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Abstract: This article confirms the existence in French of an overt morphological
correlate to Merchant’s abstract E-feature, which I call special le. Taking as a point of
departure my claim in previous work that special le is, in Modern French, the
obligatory phonological realization of the E-feature in French predicate ellipsis, I
undertake a close examination of a different type of ellipsis, namely, clausal ellipsis. I
first show that, with the exception of sluices, both overt and covert versions of the E-
feature in clausal ellipsis are available, although the choice between the two versions
varies along register and construction specific lines. Second, I establish that there
are, in French, two distinct types of clausal ellipsis. Type 1, exemplified by so-called
modal ellipsis, only requires the pairing of an E-feature with a modal verb that takes
a phasal complement. Type 2, exemplified by sluices and the ellipsis of the comple-
ment to a bridge verb, is instantiated by the pairing of an E-feature with the higher C-
projection (C1) of a CP-recursion structure licensed by the presence of a speech act. It
is further argued that when C1 is endowed with an E-feature, it must also be asso-
ciated with an EPP feature, which is but one example of feature clustering among
many others. A direct consequence of this is that type 2 clausal ellipsis requires,
rather than allows, wh-extraction of a remnant in order to be licensed. Finally, it is
shown that relative clauses that embed a bridge verb license type 2 clausal ellipsis
only when they are of the ACD type. Regardless of any analysis, this observation
entails that standard and ACD relatives undergo distinct derivations. I assume that,
in order to avoid infinite regress, ACD relatives force a more complex/costly deri-
vation: they must be late merged, and I argue that late merged ACD relatives contain
a full copy of the DP relative head which constitutes, in the specifier of C1, the type of
remnant that licenses type 2 clausal ellipsis; that is, a remnant merged with fully
valued φ-features. In standard relatives, on the other hand, relative pronouns are
minimal pronouns that bear unvalued φ-features that are valued in the course of the
derivation via Agree between the head noun and the relative pronoun. As such, run-
of-the-mill relative pronouns, having unvalued features when they transit through
the specifier of C1, are not appropriate remnants for type 2 clausal ellipsis.
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1 Introduction

Like many other languages, French has, in its lexicon, pro-forms that substitute for a
proposition. Themost common of these is le ‘it/so’, a weak (clitic) pronoun that refers
back to a previously introduced proposition. This type of anaphora can only be
effected bymeans of an overt pronoun; that is, le never alternateswith pro orwith an
elided CP or TP category in such cases. This is illustrated in (1) where the material
within brackets is taken to be the pronoun’s antecedent.

(1) a. Xavi concède [qu’ils ne sont pas à la hauteur]. C’est la
Xavi admits that-they Neg are not at the height it’s the
première fois qu’il *(le) dit.
first time that-he it says
‘Xavi admits that they don’t measure up. It’s the first time he says it.’

b. [Axel est un skieur expert]; en tous cas, il *(le) prétend.
Axel is a skier expert in any case he it claims
‘Axel is an expert skier; or so he claims.’

c. Êtes-vous sûr [qu’Axel est un skieur expert], ou est-ce que Vous *(le)
are-you sure that-Axel is a skier expert or Q-part you it
supposez?
assume
‘Are you sure Axel is an expert skier, or do you just assume so?’

d. Est-ce que [les océans se réchauffent] ? Ces nouveaux résultats
Q-part the oceans are-getting-warmer these new results
semblent *(le) suggérer/indiquer.
seem it to-suggest/to-indicate
‘Are the oceans getting warmer? These new results seem to suggest/prove it.’

In addition to the clitic le, the strong demonstrative pronoun ça ‘that’ can substitute
for a proposition given the proper context, for example when the speaker experi-
ences negative affect towards the referent, as in (2). Like le, ça does not alternate with
a silent category.

(2) A: Donc, vous pensez [que tout va pour le mieux].
so you think that all goes for the best
‘So, you think that things are going well.’
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B: Non, je n’ai pas dit *(ça) !
no I Neg-have not said that
‘No, I didn’t say that.’

Given these properties, it is somewhat surprising that there are contexts in which le
does alternate with a silent category and never alternates with the strong pronoun
ça. One such context (others will be discussed below) is that involving a propositional
complement to a modal verb. This is illustrated in (3).1

(3) a. Ils n’ont pas réagi, mais ils (l’)auraient pu/*ils auraient pu ça.
they Neg-have not reacted but they (LE)would-have been-able
‘They didn’t react, but they could have.’

b. Il a vendu la mèche. Il ne (l’)aurait pas dû/*il n’aurait pas dû ça.
he has sold the fuse he Neg (LE)would-have not must
‘He spilled the beans. He shouldn’t have.’

Regarding the paradigm in (3), some preliminary remarks are in order. First, the
examples in (3) have the same interpretation with le as they do without le. Second, as
is often the case when the linguistic grammar of a language makes two options
available, speakers vary as to which option is to be preferred over the other in a
particular sentence/construction according to factors that are not always clear.
There does seem, however, to be a tendency for speakers to prefer the use of le in

1 A reviewer points out that although the claim that clausal ça is not grammatical with French
modals is solid, it does not extend to falloir ‘be necessary’ or to vouloir ‘want’, as the examples in
(i) would seem to suggest.

(i) a. Il faut bien ça.
it is-necessary well that
‘That’s what it takes.’

b. Ils parlent de fermer l’école maternelle, mais personne ne veut ça.
they are-talking about to-close the-school maternal but nobody Neg wants that
‘They’re talking about closing the preschool, but nobody wants that.’

I do not think, however, that it is coincidental that the two modal verbs that can take ça as a
complement in (i) are those that can also take NP/DP complements, as (ii) illustrates.

(ii) a. Il faut du temps pour identifier une nouvelle souche virale.
it is-necessary some time to identify a new strain viral
‘It takes time to identify a new viral strain.’

b. Elle veut ce rapport demain.
she wants this report tomorrow
‘She wants this report tomorrow.’

In other words, it is not clear to me that the ça that appears in the example in (i) substitutes for a
clause.
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formal styles of speech (so-called français soutenu) and to favor not using le in
colloquial speech (so-called français familier).2 On the syntactic side, such sentences,
when used without le, have been argued by Dagnac (2010) and Authier (2011) to
involves ellipsis of an infinitival complement to the modal head, giving (3a) without
le, the structure illustrated in (4), where the crossed-out material is structurally
present but remains unpronounced in PF.

(4) … ils auraient pu [TP PRO réagir].
they would-have been able to-react

A possible interpretation of the paradigm in (3) would then be that the absence of le
signals clausal ellipsis, while the presence of le signals that propositional anaphora is
achieved pronominally, just like it is in (1). There are, however, two facts that militate
against this view. First, it does not explain why the use of the strong pronoun ça is
sharply ungrammatical in (3). Second, one of themain reasons to assume that sentences
like (3) involve ellipsis is that extraction is possible out of the ellipsis site, as shown in (5).

(5) a. Elle joue avec qui elle peut.
she plays with who(ever) she is-able
‘She plays with whoever she can.’

2 This is just a tendency since, as pointed out by a reviewer, the use of le inmodal ellipsis is attested in
text messages/twitter postings and conversely, modal ellipsis without le is attested in classic literary
works. Register can nevertheless have a strong influence on judgements, even to the point that for
some speakers, one option is selected to the exclusion of the other. For example, as is well-known,
French comparative standards contain expletive negation ne in formal registers (ia) and are intro-
duced by ce que ‘what’ only in more colloquial styles (ib).

(i) a. Elle gagne plus d’argent que vous ne croyez qu’elle en gagne.
she earns more of-money than you Neg think that-she of-it earns

b. Elle gagne plus d’argent que ce que vous croyez qu’elle en gagne.
she earns more of-money than what you think that-she of-it earns
‘She makes more money than you think she makes.’

As I will showbelow (cf. (7)), clausal ellipsis can then apply to the propositional complement of croyez
in (i). Interestingly, a reviewer comments that s/he needs ne in most comparatives with clausal
ellipsiswhen le is present and does not accept lewith clausal ellipsis in comparatives introducedby ce
que. The examples in (ii) reflect the reviewer’s judgements. These judgements are, however, not
shared by those speakerswith amore “liberal” dialect,who accept both le and its silent counterpart in
both examples though they may still express a preference for le in formal contexts.

(ii) a. Elle gagne plus d’argent que vous ne *(le) croyez.
she earns more of-money than you Neg *(LE) think

b. Elle gagne plus d’argent que ce que vous (*le) croyez.
she earns more of-money than what you (*LE) think
‘She makes more money than you think.’
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b. Il a pas dit lesquels il veut évaluer, et lesquels
he has not said which-ones he wants to-evaluate and which-ones
il (ne) veut pas.
heNeg wants not
‘He didn’t say which ones he’s willing to evaluate, and which ones he isn’t.’

On the pronominal analysis of the le that appears in (3), we thus predict that such
extraction operations should be incompatible with the presence of le since pronouns
have no internal structure. This, however, turns out to be the incorrect prediction: le
can, in fact, be used in sentences involving wh-extraction like (5), as (6) shows.3

(6) a. Et vous lui reprochez de s’allier avec qui elle le
and you her blame of to-join-forces with whoever she LE
peut pour défendre chèrement ses acquis menacés ?
can to defend dearly her assets threatened
‘And you blame her for joining forces with whoever she can to vigorously
defend her assets under threat?’
(Le Droit, 10 avril 2019)

b. Pour cela, les types de Goldman Sachs éliminent qui il
for that the guys from Goldman Sacks eliminate whoever it
le faut.
LE is-necessary
‘To achieve that, the Goldman Sachs guys eliminate whoever they have to.’
https://la-chronique-agora.com/page/300/

c. Elle ne sait pas encore à qui elle en parlera, et à
she Neg knows not yet to whom she of-it will-speak and to
qui elle ne le pourra jamais.
whom she Neg LE will-be-able never
‘She does not yet know to whom she’ll talk about it, and to whom she’ll
never be able to.’

Thus, the examples in (6) strongly argue against treating le in modal ellipsis contexts
as a propositional weak pronoun. While this might explain why the strong pronoun
ça remains unavailable in such examples, namely because they disallow any kind of
pronominal anaphora, it leaves the syntactic status of what I will from now on call

3 A reviewer, who graciously provided me with the example in (6c), accepts le + modal ellipsis
sentences with an extracted prepositional wh-phrase, but rejects examples like (6b), which involve
wh-extraction of a direct object. I will not attempt here to account for this dialectal variation but will
instead note that the fact that some extractions are possible in the reviewer’s dialect is enough to
justify the claim that le cannot be pronominal in such examples.
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‘special le’ in (3) and (6) unexplained. In this article, I first argue that special le is the
overt realization of the E-feature hypothesized by Authier (2023) to occur in French
predicate ellipsis.4 I then provide evidence for the existence of two types of clausal
ellipsis in French and propose an analysis that accounts for their distribution. The
rest of this article is organized as follows. Section 2 establishes that the presence of
special le systematically correlates with contexts in which clausal ellipsis occurs. In
Section 3, I take stock of the evidence uncovered in Sections 1 and 2 and I establish the
existence of two distinct types of clausal ellipsis: Type 1, which may, but need not,
involve the extraction of an ellipsis remnant, and type 2, which must involve
extraction of a remnant to be licensed. Section 4 lays out the dynamic derivational
theory of ellipsis assumed in this article. In Section 5, I propose a new analysis of
Frenchmodal ellipsis (type 1 clausal ellipsis) that accordswith the assumptionsmade
in Section 4. Sections 6 and 7 propose an account of the properties that characterize
type 2 clausal ellipsis found in comparative standards and sluices. Section 8 seeks to
provide an explanation of why type 2 clausal ellipsis is licensed in ACD relatives, but
not in standard relatives. Finally, in Section 9, I provide a summary of the findings
and proposals made in this article.

2 The distribution of special le

In this section, I will provide evidence that the special le whose existence was un-
covered in Section 1 is not restricted to modal ellipsis sentences. Specifically, I will
show that the presence of special le generalizes to contexts in which clausal ellipsis
occurs. These include the standard of comparatives, Antecedent Contained Deletion
(ACD) sentences, and sluicing with long distance wh-extraction.

2.1 Special le in comparatives

The pattern exemplified by (3), (5) and (6) is also found in the standard of those
comparatives that contain a phonologically unexpressed but semantically under-
stood proposition. The examples in (7)–(8), which (optionally) feature special le and
disallow ça, are of this type.

4 Bentzen et al. (2013) and Houser et al. (2011) make proposals for what appears to be similar
(predicate ellipsis) constructions in German and Danish respectively. It is beyond the scope of the
present work to assess whether the German and Danish counterparts to examples like (37) below can
be made to follow from the analysis of special le argued for in this article.
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(7) a. J’ai dépensé plus d’argent que je (ne) (le) pensais/escomptais.
I-have spent more money than I (Neg) (LE) thought/expected
‘I spent more money than I thought/expected.’

b. Le maïs consomme moins d’eau que vous (ne) (l’)imaginez.
the corn needs less water than you (Neg) (LE)imagine
‘Corn needs less water than you imagine.’

c. Il n’a pas effectué autant d’heures supplémentaires qu’il (le)
he Neg-has not done as-many hours overtime as-he (LE)
prétend.
claims
‘He didn’t put in as many overtime hours as he claims.’

d. Les océans Se réchauffent moins vite que ces mesures (le)
the oceans are-warming less rapidly than these measures (LE)
suggéraient.
suggested
‘Oceans aren’t warming up as fast as these measurements suggested.’

(8) a. *J’ai dépensé plus d’argent que je pensais/escomptais ça.
b. *Le maïs consomme moins d’eau que vous imaginez ça.
c. *Il n’a pas effectué autant d’heures supplémentaires qu’il prétend ça.
d. *Les océans se réchauffent moins vite que ces mesures suggéraient ça.

The classical syntactic analysis of comparative standards posits the extraction of a
degree/number phrase to a position in the left periphery (cf. Chomsky 1977; Kennedy
2002; Bacskai-Atkari 2014, among others). The first-merge position of this degree/
number phrase is, in examples like (7), located in the silent propositional comple-
ment to a verb (e.g., penser ‘think’, and escompter ‘expect’ in (7a)). This is schemat-
ically illustrated in (9), where the whole chain headed by the degree/number
operator remains silent (Bresnan’s (1973) so-called comparative deletion).

