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Abstract:
The paper examines certain constructions where<lgxceptionally license sloppy readings and
argues that such constructions involve a clitic bdiog structure where the double, which is
responsible for the sloppy reading, undergoes aeganellipsis. Typological consequences of the
proposed analysis are also discussed. Additionallyymber of conclusions are reached regarding the
nature of clitic doubling and especially argumdhipsis, for which a new semantically-based analysi
is proposed. The paper also addresses the moreabesmie of whether certain interpretations of
nominal expressions are derived via type-shiftiggered by null heads present in the syntax, st-po
syntactically, without corresponding syntactic stuue.

1. Introduction

This paper discusses a surprising and non-obviase of interaction between clitic doubling and
argument ellipsis, an ellipsis phenomenon whictiedlifull arguments (as dohn kissed-Marpr Mary
kissed Johnwith Mary elided; note that argument ellipsis is not avddalb English)and explores
what this interaction tells us about the natur¢hefphenomena in question, especially with resgect
argument ellipsis, for which a new analysis will fr@posed. The case in question superficially does
not involve either clitic doubling or argument p#lis. However, it will be argued in the paper tihat
looks are deceiving in this case.

The relevant case involves a class of construstishere pronominal clitics in some, but not
all, languages exceptionally license sloppy reaslitigait are otherwise not possible with pronominal
elements. It will be argued that the exceptionansing of the sloppy readings in question falts in
place under a clitic doubling+argument ellipsis lgsia of such constructions. Typological
consequences of the proposed analysis will thedidgmissed. It will be shown that the analysis has
consequences for the categorial status of thetimadl Noun Phrase, as well as its interpretatione
of the issues to be discussed in this respect &theh certain interpretations of nominal expression
are derived via type-shifting triggered by null Heapresent in the syntax, or post-syntactically,
without corresponding syntactic structure.

It is well-known that pronominal elements normaldly not support sloppy-style readings (see
here footnote 7). Ruéi(2014a,b), however, observes several cases wheneminal clitics in Serbo-
Croatian (SC) do yield such readings. Thus, sherebs that the pronominal clitic in (1) allows both
the strict reading, on which both Nikola and Damileited Nikola’s girlfriend, and the sloppy readin
on which Nikola invited Nikola’s girlfriend and Dda invited Danilo’s girlfriend (see (5) below far
context that licenses the sloppy reading).

(1) Nikola je pozvao (svoju) djevojku neaawl, a pozvagu jei Danilo. [SC]
Nikola is invited his girlfriendn slava and invited her. is too Danilo
‘Nikola invited his girlfriend to the slava @manilo invited his (Danilo’s/Nikola's) girlfrientbo.’

*This material is based upon work supported byNa¢ional Science Foundation under Grant BCS-0920888 helpful
comments and questions | thank Mitcho Erlewine, fgleticipants of my University of Connecticut seari® and the
audiences at th€litics and Beyondvorkshop at University of Gottingen (May 2018ender, Class, and Determination:

A Conference on the Nominal SpiateUniversity of Ottawa (September 2015), 8ymtax and Semantics of the Nominal
Domainworkshop at Goethe-Universitat Frankfurt (Febru20y6), theRethinking Verb Second: Assessing the Theory and
Data workshop at University of Cambridge (March 20M)CCFL 34 at University of Utah (April 2016), ancetillipsis
across Bordersvorkshop at University of Sarajevo (June 2016).

1



The availability of the sloppy reading is rathergsising here, given that, as noted above, pronamin
elements normally do not support such readingssTite sloppy reading is unavailable in English (2)

(2) Nikola invited his girlfriend, and Danilo inét her too.

The obvious difference between (1) and (2) is that pronominal element in the Serbo-Croatian
example is a clitic. One might then reason th& dlitichood that makes the sloppy reading avéglab
in (1), i.e. that, in contrast to non-clitic prom®, clitic pronouns do support sloppy readings.tEha
simple clitic/non-clitic pronominal approach canmadrk here can be easily seen by looking at other
languages. Thus, clitics in Macedonian, which ¢sely related to SC, do not support sloppy readings
as observed by Run{2014a,b).

(3) Nikola ja povika devojlsa naslava, a Danig povika isto [Mac]
Nikola hetvr.acc invited girl himparre @t Slava and Daniel herccinvited too
‘Nikola invited his girlfriend to the slavand Daniel invited Nikola’s/*Daniel girlfriend ¢o

Maybe then it is something about SC that allowsnproinal elements to support sloppy readings.
Treating pronominal elements in SC in general aggttonal with respect to the availability of the
sloppy reading is not a winning strategy eithevegithat non-clitic pronouns do not support sloppy
readings even in SE.

(4) Nikola je pozvao (svoju) djevojku nawlaa pozvao jaju i Danilo. [SC]
Nikola is invited his girlfriendn slava and invited is her too Danilo
‘Nikola invited his girlfriend to the slava @manilo invited his (Nikola's/*Danilo’s) girlfrieth too.

The availability of the sloppy reading in (1) thappears to be rather puzzling in light of the
unavailability of the sloppy reading in (2)-(4).

The goal of this paper is to examine the reasothi® exceptional behavior of SC (1) regarding
the availability of the sloppy reading and thenastigate the consequences of the proposed anafysis
(1) for other phenomena, in particular clitic dangland especially argument ellipsis, which will be
argued to be crucial in understanding the exceatibahavior of (1). Regarding argument ellipsig, th
goal of the paper is to establish the conditiondearwhich argument ellipsis is possible and more
generally, to contribute to our understanding & gfihenomenon by providing a semantically based
account of argument ellipsis which will also comsably broaden the scope of the phenomenon in
guestion. In particular, it will be argued that whadergoes argument ellipsis is defined in terisso
semantic type, as a result of which argument édlipsll be implemented in terms of LF copying, not
PF deletion. In the basic cases, traditional arqurakipsis will be argued to actually involve preate
ellipsis, i.e. LF copying of elements of type <e(see also Tomioka 2003). The LF copying process i
guestion itself is not parameterized; it can impiple apply even in a language like English, which
assumed not to allow argument ellipsis. Howevewyiit be shown that for independent reasons it
cannot yield argumental interpretation in a langudige English, while it can in a language like
Japanese, which is assumed to allow argumentisllipsnumber of other conclusions will be reached
in the course of the discussion regarding the eatfirboth argument ellipsis and clitic doubling, as
well as more general issues regarding the catdgsiadus and interpretation of traditional Noun
Phrases, including crosslinguistic variation irstrespect.

Pronominal and auxiliary clitics in SC cluster hetsecond position of their clause; the word oislatightly changed in
(4) to observe the second position requirementdthéliary is a second position clitic).
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Returning to examples like (1), Rdn{2014a,b) observes that SC is not the only languag
where clitics can support sloppy-like readings.the next section | will first discuss the broader
generalization regarding the availability of slog@adings noted by Run{2014a,b) and then turn to
the account of the generalization. Before providangaccount, which will be done in section 3, llwil
make a brief digression to discuss the phenomericargument ellipsis, which will be crucially
involved in the account provided in section 3. #ectd involves a more general discussion of
argument ellipsis, with a new proposal regarding e phenomenon in question should be analyzed.
This section also discusses more general issuesdiag the categorial status and interpretation of
traditional Noun Phrases.

