s CMG, repeated below, in an effort to account for the pattern, runs
the risk of ruling out SCCs in sluices altogether, if we assume that morphological
(lowercase) case matching implies that abstract Case must also match:
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(53) Form Identity Generalization I; Case-matching [CMG - author]
The sluiced wh-phrase [remnant -author] must bear the case that its correlate
bears.
[Merchant 2001, (20), pg. 91]

In BP, for instance, cleft pivots receive nominative abstract Case. In one corner of
BP, however, this abstract Case has a morphological reflex, namely, with first person
pronouns. 1st person cleft pivots are nominative (54a), though objects of prepositions
receive prepositional case (54b):

(54) a. Fui
Was

eu
I

que
that

fiz.
did

‘It was me that did it.’

b. Ela
She

riu
laughed

de
of

mim.
me.PREP

‘She laughed at me’

In an instance of apparent P-stranding in BP sluicing, we necessarily have an abstract
Case mismatch in examples like (55):

(55) João
John

falou
spoke

com
with

Maria,
Maria.PREP,

mais
but

não
not

sei
know

[quem
[who

mais]
else].NOM

foi com quem ele falou.
was with whom he spoke

How might this challenge be met by the SCC hypothesis? van Craenenbroeck 2008,
2009, 2010, 2012 assumes sluicing, and ellipsis in general, is subject to strict syntactic
isomorphism, but also assumes that when strict isomorphism entails an elided structure
that is ungrammatical (e.g., when isomorphism entails an exceptional a P-stranding
ban violation), an accommodation mechanism may step in, allowing non-isomorphic
SCCs to be elided in lieu of an isomorphic structure. In van Craenenbroeck 2012, this
mechanism essentially accommodates a cleft antecedent for the sluice, in lieu of its ac-
tual antecedent, so that syntactic isomorphism is, in fact, respected, with respect to the
accommodated antecedent. Importantly, in his system, the accommodation mechanism
is sensitive to properties of the remnant and correlate, in particular, overt case (lower-
case) morphology (more generally, when the remnant and correlate are morphologically
non-distinct).23

van Craenenbroeck 2012 provides evidence from a variety of (morphologically rich)
MG-compliant languages (Zurich and Standard German, Russian, and Greek), showing
that MG counterexamples can be dug up, even in these, provided that the case on the
remnant is syncretic with the correlate’s case. Additionally, syncretism alone is not suf-
ficient, rather, the remnant and correlate cases must be syncretic between nominative
and some other case. This is important because it is nominative case that is assigned
to SCC arguments in the languages in question. This is a strong empirical argument in
favor of the SCC hypothesis for exceptional P-stranding. In short, if the distribution
of SCCs is sensitive to the case matching requirement, we would expect MG violations
to become available under case syncretism with nominative, even in otherwise robustly
MG-compliant languages.

23 See Johnson 2012 for a proposal along these lines.
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In (56a), we see that P-stranding is unavailable in overt questions. In (56b), we
see that Greek clefts assign nominative case to their Wh-pivots. In (56c), we see that
P-stranding is unavailable, even when the case matching requirement is met (both rem-
nant and correlate bear accusative case). In (56d), we see that syncretism on nominative
between remnant and correlate renders P-stranding much improved.

(56) a. * Pjon
who

milise
she.spoke

me?
with

‘Who did she speak with?’
[Merchant 2001, example (28b), pg. 94]

b. I
the

astinomia
police

anekrine
interrogated

enan
one.ACC

apo
from

tous
the

Kiprious
Cypriots

prota,
first

ala
but

dhen
not

ksero
I.know

{
{
pjos
who.NOM

/
/
*pjon
*who.ACC

}
}
itan.
it.was

‘The cops interrogated one of the Cypriots first, but I don’t know who
it was.’
[van Craenenbroeck 2008, example (17), pg. 2]

c. I
the

Anna
Anna

milise
spoke

me
with

kapjon,
someone.ACC

alla
but

dhe
not

ksero
I.know

*(me)
with

pjon.
who.acc

‘Anna spoke with someone, but I don’t know who.’
[Merchant 2001, example (28b), pg. 94]

d. I
The

Anna
Anna

milise
spoke

me
with

kapja
a

kopela,
girl

alla
but

dhen
not

ksero
I.know

?(me)
with

pja.
which.nom/acc
‘Anna spoke with a girl, but I don’t know which.’
[van Craenenbroeck 2012, example (53), pg. 13]

Data from German and Russian pattern in the same way. That is,<remnant,correlate>
pairs syncretic on nominative case significantly improve apparent P-stranding sluices
in German and Russian. In German, welche (which) is syncretic for nominative and ac-
cusative, but not genitive (welcher). P-stranding is improved with welche as a remnant
given an accusative correlate, as illustrated in (57).

