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Abstract: The paper examines coordination constructions irchvidifferent elements move out of
conjuncts of a single coordination. A number ofgeies of such coordinations are discussed, which
includes showing that such constructions are aldgest to the ATB requirement and establishing a
restriction on such coordinations that confinesrtlite one context. A deduction of this restrictien i
proposed in terms of the phase theory.
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1. Introduction

It is well-known that extraction out of conjunctsdisallowed, unless the moving element moves out
of each conjunct. This well-known phenomenon isstitated by (2)-(3). The ban on extraction out of
conjuncts, given in (1), is standardly referrecasothe Coordinate Structure Constraint (CSC), had t
rescuing effect in (3) is referred to as acrosshkib@rd-movement (ATB).

(1) Extraction out of conjuncts is disallowed.
(2) *\Who did you see [enemies of and John?
(3) Wha did you see [friends ofjtand [enemies of]?

Both the CSC and the ATB exception were noted issR@967). (4) and (5) give the original
formulations of the CSC and the ATB exception.

(4) In a coordinate structure, no conjunct may lowed, nor may any element contained in a conjunct
be moved out of that conjunct (Ross 1967:98-99)

(5) There is an important class of rules to whiéh does not apply. These are rule schemata which
move a constituent out of all the conjuncts of ardmate structure (Ross 1967:107)

There is an interesting exception to this well-knopattern that has not received much attention, the
most detailed discussions being smaller parts rgelaworks, in particular Postal (1998) and Zhang
(2010). The exception concerns examples like (6).

(6) Which bookand which magazineid [John buyij and [Bill read f] respectively?

Postal (1998) provides strong evidence thdtich book and which magazineundergo separate
extractions out of the conjuncts in (6), and Zh&2(@10) argues that such cases involve coordination-
formation that takes place after (more precisdisough) movementThese examples violate the CSC

1(4) also involves a ban on extraction of conjunetbjch will not be examined in this work (the ban o
extraction out of conjuncts and the ban on extactf conjuncts have anyway ban argued to be inepd
conditions, see e.g. Grosu (1973), Postal (199@p&ove (2014), and Oda (2017)).
°There are some differences across speakers regattinmost natural prosody of such constructiode T
judgments given below reflect the most natural pdysfor the speakers in question.
8Zhang argues the higher ConjP is formed througévedd movement (see Nunes 2004). While this pager w
also argue that such cases involve coordinatiomdtion after movement, it is beyond its scope tango the
issue of how this is to be formally implemented.denzZhang’s analysis, the relevant elements anaced
from each conjunct separately, undergoing sidewaedger into the coordination structure, which igrth
realized in SpecCP. There are other possibilitex® Hoo. Having in mind examples likend then Ann left,
1



ban in (1). They also do not fit the ATB pattern(8): it is not the case that the moving element is
extracted out of each conjunct in (6). (6) in fappears to involve two separate extractions, of two
different elements, out of the conjuncts. One neyntexpect (6) to be even worse than (2).

The goal of this paper is to examine this kindafstructions, which for ease of exposition | will
refer to as distributed extractions. Additional es®f distributed extractions will be discussedha
effort to examine restrictions on distributed esti@ns. It will be argued that distributed extracs
are actually subject to the ATB requirement, whigh shed light on the proper treatment of the ATB
phenomenon itself. It will also be shown that thésea rather strong restriction on distributed
extractions which confines such extractions to cmetext. A deduction of this restriction will thie
proposed in terms of the phase theory.

It should, however, be noted that one of the ngaials of the paper is descriptive, namely to
broaden the scope of the phenomenon empiricallerd’thas been very little discussion of the
phenomenon in question outside of English (andideitsf constructions like (6)). In this respeci th
paper will bring in additional languages, with ctiastions which are quite different from (6). The
restrictions on distributed coordination establéshieelow should also be looked at from this
perspective: their goal is to empirically broadée scope of the phenomenon in question—in this
respect the restrictions are actually more impadrtiaan their deductions proposed below. At any,rate
one of the main goals of this paper is to promphtr crosslinguistic investigation of the phenooren
in question as well as several related properfie®ordination and the mechanisms pertaining tonthe
which are discussed below.

The paper is organized as follows. In sectiorpBekent arguments (mostly from Postal 1998, but
also new arguments) that (6) involves extractionafteach conjunct. The section will also show that
the ATB requirement (more precisely, a reformula#®@iB requirement) is operative with such
constructions. In sections 3 and 4 | present aafthti cases of distributed extractions and show that
these additional cases are also subject to themeafated ATB requirement. The possibility of mixing
distributed extraction and traditional ATB in thense sentence is also discussed. Section 5 est&blish
a new generalization regarding the availabilitydddtributed extractions, and section 6 gives a @has
based deduction of the generalization in questB®cttion 7 discusses the possibility of coordination
formation after movement where the relevant movednaoes not involve extraction out of a
coordination. Section 8 concludes the paper andatygendix discusses certain issues regarding
ordering of elements involved in constructions vehewordination is formed after movement.

2. Distributive coordinations with wh-movement in English
2.1. Distributive coordinations involve separate exactions

where the complement ahdis a non-coordinated CBne alternative to the sideward merger accoutaisthe
Conj head takes the whole CP as its complementeTdre several ways of implementing this. E.g.uaésg
that the coordinated phrases have to move intoRCd6) can then be analyzed in terms of ConjP shadl in
[conip Which book and[conjp Which magazinejtr ..]]] (if there are more than two conjuncts, thigher ConjP
can have multiple Specs, or there can be additiGoajP shells). At any rate, the main options édevsard
merger into ConjP or ConjP on top of CP, where eddhese can be implemented in several ways (s#adte
7 for a modification of Zhang's analysis). Implertiag these options would, however, raise a numier o
guestions (and other cases where structures thaypgically formed via external merge are formed iviternal
merge (like regeneration in Germanic, see van Riglnd989) would need to be taken into considergtio
resolving which would go way beyond the scope of faper, hence | will not attempt to do that h&vhat is
important for us is that, as we will see below,rapées like (6) involve coordination formation inettmoved
position of the wh-phrases (I will also refer taklconstructions as late coordination), i.e. therdimation we
see in the moved position in (6) is created throogivement. Determining how such coordination foromat
should be exactly analyzed (which means tacklirgisbue of the exact derivation of examples liké \(6ll be
left for another occasion. The discussion in theegpavill be confined to the issues noted directol.
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Postal (1998) gives strong evidence that each whsghis separately extracted from the conjuncts in
constructions like (6). A rather strong argumenthig effect is provided by the possibility of bing

into the individual conjuncts in (7), whewhich manbinds an anaphor in the first conjunct avitich
womanbinds an anaphor in the second conjunct.

(7) [Which man] and [which woman]did respectively the doctor talk tpabout himself and the
lawyer talk to tabout herself (Postal 1998:161)

Such licensing is also possible with parasitic gagsshown by (8), where the first wh-phrase liesns
a parasitic gap in the first conjunct and the sdowh-phrase licenses it in the second conjunct.

(8) [Which secretary]and [which programmer]did Jerome respectively fire after finding t drunk
and hire £ after finding  sober? (Postal 1998: 136)

Another argument comes from cases where the egtt@atéments contain an anaphor: the anaphor can
be bound within the first conjunct or within thecead conjunct, as in (9) (for a somewhat different
reconstruction effect, see (i) in footnote*7).

(9) a. ?[Which painting] and [which book about herelid John buy and Margell respectively?
b. ?[Which book about hersgHnd [which painting] did Marybuy and John sell respectively?

Also relevant are examples like (10). It is welbkm that the indirect object in double object
constructions cannot undergo wh-movement. This tcains is also operative with distributive
coordinations, as shown by (10b).

(10) a. [Which nurse]and [which hostesstlid Ernest sell cocaine tg tind George sell heroin tg t
respectively?
b. *[Which nurse] and [which hostess]did Ernest sellitcocaine and George sell lheroin,
respectively? (Postal 1998:135)

2.2. The ATB requirement on distributive coordinations

The evidence discussed in the previous section shioat distributive coordination constructions like
(6) involve separate wh-movements from each conjukg such, they do not fit the traditional ATB-
exception-to-the-CSC schema, where the CSC is "oidéhe moving element moves out of each
conjunct. Notice, however, that examples like (6)adtually involve movement out of each conjunct,
the difference between (3) and (6) being that inif(3s the same element that moves out of each
conjunct while in (6) different elements move ofithee conjuncts.

Interestingly, it turns out that the ATB requiramdolds for constructions like (6) as well. This
is shown by the unacceptability of (11)-(12), whedntrast with (13).

(11) *Which book and which magazipealid [John buyi}, [Bill read t] and [Mary write a novel]
respectively?

4Some speakers do not find a difference betweend®d)(9b), while some have a slight preferenceefibrer
(9a) or (9b) (hence the question mark in the exas)pl
SConsider also (i), a case of distributed extractiorolving A-movement (given the predicate intersabject
hypothesis).
(i) He wants you and me to respectively go outafrymind and (go) out of my mind.
(i) cf. You and | are going out of our/*my/*yourim(s). (Postal 1998:161)
Notice that each conjunct agrees separately im(Dontrast to (ii).
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(12) *Which book and which magazinalid [Mary write a novel], [John buy]tand [Bill read $]
respectively?

(13) Which book which magazineand which noveldid [John buyit, [Bill read ] and [Mary borrow
t«] respectively?

These data indicate that the ATB requirement isvatk in the construction under consideration:
movement still must take place out of each conjuhleis means that the ATB requirement needs to be
reformulated: it is not the case that the movingmant must move out of each conjunct; rather,
movement must take place out of each conjunctaft lse the same element moving out of each
conjunct, or different elements: as long as thera igap in each conjunct the ATB requirement is
satisfied. | will refer to the cases where diffarelements move from the conjuncts as non-ATB ATB.

In the following sections, | will present additancases of non-ATB ATB which are quite
different from English examples like (6). We wilesthat the ATB requirement holds in these cases as
well: although different elements are moving ouths conjuncts there must be movement out of each
conjunct. The cases discussed in the followingicestwill also enable us to establish additional
restrictions on non-ATB ATB.

3. AP ATB in SC

| now turn to a case of distributive ATB in Serboe@tian (SC) which has interesting additional
properties. SC productively allows left-branch agtion of adjectives (see Corver 1992, Boskovi
2005, 2013a, Despr011, Talt 2017, in press, among many othérs).

