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Distributivity in Ellipsisin Chinese

Grant Xiaoguang Li
Marlboro College

This paper explores the phenomenon of distribytivitanifest in ellipsis in
Chinese. It will be proposed that in addition tanstard syntactical distributivity
projection a distributive reading also results frarfocus projection that involves
anaphoric relations from context. A distributiveadeng will occur if an elided
string is anaphorically associated with a previaliscourse that shares the
predicate with what is omitted. This will extenathource of distributivity from
pure syntactic phenomenon to a discourse functmhcaptures the distribution
of distributive markers likge anddou

1. Ellipssand dummy shi (be)

In Chinese, one type of ellipses in a positiveeare contains three parts, namely
a contrastive subjecte (also) and dummghi (be).

(1) ZBIKET hi 1. ZFWE,
Lao Zhang mai-le fangzi. Lao Li ye shi.
Lao Zhang buy-PERF house Lao Li also be
‘Lao Zhang bought a house. Lao Li did too.’

Shi(be) in (1) differs fronshi(be) in (2).

(2) a. ZikZILREAN. ZFME.
Lao Zhang shi Beijing ren. Lao Li ye shi.
Lao Zhang be Beijing person Lao Li also be
‘Lao Zhang is from Beijing. Lao Li is too.’

b. ZiKEE T 5T

Lao Zhang shi mai-le fangzi.
Lao Zhang be buy-PERF house
‘Lao Zhang did buy a house.’
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Shiin (2a) is a verb, while it is an emphatic auxyian (2b). Soh (2007) argues that the
threeshis occupy different syntactic positions. The vehy appears within the vP; the
emphaticshi, as an auxiliary, may appear in T or Mod; dumsty, similar todo in
English in licensing verb phrase ellipsis, occurdyowhen it is not preceded by the
negativebu (not). In this regard, dumnshi andneng(can) behave differently in ellipsis
construction. Soh argues ttsdti andnengoccupy different structural positions.

Specifically, that dummghi andnengoccupy different positions is supported by
cases involving the negative markar (not). Whenshiis preceded by the negatite-,
ellipsis can no longer be licensed.

(3) a. Ml E MK =, TAZ,
*Ta xihuan Zhangsan. Wo bu-shi.
he like Zhangsan | not-be
b. *fEA T IK = KA.
*Ta bu-xihuan Zhangsan. Wo ye bu-shi.
he not-like Zhangsan I also not-be

This does not apply teeng though.

(4) a. fihpe2s. A AE.
Ta neng qu, wo bu-neng.
he can go | not-can
‘He can go, but | canndt.
b. flbAREZE. FKBLAHE.
Ta bu-neng qu. Wo ye bu-neng.
he not-can go | also not-can
‘He cannot go. | cannot either.’

Soh (2007) proposes the following structure in \ulia (not) occupies the head BP,
originally proposed by Laka (1990).

®) [ T [tPX  [moar Mod eV [ve VI
| | | |

Dummy Auxshi bu/zero  Auxneng Verbshi

The projection ofP separates TP and ModP.bii alternates with a zero morpheme
indicating affirmativeness, counterpart of negatishi and neng in T and Mod
respectively, can only precede or folld, respectively. Therefore, dumnshi does not
follow buin ellipsis, as shown in (3).
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LI: DISTRIBUTIVITY IN ELLIPSIS

2. Ye/lque and dummy shi (be)

Soh’s major concern is to derive the linear omfeshi andnengwith respect to
bu, but offers no discussion gk which is obligatory in ellipsis. Position-wisge does
not seem to pose problems because it is always hefedeshi, therefore beforéu and
neng Howevery€es counterpartjuein positive/negative switches will be problemdtc
the word order discussed above. Wei (2008) points that while Soh’s analysis
successfully accounts for sentences in (6), it doodke wrong prediction aghiin (7).

