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More Evidence for Multidominance

Barbara Citko (University of Washington-Seattle)

Outline:
Parallel Merge: What is it and what can it do?
Gapping: More multidominant than previously thotigh
Right Node Raising: Less multidominant than presip thought

1. Parallel Merge

¢ External Merge ofi andp

1) a. a B > b. a C. B

¢ Internal Merge otx andf3

2) a. a b. a C. * B
N > S
Orerr] B a a
N N
Oeppy B B

¢ Parallel Merge

3) a. Mergen andy

a y -> a
SN
a Y
b. Mergef3 andy
a B > a B
N VN
a Y a y B
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® ‘Merge cannot create objects in which some objeds$ ¥hared by the merged elements X, Y.

It has been argued that such objects exist. Iftsat, is a departure from SMT, hence a complicatbn

UG. ... It [Parallel Merge, B.C.] requires new operations andnditions on what counts as a copy, hence
additional properties of UG.’ (Chomsky 2005:6)

e StructuresParallel Mergecan create:

4) a B y b. YP zZP maximal projection
NN PN
B a vy Y XP  Z
5) a. a a b. XP XP minimal projection
NN PN
B a y YP X  ZP
6) a. a a b. XP XP intermediate projection
PN NN
B a vy zZP X YP
RN N
a & X WP
7) a. a B b. mixed projection
PN
y «a B 2227
N
a o

¢ Linearization ofParallel Mergestructures:

8) a.
G
AN
F
RN
a c d
b. adbcd
C. adbc
d. abcd
A. Citko 2005: linearizes multiply dominated elemests situ; movement ‘responsible’ for linearizing

Parallel Merge structures, traces/unpronouncedesam not have to be linearized:
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9) a. b. C.
G |
N N
F d
N 4
H b E F

N N
a c d H b E

B. Wilder (1999/2007): relaxes LCA, linearizes mulfiglominated elements in situ, requires multiply
dominated elements to be right-peripheral.

10) a X fully dominates iff X dominatesa and X does not shave
b. a is shared by X and Y iff (i) neither of X and Ymmates the other, and (ii) both X and Y
dominateu.
C. X c-commands Y only if X does not fully domieat
d. d(A) = the set of terminals fully dominated Ay (Wilde999:590-591)
11) a.
C. Gracanin-Yuksek’s (2007) Constraint on Sharing 8EQ linearizes multiply dominated elements in
situ, requires the mothers of shared elementstarmhte identical sets of terminal nodes.
12)  Constraint on Sharing (COSH) (GracaYuksek 2007:14)

For anya, M, and N, where MN, and
0] M and N immediately share and
(i) M and N horizontally share, and
(i)  there is no node K that vertically sharesvith both M and N
For any terminal nodg, M completely dominatef iff N completely dominatep.

13) X and Yhorizontally sharey if X #Y and:
(1) X does not dominate Y and Y does not donan&tand
(i) X reflexively dominates X’ and Y reflexivgldominates Y’, and X’ and Y’ immediately
shareu. (Gracanin-Yuks©007:10)
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a. Xreflexively dominate¥ if X dominates Y or X =Y.
b. X and Yimmediately share if X #Y and X is a mother af and Y is a mother af.

¢ (Early) Empirical Support fdParallel Merge

A.

16)

17)

18)

19)

ATB wh questions (Williams 1978, ... , 2005, amorilgers)

a. What did Mary write and John review?

b. CP
N
what C
did &P

/\

TP &
[N
[ Mary T & TP
’ PN PN

SN N

N
write VP

review t

ATB wh-questions are a principled exceptothe Coordinate Structure Constraint;
ATB wh-movement does not result in multiple fxbirting;

ATB wh-questions show case matching effects;

Across-the-board left branch extraction dodsenest;

Covert ATB movement does not exist.

PO oo

a *What did John recommend a book and Mary rgad
b. What did John recommentgiand Mary read ?