(9) J’ai dépensé plus d’argent que [CP [QP x quantité d’argent] je pensais
I-have spent more of-money than x amount of-money I thought
[CP [QP x quantité d’argent] que [j’avais dépensé [QP x quantité d’argent]]]]

x amount of- money that I-had spent x amount of-money

Since the degree QP [x quantité d’argent] ‘x amount of money’ in (9) is extracted from
the missing propositional complement to pensais ‘thought’, the latter must be
assumed to be structurally present but phonologically silent at PF (i.e., subject to
ellipsis). That successive-cyclic movement of awh-type degree QP is involved in such
examples is supported by the fact that this wh-element can, in French, be phono-
logically realized by ce que ‘what’, as shown in (10a), and that it obeys island con-
straints, as the contrast between (10b) and (10c) illustrates.
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(10) a. J’ai dépensé plus d’argent que (ce que) je pensais.
I-have spent more money than (what) I thought
‘I spent more money than I thought.’

b. J’ai gagné moins d’argent que (ce que) le fisc semble croire.
I-have earned less money than (what) the IRS seems to-believe
‘I earned less money than the IRS seems to believe.’

c. *J’ai gagné moins d’argent que (ce que) j’ai parlé à
I-have earned less money than (what) I-have spoken to
un agent du fisc qui croit.
an agent of-the IRS who believes
‘*I earned less money than I talked to an IRS agent who believes.’

Remarkably, the paradigm in (10) remains unchanged when special le is used, as
shown in (11).

(11) a. J’ai dépensé plus d’argent que (ce que) je le pensais.
b. J’ai gagné moins d’argent que (ce que) le fisc semble le croire.
c. *J’ai gagnémoins d’argent que (ce que) j’ai parlé à un agent dufisc qui le croit.

Thus, the generalization that seems to emerge is that the (optional) presence of
special le is contingent upon clausal ellipsis. However, before I further discuss what
the connection between the twomight be, I must first consider an alternative view of
sentences like (10a) and (11a) which would ascribe to such examples the analysis
proposed by Kennedy and Merchant (2000) (hereafter K&M) for similar English
sentences like (12).

(12) I spent more money than (what) Ella said/thought/predicted/expected.

While K&M also assume that sentences like (12) involve wh-movement, they argue
that they do not involve clausal ellipsis. Instead, they propose that what (or its silent
version) in the standard of (12) is an anaphoric nominal operator that is semantically
a proposition containing a variable over degrees/amounts. The value of this variable
is, they contend, contextually determined; that is, anaphoric to the open degree term
given by the main clause. Thus, K&M give sentences like (13a) the syntactic repre-
sentation in (13b) and further assume that the semantics of the overt (or covert)what
in (13b) is as in (13c).

(13) a. Gianna spent more money than {Op/what} Peter thought.
b. Gianna spent more money than [{Opi/whati} Peter thought ti].
c. || Op/what || = ∃x [money (x) & |x| = d & spent (Gianna, x)]

K&M’s analysis faces a number of serious challenges, however. First, as they them-
selves acknowledge, by appealing to a more interpretive analysis of some

270 J.-M. Authier



comparative constructions, they depart from the null hypothesis that English com-
paratives can be given a uniform analysis. Second, as they point out, their analysis
makes the prediction that the Op/what in comparatives like (13a), being categorially
nominal and therefore associated with a Case feature, should be barred from con-
figurations in which non-wh-NPs fail to have their Case feature valued. However,
contrary to what they claim, this prediction is not borne out, as the paradigm in (14)
illustrates.5

(14) a. Anthony Mantha is performing better than it appears.
b. *It appears his low-key performance.

Similar counterexamples exist in French as well, as the paradigms in (15) and (16)
make clear.

(15) a. Le cuivre coûte moins cher que (ce que) je (l’)aurais parié.
the copper costs less than (what) I (LE)would-have bet
‘Copper costs less than I would have bet.’

b. *J’aurais parié le coût élevé du cuivre.
I-would-have bet the cost high of-the copper

(16) a. Cette forêt abrite moins de prédateurs que (ce qu’)il (le) paraît.
this forest harbors less of predators than (what)-it (LE) appears
‘This forest is home to fewer predators than it appears.’

b. *Il paraît un grand nombre de prédateurs.
it appears a large number of predators

Third, and most importantly, assuming a K&M-style analysis for French sentences
like (11a) leaves us with unanswered questions regarding the distribution of special
le. Chief among them is the question of how we should account for contrasts such as
that in (17), given that ce que ‘what’ in (17b) can elicit possible answers that are
propositional in nature, as (18) shows.

(17) a. Justine mange plus de frites qu’elle le dit.
Justine eats more of fries than-she LE says
‘Justine eats more fries than she says.’

5 Note that the overt phonological realization of thewh-operator aswhat in (14) is possible formany,
but not all, speakers. This is illustrated by the examples in (i), which I obtained through a Google
search.

(i) a. %Early in the film, we learn that Max is hiding more than what it first appears.
b. %With car accident victims, always assume that a bruise might involve more than what it

appears.
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b. Je ne sais pas ce que Justine (*le) dit.
I Neg know not what Justine (*LE) says
‘I don’t know what Justine says.’

(18) A: Sais-tu ce que Justine dit ?
know-you what Justine says
‘Do you know what Justine says?’

B: Qu’elle mange très peu de frites.
that-she eats very few of fries
‘That she eats very little fries.’

In order for K&M’s analysis to account for the contrast in (17), we would have to
stipulate that special le is only compatible with a subset of those wh-operators that
are semantically propositional; namely, those that also (semantically) contain a
variable over amounts/degrees. However, by doing so, we seem to be drifting further
and further away from arriving at an explanation of the connection between special
le in comparatives and special le in modal ellipsis. If, on the other hand, we steer
away from an H&M-style analysis of comparatives such as (17a) and assume instead
that comparatives with special le involve the ellipsis of a proposition, then the
connection is clear: special le can only appear in sentences that involve clausal
ellipsis.6

6 Provided that the appropriate focus semantic notion of contrast is met (cf. Heim 1997; Rooth 1992,
among others), whole comparative standards can, in fact, be elided, as shown in (i). It is not clear to
me how H&M would deal with such cases if not by positing propositional ellipsis.

(i) a. Quand on va à la plage, on mange plus de poisson que [on en mange]
when we go to the beach we eat more of fish than we of-it eat
quand on reste chez nous.
when we stay at home
‘When we go to the beach, we eat more fish than [we do] when we stay home.

b. Hugo était aussi gêné que [il serait gêné] si on lui avait
Hugo was as embarrassed as he would-be embarrassed if we to-him had
découvert une maîtresse.
discovered a mistress
‘Hugo was as embarrassed as [he would be] if we discovered he had a mistress.’

c. On n’a jamais autant de traction qu’[ on en a] avec les pneus Michelin.
one Neg-has never as-much of traction as one of-it has with the tires Michelin
‘You’ll never have as much traction as [you will] with Michelin tires.’

Special le is barred from such contexts presumably because, being a clitic, it needs to attach to an
appropriate (verbal) host. However, since it is optional (i.e., has a silent counterpart), ellipsis remains
possible.
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2.2 Special le in ACD sentences

Since it was first discovered by Bouton (1970), the phenomenon of Antecedent Con-
tained Deletion (ACD), which refers to a situation in which an ellipsis site is properly
contained within its antecedent, has been discussed at length in the literature on
English VP ellipsis (see May 1985; Kennedy 1997; Hackl et al. 2012 among many
others). This type of ACD is illustrated with free relatives in (19). There is, however, a
less familiar type of ACD first noted by Vergnaud (1975) (see also Haïk 2017; Larson
1999) that appears to involve a larger ellipsis; namely, clausal ellipsis. The examples
in (20) are of this type.

(19) a. She invited exactly whoi you’d expect her to [invite ti].
b. St. Petersburg City Council candidates don’t live wherei they claim they do

[live ti].
c. Kelly didn’t contact whoi she says she did [contact ti].

(20) a. She invited exactly whoi you’d expect [her to invite ti].
b. St. Petersburg City Council candidates don’t live wherei they claim [they

live ti].
c. Kelly didn’t contact whoi she says [she contacted ti].

Interestingly, the type of ACD illustrated in (20) for English exists in French (cf. (21))
and here also we find an optional le that does not alternate with the strong pronoun
ça (cf. (22)); that is, the now familiar special le.

(21) a. Emma n’a pas téléphoné à qui elle (le) prétend/dit/pense.
Emma Neg-has not called to who she (LE) claims/says/thinks
‘Emma didn’t call who she claims/says/thinks.’

b. Il n’habite pas du tout où je (l’)imaginais.
he Neg-lives not at all where I (LE)imagined
‘He doesn’t live at all where I imagined.’

c. Ils n’ont pas engagé qui je (l’)escomptais.
they Neg-have not hired who I (LE)expected
‘They didn’t hire who I expected.’

d. Elle n’a pas voté pour qui je (l’)aurais parié.
she Neg-has not voted for who I (LE)would-have bet
‘She didn’t vote for who I would have bet.’

e. Ce costume est loin de coûter ce que la qualité de son étoffe (le)
this suits is far from costing what the quality of its cloth (LE)
suggère.
suggests
‘This suit is far from costingwhat the quality of the cloth it’smade of suggests.’
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(22) a. *Emma n’a pas téléphoné à qui elle prétend/dit/pense ça.
b. *Il n’habite pas du tout où j’imaginais ça.
c. *Ils n’ont pas engagé qui j’escomptais ça.
d. *Elle n’a pas voté pour qui j’aurais parié ça.
e. *Ce costume est loin de coûter ce que la qualité de son étoffe suggère ça.

The first thing to note is that the missing material in sentences like those in (20) and
(21) cannot, contra Larson (1999), be attributed to Null Complement Anaphora (NCA).
This is because verbs like expect in (20a) or prétendre ‘claim’ in (21a) do not license
NCA, as (23) makes clear.

(23) a. *Liam passed the bar exam, and as far as I know, only his mother expected.
b. * Je ne sais pas si Kylian parle le japonais courrament, mais sa

I Neg know not if Kylian speaks Japanese fluently but his
mère prétend.
mother claims
Intended: ‘I don’t know if Kylian is fluent in Japanese, but his mother
claims he does.’

Second, since the ACD examples in (20) and (21) involve free relatives, they must,
on any analysis of free relatives, involve syntactic movement to the C-domain of
the relative clause CP of a wh-element that was first merged as an argument in
the ‘missing’ clause. If so, we are led to the conclusion that this clause is
structurally present but fails to be spelled out at PF. That is, the missing clause in
such examples can reasonably be viewed as the combination of a silent inter-
mediate wh-copy with TP ellipsis. The ungrammaticality of (23) then follows
from the fact that, French modal ellipsis aside, clausal ellipsis appears to
require the co-occurrence of wh-movement. This type of requirement is, in fact,
at the heart of the characterization of sluicing and we therefore expect
clausal ellipsis (and French special le) to occur in sluicing involving long dis-
tance wh-movement. In the next section, I show that this expectation is indeed
fulfilled.

2.3 Special le in sluicing

Sluicing, first discussed in Ross (1969), is commonly analyzed as an instance of TP
ellipsis occurring under a wh-filled C projection. This is illustrated in (24).
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(24) a. Manon a engagé quelqu’un, mais je sais pas
Manon has hired someone but I know not
[CP quii [TP elle a engagé ti]].

who she has hired
‘Manon hired someone, but I don’t know who.’

b. A: J’ai entendu dire que Manon avait engagé quelqu’un.
‘I heard that Manon hired someone.’

B: Ah bon ? [CP quii [TP a-t-elle engagé ti]]?
really who has-she hired
‘Really? Who?’

In Merchant’s (2001) theory of ellipsis phenomena, the syntactic licensing of sluicing
involves the presence of an abstract morphological ellipsis feature [E] on the C-head
that selects the TP that undergoes elision. This sluicing-type [E] feature is ‘special’ in
that it must be associated with uninterpretable [uwh*, uQ*] on C. Additionally,
Merchant proposes the Sluicing-COMP Generalization, according to which, in sluiced
sentences, no non-operatormaterialmay appear in C. This has the effect of ruling out
TP ellipsis in sentences like (25).

(25) a. *Oscar ne parle pas japonais, mais il dit [CP que [TP il parle japonais]].
Oscar Neg speaks not Japanese but he says that he speaks Japanese
Intended: ‘Oscar doesn’t speak Japanese, but he says he does.’

b. *Clément dit qu’il me remboursera, mais je me demande [CP si
Clément says that-he me will-reimburse but I wonder if
[TPa il me remboursera]].

he me will-reimburse
Intended: ‘Clément says he’ll reimburse me, but I wonder if he will.’

Albrecht (2010) goes a step further in restricting TP ellipsis in sluicing to clausal
complements to C-heads with interrogative force. However, as shown in Radford and
Iwasaki (2015), doing so leads to undergeneration because long-distance sluicing is, in
fact, possible. They show this by using data involving Swiping (SluicingWith Inverted
Prepositions in Northern Germanic), a phenomenon known to only occur in sluicing
constructions (Culicover 1999; Merchant 2002; Rosen 1976, amongmany others).7 The
sentence in (26) exemplifies Swiping.

(26) Moira took a trip to Memphis, but I don’t know who with.

Although the proper derivation of swiping constructions is still being debated, one
popular type of analysis (often referred to as the “intermediate stranding” analysis)

7 Swiping is, however, not restricted to Northern Germanic. As Ott and Therrien (2020) show, it is
also present in a variety of French spoken in Lafontaine, Ontario.
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involves movement of the PP to a functional projection below CP but above the
ellipsis site, followed by sub-extraction of the wh-word (cf. Hartman and Ai 2009;
Radford and Iwasaki 2015; van Craenenbroeck 2010).8 A sluice like (26) is thus
assumed to involve a derivation along the lines of (27).

(27) … but I don’t know [CP whoi C [FP [PP with ti]j [TP . . . tj . . . ]]]]]

An advantage of this type of analysis is that it can be used to derive examples of
Swiping with long distance wh-extraction. As pointed out by Hasegawa (2006: 436)
and van Craenenbroeck (2010: 105, fn. 124), and discussed at length in Radford and
Iwasaki (2015), the wh-word and the preposition of a swiped PP can find themselves
in two different clauses when the wh-word moves long distance. Hartman and Ai
(2009: 26) provide the examples in (28) (from an internet search) and Radford and
Iwasaki (2015), the ones in (29).9

(28) a. Besides, Jisao was ‘invited’ here. Who do you think by?
b. Will I get married, and if so, who do you think with?
c. He wants us. –What do you suppose for?

(29) a. A recent poll is predicting the Socialists will win, but I’m not sure how
much it is predicting by.

b. You’ll never believe it! She told me she’s getting married again. And who
do you think she said to?!