(57) a. Rudolf
Rudolf

wartet
waits

auf
on

einige
some

Freunde,
friends

aber
but

ich
I

weiß nicht
know not

?(auf)
?(on)

welche.
which.nom/acc
‘Rudolf is waiting on some friends, but I don’t know which.’

b. Rudolf
Rudolf

ist
is

statt
instead.of

einiger
some

Freunde
friends

aufgetreten,
performed,

aber
but

ich
I

weiß nicht
know not

*(statt)
instead.of

welcher.
which.gen

‘Rudolf has performed instead of some friends, but I don’t know which.’
[van Craenenbroeck 2009, examples (51) and (52), pg. 13]

Below, we see the Russian paradigm:
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(58) a. On
He

vystrelil
shot

vo
at

čto-to,
something.nom/acc

no
but

ja
I

ne
not

znaju
know

??(vo)
at

čto.
what.nom/acc

‘He shot at something, but I don’t know what.’

b. On
He

vystrelil
shot

vo
at

kogo-to,
someone.acc

no
but

ja
I

ne
not

znaju
know

?*(vo)
at

kovo.
who.acc

‘He shot at someone, but I don’t know who.’
[van Craenenbroeck 2012, examples (54-55), pg. 13]

Such data are strong support for the hypothesis that SCCs underlie P-stranding sluices
in non-P-stranding languages (i.e., that P-stranding is illusory, and stems instead from
an elided copular clause where no P-stranding actually obtains).

So far, MG-compliant behavior in MG-deviant languages (e.g., Spanish contrastive
sluices, Spanish multiple sluices), and we’ve seen MG-deviant behavior in MG-compliant
languages (P-stranding in Russian, German, and Greek). There is another domain in
which Spanish is, in fact, MG-compliant, and this involves correlates which have un-
dergone differential object marking (DOM, for short). Animate/specific direct objects
in Spanish are marked with a preposition-like element ‘a’ before the direct object (see
Linares-Scarcerieau 2008, Fabregas 2013 for a recent survey on DOM).24 In (59a), we
see that the direct object alguien, someone must be differentially object marked. In
(59b-59c), we see that cleft arguments strongly resist differential object marking.

(59) a. Juan
Juan

está
is

besando
kissing

*(a)
to

alguien.
someone

‘Juan is kissing someone.’

b. Fue
Was

(*a)
to

Maria
Maria

que
that

besó.
kissed

‘It was Maria that s/he kissed.’

c. (*a)
to

quién
who

fue
was

que
that

besó?
kissed

‘Who was it that s/he kissed?’

If the object marker counts as case morphology (a fairly standard assumption), we ex-
pect differentially case marked correlates to require differentially case marked remnants.
Interestingly, sluicing in these cases with a non-differentially case marked remnant is
only degraded, given a differentially case marked object.

(60) Juan
Juan

está
is

besando
kissing

a
to

alguien,
someone,

pero
but

no
I

sé
don’t

?(a)
know

quién.
?(to) who

‘Juan is kissing someone, but I don’t know who.’

Importantly, dropping the differential case marker, ‘a,’ in an isomorphic continuation
for the sluice results in a much stronger sort of ungrammaticality than we see in the
sluice (61a). In support of the SCC hypothesis, however, this is precisely the same sort
of ungrammaticality we see with a cleft follow-up for such an antecedent as that in
(60), as illustrated in (61b):

24 Thanks to Luis Vicente (p.c.) for judgements.
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(61) a. * Juan
Juan

está
is

besando
kissing

a
to

alguien,
someone

pero
but

no
not

sé
know

*(a)
to

quién
who

está
is

besando
kissing

Juan.
Juan
‘Juan is kissing someone, but I don’t know who he’s kissing.’

b. ? Juan
Juan

está
is

besando
kissing

a
to

alguien,
someone

pero
but

no
not

sé
know

quién
who

(es).
(is)

‘Juan is kissing someone, but I don’t know who (it is).’

With DOM, then, Spanish behaves like Russian, Greek, and German, whereas oth-
erwise, when case morphology is lacking on correlates, it behaves like a MG-deviant
language (like BP). In short, it is not a foregone conclusion that any given language
will be entirely MG-compliant or deviant, and case morphology seems to be relevant
in the determination of when or if the language is expected to behave one way or an-
other. In terms of the correlation between P-stranding and the availability of SCCs,
such evidence counts as further support for van Craenenbroeck’s proposed analysis.

van Craenenbroeck’s 2012 analysis is couched in terms of accommodation. That is
to say, SCCs are a “special case,” only available when an isomorphic source would run
afoul of the ban on P-stranding in a given language. In short, there is an extra step
involved. We must suspend the assumed ID condition between the (actual) antecedent,
and the elided TP, via accommodation of an alternative copular antecedent, with which
the SCC can be seen as identical. I will argue against such an approach below, in favor of
a view where SCCs are freely available, even when the antecedent is not itself a copular
clause. We deviate from the assumption that the ID conditions on deletion care about
strict syntactic matching between the elided XP and its antecedent. Before further
justifying such a move (let us call it the “unconstrained” version of the SCC hypothesis),
I discuss another source of evidence for SCCs, involving disjunction correlates.

2.3 P-or-q Sluices and Clausal Disjunction Antecedents

P-or-q sluices are sluices where the remnant’s correlate is a disjunction, in particular,
when the correlate is a disjunction of clauses. Anderbois 2011 argues convincingly that
disjunctions may serve as correlates, and, in particular, disjunctions of TPs may, on
occasion serve as a correlate for a remnant which phrase. Consider the examples in
(62), in each case, the remnant seems, intuitively, to ask about which element in the
bracketed antecedent disjunction counts as the answer to the sluiced question:

(62) a. Jack talked to [Sally or Christine], I can’t recall which.
b. Jack is either [on the roof or in the garage], don’t know which.
c. Jack is either [stupid or drunk], don’t know which.
d. Jack [went to work or called in sick], not sure which.
e. [Something’s on fire, or Sally’s baking a cake again], not sure which.