P WH WH, [ep [1p .- t .. T[TP .ot ... 111
4
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20) *What what did John write; and Mary review;?

a.
b. *Wha what t; readt; ?

21) a *Co cq Jan polecit t a Maria przeczytata?
what what Janrecommended and Maria read

‘What did Jan recommend and Maria read?’

b. Kt cq t czytat?
whqg what reads
‘Who reads what?’

B. Serial verb constructions (Hiraiwa and Bodomo 2008)

22) a. 0 dd s la nené oo
3sg PAST roast FEM meat eat
‘He roasted the meat and ate it.’

b. vP
PN
v FocP

PN
Foc Asp.,P

AsgP  AspP
PN
Asp VP Asp V,P
T
roast meat eat

C. vP
N
roast FocP

RN
Foc AspP

fom

AsgP  AspP
SN

t ViP Asp VP
z /\
t

meat eat

23) a ine Sséo la ka ¢ se 33.
meat roastiML F C 3G roast eat
‘It is roasting meat that he roasted and ate.’

[Polish]

[Cge]

(Hiraiwa aBddomo 2008:2)

(clafy of V; + object)
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b. rene 300 la ka o S 33
meat eat.nml F C 3sg roast eat

‘It is eating meat that he roasted and ate.’ (¢lef of V, + object)

(Hiraiwa and Bodomo 2(&)

24) a Baker 1989 b. Collins 1997 C. Hale 1991
VP, VP VR
RN RN N
SUBJ VY NP NV VR VB
> /\
v VB @- ro
v BJ ;JV
RN
2V VR,
RN
pro 1)
|
Vs

C. wh-questions with conjoined wh-phrases (Gracaniksel 2007, Citko 2008)

25) a % What and why did you eat?

you 1 TP

\ 1 VP2

eat T VP,

f;

CWH wh-questions allow violations of the @hbpation of Likes Constraint
wh-pronouns in CWH wh-questions cannot beitesiitu

arguments of different grammatical functionsreat be coordinated

not all verbs are allowed in CWH wh-questions

CWH wh-questions allow only single pair intefations

26)

PO oo
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D. Determiner sharing constructions (Citko 2007; nwntidominance accounts: Ackema and Szendroi
2002, Johnson 2000, Lin 2000, 2002, McCawley 1993)

27) a Few dogs eat Whiskas-er-feats-eafAlpo. (Johnson 2000:59)

b. TP

C.
fewdogs T
/\
eat &P
S
vP &
P
DP vV & vP
NN T
DP V'
N N
%W

Alpo

* More evidence for Parallel Merge
> Gapping:moremultidominant than previously thought
> Right Node Raisingessmultidominant than previously thought

2. Gapping: Evidence for aMore Multidominant Structure

28) a Some ate donuts and otherscabessants. simple gaps
b. Some will eat donuts for breakfast and otheliseat-denutsor lunch. complex gaps

29) a sharing biigh Merge b. sharing byParallel Merge

FP &P
/\ /\
F &P XP &
T N
XP & F YP
/\
& PY zpP
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¢ Both types of sharing are involved in gapping
¢ T and Asp are shared bygh Merge
¢ VV andv are shared blarallel Merge

30) TP
/\
T AspP

Asp &P

DP v & vP

A. TP coordination + ellipsis (Ackema and Szendrd)2Z2Martmann 2000, Wilder 1997, among others)

31) a Some have eaten beans and others-haverieaten gapping
b. &P

some T & TP

have vP others T
SN
; v’ have WP
N SN
v VP t; %
PN PN

eaten beans \Y; VP
C. &P eaknrice

TP &
N
Some have eaten bean& TP
N
thers T’
PN

DELETED VP~ | T
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32) a. Some have eaten beans and others-haverieaten pseudogapping
b. &P
/\
P &
Some have eaten bean& TP
/\
thers T
N
T VP
/\
) VP PP
DELETED VP
\\‘\3(\ A
vV VP rice
| T
havev f;
|
eaten
33) a Some have eaten beans and others-haverieat¢no. VPE
b. &P
P &
N
Some have eaten bear& TP
/\
hets T
T VP
DELETED VP /\
Vo VP
| /\
have V DP
| PN
eaten rice

