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Abstract: The paper deduces a modified version of the ban on extractiarf conjuncts (CSC) based on the claim
that conjuncts are phases which also captures the across-thevmemthient (ATB) exception and a number of other
cases where extraction from conjuncts is shown to be pessibliolation of the CSC (left-branch extraction in
Serbo-Croatiant-pronouns in Dutch, V-2 movement in German, clitic doghin Dutch and Romance, quantifier-
float in Japanese, article-incorporation in Galician, and obfafitin English). Based on these cases the paper shows
that the CSC holds only for successive-cyclic movemendfoctnjuncts, as inWhg did you see [ffriends of {f and
Sue elements that are base-generated at the edge of a conjunct ethaoy independently of successive-cyclic
movement can extract. It is also shown that ATB can licenseditioadl extraction from a conjunct in violation of
the CSC. The discussion in the paper also leads to estabtislofma new type of ATB, where movement must take
place out of each conjunct though it is not the same elementstleadtracted from the conjuncts but different
elements. Additionally, the paper shows that unlabeled elengentsot count as interveners, a rather natural
generalization given the nature of intervention effects, where ésatfrthe intervener matter (projecting features
requires projecting a label). The discussion also sheds dighthe ban on local wh-movement from SpecTP to
SpecCP which is argued to require a return to split 1) shown that subjects undergoing wh-movement cannot
move to the highest projection in the split IP even wheméxé step of movement is not SpecCP.

1. Introduction
Islandhood has been in the center of theorizingeimerative grammar ever since Ross (1967). In spite
of numerous works on islands, one island in paedichas resisted a satisfactory account, whichshold
for both the GB tradition and the Minimalist Progranamely the Coordinate Structure Constraint
(CSC). The CSC was traditionally assumed to haweparts, one banning extraction of conjuncts, and
the other extraction out of conjuncts. It has, heeve been shown that the two should be divorced
(Grosu 1973, Postal 1998, Boskowve017, Oda 2017), the main argument being thatetraae
languages which are sensitive to only one parthef €SC (see especially Oda 2017). | will also
separate the two parts of the CSC, focusing orb#imeon extraction from conjuncts, given in (1) (I
will refer to it as the CSC) and illustrated by-(3).

(1) Extraction out of conjuncts is disallowed.
(2) *Whoi did you see [enemies of &nd John?
(3) *Whoi do you think [Mary likesi} and [Jane hates Peter]?

The CSC is inextricably connected to the acrossitteed-movement (ATB) exception: Extraction
from a conjunct is possible if it takes place freath conjunct.

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

ATB is what makes accounting for the CSC partiduldifficult. CSC was a rare island that was not
accounted for in Chomsky (1986). It appears thatwang it within theBarriers system would have
been easy. All that was needed was to assume éh@uncts are barriers (which they are) and that
adjunction to conjuncts is prohibited. However, juld then raise a massive problem. Given the
cumulative nature of crossing barriers, if (2) maaceptable because it involves movement thate&soss
a barrier, (4) should be even worse since it in@sltwwo such movements. | suspect this is the reason
why Chomsky didn’'t attempt to analyze the CSC witBarriers. In fact, it appears that the ATB
exception is bound to raise its head in any attémpktend existing accounts of islands to the €SC.

"For helpful comments and suggestions, | thank tlitemces atWCCFL 36, FASL27 (Stanford)Generative Perspectives
on the Syntax and Acquisition of Japan@s€Tokyo), Current Issues in Comparative Synté@ational University of
Singapore), the participants of my 2017 UConn samiand Jairo Nunes.
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The goal of this paper is to provide anocaet of the CSC that will also capture the ATB
exception. Importantly, the account will leave rofonextraction from conjuncts to take place even i
the absence of ATB in well-defined contexts, whah be shown to indeed be possible with a variety
of constructions, namely left-branch extractiorserbo-Croatiar,-pronouns in Dutch, V-2 movement
in German, clitic doubling in Dutch and Romanceamfifier-float in Japanese, article-incorporatian i
Galician, and object shift in English. The proposetlysis will also be shown to account for an
exception to the CSC from Postal (1998). The ptexis of the analysis will also reveal new cases of
ATB where movement must take place out of eachurmjthough it is not the same element that is
extracted out of the conjuncts, as in tradition@BAbut different elements.

The account also has a number of theotetmasequences. It crucially appeals to phases and
Chomsky’s (2013) labeling approach, which allow$abeled elements during the derivation. To the
extent that it is successful, it thus provides emitk for these theoretical mechanisms. It alsoigesv
an argument for Nunes’s (2004) sideward-movememrageh to ATB (a locality condition on
sideward movement is also established) and a phaticontextual approach to phases (based on the
claim that conjuncts are phases). Perhaps the impsirtant theoretical consequence of the proposed
analysis concerns the notion of interveners. kvél-known that traces do not count as interveners
(Chomsky 1995): turning an intervener into a tracls intervention effects. This paper shows that i
is not just traces that do not count as intervenaus also elements that have a trace at their:edge
turning the edge of an intervener into a trace atgds intervention effects. The paper shows thist t
otherwise puzzling effect can be captured naturalyhe labeling system, which in turn provides
evidence for it. The effect in question, to be lelsshed below, is given in (5).

(5) Unlabeled elements do not count as interveners.

The labeling system does not merely allow for asyesiatement of this effect, but also captures & i
natural way. The notion of intervention is picklydepends on the nature of the intervenEor Rizzi
(1990), this involved the A/A’ distinction; recemtork states it in terms of featural properties lué t
intervenersLabeling plays a crucial role here. Consider a egsere X and Y merge, and the resulting
object ? functions as an intervener. For an intgrga effect to occur, either X or Y must have the
relevant feature that is involved in the interventiand pass this feature to ? by labeling it. meot
words, if X has the relevant feature, then X musiget and label ?. What this boils down to is that
labeling is necessary for ? to function as an veteer, which means that unlabeled elements should
not function as interveners. In other words, simtervention is feature-sensitive, the intervenersn
have the relevant feature. This is trivially notspible with unlabeled elements (due to the lack of
projection the relevant feature is not projectetes).

The proposed analysis of the CSC will algoshown to shed light on the ban on local wh-
movement from SpecTP to SpecCP, attested in maiguéayes, by enabling us to pinpoint the culprit
for this ban.

IA rare exception that analyzes both the CSC and &TBakahashi (1994), which can be considered deggessor of this
work. (I refer here to the spirit of Takahashi'sabssis, since its implementation is quite differembte also that under
Takahashi’'s (but not the current) analysis the @®(s only for A'-movement). The same holds for ®a@l’s (1985)
account, which, though implemented in a differeainfework, is even closer to the analysis given dlo its spirit.
However, we will see that the current analysis fmtsdextraction from conjuncts to be possible inlember of contexts,
none of which are allowed under Sag et al (1985).

Still, Sag et al (1985) and Takahashi (1994)imm@ortant predecessors of the current work in, thieg the account given
below, they invoke Coordination-of-Likes in the aoat of the CSC. However, as will become obviouswethe current
work significantly differs from these works bothetiretically (in terms of implementation and theimadtconsequences)
and empirically (in terms of the empirical predicts the accounts make and the resulting empirmadrage).

2l am putting aside occasional exceptions, like wdement from Romance DPs, which is subject to thesagent-theme
hierarchy (Torrego 1987, Ticio 2003, among others).
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The gist of the analysis is the following: Conjuare phases. As a result, any movement out of
a conjunct must proceed via its edge. In Chomsky 32, successive-cyclic movement via a conjunct
edge delabels the conjunct, i.e. it changes itegoay. The intuition is then that if movement takes
place only out of one conjunct, a violation of t@eordination-of-Likes requirement ensues, the
violation being remedied if movement takes placeafieach conjunct, as with ATB. While the basic
idea is quite straightforward, we will see thahdts important theoretical and empirical consequence
for a number of phenomena. Significantly, we wdegshat it predicts that in a number of (non-ATB)
environments extraction out of conjuncts shoulgbssible, which will be shown to be borne out.

Section 2 will give the relevant backgroumtle account of the CSC, as well as ATB and a number
of previously unnoticed exceptions, is given intges 3-4. Sections 5-6 discuss the phasehood of
conjuncts and an intervening factor regarding stilijeestions, which concerns the ban on SpecTP-to-
SpecCP movement. Section 7 discusses interventiectiewith extraction from conjuncts which will
also involve establishing the generalization thalabeled elements don’'t count as interveners and
reveal a new type of ATB where ATB involves movemehdifferent elements. Another new case
where the CSC is violated is also noted. Sectieraéinines a CSC exception from Postal (1998).

2. Phases, Labels, and Coordination-of-Likes
The first ingredient of the account proposed beiswhe phase theory, the crucial mechanism being
the Phase-Impenetrability Condition (PI1C), whichcEs movement to proceed via phasal edges.

The second ingredient is the well-known @owmation-of-Likes requirement (CL), which requires
conjuncts to be parallel in their categorial staf@. goes back to Chomsky 1957; see also Schachter
1977 Williams 1978 Sag et al 1988Bowers 1993, Beavess Sag 2004Chaves 2006, among othgts

The last ingredient is Chomsky’s (2013) latgesystem, where labeling is not forced as péart o
Merge. Chomsky proposes a labeling algorithm wheinen a head and a phrase merge, the head
projects (providing the label for the resulting exti). When two phrases merge, there are two ways to
implement projection/labeling: through feature-siguor traces, traces being ignored for labefirig)
illustrates the former: whewhich bookmerges with interrogative CP, both the wh-phrase® the CP
have the Q-feature; what is projected (determiniveglabel of the resulting object) is the Q-feature
(This is reminiscent of Spec-Head agreement).

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

As for non-feature-sharing phrase-phrase mergeonSky (2013) crucially assumes that successive-
cyclic movement does not involve feature-sharingi¢lv essentially follows BoSko&i1997a, 2002,
2007, 2008). Successive-cyclic movement caseqTikare then relevant. There is no feature-sharing
betweerthat and the wh-phrase which passes through its edigee $abeling via feature-sharing is not
an option the embedded clause cannot be labeled wihat moves to its edge (indicated by ? in (8)).
When v is mergedwhat moves. The element merged withat-CP being a trace, it is ignored for
labeling (see fn 4), hence ? is labeled as CP aftatmoves.

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

This is the general treatment of successive-cysbwement in the labeling framework.

%The references also explain away a number of regarbunterexamples to CL. A comprehensive discnssfoCL is
beyond the scope of this paper. | simply adopt @d tne phase theory here. To the extent that thpgsed account is
successful it can in fact be interpreted as progdividence for them.
A trace is taken to be invisible to the labelingaalthm since it is part of a discontinuous elem@nthain), where the
element to be labeled does not dominate every oeee of the moving element (Chomsky 2013 arguatstthces do not
function as interveners for the same reason).
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3. Deducing the CSC
The above mechanisms rather straightforwardly dedue CSC. Consider (9).

(9) *Whao did you see [enemies of &nd John?

