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ABSTRACT

This paper establishes the generalisation that whereas surface mismatches between the pre-
dication structures in an ellipsis clause and its antecedent are always innocuous, a mismatch
in the underlying directionality of predication between the two clauses allows ellipsis of just
the predicate but precludes the silencing of the entire predication structure in the ellipsis
clause. The Parallelism Requirement on Ellipsis of Predication Structures proposed herein
makes accurate predictions about ellipsis constructions’ tolerance of mismatches in the
realm of voice and argument structure alternations, incl. the active/passive, causative/incho-
ative, conative, dative/applicative, and locative alternations, as well as for locative inversion
and copular inversion constructions. The Parallelism Requirement on Ellipsis of Predication
Structures also serves syntax well as a tool for diagnosing both the distribution of ellipsis
and the involvement of voice alternations in ‘passive nominals’ and ‘infinitival passives’.

KEYWORDS: voice, argument structure, predication, predicate inversion, passive nominal,
infinitval passive, voice mismatch, VP ellipsis, pseudogapping, gapping, sluicing, stripping

1 Active/passive voice mismatch in ellipsis

1.1 VP ellipsis

Though formal parallelism is a pervasive requirement imposed on ellipsis phenomena, it is a well-
known fact that VP ellipsis (VPE) usually allows the ellipsis clause and its antecedent to differ with
regard to the active/passive voice dichotomy (see esp. Merchant 2008, 2013).1 Thus, (1) (whose
a–example goes back to Kehler 1993) shows that when the antecedent is passive, the ellipsis clause
can be active; and (2) demonstrates that the reverse is also possible: the ellipsis clause can be passive
in the context of an antecedent that is active. (The material in parentheses on the text lines
immediately below the examples makes it explicit what is being elided in the examples.)

(1) a. this problem was to have been looked into, but obviously nobody did
(... nobody looked into it)

b. the system can be used by anyone who wants to
(... anyone who wants to use it)

c. John wasn’t supposed to have been murdered, but obviously somebody did
(... somebody murdered him)

1 Here and throughout, I will use the expression ‘ellipsis clause’ to refer to a clause that contains an ellipsis site
somewhere inside it. I will use the terms ‘antecedent’ and ‘preamble’ interchangeably to make reference to the linguistic
expression from which the ellipsis site recovers its content.
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(2) a. I have implemented it with a manager, but it doesn’t have to be
(... it doesn’t have to be implemented with a manager)

b. the janitor must remove the trash whenever it is apparent that it should be
(... it is apparent that it should be removed)

c. somebody murdered John even though they had explicitly said that he shouldn’t be
(... he shouldn’t be murdered)

In Merchant’s (2008, 2013) approach to the sanctioning of active/passive voice mismatches
under ellipsis, such mismatches are allowed as long as the functional head ‘Voice’ (the locus of
active and passive voice) is not included in the ellipsis. If a portion of the verbal structure below the
Voice head undergoes ellipsis, as in the grammatical VPE cases in (1) and (2), voice mismatch is
allowed. But if Voice is included, according to Merchant, the ellipsis site and its antecedent fail the
parallelism requirement imposed on ellipsis, ruling the product of ellipsis ungrammatical. So on
Merchant’s outlook (which I will revisit in section 2), since nothing in (1) and (2) forces the size of
the ellipsis site to be as large as VoiceP, these active/passive mismatches grammatical.2

1.2 Sluicing

Sluicing involves TP ellipsis, affecting a very large portion of the structure, definitely including
Voice if such a head exists. Merchant’s (2008, 2013) approach to voice mismatch under ellipsis thus
leads to the straightforward prediction that sluicing should allow no such mismatch, in either
direction. And indeed, both (3) and (4) are ungrammatical. The problem with these examples
evidently lies in the application of ellipsis: when no ellipsis takes place, the sentences are fine, as the
reader may verify by selecting the parenthesised material below the examples in lieu of the ellipses.

2 Exceptions to the generalisation that VPE allows active/passive voice mismatches have been noted in the
literature: see (i) (see Kehler 2002, 2019, Kertz 2013, Sailor 2014).

(i) a. *this problem was looked into by John, and Bob did, too
(... and Bob looked into this problem, too)

b. *the janitor removed the trash, but the recycling wasn’t
(... but the recycling wasn’t removed)

Sailor (2014) takes this to indicate that VPE in coordinate structures behaves differently from VPE in subordinate
contexts, and that VPE in coordinate structures targets a larger portion of the syntactic structure than VPE in subordinate
structures. Though the idea that the size of the elliptical constituent is what distinguishes between (1)/(2) and (i) is likely
correct, it is not right to pin this distinction to the coordinate or subordinate nature of the ellipsis clause: the
grammaticality of (1a,c) and (2a), which like (i) are coordinative, makes it clear that the co- vs subordination dichotomy
is not at the heart of the problem. According to Kertz (2013) (whose proposal is favourably reviewed in Kehler
2019:326–8), what sets (i) apart from (1) and (2) is the fact that in (i) the subject of the ellipsis clause is contrastive
whereas in (1) and (2) it is not. A syntactic translation of this analysis is available if one subscribes to the view that
contrastive subjects are (or at least can be) located in the specifier of a functional head in the high left periphery, and
assumes that whenever this is the case, ellipsis targets the complement of this functional head — phrased in Merchant’s
(2001) terminology, when a focused subject occupies SpecFP, the F head is endowed with the [E] feature that sanctions
ellipsis of its complement. With this in mind, the key difference between (1) and (2), on the one hand, and (i), on the
other, is indeed the size of the ellipsis site (as Sailor 2014 had surmised): in (1) and (2) what undergoes ellipsis is a
smaller portion of the structure than what is slated for silencing in (i) — in concert with in Merchant’s (2008, 2013)
approach to the sanctioning of active/passive voice mismatches under ellipsis.
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(3) a. *this problem was to have been looked into, but I don’t know who
(... who looked into it)

b. *the system can be used, but I don’t know who
(... who can use it)

c. *John was murdered, but I don’t know who
(... who murdered him)

(4) a. *someone implemented it with a manager, but I don’t know {by whom/who by}
(... by whom it was implemented/who it was implemented by)

b. *someone must remove the trash, but I don’t know {by whom/who by}
(... by whom it must be removed/who it must be removed by)

c. *someone murdered John, but I don’t know {by whom/who by}
(... by whom he was murdered/who he was murdered by}

Though the facts in (3) and (4) are perfectly clear as they stand, at least three things are
important to note in connection with these examples of voice mismatch in sluicing.3 First, when an
explicit by-phrase is added to the passive preambles in (3), the output of sluicing becomes fine. Thus,
compare (3c), repeated as (5a), to (5b), which features a by-phrase in the non-elliptical antecedent
clause:

(5) a. *John was murdered, but I don’t know who
(... who murdered him)

b. John was murdered by someone, but I don’t know who
(... who he was murdered by)

This does not undermine the generalisation that voice mismatch is disallowed under sluicing. There
are two things that make (5a) and (5b) behave markedly differently. The first is that English allows
P-stranding, also in ellipsis contexts. Hence, the ellipsis clause in (5b) can perfectly well be passive,
matching the antecedent clause in voice, as illustrated in the parenthesised non-elliptical version of
the example. Secondly, despite the fact that English generally allows the stranding of agentive by
under wh-fronting, no passive source can be postulated for (5a) because doing so would involve the
introduction, ex nihilo (i.e., in the absence of an antecedent for it), of the preposition by in the ellipsis
clause. Chung’s (2006) ‘No New Words’ constraint (see (6)) explicitly proscribes the inclusion of
‘new words’ in the ellipsis site — even words that have very little semantic content (such as the
grammatical preposition of in John is jealous, but I don’t know *(of) who).

(6) No New Words (Chung 2006)
every lexical item in the numeration of the sluice that ends up (only) in the elided IP
must be identical to an item in the numeration of the antecedent CP

3 A fourth point is that cases such as (3) would be expected to work if the elliptical clause were allowed to have
the syntax of a copular clause — a full or truncated cleft: for (3c), ... but I don’t know who it was (who/that murdered
him). So a cleft source must be explicitly excluded in (3); otherwise we would not be in a position to account for their
ungrammaticality with an appeal to the mismatch in voice between the ellipsis clause and the antecedent. I will confine
myself here to bringing this point to the table; it is not my aim in this paper to discuss the distribution of copular
resolutions for ellipses.
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Since (5a) (like all the examples in (3)) does not feature the preposition by in the antecedent clause,
the ellipsis clause cannot be a passive with who stranding by; only an active parse will do for the
ellipsis clause in (5a), and the ungrammaticality of the sentence reveals that an active ellipsis in the
presence of a passive preamble is illicit.

Secondly, one might reasonably suspect that the problem with (3) and (5) does not have
anything to do with voice but rather is rooted in the fact that the preamble clause does not explicitly
contain an agent, which causes the wh-constituent in the sluice to have no counterpart in the ante-
cedent clause. What strengthens this suspicion is that when the preamble is nominal, as in (7), it is
also impossible to continue with with a sluice, though its non-elliptical counterpart is fine. The result
nominal in (7) is not passive in any sense. Grimshaw (1990) argues at length that result nominals
lack argument structure, so there is no agent represented in the syntax of preamble in (7). This
absence of an antecedent to agentive who, rather than a voice mismatch between the sluice and its
preamble, is arguably what is responsible for the ungrammaticality of (7).

(7) I heard about the assassination of the president, I don’t know who *(assassinated him)

However, although the problem with sluicing in (7) does indeed seem unrelated to voice, for
the verbal examples in (3) a case can be made that it is not the lack of a syntactic representation for
the agent in the antecedent clause but rather the passive voice of this clause that causes the trouble.
The argument is based on (somewhat rare) cases of depictive secondary predication involving the
implicit agent of the passive as in (8) (see Collins 2005:101, 2017, Baker 1988:318, Bruening 2013,
fn. 8, Den Dikken 2020).

(8) a. the book was written drunk
b. at the commune, breakfast is usually eaten nude
c. this song must not be sung drunk
d. this issue must have been discussed stoned

In (8) there is a compelling syntactic reason why the agent should be represented in the structure: the
PRO-subject of the depictive secondary predicate needs a syntactically represented controller (*there
was discussion stoned). But even though there is a cogent reason for postulating an implicit agent
in the syntax of (8), the syntactic presence of this implicit agent still does not facilitate an active
sluice, as the ungrammaticality of (9) demonstrates.

(9) a. *the book was written drunk, but I don’t know who
b. *at the commune, breakfast is usually eaten nude, but I don’t know who
c. *this song is always sung drunk, but I don’t know who
d. *this issue must have been discussed stoned, but I don’t know who

The fact that even in the presence of an explicit indicator of the syntactic presence of an agent in the
preamble clause, no agent can be ‘sprouted’ in the sluice suggests that the problem with (3) and (8)
runs deeper than a ‘mere’ problem with ‘sprouting’ of an agent. Though it is probably true that the
sluices in (3) (and likewise the nominal case in (7)) are particularly difficult because there is no
(necessarily) syntactically represented agent in the preamble, the persistence of the problem with
clausal ellipsis in (8) indicates that voice mismatch is indeed an important issue in sluicing.
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A third thing to note, this time regarding (4), is that even the VP-ellipsis examples in (2)
degrade when a by-phrase is added to them:

(10) a. *I have implemented it with a manager, but it doesn’t have to be by a manager (— a
secretary can do it as well)

b. *the janitor must remove the trash whenever it is apparent that it should be by him
c. *somebody murdered John even though they had explicitly said that he shouldn’t be by

anyone

For (10a) one might think that adding the by-phrase causes redundancy, which, in ellipsis contexts,
is often enough to wreak havoc. But redundancy can easily be averted, by making the constituent in
the by-phrase in the ellipsis clause contrastive (as in the version of (10a) that contains the clause in
parentheses) — and even then, (10a) remains quite poor. That redundancy is not an active ingredient
is clear also from the examples in (10b,c), both with a pitch accent on the by-phrase.

Adding by-phrases to the examples in (2), as in (10), turns them into cases of pseudogapping
— constructions in which the lexical verb is omitted but tense, auxiliaries, and some non-verbal
material from the VP are preserved. This provides a natural cue for the following subsection.

1.3 Pseudogapping

Merchant (2008) states that pseudogapping behaves like sluicing and unlike VPE in that it does not
allow active/passive voice mismatch, in either direction. To illustrate the VPE/pseudogapping
contrast, I provide the examples in (11)–(14), where (11) and (13) are voice-matched (setting the
baseline) and (12) and (14) are voice-mismatched, each in a different direction. Throughout, the
b–examples involve pseudogapping, and the a–examples are the corresponding cases of VPE.

(11) a. VPE, voice-matched
at first, most speakers wouldn’t accept pseudogapping; but after a while, some would
(... some would accept pseudogapping)

b. pseudogapping, voice-matched
?at first, most speakers would only accept VPE; but after a while, some would pseudo-
gapping as well
(... some would accept pseudogapping)

(12) a. VPE, voice-mismatched (passive~active)
at first, pseudogapping wouldn’t be accepted by most speakers; after a while, some would
(... some would accept pseudogapping)

b. pseudogapping, voice-mismatched (passive~active)
*at first, only VPE would be accepted by most speakers; after a while, some would
pseudogapping as well
(... some would accept pseudogapping)

(13) a. VPE, voice-matched
at first, they didn’t offer her a contract at all; but eventually they did
(... they did offer her a contract)
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b. pseudogapping, voice-matched
?at first, they didn’t offer her a contract at all; but eventually they did a temporary one
(... they did offer her a temporary one)

(14) a. VPE, voice-mismatched (active~passive)
they offered her a permanent contract, even though she didn’t actually have to be
(... she didn’t actually have to be offered a contract)

b. pseudogapping, voice-mismatched (active~passive)
*they offered her a permanent contract, even though she only had to be a temporary one
(... she only had to be offered a temporary one)

Though even in voice-matched contexts pseudogapping is generally poorer than VPE (as the ‘?’
accompanying the b–examples in (11) and (13) recognises), the imposition of a voice mismatch on
pseudogapping makes it irredeemable. The contrasts between (12a) and (12b), and between (14a)
and (14b), are robust. They confirm Merchant’s claim that unlike VPE, pseudogapping is intolerant
of voice mismatch.

The generalisation that VPE and pseudogapping are different with respect to the legitimacy
of voice mismatches has been challenged (see Tanaka 2011, Miller 1990:94, 2014). But Tanaka’s
(2011) claim that grammatical cases of voice mismatch in VPE can be turned into pseudogapping
cases that are likewise grammatical (modulo the fact that pseudogapping is always somewhat marked
in English) is not supported. Even for his own examples in (15b) and (16b), Tanaka 2011:476 admits
that ‘these pseudogapping examples are less grammatical [sic]’ than typical (i.e., voice-matched)
cases of pseudogapping.4

4 Tanaka (2011) argues that when minimal pairs of VPE and pseudogapping, such as (ia,b) and (iia,b), are
inspected, the discrepancy between the two ellipsis phenomena with respect to voice mismatching by and large
disappears, and concludes that ‘[b]oth VP-ellipsis and pseudogapping allow voice mismatch, and ungrammatical senten-
ces are the result of semanticopragmatic factors’ (Tanaka 2011:477, drawing heavily on Kehler 2000, 2002). Tanaka is
certainly right to point out that the pseudogapping cases in (ib) and (iib) (which figure in Merchant’s 2008, 2013 work)
do not improve when they are turned into VPE cases: (ia) and (iia) are also unacceptable. But note that the deviance of
(ia,b) to some extent persists even in the absence of ellipsis: although Tanaka reports that his informants found (ic) to
be better than (ia,b), it is pragmatically not particularly felicitous; likewise, (iic) is information-structurally awkward,
which diminishes the point based on (iia,b). Moreover, what is likely to be the root of the trouble with the ellipsis
examples in (ia,b) and (iia,b) is that, as we saw in fn. 2, when the ellipsis clause contains a contrastive subject, the ellipsis
site is the complement of a functional head in the high left periphery — a complement that so large that voice mismatches
are banned by Merchant’s theory (as well as the one to be unfolded below). These examples are a red herring, therefore.

(i) a. *roses were bought by some, and others did, too
(... others bought roses)

b. *roses were bought by some, and others did lilies
(... others bought lilies)

c. #roses were bought by some, and others bought roses, too
(ii) a. *some bought roses, and lilies were, too

(... lilies were bought)
b. *some bought roses, and lilies were by others

(... lilies were bought by others)
c. #some bought roses, and lilies were bought by others
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(15) a. the system can be used by anyone who wants to (= (1b))
(... anyone who wants to use it)

b. ?the new system can be used by anyone who could the older versions
(... anyone who could use the older versions)

(16) a. I have implemented it with a manager, but it doesn’t have to be (= (2a))
(... it doesn’t have to be implemented with a manager)

b. ?I have implemented it with a manager, but it should have been by a computer technician
(... it should have been implemented by a computer technician)

c. it is best to implement it with a manager; but it doesn’t matter by what kind of manager
— any manager will do, as long as they know their job
(... it doesn’t matter by what kind of manager it is implemented)

More importantly, each of these examples introduces a complication which likely undermines their
representativity. Thus, note that in (16b), a case of pseudogapping stranding a by-phrase, the DP
contained in the by-phrase is contrasted not with the subject of the antecedent clause but with a DP
in the antecedent clause that is likewise contained in a PP. This is likely a factor in making (16b)
relatively good: when the locus of contrast in the antecedent clause is not the agentive subject
(occupying SpecTP), even sluicing succeeds, as is illustrated in (16c) (which is indubitably a case
of voice mismatch as the by-phrase in this example is not combinable with active implement: you
should implement it with/*by a manager; it should be implemented by a manager). Since, as we saw
in section 1.2, sluicing is normally intolerant of voice mismatch, the acceptability of (16c) suggests
that something peculiar is going on in this example, and concomitantly in Tanaka’s (16b) as well.

For (15b), a complicating factor is the fact that ellipses contained in relative clauses behave
differently from ellipses in coordinations with respect to the acceptability of voice mismatch under
pseudogapping. The examples in (17) and (18), which should be compared with the earlier examples
in (11) and (12), are like (15b) in featuring the ellipsis site inside a relative clause attached to the
agent of the antecedent clause, with the ellipsis recovered from the predicate of the antecedent
clause.

(17) a. speakers who previously hadn’t, started to accept pseudogapping as well
(... who previously hadn’t accepted pseudogapping)

b. speakers who previously would only VPE started to accept pseudogapping as well
(... who previously would accept only VPE)

(18) a. pseudogapping started to be accepted by speakers who previously hadn’t
(... who previously hadn’t accepted pseudogapping)

b. ?pseudogapping started to be accepted by speakers who previously would only VPE
(... who previously would accept only VPE)

Here we see that (despite the fact that we are dealing with ellipsis in a cataphoric context) pseudo-
gapping in the active/active matching case in (17b) is fine, and that even in the voice mismatch
example in (18b), pseudogapping remains quite good. This suggests that the presence of operator
movement in the syntax of these sentences, as in Tanaka’s (15b), does something to make pseudo-
gapping better — in general (see (17b)), not just in the case of voice mismatch. 
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That operator movement has some sort of effect on pseudogapping also emerges from an
inspection of two of Miller’s (2014) corpus examples of grammatical voice mismatch under pseudo-
gapping, reproduced in (19). It is notable that these sentences both involve ellipsis in as-clauses,
which involve null-operator dependencies.5 This is something that sets them apart from ungram-
matical examples of pseudogapping under voice mismatch.

(19) a. I mean for her to be dressed — and addressed — as we would Becky Sharp
(... as we would dress and address Becky Sharp)

b. a whole poached wild striped bass should be taken to the table as you would a Thanks-
giving turkey or a crown roast of pork
(... as you would take to the table a Thanksgiving turkey or a crown roast of pork)

In light of the fact that (15b), (18b) and (19) involve a complication which (12b) and (14b) do not,
I will cautiously set the former trio aside — though I hasten to add that it is unclear to me at this time
exactly how the operator dependencies found in the relative clauses in (15b) and (18b) and the as-
clauses of (19) could make these sentences more palatable than the b–examples in (12) and (14).

At any rate, the fact that (outside cases involving operator dependencies) robust minimal
differences between VPE and pseudogapping can be found under pragmatically fully parallel con-
ditions shows us that the contrast between VPE and pseudogapping with respect to their sensitivity
to voice mismatch is real. In what follows, I will assume its existence.

1.4 Gapping and stripping

To round out the empirical picture, let us take a brief look at gapping and stripping. We can easily
verify that gapping and stripping do not support active/passive voice mismatches:

(20) a. *John was supported by some during the final round of voting, and others Mary
(... others supported Mary)

b. %John was supported by some during the final round of voting,6 but not others
(... others did not support John)

(21) a. *some suppored John during the final round of voting, and Mary by others
(... Mary was supported by others)

b. *some supported John during the final round of voting, but not by others
(... John was not supported by others)

5 The complementiser as has a null counterpart so in its specifier, moved there from the clause-internal base
position of so. See Stowell (1987) for discussion of as and so.

6 I inserted during the final round of voting in the example in (20b) in order to create distance between some and
but not others, discouraging local coordination. For the sake of parallelism, I used the same phrase in the other exmaples
in (20) and (21) as well, although in these sentences this PP is really just ballast.
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The a–examples, involving gapping, are unquestionably instances of voice mismatch — and equally
unquestionably, they are no good. The stripping case in (21b), with an active preamble and a passive
ellipsis clause, is also clearly deviant. The judgement on (20b) is variable, reflecting the general
delicacy of the judgements on P-stranding under stripping in English (see already Kuno 1976:301,
fn. 3, referred to in Johnson 2018). Speakers who accept (20b) will have a parse available for it in
which the second conjunct matches the first in being passive. Speakers who reject (20b) block both
that parse (because they do not particularly like P-stranding under stripping) and one that assigns an
active syntax to the ellipsis clause (but others did not support John). It is this latter parse that inter-
ests us in the context of the discussion in this paper. The fact that speakers who generally report dis-
comfort with P-stranding under stripping do not give a vote of confidence to (20b) is a clear indi-
cation that a mismatch between a passive preamble and an active strip is disallowed.7

1.5 Active/passive voice mismatches in ellipsis: Synopsis

In summary, what we have seen in this section is that active/passive mismatches are tolerated under
VP ellipsis but not in other cases of ellipsis. For gapping, stripping and sluicing, the picture is
perfectly clear. Pseudogapping introduces complications that make it a somewhat less than straight-
forward matter to ascertain whether it allows voice mismatches or not. But once these complications
are minimised (as they are in the examples in (12b) and (14b)), it becomes quite clear that pseudo-
gapping is not amenable to active/passive voice mismatch.

