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islandhood of adjuncts. Thus, extraction out ofjgnots and extraction out of adjuncts are shown to
be exceptionally possible in exactly the same emwirents, which can be captured if the two involve
the same syntactic configuration. The proposedyaisails also shown to capture in a principled way a
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various languages/contexts, the emphasis regatbendormer being on Galician, English, Japanese,
and Serbo-Croatian.
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1. Introduction

The goal of this paper is to explore the possibiit a unification of two rather ill-understoodasids,
namely the Coordinate Structure Constraint (CS@)the Adjunct Condition. The CSC is standardly
assumed to have two parts, given in (1) and (2QvibeHowever, recent research has shown that the
two parts of the traditional CSC need to be sepdraince there are languages which are sensitive t
only one of the constraints in (1)-(2). Oda (ing®ein fact explicitly argues for their separation,
providing strong arguments to this effect based ommber of languages. Thus, he notes that Japanese
observes (1), but not (2), allowing extraction ohgincts but not extraction out of conjuncts. The
same holds for Serbo-Croatian (SC), as discuss&djepanow (2014) (see Oda in press for a list of
languages that obey (1) but not (2)). In lightledit arguments, | will also separate the two pafthe
traditional CSC, focusing on (1) (though I will also make some reksaregarding (2) below). As a
result, for ease of exposition | will use the te@8C to refer only to (1). (Where it is necessary to
make a distinction between (1) and (2) | will use terms CSC-1 and CSC-2 respectively.)

(1) The Coordinate Structure Constraint — Extractat of Conjuncts:
Extraction out of conjuncts is disallowed.

(2) The Coordinate Structure Constraint — Extaacf Conjuncts:
Extraction of conjuncts is disallowed.

Turning to adjuncts, the traditional ban on eximacbut of adjuncts is given in (3).

1 On separating the two parts of the CSC, see alssu31973) and Postal (1998).
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(3) The Adjunct Condition (AC)
Extraction out of adjuncts is disallowed.

The paper will explore the possibility of a unifica of (1) and (3), which are illustrated by (4)da(5)
respectively

(4) *What did you see [a picture af and a painting of Storrs?
(5 ?*Whatdid you fall asleep [after John had fixg@ t

Before getting into the issue of islandhood of comcis and adjuncts, a brief note is in order regard
extraction of conjuncts and adjuncts. It is stadjaassumed that conjuncts and adjuncts diffehis t
respect, conjuncts being unmovable and adjunctsabievlt is actually not clear that this is indeled
case. Thus, as noted above, many languages alltvacean of conjuncts. Furthermore, a number of
authors have argued that what looks like adjundtaeton actually involves base-generation of
adjuncts in their surface position (e.g. Uriagerd@k&8; Law 1993; Stepanov 2001a). The standard
assumptions in this respect are thus incorredgaat with respect to conjuncts. At any rate, agcho
above, the goal of this paper is not to examineaekbn of conjuncts and adjuncts, but islandhobd o
conjuncts and adjuncts themselves (i.e. extradtigrof conjuncts and adjuncts), though some remarks
regarding extraction of conjuncts and adjuncts sl made below from the perspective of a unified
analysis of (1) and (3) (more precisely, it will Beown that (2) is not an impediment to such an
analysis).

The starting point in the discussion will be thenaatics for adjuncts given in Higginbotham
(1985). Higginbotham argues that traditional adjiomcmodification (henceforth traditional adjuncts)
actually involves coordination semanticallfzor example, the rough semantics of (6a) is soimgth
like (6b), which can be paraphrasediagre is an event which is walking by John and giow

(6) a. John walked slowly.
b. Je [Walk (John, e) and Slow (e)]

Takahashi (1994) made an important observation uhder Higginbotham’s semantics of adjuncts,
where adjuncts essentially involve coordinatiormédy be possible to unify the ban on extraction out
of conjuncts and the ban on extraction out of actiiy reducing the latter to the fornfetdnder

Higginbotham’s semantics, where adjuncts are i fanjuncts, extraction out of an adjunct does
involve extraction out of a conjunct, which makée tunification plausible and appealing. The

2 The slight difference in the grammaticality statfig4) and (5) will be accounted for under thefigol analysis
proposed below.
3 There is a long line of research in this traditisee e.g. Davidson (1967), Parsons (1980; 1996\tpD
(1989), Takahashi (1994), Progovac (1998; 1999)ntetu(2011). | refer to Higginbotham (1985) as the
representative of this line of research becausafadhi (1994) bases his account of the Adjunct {fioncon
it, as discussed below (following Takahashi, | ajeaeralize this approach to adjunct modificatiogeéneral).
4 It is worth noting here that Ross (1974) suggestedification of the CSC with the Complex NP Coaistt
(clausal complements of nouns are also sometireatett as adjuncts, see e.g. Stowell 1981, Takah@SH).
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unification, however, raises an issue. In Takahagmalysis, while conjuncts and adjuncts are éebat
in the same way semantically (following Higginbatihjathey are treated very differently syntactically
since Takahashi follows standard assumptions irsyimactic literature where coordination involves
the presence of a Conjunction Phrase (ConjP), wdmlgincts involve adjunction, with no ConjP
present. Thus, the direct object in (4) is a ConjyiRh the conjuncts located in the Spec and the
complement position of ConjP ((7); the issue of mehexactly the conjuncts are located within ConjP
is debated in the literature (see e.g. Munn 1988g&vac 1999), the details of their placement nait
matter for our purposes). On the other hand, tieereo ConjP in (5). Semantically, the VP and the
traditional adjunct are conjoined here. Howeveis th not reflected in the structure, since Takhhas
assumes, following standard assumptions, thatdjumet is adjoined to VP, as in (8).

(7) *Who did you seedonjp[a picture of § and [a painting of Storrs]]?
(8) ?*Whatdid you [r [ve fall asleep] [after John had fixed]?

A serious issue then arises: Locality of movemenstandardly assumed to be a syntactic effect.
However, under the above analysis, conjuncts ajuheis are unified only semantically, they are not
unified syntactically in that they involve very f#ifent syntactic configurations. It is then notacléhat
Higginbotham’s conjunction semantics of adjuncts kealp us here.

While this paper will also take the conjunct sen@nof adjuncts seriously, taking it in fact as the
point of departure, it will also take seriously tlssue of the syntax-semantics mapping here. An
obvious question arises in this respect: What winddhe syntax that would most straightforwardly
correspond to the conjunct semantics of adjuncts® answer is quite obvious in fact. It is a syntax
that involves a ConjP, where e.g. VP and the adjun¢6) are conjoined. The only difference with
true coordination would then be that the conjunctiead is phonologically nul.

This paper will then take the conjunct semanticadjuncts seriously, assuming that it is also
reflected in the syntax. From this perspectives itasy to see how (1) and (3) can be unified.€&inc
they involve the same configuration, whatever raas extraction out of conjuncts will also rule out
extraction out of adjuncts.

5> This is in fact what Progovac (1998; 1999) ardioesThus, Progovac (1998) adopts the structui@ nvhere
VP is the Spec of ConjP and the adverbial is a ¢ement of a null conjunction (the structure is Istlg richer
in Progovac 1999).

