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Abstract: The paper deduces a modified version of the toawit ban on extraction out of conjuncts (CSC)
based on the claim that conjuncts are phases wdilieh captures the across-the-board-movement (ATB)
exception and a number of additional cases wheteaion out of conjuncts is shown to be possilvle i
violation of the CSC (in particular, left-branchtexction in Serbo-Croatian;pronoun movement in Dutch, V-2
movement in German, clitic doubling in Dutch and&mce, quantifier float in Japanese, article-inocapon

in Galician, and object shift in English). Based tbese cases the paper shows that the CSC holg<arnl
successive-cyclic movement, as Wha did you see [tfriends of § and Sue elements that are base-generated
at the edge of a conjunct, or move there indepdtydeh successive-cyclic movement, can extracis lalso
shown that ATB can license an additional extractahof a conjunct in violation of the CSC. Theatission in
the paper also leads to establishment of a newdpd B, where movement out of each conjunct tailese
but it is not the same element that is extractedobweach conjunct but different elements. Addiélthyy the
paper shows that unlabeled elements do not couinteaseners, a rather natural generalization gthennature

of intervention effects, where features of the ive@er matter (projecting features requires prajgca label).
The discussion in the paper also sheds light omta&meon local wh-movement from SpecTP to SpecCRwisi
argued to require a return to split IP: it is shotat subjects undergoing wh-movement cannot mowvhe
highest projection in the split IP even when thetséep of movement is not SpecCP.

Keywords: across-the-board movement, the Coordinate Steic@onstraint, labels, phases, split IP,
successive-cyclic movement

1. Introduction

Islandhood has been in the center of theorizingpiwigenerative grammar ever since Ross (1967). In
spite of numerous works on various islands, oredin particular has resisted a satisfactory atgou
which holds for both the GB tradition and the Miuilist Program, namely the Coordinate Structure
Constraint (CSC). The CSC was traditionally assuteetave two parts, one banning extraction of
conjuncts, and the other extraction out of conjsnd&tnumber of works have, however, shown that the
two parts of the CSC should be divorced (see Gi8518, Oda 2017, Postal 1998), the main argument
being that there are languages which are senditivenly one part of the CSC (see Oda 2017,
Stjepanow 2014, and BosSko¥i 2017). In light of this, | will also separate thwo parts of the
traditional CSC, focusing on the ban on extractahof conjuncts, given in (1) and illustrated 2y-(

(3). For ease of exposition | will refer to (1)tae CSC.

(1) Extraction out of conjuncts is disallowed.
(2) *\Who did you see [enemies of and John?
(3) *Whaoi do you think [that Mary likes]tand [that Jane hates Peter]?

The CSC in (1) is inextricably connected to thelsabwn exception involving across-the-board-
movement (ATB): Extraction out of a conjunct is pibie if it takes place out of each conjunct.

(4) Wha did you see [friends of]tand [enemies of]?

The ATB exception is what makes accounting for@®C particularly difficult. CSC was a rare island
that was not accounted for in the Barriers syst€hoMmsky 1986). In principle, it appears that
accounting for it within that system would have memasy. All that was needed was to assume that
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conjuncts are barriers (which in fact they are) #rad adjunction to conjuncts is prohibited. Howegve
(4) would then raise a massive problem. Given thmuwdative nature of crossing barriers, if (2) is
unacceptable because it involves movement thasesoa barrier, (4) should be even worse since it
involves two such movements. | suspect that thikesreason why Chomsky (1986) did not attempt to
analyze the CSC within the Barriers system. In, fdeppears that the ATB exception is bound teegai
its head in any attempt to extend existing accoahislands to the CSE.

The goal of this paper is to provide an accadrihe CSC that will also capture in a principledy
the ATB exception. Importantly, the account wilale room for extraction out of conjuncts to take
place even in the absence of ATB in well-definedtegts, which will be shown to indeed be possible
with respect to a variety of constructions, in jgatar left-branch extraction in Serbo-Croatian JS€
pronoun movement in Dutch, V-2 movement in Germditic doubling in Dutch and Romance,
guantifier float in Japanese, article-incorporatiorGGalician, and object shift in English. The pospd
analysis will also be shown to account for a semalty conditioned exception to the CSC discussed
in Postal (1998). The predictions of the proposambant will also lead to a discovery of a new tgpe
ATB, where movement out of each conjunct takeseplad it is not the same element that is extracted
out of the conjuncts, as in traditional ATB, butfelient elements. The account will also have a rermb
of theoretical consequences. It crucially appealphiases and the labeling approach of Chomsky
(2013), which allows unlabeled elements during deevation. To the extent that it is successful, it
will thus provide evidence for the theoretical matisms in question. The analysis will also provide
an argument for Nunes’s (2004) sideward movememprcgeh to ATB (a locality condition on
sideward movement will also be established) andafparticular contextual approach to phases (based
on the claim that conjuncts are phases). Perhapsntist important theoretical consequence of the
analysis proposed in this paper concerns the natfdnterveners. It's well-known that traces don't
count as interveners (see e.g. Chomsky 1995, BoSR6\M. 1): turning an intervener into a trace voids
the intervention effect. This paper will show tita not just traces that do not count as intervenleut
also elements that have a trace at their edgethier avords, turning the edge of an intervener mto
trace also voids intervention effects. The papdl stiow that this otherwise puzzling effect can be
captured naturally in the labeling system, whicH imiturn provide evidence for the labeling system
The intervention-voiding effect in question, todstablished below, is given in (5).

(5) Unlabeled elements do not count as interveners.
The labeling system does not merely allow for asyestatement of the effect in question, but also

captures it in a very natural way. The notion déixention is picky, it depends on the nature @f th
intervener? For Rizzi (1990), this involved the A/A’ distinoti; recent work generally states it in

IA rare exception that analyzes both the CSC and &TBakahashi (1994), which can be considered ta peedecessor of
the current work. (I am referring here to the spifi Takahashi’'s analysis, since its implementat®qguite different from
the current work; it should be noted that underaFalshi’s analysis the CSC is expected to hold fmr\A'-movement,
which is not the case under the analysis presdamtes). The same holds for Sag’s et al (1985) aislysich, although
implemented in a different framework, is even cidsethe analysis argued for here in its spirit. Wik, however, see that
the current analysis predicts extraction out ofjgocts to be possible in violation of the traditdrCSC in a number of
environments. None of those exceptional extractianes predicted to be possible under Sag et al'85)l@nalysis; the
analysis argued for here and Sag et al (1985)digumsficantly differ empirically.

Still, Sag et al (1985) and Takahashi (1984 important predecessors of the current worthat, like the account
proposed below, they rely on a version of Coorddmabf-Likes in their accounts of the CSC. Howewas, will become
obvious during the discussion below, the currentkwngignificantly differs from these two works botheoretically (in
terms of implementation as well as theoretical egnences of the analysis) and empirically (in teohshe empirical
predictions the accounts make and the resultingrezapcoverage).

2l am putting aside here occasional exceptions nistetie literature, like wh-movement from RomancBsD which is
subject to the poss-agent-theme hierarchy (e.gefor1987, Ormazabal 1991, Sanchez 1996, Ticio)2003
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terms of featural properties of the intervenksaheling plays a crucial role here. Consider a g@asere

X and Y merge, and the resulting object ? functiassan intervener. For an intervention effect to
occur, either X or Y must have the relevant feathsg is involved in the intervention effect andspa
this feature to ? by labeling ?. In other wordsX ihas the relevant feature, then X must projed an
label ?. What this boils down to is that labelisghecessary for ? to function as an intervenerchvhi
means that unlabeled elements should not funcg8antarveners. In other words, since interventsn i
feature-sensitive, the intervener must have thevegit feature. This is trivially not possible with
unlabeled elements (due to the lack of projectioganeral the relevant feature is not projecteteeit

Returning to the CSC/ATB, the proposed analysithefCSC/ATB will also be shown to shed
light on the proper analysis tfughconstructions and the mysterious ban on local vekrament from
SpecTP to SpecCP, which has been attested in aenwhkanguages, by enabling us to become more
precise regarding the exact formulation and thaneadf this ban.

The gist of the proposed analysis is the followi@ginjuncts are phases (Boskow017, Oda
2017). As a result, any movement out of a conjunast proceed via its edge. In Chomsky (2013),
successive-cyclic movement via a conjunct edgebeddahe conjunct, i.e. it changes its categore Th
intuition is then that if movement takes place omly of one conjunct, a violation of the Coordioati
of-Likes requirement ensues, the violation beingedied if movement takes place out of each
conjunct, as with ATB. While the basic idea is qustraightforward, we will see that it has impottan
theoretical and empirical consequences for a numbgihenomena and mechanisms. Significantly, we
will see that it predicts that in a number of eamiments (which do not involve ATB) extraction ofit o
conjuncts in violation of the traditional CSC shabble possible, which will be shown to be borne out.

The following section will give the backgroundeeant to the proposed account of the CSC. The
account of the CSC, as well as the ATB exceptiahanumber of previously unnoticed exceptions to
the CSC, will be given in sections 3 and 4. Sestidrand 6 discuss the phasehood of conjuncts and an
intervening factor regarding subject questions, cwhconcerns the ban on SpecTP-to-SpecCP
movement. Section 7 discusses intervention effets extraction out of conjuncts, which will also
involve establishing a new type of ATB where ATBralves movement of different elements (it is
also shown that this new type of ATB can interathwraditional ATB), as well as establishing the
generalization that unlabeled elements do not caastinterveners. Section 8 discusses the
consequences of the proposed analysis of the CE@ddoughconstruction. Section 9 establishes
another new case where the traditional CSC canidlated, which involves ATB, and section 10
examines an exception to the CSC discussed in IKh9&8).

2. Phases, Labels, and Coordination of Likes

The first ingredient of the account of the CSC josgd below is the theory of phases (Chomsky 2000,
2001), the crucial mechanism here being the Phapetietrability Condition (PIC), which forces
movement out of phases to proceed via phasal edges.

The second ingredient is the well-known Gowation-of-Likes requirement (CL), which requires
that conjuncts be parallel in their categorial wdat(CL goes back to Chomsky 1957; see also
Schachter 1977, Williams 1978, Sag et al 1985, Bsvi®93, Beavers and Sag 2004, Chaves 2006,
among many others).

The last ingredient ois Chomsky’s (2013)rapph to labeling, where labeling is not forceghast
of Merge hence unlabeled objects are allowed dutieglerivation (but not in final representatioins,

3The HPSG references given above are particularhoitant since they discuss a number of reportedteoexamples to
CL, showing that CL can be maintained in spiteh&fm. A comprehensive discussion of CL is beyondsttape of this
paper. | simply adopt CL and the theory of phasare.hTo the extent that the account proposed belhich relies on
these mechanisms, is successful, it can in fagitbgoreted as providing evidence for the mechasisnguestion.
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contrast to Collins 2002). Chomsky proposes a lagellgorithm where in a case when a head and a
phrase merge, the head projects (providing the fabe¢he resulting object). When two non-minimal
projections (i.e. phrases) merge, there are twosw@y implement projection/labeling: through
prominent feature sharing or traces (i.e. movemerages being ignored for labeling. The former is
illustrated by (6): whenvhich bookmerges with interrogative CP in (6), both the whigse and the
CP have the Q-feature; what is projected (i.e.rdatees the label of the resulting object) is the Q-
feature. (This is reminiscent of Spec-Head agreéxien

(6) I wonder gpwhich book [c' C [John bought]

As for phrase-phrase merger that does not invaaéufe-sharing, Chomsky (2013) crucially assumes
that successive cyclic movement does not involetufe sharing (which essentially follows BoSkovi
1997a, 2002, 2007, 2008). Successive-cyclic moverrases like (7) are then relevant. There is no
feature sharing betweéhat and the wh-phrase which passes through its ed@®.isince labeling via
feature sharing is not an option the embedded elaaanot be labeled whevhat moves to its edge
(as indicated by ? in (8)). When v is mergadhat moves. The element merged withatCP now
being a trace, it is ignored for labeling, hengs labeled as CP only aftethatmoves.

(7) What do you think gpt'i [c that [John bought]f]
(8) Vv [vethink [>» what [cpthat [John bought]f]

The above is in fact the general treatment of ssgige-cyclic movement in the labeling framework.
3. Deducing the CSC

| will now show that the above mechanisms ratheightforwardly deduce the CSC. Consider (9).
(9) *\Who did you see [enemies of &and John?

Movement out of the first conjunct must proceedcsssive-cyclically through the edge of the
conjunct. As shown in (10), this movement, whicholwes merger oivho and the conjunct DP, yields
an unlabeled object, as is always the case witbesstve-cyclic movement. Importantly, as a restlt o
this movement, the two conjuncts now differ in theategorial status: the second conjunct is a DP
while the first conjunct is ? (i.e. it's unlabele@his configuration is ruled out by the Coordinatiof-
Likes requirement (CL), which requires that conpsnige parallel in their categorial status (I assume
that the requirement applies derivationally, wheanj® is formed, so that it is not affected by later
movement outside of ConjP).

(10) [conjd{» wha [ppenemies ofil] and [pr John]]

The crucial ingredient of the account is that saste-cyclic movement changes the category of the
element it targets in the labeling framework, whig&ds to a violation of CL in (10).

I will argue below that conjuncts are phases, Whimaturally follows from the contextual
approach to phases (section 5). As a result, theghtiabeling account of (2) quite generally exsetod
other cases that have motivated positing (1) inliteeature, as the reader can verify for (3). thew
words, the analysis deduces the CSC.

4 Like Chomsky (2013), | will continue using termge8CP and CP for cases of this sort for ease afsitiqpn.
4



Not only does the phasal/labeling system dedueeC8C, it also captures the notorious ATB
exception. Consider (11).

(11) Wha did you see [friends ofltand [enemies of]®

Here, successive-cyclic movement takes place tedie of both conjuncts, delabeling both conjuncts.
Since both conjuncts are ? (i.e. unlabeled), theeQuirement is not violated hete.

(12) [coni{~»wha [pefriends of f]] and pwha [pr enemies ofi}]

The phasal/labeling system thus provides a rattiaightforward deduction of the CSC, which also
captures the ATB exception. In fact, no additiceedumptions are needed in the deduction. Movement
out of a conjunct must proceed via the conjuncteeddpis delabels the conjunct, yielding a violation
of CL unless movement also takes place out of theraconjunct. In that case both conjuncts are
delabeled, so that there is no violation of CL.

| emphasize here an important feature ofthmve account. As noted above, in typical accooits
islands, like Chomsky’s (1986) barriers, islandlaimns are cumulative: the more islands are cabsse
the worse the sentence gets. Treating conjundidaasls (e.g. as a barrier which cannot be adjoioed
in Chomsky 1986) then has the effect that ATB exasfike (11) should be twice as bad as CSC
violations like (9) since (9) involves one extractiout of a conjunct island and (11) involves twols
extractions. The phasal/labeling account, on therdtand, easily captures the ATB improvement.

