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Abstract In this paper, I examine a phenomenon in Korean involving fragment
answers and consider its implications. Taking as a point of departure the general-
ization that case markers on ellipsis remnants in fragment answers can be omitted
only in string-final position, I argue that in these situations, PF deletion extends into
the ellipsis remnant, deleting parts of it, such as a case marker, a postposition or,
sometimes, even the head noun, up to recoverability and under adjacency to a string
of elements that are deleted in PF for independent reasons. This parasitic deletion
process, which I term “extra deletion,” sheds light on the nature of PF deletion,
which I argue operates on strings of elements, similarly to the way that syntactic
operations target constituents. The crucial idea is that, although it is mostly syntax
that determines what is to be deleted (and, thus, elements that undergo ellipsis are
usually syntactic constituents), PF deletion also has its own guidelines when it
applies—namely that elements that are elided should form an unbroken, continuous
string. What is interesting is that in contexts of extra deletion, the string of deleted
elements is extended beyond what is initially marked for deletion by syntax, an
important consequence of which is that PF deletion can ignore syntactic con-
stituents. Furthermore, I make the novel observation that there exists a significant
parallelism between fragment answers and right node raising, which has not been
noted in the literature due to the sheer differences in their structure, surface form,
and use. I argue that postulating extra deletion allows us to capture the parallelism
straightforwardly, which in turn provides an additional argument for the PF deletion
analysis of the latter construction, for which there have been several alternatives.
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1 Introduction

In the past decade or so, various ellipsis phenomena, in particular fragment answers
(FA), have received much attention in the literature, which has deepened our
understanding of the nature of the interaction between syntax and other components
of grammar. This is also true for the literature on Korean, where there have been
extensive discussions on the construction in question. (See Ahn 2012; Ahn and Cho
2011; Ku and Cho 2014; Park 2005a, b, 2013; Park and Oh 2014; Park and Shin
2014, among others.) (1) is an example of FA in Korean.

(1) nwu-ka John-ul manna-ss-ni?’
who-Nom J.-Acc meet-Past-Q
‘Who met John?’

—> Mary-ka.
M.-Nom
‘Mary (met John).”?

Concerning the derivation of FA, Merchant’s (2004) analysis, where the remnant
undergoes focus movement to the left periphery followed by PF deletion of the rest
of the clause, has been very influential in the literature.? Thus, under the Merchant-
style analysis of FA in Korean, advocated by several researchers, the FA in (1) will
be derived as in (2).

(2) [w Mary-ka; [gp-t; Fohnul-manna—ss-e]|
M.-Nom J.-Acc meet-Past-Dec

In this paper, taking as a point of departure the generalization that case markers
on ellipsis remnants in FA can be omitted only in string-final position, I argue that in
these situations, PF deletion extends into the ellipsis remnant, deleting parts of it,
such as a case marker, a postposition or, sometimes, even the head noun, up to
recoverability and under adjacency to a string of elements that are deleted in PF for

' FAs are usually used as an answer to a question and are casual in style. Note that in Korean, the speech
level (or the degree of politeness) is morphologically indicated. For instance, in (1), the question marker
ni is indicative of the casual speech level.

2 Elements in parentheses indicate the interpretation of the elided part of the sentence.

3 As an alternative analysis of FA, there is also the so-called “direct interpretation” analysis proposed by
researchers like Yanofsky (1978) and Stainton (2006). According to this analysis, FAs are generated as
they are on the surface, i.e., as non-sentential utterances, and are licensed pragmatically. However, it
seems fair to say that the Merchant-style analysis of FA is virtually the standard in the recent literature.
Furthermore, the parallelism between FA and right node raising, discussed below, makes it difficult to
maintain those alternative analyses of FA that do not employ PF deletion, such as the direct interpretation
analysis. Given this, I will not be concerned with such alternatives in this paper.
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Extra deletion in fragment answers and its implications 315

independent reasons. I argue that this parasitic deletion process, which I term “extra
deletion” (ED), sheds light on the nature of PF deletion. More specifically, I suggest
that PF deletion operates on strings of elements, similarly to the way that syntactic
operations target constituents. Thus, to be well-formed, deleted elements in PF
should form an unbroken, continuous string. The crucial idea is that although it is
mostly syntax that determines what is to be deleted and, thus, elements that undergo
ellipsis are usually syntactic constituents, PF-deletion also has its own guidelines
when it takes place, among which is the requirement that deleted elements form an
unbroken, continuous string. An interesting consequence of this is that the string of
deleted elements can sometimes be extended beyond what is initially marked for
deletion by syntax, a situation that I call extra deletion. As a consequence, PF
deletion can sometimes ignore syntactic constituents (although, in many cases, the
deleted material does correspond to a constituent). The way in which ED works can
be schematically represented as in (3). Note that, in a situation like this, only a bare
NP (i.e., an NP without a case marker) will surface as a result.

(3) NP-case marker [restofthe-clause] Dbasic PF deletion (clausal ellipsis in FA)

%

NP-ease-markerfrest-of the-elause] PF deletion extended into the remnant (ED)

&
N

Vi
N

Furthermore, I make the novel observation that there exists a significant
parallelism between FA and right node raising (RNR), which has not been noted in
the literature due to the sheer differences in their structure, surface form, and use.
More specifically, I show that RNR behaves exactly the same as FA with respect to
the omission of case markers, postpositions, and head nouns, and that it is also
subject to the same kind of adjacency requirement as FA. I argue that postulating
ED allows us to capture the parallelism straightforwardly, which in turn provides an
additional argument for the PF deletion analysis of the latter construction, for which
there have been several alternatives.

This paper is organized as follows: in Sect. 2, as a point of departure for our
discussion, I introduce and revise Park’s (2013) generalization concerning the
distribution of case markers in FA; in Sect. 3, based on a set of new data, I argue
that omission of case markers in FA should be distinguished from the phenomenon
of case marker drop in Korean, which naturally leads to the question about the real
nature of the omission phenomenon in question; in Sect. 4, I propose an answer to
the questions raised in the previous sections, introducing ED; in Sect. 5, I elaborate
on aspects of ED; in Sect. 6, I show that there is a parallelism between FA and RNR
and consider its implications; in Sect. 7, I elaborate on the current analysis and
further consider its consequences; Sect. 8 concludes.
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316 D.-H. An

2 The distribution of case markers in FA

In this section, I will introduce Park’s (2013) generalization on the distribution of
bare NPs in FA, which will serve as a point of departure for our discussion. I will
show that, although Park’s generalization is basically on the right track, it can be
refined further to accommodate a wider range of data.

First, note that the remnant in (1), repeated below, is a case-marked NP.

(4) nwu-ka John-ul manna-ss-ni?
who-Nom J.-Acc meet-Past-Q
‘Who met John?’

-> Mary-ka.
M.-Nom
‘Mary (met John).’

Interestingly, the utterance is still perfectly fine even if the remnant is without the
case marker.

(5) nwu-ka John-ul manna-ss-ni?
who-Nom J.-Acc meet-Past-Q
‘Who met John?’

- Mary.
M.
‘Mary (met John).’

Concerning this, it has been noted that the omission of case markers in FA is
restricted in an interesting way. In particular, dealing with multiple FA contexts,
Park (2013) proposes the generalization in (6).4

(6) Multiple FA Generalization
Multiple FAs that have the form of [NP-marker, NP-marker/-@]
are acceptable, but not [NP-@, NP-marker/-@]. (Park 2013, p. 461)

What this means is that, when there are two remnant NPs, the first NP cannot be
bare, while the second NP can. In fact, the first NP cannot be bare at all regardless
of whether the second NP is case-marked or bare. This correctly captures the
distribution of the case markers in (7).

4 A comment on the terminology is necessary here. Note that, in (6), Park uses the term “marker” instead
of “case marker.” This is because the generalization in (6) is supposed to apply to cases involving
omission of postpositions as well, as discussed below. Thus, in Park’s work, the term marker seems to be
a cover term for postnominal elements like case markers and postpositions.
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(7) nwu-ka nwukwu-lul manna-ss-ni?
who-Nom who-Acc meet-Past-Q
‘Who met whom?’

—> a. Cho-ka Yang-ul
C.-Nom Y.-Acc

‘Cho (met) Yang.’
b. Cho-ka Yang.

c. * Cho Yang-(ul).

Consider also the contrast in (8). These examples show that, when a remnant NP
is followed by an adverbial remnant, the remnant NP cannot be bare either.

(8) nwu-ka encey wa-ss-ni?
who-Nom when come-Past-Q
‘Who came when?’
=> a. Yang-i ecey.
Y.-Nom yesterday
‘Yang (came) yesterday.’
b. ?*Yang ecey. (adapted from Park and Oh 2014)

Note, incidentally, that Park’s generalization, as formulated in (6), may not be
directly applied to a case like (8), because it involves an adverb, not an NP. Given
this, (6) can be revised (tentatively) as in (9).

(9) Multiple FA Generalization (revised; tentative)
Multiple FAs that have the form of [NP-marker, XP] are acceptable,
but not [NP-@, XP].

Note here that the number of remnants in FA need not be limited to two.
Consider, for instance, (10a) and (10b).

(10) a. nwu-ka nwukwu-eykey mwues-ul cwu-ess-ni?
who-Nom who-Dat what-Acc give-Past-Q
‘Who gave what to whom?’
- Cho-ka Yang-eykey chayk-ul.
C.-Nom Y.-Dat book-Acc
‘Cho (gave) Yang a book.’

b. nwu-ka nwukwu-eykey mwues-ul encey cwu-ess-ni?
who-Nom who-Dat what-Acc when give-Past-Q
‘Who gave what to whom when?’

- Cho-ka Yang-eykey chayk-ul ecey.
C.-Nom Y.-Dat book-Acc yesterday
‘Cho (gave) Yang a book yesterday.’
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318 D.-H. An

The pattern of omission of case markers in these examples can be summarized as in

(11).

(11) a. Cho-*(ka) Yang-*(eykey) chayk-(ul). (cf. (10a))
b. Cho-*(ka) Yang-*(eykey) chayk-*(ul) ecey. (cf. (10b))

The distribution of the case markers in (11) clearly indicates that, regardless of
how many remnants are involved, non-final remnant NPs cannot be bare. This is
further confirmed by the fact that when a non-final remnant NP is reordered to final
position, it suddenly can be bare, as shown in (12).

