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1.INTRODUCTION

»  Our main goals in this talk are:

(A) To present a new empirical argument in favor ofttipeothesis that some island effects arige
only at PF: anti-repair effects under ellipsis;,ithe fact that some repair effects attested m nc
elliptical contexts vanish under ellipsis.

(B) To show that clitic doubling (CD) in River Platgdahish, but not clitic left dislocation
(CLLD), is a purely PF phenomenon.

> Our main claims:

(A) Anti-repairs effects in River Plate Spanish arefher) instance of what we call tRdipsis-
Morphology Generalizatiarthe fact that ellipsis blocks post-syntactic @pens (in the sense of
Distributed Morphology).

(B) Resumption can apply all-the-way- down from syrt@®PF. From claim (A), it follows that
only PF-resumption should be bled by ellipsis. Tétsounts for why anti-repair effects under

ellipsis are attested in clitic doubling environrsebut not in clitic left dislocation ones.

! This paper was presented Romania Nova I\(Campos de Jorddo, Brazil, 2010) a&ding Romance 24Leiden, the
Netherlands, 2010). We are grateful to the audiesfcthese conferences for comments and suggesiéasvould also
like to thank David Embick, Richard Kayne, Aniképték, Jason Merchant, Jairo Nunes and Paco Orddfszal
disclaimers apply.



2.BASIC FACTS
»  River Plate Spanish (RPS) allows clitic doublindganus fronting environments:
(1) A MARIA (la) critiqué.

AcCCMaria  CL.ACC.3FEM.SG criticized.1sG

‘| criticized MARIA.’

> As other resumption phenomena, clitic doubling aonates some islands effects.

(2) a.* A MARIA creo que [desaprobdr va acausar un escandalo.
Acc Maria believe.BG that failINF goes to causeF a scandal
b. A MARIA creo gue [desaproba} vaa causar un escandalo.

ACC Maria believe.BG that failINF-CL.ACC.3FEM.SG goes to causelF a scandal

‘| believe that failing Maria is going to causecasdal.’

> This repair effect vanishes under ellipsis.

(3) A: ¢Creés gue [ desaprobar a MARIA] va caasar un escandalo?
believe.XGthat failiINF ACC Maria goes to causer a scandal
‘Do you believe that failing Maria is going tause a scandal?’
B: *No,a ANA.

no AccAna ‘No, ANA"’
» In what follows, we show that this puzzling factldavs from a pervasive generalization about
the connection between ellipsis and morphology, oaling to which ellipsis blocks

morphological/post-syntactic operationgSaab 2009, Liptak & Saab 2010):

Ellipsis-Morphology Generalization (E-M Generaliz&ion):

(4) For every morphological operation MO that aféethe domain of X, where X contains the target

of MO, MO cannot apply in X if X is subject to gl8is.

» If we are on the right track, we have a new emairargument in favor of the PF character of
some island effects. The next step then is to ptéedependent evidence in favor of the PF nattire o

CD. This evidence comes from the so-cal@yne’s Generalization



3.KAYNE'S GENERALIZATION IN  RP SPANISH
> The literature on CD has discussed whether it isttained by a morphosyntactic condition
such as the one expressed by Kayne's Generalizédfiaeggli 1986, Sufer 1988, Bleam 1999,
Anagnostopoulou 2000, 2003, 2006, a.o0.):

(5) Kayne’s Generalization (KG):

An object NP may be doubled by a clitic orfilthe NP is preceded by a preposition.
[Jaeggli 1982, p. 20, (1.18)]
3.1. On the PF nature ofa-marking
> a-marked DPs behave on a par with non-marked DPgdfads, crucially, from true PPs. In
this regard, Hernanz & Brucart (1987) notice, fiteat this marker differs from the dative preposit
sincea-marked DPs can become subjects in passive conefrsdcontrast 6b and 7b), and, second,
thata-marked DPs don’t behave as prepositional complésnéecause they can alternate with aot

marked DPs in the same position (contrast 8 and 9).

(6) a. Juan golpedé a Pedro.
Juan hit.3G Acc Pedro
‘Juan hit Pedro.’

b. Pedro fue golpeado por Juan.
Pedro was hit by Juan.

