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1 Introduction

« Several constructions containing apparent gaps have been analyzed with one of the three mechanisms:
©® Movement: Copy Deletion (Chomsky 1995; Nunes 1995, 2004; Boskovi¢ and Nunes 2007, i.a.)
® Ellipsis (Lobeck 1995; Merchant 2001; Johnson 2001, i.a.)
® Multidominance: Parallel Merge (Wilder 1999; Citko 2005; Grac¢anin-Yuksek 2007, i.a.)

(1) a. Movement b. Ellipsis c. Multidominance
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« Today’s focus: Right Node Raising (RNR) (Postal 1974; Hudson 1976; Hartmann 2000; Abels 2004; Citko 2017)
- Involves syntactic silence (gaps) in Conjunct 1 in the surface word order.

« Pivot: the element “shared” by Conjunct 1 and Conjunct 2.

(2) Right Node Raising (RNR) in English

a. Marylikes , and John also likes, [pp this book].
b. Everyone knows that , and nobody questions if, [tp the earth is round].  (Citko 2017:10, adapted)

(3) Right Node Raising (RNR) in Cantonese'
a. Aaming zungji _ ji Aafan m-zungji [pp gobun syul.
Ming  like but Fan not-like that  book
‘Ming likes, but Fan dislikes, that book.

b. Aaming soeng , tungmaai Aafan dou soeng, [tp tingjat fei Meigwok].
Ming want and Fan also want tomorrow fly US

‘Ming wants (to), and Fan also wants (to), fly to the US tomorrow.

*Acknowledgments: For discussion, we are grateful to Fulang Chen, Mitcho Erlewine, Kyle Johnson, Tommy Tsz-Ming Lee, Gary
Thoms, Jim Wood, and the audience at NYU and GLOW-47. We thank Finn Amber, Linda Do, Priscilla Ehrgood, Daniel Greeson,
Leander He, Dani Katenkamp, Richard Luo, and Alessandra Pintado-Urbanc for English judgment; Mei-ying Ki and Tommy Tsz-Ming
Lee for Cantonese judgment; Dao Phuong Linh, Linda Do, Tuyen Nguyen, and Linh Pham for Vietnamese judgment.

1. Unlike English, prosodic breaks before Conjunct 2 and before the pivot are optional in Cantonese.
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» How the silence in RNR is properly analyzed has been subject to debate. (see Citko 2017 for overview)
@ ATB movement (e.g,, Postal 1974; Sabbagh 2007)
® Backward deletion/ Ellipsis (e.g., Wilder 1997; Hartmann 2000)
® Parallel Merge/ Horizontal sharing (e.g., McCawley 1982; Wilder 1999, 2008; Bachrach and Katzir 2009; de
Vries 2009; Citko 2011; Grosz 2015)2
— While @ can be distinguished from @-@® by standard syntactic tests like binding, it is sometimes
acknowledged that c-command diagnostics “are not going to distinguish [@] ellipsis from [®] mul-
tidominance” (Citko 2017:7)
« Recently, a non-uniform/“eclectic” view: RNR is structurally ambiguous between @ or &°

(Barros and Vicente 2011; Belk, Neeleman, and Philip 2023)

Overview of the talk

@ This study offers a novel diagnostic for ® multidominance:
Focus association of exclusive operators ‘only’ (e.g., Mary likes THIS BOOKF.)
- It requires a c-command relation that can only be generated by ® in cases with silence
=» Multidominance is not just another pathway to silence: @ Parallel Merge creates distinct structural
relations from @ movement and @ ellipsis (e.g., Wilder 1999; Citko 2005)
@ We draw cross-linguistic evidence from English (data confirmed by 8 spkrs.) and Cantonese (3 spkrs.)

on multidominance in Right Node Raising.

- Specifically, we focus on cases like (4) where ‘only’ in Conjunct 1 (and 2) associates with the pivot.

(4) Mary likes , and John also ( ) likes, THIS BOOKF.
5) [. & ... Objg]

\ | +

c-command c-command

- We will further show that only multidominant RNR accommodates such focus association, but not

elliptical RNR, supporting the non-uniform view (e.g., Belk, Neeleman, and Philip 2023).

® We also demonstrate that focus association serves as a powerful diagnostic that can extend to other mul

tidominant structures, such as parentheticals/amalgams and right dislocation.

« Road map
§2: Focus association §5: Multidominant structures beyond RNR
§3: RNR as multidominance §6: Conclusion
§4: A non-uniform view on RNR §7: Appendices

2. To the best of our knowledge, there is currently no formal analysis of Cantonese RNR. For Mandarin RNR, see H.-T. J. Cheng (2009,
2011) for a multidominance approach; and Y.-h. Cheng (2015) for a PF deletion approach. See also Wang (2014, 2024) for an alternative
analysis using empty categories.

3. There are other non-uniform views, such as Chaves (2014) who advocates for a combination of extraposition, backward deletion,
and VP/N’ ellipsis. See also Hirsch and Wagner (2015) for arguments from scope that both ex-situ and in-situ analyses are needed.
However, see Larson (2012) for objection to the non-uniform treatment (and see Belk, Neeleman, and Philip 2023 for rebuttal).
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2 C-command requirement of ‘only’ focus association

+ ‘Only’ has a particular c-command requirement for focus association
+ See Jackendoff (1972), Tancredi (1990), Beaver and Clark (2008), Erlewine (2014), and Hirsch and Wagner (2025) for English

adverbial only, Cheung (2005, 2009) for Cantonese zinghai ‘only’ (cf. Erlewine 2017 for Vietnamese)

(6) The focus association constraint of exclusive operators

Exclusive operators like adverbial only and zinghai ‘only’ must c-command the pronounced copy of their

focus associates.