(1) [conip VP [cony Conj AdVP]]

In this respect, Progovac (1998; 1999) is an ingmdnpredecessor of the current work.

It should also be noted that the discussion inghjser raises an issue of whether phrases areyenerated
as adjuncts (in the traditional understanding ef ttrm). While the discussion in this paper fafidine with
attempts to abandon adjunction as a distinct stredbuilding mechanism, showing that adjunction celeed
be eliminated goes beyond the scope of this paper.

8 There is an important issue that arises here. tuheeanalysis outlined above, not just the adjumat also the
VP is a conjunct in constructions that involve ttiadal VP-adjunction. It appears that extractiar of the VP
should then also be ruled out here. This is a gerissue that any unification of the CSC and th¢uAat
Condition based on Higginbotham's semantics of ractfi needs to address. | will provide an accourthisf
issue in 84 below (see Takahashi 1994 for an @it account which is however based on the assomibtat
conjuncts and adjuncts have a different syntax).
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An important remark is, however, in order heresdéms fair to say that the CSC and the Adjunct
Condition (AC) are the least understood of theitimghl islands. The suggestion made above reduces
two mysteries to one. Resolving this mystery, whighuld involve providing an actual account of the
CSC, however, goes beyond the scope of this p&psrattempt to do that would involve a detailed
discussion of the structure of coordination, ad a&lthe theories of the locality of movement, whie
currently based on the theory of phases. A numbéssoes would arise in this respect: the precise
definition of phases, the precise statement oPthase-Impenetrability Condition (PIC) and the notio
of edge the issue of the generalized EPP effect as tiep successive-cyclic movement, the theory
of labeling, which has been argued to interact il theory of phases in the locality of movement
effects (see BoSkoi2015; in press), etc; the list certainly does exad here. Addressing all of this
would go way beyond the scope of this pap€&he scope of the paper is more modest: to poihaou
number of similarities between extraction out ofjomcts and extraction out of adjuncts which can be
taken to justify unifying the two. Higginbotham’smantics of adjuncts, when taken seriously from the
syntactic point of view, provides a basis for sachnification since the two then have essentidléy t
same structure. Determining the precise sourcslandhood of that structure is beyond the scope of
this paper (as a result, a number of phenomenal imw will only be discussed at a descriptive
level). I will therefore simply use the term isldmwbd informally below. In several places, the
discussion will become more detailed structurafig sgheoretically when it comes to islandhood — in
fact, the paper will provide a principled accoumtaonumber of differences in the strength of the
violation with extraction out of various conjuncéd adjuncts (as well as the voiding of their
islandhood in certain cases); however, the exaxtom for the islandhood of conjuncts will not be
provided below. In this respect, the paper can besidered to be programmatic, providing a
foundation for future work that will account forethslandhood of the syntactic configuration under
consideration here (see in fact BoSkow preparation).

Having laid down the necessary background, the rgéfiae of argumentation, and the limits of
the current work, | now turn to making a case foifying (1) and (3). In that vein, in 82 and §3dte
a number of similarities between the CSC and thgidad Condition. 84 discusses and resolves some
potential impediments to the unification of thearslhood of conjuncts and adjuncts. 85 discusses
extraction of conjuncts and adjuncts. 86 conclubdegaper.

2. The stubbornness of the CSC and the AC

As discussed above, a unification of the traditicc@ordination and the traditional adjunction has
plausible semantic grounds, which can be takereteflected in the syntax. From that perspective, i
is not surprising that the traditional coordinatiamnd the traditional adjunction share some syrtacti
properties, in particular islandhood. The unifioatireduces two islands to one, which is already
conceptually appealing, especially in light of thet that we are dealing here with a rather mysteri
issue. (Admittedly, we still have a mystery, bulueing two mysteries to one does leave us in a less
mysterious state).

" See, however, Boskav{2017; in preparation).



One point that has generally been overlooked initeeature on islandhood is worth emphasizing
here. For pretty much all islands, it has beenddbat there are languages that do not obey them.
Thus, there are languages that do not obey thee8uBGpndition (e.g. Japanese; see Stepanov 2001b
for a more exhaustive list), there are languages tlo not obey th&VhIsland Constraint (e.g.
Swedish, see Engdahl 1986), there are languagéesiahaot obey the Complex NP Constraint (e.g.
Bantu languages, see Boskow#015). The CSC and the AC stand out rather pramilyen this
respect. | am not aware of any language that doeslmey the CSC and the ACFrom the current
perspective, that the CSC and the AC behave isdhge way in this respect is not surprising: we are
after all dealing with one and the same constrdagre — that the two behave in the same way in the
relevant respect is then expected.

3. Some exceptions to the CSC and the AC
3.1. A semantically-based exception

It is well-known that there are exceptions to btltle AC and the CSC (see Truswell 2011 and
references therein for the former and Postal 198Braferences therein for the latter). Interesyingl
some of these exceptions are rather similar inreafhus, extraction from an adjunct is possible in
some cases where there is a contingent relatiot&tipeen the relevant events. Importantly, the same
kind of exception is found with the CSC. The fornsetllustrated by (9) and the latter by (10).

(9) a. Whatdid you come around [to work ol
b. Whatdid Christ die [to save us fronjZ (Truswell 2011: 131)
(10) a. This is the drug whichthletes [take]tand become quite strong.
b. the stuff whichArthur sneaked in and [stol¢ (Postal 1998: 53)

There are no good explanations for why under thwaséic condition noted above the Adjunct
Condition effect and the CSC effect are voided, amdll not provide one in this work. What is
important for our purposes is that the two behavéhé same way here. A unified approach to the two
in this respect has not been attempted before avardescriptive level; what complicates the situnat
even further when it comes to providing an actwaloant is that only argument (both DP and PP)
extraction is allowed in the exceptional context gaestion, non-argument extraction is still
unacceptable, as illustrated below.

(11) *How did you come around [to work on that G§® t
(12) *How should athletes [take that drujgand become strong?

8 As is well-known and as we will see below, there particular coordinations and adjunctions thédval
extraction (in fact likely universally). What | areferring to here is different, namely | am not ssvaf any
language that would allow extraction out of all mhoations and all adjuncts, where conjuncts andreats
simply would not be islands at all.
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This, however, further confirms that the CSC arel A€ behave in the same way here, which can be
interpreted as calling for a unified analysis @ ttvo. The suggestion made here achieves thisltgiyi
by treating the CSC and the AC as one and the paem@omenon.

3.2. Across-the-board movement and parasitic gaps

There is another well-known exception to the CSGctvhs not semantically based (i.e. it is not
semantically restricted like the one noted direathpve). The exception, noted already in Ross (1967
concerns across-the-board-movement (ATB). As id-kvedwn, an unacceptable extraction out of a
conjunct can be made acceptable if the extractikes place out of each conjunct in the coordination

(13) Who did you see enemies of and friends of?
(14) cf. *Who did you see John and enemies of?

There is an obvious counterpart of this with the, ADich is the traditional parasitic gap constroicti
(see also Haik 1985; Huybregts & van Riemsdijk 1988liams 1990; Franks 1993; Progovac 1998;
Nunes 2004).

(15) What did you file without reading?
(16) cf. *What did you file the book without readi?