(7) a. Sanson propuso una tregua a los filisteos
Sansoén proposed a trucebter Philistines
‘Sanson proposed a truce to the Philistines.’

b. * Los filisteos  fueron propuestos una tregua
DET Philistines were proposed a truce

‘The Philistines were proposed a truce.’ [Hem& Brucart 1987; p. 251, n. 27 (i)]

(8) a. Mariano soporta a Juan.
Maria not bear Acc Juan
‘Maria doesn’t bear Juan.’
b. Maria no soporta las acelgas.
Maria not bear DETchards

‘Maria doesn’t bear chards.’



(9) a. Maria confia en Juan.
Maria trust.3G in Juan
‘Maria trust in Juan.’
b. * Maria confia la democracia.
Maria trust.3G DET democracy

‘Maria trusts in democracy.’ [Hernanz & Bruca@87; p. 251, n. 27 (ii)]

> In addition, Demonte (1987) observes tlmmarked DPs can be subjects of secondary

predicates whereas IO cannot:

(10) a. Juan (la) encontré a Maria borracha
JuancL.AcC.3FEM.SG found Acc Maria drunk
‘Juan found Maria drunk.’
b. * Juan le hablé6 a Maria borracha
JuancL.DAT.3.SG spoke to Maria drunk
‘Juan spoke to Maria drunk’ [Demonte 1987148, (1-2)]

> If accusativea were a syntactic element, it would be expectedliey the same syntactic
restrictions as the dativa or selected prepositions. In this respect, acouesat seems to lack any

syntactic import. Let us present a more concluarggiment in favor of this idea.

3.2. Case marker drop and its bleeding effects onC

> It has been noticed that accusa@eust be dropped in cases where both internal aegtsrof
ditransitive verbs likgoresentar‘to introduce’ are realized as non-clitic formstime same syntactic
domain (see 11) (Brugé & Brugger 1996, Rodriguezytbdiedo 2007, Zdrojewski 2008, a.o.).

(11) a.*Juan le presentd oo [@ la enfermeraljal doctor]
JuancL.DAT introduced.&G ACC DET nurse DAT-DET doctor
b. Juan le presento oo[ la enfermera]d al doctor]
JuancL.DAT introduced.3%G DET nurse DAT-DET doctor

‘Juan introduced the nurse to the doctor.’

> In Spanish, DOM is mandatory with proper names;ahlg exception is found in contexts like
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the one in (12), where accusatavenust be dropped in some dialects.

(12) a. * Juanle presenté o Maria] |, al doctor].
JuarcL.DAT introduced.33G AcCMaria  DAT-DET doctor
b. Juan le presento po[Maria] [, al doctor].
JuancL.DAT introduced.33G  Maria DAT-DET doctor

‘Juan introduced Maria to the doctor.’

»  Rodriguez-Mondofiedo (2007) and Zdrojewski (2008enle that Case marker drop is a PF
phenomenon, since it is sensitive to the presehaa adjacent 10 realized as a full DP (i.e., notitic
form) and to the phonological weight of the DO.

> Crucially, Zdrojewski (2008) observes that when e&Casarker drop applies, accusative CD is
not possible.

(13) a.*Juan se la presento o5 o enfermerald al doctor].
JuanCL.DAT CL.ACC.3FEM.SGintroduced  Det nurse DAT-Det doctor
b. *Juan se la presenté,, Maria] [ al doctor].

Juan CL.DAT CL.ACC.3FEM.SG introduced Maria DAT-Det doctor

> From the strong deviance of (13), we conclude thatpresence of the doubled clitic depends
on the presence of the accusative marker. Now,f#us leads us to the same conclusion Bobaljik
(2008)’'s reaches in relation to the ordering betweeorphological case marking and agreement
marking: If accusative is introduced at PF and its introduction feeds @i&n the doubled clitic

should be introduced at PF, as well. The absenc&Dpfin contexts of Case marker drop posits a
problem for purely syntactic accounts of CD (Urie@& 1995, Cecchetto 2000, Anagnostopoulou
2000, 2003, Belletti 2005, a.0.), given that iuidikely for a PF phenomenon (Case marker drop) to

bleed a putative syntactic one (i.e. CD).

4.FOCUS FRONTING, CLITIC DOUBLING AND ISLAND REPAIR
> The data considered so far show that al)Ps can trigger CD at PF. Now, RP Spanish also

allows fora-DPs to be focus-fronted and to be optionally clitoubled (Di Tullio & Zdrojewski 2006):



(14) A MARIA (la)

critiquée.
ACC Maria

CL.ACC.3FEM.SG criticized.lG
‘| criticized MARIA.’