4. Non-ATB exceptions to the CSC

Deductions of principles often have the effect thaty don't fully overlap with the deduced prin@pl
in that they allow “violations” of the relevant pdiples in well-defined configurations. In such &as
their success should be evaluated with respechaiher such “violations” are indeed attested.

The current deduction of the CSC in fact predibtst the CSC can be violated in well-defined
configurations. Since the deduction is based omem@nt out of a conjunct delabeling the conjunct it
predicts that movement out of a conjunct will besgible if the relevant element is base-generated at
the conjunct edge, and is otherwise able to rertteene, which indicates that it undergoes feature
sharing at the conjunct edge. Movement in violabbthe CSC turns out to indeed be possible in this
context. One relevant case involves possessoratixinan Serbo-Croatian (SC), which | turn to next.

4.1. CSC-violating extraction of a base-generatedo®c: SC possessors

SC possessors have been argued to be base-gerartitecedge of the traditional NP (TNP) based on
the fact that they can undergo extraction and binidof their TNP, as shown by (13) (see BoSkovi
2012, 2014, Despi2011, 2013, a.o; the binding facts were notechelatter. Notice also that these
possessors undergo agreemer-ifeatures and case (i.e. they undergo featurersijafi

(13) [Kusturicin najnoviji film]] gas je zaista raz@mrao.
Kusturica’som.masc.sclatest Mmovigom.masc.sc him is really disappointed
'‘Kusturica's latest movie really disajpped him." (Desgi2011,2013)

5 will return below to the precise implementatiohATB. The reader should bear in mind that CL agglierivationally,
when ConjP is formed, which is the stage of thévd&pn shown in (12).
5The precise categorial status of the projectionrevttiee possessor is located is not important hesieaply use the neutral
term traditional NP, which stands for whatever liighest projection in the nominal domain is here.
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SC normally disallows extraction out of conjunds,in (14), where the genitive complement of N is
extracted. Crucially, such extraction is allowedhapossessors, which are base-generated at the TNP
edge: they can undergo extraction in violation1)f &s in (15).

(14) *Fizike je on [studentdt i [lvanovu sestru] vidio.
physicsenis he studeréc and Ivan’scc Sistekcc seen
‘He saw a student of physics and Ivarstes.’

(15) Markovog je on {tprijatelja] i [lvanovu sast vidio.
Marko'scc.masc.scis he  friengcc.masc.sec and  Ivan’scc Sisteicc seen
‘He saw Marko'’s friend and Ivan’s sister.’

In (15), the possessor is base-generated at thginmbnedge, undergoing feature sharing at the
conjunct edge, so that the conjunct is labelede(ttimdat | assume that labeling takes place as s®dn a
is possible, as argued in Bo3k©w015, Shlonsky 2015, Rizzi 2016, and Saito 2616)contrast, in
(14) the moving element needs to undergo succesgtle movement to the edge of the first
conjunct, which delabels the conjunct, yielding@ation of the CL requirement.

What is particularly important for our purposeshat (15) is a counterexample to the traditional
CSC since it involves extraction out of a conjuibctt its grammaticality is captured under the
proposed account of the CSC.

4.2. CSC-violating head-movement: Galician articlencorporation

Under the proposed analysis, a base-generated| guggais expected to be able to undergo movement
out of a conjunct, in violation of the traditiomr@BC ban. We have seen above a case which shows that
this indeed holds for the Spec of a phase. Ingbtion we will see that this also holds for thadef

a phase, as expected given that both are locatibe@ gthasal edge. The relevant case concernsearticl
to-V incorporation in Galicianllustrated by (16)which Uriagereka (1988) shows occurs in the syntax

(16) Vimo-lg [pr[p'tj [N Kremlin]]]
(we)saw-the Kremlin
‘We saw the Kremlin.’ (Uriagereka88)

Importantly, article incorporation is possible @fita conjunct, as in (17).

(17) Vistede-lp [pF[o tj [ne @amigo de Xan]]] e-mais [a Diego] onte.
(you)saw-the friend of Xan dan Diego yesterday

What is important for our purposes is that movenwutt of a conjunct does not create a labeling
problem for CL here: the conjunct from which asiahcorporation takes place is labeled as DP before
the incorporation, given that when a head and agghmerge the head projects. As a result, there is
violation of CL here, hence the grammaticality bT)is captured under the proposed analysis.

It should, however, be noted that Galician (17eds with respect to the possibility of a CSC
violation with head-movement from English (18), athinvolves T-to-C movement from a conjunct.

’In the following, what matters are the relevanttcasts, not the status of individual examples.
8Nothing would change if we assume labeling occtith@ phasal level, as in Chomsky (2013), givert tha projection
where the possessor is located, which is the higitegection in the nominal domain, is a phase @egkovi 2014).
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(18) *Should John buy a car and Peter might sktase?

Given the above discussion, (18) should not inva@vecality violation. In fact, under the proposed
analysis, locality can always be satisfied withditianal CSC violations; however, satisfying lotgali
leads to a CL violation. We have seen that themeoi<CL violation with head movement out of a
conjunct in Galician (17), and the same reasonivagyilsl extend to (18). | therefore suggest that {48)
ruled out by independent factors.

This is in fact the case under Chomsky’s (2008) &ssociation analysis, where C and T share
features. As noted in Bosk@wi2016a), this means that when there is a Q-fe@tu@ as in (18), there
is also a Q-feature in T. In other words, we hasthlCq and Tq in (18), in fact there has to be anTq
both conjuncts of (18) since the T of each conjumetssociated with the same C (the assumption here
is that finite T must be associated with a C; & #econd conjunct is a declarative CP with a nuheC
problem with the construction would be that it ilmes coordination of a question and a declarative,
which is disallowed, as shown in Schachter 197 9wNEnglish has a requirement that in matrix
clauses Tg must move to Cq: in this context the@aton requires actual movement. The problem
then is that the Tq of the second conjunct did madergo this movement. In other words, the
difference between Galician (17) and English (B8hat the CSC violating head-movement in (17) is
in principle optional, which enables us to leave thlevant head in place in one conjunct, moving it
only in the other conjunct, while in English (18)etrelevant head movement is obligatory: this
independently prohibits failing to do it in one gamct which is in turn necessary to test the pakiyib
of a CSC violation. The reader should thereforer lieamind that the CSC test discussed here with
respect to head-movement is conductable only vétidkmovement that is in principle optiofal.

4.3. CSC-violating extraction of Specs created by svement. A German puzzle,r-pronouns,
clitic doubling, numeral constructions in Japaneseand English ECM

The account of the CSC proposed here, which allexiisaction out of conjuncts under well-defined
conditions, also enables us to explain some otlserpuzzling CSC violations in German. Notice first
that the proposed account of (1) extends to Spezder] by movement, but crucially only where the
relevant element can stay in the Spec in questieni{ it moves there independently of successive-
cyclic movement), which indicates that it undergdesture-sharing in that Spec position. In other
words, the proposed account of the CSC only bletksessive cyclic movement out of a conjunct,
since such movement delabels the conjunct, chantgngcategory (see here Boskévn press for a
labeling account of the traditional ban on movenwritof moved elements, which allows movement
out of moved elements in the same context as theruaccount of the CSC). This enables us to
explain some otherwise puzzling CSC violations gri@an (see Johnson 2002), in a way which also
sheds light on the nature of the SOV order in Gerrftme relevant example is (19).

(19) Die Suppewird der Hans [tessen] und [sich hinlegen]

9 One case to check in this context is C-cliticizatin Tagalog. As discussed in Richards (1999)ethe optional C-to-V

movement in Tagalog embedded clauses (i). If thibe right analysis of (i), we would expect C-tavvement in (ia) to
be able to violate the CSC (it is possible thatare dealing here with different Cs, where one Ggalbrily moves to V;

this should not interfere with the prediction notedhis footnote unless some kind of parallelisrevents coordination of
CPs headed by these different Cs). | do not knoethdr such CSC violating extraction is indeed pissi

(0 a. Hindi  niya sinabi na kinain niya ang tambakol.
not he(A) said (TT) C ate he(A) Tackerel
b. Hindi  niya sinalsig kinain niya ang tambakol.

not he(A) said (TT):C ate (TT) he(A) T macHl
‘He didn’t say that he ate the mackerel.” (Rias 1999:298)
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the soup will the Hans eatand self down-lie
‘The soup, Hans will eat and lie down.’ (Johnson 2002)

(19) is analyzed as in (20b) (only the relevantésaare shown)), with (20a) giving the structuréhef
first conjunct prior to movement out of ConjP.Assngimovement of the object to SpecvP in German
is obligatory due to its SOV nature (Kayne 1994 aAwi993), the object does not move to the edge of
the vP phase in (20b) for reasons of successivigcityc We are dealing here with regular obligatory
movement where the moving element can stay in diséipn in question, which means the movement
in question involves feature-sharing in the movedifon, which enables labeling (see (20a)).As a
result, this movement doesn’t create the labelmdplem successive-cyclic movement out of conjuncts
creates: while successive-cyclic movement throlnghedge of a conjunct delabels the conjunct, the
movement under consideration does not do thatvadpfurther movement out of the conjuriét.

(20) a. wird der Hans:pnidve Die Suppe essenyp ti]] und [ve sich hinlegen]]
will the Hans the soupeat and self down-lie
b. Die Suppevird der Hansdonip [ve ti [v €sseni}] und [ sich hinlegen]]

It should be noted that to the extent that it iscegsful, the above analysis provides evidenc¢hior
movement account of the SOV order in German.

Another relevant case concerns PPsraptbnouns in Dutch, which are exceptional in thnestyt
must precede the preposition (21), although Dutigositions are otherwise always prepositional (22).

(21) a. daar op/von b. *op daar/*von daar
there on/of
(22) a. op/von deze tafel b. *deze tafel op/von

on/of this table

This is standardlyanalyzed as involving movement of theronoun to SpecPP (or a higher position in
the extended projection of the preposition). Faagigindaar op,sincedaar can stay in that position,
and is located in that position when the PP undeygoovement, as in (23), it must be the case that i
undergoes feature-sharing with its sister, whiclkesdabeling possible (see BosSkoin press).

(23) a. ppDaar opj heb ik boeken tgelegd. b. Ik heb boekegrfaar op] gelegd.
there on have | books put

We are thus dealing here with obligatory movemenSpecPP: the fact thataar must move to
SpecPP (cf. (21b) and stays in SpecPP (cf. (23Niges evidence that movementdd to SpecPP
does not take place for reasons of successiveetygli.e. it is independent of successive-cytjici
We then seem to have here another testing caskedaurrent account of the CSC. There is, however,
a potential interfering factor. There are strondejpenedent restrictions on P-stranding in Dutch and
German which in fact make it impossible to test@®C withr-pronoun movement in German. Thus,
den Besten and Webelhuth (1990) and Thiersch (26d58rve that P-stranding in German is possible
only if the P is adjacent to the verb or its traa®jllustrated by (24). Since, as we will seedati®n 6,

for independent reasons only extraction from th& ionjunct is in principle allowed under the eumtr
analysis, this makes it impossible to test extoactf r-pronouns out of coordinated PPs in German
since the stranded P would not be adjacent todhe (or its trace).

10Since German allows subjects to remain in-situs@eond conjunct is also labeled as vP at the pulien ConjP is
formed, before subject movement.
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(24) a. Er hat danoch nicht [das Vorworti[von t]] gelesen.
he hasit yet not the forewordf read
b. Er hat dddas Vorwort jix noch nicht [tvon t]; t« gelesen.
he has it the foreword yetot n  of read
c. *Dahat er noch nichti[von] das Vorwort gelesen
d. * Dahat er [tvon] noch nicht das Vorwort gelesen
e. br i t geleseny hat er da[das Vorwortk noch nicht gpti von] tm (den Besten&Webelhuth 1990)

Den Besten & Webelhuth (1990) and Thiersch (201ate rihat P-stranding is subject to the same
constraint in Dutch as in German (without giving thata). It turns out, however, that at least ons
speakers, P-stranding in Dutch is less restridtna in German, allowing us to test the possibibty
r-pronoun extraction from coordinated PPs (the Ddiata below were provided by Paula Fenger p.c.).

The initial paradigm is given in (25), where (25®)olves a regular PP, with a P DP order, and
(25b) involves a PP with ampronoun, which undergoes movement.

(25) a. Ik heb boeken [op deze tafel] gelegd.
| have books on this table put
b. ik heb daar boeken op gelegd.
| have there books on put

| now turn to the coordination cases, where thefi@f (25b) is coordinated. Importantly for our
purposes,r-pronoun movement is possible from a coordinatedctire, which provides strong
evidence for the proposed deduction of the ¢SC.

(26) a. Ik heb daarboeken ¢rti op t] en [ppop deze tafel] gelegd.

| have there books on d anon this table put
b. ?Daatheb ik boekenrpti op §] en [ppop deze tafel] gelegd.
there have | books cend on this table put

Another relevant example is given in (27).

(27) a. Ik heb dadbrieven ppti naartoeif en ppuit de VS] gelezen
| have there letters to and out the US read

Such cases require a particular prosody. In (26a)e needs to be an intonational break after dipstr daar should be
stressed, and (26b) requires an intonational bededt op. | assume this is necessary due to non V-adjacehdpe
stranded P. It is in fact possible that the corgeeteralization regarding P-stranding in Dutch &edman is that a stranded
P must be either adjacent to a verb or followedibyntonational phrase boundary, which is reflectethe presence of a
pause noted in this footnote (notice that (24e)emntthe stranded P is not V-adjacent, also fits gieineralization). Any
differences between Dutch and German regardinga®ding may then be due to differences in intomatigohrasing/the
requirement in question (in work in preparatiom ffact argue for a prosodically-based account, allee Dutch/German
data in question are examined within a broaderstiraguistic context regarding the possibility ofodping the host of
phonologically weak elements, and unify them frdmis perspective with a number of superficially €iffnt constructions
from other languages). At any rate, what is paldidy interesting here is that extraction is ungtable from the second
conjunct, although in that case the stranded P-asljécent ((ic) is the counterpart of (27) withregtion from the second
conjunct). As we will see in section 7, this is ekawhat is predicted under the current analy$i€8C effects, and in fact
should be interpreted as an argument in favor@ptioposed analysis.
() a. *Ik heb daar boeken op deze tafel en gelegd. b. *Daar heb ik boeken op deze tafelppegelegd.

| have there books on this table an put

c. *lk heb daar brieven uit de VS en naagelezen.
| have there letters out the US and to read



‘| read letters to there and from the’'US

The current approach to the CSC straightforwardigtares the violations of the traditional CSC in
(26)-(27). Prior to extraction out of coordinate®s; ther-pronoun in (26)-(27) undergoes regular
obligatory movement to SpecPP. The fact thatrtpeonoun can stay in that position indicates that t
movement in question involves feature-sharing ie thoved position, which enables labeling.
Extraction of the-pronoun from the coordination in (26)-(27) theredio't result in a labeling problem
of the kind successive-cyclic movement out of canja creates: while successive-cyclic movement
through the edge of a conjunct delabels the conjufpronoun movement to SpecPP does not do it.
To complete the paradigm, ATB movement is alsibbs in this context, as expected:

(28) (?)Waar heb ik brieven naartoe en uitegeh
where have | letters to antiread

Additional evidence for the current approach isvmted by clitic doubling. Van Craenenbroeck and
van Koppen (2008) observe that in Wambeek Dutdti¢ doubling is possible not only with the full
coordinated DP (29), but also with a conjunct, ialation of the CSC (30). Note that we are not
dealing here with a quirk of Wambeek Dutch. Thusjenct clitic doubling is also possible in Spanish
(the Peruvian Spanish data in (31) were provideGapriel Martinez Vera) and Brazilian Portuguese
(Minas Gerais dialect, which allows clitic doubl)pgs in (32).

