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Bi-structural in-situ-ness. Introduction 

 

 In Catalan and Spanish, there are some interrogations whose 
interrogative element seems in situ, but there are evidences that it 
is not. 
 

 These interrogations will be analyzed as involving two clauses, both 
of them subject to ellipsis. 
 

 This analysis takes into account the resemblance of these 
interrogations with other constructions that have been analyzed in 
a similar manner. 
 

 It is defended that in some of the relevant interrogations the 
remnant of one of the ellipses is the interrogative element that 
seems to be in situ. In-situ-ness is, as a consequence, a simulation. 
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Bi-structural in-situ-ness. Introduction 

• Firstly, I will show that in-situ-ness in Catalan/Spanish is 
not real. 

• Secondly, I will present the basics about analyses based on 
two clauses and ellipsis. 

• Thirdly, I will present how such an analysis can be applied 
to the relevant interrogations. 

• Fourthly, I will develop the analysis for some of these 
interrogations. 

• Fifthly, I will develop it for their other version. 

• Sixthly, I will show how the two clauses seem to be related 
in these interrogations. 

• And, finally, there will be a conclusion. 
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Bi-structural in-situ-ness. Simulated in-situ-ness  

 There is no such a thing as optional in-situ-ness in Spanish or 

Catalan. When interrogative elements appear in a position that 

seems to be its base position, very special discourse conditions 

apply. In other words, a particular “discourse semantics” is 

conveyed. 

 These interrogations are strongly discourse dependent. They 

appear in front of some imprecision in what has been said by 

another speaker. In other words, they are questions for 

information that is judged scarce (or even inexistent) by the 

speaker, who wants to obtain precisions. 
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(1) 

 

 
 

(2) 
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These conditions, although not  essentially different, are considerably 

less strict than those considered by Etxepare and Uribe-Etxebarria 

(2005: 27), who present examples involving contrastivity: 
 

 (3) 

Bi-structural in-situ-ness. Simulated in-situ-ness  

6 



(7) 

 

 

(7) indicates that there is some movement involved in this kind of 

interrogations (Rizzi (2001), Shlonsky and Soare (2011)). 

It is also interesting because it does not seem particularly coherent 

with an analysis based on remnant movement (like Etxepare and 

Uribe-Etxebarria (2005)): if the interrogative element is not inside IP 

and it does not move to CP, the “rest” of IP cannot be moved by this 

mechanism to some projection in CP. 
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An interrogation like (4b) is grammatical as an echo question (Etxepare 

and Uribe-Etxebarria (2005: 14)): 

(4) 

 

In this case, it seems that the interrogative element is really in situ. 

There are prosodic evidences of real in-situ-ness for interrogative 

elements are in situ in “echo questions” (He said WHAT?) and 

“multiple questions” (Who bought what?). 
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(9)      [Catalan] 

 

(9) is different. An appropriate discursive context for it is shown in (10), 

where (10a) presents a temporal deictic element, llavors “then”, and (10b) 

presents no temporal information at all (of course, this information is judged 

relevant, and this relevance is sustained in the nonlinguistic context). 

(10) 
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Questions like (9) can be called “precision interrogations” and they 

should be distinguished from echo questions:  

A) their interrogative element is not in situ,  

B) they have a prosodic separation before the interrogative element  

C) and their interrogative element corresponds to information that 

has been given scarcely or that has not been given. 

Considering this, there is not a big semantic difference between (9) 

and (11): 

(9)    (11) 
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(9)    (11) 

 

 The main difference between these two sentences is, of course, the 

fact that the interrogative element appears after or before the rest 

of the material in the interrogation; observe that in both cases 

there is a prosodic separation between this element and the rest. 

 Although the focus of this study is not semantics, it can be said that 

the difference between (9) and (11) is coherent with the difference 

that can be established between different kinds of topics.  

Observe the two possible dialogues offered in (12): 
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(12) 

 

 

 
 

If speaker B asks (12a) to speaker A, s/he is picking les patates “the potatoes”, 

and making this referent salient. 

But (12a) is inappropriate as a hanging topic, it “cannot be used to make 

active referents nor mentioned in the discourse” (it cannot refer to referents 

accessible by association, like “the door” by “the house”) and it cannot be 

contrastively used (Fábregas 2016: 75-77). On the other hand, (12b) would be 

appropriate as a question to another speaker in the context, C. 
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(12a) and (12b) are “interrogations”, in the sense that they are not, or 

they do not seem to be, interrogative sentences. In other words, they 

include no (visible) verb. What about if they included one? Then 

sentences like (13a) and (13b) are obtained: 

(13) 
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 There does not seem to be any crucial semantic or prosodic difference 

between the interrogations in (12) ―without a V― and those in (13) 

―with a V.  