(14) Crvena se je meni isuknja] dopala.
red self is mgr  skirts pleased
‘The red skirt pleased me.’

It also allows it in distributive coordinations. ©mifference from English wh-movement involving
distributive coordination is that such cases inwdyv adjectival ATB in SC do not require
“respectively” (in fact, there is no clear countampof “respectively” in SC).

(15) Crvene i bijele ona suknje i kappoitedaje.
red and white she skirts and<oas-selling
‘She is selling red skirts and white coats.’

(16) Crvenai  bijelameni suknjai & smetaju.
red and white mgr skirt and dress bother
‘The red skirt and the white dress bother me

It is also possible to have three adjectives is thipe of constructions, as in (17), with the ralav
traces indicated in (18).

(17) Crvena, bijelii  Sareni meni Bj& kaputi  SeSir smetaju.
red white and colorful m& skirt coat and hat bother
(18) Crvengbijeliji Sarendi meni  [tsuknja], [t kaput] i [k SeSir] smetaju.
red white and colorful me  skirt coat and hat bother

6These authors argue that constructions like (149l extraction of the AP out of the NP. There twe alternative
analyses: remnant movement of the NP which contaihsthe AP (Franks and Progovac 1994; Abels 2@0@) full NP
movement with scattered deletion, where the NReistdd in the highest copy and the AP in the loeegry (Fanselow and
Cavar 2002). There are a number of arguments ititdrature for the left-branch extraction analyswhich is adoped here;
see e.g. BoSko¥i(2005), Stjepanoi(2010, 2012); Tadi (2013, 2017), and Desp{2015).
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Importantly, as in the case of English non-ATB A&Bamples from section 2, the ATB requirement is
operative in the SC construction under considemafidnus, (19), where ATB does not take place out
of the last conjunct, is unacceptable.

(19) *Crvenai  bijeli meni [t suknja], [ftkaput]i [Sareni SeSir] smetaju.
red and white ma skirt coat and colorful hatoother

One might try to argue that the ATB requirementEinglish examples like (11)-(12) is somehow
forced by the presence mdspectively This, however, would not extend to SC (18), whespectively
is not present.

It should be pointed out that ATB-violating exaegplike (19) improve if the first two conjuncts
are pronounced as a single prosodic unit (follolgda pause), with another coordinator, as in (20).
What is going on here is thatiknja i kapuform a coordination, which is then coordinatedngiareni
Sesirt In other words, we are not dealing here withrlsi coordination with three conjuncts, as in
(18)-(19), but with two separate coordinations heaicwhich has two conjunctsuknja i kapuforms a
ConjP that is itself located in the Spec of a Coftffe¢ head of the second coordination ta&a®ni
SeSiras its complement), as shown in (21).

(20) ?Crvena bijelj mene (tsuknja i jtkaput)i [Sareni SeSir] iritiraju.
red and white me skirand coat and colorful hat irritate
‘The red skirt, white coat and colorful Ivaitate me.’

(21) ?Crvena  bijeli mene Eonjp1 ([conjp2ti Suknja i jtkaput]) i [Sareni  3eSir]] iritiraju.
red and white me skirt and coat and colorfath irritate

This kind of examples also have consequences &ddmain of application of the ATB requirement.
While there is extraction out of each conjunct ohfP2, this is not the case with ConjP1 in (21).atvh
matters here is that the first conjunct of Conj®hjch is the only conjunct from which extraction
takes place, is itself a ConjP. The ATB requiremapparently does not hold across ConjPs (i.e. a
configuration where a ConjP dominates a ConjP—liap ConjP by ConjP.)

This in fact holds for regular ATB as well, asitated by (22) (assuming the same prosody as in
(21), with the first two conjuncts pronounced asiragle prosodic unit (with a pause following them);
crvenehere undergoes regular ATB extraction from thst fltonjP—as result, “red” modifies both
“skirts” and “dresses”).

(22)?Crvenemene  {onje1 ([conjp2ti Suknje i ithaljine]) i [Sareni $eSiri]] iritiraju.
red me skirts and dresses and colorful hatgitate
‘Red skirts, red dresses and colorful hraitate me.’

It should also be noted that there is evidencewlaare dealing with actual extraction in the ralgv
cases. This is confirmed by their island-sensitivithus, the presence of an adjunct island betvileen
extracted APs and the remnant NPs causes ungragaiitgtin (23)’

’See also de Vos and Vicente (2005) regarding isleod of English non-ATB ATB. One of their examples,
involving an inner island effect, is given in (i):
(i) *[[How loudly] and [how softly]] didn’t you say[that John had spoken t] and [that Peter hadeeil?
This bears on the issue of how late coordinatiamstractions should be analyzed. In footnote 3 kddivo
possibilities: ConjP above the CP and sideward mmereg. The former captures the islandhood effect
straightforwardly; as for the latter analysis, ohieln ConjP is formed by sideward merger of the vah
elements into ConjP, a question arises at whichtpdithe derivation the relevant ConjP is introeldiénto the
structure. Zhang (2010) suggests the ConjP isdotged into the structure in the interrogative Sg&oghich is
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(23) *Crvena, bijeli i Sareni je otiSao zato Sto meneguknja], [f kaput] i [k SeSir] iritiraju.
red white and colorful is lefbecause me  skirt coat and hat irritate
‘He left because the red skirt, whit@atc@nd colorful hat irritate me.’

There is another rather interesting aspect of @ec@struction under consideration. Consider (24).
There are only two fronted APs in (24), with thremins in the lower coordination. Yet, in contrast t
(19), (24) is acceptable.

(24) Crvenai bijeli meni suknja, kaputi SeSir smetaju.
red and white mgr skirt coat and hat bother

What is important here is that (24) is acceptallly on a particular meaning: ‘red skirt, white coat
and white hat’, where a traditional ATB dependerecyormed between ‘white coat’ and ‘white hat’
with respect to ‘white’. What makes this possildethat both ‘coat’ and ‘hat’ are masculine: the
adjective that modifies them is also masculinednbatcrvenaandsuknjaare feminine).

(25) Crvenai  bijelj meni [tsuknja], [tkaput]i [tSeSir] smetaju.
red and white  me skirt coat and hat Issth

The ATB requirement is then still satisfied in (2424) is in fact acceptable only on the reading on
which there is an AP-gap in the base position a@heaf the conjuncts in (24). What is particularly
interesting about this example is that involvesia af non-ATB ATB and regular ATB. Examples
like (24) then provide evidence that non-ATB ATBidze mixed with true ATB.

Another example of this sort is given in (26), @hinvolves regular ATB between ‘red skirt’
and ‘red shirt’ koSuljais feminine).

(26) Crvenai  bijeli meni [tsuknja], [tkoSulja] i  [tkaput] smetaju.
red and white me  skirt, shirt and coat thoer

A question arises whether this kind of mixing ohr&TB ATB and regular ATB is also possible in
English. It turns out that it is although constros of this type are less acceptable in Englisim tim

SC possibly because of an additional processing. Ifaender agreement resolves the relevant filler
gap dependencies in SC; this filler gap dependeesglution is not available in English. It is also

its final position. Under this analysis we couldndpture the islandhood effect unless islandhooulested
representationally (where an island boundary beatveemoved element and its trace would suffice foiséand
effect). Alternatively, the newly formed ConjP dag introduced into the structure earlier, e.g.himithe same
phase as the original ConjP, in which case the ynéovined ConjP would be moving out of the islanthe
issue in question does not seem to be that différem the well-known fact that in ATB constructmrthere
cannot be an island boundary between the edgeafdtond conjunct and the original extractionwsithin that
conjunct, which means the relevant element needettto the conjunct edge, i.e. ‘close’ to the gathe first
conjunct, although, as we will see below, it doesmove out of the second conjunct). That the ndaigned
ConjP should be introduced into the structure eahot in the final position) is also indicatedtbg possibility
of intermediate reconstruction effects, as inWiiere Condition A cannot be satisfied in either final or the
original position ofwhich picture of himselfn the embedded clause. | will proceed below agsginthe
appropriate modification of Zhang's analysis (i&tlanalysis is to be adopted, an issue | leave bpes).
(i) Which book and which picture of himsetfid Johnsay that Mary bought and Sue sold respectively?
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possible that the presenceregpectivelyinterferes here, leading to an expectation thextetishould be
three antecedents for the three ¢§ps.

(27) ?How many cakes and how many letters did Ndake, John write, and Peter mail respectively?
(28) ?How many cakes and how many letters respgtdid Mary bake, John write, and Peter mail?
(29) ?Which magazine and which book did Pbtey, John read, and Mary borrow respectively?
(30) ?Which magazine and which book respectivedyRter buy, John read, and Mary borrow?

Returning to SC, interestingly, in contrast to (a4y (26), (31) is unacceptable.

(31) *Bijeliii crvenameni [t kaput], [{ suknja] i [t 3eSir] smetaju.
white and red me coat skirt and hat bother

Apparently, a traditional ATB dependency can ong/fbrmed between contigious NPs here. There
can be no ATB between ‘red skirt’ and ‘red hat’ ejivthat the adjective needs to agree with the nouns
and these nouns have different gendekfjais feminine andesirmasculine). Also, there can be no
ATB between ‘white coat’ and ‘white skirt’ sinceetfe nouns also have different gendep(tis
masculine anguknjafeminine). Interestingly, there can apparentlynbeATB between ‘white coat’
and ‘white hat’. There is no gender disagreemesutdsere since the nouns have the same gender.
The same effect is found in English. Thus, (32)ere given the pragmatics of the example the
regular ATB dependency has to hold between thé &nsl the third conjunct, skipping the second
conjunct, is worse than (28)-(30), where this is the case. This contrast also provides evidenae th
English (27)-(30) should be treated on a par wiEth(34) (given that both exhibit the contiguity efle

(32) *How many lettersand how many cakgedid Peter writeit John bakg,tand Mary address t
respectively?

We may be dealing here with a locality effect adttional ATB formation, where it is not possibte t
skip a potential ATB sité.

