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1 I ntroduction

A current trend in syntactic theory explores of the use of multiple dominance struc-
tures in the analysis of right-node raising and across-the-board movement, as well
as in the formal description of movement. One effect of the introduction of multiple
dominance structures is the complication of the mapping of syntactic structure to
strings of terminals, as the multiply dominated element has syntactic dependencies
in more than one location. In this paper, | propose that the nontangling condition
of Partee et al. (1990) can be revised to permit the linearization of a range of mul-
tiple dominance structures. In addition, this revised nontangling condition restricts
the possible configurations of multiple dominance structures and predicts a periph-
erality condition in sharing coordination constructions: elements shared between
conjuncts must appear at the periphery of those conjuncts.

In across-the-board movement, an element appearing at the left periphery of a
coordinate structure appears to have syntactic and semantic dependencies in both
conjuncts. In (1)Alexi is the subject of, andhould is the modal for, bottorine
andbard. Alexi can be said to be shared between the conjuncts. Right node raising
constructions reflect a rightward mirroring of across-the-board movement. In (1),
the turkey andfor Thanksgiving are shared between the conjuncts.

(1) Alexi should brine and bardhe turkey for Thanksgiving.

Theprima facie similarity between these two constructions has lead several au-
thors to the claim that they are derived from a single underlying mechanism (Wilder
2008; Vries 2009). | will refer to these constructions collectively as sharing coordi-
nation constructions and reserve the terms left sharing constructions for across-the-
board movement and right sharing constructions for right node raising. While the
analysis of sharing coordination constructions remains a topic of much debate, one
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approach that has garnered significant attention is thapteuttominance analysis
(Wilder 2008, Vries 2009, Gracanin-Yuksek To appear).

In multiple dominance analyses, shared elements arelljtgneesent in both
conjuncts simultaneously. These elements have at leaspanents; one at each
site of syntactic dependency. Nodes that have more thananeatpare said to be
multiply dominated, in contrast to singly dominated nod&kjch have a single
parent. In (2), the nodes D and G are multiply dominated. Nwdéethe children of
multiple dominated parents are not necessarily multipiypohated; d and g are not
multiply dominated themselves, as each has exactly onapangfuture examples,
for reasons of space and clarity, (2) will be equivalentlpideed as (3), in which
a copy of every subtree rooted by a multiply dominated nodebeiincluded as
child to each of the multiply dominated node’s parents.
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Multiple dominance structure has also been applied beybadrgy coordina-
tion constructions, to the formal description of movemevitifes 2001, Starke
2001, Vries 2009). In these analyses, a moved element isapa¢a or moved.
Instead, a new dominance relation is added to the ‘movedéndd a result, the
‘moved’ node acquires a new parent at the target site iniatdib its original dom-
inance relations. In the case of head movement, | will reprethe category of the
head as</Y whereX andY are the head categories.

Under such a multiple dominance analysis, the shared eksnreifl), Alexi,
should, the turkey, for Thanksgiving are present in both conjuncts. The shared sub-
ject DP Alexi, for example, is child to thd P in each conjunct. Assuming the
internal subject hypothesis, the [M¥exi is also dominated by eaat? node. Thus,
the DPAlexi has a total of four parents.

Finally, for concreteness, | also make several assumpétibost the nature of
the coordinate structures involved in sharing coordimatonstructions. Specifi-
cally, 1 will assume that the coordinatand is the head of an asymmetric func-
tional projectionConjP (Johannessen 1998), that the conjuncts involved are full
CPs, i.e. théarge conjunct hypothesis, following Wilder (1997), and that the shared
elements are located in their canonical positions with@séconjuncts, i.e. am
situ analysis. Thus | am assuming the structure presented iro(4hé analysis
of (1). With the exception of asymmetric coordination, tn@ssumptions are sim-
ply for concreteness and exposition. | describe in the lesti@n how the analysis
presented here is compatible with other assumptions abeuttucture of sharing
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coordination constructions.
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Once multiple dominance structures are admitted, the yheoist account for
the problem of linearization — the formal characterizatadrthe relationship be-
tween multiple dominance structures and the precedenagomet of the terminal
nodes in these structures. Because a multiply dominateteelehas two (or more)
parents, but is only pronounced once, it is not evident witahtés where the ele-
ment is to be pronounced. For example, in (4), it is not iieitvhy Alexi should
be pronounced in the left conjunct befa®uld, or whythe turkey should be pro-
nounced aftebard instead of immediately aftesrine. | will call the mechanism
which dictates precedence relations between terminalherbasis of syntactic
structure a linearization algorithm.

