Asymmetriesin Conjunct Agreement*
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1 Introduction

Hindi-Urdu displays an asymmetry with respect to the awdity of Closest Conjunct Agreement.

It is available only to objects and not to subjects. Agreemvgth subjects is always agreement
with the full conjunct. We argue that this asymmetry in CawgjuAgreement is related to another
asymmetry between subject and object agreement in a nunithbed@ Aryan languages: object
agreement does not involve person. We derive these prepeftobject agreement from the fact that
object agreement is an instance of dissociated agreenggagraent that takes place independent of
case-licensing. As a result, when the probe (T) accessafirtiet object goal, the person features
of the goal have already been deactivated by the case-ticémsand T must look inside the DP
at theP, where only gender and number features are available.yidids the absence of person
features in object agreement. With subjects, T is both tise-tiaensor and-agreement trigger.
Hence the person features of the subject are visible to T.ddy#ar logic, the features of conjoined
objects are not visible to the probe and a subpart must béifiéenvhose features are visible. The
identification of the subpart is subject to linearity comsations and we present a mechanism that
allows for this. The resulting proposal sheds light on th&tritiution of features within the DP
and the proper analysis of dissociated agreement. It isaafést step towards an integration of
linearization and structural considerations in the treathof agreement.

2 Two Asymmetriesin Object Agreement

Hindi-Urdu has one agreement trigger, T, that expresse®penumber and gender features. Agree-
ment on T is controlled by the most prominent non-overtlyeeasarked argument. In example (1a),
both subject and object are non-overtly case-marked anduhject controls agreement. In (1b),
the subject bears overt ergative case marking and only tjeetab non-overtly case-marked. The
object accordingly controls agreementon T. In (1c), bothjett and object are overtly case marked
(the object by Differential Object Marking (DOM)) and agmeent defaults to masculine singular.

(1) a. Rahul kitaab parh-taa thaa.
RahulM bookF readHAB.M.SGbePST.M.SG

‘Rahul used to read (a/the) book.

b. Rahul-ne kitaab parh-ii thii.
RahulERGbookF readPFV.F bePST.F.SG
‘Rahul had read the book.’

c. Rahul-ne kitaab-koparh-aa thaa.
RahulErRG book-KOreadPFV.M.SGbePST.M.SG

‘Rahul had read the book.’

Besides auxiliaries in T, elements like aspectual markedsparticiples expresg-agreement with
the same goal as T (e.g., habitual: (1a), perfective: (Ilognessive: (6)). Bhatt (2005) argues that
their agreement is dependent on that of T. Evidence for gjieddence comes from Long Distance
Agreement (LDA) which can involve agreeing verbs in suboati clauses, e.caatnii in (2). In
potential LDA contexts, either all agreeing elements agvitle the same target, or none of them
agree at all. There is never a split such that some verbdignies agree and some don't, (2b).

*We would like to thank David Embick, Kyle Johnson, Pallikartaai-Madhwani, and the audiences at PLC
(especially Tony Kroch) and at the Case Workshop in Konstasgecially Ellen Brandner, Marcel den Dikken
and Hubert Truckenbrodt).

U. Penn Working Papers in Linguistics, Volume 17.1, 2011



12 RAJESH BHATT AND MARTIN WALKOW

(2) a. Shahrukh-ne [tehnii kaatnii] chaah-ii thii.
ShahrukheRG branche cut-INF.F want-PFV.F be PST.F.SG
‘Shahrukh had wanted to cut the branch.’

b. *Shahrukh-ne [tehnii kaatnii] chaah-aa thaa.
ShahrukheRG branche cut-INF.F wantPFV.M.SGbePST.M.SG

‘Shahrukh had wanted to cut the branch.’

Bhatt takes this to show that agreeing elements other thare ha separate-probes, but that
their agreement is dependent on the agreement of T. Whenbegrd probes the uninterpretable
@-features of intermediate agreeing projectionspiparticiples, along the way, (3). This does not
value the features of T or #p, but establishes a relation between them leading to catatuance

T finds a goal with valued features.

3) Tlugl...A ...P ...DP
(3) [UGO]\jUGOUR/TLWU(P]Do

In summary, subject and object agreement involve the saiggetrand are sensitive to the same
properties on the target.

