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Abstract

This paper argues against the LF-Copy VP-ellipsis model in Oku (1998) and for a PF-deletion
approach. Simplex (SE) anaphor data from Thai is used to show that long-distance person blocking
patterns are incompatible with elided content being copied in at the interface, post-agreement.
This analysis adopts Reuland’s (2011) @-feature agreement approach to se-anaphor valuation,
with Giblin’s (2015) modifications for long-distance anaphors (LDAs). It is shown that posi-
tions where Reuland’s account predicts valuation via ¢-feature agreement do not licence Vehicle
Change (VC), the phenomenon where interpretations of elided elements would require different
anaphora in overt counterparts. In LDA blocking contexts it can be seen that SE-anaphors must be
valued independently of each other. This interaction in syntax between overt and elided material
is only possible under a PF deletion analysis. This has consequences for analyses of ellipsis and
reconstruction, as well as the more general division of labour between interfaces.
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Resum. Canvi de vehicle i anafores simples

Aquest article presenta arguments en contra del model d’el-lipsi del SV com a Copia a FL (LF)
proposat per Oku (1998) i a favor d’un enfocament basat en 1’elisio a la FF (PF). A partir de les
dades d’anafores-SE simples del tailandes es demostra que els patrons de bloqueig de persona a
llarga distancia son incompatibles amb la insercié d’una copia del contingut elidit a la interficie
després de la concordanga. Aquesta analisi adopta I’enfocament de la concordanga de trets-¢
per a I’assignaci6 de valor de les anafores-SE de Reuland (2011), amb les modificacions de
Giblin (2015) per anafores a llarga distancia. Es demostra que les posicions en qué I’enfocament
de Reuland prediu ’assignacio de valors mitjangant la concordanga de trets-¢ no permeten el
canvi de vehicle (Vehicle Change, VC), el fenomen en que les interpretacions d’elements eli-
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dits requeririen anafores diferents en els seus equivalents no elidits. En contextos de bloqueig
d’anafores a llarga distancia es pot observar que les anafores-SE han de rebre un valor de manera
independent I’una de I’altra. La interaccié que s’observa entre material visible i material elidit a
la sintaxi només és possible sota una analisi d’elisio a la FF. Aixo té conseqiiéncies per a les ana-
lisis de I’el-lipsi i la reconstruccio, aixi com en general per a la divisio del treball entre interficies.

Paraules clau: el-lipsi; canvi de vehicle; anafores simples; copia a FL; anafores de llarga distancia
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1. Introduction

Vehicle Change (VC) is where the overt counterpart of an element contained within
an elided phrase would require substitution when compared against the antecedent
phrase, for example himself for Burr in the elided verb phrase in (1) (Fiengo &
May 1994: 210-216).

(1) Luther Martin [, defended Burr] against the accusations better than 4e could

have [y, defended-Aimsetf].

Two possible accounts for this behaviour are, PF deletion (null spell-out) and
LF-Copy as described in Oku (1998). Under the former, the entire structure is
present at all levels of representation but assigned null phonological content at PF.
Under the latter, ellipsis sites are empty in syntax and PF, resulting in null pronun-
ciation, and a copying operation applies to the antecedent VP at LF. Locating VC
at different interfaces makes predictions about the availability and order of various
operations, such as agreement, involving elided material.

This paper uses long-distance anaphor (LDA) data to argue that elided elements
must be present in syntax, counter to the LF-Copy approach. Specifically, this
paper seeks to answer the question in Abels (2022: 25, fn. 16) of how simplex (SE)
anaphors behave under ellipsis and if they allow VC. First, as has been argued for
Chinese (Giblin 2015) and Vietnamese (Doan, Reuland & Everaert 2023), it will be
shown that an analysis preferentially valuing SE-anaphors via @-feature agreement,
following Reuland (2011), captures person blocking behaviour in se LDAs. This
blocking is attested in Chinese (Tang 1989; Battistella & Xu 1990; Giblin 2015;
Reuland, Wong & Everaert 2020) and Vietnamese (Doan, Reuland & Everaert
2023) with variation, but the common pattern is LDAs can only be interpreted as
long-distance if no intervening antecedent differs in person features. Using Thai,
and other se-anaphor languages, it is shown that precisely in the environments
where SE-anaphors are valued via ¢-feature agreement, VC is barred. This paper
then argues this creates an ordering of operations problem for LF-Copy analyses.
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Based on examples like (2),! it is argued that elided SE-anaphors must be present
in syntax to be correctly valued and that LF-Copy predicts incorrect valuations.

(2) thy, kMt wéa kMaw,; te'om tua-eeny; 1€ ¢y, kit waa tehin, koo
3sG; think COMP 3sG; praise SELF-SE;; and 3sG; think cOMP 1SG,  PRT
[yp te"om—tuareen,,,| dlaj
[yp praise—SEEF=SE,,, | also

‘She; thinks he; praised self;, and she; thinks I, did praise-self,;, too.’

In (2), blocking effects prevents access to a potential antecedent in a higher clause
if person features on potential antecedents do not match.? In the first conjunct,
there is no mismatch, so no blocking. However, in the second conjunct, first-
person te"dn blocks LDA readings. If LF-Copy involves copying post-agree-
ment (Oku 1998; Saito 2007), and SE-anaphors are valued via @-feature agreement
(Reuland 2011; Giblin 2015), LF-Copy predicts the wrong valuation of the elided
anaphor in (2). As copying the third-person valued anaphor should be possible.

1. Iwould like to thank the six Thai native speaker informants for their judgements. Five have always
lived in Thailand; four from Bangkok, one Chiang Mai, and one Phitsanulok. Five had a uniform
blocking effect for third and first-person; any mismatch blocked higher antecedents. The other had
an asymmetric blocking pattern, first person blocked third person antecedents but not vice versa.
Such variation is also discussed in work on Chinese; Giblin (2015) found asymmetric blocking but
other authors found uniform blocking (Battistella & Xu 1990).

2. An anonymous reviewer provides the following judgements obtained from another Thai speaker:
(@ thyy Kt waa  khdw; te"om  tua-een le

2sG; think comP 3sG, praise SELF-SE, and

thyy, khit  waa  tehdn, kéo [y, te"om—tuaceen ] dlaj

2sG; think comp 1SG, PRT [, praise—SetF=st | also

‘Ploy; thinks John, praised self;; and Ploy, thinks I, did praiseself ,;, too.”

The speaker consulted admitted only second person readings of t"y¥ with no blocking effect or
requirement for parallelism, allowing all four conceivable readings. Third-person use of thyy is
standard in Thai, see the Royal Thai Dictionary (2011) or SEAlang (2006). Second and third-per-
son uses are discussed in Cooke (1965). All of the speakers consulted here exhibited blocking
with third-person interpretation of thyy. To reduce ambiguity the effect can be recreated with
R-expressions.

(i) p'loj; K"t  waa tedon; te"om tua-een; le
Ploy; think comp John; praise SELF-SE, and
p'loj; khit wéa tehdn_ koo [y, tehom—tuaeen ., ] diaj
Ploy, think comp 1SG, PRT [, praise—SEEF=SE ., ] also
‘Ploy; thinks John, praised self;; and Ploy, thinks I, did praiseself ,;, too.”

Multiple R-expressions were avoided in this paper to avoid interference from licit Thai Condition
C violations; see Lasnik (1989), Hoonchamlong (1991), and Chaiphet & Jenks (2021) for discus-
sion.

This can be compared with dedicated second-person forms. These include k"un which patterns
as an honorific and second-person only muwn which is familiar or impolite. For my informants,
second-person thyy in (i) was unnatural. However, honorific kPun was not blocked by a more local
mismatch but muwm was. Assuming the second-person usage of thyy patterns with ktun, this is con-
sistent with the current analysis iff other elements recruited to second-person uses are not specified
in the same way as dedicated second-person forms.
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Consequently, I argue data from Thai supports a PF-deletion analysis of ellipsis
and VC.

In Section 2, I summarise accounts of VC, LF-Copy, PF deletion, and SE-
anaphors. The summary of VC motivates two key generalisations shown in (3).

(3) a. VC is sensitive to the dependency or independent coreference in the VP
antecedent (Fiengo & May 1994; Safir 1999).

b. The featural content of anaphora subject to VC must be recoverable from
the overt antecedent (Oku 1998; Safir 2004a; Abels 2022).

The summary of sE-anaphors identifies environments for testing in Section 3 with
Thai data. I argue Thai fits generally with LDA analyses for Chinese (Giblin 2015;
Reuland, Wong & Everaert 2020) and Vietnamese (Doan, Reuland & Everaert
2023), based on Reuland (2001, 2011). In Section 4, Oku’s (1998) LF-Copy is com-
pared against PF-deletion, favouring the latter. Finally, Section 5 discusses what this
means for other applications of LF-Copy, such as argument ellipsis (Oku 1998; Saito
2007; Sakamoto 2016; Sakamoto 2020), and analyses of ellipsis more generally.

2. Background
2.1. Ellipsis & Vehicle Change

Key to discussions on the interpretation of anaphora has been the availability of
strict and sloppy readings under ellipsis (Reinhart 1986; Reinhart 2006; Safir
2004a; Safir 2004b; Reuland 2011). Shown in (4), ellipsis licenses strict (4a) and
sloppy (4b) readings respectively. Here, the interpretations are both consistent with
the same overt form.

(4) John loves his mother and Bank does [, tove-#is-mother] too.

a. & Bank loves John’s mother

b. & Bank loves Bank’s mother
The pronoun in the phrase Ais mother can be interpreted two ways in the elided
conjunct. It can be interpreted with the local subject, Bank, or with the subject of
the first conjunct, John.

When the subject of the second conjunct would require a different if the elided

portion were overt, as in (5), VP ellipsis still licenses both readings (6a,b) and

results from the elided pronoun having undergone Vehicle Change (6b) (Fiengo
& May 1994).