1.6 The structure of the rest of the paper

After laying out my perspective on the syntax of the active/passive alternation, I will take it upon
myself to provide an explanation for the fact that active/passive voice mismatches are allowed under
VPE but not other ellipsis phenomena, and why several other voice(-like) alternations behave differ-
ently from the active/passive alternation. The core of the explanation is a hypothesis regarding the
way in which ellipses of predication structures are recovered. This hypothesis rests on parallelism
between the ellipsis and its antecedent in the underlying hierarchical representation of the predication
structure, with a key role played by the difference between canonical and reverse predication (Den
Dikken 2006). With the analysis in place, the paper then proceeds to using the outcome of the
discussion of active/passive voice mismatch under ellipsis as a diagnostic, in three different ways:
(a) for the syntax of voice(-like) alternations other than those involving active/passive pairs, (b) for
the empirical reach of the ‘passive rule’ (are ‘passive nominals’ and ‘infinitival passives’ really pass-
ive?), and (c) for the distribution of ellipsis (with particular reference to gapping and stripping). After
this, the paper takes a look at scope parallelism under ellipsis, and closes with two appendices, one
on predicate ellipsis and the other on ellipsis and voice alternations in ergative/absolutive systems.

7 There is considerable debate in the literature concerning the question of whether ellipsis (i.e., the postulation
of a surface anaphor in the second conjunct, generally understood today as the PF-silencing of material present in the
syntactic representation) is involved in the syntax of gapping and stripping. There are analyses on the market which
(completely or partially) do away with ellipsis in the treatment of these phenomena, resorting instead to coordination at
a low level in the syntactic structure (‘small conjuncts’ approaches). See esp. Johnson (2018) for enlightening discussion.
I return to the matter in §7. But for now, specific assumptions about the etiology of gapping and stripping are irrelevant:
the point here is simply an empirical one, viz., that with respect to active/passive voice mismatch, gapping and stripping
behave on a par with sluicing (and pseudogapping, to the extent that pseudogapping does indeed resist voice mismatch).



Marcel den Dikken — Voice and argument structure mismatches in ellipsis 10

2 Active versus passive

There is no truth-conditional semantic difference between between active and passive clauses: both
Mary beat John and John was beaten by Mary are true provided that a kissing event transpired in
which Mary is the agent and John is the patient. There are pragmatic (in particular, information-
structural) differences between actives and passives (thus, everyone in this room speaks (at least)
two languages and (at least) two languages are spoken by everyone in this room differ in their scope
preferences — though neither is unambiguous). But such information-structural differences cannot
help explain the observed contrast between VPE and pseudogapping with respect to their sensitivity
to active/passive mismatches. We have to look for the roots of this sensitivity in the (morpho)
syntactic signatures of active and passive constructions. A highly influential approach along these
lines is due to Merchant (2008, 2013). I present and review it in the next subsection.

2.1 Voice is not a feature

Merchant (2008, 2013) looks upon the sanctioning of active/passive mismatches under ellipsis as
a function of the (non-)inclusion in the ellipsis site of the functional head ‘Voice’, assumed to be the
locus of the active/passive voice distinction. Inclusion of a Voice head in the ellipsis site whose
specification for the feature [ACTIVE] or [PASSIVE] does not match the specification of the Voice
head of the antecedent clause is taken to constitute a violation of parallelism (see (22c,d)). But if
VoiceP is located outside the ellipsis site, its specification for the feature [ACTIVE] or [PASSIVE] is
immaterial as long as the ellipsis site is otherwise parallel to its antecedent (see (23c,d)).

(22) a. [Antecedent ... [VoiceP Voice[ACTIVE] ... ]] [Ellipsis ... [VoiceP Voice[ACTIVE] ... ]]
b. [Antecedent ... [VoiceP Voice[PASSIVE] ... ]] [Ellipsis ... [VoiceP Voice[PASSIVE] ... ]]
c. *[Antecedent ... [VoiceP Voice[ACTIVE] ... ]] [Ellipsis ... [VoiceP Voice[PASSIVE] ... ]]
d. *[Antecedent ... [VoiceP Voice[PASSIVE] ... ]] [Ellipsis ... [VoiceP Voice[ACTIVE] ... ]]

(23) a. [VoiceP Voice[ACTIVE] ... [Antecedent ... ]] [VoiceP Voice[ACTIVE] ... [Ellipsis ... ]]
b. [VoiceP Voice[PASSIVE] ... [Antecedent ... ]] [VoiceP Voice[PASSIVE] ... [Ellipsis ... ]]
c. [VoiceP Voice[ACTIVE] ... [Antecedent ... ]] [VoiceP Voice[PASSIVE] ... [Ellipsis ... ]]
d. [VoiceP Voice[PASSIVE] ... [Antecedent ... ]] [VoiceP Voice[ACTIVE] ... [Ellipsis ... ]]

In evaluating Merchant’s analysis, the central question to ask is whether there is such a thing
as an [ACTIVE] or [PASSIVE] feature in syntax, a feature that could be held responsible for making
(22c,d) violations of syntactic identity or parallelism. There are, to be sure, morphosyntactic differ-
ences between actives and passives. But in English, these cannot be pinned on ‘the feature [ACTIVE]’
or ‘the feature [PASSIVE]’. The use of the past participle in the passive is not itself a morphological
signature of the passive: we see this form also in the periphrastic perfect, which is active. Nor is the
use of the auxiliary be a hallmark of the passive: not only do we find be in several other, non-passive
syntactic contexts, but we cannot ‘count’ auxiliary use as a definitional property of the passive (after
all, in tenseless passives no auxiliary shows up: with John beaten, the competition is down to just
two players; if he does not do well in this debate, I consider John beaten). In English, there is no
morphological ‘signature’ of the passive, therefore: it is certainly not at the level of morphological
identity that the ungrammaticality of (22c,d) could be understood. (Besides, it is well known that the
identity condition on ellipsis is broadly insensitive to morphological minutiae.)
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Syntactically, the difference between actives and passives lies in the placement of the internal
argument of the verb. This is indeed a constant: it manifests itself in all syntactic environments
(whether tensed or tenseless) in which passivisation is applied. Thus, nobody was beaten shares with
with nobody beaten and there was nobody beaten the fact that nobody surfaces to the left of the
participle, in marked contrast to where nobody is found in active they have beaten nobody. Whereas
in the active the internal argument stays within the VP, in the passive it is realised outside the VP
(and if this involves movement, it leaves a trace or silent copy of the internal argument behind inside
VP). But precisely because this uniform syntactic signature of the passive involves the minimal VP,
i.e., in the portion of the structure inevitably affected by ellipsis in ALL the verbal ellipsis
constructions reviewed in section 1, it cannot be this that is responsible for the fact that VP ellipsis
is (usually) impervious to active/passive mismatch whereas pseudogapping and sluicing (usually)
resist it. Moreover, the presence or absence of a trace or silent copy of the internal argument in the
minimal VP is not generally something that syntactic parallelism is sensitive to: she leapt and fell
is a grammatical coordination of an unergative and an ergative VP, very different in status from a
case of wh-extraction just from the second conjunct (*who did she leap and injure?, a violation of
the Coordinate Structure Constraint, which is a member of the family of parallelism constraints on
syntax). For these reasons, we cannot take the presence of a trace or silent copy of the internal
argument in the minimal VP to be the syntactic manifestation of ‘the [PASSIVE] feature’ relevant to
the analysis of active/passive mismatches under ellipsis.

Besides auxiliation, participle formation, and promotion of the internal argument, there is no
other morphosyntactic property associated to ‘the [PASSIVE] feature’ on which we could blame the
ungrammaticality of (22c,d) while ensuring that (23c,d) are well-formed. An approach to voice
mismatches under ellipsis that is tied to ‘the [ACTIVE/PASSIVE] feature’ of the functional head Voice
therefore leads nowhere. It may give the impression of providing an explanation for the facts, and
it certainly appears to implicate the structural size of the ellipsis site in the right sort of way; but on
closer scrutiny it turns out that a Merchant-style approach to the facts is not on the right track.

In the next subsection, I will lay out an outlook on the syntax of the active/passive voice
alternation that does have the potential to deliver an explanation of the ellipsis facts. This analysis
was sketched for the first time in Den Dikken (2006) (and is rooted in the overall theory of the syntax
of predication proposed in that work), and subsequently developed in detail in Den Dikken (2020).
In section 3, I will then show that, with this approach to the active/passive voice alternation in hand,
an explanatory solution to the ellipsis puzzle emerges — one in which the size of the ellipsis site (in
particular, the question of whether a whole predication structure or just a predicate is being silenced)
accurately predicts the legitimacy of active/passive mismatches under ellipsis.

2.2 Voice and directionality of predication

The cornerstone of my perspective on the active/passive alternation is the hypothesis (from Den
Dikken 2006) that predication relations are structurally asymmetrical but not directional: there is
always a head mediating the relationship between the predicate and its subject, accommodating one
of the two terms as its complement and the other as its specifier; but the relative positions of the
predicate and the subject are not pre-ordained. The active/passive alternation comes down precisely
to the fact that the two variants choose opposite ways of relating the predicate to its subject, as
illustrated in the structures in (24).
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(24) a. John kissed Mary
[RP [DP John] [RN RELATOR [VP kissed Mary]]]

b. Mary was kissed by John
[RP [VP kissed Mary] [RN RELATOR [DP John]]]

In active (24a), we find a canonical predication relationship between the VP and the external
argument. In the passive, the underlying hierarchical relationship between the predicate and the
subject is reversed, as in (24b)): while this structural relationship continues to be mediated by a head
(the RELATOR), and is hence appropriately asymmetrical, this time the predicate occupies the
specifier position of the RELATOR phrase and the external argument (still external to the predicate,
as desired) is the RELATOR’s complement.8

What matters in the context of the discussion to follow is that (24) represents the alternation
between actives and their corresponding passives as a DEEP, not a SURFACE, alternation. It is here that
the proposal in Den Dikken (2006, 2020) differs most fundamentally from the superficially similar
approach to the active/passive alternation taken in Collins (2005). For Collins, too, the lexical VP
is in a specifier position of a functional head (‘Voice’ for Collins, a plausible candidate for the
RELATOR in (24)); and both Collins’ analysis and mine treat agentive by as the spell-out of that
functional head. But whereas (24b) base-generates the lexical VP in the specifier position of the
RELATOR, Collins’ syntax of the passive starts from that of the active, and manoeuvres the VP into
a derived specifier position in the course of the derivation. Succinctly put, Collins gives the passive
the same underlier as the passive, whereas (24) assigns each of the two variants of the active/passive
voice alternation a different underlier. The two underliers are transparently related to one another,
and united by the fact that in both, the VP is predicated of the external argument with the help of a
RELATOR. But the underlying syntaxes of the active and the passive in (24) are distinct — and it is
this deep distinctness that will turn out to serve us very well in understanding why the active/passive
voice alternation is different from other, superficially similar (voice) alternations.

8 This outlook on the active/passive voice alternation has numerous benefits. Let me mention a few of these here
(referring the reader to Den Dikken 2020 for fuller discussion). From (24b) it follows immediately that the passive shows
a need for auxiliation: the head of the VP in the specifier of the RELATOR phrase is unable to establish a syntactic
relationship with the T-head of the clause in which it is contained; so an auxiliary is called for to satisfy T’s needs.
Secondly, (24b) explains Visser’s Generalisation — the fact that personal passivises of subject control constructions are
ungrammatical (while impersonal passives usually work fine). This falls out from the fact that a control clause in the
complement of V cannot have its PRO-subject controlled by the agent in the complement position of the RELATOR, for
lack of a c-command relation between the agent and PRO. A third advantage of (24b) is that, in conjunction with
Reinhart & Reuland’s (1993) theory of reflexivity, it accounts for the fact that John was killed (by himself) is not an
appropriate vehicle with which to express a suicide: coindexing the implicit agent in the complement of the RELATOR

and the object of V creates a reflexive predicate; but because the predicate is not reflexive-marked, the result of such
coindexation flouts the requirement the theory of reflexivity. The ‘reverse predication’ approach to the active/passive
alternation can also make sense of the restrictions on depictive secondary predication of the implicit agent of a passive
(recall (8) and the fact that examples of this type are rare and subject to quite specific restrictions, discussed in Den
Dikken 2020), and of the constraints imposed on displacement of by-phrases (with truly agentive by represented as the
exponent of the RELATOR in (24b), it is predicted that by and the following DP should not show constituency behaviour,
a prediction which can be shown to be accurate, notwithstanding apparent evidence to the contrary). All in all, there is
much to recommend an analysis of the active/passive voice alternation along the lines of the pair of structures in (24).
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3 The parallelism requirement on ellipsis of predication structures (PREPS)

With this perspective on the syntax of predication and the active/passive voice alternation in place,
let me present my central hypothesis regarding syntactic identity in ellipsis constructions involving
predication structures:

(25) PARALLELISM REQUIREMENT ON ELLIPSIS OF PREDICATION STRUCTURES (PREPS)
a. ellipsis recovery involves the matching of all constituents of the predication structure

involved in the ellipsis with constituents in the predication structure of the antecedent
b. matching proceeds in a top-down fashion, with the hierarchically highest constituent of

the predication structure in the ellipsis site starting the search
c. when a constituent of the predication structure finds a match in the antecedent, the part

of the structure of the antecedent covered by this search is closed for further searching

With the exception of argument ellipsis (which will not concern me in this paper at all),
ellipsis constructions invariably involve either just a predicate or an entire predication structure. In
sluicing cases such as (26), the entire predication structure underlying the clause is included in the
ellipsis: sluicing involves clausal (i.e., TP-)ellipsis. Even in sluicing constructions in which the wh-
constituent represents the subject of predication (as in (27)), it is still the case that the entire predi-
cation structure is included in the ellipsis site.9

(26) I saw her face before, but I don’t remember when [TP I ... [RP t [R [(x)VP]]]
(27) someone touched Eve’s face, but I don’t remember who [TP t ... [RP t [R [(x)VP]]]

In cases of predicate ellipsis, only the predicate itself (i.e., the RELATOR’s phrasal dependent
that expresses a property attributed to the subject of predication) is marked for ellipsis — not the
entire predication structure. Thus, in a VPE construction such as (28), the predicate (see her face)
is marked for ellipsis while the subject of predication is spared — not just on the surface: its base
position (marked by the trace) is not included in the ellipsis site either.

(28) at first I couldn’t see her face, but later I could [RP t [R [(x)VP]]]

Though it is possible that the predicate (‘(x)VP’) features functional material (such as the ‘cate-
goriser’ v), what matters for the purposes of the ensuing discussion is that under no circumstances
does predicate ellipsis involve more than the structure dominating the predicate — that is, in cases
of predicate ellipsis, the base position of the subject is NOT included in the ellipsis site.

9 In (26) and (27) as well as later in this subsection, the notations ‘(x)VP’ and (‘x)NP’ register the possibility that
the predicate may comprose more than just the root–VP/NP. Though I would like to remain agnostic here about the
amount of non-lexical structure dominating the predicate’s lexical root, I certainly do not wish to exclude the presence
of such structure, so long as it does not include the base position of the subject.

See Appendix 1 for critical discussion of the arguments to the effect that predicate ellipsis targets more than
the structure dominating the predicate, and involves ellipsis of full predication structures.
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When a predicate or an entire predication structure is marked for ellipsis, a mechanism
automatically kicks into action that starts a search for material matching the elliptical predicate and
(in ellipses of the entire predicational core) its subject. It is an absolute requirement that the terms
of the predicational core (i.e., the subject and its predicate) contained in the elliptical constituent find
a linguistically represented match in the antecedent. This is why PREPS in (25) is centred around the
recovery of the predicational core of the ellipsis: successful ellipses depend on there being matches
for all of this material.

 Other aspects of the ellipsis do not require a match. Thus, morphological mismatches, as in
(29), are perfectly survivable), 

(29) I am working on ellipsis now; many others have worked on ellipsis in the past

The fact that form identity is not required for ellipsis matching gives us a handle on an oft-cited set
of data going back to Webber (1978), centred around the grammaticality of sentences of the type in
(30). What makes these examples interesting is that identification of the contents of the ellipsis site
under syntactic identity with the antecedent would lead to ungrammaticality: see (31). 

(30) a. Irv and Martha wanted to dance together/with each other, but Martha’s mother said she
couldn’t __

b. Irv and Martha wanted to dance together/with each other, but Martha couldn’t __
because her husband was there

(31) a. *Irv and Martha wanted to [dance together/with each other], but Martha’s mother said she
couldn’t [dance together/with each other]

b. *Irv and Martha wanted to [dance together/with each other], but Martha couldn’t [dance
together/with each other] because her husband was there

A simple solution  for these cases is forthcoming if we represent the contents of the ellipsis site as
intransitive dance or as the agentive ‘deep anaphor’ do it (see (32)), both of which, in the context
at hand, easily pragmatically implicate that Martha could not dance with Irv. The elided VPs in (32)
are not form-identical with their antecedents. But ellipsis recovery for PREPS (25) is not concerned
with form identity — recall the case of morphological mismatch in (29).

(32) a. Irv and Martha wanted to dance with together/each other, but Martha’s mother said she
couldn’t dance/do it

b. Irv and Martha wanted to dance together/with each other, but Martha couldn’t dance/do
it because her husband was there

A potentially more complicated case involves ellipsis matching in so-called pseudosluicing
constructions:

(33) a. John was talking to someone, but I don’t know who John was talking to
b. John was talking to someone, but I don’t know who it was (that John was talking to)
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In (33a), there is a perfect match for the ellipsis site in the antecedent clause. This is usually all we
need for English, a language that licenses P-stranding under ellipsis. But a solid case has been made
in the literature on apparent P-stranding ellipsis in non-P-stranding languages (see, e.g., Vicente
2008, Rodrigues et al. 2009, Barros et al. 2015) that (33b) can be the underlier for the ellipsis under
certain circumstances. How does ellipsis matching proceed here?

The syntax of clefts (it was Mary that John was talking to; who was it that John was talking
to) is complex. At the level of their copular sentences, clefts involve a predication relation between
the focus of the cleft (the subject of predication) and it (the predicate).10 What matters for us here is
that it is a pro-predicate for the contentful predicate that occurs in the relative clause. Although it is
obviously not form-identical with the predicate of the preamble clause, it serves the same syntactic
function. This is one helpful step in the direction of an account of ellipsis recovery in pseudosluices
in accordance with PREPS (25). Fully working out the technical details of this is certainly no trivial
task.11 But in the hope that they can be sorted out, I will leave the discussion of ellipsis recovery in
pseudosluices at this point.

4 Searching for matches — PREPS and the active/passive voice alternation

4.1 Sluicing, active × active

Let me now illustrate how the search for matches proceeds in line with (25). In a well-formed case
of sluicing such as (34), the predicational core in the elliptical TP is fully matched in the antecedent.
Not only do both the subject and the predicate of the ellipsis clause find a match in the antecedent,
but also (and equally importantly) the hierarchical relation between the subject and the predicate in
the antecedent matches the hierarchical relation between the corresponding terms in the ellipsis
clause. In both clauses, this relationship is the ‘canonical’ one, with the subject asymmetrically c-
commanding the predicate in the RELATOR phrase, as shown in (35). Here [DP SUBJECT] is the highest
constituent in the ellipsis site. In conformity with (25b), it is this DP that gets first dibs at searching
for a match in the antecedent. DP finds a match high up in the antecedent, in SpecRP. The portion
of the antecedent dominated by RN remains as yet unsearched, and is therefore eligible for the next
constituent to search. The predicate (VP) is this next constituent. VP finds a match in the portion of
the structure that has not yet been closed by DP’s search, and all is well: (34) is declared
grammatical, as desired.

(34) someone murdered John, but I don’t know who
(... who murdered him)

(35) [RP [DP SUBJECT] [RN R [VP PREDICATE]]] ... but ... [RP [DP SUBJECT] [RN R [VP PREDICATE]]]

10 I refer the reader to Den Dikken (2013a) for an extended defence of the idea that it is the predicate of the
copular clause of the cleft, and that the focus is its subject.

11 A particular worry is the fact that, even once the pro-predicate it has been content-identified with the relative
clause of the cleft, the subject of which it is predicated still does not match the subject of predication in the preamble
clause: in (33b) this subject is John; but the subject of it is who, which is necessarily disjoint in reference. If we let (25)
loose in the syntax on what is essentially the simple syntax of a copular clause, we do manage to find syntactic matches
for the two terms of the elliptical predication structure, but we do not get the contents of the subjects to match. I have
no insights to offer into the question of how this can be fixed. This must be a non-syntactic matter.
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4.2 Sluicing, passive × passive

Now consider (36), featuring passivisation in both the ellipsis clause and the antecedent. In the
passive, the underlying hierarchical relationship between the verbal predicate and its subject is
reversed: the subject is now asymmetrically c-commanded by the predicate. So this time around, we
are dealing with the structures in (37). Because the predicate (VP) is the higher of the two terms of
the predicational core in the ellipsis clause, it is the predicate that takes the lead in the search for a
match in the antecedent. It finds a perfect match in the highest position in the antecedent’s RP.
Subsequently, the subject of predication performs its search for a match, and finds one in the portion
of the structure of the RP that had not yet been covered by the predicate’s search. The result is again
grammatical because of the hierarchical matching of the ellipsis clause and the antecedent clause.

(36) John was murdered, but I don’t know {by whom/who by}
(... by whom he was murdered/who he was murdered by)

(37) [RP [VP PREDICATE] [RN R [DP SUBJECT]]] ... but ... [RP [VP PREDICATE] [RN R [DP SUBJECT]]]

4.3 Sluicing, active × passive

Imagine next what happens when we team up a passive ellipsis clause with an active antecedent, as
in (39). Here, as in (37), [VP PREDICATE] is the highest constituent in the ellipsis site, so it searches
first. VP finds a match in the antecedent’s RP, but only after making its way all the way down to the
complement of the RELATOR. The entire portion of the antecedent’s RP down to the VP is closed by
VP’s search. When the subject-DP finally gets to start its search for a match in the antecedent, there
is nothing left to find. Therefore, the search crashes, and (38) is ruled ungrammatical.

(38) *someone murdered John, but I don’t know {by whom/who by}
(... by whom he was murdered/who he was murdered by)

(39) *[RP [DP SUBJECT] [RN R [VP PREDICATE]]] ... but ... [RP [VP PREDICATE] [RN R [DP SUBJECT]]]

4.4 Sluicing, passive × active

The same unhappy outcome emerges in the case of (41), where an active ellipsis clause and a passive
antecedent are paired. This is the mirror image of the case in (39), with the subject-DP getting first
dibs to search. By the time [DP SUBJECT] is done searching for its match, the entire RP down to the
complement of the RELATOR is closed for further searching, and [VP PREDICATE] can find no match,
dooming (40).