(29) Ik paus da me [gou en ik dui suimen wel kunn oitgeruike
| think that weLITIC yousTRONGand §TRONGthere together PRT can  out.come
‘| think that you and | can solve that togethe
(30) Ik paus da se [zaailn en waailn] dui suimen wel oitgeruiken
| think that thegLiTiIC theysTRONGand weTRONGthere together PRT out.come
‘| think that they and we will solve thaigether.” (Van Craenenbroeck and van Koppen 2008:208
(31) Yo la vi a Maria y aJuan.
I hercL saw Maria  andJuan

‘I saw Mary and Juan.’ (Peruvian Spanish)
(32) Que Deuge ilumine vocé e sua familia.
that God 2cAcc illuminate you and your family
‘May God illuminate you and your family.’ (Mactte-Rocha 2016:88)

Many have argued for the big DP approach to alitabling, where the clitic and the double are base-
generated together, with the clitic moving away.(&lriagereka 1995, Cecchetto 2000, Kayne 2002,
Boeckx 2003, Belletti 2005, Runk014). A particularly strong argument for this egach is provided

by Runt (2014). Runi shows that the big DP is preserved in Prizren-kifSerbian and Nova Gorica
Slovenian, where the clitic and the double canmos$lit. These languages then minimally differ from
those in (30)-(32) in that the clitic does not mawg of the big DP; more importantly, they provide
evidence that the clitic and the double indeed farconstituent at one point in the derivation.

(33) a.*Je I''me cekaS mene? (Prizren-Timok Serbian)
AUX Q meL.ACC wait.2SG meAcC
b. Je I me mene cekas?

‘Are you waiting for me?’

From this perspective, (30)-(32) are not at alpssig: since the clitic and the doubled conjuaic
base-generated as a single DP we are dealing héreviwlations of the traditional CSC which,

10



however, can be rather straightforwardly captureden the current account. In fact, the account can
help us determine more precisely the structurehef liase-generated big DP constituent, which is
otherwise not easy to determine given that we aadirty with a pre-movement structure. To be able to
extract, the clitic has to be located at the edgbebig DP, either as its Spec or its head (@ftrmer
case, the CSC violations in (30)-(32) would patdll&C violations with SC possessors, like (15), and
in the latter case they would parallel CSC violagiovith Galician article incorporation, like (17)).

The clitic doubling data in (30)-(32) thasnstitute another case of exceptional extradina
violates the traditionatSCwhich is howeverreadily captured under the current deduction ofd8e

Also relevant are Japanese numeral cartgins. Consider (34).

(34) a.John-wa [hon-0  san satsu] kata
Johrop bookacc3 CL  bought
‘John bought three books.’
b. Hon-o0 John-wa san-satsu kata

Following Watanabe (2006), | assuimen-o’book’ undergoes movement to the edge of the laimck
TNP in (34a) (since the exact category of the mtaya in question is not important here, | will gin
refer to it as ClasP). The NP can move outsidela$i®;, as in (34b), which is often treated in teahs
quantifier float. What is important here is thag, reoted by Hiroaki Tada and Satoshi Oku (p.c.), the
floating movement is also possible out of coordovat, as shown by (3553.

(35) a. Taro-wa [ringo-0 san ko] fbanana-o  ni hon] tabeta
Tarorop applesscc 3 CL and bananac 2 CL ate
‘Taro ate 3 apples and two bananas.’
b. Ringo-o Taro-wa [t san ko] to [banana-o  ni hon] tabeta
applexcc Taro-roo 3 CLand bananac 2 CL ate

(35) represents another case of movement out @oedmation in violation of the traditional CSC,
which can be quite straightforwardly captured urtlercurrent approach to the CSC.
Consider now extraction out of conjuncts in thateat of English ECM constructions.

(36) ?I've believed Johifor a long time now [to be a liar] and [Peter to be trustworthy].

Example (36) is somewhat degraded, though cleatiebthan typical CSC violations, like (2)-(3). |
interpret this as indicating that the CSC is naated here, putting aside the reason for the wesid
awkwardness of the example (it may have to do thighpresence of the adverbial in only one conjunct
though see BosSko&i2017 for an alternative account where the CSCceféeonly partially voided in
(36)).22 Lasnik (1999) argues that object shift is optidnaEnglish, accusative DPs may undergo it or
not. The subject of the first infinitival conjunict (36a) must have undergone object shift, givext th
precedes a matrix adverbial. We then seem to hereednother case of movement out of a conjtfhct.

2The examples were provided by Satoshi Oku (p.t¢. iSlandhood effect in (i), where the moved NP GtasP are
separated by an adjunct boundary, indicates wdeakng with a movement relationship here.
()*Ringo-oi John-wa, [Mary-ga i[san ko] to [banana-o ni hon] tabetaldataleteitta

appleacc Johnrop Mary-om 3 CL and bananac 2 CL ate after left

‘John left after Mary ate three apples and baoanas’
BJohnson (2002) in fact observes that the CSC camolsed under ECM movement in English based mrade Sallyout
[[t 1 to be honest] and [Mark to be trustworthy]].
| assume that we are dealing here with coordinadfawo infinitives (but see BoSkavil997).
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As noted above, Lasnik (1999) argues thaead shift is optional here. This means that the
infinitival subject can remain in the Spec of tindinitive, i.e. the infinitive can have the traditial
EPP property, which means that the movement toSipec of ECM infinitives is independent of
successive-cyclicity. In the labeling frameworkstimeans that the subject of the infinitive can ugde
feature-sharing, which results in labeling. Botfinitival conjuncts are then labeled here, enabling
extraction of the infinitival subject in violatiosf the traditional CSC.

Examples in (15), (17), (19), (26)-(27), }&82), (35), and (36) all involve acceptable eati@s
out of a conjunct, in violation of the tradition@sC ban in (1). They are, however, captured urtder t
proposed account of (1), which also captures th& AXception in (11). The proposed account then
doesn’t actually deduce the CSC ban in (1), bubdified version of it which allows extraction out o
conjuncts under well-defined conditions. In pardiécuthe proposed analysis confines the CSC effect
to successive-cyclic movement out of conjuncts. Waee seen that the labeling framework enable us
to make a principled distinction between successpaic movement on one hand, and obligatory
movement (i.e. movement that can be the final lagdiite) and base-generation on the other hand,
since they have a different effect on labeling. YWlkea have seen above is that we find exactly this c
with respect to extraction out of conjuncts, whestables the labeling system to account for thedoan
extraction out of conjuncts in a way that also uegg exceptions to this bah.

5. Conjuncts as phases

As noted above, conjuncts are traditionally assutodzk islands. In the phasal system, it is nattaral
assume that they are phases, given that phasesahastential for inducing a locality violation (bd
not mean to suggest here that phases in generslamds, just that phases have the potentialdoce
a locality violation (in various ways), which cdren capture islandhood).

BosSkow (2017) and Oda (2017) in fact explicitly arguettbanjuncts are islands (they actually
argue that both conjuncts and ConjP are islandsder to capture both parts of the traditional CSC;
since this paper focuses on one part, i.e. (1)illlpmt aside the issue of islandhood/phasehood of
ConjP). More precisely, they argue that each cartjisnan island even if the relevant phrase otrsgwi
would not be an island. Under the islandhood-phaseéltonnection noted above, this would mean that
each conjunct is a phase even when the relevaras@hwould not be a phase otherwise. The
assumption is also needed in the current deductiehe CSC, though we will see below that there is
no reason to adopt a stipulation to this effecta iparticular contextual approach to phases disduss
below each conjunct will anyway be a phase.

What is relevant here is examples like (8W)ich appears to involve coordination of IPs, ethi
is not a phase in Chomsky’s (2000, 2001) approdldtice first that in the current system, wh-
movement needs to proceed via the edge of thecingunct in (37), which means that the conjunct
needs to be a phase. As discussed above, suceegsivemovement to the edge of a conjunct will
delabel the conjunct, which will in turn induceialation of CL1°

5Johnson (2009) gives an account of gapping wheppigg involves ATB VP-fronting with movement of tkebject out
of only one conjunct, in violation of the tradit@inCSC. If subjects in their base position canrbmlived in labeling in
English (a possibility in Chomsky 2015, though notChomsky 2013, see also fn 20), Johnson’s arslgan be
accommodated in the current system and would theresent another case of an acceptable CSC “wfati
Under the natural assumption that A’-Specs aredrtighan A-Specs (when a phrase has both typesexfsSpee Abels
2007, BoSkou in press), wh-movement will have to proceed via tlutmost edge of the first conjunct in (37) (tisis
necessary to delabel it). There is actually no reegssume that. Under BoSké&'si (2016b) approach to the PIC, where
only the outmost Spec of a phase is accessible fhenoutsidewho would anyway be inaccessible outside of the cartjun
phase unless it moves through the outmost Spewédrtsy. (Note also that there is no issue regardingptiesibility of
multiple Specs for the relevant IP in (37) givee 8tandard assumption that phasal heads in gecemahave multiple
Specs (see BoskavR007) if the IP in question is a phase by virtfib@ng a conjunct, as argued here).
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(37) *I wonder whatBetsy purchased and Sally talked about it.

In the current approacif,phrases that are not phases when they are ooticated are also not phases
when they are coordinated it would in principledussible to extract from such non-phasal conjuncts.
However, it turns out that under Bosk&si (2014) approach to phases, the coordinated MR87)
would anyway be phases; there is no need to astaheonjuncts are always phases, independently
of whether the coordinated phrases are phases an divn. In fact, the window for non-phasal
coordination (in the absence of a stipulation tt@tjuncts are always phases) is extremely narrow in
that phasal system, to the point that it is noarcteat such coordination even exists (i.e. it reagn be
that only phases can be coordinated (where phadebaletermined after coordination, see below).

While Chomsky (2000,2001) adopts a rigipraach to phasehood where a particular phrase is a
phase or not regardless of the context in whicktéurs (e.g. for Chomsky CP is always a phaseRnd |
is never a phase), a number of authors have afguegrious contextual approaches to phases where
the phasal status of a phrase depends on the 8grdantext in which it occurs (as noted in BoSkovi
2014, this follows the spirit darriers where, e.g., we cannot determine whether CP &@eb or not
without knowing the syntactic context in which taars—CP is sometimes a barrier, and sometimes
not, depending on its structural position). Focgn the status of IP, BoSkéw2014, 2015, 2016a)
and Wurmbrand (2013) argue that the highest clgusgéction is a phase, which makes IP a phase
when it is not dominated by CP. However, it appélaas the relevant IP would still not be a phase in
(37), since it is dominated by CP. This is actualy the case in Boskavs (2014) phasal system.

BosSkovt (2014) argues that the highest projection in titereled domain of a lexical head and
the highest clausal projection function as phatbesidea here being that the highest phrase iraaghh
domain functions as a phase (phasal domains bleexgdmains of lexical heads and the clause). This
makes VP (as the highest projection in the V dojnanma CP (as the highest projection in the clausal
domain) phases in (38), just as in Chomsky (200 20However, while this phasal system and
Chomsky (2000,2001) have the same effect in (38) tto differ in other cases. Thus, if the verb sake
an IP complement in (38) (i.e. if the lower CP isssing) this IP will be a phase as the highest
projection in the clausal domain.

(38) [cHP[vP[vP[cH P

Consider now how this system would apply to coatlons, i.e. how the presence of ConjP affects it.
The issue here is that the presence of ConjP dssthp extended domain projection for the clausal
phasal domain. In contrast to (38), CP does not adiately dominate IP in (39). ConjP in fact
separates CP and IP into separate phasal domaak&gnP the highest phrase in its phasal domain,
just as in cases where a verb takes a bare IP eamepk.

(39) [cHP[vR[vr[cH conid P

ConjP thus disrupts the extended domain projecsonthat IP is the highest phrase in the relevant
phasal domain. The presence of ConjP then affbéetphasal status of IP in the phasal system of
BosSkovi (2014), making IP a phase. In other words, coatihn makes coordinated IPs phases (even
if those IPs would not be phases otherwise), wisabxactly the effect that we saw at work in (37).
The gist of the discussion here is that IP is asphfit is not immediately dominated by CP, asuad)
independently in Boskoi(2014, 2015, 2016a) and Wurmbrand (2013). Thobglcases discussed in
these works do not involve coordination, ConjP ties same effect in that the relevant IP is not
immediately dominated by CP, which makes it a phase

We may in fact be in a position to also captihe intuition argued for in Boska@v{2017), Oda
(2017) that both conjuncts and ConjP are islandsdi&cussed above, in BoskéyR014) the clausal
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domain and the domains of lexical heads are plisahins, with the highest phrase in each of these
domains being a phase. ConjP does not naturalgnbeib either of these domains. Now, Epstein and
Seely (2002) argue that each phrase is a phasal&e8oskov 2002, Boeckx 2007, Fox and Lasnik
2003, Lahne 2008, Miller 2010). Suppose we comthiae view and Boskovi(2014) in a way that
each phrase has the potential to be a phase; hgwleeehasehood is voided if the phrase belongs to
phasal domain and is not the highest projectiohiwithe domain. Under this view, ConjP, which, as
noted above, does not belong to BosSkv(2014) phasal domains, would then be a phasedsis
potential phasehood would not be voided by virtliead being the highest phrase in a phasal domain).
Both ConjP and the conjuncts would then be phaSexe this paper focuses on extraction from
conjuncts | will, however, put the phasehood of [Pamside below’

6. An interfering factor with subject questions

In this section | will discuss an interfering factehich arises with CSC violating extraction of gadis

in IP&IP coordinations, where the CSC violating rament is wh-movement (in contrast to (36),

where the relevant movement is object shift; nbé t use the term IP neutrally, similar to TNP).
Consider (40).

(40) *1 wonder who[t; left] and [Mary fell asleep].

There are several derivations to be ruled out Hexdl put aside those that are not relevant fer(an
one such derivation (40) involves CP&CP coordimatiwhere the first CP is a question and the second
CP is not; this violates the semantic requirementcoordination discussed in Schachter 1877
focusing on the derivation which is relevant for purposes, where (40) involves IP&IP coordination.
It appears that on this derivation (40) involvedrastion of a conjunct edge that is created by
obligatory movement, which should not cause angllag problems. Why is then (40) unacceptable?
This question brings us to the puzzlewdio leff where apparently there is no movement to
SpeclP although such movement is otherwise requiréchglish (for a summary of issues that arise
with this construction, see Boské\2016a, Messick 2016). There are a number of atsmiwho left
in the literature. Under some accounto stays in SpeclP. There are strong arguments dagaiol
an analysis. E.g., (41a-c) indicate thdi-the-hellphrases are only possible with wh-movement, not
with wh-in-situ. (41d) then provides evidence ttie wh-phrase here is not located in SpeclP.