Importantly, in each case in (62), the intuitive correlate for the remnant, which, is
the entire disjunction. In sluicing, correlates are, in the most basic cases, indefinites,
and there is a close semantic relationship between indefinites and disjunctions. The
semantics of disjunctions is typically cast in terms of the semantics of indefinites (and
vice versa, see, e.g., Alonso-Ovalle 2006, Anderbois 2011, Ivlieva 2012, Nicolae 2013),



24 Matthew Barros

so that it is not surprising that disjunctions, like indefinites, may serve as correlates in
sluices.25

Especially troubling are p-or-q sluices proper, which involve disjunctions of clauses,
as in (62e). Here, as pointed out in Anderbois 2011, there appears to be no imaginable
isomorphic continuation for the sluice, though copular clause paraphrases are available:

(63) [Either something’s burning, or Sally’s baking a cake again], but I don’t know
which.
Possible continuations: { it is / is true / is the case / is happening / etc. }

With such antecedents, it is difficult to see how syntactic isomorphism in sluicing could
ever be achieved. It is additionally unclear how a repair mechanism can apply, since it
is unclear what sort of structure it must apply to.

Importantly, it is additionally difficult to see the relevance of case matching require-
ments in such instances, since, if we follow Anderbois 2011 in assuming the correlate
is a disjunction of TPs, the correlate has no case (morphological or otherwise) with
which the remnant can/must match. Of course, if SCCs are available continuations for
sluices, we have a foothold in understanding p-or-q sluices if we assume such sluices
involve the ellipsis of a copular clause.

Interestingly, p-or-q sluices are not available in all languages. German, BP, Spanish,
and English all allow p-or-q sluices. Conversely, Russian and Polish do not. More inter-
estingly, and in support of the SCC hypothesis, only in the former group of languages
are cleft continuations for the sluices available. In the latter set, clefts are unlicensed.
We’ve already seen an example in English in (62e), below we see examples in German,
BP, and Spanish ((64), (64a), (64b), respectively).26

(64) Entweder
Either

etwas
something

brennt
burns

oder
or

Marie
Mary

backt
bakes

einen
a

kuchen,
cake,

aber
but

ich
I

weißnicht,
know

welches
not

von
which

beiden
of.the

(es
two

ist).
it is

‘Either something is burning or Mary is baking a cake, but I don’t know
which of the two (it is).’

a. Ou
Or

alguma
some

coisa
thing

pegou
caught

fogo,
fire,

ou
or

então
then

a
the

Maria
Maria

esta
is

tentando
trying

fazer
to.make

um
a

bolo
cake

de
of

novo,
new,

não
not

sei
know

qual
which

dos
of.the

dois
two

(é).
is

b. O
Or

bien
good

algo
something

está
is

ardiendo
burning

o
or

(bien)
good

Susana
Susana

está
is

cocinando
baking

una
a

tarta
cake

otra
another

vez,
time

pero
but

no
not

sé
know

cuál
which

de
of

las
the

dos
two

cosas
things

(es
is

la
the

que
that

está
is

passando)
occuring

25 Worth noting is that data like that in (62) argues straightforwardly against approaches
that require category matching between remnants and correlates (e.g., Sag and Nykiel 2011).
In, at least, (62b-62e), the category of the bracketed disjunction is distinct from that of the
correlate, a DP. In (62c), for instance, we have a predicative adjectival disjunction, whereas
the remnant remains constant as a DP across all cases in (62).
26 Thanks to Patrick Grosz for German judgements; Karen Duek for BP judgements, and
Luis Vicente for Spanish Judgements.
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In Russian and Polish, however, TP disjunctions may not serve as the antecedent
(or correlate) for a sluice. In support of the SCC analysis for p-or-q sluices, a cleft
continuation is unavailable as well.27 Native speakers of Russian consulted had trouble
settling on any particular choice of case or gender inflection on the remnant, ‘which,’ as
none of them seemed to work.28 Example (65) shows the nominative paradigm, which
is the case that would be assigned in a cleft:29

(65) * Ili
Or

Sally
Sally

opjat’
again

pechet
bake

tort,
cake,

ili
or

chto-to
something

gorit,
on.fire

no
but

ja
I

ne
not

znaju
know

kakaja
which.fem

/
/
kakoj
which.masc

/
/
kakoje.
which.neut

‘Sally’s baking a cake again, or something’s on fire, don’t know which.’

Importantly, an SCC analysis for p-or-q sluices predicts straightforwardly a correlation
between the availability of a cleft paraphrase for the E-site, and the availability of
sluicing; the prediction for Russian would be that replacing the sluices in (65) with
cleft continuations would be just as unacceptable as the sluices themselves, and this is,
in fact, the case.30

(66) * Ili
Or

Sally
Sally

opjat’
again

pechet
bake

tort,
cake

ili
or

chto-to
something

gorit,
on.fire

no
but

ja
I

ne
not

znaju
know

kakaja
which.fem

/
/
kakoj
which.masc

/
/
kakoje
which.neut

eto.
it

‘Either Sally is baking a cake again, or something is on fire, but I don’t know
which it is.’

Worth noting, is that the unacceptability of the cleft continuation in (66) is not due
to a general ban on Which-phrases in clefts; when the correlate for the Wh-phrase is
not a TP disjunction, but a regula rindefinite DP, a cleft “which” question is possible:

(67) Ona
She

chitala
reading.past

knigu,
book.ACC

no
but

ja
I

ne
not

znaju
know

kakaja
which.NOM.neut

knigo
book.neut

eto
it

byla.
was.neut

‘She was reading a book, but I don’t know which book it was.’