(6) a. MK =, AR,
*Ta xihuan Zhangsan. Wo bu-shi.
he like  Zhangsan | not-be
b. flgfE . LA,
Ta shi yanyuan. Wo bu-shi.
he be actor | not-be
‘He is an actor. | am not.’

(7) *Mil e Lo (HEAEPU(ZN)EARE S
*Ta neng qu. Danshi Lisi (que) shi bu-neng.
hecan go but Lisi(but) be not-can

In (7) the word order amonghi, bu, andnengis not allowed, contrary to what we have
seen abovélt may be suspected that the problem lies in #eafque Takingqueinto
account, Wei also observes that Soh’s account faildistinguish polarity symmetry
between the two conjuncts in (8) from polarity agyetry in (9).

(8) fibANAEZL . AEDU*(H) AfEs
Ta bu-neng qu. Lisi *(yekfbu [voar neng e v [ve 11111 (-], [-])
he not-can go Lisi also no can

‘He cannot go. Lisi cannot either.’

(9) flbfig 2. ZFPUENARE.
Ta neng qu. Lisi (qued bu fwose neng [lp v [ve T ([+], [-])

! Note that in general the part after dumshyis phonologically null. The ungrammaticality of) (hay be
due to some reason(s) independent of purely stalghositions amonghi, bu andneng
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he can go Lisi but not can
‘He can go, but Lisi cannot.’

Yeis used when both clauses are positive or negafue is used when one clause is
positive while the other is negative. Connectouge with ye, Wei then suggests that
ye/lqueoccupies a head of FP higher than the durahiy

(10)  [FocrY&que[TP ... poip POIZ (shi~) [negr (N€G) Moar Mod [vp v [vp VI

(11)  [FocpZS [bu yao qu Meiguo]], danshigfp Lisi (Que) poisp~ [ModP yao [VP]]]]
ok = AEEL S, HE 4D (H0) 2,

On Wei's analysis, dummshi alternates with a zero morpheme ~ indicating the
negative counterpart, similar to the contrast betwe andque There is an agreement
betweenye/que andshi'~. Ye patterns withshi, showing that both clauses are positive or
negative. On the other hamglje goes with ~, highlighting the positive/negative tast.
The difference exhibited in (7-9) receives an emgteon on lexical requirements lyg
andque The sentence in (12) is bad due to the factdhatco-occurs with the dummy
shi.

(12)  *ok =ERNZIER . (HE RPN 2.
*Zhangsan mei chi pingguo. Danshi Lisi (que) shi
Zhangsan not ate apple but bst be

3. Distributivity in elipsis
In a parallel analysis, | (Li 1997, 2007, 20p8)pose thaye/dou occupy the head
of DistP to derive distributivity.

(13)  aZikKFEREL T .
Lao Zhang he Lao Li dou mai-le fangzi.
Lao Zhang and Lao Li all buy-ASP house
‘Both Lao Zhang and Lao Li bought a house.’
b.22KL T 1. ZHEWLETET-
Lao Zhang mai-le fangzi. Lao Li ye mai-ledai.
Lao Zhang buy-ASP house Lao Li also buy-A®Bse
‘Lao Zhang bought a house; Lao Li also bdwghouse.’

Siding with some recent syntactic/semantic thegristake distributivity to be a relation
between predicate and subject. | argue that thegiron DistPdouye heads sits between
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IP and VP, thus distributing on the subject. Ing)l8ou forms a distributive predicate,
deriving distributivity on the subjediao Zhang and Lao LiDistributivity may not only
manifest itself in the subject, but also may taetext information as part of conjunct to
be interpreted distributively. In (13bje which also occupies the head of DistP, requires
that a different, previously mentioned subjectddesh into consideration for the sentence
to be grammatical. The predicateught a housenanifest as DistP distributes over a
variable that realizes in this particular senteaskao ZhangandLao Li. The difference
between (13a) and (13b) is that in the former h@atth Zhang and Lao Li appear overtly
in the sentence, whereas in the latter they oaparsitely as subjects of different clauses.