2 The Nontangling Condition

Partee, ter Meulen, and Wall define a linearization algoridased on a number of
relations between nodes and conditions on structure, whettls precedence rela-
tions between terminals in any well-formed, linearizalyletactic structure (Partee
et al. 1990). However, one of the structural conditions,rtbietangling condition,
excludes just the types of structure we are concerned with haultiple dominance
structures.

The two principal syntactic structure relations defined bytée et al. are dom-
inance and precedence. Dominance and the related relatimoediate dominance
are given in (5). In (6), nod& immediately dominates nodds G, andE, while
dominating nodegd, G, h, i, andE. It will be helpful to talk about the “connected
sequence of branches”; | will call such a sequenpath, following Wilder (2008).
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(5) a. Dominance: A nodex dominates a nodg if there is a connected se-
guence of branches in the tree extending frotay.

b. Immediate Dominance: A nodex immediately dominates a nogef
there is no distinct node betwegmandy.

B E
P P
cdf G

P

h i

Partee et al. also define the precedence relation betweess moé tree. The
precedes symbok, denotes precedence: the expressieny indicates thak pre-
cedesy. Precedence and dominance are mutually exclusive, whitbdPat al. call
the Exclusivity Condition. Informally, for a pair of nodds,y}, if x dominatesy
thenx £ y andy 4 x. If x <y, then neithex nory dominates the other.

The precedence relation is both transitive and symmetharacteristics de-
scribed in (7). Transitivity ensures that all of the nodeghe precedence relation
must be ordered with respect to each other. Asymmetry, ijucction with transi-
tivity, ensures that a node may not precede itself, eithexcty or indirectly.

(7) a. Transitivity: A relation R is transitive if and onlyfibr all ordered pairs
< X,y>and<y,z>inR, the pair< x,z> isalso in R.

b. Asymmetry: A relation R is asymmetric if and only if for eyerdered
pair < X,y > in R, the ordered paik y,x > is notin R.

Precedence, together with dominance and the exclusivéayoa, allows Partee
et al. to define a notion of sibling precedence, which stdtasdiblings are in the
precedence relation. For concreteness, | will adopt thaitiefi given in (8). Note
that siblings are also ordered pairs. By convention, theqag sibling is drawn
to the left of the succeeding one.

(8) For a pair of nodeg andy, x andy are siblings iff there is some node
which immediately dominates bokandy and ifx <.

Finally, Partee et al. define the nontangling conditionegiin (9). Given the
structure (6), the nontangling condition, along with pasrece, dominance, and the
other conditions, yields the string of terminat¢sd f hi.

(9) The Nontangling Condition: In any well-formed constituent structure
tree, for any nodeg andy, if x <y, then all nodes dominated bypre-
cede all nodes dominated y

The nontangling condition excludes structures such aetho§10) and (11).
(10) is ruled out becaustwould be required to precede itself as it is the child of
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two nodes in the precedence relation, while precedencdfiizedeas asymmetric.
(11) is excluded becauskshould precede, yete precedesl as depicted—the edges
are crossed. The structures in (10) and (11) violate the Radte et al. correctly
identify as “defining” and “essential” properties of treés:(10), noded has two
parents, nodeB andC, while in (11), the edges betweéhande and betweer
andd are tangled. However, as Sarkar and Joshi (1996) note,pteudtominance
structures are not trees but acyclic graphs, and the coafigos in (10) and (11)
are intrinsic to multiple dominance structures.

(10) A (11) A
ES ES
B C B C
\é e/d/

In the multiple dominance structure (3), the admission oftiply dominated
nodes, such aB and G, will yield asymmetry violations under the Nontangling
condition, as we saw with (10). Termindiwould precede itself, being dominated
by bothD andE. (3) also contains tangled edges:@s dominated by preceding
sibling B it should precede the children of the succeeding siblingicluding the
terminalh. Yet G must also succedd as it is the child of succeeding siblihgThe
edges in (3) are thus necessarily tangled, and multiple nlmee structures are in
principle unlinearizable by the nontangling condition.