(41) a. Who bought what?
b. What the hell did John buy?
c. *Who bought what the hell?
d. Who the hell arrested Mary?

Furthermore, in contrast to (42b), (42a) is not @uwbus. Since (42b) indicates that an object
guantifier can scope over a quantifier in Specthaed by Mizuguchi (2014)hoin (42a) should not
be located in SpeclP (even as an option).

(42) a. Who loves everyone? (who>everyone; *gwee>who)
b. Someone loves everyone. (someone y@ver everyone>someone)

"Phasehood doesn't necessarily equate with islarlhétmwever, Boskovi (2016¢) argues that a double phase
configuration, where a phase dominates a phasafesréslandhood. Given that both ConjP and conjuacé phases,
coordination would then always bring in islandhoakulting in a locality effect (unless the locakffect is voided in one
of the ways discussed here and Bos&k@@d16c, 2017).
18 Schachter argues that CL has both a syntacti@aminantic side, which both need to be satisfied.
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If sluicing involves ellipsis of the IP complemeoit C, (43) also indicates that subject questions do
involve wh-movement (as noted in Messick 2016).

(43) Someone will leave. Who?

Particularly important in the context of the cutreliscussion are the West Ulster English (WUE)
guantifier (Q) float data in (44), discussed in Ngkey (2000), which indicate not only that subject
guestions involve movement to SpecCP but alsattigammovement does not proceed via SpeclP.

(44) a.Whoewas arrested all in Duke Street?
b. *Theywere arrested ali last night.

In contrast to standard English, WUE allows Q-flaatler wh-movement. Still, in spite of allowing
(44a), like standard English WUE disallows (44bhenre the Q is floated in the object position.
McCloskey (2000) notes that given that Q-floatisatlowed from SpeclP in (44b), it must be the case
that Q is not floated under movement to SpeclRHa). He then concludes that the wh-phrase moves
here directly to SpecCP, without moving via Spdge#eall WUE allows Q-float under wh-movement).

What we are dealing with here is an issue which lbeen widely discussed for a number of
languages, e.g. Italian, Kaqchikuel, and Kinande BoSkow 2016a for relevant references). There
are well-known arguments from these languagesritatement to SpeclP cannot feed movement to
SpecCP, of the kind assumed under the previoushdard treatment afho left(what makesvho left
puzzling is that in contrast to other languagesetiodbove, movement to SpeclP is otherwise
obligatory in English, which means that the tramhill EPP requirement is voided here).

This is exactly what the problem with (40) is. Movent ofwhoto SpeclP is needed due to the
coordination structure independently of whatevegasng on inwho left Given that conjuncts are
phases (including IP conjuncts), this movemeneguired by the PIC. Consequently, even if the way
of voiding the traditional EPP requirementvro leftis available in (40%° movement ofwho to
SpeclP is independently needed in (40) becaudeeoédordination structure. Whatever is responsible
for the impossibility of local SpeclP-to-SpecCP rament will then block (40). (Another potential
issue here is that, as discussed above, the leag¢hond conjunct is Iq, due to C-I associationatwh
we have in (40) is then a wh (not a yes-no) quesiibere there is no wh-phrase/wh-trace in the Pq o
the second conjunct, which may cause a problem-stiue here being whether IPwh-q must contain a
wh-phrase/wh-trace. (Note that wh and yes-no guesii may have different feature specifications,
given that they have different morphological reatiians in some language<y)

Whatever that is-see Messick (2016), Boskof@016a) for labeling-based accounts within ChorisKg013, 2015)
approaches respectively (the latter otherwise regugubject movement to label IP in constructidkesdhe lef}.
20 Consider also (i), which involves ATB subject mment (not shown below) and wh-movement from th& fionjunct.
(i) *\Who; did John hire;tand fire Mary?
There are several ways of analyzing (i) due to tao#y regarding how several issues involved tsfr@uld be treated (the
open questions are the level of coordinaton, whietheh examples involve object shift prior to whyament and whether
this movement lands in a position higher than thigect base-position, whether the base mergereoktiject results in
labeling...) | give here one way of analyzing fiat involves a particular set of assumptions raggrthese issues. Suppose
that objects undergoing wh-movement undergo olgeift on the way up, and that the object shift posiis higher than
the subject base-position, as argued in Bogk(®97b) (and as was the case in the system thatreesl that object shift
targets AgroP; with the elimination of AgroP, thi®uld mean that object shift targets a SpecvP altowesubject base
position (the subject SpecvP could be created wi&inng in after the object SpecvP is created; dse Abels 2007).
Assuming that (i) involves vP-level coordinationdathat subjects in their base position cannot wlédabeling, as in
Chomsky (2013), the first conjunct in (i) will babeled (given that object shift results in labeliige movement to
SpeclP), while the second conjunct will not be ladgbefore subject movement to SpeclP, which iatwhatters for our
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Also relevant is (45):
(45) Who can leave and must work harder?

There are many arguments that the traditional iRao contains more than just TP, i.e. that there is
additional structure between vP and the phrase eviSpec the subject occupies in languages like
English (see e.g. Belletti 1990, Stjeparovdi999, Cinque 1999, BosSk@vi2001 for arguments
concerning intermediate V-movement, Bobaljik anda®1996 for arguments from Icelandic for two
distinct subject positions above the subjegiosition and Boskovi 2004 for arguments regarding
floating quantifiers). In fact, sentential adverban intervene even between the subject and
modals/auxiliaries in English, which also indicatdst the subject is located in the Spec of a
projection that is higher than the projection whitre modals/auxiliaries are located. Within Pollock
style (1989) split INFL system, Boskaév{1997) and Watanabe (1993) analyze (46) as hatiag
subject located in SpecAgrsP and the modal in Ty k&al989 also proposes such an analysis).

(46) John probably can play the guitar.

In fact, unless bar-level coordination is allowedere constructions like (47), where the subject is
outside of the coordination but the modal is nodjcate that the subject and the modal are notddca
in the same projection, the modal here being Idan the phrase whose Spec the subject occupies.

(47) John [travels to Rome tomorrow] and [will fr Paris on Sunday].

Assuming the BoSkovwliWatanabe analysis (though the exact labels optbjections in question don’t
really matter), (45) can then be analyzed as inagiMP coordination, with the subject moving from
SpecTP directly to SpecCP (after formation of anBAdependency), the ban on local subject wh-
movement being implemented as a ban on movememt 8pecAgrsP to SpecCP (I will refer to the
subject not passing through SpecAgrsP, which otiserivas to be filled, when moving to SpecCP as
thewho lefteffect)?? The ban in question is then tied to agreementttieeagreeing SpecAgrsP subject
position where lexical subjects are located. SpesRdgs where the subject is located in the second
conjunct of (40), which must then involve AgrsPdéeoordination (given CL), the construction being
ruled out as discussed above. Note also that in, (hich, as discussed above, involves TP
coordination, the subject will move to the edgetlé conjunct because the conjunct is a phase
although otherwise such movement is not necesshey traditional EPP requirement, which, as

purposes hence for ease of exposition | ignorelitadpahat occurs after the relevant movements. Naso that, as
discussed in Lasnik (1999), object shift is notitéd to DP arguments in English.)
(i) *Who; did John[vrti tj hire] and $t; fire Mary]
There is an alternative, where movement of a wlagdia the edge of vP would always be considetedduccessive-
cyclic movement, hence it would not involve labglitunder this assumption we would need to assuatethie subject can
undergo feature-sharing with its sister vP in thsebposition, which means the second conjunct) iwguld be labeled.
Since the first conjunct is not, due to it “hostisgiccessive-cyclic movement, (i) then still invedva CL violation.
2lExamples like (46) and (ia) are unacceptable iméhmebut so is (ib) (see Belletti 1990, Bosko2DO00; (ib) is acceptable
in English), which indicates that there is mordhte difference between English and French herejtigin/-movement.
(i) a. *Jean probablement vendra ces livrds. *Probablement, Jean vendra ces livres.

Jean probably will-sell theseko
2In fact, under the approach to antilocality in Bodk (2016a) and Erlewine (2016), in the configuratjed agrsde]]],
antilocality bans movement to SpecCP from SpecAdmsPnot from SpecTP. Furthermore, the presenc€afjP in
AgrsP&AgrsP cooordinations does not change anytimngis respect under BoSkéis (2016a) approach to antilocality.
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discussed above, is voided in subject questiomsf@r traditional Inflg), holding for the highest
position in the split IP domain (AgrsP). The relewatructure for (45) is shown beldw.

(48) [cp Wha [agrsp [Te ti can leave] andrp ti must work harder]]]?

Returning to (40), under the proposed analysis ¢40) be derived without violating the CSC. As a

result, we would expect that it would not becomeeptable with ATB, as long as the second conjunct
has an overt subject so that the second conjurfictded to be an AgrsP. The expectation is borrie ou

Consider (49), wher&ho undergoes ATB movement.

(49) *1 wonder wholt; left] and [Mary kissed}t

Here, the second conjunct must be an AgrsP dueetpresence of a lexical subject, which then forces
the first conjunct to be an AgrsP as well. Howevfahe first conjunct is an AgrsP, movementwdio
to the edge of the conjunct, which is necessargesihe conjunct is a phase, will result in a violat
as discussed above (for two reasons in fact: dtleetewho lefteffect and because of CL, given that the
first conjunct would then be labeled while the set@onjunct, whose outmost edge is targetted by
successive-cyclic movement (not shown above), woatdoe).

Consider also (50).

(50) *1 wonder whe[John sawit and [t kissed Mary]

It is not clear whether theho lefteffect will arise here. The coordination here teabe on the AgrsP
level. Below | adopt Nunes’s (2004) sideward movetranalysis of ATB. Under that analysisho
can move to SpecAgrsP of the second conjunct agml gkt remerged under sideward movement into
the object position of the first conjunct. If whatresponsible for thevho lefteffect is that a subject
undergoing wh-movement cannot move to SpecAgrsRiement ofwho to the SpecAgrsP of the
second conjunct will still be blocked. However,what is responsible for theho left effect is
movement from SpecAgrsP to SpecCP, the issue wiilanse here, due to sideward movemenviod
(there is never movement from SpecAgrsP to SpeadB0))?* At any rate, (50) is still ruled out due
to CL: the first conjunct is targeted by successiyelic movement, as discussed above, which is not
the case with the second conjunct, a situationréisatlts in a CL violation due to a labeling coctff®

An interesting contrast noted by Qilin Tian (p.ahere (51) is worse than (52), can help us
pinpoint the culprit for thavho lefteffect. In light of (49), this contrast also indies that infinitives

Z4f AgrsP is present in subject questions (withBBP requirement voided, as discussed above), Hethn@ AgrsP would
be outside of the coordination in (45). AlternaljyeAgrsP could be missing in subject questionswhich case we may
not be able to appeal to antilocality in the acdonfnthe constructions in question (see footnotg @#ess one of the
mechanisms discussed in BoSkdwi2016a (regardingvho lef) is adopted; see also (51) below). It is worthingtere
that the proposed analysis of (45) makes an irttageprediction regarding WVU Q-float. Since moverhéo SpecTP is
forced in constructions of this type due to thespreee of coordination, we might expect Q-floatha kind found in (44a)
to be unacceptable Who was arrested all and must come to sclgiokn (44b)). | do not know what the facts arecher
%Note here that if what is responsible for thieo lefteffect is movement from SpecAgrsP to SpecCP, tiaeceptability
of *Whq did he say;tliked her and he hated Speovides evidence that the ban should not bedunib movement to +wh-
SpecCP but SpecCP in general (here, the first oohjmust be an AgrsP given that the second conjarat AgrsP due to
the presence of a lexical subject and movemenpée/AgrsP of the first conjunct is forced indepernyenf the EPP by the
PIC, given that conjuncts are phases, an issuevtnatl not arise invha did he sayitliked hej.
2Note also the improvement of (50) in (i).
(i) I wonder whe[John saw;} and [Peter thinks kissed Mary]
Here the outmost edge of both conjuncts is targeyesliccessive-cyclic movement so that no probkganmding CL arises.
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also have split IP (i.e. AgrsP and TP), with thesence oPeterin the second conjunct forcing this
conjunct to be an AgrsP—the first conjunct them atgist be an AgrsP.

(51) *Wha did you believe for a long time now {o be a liar] and [Peter to be trustworthy]?
(52) ?I've believed Johifior a long time now [tto be a liar] and [Peter to be trustworthy].

As discussed above (cf. (36))ohnin (52) undergoes feature-sharing movement toSpec of the
infinitive (i.e. SpecAgrsP, cf. the discussion 49)), which results in labeling, which is then évlled

by movement to the matrix SpecvP. This movemenrttas the traditional CSC but conforms with its
deduction here. If wh-movement quite generally carpmoceed through SpecAgrsP, that derivation is
not an option in (51); (51) can then be accountedrf the same manner as (40). Since, in conteast t
who in (40), after moving to SpecAgrsP (of the infivi) who in (51) does not move directly to
SpecCP, the unacceptability of (51) then indic#tas what is responsible for tinho lefteffect is that
subjects undergoing wh-movement cannot move to Ape®, in other words, the culprit here is the
movement of the wh-subject to SpecAgrsP, not itsentent from SpecAgrsP to SpecCP.

7. Intervention effects

7.1. Standard intervention effects and ATB-movement

We have seen above that movement out of a conjangblation of the traditional CSC is possible
exactly in the environments where it is expectedbeopossible under the analysis presented in this
paper. Thus, possessors, which are base-genetdatedTaNP edge, can extract out of a conjunct in SC

(53) Markovog je on {[tprijatelja] i [lvanovu sesfruvidio.
Marko’scc.masc.scis he  friengecc.masc.se and  Ivan’scc Sistekcc seen
‘He saw Marko’s friend and lvan’s sister.’

Interestingly, such movement in violation of theiS possible only from the first conjunct, as show
by the unacceptability of (54), where the possessextracted out of the second conjunct. In feu,
CSC violating movements discussed above are gaiterglly possible only out of the first conjurtt.

(54) *Markovog jeon [lvanovu sestru] i[ti prijatelja] vidio.
Marko'scc.masc.sc IS he Ivan’scc sistekcc and  frien@dcc.masc.scseen
‘He saw lvan’s sister and Marko’s friend.’

| suggest there is no violation of the CSC herah&d CSC were to ban possessor extraction out of
conjuncts in SC it would also rule out (53). Appeglto the well-established fact that the first
conjunct is structurally higher than the secondjwact (see Munn 1993), following Johnson (2002) |

26See fn 11 regarding Dutehpronouns. (i), which contrasts with (30)-(32), diiJl which contrasts with (35b), show this
show this for clitic doubling and Japanese quaattifioat respectively (they are both disallowedhirthe second conjunct).
()* a. omdak gou enik makannern gezien emmen.
becausezLITIC youSTRONG and |  each.other seen  have
‘because you and | saw each other.’ (Veae@enbroeck and van Koppen 2008:232)
b.?*Carlos la llam6é al profesor ya Maria.
Carlos her called the professor ardaria
‘Carlos called the professor and Maria (Gabriel Martinez Vera, p.c.)
c.*Que Deuste ilumine ele e vocé
that God 2GAccilluminate he and stNOM
‘May God illuminate him and you.’ (Maatho-Rocha, p.c.)
(iv)*banana-o Taro-wa [ringo-0  san ko] ta [bi hon] tabeta
bananacc Taro-TOP appleéacc3 CLand 2 CL ate (Japanese)
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sugggest the problem with (54) lies in an interimmeffect. The first conjunct, which is higher tha
the second conjunct, causes an intervention etidmtking movement out of the second conjufict.