=» Cannot associate with traces, elided materials, and even empty categories (see Appendix A)

2.1 Focus association fails with traces
« Aslong observed for English, focus cannot move out of the scope of ‘only’ as in (7) (e.g., Erlewine 2014)
« Also for Cantonese in (8) (cf. Cheung 2005; Yip 2025a)
« True for all kinds of movement: topicalization (A)), relativization (A)), clefting/ focus movement (A), rais-
ing (A), passivization (A), though many of them allow for vanilla reconstruction (e.g., for binding)

=» The associate cannot be “reconstructed” back

(7) Focus association fails with movement

a. John met Maryy at the party.

b. # Maryp, John met _ at the party. (meaning#a) (Topicalization; Erlewine 2014:11)

¢f. Mary;, John met HERp; at the party. (Left dislocation)
(8) Focus association fails with movement® [Cantonese]

a. Aaming m-zungji [ni zek gaulg. (Baseline)

Ming only not-like this cL dog
‘Ming only doesn’t like this dog’
b. *[Ni zek gaulr ne, Aaming m-zungji . (Topicalization)
this c. dog Tor Ming only not-like
Int.: ‘Ming only doesn’t like this dog. (ONLY: ‘This dog, Ming only doesn't like.)

« This shows a sharp contrast with reflexive binding

« A-movement like topicalization reconstructs the moved reflexives to the gap position

(9) The pictures of himself;, John; really likes .

(10) [Keoizigei;, zek gau], Aaming; hou zungji  gaa3. [Cantonese]
3sc.self cL dog Ming very like SFP
Lit.: ‘Himselfy’s dog, Mingy, only likes. (i.e., Mingy, likes his;, dog.)

« When the focus/wh-associates contain a reflexive, it is still ungrammatical to move the associates out:

(11) a. John; likes [the pictures of HIMSELF; . (baseline)

b. *[The pictures of HIMSELF;]f, John; likes .

4. There is no focal stress in Cantonese (Wu and Xu 2010; Xu 2011).
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(12) *[Keoizigei; zek gaulp, Aamingy, zungji _ gaal. [Cantonese]

(13)

(14)

3sac.self cL dog Ming only like SFP
Lit.: ‘Himself;’s dog, Mingy, only likes’

Across-the-board (ATB) movement also fails focus association.

(Leftward) ATB-movement bleeds focus association of only

a. [Mary likes THIs BOOKE] and [John dislikes THIS BOOKE]. (baseline)

b. *Itis Tais BOOK that [Mary likes ]and [John dislikes _]. (ATB-clefting)
cf. It is THIis BoOK that [Mary likes ] and [John dislikes _].

c. *THis BOOKg, [Mary likes ] and [John dislikes _]. (ATB-topicalization)
cf. Tais BOOK, [Mary likes ] and [John dislikes _].

(Leftward) ATB-movement bleeds focus association of zinghai ‘only’ [Cantonese]

a. [Aaming zungji bingo jang] ji  [Aafan toujim bingo jang]? (baseline)
Ming  only like  who but Fan  only hate  who
‘Who does Ming like, and who does Fan hate?’

b. *Bingo jang, [Aaming zungji ] ji [Aafan toujim _ ]? (ATB-topicalization)
who Ming  only like but Fan only hate
Int.: ‘Which person x is such that Ming only likes x but Fan only hates x?’

c. Bingojang, [Aaming zungji ] ji [Aafan toujim _ ]? (ATB-topicalization w/o ‘only’)
who Ming  like but Fan  hate
‘Which person does Ming like and Fan hate?’

(15)

Movement bleeds focus association

Exclusive operators cannot associate with unpronounced copies (nor with the higher copies that they

do not c-command).

2.2

(16)

Focus association fails with ellipsis

As a cross-linguistically robust generalization, exclusive operators cannot associate with elided materials.
(Han and Romero 2004; Beaver and Clark 2008; Bassi, Hirsch, and Trinh 2022; Cantonese: Cheung 2005, 2009; Yip 2020, 2025a;
Kasem: Aremu 2024)

VP ellipsis bleeds focus association! (also true for sluicing, see Appendix B)

Focus association of only fails in VP ellipsis (Bassi, Hirsch, and Trinh 2022:817)

Al know he brought wuiTer wine. What about you?
a. Bl:1 know he brought wHITER Wine, too.

b. *B2: 1 know he did - t0o0.

cf. B3:1doe=nk > t0O0.

cf. B4: Tknow he did bringwhiteswin 5 too.

5. Association with in-situ wh is possible in Cantonese (cf. Li and Law 2016; Erlewine 2025 for Mandarin).
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(17)  Focus association of zinghai ‘only’ fails in VP ellipsis [Cantonese]
a. Aaming wui maai siusyutg. *Aafan dou wui fyp masat stasyats) .
Ming only will buy novel Fan  also only will

Int.: ‘Ming will only buy novels. Fan as well.

b. Aaming wui maai siusyutg. Aafan dou wui v+ St
Ming  will only buy novel Fan also will

‘Ming will only buy novels. Fan as well.

(18) Ellipsis bleeds focus association

Exclusive operators cannot associate into elliptical sites with the elided materials.

3 A novel argument for multidominance in RNR

+ Is RNR derived by ATB-movement, backward ellipsis, or multidomaince?

=» Focus association: at least multidomaince!

+ In RNR: ‘Only’ may be placed in the Conjunct 1 with an object gap in (19)-(21).