2.1 The Person Asymmetry

Bhatt (2005) and Boeckx (2008) observe that in languagesathe same head can agree with either
subject or object, subject and object agreement differ énkihds of features they involve. While
subject agreement involves person, number and gendectalgjeeement involves only number and
gender, not person. Due to DOM, this absence of person agrégamnot visible in Hindi-Urdu.
Person agreement only becomes visible with local persoectdhjbut these obligatorily receiveo-
marking, and overt case marking blocks agreementin HinduUThe absence of person agreement
can be demonstrated in Gujarati, where DOM objects stdlgier agreement, (4). However, even
though person agreement is expressed when the agreengetisaa subject, (5a), it is absent when
the target is an object, (5B).

(4) Gujarati agreement with overtly case marked objects:

a. mEN tehmahribehEn-one bolawi b. mEN a pustek-ne waNcyuN
I-ERG your sistersF-Acc invited F I-ERG thisbookN-AccC readN
‘l invited your sisters.’ ‘| read this book.  (Cardona 1965:75)
(5) a. Personagreement with second person subject:
tEhme aw-ya cho.

youPL cOmePFV.MPL bePRS 2PL

‘You have come.’
b. No person agreement with second person object:

mal tam-ne mar-ya che
| youPL-ACC strikePFV.MPL bePRS 3
‘I have struck you.’ (Magier 1983:324)

Despite the similarity between subject and object agre¢sriarn(1), the two differ in the features
that participate in them.

2.2 The Coordination Asymmetry

Subject and object agreement also differ when the targetospunction. Conjoined subjects always
showresolved agreemen6), meaning that number agreement is always plural, sggnéeler con-
junctions trigger the expected gender agreement, (6a)axet] gender conjunctions are resolved
to masculine gender, (6b).

Iperson agreement with objects is found in Braj (via PeterkH{pc.), Liperovsky 2007) and Old Marathi
(p.c. Peter Hook and Ashwini Deo). There is reason to belitv@igh, that the licensing of case by T and
works differently in these languages from Hindi-Urdu andaBati.
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(6) a. MSG+ MSG: agreement MPL (alSOF.SG+F.SG=F.PL Or M.PL)
Ram aur Ramesh gaa {rahe hE / *rahaa hai}.
Ramm andRameshv sing {PROGMPL bePRSPL/*PROGMSG bePRSSG}
‘Ram and Ramesh are singing.’
b. M.sG+ F.sG agreement mPL (alSOF.SG+M.SG=M.PL)
Ram aur Sita gaa {rahe hE [ *rahii  hai}.
Ramm andSitaF sing{PROGM.PL be PRSPL/*PROGF be.RRs.SG}

‘Ram and Sita are singing.’

With objects, on the other hand, Closest Conjunct Agreerf@@#\) is strongly preferred, (A.In
(7), the object appears to the left of the verbal complex, €4 & rightmost conjunct agreement
(RCA). Note that adjacency of the object and the verbal cemjsl not required.

(7) Ram-ne ekthailii aur ekbaksaa(aaj) {uthaa-yaa [*uthaa-yii/ ???ubaa-yg.
RamE&RGa bagr anda boxM (today){lift- PFv.M.SG/ *lift- PFV.F/ 2?2?liftPFV.M.PL}
‘Ram lifted a small bag and a box.’

CCA is, with respect to both gender and number, unlike in &&hoatian (BoSkovic 2009) or
Slovenian (MaruSic et al. 2007) where gender agreemegetsithe closest conjunct, but number
agreementis resolved. Example (8) shows that Hindi-Urdeiat® enteclosesiconjunct agreement
rather than strictly RCA. When the object follows the verle, sedeft conjunct agreement (LCA).

(8) Raam-nekhariid-ii ekkitaab aur ekakhbaar.
RamE£RGbuy-PFV.Fa bookFanda newspapexs

‘Ram bought a book and a newspaper.’ (modeled on Benmama@in209:19)

Scrambling can create orders where the object is sandwinhieeen two agreeing elements like

a participle and an auxiliary in (9). Such orders are ungratizal when the two conjuncts differ

in gender or number and the participle and the auxiliary stiiffgrent agreement features, (9a, b).
They are acceptable when either both conjuncts have the feanges, (9c), or when the featural
difference between them is obscured by syncretism, (9de f€minine participle inflection has
only one form for singular and pluralyii (compare (9) ¢ and d). This means that the agreement
morphology in (9d) does not reveal the featural differeneeen the two conjuncts, unlike in (9a,
b). The singular agreement on the auxiliinyj shows that (9c, d) still involve conjunct agreement.

