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Abstract 

This dissertation presents a study of Japanese verb ellipsis that involves the copula da.  

My focus is on the copula structures where a sequence of elements including a verb is 

missing, yet the meaning of the sequence is recoverble.  I address the following 

questions: how is the presence of the copula accounted for; what conditions allow this 

phenomenon; how is the meaning recovered? 

 

I investigate three types of verb ellipsis.  (i) Structures where a DP with a marker 

(e.g., focus markers) is followed by the copula.  (ii) Structures where an adverbial is  

followed by the copula.  (iii) Structures where a DP without a marker is followed by the 

copula.  The appearance of the copula suggests that clefting is involved in the ellipsis in 

question.  Building on previous studies on Japanese Sluicing (e.g., Nishiyama 1995, 

Hiraiwa and Ishihara 2000), I propose that (i) and (ii) are derived from it’s that-cleft (CP-

focused Cleft), and that (iii) is derived from wh-cleft (DP-focused Cleft).  The former 

type of ellipsis is referred to as CP-focused Clefted Ellipsis, the latter DP-focused Clefted 

Ellipsis. 

 

In the investigation of what allows verb ellipsis, I observe that case markers, 

focus markers (e.g., -mo ‘also/too’), at all type of adverbial Negative Polarity Items, 

quantificational adverbial Positive Polarity Items, and the continuation-of-state aspectual 

adverbial mada ‘yet/still’ allow elements including a verb to be elided.  Building on 

López and Winkler’s (2000) proposal that affirmative/negative expressions license VP 

ellipsis, I propose that linguistic materials which allow ellipsis are [+AFF] or [+NEG] 

and license ellipsis. 

 

Application of Hankamar and Sag’s (1976) criteria of anaphora to the Japanese 

verb ellipsis indicates that CP-focused Clefted Ellipsis is Surface Anaphora, which 

requires a linguistic antecedent, and DP-focused Clefted Ellipsis is Deep Anaphora, 

where a linguistic antecedent is not required and the meaning is recovered pragmatically.  



iii 
 

This suggests that these two types of verb ellipsis have different structures.  Based on the 

observation that CP-focused Clefted Sluicing is island sensitive and DP-focused Clefted 

Sluicing is not, I propose that elliptical sites of CP-focused Clefted Ellipsis have internal 

structures and those of DP-focused Clefted Ellipsis are base-generated pro. 
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Chapter 1 

Introduction 

 

 

This dissertation investigates the structure of Japanese sentences with the copula da, 

where a sequence of elements including a verb is missing, yet the meaning of the missing 

sequence can be recovered as in Speaker B’s utterances in (1) and (2). 

(1) Speaker A: John-wa sushi-o tabeta. 

 John-TOP sushi-ACC ate 

 ‘John ate sushi.’ 

 Speaker B: Mary-mo da. 

 Mary-also/too COP 

 ‘Mary did too.’ 

(2) Speaker A: Dare-ga sushi-o tabeta no? 

 who-NOM sushi-ACC ate Q 

 ‘Who ate sushi?’ 

 Speaker B: John da. 

 John COP 

 ‘John did.’ 
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I address the following questions: how is the presence of the copula accounted for; what 

conditions allow this phenomenon; how is the meaning recovered?  I argue that the 

phenomenon can be accounted for only in light of interactions among syntax, semantics, 

and pragmatics, specifically information structure. 

The phenomenon where a sequence of elements of a sentence is missing is known 

as ellipsis.  Since Ross (1967), ellipsis in English has been extensively studied.  Many 

researchers have focused on Verb Phrase Ellipsis (VPE) and Tense Phrase (TP) ellipsis 

(or Sluicing).  VPE and Sluicing are exemplified in (3) and (4), respectively. 

(3) John ate sushi and Mary did too. 

(4) John ate something, but I don’t know what. 

In (3), what is missing in the second conjunct is a VP.  Despite the omission of the VP, 

Mary did can be interpreted as Mary did eat sushi, which indicates that the missing VP is 

recovered in the process of interpretation.  In (4), a TP is missing in the second conjunct; 

however, I don’t know what can be interpreted as I don’t know what John ate.  Two 

primary questions have been addressed in the study of ellipsis: what allows ellipsis 

(licensing conditions); how is the meaning recovered (recovery conditions)? 

It is known that an elliptical site in English VPE is introduced by an element that 

can inflect for tense, such as auxiliary verbs, including do (did) as in (3).  This property 

has been discussed as part of the licensing conditions of VPE (e.g., Lobeck 1995).  

However, this condition is not applicable to languages that do not have an auxiliary 

inflection system similar to that in English.  Japanese is one of those languages.  
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Japanese does not have do-support1, and its auxiliary verbs that inflect for tense are not 

free morphemes.  Thus, a structure where an element inflecting for tense is stranded, as 

shown in Speaker B’s utterance of (5), is not grammatical. 

(5) Speaker A: John-wa  sushi-o  tabe.ta. 

 John-TOP sushi-ACC eat.PAST 

 ‘John ate sushi.’ 

 Speaker B: * Mary-mo  [TP[VP sushi-o  tabe].ta]. 

 Mary-also/too sushi-ACC eat.PAST 

In Speaker B’s utterance in (5), the only morpheme that inflects for the tense is –ta.  

Unlike English do, which can inflect for tense, -ta is a bound morpheme; therefore, it 

cannot be stranded after a VP is elided. 

For languages like Japanese, two approaches have been taken.  One is to abandon 

the idea that the language has VPE.  The other is to seek alternative licensing conditions, 

such as López and Winkler’s (2000) proposal that negative/affirmative expressions 

license VPE2.  Japanese has been considered to be a language that does not have VPE.3  

However, it is interesting that a sentence with a copula like Speaker B’s utterance in (1) 

can have the same interpretation as (3), and it is totally grammatical. 

In Sluicing, a wh-phrase introduces an elliptical site, and unlike VPE, it has been 

observed in many languages.  Japanese also has Sluicing, as exemplified in (6). 

                                                 
1 Do-support: ‘Dummy’ auxiliary do appears in questions and negations in English. 
2 López and Winkler (2000) uses the term ‘VP-anaphora’. 
3 Otani and Whitman (1991) claim that Null Object Construction is disguised VPE in Japanese, but many 
researchers have argued against this theory (see Section 1.1.2.1). 
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(6) John-ga nanika-o  tabeta  ga,  nani(-o)  da ka  wakara-nai. 

 John-NOM something-ACC  ate but  what(-ACC)  COP  Q  know-NEG 

 ‘John ate something, but (I) don’t know what [interpreted as I don’t know what he 

ate].’ 

English Sluicing (4) and Japanese Sluicing4 (6) look similar in that a TP he ate is missing 

after a wh-phrase.  However, there are two major differences between these two 

languages.  One is that English is a wh-movement language, where a wh-phrase moves to 

the front in wh-questions as in (7); while Japanese is a wh-in-situ language, where a wh-

phrase remains in place as in (8). 

(7) Whati did John eat ti? 

(8) John-wa  nani-o  tabeta  no? 

 John-TOP what-ACC ate Q 

 ‘What did John eat?’ 

The other difference is that the copula is present in Japanese Sluicing, which does not 

occur in English Sluicing.  The study of Japanese Sluicing has to explain why wh-phrases 

can remain, and why the copula appears.  There are three major approaches to Japanese 

Sluicing.  They are; overt wh-movement approach (Takahashi 1994), which explains why 

wh-phrases can remain, cleft construction approach (e.g., Nishiyama, Whitman and Yi 

1996), which explains the presence of the copula, and focus movement approach 

(Hiraiwa and Ishihara 2002), which explains why wh-phrases can remain and why the 

                                                 
4 The Japanese phenomenon where elements preceded by a wh-phrase are missing has been referred to as 
Sluicing, Pseudo-sluicing, and Sluicing-like construction.  In this dissertation, I refer to the phenomenon as 
Sluicing. 
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copula appears.  However, one question remains: why is the presence of case markers 

optional?  Japanese Sluicing (6) is acceptable with or without the accusative case marker 

–o.  Are Sluicing with a wh-phrase with a case marker and Sluicing with a wh-phrase 

without a case marker the same structures? 

What is represented in an elliptical site (recovery conditions) is also under debate.  

There are two approaches, the syntactic approach and the semantic approach.  The 

syntactic approach has two lines of analysis.  One claims that there is an internal 

structure in an elliptical site, and the structure is deleted at the Phonetic Form (PF) level 

(e.g., Tancredi 1992; Chomsky and Lasnik 1993; Merchant 2001, 2002).  This approach 

is referred to as the PF-deletion approach.  In Sluicing, a wh-phrase moves to the front 

prior to deletion.  The other line is that an elliptical site is a base-generated pro and the 

syntactic structure is recovered at the Logical Form (LF) level (e.g., Chao 1988; Lobeck 

1995; Chung, Ladusaw and McCloskey 1995).  This approach is referred to as LF-

copying approach.  Regardless of whether ellipsis undergoes PF-deletion or LF-copying, 

the syntactic approach has to explain why certain syntactic phenomena, such as island 

effects, disappear under ellipsis, as originally pointed out by Ross (1967).  This is 

illustrated in (9). 

(9) They want to hire someone who speaks a Balkan language, but I don’t know 

which (Balkan language)i [TP they want to hire someone who speaks ti] 

In (9), a wh-phrase which (Balkan language) moves out of the relative clause, which is a 

violation of island constraints and ungrammatical, as shown in (10).  However, despite 

the violation, the sentence with ellipsis is acceptable. 
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(10) * They want to hire someone who speaks a Balkan language, but I don’t know 

which (Balkan language)i they want to hire someone who speaks ti. 

The semantic approach claims that there is no syntactic structure in an elliptical 

site, and the recovery is done by solving an ellipsis equation5.  One obvious advantage of 

this approach is that there is no need to explain why ellipsis allows some syntactic 

phenomena to disappear.  On the other hand, this advantage is also a disadvantage 

because certain syntactic phenomena are observed in ellipsis, as shown in (11). 

(11) * Dogs, I understand, but catsi, I don’t know [a single person who does [VP 

understand ti]]. 

  (Kennedy 2003:30) 

In (11), an element, cats, moves out of the relative clause, which is an island violation.  

As expected, the sentence is not acceptable.  In Japanese, Takahashi (1994), and Fukaya 

and Hoji (1999) report that Sluicing is island-sensitive, as shown as (12). 

(12) * John-wa  [[otooto-ni  nanika-o  okuttekita ] hito]-o 

 John-TOP brother-DAT something-ACC sent person-ACC 

 syootaisita  rasii ga, boku-wa  nani-o  da ka  sira-nai 

 invited seem but I-TOP what-ACC COP Q know-NEG 

 ‘John invited a person who sent something to his brother, but I don’t know what.’ 

However, I note that if a wh-phrase is not followed by a case marker, the sentence is 

acceptable, as shown in (13). 

                                                 
5 See Section 1.1.1.2 for the details. 
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(13)  John-wa  [[otooto-ni  nanika-o  okuttekita ] hito]-o 

 John-TOP brother-DAT something-ACC sent person-ACC 

 syootaisita  rasii ga, boku-wa  nani  da ka  sira-nai 

 invited seem but I-TOP what COP Q know-NEG 

 ‘John invited a person who sent something to his brother, but I don’t know what.’ 

To date, there is no analysis that accounts for the difference between Japanese Sluicing 

with a case marker as in (12) and Sluicing without a case marker as in (13). 

The previous studies on Japanese Sluicing show that it is similar to English 

Sluicing.  However, it seems that there are two types of Japanese Sluicing; Sluicing with 

a wh-phrase followed by a case marker, and Sluicing with a wh-phrase that stands alone.  

I see two properties that Japanese Sluicing and other Japanese ellipsis like (1) and (2) 

share.  One is that the copula da is involved.  The other is that there are two types: one 

involves another linguistic element, such as –mo ‘also/too’ as in Speaker B’s utterance of 

(1) and a case marker as in (12), and the other does not as in Speaker B’s utterance in (2) 

and as in (13). 

The goal of this dissertation is to explore a unified explanation for the appearance 

of the copula da in the Japanese ellipsis in question, and investigate licensing conditions 

and recovery conditions for ellipsis.  In so doing, I demonstrate that the copula is the key 

to the investigation. 

In this introduction chapter, I provide a summary of previous studies on ellipsis in 

Section 1.1, and describe phenomena focused on in this dissertation in Section 1.2.  In 
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Section 1.3, I describe the key research issues explored in this dissertation, and Section 

1.4 outlines the dissertation. 

 

1.1 Background 

Since Ross (1967), ellipsis in English has been extensively studied.  (14)-(20) exemplify 

various types of English ellipsis. 

(14) Sluicing: 

 John ate something, but I don’t remember what  . 

(15) VPE: 

 John ate sushi and Mary did  too. 

(16) Pseudogapping: 

 John will give sushi to Bill, and Mary will    to Jane. 

(17) Gapping: 

 John will have sushi, and Mary   sashimi. 

(18) Right Node Raising: 

 John loves , but Mary hates sushi. 

(19) Comparative Deletion: 

 John had more sushi than Mary did   . 

(20) Stripping 

 John loves sushi, and Mary  , too! 

The above examples seem to imply that ellipsis occurs to avoid redundancy, and the 

elliptical site is recoverable because it has an antecedent.  However, the study of ellipsis 
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has been seeking answers to the following two conundrums.  One is that economy, i.e., 

the idea that ellipsis occurs to avoid redundancy, cannot be solely responsible for the 

phenomenon.  The other is that the linguistic structure corresponding to the recovered 

meaning does not always match that of the antecedent. 

If redundancy is the only condition for ellipsis to occur, both (21) and (22) should 

be acceptable as Gapping.  However, (21) is acceptable; while (22) is not.  Studies of 

ellipsis have to explain what the difference between (21) and (22) is. 

(21) John had sushi, and Mary  sashimi. 

 (John had sushi, and Mary had sashimi.) 

(22) * John had sushi and John also  sashimi. 

(John had sushi, and John also had sashimi.) 

This illustrates one of the issues of ellipsis: what allows ellipsis to occur? 

If the structure of an elided site is the same as that of its antecedent, the elided site 

in (23) should be they want to hire someone who speaks.  However, (24) shows the 

corresponding sentence without ellipsis is unacceptable due to an island constraint. 

(23) They want to hire someone who speaks a Balkan language, but I don’t remember 

which (Balkan language) [e]. 

(24) * They want to hire someone who speaks a Balkan language, but I don’t remember 

which (Balkan language)i  they want to hire someone who speaks ti. 

This illustrates the other issue of ellipsis: does an elided site have a structure?  If the site 

has a structure, what structure is it? 
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1.1.1 Key issues of ellipsis 

In the following subsections, I discuss two key issues of ellipsis; licensing conditions and 

recovery conditions.  I summarize previous studies focusing on VPE and Sluicing, and 

briefly show how these studies relate to my analysis. 

 

1.1.1.1 Licensing conditions 

Bresnan (1976) is the first study that articulates licensing conditions in English VPE.  

Observing what can precede an elliptical site, Bresnan claims that an elided VP must be 

the complement of a morphologically realized head.  According to her, the 

morphologically realized heads that license VPE in English are auxiliaries, including 

modals, have, be, and do. 

Lobeck (1995) further specifies “morphologically realized head” as a licensor of 

English ellipsis.  She argues that ellipsis, which includes N’ ellipsis, VPE, and Sluicing in 

her study, has the same licensing and recovery conditions as referential pronominals.  She 

proposes that ellipsis must be licensed under head-government; and that elided sites in N’ 

ellipsis, VPE, and Sluicing are complements of functional categories DET, INFL and 

COMP, respectively.  In addition, since the sentential negation marker not can precede an 

ellipsis site, she includes the negation marker as a licensor, thus favoring the argument 

that there is NegP with not as the head, as argued in Pollock (1989), Zanuttini (1991), 

Laka (1990), and Chomsky (1991).  Although Bresnan (1976) and Lobeck (1995) 

advanced the study of ellipsis in English, their argument cannot be directly applied to 

languages that have different verb morphology from English, such as Japanese. 
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López (1999), López and Winkler (2000), and Winkler (2000) incorporate 

information structure in the study of licensing conditions of VPE (VP Anaphora, referred 

to as VPA, in López and Winkler (2000)).  Following Laka (1990), these authors argue 

that there is a functional category Σ, where the NEG/AFF features are encapsulated.  The 

head of the functional category Σ is NEG (e.g., not in English) or AFF (e.g., the English 

auxiliary have); and the head takes a VP as a complement.  They propose that 

presentational focus is realized on Σ
0, which is the NEG/AFF expression, and that Σ

0 

licenses VPE.  The following examples (25)-(27) illustrate this.  In each language, (a) is 

an example with a NEG feature; and (b) is an example with an AFF feature. 

(25) English 

 a. Peter has seen “Wag the Dog” but John has not. 

 b. John has not seen “Wag the Dog” but Peter has. 

 (López and Winkler 2000: 624) 

(26) Spanish 

 a. Susana leyó Guerra y Paz pero María no. 

  Susana read War and Peace but Mary not 

 b. María no leyó Guerra y Paz pero Susana sí. 

  Maria not read War and Peace but Susana yes. 

  (López and Winkler 2000: 624) 

(27) German 

 a. Jan kann die Aufgabe lösen, aber ich weiß, dass Peter es nicht 

 Jan can  the task solve but I know that  Jan es not 
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 b. Peter kann die Aufgabe nicht lösen, aber ich wieß, dass Jan es kann. 

 Peter can the  task not solve  but  I know that  Jan es can 

 (López and Winkler 2000:624) 

In the English example (25a), an auxiliary verb has followed by the negation marker not 

precedes an elliptical site; and in (25b) an auxiliary has precedes an elliptical site.  In the 

Spanish examples (26a) and (26b), unlike in English, auxiliary verbs are prohibited.  In 

the German examples (27a) and (27b), the anaphoric morpheme es ‘it’ occupies the site 

where a VP would be.  López and Winkler schematize the constructions as follows. 

(28) [REMNANT XP] [(AUX) AFF/NEG] [VP e/es]6 

 (López and Winkler 2000:625) 

This line of analysis of licensing conditions has potential to apply to languages whose 

verb morphology is different from English. 

For example, I see similarities between (29) and (30) below.  (29) is English VPE 

where a free auxiliary will precedes an elliptical site, and (30) is one of the Japanese 

phenomena I am focusing on in this dissertation. 

(29) John ate sushi and I will [e] too. 

(30) Speaker A: John-wa sushi-o taberu 

 John-TOP sushi-ACC eat 

 ‘John eats sushi.’ 

                                                 
6 According to López and Winkler, the feature of es is attracted to Σ; and es is pied-piped to the ΣP position. 
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 Speaker B: Mary-mo da. 

 Mary-also/too COP 

 ‘Mary does too. 

Japanese does not have free auxiliaries, yet –mo ‘also/too’ seems to allow ellipsis to 

occur in (30).  Taking Rooth’s (1992) semantic analysis of also/too into account, it seems 

that –mo ‘also/too’ can license ellipsis because it can determine negation/affirmation of 

the clause based on the preceding clause. 

Another example concerns negation.  Examples (31) and (32) show another 

similarity.  (31) is English ellipsis where a free negation morpheme not precedes an 

elliptical site.  (32) is another type of Japanese phenomenon I am focusing on in this 

dissertation, where a Negative Polarity Item (NPI) zenzen ‘at all’ appears. 

(31) John eats sushi, but Mary does not [e]. 

(32) Speaker A: John-wa sushi-o taberu. 

 John-TOP sushi-ACC eat 

 ‘John eats sushi.’ 

 Speaker B: Mary-wa zenzen da. 

 Mary-TOP at all COP 

  ‘Mary doesn’t at all.’ 

Japanese does not have a free negation morpheme, yet zenzen ‘at all’ seems to allow 

ellipsis to occur.  An NPI zenzen can appear only in a negative clause.  Again I see 

potential in applying the proposal by López (1999), López and Winkler (2000), and 
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Winkler (2000), which is that presentational focus is realized on Σ

0, which is the 

NEG/AFF expression, and that Σ0 licenses VPE. 

 

1.1.1.2 Recovery conditions 

There are two lines of analysis concerning what a missing sequence of elements 

represents.  One is that the sequence has a syntactic structure at some level of syntactic 

representation (syntactic approach).  The other is that the sequence does not have 

syntactic structure at all; instead, the recovery of the meaning is done by information 

retrieval (semantic approach). 

The debate on the recovery conditions that involve the syntactic approach has 

been between proponents of the Phonetic Form (PF) deletion analysis and the Logical 

Form (LF) copying analysis.  According to the PF-deletion analysis, ellipsis involves 

deletion of a syntactic structure from the syntactic representation (Sag 1976; Tancredi 

1992; Chomsky and Lasnik 1993; Ross 1969; Lasnik 1999; Fox 2000; Merchant 2001, 

2002, 2003; among others).  (33) illustrates the PF-deletion analysis. 

(33) John loves sushi, and Mary does too. 
 
 TP 
 

 DP T’ 
 Mary 

 T VP 
 does 

 love sushi 

 
The LF-copying analysis claims that an elliptical site is a base-generated 

pronominal; and that the syntactic structure is formed at LF through copying the LF 
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representation of its antecedent (Chao 1988; Zagona 1988, Fiengo and May 1994; Chung, 

Ludusaw, and McCloskey 1995, Lobeck 1995, among others).  The LF-copying analysis 

is illustrated in (34). 

(34) John loves sushi, and Mary does too. 

 TP 
 
 DP T’ 

 Mary 

 T VP 
 does 

 pro 

 
In their analysis of Sluicing, Chung, Ladusaw and McCloskey (1995) propose three 

recovery processes through which pro can be identified.  They are “recycling”, “merger”, 

and “sprouting”.  “Recycling”, which is the core of their analysis, is done by copying the 

LF of TP in the previous discourse into the empty TP.  If optional processes are required, 

“sprouting” and “merger” come to be applied.  “Sprouting” is the process that applies 

when the antecedent has a covert argument, by adding new material to the copied 

antecedent, as shown in (35). 

(35) Joan ate dinner but I don’t know [PPwith whom]i [Joan ate dinner [PP e]i] 

 (Chung, Ladusaw and McCloskey 1995:246-247, indexing and brackets added 

based on their analysis) 

In (35), by sprouting an extra PP-position, syntactic binding of the empty PP can be done 

by the displaced constituent, with whom, which allows a proper interpretation. 

“Merger” is applied when coindexing becomes necessary after “recycling”, as 

shown in (36). 
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(36) Joan ate dinner with someone but I don’t know with whom. 

According to Chung, Ladusaw and McCloskey (1995), indefinites like someone in (36) is 

a free variable which is bound by the Q-operator.  It also has to be coindexed with the 

wh-phrase, as shown in (37). 

(37) [PP with whomx]i [Q
x [ Joan ate dinner [PP with someonex]i ]] 

 (Chung, Ladusaw and McCloskey 1995:250,  

In (37), the displaced constituent, with whom, is linked with a syntactic position by 

“merger”, which allows a complete interpretation. 

An apparent advantage of the LF-copying analysis over the PF-deletion analysis 

is that it can account for cases where the intended meaning and the linguistic antecedent 

do not match exactly, like the VPE example in (38) below. 

(38) This letter deserves a response, but before you do, … [respond]7 

 (Kehler 2000:549) 

In (38), the VP respond can be recovered after you do.  However, the first conjunct does 

not contain the VP respond; rather, it has the DP response.  The PF-deletion analysis 

cannot account for this. 

The advantage of LF-copying analysis over PF-deletion analysis is also observed 

in Sluicing.  The PF-deletion analysis claims that Sluicing involves movement of a wh-

phrase followed by deletion of TP.  The LF-copying analysis claims that a wh-phrase and 

the empty site are base-generated; that is, the empty site is a pro form.  As with VPE, an 

                                                 
7 The grammaticality judgment for (38) varies.  Here I follow Kehler’s judgment, which is that (38) is 
acceptable. 
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advantage of the LF-copying analysis is that it can account for the cases where the 

recovered meaning and the antecedent do not match, like example (23), repeated as (39) 

here. 

(39) They want to hire someone who speaks a Balkan language, but I don’t remember 

which (Balkan language) [e]. 

In (39), if the structure of an elided site is the same as that of its antecedent, the elided 

site should be they want to hire someone who speaks, which would result in an island 

constraint violation. 

On the other hand, there is some evidence that ellipsis exhibits island effects, as 

shown in (40) and (40)′. 

(40) * Sterling criticized every decision that Doug was upset because Lou did. 

(40)′ * Sterling criticized every decision [whi that Doug was upset [Island because Lou  

 [VP criticized ti]]]. 

 (Kennedy 2003:30) 

If a syntactic structure is deleted at the PF level, a sentence with ellipsis (40) should have 

a structure as in (40)′.  In (40)′, an island constraint is violated and the sentence is not 

acceptable.  To account for this phenomenon, PF-deletion analysis has an advantage over 

LF-copying analysis. 

The semantic approach claims that no syntactic representations are involved in 

ellipsis (Dalrymple, Shieber, and Pereira 1991; Hardt 1992, 1999; among others).  

According to the higher-order unification approach proposed by Dalrymple, Shieber, and 

Pereira (1991), the semantic representation of an elliptical site receives a value by solving 
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an ellipsis equation, which causes a variable to be bound to a lambda expression.  This 

analysis is illustrated in (41), which describes the use of equation in ellipsis resolution for 

(a).  The semantic interpretation of Dan likes golf is (b), and (c) – (e) is the process of 

semantic interpretation that gives (f)8. 

(41) (a) Dan likes golf, and George does too. 

 (b) like (dan, golf)  

 (c) P (dan) = like (dan, golf) 

 (d) i) P � λx. like (dan, golf ) 

  ii) P � λx. like (x,golf ) 

 (e) P (george) = like (george, golf) 

 (f) like (dan, golf) ˄ like (george, golf) 

 (Dalrymple, Shieber, and Pereira 1991:403-405) 

Since an elliptical site does not have a syntactic structure, the advantage and the 

disadvantage of this approach is the same as that of the LF-copying analysis: it can 

account for ellipsis where the recovered meaning and the antecedent do not match; 

however, it cannot account for ellipsis that exhibits syntactic constraints. 

 

1.1.2 Japanese ellipsis 

In this subsection, I review previous studies on Japanese VPE and Sluicing.  Although 

Sluicing is not the focus in this dissertation, previous studies on Sluicing provide us with 

                                                 
8 See Dalrymple, Shieber, and Pereira (1991) for the details. 
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evidence concerning the appearance of the copula da in ellipsis.  Thus, I include Sluicing 

here. 

 

1.1.2.1 VPE in Japanese 

So far, there have been two lines of discussion in which Japanese VPE is mentioned.  

One line is that there is no evidence for Japanese VPE based on the morphological 

reasons (Inoue 1978, Whitman 1987, Sawada 1995).  Since Japanese does not have do-

support, and its tense and negation morphemes are bound to a verb, the language lacks 

VPE parallel to English VPE as illustrated in (42) and (43).  (42) exemplifies English 

VPE, and (43) is the Japanese counterpart. 