« Focus association with the object in Conjunct 2, as diagnosed by truth conditions.®

(19) Focus association of only in RNR

John likes , and Mary also likes, THIS BOOKF.
a. .. #]John also likes that book.
b. .. # Mary also likes that book.

(200 a. John likes , and Mary also likes, THIS BOOKF.
b. Johnlikes ,and Mary likes, THIS BOOKE.”

(21)  Focus association of zinghai ‘only’ in RNR [Cantonese]
[Aaming zungji ] ji [Aafan ( ) toujim gobun syug]
Ming  only like but Fan  only hate  that book

‘Ming only likes, but Fan (only) hates, that book.

« To satisfy (22), the first (and second) ‘only’ must c-command the overt pivot pronounced at the clause-final

position, configured in (23).

(22) The focus association constraint of exclusive operators 23)[ ... D] &[ ... Objg]
/'\

Exclusive operators like adverbial only and zinghai ‘only’ must ‘ |
c-command c-command

c-command the pronounced copy of their focus associates.

6. Vietnamese allows doubling of the adverbial particle chi ‘only’ and adfocal particle moi ‘only’ (Hole 2017; Erlewine 2017; Yip 2023).
There is a syntactic dependency between the two exclusive particles (assumed to be Agree by Quek and Hirsch 2017). Interesting, such
a dependency is preserved in RNR (judgment confirmed by 4 speakers):

(i) [Nam thich ] va [Lan cing thich MO1 CUON SACH NAYE] [Vietnamese]
Nam only like and Lan also only like only cLbook this
‘Nam only likes, and Lan also only likes, this book’
7. Stress is needed on only in Conjunct 2 due to the absence of other contrastive materials.
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RNR = ® multidominance

Only multidominance creates the required c-command relation for focus association.

(24) &P « Parallel Merge/ Horizontal node-sharing: the verbs
TPl/\&’ in both conjuncts merge with the same object node.

/\ &/\TPZ (Wilder 1999; Citko 2011; Grosz 2015, i.a.)
VPl /\VPZ + ‘Only’ in the first conjunct, according to Wilder (1999,
V1 ex.18-21)’s definition in (26), c-commands the object

V2 bjr node shared by both verbs.
(25) [.. ] & ... Objg]
é-command Cl_wmman;

Wilder (1999, ex.18-21)’s definition of c-command (also used to linearize multidominant structures with LCA,
see also Wilder 2008):

(26) a. Sharing: « is shared by X and Y iff (i) neither of X and Y dominates the other, and (ii) both X and Y
dominate a.
b. Full dominance: X fully dominates « iff X dominates v and X does not share c.
c. C-command: X c-commands « iff (i) X # ¢, (ii) X does not fully dominate ¢, (iii) o does not dominate

X, and (iv) all categories that dominate X dominate c.

Not ® movement
« RNR as movement (e.g., Ross 1967; Postal 1974, 1998; Sabbagh 2007)

« ATB-movement cannot create the correct c-command relation for focus association®

—recall how leftward ATB-movement bleeds focus association in (13-14)

(27) XP + Both objects move to a higher position rightward to &P
&P Objr ° Variant: rightward movement of the shared pivot
(i.e., ® multidominance feeds @ movement, cf. Citko
2005’s account of ATB-movement)
« Under either account, ‘only’ in Conjuncts 1 and 2 does
not c-command the pronounced copy of the moved

pivot. (Rather, ‘only’ is c-command by the pivot)

=» Wrongly predicts focus association (both TPs) to fail!

(28) [[.. ‘only <Sbir> ] & ... ‘only’ <Objr> ]] Objr

X c-command X c-command

8. We do not assume the Remerge/multidominance theory of movement (see, e.g., Bachrach and Katzir 2009 for application to RNR),
because there is ample evidence for the Copy Theory of Movement from partial Copy Deletion (Boskovi¢ and Nunes 2007; van Urk
2018; see Yip and Ahenkorah 2023; Lee and Yip 2025 for Cantonese). Even if one takes the Remerge view, there still needs to be a
principled difference from Parallel Merge that derives the ban on focus association with movement.
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Not O ellipsis
« RNR as (solely) ellipsis (or some PF deletion) (e.g., Wilder 1997; Hartmann 2000; Boskovi¢ 2004; Ha 2008)

+ Atleast in the cases with focus association, ellipsis cannot provide the required c-command relation—

indeed, it does not create any new c-command relations. (see $4 for more discussion on elliptical RNR)

(29) &P « Two (near-)identical objects are base-generated in the
/\
TP1 & two conjuncts respectively
T &/\TPZ « The first object undergoes backward deletion/ellipsis
.VP1
- + ‘Only’ in Conjunct 1 does not c-command the pro-
/\ . VP2
Vg —<Cbi— VZ/E) . nounced copy of the object in the second conjunct.
JF
Wrongly predicts focus association (from TP1) to fail!
(30) [... ‘only’ <Objr> J&[.. Obj¢]
x | 4
X c-command v c-command

4 A non-uniform view on RNR

Barros and Vicente (2011) and Belk, Neeleman, and Philip (2023):

=» RNR is structurally ambiguous between @ ellipsis and ® multidominance

(31) Crucial diagnostics:’ Internal reading of relational modifiers =» @ multidominance

Cumulative agreement =» ® multidominance
Vehicle change effects => O ellipsis
Morphological mismatches = O ellipsis

4.1 Multidominant RNR: focus association allowed

@ Internal reading of relational modifiers in RNR

(Jackendoff 1977; Abels 2004; Barros and Vicente 2011; Belk, Neeleman, and Philip 2023; cf. Carlson 1987; Barker 2007)

« The internal reading of same/different in the pivot scopes over subjects in both conjuncts in RNR.