(40) *John was murdered, but I don’t know who
(... who murdered him)

(41) *[RP [VP PREDICATE] [RN R [DP SUBJECT]]] ... but ... [RP [DP SUBJECT] [RN R [VP PREDICATE]]]

We now see that PREPS in (25) explains why the sluices in (34) and (36) are grammatical, but
those in (38) and (40) are not. The root of the problem with the ungrammatical sluices is that there
is a mismatch between the underlying hierarchical relationships between the predicates and subjects
of the ellipsis clause and the antecedent clause.
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4.5 Why VPE is different from sluicing with respect to active/passive voice mismatch

Why is VPE different from sluicing in allowing voice mismatches between the ellipsis clause and
the antecedent? Recall from section 3 (see also Appendix 1) that in cases of VPE, only the predicate
is marked for ellipsis. Condition (25a) requires that all constituents of the predication structure
involved in an ellipsis be matched with constituents in the predicational core of the antecedent. In
the case of VPE, ellipsis involves just the predicate. The predicate needs to ensure that there is a
match for it in the predicational core of the antecedent. But since it is the ONLY constituent
instigating a search for a match, the search could not possibly be frustrated by the closing of a
portion of the predicational core due to a previous search. It does not matter whether the predicate
is the complement or the specifier of the RELATOR in the ellipsis clause; nor does it matter whether
the predicate’s match in the antecedent clause is the specifier or complement of the RELATOR there.
All that matters is that there IS a linguistically represented match for the elided predicate in the ante-
cedent — it really does not matter where.

To illustrate, let me return to the examples in (1c) and (2c), repeated below in (42) and (44).
In (42), whose skeletal structure is given in (43), the elliptical VP is the predicate of an active clause;
its match is the predicate of a passive. But since the predicate of the active clause is itself the ellipsis
site, it is the only constituent of the active clause that needs to start a search for a match. It finds the
match in the antecedent clause in a hierarchical position that does not correspond to its own
hierarchical position in the ellipsis clause. But this is entirely inconsequential: what matters is that
the VP-predicate has a match.

(42) John wasn’t supposed to have been murdered, but obviously somebody did
(... somebody murdered him)

(43) [RP [VP PREDICATE] [RN R [DP SUBJECT]]] ... but ... s.b. did [RP [DP t] [RN R [VP PREDICATE]]]

For (44), the account is entirely parallel, except for the fact that this time around the elliptical
predicate is in a specifier position and its antecedent finds itself in the complement of the RELATOR.
Again, this is immaterial. The search for an antecedent instigated by the elliptical predicate cannot
go wrong in (45).12

(44) somebody murdered John even though they had explicitly said that he shouldn’t be
(... he shouldn’t be murdered)

(45) [RP [DP SUBJECT] [RN R [VP PREDICATE]]] ... but ... [RP [VP PREDICATE] [RN R [DP IMP]]]

4.6 Ellipsis of predicates vs predications, and the role of focus

While VPE usually tolerates active/passive voice mismatches, it does not when the subject (the
phrase locally preceding the ellipsis site) is contrastively focused, as in (46b) (hereinafter, small caps
mark focus). Similarly, active/passive mismatch is generally impossible in pseudogapping construc-
tions — e.g., in (47b), where the object adjacent to the ellipsis site is focused.

12 The subject of predication in the passive clause is represented in (45) as ‘IMP’. This abstracts away from the
question of what the exact nature of the implicit agent of a passive is — a question to which we do not need to find an
answer in the context of this paper.
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(46) a. this problem was to have been looked into, but obviously nobody DID

(... nobody looked into it)
b. *this problem was looked into by John, and BOB did, too

(... and Bob looked into this problem, too)

(47) a. John was supported by some during the final round of voting; others DIDN’T

(... others didn’t support him)
b. *John was supported by some during the final round of voting, and others did MARY

(... others supported Mary)

What is it about phrasal focus that makes it preclude such mismatches? Phrased in the terms of the
analysis laid out earlier in this section (based on (25)), what is it about phrasal focus that causes
ellipsis to necessarily involve the whole predication structure rather than just the predicate?

An assumption that is widespread in the syntax literature is that (contrastive) phrasal focus
involves displacement of the focused constituent into the specifier position of a functional projection,
usually called FocP. This functional projection can be located in the left periphery, between C and
TP; but in pseudogapping cases, the material spared by ellipsis finds itself in the specifier of a
clause-internal FocP (Jayaseelan 2001, Gengel 2007, 2013, Merchant 2008).13 For both the FocP in
the (high) left periphery and the one in clause-internal position, it is necessarily the case that it finds
itself outside the predicational core (RP): FocP cannot be stacked right on top of the predicate (VP)
because a focus must be in a relationship with a constituent that represents the presupposition, and
this constituent must be a proposition — i.e., minimally a small clause. Therefore, the lowest
possible position for FocP is outside the RELATOR phrase that represents the predication structure.
The head Foc (into whose specifier the non-verbal remnant is moved in the case of pseudogapping)
can be endowed with Merchant’s [E]-feature, which sanctions ellipsis of its complement. Since the
Foc-head hosting the [E]-feature is outside the predicational core and marks the predicational core
for ellipsis, PREPS in (25) predicts that in the presence of a focused phrasal ellipsis remnant, voice
mismatches will be disallowed. This captures the ill-formedness of voice mismatch in the VPE
example in (46b) and in all cases of pseudogapping, including (47b).14

13 The discussion in the remainder of this paragraph follows the same line of approach as Merchant (2008). But
it is more precise than Merchant’s discussion in that it addresses explicitly why the FocP into whose specifier the ellipsis
remnant moves and whose head marks its complement for ellipsis is necessarily merged outside the predicational core.

14 For sluicing, it is obvious that ellipsis involves much more than the predicate. For gapping, an analysis in terms
of predicate ellipsis is not feasible either: the fact that gapping targets the entire verbal suite, including not just the lexical
verb but auxiliaries as well, is ample proof of that. So if gapping is to involve ellipsis, it, too, involves the entire predi-
cational core — and this means that parallelism in the hierarchical representation of the predicational cores of the ellipsis
clause and the antecedent clause are called for, which rules out active/passive voice mismatches. The same applies a
fortiori to stripping (section 1.4). But it is a matter of some controversy whether gapping and stripping involve ellipsis
in the sense in which I have used this term — i.e., whether these phenomena involve a silent surface anaphor whose con-
tent is recovered from the antecedent in accordance with PREPS. For both gapping and stripping, analyses are on the mar-
ket which do not implicate a surface anaphor at all. I will return to the analysis of gapping and stripping once I have fully
exploited PREPS as a diagnostic for the treatment of syntactic alternations involving predicates and their subjects. With
the findings of that discussion in place, we will in the optimal position to (re)assess the analysis of gapping and stripping.
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4.7 Positions in the predicational core are what matters — not absolute syntactic positions

In closing this section, it is important to emphasise that PREPS in (25) requires that the relative
hierarchical positions of the constituents of the predication structure in the ellipsis site and their
correspondents in the predication structure of the antecedent clause match — NOT that the absolute
syntactic positions of the terms of the predication structure be matched in the two clauses. The
surface positions of the subjects and predicates of the two clauses are not an issue: the searches are
conducted on the predicational cores (i.e., on the RPs). For this reason, movement operations
performed on the terms of the predication structure, in either of the two clauses, do not play an active
role in the recovery of the ellipsis. Ellipsis recovery is about matching predicational content to
predicational content — it is blithely unconcerned with the syntactic licensing (by case or other
mechanisms) of this content.

To appreciate this, consider first the examples in (48). In (48a), the agent is in the highest
specifier position (SpecCP) of the ellipsis clause and in the highest specifier position (SpecTP) of
the antecedent clause; but this surface parallel does not help the recovery of the ellipsis of the
predicational structure in the ellipsis clause. The fact that, in the reverse predication that underlies
the passive, the agent is hierarchically lower than the VP predicate causes the agent’s search to fail
in (48a) due to the fact that by the time the higher term of the predication structure in the ellipsis
clause (the VP) has found its match in the antecedent, there is no portion of the predication structure
of the antecedent clause left open for the agent to run a search on.

(48) a. *obviously somebody killed John; but we don’t know {by whom/who by}
b. *kill John, obviously somebody did; but we don’t know {by whom/who by}

Topicalising the VP in the antecedent clause, as in (48b), does not help improve the output of an
active/passive mismatch under sluicing. Though the verbal predicate of the antecedent clause has
been manoeuvred into a syntactic position that is very high up the tree, what the VP of the ellipsis
clause is looking for is the UNDERLYING position of the predicate in the antecedent clause’s
predication structure. The surface position of the VP is immaterial: the mismatch in the underlying
positions of the VP in the ellipsis clause and the antecedent clause cannot be wiped out by any
operation performed on the predicate in the course of the syntactic derivation.

In (48) we saw that manipulating the surface position in the antecedent clause of the correlate
of a term of the predication structure of the ellipsis clause does not alleviate a breakdown in ellipsis
licensing. In (49), conversely, we see that variation in the surface position in the antecedent clause
of the correlate to a term of the predication structure of the ellipsis clause also cannot cause a
breakdown of ellipsis licensing. No matter whether the subject of predication (several students) is
placed in SpecTP (as in (49a)) or kept within the predicational core (as in the example in (49b),
where the ‘expletive’ there occupies SpecTP), the output of ellipsis in the second conjunct is gram-
matical. The predicational core (RP) of the ellipsis clause finds a perfect match in the antecedent
regardless of the surface position of the subject of predication in the antecedent clause.

(49) a. after the banquet, several students were sick; but I don’t know which students
b. after the banquet, there were several students sick; but I don’t know which students
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The grammaticality of the sluicing example in (49b) is perhaps particularly noteworthy in
light of the fact that in the physical presence of the ‘expletive’ there, it would be impossible to per-
form wh-movement of which students across it in the non-elliptical version of the sentence:

(50) there were several students sick; but I don’t know which students (*there) were sick

This suggests that the second conjunct of the grammatical sluicing case in (49b) does not feature
there. This introduces a discrepancy between the ellipsis clause and the antecedent. But this
discrepancy is not a cause for alarm. The predication structures involving the adjective sick and the
noun phrase of students are a perfect match in the two clauses, and thanks to this the sluicing case
in (49b) is grammatical (working in all relevant respects just like its there-less counterpart in (49a)).

The mismatch in surface structures between the ellipsis clause and the antecedent clause in
(49b) is a suitable prelude to the discussion the ellipsis behaviour of a number of predicate inversion
constructions in section 5, where I will use PREPS (25) as a tool to diagnose the syntax of predication
alternations other than the active/passive voice alternation.

5 Mismatch under ellipsis as a diagnostic for other predication alternations

Now that we have (51) under our belt, in this section I will examine a variety of other syntactic
alternations involving predicates, often referred to as argument structure alternations. On the menu
are the CAUSATIVE/INCHOATIVE ALTERNATION (52), the CONATIVE ALTERNATION (53), the DATIVE/
APPLICATIVE ALTERNATION (54), the LOCATIVE ALTERNATION (55), LOCATIVE INVERSION (56), and
COPULAR INVERSION (57). These alternations provide a welcome extension of the rather limited
palette of alternations affecting predicates studied in the bulk of the ellipsis literature.

(51) a. John kissed Mary
b. Mary was kissed by John ACTIVE/PASSIVE ALTERNATION

(52) a. the cold froze John’s fingers
b. John’s fingers froze from the cold CAUSATIVE/INCHOATIVE ALTERNATION

(53) a. John ate the meat
b. John ate at the meat CONATIVE ALTERNATION

(54) a. John gave a book to Mary
b. John gave Mary a book DATIVE/APPLICATIVE ALTERNATION

(55) a. John loaded hay onto the wagon
b. John loaded the wagon with hay LOCATIVE ALTERNATION

(56) a. John’s picture hung on my wall
b. on my wall hung John’s picture LOCATIVE INVERSION

(57) a. John is the best candidate
b. the best candidate is John COPULAR INVERSION

For all of these phenomena, the leading question in the discussion to follow is: how do mis-
matches between an ellipsis clause and its antecedent with respect to these alternations behave? Do
such mismatches give rise to the same pattern of (un)grammaticality seen in the foregoing discussion
of active/passive voice mismatches, or do they ‘pass under the radar’?



Marcel den Dikken — Voice and argument structure mismatches in ellipsis 21

Throughout the discussion in this section, sluicing will serve as our guide for determining
whether the phenomena under scrutiny allow mismatches between the ellipsis clause and the ante-
cedent or not — appropriately, for sluicing stood out already in section 1 as the ellipsis type most
uncontroversially allergic to active/passive voice mismatch, so it provides the most rigorous litmus
test for diagnosing the syntax of voice and argument structure alternations other than passivisation.

5.1 The causative/inchoative alternation

I will begin the discussion of predication or argument structure alternations with an examination of
the behaviour of the causative/inchoative alternation.

(58) a. the cold froze John’s fingers
b. John’s fingers froze (from the cold)

(59) a. the heat melted the ice cream
b. the ice cream melted (from the heat)

(60) a. the sun burned my arms
b. my arms burned (from the sun)

The reason for taking this alternation on first is that of the six alternations to be discussed in
this section, the causative/inchoative alternation is the one closest to the active/passive alternation
in that both revolve around the syntactic representation of the external argument of the verbal
predicate (the agent or cause argument). The causative/inchoative alternation is analysable in a way
that closely mirrors the syntax of the active/passive alternation employed above, mobilising the
directionality of predication in largely the same way in both cases. Recall that the passive is
underlyingly the reverse of the active: (61). In exactly the same vein, the causative/inchoative
alternation can be syntactically represented as in (62).

(61) a. [RP [someone] [RN RELATOR=v [VP murdered John]]]
b. [RP [VP murdered John] [RN RELATOR=by [someone]]]

(62) a. [RP [the cold] [RN RELATOR=v [VP freeze John’s fingers]]]
b. [RP [VP freeze John’s fingers] [RN RELATOR=from [the cold]]]

With (62) as the syntax of causative/inchoative alternations involving an overt cause argu-
ment (introduced by from) in the inchoative variant, we should ask next what happens when no overt
external argument is expressed. The implicit agent of a passive can successfully be picked up by a
depictive secondary predicate under certain circumstances (see Collins 2005a:101, 2017, Baker
1988:318, Bruening 2013, fn. 8, Den Dikken 2020), as shown in (63b) and (64b). This suggests that
the implicit agent argument can be structurally represented in an agentless passive, as the silent
complement of the RELATOR.

(63) a. he wrote the book drunk
b. the book was written drunk

(64) a. one must not sing this song drunk
b. this song must not be sung drunk
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But there arguably is no syntactically represented implicit external argument in ‘bare’ inchoative
constructions of the type my fingers froze or the ice cream melted. This is suggested by the ungram-
maticality of depictive secondary predication in (65b) and (66b).

(65) a. the doctor accidentally froze my fingers drunk
b. *my fingers accidentally froze drunk

(66) a. John accidentally melted the ice cream drunk
b. *the ice cream accidentally melted drunk

Sentences of the type my fingers froze or the ice cream melted seem to be truly devoid of an external
argument in their syntax. Only when the cause argument is overtly introduced by from does the
syntax of the inchoative variant of the causative/inchoative alternation feature an external argument.

This has immediate consequences for the grammaticality of causative/inchoative mismatches
under ellipsis of the entire predication structure. Though an inchoative clause can readily be paired
with its fully pronounced causative counterpart (as in (67c)), sluicing is ungrammatical in (67a).

(67) a. *the ice cream melted, but I don’t remember what
b. ?the ice cream melted, but I don’t remember what it melted from
c. the ice cream melted, but I don’t remember what melted the ice cream

This is not difficult to understand. If the sluice in (67a) were to feature the inchoative variant of the
alternation (cf. (67b), which is marginal but grammatical), the P-element from would have to be
supplied ex nihilo in the ellipsis clause, in violation of ‘No New Words’ (6). If, alternatively, the wh-
clause were to employ the causative version of the alternation (cf. (67c)), one of the terms of the
predication structure in the ellipsis clause (viz., the external argument) would fail to find a match in
the antecedent (which lacks a syntactic representation of a cause argument; recall (65)–(66)).

If we actually supply an overt cause argument in the inchoative antecedent, introduced by
from, the result of sluicing has roughly the same acceptability as (67b): see (68). This is unsurprising,
and uninteresting from the perspective of the distribution of predication mismatches under ellipsis:
the ellipsis clause in (68) has the same syntax as that of the antecedent; the fact that the marginality
of the result of sluicing with ‘bare’ what in (68) is on a par with that of (67b) confirms this. More
interesting here are the facts of Dutch. (69) is trivially ruled out if it has the inchoative version of the
causative/inchoative alternation as its underlier (in which case (69) constitutes a violation of the ban
on P-stranding under ellipsis); but the fact that (69) is ungrammatical indicates that it should also
be ruled out on all other logically possible parses. One of these would postulate a copular clause as
the source for the sluice — but this is blocked by the use of nog meer ‘else’ (cf. ... wat (*nog meer)
het (*nog meer) is ‘what (*else) it is’). And the last logical possibility to rule out as a source for (69)
is a syntax for the sluice involving the causative variant of the causative/inchoative alternation. This
parse is blocked by PREPS (25): when (62a) is crossed with (62b), it is impossible to match all con-
stituents of the canonical predication structure involved in the ellipsis with constituents in the reverse
predication structure of the antecedent.

(68) ?the ice cream probably melted from the heat; I can’t imagine what else
(69) *het ijsje smolt waarschijnlijk van de hitte; ik kan me niet voorstellen wat nog meer

the ice cream melted probably from the heat I can me not imagine what yet more
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5.2 The conative alternation

The conative alternation is superficially similar to the active/passive alternation and the causative/
inchoative alternation in that it involves a (spatial) preposition in one of the members of the alter-
nation, and absence thereof in the other. A typical example of the conative alternation is (53), re-
peated below as (70), along with its Dutch counterpart, and (71). The conative alternation is available
for a fairly wide range of verb types (see Levin 1993 for discussion and illustration). Here I will
confine myself to cases involving affecting verbs, setting non-affecting verbs aside.15

(70) a. John ate the meat
b. John ate at the meat

(71) a. Jan at het vlees
Jan ate the meat

b. Jan at van het vlees
Jan ate of the meat

To determine the behaviour of the conative alternation under sluicing, I will examine cases
involving a canonical transitive sluice with a conative antecedent.16 

(72) he was eating at something, but I don’t know what

For English, it is impossible to produce explicitly mismatched sluicing cases in which the antecedent
is conative and the sluice is a canonical transitive: the sluice in (72) could involve either a canonical
transitive or a conative with P-stranding; there is no way to be sure, so the fact that (72) is gram-
matical does not make a point regarding voice mismatch. But for Dutch (which does not allow for
P-stranding under ellipsis), it is possible to set this up. And it turns out that the result of ellipsis in
(73) is unacceptable.

(73) de muis heeft ergens van gegeten, maar ik weet niet wat *(de muis heeft gegeten)
the mouse has something of eaten but I know not what the mouse has eaten
‘the mouse has eaten at something, but I don’t know what (the mouse has eaten)’

15 Alternations of the type hit something ~ hit at/on something and pull/push something ~ pull/push on something
might not actually instantiate the conative alternation. It seems to me plausible to think that the versions of these con-
structions featuring a P-element are underlyingly ‘light verb’ constructions (give a pull/push on something), and that the
substring introduced by the P-element is a dependent of a nominal phrase.

16 The converse (i.e., a canonical transitive antecedent for a conative sluice) introduces a complication: the use
in the ellipsis clause of an element which has no lexical antecedent in the preamble clause seriously aggravates the effect
of mismatch in voice. So the fact that (ib) is ungrammatical is probably not just due to voice mismatch.

(i) a. he was eating at/of some dish, but I don’t know at which dish
b. *he was eating some dish, but I don’t know at which dish
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It is true that there is an asymmetrical entailment relation between the two variants of the
conative alternation when a definite object is involved and the sentences are perfective: he ate the
apple entails he ate at the apple, but he ate at the apple does not entail he ate the apple — the telicity
of eat the apple is not matched by the atelicity of eat at the apple. But the bare wh-element in (73)
is not an event delimiter (cf. what have you been eating for the past half hour?), and the preamble
features an indefinite theme argument. These things combined should put any concerns about a fatal
mismatch in semantic identity between a P-less ellipsis clause and a conative antecedent to rest in
the case of (73). So we need a syntactic explanation for the ungrammaticality of ellipsis in (73).

The answer I gave in sections 3 and 4, above, to the question of why active/passive mismatch
is disallowed under sluicing was based on a combination of two key ingredients: (a) a particular
outlook on the syntax of the active/passive voice alternation, according to which the two members
of the alternation are underlyingly different with respect to the directionality of the predication
relation involving the agent (see (74)), and (b) a hypothesis regarding the need for parallelism
between an ellipsis clause and its antecedent at the level of the predicational core (PREPS, (25)).
Because actives and passives structurally represent the predicational core differently, they cannot mix
in ellipsis constructions in which the entire predicational core falls victim to silencing: of the
searches performed by the two terms of the predicational core of the ellipsis clause for matches in
the antecedent, the one initiated by the hierarchically lower term fails whenever the structures of the
predicational cores of the ellipsis and antecedent clauses are each other’s opposite.

(74) a. [RP [DP AGENT] [RN RELATOR [xVP PREDICATE]]]
b. [RP [xVP PREDICATE] [RN RELATOR [DP AGENT]]]

For the conative alternation, an explanation for the ban on mismatching under sluicing can
be provided that runs along entirely parallel lines: like the active/passive voice alternation, it is a case
of canonical vs reverse predication. The difference between the two alternations lies in the nature of
the argument serving as the subject of predication and, concomitantly, in the size of the predicate.
While in the active/passive alternation it is (typically) the agent that is the subject of predication, the
conative alternations in (70) and (71) involve the theme argument as the subject of predication. In
the simple transitive versions of (70) and (71), the theme is represented as the specifier of a RELATOR

phrase whose predicate (in the complement of the RELATOR) is the minimal maximal projection of
the verb (cf. Hale & Keyser 1993 for the roots of the idea that the theme is the specifier of the
smallest projection of the verb; see also Den Dikken 2015 and Resenes & Den Dikken 2012). In the
conative versions of these examples (containing the preposition at in (70b), and van ‘of/from’ in
(71b)), the predication relation between the minimal VP and the theme is reversed underlyingly, such
that the predicate now appears in the specifier position of the RELATOR phrase and the theme is the
complement of the RELATOR (which is spelled out as a preposition; cf. by in the passive).

(75) a. [RP [DP THEME] [RELATOR [VP PREDICATE]]]
b. [RP [VP PREDICATE] [RELATOR [DP THEME]]]

The hypothesis that the conative alternation, like the active/passive alternation, involves
variation in the underlying direction of predication allows us to derive the impossibility of sluicing
in (73) along the same lines as that of sluicing under active/passive mismatch, as a violation of PREPS
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(25). The fact that the conative alternation behaves like the active/passive voice alternation under
sluicing supports an outlook on the syntax of the conative alternation along lines running fundament-
ally parallel to that of the active/passive alternation. Indeed, on the approach in (75), the conative
alternation is exactly like the active/passive alternation — the only difference between the two lies
in the size of the predicate (minimal VP vs an extended projection of V, xVP) and, concomitantly,
the è-role of the subject of predication.