Movement from the conjunct must proceed successyekeally through its edge. As shown in (10),
this movement, which involves mergerwho and the conjunct DP, yields an unlabeled objecisa
always the case with successive-cyclic movemenpotantly, as a result of this movement, the
conjuncts differ in their categorial status: them® conjunct is a DP while the first conjunct i6t?s
unlabeled). This configuration is ruled out by Gthich requires that conjuncts be parallel in their
categorial status. (I assume that CL is checkethetpoint when ConjP is formed, hence it is not
affected by later movement outside of ConjP.)

(10) [coniH> Wha [popenemies ofil] and [pp John]]

The crucial ingredient of the account is that saste-cyclic movement changes the category of the
element it targets in the labeling framework, whitiuces a CL violation.

| will argue below that conjuncts are phasesich follows from a contextual approach to plsase
As a result, the phasal/labeling account of (2geds$ to other cases that have motivated positijg (1
like (3). In other words, it deduces the CSC.

Not only does the account deduce the CS&lsat captures the ATB exception. Consider (11).

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

Here, successive-cyclic movement takes place teetlyge of both conjuncts, delabeling them. Since
both conjuncts are ? (i.e. unlabeled), CL is notated. ((12) shows the stage of the derivationrwhe
CL applies, which is when ConjP is formed).

(12) [conid»wWha [ppfriends of {]] and [ wha [pp enemies ofi}j

The phasal/labeling system thus provides a rattnaightforward deduction of the CSC, which also
captures the ATB exception. In fact, no additioaasumptions were needed. Movement from a
conjunct must proceed via the conjunct edge. Télalskls the conjunct, yielding a CL violation ursles
movement also takes place from the other conjiBmwth conjuncts are then delabeled, so that there is
no CL violation®

| emphasize here an important feature obthmve account. As noted above, in typical accooits
islands, like Chomsky (1986), island violations evenulative: the more islands are crossed the worse
the sentence gets. Treating conjuncts as islarsdbgiers which cannot be adjoined to in Chomsky
1986) then has the effect that ATB example (11ukhbe even worse than CSC violations like (9)
since (9) involves one extraction from a conjurstand and (11) involves two such extractions. The
phasal/labeling account, on the other hand, eaajyures the ATB improvement.

4. Non-ATB exceptions

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 onem@nt out of a conjunct delabeling the conjunct, it

5The moving element doesn't actually delabel whatetges with. Movement creates another structeyarion top of it—
it is this new structural layer that lacks a lappelill be using the term delabeling for this sitiea for ease of exposition).
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predicts such movement to be possible if the releedement is base-generated at the conjunct edge,
and can otherwise stay there, which indicates ith@idergoes feature-sharing at the conjunct edge.
Such movement in violation of the CSC is indeedspie. One relevant case involves possessor-
extraction in Serbo-Croatian (SC), which | turmxt.

4.1. CSC-violating extraction of base-generated Spg
SC possessors have been argued to be base-gersrtitecedge of the traditional NP (TNP) based on
the fact that they extract and bind out of theirP[Ms (13) shows for the latter (see BoSk@d12,
2013a, Despi2011, 2013, among others). They also undergo agneein®-features and cage.

(13) [Kusturicin najnoviji film] gasj e zaista raz@mrao.
Kusturica’som.masc.sclatest MmovVigom.masc.sc him  is really disappointed
‘Kusturica's latest movie really disappethhim.’ (Despi 2013)

SC normally disallows extraction from conjuncts,i@g14), where the genitive complement of N is
extracted. Crucially, as (15) shows, such extradsaallowed with possessors.

(14) *Fizike je on [studentgti [lvanovu sestru] vidio.
physicsen is he studemtc and lvan’scc Sisteicc seen
‘He saw a student of physics and Ivaistes.’

(15) ?Markovog je on {[tprijatelja] i [lvanovu sasit vidio.
Marko’'scc.masc.scis he  friengcc.masc.se and  Ivan’scc.rem.sc Sistehcc.Fem.sc Seen
‘He saw Marko’s friend and Ivan’s sister.’

In (15), the possessor is base-generated at thjanbredge, undergoing feature-sharing, so that the
conjunct is labeled (I assume that labeling ocasgrsoon as it's possible, see BosSk@015, Shlonsky
2015, Rizzi 2016, Saito 2016)n contrast, in (14) the moving element needsrdengo successive-
cyclic movement to the conjunct edge, which delalied conjunct, yielding a CL violation.

What is important here is that (15) is a ceustample to the CSC since it involves extractromf
a conjunct but its grammaticality is captured urtierproposed account of the CSC.

4.2. CSC-violating head-movement

Under the above account, a base-generated phagalsexpected to be extractable from conjuncts, in
violation of the traditional CSC. This holds notlyifor the Spec of a phase, but also its head,ngive
that both are located at the phasal edge. Oneamllesase of this kind is provided by article-to-V
incorporation in Galicianllustrated by (16).

(16) Vimo-lg [pr[ptj [ne  Kremlin]]]
(we)saw-the Kremlin (Uriagereka 1988)

Importantly, article-incorporation is possible @fita conjunct.

(17) Vistede-lp [pp t [ne @amigo de Xan]] e-mais [a Diego] onte.
(you)saw-the friend of Xan and Diego yesterday

Movement from the conjunct does not create a laggiroblem for CL here: the conjunct from which
article-incorporation takes place is labeled asb@gfore the incorporation, given that when a heatl an

5The precise identity of the projection where thegaessor is located is not important. | use theraketgrm TNP, which
stands for whatever is the highest projection & rtlbminal domain (see Boské6\2012, Desgi 2011 for the structure of
constructions like (13) in SC, as well as langudigesEnglish that do not show the binding effettjuestion).
"Nothing would change if labeling occurs at the phdevel, as in Chomsky (2013), given that the @ctipn where the
possessor is located, which is the highest prajedti the nominal domain, is a phase (see Bogka®i4).
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a phrase merge the head projects. Consequentlye tkeno CL violation in (17), hence its
grammaticality is captured.

(17) appears to differ regarding the possibilifyaoCSC violation with head-movement from
(18), involving T-to-C movement from a conjunct.

(18) *Should John buy a car and Peter might sktase?

Under the proposed analysis, locality can alwaysdtisfied with traditional CSC violations; howeyer
satisfying it induces a CL violation. We have sdéeat there is no CL violation with head-movement
from the conjunct in (17), and the same reasontgilsl extend to (18). | therefore suggest that (48)
ruled out by independent factors.

This is indeed the case under Chomsky’s (2008) &slociation analysis, where C and T share
features. As Boskowi(2016a) notes, this means that when there is @a@ufe in C, there is also a Q-
feature in T. We then have both Cq and Tq in (MN)w, English has a requirement that in matrix
clauses Tg moves to Cq: the association requiteslamovement here. The problem is that the Tq of
the second conjunct did not undergo it. The difieeebetween (17) and (18) is then that the CSC-
violating head-movement in (17) is in principle iopgl, which enables us to leave the relevant read
place in one conjunct, moving it only in the othehile in (18) it is obligatory: this independently
prohibits failing to do it in one conjunct. The pbihere is that the CSC test for head-movement is
conductable only with head-movement that is in@ple optional.

4.3. CSC-violating extraction of Specs created by ewvement

The above account, which allows extraction fromjeoats under well-defined conditions, enables us
to explain a number of additional CSC violationstile first that the account extends to Specs edeat
by movement, but crucially only when the relevaetreent can stay in the Spec, i.e. if it moves there
independently of successive-cyclic movement, whihcates it undergoes feature-sharing. In other
words, the account only blocks successive-cyclivanment from a conjunct, since such movement
delabels the conjunct (see BoSko2018a for a labeling account of the ban on movértem moved
elements, which allows such movement in the samegts as the current account does for the CSC).

This enables us to explain some otherwise puzZig@ violations in German, in a way which
also sheds light on the nature of the SOV ord€&emman. Consider (19).

(19) Die Suppewird der Hans [tessen] und [sich hinlegen]
the soup will the Hans eatand self down-lie
‘The soup, Hans will eat and lie down.’ (Johnson 2002)

(20) gives the structure of (19) before movemeainfrtConjP. Assuming movement of the object to
SpecvP in German is obligatory due to its SOV mafitayne 1994, Zwart 1993), the object does not
move to the edge of the vP phase in (20) for remsbisuccessive-cyclicity. We are dealing here with
regular movement where the moving element canistélye position in question, which means that it
involves feature-sharing, which enables labelingnsgquently, this movement does not create the
labeling problem that successive-cyclic movemeeaigs: while successive-cyclic movement through
the edge of a conjunct delabels it, the movemedeunonsideration does not do that, allowing furthe
movement out of the conjuntt.

(20) wird der Hansdonjdve Die Suppe essenyp ti]] und [ve sich hinlegen]]
will the Hans the soupeat and  self down-lie

8Since German allows subjects to remain in-situ ¢beond conjunct is also labeled as vP at the poir@n ConjP is
formed, before subject movement.
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Note also that the analysis provides evidencelfemiovement account of the SOV order in German.
Another relevant case concemg@ronouns in Dutch. They are exceptional in thaytimust
precede a preposition (21), although Dutch adpmsstare otherwise always prepositional (22).

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

on/of this table

This is analyzed as involvingpronoun movement to SpecPP (or a higher positioextended PP).
The fact thadaar must move to SpecPP (21b) and can stay in Spe&&®Rp(ovides evidence that its
movement to SpecPP does not occur for reasongoéssive-cyclicityit is independent of it.

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

We then seem to have another testing case heree T$ehowever, an interfering factor. There are
strong restrictions on P-stranding in Dutch andn@ar which in fact make it impossible to test the
CSC here in German.dd Besten and Webelhuth (1990) note that P-strgndiliserman is possible
only if the P is adjacent to the verb/its trace)(&BInce, as shown in section 7, for independeagars
only extraction from the first conjunct is in pripke allowed under the current analysis, this makes
impossible to test-pronoun extraction from coordinated PPs in German.

(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.
c. *Dahat er [tvon] noch nicht das Vorwort gelesen.
d.jve t tj gelesen) hat er da[das Vorwort} noch nicht ppti von] tm (den Besten&Webelhuth 1990)

However at least for some speakers P-stranding in Duttdsssrestrictiveallowing us to test the CSC
(25) gives the initial paradigm. (25a) involvesegular PP, with a P-DP order, and (25b) a PP
with anr-pronoun, which moves out of it

(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 coordinated PPs. Importanthpronoun movement is possible from coordinated PPs.

9Such cases require particular prosody. In (26&xetmeeds to be an intonational break after fipsor daar should be
stressed; (26b) requires an intonational break afiel assume this is necessary due to non-V-adjacehthe stranded P.
It is actually possible that the correct generdiimaregarding P-stranding in Dutch/German is stedinded Ps must be
either adjacent to a verb or followed by an intamal-phrase boundary, which is reflected in thespnce of a pause
((24d), where the P is not V-adjacent, fits thisigmlization). Any differences between Dutch andn@ma regarding P-
stranding may then be due to differences in inionat phrasing/the requirement in question (in workpreparation |
argue for a prosody-based account, where theseh[@#cman data are analyzed within a broader cragsiltic context
regarding the possibility of dropping the host bbpologically weak elements). At any rate, whatasticularly interesting
here is that extraction is unacceptable from treos# conjunct, although in that case the strandésl VP-adjacent. As
discussed below, this is exactly what the curreatyssis predicts.
() *Ik heb daar boeken op deze tafel en degpk

| have there books on this table anghuin



(26) a. Ik heb daarmoeken gpti op t] en [ppop deze tafel] gelegd.
| have there books on d anon this table put
b. ?Daaheb ik boekenerpti op ] en [ppop deze tafel] gelegd. (Paula Fenger,p.c.)

