
Remarks on Argument Ellipsis and Related Matters

This talk has two parts. In the first half, I will examine a variety of empirical phenomena that have
led many to argue for an ellipsis analysis of silent arguments in Japanese. When examined closely,
none of them constitutes conclusive evidence for argument ellipsis. In particular, I will point out:

• Extraction out of empty structures, which is often used to justify an ellipsis analysis, cannot
be tested in Japanese nominal arguments, as extraction out of nominal structures is degraded.

• ‘Quantificational’ silent arguments are limited to a certain class of quantifiers. Downward-
entailing quantifiers, for instance, cannot be the antecedents of silent arguments.

• The availability of sloppy interpretations and the extractability do not always correlate in
English, indicating that the former alone should not be regarded as evidence for ellipsis.

• Linguistic antecedents are not required for Japanese silent arguments even when they are
interpreted sloppily.

My conclusion is a tentative one. While we must acknowledge that there are some tough
questions for the ‘null anaphora’ approach, the ellipsis analysis has its own challenges. It is therefore
still premature to presume that Japanese is an argument-ellipsis language.

In the second half, I will discuss a puzzle presented by Sugisaki 2012and Ikawa 2012: Wh-
phrases cannot antecede silent arguments in Japanese. I will devise an analysis that can unite the
following phenomena.

• Wh-phrases cannot be in elided structures unless the [+wh] C-heads that license them are
also elided.

• Focus-marked constituents at LF cannot elide unless the ellipsis site contains both the focus-
marked constituent and its associated ∼ operator (Han and Romero 2004, fn11).

Building on Beck’s (2006) theory of interrogatives and focus, which is inspired by the modern
reincarnation of Hamblin’s (1973) semantics of interrogatives and Kratzer’s (1991) focus-indexing,
I derive those facts from a ‘recoverability’ condition based on focus indexing, as formulated below.

(1) Phonologically null phrases must be semantically recoverable, and for any linguistic ex-
pression α, α is semantically recoverable only if for any ordinary assignment g and any
distinguished assignment h, ‖ α ‖g,h = ‖ α ‖g

Distinguished assignments are the device to derive focus-alternatives (cf. Kratzer 1991), and (1)
imposes a condition that at an ellipsis site, an F-index be resolved (e.g., bound off by a focus
operator, such as a [+wh] C0 or a ∼) or be eliminated. The proposal presents a unified account
for all the three phenomena listed above. In addition, it also correctly predicts that a focused
antecedent (with a focus-index) can be included in ellipsis if the elimination of the focus-index is
permitted. Since the condition stems from the notion of recoverability, it applies to both ellipsis
and null anaphora, making the current proposal theory-neutral.
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