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Deriving Cumulative-Sharing Constructions in Syntax
Cumulative-Sharing Constructions (CSCs) are shown in (1):

(1) a. [How many books];.« did Ken borrow _; and Kim steal _y in total?
b. Ibought travel guides for Paris and London yesterday. Those two cities,

Ken

vacationed in _j and Kim decided to live in _y, respectively.

c. Ken said that a total of 15 boys arrived at the front door and
appeared at the back door.

d. I finally met Susan, Lyn, and Mary yesterday. They are the three sisters that
Bob married, John is engaged to, and Bill is dating, respectively.

e. I borrowed, and my sister stole, a total of $3000 from the bank.
(Abbott 1976: 642)

f. It was a total of $3000 that I borrowed and my sister stole from
the bank.

In each of the CSCs, the semantics of the underlined nominal is cumulatively
“shared” by the two clausal conjuncts. In (1a), the sum reading of the two gaps is
encoded by how many books. In (1b), one gap means Paris and the other means
London. Modifiers such as in total, respectively, and together disambiguate CSCs
from ATB constructions. CSCs are also different from implicit argument constructions
such as (2), and from split pronominal constructions such as (3), in the fact that the
gaps and the shared nominal are both obligatory, as shown in (4).

(2) The shark was spotted at once (by our cameras). (see Landau 2010, among
others)
(3) The couple came in. She was black and he was blond.
(4)a. *How many books;.i did Ken borrow them; and Kim steal themy in total?
b. ...*(Those two cities) Ken vacationed in _jand Kim decided to live in _,
respectively.

CSCs are productive and available cross-linguistically. Some efforts have been
made to analyze their semantic structures (e.g., Landman 2000, Moltmann 2004,
Gawron & Kehler 2002, et seq.). However, syntactically, the constructions have been
understudied and considered a real challenge to generative grammar (Postal 1998:
137). In (1a), each of the two transitives has its agent role realized, as Ken in the first
conjunct and Kim in the second. In our current syntactic theory, for a transitive, if the
agent argument occurs, the theme argument must also occur in the structure. The
syntactic position of the former is in the extended projection (vP) of the structure that



hosts the latter (VP). Thus, there should be an internal argument for borrow, and
another one for steal, to satisfy the theta-role and selection requirement of the verbs.
But there is no overt objects for the verbs. CSCs are unlikely to be derived by any of
the following five approaches.

A movement approach does not apply, since the cumulatively shared nominal
has a different reading from that of each gap.

A deletion/conjunction reduction does not apply to CSCs. In (5), neither of

the deleted parts means [how many books];.k, violating the recoverability condition
(Chomsky 1965: 144).

(5) How many books;.« did Ken borrow hew—many-beeks; and Kim steal hew-many
books; in total?

CSCs cannot be derived by any operator-variable dependency between the
cumulatively shared nominal and any assumed pro. For an A-bar dependency, in
addition to a movement strategy, the pro binding strategy is also possible in some
languages (Adger & Ramchand 2005 LI). Accordingly, the gaps in (1a) might be pros,
as in (6). However, the WH phrase would have partially vacuous quantification, since
neither pro is qualified as its real variable (similar to (4a)).

(6) *[How many books];.x did Ken borrow pro; and Kim steal proy in total?

One might assume that the uninterpretable wh-features in (1a) move alone,
leaving all interpretable features of the gaps in situ, assuming “no wh-word was
moved, but only wh-" (Chomsky 1977: 123). However, if the relation between the
wh-element and the gaps of a CSC is that of the uninterpretable wh-features alone, it
is not clear why the former is interpreted exactly as the combined meaning of the two
gaps. The bad forms in (7) need an account.

(7) a. *[How much money]; did Ken borrow _; and Kim steal _y in total?
b. *[How much money];,; did Ken borrow _; and Kim steal _y in total?

Since a multidominance analysis is claimed to cover the PL agreement in (8)
(Grosz 2009), one wonders whether the analysis applies to CSCs. But PL is unmarked
in English (Bale et al. 2011). Even if the intended adding is 1+9 in (9), PL agreement
is still found in both conjuncts.

(8) Alice is happy that Iris, and Claire is proud that Diane, {have/*has} negotiated
with the boss.

(9) A total of 10 books {have/*is} been bought by Ken and {are/*is} to be sold by
Kim.



In my presentation, I explore Ramchand’s (2008) Underassociation Theory (UT).
In UT, lexical insertion does not have to be under terminals; however, every node
must be identified by lexical content locally. In (la), I assume, the nodes of the
objects of the two verbs are cumulatively identified by the lexical content of how
many books, although neither of the nodes is associated with any lexical item. If the
conjunct [Ken borrow _j] and the conjunct [Kim steal _i] are respectively Spec and
Complement of a structure headed by and (e.g., Munn 1987), [how many books];.x is
base-generated as an outer Spec of this projection, and may appear ex situ.

(10) XPjausal Multiple-Spec structures are independently available for
g coordination (Zhang 2010: 71). The conjunct [Ken
how many booksis. " borrow_j] is closer to the syntactic head than how many
& books;.y, and thus its clausal category decides the clausal

Ken borrow_j "\ category of the whole complex.

and Kim steal_y

Lexical insertion in the gaps does not take place since there is no item that
matches all the grammatical features specified in the relevant nodes (The Superset
Principle of UT: “Insertion does not take place if the Vocabulary item does not contain
all features present in the node”). The Exhaustive Lexicalization of UT (“Every node
in the syntactic representation must be identified by lexical content”) rules out those
in (7), where the lexical content of the node for _y is not identified (cf. the * version of
(4b)). Certain parallelism requirement, which is also seen in paired dependency
constructions (Zhang 2007 Lingua), rules out cases like (11).

(11) a.  *How much moneyj,x did Mary steal _; and you got rich after you
borrowed_ i, in total?
b. *How many people;j,i did John ask _; to hire _y in total?

CSCs can attest the range of the empirical adequacy of multipledominance
theory and that of other theories of sharing. UT has been proposed from other facts
(e.g., Bengala V-V complexes, English denominal and verb-particle constructions,
Czech morphology). It leads us to achieve a new understanding of certain basic
concepts such as theta-role licensing and selection.
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