=» Requires multidominance'®

(32) a. Johnlikes, and Mary dislikes, the same books. (Internal reading)
=» Compare the set of books that John likes and the set of books that Mary dislikes: same
b. John likes, and Mary dislikes, different books. (Internal reading)
=?» Compare the set of books that John likes and the set of books that Mary dislikes: different

+ Not possible under an ellipsis account: (i) pronouncing both objects result in the external reading (Jack-
endoff 1977); (ii) VP ellipsis bleeds the internal reading (Abels 2004).

9. These diagnostics may interact in a systematic way given that it is possible for an elided structure to contain a multidominant struc-
ture (i.e., ® feeding @, see extensive discussion in Belk, Neeleman, and Philip 2023:§5, taking up the challenge raised by Larson 2012).
10. Belk, Neeleman, and Philip (2023) propose to derive the wide scope by QR-ing the pivot. See Bachrach and Katzir (2009) for a
Delayed Spell Out approach and Hirsch and Wagner (2015) for discussion of other quantifiers.
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(33) a. Johnlikes different books, and Mary dislikes different books. (External reading)
b. John likes different books, and Mary does too. (External reading)
+ Prediction: Focus association should be possible with internal readings.
=» Borne out! The sets of books liked and disliked are the same and exhaustive among John and Mary in (34):
(34)  There are 4 books: 1984, Animal Farm, Lord Of The Rings, Harry Potter. John only likes fantasy books: LOTR
and HP. Mary, on the other hand, only dislikes fantasy books: LOTR and HP. So, you report:

John likes, and Mary dislikes, THE SAME BOOKSE.

(35) You and I each have a cat. Your cat is picky and only likes a certain brand of wet cat food. My cat is not picky,
but there is a particular brand that he doesn’t like. You just discovered that the brand that your cat likes is the

same brand that my cat doesn’t like. You say: What a coincidence! ... [Cantonese]
[Ngo zek maau zingji ] ji [nei zek maau m-zingji tung jat-zung paaizi-ge
Isc cL cat only like but 2s¢ cL cat only not-like saME one-cL brand-GE

gungung] wo4!
can SFP

‘(How surprising!) You cat only likes, and my cat only dislikes, the same brand of wet cat food!’
« Though usually marked, focus association is also possible with different, facilitated by the context.

(36)  There are 4 books: 1984, Animal Farm, Lord Of The Rings, Harry Potter. John and Mary are supposed to give
the same books to Jim and Maggie. However, John only gave Jim LOTR and HP, but not the other two. Mary,
on the other hand, only gave Maggie 1984 and AF, but not the other two. So, you report:

% John gave Jim, and Mary gave Maggie, DIFFERENT BOOKSE.

(37)  This school has an inadequate sex education program. Male teachers only teach male students about condoms,

and not about IUDs. Similarly, female teachers only teach female students about IUDs, but not about condoms.

So you report: [Cantonese]

[Naamlousi gaau naamtunghok | ji  [neoilousi gaau neoitunghok

male.teacher only teach male.student but female.teacher only teach female.student
mtung-ge  beijan fongfaatg].

different-Ge birth.control method
‘Male teachers only teach male students, and female teachers only teach female students, different birth

control methods.

@ Cumulative/summative agreement in RNR
(Grosz 2015 (first circulated in 2009), Barros and Vicente 2011; Belk, Neeleman, and Philip 2023; cf. Yatabe 2003)]1
« Cumulative plural agreement: have in (38) agrees with both embedded subjects in the two conjuncts in

RINR (Grosz 2015; Belk, Neeleman, and Philip 2023)

+ Subject to speaker variations

« Grosz & Belk et al.: can only be captured by multidominance'?

11. See also Tamar-Mattis (2025) for cumulative agreement in Basque backward gapping and a multidominant account.
12. Grosz (2015) propose to capture cumulative agreement by shared T heads, whereas Belk, Neeleman, and Philip (2023) resort to
semantic agreement by assuming that multidominance blocks syntactic agreement. Our arguments go through under both views.
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(38)  Several people have stolen backdoor keys, and we know who some of them are.
% Mary discovered that Ryoy 1, and Carla discovered that Johny,}, havey; .\ stolen backdoor keys.
(Belk, Neeleman, and Philip 2023:693)

« Importantly, for speakers who accept (38), focus association is also possible in (39):

(39) Mary discovered that Ryo stole BACKDOOR keys (but didn’t realize Ryo also stole frontdoor keys), and Carla
discovered that John stole BACKDOOR keys (but didn't realize John also stole frontdoor keys). You report:

Mary discovered that Ryo, and Carla discovered that John, have stolen BACKDOORF KEYS.

=» Focus association corroborates the multidominant structure of RNR diagnosed by internal readings

and cumulative agreement.

4.2 Elliptical RNR: focus association disallowed

@ Vehicle change effects in RNR
(Ha 2008; Barros and Vicente 2011; Belk, Neeleman, and Philip 2023, i.a.)

« Vehicle change effects: a signature property of ellipsis (e.g., Fiengo and May 1994)
=¥ Follows from the semantic identity condition (i.e., no strict syntactic identity)

« Possible in RNR: Condition C violation is circumvented by ellipsis in (40)

(40) a. Tusedtoshow Mary;’s teacher interesting papers, and she; will soon too. (VP ellipsis)

b. She; is going to, and I will soon, show Mary;’s teacher interesting papers. (RNR)
c. *She; used to show Mary;’s teacher interesting papers, and I will soon show Mary;’s teacher interesting papers.

d. She; used to show her; teacher interesting papers, and I will soon show Mary;’s teacher interesting papers.
(adapted from Belk, Neeleman, and Philip 2023:705)

« Prediction: Vehicle change effects require ellipsis, which bleeds focus association of only

=» Borne out below!

