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The paper presents novel Macedonian and Slovenian data with con-
junction doubling that exhibit unexpected binding behaviour as each
individual conjunct binds an anaphor in the object position individu-
ally. The paper argues these data cannot be simply explained away and
proposes a silent quantifier in the structure of coordination.
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1 introduction

According to Principle A of Binding Theory (Chomsky, 1981), two conditions need to
be met for an anaphor to be properly bound. An anaphor needs to be co-indexed with
its binder and it needs to be c-commanded by its binder (inside their local domain).
Principle A is seen at work in (1) and (2): In (1), Peter c-commands the co-indexed
reflexive pronoun himself, the sentence is good; in (2) Peter doesn’t c-command the
co-indexed reflexive, hence the *.

(1) Peter1 saw himself1 in the mirror.

TP

Peteri vP

saw VP

himselfi PP

in the miror

(2) *Peter1’s friend saw himself1 in the
mirror.

TP

DP

Peteri’s friend

vP

saw VP

himselfi PP

in the miror

PrincipleA is also at work in simplex coordination, that is, when the subject is coordinated
with only one conjunction marker, as in examples (3). Only the entire coordination can
bind the anaphor in the object position, as shown in (3-a). The individual conjuncts
cannot bind from inside a coordination, shown in (3-b)–(3-c), presumably because they
cannot c-command out from inside a coordinated subject. Similarly, the possessive
pronoun their cannot be bound by individual conjuncts in (4-a). Interestingly, when the
object is plural, as in (4-b), a (distributive) reading where each of the two conjuncts saw
their daughter becomes available. This reading is signalled with a ‘+’ sign between the
two indices. This reading is impossible in (4-a).

(3) a. [Peter1 and Mary2]3 saw themselves*1/*2/3 in the mirror.
b. *[Peter1 and Mary2]3 saw himself1 in the mirror.
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2 on the structure of double-coordinator constructions

c. *[Peter1 and Mary2]3 saw herself2 in the mirror.
(4) a. [Peter1 and Mary2]3 saw their*1/*2/*1+2/3 daughter in the park.

b. [Peter1 and Mary2]3 saw their*1/*2/1+2/3 daughters in the park.

These facts extend to Macedonian (5-a) and Slovenian (6-a), which will be the languages
most of the paper is based on. ‘Ana and Ile’ in (5-a) and ‘Ana and Črt’ in (6-a) are a
couple that share the same daughter. And just like in English, the distributive reading is
available when the object is in plural/dual, as shown in (5-b) and (6-b).

(5) Macedonian (Mac)
a. [Ana1

Ana
i
&

Ile2]3
Ile

ja
her

povikaa
called.3pl

svojata*1/*2/*1+2/3
refl.poss+the

kjerka.
daughter.sg

‘Ana and Ile called their daughter.’
b. [Ana1

Ana
i
&

Ile2]3
Ile

ja
her

povikaa
called.3pl

svoite*1/*2/1+2/3
refl.poss.pl+the

kjerki.
daughter.pl

‘Ana and Ile called their daughters.’
(6) Slovenian (Slo)

a. [Ana1
Ana

in
&

Črt2]3
Črt

sta
aux.du

poklicala
call.du

svojo*1/*2/*1+2/3
refl.poss

hčerko.
daughter.sg

‘Ana and Črt called their daughter.’
b. [Ana1

Ana
in
&

Črt2]3
Črt

sta
aux.du

poklicala
call.du

svoji*1/*2/1+2/3
refl.poss.du

hčerki.
daughter.du

‘Ana and Črt called their daughters.’

1.1 the core examples

The two individual conjuncts however seem to bind out from inside a coordination in
Macedonian (7) and Slovenian (8), when the coordinator is repeated in front of each
conjunct. Note that these examples are different from (4-b), (5-b), and (6-b) as here the
object is singular.1

(7) [I
&

Marija1
Marija

i
&

Milan2]3
Milan

ja
her

povikaa
called.pl

svojata1+2/3
refl.poss+the

kjerka.
daughter.sg

‘Both Marija and Milan called their daughters.’ Mac
(8) [In

&
Marija1
Marija

in
&

Milan2]3
Milan

sta
aux

poklicala
called.du

svojo1+2/3
refl.poss

hčerko.
daughter.sg

‘Both Marija and Milan called their daughters.’ Slo

Examples (7) and (8) do not only have the simple distributivity reading, which corre-
sponds to a situation where Marija and Milan share the same daughter and there are
two distinct events where each calls her separately. This reading is marked by the index
shared between the reflexive possessive pronoun and the entire coordination. The most
interesting reading of (7) and (8) is the one that corresponds to the index ‘1+2’, which
corresponds to the situation in which there are two distinct events in which Marija calls
her daughter and Milan calls his daughter (and the two daughters are not the same
person). Note that these are not two readings but a single reading of these sentences.

(7) and (8) are instances of the so-called double conjunction construction or conjunc-
tion doubling construction [CDC] in Progovac (1998a,b, 1999) terms. CDC was argued
by many to bring about distributivity (cf. Kayne, 1994; Progovac, 1998a,b, 1999, among
others), but so far binding within CDC was not discussed. What we call distributive bind-
ing (the possibility of each individual conjunct to bind separately) is possible in a number

1Note that the “joint” reading in (7) and (8) is, in view of the discussion below, probably just “accidental” in
the sense that the reflexive possessive isn’t really bound by the entire coordination, the sentence simply
allows this reading in which Ana and Ile/Črt share a daughter.
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efremov and marušič 3

of other languages (including Bosnian/Croatian/Montenegrin/Serbian, Czech, Japanese,
Greek etc.), although not always with the same doubling strategy of the coordinator.
Distributive binding seems to be dependent on the distributive interpretation of specific
coordination markers in subject position which differ across languages (Haslinger &
Schmitt, 2019; Haslinger et al., 2023).

