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Unifying first and last conjunct agreement

Zeliko Boskovié

In addition to first-conjunct agreement (FCA), whis quite frequent crosslinguistically, several
languages have the rather rare phenomenon (forihéid languages) of last-conjunct agreement
(LCA).! One such language is Serbo-Croatian (SC). As shiowh), with postverbal subjects, SC
participles exhibit FCA (for gender), and with peeval subjects LCA (also for gendér).

(1) a. Jdge su uniStena sva sela i sve varosSice.
yesterday are destroyed.pl.neut allllages.neut and all towns.fem
‘All villages and all towns were destroyeesterday.’
b. Svasela i sve varoSicesu (jde) unistene.
all villages.neut and all towns.feare yesterday destroyed.pl.fem

To goal of this paper is to establish the empirétahain of conjunct-sensitive agreement in SC and
provide a uniform account of FCA and LCA based loa dperation Agree. We will see that the
FCA/LCA paradigm in SC is rather complex. Furthereyavhile the conditions on FCA and LCA
for the most part mirror each other, there are extstwhere the parallelism breaks down. | will
show that the whole FCA/LCA paradigm, including ttentexts where the parallelism between
FCA and LCA breaks down, can be accounted for ilAgree-based system without postulating
any arbitrary language-specific morphological meitras, which should be taken as a strong
argument in favor of the operation Agree (and tssuenption that agreement should be handled in
the syntax by Agree), as well as the particularrepgh to Agree, and more generally feature
checking, adopted in this paper. The system argoedn the paper allows one instance of
uninterpretable features, namely valued unintegptet features, not to undergo feature checking
and does not require uninterpretable features inemg¢ to undergo feature checking with
interpretable features.

The gist of the analysis proposed in the papetha the probe that is responsible for
participial agreement searches for a goal to viddueumber and gender features. Since Conjunction
Phrase, henceforth &P, is specified only for numitlee probe finds disjoint valuators, &P for
number and the first conjunct for gender. This lIstlaat happens in FCA cases. However, the
existence of two potential valuators for a singlgprobe causes a problem in cases involving
movement, i.e. pied-piping of a valuator, like (1b)nce both goals noted above are in principle
mobile in SC this results in ambiguous targetingmhmvement, which makes movement impossible
and cancels the valuation in question. The parécgrobe then initiates a second probing operation
within a larger search space that includes thergeconjunct. Since the second conjunct, which can

YFor discussion of LCA, see Corbett (1983, 1991,220Camacho (2003:122), and MaxysNevins, and
Saksida (2007) (this paper was in fact inspired/layusi, Nevins, and Saksida’s work on conjunct-sensiigeeement
in Slovenian). See also Polinsky’s (2009) discussibTsez, a head-final language with both FCA bGA.

“Note that the auxiliargu, which is inflected for number and person but gender, is an enclitic, requiring a
stressed element to precede it. SC has three genaesculine, feminine, and neuter. Throughout ekemples,
number specification will be indicated only throutghnslations, wherever this is possible. Noticat tthe participle
must be plural in all examples with plural or cangd subjects and that nominal modifiers l&teagree with the noun
in ¢-features (the information is omitted from the gles). To avoid potential processing difficultieg da the distance
between individual conjuncts and gender-agreeiedipates | will be using relatively short conjuncts
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now value the gender feature of the probe, is incfple immobile, it is not a candidate for
movement, which means that a pied-piping valuagor gow be unambiguously determined, &P
being the pied-piper. This then results in the L@&tern. The crucial assumption for the above
analysis is that the gender feature of SC nomirgligalued and uninterpretable and that such
features undergo deletion as soon as they aretedrdy a probing operation. The problematic
gender feature of the first conjunct is then deldiefore the participial probe re-initates seaarh f
an appropriate goal, so that the second probingatipa can target the second conjunct for the
gender feature.

The above is the gist of the analysis of the b&G&/LCA paradigm illustrated in (1).
Technical details of the account will be expandadiaring the discussion below, and a great deal
of additional data which considerably complicate donjunct-sensitive agreement paradigm in SC
will be introduced. It will be shown that with somaglditional assumptions, the analysis outlined
above can accommodate the full paradigm regardngioct-sensitive agreement in SC.

The paper is organized as follows. In section Wwill start by presenting the FCA/LCA
paradigm in the contexts where individual conjurtddsot agree in gender specification. | will also
discuss previous accounts of conjunct-sensitiveegent. In section 2 | summarize theoretical
assumptions that will be employed in the analysoppsed in the paper; the analysis itself will be
presented in section 3. In section 4 | discuss hHwvanalysis developed in section 3 fares with
respect to constructions where the conjuncts agmegyender. Section 5 briefly discusses
crosslinguistic variation with respect to FCA. kctons 6 | discuss some theoretical consequences
of the proposed analysis, which includes a singatfon of Chomsky’s (2000, 2001a) feature-
checking mechanism as well as evidence that theerufeature checking system is empirically
superior to Chomsky’s (1995, 2000, 2001a) featimecking systems. | also compare the current
system to Pesetsky and Torrego (2007). Sectiorihgisonclusion.

1. Agreement with conjuncts that do not agree in geler
1.1 The basic paradigm

Non-conjoined subjects in SC obligatorily agreehwihe verb, whether they are preverbal or
postverbal. They agree with finite verbs (auxiliaryd main verbs) in person and number, and with
participles in number and gender. Plural and coejisubjects always trigger plural agreement. All
of this is illustrated for plural subjects in ()hich gives the only possible agreement patterns.

(2) a. Te  krave Su Cpl prodane.
those cows.fem are yesterday solépl.f
‘Those cows were sold yesterday.’

b. Jae su prodane te  krave.
yesterday are sold.pl.fem those cows.fem
‘Those cows were sold yesterday.’

Turning now to conjoined subjects, since FCA and\lifvolve agreement in gender, which means
we find it with participles, | will focus on auxdry+participle constructions. When the conjuncts
agree in gender, as in (3), the participle typicélds the gender specification that the conjuncts
have. (There are some exceptions to this which lmalldiscussed in section 4. The reader should
bear in mind that the participle must be plurahlinexamples with conjoined subjects.)

3Default masculine gender, which is not possiblénmibn-conjoined subjects, is also often (thoughahotys,
see footnote 29) possible with feminine+feminine aspecially neuter+neuter coordinations (see Godl®83). The
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(3) Sva telad i sva pad su jee prodana.
all calves.neut and all dogs.newt gesterday sold.pl.neut
‘All calves and all dogs were sold yestertday

The interesting coordination cases are those irclwthere is a mismatch in the gender feature of
the conjuncts. When one conjunct is feminine and oeuter, we get the FCA/LCA pattern. The
FCA pattern is illustrated in (4) and the LCA patten (5).

(4) a. Jade su unistena sva sela i sve varoSice.
yesterday are destroyed.pl.adluvillages.neut and all towns.fem
b. Jue su uniStene sve varoSicei  sva sela.
yesterday are destroyed.pl.fem allvris.fem and all villages.neut
C. *Jue su unistene sva a sel [ sve varoSice.
yesterday are destroyed.pl.fain villages.neut and all towns.fem
d. *Jute su unistena sverosiae i sva sela.
yesterday are destroyed.pt.r@l towns.fem and all villages.neut
(5) a. Sva sela [ sve g@e® su (ie) unistene.
all villages.neut and altowns.fem are yesterday destroyed.pl.fem
b. Sve varosice | sva sela su (jae) unistena.
all towns.fem and allillages.neut are yesterday destroyed.pl.neut
C. *Sva sela i sve v&@es su (jte) unistena.
all villages.neut and atbwns.fem are yesterday destroyed.pl.neut
d. *Sve varosSice | sva sela su (jae) unistene.

all towns.fem and allillages.neut are yesterday destroyed.pl.fem

The context in question also allows for defaultsmdine gender specification on the participle, as
shown in (6) for FCA and (7) for LCA.

(6) a. ?Joe Su unisteni sva sela i sve varosice.
yesterday are destroyed.pl.mascwlliages.neut and all towns.fem
b. ?Jde su unisteni svaogxe | sva sela.
yesterday are destroyed.gsenall towns.fem and all villagesine
(7) a. Sva sela i sve vaeSi su (jte) unisteni.
all villages.neut and allowns.fem are yesterday destroyed.pl.masc
b. Sve varosice | sva sela su (jae) unisteni.

all towns.fem and allillages.neut are yesterday destroyed.pl.masc
When there are more than two conjuncts, as inL84 is controlled by the last conjunct.

(8) Sve banje, sve varosice, | Seda Su uniStena/*uniStene.
all spas.fem all towns.fem and alillages.neutare destroyed.pl.neut/destroyddrml.

option would yieldSva telad i sva padd su jue prodanifor (3).

“As (6)-(7) show, not all defaults have the sam&ustarhe status of default gender specificatioparticular
coordination examples does not simply correlaté wie status of non-default gender specificatideal’e examining
comparative acceptability of default gender speatfon in different examples as well as the exaathnical
implementation of default feature assignment fourfel research.
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‘All spas, all towns, and all villages, wetestroyed.’

Furthermore, as noted by Mar&iSNevins, and Saksida (2007) with respect to Slarebased on
examples like (9), LCA is not controlled simply the noun closest to the agreeing predicate (this
time an adjective), but by the head of the lasjuwat.

(9) Sela I varoSice, u kojinmee ta  djeca, nisu lijepgkpa.
villages.neut and towns.fem in which liveose children.neut not+are beautiful.pl.fem/pl.neut
‘Villages and towns, in which those childiare, are not beautiful.’

An interfering factor in examples like (9) may Ibatidjecais embedded within another clause. It is
not easy to construct examples where this is nessre, given that only nominative NPs undergo
agreement in SC. However, the potentially intenfgiiactor should be controlled for in (10), where
the second nominal is nominative but cannot coragoeement.Roljice is a pluralia tantum village
name; see below for the relevance of number fodgeagreement.)

(10) a.  Sve Poljice su lijepe.
all Poljices.fem are beautifulfgm
‘All Poljices are beautiful.’
b. Svasela Poljice  u lIgepa/*lijepe.
all villages.neut Poljices.fem aeautiful.pl.neut/beautiful.pl.fem
‘All villages named Poljice are beéuiti

Notice also that the coordinated LCA example (Idtjgyns with (10b) in the relevant respect.

(11) Sve varoSice | sva sela Poljice su lijepa/*lijepe.
all towns.fem and all villagesun Poljices.fem are beautiful.pl.neut/beautifutgrh
‘All towns and all villages named Radj are beautiful.’

In the examples discussed so far FCA and LCA eklphrallel behavior. However, when one
conjunct is masculine and one feminine/neuter, we agbreakdown in the parallel behavior of
FCA/LCA.AnN initial masculine conjunct leads to FGAd a final masculine conjunct leads to LCA.

(12) a. Jue Su unisteni svi gradovii  sve varoSice/sva sela.
yesterday are destroyed.pl.mascitidls.masc and all towns.fem/all villages.neut
‘All cities and all towns/all villag were destroyed yesterday.’
b. Sve varoSice/sva sela i igsadovi su (jae) unisteni.
all towns.fem/all villages.neut antl eities.masc are yesterday destroyed.pl.masc

However, when the masculine conjunct is placed ipoaition that normally does not trigger
agreement, FCA is still possible, but LCA is nohile the participle in (13) can be feminine/neuter,
the one in (14) must bear masculine (i.e. defaylcification.

(13)a. Jae Su unistene sve varoSide svi gradovi.
yesterday are destroyed.pl.feint@avns.fem and all cities.masc
b. Jue su unistena sva sela I svi gradovi.
yesterday are destroyed.pl.ndutvallages.neut and all cities.masc
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(14)a.  Svi gradovi [ sve varosSiga/s sela su §e) unisteni.
all cities.masc and all te®aam/ all villages.neut are yesterday destrgladasc

b.  ?*Svi gradovi [ sva sela su (joe) unistena.
all cities.masc and allillages.neut are yesterday destroyed.pl.neut
c.  ?*Svigradovi [ sve varosicesu (jue) unistene.

all cities.masc and altowns.fem are yesterday destroyed.pl.fem

A masculine conjunct thus blocks LCA, but not FCA.

Number specification also matters. In all of th@owe cases involving LCA/FCA, the
individual conjuncts are plural. When the indiviluanjuncts are singular, regardless of the gender
specification of individual conjuncts the parti@plmust be masculime.Thus, even a
feminine+neuter combination requires default maeseujender on the participle, as shown in (15)
for FCA and (16) for LCA.