(14) a.Ax.x bought a house
b. Lao Zhang & Lao Lidisie bought a house]

My theory derives the observation that thera dhifference between English and
Chinese with respect to distributivity via verb reavent, a free-ride for an English
sentence to have a distributive reading withoub\aert distributive marker. (see Li 1997,
2008) To the extent thgeis a distributive marker, the question to askaw lio account
for its distributive nature in sentences like ([f)Soh is correct, then the distributive
reading exhibited frongein (1) is not obtainable from the projection Dist€caus&P is
higher than DistP and consequenylyis too high to be the head of DistP. If Wei is
correct, that isyeis at the head of FocP higher than TP, then timergt be more than one
position foryeif in both caseye plays the same function and should be regardedeas
same element.

While dou andye both occur in a pre-verbal position to achievdritiativity,
there is a difference between them in other casisrespect to the position they occupy.
Dou occurs before or after modals, negator, ywuaccurs only before modal or negator.

(15) aFAIHfRE K T
Women dou neng mai fangzi.
we all can buy house
‘We can all buy a house.’
b. A THEHS K 5 1o
Women neng dou mai fangzi.
we can all buy house
‘We can all buy a house.’

(16) a.JRATHAELS 1.
Women ye neng mai fangzi.
we also can buy house
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‘We can also buy a house.’
b. *FATREWM K55 T
*Women neng ye mai fangzi.
we can also buy house

A7)  aFRATHEA L 5T
Women all bu mai fangzi.
we all not buy house
‘None of us buy a house.’

b. TATAHL S T

Women bu dou mai fangzi.
we not all buy house
‘Not all of us buy a house.’

(18) aFkfiTtAKSE 1
Women ye bu mai fangzi.
we also not buy house
‘We don't buy a house, either.’
b. *FATAWM L5 T
*Women not ye mai fangzi.
we not also buy house

The sentences in (15-18) collectively indicdtattto the extent thate induces
distributivity, the source of a distributive reagiwith ye is bound to be from a distinct
position than what is assumed by Li if Soh and W/&iies of reasoning are on the right
track. In other words, a distributive reading i derived exclusively from a position
designed for distributivity.

| follow Wei in assuming thathi is in the head oEP andyeque occupies the
head position of FP. Note that whgmoccurs,doucan co-occur with it.

(19) aZKEKThHT. ZEMEFHEE,
Lao Zhang mai-le fangzi. Lao Wang he Lagyé.ishi.
Lao Zhang buy-ASP house Lao Wang and Laaldo be
‘Lao Zhang bought a house. Lao Wang andlliatd, too.’
b.2Z9KE T T ZEMEZRWHAL.
Lao Zhang mai-le fangzi. Lao Wang he Layé.idou shi.
Lao Zhang buy-ASP house Lao Wang and Laaldo all be
‘Lao Zhang bought a house. Both Lao WanglaawlLi did, too.’
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We may assume that the head of FP may containywmoéimdye douin ellipsis. Dou's
occurrence in this construction depends y® without which the sentence is
ungrammatical.

(20) *&K K T B 1o BHFH L.
*Lao Zhang mai-le fangzi. Lao Li dou shi.
Lao Zhang buy-ASP house Lao Li all be.

(20) is ungrammatical not because the subjecteosétond clause is singular, as (21)
indicates.

(21) *Z9RE T 5 1. ZEMEZSFH .
* Lao Zhang mai-le fangzi. Lao Wang he Lao budshi.
Lao Zhang buy-ASP house Lao Wang and Ladl lbea

In ellipsis constructiornyeis crucial.

(22) *&K K T B 1 B,
*Lao Zhang mai-le fangzi. Lao Li shi.
Lao Zhang buy-ASP house Lao Li be.

