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which will shed light on the nature of the ATB phenomenon itself.  It is also shown that there is a 10 
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in them. The higher coordination is shown to be formed during the derivation and to be semanti- 13 
cally expletive. Distributed extraction constructions are also shown to have consequences for the 14 
proper analysis of a number of phenomena, including subject-oriented anaphors, right node rais- 15 
ing, tough-constructions, agreement, and clausal structure. Regarding subject-oriented anaphors, 16 
the paper teases apart different approaches to subject-oriented anaphors based on constructions 17 
where different elements fill SpecvP and SpecTP (the latter undergoes agreement with T and the 18 
former binds subject-oriented anaphors). 19 
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 22 

1. Introduction 23 
It is well-known that extraction out of conjuncts is disallowed, unless the moving 24 

element moves out of each conjunct. This well-known phenomenon is illustrated by 25 
(2)-(3). The ban on extraction out of conjuncts, given in (1), is standardly referred to as the 26 
Coordinate Structure Constraint (CSC), and the rescuing effect in (3) as 27 
across-the-board-movement (ATB).  28 

 29 
(1) Extraction out of conjuncts is disallowed. 30 
(2) *Whoi did you see [enemies of ti] and John? 31 
(3) Whoi did you see [friends of ti] and [enemies of ti]? 32 

 33 
Both the CSC and the ATB exception were noted in Ross (1967). (4) and (5) give the 34 
original formulations of the CSC and the ATB exception.1 35 

 36 
(4) In a coordinate structure, no conjunct may be moved, nor may any element contained 37 
in a conjunct be moved out of that conjunct (Ross 1967:98-99) 38 
(5) There is an important class of rules to which (4) does not apply. These are rule sche- 39 
mata which move a constituent out of all the conjuncts of a coordinate structure (Ross 40 
1967:107) 41 

 42 
The upshot of (4)-(5) is that extraction of X out of a conjunct is unacceptable unless X is 43 
extracted out of each conjunct of the coordination. 44 
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There is an interesting exception to this well-known pattern that has not received 45 
much attention, the most detailed discussions being smaller parts of larger works, in 46 
particular Postal (1998) and Zhang (2010). The exception concerns examples like (6).2 47 

 48 
(6) Which booki and which magazinej did [John buy ti] and [Bill read tj] respectively? 49 

 50 
Postal (1998) provides strong evidence that which book and which magazine undergo sep- 51 
arate extractions out of the conjuncts in (6), and Zhang (2010) argues that such cases in- 52 
volve coordination-formation that takes place after (more precisely, through) move- 53 
ment.3 These examples violate the CSC ban in (1). They also do not fit the ATB pattern in 54 
(3): it is not the case that the moving element is extracted out of each conjunct in (6). (6) in 55 
fact appears to involve two separate extractions, of two different elements, out of the 56 
conjuncts. One may then expect (6) to be even worse than (2).  57 

The goal of this paper is to examine this kind of constructions, which for ease of 58 
exposition I will refer to as distributed extractions. Additional cases of distributed ex- 59 
tractions will be discussed in the effort to examine restrictions on distributed extractions. 60 
Evidence will be provided that all these cases involve coordination formation after 61 
movement (I will refer to such coordination as late coordination) and the precise timing 62 
of (and the operations involved in) this late coordination formation will be discussed. It 63 
will also be argued that distributed extractions are actually subject to the ATB require- 64 
ment, which will shed light on the nature of the ATB phenomenon itself. It will also be 65 
shown that there is a rather strong restriction on distributed extractions which confines 66 
such extractions to one context and completely excludes one type of movement, in par- 67 
ticular head-movement, from participating in such extractions. 68 

It should, however, be noted that one of the main goals of the paper is descriptive, 69 
namely to broaden the scope of the phenomenon empirically. There has been very little 70 
discussion of the phenomenon in question outside of English (and outside of construc- 71 
tions like (6)). In this respect, the paper will bring in additional languages, with con- 72 
structions which are quite different from (6). The restrictions on distributed extraction 73 
coordination established below should also be looked at from this perspective: their goal 74 
is to empirically broaden the scope of the phenomenon in question—in this respect the 75 
restrictions are actually more important than their deductions. At any rate, one of the 76 
main goals of this paper is to prompt further crosslinguistic investigation of the phe- 77 
nomenon in question as well as several related properties of coordination which are 78 
discussed below.  79 

Going beyond coordination, the coordination data discussed in this paper will be 80 
shown to have consequences for a number of coordination independent mechanisms in 81 
that they shed light on how the mechanisms in question should be analyzed. To mention 82 
just some of them here: subject-oriented anaphors, right node raising, 83 
tough-constructions, and agreement. Regarding subject-oriented anaphors, the paper will 84 
tease apart different approaches to subject-oriented anaphors based on constructions 85 
where different elements fill the SpecvP and the SpecTP position (the latter undergoes 86 
agreement with T). The coordination data discussed in the paper will also be shown to 87 
have consequences for determining clausal structure more generally. 88 

The paper is organized as follows. In section 2 I present arguments (mostly from 89 
Postal 1998, but also new arguments) that (6) involves extraction out of each conjunct. 90 
The section will also show that the ATB requirement (more precisely, a reformulated 91 
ATB requirement) is operative with such constructions. In sections 3 and 4 I present ad- 92 
ditional cases of distributed extractions and show that these additional cases are also 93 
subject to the reformulated ATB requirement. The possibility of mixing distributed ex- 94 
traction and traditional ATB in the same sentence is also discussed. Section 5 establishes a 95 
new generalization regarding the availability of distributed extractions and section 6 96 
discusses islandhood of distributed extraction constructions. Section 7 and 8 examine the 97 
exact timing (and the mechanism) of late-coordination formation and explore conse- 98 
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quences of distributed extraction coordinations for other phenomena, like sub- 99 
ject-oriented anaphors, right node raising, tough-constructions, agreement, and clausal 100 
structure. Section 9 is the conclusion, and Appendix discusses a related construction (re- 101 
ferred to as wh&wh coordination) that also involves late coordination, outlining the 102 
range of possible crosslinguistic variation in the relevant domain. It also discusses the 103 
ordering of elements involved in late coordination formation. 104 

2. Distributed coordinations with wh-movement in English 105 
2.1. Distributed coordinations involve separate extractions 106 
 Postal (1998) gives strong evidence that each wh-phrase is separately extracted from 107 
the conjuncts in constructions like (6). A rather strong argument to this effect is provided 108 
by the possibility of binding into the individual conjuncts in (7), where which man binds 109 
an anaphor in the first conjunct and which woman binds an anaphor in the second 110 
conjunct.  111 
 112 
(7) [Which man]i and [which woman]j did respectively the doctor talk to ti about himselfi, 113 
and the lawyer talk to tj about herselfj       (Postal 1998:161) 114 
 115 
Such licensing is also possible with parasitic gaps, as shown by (8), where the first 116 
wh-phrase licenses a parasitic gap in the first conjunct and the second wh-phrase licenses 117 
it in the second conjunct. 118 
 119 
(8) [Which secretary]1 and [which programmer]2 did Jerome respectively fire t1 after 120 
finding t1 drunk and hire t2 after finding t2 sober?     (Postal 1998:136) 121 
 122 
Another argument comes from cases where the extracted elements contain an anaphor: 123 
the anaphor can be bound within the first conjunct or within the second conjunct, as in (9) 124 
(for a somewhat different reconstruction effect, see (83)).4 The binding relations can also 125 
be combined, as in (10) (for additional binding data, see section 7.3). 126 

 127 
(9)  a. (?)[Which painting] and [which book about herselfi] did John buy and Maryi sell 128 
respectively? 129 
    b. (?)[Which book about herselfi] and [which painting] did Maryi buy and John sell 130 
respectively? 131 
(10) [Which book about himselfj] and [which picture of herselfi] did Johnj buy and Maryi 132 
sell respectively?  133 

 134 
Also relevant are examples like (11). It is well-known that the indirect object in double 135 
object constructions cannot undergo wh-movement. This constraint is also operative with 136 
distributed coordinations, as shown by (11b).  137 
 138 
(11) a. [Which nurse]1 and [which hostess]2 did Ernest sell cocaine to t1, and George sell 139 
heroin to t2, respectively? 140 
    b. *[Which nurse]1 and [which hostess]2 did Ernest sell t1 cocaine and George sell t2 141 
heroin, respectively?       (Postal 1998:135) 142 
 143 
2.2. The ATB requirement on distributed coordinations 144 
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 The evidence discussed in the previous section shows that distributed coordination 145 
constructions like (6) involve separate wh-movements from each conjunct. As such, they 146 
do not fit the traditional ATB-exception-to-the-CSC schema, where the CSC is voided if 147 
the moving element moves out of each conjunct. Notice, however, that examples like (6) 148 
do actually involve movement out of each conjunct, the difference between (3) and (6) 149 
being that in (3) it is the same element that moves out of each conjunct while in (6) 150 
different elements move out of the conjuncts.  151 
 Interestingly, it turns out that the ATB requirement holds for constructions like (6) 152 
as well. This is shown by the unacceptability of (12)-(13), which contrast with (14).   153 
 154 
(12) *Which booki and which magazinej did [John buy ti], [Bill read tj] and [Mary write a 155 
novel]  respectively? 156 
(13) *Which booki and which magazinej did [Mary write a novel], [John buy t1] and [Bill 157 
read t2] respectively? 158 
(14) Which booki, which magazinej and which novelk did [John buy ti], [Bill read tj] and 159 
[Mary borrow tk] respectively? 160 
 161 
These data indicate that the ATB requirement is at work in the construction under con- 162 
sideration: movement still must take place out of each conjunct. This means that the ATB 163 
requirement needs to be reformulated: it is not the case that the moving element must 164 
move out of each conjunct; rather, movement must take place out of each conjunct. It can 165 
be the same element moving out of each conjunct or different elements: as long as there is 166 
a gap in each conjunct the ATB requirement is satisfied. I will refer to the cases where 167 
different elements move from the conjuncts as non-ATB ATB.5 168 
 Not only does the ATB requirement hold for distributed coordination constructions 169 
but it in fact holds in the same way as with regular ATB constructions. It is well-known 170 
that there is an interpretative parallelism requirement on regular ATB. Thus, both gaps 171 
must be either subjects or objects (the requirement is actually more detailed than that, it 172 
can also affect two internal arguments and concerns thematic prominence—see Franks 173 
1993, 1995 and references therein). 174 
 175 
(15) *I wonder whoi [ti left] and [Mary kissed ti]. 176 
(16) *I wonder whoi [John saw ti] and [ti kissed Mary]. 177 
 178 
Zhang (2010:193) observes the data in (17)-(19), which indicate that the parallelism re- 179 
quirement in question also holds for non-ATB ATB. 180 
 181 
(17) [[Which nurse]i and [which hostess]j] ti dated Fred and tj married Bob respectively? 182 
(18) [[Which nurse]i and [which hostess]j] did Fred date ti and Bob marry tj, respectively? 183 
(19) *[[Which nurse]i and [which hostess]j] did Fred date ti and tj marry Bob, respectively? 184 
 185 
Zhang does not discuss cases involving cross-clausal extraction. With regular ATB, the 186 
parallelism requirement in question is relaxed; i.e. it does not hold with cross-clausal 187 
ATB, as (20) shows. 188 
 189 
(20) I wonder whoi [John saw ti] and [Peter thinks ti kissed Mary]. 190 
 191 
The same holds for distributed extraction coordinations.6 192 
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(21) Which writeri and which actorj does John adore ti and Peter claim tj will succeed in 193 
Hollywood respectively? 194 
 195 
The ATB requirement thus holds in the same way in distributed coordination construc- 196 
tions as with regular ATB constructions, which further indicates that the former are a 197 
type of ATB constructions although they do not involve extraction of the same element 198 
(hence the term non-ATB ATB).   199 
 In the following sections I will present additional cases of non-ATB ATB which are 200 
quite different from English examples like (6). We will see that the ATB requirement 201 
holds in these cases as well: although different elements are moving out of the conjuncts 202 
there must be movement out of each conjunct. The cases discussed in the following sec- 203 
tions will also enable us to establish additional restrictions on non-ATB ATB.  204 

3. AP ATB in SC 205 
 I now turn to a case of distributed ATB in Serbo-Croatian (SC) which has interesting 206 
additional properties. SC productively allows left-branch extraction of adjectives (see 207 
Corver 1992, Bošković 2005, 2013a, Despić 2011, Talić 2017, 2019, among many others).7 208 
 209 
(22) Crvenai  se   je  meni   [ti suknja]  dopala.  210 
     red      self  is meDAT     skirts    pleased 211 
     ‘The red skirt pleased me.’ 212 
 213 
It also allows it in distributed coordinations. One difference from English wh-movement 214 
involving distributed coordination is that such cases involving adjectival ATB in SC do 215 
not require “respectively” (in fact, there is no clear counterpart of respectively in SC; note 216 
that in some cases respectively is not needed in English, see (93)).8 217 
 218 
(23) Crvene  i     bijele  ona  suknje  i    kapute prodaje.  219 
     red      and white  she  skirts   and coats   is-selling 220 
     ‘She is selling red skirts and white coats.’ 221 
(24) Crvena  i    bijela meni    suknja  i     haljina smetaju. 222 
     red     and white meDAT   skirt    and  dress   bother 223 
     ‘The red skirt and the white dress bother me.’ 224 
 225 
It is also possible to have three adjectives in this type of constructions, as in (25), with the 226 
relevant traces indicated in (26). 227 
 228 
(25) Crvena, bijeli  i    šareni  meni   suknja, kaput i    šešir smetaju. 229 
    red      white and colorful meDAT    skirt   coat  and hat   bother 230 
(26) Crvenai, bijelij i     šarenik    meni   [ti suknja], [tj kaput] i    [tk šešir] smetaju. 231 
     red    white and colorful  meDAT       skirt          coat  and    hat   bother 232 
 233 
Importantly, as in the case of English non-ATB ATB examples from section 2, the ATB 234 
requirement is operative in the SC construction under consideration. Thus, (27), where 235 
ATB does not take place out of the last conjunct, is unacceptable.9 236 
 237 
 238 
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(27) *Crvenai i   bijelij  meni [ti suknja],  [tj kaput] i    [šareni    šešir] smetaju. 239 
     red    and white  meDAT   skirt       coat  and   colorful  hat   bother 240 
 241 
One might try to argue that the ATB requirement in English cases like (12)-(13) is some- 242 
how forced by respectively. This, however, would not extend to SC (26), where respectively 243 
is not present.  244 
 It should be pointed out that ATB-violating examples like (27) improve if the first 245 
two conjuncts are pronounced as a single prosodic unit (followed by a pause), with an- 246 
other coordinator, as in (28). What is going on here is that suknja i kaput form a coordina- 247 
tion, which is then coordinated with šareni šešir. In other words, we are not dealing here 248 
with a single coordination with three conjuncts, as in (26)-(27), but with two separate 249 
coordinations, each of which has two conjuncts: suknja i kaput forms a ConjP that is itself 250 
located in the Spec of a ConjP (the head of the second coordination takes šareni šešir as its 251 
complement), as shown in (29). 252 
 253 
(28) ?Crvenai i   bijelij   mene (ti suknja  i   tj kaput) i     [šareni  šešir]  iritiraju. 254 
     red     and white   me     skirt   and  coat   and  colorful  hat   irritate 255 
     ‘The red skirt, white coat and colorful hat irritate me.’ 256 
(29) ?Crvenai i     bijelij  mene [ConjP1 ([ConjP2 ti suknja  i    tj kaput]) i  [šareni    šešir]] 257 
     red     and  white  me                skirt  and    coat   and  colorful  hat    258 
     iritiraju. 259 
     irritate 260 
 261 
This kind of examples also have consequences for the domain of application of the ATB 262 
requirement. While there is extraction out of each conjunct of ConjP2, this is not the case 263 
with ConjP1 in (29). What matters here is that the first conjunct of ConjP1, which is the 264 
only conjunct from which extraction takes place, is itself a ConjP. The ATB requirement 265 
apparently does not hold across ConjPs (in a configuration where a ConjP dominates a 266 
ConjP).10 267 
 This in fact holds for regular ATB as well, as indicated by (30) (assuming the same 268 
prosody as in (29), with the first two conjuncts pronounced as a single prosodic unit (with 269 
a pause following them); crvene here undergoes regular ATB extraction from the first 270 
ConjP—as result, “red” modifies both “skirts” and “dresses”; there is a potential inter- 271 
fering factor here that is controlled for in fn. 47). 272 
 273 
(30)?Crvenei mene  [ConjP1 ([ConjP2 ti suknje  i   ti haljine])  i     [šareni    šeširi]]  274 
     red     me                  skirts   and  dresses   and  colorful  hats 275 
     iritiraju. 276 
     irritate 277 
     ‘Red skirts, red dresses and colorful hats irritate me.’ 278 
 279 
It should also be noted that there is evidence that we are dealing with actual extraction in 280 
the relevant cases. This is confirmed by their island-sensitivity. Thus, the presence of an 281 
adjunct island between the extracted APs and the remnant NPs causes ungrammaticality 282 
in (31).11 283 
 284 
 285 
 286 
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(31) *Crvenai, bijelij   i    šarenik   je otišao  zato što  mene [ti suknja], [tj kaput]   287 
      red     white  and colorful  is left    because   me        skirt         coat   288 
     i   [tk  šešir] iritiraju. 289 
     and    hat   irritate 290 
     ‘He left because the red skirt, white coat, and colorful hat irritate me.’ 291 
  292 
There is another rather interesting aspect of the SC construction under consideration. 293 
Consider (32). There are only two fronted APs in (32), with three nouns in the lower co- 294 
ordination. Yet, in contrast to (27), (32) is acceptable.  295 
 296 
(32) Crvena i     bijeli  meni   suknja,  kaput i    šešir  smetaju. 297 
     ed     and white  meDAT   skirt    coat  and  hat   bother 298 
 299 
What is important here is that (32) is acceptable only on a particular meaning: ‘red skirt, 300 
white coat, and white hat’, where a traditional ATB dependency is formed between 301 
‘white coat’ and ‘white hat’ with respect to ‘white’. What makes this possible is that both 302 
‘coat’ and ‘hat’ are masculine: the adjective that modifies them is also masculine (note 303 
that crvena and suknja are feminine). 304 
 305 
(33)  Crvenai  i     bijelij  meni     [ti suknja],  [tj kaput] i     [tj šešir] smetaju. 306 
      red     and  white  meDAT       skirt        coat  and     hat  bother 307 
 308 
The ATB requirement is then still satisfied in (32): (32) is in fact acceptable only on the 309 
reading on which there is an AP-gap in the base position of each of the conjuncts in (32). 310 
What is particularly interesting about this example is that it involves a mix of non-ATB 311 
ATB and regular ATB. Examples like (32) then provide evidence that non-ATB ATB can 312 
be mixed with true ATB. 313 
 Another example of this sort is given in (34), which involves regular ATB between 314 
‘red skirt’ and ‘red shirt’ (košulja is feminine). 315 
 316 
(34)  Crvenai i     bijelij  meni   [ti suknja], [ti košulja] i      [tj kaput] smetaju. 317 
      red    and  white  meDAT    skirt,      shirt   and     coat     bother 318 
 319 
A question arises whether this kind of mixing of non-ATB ATB and regular ATB is also 320 
possible in English. It turns out that it is although constructions of this type are less ac- 321 
ceptable in English than in SC possibly because of an additional processing load. (Gender 322 
agreement resolves the relevant filler gap dependencies in SC; this filler gap dependency 323 
resolution is not available in English. It is also possible that the presence of respectively 324 
interferes here, leading to an expectation that there should be three antecedents for the 325 
three gaps.12) 326 
 327 
(35) ?How many cakes and how many letters did Mary bake, John write, and Peter mail 328 
respectively? 329 
(36) ?How many cakes and how many letters respectively did Mary bake, John write, and 330 
Peter mail? 331 
(37) ?Which magazine and which book did Peter buy, John read, and Mary borrow re- 332 
spectively? 333 
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(38) ?Which magazine and which book respectively did Peter buy, John read, and Mary 334 
borrow? 335 
 336 
Returning to SC, interestingly, in contrast to (33), (39) is unacceptable. 337 
 338 
(39)  *Bijelii i   crvenaj meni   [ti kaput], [tj suknja] i     [ti šešir] smetaju. 339 
      white and red    meDAT    coat      skirt   and     hat   bother 340 
 341 
Apparently, a traditional ATB dependency can only be formed between contigious NPs 342 
here. There can be no ATB between ‘red skirt’ and ‘red hat’ given that the adjective needs 343 
to agree with the nouns and these nouns have different gender (suknja is feminine and 344 
šešir masculine). Also, there can be no ATB between ‘white coat’ and ‘white skirt’ since 345 
these nouns also have different gender (kaput is masculine and suknja feminine). 346 
Interestingly, there can apparently be no ATB between ‘white coat’ and ‘white hat’. There 347 
is no gender disagreement issue here since the nouns have the same gender.  348 
 The same effect is found in English. Thus, (40), where given the pragmatics of the 349 
example regular ATB dependency has to hold between the first and the third conjunct, 350 
skipping the second conjunct, is worse than (36)-(38), where this is not the case. This 351 
contrast also provides evidence that the English and the SC construction in question 352 
should be treated in the same way (given that both exhibit the contiguity effect). 353 
 354 
(40) *How many lettersi and how many cakesj did Peter write ti, John bake tj, and Mary 355 
address ti respectively?  356 
 357 
We may be dealing here with a locality effect on traditional ATB formation, where it is 358 
not possible to skip a potential ATB site.13 359 
 Alternatively, this may be related to a general interpretive effect associated with 360 
distributed extraction coordinations. Notice first that examples like (6) are not ambigu- 361 
ous: the first trace must correspond to the first wh-phrase and the second trace to the 362 
second wh-phrase. In other words, only a crossing wh-trace dependency is possible here; 363 
a nesting dependency, which would give an interpretation where the first trace corre- 364 
sponds to the second wh-phrase, is disallowed. This is a general property of distributed 365 
extraction coordinations. Thus, (41) gives the only possibility for the distributed 366 
interpretation of the extracted adjectives in this SC example (ignoring the irrelevant reg- 367 
ular ATB interpretation, on which each conjunct is red, white, and colorful), where all 368 
adjectives have the same gender, and (42) illustrates the same effect for English distrib- 369 
uted coordination constructions involving three conjuncts, where the indices again indi- 370 
cate the only possibility for the interpretation of the conjuncts (the parallel behavior of 371 
the SC and the English construction under consideration in this respect can be taken as 372 
another argument for treating the two in a uniform manner).  373 
 374 
(41) Crvenii, bijelij  i  šarenik  meni [ti sako], [tj kaput] i  [tk šešir] smetaju. 375 
     red    white and colorful meDAT    jacket   coat  and   hat   bother 376 
     ‘The red jacket, white coat, and colorful hat bother me.’ 377 
(42) Which booki, which magazinej, and which paintingk respectively did [John buy ti], 378 
[Bill read tj], and [Mary sell tk]? 379 
 380 
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Distributed extraction coordinations apparently require crossing dependencies. Return- 381 
ing now to the unacceptable example in (39), which mixes non-ATB ATB and regular 382 
ATB, gender specification of the adjectives forces the dependencies shown in (43). 383 
 384 
(43) *Bijelii  i     crvenaj meni   [ti kaput], [tj suknja] i     [ti šešir] smetaju. 385 
     white  and  red    meDAT     coat      skirt  and     hat   bother 386 
 387 
(43) involves a mixture of crossing and nesting dependencies (the last trace is involved in 388 
a nesting dependency). It then seems plausible that it is ruled out due to the general 389 
crossing dependencies requirement on distributed coordinations. 390 
 As for the source of the effect of question, notice that what we are dealing with here 391 
is essentialy a matching effect: the order of the conjuncts within the newly formed ConjP 392 
must match the order of the conjuncts from which extraction takes place in the original 393 
ConjP. Given that in this kind of cases the co-ordination structure is in a sense 394 
“re-created” in a higher position, with another ConjP, it seems natural to assume that 395 
there should be some parallelism between the two coordinations where the order of the 396 
conjuncts in the higher ConjP should correspond to the order of the conjuncts (which 397 
contain the relevant gaps) in the lower ConjP, which means that the first conjunct should 398 
correspond to the first gap, the second conjunct to the second gap and so on. The result of 399 
this is strictly crossing dependencies. Under this approach the ordering effect is essen- 400 
tially a parallelism effect (see, however, the appendix, where the parallelism effect is 401 
deduced from independent considerations).  402 
 Before concluding this section, one potentially interfering issue should be discussed. 403 
Consider (44). Gračanin-Yuksek (2007) and Citko and Gračanin-Yuksek (2013) show that 404 
SC examples like (44) can involve either coordinated wh-phrases or coordinated clauses, 405 
with ellipsis taking place in the first conjunct (they implement ellipsis through mul- 406 
tidominance structures). 407 
 408 
(44) Ko    i   šta    kupuje? 409 
     who and what is-buying 410 
     ‘Who is buying what?’ 411 
 412 
Evidence for the possibility of a clausal structure for (44) is provided by the possibility of 413 
examples like (45), where a clitic (je) follows the first as well as the second wh-phrase: this 414 
indicates that the first conjunct is actually a clause, and the same holds for the second 415 
conjunct. 416 
 417 
(45) Ko  je i    šta    je kupio? 418 
    who is and what  is bought 419 
    ‘Who bought what?’ 420 
 421 
A question then arises whether SC examples like (24) could be analyzed as involving 422 
coordinated clauses with ellipsis in the first conjunct instead of involving coordination 423 
formation in the moved position. Crucially, (46) differs from (45) regarding clitic place- 424 
ment.  425 
 426 
(46) *Crvene su  i   bijele   su meni  suknje  i     haljine   smetale.     427 
     red     are and white  are meDAT skirts   and dresses   bothered 428 
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     ‘The red skirts and the white dresses bothered me.’ 429 
The contrast between (45) and (46) then provides evidence that in (24)/(46) we are not 430 
dealing with a larger coordination: it really is APs that are coordinated here. In other 431 
words, we have here evidence that the construction in question does not involve a larger, 432 
clausal coordination with ellipsis in the first conjunct.14 433 
 Notice also that adjectives involved in the coordination in question must bear the 434 
same case, as shown by the unacceptability of (48) (as shown by (47), ‘manage’ assigns 435 
instrumental and ‘sell’ assigns accusative to its complement). The restriction would be 436 
very difficult to formulate if what we were dealing with here were a larger coordination 437 
(cf. (47c)), not coordination of adjectives. 438 
 439 
(47) a. On rukovodi  malom    fabrikom. 440 
       he manages  smallINSTR  factoryINSTR 441 
    b. On prodaje velike   kuće. 442 
       he sells     bigACC  housesACC 443 
    c. On rukovodi   malom   fabrikom    i     prodaje  velike   kuće. 444 
      he  manages   smallINSTR factoryINSTR   and  sells      bigACC  housesACC 445 
(48) *Malomi   i   velikej on rukovodi ti  fabrikom  i    prodaje tj kuće. 446 
     smallINSTR and bigACC he manages    factoryINSTR and sells      housesACC 447 
 448 
 It is also worth noting here that SC clitics are second position clitics (see Bošković 449 
2001 and references therein); as such they are standardly used as a constituenthood test 450 
(since they cannot follow more than one constituent). Clitic placement in (49) then con- 451 
firms that crvene i bijele is a single constituent, which is indeed the case under the coor- 452 
dination-in-the-moved position analysis.15 453 
 454 
(49)  Crvene i    bijele  su meni   suknje  i    haljine  smetale.     455 
      red    and white  are meDAT  skirts  and dresses  bothered 456 
      ‘The red skirts and the white dresses bothered me.’ 457 
 458 
Additional evidence that we are dealing here with a regular coordination in the moved 459 
position is provided by comparing left-branch extraction non-ATB ATB cases, which 460 
involve multiple left-branch extraction with coordination, with multiple left-branch ex- 461 
traction cases that do not involve coordination. Bošković (2016) discusses multiple 462 
left-branch extraction cases like (50).16 463 
 464 
(50) Onui staruj prodaje ti tj kuću. 465 
    that  old  sells       house 466 
    ‘He is selling that old house.’ 467 
(51) *Prodaje onu  i     staru kuću.      468 
     sells    that  and  old   house   469 
     ‘He is selling that old house.’  470 
(52) *[Onu i     staru]i prodaje [ti kuću]. 471 
      that and   old   sells     house   472 
 473 
(50) shows that multiple left-branch extraction of the demonstrative and the adjective is 474 
possible (left-branch extraction of both demonstratives and adjectives is in principle 475 
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possible in SC). The elements in question cannot be coordinated within a single NP in 476 
situ, as shown by (51); not surprisingly, they also cannot undergo left-branch extraction 477 
as a coordination, as shown by (52). 478 
 Turning now to non-ATB ATB left-branch extraction, such cases also involve mul- 479 
tiple LBE. Notice, however, that (24) contrasts with (53).  480 
 481 
(53) *Onii   i    bijelej  meni    [ti kaputi]  i     [tj haljine] smetaju.   482 
     those  and white   meDAT     coats    and    dresses  bother 483 
     ‘Those coats and white dresses bother me.’ 484 
 485 
What we see at work in (53) is what is at work in (50)-(51). The relevant elements, the 486 
demonstrative and the adjective, can undergo left-branch extraction; in fact they can be 487 
involved in multiple left-branch extraction, as shown by (50). However, these elements 488 
cannot be coordinated, as shown by (51), hence they cannot undergo left-branch extrac- 489 
tion as a coordination (cf. (52)). The ungrammaticality of (53) is not surprising from this 490 
perspective: (53) is ruled out on a par with (51) because one and bijele cannot be coordi- 491 
nated. That the restriction in question is relevant in (53) is not surprising given that ele- 492 
ments that undergo non-ATB ATB are involved in a coordination with each other. 493 
However, in contrast to (51), where the demonstrative and the adjective are coordinated 494 
in their base position and modify the same noun, the demonstrative and the adjective 495 
obviously cannot be involved in a coordination in their base position in (53). This is so 496 
because of the interpretation of (53), which is “those coats and white dresses”–the 497 
demonstrative and the adjective do not modify the same noun in (53), in contrast to (51). 498 
The coordination in (53) can then only take place after movement, since the relevant 499 
elements are clearly not coordinated in their base-position. The individual movements 500 
themselves also must be possible in (53), given that such multiple left-branch extraction is 501 
in principle possible, as shown by (50) (see Bošković 2016). (53) is thus ruled out because 502 
it involves illicit coordination, where the coordination takes place after movement. The 503 
data in question then also provide evidence that we are indeed dealing here with late 504 
coordination formation (i.e. non-base coordination).  505 
 Notice that we also have additional evidence here that non-ATB ATB examples in- 506 
volving left-branch extraction do not involve a larger coordination with ellipsis in the 507 
first conjunct. Under such an analysis we would not be able to appeal to the impossibility 508 
of coordination of a demonstrative and an adjective, i.e. the ungrammaticality of (51), 509 
since this is not what would be coordinated in (53) under that analysis.17 510 
 Another issue that is relevant here is that a clitic (mu) can intervene between the 511 
demonstrative and the AP in (50), as shown by (54). Recall that this is not possible with 512 
non-ATB ATB constructions, as shown by (46). 513 
 514 
(54) ?Onui mu      starui prodaje ti tj kuću. 515 
     that  himDAT  old   sells       house 516 
     ‘He is selling that old house to him.’ 517 
 518 
All this confirms the coordination in the moved position analysis of (24)/(46). Elements 519 
undergoing multiple LBE need not move to the same position, hence a clitic can intervene 520 
between them, as in (54). Elements involved in non-ATB ATB (as in (46)), on the other 521 
hand, are located in the same position, in fact non-ATB ATB involves a coordinated 522 
phrase, hence a clitic cannot intervene between the relevant elements, which are coordi- 523 
nated with each other.  524 
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 The above data thus provide additional evidence that coordination formation 525 
should not be restricted to base-generation (i.e. lexical insertion/external merge), i.e. it 526 
should not be restricted in such a way that it can only occur pre-movement.  527 
 In summary, in this section we have seen another case of non-ATB ATB, which also 528 
involves non-base coordination formation and which is also subject to the ATB require- 529 
ment. We have also seen that the ATB requirement does not apply across ConjPs. 530 
Furthermore, we have seen that non-ATB ATB can be combined with traditional ATB 531 
and that the crossing dependencies requirement on distributed coordination is maintai- 532 
ned regardless of whether such constructions involve only non-ATB ATB or a mixture of 533 
non-ATB ATB and traditional ATB. 534 