(42) Speaker A: John ate sushi.   

 Speaker B: Mary did [e] too, but Bill won’t [e]. 

(43) Speaker A: John-wa  sushi-o  tabeta. 

  John-TOP sushi-ACC  ate 

 ‘John ate sushi.’ 

 Speaker B: * Mary-mo  [e]-ta  ga,  Bill-wa  [e]-nai. 

 Mary-also/too -PAST but Bill-TOP -NEG.NPAST 

 ‘[intended reading] Mary did too, but Bill won’t.’ 

Speaker B’s utterance in (43) is ungrammatical.  Since the tense morphemes and the 

negation morpheme are bound to verbs, they cannot appear by themselves. 

The other line argues that the null object construction in Japanese is actually 

Japanese VPE assuming that the verb undergoes V to T raising in Japanese (Otani and 

Whitman 1991).  Otani and Whitman, inspired by Xu (1986) and Huang (1987), argue 
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that the availability of a sloppy reading in null object constructions like (44) is evidence 

for Japanese VPE; since, as noted by Sag (1976) and Williams (1977), a sloppy reading is 

available in English VPE as in (45).  The tree diagram (46) illustrates Otani and 

Whitman’s claim. 

(44) a. John-wa zibun-no tegami-o sute-ta. 

 John-TOP self-GEN letter-ACC discard-PAST 

 ‘Johni threw out hisi letters.’ 

 b. Mary-mo [e] sute-ta. 

 Mary-also/too discard-PAST 

 = (i) ‘Mary also threw out John’s letters.’  (strict reading) 

 = (ii) ‘Maryj also threw out herj letters.’  (sloppy reading) 

 (Otani and Whitman 1991:346-347, gloss and readings are modified) 

(45) John likes his children, and Bill does [e] too. 

 = (i) Johni likes hisi children, and Bill likes John’s children.  (strict reading) 

 = (ii) Johni likes hisi children, and Billj likes hisj children.  (sloppy reading) 

(46) Tree diagram of (44-b) 
 
 TP 
 
 DP T’ 
 Mary-mo 

 VP Vi + T 
 sute ta 

 DP ti 
 
 zibun-no tegami-o 

 
After Otani and Whitman’s argument that the null object construction is VPE in 

disguise in Japanese, Hoji (1998), Oku (1998), and Tomioka (1998) argue against the 

VPE analysis of the sloppy reading in the null object construction.  Hoji argues that the 
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null object is pro, and the null argument is pragmatically recovered.  Oku points out that 

the sloppy identity reading is also available for null subjects in Japanese, and argues that 

VPE is not necessarily responsible for the sloppy readings.  Building on Hoji’s argument, 

Tomioka argues that pro is sometimes a pronoun of “laziness”.  “Laziness” is used to 

describe a property of pronouns that allows them to refer to a closely preceding referent 

as illustrated in (47) below. 

(47) A man who1 gives his1 paycheck to his wife is wiser than a man who2 gives it (≠ 

his1 paycheck, =his2 paycheck) to his cat. 

These arguments are concerned with the source of the sloppy reading in Japanese.  The 

sloppy reading is used as strong evidence for Otani and Whitman’s claim that the 

Japanese null object construction is VPE in disguise.  Therefore, the arguments against 

the source of the sloppy reading lead to a conclusion that we cannot determine whether or 

not the null object construction is VPE in Japanese based on the sloppy reading.  That is, 

the availability of a sloppy reading in Japanese cannot be evidence for VPE in Japanese.  

Since my concern in this dissertation is ellipsis where a sequence of elements including a 

verb is missing, the null object construction is excluded from my study. 

 

1.1.2.2 Pseudo-VPE in Japanese and Korean 

Kim and Sohn (1998) examine the constructions in (48) and (49) below, Korean and 

Japanese respectively, which look similar to VPE. 
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(48) John-i sakwa-lul meke (kuliko) MARY-to [e] ya 

 John-NOM apple-ACC eats and Mary-FOC  is 

 ‘John eats apples, and MARY does too.’ 

(49) John-ga ringo-o taberu (soshite) Mary-mo [e] da 

 John-NOM apple-ACC eats and Mary-FOC  is 

 ‘John eats apples, and MARY does too.’ 

 (Kim and Sohn 1998: 460) 

In (48) and (49), the second conjunct contains a focused element Mary marked by a focus 

marker to ‘also’ in Korean (48) and -mo ‘too/also’ in Japanese (49).  The focused element 

is followed by the copula ya in Korean and the copula da in Japanese. Working within 

the Minimalist framework (Chomsky 1993), Kim and Sohn claim that the constructions 

are obtained after focus movement of Mary to ‘Mary also’, and refer to the phenomenon 

as Pseudo-VPE.  The following tree diagram illustrates the structure of the Korean 

example in (48). 
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(50) Tree diagram of the Korean “Pseudo-VPE” (48) 
 
 FocP 
 
 Spec Foc′ 
 Mary 1 to 

 TP Foc 
 [+focus] 
 AgrsP T 
 ya [+Pres] 
 
 Spec Agrs′ 
  
 
 VP1 Agrs 
 
 
 Spec V′ 
 t 1 
 VP2 V1 
 
 NP V2 
 sakwa-lul mek 

 

In (50), the focused subject moves to Spec of AgrsP in order to check the strong [+NOM] 

feature in AgrS, and then moves to Spec of FocP in order to check the strong [+Focus] 

feature in the head Foc.  Linguistic materials within VP2 are deleted under identity with 

the antecedent. 

 

1.1.2.3 Sluicing in Japanese 

There have been three lines of analysis for Sluicing in Japanese; overt wh-movement 

analysis, cleft-reduction analysis, and focus movement from no-da ‘it’s that’ construction 

analysis.  Takahashi (1994) argues that overt wh-movement is involved in Japanese 

Sluicing (overt wh-movement analysis).  Takahashi’s analysis is illustrated in (51).  He 
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argues that the underlying construction is an embedded wh-question (John-ga nani-o 

tabeta ‘what John ate’ in square brackets in (51a)).  From the embedded wh-question, wh-

phrase fronting occurs and the remnant is deleted, as in (51b). 

(51) Overt wh-movement analysis (Takahashi 1994) 

a. Underlying embedded wh-question 

 John-ga nanika-o tabeta ga, [John-ga  nani-o tabeta] ka wakara-nai. 

John-NOM something-ACC ate but John-NOM what-ACC  ate Q know-NEG 

 ‘John ate something, but (I) don’t know what John ate.’ 

b. Wh-movement and remnant deletion 

 wh-movement remnant deletion 

  

 John-ga nanika-o tabeta ga,  nani-oi  [John-ga ti tabeta]  ka wakara-nai 

 John-NOM something-ACC ate but what-ACC  John-NOM ate Q know-NEG 

‘John ate something, but (I) don’t know what.’ 

(52) illustrates the cleft-reduction analysis (Nishiyama 1995; Kuwabara 1996, 

1997; Nishiyama, Whitman, and Yi 1996; Kizu 1997, 2000, 2005; Merchant 1998; 

Nishigauchi 1998; Fukaya and Hoji 1999; Hiraiwa and Ishihara 2002; Fukaya 2003; 

among others).  According to this analysis, the underlying construction is a cleft 

construction, as in (52a), and the subject CP (John-ga tabeta no ‘what John ate’ in (52a)) 

is deleted, as in (52b). 
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(52) Cleft-reduction analysis (Nishiyama 1995, among others) 

 a. Underlying cleft construction 

 -------------------------- [John-ga tabeta no]-wa nani-(o) da ka wakara-nai 

 [John-NOM ate NL]-TOP what-(ACC) COP Q know-NEG 

‘--------------------------, (I) don’t know what is what John ate.’ 

b. Subject CP deletion 

 -------------------------- [John-ga tabeta no]-wa nani-(o) da ka wakara-nai 

 [John-NOM ate NL]-TOP what-(ACC) COP Q know-NEG 

 ‘--------------------------, (I) don’t know what.’ 

Focus-movement from the no-da ‘it’s that’ construction analysis (Hiraiwa and 

Ishihara 2002) is illustrated in (53), where the underlying construction is a no-da ‘it’s that’ 

construction as in (53a).  In (53a), a clause John-ga nani-o tabeta ‘what John ate’ is 

nominalized by a nominalizer no and the copula da follows, forming a no-da construction.  

Then the focus element nani-o ‘what-ACC’ moves to the front and the remnant is deleted, 

as in (53b). 

(53) Focus movement from no-da construction analysis (Hiraiwa and Ishihara 2002) 

a. Underlying no-da construction 

 ----------------------------- [[John-ga nani-o tabeta] no] da ka wakara-nai. 

 John-NOM what-ACC ate NL COP Q know-NEG 

 ‘----------------------------- (I) don’t know what it is that John ate.’ 
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b. Focus movement and remnant deletion 

 focus movement remnant deletion 

 

 ------------------------------nani-oi  [[John-ga  ti  tabeta]  no] da ka wakara-nai. 

 what-ACC  John-NOM ate NL COP Q know-NEG 

 ‘----------------------------- (I) don’t know what.’ 

 

1.2 Phenomena 

The phenomenon I am concerned with in this dissertation is Japanese sentences with the 

copula da where a sequence of elements including a verb is missing.  Speaker B’s 

utterances in Examples (54)-(57) illustrate this phenomenon.  These examples share two 

properties: presence of the copula da (or desu for its polite speech style equivalent), and 

ability to recover the meaning of a verb, even though no verb appears. 

Elements that appear preceding the copula vary; they may include a focus particle, 

such as -mo ‘also/too’ in (54), an adverbial expression, such as zenzen ‘at all’ as in (55), a 

case marker, such as –ga (nominative) in (56), and a bare noun, such as John in (57). 

(54) Speaker A: John-wa sushi-o taberu 

 John-TOP sushi-ACC eat 

 ‘John eats sushi.’ 

 Speaker B: Mary-mo da. 

 Mary-also/too  COP 

 ‘Mary does too. 
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(55) Speaker A: John-wa sushi-o taberu 

  John-TOP sushi-ACC eat 

 ‘John eats sushi.’ 

 Speaker B: Mary-wa zenzen da. 

 Mary-TOP at all COP 

 ‘Mary doesn’t at all.’ 

(56) [Speakers A and B know John does not like sushi.  Speaker A heard that John had 

eaten sushi.  He is informing Speaker B of the news.] 

 Speaker A: John-ga sushi-o tabeta! 

 John-NOM sushi-ACC ate 

 ‘John ate sushi!’ 

 Speaker B: John-ga desu ka? 

 John-NOM COP Q 

 ‘John!?  (What a surprise!)’ 

(57) Speaker A: Dare-ga sushi-o tabeta no? 

  who-NOM sushi-ACC ate Q 

 ‘Who ate sushi?’ 

 Speaker B: John da. 

 John COP 

 ‘John did.’ 
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1.3 Key research questions 

1.3.1 Copula da 

There are three questions that have to be addressed.  The first question is what allows the 

copula da to occur.  In a Japanese DP predicate sentence, the copula must appear 

immediately after the predicate DP, as shown in (58) and (58)′. 

(58) John-wa gakusee da. 

 John-TOP student COP 

 ‘John is a student.’ 

(58)′ # John-wa gakusee{ -ga /  -o /  -ni /  -no / -de } da. 

  John-TOP student NOM ACC DAT GEN LOC COP 

(58)′ shows that case markers are not allowed to precede the copula in the DP predicate 

sentence.  However, a case marker and other linguistic elements can be followed by the 

copula in ellipsis, as shown in (54)-(56).  Thus, what allows linguistic material other than 

a DP to precede the copula has to be accounted for.  In doing so, we encounter the second 

question: what is the structure of ellipsis that allows the presence of the copula?  In 

Japanese, the copula da cannot directly follow a verb, as seen in (59). 

(59) * John-ga sushi-o tabeta da. 

 John-NOM sushi-ACC ate COP 

As we have seen in Section 1.1.2.3, two distinct analyses have been proposed for 

Japanese ellipsis with the copula da.  One is that the whole clause, John-ga sushi-o 

tabeta, is nominalized by a nominalizer no; and the copula follows, as shown in (60).  
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The other is that John-ga da is the predicate of the cleft construction with sushi-o tabeta 

no as the subject, as in (61). 

(60) [John-ga sushi-o tabeta] no da. 

 John-NOM sushi-ACC ate NL COP 

 ‘It’s that John ate sushi.’ 

(61) [[Sushi-o tabeta] no]-wa John-ga da. 

 sushi-ACC ate NL TOP John-NOM COP 

 ‘A person who ate sushi is John.’ 

Is one of these accounts a plausible account of the Japanese phenomena in question; or 

do we need a different explanation? 

The third question concerns what precedes an elliptical site.  The structures of 

Speaker B’s utterances in Example (54)-(56) are different from that of (57).  In (54)-(56), 

there are linguistic elements (e.g., case marker, adverbials) between a DP and the copula, 

while the copula immediately follows a DP John in (57).   Whether or not ellipsis in 

Examples (54)-(56) involves the same structure as ellipsis in Example (57) is also 

investigated in this dissertation. 

 

1.3.2 Licensing conditions 

The second issue is what licenses Japanese ellipsis.  As we have seen, case markers and 

some linguistic materials (e.g., -mo ‘also/too’, zenzen ‘at all’) can precede the copula, as 

shown in (62).  However, not all linguistic materials are allowed to be present before the 

copula.  (63) shows that the topic marker –wa cannot precede an elliptical site. 
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(62) [The speaker knows John does not like sushi.  S/he heard that John had eaten 

sushi.] 

 John-ga sushi-o tabeta. John-ga da! 

 John-NOM sushi-ACC ate John-NOM COP 

 ‘John ate sushi.  John (ate sushi)!’ 

(63) John-wa sushi-o tabeta. * John-wa da. 

 John-TOP sushi-ACC ate John-TOP COP 

These facts, too, need to be accounted for. 

 

1.3.3 Recovery conditions 

The third issue is how the meaning is recovered.  I explore whether an elliptical site has a 

syntactic structure or not. 

Before I begin investigating the recovery conditions of Japanese ellipsis, I must 

discuss an observation that seems to be particularly interesting.  There appears to be two 

types of ellipsis involving verbs in Japanese.  One requires a linguistic antecedent, as 

shown in (64), and the other does not, as shown in (65).  Examples (64) and (64)’ show 

that ellipsis with the linguistic antecedent is acceptable, as shown in (64); while ellipsis 

without the linguistic antecedent is not, as shown in (64)’.  The type of ellipsis illustrated 

in (65), however, can occur without a linguistic antecedent, as shown in (65)’.  

(64) Speaker A: Toshokan-ni ikimasu 

 library-DAT go 

 ‘(I)’m going to the library.’ 
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 Speaker B: Watashi-mo desu. 

 I-too/also COP (DISTANT) 

 ‘Me too. 

(64)’ [Seeing that A is going to the library…] 

 Speaker B: # Watashi-mo desu 

 I-too/also COP (DISTANT) 

 ‘[intended reading] Me too.’ 

(65) Speaker A: Dare-ga sushi-o tabeta no? 

 who-NOM sushi-ACC ate Q 

 ‘Who ate sushi? 

 Speaker B: John desu. 

 John cop 

 ‘John did.’ 

(65)’ [Seeing A’s puzzled look inferring that A is wondering who ate sushi…] 

 Speaker B: John desu. 

 John COP 

 ‘John did.’ 

According to Hankamer and Sag (1976), there are two types of anaphora; surface 

anaphora and deep anaphora.  Surface anaphora requires a linguistic antecedent, while 

deep anaphora does not.  According to them, VPE, Sluicing, Stripping, Gapping, and so-

anaphora are classified under surface anaphora, and definite pronouns, do it, sentential-it, 

one-anaphora, and null complement anaphora are deep anaphora.  Taking their 
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classification into account, I investigate Japanese ellipsis involving verbs as two different 

phenomena. 

 

1.4. Outline of the dissertation 

In Chapter 2, I describe what studies of Japanese ellipsis involving verbs and the copula 

need to be accounted for.  I propose that Japanese ellipsis with copula is derived from 

cleft construction.  I refer to these ellipses as Clefted Ellipsis, and claim that there are 

two types of Clefted Ellipsis; DP-focused Clefted Ellipsis, which is derived from wh-

cleft construction (DP-focused Cleft) and CP-focused Clefted Ellipsis, which is derived 

from It’s that cleft construction (CP-focused Cleft).  In Chapters 3 and 4, I discuss 

licensing conditions of CP-focused Clefted Ellipsis.  Building on López and Winkler’s 

(2000) analysis of VP-anaphora, I claim that linguistic elements that are [+AFF] or 

[+NEG] can license ellipsis.  In Chapter 3, I discuss licensors that are [+AFF] or [+NEG] 

(e.g., zenzen ‘at all’, sukosi ‘a bit’), which is in the Information Focus domain.  These 

licensors can move up to the Focus domain out of CP and license ellipsis.  In Chapter 4, I 

discuss licensors whose affirmation/negation is not inherent, but assigned by preceding 

sentences.  Once affirmation/negation is assigned, they can move up to the Focus domain 

out of CP and license ellipsis.  In Chapter 5, I discuss recovery conditions.  I claim that 

an elliptical site of DP-focused Clefted Ellipsis is base-generated pro, and the meaning is 

recovered pragmatically.  In contrast, an elliptical site of CP-focused Clefted Ellipsis has 

a full-fledged internal structure, and PF-deletion occurs.  Finally, in Chapter 6, I 



Chapter 1 Introduction 33 
 
 
summarize my proposal and implications of my analysis, and discuss topics for future 

research. 
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Chapter 2 

Ellipsis and the copula 

 

 

This chapter explores possible explanations for the presence of the copula da in Japanese 

ellipsis.  I address the following three questions.  i) Why in ellipsis, are DPs followed by 

the copula allowed to be marked by linguistic material (e.g., case markers, postpositions, 

focus markers), which does not occur in the DP predicate structures in Japanese?  ii) 

Why do some cases of ellipsis exhibit the pattern described in i), while some do not?  iii) 

Why, in ellipsis, are some adverbials (e.g., mada ‘still/yet’, zenzen ‘at all’) allowed to 

appear with the copula, while this does not occur in predicates involving adverbials?  I 

examine previous studies of Japanese ellipsis that account for the appearance of the 

copula, and propose that there are two types of ellipsis that derive from two different 

cleft constructions9; one is what I refer to as the DP-focused Cleft Construction and the 

other, the CP-focused Cleft Construction. 

This chapter is structured as follows.  In Section 2.1, I describe the problem that 

must be solved regarding the presence of the copula.  In Section 2.2, I summarize 

                                                 
9 I use the term “cleft construction” as a general term to refer to clefted sentences.  It includes it-cleft, 
exemplified in (i), wh-cleft, exemplified in (ii), and it’s that-cleft, exemplified in (iii). 
(i) It is sushi that John ate. 
(ii) What John ate is sushi. 
(iii) It’s that John ate sushi. 
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previous accounts of the appearance of the copula in Japanese ellipsis, and discuss 

advantages and disadvantages of each analysis.  In Section 2.3, I summarize the 

discussion. 

 

2.1 A puzzle 

Sentences involving predicate DPs in Japanese, exemplified in (1), do not allow elements, 

(e.g., case markers, focus markers), to mark DPs in the predicate position, as shown in 

(2). 

(1) Are-wa John da. 

 that-TOP John COP 

 ‘That is John.’ 

(2) * Are-wa John{ -ga / -o / -ni / -mo} da. 

 that-TOP John NOM ACC DAT also/too COP 

Example (1), which is a Japanese sentence with the DP predicate construction, shows 

that a DP John is immediately followed by the copula in the DP predicate position.  

Example (2) indicates that case markers (e.g., –ga (nominative), -o (accusative), and -ni 

(dative)), and a focus marker (e.g., –mo ‘also/too’) are not allowed to mark the DP John 

in the predicate position. 

In ellipsis, however, these same elements are allowed to mark DPs that are 

followed by the copula, as shown in Speaker B’s utterances in (3) and (4). 



Chapter 2 Ellipsis and the Copula  36 
 
 
(3) [Speakers A and B know that John does not like sushi.] 

 Speaker A: John-ga sushi-o tabeta! 

 John-NOM sushi-ACC ate 

 ‘John ate sushi!’ 

 Speaker B: John-ga desu ka? 

 John-NOM COP Q 

 ‘John!?  (What a surprise!)’ 

(4) Speaker A: Mary-wa sushi-o taberu. 

 Mary-TOP sushi-ACC eat 

 ‘Mary eats sushi.’ 

 Speaker B: John-mo da. 

 John-also/too COP 

 ‘John does too.’ 

In Speaker B’s utterance of (3), John is marked by the nominative case marker –ga 

followed by the copula.  In Speaker B’s utterance of (4), John is marked by a focus 

marker –mo ‘also/too’ followed by the copula.  Unlike (2), Speaker B’s utterances in (3) 

and (4) are perfectly acceptable, despite the fact that the DP John is followed by a case or 

focus marker.  This indicates that although ellipsis involves the copula, its structure is not 

the same as that of the DP predicate structure. 

The next question is, then, how ellipsis relates to the DP predicate structure.  This 

question is a part of discussions on recovery conditions10: why the copula appears cannot 

                                                 
10 See Section 1.1.1.2. 
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be discussed without considering what represents an elliptical site.  The semantic 

approach needs to include the copula in the resolution equation.  The syntactic approach 

can assume that there is an internal structure of an elliptical site, as shown in (5), which 

is Speaker B’s utterance from (3). 

(5) Speaker B’: John-ga sushi-o tabeta desu ka? 

 John-NOM sushi-ACC ate COP Q 

However, in Japanese, TPs cannot be directly followed by the copula, as shown in (6).   

(6) * John-ga sushi-o tabeta desu ka? 

 John-NOM sushi-ACC ate COP Q 

(6) shows that the TP John-ga sushi-o tabeta cannot be directly followed by the copula 

desu.  We need an explanation that can fill the gap between ellipsis and the DP predicate 

structure. 

In some cases of ellipsis, on the other hand, DPs followed by the copula are not 

marked by linguistic material, as shown in Speaker B’s response in (7). 

(7) Speaker A: Dare-ga sushi-o tabeta no? 

 who-NOM sushi-ACC ate Q 

 ‘Who ate sushi? 

 Speaker B: John da. 

 John COP 

 ‘John did.’ 

In Speaker B’s utterance of (7), John is immediately followed by the copula.  This 

pattern parallels the Japanese DP predicate structure in (1).  Then, a question arises: if 
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John da in Speaker B’s utterance of (7) is the predicate of a DP predicate structure like 

(1), then what is the structure of the subject?  Again, this question has to be discussed in 

relation to recovery conditions.  The semantic approach needs an explanation for 

inclusion of the DP predicate structure in the resolution equation.  The syntactic approach 

can assume that there is a structure in the subject position, as shown in (8), which is 

Speaker B’s utterance from (7). 

(8) Sushi-o tabeta wa John da. 

 sushi-ACC ate TOP John COP 

However, the topic marker –wa cannot immediately follow a TP in Japanese, as shown in 

(9). 

(9) * Sushi-o tabeta wa John da. 

 sushi-ACC ate TOP John COP 

(9) shows that the topic marker –wa cannot directly follow the TP sushi-o tabeta ‘ate 

sushi’.  How ellipsis relates to the DP predicate structure appears to be the key to the 

investigation of ellipsis. 

In addition to the two types of ellipsis above, one where a DP is marked by 

linguistic material, and the other where it is not, there is another type of ellipsis in 

Japanese.  This type involves adverbials, as shown in Speaker B’s utterance of (10). 

(10) Speaker A: Mary-wa sushi-o taberu. 

 Mary-TOP sushi-ACC eat 

 ‘Mary eats sushi.’ 
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 Speaker B: John-wa zenzen da. 

 John-TOP at all COP 

 ‘John doesn’t at all (interpreted as John doesn’t eat sushi at all).’ 

In Speaker B’s utterance of (10), an adverbial expression zenzen ‘at all’ is immediately 

followed by the copula.  Zenzen is an adverbial expression that is also a Negative 

Polarity Item.  In a full-fledged VP predicate structure, adverbial expressions must 

appear with a verb or an adjectival, as shown in (11), and appearance of the copula is not 

acceptable, as shown in (12). 

(11) John-wa zenzen sushi-o tabe-nai. 

 John-TOP at all sushi-ACC eat-NEG 

 ‘John does not eat sushi at all.’ 

(12) * John-wa zenzen sushi-o tabe-nai da 

 John-TOP at all sushi-ACC eat-NEG COP 

Here, another question arises: what allows the copula to appear in ellipsis where 

adverbials are involved? 

In sum, there are three types of ellipsis in terms of what appears before the copula.  

Ellipsis where a DP is followed by a marker as in (13), ellipsis where a DP is directly 

followed by the copula as in (14), and ellipsis where an adverbial precedes the copula as 

in (15). 

(13) John-ga da. 

 John-NOM COP 
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(14) John da. 

 John COP 

(15) John-wa zenzen da. 

 John-TOP at all COP 

In the following sections, I review previous analyses regarding the appearance of the 

copula in ellipsis.  I then discuss advantages and disadvantages of each analysis, and 

explore an approach that can account for the three types of ellipsis. 

 

2.2 Previous analyses 

In previous studies of Japanese ellipsis, there are two lines of analysis that account for 

the appearance of the copula.  In their analysis of Japanese Sluicing, Nishiyama (1995) 

among others claim that Sluicing is derived from a cleft construction11, and that the 

copula is a part of the construction.  I will refer to this analysis as the Cleft-based 

Analysis.  In their analysis of Korean and Japanese VPE, Kim and Sohn (1998) claim 

that the copula appears to support the tense after focus movement.  I will refer to this 

analysis as the Tense Support Analysis.  In the following subsections, I examine the 

previous analyses, and argue that the Cleft-based Analysis has an advantage over the 

                                                 
11 The Japanese cleft construction is wh-cleft, as shown in (i) and (ii). 
(i) John-ga tabeta no wa sushi da. 
 John-NOM ate  NL TOP sushi COP 
 ‘What John ate is sushi.’ 
(ii) John-ga atta no wa Mary da. 
 John-NOM saw NL TOP Mary COP 
 ‘Who John met is Mary.’ 
In this dissertation, I use “cleft construction” as a general term to refer to any cleft constructions including 
it-cleft, wh-cleft, and it’s-that cleft. 
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Tense Support Analysis in accounting for the presence of the copula because the copula 

is a part of the cleft construction. 

 

2.2.1 Two types of cleft construction for ellipsis 

The Cleft-based Analysis is further divided into two categories.  One is what I refer to as 

the DP-focused Cleft Analysis, where a DP is focused in the predicate position of the 

cleft construction, as shown in (16). 