(12) Cho-*(ka) Yang-*(eykey) ecey chayk-(ul). (cf. (11b))
Given this, I propose a revised version of Park’s generalization as in (13).

(13) Periphery-sensitivity of Bare NPs in FA
Bare NPs in FA should be in final position.

(13) correctly captures the distribution of bare NPs in all the examples examined so
far. For instance, in (11a), the NP chayk-ul is the final element in the sequence and
can therefore be bare, while the same NP in (11b) cannot, because it is not the final
element. Note also that, unlike (6) and (9), (13) is not limited to multiple FA
contexts. Therefore, cases that involve a single remnant, as in (4)/(5), repeated
below, are also subsumed under (13), because, in such contexts, the remnant is
necessarily in final position.

(14) nwu-ka John-ul manna-ss-ni?
who-Nom J.-Acc meet-Past-Q
‘Who met John?’

-> Mary-(ka).
M.-Nom
‘Mary (met John).’

To summarize, [ have argued in this section that there is a way to sharpen Park’s
generalization in a way that retains his original insight, while allowing it to be
extended to all the relevant cases without making additional assumptions. The revised
version improves on its predecessor in that it is simpler and, most crucially, can be
extended to a larger set of data that go beyond the boundary of FA, as shown below.

3 Bare NP remnants and case marker drop
Given the discussion in Sect. 2, a question naturally arises concerning the nature of

the omission phenomenon of case markers in FA. We should also ask why the
omission of case markers manifests periphery sensitivity in the way that the
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generalization in (13) describes. Given this, it should be pointed out that omission of
case markers is actually a well-known property of Korean. For instance, the
examples in (15) illustrate that the three main types of case markers in Korean can
all be omitted even outside the context of FA. (Following the usual practice, I will
refer to this phenomenon as “case marker drop”. See Ahn 1999; Ahn and Cho 2007;
An 2009, 2014; Bak 2006; Choi 2009; Hong 1994, 2004; Kim 1998, among others,
for relevant discussion and references.)

(15) a. Cho-nun ku chayk-(ul) sa-ss-ta.

C.-Top  that book-Acc buy-Past-Dec
‘Cho bought that book.’

b. Cho-(ka) ecey wa-ss-ta.
C.-Nom yesterday come-Past-Dec
‘Cho came yesterday.’

c. Cho-(uy) chayk
C.-Gen  book
‘Cho’s book’

What is of significance to our discussion is the fact that case marker drop is not free.
Thus, there are several contexts that are known to prohibit case marker drop. For
instance, when an object comes before a subject, the subject may not be bare, as shown in
(16a). Numerals in prenominal position must bear the genitive case marker uy, as shown
in (16b). Indefinite, non-specific subjects cannot be bare either, as shown in (16c).

(16) a. ppang-un Cho-*(ka) mek-ess-ta.
bread-Top C.-Nom  eat-Past-Dec
‘Cho ate the bread.’ (Ahn 1999)
b. sey-kwen-*(uy) chayk
three-CL-Gen  book
‘three books’ (An 2009)
c. chayk-*(i) seysang-ul pakkwun-ta.
book-Nom world-Acc change-Dec
‘Books change the world.’ (Hong 1994)

Crucially, however, the configurations in (16) allow the relevant case markers to
be omitted when used in FA contexts. Thus, in (17)-(19), the elements Cho, sey-
kwen, and chayk are all used without a case marker, although they occur precisely in
the configurations that do not allow case marker drop, as shown above.

(17) ppang-un nwu-ka  mek-ess-ni?
bread-Top who-Nom eat-Past-Q
‘Who ate the bread?’

—> ppang-un Cho.
bread-Top C.
‘Cho (ate) the bread.’
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320 D.-H. An

(18) Cho-nun myech-kwen-uy chayk-ul ilk-ess-ni?
C.-Top how many-CL-Gen book-Acc read-Past-Q
‘How many books did Cho read?’

- Cho-nun sey-kwen.
C.-Top three-CL
‘Cho (read) three (books).’

(19) mwues-i  seysang-ul pakkwu-ess-ni?
what-Nom world-Acc change-Past-Q
‘What changed the world?’

- chayk.
book
‘Books (changed the world).’

This is crucial evidence that, in the examples of FA involving bare NP remnants, we
are dealing with a process totally different from ordinary instances of case marker drop.>®

5 There have been several proposals concerning the nature of case marker drop. To name a few: Ahn
(1999), Ahn and Cho (2007) argue that clause-initial caseless NPs are a kind of topic; Hong (1994, 2004)
argues that caseless NPs undergo incorporation into the predicate; Bak (2006), focusing on the genitive
case marker, argues that caseless NPs receive inherent case, which is realized by a null case marker.

It is clear, however, that these analyses are not applicable to the cases at hand. For instance, given that
FAs are typically assumed to be a focus, generating them as a bare topic will not be an option.
Furthermore, since we are dealing with ellipsis remnants, there is nothing for the bare noun to incorporate
into. It is also very unlikely that numerals are assigned inherent case. Furthermore, under all these
analyses, it would not be clear why bare NPs in FA are limited to final position. In any case, given that we
are not dealing with ordinary instances of case marker drop, I will not be concerned with these analyses
any more in this paper.

% An anonymous reviewer points out that (18) is not conclusive evidence that omission of case markers in
FA is different from case marker drop, because numerals like sey-kwen ‘three-CL’ can be used alone
without a noun head in non-elliptical contexts, as in (i).

(i) Cho-nun sey-kwen ilk-ess-e.
C.-Top three-CL read-Past-Dec
‘Cho read three (books/magazines/novels, etc.).’

Though I agree that (i) is possible, there are a couple of things to note. First, the meaning of the numeral
in cases like (i) is highly context dependent, as indicated in the glosses. Thus, the sentence is not natural
in an out-of-the-blue context and cannot be used as a starter of a conversation. This suggests that an
additional element, such as a null pronoun, may be involved in (i). In fact, concerning cases like (i), I
argued independently in An (2013) that they arise via null pronominalization from a quantifier float
construction, as illustrated in (ii).

(ii) Cho-nun chayk-ul sey-kwen ilk-ess-e. => Cho-nun pro sey-kwen ilk-ess-e.
C.-Top  book-Acc three-CL read-Past-Dec
‘Cho read three books.’

Recall that in (18), we are dealing with a context of question-answer pair. The basic assumption under
the movement and deletion analysis of FA is that there is a structural parallelism between the pair so that
deletion is possible. Furthermore, it is well-known that prenominal genitive numerals and quantifier float
structures differ in their interpretation (Kang 2002). Therefore, it is reasonable to assume that the FA in
(18) is derived by PF deletion in the way suggested in (26d) below. See also Sect. 5.4 for further
discussion on similar cases.
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There is an additional reason to conclude that the omission phenomenon captured
by the generalization in (13) is not to be equated with case marker drop. That is, not
only case markers, but also postpositions can be omitted from remnants in FA.
Crucially, when postpositions are so omitted, they also behave in accordance with
(13). For instance, (20b) shows that a postposition like eyse ‘from/at’ can be omitted
in FA contexts, while the same postposition resists omission if it occupies a non-
final position, as shown by the contrast in (21). The examples in (22) and (23)
further confirm this.

(20) Cho-ka eti-eyse cenhwa-lul ha-ess-ni?
C.-Nom where-from phone call-Acc do-Past-Q
‘From where did Cho make a phone call?’
=> a. suthapeksu-eyse.

Starbucks-from
‘(Cho called) from Starbucks.’
b.  suthapeksu.

(21) Cho-ka eti-eyse nwukwu-eykey cenhwa-lul ha-ess-ni?
C.-Nom where-at who-to phone call-Acc do-Past-Q
‘Where did Cho make a phone call to whom?’

—> a. suthapeksu-eyse Yang-(eykey).
Starbucks-at Y .-to
‘At Starbucks to Yang.’

b. * suthapeksu Yang-(eykey).

(22) nwu-ka mwue-lo  changmwun-ul kkay-ess-ni?
who-Nom what-with window-Acc  break-Past-Q
‘Who broke the window with what?’

—> a. Cho-ka mangchi-lo.
C.-Nom hammer-with
‘Cho (broke the window) with a hammer.’
b. Cho-ka mangchi.
c. *Cho mangchi-(lo).

(23) Cho-ka mwue-lo mwues-ul kkay-ess-ni?
C.-Nom what-with what-Acc break-Past-Q
‘What did Cho break with what?’

—> a.  mangchi-lo changmwun-ul
hammer-with window-Acc
‘(Cho broke) a window with a hammer.’
. mangchi-lo changmwun
c. * mangchi changmwun-(ul)

In sum, I have established in this section that omission of case markers in FA is
not the same phenomenon as case marker drop, because the omission phenomenon
in question is available even in contexts that do not allow case marker drop. I have
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322 D.-H. An

also shown that it can apply to postpositions and head nouns.” It is important that, in
all these cases, the generalization in (13) is at work. The obvious question then is
what the nature of this omission phenomenon is and why it behaves in the way (13)
describes. I propose an answer to these questions in the next section.

4 Analysis: extra deletion

Let us answer the questions raised at the end of Sect. 3. Recall two things: first, in
FA contexts, parts of a remnant can be omitted only if the remnant occupies final
position; second, PF deletion is involved in deriving FA. Given this, I propose that
in the relevant FA contexts with a bare NP remnant, we are dealing with a situation
where PF deletion extends into the ellipsis remnant, deleting parts of it, such as a
case marker, a postposition or, sometimes, even the head noun. As mentioned at the
outset, I refer to this process as ED. Thus, what happens in ED contexts is that the
string of deleted elements is extended (or stretched) into the remnant, as was
illustrated in (3), repeated below.

(24) NP-case marker [rest-ofthe-elause]  basic PF deletion (clausal ellipsis in FA)
%

NP-case-marker{restof the-elause]  PF deletion extended into the remnant (ED)

yi
N

Vi
N

ED is an optional deletion process that applies to parts of an ellipsis remnant up
to recoverability and under adjacency to a string of elements that are deleted in PF
for independent reasons, such as deriving FA. Given the latter property, we can say
that ED is parasitic in nature, i.e., it can only take place when there is an element
that independently undergoes PF deletion. Furthermore, from the adjacency
requirement, it follows that deleted elements should form an unbroken, continuous
string. (I will elaborate on these properties in subsequent sections.)

