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1 Introduction

* This research examines a typology of movement that has A and A properties. I show that the variation we see
can be explained by different probe specifications, introducing the notions of conjunctively and disjunctively
satisfied probes.

— A body of recent work has demonstrated the existence of syntactic positions/operations that show a
mix of A and A properties (Pesetsky and Torrego 2001; Aldridge 2004, 2008; Bennett 2009; Legate 2011;
Aldridge 2017; Erlewine 2018; Bossi & Diercks 2019).

- Various names for combined probes include ‘composite’, ‘fused’, ‘complex’, ‘mixed’, and others.

¢ [ will adopt the featural view of phrasal movement (Van Urk 2015)

(1)  Featural view of phrasal movement:
Differences between movement types derive from independent properties of the feature(s) involved in
Agree.

e Thus, the distinction between A and A movement is simply the features the relevant probes are specified for.

— This is contrast to a view in which A and A movement are fundamentally different types of movement
which target distinct positions (e.g. Chomsky 1981, 1995; Mahajan 1990; Déprez 1990; Miyagawa 2010).

¢ I examine various instances of mixed A/A movement and propose three distinct types:

1. Two probes on one head [SAT: A] [SAT: A]

— Behavior: The two probes typically target one phrase with [A,A] but can target two phrases, each
with a relevant feature.

— Languages: Kipsigis (Bossi & Diercks 2019) (also found in Dinka Bor (Van Urk 2015))
2. Conjunctive Satisfaction [SAT: A and A]

— Behavior: Only phrases with both features [A,A] are targeted. Elements with one or the other do not
satisfy the probe.

— Languages: Ndengeleko (own field work) (also found in Khanty (Colley & Privoznov 2020))
3. Disjunctive Satisfaction [SAT: A or A]

— Behavior: The highest element with either [A] or [A] satisfies the probe: A probing for the closest DP
(Aldridge 2004, 2008; Brannon & Erlewine 2020b)
— Languages: Austronesian, Mayan, Inuit (Aldridge 2004, 2008 and many others)

¢ To account for the last two types, I introduce the notions of conjunctive and disjunctive satisfaction.

- Satisfaction condition: features cause the probe to stop probing (Deal 2015, 2020)

— I propose that satisfaction conditions can be specified for at least two features, specified as conjunctive
(and) or disjunctive (or).

* These notions extend to patterns of ¢ agreement, providing support for this view.

“Iwould like to show my deep gratitude to all of the Ndengeleko speakers who I worked with including Habiba Kiongoli, Shamti Mzou, and
Saidi Kusokuwa, with special thanks to the late Amiri Kiongoli (twabdnagana tena, babu). I would also like to thank Nico Baier, Madeline Bossi,
Amy Rose Deal, Emily Drummond, and Peter Jenks as well as various audiences at UC Berkeley, LSA 94 and WCCFL 38 for helpful discussion
and feedback at various stages of this project. The Ndengeleko fieldwork reported on here was funded by various Oswalt Endangered Language
grants from UC Berkeley.
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2 Two probes on one head

2.1 Overview

¢ The main defining behavior of this type of mixed A/A movement:

If the A element does not have the relevant A feature, two movements take place (highest A element and

highest A element).
(2)  [SAT:A], [SAT:A]
¢ Evidence for two probes on one head is found in Kipsigis.

> Kipsigis is a Kalejin language of Kenya.
> All data come from Bossi & Diercks 2019.

2.2 Kipsigis discourse driven word order

* Bossi & Diercks (2019) identify an after-verb position as the structural position for discourse prominence,

indicated with the [§] feature.!

3 a S Kii-@-goo-chi ngo; p Kibet kitabut?
PST-35G-give-APPL who  Kibet book

‘Who gave Kibet a book?’ Bossi & Diercks (2019, 8)

b. DO Koo-@-goo-chi nee; p Chepkoech Kibet?
PST-35G-give-APPL what Chepkoech Kibet?

‘What did Chepkoech give Kibet?’ Bossi & Diercks (2019, 8)

c. IO Kii-@-goo-chi ngos p Chepkoech kitabut?
PST-35G-give-APPL who  Chepkoech book

‘“Who did Chepkoech give a book?’ Bossi & Diercks (2019, 8)

* Bossi & Diercks also observe that this discourse position is only for nominals (elements with [D]).