On Radford & Iwasaki’s (R&I) account, the bolded swiped clause in (29a) is derived as
in (30). The PP [by how much] is merged in the (to-be-elided) clausal complement to
the verb predicting and moves to the edge of FinP (which they assume to be a phase)
in that clause. The preposition by then adjoins to a Focus head immediately above
FinP, and the wh-expression how muchmoves to the specifier position of the ForceP
projection in the embedded clause. From there, howmuchmoves again to become the
specifier of the interrogative ForceP projection in the superordinate clause. Finally,
at PF, the embedded FinP undergoes ellipsis.

(30) [ForceP how much [TP it is predicting [ForceP how much [FocP [Foc by] [FinP
by how much [TP they will win by how much]]]]]]

8 But see Reich (2007), Ott and Struckmeier (2018), andOtt and Therrien (2020) for a different view, as
well as Gotowski (2022) for a rebuttal of that view.
9 I refer the reader to Radford and Iwasaki (2015: 734–735) for arguments against the view that long-
distance Swiping examples like those in (28) and (29) involve parenthetical material and for possible
explanations as to why there appear to be constraints on the types of predicates that license long-
distance Swiping.
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As R&I emphasize, a consequence of their analysis of long-distance swiping is that
FinP ellipsis can be licensed by a declarative Force head (contra Albrecht 2010) as
long as this head is associatedwith aWh-Q feature that allows awh-element to transit
through its specifier. In fact, as R&I point out, the existence of long-distance sluicing
(without swiping) confirms this. They illustrate this point with examples like (31)
(their (61)), to which I add some of my own in (32).

(31) a. SPEAKER A: Where is he going?
SPEAKER B: Where do you think he is going?

b. The chef told us we should put salt in the soup, but I can’t remember
how much he said we should put in the soup.

(32) a. SPEAKER A: I can’t believe they promoted Bill to manager!
SPEAKER B: Really?Who did you expect they would promote to manager?

b. The suspect admitted that hemurdered several homeless men andwas asked
how many he remembered that he had murdered.

Although in French, like in English, it is often difficult to build up a context that
renders a long-distance sluice natural, examples of such sluices are attested, as the
sentences in (33) show. Further, in such sluices, special le can appear on the verb that
embeds the elided proposition.

(33) a. Roxane a consulté plusieurs livres sur le sujet et je me rappelle pas
Roxane has consulted several books on the topic and I remember not
lequel elle (l’)a dit, mais il y en avait un que tu devrais lire.
which-one she (LE)has said but there was one that you should read
‘Roxane consulted several books on the subject and I don’t remember
which one she said, but there is one you ought to read.’

b. Je sais pas qui tu (l’)espérais, mais ils ont engagé Sonia pour
I know not who you (LE)were-hoping but they have hired Sonia for
le poste en syntaxe.
the position in syntax
‘I don’t know who you were hoping they would, but they hired Sonia for
the position in syntax.’

c. Je sais pas combien tu (le) croyais/pensais, mais ces
I know not how-much you (LE) had-in-mind/thought but these
skis coûtent plus de 700 €.
skis cost over €700
‘I don’t know howmuch you had inmind/thought, but these skis cost over
€700.’
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We thus come to the following conclusion: ‘Missing clauses’ in comparatives, ACD
constructions, and long-distance sluicing are the product of the same syntactic
process. In all of these constructions, clausal ellipsis occurs under a C-projection that
harbors the silent copy of a wh-operator.10

3 Empirical synopsis

In the preceding sections, twomain empirical patterns involving special le have been
uncovered. First, special lemust co-occurwith ellipsis. Contrasts like those in (34) and
(35) show this very clearly.

(34) a. Imprime ces documents si tu le peux[PRO imprimer ces documents] !
print-out these documents if you LE are-able to-print these documents
‘Print out these documents if you can.’

b. Imprime ces documents si tu (*le) peux les imprimer !
print out these documents if you (*LE) are-able them to-print
‘Print out these documents if you can print them.’

(35) a. Les océans se réchauffent moins vite que ces mesures le
the oceans are-warming less fast than these measurements LE
suggéraient [qu’ils se réchaufferaient].
suggested that-they would-warm
‘Oceans aren’t warming up as fast as these measurements suggested.’

10 There is a use of croire ‘believe’ and penser ‘think’ in examples like (i) and (ii) that would seem to
contradict this descriptive generalization in that they appear to involve a ‘missing clause’ in the
absence of wh-extraction.

(i) Margaux a déjà contacté le doyen, je crois/pense.
Margaux has already contacted the dean I believe/think

(ii) A: Margaux a probablement contacté le doyen.
Margaux has probably contacted the dean

B: Tu crois/penses ?
you believe/think

Such examples are quasi-idiomatic, or at least not productive, however, as evidenced by the fact that
they are restricted to first and second person, as (iii) shows.

(iii) A: Théo dit que Margaux a probablement contacté le doyen.
‘Théo says that Margaux probably contacted the dean.’

B: *Il croit/pense ?
he believes/thinks?
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b. Les océans se réchauffent moins vite que ces mesures (*le)
the oceans are-warming less fast than these measurements LE
suggéraient qu’ils se réchaufferaient.
suggested that-they would-warm
‘Oceans aren’t warming up as fast as these measurements suggested they
would warm up.’

Second, special le co-occurs with what appears to be two distinct types of clausal
ellipsis. The first type (hereafter type 1) may, but need not, involvewh-extraction out
of the ellipsis site. French modal ellipsis is of this type. The second type (hereafter
type 2) is exemplified by clausal ellipsis in comparatives, ACD constructions, and
long-distance sluicing, all of which must involvewh-extraction to be licensed. Before
proposing an analysis that accounts for the presence of le in both type 1 and type 2
clausal ellipsis, however, I will first lay out the theoretical assumptions regarding
ellipsis that I will be using throughout the remainder of this article.

4 A theoretical framework for ellipsis

The approach to ellipsis phenomena I will adopt here is that spelled out in Authier
(2023). This approach draws heavily fromAlbrecht (2010) and Bošković (2014), both of
which startwith the premise that, in a derivation by phase framework, ellipsis occurs
at the point of transfer, which leads us to expect that the target of ellipsis is always a
phasal domain. Additional assumptions are listed in (36).11

(36) a. Ellipsis occurs in the course of the derivation.
b. There is a distinction between the ellipsis licensing head, endowed with

Merchant’s (2001) E-feature and the ellipsis trigger, which is the first
phase head that dominates the licensing head.

c. An ellipsis licensing head, which is a head endowedwith an E-feature, can
either be a phasal head or a head taking a phasal complement.

d. Ellipsis involves Agree between the ellipsis trigger and the licensing head.
That is, the ellipsis trigger values the unvalued E-feature on the licensing
head.

11 I am indebted to a reviewer for pointing out the necessity of (36c) as a locality condition on ellipsis
marking by a licensing head. That is, without (36c), we would wrongly predict that a licensing head
could take a non-phasal complement, say, a raising infinitive, and thenmark for non-pronunciation a
phasal projection lower in the structure (e.g., a vP). As the data below will show, however, that this
prediction is not borne out.
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e. The role of the unvalued E-feature on the licensing head is to ‘paint’ the
target of ellipsis, which is the phasal complement to the licensing head.
This E-feature contains instructions for non-pronunciation at Spell-out as
well as instructions as towhether the target is to be the complement to the
relevant phasal head or the entire phasal projection.

Authier (2023) combines these assumptions with the view that the le clitic that
appears in French predicate ellipses like (37) is the phonological realization of an
unvalued E-feature on faire ‘do’, which is argued to be a low semi-auxiliary that
selects a vPphasal complement and serves as the licensing head for predicate ellipsis.
The ellipsis in question, which Authier argues is vP ellipsis, is thus assumed to
proceed as illustrated in (37).12

(37) (Manon n’a pas lavé son linge, mais) Axel l’a fait.
Manon Neg-has not washed her clothes but Axel Cl-has done
‘(Manon didn’t wash her clothes, but) Axel did.’

12 Authier’s analysis explains, among other things, why French predicate anaphora can be used in
comparatives (i) while English do it/so anaphora, which involves a pronominalized VP, cannot (ii).

(i) Louise a mangé plus de frites que l’a fait sa sœur.
Louise has eaten more fries than LE-has done her sister
‘Louise ate more fries than her sister did.’

(ii) *Louise ate more fries than her sister did it/so.
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As in Authier’s analysis of French predicate ellipsis, I will assume that the special le
that appears in the clausal ellipsis phenomena under discussion here is the phono-
logical realization of an E-feature on an ellipsis licensing head, and I will further
assume that the same E-feature can also exist without a phonetic matrix.13 In what
follows, I will explore the consequences of the assumptions laid out in this section for
the syntax of special le and the licensing of the two types of French clausal ellipsis.

5 Type 1: French modal ellipsis

Authier (2011: 202) argues that French modal ellipsis is licensed by topicalization.
That is, elided infinitival clauses in modal ellipsis contexts are silent copies of
infinitival clauses standing in a topic position, with the copy occupying the first-
merge position being silent as well. This is illustrated in (38b).

(38) a. (Je ne sais pas s’il peut prédire l’avenir, mais) il prétend pouvoir.
(I don’t know if he can predict the future, but) he claims to-be-able

b. [PRO prédire l’avenir], il prétend pouvoir [PRO prédire l’avenir].
to-predict the-future he claims to-be-able to-predict the-future

As Authier (2011: 203) points out, this hypothesis correctly predicts that Frenchmodal
ellipsis is possible under deontic but not epistemic modals, namely because infini-
tival clausal complements to deontic modals can be topicalized but infinitival clausal
complement to epistemic modals cannot, as shown in (39).

(39) a. [PRO vous amener jusque là]i, je peux ti; mais pas plus loin.
you to-get up-to there I can but not more far

‘Get you there, I can, but no further.’
b. *[PRO arriver à tout moment]i, la police pourrait ti; alors accélère.

to-arrive at any moment the police could so hurry

While this analysis works well for clausal ellipsis undermodals, it does not appear to
be extendable to the other type of clausal ellipsis under investigation in the present
work. For example, when clausal ellipsis occurs in a comparative sentence like (40a),
the elided clause has no grammatical topicalized counterpart like (40b) that could
serve to justify such an analysis.

13 Unlike the cases of special le considered here, le in predicate ellipsis does not have a silent
counterpart. However, as Authier (2023: 21–22) points out, predicate ellipsis without le existed up to
the middle of the twentieth century. I refer the reader to his paper for discussion and examples.
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(40) a. Les océans se réchauffent moins vite que ces mesures
the oceans are-warming less fast than these measurements
suggéraient [qu’ils se réchaufferaient].
suggested that-they would-warm

b. *Les océans se réchauffent moins vite que [qu’ils se réchaufferaient],
the oceans are-warming less fast than that-they would-warm
ces mesures suggéraient.
these measures suggested

I would therefore like to suggest a reinterpretation of the fact that deontic but not
epistemic modals license clausal ellipsis in French; that is, as I will argue, clausal
complements to deontic modals are phasal but clausal complements to epistemic
modals are not and, given that ellipsis can only target phasal projections (cf. (36d)), it
follows that only clausal complements to deontic modals can be elided.

There is a tradition going back to Jackendoff (1972) that takes epistemicmodals to
be raising predicates and deonticmodals (a.k.a. rootmodals) to be control predicates.
In the syntactic literature on modals, epistemic modals are uncontroversially
assumed to be raising predicates. However, the claim that deonticmodals are control
predicates is not universally accepted. Nauze (2008) offers evidence that deontic
modals are often control predicates, but he also points out that the syntactic prop-
erties of modals differ significantly cross-linguistically. In the syntactic literature on
French, the traditional view argued for in Dubois (1969: 119), Kayne (1975: 259), and
Huot (1974: 171–172) takes epistemic modals selecting an infinitival clause to be
raising verbs, and deontic modals to be control verbs. This view is largely substan-
tiated by the work of Reed (2016, 2019), but she shows that unlike deontic falloir ‘be
necessary’, deontic devoir ‘must’ does not fit the traditional mold in that it is
ambiguous between a control and a raising entry. The latter allows deontic devoir,
but not falloir, to merge with infinitival complements headed by a verbal element
that is not theta-associated, as (41) illustrates.14

14 Note that falloir can take an infinitival complement provided that its subject is understood as
thematic, as shown in (i). This corresponds to the control entry of falloir.

(i) Il (me) faut bien [PRO emprunter ce terme au vocabulaire des psychiatres]
it (for-me) is-necessary to-borrow this term from-the vocabulary of psychiatrists
puisque c’est le mot propre.
since it’s the word proper

As Reed (2016, 2019) argues, the controller in such cases is the understood indirect object of falloir, the
phonologically realized version of which is the clitic me ‘for me’in (i).
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(41) De par la loi, il devrait/*faudrait y avoir du savon dans les
as per the law there must/be-necessary to-have some soap in the
toilettes publiques.
restrooms public
‘By law, there must be soap in public restrooms.’

Reed analyzes the raising option for deontic devoir in (41) with a structure in which
devoir takes a bare vP infinitival as its complement. Since vP is standardly assumed to
be phasal, we therefore expect ellipsis to be possible. This expectation is fulfilled as
shown in (42).

(42) Il n’y a pas de savon dans ces toilettes, et pourtant il (le) devrait.
there is no soap in these bathrooms and yet there (LE) should
[Non-thematic vP y avoir du savon dans ces toilettes].

to-be soap in these bathrooms
‘There is no soap in these restrooms and yet, there should be.’

As Reed shows, deontic devoir also participates in a control structure and since
control infinitives, unlike raising infinitives, are standardly assumed to be phases
(see e.g., Chomsky 2000: 105) we again predict ellipsis to be possible. This prediction is
borne out, as (43) illustrates.

(43) Soline n’utilise jamais cette expression, et pourtant elle (le) devrait
Soline uses never this expression and yet she (LE) should
[PRO utiliser cette expression].

to-use this expression
‘Soline never uses this expression and yet she should.’

While the assumed size of control infinitives like that elided in (43) varies from
author to author, depending on the particular theory of control they assume, what is
important for the view of clausal ellipsis defended here is that control infinitives be
phasal.15 Raising infinitives of the TP variety, on the other hand are headed by

15 In Chomsky’s (2000) phasal system, control infinitives fall togetherwithfinite clauses, headedby C
selecting non-defective T and thus are phases. Chomsky (2000) notes that, like other CPs, they are
generally movable/cleftable, which is one of the criteria associated with phasehood (see also
Chomsky 2008). Other categories have been proposed for control infinitivals, however. Reed (2016,
2019), for example, takes them to be FinPs while she adopts the standard assumption that raising
infinitives complements to epistemic modals are TPs. Note finally that at least in some cases, control
infinitives must be assumed to be CPs since they feature a wh-element moved to the left periphery.