The current approach straightforwardly capturese¢h€SC violations. Before extraction from the
coordinated PPs, threpronoun undergoes regular obligatory movementaecBP. Its extraction from
the coordination then doesn't create the problernessive-cyclic movement creates:while successive-
cyclic movement through the conjunct edge delatb&lsconjunctr-pronoun movement does not do it.

Clitic doubling provides additional evidence. V@naenenbroeck and van Koppen (2008) note
that Wambeek Dutch allows clitic doubling of a aomjt, in violation of the CSC (27). This is not a
quirk of Wambeek Dutch: Spanish (28) and BrazilRortuguese ((29), Minas Gerais dialect, which
allows clitic doubling) also allow it.

(27) 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
(28) Yo la viaMaria y aJuan.
I herL saw Maria  andJuan

‘I saw Mary and Juan.’ (Gabriel Martinez Vera)
(29) Que Deusge ilumine vocé e sua familia.
that God 2cAcc illuminate you and your family
‘May God illuminate you and your family.’ (Machado-Rocha 2016:88)

Many have argued for the big-DP account, whereclitie and the double are base-generated together,
with the clitic moving away (e.g. Uriagereka 1995ecchetto 2000, Kayne 2002, Boeckx 2003,
Belletti 2005). Runi (2014) provides strong evidence for it. She shdvesbig-DP is preserved in
some languages, where the clitic and the doublaatdre split (30). These languages then minimally
differ from those in (27)-(29) in that the clitiodsn’t move out of the big-DP; more importantlygyth
provide evidence that the clitic and the doubleegtiform a constituent at one point in the derorati

(30) a.*Je I''me cekaS mene?
AUX Q mMgacc Waibss Mécc
b. Je Ime menecekas?
‘Are you waiting for me?’ (Prizren-Timolefbian)

From this perspective, (27)-(29) are not surprisigigice the clitic and the doubled conjunct are
generated as a single DP conjunct clitic doubliaug lse easily captured under the current accou. Th
account can actually help us determine more prgcike structure of the big-DP, which is otherwise
not easy to do since we are dealing with a pre-mmeve structure. To be able to extract, the clitic
must be located at the edge of the big-DP, eitkeitsaSpec (in which case (27)-(29) parallel CSC
violations with SC possessors (15)) or its headwfich case they parallel CSC violations with
Galician article-incorporation (17)).

Clitic doubling thus provides another ca$extraction that violates theSC which is captured
under the current deduction of t68C

Consider also Japanese numeral constnsctio

(31) a. John-wa [hon-0  san satsu] kata m-bldohn-wa san-satsu kata
Johrop bookacc3 CL  bought
‘John bought three books.’



Following Watanabe (2006), | assume thah-omoves to the edge of the bracketed TNP (I wikref
to it as ClasP). The NP can move outside of CI&4B)( Importantly, the movement is also possible
from coordinations:

(32) Ringo-¢ Taro-wa [t san ko]to [banana-o ni hon] tabeta
applescc Tarosor 3 CLand bananac 2 CL ate
‘Taro ate three apples and two bananas.’ (Satoshi Oku,p.c)

(32) represents another case of movement from notguhat is captured under the proposed analysis.
Consider now extraction from conjuncts with EnglisCM.

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

(33) is somewhat degraded, though clearly bettan tigpical CSC violations like (2)-(3). | interpret
this as indicating the CSC is not violated in (38)iting aside the reason for its residual awkwasgn
(it may have to do with the presence of the adwatiibi only one conjunct though see BoSko2017

for an alternative account where the CSC effechiy partially voided in (33)). Lasnik (1999) argue
that object shift is optional in English. The figinjunct subject in (33) must have undergone objec
shift since it precedes a matrix adverbial. Thithan another case of movement from a conjtfhct.

As noted above, Lasnik (1999) argues olghdt is optional here. This means that the inifuait
subject can remain in the Spec of the infinitivdhiskh means that movement to the Spec of ECM
infinitives is independent of successive-cyclicity.other words, it results in labeling. Both infival
conjuncts are then labeled, enabling extractiathefinfinitival subject in violation of the CSC.

(15), (17), (19), (26), (27)-(29), (32), af(®8B) all involve acceptable extractions from ajooot,
in violation of the traditional CSC ban in (1). Whare, however, captured under the proposed account
of (1), which also captures ATB exceptions like)(1The account then doesn’t actually deduce the
CSC ban in (1), but a modified version of it whadlows extraction from conjuncts under well-defined
conditions. In particular, the account confines @®8C effect to successive-cyclic movement from
conjuncts. The labeling framework enables us toemalkprincipled distinction between successive-
cyclic movement on one hand, and obligatory movenrtiem movement that can be the final landing
site) and base-generation on the other hand, shegehave a different effect on labeling. What we
have seen above is that we find exactly this cuh wktraction from conjuncts, which enables the
labeling system to account for the ban on extractrom conjuncts in a way that also captures the
exceptions to this bat.

5. Conjuncts as phases

Conjuncts are traditionally assumed to be islaimdghe phasal system, it is natural to assumetkiegt

are phases, given that phases have a potentidghdocing locality violations? The islandhood-
phasehood connection has an interesting consequeimce each conjunct is an island even if the
relevant phrase is otherwise not an island, thiamaghat each conjunct should be a phase even when
the relevant phrase otherwise would not be a pfldseassumption, which | show below follows from

a contextual approach to phases, is motivated mples like (34). (34) appears to involve
coordination of IPs, which is not a phase in Choyn&000). In the current system, wh-movement

10 assume we are dealing here with coordinatiotwofinfinitives (but see Bosko&i1997). Johnson (2002) also notes the
CSC can be violated under ECM movement basddwmade Sallyout [[ti to be honest] and [Mark to be trustworthy]].
Johnson (2009) gives an account of gapping invgMdB VP-fronting with movement of the subject aftonly one
conjunct. If subjects in their base-position canirb®lved in labeling in English (a possibility homsky 2015, though
not Chomsky 2013, see also fn 18), Johnson’s aisatys be accommodated in the current system anddwepresent
another case of an acceptable CSC “violation”.
2l don’'t mean to suggest that phases in generabkneds, just that phases have the potential todadocality violations,
which can then capture islandhood.
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needs to proceed via the conjunct edge here, whieAns the conjunct needs to be a phase.
Successive-cyclic movement to the edge of the camjdelabels it, inducing a CL violatida.

(34) *1 wonder whatBetsy purchased and Sally advertised it.

In the current approacif,phrases that are not phases when they are onoticated are also not phases
when coordinated it would in principle be possiltée extract from such non-phasal conjuncts.
However, it turns out that under BoSk&si(2014) approach to phases, the coordinatedniP34i) are
anyway phases (even though the embedded IP ispledse il wonder what Betsy purchagedhere

is no need to stipulate that conjuncts are alwdysses, independently of whether the coordinated
phrases are phases on their own.

While Chomsky (2000) assumes that a partiqah@ase is a phase or not regardless of its syntac
context (CP is always a phase and IP is never aephanany have argued for various contextual
approaches where the phasal status @¢pends on the syntactic context where it ocasBpskou
2014 notes, this follows the spirit Blarriers where we cannot determine whether CP is a bawrier
not without knowing its syntactic context—CP is stimes a barrier and sometimes not, depending
on its structural position). Focusing on IP, Bodkq2014, 2015, 2016a) and Wurmbrand (2013) argue
that the highest clausal projection is a phasechvimakes IP a phase when not dominated by CP.
However, it appears that the relevant IP would stit be a phase in (34), since it is dominate By
This is actually not the case in BoSko(2014).

BoSkovt (2014) argues that the highest projection in titereled domain of a lexical head and
the highest clausal projection function as phasestfie highest phrase in a phasal domain funstasn
a phase, phasal domains being the domains of lelkémds and the claude This makes vP (the
highest projection in the V-domain) and CP (thehkgt projection in the clausal domain) phases in
(35), as in Chomsky (2000). However, in contras€tmmsky (2000), if V takes an IP complement in
(35) this IP will be a phase as the highest pr@geadn the clausal domain.

(35) [vr[ve[cHIP

Consider how this system applies to coordinatioeshow the presence of ConjP affects it. Theassu
here is that ConjP disrupts domain projection fa tlausal phasal domain. In contrast to (35), CP
does not immediately dominate IP in (36). ConjPasafgs CP and IP into separate domains, making
IP the highest phrase in its phasal domain, justwhen V takes an IP complement. (More generally,
merger of (a projection of) the Conj head with ajoact closes the extended domain of the conjunct
in BoSkovi’s 2014 system, making the highest projection efdbnjunct a phase; see also Oda 2018.)

(36) [ve[ve[cHconH P

The presence of ConjP then affects the phasalsstdtlP in BoSkow (2014), making it a phase (this
actually holds for all conjuncts). In other wordsordination makes coordinated IPs phases, which is
exactly the effect we saw at work in (34). The gisthe discussion here is that IP is a phaseisfritot
immediately dominated by CP, as argued independamt?Wurmbrand (2013) and Boskév{2014,

BUnder the natural assumption that A’-Specs aredrigfian A-Specs (when a phrase has both, see 208% Boskow
2018a), wh-movement will proceed via the outmostjwoct edge in (34). There is actually no needstsuae this. Under
Boskovit’s (2016b) approach to the PIC, where only the astnEpec of a phase is accessible from the outside s
anyway inaccessible outside of the conjunct phadess it moves through the outmost Spec (ati®etsy. (There is no
issue regarding the possibility of multiple Speassthe relevant IP in (34) given the standard aggiom that phase heads
in general can have multiple Specs (see Bogk#@07) if this IP is a phase by virtue of beingoajanct, as argued here).
1See Boskowi 2014:74-75 regarding how this is implemented withe look-ahead.
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2015, 2016a). Though the cases discussed in thedes \do not involve coordination, ConjP has the
same effect in that the relevant IP is not immedyadlominated by CP, which makes it a phase.

We may also be in a position to capture thercfrom Oda (2017) and Bosk@v{2017) that both
conjuncts and ConjP are islandsyhich means phases given the above discussi®@odkovi (2014)
the clausal domain and the domains of lexical headsphasal domains, the highest phrase in these
domains being a phase. ConjP does not naturalgnbeib either of these domains. Now, Epstein and
Seely (2002) argue each phrase is a phase (seBa@stix 2007, Muller 2010). Suppose we combine
that view and Boskovi(2014) in a way that each phrase has the potdntia¢ a phase; however, the
phasehood is voided if the phrase belongs to agpldasnain and is not the highest projection within
the domain. Under this view, ConjP, which, as naadve, doesn’t belong to Boskég (2014)
phasal domains, would then be a phase (since tiéhpal phasehood would not be voided by virtue of
not being the highest phrase in a phasal domaiwth BonjP and the conjuncts are then phases. Since
this paper focuses on extraction from conjunctdliput the phasehood of ConjP aside beféw.