* This restriction is illustrated by comparing temporal adverbs, which have the nominal property of functioning

as a subject shown in (4), and manner adverbs, which cannot.

(4) Koo beetut nemie amut.
PST day good yesterday

“Yesterday was a good day.’ Bossi & Diercks (2019, 9)

1For Ndengeleko data abbreviations include: 1,2,3 etc = noun class 1, noun class 2, noun class 3 etc, 1SG = first person singular, 2sG =
second person singular, APPL = applicative, AUX = auxiliary, FV = final vowel, OM = object marker, POSS = possessive SM = subject marker.
For all other data: 1 = first person, 2 = second person, 3 = third person, A=Set A (ergative and possessive) agreement, B= Set B (absolutive)
agreement, AP=antipassive, DAT = dative, DIR=directional, DS=directional suffix, EXCL = exclusive, GEN = genitive, INCL = inclusive, LOC =
locative, OBJ = object, NEG = negation, NF = nonfinite, NPST = nonpast, PART = participant, PASS = passive, PAT=patient, PFV = perfective, PL =

plural, POT=potential, PROX=proximate aspect, PST = past, QUANT = quantifier, RN=relational noun, SG = singular
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2.3

>

Only temporal adverbs (nominal) can appear in the discourse prominent position after the verb:

(®) #[Koo-@-min]y komies lagok  bandek.
PST-3PL-plant well  children maize
Int: “The children planted the maize WELL. Bossi & Diercks (2019, 9)

(6) [Koo-@-ely amutsp tuga bek.
PST-3PL-drink yesterday cows water
“The cows drank water YESTERDAY.’ Bossi & Diercks (2019, 9)

Bossi & Diercks analyze the discourse prominent position as Spec, TP and the landing site of the verb as the
functional projection above TP:

(7)  Structure of (6)

al
V+o+T+a TP
kooe
DP;

A tV+1)+T UP
amuts p

tuga ty 4, bek t;
Though a single nominal with [§] moves to TP, instances of non-nominal discourse prominence lead to two
movements.

Two movements

If a non-nominal is discourse prominent, the D and ¢ features are found on separate elements within the
domain of the probes on T°.

(8)  Non-nominal discourse prominence in Kipsigis

[rr T [SAT:6][SAT:D] [ [D] [6]11]

In Kipsigis, this configuration is created when a manner adverb (non-nominal) like komie ‘well” is discourse
prominent.

In these cases, the focused adverb is not immediately after the verb, but in a “secondary" after-verb position.
The subject (highest nominal) immediately follows the verb.

9) [Koo-@-min]y lagokp komies bandek.
PST-3PL-plant children well — maize
“The children planted the maize WELL.’ Bossi & Diercks (2019, 18)

Following Bossi & Diercks, I take this fact to indicate two movement operations.

— In Bossi & Diercks’ analysis, the [0] probe goes first, and it has an EPP feature than can only be checked
by [D], prompting a second movement.
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* Departing from their analysis, I argue that this reflects two separate probes on T.

(10) Two movements in Kipsigis (structure adapted from Bossi & Diercks (2019, 18))

/ap\

V+o+T+a TP
koomin /\
DP;
P
PN
lagokp /\

(11) [Koo-@-min]y lagokp komies bandek.
PST-3PL-plant children well maize
‘The children planted the maize WELL.”

2.4 When [D] and [4] are found together

tv 4ot oP
[SAT:4][SAT:D] .
tytvios tic

Bossi & Diercks (2019, 18)

* When a discourse prominent nominal is present, one movement takes place.

(12)  Nominal discourse prominence in Kipsigis

[r  T°[SAT:4][SAT:D] [ [D,s]

(13) DO Koo-@-goo-chi

-1

nee; p Chepkoech Kibet?

PST-35G-give-APPL what Chepkoech Kibet?

‘What did Chepkoech give Kibet?’

Bossi & Diercks (2019, 8)

* How do two independent probes seem to act ‘together” to move one element?

> Cyclic Agree (Rezac 2003, Béjar & Rezac 2009): when a head reprojects to an intermediate position, an
unsatisfied probe on the given head will reproject as well.