To avoid confusion, I should mention here that ED is not supposed to be an
additional, brand-new deletion operation. Rather, there is just one type of PF
deletion as before. What I am proposing here is that, in applying the good old PF
deletion, we can sometimes delete “a bit more,” extending the deletion string into
the remnant. This is what I mean by ED. Thus, the term ED is just a mnemonic
device that I will be using to refer to situations like this, i.e., cases where PF deletion
is extended beyond the original target and into the remnant, sometimes disregarding
syntactic constituency, as will be shown below. I will discuss further details of the
nature of ED and their implications in the sections that follow.

Under this analysis, the omission of the case marker in (14), for instance, will

proceed as in (25). (In what follows, I will use #talicized-bold-strikethrough for
elements that undergo ED and #tatieized-strikethroungh for elements that undergo

7 The latter case is illustrated by (18). See (26d) for further details. See also the discussion in Sect. 5.4.
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standard PF deletion in order to make the distinction visually more prominent. Where
such distinction is not crucial, I will use the regular strikethrough notation for deleted
material.)

(25) Mary-ka"Arpt —John-ul—manna-ss-e]
M.-Nom J.-Acc  meet-Past-Dec
‘Mary (met John).’

Here, the elements in TP are deleted as part of the standard PF deletion process for
deriving FA, while the case marker on the remnant NP is EDed. The same applies to
all the grammatical cases examined above. I repeat the relevant examples below.

(26) a. Cho-ka; Yang-wtlt{ppt+manna—ss—e] (= (7b))

C.-Nom Y.-Acc meet-Past-Dec
‘Cho (met) Yang.’

b. Cho-ka; Yang-eykey; chayk-#d{pptttiewn-ess-e] (= (10a))
C.-Nom Y.-Dat book-Acc give-Past-Dec
‘Cho (gave) Yang a book.’

c. ppang-un Cho-katfzpt-ewmek-ess—e]® =Aamn)
bread-Top C.-Nom eat-Past-Dec
‘Cho (ate) the bread.’

d. Cho-nun [sey-kwen-#y-ehayh-sthli—fzm—e—t—ith-ess—e]’ (= (18))
C.-Top  three-CL-Gen book-Acc read-Past-Dec
‘Cho (read) three (books).’

e. chayk-fi—tpp—t—seysang-ul—pakiwie] (= (19))
book-Nom world-Acc change-Dec
‘Books (change the world).’

f. suthapeksu-eyse,—frp-Cho-ka—t—ecenhwatul——ha-ess—<] (= (20b))
Starbucks-from C.-Nom phone call-Acc do-Past-Q
‘(Cho called) from Starbucks.’

g. Cho-ka; mangchito;—fpp—t—F—changnwun-wi—kkay-ess-e] (= (22b))
C.-Nom hammer-with window-Acc  break-Past-Dec
‘Cho (broke the window) with a hammer.’

h. mangchi-lo; changmwun-s#l—t{yp-Cho-ka—t—t—Fkkay-ess-e] (= (23b))
hammer-with window-Acc C.-Nom break-Past-Dec
‘(Cho broke) a window with a hammer.’

8 A comment is necessary concerning (26¢, d). Here, I assume that the topic-marked initial elements have
nothing to do with the focus movement involved in deriving FA. Given the usual assumption about the
rich CP system (a la Rizzi 1997), I assume that the topic-marked elements reside in TopicP, which is
standardly assumed to be higher than FocusP. Thus, I indicated the clausal-internal positions
corresponding to the topic elements as e. Whether they are derived by movement or base-generation is
tangential to the current discussion.

° In (26d), I assume that what undergoes focus movement is the whole DP sey-kwen-uy chayk ‘three
books,’ not just the genitive-marked numeral sey-kwen-uy as Korean does not allow left branch extraction.
Therefore, (26d) exemplifies a case where the head noun (along with the case markers) is EDed. See
Sect. 5.4 for further discussion.
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324 D.-H. An

One important property to note from the representations in (25) and (26) is that
the deleted material forms a continuous string. Thus, the struckthrough portion of
the sentence looks like a straight line. I suggest that this is an important property of
PF deletion, which is one of the factors determining its well-formedness. I will
return to this shortly below.

5 On the nature of ED

Before moving on to consider the implications of the current analysis, let me
elaborate on a few things about ED in this section.

5.1 Strings in PF

I suggested above that ED applies up to recoverability to parts of an ellipsis remnant
when the remnant is adjacent to the elements that are deleted in PF for independent
reasons. In a sense, what ED does is “stretch” a deletion string. Thus, for a case
marker (or other elements) to undergo ED, it has to be adjacent to other elements
that are independently deleted, so that it can be part of the deletion string. (See also
Mukai 2003; An 2007, among others, for “PF string deletion”.) As a result, the
entire deleted material will form an unbroken string (or a straight line), as pointed
out at the end of the previous section. I suggest that this is because PF deletion
operates on strings of elements, in a manner similar to the way that syntactic
operations operate on constituents.

As mentioned before, it is mostly syntax that determines what is to be deleted
and, as a result, elements that undergo ellipsis are usually syntactic constituents.
However, PF deletion also has its own guidelines—namely, elements that are elided
should form an unbroken string. Furthermore, the string of deleted elements can be
extended beyond what is initially marked for deletion by syntax (ED). Conse-
quently, PF deletion can sometimes ignore syntactic constituents (though, in many
cases, the deleted material does correspond to a constituent). I think this is plausible,
because in phonology, notions like adjacency and linearity play an important role."”
(See also Sect. 7.1 for further discussion on this point.)

Another important consequence of this is the periphery-sensitivity generalization
in (13), repeated below.

(27) Periphery-sensitivity of Bare NPs in FA
Bare NPs in FA should be in final position.

That is, the periphery-sensitivity generalization proposed in Sect. 2 derives from the
inherent property of PF deletion that it operates on strings of elements. This also
allows us to understand why the ungrammatical instances of ED above are

10 Note that units in phonology (e.g., intonational phrases) often do not correspond to a syntactic
constituent. However, there does not seem to be any case where discontinuous elements form a single
phonological unit.
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ungrammatical. I repeat the relevant examples below. (For ease of exposition, traces
are not indicated.)

(28) a. * Cho-ka Yang-wl—wmanna-ss-e: (= (7c))

C.-Nom Y.-Acc meet-Past-Dec

b. * Yang-i ecey wer-ss-e.'! (= (8b))
Y.-Nom yesterday come-Past-Dec

c. * Cho-#¥# Yang-eykey chayk-#l—ewu-ess-e: (= (11a))
C.-Nom Y.-Dat book-Acc give-Past-Dec

d. * Cho-ke# Yang-eykey chayk-# ecey EH-esSEe. (= (11b))
C.-Nom Y-Dat book-Acc yesterday give-Past-Dec

e. * suthapeksu-epse Yang-eyleey—Cho-ka—cenhwati——ha-ess-e. (= (21b))
Starbucks-at  Y.-Dat C.-Nom phone call-Acc do-Past-Dec

f. * Cho-%## mangchi-lo——changnvun-—rideay-ess—e. (= (220))
C.-Nom hammer-with window-Acc break-Past-Dec

g. * mangchi-lé  changmwun-#l—Cho-ka—rFhkay-ess—e- (= (23¢))
hammer-with window-Acc C.-Nom break-Past-Dec

Here, the deletion string is discontinuous because the case markers and postposi-
tions undergoing ED are not contiguous to the elements that are deleted for the
purpose of deriving FA. Not being contiguous to the deletion string, these elements
eventually show up in non-final position, which was the aspect that the
generalization above (and its predecessors) paid attention to.

5.2 ED is parasitic

ED is parasitic. Only when there is PF deletion can there be ED. This has to be the
case, because what happens in ED contexts is that a deletion string is extended.
Therefore, there has to be a string of deleted elements in the first place. This is
readily confirmed by the fact that applying ED without concomitant PF deletion
renders the examples in (17)—(19) completely ungrammatical, as shown below.
Recall that these examples involve contexts that disallow case marker drop, though

""" An anonymous reviewer raises a question about the ungrammaticality of (28b) (and other similar cases
where the subject remnant cannot be bare). His/her point is this: as was shown in (15b), repeated below as
(i), subjects can in principle allow case marker drop. If that is correct, why can’t we simply apply case
marker drop to the subject in (28b), instead of resorting to ED, which will avoid the problem of
discontinuity of deletion?

(i) Cho-(ka) ecey wa-ss-ta.
C.-Nom yesterday come-Past-Dec
‘Cho came yesterday.’

It is correct that an independent sentence like (i) is possible with a bare subject. However, there is an
important difference between (28b) and (i). That is, caseless subjects like that in (i) are standardly
assumed to be a kind of topic, base-generated in its surface position, say, TopP Spec. (See Ahn 1999; Bak
2006; Choi 2009; Hong 1994, 2004; Kim 1998, among others, for relevant discussion.) However, (28b) is
supposed to be an answer to a question. Therefore, the subject NP here is a focus and undergoes
movement to a focus position. As such, it does not have the same option as the bare subject in (i).
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the relevant case markers can be omitted in FA contexts, i.e., when PF deletion

takes place.

(29) a. ppang-un nwu-ka  mek-ess-ni?
bread-Top who-Nom eat-Past-Q
‘Who ate the bread?’
—> * ppang-un Cho-%# mek-ess-e.
bread-Top C.-Nom eat-Past-Dec
‘Cho (ate) the bread.’
=  ppang-un Cho. (7))

b. Cho-nun myech-kwen-uy chayk-ul ilk-ess-ni?
C.-Top how many-CL-Gen book-Acc read-Past-Q

‘How many books did Cho read?’

—> * Cho-nun sey-kwen-#y chayk-ul ilk-ess-e.
C.-Top three-CL-Gen book-Acc read-Past-Dec

‘Cho (read) three (books).’

- Cho-nun sey-kwen. (18))

c. mwues-i  seysang-ul pakkwu-ess-ni?

what-Nom world-Acc change-Past-Q

‘What changed the world?’

—> * chayk-# seysang-ul pakkwu-ess-e.
book-Nom world-Acc change-Past-Dec
‘Books changed the world.’

—>  chayk. (19))

5.3 Variations in the availability of ED

Consider the contrast between (30) and (31). In (30b), the genitive case marker on
the remnant is omitted. However, a seemingly equivalent construction is not

allowed in English, as shown by the ungrammaticality of (31b).

(30) nwukwu-uy cha-lul Cho-ka sa-ss-ni?
who-Gen car-Acc C.-Nom buy-Past-Q
‘Whose car did Cho buy?’