5.3 The locative and dative/applicative alternations

Ditransitive constructions involving a theme argument and an additional internal argument intro-
ducible by a spatial preposition often allow for an alternation between two diatheses. In the case of
verbs such as spray and load, this alternation is usually referred to as the locative alternation,
illustrated in (76) and (77). 

(76) a. they sprayed paint on the wall
b. they sprayed the wall with paint

(77) a. they loaded hay onto the wagon
b. they loaded the wagon with hay

For verbs of the give type, the alternation is known under a variety of names, incl. the dative shift
alternation and the dative/applicative alternation; I will be using the latter term here. The pair in (78)
illustrates this alternation between the prepositional dative construction (henceforth, PDC) and the
double object construction (DOC) for the particle verb send out.17

(78) a. they sent a schedule out to the stockholders [PDC]
b. they sent the stockholders out a schedule [DOC]

In both variants of the locative alternation we find a P-element: the construction ‘makes up’ for the
loss of the spatial P (on, onto) with the preposition with, as it were. In the dative/applicative
alternation, only the PDC features an overt preposition (to).18 The locative and dative/applicative
alternations behave differently with respect to both wh-movement and sluicing.

5.3.1 The locative alternation and ellipsis

Both variants of the locative alternation permit wh-extraction of either object freely. And because
English allows preposition stranding under sluicing, the grammaticality of the examples in (79) and
(80) does not raise any particularly interesting questions or puzzles regarding the allowability of
mismatches under ellipsis: these examples can all be perfectly matched.

17 In this section I use ditransitive constructions featuring a verbal particle (out in (78)) because, as will become
clear shortly, these are the most restrictive members of the diverse family of ditransitives.

18 There are a few verbs in English which partake in both the dative/applicative alternation and the locative
alternation — incl. provide and supply:

(i) a. provide something to someone ~ provide someone something ~ provide someone with something
b. supply something to someone ~ supply someone something ~ supply someone with something
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(79) a. they sprayed paint on something, but I don’t know what
b. they sprayed the wall with something, but I don’t know what

(80) a. they loaded hay onto something, but I don’t know what
b. they loaded the wagon with something, but I don’t know what

Dutch, which also has the locative alternation, is more interesting. It does not normally allow
P-stranding under wh-movement, and ellipsis does not normally amnesty the ban on P-stranding.
Thus, in my Dutch (81B), while grammatical, cannot be interpreted as a question about other people
with whom Jan collaborated (which would have to involve P-stranding wh-movement, impossible
for wie); (81B) can only enquire about other people who worked with Piet. A query about others with
whom Jan collaborated would necessitate met ‘with’.

(81) A: in elk geval heeft Jan met Piet samengewerkt B: wie nog meer?
in any case has Jan with Piet together.worked who yet more
‘definitely Jan collaborated with Piet’ ‘who else?’

With this as background, let us consider the examples in (82) and (83):19

(82) ze hebben in elk geval HIERop verf gespoten; ik weet niet *(op) wat nog meer
they have in any case here.on paint sprayed I know not on what still more
‘they definitely sprayed paint on THIS; I don’t know (on) what else’

(83) ze hebben in elk geval HIERop hooi geladen; ik weet niet *(op) wat nog meer
they have in any case here.on hay loaded I know not on what still more
‘they definitely loaded hay onto THIS; I don’t know (on) what else’

I find these examples to be acceptable only if the wh-word wat is preceded by a preposition. This
follows from Merchant’s (2001) P-stranding generalisation — but ONLY if it is impossible to have
a mismatch between the ellipsis clause and its antecedent for the locative alternation. It is plainly
legitimate to pair up the MAT–LOC variant of the antecedent clause with a LOC–MAT variant, as in
(84) and (85). If ellipsis were legitimate here, we would expect (82) and (83) to be well-formed
without the parenthesised preposition in Dutch. In actual fact, however, the sluices in (82) and (83)
do not survive without the preposition op. Apparently, then, ellipsis is not possible in the embedded
questions in (84) and (85), which are mismatched with the antecedent clause with respect to the
locative alternation.

(84) ze hebben in elk geval HIERop verf gespoten;
they have in any case here.on paint sprayed
ik weet niet wat ze nog meer met verf hebben bespoten
I know not what they still more with paint have PRT.sprayed
‘they definitely sprayed paint on THIS; I don’t know what else they sprayed with paint’

19 I constructed examples in which the sluice contains nog meer, the Dutch equivalent of else, to rule out elliptical
copular clauses (... maar ik weet niet wat het (*nog meer) is ‘I don’t know what (*else) it is’). Recall also fn. 3 regarding
the unavailability of a copular or (truncated) cleft source for the sluices in the constructions discussed in this paper.
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(85) ze hebben in elk geval HIERop hooi geladen;
they have in any case here.on hay loaded
ik weet niet wat ze nog meer ze met hooi hebben beladen
but I know not what they still more with hay have PRT.loaded
‘they definitely loaded hay onto THIS; I don’t know what else they loaded with hay’

A plausible suspect for the ban on ellipsis in (84) and (85) is Chung’s (2006) ‘No New
Words’ constraint in (6). In order for the ellipsis clause to represent the LOC argument as the accusa-
tive object, the verb must be adorned with the prefixal particle be-, underlined in (84) and (85) (een
muur met verf *(be)spuiten ‘BE.spray a wall with paint’, een wagen met hooi *(be)laden ‘BE.load a
wagon with hay’), a semantically meaningful, syntactically autonomous but morphologically depen-
dent entity (see Hoekstra et al. 1987). This prefix has no match in the antecedent clause (verf op een
muur (*be)spuiten ‘spray paint on a wall’, hooi op een wagen (*be)laden ‘load hay on a wagon’).
This violation of ‘No New Words’ is probably sufficient to ensure the ungrammaticality of the
versions of (82) and (83) without the parenthesised prepositions. If this is correct, it relieves us of
the task of accounting for the ban on mismatches between the ellipsis clause and its antecedent for
the locative alternation in syntactic terms. I will henceforth set the locative alternation aside.

5.3.2 The dative/applicative alternation and ellipsis

The dative/applicative alternation raises far more interesting questions in connection with wh-
movement and sluicing. Of particular interest is the fact that the sluicing examples in (86) and (87)
are grammatical. The grammaticality of these sluicing cases is remarkable in light of the restrictions
on wh-extraction in double object particle constructions.

(86) I know the secretary sent some people out a schedule, but I don’t remember who
(87) they sent the stockholders out a schedule, but I don’t remember which (schedule)

Many English speakers have difficulty, to a greater or lesser degree, with wh-movement of
the indirect object in the DOC. Though speakers generally have few qualms about simple unembed-
ded cases such as who did you give a book?, Hornstein & Weinberg (1981) note that the product of
wh-movement of the indirect object in the DOC is quite often less than perfect. One circumstance
that heightens speakers’ discomfort with wh-movement of indirect objects is the presence of a
particle, as shown in (88b).

(88) a. who did they send +out, a schedule +out, to?
b. %who did they send out a schedule?

DOCs with a particle are interesting also because of the fact that they resist wh-movement
of the direct object. While there is nothing wrong with which schedule did you send the stock-
holders?, Stowell (1981) reports (see also Den Dikken 1995) that ditransitives featuring a particle 
allow wh-extraction of the direct object only in the PDC: the DOC in (89b) is ungrammatical.

(89) a. which schedule did they send out to the stockholders?
b. *which schedule did they send the stockholders out?
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In light of the ungrammaticality of the b–examples in (88) and (89), the fact that the sluicing
cases in (86) and (87) are fine should come as a surprise. If the ellipsis clauses in these sluicing
examples are to have a parallel DOC as their underliers, the grammaticality of wh-movement here
stands in stark contrast to the fact that (88b) is poor for many speakers, and (89b) does not work at
all. Ellipsis must then somehow provide amnesty for wh-movement in a syntactic environment in
which such movement is prohibited in the absence of ellipsis. But although ellipsis does indeed
appear to have the power of amnesty in the case of violations that arguably involve the PF wing of
the grammar (in particular, ‘subjacency effects’; cf. the literature on ‘repair by ellipsis’), trespassers
against genuinely syntactic constraints should not be redeemable by PF ellipsis. For the particular
violations in (88b) and (89b), analyses are in place which treat these as reflexes of syntactic
improprieties: cases in which the trace left behind by movement fails to be licensed (see Den Dikken
1995 for discussion and references). So ellipsis is unlikely to repair the trouble with (88b) and (89b).

The grammaticality of wh-movement in elliptical (86) and (87) will be perfectly pedestrian,
however, if these sluices involve PDCs: there is nothing wrong with (88a) and (89a). Treating the
ellipsis clause of (86) and (87) as a PDC circumvents the problems posed by (88b) and (89b), but
appears to introduce two new problems: (i) a lack of parallelism between the ellipsis clause and its
antecedent, which is explicitly a DOC;20 and (ii) an apparent violation of Chung’s (2006) ‘No New
Words’ (6), with a preposition present in the hypothesised ellipsis site (a PDC) but not in the
antecedent (a DOC).

With (ii) we can deal by assigning the PDC and the DOC a shared underlier, with both
constructions featuring the same P in their underlying representation (with an overt exponent in the
PDC and a silent allomorph in the DOC). This is precisely what is proposed in a subset of deriva-
tional approaches to the dative alternation (incl. those of Czepluch 1982, Kayne 1984, and Den
Dikken 1995). For concreteness (and because I prefer this approach to its competitors), I will present
here the approach to the dative shift alternation put forward in Den Dikken (1995), whose essence
is reproduced in (90).

(90) a. [VP V [RP [Theme a schedule] [RN RELATOR [PP to the stockholders]]]]
b. [VP V [FP [PP Pi the stockholders] [FN F+RELATOR [RP [Theme a schedule] [RN tR tPP]]]]]

20 A sluice that is explicitly a PDC (because it features the preposition to in combination with the wh-phrase) does
not tolerate a DOC as its antecedent (Levin 1982, Chung et al. 1995, Merchant 2001, 2013, Chung 2006, 2013): the
examples in (i) are ungrammatical with ‘sprouting’ of to, but fine without this preposition. This is directly reminiscent
of the fact that active clauses cannot serve as antecedents for sluices or pseudogapping constructions in which ‘passive
by’ pops up in the ellipsis clause: see (ii) (cf. (4) and (10)).

(i) a. they sent someone out a schedule, but I don’t remember (*to) who
b. she gave someone a car, but we’re not sure (*to) who
c. they served someone the meal, but I don’t know (*to) who

(ii) a. someone sent out a schedule, but I don’t remember (*by) who
b. the janitor must remove the trash whenever it is apparent that it should be (*by him)

In voice-mismatching ellipsis constructions, ‘sprouting’ a preposition in the ellipsis clause which has no lexical ante-
cedent in the preamble often causes complications on top of a mismatch in voice. So sluices cannot be explicitly seen
to be non-parallel to their antecedents with respect to passive or applicative voice. But that leaves open the possibility,
explored here, that such mismatches are allowed as long as they ‘pass under the radar’, i.e., if there is no morphological
indicator that non-parallelism is involved, as in (86) and (87).



Marcel den Dikken — Voice and argument structure mismatches in ellipsis 29

In this approach to dative shift, the dative PP (to John) starts out life as the predicate  of the theme,
in a canonical predication structure (90a). In the course of the derivation of the DOC, inversion of
the predicate around its subject takes place; and because the silent allomorph of the head of the
inverted PP is licensable in (90b) under adjacency to the verb, lexical economy causes the DOC to
employ a silent preposition instead of overt to. But importantly, a P is structurally present in both
the PDC and the DOC, to head the PP predicate and take the goal argument as its complement. There
is no threat of a violation of (6), therefore, if we treat the ellipsis clause of (86) and (87) as a PDC.

Now that we know that, unlike in the case of the locative alternation in Dutch, (6) is not
looming over an analysis postulating a PDC in the ellipsis clause of these examples, let us ask how
pairing this elliptical PDC up with its DOC antecedent fares in the face of PREPS (25). What PREPS

demands is that all elliptical members of a predication structure be matched in the predication
structure of the antecedent. In the case of a DOC/PDC mismatch of the type postulated here, this is
straightforwardly guaranteed: the dative/applicative alternation is NOT a ‘directionality of predication
alternation’ of the type seen in the active/passive, causative/inchoative and conative alternations;
rather, the DOC has the same underlying predication structure as the PDC — a canonical predication
with a PP (harbouring the goal) as the predicate and the theme as the subject, as in (90a). PREPS

works on this predication structure, and finds a perfect match in the antecedent clause for everything
in this RP. Parallelism is thus respected, and (86) and (87) land on their feet.

The very fact that (86) and (87) are grammatical confirms, in light of the foregoing dis-
cussion, that the dative/applicative alternation (the alternation between the PDC and the DOC in
English) is a SURFACE alternation, not a deep one. Indeed, the dative/applicative alternation CANNOT

be a ‘directionality of predication alternation’ of the type instantiated by the active/passive, causa-
tive/inchoative and conative alternations. Selection is responsible for this. In the dative/applicative
alternation, the predicate is a projection of P (dative to) that serves as the complement of the lexical
verb. The verb categorially selects for its complement, and therefore the syntactic structure of the
ditransitive construction must be such that V’s selectional restrictions can be satisfied. In (90a), c-
selection (for PP) is satisfied thanks to the fact that the predicate’s categorial feature specification
is visible on the RELATOR. In (90b), too, c-selection is satisfied: the RELATOR (on which P’s
categorial feature specification is visible) obligatorily raises up to F, the head of V’s complement.
Imagine now that the syntax of the dative/applicative alternation involved a reversal of the
underlying directionality of the predication structure in the complement of V, as in (91). In the
reverse predication in (91b), the categorial feature specification of PP, for which V selects, is not
visible on the RELATOR because PP is not the complement of the RELATOR.21 Since V in (91b) cannot
satisfy its selectional restrictions, this reverse predication structure is ruled out.

(91) a. [VP V [RP [Theme a schedule] [RN RELATOR [PP to the stockholders]]]]
b. *[VP V [RP [PP Pi the stockholders] [RN RELATOR [Theme a schedule]]]]

21 That categorial features are not shared under Spec–Head agreement is clear from the fact that clauses cannot
‘adopt’ the categorial feature specification of their nominal subject: clauses do not outwardly distribute like nominal
phrases.
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5.4 Locative and copular inversion

5.4.1 Locative inversion and ellipsis

Locative inversion is illustrated by the b–variants of the pairs in (92) and (93). As before, the
question that will concern us in connection with locative inversion is whether it sanctions
mismatches under sluicing.

(92) a. a picture of the president hung on this wall
b. on this wall hung a picture of the president

(93) a. the baby carriage rolled down the hill
b. down the hill rolled the baby carriage

The sluicing examples in (94) are all grammatical. It does not matter what the nature of the
wh-constituent in the second conjunct is: regardless, sluicing is allowed when there is locative
inversion going on in the antecedent clause.

(94) a. on this wall hung some sort of memorial, but I don’t recall exactly what
b. on this wall hung one of my favourite paintings, but I don’t recall which
c. on this wall once hung one of my favourite paintings, but I don’t recall when
d. into the crowd barrelled a truck, but I don’t know at what speed

This is remarkable. After all, both wh-extraction of the postverbal subject of a locative inversion
construction (95a) and wh-extraction of any other constituent across the fronted locative (95b,c) are
well known to be robustly impossible.

(95) a. *I don’t recall what on this wall hung
b. *I don’t recall when on this wall hung one of my favourite pictures
c. *I don’t know at what speed into the crowd barrelled the truck

As in the discussion of the dative/applicative alternation in the previous subsection, we could
either address the discrepancy between the ellipsis examples and their fully spelled-out counterparts
by giving ellipsis the power to repair violations of the type in (95), or seek to avert the problem of
performing wh-movement across an inverted locative PP by giving the ellipsis clauses in the
examples in (94) a non-inverted source. On the latter approach, wh-extraction in the ellipsis clause
will be unproblematic — but the ellipsis clause and its antecedent will be mismatched for locative
inversion.

Before taking a decision on this matter, let us have a look at the behaviour of the last
predication alternation on the menu: the case of copular inversion. 

5.4.2 Copular inversion and ellipsis

Copular inversion is the term used in the literature for alternations of the type in (96).
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(96) a. John is the best candidate
b. the best candidate is John

The predicate of the copular sentence (the best candidate) occurs to the right of the copula in (96a)
but to its left in (96b). This alternation is very similar to the locative alternation and, on the approach
pursued in Den Dikken (1995), to the dative/applicative alternation as well.

To see how copular inversion behaves in the arena of ellipsis, consider the sentences in (97)
and (98). Here, the a–sentences are cases of sluicing involving canonical copular sentences, and the
b–examples are their counterparts with copular inversion performed in the antecedent clause.

(97) a. a student from the department was the best candidate, but I don’t recall which (student)
b. the best candidate was a student from the department, but I don’t recall which (student)

(98) a. John is the best candidate, but for which job?
b. the best candidate is John, but for which job?

All four examples in (97) and (98) are grammatical. The a–examples are uneventful. But the
b–sentences again present an interesting conundrum, bearing on the question of what the internal
structure of the ellipsis clause might be.

When the second conjuncts of the examples in (97b) and (98b) are spelled out in full, the
continuations featuring copular inversion are ungrammatical whereas those in which no copular
inversion is applied in the second conjunct are fine. We see this in (99) and (100).

(99) a. the best candidate is a student from the department, but I don’t remember which student
was the best candidate

b. *the best candidate was a student from the department, but I don’t recall which student
the best candidate was

(100) a. the best candidate is John, but for which job is John/he the best candidate?
b. *the best candidate is John, but for which job is the best candidate John?

As in the case of the dative/applicative alternation and the locative inversion, there are two logically
possible responses to this picture. One would be to assume that the ellipsis clauses in (97b) and (98b)
have the same internal constitution as their antecedents (i.e., they employ copular inversion), and that
the ungrammaticality incurred by wh-movement in (99b) and (100b) is repaired by ellipsis in (97b)
and (98b). The alternative would be to say that the ellipsis clauses in (97b) and (98b) avail them-
selves of a syntactic derivation that takes as its input a straight, canonical copular sentence rather
than a copular inversion construction — even though the antecedent clause is explicitly a case of
inversion. The latter response would be tantamount to sanctioning a mismatch between the ellipsis
clause and the antecedent regarding copular inversion.

If we take this latter route, the b–sentences in (97) and (98) have a canonical (i.e., non-
inverted) ellipsis clause coupled with an inverted antecedent clause. What lends credence to such an
approach to (97b) and (98b) is that it appears that mismatches in the opposite direction present
themselves as well: cases in which the antecedent clause is a canonical copular sentence but the
ellipsis clause involves copular inversion. An indication to this effect comes from an observation
made by Ginzburg & Miller (2019:88):
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(101) A: who appeared to be the cause of John and Mary’s problems?
B: each other

The grammaticality of B’s reply would be utterly surprising, on an analysis that treats the fragment 
as the sole representative at PF of a full clause, if each other served as the subject of a canonical
copular sentence: (102a) is ungrammatical. But now imagine that it is possible for B’s reply to have
the syntax of an inverse copular sentence — then the source for (101B) is (102b), which is gram-
matical.22

(102) a. *each other appeared to be the cause of John and Mary’s problems
b. the cause of John and Mary’s problems is each other

Although John and Mary does not c-command each other in (102b), a referential dependency can
be established in this specificational copular sentence: (102b) is a member of a fairly well docu-
mented family of unusual connectivity effects exhibited by specificational copular sentences. The
semantics literature has managed to get a decent handle on these special effects (see Jacobson 1994,
Sharvit 1999). The point of (101) and (102) is that if one allows a specificational copular source of
the type in (102b) for the ellipsis clause in (101B), one does not have to grapple with any new
problems in the face of Ginzburg & Miller’s example.

As in the case of the dative/applicative alternation (for which section 5.3.2 adopted a mis-
match approach), we should ask how pairing up a canonical, uninverted predication structure in the
ellipsis clause with a predicate inversion construction in the antecedent, or vice versa, fares in the
face of PREPS (25). The answer is the same as before. PREPS demands that all elliptical members of
a predication structure be matched in the predication structure of the antecedent. In the case of a lack
of parallelism with respect to predicate inversion between the ellipsis clause and the antecedent, such
matching cannot go awry because the underlying predication structures in the two clauses are exactly
the same: canonical predications in which the subject c-commands the predicate. The fact that in the
antecedent clause the predicate inverts around its subject in the course of the derivation is of no con-
sequence to the licensing of the canonical and uninverted predication structure in the ellipsis clause.

5.5 Against an approach in terms of repair by ellipsis

Before summing up our findings in this section, I would like to briefly explore and ultimately
dismiss an approach to the sluicing facts of the dative/applicative alternation and the locative and
copular inversion constructions in terms of ‘repair by ellipsis’ — the logical alternative to the
mismatching approach pursued in the foregoing.23

22 An actually occurring specimen of this type, found on the internet, is given in (i):

(i) the answer to our problems is each other

23 The predecessor to this line of thinking is my (2013b) paper ‘Prepare and repair’. There, I endorse this line; but
I now believe that it should be rejected in favour of an approach that was already foreshadowed for the copular inversion
cases in Den Dikken (2006).
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The question central to our discussion in this subsection is: what is the root of the problem 
with the ungrammatical examples in (103), and can this problem be ‘repaired’ by ellipsis?

(103) a. *I don’t recall which student the best candidate was
b. *I don’t recall what on this wall hung
c. *I don’t recall which schedule they sent the stockholders out

The predicate inversion approach to the syntax of all three constructions in (103) gives us an
integrated perspective allowing the examples in (103) to be united under the umbrella in (104).

(104) *wh ... [FP PREDICATE [F [RP twh [RELATOR tPREDICATE]]]]

There are two possibilities regarding the nature of the problem with (104):

(a) the cause of the ungrammaticality of (104) is syntactic
– the trace of the wh-phrase is not properly governed (Stowell 1981; Moro 1997), or
– the extraction of the direct object across the indirect object instantiates a minimality

effect (Den Dikken 1995)
(b) the cause of the ungrammaticality of (104) is information-structural (Den Dikken 2006)

– inversion of the predicate around its subject gives rise to an information structure in
which the in-situ subject of predication is a narrow focus

– the narrow focus is frozen in place, hence wh-fronting of the subject of an inverted
predicate is illicit

If the root of the problem with (104) is syntactic and rooted in the ECP or minimality, ellipsis cannot
fix it: ECP and minimality effects are not a syntax/PF interface phenomenon; they are syntactic to
the core. But if the problem with (104) is information-structural in nature, ellipsis may give us a
straightforward way out.

When ellipsis targets the inverted predicate, as shown by strikeout in (105), no substring of
the type in (104) surfaces in the ellipsis clause. 