For example, in English, it is (marginally) possible with the polysyndetic “Both-and”
construction, as in (9).2 We return to the English examples in §4.1, where we discuss
how Kayne (1994) treats these examples.

(9) Both Marija1 and Milan2 called their1+2 daughter.

1.2 structure of coordinat ion

CDC is a well-known construction and has received several syntactic proposals in the
literature. Common to all of the proposals known to us, presented in (10)–(15), is the
impossibility to derive the type of binding shown to exist above.

(10) Kayne (1994)
Conj1P

Conj1

&

Conj2P

DP

Marija

Conj2P

Conj2

&

DP

Milan

(11) Extension of Munn (1993)
Conj1P

Conj1

&

DP

DP

Marija

Conj2P

Conj2

&

DP

Milan

(12) Collins (1988)
Conj1P

Conj1’

Conj1

&

DP

Marija

Conj2P

DP Conj2’

Conj2

&

DP

Milan

(13) Progovac (1998b)
Conj1P

Conj2P

DP Conj2’

Conj2

&

DP

Marija

Conj1’

Conj1

&

DP

Milan

(14) Extension of Wagner (2010)
𝜙

𝜙

∅ 𝜙

& DP

Marija

𝜙

& DP

Milan

(15) Mitrović (2014);Mitrović & Sauer-
land (2016)

ConjP

𝜇P

𝜇

&

DP

Marija

Conj’

Conj0

∅

𝜇P

𝜇

&

DP

Milan

In all of the structures above, neither the first conjunct Marija nor the second one Milan
can c-command out of the complex ConjP, not even if one assumes Kayne’s (1994) c-
command that allows specifiers to c-command out of phrases in which they are merged.
At least one of the two conjuncts is always embedded deep inside the coordination, as at
least one of the conjuncts is a complement of the coordinator, which means that it is really

2Not every English speaker we consulted liked this construction, but the majority did. We are unsure how
to treat this variability amongst English speakers.
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4 on the structure of double-coordinator constructions

unimaginable for it to c-command out. Distributive binding that we have shown to exist
in CDC thus presents a problem for the standard (syntactic) approaches to coordination
(or binding).

In this article, we will present the phenomenon of distributive coordination in more
detail. We propose that distributed binding is a result of two distinct features. We assume
distributed binding is an instance of bound variable binding produced via Quantifier
Raising and Predicate Abstraction (Heim & Kratzer, 1998a), made available by a silent
distributive operator, which we call Dist, that is above ConjP and projects a QP. Thus,
in the case of CDCs, the QR’d phrase (the entire ConjP) has multiple indices because
of the distributor that scopes over it. Due to Predicate Abstraction, these indices are
consequently present on the bound element.

In the remainder of the paper, we will first present the empirical range of distributive
binding, in §2, in §3 we will show it cannot be reduced to other well-known constructions
associated with coordination, and in §4 we will present the analysis that potentially
provides a solution to this problem.

2 empir ical landscape

Empirically, aside from reflexive possessive pronouns, the same binding pattern can be
also found with regular reflexive pronouns, §2.1, object-bound possessive pronouns, §2.2
and in control constructions, §2.3.

2.1 regular reflex ives

Just like reflexive possessive pronouns, above in (7) and (8), regular reflexive pronouns
also take part in distributive binding. When the subject is a regular coordination, the
reflexive can only be bound by the entire coordination, as shown in (16-a) and (17-a),
but when the subject is a CDC as in (16-b) and (17-b), the sentence gets distributive
interpretation and the reflexive pronoun is bound distributively. Unlike in the examples
above, the only possible interpretation of CDCs in (16-b) and (17-b) is the one para-
phrasable with ‘Peter read about himself and Maja read about herself ’. The reading where
the anaphor gets bound by the entire coordination, is impossible.

(16) Slovenian
a. [Peter1

Peter
in
&

Maja2]3
Maja

sta
aux.du

brala
read.du

o
about

sebi*1/*2/*1+2/3.
refl

‘Peter and Maja read about themselves.’
b. [In

&
Peter1
Peter

in
&

Maja2]3
Maja

sta
aux.du

brala
read.du

o
about

sebi*1/*2/1+2/*3.
refl

‘Both Peter and Maja read about themselves.’

(17) Macedonian
a. [Peter1

Petar
i
&

Maja2]3
Maja

čitaa
read.3.pl

za
about

sebesi*1/*2/*1+2/3.
refl

‘Peter and Maja read about themselves.’
b. [I

&
Peter1
Petar

i
&

Maja2]3
Maja

čitaa
read.3.pl

za
about

sebesi*1/*2/1+2/*3.
refl

‘Both Peter and Maja read about themselves.’

2.2 object-bound possess ive pronouns

Reflexive possessive pronouns in Slovenian and Macedonian (much like it is the case in
other Slavic languages) are subject-oriented. But binding can also be observed between
regular possessive pronouns in the direct object position and the indirect object. Unlike
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reflexive possessive pronouns which do not agree with the possessor/binder, object-
bound possessive pronouns must reflect the 𝜙 features of their binder, the possessor.

As shown in (18) and (19), while plain coordination only allows binding with the
entire conjunction, (18-a) and (19-a), CDC allows distributive binding also with object-
bound possessive pronouns, (18-b) and (19-b). Examples (18-a) and (19-a) thus get
the reading that Maja introduced Peter and Filip/Črt and Vid to their shared opponent.
In these cases, the opponent is the same person for both Petar and Filip/Črt and Vid.
Examples (18-b) and (19-b), on the other hand, get the interpretation that there are two
distinct events: one where Maja introduces Petar/Črt to his opponent, and another where
Maja introduces Filip/Vid to his opponent (and the two opponents are not one and the
same person).