- a. Yang-uy.
Y.-Gen
‘(Cho bought) Yang’s (car).’
b. Yang.

(31) Whose car did you take?

-> a. John’s.
b. * John. (Ahn and Cho 2011, pp. 31-32)
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There are a couple of possibilities to consider concerning this contrast. First, it
may be that ED is a language-particular rule of Korean, and that English does not
allow it."> Another possibility is that ED is available in all languages, but can be
blocked by independent factors. For instance, it might be that in (31b), ED is not
possible due to incorporation of 5.'?

Given the latter suggestion, it is also interesting to note that in cases like (18),
repeated below as (32), ED may not apply to the classifier kwen, though it seems
recoverable from an antecedent in the preceding utterance. I assume, following
several researchers (Cheng and Sybesma 1999; Choi 2011; Saito et al. 2008;
Simpson 2005, among others), that the classifier cliticizes or incorporates onto the
numeral and that this prevents ED from applying to the classifier alone.'*'?

(32) Cho-nun myech-kwen-uy chayk-ul ilk-ess-ni?
C.-Top how many-CL-Gen book-Acc read-Past-Q
‘How many books did Cho read?’

- Cho-nun sey-kwen.
C.-Top three CL
‘Cho (read) three (books).’
—>  * Cho-nun sey.

In a similar vein, an anonymous reviewer points out that in cases like (33), the
complementizer ko and the declarative marker fa in the remnant cannot be omitted,
although there does not seem to be an obvious reason to disallow ED from targeting
them. (Note incidentally that the complementizer ko can be omitted in the initial
sentence.)

12 T should note that several Japanese linguists have informed me that ED works mostly in the same way
in both FA and RNR in Japanese as well. I am not sure at the moment whether Japanese and Korean are
unique in allowing ED or whether ED is also attested in a wider variety of languages. It will be instructive
to conduct a cross-linguistic survey concerning the availability of ED and see what the deciding factors
are, a task that I have to put aside for future research.

13 Following Merchant (2004), I assume that cases like (i) involve preposition stranding, as illustrated in
(ia), not deletion (or ED) of the preposition, as in (ib), which would be impossible due to word order.

(i) Who was Peter talking with?
=> Mary.
a.  [pp Mary [ppPeterwas—tatinewitht]]
b.  [gp [with Mary] [zp-Peter-wastatking+]]

4 T thank Hideaki Yamashita (p.c.) and an anonymous reviewer for pointing out this issue to me.

15" Concerning the suggestion that incorporation precludes ED in cases like (31) and (32), an anonymous
reviewer asks whether that implies that there is an ordering between incorporation and PF-deletion to the
effect that the former applies before the latter. While that is plausible, it is also stipulative, as the reviewer
points out. As far as [ am concerned, what is important here is that incorporated elements are inaccessible
for the purpose of applying PF-deletion (or ED for that matter). Presumably, incorporated elements and
their hosts are treated as a single unit and are thus inseparable in the relevant sense. Whether that
necessarily requires an explicit ordering of operations or whether it can be attributed to some other
independent property is not well understood to me at the moment. I put this question aside for future
research.

@ Springer



328 D.-H. An

(33) Yang-i [cp Cho-ka mwues-ul sa-ss-ta-(ko)] malha-ess-ni?
Y.-Nom C.-Nom what-Acc buy-Past-Dec-C say-Past-Q
‘What did Yang say Cho bought?
=> [cp Cho-ka chayk-ul sa-ss-ta-ko] frp Yanei—+matha-esse}
C.-Nom book-Acc buy-Past-Dec-C Y.-Nom say-Past-Dec
‘(Lit.) That Cho bought a book, Yang said’

Note, however, that in (33), to be more precise, it is not just the elements fa and ko that
resist ED, but also the past tense morpheme ss. It is instructive to discuss what happens
when the sequence ss-ta-ko, including the past tense morpheme, is EDed. In that case,
what remains will be the verb stem, sa ‘to buy’, which is a bound morpheme. This leads
to a morphological violation of the kind that Lasnik (1981) rules out by the Stray Affix
Filter. Furthermore, the tense morpheme itself is also a bound morpheme, requiring
elements both before and after it. Thus, applying ED to the sequence ta-ko leads to the
same kind of problem. Finally, concerning the possibility of applying ED to the
complementizer ko, I independently argued in An (2007a, b) that when a CP is displaced,
its C head cannot be null, due to an independent prosodic requirement, while CPs in situ
allow their C head to be null. This is exactly what we see in the contrast between the two
sentences in (33) concerning the possibility of omitting the complementizer. (See An
2007a, b; Boskovi¢ and Lasnik 2003 and references therein for relevant discussion.)

5.4 ED further into the remnant

The examples in (30) and (31), above, raise another interesting point. Recall that, under the
Merchant-style analysis of FA, remnants are supposed to undergo movement before the
application of PF deletion. In the cases at hand, however, it is not clear if the remnants can
undergo movement to begin with, seeing the ungrammaticality of the examples below.
(34) * Yang-uy; Cho-ka [ t; cha-lul] sa-ss-e.

Y.-Gen C.-Nom car-Acc buy-Past-Dec

‘Cho bought Yang’s car.’

(35) * John’s; I took [ t; car].

Given this, let us consider first how (3la) is derived. Here, given the
ungrammaticality of (35), I assume that what undergoes movement is actually the
whole DP object, not just the genitive remnant, as shown in (36a). In addition to
that, an independent ellipsis process, i.e., NP-ellipsis, takes place, as shown in (36b),
which then correctly derives the surface form of the example.'®

(36) a. [[pp John’s car]; [zptteek+]]
b. [[pp John’s ear]; [zpttook+]]

16 Note that by the discussion of (36a, b), I am not implying that there is a strict ordering between the two
types of ellipsis phenomena involved there. If NP-ellipsis involves LF-copying, as argued by Saito and
An (2014), the head noun car could be null even before the DP undergoes movement for FA. This is not
crucial for our discussion.
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The same analysis cannot be extended to (30), because Korean does not allow NP-
ellipsis, as argued by An (2009, 2013, 2014), Saito and An (2014).17 However, even
though there is no NP-ellipsis in Korean, the language allows ED. Thus, we can still
derive (30a, b) by taking the latter option, as illustrated in (37) and (38), respectively.
In (37), the target of ED includes the head noun as well as the case marker on it. In (38),
the deletion string extends further into the remnant, so that it now includes the genitive
case marker on the possessive phrase as well.'"® Thus, the availability of (30a, b)
provides additional support for the ED analysis."’

17" Consider the contrast between (i) and (ii). The former is an example of NP-ellipsis in Japanese, and the
latter its direct counterpart in Korean.

(i) Taroo-no taido-wa yoi ga, [Hanako-no taido]-wa yokunai. J)
T.-Gen  attitude-Top good though H.-Gen attitude-Top not.good
‘Taroo’s attitude is good, but Hanako’s isn’t.’ (Saito et al. 2008)

(i) * John-uy thayto-nun  coh-ciman, [Mary-uy thayte]-nun cohci ahnta. (K)
J.-Gen  attitude-Top good-though M.-Gen  attitude-Top good not
‘Though John’s attitude is good, Mary’s isn’t.’ (An 2013)

18 Actually, (37) and (38) are not the only possibilities. (i) and (ii), below, are also possible. Note that
(i) does not involve ED. It just involves regular PF deletion. Thus, (ii), (37), and (38) are derived from
(i) by deleting incrementally into the remnant.

(i) [pp Yang-uy cha-lull; [gp-Cho-kae—t—sa-ss-e}

Y.-Gen car-Acc C.-Nom buy-Past-Dec
(i) [pp Yang-uy cha-flli—zp-Chofha——+t—sa-ss-€]
Y.-Gen car-Acc C.-Nom buy-Past-Dec

!9 An anonymous reviewer raises a question based on the example in (i), pointing out that the genitive
case marker uy cannot undergo ED here.

(i) nwu-ka nwukwu-uy ttal-ul ttayli-ess-ni?
who-Nom who-Gen daughter-Acc  hit-Past-Q
‘Who hit whose daughter?’
=> John-i Mary-*(uy).

J.-Nom M.-Gen
‘John (hit) Mary’s (daughter).’

I agree that the FA in (i) sounds somewhat awkward if y is omitted (though I do not think that it is totally
ungrammatical). Although not everything is well understood here, there seem to be a couple of interfering
factors that might contribute independently to the degraded status of this example.

First, if the FA in (i) is provided in multiple pairs, omission of the genitive case marker from the second
remnant seems much more natural.

(ii) John-i Mary; Tom-i  Susan; Bill-i Jane, ...
J.-Nom M. T.-Nom S. B.-Nom J.
‘John (hit) Mary(’s daughter); Tom (hit) Susan(’s daughter); Bill (hit) Jane(’s daughter); ..."

They sound perfectly natural if the subject is contrastive.

(iii) John-un Mary; Tom-un Susan; Bill-un Jane, ...
J.-Top M. T.-Top S. B.-Top J.

I take this to be indicating that an independent factor concerning multiple wh-questions and their answers
is playing a role here.
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(37) [pp Yang-uy eha-tulli—rp-Cho-a—t—sa-ss-€] ((30a))
Y.-Gen car-Acc C.-Nom buy-Past-Dec
‘Cho bought Yang’s car.’

(38) [pp Yang-wy-eha-tulli—rp-Cho-ta—t——sa-ss-€] ((30b))
Y.-Gen car-Acc C.-Nom buy-Past-Dec

6 Parallelism between FA and right node raising

I have argued in the previous sections that allowing a deletion string to be extended
further into the remnant, i.e., ED, makes it possible to account for the omission
phenomenon of case markers, postpositions, and head nouns in FA. In this section, I
will argue that there exists a parallelism between FA and RNR in this regard. As
mentioned at the outset, these constructions have not been examined alongside each
other due to the sheer differences in their structure, surface form, and use. I will
show, however, that there is a significant parallelism in their behavior, which has
not been noted in the literature. More specifically, I will argue that ED is also
attested in RNR, and that it behaves in the same way as in FA. Moreover, I will
show that elements affected by RNR are also subject to an adjacency requirement
just like in FA.

This novel observation has important implications. First, it indicates that ED is
not limited to FA, which makes it appealing to explore other types of ellipsis
phenomena from the point of view of ED.?° Second, the discussion here provides an
additional argument for the PF deletion analysis of RNR, for which there have been
several alternative analyses. I briefly sketch below three major analyses of RNR—
namely, the multi-dominance analysis, the ATB movement analysis, and the PF
deletion analysis in (39a), (39b), and (39c), respectively.