(105) a. the best candidate was one of my students, but I don’t recall which (student) the best
candidate was

b. on this wall hung something, but I don’t recall what on this wall hung
c. they sent the stockholders out a schedule, but I don’t recall which (schedule) they sent

the stockholders out

As a consequence, the information-structural signature of predicate inversion does not materialise:
the subject of the inverted predicate is not positioned to the right of its predicate — in the ellipsis
clause, it has no linear relationship with its predicate at all, because the predicate is elided.  If it is
precisely the information-structural signature of predicate inversion that prohibits wh-extraction of
the subject of the inverted predicate, then the fact that this signature does not arise when the inverted
predicate is subject to ellipsis entails that no information-structural mishap could preclude a syntax
of the ellipsis clause involving predicate inversion: even though the fully articulated examples in
(103) are ungrammatical, wh-extraction of the subject of predication in the ellipsis clauses of (105)
should be legitimate on an information-structural approach to the root of the problem posed by (104).
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But this line of thought prompts a new question: why would the syntactic derivation of the
ellipsis clause go through the trouble of inverting the predicate with its subject if the predicate is
elided and, concomitantly, the information-structural effect of predicate inversion cannot material-
ise? Wouldn’t it be simpler for the predicate to just remain in situ? Logically speaking, the answer
should be: yes, provided that the predicate is allowed to remain in situ. And this depends on what
brings about predicate inversion in the first place.

One approach to this matter (advocated in Den Dikken 2006) is that it is a formal property
of the predicate that triggers predicate inversion: in particular, its having a null head. To the case of
dative inversion, this approach is most transparently applicable: the predicate of the theme is a dative
PP; in the PDC, this preposition surfaces as to but in the DOC there is no overt preposition; the null
allomorph of the dative preposition is in need of licensing, and this sets predicate inversion in
motion. Simplifying somewhat, the idea (dating back to Czepluch 1982, Kayne 1984 and Den
Dikken 1995) is that the zero allomorph of the dative preposition licensed by being adjacent to the
verb. In the representation underlying triadic constructions, the theme separates the silent P from the
verb; so the projection of the silent P must manoeuvre itself, via predicate inversion, around the
theme for licensing to become possible.

But now notice that when the entire dative PP is slated for ellipsis, questions about the
licensing of the null allomorph of the dative P should never need to arise — even if the null
allomorph of P is selected, its licensing cannot wreak havoc. The licensing of phonologically null
allomorphs is a PF matter: after all, it is only at PF (at the point of Vocabulary Insertion) that the
decision as to whether to use the overt preposition to or its null allomorph can be taken. If the dative
PP never makes it to Vocabulary Insertion at all because it is elided in its entirety, questions regard-
ing the licensing of its null head can never arise.

Thus, if the purpose of a particular syntactic operation is to create a proper PF-licensing
environment for a null element, the natural thing to expect is that this operation will not apply when
(the container of) this null element is subject to ellipsis. If all cases of predicate inversion reviewed
here are driven by the need to license the null head of the predicate, then given that the need for
licensing of a null predicate head does not arise when the entire predicate is slated for ellipsis, (105)
does not reflect the syntax of the surface strings in question. Instead, the ellipsis clauses are expected
to forgo predicate inversion altogether. In (106), below, the ellipsis clauses do not match their
antecedents with respect to the (non-)application of predicate inversion: the antecedent clauses ex-
plicitly feature it, but the licensing-based logic of the preceding discussion led us to the conclusion
that the ellipsis clauses do not because nothing could trigger inversion of the predicate around its
subject. On the assumption that syntax does not perform movement frivolously, without a com-
pelling need for it, no predicate inversion can take place when the predicate is marked for ellipsis.
I therefore conclude that (106) and NOT (105) properly represents the derivation of the sluicing
examples in question. This conclusion implies that these ellipsis cases involve a mismatch between
the ellipsis clause and its antecedent: predicate inversion is applied in the latter but not in the former.

(106) a. the best candidate was one of my students, but I don’t recall which (student) was the best
candidate

b. on this wall hung something, but I don’t recall what hung on this wall
c. they sent the stockholders out a schedule, but I don’t recall which (schedule) they sent

out to the stockholders
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5.6 Taking stock

In this section, we have seen that the active/passive alternation, the causative/inchoative alternation,
and the conative alternation all involve variation in the UNDERLYING directionality of predication
(canonical vs reverse predication; see (107)), and as a consequence these all resist mismatches under
ellipsis targeting the entire predication structure.

(51) a. John kissed Mary
b. Mary was kissed by John ACTIVE/PASSIVE ALTERNATION

(52) a. the cold froze John’s fingers
b. John’s fingers froze from the cold CAUSATIVE/INCHOATIVE ALTERNATION

(53) a. John ate the meat
b. John ate at the meat CONATIVE ALTERNATION

(107) a. [RP SUBJECT [RELATOR [PREDICATE]]]
b. [RP PREDICATE [RELATOR [SUBJECT]]]

For all the remaining cases of argument structure alternation discussed in this section, we
have found that we are dealing with SURFACE alternations: the different word orders of the
antecedent clauses in the a– and b–examples in (54)–(57) are the product of different syntactic
derivations based on the same underlier. In all of the sentences in (54)–(57), the underlying
representation of the predicational core is a canonical one: (108a). In the b–sentences, the predicate
inverts with its subject in the course of the syntactic derivation of the antecedent clause, yielding
(108b).

(54) a. John gave a book to Mary
b. John gave Mary a book DATIVE/APPLICATIVE ALTERNATION

(55) a. John loaded hay onto the wagon
b. John loaded the wagon with hay LOCATIVE ALTERNATION

(56) a. John’s picture hung on my wall
b. on my wall hung John’s picture LOCATIVE INVERSION

(57) a. John is the best candidate
b. the best candidate is John COPULAR INVERSION

(108) a. [RP SUBJECT [RELATOR [PREDICATE]]]
b. [FP PREDICATE [F [RP SUBJECT [RELATOR tPREDICATE]]]]

Although the output of (108b) is markedly different from that of (108a), this output wholly
contains the underlying structure of the predicational core in (108a), which is thus common to both
versions of the alternations in question. Because predicate inversion constructions have the same
underlier as their uninverted counterparts, they are free in principle to mix and match under ellipsis:
PREPS cannot be violated in cases of mismatch between the ellipsis clause and the antecedent clause
with respect to predicate inversion because the searches for matches performed by the terms of the
predicational core of the ellipsis clause operate on the predicational core of the antecedent clause,
which is syntactically identical with that of the ellipsis clause.
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It may strike the reader as surprising that the conclusion that I have carefully worked my way
towards is that the active/passive, causative/inchoative, and conative alternations represent a DEEP

alternation, involving two different (though closely related) underlying representations, whereas the
dative/applicative and locative alternations are represented as a SURFACE alternation (i.e., ‘dative
inversion/shift’ is a case of predicate inversion). For the passive, in particular, it has been thoroughly
standard throughout the history of generative linguistics to treat it as a SURFACE alternation. And
although the case for a derivational outlook on the dative/applicative alternation continues to be
pushed in certain circles (not just in my work but also in that of Larson 1988 et passim), five decades
of relentless emphasis on the subtle differences between PDCs and DOCs coupled with the success
of the Marantz/Pylkkänen ‘ApplP hypothesis’ have swung the ditransitive pendulum quite firmly
into the ‘DEEP’ position. The conclusion arrived at in this paper thus goes against the strain of a
broad consensus in the generative literature.

Consider, by way of a concrete illustration, the hypothesis that the prepositional dative
construction involves the minimal VP as the predicate of the theme whereas the applicative (or
double object) construction involves an ApplP in the complement of the verb, with the applied object
in SpecApplP and the theme in the complement of Appl.24 Coordination of two structures each
containing a different variant of the alternation would, by the logic of the discussion of ellipsis
recovery in section 3, lead inexorably to an ungrammatical result when the entire predicational core
of the second conjunct is elided:

(109) [RP THEME [RN RELATOR [VP V [PP P GOAL]]]] & [VP V [ApplP GOAL [AppN Appl THEME]]]

(110) [VP V [ApplP GOAL [AppN Appl THEME]]]  & [RP THEME [RN RELATOR [VP V [PP P GOAL]]]]

If the predicational cores of the PDC and the DOC are fundamentally different, recovering a
ditransitive ellipsis site from an antecedent which is the other member of the dative/applicative
alternation leads to a crash: the structurally lower constituent in the ellipsis site cannot be paired with
a match in the antecedent due to the fact that the search for a match for the hierarchically higher
constituent has already closed the portion of the structure in the antecedent that contains the match
for the structurally lower constituent in the ellipsis site.

Thus, the grammaticality of dative/applicative voice mismatches under sluicing entails, given
the logic of the approach to ellipsis licensing taken in in this paper, that the PDC and the DOC
necessarily share the same predicational core. This in turn entails that there must be a derivational
relationship between the two, and that analyses that treat the dative/applicative alternation in terms
of underlyingly discrete structures are incorrect.

Equally incorrect, by the same logic, are approaches to the active/passive voice alternation
that have the two variants based on the same underlying representation. The analysis of the passive
proposed in section 2 (based directly on Den Dikken 2006, 2020) is close in certain ways to a
popular approach dating back to Collins (2005). In both analyses, the participial VP finds itself in
the specifier of a functional head in whose complement we find the external argument. But while on
my approach, the external argument is ITSELF the complement of the RELATOR of the predication

24 The structure in (109) (which matches (75a)) is equivalent, mutatis mutandis, to the ‘VP shell’ approach to the
PDC, which represents the theme in SpecVP (Larson 1988, Hale & Keyser 1993).
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relation between it and the participial VP (a case of reverse predication), for Collins the Voice head
takes as its complement a predicational core in which the external argument asymmetrically c-com-
mands the base position of the participial VP. In Collins’ approach, therefore, the active and the
passive are SURFACE variants that have identical representations of the predicational core: a canonical
predication structure in both cases. In mine, on the other hand, the active and the passive are UNDER-
LYINGLY different. PREPS would predict that active/passive voice mismatches under ellipsis should
be innocuous on Collins’ approach (or pretty much any other analysis of the passive). The fact of the
matter is that such mismatches are disallowed when more than just the predicate undergoes ellipsis.

I chalk this up as support for my own analysis of the active/passive alternation, and consider
my position strengthened by the fact that the conative alternation empirically behaves the same way
under ellipsis. Similarly, I count the absence of a mismatch effect in the case of the dative/applicative
alternation as support for a derivational approach to this alternation. But one might respond to all
this by saying that this is just a figment of the particular outlook on the ellipsis recovery embodied
by PREPS. Could we turn this entire discussion on its head by reformulating this recovery procedure
in such a way that it makes the active/passive alternation out to be a SURFACE alternation and the
dative/applicative alternation as a DEEP one?

My response is that there is no way to rework PREPS in such a way that it is compatible with
a derivational approach to the active/passive alternation and a non-derivational approach to the
dative/applicative alternation. I made a point of showing that these two alternations do not live in
a vacuum: they have close companions in the locative and conative alternations and the word-order
variations involving copular inversion and locative inversion. Though for the locative alternation,
a DEEP approach employing the ‘ApplP hypothesis’ is feasible, it is unthinkable that the locative in-
version construction should have an underlier that is fundamentally different from that of its uninver-
ted counterpart with respect to the way in which the locative PP is related to the theme. And in the
literature on copular inversion, there is by now a broad consensus that it is derivational in nature.

The dative/applicative alternation behaves, with respect to mismatches under ellipsis, exactly
like copular inversion and locative inversion. And as a batch, these phenomena distinguish them-
selves from the active/passive, causative/inchoative and conative alternations. It seems to me highly
unlikely that a principled approach to ellipsis recovery would be able to deliver the grouping of
copular inversion, dative inversion and locative inversion, on the one hand, and the active/passive,
causative/inchoative and conative alternations, on the other, if it is assumed that copular and locative
inversion as well as the active/passive alternation are SURFACE phenomena and the dative/applicative
alternation is DEEP. PREPS makes immediate sense of the clustering found in the data, but only in
conjunction with an analysis of the active/passive alternation as a DEEP alternation, and the dative/
applicative one as a SURFACE alternation, involving predicate inversion.

This is an important conclusion. It illustrates how a principled understanding of ellipsis
licensing can inform long-standing controversies in syntactic analysis.25 This brings home the value
of the study of licensing of ellipsis phenomena as a diagnostic for syntactic analysis.

25 An additional result emerging from this discussion is that the syntax of ‘voice’ is not uniform: while the
active/passive alternation involves a DEEP difference in the directionality of predication, the dative/applicative alternation
is a SURFACE phenomenon. That ‘voice’ is not a syntactically unified set of phenomena is clear independently of the
discussion of ellipsis, for instance, from the unlikelihood of antipassive voice having anything to do with the placement
of the predicate vis-à-vis the object. For a brief discussion of the antipassive, see section A2.2, below.
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6 Mismatch under ellipsis as a diagnostic for passive

In this section, I will apply what we have learnt so far about the distribution of mismatches in the
predicational core under ellipsis as a diagnostic to determine whether constructions that in a certain
way look like passives are or are not actually passives. On the menu are two constructions for which
the involvement of passive has long been controversial: ‘passive nominals’ and ‘infinitival passives’.

6.1 ‘Passive nominals’

A major debate in early generative syntax revolved around the question of whether the passive rule
could apply in the noun phrase, and, related to this, whether so-called ‘passive nominals’ have a
clausal underlier. Lees (1960) answered both of these questions in the affirmative, treating (113) as
the output of a derivation in which we start out from the sentence in (111), passivise it to form (112),
and then nominalise the output of passivisation.

(111) the enemy destroyed the city
(112) the city was destroyed by the enemy
(113) the city’s destruction by the enemy

Chomsky (1970) undermined this outlook on (113) by showing that in the noun phrase, both
preposing of a non-agent to the Saxon genitive position and the distribution of the by-phrase are
independent of the passive rule: in (114) we have preposing of a non-agent to the Saxon genitive
position, and in (115) we have a by-phrase; yet in neither example is their any basis for invoking the
application of the passive rule, let alone the postulation of a sentential underlier.

(114) the book’s author
(115) a book by this author

The force of Chomsky’s argument is that for the derivation of (113), one does not strictly
speaking need to have recourse to passivisation. But that leaves open the possibility that passivisa-
tion can nonetheless be involved here. If one is to annihilate the prospect of an approach to examples
of the type in (113) that employs the passive rule, it will be important to have an explicit argument
against an analysis along such lines. Ellipsis may provide such an argument.

My aim in this subsection is to use our newly found ellipsis diagnostic to probe into the long-
standing question of whether ‘passive nominals’ exist or not. Taking the fact that active/passive mis-
matches are illicit under ellipsis of anything larger than the predicate as my starting point, I will ex-
amine how so-called ‘passive nominals’ behave in the ellipsis arena, and relate my findings back to
the question of how noun phrases of the type in (113) should be analysed.

My empirical focus throughout this subsection will be on cases of ellipsis on possessive noun
phrases with a Saxon genitival wh-element — in particular, whose. I will take such ellipsis (illus-
trated in (116)) to be the equivalent in the nominal domain of sluicing (as in (117)).

(116) Mary’s mother phoned John, but now I don’t recall whose mother phoned me
(117) someone phoned me, but I don’t recall who phoned me
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It is worth verifying this before proceeding. It can easily be demonstrated (cf. Kayne 1994) that
quantificational Saxon genitives are in the highest specifier position of the possessive DP, and in
virtue of this manage to c-command out of the possessive DP. Examples of the type in (118a,b) show
this: the universal QP successfully binds the bound variable pronoun. In (119), where the universal
QP is more deeply embedded within the subject–DP, no c-command relation of the required sort is
forthcoming, and hence no bound-variable reading is available for the pronoun.

(118) a. every boyi’s mother truly loves himi

b. every boyi’s mother thinks that hei is a genius

(119) a. *[these revelations about every boyi(’s mother)] have vindicated himi

b. *[these conversations with every boyi(’s mother)] have revealed that hei is a genius

The genitival wh-constituent in (116) is a quantifier, expected on this basis to occupy the highest
specifier position in the DP. And indeed, (120) supports a bound variable reading for the pronoun:

(120) [CONTEXT: an experimenter is showing a participant a series of pictures of mothers and
their single sons; the pictures are taken in such a way that they reveal in subtle ways the
emotional attachment of the mothers to their sons; the experimenter asks the participant
the following question: for each of the boys, ...]
whosei mother truly loves himi?

The grammaticality of a bound variable reading for him in (120), linked to whose, indicates that the
Saxon genitival wh-pronoun is in the highest specifier position of the DP. This entails that if noun
phrases with a Saxon genitival wh-element support ellipsis (rather than the use of a silent noun),26

the locus of Merchant’s [E]-feature ellipsis must be D, analogously to what we find in the clause in
sluicing constructions, where the wh-constituent is in SpecCP and the locus of the [E]-feature is C.

(121) [DP whose [D[E] [...]]

Given this, if constructions of the type in (116) involve ellipsis, they are the nominal counterparts
to sluicing. Ellipsis involves the complement of the highest functional head, integrally. As a con-
sequence, ellipsis after whose will affect the entire predicational core of the noun phrase.

In the clause, ellipsis constructions in which the entire predicational core falls victim to
silencing strictly resist active/passive voice mismatches. As I have discussed, this is because such
mismatches prevent the lower term of the core predication structure in the ellipsis site from per-
forming a successful search for a match in the antecedent. The question under discussion here is
whether this voice restriction on ellipsis has a counterpart in the nominal domain.

26 This is a big ‘if’, actually. One powerful diagnostic for ellipsis (surface anaphora) vs deep anaphora is the
grammaticality in the former of extraction from the silenced category. In cases of nominal ellipsis, such extraction fails
systematically in English: I know who you bought two pictures of, but I don’t know who you bought three *(pictures of)
(Saab 2019 credits this observation to Gary Thoms). It may be that extraction fails here for reasons that do not undermine
the involvement of ellipsis (though I cannot think of any such reasons at this time). For other languages, there are reports
of grammatical subextraction from nominal ellipses (see Saab 2019:§26.2.1.2).
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To ascertain this, we need first of all to come up with nominal constructs inside of which we
find a structure represented in terms of a RELATOR phrase with two dependents, a subject and a
predicate. According to Grimshaw (1990), such is possible only in process/event nominals: other
nominals lack argument structure altogether. So in what follows, I will only consider examples of
Saxon genitival whose in elliptical noun phrases whose antecedents are process/event nominals.

To set the baseline for our test cases, consider first the mini-discourses in (122) and (123).

(122) A: I’ve been monitoring a European head of government’s relentless denigration/denun-
ciation/demonisation/persecution/vilification of Soros

B: whose denigration/denunciation/demonisation/persecution/vilification (of Soros) are you
talking about, in particular?

(123) A: I’ve been monitoring a Hungarian-born philanthropist’s relentless denigration/denuncia-
tion/demonisation/persecution/vilification by Orbán

B: whose denigration/denunciation/demonisation/persecution/vilification (by Orbán) are
you talking about, in particular?

In these voice-matched pairs, the portion of the process/event nominal following the Saxon genitive
whose is silenced, and the result is grammatical.27 Against the background of these baseline cases,
now consider the pairs in (124)–(126).

(124) A: I’ve been monitoring Orbán’s relentless denigration of perceived adversaries
B: ?whose denigration (by Orbán) are you talking about, in particular?

(125) A: I’ve been monitoring Soros’ relentless denigration (by a European head of government)
B: ?whose denigration (of Soros) are you talking about, in particular?

(126) A: I’ve been monitoring the relentless denigration of Soros (by a European head of gov’t)
B: ?whose denigration (of Soros) are you talking about, in particular?

The elliptical noun phrases in B’s questions in (124) and (125) are mismatched at an interpretive
level with their antecedents in A’s statements. In (124), the event nominal in A’s statement is active
while the source of the elliptical noun phrase features the internal argument as the Saxon genitive;
in (125), it is the other way around: (125A) involves a ‘passive nominal’, while whose in (125B) is
interpreted as the agent.

27 In the absence of an of-phrase, whose N usually favours an object reading for whose — thus, whose interro-
gation (of John) is almost impossible to interpret agentively in the absence of an explicit theme argument. The particular
choice of nouns in my examples was motivated by a desire to downplay this effect as much as possible. This is important
because for event nouns whose Saxon genitive is interpretable as an agent only in the presence of an of-phrase harbouring
the theme, whose are you talking about? will only be possible on an active reading if the antecedent is likewise active
and features an explicit of-phrase harbouring the object: if the syntactic presence of an of-phrase is needed in order to
make whose interpretable as the agent, a violation of Chung’s (2006) ‘No New Words’ constraint will arise whenever
the antecedent lacks an of-phrase containing the theme. (Even though of plainly is not a semantically contentful word,
it does cause violations of ‘No New Words’ under ellipsis, as in *I was watching an interrogation, but I don’t remember
who I was watching an interrogation.) So to circumvent a clash with ‘No New Words’ over of, we need cases in which
inclusion of the theme in the DP introduced by whose is not a precondition for an agentive reading of whose. (In the
examples that follow, I will only use the noun denigration, to save space.)
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The ellipses in (124B) and (125B) are certainly not perfect — indeed, there are speakers of
English who reject the elliptical version of (125B) outright. But as far as I am aware, the status of
ellipsis in (125B) is no different from ellipsis in (126B), whose antecedent completely lacks a Saxon
genitive, thus not featuring promotion either argument to the subject position of the event nominal.
In (125A) but not in (126A) we see a syntax in which the internal argument appears in the event
nominal’s subject position and the external argument is realised in a by-phrase — an apparently
perfect counterpart to a verbal passive. But there is no voice mismatch effect observed in (125B),
nor in (124B), for that matter. An ‘active’ elliptical event nominal can be paired with a ‘passive’
antecedent, and vice versa.

Mismatch between an active clausal sluice and a passive antecedent fails in the absence of
a by-phrase in the antecedent. But supplying a by-phrase in the antecedent makes the result perfect:

(127) A: Soros is relentlessly denigrated
B: *who?

(127N) A: Soros is relentlessly denigrated by a European head of government
B: who?

That ungrammatical cases of sluicing in active/passive voice mismatch conditions become accept-
able when a by-phrase is added to the passive preamble is due to the fact that in (127N) the ellipsis
clause can match the voice of the antecedent thanks to the fact that the preposition by can be stranded
under wh-movement of who (as in who Soros is denigrated by). But the presence of an explicit by-
phrase in the preambles in (125) and (126) does not affect the status of ellipsis. For independent
reasons, in nominals whose cannot strand a preposition: there is no P-stranding wh-movement within
the confines of a DP, as (128) shows. So for (125B) and (126B) we can be sure that an agentive
interpretation for whose cannot be derived via extraction from a by-phrase. The fact that (125B) is
at least marginally acceptable then indicates that, even in the presence of an explicit by-phrase,
nominalisations of the type Soros’ relentless denigration (by a European head of government) are
not formally passive.28 

(128) a. *[who(se) denigration of Soros by t]
b. *[who(se) book about t]

28 Nominalisations involving an explicitly verbal substructure (as diagnosed, for instance, by the (generally rather
marginal) use of manner adverbials, as in (i); see Fu, Roeper & Borer 2001) further confirm this. Consider the ellipsis
example in (ii). Here again, ellipsis is possible: (ii) does not become thoroughly unacceptable without explanation being
pronounced.