From the current perspective, (15)-(16) can be ddolat on a par with (13)-(14). Just like the
unacceptable case of extraction out of a conjum¢fiL4) becomes acceptable if extraction takes place
out of both conjuncts, as in (13), so does the cewtable case of extraction out of a conjunct B) (1
(the traditional adjunct being a conjunct under therent analysis) become acceptable if extraction
takes place out of both conjuncts, as in (15) (éfPd a conjunct under the current analysis; seanbel
for extraction out of the VP here).

There have in fact been many attempts to unifyAhB and the parasitic gap construction (see the
references cited above); the current perspectinebeataken to provide motivation for those attempts
(Takahashi 1994 in fact also argues for a unificatiof the two from the perspective of
Higginbotham’s semantic treatment of adjuncts (feb@wever, that Takahashi treats conjuncts and
adjuncts differently syntactically)).

3.3. The edge exception

BosSkovi (in press) notes another exception to the AC. Bagk(in press) shows that the AC effect is
quite generally voided for elements that are baseated at the adjunct edge, also providing an
account of this state of affairs where the probieith extraction out of adjuncts arises with movemen
to the adjunct edge (which is required by the P&Hments that are base-generated at the adjuget ed
can then extract. The details of the account arénmaortant for our purposes; what is importarthist
elements base-generated at the edge of an adpmeixtract out of it.
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One illustration of this effect is provided by théferent behavior of agreeing possessors and
adnominal genitive complements with respect toaetion out of adjuncts in Serbo-Croatian (SC).
Consider first the former. Agreeing possessors@have been argued to be base-generated at the
edge of the traditional NP (TNP)As one argument to that effect, consider the falhg binding
contrast between English and SC, noted in Be&l11; 2013).

(17) a. Hislatest movie really disappointed Kusturica
b. Kusturics latest movie really disappointed him
c. Serbo-Croatian (Deg§@011: 31; 2013: 245)
*Kusturicin najnoviji film ga je zaista raz&arao.

Kusturica’'s latest moviemhiis really disappointed
d. *Njegov najnoviji film je zaista raz&arao  Kusturicu
his latest movie is really disappothti€usturica

Under the assumption that traditional Specs c-comdhaut of the phrase where they are located,
Kayne (1994) takes the acceptability of (17a-b)ndicate that English possessors are not located in
SpecDP, but in the Spec of a lower phrase, SpeBRwasth the DP confining the c-command domain
of the possessor. Degf2011; 2013) observes that in SC, a language withdicles which has been
argued by a number of authors to lack DP (e.g. €oh®892; Zlait 1997; Trenké 2004; BoSkow
2005; 2012; 2014; Marelj 2011; Deé2011; 2013; Rui 2014a,b; Takahashi 2012; Talk014;
2015), possessors do c-command out, as indicatégebyinding violations in (17c-d) (Condition B is
at issue in (17c) and Condition C in (17d)), whadntrast with English (17a-b). Degpiakes the
contrast in question as indicating that DP is migsn SC, with the possessor located in the highest
projection of the traditional NP.

Turning now to adjuncts, SC is rather productivgarding the possibility of TNPs functioning as
adjuncts. One such case is given below, where strumental nominal functions as an adjunct (see
BosSkovk in press for discussion of such adjuncts).

(18) Serbo-Croatian
Tréao je Sumom.
run is foreshsTrR
‘He ran through a/the forest.’

That the instrumental nominal in (18) is indeed ajunct is confirmed by extraction. First, its
extraction out of islands yields an ECP-strengtt,anSubjacency-strength violation (compare (19a-b)

(19) Serbo-Croatian
a. *Sumom se pitad [kad je &mo f].
forestNSTR REFL wonder when is run
‘You wonder when he ran through aftirest.’

®The term TNP is used neutrally, for whatever thiegorial status of the relevant element is.
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b. ??Sumu se pitaS [kad je posjekapt
forestacc REFL wonder when is cut-down
‘You wonder when he cut down a/the forest.’

In addition to agreeing possessors, which roughdyrespond to Englishs‘genitives, nominal
arguments in SC can be expressed through adnogenélve, which roughly corresponds to English
of-genitives; the element bearing adnominal genitigeeurs in the complement position of the noun.
Returning now to the instrumental adjunct undecussion, notice that while extraction of genitive
complements of nouns is in general somewhat dedrad8C, (20a), which involves extraction out of
the nominal under consideration, is clearly woisant (20b), which involves extraction out of an
object. This confirms the adjunct status of thdérumaental TNP ((20a) is worse than (20b) because it
involves extraction out of an adjunct).

(20) Serbo-Croatian
a. *Moga djeda je trtao [Sumom .
MYGEN grandfatheGEN is run foresiNSTR
‘He ran through the forest of my gitather.’
b. ??Moga djeda je volio [Sumu {.
myGEN grandfatheceN is loved foreshcc
‘He loved the forest of my grandfather.’

As noted above, BoSkav{in press) shows that in contrast to elementsahatinot base-generated at
an adjunct edge, elements that are base-genetaaddjunct edge can be moved out of adjuncts. The
adnominal genitive ‘my grandfatien (20a) is base-generated in the N-complementiposRecall,
however, that an agreeing possessor that precdmesidminal is generated at the TNP edge.
Importantly, such possessors can move out of thenetdunder consideration.

(21) Serbo-Croatian
Ivanovom je on tgao [t Sumom].
Ivan’'sINSTRIS he run foreshsTR
‘He ran through Ivan’s forest.’

BosSkovi (in press) provides a number of additional cadeishwalso show that elements that are base-
generated at an adjunct edge can move out of adjunccontrast to those that are not generateah at
adjunct edgé?

What is important for our purposes is that the Gfe@aves just like the AC in this respect. Recall
that an agreeing possessor can extract out of a ddjihct, while an adnominal genitive cannot.

10 One such case is given in (i) (see Boskdwipress for an account why (i) is unacceptablgriglish).
(i) lzuzetne se on [tlo3e] ponaSao?

extremely is he badly behaved

‘He behaved extremely badly.’



Coordinations behave in exactly the same way: aeesgy possessor can extract out of a conjunct
(22), but an adnominal genitive cannot (23).

(22) Serbo-Croatian
Markovog je on [t prijatelja] i  [lvanovu sestru] vidio.
Marko'sacc is he  friendacc and Ivan’sacc sisteracc seen
‘He saw Marko'’s friend and Ivan’s sister.’

(23) Serbo-Croatian
*Fizike; je on [studentailti  [lvana] vidio.
physic&EN is he studemicc and lvamacc seen
‘He saw a student of physics and Ivan.’

What is important for our purposes is that bothditranal adjuncts and traditional conjuncts
exceptionally allow extraction of elements that base-generated at their edge.

To sum up the discussion in this section, we haea shat in a number of environments extraction
is exceptionally possible out of conjuncts and adjs. Significantly, the enviroments where exti@cti
is exceptionally possible out of conjuncts and adis are the same — all the contexts discussdusn t
section exceptionally allow extraction out of batimjuncts and adjuncts (see below for an additional
case). That the two behave in the same way inrdisisect then provides an argument that they should
be unified, which is straighforwardly accomplishethey involve the same syntactic configuration.