 And there is not a big semantic difference between (13a) and (13b) ―no 

more than the existent between (12a) and (12b).  

 Considering this, it seems reasonable to defend an analysis for these four 

examples that could be applied to all of them. This analysis should be 

coherent with the topic value that can be detected. 

 

 

Bi-structural in-situ-ness. Simulated in-situ-ness  

14 



In conclusion, in interrogations like (13b) the interrogative element 
quan “when” appears in a position that seems to be the same of ahir 
“yesterday” in (16), which is also a temporal adjunct, but it is not. 

 

(13)  b.             (16) 
 

 

 

 

 

For syntactic, prosodic and (discursive) semantic reasons, such an 
interrogative element requires a different analysis, one that relates 
these interrogations with similar ones and similar constructions, and 
explains the simulation of in-situ-ness. 
 

The analysis here defended treats interrogations like those in (13) as 
biclausal structures that are subject to ellipsis. 
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 Ellipsis-based accounts have been used in order to explain 
different phenomena that have in common the appearance 
of involving a “remnant”; i.e. a part of a clause that has 
survived the “suppression” of most of the clause. 

 

 These are examples of different cases of ellipsis: sluicing (1a) 
(Merchant (2001), Ross (1967)); stripping (1b) (Depiante, 
(2000), Wurmbrand (2017)); fragment answers (1c) 
(Merchant (2004), Temmerman (2013)); split questions (1d) 
(Arregi (2010)); afterthoughts (1e) (Ott and de Vries (2016), 
Truckenbrodt (2013)), and right dislocations (1f) (Fernández 
Sánchez (2017)). Each of them has certain specific properties.  
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(17) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
(18) 

 

 

 

(These representations are merely descriptive.) 

Bi-structural in-situ-ness. Biclausal structures and ellipsis  

17 



 

 There are always two clauses involved and they are “strongly 
similar”.  

 What does this mean? It is not obvious, and this is a 
important focus of debate in ellipsis studies (Matthew 2014): 
it may be that there has to be a syntactic parallelism between 
them, a semantic parallelism or both. 

 In any case, this does not mean that the two clauses have to 
be identical (it is clear that a clitic, like les, and a DP, like les 
patates, have different morphological properties and, 
obviously, they are different lexical elements). 

 

(18) 

 

Bi-structural in-situ-ness. Biclausal structures and ellipsis  

18 



 

 There is not a single ellipsis-based account. Some of the most 
prominent ones give fully syntactic explanations of ellipsis 
(i.e. it is syntactized).  

 

 In particular, it is quite commonly assumed that a [E] feature 
licenses ellipsis (following Merchant (2001)): if a certain 
phrase has a head endowed with this feature, a constituent 
surviving ellipsis moves to the specifier of the phrase; [E] is a 
syntactic indication to phonetics (PF) that the complement of 
the phrase (i.e. what remains unmoved) is to be elided. 
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An example with a right dislocation in presented in (18). In (19), 
a more precise analysis of the clause subject to ellipsis is given. 
The phrase bearing the [E] feature in its head is assumed to be 
CP. 
 

(18) 

 
 

                                (19) 



 

 In any case, there is a different approach to ellipsis, which 
treats this phenomenon as being essentially phonological 
(Bruening (2015), Fernández Sánchez (2017), Fox (1999), 
Hartmann (2000) and Ott and Struckmeier (2016)).  

 

 Ellipsis is considered to be equivalent to extreme 
deaccenting (so extreme that silence is obtained), in line with 
the proposal made in Chomsky and Lasnik (1993) and Tancredi 
(1992).  

 

 This implies that there is no movement involved, so ellipsis 
can be described as happening in situ. 
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The syntactic approach of ellipsis, based on movement and on a 
[E] feature, has some problems.  

In particular, some clauses that presumably are subject to ellipsis 
in fragment answers are inappropriate as “complete” anwers 
with the postulated fronting (2a) and some of these clauses do 
not seem to allow fronting at all, even if the corresponding 
fragments are correct (2b) (Fernández Sánchez 2017: 121-4): 

 

(20) 

 

 

Bi-structural in-situ-ness. Biclausal structures and ellipsis  

22 



 Considering these problems and the data here studied, it will 
be assumed that ellipsis is an essentially phonological 
phenomenon. 