2. On the (un)availability of sloppy readingswith clitics crosslinguistically

BosSkovi (2008, 2012) gives over twenty crosslinguistic gyatizations where languages differ with
respect to a number of syntactic and semantic phena depending on whether or not they have
articles (more precisely, definite articles), whitleans that the presence or absence of articlestan
simply be a phonological/PF effectThe generalizations in question involve issuesanmdigg
extraction out of NPs, superiority effects, freedofmword order, the type of clitic systems, the
presence of classifier systems, polysynthesis, esemp of Tense, negative raising, and the
interpretation of superlatives and possessivesngnothers. As discussed in Boskoy2008, 2012)
and references therein, languages without artieled languages with articles consistently show
different behavior regarding these phenomena. Vhtastic and semantic nature of the phenomena in
guestion indicates that we cannot simply be dediigerg with a phonological difference where articles
are merely not phonologically realized in languag@bout articles. Based on this, BoskoyR008,
2012) argues that there is a fundamental strucaliffdrence between languages with articles and
languages without articles. In particular, BoSkaf@008, 2012, 2015) shows that all the differerines
guestion can be provided a unified account if laggs with articles have DP and languages without
articles lack it. | will assume this to be the casthe discussion below.

Runi (2014a,b) establishes a new, rather interestimgrgéization regarding clitic pronouns
that also runs along the NP/DP lines. The genexadiz concerns the availability of sloppy-like
readings, a phenomenon briefly discussed in theodottion. As noted there, such readings are
standardly assumed not to be available with pronahelements. Ruéishows that they are available
with pronominal clitics but that languages differthis respect. In particular, she shows that sfopp
readings are available with clitics in NP languadpes not with clitics in DP languages. Thus, atedo
in the introduction, the clitic pronoun in SC (Sapports the sloppy reading on which Nikola invited
Nikola’s girlfriend and Danilo invited Danilo’s diriend (the relevant context provided by R&img
given below). The same holds for Slovenian (5)dsT$ not possible in Macedonian (5)c and French
(5)d, where only the strict reading is possible.alVis important here is that SC and Slovenian lack
definite articles, i.e. they are NP languages iskwic’'s (2008, 2012) terms, while Macedonian and
French have definite articles, i.e. they are DRjlmgyes in BoSko¥is (2008, 2012) typology.

2 What is relevant here is actually the presencabgence of definite articles in a language. Foe edexposition | will
simply use the term “article” below (the distinetics relevant only in the rare cases of languabjashave indefinite but
not definite articles, like Slovenian; as discussedBoskovt 2009, Slovenian in all relevant respects behailes |
languages without articles).

3 See also Fukui (1988), Corver (1992), A4fi997), Chierchia (1998), Cheng and Sybesma (199@ns (1999), Willim
(2000), Baker (2003), Trenki(2004), Despi (2011, 2013), Marelj (2011), Takahashi (2011)ngi§2012), Tal (2013,
2016), Cheng (2013), Run{2014a), Kang (2014), BoSka@vandSener (2014), Zanon (2015), Boskéwnd Hsieh (2013,
2015), among others, for no-DP analyses of at l@sie languages without articles.
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(5) a. Nikola je pozvao (svoju) djevojku nawsl, a pozvagu je i Danilo. [SC]
Nikola is invited his girlfrihon slava and invited hgracc is too Danilo
‘Nikola invited his girlfriend to the slaxand Danilo invited his (Danilo’s/Nikola's) girlfmel too.'
b. Marko je povabil (svojo) punco  na 2ahdn povabiljo je tudi Peter. [Slov]
Marko is invited (his)  girlfriend guarty, and invited her.acc is also Peter.
‘Marko invited his girlfriend to the partyd Peter also invited his (Marko’s/Peter's) gielird.'
c. Nikola ja povika devojka na slava, a Danilpa povika isto [Mac]
Nikola heg.acc invited girl him.oar at slava and Danilo hekcc invited too
‘Nikola invited his girlfriend to the slavand Danilo invited Nikola’s/*Daniel girlfriend ¢o
d. Nicolas a invité sa petite amie a fiete et Danild’a invitee aussi. [French]
Nicolas has invited his girlfriend tceetparty and Danilo her.acc'has invited too
‘Nicola invited his girlfriend to the pargnd Danilo invited Nicola’s/*Daniel girlfriend too.
Nikola and Danilo are brothers and their family ebfates St. Nicholas, the patron saint’s feastiday
Orthodox tradition that is celebrated annually ored@mber 19th. It is a common practice among
Serbs to invite a boyfriend/girlfriend to a famdglebration. Both Nikola and Danilo have a girling
(thus, in this context, there are two girlfriends)d they invited their girlfriends to their family
celebration.

Runi¢c (2014a,b) discusses several additional sloppg)}-likadings and a number of additional Slavic
and Romance languages (and Greek), which all confior the pattern discussed above, i.e. they
confirm the NP/DP cut (e.g., the only Slavic langes where clitics disallow sloppy readings are
Macedonian and Bulgarian, which are the only Sldamguages with articles). Rién{2014a,b) then
concludes that we are dealing here with a morergépattern; in particular, she establishes (6).

(6) Clitics may have sloppy readings only in NPgaages.

The question is now what is responsible for theegaization in (6). The goal of this paper is to
provide an account of (6) and then explore its eqnsences for the mechanisms involved in the
deduction of (6), which will also involve a discigs of more general issues regarding the categorial
status and interpretation of traditional NPs. Sith@eaccount will crucially involve the phenomerain
argument ellipsis, before providing an account & [ will make a short digression to discuss
argument ellipsié.

3. Argument ellipsis

A number of languages have been argued to alloysall of arguments. The languages in question
include Japanese, Korean, Turkish, Chinese, HiA@BL, Bangla, Malayalam, Mongolian, and
Javanese (see Oku 1998, Saito 2004, 2(&her and Takahashi 2010, D. Takahashi 2008,
Koulidobrova 2012, Takita 2011, Simpson et al 20@Beng 2013, Sato 2015, Sakamoto in press a,
among others). One of the defining characteristicargument ellipsis is the possibility of sloppy(-
like) readings. Thus, Japanese (7)b allows theimgaon which Hanako respects different teachers

4 See Rurd (2014a,b) for an alternative account of (6) whistbased on the NP/DP analysis of clitic pronouftse
account given in Ruti (2014a,b) is semantically-based; under her accalitits in NP and DP languages differ
semantically. This paper proposes an alternatieewd of (6) where the difference in question does result from a
different semantics of clitic pronouns in NP and BRguages but from an independent factor, whicbnly indirectly
related to clitics. (The proposed account alsodeawom for potential speaker variation for NP laggs like SC, which
can be tied to the availability of clitic doublimgd/or argument ellipsis (as well as ellipsis Igiag more generally), to be
discussed below.)
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from Taro, unlike the pronoun in (8)b (but on a path (8)c and (8)d. | will refer to the reading in
question as the sloppy-reading beldw).

(7) a. Taroo-wa sannin-no sensei-o0 sonledisit
Taro-Top three-Gen teacher-Aespects
‘Taro respects three teachers.’
b. Hanako-mo e sonkeisiteiru.
Hanako-also respects
‘(Lit.) Hanako respects e, too.’ (Japan&smer and Takahashi 2010)
(8) a. John respects three teachers.
b. Mary respects them, too.
c. Mary does, too.
d. Mary respects three teachers.

The sloppy reading (Hanako’s son) is also possibl€d)b. It is, however, not possible with the
pronoun in (9)c. (The examples are slightly modifieem Sener and Takahashi 2010.)