(ii) Lucie ne sait pas [à quii PRO se fier ti].
Lucie Neg knows not on whom to-rely
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defective T, a non-phasal category, from which it follows that modals that embed
them; namely epistemic modals, do not license clausal ellipsis, as illustrated in (44).

(44) (Il est midi.) *Jade doit être allée manger, et Solangei (le) doit
it is noon Jade must to-be gone to-eat and Solange (LE) must
[TP ti être allée manger] aussi.

to-be gone to-eat too

Thus, French modal ellipsis requires two ingredients. First, the modal verb must be
associated with an E-feature (either covert or phonologically realized as special le)
and second, the clausal complement targeted for ellipsis by this modal verb must be
phasal. The latter requirement in fact extends beyond modal ellipsis (i.e., type 1
ellipsis). Consider, for example, the case of a raising predicate like paraître ‘appear’,
which belongs to the class of verbs that license type 2 clausal ellipsis in comparatives.
As shown in (45), paraître can take as a clausal complement either a tensed CP, or a
raising infinitival TP. Assuming that ellipsis only targets phases, we then expect their
tensed CP complement, but not their raising infinitival complement to be elidable.
That this is, in fact, what happens, was noted by Vergnaud (1975). The relevant
contrast is illustrated in (46).

(45) a. Au premier abord, il paraît [CP que ces boulangeries vendent
at first blush it appears that these bakeries sell
beaucoup de pain].
a-lot of bread
‘At first blush, it seems that these bakeries sell a lot of bread.’

b. Ces boulangeriesi paraîssent [TP ti vendre beaucoup de pain].
these bakeries appear to-sell a-lot of bread
‘These bakeries seem to sell a lot of bread.’

(46) a. Ces boulangeries vendent moins de pain qu’il (le) paraît
these bakeries sell less of bread than-it (LE) appears
[CP qu’elles vendent x-quantité-de-pain] au premier abord.

that-they sell x quantity of bread at first blush
‘These bakeries sell less bread than it first appears.’

b. *Ces boulangeries vendent moins de pain qu’ellesi (le) paraissent
these bakeries sell less of bread than-they (LE) appear
[TP ti vendre x-quantité-de-pain] au premier abord.

to-sell x quantity of bread at first blush
‘*These bakeries sell less bread than they first appear.’

Thus, we now have a strong connection between type 1 and type 2 clausal ellipsis.
Both display a closed set of verbs that act as ellipsis licensors, both involve the
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optional spell out of an E-feature on the licensor as special le and both involve ellipsis
affecting a phasal projection. My assumptions regarding modal ellipsis are illus-
trated by the (partial) derivation in (47b), which corresponds to the bracketed
portion of the sentence in (47a). I follow Chomsky (2000) in assuming that control
infinitives project up to CP, but my analysis is compatible with other projections
proposed for control infinitives as long as such projections are assumed to be phasal.

(47) a. Ils n’utilisent pas ses arguments, mais [ils (le) pourraient].
they Neg-use not these arguments but they (LE) could
‘They don’t use these arguments, but they could.’

b.

In (47b), the ellipsis licensor, which is the modal pourraient ‘could’, bears an
E-feature (optionally realized as le) and tags for ellipsis the complement to the phasal
head of the infinitival CP it selects.16 However, the actual transfer of this TP to the PF
component as unpronounced is not triggered until the next phase head (the higher v
in (47b)), is introduced in the derivation and values the E-feature on pourraient.
Consequently, elements that move to the edge of CP prior to the valuation of the

16 As the reader will recall from (36e), I am assuming, following Authier (2023), that an E-feature not
only contains instructions for non-pronunciation of a phasal category at Spell-out but also in-
structions as to whether the target of ellipsis is to be the complement to the relevant phasal head or
the entire phasal projection. See Bošković (2014) for arguments that both options should be available.

French clausal ellipsis 285



E-feature on the licensing head can escape the ellipsis site. This correctly predicts
that wh-extraction out of the TP elided in French modal ellipsis is allowed, yielding
sentences like (5b), repeated here for convenience.

(5b) Il a pas dit lesquels il veut évaluer, et lesquels
he has not said which-ones he wants to-evaluate and which-ones
il (ne)veut pas.
he (Neg)wants not
‘He didn’t say which ones he’s willing to evaluate, and which ones he isn’t.’

Note finally, that the overt option of the E-feature, namely special le, is to be un-
derstood as its morphological realization on the licensing head in very much the
same way overt case morphology on a noun realizes the abstract Case feature it is
associated with. Special le is, however, slightly different in that it is additionally a
clitic and as such, it must attach to the highest verbal element in its clause.

In the next section, I turn to a closer examination of clausal ellipsis in
comparative constructions.

6 Type 2: clausal ellipsis in comparatives

Type 2 clausal ellipsis, found in comparatives standards, has three basic properties
that any analysis should account for. First, it requires the movement of a phrase to
the left edge of the elided clause. This is illustrated by contrasts like (48).

(48) a. Elle gagne moins d’argent que (ce que) tu (le) crois.
she earns less of-money than (what) you (LE) believe
‘She makes less money than you think.’

b. Gagne-t-elle beaucoup d’argent? Hugo *(le) croit.
earns-she a-lot of-money Hugo *(LE) believes
‘Does she make a lot of money? Hugo thinks so.’

In (48a), the le that may appear in the comparative standard has a silent counterpart
and is therefore special le. In (48b), on the other hand, we see that in the absence of
wh-movement, the le that occurs in the second sentence has no silent counterpart
and is therefore a pronoun. Thus, special le on a verb like croire ‘believe’ signals
clausal ellipsis onlywhen there is a remnant (ce que ‘what’ or its silent counterpart in
(48a)) that has escaped the ellipsis site.

A second property of this type of ellipsis is that it cannot follow an overt
complementizer, as shown in (49).
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(49) *Elle gagne moins d’argent que (ce que) tu (le) crois que.
she earns less of-money than (what) you (LE) believe that
Intended: ‘She makes less than you think she does.’

Finally, the class of verbs that can embed this type of ellipsis is restricted. This class
seems to correspond to so-called ‘bridge verbs’, a class that includes verbs like penser
‘think’, croire ‘believe’, imaginer ‘imagine’, escompter ‘expect’, supposer ‘suppose’,
prétendre ‘claim’, prévoir ‘anticipate’, parier ‘bet’, espérer ‘hope’, etc. Verbs that are
incompatible with clausal ellipsis (cf. (50)) include ‘manner of speech’ verbs like
murmurer ‘murmur’, factive verbs like savoir ‘know’, découvrir ‘discover’, or être
surpris/content ‘be surprised/happy’, and so-called ‘response stance’ verbs like nier
‘deny’, accepter ‘accept’, or être d’accord ‘agree’.

(50) *Elle gagne moins d’argent que (ce que) Léa (le) murmure/a
she earns less of-money than (what) Léa (LE) murmurs/has
découvert/nie.
found-out/denies
‘*She makes less than Léa murmurs/found out/denies.’

Interestingly, the distinction between these two classes of verbs is not just relevant to
the licensing of embedded clausal ellipsis. Indeed, it has been shown to affect the
availability of verb-second word order in the subordinate clauses of some Germanic
languages. For example, Vikner (1991) argues that embedded verb-second in Danish
and the other Mainland Scandinavian languages is limited to the complements of
bridge verbs, and deHann andWeerman (1985)make similar observations regarding
embedded verb-second in Frisian. These authors argue that bridge verbs are special
in that they license CP-recursion, and this recursion provides an additional
embedded C head and [Spec, CP] positions to which the finite verb and the topic
phrase can move (see also Iatridou and Kroch 1992). The idea that clausal comple-
ments to bridge verbs are cross-linguistically structurally more complex than those
of non-bridge verbs has been echoed by many since (see de Cuba and Ürögdi 2010;
Haegeman 2006; McCloskey 2006; Weir 2014; Yasui 2021; among others). Why this
should be so has received various explanations, but a leading idea is that bridge verbs
embed a speech act and therefore a double complementizer (a.k.a. CP-recursion)
structure, which I will represent, following Weir (2014), as in (51).

(51) [CP1 [CP2 [TP …]]]

In (51), CP2 denotes a proposition without illocutionary force. CP1, on the other hand,
is required to create a speech act and only it can license ellipsis (i.e., can be endowed
with a E-feature). For de Cuba and Ürögdi (2010: 45), CP1 (which they call cP) cor-
responds to a non-referential semantic object denoting a speech act, which they
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define as an unresolved proposition or an open question. Weir (2014) simply states that
non-bridge verbs denote relations between individuals and propositions, while bridge
verb embed an assertion speech act syntactically encoded by C1. I will assume here that
C1 contains ASSERT, a silent category that denotes a speech act inwhich a state of affairs
is claimed by the speaker to hold. Thus, if p is a proposition, then ASSERT p puts p as true
in theDiscourse Commitment Set of the speaker andputs it up for ‘discussion’ in theQUD
(Question under Discussion). Only C1 can be associatedwith anE-feature.Whenever this
happens, C1 becomes a licensing head for ellipsis and, being a phasal head, it targets its
complement CP2 for non-pronunciation at PF. The E-feature on C1 is then valued by the
ellipsis trigger, which is the first v dominating CP1, at which point CP2 is sent to PF as
unpronounced. This allows wh-elements to move to [Spec, CP1] to escape ellipsis and,
assuming withWeir (2014) that complementizers head C2, we correctly predict that this
type of ellipsis can never be preceded by an overt complementizer (cf. (49)).17 Finally, I
assume that the overt realization of the E-feature as le originates on C1 but, being a clitic,
special lemustmove to attach to a verbal element, in this case thebridge verb that selects
CP1.18 Note that this is an instance of head movement that obeys the Phase Impene-
trability Condition (PIC) because the first merge position of special le is C1, which stands
at the edge of a phasal projection and is therefore available for further computation. A
partial derivation that sums up my analysis of CP2 ellipsis with special le is provided
in (52).

17 As noted byWeir (2014), a seemingly simpler alternativewould consist in saying that (a) CP ellipsis
requires the movement of a phrase to the left edge of the elided clause, (b) non-bridge verbs do not
allow suchmovement from their clausal complement as easily as bridge verbs, and therefore (c) only
bridge verbs are compatiblewith CP ellipsis. As he points out, however, this is not a viable alternative
because while wh-extraction out of the complement to a non-bridge verb yields mildly degraded
results, clausal ellipsis under such verbs leads to a much stronger violation. That Weir’s reasoning is
equally valid for French is illustrated by the contrast in (i).

(i) a. (?)Combien a-t-il découvert/nié que Manon avait payé ?
‘How much did he discover/deny that Manon had paid?’

b. *Manon gagne plus d’argent que (ce que) Léo (l’)a découvert/nié.
Manon earns more of-money than (what) Léo (LE)-has discovered/denied

18 I assume, following Matushansky (2006: 85–86), Gribanova and Harizanov (2019), and Authier
(2023), that clitics can undergo Merge with a head in the syntax but do not undergo morphological
amalgamation and are thus able to undergo head movement to higher projections. As Authier (2023:
235) notes, this is true even of a so-called intrinsic clitic like the le in l’emporter ‘prevail’ which,
although it is semantically indivisible from the verb, undergoes movement to T independently of its
verbal host in sentences like (i) (Authier’s (38)).

(i) En finale du Tournoi des 6 nations, l’Irlande l’a emporté.
in final of-the tournament of-the 6 nations the-Ireland LE-has prevailed
‘In the final round of the Six Nations Championship, Ireland prevailed.’
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(52) a. Soline gagne plus d’argent que (ce qu’) elle le dit [qu’elle en gagne].
Soline earns more of-money than (what) she LE says that-she of-it earns
‘Soline makes more money than she says.’

b.

The only remaining question is why ellipsis, when licensed by C1, requires the
movement of a phrase to the edge of its licensor. Requiring that the E-feature on C1
be accompanied by the insertion of an EPP feature (as Merchant 2001, 2004 does
for fragment answers and sluicing) may seem like a move that just restates the
problem. However, there are other cases in which two features function in tan-
dem (i.e., introducing one in the derivation cannot be achieved in the absence of
the other). For example, whatever feature triggers V to Tmovement in French can
only be associated with T if the latter also has a tense feature. I will therefore
assume that features sometimes cluster in this manner on particular heads, the
clustering of an E-feature and EPP on C1 being just one example of a larger
phenomenon.

7 Clausal ellipsis in sluiced sentences

Sluiced sentences license type 2 clausal ellipsis in two distinct contexts. The first
context is that of long distance wh-movement and only applies to the embedded
clause when the latter is selected by a bridge verb. The example in (53) illustrates
this phenomenon.
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(53) Je ne sais pas combien tu (le) croyais[que coûte une bonne paire
I Neg know not how-much you (LE) believed that costs a good pair
de skis], mais une bonne paire de skis coûte un minimum de 700 euros.
of skis but a good pair of skis costs a minimum of 700 euros
‘I don’t know howmuch you thought it would, but a decent pair of skis costs
a minimum of 700 euros.’

The ellipsis that occurs in (53) straightforwardly falls out of the analysis developed in
the previous section, the only difference being that the combien ‘howmuch’ number
wh-operator that transits through the specifier of CP1 in (53) cannot be silent or be
spelled out as ce que ‘what’ in the superordinate clause as it does in comparatives.

The second context inwhich clausal ellipsis occurs in sluiced sentences iswhat is
commonly known as (non-matrix) sluicing. The examples in (54) illustrate two
potentially distinct facets of this phenomenon.

(54) a. Je me demande/ai demandé qui [il a contacté].
I wonder/have asked who he has contacted
‘I wonder/asked who [he contacted]’

b. Je sais/ai découvert/ai deviné/ai révélé qui [il a contacté].
I know/have discovered/have guessed/have revealed who he has contacted
‘I know/discovered/guessed/revealed who [he contacted].’