3 The Revised Nontangling Condition

In light of this limitation of the nontangling condition, lilvpropose in this section
a linearization algorithm, based on that of Partee et alt,ithcapable of linearizing
multiple dominance structures, including left and righashg, and movement as
multiple dominance. In addition to revisions to the nontarggcondition itself, a
novel structural relation is introduced, and other welt¥kmn relations are modified.
Some structural relations outlined by Partee awdl be carried over unchanged.
Precedence remains as described above, a transitive asgorakation between
two nodes, writterx < y. Likewise, the exclusivity condition is as above.
Dominance and immediate dominance are slightly modifiedyigsn in (12)
below. Dominance makes reference tpath, which is a chain of dominance re-
lations. | assume that a path includes its endpoints: the fpaitn x to y includes
nodesx andy. The definitions in (12) also make explicit reference to thsgibility
of multiple paths between any two given nodes; this will beeamportant in the
discussion of the parent dominance relation. As our priniaigrest here is the
linearization of terminals, it will be useful to define fuigis which return sets of
terminals: the functiom(x) returns the set of terminals dominated by nade
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(12) a. Dominance: A nodex dominates a nodgif there is at least one path
extending fronx toy.

b. Immediate Dominance: A nodex immediately dominates a nogef
x dominateg, and for at least one path froyrto the root that includes
X, there is no node such thaz dominatesy and is dominated by.

In the multiple dominance structure (B,dominates nodeB, (D), d, E, (G),
andg. d(B) returns the sed, g}. Similarly,| immediately dominates nodds(G),
and itself. The root nodé& dominates the terming through two different paths.
One path is the chain frorg though(G),C, 1, and ending inA, while the other
begins withg but passes thouglt), E, B, and ends irA.

This definition of path entails that dominance is a reflexekation: the path
from x to x includesx. It also follows that a nodg dominated by may be domi-
nated by a node which does not dominate or is not dominated Biere may be
some path from nodewhich does not pass throughin (3), nodeG is dominated
by B and also byC, thoughB andC are not in any dominance relation.

Immediate dominance is also reflexive: no distinct nodervatees between
nodex and itself. This characteristic requires that multiple aiyle dominance
be modified slightly, as given in (13). It is also worth redtting that children of
multiply dominated nodes are not necessarily themselvdspiyudominated.

(13) a. Multiple Dominance: A nodex is multiply dominated if it is immedi-
ately dominated by more than two nodes

b. Single Dominance: A nodex is singly dominated if it is immediately
dominated by one or two nodes

The notion of sibling precedence given in (8) are carried nem Partee et al.
1990. In multiple dominance structures, such as that in @&uf8), some nodes
may have more than one sibling. No@8) has two siblings:(D) andJ. Note
however that siblinghood is not transitiy&®) andJ are not siblings because there
is no node that immediately dominates them both.

Along with dominance and immediate dominance, the relatfalt dominance
and parent dominance are also necessary. Full dominandeelasdescribed in
various formulations in the multiple dominance literategy. in Wilder 2008. Here
it is defined as in (14). The set of terminals fully dominatgdanodex is denoted
by the functionfd(x).

(14) Full Dominance: A nodex fully dominates nodg iff every path fromy to
the root passes through

In (3), the subtree rooted k¥5) is dominated by node&, B, E, C, |, and(G).
The only nodes that fully dominat&) are the root nodé and node(G) itself.
NodeA fully dominates(G) because all paths to the root node must pass through
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A, asAis the root. SimilarlyG fully dominates itself because all paths fr@ato
the root must pass through

Parent Dominance, defined in (15), is a novel dominanceioalailhe set of
terminals parent dominated by a nodis denoted by the functiopd(x).

(15) Parent Dominance: A nodex parent dominates nodeiff x dominatesy
and no node on any path froyrto x is sibling to a node dominatirng

In (3), nodeB parent dominates nodk There are two paths fromh to B: one
from d through(D) to B and another frond through(D) andE to B. No node on
either of these paths has a sibling that domin8&teNlodeB also parent dominates
nodes(G) andg. Thuspd(B) yields the sefd,g} Turning to nodeE, it parent
dominates nodefG) andg; however, it does not parent dominate nod@$ or d
becauséD) is sibling toE, which dominates itselffd(E) therefore yieldq g}.