> Focus fronting is possible with any kind of DPs wlieis not doubled (15). Nevertheless, in the

context of a clitic, onlythe a-marked ones are allowed (16). l.e., the phenomenofi4) obeys
Kayne’s Generalization:

(15) a. A JUAN vi ayer, no a Luis.

saw.$G yesterday noacc Luis
‘Yesterday | saw JUAN, not Luis’
b. EL AUTO me

DET car

ACC Juan

presto, no el camién.

CL.DAT.1SG borrowed.3G not DET truck
‘She borrowed me the CAR, not the truck.’

(16) a. A JUAN lo Vi ayer, no a Luis.
ACC Juan CL.ACC.3MASC.SG saw.l1sG yesterday notacC Luis
‘Yesterday | saw JUAN, not Luis.’

b.* El AUTO me

DET car

lo presto, no el camién.

CL.DAT.1SG CL.ACC.3.MASC.SG borrowed.35G not DET truck
‘She borrowed me the CAR, not the truck.’

4.1. Island repair effects under CD

» Long extraction facts show that CD repairs soméagyit islands. In particular, weak and subject
islands are repaired by CD.

Bridge verbs

(17) a. A JUAN creo queo) desaprobaron.
AccJuan Dbelieve.1sG thatcL.AcC.3.MASC.SG failed.3pL

‘| believe that they failed JUAN.’

b. A JUAN dijo qu€lo) vaa desaprobar.
AcC Juan said.3sG thatcL.AcC.3MASC.SG go to failiINF

‘He said that he is going to fail JUAN.’



Interrogative island
(18) a.?? A JUAN no sé quién desaprobo.
Acc Juan not know who failed.BL
b. A JUAN no sé quiéro desaprobo.
Acc Juan not know who cL.Acc.3MAsC.sG failed.3pL
‘I don’t know who failed JUAN.’

Sentential subjects

(19) a.* A MARIA creo gue [desaprobigr va acausar un escandalo.
AccC Maria believe.BG that failINF goes to causeF a scandal
b. A MARIA creo gue [desaprobal vaa causar un escandalo.

ACC Maria believe.BG that failINF-CL.ACC.3FEM.SG goes to causelF a scandal

‘| believe that failing Maria is going to causecasdal.’

Noun complement clauses
(20) a. * A MARIA escuché [el rumor de [ quesaprobarot]
Acc Maria heard.5G DeTrumor of that failed.8L
b. 2 A MARIA escuché [el rumor de [ dae desaprobaron]]
Acc Maria heard.5G DETrumor of thatL.Acc.3.FEM.SG failed.3pL
‘I heard the rumor that MARIA was failed.’

» No repair effect is attested with relative and adjuslands:

Relative island
(21) * A MARIA conozco al profesor qukn) desaprobd.
Acc Maria know.1sG Acc-DET professor thatL.Acc.3FEM.SG failed.3sG
Intended ‘I know the professor that failed MARIA.’

Adjunct island
(22) * A MARIA me enojé porque(la) desaprobaron.
ACC Maria cL.1sG got-angry.1sG becauseL.ACC.3FEM.SG failed.3pPL
Intended ‘I got angry because the professor failed MARIA.’



» Crucially, the same pattern is attested in contekgSlitic Left Dislocation (CLLD) (Cinque 1990

and much subsequent work).

Bridge verbs
(23) a. A Juan, creo qle desaprobaron.
AccJuan believe.$G thatcL.Acc.3MASC.SG failed.3PL
‘Juan,| believe that they failed him.’
b. A Juan, dijo quo va a desaprobar.
AccJuan said.3G thatcL.AcC.3MASC.SG goto fail.INF
‘Juan he saidhat he is going to failed him.’

Interrogative island
(24) A Juan,no sé quiéiho desaprobo.
AcCc Juan not know.%G who cL.ACC.3MASC.SG failed.3PL

‘Juan,| don’t know who failed him.’

Sentential subjects
(25) A Maria, creo que [ desaprolagr va acausar un escandalo.
AcC Maria, believe.kGthat fail.INF-CL.ACC.3.FEM.SG goes to cause a scandal

‘Maria, | believe that failing her is going touse a scandal.’