(16) Sushi-o tabeta no wa John da. 

 sushi-ACC ate NL TOP John COP 

 ‘Who ate sushi is John.’ 

In (16), a DP John is focused in the predicate position.  The other type is what I refer to 

as the CP-focused Cleft Analysis, where a CP is focused in the predicate position of the 

cleft construction, as shown in (17). 

(17) John-ga sushi-o tabeta no da. 

 John-NOM sushi-ACC ate NL COP 

 ‘It’s that John ate sushi.’ 

In (17), the whole CP John-ga sushi-o tabeta no ‘that John ate sushi’ is focused in the 

predicate position. 

 

2.2.1.1 DP-focused Cleft Analysis 

Nishiyama (1995) among others analyze Japanese Sluicing, and claim that it is derived 

from a DP-focused Cleft Construction, as in (18). 
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(18) [ti sushi-o tabeta no]-wa Johni da. 

 sushi-ACC ate NL TOP John COP 

 ‘Who ate sushi is John.’ 

In (18), a DP John moves to the predicate position as a focused DP.  Proponents of the 

DP-focused Cleft Analysis claim that Japanese Sluicing as in the second conjunct of (19) 

has the structure of a DP-focused Cleft Construction.  (20) illustrates this. 

(19) John-ga nanika tabeta ga, nani-(o) da ka wakara-nai. 

 John-NOM something ate but what-(ACC) COP Q know-NEG 

 ‘John ate something, but (I) don’t know what.’ 

(20) DP-focused Cleft Analysis 

 a. Underlying DP-focused Cleft Construction 

 [John-ga ti tabeta no]-wa nani-(o)i da ka wakara-nai 

 John-NOM ate NL TOP what-(ACC) COP Q know-NEG 

 ‘(I) don’t know what John ate.’ 

 b. Subject CP Deletion 

 [John-ga ti tabeta no]-wa nani-(o)i da ka wakara-nai 

 [John-NOM ate NL]-TOP what-(ACC) COP Q know-NEG 

 ‘(I) don’t know what.’ 

(20a) is a DP-focused Cleft Construction where a CP John-ga ti tabeta ‘John ate ti’ 

nominalized by a nominalizer no sits in the topic position.  Then the topic CP John-ga ti 

tabeta no wa is deleted as in (20b) leaving nani-(o) da ka wakara-nai ‘(I) don’t know 

what’. 
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The DP-focused Cleft Analysis is also used to account for other types of ellipsis, 

like the second part of (21).  Fukaya and Hoji (1999) argue that the DP-focused Cleft 

Construction underlies Japanese ellipsis like that in the second part of (21) Tom(-o) mo 

da, and refer to this type of ellipsis as Stripping. 

(21) John-ga Bill-o hihansita. Tom(-o) mo da. 

 John-NOM Bill-ACC criticized Tom-(ACC) also/too COP 

 ‘John criticized Bill; and Tom, too.’ 

In the second part of (21), a DP Tom(-o) is marked by a focus marker –mo and the copula 

follows it.   The fully represented sentence of the second part is (22). 

(22) [John-ga ti hihanshita no ]-wa [Tom(-o) mo]i da. 

 [John-NOM  criticized NL]-TOP Tom-(ACC) also/too COP 

 ‘The one who John also criticized is Tom.’ 

In the underlying construction (22), a DP Tom(-o) followed by a focus marker –mo 

moves to the predicate position as a focused DP. 

The DP-focused Cleft Analysis can account for the appearance of the copula.  

However, there are two issues we need to further discuss.  First, the proponents indicate 

that the appearance of linguistic material that marks DPs in the predicate position is 

optional.  According to the analysis, the accusative marker -o in (19) is optional.  There is 

no account for when it can or cannot appear12.  Second issue is the ungrammaticality of 

                                                 
12 Fukaya and Hoji (1999) observe that the Case-Marked Sluicing (CM-sluicing) and the Non-Case-Marked 
Sluicing (Non-CM-sluicing) exhibit different properties.  First, CM-sluicing requires a linguistic antecedent, 
while Non-CM-sluicing does not.  Second, a wh-phrase in the CM-sluicing observes the subjacency 
constraint, while that in the Non-CM-sluicing does not.  These observations support my claim that there are 
two types of Sluicing in Japanese. 
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the appearance of linguistic material that marks DPs in the predicate position.  Their 

account assumes that a DP-focused Cleft Construction where the focused DP is followed 

by a marker, such as a case marker, is acceptable.  However, a focused DP in the 

predicate position cannot be marked by a marker, and if it is marked, the sentence is not 

acceptable.  (23) and (24) illustrate this. 

(23) Sushi-o tabeta no wa John da. 

 sushi-ACC ate NL TOP John COP 

 ‘Who ate sushi is John,’ 

(24) * Sushi-o tabeta no wa John-ga da. 

 sushi-ACC ate NL TOP John-NOM COP 

In (23), a DP John is not followed by any markers, while in (24), a DP John is followed 

by the nominative case marker –ga.  (23) is acceptable, however, (24) is not.  This 

suggests that a DP-focused Cleft Construction can be the source of ellipsis with a DP 

without a marker, as in Speaker B’s utterance of (25), but not for ellipsis with a DP with a 

marker as in Speaker B’s utterance of (26). 

(25) Speaker A: Dare-ga sushi-o tabeta no? 

 who-NOM sushi-ACC ate Q 

 ‘Who ate sushi?’ 

 Speaker B: John da. 

 John COP 

 ‘John did.’ 
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(26) [Speakers A and B know that John does not like sushi.  Responding to the news 

that John ate sushi…] 

 Speaker A: John-ga sushi-o tabeta! 

 John-NOM sushi-ACC ate 

 ‘John ate sushi!’ 

 Speaker B: John-ga desu ka? 

 John-NOM COP Q 

 ‘John!?  (What a surprise!)’ 

 

2.2.1.2 CP-focused Cleft Analysis 

Hiraiwa and Ishihara (2002) also argue that the Japanese cleft construction and Japanese 

Sluicing share the same structure.  However, their analysis is different from that of the 

DP-focused Cleft Analysis in two ways. 

One is that they differentiate Sluicing with a wh-phrase with a marker, as in (27), 

from Sluicing with a wh-phrase without a marker, as in (28).  They refer to the former as 

Sluicing, and the latter as Pseudo-Sluicing. 

(27) Sluicing 

 John-ga nanika tabeta ga, nani-o da ka wakara-nai. 

 John-NOM something ate but what-ACC COP Q know-NEG 

 ‘John ate something, but (I) don’t know what.’ 
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(28) Pseudo-Sluicing 

 John-ga nanika tabeta ga, nani da ka wakara-nai. 

 John-NOM something ate but what COP Q know-NEG 

 ‘John ate something, but (I) don’t know what.’ 

According to them, Sluicing is parallel with DP-focused Cleft Construction in terms of its 

underlying structure, as in (29), and Pseudo-Sluicing with pseudo-cleft construction (wh-

cleft construction), as in (30). 

(29) John-ga tabeta no wa sushi-o da. 

 John-NOM ate NL TOP sushi-ACC COP 

 ‘It is sushi that John ate.’ 

(30) John-ga tabeta no wa sushi da. 

 John-NOM ate NL TOP sushi COP 

 ‘What John ate is sushi.’ 

Hiraiwa and Ishihara consider different structures for each type of Sluicing.  However, as 

with the DP-focused Cleft Analysis, they also assume that a DP with a marker can be in 

the predicate position of a DP-focused Cleft Construction, as in (29).  In that sense, 

although they argue that there are two types of Sluicing in Japanese, the analysis itself is 

the same as the DP-focused Cleft Analysis. 

The other difference is that Hiraiwa and Ishihara claim that cleft construction is 

derived from the No-da ‘It’s that’ Construction (what I refer to as the CP-focused Cleft 
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Construction).  According to them, a cleft construction in (29)13 is derived from the No-

da Construction, as in (31). 

(31) [FOC[CP[TP John-ga sushi-o tabeta] no] da]. 

 John-NOM sushi-ACC ate NL COP 

 ‘It’s that John ate sushi.’ 

In the No-da Construction, a whole sentence is nominalized by a nominalizer no followed 

by the copula da, as in (31).  In (31), a CP John-ga sushi-o tabeta no ‘that John ate sushi’ 

is focused.  In their analysis, the copula is the head of FocP. 

Hiraiwa and Ishihara’s analysis provides a plausible account of the usage of the 

No-da Construction in discourse.  The No-da Construction has long been discussed 

mainly focusing on its usage in discourse.  Researchers agree that speakers use the No-da 

Construction when they want to add explanations for their actions, or emphasize the 

explanation.  The following examples in (32) and (33) illustrate this.  Desu in (32) and 

(33) is the polite form of the copula da. 

(32) [The speaker is leaving work earlier than usual.  Responding to her/his 

colleague’s looking like he/she wants to know why the speaker is leaving so 

early…] 

 Kaze-o hiita no  desu. 

 cold-ACC caught NL COP 

 ‘It’s that I caught a cold.’ 

                                                 
13 Hiraiwa and Ishihara (2002) do not have account of the derivation for what they refer to as “Pseudo-cleft 
Construction,” where no linguistic materials follow a DP, as in (30). 
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(33) [The speaker is wearing a new sweater.  Responding to his/her friend’s 

recognition of the new sweater…] 

 Sale-de  katta  no  desu. 

 sale-on bought  NL  COP 

 ‘It’s that I bought it on sale.’ 

In (32), the speaker explains why she/he is leaving early without being asked why.  In 

(33), the speaker explains why she/he can afford the new sweater without being asked 

why.  In (32) and (33), the use of the No-da Construction is sufficient to indicate that 

speakers are explaining the situation.  This is because, as in Hiraiwa and Ishihara’s 

analysis, a whole CP is focused in the No-da Construction. 

According to Hiraiwa and Ishihara, the Japanese cleft construction is derived from 

the CP-focused Cleft Construction (No-da Construction) through focus movement and 

remnant topicalization.  This is illustrated in (34).  (34a) is a CP-focused Cleft 

Construction.  (34b) illustrates focus movement, where a focused element moves up to 

the Spec position of FocP.  (34c) illustrates remnant topicalization, where the remnant 

from focus movement moves up to the Spec position of TopP. 

(34) a. No-da Construction 

 [CP [TP John-ga [VP sushi-o  tabeta]]  no]  da. 

 John-TOP  sushi-ACC  ate  NL  COP 

 ‘It’s that John ate sushi.’ 
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 b. Focus Movement 

 [FOCP sushi-oi [CP [TP John-ga [VP ti tabeta]] no]  da]. 

 sushi-ACC John-NOM ate  NL  COP 

 ‘It’s that John ate sushi [the emphasis is on sushi].’ 

 c. Remnant Topicalization 

 [CP [TP John-ga [VP ti tabeta]] no]j-wa  sushi-oi  tj  da 

 John-NOM  ate  NL  TOP  sushi-ACC  COP 

 ‘It is sushi that John ate.’ 

In the CP-focused Cleft Construction in (34a), the whole clause John-ga sushi-o tabeta 

‘John ate sushi’ is nominalized by a nominalizer no and the copula follows.  In (34b), a 

focused element sushi-o ‘sushi-ACC’ moves up to the Spec position of FocP.  In (34c), the 

remnant John-ga ti tabeta no moves up to the Spec position of TopP. 

Hiraiwa and Ishihara apply their cleft construction analysis to Japanese Sluicing, 

as illustrated in (35).  According to them, for Sluicing, remnant deletion occurs instead of 

remnant topicalization. 

(35) CP-focused Cleft Analysis 

 a. No-da Construction 
 

 [CP[TP John-ga [VP nani-o tabeta]] no] da ka wakara-nai 
 
 John-NOM what-ACC ate NL COP Q know-NEG 
 
 ‘(I) don’t know what it is that John ate.’ 
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 b. Focus Movement 
 
  [FOCP nani-oi [CP [TP John-ga  [VP ti  tabeta]] no] da] ka wakara-nai 
 
 what-ACC  John-NOM ate NL COP Q know-NEG 
 
 ‘(I) don’t know what it is that John ate [The emphasize is on nani-o].’ 

 c. Remnant Deletion 

 [FOCP nani-oi [CP [TP John-ga  [VP ti  tabeta]]  no] da] ka wakara-nai 
 
 what-ACC  John-NOM ate NL COP Q know-NEG 
 
 ‘(I) don’t know what.’ 

(35a) is a CP-focused Cleft Construction, where an entire clause John-ga nani-o tabeta 

‘what John ate’ is nominalized by a nominalizer no, and the copula da follows.  Then in 

(35b), the focus element nani-o ‘what-acc’ moves to the Spec position of FocP.  In (35c), 

the remnant is deleted instead of topicalization. 

Hiraiwa and Ishihara’s analysis clearly explains why the copula appears in the 

elliptical structures they are concerned with.  Also, their analysis has potential to apply to 

other types of ellipsis that the DP-focused Cleft Analysis cannot account for.  For 

example, the DP-focused Cleft Analysis cannot account for ellipsis where adverbials are 

involved, as illustrated in (36).  However, the CP-focused Cleft Analysis can account for 

ellipsis with adverbials, as illustrated in (37). 

(36) * [John-ga ti sushi-o tabe-nai no]-wa zenzeni da. 

 John-NOM sushi-ACC eat-NEG NL TOP at all COP 

(37) a. [[John-ga zenzen sushi-o tabe-nai] no] da. 

 John-NOM at all sushi-ACC eat-NEG NL COP 
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 b. John-wai zenzenj [[ti  tj sushi-o tabe-nai] no] da. 

 John-TOP at all sushi-ACC eat-NEG NL COP 

(36) is not grammatical as a DP-focused Cleft Construction, because an adverbial, zenzen 

‘at all’, is in the DP predicate position of the cleft construction.  Thus, the DP-focused 

Cleft Analysis is not applicable.  (37a) is grammatical as a CP-focused Cleft Construction.  

From the CP-focused Cleft Construction, the topic John and the focus zenzen undergo 

topic movement and focus movement, respectively, and the remnant is deleted, as in 

(37b).  The CP-focused Cleft Analysis is plausible to account for how the adverbial can 

precede the copula in the elliptical structure. 

 

2.2.2 DP-focused Cleft Analysis and CP-focused Cleft Analysis 

As we have seen above, both the DP-focused Cleft Analysis and the CP-focused Cleft 

Analysis can account for the presence of the copula.  In the following subsections, I 

compare the two analyses and discuss the advantages and disadvantages for each.  I argue 

that the DP-focused Cleft Analysis can account for ellipsis where a DP is not followed by 

a marker, and the CP-focused Cleft Analysis can account for ellipsis where a DP is 

followed by a marker and ellipsis where adverbials are involved. 

 

2.2.2.1 DP with a case marker vs. DP without a case marker 

There are two types of ellipsis in terms of whether case markers can mark DPs or not.  

Ellipsis where the DP is not followed by a case marker is illustrated in (38), and ellipsis 

where the DP is followed by a case marker is illustrated in (39). 
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(38) Speaker A: Dare-ga sushi-o tabeta no? 

  who-NOM sushi-ACC ate Q 

  ‘Who ate sushi?’ 

 Speaker B: John da. 

  John COP 

(39) [Speakers A and B know that John does not like sushi.  Responding to the news 

that John ate sushi…] 

 Speaker A: John-ga sushi-o tabeta! 

  John-NOM sushi-ACC ate 

  ‘John ate sushi!’ 

 Speaker B: John-ga desu ka? 

  John-NOM COP Q 

  ‘John!?  (What a surprise!)’ 

As described in the previous section, a DP with a case marker cannot be a predicate DP in 

a DP-focused Cleft Construction; thus, the CP-focused Cleft Analysis has an advantage 

in ellipsis where the DP is followed by a case marker. 

For ellipsis where the DP is not followed by a case marker, as in (38), the DP-

focused Cleft Analysis has an advantage.  In the CP-focused Cleft Analysis, the focused 

DP moves to the Spec position of FocP with the marker, as illustrated in (40).  Thus, the 

DP without a case marker cannot appear in the Spec position of FocP, as shown in (41), 

which suggests that the CP-focused Cleft Analysis cannot be applied to this type of 

ellipsis. 
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(40) [FOC John-gai [CP[TP ti sushi-o tabeta] no] da.] 

  John-NOM sushi-ACC ate NL COP 

  ‘It’s that John ate sushi.’ 

(41) * [FOC Johni [CP[TP ti sushi-o tabeta] no] da.] 

  John  sushi-ACC ate NL COP 

In contrast, in a DP-focused Cleft Construction, the DP is not followed by a case marker 

in the DP predicate position, as in (42). 

(42) [Sushi-o tabeta no]-wa John da. 

 sushi-ACC ate NL TOP John COP 

 ‘The person who ate sushi is John,’ 

Thus, the DP-focused Cleft Construction Analysis accounts for ellipsis where the DP is 

not followed by a case marker, as in (38). 

 

2.2.2.2 Also-phrase 

According to Kiss (1998), there are two kinds of focus; Identificational Focus and 

Information Focus.  Identificational Focus represents a subset of a set of contextually 

given elements.  Information Focus simply represents new information.  DP-focused 

Cleft Construction is a realization of Identificational Focus.  For example, in (43), sushi 

of Speaker B’s utterance is Identificational Focus since sushi is the only food Speaker B 

ate.  Syntactically, it can sit in the focus position of a DP-focused Cleft Construction.  

The entity sushi is contrasted with other food, and Speaker B is saying that s/he ate sushi, 

not other food. 
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(43) Speaker A: What did you eat last night? 

 Speaker B: It was sushi that I ate last night. 

According to Kiss, also-phrases and even-phrases cannot be Identificational 

Focus, as in (44) and (45), respectively.  Also-phrases or even-phrases implys that the 

entity is not the only item that is involved. 

(44) * It was also sushi that I ate last night. 

(45) * It was even sushi that I ate last night. 

In Japanese, consistent with Kiss’ claim, a DP followed by –mo ‘also/too’ cannot 

be an Identificational Focus.  Example (46), where a DP sushi is not marked by –mo, is 

grammatical, while Example (47), where a DP sushi is marked by –mo is ungrammatical. 

(46)  [CP[TP Yuube tabeta] no] wa sushi da. 

 last night ate NL TOP sushi COP 

 ‘What I ate last night is sushi.’ 

(47) * [CP[TP Yuube tabeta] no] wa sushi-mo da. 

 last night ate NL TOP sushi-also/too COP 

Thus, if Japanese ellipsis is derived from a DP-focused Cleft Construction, as Nishiyma 

(1995) among others claim, ellipsis where the DP with -mo ‘also/too’ is immediately 

followed by the copula should be ungrammatical.  However, a DP with -mo can be 

focused in Japanese ellipsis, as in (48). 

(48) Kinoo  sashimi-o  tabeta.   Sushi-mo   da. 

 yesterday  sashimi-ACC  ate    sushi-also/too COP 

 ‘(I) ate sashimi.  (I ate) sushi too.’ 



Chapter 2 Ellipsis and the Copula  55 
 
 
This indicates that a DP-focused Cleft Analysis cannot account for ellipsis where an also-

phrase is involved, as in (48) above. 

In contrast, in the CP-focused Cleft Analysis, a whole clause is focused first, as 

shown in (49).  Then the focused DP sushi-mo moves to the Spec position of FocP, and 

the remnant deletion follows, as shown in (50). 

(49) [FOC[CP[TP Sushi-mo tabeta] no] da]. 

 sushi-also/too ate NL COP 

 ‘It’s that I ate sushi too.’ 

(50) [FOC Sushi-moi [CP[TP ti  tabeta] no] da]. 

For ellipsis where an also-phrase is involved, the CP-focused Cleft Analysis has an 

advantage over the DP-focused Cleft Analysis. 

 

2.2.2.3 Adverbial expressions 

Some Japanese ellipsis involves adverbial expressions, as in (51).  In (51), mada 

‘yet/still’, which is an adverbial expression, precedes the copula in ellipsis.  Although 

Speaker B’s utterance does not contain a verb, the verb ‘eat’ is recoverable in its 

interpretation. 

(51) Speaker A: John-wa  moo  lunch-o  tabeta. 

  John-TOP  already  lunch-ACC  ate 

  ‘John already ate lunch.’ 
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 Speaker B: Mary-wa  mada  da. 

  Mary-TOP  yet  COP 

  ‘Mary has not had lunch yet.’ 

In a DP-focused Cleft Construction, certain adverbials cannot be in the focus 

position.  Yet is one of them.  This is illustrated in (52) and (53).  (52) is an English 

example, and (53) is a Japanese example. 

(52) * It is yet that Mary has not had lunch. 

(53) * Mary-ga  lunch-o  tabete-i-nai  no  wa  mada  da. 

  Mary-NOM  lunch-ACC  eat-PROG-NEG  NL  TOP  yet   COP 

In contrast, in a CP-focused Cleft Construction, the whole CP is focused, as 

shown in (54).  Then the topic (Mary here) and the focused adverbial (mada here) move 

out of the CP, and remnant deletion follows, as shown in (55). 

(54) [FOC[CP[TPMary-wa  mada lunch-o tabete-i-nai] no] da]. 

 Mary-TOP  yet lunch-ACC eat-PROG-NEG NL COP 

 ‘It’s that Mary has not had lunch yet.’ 

(55) [TOP Mary-wai[FOC madaj[CP[TP ti tj lunch-o tabete-i-nai] no] da]]. 

 Mary-TOP yet   lunch-ACC eat-PROG-NEG NL COP 

Thus in ellipsis that involves certain adverbials which cannot be focused by themselves, 

the CP-focused Cleft Analysis has an advantage over the DP-focused Cleft Analysis. 

 

2.2.2.4 Multiple-foci 

Japanese allows multiple-foci, as in (56) and (57). 
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(56) John-ga  doko-de  nani-o  tabeta  no  da  ka  wakara-nai. 

 John-NOM  where-at  what-ACC  ate NL  COP  Q  know-NEG 

 ‘(I) don’t know where and what John ate.’ 

(57) John-ga  nihon-de  Mary to  kekkon-sita.  Nihon-de  Mary to  da. 

 John-NOM  Japan-in  Mary-with got married.  Japan-in  Mary-with  COP 

 ‘John got married to Mary in Japan.  In Japan and to Mary (that is unexpected)! 

When there is more than one focused element as in (56) and (57) above, markers are 

obligatory.  Thus (58), which is the second part of (57), is ungrammatical.  In the DP-

focused Cleft Construction, a DP in the DP predicate position does not allow a marker, as 

in (59).  The DP-focused Cleft Analysis has no account of the obligatory marking when 

there are multiple-foci. 

(58) * Nihon  Mary da. 

 John  Mary COP 

(59) John-ga  tabeta  no  wa  sushi  da. 

 John-NOM  ate  NL  TOP  sushi  COP 

 ‘What John ate is sushi.’ 

In contrast, in a CP-focused Cleft Construction, markers are required for each 

focused item, as shown (60). 

(60) [FOC Nihon-dei [FOC Mary-toj [CP [TP John-ga ti tj kekkon-sita] no] da]] 

 Japan-in Mary-with John-NOM got married NL COP 

 ‘It’s that John got married with Mary in Japan.’ 
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This shows that only the CP-focused Cleft Construction Analysis can account for the 

cases of ellipsis where multi-foci is involved. 

 

2.2.3 Tense Support Analysis 

Kim and Sohn (1998) examine Korean and Japanese constructions that look similar to 

English VPE.  They refer to them as Pseudo-VPE, and claim that the copula in these 

structures appears to support tense.  In the following subsections, I discuss the advantages 

and disadvantages of the Tense Support Analysis. 

 

2.2.3.1 Pseudo-VPE and the copula 

(61) is a Korean example, and (62) is a Japanese example.  In both examples, the copula 

(ya for Korean, and da for Japanese) appears following an elided VP. 

(61) John-i sakwa-lul meke (kuliko) Mary-to [e] ya 

 John-NOM apple-ACC eat and Mary-FOC  is 

 ‘John eats an apple, and Mary does too.’ 

(62) John-ga ringo-o taberu (soshite) Mary-mo [e] da 

 John-NOM apple-ACC eat and Mary-FOC  is 

 ‘John eats an apple, and Mary does too.’ 

 (Kim and Sohn 1998: 460) 

In (61) and (62), a focused element (Mary-to in Korean (61) and Mary-mo ‘also’ in 

Japanese (62)) is followed by ya in Korean and da in Japanese.  Kim and Shon refer to 
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the copula as an “expletive verb”, and propose that the copula appears to support tense 

after the deletion of the VP. 

 

2.2.3.2 Disadvantage of the Tense Support Analysis 

I note that the Kim and Sohn’s proposal would not work for Japanese.  The tense of the 

copula in the Japanese ellipsis is not required to match that of the elided verb.  For 

example, in the case where the tense of the clause is past before ellipsis occurs, the tense 

of the copula in the elliptical structure can be past, as in Speaker B’s utterance in (63).  

Also, it can be present, as in Speaker B’s utterance in (64). 

(63) Speaker A: John-ga sushi-o tabeta. 

  John-NOM sushi-ACC eat.PAST 

  ‘John ate sushi.’ 

 Speaker B: Mary-mo datta. 

  Mary-also/to COP.PAST 

  ‘Mary did too.’ 

(64) Speaker A: John-ga sushi-o tabeta. 

  John-NOM sushi-ACC eat.PAST 

  ‘John ate sushi.’ 

 Speaker B: Mary-mo da. 

  Mary-also/to COP.NPAST 

  ‘Mary did too.’ 
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The above examples indicate that the copula in the Japanese elliptical structure does not 

support tense. 

Interestingly, the tense of the copula in CP-focused Cleft Constructions do not 

always match that of a verb of the focused CP, as in (65) – (68). 

(65) Mary-mo [[sushi-o taberu] no] da 

 Mary-FOC sushi-ACC eat.NPAST NL COP.NPAST 

 ‘It’s that Mary eats sushi.’ 

(66) Mary-mo [[sushi-o taberu] no] datta 

 Mary-FOC sushi-ACC eat.NPAST NL COP.PAST 

 ‘It was that Mary ate sushi.’ 

(67) Mary-mo [[sushi-o tabeta] no] da 

 Mary-FOC sushi-ACC eat.PAST NL COP.NPAST 

 ‘It’s that Mary ate sushi.’ 

(68) Mary-mo [[sushi-o tabeta] no] datta 

 Mary-FOC sushi-ACC eat.PAST NL COP.PAST 

  ‘It was that Mary had eaten sushi.’ 

In (65) and (66), the tense of the verb is non-past; however, the tense of the copula is 

non-past in (65) and past in (66).  In (67) and (68), the tense of the verb is past; however, 

these examples show that the tense of the copula can be either non-past or past.  These 
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examples imply that there is parallelism between the copula in the Japanese elliptical 

structure and cleft constructions14. 