(5) John loves his mother and Ploy loves her/his mother too.

(6) John loves his mother and Ploy does too.
a. & Ploy does [love his mother] too (& his = John)
b. & Ploy does [love her mother] too
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Without ellipsis (5), only one reading is available. With ellipsis (6), the elided
pronoun in the second conjunct can be interpreted as Ais or /er to achieve a strict
(6a) or sloppy reading (6b).

As was shown in the non-VC example (4), the possibility of dependency in the
antecedent between the pronoun and sentential subject gives rise to strict and sloppy
readings in the elided clause. However, if the antecedent lacks a dependent element,
the elided conjunct can only give rise to strict readings. As is shown in (7) (Safir
2004b: 51), when a marked form is licensed through use of emphatic stress (7a),
and no dependency relation holds, the readings available are restricted. However,
when an un-marked pronoun is used (7b), the pronoun can be dependent allowing
more readings. Only a strict reading is possible in (7a), whereas in (7b), both strict
and sloppy readings are available.

(7) Almost every doctor is willing to say that John and Bill are crazy.
a. Even John says that John is crazy, and more surprising still, even Bill does.

b. Even John says that /e is crazy, and more surprising still, even Bill does.

VC is not possible in (7a) to derive the missing sloppy readings; VC is sensitive
to dependency relations (3a). In (7a), John is not dependent in the first conjunct
under standard accounts, so the corresponding element in the elided conjunct is
also independent. In (7b), he can be dependent on John, so the elided element also
allows dependency. The presence of a dependency relation in the antecedent clause
licences VC in the elided clause.

The binding indices in (8) pick out identical referents but do not distinguish
between where this is achieved syntactically and where coreference is achieved
by other means.

(8) John, loves his, mother.

To capture (3a), Fiengo & May (1994) supplement referential indices with o and 3
indices denoting independent and dependent elements respectively. Dependencies
consist of a series of elements with the same referential index, in a structural con-
figuration (Fiengo & May 1994). An independent a-indexed element begins a
sequence and all subsequent elements in the dependency are B-indexed. These are
assigned the referential index of the a-indexed element. This is shown in (9), with
B-indexed his dependent on John.

(9) John¢ loves his? mother.
Additionally, Fiengo & May’s framework allows non-dependent co-referential
elements in identical structural configurations, such as (10) where Ais is not depen-

dent.

(10) John? loves his% mother.
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Independent co-reference allows Fiengo & May’s approach to account for the
different readings under VP ellipsis. VC is copying of either referential or of depen-
dency indices, giving rise to strict and sloppy readings respectively, demonstrated
in (11).

(11) a. John$ loves his$ mother and Ploy$ does [fove-his$ mother] too.
b. John¢ loves his? mother and Ploy4 does [tove-her} mother] too.

In (11a), an a-indexed antecedent is copied into the elided portion with an identical
referential index giving rise to a strict reading, as both the binding and referential
indices on the reconstructed pronoun remain unchanged. However, in (11b), copy-
ing the B-indexed pronoun requires dependency but neither the antecedent pronoun
nor the R-expression, John, are suitable structural binding antecedents for the elided
pronoun. A dependency is instead established with the a-indexed subject of the
second conjunct, giving a sloppy reading.

Returning to (7), this approach captures the generalisation in (3a). The
R-expression, John, in (7a) must be a-indexed in both instances and no dependen-
cy exists between the two.? This prevents VC as there is no B-indexed element to
copy and re-bind. In (7b) the pronoun can be a- or B-indexed in the antecedent,
correctly predicting both readings at the ellipsis site.

As discussed in Safir (2004a), Fiengo & May’s approach captures (3a) as unlike
Binding Theory; it represents the asymmetric nature of dependency. However, Safir
(1999, 2004a) shows additional constraints are required. Safir treats VC as retreat
to a pronominal form, subject to a number of dependency constraints replacing
the Binding Conditions. This accounts for VC mitigating expected Condition C
violations, but not Condition B violations.

(12) a. Nat loves John and he thinks that Mary does too.
b. *Nat loves John and he thinks that Mary (does) loves John too.
c. Nat loves John and he thinks that Mary (does) loves Aim too.
d. *Nat loves John and he loves him too.
e. *Nat loves John and he does too.

In (12a), the object of the first conjunct and the subject of the second conjunct can
co-refer. However, if the same overt form is used from the first conjunct (12b), the

3. Specifically, Fiengo & May describe grammatical dependencies as a triple consisting of a series
coreferent elements (c), an index (I), and a structural description (SD) as in (i) (1994: 51):

(@) (e}, ch.....ch), I SD)

In (i), the sequence (1, ..., n) must contain only one a-indexed element; all subsequent elements
are B-indexed and have the referential index, /, of the o-indexed element. The SD is some configu-
ration satisfying the binding conditions in Chomsky (1981), meaning the second John in (7a) does
not satisfy the conditions for B-indexing.
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results is a Condition C violation. If John is replaced with a pronoun in the second
conjunct, no violation results (12c), unless a reflexive form would be required
(12d,e), violating Condition A.*

Safir derives the inability of VC to insert SELF-forms absent in the antecedent
(12e) from the Inclusiveness Condition (Chomsky 1995: 209):

Any structure formed by the computation (in particular, [PF] and [LF]) is constituted of
elements already present in the lexical items selected for [numeration]; no new objects
are added in the course of computation apart from rearrangements of lexical properties. ..

If SeLF-forms are marked, allowing them to participate in reflexive predicates, this
must be achieved through additional specifications or structure. VC to anaphors
by adding SELF-marking under reconstruction is therefore ruled is VC is subject
to Inclusiveness.

However, limiting VC in this way must also explain examples like (13) from
Fiengo & May (1994: 210-216) who allow VC to anaphors.

(13) a. Barbara voted for him$, but Bush didn’t [vete-for-himself ¢].

b. Luther Martin defended Burr? against the accusations better than /e could
have [defended-himself?].

In (13), a pronoun in the elided clause should give rise to a Condition B violation.
Fiengo & May (1994) allow this if the antecedent is a-indexed, allowing VC to an
a-indexed reflexive. Such a reflexive would be independently covalued with its
antecedent, not bound.

Later accounts also make use of covaluation and if allowed in (13), this removes
the need for SELF-marking. It is unnecessary to allow both covaluation and VC to
SELF-anaphors. Furthermore, Abels (2022) shows that the latter is ungrammatical.
Abels surveys Fiengo & May’s (1994) data and identifies a gap; the data pro-
vided covers only those situations marked Yes in Table 1. Abels shows the absent
instances of VC to SELF-anaphors are ungrammatical.

Table 1. VC — Gaps in Fiengo & May’s (1994) data, adapted from Abels (2022: 10)

VvC Referential Dependent
Anaphor VC to pronoun Yes Yes
R-expression VC to pronoun Yes Yes
Pronoun VC to anaphor ()Yes Absent
R-expression VC to anaphor ()Yes Absent

4. In Safir’s terms, FTIP and Local Antecedent Licensing (2004a: 152) require replacing him for a
more dependent SELF-anaphor, but VC results only in bare pronouns.



214 CatJL 24/2, 2025 Richard Wilson

In the first two rows, VC to a pronoun includes examples from referential and
obligatorily dependent antecedents. Yet, the last two rows highlight that for VC
to anaphors only cases where the antecedent pronoun could be independent, like
(13), are considered. No examples of obligatory dependency in the antecedent
clause are given.

Abels argues the given examples, marked (*), have an alternative explanation
in terms of covaluation. Under Fiengo & May, (13a) is an a-indexed anaphor
(14a).

(14) a. Barbara voted for him¢ but Bush¢ didn’t [vete-for-*him?/*him(setH)?/him-
seifq]

b. Barbara voted him, but Bush didn’t [vote-for-him] & (him = Bush)

Using covaluation, this reading is also achievable by copying a covalued pronoun
(14b).

While the *Yes entries have a covaluation explanation, the absent cases of oblig-
atory dependency are ungramamtical. If VC to a reflexive anaphor is attempted with
a dependent antecedent the results are ungrammatical (15) (Abels 2022: 16).

(15) *Every boy%’s mother praised him? and every boy4 did [praise-himsetf £] too.

In (15), the quantified subject rules out covaluation for a distributive reading. Here
VC to a SELF-anaphor is illicit. (14-15) is accounted for if VC is unable to add SELF-
marking (Safir 2004a) (3b), but can mirror covaluation readings in elided conjuncts
(Abels 2022) (3a).

2.2. LF-Copy

A mechanism for formalising retreat to pronominal form is LF-Copy. Under
LF-Copy, ellipsis sites are empty in narrow-syntax (Oku 1998; Saito 2007;
Sakamoto 2020). These are passed to the PF-interface empty, resulting in null spell-
out. Reconstruction of the gaps occurs at LF, where an antecedent phrase is copied
in, subject to structural restrictions.> LF-Copy therefore also derives parallelism
through copying.

To account for the generalisations in (3), LF-Copy can make imperfect copies.
That is, the copy can be a featural subset of the antecedent (16) (Oku 1998: 19).

(16) a. Mary is leaving, but John will not [e].

b. Mary is [, leaving], but John will not [, leave].

In (16a), the second conjunct would be ungrammatical if the antecedent VP, leav-
ing, were copied as is into the ellipsis site, [e]. LF-Copy allows the marking on the

5. Accounts differ; see Oku (1998), Abe (2009, 2011), and Sakamoto (2020) for discussion.
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copied verb to be deleted. This process cannot add marking absent in the antecedent
(Oku 1998: 18).

(17) 7*Mary will not [leave], but John is [e].

Thus, Oku captures the generalisation in (3b) in the Subset Copy Principle (1998:
19).

(18) Subset Copy Principle:
LF Copy can copy a subset of the features of the antecedent to construct the
contents of the elliptic site.