Noun complement clauses
(26) ? A Maria, escuché [el rumor de [gze desaprobaron]]
Acc Maria heard.5G DET rumour of thatL.AcC.3.FEM.SG failed.3PL

‘Maria, | heard the rumour that they failed her.

» Strong islands are not repaired by CLLD:

Relative island
(27) * A Maria, conozco q|l profesor [qlee desaprobd]]
AcC Maria know.1sG Acc-DET professor thatL.AcC.3.FEM.SG failed.3sG

‘(As for) Maria, | know the professor that failadr.’



Adjunct island
(28) * A Maria, me enojé [porgua desaprobaron]
AcC Maria cL.1sG got-angry.1sG becausecL.AcC.3.FEM.SG failed.3pPL
‘(As for) Maria, | got angry because theyéddiher.’

> We have shown that CD behaves as CLLD as far aadstepair effects is concerned. This
raises the question whether we are dealing withsdmae kind of phenomenon or not. There are
obvious differences between CD and CLLD beyond;airse, the distinct semantic-pragmatic import

both constructions have. First, doubling is optlan&D contexts, but not in CLLD ones:

(29) a. A MARIA (la) critiqué. CD
ACCMARIA cL.Acc.3 FEM.SGCriticized.1SG
‘| criticized MARIA.
b. A Maria, *(la) critiqué. CLLD
AcC Maria CL.ACC.3FEM.SGcriticized.1SG

‘Maria, | criticized her.’

> Second, whereas CD observes Kayne’s Generalizaion) does not.

(30) a. La Vi a Maria.

CL.ACC.3FEM.SGSaw.1sG Acc Maria
‘| saw Maria.’

b. A MARIAla vi.
ACC Maria CL.ACC.3FEM.SGSaw.1sG
‘I saw MARIA.’

c.* Lo compré el auto.
CL.ACC.3MASC.sGbought DETcar.
‘I bought the car’

d.*El AUTO lo compré.
DET car CL.ACC.3MASC.SGbought.1sG
‘I bought THE CAR.’



(31) a. A Maria, la Vi ayer.
ACC Maria CL.ACC.3FEM.SGSaw.1sG yesterday
‘Maria, | saw her yesterday.’

b. El auto, lo compre ayer.
DET car CL.ACC.3MASC.SGbought.1sG yesterday

‘The car, | bought it yesterday.’

> We can maintain the differences and similaritiebpeen CLLD and CD if we make the

following hypotheses:

Hypotheses:

(A) Resumption is a process that can take plasgraax or PF.
(B) CLLD is a case of syntactic resumption and G[PF resumption.
(C) Some island effects (interrogative, subjecrnidls and so on) are computed in the PF compgnent

of the grammar.

> These hypotheses allow us to preserve the basidaCl@ discussed in section 3 (Kayne’s
Generalization effects and, especially, the absefid@D under PF deletion of the markarand to
capture, by the same token, the island repair esflattested with CD and their similarities with QL.L
Now, if the syntactizs PF resumption hypothesis is on the right track.ewpect to find a different set
of interactions for syntactic or PF resumption wother PF processes. In other words, we have to tes

the following prediction:

Conjecture:
(32) PF resumption should interact with other Pergdmena in ways not attested with syntactic

resumption.

5. ANTI-REPAIR EFFECTS UNDER ELLIPSIS: DIAGNOSING (POST)-SYNTACTIC RESUMPTION

> In this section, we provide independent evidencetlie PF nature of CD and some island
effects. The argument has the following form: Higy a PF phenomenon, bleeds whatever
morphological operation could apply in an elliptisdte. It is predicted then that the repair efect

produced by a morphological operation vanish wHepses applies. Syntactic operations, instead, are

not bled by ellipsis. Therefore, we predict thattagtic repairing is not blocked under ellipsis.
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5.1. Island repair under ellipsis: evidence for thé’F nature of island effects

> The hypothesis that some island effects arise ahllye PF component has been proposed in the
ellipsis literature through different implementatso(Merchant 2001, 2004, 2008, Fox & Lasnik 2003,
Craenenbroeck & den Dikken 2006, Saab 2009, 2000, &he empirical motivation for such a view

comes from the so callesland repair effects under ellipsia fact first discovered by Ross (1969).