(9) a. Taro-wa [zibun-no musuko-ga eigo-o sittéajitta
Taro-top self-gen son-nom Englisk-know that said
‘Taro said that his son knew English
b. Hanako-waffuransugo-o sitteiru to] itta
Hanako-top  French-acc know Hzatl
‘Hanako said thaknew French’
c. Hanako-w& fpre-ga furansugo-o sitteiru to] itta
Hanako-top he-nom French-acc ovkithat said
‘Hanako said that he knows French’

Based on these facts and a number of additionahagts, a number of authors (Goldberg 2005, Kim
1999, Oku 1998, Saito 2004, 20G&ner and Takahashi 2010, Sugawa 2008, Takahas8j Za@Rita
2011, Sakamoto in press a, among many others) drgueed that on the sloppy readings in question,
(7)b and (9)b do not involvpro (given that in the contexts in question a pronoannot yield such
readings). Rather, they involve argument ellipsiseresannin-no sensei-three teachers’ anzibun-

no musuko-gahis son’ undergo ellipsis in (7)b and (9)b regpexty (the readings in question are in
fact available if these elements are overtly real)2

3.1. Argument €elipsisand clitic doubling

What the data discussed above indicate is thausédli(i.e. argument ellipsis) but not overt pror®un
gives rise to sloppy readingdn light of this, | suggest that the possibility sloppy readings in
examples like (1) indicates that SC clitics co-oduere with an elided NP, i.e. that we are dedtiece
with a clitic+argument ellipsis combination. In ethwords, we are dealing here with a clitic doudplin

5> Note that SC clitic pronouns also license the gjogading in this context, see R&é2014a)

5 The above is a brief illustration of some of thhguanents for the argument ellipsis analysis fromliterature. The works
in question also show that Otani and Whitman's @d%halysis, on which eliptic null object constiaos involve full VP
ellipsis that is preceded by V-raising, cannot actdor the full paradigm pertaining to argumenipsis (e.g. they show
that the sloppy readings of the kind illustratedwabare available in the contexts where VP ellisg@mply not possible).
7 What is important for our purposes is that (pgttaside cases like (1)) sloppy readings are nagipleswith pronouns in
the contexts under consideration; such readingaaralways ruled out with pronouns, see, e.g. ibe (2001).
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construction, where the doubled element is deriadargument ellipsi®.The argument ellipsis NP,
rather than the clitic, is the source of the slopggding. This analysis immediately explains whp-no
clitic pronouns, as in (4), do not yield such reagi only clitic pronouns are involved in the dliti
doubling construction, non-clitic pronouns are ndnder this analysis, clitic and non-clitic pronsun
in SC do not differ with respect to the availakilif sloppy-readings, they are unavailable withhbot
Furthermore, SC and Macedonian clitics also dodikber with respect to the possibility of sloppy
readings—neither of them gives rise to such readifitpe difference here lies in the availability of
argument ellipsis.

The argument ellipsis derivation, where argumelipps$ co-occurs with a clitic, then should
not be available in DP languages, given Risnbbservation that clitic constructions in suchgaages
do not support sloppy readings. This restriction gafact be straightforwardly captured, given the
generalization regarding the availability of argumnellipsis crosslinguistically established in Chen
(2013). In particular, Cheng (2013) establishes gbreralization that argument ellipsis is possible
only in languages without articles, i.e. NP langeg@n fact, all the languages cited above as atigw
argument ellipsis lack article3).

(10) Only languages without articles (i.e. NP laages) may allow argument ellipsis.

Given that what licenses the possibility of sloppgdings in clitic constructions is actually argunne
ellipsis, and that argument ellipsis is not avddain DP languages, we then capture Rigni
observation that sloppy readings are not availaftle clitics in DP languages.

Note now that (10) is a one-way correlation; it slget require all NP languages to allow
argument ellipsis. As discussed above, Japaneseakogs it, in fact in both subject and object
position.Sener and Takahashi (2010) discuss the interesting of Turkish, which allows it in object
but not subject position. It turns out that SC lwelsalike Turkish in the relevant respect. Before
demonstrating this, notice that what is importamtdur purposes is that argument ellipsis is albwe
with objects, the unavailability of argument eligsvith subjects is in fact irrelevant to the preiog
discussion.

That being said, the following data indicate thauanent ellipsis is not possible in the subject
position in SC. Only the strict reading (Peter'dahis possible in (11)b; the sloppy reading (Jusa
child) is not (notice also that SC has subject,rmitobject, agreement-licensgb-drop).

(11) a. Petar je rekao da njegovo dijete zrengleski.
Petar is said that his Id&Hinows English
‘Peter said that his child knew Esigjl
b. Jovan je rekao dazna  francuski.
Jovan is said that knows Frenc
‘Jovan said thakknew French.’

That SC has argument ellipsis in object positiorhasder to show since SC has V-stranding VP
ellipsis, where the verb moves out of the VP, whgfollowed by VP ellipsis (see Stjepandwi998,

8 | will return below to the more general issue liticcdoubling in SC. It should be noted here tleatguages that disallow

sloppy readings with clitics do allow it under iditloubling, as expected under the current analgsien that the double is

the source of the sloppy reading. Thus, Macedofijatoes have the sloppy reading.

(i) Nikola ja povika devojksi naslava, a Daniel ja povika devojka si na slava isto.
Nikola hetr.acc invited girl  him.parren @t slava and Daniel her.cinvited girl hind.parrer @t Slava too

9 Cheng (2013) follows up here on one of the NP/BRegalizations argued for in Bo3kéyR012), namely the radical pro-

drop generalization (see also Koulidobrova 2012620
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Todorovic 2015)1° This means that merely not eliding the verb isemaugh to ensure that argument
ellipsis rather than VP ellipsis is taking plac& & gument for object argument ellipsis therefareds

to rule out the possibility of a V-stranding VPigdis derivation. The data in (12)-(13) do in fact
indicate that SC has object argument ellipsis. @Rebat only object argument ellipsis is relevémt
our purposes.)

(12) a. Ona je poslala svoje predstavnike jedan drugome.
she issent [hepnrepresentativeg][each othefa]
‘She sent her representatives to eaatr 6th
b.*Ona je poslala jedan drugome svoje gtadike.
(13)?0na je poslala svoje  predstavnike jedan drugome, a on je predstavio jedan drugome.
she issent [hedphoepresentativas[each othefay and he is introduced [each othgr
‘She sent her representatives to each adinerhe introduced them to each other.’

(12) shows that in the construction in questiony ahe DO-10O word order is possible, i.e. the 10
cannot undergo movement here. This rules out tlsrafiding VP ellipsis derivation for (13). Under
that derivation, both the verb and the 10 wouldéhttymove out of the VP, with the DO remaining in
the VP to be elided under VP ellipsis. But then)@®uld be at least as bad as (12)b), which &rble
is nott

One may then wonder how other NP languages Riistussed, e.g. Slovenian, behave in the
relevant respect. While the issue merits atterfoonndependent reasons, it is actually not relévan
our purposes; in fact, whether the NP languagegmcahsideration allow object argument ellipsis in
non-clitic constructions turns out to be irrelevémtthe proposed analysis of the clitic construtdio
under consideration. The reason for this has twitlo the unavailability of argument ellipsis in (11
Saito (2007) provides an account of the impossyhilf argument ellipsis in subject cases like (Bt
allows argument ellipsis in clitic examples likg (ggardless of whether argument ellipsis is allbwe
in the object position in examples without clitics.

Like Cheng (2013), Saito (2007) is concerned with tssue of what kind of languages in
principle allow argument ellipsis. Saito arguest thgreement matters in the availability of argument
ellipsis. In particular, he argues for (14).

(14) Agreement blocks argument ellipsis. (Sano7)
Since Japanese in general lacks agreement, it dthssbbject and object argument ellipsis; on the

other hand, since SC (and the same holds for Thirkias subject but not object agreement, argument
ellipsis is blocked by (14) only for the subjecsiiimn in SC (and Turkishi?