(14) [SAT:4] is satisfied by and moves DP

TP
DPy, TP
P [SAT:D]
nee [§,D] /\
T vP
[SAT:6][SAT:D] PN
\ JUTR 5 S

~
~

TT®Sat---7
@ Move

(15)  [SAT:D] reprojects

TP ~® Sat
< \
//\/\ |
DP, - TP //
PN [SAT:D]
nee [J,D] /\
T vP

[SAT:6][SAT:D] PN

R VA
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* Derivational steps with crucial timing:
- Merge: T is merged with two probes

1. Agree: The [SAT:d] probe probes first and is satisfied by nee[d,D].
2. Move: nee[d,D] moves to Spec, TP

— The intermediate TP created by movement of nee[d,D] carries the [SAT:D] probe.
— The [SAT:D] probe’s new c-command domain includes nee[§,D]

3. Agree: nee[6,D] which satsifies the [SAT:D] probe.
- (Move: String vacuous movement of nee[d,D] to Spec,TP.)

> This two independent probe mixed A/A system of movement can be found in Dinka Bor cyclic movement
through vP as well (Van Urk 2015).

3 Conjunctive satisfaction

3.1 Overview

* The main defining behavior of this type of mixed A/ A movement:
If the A element does not have the relevant A feature, the construction is ruled out. Both features must be
found together to satisfy the probe.

(16)  [SAT: A and A]

¢ Evidence for conjunctive satisfaction is found in Ndengeleko.

> Ndengeleko is an endangered Bantu language spoken in Tanzania.

> All Ndengeleko data not cited come from my own fieldwork in the Rufiji region of Tanzania between
2017-2019.

3.2 Structural focus position
¢ The baseline word order in Ndengeleko is S-V-DO-IO-X.

17) Hadiyag [a-m-pakul-i-a]y mbaapo Kusokuwayp pa-ki-inzaroc.
Hadiya 1.SM-1.0M-serve-APPL-FV 9.rice  Kusokuwa 16-7-kitchen
‘Hadjija is serving Kusokuwa rice in the kitchen’

¢ [ assume that the verb root moves to the edge of the verbal domain (Julien 2002), which Myers (1990) dubs
Mood®. Heads between V? and Mood® appear as suffixes in reverse merge order:

(18)  Ni-kem-w-ag-e...
15G-call-PASS-IMP-FV
‘I was being called...”
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(19)  Ndengeleko clause structure

TP
T° MoodP
ni-
Mood®
0/\ . FocP
Foc Mood
. © FOCO/\
Aspy  Foc® Asp2P
B
Pass® Aspl Asp;  PassP
o~  -ag N
VO Pass? Pass® VP
kem -w /\

VO

» Focused elements appear in a dedicated structural position which is linearly immediately following the verb.
The pattern is illustrated with subject, indirect object, and adverbial wh- words in (20).

(200 a. S [A-teleka]y nyai?

1sM-cook  who
‘Who is cooking?’

b. 10 [U-m-pa-ya]y nyai kily6?
1.5G.sM-10M-give-APPL who food
‘Who are you giving food to?’

c. Adv Halima [a-a-lenga]y liniki itunguu?
Halima 1SM-PST-peel when onions
‘When will Halima peel onions?’

¢ [ follow Aboh (2007) and Van der Wal (2006) in positing a low FocusP immediately below the final landing
site of the verb. 2

(21) [U-tend-ag-e]y kilf?
25G-do-IMP-FV what
‘What were you doing?’

2This focus position has been referred to as the immediately after verb position (IAV) and is commonly found in Bantu languages (Watters
1979, Hyman & Polinsky 2009, Hyman 2010 for Aghem, Buell 2005 for Zulu; and Van der Wal 2009 for Makhuwa).
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(22) Low focus movement

= FocP
tend-ag-e
NP[FOC]
/N Foc®  Asp,P
kali P
Asp) VP
ag O

& NP[FOC]

tend A\

kalt

3.3 Focus movement is restricted to nominals

¢ The main diagnostic for nominals is the presence of a noun class marker.

> Carstens (2005) analyzes noun classes in Bantu as the combination of grammatical gender and number.

Table 1: Noun Class is Number and Gender

Singular Plural
Gender A Noun Class1 Noun Class 2
Gender B Noun Class3 Noun Class 4
Gender C Noun Class5 Noun Class 6
Gender D Noun Class7 Noun Class 8
Gender E Noun Class9 Noun Class 10

> Van der Wal & Fuchs (2019) analyze Bantu noun class prefixes as the joint spell out of n and Num

(following Kramer

2015).