6. Subject questions

This section discusses an interfering factor whaises with subject wh-extraction in IP&IP
coordinations (I use the term IP neutrally, simi@arTNP). Consider (37) (which differs from (33),
where the subject undergoes object shift).

(37) *1I wonder who[t; left] and [Mary disappeared].

It appears that on the IP&IP derivation, (37) inmed extraction of a conjunct edge that is created b
obligatory movement (to SpeclP), which should natse a labeling problem. Why is then (37)
unacceptable?

This brings us to the puzzle @fho left where apparently there is no movement to SpeclP
although English otherwise requires it (see Bosk@@d16a, Messick 2016). There are a number of
accounts ofwvho left There are strong arguments against accounts wherestays in SpeclP. E.g.,
(38)-(39) indicate thatvh-the-hellphrases are only possible with wh-movement. (B8 tshows that
the wh-phrase is not located in SpeclP.

(38) What the hell did John buy?
(39) *Who bought what the hell?
(40) Who the hell arrested Mary?

Further in contrastto (42), (41) is unambiguousSince (42) showsthat an object quantifiercan scope
over a quantifier in SpeclP, as Mizuguchi (2014esowhoin (41) should not be located in SpeclP.

(41) Who loves everyone? (who>everyone;*eveeparho)
(42) Someone loves everyone. (someone >evemEONE>SO0Meone)

Particularly important are Wesllster English (WUE) (43)-(44) which show not only that subject
guestions involve movement to SpecCP but alsattigammovement does not proceed via SpeclP.

(43) Whawas arrested all in Duke Street?
(44) *Theywere arrested all last night. (McCloskey 2000)

15Their motivation is attempting to capture both partthe traditional CSC.
%Phasehood doesn’t necessarily equate with islamthétowever, Boskoéi (2016c) 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 islandhoogkulting in a locality effect (unless the effectwoided in one of the
ways discussed here and BoSkax016c¢c, 2017).

11



In contrast to standard English, WUE allows Qua&(f)-float under wh-movement. Still, in spite of
allowing (43), like standard English WUE disalloyg!). McCloskey (2000) observes that given that
Q-float is disallowed from SpeclP in (44)) cannot be floated under movement to SpeclP in #48)
then concludes thatho moves here directly to SpecCP, without movingSyeclP.

This is an issue that has been discuksethany languages, e.g. Italian, Kaqgchikel, Kinand
There are well-known arguments from these langué#upgssubject movement to SpeclP cannot feed
movement to SpecCP, as assumed under the previstasigard treatment ofho left (what makes
who leftpuzzling is that movement to SpeclP is otherwisleggatory in English, which means the EPP
requirement is voided her#).

This is exactly the problem with (37). Movement who to SpeclP is needed due to the
coordination structure independently of whatevegagng on inwho left Given that conjuncts are
phases, this movement is required by the PIC. Questly, even if the way of voiding the EPP
requirement invho leftis available in (37), movement wfioto SpeclP is independently needed in
(37) because of the coordination structure. Whatéeveesponsible for the impossibility of subject
SpeclP-to-SpecCP movement will then block (37).dier issue is that, as discussed above, the | of
the second conjunct is Iq, due to C-l associatwimat we have in (37) is then a wh-question (not a
yes-no question) where there is no wh-phrase/wdetma the IPq of the second conjunct, which may
cause a problem—the issue here being whether IPmihsg contain a wh-phrase/wh-traég.)

Also relevant is (45):

(45) Who can leave and must work harder?

There are many arguments that the traditional iRado contains more than just Rere is additional
structure between vP and the phrase whose Speautiliect occupies (see Belletti 1990, Cinque 1999,
BoSkovi 2001 regarding intermediate V-movement, Bobaljild alonas 1996 regarding multiple
subject positions and Boskév2004 regarding Q-float). In fact, sentential athgecan intervene even
between the subject and modals/auxiliaries in Bhghvhich also indicates that the subject is latate
in the Spec of a projection that is higher than phejection where modals/auxiliaries are located.
Within Pollock-style split IP, Bosko¥i (1997) and Watanabe (1993) place the subject @) i@
SpecAgrsP and the modal in T (Kayne 1989 also m@psuch an analysis).

"See Messick (2016), Boskévi2016a) for labeling accounts within Chomsky’s¥202015) approaches respectively.
18 Consider also (i), which involves ATB subject mmant (not shown) and wh-movement from the firstjgoat.
(i) *\Who; did John hire;jtand fire Mary?
There are several ways of analyzing (i) due to taggy regarding how several relevant issues shbeltreated (the open
guestions are the level of coordinaton, whetheh sxamples involve object shift before wh-movenamd whether this
movement lands in a position higher than the sulfj@se-position, whether the base-merger of thgesulesults in
labeling...) | give here one way of analyzing (i) @twing a particular set of assumptions regardirgséhissues. Suppose
that objects undergoing wh-movement undergo olgkift 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, timeans that object shift targets a SpecvP abovesubhiect base-position
(the subject SpecvP can be created via tuckindtén the object SpecvP is created; see also AlIF 2Assuming that (i)
involves vP-level coordination and that subjectshi@ir base-position cannot undergo labeling, aShomsky (2013), the
first conjunct in (i) is labeled (since object shifsults in labeling, like movement to SpeclP)jlevkthe second conjunct is
not (before subject movement to SpeclP, which istwhatters hence | ignore labeling that occursr dfte relevant
movements. Note also that, as discussed in Lag8i9), object shift is not limited to DP argumeint&nglish.)
(i) *Who; did John[vrti tj hire] and $t; fire Mary]
There is an alternative account, where movemeatwh-phrase via the edge of vP is always considgtesdsuccessive-
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 tlesedposition, which means that the second conjim¢i) would be
labeled. Since the first conjunct is not, due thdsting” successive-cyclic movement, (i) thefl siblates CL.
19(46) and (ia) are unacceptable in French but gib)s(see Belletti 1990, Boskavi2000; (ib) is acceptable in English),
which indicates that there is more to the diffeeehetween English and French here than just V-mewem
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(46) John probably can play the guitar.

Given that bar-level coordination is disallowednstuctions like (47), where the subject is outsitle
the coordination but the modal is not, confirm thte¢ subject and the modal are not located in the
same projection, the modal being lower than thagdwhose Spec the subject occupies.

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

Assuming the BosSko¥iWatanabe analysis (the exact labels of the retepenjections do not really
matter), (45) can then be analyzed as involvingcéBrdination (see (48) below), with the subject
moving from SpecTP directly to SpecCP (after forgnam ATB dependency), the ban on local subject
wh-movement being implemented as a ban on movefrantSpecAgrsP to SpecCP, which does not
occur in (45)/(48). (I will refer to the subjecttnmassing through SpecAgrsP, which otherwise has to
be filled, when moving to SpecCP as twho left effect)?® The ban in question is then tied to
agreement, i.e. the agreeing SpecAgrsP subjedigosihere lexical subjects are located. SpecAgrsP
is where the subject is located in the second ecmjof (37), which must then involve AgrsP-level
coordination (given CL), (37) being ruled out asadissed above (due to the RVG0 lefteffect). Note
also that in (45), which involves TP coordinatidime subject will move to the edge of the conjunct
because the conjunct is a phase although othesuisle movement is not necessary, the traditional
EPP requirement, which is anyway voided in subjeestions, holding for the highest position intspli
IP (AgrsP). (48) gives the structure for (45) ad#)(for (37) (coordinated phrases are given in old

(48) [cp Wha [agrsp[TP ti can leave] andrp t must work harder]]]?
(49) *I wonder Epwha [agrsp ti [1e left]] and |agrse Mary [rp disappeared]]].

Under the proposed analysis, (37) is ruled out peddently of the CSC (due to the Ri@b left
effect). Consequently, we would expect that it wdomibt become acceptable with ATB, as long as the
second conjunct has an overt subject so thatfireed to be an AgrsP. The expectation is borne out
Consider (50), wherethoundergoes ATB.

(50) *I wonder who[t; left] and [Mary kissedit

The second conjunct must be an AgrsP due to theepece of a lexical subject, which then forces the
first conjunct to be an AgrsP too. However, if flvet conjunct is an AgrsP, movementwho to the
conjunct edge, which is necessary since the cohjigna phase, results in a violation, as discussed
above (for two reasons actually: due to thieo left effect and because of CL, given that the first
conjunct is then labeled while the second conjumtipse outmost edge is targetted by successive-
cyclic movement (not shown above), is not).

Consider also (51).

(51) *I wonder who[John sawit and [t kissed Mary]

It is not clear whether theho lefteffect arises here. The coordination here hastorbthe AgrsP-
level. Below | adopt Nunes’s (2004) sideward-movetranalysis of ATB. Under that analyswho

(i) a. *Jean probablement vendra ces livrds. *Probablement, Jean vendra ces livres.
Jean probably will-sell thes®ko
29n fact, under the approaches to antilocality irsBavic (2016a) and Erlewine (2016), iBe[agrsd te]]] antilocality bans
movement to SpecCP from SpecAgrsP but not from Bpedurthermore, the presence of ConjP in AgrsP&Rgr
cooordinations doesn’t change anything under Bagko(2016a) approach (see also (52) below).
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moves to SpecAgrsP of the second conjunct andgeenremerged into the object position of the first
conjunct. If what is responsible for thno lefteffect is that subjects undergoing wh-movemenhoan
move to SpecAgrsP, movementwlfio to the SpecAgrsP of the second conjunct will silblocked.
However, if what is responsible for thého lefteffect is movement from SpecAgrsP to SpecCP, the
issue will not arise (due to sideward movementbb there is no SpecAgrsP-to-SpecCP movement in
(51))2* Anyway, (51) is still ruled by CL: the first conjat is targeted by successive-cyclic movement,
which is not the case with the second conjuncts Jields a CL violation due to a labeling conffiét.

An interesting contrast in (52)-(53), noted by @Qiliilan, can help us pinpoint the culprit for the
who lefteffect. This contrast also indicates that infires have split IP (AgrsP+TP), with the presence
of Peterin the second conjunct forcing this conjunct taabeAgrsP—the first conjunct then also must
be an AgrsP.

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

As discussed above (cf. (33)ohnin (53) undergoes feature-sharing movement toSpec of the
infinitive (SpecAgrsP), which results in labeling.then moves to the matrix SpecvP (the adverb
modifies the matrix clause), which violates the Q8 conforms with its deduction proposed above.
If movement of subject wh-phrases quite generadiynot proceed through AgrsP, that derivation is
not an option in (52); (52) can then be accountadirf the same way as (37)/(49) (the disallowed
movement to SpecAgrsP is required by the PIC, catgubeing phases). Since, in contrasivkm in
(37)/(49), after moving to SpecAgrsP (of the infive) whoin (52) does not move directly to SpecCP,
the unacceptability of (52) then indicates that iwkaesponsible for theho lefteffect is that subjects
undergoing wh-movement cannot move to SpecAgr&R; the culprit is the movement of the wh-
subject to SpecAgrsP, not its movement from SpesAgo SpecCP.