The question then boils down to whether distiibty could in principle result
from ellipsis. From the data we have reviewed itigtivity should have two sources: one
is from DistP, the other from FocP. If distributivimay come from focus projection, then
ellipsis may result in distributivity if ellipsisia type of focus (see Wu 2002).

That ellipsis is related to focus is supportgdhe fact that whether a given string
is accented or deaccented will result in diffener@anings from context. The following
guote is due to Johnson (2008). “That unpronourstedgs derive their meanings from
context, just as pronouns do, could be relatedhe¢cfact that deaccented material is also
sensitive to context (see Rooth 1985 and Schwatds@®99, for example) and, of
course, unpronounced strings are necessarily de@cte The anaphoric nature of
deaccented material can be exemplified in connediedourses like those in (23,
Johnson’s 12).

(23) a. James ate the yellow banana.
No, he ate the BLACK banana.
b. James ate the yellow banana.
*No, he MASHED the black banana.
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In (23a), everything in the second sentence isaded excepblack and this partition
corresponds perfectly to what is new to this setdeand what has already been
introduced in the first place. That is, everyththgt is deaccented in the second sentence
of (23a) can be found in the first sentence of J2Bhis isn't true for the second sentence
of (23b), however, and this results in an ill-fodndiscourse. In general, deaccented
material must convey information that has alreadgrbintroduced in the discourse.” If
this line of reasoning is on the right track, baaccented and unpronounced strings
derive their meanings from context, thus putting dlrert string as focus.

In Chinese lfan ...douy€’ construction is also assumed to be an instance of
focus (see Shyu 1995).

(24) alEZ FHREL )T
Lian Lao Wang dou neng mai fangzi.
even Lao Wang all can buy house
‘Even Lao Wang can buy a house.’

b.iEZ FARER ST T

Lian Lao Wang ye neng mai fangzi.
even Lao Wang also can buy house
‘Even Lao Wang can buy a house.’

Since the focus projection is higher than modetl (distributivity phrase)dou andye
don’t follow neng

(25) a. %EZ TREHARL DT 1o
*Lian Lao Wang neng dou mai fangzi.
even Lao Wang can all buy house
b. *& & F Rt K55 1
*Lian Lao Wang neng ye mai fangzi.
even Lao Wang can also buy house

Thatdou cannot follownengin focus construction would be a puzzlelifh ...douy€’
construction were subsumed under distributivityjgetion (cf. 13).

4. Obligatory ye and optional que
Note the following contrast.

(26) a.ZiKEKThT. ZFEWKT T

Lao Zhang mai-le fangzi. Lao Li ye mai-ledgi.
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Lao Zhang buy-ASP house Lao Li also buy-A®Bse
‘Lao Zhang bought a house. Lao Li also bauwghouse.’

b.2ZKET T ZEFLKTHT.
Lao Zhang mai-le fangzi. Lao Li mai-le fangz
Lao Zhang buy-ASP house Lao Li buy-ASP house
‘Lao Zhang bought a house. Lao Li boughbade.’

27) aXZkKT 1. EFEWE.
Lao Zhang mai-le fangzi. Lao Li ye shi.
Lao Zhang buy-PERF house Lao Li also be
‘Lao Zhang bought a house. Lao Li did too.’
b. *EKE T 1. EFt.
*Lao Zhang mai-le fangzi. Lao Li shi.
Lao Zhang buy-PERF house Lao Li be

There is a difference ipe between non-elliptical and elliptical sentencesthe former,
ye is optional as in (26). However, in ellipsye is obligatory. Notice that there is a
similarity in the requirement of elements litebetween Chinese and English.

(28) a. John bought a house; Mary also bought aédou
b. John bought a house; Mary bought a house.

(29) a. John bought a house; May did too.
b. *John bought a house; May did.

Reasons that were offered in the literature for dhégatoriness ofye are primarily
pragmatic. The following are some proposals.