There is independent evidence for this analysis. Well-known that intervention effects, in fact
all kinds of locality violations, can be voided fvitraces. The relevant situation regarding intetieen
effects is given in (55) and illustrated by (56)%nmovement across an experiencer is disallowed in
Italian, which is standardly analyzed as an intetiem effect: (56a) involves A-movement across an
A-Spec (there are various accounts of why such elesrare possible in English; | put this issueeasid
here). Crucially, the intervention effect is voidéthe intervener is turned into a trace, as Bb(5

(55) Traces do not count as interveners (Chomsk¥,1Boskowt 2011, a.0)
(56) a.*Gianni sembra a Mariai[essere stanco] b. A Magi&iannj sembrajt[ti essere stanco]
Gianni seems to Maria todbe

All types of locality effects can in fact be voidedth traces. Thus, BoSkav(2016b) argues that (57)
involves a configuration where the TNP phase hasipleiedgespnu andstaru (see Boskowi 2016b

for relevant evidence). Each of these elementsegamact on its own. However, when both are present,
only the higher edgegnu can extract (cf. (57b) vs (57¢)). BoSkoyR2016b) argues that the paradigm
should be analyzed in terms of the PIC, where ittipte phasal edge configurations only the higher
edge is accessible from the outside. Cruciallygantrast to (57c¢), (58) is acceptable. BoSkargues
that traces do not count as edges for the PIC,iwdgsentially means that traces void PIC effects.

(57) a. On prodaje onu starucku
he sells thatold house
b. Onuprodaje itstaru kgu.
that sells old house
c. *Staruprodaje onu; tkucu.
‘He is selling that old house.’
d. cf. Staryrodaje itkucu.
(58) Onustaru prodaje ittj kucu.
thatold sells house

Traces also void traditional islandhood. Thus, Be$k (2013) argues for the generalization in (59),
observing that quite generally, turning the headwofisland into a trace voids islandhood. This is
shown in (60)-(61) with Galician article incorpamat. (60) is ruled out because it involves extracti
out of an island (an adjunct). The island effeata&led by article incorporation in (61), due t®)5

(59) Traces do not head islands.

(60) *de que semandraballastedespp 0 [Luns f]]?
of which week  worked the Monday
‘Of which week did you guys work the Monday?’

(61) deque semaneaballastede-ldpp[p'ti [Luns {]]] ?

2\We may not actually be dealing here with a relagidi minimality (RM) but a PIC effect. If ConjP igphase, extraction
out of ConjP must proceed via SpecConjP. Assumiilpd®ds’ (2001) tucking in, a phrase moving outtled second
conjunct must move to a lower SpecConjP, tuckingrider the first conjunct. Since only the outmakiesof a phase with
multiple edges is accessible from the outside duthe PIC, as argued in BoSké\Rr0016b) (see the discussion of (57)-
(58) below), the element in the lower SpecConj ttennot move out of ConjP due to the PIC. Nevéetse for ease of
exposition | will simply use the term interventieffect for the configuration in question. (At arate, the way the effect in
question is treated below when it comes to excaptio it would not change regardless of whethirseen as a PIC or an
RM effect (note that Rackowski and Richards 20@4ttthe outmost edge effect in terms of classitalvention).)
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of which week  worked-the Monday

Returning to (54), independent evidence that werateed dealing here with an intervention effect is
provided by the fact that the construction becoateeptable if the first conjunct is turned intoace.

In contrast to English, SC allows extraction ohjomcts, as in (62) (see Stjepanowv014,
BoSkovi 2017, Oda 2017).

(62) ?Knjige je Marko [ti  filmove] kupio
Books is Marko and movies bought
‘Marko bought books and movies.’

Crucially, as noted in Stjepané\i2017), when the first conjunct is turned intaace, extraction from
the second conjunct is possible. Compare hereg@)64)-(65). In (64)-(65), the first conjunctysta
in situ, blocking extraction from lower conjuncts.(63), the first conjunct is a trace, i.e. it engoes
movement, which opens the door for extraction duthe second conjunct (see below for what
happens with the conjunction).

(63) Koja serijase i cijij tebi donjrti [tj film] dopadaju?
which series self and whose you.dat movie please
‘Which series and whose movie are pleas&ingu?’
(64) *1 ¢ciji; se tebi cdnip koja serija [tfilm] dopadaju?
and whose self you.dat wlgehies movie please
‘Which series and whose movie are pleasingpt ?’
(65) *Cijii se tebifonjpkoja serija [itfilm]i  kakva knjiga] dopadaju?
whose self you which seriesilm fand what book please
‘Which series, whose movie and what boak@easing to you?’

These facts parallel Italian (56): turning an ia&rer into a trace voids the intervention effedake
the presence of a typical intervention voiding efffes evidence that the impossibility of extractoor
of the second conjunct in (54) should be analype@rims of an intervention effect.

The reader may have noticed that extradtimm the second conjunct carries the conjuncticth w
it in (63). The reason for this is that, as Stjepad (2014) shows, the conjunction is a proclitic which
proclicitizes to the element following it, so tleaty movement of that element carries the clitidwtit
Oda (2017) and Stjepanévf2014) in fact argue that cliticization of the gamction is a prerequisite
for the possibility of conjunct extraction. Thugngunct extraction is also possible in Japanesereavh
the conjunction head is an enclitic, and is in fatied along under movement of the first conjunct

(66) ?Kyoodaito kanojo-wai[T oodai]-ni akogareteiru.
Kyoto.University-and she-Top Tokyailkersity-Dat admire
‘She admires Kyoto University and Tokyaitersity.’

Both Oda (2017) and Stjepanéy2014) analyze the effect in question in termg5&): ConjP is an
island but its islandhood is voided in SC and Japarbecause the head of ConjP is a trace, due to th
movement of the conjunction he&d.

28Stiepanovt gives prosodic evidence that the second conjun¢62) and (63) moves to the lower SpecConjP, ith
conjunction procliticizing to it. She unifies thésalysis with the account of extraordinary LBEusltrated by (i), which
Boskovi (2005, 2013) and T&li(in press) analyze as involving AP movement toc®e followed by procliticization of
the P to the adjective, as a result of which furthevement of the adjective carries the P along RR in question is an
island, but its islandhood is voided here throug®){see also Taliin press for prosodic evidence for this accour()pf
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At any rate, in light of the above discussion hcode that the reason why possessor extraction
is normally disallowed from the second conjund.(the reason for the contrast between (53) and (54
is an intervention effect: the first conjunct inenes for extraction from the second conjunct; the
intervention effect is voided when the interveribe, first conjunct, is turned into a trace.

A question arises at this point. Given that thstfconjunct induces an intervention effect for
extraction out of the second conjunct, why doe8retintervention effect arise in ATB constructions,
where it appears that there is movement out of eaofunct, which means that movement out of the
second conjunct crosses the first conjunct. Siheegbal of this paper is not only to account fa th
CSC but also for ATB the question cannot be putleasiThe question is then what is the relevant
difference between examples like (54), where tingt tonjunct induces an intervention effect for
extraction from the second conjunct, and ATB exawnpike (11), where this is apparently not the
case?

Note first that in cases like (63), wherdraction from the second conjunct is possible, the
intervener is turned into a trace. This is notdhse in ATB examples like (11here is a trace in (11)
(see (68) but the trace is the edge of the firsjuect, the first conjunct itself is not a traceeWill
see in section 7.2 that this may actually be relevRending that discussion, | focus on another
difference between (11) and (63), which is the thet it is the same element that is extracted from
both conjuncts in (11), the defining property of B\TThere is actually an approach to ATB which
easily resolves the intervention issue, namely,dsuy2004).

Nunes (2004) proposes a unified account odgiic gap and ATB constructions involving what
sideward movement. Under his analysis, the elemaricipating in a parasitic gap/ATB construction
is merged within the adjunct/second conjunct, tleseentially re-merged in a non-c-commanding
position that corresponds to the other gap of picagp/ATB constructions. | show this below with
the former. Putting details asidehatis merged in the object position of the adjurtoentin the matrix
object position, undergoing movement from this posi Two chains are then formed, both of which
are headed byhatin SpecCP, with the lower copy of each chain @elén PF°

(67) Whatdid [John file~wha} without reading-whdalt

The sideward movement analysis can be rather btfargvardly applied to the ATB movement case in
(11), repeated in (68Whois merged in it9-position in the second conjunct, moving to thee=df

the second conjunct (a DP, hence a phase, senal8). It is then re-merged in its theta-positian
the first conjunct, moving to the edge of this eomgt. The movement to the edge of the conjuncts
delabels both conjuncts, so that CL is not violatede. Crucially, there has never been movement
from the second conjunct that crosses the firsjurm on the sideward movement derivation. The
intervention problem with such movement that arisesonstructions like (54) then does not arise
here. The sideward movement analysis thus rathaigtforwardly resolves the intervention effect
issue, which can in fact be interpreted as an aeguifior this analysis of ATB.

(68) Wha did you see [tfriends of {] and [t enemies ofi}?

7.2. Non-ATB ATB

()[U veliku]i je on uSao {sobul].
in big is on entered room
2There are islandhood effects within the adjunct/edcconjunct of parasitic gap/ATB constructions,ickhl take to
indicate that there must be movement to the edgbeoklement in question, within the adjunct/secoodjunct, before
remerger/sideward movement.
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Under the current analysis it is in principle netcessary that the same element moves out of each
conjunct to void the CSC effect. In principle, dfelient element can move out of each conjunct: this
would suffice to delabel the conjuncts, voiding t88C effect. However, the problem with such
extraction is the intervention effect: as discussledve, the first conjunct intervenes for extrattmut

of the second conjunct. The intervention can beewiwith ATB under Nunes’s account of ATB. The
account would not, however, apply to non-ATB camgiions. To illustrate the point wittough
movement, (69c) involves wh-movement from the sdamynjunct andoughrmovement from the first
conjunct (assuming there is such movement). Tls¢ donjunct is an intervener for extraction out of
the second conjunct, the intervention effect beiogled in (69b) under ATB, as discussed above (I
return totoughconstructions below).

(69) a. It is tough to play these sonatas and Keege violins balanced.
b. Which violinsare tough [to play ___ (i)] and [to keep ___ (i)dvaded]?
c. *Which violins(i) are these sonatas@)dh [to play (k)] and [to keep ___ (i) balan¢&ed]

It thus appears that the intervention effect formesATB dependency: the reason why it has to be the
same element that moves out of each conjunct imtassention effect.

Nevertheless, let's see try to take advantddghe fact that possessor (more generally ledtibh)
extraction is possible out of conjuncts in SC aed gvhat happens if we do multiple left-branch
extraction, extracting different left-branches fradiiferent conjuncts. Note first that multiple left
branch extraction itself is a tricky business. Asrriandez-Salgueiro (2005) notes, for an unclear
reason such extraction is generally disallowed(783 shows; SC otherwise allows left-branch and
multiple wh-extraction, hence all the ingredierds $uccessful extractions are in place in (70).

(70) *Ciji;  kakva fie ti otac] kupuje e tj kola]?
whose what-kind-of fathebisying car
‘Whose father is buying what kind of a car? (Fernandez-Salgueiro 2005)

Another issue that would arise if multiple left-bch extraction were to be performed in SC
counterparts of constructions likéary likes whose house and which ¢as the input to left-branch
extraction) is that the remnants of the extractumuld participate in a coordination but there wolbéd

no overt coordinator there, since the coordinatoulal be carried along under movement of the wh-
phrase in the second conjunct, as discussed atwbne) might raise a problem. Interestingly, thiadi

of multiple extraction is possible if the coordioats repeated (as observed by S. Stjepanpwvt.).

(71) Crvenai  bijeli su se meni jsuknja i jtkaput dopali.
red and white  are self pag¢. dress and coat pleased
‘The red dress and the white coat pleased me

(72) Crvengbijeliji  Sarend su se meni ; $uknja, tkaputi & SeSir dopali.
red white and colorful are self.mae dress coat and hat pleased

It is possible that we are dealing here with pramation of a lower copy of the coordinator, which i
needed to indicate coordination. But there is agroplossibility here.
Interestingly, even multiple left-branchtraxtions like (70) become acceptable with coortima

(73) Cijii i kakva fip ti otac] kupujene tj kola]?

whose and what-kind-of hiat is-buying car
‘Whose father is buying what kind of a car?
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(73) appears to involve formation of coordinatidteamovement, which in itself raises all kinds of
interesting questions. Coordination formation tgllictakes place through base-generation, i.ecéxi
insertion, which means pre-movement. On the othardh (73) appears to involve coordination
formation in the moved position (of wh-phrases)ni&ir cases, where structures that are typically
formed via lexical insertion, i.e. external mergee formed via internal merge, have been noticed
before. One such case involves what van Riemsii§B8Y) termed regeneration in Germanic, where it
appears that in a D-NP structure, NP can undergeement, with another D merged with the NP in
the moved position. It would be way beyond the scopthis paper to tackle the issue of how such
cases are derived, hence | won’t be able to tabidéssue of the proper analysis of (73) hérd/hat
is important for our purposes here is simply torbeamind the possibility of conjunction formatiam
the moved position, i.e. the possibility that tleeination we see in the moved position in (7D}(7
is created after movement, in the same way asabelmation in (73).

At any rate, consider again example (72), repelad¢dolv.

(74) Crvengbijeliji Sarend su se meni jpuknja], [fkaput]i [k SeSir] dopali.
red white and colorful are seépar dress coat and hat pleased

Notice first that we are not dealing here with tgbitrace-voiding of intervention effects. We have
seen above that turning an intervener into a tkemds intervention effects: in (74), the intervener
itself is not a trace, only its edge is a traceud,Hocusing on the first two conjuncts, in coritrias
(63), where the whole first conjunct moves, in (of)y the edge of this conjunct moves. In other
words, in (63), the intervener is a trace, but7d)(only the edge of the intervener is a trace (see
Boskovi 2012 for arguments that the adjective is locatethe edge of the TNP in SC, which is in
fact what enables its extraction). The relevanicstire is shown in (75). This means that we are not
dealing with the run-of-the-mill voiding of intermgon effects with traces in (74).

(75) whitg [rne ti dress] t

What is even more interesting is that ATB is forded each conjunct here: (76), where extraction
does not take place out of the last conjunct, ecaaptable.