10See also Gribanova (2013a,b) and Bailyn (in prissiRussian (the discussion in these works bearthe@mpossibility of
both V-stranding VP ellipsis and argument ellipgiRussian).
while it is better than (12)b, (13) is not completeerfect. However, it is not worse than (i), whindicates that
whatever is responsible for its slight marginakigs nothing to do with binding (we seem to be dedtiere with a PF issue
having to do with interaction of focus stress aedatenting). In other words, this also confirmg tha cannot be dealing
here with the kind of derivation that (12)b hasjahhwould be required under the V-stranding VPpsIk analysis.
(i) ?Onaje poslalalvana Petru, a jeopredstavio Petru.

she is sent Ivae Petesar and he is introduced Petgf

‘She sent lvan to Peter and he introduead to Peter.’
12 The embedded clause subject in (11)b is then Note incidentally that under the current analy&id)b may provide
evidence thapro, more precisely agreement licengew, cannot be clitic doubled (otherwise the doubleléde the
source of the sloppy reading in (11)b). In otherdsgo clitic doubling is indeed clitic doubling—ontjitics participate in it.
(Notice also that what | am referring to herepas could also be a regular non-clitic pronoun thadargoes PF deletion
(see Holmberg 2005 and references therein) or gatisfes on INFL could be thematically interpretaldge and bear
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More importantly, the way Saito (2007) deduces) (hdékes the issue of whether languages
like SC allow argument ellipsis in the object pmsitirrelevant to the availability of argument p#is
in the clitic doubling cases discussed above. Tiseaj Saito’s analysis is that T/v cannot undergo
agreement with an argument ellipsis TNP, henceraegt ellipsis is not available when T/v have an
agreement requirement that can only be satisfiedrnaergoing agreement with an argument ellipsis
TNP 22 Following up on the line of research which goeskbt Kuroda (1988), Saito argues that
languages like Japanese, which do not exhibit nadggiical agreement, also lack agreement in
general. In such languages, T/v then do not undagreement (i.e. they are not subject to an
agreement requirement), hence argument ellipgisssible in such languag¥s.

How about languages that have overt morphologigedeanent, but only in certain positions?
The issue is actually discussedSaner and Takahashi (201®ener and Takahashi argue that the
overtness of morphological agreement for partichkzads matters. Recall that under Saito’s analysis,
summarized in footnote 14, a functional head cammolergo Agree with an argument ellipsis TNP.
Any time agreement is morphologically manifeste@ ttelevant functional head must undergo
agreement. Given the overtness of subject agreemeBIC, this means that T is subject to the
agreement requirement in SC, i.e. it must undergeed, which means that subjects cannot undergo
argument ellipsis in SC under Saito’s analysis.tlénother hand, in the cases where agreement is not
morphologically realized, in principle the relevdahctional head may or may not be subject to an
agreement requirement, where it would have to @alégree with a nominal element. None of the
languages under consideration (i.e. those thatedewant for the generalization in (6)) actuallysha
overt object agreement. This means that agreernssit cannot tell us anything about whether such
languages would allow object argument ellipsisv lin such languages is subject to the agreement
requirement, object argument ellipsis would be kéak; if it isn’t, it would not be. Importantly,
regardless of whether v is subject to the agreemeguirement in the languages in question, i.e.
regardless of whether object argument ellipsisvalable in the languages in question, this analysi
does not block the argument ellipsis derivatioranstructions with clitics. In a clitic case likeetone
in (1), the clitic undergoes agreement with v. Hngument ellipsis TNP that co-occurs with it then
does not undergo agreement with v, hence arguniggsi®is not blocked for this TNFP.

subject theta-role, in which case there would beprmin such cases (for relevant discussion, see daxiatlou and

Anagnastopulou 1998 and Barbosa 1995).

B 1 will use the term traditional NP (TNP) neutrallyithout commitment to the categorial status & thlevant element:
TNP stands for NP and its extended projectioranyf (in DP languages, the TNP is a DP).

1 Following Chomsky (2000), Saito assumes that aihecked Case feature makes TNPs visible for phisfeaagreement
with functional heads. Argument ellipsis TNPs umte€ase-licensing in their original position prtorLF copying. They
are then copied without an unchecked Case featnieh means that they are inactive for agreemettiéir new position.
The argument ellipsis derivation then fails in laages where there is a functional head that museagith a TNP since
argument ellipsis TNPs are inactive for agreem@fitat is behind the blocking effect of agreementiogument ellipsis is
that in the relevant cases a functional head need®mdergo agreement with a TNP, which an arguradlipisis TNP is

unable to do. The problem does not arise in Japaoeshe reason noted in the text.

Regarding non-TNP arguments (note, however, thaal argument ellipsis languages allow argumdimsés of
non-TNP arguments, see Koulidobrova 2012), Saii@ 12 suggests that such elements also undergo Aureever, Saito
(in press) suggests an alternative where the ghigsitif non-TNP argument ellipsis essentially dags on the possibility
of TNP argument ellipsis (i.e. where the ellipsfsnon-TNP arguments is blocked if the ellipsis diF arguments is
blocked; while 1 do not discuss non-TNP argumenipsis below, the discussion can be adjusted tee tdkinto
consideration).
151t is worth noting here that, in contrast3ener and Takahashi (2010), Saito (2007) suggesitagge binary distinction,
where languages are either agreeing or non-agréairadl relevant functional heads. SC would bessified as an agreeing
language under Saito’s approach, hence v, as well, avould be subject to the agreement requiremenmnoted in the
text, even if v needs to undergo Agree in SC, i 8C clitic doubling cases involving argument si§pthe clitic can
undergo agreement with v, so that the presenca ofaxtive (for agreement) argument ellipsis TNglnot matter in this
case. Under this account, where SC v would alwagsito undergo Agree, examples like (13) can bdlbdrby assuming
that the indirect object, which does not undergguarent ellipsis, undergoes Agree with v in the sécoonjunct (see
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Under the combined Cheng/Saito analysis, we thérexgctly the right cut, where argument
ellipsis is always blocked in DP languages, inatgdclitic cases like (3), but is allowed in NP
languages like SC in the clitic cases (even regasdbf its availability in non-clitic cases). Singeder
Saito’s analysis argument ellipsis should be altbwethe presence of an object clitic in the largpsa
under consideration regardless of whether it islavia in its absence, | will not examine if other
relevant languages allow object argument ellipsithe absence of a clitic.

The analysis proposed above has important consegsdor the more general issue of what
determines the availability of argument ellipsisinl fact provides evidence that both Cheng (2013)
and Saito (2007) are right: both DP and agreemave: the blocking effect on argument ellip$is.

To summarize section 3.1., the argument ellipsialysis presented in this section captures
Runit’s generalization regarding the restricted avaliighbof certain sloppy readings with pronominal
elements, where the readings in question are dailaith clitics in some but not all languages, and
are unavailable with non-clitic pronouns even ia tAnguages that allow them with clitic pronouns.
The analysis also provides evidence that both Cl{2033) and Saito (2007) are right regarding the
issue of what determines the availability of argamellipsis: both the lack of DP and the lack of
agreement are prerequisites for the availabilitgrgument ellipsis.

3.2. Theovertness of clitic doubling

Under the analysis presented above, SC cliticsomaaccur with an NP that undergoes argument
ellipsis. What is of interest here is that most \&@eties actually disallow overt clitic doublinge(
clitic doubling by an overtly realized element)@ramples like (15). (Some SC varieties do allow),(15
see Runi 2014a; also, as noted below, some cases of dgudnieallowed in all varieties).

(15) *lvan ga napisapismo.
lvan it wrote letter (SC)

Given that on the current analysis of SC examples (5)a the clitic in such cases co-occurs with
another TNP, which means that such a combinationldmot be completely ruled out in SC, we need
to address the unacceptability of examples likg,(&Xlassical clitic doubling case. This sectiail w
show that an independently proposed account okingsiistic variation regarding the availability of
clitic doubling constructions like (15) actuallygglicts that clitic doubling will be available in S@th
argument ellipsis; i.e. it provides a straightfordianatural explanation why clitic doubling is not
possible in (15) but is possible with argumenipsil in SC.