(23) a. mi-gunda

4-field
“fields’

b. NumP

N

Num
[PL]

nP

T

n v/ FIELD

[B]

c.  mi<«— [Num:PL,n:B]

gunda

<> +/FIELD

* Thus, we establish that noun class markers indicate the presence of [n], the morphological reflex of an n

projection.

3.3.1 Adverbs are nominals

* Subjects and objects clearly possess noun class prefixes and are therefore nominal.
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¢ Unlike Kipsigis, both manner and temporal adverbs are nominal as well, as they appear with noun class
prefixes®

Table 2: Noun class prefixes on adverbs

li-iso 5-yesterday
li-ino 5-today
ma-alabu 6-tomorrow
bw-iso 14-well

ka-ndende 12-slowly

> In addition, temporal adverbs can be possessed, further suggesting their nominal status.*

(24)  li-iso y-aake
5-yesterday 9-1.POSS
‘the previous day’ lit: ‘its yesterday’

(25)  ma-alabu y-aake
6-tomorrow 9-1.POSS
‘the next day’ lit: “its tomorrow’

* Locative phrases include a locative noun class prefix which Van der Wal & Fuchs analyze as an additional n
with locative gender stacking on top of the NumP.

(26) a. pa-ki-inza
16-7-kitchen

‘in the kitchen’
b. nP
n NumP
[Loc] 7
Num nP
[SGl
n +/KITCHEN
[D]

c. pa<— [1:LOC]
ki «— [Num:SG,n:D]
inza «— +/KITCHEN
3.4 Conjunctive satisfaction: [FOCUS and #]

* T adopt an interaction/satisfaction theory of Agree in which probes have two specifications (Deal 2015):

> Interaction condition: the set of features that a probe copies back.

> Satisfaction condition: the set of features that causes a probe to stop probing.

» Specification of the probe on Foc” in Ndengeleko:®

[SAT: FOCUS and n]

3This is found across Bantu as well; see Cope 1957 and Mathonsi 2001.

“In the adverbial possessive contexts, the agreement on the possessor is always y-, which Strom (2013) shows is the agreement for gender [E]
which collapses the sg/pl distinction and is called class 9/10. She also shows that borrowed words tend to show class 9/10 morphology and
agreement. I take from this that class 9/10 represent default noun classes, and that the agreement in (24) and (25) is thus default agreement.

5The interaction condition simply must include FOCUS and .
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3.5 Only focused nominals satisfy the probe
¢ Evidence for conjunction of [SAT: FOCUS and n]:
1. X[n]: Non-focused nominals are skipped.

2. X[FOCUS]: Non-nominal focused elements are skipped.

3. X[ ]:The absence of any focused nominal is ungrammatical.

3.5.1 Skipping of a non-focused nominal

e Intervening nominals without an A feature do not interfere with the probe. The probe will continue probing
until it finds a focused nominal.

* Direct object focus illustrates this configuration:

(27) Direct object focus (28) Habiba,, [a-telek-a]y  kilfroc,,?
Habiba 1.SM-cook-FV what
FocP ‘What is Habiba cooking?”’

[SAT: FOCUS and n] /\

VP
SU{O>\
[n] Vv OB]J]

[FOocus,n]

(29)  Skipping of non-focused nominals

I,- —————————— ®Sat-————————-— \
Y

[roce Foc® [SAT: FOCUS and #n] [ve n [Focus,n]]]
T @ Move J

3.5.2 Skipping of a focused non-nominal
* When a non-nominal bears a focus feature, it does not satisfy the probe.
- VP focus illustrates this non-nominal focus.

¢ In cases of VP focus, I assume each element in the VP bears a focus feature (similar proposals are given in
Kenesei 1993, 1998 for VP focus).

(30) VP focus

VP[FOCUS]

RN

VO OBJ
[FOocus] [Focus,n]
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¢ In VP focus, the direct object is the target for focus movement.

— The VP is the constituent in focus, but the object is the only focused nominal.®

(31) VP focus
a. Habiba [a-tend-a]y kili?
Habiba 1.sM-do-FV what
‘What is Habiba doing?’
b. [A-pul-alvroc ngubdroc -
1.sM-wash-FV 9.clothes
‘Shes WASHING CLOTHES.’