In addition to the relations adopted above, | propose thsedvnontangling
condition, given in (16}. The condition dictates precedence relations between sets
of terminals on the basis of the multiple or single dominaste¢us of siblings. It is
interesting to note that the revised nontangling conditdoas not make reference
to a “conjunct ” at all, as it operates on purely structurdimation, completely
abstracted from category information. The applicationhef tevised nontangling
condition to a syntactic structure is presented in the farentable. The left column
delineates all of the sibling relations in the structureilevthe middle column iden-
tifies the functions which return the relevant sets of teatsn The right column
lists these sets of terminals in the precedence relatianatdd by the algorithm.

(16) Revised Nontangling Condition:

For all siblings< x,y >:

a. ifxandy are both singly dominated thdml(x) < fd(y)

b. if xandy are both multiply dominated thgud(x) < pd(y)

c. if x is multiply dominated and i is singly dominated therid(x) <
pd(y)

d. if x is singly dominated and i§ is multiply dominated therpd(x) <
fd(y)

Table 1 gives the output of the algorithm for example (3). Jidings< B,C >
are both singly dominated, so the fully dominated termimdlI8, i.e. d, precede

1 Though it does not figure into this discussion, the notion-ebmmand can be revised to ac-
commodate multiple dominance structures, as given indigrisure that a moved element is c-
commanded only at the highest position it occupies.

i. C-command: A nodex c-commands nodgif the sibling ofx parent dominateg
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Table 1: Sibling and Terminal precedence relations for (3)

| Sibling Precedence Terminal Relationg Terminal Precedence

B<C fd(B) < fd(C) d=<h,j
(D)< E fd((D)) < pd(E) |d=<g
(D) < (G) pd((D)) < pd(G) |0<g
H<I fd(H) < fd(l) h<j
J=(G) pd(J) < fd((G)) |i=<g

| Final Linearization: [dhjg

those ofC, i.e. h and j; neitherB nor C fully dominatesg. For the siblings
< (D),E >, E is singly dominated, whiléD) is multiply dominated; therefore
fd((D)) < pd(E). gis parent dominated bl, butd is not. The path betweeh
andE containg D), which is sibling toE and dominated. Thus,d < g. In the pair
< (D), (G) >, both siblings are multiply dominated, so it is the parennhdwted
terminals of(D) and(G) that are ordered. HowevéD) does not parent dominate
any terminals: there is a sibling on the path frdrto (D), namely(D) itself, that
has a siblingE, which dominatesl. Thus no ordering of terminals results from
this sibling pair. The final linearization is the conjunctiof these terminal prece-
dence relations. | present here this conjunction simplifieitie linearized string of
terminals:d h j g.

Returning to the structure (4), it is clear that the revisedtangling condition is
capable of linearizing both left and right sharing coortimaconstructions, as well
as movement as multiple dominance. Table (2) outlines tiimgiprecedence rela-
tions, and the terminal precedence relations as dictatedebgevised nontangling
condition. Instead of walking through every pair, | will gahg point out several
siblings that contribute key precedence relations to tted finearization.

As both of the siblings in the pait CP,Conj’ > are singly dominated, it is their
fully dominated terminals which are linearized, yieldibgne < and,bard. Be-
tween the paik (DP), T’ > in the left conjunct(DP) is multiply dominated, while
T’ is singly dominated, and so it is the fully dominated ternsnaf the former,
Alexi, which precede the parent dominated terminals of the lafteuld, brine,
the, turkey, for, Thanksgiving. The terminakhould precedes the vP due to the pair
< (T),vP >. The siblings< VP, (PP) > yield the vP preceding the adjunct PP, and
the verbbrine precedes its argument due4qv/V),VP >. The structural relations
in the right conjunct are similar, and the final linearizatis precisely as expected:
right shared elements appear in the right conjunct, lefteshalements surface in
the left and moved elements appear at their highest movetiqros
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Table 2: Sibling and Terminal precedence relation for exar(})