 

2.3 Summary 

The above discussion is summarized in Table 1.  The table illustrates which analysis can 

account for issues we have discussed in the previous sections.  All three analyses; the 

DP-focused Cleft Analysis, the CP-focused Cleft Analysis, and the Tense Support 

Analysis can account for the presence of the copula.  However, the Tense Support 

Analysis analyzes that the function of the copula in ellipsis is to support tense, which 

cannot account for the appearance of the copula in Japanese ellipsis.  Thus, I will not 

discuss the Tense Support Analysis further.  The DP-focused Cleft Analysis can account 

for ellipsis where a DP without a marker is followed by the copula.  The CP-focused 

Cleft Analysis can account for other types of ellipsis; that is, ellipsis where a DP with a 

marker is followed by the copula, one where a DP with –mo ‘also/to’ is followed by the 

copula, one where an adverbial is followed by the copula, and multi-foci ellipsis.  In the 

following chapters, I will focus on the Cleft-based Analyses. 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
14 It seems that we need an analysis where the Japanese copula can be considered to be a modal auxiliary 
(Konomi 1994).  However, this discussion is beyond the scope of this dissertation, and I will not discuss the 
function of the copula further here. 
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 Cleft-based Analysis Tense Support 
Analysis DP-focused Cleft Analysis CP-focused Cleft Analysis 

Presence of the 
copula 

� � � 

DP without a marker �   

DP with a marker  �  

Also-phrase  �  

Adverbial  �  

Multi-foci  �  

 

Table 2.1: Type of analysis and its plausibility for each issue in Japanese ellipsis 
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Chapter 3 

Licensing Conditions: Information Focus 

 

 

In this and subsequent chapters, I examine what allows ellipsis, that is, licensing 

conditions for ellipsis.  As shown in the previous chapter, adverbials can appear in 

ellipsis.  However, not all adverbials exhibit the same properties.  In this chapter, the 

distribution of adverbials in ellipsis is examined, and I claim that only adverbials that are 

[+NEG] or [+AFF] can license ellipsis.  Building on López and Winkler (2000), I 

propose that these Japanese adverbials provide Polarity Focus that is in the domain of 

information focus, and license ellipsis.  This analysis allows us to account for ellipsis in 

Japanese, which previous analyses, such as Lobeck (1995), cannot account for because 

Japanese does not have free auxiliary morphemes that carry tense. 

One of the adverbials that can appear in Japanese ellipsis is zenzen ‘at all’.  It is a 

Negative Polarity Item (NPI), which must appear with negation.  Interestingly, in ellipsis 

with zenzen, regardless of the affirmation/negation of the antecedent, the structure of the 

recovered meaning is always negative.  This is illustrated in Speaker B’s utterances in (1) 

and (2). 
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(1) Speaker A: John-wa sake-o noma-nai 

 John-TOP sake-ACC drink-NEG 

 ‘John doesn’t drink sake.’ 

 Speaker B: Mary-mo zenzen [e] da. 

 Mary-also/too at all [not drink sake] COP 

 ‘Mary doesn’t at all either.’ 

(2) Speaker A: John-wa sake-o nomu. 

 John-TOP sake-ACC drink 

 ‘John drinks sake.’ 

 Speaker B: Mary-wa zenzen [e] da. 

 Mary-TOP at all [not drink sake] COP 

 ‘Mary doesn’t at all.’ 

In (1), the structure of the antecedent is negative and that of the recovered meaning is 

also negative.  In (2), although the structure of the antecedent is affirmative, the structure 

of the recovered meaning is negative.  One would think that the negative polarity of 

zenzen can account for this phenomenon.  However, not all NPIs share the same property, 

as shown in (3) and (4).  Speaker B’s utterances of (3) and (4) show that amari ‘much’, 

which is also an NPI, does not allow ellipsis. 

(3) Speaker A: John-wa sake-o noma-nai 

 John-TOP sake-ACC drink-NEG 

 ‘John doesn’t drink sake.’ 
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 Speaker B: * Mary-mo amari [e] da. 

 Mary-also/too much [not drink sake] COP 

 ‘[intended reading] Mary doesn’t much either.’ 

(4) Speaker A: John-wa sake-o nomu. 

 John-TOP sake-ACC drink 

 ‘John drinks sake a lot.’ 

 Speaker B: * Mary-wa amari [e] da. 

 Mary-TOP much [not drink sake] COP 

 ‘[intended reading] Mary doesn’t drink much.’ 

Other examples of adverbials that allow ellipsis are sukosi ‘a bit’ and mada 

‘still/yet’, as shown in Speaker B’s utterances of (5) and (6). 

(5) Speaker A: John-wa takusan sake-o nomu. 

 John-TOP a lot sake-ACC drink 

 ‘John drinks sake a lot.’ 

 Speaker B: Mary-wa sukosi [e] da. 

 Mary-TOP a bit [drink sake] COP 

 ‘Mary does a bit.’ 

(6) Speaker A: John-wa moo ranti-o tabeta. 

 John-TOP already lunch-ACC ate 

 ‘John already ate lunch. 

 Speaker B: Mary-wa mada [e] da. 

 Mary-TOP yet [has not eaten lunch] COP 

 ‘Mary hasn’t yet.’ 
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Sukosi ‘a bit’ in (5) is a Positive Polarity Item (PPI), which must appear with affirmation. 

Affirmation/negation of the recovered meaning of ellipsis with sukosi is always positive.  

However, the positive polarity of sukosi cannot explain the phenomena since not all PPIs 

can appear in ellipsis.  Mada ‘still/yet’ in (6) is an aspectual adverbial, which is not an 

NPI or a PPI.  It seems that if a morpheme is not [+AFF] or [+NEG] in Japanese, even if 

it is an NPI or a PPI, it cannot license ellipsis. 

In this chapter, I examine the distribution of Japanese adverbial expressions in 

ellipsis.  Adverbials which can precede an elliptical site are the at all type of adverbial 

Negative Polarity Items (e.g., zenzen ‘at all’), quantificational adverbial Positive Polarity 

Items (e.g., sukosi ‘a bit’), and an aspectual adverbial that requires continuation of a state, 

mada ‘still/yet’.  I refer to these adverbials as At-all-NPIs, Quantificational PPIs, and 

Continuation-of-state Adverbial, respectively. 

My argument in this chapter is summarized as follows.  At-all-NPIs (e.g., zenzen 

‘at all’) indicate zero quantity; thus, they are inherently [+negative] ([+NEG]).  

Quantificational PPIs (e.g., sukosi ‘a bit’) indicate some quantity other than zero; thus, 

they are inherently [+affirmative] ([+AFF]).  The Continuation-of-state Adverbial, mada 

‘still/yet’, requires that a state remains the same as before the given time; thus, it is 

inherently [Emphatic AFF/NEG].  Building on López and Winkler (2000), I claim that 

adverbials with the [+NEG] or [+AFF] feature can provide Polarity Focus that is housed 

in the domain of information focus (‘lower polarity phrase’ using Drubig’s (1998) term).  

I propose that those adverbials check their [+AFF] or [+NEG] feature at the Specifier 

(Spec) of Sigma Phrase (ΣP), where negation or affirmation surfaces (Laka 1990).  
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Through checking the feature, they are licensed as [+Foc] and they move to the Spec of 

Focus Phrase (‘higher polarity phrase’ in Drubig’s (1998) terms) to check their [+Foc] 

feature.  This allows those adverbials to license ellipsis.  Ellipsis involving contrastive 

focus is discussed in Chapter 4. 

This chapter is constructed as follows.  In Section 3.1, I review three types of 

focus (information focus, contrastive focus, and psychological focus).  López and 

Winkler’s theory of Σ0 licensing of VPE is also reviewed in this section.  I investigate 

adverbials that can precede ellipsis; At-all-NPIs (e.g., zenzen ‘at all’) in Section 3.2, 

Quantificational PPIs (e.g., sukosi ‘a bit’) in Section 3.3, and the Continuation-of-state 

Adverbial mada ‘yet/still’ in Section 3.4.  In those sections, I argue that At-all-NPIs, 

Quantificational PPIs, and the Continuation-of-state Adverbial are [+NEG], [+AFF], and 

[Emphatic AFF/NEG], respectively.  Building on López and Winkler’s theory, I claim 

that those features allow these three types of adverbials to license ellipsis.  Section 3.5 

summarizes my argument. 

 

3.1 Focus and ellipsis 

3.1.1 Three types of focus 

There are three linguistically relevant senses of focus; information focus, contrastive 

focus, and psychological focus (Gundel 1999, Gundel and Fretheim 2004).  Information 

focus is new information about the topic; contrastive focus is linguistic prominence for 

contrast or emphasis; and psychological focus is the current center of attention of speech 

participants.  Information and contrastive focus are considered to be part of sentence-
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internal organization; while psychological focus 15  is a cognitive state of discourse 

participants. 

Focus as sentence-internal organization receives linguistic prosodic and/or 

syntactic prominence (Halliday 1967, Chomsky 1971, Jackendoff 1972, Rooth 1985, 

1992a, 1992b, among others).  According to Rooth, the primary function of focus is 

evoking alternatives, and focus-sensitive operators, such as only, even, and also, evoke 

the contrast.  Rooth does not distinguish information focus from contrastive focus.  

However, research agrees that at least two types of focus have to be differentiated; 

information focus and contrastive focus (Drubig 1994, 1998; Kenesei 1996; Winkler 

1997; Kiss 1998, Vallduví and Vilkuna 1998, Gundel 1999, Selkirk 2002, among others). 

 

3.1.1.1 Information focus 

Information focus16 is the new information in relation to the topic17.  Examples (7) and 

(8) illustrate this. 

(7) John went to Japan.  He ate sushi there. 

(8) Speaker A: What did John eat? 

 Speaker B: He ate sushi. 

                                                 
15 Since psychological focus is not relevant to the discussion in Japanese ellipsis, it is not further discussed 
in this dissertation. 
16 Gundel (1999) refers to this type of focus as ‘semantic focus’ following Cutler and Fodor (1979).  What 
is something called ‘presentational focus’ (e.g., Selkirk 2002, Drubig 1994, 1998) is a subtype of 
information focus.  Following Kiss (1998), and Gundel and Fretheim (2004), I refer to this type of focus as 
‘information focus’. 
17 Topic as I use the term here corresponds roughly to ‘presupposition’ (Chomsky 1971), ‘background’ 
(Jacobs 1991), and ‘common ground’ (Vallduví 1992).  (See also Gundel and Fretheim (2004)). 
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In the second sentence of (7), the speaker is talking about John and Japan, and the 

comment/new information about John in Japan is ate sushi; thus the information focus.  

In (8), sushi in Speaker B’s answer is the new information responding to the topic 

established by Speaker A’s question, what John ate; thus, sushi is information focus. 

 

3.1.1.2 Contrastive focus 

Contrastive focus occurs when constituents are linguistically prominent (Gundel 1999), 

evoking alternatives within a set of entities.  Kiss (1998) uses the term identificational 

focus.  She argues, however, that identificational (=contrastive) focus and (simple) 

information focus are different in the following respects: 

(1) the identificational focus expresses exhaustive identification; information focus 
merely marks the nonpresupposed nature of the information it carries. 
(2) Certain types of constituents, universal quantifiers, also-phrases, and even-phrases, 
for example, cannot function as identificational foci; but the type of constituents that can 
function as information focus is not restricted. 
(3) The identificational focus does, information focus does not, take scope. 
(4) The identificational focus is moved to the specifier of a functional projection; 
information focus, however, does not involve any movement. 
(5) The identificational focus is always coextensive with an XP available for operator 
movement, but information focus can be either smaller or larger. 
(6) The identificational focus can be iterated, but information focus can project. 
(Kiss 1998:248) 

According to Kiss, the semantic operation provided by the contrastive focus is 

characterized as exclusion by identification, or exhaustiveness.  She claims that a clefted 

constituent is contrastive focus.  Since universal quantifiers or additive particles (also-

phrase and even-phrase) cannot exclude the rest of a set of entities, they cannot be 

clefted18, as shown in (9) – (11). 

                                                 
18 Kiss (1998) notes that some cleft also-phrases are acceptable when they are in a context where they can 
be identified as a member of a relevant set, as shown in (i) below. 
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(9) * It was every hat that Mary picked for herself. 

(10) ? It was also a hat that Mary picked for herself. 

(11) * It was even a hat that Mary picked for herself. 

 (Kiss 1998: 252) 

 

3.1.2 López and Winkler’s (2000) theory 

Most previous analyses of information structure of ellipsis constructions have discussed 

only contrastive focus (e.g., Rooth 1992b, Tomioka 1995, Kim 1997, Romero 1998).  

López and Winkler’s (2000) study of information structure of verb phrase anaphora, on 

the other hand, sheds light on information focus in ellipsis constructions.  Following 

Laka (1990), they assume that the negation/affirmation features are encapsulated in the 

syntax under a functional category Sigma Phrase (ΣP).  According to them, ΣP is in the 

domain of information focus (‘presentational focus’ in their term), and the head of ΣP 

(Σ0) licenses Verb Phrase Anaphora (VPA). 

The examples below, (12) – (14), illustrate that Σ
0 licenses ellipsis.  In each 

language, (a) is an example with the [+NEG] feature; and (b) is an example with the 

[+AFF] feature. 

(12) English 

 a. Peter has seen “Wag the Dog” but John has not. 

 b. John has not seen “Wag the Dog” but Peter has. 
                                                                                                                                                 
(i) A: Bill danced with Mary. 
 B: No, it was Sam that danced with Mary. 
 C: It was also John that danced with her. 
 (Kiss 1998: 252) 
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(13) Spanish 

 a. Susana leyó Guerra y Paz pero María no. 

 Susana read War and Peace but Maria not 

 b. María no leyó Guerra y Paz pero Susana sí. 

 Maria not read War and Peace but Susana yes 

(14) German 

 a. Jan kann die Aufgabe lösen, aber ich weiß, dass Peter es nicht. 

 Jan can the task solve but I know that Peter es not 

 b. Peter kann die Aufgabe nicht lösen, aber ich wieß, dass Jan es kann. 

 Peter can the task not solve  but  I know that Jan es can 

In the English example (12a), an auxiliary verb has followed by the negation marker not 

precedes an elliptical site; and in (12b) an auxiliary has precedes an elliptical site.  In the 

Spanish examples (13a) and (13b), unlike English, auxiliary verbs are prohibited from 

preceding an elliptical site.  Instead, a negation marker no in (13a) and an affirmation 

marker sí in (13b) precede an elliptical site.  In the German examples (14a) and (14b), the 

anaphoric morpheme es occupies the site where a VP is elided.  López and Winkler 

schematize the structure, as in (15).  According to them, the remnants are base-generated 

left-dislocated constituents, and can be contrastive topic or contrastive focus. 

(15) [REMNANT XP] [(AUX) AFF/NEG] [VP / es]19 

Unlike previous studies of information structure in ellipsis constructions, which 

claim that the remnant is interpreted as contrastive focus, López and Winkler (2000) 

                                                 
19 According to López and Winkler, the feature of es is attracted to Σ; and es is pied-piped to the ΣP 
position. 
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argue that the remnant can be interpreted as either contrastive focus or topic.  Example 

(16) is an example where the remnant is contrastive topic, and (17) is an example where 

the remnant is contrastive focus. 

(16) Peter has seen “Wag the Dog” but John has not. 

 (López and Winkler, 2000: 646) 

In (16), although John is new in the discourse, it can be assumed that John is a subset of 

a given set.  Therefore, the remnant is interpreted as a contrastive topic. 

(17) Those students didn’t turn in their homework on time. 

 Only MARY did. 

 (López and Winkler, 2000: 646) 

In (17), with only, the remnant is interpreted as contrastive focus. 

 

3.2. Adverbials with the [+NEG] feature 

The Japanese negation morpheme is bound to a verb, and also Japanese does not have the 

equivalent of do-support.  Thus, ellipsis where negation is involved is different from 

English.  Examples (18) and (19) illustrate the contrast between English and Japanese.  

Speaker B’s utterance in (18) is an example of English Verb Phrase Ellipsis (VPE) with 

do-support and the negation marker not; Speaker B’s utterance in (19) shows that ellipsis 

of VP leaving the non-past negation marker –nai is ungrammatical in Japanese. 

(18) Speaker A: John eats sushi. 

 Speaker B: Mary does not [e].  [e = eat sushi] 
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(19) Speaker A: John-wa sushi-o taberu. 

 John-TOP sushi-ACC eat 

 ‘John eats sushi.’ 

 Speaker B: * Mary-wa [e]-nai. 

 Mary-TOP [eat sushi]-NEG.NPAST 

In Speaker B’s utterance in (18), does reflects the tense; the negation marker not stands 

freely; and the VP eat sushi is elided.  In Speaker B’s utterance in (19), on the other hand, 

the VP sushi-o tabe ‘eat sushi’ cannot be elided leaving the non-past negation 

marker -nai stranded. 

Although Japanese cannot have ellipsis with negation parallel to English, there is 

an ellipsis phenomenon where negation is involved in Japanese.  In such a structure, a 

site containing a verb and the negation marker are missing, yet the sentence is interpreted 

as negative.  This kind of ellipsis occurs when a type of adverbial Negative Polarity Item 

(NPI), such as zenzen ‘at all’, mattkau ‘at all’, and sappari ‘at all’, appear.  I refer to these 

NPIs as At-all-NPIs. 

In this section, I argue that At-all-NPIs are inherently [+NEG].  At-all-NPIs can 

move to the Specifier (Spec) of the Sigma Phrase (ΣP) to check the Σ feature, that is, 

[+NEG] feature in this case.  The [+NEG] feature, following López and Winkler (2000), 

is a realization of Polarity Focus.  When the negation is emphasized, At-all-NPIs can 

move to the Spec of Focus Phrase (FocP) to check their [+Focus] feature.  The head of 

the FocP is the copula da.  After focused constituents are checked for their [+Focus] 
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feature, the rest of a sentence can be elided leaving the focused constituents and the 

copula. 

 

3.2.1 Adverbial Negative Polarity Items 

Some Japanese adverbial expressions that indicate quantity (e.g., zenzen ‘at all’, mattaku 

‘at all’, sappari ‘at all’, kessite ‘by any means’, it-teki-mo ‘even a drop’, and amari 

‘much’) are NPIs in that they must occur with the negation marker –nai, as shown in (20). 

(20) John-wa {zenzen / mattaku / sappari / kessite / it-teki-mo / amari } sake-o 

 John-TOP at all / at all / at all / by any means / one drop-FOC / much sake-ACC 

 {noma-nai / *nomu} 

 drink-NEG / *drink 

 ‘John {doesn’t drink / *drinks} sake {at all/by any means/even a drop/much}.’ 

Unlike English NPIs, such as at all, these Japanese NPIs do not occur in non-negative 

clauses such as conditionals20 (e.g., if you see anybody at all,…). 

These Japanese adverbial NPIs, however, do not all behave in the same way.  

Some NPIs (e.g., zenzen ‘at all’, mattaku ‘at all’, sappari ‘at all’) can precede an elliptical 

site followed by da, as shown in Speaker B’s utterance of (21); while others (e.g., kessite 

‘by any means’, it-teki-mo ‘even a drop’, and amari ‘much’) cannot, as shown in Speaker 

C’s utterance of (21).  For the case where ellipsis is allowed, the recovered elliptical site 

is interpreted as negative. 

                                                 
20 When they are used with adjectives or adverbs to indicate degree, some of the adverbials, such as zenzen 
‘at all’ and mattaku ‘at all’, can appear with affirmation in some cases (See Section 3.2.4). 
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(21) Speaker A: John-wa sake-o noma-nai. 

 John-TOP sake-ACC drink-NEG 

 ‘John does not drink sake.’ 

 Speaker B: Mary-mo {zenzen / mattaku / sappari} [e] da. 

 Mary-too/also at all  /  at all  /  at all [does not drink] COP 

 ‘Mary doesn’t at all either.’ 

 Speaker C * Mary-mo {kessite / it-teki-mo / amari} [e] da. 

 Mary-too/also by any means / one drop-FOC / much COP 

In (21), Speaker A’s utterance is negative.  Speaker B’s utterance shows that zenzen ‘at 

all’, mattaku ‘at all’, and sappari ‘at all’ can appear with an elliptical site, and the 

recovered meaning is also interpreted as negative.  Unlike the at all type of NPs, speaker 

C’s utterance shows that kessite ‘by any means’, it-teki-mo ‘even a drop’, and amari 

‘much’, cannot appear with an elliptical site. 

These different distributions are observed not only when the preceding clause is 

negative, but also when the preceding clause is affirmative, as shown in (22).  Regardless 

of negation/affirmation of the preceding clause, the recovered elliptical site is interpreted 

as negative. 

(22) Speaker A: John-wa sake-o nomu. 

 John-TOP sake-ACC drink 

 ‘John drinks sake’ 
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 Speaker B: Mary-wa {zenzen / mattaku / sappari} [e] da. 

 Mary-TOP at all  /  at all  /  at all [does not drink] COP 

 ‘Mary doesn’t at all.’ 

 Speaker C: * Mary-wa {kessite / it-teki-mo / amari} [e] da. 

 Mary-TOP by any means/one drop-FOC /much COP 

In (22), unlike (21), Speaker A’s utterance is affirmative.  However, Speaker B and 

Speaker C’s utterances show the same result as in (21).  Zenzen ‘at all’, mattaku ‘at all’, 

and sappari ‘at all’ (Speaker B) can appear with an elliptical site; while kessite ‘by any 

means’, it-teki-mo ‘even a drop’, and amari ‘much’ (Speaker C) cannot appear with an 

elliptical site.  Moreover, although the preceding clause is affirmative, Speaker B’s 

utterance is interpreted as negative, like (21). 

 

3.2.2 Difference between two types of adverbial NPIs 

As described in Section 3.2.1 above, Japanese adverbial NPIs can be divided into two 

types with regard to ellipsis: NPIs that can appear with ellipsis, and NPIs that cannot.  

Israel (1996, 2001, 2004) roughly divides NPIs into two types depending on their 

semantic scalar value.  When the scalar value is minimal, the pragmatic force is emphatic 

(English examples: any, ever, at all, lift a finger).  When the scalar value is maximal, the 

pragmatic force is attenuating (English examples: all that, long, much).  Emphatic NPIs 

strengthen the speech act of negation; and attenuating NPIs mitigate the force. 

I propose that Japanese adverbial NPIs that allow ellipsis (zenzen ‘at all’, mattaku 

‘at all’, and sappari ‘at all’) have to be emphatic NPIs.  In addition, they are the at all 
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type of emphatic NPIs, which are quantificational adverbs that indicate zero quantity.  I 

refer to these NPIs as At-all-NPI, and claim that At-all-NPIs are inherently [+NEG] 

because ‘zero quantity’ can negate the occurrence of an event. 

On the other hand, NPIs that do not allow ellipsis (kessite ‘by any means’, it-teki-

mo ‘even a drop’, and amari ‘much’) include various types of NPIs.  Kessite ‘by any 

means’ is an emphatic NPI; however, it is a different type of emphatic NPI from At-all-

NPIs.  Kessite literally means ‘determined’, which stems from a verb kessuru ‘determine’.  

It indicates the attitude toward the action, rather than quantity.  Thus, the use of kessite is 

subjective.  The literal meaning of (23) is “so he determined John does not drink sake.” 

(23) John-wa kessite sake-o noma-nai. 

 John-TOP by any means sake-ACC drink-NEG 

 ‘John does not drink sake by any means.’ 

Since kessite indicates subjective description of the speaker’s attitude of the speaker, it 

cannot be used in a situation where the speaker’s attitude is not involved, as in (24). 

(24)  Kino-wa {zenzen / *kessite} ame-ga fura-nakatta. 

 yesterday-TOP at all by any means rain-NOM fall-NEG.PAST 

 ‘It didn’t rain at all yesterday.’ 

It-teki-mo ‘even a drop’ is also an emphatic NPI. However, it is a type of 

minimizer NPI, where a minimal unit (e.g., a drop, a finger, a wink) is used to emphasize 

negation (Borkin 1971, Fauconnier 1975, Horn 1978, Heim 1984).  Minimizers indicate 

minimal quantity.  They have a rhetorical meaning: ‘a drop’ is not an actual quantity.  It 

also has to be used in an appropriate context.  The examples below show that at all can 
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be used in both sentences (25) and (26), but a drop is used only when the context is 

related to liquid. 

(25) John did not drink sake {at all / a drop}. 

(26) John did not sleep {at all / * a drop}. 

Above examples of kessite ‘by any means’ type of NPIs and minimizer NPIs provide us 

with two useful pieces of information regarding ellipsis licensing of NPIs.  First, in order 

for NPIs to license ellipsis, they have to indicate zero quantity.  Second, NPIs that are 

subjective expressions or that requires rhetorical interpretation cannot license ellipsis. 

Amari ‘much’ is what Israel (2001) refers to as an attenuating NPI.  Attenuating 

NPIs weaken the negation.  Like other NPIs, amari must appear with negation.  However, 

unlike other NPIs, despite the requirement of negation, what is negated is only the NPI, 

amari.  In (27), amari appears with negation; however, (27) does not entail the negation 

of the corresponding proposition without the NPI.  That is, “John drinks sake (but not 

much).”  In other word, like At-all-NPIs, amari is a quantificational adverbial NPI; 

however, it does not indicate zero quantity. 

(27) John-wa amari sake-o noma-nai 

 John-TOP much sake-ACC drink-NEG 

 ‘John doesn’t drink sake much.’ 

In summary, Japanese adverbial NPIs that allow ellipsis are the at all type of 

emphatic NPIs (At-all-NPIs), which indicate zero quantity.  I argue that At-all-NPIs are 

inherently [+NEG] because the adverbials indicate that quantity does not exist.  NPIs that 

do not allow ellipsis are different from At-all-NPIs in that they do not indicate zero 
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quantity.  Kessite, which stems from a verb, indicates the attitude toward the action; it-

teki-mo is a minimizer, which requires a rhetorical interpretation and does not indicate 

zero quantity; and amari is an attenuating NPI, which weakens negation.  In order to 

license ellipsis, adverbial NPIs have to indicate zero quantity. 

The claim I have made above is supported by examining NPIs other than 

adverbials, such as –sika ‘except for’.  Sika is an NPI in that it has to appear with 

negation, as shown in (28). 

(28) John-sika sake-o {noma-nai / *nomu} 

 John-except for sake-ACC drink-NEG drink 

 ‘Nobody drinks sake except for John.’ 

Sika is an exclusive particle, and a sika phrase indicates that an event does not occur to 

members of a set of entities except for an entity expressed by a constituent with -sika.  

Examples (29) and (30) illustrate this. 

(29) John-sika sushi-o tabe-nai. 

 John-except for sushi-ACC eat-NEG 

 ‘Nobody eats sushi but John.’ 

(30) John-wa sushi-sika tabe-nai. 

 John-TOP sushi-except for eat-NEG 

 ‘John eats nothing but sushi.’ 