Footnote 19 continued

Second, the notion of animacy might also be playing a role in an intricate way here. That is, Ku and Cho
(2014) independently argue that omission of case markers in multiple FA contexts is less preferred if the
remnants have the same animacy value and that this restriction has something to do with processing. In
this regard, note that in (i), three animate NPs, two of which are also in an inalienable possession (or
kinship relationship), co-occur. (An anonymous reviewer points out, however, that the overall correctness
of the animacy restriction remains to be tested further, noting that there are counterexamples to it. Since
Ku and Cho’s proposal is not crucial for our discussion, I will not go into this here.) In sum, though the
nature of the interfering factors mentioned above requires further investigation, they seem to be playing a
role in making (i) less natural than a similar example in (30). I put aside further explorations of this issue
for future research.

20 But this is a task that I will have to put aside for future research. See also the conclusion section for
some discussion.
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(39) a. /[\

TP and TP

N U

Mary VP John VP

suspected
believed

that Tom was a secret agent

" m
TP and TP that Tom was a secret agent
Mary VP John VP

suspected 't believed t

c. Mary suspected that-Fom—was—a-seeret-agent and John believed that Tom

was a secret agent.

It should be pointed out that most of the existing analyses of FA and RNR do not
provide an obvious way to assimilate them. For instance, the direct interpretation
analysis of FA, where remnants are non-sentential elements licensed by pragmatics,
is not applicable to RNR, because we are clearly dealing with sentential elements
here. Similarly, the multi-dominance analysis and the ATB movement analysis of
RNR are not applicable to FA either, because these analyses presuppose sharing of
elements in coordinated structures, while there is no sharing, nor coordination, in
FA. However, the fact that both constructions have been independently argued to
employ PF deletion makes PF deletion a good candidate, and this will be the
hypothesis that I will explore in this paper. Thus, for the sake of argument, I will
adopt the PF deletion analysis of RNR in what follows, and argue that, by doing so,
we can capture several important properties.

With these considerations in mind, let us examine the parallelism between FA
and RNR.

6.1 Adjacency
I suggested above that PF deletion targets strings of elements, the consequence of

which is that deleted elements should be adjacent to each other, forming a
continuous string. Interestingly, we observe the same kind of behavior in RNR. That
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is, RNRed elements should form a continuous string as well. To see this, consider
the contrast between (40) and (41).21

(40) * Lydia-nun Ana-ka ppang-ul mek-ess-take—malha-ess-ta; kuliko
L.-Top bread-Acc and
Nina-nun Ana-ka pap-ul mek-ess-tako  malha-ess-ta.

N.-Top A.-Nom rice-Acc  eat-Past-Comp say-Past-Dec
‘Lydia (said that Ana ate) bread and Nina said that Ana ate rice.’

(41)  Lydia-nun ppang-ul; Ana-kat-mek-ess-tako—malha-ess—ta,  kuliko
L.-Top bread-Acc and
Nina-nun  pap-ul; Ana-ka t; mek-ess-tako malha-ess-ta.

N.-Top rice-Acc  A.-Nom eat-Past-Comp say-Past-Dec
‘Lydia (said that Ana ate) bread and Nina said that Ana ate rice.’

In (40), overt NPs ppang-ul ‘bread’ and pap-ul ‘rice’ intervene in between the
deleted elements, preventing them from forming a continuous string. If these NPs
are moved away, allowing the deleted elements to form an unbroken string, as in
(41), the sentence becomes perfect.22 (See An 2007b for further discussion.) This is
reminiscent of the behavior of ED in the many examples of FA examined above. |
repeat the relevant examples below.

2! In the RNR examples below, underlined elements in the second conjunct indicate the shared (or
RNRed) elements. Underscores in the first conjunct indicate the corresponding positions of the deleted
elements. Strikethrough notations should be interpreted as before.

22 An anonymous reviewer raises a question about (40), pointing out that there may be an alternative
derivation available for it. That is, suppose that the object ppang-ul ‘bread’ undergoes scrambling only in
the first conjunct, as in (ia). (I only show the first conjunct here.) Then, RNR (i.e., PF deletion) applies, as
in (ib). Assuming that traces do not intervene, this will make the subject Ana-ka adjacent to the deletion
string, which makes it eligible for ED, as in (ic).

(i) a. Lydia-nun ppang-ul; Ana-kat; mek-ess-tako malha-ess-ta, kuliko ...
L.-Top bread-Acc A.-Nom  eat-Past-Comp say-Past-Dec and

. Lydia-nun ppang-ul;  Ana-ka ¢#——mek-ess—tako—rmeatha-ess—ta, kuliko ...

c. Lydia-nun ppang-ul; Ana-kat—mek-ess—tako—rmatha-ess-ta, kuliko ...

If this derivation were available, the ungrammaticality of (40) would be unexpected. Given its
ungrammaticality, though, I suspect that a problem arises at the point of (ib), because the sentence is quite
degraded, as several speakers I have consulted confirm. Note that in RNR, the last element in the first
conjunct is contrasted with the last element in the second conjunct before the shared material. In the case
of (ib), the contrasted elements will be Ana-ka and pap-ul, which is inappropriate. Of course, if the
relevant elements are reordered so that they occupy equivalent positions in their conjuncts, the sentence is
perfect, as is shown by the grammaticality of (41).
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(42)

(43)

a.

®

Cho-ka; Yang-#tl—typpt—F—manna-ss-e]

C.-Nom Y.-Acc meet-Past-Dec

‘Cho (met) Yang.’

Cho-ka; Yang-eykey; chayk-sdp—tppt——F—t—ewi-ess—e]
C.-Nom Y.-Dat book-Acc give-Past-Dec
‘Cho (gave) Yang a book.’

ppang-un  Cho-k#—frp—t——e—mek-ess—e]

bread-Top C.-Nom eat-Past-Dec

‘Cho (ate) the bread.’

Cho-nun [sey-kwen-#y—ehapk-#lli—frp—e—¢t—ith-ess—e|
C.-Top three-CL-Gen book-Acc read-Past-Dec
‘Cho (read) three (books).’
chayk-i—frp—t—seysang-—peakharn—e]

book-Nom world-Acc  change-Dec

‘Books (change the world).’
suthapeksu-eyse—{rp-Choka—t——cenbwatl —ha-ess—e|
Starbucks-from C.-Nom phone call-Acc  do-Past-Q
‘(Cho called) from Starbucks.’

Cho-ka; mangchi-fo;—fgp—t—t——changmwun-ul—kkay-ess-e]
C.-Nom hammer-with window-Acc break-Past-Dec
‘Cho (broke the window) with a hammer.’

mangchi-lo;  changmwun-#l—{p-Cho-ka——+—t—Hkkay-ess-e]
hammer-with window-Acc C.-Nom break-Past-Dec
‘(Cho broke) a window with a hammer.’

* Cho-ka Yang-wl—manna-ss-e:
C.-Nom Y.-Acc meet-Past-Dec
* Yang-# ecey wa—s5-€e.
Y.-Nom yesterday come-Past-Dec
* Cho-k#¢ Yang-eykey chayk-#l—ewu-ess—e.
C.-Nom Y.-Dat book-Acc give-Past-Dec
* Cho-k& Yang-eykey chayk-# ecey EXH-ESS—€.
C.-Nom Y.-Dat book-Acc yesterday give-Past-Dec

* suthapeksu-eyse Yang-eykey—Cho-fka—cenhwa-lunl——ha-ess-e.
Starbucks-at Y.-Dat C.-Nom phone call-Acc do-Past-Dec

* Cho-k& mangchi-lo——echangmwun-l—idar-ess-e-

C.-Nom hammer-with window-Acc break-Past-Dec

* mangchi-fé  changmwun-#l—Cho-tfea—Fkeay-ess—e.

hammer-with window-Acc C.-Nom break-Past-Dec
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6.2 ED in RNR

A more important parallelism between FA and RNR is that ED is also possible in
the latter construction. Note first that RNR allows case markers and postpositions to
be omitted from remnants, as shown in (44a) and (44b), respectively.

44) a.

Cho-nun Yang__ __ _ . kuliko
C.-Top Y. and
Mini-nun Swuni-lul paykhwacem-ey teyliko ka-ss-ta.

M.-Top S.-Acc department store-to take  go-Past-Dec

‘Cho (took) Yang (to the department store), and Mini took Swuni to the
department store.’

Yang-un polpheyn__ . __, kuliko
Y.-Top ballpoint pen and
Cho-nun mannyenphil-lo sensayngnim-kkey pheynci-lul sse-ss-ta.
C.-Top fountain pen-with teacher-Dat letter-Acc write-Past-Dec

“Yang (wrote a letter to his teacher) with a ballpoint pen, and Cho wrote
a letter to her teacher with a fountain pen.’

Recall that there are contexts that disallow case marker drop, while FA
nevertheless allows case markers to be omitted in such contexts. I repeat the
relevant examples below.

45) a.

(46) a.

ppang-un Cho-*(ka) mek-ess-ta.
bread-Top C.-Nom  eat-Past-Dec
‘Cho ate the bread.’

sey-kwen-*(uy) chayk

three-CL-Gen  book

‘three books’

chayk-*(i) seysang-ul pakkwun-ta.
book-Nom world-Acc change-Dec
‘Books change the world.’

ppang-un nwu-ka  mek-ess-ni?
bread-Top who-Nom eat-Past-Q
‘Who ate the bread?’
=> ppang-un  Cho.
bread-Top C.
‘Cho (ate) the bread.’
Cho-nun myech-kwen-uy chayk-ul ilk-ess-ni?
C.-Top how many-CL-Gen book-Acc read-Past-Q
‘How many books did Cho read?’
=> Cho-nun sey-kwen.
C.-Top  three-CL
‘Cho (read) three (books).’
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c. mwues-i  seysang-ul pakkwu-ess-ni?
what-Nom world-Acc change-Past-Q
‘What changed the world?’

- chayk.
book
‘Books (changed the world).’

Crucially, case markers on these elements can also be omitted in RNR.