34) Differences between VPE, gapping and pseudogggpased on Coppock 2001)

VP ELLIPSIS | GAPPING | PSEUDOGAPPING
Compatibility with non-linguistic antecedents +
Active/Passive mismatches +
Backward deletion + -
Cmpatibility with subordinating conjunctions + - +

e Compatibility with non-linguistic antecedents:

35) a [Hankamer brandishes a cleaver, advanc&agh VPE
Sag: Don’'t! My god, don'tjp @ ]! (Hankamer and Sag 1976: 409)

b. [Hankamer produces an orange, proceeds tatpaal just as Sag produces an apple, says:]

# And Ivanpeelan apple. (Hankamer and Sag 1976: 4§8pping
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[Hankamer produces an orange, proceeds tatpaal just as Sag produces an

C.
apple, says:]
pseudogapping

# And Ivan haspeelath apple.

e Active/passive voice mismatches:
This information could have been release@bsbachov, but he chose notterelease itVPE
(Hardt9R)

36) a.
b. * Roses were brought by some, and othierbrihg lilies. apping
c. *Roses were brought by some, and othierbsihg lilies. pseudogapping
(Merch&08: 170)

e Backward deletion:

37) a [Snoopy talking to Woodstock, Peanuts caujto
You and | are alot alike . . . Just a common kind a common dog.
Of course, if we had wanted-to-be-great could have been great. (Potstia@7)VPE
b. * Sue-hathe lamb, but John will have the salmon. gapping
C. * Sue wilkhaveaviar but John will have the salmon. pseudogapping
e Compatibility with subordinating conjunctions:
38) a Some had eaten shritmgrcausethers did-eatshrimpoo. VPE
b. * Some had eaten musdetsausethers-had-eateshrimp. gapping
C. Some had eaten musse¢xausethers had-eateshrimp. pseudogapping

e Gapping differs from other types of ellipsis
e Gapping does not involve ellipsis (Johnson 19688280 appear)

Ward can’t eat caviar and Sue-can‘beains.

39) a
b. Ward can’t eat caviar and Sue can’t eat beans.
It is not possible (or desirable) for Ward &b eaviar and for Sue (simultaneously) to eat
(Siegel 1984:524)

C.
(merely) beans.
40) a. Bob can't play checkers or Mary-cgnldy chess.
b. Bob can't play checkers and Mary can’t playsshe (NOTRANOT B)
C. Bob can’t play checkers or Mary can't play ches (NOT A OR NOT B)
(Lin 2000:277)
41) NOT (A OR B) = (NOT A) & (NOT B)
42) a. *No one’sduck was moist enough or/and;maussels were tender enough.
b. No one’sduckwas moist enough dris mussels tender enough. (McCawle381248)

| ¢ Gapping does not involve coordination of full das (TPSs)

10
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B. VP coordination + ATB movement of V (Johnson 1996&@0 appear, Lin 2000, 2002)
43) a. Some have eaten beans and others-haverieaten

b. TP
S
sqgme T
T
have PredP
/\
eaten vP
A
vP and VP
NN
t; v’ others V’
PN PN
v VP v VP
PN PN

f  beanst rice
| |

C. VP coordination Parallel Mergeof V andv

44)  a. Some have eaten beans and others-haverieaten

11
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rice
¢ Three structures for gapping:
> TP coordination + ellipsis
> VP coordination + ATB verb movement
o VP coordination Parallel Mergeof V andv

¢ Different structures for gapping make differenggictions about identity of deleted and non-deletederial

45) a. Jaclkell down and Jill didal-dewntoo. VPE
b. Are theyarguing? Yes, they always dargue
C. | didn’ttouchthe TV set, but Percy might hateuchedhe P\/-set
d. If you haven’'told them yet, you really shouléi-them (Potsdam 7p9
46)  Warner's Main Verb Generalization (Warner 1985:64)

In cases of ellipsis of a VP headed by a main widyerb need not have the same morphological form
as its antecedent.