4. Japanese numeral constructions 535 
 Japanese floating quantifier constructions provide another case of non-ATB ATB 536 
extraction.18 Consider (55).  537 
 538 
(55) John-ga  [VP [PP yaoya-kara]        [mikan-o   3-ko]-to  [banana-o 5-hon] katta. 539 
    John-NOM      vegetable.store-from orange-ACC  3-CL and banana-ACC 5-CL bought    540 
    ‘John bought [3 oranges and 5 bananas] from a vegetable store.’ 541 
 542 
Importantly, it is possible to extract the NP from the conjuncts in (55), with a coordination 543 
structure recreated in a higher position (for some speakers ‘respectively’ is optional here, 544 
others require it; see also fn. 18). 545 
 546 
(56) John-ga  [mikan-to    banana]-o   yaoya-kara         (sorezore)    [3-ko]-to   547 
    John-NOM  orange and  banana-ACC  vegetable.store-from respectively 3-CL  and 548 
   [5-hon] katta. 549 
   5-CL   bought 550 
 551 
Furthermore, the ATB requirement is also imposed in such cases, as shown by the con- 552 
trast between (59), where extraction takes place from each conjunct, and (58), where this 553 
is not the case (extraction does not take place from the last conjunct).19 554 
 555 
(57) John-ga  yaoya-kara        [mikan-o   3-ko]-to   [banana-o    5-hon]-to   556 
    John-NOM vegetablestore-from orange-ACC 3-CL and  banana-ACC   5-CL  and 557 
    [budou-o  2-fusa] katta.  558 
    grape-ACC   2-CL  bought       559 
    ‘John bought 3 oranges, 5 bananas and 2 bunches of grapes from a vegetable store.’ 560 
(58) ?*John-ga  [mikan-to    banana]-o   yaoya-kara          (sorezore)    [3-ko] to  561 
      John-NOM  orange and  banana-ACC  vegetable.store-from respectively  3-CL and 562 
      [5-hon] to  [budou-o   2-fusa] katta. 563 
      5-CL  and  grape-ACC  2-CL  bought 564 
(59) John-ga  [mikan-to    banana-to   budou]-o  yaoya-kara           (sorezore)  565 
     John-NOM orange and  banana and  grape-ACC  vegetable.store-from respectively  566 

       [3-ko] to   [5-hon] to [2-fusa] katta. 567 
     3-CL  and  5-CL and 2-CL   bought 568 
 569 
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It should also be noted that this kind of non-ATB ATB is possible without the coordinator 570 
to in the higher position. In such cases another coordinator, sosite, appears in the higher 571 
position.20  572 
 573 
(60) John-ga  [mikan-oi  sosite  banana-oj]   yaoya-kara          (sorezore)     574 
    John-NOM  orange-ACC and   banana-ACC  vegetable.store-from  respectively    575 
    [ti 3-ko]-to [tj 5-hon] katta. 576 
      3-CL and  5-CL  bought 577 
 578 
The ATB requirement is imposed in this case too. Thus, (62), where extraction takes place 579 
from each conjunct, is better than (61), where extraction takes place from the first and the 580 
second, but not the third conjunct. 581 
 582 
(61) ? *John-ga   [mikan-oi  sosite banana-oj]   yaoya-kara            (sorezore) 583 
      John-NOM  orange-ACC and   banana-ACC  vegetable.store-from  respectively 584 
      [ti  3-ko] to    [tj  5-hon] to   [budou-o   2-fusa] katta. 585 
         3-CL and      5-CL  and  grape-ACC  2-CL   bought  586 
(62) John-ga  [mikan-oi   sosite  banana-oj    sosite  budou-ok]  yaoya-kara   587 
    John-NOM  orange-ACC and    banana-ACC and    grape-ACC  vegetable.store-from 588 
    (sorezore)     [ti 3-ko] to      [tj 5-hon] to    [tk  2-fusa] katta. 589 
    respectively     3-CL and        5-CL  and     2-CL   bought 590 
 591 
As another parallel to SC, (61) and (58) are actually marginally acceptable if there is a 592 
pause following the second conjunct in the lower ConjP (i.e. if the first two conjuncts in 593 
the lower ConjP form a separate intonational phase). This is the same prosody as the one 594 
discussed above with respect to SC (28). Recall that this prosodic pattern, on which the 595 
first two conjuncts in (57) are pronounced as a single prosodic unit, has a different deri- 596 
vation, on which ‘three oranges’ and ‘five bananas’ form a coordination (as reflected in 597 
this unit also forming a prosodic unit), which is then coordinated with “two grapes”. In 598 
other words, on this prosodic pattern we are dealing here with two separate coordina- 599 
tions, each of which has two conjuncts. 600 
 Notice also that both examples like (61) and examples like (58) show island sensi- 601 
tivity, as shown by (63) and (64) respectively, where an adjunct island intervenes be- 602 
tween the final and the original position of the relevant elements.21 603 
 604 
(63)?*Mikan-o  sosite banana-o    Mary-wa [John-ga  yaoya-kara          (sorezore) 605 
     orange-ACC and   banana-ACC  Mary-TOP John-NOM vegetable.store-from respectively  606 
     3-ko-to    2-hon   katta-kara]        okotta. 607 
     3-CL and   2-CL   bought-because  got.angry 608 
     ‘Mary got angry because John bought 3 oranges and 2 bananas from a vegetable 609 
store.’ 610 
(64) ?*Mikan-to   banana-o    Mary-wa [John-ga   yaoya-kara         (sorezore)      611 
      orange and banana-ACC   Mary-TOP  John-NOM vegetable.store-from respectively  612 
     3-ko-to   2-hon    katta-kara]       okotta 613 
     3-CL and 2-CL     bought-because  got.angry 614 
     ‘Mary got angry because John bought 3 oranges and 2 bananas from a vegetable 615 
store.’ 616 
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The Japanese construction under consideration in this section thus represents another 617 
case of non-ATB ATB, where movement takes place out of each conjunct, but it is diffe- 618 
rent elements that are moving out of the conjuncts. As in the case of non-ATB ATB 619 
examples from English and SC discussed above, the ATB requirement holds in this case 620 
too: although different elements are extracted, extraction must take place from each 621 
conjunct. 622 

5. When is non-ATB ATB possible? 623 
 The above data confirm the existence of non-ATB ATB, where there is movement 624 
out of each conjunct but different elements are moving out of the conjuncts. In other 625 
words, the ATB requirement should be stated in a such a way that it does not require that 626 
the same element moves out of each conjunct but simply that there is movement out of 627 
each conjunct.   628 
 There is another interesting property of non-ATB ATB. All the cases involving 629 
non-ATB ATB discussed above involve coordination formation in the moved position. 630 
What happens when non-ATB ATB is attempted without coordination formation in the 631 
moved position? Consider in this respect (65): 632 
 633 
(65) *Which president do you wonder which famous writer John reads [articles about t] 634 
and [essays by t] respectively?  635 
 636 
(65) involves extraction of different elements from a single coordination without coordi- 637 
nation formation in the higher position. In English this requires moving wh-phrases to 638 
different +whCPs, which in turn brings in a wh-island violation. Still, (65) is clearly much 639 
more degraded than typical wh-island violations.22 The fact that the contrast between 640 
(65) and (6) is stronger than a typical wh-island violation suggests that coordination 641 
formation in the moved position is necessary for non-ATB ATB.   642 
 Consider also (66)-(67), which also involve non-ATB ATB without coordination 643 
formation in the moved position. Both examples are unacceptable. Furthermore, (67), 644 
where movement does not take place out of each conjunct (hence it is not in accordance 645 
with the ATB requirement), is even worse than (66), where movement does take place out 646 
of each conjunct (in ATB fashion) (in (67) there are two moved elements and two gaps, 647 
while in (66) there are two moved elements and three gaps; the example mixes non-ATB 648 
ATB and ATB). 649 
 650 
(66) *Which president do you wonder which famous writer John reads [articles about t], 651 
[essays by t], and [tweets from t] respectively? 652 
(67)  **Which president do you wonder which famous artist John reads [articles about t], 653 
[essays by t], and [tweets from Brady] respectively? 654 
 655 
The contrast between (66) and (67) parallels in the relevant respect the contrast between 656 
SC (26) and (27), indicating that the ATB requirement still holds in such cases. Both ex- 657 
amples are, however, unacceptable. What seems to be going on here is that performing 658 
non-ATB ATB without coordination formation in the moved position leads to a violation, 659 
call it a violation of requirement X (to be discussed more below): X is violated in both (65) 660 
and (66). The reason why (67) is even worse is that it violates X as well as the ATB re- 661 
quirement that there needs to be movement out of each conjunct of a coordination.  662 
 Notice now that in (65), the wh-phrases that are moving out of the coordination are 663 
interpreted in different SpecCPs (i.e. different clauses). It is not out of question that this is 664 
the source of the ungrammaticality of (65); i.e. it may be that for some reason wh-phrases 665 
undergoing this kind of extraction must be interpreted in the same SpecCP, in which case 666 
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(65) would not necessarily show that non-ATB ATB requires coordination formation in 667 
the moved position. This potentially interfering factor cannot be controlled for in English, 668 
but it can in SC, SC being a multiple wh-fronting language. Let us then test the possibility 669 
of non-coordinated non-ATB ATB with multiple wh-fronting in SC. The relevant exam- 670 
ples are given below. (68), involving non-ATB ATB without higher coordination, is un- 671 
acceptable. (69), its counterpart involving coordination in the higher position, is clearly 672 
better than (68).23   673 
 674 
(68)  *Prema  komei  za  kimj   su  podržali   [otpor ti]     i     [potragu tj]? 675 
       to      whom  for whom are  supported  resistance  and   pursuit 676 
(69) Prema komei   i   za  kimj    su  podržali   [otpor ti]     i   [potragu tj]? 677 
     to    whom  and for whom  are supported   resistance  and  pursuit 678 
     ‘Resistance to whom and pursuit of who did they support?’ 679 
 680 
The interfering factor noted above with respect to English (65) also does not arise with 681 
respect to SC non-ATB ATB constructions discussed in section 3. These constructions also 682 
require coordination formation in the moved position, as shown by the contrast in (70), 683 
where (70a) involves coordination formation in the moved position and (70b) does not, as 684 
well as the contrast in (71), involving wh-counterparts of constructions like (70a-b), 685 
where the wh-phrases are interpreted in the same SpecCP.24 686 
 687 
(70) a. Crvenui  i     bijeluj   je kupio [[ti suknju] i  [tj haljinu]]. 688 
       red      and  white   is bought   skirt  and  dress 689 
       ‘He bought a red skirt and a white dress.’ 690 
    b. *Crvenu bijelu je kupio suknju i haljinu. 691 
(71) a. Kakvui          i   čijuj     je ukrao [[ti suknju] i  [tj haljinu]]? 692 
       what-kind-of  and whose   is stolen     skirt and  dress 693 
       ‘He stole what kind of a dress and whose skirt.’ 694 
    b. *Kakvu čiju je ukrao suknju i haljinu? 695 
 696 
The data discussed in this section thus indicate that non-ATB ATB requires coordination 697 
formation in the moved position, i.e. the elements undergoing non-ATB ATB must par- 698 
ticipate in a coordination in their final position.   699 
 Recall now the example noted in fn. 5, repeated here, which is unacceptable alt- 700 
hough, just like (14), it involves extraction (of different elements) from each conjunct. The 701 
issue here is that, in contrast to (14), which involves wh-movement out of each conjunct, 702 
(72) involves wh-movement out of the second and third, and head-movement out of the 703 
first conjunct. 704 
 705 
(72) *[Which newspaperi and which magazinej] didk [Mary tk write a book], [John may 706 
buy ti], and [Bill will read tj] respectively. 707 
 708 
If the ATB requirement simply requires that there is movement out of each conjunct, 709 
there is then no violation of the ATB requirement here. The ungrammaticality of (72) can, 710 
however, now be accounted for independently of the ATB requirement. We have seen 711 
above that when different elements are extracted out of conjuncts of a single ConjP they 712 
must participate in a coordination in the higher position. This is not the case with did in 713 
(72). The unacceptability of (72) then follows independently of the ATB requirement.   714 
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 But there is a more general issue here. In English, distributed coordination is also 715 
possible with A-movement, as in (73) (respectively is not needed in (73)). 716 
 717 
(73) The dogs and the roosters barked and crowed all night.   (Zhang 2010:170) 718 
 719 
Japanese, however, does not allow constructions like (73) on the relevant reading (the 720 
distributed interpretation is difficult to obtain in (74), where the pragmatically implausi- 721 
ble regular ATB reading where (the) dogs and (the) birds were both barking and flying is 722 
strongly preferred), whereas SC patterns with English in allowing them (see (75)), which 723 
can be taken to indicate that distributed coordination can be more restricted with A- than 724 
with A’-movement, given that such constructions clearly involve the former.25  725 
 726 
(74) Inu-to    tori-ga    hitobanzyuu   hoe-te     ton-da. 727 
    dog-and  bird-Nom all.night        bark-and  fly-Past 728 
    ‘(The) dog(s) and (the) bird(s) barked and flied all night.’  (Japanese) 729 
(75) Psi   i   pjevci   su  cijelu  noć   lajali    i   kukurikali. 730 
    dogs and roosters are  all    night  barked and crowed   (SC)  731 
  732 
Importantly, I am unaware of any language that allows it with head-movement, i.e. I am 733 
not aware of any language that allows examples like (76).  734 
 735 
(76) *Willi, canj, and mustk [John ti buy a book], [Peter tj sell a magazine], and [Mary tk 736 
borrow a novel] respectively? 737 
 738 
There may then be something more general about head-movement that disallows dis- 739 
tributed coordinations involving head-movement. Interestingly, Kayne (1994) argues 740 
that head coordination is quite generally disallowed (see his work for evidence to this 741 
effect and discussion how traditional head coordination constructions should be treat- 742 
ed26). If distributed extractions require that extracted elements be coordinated, as argued 743 
above, and if head coordination is quite generally disallowed, as Kayne (1994) argues, it 744 
then follows that distributed coordinations with head-movement, as in (76), will be dis- 745 
allowed. The impossibility of distributed extraction involving head-movement can in fact 746 
be taken as another argument for the proposed coordination-in-the-moved position re- 747 
striction on non-ATB ATB. 748 

6. Islandhood 749 
 In this section I briefly note a locality effect associated with late coordination for- 750 
mation. SC allows extraction of conjuncts, as in (77) (see Stjepanović 2014a, 2020a, 751 
Bošković 2017, Oda 2017). 752 
 753 
(77) ?Knjigei  je Marko [ti  i   filmove] kupio.  754 
     books   is Marko   and  movies  bought  755 
     ‘Marko bought books and movies.’ 756 
 757 
Such extraction is, however, disallowed with constructions under consideration: after 758 
formation of non-ATB ATB coordination, conjunct extraction is not possible: 759 
 760 
 761 
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(78) *Crvenei  tvrdiš      da  se    [ti  i   bijelij]  meni  dopadaju [ti suknje]  i  762 
     red      you-claim  that self     and  white  meDAT  please      skirts   and 763 
     [tj kaputi]     764 
        coats    765 
     ‘You claim that red skirts and white coats please me.’ 766 
 767 
While it is not trivial to implement this formally, intuitively it seems clear what is going 768 
on here: ConjP that is formed after movement, i.e. ConjP not located in the base position, 769 
is an island (such ConjP would in fact be a barrier in Chomsky’s 1986 Barriers system). 770 
 In fact, not only conjunct extraction, but extraction out of a conjunct is also disal- 771 
lowed from a coordination formed by movement. This is shown by (79), involving ATB 772 
wh-movement out of a late-formed ConjP located in SpecCP, which is clearly worse than 773 
simple extraction out of interrogative SpecCP, as in (80).  774 
 775 
(79) *Which famous presidenti do you wonder [which paintings of ti]j and [which books 776 
about ti]k did he meet [fans of tj] and [readers of tk]?     777 
(80) ?Which famous presidenti do you wonder [which paintings of ti]j John sold tj? 778 
 779 
Late-formed coordinations are apparently islands, disallowing any kind of extraction, 780 
even extractions that are in principle possible out of regular (i.e. base-generated) coor- 781 
dinations. 782 