Island repair:

(33) Some islands effects are ameliorated unitipsis.

> The best studied case of island repair is sluiaiitg explicit indefinite correlates.

Relative islands
(34) a. They want to hire someone who speaks kaBdanguage, but | don’t remember which.
b. * They want to hire someone who speaks a@ulnguage, but | don’'t remember which
(Balkan language) they want to hire [someone [wheags {]] (Merchant 2001)

> Assume that relative island effects are computd@FatAn island effect arises because\iie
copy cannot be deleted whenever it crosses andig@aoducing a PF crash (34b). However, when
ellipsis applies in (34a) theh-copy can be deleted by ellipsis because it hasdafinite correlate in
the antecedent that, by hypothesis, is identictieacopy of thevh-sluiced phrase. At PF then no crash
is produced because every copy was deleted inytitactic component in the ellipsis cycle (see Saab
2009, 2010 for discussion). Under this view, sosiend effects only arise at PF, although the syntax

can be the responsible for such a failure.

> Notice now that this view on island effects togetiwth an articulated view of the syntax-PF
connections (Distributed Morphology) also preditite opposite case: anti-repair effects should be
attested in cases in which a morphological opamnaisoresponsible for some repair effect. That is,
ellipsis should eliminate the repair effect prodiiee PF. The broad generalization that underlies th

prediction can be formulated as a kind of ellipsigephology interaction:

Ellipsis-Morphology Generalization (E-M Generaliz&ion):

(35) For every morphological operation MO that effethe domain of X, where X contains the target

of MO, MO cannot apply in X if X is subject to gl8is.
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> As an illustration of the E-M generalization, calesi the case of T telowering in English. In
English, T lowers tov under a specific condition: immediate locality,igthis the relation between a
head and the head of its complement (Embick & N@@€x1: 586).

PF-Lowering:
(36) TP

> In contexts oWP ellipsis, lowering is prevented, add has to be inserted.

(37) a.lwentto the cinema and Mary did{ge-te-tiremftoo.

b. TP Lowering is blocked under ellipsis
N
DP T
N o
T “wvR O N
R e~ vP = the domain of lowering
R VY [V+V] = the target of lowering
\_,\ /

> vP-ellipsis then creates a stranded affix filtedafion that is rescued in English by a particular
insertion rule. In Saab (2009) and Liptak & Saal®1(®, other cases instantiating the E-M

generalization are explored.

5.2. Testing the E-M generalization for CD: anti-rgpair effects

> Recall the island repair effects under CD:
Bridge verbs
(38) a. A JUAN creo qugo) desaprobaron.

AccJuan believe.$GthatcL.Acc.3MASC.sGfailed.3PL
‘I believe that they failed JUAN.’
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b. A JUAN dijo qudlo) va a desaprobar.
Acc Juan said.3G thatcL.AcC.3MASC.SG goedo fail.INF
‘He said that he is going to fail JUAN.’

Interrogative island
(39) a.?? A JUAN no sé quién desaprobo.
AccJuan not know.$G who failed.3sG
b. A JUAN no sé quiéro desaprobo.
AccJuan not know.$G who cL.Acc.3MmASC.SG failed.3sG
‘I don’t know who failed JUAN.’

Sentential subjects

(40) a.* A MARIA creo gue [desaprobva a causar un escandalo.
AcC Maria believe.5kG that failiNF goedo cause a scandal
b. A MARIA creo gue [desaprobal va acausar un escandalo.

AcC Maria Dbelieve.BG that failINF- CL.ACC.3.FEM.SG goesto cause a scandal

‘| believe that failing MARIA is going to causescandal.’

Noun complement clauses
(41) a.* A MARIA escuché [el rumor de [ quesaprobarot]
AccMaria heard.BG DETrumour of that failed.8L
b.? A MARIA escuché [el rumor de [z desaprobaron]]
Acc Maria heard.5G pDETrumour of thatL.acc.3.FeEm.sGfailed.3PL
‘| heard the rumour that they failed MARIA.’