Additionally, disjunction sluices are not categorically unavailable in Russian. Provided
that the correlate is not a TP disjunction, sluicing is available. The availability of
disjunction correlates seems to rest on the availability of a non-cleft sluice:

(68) Dzhek
Jack

to
either/or

li
ran

begal,
either/or

to
swam

li
but

plaval,
I

no
not

ja
know

ne
what

znaju,
exactly

chto

immeno.

‘Jack either ran or swam, but I don’t know which.’

27 Thanks to Inna Goldberg, Vera Gor, and Yuliya Manyakina for Russian judgements (p.c.),
and Adam Szczscegielniak (p.c.) for Polish judgements.
28 Based on these elicitation sessions, Russian seems to lack a property type anaphor analo-
gous to “one” in English, so that “which one” could not be tested as a remnant.
29 Alternative choices of Wh-phrase, e.g., chto (immeno), ‘what (exactly),’ or kakoj iz dvuh,
‘which of the two,’ were also rejected as remnants.
30 The copula is phonetically null in Russian in the present tense.
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With a VP disjunction correlate, there is an available non-cleft continuation:

(69) . . . no
. . . but

ja
I

ne
not

znaju,
know

chto
what

imenno
exactly

on
he

delal.
did

‘. . . but I don’t know which he did.’

These data support a clefting analysis for p-or-q sluices; it is only when a cleft is forced
in Russian, which it seems to be with a TP-disjunction correlate, that SCCs are out,
and this is, presumably, because clefting is out independently.

Polish is like Russian; neither a sluice nor a cleft follow-up are acceptable.

(70) a. * Albo
Either

coś
something.ACC/NOM

się
refl

pali
burns

albo
or

Sally
Sally

pieczę
bakes

znowu
again

ciasto,
cake

ale
but

nie
not

mogę
can

powiedzieć
say

które
which.ACC

‘Something is burning or Sally’s baking a cake again, can’t say which.’

b. * Ale
but

nie
not

wiem
know

które
which

to
it

jest/było.
is/was

‘but I don’t know which it is/was.’

The behavior of German and Russian in particular is interesting, as we see that the
case matching requirement seems to be inactive (or is perhaps vacuously satisfied)
when the correlate is not a case-bearing category. Here, the remnant is nominative.31

In German, with TP-disjunction correlates/antecedents, this is consistent with an SCC
parse for the E-site. Clefts in Russian, and Polish, on the other hand, have a more
limited distribution independently of the case matching requirement, so that SCCs are
correspondingly unavailable in TP-disjunction p-or-q sluices. The generalization would
seem to be that if a language allows a cleft question continuation for a p-or-q antecedent
(a disjunction of TPs), the language will also allow a corresponding sluice.32

2.4 Taking Stock

In this section, we discussed three sorts of evidence for SCCs: adjectival sluices, MG-
violations in MG-compliant and -deviant languages, and p-or-q sluices. van Craenen-
broeck’s theory of SCCs in sluicing discussed above, as mentioned, involves an accom-
modation process. SCCs are only available in sluices in his theory as a “last resort”
phenomenon, available only when an isomorphic presluice is independently ruled out.

31 Technically, syncretic with nominative and accusative in both languages.
32 Adrian Brasoveanu (UCSC), and Melissa Fusco (UC Berkeley) inform me that this gen-
eralization does not seem to hold in Romanian or Italian. In both, a p-or-q sluice is available,
but not a cleft presluice. I withhold the data, here, for now, as my investigation into the
Italian and Romanian facts are still at early stages, and the data tentative. One possibility I
aim to explore, is whether other sorts of SCCs may underlie p-or-q sluices in these languages
aside from clefts. It remains an open question why it would be that Romanian and Italian
clefts pattern differently from, e.g., German clefts, in being acceptable follow-ups to p-or-q
antecedents. If other copular sources are, indeed available in Romanian and Italian clefts, this
would also allow us to understand why p-or-q sluices are available in those languages, if we
were to assume such sources underlie those sluices. That clefts across languages have different
properties, at least, is well known, so it is not surprising to find that where clefts are available
in one language, they are not available in another.
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There are many reasons to doubt that SCCs are only available as a last resort.
First, it is worth highlighting that the opposite assumption (i.e., that SCCs are freely
available, modulo case matching and independent constraints on the distribution of
copular clauses in the languages in question) is in keeping with native speaker intuitions
about plausible continuations for sluices. Consider a simple sluice like that in (71):

(71) Someone left, but I don’t know who.

Aside from the isomorphic continuation, who left, an intuitively synonymous paraphrase
for the sluice is the cleft, who it was.

Aside from basic intuitions like this, an additional reason to doubt that SCCs
are special comes from the idea in Merchant 2001 that we should analyze sluiced
Wh-questions as “regular questions” as much as possible, the only difference being
non-pronunciation of the elided TP. In many languages, clefting is the productive
questioning strategy (e.g., French, BP), so that we might well expect sluices in those
languages to be clefts as well. In fact, Potsdam 2007 makes the claim for Malagasy that
sluicing in Malagasy necessarily involves SCCs, in keeping with the question formation
rules of Malagasy. It would be strange to assume that successful sluicing in Malagasy
always proceeds by way of a last resort mechanism.33

As mentioned above, a serious challenge to the SCC hypothesis defended here is
the CMG, which is standardly assumed to follow from the assumption that the E-site is
an isomorphic Wh-question version of the antecedent. Importantly, under such a view,
morphological case on remnants and correlates correlates with abstract Case. Let us
call this view of the case matching requirement “derived case matching.”