4. Some differences between the CSC and the AC arebcue by PF deletion

Above, | have discussed a number of similaritiesvben CSC effects and AC effects which can be
captured under the analysis on which traditiongliraction actually involves coordination, which is
motivated by Higginbotham’s semantics of adjunctidhere are, however, also some differences
between the two, which will be discussed in thistis@, starting with an obvious differente.
Consider (24)-(25), which are intended to represerdse of traditional coordination (24) and a adse
traditional adjunction (25), which is also treatedinvolving coordination under the current analysi

(24) DP & DP
(25) VP & Adjunct

11 | eft-branch extractions in SC are best when tinenamnt precedes the verb, but the relevant corigasto
there when the coordination follows the verb. Netibat there is an interfering factor when suchiaegion is
attempted out of the second conjunct. As notedjap8nové (2014) and discussed belowand’ is a proclitic,
which procliticizes to the element following it. gxoblem then arises if the element following iigrace.
12 A reviewer notes that coordination and traditioadjunction differ regarding gapping, compdohn ate an
apple and Mary a peawith *John ate an apple after Mary a pedrhe difference can be accounted for under
Johnson’s (2009) analysis of gapping (gapping isadly quite generally disallowed in embedded otsy®ven
with coordination).
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The conjuncts in the traditional coordination iM)Y2are symmetric regarding islandhood in that
extraction is banned out of each conjunct (puttisigle the ATB case).

(26) a. *Whoedid you see [a friend of{tand John?
b. *Whedid you see John and [a friend ¢?t

However, this is not the case with (25), whereatton is not banned out of the first conjunct, V..
(27) Whatdid you [buy {| slowly?

A question then arises under the current analggjarding the source of this difference. In parcul
what raises the issue here is the grammaticali{@ Of, which appears to be unexpected.

As noted above, providing an account of the unaed@y of extraction out of conjuncts goes
beyond the scope of this paper. | simply assume b®at conjuncts are islands (as explicitly also
argued in Oda in press). The islandhood of congiiscapparently voided for the VP conjunct in (27).
The question is why. There is actually a ratheaightforward answer to this question.

BoSkovi (2011; 2013b) discusses a variety of islands feomumber of languages and observes
that movement of the head of an island voids idland (for additional arguments to that effect, see
BoSkovi 2015). Based on this, BoSkéwastablishes the generalization in (28).

(28) Traces do not head islands.

Boskovi (2013b) provides a number of arguments for (28&.ah illustration, consider the saving

effect of article incorporation on islandhood inliGan, also discussed in Uriagereka (1988; 1996).
Galician has a rather interesting phenomenon ob-B-incorporation, which quite generally voids

islandhood of the DP from which the incorporatiakds place (see Uriagereka 1988; 1996; Bogkovi
2013b). Thus, Galician disallows movement from migdi DPs, as in (29). However, the violation is
voided when D incorporates into the verb, as shbw(B0)1® Further confirmation of the islandhood-

voiding effect of article incorporation is providdyy (31). Extraction from adjuncts is banned in
Galician, as in (31). However, the ban is voidedarD-incorporation, as in (32) (the same holds for
the Subject Condition effect, which is also voidedler article incorporation).

(29) Galician (Uriagereka 1988: 81)
*e de quénviches ppo [npretrato §]?
and of who saw(you) the portrait

(30) Galician (Uriagereka 1988: 81)
e de quén viche-la [op [ ti [np retrato f]]?
and of whom saw(you)-the portrait
‘So, who have you seen the portrait of?’

(31) Galician (Boskovi2016: 58)

13 As discussed in Uriagereka (1988), when the articdorporates the finalof the verb is truncated.
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??de que seman#raballastedespp o Luns {
of which week  worked(you) the Monday
‘Of which week did you guys work the Moy@a

(32) Galician (Boskovi2016: 58)
de que semanatraballastede-ldor [p ti Luns {]]
of which week worked(you)-the Monday

These cases illustrate the generalization in (Z8g islandhood of the DPs from (29) and (31) is
voided in (30) and (32), where the relevant DPsha@led by a trace, due to the movement of the head
of the DP in question. Boskav{2013b; 2015) provides a number of other cases fxavide range of
languages that illustrate the same effect (thuskBa¢ 2013b shows that, among other things,
Baker’'s 1988 Government Transparency Corollaryct$fare also subsumed under (28); i.e. they also
involve islands that are headed by a trace.) U(@&); if the head of an islandundergoes movement,
the islandhood od is voided, making movement out@possible.

Boskovi (2011; 2013b) also provides an account of theceffequestion, which unifies it with the
rescuing effect that ellipsis has on islandhoodeady Ross (1969) and illustrated by (33).

(33) a. *She kissed a man who bit one of my fregrfiit Tom does not realize [which one of my
friends] she kissefl man who bit t].

b. She kissed a man who bit one of my friends, Tmarh does not realize [which one of my

friends] ] :

The effect from (33) is standardly treated in teohsescue by PF deletion (Chomsky 1972; Merchant;
2008; Lasnik 2001; Fox & Lasnik 2003; Hornsteinshik, & Uriagereka 2003; Boeckx & Lasnik
2006; Boskowt 2011; among others): a * is assigned to an isl@nen movement crosses it. If the *
remains in the final PF representation, a violaiimcurs. If a later operation like ellipsis deleteg
category that contains the *-marked element, thevalion is rescued. Under the standard analysis,
then, whenwh-movement crosses the island in (33) the islantnsarked in both (33a) and (33b).
Since the *-marked element is deleted in (33b)sfendhood effect disappears in this example.
Boskovi (2011; 2013b) also provides a rescue-by-PF delediccount of the generalization in
(28), unifying (28) with the rescuing effect ofip#lis on islandhood. BoSkavargues that what is *-
marked is not the whole island, but the head ofiskend. This means that in e.g. (29), what is *-
marked is the head of the object DP. The reasothforescuing effect of head movement in (30) is
that the *-marked element in the head positiorhefdbject DP is actually a copy that is deletedeund
copy deletion in PF. The offending *-marked elemisrthus deleted in PF in (30), just as it is iB)(3
The analysis quite generally captures the genet#iz in (28)° (Boskovi 2011 also extends the

14 See, however, Abels (2011), Barros et al. (2014).

15 The analysis predicts that head movement is nositbee to (non-relativized minimality) islands, neo

precisely, that the head of an island can moveobtite island since the locality violation will lvescued by

deleting the copy of the moved head (the predidtiolas only for the head of the island and doeshodd for

relativized minimality (i.e head-movement consttpiwiolations; see BoSko&i2013b). BosSkowi (2013b)

provides a number of cases from a variety of laggsahat this is indeed the case (in fact, Galieditle
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analysis to the generalization that traces do nahtas interveners (Chomsky 1995). In the relevant
cases, the *-marked intervener is also removedrirBeopy deletion, see the discussion below).

At any rate, what is important for our purposethaét head movement voids islandhood: if the head
of an island undergoes movement, the islandhoocectefiisappears, making movement out of the
island possible.