 

 For ellipsis to be possible, it is necessary that (A) the two 
clauses involved are strongly similar and that (B) there is 
some information in (at least) one of them that is so clearly 
established that it is possible to completely deaccentuate 
what conveys it, giving silence as a result (Fernández Sánchez 
2017). 

 

[If ellipsis is a phonological process, it is not necessary to assume 
that it applies only to syntactic constituents. Instead, if ellipsis is 
a syntactic process, only constituents are expected to be subject 
to ellipsis (this is a restriction that the account based on a [E] 
feature tries to capture).] 
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This kind of approach is represented in (21). (Observe that the 
two clauses are related by means of a Coordination Phrase 
(CoordP); this is not important for this section.) 

 

(21)  
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 Finally, ellipsis can exist simultaneously in two clauses (Kluck (2014)) 
in some split questions, strongly discourse-dependent. In them, the 
second clause is a tentative answer (with the form of a yes-no 
question) for the unknown that appears in the first one, whose 
remnant is the corresponding interrogative element: 

(22) 

 

 

 It may also happen that there is ellipsis only in the first clause, not 
in the second, like in some cases of sluicing. They seem quite 
different, from a discursive point of view: they are based on 
anticipation (this can be called “backward ellipsis”): 

 

(23)  
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 In dislocations, it can be defended that the dislocated 
constituent is the visible (i.e. surviving or pronounced) part 
of a complete clause, one that has some of its elements 
elided (Fernández Sánchez 2017).  

 That means that (24a) and (24b) could be analyzed as (25) 
essentially shows for each of them: 

 

(24) a. Les patates, les ha agafat.       [left dislocation] 

  the potatoes, CLITICFemPl has taken 

 b. Les ha agafat, les patates.       [right dislocation] 
 

(25) a. ha agafat les patates / les ha agafat 

 b. les ha agafat / ha agafat les patates 
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I defend a similar analysis for precision interrogations like (26), 
(repetition of (13)), which is basically presented in (27): 
 

(26) a. Va comprar les patates, quan?  [Catalan] 

  bought3Sing the potatoes, when? 

 b. Quan, va comprar les patates? 

  when, bought3Sing the potatoes? 

 “When did s/he buy the potatoes?” (approx.) 

 

(27)  
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(27) 

 

 

 
 

A) In (27a), the first clause contains a PP with an indefinite; the second 
clause is identical except for the corresponding constituent, which is an 
interrogative element. In the first clause, the PP is elided; in the 
second one, everything is elided except the interrogative element. 
 

B) In (27b), the first clause and the second clause are identical (both of 
them contain an interrogative element). In the first one, everything is 
elided except the interrogative element; in the second clause, the 
reverse occurs: everything survives ellipsis except the interrogative 
element. 
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(26)  

 

 

 

 

 For simplicity, I will call interrogations like (26a) “right 
precision interrogations” and those like (26b), “left precision 
interrogations”. Observe that this labels are based on the 
relative situation of the (visible) interrogative element. 

 As has been said, right precision interrogations and left 
precision interrogations exhibit some different properties 
that justify a different analysis for each case, even if based on 
two clauses and double ellipsis for both of them.  
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These examples show that the subject appears in front of the 
verb in right precision interrogations, but it cannot appear in 
this position in left precision interrogations: 
 

(28) 

 

 

 

    (29) 

 

 

(30) 

 

           [conventional interrogation] 
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[Catalan] 



(28) 

 

 

 
 

 The second clause of left precision interrogations, like (28b), 
seems to incorporate an interrogative element that behaves 
normally (i.e. it moves to CP, and there is subject-verb 
inversion), even if it is elided.  

 In right precision interrogations, like (28a), the effects of a 
supposed interrogative element in the first clause cannot be 
detected. 

 In an ellipsis-based approach, the properties of the first clause 
of right precision interrogations can be diversely explained: 
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Ex 



1rd POSSIBILITY FOR THE FIRST CLAUSE IN RIGHT PRECISION INT. 
 

The possibility that seems more plausible implies that the elided 
constituent is not a wh-element, but an NP or a PP with an indefinite; 
this part is elided in situ by extreme deaccentuation (so by 
phonological means, not syntactically).  
 

(27) a. 