(41) *She; used to, and I will soon, show MARY;’s TEACHERF interesting papers.
g pap

@ Morphological mismatches in RNR
(Boskovi¢ 2004; Ha 2008; Barros and Vicente 2011; Chaves 2014; Belk, Neeleman, and Philip 2023, i.a.)

« Ellipsis does not require syntactic/morphological identity: morphological mismatches

« RNR in (42): The gerund form studying mismatches with infinitival fo in the first conjunct.'®
(42) a. Avawill soon be studying Oceanic languages, but Habib is not going to. (VP ellipsis)
b. Habib is going to, and Ava will soon be, studying Oceanic languages. (RNR)

c. *Habib is going to studying Oceanic languages, and Ava will soon be studying Oceanic languages.
d. Habib is going to study Oceanic languages, and Ava will soon be studying Oceanic languages.
(adapted from Belk, Neeleman, and Philip 2023:705)

13. Itis crucial to place the pause after be. Otherwise, there are not necessarily morphological mismatches (i.e., *“to be studying).



WCCFL-43, Yip & Tamar-Mattis Apr 25-27,2025

+ Prediction: Morphological mismatches indicate ellipsis, which bleed focus association of only

=» Also borne out below!

(43)*?Habib is going to, and Ava will soon be, studying OCEANIC LANGUAGESE.

=» Focus association is bled in the elliptical structure of RNR diagnosed by vehicle change effects and

morphological mismatches.

(44) [.. ‘only <Sbi> 1 & Obij]
L | N

X c-command v c-command

5 Multidominant structures beyond RNR

Focus association also diagnoses multidominance in:'*

(45) a. Case #1: Parentheticals/amalgams

b. Case #2: Right dislocation (see Appendix C)

« Syntactic amalgams: arguably involves a multidominant structure
(van Riemsdijk 1998, 2006; Guimaraes 2004; Johnson 2013; cf. Lakoff 1974)

(46) a. John went to, [I think it was Chicago] on Saturday. (adpated from Lakoff 1974:324)

b. John went to, [Mary told me someplace in Chicago].

(i.e., John went to someplace in Chicago, and that’s what Mary told me)

« Focus association of only is possible from the parentheticals/amalgams!

(47)  Focus association in parentheticals/amalgams'”

Mary only told you John went to “someplace in Chicago’, and she didn'’t give you more specific information.
a. John went to, [Mary told me somEPLACE IN CHICAGOE]. (Mitcho Erlewine, p.c.)

b. John went to, I think Mary said, SOMEPLACE IN CHICAGOF. (Mitcho Erlewine, p.c.)

(48) TP
/\

John T/

N

to Mary told me D

N

SOMEPLACE IN CHICAGO¥

=» Focus association of exclusive operators serves as a very powerful diagnostic for multidominance!

14. Other multidominant constructions often involve some operations that bleed focus association, such as ATB-movement (Citko
2005) or conjoined wh-questions (Gra¢anin-Yuksek 2007), and cannot be tested further.

15. Most English speakers we consulted accepted (47). One speaker rejected (47) when the parentheticals convey backgrounded infor-
mation, and reported that the judgment is improved with a QUD “Where did Mary tell you that John went to?”.

10
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6 Conclusion

@ We offered a novel diagnostic for multidominance: | Focus association of exclusive operators ‘only’

=¥ Possible in Right Node Raising in English and Cantonese

— Only Parallel Merge generates the c-command relation for focus association in RNR
=» Multidominance is not just another pathway to silence: it creates distinct structural relations from
movement and ellipsis (e.g., Wilder 1999; Citko 2005)
@ We showed that there are two derivations of RNR:

- Multidominant RNR feeds focus association and elliptical RNR bleeds it.
=» Supports the non-uniform view on RNR (Barros and Vicente 2011; Belk, Neeleman, and Philip 2023)

49 [.. )& ... ObjE] (50) [... ‘only’ <Objr> J&[.. Objr]
\ | 4 \ | 4

c-command c-command X c-command v c-command

® We also demonstrated that focus association is a more general test for multidominance:

=» Extends to parentheticals/amalgams and right dislocation.

7 Appendices

Appendix A: Sluicing bleeds focus association

+ Sluicing bleeds focus association of only in English.

(51) Focus association fails with sluicing
Some student took GERMAN. Also, some other student took FRENCH. ...

a. .. Idon’t know which student took FRENCH, though I know who took GERMAN.
b. .. Idon’t know which student teekFRENNCH, , though I know who took GERMAN.
c. .1 don’t know which student took FRENCHg, though I know who took GERMAN.
d *.1 don’t know which student +setREMNCH though [ know who took GERMAN.

(with FRENCH as the intended associate)

+ The comparable construction in Cantonese is fragment questions
« Wei (2018): fragment questions in Chinese are derived by movement + deletion (=sluicing)

+ Importantly, fragment questions, unlike regular movement, have selective island repair effects, support-

ing the sluicing approach (see Wei 2018 for a pied-piping explanation on the island repair effects)

(52) Fragment polar questions (baseline) [Cantonese]
QI. Aaming tingjat wui heoi tousyugun aa4? Al. Wui.
Ming tmr. willgo library SFP will
‘Will Ming go to the library tomorrow?’ "He will’
Q2. Gam Aafan (tingjat) ne? A2. Dou wui.
then Fan  tomorrow Tor also will
‘What about Fan (tomorrow)?’ "She will as well.