Macedonian and Slovenian slightly differ in how the possessive pronouns behave.
Macedonian, like English, uses a plural possessive pronoun to get distributive binding in
CDC, (18-b), while Slovenian uses a singular possessive pronoun, as in (19-b).

(18) Macedonian
a. Maja

Maja
go
him

pretstavi
introduce

[na
to

Petar1
Petar

i
&

na
to

Filip2]3
Filip

nivniot*1+2/3
their+the

protivnik.
opponent

‘Maja presented Petar and Filip to their opponent.’
b. Maja

Maja
go
him

pretstavi
introduce

[i
&

na
to

Petar1
Petar

i
&

na
to

Filip2]3
Filip

nivniot1+2/3
their+the

protivnik.
opponent

‘Maja presented both Petar and Filip to their respective opponents.’

(19) Slovenian
a. Maja

Maja
je
aux

predstavila
introduce

[Črta1
Črt.m

in
&

Vida2]3
Vid.m

njunemu*1+2/3
his

nasprotniku.
opponent.sg

‘Maja presented Črt and Vid to their opponent.’
b. Maja

Maja
je
aux

predstavila
introduce

[in
&

Črta1
Črt.m

in
&

Vida2]3
Vid.m

njegovemu1+2/*3
his

nasprotniku.
opponent.sg

‘Maja presented both Črt and Vid to their respective opponents.’

As gender distinction exists only on singular possessive pronouns, gender is a relevant
feature only in Slovenian CDC examples. If the coordinated object has mixed gender con-
juncts (one male, one female), then distributive binding is impossible, as the possessive
pronoun only matches with one of the conjuncts in all relevant 𝜙 features. Distributive
interpretation remains, and both examples in (20) receive it, but the possessive pronoun
can only be interpreted to be bound by one of the two conjuncts, the one with which it
matches in gender. The masculine possessive pronoun ‘njegovemu’, in (20-a), can only
be co-indexed with Črt, while the feminine possessive pronoun ‘njenemu’, in (20-b), can
only be co-indexed with Vida.

(20) a. Maja
Maja

je
aux

predstavila
introduce

[in
&

Črta1
Črt.m

in
&

Vido2]3
Vida.f

njegovemu1/*2/*1+2/*3
his

šefu.
boss.sg

‘Maja presented both Črt and Vida to his boss.’ Slo
b. Maja

Maja
je
aux

predstavila
introduce

[in
&

Črta1
Črt.m

in
&

Vido2]3
Vida.f

njenemu*1/2/*1+2/*3
her

šefu.
boss.sg

‘Maja presented both Črt and Vida to her boss.’ Slo

Similar facts are observable with mixed number conjuncts in (21). The bound possessive
pronoun njihovemu ‘their’ in (21) can either be bound by vodje ‘heads’ or by the whole
coordination, but not by dekanjo ‘the dean’ (which is singular). (21) can, thereby, either
mean that ‘Maja presented both the dean and the heads to the heads’ secretary’ or that
‘Maja presented both the dean and the heads to their mutual secretary’.

(21) Maja
Maja

je
aux

predstavila
introduce

[in
&

dekanjo1
dean

in
&

vodje2]3
heads

njihovemu*1/2/*1+2/3
their
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6 on the structure of double-coordinator constructions

tajniku.
secretary.sg
‘Maja presented both the dean and the heads to their secretary. Slo

2.3 control

Control is obviously not the same as binding, but it also requires c-command. Interest-
ingly, the same pattern that we have seen so far is also observed in control constructions.
As shown in (22-a), when the subject is a regular conjunction, the interpretation we get
is that both conjuncts forgot to do something together as shown also by the possessive
reflexive pronoun in the object position of the nonfinite clause. The reading of (22-a) is
thus that Aja and Ana forgot to lock their mutual car. But when the matrix subject is a
CDC, distributive interpretation is available, so that the reading we get for (22-b) is that
Aja forgot to lock her car and Ana forgot to lock her car.

(22) Slovenian
a. [Aja1

Aja
in
&

Ana2]3
Ana

sta
aux.du

pozabili
forgot

PRO*1+2/3 zakleniti
lock

svoj*1+2/3
refl.poss

avto.
car

‘Aja and Ana forgot to lock their car.’
b. [In

&
Aja1
Aja

in
&

Ana2]3
Ana

sta
aux.du

pozabili
forgot

PRO1+2/*3 zakleniti
lock

svoj1+2/*3
refl.poss

avto.
car

‘Both Aja and Ana forgot to lock their respective cars.’

While it is not entirely clear if Macedonian has proper control as in corresponding
constructions, embedded clauses are realized with an invariant subjunctive marker “da”
and there is full agreement on the embedded verb, the null pronominal in the embedded
sentence inherits the distributive nature of its controller and the same pattern emerges, as
observed in (23). (23-a) describes a situation where Peter and Marko must pass the same
exam (for instance, chemistry), while (23-b) describes a situation where the exam differs
for Peter and Marko (e.g. Peter must pass chemistry, while Marko must pass geography).
We leave aside the specifics of Macedonian “control” as they are orthogonal to the main
point of this paper.

(23) Macedonian
a. Filip

Filip
im
them

reče
says

[na
to

Petar1
Petar

i
&

Marko2]3
Marko

da
that

go
it

položat
pass

svojot*1+2/3
refl.poss+the

ispit.
exam
‘Filip told Petar and Marko to pass their exams.’

b. Filip
Filip

im
them

reče
says

[i
&

na
to

Petar1
Petar

i
&

na
to

Marko2]3
Marko

da
that

go
it

položat
pass

svojot1+2/*3
refl-poss+the

ispit.
exam

‘Filip told both Petar and Marko to pass their exams.’