| Sibling Precedencg Terminal Relations

\ Terminal Precedence

CP < Conj fd(CP) < fd(Conj’) brine < and, bard

C<TP fd(C) < fd(TP) 0 < brine

(DP)< T’ fd((DP)) < pd(T’) Alexi < should, brine, the
turkey, for, Thanksgiving

(T) <VvP fd((T)) < pd(vP) should< brine, the, turkey, for
Thanksgiving

vP < (PP) pd(vP) < fd((PP)) brine, the, turkey for, Thanks-
giving

P < DP fd(P) < fd(DP) for < Thanksgiving

(DP) <V fd((DP)) < pd(V) Alexi < brine, the, turkey

(v/V) < VP fd((v/V)) < pd(VP) brine < the, turkey

(v/V) < (DP) pd((V/V)) < pd((DP)) | 0 < the, turkey

D < NP fd(D) < fd(NP) the < turkey

Conj< CP fd(Conj) < fd(CP) and< bard

C<TP fd(C) < fd(TP) 0 < bard

(DP)< T fd((DP)) < pd(T’) Alexi < should, bard, the,
turkey, for, Thanksgiving

(T) > VP fd((T)) < pd(vP) should< bard, the, turkey, for
Thanksgiving

vP < (PP) pd(vP) < fd((PP)) bard, the, turkey for, Thanks-
giving

(DP) <V fd((DP)) < pd(V) Alexi < bard, the, turkey

(vIV) < VP fd((v/V)) < pd(VP) bard< the, turkey

(v/V) < (DP) pd((v/V)) < pd((DP)) | 0 < the, turkey

Final Linearization:| Alexi should brine and bard the turkey for Thanksgiving.

4 Comparison with Linear Correspondence Axiom based approaches

The linearization algorithm of Kayne (1994), the Linear @spondence Axiom

(LCA), has been broadly applied in syntactic theory, and soworth briefly com-

paring the revised nontangling condition with the LCA ana trevisions of the
LCA, that of Wilder (2008) and that of Gracanin-Yuksek (Tgegr).

The LCA eschews the notion of sibling precedence, in favduasymmetric

c-command to derive precedence relations between tersnifrakessence, the ter-
minals dominated by a nod¢ precede those terminals dominated by the nodes
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asymmetrically c-commanded . Like the original nontangling condition, the
LCA was not designed to accommodate multiple dominancetstres. As noted
by Sabbagh (2007), these structures pose a problem for tAeih@hat, if a nodey

is dominated both bX and by a node asymmetrically c-commandedyt must
precede itself, yielding an asymmetry violation.

To permit linearization of multiple dominance structuréslder (2008) modi-
fied the LCA by introducing a notion of full dominance: essalhy, the terminals
fully dominated byX precede those fully dominated by nodes asymmetrically c-
commanded bX. However, several aspects of this analysis are problenfatist,
as Wilder notes, the revised LCA is unable to linearize matneles of move-
ment as multiple dominance, thus limiting the applicatiémultiple dominance
structures to the relatively rare sharing coordinationstattions. Second, the re-
vised LCA requires that left sharing constructions be aredyex situ. That is,

a left shared element must be moved out of the coordinatetstas in order to
be linearized. Therefore, left shared elements are singtyidated, as movement
is not analyzed as multiple dominance. However, examplels as those in (17)
demonstrate that such an analysis would require the CongRhibit the bizarre
behaviour of taking intermediate level projections as clemgnt and specifier. Fi-
nally, if right adjoining is a permitted syntactic struatuthen structures such as
(1), with right shared adjuncts in combination with anothght shared element,
e.g. an argument or another adjunct, are unlinearizablee issume that adjuncts
are asymmetrically c-commanded by their hosts, these eearape unlinearizable
because the shared material dominated by the host is, bytaefjmot fully domi-
nated by the host and thus will not be linearized with resfzettte adjunct material.

(17) a. What{ will Alexi cook] and [cywon’t Tim eat]?
b. Tim [t/ has called] and{ hasn’t told him the truth].