Returning to the potentially problematic case if)(2ve now have a straightforward explanation
why movement out of the VP, which is a conjunct dem@an island under the current analysis, is
allowed in this case. The reason is V-to-v movem@Being a conjunct, the VP (i.e. the bracketed
element) in (27) is an island. However, V-to-v mmeat, i.e. movement of the head of the VP, voids
the islandhood of the VP, allowing movement outha VP, as in (27). The grammaticality of (27) is
then just another instance of the general resceffegt of head movement on islandhood, given in
(28). The potential obstacle to the unificationtleé CSC and the AC that was raised by (27) is thus
rather straightforwardly resolved; the reason lfigr grammaticality of (27) is an independent andemor
general effect regarding locality of movement.

The analysis does not only remove a potential prabior the unification of the CSC and the AC
raised by (27) but it also makes a prediction. @mrsagain (24)-(25). Just like in (25) movement of
the head of the VP conjunct makes movement outeMP possible so should movement of the head
of the corresponding conjunct in (24) make movenoentof this conjunct possible. The prediction can
in fact be tested with respect to Galician.The askare is whether article incorporation in Galician
also improves extraction out of a conjunct. It suout that it does. Consider (34)-(35) (the Gallicia
data below are due to Juan Uriagereka, p.m;(34)-(35) is a differential object marker).

(34) Galician
*De quén vistedes [0 amigq]t e-mais [a Xan] onte?
of who (you)saw the friend and a Xan yesterday
Intended: ‘You saw [[the friend of who] and [Jupygsterday?’
(35) Galician
??De quérvistede-lp  [tj amigo{] e-mais [a Xan] onte?
of who (you)saw-the friend and a Xan yesterday

(34) shows that extraction out of a conjunct is possible in Galician, i.e. conjuncts are islands.
Importantly, (35), which involves article incorptiom from the conjunct from whiciwh-movement
takes place, is clearly better than (34), which sdo®t involve article incorporation. Article
incorporation thus also improves extraction outarfjuncts.

Putting for the moment the residual awkwardneq4895f aside, and focusing on the fact that (35) is
better than (34), the current analysis unifies gremmaticality of (27) with the improvements that

incorporation (cf. (32)), which is also acceptabiéghout wh-movement, is one such case; see also Bo§kovi
2013b on noun incorporation in Kinyarwanda, Chichgand Southern Tiwa).
16 There are various proposals in the literaturendigg the exact identity of the relevant head dwdHeight of
V-movement (e.g. we could be dealing here with a&eRunct, with the verb moving to VoiceP above s€e
Collins 2005); | simply use v for ease of expositio
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article incorporation causes fah-movement in (31)-(32) and (34)-(35). All the redev cases involve
extraction out of a conjunct where the head ofcthrgjunct undergoes movement.

Consider now why, in contrast to (27) and (32),) (i85still degraded (although better than (34),
which is what is crucial here for our purpos€sda (in press) captures the two parts of the G8C,
(2)-(2), by proposing that both individual conjun@nd ConjP are islands. What this entails for our
purposes is that with extraction out of a conjumbat is *-marked is the head of the conjunct itsa¢f
well as the head of ConjP (given that what is *-kedris the head of an island). In (34), both *-neakrk
heads survive into PF, hence the strong unaccdiptaifithe construction. On the other hand, in)(35
the *-marked head of the conjunct is removed intl®Bugh copy-deletion. However, the *-marked
head of ConjP is still present in PF. | suggest thi is the reason for the residual awkwardndss o
(35). Article-incorporation voids the islandhoodtb& conjunct itself, by turning its head into ace
(i.e. a copy that is deleted in PF). However, iesloot affect the islandhood of ConjP. The analysis
thus captures the contrast between (34) and (83)ed as the fact that (35) itself is still degedd

What about (27) and (32), which involve traditiomajunction? | suggest that what is important
here is that the ConjP head in these examplesoisgibgically null. In this respect, the head of {Fon
in (27) and (32) in fact does not differ from theald of the first conjunct in (27) and the second
conjunct in (32) — in all these cases the relevaad is phonologically null. Now, it is standardly
assumed that intervening heads block head move(seate.g. Roberts 2010). There is an additional
implicit assumption here: in all the cases thatteaditionally given as an illustration of this et the
blocking head is overt. This is in fact reminiscehtinother standard assumption, noted briefly abov
that traces do not count as interventéré/hat traces and null heads have in common isthiest are
both phonologically null; this means that null erts do not count as interveners. Bosk@2011) in
fact provides a rescue by PF deletion accountetrdice case that can be generalized to the nadl he
case. Boskovi (2011) argues that with intervention effects, wisat-marked is the intervener itself.
With traces, the intervener is deleted in PF, whighis the intervention effect. Another way to lcatk
this is that the locality effect is voided if therfarked element is not realized (i.e. pronounce®F,

i.e. a * induces a violation in PF only if it is P&alized, i.e. if it is present on a PF-realizisveent?®

There is independent evidence for the above acauiuf®7), where the reason why (27) does not
display the CSC effect although adjunction is wdats coordination is that the ConjP head is

17(32) is actually slightly awkward (meriting at mid®). The proposal below will not explain the resit
awkwardness of (32), which | leave open here (plgting it aside below), merely noting that theraynbe a
weak intervention effect associated with phrasavengent from the second conjunct crossing the ¢osjunct,
also a phrase ((32) is in fact fully acceptablétifnvolves only head-movement/article incorporaticee
Bo3kovic 2013b); in this respect compare also (35) with (88ow and note that (26b) is worse than (26a); fo
discussion of the effect in question, which | psida here, see BoSkéwin preparation), who also shows that
the effect is selective in that it depends on lalge(so it does not arise in all relevant contexts)
18 Notice that there is no conflict between the agstion that traces do not count as interveners ftnaetion
and the blocking effect ofvh-traces onwannacontraction. Under multiple spell-out (see Uriadexr 1999;
Epstein 1999; Chomsky 2000; 2001; among many dthérgs not awhtrace but thevh-phrase itself that
blockswannacontraction (see Boskavi2013c, where it is shown that this kind of apptoatso captures the
traditional claim that NP-traces do not block cantion; traces actually never block contractiony dreads of
chains do under a multiple spell-out analysis).
1% Though see below for a potential alternative.
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phonologically null here. Progovac (1998; 1999),owhlso argues for a unified analysis of
coordination and traditional adjunction based andbordination analysis of the latter, observesitha
some cases the ConjP head can in fact be overtraditional adjunction based on examples like (36)
Importantly, extraction out of the VP conjunct isgdaded in such cases: (37a-b) are worse than (27).
This is exactly what is expected: since the *-mdrkead of ConjP is phonologically realized in (37a-
b), in contrast to (27), examples (37a-b) are di#mptain contrast to (27).

(36) a. Mary read his paper, and quickly.
b. John read the book, and avidly.

(37) a. ??What did Mary read, and quickly?
b. ??What did John read, and avidly?