Alternatively, this may be related to a generaéiptetive effect associated with distributed
coordinations. Notice first that examples like &8¢ not ambiguous: the first trace must corresgond
the first wh-phrase and the second trace to thensewh-phrase. In other words, only a crossing wh-
trace dependency is possible here, a nesting depepdwhich would give an interpretation where the
first trace corresponds to the second wh-phras#isaédlowed. This is a general property of disttdzl
coordinations. Thus, the structure in (33) gives tinly possibility for the interpretation of the
extracted adjectives in this SC example, wheradj#ctives have the same gender

(33) Crveni, bijeliji Sareni meni [t sako], [f kaput] i [k SeSir] smetaju.
red white and colorful e jacket coat and hat bother
‘The red jacket, white coat, and colorfat bother me.’

8Speakers differ regarding the preferred positionréspectivelyhere, hence both options are given in the
examples.
9This could also be seen as a maximize ATB effactia to Merchant’s (2001) Max Elide (see Citko0&0for
a Max ATB-style proposal). It may be worth notingré that a similar effect is found with parasitapg, which
are often treated similarly to ATB (see e.g. NuR@84, who treats both in terms of sideward movejnestthe
following data from Nissenbaum (2000:547) shovis ot possible to skip a potential parasitic gapia (i).
() a. Who did you praise to the sky [after criticizing] [in order to surprise]?

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

c. *Who did you praise to the sky [after criticizindnim] [in order to surprise]?
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Distributed coordinations apparently require cnogsidependencies. Returning now to the
unacceptable example in (31), which mixes non-ATBBAand regular ATB, gender specification of
the adjectives forces the dependencies shown i (34

(34) *Bijeliii  crvenameni [tkaput], [{ suknja]i [t SeSir] smetaju.
white and red me  coat skirt and hat bothe

(34) involves a mixture of crossing and nestingahelencies (the last trace is involved in a nesting
dependency). It then seems plausible that it isdridut due to the general crossing dependencies
requirement on distributed coordinations.

As for the source of the effect of question, reticat what we are dealing with here is essentialy
a matching effect: the order of the conjuncts wittiie newly formed ConjP must match the order of
the conjuncts from which extraction takes placéhmoriginal ConjP. Given that in this kind of case
the co-ordination structure is in a sense “re-@@ain a higher position, with another ConjP, ieses
natural to assume that there should be some pdeallbetween the two coordinations where the order
of the conjuncts in the higher ConjP should coroesito the order of the conjuncts (which contam th
relevant gaps) in the lower ConjP, which means thatfirst conjunct should correspond to the first
gap, the second conjunct to the second gap andnsoTle result of this is strictly crossing
dependencies. Under this approach the orderingteffeuld essentially be a parallelism effect.

Before concluding this section, one potentiallyerfeéring issue should be discussed. Consider
(35). Citko and Gr&anin-Yuksek (2013) show that SC examples like (8&h involve either
coordinated wh-phrases or coordinated clauses, @liipsis taking place in the first conjunct (for
relevant discussion, see also section 7; Citko @metanin-Yuksek implement ellipsis through
multidominance structures).

(35) Ko i Sta kupuje?
who and what is-buying
‘Who is buying what?’

Evidence for the possibility of a clausal structtwe (35) is provided by the possibility of example
like (36), where there is a clitigef following the first wh-phrase: this indicates thie first conjunct
is actually a clause in (36).

(36) Ko jei Sta kupio?
who is and what bought
‘Who bought what?’

A question then arises whether SC examples lik¢ ¢b6ld be analyzed as involving coordinated
clauses with ellipsis in the first conjunct insteaidinvolving coordination formation in the moved
position. Crucially, examples like (16) differ froexamples like (35)/(36) regarding clitic placement
The cliticssumust followcrvene i bijelen (37)1°

(37) a.Crvenei bijele sumeni suknje haljine smetale.
red and white arepaeskirts and dresses bother
‘The red skirt sand the white coadthiered me.’

1T here is a potential prosodic issue in (37a). Bones speakers, under the most natural prosody enéefit adjectives bear
focus stress and are followed by a pause. Thisesaaus issue regarding clitic placement. Thereiigtian across speakers
whether under certain conditions a clitic can falla sentence internal pause, see Bennett (198iu$*€1993), Browne
(1975), Schutze (1994), and BoSkbyR001). | ignore here speakers for whom there sigedbe a pause following the
fronted adjectives and who disallow clitic placemnaiter such a pause.
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b. *Crvene su i bijele meni sj&kn haljine smetale.
red are and white greskirt and dresses bother

The impossibility of the clitics occurring afteretHirst conjunct in (37), in contrast to (36), then
provides evidence that in (16)/(37) we are notidgalith a larger coordination: it really is APsath
are coordinated here. In other words, we have &édence that the construction in question does not
involve a larger coordination with ellipsis in tfiest conjunct!

It is also worth noting here that SC clitics aee@d position clitics (see BoSkév2001 and
references therein); as such they are standardly as a constituenthood test (since they cannotfol
more than one constituent). Clitic placement in)(8¥n confirms thatrvene i bijeleis a single
constituent, which is indeed the case under thedimation-in-the-moved position analysis.

Additional evidence that we are dealing here ittegular coordination in the moved position is
provided by comparing left-branch extraction nonBAATB cases, which involve multiple left-branch
extraction with coordination, with multiple leftdmch extraction cases that do not involve
coordination. Bosko¥i (2016) discusses multiple left-branch extractiagses like (38).

(38) Onu stary prodaje ittj kucu.

that old sells house

‘He is selling that old house.’
(39) *Prodaje onu i  staru éul

sells that and old house
(40) *[Onu i  staru]prodaje [tkuéul].

that and old  sells house

(38) shows that multiple left-branch extractiontloé demonstrative and the adjective is possibfé (le
branch extraction of both demonstratives and aidgxis in principle possible in SC). The elements
guestion cannot be coordinated within a single NBitu, as shown by (39); not surprisingly, thegoal
cannot undergo left-branch extraction as a cootdinaas shown by (40).

Turning now to non-ATB ATB left-branch extractiosych cases also involve multiple LBE.
Notice, however, that (16) contrasts with (41).

(41) *One i  bijele meni [tsuknje] i [thaljine] smetaju.
those and white me skirts and dresses bother
‘Those skirts and white dresses bother me.’

What we see at work in (41) is what is at work38)¢(39). The relevant elements, the demonstrative
and the adjective, can undergo left-branch exwactin fact they can be involved in multiple left-
branch extraction, as shown by (38). However, thasenents cannot be coordinated, hence they
cannot undergo left-branch extraction as a cootdinaas shown by (39)-(40). The ungrammaticality
of (41) is not surprising from this perspectives iingrammaticality provides evidence that the
elements that undergo non-ATB ATB are indeed ingdlin a coordination with each other: (41) is
then ruled out on a par with (39) becaus® and bijele cannot be coordinated. However, the
demonstrative and the adjective obviously cannanfelved in a coordination in their base position
in (41), in contrast to (39), where the demonsteatind the adjective are coordinated in their base
position (cf. the relevant interpretation of (4hese skirts and white dresses—the demonstrative and
the adjective do not modify the same noun in (#i);ontrast to (39)). The coordination in (41) can

Ut is also not clear how the interpretation wouldrkvon the clausal ellipsis analysis, given thatite’ modifies only the
second conjunct (i.e. “dress”) in (16). For relevdiscussion, the reader is also referred to tipeagix, where it is shown
that even examples like (35) cannot involve clagsalrdination—that option is available only wheaude-level material
intervenes between the first wh-phrase and theuoatipn, as in (36).
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then only take place after movement, since thevagleelements are clearly not coordinated in their
base-position. The individual movements themsebles must be possible in (41), given that such
multiple left-branch extraction is in principle piisle, as shown by (38) (see Bosko2016). (41) is
thus ruled out because it involves illicit coordina, where the coordination takes place after
movement. The data in question then also providdeece that we are indeed dealing here with late
coordination formation (i.e. non-base coordination)

Notice that we also have additional evidence Hhiea¢ non-ATB ATB examples involving left-
branch extraction do not involve a larger coordovatvith ellipsis in the first conjunct. Under suah
analysis we would not be able to appeal to the saidity of coordination of a demonstrative and an
adjective, i.e. the ungrammaticality of (39), sirthis is not what would be coordinated in (41) unde
that analysis?

Another issue that is relevant here is that acqlihu) can intervene between the demonstrative
and the AP in (38), as shown by (42). Recall that tis not possible with non-ATB ATB
constructions, as shown by (37).

(42) ?20numu staryprodaje itt; kucu.
that himpar old sells house
‘He is selling that old house to him.’

All this confirms the coordination in the moved pims analysis of (16)/(37). Elements undergoing
multiple LBE need not move to the same positiomcleea clitic can intervene between them, as in
(42). Elements involved in non-ATB ATB (as in (379n the other hand, are located in the same
position, in fact non-ATB ATB involves a coordindtphrase, hence a clitic cannot intervene between
the relevant elements, which are coordinated vattheother.

The above data thus provide additional evidened tmordination formation should not be
restricted to base-generation (i.e. lexical insergxternal merge), i.e. it should not be restdadte
such a way that it can only occur pre-movement.

In summary, in this section we have seen anotase of non-ATB ATB, which also involves
non-base coordination formation and which is alggext to the ATB requirement. We have also seen
that the ATB requirement does not apply across Baniurthermore, we have seen that non-ATB
ATB can be combined with traditional ATB and th&ketcrossing dependencies requirement on
distributed coordination is maintained regardldswiwether such constructions involve only non-ATB
ATB or a mixture of non-ATB ATB and traditional ATB

4. Japanese numeral constructions

Japanese floating quantifier constructions proadether case of non-ATB ATB extraction. Consider
(43), which involves what | will refer to as coandied ClassPs in Japanese.

(43) John-ga  vp[rryaoya-kara] [mikan-o  3-ko]-tdbaphana-o 5-hon] kata.
Johnvowm vegetable.store-from orange- 3-CL and bananasc 5-CL  bought
‘John bought [3 oranges and 5 bananas] &amgetable store.’

Importantly, it is possible to extract the NP frahe conjuncts in (43), with a coordination struetur
recreated in a higher position (‘respectively’ gional here).