Subset Copy allows (16a), as it involves deleting a feature on the antecedent, but
forbids (17) because this involves adding information not present on the antecedent.

Subset Copy has a number of relevant consequences, the most important being
that locating LF-Copy at LF means that it occurs after agreement in narrow-syntax
(Oku 1998; Saito 2007). In order to account for (16a) and (19) while also exclud-
ing (17), any valuation via probe-goal relationships between T and V must have
already taken place.

(19) Mary is [leaving], and John is [e] too.

Generating (19) requires copying as is, (16a) requires deleting the appropriate fea-
ture, and (17) would require adding a feature not present in the antecedent.

Another important feature of LF-Copy is that Subset-Copy means pronouns can
be created with no overt counterpart. Oku (1998) views pronouns as bundles of
¢-features with a categorical D feature. An R-expression is a categorical D feature,
a bundle of relevant ¢-features and a referential feature, RF. For VC, this gives the
following patterns.

(20) a. Reflexive {¢-F, SELF, D} — Pronoun {o@-F, SEEF, D}

b. *Pronoun {¢-F, D} — Reflexive {¢-F, SELF, D}

c. R-expression {@-F, RF, D} — Pronoun {¢-F, RF, D}
An anaphor can have its SELF-marking deleted, resulting in a pronoun (20a).
Pronouns cannot have SELF-marking added, ruling out VC to SELF-anaphors (20b).
Finally, R-expressions can become pronouns through deletion of RF (20c). This

also means features within @-feature bundles can be deleted (21) (adapted from
Oku 1998: 139-144).6

6. To illustrate deletion under copying, ellipsis is marked with square brackets and deletion strike-
through.
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(21) John thinks he is smart, and you both do too.
a. John thinks he is smart and you both do [think {D, 3, M, ANAPH} is smart] too
b. John thinks he is smart and you both do [think {D, 3;¥, ANAPH} is smart] too

The example in (21) has two readings, one strict (21a) and one sloppy (21b).
Applying LF-Copy without deletion of @-features results in the strict reading (21a).
However, to accommodate the antecedent in the second conjunct and obtain the
sloppy reading in (21b), p-features for person and gender must be deleted. No
plural or second person features can be added but as the bracketed portion is post
spell-out, lack of overt forms is not an issue.

To account for the generalisation in (3a) — that dependency in the antecedent
determines dependencies available in the elided phrase — Oku employs an ana-
phoric feature, shown in (21) as ANAPH, that may be deleted to give strict readings
but not added (1998: 141). In (21), the specification of Ze in the first conjunct is
then {D, 3, M, ANAPH}; deletion of ANAPH gives a strict reading (21a) and non-
deletion allows re-binding (21b). Like Fiengo & May, Subset Copy captures (3a)
through copying of a dependency but constrains this by barring the addition of new
specification, capturing (3b). Covaluation allows examples like (22).

(22) Barbara [voted for him,, ; ], but Bush didn’t [vote for {D, 3, M}].

The pronoun, Aim, in the first conjunct of (22) is independent, lacking an anaphoric
feature, and when copied to the ellipsis site must remain independent; coreference
results from independent covaluation, not dependency (Oku, 1998; see also Abels
2022 and Safir 2004b).

2.3. PF-Deletion

The contrasting position to LF-Copy is that elided VPs are present at all levels of
representation but rendered phonologically null by rule. The availability of ellipsis
is then constrained by a Recoverability Condition on Deletion, that marked content
be recoverable from overt antecedents (Katz & Postal 1964). Approaches vary to
the extent ellipsis is a unique mechanism, for example Merchant’s (2001) E-feature
ellipsis licensing heads, or part of more generic processes of deaccenting material
(see Tancredi 1992). Yet, all these approaches hold elided elements are present and
available in narrow-syntax.

If elided elements participate in syntactic operations, we can use these oper-
ations as a diagnostics for the presence of internal structure (Hankamer & Sag
1976; Merchant 2001). For example, where movement out of elided phrases is
possible (29a).

(23) a. I know what Peter will talk about what but not what Rob will [tatk-about
what].

b. *I know what Peter will talk about what but not what Rob will do so about
what.
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In (23a), the elided VP allows wh-extraction, but the overt anaphor do so does not
(23Db). This is consistent with (23a) having elided structure and the do so anaphor
in (23b) not having any.

Following general assumptions in Chomsky (1995), extraction from the elided
VP (23a) is evidence of a probe-goal relationship between overt and the elided mate-
rial. In this instance, this is easily observed due to the presence of movement, but not
all agreement results in movement. A key prediction of this approach is that elided
elements should be available in syntax as goals in agree operations. If no movement
results, this will not have any impact at the PF interface, but those features should
still be interpretable, with consequences for readings available to elided elements.
Evidence of interpretable features that result from probe-goal relations between overt
and null elements — that cannot be otherwise derived by copying an antecedent — is
therefore evidence in favour of a PF deletion approach.

Furthermore, locating such operations in narrow-syntax allows restriction on
the availability of covert operations. Following Reinhart (2006), covert operations
not needed for convergence are illicit and only available as repair strategies — such
as scope shifting and covaluation — when the required interpretation is unobtainable
otherwise. Determination of when this is necessary then requires global reference
set computation (Reinhart 2006), comparison of derivations obtained without covert
repair against those with. Ellipsis contexts combine these economy considerations
with the independent constraint of parallelism (Fox 1995; Reinhart 2006), preclud-
ing independent reference set computation in both conjuncts by enforcing parallel
derivations (24) (adapted from Fox 1995: 290-291).

(24) Some boy admires every teacher and Mary does too.
a. [Some boy [every teacher; [admire t]]] & [Mary [every teacher, [admire t]]]
b. *[Every teacher, [some boy [admire t]]] & [every teacher, [Mary [admire t.]]]

Alone, the first conjunct of (24) has two interpretations, one without quantifier
raising — the first conjunct of (24a) — and one with QR of the object universal
quantifier — the first conjunct of (24b). However, in the second conjunct QR has
no interpretive effect; economy rules out scope shift for a null result. As QR is
ruled out in one conjunct, parallelism rules it out in both (24b). Parallelism bars
independent reference set computation in each conjunct.

Applied to VC, the same considerations derive the generalisations (3a,b). Following
Reinhart, covaluation where binding is available involves holding open a property
that could otherwise be closed, to assign a value at a later stage. This is captured in
Rule I (25) (Reinhart 2006: 185), where A-binding is defined as (26) (2006: 171).

(25) Rule I
a and B cannot be covalued in a derivation D, if
a. o is in a configuration to A-bind B, and
b. o cannot A-bind § in D, and
c. The covaluation interpretation is indistinguishable from what would be
obtained if a A-binds B.
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(26) A-binding:
o A-binds B iff o is the sister of a A-predicate whose operator binds .

The condition in (25¢) involves global reference set computation to license coval-
uation. That is, a derivation with A-binding must be compared against a covalued
counterpart.
The application of Rule I and parallelism can explain the availability of the six

conceivable interpretations for the elided clause in (27) (Reinhart 2006).
(27) Bank said that he loves his mother and Ploy did too.

a. Ploy (Ax (x said that x (Az (z loves z’s mother))))

b. Ploy (Ax (x said that he loves his mother & (he = Bank) & (his = Bank)))

. Ploy (Ax (x said that he (Az (z loves z’s mother)) & (he = Bank)))

o

d. Ploy (Ax (x said that x loves his mother & (his = Bank)))
e. *Ploy (4x (x said that he loves x’s mother & (he = Bank)))
f. #Ploy (Ax (x said that x loves x’s mother))

(27a) corresponds to the sloppy reading, where Ploy said she loves her own
mother. (27b,¢) yield indistinguishable strict readings, Ploy said Bank loves his
own mother. (27d) gives rise to the licit reading where Ploy said she loves Bank’s
mother, whereas (27¢) represents the impossible reading Ploy said Bank loves
her mother. Finally, (27f) is indistinguishable from (27a) but is excluded by the
application of Rule 1.

Starting with a simplified form of the first conjunct we have (28), and applica-
tion of Rule I allows both a bound variable (BV) reading and covaluation.

(28) Bank loves his mother.
a. Bank (Ax (x loves x’s mother))
b. Bank (Ax (x loves z’s mother) & (z = Bank))

The representation in (28a) shows the situation when Bank A-binds the pronoun.
From subject position, Bank raises to sister of the predicate and the operator
A-binds both the position originally occupied by Bank and the variable pronoun.
In this way, the open property is closed at LF. However, in (28b), the pronoun is left
as a free variable, to be assigned a value at the level of discourse. In this derivation,
Bank is the o and Ais is the B of Rule I. Applying (25a), the condition holds as Bank
is in a configuration to A-bind &is. However, (25b) does not hold as nothing blocks
Bank from A-binding his (28a). The last clause (25¢), necessitating global reference
set computation, is not required (Reinhart 2006).

Moving from (28) to (29), where (29a,b) correspond to the two BV readings
(27f) and (27a) respectively. In (29a), Bank binds both variables but %e is also in
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a configuration to bind Ais. This is ruled out by the definition of A-binding, as the
lower clause corresponds to a predicate with an operator, meaning (29b) is the rele-
vant representation for comparison against covalued alternatives in (25¢) (Reinhart
2000).

(29) Bank said that he loves his mother.
a. Bank (Ax (x said that x loves x’s mother))
b. Bank (Ax (x said that x (Az (z loves z’s mother))))

(29b) allows differentiation between (30a) and (30b), corresponding to (27d,e)
above.