7. When and how is late coordination formed? 783 
 While the primary goal of this paper is not to provide a full analysis of distributed 784 
extraction coordinations—it is simply premature to do that before the empirical domain 785 
of the phenomenon is properly determined (the main goal of this paper being to make a 786 
contribution to that end)—in this section I will nevertheless address the issue of how late 787 
coordination formation is to be implemented, focusing on its timing.  788 
 Zhang (2010) discusses examples like (6) and argues that they involve coordination 789 
formation through movement. More precisely, she argues that the higher ConjP is 790 
formed through sideward movement (see Nunes 2004).27 On this analysis, the higher 791 
ConjP of (6) (the relevant steps of the derivation of (6) are outlined in (81)) is formed not 792 
by regular (i.e. upward) movement but by sideward merger of the relevant elements into 793 
ConjP (see (81b)), which is introduced into the structure directly in its final position, the 794 
interrogative SpecCP (see (81c)).  795 
 796 
(81)  a.  [bought which book]                    [read which magazine]  797 
      b. [ConjP [which book] and [which magazine]]   798 
      c.  [CP [ConjP [which book] and [which magazine]] did John buy [which book] and 799 
Peter read [which magazine]] 800 
 801 
While the analysis captures the most prominent property of distributive extraction coor- 802 
dination, namely that it involves late-coordination formation, it faces issues with some of 803 
the data discussed above. Recall that distributed extraction coordinations exhibit island 804 
effects, as illustrated again below with an inner island effect (cf. also SC (31) and Japanese 805 
(63)-(64)). Under this analysis we cannot capture such islandhood effects, since the 806 
wh-phrases do not undergo movement out of the island. 807 
 808 
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(82) *[[How loudly] and [how softly]] didn’t you say [[that John had spoken t] and [that 809 
Peter had replied t]]?                                  (de Vos and Vicente 2005) 810 
 811 
Another problem for Zhang’s analysis is raised by the possibility of intermediate recon- 812 
struction effects, as in (83), where Condition A cannot be satisfied in either the final or the 813 
original (i.e. θ) position of which picture of himself. (Under Zhang’s analysis, only at these 814 
points are both John and which picture of himself present in the structure.) 815 
 816 
(83) Which book and which picture of himselfi did Johni say that Mary bought and Sue 817 
sold respectively? 818 
 819 
Parasitic gap constructions like (8), repeated here, also raise an issue for Zhang’s analysis. 820 
 821 
(84) [CP[ConjP [Which secretary]1 and [which programmer]]2 did Jerome respectively fire t1 822 
after finding t1 drunk and hire t2 after finding t2 sober]?     (Postal 1998: 136) 823 
 824 
The wh-phrases that participate in late coordination license parasitic gaps within their 825 
initial conjuncts here. As is well-known, a wh-phrase in situ cannot license a parasitic 826 
gap: a parasitic gap is licensed by a moved wh-phrase that c-commands the parasitic gap. 827 
Under Zhang’s analysis, there is never a c-command relationship between the moved 828 
wh-phrases and the parasitic gaps which they license in (84). 829 
 These facts indicate that some regular (i.e upward) movement must be involved in 830 
the derivation of distributed extraction coordinations. Under Zhang’s analysis there is no 831 
regular movement, as a result of which the coordination is formed (i.e. integrated into the 832 
structure) in the final position. While this captures the late-coordination formation re- 833 
quirement, it essentially does it too late. However, while the above facts indicate that 834 
regular movement must also be involved in the derivation of distributed coordinations 835 
(note that sideward movement obviates island effects, see Nunes 2004 and the discussion 836 
below) they do not necessarily mean that Zhang’s sideward-movement analysis is fataly 837 
flawed. The late-formed ConjP can still be formed through sideward movement, as long 838 
as this ConjP is introduced into the structure earlier, not in the final position (e.g. within 839 
the same phase as the original ConjP, but this will be revised below), in which case the 840 
late-formed ConjP would be moving out of the island in (82), and the movement would 841 
bring the anaphor close enough to John in (83) to satisfy Condition A during the deriva- 842 
tion. (This would still leave (84) unnacounted for; I will return to that example be- 843 
low—see the discussion of (119), which resolves the issue in question.) The modification 844 
of Zhang’s analysis, on which distributed coordinations involve a combination of side- 845 
ward movement and regular movement, as a result of which the higher coordination is 846 
formed earlier than on Zhang’s analysis (though it is still formed during the derivation) is 847 
in the spirit of the well-known fact that in ATB constructions, there cannot be an island 848 
boundary between the edge of the second conjunct and the original extraction site within 849 
that conjunct, which under Nunes’s sideward-movement analysis means that the rele- 850 
vant element needs to get to the conjunct edge, i.e. ‘close’ to its sideward movement site 851 
in the first conjunct. It is then not that surprising that the newly formed ConjP, which is 852 
also formed through sideward merger from the original ConjP under Zhang’s analysis, 853 
cannot be indefinitely far from the original ConjP, which means that it should be intro- 854 
duced into the structure earlier, not in the final position. 855 
 856 
7.1. Deducing the coordination in the moved position requirement 857 
 Involving sideward movement in derivational coordination formation may help us 858 
deduce the  coordination in the moved position requirement, established in section 5, 859 
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according to which extraction of different elements from a coordination is possible only if 860 
they are themselves later involved in a coordination. The derivationally-formed coordi- 861 
nation is essentially semantically expletive, the elements involed in our derivational- 862 
ly-formed coordination are not interpreted as coordinated. E.g. the interpretation of (6) is 863 
‘which book did John buy and which magazine did Bill read’, there is no coordination of 864 
which book and which magazine in the interpretation of this example. Similarly, there is no 865 
coordination of the dogs and the roosters in the interpretation of (73), whose interpretation 866 
is that ‘the dogs barked and the roosters crowed’. The same holds for any of the SC ex- 867 
amples discussed above; thus, there is no coordination of ‘to whom’ and ‘for whom’ in 868 
the interpretation of (69). In fact, SC examples like (23)-(24) are ambiguous: on one 869 
reading, the adjectives are interpreted as coordinated (on that reading, (23) is interpreted 870 
as ‘she is selling red and white skirts, and she is selling red and white coats’).  This is not 871 
the case on the other reading, which we have been focusing on above, on which (23) is 872 
interpreted as ‘she is selling red skirts and white coats’. The ambiguity is easily captured 873 
if on the latter reading the higher coordination is indeed expletive since the adjectives are 874 
not interpreted as coordinated on that reading.  875 
 That the higher coordination is not itself interpreted (see below for additional evi- 876 
dence to this effect) suggests that it is present for a formal reason. Sideward merger in 877 
fact provides a straightforward formal reason for that. It seems safe to assume that it is 878 
not possible to move different elements out of a single ConjP. Sideward merger is the 879 
mechanism that makes it possible to get around that restriction. As noted above, side- 880 
ward merger was originally employed by Nunes (2004) to get around islandhood/locality 881 
effects: sideward merger out of a context that would induce a locality/islandhood effect 882 
voids that effect. Sideward merger is then also what makes it possible to get around the 883 
restriction on moving more than one element out of a single coordination. The relevant 884 
elements are sideward merged before they move out of the ConjP. The derivationally 885 
formed coordination is then introduced into the structure. But crucially, the relevant 886 
constructions then never involve regular movement of different elements out of a single 887 
coordination (despite appearances). Sideward merger is then needed to get around the 888 
restriction in question, and derivational coordination formation is exactly what provides 889 
the needed sideward merger mechanism.  890 
 Notice that a single element can move out of a ConjP—this is in fact what happens 891 
with regular ATB. This is not surprising. ConjP is traditionally considered to be an island, 892 
this is in fact what the ban on extraction out of coordinations implies. In the phasal 893 
system, it is then natural to assume that ConjP is a phase, given that phases have a 894 
potential for inducing locality violations (Bošković 2017 and Oda in press in fact propose 895 
that ConjP is a phase).28 There are a number of analyses of regular ATB where movement 896 
takes place only out of the first conjunct. This is e.g the case with the often assumed null 897 
Operator movement analysis (see e.g. Munn 1992, 1993), on which a null Op moves 898 
within non-initial conjuncts but there is no movement out of these conjuncts: movement 899 
takes place only out of the initial conjunct. The same holds for Nunes’s (2004) sideward 900 
movement analysis, where XP participating in an ATB construction is merged in its the- 901 
ta-position in the second conjunct, then re-merged in the theta-position in the first con- 902 
junct, undergoing movement only from that conjunct.29 Under both of these analysis of 903 
regular ATB, upward movement out of ConjP takes place only out of the initial conjunct. 904 
In (3), it takes place from SpecDP of the first conjunct, where who is located prior to the 905 
extraction out of ConjP. Under Chomsky’s (2000, 2001) approach to the PIC, who at the 906 
edge of the first conjunct is actually located at the edge of ConjP.30 If two different ele- 907 
ments were to undergo movement out of the same ConjP, the second one could not get to 908 
the edge of ConjP (the element at the edge of the second conjunct is not at the edge of the 909 
ConjP). Sideward merger into another ConjP is then what enables this element to get out 910 
of the problematic ConjP without undergoing actual movement out of it.31  911 
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 To summarize, under the suggestion made here the derivational ConjP formation 912 
provides a formal mechanism that makes it possible for more than one element to get 913 
dislocated from a single ConjP. This also deduces the restriction established above that 914 
different elements that move out of a single ConjP must themselves get coordinated. It 915 
also captures the semantic explitiveness of late coordination formation, given that it is 916 
present for a strictly formal reason.  917 
 The semantic explitiveness of late coordination formation enable us to capture an- 918 
other property of late coordination formation constructions. And is not the only coordi- 919 
nator in English. What is interesting is that even when a different coordinator is used in 920 
the lower, semantically contenful coordination, and is used in the higher, semantically 921 
expletive coordination. Thus, while the literature discusses only cases with the coordi- 922 
nator and, it is possible to use the disjunctive or in the lower position of the constructions 923 
under consideration; still, only and is possible in the higher, non-interpreted coordina- 924 
tion, or is not possible, as shown by (85) (we are looking at the distributed reading here, 925 
e.g. “either John bought Moby Dick or Mary sold Vogue”).   926 
   927 
(85) a. Which book and which magazine did John buy or Mary sell respectively? 928 
    b. *Which book or which magazine did John buy or Mary sell respectively? 929 
 930 
What is essentially going on here is that the most neutral coordinator is used in the der- 931 
ivationally-formed coordination, even if a different element is used in the lower position 932 
(note that this shows that we are not simply dealing here with coordinator copying), 933 
which is not surprising if the higher coordination is not interpreted (i.e. if it is indeed 934 
semantically expletive).  935 
 Also relevant here are the SC examples in (86)-(87) (noted by Ksenia Zanon, p.c., for 936 
Russian). Repetition of the coordinator i ‘and’ in SC brings in an additional meaning, as 937 
indicated by the rough translation of (86). Importantly, this kind of coordination cannot 938 
be used in derivationally-formed coordination, as shown by (87).32 Note also that (87) 939 
gets better if the first i ‘and’ is dropped. 940 
 941 
(86) Ona prodaje  i   suknje  i   kapute. 942 
    she  sells    and skirts  and coats 943 
    ‘She sells both skirts and coats.’ 944 
(87) *I     crvena  i     bijela  meni    i   suknja  i    kaput smetaju. 945 
     and  red     and  white  meDAT  and skirt   and  dress  bother  946 
     ‘The red skirt and the white coat bother me.’   (SC) 947 
 948 
All this makes sense if the derivationally-formed coordination is indeed semantically 949 
expletive (see below for additional evidence to this effect)—this is why the neutral coor- 950 
dinator is used to perform that function. This in turn confirms that the late-formed coor- 951 
dination is present for a strictly formal reason; as discussed above, this is what enables 952 
extraction of different elements from a single coordination, deducing the generalization 953 
from section 5 that such extraction is possible only in the presence of a higher coordina- 954 
tion.  955 
 956 
7.2. Where is late-formed ConjP inserted? 957 
 Returning now to the derivation of non-ATB ATB constructions, let us now address 958 
more closely the question of how close to the original ConjP, the late-formed (i.e. deriva- 959 
tionally-formed) ConjP is introduced. To address the question I will look at distributed 960 
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coordination under A-movement. First, examples like (88) indicate that what is present in 961 
the θ-position of the relevant conjuncts (given the predicate-internal subject hypothesis) 962 
is not the you and me ConjP: only you is present in the θ-position of the first conjunct and 963 
only me is present in the θ-position of the second conjunct, given that each conjunct 964 
agrees separately in (88), in contrast to (89). These examples thus confirm that elements 965 
involved in distributed extraction coordinations start the derivation separately, as ex- 966 
pected given the interpretation of such constructions. (For additional arguments to this 967 
effect based on binding, see (100), (101), and (103) below; the data in question quite con- 968 
clusively show that the conjuncts start the derivation separately.) 969 
 970 
(88) He wants you and me to respectively go out of your mind and (go) out of my mind. 971 
(89) cf. You and I are going out of our/*my/*your mind(s).    (Postal 1998:161) 972 
 973 
In (88) the conjuncts trigger agreement separately. In (90), on the other hand, they trigger 974 
it (in fact must trigger it, cf. (91)), jointly.  975 
 976 
(90) A dog and a rooster were barking and crowing all night. 977 
(91) *A dog and a rooster was barking and crowing all night. 978 
 979 
This means that late coordination must be formed before subject-verb agreement is de- 980 
termined here. In light of this I will use such constructions as a diagnostic for determin- 981 
ing when exactly the derivationally-formed coordination is inserted into the structure. I 982 
will consider the constructions discussed in this section under Chomsky (2000, 2001) 983 
approach to agreement, where agreement is established through the Agree relation 984 
holding between a probe and a goal, leaving it to the reader to verify that the conclusions 985 
reached below can also be maintained under e.g. Chomsky (1995) approach, where 986 
agreement is established in a Spec-Head relation (though with somewhat different deri- 987 
vations). Under the Agree analysis, when the relevant agreement relation is established 988 
ConjP must be located lower than T, so that T can probe it (which means T must 989 
c-command it). 990 
 Consider (90) in light of this. The relevant part of (90) can be derived as in (92) (only 991 
the relevant elements are shown in the structures below): we have a vP&vP coordination 992 
in the lower position, with the subjects still not being conjoined with each other at this 993 
point. Another ConjP (what I have referred to above as late/derivationally-formed ConjP) 994 
is then formed through sideward movement (92b). Given that this ConjP must be higher 995 
than the θ-positions of the relevant elements, as discussed above (cf. (88)), and that it 996 
must be below T so that T can probe it, there must then be a phrase between vP and TP, 997 
with the late-formed ConjP (see (92b)) introduced into the Spec of this phrase (see (92c); I 998 
leave open the identity of this phrase, referring to it as XP below). T then probes the 999 
late-formed ConjP (92d), before the latter moves to SpecTP (92e).33  1000 
 1001 
(92) a.  [ConjP [vP a dog…] and [vP a rooster …]] 1002 
    b. [ConjP a dog and a rooster]   1003 
    c. [XP [ConjP a dog and a rooster] X [ConjP [vP a dog…] and [vP a rooster …]] 1004 
    d. T  [XP [ConjP a dog and a rooster]  X [ConjP [vP a dog…] and [vP a rooster …]]  1005 
       |______|  Agree 1006 
    e.  [TP [ConjP a dog and a rooster]]  T  [XP[ConjP a dog and a rooster]  X [ConjP [vP a dog…] 1007 
and [vP a rooster …]] 1008 
 1009 
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Additional structure then needs to be present between T and vP so that the higher ConjP 1010 
can be inserted into the structure outside of the lower ConjP but still below T (92c). This is 1011 
straightforward in examples like (90), involving an auxiliary. It also needs to be the case 1012 
in examples like (93).34 I take this not to be an issue, given that many authors have any- 1013 
way argued for additional structure between TP and vP even for examples like (93) (see 1014 
Bošković 2015, Cinque 1999, Collins 2005, Merchant 2013, de Swart 1998, Ramchand and 1015 
Svenonious 2013, Tenny 1992, among others). 1016 
 1017 
(93) A dog and a rooster barked and crowed all night. 1018 
 1019 
Consider now a very interesting example in (94).35  1020 
 1021 
(94) John and Mary were hunting lions and were frightened by snakes respectively 1022 
(Dougherty 1970) 1023 
 1024 
What is particularly interesting about this example is the discrepancy between agreement 1025 
and interpretation within the conjuncts: what is interpreted in the relevant θ-position of 1026 
the first conjunct is John, and what is interpreted in the relevant θ-position of the second 1027 
conjunct is Mary. Yet, the agreement within the conjuncts is with John and Mary.36 Let us 1028 
see how this mismatch can be captured.  1029 
 First, the lower coordination here must be on a higher level than in (90)—it cannot 1030 
be a vP&vP coordination given that the auxiliary is present inside each conjunct. The 1031 
auxiliary is plural (although what is interpreted as the subject of each conjunct is singu- 1032 
lar), which means that the auxiliary agrees with the late-formed ConjP. So, what has to 1033 
happen here is that the auxiliary agrees with the late-formed ConjP, just as in (90), but the 1034 
auxiliary must be within the lower ConjP, in contrast to (90). 1035 
 Note first that, quite independently of the issues under consideration here, there are 1036 
two ways of analyzing such constructions, as noted in Bošković (2020a). If only phrases 1037 
can be coordinated, the subject and the auxiliaries cannot be located in the same phrase 1038 
here, given that the subject is outside of the coordination and the auxiliaries are inside of 1039 
the coordination—such examples would then provide evidence for a return to split Infl. 1040 
(94) would then involve TP&TP coordination, with the subject undergoing 1041 
ATB-movement out of each conjunct to the Spec of a higher projection, which for ease of 1042 
exposition I refer to is as YP.37 Alternatively, if traditional bar-level coordination is al- 1043 
lowed, (94) can involve T’-coordination, with the subject undergoing ATB-movement 1044 
from each conjunct to SpecTP. The choice between the two analyses is immaterial here, I 1045 
will adopt the former for ease of exposition (the reader should bear in mind though that 1046 
both analyses are compatible with the discussion below). 1047 
 Consider then (94). The derivation will proceed similarly to (90), as shown in 1048 
(95)-(98): John and Mary are inserted in their θ-positions, i.e. the positions where they are 1049 
interpreted, separately (95). Late coordination is then formed (96), and inserted into 1050 
SpecXP of each conjunct (97). Since XP is located lower than the auxiliary, each auxiliary 1051 
will probe this ConjP, resulting in plural agreement on the auxiliary. The late-formed 1052 
ConjP then undergoes ATB movement out of the coordination ((98); what is coordinated 1053 
here is TP&TP, hence lower ConjP (ie. the ConjP that is not late-formed) dominates TP). 1054 
(95) [vP John hunting lions]    b. [VP freightened Mary by snakes] 1055 
(96) [ConjP John and Mary] 1056 
(97) [TP were-T [XP[ConjP John and Mary] X [vP John hunting lions] and [TP were-T [XP[ConjP  1057 
         |________|Agree                                            |________|Agree 1058 
     John and Mary] X [VP frightened Mary by snakes] 1059 
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(98) [YP [ConjP John and Mary]  [ConjP [TP [XP [ConjP John and Mary] [vP John hunting lions] and 1060 
[TP were-T [XP [ConjP John and Mary] [VP frightened Mary by snakes] 1061 
 1062 
The example, which shows a mismatch between agreement and interpretation in the 1063 
second conjunct, can then be accounted for.  1064 
 1065 
7.3. Binding and subject-oriented anaphors 1066 
 In the derivations of non-ATB ATB constructions discussed above the conjuncts 1067 
start separately, the coordination being formed during the derivation and inserted into 1068 
the structure above the position where the relevant elements were originally generated. 1069 
Strong evidence that this is indeed what is going on in the constructions under consid- 1070 
eration is provided by the behavior of the relevant elements regarding binding, in par- 1071 
ticular, by the fact that depending on their position the relevant elements can function as 1072 
binders either jointly or separately. (99) illustrates the former case: the derivational- 1073 
ly-formed coordination, John and Mary, binds the reciprocal.  1074 
 1075 
(99) [John and Mary]i seem to each otheri to be the best candidate in the election and the 1076 
best nominee for the convention respectively. 1077 
 1078 
In (100), on the other hand, the conjuncts function as binders separately: John binds him- 1079 
self and Mary binds herself. 1080 
 1081 
(100) [Johnj and Maryk]i hired himselfj and nominated herselfk respectively. 1082 
 1083 
The dual behavior with respect to binding is easily captured under the current analysis: 1084 
when the anaphor is located low in the structure, namely below the position in which the 1085 
relevant elements are base-generated (i.e. inserted prior to derivational coordination 1086 
formation), the relevant elements function as binders separately (this is the case with 1087 
(100)). On the other hand, when the anaphor is inserted high in the structure, where only 1088 
the derivationally-formed coordination is higher than the anaphor, the relevant elements 1089 
function as the binder together (this is the case with (99)).  1090 
 Furthermore, (101) (due to Steven Franks, p.c.) confirms that the conjuncts must 1091 
start separately. In (101), they induce a blocking effect for binding separately, as the 1092 
simplified structure in (102) shows (the closest subjects for the anaphor are ti in the first 1093 
conjunct and tj in the second conjunct).38   1094 
 1095 
(101) *John and Mary seem to be the best candidate in each other's campaigns and the 1096 
best nominee in each other's parties respectively.   1097 
(102) *[Johni and Maryj]k seem to be ti the best candidate in each other'sk campaigns and tj 1098 
the best nominee in each other'sk parties respectively.  1099 
 1100 
Furthermore, the individual conjuncts can function as binders of subject-oriented 1101 
anaphors, as shown by (103) (svom is a subject-oriented anaphor). 1102 
 1103 
(103)?Pasi  i   kokoškaj  su   lajali   u [svomi      dvorištu] i    kokodakali  u  1104 
      dog and chicken   are  barked in its.anaphor  yard    and  crowed     in  1105 
      [svomj      kokošinjcu]. 1106 
      its.anaphor  hen-house 1107 
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      ‘A dog and a chicken barked in its yard and crowed in its hen house.’ (SC) 1108 
 1109 
Such examples have important consequences for the debated and unsettled issue of how 1110 
subject-oriented anaphors should be analyzed. What is important here is that what is 1111 
located in SpecvP are the individual conjuncts but what is located in SpecTP and what 1112 
agrees with T is the whole coordination, as the simplified derivation in (104) shows.  1113 
 1114 
(104) [TP [Pasi  i   kokoškaj]k su [XP tk [ConjP[vP ti lajali   u  svomi  dvorištu] i    1115 
         dog and chicken   are               barked in its      yard    and  1116 
      [vP ti kokodakali u  svomj  kokošinjcu]]]. 1117 
           crowed    in  its     hen-house 1118 
 1119 
This is a rather rare mismatch, which can help tease apart different approaches to sub- 1120 
ject-oriented anaphors. What functions as the binder of the subject-oriented anaphors in 1121 
(103)/(104) is the element in  SpecvP, not the element in SpecTP or the element that un- 1122 
dergoes Agree with T. (103) then provides evidence for approaches where the binder of 1123 
subject-oriented anaphors is (or can be) the element located in SpecvP and against ap- 1124 
proaches where the element located in SpecTP and/or the element that undergoes Agree 1125 
with T functions as the binder. There are many different approaches along the latter lines 1126 
(see e.g. Pica 1987, Reuland 2011, Antonenko 2012), examples like (103) provide evidence 1127 
against all of them (I discuss the implications of distributed extraction for sub- 1128 
ject-oriented anaphors in more detail in work in progress). 1129 
 1130 
7.4. Where is agreement? 1131 
 The agreement/semantics mismatch constructions also have ramifications for an 1132 
important question, where is agreement (i.e. what is its locus). It is standardly assumed 1133 
that although agreement surfaces on the verb, it is not actually on the verb, i.e. its source 1134 
is somewhere else (but see Lasnik 1995a for a proposal that in V-raising languages, the 1135 
agreement is actually on the verb). It is certainly not a priori clear what the source of 1136 
agreement is, whether the verb has it to start with (the verb is in fact where the agreement 1137 
surfaces), or it is somewhere higher up (like on T/I). Semantics/agreement mismatches 1138 
discussed above provide evidence for the latter (including for V-raising languages). If the 1139 
source of agreement is the verb itself, not a higher head like T/I, given the standard as- 1140 
sumptions regarding the locality of agreement and the VP-internal subject hypothesis, 1141 
we would expect the verb to show singular agreement in (105) (cf. (105b)). What is going 1142 
on here is that the subject of the verbal projection and the subject of the clause are dif- 1143 
ferent elements—the coordination is the subject of the latter but not the former. That the 1144 
agreement here is with the coordination can then be taken to provide evidence that the 1145 
source/locus of agreement is not its host, the verb. The same point can be made with SC, 1146 
where the verb raises out of vP (see Bošković 2001 and Stjepanović 1999); in fact both the 1147 
auxiliary and the participle show plural agreement in (106a), indicating that even when it 1148 
comes to the agreement that shows up on the participle, the verb is not the source/locus 1149 
of the agreement. 1150 
 1151 
(105) a. In this neighborhood, a dog and a rooster bark and crow all night. 1152 
      b. [vP a dog barks]……. [vP a rooster crows] (expected if the verb agrees) 1153 
 1154 
(106) a.  Pas     i   pjevac    su  cijelu  noć    lajali      i   kukurikali. 1155 
         dog   and  rooster   are  all    night  barked.pl and crowed.pl 1156 
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      b. Pas   i  pjevac  non-stop laju      i    kukuriču. 1157 
         dog and rooster non-stop  bark.pl and  crow.pl   (SC) 1158 
 1159 
The system developed above may also enable us to account for some rather puzzling 1160 
constructions noted by Goodall (1987). Consider (107)-(108), focusing on the former ex- 1161 
ample ((108) is a result of a familiar ordering effect with late coordination constructions 1162 
discussed briefly above, and in more detail in the appendix). 1163 
 1164 
(107) John and Mary saw himself and herself (respectively). 1165 
(108) *John and Mary saw herself and himself (respectively).  1166 
 1167 
In the current system, (107) can be analyzed as involving late coordination formation for 1168 
both the subject and the object, as shown below. 1169 
 1170 
(109) a. [vP John saw himself]     b. [vP Mary saw herself] 1171 
(110) a. [ConjP1 John and Mary] b. [ConjP2 himself and herself] 1172 
 1173 
ConjP1 is then inserted into SpecXP from (92) and ConjP2 undergoes right node raising 1174 
(more on right node raising below). Agreement in this kind of double late coordination 1175 
constructions works as in the constructions discussed above, as illustrated by (111), and 1176 
can be accounted for in the same way. 1177 
 1178 
(111) John and Mary like/*likes himself and herself (respectively). 1179 
 1180 
There is, however, one wrinkle raised by such constructions, which is that only one verb 1181 
is pronounced. I suggest that there actually is coordination of the vPs here. The deriva- 1182 
tion discussed above (cf. (109)-(110)) would lead to John and Mary saw and saw himself and 1183 
herself. It is possible that a haplology motivated PF deletion takes place here, deleting and 1184 
saw. There is a potential alternative. A number of authors have argued that verbs in Eng- 1185 
lish undergo short V-movement (see e.g. Johnson 1999, Lasnik 1995b, Bošković 1997; such 1186 
analyses often assume overt object shift in English, which would not affect anything 1187 
given the discussion below). Under this analysis, and still assuming that there is vP co- 1188 
ordination here, the verb would undergo across-the-board head movement out of the vPs 1189 
in (109). The only thing that would remain in the coordinated vPs would then be the co- 1190 
ordinator itself. I suggest that in such a case, where independent movement operations 1191 
move everything out of a coordinated phrase but the coordinator, the coordinator itself is 1192 
deleted. 1193 
 1194 
7.5. Right node raising and tough-constructions 1195 
 In the examples discussed above, the late-formed coordination undergoes 1196 
wh-movement (cf. (6)) or A-movement to SpecIP (cf. (90), whose derivation is given in 1197 
(92)). There are other movement operations that the late-formed coordination can un- 1198 
dergo, like right node raising (112) or tough-movement ((113); additionally, SC and Jap- 1199 
anese examples discussed above involve scrambling). 1200 
 1201 
(112) John sold, and Mary bought, gold rings and raw diamonds from South Africa res- 1202 
pectively. (Abels 2004) 1203 
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(113) George and Martha are respectively easy for me to fool and hard for anyone to take 1204 
advantage of. (McCawley 1998:294) 1205 
While exploring the issue in detail would take us beyond the scope of this paper, I will 1206 
briefly note here that distributed coordination constructions may have some implications 1207 
for the proper analyses of right node raising and tough-constructions. Thus, (113) seems 1208 
to be difficult to handle under the null Op-movement analysis of tough-constructions, 1209 
where what undergoes movement is a null Op that is licensed by a co-indexed 1210 
c-commanding element, as in Johni is Opi tough to please ti. In (113), it is not clear that there 1211 
would ever be a c-command relationship between George and Martha and the null oper- 1212 
ators that each of these DPs would need to license (for discussion and comparison of 1213 
different analyses of tough-constructions, see Bošković 2020b).  1214 
 Regarding right node raising, constructions like (112) raise a serious problem for 1215 
most accounts of right node raising (e.g. the ATB rightward movement or the PF deletion 1216 
one; see Abels 1994), since gold rings and raw diamonds from South Africa would be gene- 1217 
rated in the object position of each verb, which would give us wrong interpretation (the 1218 
whole thing should then be interpreted as the object of each verb). The late coordination 1219 
formation analysis straightforwardly resolves the issue since under this analysis the 1220 
coordination is not present in the base: what is present in the base (i.e. the relevant the- 1221 
ta-positions) is simply gold rings in the first conjunct and raw diamonds from South Africa in 1222 
the second conjunct. The coordination in question is formed derivationally (the relevant 1223 
elements are not interpeted as coordinated, as discussed above). Under the rightward 1224 
movement analysis, the derivationally-formed coordination can then be inserted in the 1225 
right-node raised position.39 1226 