Gracanin-Yuksek (To appear) has also modified the LCA tormocctate multi-
ple dominance structures. Gracanin-Yuksek adopts Wgdgranges to the LCA,
adapts a version of full dominance, and further modifies #fmdion of c-command
with notions of highest mother, highest sister, and shop@t. These changes per-
mit the linearization of sharing coordination and movenmamilyzed as multiple
dominance, but again, some serious caveats apply. Gravaksgek’s algorithm
does not actually give precedence relations, only “ordgrielations which may
correspond either with precedence or subsequence. Naatrahcis given as to
how this is to be resolved. Furthermore, this revised LCAiness that right shared
adjuncts, and only adjuncts, raise out of the coordinatestre. Not only are we
not provided with independent motivation as to why only adjs instead of e.g. ar-
guments must move, but arguments have also been providetbgach arex situ
analysis, see for example Abels (2004).

In this brief comparison, certain merits of the revised aogting condition are
clear. Whereas the revised nontangling condition can fineall kinds of sharing
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coordination constructions and movement as multiple damee, Wilder’s revised
LCA is wanting in several empirical and conceptual respantsthat of Gracanin-
Yuksek falls short of providing a complete linearizatioga@ithm, in addition to
requiring controversial analyses of shared adjuncts.

5 The Peripherality Condition

In addition to linearizing sharing coordination constraos and movement as mul-
tiple dominance, the revised nontangling condition alstst@ins the possible con-
figurations of multiple dominance structures. Here | disause aspect of this con-
straint: that any shared material in a sharing coordinatimmstruction must ap-
pear at the periphery of its conjunct. Tlperipherality condition is stated in (18).
Though not all sharing coordination construction analyders/e the peripherality
condition, e.g. Vries (2009), the existence of some sortesipherality constraint
has been recognized at least since Oirsouw (1987). Initegstthe peripherality
condition in (18) differs from that in other recent worksy.eSabbagh (2007) and
Wilder (2008).

(18) Peripherality Condition:
In the configuration:
[A...X...] Conj. [B...X...]]
if X is left shared, then it must be at the left edge of A anl iis right
shared then it must be at the right edge of B (adapted from&pbB007).

The peripherality condition dictates that shared mateygdear at the edge of
the conjunct. Contrasting the sentences in (19), we seextdmage become un-
grammatical if the shared element is followed by non-sharaterial. Likewise, in
the ungrammatical (20b), the shar§okencer is preceded by the non-sharédhat
did; compare with the grammatical (20a) where the shared nahteqperipheral.

(19) a. Alexi likes and Angela hatespresso.
b. * Alexilikes and Angela hatesspresso in the evening.
(Under reading whermn the evening does not modifyikes)

(20) a. What did Spencer cook and grill?
b. *What didSpencer barbecue and what did grill?

(21) illustrates the structures that the peripheralityditon is designed to rule
out: shared nod€$ ) and(G) are not peripheral. Such examples are unlinearizable;
f andg are not linearized with respect to the other terminals. Atl#it periphery,
the problem lies with the siblings D,E >. As both of these nodes are singly
dominated, the revised nontangling condition dictates tdéD) < fd(E). But, as
neitherf norg are fully dominated b¥, these nodes are never ordered with respect
to d. Similarly, the siblings< J,L > fail to order f andg with I.
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This example can also illustrate how the revised nontagglondition predicts
that the shared element need not be peripheral in the cdnjumere it does not
surface. AsH and! are both singly dominated, they yiefdi(H) < fd(l). fis
not in fd(l) and is thus not ordered with respecthto Thus, shared eleme()
tolerates non-peripherality within the right conjunct.

Recently, Sabbagh proposed a more restrictive formulatidhe right periph-
erality condition, simplified somewhat and given in (22) {Bagh 2007). This
stronger condition can be used to rule out examples suclBaswWBere the shared
element is right peripheral, but the gap is not.

(22) Right Edge Restriction
In[[a...X...] Conj. [g...X...]], X must be rightmost within A and B.

(23) * Alexi likes __ with milk and Angela hateespresso.