(9) V][O0&O]Aux:
a. *Rina-ne gaa-yaa ekgaanaaaur eknazam thii.
RinaERGsiNgPFV.SG.M a songM anda nazamk bePSTF.SG
‘Rina has sung a song and a nazam.
b. Rina-ne gaa-ye dogaaneaur ek giit {?7?the / *thaa}.
Rina€RGsingPFV.M.PL 2 songsandonegiit.M.s {bePST.M.PL/ bePSTM.SG}
‘Rina has sung two songs and one giit.’

c. Rina-ne gaa-yii ekghazal aur eknazam thii.
Rina€ERGsingPFV.Fa ghazalr anda nazamr bePST.F.SG

‘Rina has sung a ghazal and a nazam.’

d. Rina-ne gaa-yii kai nazmen aurekghazal thii.
RinaE£RG singPFV.F manyghazale.pL anda nazamk bePSTF.SG

‘Rina has sung many nazams and a ghazal.’

2Resolved agreement is possible (though still degraded) when the rightmost conjunct ig.sG, the
agreement triggered then can®erL irrespective of the gender features of the other conjuctomparable
situation is not found when the rightmost conjunck.isG, any agreement other th&sGis quite bad.
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The fact that the grammar is sensitive to feature mismattivden the conjuncts shows that the
features of both conjuncts are accessed. That is to sayratrggreement is computed separately
for the participle and the auxiliary.

CCA in Hindi-Urdu is not sensitive to semantic factors likedanese and Moroccan Arabic
(Aoun et al. 1994). These languages allow CCA with postiesbhjects in addition to resolved
agreement. Aoun et al. show that CCA in these Arabic vagasiéncompatible with expressions
that are sensitive to plurality of the subject. We replidate of their tests for object CCA in Hindi-
Urdu in (10). CCA is compatible with expressions litagether (10a), and relative clauses that
show plural agreement, (10b).

(10) a. Ram-ne ek saath(ek haath-s¢ ekbaksaaaur ekthailaauthaa-yaa.
RamERGtogetheronehand-witha boxm anda bagm lift- PFV.M.SG
‘Ram lifted a box and a bag together (with one hand).

b. Rina-ne ekbataa aur eksaaii kharid-ii [jo ki domd sale-pe the.
RinaERGa purseMm anda sariF buyPERFF[REL thatboth sale-onédbePSTM.PL]

‘Rina bought a purse and a sari which were both on sale.’

CCAis not related to animacy. The examples above all showdioated animate subjects and
coordinated inanimate objects. But subjects can be ingdrianad objects can be animate. When
we examine these combinations, we find that animate objagtget CCA, (11a), and inanimate
subjects don't, (11b).

(12) a. Ram-ne duurbiin-se ekshararaarthii aur eknavjaat shishu dekh-aa.
RamERGtelescope-witta refugeem anda newbornchild.M seePFV.M.SG

‘Ram saw a refugee and a newborn child with a telescope.’

b. Yehardhasatya aurvo jhuuth Ram-kaadil dukhaa{rahe
thishalf truth.M andthatfalsehood.MRam-Gerheartsadden{PROGM.PL
hE / *rahaa hai}.

bePRSPL/*PROGM.SGbePRSSG}
‘This half truth and that falsehood are making Ram sad.’

2.3 The Size of the Coordination

Based on the sensitivity of CCA to semantic factors in Lelsarend Moroccan Arabic, Aoun et al.
(1994) propose that CCA involves coordination of constitedarger than DP together with across-
the-board verb movement. CCA in these languages is imdesaisentences containing elements
like each together or relative clauses associated with the subject. In Hudiu, however, CCA is
possible in the corresponding sentences, see (10). Senfiactirs are therefore silent on whether
such an analysis is warranted. A clausal coordination aisaWould have to derive the facts from
Gapping or Right Node Raising. Gapping cannot be the sourobject agreement in S[O&O]V-
orders, since the gapped constituent follows the verbapbexn(12).

(12) s Adv @) \Y [& Adv O]
Rina-ne kal ekbatuaa khariid-aa auraaj eksaaii.
Rina-Ergyesterdaya pursem buyPERFEM.SGandtodaya sariF

‘Rina bought a purse yesterday and a sari today.’

A better candidate is Right Node Raising (RNR), as it wouléhict deliver the correct word order.
The cases in (13) have a word order that forces a RNR analysis.