(15)a. *Jue Su uniStena jedno selo i jednavaroSica.
yesterday are destroyed.pl.neng ovillage.neut and one town.fem
b. *Juke su unistene jedna varosica jedno selo.
yesterday are destroyed.pl.fem one town.fand one village.neut
c. Jue su unisteni jednmsel i jedna varosica.
yesterday are destroyed.pl.masc one geilleeut and one town.fem
d. Jue sSu unisteni jedneogma i jedno selo.
yesterday are destroyed.pl.masc one towraied one  village.neut
(16) a. *Jedno selo i jedramoSica su  (jte) unistene.
one village.neut and one wridem are yesterday destroyed.pl.fem
b. *Jedna varoSica i jedno selo su (jue) unistena.
one town.fem and one Vvillage.neate yesterday destroyed.pl.neut
c. Jedno selo [ jedna varoSica §uce) unisteni.
one village.neut and one town.fem gesterday destroyed.pl.masc
d. JednavaroSica i jedno selo su (jae) unisteni.

one town.fem and one llage.neut are yesterday destroyed.pl.masc

Interestingly, as shown in (17), plural/singulammtonations allow FCA but only if the initial
conjunct is plural.

(17)a. Jue su uniStena sva sela i jedna varosica.

yesterday are destroyed.pl.neutl villages.neut and one town.fem

b. Jue Su uniStene sve varoSice jedno selo.
yesterday are destroyed.pl.fem  all towns.deh one village.neut

c. *ue su unistena jednoselo i sve varoSice.

yesterday are destroyed.pl.neut one agallneut and all towns.fem
d. *Jice su uniStene jedna vaaosii sva sela.

yesterday are destroyed.pl.fem ot@wvn.fem and all villages.neut

e. Joe su unisteni jedno selo I sve varosSice.

yesterday are destroyed.pl.masc one gellzeut and all towns.fem

°See Corbett (1983); see also MatuSlevins, and Saksida (2007) for Slovenian. Howgtres is not the case
in Russian (see Corbett 1983:98), a language wiertis have gender distinctions only in the singulrich may be
relevant. | discuss conjunct-sensitive agreemeRiuissian in work in preparation.
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f. Jue su unisteni jedna ¢aa | sva sela.
yesterday are destroyed.pl.masc oon.tem and all villages.neut

On the other hand, LCA is quite generally impossibbne of the conjuncts is singular.

(18)a. ?*Jedno selo i sveosme su (ie) unistene.
one village.neut and all towns.fam yesterday destroyed.fpl.em
b. ?*Jedna varoSica | sva sela su (jae) unistena.
one town.fem and all villageeut are yesterday destroyed.pl.neut
c. *Sve varosice | jedno selo su (jae) unistena.
all towns.fem and one villageut are yesterday destroyed.pl.neut
d. *Sva sela i jednavaroSica su (jte) unistene.
all villages.neut and one witdem are yesterday destroyed.pl.fem
e. Jedno selo i sve varoSicesu (jue) unisteni.
one village.neut and all towns.fem aresterday destroyed.pl.masc
f. Jedna varoSica | sva sela su  (jce) unisteni.
one town.fem and all vidsgneut are yesterday destroyed.pl.masc
g. Sve varoSice [ jedno selo  su (jke) unisteni.
all towns.femand one Vvillageine are yesterday destroyed.pl.masc
h. Sva sela i jedna varoSicasu (jae) unisteni.

all villages.neut and one towmfe are yesterday destroyed.pl.masc

To summarize the data discussed so far, thereits guit of parallelism between LCA and FCA in
SC: LCA is a mirror image of FCA in that it targetse last conjunct, while FCA targets the first
conjunct. LCA and FCA are both found when the coofs are plural and of mixed feminine/neuter
gender. The participle is always plural with botiA~and LCA. FCA and LCA are both blocked
when the conjuncts are singular ((15)-(16)) andhwinhgular+plural conjunct combinations ((17c-
d)-(18a-b)). Both the LCA pattern and the FCA pattalternate with the default masculine gender
((6)-(7)). There are, however, two contexts théavalFCA but not LCA: when the non-agreeing
conjunct is masculine we still get FCA, but not LGA3)-(14)). Also, FCA is allowed with
plural+singular combinations, while LCA is disalled when one of the conjuncts is singular
((17a,b)-(18c-d)).

It is important to notice at this point that dueth® above restrictions, we cannot simply
assume that in the cases of conjunct-sensitiveeagget in SC we are dealing with full (i.e. gender
and number) first/last conjunct agreement withnglei NP. Simply assuming full first/last conjunct
agreement would leave the ungrammaticality of (1&8&) (19b) unaccounted for. In other words,
due to the ungrammaticality of such constructioescannot simply assume that the same element,
namely the first conjunct with FCA (as in (19a))datme last conjunct with LCA (as in (19b)),
controls both gender and number. Nevertheless,lll aontinue to use the terms first and last
conjunct agreement for ease of exposition.

(19)a. *Jue je unistena jedna vam@sic  sva sela/jedno selo.
yesterday is destroyed.sg.fem otwvn.fem and all villages.neut/one villageneu
‘One town and all villages/one wjawere destroyed yesterday.’
b. *Sva sela/Jedno selo I jedna varoSica je ¢l unistena.
all villages.neut/one villageuheand one town.fem is yesterday destr@gefitm
‘All villages/one village and one town were deged yesterday.’
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1.2 Previous analyses

As noted above, while the FCA pattern is quite camytLCA is quite rare crosslinguistically (at
least for head-initial languages). As a result, nodghe accounts of conjunct-sensitive agreement
confine themselves to attempting to capture FCAdltild be obviously desirable to have a uniform
account of conjunct-sensitive agreement, which dotapture both FCA and LCA. However,
Marusk, Nevins, and Saksida (2007) quite convincinglyvshwaith respect to Slovenian that the
existing accounts of FCA fail to extend to LEAThus, accounts of FCA (Benmamoun 1992,
Bahloud and Harbert 1993, Boskévi997, 2005b, Munn 1999, Citko 2004, and Doron 2000
among many others) that appeal to the well-estadadisclaim that the first conjunct is higher than
the second conjunct (see Munn 1993) do not realyehanything to say about LCA. Furthermore,
the FCA paradigm displayed by SC is more restri¢keth the FCA paradigms discussed by the
authors cited above. As noted above with respec(1®a), assuming simple first-conjunct
agreement does not suffice for SC. Consequenyextisting accounts of FCA do not even readily
extend to the SC FCA paradigm, let alone the LCragigm. | will return in section 5 in more
detail to the question of how the crosslinguisticiation regarding FCA can be captured, the issue |
will be interested in being how to prevent the gsial of more permissive FCA patterns found in
other languages from extending to SC.

Johannessen (1998), who attempts to unify FCA/L@#epns found in head-initial/head-
final languages, claims that the former is foundhéad-initial languages, where she argues the first
conjunct is structurally higher than the secondjwoct, and the latter in head-final languages,
where, according to Johannessen, the second congusitucturally higher than the first conjunct.
The claim cannot be extended to SC and Slovenidn¢chware uncontroversially head-initial
languages for all projections (see, e.g., Brigta2)9

Partial agreement has also been analyzed in tefralipsis (Aoun, Benmamoun, and
Sportiche 1994, 1999; see also Camacho 2003 foersion of this analysis), whereby partial
agreement constructions involve full agreement \pitdicate ellipsis in one conjunct. Thus, (1a)
above would involve coordination “destroy all vigles and destroy all towns”, with the second
destroyelided. What is coordinated under this analysesthe clauses, not the traditional conjuncts.
MarusSk, Nevins, and Saksida (2007) show that the anabfspartial agreement in terms of ellipsis
cannot be extended to the conjunct-sensitive agreerparadigm under consideration since it
would fail to account for the fact that conjuncthsitive agreement is also found with plural
predicates such amllided andtogether Such predicates require distribution over thejwcts
together, which cannot be accomplished in the flipnalysis where each conjunct is placed in a
separate clause. The point made by Ma&ruSevins, and Saksida (2007) is illustrated in (B9)
slightly modified SC counterparts of their Slovandata.

(20) a. Telad i krave sucgu pasle zajedno.
calves.neut and cows.fem are yesterday dnalzem together
‘Calves and cows grazed together yesterday.’

b. Jue su pasle krave telad zajedno.
yesterday are grazed.pl.fem cows.fem angesaleut together
‘Calves and cows grazed together yesterday.’

®Marusi, Nevins, and Saksida do not discuss the full ggradjiven above. However, they show that even the
Slovenian paradigm they do discuss, which is alsmd in SC, cannot be captured by the existingatisoof FCA.
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(20) shows both FCA and LCA are possible in theteanin question. The ellipsis account cannot
explain the joint interpretation @flves and cowas a single subject. The ungrammaticality of (19)
is also problematic for this account (for additibagguments against extending Aoun, Benmamoun,
and Sportiche’s analysis to Slavic, see Maiulevins, and Saksida 2007 and Citko 2004).

Soltan (2007) argues that conjunct-sensitive agee¢ns the result of Late Merge of the
non-agreeing conjunct, the merger taking placer aggeement occurs. MarasiNevins, and
Saksida (2007) note that if the non-agreeing amtijin the LCA pattern is indeed merged late after
subject movement to SpeclP and preverbal agreeotent, the conjunct in question should not be
able to participate in scope reconstruction belgec®, a prediction which is not borne out for
Slovenian. (They show that the data in questiorals®@ problematic for the ellipsis analysis.)

Marusk, Nevins, and Saksida also observe that den DikkéDO01) account of English
examples likeThe key to all the doors are missinghereall the doorsmoves covertly to a position
higher tharthe keyfrom which it can trigger agreement and as a tegfulvhich it musttake wide
scope (this is not the case withe key to all the doors is missjrgils to extend to Slovenian LCA
since it incorrectly predicts that an agreeing selcoonjunct in the LCA pattern would have to
scope over the first conjunctt.

Marusi, Nevins, and Saksida (2007) do propose their owatyais of FCA/LCA based on
the conditions in (21). (Note that they assume &Rhas no specification for the gender feature.)

(21) a. Projection-Sister Search: If the closestimal projection MP lacks value for a probed
feature F, search for F within the sistefjgrtion of M [which can be the sister of M’ or’M
b. In case more than one phrase qualifies asjaqgtion sister to MP and more than one
projection-sister bears a value for F, resoheetta by agreeing with the closest projection-
sister in terms of precedence.

However, the conditions really merely restate thetd to be accounted for. Moreover, they fail to
capture the FCA/LCA breakdown in (13)-(14) and ({I8) (Marust, Nevins, and Saksida actually
do not discuss it), as well as the sensitivityhaf LCA/FCA pattern to number specificatidn.

To summarize, with plural conjuncts, we get botBALand FCA when the individual
conjuncts are mixed feminine/neuter. When the rgne@ing conjunct is masculine, we still get
FCA, but LCA is blocked. Both FCA and LCA are bleckwhen the individual conjuncts are
singular. With mixed plural/singular conjuncts, FG# allowed, but only with plural+singular
combinations, while LCA is quite generally disalledvwhen one conjunct is singular. The previous
analyses of conjunct-sensitive agreement cannauacdor the paradigm in question.

2. Theoretical background

Before turning to my analysis of conjunct-sensitagreement, which treats FCA and LCA in the
same way, | will briefly discuss the theoreticalainanisms which will be used in the analysis.

"I refer the reader to Maru$iNevins, and Saksida for a more detailed disconssfche analyses of conjunct-
sensitive agreement discussed above. | merelyherte the direction of some of their arguments, tiitso apply to
SC.

8t should, however, be noted that, as should beade® during the discussion below, the analysippsed
in this paper adopts some of Marydievins, and Saksida’s theoretical assumptions.