 

 

BUT this poses an obvious problem, quite common ellipsis-based 
studies: it is assumed that the “strong similarity” between two 
clauses involved in ellipsis is a necessary condition for the licensing of 
ellipsis. In fact, there almost never seems to exist a complete identity 
between them (the exception would be, if this proposal is on the good 
track, left precision interrogations). 
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2nd POSSIBILITY FOR THE FIRST CLAUSE IN RIGHT PRECISION INT. 
 

It might be that the subject in the first clause is topicalized, maybe, as 
Etxepare and Uribe-Etxebarria (2005) argue, as a contrastive topic. 
 

But, if this appears to work for the kind of discursive contexts that they 
take into account (which favor contrastivity), it does not seem to be so 
for other cases, like (2). (In addition, there are no prosodic evidences.) 

 

(2) 
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3rd POSSIBILITY FOR THE FIRST CLAUSE IN RIGHT PRECISION INT. 

 

 It might be that el Joan ha trobat “the John has found” has no 
subject-verb inversion because a movement specific of ellipsis 
applies: the remnant of a clause subject to ellipsis has to move to 
the specifier of the phrase whose head incorporates [E]. 
 

 If this analysis was applied to this case, the remnant would move 
to a specifier (of CP, presumably), this movement having priority 
over the wh-movement; the interrogative element, left in the 
complement, would be elided.  
 

 This syntactic approach poses problems precisely in cases like this: if 
syntax works with constituents, it should be possible to identify el 
Joan ha trobat “the John has found” as a constituent, and this is not 
obvious at all. 
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4th POSSIBILITY FOR THE FIRST CLAUSE IN RIGHT PRECISION INT. 

 

 It may be that the elided constituent in the first clause is an 
interrogative element in situ. This would explain the lack of 
subject-verb inversion, and the ellipsis could be justified 
phonetically (as extreme deaccentuation). 

 Of course, this poses a problem: it is not clear why a wh-
element does not move in a language in which these 
elements generally move (except in rhetorical questions and 
multiple questions).  

 Even if this movement cannot be visible, since the rest of the 
clause is elided, it is natural to expect that an interrogative 
element does move normally. And, if it exists, it seems clear 
that it does not. 
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1st POSSIBILITY FOR THE FIRST CLAUSE IN RIGHT PRECISION INT. 

 

 It is generally assumed that both clauses have to be semantically 
equivalent, but, usually, this does not mean identity. 

 The existence of a remnant (i.e. the fact that there is a surviving 
part in a clause subject to ellipsis) can usually be explained because 
it provides information that is relatively new in comparison with 
the rest of the clause to which it pertains. 

 This novelty is relative to the other clause: the remnant adds some 
information to it, somewhat specifies or clarifies it or provides an 
alternative (particularly, it may say what a question is about). 

 As for the proposal of an indefinite as the elided element, it should 
be taken into account that indefinites and interrogative elements 
have a strong resemblance (Haspelmath 1997). 
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1st POSSIBILITY FOR THE FIRST CLAUSE IN RIGHT PRECISION INT. 
 

The situation described is found in the examples of different cases of 
ellipsis that have been already presented. 
 

(17) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

[It is common that, in cases of sluicing, like (17a), an indefinite and an 
interrogative element are involved. This is very similar to the proposal 
for right precision interrogations.] 
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1st POSSIBILITY FOR THE FIRST CLAUSE IN RIGHT PRECISION INT. 

 

 It should not be surprising that, in right precision interrogations, the 
two clauses are not identical, but strongly similar in semantic terms. 

 However, this may not be so obvious for precision interrogations, 
since the supposed indefinite NP or DP is elided and there is no 
visible evidence of it.  

 But a lack of identity between two clauses involved in ellipsis that 
remains covered precisely because of ellipsis can also be detected 
in other cases. 

 The same seems to happen in certain cases VP ellipsis; this 
phenomenon has been named “change of vehicle” since Fiengo and 
May (1994). 
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1st POSSIBILITY FOR THE FIRST CLAUSE IN RIGHT PRECISION INT. 

 

(31) 

(32) 

 

 

 In principle, the elided part of the second clause in (31), indicated 
with a line, would be arrest Alex, considering what is visible in the 
first clause, in which there is no ellipsis. 

 But this is impossible, since, as (32a) shows, this would led to an 
ungrammaticality; it seems reasonable to postulate that, in the 
elided part, Alex does not appear, but the pronoun him (so there is 
a “change of vehicle” between the two clauses, and what is really 
elided in arrest him). 
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 What about the second clause in right precision interrogations? 
Following a biclausal analysis, the interrogative element that is 
pronounced is syntactically integrated and it is postulated that this 
clause is subject to ellipsis too.  
 