Obviously, clitic doubling can in principle be isle only in languages that have pronominal
clitics in the first place. Such languages do, hwevediffer with respect to the possibility of it
doubling. Thus, Spanish allows examples like (16).

(16) Lo vimos aJuan.
him we-saw a Juan

There are several approaches in the literaturerdegathe crosslinguistic variation in question. A
prominent and well-known approach treats the dffiee in terms of Case (see Sportiche 1996, Jaeggli
1986, Schmitt 1996, among others). In languagesevbktic doubling is not allowed a problem in
such cases arises with respect to Case: sinceliticetakes the Case that the verb would normally

Boskovic 2013b regarding the locality of Agree here; assshin BoSkove 2013b, like traces, elided phrases do not count
as interveners).

%This may account for the relative rarity of argumneltipsis (see also section 4, where Cheng'’s gdization is deduced;
regarding the impossibility of argument ellipsissobjects in Chinese, see Cheng 2013 and Koulidali2616).
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assign, the doubling TNP cannot be Case-licenseldniguages where clitic doubling is allowed, such
licensing is possible—in some cases special mesimanare involved, lika in Spanish.

SC (15) is then ruled out because thegi#ocannot be Case-licensé&dThat Case may indeed
be what is at issue here is suggested by examgke$1l7), noted by Sanja Rakévip.c.), wherega
andbusbear different Cases, hence the Case problemriiesrise here (note that nominative is the
default Case in SC}

(17) Evo ga bus
here it.acc bus.nom
‘Here is the bus.’

Importantly, the Case problem in question (i.e.@ase problem from (15)) does not arise at all when
the doubling element is an argument ellipsis NRe T in question undergoes Case-licensing in its
own clause prior to LF copying, hence no problerthwespect to the Case-licensing of the doubling
NP arises in this case.

It is worth noting here that Saito (2007) crugiadkrgues that argument ellipsis NPs are Case-
licensed in their original clause prior to LF capyiand do not undergo Case-licensing in their “new”
clause after LF copying. As discussed in footnofe this is in fact the crucial component of his
analysis of the generalization that agreement hakeking effect on argument ellipsid.n other
words, he argues that Japanese (7)b, repeate®)niglderived as follows: ISannin-no sensei-s
Case-licensed in the first clause; 2anin-no sensei- then copied in LF into the second clause,
where it is not involved in any Agree relationgldes not undergo either agreement or Case-licensing

(18) a. Taroo-wa sannin-no sensei-0 sortkedigi
Taro-Top three-Gen teacher-Aespects

17 Macedonian allows examples like (15) without apgaal Case-marking, as in (i).
()lvo go napisa pismoto.

Ivo it wrote letter-the

‘Ivo wrote the letter.’
BosSkovic (2008, 2012) argues that this kind of doublingadssible only in DP languages (the observatioroidined to a
particular kind of doubling, namely clitic doublirtbat is obligatorily accompanied with a definiteskspecificity effect;
see here Ruti2014a, who shows that in Prizren-Timok Serbianenehexamples like (15) are allowed, such exampdes d
not involve the kind of doubling Boskavi2008, 2012 was concerned with—Rurin fact gives it a very different
analysis). If this is correct, there should theralreore general restriction where the Case issgeestion (i.e. the issue of
the Case-licensing of the doubling element) shdoddresolvable only in (some) DP languages (with Kimgl of clitic
doubling that BoSkowi 2008, 2012 was concerned with). | suggest theowiellg implementation of this restriction.
Suppose that the clitic and the double in Macedo(ijaare involved in Case-feature sharing in teese of Frampton and
Gutmann (2002) and Pesetsky and Torrego (2007)enthe two unvalued Case features, one on the alitd one on the
doubling element, become two instances of the samelued feature. When the Case feature on the idivalued by v, it
is then also valued on its double, since we ardirdphere with the same Case feature. The propesalen that feature
sharing of this type is possible only for functibeéements, not lexical elements. This means tHs,but not NPs, can
enter such feature sharing, hence the way of regpthhe Case issue noted in this footnote (whegectitic and the double
have the same Case) is not available in NP langu@feBosSkow 2008, 2012).
8t is not completely clear though that (17) invedwclitic doubling.
19 As discussed in footnote 14, because argumeps®lifNPs undergo Case-licensing in their origpwition prior to LF
copying, not having an unchecked Case feature,dheynactive for agreement in their new positibhe argument ellipsis
derivation then fails in languages where there faretional head that must agree with a TNP, argunedipsis TNPs
being inactive for agreement. Recall that the probin question does not arise in the SC clitic diagbcases involving
argument ellipsis. Even if v needs to undergo agss# in such cases in SC (in contrast to e.g. dmgamwhere functional
heads T and v quite generally do not need to umdehitlicensing, which Saito ties to the more gah&ck of agreement
in Japanese), the clitic can undergo agreementwyitio that the presence of an inactive (for agesgjrargument ellipsis
TNP does not matter in this case.
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‘Taro respects three teachers.’
b. Hanako-mo e sonkeisiteiru.

Independently made proposals regarding crosslitigwariation with respect to clitic doubling and
argument ellipsis discussed above in fact makesdigion that argument ellipsis will be availabhe i
SC with clitic doubling and that clitic doubling thibe possible in SC with argument ellipsis, which
exactly what happens under the analysis presemted h

It should be also noted that the current analysigsides evidence that argument ellipsis should
be treated in terms of LF copying rather than Pletam. If we apply the PF deletion analysis of
ellipsis to the SC case under consideration, wtiegedoubling element is elided, a difficult questio
arises which does not have an obvious answer: oy the relevant NP have to be deleted in these
cases (as indicated by (15))? On the other handeruthe LF copying analysis we have an easy
explanation for why the NP in question does nofamg phonologically: it is created only in LF.
Furthermore, we have seen above that the Caserdcobthe unacceptability of examples like (15)
does not extend to the cases where the doubleasgament ellipsis NP under the LF copying analysis
of argument ellipsis, since the double does geediasnsed under this analysis. This is not thes cas
under the PF deletion analysis; the Case problamattises in examples like (15) should also anse i
the cases where the double is elided in PF, whiohldvbe the case under the PF deletion analysis of
argument ellipsig€® The analysis presented here can then be takerowidprevidence that argument
ellipsis should be implemented through LF copyingt PF deletion (another argument will be
presented in section 4; for additional independamguments to this effect, see Saito 2007 and
Sakamoto in press BJ.

It should also be emphasized that the current aisalyaptures what appears to be varied
behavior of various pronominal elements with resgecthe availability of the sloppy reading in
examples like (1)-(4) (and (11)b) without sayingtlimg special about clitics vs non-clitic pronouns
or anything special about clitics in one languagechtics in another language. All the pronominal
elements in question, clitics in SC, clitics in Mdonian, non-clitic pronouns in SC (includipgp),
and non-clitic pronouns in English, are treated shene way when it comes to the sloppy reading
(none of them in fact supports it in this contexl); the differences regarding the availabilitytbé
sloppy reading in (1)-(4) follow from other factofise. the (un)availability of other mechanisms),
which were all independently argued for in therétare; nothing new was actually proposed here to
capture the variation in question.