%It is worth noting here that the LCA data also eais problem for the otherwise rather interestingtesy
developed in Koppen (2005), where a probe, i.e.hésd responsible for verbal agreement, can agrisewith the
whole coordination if the coordinated phrase undesgmovement above the probing head, which is dlse i SC
LCA examples. However, the participle still agr@éth one conjunct in such examples.
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I will adopt the well-established semantically-badistinction between interpretable and
uninterpretable features, where interpretable featare those that receive interpretation in the
semantics (Chomsky 1995). | also adopt the value@ued distinction, where feature F of a
lexical item X can be lexically valued or not. Hwalued, it has to receive a value during syntactic
computation, which is accomplished through the at@n Agree, discussed below. Following
Pesetsky and Torrego (2007) (and contra Chomsk,2P001a), | assume that uninterpretable
features can be valued or unvalued (see section &hclusive empirical evidence to this effect). |
also adopt the standard assumption that unintetgeefeatures have to be deleted so that they do
not enter semantics, where they would induce a IRtdrpretation violation (see Chomsky 1995,
2000, 2001a; whether or not such features are pbgically realized is irrelevant, see footnote 19).
Furthermore, following Chomsky (2001a) | assumeyordlued features can be deleted (see also
Pesetsky and Torrego 2007 for relevant discussibhjs means that unvalued uninterpretable
features need to be valued before deletion. (Weasmume that they delete immediately after
valuation.)On the other hand, valued uninterpretable featoamsbe simply deleted (see section 6
for evidence to this effect), which | assume hagpatnthe point of transfer to the interfaces, more
precisely, semanticS.What drives feature checking in syntax is thematibn, not interpretability.

Regarding number and gender features, | adoptffalh@wing assumptions: the number
feature of the probe, which, as discussed belowgesponds to the number feature of the verb, is
uninterpretable and unvalued, while the numberufeabf NPs is interpretable and valued. This
simply captures the standard assumption that numebeterpreted semantically on the noun, not on
the verb. Thus, the subject NP # student likes French/Students like Frenshinterpreted
differently depending on whether it is plural ongular, which is not the case with the verb (see
also footnote 34 for evidence that the number feaddi nouns, but not verbs, is valued). Regarding
gender, the gender feature of the target (i.eptbbing head) is also uninterpretable and unvalued,
while the gender feature of NPs in SC is valued amdtepretable. As is well-known, SC nominals
have a grammatical gender: (with a few excepti@e® section 3.3) they are assigned gender
arbitrarily, gender being a grammatical featuréenatt semantic import. Note, e.g., that the fact tha
‘table’ is feminine in French and masculine in S&&sl not lead to a difference in the interpretation
of the nominal in question in these languages. Sdrae holds for three distinct words for ‘car’ in
SC that have different gender (see section 6), bimes not affect their interpretation (see also
section 6 for evidence that the gender featureoahas is valued, while the gender feature of vesbs i
unvalued.)

The central mechanism | will use in the analystéoly is Chomsky’s (2000) operation
Agree, where Agree for feature F consists of: prgbi.e. search for an element with valued F
(goal), matching, and valuation. Not every matcdketo valuation, i.e. results in Agree. Matching
has a feature-identity (between a probe P and@patquirement as well as a locality requirement,
stated in terms of closest c-command. However, Gkgni2000, 2001a) argues that G has to be
active to be able to value P; an inactive G canabie P. To illustrate, the inherently Case-marked
NP in Icelandic (22) (in bold) matches the matriXof ¢-features (see also Boeckx 2003). As a
result, T is not allowed to look for a more deepigbedded goal. However, for Chomsky an active
goal must have an uninterpretable feature. Sineeirttervening NP in (22) does not have it, it
cannot value thé-features of T, which then receive the defalfip@rson singular valu@.

(22) Mér fannst/*fundugtenni leidast Peir.
me.dat seems/seem her.dat bore they

%An exception discussed below involves a case whey tindergo Match before the transfer.
Hsee, however, Bobaljik (in press) for a criticalalission of Chomsky’s analysis.
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‘| thought she was bored with them.’ éBkix 2003)

Bejar (2003), who provides probably the strongegtiments for the Match/Valuation distinction,
shows that matching also fails to result in valmtii.e. Agree, when the probe is more specified
with respect to the matching feature than the gaalwhen the goal is relatively underspecified fo
the feature in question (a similar situation arisih respect to expletiviherein Chomsky’s 2000
system). Below, | provide another case where Mé&ith to result in Valuation.

If the probe is specified with an EPP feature,clihiequires creation of a Spec, Agree is
folowed by movement to the specifier of the praB&’ Move is then a complex operation
consisting of Match, which determines what kindaafategory P seeks (G must have the matching
feature F), Valuation (i.e. Agree, which establsHeature checking between P and G, where G
values P), pied-piping, which chooses the XP tonkeeged as the Spec of a P with an EPP property
(the XP must contain G), and re-merge, which mekjee SpecP.

Chomsky (2000), Bejar (2003), and Rezac (2004)atbat a head X can probe more than
once for feature(s) Y, a possibility which | alsdogt here and which in fact cannot be prevented
without additional assumptions. For ease of exjosit will use the terms Primary and Secondary
Agree to refer to such cases. Chomsky (2000) relethis mechanism in his account of existential
constructions, where in raising expletive constand like (23a) matrix T first probes the expletive
(at point (23b)) and then its associateneongafterthereundergoes movement (at point (235)).

(23) a. There T seems to be someone in the garden
b. T seems there to be someone in the garden.

While it is standardly assumed thigprobing heads probe for ap-features together, Bejar (2003)
and Rezac (2004) quite convincingly argue that uaggs differ in this respect, some languages
having split and some non-splji-probes, where splitp-probes probe for differenb-features
separately. Maru&j Nevins, and Saksida (2007) apply this proposaF@#®/LCA in Slovenian,
treating the relevant-probing head in Slovenian as a spjtprobe. However, below | will
crucially be assuming the standard non-spifirobe in SCip-probing heads in SC probe for ¢H
features, including number and gender, togetheiclwimeans that gender and number are not
probed for separately. This will enable us to cept@ dependency between the number and the
gender specification of the participle discussadflyrin section 1.1. and in more detail in section
3.4., which would otherwise remain unaccounted for.

Finally, Marug&i, Nevins, and Saksida (2007) argue that &P medagesement for number,
but not gender. &P clearly must be involved in coimy number; thus, conjoined singular NPs
and conjunctions of singular and plural NPs leagltmal agreement. | will therefore assume that
the number feature is computed at the &P levelcwimeans that &P has number specification. On
the other hand, &P does not compute the gendeevals noted by Maru&j Nevins, and Saksida
(2007), while the computation of the number featiréhe &P level is well-motivated by semantic
considerations (which means the &P’s number isrpmégable), there is no well-founded theory of
gender or empirical evidence that &P computes #helgr feature on the basis of its conjuncts the

2Throughout the paper, the EPP diacritic will becuseerely to indicate overt movement. | will not be
concerned here with the question of whether Chotasggneralized EPP effect can be deduced from iwldgnt
mechanisms (for relevant discussion see Bo$ke@07 and references therein).

¥ or a number of additional cases, see Bejar (2808)Rezac (2004). Bejar shows that in some casesur
and Secondary Agree even have different morphaddgéalization. Thus, she shows person agreeméaeargian has
different morphological realization depending oretfter it is licensed under Primary or Secondarye&gr
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way it does the number feature. | will then assuired at least in the cases where individual
conjuncts disagree in gender specification, whichila require gender computation at the &P level
(simple percolation would not suffice), &P does roave gender specificatidf. Another
possibility, explored in section 4, is that &P esified only for interpretable features. The upsho
of this would again be that &P has specificationrfomber, but not gender.

3. Agree and conjunct sensitive agreement
3.1 Preliminaries

Before | turn to the analysis of conjunct-sensitaggeement, a word is in order regarding how SC
auxiliary+participle constructions should be anatyzAs discussed above, regardless of word order
the participle agrees in number and gender wittsthgect.

(24) a. Te  krave su prodane.
those cows.fem are sold.fem.pl
‘Those cows were sold.’
b. Prodane su te krave.
sold.fem.pl are those cows.fem.pl

Boskovi (1997) argues that in SC auxiliary+participle domgions, the participle adjoins to the
auxiliary (either to the left or to the right), eftwhich the auxiliary optionally excorporates tova

to a higher head. The reason for this is a diffeeenn the height of the auxiliary in
participle+auxiliary constructions, where the aiay unambiguously stays in the low position (in
fact, nothing can intervene between the participted the auxiliary in this case), and the
auxiliary+participle constructions, where the aiaxy can be either in the low position (if it stags
situ) or the high position (if it excorporates. Hdhat the auxiliary and the participle do not heve
be adjacent in the auxiliary participle word ordd@mus, in participle+auxiliary constructions, low,
manner adverbs can follow the auxiliary, but higgntential adverbs cannot. In auxiliary+participle
constructions, both manner and sentential advedpsfcllow the auxiliary. We thus have the
following pattern. (I refer the reader to BoSkovi997 for a more detailed discussion of (25),
including the exact positions of the relevant eletsg

(25) a. |0 Auxiliary+Participle]
b. ke Auxiliary... [vp Participle]]
C. }oParticiple+Auxiliary]

| assume that in (25a) and (25c) the auxiliary #mal participle are located in the head that is
responsible for gender agreement, which | will reteas Part (as discussed below, Part actually
probes for number_andender). | assume Part has an EPP feature whesutiject precedes it.
(Notice that the subject-participle-auxiliary orderruled out because the auxiliary is a second
position clitic.)

There are then two possibilities for the exampl&).

“This holds for all the cases discussed in the seation, which all involve conjuncts that disagiregender
specification. We will see in section 4 that theuaiion is more complicated with conjuncts thateagin gender
specification, where the gender feature could sing@rcolate to the &P level through individual aomgts, which
agree in gender. | will put aside such examplehénnext section, focusing on gender non-agreedmjuacts, where |
assume conflicting gender specifications would blgender percolation to the &P level.
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(26) a.  patpOni  su dosli]
they are left
‘They left.’
b.  BgsOni  su fp dosli]]

Under the analyses presented in Franks (1998) asédsic (2001), which assume the possibility
of lower copy pronunciation when this is requirgdR¥ conditions (see also Abels 2001, Bobaljik
2002, BosSkow 2002b, 2004, BoSko&ziand Nunes 2007, Hiramatsu 2000, Lambova 2002, ,2004
Landau 2003, Nunes 2004, Reglero 2004, and Stjepai®99, 2003), we also may have (27),
where the subject stays in PartP, and the auxitiaoyes to Agrs> However, since the auxiliary is
an enclitic, a lower copy of the auxiliary is pramzed to avoid violating a PF requirement, since
the enclitic would otherwise not be properly supedin PF:°

(27) [agrspSH [partPONI SU...

| will also assume that when a subject moves tcAgesP/SpecTP it must move to SpecPartP on
the way to SpecAgrsP/SpecTP as a reflex of suaeessiclic movement, which in Chomsky’s
(2000) system would mean that in such cases thenBad would have an EPP feature, just like the
complementizetthat in What do you think jtthat John bought; tor the infinitival head inThe
studentsseem;tto be t smart(see also Sportiche 1988 for successive cyclicAement). The
upshot of the above discussion is that in all qoiesibns where the subject precedes the participle,
the Part head has an EPP property.

3.2 An Agree analysis of the basic paradigm

| now turn to the analysis of the paradigm fromtigecl, starting with LCA, an example of which
is repeated below.

(1b) Sva sela I sve varoSice su (jue) unistene.
all villages.neut and all  towns.fem e gesterday destroyed.pl.fem
‘All villages and all towns were destroygesterday.’

Consider the abstract structure in (28), whichdiasussed above, leads to LCA. (Recall that &P is
specified for number, but not for gender. FollowiMgnn 1993, NP1 asymmetrically c-commands
NP2.)

(28) Part[number, gender]gpfnumbe NP1[gender] [.... NP2[gender]]]
EPP

As discussed in section 2, Part is a sirglgrobe which probes fap-features in (28), matching &P

®Under this analysis auxiliary movement may in faetobligatory. Note also that | will interchangahbige
AgrsP/TP and IP, since the resolution of the Spdisue does not affect the current discussion.

!®Note also that the way the pronunciation of a lom@py algorithm works in Boska&i(2001), a subject-
participle-auxiliary sequence, which would violdtee second position requirement (a PF requirememBbskovi
2001), would have to involve deletion of the highepy of the participle, not the subject (to aveidlating the second
position requirement. In such cases, the algoritldmpted in BoSkovi(2001) forces lower copy pronunciation of the
element closest to the offending element, i.eatldliary clitic.)
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for number and NP1 for gend¥rSince Part has an EPP feature, a phrase must tm@ecPartP.
The question is which element will undergo this ement.

Within Chomsky’s system, where movement isodeposed into three operations, Match, Value
and Pied-piping, we are dealing here with the isdysed-piping. In a sentence likehn left John
values all thep-features of | and is then pied-piped to Spec/tli in fact a standard assumption
that the maximal projection of the valuator undesgpied-piping. Let us then adopt (29).

(29) Valuators determine pied-piping.