8. Movability 1227 
 Returning to the derivation of non-ATB ATB constructions, we have seen above that 1228 
the coordination that participates in agreement is formed during the derivation. Looking 1229 
at the structures in (92) and (98), we can see that the late-formed ConjP is inserted into the 1230 
Spec of the first projection (not counting the lower ConjP in determining the first projec- 1231 
tion) above the position where the relevant elements are interprete.40 Such examples may 1232 
then help us determine the timing of derivationally-formed coordination insertion into 1233 
the structure (assuming that they are illustrations of a broader pattern): based on such 1234 
examples I then tentatively conclude that the derivationally-formed ConjP is inserted 1235 
into the first projection above the position where the relevant elements are interpret- 1236 
ed—(this can even be within the original ConjP, in which case the derivationally formed 1237 
ConjP is inserted in both conjuncts, undergoing regular ATB out of the lower ConjP). The 1238 
precise locality condition—“the first projection”—in the above statement may end up 1239 
being revised upon future scrutiny of distributed coordinations41—what is important 1240 
here is that the derivationally-formed ConjP is inserted very close to the positions where 1241 
the relevant elements (i.e. its conjuncts) are interpreted (for the reason why this is the 1242 
case, which ties the issue to the ordering of elements participating in late-coordination 1243 
formation, see Appendix). 1244 
 The SC construction discussed in section 3 can help us become more precise re- 1245 
garding the derivation of non-ATB ATB constructions, the reason for that being that with 1246 
left-branch extraction (LBE), which is employed in the SC construction in question, it is 1247 
possible to introduce a locality/islandhood effect very close to the base-generation posi- 1248 
tion of the relevant elements. But before we discuss that, one point needs to be empha- 1249 
sized.  1250 
 In any language I am aware of, only mobile elements can participate in ATB 1251 
non-ATB constructions. The SC construction discussed in section 3 involves LBE, which 1252 
is not possible in English, but is possible in SC. While non-ATB ATB involving LBE is 1253 
possible in SC, as we have seen above, it is not possible in English (114a), a language 1254 
which disallows LBE (114b).42 1255 
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 1256 
(114) a. *Red, Mary bought dresses  1257 
     b. *Red and blue, Mary bought houses and dresses. 1258 
 1259 
The effect in question is actually also illustrated with English (11), repeated here. 1260 
 1261 
(115) a. [Which nurse]1 and [which hostess]2 did Ernest sell cocaine to t1, and George sell 1262 
heroin to t2, respectively? 1263 
      b. *[Which nurse]1 and [which hostess]2 did Ernest sell t1 cocaine and George sell t2 1264 
heroin, respectively? (Postal 1998:135) 1265 
      c. cf. Which nurse1 did Ernest sell cocaine to t1  1266 
      d. *Which nurse1 did Ernest sell t1 cocaine? 1267 
 1268 
As noted above, in contrast to the prepositional double object constructions (115c), the 1269 
indirect object in DP DP double object constructions cannot undergo wh-movement 1270 
(115d).43 It also cannot participate in distributive extraction coordinations, as shown by 1271 
(115b), which contrasts with (115a).  1272 
 As another illustration of this effect, there are prepositions in English which disal- 1273 
low stranding: 1274 
 1275 
(116) a. Jerome tickled Marsha in that way. 1276 
      b. *What way did Jerome tickle Marsha in? 1277 
      c. cf. In what way did Jerome tickle Marsha? 1278 
      d. Ernie did it for someone else’s sake. 1279 
      e. *Whose sake did Ernie do that for?     1280 
      f. For whose sake did Ernie do that?       (Postal 1998:127)  1281 
 1282 
Informally, we can consider the PPs in (116) to be barriers, which renders the 1283 
P-complements in (116) immobile (note that the whole PP can move). Importantly, the 1284 
same effect is found with the distributive extraction coordination in (117), which involve 1285 
the PPs in question. 1286 
 1287 
(117) *What wayi and whose sakej did Jerome tickle Marsha in ti and Peter hugged Mary 1288 
for tj respectively?          1289 
(118) cf. In what wayi and for whose sakej did Jerome tickle Marsha ti and Peter hugged 1290 
Mary tj respectively?      1291 
 1292 
The mobility requirement (which is essentially a locality-of-movement requirement) is 1293 
surprising from the point of view of Zhang’s sideward merger analysis. Sideward 1294 
movement/merger was originally employed by Nunes to get around islandhood/locality 1295 
effects (provided it takes place while the island is an independent root phrase, which is 1296 
the derivation we are focusing on): sideward movement/merger out of a context that 1297 
would induce a locality/islandhood effect voids that effect. Whatever locality/islandhood 1298 
effect is involved in (114), (115b), and (116) (see, respectively, Bošković 2013a and Corver 1299 
1992, Douglas 2016 and Hornstein and Weinberg 1981, and Hornstein and Weinberg 1981 1300 
and Postal 1998, among others), sideward merger should be voiding it. What these facts 1301 
then indicate is that the relevant elements undergo regular movement before sideward 1302 
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merger into another ConjP (i.e. there is a no-directly-from-the-interpreted-position re- 1303 
striction on derivational ConjP formation).  1304 
 The parasitic gap constructions discussed above also require this movement. Con- 1305 
sider again (119). 1306 
 1307 
(119) [Which secretary]1 and [which programmer]2 did Jerome respectively fire t1 after 1308 
finding t1 drunk and hire t2 after finding t2 sober?    (Postal 1998: 136) 1309 
 1310 
As noted above, a parasitic gap is licensed by a moved wh-phrase that c-commands the 1311 
parasitic gap. In accounts like Nissenbaum (2000) and Nunes (2004), it is not necessary 1312 
for the wh-phrase to move to SpecCP to license a parasitic gap; movement to a lower 1313 
position can do it. In fact, under Nissenbaum’s account the wh-adjuncts in (119) are ad- 1314 
joined to their vPs, and the wh-phrases crucially need to move to adjoin to these vPs to 1315 
license the parasitic gaps. This is the crucial step in parasitic gap licensing in this account. 1316 
What is important for our purposes is that the wh-phrases need to undergo regular 1317 
movement to license parasitic gaps within their conjuncts before undergoing sideward 1318 
merger into ConjP in (119)—immediate sideward movement, as in Zhang’s analysis, 1319 
would not be sufficient for parasitic gap licensing. I then take the above facts to indicate 1320 
that the relevant elements undergo regular movement before sideward merger into an- 1321 
other ConjP.44  1322 
 The SC construction from section 3 can help us pinpoint the timing of regular and 1323 
sideward movement. What is relevant here is that, in contrast to regular LBE as in ex- 1324 
amples like (22), what is in the literature referred to as deep LBE, illustrated by (121), is 1325 
disallowed (see Corver 1992, Bošković 2005, 2013a, Stjepanović 2014b, among others). 1326 
With deep LBE, the nominal from which LBE takes places is a complement of another 1327 
nominal, which assigns it genitive case. 1328 
 1329 
(120) Crvenei  sam  vidio [ti kuće]. 1330 
      red      am   seen    houses 1331 
      ‘I saw red houses.’ 1332 
(121) *Crvenihi  sam vidio [NP2 vlasnike [NP1 ti kuća]]. 1333 
       red       am  seen     owners     houses 1334 
       ‘I saw owners of red houses.’ 1335 
      1336 
For an account of the ungrammaticality of (121), the reader is referred to Bošković (2013a) 1337 
and Corver (1992). The precise reasons for the grammaticality of (121) need not concern 1338 
us here. What matters is that, as Corver (1992) and Bošković (2013a) show, the problem 1339 
here arises with movement from NP1 to NP2 (there is no issue with movement out of 1340 
NP1 per se (i.e. when the relevant NP is not dominated by another NP), otherwise even 1341 
(120) would be unacceptable). 1342 
 Bearing this in mind, the following data shed a crucial light on the timing of regular 1343 
and sideward movement involved in ATB non-ATB. 1344 
 1345 
(122) ?Crvenihi  i  plavihj  sam vidio [NP1 vlasnike  [ConjP [NP ti kuća]   i     [NP tj  1346 
      red     and blue   am seen    owners                houses and        1347 
      automobila]]] 1348 
      cars 1349 
      ‘I saw owners of [red houses and blue cars].’ 1350 
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 1351 
 1352 
 1353 
(123) *Crvenihi  i    plavihj  sam vidio [ConjP[NP1 vlasnike [NP ti kuća]   i    [NP1 ljubitelje 1354 
       red     and  blue    am  seen          owners     houses and      fans  1355 
      [NP tj automobila]]] 1356 
           cars 1357 
     ‘I saw [owners of red houses] and [fans of blue cars].’   1358 
 1359 
There is a contrast between (122) and (123), which is particularly telling in light of the 1360 
deep LBE effect from (121). The deep LBE effect is apparently still present in (123), but is 1361 
voided in (122). What this means is that there is regular movement into NP1 in (123) but 1362 
not in (122) (there are two NP1s, i.e. higher NPs, in (123) due to the level of coordina- 1363 
tion—cf. the translation of the examples). As discussed in Corver (1992) and Bošković 1364 
(2013a) and briefly noted above, adjectives are base-generated at the very edge of the 1365 
nominal domain in SC (this is what makes LBE possible in SC). Any movement from this 1366 
position will take the APs into NP1 in (123); this movement is precisely what Bošković 1367 
(2013a) argues causes a problem in (121). Crucially, in (122), there is a phrase, namely 1368 
ConjP, in between the lower nominal domain and the higher NP (i.e. NP1). The APs can 1369 
then undergo movement from the base-position without moving into the higher nominal 1370 
domain in (122), in contrast to (123), namely by moving to the edge of ConjP. Stjepanović 1371 
(2014a, 2020a), Bošković (2017), and Oda (2017) provide independent evidence that 1372 
movement to the edge of ConjP is in fact independently possible in SC. After undergoing 1373 
this movement from their interpreted positions, the APs can then undergo sideward 1374 
merger into the late-formed ConjP in (122). This late-formed ConjP should be inserted 1375 
into the structure higher than the original ConjP (i.e. the indicated ConjP in (122)) given 1376 
that, as Bošković (2013a) discusses, regular movement from the edge of the complement 1377 
of N into the NP itself causes a locality violation in SC. Recall that, as discussed above, 1378 
late-formed ConjP can be inserted into a phrase right above the original ConjP, which in 1379 
this case is NP1. Since there is no regular movement from one NP domain into another 1380 
there is then no locality violation. 1381 
 The relevant derivations are mapped out below: simplifying what exactly happens 1382 
here, I will simply assume that the complement of a noun in this context is a barrier (the 1383 
exact situation is more complicated (see Bošković 2013a, Corver 1992 and discussion be- 1384 
low), but this suffices for our purposes—the relevant phrase (i.e. the complement of the 1385 
noun) is given in shadow bold red below). In (125), which corresponds to (123), regular 1386 
movement (shown as movement of α) crosses a barrier, which induces a locality effect (in 1387 
fact, the same effect as in (121)). In (124), which corresponds to (122), regular movement 1388 
does not cross a barrier—only sideward movement crosses a barrier, but sideward 1389 
movement voids locality effects (crossing here is metaphorical, sideward movement 1390 
voids islandhood because it actually does not involve crossing of the island boundary: α 1391 
is merged with β (forming a ConjP) in a separate derivational space, and then inserted 1392 
into the position shown in (124)).45  1393 
 1394 
(124) [NP1 [α+β] N1 [[CCoonnjjPP αi [NP ti (ti in base-interpreted position of α) 1395 
(125) *[NP1 [α+β] [NP1 αi N1 [[NNPP ti  1396 
 1397 
The contrast between (122) and (123) was important in establishing the derivations ou- 1398 
tlined in (124)-(125). Now, in these examples the nominal complement bears genitive 1399 
case, which is the counterpart of accusative with verbs—it is the regular structural case 1400 
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that nouns assign to their complements. Just like some verbs assing special inherent cases 1401 
to their complements, the same holds for some nouns. Importantly, Bošković (2013a) 1402 
shows that while deep LBE out of genitive complements of nouns is unacceptable, as 1403 
shown by (121), where the nominal complement is genitive, deep LBE out of comple- 1404 
ments of inherently case-marked complements of nouns is possible, as shown below.46 1405 
 1406 
(126) Ekstremnomi je podržao   otpor      [ti kongresu]. 1407 
      extremeDAT   is supported resistance    congressDAT 1408 
      ‘He supported resistance to the extreme congress.’ 1409 
 1410 
As pointed out by a reviewer, this makes a prediction: the counterpart of (123) with an 1411 
inherently Case-marked nominal complement should be better than (123). This is indeed 1412 
the case.  1413 
 1414 
(127)?Ekstremnomi  i   privremenomj  je podržao   otpor     [ti kongresu]   i   1415 
      extremeDAT   and temporaryDAT   is supported resistace    congressDAT and   1416 
      pomoć [tj parlamentu] 1417 
      help     parliamentDAT 1418 
 1419 
The contrast between (123) and (127) quite strongly confirms the conclusions reached 1420 
above regarding the contrast between (122) and (123).47  1421 
 Notice also that when a noun is modified with two adjectives, double LBE distri- 1422 
buted extraction is disallowed:  1423 
 1424 
(128) *[ConjP [Skupei       stambenej]     i    [starek  željezničkel]] sam vidio [ConjP [ti tj  1425 
            expensivefem residentialfem   and  oldmasc  railwaymasc   am  seen       1426 
      zgrade]       i    [tk tl mostove]] 1427 
      buildingsfem  and       bridgesmasc 1428 
      ‘I saw expensive residential buildings and old railway bridges.’  1429 
 1430 
Importantly, even regular LBE is not possible in this context (see Bošković 2005). 1431 
 1432 
(129) *Skupei     stambenej  je vidio [ ti tj zgrade].  1433 
      expensive  residential is  seen      buildings   1434 
      ‘He saw expensive residential buildings.’ 1435 
 1436 
There are, however, cases where double LBE is in principle. One such case, discussed in 1437 
section 2.1, is shown in (130). Importantly, distributed extraction coordination is also 1438 
possible in this context, as (131) shows.   1439 
 1440 
(130) Onui staruj  je prodao [ti tj kuću]. 1441 
      that  old   is seen        house  1442 
      ‘He saw that old house.’ 1443 
(131) [Onui staruj]  i   [ovuk novul] je prodao [ti tj kuću]  i [tk tl vikendicu]. 1444 
       that old   and  this  new   is sold      house  and    weekend.house  1445 
 1446 
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All of this confirms the movability requirement on elements that participate in distri- 1447 
buted extraction coordination: the relevant elements must be mobile, which indicates that 1448 
they undergo regular movement before sideward merger. 1449 
 Putting everything that we have seen above together, we can map out the derivation 1450 
of non-ATB ATB constructions more generally. It is apparently not possible for the rele- 1451 
vant elements to undergo sideward movement into late formed ConjP directly from the 1452 
positions where they are interpreted. They have to undergo regular movement from that 1453 
position, after which they can undergo sideward movement into the newly-formed 1454 
ConjP. If a locality effect can be created right at the base-generated position, sideward 1455 
movement will then not be able to obviate it (it would be taking place too late); but if the 1456 
locality effect is created slightly higher than the base-generated position so that there is 1457 
room for regular movement to take place before the locality effect kicks in, the locality 1458 
effect gets obviated through sideward movement. Any locality effect higher up, i.e. 1459 
higher than the point of insertion of the late-formed ConjP, which we have seen is still 1460 
inserted close to the positions in which the relevant elements are base-generated, will still 1461 
be in effect, due to the movement of the late-formed ConjP itself. All of this is mapped out 1462 
in (132). (The brackets where a locality effect could in principle pop up due to regular, not 1463 
sideward, movement crossing it are given in shadow bold red. For ease of exposition, I 1464 
use a trace for the movement that precedes formation of the derivationally-formed ConjP, 1465 
and a struck-out copy for the movement of the derivationally-formed ConjP itself. Two 1466 
phrases are given between the final landing site and the original position of the 1467 
movement of the derivationally-formed ConjP merely to indicate that this movement is 1468 
generally longer than the movement that α alone undergoes, which is generally very 1469 
short.)  1470 
  1471 
(132) [α+β]j [[WWPP  …. [[ZZPP  [α+β]j [YP αi [[XXPP  ti  1472 
 1473 
Regarding locality effects seen above, the locality effect in (123) arises due to the crossing 1474 
of the redded XP between αi and ti in (132), which means with movement of the element 1475 
that will later participate in late coordination ((122) crucially differs from (123) in that that 1476 
step of movement in (122) does not cross a barrier; it essentially takes place below XP in 1477 
(132) due to the presence of additional structure in (122)). The locality effect in (82), on the 1478 
other hand, arises due to the crossing of a redded phrase between [α+β]j and [α+β]j in 1479 
(132), which means with movement of the late-formed coordination itself. The recons- 1480 
truction effect in (83) also occurs on the path between [α+β]j and [α+β]j. Regarding 1481 
agreement effects, if agreement takes place below ZP in (132), which means below [α+β]j 1482 
(see (132)), it will involve agreement with an individual conjunct, i.e. α. This is the case 1483 
with (88) (and with SC A-N agreement). On the other hand, if it takes place above ZP, it 1484 
will involve agreement with the whole ConjP, i.e. [α+β], which is the case with examples 1485 
like (90) and (94). The same holds for binding. If it takes place below YP, the individual 1486 
conjuncts will function as binders. This is the case in (100), (102), (103), and (107). If it 1487 
takes place above YP, the whole coordination will function as the binder, which is the 1488 
case in (99).48  1489 
 Importantly, the facts discussed above indicate that islandhood/locality effects are 1490 
selectively present with non-ATB ATB constructions. In most cases they are present, but 1491 
in some cases they are voided. This could not be captured if we were to simply adopt 1492 
Zhang’s analysis, where the relevant elements undergo sideward merger into the 1493 
late-formed ConjP straight from their interpreted position, with the late formed ConjP 1494 
inserted in the final landing site—no locality effects should then be present at all (all the 1495 
examples in (31), (64), (82), (114b), (117), (123), and (128) are thus problematic for this 1496 
analysis). We also could not capture the state of affairs depicted above if the relevant 1497 
elements were to undergo regular movement from their interpreted position all the way 1498 
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to their final landing site, with the late-formed ConjP formed there. E.g., having in mind 1499 
examples like And then Ann left, where the complement of and is a non-coordinated CP, 1500 
one could imagine an alternative to the sideward merger analysis on which the Conj head 1501 
takes the whole CP as its complement. Assuming that the coordinated phrases have to 1502 
move into ConjP, (6) could then be analyzed in terms of ConjP shells, as in [ConjP which 1503 
book andi [ConjP which magazine ti [CP ..]]].49 On such an analysis locality effects would 1504 
never be obviated ((122) is thus problematic for this analysis).50 On the other hand, the 1505 
selective presence of locality effects can be captured on an analysis which essentially 1506 
combines the two accounts just noted, on which there is both regular movement and 1507 
sideward movement involved in the derivation of non-ATB ATB constructions. We have 1508 
seen that such an analysis can also capture agreement and binding effects found with non 1509 
ATB ATB constructions as well as the mobility requirement on the elements involved in 1510 
non-ATB ATB and the ability of these elements to license parasitic gaps on their own.  1511 

9. Conclusion 1512 
 This paper has provided additional evidence that it is possible to move different 1513 
elements from conjuncts involved in the same coordination and that such constructions 1514 
involve coordination formation in a non-base generated position, i.e. after movement (cf. 1515 
Zhang 2010). It was shown that such constructions are also subject to the ATB require- 1516 
ment: although different elements are moving out of conjuncts movement still must take 1517 
place out of each conjunct. This means that the traditional ATB requirement needs to be 1518 
reformulated: it is not the case that the moving element must move out of each conjunct 1519 
but simply that movement must take place out of each conjunct. It can be the same ele- 1520 
ment that is moving out of each conjunct or different elements; the ATB requirement is 1521 
satisfied as long as there is movement out of each conjunct (furthermore, the ATB re- 1522 
quirement does not hold across ConjPs). Traditional ATB, where the same element moves 1523 
out of more than one conjunct, and what I have referred to as non-ATB ATB, where dif- 1524 
ferent elements are moving out of the conjuncts, can in fact be mixed under extraction out 1525 
of the same coordination, as expected if all that is needed is that there is movement out of 1526 
each conjunct. Furthermore, mixed non-ATB ATB cases have the same ordering re- 1527 
strictions (regarding the order of the conjuncts) as pure non-ATB ATB cases.  1528 
 We have also seen that there is a restriction on non-ATB ATB, where different ele- 1529 
ments are moving from different conjuncts, in particular, non-ATB ATB requires coor- 1530 
dination formation in the moved position. Additionally, head-movement cannot be in- 1531 
volved in non-ATB ATB, which in fact follows from the coordina- 1532 
tion-in-the-moved-position requirement if head coordination is disallowed, as Kayne 1533 
(1994) argued.  1534 
 I have also discussed the precise timing of derivational coordination formation, 1535 
concluding that the late-formed coordination is inserted into the structure very close to 1536 
the phrase where the relevant elements are interpreted (under sideward merger analysis 1537 
of distributed coordination; see Appendix for the reason for this), not in the final position 1538 
of the relevant elements (as in Zhang 2010). The relevant elements, however, first need to 1539 
undergo regular movement from the positions where they are interpreted: they cannot 1540 
undergo sideward merger into the derivationally-formed ConjP straight from the posi- 1541 
tions where they are interpreted: The derivation of non-ATB ATB constructions then in- 1542 
volves both regular and sideward movement.  1543 
 The derivationally-formed coordination is semantically expletive in that elements 1544 
participating in such coordination are not interpreted as coordinated; as a result only the 1545 
most neutral coordinator is used in such coordination (even when a different element is 1546 
used in the lower position). The coordination in question has also been shown to cause 1547 
agreement/semantics mismatches, which arise because a coordination that is not seman- 1548 
tically interpreted participates in determining agreement. The presence of the coordina- 1549 
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tor in question was shown to be motivated by formal reasons (this is in fact what enables 1550 
extraction of different elements from a single coordination). 1551 
 Finally, the analyses and the coordination data discussed in this paper have been 1552 
shown to have consequences for determining the proper analysis of a number of mecha- 1553 
nisms and constructions, in particular subject-oriented anaphors, right node raising, 1554 
tough-constructions, the source of agreement, and the more general issue of clausal 1555 
structure. Regarding subject-oriented anaphors, non-ATB ATB constructions were shown 1556 
to provide evidence against approaches where the element located in SpecTP and/or the 1557 
element that undergoes Agree with T function as the binder for subject-oriented 1558 
anaphors based on constructions where different elements fill SpecvP and SpecTP (in 1559 
such cases, the latter undergoes agreement with T but the former binds subject-oriented 1560 
anaphors). 1561 
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Appendix: On the typology of late coordination constructions 1567 
 Above we have seen a number of cases involving coordination formation in the 1568 
moved position, i.e. after movement. All these cases also involve coordination in the 1569 
lower position, i.e. they involve extraction out of a coordination. A question arises if late 1570 
coordination formation is possible without coordination in the lower position, i.e. if the 1571 
relevant movements do not take place out of a ConjP. Citko and Gračanin-Yuksek (2013) 1572 
argue that it is. They consider constructions like (133) and argue that crosslinguistically 1573 
they can involve either larger (i.e. clausal) coordination where only the wh-phrase is re- 1574 
alized in the first conjunct, which they argue is the case with English (133), or coordina- 1575 
tion of wh-phrases, which they argue is the case with Bulgarian (134). 1576 
 1577 
(133) What and where did you eat? 1578 
(134) Koj  and kakvo  e kupil? 1579 
      who and what  is bought 1580 
      ‘Who bought what?’ 1581 
 1582 
They furthermore argue that wh&wh coordinations like (134) involve coordination 1583 
formation after movement (analyzing it in fact in terms of sideward movement, 1584 
following Zhang 2010).51 Thus, they observe that in English, it is not possible to have 1585 
obligatory arguments in the coordination in question, as (135) shows. This is expected 1586 
under the clausal coordination analysis, where (133) is treated as involving coordination 1587 
of two clauses, what did you eat and where did you eat? 1588 
 1589 
(135) *What and where did you buy? 1590 
 1591 
The acceptability of (134) then indicates that we are dealing here with wh&wh, rather 1592 
than clausal coordination.52 1593 
 Citko and Gračanin-Yuksek also observe that coordinations like (134) are not pos- 1594 
sible with wh-phrases in situ. In fact, it is quite generally not possible to coordinate a 1595 
subject and an object of the same clause, which means that (134) cannot involve base co- 1596 
ordination that would then undergo movement. In other words, the coordination here 1597 
can only be formed after movement.  1598 
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 Note also that, like distributed coordinations, wh&wh coordinations are sensitive to 1599 
islandhood, as shown by Bulgarian (136), involving an adjunct island (note that Bulgar- 1600 
ian does not show Comp-trace effects). 1601 
 1602 
(136) *Koj  i    kakvo si  jadosan zaštoto  e kupil? 1603 
      who and what  are angry   because is bought 1604 
      ‘You are angry because who bought what?’ 1605 
 1606 
At any rate, if Citko & Gračanin-Yuksek’s account of Bulgarian (134) is correct, such 1607 
examples provide evidence that late coordination formation is not limited to construc- 1608 
tions involving movement out of a coordination. Notice also that, like the derivational- 1609 
ly-formed coordination discussed in the main text, the coordination discussed in the 1610 
appendix is also not semantically interpreted. Thus, the interpretation of (134) is simply 1611 
‘who bought what’, there is no coordination of the wh-phrases in the interpretation of 1612 
this construction.53 Not being interpreted, i.e. being semantically expletive in the relevant 1613 
sense, can then be taken to be the hallmark of derivationally formed coordination (re- 1614 
gardless of whether late coordination formation takes place out of a coordination or not). 1615 
In other words, coordination can be formed during the derivation but if that happens it 1616 
has no semantic import—only base-coordination is interpreted. 1617 
 Notice furthermore that given that the structure instantiated by Bulgarian (134) is 1618 
apparently not allowed in English, the availability of non-distributed wh&wh coordina- 1619 
tions, which, if Citko and Gračanin-Yuksek (2013) are right in their treatment of such 1620 
coordinations involve late coordination formation without movement out of a coordina- 1621 
tion, should not be tied to the availability of constructions like (6) (which involve coor- 1622 
dination in the lower position, i.e. late coordination formation out of a coordination), in a 1623 
sense that the availability of the latter would imply the availability of the former (though 1624 
SC happens to allow both, see (44) and the discussion below).   1625 
 It should, however, be noted that the former (i.e. non-distributed late coordination) 1626 
is not possible with the non-wh arguments in the SC example in (137) (the fronting in 1627 
(137a) can in principle involve topicalization, focalization, or scrambling (see Bošković 1628 
2004a), the construction is apparently ruled out regardless of which of these options is 1629 
taken, in contrast to (44)).54 1630 
 1631 
(137) a. *Jovanu    i   knjigu   daju. 1632 
         JovanDAT and  bookACC they-are-giving 1633 
        ‘They are giving Jovan a book.’ 1634 
     b. *Jovan      i    kuću       kupuje. 1635 
        JovanNOM  and  houseACC   is-buying 1636 
        ‘Jovan is buying a house.’     (SC) 1637 
 1638 
Postal-style distributed coordinations are not restricted in this way. Thus, they are pos- 1639 
sible with topicalization in (138) or even with A-movement, as discussed above (cf. (73), 1640 
though there is crosslinguistic variation in this respect, as noted above).55 1641 
 1642 
(138) Under the pillow and in the drawer Lulu put the diary and hid her letters, respec- 1643 
tively  (Zhang 2010:170) 1644 
 1645 
Given that there clearly must be rather strong additional restrictions on non-distributed 1646 
wh&wh coordinations, which are not operative with Postal-style distributed coordina- 1647 