Recall now that, as noted in footnote 4, Ru(@014a,b) gives an alternative, semantically-
grounded account of (6) which is based on the NPAD&ysis of clitic pronouns. Under Ruisi
account, clitics in NP and DP languages differ beyhtactically, i.e. in their categorial statusdan

20 |t appears that the only way out here would begsume the rescue-by-PF-deletion mechanism; meesply, to
assume that, as is often argued regarding locuailithations, which are assumed to be rescuable byl@&é&tion (see for
example Merchant 2001, Lasnik 2001, BoSka®011; but see Abels 2011, Barros, Eliot, and Tha614 for an opposing
view), violations of the traditional Case filterhere an NP does not get Case-licensed, can bedvbigeleleting the
relevant NP in PF (see Saito 2001 for such a pidpos
21 sakamoto’s arguments in this respect are partigutdrong. Sakamoto shows that covert but not toe&traction is
allowed out of argument ellipsis sites in Japanesgech straightforwardly follows if argument elliigssites have internal
structure only in LF, which is the case under tlkecbpying, but not under the PF deletion analysigi¢e that Sakamoto’s
arguments against the PF deletion analysis alsndxb the unifornpro analysis of Japanese null arguments, since this
analysis would not allow extraction out of argumeltipsis sites).

Note also that treating argument ellipsis in teoh&F copying does not necessarily mean that &ps$ should
be treated in terms of LF copying. In fact, Sakam(@t press b) and Dadan (in press) explicitly arthat both PF deletion
and LF copying are in principle possible, and alen advantage of in different ellipsis construtdio(Under the claim
made in BoSkovi 2014 that ellipsis can target either phases osgheomplements, Dadan (in press) and Sakamoto (in
press b) argue that the former always involves affying and the latter PF deletion (BoSko20D14 in fact gives argument
ellipsis as an example of full phase ellipsis).)
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semantically. This is not the case under the ctiraeoount; in fact, nothing in what was said above
would require pronouns in languages with articled &nguages without articles to have different
categorial status or different semantics. Thisoista say that they do not differ (for relevantadission
of pronominal elements more generally, see Bogka@08, 2012, 2015, DespR011, 2013, Fukui
1988, and Ruigi2014a), this only means that if the current actofithe contrast between SC (1) and
Macedonian (3) regarding the availability of thepgly reading is on the right track, this contréself
does not provide evidence that clitic pronounspj@nouns in general) should be treated differently
syntactically and/or semantically in these langsage

Having discussed one surprising and non-obviouse cak argument ellipsis and its
consequences for the proper treatment of arguniigugig, | conclude the paper with a more general
discussion of the nature of argument ellipsis.

4. On the nature of argument ellipsis
4.1 What exactly isargument elipsis, and why isit possible only in NP languages?

| will first consider the issue of why argumentiis is in principle restricted to NP languages,
adopting a semantic account of this issue, and ¢xpiore consequences of the account. The account
will significantly increase the scope of the phemoiwn in question, which will be argued to be a
correct move.

Consider first how the NP/DP languages distinctan be implemented semantically. The most
straightforward semantic implementation of theididton can in fact be found in Chierchia (1998),
more precisely, in his treatment of DP languagedN#slanguages like Russian, if we extend his
treatment of Russian to all NP languages, a natamle in light of the NP/DP generalizations from
Boskovi (2008, 2012), where NP languages as a class puseg to DP languages as a class.

Chierchia (1998) argues that DP is not neededrfjuraenthood, which opens the door for an NP
analysis of languages like SC. As in the currentkwr Chierchia SC TNPs are NPs. They are of
type <e, t>, and become of type e (i.e. they ameet from predicates into arguments) by covert type
shifting, which can be straightforwardly incorpa@atnto the BoSkovi(2008, 2012) system: SC TNPs
are then NPs, with covert type shifting applyingum them into arguments. In article languages lik
English, D does the job in question. Thus, therdiefiarticle maps type <e, t> to type e. As a esul
the TNP itself (i.e. without application of any @t type shifting operations) here has the typa e i
English. Excluding purely covert type shifting ogions that are not triggered by elements present i
the syntax, SC TNP is still of type <e,%.

It should be noted here that although Chierchiairass that SC and Chinese both lack DP, he
actually treats Chinese differently semanticallyiveéd the parallel behavior of SC and Chinese
regarding the NP/DP generalizations, where theyesyatically pattern together and against article
languages like English and Romance (see Bogk®dD8, 2012, BoSko¥iand Hsieh 2013, Cheng
2013), I will assume that there is no type diff@eietween Chinese and SC. This means that Chinese
NPs are also of type <e,t>, with covert type shiftio e in the cases where e interpretation isiredu
This treatment of Chinese is actually very simitaCheng and Sybesma (1999), where Chinese NP is
also treated as being of type <e, t> (see also dka2003 for Japanes®).

22 ignore TNPs with elements like demonstrativese Thiscussion here adapts Chierchia (1998) to Ba&koXP/DP
typology since the two do not correspond completilyChierchia’s system, bare NP arguments arewnalibin certain
cases in English though not in Romance. Howeves, NifP/DP generalizations, where English always pattevith
Romance, indicate that even in these cases DPRjsogped in English. Based on this, BoSko{2008, 2012) reaches the
conclusion that English TNPs are always DPs. la liwith this, | assume English argumental TNPs &rype e without
any covert (i.e. non-D triggered) type shiftinggsdso footnote 27), which is in fact Chierchiatatment of Romance.

23 Although for Chierchia SC and Chinese both lack Bimplifying somewhat) he treats Chinese bareinal® as being
of type e, while SC bare nominals are of type ze;The proposal in the text treats Chinese and &@imals in the same
way, extending Chierchia’s analysis of SC to Chéinggmilarly to Cheng and Sybesma 1999 and Tomi0@3). There
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Simplifying somewhat, in the syntax itself arguns®@nENPs are then of type e in DP languages
and of type <e, t> in NP languages. D turns NPtypé <e, t> to e in DP languages; while in NP
languages this is accomplished via type shiftinpatis important for our purposes is that consiagri
only the structure that is present in the syntaeliit(and excluding any covert type shifting not
triggered by syntactic structure), argumental TNiRs of type <e, t> in SC and of type e in DP
languages—the syntactic structure itself here spords to type e in DP languages.

The above gives us a semantic implementation oNfPUP distinction. The proposal then is that
argument ellipsis is semantically constrained.drtipular, | adopt (193*

(19) Argument ellipsis affects elements of typetze,

Recall now that | have argued above that argum#ipsis involves LF copying rather than PF
deletion. (19) should in fact be interpreted astlamoargument to this effect given that it defitles
phenomenon in semantic terms. Furthermore, in liflthe above discussion where it was suggested
that not all ellipsis should be treated in termd.Bfcopying (in fact, the strongest arguments fér L
copying treatment of any ellipsis operation invobsgument ellipsis), (19) can also be stated more
generally as in (20).

(20) Only elements of type <e, t> can be copiedrn

(20) states that only elements of type <e, t> carcdpied. Note that the copying still applies ie th
syntax (more precisely, covert syntax), which metiag it applies before type shifting. Recall now
that considering the structure that is presenménsyntax itself, argument TNPs are already of g/pe

DP languages. However, they are of type <e, t>l&hguages. Given that argument ellipsis affects
only elements of type <e, t>, through LF copyirftg process is then restricted to NP languages. In
other words, we deduce the generalization in (10).