 In a phonological account of this phenomenon like that here 
adopted, this means that there is no reason to suppose that there 
is any special movement inside the clause, neither any absence of 
normal movement.  
 

 According to this, the interrogative element moves to the left 
periphery inside the clause, i.e. to the CP layer, and the rest of the 
clause is elided. 
 

(27) a. 
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There is one possible problem, in relation with the behavior of 
the interrogative element in islands. In principle, it does no seem 
subject to these effects: 

 

(33) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

[Wh-island] 
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[Spanish] 



 

 

(33) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
[Factive island] 
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(33) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

[Adjunct island]  
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(33) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

[Complex NP island]  
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Conventional interrogative sentences with the same islands: 
 

(34) 
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 Judgments for (33a) and (33b) differ from those considered by Etxepare 
and Uribe-Etxebarria (2005); they present them as ungrammatical.  

 I think that these interrogations, with weak islands, are not particularly 
easy to process: they incorporate a lot of topic information. 

 In (33a), maybe particularly dubious, this information includes one 
unknown for speaker B, the embedded interrogative element (which is 
not an unknown for speaker A), and s/he combines it with another 
unknown, the interrogative element of the second clause; this may be 
semantically hard to process. 

 In any case, I gave both for (33a) and (33b) the contrastive context they 
present as the appropriate one for this kind of interrogations (they do not 
offer it for this specific examples), and I do not judge them as 
ungrammatical; maybe just slightly degraded. 

 

(33)   a. 
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 Second clauses are the problem: they include an interrogative 
element. How can a lack of island effects be explained considering 
the ellipsis-based approach here adopted?  

 In fact, in these second clauses there may be no island, depending 
on the level at which the first clause is “reproduced”. 

 The second clause could be equal to the first one, i.e. it could be a 
complex sentence with a matrix clause and a subordinated one, but 
this is not a necessity. 

 It is generally accepted in ellipsis-based studies (since Merchant 
(2001)) that it is possible that a clause subject to ellipsis 
reproduces only the propositional content of a subordinate clause 
in the other clause. In other words, it is possible that the second 
clause corresponds only to the propositional content of the 
embedded clause in the first one, which may be an island. 
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(35)   
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 In synthesis, I propose that right precision interrogations 
contain two clauses, both of them subject to ellipsis.  

 The first one contains an indefinite (a NP or a PP) that is elided 
and the second one, while being essentially similar to the first 
one, contains an interrogative element instead of the 
indefinite.  

 The interrogative element moves as it is normal and it is the 
remnant of ellipsis; the rest of the clause is elided.  

 If the first clause is a complex one and the relevant part for 
ellipsis is the subordinated clause (i.e. the indefinite is a 
constituent of the subordinated clause), the second clause 
consists only on the propositional content of this 
subordinated clause (i.e. it is a simple clause), so there is no 
island and the interrogative element can move. 
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 As has been explained, it is necessary to postulate a different 
analysis for left precision interrogations, although equally 
biclausal and based on ellipsis. 

 There are evidences that, in these interrogations, both 
clauses contain an interrogative element. In principle, it is 
desirable to analyze any clause presumably subject to ellipsis 
in the same manner that a clause with the same properties 
that is not subject to ellipsis. 

 Consequently, if a clause subject to ellipsis contains a wh-
element, it should behave normally. In several Romance 
languages, this means that this element is expected to move 
to the left periphery of the clause ―even if ellipsis makes 
this movement invisible. 
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Ex 



 In sentences like (36a), in the second clause, the interrogative 
element qué “what” moves to the specifier of CP (cfr. (37)) 
and it is elided.  

 This same analysis applies to the first clause, the one whose 
remnant is the interrogative element: this element moves and 
ellipsis applies to the rest of the clause. 
 

(36) 

 

 

 

 
(37) 
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Ex 



This explains the fact that the second clause subject to ellipsis has to 
present the order of constituents (V followed by the Subj.) found in a 
conventional interrogative sentence, as (36)-(37) show in comparison 
with (38)-(39): 
 
 

(36)      (37) 

 

 

 

 

 

(38)     (39) 
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IMP 



This is also coherent with the fact that left precision 
interrogations manifest the effects of islands. They are subject 
to the same restrictions that apply to conventional interrogative 
sentences: 

(40) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

(41) 
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 Observe that, if this analysis is on the good track, it may be 
that (40a) and (41), as precision interrogations, are “doubly” 
ungrammatical: they may be an island for wh-movement in 
both clauses.  