(72) Derived case matching:
The case matching generalization follows from the ID condition. If we believe
the presluice must be a Wh-question version of the antecedent, then it follows
that the remnant and correlate will match in case/Case.

One consequence of derived case matching, is that we lose SCCs as an explanation
for P-stranding in languages which mark copular clause arguments in the nominative
(even if only abstractly). van Craenenbroeck’s last resort view allows us to maintain
the SCC explanation in a way that also captures the P-stranding paradigm in MG-
compliant languages like German; in his theory, provided nominative case on the rem-
nant is syncretic with the case assigned to the correlate by the preposition, a copular
clause antecedent may be accommodated, giving rise to the illusion of P-stranding.

I defend an alternative view of the case matching requirement here, however, which
is consistent with van Craenenbroeck’s empirical motivations, as well as the claim that
SCCs are not “special,” “last resort,” mechanisms. We will see evidence in the next
section that the CMG should be seen as an independent grammatical constraint on
<remnant,correlate> pairs, and, furthermore, that it is only concerned with morpho-
logical case, not abstract Case. Let us call this “Divorced case Matching,” in that case
matching is divorced from the ID condition on E-sites:

(73) Divorced case Matching:
The case matching generalization is a constraint independent of the ID condi-
tion, whose only function is to ensure that morphological case on remnants and
correlates match.

33 An indirect argument comes from Wolof fragment answers, analyzed as stemming from
pseudoclefts in Martinović 2012. Merchant 2004 analyzes fragment answers as involving TP
ellipsis, subject to the same conditions on deletion as sluicing.
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Under such a view, Case mismatches are available without having to appeal to any
accommodation or last-resort process, provided such Case mismatches do not corre-
spond to morphological case mismatches. This will be possible with case syncretism.
Divorced case Matching will then have the same empirical coverage as van Craenen-
broeck’s last resort hypothesis; SCCs, along with apparent P-stranding, will be blocked
in MG-compliant languages like German (in the absence of syncretism), and will be
available in MG-deviant languages like BP.

We will see there is more evidence independent of P-stranding that case matching
is only “active” when morphological case (not abstract) is at issue, specifically, when-
ever the correlate and remnant are case-bearing categories and at least one of them
has morphological case. We have already seen one context where case matching is in-
active, namely, p-or-q sluices in German and Russian, where the correlate, a VP or TP
disjunction, lacks morphological case.

Finally, I underscore that the data supporting the last resort view of SCCs is also
consistent with the approach defended here. If SCCs are freely available (modulo the
CMG), a sluice like that in (74) is ambiguous with respect to the form of the E-site; it
may either be an isomorphic structure or a copular clause (at least).

(74) Someone left, but I don’t know who { left / it was }.

It follows that disambiguating contexts, where isomorphic sluices are ruled out inde-
pendently as non-repairable, would comprise those contexts where SCCs are unam-
biguously detectible. Importantly, this is the same empirical state of affairs motivating
researchers like van Craenenbroeck to assume, instead, that SCCs are only available as
a “last resort” or “repair” strategy.

3 A Divorced case Condition

If sluices were to be Wh-question versions of their antecedents, then it would follow
that correlates and remnants would, for the most part anyways, match in case, simply
because of their shared syntactic contexts. However, there is evidence that the CMG
should not be understood this way. That is, that it does not follow from isomoprhism,
so much as impose it, in its satisfaction. In this sense, the case condition is “divorced”
from the ID condition, in that it acquires the character of a grammatical constraint on
<remnant,correlate> pairs in sluices, instead of just being a consequence of isomor-
phism.

If this much can be shown, a more nuanced, SCC-compatible view of the isomor-
phism condition becomes necessary, and will allow for a CMG that lets in SCCs in
MG-deviant languages (with impoverished case marking on remnants and correlates),
while ruling it out in MG-compliant languages (with rich case marking). I elucidate
such a view in what follows. Here, I focus on independent empirical evidence in support
of the conclusion that the CMG is not derived from a syntactic ID condition.

3.1 Independent Evidence

The assumption that sluices must be, in some sense, syntactically identical to their
antecedents leads us to assume that structural/abstract Case on remnants must match
that of their correlates in typical cases of sluicing, though, perhaps surprisingly, it is
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possible to construct non-SCC examples where the correlation between case matching
and isomorphism leads to a different prediction.

It is standardly assumed that tense/finiteness mismatches may obtain between the
E-site and its antecedent in sluicing (Merchant 2001, 2005; Depiante and Hankamer;
Thoms 2015, among others), so the isomorphism condition, whatever it is, must at least
allow for such mismatches. This assumption gives us a way of understanding (75):

(75) I remember meeting him, but I don’t remember when I met him.
[Merchant 2001, example (33), pg. 23]

This set of assumptions also gives us the ingredients needed to break the isomor-
phism/case correlation that putatively derives the CMG.

Consider, for instance, the sluices and presluices below:

(76) a. She remembers someone meeting him, but she doesn’t remember who.

b. She remembers someone leaving, but she doesn’t remember who left.

c. I saw someone leave, but I didn’t see who.

d. I saw someone leave, but I didn’t see who left.