(47) a. ppang-un Cho__ . _, kuliko
bread-Top C. and
pap-un Yang-i Swuni-eykeyse patao-ass-ta.
rice-Top Y.-Nom S.-from receive-Past-Dec

‘Cho (received) bread (from Swuni) and Yang received rice from Swuni.’
b. Cho-nun sey-kwen__ __ ., kuliko
C.-Top three-CL and
Yang-un twu-kwen-uy chayk-ul  ilk-ess-ta.
Y.-Top two-CL-Gen book-Acc read-Past-Dec
‘Cho (read) three (books) and Yang read two books.’
c. Cho-nun chayk _ _  __ _, kuliko
C.-Top  book and
Yang-un intheneys-i  seysang-ul pakkwu-ess-tako malha-ess-ta.
Y.-Top internet-Nom world-Acc change-Past-Comp say-Past-Dec
‘Cho (said that) books (changed the world), but Yang said that the internet
changed the world.’

Furthermore, if we modify the sentences in (47) in a way that makes the final
remnants Cho, sey-kwen, and chayk non-final, the sentences become ungrammatical
if these elements are bare, exactly as expected. Of course, if they retain their case
marker, the sentences are perfect.

(48) a. ppang-un Cho-*(ka) Mini-eykeyse . kuliko
bread-Top C.-Nom M.-from and
pap-un  Yang-i Swuni-eykeyse patao-ess-tako tul-ess-ta.
rice-Top Y.-Nom S.-from receive-Past-Comp hear-Past-Dec
‘(I heard) Cho (received) bread from Mini and Yang received rice from Swuni.’

b. Cho-nun sey-kwen-*(uy) chayk-ul o _, kuliko
C.-Top three-CL-Gen  book-Acc and
Yang-un twu-kwen-uy  nonmwun-ul ss-ess-tako tul-ess-ta.

Y.-Top two-CL-Gen article-Acc  write-Past-Comp hear-Past-Dec
‘(I heard) Cho (wrote) three books and Yang wrote two articles.’
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c.  Cho-nun chayk-*(i) eccemyen __ __ __, kuliko
C.-Top book maybe and
Yang-un intheneys-i  pwunmyenghi seysang-ul pakkwu-ess-tako
Y.-Top internet-Nom definitely world-Acc change-Past-Comp

malha-ess-ta.

say-Past-Dec

‘Cho (said that) maybe books (changed the world), but Yang said
that the internet definitely changed the world.’

This state of affairs can be straightforwardly accounted for if we assume that PF
deletion and ED are involved in the RNR examples above. ((49) and (50)
correspond to (47) and (48), respectively.)

49) a.

ppang-un Cho-ka—SwuHi-epkeyse—patao-ass—ta; kuliko
bread-Top C. and

pap-un Yang-i  Swuni-eykeyse patao-ass-ta.

rice-Top  Y.-Nom S.-from receive-Past-Dec

Cho-nun sey-kwen-#y—ehayk-l—itk-ess-ta, kuliko

C.-Top three-CL and

Yang-un twu-kwen-uy chayk-ul ilk-ess-ta.

Y.-Top two-CL-Gen book-Acc read-Past-Dec

Cho-nun chayk-i—seyseang-ul—pakiovi-ess-tato—malha-ess-ta—kalike
C.-Top  book and
Yang-un intheneys-i seysang-ul pakkwu-ess-tako  malha-ess-ta.
Y.-Top internet-Nom world-Acc change-Past-Comp say-Past-Dec

(50) a. * ppang-un Cho-ke# Mini-eykeyse patao-ass—tako—ti-ess-ta, kuliko

bread-Top C. M.-from and
pap-un  Yang-i Swuni-eykeyse patao-ass-tako tul-ess-ta.
rice-Top Y.-Nom S.-from receive-Past-Comp hear-Past-Dec
b. * Cho-nun sey-kwen-#y chayk-ul ss-ess—tako—tul-ess—ta, kuliko
C.-Top three-CL book-Acc and
Yang-un twu-kwen-uy nonmwun-ul ss-ess-tako tul-ess-ta.

Y.-Top two-CL-Gen article-Acc  write-Past-Comp hear-Past-Dec

c. * Cho-nun chayk-# eccemyen seysang-wl—peldovi-ess-tekio—meatha-ess—ta,
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C.-Top book maybe

Kuliko Yang-un intheneys-i ~ pwunmyenghi
and Y.-Top internet-Nom definitely
seysang-ul pakkwu-ess-tako  malha-ess-ta.
world-Acc change-Past-Comp say-Past-Dec
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6.3 ED further into the remnant in RNR

Recall that, in dealing with (30), repeated below as (51), I suggested the possibility
of applying ED to the head noun of the remnant NP, not just to its case marker.
Thus, (51a, b) are derived as in (52a, b). Furthermore, as pointed out in footnote 18,
FAs like those in (53) are also available for the wh-question in (51). Thus, there are
four varieties of FA to the wh-question in (51) depending on how far the deletion
string is extended into the remnant.

(51) nwukwu-uy cha-lul Cho-ka sa-ss-ni?
who-Gen  car-Acc C.-Nom buy-Past-Q
‘Whose car did Cho buy?’

- a. Yang-uy.
Y.-Gen
‘(Cho bought) Yang’s (car).’
b. Yang.

(52) a. [Yang-uy eha-telli—frp-Chofa—rt——sa-ss—e}
Y.-Gen  car-Acc C.-Nom buy-Past-Dec
‘Cho bought Yang’s car.’
b. [Yang-#y—eha-tul}; [pp-Cho-fa—rt—sa-ss—e]

®

(53) [Yang-uy cha-lul]; [tp Cho-ka—F—sea-ss-€]

b. [Yang-uy cha-fllitrp-Chota—rt—sa-ss-e]

As expected, it is perfectly possible to construct equivalent examples in RNR, as
shown in (54). Note how the deletion string extends incrementally into the remnants
in these examples, as illustrated in (55).

(54) a. John-un Kim-i [Yang-uy cha-lul] __ _ ., kuliko
J.-Top K.-Nom Y.-Gen car-Acc and
Tom-un Ko-ka  [Jane-uy cha-lul] sa-ss-tako malha-ess-ta.

T.-Top K.-Nom J.-Gen car-Gen buy-Past-Comp say-Past-Dec

b. John-un Kim-i [Yang-uy cha__ ] __ _, kuliko
Tom-un Ko-ka [Jane-uy cha-lul] sa-ss-tako malha-ess-ta.

c. John-un Kim-i [Yang-uy __ _ ] __ _, kuliko
Tom-un Ko-ka  [Jane-uy cha-lul] sa-ss-tako malha-ess-ta.

d. John-un Kim-i [Yang-__ _ 1 __ _, kuliko
Tom-un Ko-ka [Jane-uy cha-lul] sa-ss-tako malha-ess-ta.

Of course, the derivation of these sentences will be on a par with that of (52) and
(53).
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(55) a. John-un Kim-i Yang-uy cha-lul se-ss—take—matha-ess—ta, kuliko
Tom-un Ko-ka Jane-uy cha-lul sa-ss-tako malha-ess-ta.

b. John-un Kim-i Yang-uy cha-lil—sa-ss-take—matha-ess-ta, kuliko
Tom-un Ko-ka Jane-uy cha-lul sa-ss-tako malha-ess-ta.

c. John-un Kim-i Yang-uy eha-ttl—sa-ss—tako—matha-ess—ta, kuliko
Tom-un Ko-ka Jane-uy cha-lul sa-ss-tako malha-ess-ta.

d. John-un Kim-i Yang-#y—eha-lnl—sa-ss-tako—matha-ess-ta, kuliko
Tom-un Ko-ka Jane-uy cha-lul sa-ss-tako malha-ess-ta.

6.4 Summary

I have argued in this section that there is a parallelism between FA and RNR: they
allow case markers and other elements to be omitted even in contexts that normally
disallow their omission; such omission is restricted to final position within the
remnant; more generally, deleted elements in these constructions (including
elements that undergo ED) are subject to an adjacency requirement, so that they
form an unbroken, continuous string.

As I point out in the next section, FA and RNR are also similar in that what is
deleted does not have to correspond to a syntactic constituent, which I take to
provide additional evidence that PF deletion is involved in deriving these
constructions. Note, crucially, that the discussion here provides an argument for
the PF deletion analyses of RNR. However, there is no clear way to capture the
parallelism between FA and RNR by means of multi-dominance or ATB movement
(or, direct interpretation, for that matter), as pointed out earlier.

7 Elaborations and implications

In the previous section, I argued that there is a parallelism between FA and RNR
and that this parallelism follows from the fact that they both employ PF deletion,
which operates on strings of elements. In this section, I will elaborate on aspects of
this proposal and also discuss some implications and consequences of the current
analysis.

7.1 PF deletion and syntactic constituents
I argued above that while it is mostly syntax that determines what is to be
deleted, PF deletion has its own guidelines, among which is the requirement that

deleted elements form an unbroken string. Furthermore, the string of deleted
elements can sometimes be extended beyond what is initially marked for
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deletion by syntax (ED). Given this, it is actually not difficult to find cases where
what is affected by PF deletion in FA and RNR does not correspond to a
syntactic constituent, which I believe makes it all the more plausible that we are
in the domain of PF.*> In other words, PF deletion can, in principle, ignore
syntactic constituents.

First, in all the ED contexts above, the string of deleted elements does not
correspond to a constituent. I repeat below some examples to illustrate this. As the
strikethrough notation clearly indicates, the deleted elements form a continuous
string in these examples. ((56) and (57) are repeated from (52)/(53) and (55),
respectively.)

(56) a. [Yang-uy cha-fl}i{rp-Cho-fa—r+t—sa-ss-e}
Y.-Gen car-Acc C.-Nom buy-Past-Dec
‘(Cho bought) Yang’s car.’
b. [Yang-uy eha-tullitrp-Cho-fa—t—sa-ss-ef
c. [Yang-wp—eha-tullitfrp-Chota—+t——sa-ss—ef

(57) a. John-un Kim-i Yang-uy cha-bl——sa-ss—tako—matha-ess-ta, kuliko

J.-Top K.-Nom Y.-Gen car-Acc and
Tom-un Ko-ka Jane-uy cha-lul  sa-ss-tako malha-ess-ta.
T.-Top K.-Nom J.-Gen car-Acc buy-Past-Comp say-Past-Dec
‘John (said that) Kim (bought) Yang’s car and Tom said that Ko bought
Jane’s car.’

b. John-un Kim-i Yang-uy eha-tl—sa-ss-tako—matha-ess—ta, kuliko
Tom-un Ko-ka Jane-uy cha-lul sa-ss-tako malha-ess-ta.

c. John-un Kim-i Yang-#y— eha-tul—sa-ss—-tako—malha-ess-ta, kuliko
Tom-un Ko-ka Jane-uy cha-lul sa-ss-tako malha-ess-ta.