(i.e. Will Fan go to the library tomorrow?)
11
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(53) Sluicing in question fragments repairs islands selectively

(54)

a.

b.

[cp Question fragment e __ ]
t |

*[cp Question fragment — ]

1 |

+ Fragment questions in Cantonese also bleed focus association of zinghai ‘only’.

Focus association fails in fragment questions [Cantonese]
Q1. Aaming wui heoi tousyugung aa4? Al. Wui

Ming only  will go library SFP will

‘Will Ming only go to the library?’ "He will’
Q2.*Gam Aafan ne?

then Fan only  ToP
Int.: ‘What about Fan?’

Appendix B: Focus association fails with empty categories

(55)

(56)

(57)

‘Only’ cannot associate with big PRO
a. I; want [MySELE; |r [PRO; to succeed].
b. #I; want to [[PRO;]r to succeed]. (meaning#(a))
‘Only’ cannot associate with subject pro [Cantonese]
a.  Ming asks you, besides Fan, whether YOU will come too. You say:

Hai aa3, {ngo/ pro} dou wui lai aa3.

yes SFP 1sG also will come srp

Yes, (I) will come too.
b. Ming asks you whether YOU are the only one coming. You say:

Hai aa3, {ngor/ *prog} wui lai aa3.

yes srp only 1sG will come sFp

Yes, only *(I) will come’
‘Only’ cannot associate with null object e [Cantonese]
a.  Tommy is showing off his new MacBook. You say:

Ngo dou jau {Mekbuk/ e} laal.

1sc also have MacBook SFP

T also have (a Mac).
b.  Tommy asks you whether you only have MACBOOK AIR (and don’t have Macbook Pro). You say:

Hai aa3, ngo jau {Mekbuk-Ejaap/ *[eolr} zaa3.

yes srp 1sG only have MacBook-Air SFP

Yes, I only have *(MacBook Air).

12
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Appendix C: Focus association in right dislocation

Zinghai ‘only’ in Cantonese can be right-dislocated to the end of a sentence after sentence-final particles (SFPs).

(As observed the earliest in Cheung 1997, cf. Cheung 2005, 2009, 2015; Yip 2020, 2025a)
(58) a. [ _ Aamingr wui lai zaa3] . [Cantonese]
Ming will come sFp  only

‘(Only) Ming will come, only’

b. [Aaming  zungji [nibunsyulp zaa3] . (Obj focus)
Ming like  thisbook  srp  only
‘Ming (only) likes this book, only’ [Cantonese]

+ Challenges existing analyses with movement or ellipsis:
(i) a monoclausal structure with leftward movement in (59) (Cheung 2009; Lee 2017); and

(ii) a biclausal structure with sluicing in CP2 in (60) (Cheung 2015; Yip 2025a)

CP SFP | TP ...focus mvt. CP1 ...IOCUS...SFP|[CP2 T s ooy sluicin,
(59) [cp Asep [ AL [ focus ]Il RDby (60) [cp1 -.f llce2 A ] RD by sluicing
) [ — | O
« Both approaches generate an illicit configuration (61) for focus association.'®
(61)  *[main - XPF ... ] SFP [RD .. - X L]
1 noc-command | |c-command]
« Non-bulk sharing (¢f. Grac¢anin-Yuksek 2007): (63) & RD by multidominance

Creates the required c-command relation in (58) for /\&
/\
& CP2

focus association in RD

CP1
=¥ See Yip (2025b) for such an analysis ¥ Z
(62) [main - focus/wh ... ] seP [rp ]
1 c-command
References

Abels, Klaus. 2004. “Right Node Raising: Ellipsis or Across the Board Movement?” In Proceedings of the North East Linguistic Society
34, edited by Keir Moulton and Matthew Wolf, 1:45-60. 1. University of Massachusetts at Amherst: Graduate Linguistic Student
Association.

Aremu, Daniel. 2024. “Towards a propositional concord approach for exclusives in Kasem.” In Proceedings of 42nd West Coast Conference
on Formal Linguistics. Somerville, MA: Cascadilla Proceedings Project (To appear).

Bachrach, Asaf, and Roni Katzir. 2009. “Right-Node Raising and Delayed Spellout.” In InterPhases: Phase-Theoretic Investigations of Lin-
guistic Interfaces, edited by Kleanthes K Grohmann. Oxford University Press.

Barker, Chris. 2007. “Parasitic scope.” Linguistics and Philosophy 30:407-444.

Barros, Matthew, and Luis Vicente. 2011. “Right node raising requires both ellipsis and multidomination.” University of Pennsylvania
Working Papers in Linguistics 17 (1-9).

Bassi, Itai, Aron Hirsch, and Tue Trinh. 2022. “Pre-DP only is a propositional operator at LF: a new argument from ellipsis.” In Proceedings
of SALT 32, 814-830.

16. Note that rightward movement in RD with a monoclausal structure is not feasible independently, see Cheung (2009) and Yip (2025a)
for arguments.

13



WCCFL-43, Yip & Tamar-Mattis Apr 25-27,2025

Beaver, David I, and Brady Z. Clark. 2008. Sense and Sensitivity: How Focus Determines Meaning. Chichester: Wiley Blackwell.

Belk, Zoé, Ad Neeleman, and Joy Philip. 2023. “What divides, and what unites, right-node raising.” Linguistic Inquiry 54 (4): 685-728.

Boskovi¢, Zeljko. 2004. “Two notes on right node raising” Edited by Miguel Rodriguez-Mondonedo and Maria Ticio. Cranberry lin-
guistics (Storrs) 2:13-24.