We now have all we need to account for the fullldagm under consideration. In (27) and (32),
both the islandhood of the relevant individual cmts and the islandhood of ConjP is voided since
both the head of the relevant conjuncts and the leéa&ConjP are phonologically null. On the other
hand, in (35), only the head of the conjunct id,nuhich means that the islandhood of the conjunct,
but not the islandhood of ConjP, is voided heretidéoalso that (34) is worse than (31), which soal
captured under the current analysis. (34) in aes@mglves two violations, since the heads of both
islands, the relevant conjunct and ConjP, are ploginzally overt. On the other hand, in (31) onlg th
former is phonologically overt: the islandhood arfP is voided here since the head of ConjP itself
phonologically null. Furthermore, notice that starti CSC violations like (26a) are worse than
traditional adjunction cases with an overt conjiorctlike (37). This is also expected and can be
accounted for on a par with the contrast betwed) &8d (34): (26a) involves two island violations
since both the head of the conjunct island anch#se of ConjP are overt while in (37) only the head
of ConjP is overt. The proposed analysis thus eaptthe full paradigm in (26), (27), (31)-(32), 34
(35), and (37): it captures the fact that (27) #B8d) are better than the rest of this paradigm, the
contrast between (34) and (35) as well as thetfadt(35) is still degraded, and the fact that (i34)
more strongly degraded than (31) and that (26)deerstrongly degraded than (7).

What's particularly important for our purpossshat the current analysis unifies the gramnaéitic
of (27) and the improvement that article incorpmracauses in (34)-(35). In both cases we are nigali
with extraction out of a conjunct where the headh& conjunct undergoes movement, voiding the
islandhood of the conjunct. The grammaticality 7)(then turns out not only not to be a problem for
the unified CSC/AC analysis, but it in fact hasatainterpart with the traditional CSC, thus prowgli
an argument for the unified analysis. In other wgpnde are dealing here with another case where
movement out of a conjunct is exceptionally alloyetiich also extends to traditional adjunction. In
fact, the effect holds not only for what under ttaitional view would be considered to be the thos
of adjunction, i.e. the VP in (25), but also foe ttraditional adjunct itself. As shown in (31)-(3#)e

20 One issue that | will put aside here is whethéragtion out of all conjuncts can be saved by maenof the
conjunct head. What is important for us is thas tkiin principle possible, hence needs to be @tbwVhether
there are factors that constrain the effect in toesvill be left for future research (see BoSko2D17, where it
is argued that the status of a conjunct with ressfiephasehood matters here; for relevant discnssée also
BoSkovi in preparation).
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islandhood of extraction out of adjuncts is alsaled under movement of the adjunct head. | conclude
therefore that what appeared here to be a differbetween the CSC and the AC is in fact another
case where the two behave in the same way, whitlbeadded to the cases discussed in 83: both the
CSC and the AC effect are voided under head moveaighe head of the conjunct/adjunct.

There is still one missing piece needed to comgleteparadigm regarding the rescuing effect of
head movement on extraction from conjund®eturning to (24)-(25), we have seen that head
movement rescues extraction out of both conjunctthé traditional adjunction case in (25), i.e. it
makes extraction out of both VP and the traditi@djlnct possible. Regarding (24), we have sedn tha
head movement of the head of the conjunct makeaatixin out of the first conjunct possible. The
remaining piece of the puzzle concerns extractioh ad the second conjunct in (24). Does head
movement of the head of that conjunct make extiactiut of it possible? We have confirmed the
rescuing effect of head movement on extractionodwt conjunct regarding the first conjunct in (24)
with article incorporation in Galiciaoestheeffectalsoholdfor extraction from the second conjunct
In fact, it does. Conjuctior maisin Galician can host article incorporation. Crillgiaextraction out
of the second conjunct is worse in (38) than in)(8% difference here being that the article hefad
the second conjunct, from whieth-extraction takes place, undergoes incorporatidy ion(39). (Not
surprisingly given the above discussion, while dretthan (38), (39) is still degraded.)

(38) Galician
*De qué cidadevistedes um retrato de Diego e mais[a paisiXet
of what city (you)saw a  portrait of Diego and e tHandscape
(39) Galician

???De qué cidadevistedes um retrato de Diego e-mai-[§ paisaxe}?
of what city (you)saw a portrait of Diego and-the landscape

| will conclude the discussion in this section with example which can be analyzed in several ways
within the approach argued for here. The exampigvisn in (40).

(40) *What did you see [pictures of and paintings of Storrs?

The conjunct from which extraction takes placedf)(is most often assumed to be a DP, headed by a
null D. Given the grammaticality status of (40)réneve do want the *-marking on the head of the
conjunct to contribute to the ungrammaticality led €xample.

There are several possibilities here. One podsilidithat the conjunct is actually smaller than, DP
with the noun located in (possibly moving to) theall position of the conjunct. Nothing special would
then need to be said about such cases.

If the conjunct is a DP, with the noun located lowean D, we could assume that this is actually a
D that is deleted in PF, with PF D-deletion eitnet yet having taken place at the point when *-
marking is checked, or with *-marking interferingtiwthe required D deletion here. However, what
may be relevant here is that DP is a phase, inr@asinto ConjP (see BoSk@vR017 for relevant
discussion). In light of this, it is possible that suggested above, *-marking on null heads never
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matters (i.e. it does not induce a PF violation) that *-marked heads are unable to send their
complement to spell-out. The standard assumptidimaisphasal heads send their complement to spell-
out after all their uninterpretable features arectied; under the suggestion made here *-marking@has
similar effect to uninterpretable features in titgirevents spell-out. As a result, the *-markedl Bu

in (40) would not be able to send its complemersipell-out?!

There is another possibility here. Assume a framkwike Distributive Morphology, where
phonological features are inserted in PF to esdgntiexicalize appropriate feature matrices. As
argued in Progovac (1998; 1999) and discussedbiie€6 (see Footnote 27), the reason why €onj
is typically not lexicalized with traditional adjation is the Avoid Overt Conjunction Principle, whi
works in a similar way as Chomsky’s (1981) AvoidiRoun Principle. We can then assume that in the
relevant situations (see 86 for why this happerh twaditional adjunction), the feature matrix bét
conjunction head (or the pronoun in the cases wieré\void Pronoun Principle is relevant, see here
Holmberg 2005) is deleted, as a result of whichnathagical features cannot be inserted. This is not
the case with the null D in (40). The feature mxati this null D simply does not correspond to any
phonological features (in contrast to the conjuwrctiead, where, unless the relevant feature miatrix
deleted, phonological features would be insertdtre is no deletion of the feature matrix herd tha
would prevent phonological feature insertion. Unithés analysis, the difference between the nulljCon
head in examples like (27) and the null D in exaspike (40) with respect to *-marking is treated i
the same way as the difference between the adideits trace in Galician examples like (29)-(38):
all these cases the relevant head is *-marked duextraction out of a conjunct, conjuncts being
islands. The *-marked head is then deleted in (80¢ to copy deletion) and (27) (due to the Avoid
Overt Conjunction Principle, which works on a pathmthe Avoid Pronoun Principle). On the other
hand, the *-marked head is not deleted in examdeq29) and (40). Notice that under this analysis
*-marking on elements which are not realized (®@nounced) in PF would not actually be ignoféd.

At any ratel leave teasing apart the analyses of (40) suggedtevdor futureresearclandcontinue
to assume below that a * induces a violation iroRF if it is present on a PF realized elemént.

5. On extraction of conjuncts/adjuncts

As noted at the outset, the discussion in this pepkmited to islandhood of conjuncts and adjsnct
i.e. extraction out of conjuncts/adjuncts; it doeg deal with extraction of conjuncts/adjuncts. As

211 assume that spell-out must take place for ehelsa level, which means that we do have a vioidiire.