* Mismatches are possible because of non-shareciigteu
> mismatches in tense two T heads

47) a. JacKell down and Jill willfal-dewntoo.

s

fall down

12



Ways of 8tare Building, University of the Basque Countrifpkia-Gasteiz, Nov 13-14, 2008.

e |dentity requires shared structure
° tense matching® one T head

48) a. sharing biigh Merge b. sharing byParallel Merge

FP &P
P T
F &P XP &
XP & MP\&\YP
/\
& YP ZP
49)

Predicted TP  coordination + | vP coordination + ATB mvt | vP coordination + Parallel Merge of V
Mismatches ellipsis of V and v
tense N * *
aspect N * *
voice N N *

What kind of (mis)matches are possible in gapping?

50) a. * Sue read NYT yesterday and Gina+ead-Kdfilorrow.
b. * Sue will read NYT tomorrow and Gina-willred¥F yesterday.

Tense matching® shared T

51) a Sue has run since 5am and Giaa-is—+amomg

b. Gina is running now and Sue-has simce Sam.
Aspect matching> shared Asp

52) a. * Some students reAdpectsandSyntactic Structuresere+eady others.
b. * Aspectsvere read by some students and others $gathctic Structures.

Voice matching> shareds

Does rich(er) morphology make a difference?

53) *Ewaczyta GazeWyborcz dzisiaja  Maria—przeezytatdsazet- Wyberezz wczoraj. [Polish]
Ewa readres Gazeta Wyborcza today and Maria i@d Gazeta Wyborcza yesterday
‘Ewa is reading Gazeta Wyborcza today and Mardaydisterday.’

Tense matching® shared T

13



Ways of 8tare Building, University of the Basque Countrifpkia-Gasteiz, Nov 13-14, 2008.

Perfective/imperfective distinction:

54) czyt& prze-czyta
read-impf perf-read
pisa& na-pisé

write-impf  perf-write

55) a. Ewa czytala  ten artykut godzinami.
Ewa readyeerr this article hourgss
‘Ewa was reading this article for hours.’

b. *Ewa czytala ten artykut w dwie gody.
Ewa readurere this article in - two  hours
‘Ewa read this article in two hours.’

56) a. Ewa przeczytata ten artykut w dwie godziny.
Ewareaders this articlein  two hours
‘Ewa read this article in two hours.’

b. * Ewa przeczytata ten artykut godzinami.
Ewareaders this article hourgsis
‘Ewa was reading this article for hours.’

57) a. *Ewaczytala ten artykulgodaim a Maria-przeeczytataten-artykut

Ewa readueere this article hourgrs  and Maria reagkss  this article
w dwa dni.

in two days

‘Ewa was reading this article for hours and Maead it in two days.’

b.  * Ewa przeczytata ten artykut w dwie gimy a Maria-czytata——ten-artykat

Ewa readgxe this article intwo hours and Mamad,e-=- this article
godzinami.

hoursistr

‘Ewa read this article in two hours and Maria weading it for hours.’

Aspect matching> shared Asp

58) a. * Niektorzy studenci przeczytaBpectsa Syntactic Structuresestaby-przeezytane
some students read Aspects gnth&tic Structures were read
przez innych (studentéw)
by others students

b. * Aspectszostaly przeczytane przez niektérych studentowrmi (studenci)
Aspects were read by some students and other (students)
przeezytalSyntactic Structures.

read Syntactic Structures

Voice matching> shareds

14
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e Gapping requires tense, aspect, and voice matching
o tense matching -2 oneT
o aspect matching - one Asp
o voice matching > onev

¢ Merchant/Johnson paradox

59) a. This problem was to have been looked intbpbviously nobody didHeek-inte-this-preblem
b. The janitor must remove the trash wheneverapjsarent that it should be+remeved VPE