 However, it may be that the first clause contains only the 
propositional content corresponding to the island in the 
complex clause, as has been postulated for right precision 
interrogations (for their second clause). 

 Observe that this is not crucial: in any case, the second clause 
appears complete (i.e. as a complex clause) and, since it 
contains a wh-element that behaves normally, island effects 
arise and give ungrammatical results. 
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 Considering (15), it has been shown that precision interrogation, 
like (15a), exhibit some properties that differentiate them from 
conventional interrogations, like (15b).  

 (15a) is not more or less constrained by discourse than any other 
precision interrogation. (15b) is possible only if it is a rhetorical 
question or if the possible answers are known to be limited (e.g. 
there is a list).  
 

(15) 

 

 
 Why do precision interrogations exhibit this behavior? Quite 

coherently, because their answers are also limited, specifically to 
one: the information (about time) that the utterer of (7b) thinks 
that has been scarcely given. 
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 What is the relation between the two clauses involved in the 
ellipses of precision interrogations? This question is particularly 
relevant for one of the main contributions of biclausal approaches 
to ellipsis phenomena: the importance that they give to prosody. 
 

 Some proposals defend that the two clauses involved in an ellipsis 
with a prosodic separation between them are related by means of 
a Coordination Phrase. Other proposals defend that there is no 
syntactic relation between the clauses, but a discursive one. 
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One speech act.  
Coordination? 

Two speech acts.  
Without coordination? 

Right dislocations (Fernández Sánchez 
(2016), Ott and de Vries (2016)) 

Afterthoughts (Ott and de Vries 2016),  
split questions (Arregi 2010) 



 Indeed, some proposals for structures with a prosodic separation 
between the two clauses provide a CoordP as the general syntactic 
frame for ellipsis, i.e. the two clauses are related by coordination 
(Kuck, Ott and de Vries (2015)). 

 This has been defended for right dislocations (Fernández Sánchez 
(2017), Ott and de Vries (2016) and de Vries (2009)) and for 
afterthoughts and split questions (Fernández Sánchez 2017). 

 These proposals assume that coordination is a structure not 
related with any particular semantics: even if its most typical 
associated meanings are addition and disjunction, this is regarded 
as not crucial for the existence of such a structure.  

 In ellipsis cases, they postulate that the Coordination Phrase 
provides specification semantics in an asymmetrical manner (the 
second clause somewhat specifies the first one) and that it is 
asyndentic (i.e. there is no conjunction, such as and or or). 
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 However, the existence of a Coordination Phrase implies 
nothing about the nature of ellipsis itself: ellipsis can be 
analyzed as being essentially syntactic or essentially 
phonological postulating or not a Coordination Phrase. 

 A Coordination Phrase uniting the two clauses in certain cases 
of ellipsis seems to point towards an integration or 
dependence between the two relevant clauses.  

 In afterthoughts, split questions and right dislocations, and 
maybe other constructions, there is a prosodic separation 
between the two clauses, which seems coherent with the 
existence of such a Coordination Phrase. However, the degree 
of integration of the clauses seems quite different in these 
cases (there are evidences of a stronger dependence for right 
dislocations). 
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 Precision interrogations appear to show a different behavior 
dependent on whether they are right or left precision 
interrogations. In the latter case, they seem to incorporate 
two speech acts; in the former case, there seems to be only 
one speech act, and there are evidences of the expected 
stronger integration. 

 

 

 
 

 The relevant contrasts are presented in the following 
examples.  

Bi-structural in-situ-ness. Relation between the two clauses 

59 

One speech act.  
Coordination? 

Two speech acts. 
Without coordination? 

Right dislocations. 
Left precision interrogations? 

Afterthoughts, split questions. 
Right precision interrogations? 



(42) shows a prosodic contrast, since a version of a first clause of a 
rights precision interrogation with a clear assertive intonation can be 
combined with the second clause (the interrogative element), 
indicating a certain autonomy regarding sentential modality; in 
contrast, this is impossible for the second clause in left precision 
interrogations (Ott and de Vries (2016)). 
 

(42) 
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In addition, (43) shows that “reduced parenthetical verbs” 
(Griffiths 2013) can be combined with the first clause in right 
precision interrogations, but not in left precision interrogations.  