Philosophies 2021, 6, x FOR PEER REVIEW 35 of 52 
 

 

tions, it is not out of question that the unavailability of the former in English (in contrast 1648 
to the availability of the latter) is due to those additional restrictions, i.e. that we are not 1649 
dealing with a deeper point of variation in this case, where English would allow late co- 1650 
ordination formation only out of another coordination. (Recall that SC allows it regard- 1651 
less of whether late coordination formation takes place out of a coordination or not.) 1652 
Rather, more construction-specific issues could be involved. 1653 
 Citko and Gračanin-Yuksek (2013) in fact tie the availability of wh&wh coordination 1654 
to the availability of multiple wh-fronting: since English does not have multiple 1655 
wh-fronting it cannot then have the structure in question. However, it is not clear why 1656 
multiple wh-fronting should be relevant here. Under Citko and Gračanin-Yuksek’s 1657 
analysis, the interrogative C in (134) has only one Spec, which is filled by ConjP.  1658 
 There are additional reasons why the availability of (134) should not be tied to 1659 
multiple wh-fronting. Thus, as another argument for the wh&wh (as opposed to clausal) 1660 
coordination account of Bulgarian (134), Citko and Gračanin-Yuksek (2013) observe that 1661 
such constructions show Superiority effects, i.e. strict ordering of coordinated 1662 
wh-phrases. They argue that this would not be expected if (139) involves coordination of 1663 
two clauses, where each clause has only one wh-phrase, which undergoes movement. 1664 
 1665 
(139) a. Koj  i   kakvo e  kupil?    1666 
        who and what  is bought 1667 
 b. *Kakvo i koj e kupil? 1668 
      1669 
Citko and Gračanin-Yuksek (2013) argue that what is relevant here is that Bulgarian is a 1670 
multiple wh-fronting language. Multiple wh-fronting languages differ regarding 1671 
whether they show superiority effects under multiple wh-fronting (see for example 1672 
Rudin 1988, Bošković 2002). Bulgarian does show such effects (see (140)), just as it does 1673 
with wh&wh coordinations (see (139)).  1674 
 1675 
(140) a. Koj  kakvo e kupil? 1676 
        who what  is bought 1677 
         ‘Who bought what?’ 1678 
      b. *Kakvo koj e kupil? 1679 
 1680 
In light of this, Citko and Gračanin-Yuksek (2013) tie the possibility of wh&wh coordi- 1681 
nations to multiple wh-fronting. The correlation is, however, rather difficult to maintain. 1682 
Under the standard account the superiority effect in (140) arises as a result of the inter- 1683 
rogative C attracting two wh-phrases, where these wh-phrases undergo separate 1684 
wh-movements, occupying separate CP Specs. This is, however, not the case with (139) 1685 
under Citko and Gračanin-Yuksek’s (2013) analysis, where the coordination of 1686 
wh-phrases (i.e. ConjP dominating the wh-phrases) is merged into SpecCP—there are no 1687 
two separate wh-movements or two CP Specs in (140). Furthermore, Citko and 1688 
Gračanin-Yuksek (2013) also observe that some speakers of Bulgarian do allow free or- 1689 
dering of the coordinated wh-phrases in (139). On the other hand, there is no speaker 1690 
variation regarding superiority effects with multiple wh-fronting.  1691 
 Also relevant here is SC, which does not show matching in the ordering of 1692 
wh-phrases in simple multiple wh-fronting constructions and wh&wh coordinations. As 1693 
noted above, multiple wh-fronting languages differ regarding whether or not they show 1694 
superiority effects in examples like (140). Thus, as discussed in Rudin (1988) and 1695 
Bošković (2002), SC does not show Superiority effects in simple multiple wh-fronting 1696 
constructions like (141).  1697 
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(141) a. Ko  šta    kupuje? 1698 
        who what  is-buying 1699 
        ‘Who is buying what?’ 1700 
     b. Šta ko kupuje? 1701 
 1702 
However, SC does show ordering effects with wh-coordinations.56  1703 
 1704 
(142) a. Ko    i    šta    kupuje?      1705 
        who and  what  is-buying             1706 
     b. *Šta i ko kupuje? 1707 
 1708 
Now, as discussed above, SC also allows larger coordinations involving wh-phrases, as 1709 
indicated by the fact that additional material can be present within what appear to be 1710 
wh&wh conjuncts.  1711 
  1712 
(143) Ko   je  i   šta    (je)   kupio?      1713 
      who is and what   is     bought 1714 
      ‘Who bought what?’ 1715 
 1716 
The presence of the auxiliary clitic in (143) indicates that the first conjunct is actually a 1717 
clause. Interestingly, such constructions, which unambiguously involve coordination 1718 
that is larger than wh&wh, do not show superiority effects.57  1719 
             1720 
(144) Šta  je  i   ko   (je)  kupio? 1721 
     what is and who  is    bought 1722 
 1723 
When there is nothing following the first wh-phrase there is a superiority effect, as shown 1724 
by (142).58 On the other hand, when the clitic follows the first wh-phrase, which clearly 1725 
shows that in such cases the first conjunct is larger than the wh-phrase itself, there is no 1726 
superiority effect (see (143)-(144)). These data indicate that when there is no additional 1727 
material following the first wh-phrase we are indeed dealing with a wh&wh coordina- 1728 
tion.59 These facts also indicate that there is no parallelism between Superiority effects in 1729 
simple multiple wh-fronting constructions and wh&wh constructions, given the contrast 1730 
between (141) and (142) (more precisely, (141b) and (142b)), i.e. the parallelism shown by 1731 
Bulgarian (140) and (139) is accidental.  1732 
 In fact, there is reason to believe that whatever is going on with the ordering of 1733 
wh-phrases in wh&wh coordinations is different from superiority effects with multiple 1734 
wh-fronting. As discussed in Bošković (2002), quite generally when the superiority effect 1735 
is found with multiple wh-fronting it holds only for the first and the second wh-phrase; 1736 
beyond that the ordering of the wh-phrases is free. This is shown by Bulgarian (145): 1737 
when only two objects undergo wh-movement, the indirect object must precede the di- 1738 
rect object, a superiority effect given that the former is higher than the latter prior to 1739 
wh-movement. However, when a higher wh-phrase is present, the ordering of the indi- 1740 
rect and direct object is free (the nominative must be first in (145c-d) as well as (146c) and 1741 
(147) below). The same point is illustrated by SC (146), where the superiority effect also 1742 
holds only for the first and the second wh-phrase (see Bošković 2002 for discussion of the 1743 
superiority effect in (146a-b)).60  1744 
 1745 
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(145) a. Kogo  kakvo e  pital   Ivan? 1746 
        whom what  is  asked Ivan 1747 
        ‘Who did Ivan ask what?’ 1748 
      b. ?*Kakvo kogo e pital Ivan? 1749 
      c. Koj  kogo  kakvo  e  pital? 1750 
        who whom what   is  asked 1751 
         ‘Who asked whom what?’ 1752 
      d. Koj kakvo kogo e pital?       (Bošković 2002:366) 1753 
(146) a. ?Ima kome  kako  da   pomogne. 1754 
         has whom how  part  helps 1755 
         ‘(S)he has someone to help somehow.’ 1756 
      b.  *Ima kako kome da pomogne. 1757 
      c.  ?Ima ko   kako kome  da    pomogne. 1758 
           has who how whom  part   helps 1759 
           There is someone who can somehow help somebody.’ (Bošković 2002:367) 1760 
 1761 
Recall now that SC shows an ordering effect with wh&wh coordinations involving two 1762 
wh-phrases. However, the ordering effect here extends to all wh-phrases: when there are 1763 
more than two wh-phrases there is strict ordering between all of them, as shown by (147).  1764 
 1765 
(147) a. Ko  kome   i     šta     daje?    1766 
       who whom and   what   is-giving 1767 
        ‘Who is giving what to whom 1768 
      b. *Ko   šta     i     kome  daje?  1769 
         who what  and   whom  is-giving 1770 
 1771 
The data discussed above indicate that the ordering effect found with wh&wh coordina- 1772 
tions is independent of Superiority (more precisely, what is considered to be superiority 1773 
effects associated with multiple wh-fronting). 1774 
 That the ordering effect found in late coordination formation constructions, which 1775 
holds in all types of such constructions discussed in this paper (see below), should be 1776 
dissociated from ordering/superiority-style effects found with multiple wh-fronting is 1777 
confirmed quite strongly by certain data regarding multiple left-branch extraction dis- 1778 
cussed by Stjepanović (2020b). Although SC generally does not show superiority effects 1779 
with simple multiple wh-fronting constructions (there are contexts where SC does show 1780 
such effects, see Bošković 2002), Stjepanović shows that if multiple wh-fronting involves 1781 
multiple left-branch extraction it does show ordering effects, as illustrated below. (An 1782 
intervening element is added in (149) to make sure that there is left branch extraction 1783 
from the subject. Stjepanović (2020b) shows that several factors are relevant in such cases, 1784 
including agreement patterns between the extracted left-branch and the remnant.) 1785 
 1786 
(148)*Čijii    kakvaj          [ti otac]   kupuje [tj kola]?   1787 
     whose  what-kind-of      father  is-buying car 1788 
      ‘Whose father is buying what kind of a car?’   1789 
(149) Kakvai         čijij    danas [tj otac]  kupuje [ti kola]? 1790 
      what-kind-of  whose today    father is-buying car 1791 
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       ‘Whose father is buying what kind of a car today?’  1792 
 1793 
Importantly, wh&wh coordinations do not match multiple wh-fronting constructions in 1794 
this respect. 1795 
 1796 
(150) Čijii     i    kakvaj        [ti otac]   kupuje     [tj kola]?   1797 
      whose and  what-kind-of    father  is-buying     car 1798 
     ‘Whose father is buying what kind of a car? 1799 
(151)  *Kakvai        i    čijij   danas [tj otac]   kupuje    [ti kola]?   1800 
       what-kind-of  and whose today   father  is-buying    car 1801 
       ‘Whose father is buying what kind of a car today?’ 1802 
 1803 
As noted above, Citko and Gračanin-Yuksek (2013) take the superiority parallelism be- 1804 
tween Bulgarian (140) and (139) to indicate that the availability of multiple wh-fronting 1805 
underlines the availability of wh&wh coordinations (which, recall, involve late coordi- 1806 
nation formation). The fact that, as shown above, wh&wh coordinations do not track 1807 
multiple wh-fronting with respect to Superiority suggests that the two should be di- 1808 
vorced. There should then be no connection between multiple wh-fronting and the pos- 1809 
sibility of late coordination formation (which underlines the possibility of Postal-style 1810 
distributed coordination—this is desirable given the possibility of the latter in English).  1811 
 At any rate, there is crosslinguistic variation regarding non-distributed wh&wh 1812 
coordinations, whose availability should not be tied to either the availability of multiple 1813 
wh-fronting or Postal-style distributed coordination in the language. 1814 
 While the issues discussed in this appendix merit a much more extensive scrutiny 1815 
than they could be given in this appendix, whose scope is rather limited, what we are 1816 
seeing here is that languages differ with respect to how they behave regarding the rele- 1817 
vant properties of coordinate constructions. The point of the above discussion was 1818 
merely to outline some of the possible crosslinguistic variation in the relevant domain, as 1819 
well as to highlight the need for more extensive crosslinguistic investigations of the rel- 1820 
evant properties of coordinations (recall that languages also differ regarding whether 1821 
they allow conjunct extraction, see for example SC (77), which is unacceptable in Eng- 1822 
lish). Hopefully, such investigations will reveal correlations between the properties of 1823 
coordination investigated in this paper and other properties, which should help deter- 1824 
mine in a more principled way the factors that are behind the phenomena (and the vari- 1825 
ation with respect to these phenomena) discussed in this paper. 1826 
 I will close this appendix with a note on the ordering effect. Postal-style distributed 1827 
extractions pattern with wh&wh coordinations in the relevant respect. As discussed in 1828 
section 3, there is an ordering effect with Postal-style distributed extractions—the order 1829 
of the conjuncts within the newly formed ConjP must match the order of the conjuncts 1830 
from which extraction takes place in the original ConjP—which in the cases involving 1831 
three conjuncts holds for all conjuncts, as shown by SC (152) which gives the only possi- 1832 
bility for the distributed interpretation of the extracted adjectives. The same holds for 1833 
English distributed coordinations, as shown by (153).  1834 
 1835 
(152) Crvenii, bijelij  i   šarenik   meni  [ti sako], [tj kaput] i    [tk šešir] smetaju. 1836 
      red    white and colorful  meDAT       jacket   coat  and     hat   bother 1837 
        ‘The red jacket, white coat, and colorful hat bother me.’ 1838 
 1839 
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(153) Which booki, which magazinej, and which paintingk did Mary [buy ti], [read tj], and 1840 
[sell tk] respectively? 1841 
 1842 
Non-distributed wh&wh coordinations and Postal-style distributed coordinations thus 1843 
pattern together, and differ from MWF regarding the ordering effect.  1844 
 If the ordering effect in the two constructions is to be captured in a unified manner, 1845 
the ordering effect with Postal-style distributed coordinations cannot be due to a 1846 
matching effect between two coordinations (as suggested briefly in section 3) since with 1847 
wh&wh coordinations there is no lower ConjP. I would therefore like to suggest an al- 1848 
ternative. In particular, I suggest that derivational coordination formation needs to occur 1849 
as early as possible. More precisely, the relevant element needs to merge with the 1850 
non-base coordinator as soon as it is eligible for such merger. (142), repeated in (154), 1851 
would then be derived as in (155) (using English words for ease of exposition): 1852 
 1853 
(154) a. Ko    i    šta   kupuje?       b. *Šta i ko kupuje? 1854 
       who  and what  buys             1855 
(155)  a. [VP buys what] 1856 
       b. [ConjP and what] (sideward merger) 1857 
       c. [vP who buys what] 1858 
       d. [ConjP who and what] (sideward merger) 1859 
 1860 
The element that enters the structure first then has to undergo sideward merger wih the 1861 
coordinator first, as shown in (154b) (i.e. what merges with and before who does). The re- 1862 
sult of this is that the order of elements in the derivationally formed ConjP will corres- 1863 
pond to the order of these elements prior to derivational coordination formation, with 1864 
ordering imposed on all conjuncts, not just on one relevant element (as it is with Supe- 1865 
riority).61 1866 
 All this also works for Which booki and which journalj did Sue [buy ti] and [read tj] re- 1867 
spectively; given the cycle/bottom up structure building, which journal has to merge with 1868 
and, the head of the derivationally formed ConjP, before which book (since the conjunct 1869 
that dominates it is integrated into the structure by merging with the base coordinator 1870 
and first).62  1871 
 The above suggestion also enables us to deduce the contiguity requirement on 1872 
mixed ATB and non-ATB ATB cases. To illustrate it again, in (155)-(156) regular ATB can 1873 
hold between contiguous conjuncts, it cannot hold between the first and the third con- 1874 
junct, skipping the second conjunct. 1875 
 1876 
(156) ?How many cakes and how many letters did Mary bake, read, and mail respec- 1877 
tively? 1878 
(157) *How many lettersi and how many cakesj did Mary read ti, bake tj, and address ti 1879 
respectively?  1880 
 1881 
Given the earliness requirement on late coordination formation, how many letters must 1882 
merge both before and after how many cakes into the late formed ConjP in (156) (more 1883 
precisely, it has to be sideward merged into it after and address…. is formed; there can be 1884 
no regular ATB after that step, i.e. out of the late-formed coordination, since late-formed 1885 
coordinations are opaque for merger out of them, see section 6)). The early sideward 1886 
merger requirement (i.e. the requirement to form the derivationally formed ConjP as 1887 
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soon as possible) thus deduces the strict ordering requirement as well as the contiguity 1888 
requirement on derivationally formed ConjPs. 1889 
 Recall now that the derivationally formed ConjP has to be inserted into the structure 1890 
very close to the step of regular movement that the relevant elements need to undergo. 1891 
This can be interpreted as indicating that the derivationally formed ConjP has to be in- 1892 
serted into the structure as early as possible. From this perspective this earliness re- 1893 
quirement can be looked at as part of a more general earliness requirement on deriva- 1894 
tional ConjP formation: such ConjPs must be formed as soon as possible and inserted into 1895 
the structure as soon as possible. 1896 
 1897 

                                                           
Notes 
1 (4) also involves a ban on extraction of conjuncts, which will not be examined in this work (the ban on extraction out of conjuncts 

and the ban on extraction of conjuncts have anyway ban argued to be independent conditions, see e.g. Grosu 1973, Postal 1998, 

Stjepanović 2014a, Oda 2017, in press). 
2 There are some differences across speakers regarding the most natural prosody of such constructions. The judgments given 

below reflect the most natural prosody for the speakers in question (not all speakers accept such coordinations in the first place). 
3 Zhang argues the higher ConjP is formed through sideward movement, proposed in Nunes (2004). The analysis is discussed in 

section 7. 
4 Some speakers do not find a difference between (9a) and (9b), while some have a slight preference for either (9a) or (9b) (hence (?) 

in the examples). 
5 Regarding examples like (i), where wh-movement takes place out of the second and third, and head-movement out of the first 

conjunct, they will be discussed in section 5, where we will see that a problem independent of the ATB requirement arises here. 

(i) *[Which newspaperi and which magazinej] didk [Mary tk write a book], [John may buy ti], and [Bill will read tj] respectively. 
6 One of my informants actually rejects (21). Importantly, the informant also disallows (20) (the informants who accept (21) also 

accept (20)), which confirms that non-ATB ATB and regular ATB indeed behave in the same way with respect to the parallelism 

requirement in question. 
7 These authors argue that constructions like (22) involve extraction of the AP out of the NP. There are two alternative analyses: 

remnant movement of the NP which contains only the AP (Franks and Progovac 1994; Abels 2003) and full NP movement with 

scattered deletion, where the NP is deleted in the highest copy and the AP in the lower copy (Fanselow and Ćavar 2002). There are 

a number of arguments in the literature for the left-branch extraction analysis, which is adoped here; see e.g. Bošković (2005), 

Stjepanović (2010, 2012); Talić (2013, 2017), and Despić (2015). The reader is also referred to Bošković (2019) for discussion of the 

CSC regarding SC, where it is shown that (1) is operative in SC. 
8 All the judgments below are given only for the distributive reading, indicated in the translations of (23)-(24) (and with traces 

when they are given in the structures below). 
9 A referee observes that, as expected, (i), where there is no adjective at the edge of the conjunct that is not involved in ATB, is also 

unacceptable:  

(i)*Crvenai i    bijelij  meni [ti suknja],  [tj kaputi] i     [košulje] smetaju. 

   red    and white  meDAT   skirt       coat  and   shirts   bother 
10 What may matter here is the following: Chomsky (2013) proposes that the first conjunct determines the category of the whole 

coordination (which essentially means that the coordination itself does not inherently have it; note that Chomsky’s proposal is 

stated somewhat differently, in terms of labeling), and a number of authors (e.g. Sag et al 1985, Takahashi 1994, Bošković 2019) 

have argued that the ATB requirement is related to the coordination-of-likes requirement (see Chomsky 1957, Schachter 1977, 

Williams 1978, Sag et al 1985, Bowers 1993, Beavers and Sag 2004, among others, on this requirement). An intuitive idea here is that 
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when the first conjunct, which is supposed to determine the category of a coordination, is itself a coordination, the category of the 

higher coordination is undetermined—this then voids the ATB requirement, which is tied to category specification (this is what is 

relevant to the coordination-of-likes requirement). This makes a prediction, which is borne out: if the order of the conjuncts in (29) 

is switched, the category of the coordination will be determined since the first conjunct is not a coordination; this then activates the 

ATB requirement, ruling out (i) because it does not have a gap in each conjunct (namely the first conjunct). 

(i) *Crvenai i    bijelij  mene [ConjP1 [šareni    šešir] i ([ConjP2 ti suknja  i    tj kaput])] iritiraju. 

   red    and  white  me        colorful  hat           skirt   and   coat     irritate  
11 See also de Vos and Vicente (2005) regarding islandhood of English non-ATB ATB. One of their examples, involving an inner 

island effect, is given in (i) (see this work for additional examples, but see also Zhang 2010).  

(i) *[[How loudly]i and [how softly]j] didn’t you say [[that John had spoken ti] and [that Peter had replied tj]]? 
12 Speakers differ regarding the preferred position for respectively here, hence both options are given in the examples. 
13 This could also be seen as a maximize ATB effect, similar to Merchant’s (2001) Max Elide (see Citko 2003 for a Max ATB-style 

proposal). It may be worth noting that a similar effect is found with parasitic gaps, which are often treated similarly to ATB (see e.g. 

Nunes 2004, who treats both in terms of sideward movement), as the following data from Nissenbaum (2000:547) show: it is not 

possible to skip a potential parasitic gap site in (i).  

(i) a. Who did you praise e to the sky [after criticizing e] [in order to surprise e]? 

     b. Who did you praise e to the sky [after criticizing e] [in order to surprise him]? 

     c. *Who did you praise e to the sky [after criticizing him] [in order to surprise e]? 

The contrast between (33) and (39) in fact parallels the contrast between (ib) and (ic). 

Another case of the maximize ATB effect may be provided by the contrast between (33) and (ii). 

(ii) *Crvenai, crvenaj i      bijelik meni   [ti suknja], [tj košulja] i      [tk kaput] smetaju. 

     red    red    and  white  meDAT    skirt,     shirt  and       coat  bother 
14 It is also not clear how the interpretation would work on the clausal ellipsis analysis, given that ‘white’ modifies only the second 

conjunct (i.e. “dress”) in (24).  Note that the following is not the relevant interpretation for (46) (the example is marginally 

acceptable on that interpretation): 

(i) Crvene su  meni   suknje i    haljine  smetale   i     bijele  su  meni  suknje  i   haljine smetale.  

   red    are meDAT  skirts  and dresses  bothered  and  white  are meDAT skirts   and dresses bothered  

    ‘Red skirts and dresses bothered me and white skirts and dresses bothered me.’ 
15 There is a potential prosodic issue in (49). For some speakers, under the most natural prosody the fronted adjectives bear focal 

stress and are followed by a pause. This causes an issue regarding clitic placement. There is variation across speakers whether 

under certain conditions a clitic can follow a sentence internal pause (see Bennett 1987, Percus 1993, Browne 1975, Schütze 1994, 

Bošković 2001). I ignore here speakers for whom there needs to be a pause following the fronted adjectives and who disallow clitic 

placement after such a pause (pronominal clitics are quite generally disallowed in that case, hence they are avoided below in this 

context).  
16 On the relevant reading, onu is not a separate nominal in (51)-(52) (demonstratives can be separate nominals, as in I like this) but 

modifies kuću, just like staru does (there is only one nominal on this reading, ‘that old house’). Below, where possible different 

gender will be used for the demonstrative and the adjective to control for this. 
17 It is worth noting here that NP ellipsis that strands demonstratives and adjectives is also possible in SC, see Bošković (2013b). 

One might try to treat (24) this way. The ungrammaticality of (53), however, provides evidence not only against the clausal ellipsis 

analysis, but also against the NP ellipsis analysis.  



Philosophies 2021, 6, x FOR PEER REVIEW 42 of 52 
 

 

                                                                                                                                                                                                                 
18 As with other languages, there is some controversy regarding whether Japanese floating quantifiers should be analyzed in terms 

of Sportiche (1988)-style stranding, or as adverbials generated outside of the relevant nominals (for relevant discussion of Japanese, 

see Miyagawa 1989, Kawashima 1998, Ishii 1999, Miyagawa and Arikawa 2007, Watanabe 2006, 2008, Fitzpatrick 2006, Nakanishi 

2008, among others). The controversy is actually not relevant to the current discussion; the point made in this section holds 

regardless of which of these two analyses is adopted. In this respect, it should be noted that Kamio (1977) argues for Sportiche’s 

analysis on the basis of examples like (55). Koizumi (1995), however, points out that (55) can be analyzed in accordance with the 

adverbial analysis if what is coordinated in (55) is VPs, with the verb undergoing string vacuous V-to-T-to-C movement, with each 

numeral adjoined to a VP conjunct (this is necessary under the semantic implementations of the adverbial analysis, as in Nakanishi 

(2004) and Brisson (1998), where the individual numerals, not a ConjP containing the numerals, need to be composed with the VP). 

Given this, regardless of which of these two analyses of floating quantifiers is adopted, examples like (56) below involve non-ATB 

ATB out of a coordination, which is what is important for our purposes. (The two analyses would differ regarding what is 

coordinated in (55)-(56), nominals or VPs, but that difference is not relevant for our purposes—under both analyses examples like 

(56) would involve non-ATB ATB out of a coordination, the relevant nominals would move either from a coordinated 

quantifier+nominal complex or from inside of coordinated VPs). 
19 For independent reasons, it is not possible to test the possibility of mixing non-ATB ATB and regular ATB here (regular ATB is 

independently not possible in this case since the ATBed NP would have to be associated with two different numbers). 
20 Notice that such cases argue against an analysis on which the presence of two conjunctions in distributed coordinations would 

somehow be a result of pronounciation of two copies of the same conjunction.  

 It should be noted that Ishii (2014) suggests that sosite is a clausal coordinator (for relevant discussion, see also Koizumi 1995). 

However, my informants allow examples like (i) on the interpretation where John and Mary arrived together, in fact tomoni 

‘together’ can be added to (i) (the argument regarding sosite constructions holds for the speakers who allow sosite to function as a 

non-clausal coordinator, in addition to functioning as a clausal coordinator). Note also that the case marker is optional in the first 

conjunct in both (i) and (60). Under Ishii’s clausal coordinator analysis, the first conjunct would actually be a full clause, with 

ellipsis taking place in it. It is then expected that the relevant clause should be fine in isolation, with or without the case particle. 

However, for my informants, the relevant example is degraded without the case particle, as in (ii). (The same argument extends to 

(60). Note that this does not rule out the clausal coordinator option for sosite). 

(i) John(-ga)   sosite Mary-ga   tootyakushita. 

   John-NOM   and  Mary-NOM  arrived  

    ‘John and Mary arrived.’  

(ii) John(??-ga) tootyakushita. 

   John-NOM     arrived 
21 Note also that, as in SC, nothing can be inserted between the elements undergoing non-ATB ATB in the Japanese construction 

under consideration. 
22 Wh-island violations with D-linked wh-phrases are actually very weak; (65) is way worse than (i). 

(i) ?Which president do you wonder why John reads articles about? 
23 Examples similar to (68), involving extraction of different elements from conjuncts without coordination in the higher position, 

were discussed in Kasai (2004), Citko (2003), and Zhang (2010) for Russian, Polish, as well as SC, and noted to be unacceptable. 