60) a. * Roses were brought by some, and etthd-bringlilies. pseudogapping
b. * Some brought roses, and lilies weraighd by others. (Merchant 20089-170)

> VPE ellipsis allows voice mismatchestwo vs, VP deletion:

61) a. This problem should be looked into but ngbdid leek-irte-this-preblem. VPE

b. TP
e

TP but TP

T vP T vP
Vivoi:pass] VP nobody v’
/\
look_into DP Vg oiacy <VPe>
thioplem look_into DP

this problem

> pseudogapping disallows voice mismatcHesP ellipsis:

62) a. * Roses were brought by some but other&uiig lilies.

b. TP pseudogapping
T
TP and TP
/\ /\
roses T others T’
were vP did 1o4fP
/\ /\
VP PP iekd X
V[voi:pass] VP by some X [foc][E] <VPE>
brought t; t, v’
/\

V[E] [voi:act] VP
bring t3

15
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o gapping disallows voice mismatchesvP ellipsis?

63) a. * Roses were brought by some but othersdbdilies gapping
b TP
I
TP and TP
T~ P
roses T others T
T T
were vP T P
T
VP PP ieky X'
N T
V[voi:pass] VP by some X [foc][E] VP>
/\
brought t; t, v’
T

V[E] [voi:act] VP
bring t3
e Gapping is not ellipsis;
¢ Gapping involvesP coordination (Johnson 1996/2003, to appear)

64) a. Some brought roses and others-brolilghg.

b. TP
S
some T
T
T PredP
brought vP

v and VP

t rosest, lilies

65) a. * Roses were brought by some and othersgbtdilies.

16
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b. TP
T
roses T
T
were PredP
T
brought P

vP and WP
PN
v’ PP others v’
NN
V[voi:pass] VP by some V[voi:act] VP

SN

t th to lilies
® \ to v movement + ATBs to Pred movement?

66) a. * Roses were brought by some and othersgbtdilies.
b. TP
/\
sqgqme T

/\

T PredP
/\

brought P

vP and VP
NN
tt v others Vv
N N
t; VP VP

VYN
t} roses ttj lilies

67) a. * Roses were brought by some and othersgbtdilies.

b. TP
N
roses T
T
were PredP
T
brought VP

v and VP
N PN
\'A PP others Vv’

N

Vi i:pass] VP by some V[voi:act] VP

t, t// /t t, lilies
- 17
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68) a. Some will eat poi for breakfast and othetsaatpeoifor lunch.

will  PredP
T
VP Pred’
P
eat pdPred &P

for lunch

o v above the coordination level?

69) a. Some brought roses and others-brolilghg.

TP
/\
Some T

T PredP
/\
brought WP

t; v’
/\
V[act] VP

VP and VP
PN PN

t rosest, lilies

18
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o Parallel Mergeof V andv

70) a. Some brought roses and others-brolilgg.

T PredP
/\
brought wP

T

vP and vP
N PN

th v’ others Vv’

V[voi :acM

\Y/ roses lilies

71) a. Some will eat poi for breakfast and othesaatpeifor lunch.

b. TP
S
some T
T
will PredP
T
VP, Pred’
eat poi Pred vP
T
vP and VP
PN PN
th v’ othersvVv’
V[voi:act] VP VP

tt PP PP

for breakfast  for lunch

| Gapping involves Parallel Merge of both V and

3. Right Node Raising: Evidence for d ess Multidominant Structure
3.1  Three Existing Accounts

Multidominance/Parallel Merge (Abels 2004, Bachrach and Katzir (to appear), Levifi85,
McCawley 1982, 1988, De Vries 2007, Wilder 1999pag others).