(30) a. Bank (Ax (x said that x loves his mother & (his = Bank)))
b. *Bank (Ax (x said that he loves x’s mother & (he = Bank)))
c. Bank (Ax (x said that x (Az (z loves his mother & (his = Bank)))))
d. *Bank (Ax (x said that he (Az (z loves x’s mother)) & (he = Bank))
e. *Bank (Ax (x said that x (Az (z loves x’s mother)))

The expansion of (30a) is (30c). The lower clause of this is identical to (28b)
and the application of Rule I proceeds identically allowing covaluation. However,
expanding (30b) gives (30d). Applying Rule I to this, Bank is in a configuration to
A-bind he and his, and he is in a configuration to A-bind kis. In this configuration,
he cannot bind Ais as it is already bound. This leads to application of (25¢); com-
paring (30e) with the BV derivation (29b). As these are identical, (30¢) is ruled out.
Ellipsis enforces parallelism, limiting the need for costly repetition of reference
set computation in the second clause. An interpretation of (30c¢) in the first clause
forces (27d) in the second, and as (30d) is illicit, so too is (27¢).

The remaining two strict interpretations (27b,¢) are identical. The representa-
tions for the first conjuncts are given in (31).

(31) a. Bank (Ax (x said that he loves his mother & (he = Bank) & (his = Bank)))
b. Bank (Ax (x said that he (Az (z loves z’s mother)) & (he = Bank)))

Applying Rule I in order, Bank is in a position to A-bind /e in (31a,b) and to
A-bind his in (31a). In (31b), nothing blocks A-binding of /e so the second clause
of Rule I does not hold and covaluation is not blocked. Similarly, in (31a) #e could
A-bind his but covaluation is not ruled out. This leaves Bank in a configuration
to A-bind /is but the resulting derivation for comparison in part (25¢) of Rule [
would be the illicit (30b). Rule I does not block covaluation but requires refer-
ence set comparison. Mirroring these derivations in the elided conjunct gives the
desired readings and excludes undesired readings.
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A key component of the approach in Reinhart (2006) is reference set compu-
tation via covert LF operations is a last resort. Ellipsis at PF enforces parallelism,
limiting independent reference set computation (Reinhart 2006). This enforces
(3a); covaluation or variable binding in the first conjunct enforces mirrored elided
readings. Parallelism also yields (3b) if ellipsis is licensed under some formulation
of structural parallelism (Katz & Postal 1964). This makes a prediction, if economy
and parallelism constraint reference set computation, interpretations not resulting
from this will not be subject to strict parallelism.

2.4. Reflexivity & SE-Anaphors

Both approaches allow decomposition of anaphors to SELF-marking and pronomi-
nal elements but this reveals anaphors of a different kind, simplex (SE) anaphors
(Reuland 2001; Reuland 2011; Reinhart 2006). Reuland argues Se-anaphors, like
Dutch zich, differ from pronouns in being underspecified for ¢-features and are
preferentially interpretated via @-feature sharing — implementing Pesetsky &
Torrego’s (2004, 2007) feature sharing agreement — shown in (32).

(32) {hij/zij/ze} voelde zich wegglijden
{3sG.M/3sG.F/3pL} feel ~SE away.slide
‘{He/She/They} felt {him/her/them}self slide away.’

a. hij, [voelde  [zich  wegglijden,]]
b. hij,, [voelde, , [zich  wegglijden,, 1]

In (32a), T probes the external argument (EA) for case and ¢-feature agreement
is parasitic. Once valued by agreement with EA, T probes its c-command domain
and agrees with the unvalued @-features on v*; the EA features are with v* via T.
This process continues until the object SE-anaphor. The se-anaphor is underspe-
cified for @-features so inherits those of the antecedent via feature sharing from
EA across mediating heads (32b) (Reuland 2011). This mechanism applies to bare
SE-anaphors and SE-SELF anaphors, with the latter required of reflexive predicates
(Reinhart & Reuland 1993). The interpretation of SE-anaphors is then determined
by the argument it inherits ¢-features from (33) (Reuland 2011: 178).

(33) Format of SE = {p, g, up}
Valuing SE — {p, g, val.,}

Just as closing a property via A-binding is preferable to closing it later at the
level of discourse (25) (Reinhart 2006); valuation via A-CHAINS in narrow-syntax
is preferred over later valuation (Reuland 2011). This preference for earlier valua-
tion is captured in Reuland (2011: 170) by combining Reinhart’s Rule I (25), with
Rules BV (34) and L (35).
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(34) Rule BV:
NP A cannot be A-bound by NP B if replacing A with C, C an NP such that
B heads an A-CHAIN tailed by C, yields an indistinguishable logical syntax
representation.

(35) Rule L:
NP A can be used logophorically unless there is a B such that an A-CHAIN
(B, A) can be formed.

Both Rules I and L capture a preference for dependency over independent coval-
uation, and Rule BV captures a preference for earlier valuation in narrow-syntax.

Languages such as Thai, Vietnamese, and Chinese also allow subject anaphors
in matrix and embedded positions (Giblin 2015; Woolford 1999). In these environ-
ments, different interpretations are licensed demonstrating application of Rules BV
and L.

(36) Zhangsan, renwei wo, zhidao ziji,, chang piping Wangwu,
Zhangsan, think 1sG, know SELF,, always criticise Wangwu,
‘Zhangsan, thinks I, know self,, always criticises Wangwu,.’

In (36) (Giblin 2015: 169), ziji is in embedded subject position. Here the derivation
cannot proceed as above. The @-features on T are uninterpretable and the features
on ziji are underspecified. When embedded T probes ziji, no agreement chain is
formable, licensing application of Rules BV & L, allowing pronoun-like interpreta-
tions. In Reuland (2011), logophoric readings are assigned at the level of discourse
and limited to Sells’ (1987) SOURCE, SELF, or PIVOT roles. For the examples
presented, this means the salient discourse topic, Zhangsan in (36), or a discourse
participant. This also captures first and second-person uses of anaphors like Thai
tua-eey as a matrix subjects.

Like Oku (1998), Reuland (2011) analyses pronouns as DPs with bundles of
¢-features (37a) (2011: 166). In contrast, a SE-anaphors highest projection is person
(40D).

37) a. [pp [PRON [DI] [xump [persp Inp -+ torond 1]
b. [perep [x SE 7] [p ---1]

Under LF-Copy, antecedent se-anaphors should have @-features inherited via agree-
ment to apply Subset Copy to. Subset Copy can only delete, not revalue, features
so copied Se-anaphors can have identical or subset @-features to antecedents and
no categorical D feature. Conversely, PF deletion values elided SE-anaphors inde-
pendently via A-CHAINS prior to null spell-out, allowing ¢-feature values absent
in the antecedent. Both accounts rule out VC from bare forms to SELF-forms, as it
requires marked structure not recoverable from antecedents.

As the two analyses value elided se-anaphors via different means, there should
be environments where the licensed values differ. The interpretation of long-dis-
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tance SE-anaphors in languages with ¢-feature blocking paradigms, such as Chinese
(Giblin 2015; Reuland, Wong & Everaert 2020) and Vietnamese (Doan, Reuland &
Everaert 2023), provides such environments. In these languages, SE-anaphors take
long-distance antecedents iff there is no intervener, a more local potential anteced-
ent with different @-feature specification.

(38) a. Zhangsan, renwei Lisi; zhidao Wangwu, xihuan ziji,,
Zhangsan, think  Lisi, know Wangwu, like SELF,;
‘Zhangsan thinks Lisi knows Wangwu likes self.’

b. Zhangsan, renwei wo, zhidao Wangwu, xihuan ziji,,,
Zhangsan, think  1sG, know Wangwu, like  SELF
‘Zhangsan thinks I knows Wangwu likes self.’

/k
*i/i/k

The Chinese examples in (38) (Battistella & Xu 1990: 234-235) show LDAs with
different potential antecedents. In (38a), all subjects match in person features so
are potential antecedents for zi-ji. In (38b), the more local first-person wo blocks
both itself and the matrix R-expression. Battistella and Xu (1990: 211) capture this
pattern with (39).

(39) Long-distance binding of ziji is possible only in case all c-commanding sub-
jects agree in person.

Giblin (2015) accounts for blocking by modifying Reuland (2001, 2011) to
allow feature sharing across C as a mediating head. Abstracting away from lan-
guage specific differences, valuation of a single clause proceeds as in Dutch (40a).
T probes EA and ¢-features are shared, these are then shared across mediating
heads valuing SE.

(40) a. [T, [EA, 5 [v*,, [V SE,,-SELF]]]] —

1

[Tinp:3 [EAicp:3 [V*itp:3 [V SEi¢:3-SELF]]]]
b. [Cyp [EA ... [Cyp [Ty [EA 5 [V¥,,-..SE,,SELF]]]]]] —
[Cips [EA g5 [Cigz [Tigz- - [EA 5 [V¥ig5--SE 5-SELF]]INI]

Allowing C to enter into agreement allows interpretation of A-CHAINs between
Se-anaphors and antecedents in higher clauses (40b). As a chain itself is not visible
at the interface, only interpretable features, the interpretation is ambiguous, fol-
lowing the valuation of SE in (33). Intervening EAs with different person-features
remove this ambiguity (41).

(41) [Cyy [EA ... [EA ... [Ty [EA ; [V, SESELE, TITT]] —
[C s [EA ... [EA,

i3 i1 [Tigze-+ [BA5 [V¥j5---SE-SELF, S ]]]]]]

In (38b), shown as (41), the only possible A-CHAIN is between SE the most local
subject.
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The interpretation of LDAs and blocking allows differentiation of the predic-
tions made by LF-Copy and PF deletion. Under LF-Copy, the antecedent SE-
anaphor should be valued in prior to copying, allowing either the same values in
the ellipsis site or a subset of features. Giblin adopts the decomposition of person
features in Béjar & Rezac (2009). Third person {person(m)}, is a subset of sec-
ond {m, +participant} and first-person {m, +participant, +speaker}. By adding an
unvalued [participant] feature on C, or [speaker] in Vietnamese (Doan, Reuland
& Everaert 2023), asymmetric blocking is captured as [+p] and [-p] features are
too distinct for chain interpretation (2015: 147).7 Taking a SE-anaphor anteced-
ent valued first-person {m, +p, +s}, Subset Copy can be partially applied to yield
second-person {m, +p, +s}, or fully applied to derive third-person {m, +p;—+s}.
However, starting with third-person {n}, no other set can be derived. Given (33),
LF-Copy predicts either blocking violations where person features match higher
antecedents but not more local ones or, where no chain is interpretable, applica-
tion of Rules BV and L (34,35). Furthermore, if Subset-copy is unnecessary for
convergence, this optionality in application should result in global reference set
computation to derive the correct values. It is unclear if this enforces parallelism
but it may be expected.