3 what it is not

3.1 it is not clausal coordinat ion

Aoun et al. (1994) analyzed closest conjunct agreement with preverbal subjects in Arabic
as clausal coordination with the subsequent deletion of the repeated material in the first
clause, as depicted in the following English example, where the surface order seen in
(24-a) is underlyingly proposed to be really (24-b).

(24) a. Neither Peter nor Mary was coming to the party.
b. Neither Peter was coming to the party nor Mary was coming to the party.
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Partial agreement, that is agreement with a single conjunct rather than with the entire
coordination, in their analysis results from regular agreement internal to the two coordi-
nated clauses where the two conjuncts act as regular non-coordinated subjects. But as
the repeated part of the first clause is deleted, what we are left with at the surface level
is the seeming coordination of two DPs. Because the two subjects are not coordinated
(directly) this analysis correctly rules out collective predicates, which are impossible with
closest conjunct agreement in Arabic.

At first sight, this seems similar to the general nature of CDC we have observed so far.
CDC results in distributive interpretation and disallows collective predicates as discussed
by (Kayne, 1994; Progovac, 1998a,b, 1999). Similarly, the distributive binding we have
described so far would follow naturally from clausal coordination construction; inside
each conjunct, the anaphor is (properly) bound by the subject, as depicted in examples
(25) and (26).

(25) Macedonian
a. I

&
[Filip1
Filip

ja
her

saka
love.3sg

svojata1
refl.poss+the

kjerka]
daughter

i
&

[Petar2
Petar

ja
her

saka
love.3sg

svojata2
refl.poss+the

kjerka.]
daughter

‘Filip loves his daughter and Petar loves his daughter.’
b. *I Filip ja saka svojata kjerka i Petar ja saka svojata kjerka.

(26) Slovenian
a. In

&
[Janez1
Janez

uživa
enjoys.3sg

v
in

svoji1
refl.poss

knjigi]
book

in
and

[Metka2
Metka

uživa
enjoys.3sg

v
in

svoji2
refl.poss

knjigi.]
book

‘Janez enjoys his book and Metka enjoys her book.’
b. *In Janez uživa v svoji knjigi in Metka uživa v svoji knjigi.

But there is also a problem. Examples (25-a) and (26-a) both display singular agreement
as the verb agrees inside the two clausal conjuncts in singular with the singular subject.
Consequently, applying clausal ellipsis to one of the two conjuncts should also result with
the surviving verb carrying singular agreement. But agreement on the verb in CDC in all
of the previous examples, is always plural in Macedonian, as in (7) above, repeated here
as (27), and dual in Slovenian, as in (8) above, repeated here as (28). Singular agreement
on the verb in these same sentences is ungrammatical, as shown in (29) and (30). Partial
conjunct agreement with number is simply not allowed in Macedonian and Slovenian
(cf. Marušič et al., 2015).

(27) [I
&

Marija1
Marija

i
&

Milan2]3
Milan

ja
her

povikaa
called.pl

svojata1+2/3
refl.poss+the

kjerka.
daughter.sg

‘Both Marija and Milan called their respective daughters.’ rep. from (7); Mac
(28) [In

&
Peter1
Peter

in
&

Milan2]3
Milan

sta
aux

poklicala
called.du

svojo1+2/*3
refl.poss

hčerko.
daughter.sg

‘Both Peter and Milan called their respective daughters.’ rep. from (8); Slo
(29) *[I

&
Marija1
Marija

i
&

Milan2]3
Milan

ja
her

povika
called.sg

svojata1+2/3
refl.poss+the

kjerka.
daughter.sg

intended: ‘Both Marija and Milan called their respective daughters.’ Mac
(30) *[In

&
Peter1
Peter

in
&

Milan2]3
Milan

je
aux.sg

poklical
called.sg

svojo1+2/3
refl.poss

hčerko.
daughter.sg

intended: ‘Both Peter and Milan called their respective daughters.’ Slo

As a further contrast, using plural (in Macedonian) or dual (in Slovenian) agreement
with clausal coordination also results in ungrammatical sentences, as shown in (31-a)
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8 on the structure of double-coordinator constructions

and (31-b) respectively.

(31) a. *I
&

[Filip1
Filip

ja
her

sakaat
love.3.pl

svojata1
refl.poss+the

kjerka,]
daughter

i
and

[Petar2
Petar

ja
her

sakaat
love.3.pl

svojata2
refl.poss+the

kjerka.]
daughter.

intended: ‘Filip loves his daughter and Petar loves his daughter.’ Mac
b. *In

&
[Janez1
Janez

uživata
enjoys.3.du

v
in

svoji1
refl.poss

knjigi]
book

in
and

[Metka2
Metka

uživata
enjoys.3.du

v
in

svoji2
refl.poss

knjigi.]
book

intended: ‘Janez enjoys his book and Metka enjoys her book.’ Slo

Note that agreement on the verb is not just in number but also in person, as shown
in examples (32-a) and (32-b). This pattern suggests that the alternative – that this
agreement results from two separate Agree operations somehow coalescing into a singular
agreement morpheme following the presumed partial ellipsis – is untenable.3

(32) a. [I
&

jas1
I

i
&

ti2
you

]3 go
it

vozime
ride.1.pl

svojot1+2/*3
refl.poss+the

tochak.
bike.sg

“Both I and you ride our bikes.” Mac
b. [In

&
jaz1
I

in
&

ti2
you

]3 voziva
drive.1.du

svoje1+2/*3
refl.poss

kolo.
bike.sg

“Both I and you ride our bikes.” Slo

3.1.1 on the two coordinators “…a …” & “…i , a i …”