Boskovi¢, Zeljko, and Jairo Nunes. 2007. “The Copy Theory of Movement: A view from PE” In The Copy Theory of Movement, edited by
Jairo Nunes and Norbert Hornstein, 13-74. Oxford: Blackwell Publishers.

Carlson, Greg. 1987. “Same and Different: Some Consequences for Syntax and Semantics.” Linguistics and Philosophy 10 (4): 531-566.

Chaves, Rui P. 2014. “On the disunity of right-node raising phenomena: Extraposition, ellipsis, and deletion.” Language 90 (4): 834-886.

Cheng, Yi-hsin. 2015. “On the Syntax of Right Node Raising Constructions in Mandarin Chinese.” Master’s thesis, National Taiwan
Normal University.

Cheng, Hsu-Te Johnny. 2009. “Right node raising: Some perspectives from Mandarin Chinese.” In Proceedings of the 21st North Amer-
ican Conference on Chinese Linguistics (NACCL-21), Volume 2, edited by Yun Xiao, 482-493. Smithfield, Rhode Island: Bryant

University.

. 2011. “On the theory of Right Node Raising - Some Perspectives from Mandarin Chinese.” In Current Issues in Chinese Lin-
guistics, edited by Hooi Ling Soh, Liang Tao, and Yun Xiao, 2:58-82. Cambridge Scholars Publishing.

Cheung, Lawrence Yam-Leung. 1997. “A study of right dislocation in Cantonese.” MPhil thesis, The Chinese University of Hong Kong.

.2005. “Syntax and semantics of dislocation focus construction in Cantonese.” MA thesis, University of California, Los Angeles.

. 2009. “Dislocation focus construction in Chinese.” Journal of East Asian Linguistics 18 (3): 197-232.

. 2015. “Bi-clausal sluicing approach to dislocation copying in Cantonese.” International Journal of Chinese Linguistics 2 (2): 227-
272.

Chomsky, Noam. 1995. The Minimalist Program. Cambridge, Massachusetts: MIT Press.
Citko, Barbara. 2005. “On the Nature of Merge: External Merge, Internal Merge, and Parallel Merge.” Linguistic Inquiry 36 (4): 475-496.

. 2011. Symmetry in Syntax: Merge, Move and Labels. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

.2017. “Right node raising.” In The Wiley Blackwell Companion to Syntax (Second Edition), edited by Martin Everaert and Henk C
van Riemsdijk, 1-33. John Wiley / Sons.

de Vries, Mark. 2009. “Specifying coordination: An investigation into the syntax of dislocation, extraposition and parenthesis.” In Lan-

guage and linguistics: Emerging trends, edited by Cynthia R Dreyer, 37-98. New York: Nova Science Publishers.
Erlewine, Michael Yoshitaka. 2014. “Movement out of focus.” PhD diss., Massachusetts Institute of Technology.

. 2017. “Vietnamese focus particles and derivation by phase.” Journal of East Asian Linguistics 26 (4): 325-349.

.2025. “Focus intervention, multiple association, and the unity of focus and wh alternatives.” Linguistics and Philosophy (to appear).
Fiengo, Robert, and Robert May. 1994. Indices and identity. Cambridge, Massachusetts: MIT Press.

Gracanin-Yuksek, Martina. 2007. “About sharing.” PhD diss., Massachusetts Institute of Technology.

Grosz, Patrick Georg. 2015. “Movement and agreement in right-node-raising constructions.” Syntax 18 (1): 1-38.

Guimaraes, Maximiliano. 2004. “Derivation and representation of syntactic amalgams.” PhD diss., University of Maryland.

Ha, Seungwan. 2008. “Ellipsis, Right Node Raising, and Across-the-Board Constructions.” PhD diss., Boston University.

Han, Chung-hye, and Maribel Romero. 2004. “Disjunction, Focus, and Scope.” Linguistic Inquiry 35 (2): 179-217.

Hartmann, Katharina. 2000. “Right node raising and gapping: Interface conditions on prosodic deletion.” (Amsterdam).

Hirsch, Aron, and Michael Wagner. 2015. “Right node raising, scope, and plurality.” In Proceedings of the Amsterdam Colloquium, 187-
196.

.2025. “Only scope and backwards association.” Ms., University of Maryland and McGill University.

Hole, Daniel. 2017. “A crosslinguistic syntax of scalar and non-scalar focus particle sentences: the view from Vietnamese and Chinese.”
Journal of East Asian Linguistics 26 (4): 389-409.

Hudson, Richard A. 1976. “Conjunction reduction, gapping and right-node raising.” Language 52 (3): 535-562.
Jackendoff, Ray. 1972. Semantic Interpretation in Generative Grammar. Cambridge, Massachusetts: MIT Press.

.1977. X’ Syntax. Cambridge, Massachusetts: MIT Press.

14



WCCFL-43, Yip & Tamar-Mattis Apr 25-27,2025

Johnson, Kyle. 2001. “What VP ellipsis can do, and what it can’t, but not why.” In The handbook of contemporary syntactic theory, edited
by Mark Baltin and Chris Collins, 439-479. Oxford: Blackwell Publishers.

.2013. “Licensing Ellipsis.” Studies in Chinese Linguistics 34 (2): 72-97.

Lakoff, George. 1974. “Syntactic Amalgams.” In Papers from the 10th Regional Meeting of the Chicago Linguistic Society, edited by Michael
Galy, Robert Fox, and Anthony Bruck, 321-344.

Larson, Bradley. 2012. “A Dilemma with Accounts of Right Node Raising.” Linguistic Inquiry 43 (1): 143-150.
Lee, Tommy Tsz-Ming. 2017. “Defocalization in Cantonese right dislocation.” Gengo Kenkyu 152:59-87.