Returning now to (28), the problem here is thatdlae two valuators, one requiring pied-piping of
&P and the other one pied-piping of NP1. Noticendlsat, as noted by Stjepanéy1998) and
shown in (30), SC in principle allows violations thfe relevant part of the Coordinate Structure
Constraint; more precisely, it allows extractiortiué first conjunct of a coordinate structdfe.

(30) ?Knjige je Marko [t i filmove] kupio.
books is Marko and movies udpat
‘Marko bought books and movies.’

This means that both &P and NP1 are in principéelipable. | suggest that this kind of ambiguity
prevents pied-piping (this could be consideredretance of McGinnis’'s 1998 lethal ambiguity,
this time applied in a slightly different form tetrmining pied-piping rather than movement itself;
the two in fact may need to be distinguished). dwilhg Bejar’'s (2003) proposal that inability to
pied-pipe leads to a failure to value, | furtherem@uggest that since pied-piping cannot be
performed on the basis of the valuation in questiba valuation itself is blocked. There are two
possibilities at this point:

—default agreement for gender, which is realized7n This removes the problematic gender
feature in Part, so that Part is now valued onlgPBy hence &P undergoes pied-piping.
—Secondary Agree, which | suggest occurs in (1b).

Consider the second possibility more closely. Ragahterpretable features must be deleted. They
are deleted after undergoing valuation, given tmy valued features can be deleted. What about
valued uninterpretable features? | propose theygaleted when they undergo Match, as in (81).

Ypart also matches NP1 for number. Number match wviffvidual conjuncts will become relevant only in
section 3.4; pending the discussion in that sedtigili ignore it.

18(30) should not be analyzed in terms of ellipsisnadénjige je Marko-kupid filmove-jepro kupio,since then
we would also expectMarko je-kupioknjige i Petarg/je kupio filmoveo be acceptable.

Stjepanowvt (1998) relates the possibility of Coordinate Stuue Constraint violations in SC to the possibility
of left-branch extraction, treating (30) in ternfdaft-branch extraction out of &P. (Left-branchteaction is extremely
productive in the language; SC in fact allows eleftibranch extraction of a name in examples likeSee Boskow
2005a, 2008 for extensive discussion).

() Lava on Tolstoj&ita.
Leo he Tolstoy reads
‘He reads Leo Tolstoj.’
9If they never undergo Match they will also be evetly deleted when they are transferred to the séima
interface (see section 2). My point here is théiéfy do undergo Match, this will trigger their elébn.
Notice also that we can adopt Chomsky’s (1995) tieléerasure distinction to ensure that the featune
guestion are accessible for PF after deletion imasy (deleted elements are invisible only to theibterface, see
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(31) Valued uninterpretable features are deletasd dMatch.

What are the consequences of this for (28)? RéuatlPart matches &P and NP1 for number and
gender respectively. The match does not resultloation, since the valuation in question fails to
uniquely determine the pied-piping element. Purgtlire second possibility from above, given (31)
the gender feature of NP1 is deleted, since itdi@ady undergone Match. Secondary Agree then
takes place, with Part matching &P for number aRRNor gender(After hitting &P, which is
specified for number, Part is seeking only eleméms have the gender feature, hence NP2, but not
NP1.) The Agree operation is followed by movemdr&i® to SpecPartP.

Given that the features of the Part headvateed by &P and NP2 before movement to
SpecPartP, a question arises if we would still hepeoblem with respect to pied-piping regarding
movement to SpecPartP. The answer is no. Signtfican contrast to the first conjunct, the second
conjunct is not extractable (see (32)), which mahas it is not a candidate for pied-piping. Since
only &P is a candidate for pied-piping, &P is pipgbed to SpecPartP.

(32) *Filmove je  Marko [knjigei i} kupio.
movies is Marko books and  Hudug

We thus derive second conjunct agreement for cactgdtns where the subject moves to SpecPartP.

It is worth noting that a slightly different anailyss available under the Rezac (2004)/Bejar
(2003) proposal that Secondary Agree has an expaseiarch domain. Rezac and Bejar argue that
if YP is merged to the specifier of the probe R search domain for P in Secondary Agree also
contains SpecP, a proposal which is based on Chosngk995) assumption that the label of a
phrase is the head of the phrase, which meansghtahaximal projection of the probing head P is
in effect P. Under the Rezac/Bejar proposal th#t 8econdary Agree the probe can probe its Spec
we can have the following derivation for (28): Afferimary Agree fails and the gender feature of
NP1 is deleted, &P first moves to SpecPartP (gihah NP1 is no longer a candidate for movement
after its gender feature deletion) and then Seagn@lgree takes place, with Part probing its Spec.
The Secondary Agree after movement analysis aklslds/ithe LCA pattern. | will not pursue this
analysis further here because it raises an isgadmg the assumption that a full Agree operation
is a prerequisite for movement, since the Primagye& operation has technically failed in the case
under consideration (though there may be techniegls out of this conundrum. Notice also that
the discussion below can be easily restated uhiteanalysis§°

Regarding constructions like (l1a), such constomsti do not involve movement to
SpecPartP. Since there is no movement there isawbpiping, hence nothing goes wrong if the
Primary Agree relation discussed above, where iatthes &P and NP1 for number and gender
respectively, results in valuation, which yieldssficonjunct gender agreement. The Agree system

Chomsky 1995). The features would then be erasbdafter transfer to PF. This is, however, not resegy. Chomsky
(1995) separates formal and phonological featuMsat we are dealing with here is deletion of fordetures, not
phonological features, hence the deletion doesfiett pronunciation, which is determined by phogidal features.
(Deletion of formal features could affect pronuticia in the Distributive Morphology model, whereetlormer
essentially serve as a clue for the insertion efléiiter. However, | do not adopt this model here.)
“The Secondary Agree after movement analysis mightelstatable within the Franck, Lassi, Frauenfelder

and Rizzi (2006) double checking system, which aesuAgree as well as Spec-Head agreement, the tetieg a
follow-up feature checking process that follows égrand Move. (Under this analysis we would, howereed to
allow Spec-Head agreement to look deeper into fiec Svhen higher phrases in the Spec do not haveetbeant
feature, which would make Spec-Head agreementainulAgree.)
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thus captures the basic FCA/LCA paradigm.

What about constructions with more than two cocdisinwhere, as shown in (8), we get
agreement with the last conjunct under subject mare. Slightly updating Munn (1993), | assume
that such constructions have the structure in (@8gre non-final conjuncts are treated as multiple
specifiers of &P.

(33) [sp Spec-Conjunctgp Spec-Conjunctgp [« &° Compl-Conjunct]]]]

Since Spec&P is in principle extractable in SCs$wane that every NP in Spec&P in principle
counts as a potential pied-piper. Agreement is fessible only with the final conjunct under the
analysis developed above (see below regarding EEA).

There is also an alternative account, where thesipiity of violating the Coordinate
Structure Constraint in SC is irrelevant, i.e. vehdre data in (30) and (32) as well as the diffeeen
between lethal ambiguity applied to movement angdi¢al-piping from footnote 22 are irrelevant.
Under this account, the difference between non-fara final conjuncts is that the former are
equidistant with &P (and each other), assuming XRatand SpecXP (as well as multiple Specs of
X) are equidistant (see McGinnis 1998). We can teenply assume, following the logic of
McGinnis’s lethal ambiguity, that when potentiaégipipers are equidistant from the target, none
of them can be targeted for pied-piping. The ledmabiguity problem does not arise with respect to
&P and the complement of & given that XP and theptement of X are not equidistafit.

Agplit agreement examples like (i) are marginallggible in SC, though speakers generally try todteem
(cf. Marust, Nevins, and Saksida 2007 for similar examplesSliovenian). An additional problem in SC is that
normally, nothing is allowed to intervene betweée participles in double participle constructioseq Boskov
1997).

(i) a. ???Jte su bile sve varoSice $va sela unistena.
yesterday are been.pl.fem all tafems and all villages.neut destroyed.pl.neut
‘All towns and all villages had begdestroyed yesterday.’
b. ???Je su bila sva sela i svevaroSice uniStene.
yesterday are been.pl.neut all géls.neut and all towns.fem destroyed.pl.fem

Assuming that this type of construction should bled in, which is by no means obvious, | suggeat e have two
agreement heads here; the lower head has the ERRefgthe feature drives the movement of the stibjghich
precedes the low head), while the higher head dotkave it (notice that the subject follows theibary; the precise
identity of these heads does not matter here). htagévaluation/Pied-piping for the lower head preds as discussed
above. What about the higher head? | suggest #lated valued features are inaccessible only fopisdary Agree,
where the same head probes for the second timeheéy are accessible for Primary Agree, whereffaréint probe is
involved. (If we follow the logic of Chomsky 2001tdney would become completely inaccessible only mtiee next
phase level is reached.) The higher head can tilehesvalued by NP1. Recall, however, that in® clear that such
constructions should be ruled in, so it may noh&eessary to adopt the assumption made above.

)t turns out that when there are more then twowatts, extraction of any conjunct is banned. Thasoe for
this may lie in McGinnis’s (1998) lethal ambiguityhich prevents movement of a Spec to target aehigkad X in a
multiple-Spec configuration in certain environmetitat are reminiscent of some constraints holdorgcbordinated
elements (more precisely, the coordination of likeguirement). Basically, since Specs of the samadhare
equidistant, they all count as candidates for marmma context which leads to unacceptability adiogyto McGinnis
(see also Bosko#i2005a). | assume that this particular type ofdeimbiguity (more precisely, the impossibility of
movement due to lethal ambiguity applied to movetnennot taken into consideration when determinfigential
pied-pipers, that is, condition (29) above.

%An anonymous referee notes an interesting wayasfig apart the Coordinate Structure Constraintthed
equidistance analysis. (Note also that the statuleoCoordinate Structure Constraint in Sloverimnot completely
clear.) Since the Coordinate Structure Constraiatyeis ties LCA to the possibility of Coordinateusture Constraint
violations, if there are speakers who do not allde@ordinate Structure Constraint violations suchagpes should not
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It should be noted at this point that | assume, thatoriginally proposed, equidistance is
relevant only to movement/pied-piping, not to Agr@éis means that it is irrelevant for FCA,
which involves only Agree (FCA then can target otfilg first conjunct, even in (33)). This is also
natural in light of the arguments given in BoSkoy2007) that Move and Agree behave quite
differently with respect to locality, the only factthat is relevant to Agree being intervention
effects defined in terms of strict c-command. (CBkyn2001b also takes this position, eliminating
equidistance for Agree.) It is also worth notingttlall the convincing cases of equidistance from
the literature in fact involve movement/pied-pipingt Agree.

Returning to the FCA/LCA comparison, recall nowttthere is a case where the parallelism
between FCA and LCA breaks down even with pluradj@octs. When the conjunct that does not
determine agreement is masculine, FCA is still fpbssbut LCA is not.

(34)a. Jue Su unisStena sva sela i svi gradovi.
yesterday are destroyed.pl.neutvdlages.neut and all cities.masc
b.  ?*Svi gradovi i sva sela su (jte) unistena.
all cities.masc and allillages.neut are yesterday destroyed.pl.neut
c. cf.Svi gradovi [ sva sela su (jee) unisteni.

all cities.masc and all \iés.neut are yesterday destroyed.pl.masc

How can this break-down in the FCA/LCA paralleli$ra accounted for? (34a) can be accounted
for just like other cases of FCA. What about (34bYhat is relevant here, | believe, is that
masculine is also the default gender. Recall tlevalaccount of LCA in (1b)/(28). Primary Agree
of Part matches the gender feature of the firsjurmmt, but is not valued by it for reasons discdsse
above. The matched gender feature of NP1 is maidkedeletion given (31) and the assumption
that uninterpretable features must be deleted. rislecy Agree then takes place, matching and
valuing the gender feature of Part against NP2¢kvis followed by movement to SpecPartP.