There exists another argument against clausal coordination analysis that we are aware of.
Macedonian uses two different coordinators for clauses. One can either use conjunction
doubling, as in (25) above, or the conjunctive particle a “and”, which is used together
with conjunction doubling. The clausal coordinator a can also be used in CDC, but then,
interestingly, the verb shows up with singular agreement, as in (33-a). This suggests that
unlike in the CDC cases we have seen so far which all had plural agreement on the verb,
(33-a) can be analyzed to involve clausal coordination with subsequent partial deletion,
as sketched in (33-b) and (33-c).4

(33) a. [I
&

Filip1,
Filip

a
but

i
&

Petar2]
Petar

ja
her

saka
love.3sg

svojata1+2
refl.poss+the

kjerka.
daughter

‘Both Filip and Petar love their daughters.’
b. [I

&
Filip1
Filip

ja
her

saka
love.3sg

svojata1
refl.poss+the

kjerka,]
daughter

a
but

[ i
&

Petar2
Petar

ja
her

saka
love.3sg

svojata2
refl.poss+the

kjerka.]
daughter

‘Filip loves his daughter and Petar loves his daughter.’
c. [I Filip ja saka svojata kjerka,] a [i Petar ja saka svojata kjerka.]

3Lower down in §3.3 we present the so-called summative or cumulative agreement, which is at least at first
sight exactly this.

4There is a great degree of speaker variability regarding these constructions, as some speakers only accept
them if the verb has plural agreement as in (i).

(i) [I
&

Filip1,
Filip

a
but

i
&

Petar2]
Petar

ja
her

sakaat
love.3pl

svojata1+2
refl.poss+the

kjerka.
daughter

‘Both Filip and Petar love their daughters.’

While this variability is interesting, it is outside of the scope of our work and we leave it for future research.
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3.1.2 postverbal subjects

Partial conjunct agreement also affects prosody, as it necessitates rising intonation on
the second conjunct.

In sentences with postverbal subjects, a pattern of partial conjunct agreement emerges
in CDCs. As shown in (34-b) and (35-b) the verb agrees in singular with only one
conjunct and not in plural with the entire coordination as is the case with preverbal
coordinated subjects. This exception otherwise does not occur with simplex coordination
(preverbal or postverbal) of singular conjuncts in either Macedonian or Slovenian.5

(34) Macedonian:
a. Dojdoa

Came.3.pl
i
&

Marija
Marija

i
&

Petar.
Petar

‘Both Marija and Petar came.’
b. Dojde

Came.3sg
i
&

Marija
Marija

i
&

Petar.
Petar

‘Both Marija and Petar came.’
(35) Slovenian:

a. Včeraj
yesterday

sta
aux.du

prišla
came

in
&

Peter
Peter

in
&

Marko.
Marko

‘Both Peter and Marko came yesterday.’
b. Včeraj

yesterday
je
aux.sg

prišel
came

in
&

Peter
Peter

in
&

Marko.
Marko

‘Both Peter and Marko came yesterday.

Just like all other CDC examples, these examples are also ungrammatical with collective
predicates, which is compatible with them being derived from clausal coordination, as in
(36). This unacceptability is due to the fact that collective predicates require semantically
plural arguments.

(36) a. *Se
refl.cl

sretna
meet.3sg

i
&

Filip
Filip

i
&

Marko.
Marko

intended: ‘Filip and Marko meet.’ Mac
b. *Sreča

meet.3sg
se
refl

in
&

Filip
Filip

in
&

Marko.
Marko

intended: ‘Filip and Marko meet.’ Slo

Cross-linguistically, there is a tendency for partial conjunct agreement to occur more
frequently with postverbal subjects (cf. Corbett 1983) so this is not unprecedented
or unexpected, but here too there’s an insuperable problem to explain these facts with
clausal coordination alone. If examples (34-b) and (35-b) were derived from clausal
conjunction, the first coordinator should appear at the beginning of the sentence, as it
should introduce the first clause and not immediately precede the first noun conjunct.
But placing the first coordinator at the beginning of the sentence makes these examples
unacceptable, as in (37).

(37) a. *I
&

dojde
Came.3sg

Marija
Marija

i
&

Petar.
Petar

intended: ‘Both Marija and Petar came.’ Mac
b. *In

&
je
aux.sg

včeraj
yesterday

prišel
came

Peter
Peter

in
&

Marko.
Marko

intended: ‘Both Peter and Marko came yesterday. Slo
5Macedonian examples like (34-b) furthermore necessitate rising intonation on the second conjunct, which
potentially suggests that prosody somehow saves these sentences from unacceptability. We have nothing to
say on this, but speculate that if this was an instance of clausal coordination and partial ellipsis, we would
not expect to find any such effect.
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Note that the word order alone has no effect on the availability of distributive binding. Just
like with preverbal subjects, distributive binding is available also with postverbal subjects,
as in (38). Both the Macedonian (38-a) and the Slovenian (38-b) get the distributive
interpretation according to which each of the two individual conjuncts has his own car
that he loves to drive (there are two (different) cars in question).

(38) a. Svojata1+2/?3
refl.poss+the

kola
car

sakaat
like.3pl

da
to

ja
it

vozat
drive.3pl.

[i
&

Marko1
Marko

i
&

Martin2]3.
Martin

‘Both Marko and Martin like to drive their cars.’ Mac
b. Svoj1+2/*?3

refl.poss
avto
car

rada
like.du

vozita
drive.du

[in
&

Marko1
Marko

in
&

Martin2]3.
Martin

‘Both Marko and Martin like to drive their cars.’ Slo

3.2 not r ight-node rais ing

A very similar syntactic alternative to explain distributive binding would be to say our
core examples are derived via right-node raising. Obviously, this is a possible explanation
only for the sentences with preverbal subjects, but not for instances of distributive binding
that is observed when the subject is postverbal, cf. (38) above.