Indeed, in the literature on indirect questions, some authors have argued that the
examples in (54a) and (54b) have distinct semantic and syntactic properties (e.g.,
Berman 1990; Matos and Brito 2013; Plann 1982; Suñer 1999), while others (e.g.,
Ginzburg and Sag 2000; Kartunnen 1977; Lahiri 2002) do not share this view. At the
heart of the controversy is whether indirect questions like (54a) (called ‘proper
indirect questions’ by Suñer 1999) differ semantically from indirect questions like
(54b) (called ‘improper indirect questions’ by Suñer 1999) and whether this differ-
ence is reflected in their syntax. Berman (1990) espouses the view that wh-
complements of predicates like se demander ‘wonder’ and savoir ‘know’ differ
semantically as well as syntactically. The former are questions (i.e., denote Hamblin
sets) and are syntactically realized with a Q-morpheme in their C position while the
latter are propositions and lack such a morpheme. A similar characterization is
offered in Matos and Brito (2013). The assumption is mainly based on the fact that
paraphrases of proper indirect questions include the expression ask the question, but
paraphrases of improper indirect questions include know/discover/guess/reveal the
answer. Inwhat follows, however, I will present evidence that this view ismisguided.

As pointed out by Matos and Brito (2013), the strict view advocated by Plann
(1982) and Suñer (1999) that only verbswith an inquiring content like ask andwonder
can select proper indirect questions is untenable because predicates that normally
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select improper indirect questions like know (cf. (55a)) may license proper indirect
questions when they are in the scope of modal verb like want or would like, as (55b),
which is nearly synonymous with (55c), shows.

(55) a. Je sais [qui il a contacté]. (improper indirect question)
‘I know who he contacted.’

b. Je veux/aimerais savoir [qui il a contacté]. (proper indirect question)
‘I want/would like to know who he contacted.’

c. Je (vous) demande [qui il a contacté]. (proper indirect question)
‘I’m asking you who he contacted.’

The problem exhibited by (55a) versus (55b) is that, given that syntactic selection is
local, at the stage when the wh-complement merges with savoir, both derivations
must be syntactically identical and this means that if the semantic distinction be-
tween proper and improper indirect questions is indeed warranted, it has no syn-
tactic correlate. In fact, Berman’s (1990) claim that only proper indirect questions
contain a Q-morpheme can be falsified by observing the distribution the overt
FrenchQ-morpheme est-ce que. As shown in (56), est-ce que can appear in both proper
and improper indirect questions, suggesting that they undergo similar derivations.19

(56) a. Je me demande où est-ce qu’ Adélie est partie en vacances.
I wonder where Q Adélie has left on holidays
‘I wonder where Adélie went on vacation.’

b. Eh bien moi, je sais où est-ce qu’ Adélie est partie en vacances !
well me I know where Q Adélie has left on holidays
‘As for me, I know where Adélie went on vacation.’

Additional evidence that proper and improper indirect questions are syntactically
the same is provided by Lahiri (2002) who points out that Right Node Raising does not
distinguish between the two types of predicates. This is illustrated for French in (57).

(57) Adélie se demande, mais Léo sait depuis longtemps, pour qui
Adélie wonders but Léo knows for long for whom
Félix travaille.
Félix works
‘Adélie wonders, but Léo has known for a long time, who Félix works for.’

Finally, Krifka (2001) argues that both proper and improper questions embed
question acts, but that verbs like know (or savoir in French) type-shift this question
act to the set of true answers. An advantage of this view is that it can account for
phenomena relating to quantification into embedded interrogatives. To explain,

19 Though frequent, the use of est-ce que in embedded questions is confined to colloquial French.
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Krifka (2001) proposes that the pair list reading of questions with quantifiers, as
expressed by the paraphrase of (58), reduces to quantification into speech acts.

(58) What did every guest bring to the birthday party?
‘For every guest x: What y is such that x brought y to the birthday party?’

As he argues, the interpretation of quantifiers rests on conjunction, and we should
therefore expect universal quantifiers, which are generalized conjunctions, to be
able to scope over speech acts. With this background in mind, consider the contrast
between (59a), inwhich know embeds a that-clause and (59b), in which know embeds
an improper indirect question.

(59) a. Some librarian or other knows that every student needs help.
*‘For every student x, there is a librarian who knows that x needs help.’

b. Some librarian or other knows which book every student needs.
‘For every student x, there is a librarian who knows which book x needs.’

As (59) makes clear, the apparent wide-scope reading of the universal quantifier is
possible when know embeds an improper question, but not when know embeds a
that-clause. The contrast can be explained if we assume that when know embeds a
that-clause, it embeds a proposition/sentence radical and therefore a single CP-layer,
but when know embeds an improper indirect question, it additionally embeds a
speech act, syntactically encoded via CP-recursion (i.e., an improper question in-
volves C1 containing QUEST and C2 either covert or phonologically realized as est-ce
que in French).20 If this is on the right track, then ellipsis in embedded questions falls

20 One argument often used in the literature to argue that proper indirect questions, but not
improper indirect questions, involve CP-recursion is that in Irish English, V2 is only possible with the
former (McCloskey 1992).

(ii) a. I wonder what should we do.
b. *I found out/know what should we do.

However, as pointed out by McCloskey (2006), verbs like find out and know can, in Irish English,
subcategorize for improper indirect questions with V2 behavior in certain cases, including modal
contexts and imperatives.

(iii) a. I just wanted to know/am dying to find out who did you marry.
b. Find out who did they feed the mud cake to!
c. You need to find out who did they meet.

Krifka (2014) further points out that German allows root-modal denn in improper indirect questions
in the same contexts. This leads to a puzzling question: If one assumes that know and find out do not
allow for speech-act objects, then why would want to know and be dying to find out? Here I will
assume, followingMcCloskey (2006), that V2 behavior in Irish English embedded questions ultimately
depends on semantics: it is possible only if the issue of the question is an open one for the matrix
subject. This is in line with proposals like those of Ginzburg and Sag (2000) and Lahiri (2002), who
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under the same type of analysis developed in the previous section; that is, ellipsis of
an embedded clausal complement is possible only in the context of CP-recursion. The
higher C (i.e., C1) is phasal and is associatedwith an E-feature, which allows ellipsis of
the lower CP projection.21

There is, however, one last remaining issue to be addressed, namely why clausal
ellipsis of embedded questions does not, in French, allow the E-feature on C1 to be
overtly realized as the clitic le, as (60) shows.

(60) a. Adélie a contacté quelqu’un, mais je ne (*le) sais pas qui.
Adélie has contacted someone but I Neg (*LE) know not who
‘Adélie contacted someone, but I don’t know who.’

b. Adélie a contacté quelqu’un. Je me (*le) demande qui.
Adélie has contacted someone I myself (*LE) ask who
“Adélie contacted someone. I wonder who.’

This may appear surprising in view of the fact that the (argumental) pronominal le
can substitute for an embedded interrogative, as (61) shows, from which it follows
that the restriction observed in (60) cannot be due to a constraint on cliticizationwith
verbs like savoir ‘know’ and se demander ‘wonder’.

(61) A: Qui est-ce qu’Adélie a contacté?
‘Who did Adélie contact?’

B: Je me le demandais justement. Peut-être que Christine le sait ?
I LE wondered just maybe that Christine LE knows
‘That’s what I was just wondering. Maybe Christine would know?’

argue for a uniform type-assignment for embedded questions but also assume a ‘repair mechanism’

for the type-clash that arises when a resolutive predicate (e.g., ‘bare know’) finds an object of the
wrong type.
21 This is essentially the view put forth in Weir (2014) who argues that the link between embedded
ellipsis with non-wh-remnants like (i) and sluicing is the presence of a higher C projection.

(i) What did Chad eat?
a. I believe/hope/suspect the cookies.
b. *I know/regret/am surprised the cookies.

Non-wh-remnant ellipsis is also possible in French, but the remnant must move all the way up to the
matrix, as shown in (ii).

(ii) (Qu’est-ce que Louise a mangé? ‘What did Louise eat ?’)
a. *Je crois/espère/pense les biscuits.

I believe/hope/think the cookies
b. Les biscuits, je crois/espère/pense.

the cookies I believe/hope/think

Accounting for this difference between the two languages is beyond the scope of the present work.
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Before we resort to invoking general grammatical principles to account for the
constraint illustrated in (60), however, we’d best remember that, as Authier (2023)
points out, the E-feature nowobligatorily spelled out as le in French predicate ellipsis,
used to be phonologically unrealized up to the first half of the XXth century (see also
Eriksson 2006 for a variety of examples involving predicate ellipsis without le). In
other words, the availability of the overt versus covert realization of E-features in
French appears to be subject to time and construction specific fluctuations. Thus, I
will assume that the absence of le in elided interrogative contexts like (60) is the
result of an idiosyncratic choice favoring the use of a silent E-feature in sluiced
constructions rather than a grammatical constraint on the overt realization of an
E-feature dictated by a particular syntactic derivation. When the grammar of a
language allows two options, as French does with overt and covert E-features,
arbitrary choices of this type are not uncommon. A case in point is the competing
derivations found in French causatives with the matrix verbs laisser ‘let’, faire
‘make’, entendre ‘hear’ and voir ‘see’. In European French, up to the first half of the
XXth century, all four verbs could embed both an ECM infinitival and a structure in
which the infinitival verb raises over the embedded subject, as (62) illustrates.

(62) a. J’ai laissé/entendu/vu les oiseaux s’échapper.
I-have let/heard/seen the birds escape

b. J’ai laissé/entendu/vu s’échapper les oiseaux.
I-have let/heard/seen escape the birds
‘I let/heard/saw the birds escape.’

The ECMoption in (62a) has, however, been abandoned for faire inModern European
French, though it subsists in some Canadian French dialects (see Reed 1992). Themost
natural explanation for this is that modern speakers of European French reject
sentences like (63) not because they violate some principle of the linguistic grammar
of French, but rather because their dialect arbitrarily restricts the two options made
available by the grammar to one for this particular verb.

(63) %J’ai fait les enfants chanter.
I-have made the children sing
‘I made the children sing.’

What I would like to suggest is therefore that a similar arbitrary restriction applies to
sluices. That is, the E-feature that licenses clausal ellipsis can, in principle, be silent or
phonologically realized as the clitic le. However, when it appears on a higher C
corresponding to QUEST, the overt option is arbitrarily discarded, hence the
E-feature is always silent.
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8 Clausal ellipsis in ACD relatives

In Section 2.2, it was established that type 2 clausal ellipsis (with and without special le)
can be found in ACD free relatives that embed a bridge verb. This is illustrated in (64).

(64) a. Lucie n’a pas communiqué avec qui elle (le) prétend/croit/pense.
Lucie Neg-has not communicated with who she (LE) claims/believes/thinks
‘Lucie didn’t communicate with who she claims/believes/thinks (she did).’

b. Il n’habite pas du tout où je (l’)imaginais.
he Neg-lives not at all where I (LE)imagined
‘He doesn’t live at all where I imagined.’

Clausal ellipsis in ACD contexts is not, however, limited to free relatives; it can also
occur with headed relatives, as shown in (65).

(65) a. Votre contact travaille-t-il effectivement pour l’entreprise qu’il
your contact works-he actually for the-company that-he
(le) prétend ?
(LE) claims
‘Does your contact actually work for the company he claims?’

b. Le Président n’a pas obtenu tous les pouvoirs qu’il (l’)espérait.
the President Neg-has not secured all the powers that-he (LE)anticipated
‘The President did not secure all the powers he anticipated (he would).’

c. Cette maison de location est pourvue de tous les appareils intelligents
this house of rental is provided of all the appliances smart
qu’on pourrait (l’)imaginer.
that-one could (LE)imagine
‘This rental property is equipped with all the smart appliances you could
imagine.’

The sentences in (64) and (65) all involve the ellipsis of the clausal complement to a
bridge verb embedded in the ACD relative. That the presence of this bridge verb is
crucial to the licensing of type 2 clausal ellipsis in such cases is evidenced by the fact
that so-called relative sluicing is prohibited in French, as shown in (66).

(66) a. (Aline a peint plusieurs tableaux exceptionnels.)
Aline has painted several paintings exceptional

*En fait, toutes les tableaux que [elle a peints] sont exposés
in fact all the paintings that she has painted are exhibited
dans des galeries d’art.
in some galleries of-art
‘(Aline has painted several exceptional paintings.) In fact, all the

paintings that she painted are exhibited in art galleries.’
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b. (Je croyais que personne n’aimait les rutabagas jusqu’à ce que …)
I thought that nobody Neg-liked the rutabagas until

*je rencontre quelqu’un qui [aimait les rutabagas].
I meet-subj someone who liked the rutabagas
Intended: ‘I thought nobody liked rutabagas until I met someone who did.’

The ungrammaticality of sluices like those in (66) can be attributed to the fact
that relatives do not encode a speech act and do not, therefore, have a recursive
CP structure. This correctly filters out sentences like (66) while predicting the
grammaticality of sentences like (64) and (65). That is, in a sentence like (65a),
clausal ellipsis is licensed by the presence of a higher CP-projection selected by
prétend along with the presence of a silent copy of the relative pronoun in its
specifier.22

As it stands, this explanation is, however, unable to explain why relatives
with embedded ellipsis like (64) and (65) are contingent upon the presence of an
ACD configuration. That is, standard relatives do not license clausal ellipsis even
when they embed a bridge verb, as (67) shows. This is so despite the fact that the
bridge verbs in (67) provide the requisite double CP structure for type 2 ellipsis
to take place.

22 This hypothesis leads us to expect that all languages prohibit relative sluicing. However, Lipták
(2015) provides empirical evidence that Hungarian relatives do license relative sluicing. An example
of this phenomenon is given in (i).

(i) Ki-kii megcsókolta azt, [CPrel akit [TP proi megcsókolt]].
each kissed that-ACC REL-who-ACC
‘Everyone kissed who(ever) they did.’

She argues that relative sluicing is possible in Hungarian because (a) universally, ellipsis remnants
must bear stress/focal accent and (b) Hungarian relative pronouns can bear stress when they are in a
clause-final position, as is the case in relative sluicing. While discussing the merits and shortcomings
of Lipták’s analysis is beyond the scope of the presentwork, it is interesting to note that, as she puts it,
Hungarian relative sluicing “shows traits of antecedent contained deletion, most specifically traits of
antecedent contained sluicing, and as such it must be affected by the elliptical process.” Among these
traits is the fact that English antecedent contained sluicing and Hungarian relative sluicing “feature
the same kind of breakdown of strict identity in exactly the same environments.” The breakdown in
strict identity she refers to is illustrated in (ii).

(ii) a. John must love someone without knowing who (he loves/*he must love).
b. John does not love someone without knowing who (he loves/*does not love).