Notice also that there is still a difference heithwhe Galician case in (30), where the *-markbsdreent in
D is deleted under copy deletion. Under the ansilysder consideration, the spell-out for the DPspha (30)
would be triggered only after D-incorporation (wiatbpy deletion appropriately ordered), which igaat in line
with Chomsky’s (2001) proposal that the spell-artghase XP is triggered by a higher phase heaute(Also
that, as argued in BoSk@2015, D-incorporation is driven by an uninterpbétafeature of D, which means that
D anyway could not trigger spell-out before it meydt should, however, be noted that under theaggh to
phases in BoSko¥i(2015), D-incorporation voids the phasehood of@Refrom which it takes place, so that the
issue of DP-phase spell-out would not even arighifncase.
22 For an argument that it shouldn’t be, see Bogk®011).
2 The discussion below can be easily adjusted tdasteaccount of (40) suggested above, if it twuasto be
the most appropriate one.
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discussed in 81, while the CSC was traditionallguased to hold both for extraction out of conjuncts
and for extraction of conjuncts, this view is quikearly wrong, since there are languages that
productively allow extraction of conjuncts but Istiisallow extraction out of conjuncts. This is the
reason why | have put the discussion of extraabiboonjuncts, i.e. (2), aside above. In this sextio
will, however, make some brief remarks on extractid conjuncts, i.e. the status of (2), the reason
being that the rescue-by-PF deletion mechanismg¢iwhihave appealed to above, turns out to be
relevant to (2), as was in fact explicitly arguaditjepanovd (2014) and Oda (in press).

Notice first that the CSC is not completely divatdeom the AC even when it comes to (2), i.e.
extraction of the conjunct/adjunct. Both are impiple possible, but there is a productivity diéiece
here in that extraction of adjuncts is more readijailable crosslinguistically than extraction of
conjuncts. In this respect, we have the followirtgagion: there are languages like Japanese and SC
that in principle allow both extraction of conjus@nd extraction of adjuncts; there are languages |
English that allow extraction of adjuncts but ngtraction of conjuncts. | am, however, not aware of
any languages that would allow extraction of confarbut not extraction of adjuncts. In other words,
we have a small implicational hierarchy here, whheepossibility of extraction of adjuncts entdite
possibility of extraction of conjuncts. It turnstahat there is a way of making sense of this sthte
affairs under the rescue-by-PF deletion approastudsed above.

Recall that Oda (in press) argues that both indaficconjuncts and ConjP are islands. When it
comes to extraction of conjuncts themselves, 2g.what is relevant is the islandhood of Conjr th
island that is crossed when a conjunct is extraist€bnjP. This means that what is *-marked when a
conjunct is extracted is the head of ConjP (givext what is *-marked is the head of an island).

Importantly, in languages where extraction of ajaoct is allowed, it has been shown that the
ConjP head is a clitic that undergoes movemenbthmer words, the head of ConjP is a trace. This
immediately makes (28) relevant here: the clitit@a voids the islandhood of ConjP, making
extraction of a conjunct possible. In fact, Odagiess) and Stjepan@v{2014) argue for exactly this
account of the exceptional possibility of extrastmf conjuncts in Japanese and SC. In both language
the conjunction head is a clitic, which Oda aneéfnovt argue undergoes movement. In Japanese,
the conjunction is an enclitic and in SC it is agditic. In Japanese (41), the conjunction cliteszo
the first conjunct and is in fact carried along enthe movement of the first conjunct, which quite
conclusively shows that the conjunction head da¢gamain in its in situ position.

(41) Japanese (Oda in press)
a. ?Kyoodaito kanojo-wa [t Toodai]-ni akogareteiru
Kyoto.University-and shep Tokyo.UniversitypAT admire
‘She admires Kyoto University and ToKyniversity.’
b. (?)Nantto Taro-ga [tmizu]-o katta no?
what-and Tarmem  waterAcc boughtQ?
lit. ‘What did Taro buy and water?’
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In fact, as discussed in Oda (in press), in aljlexges where extraction of a conjunct is posshme t
conjunction head is a clitic that undergoes moverffefihe possibility of conjunct extraction can then
be rather straightforwardly accounted for under),(28. in terms of a rescue-by-PF deletion analysi
(see Oda in press; Stjepanb2014)

As discussed above, with extraction of conjunctsnjE functions as an island. This means that
what is *-marked when such extraction takes placeéhe head of ConjP. In Japanese, where the
conjunction head undergoes movement, the islandkéffedt is voided since the *-marked element is
deleted in PF (under copy deletion). The analysis tunifies acceptable CSC-2 violations like (41)
with other acceptable island violations in (30) #B8#), all of which are instances of the generélira
in (28), which is, as discussed above, unified whth rescuing effect of ellipsis on locality viotats,

i.e. cases like (33), in terms of the rescue-bydBlEtion mechanism.

Recall now the observation made above regardingatialability of extraction of traditional
conjuncts and traditional adjuncts, both of whiaokalve extraction of conjuncts under the current
analysis: extraction of traditional adjuncts is imumore generally available than extraction of
traditional conjuncts. The mechanism of rescue-BydBletion provides a straightforward account why
this is the case. The above discussion has indi¢htd extraction of a traditional conjunct is pbks
only if the head of ConjP is phonologically null,hish we have seen can be captured by the
mechanism of rescue-by-PF-deletion. Turning to ratjextraction, under the current analysis adjuncts
are conjuncts, with ConjP headed by a null headgmiein the structure. But this is exactly when
extraction of a conjunct is possible even with itradal coordination: when the head of ConjP is
phonologically null. True, the reason for this ifatent (in one case the head is phonologically asi
a result of PF copy deletion and in the other dasenull to start with), but that does not matteder
the approach to rescue by PF deletion discussedealitne reason why the conjunct (a traditional
adjunct) in (42) is then able to undergo movemerhé same as the reason why the conjunct in &1) (

24 As discussed in Stiepanowi2014), in SC the conjunction procliticizes to gexond conjunct, which makes
movement of the first conjunct, as in (i), possilfteee Stjepano&i2014 for details of the derivation, which also
involves ConjP-internal movement of the second wocij prior to the procliticization of the conjuranti to it.
Stjepanowt shows that the process in question quite geneggliylies to SC proclitics; thus, she shows,
following BoSkovi 2013b and Tati 2014, that the proclitic preposition in (ii) priicizes to the AP (and is
carried along under further movement of the AP,iragiii)), with Tali¢’s 2014 prosodic arguments for
procliticization in terms of syntactic movementtioé preposition in (ii) extending to the conjunatia (i).)
() ?Knjiga je Marko [t i filmove] kupio.

books is Marko and movies bought

‘Marko bought books and movies.’
(i) On je uSao u veliku sobu.

he is entered in big room

‘He entered a big room.’
(iii) U veliku je uSao sobu.
It may also be worth noting here that the clitictiaxf the conjunction may not be the only requiretrfenthe
possibility of a CSC-2 violation. Oda notes thdtthke languages that he observes can violate C&CR
articles, which may suggest that such violationy v possible only in NP languages under Bo&ke\R008;
2012) analysis, where languages without articlels P (for an account along these lines, see Bogi2DA7).
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traditional conjunct) is able to undergo movent@What we see here is that a ConjP that is headed by
a trace behaves like traditional adjunction modiiien, which under the current analysis involves a
ConjP with a null head, in that both cases voidridhood, a state of affairs that can be capturetidy
rescue-by-PF-deletion mechanism.