Such sluices involve an eceptional case marking (ECM) verb, assigning accusative to
the correlate, the subject of an embedded non-finite clause. The paraphrase for the
sluice, however, is a finite embedded question (as it must be, since the embedding
predicates do not take non-finite embedded questions), where the sluicing remnant
receives nominative Case from the embedded T0.34

Importantly, the finite presluices in (76) count as isomorphic structures, only de-
viating from the antecedent (the embedded non-finite clause) in tense and finiteness.
If one wanted to adhere to a stronger version of isomorphism where this mismatch
did not obtain, there are two conceivable structures for the sluices available, given in
(77). These structures avoid the abstract Case mismatch associated with the structures
in (76b-76d), along with the tense/finiteness mismatches. Both sorts of parses for the
sluices in (76) given in (77) are entirely isomorphic. For instance, the sluices in (77c)
and (77a) take the matrix clause in the left conjunct as their antecedents, whereas
(77d) and (77b) take the embedded non-finite clauses. This much ensures the remnant
and correlate’s Cases will also match. However, (77c) and (77a) seem to run into an
interpretive problem, while (77d) and (77b) are simply ungrammatical, presumably
because of see and remember’s selectional restrictions.35 Native English speakers react
negatively to (77c) and (77a), reporting a sense of inconsistency, as (77c) implies that
the speaker did not see something they saw, or that the subject in (77a) does not
remember something they remember.

(77) a. # She remembers someone.ACC meeting him, but she doesn’t remember
who.ACCi she remembers ti meeting him.

b. * She remembers someone.ACC meeting him, but she doesn’t remember
who.ACCi ti meeting him.

34 Thoms 2015 independently comes to the same conclusion on the basis of similar data,
namely, that sluicing cannot be sensitive to abstract Case matching given such examples,
contra Chung 2013.
35 It would be strange to assume ellipsis could repair interpretive and selectional restriction
violations alongside island violations, so appealing to repair in defense of such structures seems
unwarranted. Sluicing surely cannot repair any old thing.
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c. # I saw someone.ACC leave, but I didn’t see whoi.ACC I saw ti leave.

d. * I saw someone.ACC leave, but I didn’t see whoi.ACC ti leave.

This is good evidence for abandoning the assumption that abstract Case must match.
Under derived case matching, we only ever expected the case matching generalization
to be as robust as the isomorphism condition led us to expect it to be. If we loosen
the identity condition to allow for tense and finiteness mismatches (which is not only
an uncontroversial move, but perhaps so because of the empirical facts), we expect
mismatches in case/Case precisely like those in (76-77).

Derived case matching predicts, then, that if such examples could be constructed
in a remnant-case language, we should be able to “tease-out” a counterexample to the
CMG (i.e., we should be able to see case mismatches in sluices like those in (76) and
(77) in languages where case morphology expones Case assignment). This is what we
expect under derived case matching, but not divorced case matching. Divorced case
matching predicts such examples should be possible in English with an abstract Case
mismatch, but impossible in German, since in German there would be a corresponding
case mismatch, which is what divorced case matching is sensitive to.

The predictions of divorced case matching are borne out. German sehen, like En-
glish see, assigns accusative to the subject of its complement, and like English, sehen can
take finite interrogative complements, but not non-finite interrogative complements.36

(78) a. Klaus
Klaus

hat
has

jemanden
someone.ACC

weglaufen
leave

sehen.
seen

‘Klaus saw someone leave.’

b. Klaus
Klaus

hat
has

jemanden
someone.ACC

weglaufen
leave

sehen,
seen

aber
but

er
he

weiß nicht,
knows not

wer
who.NOM

weggelaufen
left

ist.
is

‘Klaus saw someone leave, but he doesn’t know who left.’

c. * Klaus
Klaus

hat
has

jemanden
someone.ACC

weglaufen
leave

sehen,
seen

aber
but

er
he

weiß nicht,
knows not

wer
who.NOM

/
/
wen
who.ACC

weglaufen.
leave

‘Klaus saw someone leave, but he doesn’t know who leave.’

Additionally, as in English, German (77c) sounds inconsistent/infelicitous:

(79) #Klaus
Klaus

hat
has

jemanden
someone.ACC

weglaufen
leave

sehen,
seen

aber
but

er
he

hat
has

nicht
not

gesehen,
seen

wen
who.ACC

er
he

weglaufen
leave

gesehen
seen

hat.
has

‘Klaus saw someone leave, but he didn’t see who he saw leave.’

Counter to the predictions of derived case matching, a detectible case mismatch is not
possible in German:

36 Thanks to Marta Wierzba, Patrick Grosz, and Mira Grubic for judgements, and Luis
Vicente and Jason Merchant (p.c.) for help in constructing these examples.
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(80) * Klaus
Klaus

hat
has

jemanden
someone.ACC

weglaufen
leave

sehen,
seen

aber
but

er
he

hat
has

nicht
not

gesehen
seen

wer.
who.NOM
‘Klaus saw someone leave, but he didn’t see who.’

Additionally, case-matching doesn’t help matters much, as speakers indicate (81) is
just as infelicitous as the overt counterpart in (79):

(81) #Klaus
Klaus

hat
has

jemanden
someone.ACC

weglaufen
leave

sehen,
seen,

aber
but

er
he

hat
has

nicht
not

gesehen
seen

wen.
who.ACC
‘Klaus saw someone leave, but he didn’t see who.’

