
Constraints on exceptional ellipsis are only parallelism effects 
In this paper we examine three English ellipsis constructions - multiple sluicing (1, MS), multiple 
fragments (2, MFr) and pseudogapping (3, PsG) - which seem to involve movements that are 
impossible in the absence of ellipsis; we call these `exceptional ellipsis' constructions.  We demonstrate 
that there are a number of unexpected asymmetries between the exceptional ellipsis constructions 
which are not accounted for in existing accounts. We propose an account of these restrictions in terms 
of parallelism; this account strongly implicates covert movement in the antecedent to ellipsis as a 
determining factor in whether or not a given ‘exceptional' movement is possible, in line with proposals 
in Griffiths and Liptak (2011).  
Constraints on exceptional movements: we show that PsG is best analysed as involving A'-movement 
to a clause-internal FocP projection followed by ellipsis (Jayaseelan 2001, Gengel 2007). Arguments 
against the rightward A'-movement analysis (i.e. HNPS, Jayaseelan 1990) include the possibility of 
indirect object remnants (4, cf. 4b) and the possibility of p-stranding (5, cf. 5b). Arguments against the 
A-movement analysis include the possibility of direct object remnants with double objects (6) and 
movement across controlled subjects of infinitives (7; both involve locality violations in this analysis). 
We show that the leftward A'-movement analysis can handle all this data, although it leads to two 
immediate problems: (i) such movement is not possible in the absence of ellipsis, (3b); (ii) the 
movement is finite clause-bound (8).  
Problem (i) is what makes PsG a form of exceptional ellipsis, so we propose that this is part of a 
general problem and not one for this analysis. Problem (ii) is more serious and thus taken to be 
instructive. It is especially interesting considering the comparison with fragment answers. Fragments 
are taken, following Merchant (2004), to involve focus movement to the left periphery followed by 
clausal ellipsis; (9) shows that this focus movement is not clause-bounded. One account may be to say 
that foc-movement targeting the left periphery is unbounded while movement targeting a clause-
internal position is bounded. Besides its ad hoc nature, such an account is empirically problematic, 
since we can see that the second remnant of MFs is also typically clause-bounded (10). Relevant in this 
context is a similar constraint on MS (11), where the second remnant cannot originate in an embedded 
clause. Adapting Lasnik (2005), we might be tempted analyse all structures as involving rightward 
movement of the `exceptional' remnants (the second remnant in MS and MFr, the focus remnant in 
PsG). This doesn't work for PsG (cf. 4,5) and it also suffers from similar problems with MFrs (12,13), 
but Lasnik shows it works very well for MS, which is more restricted (14,15). We might say, then, that 
MFrs and PsG involve illicit leftward movement of the ellipsis remnants, whereas PsG involves 
rightward extraposition of the second whP. However, it remains mysterious that the second remnant of 
MFrs cannot cross a clause boundary whereas the sole one in a single fragment can.   
The role of Parallelism: we argue that all of the mysterious properties of exceptional ellipsis follow 
from Parallelism, a constraint which ensures that an ellipsis site E and its antecedent A must contain 
parallel binders for any contained variables, if we assume the following: (i) wh-in-situ typically 
undergo covert movement to Spec,CP (Huang 1982); (ii) covert (wh-)movement is finite clause-bound 
(May 1985, Dayal 2002); (iii) focused XPs undergo covert focus movement (Krifka 2006); (iv) 
exceptional movements in the context of clausal ellipsis are in principle unbounded. With PsG, clause-
boundedness follows straightforwardly: by assumption (iii), the contrastively focused correlate (wine 
in 3) undergoes covert focus movement to the clause-internal FocP projection in A; by assumption (ii), 
a parallel antecedent cannot be derived for long pseudogapping (8) because covert movement of the 
antecedent is clause-bound (cf. the LFs in 16). With simple fragments, the antecedent is typically a 
wh-question, in which the whP is in Spec,CP, and so focus movement of the fragment to Spec,CP 
trivially satisfies Parallelism; the focus movement in the fragment is unbounded by assumption (iv), so 
it is able to track the unbounded overt wh-movement in the antecedent. With MFr, however, the 
correlate of the second fragment is wh-in-situ, and this only takes scope in the matrix Spec,CP when 
locality permits; this means that the second remnant is typically finite clause-bound. Support for this 
analysis comes from apparent exceptions: QR may escape finite clauses and ECM complements when 
the embedded subject is bound by the matrix subject (17, Lasnik 2006); multiple wh-questions in such 
configurations allow for MFrs (18). We note that MFrs only work in response to pair-list questions 
(19); this follows since P-L questions involve both whPs taking scope in Spec,CP whereas Single-Pair 
questions involve interpretation of wh-in-situ (Dayal 2002), deriving antecedents that won't be parallel 
to the MFr with both remnants in Spec,CP (20).  