In (29), John eats sushi, but the rest of a set of people does not.  In (30), John eats sushi, 

but he does not eat the rest of a set of food.  Therefore, even though the negation marker 

–nai appears in sentences with -sika, an event described is not negated.  Sika excludes all 
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other members of a group21.  Unlike At-all-NPIs, which can license ellipsis, -sika does 

not indicate zero quantity.  Thus, -sika cannot license ellipsis.  Example (31) illustrates 

this. 

(31) Speaker A: Amerikajin-no tomodati-wa sushi-o tabe-nai 

 American-GEN friend-TOP sushi-ACC eat-NEG 

 ‘(Our) American friends do not eat sushi.’ 

 Speaker B: * Un. John-sika da. 

  yeah John-except for COP 

 

3.2.3 Preliminary proposal 1 

I have discussed the distribution of adverbial NPIs in relation to ellipsis.  Adverbial NPIs 

that can precede an elliptical site are an at all type of quantificational adverbial NPIs (At-

all-NPIs).  I have argued that these NPIs indicate zero quantity, and that they are 

inherently [+NEG]. 

López and Winkler (2000) propose that Polarity Focus can license VPE.  Polarity 

Focus is realized as constituents with [+AFF] or [+NEG] feature, and its function is to 

either affirm or negate an event.  According to López and Winkler, Polarity Focus is in 

the domain of Information Focus, and syntactically realized on Σ0.  Examples (12) – (14), 

repeated as (32) – (34) below illustrate that Σ0 licenses ellipsis. 

(32) English 

                                                 
21 Thus, it is plausible to argue that entities followed by –sika are not in the scope of negation.  Rather, 
adopting Yoshimura’s (2007) analysis, I consider –sika to contain universal quantifier.  Sika phrases 
undergo Quantifier Raising (QR) at LF and move above negation. 
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 a. Peter has seen “Wag the Dog” but John has not. 

 b. John has not seen “Wag the Dog” but Peter has. 

(33) Spanish 

 a. Susana leyó Guerra y Paz pero María no. 

 Susana read War and Peace but Maria not 

 b. María no leyó Guerra y Paz pero Susana sí. 

 Maria not read War and Peace but  Susana yes 

(34) German 

 a. Jan kann die Aufgabe lösen, aber ich weiß, dass Peter es nicht. 

 Jan can the task solve but I know that Peter es not 

 b. Peter kann die Aufgabe nicht lösen, aber ich wieß, dass Jan es kann. 

 Peter can the task not solve  but  I know that Jan es can 

(35) is the abstract form of their theory. 

(35) ΣP 
 
 
 Σ

0 VP 
 
 
 [e] / es 
 
 (López and Winkler 2000: 625) 
 

My argument that At-all-NPIs are inherently [+NEG] supports López and 

Winkler’s theory.  In Japanese, unlike the languages López and Winkler discuss, Σ
0 

(negation morpheme –nai) is a bound morpheme, and Σ0 cannot precede an elliptical site 

leaving the negation morpheme stranded.  Therefore, López and Winkler’s theory cannot 
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be directly applied to Japanese without some modification.  However, based on the 

observation that adverbial NPIs with [+NEG] can precede an elliptical site, their theory is 

applicable in a broader sense: constituents with the [+NEG] feature can license ellipsis. 

My preliminary proposal is as follows.  NPIs with [+NEG] move to the Spec of 

ΣP to check their [+NEG] feature.  Also [+Focus] is licensed to the NPIs through 

checking the [+NEG] feature under ΣP, and the licensed NPIs can move up to the Spec of 

FocP headed by the copula da to check their [+Focus] feature.  As discussed in Chapter 2, 

the copula is a part of No-da Focus construction, where an entire matrix clause is focused.  

The entire clause can be elided under identity with another VP in the discourse leaving 

the focused constituent and the copula da.  In the ellipsis construction surfaced, CP is 

deleted.  Diagram (37) illustrates the structure of Speaker B’s utterance in (36).  In (36) 

and (37), zenzen ‘at all’ is an adverbial NPI that indicates zero quantity, thus, zenzen is 

inherently [+NEG]. 

(36) Speaker A: John-wa sushi-o taberu. ‘John eats sushi’ 

 John-TOP sushi-ACC eat 

 Speaker B: Mary-wa zenzen da. ‘Mary doesn’t at all.’ 

 Mary-TOP at all COP 
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(37) 
 
 TopP 
 
 Maryi-wa Top′ 
 
 FocP Top0 
 
 zenzenj Foc′ 
 
 elided CP Foc0 

 da [+Focus] 
 C′ 
 
 TP C0 
 no 

 ti T′ 
 
 ΣP T0 
 [-Past] 
 tj Σ′ 
 

 VP Σ
0 

 -nai [+NEG] 
 ti V′ 
 
 AdvP V′ 
 

 tj DP V0 
 tabe 

 sushi-o 

 

In (37), zenzen ‘at all’ moves to the Spec of ΣP to check the [+NEG] feature.  Through 

checking its [+NEG] feature, zenzen is licensed to be [+Focus].  Then, zenzen moves up 
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to the Spec of FocP to check the [+Focus] feature.  The CP is elided under identity with 

TP in the preceding sentence in Speaker A’s utterance22. 

NPIs that do not indicate zero quantity, such as amari ‘much’, it-teki-mo ‘even a 

drop’, kessite ‘by any means’ and -sika ‘except for’ are not [+NEG].  They always occur 

with –nai, which indicates that they are NPIs.  However, they are not [+NEG].  NPIs that 

are not [+NEG] cannot move to the Spec of ΣP headed by Σ0, –nai.  Therefore, [+Foc] 

cannot be licensed to those NPIs, which disallows them to move to the Spec of FocP.  

This is why NPIs that do not indicate zero quantity cannot license ellipsis. 

In sum, I have proposed that NPIs with [+NEG] can license ellipsis.  This is built 

on López and Winkler’s (2000) theory that Σ
0 licenses ellipsis.  There are two major 

differences between Japanese and the languages López and Winkler discuss.  First, Σ0 is a 

bound morpheme in Japanese; thus, Japanese Σ
0 itself cannot license ellipsis.  Instead, 

adverbial NPIs with [+NEG] can license ellipsis in Japanese.  Second, in the Japanese 

ellipsis in question, the CP is elided. 

 

3.2.4 Evidence of [+NEG]: zenzen with affirmation 

It has been reported that zenzen
23 is used not only with negation, but also with affirmation 

(e.g., Noda 2000).  The use of zenzen with affirmation is observed especially among the 

                                                 
22 There is a mismatch between the elided element (CP) and its antecedent (TP) here.  Following Soh 
(2005), I argue that the mismatch is allowed because C0of CP does not have semantic value (Semantic 
Identity Requirement). 
23 According to researchers (e.g., Suzuki 1993), zenzen has a Chinese origin, which means 
“completely/totally”.  It was introduced to Japan through Chinese novels in mid/late Edo era (18th century).  
Zenzen gradually started to be used in Japanese writings.  A study (Wakatabe 1991) where whether zenzen 
appears with affirmation or negation is researched shows that the later the period is the more it is used with 
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young generation, and it occurs with adjectives or adverbs to emphasize degree.  

Example (38a) shows that zenzen is used with negation, and (38b) shows zenzen with 

affirmation24. 

(38) a. Kono sushi-wa zenzen oisiku-nai. 

 this sushi-TOP at all tasty-NEG 

 ‘This sushi is not tasty at all. 

 b. Kono sushi-wa zenzen oisii 

 this sushi-TOP at all tasty 

 ‘This sushi is very tasty. 

This usage is not applicable for verbal predicates, as shown in (39). 

(39) * John-wa zenzen sushi-o taberu. 

 John-TOP at all sushi-ACC eat 

Although zenzen with adjectives or adverbs can appear with affirmation, when it 

appears with ellipsis, the elliptical site is interpreted only as negative, as illustrated in 

(40)-(43).  In (40) and (41), the recovered meaning of the utterances of Speaker B is 

interpreted as negative regardless of affirmation/negation of the antecedent. 

                                                                                                                                                 
negation.  The frequency of the appearance of zenzen with negation ranges from 60% (1900-1909) to 86.6% 
(1940-1949). 
24 The use of zenzen with affirmation requires an appropriate context.  For example, responding to an 
utterance where a negative comment was made about a topic, as in the speaker A’s utterance in (i), zenzen 
can appear with affirmation, as in the speaker B’s utterance. 
(i) A: Asoko  no  sushi-wa  oisiku-nai. 
  that place  GEN sushi-TOP tasty.NPAST-NEG 
 ‘Sushi of that place is not good.’ 
 B: Iya,  kinoo  tabeta  kedo, zenzen  oisikatta. 
  no yesterday ate but at all tasty.PAST 
  ‘No, yesterday I ate sushi there, but it was very good.’ 
In B in (i), zenzen seems to negate the preceding utterance sushi of that place is not good. 
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(40) Speaker A: Ano sushi-wa oisiku-nai. 

 that sushi-TOP tasty-NEG 

 ‘That sushi is not tasty.’ 

 Speaker B: Kono sushi-mo zenzen [e] da. 

 this sushi-also/too at all [not tasty] COP 

 ‘This sushi isn’t at all either.’ 

(41) Speaker A: Ano sushi-wa oisii. 

 that sushi-TOP tasty 

 ‘That sushi is tasty.’ 

 Speaker B: Kono sushi-wa zenzen [e] da. 

 this sushi-TOP at all [not tasty] COP 

 ‘This sushi is not at all.’ 

Examples (42) and (43) show that zenzen cannot precede an elliptical site where the 

recovered meaning is intended to be interpreted as affirmative. 

(42) Speaker A: Ano sushi-wa zenzen oisii. 

 that sushi-TOP at all tasty 

 ‘That sushi is very tasty.’ 

 Speaker B: # Kono sushi-mo zenzen [e] da. 

 this sushi-also/too at all [tasty] COP 

 ‘[intended reading] This sushi is very tasty too.’ 
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(43) Speaker A: Ano sushi-wa oisiku-nai. 

 that sushi-TOP tasty-NEG 

 ‘That sushi is not tasty.’ 

 Speaker B: # Kono sushi-wa zenzen [e] da. 

 This sushi-TOP at all [tasty] COP 

 ‘[intended reading] This sushi is very tasty.’ 

Example (42) also shows that zenzen prevents ellipsis from occurring.  Speaker B’s 

utterance of (44) is perfectly acceptable.  The difference between Speaker B’s utterance 

of (42) and that of (44) is that the former contains zenzen and the later does not.  In (44), 

an additive particle –mo ‘also/too’ can license ellipsis under identity with the VP in the 

preceding utterance25. 

(44) Speaker A: Ano sushi-wa zenzen oisii. 

 that sushi-TOP at all tasty 

 ‘That sushi is very tasty.’ 

 Speaker B: Kono sushi-mo [e] da. 

 this sushi-also/too COP 

 ‘This sushi is very tasty too.’ 

These data support my argument that zenzen bears the [+NEG] feature, and it is the 

[+NEG] feature that is responsible for licensing of ellipsis. 

                                                 
25 I discuss –mo ‘also/too’ as a licensor in Chapter 4. 
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3.3 Adverbials with the [+AFF] feature 

In this section, I explore the [+AFF] feature.  In the previous section, I have claimed that 

emphatic Negative Polarity Items (NPIs) that indicate ‘zero quantity’ can license 

Japanese ellipsis.  In this section, I show that there are Positive Polarity Items (PPIs) that 

can license ellipsis.  In the ellipsis construction where PPIs appear, the recovered 

meaning of the elliptical site is interpreted as affirmative regardless of the antecedent.  I 

note that PPIs which can precede an elliptical site are quantificational adverbial PPIs 

(Quantificational PPIs), such as takusan ‘a lot’ and sukosi ‘a bit’.  These PPIs indicate 

existence of quantity, and they are inherently [+AFF].  As long as they indicate quantity 

other than zero, Quantificational PPIs can license ellipsis.  This, again, supports López 

and Winkler’s (2000) theory that Σ0 licenses ellipsis. 

 

3.3.1 Adverbial Positive Polarity Items 

Some Japanese adverbial expressions that indicate quantity or degree (e.g., sukosi ‘a 

little’, tyotto ‘a little’, maamaa ‘so-so’, yoku ‘often’, takusan ‘a lot’, hidoku ‘awfully’) are 

PPIs in that they must occur with affirmation, as shown in (45) and (46). 

(45) John-wa {sukosi / tyotto / takusan / yoku } sake-o {nomu / *noma-nai} 

 John-TOP a little  a little  a lot often sake-ACC drink  drink-NEG 

 ‘John {drinks / *doesn’t drink} sake {a little / a little / a lot / often}.’ 

(46) John-wa hidoku {gakkari-sita / *gakkari-sinakat-ta} 

 John-TOP awfully got disappointed didn’t get disappointed 

 ‘John {got / *didn’t get} awfully disappointed.’ 
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Japanese adverbial PPIs, however, behave differently with regard to ellipsis.  

Some PPIs (e.g., sukosi ‘a bit’, tyotto ‘a bit’, takusan ‘a lot’) can precede an elliptical site, 

while others (e.g., yoku ‘often’, hidoku ‘awfully’) cannot.  Speaker B’s utterances of 

Examples (47) and (48) show that takusan ‘a lot’ and sukosi ‘a bit’ can precede an 

elliptical site. 

(47) Speaker A: John-wa sukosi sake-o nomu. 

 John-TOP a bit sake-ACC drink 

 ‘John drinks sake a bit.’ 

 Speaker B: Mary-wa takusan [e] da. 

 Mary-TOP a lot [drink sake] COP 

 ‘Mary drinks a lot.’ 

(48) Speaker A: John-wa sukosi sake-o nomu. 

 John-TOP a bit sake-ACC drink 

 ‘John drinks sake a bit.’ 

 Speaker B: Mary-mo tyotto [e] da. 

 Mary-also/too a bit [drink sake] COP 

 ‘Mary drinks a bit too.’ 

Examples (49) and (50) below show that yoku ‘often’ and hidoku ‘awfully’ cannot 

precede an elliptical site. 

(49) Speaker A: John-wa yoku sake-o nomu. 

 John-TOP often sake-ACC drink 

 ‘John often drinks sake.’ 
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 Speaker B: * Mary-mo yoku [e] da. 

 Mary-also/too often [drink sake] COP 

(50) Speaker A: John-wa sukosi gakkarisita. 

 John-TOP a bit got disappointed 

 ‘John got disappointed a bit.’ 

 Speaker B: * Mary-wa hidoku [e] da. 

 Mary-TOP awfully [got disappointed] COP 

For the cases where ellipsis is allowed, the recovered elliptical site is interpreted 

as affirmative regardless of the antecedent.  In Examples (49) and (50) above, the 

antecedents are affirmative, and the elliptical site is interpreted as affirmative.  In 

Example (51) below, the antecedents are negative, while the elliptical site is interpreted 

as affirmative. 

(51) Speaker A: John-wa zenzen sake-o noma-nai. 

 John-TOP at all sake-ACC drink-NEG 

 ‘John doesn’t drink sake at all.’ 

 Speaker B: Mary-wa {takusan / sukosi / tyotto } [e] da. 

 Mary-TOP a lot a bit a bit [drink sake] COP 

 ‘Mary does a bit.’ 

 

3.3.2 Adverbial PPIs that can license ellipsis 

Adverbial Quantificational PPIs that can license ellipsis (e.g., takusan ‘a lot’, sukosi ‘a 

bit’, tyotto ‘a bit’) indicate quantity other than zero, and I claim that those PPIs are 
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inherently [+AFF].   Other PPIs, such as yoku ‘often’ and hidoku ‘awfully’, do not 

indicate quantity: yoku indicates frequency; hidoku degree.  This distribution indicates 

that being emphatic PPIs (e.g., takusan ‘a lot’, yoku ‘often’, hidoku ‘awfully’) is not 

sufficient to license ellipsis. 

My argument that adverbial PPIs which can precede an elliptical site are 

inherently [+AFF] supports López and Winkler’s (2000) theory that Σ
0 can license 

ellipsis.  Since Σ
0 is a bound morpheme in Japanese, López and Winkler’s theory is 

applicable in a broader sense: constituents with the [+AFF] feature can license ellipsis. 

 

3.3.3 Preliminary proposal 2 

I propose that Quantificational PPIs, which are inherently [+AFF], can license ellipsis.  

PPIs with the [+AFF] feature move to the Spec of ΣP to check their [+AFF] feature.  Also 

[+Focus] is licensed to the PPIs through checking the [+AFF] feature under ΣP, and the 

licensed PPIs can move up to the Spec of FocP headed by the copula da to check their 

[+Focus] feature.  As discussed in Chapter 2, the copula is a part of No-da Focus 

construction, where an entire matrix clause is focused.  The entire clause can be elided 

under identity with another VP in the discourse leaving the focused constituent and the 

copula da.  In the ellipsis construction surfaced, the CP is deleted.  Diagram (53) 

illustrates the structure of Speaker B’s utterance in (52).  In (52) and (53), sukosi ‘a bit’ is 

an adverbial PPI that indicates some quantity, thus, sukosi is inherently [+AFF]. 
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(52) Speaker A: John-wa takusan sushi-o taberu. ‘John eats sushi a lot.’ 

 John-TOP a lot sushi-ACC eat 

 Speaker B: Mary-wa sukosi [e] da. ‘Mary eats a bit.’ 

 Mary-TOP a bit COP 

(53) 
 
 TopP 
 
 Maryi-wa Top′ 
 
 FocP Top0 
 
 sukosij Foc′ 
 
 elided CP Foc0 

 da [+Focus] 
 C′ 
 
 TP C0 
 no 

 ti T′ 
 
 ΣP T0 
 [-Past] 
 tj Σ′ 
 

 VP Σ
0 

 -u [+AFF] 
 ti V′ 
 
 AdvP V′ 
 

 tj DP V0 
 tabe(r) 

 sushi-o 
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In (53), sukosi ‘a bit’ moves to the Spec of ΣP to check the [+AFF] feature.  Through 

checking its [+AFF] feature, sukosi is licensed to be [+Foc].  Then sukosi moves up to the 

Spec of FocP to check the [+Foc] feature, and the CP is elided. 

PPIs that do not indicate quantity (e.g., yoku ‘often’, hidoku ‘awfully’) are not 

[+AFF].  PPIs without [+AFF] cannot move to the Spec of ΣP headed by Σ0.  Therefore, 

[+Foc] cannot be licensed to those PPIs, which disallows them from moving to the Spec 

of FocP.  This explains why PPIs that do not indicate quantity cannot license ellipsis. 

 

3.4 Adverbial with the [Emphatic AFF/NEG] feature 

There is another adverbial expression that can precede an elliptical site in Japanese, an 

aspectual adverb mada ‘still/yet’.  There are two contrasting aspectual adverbs in 

Japanese; mada ‘still/yet’ and moo ‘already/anymore’.  Mada can precede an elliptical 

site, while moo cannot.  Mada requires a continuation of a state; while moo requires 

change of status (Jacobsen 1983, 1996).  In this section, I argue that the required status 

for mada results in emphasizing affirmation/negation depending on the state before a 

given time.  Thus mada is inherently [Emphatic AFF/NEG].  I show that López and 

Winkler’s (2000) theory can be applicable to ellipsis involving mada.  Mada is [+AFF] 

or [+NEG] depending on the state before the given time; thus, it moves to the Spec of ΣP 

to check its [+AFF] or [+NEG].  Through checking the feature, it is licensed as [+Foc], 

and it can move to the Spec of FocP.  I refer to mada as Continuation-of-state Adverbial. 
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3.4.1 Two types of aspectual adverbials: mada ‘still/yet’ and moo ‘already/any 

more’ 

Mada and moo are aspectual adverbials.  They are not NPIs or PPIs in that they can 

appear with either affirmation or negation as shown in (54) and (55).  In (54), an event, 

which began before the given time, is continuing.  In (55), a state of ‘not occurring’ has 

continued past the given time. 

(54) John-wa mada ranti-o tabete-iru. 

 John-TOP still/yet lunch-ACC eat-PROG.NONPAST 

 ‘John is still eating lunch.’ 

(55) John-wa mada ranti-o tabete-i-nai. 

 John-TOP still/yet lunch-ACC eat-PROG-NEG.NONPAST 

 ‘John has not had lunch yet.’ 

In (54), John started eating lunch before the given time, and that state stays the same.  

That is, mada emphasizes affirmation.  In (55), John’s not eating lunch has been 

continuing.  That is, mada emphasizes negation. 

In contrast, moo requires change of a state, as shown in (56) and (57). 

(56) John-wa moo ranti-o tabeta. 

 John-TOP already/anymore lunch-ACC eat.PAST 

 ‘John already had lunch.’ 

(57) John-wa moo ranti-o tabete-i-nai. 

 John-TOP already/anymore lunch-ACC eat-PROG-NEG.NONPAST 

 ‘John is not eating lunch anymore.’ 
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In (56), John had not eaten lunch before the given time, but John ate lunch at some point.  

In (57), John was eating lunch before the given time, but John finished eating lunch at 

some point.  Unlike mada, a sentence with moo does not require continuation of a state, 

but a change of a state. 

Figure (58) below summarizes the required states of mada and moo. 

(58) Indication of mada and moo 

Mada ‘still/yet’ 

 Continuation of NEG 

 Mada tabete-i-nai. NEG NEG 

 still/yet eat-PROG-NEG.NONPAST now 

 ‘(I) have not eaten yet.’ not eat 

 Continuation of AFF 

 Mada tabete-iru. AFF AFF 

 still/yet eat-PROG.NONPAST now 

 ‘(I) am still eating.’ eat 

Moo ‘already/anymore’ 

 Change from NEG to AFF 

 Moo tabeta. NEG AFF 

 already/anymore eat.PAST  now 

 ‘(I) already ate. not eat eat 

 Change from AFF to NEG 

 Moo tabete-i-nai. AFF NEG 

 Already/anymore eat-PROG-NEG.NONPAST  now 

 ‘(I) am not eating anymore.’ eat not eat 
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3.4.2 Mada as a licensor of ellipsis 

Mada can precede an elliptical site, while moo cannot, as shown in (59) and (60). 

(59) Speaker A: John-wa mada ranti-o tabete-iru. 

 John-TOP still/yet lunch-ACC eat-PROG.NPAST 

 ‘John is still eating lunch.’ 

 Speaker B: Mary-mo mada [e] da. 

 Mary-also/too still/yet [eating lunch] COP 

 ‘Mary is too.’ 

(60) Speaker A: John-wa moo ranti-o tabeta 

 John-TOP already/anymore lunch-ACC eat.PAST 

 ‘John already had lunch.’ 

 Speaker B: * Mary-mo moo [e] da. 

 Mary-also/too already/anymore [ate lunch] COP 

Unlike other licensors of ellipsis, such as At-all-NPIs (e.g., zenzen ‘at all’) and 

Quantificational PPIs (e.g., sukosi ‘a bit’), the recovered meaning of an elliptical site 

preceded by mada is interpreted as either affirmative or negative depending on the state 

before a given time, as shown in (61)-(64).  In examples (61) and (62), the recovered 

meaning of an elliptical site preceded by mada is interpreted as negative regardless of the 

affirmation/negation of the antecedent. 

(61) Speaker A: John-wa mada ranti-o tabete-i-nai 

 John-TOP still/yet lunch-ACC eat-PROG-NEG.NPAST 

 ‘John has not had lunch yet.’ 
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 Speaker B: Mary-mo mada [e] da. 

 Mary-also/too still/yet [not eat lunch] COP 

 ‘Mary hasn’t either.’ 

(62) Speaker A: John-wa moo ranti-o tabeta. 

 John-TOP already/anmore lunch-ACC eat.PAST 

 ‘John already had lunch.’ 

 Speaker B: Mary-wa mada [e] da. 

 Mary-TOP still/yet [not eat lunch] COP 

 ‘Mary hasn’t yet.’ 

In Examples (63) and (64) below, the recovered meaning of an elliptical site preceded by 

mada is interpreted as affirmative regardless of affirmation/negation of the antecedent. 

(63) Speaker A: John-wa mada ranti-o tabete-iru. 

 John-TOP still/yet lunch-ACC eat-PROG.NPAST 

 ‘John is still eating lunch.’ 

 Speaker B: Mary-mo mada [e] da. 

 Mary-also/too still/yet [eating lunch] cop 

 ‘Mary is too.’ 

(64) Speaker A: John-wa moo ranti-o tabete-i-nai. 

 John-TOP already/anymore lunch-ACC eat-PROG-NEG.NPAST 

 ‘John is not eating lunch anymore.’ 
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 Speaker B: Mary-wa mada [e] da. 

 Mary-TOP still/yet [eating lunch] COP 

 ‘Mary still is.’ 

In (61)-(64) above, at first sight, the additive particle –mo in (61) and (63) and the 

(contrastive) topic marker –wa in (62) and (64) may seem to contribute to the 

determination of affirmation/negation for the ellipsis sites.  However, Examples (65)-(68) 

below, which illustrate that moo cannot precede an elliptical site, show that that is not the 

case.  Examples (65) and (66) show that the additive particle –mo does not contribute to 

licensing of ellipsis.  Ellipsis in the utterances of Speaker B are not acceptable, which 

indicates that the appearance of –mo does not help moo license ellipsis. 

(65) Speaker A: John-wa moo  ranti-o tabe-ta 

 John-TOP already/anymore lunch-ACC eat-PAST 

 ‘John already had lunch.’ 

 Speaker B: * Mary-mo moo [e] da. 

 Mary-also/too already/anymore [ate lunch] COP 

(66) Speaker A: John-wa moo ranti-o tabete-i-na-i 

 John-TOP already/anymore lunch-ACC eat-PROG-NEG-NPAST 

 ‘John is not eating lunch anymore.’ 

 Speaker B: * Mary-mo moo [e] da. 

 Mary-also/too already/anymore [not eating lunch] COP 
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Examples (67) and (68) below show that the (contrastive) topic marker –wa does not 

contribute to licensing of ellipsis.  Ellipsis in the utterances of Speaker B are not 

acceptable, which indicates that the appearance of -wa does not help moo license ellipsis. 

(67) Speaker A: John-wa mada ranti-o tabete-i-na-i 

 John-TOP still/yet lunch-ACC eat-PROG-NEG-NPAST 

 ‘John has not had lunch yet.’ 

 Speaker B: * Mary-wa moo [e] da. 

 Mary-TOP already/anymore [ate lunch] COP 

(68) Speaker A: John-wa mada ranti-o tabete-ir-u 

 John-TOP still/yet lunch-ACC eat-PROG-NPAST 

 ‘John is still eating lunch.’ 

 Speaker B: * Mary-wa moo [e] da. 

 Mary-TOP already/anymore [not eating lunch] COP 

Based on the observation described above, I propose that mada can be either 

[Emphatic AFF] or [Emphatic NEG] depending on the status before a given time.  In 

contrast, moo cannot be [+AFF] or [+NEG], because moo merely indicates ‘change of a 

state’. 