Note that (68) is unacceptable regardless of the placement of the clitic su. (69) gives the only possible clitic placement here (this also 

holds for (70)-(71), see section 3 for relevant discussion). 
24 Notice that wh left-branch extraction, as well as multiple left-branch extraction, are in principle possible in SC (see Bošković 2016, 

Stjepanović 2018 and section 3). 
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25 Such crosslinguistic differences underscore the need for more in depth crosslinguistic investigations of the distributed extraction 

coordination construction, one of the main goals of this paper in fact being to spur such investigations. Note that examples like (74) 

indicate that we cannot simply have allowing or dissalowing distributed extraction coordination as the point of crosslinguistic 

variation since the same language can allow it with some but not other movements. In fact, the variation can also concern the 

coordination from which it takes place; thus, Japanese allows it out of -to coordinations (see section 4) but disallows it out of sosite 

coordinations: In contrast to (55), (i) disallows non-ATB ATB regardless of whether the higher coordination involves -to or sosite (see 

section 4 for relevant options; what may actually be relevant here is also when different options for what sosite may coordinate are 

allowed, see fn. 20). 

(i) John-ga      [VP [PP yaoya-kara]           [mikan-o    3-ko] sosite   [banana-o    5-hon]  katta. 

    John-NOM          vegetable.store-from  orange-ACC  3-CL and      banana-ACC   5-CL   bought 

    ‘John bought [3 oranges and 5 bananas] from a vegetable store.’ 
26 One of his arguments concerns the impossibility of coordinating clitics, as in the French example in (i). 

(i) *Je le    et  la vois souvent. 

   I  him and her see   often  (French) 
27 Sideward merger might be a more appropriate term (if movement is taken to involve a c-command relation between the relevant 

positions); at any rate I will use the terms interchangeably below. 
28 This does not mean that phases in general are islands; phases have the potential to induce locality violations, which can then 

capture islandhood. 
29 One issue these works were concerned with is the well-known impossibility of reconstruction into the second conjunct with 

regular ATB (see Munn 1992, 1993 and Nunes 2004 for relevant discussion under the null operator movement and the sideward 

movement analysis respectively). 
30 Chomsky’s approach to the PIC differs in this respect from Hiraiwa (2005) and Bošković (2015), where the edge of the edge of 

phase XP is not at the edge of XP. I am adopting Chomsky’s approach to the PIC in this respect. (Notice also that Bošković 2018 

argues that movement to the edge of individual conjuncts is quite generally allowed).  

 It should be noted that it is beyond the scope of this paper to examine the nature of the ATB requirement itself. As noted in 

fn. 10, several works have argued that the ATB requirement actually follows from the coordination-of-likes requirement, namely 

Sag et al (1985), Takahashi (1994), and Bošković (2018). Under the implementation of this approach in Bošković (2019), extraction 

out of the first conjunct is allowed in certain cases even where there are no gaps in other conjuncts (which is in part due to the 

accessibility of the edge of the first conjunct, see Bošković 2019 for other factors involved). Any gap in a non-initial conjunct, on the 

other hand, obligatorily “activates” the ATB requirement, forcing the presence of a gap in each conjunct. 
31 We will see below some cases where the relevant elements move to the edge of ConjP. Given that only the outmost edge of a 

phase is actually available for movement out of a phase, as argued extensively in Bošković (2016), the problem discussed in the text 

would still arise there (though the trace voiding mechanism discussed in Bošković 2016 should not be applicable with ConjP, 

possibly because of its island status). 
32 Notice that Japanese sosite does not bring in any additional meanings; semantically, it is as ‘neutral’ as -to. 
33 Under the Spec-Head agreement analysis, there would be no need for XP since the late-formed ConjP could be inserted directly 

into SpecTP, with agreement taking place between T and the ConjP in SpecTP in a Spec-Head relation. (Certain constructions 

discussed below would, however, require the presence of XP even under this analysis, see fn. 48.) 
34 Plural agreement is not morphologically realized here in English, but it is in SC, where the verb is plural in (93). 
35 Such examples were noted in Dougherty (1970), McCawley (1998), Postal (1998), and Zhang (2010). 
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36 In other words, the interpretation of the conjuncts is ‘John was hunting lions’ and ‘Mary was freightened by snakes’. Still, the 

agreement in (94) is plural. Note that the agreement/interpretation mismatch confirms the semantic expletiveness of derivationally 

formed coordination. The mismatch arises because a coordination that is not semantically interpreted participates in determining 

agreement. 
37 This would be AgrsP of early minimalism (Bošković 2020a in fact uses examples like John travels to Rome tomorrow and will travel 

to Tokyo on Monday to argue for a return to Split Infl (see also Cardinaletti 2004 and Rizzi 2006, among others). 
38 The same point can be made with (i) (from Godall 1987, modified to include a simplified derivation from the current approach). 

(i)*Every Sunday, [Johni and Maryj]k [vP ti see each otherk] and [vP tj kiss each otherk] respectively. 

Note that a late formed coordination can be itself modified. This is what happens in (ii), where the late-formed coordination, Sue 

and Karen, is modified with an appositive. 

(ii)Sue and Karen, who love each other very much, sing and dance respectively. (Chaves 2012) 
39 Regarding the PF deletion analysis, typically (see e.g. Kayne 1994), what is deleted under this analysis, applied to (112), is the 

object in the first conjunct, with the object in the second conjunct staying in situ, which seems to leave no room for insertion of the 

late formed ConjP in (112). Bošković (2004b), however, shows that the element in the second conjunct can undergo rightward 

heavy NP shift within that conjunct. The late formed ConjP can then be inserted in that position.   

 Another case of distributed extraction coordination interacting with right node raising is provided by (i).  

(i) George and Martha respectively denounced and were denounced by the governor.  (Zhang 2010)  

(i) can be derived similarly to (94) (cf. (95)-(98)), as shown in (ii), with T agreeing with the late-formed coordination within each 

conjunct prior to this coordination undergoing regular ATB movement.  

(iii) [YP [ConjP George and Martha]  [ConjP [TP T [XP [ConjP George and Martha] [vP George denounced] and [TP were-T  

      [XP [ConjP George and Martha] [vP denounced Martha] 

The partial structure in (ii) raises a question: how is the ‘governor’ interpreted in the object position of the first conjunct? The 

answer is provided by right node raising, which is possible in this context: 

(ii) John denounced and Martha was denounced by the governor. 
40 Above I have briefly aluded to an alternative analysis on which agreement is established in a Spec-Head relation. While for 

reasons of space I did not discuss this analysis, this conclusion also extends to the Spec-Head agreement analysis (although this 

analysis comes with different structural assumptions, see fn. 33). 
41 A small adjustment will in fact be made below to accommodate an additional step in the derivation of distributed coordinations 

discussed below. (I have assumed above that there is no vP in passives although there is some controversy regarding this issue. At 

any rate, what is important here is simply that the late-formed ConjP is inserted very close to the base positions of the relevant 

elements.) 
42 In this respect, note that Slovenian speakers generally disallow regular adjectival LBE and they also disallow it with distributed 

extraction coordinations of the kind discussed for SC here, which confirms that the mobility of the relevant elements matters. 
43 There is actually some speaker variation in this respect in British English, see Holmberg et al (2019).  
44 The first-projection-locality-requirement on late-formed ConjP insertion discussed above should now be adjusted to take into 

consideration this short regular movement (it would be the first projection above the phrase where this short regular movement 

lands (or even within that phrase in some cases—I return to this issue below). At any rate, what is important is that the late-formed 

ConjP is inserted very close to the landing site of this movement. 

 It should be noted that there is one exception to the mobility requirement, which concerns right node raising. Right node 

raising is known to be able to affect elements that are otherwise immobile, see e.g. Bošković (2004b). The same holds when right 
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node raising involves distributed extraction. It then seems that we are dealing here with a right node raising-specific issue, which is 

independent of the mobility requirement on distributed extractions discussed in the text: 

(i) a. John likes cheap, and Mary likes expensive, swimming suites. 

  b. John is asking when, and Mary is asking why, Peter is leaving.  

(ii) a. John likes cheap, and Mary likes expensive, trousers and dresses respectively. 

   b.  John is asking when, and Mary is asking why, Peter is leaving and Amy is late respectively.  
45 Slightly more complicated are cases like (34), which involve a mixture of non-ATB ATB and traditional ATB. 

(i) Crvenai i     bijelij  meni   [ti suknja], [ti košulja] i      [tj kaput] smetaju. 

    red   and  white  meDAT    skirt,     shirt   and     coat    bother 

Consider (i) under Nunes’s (2004) sideward merger analysis of traditional ATB. Under this analysis and the current analysis of 

distributed coordinations, (i) is derived as follows: “white” is merged with “coat”; “red” is merged with “shirt” and then 

undergoes sideward merger with “skirt” (this is regular ATB). Both “red” and “white” then move to the edge of the lower ConjP, 

after which derivational coordination formation takes place, with “red” and “white” undergoing sideward merger that forms what 

I have called late-formed ConjP (note that only derivational ConjP formation is subject to the 

not-directly-from-the-interpreted-position restriction). 
46 Bošković (2013a) argues that in inherent case configurations, there is actually a PP-like projection between the two NPs, which 

means that the higher noun does not directly take NP as its complement in (126) (and (127) below), in contrast to (121) and (123) 

(see Bošković 2013a for discussion why this matters). 
47 As noted by Sandra Stjepanović (p.c.), examples like (127) can also help us control for an interfering factor regarding (30). In (i), 

the adjective can modify both conjoined nouns, which means (ib) doesn’t necessarily involve ATB movement of the adjective; it can 

also involve regular ATB of a single adjective with (ia) as its input (note this is not possible in three conjuct examples (on the true 

coordination non-list reading), as with the SC counterpart of white coat, red skirt, and dress). Given this, an issue arises: how do 

we know that (30) doesn’t involve adjectival ATB from the first conjunct, instead of one adjective being adjoined to the ConjP, 

taking scope over both Ns?  

(i) a. Svidaju mi  se   crvene suknje i   haljine.      b. Crvene mi se svidjaju suknje i haljine.  

     please me  self  red    skirts and dresses 

     ‘I like red skirts and (red) dresses.’    

Deep left-branch extraction with inherently Case-marked NPs controls for this interferring factor: due to the extra layer of 

embedding, AP adjunction to ConjP that conjoins the relevant nouns is not possible in (ii) (kongresu and parlementu are not 

conjoined), which means that the possibility of one adjective taking scope over, and modifying, two conjoined nouns prior to 

extraction is not an option here. (iii) must then involve regular ATB. 

(ii) Ovogodišnjemi je  podrŽao   [otpor    [ti kongresu]]    i     [pomoć [ti parlamentu]].  

    this-year’s     is  supported resistance   congressDAT  and    help       parliamentDAT 

    ‘He supported resistance to this year’s congress and helping this year’s parliament.’ 

(iii) Ovogodišnjemi je  podrŽao   [otpor ti    kongresu] [ti pomoć parlamentu]    i   prijetnje [ti predsjedniku]  

    this-year’s     is  supported  resistance  congressDAT  help   parliamentDAT  and threats        presidentDAT 

    ‘He supported resistance to this year’s congress, helping this year’s parliament, and threats to this year’s President.’ 

When regular ATB dependency is blocked, as in (iv) (in (iii) all relevant elements, the adjective and the nouns, are masculine; in (iv) 

‘government’ is feminine, blocking ATB), we get an ungrammatical construction. 

(iv) *Ovogodišnjemi je podrŽao   [otpor    [ti kongresu]] [pomoć [ti parlamentu]]  i   [prijetnje (novoj) vladi] 

     this-year’s     is supported  resistance  congressDAT  help     parliamentDAT and  threats   new  governmentDAT 
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Importantly, like (30), (v), where there is no possibility of the adjective modifying both nouns prior to extraction (the nouns are not 

conjoined), is also acceptable with the relevant prosodic pattern (like (30), (v) has an additional coordinator). 

(v) Ovogodišnjemi je podrŽao   ([otpor        [ti kongresu]]   i    [pomoć [ti parlamentu]])  i    [prijetnje  (novoj) 

    this-year’s    is  supported  resistance      congressDAT  and   help      parliamentDAT  and  threats    new 

    vladi]. 

    governnmentDAT 
48 The derivations of examples (90) and (94) given above can be easily adjusted to accommodate the movement from the 

interpreted position prior to sideward merger into the late-formed ConjP. Regarding (94) (cf. the derivation in (95)-(98)), one 

possibility is that there is a projection between XP and VP, with the relevant elements moving to that projection within their 

respective conjuncts prior to sideward merger (i.e. prior to step (96)). There is, however, another possibility which does not require 

an additional projection: the individual conjuncts, John and Mary, undergo separate movements to Specifiers of XP in (97) prior to 

the late-formed ConjP insertion, with this ConjP inserted into the higher Specifier of XP (note that the Spec-Head Agreement 

analysis, briefly discussed in fn. 33, would also require a projection between VP and TP to accommodate the regular movement 

that precedes sideward merger into the late-formed ConjP). As for (90) (cf. the derivation in (92)), given that it is not possible for 

different elements to undergo movement out of a ConjP (so sideward merger is needed to obviate the locality effect, as discussed 

above), a dog and a rooster would move separately to the edge of ConjP if movement to the edge of ConjP is also allowed in English, 

or, if this is not possible in English, (90) would involve coordination on a slightly higher level (than vP in (92a)), with a dog and a 

rooster moving to the edge of the projection that undergoes coordination prior to undergoing sideward merger into the late-formed 

ConjP. Further research is needed to tease apart the options in question. 
49 If there are more than two conjuncts, the higher ConjP can have multiple Specs, or there can be additional ConjP shells. 
50 There are other issues that would arise on this analysis. Under this analysis, it is not clear how the relevant elements could 

trigger agreement together (cf. (90), (94), (105), (106), (111)) or function as binders together (cf. (99)) (assuming the ConjP in 

question is on top of the structure; we might actually then expect the coordination in question to be a strictly matrix phenomenon, 

which it is not (cf. Peter inquired which book and which magazine John bought and Mary sold respectively). Notice also that the relevant 

elements can be clefted together (cf. it is this book and that song that Mary wrote and Tom sang respectively). This indicates that they are 

a consitutent, which is not the case under the alternative analysis outlined in the text. 
51 I will use the term (non-distributed) wh&wh coordination to refer to constructions which involve coordination of wh-phrases 

(not a larger constituent) and where the wh-phrases are not extracted out of a coordination. For ease of exposition, to differentiate 

such cases from examples like (6), where there is a lower ConjP, I will refer to the latter as (Postal-style) distributed coordinations. 
52Furthermore, Gračanin-Yuksek (2007) note that wh-DP external material can occur within the relevant ConjP in English, as shown 

by (i). Nothing of that sort is possible in Bulgarian. (Note that SC allows both obligatory arguments and DP-external material in the 

coordinations in question, as shown by (44)-(45), the reason for this being that SC allows both wh&wh and larger clausal 

coordination, see Citko and Gračanin-Yuksek 2013 (I am simplifying their discussion here) and the discussion below.) 

(i) What did Peter and why did Peter eat?    (Gračanin-Yuksek 2007) 
53 It would be interesting to see whether such coordination is possible in rare languages that disallow multiple questions (e.g. 

Italian, which disallows constructions like who bought what); whether or not such languages would allow late coordination 

formation of wh-phrases might shed light on the reason for the unacceptability of multiple questions in such languages.  
54 I discuss restrictions on non-distributed late coordination in SC in work in progress, where I show that this kind of coordination, 

without coordination in a lower position, is actually not completely restricted to wh-phrases/wh-movement. 
55 In SC, Postal-style wh-movement distributed coordinations are actually more restricted than in English. One issue could be that 

SC does not have a real counterpart of respectively that is used in such cases in English. What is happening in SC is that (possibly 
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due to the lack of ‘respectively’ or the possibility of wh&wh coordinations), the non-distributed reading on which the coordination 

of wh-phrases undergoes ATB-movement from each object position is the only reading in the counterpart of (6) in SC. 

(i) [Koju knjigu  i     koji   magazin]i je Jovan  kupio ti  i  Ivan prodao ti? 

   which book  and  which magazine is  Jovan  bought and Ivan sold 

  ‘Which book and which magazine did John buy and Ivan sell?’ 

However, when such non-distributed ATB-movement parse is not possible, as in (69), Postal-style distributed coordination is 

available with wh-phrases in SC. It is also marginally available in constructions more similar to (i) where the pragmatics increases 

the saliency of the distributed reading (with a different coordinator though; a is a clausal coordinator, which does not coordinate 

nominals). 

(ii) ?Koliko     jela   i   koliko    pisama je Marija  napravila a  Ivan napisao? 

    how-many dishes and how-many letters is  Maria  made   and Ivan wrote 

    ‘How many dishes and how many letters did Maria make and Ivan write?’ 
56 (142b) improves if there is a pause following the first wh-phrase, which is not necessary in (141b). For the relevance of this 

prosodic pattern, which I put aside in the text, see fn. 59.  
57 There may be a null subject in the first conjunct and a null object in the second conjunct here. SC is a pro-drop language so the 

former is not surprising. On null objects in similar constructions, see Zanon (2015) and references therein (for other perspectives on 

these issues, see Citko and Gračanin-Yuksek 2013, Gračanin-Yuksek 2007). 
58The same holds if the clitic follows the coordinated wh-phrases. 

(i) a. Ko    i   šta    je   kupio?   b. *Šta i ko je kupio? 

     who and  what  is   bought                
59 This in itself is quite interesting. We may be dealing here with an economy of representation effect (see Bošković 2011 and 

references therein): when both a smaller and a larger structure are in principle available for X, if there is no evidence for the larger 

structure X is analyzed in terms of the smaller structure. (We would not necessarily expect to find this effect in all languages of this 

sort since the effect would hold only in an all-else-being-equal scenario, which is not always the case; e.g. lexical properties of 

elements that are elided on the larger structure option could block the effect—see Bošković 1997.) There may, however, be another 

factor at work here. Recall that, as noted in fn. 56, (142b) improves if there is a pause following the first wh-phrase. It may then be 

that wh&wh and clausal coordination are associated with two distinct prosodic patterns in the cases where nothing intervenes 

between the coordinated wh-phrases, the prosodic pattern with a pause following the first wh-phrase reflecting clausal 

coordination structure. This prosodic pattern is forced by a superiority violation, which is not allowed in the wh&wh derivation. It 

should be noted that according to Citko and Gračanin-Yuksek, there is no superiority effect in wh&wh coordinations in Croatian. 

The speakers I have consulted, all of which come from Bosnia, do show a superiority effect here (in fact all the data discussed 

above come from the Bosnian variety of what I have referred to as SC). It is not out of question that there is no real variation here, 

and that Citko and Gračanin-Yuksek were checking the prosodic pattern associated with clausal coordination. (This may also be 

behind what they report as speaker variation in the ordering effect in Bulgarian; while Citko and Gračanin-Yuksek do not give 

relevant Croatian data they do give superiority-violating examples from Russian. However, it turns out superiority violations in 

Russian are possible only under the prosodic pattern associated with clausal coordination). At any rate, while the issue under 

consideration is quite interesting, it goes beyond the scope of this paper, which focuses on distributed coordinations.  
60 As discussed in Bošković (2002), SC shows superiority effects in certain contexts; one such context is the one given in (146). 
61 (i) may indicate that the wh-phrase that enters the structure first may not need to merge with the coordinator immediately, but 

simply before the other wh-phrase enters the structure. This is so if ‘what car’ in (i) moves in front of the verb before kakva is 

sideward-merged into the late formed ConjP. Alternatively, it is possible that kakva sideward merges into the late formed ConjP 
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before the object moves in front of the verb in (i). (i) would then involve a remnant-like fronting of the object (the remnant being 

created by sideward merger). 

(i) Čijii     i   kakvaj          [ti otac]   [tj kola] kupuje?   

   whose and  what-kind-of      father     car  is-buying    

(ii) cf. *Kakvaj       i    čijii   danas  [tj kola] [ti otac]   kupuje?  

      what-kind-of  and whose today     car    father  is-buying   
62 While I have been assuming that sideward merger into ConjP takes place after the short movement step, it could even take place 

before—in the latter case the original copy would both sideward-merge and undergo the short movement step; note the lack of a 

c-command relation, even the ConjP doesn’t c-command anything before integration into the structure.  
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	2. Distributed coordinations with wh-movement in English
	2.1. Distributed coordinations involve separate extractions
	Postal (1998) gives strong evidence that each wh-phrase is separately extracted from the conjuncts in constructions like (6). A rather strong argument to this effect is provided by the possibility of binding into the individual conjuncts in (7), wher...
	(7 ) [Which man]i and [which woman]j did respectively the doctor talk to ti about himselfi, and the lawyer talk to tj about herselfj       (Postal 1998:161)
	Such licensing is also possible with parasitic gaps, as shown by (8), where the first wh-phrase licenses a parasitic gap in the first conjunct and the second wh-phrase licenses it in the second conjunct.
	(8 ) [Which secretary]1 and [which programmer]2 did Jerome respectively fire t1 after finding t1 drunk and hire t2 after finding t2 sober?     (Postal 1998:136)
	Another argument comes from cases where the extracted elements contain an anaphor: the anaphor can be bound within the first conjunct or within the second conjunct, as in (9) (for a somewhat different reconstruction effect, see (83)).3F  The binding r...
	Also relevant are examples like (11). It is well-known that the indirect object in double object constructions cannot undergo wh-movement. This constraint is also operative with distributed coordinations, as shown by (11b).
	(11 ) a. [Which nurse]1 and [which hostess]2 did Ernest sell cocaine to t1, and George sell heroin to t2, respectively?
	b. *[Which nurse]1 and [which hostess]2 did Ernest sell t1 cocaine and George sell t2 heroin, respectively?       (Postal 1998:135)
	2.2. The ATB requirement on distributed coordinations
	The evidence discussed in the previous section shows that distributed coordination constructions like (6) involve separate wh-movements from each conjunct. As such, they do not fit the traditional ATB-exception-to-the-CSC schema, where the CSC is voi...
	Interestingly, it turns out that the ATB requirement holds for constructions like (6) as well. This is shown by the unacceptability of (12)-(13), which contrast with (14).