To illustrate this with an argument ellipsis dation, being of type e, Dthe studentannot be
copied in LF into the position of X in (21), givéh9)-(20). The problem does not arise in Japanese
(22), where the direct object is of type <e, ttha point of LF copyingGakusei-o‘'student’ is then
copied into the position of X in (22), with typeifsimng applying after the copying to yield the ety
interpretation.

are two reasons for this move. Conceptually, theveanminimizes crosslinguistic variation: while Chibia’'s analysis
assumes crosslinguistic differences both regarttiagsemantic type of nominals and the availabditgovert type-shifting
operations, the current analysis assumes onlyadtterI(in fact, it also minimizes it by restrictingto the differences
Chierchia assumed to capture the English/SC diffe¥s). Furthermore, Chierchia’s analysis is notmetely compatible
with the typology of languages indicated by BoSk&/INP/DP generalizations. Although for Chierchia & Chinese
also lack DP, whether one looks at the type oiNReor the whole TNP (see below for the relevancthisfdifference), we
actually never get the SC/Chinese vs English cihierchia’s system. For Chierchia, English andeB€ [+arg, +pred]
languages, while Chinese is a [+arg, -pred] langudgjis means NP in English and SC is (typicalfylype <e, t>, while
in Chinese it is of type e. At the level of NP wen get the English/SC vs Chinese cut. For Chiar®C NPs become e
by covert type shifting, while in English D doe®tjob in question. Excluding purely covert typeftahg operations that
are not triggered by elements present in the sy ®@xTNP is then of type <e, t>, while the Englialgumental) TNP is of
type e. Since for Chierchia Chinese TNP is of tgpge then get the English/Chinese vs SC cut fére.problem is that
the NP/DP generalizations indicate that SC and &dgirsystematically lack the DP projection while I&hgsystematically
projects DP. Thus, the NP/DP typology crosscutfthia’s typology since Chinese and SC patternttegevhile English
systematically patterns against Chinese and SCreghect to the NP/DP generalizations.

At any rate, what is suggested in the text kebpgtst of Chierchia’s account of Russian vs Roreaegtending
it to other languages with and without articleslime with the NP/DP generalizations where all laages without articles
pattern as a group, and are opposed to languatfeasticles, which also pattern as a group.
241t should be noted that Tomioka (2003) (i.e. hisgertypro) is an important predecessor of the analysis arduehere,
which situates the gist of Tomioka’s proposal withibroader perspective.
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(21) a. Peter failed the student.
b. *John failed X too.
(22) a. John-wa gakusei-o rakudais-ase-ta.
John-top student-acc fail-caus-past
‘John failed the student.’
b. Peter-mo X rakudais-ase-ta.
Peter-also fail-caus-past
'Peter also failed.'

There is, however, another derivation that needsetdlocked for (21). Suppose that what is copied
into the position of X in LF is not the full TNP banly the NPstudent which is of type <e, t>, hence
this copying operation does not run afoul of (12))¢° This is in fact what happens in Japanese (22).
Recall, however, that the copying operation isoi@kd by a covert type shifting operation, from type
<e, t> to type e, in Japanese (22). This is, howewa possible for English (21) under the derivati
currently under consideration. The problem is DRtlanguages do not have access to the pure type-
shifting operations of the kind NP languages dee (€hierchia 1998). In particular, in the case in
guestion, the existence of a definite article, Wwhilwes the job of an iota operator, mapping elesnent
of type <e, t> to type e, blocks the applicationaopure type shifting operation that would map an
element of type <e, t> to type e in English. Thapganese” derivation from (22) is then not possible
English (21).

(19) is tantamount to saying that traditional angat ellipsis is actually predicate ellipsis.
Argumental interpretation is still possible for tresult of such ellipsis in NP languages becausé su
languages have access to pure type shifting opasathat turn predicates into arguments; in faaths
type shifting operations are independently neededbtain the indicated interpretation for Japanese
(23). The reason why argument ellipsis is possibléapanese but not English is then in fact theesam
reason why English (24) cannot be interpreted akriJailed the student”, an interpretation ava#abl
for Japanese (23). The analysis thus unifies tbs fa (23)-(24) with the (un)availability of argemt
ellipsis in (21)-(22).

(23) John-wa gakusei-o rakudais-ase-ta.
John-top student-acc fail-caus-past
‘John failed the student.’

(24) *John failed student.

Now, as noted above, under the above analysis amgusgilipsis is actually predicate ellipsis. The
predicate ellipsis operation itself is not parameeés, i.e. it is not restricted to NP languagasciSan
operation for independent reasons cannot yieldraegual interpretation in DP languages (while it can
in NP languages). However, there is nothing in laingt we have seen above that would prevent such
an ellipsis operation from applying in DP languadegerything else being equal, we may then expect
predicate ellipsis to be available in (at least splDP languages, in fact not just for predicatks li
VPs, but also for TNP predicat&sPredicate TNP ellipsis may in fact indeed be pmesin DP

25 1t should be noted that the Lobeck (1990)/Saitd Bturasugi (1990) generalization that ellipsis lné tomplement of a
functional head is possible only if the head undesgSpec-Head agreement may also be relevantthergdneralization
is, however, not without exceptions, for recentdssions of the generalization, see Bosk@015 and Saito 2016; see
also the Sakamoto/Dadan claim from footnote 21).

2%We are dealing here with the issue of what kinalbpsis is in principle possible. Particular lamges can still block
certain ellipsis options for language-specific mes Thus, although VP ellipsis is quite widely italge there are still
many languages that disallow it (in fact, in masdes for reasons that are still unclear).
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languages. It may be instantiated even by Enghksimgles like (25) (possibly as one way of deriving
such constructions), with-feols derived via pretioallipsis?’

(25) They are fools, and we are-fools too.

In other words, we may be dealing here with theesanocess as argument ellipsis of NP languages,
which means that <e, t> ellipsis would not be imgple restricted to NP languages (on ellipsis and
type-shifting, see also Boskév2013a)?®

Returning to NP languages, if the above approaargument ellipsis, where argument ellipsis
is treated essentially as predicate ellipsis, isecd we would expect to find true predicate TNipsis
in languages like Japanese as well. Such ellipsizdieed possible in Japanese, as illustrated@)*{2

(26) a. Karera-wa baka da.
they-top fool cop
‘They are fool.'
b. Watasitati-mo [e] da.
we-also cop
'‘We are also [e].'

Such examples indicate that the term argumentsalis a misnomer; the ellipsis process in quession
not limited to arguments. In fact, given that eaegumental TNPs are actually predicate TNPs in NP
languages at the relevant point of the derivatiba,term predicate ellipsis is more appropriate iand
fact captures the full scope of the phenomenon.

The last question to address is whether a TNPpiredicate position can serve as an antecedent
for ellipsis of a TNP in an argument position, avitether a TNP in an argument position can serve as
an antecedent for a TNP in a predicate positionloAg as independent factors do not block these
possibilities we would expect to find such casesamguages like Japanese. It should, however, be
noted that there are independent factors that neayetevant here, in particular, the well-known
parallelism requirement on ellipsis (see here Baitypress), whose exact nature is still not coteple
clear. At any rate, (27) shows that a TNP in a ijoedd position can be an antecedent for an elided
TNP in an argument position. This can be interprete providing additional evidence for the current
analysis, which unifies predicate and argumenpslii (under the umbrella of predicate ellipsis).

(27) a. Karera-wa gakusei da. (antecedent)
they-TOP student COP
‘They are students.’

b. Boku-wa [e] aisiteiru. (target)
I-TOP love
‘I love [e].’

However, a TNP in an argument position cannot baraecedent for a TNP in a predicate positfon.

27 Note that | assume that there is a null D in thgat TNP in EnglisiMary likes studentswhich converts properties to
kinds (see footnote 22).

Notice also that Saito’s (2007) agreement problehich arises with traditional argument ellipsisEnglish, does
not arise in (25), sincere can check the phi-features of foglsneed not enter feature-checking in the secondioat)j.
28 Indefinite argument drop in Greek, which Giannakichnd Merchant (1997) analyze in terms of LF cogyimay also
be analyzable as involving ellipsis of an elemeithwype <e, t>, see in this respect the discusefof29) below (see also
Tomioka 2003).
2% Sloppy readings are possible with predicate edlipsJapanese, as noted by Takahashi (2006).
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(28) a. Boku-wa gakusei-o  aisiteiru. (anterdy
I-TOP  student-ACC love
‘ love students.’
b. * Karera-wa [e] da. (target)
they-TOP COP
‘They are [e].’

| suggest that we are dealing here with an issysaddllelism: if the antecedent bears a theta-toke,
target also must bear a theta-role. The requiremges out the ellipsis example in (28), but not)(2
It is worth noting here that Chung (2013) showst thlaicing does not tolerate certain argument
structure mismatches, which leads her to posit rgunaent structure parallelism requirement for
sluicing. Furthermore, regarding argument ellipisislf, Takahashi (2006) shows that a subject canno
be an antecedent for an object argument ellipsisctwindicates that if the antecedent bears the
external theta-role, the target must also beaexternal theta-role. We may be dealing with theesam
family of parallelism requirements in all theseess

It should, however, be noted here that there israpirical issue to be resolved that concerns
the possibility of argument ellipsis of indefinitidge the one in (29).