21t is worth noting here that NP ellipsis that sttardemonstratives and adjectives is also possib®0, see
BoSkovi (2013b). One might try to treat (16) this way. Timegrammaticality of (41), however, provides
evidence not only against the clausal ellipsisymig| but also against the NP ellipsis analysis.
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(44) John-ga [mikan-to bananal-o yaoya-kara (sorezore) [3-ko]-to [5-honjtiea
Johnyom Orange and bananac vegetable.store-from respectively 3-CL and 5-®bught

Furthermore, the ATB requirement is also imposeduoh cases, as shown by the contrast between
(47), where extraction takes place from each cartjuand (46), where this is not the case (extractio
does not take place from the last conjuft).

(45) John-ga yaoya-kara [mikan-8-ko]-to [banana-o 5-hon]-to [budou-o0 2-fukatta.
Johnyowm vegetablestore-from orangee 3-CL and bananasc 5-CL and grapecc 2-CL bought
‘John bought 3 oranges, 5 bananas and 2 ksraflgrapes from a vegetable store.’

(46) ?*John-ga [mikan-to banana]-o yaoya-kara (sorezore) [3-ko]to [5-hon]to
Johnvom orange and bananac vegetable.store-from respectively 3-CL and 5-@hd
[budou-o0 2-fusa] katta.
grapexcc 2-CL  bought

(47) John-ga [mikan-to banana-to budou]-aoya-kara (sorezore) [3-ko] t6-hpn] to
Johnyom orange and banana and grapevegetable.store-from respectively 3-CL and 5&0d
[2-fusa] katta.
2-CL  bought

It should also be noted that this kind of non-ATBB\is possible without the coordinattw in the
higher position. In such cases another coordinatmite appears in the higher positigh.

(48) John-ga [mikan:o sosite banangjo/aoya-kara (sorezore) i 3fko]-to [t 5-hon] katta.
Johnwowm orangeacc and  bananaec vegetablestore-from respectively 3-CL and 5-tught

The ATB requirement is imposed in this case toaisTH{50), where extraction takes place from each
conjunct, is better than (49), where extractioretaklace from the first and the second, but not the
third conjunct.

(49)?"John-ga [mikanio sosite bananajo 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
(50) John-ga [mikanro sosite banang-ososite budou+g yaoya-kara
Johnvom orangescc and bananaec and grapecc vegetable.store-from
(sorezore) i[B-ko]to  [f5-hon]to [t 2-fusa] katta.
respectively 3-CL and 5-CLdan 2-CL bought

BFor independent reasons, it is not possible tothespossibility of mixing non-ATB ATB and regul&TB
here (regular ATB is independently not possibl¢his case since the ATBed NP would have to be &ssoc
with two different numbers).
1Notice that such cases argue against an analyssharh the presence of two conjunctions in distieiolu
coordinations would somehow be a result of pron@ition of two copies of the same conjunction.
It should be noted that Ishii (2015) suggéiséd sositeis a CP-level coordinator. However, my informants

allow examples like (i). Notice also that the casarker is optional in the first conjunct in bothdnd (48).)
() John-ga sosite Mary-ga tootyakusita.

Johnyom and  Marynowm arrived

‘John and Mary arrived.’
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As another parallel to SC, (49) and (46) are mailtjinacceptable if there is a pause following the
second conjunct in the lower ConjP (i.e. if thetfitwo conjuncts in the lower ConjP form a separate
intonational phase). This is the same prosody asotie discussed above with respect to SC (20).
Recall that this prosodic pattern, on which thetfttvo conjuncts in (45) are pronounced as a single
prosodic unit, has a different derivation, on whithree oranges’ and ‘five bananas’ form a
coordination (as reflected in this unit also forgia prosodic unit), which is then coordinated with
“two grapes”. In other words, on this prosodic eait we are dealing here with two separate
coordinations, each of which has two conjuncts.

Notice also that both examples like (49) and examike (46) show island sensitivity, as shown
by (51) and (52) respectively, where an adjunanidlintervenes between the final and the original
position of the relevant elemerits.

(51) ?*mikan-o0 sosite banana-o Mary-wa [John-g@oya-kara (sorezore)  3-ko-@-hon
orangescc and bananaec Mary-tor Johnnowm vegetable.store-from respectively 3-CL and 2-CL
katta-kara)] okotta.

bought-because got.angry
‘Mary got angry because John bought 3gearand 2 bananas from a vegetable store.’

(52) ?*mikan-to banana-o Mary-wa [John-gaoygkara (sorezore)  3-ko-tohatr
orange and banape: Mary-ror Johnnom vegetable.store-from respectively 3-CL and 2-CL
katta-kara] okotta

bought-because got.angry
‘Mary got angry because John bought 3gearand 2 bananas from a vegetable store.’

To sum up, the Japanese examples under consiaematibis section represent another case of non-
ATB ATB, where movement takes place out of eachjwmt, but it is different elements that are
moving out of the conjuncts. As in the case of AGiB ATB examples from English and SC
discussed above, the ATB requirement holds indase too: although different elements are extracted
extraction must take place from each conjunct.

5. When is non-ATB ATB possible?

The above data confirm the existence of non-ATB AWBere there is movement out of each conjunct
but different elements are moving out of the coafsnin other words, the ATB requirement should be
stated in a such a way that it does not requirettieasame element moves out of each conjunct but
simply that there is movement out of each conjunct.

There is another interesting property of non-ATBBA All the cases involving non-ATB ATB
discussed above involve coordination formationhi@ tnoved position. What happens when non-ATB
ATB is attempted without coordination formation timee moved position? Consider in this respect
(53):16

5Note also that, as in SC, nothing can be inser@dden the elements undergoing non-ATB ATB in the
Japanese construction under consideration.
®Distributed coordination is also possible with Awvement, as in (i)réspectivelyis not needed in (i)).
(i) The dogs and roosters barked and crowed ditnig (Zhang 2010:233)
It is difficult to test the possibility of non-ATBTB without coordination formation in the moved pas with
A-movement given that for independent reasons Aenmnt is more local than A’-movement. (It may be
worth noting here that Japanese does not allowteat®ns like (i) on the relevant reading, wheré&s
patterns with English in allowing them. These diffeces underscore the need for more in depth argasdtic
investigations of the distributed coordination damstion, one of the main goals of this paper ict faeing to
spur such investigations.)

12



(53) *Which president do you wonder which famougevrJohn reads [articles about t] and [essays by
t] respectively?

(53) involves extraction of different elements from single coordination without coordination
formation in the higher position. In English thisquires moving wh-phrases to different +whCPs,
which in turn brings in a wh-island violation. $t{53) is clearly more degraded than typical wansl
violations. The fact that the contrast between &®) (6) is stronger than a typical wh-island \tiola
suggests that coordination formation in the movesitn is necessary for non-ATB ATB.

Consider also (54)-(55), which also involve nonBARTB wihtout coordination formation in
the moved position. Both examples are unaccept&biehermore, (55), where the ATB requirement
is not obeyed, is even worse than (54), where thB fequirement is obeyed (in (55) there are two
moved elements and two gaps, while in (54) thezevao moved elements and three gaps; the example
mixes non-ATB ATB and ATB).

(54) *Which president do you wonder which famoust@vrJohn reads [articles about t], [essays by ],
and [tweets from t] respectively?

(55) *Which president do you wonder which famautist John reads [articles about t], [essays by t]
and [tweets from Brady] respectively?

The contrast between (54) and (55) parallels timrast between between SC (18) and (19), indicating
that the ATB requirement still holds in such cadgsth examples are, however, unacceptable. What
seems to be going on here is that performing noB-ATB without coordination formation in the
moved position leads to a violation, call it a aitddn of requirement X (to be discussed in moraitiet
below): X is violated in both (53) and (54). Thesen why (55) is even worse is that it violatessX a
well as the ATB requirement that there needs tmbeement out of each conjunct of a coordination.

Notice now that in (53), the wh-phrases that ao@ing out of the coordination are interpreted in
different SpecCPs (i.e. different clauses). It @ out of question that this is the source of the
ungrammaticality of (53); i.e. it may be that fanse reason wh-phrases undergoing this kind of
extraction must be interpreted in the same SpetORhich case (53) would not necessarily show that
non-ATB ATB requires coordination formation in timeoved position. This potentially interfering
factor cannot be controlled for in English, butain in SC, SC being a multiple wh-fronting language
Let us then test the possibility of non-coordinated-ATB ATB with multiple wh-fronting in SC. The
relevant examples are given below. (56), involvimgn-ATB ATB without higher coordination, is
unacceptable. (57), its counterpart involving camton in the higher position, is clearly betthan
(56) .7

(56) *Kome za kim su ga iznenadili [otpaft i [zeljaf?
wheat for whom are him surprised resistance andireles

(57) ?Kome i za kim su ga iznenadili [otpait i [zelja{f]?
wheat and for whom are him surprised resistance a&sitel
‘Resistance to whom and desire for whonpissed him?’

The interfering factor noted above with respecEnglish (53) also does not arise with respect to SC
non-ATB ATB constructions discussed in section Bede constructions also require coordination

17(56) is unacceptable regardless of the placemetfteofliticssu ga (57) gives the only possible placement of
the clitics here (this also holds for (58)-(59)dwe] see section 3 for relevant discussion). Natise that SC
does not show the subject condition effect (se&k®a& 2013b).
() Kome ga je iznenadio [otpol?
what him is surprised resistance
‘Resistance to whom surprised him?’
13



formation in the moved position, as shown by thetiast in (58), where (58a) involves coordination
formation in the moved position and (58b) does @astwell as the contrast in (59), involving wh-
counterparts of constructions like (58a-b), wheewh-phrases are interpreted in the same Sp&CP.

(58) a. Crvenui bijely je kupio [[tsuknju] i [t haljinu]].
red and white is boughtirtsk and dress
‘He bought a red skirt and a white dress
b. *Crvenu bijelu je kupio suknju i haljinu.
(59) a. Kakvu I ¢iju  je ukrao [[tsuknju] i [{ haljinu]]?
what-kind-of and whose is stolerskirt  and dress
‘He stole what kind of a dress and whslgd.’
b. *Kakvwiju je ukrao suknju i haljinu?

The data discussed in this section thus indicatertbn-ATB ATB requires coordination formation in
the moved position, i.e. the elements undergoingA®B ATB must participate in a coordination in
their final position.