Under PF deletion, elided se-anaphors are valued independently so blocking
violations are impossible, but it may be possible to violate parallelism. If valuation
takes place prior to null spell-out, and ellipsis constrains LF operations, ellipsis
cannot enforce parallelism.

(42) X, ... Y, ... sE, & X, ... Zy[... SEg]

In a configuration like (42), if person specification B is sufficiently different from
o for blocking, the only possible interpretation of the elided anaphor is Z. This
does not depend on the interpretation in the first conjunct. Though related, I take
the presence or absence of blocking as independent of the presence or absence
of parallelism. Blocking is determined by valuation of ¢-features in the anaphor,
whereas parallelism is reflected in antecedent distance.

3. Thai SE-Anaphors and VP Ellipsis

As outlined above, Reuland (2011) defines SE-anaphors in terms of their abil-
ity to participate in ¢-feature agreement to receive interpretation. Thai has a rich

7. An anonymous reviewer, citing discussion in Giblin (2015), questions use of Pesetsky & Torrego
(2004, 2007) style agreement. This is done for consistency and ease of representation without
commitment to any specific formalisation. The full Thai blocking paradigm is complex (see fn.
2), as is the full Thai pronominal inventory, and requires decomposition of person and honorific
features with multiple possible person referents. For discussion of describing similar pronominals
with features see Harbour (2016) or Ackema & Neeleman (2018). For discussion of reconciling
Giblin (2015) and Reuland (2011), see Reuland et al. (2020). Throughout, I take it as necessary
that formalisations of agreement and person used here can be substituted.
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pronominal system® but the most common reflexive anaphor is consistent with a
SELF-SE analysis. As shown in (43), the interpretation of the anaphor varies with
the antecedent.

(43) p'loj/te"an/ptuak-raw/kPaw, te"3op tua-een,
Ploy/1sG/group-2rL/38G;,  like  SELF-SE,
‘Ploy/I/we like(s) herself/myself/ourselves.’

Bare se-anaphors in argument positions do not occur in Thai as they do in Dutch
and other languages. However, Thai represents an interesting test for VC as in
addition to having SELF-SE forms in object and subject positions, it also has SELF-
pronoun reflexives.’

(44) khaw, te"3op tua-khdw,
3sG, like  SELF-3sgG;
‘He, likes himself,.’

In (43), any c-commanding antecedent is possible for the anaphor. However, in
(44) the reflexive interpretation requires the correct pronominal antecedent.
Applying the analysis in Reuland (2011), in (43), the Se-anaphor is valued via
agreement whereas in (44), the SELF-pronoun form is interpreted as either a BV
or via covaluation.

The interpretive difference between forms is also demonstrated by the pres-
ence or absence of blocking effects with long-distance antecedents. Object SE-SELF
anaphors allow both local and long-distance antecedents conditioned on the absence
of intervening person mismatches (45a,b). In contrast, SELF-pronoun forms do not
exhibit blocking effects (46).!°

(45) a. thyy, khit wéa khdw, book wéa tyy/man, tehom tua-een,,
3sG; think COMP 3sG, say COMP3SG/3sG, praise SELF-SE,,
‘She thinks he said they praise self.’ '

b. thyy, kit waa te'dn; book wéa t"yy/man, te"om tua-een.,.;,
3sG, think COMP 18G, say COMP3SG/3SG, praise SELF-SE..,
‘She thinks I said they praise self.’

(46) a. k"aw, k'it waa k'aw, book wéa k'aw, te"om tua-k"aw-(een),,,
3sG, think comp SSGj' say COMP 3sG, praise SELF-3sG-(alone) .,
‘He thinks he said he praise him-((him)self).’

8. See Hoonchamlong (1991) and Cooke (1965) for overviews.
9. The latter are significantly less common but more common emphatic form tua-[pronoun)-eey also
exists.
10. Thai is a Radical Pro-Drop language (Phimsawat 2011) and the use of this many overt arguments
is artificial.
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b. thyy, kit waa  kMdw, book wéa te'dn, te"om tua-k"aw-(een). .,
3sg, th.ink comp 3sG; _say  COMP IsG, praise SELF-35G-(alone) .,
‘She thinks he said I praise him-((him)self).’

Given the contrast between (45a,b) and (46a,b), LDA blocking effects provide a
means of probing VC in more detail. The rest of this section presents a range of
Thai ellipsis data, supplemented with data from other Se-anaphors languages. The
first subsection provides examples where, if overt, we might expect a substituted
pronoun. The second subsection gives environments where VC would need to
substitute for an anaphor. Finally, the last subsection explores the possibility of
switching SELF-SE and SELF-pronoun forms. It will be shown SELF-SE forms do not
participate in VC, ruling out strict readings, when interpreted via agreement.

3.1. VC to Pronouns
Thai allows apparent VC to mitigate the Condition C violations (47).

(47) tedon man  kap meerii kdon thMi  thyy kPAat waa kPMdw tea tham
John propose with Mary before comp 3sG expect comp 3sG  will do
[man  kap ther/meerdi]

[propose with 3sc/Mary]
‘John proposed to Mary before she expected him to [propose to her].’

In (47), copying the VP in the first clause as is would result in a Binding Condition
C violation.!! However, if covaluation is licensed under ellipsis, this may not nec-
essarily be VC.

To test this, if we take a quantified object in the first disjunct, as in (48) (based
on Merchant 2016), we can generate multiple readings that indicate VC. Under the
reading where [/ hadn’t spoken to them & (them = teachers)], a quantified anteced-
ent is apparently able to undergo VC to a pronoun:'> 13

(48) tehan daj phop kap pha.ndk.paan thuk kPon, naj roon.rian tee kbruu
1sG do meet with employee  every CLF, in school but teacher

ldaj  kPon, book waa te'dan méj déj phop kap phuak-khaw,, ]
several CLF/ say COMP I1SG NEG do [meet with group-3s6, ]
‘I met with every school employeei but most teachers;j said | hadn t [met
them, ].’

7

11. Thai allows Condition C violations iff the binder is an identical copy of the R-expression (Chaiphet
& Jenks 2021; Hoonchamlong 1991). In (47), mee.rii in the second conjunct would be bound by a
non-identical pronoun.

12. An anonymous reviewer suggests using an ‘each’ type quantifier, tée./d in Thai. The readings
available remain the same if 7ée.ld is substituted for #1ik. However, see Jenks (2013) for arguments
tée.la is not a true quantifier.

13. The noun puak (‘group’) is used for overt plural marking of pronominals in Thai, with the excep-
tion of raw (‘we’) which also allows reduplication, but displays behaviour inconsistent general
plural marking (Jenks 2011) and is glossed here as group to reflect this.
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The example in (48), contrasted with (49), shows a property of VC described in
Merchant (2016); (48) has both strict and sloppy readings, but (49) can only have
a strict reading.

(49) tean daj ptop kap kbruu thuk kPon, tée pha.nak.paan laaj kon,
IsG do meet with teacher every CLF, but employee  several CLF,
naj roon.rian book waa te'an méj dij [pop kap phuak-k"dw,.]
in school say comp 1SG NEG do [meetw'rt-hgmup%sei/,y]

‘I met with every teacher, but several school employeesj said I hadn’t [met
themi/*i].’

Where (48) has both readings for the elided VP, (49) only allows [hadn 't met them
& (them = every teacher)]. Merchant captures this pattern, that sloppy readings
are only available when the restriction on the second quantifier is a subset of the
first (e.g. teacher’ € employee’), with the restriction that “a [BV] cannot introduce
a presupposition that the set quantified over is a proper subset of restriction on
the quantifier” (2016: 10). In the terms used above, this is consistent with the
interpretation of the elided portion of (48) being interpreted as a BV but subject
to restrictions imposed by parallelism that limit independent LFs for both clauses.
This also expands the reach of parallelism beyond the mirrored dependency in (3a).

When comparing the validity of VC to pronoun from a SELF-SE antecedent with a
SELF-pronoun antecedent, only SELF-pronoun antecedents allow VC. In (50a),'* both
readings are available but in (50b) a SE antecedent permits only the sloppy reading.

(50) a. tedon tehom tua-khaw 1¢ mee.rii kdo diaj
John praise SELF-3SG and Mary PRT too
‘John praised himself and Mary did [pratse-himrhersetf] too.’

b. tedon tehom tua-cen 1¢ mee.rii koo diaj
John praise SELF-SE and Mary PRT too
‘John praised himself and Mary did [pratse-hersetf] too.’

As the antecedent is not quantified, this overlaps with environments where strict
readings were allowed for SELF-pronoun environments in Table 1, attributed to VC
or covaluation. The lack of these readings suggests a lack of VC in sg-anaphors.

The examples above show that VC from R-expression or SELE-pronoun form to
pronoun is possible in Thai but that SELF-SE to pronoun is not. This also appears
to be the case in Chinese.!> 16

(51) Ta yinggai tan-tan  zi-ji, ni y¢ yinggai
3sG.M should talk-talk SELF-SE, 2SG also should
‘He should talk about himself and you should too.’