	(12 ) *Which booki and which magazinej did [John buy ti], [Bill read tj] and [Mary write a novel]  respectively?
	(13 ) *Which booki and which magazinej did [Mary write a novel], [John buy t1] and [Bill read t2] respectively?
	(14 ) Which booki, which magazinej and which novelk did [John buy ti], [Bill read tj] and [Mary borrow tk] respectively?
	These data indicate that the ATB requirement is at work in the construction under consideration: movement still must take place out of each conjunct. This means that the ATB requirement needs to be reformulated: it is not the case that the moving elem...
	Not only does the ATB requirement hold for distributed coordination constructions but it in fact holds in the same way as with regular ATB constructions. It is well-known that there is an interpretative parallelism requirement on regular ATB. Thus, b...
	(15 ) *I wonder whoi [ti left] and [Mary kissed ti].
	(16 ) *I wonder whoi [John saw ti] and [ti kissed Mary].
	Zhang (2010:193) observes the data in (17)-(19), which indicate that the parallelism requirement in question also holds for non-ATB ATB.
	(17 ) [[Which nurse]i and [which hostess]j] ti dated Fred and tj married Bob respectively?
	(18 ) [[Which nurse]i and [which hostess]j] did Fred date ti and Bob marry tj, respectively?
	(19 ) *[[Which nurse]i and [which hostess]j] did Fred date ti and tj marry Bob, respectively?
	Zhang does not discuss cases involving cross-clausal extraction. With regular ATB, the parallelism requirement in question is relaxed; i.e. it does not hold with cross-clausal ATB, as (20) shows.
	(20 ) I wonder whoi [John saw ti] and [Peter thinks ti kissed Mary].
	The same holds for distributed extraction coordinations.5F
	(21 ) Which writeri and which actorj does John adore ti and Peter claim tj will succeed in Hollywood respectively?
	The ATB requirement thus holds in the same way in distributed coordination constructions as with regular ATB constructions, which further indicates that the former are a type of ATB constructions although they do not involve extraction of the same ele...
	In the following sections I will present additional cases of non-ATB ATB which are quite different from English examples like (6). We will see that the ATB requirement holds in these cases as well: although different elements are moving out of the co...
	3. AP ATB in SC
	I now turn to a case of distributed ATB in Serbo-Croatian (SC) which has interesting additional properties. SC productively allows left-branch extraction of adjectives (see Corver 1992, Bošković 2005, 2013a, Despić 2011, Talić 2017, 2019, among many ...
	(22 ) Crvenai  se   je  meni   [ti suknja]  dopala.
	red      self  is meDAT     skirts    pleased
	‘The red skirt pleased me.’
	It also allows it in distributed coordinations. One difference from English wh-movement involving distributed coordination is that such cases involving adjectival ATB in SC do not require “respectively” (in fact, there is no clear counterpart of respe...
	(23 ) Crvene  i     bijele  ona  suknje  i    kapute prodaje.
	red      and white  she  skirts   and coats   is-selling
	‘She is selling red skirts and white coats.’
	(24 ) Crvena  i    bijela meni    suknja  i     haljina smetaju.
	red     and white meDAT   skirt    and  dress   bother
	‘The red skirt and the white dress bother me.’
	It is also possible to have three adjectives in this type of constructions, as in (25), with the relevant traces indicated in (26).
	(25 ) Crvena, bijeli  i    šareni  meni   suknja, kaput i    šešir smetaju.
	red      white and colorful meDAT    skirt   coat  and hat   bother
	(26 ) Crvenai, bijelij i     šarenik    meni   [ti suknja], [tj kaput] i    [tk šešir] smetaju.
	red    white and colorful  meDAT       skirt          coat  and    hat   bother
	Importantly, as in the case of English non-ATB ATB examples from section 2, the ATB requirement is operative in the SC construction under consideration. Thus, (27), where ATB does not take place out of the last conjunct, is unacceptable.8F
	(27 ) *Crvenai i   bijelij  meni [ti suknja],  [tj kaput] i    [šareni    šešir] smetaju.
	red    and white  meDAT   skirt       coat  and   colorful  hat   bother
	One might try to argue that the ATB requirement in English cases like (12)-(13) is somehow forced by respectively. This, however, would not extend to SC (26), where respectively is not present.
	It should be pointed out that ATB-violating examples like (27) improve if the first two conjuncts are pronounced as a single prosodic unit (followed by a pause), with another coordinator, as in (28). What is going on here is that suknja i kaput form ...
	(28 ) ?Crvenai i   bijelij   mene (ti suknja  i   tj kaput) i     [šareni  šešir]  iritiraju.
	red     and white   me     skirt   and  coat   and  colorful  hat   irritate
	‘The red skirt, white coat and colorful hat irritate me.’
	(29 ) ?Crvenai i     bijelij  mene [ConjP1 ([ConjP2 ti suknja  i    tj kaput]) i  [šareni    šešir]]
	red     and  white  me                skirt  and    coat   and  colorful  hat
	iritiraju.
	irritate
	This kind of examples also have consequences for the domain of application of the ATB requirement. While there is extraction out of each conjunct of ConjP2, this is not the case with ConjP1 in (29). What matters here is that the first conjunct of Conj...
	This in fact holds for regular ATB as well, as indicated by (30) (assuming the same prosody as in (29), with the first two conjuncts pronounced as a single prosodic unit (with a pause following them); crvene here undergoes regular ATB extraction from...
	(30 )?Crvenei mene  [ConjP1 ([ConjP2 ti suknje  i   ti haljine])  i     [šareni    šeširi]]
	red     me                  skirts   and  dresses   and  colorful  hats
	iritiraju.
	irritate
	‘Red skirts, red dresses and colorful hats irritate me.’
	It should also be noted that there is evidence that we are dealing with actual extraction in the relevant cases. This is confirmed by their island-sensitivity. Thus, the presence of an adjunct island between the extracted APs and the remnant NPs cause...
	(31 ) *Crvenai, bijelij   i    šarenik   je otišao  zato što  mene [ti suknja], [tj kaput]
	red     white  and colorful  is left    because   me        skirt         coat
	i   [tk  šešir] iritiraju.
	and    hat   irritate
	‘He left because the red skirt, white coat, and colorful hat irritate me.’
	There is another rather interesting aspect of the SC construction under consideration. Consider (32). There are only two fronted APs in (32), with three nouns in the lower coordination. Yet, in contrast to (27), (32) is acceptable.
	(32 ) Crvena i     bijeli  meni   suknja,  kaput i    šešir  smetaju.
	ed     and white  meDAT   skirt    coat  and  hat   bother
	What is important here is that (32) is acceptable only on a particular meaning: ‘red skirt, white coat, and white hat’, where a traditional ATB dependency is formed between ‘white coat’ and ‘white hat’ with respect to ‘white’. What makes this possible...
	(33 )  Crvenai  i     bijelij  meni     [ti suknja],  [tj kaput] i     [tj šešir] smetaju.
	red     and  white  meDAT       skirt        coat  and     hat  bother
	The ATB requirement is then still satisfied in (32): (32) is in fact acceptable only on the reading on which there is an AP-gap in the base position of each of the conjuncts in (32). What is particularly interesting about this example is that it invol...
	Another example of this sort is given in (34), which involves regular ATB between ‘red skirt’ and ‘red shirt’ (košulja is feminine).
	(34 )  Crvenai i     bijelij  meni   [ti suknja], [ti košulja] i      [tj kaput] smetaju.
	red    and  white  meDAT    skirt,      shirt   and     coat     bother
	A question arises whether this kind of mixing of non-ATB ATB and regular ATB is also possible in English. It turns out that it is although constructions of this type are less acceptable in English than in SC possibly because of an additional processin...
	(35 ) ?How many cakes and how many letters did Mary bake, John write, and Peter mail respectively?
	(36 ) ?How many cakes and how many letters respectively did Mary bake, John write, and Peter mail?
	(37 ) ?Which magazine and which book did Peter buy, John read, and Mary borrow respectively?
	(38 ) ?Which magazine and which book respectively did Peter buy, John read, and Mary borrow?
	Returning to SC, interestingly, in contrast to (33), (39) is unacceptable.
	(39 )  *Bijelii i   crvenaj meni   [ti kaput], [tj suknja] i     [ti šešir] smetaju.
	white and red    meDAT    coat      skirt   and     hat   bother
	Apparently, a traditional ATB dependency can only be formed between contigious NPs here. There can be no ATB between ‘red skirt’ and ‘red hat’ given that the adjective needs to agree with the nouns and these nouns have different gender (suknja is femi...
	The same effect is found in English. Thus, (40), where given the pragmatics of the example regular ATB dependency has to hold between the first and the third conjunct, skipping the second conjunct, is worse than (36)-(38), where this is not the case....
	(40 ) *How many lettersi and how many cakesj did Peter write ti, John bake tj, and Mary address ti respectively?
	We may be dealing here with a locality effect on traditional ATB formation, where it is not possible to skip a potential ATB site.12F
	Alternatively, this may be related to a general interpretive effect associated with distributed extraction coordinations. Notice first that examples like (6) are not ambiguous: the first trace must correspond to the first wh-phrase and the second tra...
	(41 ) Crvenii, bijelij  i  šarenik  meni [ti sako], [tj kaput] i  [tk šešir] smetaju.
	red    white and colorful meDAT    jacket   coat  and   hat   bother
	‘The red jacket, white coat, and colorful hat bother me.’
	(42 ) Which booki, which magazinej, and which paintingk respectively did [John buy ti], [Bill read tj], and [Mary sell tk]?
	Distributed extraction coordinations apparently require crossing dependencies. Returning now to the unacceptable example in (39), which mixes non-ATB ATB and regular ATB, gender specification of the adjectives forces the dependencies shown in (43).
	(43 ) *Bijelii  i     crvenaj meni   [ti kaput], [tj suknja] i     [ti šešir] smetaju.
	white  and  red    meDAT     coat      skirt  and     hat   bother
	(43) involves a mixture of crossing and nesting dependencies (the last trace is involved in a nesting dependency). It then seems plausible that it is ruled out due to the general crossing dependencies requirement on distributed coordinations.
	As for the source of the effect of question, notice that what we are dealing with here is essentialy a matching effect: the order of the conjuncts within the newly formed ConjP must match the order of the conjuncts from which extraction takes place i...
	Before concluding this section, one potentially interfering issue should be discussed. Consider (44). Gračanin-Yuksek (2007) and Citko and Gračanin-Yuksek (2013) show that SC examples like (44) can involve either coordinated wh-phrases or coordinated...
	(44 ) Ko    i   šta    kupuje?
	who and what is-buying
	‘Who is buying what?’
	Evidence for the possibility of a clausal structure for (44) is provided by the possibility of examples like (45), where a clitic (je) follows the first as well as the second wh-phrase: this indicates that the first conjunct is actually a clause, and ...
	(45 ) Ko  je i    šta    je kupio?
	who is and what  is bought
	‘Who bought what?’
	A question then arises whether SC examples like (24) could be analyzed as involving coordinated clauses with ellipsis in the first conjunct instead of involving coordination formation in the moved position. Crucially, (46) differs from (45) regarding ...
	(46 ) *Crvene su  i   bijele   su meni  suknje  i     haljine   smetale.
	red     are and white  are meDAT skirts   and dresses   bothered
	‘The red skirts and the white dresses bothered me.’
	The contrast between (45) and (46) then provides evidence that in (24)/(46) we are not dealing with a larger coordination: it really is APs that are coordinated here. In other words, we have here evidence that the construction in question does not inv...
	Notice also that adjectives involved in the coordination in question must bear the same case, as shown by the unacceptability of (48) (as shown by (47), ‘manage’ assigns instrumental and ‘sell’ assigns accusative to its complement). The restriction w...
	(47 ) a. On rukovodi  malom    fabrikom.
	he manages  smallINSTR  factoryINSTR
	b. On prodaje velike   kuće.
	he sells     bigACC  housesACC
	c. On rukovodi   malom   fabrikom    i     prodaje  velike   kuće.
	he  manages   smallINSTR factoryINSTR   and  sells      bigACC  housesACC
	(48 ) *Malomi   i   velikej on rukovodi ti  fabrikom  i    prodaje tj kuće.
	smallINSTR and bigACC he manages    factoryINSTR and sells      housesACC
	It is also worth noting here that SC clitics are second position clitics (see Bošković 2001 and references therein); as such they are standardly used as a constituenthood test (since they cannot follow more than one constituent). Clitic placement in ...
	(49 )  Crvene i    bijele  su meni   suknje  i    haljine  smetale.
	red    and white  are meDAT  skirts  and dresses  bothered
	‘The red skirts and the white dresses bothered me.’
	Additional evidence that we are dealing here with a regular coordination in the moved position is provided by comparing left-branch extraction non-ATB ATB cases, which involve multiple left-branch extraction with coordination, with multiple left-branc...
	(50 ) Onui staruj prodaje ti tj kuću.
	that  old  sells       house
	‘He is selling that old house.’
	(51 ) *Prodaje onu  i     staru kuću.
	sells    that  and  old   house
	‘He is selling that old house.’
	(52 ) *[Onu i     staru]i prodaje [ti kuću].
	that and   old   sells     house
	(50) shows that multiple left-branch extraction of the demonstrative and the adjective is possible (left-branch extraction of both demonstratives and adjectives is in principle possible in SC). The elements in question cannot be coordinated within a s...
	Turning now to non-ATB ATB left-branch extraction, such cases also involve multiple LBE. Notice, however, that (24) contrasts with (53).
	(53 ) *Onii   i    bijelej  meni    [ti kaputi]  i     [tj haljine] smetaju.
	those  and white   meDAT     coats    and    dresses  bother
	‘Those coats and white dresses bother me.’
	What we see at work in (53) is what is at work in (50)-(51). The relevant elements, the demonstrative and the adjective, can undergo left-branch extraction; in fact they can be involved in multiple left-branch extraction, as shown by (50). However, th...
	Notice that we also have additional evidence here that non-ATB ATB examples involving left-branch extraction do not involve a larger coordination with ellipsis in the first conjunct. Under such an analysis we would not be able to appeal to the imposs...
	Another issue that is relevant here is that a clitic (mu) can intervene between the demonstrative and the AP in (50), as shown by (54). Recall that this is not possible with non-ATB ATB constructions, as shown by (46).
	(54 ) ?Onui mu      starui prodaje ti tj kuću.
	that  himDAT  old   sells       house
	‘He is selling that old house to him.’
	All this confirms the coordination in the moved position analysis of (24)/(46). Elements undergoing multiple LBE need not move to the same position, hence a clitic can intervene between them, as in (54). Elements involved in non-ATB ATB (as in (46)), ...
	The above data thus provide additional evidence that coordination formation should not be restricted to base-generation (i.e. lexical insertion/external merge), i.e. it should not be restricted in such a way that it can only occur pre-movement.
	In summary, in this section we have seen another case of non-ATB ATB, which also involves non-base coordination formation and which is also subject to the ATB requirement. We have also seen that the ATB requirement does not apply across ConjPs. Furth...
	4. Japanese numeral constructions
	Japanese floating quantifier constructions provide another case of non-ATB ATB extraction.17F  Consider (55).
	(55 ) John-ga  [VP [PP yaoya-kara]        [mikan-o   3-ko]-to  [banana-o 5-hon] katta.
	John-NOM      vegetable.store-from orange-ACC  3-CL and banana-ACC 5-CL bought
	‘John bought [3 oranges and 5 bananas] from a vegetable store.’
	Importantly, it is possible to extract the NP from the conjuncts in (55), with a coordination structure recreated in a higher position (for some speakers ‘respectively’ is optional here, others require it; see also fn. 18).
	(56 ) John-ga  [mikan-to    banana]-o   yaoya-kara         (sorezore)    [3-ko]-to
	John-NOM  orange and  banana-ACC  vegetable.store-from respectively 3-CL  and
	[5-hon] katta.
	5-CL   bought
	Furthermore, the ATB requirement is also imposed in such cases, as shown by the contrast between (59), where extraction takes place from each conjunct, and (58), where this is not the case (extraction does not take place from the last conjunct).18F
	(57 ) John-ga  yaoya-kara        [mikan-o   3-ko]-to   [banana-o    5-hon]-to
	John-NOM vegetablestore-from orange-ACC 3-CL and  banana-ACC   5-CL  and
	[budou-o  2-fusa] katta.
	grape-ACC   2-CL  bought
	‘John bought 3 oranges, 5 bananas and 2 bunches of grapes from a vegetable store.’
	(58 ) ?*John-ga  [mikan-to    banana]-o   yaoya-kara          (sorezore)    [3-ko] to
	John-NOM  orange and  banana-ACC  vegetable.store-from respectively  3-CL and
	[5-hon] to  [budou-o   2-fusa] katta.
	5-CL  and  grape-ACC  2-CL  bought
	(59 ) John-ga  [mikan-to    banana-to   budou]-o  yaoya-kara           (sorezore)
	John-NOM orange and  banana and  grape-ACC  vegetable.store-from respectively
	[3-ko] to   [5-hon] to [2-fusa] katta.
	3-CL  and  5-CL and 2-CL   bought
	It should also be noted that this kind of non-ATB ATB is possible without the coordinator to in the higher position. In such cases another coordinator, sosite, appears in the higher position.19F
	(60 ) John-ga  [mikan-oi  sosite  banana-oj]   yaoya-kara          (sorezore)
	John-NOM  orange-ACC and   banana-ACC  vegetable.store-from  respectively
	[ti 3-ko]-to [tj 5-hon] katta.
	3-CL and  5-CL  bought
	The ATB requirement is imposed in this case too. Thus, (62), where extraction takes place from each conjunct, is better than (61), where extraction takes place from the first and the second, but not the third conjunct.
	(61 ) ? *John-ga   [mikan-oi  sosite banana-oj]   yaoya-kara            (sorezore)
	John-NOM  orange-ACC and   banana-ACC  vegetable.store-from  respectively
	[ti  3-ko] to    [tj  5-hon] to   [budou-o   2-fusa] katta.
	3-CL and      5-CL  and  grape-ACC  2-CL   bought
	(62 ) John-ga  [mikan-oi   sosite  banana-oj    sosite  budou-ok]  yaoya-kara
	John-NOM  orange-ACC and    banana-ACC and    grape-ACC  vegetable.store-from
	(sorezore)     [ti 3-ko] to      [tj 5-hon] to    [tk  2-fusa] katta.
	respectively     3-CL and        5-CL  and     2-CL   bought
	As another parallel to SC, (61) and (58) are actually marginally acceptable if there is a pause following the second conjunct in the lower ConjP (i.e. if the first two conjuncts in the lower ConjP form a separate intonational phase). This is the same ...
	Notice also that both examples like (61) and examples like (58) show island sensitivity, as shown by (63) and (64) respectively, where an adjunct island intervenes between the final and the original position of the relevant elements.20F
	(63 )?*Mikan-o  sosite banana-o    Mary-wa [John-ga  yaoya-kara          (sorezore)
	orange-ACC and   banana-ACC  Mary-TOP John-NOM vegetable.store-from respectively
	3-ko-to    2-hon   katta-kara]        okotta.
	3-CL and   2-CL   bought-because  got.angry
	‘Mary got angry because John bought 3 oranges and 2 bananas from a vegetable store.’
	(64 ) ?*Mikan-to   banana-o    Mary-wa [John-ga   yaoya-kara         (sorezore)
	orange and banana-ACC   Mary-TOP  John-NOM vegetable.store-from respectively
	3-ko-to   2-hon    katta-kara]       okotta
	3-CL and 2-CL     bought-because  got.angry
	‘Mary got angry because John bought 3 oranges and 2 bananas from a vegetable store.’
	The Japanese construction under consideration in this section thus represents another case of non-ATB ATB, where movement takes place out of each conjunct, but it is different elements that are moving out of the conjuncts. As in the case of non-ATB AT...
	5. When is non-ATB ATB possible?
	The above data confirm the existence of non-ATB ATB, where there is movement out of each conjunct but different elements are moving out of the conjuncts. In other words, the ATB requirement should be stated in a such a way that it does not require th...
	There is another interesting property of non-ATB ATB. All the cases involving non-ATB ATB discussed above involve coordination formation in the moved position. What happens when non-ATB ATB is attempted without coordination formation in the moved pos...
	(65 ) *Which president do you wonder which famous writer John reads [articles about t] and [essays by t] respectively?
	(65) involves extraction of different elements from a single coordination without coordination formation in the higher position. In English this requires moving wh-phrases to different +whCPs, which in turn brings in a wh-island violation. Still, (65)...
	Consider also (66)-(67), which also involve non-ATB ATB without coordination formation in the moved position. Both examples are unacceptable. Furthermore, (67), where movement does not take place out of each conjunct (hence it is not in accordance wi...
	(66 ) *Which president do you wonder which famous writer John reads [articles about t], [essays by t], and [tweets from t] respectively?
	(67 )  **Which president do you wonder which famous artist John reads [articles about t], [essays by t], and [tweets from Brady] respectively?
	The contrast between (66) and (67) parallels in the relevant respect the contrast between SC (26) and (27), indicating that the ATB requirement still holds in such cases. Both examples are, however, unacceptable. What seems to be going on here is that...
	Notice now that in (65), the wh-phrases that are moving out of the coordination are interpreted in different SpecCPs (i.e. different clauses). It is not out of question that this is the source of the ungrammaticality of (65); i.e. it may be that for ...
	(68 )  *Prema  komei  za  kimj   su  podržali   [otpor ti]     i     [potragu tj]?
	to      whom  for whom are  supported  resistance  and   pursuit
	(69 ) Prema komei   i   za  kimj    su  podržali   [otpor ti]     i   [potragu tj]?
	to    whom  and for whom  are supported   resistance  and  pursuit
	‘Resistance to whom and pursuit of who did they support?’
	The interfering factor noted above with respect to English (65) also does not arise with respect to SC non-ATB ATB constructions discussed in section 3. These constructions also require coordination formation in the moved position, as shown by the con...
	(70 ) a. Crvenui  i     bijeluj   je kupio [[ti suknju] i  [tj haljinu]].
	red      and  white   is bought   skirt  and  dress
	‘He bought a red skirt and a white dress.’
	b. *Crvenu bijelu je kupio suknju i haljinu.
	(71 ) a. Kakvui          i   čijuj     je ukrao [[ti suknju] i  [tj haljinu]]?
	what-kind-of  and whose   is stolen     skirt and  dress
	‘He stole what kind of a dress and whose skirt.’
	b. *Kakvu čiju je ukrao suknju i haljinu?
	The data discussed in this section thus indicate that non-ATB ATB requires coordination formation in the moved position, i.e. the elements undergoing non-ATB ATB must participate in a coordination in their final position.
	Recall now the example noted in fn. 5, repeated here, which is unacceptable although, just like (14), it involves extraction (of different elements) from each conjunct. The issue here is that, in contrast to (14), which involves wh-movement out of ea...
	(72 ) *[Which newspaperi and which magazinej] didk [Mary tk write a book], [John may buy ti], and [Bill will read tj] respectively.
	If the ATB requirement simply requires that there is movement out of each conjunct, there is then no violation of the ATB requirement here. The ungrammaticality of (72) can, however, now be accounted for independently of the ATB requirement. We have s...
	But there is a more general issue here. In English, distributed coordination is also possible with A-movement, as in (73) (respectively is not needed in (73)).
	(73 ) The dogs and the roosters barked and crowed all night.   (Zhang 2010:170)
	Japanese, however, does not allow constructions like (73) on the relevant reading (the distributed interpretation is difficult to obtain in (74), where the pragmatically implausible regular ATB reading where (the) dogs and (the) birds were both barkin...
	(74 ) Inu-to    tori-ga    hitobanzyuu   hoe-te     ton-da.
	dog-and  bird-Nom all.night        bark-and  fly-Past
	‘(The) dog(s) and (the) bird(s) barked and flied all night.’  (Japanese)
	(75 ) Psi   i   pjevci   su  cijelu  noć   lajali    i   kukurikali.
	dogs and roosters are  all    night  barked and crowed   (SC)
	Importantly, I am unaware of any language that allows it with head-movement, i.e. I am not aware of any language that allows examples like (76).
	(76 ) *Willi, canj, and mustk [John ti buy a book], [Peter tj sell a magazine], and [Mary tk borrow a novel] respectively?
	There may then be something more general about head-movement that disallows distributed coordinations involving head-movement. Interestingly, Kayne (1994) argues that head coordination is quite generally disallowed (see his work for evidence to this e...
	6. Islandhood
	In this section I briefly note a locality effect associated with late coordination formation. SC allows extraction of conjuncts, as in (77) (see Stjepanović 2014a, 2020a, Bošković 2017, Oda 2017).
	(77 ) ?Knjigei  je Marko [ti  i   filmove] kupio.
	books   is Marko   and  movies  bought
	‘Marko bought books and movies.’
	Such extraction is, however, disallowed with constructions under consideration: after formation of non-ATB ATB coordination, conjunct extraction is not possible:
	(78 ) *Crvenei  tvrdiš      da  se    [ti  i   bijelij]  meni  dopadaju [ti suknje]  i
	red      you-claim  that self     and  white  meDAT  please      skirts   and
	[tj kaputi]
	coats
	‘You claim that red skirts and white coats please me.’
	While it is not trivial to implement this formally, intuitively it seems clear what is going on here: ConjP that is formed after movement, i.e. ConjP not located in the base position, is an island (such ConjP would in fact be a barrier in Chomsky’s 19...
	In fact, not only conjunct extraction, but extraction out of a conjunct is also disallowed from a coordination formed by movement. This is shown by (79), involving ATB wh-movement out of a late-formed ConjP located in SpecCP, which is clearly worse t...
	(79 ) *Which famous presidenti do you wonder [which paintings of ti]j and [which books about ti]k did he meet [fans of tj] and [readers of tk]?
	(80 ) ?Which famous presidenti do you wonder [which paintings of ti]j John sold tj?
	Late-formed coordinations are apparently islands, disallowing any kind of extraction, even extractions that are in principle possible out of regular (i.e. base-generated) coordinations.
	7. When and how is late coordination formed?
	While the primary goal of this paper is not to provide a full analysis of distributed extraction coordinations—it is simply premature to do that before the empirical domain of the phenomenon is properly determined (the main goal of this paper being t...
	Zhang (2010) discusses examples like (6) and argues that they involve coordination formation through movement. More precisely, she argues that the higher ConjP is formed through sideward movement (see Nunes 2004).26F  On this analysis, the higher Con...
	(81 )  a.  [bought which book]                    [read which magazine]
	b. [ConjP [which book] and [which magazine]]
	c.  [CP [ConjP [which book] and [which magazine]] did John buy [which book] and Peter read [which magazine]]
	While the analysis captures the most prominent property of distributive extraction coordination, namely that it involves late-coordination formation, it faces issues with some of the data discussed above. Recall that distributed extraction coordinatio...
	(82 ) *[[How loudly] and [how softly]] didn’t you say [[that John had spoken t] and [that Peter had replied t]]?                                  (de Vos and Vicente 2005)
	Another problem for Zhang’s analysis is raised by the possibility of intermediate reconstruction effects, as in (83), where Condition A cannot be satisfied in either the final or the original (i.e. θ) position of which picture of himself. (Under Zhang...
	(83 ) Which book and which picture of himselfi did Johni say that Mary bought and Sue sold respectively?
	Parasitic gap constructions like (8), repeated here, also raise an issue for Zhang’s analysis.
	(84 ) [CP[ConjP [Which secretary]1 and [which programmer]]2 did Jerome respectively fire t1 after finding t1 drunk and hire t2 after finding t2 sober]?     (Postal 1998: 136)
	The wh-phrases that participate in late coordination license parasitic gaps within their initial conjuncts here. As is well-known, a wh-phrase in situ cannot license a parasitic gap: a parasitic gap is licensed by a moved wh-phrase that c-commands the...
	These facts indicate that some regular (i.e upward) movement must be involved in the derivation of distributed extraction coordinations. Under Zhang’s analysis there is no regular movement, as a result of which the coordination is formed (i.e. integr...
	7.1. Deducing the coordination in the moved position requirement
	Involving sideward movement in derivational coordination formation may help us deduce the  coordination in the moved position requirement, established in section 5, according to which extraction of different elements from a coordination is possible o...
	That the higher coordination is not itself interpreted (see below for additional evidence to this effect) suggests that it is present for a formal reason. Sideward merger in fact provides a straightforward formal reason for that. It seems safe to ass...
	Notice that a single element can move out of a ConjP—this is in fact what happens with regular ATB. This is not surprising. ConjP is traditionally considered to be an island, this is in fact what the ban on extraction out of coordinations implies. In...
	To summarize, under the suggestion made here the derivational ConjP formation provides a formal mechanism that makes it possible for more than one element to get dislocated from a single ConjP. This also deduces the restriction established above that...
	The semantic explitiveness of late coordination formation enable us to capture another property of late coordination formation constructions. And is not the only coordinator in English. What is interesting is that even when a different coordinator is...
	(85 ) a. Which book and which magazine did John buy or Mary sell respectively?
	b. *Which book or which magazine did John buy or Mary sell respectively?