(13) a. [Ram aaj aur [Ramesh kal] jaa-egaa.
Ramm todayandRameshv tomorrowgo-Futm.sG
‘Ram will go today and Ramesh tomorrow.’
b. Rina-ne [kal ekbatuag  aur [aaj eksaaii] khariid-ii.
RinaERGyesterdaya pursem.sGandtodaya sariF buy-PERFF
‘Rina bought a purse yesterday and a sari today.’
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Recall now that objects force CCA, (7), while subjects doaltmw for CCA, (6). However, (13)
shows that RNR is an option with both subjects and objectRNR analysis of CCA would require
treating what looks like a DP co-ordination as a larger viecbaordination where the verb in the
first conjunct is silent. Let us call this “covert RNR.” Deirig the Hindi-Urdu pattern of CCA via
RNR would then require blocking covert RNR with subjects &ding it with objects. RNR in
Hindi-Urdu is available to structures involving subjectelabjects alike. It is unclear to us right
now how to derive the apposite restrictions in a non-stifiedavay. Therefore, we do not pursue
this type of analysis further.

2.4 Three Questions

We will address three major questions that arise from theegent facts presented above. First,
why does object agreement not involve person? Bhatt (2Qfif5)ests that this difference between
subject and object agreement arises because object agreisnpeagreement without case assign-
ment @issociated agreementCase related AREE and dissociated agreement, he argues, involve
different sets of features. This leaves open, however, ehggnm is missing in dissociated agreement
rather than number or gender.

The second question concerns accessibility. Why are thergsaof the whole conjunction
(&P[¢] hereafter) not accessible to object agreement, and whyharéettures of the conjuncts
accessible? Under standard assumptions about the loo&EREE a probe should have access
to the features of the whole conjunction, possibly thoseheffirst conjunct (van Koppen 2007),
but not those of the last conjunct. Since these featurescaessible in subject agreement, this fact
cannot be attributed to conjunction in Hindi-Urdu not padjeg ¢-features.

Finally, how does the grammar access ¢hfeatures of thelosestconjunct, switching with the
order of agreement trigger and target, and accessing therésaof the first and the last conjunct
simultaneously (see discussion of (9)), despite there logilyg onep-probe in the syntax (see (3))?

We will argue that the first two questions receive the sam&ansperson features on uncon-
joined DPs as well as &Rj become inaccessible to T due to object case assignmertieRagan
casting dissociated agreement as a separate grammatéeatiop from normal &REE, its special
properties follow from the fact that the direct object hagadly participated in an earlierGREE
relation. The choice about which conjunct’s features apFessed on T is made post-syntactically,
but is constrained by the agreement relations establishéatisyntax.

3 Absence of Person and Accessibility

Absence of person agreement and the (in)accessibility dpRieceive the same explanation. These

features are absent from T-agreement, because they havelteeked to license object case prior

to T entering into ASREEwith the object. We use the terdissociated agreemeas a descriptive

term from now on for situations whereGREEaccesses a target that has already been assigned case.
To understand why dissociated agreement cannot accepdedtures of the object, we have

to consider where in Dig-features originate. Following Ritter (1995), we arrivelta picture in

op PNy
D° Ol D0 P
[PER P PER /\
P . NUM2 & )
[NuM] i GEND? NUM i
ANP [GENé } —
1 NP
[GEND] [GENDy]

Figure 1: Origin ofp-features inside DP. Figure 2: Distribution ofp-features in DP.
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Figure 1. Ritter (1995) argues for a division between geadernumber features. Gender features
originate on the noun, while number is introduced by a hidhectional projection, calle®P here.
Furthermore, Bernstein (2001) proposes thatis the locus of DP-internal concord phenomena. For
this reason, gender features are also present there. Feasores, on the other hand, originate i D.
D does not enter the derivation witRiM] or [GEND], but acquires them from its complement. D
contains value-identical copies of thegND] and [NuM] features inpP as well as the only instances
of person features. The resulting distribution of featuseshown in Figure 2.

When accusative case is assigned to DOs, the features in @hacked and become inacces-
sible for further AGREErelations. Since D contains the only instance of persotufea, no person
features are accessible for subsequent probing by T. Thsuats for the absence of person fea-
tures in object agreement. The derivation in (14) illugsahis. In a first step, the direct object is
assigned case by This checks theNuM], [GEND], and [PER] features of DO. When T later probes
DO, indicated as % Step 2,” it cannot value its features on DO, because D’s feathave already
been checked. Since D contains the only instances of peestarés, T cannot check person. In
Section 4, we argue that T resolves its gender and numbeirésabty accessingP at PF.