Interestingly, in the case of RNR, it is even possible to affect non-constituents
without ED.** For instance, arguing for a PF deletion analysis of RNR, I showed in
An (2007b) that there are many cases where RNRed elements do not form a
constituent. I present below some examples to this effect.

2 See also An (2007b) for arguments and references for the idea that prosody plays an important role in
determining the acceptability of RNR sentences.

2* The same is not possible for FA due to an independent factor. Recall that in FA remnants undergo
syntactic movement to a position above TP and the TP is subsequently deleted. Thus, in cases without
ED, what is deleted is always a constituent. Of course, remnants in FA may be further affected by ED, in
which case the deleted portion of the sentence will not correspond to a constituent.
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(58) a. Tom-un Ana-ka ppang-ul __ _ _ , kuliko Nil-un Ana-ka
T.-Top A.-Nom bread-Acc and  N.-Top A.-Nom
pap-ul  mek-ess-ta-ko khun soli-lo malha-ess-ta.

rice-Acc eat-Past-Dec-Comp big  voice-with say-Past-Dec
“Tom (said loudly that) Ana (ate) bread and Nil said loudly that Ana ate rice.’

b. Tom-nun ppang-ul __ __ _ , kuliko Nil-un pap-ul
T.-Top  bread-Acc and N.-Top rice-Acc
Ana-ka t mek-ess-ta-ko malha-ess-ta.

A.-Nom eat-Past-Dec-Comp say-Past-Dec
“Tom (said that Ana ate) bread and Nil said that Ana ate rice.’

c. Nil-un Ana-uy _ __, kuliko Lyn-un Tom-uy
N.-Top  A.-Gen and L.-Top T.-Gen
catongcha-lul mol-ass-ta.
car-Acc drive-Past-Dec

‘Nil (drove) Ana’s (car) and Lyn drove Tom’s car.’

In (58a), what is RNRed is the embedded verb, the matrix adverbial, and the matrix
verb, excluding the rest of the embedded clause, i.e., its subject and object. In (58b),
the embedded object is scrambled within its clause, presumably, to a position
adjoined to TP. Then, the embedded subject, the embedded verb, and the matrix
verb are RNRed, excluding the scrambled object. In (58¢), the verb and a part of the
object, excluding its specifier, are RNRed. Therefore, it is clear that forming a
constituent based on the RNRed elements in (58) is impossible. (The situation
becomes even more complicated if we also take into consideration the functional
heads, e.g., T, C, etc.) Note also that the RNRed elements form a continuous string
here as well. If they don’t, the sentences become ungrammatical. (See, for instance,
(40) and (48)/(50) for such cases.)

Given this, my suggestion is that PF deletion can, in principle, ignore syntactic
constituents (while it does end up targeting constituents in many cases). Of course, this
does not mean that PF deletion is free. As usual, deleted elements in FA and RNR, with
or without ED, should have an antecedent in parallel structure for their recoverability.
Further, since strings are PF counterparts of constituents in syntax, deleted elements
should be adjacent to each other so that they form an unbroken, continuous string.

Finally, given the observation about the non-constituency of deletion targets in ED
contexts (and some instances of RNR without ED), an anonymous reviewer raises a
question about the possibility of iterated applications of deletion, where each
application of deletion targets a constituent. This is actually not so different from what
I am proposing about ED contexts in the current paper. For instance, in ED contexts in
FA, a constituent, i.e., TP, is initially deleted, following the movement of the remnant.
Then, if the relevant conditions are met, the deletion string can be further extended into
the remnant. This latter step is what I have been referring to as ED.?

5 At this point, I should remind the reader that the term ED is just a mnemonic device and does not refer
to a separate, brand-new operation. Thus, there is just one operation involved in all the relevant examples
we have seen so far—namely, PF deletion. ED simply refers to those situations where PF deletion is
extended beyond the original target and into the remnant, sometimes disobeying syntactic constituency.
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(59) NP-case marker [rest-of-the-elatse] basic PF deletion (clausal ellipsis in FA)
«—

NP-ease-markerfrest-of the-elause] PF deletion extended into the remnant (ED)
ya ya
N N

The crucial factor is not whether (or how many times) deletion reiterates, but
whether the deleted elements form a continuous string, which can sometimes ignore
syntactic constituency. Note further that simply saying that deletion can apply
iteratively will not be sufficient, because there is the adjacency requirement on
deleted material, as I argued above. Otherwise, one would have to question why
examples like (40) and (43), repeated below as (60) and (61), are ungrammatical.

(60) * Lydia-nun Ana-ka ppang-ul mel-ess-tako—matha-ess-ta, kuliko
L.-Top bread-Acc and
Nina-nun Ana-ka pap-ul mek-ess-tako  malha-ess-ta.

N.-Top A.-Nom rice-Acc  eat-Past-Comp say-Past-Dec
‘Lydia (said that Ana ate) bread and Nina said that Ana ate rice.’

(61) a. * Cho-ke Yang-ul—manna-ss-e.
C.-Nom Y.-Acc meet-Past-Dec
b. * Yang-i ecey Wa—SS-€.
Y.-Nom yesterday come-Past-Dec
c. * Cho-k## Yang-epkey chayk-#l—ewt-ess-e.

C.-Nom Y.-Dat book-Acc give-Past-Dec

d. * Cho-ke# Yang-eykey—chaviu#l ecey ewt-ess—e.
C.-Nom Y.-Dat book-Acc yesterday give-Past-Dec

e. * suthapeksu-epse Yang-eykey—Cho-ka—-cenbwatnl—Hha-ess-e
Starbucks-at Y.-Dat C.-Nom phone call-Acc do-Past-Dec

f. * Cho-ke& mangchi-lo———changnmwun-wl—ikay-ess—e.
C.-Nom hammer-with window-Acc  break-Past-Dec
g. * mangchi-fe  changmwun-#l—Cho-ka—Ideay-ess-e.

hammer-with window-Acc C.-Nom break-Past-Dec

7.2 Island sensitivity

In this section, I’d like to briefly address an issue raised by the editors of JEAL.
Given the proposal about the parallelism between FA and RNR, they asked how the
constructions in question behave with respect to islands.

First, it is well-known that RNR does not show island sensitivity. (See Abels
2003; An 2007b; Boskovi¢ 2004 for relevant discussion and references.)
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(62) a. Josh got angry after he read, and Willow quit after
finding out about, the company’s pro-discrimination policy.
b. * What did Josh get angry after he read? (Abels 2003)

(63) a. I know a man who buys, and you know a woman who sells,
gold rings and raw diamonds from South Africa.
b. * What do you know a man who sells? (Abels 2003)

Interestingly, Park (2005a, b) argues that FA in Korean are not sensitive to
islands either.

(64) John-un [casin-uy tongsayng-eykey mwues-ul cwun salam]-ul manna-ss-ni?
J.-Top self-Gen brother-to what-Acc gave person-Acc met-Past-Q?
“*What did John meet a person who gave to his brother?’

- sakwa-lul.

apple-Acc
‘An apple’
cf. 7% [sakwa-lul]; [John-un [casin-uy tongsayng-eykey t; cwun salam]-ul
apple-Acc  J.-Top  self-Gen brother-to gave person-Acc
manna-ss-e|

meet-past-Dec
‘(Lit.) The apple;, John met a person who gave (it;) to his brother.’

(65) John-un [nwu-ka cakkokhan nolay]-lul pwul-ess-ni?

J.-Top who-Nom wrote song-Acc sing-Past-Q
“*Who did John sing a song that wrote?’
- Max-ka.
M.-Nom
‘Max’
cf. 7*[Max-ka]; [John-un [t; cakkokhan nolay]-lul pwul-ess-e]
M.-Nom J.-Top wrote song-Acc sing-Past-Dec

‘(Lit.) Max;, John sang a song that (he;) wrote.’

Therefore, FA and RNR behave similarly with respect to islands in that they are
insensitive to them. It should be noted that, in the literature, the source of this island
insensitivity has been attributed to different aspects of the derivation of these
constructions. For instance, several researchers conclude, based on data like (62)
and (63) that RNRed elements do not undergo movement. Hence, no island
violation is expected. Park (2005a, b) argues that cases like (64), (65) are instances
of repair by deletion. (See Fox and Lasnik 2003; Fukaya and Hoji 1999; Lasnik
2001; Merchant 2001, among others, for relevant discussion.)

Note, however, that the parallelism between FA and RNR that I am concerned
with in this paper is the fact that they allow case markers and other elements to be
omitted even in contexts that normally disallow their omission, that such omission is
restricted to final position within the remnant, and, more generally, that deleted
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elements in these constructions are subject to an adjacency requirement, so that they
form an unbroken, continuous string of elements. In a nutshell, FA and RNR
manifest parallel behavior because they involve PF deletion. The island insensitivity
of FA and RNR could also be attributed to PF deletion, but the argument is not
entirely conclusive, because, at least in the case of RNR, the lack of island
sensitivity does not in and of itself argue specifically for the PF deletion analysis.
Thus, though the island insensitivity of these constructions might also be taken to
provide an additional argument for the parallelism between the constructions in
question, I will not be concerned with this issue any further here.

7.3 Other approaches

In this section, I’d like to briefly discuss some of the previous analyses of FA that
are relevant to the current analysis, in particular, work by Ku and Cho (2014), Park
and Oh (2014), and Park and Shin (2014).

First, according to Park and Shin (2014), FAs derive from two possible sources:
from cleft sentences via clausal ellipsis and null pronominalization, as illustrated in
(66a); and, from normal declarative sentences via movement and clausal ellipsis, as
illustrated in (66b). (This is a much simplified summary of Park and Shin’s analysis.
I refer the reader to their work for details.)

(66) Cho-ka nwukwu-lopwuthe i  senmwul-ul pat-ass-ni?
C.-Nom who-from this present-Acc receive-Past-Q
‘Who did Cho receive this present from?’

—> Yang-ulopwuthe.