What examples like (53), (56), (58b), and (59bdpvghs that non-ATB ATB is confined to
constructions involving coordination formation lhmetmoved position. Now, it is well-known that there
are parallelism requirements which concern theimrgtes of ATB. Thus, there is a parallelism
requirement that the gaps in ATB constructions madtc the surface forms if they were to be
phonologically realized (see Franks 1993, 1995}his requirement obviously does not hold with
non-ATB ATB since here different elements are bartyacted. There is also a thematic requirement
(see Franks 1995 and references therein). Rougiily,single-clause ATB, both gaps must be either
subjects or objects (60)-(61), a requirement wisatelaxed with cross-clausal ATB, as (62) shé%s.

BNotice that wh left-branch extraction, as well adtiple left-branch extraction, are in principlegsible in SC
(see Boskowi 2016, Stjepanowi2018 as well as section 3).
®Notice in this respect Polish (i).

(i) chtopiec, ktérego Maria lubia Ewa nienawidei
boy who(acc-gen) Maria(nom) likes aBda(hom) hates
'the boy who Maria likes and Ewa hates' (Franks 1993)

The first gap is in an accusative position andgeeond gap is in a genitive position. However,his tase
accusative and genitive are homophonous, so ATBssible. When this is not the case, ATB is nosjtbs.
(i) a.dziewczyna, ktora Janek lubi
girl who(acc) Janek(nonkek
b. dziewczyna, ktérej Janek nienawidzie
girl who(gen) Janek(noimtes
c. dziewczyna, *ktéra/*ktorej Janek Ilubie a Jerzy nienawidgi
girl who(acc)/(gen) Jamekf) likes and Jerzy(nom) hates
'the girl who Janek likes and Jerzy Hates (Franks 1993)
20Zhang (2010:193) actually argues that the paraiteliequirement in question holds for non-ATB ATBnasl
based on constructions like (i).
(i) a. [[Which nurse]and [which hostes$] ; dated Fred and married Bob respectively?
b. [[Which nurseland [which hostes$did Fred date and Bob marryj, respectively?
c. *[[Which nurse]and [which hostes$ldid Fred date i and ; marry Bob, respectively?
She, however, does not discuss cross-clausal dasaxyunterparts of examples like (62). My infamts differ
regarding non-ATB ATB in such contexts, i.e. exaesgike (ii).
(i) Which writer, and which actgidoes John adoreand Peter claim will succeed in Hollywood respectively.
One of my informants accepts (ii) and one rejectmportantly, the informant who accepts (ii) alsoccepts
(62) and the informant who does not allow (ii) atkx®s not allow (62), which indicates that non-AABB and
regular ATB indeed behave in the same way witheesfo the parallelism requirement in question. Eosv,
more detailed investigation is obviously requiredehbefore a firm conclusion can be reached.
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(60) *I wonder who[t; left] and [Mary kissedit
(61) *I wonder who[John sawi} and [t kissed Mary]
(62) 1 wonder whp[John sawit and [Peter thinks kissed Mary]

One could try to account for the restriction on #6fB ATB discussed above (non-ATB ATB
requires coordination formation in the moved posifj which concerns the landing site of non-ATB
ATB, by positing a counterpart of the parallelisequirement on the origin of ATB movement that
would hold for the landing site of ATB movement.Wwhver, it does not look like that this would work
since the coordination restriction regarding thedlag site of non-ATB ATB discussed above seems
quite different from the parallelism requirementtbe origin of ATB noted above, which is essenyiall
a thematic parallelism requirement (see Franks 4988 requirement is actually not about
subjects/objects but about the theta-roles tharelevant elements bear if they originate in a lging
thematic domain). Still, it is not out of questitmat the coordination restriction on non-ATB ATB
noted in this section could follow from an appraepely formulated parallelism requirement for ATB.
However, since this kind of an approach would sympktate the relevant descriptive generalizatiton (
would basically have to require that if there isrendthan one element participating in ATB, the
elements in question would have to be coordinatetheir final position), below | would like to
speculate on an alternative way of deducing thigicéen on non-ATB ATB established above.

6. Deducing the coordination in the moved positionestriction

The discussion above indicates that non-ATB ATBsexiand that it is limited to constructions
involving coordination formation in the moved pasit. We have seen above that this might follow
from parallelism requirements, though such an agravould essentially restate the relevant faats. |
this section, | will briefly show that there is aiternative way of deducing the non-ATB ATB
coordination restriction from mechanisms that walleindependently argued for. It is important to
emphasize that it is beyond the scope of this papexamine the mechanisms in question. The goal
here is much more modest: there are independerdlyenproposals regarding several mechanisms
which when taken together end up deducing the ndB-AATB restriction under consideration
(namely, that non-ATB ATB requires coordinationrf@tion in the moved position).

6.1. The assumptions

ConjP is traditionally considered to be an islatids is in fact what the ban on extraction out of
coordinations implies. In the phasal system, thisn natural to assume that ConjP is a phase, given
that phases have a potential for inducing locafityations?*

BoSkovt (2015) suggests that traditional islands do nlmwamovement to pass through their
edge, i.e. that this is the source of the islandheftect. The suggestion is implemented more foymal
in Boskovt (2017). Capturing most traditional islands whia@hrbt have an independent source, like
intervention/relativized minimality effects, withithe phase theory is far from straightforward and
certainly does not simply follow from assuming thtraiditional islands are phases. Given that theedg
of a phase is accessible from the outside (underPimase-Impenetrability Condition (PIC)), if an
island corresponds to a phase, its edge shoulddessible from the outside. This, however, runs the
risk of voiding islandhood. To prevent that, BoSkoy2017) suggests that traditional islands are
phases that cannot be given an EPP/edge featurevdldd make successive-cyclic movement out of

2IThis does not mean that phases in general aralsslahases have the potential to induce localityations,
which can then capture islandhood.
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them possible (see Chomsky 2000, 2001 on this mésié?). This, e.g., bans extraction out of

adjuncts, as in (64). Given the suggestion in goestalthough both bolded CPs in (63)-(64) are
phases, the bolded CP in (64) cannot be given &delge feature that would drive movement to its
edge, which would make movement out of it possilblas is in contrast to the bolded CP in (63),
where this is possible.

(63) How did you think Ep that John fixed the caif?
(64) *How did you fall asleepdp after John had fixed the caf’t

| will adopt below the assumption from BoSkéyR017) that traditional islands are phases thahct
be given an EPP/edge feature to make successiVie-oyavement out of them possible.

Another assumption that will be relevant belowa@ns a proposal made in Oda (2018). Oda
discusses feature-checking relations within ConyRich includes a formalization of the standard
assumption that ConjP propagates the categoritiriEsof the conjuncts. One of the proposals Oda
makes in his discussion of feature checking refatiovithin ConjP is that conjuncts share a
coordination feature, which | will also assume beld take the coordination feature to be an
interpretable feature, shared by the conjunctstb@aoordination head—elements bearing that feature
must be involved in a coordinatiéh.

Finally, for the sake of concreteness, | will assuimat examples with multiple (i.e. more than
two) conjuncts involve multiple ConjP shells, agwed in e.g. Kayne (1994), Zoerner (1995),
Johannessen (1998), and Zhang (2010). Under th@agpto phases where the highest phrase in a
phasal domain functions as a phase, as in Bo§K20iL4), given that coordination represents a ghasa
domain, as discussed above, this means that thegti€onjP in structures involving multiple ConjP
shells will function as a phase.

6.2. Deducing the coordination-in-the-moved-positio restriction

Consider now the effect of these assumptions, whasle been proposed and argued for independently
of our current concerns, on distributed extractmonstructions. Given that ConjP is a phase,
movement out of ConjP must proceed via the ConjgeedHowever, as is the case with other
traditional islands, ConjP is a phase that canmogiven an EPP/edge feature to make successive-
cyclic movement out of it possible. What this me@nshat there cannot be pure successive-cyclic
movement via the ConjP edge. The only way to gehéoConjP edge is then to get there via “real”
feature checking. The distinction | have in mindehis the distinction between complementitteat
and the +wh-C in English: movement to the edgthafis true successive-cyclic movement, which is
enabled by givinghat the property that makes such movement possibléh@wther hand, movement
to the edge of +whC is very different, it involwekat | refer to here as “true” feature-checkingjakih
has semantic consequences. With ConjP, the forsneoti an option, for the reason discussed above.
As for the latter, there is a feature that is ald#, namely the coordination feature. Howevegnf
element is given a coordination feature, it mugegually) participate in a coordination.

Bearing all this in mind consider the coordinatrestriction on non-ATB ATB. Let us consider
it with respect to an example like (65), focusimgmovement out of the second conjunct.

(65) Which booksand which magazinedid he seedonje[fans of f] and [readers of[{?

2?2As discussed in Chomsky (2000, 2001), such featarsn principle only be given to phases, and ovitgn
needed for reasons of successive-cyclicity.
ZThis feature obviously cannot be checked at a ddist” (since there is no coordination at a distgnite
requires merger with (the projection of) the cowjion head; see here BoSkéyR015).
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Given that ConjP is a phase, fwhich magazineto be able to move out of ConjP it must get to the
edge of ConjP? Since pure successive-cyclic movement (of the Kisdussed above, see footnote 22)
via the edge of ConjP is not an optiaviiich magazinesas to undergo real feature checking there.
This can be done ifhich magaziness given the coordination featuteHowever, being interpretable,
this feature has a semantic reflex, the elementrge#hat feature must participate in a coordirmatio
i.e. it must be interpreted as a conjunct. Thih&n the reason why a coordination has to be forimed
the moved position: this enablefiich magazinet function as a conjunct, i.e. to satisfy the aptit
reflex of the coordination feature.

To summarize, under the analysis suggested abowgement to the edge of a ConjP is
possible only if the moving element has a coordamafeature. Elements participating in non-ATB
ATB then must have a coordination feature, whickumm forces them to participate in a coordination,
i.e. forces ConjP creation in the moved positioelefents participating in non-ATB AT#.

Why doesn’t the same issue arise with regular ATB8sume that with regular ATB, there is
actually no movement out of both conjuncts. Witm##9TB ATB constructions like (65), there
obviously must be movement of the wh-phrase outawth conjunct, given that the wh-phrase that
corresponds to the gap in each conjunct is phoreathg realized. This is not the case with regular
ATB constructions like (3), repeated here.