(29) Mary likes two students.

The empirical question is whether DP languagesnvafiach argument ellipsis. English does not, but
Giannakidou and Merchant (1997) argue that Grees @tlow it. The question here is whether Greek
is exceptional in this respect, which could be take indicating that the Greek construction in
guestion should be analyzed differently, or whet@eeek should be taken to indicate that what
Giannakidou and Merchant (1997) call indefiniteusmgnt drop (they actually analyze it in terms of
LF copying, i.e. as a surface anaphor) is in pplecipossible in DP languages (that not all DP
languages allow it would not necessarily be anessee here footnote 26). Due to the wealth of
different approaches to indefinites it is also eaclwhat the current analysis would predict in this
respect. There certainly are approaches thatitrdafinites like the one in (29) as being of typsts
which can be incorporated into the current analyssuch a way that ellipsis of such elements would
in principle be allowed in DP languages, which webatraightforwardly accommodate Giannakidou
and Merchant’s (1997) indefinite argument drop ne€k. But there are also approaches where ellipsis
of such elements would be blocked in the currestesy, like Winter (2001), where the DRo
studentsin (29) is of type e, the existential force of tiheefinite coming from D (more precisely, a
phonologically null choice function Dthe NP here is then of type <e,t> and the DPypé te); for
relevant discussion, see also lonin and Matusha(#)36).

4.2. An open issue

There is a larger question that is still loomingpeTprevious discussion makes type <e, t> special in
that it can undergo LF copying, in contrast to typeThe question is why? Mitcho Erlewine (p.c)

points out a different way of approaching this dwes where the question is about what cannot
undergo LF copying. What is exceptional then wobkl type e. Its exceptional status can be
approached by assuming that with type e, what wbealdopied is the individual reference, not the e-

30 The unacceptability of English examples like (ijpymalso be relevant here. (What would be copie@ heder the
predicate ellipsis analysis is only the NP fromfilh& conjunct, not the whole DP; see also foodri2s.)
(i) *They hate fools and we are-fools.
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type description, while with non-elementary typée® I<e, t> the whole denotation is copied. The
former would be blocked, the intuition being thhilstis what deep anaphora, i.e. pronouns, is for. |
will leave exploring the ramifications of this aced for another occasion, since that would involve
considering issues that are rather murky at prédent

5. Conclusion

The paper has provided an account of the restriatelability of certain sloppy readings with
pronominal elements, where they are available witiics in some, but not all languages, and are
unavailable with non-clitic pronouns even in langes that allow them with clitic pronouns. An
account of this variation was proposed that dodssayg anything special about clitics vs non-clitic
pronouns, or about clitics in one language vsadlith another language. Under the proposed account,
the locus of the variation in the relevant respgmés not lie in the semantics of the pronominal
elements—all the pronominal elements in questienta@ated in the same way when it comes to the
sloppy readings in question; none of them in faghp®rts it. All the differences regarding the
(un)availability of the sloppy readings in questmyme from other independently motivated factars. |
particular, given that the sloppy readings in qoestare a typical hallmark of ellipsis, the
constructions where they are licensed were arguad/olve ellipsis; in particular, they were argued
involve a clitic doubling structure where the dahblndergoes argument ellipsis. The analysis
straightforwardly explains why the sloppy readingsguestion are possible only with clitics—only
clitics occur in clitic doubling constructions. Usrd this analysis, the variation regarding the
availability of sloppy readings boils down to thariation in the availability of argument ellipsis.
Given that what licenses the possibility of thek®psy readings in clitic constructions is actually
argument ellipsis, Ruéis (2014a) observation that the sloppy readinggui@stion are possible only in
languages without articles follows from Cheng’si2pobservation that argument ellipsis is possible
only in languages without articles.

The discussion in the paper has also enabled dsatw a number of conclusions regarding the
mechanisms of clitic doubling and argument ellipgegarding the former, the discussion has
provided evidence that Case is one of the factwas is crucially involved in the licensing of ctiti
doubling, as originally proposed in Jaeggli (198®&¢garding argument ellipsis, the discussion in the
paper has provided evidence that both Cheng (2&i@85aito (2007) are right with respect to theassu
of what determines the availability of argumenipsis: both the lack of DP (as argued by Cheng
2013) and the lack of agreement (as argued in S4i0Y) are prerequisites for the availability of
argument ellipsis. The discussion has also proveedence that argument ellipsis should be treeted
terms of LF copying, rather than PF deletion (agued in Oku 1998, Saito 2007, and Sakamoto in
press b).

Finally, | have argued for a semantically basedraqgh to argument ellipsis where argument
ellipsis is actually predicate ellipsis—it involvé$ copying of elements of type <e, t> (see also
Tomika 2003). This considerably broadens the scopevhat was previously considered to be
argument ellipsis; it is now part of a larger pheemon which is much more widely available. The
analysis provides a rather straightforward explanatvhy what was considered to be argument
ellipsis is possible only in languages without @es, deducing Cheng’s (2013) generalization.
Adopting a semantic implementation of the NP/DRimgsion that essentially extends Chierchia’s
(1998) account of Russian vs Romance to other Egegiwith and without articles, | have argued that
bare nominals are of type <e, t> both in languagils articles and in languages without articles.

31 Thus, we would need to consider the possibilitytratiitional argument ellipsis with non-TNP argurnserwhere it is
harder to control for the possibility of V-raisiMP ellipsis, and the possibility of ellipsis of alents whose semantic type
is more controversial and could even be subjectrasslinguistic variation (see for example Nishigiu2009). The more
general issue of ellipsis licensing could alsorb®ived.
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While D converts them to arguments, i.e. to typegndanguages with articles, in languages without
articles this “conversion” is done in the semantgspure type shifting (from <e, t> to €). When it
comes to arguments, what corresponds to the steutttat is present in the syntax itself (prior hy a
type shifting) is then of type e in DP languages, df type <e, t> in NP languages. Predicate eflips
i.e. ellipsis of elements of type <e, t>, can tladfect elements in argument positions in languages
without articles because argumental TNPs are dgtpatédicate TNPs, i.e. of type <e, t> when the
ellipsis applies in such languag®d.F copying of predicates itself is in principleadable in both DP
and NP languages. However, it has a broader sdogpptication in the latter because of the lack of
DP. LF copying of a predicate, i.e. an elemenypét<e, t>, can still yield argumental interpregatin

NP languages, but not in DP languages, becauseypiee shifting that is needed for argumental
interpretation is available only in NP languagesifmlependent reasons, namely Chierchia’s blocking
effect, where the presence of a lexical item that perform <e, t>-to-e type shift blocks the
application of a type shifting operation with thanse effect. There is then no independent
parameterization regarding the availability of angunt ellipsis. Traditional argument ellipsis is
restricted to NP languages and non-agreeing cantkid to independent factors, which are themselves
not parameterized: LF copying of elements of typet, which is responsible for the former, and the
Activation Condition, which is responsible for tlater, are themselves not parameterized. What the
crosslinguistic variation in the domain in questtben boils down to is the variation in the amoaoit
structure projected and the agreement propertiggxicular functional heads, both of which can be
formulated in terms of lexical variation.
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