Right-node raising has been shown to behave similarly to our core examples above
when it comes to binding. (39) shows that the reflexive pronoun in the object position
can be bound by both subjects at the same time (cf. Levine, 1985). This is obviously
not unexpected as Right-node raising is always analyzed as involving two clauses inside
which binding between the anaphor in the object position and the subject is expected.

(39) Terry likedi ___, and Lesliej disliked ___,a picture of herselfi/j on the wall.
(Citko, 2017, (39))

Right-node raising received a number of competing analyses (see Citko, 2017, for discus-
sion and references), which we do not intend to discuss in detail. The most prominent
analyses are the ellipsis account, which is for the purposes of this discussion basically the
clausal coordination analysis discussed in §3.1, the (ATB) movement account, depicted
in (40), and the multidominance account, which we will discuss in the next section, §3.3.

(40)
ConjP

ConjP

ConjP

Conj0

&

TP

DP

Marija

VP

likes own child

Conj’

Conj0

&

TP

DP

Milan

VP

likes own child

VP

V

like

DP

refl-poss child

Just like clausal coordination, the Right-node raising account also predicts we should
find singular agreement on the verb, given that inside each clausal conjunct the verb
agrees with the subject in singular. Examples (41) and (42), which seem like typical
Right-node raising examples, show that singular agreement on the verb is the only option
in Right-node raising constructions. As Right-node raising involves two clauses, it is not
unexpected that they also allow “distributive” binding (signaled by the index ‘1+2’) even
though there is no conjunction doubling in them.

(41) Macedonian
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a. Petar
Petar

včera,
yesterday,

a
but

Slavko
Slavko

deneska
today

ja
it

ispra
washed.3sg

svojata1+2/*3
refl.poss+the

kola.
car

‘Peter yesterday while Slavko washed his car today.’
b. *Petar

Petar
včera,
yesterday,

a
but

Slavko
Slavko

deneska
today

ja
it

ispraa
washed.3.pl

svojata1+2/*3
refl.poss+the

kola.
car

intended: ‘Peter yesterday while Slavko washed his car today.’

(42) Slovenian
a. Peter1

Peter
je
aux.sg

včeraj,
yesterday

Slavko2
Slavko

pa
ptcl

danes
today

opral
wash.sg

svoj1+2/*3
refl.poss

avto.
car

‘Peter yesterday while Slavko today washed his car.’
b. *Peter1

Peter
sta
aux.du

včeraj,
yesterday

Slavko2
Slavko

pa
ptcl

danes
today

oprala
wash.du

svoj1+2/*3
refl.poss

avto.
car

intended: ‘Peter yesterday while Slavko today washed his car.’

As we have discussed above in §3.1, the CDC examples we have discussed so far all
involved plural/dual agreement on the verb, thus right-node raising can be discarded as
a possible syntactic explanation for the same reasons clausal coordination was rejected.
As already discussed, clausal coordination and Right-node raising are both tools used to
describe comparable phenomena.

3.3 mult idominance

In the previous section, we rejected the possibility that CDCs involve right-node raising as
the agreement on the verb is plural, and not the expected singular. Some CDC examples,
like (43), seem to contain a richer structure than what we have assumed so far; these
sentences display plural agreement and also include two adverbs which modify the two
events of washing done by the two distinct agents.

(43) I
&

Petar1
Petar

včera
yesterday

i
&

Marija2
Marija

deneska
today

ja
it

ispraa
washed.3.pl

svojata1+2/*3
refl-poss.+the

kola.
car.

‘Both Peter yesterday and Marija today washed their cars.’

At least in these cases, the subject seems to be more than just the ConjP with a doubled
coordinator, but as Right-node raising on the account explained above leads to singular
agreement on the verb, examples like (43) seem hard to explain.

We named multidominance as one of the three main analyses of right-node raising
phenomena, which seem at least superficially related to the facts we have observed in
CDC. In multidominance approaches (e.g. Citko, 2005, 2011) part of the structure is
literally shared between the two clauses through a multiply dominated node. In the tree
in (44), this is the VP node which is merged parallelly with two v heads that introduce
two events. The way the structure is given in (44), agreement on the verb is predicted to
be singular, as each of the two TPs agrees with the subject within their own clauses, so in
principle we end up with the same problem we encountered in §3.1 and §3.2.
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12 on the structure of double-coordinator constructions

(44) Conj1P

Conj2P

Conj2

&

TP

Marija T’

TSG vP

t v’

v

Conj1’

Conj1

&

TP

Milan T’

TSG vP

t v’

v VP

V

like

DP

refl-poss daughter

But multidominance offers another possibility. Grosz (2015) discusses English examples
like (45), which display plural agreement despite having only singular subjects in the two
coordinated clauses.

(45) Sue’s proud that BillSG ___, and Mary’s glad that JohnSG ___, havePL/?�hasSG
traveled to Cameroon. (Grosz, 2015, 6)

Grosz (2015) claims this is the result of a single head T being shared between the two
conjuncts and undergoing Multiple Agree (Hiraiwa, 2001) with two singular DP subjects
simultaneously. This gives rise to cumulative agreement, which he terms “summative”
agreement, as sketched in (46).

(46) Conj1P

Conj2P

Conj2

&

TP

Marija T’

vP

t v’

v

Conj1’

Conj1

&

TP

Milan T’

TDU/PL vP

t v’

v VP

V

like

DP

refl-poss daughter

Following this approach, distributive binding falls out naturally, given that each indi-
vidual conjunct c-commands the reflexive pronoun. Similarly, the distributivity that we
observed was one of the typical properties of CDC seems to follow from the existence of
two distinct v heads in the structure, each introducing an event variable and separate
thematic structures.