(66) Wha did you see [friends of|tand [enemies of]®

There are in fact analyses of regular ATB where enoent takes place only out of the first conjunct.
This is e.g the case with the often assumed nur&pr movement analysis (see e.g. Munn 1992,
1993), on which a null Op moves within non-init@njuncts but there is no movement out of these
conjuncts: movement takes place only out of thgainconjunct. The same holds for Nunes’s (2004)
sideward movement analysis, where XP participaitingn ATB construction is merged in its theta-
position in the second conjunct, then re-mergethéntheta-position in the first conjunct, undergpin
movement only from that conjun€tUnder both of these analysis, upward movementobuonjP
takes place only out of the initial conjunct. Ir6)6it takes place from SpecDP of the first conjunc

24The motivation for the movement out of ConjP is telvar feature is involved in the final landing sitewh-
movement in English, hence there is independert feeéhe wh-phrase to move out of ConjP.
25As discussed above, the conjunction head indepégdes the coordination feature (see also foot28ie it
is not given this feature simply to enable the nmoget in question.
26All of this is straightforward under the ConjP-oM@P analysis of distributed coordinations. Theatitn is
slightly more complicated under Zhang's sideward/ement analysis (see footnotes 3, 7 for discussiohese
analyses). Zhang extends Nunes’s (2004) sidewardement account of regular ATB to distributed
coordinations. Under Nunes’s analysis of ATB, dssad belowg participating in an ATB structure is merged
in its theta-position in the second conjunct anteryed in its theta-position in the first conjunidbwever,
before the remerges, needs to move to the edge of the second conjasatdicated by locality effects: ATB
constructions in which there is an island in betwte theta position af in the second conjunct and the edge
of the second conjunct are ungrammatical. Undereisnanalysis, there is sideward movement/remdrgar
one conjunct to another conjunct within the samajoUnder Zhang's extension of Nunes’s analybistd is
sideward movement/remerger from one ConjP intolerofonjP, i.e. sideward movement/remerger takasepl
out of the original ConjP. Then, just like theresnbe movement to the edge of the conjunct befidenard
movement/remerger into another conjunct (under Ngneriginal account), it is not surprising thaéith must
be movement to the edge of ConjP before sidewardement/remerger into another ConjP under Zhang's
extension of this analysis, as required under bowe account of the coordination restriction. Altively, it is
possible that sideward movement into another CtakPs place only after movement out of the orig@aihjP,
in which case there would be regular movement bthielower ConjP, just as on the ConjP-over-CHyaigm
2’0ne issue these works were concerned with is thikmawn impossibility of reconstruction into thesond
conjunct with regular ATB (see Munn 1992, 1993 aahes 2017 for relevant discussion under the null
operator movement and the sideward movement aralyspectively).
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wherewhois located prior to the extraction out of Conjfhddr Chomsky’s (2000, 2001) approach to
the PIC,who at the edge of the first conjunct is actually lechat the edge of ConfPThere is then
no need for this element to be given a coordindaure to move to the edge of ConjP. With regular
ATB, then, movement takes place only out of thst faonjunct, while with non-ATB ATB movement
takes place out of each conjunct. Since for inddpehreasons only movement out of non-initial
conjuncts requires the moving element to have adooation feature, coordination formation in the
moved position is forced only for non-ATB ATB.

The problem with examples like (53), where non-AABB does not involve coordination-
formation in the moved position, is then that aitheénvolves a violation of the PIC if the moving
element that is not extracted out of the first aof is not given the coordination feature, oi is,
the problem is that we have here an element witbaadination feature that does not participate in a
coordination.

Before concluding this section | briefly note &dbty effect associated with late coordination
formation. SC allows extraction of conjuncts, as(é@) (see Stjepanavi2014, in press, Boskavi
2017, Oda 2017).

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

Such extraction is, however, disallowed with camstipns under consideration: after formation of
non-ATB ATB coordination, conjunct extraction istrpmssible:

(68) *Crvenetvrdis da se [t bijeli] meni dopadajui[suknje] i [tkaputi].
red you-claim that self  anditeh mear please skirts and coats
‘You claim that red skirts and white coalsgse me.’

While it is not trivial to implement this formallyintuitively it seems clear what is going on here:
ConjP that is formed after movement, i.e. ConjP Inooated in the base position, is an island (such
ConjP would in fact be a barrier in Chomsky’s 18g8riers system).

In fact, not only conjunct extraction, but extiantout of a conjunct is also disallowed from a
coordination formed by movement. This is shown &§)(involving ATB wh-movement out of a late-
formed ConjP located in SpecCP, which is clearlyseahan simple extraction out of interrogative
SpecCP, as in (70).

(69) *Which famous presiderdo you wonder [which paintings afjtand [which books abouiit did
he meet [fans of]tand [readers o&}?
(70) ?Which famous presiden you wonder [which paintings gfjtJohn sold;®

28Chomsky’s approach to the PIC differs in this resgeom Hiraiwa (2005) and BoSkavi(2015), where the
edge of the edge of phase XP is not at the edgéofl am adopting Chomsky’s approach to the Pl¢hia
respect. (Notice also that BoSkév2018 argues that movement to the edge of individoajuncts is quite
generally allowed).

It should be noted that it is beyond the scopehis paper to examine the nature of the ATB requémm
itself. Several works have argued that the ATB meguent actually follows from the coordination-ids
requirement (Chomsky 1957, Schachter 1977, Willid®88, Sag et al 1985, Bowers 1993, Beavers and Sag
2004, among others), namely Sag et al (1985), Tatah(1994), and Boskavi(2018). Under the
implementation of this approach in BoSkoyR018), extraction out of the first conjunct isoaled in certain
cases even where there are no gaps in other cosj@gich is in part due to the accessibility of #dge of the
first conjunct, see BoSko¥i2018 for other factors involved). Any gap in a fottial conjunct, on the other
hand, obligatorily “activates” the ATB requiremefdrcing the presence of a gap in each conjunct.
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Late-formed coordinations are apparently islandsglidwing any kind of extraction, even extractions
that are in principle possible out of regular (base-generated) coordinations.

7. Late coordination formation without lower ConjP

Above we have seen a number of cases involvingdagation formation in the moved position, i.e.
after movement. All of these cases also involverdimation in the lower position, i.e. they involve
extraction out of a coordination. A question theises if late coordination formation is possible if
there is no coordination in the lower position, ifeghe movements in question do not take pladeobu

a ConjP. It appears that such extraction shoulthlginciple possible. More precisely, nothing that
we have seen above rules it out. One could tryl®it out by considering late coordination fornoati

to be a last resort strategy, where the additiooaldination would be created only when necessary t
make movement out of a coordination possible. Reoakhis respect Chomsky’s (2000, 2001)
conception of the edge feature which is given t&ersuccessive-cyclic movement possible. Chomsky
argues for a last resort treatment of the featurguiestion—it is not given unless it is needed &ken
successive-cyclic movement possiBldJnder the last resort strategy suggested aboveyewthe
additional coordination would be created only wheecessary to make movement out of a
coordination possible, the coordination feature thagiven to an element to enable it to move dw o
coordination would be treated like the edge feathet enables successive-cyclic movement in the
relevant respect. This means that unless an eleimenoving out of a coordination it would not be
given the feature in question. Since the featuiguiestion is what essentially licenses late coaitehn
formation, there would then be no coordination fation in the moved position unless the movement
in question takes place out of a ConjP, i.e. ifrehis no coordination in the lower position. This
appears to be the most natural way of restrictatg toordination formation to extraction out of a
coordination. The empirical question to addreghes whether this should be done.

It is not easy to answer this question since intrpotentially relevant cases interfering factors
in terms of a potential alternative analysis arSeko and Gra&anin-Yuksek (2013), however, argue
for the possibility of late coordination formati@m the basis of cases that do not involve movement
out of a coordination. They consider constructionslving coordinated wh-phrases, like (71), and
argue that crosslinguistically such constructiomsrespond to three different structures (where
languages differ regarding which structure is aldd), two of which involve larger (essentially
clausal) coordination where only the wh-phraseaized in the first conjunct (they argue that Esigl
(71) should be treated in terms of a clausal coatthn), and one of which involves coordination of
wh-phrases. They argue that Bulgarian (72) insiéedithe latter.

(71) What and where did you eat?
(72) Koj and kakvo e kupil?
who and what is bought
‘Who bought what?’

They furthermore argue that wh&wh coordination® IBulgarian (72) involve coordination formation
after movement (they analyze late coordination #tram in terms of sideward movement, following
Zhang 2010%° As one argument to this effect, they observe ith&nglish, it is not possible to have

2Thus, complementizehat is given the edge feature What do you think;tthat John bought,twhere this is

necessary to make successive-cyclic movement pesbilt not in ¥Who thinks whathat John bought,twhere

this is not necessary to make such movement pedsdrice it is not allowed.

30 ] will use the term (non-distributed) wh&wh coamdtion to refer to constructions which involve atioation

of wh-phrases (not a larger constituent) and whieeewh-phrases are not extracted out of a cooidmakor

ease of exposition, to differentiate such case® e@amples like (6), where there is a lower Cohjiill refer
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obligatory arguments in the coordination in quesiiim fact, subjects are quite generally not pdssib
see Graanin-Yuksek 2007), as shown by (73). This is exgegainder the clausal coordination
analysis, where (71) is treated as involving camation of two clausesyhat did you eat and where
did you ea?

(73) *What and where did you buy?

The acceptability of (72) then indicates that we @ealing here with wh&wh, rather than larger ctdus
coordination?! Citko and Graanin-Yuksek (2013) also observe that coordinatilkes (72) are not
possible with wh-phrases in situ. In fact it istgugenerally not possible to coordinate a subjedtan
object of the same clause, which means that (#2)atanvolve base coordination which would then
undergo movement. In other words, the coordinatajquestion can only be formed after movement.

If Citko and Gr&anin-Yuksek’s account of Bulgarian (72) is correstich examples provide
evidence that late coordination formation is notited to constructions involving movement out of a
coordination. A question, however, then arises W structure instantiated by Bulgarian (72) is
apparently not allowed in English. Citko and &mnain-Yuksek tie the availability of the structure i
guestion to the availability of multiple wh-frongnsince English does not have multiple wh-fronting
cannot then have the structure in question. Howetvisrnot clear why multiple wh-fronting shoule b
relevant here. Under Citko and @Gaain-Yuksek’s analysis, the interrogative C in (h2s only one
Spec, which is filled by ConjP. Furthermore, re¢hdit they apply Zhang’s (2010) sideward movement
account of constructions like (6) to (72). This magorrectly predict (6) to be unacceptable: if the
reason why the structure instantiated by Bulgai) is unavailable in English is that a ConjP with
wh-phrases cannot occur in the Spec of +whC iniEmg(6) should be ruled out for the same reason
that (72) (i.e. wh&wh coordinations) is ruled out.