PER WV PER vV
(14) [I[...-DO|NUM V' | JV]VINUM v | ]...T]
GEND:vV’ GEND:.vV'
A Step 1
l x Step 2

T's failure to value itsp-features in the syntax does not lead to a crash. This cardepémdently
observed by the fact that structures with no possible ageaetarget, like (1c), are grammatical.

Person is absent from dissociated agreement because thimstahce of person features is in
D, and has become inaccessible due to DO case assignment.

3.1 Agreement with Conjoined Objects

Before addressing why the resolved features of conjunetienaccessible in object agreement, we
need to understand how they are computed, represented¢cedssad by AREE

We assume that the-features on &P are computed from those of the conjuncts ah su
way that a link is established between the features of thwithéhal conjuncts and those of &P,
illustrated by the dashed lines in (15). How this computatimrks for all threep-features remains
to be understood. MarusSi¢ et al. (2007) argue that gemdenber, and person features behave
differently in this respect. While number and person canyiséesnatically computed from conjuncts
with different person/number values, the same is not trugesider. In this system, object case
assignment deactivates &P and with it the features in thedpeptions of the conjuncts, explaining
simultaneously the impossibility of resolved agreemerthwi, as well as the absence of person
agreement. The derivation in (15) illustrates this. As id)(¥ assigns case to &P, checking its
person, number, and gender features. Since these featarskad to the features in the D-layers
of the conjuncts¢; andg,), these also become inaccessible for T, illustrated:bystep 2.”

&P[q&]‘ | xStep 2
A Step 1
7 > . )
DP & ~. PER vV PER :
(15) [[[A Lof SRRV, IOV INTTIVIENA S DS S TV
...QP[@]... & Dpz[(pzj GEND:V GEND:?

... QP[@i]. ..

Both the question why &J] is inaccessible and why person agreement is absent reitgve
same explanation: accusative case assignment deactivatEsatures in the maximal projection of

SFigure 1 is Ritter's proposal for third person pronouns. Biades a different proposal for local person.
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the object and makes them inaccessible for T. The next seatgues that the direction of conjunct
agreement is resolved at PF.

The proposal here also explains why semantic effects likdonoccan and Lebanese Arabic
are absent in Hindi-Urdu. Semantic effects relating toaiobjects are computed in tivedomain.
T agreement with the object happens after and independgfitthese relations.

4 Resolving Closest Conjunct Agreement

Syntax does not easily deliver a solution for CCA. On the aaredh) much work since Kayne (1994)
argues that linear order is not part of syntax, but imposestsyatactically. The linear order of
agreement trigger and target should then not be accessibimtax for the resolution of CCA. On
the other hand, existing syntactic approaches to CCA arglgmaatic for Hindi-Urdu. Section 2.2
showed that a clausal reduction account of CCA faces chgglem Hindi-Urdu. Other approaches
(e.g., Bahloul and Harbert 1992, van Koppen 2007) havéated LCA to the syntactic prominence
of the left conjunct. The hierarchical structure of cooedian, however, does not provide an account
of right conjunct agreement, unless the right conjunct igem@rominent than the left in RCA.
Benmamoun et al. (2009) show that this isn’t the case in Hudiu. Finally, there is an argument
specific to Hindi-Urdu against a syntactic account of CCAerhis only onep-probe, T, in finite
clauses in Hindi-Urdu, and the agreement of participlesrandals is parasitic on that probe (see
(3)). The discussion of (9) showed that CCA is sensitive ®oftratures of both the first and the
last conjunct when a coordinated object is sandwiched tletvaeparticiple and an auxiliary. This
suggests that CCA is resolved separately for the partieiptethe auxiliary. It is hard to see how
a single probe associated with T and imposing featural igelm¢tween T and the patrticiple could
resolve agreement in different ways on T and the participplstead, we follow proposals like van
Koppen (2007) or Benmamoun et al. (2009) in dividing up thekwad conjunct agreement between
syntax and PF. Syntax identifies the direct object as theeaggat target, but PF decides which
features in it will be expressed morphologically.

When T probes a direct objectGREE can’t value T's@-features, but does establish a relation
with the maximal projection of DO. PF uses this relation tstriet the search space for findig
features to express on T and other agreeing heads. The iii@h v8hen syntax establishes a relation
that fails to value features, PF gets a chance to find theneiddmain identified by the syntax.