14. See Jenks (2011) for some discussion of k6o diiaj as a marker of ellipsis in Thai.
15. My thanks to Yajun Liu and Zhenshen Zhou (p.c.) for providing Chinese judgements.
16. See Huang (1993) and references therein for discussion of ye-modal VP-ellipsis in Chinese.
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In (51), the interpretation can only be sloppy, matching the finding in Giblin that
object ziji allows only sloppy readings under ellipsis (2015). In (50), the antecedent
clause subject is an R-expression, with a third person interpretation. However, in
(51) the antecedent subject is second person. If the elided anaphor is interpreted via
A-CHAINS as above, the @-features on the elided form must match the second per-
son pronoun or be sufficiently close. Although VC to a different kind of pronominal
is barred, reinterpretation of ¢-feature value of the anaphor is obligatory.

Thai lacks a bare SE form in argument positions and this may also be true for
Chinese (Reuland, Wong & Everaert 2020). However, the restriction on VC to
pronoun from a se-anaphor antecedent appears to hold in languages that do have
bare sE-anaphors.!’

(52) a. Max; legt das Buch hinter sich;, und John, auch (German)
Max; put the book behind sg, and John, also
‘Max; put the book behind self;, and John, did [put-the-bookbehind-setf ]

too.’

b. hij, voelde zich, wegglijden en zij, ook (Dutch)
3sG.M,; feel  Sg; slide.away and 3sG.F, also
‘He, felt himself; slip away, and shej did [feell—hersel-fj shipaway] too.’

In German & Dutch!® bare St forms are licensed under certain conditions. In
(52a,b), only sloppy readings are available under ellipsis,'® contrasting with pro-
nouns and other forms (Sells, Zaenen & Zec 1987).

Although Thai lacks bare SE forms, in Reuland’s (2011) approach, exempt
positions are also able to license covaluation or variable binding. This suggests
in an exempt position, SELF-SE should give rise to strict and sloppy readings. One
position in which both a pronoun or an anaphor is possible in Thai is a possessive
construction.

(53) p"oj haj ndan.stin kPoon tua-een/t™sy kap been 1€ boon koo diaj
Ploy give book POSS SELF-SE/3sG with Bank and Ball PRT too

a. Ploy (Ax (x gave x’s book to Bank)) &
Ball (\y (v gave y’s book to Bank))

b. Ploy (Ax (x gave her book to Bank & (her = Ploy))) &
Ball (Ay (v gave her book to Bank (her = Ploy)))

17. There are environments where Se-anaphors and SELF-SE forms are not in competition, with SELF-SE
forms allowing both strict and sloppy readings. This is consistent with analyses under which the
SELF-SE forms in these environments are covalued, such as Safir (2004b).

18. My thanks to Marc Meisezahl and Peter Ackema (p.c.) for the German and Dutch judgements
respectively.

19. Though not VP ellipsis, both contexts are analysed as having elided structure which would be
subject to deletion at PF or reconstruction at LF. For a PF deletion analyses of the German data see
Winkler (2005), and for Dutch Aelbrecht (2010). The focus is that VC is barred for SE-anaphors,
not the exact head licencing ellipsis.
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The example in (53) has two available readings (53a,b). This follows from an
analysis in which the anaphor can be covalued in (53) but not (50b).

The analysis of the interpretation of SE-anaphors above means that anaphors
in subject positions are also exempt and do not receive their interpretation via
¢-feature valuation. As expected, the readings available in these environments more
closely pattern with pronouns. Like other exempt positions (53), subject anaphors
(54) have both strict and sloppy readings.

(54) niw, kit waa tua-een, teha.laat 1¢ phlojj koo diaj
New, think comP SELF-SE;, smart and Ploy, prt too
‘New, thinks that she; is smart and Ploy; does [think she,, is smart] too.”

The embedded subject anaphor in (54) can be interpreted as coreferent with the
matrix subject or with a logophoric first or second person reading. If coreferent
with the matrix subject, the elided anaphor can also be interpreted with the sub-
ject of the first conjunct or with the matrix subject of the second conjunct. If the
antecedent anaphor is logophoric, this reading is mirrored in the elided anaphor,
parallelism is respected.

3.2. VC to Anaphors

In Thai, VC to anaphor could have two realisations, SELF-SE and SELF-pronoun.
However, no examples of pronoun VC to anaphor appear possible as this would
involve adding SELF-marking not present in the antecedent.

(55) *méek rak haj khaw, maak kwaa  t"fi  khaw, tham
Max love for 3sG, a-lot compare comp 3sG, do
‘Max loves him, more than he; does [tove-himself].”

(55) is only grammatical with a disjoint reference reading, similar to the English
equivalent in Abels (2022).

Abels gives the following examples in English from Fiengo & May (1994) as
grammatical examples where co-valuation gives the appearance of VC to anaphor.
Fiengo & May give the examples as evidence of VC to anaphor. However, for Thai
the relevant covaluation reading was only obtainable in (56a).

(56) a. baa.baa.raa lop.k"a.neen.sian haj khaw tee bute maj daj tham
Barbara vote for 3sG but Bushneg PRF do
‘Barbara voted for him but Bush didn’t [vote-for-him].’

b. baa.baa.raa lon.k"a.neen.sian haj khdw tée khdw mij daj tham

Barbara vote for 3sG but 3sG neg PRF do
‘Barbara voted for him but he didn’t [vote-for-him].’

Informants accepted covaluation in (56a) with an R-expression but not in (56b).
It is difficult to ascertain the reason for this. As Thai is a RPD language, repeated
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pronominal usage is associated with new referents and overt comparisons all sound
degraded or unnatural.

However, the contrast between (56a) and (57-59) is sharp. When dependency
in the antecedent clause is obligatory, in a distributive reading with a quantified
subject, VC to anaphor is impossible (57).2°

(57) *mée  khoon dék phiu-jin teeld khon tehom thyy 1€ dék phdu-jin
Mother poss child person-F each CLF praise 3sG and child person-F
tée.la kPon koo ddaj
each CLF PRT too
‘Each girl’s mother praised her and each girl did [pratse-hersetf] too.’

For (57), there was some confusion among informants as there is a licit reading
of one girl with multiple mothers who was praised by her mothers and each other
girl praised this girl too. However, no one gave the sentence as acceptable with
the meaning under discussion.

The example in (58b) was also ungrammatical with the intended translation but
caused confusion due to the availability of alternate grammatical readings.

(58) a. *dek-pMiu-teaaj-thik-kPon tdon.kaan hij mee.rii waat.phaap kPaw l¢

child-person-M-all-CLF want for Mary draw-picture 3sG and
mee.rii tdon.kaan haj dék-phlu-tehaaj-thuk-khon kéo diaj

Mary want for child-person-m-all-CLF PRT too

‘Every boy wanted Mary to draw him and Mary wanted every boy to [draw
himsetf] too.’

b. dék-phiu-tehaaj-thik-kPon tdon.kaan haj mee.rli waat.phdap khaw 1¢
child-person-M-all-CLF want for Mary draw-picture 3sG and
mee.rii tdon.kaan haj k"ruu  khoon dék-p"lu-tehaaj-tPuk-kPon koo diaj
Mary want for teacher poss child-person-m-all-CLF  PRT too

‘Every boy wanted Mary to draw him and Mary wanted every boy’s teacher
to [draw him] too.’

In (58a), VC to an anaphor where the antecedent pronoun is obligatorily dependent,
is barred. However, as shown in (58b) this is not due to the change in the structure
of the dependency.?! The key difference is that (58a) requires a reflexive anaphor
if overt and (58b) does not.

Despite the confusion from possible alternative readings in (57) and (58),
(59) is unambiguous. As in English, VC from a quantified R-expression to an
anaphor, s illicit.

20. An anonymous reviewer citing Huang (1982) questions if the example in (57) is inverse linking
and illicit on independent grounds, analogous to Chinese. However, the first conjunct of (57) in
isolation is acceptable in with the relevant BV reading. Furthermore, Thai does not limit scope
shift as Chinese does, for example, inverse scope readings are licit in Thai where they are absent
in Chinese (Chaiphet 2014).

21. My thanks to an anonymous reviewer for suggesting this comparison.
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(59) *bute lon.kha.neen.sian hdj kap wut.t"i.sa.maa.tehik-t"ak-khon thii
Bush vote give with senator-all-CLF REL
tham ddaj
do too
‘Bush voted for every senator who did [votefor-themself].’

All of these examples would require adding SELF-marking for dependent readings
but (59) requires further restriction. There is no means of covertly introducing
the restriction that it is the same senator who Bush voted for, not present in the
antecedent (Abels 2022).

3.3. VC between SELF-Pronoun and SELF-SE forms

In (60), both a strict and sloppy reading are possible. The strict reading is for a
situation where the speaker /it them too and the sloppy reading where the speaker
hit themselves.

(60) kPa.na.thii teela kPon  tii tua-khdw te"dn koo ddaj
as each person hit SELF-3SG 1SG PRT too
‘As each person hit themselves, I did too.’

This could be taken as evidence of SELF-pronoun VC to SELF-SE. However, VC
between pronominal forms is valid in languages that lack se-anaphors (6). It seems
unnecessary to suggest the pronoun has become a SE-anaphor here.

This seems more unlikely when considering the unavailability of SE-anaphors as
VC antecedents. In (61), replacing SELF-pronoun with SELF-SE, results in restricting
the possible readings to sloppy only.

(61) kha.na.thii tée.ld k"on  tii tua-een te"dn koo diaj
as each person hit SELF-SE 1SG PRT too
‘As each person hit themselves, I did too.’

Taken together these examples demonstrate a lack of VC from a SELF-SE antecedent
to a pronominal form of any kind. By introducing blocking environments, we can
see that VC from SELF-pronoun to SELF-SE forms is also barred.