At any rate, it appears that we are dealing heté Wiunderstood points of crosslinguistic
variation where the possibility of wh&wh coordinats (if Citko and Gréanin-Yuksek 2013 are right
in their treatment of such coordinations) appayerghould not be tied to the availability of
constructions like (6). In other words, it appeiduat we are dealing here with crosslinguistic vasia
with respect to constructions/mechanisms whichrincple need to be allowed, where it is not clear
what is behind the variation.

| would, however, like to make a tentative suggesthere regarding how non-distributed
wh&wh coordination can be ruled out in English (aesg Citko and Gr&anin-Yuksek 2013 are right
in their claim that such coordination is not allahia English) without ruling out examples like €6).

to the latter as (Postal-style) distributed coaatlons. Notice that wh&wh coordinations are alsbjsct to the
islandhood effect (see here English (i) in footngt&C (23) and Japanese (51)-(52)), as shown maBan (i),
involving an adjunct island (note that Bulgariaredmot show Comp-trace effects).
() *Koj i kakvo si jadosan zaStoto e kupil?

who and what are angry because is bought

‘You are angry because who bought what?’
3Furthermore, Gr&nin-Yuksek (2007) notes that DP external mateaal occur within the relevant ConjP in
English, as shown by (ib). Nothing of that sorpisssible in Bulgarian. (Note that SC allows bottigatory
arguments and DP-external material in the coortinatin question, as shown by (35)-(36), the redeotthis
being that SC allows both wh&wh and larger clawsairdination, see Citko and Gemin-Yuksek 2013 (I am
simplifying their discussion here) and the discmsdielow.)
() What did Peter and why did Peter eat? t@nin-Yuksek 2007)
32The reader should, however, bear in mind that somgthat is completely independent of our concemsd
be responsible for the impossibility of non-disttiéed wh&wh coordination in English, and the differe
behavior of English and Bulgarian in this respedtich is in fact what Citko and Gfanin-Yuksek propose). It
should in fact be noted that this kind of coordioras are possible only under wh-movement, as shipn®C (i)
(the fronting in (ia) can in principle involve tagailization, focalization, or scrambling (see Bo3kd2004), the
construction is apparently ruled out regardlesstath of these options is taken, in contrast tg)35
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Above, | have made a suggestion regarding howdatedination could be restricted in a way that
would allow it only if the elements which are latenjoined are extracted out of a coordination,if.e.
there is a coordination in a lower position. Untlex suggestion in question, the coordination featur
which is necessary for late coordination formatisngiven as last resort to make movement out of a
coordination possible, on a par with the last resature of the edge feature that is given to make
successive-cyclic movement possible. This accoant tben be applied to English: this will allow
constructions like (6) in English but would notoall non-distributed wh&wh coordinations of the kind
that are allowed in Bulgarian. In Bulgarian, theére coordination feature would not be added onlg as
last resort, as a result of which late coordinatmmation is possible with wh&wh coordinationse(i.
without a lower ConjP).

A question that arises now is whether there arguages that allow late coordination formation
only if such coordinations do not involve extraatiout of a ConjP (i.e. languages that allow wh&wh
coordination but not Postal-style distributed estiian). If such a pattern exists, an issue | leapen
here, it could be captured if in the pattern insijiom coordination feature checking would have a
freezing effect, i.e. if it is subject to what RiZ2006) refers to as criterial freezing. This wablock
late coordination formation out of coordination® (iPostal-style distributed coordination): to Iea
to participate in late coordination and to move @iud ConjP the relevant element would have to have
the coordination feature; however, undergoing featinecking for the coordination feature, which is
needed to allow movement out of a coordination, ld/aesult in a freezing effect, preventing the
relevant element from moving out of the ConjP, tpusventing late coordination formation in this
case (i.e. Postal-style distributed coordination).

Admittedly, the account of the relevant crosslisgioi differences suggested above is
somewhat stipulatory. This, however, seems unabtedat present since we are dealing with ill-
understood crosslinguistic variation here. Langsade differ with respect to how they behave
regarding the relevant properties of coordinatestrotions. The point of the above discussion was
merely to outline how the relevant crosslinguistaziation could be captured, as well as to highligh
the need for more extensive crosslinguistic ingastbns of the relevant properties of coordinations
(recall that languages also differ regarding whethey allow conjunct extraction, see for example S
(67), which is unacceptable in English). Hopefulgych investigations will reveal correlations
between the properties of coordination investigatethis paper and other properties, which should
help determine in a more principled way the factbeg are behind the phenomena (and the variation
with respect to these phenomena) discussed ipépiers?

8. Conclusion

()a.*Jovanu i knjigu daju.

Jovagrc and bookcc they-are-giving

‘They are giving Jovan a book.’

b. *Jovan i Ku kupuije.

Jovaibm and housec is-buying

‘Jovan is buying a house.’
Postal-style distributed coordinations are notriestd in this way. Thus, they are possible witheotA'-
movements, as shown by (ii) or even with A-movengeat footnote 5).
(i) Under the pillow and in the drawer Lulu puetdiary and hid her letters, respectively (Zhanf20D70)
Given that there clearly must be rather strong tamdil restrictions on non-distributed wh&wh coaordiions,
which are not operative with Postal-style distrégicoordinations, it is certainly not out of questthat the
unavailability of the former in English (in contta® the availability of the latter) is due to issuthat are
independent of the main concerns of this paper.
33n fact, the goal of much of the discussion in faper is to prompt further crosslinguistic invgations of the
constructions and mechanisms discussed in thig pape
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This paper has provided additional evidence thas ipossible to move different elements out of
conjuncts involved in the same coordination andt thach constructions involve coordination
formation in the moved position, i.e. after moveménwas shown that such constructions are also
subject to the ATB requirement: although differefgments are moving out of conjuncts movement
still must take place out of each conjunct. Thisangethat the traditional ATB requirement needseo b
reformulated: it is not the case that the movirggrednt must move out of each conjunct but simply tha
movement must take place out of each conjuncaritlie the same element that is moving out of each
conjunct or different elements; the ATB requiremisnsatisfied as long as there is movement out of
each conjunct (furthermore, the ATB requirementsdoet hold across ConjPs). Traditional ATB,
where the same element moves out of more thanamarct, and what | have referred to as non-ATB
ATB, where different elements are moving out of tle@juncts, can in fact be mixed under extraction
out of the same coordination, as expected if &t th needed is that there is movement out of each
conjunct. Furthermore, mixed non-ATB ATB cases htheesame ordering restrictions (regarding the
order of the conjuncts) as pure non-ATB ATB cad®¥se. have also seen that there is a restriction on
non-ATB ATB, where different elements are movingnfr different conjuncts, in particular, non-ATB
ATB requires coordination formation in the movedsion. While it is not out of question that the
restriction could be captured with an appropriaenulation of the parallelism requirement on ATB,
we have also seen that the restriction can be @eldiuem independently made proposals regarding the
relationship between phases and islands and feal@aking relations within ConjP. Finally, | have
tentatively concluded that late coordination fonmat(i.e. coordination formation after movement) is
not limited to constructions involving extractiontof a coordination, though this could be a point
crosslinguistic variation, which can be capturedniflanguages where late coordination would be
restricted in such manner, late coordination iate@ as a last resort strategy, employed to enable
extraction out of coordinations.

Appendix: Superiority/ordering effects

In this appendix | discuss some issues that agigarding the ordering of elements participatintate
coordination constructions. | will start with norstlibuted wh&wh coordinations, and then return to
Postal-style distributed extraction coordinations.

As another argument for the wh&wh (as opposeddasal) coordination account of Bulgarian
(72), Citko and Gr&anin-Yuksek (2013) observe that such constructshrmsv Superiority effects, i.e.
strict ordering of coordinated wh-phrases. Theywarthat this would not be expected if (74) involves
coordination of two clauses, where each clauseohfsone wh-phrase, which undergoes movement
(see the discussion in section 7).

(74) a. Koj i kakvo e kupil?
who and what is bought
b. *Kakvo i koj e kupil?

Citko and Graanin-Yuksek (2013) argue that what is relevant ietbat Bulgarian is a multiple wh-
fronting language. Multiple wh-fronting languagesfet regarding whether they show superiority
effects under multiple wh-fronting (see for exampladin 1988, Boskovi 2002). Bulgarian does
show such effects (see (75)), just as it does witBwh coordinations (see (74)).

(75) a. Koj kakvo e kupil?
who what is bought
‘Who bought what?’
b. *Kakvo koj e kupil?
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In light of this, Citko and Granin-Yuksek (2013) tie the possibility of wh&wh edmations to
multiple wh-fronting. The correlation is, howeveather difficult to maintain. Even putting asidesth
issue noted in section 7 regarding the availabdityate coordination constructions in English, end
the standard account the superiority effect in @tges as a result of the interrogative C atingctivo
wh-phrases, where these wh-phrases undergo sepdratevements, occupying separate CP Specs.
This is, however, not the case with (74) under €dkd Graanin-Yuksek’s (2013) analysis, where the
coordination of wh-phrases (i.e. ConjP dominating wh-phrases) is merged into SpecCP—there are
no two separate wh-movements or two CP Specs *{Purthermore, Citko and Gfanin-Yuksek
(2013) also observe that some speakers of Bulgaaallow free ordering of the coordinated wh-
phrases in (74). On the other hand, there is naksgpevariation regarding superiority effects with
multiple wh-fronting.

Also relevant here is SC, which does not show hmiagcin the ordering of wh-phrases in
simple MWF constructions and wh&wh coordinationss Aoted above, multiple wh-fronting
languages differ regarding whether or not they skaperiority effects in examples like (75). Thus, a
discussed in Rudin (1988) and BosSko{2002), SC does not show Superiority effects mpte MWF
constructions like (76).