How can relations like linear proximity be stated withour@ducing new machinery into the
grammar? We adopt a system like Kayne (1994), where linelards established at PF, by mapping
c-command relations between nodes into relations of lipgsredence. We will writéa, b) to mean
nodea precedes node After the syntactic structure has been linearized, we etar to linear order
between nodes in the tree via linearization statementsdagtdhem.

Three elements enter into the computation of CCA: the agee¢wontroller C); what will be
called theanchor(A), the element that the T-head hasReEd with; and the targetT), the node
that provides the-features that end up being expressedorSyntax delivers the relation between
C andA; PF’'s job is to figure out which part oA is T. Which elements are potentid@ls? We
argued in Section 3 that D and &P aren’t, because their featiave already been checked. We
propose that the features that are accessed in object agmeara those of th&-projection. Theb-
projection has gender and number, but no person featuregigere 1), hence object agreement is
only in gender and number. Similarly, conjunctions haveecmnjunct®P,” so resolved agreement is
impossible in object agreement and PF has to access oneafrthencts’®P to resolve agreement.
Which elements act as controllers will be discussed in 8edii we start by demonstrating the
general system of resolving CCA using verbs in T as contimlle

What determines the direction of conjunct agreement isitteaf relation betweeA andC,
i.e., the order between a finite verb in T and the conjoinedabWhenC is T, the relation between
it and A has been established bycREE under c-command. Hence there will usually be a single
linearization statement that provides information abmédr orderC andA and the direction of
conjunct agreement. The relation betwegmand T can then be stated as follows:

(16) Whichever linear relation holds betwe€randA, T is the uniqueb; such that
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a. @ is contained imMA, and

b. there is nap; different from®; and contained irA such that the same linear relation
holds betwee®; and®; as holds betweeA andC.

Clause b states that there is no other possible agreemeget tasideA that stands betweeh and

C. The resolution of LCA and RCA under (16) is illustrated igtiie 3. RCA arises in OV-order,
i.e., when the anchor precedes the controllgr; C). T is the uniquep-feature containing node
®; in A, for which there is nap-feature containing nod®; that it precedes (®;, ®;)). In Figure
3a, T is ®P[p4] in the rightmost conjunct. It is contained A/&P and there is no othap-feature-
containing node that preced®®[@4] in the way thatA /&P precede<£/T. The only other candidate
for T in Figure 3a isPP[¢@,], the ®P of the leftmost conjunct. It runs afoul of (16b), as there is
anotherp-feature-containing node that it precedes k&P precede</T: ®P[@a].

LCA, conversely, arrises in VO-order, i.e., when the andbtiows the controller:(C, A). T
is the uniqueD;, for which there is nab; that it follows (*(®;, ®;)). In Figure 3b, this isb%[ -], the
®-head of the leftmost conjunct. It is contained4n&P, and there is no othep-feature containing
noded; that it follows in the way tha# /&P follows C/T. Again, the other candidate far, ®°[¢4],
runs afoul of that condition. It follow®°[¢,] like A/&P follows C/T.

In agreement with an unconjoined object, (16b) becomesowas there is only one agree-
ment projection that could serve as the target. Agreeme@itnand VO-orders accesses different
projections of®P, ®P in OV-order andpb® in VO-order, but these lead to the same result, as there
won'’t be mismatches in gender or number features betweemwthe

A purely linear account of CCA runs into problems when olgexintain other DPs: for ex-
ample, inside a prenominal modifier. The prenominal redstin (17) contain objects, which are
unmarked and hence potential agreement targets. Desjsifatta femininechiinii ‘sugar’ cannot
control agreement on the matrix vetbkh-‘eat’, in bold face. Instead, the conjunct that the relative
is attached tobhaaluu‘bear’, controls agreement atekh; in italics.

a7 a. Atif-ne chiinii khaa-taa  bhaaluuaur shahad khaa-tii chiRiyaadekh-ii.

Atif- ERG sugarr eatiMP.M.SGbearm andhoneym eatiMP.F bird.F  seePFV.F
‘Atif has seen a sugar eating bear and a honey eating bird.’

b. Atif-ne {*dekh-ii /dekh-ad chiinii khaa-taa  bhaaluuvaur shahad
Atif- ERG {seePFV.F / seePFV.M} sugarr eatiMmpP.M.SGbearm andhoneywm
khaa-tii chiRiyaa.
eatiMP.F bird.F
‘Atif has seen a sugar eating bear and a honey eating bird.’