Y .-from
‘From Yang.’
a. pro (= [Cho-ka nwukwu-lopwuthe i  senmwul-ul patun-kes-un])
C.-Nom who-from this present-Acc received-what-Top
[[Yang-ulopwuthe]; Hchodea—t—i—senmwul-ul
Y .-from C.-Nom this present-Acc
patunkesi-ita

received-what-Cop-Dec
b. [[Yang-ulopwuthe]; [Chokat—i——senmwul-ul—pat-ass—ta]
Y .-from C.-Nom this present-Acc  receive-Past-Dec
(adapted from Park and Shin 2014, pp. 10-11; the annotation is theirs)

Here, (66b) is not different from Merchant’s (2004) analyses of FA, on which the
current analysis is also based. Even under the cleft-based analysis in (66a), clausal
ellipsis is involved, which can be considered to establish a context for ED. Thus, it
seems that Park and Shin’s analysis is not inherently incompatible with the current
analysis.
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Incidentally, there is some reason to prefer the Merchant-style analysis to the cleft-
based analysis. For instance, the cleft sentence in (66a) without null pronominalization
and clausal ellipsis is completely unacceptable. Concerning the distribution of case
markers in multiple FA, i.e., the generalization in (13), Park and Shin suggest that the
deviance of the relevant sentences can be attributed to the fact that scrambled elements
are not eligible for case marker drop. However, I showed above that omission of case
markers in ED contexts is not the same as case marker drop. Furthermore, it is not clear
how to capture the parallelism between FA and RNR, because RNR does not involve
movement of the remnant (or clefting thereof, for that matter).

Next, Ku and Cho’s (2014) analysis, couched in the framework of Construction
Grammar, focuses exclusively on the distribution of case markers in multiple FA
contexts. They propose that when there are multiple bare remnants in FA, they are treated
as a single coordinated constituent, based on the availability of an utterance like (68b).

(67) The generalization of forming an FA constituent in Korean
When an FA without any marker occurs with its following FA
with or without a marker, they are regarded as
a single coordinated FA. (Ku and Cho 2014, [25])

(68) Minswu-ka nwukwu-eykey sathang-ul cwu-ess-ni?
M.-Nom who-Dat candy-Acc give-Past-Q
‘To whom did Minswu give a candy?’
=> a. Mica-wa Yenghi-eykey.
M.-Conj Y.-Dat
‘(Minswu gave a candy) to Mica and Yenghi.’
b. Mica,Yenghi. (Ku and Cho 2014, [24])

Based on this, they argue that the ungrammaticality of an utterance like (69b) is
expected, because the two remnants wrongly count as a single coordinated
constituent, while there are two independent wh-phrases in the question sentence.

(69) nwu-ka nwukwu-eykey sathang-ul cwu-ess-ni?
who-Nom who-Dat candy-Acc give-Past-Q
‘Who gave a candy to whom?’
=> a. Minswu-ka Mica-eykey.
M.-Nom M.-Dat
‘Minswu gave Mica a candy.’
b. * Minswu Mica-(eykey). (Ku and Cho 2014, [26])

Although Ku and Cho make interesting observations that merit further
exploration%, there are also aspects that are questionable. For instance, it is not
clear why an FA like (22c), repeated below, is ungrammatical. Here, the two

26 For instance, they note that the notion of animacy can play a role in determining the legitimacy of FA.
See their work for details.
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remnants clearly differ in their category, i.e., NP and PP, precluding the possibility
of their coordination.

(70) nwu-ka  mwue-lo changmwun-ul kkay-ess-ni?
who-Nom what-with window-Acc  break-Past-Q
‘Who broke the window with what?’
=> Cho-*(ka) mangchi-lo.

C.-Nom hammer-with
‘Cho (broke the window) with a hammer.’

Similarly to Park and Shin’s (2014) analysis, it is also not clear what Ku and Cho
have to say about the parallelism between FA and RNR.*’

Finally, Park and Oh (2014) also examine the distribution of case markers in
multiple FA contexts from the point of view of the movement and deletion analysis.
In so doing, they make two interesting points that are of much relevance to the
current analysis as well. Thus, I’d like to briefly introduce Park and Oh’s arguments
here.

First, recall that I assume in this paper that FA involves focus movement of the
remnant and PF deletion of the rest of the clause. I also assume, following Park
(2013), Park and Oh (2014), among others, that multiple FAs involve multiple focus
movements within a single sentence. (I will refer to this line of analysis as the
“single base analysis”.) There are, however, other researchers, e.g., Ahn (2012),
Ahn and Cho (2013), who suggest that multiple FAs involve multiple underlying
sentences, where each remnant undergoes movement within its own sentence. (I will
refer to this line of analysis as the “multiple base analysis”.) This is illustrated in
(71).

(71) nwu-ka nwukwu-lul manna-ss-ni?

who-Nom who-Acc meet-Past-Q

‘Who met whom?’

a. Cho-ka Yang-ul.
C.-Nom Y.-Acc
‘Cho (met) Yang.’

b. Cho-ka; [ t—pro—mannasse], Yang-ul; [Che-ka—+t—mannasse]
C.-Nom met Y.-Acc C.-Nom met

Park and Oh argue that the multiple base analysis, as outlined in (71b), cannot be
the correct analysis of multiple FAs, due to the following reasons: recall that only
the final remnant can omit its case marker. Under the multiple base analysis, each
remnant counts as the final remnant in its own sentence. Thus, (72) is expected to be
possible as an FA to the wh-question in (71), contrary to fact. To see this, compare

%7 In addition to being couched in a different theoretical framework, some aspects of Ku and Cho’s
analysis are based on considerations of processing. (Incidentally, this is another aspect which makes it
hard to extend Ku and Cho’s analysis to RNR, given the structural and interpretive differences between
FA and RNR.) Given these differences and also due to space limitations, I will not go into further details
of their analysis here.
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(73a) and (73b), which illustrate how (72) is derived under the multiple base
analysis and the single base analysis, respectively. In (73a), there are two
independent deletion strings, both of which are continuous, so that the derivation is
expected to be legitimate, contrary to fact. In (73b), on the other hand, given that the
deletion string is discontinuous, the derivation is correctly predicted to be
ungrammatical.

(72) * Cho Yang.

(73)  a. Cho-kat+t-pro-mannasse], Yang-ul{Cho-katmeannasse]
b. Cho-ka; Yang-s#l{t+meannasse]

Park and Oh’s second observation is about Lasnik’s (2014) analysis of multiple
sluicing in English, where it is argued that the first wh-phrase in multiple sluicing
undergoes normal wh-movement to the left, while the second wh-phrase undergoes
extraposition to the right, followed by clausal ellipsis. (74) is an example of multiple
sluicing in English.

(74) ? One of the students spoke to one of the professors,
but I don’t know which to which. (Lasnik 2014, p. 4)

Lasnik does not show exactly what the structure of a sentence like (74) should
look like. But, given that extraposition is constrained by the Right Roof Constraint
(Ross 1967) and also because the extraposed wh-phrase should escape TP-ellipsis,
the structure of (74) would be something like (75).

(75) ... Idon’t know CP

N

CP to which

Given this, suppose tentatively that multiple FAs are derived in a similar way, i.e.,
via leftward focus movement of the first remnant and rightward movement of the
second remnant, followed by TP ellipsis (cf. Ahn and Cho 2013). This idea,
however, seems difficult to maintain. In particular, there does not seem to be any
obvious way to capture the fact that only the final element can undergo ED. If
multiple FAs are analyzed on a par with (75), it would be predicted that the first
remnant, being the element associated with focus movement and clausal ellipsis,
allows ED, contrary to fact. Also, more generally, it would be difficult to capture the
parallelism between FA and RNR as well.
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8 Conclusion

In this paper, I examined aspects of PF deletion and argued that it targets strings of
elements. A consequence of this is that deleted elements should be adjacent to each
other and, thus, form an unbroken, continuous string. I also showed that, given this
property of string deletion, elements affected by PF deletion do not have to
correspond to a syntactic constituent (though in many cases they do for independent
reasons), unlike the usual assumption that deletion targets constituents. Further-
more, I argued that a deletion string can sometimes be extended or stretched into an
ellipsis remnant up to recoverability if the remnant stays adjacent to a deletion
string. This is the situation that I have been referring to as ED. I argued that
postulating ED allows us to capture the omission phenomenon involving case
markers, postpositions, and head nouns in FA contexts.

I also showed that RNR manifests all the properties discussed above and argued
that these properties receive a straightforward account under the current analysis.
Thus, there is a parallelism between FA and RNR, which has not been noted in the
literature thus far. This is significant, because, as mentioned before, there have not
been any serious attempts to relate FA with RNR, given the sheer differences in
their structure, form, and use. An important consequence of this is that RNR, for
which there have been several different analyses, employs PF deletion for its
derivation.

Among the issues that remain to be explored is the extent to which the current
analysis can be extended to other constructions. For instance, one may wonder about
the behavior of ED in sluicing or right dislocation, illustrated in (76) and (77),
respectively. That is because Merchant’s (2004) analysis of FA is basically an
extension of his (2001) analysis of sluicing, which employs movement and PF
deletion. Though there is a variety of analyses of sluicing in Korean, they typically
appeal to some type of ellipsis to derive the construction as well. (See Saito and An
2014 for relevant discussion and references.) Right dislocation has also been argued
by several researchers to involve clausal ellipsis. (See Lee 2010; Takita 2014 for
relevant discussion and references.)

(76) Cho-nun [cp caki-ka  way  honnassnu-nci] molu-ciman,
C.-Top self-Nom why  was.scolded-Q not.know-though
Yang-un [way-i-nci]  anta.
Y.-Top why-Cop-Q knows
‘Cho doesn’t know why he was scolded, but (Saito and An 2014)
Yang knows why (he/she was scolded).’

(77) Cho-ka ssu-ess-tey, i phyenci-lul.

C.-Nom write-Past-report this letter-Acc
‘Allegedly, Cho wrote (it), this letter.’
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Although these constructions merit further investigation, I put them aside here for
future research, given the huge variety of their analyses in the literature and also the
many potentially interfering factors involved in their derivation.”®

Another issue left open is the question of how children know whether their
language allows ED, as an anonymous reviewer asks. At the moment, I speculate
that encountering an NP remnant without a case marker (or a postposition) in FA
will basically be sufficient for a learner to know that ED is available in his
language.”” Given that FA involves movement of the remnant and that moved
elements usually resist case marker drop, the learner will know that an additional
process is involved. (Of course, things will be even clearer if the remnant is one of
those kinds that disallow case marker drop, as discussed in Sect. 3.) In any case,
given that a detailed study of language acquisition from the point of view of ED is
beyond the scope of this research, the final answer should await further research.
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