Turning to (34b-c), recall that NP1 in (34b-gyadovi has masculine gender, which is in
fact the default gender. | make what seems to nieeta natural assumption that the LF interface
can ignore default features/values, hence they @loneed to be deleted. In principle, when
semantics is faced with a semantically uninterfmetzlement this could either cause a crash, or
semantics could simply ignore the element in goastproceeding with the computation as if it
were not there. My suggestion here is that therskoption is restricted to default features/values,
which then do not need to be deletddhis may in fact be the reason why default valdesot
cause a crash even if they are in a position irclwvtiiey can never undergo checking, like, e.g. the
Case feature afohnin John, | hate the bastardThen, when Part in (34b-c) matches the gender of
NP1 in Primary Agree, its gender feature is noetbel since it bears the default value, masculine.
For ease of exposition we can assume that the mascsiflagged as default, as in (35).

allow LCA examples like (1b). Interestingly, thelyosild still allow (5c-d), if Secondary Agree is dahble for them:

after Part matches &P for number and NP1 for gemd€sc-d), the unique pied-piper for these speskevuld be &P

(NP1 would not be a candidate due to the impodsitif Coordinate Structure Constraint violations, (5¢-d) would
converge without problems. On the other hand, utiderequidistance analysis, we can never get FGA prieverbal

subjects, a pattern illustrated by (5c-d). (Notikat if there are speakers who disallow standard leRamples like
(1b), under the equidistance analysis we would needsume that such speakers do not allow foB#wendary Agree
here.) The question is then whether there are spgakho allow FCA with preverbal subjects, a pdbgjtthat can be

allowed only under the Coordinate Structure Coirstranalysis (recall that such speakers should,evew disallow
standard LCA examples like (1b)). | do not knovitag point if there are such speakers.
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(35) Part[number, gender]gpfpuray NP1[masc-default]....]
EPP

As a result, it is impossible to determine whichgsie will undergo pied-piping to SpecPartP, given
(29) and the above discussion. The only way thevalson can then converge with movement is to
pursue the possibility discussed above where thesRgender feature is deleted and replaced by
default: since on this option the onpyfeature on the probe to be valued is number, &kiguely
determined as the pied-piping element for movertespecPart®

The break-down between first and last conjunceagrent in (34) is thus accounted for. It is
worth emphasizing here that although the curreptaarh accounts for the FCA/LCA contrast in
(34) it still treats first and last conjunct agresmin the same way, without positing conditioret th
would hold only for one of these two patterns, we have here a uniform account of the two,
which has enabled us to account for the contextxevthe two do behave in the same way.

A very interesting question that arises at thisnpas what is responsible for the
crosslinguistic difference in the availability oCIA in head-initial languages that in principle allo
conjunct-sensitive agreement. The question cana@inswered conclusively until we have detailed
accounts of LCA in a number of languages. As disedsin footnote 23, the candidates for the
LCA/non-LCA languages cut under the current analgse the availability of Coordinate Structure
Constraint violations (under the Coordinate StreeetQ@onstraint analysis; as noted in footnote 18,
such violations may be relatable to the availabtit a certain type of left-branch extraction) bet
possibility of Secondary Agree (under the alteragiquidistance analysi§)At any rate, the issue
has to be put aside until we have detailed accafrit€A in a number of languages.

3.3 Interpretable gender

| now turn to a surprising LCA breakdown which pims strong evidence for the important
assumption of the current analysis that truly gratical gender is an uninterpretable feature, which
means that it is subject to deletion.

As noted above, gender specification in SC is lgrgebitrary. Nevertheless, there are cases
where gender specification can be considered t@ lmaal semantic motivation. Thus, nominal
musSkarci‘men’ is masculine andene ‘women’ feminine. Interestingly, exactly with thigsnd of
nominals LCA fails. Thus, (36a) contrasts with (&b (5b) regarding the possibility of LCA.

(36) a.  ?*Svezene I sva djeca su dosla.
all women.femand all dndn.neut are left.pl.neut

#Alternatively, we could assume that default valuas be ignored for (29), i.e. in determining piepimg.
Movement to SpecPartP could then take place in-(34lithout deletion of the probe’s gender featart would
match &P for number and NP1 for gender but if a dfiatvith a defalt feature can be ignored for detamg pied-
piping &P would still be selected as a unique pgigokr, moving to SpecPartP without problems. Thialgsis and the
analysis given in the text both predict that inRINnon-masc), NP2 (masc), and NP3 (non-masc) twdiwoh (in fact
any coordination where a non-final conjunct is nudise), LCA will be impossible. The prediction isime out.

(i) ?*Sve varoSice, svigradovi i swdes su (je) unistena.
all towns.fem all cities.masc and aillages.neut were yesterday destroyed.pl.neut
‘All towns, all cities, and all villagesare destroyed yesterday.’
“Maria Polinsky (personal communication) notes thatrelevant parametric difference could also bd tb
the way the EPP is satisfied or different projatdiovhere agreement occurs (e.g. the presence tf iPaa language, if
the LCA pattern is tied to a property of PartP).
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‘All women and all children left.’

b. *Svezene i svadjeca sle.
all women.fem and all childmneeut are left.pl.fem
c. cf. Sveene i sva djeca slid

all women.fem and all childmeut are left.pl.masc

This can be easily accounted for if in this case glender feature of the first conjungéne is
interpretable, which means it is not subject tcetieh (see Chomsky 1995). Since, as a result of
this, it is impossible to determine which phrasé wndergo pied-piping to SpecPartP (due to (29)),
the only way we can get a legitimate derivatiotoipursue the default agreement option, on which
the gender feature of the probe is deleted (andceg by default). The contrast between (36b) and
(1b) thus receives a principled explanation undier ¢urrent analysis, where a difference in the
(un)interpretability of the gender feature of thestf conjunct is responsible for the contrast, the
difference having strong semantic motivation.

3.4 FCA and LCA with singular conjuncts

Recall that both FCA and LCA are blocked when imdlial conjuncts are specified as singular, as
illustrated by (37a-b). In fact, more generallyttb¢-CA and LCA are blocked when the first
conjunct is specified as singular, regardless efrthmber specification of the second conjunct (see
(37c-d), where the second conjunct is plural.)

a. e su  unistena je S [ jedna varoSica.
37 *Ju t deto d
yesterday are destroyed.pl.neute omillage.neut and one town.fem
‘One village and one town were destbyesterday.’

b. *Jedna varoSica i jedno selo su (jie) unistena.
one town.fem and oneillage.neut are yesterday destroyed.pl.neut.
C. *Jde su uniStena jednto se I sve varoSice.

yesterday are destroyed.pl.neut. onédlage.neut and all towns.fem
‘One village and all town werestteyed yesterday.’
d. ?*Jedna varoSica | sva sela su (jie) unistena.
one town.fem andl alillages.neut are yesterday destrqyatkut.

Notice that in all the examples in (37), &P, whias discussed above, is specified as plural,
controls number agreement on the participle, jgsinathe legitimate cases of FCA/LCA in (1).
(Recall that the participle must be plural_in @damples with conjoined subjects.) Given that &P
controls number agreement, how can we make the eumbecification of the first conjunct
relevant, enabling it to disrupt both FCA and LCw (37)? This can actually be done quite
straightforwardly in the current system, given ttta ¢p-probing head is a singke-probe, which
probes for both the number and the gender feabgethier. In other words, it is crucial here that th
¢-probe is not a splip-probe, as in several languages discussed by B)a88) and Rezac (2004)
and applied to FCA/LCA in Slovenian by Mar&iSNevins, and Saksida (2007), which could probe
for number and gender separately. Recall pprobing proceeds in an acceptable example like
(1a) (see the structure in (28), repeated hereowitthe EPP specification).

(38) Part[number, gender]gpfrumbe; NP1[gender] [.... NP2[gender]]]
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The Part head probes for both the number and théegdeature. It does not stop when it matches
&P for number, since &P is not specified for gend&then Part matches NP1, the probing stops
due to Agree Closest since at this point kptteatures of Part have found a match. Part in ttizg
basically undergoes Hiraiwa’s (2005) Multiple Agnegh &P and NP1. As discussed above, this
results in FCA when the subject does not move &rBgartP. When the subject is supposed to move
to SpecPartP, as in (1b), a problem arises. Duaultiple valuators, &P and NP1, the pied-piper
cannot be uniquely determined. As a result, theatan itself fails. However, the gender feature of
NP1 deletes, given condition (31). Secondary Agnee takes place but the probing now does not
stop with NP1 (in fact, as noted above, it doestaajet NP1), which no longer has the gender
feature. It proceeds to NP2, as a result of whielget LCA in (1Db).

Returning to (37), consider first (37a). The rale/structure is given below.

(39) Part[number, gender]epfp; NP1[sg, neut] [.... NP2[sg, fem]]]

The Part head probes here for number and gendstraguit does in (1a). As before, the Part head
matches &P and NP1. Since bdikeatures of the Part head have now found a m#tehprobing
stops, given Agree Closest. However, we now hapeoblem. As discussed above, the Part head
here is attempting to undergo Multiple Agree witk® &nd NP1. While the gender feature of the
Part head can be valued, the valuation resultingeuter gender specification, the number feature
cannot be valued due to a valuation conflict: sioge of the matching elements is plural (&P) and
one singular (NP1), the number value of the prollingd cannot be uniquely determif@dtill,
locality does not allow the Part head to probehiiridown.

The above state of affairs is quite similar to wivathave already seen with respect to (1b).
Recall that in (1b) Primary Agree fails to val@efeatures of Part. However, while in (1b) we can
delete one of the trouble-makers, the gender feabfirNP1, initiating Secondary Agree which
eventually results igp-valuation of Part (with the LCA pattern), this cat be done in (37a). The
problem here is that, in contrast to (1b), where firoblematic feature, namely gender, is
uninterpretable, in (37a) the problematic featmamnely number, is interpretable, hence cannot be
deleted (see Chomsky 1995). The derivation in dgoreshen cannot yield a grammatical outplt.
The ungrammaticality of (37a) is thus accounted INwtice furthermore that in the above account
of (37a) it does not matter whether &P will move SpecPartP or not and whether the second
conjunct is specified as plural or singular. Inestivords, the above account of (37a) extends to all
the examples in (37), a desirable re8tlt.

Notice also that the above analysis makes anestieg prediction regarding constructions
with three conjuncts. While in an NP1 (pl), NP2)(snd NP3 (sg) coordination where the subject

%As an alternative, we can simply assume that Meltfgree with elements with conflicting featureads to
unacceptability. Notice also that it is crucial éa¢hat gender and number are not probed for sgbaras in Marus,
Nevins, and Saksida’s (2007) account of Sloversamge the probing for number would then stop with.&n other
words, Part cannot ignore the number feature of,8RPted-features cannot be separated in this respectin SC

?’Following Corbett (2002),! assume default numbsigrsnent is not available here. The claim is nairsje,
since, as is well-known, default feature-value grasients are not freely available. E.qg., acrossuaggs, default Case
assignment is severely restricted, being confilmea touple of stipulated contexts (it cannot bedusequite generally
void the Case Filter). It is also worth noting tidairbett (2002) actually argues that default nunassignment in SC is
not possible without default gender assignmentig(Tha one-way, not a two-way correlation. Hisirolas stated in
terms of number/gender resolution rules, whoseltesarrespond to default values in the currentesys)

%(37d) is slightly better than other examples in)(&hich may be a processing effect simva sela which
agrees in both gender and number, is linearly clts¢he verb than the trouble-making singular NIRe processing
explanation would also extend to the contrast betw@4b) and *Xe su uniStena svi gradovi i sva s€knd (4c)).
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stays in situ valuation of Part should proceed auittproblems, with NP1 controlling the gender of
Part, this is not the case with NP1 (sg), NP2 giJ NP3 (pl) coordinations, where tipevaluation
of Part should fail for the same reason as in (3&a)xhown in (40), the prediction is borne out.

(40) a. *Jue Su uniStene jedna vargsSisge kde, i sva sela.
yesterday are destroyed.pl.fem otewvn.fem all houses.fem and all villagesin
b. Juge su uniStena sva sela, jedna varoSica, | jedna&&u

yesterday are destroyed.pl.neuvdlages.neut one town.fem and one house.fe

Recall now that while FCA and LCA behave in the samay with respect to plural+plural,
singular+singular, and singular+plural coordinasiomthe latter two requiring default masculine
gender on the probe regardless of the gender gmmh of the individual conjuncts, there is a
breakdown in the FCA/LCA parallelism with pluralrgular coordinations. As noted in section 1.1
and shown in (41), while a plural+singular coordioa yields FCA, LCA is blocked in this context.

(41)a. Jue su  uniStena sva sela i jedna varosica.
yesterday were destroyed.pl.neut alillages.neut and one town.fem
b. *Sve varoSice i jedno selo su fie unistena.

all town.fem and onevillage.neut were yesterday destroyedepitn

We thus have another breakdown of the FCA/LCA pelrsin. Can we capture it without positing
mechanisms that would hold for only one of thesee@ment patterns, in line with the analysis
pursued here? Example (41a) can be accounted ths@sssed above. What about (41b), which has
the abstract structure in (42)?