> A relevant context for testing the E-M generaliaatior focus fronting is fragment answers, a
kind of elliptical construction that behaves asudronting plus TP-ellipsis (cf. Merchant 2004 and
Saab 2009, 2010 for discussion). Under this arglgssimple answer such as the one in (42B) would

receive the analysis in (43):

(42) A: ¢Qué lengua habla Juan? / B: Espafiol.
what language speaks Juan Spanish

‘Which language does Juan speak?’
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43) [xp espafiol —fr—habla—t+—Juan]

Spanish speaks Juan

> We can test now what happens in relation to thairgpeffect observed with doubled focus
fronted DPs. As we can see in the following exaspie repair effect is attested with fragment

answers.

Bridge verbs
(44) A: ¢Creés gue (lo) desaprobaron a JUAN?
believe.2sG thatcL.Acc.3MAsC.sGfailed.3PL  AcC Juan
‘Do you believe that they failed JUAN?’
B: (a) No,a PEDRO.
no,Acc Pedro
‘No, | believe that they failed PEDRO.’
(b) No, a PEDRO creo que (lo) desaprobaron.
no Acc Pedro Dbelieve.$G thatcL.AcC.3MASC.SG failed.3PL
‘No, | believe that they failed PEDRO.’

Interrogative islands

(45) A: ¢No sabés quién desaprobo a JUAN?
not know.2sc  who failed.3sGAcc Juan
‘Don’t you know who failed JUAN?’
B:(a) *No, a PEDRO
not Acc Pedro
(b) ?? No, a PEDRO no sé quién desaprobo.

no Acc Pedro not know.$G who failed.3sG

(c) No, a PEDRO no sé quiéio desaprobd.
no Acc Pedro not know.$G who cL.ACC.3MASC.SG failed.3sG
‘No, | don’t know who failed PEDRO.’
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Subject islands
(46) A: ¢Creés gue [ desaprobar a MARIA] va caasar un escandalo?
believe.XGthat failINF ACC Maria goes to causer a scandal
‘Do you believe that failing Maria is going tause a scandal?’
B: (a) *No, a ANA.

no AcCc Ana

‘No, ANA.’
(b) *No, a ANA creo gue [desaproldhrva  a causar un escandalo.
no AcC Ana believe.EG that failINF goes to causelF a scandal
(c) No,a ANAcreo que [desaprolagr va acausar unescandalo.

no Acc Ana believe.kG that failINF-CL.ACC.3.FEM.SGQoes to causelr a scandal

‘No, | believe that failing ANA is going to aae a scandal.’

Noun complement clauses
(47) A: ¢Escuchaste [ el rumor de [ que desapooba MARIA]]?
heard.2sc DeETrumor of thatfailed.8L  Acc Maria
‘Did you hear the rumor that they failed MARIA?’
B: (@ *No,a ANA.
no Acc Ana
(b) *No, a ANA escuché [el rumor de [que qesdaromnt]]
no Acc Ana heard.BG DETrumor of that failed.8L
(c) ?No, a ANA escuché [el rumor de [dae desaprobaron]]
no Acc Ana heard.5G DET rumor of thatL.AcC.3FEM.SGfailed.3PL

‘No, | heard the rumor that they failed ANA.’

> In all these cases, fragment answers behave adoubied DPsThus, these facts confirm the
PF nature of CD and constitute another case of thE-M generalization: a dissociated morpheme

(i.e., a doubling clitic) cannot be introduced mdlliptical site.

> Now we must evaluate the relation between CLLD @ehd repair in contexts of ellipsis. If
our analysis is on the right track and CLLD is aecaf syntactic resumption, then ellipsis shoult no

affect the island repair effects triggered by CLLD.

> The relevant case here is TP-ellipsis or pseudppstig, a kind of ellipsis that displays all the
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properties of CLLD plus a process of TP deletiodgéz 1999, Depiante 2004b and Saab 2009, 2010).

(48)

>

(49)

>

a. Juan desaprobd a Maria pero a Ana no.
Juan failed ACC Maria but ACC Ana not
‘Juan failed MARIA, but not Ana.’
b. Juan no desaprob6é a Maria pero a Ana  si.
Juan not failed ACC Maria but ACC Ana yes
‘Juan did not fail Maria, but he did fail Ana.’
C. Juan desaprobd a Maria y a Ana también.
Juan failed ACC Maria and ACC Ana too
‘Juan failed MARIA and Ana too.’
d. Juan no desaprobé a Maria y a Ana tampoco.
Juan not failed ACC Maria and ACC Ana neither

‘Juan did not fail MARIA and Ana neither.’
We assume the following structure for TP-ellip&egiante 2004b, Saab 2009, 2010).