It thus appears that Hungarian allows relative sluicing only in those relatives that display properties
of ACD relatives. Why this should be the case has not, as far as I am aware, received a satisfactory
explanation.
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(67) a. *Je ne sais pas si Martin a écrit tous ces livres, mais Manon
I Neg know not if Martin has written all these books but Manon
a une liste de tous ceux qu’elle (le) croit [qu’il a écrit].
has a list of all those that-she (LE) believes that-he has written
Intended: ‘I don’t know if Martinwrote all of these books, butManon has a
list of all those that she believes he did.’

b. *Le chef de département a proposé plusieurs dates, mais
the head of department has proposed several dates but
malhereusement, aucunes des dates que sa secrétaire (le) dit
unfortunately none of-the dates that his secretary (LE) says
[qu’il a proposées] ne me conviennent.
that-he has proposed Neg to-me are-suitable
Intended: ‘The department head suggested several dates, but
unfortunately, none of the dates his secretary says he did work for me.’

It thus appears that ACD relatives differ from standard relatives in such a way that
they create the proper environment for clausal ellipsis to be licensed under a bridge
verb. Importantly, this cannot be assumed to follow from a general condition on
ellipsis licensing because type 1 (modal) ellipsis turns out to be perfectly acceptable
within standard relatives, as shown in (68).

(68) a. Essaie de réparer ma voiture, et si tu n’y arrives pas, trouve-moi
try of to-fix my car and if you Neg-manage not find-me
quelqu’un qui (le) peut [PRO réparer ma voiture] !
someone who (LE) can to-fix my car
‘Try to fix my car, and if you can’t manage, find me someone who can!’

b. On déconseille d’utiliser un ordinateur toute la journée.
they discourage of-to-use a computer all the day
Les personnes qui (le) doivent [PRO utiliser un ordinateur]
the persons who (LE) must to-use a computer
s’exposent à des risques de santé.
self-expose to some risks of health
‘Using a computer all day is discouraged. Those who must expose
themselves to health risks.’

As compared to standard relatives, ACD relatives have two unique properties which
could potentially help us solve this puzzle. I will use the rest of this section to examine
each of them in turn and assess whether they play a role in the restricted distribution
of clausal ellipsis in relatives under a bridge verb.

The first special property attributed to ACD relatives is that they cannot be
interpreted in situ. It is well known that ellipsis of a phrase XP is only possible if the
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elided XP is identical to its antecedent XP at LF.23 This parallelism requirement
suggests that ACD relatives must vacate the VP that contains them at LF, as first
proposed by Sag (1976). To see why, consider the sentence in (69), which illustrates
the case of an English ACD relative with an elided VP.

(69) Bob [antecedent VP read every book Maureen did [elided VP read t]].

If the relative headed by every book were interpreted in its base position, the ante-
cedent VP would contain the elided VP and the two VPs would not be identical.
Further, replacing the elided VP with the antecedent VP would lead to infinite
regress; that is, a regress into an infinite sequence of propositions in an attempt to
interpret the sentence. If, however, the ACD relative is interpreted in a VP-external
position, the parallelism requirement is satisfied (cf. (70)) and the infinite regress
problem disappears.

(70) [every book Maureen did [read t]]
Bob read t

The classical analysis of ACD (cf. Sag 1976 and much subsequent work) implements
this idea by assuming that the DP hosting the relative clause undergoes covert
movement to create an LF configuration where the elided VP is no longer contained
inside the antecedent VP and both VPs have traces in their object position. However,
while thismovement has frequently been assimilated to QR, it is important to note, as
Hackl et al. (2012) do, that the movement of an object relative clause hosting an ACD
site is independent of the quantificational status of its DP head, as evidenced by the
fact that it can occur even when the head of the relative hosting the ACD site is a
definite DP. This is illustrated in (71), where (71b) is a possible LF representation of
(71a).24 Thus, the LF movement of ACD relatives cannot be QR in its usual sense.

(71) a. Bob read the book Maureen did.
b. [TP [DP the book [RC OPj Maureen did [read tj]]i [TP Bob read ti]]

This has led to analyses that share the assumption that ACD relatives undergo late
merger to circumvent a violation of Parallelism and avoid the problem of infinite
regress (and thus “antecedent contained deletion does not exist”, as first argued in
Baltin 1987). The details of such analyses vary, however. Fox (2002) proposes that the
first step in the derivation of an ACD relative is rightward movement of the relative
head. Thismovement is followed by the latemerger of the ACD relative as an adjunct,

23 Identical modulo negation and modals for clausal ellipsis in ACD contexts (see examples in (ii) in
footnote 22).
24 I refer to the representation in (71b) as a ‘possible’ LF representation because both leftward
adjunction (akin to QR) and rightward (late merge) adjunction of ACD relatives have been proposed
in the literature, as we will see shortly.
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an operation which is needed to eliminate antecedent containment. In other words,
ACD relatives involve a special, more complex derivation of relative clauses so as to
ensure convergence at LF. Fox’s (2002) derivation of ACD relatives is schematically
illustrated in (72).

(72) [vP Bob read every book] > DP-movement
[[vP Bob read every book] every book] > adjunct merger
[[vP Bob read every book] every book Maureen did <read book>]

A slightly different version of this type of analysis is Ding’s (2013) Split Relative Clause
Account. As illustrated in (73), Ding’s proposal does not involve rightwardmovement
of the external head of the ACD relative. It assumes instead that the relative head is
merged within the antecedent vP while the relative clause containing the ACD site is
late merged as a vP-adjunct.

(73) [vP Bob read every book] > adjunct merger
[[vP Bob read every book] [CP book Maureen did <read book>]]

Thus, late merger approaches to ACD structures eliminate antecedent containment
and satisfy Parallelism, but do they predict clausal ellipsis in examples like (64) and
(65)? It seems possible to argue that they do if we assume with Sakamoto (2016) and
Takahashi (2024) that (a) different clauses can be constructed independently within
the workspace, (b) the elements used in a phase that undergoes Transfer can be
reused to construct another phasal category which is thenmerged countercyclically,
and (c) reused elements do not have phonetic content because they have been
transferred. Under such assumptions, a sentence like (74a) could plausibly be
derived in the fashion schematically illustrated in (74b).

(74) a. Il a obtenu tous les livres qu’il (l’)espérait [qu’il obtiendrait].
he has gotten all the books that-he (LE)expected that-he would-get
‘He got all the books he expected.’

b. (construction of the main clause)
[CP1 [TP il a [vP obtenu tous les livres]]]. → Transfer

c. (construction of the ACD relative clause where CP1 contains reused
material)
[CP OPi qu’[TP il (l’)espérait [CP1 qu’[il obtiendrait ti]]]]

In this derivation, the step in (74c) is the crucial one. The occurrence of the embedded
CP1 is reused and therefore remains phonologically unrealizedwhen the structure in
(74c) is countercyclically mergedwith that in (74b). Thus, clausal ellipsis in sentences
like (74a) can be made to follow from a derivational copying view of ellipsis. I will,
however, discard this type of analysis on grounds that it makes use of an ellipsis
mechanism that both undergenerates and overgenerates: It undergenerates because
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it says nothing about clausal ellipsis in sluiced sentences, which do not involve late
merger, and it overgenerates because, assuming that clausal adjuncts in general
must (Stepanov 2001), or at least may (Abe 2018), undergo late merge, it wrongly
predicts that sentences like those in (75) should license clausal ellipsis. That is, as we
have seen in previous examples, type 2 clausal ellipsis under a bridge verb is only
licensed if a remnant is extracted from the ellipsis site. As this is not the case in (75),
clausal ellipsis is prohibited, as evidenced by the fact that the le that appears in such
examples must be overt and is therefore a pronoun.

(75) a. Ma commande est arrivée six semaines après qu’ils *(l’)aient
my order has arrived six weeks after that-they LE had
dit [qu’elle arriverait].
said that-it would-arrive
‘My order arrived six weeks after what they said.’

b. Mon cadeau a été envoyé des mois après qu’elle *(l’)ait
my present has been sent some months after that-she LE had
promis [qu’elle l’enverrait].
promised that-she it-would-send
‘My present was mailed months after what she promised.’

I conclude that latemerge alone cannot correctly predict clausal ellipsis under bridge
verbs in ACD relatives. However, ACD relatives exhibit a second unique property,
which I will argue plays a role in licensing type 2 ellipsis. I am referring here to the
quantifier scope constraints unique to ACD contexts discussed in Koster-Moeller and
Hackl (2008) (hereafter KM&H).

KM&H start with the observation that in standard relatives, both surface scope
and inverse scope are possible for amatrix subject (a professor in (76)) andwhat they
call the host DP object (every article) regardless of the scope properties of the subject
DP inside the relative. This is illustrated in (76).

(76) A professor read every article that a student/Julie published.
Surface scope: A single professor read every article that a student/Julie

published.
Inverse scope: Every article that a student/Julie published is such that

some professor read it.

However, in ACD relatives containing an elided VP, while the inverse scope reading
remains available if the subject inside the relative is an existential DP, it becomes
difficult to access if the subject is a proper name or a universal DP. This is shown in
(77), where the # symbol indicates that the inverse scope reading is much more
difficult to access than it is in (76).
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(77) A professor read every article that a student/#Julie/#every student did.

As it turns out, the facts uncovered by KM&H are not specific to VP-ellipsis. Similar
facts obtain in French ACD relatives containing an elided clause complement to a
bridge verb, as illustrated by the contrast between (78a) and (78b–c).

(78) a. Un pianiste s’est produit dans tous les bars que Chloé fréquente.
a pianist performed in all the bars that Chloé attends
‘A pianist performed in all the bars Chloé hangs out.’
(Both surface and inverse scope are possible)

b. Un pianiste s’est produit dans tous les bars qu’un recruteur de talent/
a pianist performed in all the bars that-a scout of talent

#Chloé (l’)avait prédit.
Chloé (LE)had predicted
‘A pianist performed in all the bars that a talent scout/Chloé had
predicted.’

c. Un pianiste s’est produit dans tous les bars que #tous les recruteurs
a pianist performed in all the bars that all the scouts
de talent (l’)avaient prédit.
of talent (LE)had predicted
‘A pianist performed in all the bars that every talent scout had predicted.’

As KM&H point out, paradigms like (76) versus (77) support the generalization that
the factor that determines the presence versus absence of the inverse scope re-
striction in ACD relatives is whether the host DP is scopally commutative or non-
commutative with the subject DP inside the relative clause.25 They state this as the
(slightly reworded) ACD-scope generalization in (79).

(79) In a sentence of the form […QP1 … DP [RC …QP2 … <XP>]], where QP1 is a
matrix quantificational phrase, DP is the host of the relative clause (RC), and
QP2 is a quantificational phrase inside the relative, the DP (if quantificational)
canhave scopeoverQP1 only if theDP andQP2 are scopally non-commutative.

As they point out, this generalization hinges on the fact that the host DP interacts
scopally with QP2, something that can only happen if the quantificational determiner
of the host DP is also found inside the relative. This, they argue, suggests that ACD
relatives are derived via an amended version of the matching analysis of relatives in
which there is a full copy of the host DP inside the relative that raises to [Spec, CP] and

25 Quantifiers of the same type are said to be commutative in the sense that ∀x ∀y ø ≡ ∀y ∀x ø but
quantifiers of two different types are not since ∃x ∀y ø and ∀y ∃x ø are not logically equivalent.
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undergoes deletion under identity when the relative is countercyclically merged
with the external copy of the host DP. Further, as they point out, the presence of an
ACD seems to be the ‘driving force’ behind the special structure exhibited by this type
of relative.26 Before discussing the details of KM&H’s derivation of ACD relatives, let
us consider the implications of their proposal in view of reaching a better under-
standing of the difference between standard relatives, which do not license ellipsis
under a bridge verb, and ACD relatives, which do. Let us begin by discussing the
nature of the so-called relative pronoun in standard relatives like (80), abstracting
away from whether (80) is the result of a raising or a matching derivation.27

(80) la fille [RC OP que j’ai vue].
the girl that I-have seen

First, we must assume that que ‘that’ in (80) is a complementizer rather than a wh-
element as the contrast between (81a) and its interrogative counterpart, given in
(81b), suggests.

(81) a. la fille que/*qui j’ai vue.
the girl that/who I-have seen

b. Qui as-tu vu ?
who have-you seen

However, assuming the presence of a silent wh-operator (OP) in (80) is crucial
because this operator is a necessary ingredient to explain the interpretation of the
relative: only via its movement can a trace/variable be created that turns the CP
relative clause into an unsaturated expression; that is, a predicate of type <e,t>. This
predicate is then semantically conjoined with the head noun (cf. Heim and Kratzer
1998) and the conjunction of these two predicates results in an intersection such that
the restrictor of the head noun is enriched with more semantic content. Finally,
semantically, connecting the relative clause to its head amounts to making an
identity claim; that is, a sentence like John knows the girl that I saw says that the girl
John knows is the same girl as the one I saw. I will assume that this identity relation is

26 KM&H combine this assumption about the syntactic derivation ACD relatives with a theory of
ellipsis licensing that relies on a focus semantic notion of contrast to derive the ACD-Scope Gener-
alization in (79). It is beyond the scope of the present paper to evaluate their specific proposal.What is
relevant for our purposes is that in order for the quantifier corresponding to the gap in the relative
clause to scopally interact with the relative clause subject, the quantificational determiner that
selects the head noun must also be present inside the relative. This is true regardless of how (79) is
ultimately derived.
27 There is a consensus in the literature that standard relatives can have both raising and matching
derivations though not necessarily in the same environments (see e.g., Hulsey and Sauerland 2006
and references cited there).
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encoded by a feature on C, as suggested by the fact that it can be explicitly realized as
as in e.g., the English dialect of Somerset County in Southwest England (cf. 82).28

(82) a. % the man as was driving
b. % all the firewood as you wanted

Concerning the operator/relative pronoun in (80), several remarks are in order. First,
it is standardly assumed tomove from an argument position to the [Spec,CP] position
in the relative. Second, and more importantly, relative pronouns are minimal pro-
nouns in the sense of Landau (2015: 23); that is, they bear unvalued φ-features in
addition to their wh-feature. These unvalued features are then valued in the course
of the derivation via Agree between the head noun and the relative pronoun (cf. Heck
and Cuartero 2013 among others). Morphologically, this translates into their being
silent (as in (80)), or displaying an invariant form – what in the English dialect of
Somerset (cf. (83)), or fully reflecting the result of featural valuation as illustrated for
French in (84).