This problem can be overcome by reconsidering what exdwdlyahchor is. Syntax identifies

&P as the anchor, but &P itself is linked to the the maximaj@ctons of its constituent DPs. These
in turn are linked, as argued in Section 3, to the featurdsHAnsee Figure 2. Consequently, since the

/&P[qe&—]\ Tlos]  Tlga /&P[ﬁekﬂ\
DP[¢x] & (¢4 DP[¢x] & (¢4t
DO[fr] PPl@] & ﬁ%}\ Do%lgr] ®Plg] & ﬁ@
N PN

™ o0gl NP D@} P %] NP DOl oP[q]
_ PN _ PN
®%[¢q] NP ®%[¢] NP

a. Right conjunct agreement (see (7)). b. Left conjunctemgent (see (8)).

Figure 3: Left and right conjunct agreement under (16).
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Tlq]

XP &P [¢]

PRl /\

DP[¢s]
Step i\—ﬂbomp /\

Step t

Figure 4: Agreement in V[O&O]Aux-order.

search space at PF is restricted to the anchor, it will ekgieilinks between &P and its constituent
parts.®Ps of elements that are not thus connected to the anchoraniitMisible.

5 Syntax Constrains PF: Constraintson Feature (Mis)matches

The previous section discussed how conjunct agreemennipuied when there is only one con-
troller and it is in T. We now return to the examples in (9) witrere are multiple controllers that
have different linear orders with respectAq raising the question of which elements act as con-
trollers. Under the syntactic constraint in (3) and the Péoaat in the previous section, one might
expect that CCA is resolved once, for T, and that the feataf&@sare copied down on all other
agreeing heads. This would give rise to a situation in whitJO&O]Aux-orders like (9), V and
Aux would show the same features, those of the rightmosucmjrrespective of what the features
of the left conjunct are. This isn’t the case, as shown by thgrammaticality of (18), where all
agreeing elements show agreement with the rightmost cotjnat the closest one.

(18) *Rina-ne gaa-yii ekgaanaa aureknazam thii.
RinaERGsing-PFV.Fa songM.sGanda nazamr.SGbePSTF.SG

‘Rina had sung a song and a nazam.’

Instead, we see in (9) that such orders are ungrammatidakaitihe two controllers show the same
features (modulo syncretism, which will be addressed BhortVe take this to mean that both of
the agreeing heads act as controllers in the sense of thepsesection, and that the constraint
on matching between the features on the different contmoitethe effect of the syntactic relation
between T and the other agreeing projections. We proposthibaelation leads to transmission of
T's features to these heads, as soon as T has resolved itesfeatogether with each agreeing head
acting as a controller, this derives the ungrammaticafifa, b) as follows. The PF derivation for
V[O&O]V-structures is shown in Figure 4. The left hand catier is a participle (RRT). Steps t
and f are the resolution of conjunct agreement of T axrirRaccording to (16). They result in the
valuation of T's¢-features ag, and those of RRT as@,. “Step =" is the feature transfer of T's
features to BRT. This results in the presence of two setsgefieatures on RRT. When these two
sets of features cannot be realized in a single form, thetstreicrashes at PF. This is the case when
the first and the last conjunct have different gender, (9a)umber features, (9b).

Wheng, and@,4 can be realized by the same form, the structure is gramnhafibes happens
when the features on the first and the last conjunct are whn{Ac), or when there is a syncretic
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form that spells out both of the feature combinations as ) (9ssery 2009).

6 Extensions

This paper focuses on CCA with objects and notes that it isppddent of animacy. However, we
have found that CCA is also possible with unaccusative stgnd in that domain it is subject to
animacy restrictions. Extending our analysis to the fuligaof CCA constructions will be our next
step. Outside of Hindi-Urdu, we are exploring the relatlipsetween the absence of person in
object agreement and CCA in Gujarati. Unlike Hindi-Urdu j&@ati has resolved agreement with
co-ordinated objects (Suthar 2006).

This proposal continues recent work (Bobaljik 2008, Benmamet al. 2009) on the location
of agreement in the grammar. Our proposal relegates theofaghoosing an agreement target to
syntax, and leaves to PF the task of resolving which featneexpressed on the agreement trigger.
As one would expect, the relations established in the symatstxict the search space for PF.
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