Fropp XPi [2p X0g) Frp—Chimm

Evidence in favor of the CLLD nature of TP-ellipsismes from the fact that: (i) it allows for

multiple remnants (50) (L6épez 1999) and, (ii) itsensitive to the same strong islands as CLLD (51)
(Saab 2009, 2010):

(50) El libro,a Maria, se lo di el viernesy laevista,

DET book to MariaCL.DAT.3.SG CL.ACC.3MASC.SG gave.l.SGDET Friday andET magazine
a Pedro, también.

to Pedro also

‘| gave the book to Maria on Friday and | alsogéw magazine to Pedro on Friday.’

(51) A: ¢Adivina qué? Juan esta enojado soloqum la desaprobaron a Ana

guess what Juan is angry only becausecc.3.FEM.SG failed.3PL  ACCAna
‘Guess what? Juan is angry just because thiegfana.’

B: Se enoja por todo.
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CL.3.SG get-angry.3G by everything
* A Maria también.
AccMaria also
‘He gets angry for everything. He is also angist jpecause they failed Maria.’
(52) A: Juan no conoce al profesor que desaprabd Ana.
Juan not knowsAcc-DET professor that failed.8G Acc Ana
‘Juan does not know the professor that failed.An
B:*y a MariatampocoPuanconoceal——profesorfquela——desaprebd]]
andAccMaria neither  Juan knowscc-DET professor thatL.Acc.3 FEM.SGfailed.3sG

‘And neither does he know the professor thaethMaria.’

» Now, if CLLD involves syntactic resumption, we expdo find no anti-repair effects. This
prediction is borne out:
Bridge verbs
(53) A:A  Juan, Pedro cree gue lo desaprobaron.
Acc Juan Pedro believes&thatcL.Acc.3MASC.sG failed.3pL
‘Pedro believes that they failed Juan.’
B:Y a Mariatambién—cree———quela—————desaprobaron.
andAacc Maria also believe.8Gthat cL.Acc.3.FEM.SGfailed.3pPL
‘And he also believes that they failed Maria.’
Interrogative islands
(54) A Juan,no sé quién lo desaprob6 y
AcC Juan not know.$G who cL.Acc.3MAsc.sGfailed.3sGand
a Pedro tampoce—se——gquiénlo—————desaprobo
AcC Pedro neither knowdG who cL.AcC.3MASC.sGfailed.3sG
‘I don’t know who failed Juan and | don’t know wiailed Pedro neither.’
Sentential subjects
(55) A:A  Maria, Juan cree que [ desaprtdjar va a causar un escandalo.
AcC Maria Juan believe.8Gthat failINF-CL.ACC.3.FEM.SG goes to causelF a scandal
‘Juan believes that failing Maria is going to saa scandal.’
B: Y Ana tambiénJduasree———quefdesaproblal———vaa-causaun-escandalo
and Ana also Juan believe@ that failiINF-CL.ACC.3.FEM.SG goes to cause a scandal

‘And Juan also believes that failing Maria is gpto cause a scandal.’
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Noun complement clauses
(56) A:? AMaria, Juan escuch6 [el rumor [gieela desaprobaron]], sabias?
Acc Maria Juan heards® DET rumour of thatL.Acc.3.FEM.SG failed.3pPL knew.2sG
‘Juan heard the rumour that they failed Mariial y»u know that?’

B: ? Si, ya sé. Y a AnatambiéaJuestucho—
yes, yet know.sGandAcc Ana also Juan heards&
fel rumor de [quela  desaprobaron]]
DET rumour of thatL.Acc.3.FEM.SG failed.3pPL

‘Yes, | know. And Juan also heard the rumour thaytfailed Ana.’

6. CONCLUSIONS
> In this talk, we have presented a set of new faetslving CD and its interaction with Kayne’s
generalization, island effects and ellipsis. Tat@gether, all these facts show tkdtat we call anti-

repair effects under ellipsis clearly indicate thatsome islands are computed at PF.