(42) Partfnumber, gender]epfo; NP1[pl, fem] [.... NP2[sg, neut]]]
EPP

Part in (41b)/(42) matches &P and NPL1. If the sctbyeere to stay in situ, the relevant elements
would value thep-features of Part, which would result in plural faime ¢-specification of Part,
i.e. FCA. However, as discussed above, the Matajuastion cannot result in valuation of the
features of Part when the subject moves to SpdePast in (41b)/(42), since it fails to uniquely
identify the pied-piper, given (29). Instead, whappens in (41b)/(42) is that the gender feature of
NP1 deletes, given (31), and then Secondary Agreetated. Secondary Agree reaches all the way
to NP2, since neither &P nor NP1 bears the geraigufe. But then we get a conflict in the number
specification of the goals, just as in (37): whi® is plural, NP2 is singular. As in (37), the
derivation then fails to yield a legitimate ressibce the number feature of the probe cannot be
valued. The ungrammaticality of (41b) and (37) hsist accounted for in the same way. Most
importantly, the FCA/LCA parallelism breakdown id1] is captured without positing any
mechanisms that would hold for only FCA or LCA. §hias in fact accomplished by using the
mechanisms that were intended to capture the FCA/h&allelism from (37).

Finally, let me again reiterate that, as notedvabave cannot simply assume that in the
cases of conjunct-sensitive agreement we are deulitn full (i.e. gender and number) first/last
conjunct agreement with a single NP. Simply assgnfiidl first/last conjunct agreement cannot
account for (43a) or (43b). We then cannot simglsume that the same element, namely the first
conjunct with FCA and the last conjunct with LCAntrols both gender and number.
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a. e je unistena jedna vamsSic  sva selal/jedno selo.
43 *Jd t d la/jed I
yesterday is destroyed.sg.fem otwvn.fem and all villages.neut/one villageneu
b. *Sva sela/Jedno selo I jedna varoSica je ¢l unistena.
all villages.neut/one villageuheand one town.fem is yesterday destr@gefitm

The reader can verify that such constructions caredsily captured under the current analysis,
where &P, which is plural, is always involved irettelevant agreement process.

To sum up the analysis presented so faayé argued that the probe responsible for paiicip
agreement in SC is a non-spditprobe. It searches for a goal to value its nurdred gender
features. Since the coordination phrase, &P, isipd only for number, in coordination cases the
probe matches disjoint valuators, &P for number #adfirst conjunct for gender. These elements
value the probe’s¢-features, yielding the FCA pattern. However, théstence of two potential
valuators for a singlé-probe causes a problem in cases involving movemenfied-piping of a
valuator. Since both of these goals are in priecipbbile in SC this results in ambiguous targeting
for pied-piping, which makes movement impossibld aancels the valuation in question; in other
words, the Match here does not result in valuatidre participial probe then initiates Secondary
Agree within a larger search space that includesétond conjunct. Since the second conjunct is in
principle immobile, it is not a candidate for mowvemh which means that a pied-piping valuator can
now be unambiguously determined, &P being the pipé+. This results in the LCA pattern.

The crucial assumption for the above analysih& the gender feature of SC nominals is
valued and uninterpretable and that such featundsrgo deletion as soon as they undergo Match,
i.e. as soon as they are targeted by a probingabper The problematic gender feature of the first
conjunct is then deleted before the participiaberoe-initates search for an appropriate goalhab t
the second probing operation can target the secomdnct for the gender feature.

| have provided a uniform account of the contextere only LCA is blocked. LCA fails in
the cases where the gender feature of the firsjunoh cannot be deleted, which makes it
impossible for the probe to by-pass the gendeheffitst conjunct. This happens when the gender
of the first conjunct is semantically motivated, igfh has been captured by treating semantically
motivated gender features as interpretable featusesg interpretable, such features do not
undergo deletion. A breakdown in the FCA/LCA paiim also happens when the conjunct that
does not control agreement is masculine, whiclsis the default gender. | have argued that default
features/values do not undergo deletion since thaybe ignored by the semantics.

There are also contexts where both FCA and LCAbdoeked. FCA and LCA are both
blocked with singular conjuncter the same reason: in such cases the nonitobe cannot
value its number feature due to the conflicting bemspecification of &P and NP1 (both of which
serve as goals), the former being plural and NRhgbsingular. Since the number feature is
interpretable it cannot be deleted. While singdilsat conjunct blocks both FCA and LCA, only
LCA is blocked when the second conjunct is singuldre reason for this is that the second
conjunct is involved in valuation of the particippaobe only with LCA.

On a more abstract level, the current analysisaat provides a uniform account of #tie
contexts where FCA and/or LCA are blocked. One wayanother, all such cases involve a
conflicting valuation, either with respect to Agree determining pied-piping. The fact that the
proposed analysis has managed to unify all FCA/i@ilures should be interpreted as a strong
argument in its favor.

4. Uniform conjuncts
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| now turn to conjunctions where individual conjtswcagree in gender specification. Not
surprisingly, with masculine conjuncts, the papieialways has masculine specification, as in (44).

(44)a. Jae su prodani svi magarci i svipsi.
yesterday are sold.pl.masc all @yskmasc and all dogs.masc
‘All donkeys and all dogs were soldtgzday.’
b. Svipsi [ Svi naeg su e prodani.

all dogs.masc and all donkewsc are yesterday sold.pl.masc

Such examples are not very helpful since it is isgdde to determine whether the participle’s
gender comes from one of the conjuncts or whetleeane dealing here with a default specification.

Before proceeding, the reader should note that ahalysis developed above is not
particularly tailored to coordinations of NPs withixed gender specification. We may therefore
expect that it would carry over to coordinationsewéhconjuncts agree in gender specification, an
expectation that at first sight may seem rathemgfe since the odd pattern of gender marking with
mixed conjuncts intuitively seems to result fromnfticts in the gender specification of individual
conjuncts. Surprisingly, uniform neuter conjuncidibit behavior that is quite similar to mixed
feminine/neuter conjuncts. In fact, apart from @xample, the uniform neuter conjunct paradigm
from (45) tracks perfectly the paradigm with mixianinine+neuter/neuter+feminine conjuncts,
henceforth mixed coordinations.

Examples (45a) and (45b) show for FCA and LCA egt# respectively that the participle
can bear neuter gender with coordinations of plualter nouns. However, coordinations of
singular neuter nouns require default masculinedgenneuter gender on the participle being
unacceptable. This surprising fact is illustratgd4be) for FCA and (45h) for LCA. Coordinations
of singular neuter nouns in this respect patteith wiixed coordinations. Moreover, plural/singular
and singular/plural neuter combinations also patteith mixed coordinations in the postverbal
position. The relevant data are given in (45c,d)FGA and (45f) for LCA. The only departure
concerns preverbal coordinations. While, as witlxediconjuncts, a plural/singular coordination
requires masculine gender on the participle, (4b8ing unacceptable, a singular/plural
coordination, a context that also requires defgaetider with mixed coordinations, allows neuter
gender (459). (Masculingrodaniis possible in all the examples in (45).)

(45) a. Jge su prodana sva telad I sva pa&ad.
yesterday are sold.pl.neut allvealneut and all  dogs.neut
‘All calves and all dogs were sokkierday.’
b. Svatelad i  svaq@b su je prodana.
all calves.neut and all dogstneare yesterday sold.pl.neut
c. Jue su prodana sva telad i jedno pate.
yesterday are sold.pl.neut all calveut and one  dog.neut
d. *Jde su prodana jednotele isva pasd.
yesterday are sold.pl.neut onelf.r=ut and all dogs.neut
e. *Jae su  prodana jedno tele i jedno pds.
yesterday are sold.pl.neute calf.neut and one dog.neut
f. *Svatelad i jednoagee su jee prodana.
all calves.neut and onedog.neut are yesterday sold.pl.neut
g. ?Jedno tele [ sva Sad su jte prodana.

one calf.neut and all dogs.neut are yesterday sold.pl.neut
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h. *Jedno tele i jedno pas su jce prodana.
one calf.neut and one og.deut are yesterday sold.pl.neut

To account for the dominant parallelism betweenadignd neuter coordinations | suggest applying
the analysis of mixed coordinations from sectiortio3neuter coordinations. This way we can
account for almost all of the data in (45), inchglthe surprising impossibility of neuter gender on
the participle in (45e,h). We are then left witb@}, which remains unaccounted for. | will have to
leave accounting for this example for future resleamerely pointing out that it is not out of
guestion that we are dealing here with a processifext, where the effect of an “intervener” is
voided if the intervener is of the same gendehasagreeing NP, which agrees bmth genderand
number and is moreover linearly closer to the \(sde also footnote 28).)

Turning now to feminine coordinations find a very different situation here. The paptiei
can always have feminine gender with uniform, fémércoordinations (see Corbett 1983).

(46)a. Jae su prodane sve krave | ve svce.
yesterday are sold.pl.fem atlws.fem and all sheep.pl.fem
‘All cows and all sheep were soldtgeday.’

b. Sve krave i sve ovce su joe prodane.
all cows.fem and all sheéfem are yesterday sold.pl.fem
c. Jae su prodane sve krave jedna ovca.
yesterday are sold.pl.fem all cows.fand one sheep.sg.fem
d. Jage su prodane jedna krava isve ovce.
yesterday are sold.pl.fem one cem.f and all sheep.pl.fem
e. Jee su prodane jedna krava i jedna ovca.
yesterday are sold.pl.fem oneow.fem and one sheep.sg.fem
f. Sve krave [ jedna ovca su fe prodane.
all cows.fem and one eehsg.fem are yesterday sold.pl.fem
g. Jedna krava [ sve ovce su e prodane.
one cow.fem and all ehel.fem are yesterday sold.pl.fem
h. Jedna krava [ jedna aovc su je prodane.
one cow.fem and onesheep.sg.fem are yesterday sold.pl.fem

Feminine coordinations apparently need to be tdeaddferently from neuter and mixed
coordinations. This can be easily accomplished, tiedabove data accounted for, if we allow
feminine gender of uniform feminine coordinatiomspercolate to the &P level. The &P in (46)
would then be specified as plural, feminine intat examples, as a result of which the participle

“There are two broad classes of feminine nounsetkasing witha, and those with the zero ending. Default
masculine is always possible with the latter, whach almost exclusively inanimate. With the formsrmetimes it is
acceptable (ib), and sometimes degraded (ia), tinclion that may reflect the possibility of integting gender as
reflecting real world semantics (see Corbett 1988:205 for relevant discussion. Note that the pgie can be
feminine in both (ia)qosle and (ib) posveensg.)

(i) a. ?*Njegova Zena i njegovatetka su jde dosli.
his wife.fem and his  unafem are yesterday arrived.pl.masc
‘His wife and his aunt arrived yesterda
b. Njegova snaga i njegovangmz Su posveni toj borbi.
his strength.fem and his attention.fem are dedicated.pl.masc that fight
‘His strength and his attention are deiddo that fight.’
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would also bear plural, feminine specification. idetthat in all the examples above where conjunct
gender agreement was blocked and default agreefoergd, this happened because the probe
attempted to agree for gender with one of the aquoigs Under the analysis suggested above, this
would never be the case with feminine coordinatiovigere the probe would agree with &P.

How can gender percolation with feminine conjurtmsimplemented? | suggest that in all
relevant examples &, the head of &P, gets femimgaader specification upon First Merge. More
precisely, when & merges with a feminine NP, withp&jecting, & in the resulting label of the
merger may also be specified as feminine. Thifdgsv® below, using Chomsky’s (1995) notation.

(47) {&(fem) {& NP(fem)}

| assume that & can keep projecting feminine gerspecification only if additional conjuncts it

merges with do not have a different gender spetiba and that the projection is obligatory. This
means that an addition of a non-feminine conjuacinot yield a legitimate output if the option in
(47) is chosen upon First Merge.

An important question that now needs to be ansivexavhy feminine and neuter gender
would differ rather radically in their behavior iooordinations, a difference which | have
implemented above by positing a difference in thiéitg to percolate gender specification through
&P. Intuitively, the answer to this important questis rather simple. Whereas neuter gender is
always grammatical (i.e. arbitrary), feminine geande sometimes semantically grounded, i.e.
interpretable (cf. section 3.3). Assuming that omiterpretable gender can percolate to the &P
level, as a result of which &P would have gendexcdration, makes sense given that the number
feature, which is clearly interpretable, also quaitearly has to be present at the &P level. Ihent
possible that only interpretable features can lesemt at the &P levéf. The situation is, however,
more complicated. It is not the case that only fen@ NPs with a semantically-grounded gender
specification percolate their gender feature (&P level); all feminine NPs do that. Apparently,
a gender feature that is in principle interpretatada percolate. It is not clear to me how to captur
this intuition formally without ugly stipulations.