(i) a. their explanation of the problem to the tenants carefully/thoroughly
b. the problem’s explanation to the tenants carefully/thoroughly

(ii) I overheard the problem’s explanation to the tenants carefully/thoroughly, but I don’t remember whose
(explanation) — the landlord’s or HUD’s

So even in the presence of what has been taken to be evidence for verbal substructure within nominalisations, it does not
appear to be the case that so-called ‘passive nominals’ give rise to the kind of voice mismatch effect that we see in purely
verbal cases. (As I pointed out already, examples of the type in (i) and (ii) are generally rather tenuous: including manner
adverbials in -ly inside process nominalisations is broadly disliked by speakers of English.)
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The (marginal) acceptability of (124B) further confirms that so-called ‘passive nominals’ are
not syntactically passive. Here we see a semantically active event nominal serving as the antecedent
for an interpretively passive ellipsis. Though the ungrammaticality of this in cases of clause-level
sluicing cannot be demonstrated for English (where who? does not reveal whether the wh-phrase
serves as the subject or as the object of the elliptical clause), languages that case-mark their wh-
constituents differently depending on whether they are the subject or the object make it clear that it
is not possible to have a passive sluice paired with an active preamble. The German examples in
(128) make this clear. In (124), the case of the wh-constituent (genitive) is clearly not the same as
that of its counterpart in the antecedent clause (accusative). That ellipsis is not radically impossible
in (124B) is thus another indication we are not dealing with a syntactic active/passive mismatch.

(128) a. sie haben jemanden ermordet, aber ich weiß nicht wen (sie ermordet haben)
they have someone.ACC killed but I know not who.ACC they killed have
‘they killed someone but I don’t know who (they killed)’

b. sie haben jemanden ermordet, aber ich weiß nicht wer *(ermordet worden ist)
they have someone.ACC killed but I know not who.NOM killed become is
‘they killed someone but I don’t know who (was killed)’

The conclusion that event nominals with Saxon-genitival objects are not syntactically passive 
(i.e., involve no reverse predication structure as their underlier) confirms the outcome of Chomsky’s
(1970) critique of Lees (1960). There is no passive in the noun phrase — not even in event nominals.

6.2 ‘Infinitival passives’

Another construction which, like ‘passive nominals’, has been steeped in debate regarding the
question of whether or not passivisation is taking place in its syntax is the so-called ‘infinitival
passive’, aka ‘passive infinitive’, ‘indirect causative’ or ‘impersonal passive’ (see, most recently,
Pitteroff 2014 and Sigurðsson & Wood 2021:§5.2, as well as the references cited there). These labels
refer to infinitival constructs in which the internal argument of the infinitive is overtly expressed but
the external argument is either silent or contained in a by-phrase. In (130) we find a pair of such
examples from Norwegian (due to Taraldsen 1983). (131) illustrates the construction for Dutch. The
Romance faire-par construction, illustrated in (132), also fits in this category. English does not have
such constructions: it can render them only with participial constructions of the type used in the
prose renditions of the Norwegian, Dutch and French examples.

(130) a. vi lar henge fangene
we let hang.INF the.prisoners

b. vi lar fangene henge
we let the.prisoners hang.INF

both: ‘we have the prisoners hanged’

(131) we laten de gevangenen (door de beul) ophangen
we let the prisoners by the hangman hang.INF

‘we have the prisoners hanged (by the hangman)’
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(132) nous faisons pendre les prisonniers (par le bourreau)
we make hang.INF the prisoners by the hangman
‘we have the prisoners hanged (by the hangman)’

For French (132), in the absence of a par-phrase there is really no obvious sign of passivisation: les
prisonniers ‘the prisoners’ appears to the right of the infinitive just like an object usually would. The
same is true, mutatis mutandis, for Norwegian (130a). For Dutch (131) it is impossible to say, based
just on the linear string, whether de gevangenen ‘the prisoners’ is in the object position of the infin-
itive or in its subject position: being an OV-language, Dutch word order is unhelpful in this context.
But Norwegian (130b) has the theme, fangene ‘the prisoners’, clearly positioned to the left of the
infinitive henge, which is where objects are not normally found in this VO-language. So (130b)
would seem to furnish good grounds for postulating the existence of a ‘passive infinitive’, featuring
promotion of the object to subject in the absence of participial morphology.

But note that the word-order alternation seen in Norwegian (130) is not shared by the other
Mainland Scandinavian languages, Danish and Swedish. In fact, Danish and Swedish each differ
from Norwegian in their own separate ways: while Swedish only accepts placement of the notional
object to the right of the infinitive (as in (130a)), Danish wants this DP placed to the left of the
infinitive (as in (130b)). We see this in (133).29 This variation mimics exactly the variation among
the Mainland Scandinavian languages with respect to the linear order exhibited by verb–particle
constructions: translating English (134a) into Norwegian gives rise the same two word order possi-
bilities that the English example allows, but in Swedish only verb-adjacent particle placement is
possible whereas in Danish the particle must be to the right of the DP.

(133) a. han lät +dammsuga, mattan +*dammsuga, [Swedish]

b. han lod +*støvsuge, tæppet +støvsuge, [Danish]

he lets vacuum-clean the.carpet vacuum-clean
both: ‘he has the carpet vacuum-cleaned’

(134) a. he threw +out, the carpet +out,
b. at han kastet +ut, matten +ut, [Norwegian]

c. att han kastade +bort, mattan +*bort, [Swedish]

d. at han smed +*ud, tæppet +ud, [Danish]

The fact that the word-order variation within Mainland Scandinavian with respect to ‘passive
infinitives’ matches that of the verb–particle construction, whose syntax does not involve the
‘passive rule’, suggests that the grammaticality of the ‘V–DP–VINF’ word order seen in Norwegian
(130b) and Danish (133b) is not per se an argument for a treatment of these constructions as
syntactic passives. And of course the fact that a by-phrase is possible in these constructions (recall
Dutch (131) and French (132)) does not in and of itself recommend, let alone require, an approach
to them in terms of passivisation: as Chomsky (1970) cautioned already, the distribution of the by-
phrase in Indo-European is considerably wider than the distribution of the syntactic passive.

29 The particular Scandinavian examples in (133) and (134) were taken from Haider (1997). The observations date
back to Taraldsen (1983).
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So to verify whether constructions of the type in (130)–(133) do or do not involve the
‘passive rule’ (or, in terms of section 2, the syntactic representation of the relationship between the
verbal predicate and its external argument as a reverse predication structure, with the VP in SpecRP
and the agent in the complement of the RELATOR), we need more sophisticated arguments. Ellipsis
bears on this puzzle — something that was noted independently of the present paper in recent work
by Sigurðsson & Wood (2021:605–6). Their conclusion is exactly the opposite of the one that I tend
towards, mostly due to a striking difference in the judgements reported on the key examples.

Sigurðsson & Wood (2021:606) present the Icelandic sluicing example in (135), for which
they point out that some of their informants find it acceptable. They conclude from this that for
speakers who accept this, (135) indicates that the infinitive embedded under lét is active: active/
passive voice mismatches are not supported under sluicing. But there are also speakers of Icelandic
who do not accept the sluice in (135). And to my ear, there is no doubt at all that the Dutch sluice
in (136) is bad, in stark contrast to (137).30

(135) %kóngurinn lét myrða hetjuna, en ég veit ekki hvern [Icelandic]

king.the.NOM let murder.INF hero.the.F.ACC but I know not who.M.ACC

‘the king made (someone) murder the hero, but I don’t know who’
(136) *ik weet dat ik mijn paper heb laten lezen, maar ik weet niet meer wie

I know that I my paper have let read.INF but I don’t remember who
*‘I know that I had my paper read, but I don’t remember who’

(137) ik weet dat ik iemand mijn paper heb laten lezen, maar ik weet niet meer wie
I know that I someone my paper have let read.INF but I don’t remember who
‘I know that I had someone read my paper, but I don’t remember who’

By the logic of the earlier discussion, the fact that (135) is rejected by a subset of Icelandic
speakers and that Dutch (136) is almost certainly uniformly bad could indicate either of two things:
either (a) this shows that in Dutch and one variety of Icelandic, ‘passive infinitives’ ARE indeed
specified for passive voice (if they were active, with a pro or PRO subject for the infinitive, there
would be no reason to expect (136) to be any worse than (137), where the infinitival clause is
explicitly active), or, as Sigurðsson & Wood (2021:606) point out (without, however, giving any
indication of what these might be), (b) ‘other factors may be at play’. One might think it relevant that
in Icelandic (135) the wh-expression in the sluice is explicitly case-marked, whereas Dutch wie in
(136) is morphologically caseless. But Icelanders who reject (135) have case-marking on hvern as
well, and moreover, the direct German equivalent to (135) is wholly unacceptable no matter whether
the wh-word is nominative or accusative (*Der König ließ den Helden ermorden, aber ich weiß nicht
wer/wen; Marcel Pitteroff, p.c.). Thus, morphological case does not appear promising as an avenue
towards explaining the Icelandic-internal and cross-Germanic variation. So I side with (a), for now.

30 The fact that the English prose translation of (136) is unacceptable as well is not as newsworthy as the ill-
formedness of the Dutch example: after all, the verb read in the English example is participial (pronounced /red/, not
/ri+d), which is a sure sign of passive syntax. ‘Sprouting’ a PP (with either aan ‘to’ or door ‘by’) in the sluice is perfectly
fine, both in Dutch and in English: see (i) and its prose translation.

(i) ik weet dat ik mijn paper heb laten lezen, maar ik weet niet meer {aan/door} wie
I know that I my paper have let read.INF but I don’t remember to/by who
‘I know that I had my paper read, but I don’t remember by whom/who by’
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Neither I nor Sigurðsson & Wood (2021:606) have looked beyond the individual languages
investigated when it comes to sluices of the type in (135) and (136). The behaviour of ‘infinitival
passives’ under sluicing remains to be verified for other Germanic languages and for French.
Sigurðsson & Wood (2021:609) are certainly right to put on the research agenda the possibility of
cross-linguistic variation with respect to the active or passive syntax of ‘infinitival passives’, with
languages building these constructions ‘by making use of the syntactic resources that are independ-
ently available to them’.

Pending the pursuit of this possibility, our conclusion at this time can only be tentative. What
we have found is that, on the one hand, there are speakers of Icelandic who accept sluicing with
‘infinitival passives’, which may suggest that an active syntax for these constructions is available
in one part of the Germanic-speaking world, while, on the other hand, in Dutch, German, and other
varieties of Icelandic ‘infinitival passives’ appear to be true to their name: they are passive in having
the relationship between the VP and the external argument established via reverse predication.31

7 Mismatch under ellipsis as a diagnostic for ellipsis

Just as voice mismatches under ellipsis can be used as a diagnostic for voice, so they can serve as
a test for the involvement of ellipsis, i.e., the postulation of a surface anaphor with internal syntactic
structure, in particular constructions in which some material remains silent. In this section, I will take
a look at pseudogapping, gapping and stripping through this lens. Though pseudogapping is fairly
reliably in the ellipsis column, the analysis of both gapping and stripping remains controversial
precisely as regards the question of whether ellipsis is operative in these phenomena. The signature
of ellipsis in the arena of voice mismatches helps to adjudicate in this controversy.

31 The conclusion that Dutch (131) involves a genuine infinitival passive will still need to be reconciled with the
fact that verbs can occur in this construction which do not accept auxiliation passives — weten ‘know’ and zien ‘see’
are two cases in point: see (ii). (Wood & Sigurðsson (2021:§5.4) make the same observation for Icelandic, with reference
to the verbs finna ‘find’, týna ‘lose’ and annast ‘look after/supervise’, which in Icelandic resist passivisation.) This may
indicate that the problem with certain auxiliation passives is an aspectual problem associated with the presence of the
auxiliary, not a problem with passivisation per se: in an environment in which the auxiliary does not show up (such as
the ‘passive infinitive’), the problem with passivisation is then lifted. Relevant discussion of the import of the gram-
maticality of ‘infinitival passives’ with certain verbs which resist ‘normal’ auxiliation passives can also be found in
Pitteroff (2014:89), who lands on the side of the passive analysis of ‘infinitival passives’ for German. See also Vanden
Wyngaerd (1994) and Petter (1998), and references cited there.

(i) a. ik heb laten weten dat ik wat later kom
I have let know that I a.bit later come
‘I have let people know that I will be a little late’

b. ik heb laten zien dat ‘passieve infinitieven’ inderdaad passief zijn
I have let see that ‘passive infinitives’ indeed passive are
‘I have shown that “passive infinitives” are indeed passive’

(ii) a. *het wordt geweten dat ‘passieve infinitieven’ inderdaad passief zijn
it becomes known that ‘passive infinitives’ indeed passive are
‘it is known that “passive infinitives” are indeed passive’

b. *het wordt gezien dat ‘passieve infinitieven’ inderdaad passief zijn
this becomes seen that ‘passive infinitives’ indeed passive are
‘it is seen that “passive infinitives” are indeed passive’
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7.1 Pseudogapping

While sluicing resists active/passive mismatches, it can give rise to a mix of prepositional dative
constructions (PDC) and double object constructions (DOC) under certain circumstances (recall
section 5.3.2). For pseudogapping, it can be demonstrated that it behaves very much like sluicing in
both these regards. That active/passive mismatches are bad under pseudogapping has already been
shown (see in section 1.3). In this subsection, I will argue pseudogapping behaves like sluicing in
tolerating DOC/PDC mismatches.

Lasnik (1995, 1999) reports that in the English DOC, pseudogapping can have the IO but not
the DO as an ellipsis remnant:

(138) a. ?John gave Bill a lot of money, and Mary will Susan
b. *John gave Bill a lot of money, and Mary will a lot of advice

But Baltin (2003) presents grammatical examples of pseudogapping with DO-remnants such as (139)
(see also Thoms 2016).

(139) although John wouldn’t give Bill the book, he would the paper

What arguably plays a decisive role in the contrast between (138b) and (139) is the fact while the
ditransitive in (139) readily participates in the dative alternation, the ditransitive in the ellipsis clause
in (138b) does not do so nearly as easily. To see this, consider the non-elliptical counterparts to
(138b) and (139) featuring fully spelled-out PDCs in their second conjuncts, given in (140a,b).

(140) a. ??John gave Bill a lot of money, and Mary will give a lot of advice to Bill/him
b. although John wouldn’t give Bill the book, he would give the paper to Bill/him

The effect gets stronger in cases in which, in the general case, the PDC is impossible or highly
marked, such as those in (141) and (142).

(141) a. ellipsis phenomena will continue to give linguists a lot of publications; they will give
them a lot of headaches, too

b. *ellipsis phenomena will continue to give linguists a lot of publications; they will give
a lot of headaches to them, too

c. *ellipsis phenomena will continue to give linguists a lot of publications; they will a lot
of headaches, too

(142) a. the boss will give every workeri flowers, and the secretary will give every workeri hisi

paycheck
b. *the boss will give every workeri flowers, and the secretary will give hisi paycheck to

every workeri

c. *the boss will give every workeri flowers, and the secretary will hisi paycheck



Marcel den Dikken — Voice and argument structure mismatches in ellipsis 47

In (141c) and (142c), pseudogapping fails, and this is correlated with the fact that give someone a
lot of headaches and give every workeri hisi paycheck are a non-alternating DOCs (cf. the
b–examples; see Barss & Lasnik 1986 regarding (142a,b)). If the direct object of a DOC were
generally allowed to be stranded under pseudogapping (as Baltin 2003 claims), (141a) and (142a)
ought to be able to feed ellipsis of give plus the indirect object. But apparently they cannot.

The fact that that pseudogapping is ungrammatical if the direct object remnant contains a
bound variable pronoun dependent on the indirect object in the preamble, as in (142c), can be
understood as follows. From its resistance to active/passive mismatches, it can be concluded that
pseudogapping, like sluicing, involves ellipsis of the entire core predication structure (not just of the
VP predicate). In order to retain the direct object under such ellipsis, this noun phrase needs to be
removed from the ellipsis site — via an application of short, clause-internal movement to a position
just outside the predicational core. This movement is reminiscent of object shift, as found in the
Scandinavian languages, and particularly similar to short scrambling in the West-Germanic OV-
languages. In ditransitive constructions, object shift and short scrambling can affect the direct object
in the PDC, but not in the DOC: shifting or scrambling the direct object past the indirect object
yields an ill-formed result. The b–examples in (143) illustrate this for Icelandic (in the left-hand
column) and Danish (on the right) (see Holmberg 1986, Vikner 1990); (144b) does so for scrambling
in Dutch.

(143) a. ég lána ekki Maríu bækurnar
I lend not Maria.DAT the.books.ACC

b. *ég lána bækurnar ekki Maríu
I lend the.books.ACC not Maria.DAT

jeg låner ikke Maria bøgerne
I lend not Maria the.books

*jeg låner dem ikke Maria
I lend them not Maria

(144) a. dat ik gisteren Marie de boeken heb gegeven
that I yesterday Marie the books have given

b. *dat ik de boeken gisteren Marie heb gegeven
that I the books yesterday Marie have given

The illicitness of short clause-internal movement of the direct object past the indirect object of the
DOC entails that pseudogapping in ditransitives with retention of the direct object can only be
performed on a PDC, not a DOC. But to obtain a bound variable reading for the pronoun his in
(142c), we would need a DOC in the ellipsis clause: the goal can bind into the theme only in the
DOC (see (142a,b); Barss & Lasnik 1986). So (142c) is torn asunder by two conflicting demands:
to preserve the direct object, a PDC is needed in the ellipsis clause; but to secure a bound variable
reading for the pronoun his inside the direct object remnant, we would need a DOC.

That (141c) and (142c) are impossible, on a par with (141b) and (142b), suggests that gram-
matical cases of pseudogapping in ditransitives with retention of the direct object can only take the
PDC as their input. When the antecedent clause is overtly a DOC, this then introduces a mismatch
between the ellipsis clause and the antecedent clause. The grammaticality of Baltin’s (2003) exam-
ples of the type in (139) shows that such a mismatch is apparently survivable perfectly well under
pseudogapping. And the well-formedness of (86) and (87), from section 5.3.2, had already demon-
strated that sluicing tolerates a DOC/PDC mismatch as well. Despite the fact that the antecedent of
the ellipsis clause is explicitly a DOC, the ellipsis clause itself can only have the structure of a PDC.
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The DOC/PDC mismatches discussed in this subsection are part of a general pattern for both
sluicing and pseudogapping: although these ellipsis phenomena heartily resist active/passive voice
mismatches, they tolerate (and, under the appropriate circumstances, in fact encourage) mismatches
between the two members of the dative alternation. This pattern falls out from an analysis that treats
both sluicing and pseudogapping as cases of ellipsis affecting the entire predicational core. Such
ellipsis is intolerant of active/passive mismatch because the active/passive voice alternation is a DEEP

alternation involving variation in the UNDERLYING directionality of predication (canonical vs reverse
predication) and because for such deep alternations the search for a match initiated by the lower term
of the predicational core yields no result, yielding a violation of PREPS. But ellipsis of the predica-
tional core is undisturbed by mismatches in the relative SURFACE ordering of the predicate and its
subject, as in the case of dative shift: as long as the structures of the predicational core in the ellipsis
site and the antecedent are parallel, so that PREPS is respected, the output is grammatical.

The scene has now been set for an examination of the behaviour of gapping and stripping in
the realm of DEEP and SURFACE alternations.

7.2 Gapping

7.2.1 Active/passive voice

Active/passive voice mismatches are robustly disallowed under gapping:

(145) a. some supported John and others Mary
b. *some supported John and Mary by others
c. John was supported by some, and Mary by others
d. *John was supported by some, and others Mary

This is incompatible with an analysis of gapping as involving ellipsis of either just the V-head or the
verbal predicate (i.e., VPE): we had seen at the very outset of the paper that active/passive voice
mismatches are allowed when nothing more than the predicate is targeted by ellipsis. From the
preservation of material belonging to the VP, it should be immediately apparent that gapping could
not (just) be VPE; but it is informative that (145b,d) tell us that V-ellipsis is not a viable approach
to gapping either.

Ellipsis of a structural chunk that contains the entire predicational core, much as in pseudo-
gapping (and sluicing), requires parallelism for active/passive voice, on pain of a violation of PREPS.
So the ungrammaticality of the b– and d–examples in (145) can readily be derived from an ellipsis
approach to gapping, provided that the elided constituent is large enough to encompass the entire
predicational core. Such analyses are on the market (see e.g. Depiante 2000, Boone 2014). But there
is a logical alternative to an ellipsis-based approach to gapping: a ‘small conjuncts’ analysis featuring
ATB-movement out of both conjuncts. Such an analysis is put forward in work by Johnson (2009,
2018). And it, too, straightforwardly accounts for the ungrammaticality of (145b) and (145d), with
an appeal to the fact that in these examples the syntactic derivations involving extraction from the
conjuncts are not parallel in the two conjuncts — the movement operations by which these
extractions proceed are not parallel, not sufficiently ‘ATB-like’.
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So at the end of the day, the emergence of active/passive voice mismatches under gapping
is not tremendously informative: it does not make a point in connection with the debate about
whether gapping involves ellipsis of a fairly large chunk of syntactic structure or instead is a case
of low conjunction cum ATB-extraction.

7.2.2 Locative inversion

Much more informative is Johnson’s (2018) paradigm in (146), involving locative inversion in
neither, one, or both of the conjuncts.

(146) a. Mary walked into the study and Sam into the closet
b. *Mary walked into the study and into the closet Sam
c. into the study walked Mary and into the closet Sam
d. *into the study walked Mary and Sam into the closet

When there is no inversion in the first conjunct (the gapless conjunct), there can be no inversion in
the second (the one featuring gapping of the verb). When there IS inversion in the gapless conjunct,
there MUST also be inversion in the gapped conjunct.32

Against the background of this gapping paradigm, consider the sluicing examples in (147).
For these sluicing cases, I argued in section 5 that a plausible way of staving off ungrammaticality
caused by wh-movement in the second conjunct is to not perform inversion in the second conjunct,
allowing the two conjuncts to be non-parallel.

(147) a. on this wall hung some sort of memorial, but I don’t recall exactly what
b. on this wall hung one of my favourite paintings, but I don’t recall which
c. on this wall once hung one of my favourite paintings, but I don’t recall when
d. into the crowd barrelled a truck, but I don’t know at what speed

In this light, consider again the b– and d–examples in (146). If gapping involved clausal
ellipsis (à la Depiante 2000, Boone 2014), there would be nothing to lead us to expect these
examples to be ungrammatical. After all, the underlying representations of the predicational cores
of the two conjuncts in all of the examples in (146) are the same, given that locative inversion is a
SURFACE alternation, with the two variants having parallel underlying syntactic representations.