 

(43) 

 

 

 

 
[It is also possible to combine crees “believes2Sing” with the 
interrogative element and, then, both (43a) and (43b) are 
grammatical, as expectable.] 
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And (44) shows that a sentential adverb like “probably” can be 
combined with the first clause in right precision interrogations, 
but not with the second clause in left precisions interrogations 
(Truckenbrodt 2016).  

 

(44) 

 

 

 

 

 

These four authors argue that the fact that some clause has this 
possibilities is indicative of independence as a speech act.  
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Finally, in the same vein, (4) shows that the first clause of right 
precision interrogations, with its typical “suspensive” raising 
intonation, can be used without any interrogative element, in 
contrast with the second clause of a left precision interrogation 
(with its typical low and plain intonation). 

 

(45) 
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 In addition, there are prosodic differences in the relation between 
the two clauses: 

1/3 In right precision interrogations, the first clause tends to finish 
with a raise in intonation, which can be quite remarkable (this could be 
described as a “suspensive intonation” indicating that the utterer 
expects a continuation). 

2/3  In left precision interrogations, the following clause has a 
somewhat diminished prosody, low and plain (this seems coherent 
with the existence of a certain degree of dependence from the first 
clause in prosodic terms: it tends to maintain the final intonation of 
the interrogative element). 

 This is coherent with right dislocations: the first clause is 
prosodically independent, while the second one appears to be 
somewhat integrated with the other, since it tends to keep the 
intonation in which that ends (Fernández Sánchez 2017:110). 
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3/3 The intonation of the interrogative element is the same in 
both cases: clearly descendent. These interrogative elements, with this 
intonation, could be independently used. 

 

 The situation described is coherent with the existence of two 
different kinds of relation between the clauses involved in the 
ellipses here studied.  

 With right precision interrogations, the clauses seem to be 
basically independent. With left precision interrogations, the 
second clause seems more dependent on or more integrated 
with the first one (the one whose remnant is the interrogative 
element). 
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 Considering the two analyses postulated for prosodically 
separated biclausal structures, it seems that right precision 
interrogations should be considered as related by discourse, 
not by syntax.  

 Contrary to this, left precision interrogations should be 
considered as related by syntax. It is postulated that they are 
integrated by a Coordination Phrase. 

 This proposal is coherent with the analysis defended for the 
second clause in left precision interrogations: even if they 
contain an interrogative element, which is phonetically 
elided, the fact that they are not independent speech acts 
justifies that they do not exhibit an interrogative intonation 
(i.e. they do not have an illocutionary force of their own). 
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 There is, however, a possible problem: as has been explained, 
the Coordination Phrase that has been used to account for 
some ellipsis phenomena conveys specification semantics, 
and it does so in an asymmetrical manner (the second clause 
somewhat specifies the first one). 

 

 Is there any specification, in Què, diu el Joan? “what, says3Sing 
the John?”? (Catalan) It is not obvious, particularly because 
this same Coordination Phrase has been postulated for right 
dislocations. 
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Observe that, in (1b), which is the basic analysis of (1a), the 
clause ha comprat les patates is more specific than the clause les 
ha comprat in a very intuitive sense: one provides a DP, les 
patates “the potatoes”, where the other one only provides a 
clitic, les. 

 

(46) 

 

 

 

 

 

Considering this, is it possible to say that diu el Joan somewhat 
specifies què? 
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[Catalan] 



Not in the same manner, since what is postulated is that the two 
clauses involved in this ellipsis are identical: 

 

(47) 

 

 

 

 

 

However, it is important to keep in mind that the authors that 
use a Coordination Phrase for this kind of structures assume that 
it is asymmetric: the second clause specifies the first one. In 
other words, a specifying Coordination Phrase imposes an order 
and conveys a semantic value. 
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 According to this, the second clause will necessarily be 
interpreted as specifying the first one. The question is how.  

 This should not be a big problem, because the initial proposal 
for the analysis of certain structures (dislocations, 
extraposition, interthoughts) using a use of Coordination 
Phrases, de Vries (2009), already considered that it conveyed 
different types of specification. 

 In cases like (47), the second clause specifies the first one by 
giving information about how it has to be interpreted. The 
second clause specifies the first one (a question) by adding 
what it is about. 
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 This is coherent with the topical value that can be attributed 
to the second clause and with the informative justification for 
ellipsis. 

 On the one hand, the content of the surviving part of the 
second clause is relatively old (i.e. topical), since it has already 
been given in the discourse. 