Note that Multidominance can also handle CDCs where conjunction doubling does
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not occur with the subject. (47) gives the structure for the examples with object-bound
possessive pronouns.

(47) TP

DP

Marija

T’

T0 Conj1P

Conj2P

Conj2

&

vP

t v’

v VP

Marija

Conj1’

Conj1

&

vP

t v’

v VP

Milan V’

V

introduce

DP

pro-poss daughter

But there is also a problem. As we showed here, multidominance can easily explain
distributive binding. But as we have explained above, distributive binding only exists in
CDC, not in regular coordination constructions. So we would need to limit multidom-
inance to only exist in CDC but not in regular coordinations, which is a problem we
have no idea how to approach at this point, so we leave multidominance aside (for future
research).

4 proposal

4.1 parallel ism both-and – and-and

As mentioned in section §1.1, CDCs were argued to bring about distributivity by Kayne
(1994) and Progovac (1998a, 1999), who both treated them as parallel to “both-and”
constructions. As the “both-and” construction in English and CDCs disallow collective
predicates, which are allowed with simplex coordination, as shown in (48-a), (49-a),
(50-a), and (51-a), and only allow distributive interpretation, as illustrated in (48-b),
(49-b), (50-b), and (51-b).

(48) a. John and Bill collided. (Kayne, 1994, p.63, (31))
b. *Both John and Bill collided. (Kayne, 1994, p.66, (51))

(49) Slovenian
a. Ciril

Ciril
in
&

Metod
Metod

sta
aux.du

prišla
came

skupaj.
together

‘Ciril and Metod came together.’
b. *In

&
Ciril
Ciril

in
&

Metod
Metod

sta
aux.du

prišla
came

skupaj.
together

Intended: ‘Ciril and Metod came together.’
(50) BCMS

a. Marija
Mary

i
&

Petar
Petar

su
aux.pl

oprali
washed

sudove.
dishes

(can imply ‘together’)

‘Mary and Petar washed the dishes.’ (Progovac, 1998a, (25)–(26))
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b. I
&

Marija
Mary

in
&

Petar
Petar

su
aux.pl

oprali
washed

sudove.
dishes

(each, cannot imply ‘together’)

‘Both Mary and Petar washed the dishes.’ (Progovac, 1998a, (23)–(24))
(51) Macedonian

a. Kiril
Kiril

i
&

Metodij
Metodij

dojdoa
came3.pl

zaedno.
together.

‘Kiril and Metodij came together.’
b. I

&
Kiril
Kiril

i
&

Metodij
Metodij

dojdoa
came3.pl

zaedno.
together.

Intended: ‘Kiril and Metodij came together.’

However, Kayne (1994) and Progovac (1998a) offer different explanations why this is
so. Progovac (1998a, 1999) argues that the English both is actually the first coordinator
in “both-and” constructions and is thus equivalent to the first conjunction in CDCs,
structurally sitting in the head of the first ConjP as illustrated in (52).

(52) Progovac (1998b, 1999)
Conj1P

Conj2P

DP Conj2’

Conj2

&/Both

DP

Marija

Conj1’

Conj1

&

DP

Milan

Furthermore Progovac (1998a, 1999) offers a classification of two distinct patterns of
conjunction repetition cross-linguistically, both receiving a distributive reading. One
is found in English, where conjunction appears in front of all conjuncts except the first
one, as in example (53-a), which Progovac (1998b, 1999) terms conjunction repetition.
The other one is found in Slavic languages, as in the Macedonian example (53-b), which
Progovac (1998b, 1999) terms conjunction doubling. In such languages conjunction is
repeated in front of every conjunct.

(53) a. Mary and John and Peter brought a bottle of wine.
b. I

&
Marko
Marko

i
&

Petar
Petar

i
&

Marija
Marija

donesoa
brought.3.pl

vino.
wine.

‘Marko, Petar, and Marija each brought a bottle of wine.’ Mac

The shared pattern in all these examples is the use of multiple conjunction markers when
only one is necessary. Progovac (1999) treats this as a violation of economy, which results
in the distributive reading associated with conjunction doubling and repetition.

Kayne (1994) also treats “both” and the first conjunction in CDCs as equivalent,
but for him they are both distributors, not coordinators. As such, “both” and the first
conjunct in CDCs scope over the full coordination, which is why the sentence receives
the observed distributive reading.

Neither Kayne (1994) nor Progovac (1998a,b, 1999) mention binding, and neither
proposal can (easily) account for the observed distributive binding found in our examples
as we have explained above.

4.2 d istr ibut iv ity

Haslinger & Schmitt (2019); Haslinger et al. (2023) discuss the differences between
distributive and cumulative interpretation of coordination. As they show, the distinction
is not always linked to a structural difference but sometimes just to the identity of the
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coordinator. They build on the syntactic structure proposed by Mitrović (2014); Mitrović
& Sauerland (2016) and assume it is shared by all types of coordinators.