My argument that an aspectual adverbial mada ‘still/yet’, which can precede an 

elliptical site is either [Emphatic AFF] or [Emphatic NEG] supports López and Winkler’s 

(2000) theory that Σ0 can license ellipsis.  Unlike other licensors discussed in this section, 

such as At-all-NPIs (e.g., zenzen ‘at all’) and Quantificational PPIs (e.g., sukosi ‘a bit’), 

mada is not inherently [+AFF] or [+NEG].  However, it can emphasize either [+AFF] or 
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[+NEG] depending on the state before a given time.  Examples (62) and (64), repeated as 

(69) and (70) below, respectively, illustrate that.  In (69), since moo requires ‘change of 

state’, Speaker A’s utterance indicates that the state before the given time is ‘not eat 

lunch’.  Therefore, what mada in Speaker B’s utterance emphasizes is ‘not eat lunch’; 

that is, negation. 

(69) Speaker A: John-wa moo ranti-o tabe-ta. 

 John-TOP already/anymore lunch-ACC eat-PAST 

 ‘John already had lunch.’ 

 Speaker B: Mary-wa mada [e] da. 

 Mary-TOP still/yet [not eat lunch] COP 

 ‘Mary hasn’t yet.’ 

In (70) below, again, moo requires ‘change of state’; thus, Speaker A’s utterance 

indicates that the state before the given time is ‘eating lunch’.  Therefore, what mada in 

Speaker B emphasizes is ‘eating lunch’; that is, affirmation. 

(70) Speaker A: John-wa moo ranti-o tabete-i-na-i. 

 John-TOP already/anymore lunch-ACC eat-PROG-NEG-NPAST 

 ‘John is not eating lunch anymore.’ 

 Speaker B: Mary-wa mada [e] da. 

 Mary-TOP still/yet [eating lunch] COP 

 ‘Mary still is.’ 
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3.4.3 Preliminary proposal 3 

Like At-all-NPIs (e.g., zenzen ‘at all’) and Quantificational PPIs can license ellipsis, the 

Continuation-of-state Adverbial mada ‘still/yet’ can license ellipsis.  Mada with the 

[+AFF] or [+NEG] feature, depending on the state before a given time, moves to the Spec 

of ΣP to check its [+AFF] or [+NEG] feature.  Also [+Focus] is licensed to mada through 

checking the feature under ΣP, and the licensed mada can move up to the Spec of FocP 

headed by the copula da to check its [+Focus] feature.  Then, CP can be elided.  Diagram 

(72) illustrates the structure of Speaker B’s utterance of (71).  In (71) and (72), mada 

bears the [Emphatic NEG] feature. 

(71) Speaker A: John-wa moo sushi-o tabeta. ‘John already ate sushi.’ 

 John-TOP already sushi-ACC ate 

 Speaker B: Mary-wa mada da. ‘Mary hasn’t yet.’ 

 Mary-TOP still/yet COP 
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(72) 
 
 TopP 
 
 Maryi-wa Top′ 
 
 FocP Top0 
 
 madaj Foc′ 
 
 elided CP Foc0 

 da [+Focus] 
 C′ 
 
 TP C0 
 no 

 ti T′ 
 
 ΣP T0 
 [-Past] 
 tj Σ′ 
 

 VP Σ
0 

 -nai [+NEG] 
 ti V′ 
 
 AdvP V′ 
 

 tj DP V0 
 tabete-i 

 sushi-o 
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3.5 Proposal 

 
We have seen that At-all-NPIs (e.g., zenzen ‘at all’), Quantificational PPIs (e.g., sukosi ‘a 

bit’), and the Continuation-of-state Adverbial (mada ‘still/yet’) can all license ellipsis.  I 

have proposed these [+NEG], [+AFF], and [Emphatic AFF/NEG], respectively, and these 

licensing conditions support López and Winkler’s (2000) theory that Σ0, which is in the 

domain of information focus, licenses ellipsis.  In Japanese, however, since Σ0 is a bound 

morpheme, Σ
0 cannot license ellipsis.  Instead, ellipsis can be licensed by constituents 

with [+NEG] or [+AFF], such as At-all-NPIs, Quantificational PPIs, and the 

Continuation-of-state Adverbial.  Also in Japanese ellipsis, the CP is elided. 
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Chapter 4 

Licensing Conditions: Contrastive Focus 

 

 

In this chapter, I discuss licensing conditions for Japanese ellipsis where contrastive 

focus is involved.  Two types of licensors are discussed.  One type is focus particles, 

such as, additive focus particles (e.g., -mo ‘also/too’) and exclusive focus particles (e.g., -

dake ‘only’).  The other type is case markers.  I claim that when the [+AFF/NEG] feature 

of these linguistic materials agrees with the affirmation/negation (aff/neg) of the sentence, 

constituents with these materials are allowed to move up to Ʃ0.  This, then, allows them 

to move further up to the Spec position of FocP.  I contend that López and Winkler’s 

(2000) theory that Ʃ0 licenses ellipsis can be maintained for ellipsis where contrastive 

focus is involved. 

Unlike licensors discussed in the previous chapter, focus particles and case 

markers are not NPIs or PPIs; that is, they can appear in sentences with either affirmation 

or negation.  However, these linguistic materials can precede the copula in Japanese 

ellipsis in question, and affirmation or negation of an elliptical site is recovered.  This is 

illustrated in Speaker B’s utterances in (1) - (6).  In (1) and (2), an additive focus particle 

–mo precedes the copula. 
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(1) Speaker A: John-wa sushi-o taberu. 

 John-TOP sushi-ACC eat 

 ‘John eats sushi.’ 

 Speaker B: Mary-mo da. 

 Mary-also/too COP 

 ‘Mary does too.’ 

(2) Speaker A: John-wa sushi-o tabe-nai. 

 John-TOP sushi-ACC eat-NEG 

 ‘John doesn’t eat sushi.’ 

 Speaker B: Mary-mo da. 

 Mary-also/too COP 

 ‘Mary doesn’t either.’ 

In both (1) and (2), the recovered aff/neg is the same as that of the antecedent.  In (1), the 

elliptical site is interpreted as eats sushi.  In (2), the elliptical site is interpreted as doesn’t 

eat sushi. 

Unlike ellipsis where additive focus particles are involved, in ellipsis where the 

copula is preceded by exclusive focus particles (e.g., –dake ‘only’), the recovered 

structure of an elliptical site is always affirmative regardless of the aff/neg of the 

antecedent.  Speaker B’s utterances in (3) and (4) illustrate this.  In (3), the antecedent is 

affirmative, and in (4), the antecedent is negative. 
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(3) Speaker A: John-wa sushi to teriyaki-o taberu. 

 John-TOP sushi and teriyaki-ACC eat 

  ‘John eats sushi and teriyaki.’ 

 Speaker B: Mary-wa teriyaki-dake da. 

 Mary-TOP teriyaki-only COP 

 ‘Mary (eats) only teriyaki.’ 

(4) Speaker A: John-wa sushi mo teriyaki-mo tabe-nai. 

 John-TOP sushi and teriyaki-ACC eat-neg 

 ‘John doesn’t eat sushi or teriyaki.’ 

 Speaker B: Mary-wa teriyaki-dake da. 

 Mary-TOP teriyaki-only COP 

 ‘Mary (eats) only teriyaki.’ 

In both (3) and (4), the elliptical site is interpreted as eats. 

Ellipsis where case markers precede the copula exhibits the same properties as 

ellipsis where additive focus particles precede the copula.  That is, the aff/neg polarity of 

the recovered structure depends on the antecedent.  Speaker B’s utterances in (5) and (6) 

illustrate this. 

(5) [Speaker B knows that John does not like sushi.  Speaker A provides the news 

that John ate sushi.  Speaker B responds to the news.] 

 Speaker A: John-ga sushi-o tabeta.  

 John-NOM sushi-ACC ate 

 ‘John ate sushi.’ 
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 Speaker B: John-ga desu ka? 

 John-NOM COP Q 

 ‘John (ate sushi)!? (What a surprise!)’ 

(6) [Speaker B knows that John likes sushi.  Speaker A provides the news that John 

did not eat sushi at a party.  Speaker B responds to the news.] 

 Speaker A: John-ga sushi-o tabe-nakatta. 

 John-NOM sushi-ACC eat-NEG.PAST 

 ‘John didn’t eat sushi.’ 

 Speaker B: John-ga desu ka? 

 John-NOM COP Q 

 ‘John (didn’t eat sushi)!? (What a surprise!)’ 

These data raise the following question: what allows focus particles and case markers to 

be licensors in Japanese ellipsis? 

In the ellipsis I discuss in this chapter, contrastive focus is involved.  Contrastive 

focus occurs when constituents are prominent to evoke alternatives within a set of 

entities (Rooth 1985).  In ellipsis where focus particles or case markers precede the 

copula, constituents with these linguistic materials evoke alternatives within a set of 

entities.  For example, in Speaker B’s utterance in (1), a constituent Mary-mo evokes 

other members within a set of entities, which is a set of people.  I claim that these 

contrastive focus particles are [+AFF/NEG].  Additive focus particles (e.g., -mo 

‘also/too’) and case markers are [+AFF/NEG], and exclusive focus particles (e.g., -dake 

‘only’) bear the [+AFF] feature.  Constituents with these particles can move up to the 
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head position of ΣP, then move up to the Spec position of Contrastive FocP.  Therefore, 

the licensors I discussed in the previous chapter (e.g., zenzen ‘at all’, sukosi ‘a bit’) and 

licensors in this chapter undergo the same movement through the head position of ΣP.  

Thus, López and Winkler’s (2000) theory can be maintained. 

This chapter is constructed as follows.  In Section 4.1, I discuss contrastive focus, 

and define focus particles following Rooth (1985, 1992) and Krifka (1999).  In Section 

4.2, I discuss focus particles that allow ellipsis, and in Section 4.3, ellipsis allowed by 

“unexpectedness” is described.  Finally in Section 4.4, I conclude that ellipses discussed 

in Chapter 3 and in this chapter share the same property: Information Focus and 

Contrastive Focus are involved in the Japanese ellipsis in question, which is Clefted 

Ellipsis.  I also summarize my proposal. 

 

4.1 Contrastive focus 

4.1.1 Definition of focus particles 

Contrastive focus is marked by linguistic forms, such as stress/pitch accent, focus 

particles (e.g., additive particle, exclusive particle), and syntactic structure, such as cleft 

construction (Jackendoff 1972; Rooth 1985, 1992; Gundel 1999, among others).  My 

concern here is focus particles.  Following Rooth’s alternative semantics, and following 

Krifka (1999), I define focus particles as what evokes a set of alternatives to the 

preceding element for which the predication holds.  In the following subsections, I 

review Rooth’s alternative semantics and Krifka’s (1999) description of focus particles, 
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and explain how relevant focus particles are as elements that allow Clefted Ellipsis.  

Then I discuss Japanese focus particles, -mo ‘also/too’, -sae ‘even’, and -dake ‘only’. 

 

4.1.1.1 Rooth’s (1985, 1992) alternative semantics 

Rooth (1985, 1992) claims that a focused element introduces a set of alternatives into the 

discourse. 

(3) Rooth’s alternative semantics (1992:76) 

 The focus semantic value for a phrase of category S is the set of propositions 
obtainable from the ordinary semantics value by making a substitution in the 
position corresponding to the focused phrase. 

 
A focus semantic value [[α]]f is added to an ordinary semantic value [[α]]0.  For example, 

for the proposition John likes sushi, which has an ordinary semantic value (4), there are 

two cases where a focus semantic value can be added.  The focus semantic value for the 

sentence John likes sushi with John focused in (5a) is the set of propositions of ‘x likes 

sushi’.  The focus semantic value for John likes sushi with sushi focused in (5b) is the set 

of propositions of ‘John likes y’. 

(4) [[ John likes sushi ]]0 = likes (John, sushi) 

(5) a. [[ [S John]F likes sushi] ]]f = {like (x, sushi) | x ∈ E}, where E is the 

domain of individuals. 

 b. [[ [S John likes [sushi]F ]]f = {like (John, y) | y ∈ E}, where E is the 

domain of food. 

The focus semantic value is obtained by replacing the focused element with a variable of 

the same category (e.g., individuals in (5a), food in (5b)). 
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4.1.1.2 Definition of focus particle 

Krifka (1999) describes focus particles, such as additive particles (e.g., also in (7a)), 

exclusive particles (e.g., only in (7b)), and scalar particles (e.g., even in (7c)), as follows. 

(7) a. Peter also invited Pia for dinner. 

 ‘Peter invited Pia for dinner (and he invited someone else)’ 

 b. Peter only invited Pia for dinner. 

 ‘(Peter invited Pia for dinner, and) he invited no-one else.’ 

 c. Peter even invited Pia for dinner. 

 ‘Peter invited Pia for dinner (and Pia is an unlikely person for Peter to 

invite for dinner). 

 (Krifka 1999:111) 

Krifka describes these particles in relation to the predication as follows: 

Additive particles are so-called because they express that the predication holds 
for at least one alternative of the expression in focus (here, Pia). […] Exclusive 
particles presuppose that the predication holds for the expression in focus, and 
assert that it does not hold for any alternative.  Scalar particles assert that the 
predication holds for the expression in focus, and presuppose that this predication 
is prima facie less likely than the alternative predications. 
(Krifka 1999:111) 
 

Following Rooth and Krifka, I define focus particles as what evoke an alternative set to 

its preceding element for which the predication holds. 

 

4.2 Focus particles and ellipsis 

In the following subsections, I discuss focus particles in relation to ellipsis.  I show that 

additive particles, such as –mo ‘also/too’ and –sae ‘even’ can precede the copula in 
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Clefted Ellipsis.  Then the difference between additive particles and exclusive particles, 

such as –dake ‘only’ and –nomi ‘only’, is discussed.  In the last subsection, I revisit an 

exclusive particle –sika ‘except for’, which was discussed in Chapter 3, and compare it 

with –dake. 

 

4.2.1 Focus particles that allow ellipsis 

4.2.1.1 -mo ‘also/too’ 

The additive particle –mo ‘also/too’ is a bound morpheme that can be attached to any 

argument of a predicate, as shown in (8). 

(8) a. Mary-mo tako-o taberu. 

 Mary-also/too octopus-ACC eat 

 ‘Mary (as well as other people) eats octopus.’ 

 b. Mary-ga tako-mo taberu. 

 Mary-NOM octopus-also/too eat 

 ‘Mary eats octopus (as well as other food).’ 

Also, -mo can appear regardless of affirmation/negation, as shown in (9) and (10). 

(9) Mary-mo tako-o taberu. 

 Mary-also octopus-ACC eat 

 ‘Mary eats octopus too.’ 

(10) Mary-mo tako-o tabe-nai. 

 Mary-also octopus-ACC eat-NEG 

 ‘Mary doesn’t eat octopus either.’ 



Chapter 4 Licensing: Contrastive Focus   112 
 
 

As Rooth’s Alternative Semantics expects, an entity with -mo evokes a subset of 

the set for which the predication holds.  Thus, the use of –mo in (9) indicates that there is 

another entity that can be a participant of the predication, which makes Example (11) 

felicitous.  John in the utterance of Speaker A and Mary in that of Speaker B are in the 

same set for which the predication holds26. 

(11) Speaker A: John-wa tako-o taberu. 

 John-TOP octopus-ACC eat 

 ‘John eats octopus.’ 

 Speaker B: Mary-mo tako-o taberu. 

 Mary-also octopus-ACC eat 

 ‘Mary eats octopus too.’ 

This is also true for sentences with negation, as shown in (12). 

(12) Speaker A: John-wa tako-o tabe-nai 

 John-TOP octopus-ACC eat-NEG 

 ‘John doesn’t eat octopus.’ 

 Speaker B: Mary-mo tako-o tabe-nai. 

 Mary-also octopus-ACC eat-NEG 

 ‘Mary doesn’t eat octopus either.’ 

                                                 
26 The use of -mo indicates that an event described with the predicate is worth mentioning for all members 
of the set.  For instance, in (11), John and Mary have to be in the same set for which eating octopus is 
worth mentioning (e.g., John and Mary are American students).  Therefore, if Speaker B says “Taro-mo 
tako-o taberu”, and Taro is presumed to be Japanese, then, the utterance evokes a different set of people 
(e.g., perhaps John and Taro are allergic to sea food). 
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Green (1973) observes, when an additive focus particle appears, focus can 

associate only with one element.  That is, an entity with –mo and an alternative set 

evoked by –mo have to be participants of the same predication with a matching 

affirmation/negation.  Example (13) is infelicitous because Speaker A’s utterance is 

negative and Speaker B’s utterance is affirmative. 

(13) Speaker A: John-wa tako-o tabe-nai 

 John-TOP octopus-ACC eat-NEG 

 ‘John doesn’t eat octopus.’ 

 Speaker B: # Mary-mo tako-o taberu. 

 Mary-also octopus-ACC eat 

The additive particle –mo allows ellipsis.  The affirmation/negation of the 

recovered sentence is the same as that of the antecedent, as shown in (14) and (15). 

(14) Speaker A: John-wa  sushi-o  taberu. 

 John-TOP sushi-ACC eat 

 ‘John eats sushi.’ 

 Speaker B: Mary-mo  da. 

 Mary-also COP 

 ‘Mary does too.’ 

(15) Speaker A: John-wa  sushi-o  tabe-nai. 

 John-TOP sushi-ACC tabe-NEG 

 ‘John doesn’t eat sushi.’ 
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 Speaker B: Mary-mo  da. 

 Mary-also COP 

 ‘Mary doesn’t either.’ 

In (14), the antecedent (Speaker A’s utterance) is affirmative, and the recovered meaning 

of the elliptical site in Speaker B’s utterance is interpreted as affirmative.  In (15), the 

antecedent is negative, and the recovered meaning of the elliptical site is interpreted as 

negative. 

Ellipsis is allowed by any argument followed by -mo, as shown in (16)27. 

(16) Speaker A: John-wa tako-o taberu. 

 John-TOP octopus-ACC eat 

 ‘John eats octopus.’ 

 Speaker B: Ika-mo da. 

  squid-also/too COP 

 ‘(He eats) squid too.’ 

As seen in (11) – (13) above, the appearance of additive particles requires that 

aff/neg of the sentence with an additive particle and that of the preceding sentence agree.  

That is, the agreement of aff/neg licenses the appearance of additive particles.  The 

aff/neg agreement licensing of additive particles suggests that there are internal structures 

for elliptical sites, which supports the PF-deletion analysis for recovery conditions.  I 

discuss this in the following chapter. 

                                                 
27 In Speaker B’s utterance, John is not expressed. 
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I claim that –mo bears the [+AFF/NEG] feature, and aff/neg is assigned when 

aff/neg of the preceding sentence and that of the sentence where –mo appears agree.  For 

example, in (17), since both Speaker A’s utterance and Speaker B’s utterance are 

affirmative, -mo is licensed to appear and [+AFF] is assigned.  After the assignment, the 

constituent with –mo, Mary-mo can move up to the head of ΣP.  It can move further up to 

the Spec of FocP.  This is illustrated in (18). 

(17) a. Additive focus particle licensing (aff/neg agreement) 

 Speaker A: John-wa tako-o taberu. 

 John-TOP octopus-ACC eat [+AFF] 

 ‘John eats octopus.’ 

 Speaker B: Mary-mo tako-o taberu. 

 Mary-also/too octopus-ACC eat 

 ‘Mary eats octopus too.’ 

 b. Aff/neg assignment 

 Speaker A: John-wa tako-o taberu. [+AFF] 

 Speaker B: Mary-mo tako-o taberu. 

 [+AFF] 

 c. Clefted Ellipsis licensing 

 Speaker A: John-wa tako-o taberu. 

 Speaker B: Mary-mo tako-o taberu no da. 

 [+AFF] 
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(18) Tree Diagram of Speaker B’s utterance in (17c) 

 TopP 
 
  Top′ 
 
 FocP Top0 
 
 Mary-moi Foc′ 
 
 elided CP Foc0 

 da [+Focus] 
 C′ 
 
 TP C0 
 no 

  T′ 
 
 ΣP T0 
 [-Past] 
 ti Σ′ 
 

 VP Σ
0 

  [+AFF] 
 ti V′ 
 
 DP V0 
 taberu 

 tako-o  
 

By contrast, when there is no agreement of aff/neg, -mo is not allowed to appear, as 

shown in (19). 

(19) Speaker A: John-wa tako-o tabe-nai 

 John-TOP octopus-ACC eat-NEG 

 ‘John doesn’t eat octopus.’ 
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 Speaker B: # Mary-mo tako-o taberu. 

 Mary-also/too octopus-ACC eat-NEG 

The licensing of ellipsis I have discussed above and the licensing discussed in 

Chapter 3 share the same conditions: elements that bears [+AFF] or [+NEG] feature can 

license ellipsis.  In Chapter 3, I have observed that some adverbial NPIs (e.g., zenzen ‘at 

all’) and PPIs (sukosi ‘a bit’), and an aspectual adverbial (mada ‘still/yet’) can precede 

the copula, and claimed that they are inherently [+AFF] or [+NEG].  The difference 

between adverbials that can license ellipsis and focus particles is that the adverbials bear 

an [+AFF] or [+NEG] feature; while the feature of additive focus particles is assigned by 

agreement of aff/neg.  In either case, the feature [+AFF] or [+NEG] allows ellipsis. 

 

4.2.1.2 Sae ‘even’ 

Sae ‘even’ is an additive particle which encodes the information that what is 

predicated in a clause holds for at least one alternative with a matching 

affirmation/negation.  It is also referred to as a scalar particle because an entity in 

the scope of the particle is presupposed to be less likely than alternative entities 

for the predication. 

Like the additive particle -mo ‘too/also’, which we have seen above, -sae is a 

bound morpheme and allows ellipsis with affirmation, as shown in (20), and ellipsis with 

negation, as shown in (21). 
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(20) Speaker A: Mina  sushi-o  tabeta. 

 everybody sushi-ACC ate 

 ‘Everybody ate sushi.’ 

 Speaker B: Mary-sae da. 

 Mary-even COP 

 ‘Even Mary did.’ 

(21) Speaker A: Dare-mo sushi-o  tabe-nakatta. 

 IDEF-also/too28 sushi-ACC tabe-NEG.PAST 

 ‘Nobody ate sushi.’ 

 Speaker B: Mary-sae  da. 

 Mary-even COP 

 ‘Even Mary didn’t.’ 

In (20), the antecedent (Speaker A’s utterance) is affirmative, and the recovered meaning 

of the elliptical site in Speaker B’s utterance is interpreted as affirmative.  In (21), the 

antecedent is negative, and the recovered meaning of the elliptical site is interpreted as 

negative.  As with the additive particle –mo, affirmation/negation of the sentence 

with -sae is determined in relation to the preceding sentence.  I claim that –sae is 

[+AFF/NEG] and affirmation/negation is assigned by the agreement of aff/neg.  Once 

affirmation/negation is assigned, it can allow ellipsis. 

                                                 
28 Indefinite wh-pronouns with -mo are NPIs (e.g., dare-mo ‘nobody’, nani-mo ‘nothing’, doko-mo 

‘nowhere’). 
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4.2.1.3 Dake ‘only’ 

Dake ‘only’ is another focus particle in that it evokes an alternative set for which the 

same predication holds.  Unlike –mo and –sae, it is exclusive rather than additive.  Dake 

is a bound morpheme, and unlike only it cannot stand by itself to function as an adverb. 

In (22), the focus particle –dake evokes an alternative set of entities, which is a 

set of individuals.  The sentence implicates that nobody ate sushi but Mary. 

(22) Mary-dake  sushi-o  tabeta. 

 Mary-only  sushi-ACC  ate 

 ‘Only Mary ate sushi.’ 

The sentence in (22) implicates that the alternative set of individuals did not eat sushi, as 

shown in Speaker A’s utterance in (23). 

(23) Speaker A: Hotondo  mina  sushi-o  tabe-nakatta 

 almost  everybody  sushi-ACC  eat-NEG.PAST 

 ‘Almost nobody ate sushi.’ 

 Speaker B: Mary-dake  sushi-o  tabeta. 

 Mary-only  sushi-ACC  ate 

 ‘Only Mary ate sushi.’ 

As with additive focus particles, -dake can appear with either affirmative or negative, as 

shown in (24). 

(24) Mary-dake sushi-o tabe-nakatta. 

 Mary-only sushi-ACC eat-NEG.PAST 

 ‘Only Mary didn’t eat sushi.’ 
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However, unlike additive focus particles, in ellipsis with –dake, only an affirmative 

interpretation is recovered, as shown in (25) – (26). 

(25) Speaker A: Kinoo-wa dare-mo sushi-o  tabe-nakatta 

 yesterday-TOP nobody  sushi-ACC  eat-NEG.PAST 

 ‘Nobody ate sushi yesterday.’ 

 Speaker B: Kyoo-wa Mary-dake da. 

 today-TOP Mary-only  COP 

 ‘Only Mary (ate sushi )today.’ 

(26) Speaker A: Kinoo-wa  mina  sushi-o  tabeta. 

 yesterday-TOP everybody sushi-ACC  ate 

 ‘Everybody ate sushi yesterday.’ 

 Speaker B: Kyoo-wa Mary-dake  da. 

  today-TOP Mary-only  COP 

 ‘Only Mary (ate sushi) today.’ 

Regardless of aff/neg of the antecedent, in ellipsis with –dake, a negative sentence is not 

recovered.  This is illustrated in (27) and (28). 

(27) Speaker A: Kinoo-wa dare-mo sushi-o  tabe-nakatta 

 yesterday-TOP nobody sushi-ACC  eat-NEG.PAST 

  ‘Nobody ate sushi yesterday.’ 

 Speaker B: # Kyoo-wa Mary-dake [e] da. 

 today-TOP Mary-only COP 

 ‘[intended reading] Only Mary (didn’t eat sushi) today.’ 
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(28) Speaker A: Kinoo-wa mina sushi-o  tabeta 

 yesterday-TOP everybody  sushi-ACC  ate 

 ‘Everybody ate sushi yesterday.’ 

 Speaker B: # Kyoo-wa Mary-dake da. 

 today-TOP Mary-only  COP 

 ‘[intended reading] Only Mary (didn’t eat sushi) today.’ 

I claim that –dake bears the [+AFF] feature.  Only when the sentence where -dake 

appears is affirmative, it can license ellipsis.  Unlike adverbial PPIs that can license 

ellipsis, as discussed in the previous chapter (e.g., sukosi ‘a bit’), -dake is not a PPI.  

Therefore, it can appear with either affirmation or negation.  When both the antecedent 

and the following sentence where –dake appears are affirmative, a constituent with -dake 

undergoes the same movement as additive focus particles.  This is illustrated in (29) and 

(30). 

(29) a. Affirmation agreement 

 Speaker A: Kinoo-wa  mina  sushi-o  tabeta. 

 yesterday-TOP everybody sushi-ACC  ate [+AFF] 

 ‘Almost everybody ate sushi.’ 

