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1. The workshop title “New Horizons in Ellipsis in English: Its Syntag$emantic and
Language Processing”
2. The names of organizer(s)
Organizing committee:
— Co-Chair: Gui-Sun Moon (Hansung University, Sokititean)
sunmoon@hansung.ac.kr
Myung-Kwan Park (Dongguk University, South Korea)
parkmk@dgu.edu
— Secretaries: Jong Un Park ( Dongguk Universitgyts, Korea)
jupark90@gmail.com
Jung-A Shin (Dongguk University, South Korea)
jashin@kw.ac.kr
3. The outline of the workshop, presenting, but natited to, its raison d'étre, main
themes, and aims

Our workshop on ellipsis, titled “New Horizons idligsis in English: Its Syntax, Semantics and
LanguageProcessing” aims to provide a venue for researdbeshare their works on a wide range of
ellipsis phenomena (such as VP ellipsis, sluicfragment answers, sprouting, etc.) from not only a
syntactic and semantic perspective but also viemtpahaintained by researchers working in other
linguistic subfields like pragmatics and languagecpssing. Because of the logistical issue, however
we are likely to limit the discussion in the workghto center around two major topics—repair by
ellipsis and voice mismatch. The ultimate goaltho$ tworkshop is to enhance our understanding of
the nature of ellipsis, raising the awareness ofc@nt move that favors an integrated approach to
ellipsis both in the sentence level and beyond it.

In the last two decades, the majority of studie®liipsis have centered on discovering structural
conditions for licensing ellipsis in the syntax peo (e.g., Lobeck 1995, Saito and Murasugi 1990).
Beginning in the early 2000s, however, the syntextered view on ellipsis has been challenged in
several ways. First, pointing out that there is enthran a structure that matters in ellipsis, déifeer
versions of semantic licensing condition for eli§plsave been put forth (e.g., Merchant 2001, Fak an
Lasnik 2003, Barros 2014, Weir 2014). Second, rea@mks have reported a large amount of novel
empirical data which point toward a claim that geictural identity condition is not rigorous enbug
to capture much of those data: for example, sushscas variability in voice mismatch in VP ellipsis
and sprouting are not easy to handle in terms @fsyntactic isomorphism (e.g., Merchant 2004,
Chung, McCloskey and Ladusaw 2011, Thoms 2013);samde studies in island repair even argue
that the ellipsis site may have a different soufoem a structurally identical antecedent
(Craenenbroeck 2013, Barros 2014, Barros, Liptak ahoms 2014; contra Lasnik 1999 and
Merchant 2001).



Furthermore, by observing that the licensing amdvery of an elided part in sluicing and fragments
is argued to be correlated with the type of itse@ate, whether overt or implicit, in the antecegén
has been suggested that in order to provide a prapalysis of those data, not only syntax and
semantics but also pragmatics and information stracshould be taken into consideration (e.g.,
Merchant 2008, Craenenbroeck 2013, Thoms 2013 oBaat al. 2014, Griffiths and Liptak 2014)).
Finally, psycholinguistic studies have started fisling with an aim to examine whether there exists
a structure in the ellipsis site; among such wisksing, Grove and Merchant (2014) where a reading
time experiment was executed, showing that theee psiming effect detected in the structure right
after the VP ellipsis site, the result in favortbé view that the ellipsis site may have a syntacti
structure.

Against this backdrop, our workshop plans on sirigi proposals about various ellipsis phenomena
such as VP ellipsis, sluicing, sprouting, andiinagts, etc., addressing the following (but noitkoh
to) issues:

(1) In what level should isomorphism be satisfied fdlipgis licensing—in syntax, semantics
pragmatics and/or beyond any of them?

(2) How does the type of a correlate in the antecedéett the variability in island repair, as well as
the licensing and recovery of VP ellipsis and fragiranswers?

(3) What implications does the variability of voice migtch bring about on the syntax and semantics
of ellipsis?

(4) What do reading time or eye tracking experimentgadfe mismatch and island repair imply on
the existence of a structure in the ellipsis site?

(5) Others...

In order to encourage submissions of proposalsa#tract attentions, we are planning to invite Lipta
and Barros as two keynote speakers for the workshop
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5. Estimates of the likely number of talks that thekstop:

The likely number of talks depends on which optiealf day or whole day, is accepted by the ISLE.
If it is a half day, then the workshop will havér®ited talks, 6 paper presentations, and 10 pssker

it is a whole day, then the workshop will have @itied talks, 14 paper presentations, and 10 posters
Tentative schedule is added in the next page

We expect the workshop to have 40-50 participants.

6. An outline of the procedure for selecting paperd participants (including the list of
participants if already known);

We will set two committees in motion: Workshop @ngzing Committee and Paper Selection
Committee.

Organizing Committee
- Chair: Gui-Sun Moon (Hangsung University, South éar
- Secretary General: Jong-Un Park (Dongguk Universgputh Korea), Jeong-Ah Shin
(Dongguk University, South Korea)
- Members: to be added

Paper Selection Committee
- Co-Chair: Sun-Woong Kim (Kwangwoon University, SouKorea), Myung-Kwan Park
(Dongguk University, South Korea)
- Referees will include the major members of thecewit boards of two linguistic societies of
South Korea: the Korean Association for the StuflyEnglish Language and Linguistics
(KASELL) and the Korean Circle of Generative GramifiéGGC).

Selection Procedure and Guidelines
The CFP will be announced via the Linguist Listh#p://linguistlist.org/callconf/submitl.cfrmght
after receiving approval of the workshop by theESL Commiittee.

Evaluation guidelines will be as follows:

(1) Originality of the content: whether the abstracbyides a set of new data and proposes a
novel solution or alternatives to the research lgrob.

(2) Knowledge about the previous literature: whether dbstract has a thorough understanding
of the previous work on the research problems,esdcorrect citations.

(3) Overall organization: whether the abstract haspgnapriate build-up of the sections and has
a suitable use of research methods.

(4) Adequacy of argumentation: whether the abstragikeereasonable quality of argumentation
and has a logical flow towards conclusions.

The details of the list of participants and invitggeakers will be decided no later than the end of
March 2016.

7. List of equipment needed for presentatiqnojector, white board
8. Format of the workshop:
Following the pattern of the main conference eaelpep is assignedwenty minutes for

presentation plus ten minutes for discussion