	What is essentially going on here is that the most neutral coordinator is used in the derivationally-formed coordination, even if a different element is used in the lower position (note that this shows that we are not simply dealing here with coordina...
	Also relevant here are the SC examples in (86)-(87) (noted by Ksenia Zanon, p.c., for Russian). Repetition of the coordinator i ‘and’ in SC brings in an additional meaning, as indicated by the rough translation of (86). Importantly, this kind of coor...
	(86 ) Ona prodaje  i   suknje  i   kapute.
	she  sells    and skirts  and coats
	‘She sells both skirts and coats.’
	(87 ) *I     crvena  i     bijela  meni    i   suknja  i    kaput smetaju.
	and  red     and  white  meDAT  and skirt   and  dress  bother
	‘The red skirt and the white coat bother me.’   (SC)
	All this makes sense if the derivationally-formed coordination is indeed semantically expletive (see below for additional evidence to this effect)—this is why the neutral coordinator is used to perform that function. This in turn confirms that the lat...
	7.2. Where is late-formed ConjP inserted?
	Returning now to the derivation of non-ATB ATB constructions, let us now address more closely the question of how close to the original ConjP, the late-formed (i.e. derivationally-formed) ConjP is introduced. To address the question I will look at di...
	(88 ) He wants you and me to respectively go out of your mind and (go) out of my mind.
	(89 ) cf. You and I are going out of our/*my/*your mind(s).    (Postal 1998:161)
	In (88) the conjuncts trigger agreement separately. In (90), on the other hand, they trigger it (in fact must trigger it, cf. (91)), jointly.
	(90 ) A dog and a rooster were barking and crowing all night.
	(91 ) *A dog and a rooster was barking and crowing all night.
	This means that late coordination must be formed before subject-verb agreement is determined here. In light of this I will use such constructions as a diagnostic for determining when exactly the derivationally-formed coordination is inserted into the ...
	Consider (90) in light of this. The relevant part of (90) can be derived as in (92) (only the relevant elements are shown in the structures below): we have a vP&vP coordination in the lower position, with the subjects still not being conjoined with e...
	(92 ) a.  [ConjP [vP a dog…] and [vP a rooster …]]
	b. [ConjP a dog and a rooster]
	c. [XP [ConjP a dog and a rooster] X [ConjP [vP a dog…] and [vP a rooster …]]
	d. T  [XP [ConjP a dog and a rooster]  X [ConjP [vP a dog…] and [vP a rooster …]]
	|______|  Agree
	e.  [TP [ConjP a dog and a rooster]]  T  [XP[ConjP a dog and a rooster]  X [ConjP [vP a dog…] and [vP a rooster …]]
	Additional structure then needs to be present between T and vP so that the higher ConjP can be inserted into the structure outside of the lower ConjP but still below T (92c). This is straightforward in examples like (90), involving an auxiliary. It al...
	(93 ) A dog and a rooster barked and crowed all night.
	Consider now a very interesting example in (94).34F
	(94 ) John and Mary were hunting lions and were frightened by snakes respectively (Dougherty 1970)
	What is particularly interesting about this example is the discrepancy between agreement and interpretation within the conjuncts: what is interpreted in the relevant θ-position of the first conjunct is John, and what is interpreted in the relevant θ-p...
	First, the lower coordination here must be on a higher level than in (90)—it cannot be a vP&vP coordination given that the auxiliary is present inside each conjunct. The auxiliary is plural (although what is interpreted as the subject of each conjunc...
	Note first that, quite independently of the issues under consideration here, there are two ways of analyzing such constructions, as noted in Bošković (2020a). If only phrases can be coordinated, the subject and the auxiliaries cannot be located in th...
	Consider then (94). The derivation will proceed similarly to (90), as shown in (95)-(98): John and Mary are inserted in their θ-positions, i.e. the positions where they are interpreted, separately (95). Late coordination is then formed (96), and inse...
	(95 ) [vP John hunting lions]    b. [VP freightened Mary by snakes]
	(96 ) [ConjP John and Mary]
	(97 ) [TP were-T [XP[ConjP John and Mary] X [vP John hunting lions] and [TP were-T [XP[ConjP
	|________|Agree                                            |________|Agree
	John and Mary] X [VP frightened Mary by snakes]
	(98 ) [YP [ConjP John and Mary]  [ConjP [TP [XP [ConjP John and Mary] [vP John hunting lions] and [TP were-T [XP [ConjP John and Mary] [VP frightened Mary by snakes]
	The example, which shows a mismatch between agreement and interpretation in the second conjunct, can then be accounted for.
	7.3. Binding and subject-oriented anaphors
	In the derivations of non-ATB ATB constructions discussed above the conjuncts start separately, the coordination being formed during the derivation and inserted into the structure above the position where the relevant elements were originally generat...
	(99 ) [John and Mary]i seem to each otheri to be the best candidate in the election and the best nominee for the convention respectively.
	In (100), on the other hand, the conjuncts function as binders separately: John binds himself and Mary binds herself.
	(100 ) [Johnj and Maryk]i hired himselfj and nominated herselfk respectively.
	The dual behavior with respect to binding is easily captured under the current analysis: when the anaphor is located low in the structure, namely below the position in which the relevant elements are base-generated (i.e. inserted prior to derivational...
	Furthermore, (101) (due to Steven Franks, p.c.) confirms that the conjuncts must start separately. In (101), they induce a blocking effect for binding separately, as the simplified structure in (102) shows (the closest subjects for the anaphor are ti...
	(101 ) *John and Mary seem to be the best candidate in each other's campaigns and the best nominee in each other's parties respectively.
	(102 ) *[Johni and Maryj]k seem to be ti the best candidate in each other'sk campaigns and tj the best nominee in each other'sk parties respectively.
	Furthermore, the individual conjuncts can function as binders of subject-oriented anaphors, as shown by (103) (svom is a subject-oriented anaphor).
	(103 )?Pasi  i   kokoškaj  su   lajali   u [svomi      dvorištu] i    kokodakali  u
	dog and chicken   are  barked in its.anaphor  yard    and  crowed     in
	[svomj      kokošinjcu].
	its.anaphor  hen-house
	‘A dog and a chicken barked in its yard and crowed in its hen house.’ (SC)
	Such examples have important consequences for the debated and unsettled issue of how subject-oriented anaphors should be analyzed. What is important here is that what is located in SpecvP are the individual conjuncts but what is located in SpecTP and ...
	(104 ) [TP [Pasi  i   kokoškaj]k su [XP tk [ConjP[vP ti lajali   u  svomi  dvorištu] i
	dog and chicken   are               barked in its      yard    and
	[vP ti kokodakali u  svomj  kokošinjcu]]].
	crowed    in  its     hen-house
	This is a rather rare mismatch, which can help tease apart different approaches to subject-oriented anaphors. What functions as the binder of the subject-oriented anaphors in (103)/(104) is the element in  SpecvP, not the element in SpecTP or the elem...
	7.4. Where is agreement?
	The agreement/semantics mismatch constructions also have ramifications for an important question, where is agreement (i.e. what is its locus). It is standardly assumed that although agreement surfaces on the verb, it is not actually on the verb, i.e....
	(105 ) a. In this neighborhood, a dog and a rooster bark and crow all night.
	b. [vP a dog barks]……. [vP a rooster crows] (expected if the verb agrees)
	(106 ) a.  Pas     i   pjevac    su  cijelu  noć    lajali      i   kukurikali.
	dog   and  rooster   are  all    night  barked.pl and crowed.pl
	b. Pas   i  pjevac  non-stop laju      i    kukuriču.
	dog and rooster non-stop  bark.pl and  crow.pl   (SC)
	The system developed above may also enable us to account for some rather puzzling constructions noted by Goodall (1987). Consider (107)-(108), focusing on the former example ((108) is a result of a familiar ordering effect with late coordination const...
	(107 ) John and Mary saw himself and herself (respectively).
	(108 ) *John and Mary saw herself and himself (respectively).
	In the current system, (107) can be analyzed as involving late coordination formation for both the subject and the object, as shown below.
	(109 ) a. [vP John saw himself]     b. [vP Mary saw herself]
	(110 ) a. [ConjP1 John and Mary] b. [ConjP2 himself and herself]
	ConjP1 is then inserted into SpecXP from (92) and ConjP2 undergoes right node raising (more on right node raising below). Agreement in this kind of double late coordination constructions works as in the constructions discussed above, as illustrated by...
	(111 ) John and Mary like/*likes himself and herself (respectively).
	There is, however, one wrinkle raised by such constructions, which is that only one verb is pronounced. I suggest that there actually is coordination of the vPs here. The derivation discussed above (cf. (109)-(110)) would lead to John and Mary saw and...
	7.5. Right node raising and tough-constructions
	In the examples discussed above, the late-formed coordination undergoes wh-movement (cf. (6)) or A-movement to SpecIP (cf. (90), whose derivation is given in (92)). There are other movement operations that the late-formed coordination can undergo, li...
	(112 ) John sold, and Mary bought, gold rings and raw diamonds from South Africa respectively. (Abels 2004)
	(113 ) George and Martha are respectively easy for me to fool and hard for anyone to take advantage of. (McCawley 1998:294)
	While exploring the issue in detail would take us beyond the scope of this paper, I will briefly note here that distributed coordination constructions may have some implications for the proper analyses of right node raising and tough-constructions. Th...
	Regarding right node raising, constructions like (112) raise a serious problem for most accounts of right node raising (e.g. the ATB rightward movement or the PF deletion one; see Abels 1994), since gold rings and raw diamonds from South Africa would...
	8. Movability
	Returning to the derivation of non-ATB ATB constructions, we have seen above that the coordination that participates in agreement is formed during the derivation. Looking at the structures in (92) and (98), we can see that the late-formed ConjP is in...
	The SC construction discussed in section 3 can help us become more precise regarding the derivation of non-ATB ATB constructions, the reason for that being that with left-branch extraction (LBE), which is employed in the SC construction in question, ...
	In any language I am aware of, only mobile elements can participate in ATB non-ATB constructions. The SC construction discussed in section 3 involves LBE, which is not possible in English, but is possible in SC. While non-ATB ATB involving LBE is pos...
	(114 ) a. *Red, Mary bought dresses
	b. *Red and blue, Mary bought houses and dresses.
	The effect in question is actually also illustrated with English (11), repeated here.
	(115 ) a. [Which nurse]1 and [which hostess]2 did Ernest sell cocaine to t1, and George sell heroin to t2, respectively?
	b. *[Which nurse]1 and [which hostess]2 did Ernest sell t1 cocaine and George sell t2 heroin, respectively? (Postal 1998:135)
	c. cf. Which nurse1 did Ernest sell cocaine to t1
	d. *Which nurse1 did Ernest sell t1 cocaine?
	As noted above, in contrast to the prepositional double object constructions (115c), the indirect object in DP DP double object constructions cannot undergo wh-movement (115d).42F  It also cannot participate in distributive extraction coordinations, a...
	As another illustration of this effect, there are prepositions in English which disallow stranding:
	(116 ) a. Jerome tickled Marsha in that way.
	b. *What way did Jerome tickle Marsha in?
	c. cf. In what way did Jerome tickle Marsha?
	d. Ernie did it for someone else’s sake.
	e. *Whose sake did Ernie do that for?
	f. For whose sake did Ernie do that?       (Postal 1998:127)
	Informally, we can consider the PPs in (116) to be barriers, which renders the P-complements in (116) immobile (note that the whole PP can move). Importantly, the same effect is found with the distributive extraction coordination in (117), which invol...
	(117 ) *What wayi and whose sakej did Jerome tickle Marsha in ti and Peter hugged Mary for tj respectively?
	(118 ) cf. In what wayi and for whose sakej did Jerome tickle Marsha ti and Peter hugged Mary tj respectively?
	The mobility requirement (which is essentially a locality-of-movement requirement) is surprising from the point of view of Zhang’s sideward merger analysis. Sideward movement/merger was originally employed by Nunes to get around islandhood/locality ef...
	The parasitic gap constructions discussed above also require this movement. Consider again (119).
	(119 ) [Which secretary]1 and [which programmer]2 did Jerome respectively fire t1 after finding t1 drunk and hire t2 after finding t2 sober?    (Postal 1998: 136)
	As noted above, a parasitic gap is licensed by a moved wh-phrase that c-commands the parasitic gap. In accounts like Nissenbaum (2000) and Nunes (2004), it is not necessary for the wh-phrase to move to SpecCP to license a parasitic gap; movement to a ...
	The SC construction from section 3 can help us pinpoint the timing of regular and sideward movement. What is relevant here is that, in contrast to regular LBE as in examples like (22), what is in the literature referred to as deep LBE, illustrated by...
	(120 ) Crvenei  sam  vidio [ti kuće].
	red      am   seen    houses
	‘I saw red houses.’
	(121 ) *Crvenihi  sam vidio [NP2 vlasnike [NP1 ti kuća]].
	red       am  seen     owners     houses
	‘I saw owners of red houses.’
	For an account of the ungrammaticality of (121), the reader is referred to Bošković (2013a) and Corver (1992). The precise reasons for the grammaticality of (121) need not concern us here. What matters is that, as Corver (1992) and Bošković (2013a) sh...
	Bearing this in mind, the following data shed a crucial light on the timing of regular and sideward movement involved in ATB non-ATB.
	(122 ) ?Crvenihi  i  plavihj  sam vidio [NP1 vlasnike  [ConjP [NP ti kuća]   i     [NP tj
	red     and blue   am seen    owners                houses and
	automobila]]]
	cars
	‘I saw owners of [red houses and blue cars].’
	(123 ) *Crvenihi  i    plavihj  sam vidio [ConjP[NP1 vlasnike [NP ti kuća]   i    [NP1 ljubitelje
	red     and  blue    am  seen          owners     houses and      fans
	[NP tj automobila]]]
	cars
	‘I saw [owners of red houses] and [fans of blue cars].’
	There is a contrast between (122) and (123), which is particularly telling in light of the deep LBE effect from (121). The deep LBE effect is apparently still present in (123), but is voided in (122). What this means is that there is regular movement ...
	The relevant derivations are mapped out below: simplifying what exactly happens here, I will simply assume that the complement of a noun in this context is a barrier (the exact situation is more complicated (see Bošković 2013a, Corver 1992 and discus...
	(124 ) [NP1 [α+β] N1 [ConjP αi [NP ti (ti in base-interpreted position of α)
	(125 ) *[NP1 [α+β] [NP1 αi N1 [NP ti
	The contrast between (122) and (123) was important in establishing the derivations outlined in (124)-(125). Now, in these examples the nominal complement bears genitive case, which is the counterpart of accusative with verbs—it is the regular structur...
	(126 ) Ekstremnomi je podržao   otpor      [ti kongresu].
	extremeDAT   is supported resistance    congressDAT
	‘He supported resistance to the extreme congress.’
	As pointed out by a reviewer, this makes a prediction: the counterpart of (123) with an inherently Case-marked nominal complement should be better than (123). This is indeed the case.
	(127 )?Ekstremnomi  i   privremenomj  je podržao   otpor     [ti kongresu]   i
	extremeDAT   and temporaryDAT   is supported resistace    congressDAT and
	pomoć [tj parlamentu]
	help     parliamentDAT
	The contrast between (123) and (127) quite strongly confirms the conclusions reached above regarding the contrast between (122) and (123).46F
	Notice also that when a noun is modified with two adjectives, double LBE distributed extraction is disallowed:
	(128 ) *[ConjP [Skupei       stambenej]     i    [starek  željezničkel]] sam vidio [ConjP [ti tj
	expensivefem residentialfem   and  oldmasc  railwaymasc   am  seen
	zgrade]       i    [tk tl mostove]]
	buildingsfem  and       bridgesmasc
	‘I saw expensive residential buildings and old railway bridges.’
	Importantly, even regular LBE is not possible in this context (see Bošković 2005).
	(129 ) *Skupei     stambenej  je vidio [ ti tj zgrade].
	expensive  residential is  seen      buildings
	‘He saw expensive residential buildings.’
	There are, however, cases where double LBE is in principle. One such case, discussed in section 2.1, is shown in (130). Importantly, distributed extraction coordination is also possible in this context, as (131) shows.
	(130 ) Onui staruj  je prodao [ti tj kuću].
	that  old   is seen        house
	‘He saw that old house.’
	(131 ) [Onui staruj]  i   [ovuk novul] je prodao [ti tj kuću]  i [tk tl vikendicu].
	that old   and  this  new   is sold      house  and    weekend.house
	All of this confirms the movability requirement on elements that participate in distributed extraction coordination: the relevant elements must be mobile, which indicates that they undergo regular movement before sideward merger.
	Putting everything that we have seen above together, we can map out the derivation of non-ATB ATB constructions more generally. It is apparently not possible for the relevant elements to undergo sideward movement into late formed ConjP directly from ...
	(132 ) [α+β]j [WP …. [ZP  [α+β]j [YP αi [XP ti
	Regarding locality effects seen above, the locality effect in (123) arises due to the crossing of the redded XP between αi and ti in (132), which means with movement of the element that will later participate in late coordination ((122) crucially diff...
	Importantly, the facts discussed above indicate that islandhood/locality effects are selectively present with non-ATB ATB constructions. In most cases they are present, but in some cases they are voided. This could not be captured if we were to simpl...
	9. Conclusion
	This paper has provided additional evidence that it is possible to move different elements from conjuncts involved in the same coordination and that such constructions involve coordination formation in a non-base generated position, i.e. after moveme...
	We have also seen that there is a restriction on non-ATB ATB, where different elements are moving from different conjuncts, in particular, non-ATB ATB requires coordination formation in the moved position. Additionally, head-movement cannot be involv...
	I have also discussed the precise timing of derivational coordination formation, concluding that the late-formed coordination is inserted into the structure very close to the phrase where the relevant elements are interpreted (under sideward merger a...
	The derivationally-formed coordination is semantically expletive in that elements participating in such coordination are not interpreted as coordinated; as a result only the most neutral coordinator is used in such coordination (even when a different...
	Finally, the analyses and the coordination data discussed in this paper have been shown to have consequences for determining the proper analysis of a number of mechanisms and constructions, in particular subject-oriented anaphors, right node raising,...
	Appendix: On the typology of late coordination constructions
	Above we have seen a number of cases involving coordination formation in the moved position, i.e. after movement. All these cases also involve coordination in the lower position, i.e. they involve extraction out of a coordination. A question arises i...
	(133 ) What and where did you eat?
	(134 ) Koj  and kakvo  e kupil?
	who and what  is bought
	‘Who bought what?’
	They furthermore argue that wh&wh coordinations like (134) involve coordination formation after movement (analyzing it in fact in terms of sideward movement, following Zhang 2010).50F  Thus, they observe that in English, it is not possible to have obl...
	(135 ) *What and where did you buy?
	The acceptability of (134) then indicates that we are dealing here with wh&wh, rather than clausal coordination.51F
	Citko and Gračanin-Yuksek also observe that coordinations like (134) are not possible with wh-phrases in situ. In fact, it is quite generally not possible to coordinate a subject and an object of the same clause, which means that (134) cannot involve...
	Note also that, like distributed coordinations, wh&wh coordinations are sensitive to islandhood, as shown by Bulgarian (136), involving an adjunct island (note that Bulgarian does not show Comp-trace effects).
	(136 ) *Koj  i    kakvo si  jadosan zaštoto  e kupil?
	who and what  are angry   because is bought
	‘You are angry because who bought what?’
	At any rate, if Citko & Gračanin-Yuksek’s account of Bulgarian (134) is correct, such examples provide evidence that late coordination formation is not limited to constructions involving movement out of a coordination. Notice also that, like the deriv...
	Notice furthermore that given that the structure instantiated by Bulgarian (134) is apparently not allowed in English, the availability of non-distributed wh&wh coordinations, which, if Citko and Gračanin-Yuksek (2013) are right in their treatment of...
	It should, however, be noted that the former (i.e. non-distributed late coordination) is not possible with the non-wh arguments in the SC example in (137) (the fronting in (137a) can in principle involve topicalization, focalization, or scrambling (s...
	(137 ) a. *Jovanu    i   knjigu   daju.
	JovanDAT and  bookACC they-are-giving
	‘They are giving Jovan a book.’
	b. *Jovan      i    kuću       kupuje.
	JovanNOM  and  houseACC   is-buying
	‘Jovan is buying a house.’     (SC)
	Postal-style distributed coordinations are not restricted in this way. Thus, they are possible with topicalization in (138) or even with A-movement, as discussed above (cf. (73), though there is crosslinguistic variation in this respect, as noted abov...
	(138 ) Under the pillow and in the drawer Lulu put the diary and hid her letters, respectively  (Zhang 2010:170)
	Given that there clearly must be rather strong additional restrictions on non-distributed wh&wh coordinations, which are not operative with Postal-style distributed coordinations, it is not out of question that the unavailability of the former in Engl...
	Citko and Gračanin-Yuksek (2013) in fact tie the availability of wh&wh coordination to the availability of multiple wh-fronting: since English does not have multiple wh-fronting it cannot then have the structure in question. However, it is not clear ...
	There are additional reasons why the availability of (134) should not be tied to multiple wh-fronting. Thus, as another argument for the wh&wh (as opposed to clausal) coordination account of Bulgarian (134), Citko and Gračanin-Yuksek (2013) observe t...
	(139 ) a. Koj  i   kakvo e  kupil?
	who and what  is bought
	b. *Kakvo i koj e kupil?
	Citko and Gračanin-Yuksek (2013) argue that what is relevant here is that Bulgarian is a multiple wh-fronting language. Multiple wh-fronting languages differ regarding whether they show superiority effects under multiple wh-fronting (see for example R...
	(140 ) a. Koj  kakvo e kupil?
	who what  is bought
	‘Who bought what?’
	b. *Kakvo koj e kupil?
	In light of this, Citko and Gračanin-Yuksek (2013) tie the possibility of wh&wh coordinations to multiple wh-fronting. The correlation is, however, rather difficult to maintain. Under the standard account the superiority effect in (140) arises as a re...
	Also relevant here is SC, which does not show matching in the ordering of wh-phrases in simple multiple wh-fronting constructions and wh&wh coordinations. As noted above, multiple wh-fronting languages differ regarding whether or not they show superi...
	(141 ) a. Ko  šta    kupuje?
	who what  is-buying
	‘Who is buying what?’
	b. Šta ko kupuje?
	However, SC does show ordering effects with wh-coordinations.55F
	(142 ) a. Ko    i    šta    kupuje?
	who and  what  is-buying
	b. *Šta i ko kupuje?
	Now, as discussed above, SC also allows larger coordinations involving wh-phrases, as indicated by the fact that additional material can be present within what appear to be wh&wh conjuncts.
	(143 ) Ko   je  i   šta    (je)   kupio?
	who is and what   is     bought
	‘Who bought what?’
	The presence of the auxiliary clitic in (143) indicates that the first conjunct is actually a clause. Interestingly, such constructions, which unambiguously involve coordination that is larger than wh&wh, do not show superiority effects.56F
	(144 ) Šta  je  i   ko   (je)  kupio?
	what is and who  is    bought
	When there is nothing following the first wh-phrase there is a superiority effect, as shown by (142).57F  On the other hand, when the clitic follows the first wh-phrase, which clearly shows that in such cases the first conjunct is larger than the wh-p...
	In fact, there is reason to believe that whatever is going on with the ordering of wh-phrases in wh&wh coordinations is different from superiority effects with multiple wh-fronting. As discussed in Bošković (2002), quite generally when the superiorit...
	(145 ) a. Kogo  kakvo e  pital   Ivan?
	whom what  is  asked Ivan
	‘Who did Ivan ask what?’
	b. ?*Kakvo kogo e pital Ivan?
	c. Koj  kogo  kakvo  e  pital?
	who whom what   is  asked
	‘Who asked whom what?’
	d. Koj kakvo kogo e pital?       (Bošković 2002:366)
	(146 ) a. ?Ima kome  kako  da   pomogne.
	has whom how  part  helps
	‘(S)he has someone to help somehow.’
	b.  *Ima kako kome da pomogne.
	c.  ?Ima ko   kako kome  da    pomogne.
	has who how whom  part   helps
	There is someone who can somehow help somebody.’ (Bošković 2002:367)
	Recall now that SC shows an ordering effect with wh&wh coordinations involving two wh-phrases. However, the ordering effect here extends to all wh-phrases: when there are more than two wh-phrases there is strict ordering between all of them, as shown ...
	(147 ) a. Ko  kome   i     šta     daje?
	who whom and   what   is-giving
	‘Who is giving what to whom
	b. *Ko   šta     i     kome  daje?
	who what  and   whom  is-giving
	The data discussed above indicate that the ordering effect found with wh&wh coordinations is independent of Superiority (more precisely, what is considered to be superiority effects associated with multiple wh-fronting).
	That the ordering effect found in late coordination formation constructions, which holds in all types of such constructions discussed in this paper (see below), should be dissociated from ordering/superiority-style effects found with multiple wh-fron...
	(148 )*Čijii    kakvaj          [ti otac]   kupuje [tj kola]?
	whose  what-kind-of      father  is-buying car
	‘Whose father is buying what kind of a car?’
	(149 ) Kakvai         čijij    danas [tj otac]  kupuje [ti kola]?
	what-kind-of  whose today    father is-buying car
	‘Whose father is buying what kind of a car today?’
	Importantly, wh&wh coordinations do not match multiple wh-fronting constructions in this respect.
	(150 ) Čijii     i    kakvaj        [ti otac]   kupuje     [tj kola]?
	whose and  what-kind-of    father  is-buying     car
	‘Whose father is buying what kind of a car?
	(151 )  *Kakvai        i    čijij   danas [tj otac]   kupuje    [ti kola]?
	what-kind-of  and whose today   father  is-buying    car
	‘Whose father is buying what kind of a car today?’
	As noted above, Citko and Gračanin-Yuksek (2013) take the superiority parallelism between Bulgarian (140) and (139) to indicate that the availability of multiple wh-fronting underlines the availability of wh&wh coordinations (which, recall, involve la...
	At any rate, there is crosslinguistic variation regarding non-distributed wh&wh coordinations, whose availability should not be tied to either the availability of multiple wh-fronting or Postal-style distributed coordination in the language.
	While the issues discussed in this appendix merit a much more extensive scrutiny than they could be given in this appendix, whose scope is rather limited, what we are seeing here is that languages differ with respect to how they behave regarding the ...
	I will close this appendix with a note on the ordering effect. Postal-style distributed extractions pattern with wh&wh coordinations in the relevant respect. As discussed in section 3, there is an ordering effect with Postal-style distributed extract...
	(152 ) Crvenii, bijelij  i   šarenik   meni  [ti sako], [tj kaput] i    [tk šešir] smetaju.
	red    white and colorful  meDAT       jacket   coat  and     hat   bother
	‘The red jacket, white coat, and colorful hat bother me.’
	(153 ) Which booki, which magazinej, and which paintingk did Mary [buy ti], [read tj], and [sell tk] respectively?
	Non-distributed wh&wh coordinations and Postal-style distributed coordinations thus pattern together, and differ from MWF regarding the ordering effect.
	If the ordering effect in the two constructions is to be captured in a unified manner, the ordering effect with Postal-style distributed coordinations cannot be due to a matching effect between two coordinations (as suggested briefly in section 3) si...
	(154 ) a. Ko    i    šta   kupuje?       b. *Šta i ko kupuje?
	who  and what  buys
	(155 )  a. [VP buys what]
	b. [ConjP and what] (sideward merger)
	c. [vP who buys what]
	d. [ConjP who and what] (sideward merger)
	The element that enters the structure first then has to undergo sideward merger wih the coordinator first, as shown in (154b) (i.e. what merges with and before who does). The result of this is that the order of elements in the derivationally formed Co...
	All this also works for Which booki and which journalj did Sue [buy ti] and [read tj] respectively; given the cycle/bottom up structure building, which journal has to merge with and, the head of the derivationally formed ConjP, before which book (sin...
	The above suggestion also enables us to deduce the contiguity requirement on mixed ATB and non-ATB ATB cases. To illustrate it again, in (155)-(156) regular ATB can hold between contiguous conjuncts, it cannot hold between the first and the third con...
	(156 ) ?How many cakes and how many letters did Mary bake, read, and mail respectively?
	(157 ) *How many lettersi and how many cakesj did Mary read ti, bake tj, and address ti respectively?
	Given the earliness requirement on late coordination formation, how many letters must merge both before and after how many cakes into the late formed ConjP in (156) (more precisely, it has to be sideward merged into it after and address…. is formed; t...
	Recall now that the derivationally formed ConjP has to be inserted into the structure very close to the step of regular movement that the relevant elements need to undergo. This can be interpreted as indicating that the derivationally formed ConjP ha...