32 Though Johnson (2018) does not do this himself, we also need to verify whether the b– and d–examples in (146)
become grammatical when gapping is not performed. There will always be a special information-structural burden on
the (ib) and (id). But provided that this burden can be borne, in a particular discourse context, the examples in (i) are all
grammatical. So the problem with the b– and d–examples in (146) is specifically about gapping in non-parallel
environments involving (non-)inversion.

(i) a. Mary walked into the study and Sam walked into the closet
b. Mary walked into the study and into the closet walked Sam
c. into the study walked Mary and into the closet walked Sam
d. into the study walked Mary and Sam walked into the closet



Marcel den Dikken — Voice and argument structure mismatches in ellipsis 50

The alternative to an approach to gapping involving ellipsis (i.e., a surface anaphor with
internal syntactic structure) is Johnson’s ‘small conjuncts’ analysis featuring ATB-movement out
of both conjuncts. Such an analysis can account for the ill-formedness of the examples in (146b,d)
with an appeal, once again, to the fact that the syntactic derivations involving extraction from the
conjuncts are not parallel in the two conjuncts — even though the same material is being extracted
in both conjuncts, the movement operations by which these extractions proceed are not parallel.

The main message of this subsection is that, unlike cases of ellipsis involving the entire pred-
icational core, gapping resists a mismatch between the gapped conjunct and its gapless antecedent
under locative inversion: in (146b,d), we see that mixing straight and locative-inverted conjuncts is
impossible under gapping, whereas it is legitimate under sluicing (as in (147)). An analysis of
gapping in terms of ellipsis does not seem to deliver these facts. An approach to gapping that
eschews ellipsis, such as Johnson’s ‘small conjuncts’ cum ATB analysis, does seem to fit the bill.

7.2.3 Dative alternation

In this subsection, I will append a brief survey of the behaviour of DOC/PDC mismatches under
gapping. This ultimately does not add much to the conclusion emerging from the locative inversion
cases. But I am including it here because it broadens the empirical horizon, and provides a handy
segue to the discussion of stripping in the next subsection.

In (148) (where (148a) with to included parallels Johnson’s 2018 (5)), the subject and the
dative PP or indirect object are gapping remnants, with the verb and the direct object being elided.

(148) a. some gave books to Mary and others %(to) Sam
b. some gave Mary books and others Sam

The distribution of to in (148a) is subject to variation (see Johnson 2018:573 for discussion and
references to Lasnik & Saito 1991, Jayaseelan 1990 vs Steedman 1990; see also Kuno’s 1976 obser-
vation about P-stranding under stripping, discussed in section 7.3, below). For those speakers who
accept P-stranding in gapping in general, (148a) says nothing about parallelism. But for those who
normally reject P-stranding in gapping but who nonetheless accept (148a) without to, this is a case
of dative/applicative voice mismatch, with a PDC in the gapless conjunct and a DOC in the gapped
one.

In (149) (where (149a) is example (107) from Johnson 2018), the subject and the direct
object are the remnants of gapping of the verb and the indirect object (either ‘bare’ or contained in
a to-PP).

(149) a. some gave books to me and others magazines
b. some gave me books and others magazines

In connection with (149), it is important to recall the discussion in section 7.1 of ditransitive cases
of pseudogapping with ellipsis of the verb and the indirect object but retention of the direct object.
Johnson’s ‘small conjuncts’ analysis requires for (149a) that give to me is a constituent that ATB-
extracts from both conjuncts, and for (149b) that give me is the ATB-extracted constituent. For
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(149a), the creation of the constituent give to me is contingent on successful object shift of maga-
zines. This is unproblematic. But for (149b), we would need object shift of magazines past the
indirect object, which we know from (143) and (144) is not possible on the surface. This is a wrinkle
— but eventually, after ATB-extraction of give me to a position to the left of the the two direct
objects, the proper relative order of the objects is restored, which may make (149b) land on its feet
on the Johnsonian approach.

If it assumes a DOC source for the second conjunct, the ellipsis approach likewise needs to
shift the direct object past the indirect object. Alternatively, the second conjunct could be a PDC, in
which case no syntactic worries arise in connection with removing the direct object from the ellipsis
site. The grammaticality of (149a) could then be chalked up as an indication that gapping allows
DOC/PDC mismatch.

Further support for the possibility of DOC/PDC mismatch under gapping emerges from a
cconsideration of ditransitive constructions featuring a particle. In section 5, I noted that such
ditransitives allow movement of the direct object only in the PDC, as in (89a): the DOC in (89b) is
ungrammatical (Stowell 1981, Den Dikken 1995).

(89) a. which schedule did they send out to the stockholders?
b. *which schedule did they send the stockholders out?

With this in mind, consider the examples in (150) and (151):

(150) he sent the stockholders out a schedule yesterday, and she sent them out a letter
(151) he sent the stockholders out a schedule yesterday, and she a letter

The example in (151) is no worse than non-elliptical (150). If gapping is to involve ellipsis, and if
this is to be a case of constituent ellipsis, the direct object of the gapped clause will need to be extri-
cated from the elliptical constituent, via movement. If the source for the ellipsis is a DOC, such
movement will present the by now familiar puzzle that it apparently works here but fails in (89b).
If, on the other hand, the source for the ellipsis in (151) is a PDC, movement of a letter out of the
ellipsis site causes no particular problems. Thus, if gapping is to involve ellipsis, (151) may provide
an indication that it tolerates mismatches for dative/applicative voice.

Next consider a case of gapping preserving the subject and both objects of a ditransitive
sentence, in the DOC order, without a preposition occurring on the surface:

(152) he sent the stockholders out a schedule yesterday, and she the board a letter

It is a well-known (though poorly understood) fact that gapping degrades as the number of remnants
increases. But the number and phonological weight of the remnants in (152) is not excessive: the
output is within the realm of the acceptable. That this is the case is interesting in light of the fact that
for many speakers of English, double object particle constructions require the indirect object to occur
to the left of the particle, and prohibit the direct object from appearing in that position (Emonds
1976); as a result, (153c), in which both objects occur to the left of the particle, is ungrammatical:
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(153) a. he sent the stockholders out a schedule
b. *he sent out the stockholders a schedule
c. *he sent the stockholders a schedule out

If we take (153c) to indicate that it is impossible for both objects of a double object particle construc-
tion to undergo object shift,33 and if we couple this knowledge with the fact that Â-movement of the
direct object is likewise impossible in DOCs featuring a particle (recall (89b)), there appears to be
no way to liberate both the indirect object and the direct object from the VP of a double object parti-
cle construction. From this, in turn, the conclusion emerges that the gapping case in (152) cannot be
derived via constituent ellipsis.

It is not obvious that Johnson’s analysis of gapping fares significantly better than an ellipsis
approach in dealing with these facts. Working out the details of a ‘small conjuncts’ cum ATB
account of (151) and (152) is not an entirely straightforward matter. I must leave this for another
occasion, and move on instead to an exploratory discussion of stripping.

7.3 Stripping

7.3.1 Dative alternation

In (151), the remnants in the second conjunct are the subject and the direct object. Now consider
(154), which has her instead of she. This time around, both objects are retained, and the subject, the
verb and the particle are stripped away — a case of stripping. Alternatively, we could strip the
subject, the verb, the particle, and the indirect object away, and retain only the direct object as a
remnant. This gives us (155).

(154) he sent the stockholders out a schedule yesterday, and her a letter
(155) he sent the stockholders out a schedule yesterday, and a letter, too

To create an elidable constituent including the subject, one would need to take the direct object up
into the Â left periphery — on its own in (155), and along with the indirect object in (154). We know
that doing so is problematic in a DOC featuring a particle. For (155), one might explore an approach
in which the stripped clause has the syntax of a PDC; but for (154) this would be difficult in view
of the fact that the indirect object is to-less and stands to the left of the direct object in the string.

33 From the Scandinavian and West-Germanic languages, we know that, although object shift or short scrambling
of just the direct object across the indirect object is impossible, it is possible to shift/scramble both objects out of the verb
phrase, with preservation of their relative order (see Holmberg 1986, Vikner 1990, Den Dikken & Mulder 1990):
Icelandic (i) is an example of this sort. But (153c) suggests that the presence of a particle renders this illicit.

(i) ég lána Maríu bækurnar ekki
I lend Maria.DAT the.books.ACC not
‘I don’t lend Maria the books’
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The case of not-stripping in (156B), with the goal as the remnant, adds in an interesting way
to the empirical picture for ditransitive constructions.34

(156) A: they gave every workeri hisi paycheck
B: not *(to) EVERY workeri they didn’t! (I didn’t get mine)

This particular example that tells us something important regarding the chances of an ellipsis
approach to not-stripping. If stripping is to be treated as a case of ellipsis, the fact that (156B) is
grammatical and favours the presence of to presents an interesting puzzle. We have known since
Barss & Lasnik (1986) that (157) is ungrammatical (or at least highly marked): in the PDC, the
theme-DP asymmetrically c-commands the goal; including a bound variable pronoun in the theme
that is supposed to be bound by the goal induces a weak crossover violation analogous to *hisi

mother loves every boyi.

(157) *they gave hisi paycheck to every workeri

So (156B) had better not have (157) as its source. But deriving (156B) from a DOC (in which the
relative c-command relations between the goal and the theme would be as required) would require
an explanation for the emergence of to. It is not the case that anytime a goal is displaced into the left
periphery of the clause, it automatically gets the preposition to tagged on to it: (158a) is grammatical;
(158b) is very awkward.

(158) a. who does this give a headache?
b. *to whom does this give a headache?

But it has been noted (see e.g. Bruening 2010 and references cited there) that in ditransitive construc-
tions that are unambiguous cases of the DOC, shifting a bulky indirect object to the right of the direct
object gives rise to the emergence of to:

(159) a. the noise was giving [all the people present in the room during the talk] a headache
b. *the noise was giving a headache [all the people present in the room during the talk]
c. the noise was giving a headache to [all the people present in the room during the talk]

On an ellipsis approach to stripping, which postulates they gave hisi paycheck as the elliptical string
in (156B), the emergence of to in this reply may be indicative of the application of heavy NP shift
in the derivation of not-strips of this sort. B’s reply will then be syntactically parallel to (160), which
supports a bound variable reading for his (unlike simple (157)).

(160) they gave hisi paycheck to every workeri who had requested an advance for the holidays

34 An attested case of type (156BN) is (i), with the answer spoken by President George H.W. Bush. This case is
particularly interesting because ask does not normally take a to-PP (it is not an alternating ditransitive verb).

(i) A: did any of the others ask to get involved and become —
B: not to me they didn’t
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So far in this section on stripping in ditransitive constructions I have looked only at cases in
which the preamble clause is a DOC. Now consider the examples in (161), involving a PDC in the
preamble.

(161) a. he sent the schedule out to the stockholders yesterday, and %(to) the board, too
b. he sent the schedule out to the stockholders yesterday, but not %(to) the board

If stripping is to involve ellipsis, and if ellipsis targets a syntactic constituent, the goal argument of
the second conjunct in (161) has to be extricated from the ellipsis clause. When the stripped clause
contains no token of to, this could logically mean either that to is being stranded under movement
of the board in a PDC that is parallel to the preamble, or that the ellipsis clause does not match its
antecedent and features Â-movement of the goal in a double object construction. The two options
open up different perspectives on the variation in the judgement on the versions of (161) lacking to.
For the PDC/DOC mismatch approach, this will be relatable to the variation in the judgement on Â
movement of the indirect object in DOCs with a particle — recall (88b), repeated here:

(88) a. who did they send +out, a schedule +out, to?
b. %who did they send out a schedule?

And for the approach in which the underlier for the stripped clause is a PDC, the to-less versions of
(161) ring up an association with the fact that P-stranding under stripping has been known at least
since Kuno (1976:301, fn. 3) to be subject to speaker variation — the judgement for things like (162)
is not uniform.

(162) %John talked about Mary but not Susan

The combination of (88) and (162) entails that three different scenarios need to be taken into
account for the examples in (161):

(i) If the status of the examples in (161) without to is variable in the same way across speakers
as the status of cases of P-stranding under stripping such as (162), then (161) involves no
dative/applicative voice mismatch.

(ii) If there are speakers for whom (161) without to is worse than simple cases of P-stranding
under stripping, this likely suggests that for these speakers, dative/applicative voice mis-
match under stripping is impossible.

(iii) If there are speakers who find (161) without to better than simple cases of P-stranding under
stripping, those speakers presumably assign (161) a parse in which the second conjunct
features a DOC rather than a PDC — in which case we will be dealing with a dative/applic-
ative voice mismatch that gives rise to a well-formed output for speakers who accept (88b).
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If dative/applicative voice mismatch is allowed under stripping, this can be handled under an ellipsis
approach because we know independently (from our discussion of sluicing and pseudogapping) that
ellipsis allows for such mismatch. What a non-ellipsis approach would do with this depends, more
generally, on the approach to P-stranding under stripping taken on such an outlook. This remains
unclear. I can only lay out the logical options here. I hope that the empirical side of the matter will
be cleared up in future work.

8 A note on scope parallelism in pseudogapping

Emphasising the difference between stripping and pseudogapping with respect to it, Thoms (2016)
(following esp. Griffiths & Lipták 2014) imposes a scope parallelism constraint on the latter:

(163) SCOPE PARALLELISM IN ELLIPSIS

variables in the antecedent and the elided clause are bound from parallel positions

For sluicing, the importance of scope parallelism has long been recognised based on the fact (see esp.
Chung, Ladusaw & McCloskey 1995) that, even though in isolation the first conjunct of (164) is
scopally ambiguous, as the antecedent for ellipsis it only allows wide scope for the object, in parallel
to the fact that its counterpart in the ellipsis clause (which one) necessarily takes wide scope.

(164) everyone bought some book, but I don’t remember which one

For pseudogapping, (163) entails that the variable left by the Â-movement operation that
evacuates the remnant from the ellipsis site be matched by a variable bound in a parallel fashion in
the antecedent clause. The way to meet this constraint, according to Thoms, is by Quantifier Raising
of the counterpart to the ellipsis remnant in the antecedent clause. As Thoms (2016:11) points out,
this parallelism constraint makes the prediction that ‘pseudogapping will be subject to broadly the
same locality conditions as QR’.

Thoms verifies this prediction based on an examination of a narrow range of cases. In this
section, I want to address it with particular reference to the kinds of alternations discussed in section
5 of this paper, for which it is well known that the remit of QR is severely curtailed.

8.1 ‘Scope freezing’

For locative inversion, it was noted already in Kuno (1971:366) that, while the variant with the
locative in its base position is scopally ambiguous, the inversion construction precludes wide scope
for the quantifier in the postverbal subject position:

(165) a. some letter lay in every pigeon hole �>� / �>�
b. in some pigeon hole lay every letter �>� /*�>�

Aoun & Li (1989) point out for the dative alternation that it, too, has a ‘scope freezing’ effect
for the two objects: while in the PDC we find ambiguity, the DOC does not allow the direct object
to take inverse scope over the indirect object:
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(166) a. John gave some assignment to every student �>� / �>�
b. John gave some student every assignment �>� /*�>�

Bruening (2001) establishes that ‘scope freezing’ is also found in the locative alternation,
with the with-version being the rigid member of the pair:

(167) a. John draped some sheet over every chair �>� / �>�
b. John draped some chair with every sheet �>� /*�>�

And finally, a copular inversion construction such as (168b) is not scopally ambiguous (Moro
1997), unlike its uninverted countpart in (168a). As a matter of fact, (168b) is very difficult to get
on a true quantifier reading for every (as Heycock & Kroch 1999 point out): it seems that a quantifier
in the postcopular subject of a copular inversion construction cannot take scope at all.

(168) a. some boy is the problem in every school �>� / �>�
b. the problem in some school is every boy �>� /*�>�

In the remainder of this section, I will focus just on copular inversion, which provides the
most informative context for investigating the scope parallelism constraint on ellipsis.35

8.2 Copular inversion, pseudogapping, and scope parallelism

From (169), we know that it is possible to perform pseudogapping with retention of the subject of
predication in constructions in which the antecedent clause features copular inversion.

(169) a. he considers the problem in this school to be the pupils, but Mary does the teachers
b. the DA will try to prove the culprit to be Jones, and the defence attorney will Smith

In section 5, I made a point of the fact that the subject of an inverted predicate can undergo Â-
movement across the inverted predicate neither in overt syntax nor in covert syntax, and took this
to indicate that the ellipsis clause features no predicate inversion, hence is not syntactically parallel
to the preamble — a mismatch that is allowed by PREPS because the UNDERLYING predication
relations in the two conjuncts are parallel (as copular inversion involves a SURFACE alternation). For
the purposes of the present discussion, the internal syntax of the second conjunct is actually imma-
terial. What matters, regarding the second conjunct, is that the teachers in (169a) and Smith in (169b)
manage to evacuate the ellipsis site, via an Â-movement operation that leaves a variable behind.

35 Though a discussion of scope parallelism in ditransitive pseudogapping constructions should certainly be con-
ducted, what makes such a discussion inevitably very complex is the fact that the scope freezing facts of ditransitives
are more complicated than those of copular inversion constructions: Bruening (2001) argues explicitly and in detail that
although inverse scope is impossible in (166b), it cannot be the case that ‘scope freezing’ in DOCs is the result of a ban
on QR of the direct object altogether. If the direct object were barred categorically from undergoing QR in the DOC,
one would predict (given standard assumptions about the licensing of Antecedent-Contained Deletion) that ACD should
be impossible in a DOC featuring a relative clause attached to the direct object and featuring ellipsis of a VP that includes
the indirect object — a prediction that is not borne out: John gave some student every assignment that Bill did is fine.



Marcel den Dikken — Voice and argument structure mismatches in ellipsis 57

By the logic of the scope parallelism constraint, this variable in the ellipsis clause is supposed
to be paired with a variable bound in a parallel fashion in the antecedent clause. There can be no
doubt about the internal syntax of the antecedent clause: the first conjuncts of the examples in (169)
evidently are the product of copular inversion. The question for scope parallelism regarding (169)
is whether the subject of predication (the pupils, Jones) can undergo a covert movement operation
in the antecedent clause that will leave behind a variable that is bound in a parallel fashion to the
variable left by overt Â-movement of the teachers and Smith in the ellipsis clause.

From Heycock & Kroch’s (1999) discussion of Moro’s (1997) (168b), it emerges that not
only is it impossible for the subject of predication of a copular inversion construction to gain scope
over the inverted predicate, it is even impossible to interpret every as a true quantifier: every boy can
assign no scope at all; only a group reading (equivalent to all the boys) is possible. What this
suggests is that QR cannot be applied to every boy in (168b). If this conclusion holds, this draws the
curtain on parallelism for (169). For if overt Â-movement of the subject of an inverted predicate is
impossible (as we know from the ill-formedness of things like (170)) AND this noun phrase cannot
undergo QR either, this exhausts the repertoire of movement operations that could leave a variable
in the antecedent clause bound in a way parallel to the binding of the variable in the ellipsis clause.

(170) *which students do you think the problem is?

The grammaticality of the pseudogapping examples in (169) thus seems impossible to reconcile with
the scope parallelism constraint.

This conclusion holds regardless of what one’s assumptions are regarding the internal struc-
ture of the ellipsis clause. The problem for scope parallelism  is entirely confined to the antecedent
clause, whose internal syntax is clear. The fact that the correspondent to the ellipsis remnant in
pseudogapping constructions can be located in a position from which Â-movement is prohibited
brings home the conclusion that ellipsis with remnants binding variables is not beholden to a require-
ment that says that the variable bound by the ellipsis remnant have a parallel binder in the preamble.

9 Concluding remarks

Ellipsis constructions are quite tolerant of mismatches between the ellipsis clause and its antecedent
with respect to the structural relationship between the predicate and its subject:

• voice mismatches are fine under VPE
• predicate inversion mismatches are fine
• variable-binding mismatches are fine under pseudogapping

The only things that really do not work are mismatches between the two variants of the locative
alternation, and active/passive, causative/inchoative and conative mismatches in ellipses affecting
the entire predicational core. For the locative alternation, the likely culprit (at least in the Dutch cases
reviewed in section 5.3.1) is Chung’s (2006) ‘No New Words’ constraint (6). But with the ban on
mismatches in the active/passive, causative/inchoative and conative alternations, we are dealing with
violations of PREPS: cases wherein the search instigated by the lower term of the core predication
relation in the ellipsis site comes up without a match in the antecedent because the portion of the
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predicational core which harbours the match has already been closed off by the search initiated by
the higher term of the core predication relation in the ellipsis site. PREPS successfully rules out all
cases of active/passive, causative/inchoative and conative mismatch under ellipsis of the entire predi-
cational core. Ellipsis of just the predicate is always allowed in the presence of a mismatch, whatever
its nature: when the predicate is the only elided term, only a single search needs to be conducted.

The active/passive, causative/inchoative and conative alternations stand out from the other
alternations examined in this paper in involving a DEEP reversal of the underlying predication
relationship. The other cases all instantiate SURFACE alternations, with the same underlying
predicational core shared by the two surface variants. Because of this fundamental difference
between the active/passive, causative/inchoative and conative alternations, on the one hand, and the
other alternations reviewed here, there is a major dichotomy between these two sets of alternations
when it comes to tolerance of mismatches under ellipsis of the predicational core: the latter allow
this, but the former do not. The parallelism constraint imposed on ellipsis formulated in (25), which
is the main contribution of this paper, requires that whenever an entire predicational core is affected
by ellipsis, the antecedent clause must match the directionality of this predicational core in the
ellipsis clause.

This parallelism constraint has served us well in the investigation of mismatches for voice
and closely related phenomena between ellipses and their antecedents. I have shown that PREPS

makes accurate predictions, and can be used profitably as a diagnostic tool, both in diagnosing
ellipsis and in diagnosing the syntax and distribution of voice and argument structure alternations. 
Further exploration of the diagnostic potential of PREPS (especially regarding the syntax of gapping
and stripping) is worthy of pursuit in future research.

Appendix 1: On the size of the ellipsis site in predicate ellipsis

In section 3, I assumed that predicate ellipsis involves just the (possibly extended) projection of the
predicate and does not affect the base position of the subject. This idea is controversial for VPE. A
brief discussion of the empirical roots of the controversy is included in this appendix.

Arguments about the ‘lower bound’ of VPE (i.e., about the smallest portion of the structure
that VPE can wipe out) have mostly centred on (a) again modification (see (171); Johnson 2004),
(b) there-sentences (see (172); Aelbrecht 2010:172), (c) the alleged impossibility to spare the -ing
form of the auxiliary of the passive (i.e., being) under VPE (see (173); Akmajian & Wasow 1975,
Sag 1976, Thoms 2012, Harwood 2013, Boškoviæ 2014, Sailor 2014, and Aelbrecht & Harwood
2015), and (d) the ungrammaticality of having an ergative VP serve as the antecedent for an elliptical
transitive VP (see (174); Johnson 2004). I will address each of these four arguments in turn.