These facts make sense if we assume that only a finite presluice, as in (76d), is a felic-
itous and grammatical presluice for the sluice in (76c). This entails an abstract Case
mismatch in English. This implies an overt case mismatch in German. Divorced case
matching then rules out the sluice in (80), corresponding to the German finite pres-
luice. I conclude that the case matching requirement is, indeed, divorced from the ID
condition. The CMG only concerns overt case, and does not follow from isomorphism.

An additional consequence of divorced case matching is that whenever it is met, the
hypothesis space for E-sites the remnant may have been extracted from is narrowed to
those in which the remnant’s morphological case is licensed. In German examples where
the remnant bears accusative, this has the result of imposing a degree of isomorphism
in the E-site, since the remnant’s case is licensed by the same head that licenses case
on its correlate. This, in turn, explains why (81), which respects the divorced case
condition, persists in being infelicitous in German, since case matching here forces a
parse for the E-site like that in (79), as that parse satisfies the divorced CMG.37,38

3.2 Characterizing Divorced case-Matching

Here, I give a formulation for divorced case matching that captures the empirical char-
acter of the CMG as we have uncovered it thus far. Unfortunately, I do not attempt to
derive the condition, however, as this constitutes (an important!) but separate project
outside the scope of this article. Deriving divorced case matching is certainly an im-
portant task, though this paper’s contribution should be seen primarily as empirical
in nature (in short, how should we understand the case matching facts in sluicing,

37 Native German speaking consultants reported that the sluice in (81) seemed infelicitous
for the same reason (79) did. In short, they have the same incoherent interpretation (he didn’t
see someone he saw).
38 Divorced case matching actually comes very close to making the same predictions as
Chung’s 2013 ID condition. In Chung 2013, remnants and correlates must share identical
case/Case licensing heads in their respective surrounding structures, forcing the E-site to con-
tain the same case/Case licensor present in the antecedent. This enforces a sort of “local”
isomorphism (or “limited syntactic identity,” as Chung (2013) puts it). Chung 2013, however,
intends for her ID condition to apply also to abstract Case, which the English facts, alone, dis-
cussed here, argue straightforwardly against (i.e. abstract Case mismatches must be available
in sluicing, given the fact that finiteness mismatches are allowed). However, in remnant-case
languages like German, our predictions appear to be the same.
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and how should they inform our theory?). It is unfortunate that we have lost the stan-
dard isomorphism-based explanation for the case matching generalization (derived case
matching), but the empirical facts seem to force us into this position.

We have already seen many contexts where the case matching generalization seems
to be irrelevant. Namely, p-or-q sluices (or sluices with disjunction correlates that are
not DPs, more generally), ECM-correlate sluices in English, and adjectival sluices. If
we assume the case matching generalization is simply inactive in non-remnant-case
languages (or active in fewer contexts), we end up capturing the crosslinguistic dif-
ferences between remnant-case (MG-compliant) and non-remnant-case (MG-deviant)
languages. Already implicit in the case matching generalization’s formulation is refer-
ence to morphological case, so that a reformulation in terms of a case matching con-
dition that requires (only) morphological case matching would automatically explain
the “inactivity” of case matching in non-remnant-case languages.

One way of formulating divorced case matching in such a way as to be “active”
whenever we need it to be, is as in (82):

(82) Divorced case matching:
In sluicing, given a correlate, C, and a remnant, R, if C and R are case-bearing
categories, R and C must have the same case morphology.

The antecedent of the conditional clause in (82) lets in p-or-q sluices, as well as ad-
jectival sluices. The “inactivity” of the condition in non-remnant-case languages like
English, Spanish, and BP, is also captured, allowing for SCCs, capturing the distri-
bution of P-stranding. The formulation also captures van Craenenbroeck’s observed
correlation between syncretism in MG-compliant languages and the availability of P-
stranding/SCCs.

There remains an empirical puzzle to be captured. As van Craenenbroeck 2012
notes, the acceptability of P-stranding/SCCs in MG-compliant languages is subject
to interspeaker and crosslinguistic variation, and if his reported judgements are any
indication, the trend is best described as one of “amelioration” under syncretism:

“A general caveat is in order concerning the syncretism facts discussed here.
As pointed out by Pullum and Zwicky (1985, 759) and Ingria (1990, 203),
judgments about syncretism and morphological case are notoriously subtle and
subject to interspeaker variation. As I have tried to make clear through the
use of grammaticality diacritics, this was also the case for my data. That said,
however, the general trend is clear: syncretic sluiced wh-phrases can be preposi-
tionless more easily than their non-syncretic counterparts.”
[van Craenenbroeck 2012, footnote 12]

This statement only holds for MG-compliant languages, which contrasts with data in
English, Spanish, and BP, within which, following Rodrigues et al. 2009, P-stranding
is judged as “perfect,” or “near perfect.” I do not have a full account for the differ-
ence in judgements between MG-compliant languages like German, Russian, Greek, on
the one hand, and BP, Spanish, and English, on the other. However, I appeal to van
Craenenbroeck’s 2012 observation that judgements regarding syncretism are “notori-
ously subtle.” Syncretism is commonly modeled in the morphological literature as the
underspecification of case features by “impoverishment rules” in certain morphosyntac-
tic contexts (Bierwisch 1967; Halle and Marantz 1993; Noyer 1998 inter multi alia).
One possibility worth exploring, which I leave aside here as it would take us too far
afield, is that perhaps when “judgements are subtle,” as is the case in MG-compliant
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languages, impoverishment is insufficient to completely satisfy divorced case matching,
giving rise to weaker violations of the CMG than those which would obtain in the ab-
sence of any impoverishment. We might then view MG-deviant languages like Spanish,
BP (and sometimes English), which are radically impoverished with respect to case
morphology, as entirely satisfying divorced case matching in the usual case.39