19
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72) a. John wrote ___ and Mary reviewaadinteresting article on RNR.

b. &P

>%>

reviewed DP

an mteresting adle on RNR

c &P
/\
TP &
SN
John T & TP
PN N
T VvP Mary T
N PN
v VP T P
N N
wrote DP \ten VP
N N
D reviewed DP
@ PN
D NP

interesting article on RNR
B. Ellipsis: (Hartmann 2000, Ha 2006)

73)

PN PN
wrote DP \Y VP
/\

an-nteresting-articleon-RNR reviewed DP

an interesting article on RNR

20
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C. ATB-movement (Postal 1988, Ross 1967, Sabbagh,200@ng others)

74)

&P

&P DP

reviewed

Review arguments against ellipsis and movementustsamf RNR
Point out one potential problem for a multidominaaccount
Show how less sharing solves this problem

3.2 Problems for Movement Accounts

A. insensitity to islands:

75) a.

John asked when Bill wrote __ and Marynderyed when LI will revievbue’s new article
on right node raising.

b. Mary read a book that praised __ and Johnaeaatticle that criticizeckellipsis accounts of
RNR.
76) a. *What did John ask when Bill wrotg?
b. * What did Mary read a book that praist®l
B. preposition stranding
77) a. *Bhiméagéisteadbt _ inné clar nar fada ar an raidd
was | listen.prog with yesterday programagiong on the radio
faoin toghachan.
about-the election
‘| was listening yesterday to a great long progian the radio about the election.’
(McCloskey 1986:185
b. Nil séin aghaidh an dli athuilleadheith ag éisteackd  no

is-not it against  the law anymore (-tv@) listen.prog with  or

ag breathnu ar raidio agus teilifis  an larthair

look.prog on radio and television the Wgm

‘It is no longer against the law to listen to,towatch, Western radio and television.
(McCloskey 1986:184)

21



78)

79)

80)

81)

82)

3.3

83)

84)

85)
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Binding
a. Gingliked __ but Suddislikedthis picture of herself
b. Andy liked __ but Suddislikedthis picture of herself
c. ?? Andyliked __ but Suedislikedthis picture of himsglf
* Sue liked but Ginadisliked this picture of hgt

a. * Shetalked to __ and he marriedstudent that Maryknew.

b. * He married ___ and shalked toa student that Maryknew. (Johnson 2007:16)
Quantifier binding
a. Everyoneknows ___ but noboglyikes the idea thdtg; has to die at some point.
(based on Hartman@®©4)
b. Everystudent rejected ___ and evigigofessor continued to defetfte analysis they
collaborated on (Vos and Vice2@®05:101)

Negative polarity item licensing
She couldn’t talk to __, and he wouldn’t tadkahyone with green hair. (Johnson 2007:17)

Problems for Ellipsis Accounts

Scope
a. John knows someone who speaks  andri@iW& someone who wants to leawery
Germanic languagg[>0,0>0)
b. John knows someone who speaksry Germanic languagand Bill knows someone who wants
to learnevery Germanic languagg(?>0,* 0>0) (Sagh&007: 367)
a. John sang __ and Mary recortied quite different songs. (Abels 2004:51)
b. John santgwo different songand Mary recordetivo different songs.

Differences between RNR and nominal ellipsis

a. Jan iywa *(pie¢ nozy). [Polish]
Jan uses five knives
‘Jan uses five knives.’

b. A: Pazycz mi n@a.
lend me knife
‘Lend me a knife.’

B: Nie mog, teraz ja *(go) aywam.

notable now I it wuse
‘I can’t: I'm using it now.’

22
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86) Januwywa __a Maria ogtla pie¢ nay.
Januses and Maria looks-at five knives
‘Jan is using and Matria is looking at five knives

3.4  (Potential) Problem for a Parallel Merge Accoun

e Case
87) VP VP
/\ /\
v [uo: ] VP \Y [ug: ] VP
/\A
v V DP
[ucase: ]
[p:val]
88) a. Re > Gucasep Agree
Agree (P, G) where P is a Probe and G a matdoag “>” is a command relation ang of P
and uCase of G are valued. (Hiraiwa 2005:37)
b. R > Gucasep » Gucasey Multiple Agree
C. Re » Pup > Gucase Multiple Agree
89) vP vP