(42) How did John walk?

The analysis thus unifies the possibility of exti@t out of the VP conjunct in (27) and the
improvement with extraction out of a traditionahgnct in (34)-(35) with the possibility of extram

of a traditional conjunct in (41) and the tradi@bmdjunct in (42); what matters in all these cases
that the head of the island, the conjunct and Camjiae former case and ConjP in the latter case, i
phonologically null, which is captured under theawe-by-PF deletion analysis.

There is an interesting prediction made by theesuranalysis that is worth noting at this point.
Recall that, as argued in Oda (in press), bothuwmtg and ConjP are islands. In cases like Galician
(34), both of these islands are “violated”. In (3&) other hand, the islandhood of the conjunenid|
is voided since the head of the conjunct is phagiodly null as a result of article incorporation.
Recall now that in languages like Japanese andH&tead of ConjP (in traditional coordinations) is
actually phonologically null (due to conjunctioncarporation). This means that extraction out of a
conjunct in Japanese and SC involves extractiorobonly one island, the conjunct. As a result, we
would expect it to be better than extraction oua @bnjunct in English and Galician (34) — it slibé
more on a par with Galician (35) than Galician (3#&)e prediction is in fact more general, it hdlols
all languages where extraction of a conjunct isfiibs; more precisely, in languages where CSC-2 can
be voided by incorporating the conjunction head €S@olations should be somewhat weaker than in
languages where this is not the case (unless sungfudges have a way of incorporating the conjunct
head, like Galician). It is obviously difficult tcompare the strength of island violations across
different languages, but impressionistically, CSGAtlations do seem to be slightly weaker in
Japanese and SC than in English (one bilingualingsgdEnglish speaker consulted did find that CSC-
1 violations with Japanese scrambling are weakan tBSC-1 violations with English topicalization).
Obviously, a more careful investigation is neededgehwhich | leave for future researéh.

The proposed analysis makes a similar predictigandng the strength of CSC-1 violations and
the Adjunct Condition violation. Consider cases weheo islandhood is voided through movement of

% As discussed in Oda (in press), extraction ofstneond conjunct in traditional coordinations is possible in
Japanese for an independent PF reason that doasigetn (42) (the reason also does not arise wiitin-situ
in Japanese, which Oda notes is possible as betfirsh and the second conjunct).
% |t is worth noting here that Oda (in press) obssra construction in SC where both the conjunct@owiP
are headed by a trace, namely (i).
O(?)[U veliku)i je Ivan uSao [[tsobu]li u malu kuhinju].

in big is lvan entered room andin small kitche
As noted in Footnote 24, the conjunction undergwesliticization in SC, which means ConjP is heabgch
trace in (i). Moreover, as also discussed in Faeti2d, the head of the first conjunct, which isRy Bndergoes
procliticization to the AP, and is carried alongden movement of the AP. As a result of P-procliétion, the
conjunct from which the AP is extracted is alsodezhby a trace. Both the islandhood of ConjP awedfitist
conjunct are then voided in (i) through the resbyd?F deletion mechanism, hence the acceptabiiiy.o
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island heads (cf. (28)). As discussed above, bottjuacts and ConjP are islands. Extraction out of a
conjunct then involves two island violations. Siram§uncts are treated as conjuncts, extractiorobut
an adjunct also involves extraction out of a coofjusland and a ConjP island. However, since with
adjuncts the head of ConjP is phonologically nthle islandhood effect of ConjP is voided, as
discussed above. Extraction out of an adjunct theolves one island violation. We may then expect
that CSC-1 violations should be stronger than Adj@ondition violations in a language like English.
That indeed seems to be the case: CSC-1 violaliken$4) seem to be worse than Adjunct Condition
violations like (5) (as noted above, the predictisralso borne out with Galician (31) and (34),)(34
being worse than (31)). On the other hand, in guage like SC where the head of ConjP is also
phonologically null due to the cliticization of tr@njunction, extraction out of both conjuncts and
adjuncts involves extraction out of a single isla@B5C-1 violations and the Adjunct Condition
violations indeed seem to have more or less theesaatus in SC. Of course, all the predictions dhote
in this passage still need to be confirmed with encareful data elicitation.

6. Conclusion

This paper has argued for a unified approach toidleedhood of conjuncts and adjuncts, both of
which disallow extraction out of them. The unificet was made possible by adopting Higginbotham’s
semantics of traditional adjunction, on which ttewtial adjunction actually involves coordination.
This paper took this to be reflected in the syntaih ConjP present in the syntax of traditional
adjunction (see also Progovac 1998; 1999). Not didythis position achieve straightforward syntax-
semantics mapping in the case at hand, but it alsde possible a unification of the islandhood of
conjuncts and traditional adjuncts since the tvemtimvolve the same syntactic configuration.

| have shown that there are a number of similaritirethe islandhood of conjuncts and adjuncts,
including the general resistance of their islandhtm crosslinguistic variation (in contrast to athe
traditional islands, which are subject to crosslisgc variation). We have also seen that in a nermb
of environments extraction is exceptionally possibut of conjuncts and adjuncts. Significantly, the
enviroments where extraction is exceptionally gassare the same for conjuncts and adjuncts, which
can be captured if the two involve the same symtainfiguration. A number of important issues,
however, still remain to be addressed in futureaesh, including the question why conjunctions are
typically null with traditional adjuncts and ovewith traditional coordination, as well as providiag
actual account of the islandhood of conjuncts/actgin

The intuition regarding the former issue seemsrchire are choices when it comes what heads
ConjP in traditional coordinations. Even if we @side the obvious major distinction here, conjwncti
vs disjunction, languages often have more than aowedinator, which come with different flavors
syntactically and/or semantically (note e.g. tha toordinator that hosts article incorporation in
Galician is not simple ‘and’ bute mai$; in other words, phonological realization of aamgtion is a
way of making a choice which coordinator to useaditrtonal adjunction, on the other hand, involves
the most neutral, straight coordination which doeessadd anything else — this is the null CcAj

27 This does not mean that null Cban never be used with traditional coordinaticee(®rogovac 1999 for
some such cases) or that an overt €oapnot be used in traditional adjunct modificatiBegarding the latter,
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Some preliminary remarks were also made regardi@gstandhood of conjuncts/adjuncts (an issue
that is discussed in more detail from the perspedaken in this paper in Oda in press and Bogkovi
2017; see also BoSkavin preparation). Importantly, it was shown thatseveral cases where the
islandhood of traditional conjunction configuratsois voided (for both individual conjuncts and the
conjunction phrase itself), where traditional adjiion configurations also do not show islandhoad (i
both respects), the head of the conjunction (adt/iciual conjuncts) is phonologically null, witheh
parallel situation holding for the traditional adgtion configuration, a state of affairs which was
captured by appealing to the rescue-by-PF deletiechanism. We have also seen that the rescue-by-
PF-deletion analysis can account in a principleg fea a number of differences in the strength & th
violation with extraction out of conjuncts and auljts in various languages/contexts.
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