Extraction from coordinated clauses thus enabks$oupinpoint the culprit for thevho left
effect, also providing evidence for split IP.

7. Intervention effects
7.1. Intervention effects and ATB-movement

We have seen movement from conjuncts in violatibthe CSC is possible exactly where expected
under the current account. E.g. SC possessorshwahécbase-generated at the TNP-edge, can extract.

(54) 7?Markovog je on [tprijatelja] i [lvanovu sasjt vidio.
Marko'scc.masc.scis he  friengeccmasc.se and  Ivan’scc.rem.scSiStehcc.FEM.scS€EN

However, such movement is possible only from th& tonjunct, as shown by the unacceptability of
(55), involving possessor-extraction from the secoanjunct. In fact, the CSC-violating movements
discussed above are all possible only from thé divgjunct?®

2!Note that if what is responsible for théo lefteffect is SpecAgrsP-to-SpecCP movement, the upéaioitity of *Wha
did hesay [cH agrse ti left] and[ agrse she arrived]] shows that the ban should not be limited to moverte +wh-SpecCP
but SpecCP in general (the first conjunct mustib@grsP given that the second conjunct is an Aghs®to the presence
of a lexical subject and movement to SpecAgrsPheffirst conjunct is forced independently of thePEBYy the PIC,
conjuncts being phases, an issue that would ne¢ amwhaq did he sayitleft, where wh-movement via SpecAgrsP is not
forced for reasons discussed above).
2?Note also the improvement of (51) 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 probkganming CL arises.
ZSee fn 9 regardingpronouns. (i)-(ii) show this for clitic doublingd Japanese Q-float.
(i) *Que Deuste ilumine ele e vocé
that God @GAccilluminate he and SENOM
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(55) *Ilvanovu jeon [Markovog prijatelja]l [t sestru] vidio.
Ivan’scc.mascsc IS he  Marko'scc frienchce and  friengec.masc.sc seen

There should be no CSC violation here; if the CSewo ban possessor-extraction from conjuncts in
SC it would also rule out (54). Given the well-édished fact that the first conjunct is higher thiha
second conjunct, following Johnson (2002) | sugg¢®S) involves an intervention effect. The first
conjunct causes an intervention effect, blockingemoent from the second conjuritt.

There is independent evidence for this. It is wealbwn that traces void intervention effects (56).
Thus, A-movement across an experiencer is disatlawdtalian (57), an intervention effect involving
A-movement across an A-Spec. The effect is voifldtkeiintervener is a trace (58).

(56) Traces do not count as interveners (Chomskp 1Boskove 2011,a.0)
(57) *Gianni sembra a Mariai[essere stanco]

Gianni seems to Maria to-be il
(58) A Marig, Giannj sembra;t[ti essere stanto

Traces also void islandhood. Thus, BoSkai@013b) argues for (59), observing that turning lead
of an island into a trace voids islandhood. Galid@0)-(61) illustrate this. (60) is ruled out besa it
involves extraction from an adjunct. The effectasded by article-incorporation in (61), given (59)

(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 {]]] ?
of which week  worked-the Monday

Returning to (55), evidence that (55) indeed ineslan intervention effect is provided by the faeit t
it becomes acceptable if the first conjunct isaaer
SC allows extraction of conjuncts (Stjepat@014).

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

Crucially, as Stjepano®i(2017) notes, if the first conjunct is a tracefrastion from the second
conjunct is possible. Compare (63) and (64). In),(6% first conjunct stays in situ, blocking extian
from the lower conjunct. In (63), the first conjung a trace (it undergoes movement), which enables
extraction from the second conjunct (see belowvioat happens with the conjunction).

‘May God illuminate him and you.’ (BMlachado-Rocha,p.c.)
(iN*banana-¢ Taro-wa [ringo-0 san ko] tq [bi hon] tabeta
bananacc Taro-TOP appleécc3 CLand 2 CL ate
2We may not actually be dealing here with a relatidi-minimality but a PIC effect. If ConjP is a phasxtraction from
ConjP must proceed via SpecConjP. Assuming Rich#2@®91) tucking-in, a phrase moving from the set@onjunct
must move to a lower SpecConjP, tucking in underfifst conjunct. If only the outmost edge of a gdhavith multiple
edges is accessible from the outside due to the &®o35kov (20016b) argues, the element in the lower SpedZtrgn
cannot move out of ConjP due to the PIC. Nevertglfor ease of exposition | will simply use tharténtervention effect
for the configuration in question. (At any rateetivay the effect is treated below when it come®xoeptions to it
wouldn’'t change regardless of whether it is seem &C or a relativized-minimality effect (note tHaackowski and
Richards 2005 treat it in terms of classical inégtion).)
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(63) Koja serijase 1 cijij  tebi donjp ti [t film] dopadaju?
which series self and whose you.dat movie please
‘Which series and whose movie are pleasingpti?’

(64) *I ¢iji; se tebi cinipkoja serija [tfilm] dopadaju?

and whose self you.dat wlgehies movie please

These facts parallel (57): turning an intervené&s entrace voids intervention. The presence opaay
intervention-voiding effect provides evidence thla¢ impossibility of extraction from the second
conjunct in (55) indeed involves an interventiofeef.

The reader may have noticed that extradtimm the second conjunct carries the conjuncticth w
it in (63). The reason is that, as Stjepatiof@014) shows, the conjunction is a proclitic which
proclicitizes to the element following it, so thexty movement of that element carries it along. Oda
(2017) and Stjepana¥i(2014) in fact argue that conjunction-cliticizatis a prerequisite for conjunct
extraction. Thus, conjunct extraction is also palssin Japanese, where the conjunction is an enclit
and is in fact carried along under movement offitis€ conjunct.

(65) ?Kyoodaito kanojo-wai[T oodai]-ni akogareteiru.
Kyoto.University-and she-Top ToKyaiversity-Dat admire
‘She admires Kyoto University and Tokyoitersity.’ (Oda 2017)

Oda (2017) and Stjepanéui2014) analyze this in terms of (59): ConjP issland but its islandhood
IS voizgzled in SC/Japanese because the head of @o@jRrace, due to movement of the conjunction
head:

| then conclude that the reason why possessoaetidn is normally disallowed from the second
conjunct (i.e. the reason for the contrast in (&) is an intervention effect: The first conjunct
intervenes for extraction from the second conjutinet;effect is voided if the intervener is a trace.

A question now arises. Given that the first conjunduces an intervention effect for extraction
from the second conjunct, why doesn’t the effectean ATB-constructions, where it appears that
there is movement from each conjunct, which meaogement from the second conjunct crosses the
first conjunct. Since the goal of this paper ist@ount not only for the CSC but also ATB the goest
cannot be put aside. What is then the differendevd®n (55), where the first conjunct induces an
intervention effect, and ATB (11), where this iapently not the case?

Note first that in (63), where extractionrh the second conjunct is possible, the intervener
trace. This is not the case in ATB (1there is a trace in (11) (see (67)) but the tradbe edge of the
conjunct, the conjunct itself is not a trace. Wdl wee below that this may actually be relevant.
Pending that discussion, | focus on another diffeeebetween (11) and (63), which is the fact thist i
the same element that is extracted from the coigunc(11), the defining property of ATB. There is
an approach to ATB which easily resolves the irgation issue, namely Nunes (2004).

Nunes proposes a unified account of pacagéps (PG) and ATB involving sideward movement,
where XP participating in a PG/ATB constructiormerged within the adjunct/second conjunct, then
re-merged in a non-c-commanding position that epoeds to the other gap of PG/ATB

Stiepanovt provides evidence that the second conjunct in-(62) moves to lower SpecConjP, with the conjunctio
procliticizing to it. She unifies (63) with SC (ivhich BoSkow (2005, 2013b) and T&li(in press) analyze as involving
AP-movement to SpecPP, followed by procliticizatiminthe P to the adjective. Further movement of dtgective then
carries the P along (the PP is an island, busi#éndhood is voided through (59)).
()[U veliku]i je on uSao {sobul].
in big is on entered room
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constructions. (66) shows this for the form&thatis merged in the adjunct object position, thethin
matrix object position, undergoing movement fromréh Two chains are then formed, both of which
are headed by movedhat with the lower copy of each chain deleted in PF.

(66) What did [John file~what without reading-whdlt

The analysis straightforwardly extends to ATB ({87). Whois merged in it®-position in the second
conjunct, moving to the edge of the conjunct (whh phase?® It is then re-merged in i-position

in the first conjunct, moving to its edge. Movemémthe edge of the conjuncts delabels them, do tha
CL is obeyed/Crucially, there has never been movement from #w@rsd conjunct that crosses the
first conjunct. The intervention problem with suctovement that arises in (55) then does not arise
here. The sideward-movement analysis thus straigiirdly resolves the intervention issue, which
can be interpreted as an argument for it.

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

7.2. ATB cover up
Under the above analysis we may expect the pasgibil interaction between ATB and independent
CSC-violating movements where a CSC violation wdadccovered up by a separate ATB dependency
on top of it, i.e. where an ATB dependency formathwextraction from two conjuncts would sneak in
an extraction in violation of the CSC. Abstractlye would have (68), where ATB and non-ATB
extraction are mixed and the relevant elementsaareonjunct edges, getting there as a result of
successive-cyclic movement (which means they umdengher movement not shown below).

(68) [conHATBi non-ATB... titj] and [ATB...ti]]

Both conjuncts are then unlabeled, and there ixmgsing of the first conjunct due to sideward
movement. Although both elements are extracted f@amjP no CSC violation should arise under the
current analysis, in contrast to the traditionalGC8pproach, where non-ATB extraction in (68)
violates the CSC. Since both elements are extrdated ConjP a locality violation is bound to arise
English but not in SC where it is possible to hbeeh wh-phrases move to the same clause, as in (69)
(70), SC being a multiple wh-fronting language. Wisamportant here is that (70), which involves a
traditional CSC violation combined with ATB, is bat than (69), where the CSC violation is not
combined with ATB. Under the tradition@lSC both examples involve a CSC violation (we will see
below that (70) involves an additional violatiorhieh then means that (70) should be better thah (69
under the traditional CSC analysis). This is net tAse under the current analysis, where the CSC is
not violated in both examples. Although (70) viekathe traditional CSC it does not violate it uniter
deduction proposed here, since the CSC-"violatexftraction is covered up by an ATB dependency,
as discussed above regarding (68) (which is thetstre of (70) before movement from ConjP). (69),
on the other hand, does violate the CSC even uth@ecurrent approach. While the judgments are
obviously subtle due to the complexity of the ex&ap(70) is indeed better than (69).

(69) *Koja kola je [ubijedio Petrada kup]t [umalo nagovorio lvana da prodaui?
which car is persuaded Petar that bugsd almost convinced Ivan that sells house
‘Which car did he persuade Petar to dny almost convinced Ivan to sell the house?’