/\/\

\ [ug: val] VP v [ug:val] VP

\% vV DP

[ucasercasel, casg2

[p:val]

e Case matching in ATB wh-questions

90) a. *Czego Maria kupita a Janszuka? [Polish]
whatGEN Maria boughicc and Jan seeks,
‘What did Maria buy and Jan is looking for?’

b. *Co Maria kupita a Janszuka?
whatacc Maria boughicc and Jan seeks,
‘What did Maria buy and Jan is looking for?’

c. *Co Janszuka a Maria kupita?

whatacc Jan seekgy and Maria boughtc
‘What is Jan looking for and Maria bought?’

23
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d. *Czego Janszuka a Maria kupita?
whatGEN Jan seekgy and Maria boughtc
‘What is Jan looking for and Maria bought?’

e Case (mis)matches in RNR constructions (proximftgct):

91) a Maria kupita a Jan szukaowego samochodu.
Maria boughicc and Jan looks-fafsy NEWGEN CcarGEN
‘Maria bought and Jan is looking for a new car.’

b.  * Maria kupita a Janszuka nowy samochdd.
Maria boughi.c and Jan looks-fggy newAcc caracc
‘Maria bought and Jan seeks a new car.’

92) a. Jan szuka a Maria kupitanowy samochad.
Jan looks-fafey @ Maria boughtc new.Acc carAcc
‘Jan is looking for and Maria bought a new car.’

b. *Janszuka a Maria kupita nowego samochodu.
Jan looks-fafey and Maria boughtc newGEN carGEN
‘Jan is looking for and Maria bought a new car.’

93) a. ? Johannes kannte und Marigarde dem  Mann. [Gan)
Johannes knew and Marie trustegd; theDAT man
‘Johannes knew and Marie trusted the man.’

b. * Johannes kannte und Marie ver&raden Mann.
Johannes knew and Marie trusteg; theacc man
‘Johannes knew, and Marie trusted, the man'

94) a. ? Marie vertraute und Johannes kande  Mann.
Marie trusted,; and Johannes knay theACC man
'Marie trusted, and Johannes knew, the man'

b. * Marie vertraute und Johannes kanmem Mann.
Marie trusted.,; and Johannes kngyy theDAT man
‘Marie trusted and Johannes knew the man.’ Lafson 2007:19)

e Similar contrast in relative clauses:
95) a. *Mariaszuka co(kolwiek) Jan gubi. [Polish]
Maria looks-fogey Whatevercc Jan losesc
‘Maria looks for whatever Jan loses.’
b. * Maria szuka czego(kolwiekJan gubi.

Maria looks-fogey WhateveiGEN Jan loseg.
‘Maria looks for whatever Jan loses.’
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96) Maria szuka tego zegarka, rkto Jan zgubit.
Maria looks-fogey thiSGEN carGEN ~ whichAcc  Jan loskc
‘Maria is looking for the watch that Jan lost.’

¢ Both free and headed relatives involve promotibthe head,;
° in free relatives, the entire DP undergoes proomo# case matching required
o in headed relatives, only the NP undergoes prame? case mismatches allowed.

97) a. [p Maria looks for pp whatever[cp Jan lose§ ] | ]
b. [rp Maria looks for pp the e watcH; [cp [ppWhich t];i Jan losti]]]

¢ One D-> case matching required
e Two Ds-> case mismatches allowed

98) a. John wrote ___ and Mary reviewhd article.
b. &P

/\

TP &
P NN
ohn T & TP

PN

reviewed DP

=~
thisarticle
C &P
T
TP &
SN
John T & TP
P NN
T vP Mary T
N N
v VP T vP
PN PN

wrote DP v VP

N
D viewedDP
(%)

D NP
this 7\

article
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99) a. Maria kupita a Janszuka samochodu.
Maria boughi.c and Jan looks-fg, carGEN
‘Maria bought and Jan is looking for a car.’