(83) a. % the shovels what they used to remove the snow with
b. % this blacksmith what I was talking about

(84) la personne [à laquelle j’ai parlé].
the(fem) person to which-one(fem) I-have spoken
‘the person to whom I spoke’

Thus, the picture that emerges is that while binders generally bear unique indices, in
standard relatives, relative pronouns bear unvalued features that are valued by the
features of the DP relative head via Agree in the syntactic component. In contrast, the
evidence uncovered by KM&H suggests that in ACD relatives, the full host DP of the
relative clause is scopally active andmust therefore be part of the internal derivation
of the relative, or to put it slightly differently, the fully valued determiner of the host
DP needs to be present in both the ellipsis antecedent and the elided constituent. In
view of this crucial difference between standard and ACD relatives, I would like to
propose that type 2 clausal ellipsis requires that the wh-remnant that transits
through [Spec, CP1] be fully valued and that this is the case in ACD relatives, but not in
standard relatives. Why this should be so can then be made to follow from the
assumptions in (85).

(85) a. Relatives can undergo late merge as last resort.
b. ACD relatives must undergo late merge because this is necessary for

convergence; that is, without late merge, the elided constituent and its
antecedent will not satisfy the conditions on ellipsis at LF.

28 As reported in Ihalainen (1980).
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c. Standard relatives do not undergo late merge due to economy; that is,
because late merge is a grammatical operation that is not necessary for
convergence in standard relatives, it is prohibited.29

d. Because they undergo latemerge, ACD relatives are built separately in the
work space and consequently, the remnant that undergoes A-bar
movement must be fully valued as it cannot rely on cyclic merge to have
its features valued through Agree.

e. Thus, given that thewh-remnant in type 2 ellipsis must be fully valued, we
observe that ACD remnants but not standard relative pronouns license
ellipsis.

With this in mind, I now turn to a critical evaluation of KM&H’s derivation of English
ACD relatives with VP-ellipsis, the steps of which are sketched in (86). In (86a), the
matrix object, DP1, is built separately from the ACD relative, which also contains a
copy of DP1, labeled DP2. HM&K argue that it is at this point in the derivation that
ellipsis is licensed, giving both the antecedent constituent and the elided constituent
access to identical copies the host DP/relative head. As shown in (86b) the relative
clause is then late merged into the host DP, giving rise to a single tree in which the
relative clause internal copy, DP2, is deleted under identity with DP1. Finally, to
produce a coherent semantic interpretation, further operations must take place,
namely trace conversion of DP2 (cf. Fox 2002), going from type <et,t> to e, followed by
type shifting of the converted DP2 from type e to type <e,t>, a predicate.

(86) Mary read every book John did.
(a)

29 Standard relatives have been argued to be late merged in some cases (cf. Lebeaux 1988 among
others). If what I am suggesting is correct, such cases should be possible only when late merge is
necessary for convergence. A full discussion of this issue is beyond the scope of this article.
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(b)

HM&K’s proposed derivation of ACD relatives raises some unanswered questions,
however.

Consider first the process by which PF-deletion of DP2 occurs in (86b) under
identity with DP1. This process of deletion under identity is not implausible. It is, in
fact, reminiscent of Bresnan’s (1973) so-called Comparative Deletion. This similarity
is not entirely surprising since comparatives of equality equate the degrees to which
an object possesses a property (I ate asmany fries as you did) and relatives equate the
elements for which properties hold. However, given the structure in (86b), DP2 and
DP1 cannot plausibly be identical (under any definition of identity) because DP1 does
not form a constituent that excludes DP2 or, to put it slightly differently, DP1 and DP2
cannot be identical because the former contains the latter.

A second issue concerns themovement (internalmerge) of DP2 to the specifier of CP
in (86a). Given that DP2 is, in this particular case, a universally quantified DP, such
movement is surprising because it can create unbounded dependencies, as (87) suggests,
yet DP2 does not overtly display the morphological marking of a wh-element.

(87) May read every book John said she did.

A more accurate representation of DP2 in (86) might therefore be as in (88), that is, a
wh-phrase headed by a silent wh-determiner (OP) that takes the universally quan-
tified DP2 as its complement.

(88) [WhP OP [DP2 every book]]

The overall makeup of what I labeledWhP in (88) may seem unusual in that it contains
both awh-element (OP) and a quantificational determiner. There is evidence, however,
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that this syntactic combination is, in principle, allowed byUG. This evidence comes from
wh-questions in those dialects of English that display the so-called what/who/where all
phenomenon. These include dialects of Northern Ireland (McCloskey 2006) as well as
American dialects found in North Carolina and the Ozarks (Lindemann 2008). Linde-
mann’s (2008) examples include the ones in (89), both of which overtly display the
syntactic sequence ‘wh-Q-restriction’ posited for the WhP in (88).

(89) a. % What all ice cream flavors do you like?
b. % I don’t know what all jobs she’s had in the last year.

I thereforewould like to propose that ACD relatives are countercyclically adjoined
to VP and that the relative clause internal copy (DP2 in (86a)) is deleted by the
operation Form Copy (FC) argued for in Chomsky (2021). FC is an operation that
selects an element X and searches its c-command domain for a structurally
identical element Y. As it identifies Y, it assigns the relation <X, Y> and Y deletes.
Because FC has no access to the derivational history of a phrase marker, it applies
to identical elements regardless of how they were introduced in the derivation,
and it can therefore apply to identical elements that were independently intro-
duced into the derivation by external merge. I will further assume with Saito
(2024) (and contra Chomsky 2021) that if FC selects an element X in an A-position,
its search for Y is not restricted to A-positions and that it can therefore be con-
nected by FC to an element Y in an A′-position. Finally, I will assume that direct
objects undergo internal merge to form [Spec, VP] so that VP can be properly
labeled, as proposed in Chomsky (2015).30 Given these assumptions, the (partial)
derivation of a French ACD relative like (74a), repeated here as (90a), is assumed
to be as in (90b).

(90) a. Il a obtenu tous les livres qu’il (l’)espérait [qu’il obtiendrait].
he has gotten all the books that-he (LE)expected that-he would-get
‘He got all the books he expected (he would).’

30 This is needed to establish a c-command relation between [tous les livres1] and [tous les livres3] in
(90b) so that FC can apply. Note that there is independent evidence that supports the assumption that
direct objects can c-command into VP-adjuncts. For example, Green (2019) shows that so-called
subject-gap purpose clauses like (i) are strict OC adjuncts and since OC is standardly assumed to
require c-command, it follows that the object controller ça in (i) must be able to c-command into the
clausal adjunct.

(i) J’ai acheté çai [pour PROi m’aider à m’endormir].
I-have bought that for me-to-help to fall-asleep
‘I bought that to help me fall asleep.’
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b.

In (90b), [OP tous les livres] in the relative clause externally merges as the object to
obtiendrait then internally merges in [Spec, CP1] and finally, internally merges in the
specifier of the CP relative clause. After two applications of FC, the lower copies
delete, leaving [OP tous les livres3]. In the main clause, tous les livres externally
merges as the object to obtenu ([tous les livres2]), then internally merges in [Spec, VP]
as [tous les livres1], at which point FC applies and deletes [tous les livres2]. Finally,
once the relative is late merged, FC applies to [tous les livres1] in thematrix and [tous
les livres3] in the relative and the latter deletes.31

In summary, my goal, in this section, was to provide an answer to the question of
why ACD relatives, but not standard relatives, allow clausal ellipsis under an
embedded bridge verb. I argued that, in order to avoid infinite regress, ACD relatives
force a derivation that differs from both the raising and matching derivations that
have been shown to be available for standard relatives. Specifically, ACD relatives
are late merged. This more complex derivation is necessary for convergence; that is,
to avoid an LF crash due to infinite regress, and is not available to standard relatives
for economy reasons; that is, it is not necessary for convergence and therefore
prohibited. I further argued that late merged ACD relatives contain a full copy of the
relative head, a conclusion reached independently by KM&H based on evidence
pertaining to quantifier scope. Finally, I argued that this full copy constitutes, in the
specifier of C1, the type of remnant that licenses type 2 clausal ellipsis; that is a
remnantmergedwith fully valuedφ-features. Because they undergo latemerge, ACD
relatives are built separately in the workspace and consequently, the remnant that

31 Needless to say, a number of issues remain. Chief among them is the question of why the relative
clause internal copy can, in some cases, either be deleted by FC (ia) or remain overt if it is pro-
nominalized (ib). Additionally, not all speakers agree that ellipsis with ACD relatives with an overt
prepositional internal copy like (ib) is possible. Abeillé and Godard (2021:1,483), for example, judge
examples similar to (ib) to be ungrammatical.

(i) a. Lucie n’a pas parlé à la personne [OP la personne qu’elle (le) prétend].
Lucie Neg-has not spoken to the person that-she (LE) claims

b. Lucie n’a pas parlé à la personne [à laquelle elle (le) prétend].
Lucie Neg-has not spoken to the person to which-one she (LE) claims
‘Lucie hasn’t spoken to the person she claims.’

Answering such questions is beyond the scope of this article. My goal here was simply to show that a
coherent account of ACD relatives can be provided that includes a full copy of the host DP inside the
late merged relative clause and to argue that this full copy is crucial to the licensing of clausal ellipsis
under a bridge verb in relatives.
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undergoes A-bar movement must be fully valued as it cannot rely on cyclic merge to
have its features valued through Agree. In standard relatives, on the other hand,
relative pronouns are minimal pronouns that bear unvalued φ-features (in addition
to their wh-feature). These unvalued features are then valued in the course of the
derivation via Agree between the head noun and the relative pronoun. As such, run-
of-the-mill relative pronouns, having unvalued features when they transit through
the specifier of C1, are not appropriate remnants for type 2 clausal ellipsis.

9 Concluding remarks

In thisfinal section, I would like to take stock of themain findings of this article. First,
an examination of French clausal ellipsis confirms the existence in French of an overt
morphological correlate to the abstract E-feature argued for by Merchant and much
subsequent work on ellipsis, namely, special le. Authier (2023) was the first to argue
that le currently functions as an E-feature in French predicate ellipsis but used to be
phonologically unrealized at previous stages of the language. An examination of
clausal ellipsis has revealed that, with the exception of sluices, both overt and covert
versions are available, though in different registers. This suggests that the overtness
versus covertness of the E-feature in French ellipsis varies along register and con-
struction specific lines. Second, it was established that there are, in French, two
distinct types of clausal ellipsis. Type 1, exemplified by so-called modal ellipsis, only
requires the pairing of an E-feature with a modal verb that takes a phasal comple-
ment. Type 2, exemplified by sluices and the ellipsis of the complement to a bridge
verb, is instantiated by the pairing of an E-feature with the higher C-projection (C1) of
a CP-recursion structure that is licensed by the presence of a speech act. It was
further argued that when C1 is endowed with an E-feature, it must also be associated
with an EPP feature, which is but one example of feature clustering among many
others. A direct consequence of this is that type 2 clausal ellipsis requires, rather than
allows,wh-extraction of a remnant in order to be licensed. Finally, it was shown that
relative clauses that embed a bridge verb license type 2 clausal ellipsis only when
they are of the ACD type. Regardless of any analysis, this observation entails that
standard and ACD relatives undergo distinct derivations, a conclusion previously
reached Koster-Moeller and Hackl (2008) on the basis of the quantifier scope re-
strictions exhibited by English ACD relatives involving VP-ellipsis. It was argued that,
in order to avoid infinite regress, ACD relatives force a more complex/costly deri-
vation: they must be late merged. It was further argued that late merged ACD rela-
tives contain a full copy of the relative head which constitutes, in the specifier of C1,
the type of remnant that licenses type 2 clausal ellipsis; that is, a remnant merged
with fully valued φ-features. In standard relatives, on the other hand, relative
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pronouns areminimal pronouns that bear unvaluedφ-features that are valued in the
course of the derivation via Agree between the head noun and the relative pronoun.
As such, run-of-the-mill relative pronouns, having unvalued features when they
transit through the specifier of C1, are not appropriate remnants for type 2 clausal
ellipsis.

Acknowledgments: I am indebted to two anonymous Probus reviewers for their
insightful comments and suggestions. I am also grateful to Jason Merchant for his
encouragement. Part of thisworkwas presented at the 54th Linguistic Symposium on
Romance Languages hosted inMay 2024 by Brigham Young University in Provo, Utah
and I wish to thank the audience for their stimulating feedback.

References

Abe, Jun. 2018. Late merge and phases for anti-C-command requirements. Syntax 21. 91–111.
Abeillé, Anne & Danièle Godard. 2021. La Grande Grammaire du Français. Arles: Actes Sud.
Albrecht, Lobke. 2010. The syntactic licensing of ellipsis. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.
Authier, J.-Marc. 2011. A movement analysis of French modal ellipsis. Probus 23. 175–216.
Authier, J.-Marc. 2023. French predicate anaphora, comparatives, and ellipsis. Probus 35. 213–250.
Bacskai-Atkari, Julia. 2014. The syntax of comparative constructions. Postdam: Postdam University PhD

thesis.
Baltin, Mark. 1987. Do antecedent-contained deletions exist? Linguistic Inquiry 18. 579–595.
Bentzen, Kristine, Jason Merchant & Peter Svenonius. 2013. Deep properties of surface pronouns:

Pronominal predicate anaphors in Norwegian and German. Journal of Comparative Germanic
Linguistics 16. 97–125.

Berman, Stephen. 1990. Toward the semantics of open sentences: Wh-phrases and indefinites. In
Martin Stokhof & Leen Torenvliet (eds.), Proceedings of the 7th Amsterdam Colloquium, 53–77.
Amsterdam: University of Amsterdam Institute for Language, Logic, and Information.

Bošković, Željko. 2014. Now I’m a phase, now I’m not a phase: On the variability of phases with extraction
and ellipsis. Linguistic Inquiry 45. 27–89.

Bouton, Lawrence. 1970. Antecedent-contained pro-forms. In Papers from the 6th regional meeting of the
Chicago Linguistic Society, 154–167. Chicago: University of Chicago.

Bresnan, Joan. 1973. Syntax of the comparative clause construction in English. Linguistic Inquiry 4. 275–343.
Chomsky, Noam. 1977. Onwh-movement. In Peter Culicover, TomWasow&Adrian Akmajian (eds.), Formal

syntax, 71–132. New York: Academic Press.
Chomsky, Noam. 2000. Minimalist inquiries. In Roger Martin, David Michaels & Juan Uriagereka (eds.),

Step by step, 89–155. Cambridge: MIT Press.
Chomsky, Noam. 2008. On phases. In Robert Freidin, Carlos Otero & Maria Luisa Zubizarreta (eds.),

Foundational issues in linguistic theory: Essays in honor of Jean-Roger Vergnaud, 133–166. Cambridge:
MIT Press.