To sum up, while uniform neuter coordinations atnperfectly track mixed coordinations,
uniform feminine coordinations behave differentiythat they always allow feminine gender on the
participle. 1 have suggested a tentative way oftwapy the exceptional behavior of feminine
coordinations, leaving the search for a more ppieci explanation for future research.

5. Crosslinguistic variation with first conjunct agreement

A rather standard conjunct-sensitive agreementdpgmainvolves languages where FCA involves
first conjunct number agreement, as in English/&tai48). | will refer to this pattern as the
standard FCA below.

(48) a. There is a woman and a man in the garden.
b. Llegd Juan y Miguel.
arrive.sg Juan and Miguel
‘Juan and Miguel arrived.’

FCA in such languages is more permissive than inirc@at it is allowed even with singular

e would then expect masculine to pattern with féng in the relevant respect, since masculine tsmize
interpretable. The prediction is, however, impolsstb test because masculine is also the defaoteye
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conjuncts. If an existing account of such an FCagamm is adopted we would need to make sure
that it does not incorrectly extend to SC FCA, nglin the cases that are not allowed. | will offer
here only a brief speculation regarding this issirg;e a detailed analysis of the pattern in qoesti
is beyond the scope of this paper.

If an ellipsis analysis along the lines of AourenBhramoun, and Sportiche (1994, 1999) is
adopted for the standard FCA paradigm, all we waddd to assume to prevent this pattern from
extending to SC (see section 1 for arguments teaabalysis should not be extended to SC) is that
the relevant ellipsis operation is not availablethie relevant contexts in SC, which is not that
strange given that under this analysis we anywagdrne assume that languages differ in this
respect. Since the ellipsis analysis is controaérsee, e.g. Camacho 2003 and Doron 2000 for
opposing views) | will make another suggestion thads not treat FCA in terms of ellipsis.

In her analysis of the standard FCA pattern Do200Q) argues that the conjunction, i.e.
&P in the current system, does not have morphostintapecification for the feature number.
Adopting Doron’s claim and the current analysis Wdomean that languages differ with respect to
the number specification of &P (see also Badecké7Zor some relevant discussion). Evidence for
such a crosslinguistic difference is straightfordvain SC, agreement with a conjoined subject
alwaysresults in plural, regardless of the position loé subject or the number specification of
individual conjuncts. In fact, SC differs from Ergfl in that even in some cases where the
denotation of a conjunction can be semanticallyve@ as an atomic individual, which typically
allow singular in English, SC still requires plural

(49) a. Milani  Ana su/*je dobar par.
Milan and Ana are/is good couple

b. Jagode i Slag su/*je na jel&u.
strawberries and cream are/is on menu
c. Jagode i Slagc¢ine/*¢ini - dobru kombinaciju.

strawberries and cream make/makes good  io@tnim
(50) a. John and Mary is a nice couple.
b. Strawberries and cream is on the menu.
c. Strawberries and cream makes a goodbication.

The fact that &P always governs plural agreemerS@ makes sense if &P itself is specified as
plural. In English or Spanish, on the other hamggieament with conjoined subjects does not always
result in plural agreement.This would then sugdgleat &P should not be inherently specified as
plural: if it were, we would always get plural agneent. When thep-probe initiates Agree in
Spanish/English (48) then, the closest element thghnumber feature is NP1, which results in first
conjunct number agreement. This is in contrast@ Bhere the closest element with the number
feature is always &P

3First conjunct agreement is actually optional ira@iph (see Camacho 2003 and Doron 2000), which may
indicate &P optionally has the number feature ia@gh. The situation is less clear in English, wehein fact appears
first conjunct agreement is obligatory in existahtionstructions (see Sobin 1994, BoSka97, and Doron 2000).

An NLLT referee claims there is some variation regardi@ge®amples like (ia), some of his/her informants
accepting it and some rejecting it. The referee giges (ib) as acceptable for his/her informants.

() a. (*)Juxe je uniStena jedna var@Sii  sva sela.
yesterday is destroyed.sgfem town.fem and all villages.neut
‘One town and one village/allages were destroyed yesterday.’
b. (?*)Knjigg su  bile it casopisi] naistom stolu.
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Now, what happens when the subject is moved in iSp&nglish, where the only
possibility is plural agreement, other options geimacceptable.

(51) a. Awoman and a man are in the garden.
b. *A woman and a man is in the garden.
c. *Juan y Miguel llego.
d.Juany Miguel llegaron.
Juan and Miguel arrived.pl

| suggest that since these languages do not alloardihate Structure Constraint violations, NP1
cannot determine the pied-piper since it cannoetgm movement. If there is an option where &P
has number specification, which should be availdbtelanguages where FCA is optional (see
footnote 31), this option will then be enforcedelging plural agreement. If a language does not
have this option, given the above discussion thevalon cannot converge via “regular” Agree. |
suggest that what happens then is that &P is asdigiefault number, which, as noted by an
anonymous referee and argued by Sauerland (2002)2i8 plural crosslinguistically’. &P then
triggers plural on the verb.

Adopting as an alternative Citko’s (2004) propogst standard FCA languages have at
their disposal the standard &P structure, whichdgiesingular agreement when the first conjunct is
singular in the languages in question, as discuaBede, as well as the structure where a null plura
pronoun takes &P as its complement, which can ogmyd plural agreement, with movement
contexts being compatible only with the null pronairucture, would also work here and obviate
the need for default number. If this analysis is@dd, a question arises whether the null pronoun
coordination structure should be allowed as anoapiin SC. (Recall that, as discussed above, the

books were been.pl.feand magazines on same table
‘Books and magazines were on the same table.’

Interestingly, both (ia) and (ib) can be accourfedif for the speakers in question &P has the aptdf not having
number specification. &P would then not prevent bemagreement with the first conjunct in (ia), amslld not cause
a problem for determining the unique pied-pipe(ii): since the first conjunct would value both thhember and the
gender feature it would be the only candidate fiedpiping. | am, however, skeptical that this optiis real. My
informants find (i) unacceptable. It is in fact gupossible that there is no real speaker varidtiere--we may be
dealing here merely with a different criterion fohen a speaker calls an unnatural/degraded exanmmgleceptable,
such examples being unnatural/degraded for allkggeavhen compared to the base-line data. Thigisfien arises in
free word order languages, where violations of maaguirements typically yield sentences that arechmless
unacceptable than in English. Furthermore, it $® @lossible that the speakers who accept (ia)ttreagecond conjunct
as an afterthought, which means the real subjed¢h@m would not be a coordination. Moreover, thera requirement
that the remnant of extraction out of coordinatecttires precedes the verb, the reason for thigghtbiat the remnant
must be focalized and focalized elements precesl@dhb. This condition is also not met in (ib) §tiebuld also suggest
an afterthought treatment for the second conjurdtlany rate, since my informants do not find (@ceptable | am
unable to verify further the suggestions made i fibotnote.

It is worth noting here that examples like (iyvolving a disjunction, are acceptable for all 4@a. This is
not surprising; disjunctions clearly should not inberently specified as plural given their semant{t discuss
agreement with SC disjunctions in more detail imknio preparation).

(i) Juce je unisteno jedno selo ili jednaogica.
yesterday is destroyed.sg.neut one villzme or one town.fem
‘There was one village or one town destroyestgrday.’
¥2sauerland argues for this on semantic grounds,| @ssume that &P gets the semanticalgfault number
(given the semantic import of coordination). As whaoy Sauerland, his approach also explains e>amggtisingulars
with preverbal coordinations, such as those in.(50)
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standard &P structure yields plural agreement V@@ conjunctions.) An intriguing possibility
presents itself here that the option is availabild that the pronoun is masculine, which could
account for the fact that masculine gender is alnabsays available, even in the cases where
nothing goes wrong with the non-masculine gendevalgon.

There is also an alternative analysis based onopopal made in BosSkavi(2005b).
Following Lasnik (1995) and Boskavi(1997), BoSkowi (2005b) assumes that agreement in the
there existential construction is established thare which is freely generated with any agreement
featuresTherethen establishes an agreement relation with batidlits associate (by probing both
of them), which by transitivity end up agreeinglwéach other although there is no direct probe-
goal relation between the two. Bosko\il997) argues that &P cannot serve as an assamfiate
therg which requires the associate to be an NP (sekdB@S2005b for an account of this). Under
this analysis we can allow &P to be specified asglleven in English, i.e. we do not need to posit
a difference between SC and English in the relevaspect. We still get singular agreement in
(48a) because &P is not a potential agreement ttdoyethere which must target an NP. In
movement constructions like (51), none of the abowesiderations is relevartere not being
present. In such constructions the agreement pratgets the closest element with the number
feature, i.e. &P, which is specified as plural (@®ve English under this analysis). This analysis
requires treating postverbal subject constructsuth as Spanish (48b) as involving a null expletive
in languages that exhibit the standard FCA pattern.

As noted above, | have confined myself here simplymaking preliminary remarks
regarding how the standard FCA pattern could bellednn a way that is not inconsistent with the
analysis of the conjunct-sensitive agreement pageamined in this work. A detailed analysis of
the FCA pattern in question is beyond the scopbisfpaper.

6. Checking uninterpretable features

The analysis presented in this paper cruciallyesetin the assumption that gender of SC nouns is a
valued uninterpretable feature. The assumptioreit-motivated. Consider (52)K¢la is a pluralia
tantum noun and the verb agrees with it in numbé¢b2a).)

(52) a Ta zelena kola sjuce kupljena.
that.fem green.fem car.fem are emelsty bought.pl.fem
‘That green car was bought yestetday.

b. To zeleno auto ejwke kupljeno.
that.neut green.neut car.neut serday bought.sg.neut
c. Taj zeleni automolel juce kupljen.

that.masc green.masc. car.masc sikergay bought.sg.masc

The gender of the adjective, the demonstrative,thadverb clearly depends on the gender of the
noun. The adjectivgreencan be feminine, neuter, or masculine; which gesgecification the
adjective will have depends on the noun it modiffes noted by Pesetsky and Torrego (2007), the
dependence of the gender specification of adjestidemonstratives, and verbs on the syntactic
context in which these elements occur can be easihtured if they are lexically unvalued for
gender: they receive their gender value after \guieg agreement with a noun that already has a
valued gender specification. In contrast to thesettje, the demonstrative, and the verb in (52),
nouns likekola, autg andautomobil(all of which mean ‘car’) have a fixed gender speation:
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kola is always feminineautois always neuter, anautomobilis always masculin& As noted by
Pesetsky and Torrego, the most straightforward @fagapturing this state of affairs is to assume
that the gender of nouns is lexically valued; nodosot receive their gender value during syntactic
derivation, hence their gender value does not démenthe syntactic context in which they are
found, in contrast to adjectives, demonstrativas] aarticiples* SC gender is quite clearly
grammatical/arbitrary (putting aside a few nounserghthe gender is semantically predictable,
discussed in section 3.3., whose distinct behawmidiact provides very strong evidence that the
gender of other nouns is semantically uninterpitejalt depends on the declension class a noun
belongs to. We then have here evidence for thetezas of valued uninterpretable features, a
possibility that is disallowed in Chomsky’s (20Q)01a) system essentially by a stipulation. We
have already seen that the possibility has to logvatl on strictly empirical grounds. Allowing for
the existence of valued uninterpretable featuree allows us to simplify the feature-checking
process (see also Pesetsky and Torrego 2007; seavoink, BoSkow 2007, and Rodriguez-
Mondoiiedo 2007 for additional problems for Chomskyosition that uninterpretable features must
be lexically unvalued).