 Speaker B: Kyoo-wa Mary-dake  sushi-o tabeta. 

  today-TOP  Mary-only  sushi-ACC ate 

  ‘Only Mary ate sushi today.’ 
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 b. Clefted Ellipsis licensing 

 Speaker A: Kinoo-wa  mina  sushi-o  tabeta. 

 Speaker B: Kyoo-wa Mary-dake sushi-o tabeta no da. 

   [+AFF] 

(30) Tree Diagram of Speaker B in (29b) 

 TopP 
 
 Kyoo-wa Top′ 
 
 FocP Top0 
 
 Mary-dakei Foc′ 
 
 elided CP Foc0 

 da [+Focus] 
 C′ 
 
 TP C0 
 no 

 T′ 
 
 ΣP T0 
 [+Past] 
 ti Σ′ 
 

 VP Σ
0 

  [+AFF] 
 ti V′ 
 
 DP V0 
 tabeta 

 sushi-o  
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4.2.1.4  Revisiting –sika ‘except for’ 

One would think that it is the “exclusiveness” expressed by the focus particle –dake that 

allows ellipsis to occur.  However, that is not the case, as shown in (31).  In (31), another 

exclusive focus particle –sika
29 ‘except for’ appears, but ellipsis is not allowed. 

(31) Speaker A: John-wa sushi to teriyaki-o taberu. 

  John-TOP sushi and teriyaki-ACC eat 

  ‘John eats sushi and teriyaki.’ 

 Speaker B: * Mary-wa teriyaki-sika da. 

  Mary-TOP teriyaki-SIKA COP 

  ‘[intended reading] Mary doesn’t eat anything except for teriyaki.’ 

In the previous chapter, I showed that although –sika ‘except for’ is an NPI, unlike 

zenzen ‘at all’, it cannot license ellipsis30.  Sika can be considered to be an exclusive 

focus particle because it evokes an alternative set; however, it does not exhibit the same 

properties as –dake.  It appears that –sika does not bear [+AFF/NEG] feature.  This 

prohibits –sika from licensing ellipsis. 

                                                 
29 As described in Chapter 3, -sika is an NPI.  It must appear with negation, as shown in (i). 
(i) John-wa sushi-sika tabe-{nai / *ru}. ‘John doesn’t eat anything except for sushi.’ 
 John-TOP sushi-SIKA tabe-NEG / AFF 
Although it is an exclusive focus particle, the sentence in (i) cannot be interpreted as the only thing John 
does not eat is sushi.  Rather, it is interpreted as John does not eat anything except for sushi.  So, I will not 
use only as the corresponding gloss to –sika.  Instead, I use SIKA as a gloss to avoid confusion. 
30 As seen in Chapter 3, when zenzen appears in ellipsis, the recovered meaning is always negative, even 
when the preceding sentence is affirmative, as shown in (ii). 
(ii) Speaker A: John-wa sushi-o taberu. ‘John eats sushi.’ 
 Speaker B:  Mary-wa zenzen da. ‘Mary doesn’t at all.’ 
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4.3 Ellipsis where “unexpectedness” is involved 

Ellipsis with case markers requires a condition of unexpectedness.  In this type of ellipsis, 

any case markers can precede the copula, as shown in (32).  In (32), the utterance of 

Speaker A describes an event that unexpectedly occurred.  Speaker B’s utterances in (a)-

(c) are all possible, depending upon which entity Speaker B wants to focus.  Desu in 

Speaker B is a distant form31 of the copula da. 

(32) [Speaker B knows that John does not like sushi.  Speaker A tells the news that 

John ate sushi, and Speaker B responds to the news.] 

 Speaker A: John-ga sushi-o tabeta. 

 John-NOM sushi-ACC ate 

 ‘John ate sushi.’ 

 Speaker B: a. John-ga desu ka? 

 John-NOM COP Q 

 ‘John!?’ 

 b. Sushi-o desu ka? 

 sushi-ACC COP Q 

 ‘Sushi!?’ 

 c. John-ga sushi-o desu ka? 

 John-NOM sushi-ACC COP Q 

 ‘John!?  Sushi!?’ 

                                                 
31 Distant form is a type of polite form, which is used when a speaker and an addressee are not close 
enough to use casual forms. 
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In (32), (a)-(c) are focusing different entities: John is focused in (32a); sushi in (32b); 

both John and sushi in (32c).  In (32a), John is contrasted with other individuals.  In 

(32b), sushi is contrasted with other food.  (32c) involves two sets of contrasts: one set 

contrasts John and people other than John, and the other contrasts sushi and food other 

than sushi.  In (32a)-(32c), regardless of which entity is contrasted, the event of John’s 

having eaten sushi is unexpected for Speaker B. 

The contrast is possible regardless of the aff/neg of the antecedent.  This is 

illustrated in (33).  In (33), Speaker A is telling the news that John did not come to 

school, which is not expected.  Speaker B’s utterances in (a)-(c) are all grammatical.  

(33) [Speaker B knows that John is a serious student and never skipped classes.  

Speaker A tells the news that John did not come to school, and Speaker B 

responds to the news.] 

 Speaker A: John-ga gakko-ni ko-nakatta. 

 John-NOM school-DAT come-NEG.PAST 

 ‘John didn’t come to school.’ 

 Speaker B: a. John-ga desu ka? 

 John-NOM COP Q 

 ‘John!?’ 

 b. Gakko-ni desu ka? 

 school-DAT COP Q 

 ‘To school!?’ 
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 c. John-ga gakko-ni desu ka? 

 John-NOM school-DAT COP Q 

 ‘John!?  To school!?’ 

Examples (32) and (33) show that case markers exhibit the same property as 

additive focus particles.  In an unexpected condition like (32) and (33), case markers 

evoke alternative entities within a set of entities for which the predication holds.  For 

example, John-ga in Speaker B’s utterance (32a) evokes an alternative set of people 

other than John who likes sushi, ate sushi. 

I claim that case markers bear the [+AFF/NEG] feature and when aff/neg of the 

antecedent and that of the sentence where the case marker appears agree, [+AFF] or 

[+NEG] is assigned.  In Speaker B’s utterance (32a), [+AFF] is assigned to John-ga.  

John-ga moves up to the Spec position of FocP.  For example, in (34) below, since both 

Speaker A’s utterance and Speaker B’s utterance are affirmative, [+AFF] is assigned to 

the nominative case marker –ga.  After the assignment, the constituent with –ga, John-ga 

can move up to the head of ΣP.  It can move further up to the Spec of FocP.  This is 

illustrated in (35). 
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(34) a. Aff/neg agreement 

 Speaker A: John-ga sushi-o tabeta. 

 John-NOM octopus-ACC ate [+AFF] 

 ‘John ate sushi.’ 

 Speaker B: John-ga sushi-o tabeta   no desu ka. 

 John-nom sushi-ACC ate NL COP Q 

 ‘Mary eats octopus too.’ 

 b. Aff/neg assignment 

 Speaker A: John-ga sushi-o tabeta. [+AFF] 

 Speaker B: John-ga sushi-o tabeta   no desu ka. 

   [+AFF] 

 c. Clefted Ellipsis licensing 

 Speaker A: John-ga sushi-o tabeta. 

 Speaker B: John-ga sushi-o tabeta   no desu ka. 

   [+AFF] 
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(35) Tree Diagram of Speaker B in (34c) 

 TopP 
 
 Top′ 
 
 FocP Top0 
 
 John-gai Foc′ 
 
 elided CP Foc0 

 desu [+Focus] 
 C′ 
 
 TP C0 
 no 

 T′ 
 
 ΣP T0 
 [+Past] 
 ti Σ′ 
 

 VP Σ
0 

  [+AFF] 
 ti V′ 
 
 DP V0 
 tabeta 

 sushi-o  

 
The ellipsis licensing of particles described above can also be observed in 

postpositions, as shown in (36) below.  In (36), the utterance of Speaker A describes an 

event that unexpectedly occurred.  The referent of the DP preceding the elliptical site in 

Speaker B’s utterance is contrasted with other entities of the same type.  Speaker B’s 

utterances (a)-(c) in (36) are all acceptable, depending on which referent the speaker 

wants to focus. 
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(36) Speaker A: John-ga nihon-de Mary-to kekkon-sita 

 John-NOM Japan-in Mary-with got married 

 ‘John got married to Mary in Japan.’ 

 Speaker B: a. Nihon-de desu ka? 

 Japan-in COP Q 

 ‘In Japan?’ 

 b. Mary-to desu ka? 

 Mary-with COP Q 

 ‘To Mary?’ 

 c. Nihon-de Mary-to desu ka? 

 Japan-in Mary-with COP Q 

 ‘In Japan?  To Mary?’ 

In (36), Japan is focused in (36a); Mary in (36b); both Japan and Mary in (36c).  In 

(36a), Japan is contrasted with other places.  In (36b), Mary is contrasted with other 

people.  In (36c) two sets of contrasts; Japan and other places, and Mary and other people.  

Like ellipsis with case markers, the event of John’s having been married to Mary has to 

be unexpected.  That is, Speaker B did not know that John was in Japan; they did not 

know about the relationship between John and Mary either. 

The above utterance where John is focused looks similar to the answer to a wh-

question, as shown in (37) below.  The response (a) of Speaker B below is a response to 

the wh-question of Speaker A.  The response (b) is a possible answer.  However, in order 
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to use (b), the event of John’s eating sushi has to be unexpected.  If that is not the case, 

(b) is not acceptable. 

(37) Speaker A: Dare-ga sushi-o tabeta no? 

  who-NOM sushi-ACC ate Q 

  ‘Who ate sushi?’ 

 Speaker B: a John da. 

  John COP 

  ‘John did.’ 

  b # John-ga da. 

    John-NOM COP 

In Chapter 2, I have classified ellipsis like (37a) as DP-focused Clefted Ellipsis, and 

ellipsis like (37b) as CP-focused Clefted Ellipsis.  DP-focused Clefted Ellipsis does not 

involve movement; while CP-focused Clefted Ellipsis involves movement.  I will discuss 

the difference between these two types of ellipsis further in the following chapter. 

 

4.4 Licensing conditions: summary 

In this chapter, I have proposed that focus particles and case markers can be licensors 

when aff/negation of both the antecedent and the sentence where the marker appears 

agree.  Then the [+AFF/NEG] feature is assigned and the focused constituent with those 

linguistic materials can move up to Ʃ0 and move further up to the Spec of FocP.  I 

contend that López and Winkler’s (2000) theory that Ʃ0 licenses ellipsis can also be 

applied to ellipsis discussed in this chapter.  I refer to the licensors discussed in the 
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previous chapter (e.g., zenzen ‘at all’) as Adverbial Licensors, and the ones discussed in 

this chapter (e.g., -mo ‘also/too’) as Contrastive Particle Licensors.  The critical 

difference between these two types of licensors is the landing domain within the focus 

domain.  Adverbial Licensors cannot precede constituents with Contrastive Particle 

Licensors.  This is illustrated in (38).  In (38), Speaker B’s utterance (38a), where the 

constituent with a Contrastive Particle Licensor Mary-mo precedes an Adverbial 

Licensor zenzen, is grammatical.  By contrast, Speaker B’s utterance (38b), where zenzen 

precedes Mary-mo, is not grammatical. 

(38) Speaker A: John-wa sushi-o zenzen tabe-nai. 

 John-TOP sushi-ACC at all eat-NEG 

 ‘John doesn’t eat sushi.’ 

 Speaker B: a. Mary-mo zenzen da. 

 Mary-also/too at all COP 

 ‘Mary doesn’t at all either.’ 

 b.*Zenzen Mary-mo da. 

 at all Mary-also/too COP 

The ungrammaticality of (38b) suggests that there are two types of focus domain.  When 

a topic appears, the topic precedes all linguistic materials in ellipsis, as shown in Speaker 

B’s utterance in (39). 

(39) Speaker A: John-wa sushi-o zenzen tabe-nai 

 John-TOP sushi-ACC at all eat-NEG 

 ‘John doesn’t eat sushi at all.’ 
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 Speaker B: Kyoo-wa Mary-mo zenzen da. 

 today-TOP Mary-also/too at all  COP 

 ‘As for today, Mary doesn’t at all either.’ 

Based on the data I have investigated so far, the structure of CP-focused Clefted Ellipsis 

is as in (41), which is the structure of (40). 

(40) Kyoo-wa Mary-mo zenzen da. 

 today-TOP Mary-also/too at all COP 

(41) [TOPIC P Kyoo-wa [FOCP [CONTRASTIVE FOC Mary-mo [INFORMATION FOC zernzen[ƩP e] da]]]] 

Table 2 below summarizes licensors we have discussed in Chapter 3 and this chapter. 

 
Table 4.1: Linguistic materials that can precede the copula in Japanese ellipsis 

Type of licensor Example 
Recovered 

aff/neg 
Feature Movement 

At-all-NPI 
zenzen 

‘at all’ 
neg [+NEG] 

� Ʃ0 
� Information FocP 

Quantificational 
PPI 

sukosi 

‘a bit’ 
aff [+AFF] 

� Ʃ0 
� Information FocP 

Continuation-of-
state Adverbial 

mada 

 ‘yet/still’ 
aff/neg 

[+Emphatic 
AFF/NEG] 

� Ʃ0 
� Information FocP 

Additive Focus 
Particle 

-mo ‘also/too’; 
-sae ‘even’ 

aff/neg [+AFF/NEG] 
� Ʃ0 
� Contrastive FocP 

Exclusive Focus 
Particle 

-dake 
‘only’ 

aff [+AFF] 
� Ʃ0 
� Contrastive FocP 

Case Marker 
-ga (NOM); 
-o (ACC); -ni (DAT) 

aff/neg [+AFF/NEG] 
� Ʃ0 
� Contrastive FocP 
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Chapter 5 

Recovery Conditions 

 

 

This chapter explores what elliptical sites represent, that is recovery conditions.  In the 

previous chapters, I have proposed that Japanese ellipsis in question is derived from cleft 

construction.  As discussed in Chapter 2, ellipsis is divided into two types in terms of the 

cleft construction from which it is derived.  One type is DP-focused Clefted Ellipsis, 

where a DP is directly followed by the copula, as seen in Speaker B’s utterance in (1). 

(1) Speaker A: Dare-ga sushi-o tabeta no? 

 who-NOM sushi-ACC ate Q 

 ‘Who ate sushi? 

 Speaker B: John desu. 

 John COP 

 ‘John did. 

The other type is CP-focused Clefted Ellipsis, where an adverbial PPI (e.g., sukosi ‘a bit’) 

or NPI (e.g., zenzen ‘at all’) that bears the [+AFF] or [+NEG] feature, or a DP marked by 

a focus particle or case marker precedes the copula, as seen in the second part of (2). 
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(2) John-ga sushi-o tabeta. John-ga da! 

 John-NOM sushi-ACC ate John-NOM COP 

 ‘John ate sushi.  John did! (What a surprise!) 

Questions arise: how do we know they have different structures?  In Chapter 2, I 

proposed that they are different based on the structures of the Japanese cleft constructions.  

In this chapter, I claim that: (i) For DP-focused Clefted Ellipsis, an elliptical site is a 

base-generated pro, and meaning is recovered pragmatically based on the preceding 

discourse; and (ii) For CP-focused Clefted Ellipsis, there are internal structures in 

elliptical sites, and PF-deletion preceded by focus movement occurs.  I refer to (i) as the 

Base-generated pro Analysis32, and (ii) as the PF-deletion Analysis, 

My analysis is illustrated in (3) and (4).  For DP-focused Clefted Ellipsis, an 

elliptical site is base-generated pro, and its meaning is recovered pragmatically based on 

the preceding discourse.  For CP-focused Clefted Ellipsis, there is a full-fledged structure 

at PF.  Focus Movement and deletion also occur at PF. 

(3) DP-focused Clefted Ellipsis  

 a. PF Level 

 pro John da. 

  John COP 

                                                 
32 In previous studies (e.g., Lobeck 1995), this type of recovery condition is referred to as “LF Copying” 
analysis.  However, as I present in this chapter, DP-focused Clefted Ellipsis does not require a linguistic 
antecedent.  Since there are no linguistic antecedents to “copy”, I use the term “Base-generated pro” 
Analysis rather than “LF Copying” analysis to refer to recovery conditions for DP-focused Clefted Ellipsis. 
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 b. LF Level 

 pro John da. 

  John COP 

 ‘Who ate sushi is John.’ 

(4) CP-focused Clefted Ellipsis 

 a. PF Level 

 John-gai [[ti sushi-o tabeta] no] da. 

 John-NOM sushi-ACC ate NL COP 

 b. LF Level 

 John-gai [[ti sushi-o tabeta] no] da. 

 John-NOM sushi-ACC ate NL COP 

 ‘It’s that John ate sushi.’ 

In this chapter, I show evidence that DP-focused Clefted Ellipsis and CP-focused 

Clefted Ellipsis are different in terms of recovery conditions.  My claim is based on the 

following analyses and observations.  (i) Application of Hankamer and Sag’s (1976) 

analysis indicates that DP-focused Clefted Ellipsis is Deep Anaphora, and CP-focused 

Clefted Ellipsis is Surface Anaphora.  (ii) Since negation or affirmation licenses Japanese 

adverbial PPIs (e.g., sukosi ‘a bit’) or NPIs (e.g., zenzen ‘at all’) to appear, there must be 

full-fledged syntactic structures at PF for CP-focused Clefted Ellipsis.  (iii) CP-focused 

Clefted Ellipsis exhibits Island constraints, which suggests that syntactic movement is 

involved. 
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My analysis provides another way to look at the “optionality” of case markers in 

Japanese Sluicing.  Previously, case markers preceded by wh-phrase in Sluicing are 

considered to be “optional”, as shown in (5).  In (5), a wh-phrase nani can appear either 

with or without the accusative marker –o before the copula. 

(5) John-ga nanika-o tabeta ga, nani-(o) da ka wakara-nai. 

 John-NOM something-ACC ate but what-ACC COP Q know-NEG 

 ‘John ate something, but (I) don’t know what.’ 

However, applying my analysis, Japanese Sluicing can be divided into two types, as 

shown in (6) and (7). 

(6) John-ga nanika-o tabeta ga, nani-o da ka wakara-nai. 

 John-NOM something-ACC ate but what-ACC COP Q know-NEG 

 ‘John ate something, but (I) don’t know what.’ 

(7) John-ga nanika-o tabeta ga, nani da ka wakara-nai. 

 John-NOM something-ACC ate but what COP Q know-NEG 

 ‘John ate something, but (I) don’t know what.’ 

My analysis implies that Sluicing where a wh-phrase appears with a case marker is CP-

focused Clefted Ellipsis, and Sluicing where a wh-phrase appear without a case marker is 

DP-focused Clefted Ellipsis. 

This chapter is structured as follows.  In Section 5.1, I apply Hankamar and Sag’s 

(1976) analysis to the Japanese Clefted Ellipsis, and show there are two types of ellipsis.  

In Section 5.2, I present my analysis that there must be internal structures in CP-focused 

Clefted Ellipsis, because its licensors (e.g., At-all-NPI, Quantificational PPI, focus 
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particles) have to be licensed by affirmation or negation at the surface.  In Section 5.3, I 

discuss the implications of my analysis of the two types of Japanese Sluicing.   In Section 

5.4, I summarize my proposal. 

 

5.1 Surface Anaphora and Deep Anaphora 

5.1.1 Hankamer and Sag’s work (1976) 

Hankamer and Sag’s (1976) work is the first extensive study of what kind of antecedent 

is required for anaphora.  They refer to syntactically controlled anaphora (in their terms) 

as Surface Anaphora, and pragmatically controlled anaphora (in their terms) as Deep 

Anaphora.  Surface Anaphora requires a linguistic antecedent, while the meaning of Deep 

Anaphora can be recovered pragmatically.  VPE and Sluicing are both classified as 

Surface Anaphora. 

Following is Hankamer and Sag’s classification of Deep and Surface Anaphora 

with some examples.  Examples (8) – (16) are cases of Deep Anaphora, and these 

examples illustrate that this type of anaphora does not require a linguistic antecedent. 

Deep Anaphora: definite pronouns, do it, sentential-it, one, null complement anaphora. 

(8) Definite Pronouns 

 Her hands are trembling. 

 (Hankamer and Sag 1976:391) 
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(9) Do-it 

 [Hankamer attempts to stuff a 9-inch ball through a 6-inch hoop] 

 Sag: It’s not clear that you’ll be able to do it. 

 (Hankamer and Sag 1976:392) 

(10) Sentential-it 

 Hankamer [observing Sag successfully ripping a phone book in half]: 

 I don’t believe it. 

 (Hankamer and Sag 1976:407) 

(11) One 

 [Sag produces an apple] 

 Hankamer: Did you bring one for me? 

 (Hankamer and Sag 1976:407) 

Examples (12) – (16) are cases of Surface Anaphora, and the examples illustrate 

that Surface Anaphora requires a linguistic antecedent. 

Surface Anaphora: VP-Ellipsis, sluicing, stripping, gapping, sentential and VP-so 

(12) VP-Ellipsis 

 [Hankamer attempts to stuff a 9-inch ball through a 6-inch hoop] 

 Sag: # It’s not clear that you’ll be able to. 

 (Hankamer and Sag 1976:392) 
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(13) Sluicing 

 [Hankamer produces a gun, points it offstage and fires, whereupon a scream is 

heard] 

 Sag: # Jesus, I wonder who. 

 (Hankamer and Sag 1976:408) 

(14) Stripping 

 [Sag plays Willam Tell Overture on recorder] 

 Hankamer:  #  Yeah, but not very well. 

 (Hankamer and Sag 1976:409) 

(15) Gapping 

 [Hankamer produces an orange, proceeds to peel it, and just as Sag produces an 

apple, says:] 

 # And Ivan, an apple. 

 (Hankamer and Sag 1976:410) 

(16) Sentential and VP-so 

 [Hankamaer again attempting to pass 12 inch ball through 6 inch hoop] 

 Sag:  # I don’t think you can do so. 

 (Hankamer and Sag 1976:418) 
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5.1.2 Application to DP-focused Clefted Ellipsis and CP-focused Clefted Ellipsis 

Following Hankamer and Sag’s (1976) classification of Surface Anaphora and Deep 

Anaphora, I examined both CP-focused Clefted Ellipsis and DP-focused Clefted Ellipsis, 

and found that linguistic antecedents are required for the former, but not for the latter. 

Examples (17) – (20) illustrate that CP-focused Clefted Ellipsis requires linguistic 

antecedents.  For each example, (a) illustrates that CP-focused Clefted Ellipsis is 

acceptable with a linguistic antecedent, and (b) illustrates that it is not acceptable without 

a linguistic antecedent. 

CP-focused Clefted Ellipsis 

(17) Focus particle -mo ‘also/too’ 

 a. With a linguistic antecedent 

 [Speakers A and B are looking for the Plaza Hotel, where a conference is being 

held.  They don’t know each other.] 

 Speaker A: Plaza Hotel-o  sagashite-imasu. 

 Plaza Hotel-ACC  looking-for 

 ‘I’m looking for the Plaza Hotel.’ 

 Speaker B: Watasi-mo desu. 

 I-also/too COP 

 ‘I am too.’ 
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 b. Without a linguistic antecedent 

 [Same situation as above.  A man is looking around on the street holding a 

conference program.  A woman saw the man is holding a conference program.] 

 Woman: # Watasi-mo desu. 

   I-also/too COP 

(18) At-all Negative Polarity Item zenzen ‘at all’ 

 a. With a linguistic antecedent 

 [At a party.  Speaker A is about to serve sake for Speaker B.] 

 Speaker A: Watasi-wa yoku sake-o nomimasu. 

 I-TOP a lot sake-ACC drink 

 ‘I drink sake a lot.’ 

 Speaker B: [Covering her glass with the hand…] 

 Watasi-wa zenzen desu. 

 I-TOP at all COP 

 ‘I don’t at all.’ 

 b. Without a linguistic antecedent 

 [A man is about to serve sake for a woman.] 

 Woman: # Watasi-wa zenzen desu. 

 I-TOP at all COP 
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(19) Quatificational PPI sukosi ‘a little’ 

 a. With a linguistic antecedent 

 [At a party.  Speaker A is about to serve sake for Speaker B.] 

 Speaker A: Watasi-wa yoku sake-o nomimasu. 

 I-TOP a lot sake-ACC drink 

 ‘I drink sake a lot.’ 

 Speaker B: Watasi-wa sukosi desu. 

 I-TOP a little COP 

 ‘I do a little.’ 

 b. Without a linguistic antecedent 

 [A man is about to serve sake for a woman.] 

 Woman: # Watasi-wa sukosi desu. 

 I-TOP a little COP 

(20) Unexpectedness 

 a. With a linguistic antecedent 

 [At a party.  Mary is witnessing that John, who does not like sushi, is eating 

sushi.] 

 Mary: John-ga sushi-o tabeta! John-ga da! 

 John-NOM sushi-ACC ate John-NOM COP 

 ‘John ate sushi!’ ‘John! (What a surprise!)’ 
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 b. Without a linguistic antecedent 

 [Same situation as above.] 

 Mary: # John-ga da! 

   John-NOM COP 

Examples (21) and (22) below illustrate that DP-focused Clefted Ellipsis does not 

require linguistic antecedents.  For each example, (a) illustrates that DP-focused Clefted 

Ellipsis is acceptable with a linguistic antecedent, and (b) illustrates that it is also 

acceptable without a linguistic antecedent. 

DP-focused Clefted Ellipsis 

(21) a. With a linguistic antecedent 

 [The classroom is messy.  The teacher is entering the room.] 

 Teacher: Dare-ga simasita ka. 

 who-NOM did Q 

 ‘Who did this?’ 

 Student A: John desu. 

 John COP 

 ‘Who did this is John. 

 b. Without a linguistic antecedent 

 [The classroom is messy.  The teacher is entering the room looking around…] 

 Student A: John desu. 

 John  COP 

 ‘Who did this is John. 
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(22) a. With a linguistic antecedent 

 [John saw Bill, who came out of the break room, chewing something.] 

 John: Nani-o tabete-iru no 

 what-ACC eating Q 

 ‘What are you eating?’ 

 Bill: Mary-no tanjoobi no keeki da. 

 Mary-GEN birthday GEN cake COP 

 ‘What I’m eating is Mary’s birthday cake.’ 

 b. Without a linguistic antecedent 

 [John saw Bill, who came out of the break room.  John noticed that there is cream 

on Bill’s lips.  John points to Bill’s lips.] 

 Bill: Mary-no tanjoobi no keeki da. 

 Mary-GEN birthday GEN cake COP 

 ‘What I’m eating is Mary’s birthday cake.’ 