Chomsky, Noam. 2015. Problems of projection: Extensions. In Elisa di Domenico, Cornelia Hamannand &
Simona Matteini (eds.), Structures, strategies and beyond: Studies in honour of Adriana Belletti, 3–16.
Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

French clausal ellipsis 309



Chomsky, Noam. 2021.Minimalism:Where arewe now, andwherewe hope to go.Gengo Kenkyu 160. 1–41.
van Craenenbroeck, Jeroen. 2010. The syntax of ellipsis: Evidence from Dutch dialects. Oxford: Oxford

University Press.
de Cuba, Carlos & Barbara Ürögdi. 2010. Clearing up the ‘facts’ on complementation. University of

Pennsylvania Working Papers in Linguistics 16. 41–50.
Culicover, Peter. 1999. Syntactic nuts: Hard cases, syntactic theory, and language acquisition. Oxford: Oxford

University Press.
Dagnac, Anne. 2010. Modal ellipsis in French, Spanish, and Italian: Evidence for a TP deletion analysis. In

Karlos Arregi, Zsuzsanna Fagyal, Silvina Montrul & Annie Tremblay (eds.), Romance linguistics 2008:
Interactions in romance, 157–170. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Ding, Wenwen. 2013. On the structure and interpretation of antecedent-contained deletion in English.
English Linguistics 30. 540–567.

Dubois, Jean. 1969. Grammaire structurale du français: La phrase et les transformations. Paris: Larousse.
Eriksson, Olaf. 2006. Un cas de suppléance verbale en Français comme illustration d’une méthode

d’analyse linguistique. Revue Belge de Philologie et d’Histoire 84. 913–928.
Fox, Danny. 2002. Antecedent-contained deletion and the copy theory of movement. Linguistic Inquiry 33.

63–96.
Ginzburg, Jonathan & Ivan Sag. 2000. Interrogative investigations. Stanford: CSLI Publications.
Gotowski, Megan. 2022. Quoi-sluices in French. Glossa 7. 1–44.
Green, Jeffrey. 2019. A movement theory of adjunct control. Glossa 4(1). 87.
Gribanova, Vera & Boris Harizanov. 2019. Whither headmovement?Natural Language and Linguistic Theory

37. 461–522.
Hackl, Martin, Jorie Koster-Hale & Jason Varvoutis. 2012. Quantification and ACD: Evidence from real-time

sentence processing. Journal of Semantics 29. 145–206.
Haïk, Isabelle. 2017. A that-trace effect on ellipsis. Manuscript, Université de Caen Basse-Normandie (Unité

CRISCO).
Haegeman, Liliane. 2006. Conditionals, factives, and the left periphery. Lingua 116. 1651–1669.
de Hann, Germen & Fred Weerman. 1985. Finiteness and fronting in Frisian. In Hubert Haider &

Martin Prinzhorn (eds.), Verb second phenomena in Germanic languages, 77–110. Dordrecht: Foris.
Hartman, Jeremy & Ruixi Ressy Ai. 2009. A focus account of Swiping. In Kleanthes Grohmann &

Phoevos Pangiotidis (eds.), Selected papers from the 2006 Cyprus Syntaxfest, 92–122. Newcastle-upon-
Tyne: Cambridge Scholars Publishing.

Hasegawa, Hiroshi. 2006. On swiping. English Linguistics 23. 433–445.
Heck, Fabian & Juan Cuartero. 2013. Long distance agreement in relative clauses. In Artemis Alexiadou,

Tibor Kiss & Gereon Müller (eds.), Local modelling of non-local dependencies in syntax, 49–84. Berlin:
de Gruyter.

Heim, Irene. 1997. Predicates or formulas? Evidence from ellipsis. In Aaron Lawson. (ed) Proceedings of
SALT, vol. 7, 197–221. Ithaca, New York: CLC Publications.

Heim, Irene & Angelika Kratzer. 1998. Semantics in generative grammar. Oxford: Blackwell.
Houser, Michael, Line Mikkelsen & Maziar Toosarvandani. 2011. A defective auxiliary in Danish. Journal of

German Linguistics 23. 245–298.
Hulsey, Sarah & Uli Sauerland. 2006. Sorting out relative clauses. Natural Language Semantics 14. 111–137.
Huot, Hélène. 1974. Le verbe devoir: étude synchronique et diachronique. Paris: Klincksieck.
Iatridou, Sabine & Anthony Kroch. 1992. The licensing of CP-recursion and its relevance to the Germanic

verb-second phenomenon. Working Papers in Scandinavian Syntax 50. 1–24.
Ihalainen, Ossi. 1980. Relative clauses in the dialect of Somerset. Neuphilologische Mitteilungen 81.

187–196.

310 J.-M. Authier



Jackendoff, Ray. 1972. Semantic interpretation in generative grammar. Cambridge: MIT Press.
Kartunnen, Lauri. 1977. Syntax and semantics of questions. Linguistics and Philosophy 1. 3–44.
Kayne, Richard. 1975. French syntax: The transformational cycle. Cambridge: MIT Press.
Kennedy, Christopher. 1997. Antecedent-contained deletion and the syntax of quantification. Linguistic

Inquiry 28. 662–688.
Kennedy, Christopher. 2002. Comparative deletion and optimality in syntax. Natural Language and

Linguistic Theory 20. 553–621.
Kennedy, Christopher & Jason Merchant. 2000. The case of the ‘missing CP’ and the secret Case. In

Sandra Chung, James McCloskey & Nathan Sanders (eds.), Jorge Hankamer webfest. Santa Cruz:
University of California. http://babel.ucsc.edu/jorgewebfest.

Koster-Moeller, Jorie &Martin Hackl. 2008. Quantifier scope constraints in ACD: Implications for the syntax
of relative clauses. In Natasha Abner & Jason Bishop (eds.), Proceedings of the 27th West Coast
conference on formal linguistics, 301–309. Somerville, MA: Cascadilla Press.

Krifka, Manfred. 2001. Quantifying into question acts. Natural Language Semantics 9. 1–40.
Krifka, Manfred. 2014. Embedding illocutionary acts. In Thomas Roeper & Margaret Speas (eds.),

Recursion: Complexity in cognition, 59–88. Heidelberg: Springer.
Lahiri, Uptal. 2002. Questions and answers in embedded contexts. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Landau, Idan. 2015. A two-tiered theory of control. Cambridge: MIT Press.
Larson, Richard. 1999. ACD in AP? Paper presented at the 19th West Coast conference on formal linguistics.

California: UCLA. semlab5.sbs.sunysb.edu/∼rlarson/wccfl19.pdf.
Lebeaux, David. 1988. Language acquisition and the form of grammar. Amherst: University of

Massachusetts PhD thesis.
Lindemann, Luke. 2008. What all. Yale grammatical diversity project: English in North America. Available

at: http://ygdp.yale.edu/phenomena/what-all.
Lipták, Anikó. 2015. Relative pronouns as sluicing remnants. In Katalin Kiss, Balázs Surányi & Éva Dékány

(eds.), Approaches to Hungarian, vol. 14, 187–207. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.
Matos, Gabriela & Ana Maria Brito. 2013. The alternation between improper indirect questions and DPs

containing a restrictive relative. In Victoria Camacho-Taboada, Ángel Jiménez-Fernàndez,
Javier Martin-González &Mariano Reyes-Tejedor (eds.), Information structure and agreement, 83–116.
Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Matushansky, Ora. 2006. Head movement in linguistic theory. Linguistic Inquiry 37. 69–109.
May, Robert. 1985. Logical form. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.
McCloskey, James. 1992. Adjunction, selection, and embedded verb second. Santa Cruz: University of

California. Unpublished manuscript.
McCloskey, James. 2006. Questions and questioning in a local English. In Raffaella Zanuttini,

Héctor Campos, Elena Herburger & Paul Portner (eds.), Crosslinguistic research in syntax and
semantics: Negation, tense, and clausal architecture, 87–126. Washington, DC: Georgetown University
Press.

Merchant, Jason. 2001. The syntax of silence: Sluicing, islands, and the theory of ellipsis. Oxford: Oxford
University Press.

Merchant, Jason. 2002. Swiping in Germanic. In Werner Abraham & Jan-Wouter Zwart (eds.), Studies in
comparative Germanic syntax, 295–321. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Merchant, Jason. 2004. Fragments and ellipsis. Linguistics and Philosophy 27. 661–738.
Nauze, Fabrice. 2008.Modality in typological perspective. Amsterdam: University of Amsterdam PhD thesis.
Ott, Dennis & Volker Struckmeier. 2018. Particles and deletion. Linguistic Inquiry 49. 393–407.
Ott, Dennis & Raymond Therrien. 2020. Swiping in a variety of Ontario French. Canadian Journal of

Linguistics 65. 52–74.

French clausal ellipsis 311

http://babel.ucsc.edu/jorgewebfest
http://ygdp.yale.edu/phenomena/what-all


Plann, Susan. 1982. Indirect questions in Spanish. Linguistic Inquiry 12. 297–312.
Radford, Andrew & Eiichi Iwasaki. 2015. On swiping in English. Natural Language and Linguistic Theory 33.

703–744.
Reed, Lisa. 1992. Remarks on word order in causative constructions. Linguistic Inquiry 23. 164–172.
Reed, Lisa. 2016. Some notes on falloir, devoir, and the theory of control. In Christina Tortora,

Marcel den Dikken, IgnacioMontoya & Teresa O’Neill (eds.), Romance linguistics 2013. Selected papers
from the 43rd linguistic symposium on Romance languages, 341–360. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Reed, Lisa. 2019. Further implications of French devoir and falloir for theories of control and modality. In
Deborah Arteaga (ed.), Contributions of Romance languages to current linguistic theory, 65–89.
Switzerland AG: Springer Nature.

Reich, Ingo. 2007. Toward a uniform analysis of short answers and gapping. In Kerstin Schwabe &
Susanne Winkler (eds.), On information structure, meaning and form, 467–484. Amsterdam: John
Benjamins.

Rooth, Mats. 1992. Ellipsis redundancy and reduction redundancy. In Stephen Berman & Arild Hestvik
(eds.), Arbeitspapiere des Sonderforschungsbereichs 340. Stuttgart: Universitäten Stuttgart und
Tübingen.

Rosen, Carol. 1976. Guess what about? In Alan Ford, John Reighard & Rajendra Singh (eds.) Proceedings of
NELS, vol. 6, 205–211. Montreal: Montreal Working Papers in Linguistics.

Ross, John Robert. 1969. Guess who? In Robert Binnick, Alice Davison, Georgia Green & Jerry Morgan
(eds.), Proceedings of the 5th regional meeting of the Chicago Linguistic Society, 252–286. Chicago:
University of Chicago.

Sag, Ivan. 1976. Deletion and logical form. Cambridge: MIT PhD thesis.
Saito, Mamoru. 2024. On minimal yield and form copy: Evidence from East Asian languages. The Linguistic

Review 41. 59–84.
Sakamoto, Yuta. 2016. Phases and argument ellipsis in Japanese. Journal of East Asian Linguistics 25. 243–

274.
Stepanov, Arthur. 2001. Late adjunction and Minimalist phrase structure. Syntax 4. 94–125.
Suñer, Margarita. 1999. La subordinación sustantiva: la interrogación indirecta. In Ignacio Bosque &

Violeta Demonte (eds.), Gramática descritiva de la lengua española, 2147–2195. Madrid: Espaca.
Takahashi, Daiko. 2024. Antecedent contained argument ellipsis in Japanese. Journal of East Asian

Linguistics 33. 115–151.
Vergnaud, Jean-Roger. 1975. La réduction du nœud S dans les relatives et les comparatives. In Rapport de

recherche no5 du L.A.D.L. Université Paris-VII.
Vikner, Sten. 1991. Verb movement and the licensing of NP-positions in the Germanic languages. Geneva:

University of Geneva PhD thesis.
Weir, Andrew. 2014. Fragments and clausal ellipsis. Amherst: University of Massachusetts PhD thesis.
Yasui, Miyoko. 2021. How to license embedded instances of no-da and the politeness marker mas in

Japanese: CP recursion or speech act phrase. In Rachel Soo, Una Chow & Sander Nederveen (eds.),
Proceedings of the 38th West Coast conference on formal linguistics, 483–492. Somerville, MA:
Cascadilla Press.

312 J.-M. Authier


	French clausal ellipsis: types and derivations
	1 Introduction
	2 The distribution of special le
	2.1 Special le in comparatives
	2.2 Special le in ACD sentences
	2.3 Special le in sluicing

	3 Empirical synopsis
	4 A theoretical framework for ellipsis
	5 Type 1: French modal ellipsis
	6 Type 2: clausal ellipsis in comparatives
	7 Clausal ellipsis in sluiced sentences
	8 Clausal ellipsis in ACD relatives
	9 Concluding remarks
	Acknowledgments
	References


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (Euroscale Coated v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.7
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /sRGB
  /DoThumbnails true
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 35
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness false
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Remove
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages false
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 10
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages false
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages false
  /MonoImageMinResolution 600
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1000
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.10000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError false
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<
    /DEU <>
    /ENU ()
    /ENN ()
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AllowImageBreaks true
      /AllowTableBreaks true
      /ExpandPage false
      /HonorBaseURL true
      /HonorRolloverEffect false
      /IgnoreHTMLPageBreaks false
      /IncludeHeaderFooter false
      /MarginOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetadataAuthor ()
      /MetadataKeywords ()
      /MetadataSubject ()
      /MetadataTitle ()
      /MetricPageSize [
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetricUnit /inch
      /MobileCompatible 0
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (GoLive)
        (8.0)
      ]
      /OpenZoomToHTMLFontSize false
      /PageOrientation /Portrait
      /RemoveBackground false
      /ShrinkContent true
      /TreatColorsAs /MainMonitorColors
      /UseEmbeddedProfiles false
      /UseHTMLTitleAsMetadata true
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /BleedOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK
      /DestinationProfileName (ISO Coated v2 \(ECI\))
      /DestinationProfileSelector /UseName
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /ClipComplexRegions true
        /ConvertStrokesToOutlines false
        /ConvertTextToOutlines false
        /GradientResolution 300
        /LineArtTextResolution 1200
        /PresetName <FEFF005B0048006F006800650020004100750066006C00F600730075006E0067005D>
        /PresetSelector /HighResolution
        /RasterVectorBalance 1
      >>
      /FormElements true
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MarksOffset 8.503940
      /MarksWeight 0.250000
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /UseName
      /PageMarksFile /RomanDefault
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [600 600]
  /PageSize [595.276 841.890]
>> setpagedevice