Since in Chomsky’s system uninterpretable feataresalways unvalued, the system does
not allow feature checking between two unintergietdeatures. Feature checking is supposed to
result in valuation of unvalued features. If bdik feature of the goal and the corresponding featur
of the probe are unvalued, feature checking betwikentwo cannot result in feature valuation.
Disallowing the possibility of checking two uninpeetable features against one another forces
Chomsky quite generally to tie checking of an ueriptetable feature F of a goal to checking of a
different uninterpretable feature K of its probet@that interpretable features, which are always
valued for Chomsky, cannot serve as probes duas$b Resort; since there is no need for them to
initiate probing they are not allowed to do it).iFimakes feature checking rather cumbersome and
leads to a proliferation of features involved inecking. Thus, (53a) and (53b) cannot result in
checking of the K feature of Y; (53a) because, peinvalued, the uninterpretable featukeof X
cannot value thelK of Y, and (53b) because X will not function agp@be due to the lack of
unintepretable features. As a result, Chomskyrisefth to posit (53c), where th of Y is checked
as a reflex of the F feature-checking relation. Wed above, this kind of reflex checking
considerably complicates the feature-checking n@shaand leads to a significant proliferation of
features involved in checking (we cannot simplyéh&vfeature checking in (53); rather, we need to
assume that an additional feature is involved auee checking between X and Y.)

(53)a. X Y

uk uK

b. X Y
iK uK

C. X Y
uF iF

uk

actually, for some speakessito (which may be a clipping fromutomobi) can be masculine or neuter.

*Recall also that the noun in (52a) is a pluraligten noun, i.e. its number is plural although iinterpreted
as singular. These kinds of lexical quirks alsd fmal full lexical specification okp-features of nouns (i.e. considering
them to be lexically valued). As pointed out by &eky and Torrego (2007), there are no pluraligutanverbs or
adjectives, which is not surprising if tijefeatures of these elements are lexically unvalsedh treatment does not
leave room for lexical quirks like the one exhiditey the number specification of the noun in (52a).
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Allowing for the possibility of valued unintepretabfeatures enables us to simplify the feature
checking relations from (53c). In particular, (58how allowed, if one of the K features is valued
The option in (53a) was in fact taken advantagabafve in the gender checking relation between
Part and NP subjects, where the gender featuretbffart and the NP is uninterpretable. However,
the feature is unvalued only on the Part headgifmther relevant case, see footnote 36).

As noted in section 2, the current feature chegklystem is valuation driven. In Chomsky’s
(1995) system, what was driving feature checkings wainterpretability; all uninterpretable
features had to undergo feature checking so tlegt ¢hn be eliminated from the derivation before
reaching semantics, where they would cause a Rtérgretation violation. What drives feature
checking in the current system is valuation; he. need to value unvalued features. Uninterpretable
features that are unvalued still need to undergtufe checking (so that they can get valued, which
is a prerequisite for their deletion). However,ual uninterpretable features do not need to undergo
feature checking since they can get deleted evémoui feature checking. This is an important
departure from Chomsky’s (1995) system, where aihterpretable features have to undergo
feature checking (the same actually holds for Chyn000, 2001a and Pesetsky and Torrego
2007). SC conjunct sensitive agreement providemgtevidence in favor of the current feature
checking system, i.e. it provides evidence thatiedlunintepretable features indeed do not need to
undergo checking. Consider again the following egiam

(54) Jue Su uniStena sva sela [ sve varosice.
yesterday are destroyed.pl.neut all vilkageut and all towns.fem
‘All villages and all towns were destroyed tgzday.’

The participle in (54) agrees in gender (i.e. ugdes feature checking for gender) with the first
conjunct, which means the second conjunct is nadlued in gender feature checking. Notice also
that the second conjunct does not have the dafasdtuline gender. Its non-default gender feature
simply goes unchecked in (54). This is exactly wisagxpected given the above discussion: the
gender feature of the noun is uninterpretable,Maliled. As a result, it can be deleted (so that it
does not enter semantics, where it would causellarfarpretation violation) without checking.
The SC gender paradigm thus provides evidenceotiatype of uninterpretable features, namely
valued uninterpretable features, does not needdengo feature checkirfg.

Another relevant case concerns Case checking. i€aggte clearly uninterpretable on both
the traditional Case assigner, e.g. finite Tensd,@ase assignee. A particular Case assigner always
governs the same Case, while the Case of an Nfhdema its syntactic context. As a result, the
Case of traditional Case assigners should be vaaretithe NP’s Case should be unvalued. Now, it
has often been argued, both in the Government andirt§ framework and within Minimalism,
that just like NPs have to be assigned Case (I nefltr to the requirement, which is stated in a
somewhat different form within Minimalism, as thage Filter), traditional Case assigners have to
assign their Case, a requirement | will refer totlas Inverse Case Filter, following Boskévi

%This does not mean that they cannot undergo featueeking. The point here is narrower: if they du n
undergo feature checking the derivation will natemsarily crash.

%For some relevant discussion, see also Rezac (2@B4é)notes another potentially relevant casentimaber
of pluralia tantum nouns likecissorsor SCKkola ‘car’, which is not semantically motivated. Yet,dan appear in
contexts where it is not checked (ia). Moreoveraih value the uninterpretabjefeatures of | ((ib), (52a)), an Agree
relation that represents another instantiatior{z#a).

(i) a. There is a pencil and scissors on the table.
b. Scissors are on the table.
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(1997). The valuation driven system makes an isterg prediction regarding the Case Filter and
the Inverse Case Filter. Since the Case featuteditional Case assigners is valued, which means
it can be deleted even without checking, it dodashawe to undergo checking. This is in contrast to
the Case feature of NPs, which is unvalued, heeeesto be checked. This amounts to saying that
the traditional Case Filter holds, but the InveCsese Filter does not hold. There is strong empirica
evidence that this is indeed correct. It is pretgar that the Case Filter holds. As for the Ingers
Case Filter, all attempts to enforce it (see, Bgskovi 2002a and Epstein and Seely 1999 for
recent minimalist attempts to do that) have comehgt against facts, facing persistent empirical
problems that quite clearly indicate that tradiib@ase assigners do not have to check their Case,
which means the Inverse Case filter does not Halgl, the existence of verbs that assign Case only
optionally, as in (55), goes against the spirithef Inverse Case Filter.

(55) a. John laughed.
b. John laughed himself silly.
c. Mary is dressing (herself).
d. Peter is eating (apples).

Slavic genitive of quantification/negation also yides evidence against the Inverse Case Filter (see
Franks 2002). In a number of Slavic languages vlraisassign structural accusative fail to assign
it when their object is a higher numeral NRola in SC (56b), which must bear Genitive, receives
its Case from the numeral.) The same happens whearlais negated, as illustrated by Polish
(57b), where genitive of negation is obligatoryhéfe are similar arguments against obligatory
assignment of nominative as well as some lexicsggasee Franks 2002).

(56) a. On kupuje kola. (SO
he buys car.acc
b. On kupuje pet kola.
he buys five cars.gen
(57) a. Janek czyt&sigzke. (Polish)
Janek read bohjkhkjoks.acc
b. Janek nie czytksigzki.
Janek negread books.gen

Like the SC conjunct-sensitive agreement paradi@ase licensing relations thus provide evidence
that valued uninterpretable features do not neednttergo feature checking. This represents an
important departure from the earlier feature-chegksystem of Chomsky (1995), where all
uninterpretable features had to undergo featurekuhg.

It is worth noting here that in this respect therent system also differs from Pesetsky and
Torrego (2007), another valuation-driven systemcihilecouples valuation and interpretability,
allowing valued uninterpretable features. For Paggetind Torrego, all uninterpretable features,
even valued ones, still need to undergo Agree waithinterpretable instance of the same feature.
This system allows (53a), but only as long as there@ follow-up checking with an interpretable
instance of the K feature. The current system difficom Pesetsky and Torrego (2007) in that
nothing else needs to happen in (53a) (providedabribe uKs is valued)—neither of the two uK
features needs to undergo further Agree with anTiKe current system thus differs from both
Chomsky (1995, 2000, 2001a) and Pesetsky and Twr(2907) in allowing one instance of
uninterpretable features (namely valued unintegietfeatures) not to undergo feature checking at
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all. It also differs from Chomsky (2000, 2001a) deksetsky and Torrego (2007) in not requiring
uninterpretable features in general to undergaifeathecking with interpretable features. Above, |
have provided evidence in favor of the currenteyst

7. Conclusion

One of the goals of the paper was to establistetgirical domain of the phenomenon of FCA and
LCA in SC, a language that exhibits a rather comppattern of conjunct-sensitive gender
agreement. We have seen that with plural conjuwdts mixed gender specification, we get both
LCA and FCA when the individual conjuncts are mixediinine/neuter. When a non-agreeing
conjunct is masculine, we still get FCA, but LCAbiscked. Both FCA and LCA are blocked when
the individual conjuncts are singular. While the A.Gs also blocked with singular+plural/
plural+singular combinations, FCA is allowed withugal+singular, though not with singular+plural
combinations.Uniform neuter+neuter conjuncts fa most part behave like mixed feminine/neuter
conjuncts, while uniform feminine conjuncts exhitather different behavior. (It is difficult to tes
masculine conjuncts in this respect since mascigiaéso the default.)

| have presented a uniform account of FCA/LCA whides not posit any mechanisms that
would be specific to either FCA or LCA. The accouaptures both the contexts where FCA and
LCA exhibit parallel behavior and the contexts whéne parallelism between FCA and LCA
breaks down. LCA has been argued to pattern witA FCthe cases where the relevant feature of
the first conjunct can be deleted, voiding potdntigervention effects. | have presented a uniform
account of all the contexts where only LCA fails:such contexts the relevant feature of the first
conjunct cannot be deleted. More abstractly, threeati analysis in fact offers a uniform account of
all FCA/LCA failures; they are all ultimately due & conflicting valuation, either with respect to
Agree or determining pied-piping.

The main ingredient of the proposed analysis wasoiperation Agree. To the extent that
Agree successfully accounts for the rather comptaxunct-sensitive agreement paradigm in SC,
this paper can be interpreted as providing stragdeace for the mechanism of Agree in general, as
well as the particular approach to Agree adoptee.héurthermore, since Agree applies in the
syntax, the paper also provides evidence that emggeeshould be handled in the syntax.

The current approach to Agree preserves Chomsksgtshifvaluation distinction and allows
head X to probe more than once for feature(s) Yind@ejar 2003; however, thi-probing head in
SC is not a splitp probe--it is in fact crucial that it probes fot élfeatures together). The current
approach is based on a particular view of gendéerav grammatical gender is a valued, but
uninterpretable feature of nominals (though inw& &ases where it is semantically motivated it is
interpretable). | have argued that valued unintggiie features are deleted after Match, a comditio
which has played an important role in the propasealysis by neutralizing potential intervention
effects of the first conjunct with LCA. We havealseen that allowing for the possibility of valued
uninterpretable features makes possible featurekahg relations between two uninterpretable
features, which in turn enables us to simplify thature-checking mechanism. | have also shown
that valued uninterpretable features do not havenibergo feature checking, which represents a

3’See Bobaljik (in press) for an alternative viewe s#so Polinsky (2009) for a mixed syntax/post-aynt
approach to Tsez, where conjunct-sensitive agreebehraves differently from SC. (Polinsky argued #ra aspect of
agreement in Tsez must be placed outside of thesynainly because conjunct-sensitive agreemeiisez requires
adjacency with the verb. It may be that the redsothis is that the agreement probing head, whigzeverb is located,
must either agree with the whole &P, or get affixedt under adjacency in PF, hence the adjaceffegtewhen the
agreement is with an NP within &P rather than the i&elf.)
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departure from Chomsky’s (1995) feature checkingtesy (as well as Chomsky 2000, 2001a and
Pesetsky and Torrego 2007), where all uninterpletiatures have to undergo feature checking.
The system developed in the paper also differs f@momsky (2000, 2001a) and Pesetsky and
Torrego (2007) in that it does not require unintetgble features in general to undergo feature
checking with interpretable features.
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Abstract The paper investigates first and last conjunctagrent in Serbo-Croatian, the latter being
a rather rare phenomenon for head initial languabies paper gives a uniform account of first and
last conjunct agreement based on the operationeA@aomsky 2000). The account captures both
the contexts where first and last conjunct agreéneghibit parallel behavior and the contexts
where the parallelism between the two breaks ddwe.analysis also captures interaction between
gender and number agreement. Given the complekityeofirst/last conjunct agreement paradigm
in Serbo-Croatian, to the extent that it is sudtgdbe analysis presented in the paper provides
strong evidence in favor of the operation Agreeggémeral, as well as the particular approach to
Agree adopted in the paper. The system developedhén paper allows one instance of
uninterpretable features, namely valued unintegbiet features, not to undergo feature checking
and does not require uninterpretable features inemg¢ to undergo feature checking with
interpretable features, differing in these respéws Chomsky (2000, 2001a) and Pesetsky and
Torrego 2007).

Keywords Agree(ment) coordinationgender number valuation- interpretability- pied-piping
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