In this subsection, I have demonstrated that ellipsis where the copula immediately 

follows a DP and ellipsis where there are certain linguistic materials, such as focus 

particles, case markers, At-all-NPIs, and Quantificational PPIs, between a DP and the 

copula exhibit different properties in terms of antecedents33 

                                                 
33  When the copula does not appear, the linguistic material that appears in the CP-Focused Ellipsis 
can appear without linguistic antecedents as in (a) – (d).  I consider this phenomenon to be a fragment, and 
differentiate it from ellipsis in question. 
 (a) [A man is looking for a hotel.  A woman is also looking for the same hotel…] 
 Woman: Watasi-mo… 
 (b) [A man is about to serve sake for the woman…] 
 Woman: Watasi-wa zenzen… 
 (c) [Same situation as (b)] 
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5.1.3 Identity of DP-focused Clefted Ellipsis: Replacement with sore ‘that’ 

In Japanese, a pronoun sore ‘that’ can refer to entities introduced by a clause, as shown in 

(23). 

(23) Speaker A: Kinoo zangyoo-sita. 

 yesterday worked overtime 

 ‘I worked overtime yesterday.’ 

 Speaker B: Sore-wa taihendatta  ne. 

 that-TOP hard  DM
34 

 ‘That was hard, wasn’t it?’ 

If I am correct in my claim that ellipsis represents a DP-focused Cleft, sore ‘that’ 

should be able to occur in the subject position.  Example (24) illustrates that my 

prediction is correct.  In (24), an utterance with ellipsis (Speaker B′) and an utterance 

with sore (Speaker B) are both acceptable, and both are interpreted as the same meaning. 

                                                                                                                                                 
 Woman: Watasi-wa sukosi… 
 (d) [Witnessing John, who does not like sushi, is eating sushi.] 
 Mary: John-ga… 
 Fragment allows the topic marker –wa appear, as shown in (e). 
 (e) [A man is about to serve sake for the woman…] 
 Woman: Watasi-wa…. 
 ‘I (don’t drink, so please do not serve sake for me.)’ 
 The topic marker –wa may show that watasi in (e) is a contrastive topic.  However, unlike contrastive 
focus, even if the topic is contrastive, it cannot be in the focus position of CP-focused Cleft, as in Mary’s 
utterance in (f). 
 (f) John: Watasi-wa yoku sake-o nomu. ‘I drink sake a lot.’ 
 I-TOP a lot sake-ACC drink 
 Mary: * Watasi-wa da. ‘[Intended reading] I don’t. 
 I-TOP COP 
34 This discourse marker is used when discourse participants want to share their feeling, and serves as tag 
questions. 
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(24) Speaker A: Dare-ga sushi-o tabeta no. 

 who-NOM sushi-ACC ate Q 

 ‘Who ate sushi?’ 

 Speaker B: Sore-wa John da. 

 that-TOP John COP 

 ‘It is John (who ate sushi).’ 

 Speaker B′: John da. 

 John COP 

Since Japanese is a discourse pro-drop language, which allows referential pronouns to be 

omitted, sore can be omitted when the referent is recoverable in the discourse.  This is 

what we find in the utterance of Speaker B′. 

The antecedent of pronoun sore is contextually determined.  Example (25) and 

(26) illustrate this.  The referent of sore in (25) is working overtime on Friday.  In 

contrast, the referent of sore in (26) is eating sushi until the stomach became full.  

Interestingly, the referent of sore in (25) includes kinyoobi ‘Friday’, while that in (26) 

does not. 

(25) Speaker A: Kinyoobi-ni zangyoo-sita. 

 Friday-on worked overtime 

 ‘I worked overtime on Friday.’ 

 Speaker B: Sore-wa kawaisoo da. 

 that-TOP pathetic COP 

 ‘That is pathetic.’ 
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(26) Speaker A: Kinyoobi-ni onaka-ippai sushi-o tabeta. 

 Friday-on stomach-full sushi-ACC ate 

 ‘I ate sushi until I became full on Friday.’ 

 Speaker B: Sore-wa zeetaku da. 

 that-TOP extravagant COP 

 ‘That is extravagant.’ 

Whether ‘Friday’ should be included as part of the elided material is determined by the 

context. 

 

5.1.4 Identity of CP-focused Clefted Ellipsis: Replacement with soo ‘so’ 

Unlike DP-focused Clefted Ellipsis, CP-focused Clefted Ellipsis cannot be replaced by 

sore ‘that’, as shown in the utterance of Speaker B′ (27).  Instead, it can be replaced by 

soo ‘so’. 

(27) Speaker A: John-wa sushi-o taberu. 

 John-TOP sushi-ACC eat 

 ‘John eats sushi.’ 

 Speaker B: Mary-mo da. 

 Mary-also/too COP 

 Speaker B′: # Mary-mo sore da. 

 Mary-also/too that  COP 

 Speaker B″: Mary-mo soo da. 

  Mary-also/too so COP 
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Hankamer and Sag (1976) classify English So-Anaphora as Surface Anaphora, which 

requires a linguistic antecedent.  This is also true in Japanese So-Anaphora, as shown in 

(28) and (29).  Example (28) has a linguistic antecedent (Woman’s utterance), Plaza 

Hotel-o sagasiteimasu ‘I’m looking for the Plaza Hotel’.  Example (29) does not have an 

antecedent.  The man’s utterance in (28) is acceptable, while the same utterance in (29) is 

not acceptable. 

(28) [A woman and a man encounter each other while searching for the Plaza Hotel, 

where a conference is being held.  They are holding the conference program.] 

 Woman: Watasi-wa Plaza Hotel-o sagasiteimasu 

 I-TOP Plaza Hotel-ACC looking for 

 ‘I’m looking for the Plaza Hotel.’ 

 Man: Watasi-mo soo desu. 

 I-also/too so COP 

 ‘I am too.’ 

(29) [Same situation as above.  They looked at each other] 

 Man: # Watasi-mo soo desu. 

This section has demonstrated that Japanese ellipsis in question is divided into two types 

according to Hankamar and Sag’s (1976) criteria.  This has been also suggested by 

replacement of an elliptical site with sore ‘that’ and soo ‘so’. 
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5.2 NPI licensing and additive focus marker licensing: evidence of PF-deletion for 

CP-focused Clefted Elipsis 

As seen in the previous section, it was suggested that an elliptical site of DP-focused 

Clefted Ellipsis is a base-generated pro.  In this section, I discuss what represents an 

elliptical site of CP-focused Clefted Ellipsis.  CP-focused Clefted Ellipsis is exemplified 

in Speaker B’s utterances in (30) and (31). 

(30) Speaker A: John-wa sushi-o taberu. 

 John-TOP sushi-ACC eat 

 ‘John eats sushi.’ 

 Speaker B: Mary-wa zenzen da. 

 Mary-TOP at all COP 

 ‘Mary doesn’t at all.’ 

(31) Speaker A: John-wa sushi-o taberu. 

 John-TOP sushi-ACC eat 

 ‘John eats sushi.’ 

 Speaker B: Mary-mo da. 

 Mary-also/too COP 

 ‘Mary does too.’ 

I have claimed that adverbial PPIs with [+AFF] (e.g., sukosi ‘a bit’) and adverbial 

NPIs with [+NEG] (e.g., zenzen ‘(not) at all’) can license ellipsis.  Japanese PPIs must 

appear with affirmation, as shown in (32). 
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(32) John-wa sushi-o sukosi {taberu / *tabe-nai} 

 John-TOP sushi-ACC a bit eat eat-NEG 

 ‘John {eats / *doesn’t eat} sushi a bit.’ 

Japanese NPIs must appear with negation, as shown in (33). 

(33) John-wa sushi-o zenzen {tabe-nai / *taberu} 

 John-TOP sushi-ACC at all eat-NEG eat 

 ‘John {doesn’t eat / *eats} sushi at all. 

The PPI or NPI licensing condition in Japanese suggests that there must be an internal 

structure of an elliptical site with either affirmation or negation for PPIs or NPIs to 

appear before elements are elided.  This is illustrated in Speaker B’s utterance in (34). 

(34) Speaker A: John-wa sushi-o taberu. 

 John-TOP sushi-ACC eat 

 ‘John eats sushi.’ NPI licensing 

 Speaker B: � Mary-wa zenzen sushi-o tabe-nai no da 

 Mary-TOP at all sushi-ACC  tabe-NEG NL COP 

 ‘It’s that Mary doesn’t eat sushi at all.’ 

 ellipsis licensing 

 � Mary-wai zenzenj [[ ti tj sushi-o tabe-nai] no] da 

 Mary-TOP at all sushi-ACC tabe-NEG NL COP 

 ‘Mary doesn’t at all.’ 
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Without the negation, zenzen would not appear in Speaker B’s utterance in (34).  Thus, 

NPI licensing of negation morphemes occurs first, as shown in (34�), then ellipsis 

licensing of zenzen follows, as shown in (34�). 

Additional evidence of PF-deletion analysis for CP-focused Clefted Ellipsis is 

additive focus particle licensing of aff/neg agreement.  I have claimed that additive focus 

particles, such as –mo ‘also/too’ and –sae ‘even’, are licensors for CP-focused Clefted 

Ellipsis.  For additive focus particles to appear, aff/neg agreement must occur, as shown 

in (35). 

(35) Speaker A: John-wa sushi-o taberu. 

 John-TOP sushi-ACC eat [+AFF]  

 ‘John eats sushi.’ agreement 

 Speaker B: � Mary-mo sushi-o taberu no da. 

 Mary-also/too sushi-ACC eat NL COP 

 ‘Mary also eats sushi’ additive focus particle licensing 

 ellipsis licensing 

 Speaker B: � Mary-moi [[ ti sushi-o taberu] no] da. 

 Mary-also/too sushi-ACC eat NL COP 

 ‘Mary also eats sushi’ 

Without the agreement of [+AFF], -mo does not appear in Speaker B’s utterance in (35).  

Aff/neg agreement has to occur for –mo to appear, as seen in (35�).  Then, –mo can 

license ellipsis, as seen in (35�).  The PPI/NPI licensing and additive focus particle 
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licensing suggest that there must be an internal structure for these licensors to appear.  

Thus I claim that the PF-deletion Analysis is plausible for CP-focused Clefted Ellipsis. 

 

5.3 Implication of two types of Sluicing: DP-focused Clefted Sluicing and CP-

focused Clefted Sluicing 

Sluicing is the most discussed ellipsis involving verbs in Japanese.  Japanese Sluicing is 

illustrated in (36). 

(36) John-ga nanika tabeta ga, nani-(o) da ka wakara-nai. 

 John-NOM something ate but what-(ACC) COP Q know-NEG 

 ‘John ate something, but (I) don’t know what.’ 

As described in Chapter 1, case markers preceded by a wh-phrase (e.g., -o in (36)) in 

Sluicing are considered to be optional.  It is optional in the sense that the sentence is 

acceptable with or without case markers.  However, that does not mean that Sluicing with 

a case marker and Sluicing without a case marker are derived from the same construction.  

I propose that Sluicing with a case marker, as seen in (37), is CP-focused Clefted Ellipsis, 

and Sluicing without a case marker, as seen in (38), is DP-focused Clefted Ellipsis.  I 

refer to them as CP-focused Clefted Sluicing and DP-focused Clefted Sluicing, 

respectively. 

(37) John-ga nanika tabeta ga, nani-o da ka wakara-nai. 

 John-NOM something ate but what-ACC COP Q know-NEG 

 ‘John ate something, but (I) don’t know what.’ 
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(38) John-ga nanika tabeta ga, nani da ka wakara-nai. 

 John-NOM something ate but what COP Q know-NEG 

 ‘John ate something, but (I) don’t know what.’ 

In CP-focused Clefted Sluicing, contrastive focus (nani-o) movement followed by 

remnant deletion occurs at PF.  This is illustrated in (39). 

(39) ………..nani-oi [[ti tabeta] no] da ka wakara-nai. 

 what-ACC ate NL COP Q know-NEG 

In DP-focused Clefted Sluicing, elliptical site is a base-generated pro, as in (40), and 

meaning is recovered pragmatically, as in (41). 

(40) ………. pro nani da ka wakara-nai 

    what COP Q know-NEG 

(41) ……….[tabeta no]-wa nani da ka wakara-nai 

 ate NL TOP what COP Q know-NEG 

As pointed out by Fukaya and Hoji 35  (1999), Sluicing is island-sensitive, as 

shown in (42). 

                                                 
35  Fukaya and Hoji (1999) discuss Island Constraint violation for an independent reason.  They claim that 
both types of Sluicing are derived from what I refer to as the DP-focused Clefted Construction.  According 
to them, DP-focused Clefted Construction can be divided into two types.  One type is DP with a case 
marker, and the other type is DP without a case marker.  As argued in Chapter 2, DP with a case marker in 
the DP predicate position degrades its grammaticality. 
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(42) * John-wa  [[otooto-ni  nanika-o  okuttekita ] hito]-o 

 John-TOP brother-DAT something-ACC sent person-ACC 

 syootaisita  rasii ga, boku-wa  nani-o  da ka  sira-nai 

 invited seem but I-TOP what-ACC COP Q know-NEG 

 ‘John invited a person who sent something to his brother, but I don’t know what. 

However, as discussed in Chapter 1, if a wh-phrase is not followed by a case marker, the 

sentence is acceptable, as shown in (43). 

(43) John-wa  [[otooto-ni  nanika-o  okuttekita ] hito]-o 

 John-TOP brother-DAT something-ACC sent person-ACC 

 syootaisita  rasii ga, boku-wa  nani  da ka  sira-nai 

 invited seem but I-TOP what COP Q know-NEG 

 ‘John invited a person who sent something to his brother, but I don’t know what. 

This suggests that there are two types of Japanese Sluicing.  One involves syntactic 

movement, and the other does not.  

 

5.4 Recovery conditions: summary 

In this chapter, I have discussed recovery conditions for Japanese ellipsis with the copula.  

Elliptical sites of DP-focused Clefted Ellipsis contain base-generated pro and its meaning 

is recovered pragmatically.  Elliptical sites of CP-focused Clefted Ellipsis have a full-

fledged internal structure and deletion preceded by focus movement occurs.  I also 

suggested that there are two types of Sluicing in Japanese; DP-focused Clefted Sluicing 

and CP-focused Clefted Sluicing. 
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Chapter 6 

Conclusion 

 

 

I have investigated Japanese ellipsis involving verbs.  The phenomenon I have focused on 

is Japanese copula structure where elements including verbs are missing, yet their 

meaning is recoverable.  Speaker B’s utterances in (1) - (5) exemplify these phenomena. 

(1) Speaker A: John-wa sushi-o taberu. 

 John-TOP sushi-ACC eat 

 ‘John eats sushi.’ 

 Speaker B: Mary-mo da. 

 Mary-also/too COP 

 ‘Mary does too. 

(2) Speaker A: John-wa sushi-o taberu. 

 John-TOP sushi-ACC eat 

 ‘John eats sushi.’ 

 Speaker B: Mary-wa zenzen da. 

 Mary-TOP at all COP 

 ‘Mary doesn’t at all.’ 



Chapter 6 Conclusion  156 
 
 
(3) Speaker A: John-wa moo hirugohan-o tabeta. 

 John-TOP already/anymore lunch-ACC ate 

 ‘John already ate lunch.’ 

 Speaker B: Mary-wa mada da. 

 Mary-TOP yet/still COP 

 ‘Mary has not yet.’ 

(4) [Speakers A and B know John does not like sushi.  Speaker A heard that John had 

eaten sushi.  He is informing Speaker B of the news.] 

 Speaker A: John-ga sushi-o tabeta! 

 John-NOM sushi-ACC ate 

 ‘John ate sushi!’ 

 Speaker B: John-ga desu ka? 

 John-NOM COP Q 

 ‘John!?  (What a surprise!)’ 

(5) Speaker A: Dare-ga sushi-o tabeta no? 

 who-NOM sushi-ACC ate Q 

 ‘Who ate sushi?’ 

 Speaker B: John da. 

 John COP 

 ‘John.’ 

In order to explore two key issues of ellipsis, licensing conditions and recovery 

conditions, I have addressed three questions.  i) What allows the copula da to appear?  ii) 



Chapter 6 Conclusion  157 
 
 
Why are some DPs preceding the copula marked by a linguistic element, such as case 

markers and focus markers, as in (1) – (4), and some are not, as in (5)?  iii) What kind of 

linguistic elements can mark a DP to be immediately followed by the copula? 

In this last chapter, in Section 6.1, I summarize my proposal and discuss 

implications of my analysis.  In Section 6.2, I discuss topics for future research. 

 

6.1. Summary of the proposal 

6.1.1 Two types of ellipsis: DP-focused Clefted Ellipsis and CP-focused Clefted 

Ellipsis 

The presence of the copula da suggests that clefting is involved in the examples of 

ellipsis discussed here, so referred to as Clefted Ellipsis.  I have claimed that phenomena 

like (1)-(4), where linguistic materials (e.g., -mo ‘also/too, zenzen ‘(not) at all’, mada 

‘yet/still’, case markers) precede the copula (CP-focused Clefted Ellipsis) are derived 

from an it’s that-cleft structure, which is exemplified in (6).  Examples like (5), where 

the DP directly precedes the copula (DP-focused Clefted Ellipsis), are derived from a wh-

cleft structure, which is exemplified in (7) 

(6) It’s that-cleft (CP-focused Cleft) 

 [CP John-ga sushi-o tabeta no] da. 

 John-NOM sushi-ACC ate NL COP 

 ‘It’s that John ate sushi.’ 
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(7) Wh-cleft (DP-focused Cleft) 

 Sushi-o tabeta no wa John da. 

 sushi-ACC ate NL TOP John COP 

 ‘Who ate sushi is John.’ 

I refer to those ellipses as CP-focused Clefted Ellipsis and DP-focused Clefted Ellipsis, 

respectively. 

In it’s that-cleft, the CP is focused.  I have claimed that further focused elements 

within the CP can move out of the CP.  After the movement, ellipsis is allowed under 

identity with its antecedent36.  Speaker B’s utterance in (1) has the following structure. 

(8) CP-focused Clefted Ellipsis 

 Mary-moi [CP  ti sushi-o taberu no] da. 

 John-NOM sushi-ACC eat NL COP 

 In wh-cleft construction, the DP is focused.  Unlike CP-focused Clefted Ellipsis, 

movement is not involved, and the elliptical site is base-generated pro.  Speaker B’s 

utterance in (5) has the following structure. 

(9) DP-focused Clefted Ellipsis 

 pro John da. 

 John COP 

I have shown evidence indicating that ellipsis in (1) – (4), which I refer to as CP-

focused Clefted Ellipsis, and ellipsis in (5), which I refer to as DP-focused Clefted 

Ellipsis, are different.  The difference is that CP-focused Clefted Ellipsis is what 

                                                 
36 As I suggested in Section 3.2.3 of Chapter 3, CP can be elided because of the Semantic Identity 
Requirement. 
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Hankamar and Sag (1976) refer to as Surface Anaphora, while DP-focused Clefted 

Ellipsis is an example of Hankamer and Sag’s Deep Anaphora. 

The line of analysis indicating that there are two types of ellipsis involving the 

copula sheds light on the study of Sluicing.  Previous studies on Sluicing have treated 

linguistic elements between the DP and the copula as optional, as in (10). 

(10) John-ga nanika-o  tabeta  ga,  nani(-o)  da ka  wakara-nai. 

 John-NOM something-ACC  ate but  what(-ACC)  COP  Q  know-NEG 

 ‘John ate something, but (I) don’t know what [interpreted as I don’t know what he 

ate].’ 

However, there is a crucial difference between Sluicing with a case marker and Sluicing 

without a case marker.  If a wh-phrase is followed by a linguistic element (e.g., case 

marker), Sluicing is island sensitive, as shown in (11).  Sluicing is not island sensitive, 

however, if a wh-phrase is not followed by a linguistic element, as shown in (12). 

(11) * John-wa  [[otooto-ni  nanika-o  okuttekita ] hito]-o 

 John-TOP brother-DAT something-ACC sent person-ACC 

 syootaisita  rasii ga, boku-wa  nani-o  da ka  sira-nai 

 invited seem but I-TOP what-ACC COP Q know-NEG 

 ‘John invited a person who sent something to his brother, but I don’t know what. 



Chapter 6 Conclusion  160 
 
 
(12) John-wa  [[otooto-ni  nanika-o  okuttekita ] hito]-o 

 John-TOP brother-DAT something-ACC sent person-ACC 

 syootaisita  rasii ga, boku-wa  nani  da ka  sira.nai 

 invited seem but I-TOP what COP Q know.NEG 

Considering the above difference, it is plausible to argue that there are two different 

types of Sluicing; Sluicing where there is a linguistic element between the wh-phrase and 

the copula, as shown in (13), and Sluicing where the copula directly follows the wh-

phrase, as shown in (14). 

(13) John-ga nanika-o  tabeta  ga,  nani-o  da ka  wakara-nai. 

 John-NOM something-ACC  ate but  what(-ACC)  COP  Q  know-NEG 

 ‘John ate something, but (I) don’t know what [interpreted as I don’t know what he 

ate].’ 

(14) John-ga nanika-o  tabeta  ga,  nani  da ka  wakara-nai. 

 John-NOM something-ACC  ate but  what  COP  Q  know-NEG 

 ‘John ate something, but (I) don’t know what [interpreted as I don’t know what he 

ate].’ 

My analysis that there are two types of ellipsis involving the copula has the potential to 

be applied to the study of Sluicing. 

 

6.1.2 Licensing conditions  

I have analyzed what can license CP-focused Clefted Ellipsis, and claimed that linguistic 

materials that bear [+AFF] or [+NEG] can license ellipsis.  This is consistent with López 
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and Winkler’s (2000) analysis of VP-anaphora licensing.  There are two types of licensor 

for CP-focused Clefted Ellipsis.  One type is licensors that bears [+AFF] or [+NEG] (e.g., 

zenzen ‘at all’, sukosi ‘a bit’, -dake ‘only’) and the other type is licensors where [+AFF] 

or [+NEG] is licensed by the preceding sentence (e.g., -mo ‘also/too’, -sae ‘even’, mada 

‘yet/still’).  Linguistic materials with [+AFF] or [+NEG] are allowed to move to the Spec 

position of ƩP, which is Information Focus domain.  Then, they are allowed to move up 

to the Contrastive Focus domain out of CP.  Linguistic materials whose [+AFF] or 

[+NEG] is assigned in relation to the preceding sentence are allowed to move up to the 

Spec position of ƩP once [+AFF/NEG] is assigned.  Then, they are allowed to move 

further up to the Focus domain out of CP. 

Previous analyses of English ellipsis licensing consider morphologically realized 

head (Bresnan 1976) or a head of functional categories DET (for N’ ellipsis), INFL (for 

VPE) and COMP (for Sluicing) (Lobeck 1995) to be the licensor of ellipsis.  However, 

this licensing condition cannot be applicable to languages whose morphology is different 

from English, such as Japanese.  Specifically, heads of INFL are not a free morpheme in 

Japanese, which does not allow their complement to be elided leaving the head.  In 

contrast, the idea of having linguistic items with [+AFF] or [+NEG] that is a free 

morpheme as a licensor allows ellipsis in languages whose morphology is different from 

English. 
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6.1.3 Recovery conditions: PF-deletion and base-generated pro 

I have applied Hankamar and Sag’s (1976) criteria of anaphora to the Clefted Ellpisis.  

The result indicates that DP-focused Clefted Ellipsis is Deep Anaphora, where a 

linguistic antecedent is not required and the meaning is recovered pragmatically, and CP-

focused Clefted Ellipsis is Surface Anaphora, which requires a linguistic antecedent.  

Licensors for CP-focused Clefted Ellipsis must be licensed by affirmation/negation of the 

sentence where they appear; therefore, elliptical sites of CP-focused Clefted Ellipsis must 

have internal structures, and PF-deletion follows.  In contrast, elliptical sites of DP-

focused Clefted Ellipsis can be replaced with sore ‘that’, which suggests that the 

elliptical site of DP-focused Clefted Ellipsis is base-generated pro. 

The most significant observation on which the recovery condition of CP-focused 

Clefted Ellipsis is based is that some NPIs and PPIs can license ellipsis.  NPIs can only 

appear with negation; and PPIs can only appear with affirmation.  Thus, in order for 

ellipsis, such as Speaker B’s utterance in (15), to occur, there must be an underlying 

structure with negation. 

(15) Speaker A: John-wa sushi-o taberu 

 John-TOP sushi-ACC eat 

 ‘John eats sushi.’ 

 Speaker B: Mary-wa zenzen da. 

 Mary-TOP at all [NPI] COP 

 ‘Mary doesn’t at all.’ 
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6.2 Questions for future research 

6.2.1 Cross-linguistic analysis 

Investigations of other languages are essential to validate the idea of Clefted Ellipsis.  

Are there any other languages that exhibit the same properties of ellipsis discussed in this 

study for Japanese?  There are three specific questions to be addressed.  i) Does the 

language exhibit ellipsis involving verbs?  ii) Is the copula involved in the ellipsis?  iii) 

Does affirmation/negation license ellipsis? 

As discussed in Chapter 1, the copula appears in Korean ellipsis involving verbs.  

Also, Mandarin Chinese exhibits ellipsis where the copula appears, as shown in (16).  In 

the study of Korean ellipsis (Kim and Sohn 1998), the copula da is considered to be an 

element to fill Tense.  According to Wang and Wu’s (2002) study of Mandarin Chinese 

ellipsis, the copula is inserted in the focus head to check off the head feature of its 

specifier (Lisi in (16)), and also to license ellipsis. 

(16) Zhangsan  hui  lai,  Lisi  ye  shi. 

 Zhangsan will come  Lisi also be 

 ‘Zangsan will come, and Lisi will, too.’ 

 (Wang and Wu 2002:3) 

Further analysis of what allows the copula to appear in these languages will lead to 

further discussion on the universality of ellipsis involving the copula. 
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6.2.2 Sluicing 

My analysis indicates that there are two types of Sluicing in Japanese.  One is island 

sensitive, as shown in (11), and the other is not, as shown in (12).  Also, it is indicated 

that the former is CP-focused Clefted Ellipsis, and the latter DP-focused Clefted Ellipsis.  

It is known that English Sluicing is not island sensitive (e.g., Ross 1969, Merchant 2001, 

Fox and Lasnik 2003).  A question arises: as to whether it is plausible to relate my 

proposal that island insensitive Sluicing in Japanese is DP-focused Clefted Ellipsis to the 

fact that English Sluicing is not island sensitive. 

 

6.2.3 Corpus study 

I have claimed that ellipsis focused on in this study is derived from cleft construction.  

CP-focused Clefted Ellipsis is derived from it’s that-cleft construction, where a whole 

clause is focused, and a further focused item then moves out of the CP.  DP-focused 

Clefted Ellipsis is derived from wh-cleft construction where the subject CP is base-

generated pro.  As cleft constructions are known to have a different information structure 

than their non-clefted counterparts, and are thus acceptable in different discourse 

contexts, analysis of actual discourse will allow us to test and provide further information 

that bears on the theory proposed in this dissertation. 
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