The revised nontangling condition does not rule out theses;aas it concerns
the peripherality of the shared element, not the gap. | wasulgigest however,
that examples such as (23) should be ruled out due to theraoriston prosodic
and information structure. Féry and Hartmann (2005) atbaecertain coordinate
structures, including right sharing and gapping, mustaontontrastively focused
elements that immediately precede the coordinator andhheed element. How-
ever, in examples such as (23), the element immediatelygdneg the coordinator,
i.e.with milk, is not semantically contrastive with the element immexyapreced-
ing the shared element, ileates. Thus, examples where the gap appears to be non-
peripheral will be ruled out, and Sabbagh’s stronger riglgfeeconstraint appears
unnecessary. While | leave for future work a more detailedysbf the interac-
tion of linearization constraints and focus and syntacti@felism, it is interesting
that the constraints proposed by Féry and Hartmann (2065)dependently moti-
vated for gapping, yet complement the constraints on spaonstructions induced
by this linearization algorithm.

Another formulation of the right peripherality conditiomraes from Wilder
(2008), who claims that for a shared elemgnthe gap corresponding tomust
be at the right edge of the non-final conjunct, providing epkes such as (24) as
support. However, it is not clear that (24) is a typical cakeight sharing. Ha
(2008) suggests that these examples may be due to some seanalysis of the
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verbs as complex predicates. Compare (24) with the degrexieaples in (25),
where the verbs cannot be easily understood as members offdecoevent. Like-
wise, these types of examples are impossible with distungjests, as in (26). The
unacceptability of these examples is unexpected if the egge constraint were to
generally allow non-peripherality of right shared elensantthe right conjunct.

(24) John should fetch__ and givethe book to Mary

(25) a. *Mary congratulated _ and gavehe winner a prize.
b. ?*John should critique__ and givethe book to Mary.

(26) *John should fetch _ and Peter will givehe book to Mary

I remarked earlier that recent research has focused orgthegoeeripherality con-
dition, as these authors assume some form of the small acrjypothesis, which
renders a left peripherality condition unnecessary. Arareath material which orig-
inates within, and is subsequently moved out of, the coatdistructure will nec-
essarily appear at or past the periphery of the coordinatetate. Any material
which is merged outside of the coordinate structure willspreably take scope
over or apply to both conjuncts, thus also giving the appegaf being shared. In
(27), the left shared elementéhat did have raised out of the coordinate structure,
and thus naturally appear at the left periphery. (28) woeldubed out by whatever
device ensures that left shared material raise out of thedowate structure.

(27) [cp What did [conjp [T Spencer barbecue | angH his friends eat]]]?
(28)  *[conjp [cp What didSpencer barbecue] andp what did__ grill]]?

However, once the large conjunct hypothesis is assumedt pdepherality
condition is necessary to rule out examples like (28). Awiptesly noted, the
revised nontangling condition derives the left periphgratondition. What was
mentioned only briefly in the introduction is that the redisgontangling condi-
tion is also compatible witlex situ analyses and the small conjunct hypothesis. A
schematic example will suffice to illustrate. In (29), take subtree$¢D) and(H)
to be the conjuncts.(B), then, is a shared element which has raised out of the
coordinate structuré < e,g,i as a result ok (B),C >.

(29) A
/\
(B) C
/\
D F
P
B8 E G H
:

|
b
‘/\
°

b i

\
b
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The proper analysis of sharing coordination constructgtiissnjoys much de-
bate in the literature, and | take it as an advantage of theedwnontangling con-
dition that it can linearize botkx andin situ analyses and both large and small
conjuncts. This flexibility will allow the complex facts atork in this debate, in-
stead of the formalism, to dictate the analysis. Alterredyivt could be said that the
robustness of this analysis predicts that both large and sovgunct hypotheses
and bothex andin situ analyses are in principle possible. Thus, it could be that th
complexities in the data result from some underlying stiadtambiguity.

6 Conclusion

This paper has explored a revision of the nontangling candiPartee et al. 1990,
to linearize sharing coordination constructions and ma@nas multiple domi-

nance. Several structural relations, including dominarekfull dominance, have
been modified and the novel relation parent dominance hasibeduced to suit

this purpose. The nontangling condition has also been neddifvith the net result
being that a host of multiple dominance constructions andeeed linearizable. |

briefly compare these results with those of other algorithiesigned to linearize
multiple dominance structures, and conclude that the eeui®ntangling condition
compares favorably. Certain configurations of multiple dwnce structures are
categorically excluded by the revised nontangling coaditincluding structures
which violate the peripherality condition. | discuss howstbondition is derived in

this proposal, and compare it to other formulations of thipberality condition.
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