(32)  Skipping of focused non-nominal V°

fTTTTT T ®Sat- ——-————-—-———~- N
Y

[rocp Foc® [SAT: FOCUS and #n] [ve FOCUS [Focusn]]]
T @ Move J

3.5.3 No focused nominal

¢ In verb focus, there is no focused nominal

- The verb must be nominalized and move immediately after an auxiliary verb.”
— This is a novel analysis of so called “disjoint” verb forms in Bantu (see Van der Wal (2016) for an overview
of the phenomenon).

(33)  Nandételekd pilau.8
a. [N-and-d]v t-telek-a pilau.
[15G.SM-AUX-FV]y 15-cook-FV rice.
‘I am COOKING rice.”

(34) Nominalized verb focus

MoodP
Aux—m
and-a FocP
NP [FOC,n]
Foc®
uteleka AuxP
tau:n
NP [FOC,n]
PN
uteleka

6This constitutes an example of ‘anti-pied-piping’ from Brannon and Erlewine (2020a) in which the element that is moved is a sub-constituent
of the element which hosts the relevant feature.

"The (k)u- noun class 15 prefix creates the infinite form of the verb, allowing the nominalized verb to be in subject position and trigger class
15 subject agreement on the main verb.

8Strom (2013) shows that the final vowel a and the nominalizing (noun class 15) prefix u undergo fusion, pronounced as 0. Accepting Strom’s
analysis of o, verb focus forms will appear throughout the paper in this underlying structural representation, though the reader should know
that a-u sequences are pronounced as o.

10
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¢ Constructions which lack any focused element are also ungrammatical in Ndengeleko.

(35) *[N-delek-a]y .
15G.SM-cook-FV
Int: ‘T am cooking.’
(36)  No satisfaction in (35):

T X No Satisfaction - — >

[rocp Foc! [SAT: FOCUS and 7] [vp Sn [V 111

¢ I follow Preminger (2014) and others by assuming that Agree as operation can fail without crashing the
derivation.

>> The derivation crashes in (35) because nothing was moved and Spec,FocP is left empty.
(37) EPP on Spec,FocP: The specificer of FocP must be filled.

> In order to express intransitive verbs, they must be nominalized and appear immediately after an auxil-
iary verb, creating the same structure as verb focus:

(38) [N-and-4]y u-telek-a.
[1SG.SM-AUX-FV]y 15-cook-FV.
‘I am COOKING.’

e This, then, lays out a three way Agree-Movement-EPP relationship in which the specifications of each can
vary:

>> Agree establishes dependencies and copies back features (that may end up being spelled out as agree-
ment).
© Ndengeleko Foc: [SAT: FOCUS and n]
> Movement Instructions: A probe’s instructions about which element to move.

© Ndengeleko Mmvement instructions on Foc’: Move the element which meets the satisfaction condi-
tion.

> EPP: A requirement (filter) that a position cannot be empty.
©® Ndengeleko EPP on Foc’: Spec,FocP cannot be empty.

» The conjunctive satisfaction system of A/A movement can also be found in Khanty, where [TOPIC and ¢]
must be found together, which Colley & Privoznov (2020) refer to as a “composite ¢/ TOP probe".

4 Disjunctive satisfaction

¢ The main defining behavior of this type of mixed A/A movement:
If an A-only element intervenes between the probe and the A element, agreement with A element is blocked.

(39)  [SAT: AorA]

* Disjunctive satisfaction can account for a generalization from Aldridge (2004,2008) regarding syntactic erga-
tivity:?

(40) A probing for the closest DP:
An A probe can be specified to target the closest accessible DP.

Brannon & Erlewine (2020b) extend the Aldridge generalization to non-ergative languages.

11
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(41)  Closest DP: grammatical

( v v
[Aprobe [ DP[A] [DP]]]

(42)  Intervening DP: ungrammatical

f ¥ v
[A pI'Obe [VP DP DP [A] ] ]

¢ Evidence for this type of restriction comes from certain languages which show syntactic ergativity.

- In many ergative languages (e.g. in Mayan, Austronesian, and Inuit families), only absolutives can
undergo A extraction (see Deal 2016 for an overview).