 On the other hand, this remnant (i.e. what survives ellipsis in 
the second clause) is relatively new (relatively focal) in 
comparison with what survives ellipsis in the first clause (i.e. 
the interrogative element), since it is the part of the second 
clause that adds something to the first one, some 
specification. This relative focality is crucial for licensing 
ellipsis if it is considered, as has been done here, an 
essentially phonological phenomenon. 
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 I presented an analysis for some peculiar interrogations using 
a ellipsis-based biclausal approach.  

 These interrogations, considering the discursive circumstances 
in which they appear, can be labelled “precision 
interrogations”.  

 They include some material that, from a discursive point of 
view, can be considered as topical, and an interrogative 
element.  

 When the topical material appears first and the interrogative 
element second, it seems that the interrogative element is in 
situ, but, according to the analysis here defended, this is only 
simulated. 
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 Precision interrogations with the interrogative element at the 
right are not very different those with the interrogative 
element at the left, in which it does not seem to be in situ. 
The analysis here presented treats both cases as essentially 
the same type of construction, while it also accounts for some 
differences between them. 

 In any case, it is clear that there is no such a thing as optional 
in-situ-ness for interrogative elements in languages like 
Spanish and Catalan: in-situ-ness in only a simulation that 
appears in some precision interrogations.  

 Precision interrogations, like other phenomena that has been 
considered biclausal and implying ellipsis, are subject to 
particular discursive conditions (they are strongly discursive 
dependent). 
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 Crucially, this analysis allows to relate “precision 
interrogations” with several other constructions that display 
some similar properties, particularly in prosodic terms, which 
are one of the main interests of ellipsis-based approaches.  

 By relating precision interrogations with afterthoughts, split 
questions and right dislocations, that construction becomes 
less peculiar and more integrated in a set of phenomena with 
some well attested properties in common. 
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There is a final issue that should be addressed, which was almost 
the initial one: precision interrogations that have the appearance 
of a sentence seem to be essentially equivalent to interrogations 
in which, apparently, there is no verb. This has been shown with 
the examples (12) and (26): 

 

 

(12)    (26) 
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(12)    (26) 

 

 

 

 

Even if this exceeds the scope of this presentation, it seems reasonable 
to postulate that (12a) and (12b) both contain two clauses of 
sentential nature, which are subject to ellipsis.  

In these cases, much more is considered to be fully accessible from the 
previous discourse, i.e. there is more “absolutely old information”, 
experimenting ellipsis. In one of the two clauses, only a DP survives.  

In the other clause, only an interrogative element survives; in this 
case, this is not different from what has been postulated for precision 
interrogations that have a visible sentential nature. 
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 Some of the data provided in Etxepare and Uribe-Etxebarria 
(2005) could be problematic for the biclausal ellipsis-based 
approach here defended. In particular, some data about 
scope.  

 At first glance, I basically share their judgements, but I think 
that the discourse dependence of these interrogations should 
be more carefully considered: depending on the previous 
discursive context, some lectures that may seem difficult to 
obtain do become available. 
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According to them, (48a) can only have an unitary reading, not a 
pair-listing one. I agree that this is the preferred reading, as it is 
for the version with an indefinite (presumably corresponding to 
the first clause), (48b). 
 

(48) 

 

 

 
 

I am not sure whether this is the only possible interpretation but, 
in any case, I think that, given a context like that in (49a), an 
interrogation like (49b) can have a pair-listing reading (and this 
also seems possible for a similar sentence with an indefinite, like 
(49c)). 
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(49) 
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I agree that an interrogation like (50b) can have a pair-listing reading. 
However (and Etxepare and Uribe-Etxebarria (2005: 24) seem to 
accept this), I think that it is also possible to interpret it as having an 
unitary reading. (50a) provides an appropriate context for (50b) having 
this alternative interpretation. 

 

(50) 
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Finally, although I agree that (51b) has a unitary reading that is 
clearly prevalent, I think that it is not impossible to attribute to it 
a pair-listing reading. (51a) provides an appropriate context for 
this. 

 

(51) 
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 In addition, it may be that temporal adjuncts, like cada día 
“each day”, are not the most neutral for these kind of 
interrogations, since it is not easy to find contrasting periods 
of time that are repeated (i.e. weeks include days, months 
include weeks, etc.), and these interrogations may easily 
appear in contrastive contexts (this is, in fact, the appropriate 
context for them, according to Etxepare and Uribe-Etxebarria 
(2005)).  

 This is why it can be better to use another type of adjunct; 
locatives, for example. Such a case is presented in (52); I think 
that (52B) has a pair-listing reading. 
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(52)  
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