26There are islandhood effects within the secondwmuntj which indicate that there must be movemerthéoedge of this
conjunct, before remerger/sideward movement. Theent analysis may actually explain why this movatevhich
delabels the second conjunct, takes place: witioaitCL violation would occur.
2/Note that the copy offhoat the edge of the second conjunct does not cauatteace (hence is not ignored for labeling)
at this point of the derivation since there is mghlr copy ofwho that c-commands it (the relevant chain is formaty o
later, after movement out of ConjP).
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(70) ??Kogpje koja kolaJubijedio tda kupiffi [umalo nagovoriojtda proda kéu]?
who is which car persudaded thaisb and almost convinced  that sells Bous
‘Who did he persuade to buy whicharad almost convinced to sell the house?’

These examples then show that an ATB dependencgrezak in a violation of the traditional CSC:
the fact that (70) is better than (69), which vietathe CSC, indicates that (70) does not violage t
CSC (the reason why (70) is still degraded is dised below regarding (89)).

The same contrast is found in English, altfoit is weaker since wh-phrases must move to
different +wh-SpecCPs in English, which brings iwk-island violation. The relevant examples are
given below.

(71) ???Which manuscrjmio you wonder who[John talked toieabout reviewing;gand [Peter
talked to eabout publishing it]?

(72) *Which manuscriptdo you wonder whether [John talked to Mary abeutawing ¢ and [Peter
talked to Bill about publishing it]?

The examples are rather long with a number of margfsideward-movement dependencies and
involve extraction from an island, so they areepected to be degraded. (We will see below (cf.
(89)) that (71) involves an additional violatiodill, (71) is judged as better than (72), on a\pdh
the contrast in (69)-(70) (the contrast being weaké71)-(72) due to the factor noted above).

We thus have here another case where tkledas be violated, namely by piggybacking on ATB,
which can be accounted for under the proposed appro the CSC/ATB.

7.3. Non-ATB ATB
Under the current analysis it is actually in prpiei not necessary that the same element moves from
each conjunct to void the CSC effect. In princi@dalifferent element can move from each conjunct:
this would suffice to delabel the conjuncts, voglihe CSC effect. However, the problem with such
extraction is the intervention effect: the firstnganct intervenes for extraction from the second
conjunct. The effect is voided with ATB under Nuegccount of ATB. The account, however, does
not extend to non-ATB constructions. It thus appeihiat the intervention effect forces ATB: the
reason why it must be the same element that mowesdach conjunct is the intervention effect.
Nevertheless, let's see try to take advantdgeeofact that possessor/left-branch extractioBE).is

possible from conjuncts in SC and see what happatfs multiple LBE that extracts different left-
branches from different conjuncts. An issue thatiarise if multiple LBE were to be performed in
the SC counterpart dflary likes whose house and which ¢as the input to LBE) is that the remnants
of the extraction would participate in a coordinatbut there would be no coordinator there, siase,
discussed above, the coordinator would be carriedgaunder movement of the wh-phrase in the
second conjunct, which may raise a problem. Intergly, this kind of multiple extraction is possibl
if the coordinator is repeated (as noted by Sp&tevt), as shown below with multiple AP LBE (see
(84) for evidence that we are indeed dealing witvement here3®

(73) Crvenai  bijelj su se meni jduknja i jtkaput dopali.

red and white are selfgne dress and coat pleased
‘The red dress and the white coat pleased me
(74) Crvengbijeliji  Sareni su se meni ; $uknja, tkaputi & SeSir dopali.

red white and colorful are selfoxye dress coat and hat pleased

263C quite generally allows AP LBE; for relevant dission see e.g. Boskévf2012, 2013a), Corver (1992), Stjepartovi
(2010), Tal¢ (in press).
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It seems plausible that we are dealing here witmgnciation of a lower copy of the coordinator,
which is needed to indicate coordination. In fodiming work | argue that more is actually going on
here: (73) involves formation of coordination afteovement (i.e coordination-formation in the moved
position of theAPs)?® Cases where structures that are typically formeetigrnal merge are formed
via internal merge have been noted before. One sade involves van Riemsdijk's (1989)
regeneration in Germanic, where in a D-NP structtNB undergoes movement, with another D
merged with it in the moved position. At any rateis beyond the scope of this paper to tackle the
issue of the possibility of coordination-formatiafter movement (see also Zhang 2010). The reader
should just bear in mind the possibility that tle@@ination we see in the moved position in (73)}(7
is created after movement, though nothing in tisewdision below crucially depends on that.

Consider then (74), repeated below.

(75) Crvengbijeliji Sarend su se meni j[uknja], [t kaput]i [k SeSir] dopali.
red white and colorful are seboaxr  dress coat and hat pleased

Note first that we are not dealing here with typicace-voiding of intervention effects. We haverse
that turning an intervener into a trace voids wveetion effects: in (75), the interveners are nates,
only their edge is. Focusing on the first two camjis, in contrast to (63), where the whole first
conjunct moves, in (75) only the edge of this caojumoves. In other words, in (63) the intervesea i
trace, in (75) only the edge of the intervener tsage (see BoSka¥i2012 for arguments that AP is
located at the TNP-edge in SC, which is actuallatvdmables its extraction). (76) gives the relevant
structure. This means we are not dealing here muitkof-the-mill trace-voiding of intervention effisc

(76) white [rne ti dress]

What is even more interesting is that ATB is for¢ente: (77), where extraction does not take place
from the last conjunct, is unacceptable.

(77) *Crvenai  bijeli su se meni jguknja], [ftkaput]i [Sareni SeSir] dopali.
red and white are selfgxne dress coat and colorful hgbleased

These examples raise a number of puzzling questiorss, how come the intervention effect is voided
in (75), given that the intervener is not a tramdy its edge is. This is actually similar to th&@RB case

in (67), which shows that intervention is also wadinder ATB. In (67), the potential intervener has
trace at its edge, just as in (75). However, thevalanalysis of (67) crucially appealed to the theat
(67) involves traditional ATB, applying to it Nurissaccount of ATB. Under that analysis, movement
from the second conjunct does not cross the foejunct. Since under that analysis it is cruciatth
the construction involves traditional ATB, i.e. thais the same element that is extracted fromheac
conjunct, the analysis cannot be extended to (¥Bg lack of intervention effects is not the only
puzzling aspect of (75Yhe contrast between (75) and (77) indicates thatATB requirement is at
work here. Extraction must take place from eachuwut. However, what is striking is that it is ribe
same element that is extracted from each conjbuottlifferent elements. An ATB requirement is then
apparently imposed on a non-ATB construction (I vafer to this as non-ATB ATB). Moreover, this
holds for (75), involving three conjuncts, but ot the CSC-exceptional case in (15), involving two
conjuncts, i.e., the ATB requirement seems to q@osed in (78) but not (79).

2%Recall that in SC, the second conjunct can mov@pecConjP, tucking in under the first conjunctvilie conjunction
adjoining to it (see fn 25). Given this, | arguattthe conjunction in (73) takes the rest of threusk as its complement,
with the APs moving to the Specs of ConjP, the sdcdP tucking in under the first one, with the aorgtion adjoining to
the lower Spec, all of which are independentlysaté in SC.
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(78) NP&NP&NP
(79) NP&NP

This is actually not quite correct. The ATB requaient is not imposed on (78) if extraction takesgla
from the first conjunct only.

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

The number of conjuncts then does not matter lmrh fwhich conjunct extraction takes place: if it
takes place only from the initial conjunct, the AT&juirement is not imposed, if it takes place fram
non-initial conjunct, it is imposed: extraction ntisen take place from each conjunct.

How can all these puzzling aspects of (7%) mhated constructions be accounted for? Thismsect
will propose an account of the paradigm in questlwat crucially relies on the labeling framework,
hence it can be interpreted as providing evideocé.fWhat we are trying to capture is what | refe
as non-ATB ATB, where extraction must take placerfreach conjunct but it is different elements that
are extracted. Note first that the existence of-A®B ATB is not surprising under the current
approach, where to void the CSC it is simply nemgs® extract from each conjunct (everything else
being equal, which often it is not, due to the imémtion effect that the first conjunct induces for
extraction from the second conjunct). The timinglalbeling and the satisfaction of CL will be
important in the discussion below. In this respeégtijll continue to assume that CL must be satisfie
when ConjP is formed and that labeling occurs ag s it is possible.

Crucial to the discussion below will be gawmiding of intervention effects. The case we are
considering here is different from those discusedtie literature in this respect. While in therstard
cases the trace itself is the intervener, in theesave are considering the trace is the edge of the
intervener. We will see below that this can be redlyi captured in the labeling framework. Due te th
factors discussed below, the trace at the edgdefiritervener here has the effect of turning the
intervener into an unlabeled element. In other woin the relevant cases where the interventiceceff
is voided, the intervening element is unlabelede(tluthe presence of a trace at its edge, see pelow
This then leads me to propose (81), which, as dgsliin section 1, is rather natural given theezurr
understanding 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 beled 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 plaoen the second conjunct it also must take place
from the first conjunct. Since all this affectsédihg, CL will then force extraction from all comjats,
even those that are not on the path of the extraétom a conjunct we are trying to “save”.

The idea here is then to block labeling offthet conjunct in (75) at the point when extraatimom
the second conjunct takes place. There are sewasal of implementing this. I'll use here a partaul
implementation that relies on a proposal fiwork in progress that the presence of an uninteaple
feature blocks labeling via feature-sharing in XP-%onfigurations (see also BoSk©w’018b). | will
also assume, following Boskavi(2007), that movement in general is driven by pihesence of an
uninterpretable feature, uK, on the moving elem@&his proposal fits the labeling framework quite
naturally. The natural expectation in this framekvisrthat all, or at least most, movement is |aiggli
driven, i.e. it takes place to resolve labelinghpeons.This is in fact what occurs when XP and YP
merge without feature-sharing: movement then tgiase to resolve the labeling problem. What
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happens here is that the problem, and the reasomdwement, is present in the pre-movement
structure (I will refer to it as the base-positiohmovement). In other words, the base-position of
movement drives the movement: something would gongrin the base-position of movement if it
doesn't take place—there is nothing in the highrcsure that motivates it. This is in fact exadthe
characteristic of BoSkot/is (2007) approach to movemewhich is implemented through the presence
of a uK feature on the moving element, which themcés movement (in other words, both the labeling
approach of Chomsky 2013 and BoSko20D07 involve base- rather than target-driven maarin It
therefore seems natural to adopt BoSkevuK assumption here. This means that in (32)anove
has the uK feature which drives the relevant movenoperation: the uK feature blocks feature-
sharing, with movement taking place to resolvelsteling problem. The labeling problem does not
arise in (83), where the relevant uK feature ispresent (it if wereJovanovewvould have to move¥

(82) Jovanove on voli [t knjige].
John’s he loves  books
(83) On voli Jovanove knjige. (SC)

To account for the non-ATB ATB paradigm we needstightly complicate this overall picture.
Moving elements always have a uK feature, whicltkddabeling via feature-sharing. However, this
uK feature can be added to the relevant elemehéreliefore or after the relevant merger. If uK is
added to XP prior to XP merging with YP, the preseof the uK feature will block feature-sharing,
and labeling via feature-sharing, forcing XP to moVhis is not the case if it is added after XP ¥Rd
undergo merger. Since labeling takes place as a@®ans possible, in this case XP and YP will bea
to undergo feature-sharing and labeling.