(43) v Intransitive subject extraction Mam (England 2017)

a. Ma chi Db’eet xiinaq.
PROX B3PL walk men
‘The men walked.”

b. Aa xiinagma chi b’eet.
DEM men PROX B3PL walk men
‘It was the men who walked’

(44) v Transitive object extraction Mam (England 2017)
a. Ma chi kub’ ky-tzyu-n  xiinaq chee;j.
PROX B3PL DIR A3PL-grab-DSmen horse
‘The men grabbed the horses.’
b. Aa cheejma chi kub ky-tzyu-n  xiinagq.
DEM horse PROX B3PL DIR A3PL-grab-DS men
‘It was the horses that the men grabbed.

(45) *Transitive subject extraction Mam (England 2017)
*Aa xiinagma chi kub’ ky-tzyu-n  chej.
DEM men PROX B3PL DIR A3PL-grab-Ds horse
Intended: ‘It was the men who grabbed the horses.
(46) v Antipassive to extract transitive subject Mam (England 2017)
Aa xiinagma chi tzyuu-n ky-i’j chej.
DEM men PROX B3PL grab-AP A3PL-RN:PAT horse
Intended: ‘It was the men who grabbed the horses.

¢ In the “standard" theory of syntactic ergativity, the absolutive object moves to a structrual position above the
ergative subject (Deal 2016).'°

. Movement ﬁ
(47) [Aprobe [ [,p OBJ.ABS [SUBJ.ERG [v» VOBFABS]]]]

e This creates an intervening DP between an A probe and the ergative subject.

10Examples of this type of analysis: Campana 1992, Murasugi 1992, Ordéfiez 1995, Bittner and Hale 1996, Coon et al. 2014, Assmann et al.
2015, Levin 2018, and Coon et al. 2020.

12
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(48)  Intervening absolutive DP

( * v
[ A probe [ DP DP[A]]]
* A puzzling question: why would an A probe be restricted to the closest DP?

— Recent work in Mayan has adopted various answers to this question (Levin, 2018; Coon, Baier, and
Levin, 2020).

e I propose that the A probe in these cases is disjunctively satsified:
(49) The most local instance of either [D] or [A] will satsify the probe: [SAT: D or A]

¢ Movement instructions
— The [SAT: D or A] probe in Mayan only moves elements with A.

(50)  Satisfaction without movement
If———Sa’c———~v
[ [SAT: D or A] [v» DP DP [A]]]

(S X Move )

— The DP in (50) satisfies the probe but cannot be moved. I propose this is because it lacks an A feature.

(51) A satisfaction-movement generalization:
A probes can only move A elements.

¢ Accounting for the ungrammaticality: EPP

— Recall: the focus position in Ndenengeleko came with an EPP: leaving it empty resulted in ungrammat-
icality

— We must say the same for the construction in (50): movement is infallible (the A position has an EPP
feature).

» Brannon & Erlewine (2020b) account for non-ergative subject-only extraction restrictions with the same gen-
eralization from Aldridge: A probing for the closest DP. These cases are further examples of disjunctive A/A
satisfaction.

5 Conjunctive and disjuctive satisfaction in ¢ agreement

5.1 Conjunctive satisfaction in Mi‘gmaq
» A probe with a conjunctive satisfaction condition can be found in ¢ agreement as well.

¢ Coon & Bale (2014) show that in Mi’gmaq (Eastern Algonquian), Infl agrees with the subject u unless there is
a first or second person plural (PART-PL) argument, which then control Infl agreement.!!

111f both arguments are PART-PL, Infl agree with 1PL. This hierarchy can be captured by stacking two probes above the subject (below Infl).
The closest probe attracts 1PL and the higher probe attracts PART-PL (both with conjunctive satisfaction conditions). If the clause contains no
PART-PL, Infl agrees with the subject.

13
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(52)  Infl agreement pattern in Mi’gmaq (Coon & Bale 2014, 93)

SUBJECT > OBIJECT

PART-PL {1,2,3,3PL}
supEcT >
{1,2,3,3PL} PART-PL

(53) PART-PL subject
a. Mu nemi-a-w-gw-ig.
NEG see-30BJ-NEG-1INCL-3PL
“Wencr don’t see them.” (Coon & Bale 2014, 89)

(54) PART-PL object
a. Mu nem-u’ln-u-oq.
NEG see-2.0BJ-NEG-2PL
‘T don’t see youp,.’ (Coon & Bale 2014, 95)

* Participant or plural features alone are not enough to trigger Infl agreement with the object. (No data is
provided on what happens in (1,2,3>3PL).