(171) a. Mary closed the door, and then John did close the door again
b. *the wind blew the door open and nobody closed it; finally, John did close the door again

(172) I didn’t know there was someone talking to Mary, but there was (*someone)
(173) Mary must have been being hassled by the police, and

a. *John must have been being hassled by the police, too
b. John must have been being hassled by the police, too
c. John must have been being hassled by the police, too
d. *John must have been being hassled by the police, too
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(174) this can freeze; please do *(freeze this)

A1.1 Again modification

In causative constructions, the modifier again is often ambiguous between two readings, a repetitive
one (where the entire causative event is repeated) and a restitutive one (where only the caused
subevent is modified). Thus, John closed the door again either expresses a succession of two door-
closing events or says that the state of the door being closed was reinstated; in the latter case, there
may never have been a prior door-closing event. Johnson (2004) observes that although again
supports a repetitive interpretation in VPE constructions such as (171a), it cannot receive a restitutive
reading when VPE takes place (171b). The ungrammaticality of (171b) tells us that VPE cannot
‘spare’ restitutive again. If the insertion position of again on its restitutive reading is lower than the
insertion position of repetitive again, this translates into a conclusion regarding the size of the elided
constituent in VPE constructions. VPE will certainly be guaranteed to wipe out restitutive again if
it marks the entire predication structure (vP in Johnson’s work, following Chomsky 1995). But an
approach to VPE that takes it to target just the VP predicate can also account for (171b), by assuming
(a) that restitutive again is adjoined to VP, and (b) only whole categories (not segments of catego-
ries) can undergo grammatical processes (including ellipsis). The ungrammaticality of (171b) does
not in and by itself adjudicate on the question of whether VPE affects ‘just’ VP or something larger.

A1.2 There-sentences

The interpretation that Aelbrecht (2010) gives to (172) is that VPE, in constructions in which the
subject is not externalised to SpecTP but stays in situ, must wipe out the subject of predication along
with the verbal predicate, and hence must target a portion of the verb’s extended projection which
includes the base position of the subject (vP). But the awkwardness of (172) with someone spared
is not indicative of VPE necessarily targeting a constituent including the base position of the subject.

More likely, the awkwardness of (172) is a reflex of a general constraint on ellipsis that
strongly enjoins the language user to cast his or her net wide, and to include as much as possible of
the material that is recoverable from the antecedent (cf. ‘MaxElide’; Merchant 2008). There is no
reason, in (172), to repeat someone, just as there is no reason for speaker B in (175a) to repeat likely
to be, which is why (175a.BN) is much less natural than (175a.B). But (175a.BN) improves to the
point of complete acceptability as soon as there is a reason to spare likely to be, as in (175b.B) (see
Griffiths & Den Dikken, to appear). In sentences of the general type in (172), too, we find that as
soon as the associate of there is no longer recoverable because it is contrastive, sparing it under VPE
becomes perfectly licit, as shown in (176). Note also that a contrastively accented floating quantifier
associated to the subject (often assumed to be in or very near the base position of the subject) can
be spared by VPE, as in (177).

(175) a. A: is there likely to be any philosophers at the party? 
B: no, there ISN’T likely to be any philosophers at the party
BN: ??no, there ISN’T likely to be any philosophers at the party

b. A: will there be any philosophers at the party?
B: there isn’t LIKELY to be any philosophers at the party, no
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(176) there were several girls talking to Rebecca, but there weren’t any boys talking to her
(177) many of the students will pass the exam, but they probably won’t all pass the exam

A1.3 Sparing passive being

The role of (non-)redundancy asserts itself in connection with (173) as well. The standard inter-
pretation of the ungrammaticality of (173d) in the generative-syntactic ellipsis literature (see the
references given above) is that the ‘lower bound’ on VPE necessarily includes being, and is hence
necessarily larger than the minimal projection of the predicate head — so large, the argument goes,
that the subject of predication is included in the ellipsis site. But again, the fact of the matter just is
not the way it is usually made out to be. There is not, as such, anything wrong with progressive being
being spared by VPE: (178), an sentence taken from the internet (checked with a native-speaker
linguist), attests to the legitimacy of this (see Griffiths & Den Dikken, to appear, fn. 7). It is relevant
that the antecedent clause in (178) features being as a (not necessarily progressive) gerund: the
expression of progressiveness in the ellipsis clause is thus not (fully) recoverable, which makes
explicit expression of it desirable.

(178) just because you couldn’t see the house being watched doesn’t mean it wasn’t being
watched

So it is not the case that the -ing form of the auxiliary of the passive marks the ‘lower bound’ for
VPE:36 the complement of passive being CAN be singled out for VPE, whenever being is not redundant.

I thus conclude, with Griffiths & Den Dikken (to appear), that in principle any predicate-
denoting extended projection of a head can undergo predicate ellipsis.37 But predicate ellipsis never
targets a syntactic constituent that contains the subject of predication.

36 See Griffiths & Den Dikken (to appear, fn. 7) for further disqualification of this idea.

37 An interesting question is why predicate ellipsis does not work in (i) (involving a bare infinitive embedded under
a perception verb) whereas it does in (ii) (featuring a bare infinitive under a verb of causation/permission). Inspired by
De Geest (1970) (but replacing faith with religious beliefs in order to get them as the proform rather than it, which could
stand for a proposition), I designed the see example in such a way that something physically invisible serves as the
subject of the predication embedded under the matrix verb, so that the second conjunct becomes a truism unless an ellip-
tical infinitival predicate is understood; this forces an attempt to license ellipsis under see, and the fact that this attempt
fails sets up a remarkable contrast with let and make in (ii). The impossibility of VPE in (i) is related to the pattern in
(iii) vs (iv). As is pointed out in Martin (2001) and Griffiths & Den Dikken (to appear, fn. 13), VPE under ECM verbs
with to-infinitival complements is possible provided that the event or state of affairs expressed by the ECM complement
is understood to take place in the future: such is the case in (iv) but not in (iii). Only if associated with the semantics of
future/irrealis can the T-head of ECM-infinitives license VPE. With this in mind, the contrast in (i)/(ii) falls into place:
the infinitival complements of causative and permissive verbs are futurate/irrealis; those of perception verbs are not.

(i) they say religious beliefs can work miracles/do a lot of good, but I can’t see them *(work miracles/do good)
(ii) a. Mary never speaks; that’s because they don’t let her (speak)

b. Mary never speaks; perhaps they should make her (speak)
(iii) though many people say they like Trump, but I don’t actually consider them to *(like Trump)
(iv) though I had hoped that Mary would talk to me, I hadn’t actually expected her to (talk to me)
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A1.4 Causative/inchoative mismatch

The fourth argument for the hypothesis that VPE targets more than just the predicate comes from the
fact that an ergative VP cannot serve as the antecedent for an elliptical transitive VP. The example
in (174) frames Johnson’s (2004) original argument to this effect. Sugimoto (2018), confirming this,
adds that a causative CAN serve as antecedent for an elliptical ergative VP. Pairs of the type in
(179a,b) and (180a,b) illustrate this contrast. But note that the result of ellipsis in the b–examples
improves if the cause argument of the inchoative antecedent clause is overtly expressed in that
clause, as the complement of the RELATOR from, as in (179bN) and (180bN).

(179) a. the coldi could freeze my fingersk; in fact, I think theyk just did (freeze)
b. my fingersk could freeze; in fact, I think the coldi just did *(freeze themk)
bN. ?my fingersk could freeze from the coldi; in fact, I think iti just did (freeze themk)

(180) a. you thought that the suni would not burn your armsk, but theyk did (burn)
b. you thought that your armsk would not burn, but the suni did *(burn themk)
bN. ?you thought that your armsk would not burn from the suni, but iti did (burn themk)

The ungrammaticality of ellipsis in the b–examples in (179) and (180), as well as the effect of an
overt from-introduced cause argument in (179bN) and (180bN), contrasts markedly with what we have
seen in the discussion of VPE under active/passive mismatches: (181) and (182) are grammatical,
no matter whether the antecedent clause includes an agentive by-phrase or not.

(181) this should have been frozen (by someone), but evidently nobody did (freeze it)
(182) the butter should have been melted (by the kitchen staff), but they didn’t (melt it)

In the b–examples in (179) and (180), there is no syntactic representation of the cause
argument in the antecedent clause (recall (65b) and (66b)). But in the ellipsis clause of the b–exam-
ples, there IS an external argument (the cold, the sun), introduced by a RELATOR which establishes
the connection between the caused event and the cause argument, as in (183).

(183) [RP [CAUSE] [RN RELATOR [CAUSED EVENT]]]

It is the RELATOR in the structure in (183) that is attempting to license ellipsis of its complement in
the VPE cases in (179b) and (180b). The reason why these examples fail is that this RELATOR does
not have a match in the antecedent clause. I hypothesise that a RELATOR of a predication structure
can license ellipsis of its complement only if it has a linguistic antecedent. In the ellipsis clause of
the b–examples in (179) and (180), the RELATOR which connects the cause argument to its predicate
has no antecedent because the preamble clause lacks a cause argument in its syntactic representation
(recall (65) and (66), above). It is the complete absence of a syntactic representation of the external
argument from ‘bare’ inchoatives, and the concomitant absence of an antecedent for the RELATOR

that is seeking to license ellipsis of its complement, that is responsible for the ungrammaticality of
predicate ellipsis in the b–examples in (179) and (180). The fact that the passive examples in (181)
and (182) succeed even when they lack a by-phrase in the preamble clause is thanks to the fact that
the implicit external argument of a passive CAN be syntactically represented, as is clear from the
grammaticality of (63b) and (64b).
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The ungrammaticality of the b–examples in (179) and (180) cannot be remedied by per-
forming ellipsis on the entire predication structure in (183). PREPS in (25) states that in cases of
ellipsis of a predication structure, all the terms of this structure must be linked to matching terms in
the predication structure of the antecedent clause. in (179b) and (180b) this is guaranteed to fail
because, as we saw in (65b) and (66b), the ‘bare’ inchoative antecedent clause lacks a syntactic
representation of an external argument. A derivation of (179b) and (180b) in which the entire RP2
in (183) is slated for ellipsis yields an outcome that is on a par with that of the attempts at sluicing
in (67). In both cases, PREPS is fatally violated

In the examples in (179bN) and (180bN), we do have an explicit cause argument in the syntax
of the preamble clause, introduced by from, the lexicalisation of RELATOR2 in the reverse counterpart
to the structure in (183). Thanks to the presence of an antecedent for it in the syntax of the preamble
clause, RELATOR2 in the causative ellipsis clause is capable of licensing the silencing of its comple-
ment. Thus, predicate ellipsis is grammatical in (179bN) and (180bN);38 but by PREPS, ellipsis of the
entire predication structure is not, due to the mismatch between reverse and canonical predication.

The ungrammaticality of ellipsis in (179b) and (180b) is frequently presented in the literature
as an argument for the hypothesis (explicitly not adopted in this paper) that VPE can only target the
entire predication structure (RP), not just the predicate. We have discovered instead that the outcome
of ellipsis in (179b) and (180b) is correctly predicted to be ill-formed regardless of whether ellipsis
silences the entire RP in (183) or just the predicate representing the caused event, and that the gram-
maticality of (179bN) and (180bN) can be understood only if just the predicate undergoes ellipsis.

Appendix 2: Voice alternations in ergative case systems and ellipsis mismatch

In this second appendix to this paper, I will briefly present and discuss the fruits of recent investi-
gations of voice mismatches under ellipsis in ergative/absolutive case and agreement systems. This
work is still in its infancy, but the results (esp. for Kaqchikel) are interesting in the context of the
preceding discussion. The remarks that follow should be considered preliminary. The discussion is
based on Ranero (2019).39

Many ergative/absolutive systems show an alternation between a canonical transitive, with
ergative case/agreement for the external argument and absolutive case/agreement for the internal
argument, and what is usually referred to as the actor voice (AV) construction,40 with absolutive
case/agreement for the external argument and no structural case/agreement for the internal argument.
The canonical transitive/actor voice alternation is similar, with respect to case and agreement and
also several other properties, to the alternation between a canonical transitive and the antipassive
(AP), where once again the external argument is absolutive and the internal argument is not in a

38 These sentences remain somewhat awkward, but this does not seem due to ellipsis per se: even with the material
enclosed in parentheses pronounced, the result is less than fully natural, probably due to the inanimacy of the external
argument, which appears to be making pronominalisation a bit unnatural in these cases (for reasons which I do not
understand, but which clearly do not impinge on the discussion of ellipsis licensing in the text).

39 I would like to thank Irina Burukina for introducing me to the world of ellipsis and voice in Kaqchikel.

40 The actor voice construction is also known as the ‘agent focus’ construction. The term ‘agent focus’ is poten-
tially confusing (because of the information-structural use of the term ‘focus’), so I will make no use of this label here.
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structural case/agreement relationship with the verb. Whether AV and AP can or should be treated
on a par is a matter of considerable debate. For Kaqchikel, there may be reasons to treat them
separately. I will discuss AV and AP constructions in individual subsections here, starting with the
former.

A2.1 Actor voice/antipassive

Chung (2013) (for Chamorro), Potsdam (2007) (for Malagasy) and Ranero (2019) (for Kaqchikel)
have investigated the question of how actor voice/antipassive behaves in the context of voice mis-
matching under sluicing. Both Chung and Potsdam argue that mismatches with canonical transitives
are allowed. But Ranero (2019) dismisses the Chamorro and Malagasy facts as arguments for gram-
matical voice mismatch under sluicing. Ranero himself brings up the facts of Kaqchikel (a Mayan
language spoken in Guatemala) involving voice mismatch under sluicing, and analyses them in
admirable detail. I will be focusing exclusively on Kaqchikel in this appendix.

Ranero finds that in Kaqchikel sluicing constructions, it is legitimate for an AV sluice (with
the external argument as the wh-remnant) to have a canonical transitive (CT) antecedent (see (184)),
and that the reverse (with the internal argument as the wh-remnant) is also possible (see (185)).

(184) jun winäq x-Ø-Ø-tzak-ij la che’...
one person COM-A3S-E3S-cut-ACT DEM tree 
man w-etama-n ta achike winäq < x-Ø-tzak-in la che’ >
NEG GEN1S-know-PRF NEG which person COM-A3S-die-AV DEM tree
‘a person cut that tree... I don’t know which person’

(185) A: xa xe ri ma Juan x-Ø-loq’-o kotz’i’j
just only DET CLF Juan COM-B3S-buy-AV flower
‘only Juan bought flowers’

B: kan qitzij? Ta-b’ij pe chwe achike kotz’i’j <x-Ø-u-löq’>!
INT truth IMP-say DIR PREP.A1S.RN what flower COM-B3S-A3S-buy
‘really? tell me which flowers!’

For (184), the sluice must be an AV construction because only in the AV construction is the external
argument of a transitive predicate allowed to undergo wh-movement. And conversely, in (185) we
know that the sluice is a canonical transitive because wh-movement of the internal argument is not
legitimate in the AV construction. The restrictions on wh-movement in Kaqchikel (and syntactically
ergative/absolutive systems more generally) thus lead Ranero to the conclusion that we are dealing
with AV/CT mismatches in these examples — a line of reasoning that is entirely parallel to the one
I employed in section 4 in the discussion of copular and dative inversion constructions. What we see
is that AV/CT mismatches yield grammatical results in Kaqchikel.

Ranero (2019) also finds that Kaqchikel sluices with a passive antecedent clause can be
paired with an AV sluice (with the external argument as the wh-remnant). We see this in (186).41

41 For independent reasons, it turns out to be difficult to test whether an AV antecedent can be paired with a
passive sluice.
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(186) A: ri aq x-Ø-kam-is-äx r-uma jun ixöq
DET pig COM-B3S-die-CAUS-PASS A3S-RN a woman
‘the pig was killed by a woman’

B : Kan qitzij? Achike ixöq <x-Ø-kam-sa-n ri aq>?
INT truth which woman COM-B3S-die-CAUS-AV DET pig
‘really? which woman?’

Ranero manages to account for these facts by treating the AV as ‘absence of voice’, which
makes AV compatible with canonical actives and passives alike. From the perspective of my
approach to voice mismatches under ellipsis of the predicational core, the question is how to
translate ‘absence of voice’ in such a way that the AV construction is compatible with both canonical
and reverse predication.

The most straightforward way of doing this is to say that AV constructions are not
predicational: the external argument is truly external, not part of the predicational core.42 Concretely,
the predicational core of AV constructions is just a VP; the external argument is directly merged in
the structural subject position, in the functional layer of the clause.43 This will also explain the case
and agreement pattern of AV constructions: no dependent case (ergative) is called upon because the
internal argument and the external argument are not case-competitors within the same structural
domain (the predicational/lexical core). With the predicational core of AV constructions limited to
VP, AV constructions in the ellipsis clause cannot be mismatched with canonical actives or passives:
only one search needs to be conducted from the ellipsis clause (viz., the VP’s).

A wrinkle that needs to be ironed out more carefully in future work is what happens when
the AV construction occurs in the antecedent clause and the ellipsis clause is a canonical active
transitive (as in (185)). Can the external argument of the ellipsis clause (which is part of the
predicational core) find a match in the predicational core of the antecedent in this case, if the
predicational core of the AV antecedent is just the VP? The answer is negative. So if searches
instigated by terms of the predication structure in the ellipsis clause are perforce conducted on just
the predicational core of the antecedent clause, as I have assumed, (185) is rejected — which is not
the desired result. A possible response to this will be to loosen PREPS by requiring that every elided
term of the predicational core of the ellipsis clause find a match in the antecedent clause (not
necessarily in the antecedent clause’s predicational core). This will then call for a different account
of the facts in (48), discussed in section 4, for which the hypothesis in (25a) that searches are
confined to the predicational cores in both clauses was helpful.

42 This, in fact, is what saying that AV constructions are characterised by ‘absence of voice’ also comes down to
on Kratzer’s (1996) proposal, according to which Voice introduces the external argument. But more recent work that
has employed both Voice and v (including Collins 2005 and Ranero 2019) has taken the position that the external
argument is introduced in SpecvP.

43 Perhaps relevant here is what Diesing (1991) argues with respect to the stage-level/individual-level predication
distinction: in the former, the subject of predication is related locally to the predicate whereas in the latter, the subject
originates in SpecIP.
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A2.2 Antipassive

Kaqchikel (at least, the variety on which Ranero 2019 has worked) has two antipassive construc-
tions: the ‘incorporation AP’ and the ‘oblique AP’. In the APINC construction, the logical object is
either dropped or realised as a verb-adjacent bare noun phrase that is (pseudo)incorporated into the
verb. In the APOBL construction, the logical object occurs as a syntactically autonomous constituent
(i.e., it is not (pseudo)incorporated), in the form of an oblique phrase featuring the ‘preposition’
(more accurately, the relational noun) ichin. A mismatch between an APOBL antecedent and a
canonical transitive sluice (with the internal argument as the wh-remnant) is licit, as seen in (187).

(187) A: xta Andrea x-Ø-Ø-kam-sa-j jun chiköp!
CLF Andrea COM-B3S-A3S-die-CAUS-ACT one animal
‘Andrea killed an animal!’

B: na, ja ri xta Maria x-Ø-kam-sa-n r-ichin ri chiköp
no FOC DET CLF Maria COM-B3S-die-CAUS-APO A3S-RN DET animal
‘No, MARIA killed the animal’

A: a… aw-etama-n achike chiköp <x-Ø-Ø-kam-sa-j>?
oh A2S-know-PRF what animal COM-B3S-A3S-die-CAUS-ACT

‘oh… do you know what animal she killed?’

But an APINC antecedent cannot be paired with a canonical transitive sluice: (188) is ungrammatical
with ellipsis of the material in the angled brackets.

(188) *yïn x-i-loq’-on pe pa k’ayib’äl — ta-wla achike <x-Ø-in-löq’ pe>!
1S COM-B1S-buy-API DIR PREP market IMP-guess what COM-B3S-A1S-buy DIR

intended: ‘I bought at the market —guess what!’

Although the antipassive is not restricted to themes, here I will confine my discussion to
cases (such as the ones illustrated in (187) and (188)) in which the internal argument of an AP
construction is a theme. When a theme is projected into the syntax, it is represented as the subject
of predication for the smallest verbal projection (recall (75a)). For APINC, I will assume that it does
not project the theme in syntax: (pseudo)incorporation comes down to the lexical saturation of the
theme è-role. On the further assumption that arguments that lexically saturate a è-role of a verb are
not syntactically active, and hence cannot serve as a match for a search conducted by an argument
of the ellipsis clause, the ungrammaticality of sluicing constructions in which a canonical transitive
ellipsis clause is paired with an APINC antecedent follows: the theme argument of the ellipsis clause
(a subject of predication, hence an active member of the predicational core of the ellipsis clause)
does not find a match in the antecedent.44

44 The assumption that arguments that lexically saturate a è-role cannot serve as a match for a search conducted
by an elided argument can be confirmed for English on the basis of synthetic compounds: he is an instrument maker,
but I don’t know what kind of instruments he makes is grammatical, but sluicing fails unless of is added to the wh-phrase
(cf. he is an instrument maker of surgical equipment). Perhaps cf. also an ambidextrous man hand-wrote this letter, but
they cannot determine with which hand he (hand-)wrote it, which also cannot undergo ellipsis after which; or the woman
breast-feeds her son, but I don’t know from which breast she feeds him, which does not allow ellipsis after which.
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APOBL constructions do have a syntactically projected theme. If APOBL constructions were the
equivalents of conative constructions in nominative–accusative systems (recall section 4.5), they
would have the theme projected in the complement position of a RELATOR whose specifier is the
verb’s minimal projection (see (75b)). With an APOBL antecedent and a canonical transitive ellipsis
clause, the search for a match conducted by the theme of the ellipsis clause should then make it
impossible for the minimal VP of the ellipsis clause to find a match in the antecedent clause; this
would predict that mismatches with an APOBL antecedent and a canonical transitive sluice are
ungrammatical, which is not what we find.

A conclusion emerging from the sluicing facts, in light of the discussion above, is therefore
that APOBL constructions (at least in Kaqchikel) are not syntactically like the P-variant of the conative
alternation. The syntactic relationship between a canonical transitive and an APOBL constructions is
a SURFACE relationship, the product of a derivational operation. The underlying predicational cores
of canonical transitives and APOBL constructions must be identical in order for voice mismatches
between them to be precluded from giving rise to ungrammatical results.

There is obviously much more that can and should be said about the voice mismatch facts
in ergative/absolutive systems. There is a wealth of empirical material available in Ranero’s (2019)
study and the references cited there, which should serve as an important catalyst for giving ergative/
absolutive languages a more prominent place than they have hitherto enjoyed in the debate about the
properties of ellipsis constructions and the syntax of voice.
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