(76) *Crvenai  bijeli su se meni jguknja], [fkaput]i [Sareni SeSir] dopali.
red and white are self me. dress coat and colorful hgtleased

It should be pointed out that, as noted by S. 8hept (p.c.), the surface string in (76) is acceptable i
the first two conjuncts are pronounced as a sipgtsodic unit, with another conjunction between
them, as in (77). What is going on here is thaitnja i kaputform a coordination, which is then
coordinated withsareni SeSirIn other words, we are not dealing here withralsi coordination with
three conjuncts, as in (74)-(76), but with two sepacoordinations, each of which has two conjuncts
Under this analysisuknja i kapuforms a ConjP that is itself located in the Spkea €onjP (the head
of the second coordination tak&sreni SeSias its complement).

(77) Crvenai  bijelj su se meni j@uknja i jtkaput)i [Sareni SeSir] dopali.
red and white are self me. dress and coat and colorful hagileased

3%Recall that in SC, the second conjunct can mov@pecConjP, tucking in under the first conjunctvilie conjunction
head adjoining to it (see footnote 28). It is tip@ssible that the conjunction head in (73) takesrést of the clause as its
complement, with the wh-phrases moving to the Spé&on|P, the second wh-phrase tucking in underfiist one, with
the conjunction head adjoining to the lower Spéafavhich are processes that are independenthsted in SC.

23



The ungrammaticality of (78) is relevant in thisitaxt.

(78) *Crvenai bijelij i Sareni su se mentpnp([conjp[ti Suknja] i [t kaput]]) i [k SeSir]] dopali.
red and white and colorful are selépat dress and hat andt copleased

The ungrammaticality of (78) is actually not susprg: it is unacceptable because it involves an
intervention effect. The first conjunct interveries extraction out of the second conjunct. Noticat}

as noted above, (74) indicates that for a reasainghyet to be explained, an intervener that hizace

as its edge does not function as an intervenerrqige another case of this sort in work in
preparation). This is not the configuration we hav€78): here the whole ConjP is the intervened a
the ConjP itself does not have a trace at its elthgetrace is buried deeper within this ConjP.

The SC constructions under consideration raisember of puzzling questions. First, how come the
intervention effect is voided in (74), given thhetintervener has not been turned into a trace, itsl
edge has been turned into a trace. This is actaafyar to the ATB case in (68), which shows ttinet
intervention effect is also voided under ATB. IrB)6the potential intervener also has a tracesat it
edge, just as in (74). However, the above analgki€8) crucially appealed to the fact that (68)
involves traditional ATB, applying to this consttiom an account of traditional ATB, namely Nunes’s
(2004) analysis. Under that analysis movement fthensecond conjunct does not actually cross the
first conjunct. Since under that analysis it isatalithat the construction involves traditional ATiRe.
that it is the same element that is extracted éwach conjunct, the analysis cannot be extended to
(74). The lack of an intervention effect is not @y puzzling aspect of (74). The contrast between
(74) and (76) indicates that the ATB requiremenhia sense at work here. Extraction must takeeplac
out of each conjunct. However, what is strikingehisrthat it is not the same element that is etechc
out of each conjunct, but different elements. AnBAfequirement is then apparently imposed on a
non-ATB construction (I will therefore refer to tleenstruction in question as non-ATB ATB). Even
more interestingly, this holds for (74), where thnjuncts are coordinated, but it does not hotd f
the CSC exceptional case in (15), where two cornguace coordinated. In other words, the ATB
requirement seems to be imposed in (79a) but &) (7

(79) a. NP&NP&NP
b. NP&NP

This actually turns out not to be quite correcteTATB requirement is not imposed on (79a) if
extraction takes place out of the first conjundiyon

(80) Crvenase meni {tsuknja], bijeli kaputi  Sareni SeSir ddppu.
red self mgar dress white coat and colorful hat plegs
‘| like a red dress, white coat, and calbtat.’

The number of conjuncts then doesn’t matter buhfrehich conjunct extraction takes place: if it take
place only from the initial conjunct, the ATB reggment is not imposed, if it takes place from a-non
initial conjunct, the ATB requirement is imposedtraction must then take place out of each conjunct
How can all these puzzling aspects of (74) mhated constructions be accounted for? This®sect

will propose an account of the paradigm in questlwat crucially relies on the labeling framework,
hence to the extent that it is successful it presistrong argument for it. What we are trying tpteee

is what | refer to as non-ATB ATB, where extractiakes place out of each conjunct but it's différen
elements that are extracted. Note first that thstemxce of non-ATB ATB is not surprising under the
current account, where to void the CSC it's simpdgessary to extract from each conjunct (everything
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else being equal, which often it is not, due toitliervention effect that the first conjunct indeder
extraction out of the second conjunct). The timofglabeling and the satisfaction of CL will be
important in the discussion below. In this respeégtjll continue to assume that CL must be satesfie
when ConjP is formed and crucially, that labeliakes place as soon as it is possible.

Crucial to the discussion below will be gamiding of intervention effects. As noted abowes
well-known that traces void locality effects. Thaese we are considering here is different from those
discussed in the literature in this respect. Winilthe standard cases the trace itself is thevatear, in
the cases we are considering the trace is the @dipe intervener. We will see below that this ¢en
naturally captured in the labeling framework. Dadhe factors discussed below, the trace in the edg
of the intervener has the effect of turning theiméner into an unlabeled element. In other wards,
the relevant cases where the intervention effeebided, the intervening element is unlabeled (@ue
the presence of a trace at its edge, see belows.tién leads me to propose (81), which, as digclss
in section 1, is rather natural given the curremdarstanding of intervention effects.

(81) Unlabeled elements do not function as integven

The intuition is the followinggiven that extraction from one conjunct that crgsaeother conjunct
induces an intervention effect, the effect can b&led if the intervener is turned into an unlabeled
element, given (81), which is precisely what exicacfrom the first conjunct does. So, not to induc
an intervention effect, when extraction takes plxoen the second conjunct it also must take place
from the first conjunct. Since all this has an efffen labeling, CL will then force extraction froat
conjuncts, even those that are not on the patheoéxtraction from a conjunct we are trying to ‘sav
The idea here is then to block labeling offthet conjunct in (74) at the point when extraatioom
the second conjunct takes place. There are sewasa of implementing this. I'll use here a partaul
implementation that relies on a proposal fildaskovi (in prep)that the presence of an uninterpretable
feature blocks labeling via feature-sharing in XP-¥onfigurations. | will also assume, following
Boskovi (2007), that movement in general is driven byghresence of an uninterpretable feature, uk,
on the moving element. This proposal actuallytfits labeling framework quite naturally. The natural
expectation in this framework is that all, or aade most, movement is labeling driven, i.e. it take
place to resolve labeling problems.This is in fabat occurs in cases where XP and YP merge without
feature sharing: movement takes place in such @ toagsesolve the labeling problem. What happens
here is that the problem, and the reason for momeneepresent in the pre-movement structure (I wil
refer to it as the base position of movement).threpwords, the base position of movement drives th
movement: something would go wrong in the basetiposof movement if it does not take place—
there is nothing in the higher structure that mageg it. This is in fact exactly the characteristic
Boskovi’'s (2007) approach to movement, which is implemenkeough the presence of a uK feature
on the moving element, which then forces movemenobther words, both the labeling approach of
Chomsky 2013 and Boskavi2007 involve base- rather than target-driven maamn It therefore
seems natural to adopt Bosk&siuK assumption here. This means that in (88yanovuhas the uK
feature which drives the relevant movement opematibe presence of the uK feature blocks feature
sharing, with movement taking place to resolveldteling problem. The labeling problem does not
arise in (83), where the relevant uK feature ispresent (it if wereJovanovuwould have to move}:

(82) Jovanovu on voli knjigu.
John’s  he loves book
(83) On voli Jovanovu knjigu. (SC)

31 leave open whether the presence of a uK featarddablock labeling more generally, including theald-phrase case (if
the phrase has uK; | also leave open whether heagmment is uK-driven in this manner).
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To account for the non-ATB ATB paradigm under cdesation we will have to slightly complicate
this overall picture. Moving elements always havakafeature, which blocks labeling via feature
sharing. However, this uK feature can be addechéorelevant element either before or after the
initial/relevant merger. If uK is added to XP pritr XP merging with YP, the presence of the uK
feature will block feature sharing, and labeling feature sharing, forcing XP to move. This is thet
case if it is added after XP and YP undergo meigigice labeling takes place as soon as it is pessib
in this case XP and YP will be able to undergoueasharing and labeling.

Now, in examples like (74), for movement out of econd conjunct to be able to cross the first
conjunct the latter cannot be labeled so that ésdwot function as an intervener (cf. (81)). Thisams
the edge of the first conjunct must also undergweneent, so that it can have the uK feature that
blocks labeling. This uK feature is added to the pddr to the AP-NP merger; it blocks feature
sharing so that the first conjunct is not labeRdtt given CL, none of the conjuncts in (74) camthe
labeled. This forces extraction out of each conjune. each conjunct must “host” movement so that
the labeling is blocked. This is indeed the casg#). However, this is not the case in (76), whewe
movement takes place out of the last conjunct. [ake conjunct is then labeled in (76) (recall that
labeling occurs as soon as it is possible), whiedther conjuncts are not—this yields a CL violati

In (15), on the other hand, the uK feature is adtded to the possessor immediately: the
possessor first undergoes merger, which resuksaiture sharing and labeling that in turn satistines
CL requirement (the second conjunct is labelede TK feature is then added, with the possessor
underoing movement. This was not an option in (74)- since movement from the second conjunct
would then cross a labeled element, resulting inra@rvention effect. uK must be added to the
relevant element in the first conjunct immediatetythat this conjunct is not labeled. CL then ferce
all conjuncts not to be labeled, which in turn Ege@ach conjunct to “host” extraction.

There is an issue of the ordering of AP-movememas heeds to be clarified. Focusing on the
first two conjuncts in (74), the first conjunct niseto be unlabeled at the point when movement from
the second conjunct crosses it, so that the iméiore effect is voided. Notice first that we aret no
dealing here with typical superiority configurat&gmwhich means that the order of movements should
in principle be free (at any rate, superiority istg generally relaxed even with wh-movement in SC,
see Rudin1988). The next phasal head in (74)*#sThere are two possibilities here, bearing in mind
Chomsky’s assumption that in an XP-YP configuratibat does not involve feature sharing turning
one of the relevant elements into a trace enahblaslihg (by the other element). Movement from the
second conjunct to the vP phase can take placeeoefovement from the first conjunct. Alternatively,
we can assume that all movements to the same phasal take place simultaneously. In fact,
movement can even take place from the first conjbatore it takes place from the second conjunct if
we assume either that the “next round” of labetaiges place at the next phasal level, when theephas
is completed (see Chomsky 2013, this would meag after all movements to the edge of the vP
phase take place) or that movements to the edgeaame phase that create multiple Specs are in a
sense a single operation that cannot be split pthanrg else: only after all these movements take®l
other operations, including labeling that is madssible by traces, can take pldéét any rate, recall
that in the cases under consideration the co-aidmatructure is in a sense “re-created” in a argh
position, with another ConjP. It seems naturaldsuane that there should be some parallelism between

32 eft-branch extraction with longer remnants in $Qeneral sounds best if the remnant precedesettte(Vassume it is
VP-adjoined in (74)).

33t should be noted that given (81), ATB cases (#®&) could be accounted for even without Nuneslevgard movement.
The first conjunct intervention effect would be ded in (68) anyway under (81) given that the cocfis unlabeled (being
a target of successive-cyclic movement). Howewer noot clear how certain more complicated casssudised below that
involve interaction between standard ATB and norBAATB as well as some parallelisms with parasiap gonstructions
discussed below could be accounted for without Nisr&deward movement, hence | will continue taiamsit below.
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the two coordinations where the order of the coetsiin the higher ConjP should correspond to the
order of the conjuncts in the lower ConjP. ThislWiler out any derivations where this is not ttese
(the order of the conjuncts in the higher ConjRegtiineeds to correspond to the lower CotfjP).

It is also worth noting that we are dealing witttual extraction in the relevant cases, as
confirmed by their island-sensitivity. Thus, theegence of an adjunct island between the extracted
APs and the remnant NPs causes ungrammatical{84in

(84) *Crvena, bijeli i  Sareni je ottsaato Sto su se meni  suknja, kaput iSir &@pali.
red white and colorful is lefbecause are self mgr dress coat and hat pleased
‘He left because | liked a red dresiitevcoat, and colorful hat.’

Interestingly, the non-ATB ATB whose existence wagealed by the discussion above can be mixed
with true ATB. Thus, notice that that there areyombo fronted APs in (85), with three nouns in the
lower coordination. Yet, in contrast to (76), (8&acceptable.

(85) Crvenai  bijeli su se meni sukniaput i SeSir dopali.
red and white are self me. dress coat and hat pleased

However, (85) is acceptable only on a particulaanmeg: ‘red dress, white coat, and white hat’, veher
a traditional ATB dependency is formed between te/ttioat’ and ‘white hat’ with respect to ‘white’.

What makes this possible is that both ‘coat’ arat’*hre masculine: the adjective that modifies them

also masculine (note thatvenaandsuknjaare feminine (SC has A-N agreement)).

(86) Crvenai  bijeli su se meni iBuknjal, [tkaput]i [tSeSir] dopali.
red and white are self page. dress coat and hat pleased

Notice now that, in contrast to (85), (87) is ureggmable.

(87) *Bijelii  crvenasu se meni  kapsuknjai SeSir dopali.
white and red are self ;¢. coat dress and hat pleased

Apparently, a traditional ATB dependency can ongyfbrmed between contigious NPs here. There
can be no ATB between ‘red dress’ and ‘red hatteithe adjective needs to agree with the nouns and
the nouns have different gendeuknjais feminine,SeSir masculine). Also, there can be no ATB
between ‘white coat’ and ‘white dress’ since thesmins also have different gendé@fut is
masculine suknjafeminine). Interestingly, there can apparentlynbeATB between ‘white coat’ and
‘white hat’. There is no gender disagreement idseie since the nouns have the same gender. We
seem to be dealing here with a locality effectranlitional ATB formation: it is not possible to pkan
intervening NP®

34f the multiple Specs of vP could in principle mokiher up in any order, the orders that do notf@mwn with the
parallelism would then be filtered out.
35Alternatively, this could be seen as a maximize Adfict, similar to Merchant’s (2001) Max Elide.shmilar effect is
actually found with parasitic gaps, which NunesO@0also treats in terms of sideward movement (\g be dealing here
with a more general effect on sideward movemerg)(ip taken from Nissenbaum (2000:547) (who disedsit in a
different context), shows: As in the case of ATB)8t is not possible to skip a potential parasiap site in (i). (There are
various ways of implementing the effect in quest{sae Citko 2005 for a Max ATB-style proposal),cdissing which
would take us too far from our concerns.)
(i) a. Who did you praise to the sky [after criticizing] [in order to surprise]?

b. Who did you praiseto the sky [after criticizing] [in order to surpriséim]?

c. *Who did you praiseto the sky [after criticizingnim] [in order to surprise]?
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(88) *Bijeliii crvengasu se meni i[kaput], [suknja] i [tSeSir] dopali
white and red are self pe. coat dress and hat pleased

This is rather interesting under the sideward mamnapproach to ATB. Sideward movement was
originally proposed by Nunes for parasitic gap ¢artdions, in order to create a dependency thats/oi
traditional islands. That we see a locality effleete is quite interesting from this perspectiveas la
different kind of a locality effect though: it doest involve traditional islandhood, it is more ko
intervention effects (traditional islands and iwtgtion effects are treated rather differently e t
current theory; this was also the case with thea@&unts in Chomsky 1986 and Rizzi 1990, where
they in fact involved different configurations: domation vs c-command).