Now, in (75), for movement from the second confuiacbe able to cross the first conjunct the
latter cannot be labeled so that it doesn’t fumctis an intervener (cf. (81)). This means thaietige
of the first conjunct must also undergo movemeatttsat it can have the uK feature that blocks
labeling. This uK feature is added to the AP ptmithe AP-NP merger; it blocks feature-sharing so
that the first conjunct is not labeled. But giveh, @one of the conjuncts in (75) can then be lakhele
This forces extraction out of each conjunct: eamhjunct must “host” movement so that the labelmg i
blocked. This is indeed the case in (75). Howetlas is not the case in (77), where no movement
takes place out of the last conjunct. The lastwactjis then labeled in (77) (recall that labelaagurs
as soon as it is possible), while the other corigiace not—this yields a CL violation.

In (15), on the other hand, the uK feature is adtded to the possessor immediately: the
possessor first undergoes merger, which resufsaiture-sharing and labeling that in turn satis@i¢s
(the second conjunct is labeled). The uK featurdhen added, with the possessor undergoing
movement. This was not an option in (75)/(77) simm/ement from the second conjunct would then
cross a labeled element, resulting in an intereangffect. uK must be added here to the relevant
element in the first conjunct immediately so thiaits tconjunct is not labeled. CL then forces all
conjuncts not to be labeled, which in turn forcasheconjunct to “host” extraction.

There is an issue of the ordering of AP-movememas heeds to be clarified. Focusing on the
first two conjuncts in (75), to void the interventieffect the first conjunct needs to be unlabeleithe
point when movement from the second conjunct ceo#sdhe next phase head in (75) i¥ WM here
are several possibilities here, bearing in mind ri@ky’s assumption that in an XP-YP configuration
that does not involve feature-sharing turning XPY® into a trace enables labeling (by the other
element). BoSkovi (2012) and Despi(2011) argue that AP is base-generated at the@&dggeTNP in
SC, c-commanding out of it (see in fact (13)-theseks show that SC possessors are actually APs

39 leave open whether a uK feature would block lmgeiore generally, including the head-phrase ¢ifiske phrase has
it; | also leave open whether head-movement is tiied in this manner).
31 BE with longer remnants in general sounds betdfremnant precedes the verb (I assume it is \{Giredi in (75)).
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morphologically and structurally). We can then assuhat all movements to the same phase head take
place simultaneously, with the order of the movéements reflecting their c-command relations
before the movement. Alternatively, the first AFhigh c-commands the second AP, can move before
the second AP if we assume either that the nextdad labeling occurs at the next phasal level,iwhe
the phase is completed (see Chomsky 2013, this srmag after all movements to the edge of the vP
phase take place) or that movements to the edgleeofame phase that create multiple Specs are a
single operation that cannot be split by anythilsg:eonly after all these movements take placerothe
operations, including labeling that is made posshy} traces, can take place. On all these optioas t
first conjunct is unlabeled when movement from sleeond conjunct crosses it. AP-movement from
the second conjunct to the vP phase could evenpiake before AP-movement from the first conjunct
given that, as noted above, in the cases undeidsyation the co-ordination structure is in a sense
“re-created” in a higher position, with another (Ranlt seems natural to assume that there should be
some parallelism between the two coordinations w/iee order of the conjuncts in the higher ConjP
corresponds to their order in the lower ConjP. Mauld filter out derivations where this is not the
case (the order of the conjuncts in the higher Bamjleed corresponds to the lower CorfP).

Note that we are dealing with actual extractiothie relevant cases, as confirmed by their island-
sensitivity. Thus, the presence of an adjunct tlbaetween the extracted APs and the remnant NPs
causes ungrammaticality in (84).

(84) *Crvena, bijeli i Sareni je otiSao@dto su se meni suknja, kaputi Shsnali.
red white and colorful is left edause are self me dress coat and hat pleased
‘He left because | liked a red dress,tevkbbat, and colorful hat.’

Interestingly, the non-ATB ATB whose existence wagealed by the discussion above can be mixed
with true ATB. There are only two fronted APs irbf8with three nouns in the lower coordination.
Yet, in contrast to (77), (85) is acceptable.

(85) Crvenai  bijeli su se meni suknkaput i Sesir dopali.
red and white are selfpae dress coat and hat pleased

However, (85) is acceptable only on a particulaanieg: ‘red dress, white coat, and white hat’, veher
a traditional ATB dependency is formed between teloat’ and ‘white hat’ with respect to ‘white’.
What makes this possible is that both ‘coat’ arat’*hre masculine: the adjective that modifies them
also masculinecfvenaandsuknjaare feminine).

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

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

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

32f the multiple vPSpecs could in principle move lteg up in any order, the orders not conforming wfté parallelism
would then be filtered out.

It should be noted that given (81), ATB caliles (67) could be accounted for even without sided movement (only
if the existence of a c-command relation betweennioving elements or the presence of the highejRCismot crucially
needed in implementing the order of the movemeiitsg. conjunct intervention effect would be voidad®7) under (81)
given that the conjunct is unlabeled (being a taojesuccessive-cyclic movement). However, it i$ dear how certain
more complicated cases discussed below that invoiteraction between standard ATB and non-ATB ATBda
parallelisms with PG constructions could be accedifidr without Nunes's analysis, hence | contimuasisume it below.
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Apparently, a traditional ATB dependency can orgyftwrmed between contigious NPs here. There

can be no ATB between ‘red dress’ and ‘red hattsithe adjective needs to agree with the nouns,
which have different gendesyknjais feminine,SeSirmasculine). Also, there can be no ATB between
‘white coat’ and ‘white dress’ since these noursodiave different gendekgputis masculinesuknja
feminine). Interestingly, there can apparently beATB between ‘white coat’ and ‘white hat’. There
is no gender disagreement here since the nounsthewsame gender. We seem to be dealing here with
a locality effect on traditional ATB-formation:ig not possible to skip an intervening NP.

(88) *Bijeliii crvengasu se meni i[kaput], [suknja] i [tSeSir] dopali
white and red are self pae. coat dress and hat pleased

This is rather interesting under the sideward-ma@napproach. Sideward movement was originally
proposed by Nunes for PG constructions, to creaepandency that voids traditional islands. That we
see a locality effect here is quite interestingrfrthis perspective. It is a different kind of adbty
effect though: it does not involve traditional rst#nood, it is more akin to intervention effects
(traditional islands and intervention effects asated rather differently in the current theorys tvas
also the case with the GB accounts in Chomsky H®6Rizzi 1990, where they actually involved
different configurations: domination vs c-command).

The effect in question, which | will refer to dsetban on non-contiguous ATB, is also at work in
examples (70) and (7iscussed abové contributes to the unacceptability of (71) atisl ihe reason
for the degraded status of (70) (recall that, unidercurrent analysis, in contrast to (69), (70@<lnot
violate the CSC, hence the contrast between thesames). Thus, the ATB dependency betwean t
in (70) skips a potential ATB sitej)t It is apparently not possible to form an ATB degdency
between eand @ across gin (89) while it is possible to form it between @ree, or between and @
(see (86)), oe and ¢ as in (90), with ATB between ‘red dress’ and ‘sddrt’ (koSuljais feminine)).

(89) 6...9....&
(90) Crvenai  bijeli su joj se [suknja], [tkoSulja]i  [tkaput] dopali.
red and white are ber self  dress, shirt and tcopleased

A similar effect is actually found with PGs, whidtunes also treats with sideward movement—we
then may be dealing here with a more general effetideward movement. Thus, it is not possible to
skip a potential PG site in (91).

(91) a. Who did you praiseto the sky [after criticizing] [in order to surprise]?

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

c. *Who did you praiseto the sky [after criticizindpim] [in order to surprise]?

(Nissenbaum 2000:547)

(92) gives PG examples that are closer to the AX8mples from above (c/d are more detailed
representations of a/b). While both examples ine@xtraction from an island, (92b/d) is better than
(92a/c): the former represents a sideward-movemepéndency betweenand @ from (89) and the
latter between;jend @, which violates the ban on non-contigious sidewaal/ement.

(92)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 {] after talking to PG
d. ??Which articledo you wonder whoJohn talked [tos} [about reviewing ] after printing PG
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Summing up, this section has revealed a new typ&Td, where movement must take place from
each conjunct but different elements are movingnfiitie conjuncts. That such cases exist is not
surprising under the current account, which doesim@rinciple require that the same element is
extracted from the conjuncts. However, non-ATB AiEBather limited due to other factors. One such
factor concerns intervention effects, where higtmjuncts block extraction from lower conjuncts. We
have, however, seen that in a particular contexinttervention effect can be voided. It is well-lumo
that traces void intervention effects. The disaussin this section has uncovered cases where
intervention effects are voided if the edge of ititervener, rather than the intervener itself, isaae.
This trace-voiding intervention effect can be naliyrcaptured in the labeling framework through the
generalization that unlabeled elements do not foncas interveners, a rather natural generalization
given the nature of intervention effects, as nateskction 1.

Focusing on the non-ATB ATB case under considematextraction must occur from each
conjunct although it is different elements that aréracted from the conjuncts. Under the proposed
account, in this case the ATB requirement is aigpased by CL. For extraction from a lower conjunct
to take place across a higher conjunct withoutré@rvention effect, the edge of the conjunct tlat i
crossed needs to be turned into a trace, the effeshich is that the higher conjunct is unlabeétd
the relevant point of the derivation. CL then far¢be edge of each conjunct to be a trace (even the
lower conjuncts that are not crossed by the relewamvement), so that each conjunct is unlabeled.
Each conjunct then must be extracted from even wiifearent elements undergo extraction.

Before concluding this section | briefly adiwo additional candidates for non-ATB APBAs
observed by Hiroaki Tada and Satoshi Oku (p.cpadase numeral constructions may provide another
such case. As noted above, extraction is possiola fthe first but not the second conjunct of
coordinated ClassPs in Japanese (see (32), fnlg@8)drtantly, extraction from the second conjursct i
possible if it also takes place from the first (rtic conjunctionsositecan optionally occur between
the fronted NPs in (94).

(93) John-ga  vp[rryaoya-kara ] [mikan-o  3-ko] tdbapana-o  5-hon] katta
Johnvowm vegetable store-from orange- 3-CL and bananacc 5-CL  bought
‘John bought [3 oranges and 5 bananas] &amgetable store’
(94) John-ga mikanro (sosite) banang-oyaoya-kara (sorezoreBfko] to [ 5-hon] katta
Johnnom Orangescc and  banangaec vegetablestore-from respectively 3-CL and 5-Cbught
(Hiroaki Tada,p.c.)
These examples appear to represent another casm-&TB ATB, where movement takes place out
of each conjunct, but it is different elements tua moving.
Furthermore, the ATB requirement is imposed hé&taus, (97), where extraction takes place
from each conjunct, is better than (96), whereagtion takes place from the first and the second, b
not the third conjunct.

(95) John-ga yaoya-kara [mikan-8-ko] to [banana-o 5-hon] to [budou-0 2-fukaita
Johnyowm vegetablestore-from orangee 3-CL and bananaec 5-CL and grapecc 2-CL bought
‘John bought 3 oranges, 5 bananas and 2 ksraflgrapes from a vegetable store.’