SN
Maria T & TP
N PN
T VP Jan T
PN N
Vae VP T P
N N

LQase:Gen NP

car.GEN

100) Maria kupuje nowe a Jan szuk wywanych samochodow
Maria buys.c  newacc and Jan looks-fggy USedSEN  carsGEN
‘Maria buys nevand Jan is looking for used cars.’

101) a. Maria kupita o a Jan sprzedattrzy samochody.
Maria bought.c five.Acc and Jan solgd.. threeacc carsacc
‘Mary bought five and Jan sold three cars.’

b. Maria kupita trzy a Jan suat pec samochodow
Maria boughtcc threeacc and Jan solg. five.ACC carsGEN
‘Maria bought three and Jan sold five cars.’

102) Types of numerals in Polish (based on Rutkoesséd Maliszewska 2007)

Type A-numeral Q-numeral N-numeral

Examples| jeden ‘one’ pigé ‘five’ tysiac ‘thousand’
dwa ‘two’ szes ‘six’ million ‘million’
trzy ‘three’ siedem ‘seven’ etc milliard ‘billion’

cztery ‘four’
Properties| agree in case with nourjsagree with nouns in inherent case contektalways assign genitive case
assign genitive case in structural case contexts

103) a. *Janszuka a Mariailup nowych samochodéw.
Jan looks-fafey and Maria boughtc NeWGEN carsGEN
‘Jan is looking for and Maria bought new cars.’

b. Jan szuka trzech a Maria kupitg pi nowych samochodow.
Jan looks-fogey threeGEN and Maria bought fiveey NeWGEN carsGeN
‘Jan is looking for three and Maria bought fiveaancars.’
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e Empty nominal alternative:

104) a. Jan szuka trzech (%] a Mauapita pec nowych samochodow.
Jan looks-fogey threeGEN and Maria bought fivecC newGEN  carsGEN
‘Jan is looking for three and Maria bought fiveaancars.’

b. Jan szuka trzech @.
Jan looks-fogey threeGEN
‘Jan is looking for three ones.’

Sensitivity of RNR to right edges:
105) Right Edge Restriction ($algh 2007:356)
In the configuration: [ [a....X] Conj [z...X] ]

X must be rightmost within A and B before either
(i) X can be deleted from A,
(i) X can be rightward ATB-moved; or
(iif) X can be multiply dominated by A and B.

106) a. | {p invited into my house ___ ] andd congratulatecll the winner$
b. *I1{pgave __ a present] ang[congratulateall the winner} (Wilder 1999:587)
c. *?[tp| congratulated ] angdMary will give all the winnersa present]

107) Maria kupita nowy @ w poniedziate
Maria bought  new on Monday
‘Maria bought a new one on Monday.’

108) a. {p Maria kupita nowy _ ] a tp[Jan szukat zywanegosamochodl
Maria boughi.c newAcc and Jan looked.fg#, usedsEN carGEN
‘Maria bought a new and Jan looked for a used car

b.* [p Maria kupita  nowy __ w poniedziatek] afpJan szukat zywanego
Maria boughi.c newacc on Monday and Jan looked.fg¢. usedseN

samochoduwve wtorek]
CarGEN on Tuesday
‘Maria bought a new car on Mondayd Jan looked for a used car on Tuesday.’

c.* [tp Maria kupita nowy __ w poniedziateld fpJan szukat zywanego
Maria boughi.c newacc on Monday and Jan looked.f@r. usedsEN
samochodl
CarGEN

‘Maria bought a new car on Monday and Jan lodke@ used car.’
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d. ?? fr Maria kupita nowy _ ] a tp[Jan szukat Zywanego
Maria boughi.c newAcc and Jan looked.f@r. usedsEN
samochoduve wtorek]

CarGeN ONTUESDAY
‘Maria bought a new car on Monday and Jan lodke@ used car.’

4., Conclusions

¢ A Parallel Mergeapproach to Gapping:
° both V andv shared
o voice mismatches
¢ A Parallel Merge approacho Right Node Raising:
> NP (rather than DP) sharing
o case mismatches
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