Distributivity does not always come from a CDC in the subject position. An overt
distributor somewhere else in the sentence can likewise make the coordination and the
entire sentence be interpreted distributively as in examples (54) and (55).6

(54) a. [Peter1
Peter

in
&

Maja2]3
Maja

sta
aux.du

kupila
bought

(vsak)
each

po
ptcl

eno
one

kolo.
bike

‘Peter and Maja bought one bike each.’ Slo
b. [Peter1

Peter
in
&

Maja2]3
Maja

sta
aux.du

kupila
bought

vsak
each

eno
one

kolo.
bike

‘Peter and Maja bought one bike each.’ Slo
(55) [Petar1

Petar
i
&

Maja2]3
Maja

kupija
bought3.pl

po
ptcl

eden
one

tochak.
bike

‘Petar and Maja bought one bike each.’ Mac

This behaviour extends to binding. Distributive binding is available with plain coordina-
tion as long as there is a distributor in the sentence, as in (56). Similarly a comparable
example in English that presumably involves quantifier stranding is also available, (57).7

(56) [Peter1
Peter

in
&

Maja2]3
Maja

sta
aux.du

peljala
rode

vsak
each

svoje1+2/*3
refl-poss

kolo.
bike

‘Peter and Maja each rode their bike.’ Slo
(57) [Peter1 and Maya2]3 both rode their1+2/*3 bike.

We want to suggest that the distributive binding found in e.g. (7) and (8) is identical to
(56) and is a result of a bound variable binding that is made possible by a distributor.
In (56) the distributor is overt, while in examples like (7), (8) and other similar cases,
the distributor is silent. Without going into too much detail, we suggest this distributor,
which we simply call Dist, sits in a QP above the ConjP.

(58) QP

Dist Conj1P

Conj2P

Conj2

&

DP

Marija

Conj1’

Conj1

&

DP

Milan

Of the several options for coordination we adopt Progovac (1998b), but only for conjunc-
tion doubling. As shown in (59-a) the first conjunct c-commands the second conjunct
in regular coordinations), but this does not seem to be the case in CDCs, (59-b).

(59) a. every1 child & his1 mom
b. *&/both every1 child & his*1 mom

6We do not give an example with a stranded quantifier in Macedonian, as quantifier stranding is generally
disallowed in Macedonian.

7Even though (56) could in principle involve quantifier stranding, we do not want to suggest that given that
the version of (56), in which the supposedly stranded quantifier isn’t stranded, isn’t grammatical:

(i) *Vsak
each

Peter
Peter

in
and

Maja
Maja

sta
aux.du

peljala
rode

svoje
refl-poss

kolo.
bike

intended: ‘Both Peter and Maja rode their bike.’ Slo
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According to our proposal, the distributive binding that appeared to be so surprising is
thus really just bound variable binding that also exists in cases like (60) and (61), except
that in our case there is no overt quantifier to bind the variable.

(60) [Vsi
all

kolesarji]i
cyclists

pazijo
look-after

na
on

svojei
refl-poss

kolo.
bike

‘All cyclists look after their bike.’ Slo

(61) [Site
all+the

velosipedisti]i
cyclists

go
it

pazat
look-after

svojoti
refl-poss+the

točak.
bicycle

‘All cyclist look after their bike.’ Mac

If this is so, we expect to find quantifier scope ambiguities in CDCs when there is a second
quantified phrase. This prediction is borne out, as shown in the Slovenian examples (62).8
While (62-a) is unambiguous, having only the surface order interpretation according
to which the same girl saw Vid and Črt, (62-b) is ambiguous, it can either mean that
the same girl saw Vid and Črt or that Vid was seen by one girl and Črt was seen by
another non-identical girl. If we assume there is a covert universal quantifier in CDC,
this ambiguity can be easily explained as scope ambiguity of the two quantifiers at LF: the
subject scopes over the direct object in the first scenario, while the direct object scopes
over the subject in the second one.

(62) a. Ena
one

punca
girl

je
aux

videla
saw

Vida
Vid

in
&

Črta.
Črt

‘One girl saw Vid and Črt.’ 1 > V&Č // *V&Č > 1
b. Ena

one
punca
girl

je
aux

videla
saw

in
&

Vida
Vid

in
&

Črta.
Črt

‘One girl saw both Vid and Črt.’ 1 > V&Č // V&Č > 1

Our proposal differs from Progovac (1998a, 1999), and Kayne (1994), in both the syntac-
tic structure of CDCs and in what is the source of distributivity associated with them.
Unlike Progovac (1998a, 1999), the number of conjunction markers does not play a role
and “both/Dist” is not the first conjunction of a CDC, but a quantifier that hosts its own
projection and brings about distributivity. Contrary to Kayne (1994), the syntactic struc-
ture is enriched with a silent QP, which sits above the ConjP, and its head is responsible
for the distributive reading found with CDCs.

Regarding the exact details of how Quantifier Raising [QR] derives binding in CDCs,
we adopt Heim & Kratzer’s (1998b) binding procedure. When QR applies, it adjoins
the moved phrase to the sentence node and in doing so, leaves behind a trace of the
phrase in its original position and adjoins a variable binder index right below the moved
phrase. The same index is present on the anaphor, whose denotation is assigned through
Predicate Abstraction and the Pronoun And Traces Rule (see Heim & Kratzer 1998b for
details).

In the case of CDCs, the QR’d phrase (which is the entire coordination) has multiple
indices because of the distributor which scopes over the ConjP.

5 conclusion

This paper is in principle an elaborated observation. We discuss distributive binding an
apparently problematic instance of binding that is observed in CDC. Distributive binding
seems problematic from a purely syntactic approach to binding, since neither of the two
conjuncts which should both individually bind the anaphor (given the interpretation
of the relevant CDC examples) c-commands the anaphor. This phenomenon cannot
be explained away as an instance of clausal coordination (either through partial ellipsis

8We do not provide Macedonian examples of such cases, as Macedonian is a surface scope language.
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or Right-node raising), as verb agreement clearly suggests coordination is done inside
the subject. We pointed to multidominance as a promising tool to derive the facts, but
ultimately concluded the observed phenomenon is surprising only apparently/on the
surface. We argue distributive binding is really just variable binding without an overt
distributor/quantifier, which we placed in a QP dominating the ConjP of the entire
coordination.
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