APPENDIX

M ORE ON ANTI-REPAIR: WCO EFFECTS, SUBJECT ISLANDS AND SMUGGLING

> One immediate prediction of our analysis involvesai cross over effects. As is well-known,
CLLD does not trigger WCO (see Cinque 1990 and msghsequent works), as shown in the
following example:

(57) A Marig, su padre la critico.
ACC Maria Poss3.sG fathercL.AcC.3FEM.SG criticized.3G
‘Maria her father criticized her

> Regular focus movement, in turn, triggers WCO:
(58) * A MARIA; critico sy padre.

Acc Maria criticized.$q POSS3.SG father
‘Her; father criticized MARIA’

> However, doubled DOs in focus movement construstiseem to behave as CLLD as far as
WCO is concerned:

(59) A MARIA; la criticd sy padre.
ACC Maria  CL.ACC.3FEM.SG criticized.3sG P0ss3.sG father
‘Her; father criticized Marid

> Yet, it can be shown that the absence of WCO effec(57) and (59) has different origins. If
the clitics in CLLD have some syntactic represeotatve expect that ellipsis does not produce any
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difference regarding WCO. This prediction is booog. In the sentence in (60) the second conjuntt ca
have a sloppy reading where Ana was criticizechfarown father.

(60) A Mariag sy padre Ia critico
AcC Maria poss3.sGfathercL.ACC.3.FEM.SG criticized.3G
y a Anatambién -sg———padrelg————————¢riticé.
andacc Ana also POsSs3.sG fathercL.ACC.3FEM.SG criticized.3G
‘Maria her father criticized her and Ana tee-hdh&x-criticized-het

> Now, let's see what happens in connection with @Dstructions. In a fragment answer like the
one in (61B), there is no sloppy reading availafleis follows if the underlying structure of the
elliptical site is not a doubling structure, asiagaded in (61B).

(61) A: &Su madre la ama a  MARIAR
POSS3.SG mother CL.ACC.3FEM.SG love.33G AcC Maria
‘Does hermother love MARIA?
B: * No,a ANA ama——sy——madre
not AcCCAna love.33G P0SsS3.5G mother
‘No, Ana-hermetherlove

> Of course, a non-elliptical answer can be doubletiiaterpreted as desired:

(62) A: & Su madre la ama a  MARIa
POSS3.SG mother CL.ACC.3FEM.SG love.33G AcCC Maria
‘Does hermother loves MARIA?’
B: No,a ANA la ama su madre.
not ACCAna CL.ACC.3.FEM.SG love.3G P0Ss3.SG mother
‘No, her mother loves ANA.’

»  Although WCO facts seem to confirm our predictiegarding CD and its relation with ellipsis,
they also lead us to ask how it is possible thBRFgphenomenon like CD has effects on pronominal
interpretation. One line of thinking is to accdmpttsome semantic-pragmatic aspects of meaningtmigh
access to some PF information. This is not an iogibde hypothesis as shown in detail by Reinhart
(2006). However, there is also an alternative aislynder which WCO effects are the result of a
specific syntactic configuration that is circumweshby CD. It is worth noting that to claim that @Da
kind of PF resumption does not imply that the syntéd CD has to be equivalent to a non-CD
construction. As for the obviation of WCO effectsserved in (59), we propose that it is obtaine@ by
smuggling analysis (Collins 2005) of focused dodh¥Ps described in two steps: there is an initial
predicate remnant movement to a Spec,XP positiothén left periphery (63a), followed by the
extraction of the focused DP object from the remiann (63b).

(63) a.kp[trtila cri}icé a MARIAk [x X° [toppsu madre fop TOP® {]]1]
b. [FocpA MARlAJ [FOC’ FOC®° E(p [Tp fi la critico t ]k [x' Xe [ToppSLl madre {'op' TOP®° ﬁ]]]]

Conjecture:
(64) Extraction of a DO from a smuggler (i.e., ackiof specifier) in River Plate Spanish is allowed

only if the object is doubled by a clitic.
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> If this is correct, the contrast with respect tdbfgat Condition effects in (65) (and also in
CLLD constructions) can be thought of in the sanagvextraction from a specifier is allowed only if
CD applies.

Sentential subjects

(65) a. * A MARIA creo que [ desaprobidrva a causar un escandalo.
ACC Maria believe.5G that failINF goes to causeF a scandal
b. A MARIA creo qgue [desaprobal va a causar un escandalo.

AcCc Maria believe.sGthat failINF-CL.ACC.3.FEM.SG goes  to caus®F a scandal
‘| believe that failing Maria is going to causseaandal.’
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