Green (1968) proposes that the obligatorinesgltsefrom whatoo conventional
implicates: what | say about the contrasting (@muBed) constituent in the second clause,
| also say about the contrasting constituent infitts¢ clause. Kaplan (1984) argues that
too's obligatoriness stems from its discourse functiovhich is to emphasize the
similarity between the members of a pair of coringsitems?

Fiengo and May (1994, p 97) point out “We wik@gloss over the function of
such patrticles a®o, as well the negative, aneither, which occur with lists of sentences,

2 This paragraph is taken from Wu (2002).
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including those in which there is ellipsis. Brieftile generalization underlying their
occurrence is that their presence indicates thatsime thing is being said over again,
their absence, that different things are being. sEhds,too signals that what is being said
about Max inMax loves Sally, and Oscar does, {@o Max loves Sally, and Oscar loves
Sally, toofor that matter) is also what is being said al@star. Absence of this particle
is decidedly odd: Max loves Sally, and Oscar dod3resumably this is because the
clauses say the same thing about Max and Oscathisus not properly specified by the
presence ofoo. Negating one of the clauses brings a return tt-faemedness:Max
loves Sally, but Oscar doesnlax doesn’t love Sally, but Oscar do&sois absent here
because the clauses say opposite things about Mhacar, not the same thing. If, on
the other hand, both clauses are negated, theanae*saying” indicator, in the negative
form either, must return; CompareMax doesn’t love Sally, and Oscar doesiNbtice
that certain contexts prohibit the appearancéoof John saw Max before Bill didut
*John saw Max before Bill did, totn the former, what is being said of Bill (tha kaw
Max) is not what is being said of John (that he 84ax before Bill saw Max).”

To claim that elements likmolye are required for some exclusively pragmatic
reason seems to be necessary but not sufficiehbf Ahe statements above point to the
correct descriptions fdoa/ye to appear but at the same time too powerful tmattases
wheretodlyeis not obligatory. For example, if two clauses #&y/same thing theiwolye
need to be there, then when the second clause is tie form of ellipsis, in other words
in the form of being fully overtoa/yeis not required, as sentences in (26) and (28ysho
To say thatodlye is required because tda/ye€s pragmatic usage has little to do with
what is required whetod/yeis absent. It is not simply the case that wheecaisd clause
says the same thing as the first clatig@yeis required. Only when the second clause is
in ellipsis doetod/yeneed to be there.

Wu argues “for a focus-based theory of elligsgallelism since, as Rooth (1992),
Tomioka (1995) and Fox (1998) point out, the fumctof ellipsis is to bring the subject
to focus or contrastivity.” As we have seen abolei also argues for a focus-based
analysis of ellipsis. To the extent that some foew®lves distributivity, we may infer
that some ellipses involve distributivity. Ellipsisggers distributivity. Then there are
two sources of distributivity. The similarity betere the two types of distributivity
arguably lies in the possibility of assuming thegular distributivity is a special type of
focus without one element being more highlightedntlothers, whereas focus-related
distributivity brings up contrast. Consequently rtheare two types of distributivity:
contrastive vs. non-contrastive. Non-contrastivardiutivity needs to be licensed within
a sentence; contrastive distributivity always imasl context.

It is interesting to note that for the obligatess ofye'too there is no difference
between English and Chinese. Both require the eletoeappear. On the other hand, for
douall or eachthe difference between English and Chinese isobfeing obligatory vs.
optional. In Chineselou is obligatory because there are no other optiamslable to
achieve distributivity. Contrastively in Engligtil/eachbeing optional is necessitated by
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the availability of verb movement which gives aefrede for distributivity. From the
viewpoint of sentences in the absenc&ofye, their presence is obligatory in ellipsis not
because of pure semantic or pragmatic reasonshdmzuse of the conjunction of the
syntactic requirement on distributivity. When edlip occurs, focus ensues. The element
to be focused forms a plural distributive conjumath another element from context,
hence resulting in distributivity. Accordingly thpeojection responsible for distributivity
must be licensed so as to make distributivity otathie.