(76) a. Ko Sta  kupuje?
who what is-buying
‘Who is buying what?’
b. Sta ko kupuje?

However, SC does show ordering effects with wh-dibations3®

(77)a. Ko i sSta kupuje?
who and what is-buying
b. *Sta i ko kupuje?

Now, as discussed above, SC also allows largerdomaiions involving wh-phrases, as indicated by
the fact that additional material can be presettiwiwhat appear to be wh&wh conjuncts.

(78) Ko jei Sta kupio?
who is and what bought
‘Who bought what?’

The presence of the auxiliary clitic in (78) indes that the first conjunct is actually a clause.
Interestingly, such constructions, which unambiglpunvolve coordination that is larger than
wh&wh, do not show superiority effects.

34t appears that treating superiority effects with@wh coordinations and multiple wh-fronting in tlsame
way could in principle work under the ConjP-above-@halysis (see footnote 3), since on this anatiisisvh-
phrases would be first moving to the interroga®@® just as in regular multiple wh-fronting. We Inflowever,
see below that there is actually no correlatiomvben superiority effects with multiple wh-frontiagd wh&wh
coordinations.
35(77b) improves if there is a pause following thestfiwh-phrase, which is not necessary in (76b). ther
relevance of this prosodic pattern, which | putasn the text, see footnote 38.
36There may be a null subject in the first conjumd a null object in the second conjunct here. S&Cpso-drop
language so the former is not surprising. On nbjlects in similar constructions, see Zanon (201%) a
references therein (for other perspectives on thesees, see Citko and Gaain-Yuksek 2013, Geanin-
Yuksek 2007).

23



(79)Sta jei ko kupio?
what is and who bought

When there is nothing following the first wh-phrabere is a superiority effect, as shown by 7).
On the other hand, when the clitic follows thetfisdh-phrase, which clearly shows that in such cases
the first conjunct is larger than the wh-phraselifghere is no superiority effect (see (78)-(79hese
data indicate that when there is no additional nedtéollowing the first wh-phrase we are indeed
dealing with a wh&wh coordinatio?®. These facts also indicate that there is no pédisatiebetween
Superiority effects in simple multiple wh-frontirggnstructions and wh&wh constructions, given the
contrast between (76) and (77) (more preciselypb)X7@nd (77b)), i.e. the parallelism shown by
Bulgarian (75) and (74) is accidental.

In fact, there is reason to believe that whatesegoing on with the ordering of wh-phrases in
wh&wh coordinations is different from superiorit§fexts with multiple wh-fronting. As discussed in
Boskovi (2002), quite generally when the superiority effescfound with multiple wh-fronting it
holds only for the first and the second wh-phrdmond that the ordering of the wh-phrases is free.
This is shown by Bulgarian (80): when only two atgeundergo wh-movement, the indirect object
must precede the direct object, a superiority éffaeen that the former is higher than the latteop
to wh-movement. However, when a higher wh-phraggasent, the ordering of the indirect and direct
object is free (the nominative must be first ind&() as well as (81c) and (82) below). The samatpoi
is illustrated by SC (81), where the superioritieef also holds only for the first and the secortd w
phrase (see BoskavR002 for discussion of the superiority effect®i4-b))3°

(80) a. Kogo kakvo e pital Ivan?
whom what is asked lvan
‘Who did Ivan ask what?’

3’The same holds if the clitic follows the coordirthteh-phrases.
(Ja.Ko i &ta je kupio? b. *Stkd je kupio?

who and what is bought
38This in itself is rather interesting. We may be lodgphere with an economy of representation effsee
BoSkovic 2011 and references therein): when both a smafidra larger structure are in principle available f
X, if there is no evidence for the larger struct{res analyzed in terms of the smaller structuv®e (would not
necessarily expect to find this effect in all laagas of this sort since the effect would hold dnlan all-else-
being-equal scenario, which is not always the casg;lexical properties of elements that are dlida the
larger structure option could block the effect—8s&kovic 1997.) There may, however, be another factor at
work here. Recall that, as noted in footnote 38p{4mproves if there is a pause following thetfiih-phrase.
It may then be that wh&wh and clausal coordinatwe associated with two distinct prosodic patténnthe
cases where nothing intervenes between the cotediméh-phrases, the prosodic pattern with a paalkawing
the first wh-phrase reflecting clausal coordinatsiructure. This prosodic pattern is forced by pesiority
violation, which is not allowed under the wh&wh tkation. It should be noted that according to Citkad
Gratanin-Yuksek, there is no superiority effect in wh&woordinations in Croatian. The speakers | have
consulted, all of which come from Bosnia, do shosuperiority effect here (in fact all the data dissed above
come from the Bosnian variety of what | have refdrto as SC). It is not out of question that thereo real
variation here, and that Citko and Gaain-Yuksek were checking the prosodic pattern@assd with clausal
coordination (this may also be behind what theyoreps speaker variation regarding the orderingotfin
Bulgarian; while Citko and Gtanin-Yuksek do not give relevant Croatian data tdeygive superiority-
violating examples from Russian. However, it tuons superiority violations in Russian are possidé/ under
the prosodic pattern associated with clausal coatitin). At any rate, while the issue under corrsitien is
quite interesting, it clearly goes beyond the sawipihis paper, whose focus is on distributed coations, not
on wh&wh coordinations, hence | put it aside herefiture research that will focus on wh&wh coomtions.
3%As discussed in Boskavi(2002), SC shows superiority effects in certaintegts; one such context is the
context given in (81).
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b. ?*Kakvo kogo e pital lvan?
c. Koj kogo kakvo e pital?
who whom what is asked
‘Who asked whom what?’
d. Koj kakvo kogo e pital? (Boskevi002:366)
(81) a. ?Ima kome kako da pomogne.
has whom how part helps
‘(S)he has someone to help somehow.’
b. *Ima kako kome da pomogne.
c. ?Ima ko kako kome da pomogne.
has who how whom part helps
‘There is someone who can somehow $etpebody.’ (BoSkovi2002:367)

Recall now that SC shows an ordering effect witlkwh coordinations involving two wh-phrases.
The ordering effect, however, extends to all whagks: when there are more than two wh-phrases
there is strict ordering between all of them, asnghby (82).

(82) a. Ko kome i Sta daje?
who whom and what is-giving
‘Who is giving what to whom
b.*Ko Sta i kome daje?
who what and whom is-giving

The data discussed above indicate that the ordesffert found with wh&wh coordinations is
independent of Superiority (more precisely, whatassidered to be superiority effects associated wi
multiple wh-fronting).

The data discussed above are important for anotfason. As noted above, Citko and &ran-
Yuksek (2013) take the superiority parallelism begw Bulgarian (75) and (74) to indicate that the
availability of multiple wh-fronting underlines thavailability of wh&wh coordinations. Given that
they treat the latter in terms of late coordinatfonmation, this may incorrectly predict that late
coordination formation in general should not be ilabée in English. The fact that wh&wh
coordinations do not track multiple wh-fronting Witespect to Superiority suggests that the two
should be divorced. There should then be no commedietween multiple wh-fronting and the
possibility of late coordination formation (whictmderlines the possibility of Postal-style distrigait
coordination), which is desirable given the podsibof the latter in English.

| now turn to late coordination constructions ininfj Postal-style distributed extraction. As
briefly noted above, there is an ordering effechassning elements involved in late coordination
formation here as well: the order of the conjunathin the newly formed ConjP must match the order
of the conjuncts from which extraction takes placehe original ConjP. Thus, (83) gives the only
possibility for the interpretation of the extractadjectives in this example (it is not possible ‘f@d”
to modify “dress” and “colorful” to modify “haljina note that in the examples given below all the
conjuncts have the same gender so that no intatfnets ruled out due to gender-agreement issues).

(83) Crvenai Sarena meni [tsuknja] i [t haljina] smetaju.
red and colorful mer  skirt and dress bother
‘The red skirt and the colorful dress botimy.’

Recall that Superiority with multiple wh-fronting essentially an ordering constraint/effect. Boskov
(2013a) and Desi(2011) show that SC adjectives c-command out®iNR that they modify (due to
the lack of the DP layer in SC). As a result, eAéhtrace asymmetrically c-commands the lower AP
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trace(s) in (18). The ordering effect in this kioficonstructions could in principle then be a regul
Superiority effect given the standard assumptiat Huperiority effects arise only when one element
asymmetrically c-commands the other element. Thisiowever, not the case with English examples
like (6) or (65) (there is no asymmetric c-commaalhtion here), where the ordering effect is also
operative. This indicates that the ordering effecind in distributed coordinations is independeint o
Superiority (i.e. the kind of superiority effectths found with multiple wh-fronting constructigns

This is confirmed by constructions involving threenjuncts. Recall that with multiple wh-
fronting, superiority holds only for the higheserlent: after the first fronted element the ordewig
the other fronted elements is free (see (80)-(8IH)s is, however, not the case with distributed
coordination constructions, where there is a stirdering effect for all conjuncts, as shown by SC
(84), which gives the only possibility for the inpeetation of the extracted adjectives.

(84) Crveni, bijeliji  Sareni meni [tsako], [t kaput] i [k SeSir] smetaju.
red white and colorful me jacket coat and hat bother
‘The red jacket, white coat, and colorfut hather me.’

As noted above, all this also holds for Englishtrthsited coordination constructions, as shown by
(85), where the indices indicate the only posgipflor the interpretation of the conjuncts.

(85) Which book which magazine and which paintingrespectively did [John buyjt[Bill read t],
and [Mary sell {]?

That the same effect is found in the SC constraatioder consideration and the English construction
under consideration confirms that the two shouldreated in the same way, as argued above. Recall,
however, that the same effect is found with nonrdhsted wh&wh coordinations. Non-distributed
wh&wh coordinations pattern with Postal-style disited coordination constructions rather than with
multiple wh-fronting constructions regarding thelening effect. This can be interpreted as indigatin
that Postal-style distributed coordination congtams and wh&wh coordination constructions should
be treated in the same way (and dissociated frottipteuwh-fronting). The former is indeed the case
under the analysis argued for above, which treatth WPostal-style distributed coordination
constructions and wh&wh coordination constructionterms of late coordination formatiét.

At any rate, the issues discussed in this appemaisit a much more extensive scrutiny than
they could be given in this appendix, whose scapeather limited (especially regarding wh&wh
coordinations).
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