Note that ATB formation need not involve the lashjtinct, as it might appear to be the case from
the above data: (89), with ATB between ‘red dresal ‘red shirt’ koSuljais feminine), is acceptable.

(89) Crvenai  bijeli su joj se Buknja], [tkoSulja] i  [tkaput] dopali.
red and white are k. self  dress, shirt and tcopleased

| will not go into the actual derivation of the reck non-ATB ATB and true ATB cases in (85)-(89);the
reader can verify that all the acceptable casesteaghtforwardly derivable in the current systém.

To sum up, the discussion in this section has tedea new type of ATB, where movement takes
place out of each conjunct, but different elemerts moving from each conjunttThat such cases
exist is not surprising under the current accowidtich does not in principle require that the same
element is extracted out of each conjunct. Howeven-ATB ATB possibility is rather limited due to
other factors. One such factor concerns intervangibects, where higher conjuncts block extraction
from lower conjuncts. We have, however, seen that particular context the intervention effect can
be voided. It is well-known that traces void intemion effects. The discussion in this section has
uncovered cases where intervention effects areedoifithe edge of the intervener, rather than the
intervener itself, is turned into a trace. We hagen that this trace-voiding intervention effeat ba
naturally captured in the labeling framework throube generalization that unlabeled elements do not

3¢Consider also English (i-ii). (Three conjuncts ased so that extraction from the last conjunct lsarpart of an ATB
dependency; without it the element moving fromIdst conjunct would have to move to SpecConjP ifijeds a phase; it
is not clear that, in contrast to SC (see fn 28jglish allows such movement, which would also ®lantilocality, a
violation which is voided in SC via rescue by PHetlen (the violation would induce *-marking of tiead of ConjP (see
Boskovic 2013), which is a trace in SC, but not in English)

()?*Which president do you wonder which famoustariJohn reads essays by, articles about, andsreet

(i) **Which president do you wonder which famousist John reads essays by, articles about, anetsviom Brady
(i)-(ii) involve non-ATB ATB (mixed with true ATHn (i) for the reason noted above). It should fivstnoted that Franks
(1993) notes a thematic parallelism requiremenfA®B dependencies which may be interpreted as rimuthat in any
coordination involving ATB, there must be a themally parallel gap (see Franks for the relevaniomoof thematic
parallelism) connected to the same antecedenthigr evords, as requiring that the same element diasharge all theta-
roles, hence the parallelism. This requirement @aule out non-ATB ATB for thematic elements, caiirfig it to non-
arguments (like the AP cases discussed abovecuigsishe requirement in question in more detaivank in preparation).
Putting this issue aside, note that there are akirgerfering factors here which contribute to ttegraded status of (i-ii):
they both involve extraction out of a wh-islanddaprocessing issues, which may be mitigated in Ske examples
discussed in this section due to overt agreememiees the extracted adjectives and the nouns tealeé behind, also
arise (an independent difference in the sensititatysuperiority between SC and English (see Ru@i®8) may also be
relevant here). | assume that these issues cotaribuhe degraded status of the examples (MaxidiZ®, noted in fn 35,
could also be relevant here, depending on howetfféct is stated). What is interesting, howevethg (ii) is worse than
(i), which parallels the contrast between SC (4 &/6). As in the case of the SC examples, antiaddi CL violation
that occurs in (ii) but not in (i) may be respoteifor the contrast in question.

37 In work in preparation | provide additional casé®ion-ATB ATB.
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function as interveners, a rather natural genextain given the nature of intervention effects (véhe
features of the intervener matter; projecting feeduhowever, requires projecting a label,labeling).
Focusing on the particular non-ATB case discudsa@, in the relevant case extraction must
take place from each conjunct, although it is défe¢ elements that are extracted from each conjunct
Under the proposed account, the ATB is imposedim ¢ase in the same way as in traditional ATB
dependencies, namely, it is imposed by CL. In ofdeextraction from a lower conjunct to take place
across a higher conjunct without traditional ATBhigh for reasons discussed above (sideward
movement) voids the intervention effect in questithe edge of the conjunct that is crossed needs to
be turned into a trace, the effect of which is tth&t higher conjunct is unlabeled at the relevamtp
of the derivation. The CL requirement then fordes ¢dge of each conjunct to be a trace (even the
lower conjuncts that are not crossed by the relewasvement), so that each conjunct is unlabeled.
Each conjunct then must be extracted from even wiifearent elements undergo extraction.

8. Tough constructions

Under the current account of the CSC, there is @avgment withATB extraction because withiTB we

get movement from each conjunct so that each cohjardelabeled—there is then no CL problem. As
noted above, in principle it is not necessary thatsame element moves out of each conjunct as long
as there is movement out of each conjunct. Haungih mind, in this section | will use the current
approach to the CSC to tease apart different appesato theéoughconstruction, illustrated in (90):

(90) These sonatas(k) are tough to play __ (k)

There are a number of different approachdastghconstructions. The main three are the following:
-The null Op-movement accouetg. Chomsky 1977), where there is no movemenbobtite tough
complement. A null operator (Op) moves to SpecCt®icomplement dbughand stays there.

-The improper movement accouf@.g. Brody 1993), whergéough constructions involve regular
movement out of theoughcomplement, which means they involve traditiongbioper movement via
SpecCP in (90) (the account thus implies that #redn A-A’-A movement should be dispensed with).
-The complex Op+smuggling accoyptg. Hicks 2009), where a null Op is merged \liise sonatas
in (90). The complex operator Ojrese sonatasmoves to SpecCP of theugh complement. Then,
these sonatasnoves out of the complex operator. (The first nmget essentially smugglébese
sonataswith respect to the traditional improper movemiest).

Under all these approaches there is movemehet8pec of theoughcomplement—the approaches
differ with respect to what exactly moves there aat happens after that movement. | will simply
refer to the movement(s) discussed aboveaghformation movement, using this as a neutral term.

To test the above approachegaioghconstructions with the current account of the G®@sider
(91), which in addition tdough movement involves another movement out of tivégh conjunct,
which furthermore enters into an ATB dependencyhwith-movement from the second conjunct.
Notice that the first conjunct intervention efféstvoided in (91) given Nunes’s sideward movement
analysis: The wh-phrase moves to the edge of tbenseconjunct and is then remerged in the first
conjunct, voiding the first conjunct interventioffieet.

(91) *Which violins(i) are these sonatas(k) toyghplay (k) on ()] and [to tune __ (1)]?
(91) involves two movements to the Spec CP of ifs¢ ¢onjunct. Following accounts of multiple wh-

fronting in Bulgarian, which involves the same aguafation (Richards 2001), | assume Superiority
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forcestoughformation movement to take place first, with whamament tucking in, as in Richards
(2001), in the lower SpecCP (since (k) asymmelgicacommands (i)§2

Let us now compare the accountsmfghconstructions with respect to (91). Consider finst
improper movement analysi§Since on this analysisoughformation movement involves regular
movement out of a clause, with successive cyclicvenent through SpecCP of theugh
complement, both conjuncts should be delabele@81ih (they both “host” successive-cyclic movement
via their highest edge), which means that it shdxglghossible to coordinate them.

On the other hand, under the null Op-movement aiglgnd the complex Op+smuggling
analysis (I will refer to these analyses togetlseOa-movement analysespughformation movement
which takes place at the top of the first conjuischot successive-cyclic movement, it is a “final”
movement which results in labeling, hence thagh conjunct is labeled under these approaches.
(Under the null Op-movement analysis there istooghmovement out of théough€omplement;
under the complex Op+smuggling analysis there tsabdifferent element moves out of tteugh-
complement: Opthese sonatamoves to the SpecCP of tiheughcomplementthese sonatanoves
out). Since thdoughconjunct is labeled and the second conjunct islale¢led due to successive-
cyclic wh-movement to its edge, (91) then violaBdsunder these analyses.

Consider also (69c), repeated here as (92), whoels diot involve an ATB dependency. This
means that the movement from the second conjures dmss the first conjunct, which, as discussed
in section 7.2, should lead to an interventionctffe

(92) *Which violins(i) are these sonatas(k) toughglay (k)] and [to keep (i) balanced]?

This is actually not the case under the improperantent analysis. Since on this analysiagh
formation movement involves successive-cyclic moeeinthe first conjunct in (92) is targeted by
successive-cyclic movement on this analysis, whigans that it is not labeled. As a result, it stioul
not function as an intervener (see section 7.2rcBgg the timing of labeling here; note that Claliso
satisfied in (92) on the improper movement analysiisce both conjuncts are unlabeled). This is not
the case under the Op movement analyses, whereah@nct in question is targeted by final
movement, which means that it is labeled, as dssdisbove (in fact, (92) is also ruled out by CL
under the Op-movement analyses). | conclude thexdfmat (91) and (92) favor the Op-movement
analyses over the improper movement analysiswgh-constructions?®

9. ATB cover up

Tough constructions bring us to another case where tineemt analysis makes a rather interesting
prediction regarding the possibility of violatinget CSC though we will see below that an interfering
factor arises with testing this prediction. Undke fproposed analysis we may expect that a CSC
violation can be covered up by an ATB dependencytamof it: If there is an ATB dependency
formed with extraction out of two conjuncts, it cameak in an extraction in violation of the trauiial
CSC. Abstractly, we would have here a pattern (&®), where ATB and non-ATB extraction are

38 will not consider (i), where the base wh-movemsita is higher than the basrighformation movement site since this
example is unacceptable even without coordinatamnii) shows, which means that (i) is ruled ouependently of
CL/coordination issues that we are interested e.he
(i) *Which simphonies(i) are these violins(k) tough play ___ (i) on ___ (k)] and [to conduct (i)]?
(ii) *Which simphonies(i) are these violins(k) tdutp play (i) on (k)?
3%As shown in Boskovi (in preparation), the current approach to the @S®/ can in fact also tease apart the null Op-
movement and the complex Op+smuggling analysisoo§h constructions based on lower level coordinatidpesiow
infinitival to) like which violing are tough to [play __ (i)] and [keep __ (i) balaau.
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mixed and the relevant elements are at conjuncédgetting there as a result of successive cyclic
movement (which means they undergo further movemenshown in (93)).

(93) [ATBi non-ATB... titj] and [ATB...t]

Here, both conjuncts are unlabeled, there is nesong of the first conjunct, and superiority is pbe
within the first conjunct. Since both elements h&wée extracted from the coordination, a locality
violation is bound to arise in English (see beldwgt crucially no CSC violation should arise unthex
current analysis, in contrast to the classical Gp@roach, where non-ATB extraction in (93) would
violate the CSC. It appears that we can test thidiguration with Englisiioughconstructions: all we
need is to switch the dependencies in (91) sottleaiATB dependency is higher than the non-ATB
dependency in the first conjunct prior to the cocjuedge movement, as in (94).

(94) *Which simphonies(i) are these violins(k) tougo play (i) on (k)] and [to conduct(i)]?

(94) is unacceptable, but the problem is that, @ecin fn 38, even (95), with no coordination, is
unacceptable, which indicates that we are dealang tvith an issue independent of coordination.

(95) *Which simphonies(i) are these violins(k) gbuto play (i) on (k)?

There is, however, a more general interfering isgreThe formation of aiATB dependency between

() and (i) in (94) (and (93) more generally) skgpotential ATB dependency site (k in (94) anich t
(93)). In section 7.2 we have seen a number of plesrfrom both constructions involving sideward
movement indicating that this is simply not possijtdee here the discussion of (87), which contrasts
with (89) and (85), and fn 35, where similar exa@sphvolving parasitic gaps are given (I referred t
this effect as Max ATB). The relevant constructi@afstractly involve the configuration in (96): they
indicate that it is not possible to form a sidewardvement dependency (ATB or PG) betweeanel
e’jacross g(while it's possible to form it between all threkthesepr betweenieand ¢ and g¢and €)).

(96) &...5....€]

| add in (97) a different kind of PG examples (&d more detailed representations of the a/b
examples), which are closer to the kind of exampleseed to test here, where all relevant elements
need to move. What is important is that, while bexXamples involve extraction out of an island,
(97b/d) is better than (97a/c): the former represansideward movement dependency betwgande

e’i in (96) and the latter betweenand e/. | will refer to the effect in question as the bam non-
contigious ATB (although we have seen that it hdtatssideward movement in general).

(97)a.*Which article do you wonder who John talkénl about reviewing after talking to
b. ??Which article do you wonder who John wlki® about reviewing after printing
c. *Which article do you wonder whoJohn talked [toz} [about reviewing 4] after talking to PG
d. ??Which articledo you wonder whoJohn talked [toz} [about reviewing f] after printing PG

The effect in question interferes with what we tayeng to test here. At any rate, the relevant eplias

are given in (98). The examples are rather londy withnumber of movement/sideward movement

dependencies and involve extraction out of an @slao they are all expected to be degraded. The
guestion is how they compare with each other. Ngethat, in addition to the issues just not€&84),

but not (98b), involves a violation of the ban amfcontiguous ATB (there is an ATB dependency

betweeng ande acrossg in (98a)) Under the traditionaCSCapproachboth examples involve a CSC
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violation, which then means that (98b) should bielb¢han (98a) (for the same reason (97b) is bette
than (97a)). This is not necessarily the case utlteranalysis presented here. Under the current
analysis, the CSC is not violated in both examplg®8). Although (98a) violates the traditional CS

it doesn’t violate it under the deduction propokede, since the CSC-“violating” extraction is caaabr

up by an ATB dependency in (98a), as discussed eabegarding (93) (abstractly we have here
configuration [eg John...] and [ePeter...] at the edge of the bracketed conjun@8p)( on the other
hand, does violate the CSC even under the curmeptoach. While the relevant judgments are
obviously subtle due to the complexity of the exberp(98a) does appear to be better than (98b).

(98) a. ???Which manusciipb you wonder who[John talked toieabout reviewing gand [Peter
talked to eabout publishing it]?

b. *Which manuscriptio you wonder whether [John talked to Mary abeutawing ¢ and
[Peter talked to Bill about publishing it]?

This is unexpected under the traditional CSC apgroahere (98a) and (98b) differ only in that (98a)
violates the ban on contigious ATB, which (98b) sloet violate: (98b) is then incorrectly predicted
be better than (98a) under the traditional CSCagugr. On the other hand, these data can be captured
under the current analysis, where only (98a) veslathe ban on contigious ATB and only (98b)
violates the CSC. CSC violations are in generd&lerastrong: (98b) is then worse than (98a) because
involves a stronger violation.