If this line of reasoning is on the right trackethtoo/ye is required because the
contextual information is forced to be incorporataetb a distributive conjunct. The
requirement is syntactic, rather than purely pragma

As Fiengo and May point oupo cannot be used if the second clause does not
say the same thing as the first clause. From téepoint of distributivity, a distributive
conjunct forms when the subjects are different gltile predicate remains the same. If
the predicates are different, then no distribugiatises. Wei observes that in Chinese
ellipsis,yeis required bugueis optional.

(30) ask =M ER. ZEPU*(H)E.

Zhangsan chi pingguo. Lisi *(ye) shi.

Zhangsan eat apple Lisi also be

‘Zhangsan eats apple, Lisi does *(to0).’

b. ok = AR . BEPY* ()& .

Zhangsan bu chi pingguo. Lisi *(ye) shi.
Zhangsan not eat apple Lisi also be
‘Zhangsan does not eat apple, Lisi does rathr).’

(31) ask—=ZEXEME. HEFEN)AL,
Zhangsan yao qu Meiguo. Danshi Lisi (queyao.
Zhangsan will go America but Lisi but notlwi
‘Zhangsan will go to America, but Lisi will hd
b. 5K = AN LIEH . =PY ()2

Zhangsan bu yao qu Meiguo. Lisi (que) yao.
Zhangsan not will go America Lisi but will
‘Zhangsan will not go to America, but Lisi Wil

In the sentences in (30-3{&is obligatory, bugueis optional. In cases gk, the elided

in the second clause is the same as the corresgppdit in the first clause, thus forming
a distributive conjunct.

(30) a. fp Zhangsan,}, ate apple]
[Focp Lisi ye[1p [poixp Shi[vp ~ 111
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b. frp Zhangsanyegr Not [, ate apple]]
ﬁ:ocP Lisi ye [TP [Pol/ZP shi [NegP"‘ [vp - ]]I]]]

However, in cases involvinglue the elided in the second clause is always the
negative/positive counterpart. Thus it fails tonfioa distributive conjunct. Therefore it is
optional.

(31) a. frp Zhangsannege- [mode Will [ v, go to America][]
[Focr Lisi (GU8) [negpNOt foap Will [vp ~ 111
b. frr Zhangsanyege N0t [vodpe Will [vp go to Americall]]
[Focp Lisi (qU8) [negp- [modp Will [vp ~ T]Ij]

A distributive conjunct is to be formed across senes if what is elided is anaphorically
associated with the predicate in the previous dissm

(32) Lao Zhangdrepbought a housg]
Lao Li did too prep~ Ji

If the two predicates are not identical, then thenmeo distributive conjunct to be formed.

(33) Lao Zhangdrepbought a housg]
Lao Li did prepnot ~ |

5. Distributivity in a nutshell

In a sentence that involves a plural subjectstridutive reading needs to be
syntactically marked to eliminate an otherwise difaollective reading. In principle
there are two ways to mark the syntactic designatithin a sentence: by way of V-to-I
movement or over lexical insertion. While lexicagertion is always available, the option
of V-to-l movement is independently motivated, teeg in a difference between
English and Chinese. In general, to have a didivibueading is to make use of the
predicate in a reiterate fashion. | assume thatothing happens distributivity is not
available. This applies to discourse. If two seoésn(or more) are to form a plural
conjunct as a result of focus in ellipsis, thenyatactic marking is necessary to mark
distributivity. Since there is no mechanism liketa/4 movement available, the only
option is to resort to lexical insertion. Thus b&hglish and Chinese use a distributive
marker in ellipsis.

Finally, this paper has dealt with problems sundingyealso, but left out issues
on why dummyshi is required in Chinese. In English we may daiin bought a house
and Mary tooin whichdid is not even used.
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