Lee, Tommy Tsz-Ming, and Ka-Fai Yip. 2025. “Partial Deletion on head chains: Discontinuous predicates in Cantonese.” Ms. City Uni-
versity of Hong Kong and Yale University.

Li, Haoze, and Jess H-K Law. 2016. “Alternatives in different dimensions: a case study of focus intervention.” Linguistics and philosophy
39:201-245.

Lobeck, Anne. 1995. Ellipsis: Functional Heads, Licensing and Identification. New York: Oxford University Press.
McCawley, James D. 1982. “Parentheticals and discontinuous constituent structure.” Linguistic Inquiry 13 (1): 91-106.
Merchant, Jason. 2001. The syntax of silence: sluicing, islands, and the theory of ellipsis. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Nunes, Jairo. 1995. “The copy theory of movement and linearization of chains in the Minimalist Program.” PhD diss., University of

Maryland.

. 2004. Linearization of Chains and Sideward Movement. Cambridge, Massachusetts: MIT Press.
Postal, Paul. 1974. On raising. Cambridge, Massachusetts: MIT Press.
. 1998. Three Investigations of Extraction. 215. Cambridge: The MIT Press.

Quek, Yihui, and Aron Hirsch. 2017. “Severing focus form and meaning in Standard and Colloquial Singapore English.” In Proceedings
of North East Linguistic Society 47, edited by Andrew Lamont and Katerina Tetzloff, 15-24.

Ross, John. 1967. “Constraints on variables in syntax.” Ph.D. dissertation, Massachusetts Institute of Technology.

Sabbagh, Joseph. 2007. “Ordering and Linearizing Rightward Movement.” Natural Language and Linguistic Theory 25 (2): 349-401.

Tamar-Mattis, Squid. 2025. “Auxiliary agreement in Basque: evidence from backward gapping.” Paper presented at the 61st Meeting of
the Chicago Linguistic Society.

Tancredi, Chris. 1990. “Not only EVEN, but even ONLY.” Ms., Massachusetts Institute of Technology.

van Riemsdijk, Henk. 1998. “Trees and scions - science and trees.” In Festweb page for Noam Chomsky. MIT Press.

. 2006. “Grafts follow from Merge.” In Phases of interpretation, edited by Mara Frascarelli, 91:17-44. Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter.

van Urk, Coppe. 2018. “Pronoun copying in Dinka Bor and the copy theory of movement.” Natural Language and Linguistic Theory 36
(3): 937-990.

Wang, Yuyun. 2014. “The theory of empty noun in Chinese: With special reference to the right node raising construction.” PhD diss.,

University of Southern California.

. 2024. “Right node raising in Mandarin Chinese: are we moving right?” Linguistics 62 (2): 261-294.

Wei, Ting-Chi. 2018. “Fragment questions in Mandarin Chinese: Topic movement and pied-piping.” Language and Linguistics 19 (2):
266-305.

Wilder, Chris. 1997. “Some Properties of Ellipsis in Coordination.” In Studies on Universal Grammar and Typological Variation, edited by
Artemis Alexiadou and T Hall, 59-107. Amsterdam: Benjamins.

. 1999. “Right Node Raising and the LCA.” In Proceedings of WCCFL 18, edited by Sonya Bird, ] Haugen, and P Norquest, 586—

598.

.2008. “Shared Constituents and Linearization.” In Topics in Ellipsis, edited by Kyle Johnson, 229-258. Cambridge, United King-

dom: Cambridge University Press.

Wu, Wing Li, and Yi Xu. 2010. “Prosodic focus in Hong Kong Cantonese without post-focus compression.” In Speech prosody 2010.
Chicago.

Xu, Yi. 2011. “Post-focus compression: Cross-linguistic distribution and historical origin.” In Proceedings of The 17th International

Congress of Phonetic Sciences, 152—155. Hong Kong.

15



WCCFL-43, Yip & Tamar-Mattis Apr 25-27,2025

Yatabe, Shuiichi. 2003. “A linearization-based theory of summative agreement in peripheral-node raising constructions.” In Proceedings
of the 9th International Conference on Head-Driven Phrase Structure Grammar, edited by Jong-Bok Kim and Stephen Wechsler,
391-411. Stanford: CSLI Publications.

Yip, Ka-Fai. 2020. “Syntax-prosody Mapping of right-dislocation in Cantonese and Mandarin.” In Phonological Externalization volume

5, edited by Hisao Tokizaki, 73-90. Sapporo: Sapporo University.

i

. 2023. “Agreeing with ‘only”” In Proceedings of 41st West Coast Conference on Formal Linguistics. Somerville, MA: Cascadilla

Proceedings Project (To appear).

. 2025a. “A unified biclausal approach to right dislocation in Chinese.” Ms., Yale University.

. 2025b. “Right dislocation as multidominance, and beyond.” Poster presented at Generative Linguistics in the Old World
(GLOW) 47, Goethe University Frankfurt.

Yip, Ka-Fai, and Comfort Ahenkorah. 2023. “Non-agreeing resumptive pronouns and partial Copy Deletion.” University of Pennsylvania
Working Papers in Linguistics 29 (1): 206-215.

16



	Introduction
	C-command requirement of `only' focus association
	Focus association fails with traces
	Focus association fails with ellipsis

	A novel argument for multidominance in RNR
	A non-uniform view on RNR
	Multidominant RNR: focus association allowed
	Elliptical RNR: focus association disallowed

	Multidominant structures beyond RNR
	Conclusion
	Appendices