(62) a. been, k'it waa k"dw, te'om tua-eep,, 1¢ kaw, kit waa
Bank; think comp 3sG, praise SELF-SE  and 3sG,; think comp
te"an, koo duaaj
IsG, PrRT also
‘Bank; thinks he, praised self;, and he, thinks I, did [praise self,, ] too.’

b. been, k't waa k'dw, te"om tua-kdw,, l¢  kMdw, kMt wéa
Bank; think comp 3sG; praise SELF-35G,;, and 3sG; think comp
tehdn, koo daaj
IsG, PrT also
‘Bank; thinks he, praised self;, and he, thinks I, did [praise self] too.’
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As in (2), (62a) has a blocking effect in the second clause. The elided SE-
anaphor cannot undergo VC such that this can be overcome. However, a long-
distance antecedent in the first conjunct is possible; parallelism is violable.??
Contrastingly, in (62b), there is no blocking effect. The only relevant constraint
on (62b) is parallelism. A local or long-distance antecedent in the first conjunct
requires the same in the ellipsis site. These different characteristics point to a
lack of VC involving se-anaphors. Here, such VC is not blocked due to a ban on
adding SeELF-marking but due to the characteristics of se-anaphors.

4. Two Competing Analyses
4.1. LF-Copy

As LF-Copy takes place at the interface, it should apply after syntactic agreement
(Oku 1998; Saito 2007). This means, elided strings can only be interpreted as hav-
ing given features if such features were present in the antecedent. This is accounted
for if Subset-Copy (18), is constrained by the Inclusiveness Condition; barring
addition of absent features.

(18) Subset Copy Principle (Oku 1998: 19)
LF Copy can copy a subset of the features of the antecedent to construct the
contents of the elliptic site.

This bans addition of SELF-marking, accounting for the absent readings above, but
also means VC cannot add a categorical D feature, preventing a SE-anaphor becoming
a pronoun. Lastly, VC should not be able to revalue ¢-features, only delete them.

It will be demonstrated in this section that LF-Copy and Subset-Copy account
for the VC behaviour of pronouns, SELE-pronoun anaphors, subject anaphors, and
anaphors in exempt positions. However, they cannot account for the behaviour of
object sE-anaphors valued via agreement. Specifically, the readings available to
Thai LDAs run counter to the predictions made by LF-Copy. No amount of fea-
ture deletion allows for elided referential elements to be valued in such a way as is
consistent with the blocking effects demonstrated above.

LF-Copy accounts for strict and sloppy readings in SELF-pronoun forms if they
are treated as pronouns with SELF-marking.

(63) been, khit waa kha‘le tePom tua—khéwi/j l¢  khaw, khit waa tehanl
Bank; think comp 3sG, praise SELF-3sG,; and 3sG, think comp 1sG,
kdéo diaj
PRT also
‘Bank; thinks he, praised self;, and he thinks I did too.”

a. (praise {D, ¢-F, anaphotic}-SEEF)
b. (praise {D, ¢-F, anaphoric}-SELF)

22. Speakers prefer parallel interpretations and this was stronger if the blocking effect was in the first
conjunct.
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In (63), multiple readings are available but these can be grouped into strict and
sloppy. In the first conjunct the referent of the SELF-pronoun form is either the local
or matrix antecedent. In the second conjunct, the referent of the elided internal argu-
ment can either be the same as the referent in the first conjunct, the strict reading,
or it can be either of the available antecedents in the second conjunct, the sloppy
readings. The local reading in the elided VP is only licit if the first conjunct is also
interpreted as local; parallelism is enforced. Under an LF-Copy analysis, the strict
readings can be retained by deleting the SELF-marking and anaphoric feature (63a),
and the sloppy readings can be obtained by deletion of ¢@-features as necessary
(63b). As shown above, there is no blocking effect for SELF-pronoun forms so the
only constraint relevant is parallelism.

As mentioned above, subject and other exempt position SE-anaphors behave
pronominally, meaning LF-Copy accounts for their strict and sloppy readings.
In line with the account in Reuland (2011), exempt position anaphors are still
¢-feature deficient but are part of a DP projection, so have a categorical D feature.
The @-features are never valued so the result of LF-Copy is a set {D}.

(64) p"oj haj ndan.stmu kMdon tua-een kap been 1€ boon koo diaj
Ploy give book POSS SELF-SE with Bank and Ball PRT too
‘Ploy gave her book to Bank and Ball did too.’

a. Ploy gave {D, anaphoric}’s book to Bank
& Ball [gave {D, anaphoric}’s book to Bank] too

b. Ploy gave her p, .10, bOOK to Bank
& Ball [gave her,;, . ... book to Bank] too (& her{D} = Ploy)

In (64a), copying the categorical D feature and anaphoric feature yields a sloppy
reading. In (64b), any anaphoric feature in the antecedent must be deleted to give
the strict reading.

However, for sE-anaphors in object positions that are valued via agreement,
LF-Copy predicts they should already be valued at the point of copying. In the case
of person-mismatches, this makes the wrong predictions.

(65) thyy, kMt wéa kMaw, teom tua-een, ¢ thyy, kMt wéa te"in, koo
3sG, think cOMP 3sG; praise SELF-SE,; and 3sG; think comP 1sG,  PRT
diiaj
also
‘She thinks he praised self and she thinks I did too.’

In (65), the simplex anaphor in the first conjunct can be local or long-distance.
The second conjunct, like the other examples of SE-anaphors given above, lacks a
strict reading as VC to a pronoun or other form is not predicted. Furthermore, the
mismatch in person features in the second conjunct induces the blocking effect
described above. This means that even though the matrix antecedent for the sec-
ond conjunct is the same as the one in the first, it is still ruled out as an available
antecedent. Only the most local first-person antecedent is licit.
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As above, blocking can be accounted for if SE-anaphors receive valuation via
agreement, but if LF-Copy applies post-agreement the wrong valuation results. If
we assume valuation of the antecedent SE-anaphor takes place as above, mediated
via intervening heads, the first conjunct of (65) can be represented as in (66).

(66) [CmD [Tw [{35(‘,}@:3 [V*uw [V.. .[Cw [TmP [{3SG}i(P:3 [V*uq) [V.. .SELF—SEU(P]]]]]]]]]] —
[Ciq,:3 [Ti¢;3 [{35G}‘i@:3 [v*i(p:3 [V...[Cw:3 [Tiq):3 [{3SG}i¢:3 [V*i@ﬁ [V...SELEF-
SE; 3] 111111111

Agreement chains form between intervening heads, allowing feature sharing
between the antecedents and the anaphor. Chains themselves are not visible at the
interface, only the feature valuation on heads, so given the valuation conditions on
se-anaphors above, SE — {p, g, valp., }, both antecedents are possible. However,
copying the valued antecedent to the ellipsis site values the elided anaphor incor-
rectly (67).

[T,

(67) [Ci(p:3 mi:

]]]] [{SSG}i(pﬂ [V*iguﬁ [V "'[Ciq>:ISG [Tiq)JISG [{1SG}iq>:1 [VKW%HF?
S

3
1

As shown in (67), direct copying of the antecedent results in the wrong person val-
uation as the only licit interpretation of the elided string in (65) is I praise myself.
Even if the first conjunct has a long-distance interpretation, only a local interpre-
tation is allowed for the second conjunct, parallelism is violable.

Application of subset-copy cannot be used to obtain the correct valuation. If
applied to delete all person features during LF-Copy, {anaphoric, 3, SG, SELF} —
{anaphoric, 3, sG, SELF}, the blocking effect is left unaccounted for. There is no
interpretable chain such that a mismatch occurs. Number and SELF-marking cannot
be responsible for blocking in Thai and, to the extent that a feature exists to encode
dependency, it is not clear why it would induce blocking in (65) but not (63). If
subset-copy is applied to some decomposition of the person features on the anteced-
ent, the result is still incorrect. Following Béjar & Rezac (2009), Giblin (2015) and
Doan et al. (2023) derive blocking patterns from first-person being a superset of the
features comprising second and third-person. That means a third person anteced-
ent, specified {n}, cannot undergo subset-copy to derive a first-person feature set
{m, +participant, +speaker}, such that this would match the intervener in (67). In
order to arrive at the correct valuation for blocking, LF-Copy must be able to add
first-person marking, counter to the generalisation in (3b).?

Furthermore, Rules BV & L cannot be used to arrive at the desired result either.
LF-Copy derives the situation in (67) where no A-CHAIN is interpretable. This sets
up the conditions for alternate mechanisms under Reuland (2011). However, no
strict reading is licensed as is expected under covaluation. Furthermore, parallelism
would be violated. A different LF structure would be required for both conjuncts,
in contrast with other pronominal and exempt readings surveyed above. Lastly, no

23. An analysis where third-person features are superset of second and first-person only reverses the issue.
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means of deriving the blocking effect is provided under either of these mechanisms,
failing to explain the pattern in (67) even with parallel interpretations.

LF-Copy accounts for pronominal and exempt position data but cannot be
expanded to account for long-distance blocking effects for Se-anaphors. Subset
Copy easily accounts for the pronominal examples above if strict readings result
from covaluation. If exempt position anaphors are pronoun-like, can also be
expanded to these environments. If object position SE-anaphors are bare @Ps, then
the absence of a DP projection can also explain the lack of VC and strict readings
in these positions. LF-Copy cannot add features associated with a DP projection,
so cannot make a SE-anaphor into a pronoun, capable of a definite descriptive
reading. If pronominal interpretations are contingent on a categorical D feature and
se-anaphors have no D feature, se-anaphors only have sloppy readings. However,
blocking effects with long-distance SE-anaphors display behaviour consistent with
valuation via agreement. As shown for (65), copying post-agreement cannot gen-
erate the required features specifications to fully account for blocking if deletion
is the only available mechanism.