It is worth recalling the situation in Spanish here, which, as we saw, behaves more
like a MG-compliant language when the correlate is differentially case marked. Such a
context can be seen as one where impoverishment is less radical; the deviance stemming
from the lack of identity of case featural content between remnant and correlate.40,41

(83) Juan
Juan

besó
kissed

a
to

alguien,
someone

pero
but

no
not

sé
know

?(a)
to

quién.
who

‘Juan kissed someone, but I don’t know who.’

To summarize, I assume that even syncretism is not necessarily sufficient to (fully)
satisfy divorced case-matching in some contexts, so that crosslinguistic patterns might
be captured if divorced case matching ultimately receives a treatment as a gradiently
violable constraint. Our main empirical observations can be summarized as (a) case
matching in sluicing is not sensitive to abstract Case, and (b) syncretism helps matters,
moreso in languages with radically impoverished case on arguments than in languages
with richer case systems. I leave aside a more thorough exploration of the exact nature
of divorced case matching here, as what has been established is sufficient to defend the
idea that SCCs may underlie sluices. Where divorced case matching is violated given an
SCC source for the sluice, SCCs are unavailable. In other cases, as discussed in section
2, however, SCCs are available. Divorced case matching lets in SCCs without any
appeal to accommodation in MG-deviant langauges, captures the differences between
MG-deviant and -compliant languages with respect to the availability of P-stranding,
and also straightforwardly allows for mixed patterns, such as that in Spanish.42

39 Jason Merchant (p.c.) suggests an alternative possibility, namely, that in MG-compliant
langauges where judgements are “subtle,” and varied, the impoverishment required by the case
matching condition is somehow more costly than in MG-deviant languages (which have more
pervasive and radical case impoverishment). It is unclear to me at present how to distinguish
between these possibilities, but it should be clear that explanations for the crosslinguistic facts
that do not jeopardize the spirit of divorced case matching are readily available.
40 See Linares-Scarcerieau 2008 for an analysis of the object marker in Spanish as the phono-
logical exponent of K0, the head of KP (a ‘case-phrase’), and see Fabregas 2013 for a recent
survey on differential object marking.
41 Insofar as we are to take van Craenenbroeck’s 2012 syncretism data as an indication
that SCCs are available in MG-compliant languages under syncretism, it does not seem we
can conclude form the deviance resulting from “stranding” the differential object marker in
Spanish that SCCs are unavailable here in Spanish.
42 There is one counterexample to the CMG I am aware of. Ince 2012 notes that in Turkish,
subject remnants for embedded sluices must bear nominative case, despite the fact that their
embedded subject correlates must bear genitive. Ince provides an account of this pattern in
terms of derived case matching; ellipsis bleeds the syntactic constellation required to assign
genitive case to the subject remnant. The account nicely captures the fact that, otherwise, non-
subject remnants in Turkish must match case with their correlates. I have nothing substantial
to say about this counterexample to derived case matching. In the face of such evidence, one
possibility worth exploring is the notion that embedded subject remnants in Turkish are not
actually extracted from the E-site, and do not count as remnants, freeing embedded subject
Wh-phrases in Turkish sluices from the requirement that they must match in case with their
correlates. Alternatively, a more fine grained investigation of the Turkish case system, perhaps
in tandem with a deeper understanding of divorced case matching than that offered here,
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4 Conclusions and Prospects

There is much evidence in support of SCCs in sluicing, morphosyntactic, and interpre-
tive. One issue I have ignored on purpose in this paper is the nature of the identity
condition on ellipsis. I have done this for the simple reasons that (a) the nature of
this condition remains at issue in the literature, and (b) the empirical facts should
determine what the identity condition should look like (i.e., which sorts of elided struc-
tures such an ID condition should allow, given an antecedent). The contribution of
this paper, then, should be seen as primarily empirical in nature. In terms of the ID
condition, I have contributed little. Though, by virtue of the divorced case condition
defended here, we do end up with an empirically motivated method of ruling out SCCs
in any given language: if the language in question is a remnant-case language, and the
case of the correlate is not a case assignable in a copular clause in the language, then
no copular source for a corresponding sluice is available.

We also end up with a novel view of the case matching requirement under sluic-
ing. In particular, case matching does not follow from a syntactic identity condition, as
standardly assumed. Believing such is only motivated by the historical assumption that
ellipsis requires syntactic structure isomorphism between E-site and antecedent. Since
Merchant 2001, however, we have good empirical reasons to believe that strict syntactic
matching is too strong. In addition, we have presented empirical arguments in support
of the notion that the case matching requirement is “surfacey,” in only being concerned
with whether (overt) case morphology matches between remnants and correlates. This
is a state of affairs that is compatible with the observation that remnant-case languages
resist MG-violations, in contrast to non-remnant-case languages, which productively
counterexemplify MG. Going forward, we should aim to derive the divorced case condi-
tion on sluicing. It remains entirely mysterious to me, why it is that morphological case
on remnants and correlates should be so important in ellipsis resolution in sluicing.

Acknowledgements To be added after reviews.
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