The same kind of argument can be made for SC.,{B@a), which involves a traditional CSC
violation combined with ATB, is better than (99here the CSC violation is not combined with
ATB, in spite of the former also violating the bam non-contigious ATB.

(99) a. ?*Koja kolase pitaS  koga je ubijedioitda kupijti umalo nagovoriqg tla proda kéu
which car self wonder whom is pedraathat buys and almost convinced that sdtisuse
‘Which car do you wonder who he paded to buy and almost convinced to sell the HBuse
b.*Koja kola se pitas dali je ubijedio Petra dapikii umalo nagovorio Ivana da prodacku
which car self wonder whether is persuaded Ph&riuys and almost convinced Ivan that sells house
‘Which car do you wonder whether he convinced Ptarsuy and almost convinced Ivan to sell the
house?’

In fact, since SC is a multiple wh-fronting langead is possible to have both wh-phrases movéaéo t
same clause, as in (100), which shows the sameasbats (99), (100b) being better than (100a), on a
par with the contrast between (99a) and (99b).ast, fsince the wh-island violation is removed in
(100), the relevant contrast is even clearer. Utiiecurrent analysis, (100a) involves a CSC viotat
and (100b) involves a violation of the ban on nontguous ATB; (100b) does involve a violation of
the traditional CSC but not under the current antofithe CSC effect, where the violation is codere
up by an ATB dependency here, as discussed abaverespect to (93) (abstractly, we have the
following configuration at the edge of the brackktenjuncts in (100b):j[ti...] and [t...]).

(100) a.*Koja kolaje [ubijedio Petrada kup]ti [umalo nagovorio lvana da prodackir
which car is persuaded Petarlihgs and almost convinced Ivan thdsshbuse
‘Which car did he persuade Petdruty and almost convinced Ivan to sell the house?’
b. ??Kogde koja kola[ubijedio { da kupifli [umalo nagovoriojtda proda kéu]?
who is which car persudadethat buys and almost convinced that sditsuse
‘Who did he persuade to buy whicharad almost convinced to sell the house?’
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These examples then show that an ATB dependencgrazak in a violation of the traditional CSC:
the fact that (100b) is better than (100a), whidiates the CSC, indicates that (100b) does ndatgo
the CSC (the degraded status of (100b) being da tmdependent factor, namely the ban on non-
contiguous ATB).

We thus have here another case where the tradit©8& can be violated, namely by
piggybacking on ATB, which can be accounted forarrttie proposed approach to the CSC/ATB.

11. Postal’s exception to the CSC

Postal (1998) discusses three contexts that excegy allow extraction from conjuncts which are
defined in semantic terms: the conjuncts are teailyoordered, or there is a cause-effect relatignsh
between them, or one conjunct represents a sta#faifs that is unexpected in light of the preogdi
conjunct. Postal shows that only the first cas®lves actual coordination, hence | will focus orsth
case here, illustrated by (101), where the eveatatterized by the first conjunct precedes thahef
second conjunct.

(101) a. the stuff whighArthur [sneaked in] and [stolg t (Postal 1998:53)
b. Here’s the whiskey whidhwent to the store and [bougkjtt  (Ross 1967:103)

Ross (1967) and Postal (1998) observe severat switstraints on such coordinations. Thus, such
exceptional CSC-violating extraction is only possiith bare VP conjuncts.

(102) a. *the cheese whidArank went to the store and his wife bought t
b. the book whic¢lGail will drive there and (*will) buyit (Postal 1998:58)
c. *the shirts whigh went to the movies and didn’t pick upntll cost us a lot of money
(Ross 1998:103)
Furthermore, extraction is not possible from thst ftonjunct®

(103) *What did he [buy i, went home, and [atg?

When there are more than two conjuncts, extract@ntake place only out of some, or all non-initial
conjuncts—there is no ATB requirement here.

(104) a. the cheese whidfrank drove to the store, boughttent home, and gavetd Greta
(Postal 1998:56)
b. the stuff whigiHarry went to the store, boughtwent home, and ate t (Postal 1998:66)

The current analysis makes it possible to accoonttlie acceptability of (101) as well as the
restrictions displayed in (102)-(103) and the ladkthe ATB requirement displayed by (104). The
construction in question is clearly exceptionahdeit merits an analysis that is at least to sertent
exceptional. | suggest that what is exceptionat ethat the coordination is not fully paralldietfirst
conjunct is a vP while the other conjuncts arecgm be, see below) bare VPs. More precisely, given
that the subject in traditional SpecvP does notgméeature sharing with its sister, which is a(sBe
Chomsky 2013; the discussion in this section fofldie first set of assumptions from footnote 29, t
first conjunct is actually unlabeled at the poirtem the coordination is formed. The suggestiohas t
this kind of coordination, which does not fully dorm with CL, is only possible under the temporal

40 As noted below, the last conjunct has to be etéthfrom, hence the trace in the last conjunct.
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sequence condition, which | assume also exceptiohegénses the “discharge” of the external theta-
role of the verb in conjuncts where vP is not pnésé@his immediately captures the bare-VP
restriction, i.e. (102).

Regarding (103), the details of labeling important here. As noted above, what is exceptip
licensed with respect to CL here is the situatidresg the first conjunct is unlabeled (recall thed t
subject in traditional SpecvP does not undergaifeasharing) and other conjuncts are VPs. However,
the extraction in (103) changes this exceptionalasion. As discussed above, an object undergoing
wh-movement undergoes object shift, the landing sit object shift being higher than the subject
base-position. Object shift results in phi-featsharing, which labels the relevant phrase. This the
departs from the exceptional labeling configuratimted above, hence it results in a CL violation.

Why is extraction from other conjuncts poksibn fact in a non-ATB manner (104)? This is
surprising, since even independently of CL, extoacthat takes place in a non-ATB manner should
yield an intervention effect. as discussed aboesmegally only extraction from the first conjunct is
possible without ATB due to an intervention effdatfact, the first conjunct should be an intervene
for any extraction from lower conjuncts, even iftrection from lower conjuncts itself were to take
place in am’ATB manner or if there is only a single extractionjra€l01) Recall, however, that the first
conjunct is actually unlabeled in (101) and, impotly, that unlabeled elements don’t function as
interveners. The potential intervention effect, ethiwould be caused by the first conjunct, is then
voided in (101)*

Finally, why is it that lower conjuncts dotrcause intervention effects either, as indicétgdhe
fact that extraction from non-initial conjuncts deeot proceed in an ATB manner, i.e. it need not
affect each conjunct (cf. (104))? This is actualbt surprising under the current analySig&in ATB
dependency can be formed via sideward movementeeetithe two traces, so that actual movement
takes place only out of the second conjunct, moweroat of the second conjunct crossing only an
unlabeled element, as discussed above.

Note that this does not force movement to starhfthe second conjunct in all constructions of
this type. Consider (105).

(105) the cheese whicHarry [went to the store], [took out his walldfjrabbed a five dolar bill],
[bought {], [went home], [took a shower], and [then a}e t (Postal 1998:57)

Here, the conjuncts above the [boughtdonjunct can all be vPs (in fact, as discussddvipeonly the
last conjunct must be a VP). Movement from the goaj in question then only crosses unlabeled
elements, as discussed above (furthermore, ag#dger can verify, no problem arises with movement
of the subject, which in fact can proceed in an A&aghion from the vP conjuncts in question).
Interestingly, Postal (1998) notes that excetieemporal CSC extractions are disalowed in Frenc

(106) a. Jacques a couru au marché, a acheté iy gpédncé chez lui, et I'a mangé.
‘Jacques ran to the market, boughtesbread rushed home, and ate it.’

4IAs discussed above, | assume that if labeling daogour immediately (as in head-complement or feasiaring
configurations), it occurs at the next phasal le8elbject movement to SpecTP will enable v to ldbelrelevant structure.
However, the labeling only occurs after the CP phasompleted, hence after wh-movement from tkeerss conjunct to
SpecCP.
42A clarification is in order regarding the PIC. Imi&gereka’s (1999) original multiple spell-out posal, not only the Spec
of phase XP, but also its complement is accesséibla the outside, only what is dominated by the ptement is not.
Boskovi (2015, 2016a) argues for a return to this conoeptif the PIC, a consequence of which is that asglha
complement need not move via the phasal edgeolaalspt it here. This means that movement out®MR conjunct in
e.g. (101) need not proceed via the edge of th@gunon(which, being a conjunct, is a phase; not lmuould actually
change if edge movement were to take place, wedwvonly need to modify the condition under which pamal sequence
conjuncts allow for a relaxation of CL).
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b. *le pain queJacques a couru au marché, achefémcé chez luiz et mangge t
‘the bread whighlacques ran to the Market, boughttished home, and até Postal 1998:75)

What could be the relevant difference between Fremcl English here? | suggest it's the well-known
difference regarding V-movement: French is a V-nmest language and English is fidtLasnik
(1995) analyzes this difference by positing a featn the verb in French which requires French serb
to move, while no such feature is present in Ehglerbs: they are lexically bare in the relevamisge
hence they don’t need to raise, undergoing PF mevije the inflectional affix under adjacency in .PF
(As for the v-V relationf there is V-to-v movement, not just PF mergemen the heads in question,
in English, under Lasnik’s approach it would bevdn by a property of v, not V.). Given this, bare V
coordination of the kind discussed here is simmly possible in French (since the verb must raise),
is only possible in a bare, non-featural V langsa@e Lasnik’s terms), where verbs do not raise.

The analysis makes a prediction that exampleg(1iR&) will only be allowed in non-V-raising
languages. While | leave a confirmation of the po#ah for future research, | note here that such
examples are disallowed in SC, also a V-movemegfuage (see BoskavR001, Stjepanowil999).

(207) *hljeb koji se uSunja u prodavnicui kupit
bread which self sneaked-in to store and bought
‘the bread which he sneaked into theestord bought.’

Postal (1998) notes several additional propertfesxoeptional temporal CSC extractions, which may
be explainable under the proposed analysis. They; tlisallow quantifieboth, as in (108), and
interwoven dependencies like the one in (109).

(108) the dress whigllacqueline (*both) went to Sears and bought t (Postal 1998:58)
(109) the wine and beer whichack and Bob will go to the store and bufftespectively)
(Postal 1998:59)

If such cases require the presence of the subp in the second conjunct, which seems especially
plausible for (109), the ungrammaticality of (1{&p9) can be captured under the current, bare VP
analysis of temporal CSC extractidfis.

Finally, Postal (1998:80) and Lakoff (1986:153-1%bserve that extraction must take place
out of the last conjunct in the coordinations unctarsideration (compardhte stuff whichHarry went
to the store, bought, twent home, and ate with (104b)). We have seen above (cf. the discussion of
(105)) that VP coordination need not start with skeond conjunct. In fact, | suggest that onlylése
conjunct must be a VP and take the forced movermer# to indicate that a bare VP cannot tolerate
the presence of a lexical object. In fact, havimgnind Chomsky’s (2001) requirement that something
must move out of vP, if the same requirement htdd&P if there is no vP above it, object movement
would be forced (since the verb cannot move here tlhe subject is not even present). The suggestion
can be tested with constructions not discussedosyalPand Lakoff, where the last conjunct simplg ha
an intransitive verb. Such cases are also unadadeptes shown bythe stuff whichHarry went to the
store, boughtit went home, and fell asleegs expected under the suggested account.

11. Conclusion

43n fact, even participles and infinitives raiseFirench, see e.g. Pollock (1989) and Belletti (1990)
4Postal notes the coordinator is not possible with coordinations under consitiena(*the cheese whigh-rank went to
the store, bought twent home, or gave to Greta) which could be interpreted to mean thats not compatible with bare
VP-level coordination (particular coordinators daa sensitive to the level of coordination, in faotme languages, like
Japanese, have different coordinators for claushNP coordination).
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The paper has proposed a deduction of one pateofCISC, namely the ban on extraction out of
conjuncts, which also captures the ATB exceptiotheoCSC. The paper has actually reformulated the
traditional CSC based on a number of cases whetr@aotion out of conjuncts was shown to be
possible. In particular, it was shown that the A8@is only for successive-cyclic movement, as in
*Wha did you see [tfriends of § and Sue elements that are base-generated at the edgeanijanct,
or move there independently of successive-cyclioveneent, can extract. | have shown that the
restriction of the CSC effect to successive-cyalioGvement can be captured in a principled way in
Chomsky’s (2013) labeling framework, where sucaeessiyclic movement changes the category of the
element it targets. The gist of the account is fiblllowing: Conjuncts are phases. As a result,
movement out of a conjunct has to proceed sucaesywlically via the conjunct edge. Successive-
cyclic movement via the conjunct edge delabelsctihgunct, i.e. it changes its category. As a resiult
movement takes place only out of one conjunct,odation of the Coordination-of-Likes requirement
ensues, the violation being remedied if movemekedelace out of each conjunct, as in traditional
ATB. The analysis restricts the CSC effect to saste-cyclic movement, which was shown to have
strong empirical motivation based on a number gesavhere elements which are base-generated at
the conjunct edge, or which move to the conjungeeddependently of successive-cyclic movement,
were shown to be able to undergo extraction owtoojuncts. The relevant cases include left-branch
extraction in SCr-pronoun movement in Dutch, V-2 movement in Gernditic doubling in Dutch
and Romance, quantifier float in Japanese, artiderporation in Galician, and object shift in
English. Postal's (1998) semantically condition&deption to the CSC was also accounted for. It was
also shown that ATB movement, whose exceptionabweh is captured rather straightforwardly in
the proposed analysis, can license an additionabe&ion out of a conjunct (from which ATB
movement takes place) in violation of the tradiab@SC. Furthermore, the discussion in the papgr ha
led to a discovery of a new type of ATB, where mueat out of each conjunct takes place but it is not
the same element that is extracted out of the ocatgyuas in traditional ATB, but different elements
The proposed analysis was shown to have abewurof additional theoretical and empirical
consequences. Thus, the paper has establishe@rbkeafization that unlabeled elements do not count
as interveners, a rather natural generalizatioargthe nature of intervention effects, where festwof
the intervener matter (projecting features requmegecting a label, i.e. labeling). The discussion
the paper also shed light on the mysterious balo@al wh-movement from SpeclP to SpecCP, which
is widely observed crosslinguistically. | have aduor a return to split IP, in the spirit of Pallo
(1989) andshownthatsubjects undergoingh-movementannotmoveto the highest projection in the
split IP even when this movement is not immediatieljowed by movement to SpecCP. If the
projection in question is involved in agreemengtising, as in the original AgrsP/TP split, we daent
also account for the fact that in many languagesneliement of the subject affects agreement.
Additionally, the paper has provided eviderta tonjuncts are phases, a hew diagnostic fointgas
apart analyses @bughconstructions, as well as evidence for Nunes’svgatd movement account of
ATB (and parasitic gaps). Overall, to the exteatt tine analysis proposed in the paper is successful
provides strong evidence for the phase theory (ol a particular contextual approach to phases)
and Chomsky’s (2013) labeling system, which allemkabeled elements during the derivation.
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