4.2. PF-Deletion

The obvious solution to the problem posed for LF-Copy by (65) is to have internal
structure present at the ellipsis site in syntax. If the elided VP has internal structure
at all levels of representation, it can participate in agreement in narrow-syntax,
yielding the correct interpretations above. The valuation of the Se-anaphor in the
first conjunct of (65) takes place as in (68a). However, as the internal structure of
the elided VP in the second conjunct is present in syntax, agreement and valuation
proceeds as in (71b).

(68) a. [Cyy [Ty, [{35G} .. [Cop [Ty [{35G} 5 V¥4 [V SELE-SE, JTIITITI—
[Ci(p:3 [Ti(p:3 [{3SG}i¢:3"'[Ciq>:3 [Tiq):3 [{3SG}i¢:3 [V*i(p:3 [V"‘SELF_SEi(pB]]]]]]]]
b. [Cyy [Ty [138G} .- [Cy [Ty [{18G [V, [V...SELE-sE, TITTITTI—
[Ci(p:3 [Tiq):3 [{3SG}qu:3"'[Ci(p:1 [Tiq):l [{ISG}qu:l |:V*ig():l [V"'SELF_SEi(p:l]]]]]]]]

This formulation values the elided se-anaphor in such a way as to generate the
blocking pattern in (65). The unvalued se-anaphor in (68a) is valued by entering
into an A-CHAIN sharing third-person features, allowing interpretation of a chain
with either the most local or matrix antecedent. The unvalued se-anaphor in (68b)
enters into an A-CHAIN sharing a first-person valuation from the most local EA.
The mismatch in person-features with the matrix EA results in the blocking effect
described in Battistella & Xu (1990), the matrix subject is not a possible anteced-
ent for the anaphor. The VP in (68b) is then elided at PF. Note that this requires a
reformulation of the generalisation in (3b).

(3) b. The featural content of anaphora subject to VC must be recoverable from
the overt antecedent (Oku 1998; Safir 2004a; Abels 2022).

b’. The featural content of anaphora subject to VC must be recoverable from
the overt antecedent or valuation via agreement.
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The reformulation in (3b") allows that the general structure of an elided VP is
recovered from the VP antecedent but, as in (65), agreement with elements in the
local environment can influence the specific interpretation.

If VP ellipsis is PF-deletion and the behaviour of SE-anaphors as described,
this leaves the generalisation (3a), the behaviour of pronouns and other pronominal
elements under VP-ellipsis, to be described. For se-anaphors, valued in narrow-
syntax, it was shown that restrictions on parallel interpretations between conjuncts
could be overridden by syntactically conditioned blocking effects (65). However,
no such interpretations were allowed for pronouns or exempt positions undergoing
VP ellipsis. A matrix antecedent in the first clause allows only a matrix antecedent
for the elided anaphor (69).

(69) khaw, khit waa kMdw, te"om tua-kMaw,, 1¢ khdw, kit waa teMdn,
3sG, think comp 3sG; praise SELF-35G,, and 3sG, think comp 1sG,
koo diaj ‘

PRT also
‘He, thinks he; praised self,, and he, thinks I, did [praise self; ] too.”

If we adopt Rules I, BV, and L (Reinhart 2006; Reuland 2011) then there is no need
for features that encode dependency, as in Fiengo & May (1994) or Oku (1998);
pronominal dependency is encoded at the interface or left to be closed at the level
of discourse. The generalisation in (3a) and restrictions on parallelism should then
be attributable to restrictions on covert operations and preference for overt coding
of information where possible, following the more general pattern in Fox (1995)
and Reinhart (2006).

If se-anaphors are preferentially valued in narrow-syntax and under such condi-
tions can overcome restrictions on parallelism, and pronominal forms are valued
later but subject to parallelism restrictions, then such requirements should be deriv-
able from pronominal interpretive mechanisms. This follows from the application
of Reinhart’s Rule I (2006).

(70) beey, kit waa k"aw; te"om tua-k"aw,, ¢ tedon, khit waa tehdn,
Bank; think comp 3sG; praise SELF-35G,, and John, think comp 1sG,
kéo duaj
PRT  also
‘Bank thinks he praised self and John thinks I did too.’

a. Bank thinks he (Ax (x praise x-SELF)) & John thinks I (eetxpraisex-SEEF)

b. Bank (Ay (y thinks he (Ax (x praise y-SELF)))) &
John (Ay (y thinks I Goxtxpratse-y=SEEF)))

c. Bank thinks he praise self (& self = Bank) &
John thinks I [praisesetf] (& self = Bank)

In (70a), the anaphor in the first conjunct is interpreted with the most local anteced-
ent. If the logical form of this interpretation is as in (70a), then the local antecedent
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closes the open predicate (x praise x-SELF). Mirroring this interpretation at the ellipsis
site yields the locally bound sloppy reading. The non-local sloppy reading can be
derived by similar application shown in (70b); the pronoun is interpreted as sister to
an open predicate with two variables (x praise y-SELF). Applying this to the ellipsis
site yields the desired result (70b). Strict readings can be arrived at via covaluation,
as shown in (70c). Following Reinhart (2006), the SELF-pronoun form is left as an
open property to be closed at the level of discourse. This is captured under successful
application of the conditions of Rule I (25), in this instance (25a) applies but (25b)
does not, allowing covaluation.

Following Reuland’s (2011) Rules BV and L, this same interpretive mechanism
also applies to subject anaphors and other exempt positions. In (71), T probes the
external argument but as neither is valued for @-features, no feature sharing takes
place. The subject anaphor cannot obtain valuation via syntactic agreement, so can
be interpreted pronominally (Reuland 2011). This yields strict and sloppy readings
under ellipsis.

(71) niw, kMt waa tua-een, te"a.laat 1¢ p'loj, koo diaj
New, think cOMP SELF-SE, smart  and Ploy, PRT too
‘New, thinks that she; is smart and Ploy, does [think she,, is smart] too.”

a. New (Ax (x think self (Ay (y smart))
b. New (Ax (x think self is smart)) (& self = New)

Again, applying the interpretation of the first conjunct given in (71a) to the ellipsis
site, yields the sloppy reading. Whereas, applying the interpretation in (71b) yields
the strict reading. If, VC is not copying at LF, then this follows from parallelism as
a condition on parallel logical forms limiting application of reference set compu-
tation (Reinhart 2006). A predicate closed at a given level of representation in the
antecedent clause, must also be so in the elided clause, and a predicate left open in
the antecedent must also be so in the elided clause.

5. Conclusion & Discussion

The analysis given makes use of the existing descriptions of referential dependen-
cies in Reuland (2001, 2011) and Reinhart (2006). Taking these frameworks, it
was shown that Thai VC data is accounted for if ellipsis is PF-deletion, that is, if
internal syntactic structure is available at the ellipsis site. This allows reformulation
of both generalisations in (3).

(3) a'. A dependency resolved at the level of syntax, semantics, or discourse, in
the antecedent clause will be so too in the elided clause.

b’. The featural content of anaphora subject to VC must be recoverable from
the overt antecedent or valuation via agreement.
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It was shown above that these generalisations follow from application of Rules I,
BV, & L to a PF-deletion approach to ellipsis. This also allows a more constrained
view of covert derivation, consistent with the wider argument in Reinhart (2006).

The data presented provides independent evidence for an analysis of ellipsis
having internal structure. If SE-anaphors are valued via agreement (Reuland 2001;
Reuland 2011), long-distance blocking phenomenon are explained in a number
of languages (Giblin 2015; Reuland, Wong & Everaert 2020; Doan, Reuland &
Everaert 2023). Where blocking is restricted to the second conjunct, this indicates
the presences of elided internal syntactic structure, such that it can participate in
agreement to value the se-anaphor. However, further work is needed to expand
accounts of blocking and person features beyond simple examples. Some elements
in Thai appear to exhibit different blocking patterns with different person interpre-
tations (see fn. 2 on thyy ‘35G’).

Oku (1998) employed LF-Copy to account for two phenomena, VP ellipsis and
arguments ellipsis in languages like Japanese. The analysis above only presents
evidence against the use of LF-Copy for VP ellipsis. As noted in Sakamoto (2020),
an LF-Copy analysis of argument ellipsis is independent of the analysis adopted
for VP ellipsis. Sakamoto adopts a dual analysis of LF-Copy for argument ellipsis
and PF deletion for VP ellipsis. However, argument ellipsis analyses built on the
absence of @-feature agreement in such languages, such as Saito (2007), would be
incompatible with the account of blocking given above as elided arguments cannot
take part in agreement. Within the framework adopted, this should preclude them
from participating in A-CHAINs. An entailment of this analysis is that ¢-features
are present in languages like Thai and participate in agreement without overt con-
sequences. These features have no phonological reflex but are necessary for the
correct interpretation. Agreement is evidenced through the interpretation of block-
ing effects on the long-distance SE-anaphors. As such this analysis is incompatible
with Saito (2007).

In attempting to account for generalisation (3a), previous accounts, such as
Fiengo & May (1994) unify parallelism requirements with mechanisms for refer-
ential dependencies, but the data presented has shown that it is possible to override
parallelism, casting doubt on its link with referential dependencies. Examples
such as (65), show that unifying accounts of parallelism with accounts of VC is
undesirable. As shown in (68a,b), it is possible to impose a blocking effect only
in the second conjunct, overriding parallelism. The prevalence of (3a) is evidence
for the need of some form of account, but examples like (65) suggest that this is
not related to VC or dependencies in syntax. It was argued above that the pos-
sibility of overriding parallelism in syntax suggests instead that it is a constraint
at LF. This is further reinforced by examples like (48-49), where the restrictions
imposed fall beyond what is typically encoded in syntactic derivation. This is in
line with the general approach in Fox (1995) and Reinhart (2006) of parallelism
avoiding excess application of global reference set computation. Enforcing parallel
interpretations of open and closed predicates would reduce the number of such
comparisons in VP ellipsis environments.
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