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With MS, we propose that Lasnik (2005) is correct in assuming that it involves regular sluicing (with 
the first whP in Spec,CP) plus rightward extraposition of the second whP to a TP-adjoined position, 
rather than multiple wh-movement to Spec,CP. We propose that this is because the indefinite correlate 
of the second whP cannot take scope in the CP-domain, as it takes scope at the TP-level after QR. The 
indefinite correlate of the higher whP (and the sole whP of a single sluice) takes full clausal scope by 
being interpreted by existential closure at the clausal (CP) level (Heim 1982, Chung et al 1995), but 
this is not possible for both indefinite correlates since it would not differentiate the two whPs for scope. 
Given this, the second whP can only escape clausal ellipsis and satisfy parallelism by undergoing 
rightward extraposition. In this approach, the restrictions on the movement of the second whP aren't 
restrictions on the movement operation that affects the second whP, but rather general restrictions that 
follow from parallelism. We conclude by considering the distribution of true MS across languages and 
how this may follow from certain assumptions about how focus fronting operates (Horvath 2008).  
 
(1) Someone spoke about something, but I don't know who about what (*spoke). 
(2) A: Who bought what? B: John a bike, and Mary a bicycle. ||   *John a bike brought. 
(3) a. Rab will bring wine, and Morag will beer.   b. *Morag will beer bring. 
(4) a. ?John gave Bill a lot of money, and Mary will Susan. (Lasnik 1999: 143) 
b. *John gave a lot of money the organization that he supported. 
(5) a. John spoke to Bill and Mary should Susan. (Levin 1993) 
      b. *John spoke to for advice the wisest woman in the village. 
(6) John didn't speak to Mary but he did to Susan. 
(7) Rab wants to fire John, but he doesn't Bill. 
(8) *Kathy thinks Henry should study astronomy but she doesn't meteorology. (Lasnik 2006) 
(9) A: What did you say John likes? B: Salad. 
(10) A: Who said you bought what? || Who did you say bought what? 
          B: *John a book, (and Mary a pencil). 
(11) *One of the students said that Mary spoke to one of the professors, but I don't know 
which student to which professor (Lasnik 2005) 
(12) A: Who did you give what? B: Mary a bottle of wine, and Rab a beer.  
(13) A: Who did you speak to about what?  B: Mary the weather, and Rab the government. 
(14) ??Each manager gave one of the new players advice, but I don't know which manager which of 
new the players. 
(15) Some linguist spoke about some paper on sluicing, but I don't know which linguist ?*(about) 
which paper on sluicing. (Lasnik 2005) 
(16) A:[TP subj T  [FocP ...........  [CP ||NO QR past here|| [TP…  XPcorrelate ]]]] 
                                                                              XX--------------------| 
        E: [TP subj T [FocP XPi ...  [CP                                          [TP ...    ti .... ]]]]  
 (17) At least one man thinks he's in love with each of these women [each>some with bound he] 
(18) A: Which lawyer said he was representing which war criminal?  
          B: Cochrane Milosevic, and Derschowitz Sharon. (Merchant 2004)  
(19) A: Who said you should talk about which topic? [single-pair only] B: *John about linguistics 
(20) A: [CP whoi                                    [TP ti ... [CP .... which topic... ] 
          E: [CP Johni about linguisticsj [TP ti  ... [CP ....              tj           ... ]    
                                                                                                           ^ not parallel! 
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