(55) Mu nem-i'li-w-g.
NEG see-10BJ-NEG-3
‘She doesn’t see me.” (Coon & Bale 2014, 89)

* Coon & Bale (2014) account for the pattern by positing movement of an argument with specific features above
the subject. This argument becomes the most local to Infl for agreement (trees adapted from example 45, page

98).
(56)  Mi’gmagq subject agreement (1,2,3,3PL) (57)  Mi’gmagq object agreement (PART-PL)
InflP InflP
P TN
Infl Infl
I
| P // TN
\ FP | FP
\
\ /\ l\
\ FP ) DPopg FP
\ N Agr?e PART-PL _—_
\\ F P ST F vP
Agree DPsy; 0 DPsy; 0
AN R , P P
~_- v VP v VP
/\ /\
V  DPey

¢ Coon & Bale propose separate person and number probes above vP which search and find goals indepen-
dently, but must communicate to only move one ‘best match’.

* We can formalize this aspect of agreement in Mi’gmaq as a conjunctive satisfactied probe on F:
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(58) [SAT: PART and PL]

5.2 Disjunctive satisfaction in Aiwoo

* Roversi (2020) argues that a disjunctive ¢ probe is present in Aiwoo.
— Either a second person feature (ADDR) or a plural feature (AUG) will halt the probe.

* The verb can agree with both the subject and object as in (59), where the subject is 1st person singular and
(60) where the subject is 3rd person singular.

(59) a. i-togulo-nee-mu
PFV-hit-1SG-2SG
‘I hit you.”
b. i-togulo-nee-mi
PFV-hit-1SG-2PL
‘Thit you (pl.).”

(60) a. i-togulo-gu-mu
PFV-hit-GU-2SG
‘(S)he hit you.’
b. i-togulo-gu-i
PFV-hit-GU-3PL
‘(S)he hit them.”

o If the subject is either second person or plural, verbal agreement is only with the subject.

(61) a. i-togulo-muiu

PFV-hit-2sg 1SG
“You hit me.’

b. i-togulo-ngopu iumu
PFV-hit-1pl 25G
“We hit you.”

c. i-togulo-i iungopu
PFV-hit-3pl 1PL
‘They hit us.”

* When the probe in Aiwoo reaches either ADDR or AUG the search is halted (the probe is satisfied). The
remaining pronominal argument is spelled out at a pronoun.

> Roversi writes the probe in Aiwoo as:

(62)  Probe responsible for agreement:
[SAT: ADDR vAUG]|

¢ Similar evidence can be found in patterns of ¢ agreement in Svan, for which Bondarenko & Zompi (2020)
argue that the highest ¢ probe is satisfied by [PART] or [PL].

6 Conclusion

e In this presentation, I identified three types of mixed A/A movement:

1. Two probes on one head [SAT: A] [SAT: A]

— Behavior: The two probes typically target one phrase with [A,A] but can target two phrases, each
with a relevant feature.

— Languages: Kipsigis (Bossi & Diercks 2019) (also found in Dinka Bor (Van Urk 2015))
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2. Conjunctive Satisfaction [SAT: A and A]

— Behavior: Only phrases with both features [A,A] are targeted. Elements with one or the other do not
satisfy the probe.
— Languages: Ndengeleko (own field work) (also found in Khanty (Colley & Privoznov 2020))

3. Disjunctive Satisfaction [SAT: A or A]

— Behavior: The highest element with either [A] or [A] satisfies the probe: A probing for the closest DP
(Aldridge 2004, 2008; Brannon & Erlewine 2020b)

— Languages: Austronesian, Mayan, Inuit (Aldridge 2004, 2008 and many others)

* The notions of conjunctive and disjunctive satisfaction extend to patterns of ¢ agreement, providing support
for this view.

* Traditional implementations of Agree which model probes as uninterpretable features (Chomsky 1995, 2001)
do not have the built-in machinery to account for the full variation we see in probe structures.

> By contrast, the typology is captured nicely in the interaction/satisfaction model of Agree (Deal 2015).
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