(96)?"John-ga mikan:o (sosite) banana-o yaoya-kara (sorezore)

Johnwom Orangeacc and  bananaec vegetable store-from respectively
[t 3-ko]to [f 5-hon] to [budou-o 2-fusa] katta
3-CLand 5-CL and grapec 2-CL bought
(97) John-ga  mikanro (sosite) banang-asosite) budou+o yaoya-kara

33The relevant constructions merit a much closertsgrahan they can be given here. (I discuss no®BANTB, including
limits and constraints on it, in more detail in Rogi¢ (in preparation).The reader is also refered tokBei§ 2018b
regarding an interfering factor that arises in thispect withoughconstructions.)
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Johnvom orangeacc and bananascand  grapgcc vegetable store-from
(sorezore) ([B-koJto [t5-hon]to [t 2-fusa] katta
respectively 3-CLand 5-CL and2-CL bought (Hiroaki Tada,p.c)
Another relevant case is discussed in Postal (1888)Zhang (2010), who argue that each wh-phrase
is separately extracted from the conjuncts in f88).

(98) Which bookand which magazindid [John buyi} and [Bill read f] respectively?

As noted in Bosko¥i (in preparation), the ATB requirement is also isgd here, as the
unacceptability of (99)-(100) shows.

(99) *Which bookand which magazineid [John buyi}, [Bill read ] and [Mary write a novel]
respectively?

(100) *Which book and which magazinalid [Mary write a novel], [John buy]tand [Bill read $]
respectively?

| leave a detailed discussion of such cases fothanmccasion, merely reiterating that the current
approach does in principle allow non-ATB ATB.

8. Postal’s exception
Postal (1998) discusses a semantically-definedegomthich allows extraction from conjuncts, where
the conjuncts are temporally ordered, as in (1E):event characterized by the first conjunct pilese
that of the 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)

There are strong constraints on such CSC violatibnss, they are only possible with VP conjuncts.

(102) a.*the cheese whichrank went to the store and his wife bought t
b. the book whigl@ail will drive there and (*will) buy;t (Postal 1998:58)

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, extractan occur from some, or all non-initial
conjuncts—there is no ATB requirement.

(104) the stuff whichHarry went to the store, boughtwent home, and atet (Postal 1998:66

The current analysis enables us to account for)(@81vell as the restrictions from (102)-(103) &mel
lack of the ATB requirement displayed by (104). Tumstruction in question is clearly exceptional,
hence it merits an analysis that is at least toesertent exceptional. | suggest that what is exoeal
here is that the coordination is not fully paraltéle first conjunct is a vP while the other comjisnare

(or can be, see below) bare VPs. More preciseligrgthat the subject in traditional SpecvP does not

34Postal gives strong evidence to this effect (note #he possibility of binding into the individuabnjuncts in[Which
man}; and [which woman]did respectively the doctor talk toabout himselfand the lawyer talk tq about hersejfsuch
licensing is also possible with parasitic gapsjl Zhang argues that (98) involves coordination-fation after movement
(she also notes thegspectivelyis not required, as shown Bfe dogs and the roosters barked and crowed ahithig
35The last conjunct must be extracted from (see belognce the trace in the last conjunct.
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undergo feature-sharing with its sister, which i1da(see Chomsky 2013; the discussion in this Gecti
follows the first set of assumptions from fn 18)e tfirst conjunct is actually unlabeled at the poin
when the coordination is formed. The suggestiahas this kind of coordination, which doesn’t fully
conform with CL, is only possible under the tempasaquence condition, which | assume also
exceptionally licenses the “discharge” of the exaéb-role of the verb in conjuncts where vP is not
present. This immediately captures the bare-VRicéisn, i.e. (102).

Regarding (103), the details of labeling anportant. As noted above, what is exceptionally
licensed regarding CL here is the situation whieefirst conjunct is unlabeled (recall the subject
traditional SpecvP does not undergo feature-shpramgl other conjuncts are VPs. However, the
extraction in (103) changes this situation. As désed above, an object undergoing wh-movement
undergoes object shift, the landing site of obuift being higher than the subject base-position.
Object shift results in phi-feature-sharing, whiabels the relevant phrase. This then departs tham
exceptional labeling configuration noted above,chihiesults in a CL violation.

Why is extraction from other conjuncts poksilin fact in a non-ATB manner (see (104))? This i
surprising, since independently of CL, extractibattoccurs in a non-ATB manner should yield an
intervention effect. In fact, the first conjunctostd be an intervener for any extraction from lower
conjuncts, even if there is only a single extragtias in (101)Recall, however, that the first conjunct
is actually unlabeled in (101) and that unlabelegnents do not function as interveners. The first-
conjunct intervention effect is then voided in (L&L

Why is it that lower conjuncts do not caugervention effects either, as indicated by tha fhat
extraction from non-initial conjuncts need not @ed in an ATB manner (it need not affect each
conjunct, cf. (104))? This is actually not surprigst’ An ATB dependency can be formed via sideward
movement between the two traces in (104), so tttabhmovement takes place only from the second
conjunct, movement from this conjunct crossing amyunlabeled element, as discussed above.

This does not force movement to start fromsbeond conjunct. Consider (105).

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

The conjuncts above the [bougljtdonjunct can all be (traditional) vPs (i.e. urdddal, as discussed
below, only the last conjunct must be a VP). Moveimiom the conjunct in question then only
crosses unlabeled elements (no problem arises maement of the subject, which can proceed in
ATB fashion from the vP conjuncts in question).

Interestingly, Postal (1998:75) notes thatgeral CSC extractions are disalowed in French.

(106) *le pain queJacques a couru au marché, acheténceé chez luiz et mangge t
‘the bread whiahJacques ran to the market, boughtushed home, and até t

What could be the relevant difference between Frearad English? | suggest it is the well-known
difference regarding V-movement: French is a V-nmest language and English is?PtLasnik

3¢Recall that | assume that if labeling cannot oémmediately (which is the case with non-featurerstzaphrase-phrase
merger configurations), it occurs at the next phiesel. Subject movement to SpecTP will enable label. However, the
labeling occurs only after the CP phase is comgldience after wh-movement from the second conjin8pecCP.
37A 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) argues for a return to this conceptiorhefRIC, a consequence of which is that a phasaplemnent need
not move via the phasal edge. | also adopt it HEnes means that movement from the VP conjunctgn @01) need not
proceed via the conjunct edge (not much would dgtehange if edge movement were to take placeywaeld only need
to modify the condition under which temporal sequeeoonjuncts allow for a relaxation of CL).
38Even participles and infinitives raise in Frencbl(&k 1989, Belletti 1990).
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(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 need not raise, undergoing PF merger witinfleetional affix under PF-adjacency. (As for the
v-V relation if there is V-to-v movement, not just PF mergemesn these heads in English, under
Lasnik’'s approach it would be driven by a propety, not V.) Given this, bare VP coordination is
simply not possible in French (since the verb nrage), it is only possible in bare non-featural V
languages (in Lasnik’s terms), where verbs do aiget

The analysis predicts that examples like (101) evily be allowed in non-V-raising languages.
While | leave a confirmation of the prediction floture research, | note here that they are disaitbw
in SC, also a V-movement language (BosSk@&001, Stjepanovil999).

(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 (1998:59) also notes that temporal CSC ehdres disallowespectivelydependencies.
(108) *the wine and beer whiclack and Bob will go to the store and busespectively

If such dependencies require the presence of thpdutrace in the second conjunct, which seems
plausible, (108) can also be captured under theesyrbare VP analysis of temporal CSC extractions.
Finally, Postal (1998) and Lakoff (1986) notattextraction must occur from the last conjunct.

(209) *the stuff whichHarry went to the store, boughtwent home, and ate {cf. (104))

We have seen above (cf. (105)) that VP coordinatieed not start with the second conjunct. | suggest
that only the last conjunct must be a VP and thkeférced movement here to indicate that a bare VP
cannot tolerate the presence of a lexical objectadt, having in mind Chomsky’s (2001) requirement
that something must move out of vP, if the requeatrholds for VP when there is no vP above it,
object movement will be forced here (since the ebnot move, and the subject is not even present).
The suggestion can be tested with constructionsdisauussed by Postal and Lakoff, where the last
conjunct has an intransitive verb. Such cases lae umacceptable, as shown by (110), as expected
under the suggested account.

(110) *the stuff whichHarry went to the store, boughtwent home, and fell asleep

9. Conclusion
The paper has proposed a deduction of one pareofOSC, namely the ban on extraction from
conjuncts, which also captures the ATB exceptidme paper has actually reformulated the traditional
CSC based on a number of cases where extractiom ¢anjuncts was shown to be possible. In
particular, the CSC was shown to hold only for gsstve-cyclic movement from conjuncts, as in
*Wha did you see [tfriends of § and Sue The restriction of the CSC effect to successiydic
movement can be captured in Chomsky’'s (2013) lageframework, where successive-cyclic
movement changes the category of the elementgetsr The gist of the account is the following:
Conjuncts are phases. Movement from a conjunct bH@nto proceed successive-cyclically via the
conjunct edge. Such successive-cyclic movemenbdiahe conjunct, changing its category. As a
result, if movement takes place only from one coajua violation of the Coordination-of-Likes
requirement ensues, the violation being remedi@dovement takes place from each conjunct, as with
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
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the conjunct edge, or move there independentlyuotessive-cyclic movement, were shown to be

extractable. These cases include left-branch didrac SC,r-pronouns in Dutch, V-2 movement in

German, clitic doubling in Dutch and Romance, qifi@nifloat in Japanese, article-incorporation in

Galician, and object shift in English. The temp@adjuence exception to the CSC was also accounted

for. It was also shown that ATB-movement can lieeas additional extraction from a conjunct from

which ATB-movement takes place. Furthermore, tlseussion in the paper has revealed the existence
of a new type of ATB where movement must take ptageof each conjunct though it is not the same
element that is extracted from the conjuncts, dsagitional ATB, but different elements.

The proposed analysis was shown to have @euof additional theoretical consequences. Thus,
the paper has established the generalization thlabeled elements do not count as interveners, a
rather natural generalization given the naturentérivention effects, where features of the inteeven
matter (projecting features requires projectinglzel, i.e. labeling). The discussion also shed laggh
the ban on wh-movement from SpeclP to SpecCP, wkiahdely observed crosslinguistically. | have
argued for a return to split IP, in the spirit afliBck (1989) andshownthatsubjects undergoingh-
movementcannotmoveto the highest projection in the split IP even whhis movement is not
immediately followed by movement to SpecCP. If pingjection in question is involved in agreement-
licensing, as in the original AgrsP/TP split, weradso account for the fact that in many languages
subject wh-movement affects agreement.

Additionally, the paper has argued that conjsirare phases and provided evidence for Nunes’s
sideward-movement account of ATB. Overall, to tikéest that the proposed analysis is successful it
provides evidence for the phase theory (includingadicular contextual approach to phases) and
Chomsky’s (2013) system, which allows unlabelednelets during the derivation.
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